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In this note, we address several issues, including some raised in recent works and
commentary, related to bending measures and energies for plates and shells, and certain
of their invariance properties. We discuss the distinction between definitions and results
in our and others’ approaches, correct an error and citation oversights in our work, and
provide additional brief observations regarding the relative size of energetic terms and the
symmetrization of bending measures. Particular points of emphasis are a reiteration of
some of the early history of dilation-invariant measures, the similarities between all such
measures, and the non-dilation-invariance of our recently introduced bending measure for
shells and curved rods. In the course of this discussion, we provide a simpler presentation of
the elementary, but much overlooked, fact that the additional tangential stretch of material
near the mid-surface of a thin body is the product of the mid-surface stretch and the change
in curvature.

This note serves as an extended comment on our own and others’ papers, particularly [1–6].
Therefore, some conceptual background is presumed on the part of the reader, and we forego
introductory or concluding discussion.

I. REMARKS ON DIFFERENT DEFINITIONS OF STRETCHING, AND RESULTING

INVARIANT BENDING MEASURES

In the first part of our work [1], we introduced and employed a structure-dependent definition of
stretching, one that treats the normal direction through a thin body differently than the tangential
directions. We called “pure stretching” of such a body a deformation featuring through-thickness
uniformity of stretch of tangentially-oriented fibers. By extension of this idea, an appropriate
bending measure would be unchanged by such deformations. This approach gave rise to certain
bending measures and associated bending energies with a simple constitutive response, such that
a pure moment is both linear in the bending measure and induces no stretching on a neutral
surface. The location of this preserved neutral surface depends on the referential curvature, but
not the magnitude of the applied moment; for a flat plate, it is the mid-surface. An independent
and equally important path to these same bending measures was taken in the second part of our
work [2], in which we dimensionally reduced a 3D isotropic elastic energy quadratic in Biot-like
strains, which are linear in the stretch tensor. Regardless of the choice of energy, typical thin shell
kinematics provides the form of the tangential stretch off of the mid-surface which leads to our
bending measures, a point we will re-emphasize below.
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In our work, we overlooked an earlier paper by Acharya [3] in which the topic of bending measures
was addressed by a different approach. Acharya’s approach employs a definition of “pure stretch”
which, at its core, restricts the rotation field in the polar decomposition of the deformation gradient
to be uniform. This definition is universal, remaining the same whether applied to a bulk solid or a
thin body or a 2D surface of any shape; it does not distinguish between the normal direction and
the tangential directions of a plate or shell (further considerations of drilling rotations that build on
this core definition in the context of surfaces are reserved for brief remarks in the following Section
II). Again, one can construct bending measures that are unchanged by such deformations.

One requirement is through-thickness uniformity of the stretch, in which different elements along
a referentially-curved body may experience different rotations (while through-thickness uniformity
of rotation is part of the presumed kinematics of the thin body). The other requirement is uniformity
of the rotation field in every direction, in which the stretch may be nonuniform through the thickness
of a referentially-curved body. These invariance requirements are not the same, but coincide for
plates. Using either requirement leads to the identification of dilations (also referred to as scaling)
of plate mid-surfaces as pure stretching. Note that the dilation is of the surface only— the material
on either side must follow kinematics appropriate to a thin body, and this is what dictates its
stretch, as detailed in Figure 2 of [1]. In a dilation, these kinematics result in variations in stretch
through a body with a curved reference shape.

A simple bending measure that is dilation-invariant is the referential gradient of the (present)
normal, a (rotated) product of the stretch and the present curvature. This object can be further
modified by transposition, or rotation of one or more legs to/from the reference/present configuration,
operations that are irrelevant to the construction of the isotropic invariants that will appear in
associated bending energies. Therefore, to avoid excessive descriptors and modifiers in subsequent
discussion, we will informally refer to tensors related by such operations as “equivalent”, or refer to
such equivalent tensors interchangeably, as for the present purposes they encode the same physical
information of interest. An early example of such a tensor was given by Atluri [7], who did not
consider its invariance properties. Such invariance was recognized as important by Ghiba and co-
workers [5], and (a few months later) by the present authors, who considered a symmetrization
of equivalent referential and present tensors [1, 2]. In planar bending, we can use the scalar mid-
surface stretch λ and curvature κ to write the corresponding dilation-invariant bending measure λκ
or, equivalently, the arc length derivative of the tangential angle. This measure and its invariance
properties were introduced and recognized even earlier by Antman [8].

In the case of curved shells or rods, the requirements of through-thickness uniformity of stretch,
or of a globally uniform rotation field, do not correspond. Ours is a structure-dependent definition
of “pure stretching” of a particular surface, which does not correspond to a “pure stretch” of a
continuum except in the special case of flat plates or straight rods. The use of the same term,
“stretching”, for both cases is thus an unfortunate distraction from the underlying concepts. Our
coinage arose from the way the term “stretching” is informally used in studies of thin sheets in soft
matter physics.

In the bending measures for shells that arise from one or the other of these requirements, the
difference lies in what is being subtracted from the plate term, the product of stretch and present
curvature. We subtract the product of stretch and referential curvature— for details, including the
relations between various tensors mentioned above and below, see [1, Section 2] and [2, Section 5.2].
In planar bending, the measure would be written λ (κ− κ̄). For a curved reference state (κ̄ 6= 0),
these measures are not dilation-invariant. To our knowledge, such shell or curved rod measures
did not appear in any prior work. They may be contrasted with a dilation-invariant measure that
subtracts the referential curvature, which also appears in Antman [8] as a scalar and Atluri [7] as
a tensor. In planar bending, this measure would be λκ − κ̄. This type of measure can be found in
several other near-contemporary and subsequent works, including Acharya [3]. Further history may
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be found in the references cited in [1, 2], noting however that this discussion missed not only [3] but
another work [4], to be discussed shortly below. The two types of measures agree for flat plates and
straight rods. However, a deformation that takes a body in a curved reference state and extends it
at the same curvature, so that the stretch is uniform through the thickness, is considered a pure
stretching in our definition, but a combination of stretching and bending in the other definition,
as this process changes the normals attached to material points. Meanwhile, dilation of the mid-
surface of a referentially-curved body is considered a combination of stretching and bending in our
definition, but a pure stretching in the other definition.

The quantity in our measures, namely the product of the mid-surface stretch and the change in
mid-surface curvature, also arises naturally as the additional (tangential) stretch of material located
just off of the mid-surface. The manner in which this enters a reduction of a 3D quadratic-Biot-
type bulk energy, via the through-thickness derivative of the deformation gradient, can be seen
in Equations 27-31 of [2], noting that the coefficient α1 appearing in these expressions is unity at
lowest order in stretch. While a simple planar or axisymmetric version of this type of derivation was
performed in several places for flat bodies [9–11], we are not aware of such a simple derivation for
curved rods in the literature. Because of this apparent lacuna, we provide a sketch of this calculation
below.

We note that nearly every introduction of Antman/Atluri-type curved rod or shell measures was
a direct prescription, not derived through a reduction. However, in our discussion we overlooked a
work of Ghiba and co-workers [4], who perform a reduction of a 3D quadratic-Biot-type energy but
with additional degrees of freedom, and obtain shell measures akin to Atluri’s (where a referential
curvature is subtracted) rather than ours (where the product of stretch and referential curvature is
subtracted). Their approach starts with a more complex material and kinematics, employs different
assumptions, and follows different procedures, and we are unable to see how this bending measure
appears in the midst of their derivation, leading to the disagreement. We note that some of the text
within Figure 3 of [5] implies that they have not yet performed the reduction directly from a 3D
Biot-type energy to a 2D Biot-type energy.

The appearance of our measure can be understood from the following informal and incomplete
planar derivation in the style of [9, 11], or implicitly through computation of through-thickness-
uniform stretches in [1], or explicitly and in full tensorial form in [2], a detailed and more careful
approach built on [12, 13] that leads to the same results. Consider a thin body in the plane, with
uniform thickness h, parameterized by material coordinates x and z in the tangential and normal
directions, respectively. Let x be the arc length of the referential mid-line. The deformed mid-line
has stretch λ, tangential angle θ, and scalar curvature κ = dxθ/λ. The corresponding referential
quantities are θ̄ and κ̄ = dxθ̄. The angular description is not necessary, but we include it for
completeness.

The tangential stretch is the ratio of lengths of deformed and referential line elements in the x
direction. Considering shear-free deformations for simplicity, this stretch varies with distance from
the mid-surface approximately as

l(z)

l̄(z)
≈

l(0)
[

1− zdxθ/λ
]

l̄(0)
[

1− zdxθ̄
] = λ

1− zκ

1− zκ̄
≈ λ

[

1− z (κ− κ̄)
]

. (1)

The first approximation corresponds to neglect of the Poisson effect in the z direction, which forms
part of the classical Kirchhoff-Love kinematic assumptions and remains in their more consistent
generalization [12], while the second approximation corresponds to small zκ and zκ̄. Thus, we
already see that, to a first approximation, the additional tangential stretch near the mid-surface is

the product of the mid-surface stretch and the change in curvature. This quantity will then appear
in strains and energies of any order of stretch. Further kinematic assumptions allow the transverse
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stretch to be related to the tangential stretch, so the energy can be written in terms of the latter
only. Merely as an example, we may consider an energy quadratic in Biot strains, which are obtained
by subtracting unity from (1); on the mid-line we define ∆ = λ − 1. This energy would be of the
form

E ∼

∫

dx

∫ h/2

−h/2
dz (1− zκ̄)

[

∆− zλ (κ− κ̄)
]

2
, (2)

whose leading-order terms for small strain and thickness are of the form h∆2 and h3λ2 (κ− κ̄)2.
Again, we cannot account for the discrepancy with the results of the reduction of Ghiba and co-
workers [4]. The additional question of whether a symmetric or asymmetric tensorial measure might
arise in a general derivation is addressed later in Section IV.

We believe that if such simple considerations had been taken into account, with or without
additional consideration of through-thickness stretch uniformity, the bending measure λ (κ− κ̄)
might have appeared and been adopted earlier. Before we had performed either the stretch
uniformity [1] or reduction [2] calculations, we were also ready to extend the property of dilation
invariance to shells, misguided by its elegance, instead of allowing the geometry of the shell to
break this symmetry.

II. FURTHER COMPARISONS AND COMMENTS

We have focused on the isotropic invariant content of certain bending measures, while others have
introduced more stringent requirements that distinguish between tensors we refer to as “equivalent”,
and have further delved into the significance of drilling rotations or other issues. We refer the reader
to these works for details [3, 5, 6, 14, 15], and here only briefly summarize a few points.

Acharya introduced a restrictive requirement and several bending measures, one of which
(Equation 9 of [3]) is equivalent to that of Atluri [7], where the plate measure appears in Equation
9.10 and the shell measure implicitly in a 2D Biot-like energy in Equation 9.25. Ghiba and co-
workers [5] argue for relaxed and modified requirements, noting that Acharya’s requirements may be
too stringent to include even his own measures, due to considerations related to drilling rotations in
the reference configuration. One “novel invariance requirement” they suggest is dilation invariance
for plates, but this concept, illustrated recently in Figure 6 of [5] and Figure 1 of [1], was actually
introduced alongside Antman’s original measure [8]— see also Antman [16, Chapter 4] for further
discussion of inflation of a ring and preservation of this bending measure within the context of a
planar Cosserat rod. Ghiba and co-workers then suggest a “new bending tensor” for shells (Equation
5.9 or 6.2 of [5]), which is equivalent to Atluri’s and Acharya’s, although re-expressed using an
additional “fictitious planar configuration”. This tensor is taken from the aforementioned reduction
paper (Equation 5.5 of [4]). They compare this measure with Acharya’s work, but overlook the
appropriate tensor for comparison (Equation 9 of [3]) and instead compare to other measures
of Acharya. A short note by Acharya [14] points out this oversight. These Antman/Atluri-type
measures satisfy the requirement of dilation-invariance, being equivalent to the referential gradient
of the normal, or the product of stretch and curvature, minus the referential curvature. Acharya
[14] writes that dilation invariance is “natural for shells as well”, surely because his core definition
is equally applicable to bulk solids or any structure; a similar viewpoint seems present in a recent
draft by Ghiba and co-workers [15], where they rename their extended Antman/Atluri-type bending
measure the “change of curvature” tensor (which rather subtracts referential curvature from the
product of stretch and curvature, not from the curvature). As outlined above, we instead consider
a different non-dilation-invariant bending measure, one that features the product of stretch and the
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change in curvature, arising from the form of the stretch near the mid-surface, and corresponding
to a different, structure-dependent, invariance condition, to be “natural” for shells, although this
measure takes the same dilation-invariant form for the special case of plates.

Virga [6] confines his treatment of bending measures to plates. He introduces a requirement that
shares some of the restrictions of Acharya that Ghiba and co-workers relax; further comment can be
found in [15]. Its restrictions distinguish between referential and present tensorial measures with the
same invariants, although the invariants themselves are considered acceptable as scalar measures.
He introduces a plate measure that satisfies his requirement; it is one of two possible “squares” of
the Atluri-type dilation-invariant referential gradient of the normal ∇̄n. While (∇̄n)⊤ · ∇̄n satisfies
his requirements, ∇̄n · (∇̄n)⊤ does not, although they have the same invariants; their trace provides
the continuum limit of the discrete Seung-Nelson energy. Working with either squared quantity,
one misses additional invariant content at quadratic order in stretch that can be obtained by
squaring the trace of an Atluri-type measure. However, this and its parent Atluri-type tensors do
not satisfy certain of Virga’s requirements related to drilling rotations of a deformed plate [17]. For
details of these, and similar quadratic-stretch invariants arising from reduction of a neo-Hookean
energy or other quadratic-stretch energies, see Section 5.2.2 of [2]. While Virga is concerned with
purity of bending, our focus has been on purity of stretching. We note that some mid-surface
stretching operations will be detected by both our and Virga’s bending measures, and drilling
operations (shear stretching) by our bending measures, but all only in the presence of a change
in curvature, and this last is consistent with the idea that the bending content associated with
changes in curvature may depend on tangential strains of a thin body. Extending or drilling at
the reference curvature corresponds to through-thickness-uniform stretches, whereas extending or
drilling at a different curvature does not, so the former will not contribute to our bending measure,
but the latter will. In a body that has been deformed away from its reference curvature, particular
additional combinations of extension and curvature change will not constitute bending— for a plate,
this is dilation. Presumably, there are also particular combinations of drilling and curvature change
that are “not bending”.

Our perspective considers the internal kinematics of the thin bodies, which are neither bulk
continua nor surfaces, and thereby differs from the other authors’ use of a universal definition of a
uniform rotation field augmented with a purely two-dimensional view of drilling rotations.

III. CORRECTION, WITH A COMMENT ON THE SIZE OF RELEVANT TERMS

In the papers [1, 2], we discuss a plate bending measure л = sym(V ·b) formed by symmetrizing
the asymmetric product of two symmetric tensors, the left stretch V and curvature b. In both
papers, a similar incorrect statement is made in the discussion of the results, to the effect that the
determinant of л is the product of determinants of V and b, which are respectively the Jacobian
determinant J and Gaußian curvature K. This elementary mistake in linear algebra was never
employed in any of the derivations, but contributed to incorrect conclusions about the geometric
nature of certain terms in a bending energy, as expressed in two places in our texts.

Let A and B be second-order tensors. While it is true that Det(A · B) = Det(B · A) =
DetADetB, this is not equal to Det(sym(A·B)) unless A and B commute. For tensors of dimension
two, the determinant of the sum and difference of tensors A and B can be expressed using (see [18,
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Section 9] for several more general relevant expressions):

Det(A±B) = DetADet(I±A
−1 ·B)

= DetA(1± Tr(A−1 ·B) + Det(A−1 ·B))

= DetA± Tr(Det(A)A−1 ·B) + DetB . (3)

Alternately, we may use the relations [17]

2Det(A±B) = (Tr(A±B))2 − Tr((A±B) · (A±B))

= (TrA)2 ± 2TrATrB+ (TrB)2 − Tr(A ·A)∓ 2Tr(A ·B)− Tr(B ·B)

= 2DetA+ 2DetB± 2TrATrB∓ 2Tr(A ·B) . (4)

Combining either pair of expressions, we find that

Det(A+B) + Det(A−B) = 2(DetA+ DetB) , (5)

and, therefore, Det commutes with the decomposition into symmetric and antisymmetric parts,

Det(sym(A ·B)) + Det(skew(A ·B)) = 2(Det 1
2
(A ·B) + Det 1

2
(B ·A)) = Det(A ·B) = DetADetB .

(6)

For the particular case at hand, employing the definition [19] of the Bell strain EBell = V − I, we
have

Detл = DetVDetb− Det(skew(V · b))

= JK − Det(skew(EBell · b)) (7)

The second term only vanishes if the principal axes of stretch and curvature align (if these two
symmetric tensors commute, they are coaxial).

The relevant errors are those referring to the determinant of the plate bending measure л

and its referential-area-weighted integral: in [1], Section 2, the paragraph following the paragraph
containing Equation 4, and in [2], Section 5.2.1, the final paragraph.

The determinant of any symmetric plate bending measure linear in curvature will contain K,
which is related to the derivatives of the metric. The referential K̄ of a plate is zero. Changes
in metric, and thus K, scale as stretch squared minus one, and are thus linear in ∆, where ∆
is an eigenvalue of the Bell strain (or equivalently the more common Biot strain that employs
the right stretch). The first term in (7) is O(∆) while the second is O(∆2). This determinant of
the antisymmetric piece can be compared with the terms coming from the square of the trace of
the symmetric bending measure, which will be O(1) with O(∆) corrections. These terms can be
considered in the context of an energy density that is an expansion in small thickness h and small
strains ∆, with a stretching term of O(h∆2) and a bending term of O(h3B2) (where B is some
suitable eigenvalue of the bending measure), in which we are already dropping terms coming from
Poisson coupling to bending of O(h3∆B2), among terms of various other orders. In shells, which
provide additional complications, we also often ignore terms of the same order coming from the
change in area off the mid-surface, of the form O(h3∆H̄B) (with H̄ the referential mean curvature).

All of this is to say that arguments might be made to ignore some terms for small strain theories,
should this be desirable for other reasons. It is worth remembering that the distinctions being made
between bending measures are small in magnitude for small-strain theories, their importance being
primarily in keeping certain natural objects intact, and in producing a certain qualitative response.



7

IV. REMARKS ON ANTISYMMETRIC CONTRIBUTIONS TO THE ENERGY

In our work [1, 2], we construct the most general isotropic quadratic energy for symmetric tensors
such as the plate measure л = sym(V · b), which includes (Trл)2 and Tr(л ·л), or equivalently
(Trл)2 and Detл. We also derive such an energy by reduction from a symmetric 3D strain [2].
However, the latter process requires care to preserve the symmetry of the measure. The symmetric
stretch can be equivalently expressed in two different ways, using the rotation and deformation
gradient or their transposes. We take derivatives of this quantity through the thickness of the body,
and neglect as higher-order the derivative of the rotation (see Equation 5 and the text in the short
paragraph spanning pages 587-588; to see how this strain measure enters the energy, the relevant
Equations are 18-20, 23-24). This process can potentially result in the spurious introduction of
asymmetry into this quantity, unless it is expressed symmetrically, as is done in Equation 31 of [2].

If we, instead, directly begin with an asymmetric tensor, the most general isotropic quadratic
energy has three parameters (here λ, µ, α), as the tensor can be “squared” with itself or with its
transpose. The asymmetric tensor V ·b, the rotated referential gradient of the normal that appears
in some manner in all of the plate bending tensors discussed in this note, has some additional
structure, as it is formed from two symmetric tensors V and b (so that (V · b)⊤ = b · V). In
this case, the most general form of an isotropic quadratic energy is, after arranging to isolate the
antisymmetric piece, and further rewriting compactly using л = sym(V · b) and its counterpart
Z = skew(V · b),

λ(Tr(V · b))2 + µ(Tr(V · b · b ·V) + Tr(V · b ·V · b)) + α(Tr(V · b · b ·V)− Tr(V · b ·V · b))
(8)

= λ(Trл)2 + 2µTr(л ·л)− 2αTr(Z · Z) , (9)

noting further the two-dimensional relations Tr(л · л) = (Trл)2 − 2Detл and −Tr(Z · Z) =
Tr(Z ·Z⊤) = 2DetZ. We remark that the original tensor V ·b has two invariants, and it is possible
to re-express the three terms in (9) in terms of these using (6), that is, Detл+DetZ = Det(V ·b).

What information is contained in the antisymmetric term? The determinant only provides a
small, positive term of O(∆2); expressed in terms of Cartesian components it is ((V11 − V22)b12 −
(b11 − b22)V12)

2. This couples the deviatoric parts (difference of eigenvalues) of the stretch and
curvature. Consider equal stretching and compression of a square element, resulting in pure shear
along a diagonal, followed by bending into a saddle with equal-magnitude principal curvatures
along the diagonals. The principal bending is along the unstretched (sheared) directions, and the
principal stretching is along the unbent directions of the saddle. A positive α corresponds to a
positive “interaction energy” between the two deformations. We reserve consideration of the physical
meaning, origins, and permissibility of such terms, and their counterparts in the more complex case
of shells, for another time.
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