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Abstract : We present another proof of a study of Bellieud and Bouchitté that we
expect to be more suitable to treat more general geometrical and physical cases.
We consider the homogenization of the quasi-linear elliptic problem

. —2
—divo. = f, 0. = a. |Vu.|"" " Vu. onQ
Us = Ug on Iy

e N=4g on I'y

where € is a bounded cylindrical open subset of R? and 1 < p < 4oo. The
fibers occupy a set of thin parallel cylinders periodically distributed in €2. The
conductivity coefficient a. is e-periodic and takes very high values in the fibers.
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1 Introduction
Let p € (1,400), we consider the homogenization of the elliptic problem

—dive. = f, 0. = a. \Vu5|p_2 Vu. on )
Ue = Ug on I'y (1.1)

O nN=4g on I'y

where Q :=w x (0,L) with L > 0 and w is a bounded domain of R? with smooth
boundary and containing the origin of coordinates. The homogenization study of
(L.1) consists in examining the behavior of the sequence of the solution (u.) as ¢
tends to zero. The conductivity coefficient a. is e-periodic and satisfies a uniform
lower bound, Ty is an open subset of 9Q with Hausdorff measure H?(I'g) strictly
positive, T'y = 9Q\I'g, and n is the unit exterior normal on 9. The boundary
data ug is Lipschitz, while (f,g) € LPI(Q) x LP' T1),p =p/(p-1).
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The problem (1.1)) is related to the minimization problem
(P.) min {Fs(w) —L(w):w€ W;OP(Q)} ,
where
W#OP(Q) ={weW"(Q):w=uyonTly},
F.(w):= /Qaggﬁp(Vw) dx,

1
Pp(£) = 5\€|p7 VEeR" n=1,23,

L(w) ;:/wadwr/rl gw dH?. (1.2)

We are interested in the asymptotic behavior of (P.) as ¢ — 0. We present
another proof of a study of Bellieud and Bouchitté [2] that we expect to be more
suitable to treat more general geometrical and physical cases.

The bases of the cylindrical domain 2 are denoted by wg = w x {0} and wy, =
w x {L}. For each €, we consider a perlodlc distribution of cells (Yl)le 1. such that
YE = (eiy, eiz) +(—¢/2,¢/2)?, and I, := ={ie?Z® : Y} Cw}.Let (D: _Jier. be the
family of disks of R? centered at &% (511, gig) of radius r. < ¢, TZ = Di._x(0,L)
and T; := U;er. TY. The set of thin parallel cylinders T. represents the fibers (see
Figure [Il and Figure 2). The conductivity coeflicient a. is

(1 ifzeO\TL,
as(x) = { Ae otherwise.

We make the assumptions

<
NN

re — 0, %6—%), Ae = +o0, kei=A—< —k, k>0 ase—0. (1.3)

e

In [2], it was shown that the asymptotic limit of (P;) is
min {®(u,v) — L(u) : (u,v) € (LP(Q))?},

where
P
Jo #p(Vu) dx + km O 5;”3 dzr + 2”77 Jo lv —ulP du,
®(u,v) = ¢ (u,v) € WF(’JP(Q) X LP(w, WLP(0, L)), (1.4)
v =1ug on Iy N (wy Uwrp),
400  otherwise,
and

1111(1)6 2| logr. |t if p=2,
0,+00]2y=1¢ ° p—1 1.5
[ 157 liH(l) i_T’l’ r27Pe=2 ifp£2 (1:5)
£—
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Figure 1: the domain Q2 = w x (0, L) occupied by a composite material
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Figure 2: the circular cross section of the fiber, Y C w

Here, the boundary data ug is assumed to be Lipschitz in order to ensure that the
infimum value of problem (P.) remains finite as ¢ — 0. In case k = 400, we add
further assumption

kere — 0, ase — 0. (1.6)

The conditions
E>0 and {y>0 or wyCTy or wypCTy} (1.7)

guarantee that the functional @ is coercive in WP (Q) x LP(w, WP(0, L).

We are concerned with the extension of this result to more general cross sec-
tions of the fibers and more general energy density than ¢,. The aim of this paper
is therefore to provide another proof that we expect to be more suitable to treat
such general cases. The steps of the proof in [2] are to successively establish:

(i) a compactness property of the sequence (u.) such that F;(u.) < C,
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(ii) a lower bound inequality of the sequence (Fy(u.)),
(iii) an upper bound inequality of the sequence (F:(ue)).
Here we replace the steps (ii) and (iii) by

(ii") an upper equality of the sequence (Fy(u.)),

(iii’) a lower bound inequality of the sequence (F.(u.)) which essentially uses a
subdiffenrential inequality.
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2 An Alternative Strategy

It consists, under (1.3), (1.5), (1.6) and (1.7), in proving the following three
propositions. In the sequel, the symbols —, — and = stand for the strong con-
vergence, the weak convergence and the weak star convergence, respectively. As
usual, the letter C' denotes various constants and for all £ = (&1, &2,&3) in R3, é
stands for (&1, &2).

Proposition 2.1 (compactness property). Let (u.) be a sequence such that sup Fe(u.)
is finite. Then (u.) is strongly relatively compact in LP(Q) and (ve), given by
Ve 1= %1%“67 is bounded in L*(Q)) and, up to a subsequence, (v.) weakly* con-
verges in the space of bounded measures My(Q) to an element v of LP(Q).
Proposition 2.2 (upper bound equality). For all (u,v) in (LP(Q))?, such that
®(u,v) < 400, there exists a sequence (uz) such that u. — u in LP(Q), v. — v in

My() and
liH(l) F.(ue) = ®(u,v).

Proposition 2.3 (lower bound inequality). For all u in LP(Q) and for all se-
quences (ug) such that ue — u in LP(Q), v — v in My(2), one has:

lim igf F.(us) > ®(u,v).

The proofs of these propositions are presented in the following sections.

2.1 Proof of Proposition 2.1

Compactness property was already proved in [2].

2.2 Proof of Proposition 2.2

Our sole contribution is to prove that we can replace inequality by equality,
for that we use the same approximation . of u as in [2]

ul = (1 —60:)u+ O-w..

The function 6, is first defined on the closure of w, 1= U;e; Y7 as a (—g/2,e/2)%
periodic continuous function which satisfies 0 < 6, < 1, 6. = 1 on D, :=
UieIEDiE, 0. = 0 on W\ User. D}éa, where Dﬁa is the disk of R? centered at
#% of radius R, such that r. < R. < e. Next 6. is assumed to vanish on @\w. and

we (T, x3) = Z ( L v(g, x3) d;ﬁ) ly:i(%).

icl. D5 s,

The approximation u. does not satisfy the boundary condition on I'y N (wg U wy,)
so that, as in [2], we introduce a sharper approximation

ul = up. +ul(l—¢.).
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Here ¢, is a C"OLQ) function which satisfies 9. = 1 on Ty, . = 0 on Q\%,,
V| < C/re on Q where ¥, := {2 € Q: dist(x,Tg) < 7.} . We assume that u and
v are Lipschitz on 2 and there exists L > 0 such that

v, ., ov

7, ,T3) — a—%(i",xg) < L|3' — 2" V(3 23),@", x3) € Q. (2.1)

Letting ¥ be any continuous function on Q such that 0 < ¥ < 1, we introduce
FY ®Y defined by similar formulae as the ones of F. and ® but with ¥dx in
place of dx. We will prove the lemma:

Lemma 2.4.
lim F¥ (ul) = ¥ (u,v).

e—0

If Lemma [2.4] is proved, then, by a classical approximation process, we can
deduce
lir% F.(ul) = ®(u,v). (2.2)
E—

Finally, we complete the proof of (2.2)) for any (u,v) such that ®(u,v) < +oo by
approximation and diagonalization arguments.

Proof of Lemma 2.4. We split F.¥ (u.) in three parts
FY (uf) = FX'(ul) + FX?(ul) + F(ul). (2:3)

First, we consider
F' ) = / Gp(Vul)W dz = / ¢p(Vu) ¥ dz,
Q\B.UT: Q\B.UT-

where B := Ujccr, D \Di_ x (0,L). Hence, the assumption R, < e yields
lim._,¢ |B: UT:| = 0 and, consequently,

lir%FE‘I’l(u’E):/gbp(Vu)\I!dx.
E— Q

Next, we pay attention to
F¥2(ul) ::/ ¢p(Vul)¥ dz.
B,

Writing

~

ze := (v —u)Vo,, (2.4)
we obtain
Vul =z + (we — v)V0e + (1 = 0.)Vu + 0 V.
Let us show

lim [ (@p(Vi) = dp(z)) W do = 0. (2.5)
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The function ¢,, being convex and positively homogeneous of degree p, satisfies

VENER", n=1,2,3, [6,(€) = dp(n)| < CIE—nl(lEl"" +nP~).  (2:6)

Therefore, Holder inequality yields

<C (/ |Vul — zs|pd:v> ’ (/ |Vul|P dx +/ |zs|pdx)
BE BE BE

The smoothness of (u,v) implies

/ (6p(Val) — p(22)) ¥ dx

e

u. =uwon Q\(B:UT.), |u|]<ConQ, |Vw]<Con B, (2.7)
u. =w. on Ty, |we.—v| <CR. on B, ’
so that
|Vul|P der/ |2 |P da < 05*2/ 6p(V0.) dz,
BE £ D(TE)RE)
/ |Vu! — z|P dz < CRPe? / 6, (V0.) dz,
B. D(re,Re)

where D(r., R.) = {:i eER?:r. < |2 < Rs} . Hence, if we choose 6. such that
IM >0; 5—2/ $,(VO)di <M  Ve>0, (2.8)
D(re,Rc)

then (2.5) is true. We finally have

lim ¥ (1)

= hm/ ¢p(2ze)Udx
B.

e—0

= lim [ |v—ulP¢,(VO.)Vdx
e—0 B.

L
= lm 0u(F0) i [ o= (g 00) UG ns) o (with g € Y2
=0 /D (r.,R,) 0 icr

L
_ lim5_2/ (;sp(ves)dg:«/ SO0 — ul? (3, 25) W (5, w5) das.
D(re,Re) 0

=0 icl.
Observe that lim._g fOL Yier Y2 = ulP (9L, 23)O(JL, x3) dxg = [, [v — u[PU da.

To get the lowest upper bound in Proposition 2.2), it is clear that 6. has to be the
solution of the capacitary problem

(PS*P)  min / bp(Vo)di: ¢(Z)=1on|z
D(re,Re) |

=

P
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As observed in [2], we have

log Re—log|&] ¢ = __
I s
ng—rg lfp7é2 (S:%)
and
S . 2T
/ ¢p(VOe) d = —Tp(re, Re),
D(rayRa) p
where T (7, R) : m ifp=2,
) = - . L
p\Te, LT (Riir;‘)p 1 1fp7é2 (s:gj)
Note that

lim e 2T, (re, R.) =

e—0

2

If v < 400, then (2.8) is satisfied and

2
lim FY2(ul) = ﬂ/ |[v — ulPWU dx.
P Ja

e—0

When v = +o0, it suffices to prove that lim. o F¥2(u’) = 0. Due to (2.7), the
result is a consequence of F¥2(u.) < CRPe~2T,(r., Rc), which tends to zero.
Now, we consider the remaining part

FY3(ul) ::/ Aepp(Vw, )V de.
.

€

Recalling the assumption (2.1) on v and using the local Lipschitz property (2.6),
we deduce

1 ov
: w3/, ./ _ :
lim F7(ue) = il—I{}J|Tg|/TE)\E¢p <6x3>\1/dz
k p
_ hm v U dz,
p Jo|Ox3

as shown in [2]. m
Now, we will prove the upper bound equality by using the sharper approxima-
tion (u?). We start with

F.(uf) = / actp(Vul) da + / a:¢p(Vul) dz. (2.9)
€ Q\Zs
Conditions (2.7) imply |u. —u| < C(r.1r. + R.1p.). Hence

Te

P
/ asqﬁp(Vuf) de < C (|Es| +/ ac(2)|VullP doe + X\ |T. N S| + <R€> EE|) )

€ €
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Lemma 2.4 implies that for every ¥ € C%(€,[0,1]), such that ¥ = 1 on a small
neighborhood of T'g N (wo Uwy),

limsup/ as(bp(Vuf)dx < limsup/agfbp(Vu’E)\I/dx
e Q

e—0 e—0

/ (%(W) LA

Thus, by letting ¥ tend to zero, we deduce

p

ov

8$3

27y

v— u|p> U dz.

lim [ a.¢,(Vu?)de = lim, ac¢p(Vul)dr =0,
€ e EE

e—0 J»

and

lim/ aspp(Vu.) dz lim (/ aspp(Vul) dz f/ aspp(Vul) dm)
e—0 \Z. e—0 R
_ /¢p (Vu) + 81}

which proves the result for (u,v) smooth. We complete the proof by a standard
approximation of (u,v) and a diagonalization argument [1].

2
ﬂh} — ulP dx,

2.3 Proof of Proposition 2.3

It is enough to consider liminf, F.(u.) < +00. Due to the compactness prop-
erty, (u,v) is in (LP(2))?. We first consider the term F?(u.). Let (u,,v,) be
Lipschitz on € such that lim, .o [|u, — ul|zrQ) + vy — v|[zr(@) = 0. We define
(vn = up)e = Diep, (Vg — uy)(@L, 3) 1y and 2y = (v, — un)5§9€. Because of
the local Lipschitz property (2.6) of ¢, and (u,v) € (LP(2))?, Holder inequality
implies

hm/ Op(2ne) — dp(2e)dx = 0.

The proof of the upper bound equality allows us to write
. 27y
gl_{% Pp(2ne) = 'y /Q vy — uy|” da.
The convexity of ¢, and the fact that ¢,(Vu.) > gbp(@ue) yield

liminf F2(u.) > liminf (;Sp(@ug) dx
e—0 0 B.

£—

> liminf/ Op(2ne) do
Be

e—0

~

+lim iglf Op(2ne) - (Vue — zpe) dax. (2.10)
E— B

€
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The very definition of ¢, implies

() = lEP72¢ VEER", n=1,23,
¢, (&) = ¢, ()9, (€) V(t,§) eRxR™n=1,2,3,
¢p(&) - € = pop(§) VEER™, n=1,2,3.
Hence
lim /BE O (2ne) - 2ye d = 27r’y/Q vy, — uy|? d. (2.11)

For the other term of (2.10), we have

L
O (2ne) - Ve do = Z/ qs;,(vrun)(fcg,xg)/ ¢, (V0.) - Vue di: das,
B. 0 D

i€l i("'saRs)

where Di(r., R.) = D}és \Difns Let v be the outer normal on dD*(r., R.), the very
definition of 6. as a solution of (P2P) yields

/ ¢ (V0.) - Vu. di = / (6,(V0.) - v)u. dl
Di(re,R.) 0D (re,Re)

:/ (¢;(@95)'V)usdl+/ (6,(V0.) - v)u. dl
oD:

}{E 8D;€s

= ORI [ @0 v a

aD;
€

R
_; BD% (¢;(b9€)'l’)ua dl 1 ;S ~ ~y
where Ug = RaDj (¢;7(b95),,/) 4 2nR. f@D%E ((Zsp(vaE)‘V)uE dl, ue 1= Zie]s us]'Ygia

R
opi_ (6, (¥0:)-v)ve dl

e e T faDig (0,(V0e) - v)ve dl, e = ey, Velys. Thus,
[ @0 Fudi =@l -a) [ (600 v
Di(re,Re) oD,
= (0L — at) / ¢,(V0.) - V0. di
Di(re,Re)
=27 (re, Ro) (0L — al),
and

/ ¢ (2ne) - Ve do = 2Ty (re, RS)/ ¢y, ((vy — uy)e) (Ve — Ue) da.
B. Q

It was shown in [2] that (9. — @.) — (v —u) in LP(Q2). On the other hand,
(v — uy) being smooth and ¢, being continuous from LP(Q2) to L¥(Q), we have
O ((vy — up)e) — &y (vy — uy) in L (). Hence,

lim /B &y (2e) - Vue do = 27r7/Q O (v — up) (v — u) da. (2.12)

e—0
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Therefore, (2.10), (2.11) and (2.12) imply

27y
.. 2 > _ p
hgn l(I)lf FZ(us) > e /Q vy — uy|P dz

+27y {/Q |v,,—un|pdx—/9¢;(vn—un)(v—u)dx :

The expected lower bound for F2(u.) is obtained by letting 7 tend to zero.

To complete the proof it suffices to use the arguments of [2] concerning the
lower bounds for F!(u.), F3(u.) and the fact that v belongs to LP(w, W1?(0, L)).
2.4 The Final Result

The following theorem, a convergence result for the minimizer of (P;), is a
standard consequence of the previous three propositions.

Theorem 2.5. Let the assumptions (1.3) and (1.5) hold with (k,v) € (0,+c0).
Then the unique solution . of (P.) converges weakly in W1P(Q) to the unique
solution w of the problem

min {min {®(u,v) — L(u) : v € LP(Q)} : uw € LP(N)},
where ® and L are defined by (1.4) and (1.2) respectively.

Proof. The proof of this theorem is the same as that in [2]. m
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3 Conclusions and Remarks

The previous analysis can be easily extended to the case when ¢, is replaced
by any strictly convex function which satisfies

AM >0, 3re(,p); W) -6 < Mg]"  VEER?, (3.1)
the density function associated with ®(u,v) becomes

W(Vu) +2mylv —ulP + W <8U> .
8333

Indeed, (3.1) and Hoélder inequality imply

W(Vu.)dx — ép(Vue) dz
Be B.

§M|BE|1_§/ |Vue|P de,
Q

while our arguments and those of [2] to derive the upper bound and lower bound
respectively are valid when ¢, is replaced by any convex function satisfying a
growth condition like

Ja,8>0;  alEl 1) <W(E) <pBA+[EP)  VEER,

which is an obvious consequence of (3.1)).

Eventually, the key arguments of our analysis are the identification of ~, 6.
in terms of the solution of capacitary problems and the use of the p-positive ho-
mogeneity and convexity of ¢, and of the fact that ¢,(§) > qﬁp(é). Thus, it is
easy to guess what could be ®(u,v), when ¢, is replaced by any strictly convex
function and when the cross sections of the fibers are smooth star-shaped domains
of R2. We hope that our proposed strategy will be able to reduce and overcome

the involved technical difficulties.
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