arXiv:1108.5764v1 [math.AP] 29 Aug 2011

Bounds on the volume fraction of 2-phase, 2-dimensional elastic bodies and on (stress, strain) pairs in composites

Graeme Walter Milton and Nguyen Hoang Loc

Department of Mathematics, University of Utah, Salt Lake City UT 84112, USA (milton@math.utah.edu, loc@math.utah.edu)

Abstract

Bounds are obtained on the volume fraction in a two-dimensional body containing two elastically isotropic materials with known bulk and shear moduli. These bounds use information about the average stress and strain fields, energy, determinant of the stress, and determinant of the displacement gradient, which can be determined from measurements of the traction and displacement at the boundary. The bounds are sharp if in each phase certain displacement field components are constant. The inequalities we obtain also directly give bounds on the possible (average stress, average strain) pairs in a two-phase, two-dimensional, periodic or statistically homogeneous composite.

1 Introduction

A fundamental problem is to determine the volume fraction occupied by an inclusion in a body, or more generally the volume fraction occupied one material in a body containing two materials. This can usually be done by weighing the body but this may not always be practical or the densities of the two materials may be close. Then one might seek to bound the volume fraction from measurements of tractions and displacements (for elasticity) or current fluxes and voltages (for conductivity) at the boundary of the body. If the body contains a statistically homogeneous or periodic composite (with microstructure much smaller than the dimensions of the body), then such boundary measurements can yield information about the effective tensors of the composite and it has long been recognized (see, for example, [28, 18, 19, 10]) that bounds on effective tensors (which involve the volume fraction and material moduli) can be inverted to yield bounds on volume fractions. As shown in [21], even if the body does not contain a statistically homogeneous or periodic composite, but provided that the applied tractions (or boundary displacements), or current fluxes (or boundary voltages) are such that the fields in the body would be uniform were it filled with a homogeneous material, then boundary measurements can yield information about the effective tensor of a composite containing rescaled copies of the body packed to fill all space in a periodic structure. Bounds on this effective tensor yield universal bounds on the response of the body when such special boundary conditions are applied, which generalize those first obtained by Nemat-Nasser and Hori [25, 11]. They can then be inverted to yield bounds of the volume fraction [21], and when the volume fraction is asymptotically small the resulting bounds include those obtained by Capdeboscq and Vogelius [6, 7] (for conductivity) and Capdeboscq and Kang [8] (for elasticity) using polarizability tensor bounds [15, 6]. Other bounds on the volume fraction, involving constants which are not easy to determine, were obtained by Kang, Seo and Sheen [14], Ikehata [12], Alessandrini and Rosset [2], Alessandrini, Rosset and Seo [3], and Alessandrini, Morassi and Rosset [1].

Given this close connection between bounding the effective tensor of a composite material and bounding the response of the body when these special boundary conditions are used, one might wonder if methods that are used to obtain bounds on effective tensors of composites could also be used to bound the response of the body with any boundary conditions on the fields, and then be inverted to bound the volume fraction. For conductivity such an approach has been successfully taken by Kang, Kim, and one of the authors [13], using the translation method of Murat and Tartar [32, 24, 33] and Lurie and Cherkaev [16, 17] which is one of the most successful methods for bounding effective tensors of composites: see the books [9, 4, 20, 35]. For a certain class of inclusion shapes (such that the field inside the inclusion is uniform for appropriate boundary conditions) one of the resulting volume fraction bounds gives the exact volume fraction. For special boundary conditions the bounds reduce to those obtained in [21], and for asymptotically small volume fractions the bounds reduce to those of Capdeboscq and Vogelius [6, 7].

The initial goal of this paper was to use the translation method to extend [13] to elasticity, using measurements obtained under a single, but arbitrary, loading, and that is essentially done in Section 3. The attainability conditions for the resulting bounds obtained in Section 4 then lead us to a new method for obtaining bounds which is not based on variational principles. This method, the method of splitting, is described in Section 5. It correlates volume averages of various quantities over each phase and then projects the information onto the quantities of interest to obtain the desired bounds. This approach is likely to have wider applications, and in particular could lead to new bounds on the response of (possibly non-linear) multiphase bodies for many properties, not just for elasticity.

The bounds we derive also directly give bounds on the possible (average stress, average strain) pairs in a two-phase, two-dimensional, composite. These bounds are the natural generalization to elasticity of the conductivity bounds on possible (average electric field, average current field) pairs obtained by Raĭtum [29, 30] and Tartar [34] (see also chapter 22.4 in [20]), which can also be generalized to non-linear materials [22, 31, 26, 27, 5]. Only when one of the phases is void, has the complete characterization of possible (average stress, average strain) pairs been obtained [23]. In principle bounds on the possible (average stress, average strain) pairs could be obtained from knowledge of the G-closure of all possible effective elasticity tensors associated with composites of the two phases mixed in prescribed proportions. However, this G-closure is only partly known (for a survey of results see [9, 4, 20].)

2 Preliminaries

Let Ω be a smooth bounded domain in R^2, occupied by a two dimensional elastic body. Assume that the body is made from two different isotropic elastic materials, characterized by their bulk moduli κ_1 and κ_2 and shear moduli μ_1 and μ_2. Denote, respectively, by σ and ε the stress and strain fields acting on the body under consideration. These fields are governed by the following equations. ε = Sσ = (1/2μ)σ + (1/4κ − 1/4μ)(Tr σ)I, ∇ · σ = 0, ε = 1 2 (∇u + ∇u^T ), (2.1)

where u is the displacement field, S is the compliance tensor, I is the second order identity tensor, κ is the bulk modulus (taking values κ_1 or κ_2) and μ is the shear modulus (taking values μ_1 or μ_2). Although two dimensional bodies do not occur in practice, this formulation is applicable to problems of plane stress or plane strain.

It is assumed that one can measure the traction σ·n and the displacement u at the boundary of Ω, where n is the unit outward normal vector. From these measurements one can determine the volume averages of certain quantities. These quantities are null-Lagrangians, functionals of u and/or σ which can be integrated by parts, and expressed only in terms of boundary values: thus their Lagrangian vanishes. Introducing angular brackets to denote a volume average, i.e. ⟨g⟩ = 1 |Ω| ∫ Ω g, (2.2)

and choosing notations so that ∇u has ∇u_1 and ∇u_2 as its first and second columns, rather than rows, the five null-Lagrangians we will work with are the average fields, ⟨σ⟩ = 1 |Ω| ∫ ∂Ω x(σ · n)^T , ⟨∇u⟩ = 1 |Ω| ∫ ∂Ω n(u)^T , (2.3)

the energy, ⟨σ · ε⟩ = 1 |Ω| ∫ ∂Ω (σ · n) · u, (2.4) and the two additional null-Lagrangians a = ⟨det σ⟩, b = ⟨det ∇u⟩. (2.5) To express the last two quantities in terms of boundary values, it is helpful to let j_1 and j_2 denote the divergence free vector fields which are the first and second columns of σ, and to introduce the matrix R_⊥ = ( 0 1 −1 0 ) (2.6)

for a clockwise 90^∘ rotation. Then, as follows directly from the analysis in [13],

a = ⟨j_1 · R_⊥j_2⟩ = 1 |Ω| ∫ ∂Ω q_1(x)( ∫_x x_0

q_2), (2.7)

where q_1 and q_2 are the fluxes q_1 = j_1 · n and q_2 = j_2 · n, which are components of the traction σ · n, x_0 ∈ ∂Ω and the last integral in (2.7) is along the boundary ∂Ω in the counterclockwise direction. Also, as follows directly from the analysis in [13],

b = ⟨∇u_1 · R_⊥∇u_2⟩ = 1 |Ω| ∫ ∂Ω u_1n · R_⊥∇u_2 = 1 |Ω| ∫ ∂Ω u_1 ∂u_2 ∂t , (2.8)

where ∂/∂t denotes the tangential derivative along ∂Ω in the counterclockwise direction.

These are not the only null-Lagrangians. For i = 1, 2 ⟨σ · ∇u_i⟩ = 1 |Ω| ∫ ∂Ω (σ · n)u_i (2.9)

is also a null-Lagrangian, but to simplify the analysis we refrain from considering these null- Lagrangians except in that linear combination which gives the energy.

Our objective is to find inequalities (bounds) which link the values of the five null-Lagrangians with the volume fraction in the body and the moduli of the materials. When the body is the unit cell of a periodic composite material and periodic boundary conditions on the fields are imposed then the values of the average stress ⟨σ⟩ and average displacement gradient ⟨∇u⟩ determine the values of the energy and a and b: ⟨σ · ε⟩ = ⟨σ⟩ · ⟨ε⟩, a = det⟨σ⟩, b = det⟨∇u⟩, (2.10) as can be shown using Fourier analysis (see, for example, section 13.3 in [20]). Also without loss of generality, by making an infinitesimal global rotation if necessary, we can assume that ⟨∇u⟩ is symmetric, in which case it can be identified with the average strain ⟨ε⟩. Thus for composites the inequalities we obtain give bounds on the possible (average stress, average strain) pairs, and only incorporate the volume fractions of the two isotropic phases and their moduli.

In Cartesian coordinates, σ and ε can be represented as 2 × 2 matrices. It is convenient to use the basis B = { 1 √ 2 [ 1 0 0 1 ] , 1 √ 2 [ 1 0 0 −1 ] , 1 √ 2 [ 0 1 1 0 ]} , (2.11)

so that an arbitrary symmetric matrix A = [ a_{11} a_{12} a_{12} a_{22} ] is represented by v =^{1√}_2 (a_{11} +

a_{22}, a_{11} − a_{22}, 2a_{12}). Thus, from now on we understand σ and ε as 3 dimensional vectors. If a 3−dimensional vector v represents a 2×2 symmetric matrix A in this basis then its determinant is given by det A = 1 2 v · T v, (2.12) where T = 1 0 0 0 −1 0 0 0 −1

. (2.13)

The null Lagrangian det σ plays a pivotal role in developing the bounds of the next section.

Recall that κ and μ denote the bulk and shear, respectively, moduli of the elastic body under consideration. Then, in the basis B, the tensor S can be expressed by the matrix

S = 1 2 1 κ 0 0 0^1_μ 0 0 0^1_μ

, (2.14)

because the elastic body is isotropic.

3 Bounds obtained by the translation method using the null- Lagragian det σ

Assume, in this section, that ⟨σ · ε⟩, σ_0 = ⟨σ⟩, ε_0 = ⟨ε⟩ and a = ⟨det σ⟩ can be evaluated or estimated. For i = 1, 2, let κ_i and μ_i be the bulk and shear, respectively, moduli of the i−th phase. Then, κ = χ_1κ_1 + χ_2κ_2 and μ = χ_1μ_1 + χ_2μ_2, (3.1)

where

χ_i = { 1 in phase i, 0 otherwise.

(3.2)

Define μ^∗ = max{μ_1, μ_2}, κ^∗ = max{κ_1, κ_2}, (3.3)

and fix α ∈ (−^1_{2μ∗} ,^1_{2κ∗} ) to ensure that the translated tensor

L = S − αT (3.4) is positive definite. The classical complementary energy minimization principle implies ⟨σ · ε⟩ = min ⟨σ⟩ = σ_0 ⟨Sσ⟩ = ε_0 ∇ · σ = 0 ⟨det σ⟩ = a σ · n = σ · n on ∂Ω

⟨σ · Sσ⟩, (3.5)

where the additional constraints that ⟨σ⟩ = σ_0, ⟨Sσ⟩ = ε_0, and ⟨det σ⟩ = a have been added since we know this information about the minimizing fields. In the third constraint in (3.5) the divergence of σ is understood as the divergence of the matrix that σ represents. Using (2.12) we then have ⟨σ · ε⟩ − 2αa = min ⟨σ⟩ = σ_0 ⟨Sσ⟩ = ε_0 ∇ · σ = 0 ⟨det σ⟩ = a σ · n = σ · n on ∂Ω

⟨σ · Lσ⟩. (3.6)

Dropping the last three constraints in the minimum above and defining

e_0 = ε_0 − αT σ_0, (3.7)

gives ⟨σ · ε⟩ − 2αa ≥ min ⟨σ⟩ = σ_0 ⟨Lσ⟩ = e_0 ⟨σ · Lσ⟩. (3.8)

This minimum can be found using the Lagrange multiplier method. In fact, if σ̂ denotes the minimizer of the right-hand side of (3.8), then there exist two constant vectors λ_1 and λ_2 such that 2Lσ̂ = λ_1 + Lλ_2. (3.9)

Denoting by ⟨σ⟩_1 and ⟨σ⟩_2 the average of σ on phase 1 and phase 2, respectively, from (3.9), we have

2L_1⟨σ⟩_1 = λ_1 + L_1λ_2, 2L_2⟨σ⟩_2 = λ_1 + L_2λ_2, (3.10)

which gives

λ_1 = 2(L_1 − L_2)^{−1}L_1L_2(⟨σ⟩_2 − ⟨σ⟩_1), λ_2 = 2(L_1 − L_2)^{−1}(L_1⟨σ⟩_1 − L_2⟨σ⟩_2). (3.11)

On the other hand, we can see that

⟨σ⟩_1 = 1 f_1

(L_1 − L_2)^{−1}(e_0 − L_2σ_0), ⟨σ⟩_2 = − 1 f_2

(L_1 − L_2)^{−1}(e_0 − L_1σ_0), (3.12)

by solving the system

σ_0 = f_1⟨σ⟩_1 + f_2⟨σ⟩_2 e_0 = f_1L_1⟨σ⟩_1 + f_2L_2⟨σ⟩_2. (3.13)

Thus, we have

λ_1 = 2 f_1f_2

(L_1 − L_2)^{−2}L_1L_2(e_0 − ⟨L⟩σ_0),

λ_2 = 2 f_1f_2

(L_1 − L_2)^{−2}[(f_2L_1 + f_1L_2)e_0 − L_1L_2σ_0]. (3.14)

For simplicity in calculations, assume first that α ∈ (−^1_{2μ∗} ,^1_{2κ∗} ) so that L is invertible. Later we will consider the limiting case where L is singular, but still positive semi-definite. It follows from (3.9) that

2e_0 = λ_1 + ⟨L⟩λ_2, 2σ_0 = ⟨L^{−1}⟩λ_1 + λ_2. (3.15)

Moreover, we have ⟨σ̂ · Lσ̂⟩ = 1 4 ⟨(L^{−1}λ_1 + λ_2) · (λ_1 + Lλ_2)⟩ = 1 4 [⟨L^{−1}⟩λ_1 · λ_1 + 2λ_1 · λ_2 + ⟨L⟩λ_2 · λ_2]. (3.16)

On the other hand, it follows from (3.15) that

λ_1 · λ_2 = 2s_0 · λ_2 − ⟨L⟩λ_2 · λ_2 = 2σ_0 · λ_1 − ⟨L^{−1}⟩λ_1 · λ_1. (3.17)

Thus, it follows that ⟨σ̂ · Lσ̂⟩ = 1 2 [σ_0 · λ_1 + λ_2 · e_0] = 1 2 [(2e_0 − ⟨L⟩λ_2) · σ_0 + λ_2 · e_0]

= e_0 · σ_0 +

(L_1 − L_2)^{−2} f_1f_2

[e_0 − ⟨L⟩σ_0] · [(f_2L_1 + f_1L_2)e_0 − L_1L_2σ_0]. (3.18)

This, together with (3.7) and (3.8), gives us the bound

⟨σ · ε⟩ − σ_0 · ε_0 − 2αa + 2α det σ_0 ≥

(L_1 − L_2)^{−2}

f_1f_2

[e_0 − ⟨L⟩σ_0] · [(f_2L_1 + f_1L_2)e_0 − L_1L_2σ_0]. (3.19)

By taking limits, we can see that (3.19) is valid for α not only in (−^1_{2μ∗} ,^1_{2κ∗} ) but also at −^1_{2μ∗} and^1_{2κ∗} . Although (3.19) looks like a quadratic inequality with respect to α (because of the definitions of e_0 and L in (3.7) and (3.4) respectively), we can show that it is linear by expanding (f_1L_2 + f_2L_1)e_0 − L_1L_2σ_0 and seeing that the coefficient of α^2 is 0. Hence, the bound in (3.19) improves or gets worse (depending on the data given) as α tends to −^1_{2μ∗} or 1 2κ^∗ with the optimum value for α occurring at one of the two limits. The arguments above can

be summarized as Theorem 3.1 The following bound ⟨σ · ε⟩ − σ_0 · ε_0 ≥ min

{_1

f_1f_2 (S1 − S2)

−2(ε_0 − ⟨S⟩σ_0) · ((f_1L_{2∗} + f_2L_{1∗} )e_0 − L_{1∗} L_{2∗} σ_0) −^{a−det σ0}_{μ∗} , 1 f_1f_2 (S1 − S2)

−2(ε_0 − ⟨S⟩σ_0) · ((f_1L_2∗ + f_2L_1∗ )e_0 − L_1∗ L_2∗ σ_0) +^{a−det σ0}_{κ∗} } , (3.20)

where L_{i∗} = L_i|_{α=−} 1_{2μ∗} and L_i∗ = L_i|_{α=} 1_{2κ∗} , i = 1, 2, holds.

4 The attainability condition for (3.20)

In this section, we find conditions for the field σ to be such that the equality for (3.20) is attained. In other words, fixing α ∈ [−^1_{2κ∗} ,^1_{2μ∗} ], we find conditions on σ such that ⟨σ · Lσ⟩ = ⟨σ̂ · Lσ̂⟩, (4.1) where σ̂ is a minimizer of the right-hand side in (3.8) which can be found from (3.9) and (3.11). We have the following lemma. Lemma 4.1 (4.1) holds if, and only if, Lσ = Lσ̂ = 1 f_1f_2

(L_1 − L_2)^{−1}[f_2χ_1L_1(e_0 − L_2σ_0) − f_1χ_2L_2(e_0 − L_1σ_0)]. (4.2)

Proof: Since L is self-adjoint, the ”only if” direction is not hard to see. We thus only prove the ”if” direction. Define the functional J by J(σ) = ⟨σ · Lσ⟩, (4.3) for all vector valued functions σ satisfying ⟨σ⟩ = σ_0, ⟨Lσ⟩ = e_0. (4.4) Since L is semi-positive definite, J is convex. It is not hard to see that for all t ∈ [0, 1], σ = tσ + (1 − t)σ̂ satisfies (4.4). Using (4.1) and the fact that σ̂ and σ are both minimizers of J, we have J(σ̂) ≤ J(tσ + (1 − t)σ̂) ≤ tJ(σ) + (1 − t)J(σ̂) = J(σ̂) (4.5) for all t ∈ [0, 1]. It follows that d dt J(tσ + (1 − t)σ̂) = 0, (4.6) or equivalently ⟨L(tσ + (1 − t)σ̂) · (σ − σ̂)⟩ = 0. (4.7) Letting t in (4.7) be 1 and 0, respectively, gives ⟨Lσ · (σ − σ̂)⟩ = 0 (4.8) and ⟨Lσ̂ · (σ − σ̂)⟩ = 0 (4.9) From the difference of these two equations, ⟨(σ − σ̂) · L(σ − σ̂)⟩ = 0, (4.10) we obtain the first equation of (4.2).

In order to see the second equation of (4.2), we calculate Lσ̂ on each phase. On phase 1, Lσ̂ = λ_1 + L_1λ_2 = 2e_0 − ⟨L⟩λ_2 + L_1λ_2 = 2e_0 + f_2(L_1 − L_2)λ_2 = 2e_0 + 2 f_1

(L_1 − L_2)^{−1}[(f_2L_1 + f_1L_2)e_0 − L_1L_2σ_0] = 2 f_1

(L_1 − L_2)^{−1}[f_1(L_1 − L_2)e_0 + (f_2L_1 + f_1L_2)e_0 − L_1L_2σ_0] = 2 f_1

(L_1 − L_2)^{−1}L_1(e_0 − L_2σ_0). (4.11)

Similarly, on phase 2, Lσ̂ = − 2 f_2

(L_1 − L_2)^{−1}L_2(e_0 − L_1σ_0). (4.12) The lemma follows. □ Lemma 4.1 implies that if bound (3.20) is attained then there are two constant vectors D and E such that Lσ = Lσ̂ = χ_1D + χ_2E. (4.13) We next show that (4.13) is the attainability condition for (3.20), that we are looking for in this section. In fact, denoting by ⟨σ⟩_1 and ⟨σ⟩_2 the average of σ on phase 1 and phase 2, respectively, as in the previous section, we have D = L_1⟨σ⟩_1, E = L_2⟨σ⟩_2. (4.14) Plugging (3.12) into (4.14) and then the resulting values of D and E into (4.13), we obtain (4.2).

We have proved the theorem.

Theorem 4.2 The bound in (3.20) becomes equality if, and only if, L_∗σ = χ_1D + χ_2E (4.15) where D and E are two constant vectors and L_∗ is either L|_{α=−} 1_{2μ∗} or L|_{α=} 1_{2κ∗} . Moreover, 1. if μ^∗ = μ_1 ≠ μ_2 then ⟨σ · ε⟩ − σ_0 · ε_0 =^1_{f1f2} (S_1 − S_2)^{−2}(ε_0 − ⟨S⟩σ_0) · ((f_1L_{2∗} + f_2L_{1∗} )e_0 − L_{1∗} L_{2∗} σ_0) −^{a−det σ0}_{μ∗} , (4.16) is equivalent to L|_{α=−} 1_{2μ1} σ = χ_1D_∗ + χ_2E (4.17) with D_∗ = (d_1, 0, 0) and this holds if and only if the field σ is constant on phase 2, and has constant first component (bulk part) on phase 1;

2. if κ^∗ = κ_1 ≠ κ_2 then ⟨σ · ε⟩ − σ_0 · ε_0 =^1_{f1f2} (S_1 − S_2)^{−2}(ε_0 − ⟨S⟩σ_0) · ((f_1L_2∗ + f_2L_1∗ )e_0 − L_1∗ L_2∗ σ_0) +^{a−det σ0}_{κ∗} (4.18) is equivalent to L|_{α=} 1_{2κ1} σ = χ_1D_∗ + χ_2E (4.19) with D_∗ = (0, d_2, d_3) and this holds if and only if the field σ is constant on phase 2, and has constant second and third components (shear part) on phase 1;.

5 The method of splitting

We introduce here another approach, not based on variational principles, using which we can deduce the previous bounds. The main idea of the method is to split the domain into its phases, to correlate averages over each phase, and then to project the information to obtain the desired bound. Moreover, this method allows us to add one more datum: the null-Lagrangian b = ⟨det ∇u⟩. In other words, the known quantities are E = ⟨σ · ∇u⟩, σ_0 = ⟨σ⟩, ⟨∇u⟩, a = ⟨det σ⟩, b = ⟨det ∇u⟩ (5.1) Consider the four dimensional space of 2 × 2 matrices with the basis B = { 1 √ 2 [ 0 1 −1 0 ] , 1 √ 2 [ 1 0 0 1 ] , 1 √ 2 [ 1 0 0 −1 ] , 1 √ 2 [ 0 1 1 0 ]} , (5.2)

so that σ = (0, σ_1, σ_2, σ_3), ∇u = (F_0, ε_1, ε_2, ε_3) (5.3) and a = 1 2 ⟨σ^2_1 − σ^2 − σ^2_3 ⟩, c ≡ b − 1 2 ⟨F_0⟩^2 ≥ b − 1 2 ⟨F^2_0 ⟩ = 1 2 ⟨ε^2_1 − ε^2 − ε^2_3⟩. (5.4)

Note that the inequality in (5.4) is attained if, and only if, F_0 is constant everywhere.

Defining (b for bulk and s for shear)

E_{1b} = ⟨χ_1σ_1ε_1⟩ = 2κ_1⟨χ_1ε^2_1⟩, E_{2b} = ⟨χ_2σ_1ε_1⟩ = 2κ_2⟨χ_2ε^2_1⟩, E_{1s} = ⟨χ_1(σ_2ε_2 + σ_3ε_3)⟩ = 2μ_1⟨χ_1(ε^2 + ε^2_3)⟩, E_{2s} = ⟨χ_2(σ_2ε_2 + σ_3ε_3)⟩ = 2μ_2⟨χ_2(ε^2 + ε^2_3)⟩,

(5.5)

we have E = E_{1b} + E_{1s} + E_{2b} + E_{2s}, (5.6) a = κ_1E_{1b} + κ_2E_{2b} − μ_1E_{1s} − μ_2E_{2s}, (5.7) c ≥ E_{1b} 4κ_2 + E_{2b} 4κ_2 − E_{1s} 4μ_1 − E_{2s} 4μ_2

. (5.8)

On the other hand, it follows from the identities ⟨ε_i⟩ = ⟨χ_1ε_i⟩ + ⟨χ_2ε_i⟩, i = 1, 2, 3, ⟨σ_1⟩ = 2κ_1⟨χ_1ε_1⟩ + 2κ_2⟨χ_2ε_2⟩, ⟨σ_j⟩ = 2μ_1⟨χ_1ε_j ⟩ + 2μ_2⟨χ_2ε_j ⟩, j = 2, 3, (5.9)

that

⟨χ_1ε_1⟩ = 1 2(κ_2 − κ_1)

(2κ_2⟨ε_1⟩ − ⟨σ_1⟩), ⟨χ_2ε_1⟩ = 1 2(κ_1 − κ_2)

(2κ_1⟨ε_1⟩ − ⟨σ_1⟩),

⟨χ_1ε_j ⟩ = 1 2(μ_2 − μ_1)

(2μ_2⟨ε_j ⟩ − ⟨σ_j ⟩), ⟨χ_1ε_j ⟩ = 1 2(μ_2 − μ_1)

(2μ_2⟨ε_j ⟩ − ⟨σ_j⟩), j = 2, 3.(5.10)

So, these quantities are known.

Note that for i = 1, 2, 3,

⟨χ_1ε^2_i ⟩ − 1 f_1

⟨χ_1ε_i⟩^2 = ⟨(χ_1ε_i − χ_1 f_1

⟨χ_1ε_k⟩)^2⟩ ≥ 0, (5.11) with equality when ε_i is constant on phase 1. Similarly,

⟨χ_2ε^2_i ⟩ − 1 f_2

⟨χ_2ε_i⟩^2 ≥ 0, i = 1, 2, 3, (5.12)

with equality when ε_i is constant on phase 2. Therefore, defining the known quantities

A_{1b} = 2κ_1⟨χ_1ε_1⟩^2, A_{2b} = 2κ_2⟨χ_2ε_1⟩^2, A_{1s} = 2μ_1(⟨χ_1ε_2⟩^2 + ⟨χ_1ε_3⟩^2), A_{2s} = 2μ_2(⟨χ_2ε_2⟩^2 + ⟨χ_2ε_3⟩^2),

(5.13)

we have from (5.11) and (5.12) E_{1b} ≥ A_{1b} f_1 , E_{2b} ≥ A_{2b} f_2

, (5.14)

E_{1s} ≥ A_{1s} f_1 , E_{2s} ≥ A_{2s} f_2

. (5.15)

Also, E_{1b} and E_{2b} can be eliminated using (5.6) and (5.7)

E_{1b} =^1_{κ1−κ2} (a − κ_2E + (κ_2 + μ_1)E_{1s} + (κ_2 + μ_2)E_{2s}), E_{2b} =^1_{κ2−κ1} (a − κ_1E + (κ_1 + μ_1)E_{1s} + (κ_1 + μ_2)E_{2s}).

(5.16)

So, (5.14) gets replaced by 1 κ_1 − κ_2

(a − κ_2E + (κ_2 + μ_1)E_{1s} + (κ_2 + μ_2)E_{2s}) ≥ A_{1b} f_1

, (5.17) and 1 κ_2 − κ_1

(a − κ_1E + (κ_1 + μ_1)E_{1s} + (κ_1 + μ_2)E_{2s}) ≥ A_{2b} f_2

(5.18)

and the inequality in (5.8) gets replaced by

c ≥^1_{4κ1(κ1−κ2)} (a − κ_2E + (κ_2 + μ_1)E_{1s} + (κ_2 + μ_2)E_{2s}) +^1

4κ_2(κ_2−κ_1) (a − κ1E + (κ1 + μ1)E1s + (κ1 + μ2)E2s) − E_{1s} 4μ_1 − E_{2s} 4μ_2 .

(5.19)

Now we have 1 κ_1(κ_1 − κ_2) + 1 κ_2(κ_2 − κ_1) = − 1 κ_1κ_2 , −κ_2 κ_1(κ_1 − κ_2) − κ_1 κ_2(κ_2 − κ_1) = κ_1 + κ_2 κ_1κ_2 , κ_2 + μ_1 κ_1(κ_1 − κ_2) + κ_1 + μ_1 κ_2(κ_2 − κ_1) − 1 μ_1 = μ_1κ_2(κ_2 + μ_1) − μ_1κ_1(κ_1 + μ_1) − κ_1κ_2(κ_1 − κ_2) κ_1κ_2μ_1(κ_1 − κ_2) = −μ_1(κ_1 + κ_2) − μ^2_1 − κ_1κ_2

κ_1κ_2μ_1 = − (κ_1 + μ_1)(κ_2 + μ_1)

κ_1κ_2μ_1 , κ_1 + μ_2 κ_1(κ_1 − κ_2) + κ_1 + μ_2 κ_2(κ_2 − κ_1) − 1 μ_2 = − (κ_1 + μ_2)(κ_2 + μ_2)

κ_1κ_2μ_2

. (5.20)

So, (5.19) becomes

a − E(κ_1 + κ_2) +

E_{1s}(κ_1 + μ_1)(κ_2 + μ_1) μ_1 + E_{2s}(κ_1 + μ_2)(κ_2 + μ_2) μ_2

≥ −4κ_1κ_2c. (5.21)

So, (5.15), (5.17), (5.18) and (5.21) give us 5 inequalities on the pair (E_{1s}, E_{2s}). To project out the information about the unknowns (E_{1s}, E_{2s}) we observe that the volume fraction f_1 = 1 − f_2 must be such that these inequalities define a feasible region in the (E_{1s}, E_{2s}) plane (see e.g. Figure 1). Note that when either f_1 or f_2 goes to 0, (5.15) cannot be satisfied. In this case, E_{2s}

E_{1s}

The line defined by (5.17)

The line defined by (5.18)

The line defined by (5.21)

Figure 1: The region of possible (E_{1s}, E_{2s}), assuming that κ_1 > κ_2.

the feasible region is empty. Thus, in the generic case, at a bound on f_1, i.e. at the limiting value of f_1, the feasible region shrinks to a point. In other words, in the generic case, 3 of the inequalities will be satisfied as equalities and the remaining 2 as inequalities: the picture looks like, e.g. Figure 2. Note that the 3 inequalities which are satisfied as equalities must have E_{2s}

E_{1s}

The line defined by (5.17)

The line defined by (5.18)

The line defined by (5.21)

Figure 2: The feasible region shrinking to a point, assuming that κ_1 > κ_2.

”outward normals” n_1, n_2, n_3 such that

α_1n_1 + α_2n_2 + α_3n_3 = 0 (5.22)

for some α_1, α_2, α_3 ≥ 0. The previous approach in Section 3 only took the four inequalities in (5.15), (5.17) and (5.18) into account. The limiting value of f_1 corresponds to the case where 3 of these were satisfied as equalities and the fourth as an inequality. Thus, one sees immediately that the attainability condition is where the field is constant in one phase and either the bulk part or shear part is constant in the other phase. With the additional inequality (5.21), there will be 10 cases to consider (number of ways to pick 3 equations from 5), 4 considered above and 6 new. However, not all of these 10 cases satisfy (5.22); e.g. if κ_1 > κ_2, the triplet of equations that correspond to (5.15) and (5.21) do not satisfy (5.22) since if E_{1s} and E_{2s} are both large and positive, all three equations are satisfied; i.e. the feasible region given by the three equations cannot be a point, but is instead an open region. The question arises as to which of these 6 new cases satisfy (5.22).

It is obvious that the outward normals of the regions that satisfy the two inequalities in (5.15) are, respectively, ν_1 = (−1, 0) (5.23) and ν_2 = (0, −1). (5.24) Without loss of generality, by relabeling the phases if necessary, assume that κ_1 > κ_2. In this case, an outward normal of the region that satisfies (5.17) is

ν_3 = (−κ_2 − μ_1, −κ_2 − μ_2), (5.25)

an outward normal of the region that satisfies (5.18) is

ν_4 = (κ_1 + μ_1, κ_1 + μ_2), (5.26)

and, finally, an outward normal of the region that satisfies (5.21) is

ν_5 = ( − (κ_1 + μ_1)(κ_2 + μ_1) μ_1 , − (κ_1 + μ_2)(κ_2 + μ_2) μ_2 ) . (5.27)

We now consider each triplet of normals that include ν_5 to see when they satisfy (5.22). As said, (ν_1, ν_2, ν_5) does not satisfy (5.22). If (α, β) solves

ν_5 = αν_1 + βν_3, (5.28)

then β = κ_1 + μ_2 μ_2

> 0. (5.29)

Thus, the triplet (ν_1, ν_3, ν_5) never satisfies (5.22). Similarly, neither does the triplet (ν_2, ν_3, ν_5). Next, solving the equation ν_5 = αν_1 + βν_4, (5.30) gives α = − κ_2(μ_1 − μ_2)(κ_1 + μ_1) μ_1μ_2 , β = − κ_2 + μ_2 μ_2

. (5.31)

So, the triplet (ν_1, ν_4, ν_5) satisfies (5.22) if, and only if, μ_1 > μ_2. By a similar technique, solving

ν_5 = αν_2 + βν_4, (5.32)

we have α = − κ_2(κ_1 + μ_2)(μ_2 − μ_1) μ_1μ_2 , β = − κ_2 + μ_1 μ_1

. (5.33)

Therefore, the triplet (ν_2, ν_4, ν_5) satisfies (5.22) if, and only if, μ_1 < μ_2. Finally, we consider the triplet (ν_3, ν_4, ν_5). The unique solution of

ν_5 = αν_3 + βν_4 (5.34) is α = − κ_2(κ_1 + μ_1)(κ_1 + μ_2) (κ_1 − κ_2)μ_1μ_2 < 0, β = − κ_1(κ_2 + μ_1)(κ_2 + μ_2) (κ_1 − κ_2)μ_1μ_2

< 0. (5.35)

Hence, this triplet always satisfies (5.22).

We next find the desired bounds. We can do so by finding an appropriate linear combination of the equations in each triplet involving (5.21) that satisfies (5.22) to obtain

Theorem 5.1 Assuming κ_1 > κ_2, and recalling the definitions (5.13) and (5.10) of A_{1b}, A_{2b}, A_{1s}, and A_{2s} one has the bound

4cκ_1κ_2 ≥ − κ_1κ_2(a + E(μ_1 + μ_2)) μ_1μ_2 + A_{1b}κ_2(κ_1 + μ_1)(κ_1 + μ_2) f_1μ_1μ_2 + A_{2b}κ_1(κ_2 + μ_1)(κ_2 + μ_2) f_2μ_1μ_2 , (5.36) with equality when F_0 (the component of the antisymmetric part of ∇u) is constant everywhere, and the bulk component ε_1 is constant in phase 1 and constant in phase2. If additionally μ_1 > μ_2 then one has

4cκ_1κ_2 ≥ κ_2(a + E(−κ_1 + μ_2)) μ_2 + A_{1s}κ_2(κ_1 + μ_1)(μ_1 − μ_2) f_1μ_1μ_2 + A_{2b}(κ_1 − κ_2)(κ_2 + μ_2) f_2μ_2

, (5.37)

with equality when F_0 is constant everywhere, the shear components ε_2 and ε_3 are constant in phase 1, and the bulk component ε_1 is constant in phase 2. Alternatively if μ_1 < μ_2 (and κ_1 > κ_2) then one has

4cκ_1κ_2 ≥ κ_2(a + E(−κ_1 + μ_1)) μ_1 + A_{2s}κ_2(μ_2 − μ_1)(κ_1 + μ_2) f_1μ_1μ_2 + A_{2b}(κ_1 − κ_2)(κ_2 + μ_1) f_2μ_1

, (5.38)

with equality when F_0 is constant everywhere, and both bulk and shear components ε_1, ε_2 and ε_3 are constant in phase 2.

Proof: As suggested by (5.35), we can add (5.21) to (5.17), multiplied by κ_2(κ_1 + μ_1)(κ_1 + μ_2) μ_1μ_2 , and (5.18), multiplied by κ_1(κ_2 + μ_1)(κ_2 + μ_2) μ_1μ_2

, to eliminate both E_{1s} and E_{2s}. Doing so, we

obtain (5.36). Similarly in the case that μ_1 > μ_2, we can use the first inequality in (5.15), (5.18) and (5.21) to deduce (5.37). Finally, if μ_1 < μ_2 then the second inequality in (5.15), (5.18) and (5.21) yield (5.38). The attainability conditions follow directly from the conditions under which the inequalities in (5.4) and (5.11) are satisfied as equalities. □ It is an open question as to whether the bounds of Theorem 5.1 could be obtained using the translation method. Although we suspect they could, the method of splitting has the advantage of immediately providing the attainability conditions.

Remark 1 The final set of bounds are the intersection of the inequalities provided by Theorem 3.1 and Theorem 5.1. Each of these inequalities can be multiplied by f_1f_2 to yield quadratic inequalities in f_1 = 1 − f_2 which may be easily solved to give the maximum interval of f_1 compatible with all the inequalities. If one is interested in bounds on (average stress, average strain) pairs in composites then one should make the substitutions (2.10) in these inequalities. It remains to be investigated whether the resulting bounds provide a complete characterization of the possible (average stress, average strain) pairs in composites of two phases mixed in a given proportion, or whether there are some missing bounds.

Acknowledgements

The authors thank Andre Zaoui for his many contributions to micromechanics, and are grateful for support from the National Science Foundation through grant DMS-0707978.

References

[1] G. Alessandrini, A. Morassi, and E. Rosset, Detecting cavities by electrostatic boundary measurements, Inverse Problems, 18(2002) 1333–1353.

[2] G. Alessandrini and E. Rosset, The inverse conductivity problem with one measurement:

bounds on the size of the unknown object, SIAM J. Appl. Math., 58(1998) 1060–1071.

[3] G. Alessandrini, E. Rosset, and J. K. Seo, Optimal size estimates for the inverse conductivity problem with one measurement, Proc. Amer. Math. Soc., 128(2000) 53–64.

[4] G. Allaire, Shape optimization by the homogenization method, volume 146 of Appl. Math.

Sciences. Springer-Verlag, Berlin, 2002.

[5] K. Bhattacharya and A. Schlömerkemper, Stress-induced phase transformations in shapememory polycrystals, Arch. Rat. Mech. Anal., 196(2010) 715–751.

[6] Y. Capdeboscq and M. S. Vogelius, Optimal asymptotic estimates for the volume of internal inhomogeneities in terms of multiple boundary measurements, ESAIM-Math. Model. Num. 37(2003) 227–240.

[7] Y. Capdeboscq and M. S. Vogelius, A review of some recent work on impedance imaging for inhomogeneities of low volume fraction, In Carlos Conca, Raúl Manásevich, Gunther Uhlmann, and Michael S. Vogelius, editors, Part. Diff. Equations and Inv. Problems, volume 362 of Contemporary Mathematics, pages 69–87, Providence, RI, 2004. American Mathematical Society.

[8] Y. Capdeboscq and H. Kang, Improved Hashin-Shtrikman bounds for elastic moment tensors and an application, Appl. Math. Opt. 57(2008) 263–288.

[9] A. V. Cherkaev, Variational Methods for Structural Optimization, volume 140 of Appl.

Math. Sciences. Springer-Verlag, Berlin, 2000.

[10] E. Cherkaeva and K. Golden, Inverse bounds for microstructural parameters of composite media derived from complex permittivity measurements, Waves in Random Media 8(1998) 437–450.

[11] M. Hori and S. Nemat-Nasser, Universal bounds for overall properties of linear and nonlinear heterogeneous solids, ASME J. Eng. Mater. Technol. 117(1995) 412–432.

[12] M. Ikehata, Size estimation of inclusion, J. Inverse and Ill-Posed Problems, 6(1998) 127– 140.

[13] H. Kang, E. Kim, and G. W. Milton, Sharp bounds on the volume fractions of two materials in a two-dimensional body from electrical boundary measurements: the translation method, Calc. Var. Partial Diff. Equations, (2011) Submitted, see also http://arxiv.org/abs/1105.0949.

[14] H. Kang, J. K. Seo, and D. Sheen, The inverse conductivity problem with one measurement:

stability and estimation of size, SIAM J. Math. Anal. 28(1997) 1389–1405.

[15] R. Lipton, Inequalities for electric and elastic polarization tensors with applications to random composites, J. Mech. Phys. Solids 41(1993) 809–833.

[16] K. A. Lurie and A. V. Cherkaev, Accurate estimates of the conductivity of mixtures formed of two materials in a given proportion (two-dimensional problem), Doklady Akademii Nauk SSSR, 264(1982) 1128–1130. English translation in Soviet Phys. Dokl. 27(1982) 461–462.

[17] K. A. Lurie and A. V. Cherkaev, Exact estimates of conductivity of composites formed by two isotropically conducting media taken in prescribed proportion, Proc. Royal Soc. Edinburgh. Section A, Math. Phys. Sciences, 99(1984) 71–87.

[18] R. C. McPhedran, D. R. McKenzie, and G. W. Milton, Extraction of structural information from measured transport properties of composites, Appl. Phys. A 29(1982) 19–27.

[19] R. C. McPhedran and G. W. Milton, Inverse transport problems for composite media, Mater. Res. Soc. Sym. Proc. 195(1990) 257–274.

[20] G. W. Milton, The Theory of Composites, volume 6 of Cambridge Monographs on Appl.

Comp. Math., Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, United Kingdom, 2002.

[21] G. W. Milton, Universal bounds on the electrical and elastic response of two-phase bodies and their application to bounding the volume fraction from boundary measurements, J. Mech. Phys. Solids (2011), to appear, see also http://arxiv.org/abs/1105.0954.

[22] G. W. Milton and S. K. Serkov, Bounding the current in nonlinear conducting composites, J. Mech. Phys. Solids, 48(2000) 1295–1324.

[23] A. B. Movchan, G. W. Milton, and S. K. Serkov, Realizable (average stress, average strain) pairs in a plate with holes, SIAM J. Appl. Math., 63(2003) 987–1028.

[24] F. Murat and L. Tartar, Calcul des variations et homogénísation, (French) [Calculus of variation and homogenization], In Les méthodes de l’homogénéisation: théorie et applications en physique, volume 57 of Collection de la Direction des études et recherches d’Électricité de France, pages (1985)319–369, Paris, Eyrolles. English translation in Topics in the Mathematical Modelling of Composite Materials, 139–173, ed. by A. Cherkaev and R. Kohn, ISBN 0-8176-3662-5.

[25] S. Nemat-Nasser and M. Hori, Micromechanics: Overall Properties of Heterogeneous Materials, volume 37 of North-Holland Series in Applied Mathematics and Mechanics, North-Holland Publishing Co., Amsterdam, first edition, 1993.

[26] M. Peigney, A pattern-based method for bounding the effective response of a nonlinear composite, J. Mech. Phys. Solids, 53(2005) 923–948.

[27] M. Peigney, Recoverable strains in composite shape memory alloys, J. of Mech. Phys.

Solids, 56(2008) 360–375.

[28] N. Phan-Thien and G. W. Milton, A possible use of bounds on effective moduli of composites, J. Reinf. Plast. Compos. 1(1982) 107–114.

[29] U. Ë. Raĭtum, The extension of extremal problems connected with a linear elliptic equation, Doklady Akademii Nauk SSSR, 243(1978) 281–283, English translation in Soviet Math. Dokl. 19(1978) 1342–1345.

[30] U. Ë. Raĭtum, Questions of the existence of a solution in problems of optimal control of leading coefficients of linear elliptic equations, Differentsial’nye Uravneniya, 19(1983) 1040–1047, English translation in Diff. Equations 19(1983) 775–783.

[31] D. R. S. Talbot and J. R. Willis, Bounds for the effective constitutive relation of a nonlinear composite, Proc. R. Soc. A, 460(2004) 2705–2723.

[32] L. Tartar, Estimation de coefficients homogénéisés. (French) [Estimation of homogenization coefficients]. In R. Glowinski and J.-L. Lions, editors, Comp. Meth. Appl. Sci. Eng.: Third International Symposium, Versailles, France, December (1977)5–9,, volume 704 of Lecture Notes in Mathematics, pages (1979) 364–373, Berlin, Springer-Verlag. English translation in Topics in the Mathematical Modelling of Composite Materials, 9–20, ed. by A. Cherkaev and R. Kohn. ISBN 0-8176-3662-5.

[33] L. Tartar, Estimations fines des coefficients homogénéisés, (French) [Fine estimations of homogenized coefficients], In P. Krée, editor, Ennio de Giorgi Colloquium: Papers Presented at a Colloquium Held at the H. Poincaré Institute in November 1983, volume 125 of Pitman Res. Notes in Mathematics, (1985) 168–187, London. Pitman Publishing Ltd.

[34] L. Tartar, Remarks on the homogenization method in optimal design methods, In Proceedings of the International Conference: Homogenization and Applications to Material Sciences: Held in Nice, June 6–10, 1995, volume 9 of GAKUTO International Series, Math. Sci. Appl., 393–412, Tokyo, 1995. Gakkōtosho.

[35] L. Tartar, The General Theory of Homogenization: A Personalized Introduction, volume 7 of Lecture Notes of the Unione Matematica Italiana, Springer-Verlag, Berlin, 2009.