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Abstract. Liquid crystal elastomers (LCEs) marry the large deformation response of a cross-linked polymer
network with the nematic order of liquid crystals pendent to the network. Of particular interest is the
actuation of LCE sheets where the nematic order, modeled by a unit vector called the director, is specified
heterogeneously in the plane of the sheet. Heating such a sheet leads to a large spontaneous deformation,
coupled to the director design through a metric constraint that is now well-established by the literature.
Here we go beyond the metric constraint and identify the full plate theory that underlies this phenomenon.
Starting from a widely used bulk model for LCEs, we derive a plate theory for the pure bending deformations
of patterned LCE sheets in the limit that the sheet thickness tends to zero using the framework of Γ-
convergence. Specifically, after dividing the bulk energy by the cube of the thickness to set a bending scale,
we show that all limiting midplane deformations with bounded energy at this scale satisfy the aforementioned
metric constraint. We then identify the energy of our plate theory as an ansatz-free lower bound of the limit
of the scaled bulk energy, and construct a recovery sequence that achieves this plate energy for all smooth
enough midplane deformations. We conclude by applying our plate theory to a variety of examples.

1. Introduction

Liquid crystal elastomers (LCEs) are rubbery solids composed of a lightly cross-linked polymer network
with rod-like mesogen molecules ("liquid crystals") pendent to the polymer backbone. At low temperatures,
the liquid crystals have a tendancy towards alignment that gives rise to an orientational order — a nematic
phase described macroscopically by a director (unit vector) and order parameter at each point in the solid.
This orientational order strongly couples to the entropic elasticity of the polymer network, leading to a rich
range of mechanical behaviors [62]. On increasing the temperature, for instance, thermal fluctuations sup-
press the LCE’s nematic order, resulting in a phase transition that renders the material effectively isotropic at
high temperatures. Large spontaneous distortion accompanies the transition — the solid contracts along its
initial director (by roughly 20−80% strain depending on the cross-linking density) and expands transversely
in a manner that is nearly incompressible.

(a) (b)

Figure 1. Example of hetergeneous director programming and actuation in LCE sheets;
the experimental images in (b) are reproduced from [59, 63].
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About a decade ago, materials scientists pioneered methods for synthesizing LCE sheets with heteroge-
neous control over the director profile in the plane of the sheet [18, 59]. This innovation enabled dramatic
displays of shape-actuation and solidified LCEs as an important materials template for emerging applications
in soft robotics and artificial muscles [63]. Fig. 1 highlights an exemplar from the literature — the conical
actuation of a voxelated LCE sheet in [59]. This LCE is formed in a thin layer between two glass plates
whose surfaces are photo-patterned to trigger spatially varying alignment of the mesogens molecules during
the polymerization process; the plates are then removed to produce a free-standing and heterogeneously
patterned sheet. The resulting director profile, sketched in Fig. 1(a), is oriented azimuthally (tangent to
the lines shown) around nine +1-defects. Upon heating, the sheet undergoes a nematic-to-isotropic phase
transition that causes azimuthal contraction and radial expansion about each defect, resulting in the global
conical actuation shown Fig. 1(b). Other experimental modalities have emerged in recent years that enrich
the programming capability. LCEs can be 3D printed — the mesogens align with the printing direction
to produce heterogeneously patterned plates and shells [3, 37] with similar actuation principles as those on
display in Fig. 1. Refinements in chemistry have also enabled actuation by light, as well as heat, a more prac-
tical stimuli-response for engineering applications [29, 65]. All told, LCEs make for an exciting engineering
system to explore the interplay between design and deformation in a sheet.

The first theoretical examination of director programming actually precedes the experimental work and
came by way of Modes et al. [45, 46]. Starting from the classical trace formula for the entropic energy of an
LCE [7], they predicted that conical and saddle-like shapes should emerge on heating a plate programmed
using "+1" and "-1"-defects, respectively. A flurry of theoretical activity followed. Building on universal and
elegant concepts in the development of non-Euclidean plate theory [23, 36, 57], Aharoni et al. [1] proposed a
metric constraint to govern the relationship between the director program and actuation in patterned LCE
sheets. They also described a class of surfaces of revolution that solved the constraint exactly. Mostajeran
and Warner continued this theme by showing how to blueprint a variety of Gaussian curvatures [47] and by
developing a family of log-spiral designs and actuations [61]. They also worked closely with experimentalists
to validate these design motifs [38, 48]. Plucinsky et al. [55] generalized the metric constraint to include
jumps in the director field, enabling complex and easily realizable shape change through nonisometric origami
[54, 60]. They further complimented this literature by showing that the smooth metric constraint arises as
a necessary condition for bending deformations in LCE sheets [56]. Finally, Aharoni et al. [2] proposed and
exemplified an inverse design strategy based on the metric constraint to program an LCE sheet to take a
fairly arbitrary 3D shape. The theme of inverse design continues to be an active area of theoretical research
[21, 32, 33]. Other intriguing avenues of recent research concern curved creases and how they interact in a
predictable and functional way with the metric constraint [24, 25, 26]. All of this literature highlghts the
richness and importance of the metric constraint as a concept for designable actuation in LCE sheets.

These successes notwithstanding, there has been a thrust in recent years to go beyond a purely geometric
metric constraint and develop plate theories for LCE sheets. A variety of researchers [10, 14, 20] have pro-
posed and numerically implemented Koiter-type theories — the metric constraint is relaxed and incorporated
into a stretching energy term proportional to the plate thickness, while the bending term at thickness cubed
is taken as an ad hoc quadratic energy density of a bending strain. These theories are successful at simulat-
ing shape actuation in LCE sheets, including under loads and when defects introduce sources of frustration
[9, 11, 22]. However, their bending terms are not systematically derived and thus leave something to be
desired from a theoretical perspective. Many have taken up the challenge of dimension reduction for LCE
sheets, though not so much in asymptotic regimes where the aformentioned metric constraint plays a leading
role. Mihai and Goriely [44] derived a Föppl-von Kármán-like set of plate equations for LCE sheets and used
it to study wrinkling of a nematic-isotropic bilayer [31]. Bartels et al. [4] also studied a bilayers problem in
which the isotropic layer mutes the shape actuation of the nematic layer in a way that enabled them to derive
a Kirchhoff-like nonlinear plate theory whose bending deformations are euclidean isometries. Liu et al. [43]
took a non-asymptotic approach to derive a plate theory for LCEs by expanding each field in a power series
in the thickness coordinate and by constraining the expansion to solve equilibrium-type equations that arise
at successive powers of the thickness. Finally, Virga and colleagues [49] derived a blended plate theory for
LCE sheets that accounts for both stretching and bending and used it to study the elastic behavior of ridges
that naturally arise when the programmed director only possesses non-smooth isometric immersions [52].
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We seek instead a dimensionally reduced plate theory for LCE sheets where the metric constraint — the
key guiding principle for large shape actuation in these sheets — is front and center. Our starting point
is a 3D energy for LCEs that is function of the reference (or programmed) director, current (or deformed)
director, and the deformation. It consists of four terms with well-established physical origins: (1) an entropic
energy that follows the neo-classical theory of Bladon et al. [7]; (2) a standard incompressible energy penalty
expressing the basic fact LCEs are polymers and so nearly incompressible; (3) a non-ideal energy [6] that
promotes the director to convect with the deformation and is present because shape actuating LCE sheets are
typically cross-linked in the nematic phase; (4) a Frank elastic energy [27] that recognizes that the mesogens
prefer to be uniformly aligned and thus penalizes spatial variations in the director field. We perform an
asymptotic analysis of this energy as the thickness tends to zero by choosing the moduli of these four terms
to scale with the thickness as

incompressiblity penalty︸ ︷︷ ︸
and → ∞

≫ entropic energy︸ ︷︷ ︸
and is ∼ 1

≫ non-ideal energy ≫ Frank elasticity︸ ︷︷ ︸
and → 0

,

which is well-motivated by the physics (see Sections 2.1-2.4). We follow the framework of Γ-convergence
[12] for the dimension reduction, building on the seminal work by Friesecke, James and Müller on classical
plates [28] along with its generalization to non-Euclidean elasticity [40] and incompressibility [17, 42]. A key
difference in our work, as compared to these others, is that the current director is a field to be minimized just
like deformation. This additional freedom introduces some nuance in the derivation, especially concerning
the optimal thru-thickness behavior of the director field and its influence on the overall plate energy density.
Another difference, as compared with the above-mentioned references, is that the limiting metric constraint
in our setting need not be constant or smooth.

In the end, we derive a plate theory (Eq. (2.16) below) that consists of the metric constraint of Aharoni
et al. [1] along with a plate energy that depends on the programmed director field, the second fundamental
form of the deformation, and the gradient of the deformed director field. We prove that this theory is the
Γ-limit of our 3D energy for a wide class of physically relevant smooth director programs. We believe it is
also the Γ-limit for all sufficiently smooth director programs, but our analysis falls just short of this type of
result. The gap is due to well-known mathematical hurdles (outlined in Section 2.7) for constructing nearly
incompressible 3D deformations that limit to metric-constrained midplane deformations with low regularity.
Leaving aside this point, our work uses geometric rigidity [28] and a 3D elastic model with well-established
physical origins to derive a plate theory for the large actuation response of patterned LCE sheets.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 introduces the 3D model and states the main
dimension reduction results, namely, Theorem 1 and 2 and Corollary 3. The corresponding proofs follow in
Section 3-5. We then conclude with Section 6 by highlighting examples of the plate theory.

2. Model and main results

Let Ω := ω × (−1/2, 1, 2) for ω ⊂ R2 a bounded and Lipschitz domain. We consider the variational
problem of minimizing a suitable description of the elastic energy of a patterned LCE plate at the bending
scale. For a given planar director field n0 ∈ H1(ω,S1), we assume that the elastic energy to deform the body
and director field by yh : Ω → R3 and nh : Ω → S2, respectively, is of the form

Ehn0
(yh,nh) :=

1

h2

ˆ
Ω

{
W
(
(ℓf

nh
)−1/2∇hyh(ℓ

0
n0
)1/2

)
+ κh

(
det∇hyh − 1)2

+ µh
∣∣Pn0

(∇hyh)
Tnh

∣∣2 + γh|∇hnh|2
}
dV.

(2.1)

In this formula, the energy has already been rescaled from the physical plate domain ω × (−h/2, h/2) to
the thickness independent domain Ω, as is standard for deriving a plate theory using Γ-convergence. This
rescaling replaces gradients of the deformation and director field on the physical domain with ∇hyh :=
(∇yh, h

−1∂3yh) and ∇hnh := (∇nh, h
−1∂3nh) on Ω, respectively. Here and throughout, we consistently

refer to ∇ as the planar gradient, i.e., the gradient in x = (x1, x2) ∈ ω, in anticipation that the limiting
energy will be defined on the midsurface ω (see Fig. 2). There are four distinct terms in this energy, detailed
below.
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y(ω)

νy

∇yn0

|∇yn0|

Figure 2. (Left): LCE plate with thickness h with the midplane ω highlighted in grey.
Director field in black lines is the blueprinted director n0. (Right): Deformation of midplane
y(ω) with normal vector to surface νy. In the asymptotics, the director will be shown to
convect with the deformation as indicated by the formula n = ∇yn0

|∇yn0| shown above.

2.1. Entropic elasticity. The first term is the purely entropic Warner-Terentjev [8] type energy, which is
modeled by a smooth hyperelastic energy density W (F) that satisfies

(frame indifference:) W (QF) =W (F) for all F ∈ R3×3,Q ∈ SO(3),

(isotropy:) W (FQ) =W (F) for all F ∈ R3×3,Q ∈ SO(3),

(quadratic near SO(3):) W (F) ≥ clbdist2(F, SO(3)) for all F ∈ R3×3,

(2.2)

for dist(F, SO(3)) := infR∈SO(3) |F − R|. Being isotropic and smooth, the energy density expands in the
classical way as

W (I+A) =
(
µ
∣∣symA

∣∣2 + λ

2

(
Tr(symA)

)2)
+ o(|A|2) (2.3)

for symA = 1
2 (A + AT ) and for some Lamé parameters µ, λ > 0. (µ is also the shear modulus of the

network.) The leading order term is, of course, the quadratic form of 3D linear elasticity, labeled herein as

Q3(A) := 2µ
∣∣symA

∣∣2 + λ
(
Tr(symA)

)2
, A ∈ R3×3. (2.4)

Nematic orientation is encoded into the argument of W through the so-called step length tensors

ℓf
v := λfv ⊗ v + λ

−1/2
f

(
I− v ⊗ v

)
∈ R3×3

sym, v ∈ S2,

ℓ0
v0

:= λ0

(
v0

0

)
⊗
(
v0

0

)
+ λ

−1/2
0

(
I−

(
v0

0

)
⊗
(
v0

0

))
∈ R3×3

sym, v0 ∈ S1,
(2.5)

for eigenvalues λ0, λf ≥ 1 that quantify the degree of nematic anisotropy in the reference and current
(deformed) states of the LCE. Typically, these eigenvalues depend on the the temperature via λf := λ(Tf)
and λ0 := λ(T0) for some function λ(T ) ≥ 1 that monotonically decreases in temperature T and limits to 1
as T → ∞. They can also depend on other modes of actuation, like illumination or a magnetic field. Note
that the eigenvectors associated to λ0, λf in these tensors form a line spanned by the director v, while the
transverse plane has eigenvalues λ−1/2

0 , λ
−1/2
f , respectively. Thus, det(ℓf

v) = det(ℓ0
v) = 1. This completes

our description of the the purely entropic part of the energy in (2.1); we refer the interested reader to [8, 62]
for more on the physical origins of this term and some of its consequences.

2.2. Approximate incompressibility. The second term in the energy in (2.1) is an elastic penalty to
deformations of the physical plate domain ω × (−h/2, h/2) that are not incompressible, which becomes a
penalty on det∇hyh after rescaling (see the discussion below (2.1)). Since nematic elastomers are a soft
polymer network, they are nearly incompressible. Thus, the the moduli of this energy term should be ≫ 1
on physical grounds. We therefore consider the asymptotic regime for κh in our analysis

κh > 0 such that κh → ∞, h2sκh → 0 as h→ 0 (2.6)

for a suitably chosen s ∈ (0, 1]. The first limit κh → ∞ enforces an approximate incompressibility constraint.
The second h2sκh → 0 is a scaling assumption that will lead to this energy term rigorously vanishing as
h→ 0.
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That κh should blow up slower than h−2s, s ∈ (0, 1], is quite subtle, so we briefly offer some heuristics on
these scalings. Recall from the characteristic polynomial on R3×3 the useful identity

(det(I+A)− 1)2 =
(
Tr(A) + (Tr(A)2 − Tr(A2)) + detA

)2
= Tr(A)2 + o(|A|2)

(2.7)

Note also that Tr(A), Tr(A)2−Tr(A2), and detA are homogeneous polynomials in the components of A of
degree p = 1, 2 and 3, respectively, which means they can be bounded from above by |A|p up to an constant.
For instance,

|Tr(A)| ≤
√
3|A|, |Tr(A)2 − Tr(A2)| ≤ |A|2, |detA| ≤ 1√

6
|A|3 (2.8)

for any A ∈ R3×3. In constructing bending ansatz of the sheet, we will find that det∇hyh = det(I +
hA + δAh) for tensor fields A, δAh : Ω → R3×3 that generically satisfy ∥hA∥L∞(Ω) ∼ ∥δAh∥L∞(Ω) ∼ h

and
´
Ω
|δAh|2dV ≪

´
Ω
|hA|2dV . This bending ansatz also contains some DOFs that couple A and δAh

in a delicate way, which motivate the scaling in (2.6). At leading order, the identity in (2.7) furnishes´
Ω
h−2κh(det∇hyh − 1)2dV = κh

´
Ω

Tr(A)2dV + H.O.T. Thus, our first assumption κh → ∞ in (2.6)
leads to the constraint Tr(A) = 0 for a finite energy limit. This constraint can be satisfied using the
aforementioned DOFs. However, doing so leads to a remainder term of the form

´
Ω
|δAh|2dV = O(h2(s+1))

for some s ∈ (0, 1]. The estimates in (2.8) then allow us to conclude that
´
Ω
h−2κh(det∇hyh − 1)2dV =

O(κhh
−2
´
Ω
|δAh|2dV ) = O(h2sκh), which vanishes per the second assumption in (2.6). The s-dependence in

the scaling of the remainder is related to the smoothness or lackthereoff of the space of bending deformations
of a plate; see Section 2.5-2.7 for further discussion. The detailed proof of this result found in Section 5.2.

2.3. Director anchoring. The third term in (2.1) is the so-called non-ideal energy [6] that restricts the
LCE from freely forming microstructure. The energy density employs the tensor

Pv0
:= I−

(
v0

0

)
⊗
(
v0

0

)
∈ R3×3

sym, v0 ∈ S1,

which projects vectors onto the tangent plane normal to v0. This energy seeks to anchor the director field
according to the conventional transformation rule of reference to deformed normals in continuum mechanics.

In the physics literature, the terminology "nematic elastomer" versus "nematic glass" is often associated
to the strength of the non-ideal energy relative to the purely entropic energy density (the first term in (2.1)).
Nematic elastomers, being only lightly cross-linked, are capable of forming microstructure under a wide class
of deformation (see [13, 19] for effective theories on this microstructure and [15, 53, 58] for a illustrative
examples in the context of stretched sheets). In other words, the nematic director faces little obstruction
to rotating through the polymer network. Nematic glasses however are more heavily cross-linked, which
suppresses the free rotation of the director field and leads to a strong bias towards it being convected with
the deformation. We are primarily interested in the nematic elastomers, due to their large actuation strains
as compared to the much stiffer nematic glasses. We therefore assume that the moduli µh of this non-ideal
term is much smaller than the shear modulus µ in (2.4) through the scaling

µh > 0 such that µh → 0, h−2µh → ∞ as h→ 0. (2.9)

The first limit above encodes that the purely entropic term dominates the non-ideal term. The second is
needed in our analysis to ensure that the material cannot form microstructure at the bending scale. It will
allow us to derive a metric constraint, relating the programmed director field n0 to the limiting midplane
deformation.

2.4. Frank Elasticity. The final term in (2.1) is a source of elasticity penalizing deviations from a uniform
director field. The most well-known such energy source is called Frank elasticity [27], a quadratic energy
density penalizing splay, twist, bend and saddle-splay of the director field. The term employed here is called
the "one constant" approximation of Frank elasticity, obtained by setting all the moduli of the four terms
of Frank elasticity to be equal (and given γh here). Frank elasticity will serve as a a regularizing term for
our purposes in deriving a bending theory. Specifically, we assume that γh is small in the sense that

h−2γh ≥ γlb > 0 such that h−2γh → γ as h→ 0. (2.10)
5



While this γh ∼ h2 scaling may seem restrictive, it appears to be necessary to obtain compactness of sequences
of deformations and directors that lead to a bending type theory at the bending scale. If Frank elasticity is
too weak (γh ≪ h2), then the director can form microstructure and the standard tools of geometric rigidity
fail to supply us with the needed compactness. If, alternatively, Frank elasticity is too strong (γh ≫ h2),
then this term dominates the energy at the bending scale, forcing the director to be essentially uniform in the
deformed configuration, even when the prescribed director n0 is heterogeneous. As the latter is inconsistent
with what is typically observed experimentally, we can safely assume that strong Frank elasticity is not a
realistic asymptotic regime. In summary, γh ∼ h2 is an interesting mathematical regime and physically
reasonable.

2.5. Function spaces. Having outlined the different terms in the energy and the h-dependent scalings of
their moduli, we turn to address the appropriate function spaces for studying minimizers of this energy.
Recall that the fields being minimized over are the deformation yh and the current director nh; the reference
director n0 is prescribed and assumed to be in H1(ω,S1). We claim thatˆ

Ω

{
h−2clb

(
c1(λf, λ0)

∣∣(∇yh, ∂3yh)
∣∣2 − c2

)
+ γlb

∣∣(∇nh, ∂3nh)
∣∣2}dV ≤ Ehn0

(yh,nh) for all h ∈ (0, 1).

(2.11)
It follows immediately that the energy is well defined as h→ 0 only if

(yh,nh) ∈ H1(Ω,R3)×H1(Ω,S2).

This observation makes H1(Ω,R3) ×H1(Ω,S2) is the natural space of functions to investigate the limiting
behavior of the energy Ehn0

(yh,nh).
To briefly address the claim in (2.11), observe that

´
Ω
γlb
∣∣(∇nh, ∂3nh)

∣∣2dV ≤
´
Ω
h−2γh|∇hnh|2dV for all

h ∈ (0, 1) due to the definition of ∇h and the inequality in (2.10). Also, the estimates in Lemma 26 give that

dist2
(
(ℓf

v)
−1/2F(ℓ0v0

)1/2, SO(3)
)
≥ c1(λf, λ0)|F|2 − c2 for all F ∈ R3×3,v ∈ S2,v0 ∈ S1 (2.12)

for some c1(λf, λ0) > 0 that depends only on λf and λ0. Thus,
´
Ω
clbc(λf, λ0)

(∣∣(∇yh, ∂3yh)
∣∣2 − 1

)
dV ≤´

Ω
W
(
(ℓf

nh
)−1/2∇hyh(ℓ

0
n0
)1/2

)
dV for all h ∈ (0, 1) using the inequalities in (2.2) and (2.12). The claim in

(2.11) follows since h−2
´
Ω

{
W
(
(ℓf

nh
)−1/2∇hyh(ℓ

0
n0
)1/2

)
+ γh|∇hnh|2

}
dV ≤ Ehn0

(yh,nh).
The class of deformations and director fields that have finite energy Ehn0

(yh,nh) as h → 0 is highly
restrictive. In a prior work [56], the last author and colleagues proved a compactness result that identified
this class as

An0
:=
{
(y,n) ∈ H1(Ω,R3)×H1(Ω,S2) subject to

y is independent of x3, belongs to H2(ω,R3), and satisfies (∇y)T∇y = gn0
a.e.,

n is constrained as n = σ
∇yn0

|∇yn0|
a.e. for a fixed constant σ in {−1, 1}

}
.

(2.13)

for all n0 ∈ H1(ω,S1). The term (∇y)T∇y = gn0
in this set defines a metric constraint concretely linking

the programmed director n0 to the (midplane) deformation y through the tensor

gv0
:= λ−1

0 λfv0 ⊗ v0 + λ
−1/2
f λ

1/2
0 v⊥

0 ⊗ v⊥
0 ∈ R2×2

sym, v0 ∈ S1 (2.14)

for v⊥
0 := R(π/2)v0, where R(π/2) ∈ SO(2) denotes a right-hand rotation by π/2. In addition, the

constraint n = σ ∇yn0

|∇yn0| in this set directly implies that that n belongs to H1(Ω,S2) and is independent of
x3 (because y and n0 are both independent of x3 with y in H2 and n0 in H1).

As a final point on function spaces, we will have need to introduce fractional Sobolev spaces in the course
of constructing recovery sequences of the energy Ehn0

for large classes of limiting fields that belong to An0
.

Let V denote a normed vector space. For s ∈ (0, 1), the fractional Sobolev space Hs(ω, V ) is defined by

Hs(ω, V ) := {f ∈ L2(ω, V ) : ∥f∥Hs(ω,V ) <∞}, (2.15)
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where

∥f∥Hs(ω,V ) :=

√¨
ω×ω

|f(x)− f(x̃)|2

|x− x̃|2+2s dAdÃ.

We will also use Hs(Ω, V ). This space is defined by replacing ω with Ω in (2.15) and modifying the norm

to reflect that Ω is in R3 rather than R2, i.e., via ∥f∥Hs(Ω,V ) :=
√˜

Ω×Ω
|f(x,x3)−f(x̃,x̃3)|2
|(x,x3)−(x̃,x̃3)|3+2s dV dṼ . For

completeness, in the case s = 1, we define Hs(ω, V ) to be the standard Hilbert space of square-integrable
functions with a square-integrable gradient.

2.6. Main result. In this paper, we establish the following plate theory,

En0
(y,n) :=

{´
ω

{
IIy : B(n0) : IIy + γλ−1

f λ0
∣∣∇(∇yn0

)∣∣2}dA if (y,n) ∈ An0

+∞ otherwise,
(2.16)

as the limit of the energy Ehn0
as h → 0 under any h-dependent asymptotic scaling of the moduli in (2.6),

(2.9) and (2.10) and assuming sufficient smoothness of the limiting fields. Much like Kirchhoff’s plate theory,
the theory in (2.16) consists of a metric constraint — the one stated above — and an energy density that is
quadratic in the second fundamental form of the deformed midplane, a nonlinear strain measure on midplane
deformations y : ω → R3 defined by

IIy := (∇y)T∇νy for νy :=
∂1y × ∂2y

|∂1y × ∂2y|
. (2.17)

Unlike Kirchhoff’s theory, the moduli of the quadratic form is highly anisotropic; it depends explicitly on
the programmed director field via the fourth-order tensor B(v0) ∈ R2×2×2×2 defined by

B(v0) :=µ1

(
v0 ⊗ v0 ⊗ v0 ⊗ v0

)
+ µ2

(
v⊥
0 ⊗ v⊥

0 ⊗ v⊥
0 ⊗ v⊥

0

)
+
(√
µ1v0 ⊗ v0 +

√
µ2v

⊥
0 ⊗ v⊥

0

)
⊗
(√
µ1v0 ⊗ v0 +

√
µ2v

⊥
0 ⊗ v⊥

0

)
+ µ3

(
sym(v0 ⊗ v⊥

0 )⊗ sym(v0 ⊗ v⊥
0 )
) (2.18)

for any v0 ∈ S1 and for the moduli

µ1 :=
µ

12
λ
−5/2
f λ

5/2
0 , µ2 :=

µ

12
λ
1/2
f λ

−1/2
0 , µ3 :=

µ

2

(
α−2 − 2α−3 tanh(α2 )

)
λ0(λ

−5/4
f + λ

1/4
f )2.

The α dependence in the last moduli supplies a nontrivial coupling of Frank and entropic elasticity in the
limit via

α =
( µ
2γ

)1/2
(λ

3/4
f − λ

−3/4
f ).

We justify the limiting plate theory in (2.16) by two theorems, which together amount to a Γ-convergence
result up to a well-known technical issue in the mathematical literature concerning incompressible or nearly
incompressible plates (see Section 2.7). The first theorem follows the Γ-convergence formalism by establishing
a compactness result for sequences of deformations and director fields with bounded energy Ehn0

as h → 0

and by showing that En0
is an ansatz free lowerbound of the energy Ehn0

.

Theorem 1. Let n0 ∈ H1(ω,S1) and assume the least restrictive hypothesis on the scaling of κh in (2.6) of
s = 1. The energies Ehn0

(yh,nh) and En0
(y,n) have the following properties:

• Compactness. For every sequence {(yh,nh)} ⊂ H1(Ω,R3)×H1(Ω,S2) that satisfies lim infh→0E
h
n0
(yh,nh) <

∞, there is a subsequence (not relabeled) such that

yh −
1

|Ω|

ˆ
Ω

yhdV → y in H1(Ω,R3) and nh ⇀ n in H1(Ω,S2)

for limiting fields that satisfy (y,n) ∈ An0 .
• Lowerbound. For every sequence {(yh,nh)} ⊂ H1(Ω,R3) × H1(Ω,S2) such that (yh,nh) ⇀ (y,n) in
H1(Ω,R3)×H1(Ω,S2),

lim inf
h→0

Ehn0
(yh,nh) ≥ En0

(y,n).
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The second theorem provides a recovery sequence that limits to the plate energy En0 under two assumptions:
1) the second fundamental form the limiting deformation IIy enjoys more regularity than that required by
the compactness; 2) the incompressibility penalty κh tends to infinity at a slow enough rate, tied in a precise
way to the regularity of IIy.

Theorem 2 (Recovery Sequence). Let n0 ∈ H1(ω,S1) and assume for some s ∈ (0, 1] that (y,n) ∈ An0

is such that IIy ∈ L∞(Ω,R2×2
sym) ∩Hs(Ω,R2×2

sym) and κh satisfies (2.6) for this value of s. Then there exists a
sequence {(yh,nh)} ⊂ H1(Ω,R3)×H1(Ω,S2) such that (yh,nh) → (y,n) in H1(Ω,R3)×H1(Ω,S2) and

lim
h→0

Ehn0
(yh,nh) = En0

(y,n).

We close this section by stating and discussing a corollary of these two theorems that precisely illustrates
the gap between our result and a full Γ-convergence. Let

As
n0

:= {(y,n) ∈ An0
: IIy ∈ L∞(Ω,R2×2

sym) ∩Hs(Ω,R2×2
sym)}, s ∈ (0, 1].

denote the space of admissible bending deformations of the LCE sheet that posses L∞ ∩ Hs regularity in
their second fundamental form.

Corollary 3. Suppose n0 ∈ H1(ω,S2) is such that As
n0

= An0
for some s ∈ (0, 1]. Assume also that κh

satisfies (2.6) for this value of s. Then, in the weak-H1(Ω,R3)×H1(Ω,S2) topology, Ehn0
is equicoercive and

Γ-converges as h→ 0 to En0
.

The assumption As
n0

= An0
may appear restrictive, but metric constraints are often quite rigid. Hornung and

Vilčić [35], for instance, proved a regularity result on the space H2
g(ω,R3) := {y ∈ H2(ω,R3) : (∇y)T∇y =

g a.e. on ω} that says the following: if g belongs to C∞(ω,R2×2
sym) and has positive Gauss curvature every-

where, then any y ∈ H2
g(ω,R3) is actually smooth. In Section 6, we illustrate a canonical example from the

literature [1, 47] of a smooth director profile n0 for which gn0
has constant positive Gauss curvature and

yields a spherical cap on actuation. The corollary evidently applies for this particular director profile and
actuation thanks to the results of Hornung and Vilčić. More generally:

Remark 4. If n0 ∈ C∞(ω,S2) is such that gn0 has positive Gauss curvature everywhere on ω, then An0 =
A1

n0
. Consequently, En0

is the Γ-limit of Ehn0
under the least restrictive hypothesis on κh in (2.6) of s = 1.

This remark is broadly applicable; indeed, several families of director profiles that encode positive Gauss
curvature beyond the spherical cap have been illustrated in the LCE literature [1, 2, 45, 46, 47, 48, 61].
However, that same literature also highlights examples of metric-constrained actuation that involve negative,
zero, and/or mixed Gauss curvature, none of which is amenable to any regularity result that we are aware
of. Thus more is needed to complete picture of the plate theories for LCE sheets than the results we can
prove to this point.

2.7. Technical issues of incompressibility. The crux of the matter is incompressiblity. Here we explain
the issue in the simple setting of a classical isoptropic and nearly incompressible plate of energy Ehclass(yh) :=
1
h2

´
Ω
{W (∇hyh) + κh(det∇hyh − 1)2}dV . (There are additional extraneous details to track in the case of

LCE sheets, but we focus on the main technical hurdle here.) The basic idea for a recovery sequence in this
setting is to set

yh(x, x3) = y(x) +
(
hx3 + h2

x23
2
αh(x)

)
νy(x) (2.19)

where y is an isometry (satisfies (∇y)T∇y = I a.e.), νy is the surface normal in (2.17), and αh is an auxiliary
field carefully chosen to optimize the limit of 1

h2

´
Ω
W (∇hyh)dV while ensuring that the incompressibility

penalty vanishes. (Equation (2.19) is a variant on the modified Kirchhoff-Love ansatz discussed in detail in
[50].) Note that (∇y,νy) is a rotation field, so this ansatz satisfies

(∇y,νy)
T∇hyh = I+ hx3

(
(1 + 1

2hx3αh)IIy 0
1
2hx3(∇αh)

T αh

)
.

8



We now use frame-indifference and the approximations W (I+A) ≈ 1
2Q3(A) from (2.3) and (det(I+A)−

1)2 ≈ Tr(A)2 from (2.7) to formally expand the total energy. Specifically,

Ehclass(yh) =
1

h2

ˆ
Ω

{
W
(
(∇y,νy)

T∇hyh
)
+ κh(det

(
(∇y,νy)

T∇hyh
)
− 1)2

}
dV

≈
ˆ
Ω

x23

{1
2
Q3

(((1 + 1
2hx3αh)IIy 0

1
2hx3(∇αh)

T αh

))
+ κhTr

((
(1 + 1

2hx3αh)IIy 0
0T αh

))2}
dV

=

ˆ
ω

1

12

{1
2
Q3

((IIy 0
0T αh

))
+ κh

(
αh + Tr(IIy)

)2}
dV

+O(h2∥∇αh∥2L2(ω)) +O(h2(1 + κh)∥αhIIy∥2L2(ω)).

(2.20)

The main point is that the incompressibility penalty demands that αh approximate −Tr(IIy), a term that
need not be very regular. At the same time, ∇αh cannot blow up too fast. These two features appear to be
difficult to ensure in general without employing some non-generic regularity result about metric-constrained
deformations. We discuss this in more detail.

First note that the lack of regularity in IIy is by itself not really the problem provided there is no
incompressibiltiy penalty. Indeed set κh = 0 above and suppose IIy is only in L2(ω). The idea for a recovery
sequence then, as applied in Friesecke, James and Müller [28], is to freeze αh = α to be a smooth and
compactly supported function, pass to the limit in h, and then argue by density that α = αj can chosen
such that the limit energy is 1/j close to the optimal one. A suitable diagonal sequence {(hj , αhj

)}, j → ∞,
produces the desired recovery sequence.

However, the presence of a κh > 0 that → ∞ means that we can only freeze αh = α and pass to the
limit if α = −Tr(IIy), which necessitates some regularity in the deformation. This idea works, for instance,
when y ∈ C3(ω,R3). In this case, the choice αh = −Tr(IIy) for all h allows us to pass from Q3 to the
optimal energy density for a nearly incompressible plate, while eliminating the leading order term in κh.
The remainder terms then scale as O(κhh

2) and vanish as h → 0 by (2.6) since ∇αh = −∇Tr(IIy) and
αhIIy = −Tr(IIy)IIy are square integrable. Interestingly, in this y ∈ C3(ω) setting, it is even possible to
solve the incompressibility constraint exactly. The idea, which comes from Conti and Dolzmann [16, 17], is
to replace the expression hx3 +

1
2h

2αh(x) in (2.19) with a general function φh(x, x3). Then, the constraint
det∇hyh = 1 is equivalent to an ODE for φh in the x3-coordinate. By the smoothness of y, a solution to the
ODE is guaranteed to exist satisfy the plate ansatz φh(x, x3) ≈ hx3 for all sufficiently small h. While this
construction is far from generic on account of its smoothness, it turns out (see [34, 51]) that any deformation
in the space of classical bending isometries H2

iso(ω,R3) := {y ∈ H2(ω,R3) : (∇y)T∇y = I a.e.} is suitably
approximated by smooth isometries. Thus, Conti and Dolzmann [17] used it to prove a full Γ-convergence
result for classical incompressible plates. It can also be adapted to incompressible plate theories in a more
general non-Euclidean setting, provided an analogous density result exists for that setting [42].

Here, unfortunately, we think it unlikely that such density results hold for all physically relevant metrics
of LCE sheets — there is simply too much freedom in the design of a the director profile, leading to a rich
variety of actuated surfaces. Instead, we must confront energy expansions, like in (2.20), without invoking
any specialized regularity results on the metric-constrained actuation. Our workaround is to assume some
mild additional regularity on the second fundamental form, namely, that IIy ∈ L∞(ω,R3×3

sym)×Hs(ω,R3×3
sym)

for some s ∈ (0, 1]. In this setting, it is possible to pass to the desired limit in (2.20) by choosing αh =
−Tr(IIy) ∗mh for a standard mollifier mh(x) = h−2m(h−1x). This choice leads to estimates of the form
(see Exercise 6.64 [39])

∥αh + Tr(IIy)∥2L2(ω) = O(h2s∥IIy∥2Hs(ω)), ∥∇αh∥2L2(ω) = O(h2(s−1)∥IIy∥2Hs(ω)).

One can then check that the leading order error term in (2.20) scales as O(κhh
2s) and thus vanishes as h→ 0

under our assumptions on κh in (2.6). Essentially the same ideas apply in the LCE setting, which is how
we are lead to the assumptions and the proof of Theorem 2. Notice that the remainder term O(κhh

2s) is
sharp, which suggests that the results cannot easily be improved upon, except perhaps on a case-by-case
basis where one can establish some specific regularity properties on the metric-constrained deformations of
interest.
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3. Compactness

This section supplies a proof of the compactness statement in Theorem 1, which is based on geometric
rigidity [28] and its generalizations to non-Euclidean plate theory [41].

3.1. Geometric rigidity for LCE sheets. We begin with a key inequality that allows us to extract a
limiting rotation field R ∈ H1(ω, SO(3)) for sequences with bounded energy at the bending scale.

Lemma 5. There is a constant C = C(ω, λf, λ0) > 0 with the following properties: For every h > 0,
yh ∈ H1(Ω,R3), nh ∈ H1(Ω,S2), and n0 ∈ H1(ω,S1), there is a matrix field Gh : ω → R3×3 satisfying the
estimates ˆ

Ω

∣∣Gh − (ℓfnh
)−1/2∇hyh(ℓ

0
n0
)1/2

∣∣2dV + h2
ˆ
ω

∣∣∇Gh

∣∣2dA
≤ C

ˆ
Ω

{
dist2

(
(ℓfnh

)−1/2∇hyh(ℓ
0
n0
)1/2, SO(3)

)
+ h2(

∣∣∇hnh
∣∣2 + |∇n0|2

)}
dV.

An estimate of this type is now more-or-less standard fare in the literature on plate theories derived by
Γ-convergence [28]. The one stated here is essentially a repackaging of the statement in [56, Proposition
C.1.] and can be proved using the same argument (in Appendix C there). We do not repeat the proof.

3.2. Proof of compactness. Let {(yh,nh)} ⊂ H1(Ω,R3)×H1(Ω,S2) be a sequence with bounded energy
in the sense that lim infh→0E

h
n0
(yh,nh) <∞. Then there is a subsequence (not relabeled) such that

Ehn0
(yh,nh) ≤M (3.1)

for some M > 0 independent of h. We now establish a series of convergence properties based on this
boundedness, all of which culminate in a proof of the compactness statements in Theorem 1. All convergences
stated in the lemmas below are for a suitably chosen subsequence as h→ 0.

3.2.1. Weak convergence of (yh,nh). Our first result concerns convergence properties solely of the sequence
of director fields in this energy.

Lemma 6. nh ⇀ n in H1(Ω,S2) for some midplane director n independent of x3; h−1∂3nh ⇀ τ in L2(Ω,R3)

for some vector field τ that satisfies τ · n = 0 a.e.; (ℓf
nh

)±1/2 → (ℓf
n)

±1/2 in L2(Ω,R3×3).

Proof. Due to the Frank elastic term in the energy, we have for all h ∈ (0, 1) thatˆ
Ω

{
|∇nh|2 + |∂3nh|2

}
dV ≤

ˆ
Ω

{
|∇nh|2 + |h−1∂3nh|2

}
dV ≤ γ−1

lb Ehn0
(yh,nh) ≤ γ−1

lb M.

Since |nh| = 1 a.e. and is thus bounded in L2, we conclude that nh ⇀ n in H1. As the estimate
´
Ω
|∂3nh|2 ≤

γ−1
lb Mh2 also holds, we conclude that ∂3nh → ∂3n = 0 in L2 and thus n is independent of x3. Lastly

concerning the first statement, nh → n in L2 by Rellich’s theorem. So 0 =
´
Ω
(|nh|−1)2dA→

´
Ω
(|n|−1)2dx

and thus |n| = 1 a.e. For second statement, it’s clear that h−1∂3nh ⇀ τ in L2 since
´
Ω
|h−1∂3nh|2dV ≤

γ−1
lb M . Next observe that nh · h−1∂3nh ⇀ n · τ in L2 using the strong and weak L2 convergence of nh

and h−1∂3nh, respectively. Since nh is also unit vector, nh · ∂3nh = 0 a.e. and thus n · τ = 0 a.e. The
final convergences follows from the Lipschitz continuity of the step length tensors in (2.5), i.e., the fact that
|(ℓf

v1
)±1/2 − (ℓf

v2
)±1/2| ≤ C(λf)|v1 − v2| for all v1,2 ∈ S2, since nh strongly converges to n in L2. □

Our second result concerns convergence properties solely of the sequence of deformations in this energy.

Lemma 7. yh − 1
|Ω|
´
Ω
yhdV ⇀ y in H1(Ω,R3) for some midplane deformation y independent of x3 and

h−1∂3yh ⇀ b in L2(Ω,R3) for some vector field b.

Proof. Using the inequalities in (2.2) and (2.12), we have for all h ∈ (0, 1) thatˆ
Ω

{
|∇yh|2 + |∂3yh|2

}
dV ≤

ˆ
Ω

{
|∇yh|2 + |h−1∂3yh|2

}
dV

≤ c1(λf, λ0)
−1
(ˆ

Ω

dist2
(
(ℓf

nh
)−1/2∇hyh(ℓ

0
n0
)1/2

)
dV + c2|Ω|

)
≤ c1(λf, λ0)

−1
(
c−1
lb E

h
n0
(yh,nh) + c2|Ω|

)
≤ c1(λf, λ0)

−1
(
c−1
lb M + c2|Ω|

)
.
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Combining this estimate with the Poincaré inequality yields yh − 1
|Ω|
´
Ω
yhdV ⇀ y in H1(Ω,R3). yh

is independent of x3 and h−1∂3yh weakly converges in L2 by a similar argument to that of the director
field. □

3.2.2. Geometric rigidity and strong convergence of (∇yh,bh). We now use the general estimate in Lemma
5 to establish compactness properties for two sequences of tensor fields built from {(yh,nh)} and n0.

Lemma 8. There is a constant C = C(ω, λf, λ0, clb, γlb, ∥∇n0∥L2(ω),M, ϵ) > 0, a sequence of tensor fields
{Gh : ω → R3×3}, and one of rotation fields {Rh : ω → SO(3)} such thatˆ

Ω

|Gh − (ℓf
nh

)−1/2∇hyh(ℓ
0
n0
)1/2

∣∣2dV +

ˆ
ω

|Rh −Gh|2dA ≤ Ch2 and
ˆ
Ω

|∇Gh|2dA ≤ C. (3.2)

Remark 9. The parameter ϵ > 0 above is introduced in Appendix A. It is used to define the sequence of
rotation fields in the lemma.

Proof. Lemma 5 and the boundedness assumptions (3.1) furnishes a C = C(ω, λf, λ0) > 0 and a sequence of
tensor fields such {Gh : ω → R3×3} such thatˆ

Ω

1

h2
∣∣Gh − (ℓf

nh
)−1/2∇hyh(ℓ

0
n0
)1/2

∣∣2dV +

ˆ
ω

∣∣∇Gh

∣∣2dA
≤ C

ˆ
Ω

{
c−1
lb h

−2W
(
(ℓf

nh
)−1/2∇hyh(ℓ

0
n0
)1/2

)
+ (
∣∣∇hnh

∣∣2 + |∇n0|2
)}

dV

≤ C
(max{c−1

lb , γ
−1
lb }

h2

ˆ
Ω

{
W
(
(ℓf

nh
)−1/2∇hyh(ℓ

0
n0
)1/2

)
+ γh

∣∣∇hnh
∣∣2}dV + ∥∇n0∥2L2(ω)

)
≤ C

(
max{c−1

lb , γ
−1
lb }Ehn0

(yh,nh) + ∥∇n0∥2L2(ω)

)
≤ C

(
max{c−1

lb , γ
−1
lb }M + ∥∇n0∥2L2(ω)

)
(3.3)

using the inequalities in (2.2) and (2.10). Now define a sequence of rotation fields {Rh : ω → SO(3)} by
projecting Gh pointwise to the space of rotations via Rh := πext(Gh) for πext as defined in Appendix A.
Lemma 27 in that appendix givesˆ

ω

1

h2
|Gh −Rh|2dA ≤ C(ϵ)h−2

ˆ
ω

dist2(Gh, SO(3))dA ≤ C(ϵ)c−1
lb E

h
n0
(yh,nh) ≤ C(ϵ)c−1

lb M (3.4)

for the ϵ > 0 used to define πext. The estimate in (3.2) follows from that of (3.3) and (3.4). □

Next we show that the two sequences of tensors fields obtained above converge to the same rotation field.

Lemma 10. The sequences {Gh : ω → R3×3} and {Rh : ω → SO(3)} from Lemma 8 satisfy Gh ⇀ R in
H1(ω) and Rh → R in L2(ω) for the same rotation field R ∈ H1(ω, SO(3)).

Proof. Per Lemma 8 and standard estimates, we have the the sequence {Gh}ˆ
ω

|Gh|2dA ≤ 2
( ˆ

Ω

{
|Gh − (ℓf

nh
)−1/2∇hyh(ℓ

0
n0
)1/2

∣∣2 + ∣∣(ℓf
nh

)−1/2∇hyh(ℓ
0
n0
)1/2

∣∣2}dV
≤ 2
(
Ch2 + c̃(λf, λ0)

ˆ
Ω

|∇hyh|2dV
)

for C as in the previous lemma and a c̃(λf, λ0) > 0 arising from the step-length tensors. Since ∇hyh weakly
converges from Lemma 7, we conclude that Gh is bounded uniformly in L2(ω). Lemma 8 also established a
uniform bound on ∇Gh in L2(ω). So we conclude that Gh ⇀ R in H1(ω,R3×3).

To prove that R ∈ SO(3) a.e., observe thatˆ
ω

dist2(R, SO(3))dA ≤ 2

ˆ
ω

{
dist2(Gh, SO(3)) + |Gh −R|2

}
dA

≤ 4c−1
lb h

2Ehn0
(yh,nh) + 4

ˆ
Ω

{∣∣Gh − (ℓf
nh

)−1/2∇hyh(ℓ
0
n0
)1/2|2 + |Gh −R|2

}
dV.

From here, Lemma 8 and the energy bound in (3.1) furnishes the inequalityˆ
ω

dist2(R, SO(3))dA ≤ 4
(
c−1
lb M + C

)
h2 + 2

ˆ
ω

|Gh −R|2dx. (3.5)
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By Rellich’s theorem, Gh → R in L2(ω) since it weakly converges in H1(ω). Thus, R ∈ SO(3) a.e. since
(3.5) holds as h→ 0.

For the sequence of rotations fields {Rh}, we haveˆ
ω

|Rh −R|2dA ≤ 2
(ˆ

ω

{
|Rh −Gh|2 + |Gh −R|2

}
dA
)
≤ 2Ch2 + 2

ˆ
ω

|Gh −R|2dA,

where the second inequality follows by Lemma 8. So Rh → R in L2(ω) because Gh does. □

We now link the rotation field R above to the sequences {(yh,nh)}.

Lemma 11. (ℓf
nh

)−1/2∇hyh(ℓ
0
n0
)1/2 → R = (ℓf

n)
−1/2(∇y,b)(ℓ0n0

)1/2 in L2(Ω,R3×3) for the rotation field
R from Lemma 10 and the vector fields n,y,b from Lemma 6 and 7. In particular, (ℓf

n)
−1/2(∇y,b)(ℓ0n0

)1/2

is a rotation field that is independent of x3 and belongs to H1(ω).

Proof. First observe thatˆ
Ω

∣∣(ℓf
nh

)−1/2∇hyh(ℓ
0
n0
)1/2 −R

∣∣2dA ≤ 2

ˆ
Ω

∣∣(ℓf
nh

)−1/2∇hyh(ℓ
0
n0
)1/2 −Gh

∣∣2dV + 2

ˆ
ω

|Gh −R|2dA.

So (ℓf
nh

)−1/2∇hyh(ℓ
0
n0
)1/2 → R in L2(Ω,R3×3) given estimates in Lemma 8 and the fact that Gh → R

in L2(ω) from Lemma 10. On the other hand, we have ∇hyh ⇀ (∇y,b) in L2(Ω) from Lemma 7 and
(ℓf

nh
)−1/2 → (ℓf

n)
−1/2 in L2(Ω) from Lemma 6. Thus, since we are dealing with a sequence composed of

products of sequences which weakly and strongly converge in L2, we conclude that (ℓf
nh

)−1/2∇hyh(ℓ
0
n0
)1/2 ⇀

(ℓf
n)

−1/2(∇y,b)(ℓ0n0
)1/2 in L1(Ω). Evidently then R = (ℓf

n)
−1/2(∇y,b)(ℓ0n0

)1/2 a.e. since the weak-L1 limit
is unique. It follows from Lemma 10 that (ℓf

n)
−1/2(∇y,b)(ℓ0n0

)1/2 is a rotation field that is independent of
x3 and belongs to H1(ω). □

Next we build on the previous result to strengthen the convergence properties of {∇hyh} and deduce
additional regularity on the limit (∇y,b).

Lemma 12. The sequences in Lemma 7 actually strongly converge in their respective spaces. We also have
improved regularity of the limits: ∇y belongs to H1(ω,R3) and b is independent of x3 and in H1(ω,R3).

Proof. For the strong convergence, observe thatˆ
Ω

|∇hyh − (∇y,b)|2dV

≤ 2

ˆ
Ω

{
|∇hyh + (ℓf

nh
)1/2R(ℓ0n0

)−1/2|2 + |(∇y,b)− (ℓf
nh

)1/2R(ℓ0n0
)−1/2|2

}
dV

≤ 2c(λf, λ0)

ˆ
Ω

∣∣(ℓf
nh

)−1/2∇hyh(ℓ
0
n0
)1/2 −R|2 + |(ℓf

nh
)−1/2 − (ℓf

n)
−1/2|2

}
dV,

where the equality (∇y,b) = (ℓf
n)

1/2R(ℓ0
n0
)−1/2 a.e. from the previous lemma allows us to go from the first to

second estimate above. Lemma 6 and 11 then give, respectively, the convergences (ℓf
nh

)−1/2∇hyh(ℓ
0
n0
)1/2 →

R and (ℓf
nh

)−1/2 → (ℓf
n)

−1/2 in L2(Ω). The strong convergence ∇hyh → (∇y,b) in L2(Ω) follows.
For the added regularity, note again from the previous lemma that (∇y,b) = (ℓf

n)
1/2R(ℓ0

n0
)−1/2 a.e. Note

also that n0 ∈ H1(ω) by hypothesis, n ∈ H1(ω) by Lemma 6, R ∈ H1(ω) by Lemma 10, and (ℓf
n)

1/2, R and
(ℓ0

n0
)−1/2 are bounded in L∞(ω). So the product rule gives that ∇y belongs to H1(ω) and b is independent

of x3 and in H1(ω). □

3.2.3. Metric constraint and the nonideal energy. At this stage, we have only used the ideal entropic elastic
energy term and the Frank elastic term to achieve the stated compactness properties. We now analyze the
non-ideal director anchoring term in the context of compactness.

Lemma 13. The limits n, b and y satisfy

n = σ
∇yn0

|∇yn0|
, b = λ

−1/8
0 λ

1/8
f νy, (∇y)T∇y = gn0 a.e. on ω. (3.6)

for a fixed σ ∈ {−1, 1} and for gv0
defined in (2.14).
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Proof. Given the hypothesis on µh in (2.9) and the energy bound in (3.1), we haveˆ
Ω

|Pn0
(∇hyh)

Tnh|2dV ≤ h2µ−1
h Ehn0

(yh,nh) ≤Mh2µ−1
h → 0 as h→ 0.

So Pn0
(∇hyh)

Tnh → 0 in L2(Ω). We also have (∇hyh)
T → (∇y,b)T and nh → n in L2(Ω) by Lemma 12.

Thus Pn0
(∇hyh)

Tnh → Pn0
(∇y,b)Tn in L1(Ω) and the uniqueness of the L1-limit implies Pn0

(∇y,b)Tn =

0 a.e. We now combine this equality with that of R = (ℓf
n)

−1/2(∇y,b)(ℓ0
n0
)1/2 a.e. from Lemma 11 to

conclude that Pn0
RTn = 0 a.e. Since R is the H1 rotation field from Lemma 10 and n is the H1 unit vector

field from Lemma 6, this constraint implies that n = σR

(
n0

0

)
a.e. for some fixed σ ∈ {−1, 1}. To get to the

identities in (3.6) from here is a matter of linear algebra. Lemma 28 in the appendix supplies the result. □

3.2.4. Strain and the incompressibility penalty. As a final point, we establish convergence properties for the
sequence of strain measures {Sh : Ω → R3×3} defined by

Sh :=
1

h

(
RT
h (ℓ

f
nh

)−1/2∇hyh(ℓ
0
n0
)1/2 − I

)
which are key to the lowerbound argument. This step is the first in our compactness analysis to make use
of the incompressibility penalty.

Lemma 14. Sh ⇀ S in L2(Ω,R3×3) for some tensor field S that satisfies Tr(S) = 0 a.e.

Proof. As Rh is a rotation field, first observe thatˆ
Ω

|Sh|2dV =

ˆ
Ω

h−2|Rh − (ℓfnh
)−1/2∇hyh(ℓ

0
n0
)1/2|2dV

≤ 2

h2

(ˆ
ω

|Rh −Gh|2dA+

ˆ
Ω

|Gh − (ℓfnh
)−1/2∇hyh(ℓ

0
n0
)1/2|2dV

)
It follows from Lemma 8 that

´
Ω
|Sh|2dV ≤ C and thus Sh ⇀ S in L2(Ω).

That S has zero trace follows from a careful Taylor expansion of the approximate incompressibility energy.
First observe that

det∇hyh = det
[
(ℓfnh

)−1/2∇hyh(ℓ
0
n0
)1/2

]
= det(I+ hSh) a.e. on Ω (3.7)

since the step length tensors satisfy det(ℓf
v) = det(ℓ0

v0
) = 1. We aim to apply the Taylor expansion identity

in (2.7) on det(I + hSh), but can only do so on a set for which Sh is bounded. Consider the characteristic
function χh : Ω → {0, 1} defined by

χh :=

{
1 if |Sh| ≤ h−1/2

0 otherwise,
(3.8)

It follows from Chebychev’s inequality that |Ω| − |χh(Ω)| ≤ h
´
Ω
|Sh|2dV ≤ Ch → 0 and thus χh → 1

boundedly in measure. This fact, combined with weak convergence of Sh, allows us to conclude that

χhSh ⇀ S in L2(Ω). (3.9)

The energy bound in (3.1) and the pointwise identity in (3.7) furnish

Mκ−1
h ≥ Ehn0

(yh,nh) ≥
ˆ
Ω

χh
h2

(det∇hyh − 1)2dV

=

ˆ
Ω

χh
h2

(det[I+ hSh]− 1)2dV =

ˆ
Ω

χh
{
Tr(Sh)2 + o(|Sh|2)

}
dV

where the last equality holds since Sh is bounded when χh = 1. As χhTr(Sh)2 = Tr(χhSh)2 and
´
Ω
χho(|Sh|2)dV =

o
( ´

Ω
χh|Sh|2dV

)
→ 0, we take the limit of the last set of inequalities to obtain

0 = lim inf
h→0

Mκ−1
h ≥ lim inf

h→0

{ˆ
Ω

Tr(χhSh)2dV + o
(ˆ

Ω

χh|Sh|2dV
)}

≥
ˆ
Ω

Tr(S)2dV

since κh → ∞ from (2.6), and by the convexity of Tr(A)2 and convergence in (3.9). We conclude that
Tr(S) = 0 a.e. □

13



3.2.5. Summary on compactness. For convenience, we now summarize all the compactness results established
by Lemmas 6-14 above.

Proposition 15. For any n0 ∈ H1(ω,S1) and any sequence {(yh,nh)} ⊂ H1(Ω,R3)×H1(Ω,S2) such that
lim infh→0E

h
n0
(yh,nh) <∞, there is a subsequence (not relabeled) such that

yh −
1

|Ω|

ˆ
Ω

yhdV → y in H1(Ω) for y a vector field on R3 independent of x3 and in H2(ω)

h−1∂3yh → b in L2(Ω) for b a vector field on R3 independent of x3 and in H1(ω),

nh ⇀ n in H1(Ω) for n a unit vector field on S2 independent of x3 ,

(ℓf
nh

)−1/2∇hyh(ℓ
0
n0
)1/2 → R in H1(Ω) for R a rotation field on SO(3) independent of x3 and in H1(ω)

h−1∂3nh ⇀ τ in L2(Ω) for τ a vector field on R3 such that τ · n = 0 a.e.

The limiting fields n,R,y and b are also coupled via the identities

n = σR

(
n0

0

)
= σ

∇yn0

|∇yn0|
, R = (ℓf

n)
−1/2(∇y,b)(ℓ0n0

)1/2, (∇y)T∇y = gn0 , b = λ
−1/4
f λ

1/4
0 νy

(3.10)
a.e. on ω. In addition, there is a sequence of rotation fields {Rh : ω → SO(3)} and a strain measure
Sh := 1

h

(
RT
h (ℓ

f
nh

)−1/2∇hyh(ℓ
0
n0
)1/2 − I) such that

Rh → R in L2(ω) for R the rotation field above

Sh ⇀ S in L2(Ω) for S a tensor field on R3×3 with Tr(S) = 0 a.e.

Remark 16. The limiting fields in Proposition 15 satisfy (y,n) ∈ An0
for An0

in (2.13).

4. Lowerbound

This section completes the proof of Theorem 1 by establishing the lowerbound result. To begin, let
n0 ∈ H1(ω,S1) and let {(yh,nh)} ⊂ H1(Ω,R3) × H1(Ω,S2) be a sequence such that (yh,nh) ⇀ (y,n) in
H1(Ω,R3) × H1(Ω,S2) and lim infh→0E

h
n0
(yh,nh) < ∞. From the results of the prior section, we have

(y,n) ∈ An0
. In addition, we extract a subsequence {(yh,nh)} (not relabeled), and a sequence of rotation

fields {Rh : ω → SO(3)} and strain fields {Sh := 1
h

(
RT
h (ℓ

f
nh

)−1/2∇hyh(ℓ
0
n0
)1/2 − I)} built from this subse-

quence which satisfy all the convergence properties stated in Proposition 15. We break the rest of the proof
up into two subsections. The first uses arguments similar to those in [5, 28, 41] to establish an initial lower
bound in Lemma 17 and identify the limit Sh ⇀ S in Lemma 18 as a function of other limiting quantities in
Proposition 15. The second refines this lower bound by optimizing over the free degrees of freedom contained
in S, which in turn completes the proof.

4.1. Asymptotics and identification of the limiting strain. Here we develop a lowerbound on the limit
of the rescaled energy through a Taylor expansion argument, and identify S through analysis of the finite
difference quotient of the sequence {yh} along the x3-coordinate.

4.1.1. Asymptotics. Our first result concerns an initial estimate on the energy of this subsequence as h→ 0.

Lemma 17. The energy of the subsequence satisfies

lim inf
h→0

Ehn0
(yh,nh) ≥

ˆ
Ω

{1
2
Q3(S) + γ(|∇n|2 + |τ |2)

}
dV. (4.1)

Proof. Let’s first observe that

Ehn0
(yh,nh) ≥

ˆ
Ω

{ 1

h2
W
(
(ℓfnh

)−1/2∇hyh(ℓ
0
n0
)1/2

)
+
γh
h2

|∇hnh|2
}
dV (4.2)
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after discarding the non-negative incompressibility and director anchoring terms from the energy. Since
h−2γh → γ and ∇hnh ⇀ (∇n, τ ) in L2(Ω), the Frank term in this bound satisfies

lim inf
h→0

ˆ
Ω

γh
h2

|∇hnh|2dV ≥ lim inf
h→0

(ˆ
Ω

γ|∇hnh|2dV + (
γh
h2

− γ)∥∇hnh∥2L2(Ω)

)
≥ lim inf

h→0

ˆ
Ω

γ|∇hnh|2dV ≥
ˆ
Ω

γ
(
|∇n|2 + |τ |2

)
dV.

(4.3)

The entropic energy density meanwhile satisfies

W
(
(ℓfnh

)−1/2∇hyh(ℓ
0
n0
)1/2

)
=W

(
RT
h (ℓ

f
nh

)−1/2∇hyh(ℓ
0
n0
)1/2

)
=W

(
I+ hSh) (4.4)

a.e. on Ω by the frame indifference of W in (2.2) and the definition of Rh and Sh and in Proposition 15.
Next, introduce again the characteristic function χh : Ω → {0, 1} from (3.8) for the purpose of analyzing the
entropic energy, and note that the convergence in (3.9) still holds. Since χh ≤ 1, it follows from (4.4) and
the boundedness of Sh when χh = 1 thatˆ

Ω

1

h2
W
(
(ℓfnh

)−1/2∇hyh(ℓ
0
n0
)1/2

)
dV ≥

ˆ
Ω

χh
h2
W
(
I+ hSh)dV ≥

ˆ
Ω

χh

{1
2
Q3(Sh) + o(|Sh|2)

}
dV

using (2.3) and (2.4). As χhQ3(Sh) = Q3(χhSh) and
´
Ω
χho(|Sh|2)dV = o(

´
Ω
χh|Sh|2dV ) → 0,

lim inf
h→0

ˆ
Ω

1

h2
W
(
(ℓfnh

)−1/2∇hyh(ℓ
0
n0
)1/2

)
dV

≥ lim inf
h→0

{ˆ
Ω

1

2
Q3(χhSh)dV + o

(ˆ
Ω

χh|Sh|2dV
)}

≥
ˆ
Ω

1

2
Q3(S)dV

(4.5)

using the convexity of Q3(A) and (3.9). The desired estimate in (4.1) follows from (4.2), (4.3) and (4.5). □

4.1.2. Identification of S. Our next result identifies components the strain measure S as explicit functions
of R,n,b and τ .

Lemma 18. The first two columns S satisfy[
S(x, x3)

]
3×2

=
[
S(x, 0)

]
3×2

+ x3(ℓ
f
n0
)−1/2(x)RT (x)∇b(x)[(ℓ0n0

)1/2(x)]2×2

− cf (ℓ
f
n0
)−1/2(x)

[
sym

( ˆ x3

0

RT (x)τ (x, t)dt⊗RT (x)n(x)
)]

3×2

(4.6)

a.e. on Ω for some
[
S(x, 0)

]
3×2

∈ L2(ω,R3×2), for cf := 2(λ
1/2
f − λ

−1/4
f ) and for (ℓf

v0
) as defined in (A.3).

Proof. Let Ω′ be any compact subset of Ω, let s satisfy |s| ≤ dist(Ω′,Ω), and define the H1(Ω′,R3) function

fh,s(x, x3) :=
1

hs

(
yh(x, x3 + s)− yh(x, x3)

)
.

We first show that fh,s → b in L2(Ω′) and that (∇fh,s, ∂3fh,s) weakly converges in L2(Ω′) to a function
of R,S, τ ,n, thus allowing us to identify ∇b on Ω′. For this calculation, we find it useful to track the
dependence on x3 while suppressing the x dependence. Observe that

fh,s(x3) =
1

s

ˆ x3+s

x3

1

h
∂3yh(t)dt→ b in L2(Ω′)

∂3fh,s(x3) =
1

s

( 1
h
∂3yh(x3 + s)− 1

h
∂3yh(x3)

)
→ 0 in L2(Ω′)

(4.7)

since Proposition 15 gives h−1∂3yh → b in L2(Ω) for b independent of x3. We also have that

∂αfh,s(x3) =
1

hs

(
∂αyh(x3 + s)− ∂αyh(x3)

)
=

1

hs

(
(ℓf

nh
)1/2(x3 + s)Rh

(
I+ hSh(x3 + s)

)
− (ℓf

nh
)1/2(x3)Rh

(
I+ hSh(x3)

))
(ℓ0n0

)−1/2eα

=
( 1

hs

(
(ℓf

nh
)1/2(x3 + s)− (ℓf

nh
)1/2(x3)

)
Rh

(
I+ hSh(x3 + s)

))
(ℓ0n0

)−1/2eα

+
(
(ℓf

nh
)1/2(x3)Rh

1

s

(
Sh(x3 + s)− Sh(x3)

))
(ℓ0n0

)−1/2eα

(4.8)
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on Ω′ for α = 1, 2, since Sh := h−1(RT
h (ℓ

f
nh

)−1/2∇hyh(ℓ
0
n0
)1/2 − I) and since Rh, (ℓ0n0

)−1/2 are independent
of x3. We now establish convergence properties for the terms on the right side of (4.8). Observe that

1

hs

(
(ℓf

nh
)1/2(x3 + s)− (ℓf

nh
)1/2(x3)

)
=

1

s

ˆ x3+s

x3

2(λ
1/2
f − λ

−1/4
f )sym

(
h−1∂3nh(t)⊗ nh(t)

)
dt

⇀ 2(λ
1/2
f − λ

−1/4
f )sym

(1
s

ˆ x3+s

x3

τ (t)dt⊗ n
)

in L2(Ω′),

since h−1∂3nh ⇀ τ in L2(Ω) and nh → n in L2(Ω) with |nh| = 1 a.e. Next, observe that

Rh

(
I+ hSh(x3 + s)

)
= (ℓfnh

)−1/2(x3 + s)∇hyh(x3 + s)(ℓ0n0
)1/2 → R in L2(Ω′),

by Proposition 15. Next, since Rh → R in L2(Ω) by Proposition 15 and (ℓf
nh

)1/2(x3) → (ℓf
n)

1/2 in L2(Ω)
by Lemma 6 and both are bounded in L∞,

(ℓf
nh

)1/2(x3)Rh → (ℓf
n)

1/2R in L2(Ω′).

Finally, observe that
1

s

(
Sh(x3 + s)− Sh(x3)

)
⇀

1

s

(
S(x3 + s)− S(x3)

)
in L2(Ω′). (4.9)

since Sh ⇀ S in L2(Ω) by Proposition 15. It follows from (4.8-4.9) that

∂αfh,s(x3)⇀
[
cf sym

(1
s

ˆ x3+s

x3

τ (t)dt⊗ n
)
R+ (ℓf

n)
1/2R

1

s

(
S(x3 + s)− S(x3)

)]
(ℓ0n0

)−1/2eα in L1(Ω′)

(4.10)
for α = 1, 2, where cf := 2(λ

1/2
f − λ

−1/4
f ). By (4.7) and (4.10), we identify ∇b as

∇b =
[
cf sym

(1
s

ˆ x3+s

x3

τ (t)dt⊗ n
)
R+ (ℓf

n)
1/2R

1

s

(
S(x3 + s)− S(x3)

)][
(ℓ0n0

)−1/2
]
3×2

a.e. on Ω′.

We now rearrange this formula to isolate the first two columns of the strain measure S in the liminf
inequality in (4.1). First observe that

sym
(1
s

ˆ x3+s

x3

τ (t)dt⊗ n
)
R = Rsym

(1
s

ˆ x3+s

x3

RT τ (t)dt⊗RTn
)

and (ℓf
n)

1/2R = R(ℓf
n0
)1/2

a.e. on Ω′, where ℓf
v0

is as defined below (A.3) in Appendix A. Thus, the identity A[(ℓ0v0
)−1/2]3×2[(ℓ

0
v0
)1/2]2×2 =

[A]3×2 for all A ∈ R3×3 and v0 ∈ S1 gives that[1
s

(
S(x3 + s)− S(x3)

)]
3×2

= (ℓf
n0
)−1/2

(
RT∇b[(ℓ0n0

)1/2]2×2 − cf

[
sym

(1
s

ˆ x3+s

x3

RT τ (t)dt⊗RTn
)]

3×2

)
(4.11)

a.e. on Ω′. Note that
´
Ω′ |2(ℓf

n0
)−1/2sym

(
RT τ (t) ⊗RTn

)
|2dV ≤ ∥(ℓf

n0
)−1/2∥2L∞(Ω′)

´
Ω′ 2|τ (t)|2dV since R

is a rotation field and n is a unit vector field. As such, cf(ℓf
n0
)−1/2sym

(
RT τ (t)dt⊗RTn

)
belongs to L2(Ω′).

Thus, s−1(S(x3 + s) − S(x3)) is uniformly bounded in L2(Ω′) as s → 0 because the right side of (4.11) is
so. It follows that ∂3S exists in L2(Ω′) as the weak limit of a subsequence of s−1(S(x3 + s)− S(x3)), and is
given by [

∂3S(x3)
]
3×2

= (ℓf
n0
)−1/2

(
RT∇b[(ℓ0n0

)1/2]2×2 − cf

[
sym

(
RT τ (x3)⊗RTn

)]
3×2

)
(4.12)

a.e. on Ω′ as a consequence of Lebesgue differentiation theorem.
As (4.12) holds for any compact subset Ω′ of Ω, it holds on Ω. The identity in (4.6) follows after integrating

up the indentity (4.12) in x3. □

4.2. Optimization of strain and the proof of Theorem 1. Notice that the strain S depends on the
behavior of the director in the x3 direction through τ . We now depart from the arguments in [5, 28, 41] by
carefully optimizing τ to eliminate this x3 dependence. This optimization refines the lowerbound, achieving
the desired result in Theorem 1. The main ingredient is an analytical solution to a 1D calculus of variations
problem for the even part of the planar component τ not parallel to n0 (see Lemma 22) .
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4.2.1. Lower bound in terms of the even part of τ . First, we establish a bound on the right side of (4.1) in
Lemma 17.

Lemma 19. The limiting fields obey the energy inequalityˆ
Ω

{1
2
Q3(S) + γ(|∇n|2 + |τ |2)

}
dV ≥

ˆ
Ω

{1
2
Q2

(
x3S1 + S2 ·

ˆ x3

0

τ edt
)
+ γ(|∇n|2 + |τ e|2)

}
dV (4.13)

where Q2(A) := 2µ
{∣∣sym

(
[A]2×2

)
|2 + Tr

(
sym([A]2×2)

)2} for any A ∈ R3×2 and

x3S1(x) := x3(ℓ
f
n0
)−1/2(x)RT (x)∇b(x)[(ℓ0n0

)1/2(x)]2×2,

S2(x) ·
ˆ x3

0

τ e(x, t)dt := −cf (ℓf
n0
)−1/2(x)

[
sym

(
RT (x)

ˆ x3

0

τ e(x, t)dt⊗RT (x)n(x)
)]

3×2

τ e(x, x3) :=
1

2

(
τ (x, x3) + τ (x,−x3)

)
.

(4.14)

Proof. In Lemma 30 of Appendix A, we establish that Q3(A) ≥ Q2([A]3×2) for all A ∈ R3×3 that satisfy
Tr(A) = 0. As Proposition 15 gives Tr(S) = 0 a.e., we deduce thatˆ

Ω

1

2
Q3

(
S(x, x3)

)
dV ≥

ˆ
Ω

1

2
Q2

([
S(x, x3)

]
3×2

)
dV. (4.15)

Observe that the expression for the first two columns of S in (4.6) of Lemma 18 is of the form[
S(x, x3)

]
3×2

= S0(x) + x3S1(x) + S2(x) · iτ (x, x3), iτ (x, x3) :=

ˆ x3

0

τ (x, t)dt (4.16)

for S0,1 ∈ L2(ω,R3×2) and a third order tensor S2 ∈ L∞(ω,R3×2×3). We bound the right side of (4.15)
from below by exploiting the form of x3 dependence in (4.16). Let S(x) :=

´ 1/2
−1/2

[
S(x, x3)

]
3×2

dx3. Since[
S(x, x3)

]
3×2

=
[
S(x, x3)

]
3×2

− S(x) + S(x), it follows thatˆ
Ω

1

2
Q2

([
S(x, x3)

]
3×2

)
dV =

ˆ
Ω

1

2

{
Q2

([
S(x, x3)

]
3×2

− S(x)
)
+Q2

(
S(x)

)}
dV

≥
ˆ
Ω

1

2
Q2

([
S(x, x3)

]
3×2

− S(x)
)
dV

=

ˆ
Ω

1

2
Q2

(
x3S1(x) + S2(x) ·

(
iτ (x, x3)− iτ (x)

))
dV

where iτ (x) :=
´ 1/2
−1/2

iτ (x, x3)dx3. The cross-terms that arise when expanding out the quadratic form are
not present in first equality above since they are odd functions of x3 and thus vanish when integrating through
the thickness. Now break iτ (x, x3) up into its even and odd parts via ioτ (x, x3) :=

1
2 (iτ (x, x3)− iτ (x,−x3))

and ieτ (x, x3) :=
1
2 (iτ (x, x3) + iτ (x,−x3)), respectively. Since iτ (x, x3) = ioτ (x, x3) + ieτ (x, x3),ˆ

Ω

1

2
Q2

(
x3S1(x) + S2(x) ·

(
iτ (x, x3)− iτ (x)

))
dV

=

ˆ
Ω

1

2

{
Q2

(
x3S1(x) + S2(x) · ioτ (x, x3)

)
+Q2

(
S2(x) ·

(
ieτ (x, x3)− iτ (x)

))}
dV

≥
ˆ
Ω

1

2
Q2

(
x3S1(x) + S2(x) · ioτ (x, x3)

)
dV,

(4.17)

where again the cross-terms vanish on integration since the product of an even and odd function in x3 is an
odd function. Note that ioτ (x, x3) =

´ x3

0
τ e(x, t)dt for τ e the even part of τ defined in (4.14). Thus,ˆ

Ω

1

2
Q3

(
S(x, x3)

)
dV ≥

ˆ
Ω

1

2
Q2

(
x3S1(x) + S2(x) ·

ˆ x3

0

τ e(x, t)dt
)
dV (4.18)

using (4.15-4.17). The formulas in (4.14) follow from matching the terms in (4.16) with that of Lemma 18
and applying the various definitions above. To complete the proof, we simply note thatˆ

Ω

γ|τ (x, x3)|2dV =

ˆ
Ω

γ
{
|τ e(x, x3)|2 + |τ o(x, x3)|2

}
dV ≥

ˆ
Ω

γ|τ e(x, x3)|2dV, (4.19)
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since τ (x, x3) = τ e(x, x3)+ τ o(x, x3) for its even and odd parts and since the cross-terms once again vanish
on integration. The inequalities in (4.18) and (4.19) imply (4.13). □

We now simplify the expressions for the strain measures from the prior lemma. To do so, we exploit the
fact that the quadratic form Q2(A), A ∈ R3×2, only depends on the symmetric part of its principal 2 × 2
submatrix sym([A]2×2); we also make use of the fact that τ e is parameterized without loss of generality as

τ e(x, x3) := σ
(
τ e
⊥(x, x3)R(x)

(
n⊥
0 (x)
0

)
+ τ e

3 (x, x3)R(x)e3

)
(4.20)

a.e on Ω for some scalar fields τ e
⊥, τ

e
3 ∈ L2(Ω) that are even functions of x3. (The latter follows by Proposition

15, namely, because τ e and n satisfy the conditions τ e · n = 0 and n = σR

(
n0

0

)
a.e. on Ω.)

Lemma 20. The expressions in (4.14) satisfy

sym
([
x3S1 + S2 ·

ˆ x3

0

τ edt
]
2×2

)
= x3λ

−1/4
f λ

1/4
0 sym

(
[(ℓf

n0
)−1(ℓ0

n0
)1/2]2×2IIy[(ℓ

0
n0
)1/2]2×2

)
+ (λ

−3/4
f − λ

3/4
f )

( ˆ x3

0

τ e
⊥dt

)
sym

(
n⊥
0 ⊗ n0

)
,

(4.21)

a.e. on Ω, where IIy is the second fundamental form defined in (2.17).

Proof. All stated identities in this proof hold pointwise a.e. on Ω; this notation is suppressed below for
conciseness. Per Remark 29, RT = (ℓf

n0
)−1/2(ℓ0n0

)1/2(∇y,b)T , so S1 in (4.14) satisfies

S1 = (ℓf
n0
)−1(ℓ0n0

)1/2(∇y,b)T∇b[(ℓ0n0
)1/2]2×2. (4.22)

Now observe that (∇y)T∇b = λ
−1/4
f λ

1/4
0 IIy and b · ∇b = 0, since b = λ

−1/4
f λ

1/4
0 νy for the surface normal

define in (2.17). It follow that (4.22) can be written as

S1 = (ℓf
n0
)−1(ℓ0n0

)1/2
(
λ
−1/4
f λ

1/4
0 IIy

[0]2×1

)
[(ℓ0n0

)1/2]2×2 = λ
−1/4
f λ

1/4
0

(
[(ℓf

n0
)−1(ℓ0n0

)1/2]2×2IIy[(ℓ
0
n0
)1/2]2×2

[0]2×1

)
(4.23)

because n0 is a planar director field. Next we use the parameterization of τ e in (4.20) and that of n =

σR

(
n0

0

)
from Proposition 15 to furnish the identities

S2 ·
ˆ x3

0

τ edt = −cf(ℓf
n0
)−1/2sym

((´ x3

0
τ e
⊥dtn

⊥
0´ x3

0
τ e
3dt

)
⊗
(
n0

0

))
= −cf

2

[
λ
1/4
f

(´ x3

0
τ e
⊥dtn

⊥
0´ x3

0
τ e
3dt

)
⊗
(
n0

0

)
+ λ

−1/2
f

(
n0

0

)
⊗
(´ x3

0
τ e
⊥dtn

⊥
0´ x3

0
τ e
3dt

)]
.

(4.24)

The result in (4.21) clearly follows from (4.23) and (4.24) since cf = 2(λ
1/2
f − λ

−1/4
f ). □

We now bound the energy from below in terms of the scalar field τ e
⊥ in (4.20), the gradient of the convected

director ∇yn0, and the 2× 2 symmetric strain tensors

E1(y,n0) := λ
−1/4
f λ

1/4
0 sym

(
[(ℓf

n0
)−1(ℓ0n0

)1/2]2×2IIy[(ℓ
0
n0
)1/2]2×2

)
,

E2(n0) := (λ
−3/4
f − λ

3/4
f )sym

(
n⊥
0 ⊗ n0

)
.

(4.25)

Lemma 21. The limiting fields obey the energy inequalityˆ
Ω

{1
2
Q2

(
x3S1 + S2 ·

ˆ x3

0

τ edt
)
+ γ(|∇n|2 + |τ e|2)

}
dV

≥
ˆ
Ω

{
µ
∣∣∣x3E1(y,n0) +

ˆ x3

0

τ e
⊥dtE2(n0)

∣∣∣2 + γ(τ e
⊥)

2 + µTr
(
x3E1(y,n0)

)2
+ γλ−1

f λ0
∣∣∇(∇yn0)

∣∣2}dV
(4.26)
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Proof. From Lemma 20 and the definitions in (4.25), sym(
[
x3S1 + S2 ·

´ x3

0
τ edt

]
2×2

) = x3E1(y,n0) +

(
´ x3

0
τ e
⊥dt)E2(n0) a.e. on Ω. Thus, the definition of Q2(A) in Lemma 30 gives thatˆ

Ω

1

2
Q2

(
x3S1 + S2 ·

ˆ x3

0

τ edt
)
dV =

ˆ
Ω

µ
{∣∣∣x3E1(y,n0) +

ˆ x3

0

τe
⊥dtE2(n0)

∣∣∣2 + Tr
(
x3E1(y,n0)

)2}
dV

(4.27)
We now consider the other terms in the energy. First observe that the general parameterization in (4.20)
furnishes the inequalityˆ

Ω

γ|τ e|2dV =

ˆ
Ω

γ
∣∣τ e

⊥

(
n⊥
0

0

)
+ τ e

3e3
∣∣2dV =

ˆ
Ω

γ
{
(τ e

⊥)
2 + (τ e

3 )
2
}
dV ≥

ˆ
Ω

γ(τ e
⊥)

2dV

since R is a rotation field and n⊥
0 and e3 are perpendicular with unit magnitude. For the remaining term in

the energy, observe that |∇yn0|2 = n0 · gn0
n0 = λfλ

−1
0 a.e. on Ω by (3.10). Thus,ˆ

Ω

γ|∇n|2dV =

ˆ
Ω

γ|∇
( ∇yn0

|∇yn0|

)
|2dV =

ˆ
Ω

γλ−1
f λ0

∣∣∇(∇yn0)
∣∣2dV (4.28)

from (3.10) in Proposition 15. The result in (4.26) follows from (4.27-4.28). □

4.2.2. Optimization of τe⊥. The next major step in the lowerbound is to minimize the energy on the right
of (4.26) amongst all τ e

⊥ ∈ L2(Ω) that are even functions of x3. As a preliminary, we consider the energy
functional

E0(f) :=

ˆ 1/2

−1/2

{
µ
∣∣tE1 + f(t)E2

∣∣2 + γ(f ′(t))2
}
dt, E1,2 ∈ R2×2

sym, E2 ̸= 0,

in the scalar fields f : (−1/2, 1/2) → R and seek the infimum of this energy with respect to odd functions

E⋆0 = inf
{
E0(f) : f ∈ H1((−1/2, 1/2)), f(−t) = f(t) a.e.

}
.

Lemma 22. E⋆0 satisfies

E⋆0 =
µ

12

(
|E1|2 − g

((
µ
γ

)1/2|E2|
) (E1 : E2)

2

|E2|2
)

for a monotonically increasing function

g(α) := 1− 12α−2 + 24α−3 tanh
(α
2

)
, α > 0, (4.29)

with the limiting properties limα→0 g(α) = 0 and limα→∞ g(α) = 1. The minimizer f⋆ to E⋆0 is

f⋆(t) =
(E1 : E2

|E2|2
)(γ

µ

)1/2[ sinh
((
µ
γ

)1/2|E2|t
)

cosh
(
1
2

(
µ
γ

)1/2|E2|
) − (µγ )1/2|E2|t

]
(4.30)

Proof. First observe that w(t) = µ
∣∣tE1 + f(t)E2

∣∣2 + γ(f ′(t))2 is an even function when f(t) is odd. Thus,
for any odd function f ∈ H1(−1/2, 1/2) we have

E0(f) = 2

ˆ 1/2

0

{µ|tE1 + f(t)E2|2 + γ(f ′(t))2}dt =: Ẽ0(f).

As a consequence, we have that f ∈ H1(−1/2, 1/2) minimizes E0 over all odd H1(−1/2, 1/2) functions if
and only if f |(0,1/2) ∈ H1(0, 1/2) minimizes Ẽ0 subject to f(0) = 0. Furthermore, the minimum value of E⋆0
satisfies

E⋆0 = inf{Ẽ0(f) : f ∈ H1(0, 1/2), f(0) = 0}.
The first variation of the latter formulation of the energy furnishes the Euler-Lagrange equation, with

Dirichlet and natural boundary conditions. The strong form reads{
µtE1 : E2 + µf(t)|E2|2 − γf ′′(t) = 0

f(0) = 0, f ′(1/2) = 0
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A particular solution to the Euler-Lagrange equation is fP(t) = −t|E2|−2E1 : E2, while the general solution
to the homogeneous problem µf(t)|E2|2 − γf ′′(t) = 0 is fH(t) = A exp(

(
µ
γ

)1/2|E2|t) +B exp(−
(
µ
γ

)1/2|E2|t).
Supplying the boundary conditions to f⋆(t) = fP(t) + fH(t) gives the minimizer in (4.30).

To calculate the energy, define α :=
(
µ
γ

)1/2|E2| and fα(t) := 1
α

(
sinh(αt)
cosh(α/2) − αt

)
, and observe that the

minimizer satisfies f⋆(t) = |E2|−2(E1 : E2)fα(t). It follows by expanding out E⋆0 = Ẽ0(f
⋆) that

E⋆0 =
µ

12
|E1|2 +

(ˆ 1/2

0

{
2tfα(t) +

(
fα(t)

)2}
dt
)(

2µ
(E1 : E2)

2

|E2|2
)
+
(ˆ 1/2

0

(f ′α(t))
2dt
)(

2γ
(E1 : E2)

2

|E2|4
)

=
µ

12
|E1|2 +

(ˆ 1/2

0

{
2tfα(t) +

(
fα(t)

)2
+ α−2(f ′α(t))

2
}
dt
)(

2µ
(E1 : E2)

2

|E2|2
)

where the second equality combines the two integrals using the fact that γ|E2|−2 = µα−2. It is not hard to see
that g(α) in (4.29) is, in fact, given by the integration g(α) = −24

´ 1/2
0

{
2tfα(t)+

(
fα(t)

)2
+α−2(f ′α(t))

2
}
dt.

Its stated monotonicity and limit properties are also straightforward to verify. □

Having quantitatively addressed the minimization problem in τ e
⊥ with the lemma above, we now attain

the desired limiting energy as an ansatz-free lowerbound.

Lemma 23. The limiting fields obey the energy inequalityˆ
Ω

{
µ
∣∣∣x3E1(y,n0) +

ˆ x3

0

τ e
⊥dtE2(n0)

∣∣∣2 + γ(τ e
⊥)

2 + µTr
(
x3E1(y,n0)

)2
+ γλ−1

f λ0
∣∣∇(∇yn0)

∣∣2}dV
≥
ˆ
ω

{
IIy : B(n0) : IIy + γλ−1

f λ0
∣∣∇(∇yn0)

∣∣2}dA (4.31)

for B(v0) defined in (2.18).

Proof. Let E1(y,n0, τ
e
⊥) :=

´
Ω

{
µ
∣∣x3E1(y,n0) +

´ x3

0
τe
⊥dtE2(n0)

∣∣2 + γ(τe
⊥)

2
}
dV . We observe that for any

ψe ∈ C0(Ω) even in x3, the function iψe defined by iψe(x, x3) :=
´ x3

0
ψe(x, t)dt is odd in x3. Hence,

E1(y,n0, ψ
e) =

ˆ
ω

ˆ 1/2

−1/2

{
µ
∣∣∣x3E1(y,n0) + iψeE2(n0)

∣∣∣2 + γ|∂3iψe |2
}
dx3dA

≥
ˆ
ω

inf
f∈H1((−1/2,1/2))

f odd in x3

ˆ 1/2

−1/2

{
µ
∣∣∣x3E1(y,n0) + fE2(n0)

∣∣∣2 + γ|∂3f |2
}
dx3dA

=

ˆ
ω

µ

12

(
|E1(y,n0)|2 − g

((
µ
γ

)1/2|E2(n0)|
) (E1(y,n0) : E2(n0))

2

|E2(n0)|2
)
dA

for g(α) in (4.29) due to Lemma 22. By density of C0(Ω) functions in L2(Ω), the above inequality also holds
for τ e

⊥, i.e.,

E1(y,n0, τ
e
⊥) ≥

ˆ
ω

µ

12

(
|E1(y,n0)|2 − g

((
µ
γ

)1/2|E2(n0)|
) (E1(y,n0) : E2(n0))

2

|E2(n0)|2
)
dA. (4.32)

Expanding out the first term in the energy density on the right using definition of the strain E1(y,n0) in
(4.25) and the isotropy of | · |2 yields

|E1(y,n0)|2 = (n0 ·E1(y,n0)n0)
2 + (n⊥

0 ·E1(y,n0)n
⊥
0 ))

2 + 2(n⊥
0 ·E1(y,n0)n0)

2

= λ
−5/2
f λ

5/2
0

(
n0 · IIyn0

)2
+ λ

1/2
f λ

−1/2
0

(
n⊥
0 · IIyn⊥

0

)2
+

1

2
λ0(λ

−5/4
f + λ

1/4
f )2

(
n0 · IIyn⊥

0

)2
(4.33)

Likewise, the definition of E2(n0) in (4.25) yields |E2(n0)| = 1√
2
(λ

3/4
f − λ

−3/4
f ). Thus,

g
((

µ
γ

)1/2|E2(n0)|
) (E1(y,n0) : E2(n0))

2

|E2(n0)|2
= g
((

µ
2γ

)1/2
(λ

3/4
f − λ

−3/4
f )

)λ0
2
(λ

−5/4
f + λ

1/4
f )2(n0 · IIyn⊥

0 )
2.

(4.34)
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The remaining term in the energy that depends on E1(y,n0) satisfies
ˆ
Ω

µTr
(
x3E1(y,n0)

)2
dV =

ˆ
ω

µ

12
Tr
(
E1(y,n0)

)2
dA (4.35)

Its energy density is

Tr
(
E1(y,n0)

)2
=
(
n0 ·E1(y,n0)n0 + n⊥

0 ·E1(y,n0)n
⊥
0

)2
=
(
n0 ·E1(y,n0)n0

)2
+
(
n⊥
0 ·E1(y,n0)n

⊥
0

)2
+ 2
(
n0 ·E1(y,n0)n0

)(
n⊥
0 ·E1(y,n0)n

⊥
0

)
= λ

−5/2
f λ

5/2
0

(
n0 · IIyn0

)2
+ λ

1/2
f λ

−1/2
0

(
n⊥
0 · IIyn⊥

0

)2
+ 2λ−1

f λ0
(
n0 · IIyn0

)(
n⊥
0 · IIyn⊥

0

)
(4.36)

since the trace is an isotropic function. The identities in (4.33), (4.34) and (4.36) then furnish
ˆ
ω

µ

12

(
|E1(y,n0)|2 − g

((
µ
γ

)1/2|E2(n0)|
) (E1(y,n0) : E2(n0))

2

|E2(n0)|2
+ Tr

(
E1(y,n0)

)2)
dA

=

ˆ
ω

µ

12

{
2λ

−5/2
f λ

5/2
0

(
n0 · IIyn0

)2
+ 2λ

1/2
f λ

−1/2
0

(
n⊥
0 · IIyn⊥

0

)2
+ 2λ−1

f λ0
(
n0 · IIyn0

)(
n⊥
0 · IIyn⊥

0

)
[
1− g

((
µ
2γ

)1/2
(λ

3/4
f − λ

−3/4
f )

)]λ0
2
(λ

−5/4
f + λ

1/4
f )2(n0 · IIyn⊥

0 )
2
}
dA

=

ˆ
ω

IIy : B(n0) : IIydA

(4.37)
for B(v0) defined in (2.18). The desired inequality in (4.31) follows from (4.32), (4.35), and (4.37). □

4.2.3. Summary on the lowerbound. The lemmas above collectively prove the lowerbound in Theorem 1. For
clarity, we summarize the result below.

Proposition 24. For every sequence {(yh,nh)} ⊂ H1(Ω,R3) × H1(Ω,S2) such that (yh,nh) ⇀ (y,n) in
H1(Ω,R3)×H1(Ω,S2), lim infh→0E

h
n0
(yh,nh) ≥ En0

(y,n).

Proof. Let {(yh,nh)} ⊂ H1(Ω,R3) × H1(Ω,S2) such that (yh,nh) ⇀ (y,n) in H1(Ω,R3) × H1(Ω,S2). If
lim infh→0E

h
n0
(yh,nh) = ∞, there is nothing to prove. So we assume M := lim infh→0E

h
n0
(yh,nh) < ∞.

Extract a subsequence (not relabeled) such that limh→0E
h
n0
(yh,nh) = M and a further subsequence (also

not relabeled) such that Proposition 15 holds. The latter subsequence satisfies the hypotheses of Lemma 17.
Thus,

M ≥
ˆ
Ω

{1
2
Q3(S) + γ(|∇n|2 + |τ |2)

}
dV ≥

ˆ
Ω

{1
2
Q2

(
x3S1 + S2 ·

ˆ x3

0

τ edt
)
+ γ(|∇n|2 + |τ e|2)

}
dV

≥
ˆ
Ω

{
µ
∣∣∣x3E1(y,n0) +

ˆ x3

0

τ e
⊥dtE2(n0)

∣∣∣2 + γ(τe
⊥)

2 + µTr
(
x3E1(y,n0)

)2
+ γλ−1

f λ0
∣∣∇(∇yn0)

∣∣2}dV
≥
ˆ
ω

{
IIy : B(n0) : IIy + γλ−1

f λ0
∣∣∇(∇yn0)

∣∣2}dA = En0
(y,n)

by Lemmas 17, 19, 21 and 23. □

5. Recovery Sequence

This section addresses the topic of recovery sequences, namely, sequences of 3D deformations and director
fields whose bulk energy limits to the desired plate energy as h → 0. We start by focusing on recovery
sequences in the smooth setting in order to deal with the many non-trivial algebraic manipulations involved
in the dimension reduction without fussing over delicate questions of regularity. We then turn to a proof
of Theorem 2, which involves producing a recovery sequence for metric-constrained midplane deformations
and director fields with fractional Sobolev regularity.
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5.1. Smooth setting. Consider any n0 ∈ C∞(ω,S1), n ∈ C∞(ω,S2) and y ∈ C∞(ω,R3) that satisfy
(y,n) ∈ An0 , i.e.,

(∇y)T∇y = gn0
and n = σ

∇yn0

|∇yn0|
(5.1)

for some constant σ ∈ {−1, 1}.

5.1.1. Construction of recovery sequences in the smooth setting. We build the full ansatz of our recovery
sequence based on y and n0 by defining the 3D deformation yh : Ω → R3 and director field nh : Ω → S2 as

yh(x, x3) := y(x) + hx3b(x) + h2
x23
2
d(x) and nh(x, x3) :=

n(x) + h
´ x3

0
τ (x, t)dt

|n(x) + h
´ x3

0
τ (x, t)dt|

(5.2)

for smooth vector fields b,d, τ chosen below to be consistent with the compactness and lowerbound argu-
ments of the previous sections.

The first of these vectors fields, b ∈ C∞(ω,R3), is identified by the compactness result in Proposition 15
as being proportional to the surface normal νy in (2.17), specifically, via

b = λ
−1/4
f λ

1/4
0 νy. (5.3)

The parameterizations in (5.1) and (5.3) then yield a rotation field R ∈ C∞(ω, SO(3)) defined by

R := (ℓf
n)

−1/2(∇y,b)(ℓ0n0
)1/2, (5.4)

as noted by the linear algebra supplied in Lemma 28 of the appendix. It happens that n and R are also
coupled per Lemma 28 via

n = σR

(
n0

0

)
, (5.5)

which proves useful in the derivation below. Next, note that τ should be perpendicular to n for it to be
asymptotically consistent with the compactness properties of the director field in Proposition 15. In fact,

nh = n+ h

ˆ x3

0

τdt+O(h2) and h−1∂3nh = τ +O(h) (5.6)

for any τ perpendicular to n in (5.2).

5.1.2. Prescribing τ . A detailed prescription τ is motivated by the lowerbound argument of Lemma 21 and
22. We take

τ = στ⊥R

(
n⊥
0

0

)
, (5.7)

to hard-encode by (5.5) that τ is orthogonal to n. Then, we choose the scalar field τ⊥ ∈ C∞(Ω,R) as

τ⊥ =
λ0
2
(λ

−5/4
f + λ

1/4
f )2

[
cosh

((
µ
2γ

)1/2
(λ

3/4
f − λ

−3/4
f )x3

)
cosh

((
µ
2γ

)1/2
(λ

3/4
f − λ

−3/4
f ) 12

) − 1

]
(n0 · IIyn⊥

0 )
2, (5.8)

so that τ belongs to C∞(Ω,R3) with an x3-dependence that stems from making τ⊥ in (5.8) consistent
with Lemma 22. In particular, τ⊥(x, x3) = (f⋆)′(x3;E1(x),E2(x)) for f⋆ in (4.30) and the strain measures
E1 ≡ E1(y,n0) and E2 ≡ E2(n0) from (4.25).

5.1.3. Prescribing d. The choice of the last vector field d emerges most naturally in the course of the
reduction from 3D to 2D. First observe from (5.2) and (5.6) that

∇hyh = (∇y,b) + hx3(∇b,d) +O(h2),

(ℓf
nh

)−1/2 = (ℓf
n)

−1/2 + 2h(λ
−1/2
f − λ

1/4
f )sym

(ˆ x3

0

τdt⊗ n
)
+O(h2).

(5.9)

Thus from (5.4) the strain measure entering the entropic elastic term is

(ℓf
nh

)−1/2∇hyh(ℓ
0
n0
)1/2 = R+ h

(
S1 + S2) +O(h2)

22



for tensor fields S1,2 ∈ C∞(Ω,R3×3) distinguished by their x3-dependence via

S1 := x3(ℓ
f
n)

−1/2(∇b,d)(ℓ0n0
)1/2, S2 := 2(λ

−1/2
f − λ

1/4
f )sym

(ˆ x3

0

τdt⊗ n
)
(∇y,b)(ℓ0n0

)1/2.

Manipulations on these tensor fields reveal the natural choice of d. Specifically, S1 satisfies

S1 = x3R(ℓf
n0
)−1/2RT

(
∇b[(ℓ0n0

)1/2]2×2, λ
−1/4
0 d

)
= x3R

(
(ℓf

n0
)−1(ℓ0

n0
)1/2(∇y,b)T∇b[(ℓ0n0

)1/2]2×2, λ
−1/4
0 (ℓf

n0
)−1/2RTd

)
= x3R

(
λ
−1/4
f λ

1/4
0

[
(ℓf

n0
)−1(ℓ0

n0
)1/2

]
2×2

IIy[(ℓ
0
n0
)1/2]2×2 [d̃]2×1

[0]2×1 d̃ · e3

) (5.10)

for d̃ := λ
−1/4
0 (ℓf

n0
)−1/2RTd by (5.5), Remark 29, and the definition of b in (5.3). S2 satisfies

S2 = 2(λ
−1/2
f − λ

1/4
f )

(ˆ x3

0

τ⊥dt
)
R sym

((
n⊥
0

0

)
⊗
(
n0

0

))
RT (∇y,b)(ℓ0n0

)1/2

= 2(λ
−1/2
f − λ

1/4
f )

(ˆ x3

0

τ⊥dt
)
R sym

((
n⊥
0

0

)
⊗
(
n0

0

))
(ℓf

n0
)1/2

= (λ
−1/2
f − λ

1/4
f )

(ˆ x3

0

τ⊥dt
)
R
[
λ
1/2
f

(
n⊥
0

0

)
⊗
(
n0

0

)
+ λ

−1/4
f

(
n0

0

)
⊗
(
n⊥
0

0

)] (5.11)

given (5.5) and (5.8) and because RT (∇y,b) = (ℓf
n0
)1/2(ℓ0n0

)−1/2 by Remark 29 and (A.6) of Appendix A.
As a final bit of manipulation, the last of the identities in (5.10) and (5.11) furnishes

sym(RTS1) = x3

(
E1(y,n0)

1
2 [d̃]2×1

1
2 [d̃

T ]1×2 d̃ · e3

)
, sym(RTS2) =

(ˆ x3

0

τ⊥dt
)(E2(n0) [0]2×1

[0]1×2 0

)
for the 2× 2 symmetric tensors fields E1(y,n0) and E2(n0) defined in (4.25).

We build on the identities above to derive the leading order expressions for the entropic and determinant
energy densities, which in turn motivates our choice of d̃ and thus d = λ

1/4
0 R(ℓf

n0
)1/2d̃. The entropic energy

density satisfies

h−2W
(
(ℓf

nh
)−1/2∇hyh(ℓ

0
n0
)1/2

)
= h−2W

(
R+ h(S1 + S2) +O(h2)

)
= h−2W

(
I+ hRT (S1 + S2) +O(h2)

)
=

1

2
Q3

(
sym

(
RT (S1 + S2)

)
+O(h)

)
+ o(1)

=
1

2
Q3

((
x3E1(y,n0) +

( ´ x3

0
τ⊥dt

)
E2(n0)

1
2x3[d̃]2×1

1
2x3[d̃

T ]1×2 x3d̃ · e3

))
+ o(1).

(5.12)

due to the frame-indifference of W , (2.4), and the smoothness of all fields. Along the same lines, the
determinant energy density satisfies

h−2κh(det∇hyh − 1)2 = h−2κh(det
(
RT (ℓf

nh
)−1/2∇hyh(ℓ

0
n0
)1/2

)
− 1)2

= h−2κh(det
(
I+ hRT (S1 + S2) +O(h2)

)
− 1)2

= κh

[
Tr
(
sym

(
RT (S1 + S2)

))
+O(h)

]2
= κh

[
Tr
((x3E1(y,n0) +

( ´ x3

0
τ⊥dt

)
E2(n0)

1
2x3[d̃]2×1

1
2x3[d̃

T ]1×2 x3d̃ · e3

))
+O(h)

]2
= κh

[
x3Tr

((E1(y,n0)
1
2 [d̃]2×1

1
2 [d̃

T ]1×2 d̃ · e3

))
+O(h)

]2
(5.13)

using the the identity in (2.7) and the fact that detR = det
(
(ℓf

nh
)−1/2

)
= det

(
(ℓ0n0

)1/2
)
= 1 and Tr(E2(n0)) =

0. We therefore choose d̃ ∈ C∞(ω,R3) (equivalently d ∈ C∞(ω,R3)) as

d̃ := −Tr
(
E1(y,n0)

)
e3 equivalently d := −Tr

(
E1(y,n0)

)
Re3 (5.14)
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to obtain the result
1

h2

(
W
(
(ℓf

nh
)−1/2∇hyh(ℓ

0
n0
)1/2

)
+ κh(det∇hyh − 1)2

)
= µ

{∣∣∣x3E1(y,n0) +

ˆ x3

0

τe
⊥dtE2(n0)

∣∣∣2 + Tr
(
x3E1(y,n0)

)2}
+ o(1) +O(κhh

2).
(5.15)

5.1.4. Asymptotic analysis of the energy. Having prescribed all the fields of our ansatz in (5.2), it remains
only to calculate the limiting energy. Focusing first on the director anchoring term, we have thatˆ

Ω

µh
h2
∣∣Pn0

(∇hyh)
Tnh

∣∣2dV =

ˆ
Ω

µh
h2

∣∣∣Pn0

((
∇y, λ

1/4
0 λ

−1/4
f νy

)
+O(h)

)(
σ

∇yn0

|∇yn0|
+O(h)

)∣∣∣2dV
=

ˆ
Ω

µh
h2

∣∣∣Pn0

( gn0
n0

|∇yn0|
+O(h)

)∣∣∣2dV = O(µh).

(5.16)

by (5.1), (5.3), (5.6), (5.9) and since gn0
n0 is parallel to n0. The Frank elastic terms satisfiesˆ

Ω

γh
h2

|∇hnh|2dV =

ˆ
Ω

γh
h2

{|∇n+O(h)|2 + |τ +O(h)|2}dV

=

ˆ
Ω

γh
h2
{
λ−1

f λ0|∇(∇yn0)|2 + (τ⊥)
2
}
dV +O(

γh
h2
h)

=

ˆ
Ω

γ
{
λ−1

f λ0|∇(∇yn0)|2 + (τ⊥)
2
}
dV +O(

γh
h2
h) +O(|γh

h2
− γ|)

(5.17)

by (5.1), (5.6), (5.7) and because |∇yn0|2 = n0 · gn0
n0 = λfλ

−1
0 . The expressions in (5.15-5.17) together

yield

Ehn0
(yh,nh) =

ˆ
Ω

{
µ
∣∣∣x3E1(y,n0) +

ˆ x3

0

τ⊥dtE2(n0)
∣∣∣2 + γ(τ⊥)

2 + µTr
(
x3E1(y,n0)

)2}
dV

+

ˆ
ω

γλ−1
f λ0|∇(∇yn0)|2dA+ o(1) +O(κhh

2) +O(µh) +O(
γh
h2
h) +O(|γh

h2
− γ|).

(5.18)

Thus, after invoking the prescription of τ⊥ in (5.8), the first integral becomesˆ
Ω

{
µ
∣∣∣x3E1(y,n0) +

ˆ x3

0

τ⊥dtE2(n0)
∣∣∣2 + γ(τ⊥)

2 + µTr
(
x3E1(y,n0)

)2}
dV

=

ˆ
ω

µ

12

(
|E1(y,n0)|2 − g

((
µ
γ

)1/2|E2(n0)|
) (E1(y,n0) : E2(n0))

2

|E2(n0)|2
+ Tr

(
E1(y,n0)

)2)
dA.

It then follows from the same line of reasoning as that of (4.37) in the proof of Lemma 23 that

Ehn0
(yh,nh) =

ˆ
ω

{
IIy : B(n0) : IIy + γλ−1

f λ0|∇(∇yn0)|2
}
dA

+ o(1) +O(κhh
2) +O(µh) +O(

γh
h2
h) +O(|γh

h2
− γ|).

(5.19)

Consequently,

lim
h→0

Ehn0
(yh,nh) =

ˆ
ω

{
IIy : B(n0) : IIy + γλ−1

f λ0|∇(∇yn0)|2
}
dA

by the scaling assumptions of the moduli in (2.6), (2.9) and (2.10). This result completes the proof of a
recovery sequence in the case that (y,n) ∈ An0 such that y,n and n0 all belong to C∞(ω).

5.2. Sobolev-regular setting. This section proves Theorem 2. In particular, we construct a recovery
sequence under the assumption that the limiting deformation has fractional Sobolev regularity. For all
estimates in this setting, C > 0 refers to a sufficiently large constant independent of h that can change from
line to line. We also make ample use of big-O notation applied to non-smooth fields. To clarify, for any
vh, wh : Ω → V , we say that vh = O(|wh|) if there is a constant C > 0 such that |vh(x)| ≤ C|wh(x)| for
a.e. x ∈ Ω for all h > 0 sufficiently small.
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5.2.1. Construction of recovery sequence in the non-smooth setting. Let (y,n) ∈ An0 so that (5.1) holds
a.e. on ω, and assume IIy ∈ L∞(ω,R2×2

sym)∩Hs(ω,R2×2
sym). We build off the construction in the smooth setting

by defining b ∈ H1(ω,R3) as in (5.3) and R ∈ H1(ω, SO(3)) as in (5.4). The identity in (5.5) then holds
a.e. on ω for some fixed σ ∈ {−1, 1}. Since ω is Lipschitz, we can extend n0 to a function in H1(R2,R2), n
and b to functions in H1(R2,R3), y to a function in H2(R2,R3), R to a function H1(R2,R3×3), and define
d : R2 → R3 by the parameterization in (5.14) and τ : R2 × (−1/2, 1/2) → R3 by the parameterizations in
(5.7) and (5.8). Note that, when restricted to ω, d belongs to L∞(ω,R3)∩Hs(ω,R3) since it is the product
of functions that belong to H1(ω)∩L∞(ω) and IIy ∈ L∞(ω)∩Hs(ω). By the same reasoning, τ belongs to
L∞(ω,R3) ∩Hs(ω,R3) for a.e. x3 ∈ (−1/2, 1/2) and to C∞([−1/2, 1/2],R3) for a.e. x ∈ ω.

A key challenge for the recovery sequence here as compared to the smooth setting in Section 5.1 is that
we must avoid directly taking the gradients of d and τ — they are now not necessarily weakly differentiable.
Instead, we develop smooth approximations of these fields and justify that the approximations contribute
negligible energy. Let m ∈ C∞

c (R2,R) denote a standard mollifier and set mh(x) := h−2m(h−1x). We
mollify d in the standard way via dh := d ∗mh. For τ , we instead smooth it in a way that preserves its
orthogonality with n by setting

τ⊥,h :=
λ0
2
(λ

−5/4
f + λ

1/4
f )2

[
cosh

((
µ
2γ

)1/2
(λ

3/4
f − λ

−3/4
f )x3

)
cosh

((
µ
2γ

)1/2
(λ

3/4
f − λ

−3/4
f ) 12

) − 1

](
(n0 · IIyn⊥

0 )
2 ∗mh

)
,

τh := στ⊥,hR

(
n⊥
0

0

)
.

Observe that τh is the same parameterization as that of τ , except the field (n0 · IIyn⊥
0 )

2 is replaced by its
mollification. Note that dh ∈ C∞(ω,R3) and τ⊥,h ∈ C∞(Ω,R3). Furthermore, since the fields d and τ⊥
belong to L∞(ω), their smoothings satisfy the pointwise estimates

∥dh∥L∞(ω) + h∥∇dh∥L∞(ω) ≤ C∥d∥L∞(ω), ∥τ⊥,h∥L∞(Ω) + h∥∇τ⊥,h∥L∞(Ω) ≤ C∥τ⊥∥L∞(Ω). (5.20)

Since d and τ⊥ also belong toHs(Ω), their smoothings obey the square-integrable estimates (see, for instance,
Exercise 6.64 [39])

∥dh − d∥2L2(ω) ≤ Ch2s∥d∥2Hs(ω), ∥∇dh∥2L2(ω) ≤ Ch2(s−1)∥d∥2Hs(ω),

∥τ⊥,h − τ⊥∥2L2(Ω) ≤ Ch2s∥τ⊥∥2Hs(Ω), ∥∇τ⊥,h∥2L2(Ω) ≤ Ch2(s−1)∥τ⊥∥2Hs(Ω).
(5.21)

The construction now proceeds as in the smooth setting. For h≪ 1, consider an ansatz of the form

yh(x, x3) = y(x) + hx3b(x) + h2
x23
2
dh(x) and nh(x, x3) :=

n(x) + h
´ x3

0
τh(x, t)dt

|n(x) + h
´ x3

0
τh(x, t)dt|

.

The denominator of nh satisfies |n + h
´ x3

0
τhdt|−1 = (1 + h2|

´ x3

0
τhdt|2)−1/2 = 1 + O(h2) and ∇

(
|n +

h
´ x3

0
τhdt|−1

)
= O(h2)

´ x3

0
∇τhdt, since τh(x, x3) is perpendicular to the unit vector field n(x) and since

|τh| ≤ ∥τ∥L∞(Ω) = O(1). So it follows that

nh = n+ h

ˆ x3

0

τhdt+O(h2) = n+ h

ˆ x3

0

τdt+O(h2) +O(h

ˆ 1/2

−1/2

|τ⊥,h − τ⊥|dx3),

∇nh = (1 +O(h2))∇n+
(
h+O(h2)

) ˆ x3

0

∇τhdt,

h−1∂3nh = τh +O(h) = τ +O(h) +O(|τ⊥,h − τ⊥|).

(5.22)

We also observe that

∇hyh = (∇y,b) + hx3(∇b,d) +O(h|dh − d|) +O(h2|∇dh|)

(ℓf
nh

)−1/2 = (ℓf
n)

−1/2 + 2h(λ
−1/2
f − λ

1/4
f )sym

( ˆ x3

0

τdt⊗ n
)
+O(h2) +O(h

ˆ 1/2

−1/2

|τ⊥,h − τ⊥|dx3).

Looking to the strain that enters into the entropic energy, these calculations when combined with the
definition of R yield

(ℓf
nh

)−1/2∇hyh(ℓ
0
n0
)1/2 = R+ h

(
S1 + S2) + δSh. (5.23)
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The terms S1,2 ∈ L∞(Ω,R2×2) are exactly as defined in the recovery sequence in the smooth setting in
Section 5.1. They satisfy the identities in (5.10) and (5.11) a.e. on Ω for d̃ := λ

−1/4
0 (ℓf

n0
)−1/2RTd defined

in (5.14). This in turn implies that

sym
[
RT (S1 + S2)

]
=

(
x3E1(y,n0) + (

´ x3

0
τ⊥dt)E2(n0) [0]2×1

[0]1×2 −x3Tr(E1(y,n0))

)
(5.24)

a.e. on Ω for E1(y,n0) and E2(n0) defined in (4.25). δSh ∈ L∞(Ω,R2×2), meanwhile, collects the remainder
terms for this non-smooth setting. They are of the form

δSh = O(h2) +O(h|dh − d|) +O(h2|∇dh|) +O(h

ˆ 1/2

−1/2

|τ⊥,h − τ⊥|dx3)

and satisfy the following estimates

∥δSh∥L∞(Ω) ≤ Ch, ∥δSh∥L2(Ω) ≤ Ch1+s. (5.25)

In particular, the remainder terms are pointwise small, as indicated, because of (5.20) and even smaller in a
square-integrable sense because of (5.21). Both estimates are crucial in calculating the leading order energy
of the sheet, as we now show.

5.2.2. Asymptotic analysis of the energy and the proof of Theorem 2. We start with the entropic energy.
A Taylor expansion of W using (2.3), the fact that all the field in (5.23) are bounded in L∞(Ω), and the
manipulations in (5.12) givesˆ

Ω

h−2W
(
(ℓf

nh
)−1/2∇hyh(ℓ

0
n0
)1/2)

)
dV

=

ˆ
Ω

h−2W
(
I+ hRT (S1 + S2 + h−1δSh)

)
dV

=

ˆ
Ω

{1
2
Q3

(
sym

[
RT (S1 + S2 + h−1δSh)

])
+ o(|h−1δSh|2) + o(1)

}
dV

=

ˆ
Ω

{1
2
Q3

(
sym

[
RT (S1 + S2)

])
+O(|h−1δSh|) +O(|h−1δSh|2) + o(|h−1δSh|2)︸ ︷︷ ︸

O(h−1|δSh|)

+o(1)
}
dV

=

ˆ
Ω

µ
{∣∣∣x3E1(y,n0) +

ˆ x3

0

τ⊥dtE2(n0)
∣∣∣2 + Tr

(
x3E1(y,n0)

)2}
dV +O

(
h−1∥δSh∥L1(Ω)

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

=O(hs)

+o(1)

(5.26)
Here, the third equality collects the remainder terms into a term of O(h−1|δSh|) due to the pointwise estimate
in (5.25). The fourth uses (5.24) and the definition of Q3 in (2.4), and then uses Hölder’s inequality and the
square-integrable estimate (5.25) to conclude that O(h−1∥δSh∥L1(Ω)) = O(hs).

Next, we calculate the incompressibility penalty. Using the first identity in (2.7) and the manipulations
in (5.13), this term has the formˆ

Ω

h−2κh(det∇hyh − 1)2dV

=

ˆ
Ω

h−2κh
(
det
[
I+ hRT (S1 + S2 + h−1δSh)

]
− 1)dV

=

ˆ
Ω

h−2κh

[
hTr

(
sym

[
RT (S1 + S2)

])︸ ︷︷ ︸
=0

+O(|δSh|) +O(h2) +O(|δSh|2) +O(h3) +O(|δSh|3)︸ ︷︷ ︸
=O(|δSh|)+O(h2)

]2
= O

(
κhh

−2∥δSh∥2L2(Ω)

)
+O(κhh

2) = O(κhh
2s)

(5.27)
The second equality here uses the estimates in (2.8) to supply the remainder terms and the pointwise
estimates in (5.25) to simplify these terms. The third equality then follows because sym[RT (S1 + S2)] in
(5.24) has zero trace a.e. on Ω. The fourth follows from the square-integrable estimates in (5.25).
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Turning to the director anchoring term, we note that (∇y,b) ∈ L∞(ω) and that Pn0(∇y,b)Tn = 0
a.e. on ω since the metric of y is gn0 ∈ L∞(ω) and since b satisfies (5.3). It follows thatˆ

Ω

µh
h2
∣∣Pn0(∇hyh)

Tnh|2dV

=

ˆ
Ω

µh
h2
∣∣Pn0

(
hx3(∇b,dh)

T +
h2x23
2

(∇dh,0)
T
)
nh +Pn0

(∇y,b)T (nh − n)
∣∣∣2dV

= O
(
µh

ˆ
Ω

|(∇b,dh)|2 + h2|∇dh|2 + h−2|nh − n|2dV
)
= O(µh) +O(µhh

2s) = O(µh),

(5.28)

where the last line uses (5.21) for the ∇dh term and that |dh| ≤ C∥d∥L∞(ω) and |nh − n| = O(h), which
follow from (5.20) and (5.22).

Finally, for the Frank elastic term, we invoke both (5.21) and (5.22) to obtain the estimate

∥∇hnh − (∇n, τ )∥L2(Ω) ≤ C(h2∥∇n∥L2(ω) + h∥∇τh∥L2(Ω) + ∥τ⊥,h − τ⊥∥L2(Ω) + h) ≤ Chs.

It is therefore straightforward to deduce from standard estimates and Hölder’s inequality thatˆ
Ω

γh
h2

|∇hnh|2dV

=

ˆ
Ω

γh
h2

|(∇n, τ )|2dV +O
(γh
h2

∥(∇n, τ )∥L2(Ω)∥∇hnh − (∇n, τ )∥L2(Ω)

)
+O

(γh
h2

∥∇hnh − (∇n, τ )∥2L2(Ω)

)
=

ˆ
Ω

γ
{
λ−1

f λ0|∇(∇yn0)|2 + (τ⊥)
2
}
dV +O

(
|γh
h2

− γ|
)
+O(

γh
h2
hs).

(5.29)
We are now ready to complete the proof. Observe that the expressions in (5.26-5.29) together yield

Ehn0
(yh,nh) =

ˆ
Ω

{
µ
∣∣∣x3E1(y,n0) +

ˆ x3

0

τ⊥dtE2(n0)
∣∣∣2 + γ(τ⊥)

2 + µTr
(
x3E1(y,n0)

)2}
dV

+

ˆ
ω

γλ−1
f λ0|∇(∇yn0)|2dA+ o(1) +O(κhh

2s) +O(µh) +O(
γh
h2
hs) +O(|γh

h2
− γ|).

The first integral then becomes
´
ω
IIy : B(n0) : IIydV after employing the definition of τ⊥ (see (5.18-5.19)).

Meanwhile, the remainder terms vanish as h→ 0 by the scaling assumptions on κh, µh and γh in (2.6), (2.9)
and (2.10). Consequently, limh→0E

h
n0
(yh,nh) = En0

(y,n) as desired. It is also clear that (yh,nh) → (y,n)

in H1(Ω,R3)×H1(Ω,S2).

6. Examples of the theory

We end the paper by illustrating the rich design space covered by our plate theory, specifically, through
a series of canonical examples from the literature. In particular, we add to the literature by now computing
and discussing the bending energy of these examples. We assume throughout that the ratio λa := λf/λ0 is
< 1, so that the actuation corresponds to heating the LCE sheet.

6.1. Surfaces of revolution from smooth directors. The first set of examples come from Aharoni et
al. [1], which produced families of smooth director profiles and deformations that solved the metric constraint,
leading to surfaces of revolution on actuation.

The basic idea from that work is as follows. Start with a general parameterization of a surface of revolution
in isothermal coordinates

w(ξ, η) =

R(ξ) cos(η)R(ξ) sin(η)
z(ξ)

 subject to R′(ξ)2 + z′(ξ)2 = R(ξ)2 (6.1)

and general 2D director profile in those coordinates

m0(ξ, η) =

(
cos θ(ξ, η)
sin θ(ξ, η)

)
.
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Figure 3. Metric-constrained surfaces of revolution. (a) Reference and deformed config-
uration of the spherical actuation of Gauss curvature K = 1. (b) Reference and deformed
configuration of the pseudospherical actuation of Gauss curvatureK = −1.8. Both examples
have parameters λf = 1.5, λ0 = 3, µ = 1, and γ = 1/100, with their plate energy densities
overlaid onto the deformed configuration. (c) Plot of the plate energy densities as a function
of x1; the densities are independent of x2. The different shadings denote the extent of each
sheet domain: ws = 0.7 for (a) and wps = 0.5 for (b).

The goal is to seek out the right change of coordinates x = (x1, x2) = Φ(η, ξ) to the physical domain such
that

y ◦Φ := w, n0 ◦Φ := m0 solves ∇yT∇y = gn0
. (6.2)

Leaving aside the details, Aharoni et al. showed that the coordinate transformation

Φ(ξ, η) :=

 λ
−1/4
a

´ ξ
0
R2(ξ̃)dξ̃

η + λ
−1/4
a

´ ξ
0

√
(λa −R2(ξ̃))(R2(ξ̃)− λ

−1/2
a )dξ̃


along with the family of director profiles

θ(ξ, η) = arctan |ϕ(ξ)|, ϕ(ξ) =

√
R2(ξ)− λ

−1/2
a

λa −R2(ξ)

provides a large class of solutions to (6.2).
Here we highlight two such examples from that work, obtained through appropriate choices of R(ξ) and

z(ξ) subject to the ODE constraint in (6.1). The first is a spherical actuation of constant positive Gauss
curvature K > 0, specified by the choices

R(ξ) =
1√
K

sech(ξ), z(ξ) =
1√
K

tanh(ξ).
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The second is the pseudospherical actuation of constant negative Gauss curvature K < 0, specified by

R(ξ) =
1√
−K

sec(ξ), z(ξ) =
1√
−K

ˆ ξ

0

√
sec2(ξ̃)(1− tan2(ξ̃))dξ̃.

Substituting these choices for R(ξ) and z(ξ) into (6.1) and (6.2) yields explicit characterizations of the
metric-constrained pair (y,n0) for these two examples. All quantities of interest in our plate theory —
the director profiles and actuations as a function of x and energy densities — can be determined from this
characterization through standard manipulations. For brevity, we suppress the details of these calculations
and simply illustrate the results using Fig. 3.

Fig. 3(a) shows the director profile and actuation in the spherical case; Fig. 3(b) shows the same in the
pseudospherical case. Notice that the director varies only along the horizontal x1 coordinate in both cases.
In particular, the director in the spherical case starts more to the horizontal at x1 = 0 and tilts vertically as
x1 increases. This profile causes the sheet to expand on actuation in the x2 direction at x1 = 0 and contract
in said direction at x1 = ±ws, resulting in the 3D spherical shape shown. In contrast, the director in the
pseudspherical case starts more vertically at x1 = 0 and tilts horizontally as x1 increases, causing the sheet
to contract in the x2 direction at x1 = 0 and expand at x2 = ±wps, thus leading to the negative Gauss
curvature shape shown. In both cases, the energy density is independent of x2 and is plotted in Fig. 3(c).
Observe that the density in the spherical case remains relatively constant but would quickly start to blow
up if we were to extend the width a bit beyond ws = 0.7. The density in the pseudospherical case is more
varied, but exhibits the same type of blow up should the width be extended beyond wps = 0.5.

6.2. Rotationally symmetric director fields. We now turn our attention to examples of metric-constrained
actuation involving rotationally symmetric director fields, including the conical actuation of Modes et al. [45]
and some of its log-spiral generalizations by Mostejeran and Warner [48, 61].

These types of examples emerge from an ansatz of the form

n0(x) =

(
cos
(
θ + 1

2 arccosβ(r)
)

sin
(
θ + 1

2 arccosβ(r)
)) , y(x) =

d(r) cos(θ + γ(r))
d(r) sin(θ + γ(r))

p(r)

 for x = rer(θ),

where er(θ) ∈ R2 is the radial basis vector in Polar coordinates. In particular, the necessary and sufficient
conditions for the metric constraint ∇yT∇y = gn0 to hold under this ansatz are that β(r), γ(r), d(r) and
p(r) solve 

d′(r)2 + p′(r)2 + (d(r)γ′(r))2 = c1 − c2β(r)

d(r)2γ′(r) = c2r
√
1− β(r)2

d(r)2 = r2(c1 + c2β(r))

(6.3)

where c1 = 1
2 (λa + λ

−1/2
a ) and c2 = 1

2 (λ
−1/2
a − λa). Note that ∇n0 is singular as r → 0. We therefore

consider examples on a punctured disc ω := {rer(θ) ∈ R2 : r ∈ (ri, r0), θ ∈ [0, 2π)} for some 0 < ri < ro to
maintain that ∇n0 ∈ L2(ω), as demanded by our plate theory. We can then solve the middle equation in
(6.3) by choosing

γ(r) =

ˆ r

ri

c2
√
1− β(v)2

r(c1 + c2β(v))
dv.

The remaining two equations in (6.3) can be easily solved to produce large families of examples,
We highlight three specific examples of metric-constrained actuation on the punctured disk, namely, the

cone, spherical cap, and hyperbolic cone. The classical cone example comes from [45]. It has zero Gauss
curvature and is specified by

β(r) = 0, d(r) = λ1/2a r, p(r) =

√
λ
1/2
a − λa r.

The spherical cap and hyperbolic cone belong to the family of log-spiral designs from [48, 61]. The spherical
cap, in particular, has constant positive Gauss curvature K > 0 and is specified by

β(r) = 1− 2

1 + λ
3/4
a

− cKr
2, d(r) =

1√
K

sin(
√
Ks(r)), p(r) =

1√
K

sin(
√
Ks(r)),
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Figure 4. Metric-constrained actuations with rotationally symmetric director fields. Ref-
erence and deformed configuration of (a) the classical cone with zero Gauss curvature; (b)
the spherical cap with Gauss curvature K = 1; (c) the hyperbolic cone with Gauss curvature
K = −1. All examples have parameters ri = 0.25, ro = 0.825, λf = 1.5, λ0 = 3, µ = 1, and
γ = 1/100. Their plate energy densities are overlaid onto the deformed configuration. (d)
Plot of the plate energy densities as a function of the radius r; the densities are independent
of θ. The grey shadings denote the extent of the annuli domains.

where cK := K

2(λ−1
a −λ1/2

a )
and s(r) :=

´ r
0

λ1/4
a√

c1+c2β(v)
dv. The hyperbolic cone has constant negative Gauss

curvature K < 0 and is specified by

β(r) = −1− cKr
2, d(r) = ρ sinh

(√
|K|s(r)

)
, p(r) =

ˆ s(r)
√

|K|

0

√
1

|K|
− ρ2 cosh2(v)dv,

where cK is the same as the spherical cap case, ρ := λa

2
√

|c2cK |
and s(r) := 2√

|K|
arcsinh(

√
|c2cK |
λa

r). With these

prescriptions, all quantities of interest in our plate theory can be determined via standard manipulations.
As before, we do not run through these tedious but straightforward details and instead simply illustrate the
results using Fig. 4.

Fig. 4(a) shows the director profile and actuation of the classical cone, Fig. 4(b) shows the same for the
spherical cap, and Fig. 4(c) shows that of the hyperbolic cone. Notice that the director in the classical cone
is purely azimuthal and does not vary along r. Thus, d(r)/r in this case describes a constant circumferential
contraction = λ

1/2
a , which produces the conical shape shown. In the log-spiral cases, the director varies

as a function of r, so the circumferential contraction d(r)/r < 1 also varies in r. This apparently dictates
the Gauss curvature in each case. Specifically, d(r)/r is monotonically decreasing for the spherical cap and
monotonically increasing for the hyperbolic cone. Intuitively, the latter implies an actuation that starts
conical but must flatten out as r increases. These features leads naturally to the hyperbolic cone on display.
In contrast, the former must result in an actuation that starts more flat in r and then gradually increases
its curvature as r increases, hence spherical cap actuation.
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Notice from Fig. 4(d) that all of these examples exhibit a blow up in their energy densities as r → 0. This is
fully expected since the director field is singular at the origin. Interestingly, the energy density also blows up
for the hyperbolic case as r increases beyond 0.825. There are probably analogies to be made with growth or
swelling processes that conform to a hyperbolic metric [36]. In this setting, one often experimentally observes
a waviness at the outer boundaries of the sample, a phenomenon that has been attributed mathematically
to non-smooth H2 isometric immersions [30, 64]. Let us recall that we did not quite settle the question
of Γ-convergence for negatively-curved surfaces. The presence of unbounded energy at the extent of the
domain and possible non-smooth competitors is perhaps at that heart of the issue. We leave this topic an
open question for future research.
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Appendix A. Linear algebra and inequalities

Here we collect various pointwise estimates and linear algebra identities used throughout the work.

Lemma 25. There are constants c1, c2 > 0 such that

dist2(F, SO(3)) ≥ c1|F|2 − c2 for all F ∈ R3×3. (A.1)

Proof. First observe that

dist2(F, SO(3)) = inf
Q∈SO(3)

|F|2 − 2Tr(FTQ) + 3 ≥ |F|2 − 2
√
3|F|+ 3

since Tr(FTQ) ≤ |F||Q| ≤
√
3|F| for all Q ∈ SO(3). At least one of the following is true: (i) 2

√
3|F| ≤ 1

2 |F|
2,

(ii) 2
√
3|F| ≥ 1

2 |F|
2. If (ii), then |F| is ≤ 4

√
3 and thus |F|2−2

√
3|F|+3 ≥ |F|2−21 ≥ |F|2−21. Otherwise,

(i) holds and thus |F|2 − 2
√
3|F|+ 3 ≥ 1

2 |F|
2 + 3 ≥ 1

2 |F|
2 − 21. Evidently then (A.1) holds with c1 = 1

2 and
c2 = 21. □

Lemma 26. There are constants c1(λf, λ0), c2 > 0 such that

dist2((ℓf
v)

−1/2F(ℓ0v0
)1/2, SO(3)) ≥ c1(λ0, λf)|F|2 − c2, for all F ∈ R3×3,v ∈ S2,v0 ∈ S1.

Proof. In view of Lemma 25, we only need to show that |(ℓfv)−1/2F(ℓ0v0
)1/2|2 ≥ c(λf, λ0)|F|2 for some

c(λf, λ0) > 0. This result follows because

|(ℓf
v)

−1/2F(ℓ0v0
)1/2| ≥ σmin

(
(ℓf

v)
−1/2

)
σmin

(
(ℓ0

v0
)1/2

)
|F| ≥ λ

−1/2
f λ

−1/4
0 |F|,

for σmin(A) the minimum singular value of the tensor A. □

For the next lemma, observe that since SO(3) is a smooth and compact manifold of R3×3, there is an
ϵ > 0 and a tubular neighborhood Nϵ(SO(3)) := {F ∈ R3×3 : dist(F, SO(3)) < ϵ} such that the nearest
point projection from Nϵ(SO(3)) to SO(3) is defined uniquely for each point in Nϵ(SO(3)) and given by a
smooth function π : Nϵ(SO(3)) → SO(3). Let

πext(F) :=

{
π(F) if F ∈ Nϵ(SO(3))

I otherwise on R3×3.

Lemma 27. There is a C(ϵ) > 0 such that

|πext(F)− F|2 ≤ C(ϵ)dist2(F, SO(3)) for all F ∈ R3×3. (A.2)

Proof. If F is in Nϵ(SO(3)), then |πext(F) − F| = dist(F, SO(3)). So (A.2) holds trivially on Nϵ(SO(3)).
On the exceptional set, dist(F, SO(3)) ≥ ϵ and

|πext(F)− F|2 ≤ 2
(
|I−Q|2 + |Q− F|2

)
≤ 2
(
2(|I|2 + |Q|2) + |Q− F|2

)
≤ 24 + 2|Q− F|2
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for any choice of Q ∈ SO(3). It follows after taking the infimum over such rotations that, when F is in
R3×3 \Nϵ(SO(3)),

|πext(F)− F|2 ≤ 24 + 2dist2(F, SO(3)) ≤ (24ϵ−2 + 2)dist2(F, SO(3)),

which completes the proof. □

In our next result, it is useful to introduce a "mixed" step length tensor defined by

ℓf
v0

:= λf

(
v0

0

)
⊗
(
v0

0

)
+ λ

−1/2
f

(
I−

(
v0

0

)
⊗
(
v0

0

))
, v0 ∈ S1, (A.3)

for the purpose of manipulating various identities on the deformation gradient and director field that arise
at the bending energy scale.

Lemma 28. Let v ∈ S2, v0 ∈ S1, F ∈ R3×3, Q ∈ SO(3) and σ ∈ {±1}. The identities

v = σQ

(
v0

0

)
and (ℓf

v)
−1/2F(ℓ0v0

)1/2 = Q (A.4)

are equivalent to

v = σ
[F]3×2v0

|[F]3×2v0|
, [FTF]2×2 = gv0 and Fe3 = λ

1/4
0 λ

−1/4
f

Fe1 × Fe2
|Fe1 × Fe2|

(A.5)

for gv0 given in (2.14).

Remark 29. Under the assumption in (A.4), it also holds that

QT = (ℓf
v0
)−1/2(ℓ0

v0
)1/2FT

Proof. First we show (A.4) ⇒ (A.5). Substituting the second identity into the first in (A.4) gives

v = σ(ℓf
v)

−1/2F(ℓ0v0
)1/2

(
v0

0

)
= σλ

1/2
0 (ℓf

v)
−1/2[F]3×2v0.

Premultiplying this equation by (ℓf
v)

1/2 then leads to λ1/2f v = σλ
1/2
0 [F]3×2v0. The first identity in (A.5) is

follows because v · v = 1. Next, observe that the first identity in (A.4) gives (ℓf
v) = Q(ℓf

v0
)QT . The second

can then be manipulated as Q = Q(ℓf
v0
)−1/2QTF(ℓ0v0

)1/2 ⇔ F = Q(ℓf
v0
)1/2(ℓ0v0

)−1/2. Thus,

FTF = (ℓ0v0
)−1/2(ℓf

v0
)(ℓ0v0

)−1/2 =

(
gv0

0

0T λ
−1/2
f λ

1/2
0

)
. (A.6)

It follows that [FTF]2×2 = gv0
as desired. For the final identity, note that Fe1 and Fe2 are linearly

independent since detgv0
̸= 0. We therefore parameterize Fe3 generically as Fe3 = αFe1+βFe2+γFe1×Fe2,

and it follows from (A.6) that α = β = 0 and γ = λ
1/4
0 λ

−1/4
f |Fe1 × Fe2|−1. Thus, (A.4) ⇒ (A.5).

Now we show (A.5) ⇒ (A.4). To start observe from (A.5) that |[F]3×2v0|2 = v0 · gv0v0 = λfλ
−1
0 , that

(ℓf
v)

−1/2 = λ
−3/2
f λ0F

(
v0

0

)
⊗
(
v0

0

)
FT + λ

1/4
f

(
I− λ−1

f λ0F

(
v0

0

)
⊗
(
v0

0

)
FT
)
,

that (A.6) holds, and that

(ℓf
v)

−1/2F = F
[
λ
−1/2
f

(
v0

0

)
⊗
(
v0

0

)
+ λ

1/4
f

(
I−

(
v0

0

)
⊗
(
v0

0

))]
= F(ℓf

v0
)−1/2. (A.7)

Thus, from (A.6) and (A.7),[
(ℓf

v)
−1/2F(ℓ0v0

)1/2
]T

(ℓf
v)

−1/2F(ℓ0v0
)1/2 =

[
F(ℓf

v0
)−1/2(ℓ0v0

)1/2
]T

(Fℓf
v0
)−1/2(ℓ0v0

)1/2 = I.

We therefore conclude that (ℓf
v)

−1/2F(ℓ0v0
)1/2 is a rotation since det

[
(ℓf

v)
−1/2F(ℓ0v0

)1/2
]
= det

[
F
]

and since
det
[
F
]

is clearly positive because Fe3 = λ
1/4
0 λ

−1/4
f

Fe1×Fe2

|Fe1×Fe2| . Next observe that

σ(ℓf
v)

−1/2F(ℓ0v0
)1/2

(
v0

0

)
= σF(ℓf

v0
)−1/2(ℓ0v0

)1/2
(
v0

0

)
= σλ

−1/2
f λ

1/2
0 [F]3×2v0 = σ

[F]3×2v0

|[F]3×2v0|
= v

since |[F]3×2v0| = λ
1/2
f λ

−1/2
0 . Thus, (A.5) ⇒ (A.4). □
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Now consider the quadratic form relevant to incompressible plates

Q2(A) := 2µ
{∣∣sym([A]2×2)

∣∣2 + Tr
(
sym([A]2×2)

)2}
, A ∈ R3×2.

Lemma 30. Q2 and Q3 are related via

Q2(A) = min
d∈R3

{Q3

(
(A,d)

)
: Tr

(
(A,d)

)
= 0
}
, A ∈ R3×2. (A.8)

In particular, Q3(A) ≥ Q2([A]3×2) for all A ∈ R3×3 such that Tr(A) = 0.

Proof. Notice that Q3

(
(A,d)

)
= 2µ

(∣∣sym([A]2×2)
∣∣2 + (d · e3)2 + 1

2 (d · e1 + e3 · Ae1)
2 + 1

2 (d · e2 + e3 ·

Ae2)
2
)
+ λTr

(
sym(A,d)

)2. Thus, for any d ∈ R3 such that Tr((A,d)) = 0, we have λTr
(
sym(A,d)

)2
= 0

and (d · e3)2 = Tr
(
sym([A]2×2)

)2. So,

Q3

(
(A,d)

)
=2µ

{∣∣sym([A]2×2)
∣∣2 + Tr

(
sym([A]2×2)

)2}
+

1

2

(
(d · e1 + e3 ·Ae1)

2 + (d · e2 + e3 ·Ae2)
2
)

if Tr((A,d)) = 0.

Minimizing out the unconstrained components of d, i.e., d · e1 and d · e2, gives the result in (A.8). The
inequality stated in the lemma is a trivial consequence of this result. □
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