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Abstract

In this chapter we present a rigorous convergence analysis of finite difference
and finite element approximation of nonlinear nonlocal models. In the previous
chapter, we considered a differentiable version of the original bond-based
model introduced in Silling (J Mech Phys Solids 48(1):175-209, 2000). There
we showed, for a fixed horizon of nonlocal interaction e, that well-posed
formulations of the model can be developed over Holder spaces and Sobolev
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spaces. In this chapter we apply these formulations to show a priori convergence
for the discrete finite difference and finite element methods. We show that the
error made using the forward Euler in time and a finite difference (i.e., piecewise
constant) discretization in space with time step A¢ and spatial discretization 7 is
of the order of O (At +h/€?). For a central difference approximation in time and
piecewise linear finite element approximation in space, the approximation error is
of the order of O(At+h?/e*). We point out these are the first such error estimates
for nonlinear nonlocal fracture formulations and are reported in Jha and Lipton
(2017b Numerical analysis of nonlocal fracture models models in holder space.
arXiv preprint arXiv:1701.02818. To appear in SIAM Journal on Numerical
Analysis 2018) and Jha and Lipton (2017a, Finite element approximation of
nonlocal fracture models. arXiv preprint arXiv:1710.07661). We then go on to
prove the stability of the semi-discrete approximation and show that the energy
of the discrete approximation is bounded in terms of work done by the body
force and initial energy put into the system. We look forward to improvements
and development of a posteriori error estimation in the coming years.

Keywords
Peridynamic modeling - Finite differences - Finite elements - Stability -
Convergence

Introduction

In this chapter we present a rigorous convergence analysis of finite difference and
finite element approximation of nonlinear nonlocal fracture models. The model
considered in this work is a differentiable version of the original peridynamic bond-
based model introduced in Silling (2000) and analyzed in Lipton (2014, 2016).
It is a bond-based model characterized by a nonlinear double-well potential. As
discussed in the previous chapter, the nonlocal evolution converges to a sharp
fracture evolution with bounded Griffith fracture energy as the length scale of
nonlocality € tends to zero. In this limit the displacement field satisfies the linear
elastic wave equation off the fracture set.

We first consider the forward Euler time discretization and finite difference
approximations in space with a uniform square mesh in 2-d and cubic mesh in 3-d.
The mesh size is taken to be & and the time step is Az. An a priori bound on the
error is obtained for solutions in the Holder space COO Y(D;RY), where y € (0,1]
is the Holder exponent, D is the material domain, and d = 2,3 is the dimension.
The rate of convergence is shown to be no larger than O(At + h”/€?). We also
show stability of the semi-discrete approximation. The semi-discrete evolution is
shown to be uniformly bounded in time in terms of initial energy and the work done
by body force. In this chapter we prove all results for the forward Euler in time
discretization, and we refer to Jha and Lipton (2017b) for the general single-step
time discretization.



Finite Differences and Finite Elements in Nonlocal Fracture Modeling: A Priori. . . 3

Next we consider central differences in time and a finite element discretization
in space using triangular or tetrahedral meshes and conforming linear elements.
Assuming HOZ(D; R4 ) solutions, we estimate the error and obtain a convergence rate
of O(At + h?/€*). We show that the semi-discrete evolution for the finite element
scheme is also stable in time. We provide a stability analysis of the fully discrete
problem, for the linearized peridynamic force. For this case we exhibit a CFL-like
stability condition for the time step Af.

The results presented here show that convergence requires h” < € for the finite
difference case while h? < €2 (or h < ¢€) for the finite element case. The technical
reason for the appearance of the factor 1/€? in these convergence rates is that we
are numerically approximating a nonlinear but Lipschitz continuous vector valued
ODE. Here the vector space is the space of square integrable displacement fields,
and the 1/¢? factor is proportional to the Lipschitz constant of the nonlocal nonlinear
force acting on mean square integrable displacement fields. Our results requiring
h < € are consistent with the earlier work of Tian and Du (2014) for linear nonlocal
forces and finite element approximations applied to equilibrium problems. We point
out that the nonlocal nonlinear models treated here are identified with sharp fracture
evolutions as € — 0 (see Lipton 2014, 2016). However a convergence rate with
respect to € remains to be established. We discuss this aspect in the conclusions
section.

There is a rapidly growing literature in peridynamic modeling and analysis (see,
e.g., Emmrich et al. 2007; Du and Zhou 2011; Foster et al. 2011; Aksoylu and
Parks 2011; Du et al. 2013a; Dayal 2017; Emmrich et al. 2013; Mengesha and Du
2013; Lipton 2014, 2016; Lipton et al. 2016; Emmrich and Puhst 2016; Du, Tao,
and Tian 2017; Lipton et al. 2018; Aksoylu and Mengesha 2010; Mengesha and Du
2013, 2014; Aksoylu and Unlu 2014). In Macek and Silling (2007), Gerstle et al.
(2007), Littlewood (2010), the finite element method is applied to the peridynamics
formulation for the simulation of cracks. In Du et al. (2013b), the finite element
approximation of linear peridynamic models for general quasistatic evolutions is
analyzed. For linear elastic local models, the stability of the general Newmark time
discretization is shown in Baker (1976), Grote and Schoétzau (2009), and Karaa
(2012). This behavior is shown to persist for elastic nonlocal models in Guan and
Gunzburger (2015). In Chen and Gunzburger (2011), the finite element approxima-
tion with continuous and discontinuous elements is developed for nonlocal problems
in one dimension. A numerical analysis of linear peridynamics models for a 1-d bar
has been carried out in Weckner and Emmrich (2005) and Bobaru et al. (2009).
In Tian and Du (2014) and Tian et al. (2016a,b), an asymptotically compatible
approximation scheme is identified. In Askari et al. (2008), Silling et al. (2010),
Ha and Bobaru (2011), Agwai et al. (2011), Bobaru and Hu (2012), and Zhang et al.
(2016), crack prediction and crack branching phenomenon are analyzed through
peridynamics. The list of references is by no means complete; additional references
to the literature can be found in this handbook.
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Review of the Nonlocal Model

We define the strain associated with the displacement field u(x) as

S@) = S(xiu) = "D 74O [ nde, = 275 0
|y — x| |y = x|
We consider the following type of potential (see Figs. 1 and 2)
Wg S _ €(|y | 2
S,y —x)= w(X)w(y)—f(ly x|S8%), 2

where the function f : RT > Ris positive, smooth, and concave and satisfies the
following properties

. r .
lim f( ) = f/(0), lim f(r) = foo < 00. 3)
r—0+t T r—>00
Fig. 1 Two-point potential W e (57 Yy — a:)
We(S, y — x) as a function
of strain S for fixed y — x .
w (007 Yy — m)
| | 3
B T T
Viy —=| ly — =]
Fig. 2 Nonlocal force OsWe (S) Y — .’,23)
dsWe(S, y — x) as a function A
of strain S for fixed y — x.
Second derivative of
We(S,y — x) is zero at
+7/y/ly — x| 7
ly—z|
i { >S5
_r
V0y—zl
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The function J€(r) = J(r/€) is the influence function where 0 < J(|x|) < M for
x € Hy(0)and J = 0 outside. The boundary function 0 < w(x) < 1 takes the value
0 on the boundary d D of the material domain D. For x € D, a distance € away from
boundary, w(x) is 1 and smoothly decreases from 1 to zero as x approaches dD.

In the sequel we will set

d(x) = o(x)w(x + €£) )
and we assume
IVo| < C,, <00 and |V?@| < C,, < c0.

The peridynamic force is written —V P D¢ and given by

— VPD(u)(x)
2 —
— [ WSy -n 2=y
€ Wd JH,(x) ly — x|

4
ed gy,

/H ey =Dy IS @S Weydy,  6)

Peridynamics Equation

Letu : [0, T]x D — R? be the displacement field such that it satisfies the following
evolution equation

pdju(t, x) = =VPD (u(1))(x) + b(t, x), 6)

where b(t, x) is the body force and p is the density. We will assume p = 1
throughout the chapter. The initial condition is given by

u(0,x) = up(x) and du(0,x) = vo(x) @)
and the boundary condition is given by
u(t,x) =0 Vx e dD, VvVt €[0,T]. ®)
Throughout this chapter, we will assume # = 0 on the boundary d D and is extended
outside D by zero.

Additionally we can also write the evolution in weak form by multiplying Eq. 6
by a smooth test function z with z = 0 on 9D to get

(@(1). @) = (=VPD (u()).u) + (b(t). ).
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We denote L? dot product of u, v as (u, v). An integration by parts easily shows for
all smooth u, v taking zero boundary values that

(=VPD(u),v) = —a‘(u,v),

where
a(u, v)
- | o)y =)
Sy = xIS@)*)|y — x|S@)S (v)dydx. ©)

Weak form of the evolution in terms of operator a® becomes
(@(t).a) + a“(u(t), ) = (b(1), ). (10)

Last we introduce the peridynamic energy. The total energy £€(u)(¢) is given by
the sum of kinetic and potential energy given by

1
Ew () = zlm(t)”LZ(D;Rd) + PD(u(1)). (1)

where potential energy PD¢ is given by

PD‘(u):/[ ! WE(S(u),y—x)dy:| dx.
p Lelwy H,(x)

We state the following equation which will be used later in the chapter

d
;£ @) = (@) a(1)) — (=VPD (u(®)).u(1)). (12)

In order to develop the approximation theory in the following sections, we find
it convenient to write the evolution Eq. 6 as an equivalent first order system with
y1(t) = u(t) and y,(t) = v(t) with v(t) = u(t). Let y = (y1,y2)T where
at each time yq, y, belong to the same function space V, and let F<(y,t) =
(Ff(y.t), F5(y,1))" such that

Fi(y,t):=»m (13)
F5(y,t) :== =VPD(y1) + b(1). (14)

The initial boundary value associated with the evolution Eq. 6 is equivalent to the
initial boundary value problem for the first order system given by
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d
& = Fe 1
777 1), (15)

with initial condition given by y(0) = (ug,v0)” € X =V x V.

To establish the error estimates, we will use the Lipschitz property of the
peridynamic force in X = L?(D;RY) x L?>(D;R%). It is given by Theorem 6.1
of Lipton 2016.

Theorem 1.
€ € L
|F(y,t) = F (Z,t)llxie—zlly—ZHX Vy,z€ X,Vt €[0,T] (16)

forall y,z € L*(D;R%)2.
Here L does not depend on u, v.

Finite Difference Approximation

In this section, we present the finite difference scheme and compute the rate of
convergence. We also consider the semi-discrete approximation and prove the bound
on energy of semi-discrete evolution in terms of initial energy and the work done by
body forces.

Let & be the size of a mesh and At be the size of time step. We will keep €
fixed and assume that 1 < € < 1. Let D, = D N (hZ)? be the discretization of
material domain. Leti € Z< be the index such that x; = hi € D. Let U; be the unit
cell of volume h“ corresponding to the grid point x;, see Fig. 3. The exact solution
evaluated at grid points is denoted by (u; (¢), v; (¢)).

Time Discretization

Let [0, T] N (AtZ) be the discretization of time domain where At is the size of time
step. Denote fully discrete solution at (t* = kAt,x; = ih) as (ﬁf‘ f)f-‘). Similarly,
the exact solution evaluated at space-time grid points is denoted by (uff, vﬁ‘ ). We
enforce the boundary condition lAlf( = 0forall x; ¢ D and for all k.

We begin with the forward Euler time discretization, with respect to velocity, and

the finite difference scheme for (&%, 9¥) is written

1271

Ak+1 Ak

u, —u ~k+1

at ML B, 17
At Vi (17

PRk

4 L — _VPD@")(x;) + b* (18)

At
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The scheme is complemented with the discretized initial conditions ft? = ()i
and 9 = (do);. If we substitute Eq. 17 into Eq. 18, we get the standard central
difference scheme in time for second order in time differential equation. Here we
have assumed, without loss of generality, p = 1.

The piecewise constant extensions of the discrete sets {ftf-‘ }iega and {f)f}iezd are
given by

W (x) =)y (x)

i,x;€D

) = ) ¥y (x)

i,x;€D

In this way we represent the finite difference solution as a piecewise constant
function. We will show that this function provides an L? approximation of the exact
solution.

Convergence Results

In this section we provide upper bounds on the rate of convergence of the discrete
approximation to the solution of the peridynamic evolution. The L? approximation
error EX at time %, for 0 < t* < T, is defined as

ik — uk

EF =

¥ vk‘

L2(D;Rd) L2(D;R4)

The upper bound on the convergence rate of the approximation error is given by the
following theorem.

Fig. 3 (a) Typical mesh of Jp
size h. (b) Unit cell U; / N\
corresponding to material L
/ T B
point x; A h,
| A\
| 7
| A
1h " h
\ i \
\l
\\ A
A ]
/ Le
N I €Tr;

(a) (b)
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Theorem 2 (Convergence of finite difference approximation (forward Euler
time discretization)). Let e > 0 be fixed. Let (u, v) be the solution of peridynamic
equation Eq.15. We assume u,v € C2([0, T];C(?'y(D;Rd)). Then the forward
Euler time discretization, and finite difference spatial discretization scheme given by
Eqs. 17 and 18, is consistent in both time and spatial discretization and converges
to the exact solution uniformly in time with respect to the L*>(D;R?) norm. If we
assume the error at the initial step is zero, then the error E k at time t* is bounded
and to leading order in the time step At satisfies

hY
wp E<0 (c,m i cs—z), (19)
0<k<T/At €

where constants Cy and C; are independent of h and At and C; depends on the
Holder norm of the solution and C, depends on the L* norms of time derivatives of
the solution.
Here we have assumed the initial error to be zero for ease of exposition only.
We remark that the explicit constants leading to Eq.19 can be large. The
inequality that delivers Eq. 19 is given to leading order by

sup  EX <exp[T(1+6C /)] T[CiAt + (Cs/ePh], (20)
0<k<T /At

where the constants C, C,, and C; are given by Eqgs. 43, 45, and 46. The explicit
constant C; depends on the spatial L? norm of the time derivatives of the solution,
and C, depends on the spatial Holder continuity of the solution and the constant
C. This constant is bounded independently of horizon €. Although the constants
are necessarily pessimistic, they deliver a priori error estimates. These constants are
discussed in Jha and Lipton (2017a) in the context of fracture experiments. Fracture
experiments are on the order of hundreds of p-sec, and the size of the constants in
the estimate for finite element simulations remains small for tens of p-sec. For finite
element schemes, we have a priori estimates with constants that stay small for same
order of magnitude in time as fracture experiments. These features are discussed in

Jha and Lipton (2017a,b).
Error Analysis
We define the L? projections of the actual solutions onto the space of piecewise

constant functions defined over the cells U;. These are given as follows. Let (125?, 5{»‘)
be the average of the exact solution (%, v*) in the unit cell U; given by

1
~ko._ k
u; ‘= h—d/l.]iu (x)dx

1
~k . _ k
v; = i /Uiv (x)dx
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and the L? projection of the solution onto piecewise constant functions is (&", %)
given by

@ (x):= Y @ qu(x) 1)
i,x;€D

()= ) 5w () (22)
i,x;€D

The error between (&*, 5°)7 and (u(¢%), v(¢%))7 is now split into two parts. From
the triangle inequality, we have

—u(t")|

‘ﬁk_ ~k

Hﬁk _ uk

L2(D;R?) — ‘ L2(D;R%) L2(D;R%)

F — (")

< ’

< ‘f)" _
L2(D;R4)

-

L%(D;R?) L2(D;RY)

In section “Error Analysis for Approximation of L? Projection of the Exact
Solution” we will show that the error between the L? projections of the actual
solution and the discrete approximation decays according to

hY
):o(m+—). (23)
L2(D;RY) €2

+ Hf)" —

sup (Hﬁk — it
0<k<T/At

In what follows we can estimate the terms

L2(D;R4)

Hﬁk —u(t

and Hf)k — vk
2 (%)

(24)
L2()

and show they go to zero at a rate of 4” uniformly in time. The estimates given by
Eq. 23 together with the O (h") estimates for Eq. 24 establish Theorem 2. We now
establish the L2 estimates for the differences &#* — u(t*) and #* — v(¢%).

We write

L%(D;RY)

i* (x) —uk(x)lzdx

I
S

dx

1 2
o7 | w0 —u ey

I
—

I
\

h% /U /U @ (y) —u"(x)) - (u" (2) uk(x))dydz] dx
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<y /U [hid /U [t (y) —uk(x)|2dy] dx (25)

i,x;€D

where we used Cauchy’s inequality and Jensen’s inequality. For x,y € U,
|x —y| < ch, where ¢ = v/2ford =2 and ¢ = /3 ford = 3. Since u € C(?’y
we have

Jp @)~ @)
lx —y|”

=< Cyhy”uk HCO,V(D;Rd) <c’h’ Slt]p ”u(t)”COYV(D;Rd) (26)

|k (x) —u* ()| = |x -

and substitution in Eq. 25 gives

? 2
2y 1,2y
L2(D;RY) =ch Z /Ul- dx (Sl:p ||u(f)||coAy(D;Rd))

i,x;€D

J# ]

2
< c¥|D|h? (Sup ||u(l)||c0.y(D;Rd)) :
t

A similar estimate can be derived for ||#* — v*||;2, and substitution of the
estimates into Eq. 24 gives

sup (Hftk —u(r%)
k

n Hak —v(tk)‘

) = o).

L2(D;RY) L2(D;RY)
In the next section, we establish the error estimate (Eq. 23) for forward Euler in
section “Error Analysis for Approximation of L? Projection of the Exact Solution”.

Error Analysis for Approximation of L? Projection of the Exact Solution
In this subsection, we estimate the difference between approximate solution (ftk o )
and the L? projection of the exact solution onto piecewise constant functions given
by (@*, 9%) (see Egs. 21 and 22). Let the differences be denoted by e (i) := at —a*
and e*(v) 1= ¥ — #*, and their evaluations at grid points are ef-‘ (u) := 12{‘ - ftf‘ and
ek (v) = f)f»‘ — ¥ Subtracting (@' — @i¥)/ At from Eq. 17 gives

alt —af att -l

At At

i)fﬁ'l et R B
At

X . i oay +! gt it —af
— ‘Uf+l _ ‘Uf-’_l + (vf_c—i-l _ i + i _ i i .

at ot At
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Taking the average over unit cell U; of the exact peridynamic equation Eq. 15 at

ikt
time ¢*, we will get f)f-‘ A ua’—l = 0. Therefore, the equation for eff (u) is given
by
e w) = eX(u) + Ate* T (v) + Atk (u), (27)
where we identify the discretization error as
aﬁk+l iil»(—H _ ijk
k i i i
; = — 28
W ot At (28)

Similarly, we subtract (f)f€+1 - f)f-‘) /At from Eq. 18 and add and subtract terms
to get

Nkl sk skl =~k k ko sk+l _ =k
Vi v v T ~k K 0v; doj v -
- = _VPD* D+ bk — L it S S
At At @) +b; ot * ot At )
vk
=—VPD%ﬁxm)+b§—7%
N A R N vk 9k 29)
ot At ot ar |’
where we identify rik (v) as follows
avk okt 9k
) = 75;—-—-1—7&;———. (30)
k41
Note that in ¥ () we have ———, and from the exact peridynamic equation, we
have
¢ v €k
bi — rT VPDE(u")(x;). (31)

Combining Egs. 29, 30, and 31 gives

vk 9k
k() = ek Atk At | — - —L
e;" (v) =e;(v) + Arr; (v) + TR

+A4}erm5uo+vpmmhuo)
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k9t
_ k k i i
=e;(v) + Att; (v) + At (—a[ - )

+A4}VH¥@%@J+VPN@%@Q)

+¢M(—VPD%MQ@J—%VPD%M)@J).
The spatial discretization error ¥ (1) and ¥ (v) is given by

#%m::(—VPD%#)@J—FVPD%MU@Q)

wk 9k
k s R
o; (v) = o 5

We finally have
ef'“(v) = ef-‘(v) + At (tl-k(v) + Ul-k(u) + Ul-k(v))

+¢M(—VPD%ﬁﬁuJ—%VPD%#)uJ).

We now show the consistency and stability properties of the numerical scheme.

Consistency

13

(32)

(33)

(34)

We deal with the error in time discretization and the error in spatial discretization
error separately. The time discretization error follows easily using the Taylor’s
series, while the spatial discretization error uses properties of the nonlinear peri-

dynamic force.

Time discretization: We first estimate the time discretization error. A Taylor

series expansion is used to estimate ‘L’ik (u) as follows

1 ok (x) Wt (x) —uF(x)
t,-k(u)zh—d/Ui( — )dx

o At
1 lazuk(x) i
ol /U[ (_5 a2 AL+ oA )) dx.

Computing the L? norm of rik (u) and using Jensen’s inequality gives

At | 0%u*
k 2
™ (u . < — + O((At
” ( )” L2(D;R7) 2 912 L (DR ((An)%)
At u(t
< —sup g ) + O((At)?).
I A R
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Similarly, we have

At

”Tk(v)” L2DR) T s1t1p

9%v(t)

o7 + O((A1)?).

L%(D;RY)

Spatial discretization: We now estimate the spatial discretization error. Substi-
tuting the definition of o and following the similar steps employed in Eq. 26 gives

B0k 1 [ v(x) 1 |0ke) vt
k i !
kyl=| 22 L dx|<c'h? - d
|Gl (U)| at hd U 8t x| =¢ Lf |xl~—x|y at 8t o
k
< c'hY al <c’h? sup’ () .
3t C0~V(D;Rd) t at CO,y(D;Rd)

Taking the L? norm of error ¥ (v) and substituting the estimate above delivers

av(z)

ot

Hok(v) H L2(DRrd) = h¥c? /| D] sup
' o (DiRY)

Now we estimate |aik (u)|. Note that the force —V PD€(u)(x) can be written as
follows

4 _
VD@ = [ oo EE iy x5
€ wy He(x) €
— 4
Sy.xim) 2 dy=— | ool + &) (&) f (&
|y —x| €Wd JH\(0)

S(x + €&, x;u)*)S(x —i—e’g,x;u)%dg.

where we substituted dg W€ using Eq.2. In the second step, we introduced the
change in variable y = x + €&.

Let F; : R — R be defined as Fi(S) = f(S?). Then F/(S) = f/(5?)2S.
Using the definition of F;, we have

Fl(/<[EIS)

25f"(e €1 8%) = An

Because f is assumed to be positive, smooth, and concave and is bounded far
away, we have the following bound on derivatives of F;

sup |F{(r)‘ = F/(F) =: C (335)
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Fig. 4 Generic plot of F|(r). F{(r)
| F/(r)| is bounded by A
|F{ ()|
-7
: } > T
F

Fig. 5 G ic plot of

g eneric plot o F{/(T)

F/(r). At £r, F/'(r) = 0.
At i, F/"(r) = 0

/

Fig. 6 Generic plot of FI(r)
FIW(V). At i, and £,
Fl//// — 0

— U N Ue
2 _4 2 ‘ .

L Z L
\_/ —Uy ’\/ u o

sup | F{'(r)| = max{F{'(0), F{'(i)} =: C; (36)

sup | F{"(r)| = max{F}" (i), F{"(it2)} =: Cs. (37)

where 7 is the inflection point of f(r?), i.e., F|'(F) = 0. {0, &} are the maxima
of F|"(r). {u,u} are the maxima of F/”(r). By chain rule and by considering
the assumption on f, we can show that 7, &, i, it exist and the Cy, C,, C5 are
bounded. Figures 4, 5, and 6 show the generic graphs of F/(r), F'(r), and F|"(r),
respectively.
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The nonlocal force —V PD€ can be written as

— VPD(u)(x)

_ 2 £

= oy Hl(o)w(x)w(x +e&)J(EDF| (Ve lE|S(x + €& x; u))\/—m £
(38)

To simplify the calculations, we use the following notation

u(x):=u(x + €€) —u(x),
u(y) :=u(y +€§) —u(y).
u—v)(x):=ulx)—v(x),

and (u — v)(x) is defined similar to &(x). Also, let

£
H

In what follows, we will come across the integral of type le o J(&]) |&]7* d&.

Recall that 0 < J(|&|) < M for all £ € H,(0) and J(|&]) = O for & ¢ H,(0).
Therefore, let

s=¢cl&, e=

_ 1
J. :=—/ J(ED 817 d&. (39)
Wd J Hy(0)

With notations above, we note that S(x + €&, x;u) = u(x)-e/s. —VPD€ can be
written as

—VPD(u)(x) = 2 w(x)w(x +€&)J (IEDF(u(x) - e/f)—edg
ewq Vs
(40)
We estimate |-V PD¢(u)(x) — (—=VPD¢(v)(x))|.

|=VPD(u)(x) — (=VPD(v)(x))]

=1 2 [ oot + ey ey LIV IO
€wa J ) NG

< i/ J(|s|)i|F’(ﬁ(x>-e/ﬁ>—F’(f»(x)-e/ﬁ>|ds‘

~ lewa Ju N :

< sup | F{ ()] %f( <|s|>—|u(x) e/ 5 —3(x) e/f|d£‘
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2C: u(x)—v(x)

<22 [ et g @
€wq |JH\(0) €&]

Here we have used the fact that |w(x)| < 1 and for a vector e such that |e| = 1,

|]a-e| < |a] holds and |ae| < |a| holds for all a € R, o € R.
We use the notation @* (x) := u*(x + &) — u*(x) and i (x) :=u(x + €&) —
" (x) and choose u = u* and v = @* in Eq.41 to find that

o )] = [~V PD*@")(x:) + VPD W) (x)

2C uk (o, +e&)—ik (x;+e&)— W (x;)—a" (x;))
===/ J(|s|)‘ d
€wq |JH (0 €|

(42)

Here C, is the maximum of the second derivative of the profile describing the
potential given by Eq. 36. Following the earlier analysis (see Eq. 26), we find that

0 (i + ) = (e + €8)| < 7 sup u(0) o sz
t
o ey = x| = €T sup () o iy

For reference, we define the constant

c= [ sqenlae “3)

Wq JH\(0) |E|

We now focus on Eq. 42. We substitute the above two inequalities to get

/ » ('E"E

(| er + e8) =t x4+ e8| + k) — @ ()| )

|0k (u)|

de

C
= 4hy€y€—2 sup [lu(@)[|cor(p;ray-
t

Therefore, we have

”0 (”)HLz(D Rdy = <4CVV|D —SUP ”u(t)”COV(D Rd))

This completes the proof of consistency of numerical approximation.
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Stability
Let eX be the total error at the kth time step. It is defined as

et = ”ek(u)”Lz(D;Rd) + ”ek(v)”Lz(DéRd)'
To simplify the calculations, we define new term t as
v o= s0p (|7 @) 2oz + 17 @) iz
+ [0 @] 2 sy + 0" @) ”LZ(D;R“>) '

From our consistency analysis, we know that to leading order

C
T < GAt+ =R (44)
€
where,
1 u(t 1 Ault
C = - sup‘ u(t) + —su u(t) , 45)
20002 w2 0 09 l2pme
u(t)

Cs :=c"V/|D| |:€2 sup
t

o2 + 4C sup ||u(t)||C0~V(D;Rd):| . (46)
1= lcor(pire) !

We take L? norm of Egs.27 and 34 and add them. Noting the definition of 7 as
above, we get

< ef 4 At HekH(U)Hu(D;Rd) + Att
)\ 12
. 47

We only need to estimate the last term in the above equation. Similar to the
Eq.42, we have

+ At (Z he ‘—VPDe(ﬁk)(x,») + VPD (i) (x;)

‘—VPDé(ﬁk)(x,») + VPD @) (x;)

2C, 1
< /H LG

€2wq|Jm,0) &

_ 2C, L k ' ok '
= oy /Hlm)JOEDISI e (u)(x; + €&) — e* () (x;)| d&

4 Cx  e8) — i xs + e) — (@ 0x) i (x1) | d8

IA

C
262 /H JUED L (le* ) (xs + e8)| + et x| del

€2wq|Jm,0) &
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By e¥(u)(x) we mean evaluation of piecewise extension of set {ei-‘(u)},- at x. We
proceed further as follows

‘—VPDE(ﬁk)(x,-) L VPD (i

2C,
_(6 wd) /H]w)/m“'“) (Inl)mm

(le“ @) x; + e8| + e (x)]) (|e* W (xi +em)| + | w)(x)]) d&dn.

Using inequality |ab| < (la|* + [b]*)/2, we get
(le“ @) xi +€&)] + e (x)]) (e @) (xi +em)| + [e* W) (x1)])
<3 (le @xi +ed) + ek i +em[ + e @[’
and

3 b ’—VPDG(ﬁk)(x,») + VPD (i

x, €D

2C,
N (6 wd) /m(O) /HI(O)JGEDJ(MDEH

DA (]ek(u)(x,» + &) + et @ xi +em| + ]ek(u)(x,»)‘z) dedy.

x;€D

Since e* (u)(x) = D oxiep € K(u)xu, (x), we have
. . 6C)?
> 0! |-V PDA ) (x) + VPD @ < (6—4) Je* @] 2oz @8)

x,€D

where C is given by Eq.43. In summary Eq. 48 shows the Lipschitz continuity of
the peridynamic force with respect to the L? norm (see Eq. 16) expressed in this
context as

) ||ek(u)||L2(D;Rd)~ (49)

€[N €/~ (66
IVPDE@")(x) — VPD @) 12y < —

Finally, we substitute above inequality in Eq. 47 to get

k+1 < e + At ||ek+1(v)||L2(D Rd + Atz + At— ”e (M)HLZ(D Rd
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We add positive quantity A[||€k+1(u)||L2(D;Rd) + At6C /€*||e* (v)] |12(p;gra) to the
right side of above equation to get

Tl < (14 A16C Je?)er + Ate* T + At

1 (L A16C/E) 4 At

=C =T CA ¢ TToAaT

We recursively substitute e/ on above as follows

I < 1+ At6C/eZ)ek At .
1 - At 1— At

((1+At6é/ez))zek_l+ At (1+(1+At6é/62))

1= Ar 1—Ar" 1— A

IA

_ k — k—j
(1 + At6C /ey o b 2": (1 + At6C/e?)\ 50)
1— At l—AtTj=0 1— At ’

Since 1/(1 — At) = 1 + At + At? + O(At?), we have

(1 + A16C /€?)

T As <1+ 1+6C/)At + (1 +6C/e)At> + O(C/e?)O(AL?).

Now, for any k < T/ At, using identity (1 4+ a)* < exp[ka] for a < 0, we have
- k
1 + At6C /€?
1 — At

<exp[k(1+6C/e®)Ar + k(1 +6C/e*)At* + kO(C /e*)O(ALY)]

<exp[T(1+6C/€’) +T(1+6C/e*)At + O(TC/e*)O(A)].
We write above equation in more compact form as follows

_ k
1 + At6C /€?
1— At
<exp[T(1 4 6C/€)(1 + At + O(Ar?))].

We use above estimate in Eq. 50 and get the following inequality for e*
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T <exp[T(1+6C /(1 + At + O(A?)] (e + (k + D)TAt/(1 — At))
<exp[T(1+6C/e’)(1 + At + O(Ar?))] (e + Tt (1 + At + O(Ar?)).
where we used the fact that 1/(1 — At) = 1 + At + O(At?).

Assuming the error in initial data is zero, i.e., e’ =0, and noting the estimate of
7 in Eq. 44, we have

sup e* < exp [T(l + 66_‘/62)] Tt
k

and we conclude to leading order that

supe <exp[T(1+6C /€| T [C,At + (Cs/e)h"], (51)
k

Here the constants C; and C; are given by Eqs. 45 and 46.This shows the stability
of the numerical scheme and Theorem 2 is proved.

Stability of the Energy for the Semi-discrete Approximation

We first spatially discretize the peridynamics equation (Eq.6). Let {&;(¢)}ix,en
denote the semi-discrete approximate solution which satisfies the following, for all
t €[0,T] and i such that x; € D,

i; (1) = —VPD (@(t))(x;) + bi (1) (52)

where #(t) is the piecewise constant extension of discrete set {&; (¢)}; and is defined
as

a(t,x) = Y i) g (x). (53)

i,x;€D

The scheme is complemented with the discretized initial conditions #; (0) = u(x;)
and v, (0) = vo(x;). We apply boundary condition by setting &; (¢) = 0 for all # and
forall x; ¢ D.

We have the stability of semi-discrete evolution.

Theorem 3 (Energy stability of the semi-discrete approximation). Let {i; (1)}
satisfy Eq.52 and u(t) is its piecewise constant extension. Similarily let b(t, x)
denote the piecewise constant extension of {b(t,x;)}; x,ep. Then the peridynamic
energy E€ as defined in Eq. 11 satisfies, Vt € [0, T,

2

TC T
e = (VE@O + 5+ [ 1BOlzomds) . 6
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The constant C, defined in Eq. 59, is independent of € and h.

Proof. We multiply Eq. 52 by yy, (x) and sum over i and use definition of piecewise
constant extension in Eq. 53 to get

i(t,x) = —VPD@(r))(x) + b(t. x)
= —VPD (1)) (x) + b(z, x)
+ (=VPD<@@(r))(x) + VPD(@(r))(x))

where —Vbe(ﬁ(t))(x) and l;(t, x) are given by

—VPD @) (x) = Y (=VPD@(t))(x)yu (x)

i,x;€D
b(t,x)= ) b(t.x)xy(x).
ix;€D
We define set as follows
o(t,x) := —VPDe(@(r))(x) + VPD(@(r))(x). (55)

We use the following result which we will show after few steps

C
oIl 2p;ray < o (56)

We then have
a(t,x) = —VPD(a(t))(x) + b(t,x) + o (1, x). (57)

Multiply above with i?(t) and integrate over D to get

@(t),a(1)) = (~VPD (), u(r))
+ (b(t),a(1)) + (0(1),u(1)).

Consider energy £€(&)(¢) given by Eq. 11 and note the identity Eq. 12, to have
d .. .. A h X
25 @) = (b@).a@) + (0(1).u(t)
= (IBON 2 + o Oll 2o ) O] 20z,

where we used Holder inequality in last step. Since PD€(u) is positive for any u,
we have
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()] < 2\/ IIu(t)IILz(D ey + PD@(1)) = 2y E@) ().

Using above, we get

1d R
E%SG(ﬁ)(t) = (||b(f)||L2(D;1Rd) + ||U(f)||L2(D;]Rd)) VE@)(t).

Let § > 0 be some arbitrary but fixed real number and let A(¢) = § + £(a)(¢).
Then

1d

EEA(I) (||5(l)||L2(D;1Rd) + ||U(f)||L2(D;JRd)) VA@).

Using the fact that «//]lefA(t)_z v A(t), we have
VAD < VAG + [ (186 om0, + 0300 ) ds

TC T
A(O) + 637 + L ||b(s)||L2(D;]Rd)ds’

where we used bound on || (s)||;2(p;re) from Eq. 56. Noting that § > 0 is arbitrary,
we send it to zero to get

TC roa
VE@® = VE@O + 75+ [ 1b)lds,

and Eq. 54 follows by taking square of above equation.
It remains to show in Eq. 56. To simplify the calculations, we use the following
notations: let & € H,(0) and let

5¢ = elé]es = |§| B(x) = o(x)o(x + €b).

u(t,x +¢&)—u(t,x) .
t€¢

Se(x) = %

With above notations and using expression of —VPD¢ from Eq. 38, we have for
x e U;

lo(z.x)| = |-VPD(@(1))(x;) + VPD (@(1))(x)|

2 J(ED - , } )
@/Hl(o) NG (& (x;) F{ (/55 S (x:)) — @(x) F{ (/5 S (x))) egd &
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- 2 /H ) J(5D | (x;) F{(\/5gSg (x)) — @(x) F{ (/5§ Sg (x))| d &

EWwy \/E
2 JUED (- e
= @/Hl(o) oS (|@ ) F (/55 Se(x:)| + |@(x) F (/55 Se (x))|) dE.

(58)

Using the fact that 0 < w(x) < 1 and |F/(r)| < Cy, where C, is sup, | F{(r)|, we
get

4C1J1 2

lo@t. 0l = —3p5

where Ji/» = (1/wa) [y, o) J (EDIEIT'2dE.
Taking the L? norm of o (¢, x), we get

- 2
4C J1 )2
||O(t)||2L2(D;]Rd) = Z /U|o(t,x)|2dx 5( 63)/2/ )

Z /.dx

ixieD = u
thus
ol = 2T2VIPL_ €
€ P
where
C :=4C1J12y/1D]. (59)

This completes the proof.

Finite Element Approximation

Let V), be the approximation of H(D, R?) associated with linear continuous
interpolation associated with the mesh 7}, (triangular or tetrahedral) where /& denotes
the size of finite element mesh. Let Z;, (1) be defined as below

i) (x) = Y | D ulxi)gi(x)

TeT, | ieny

where N7 is the set of global indices of nodes associated to finite element 7', ¢; is the
linear interpolation function associated to node i, and x; is the material coordinate
of node i.
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Assuming that the size of each element in the mesh 7}, is bounded by %, we have
(see, e.g., [Theorem 4.6, Arnold 2011])

lu—Th)|| < ch?||ull,  Yue HI(D;RY). (60)

Projection of Function in FE Space
Let r,(u) € Vj, be the projection of u € HZ(D; R%). It is defined as

lu = i) = inf [[u—all. (61)
uev;

h

It also satisfies the following
(rh (u)’ l':t) = (l/l, 12)7 Vi:i € I/h' (62)
Since Zj,(u) € V},, we get an upper bound on right-hand side term and we have

| — rpw)|] < ch?||ul] Yu e HZ(D;RY). (63)

Semi-discrete Approximation
Let uy(t) € V}, be the approximation of u(¢) which satisfies the following
(iip, ) + a(up(t),u) = (b(t),w), Vi€ V. (64)

We now show that the semi-discrete approximation is stable, i.e., energy at time
t is bounded by initial energy and work done by the body force.

Theorem 4 (Stability of the semi-discrete approximation). The semi-discrete

scheme is energetically stable and the energy E€(u,)(t), defined in (11), satisfies the
following bound

p 2
E (un)(1) E[ Ef(uh)(0)+/0 IIb(f)Ildf] :

We note that, while proving the stability of semi-discrete scheme corresponding
to nonlinear peridynamics, we do not require any assumption on strain S(y, x; uy).

Proof. Letting u = u;,(¢) in (10) and noting the identity (12), we get

d
2;& ) (@) = (@), iy @) = [Ib@Ilien )]]
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We also have

[ien ()] < 2\/%||’:lh||2 + PD(up(1)) = 2/ E(un)(1)

where we used the fact that P D€ (u)(¢) is nonnegative. We have

d
27 & ) (@) = 2 E ) OIb@)I]-
Fix § > O and let A(¢) = £°(up(¢)) + §. Then, from above equation, we easily have

d
GA0 =2/ABNOI = 3228 < ol

Noting that \/a;(T) () — 24\ /a(r), integrating from ¢ = 0 to , and relabeling

as ¢, we get

VA(t) = A(O)-I—/O [1b(s)||ds.

Letting § — 0 and taking the square of both sides proves the claim.

Central Difference Time Discretization

For illustration, we consider the central difference scheme and present the con-
vergence rate for the central difference scheme for the fully nonlinear problem.
We remark that the extension of these results to the general Newmark scheme is
straightforward. We then consider a linearized peridynamics and demonstrate CFL-
like conditions for stability of the fully discrete scheme.

Let At be the time step. The exact solution at t* = kAt (or time step k) is
denoted as (1, v¥), with v¥ = 9u* /0¢, and the projection onto Vj, at t* is given by
(rn (), r,(v)). The solution of the discrete problem at time step k is denoted as
(uﬁ, v}’f ).

We approximate the initial data on displacement u, and velocity vy by their
projection ry (1) and rj,(vo). Let “2 = r;(up) and v2 = rp(vy). Fork > 1, (ul}‘l, vfl)
satisfies, for all u € V},,

k+1 k
u —u
h h ~ k+1 ~
— ., »u)=Ww ,u),
( t ) W @)

k+1 ok
(%0 = (VPD (), i) + (b, 7). (65)
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where we denote projection of b(¢¥), r,(b(t¥)), as bf. Combining the two equations
delivers central difference equation for uﬁ . We have

k+1 k k—1
u," = 2uh + uy,
At?

u) = (=VPD(uf), 1) + (b, 1), ViieV, (66)

For k = 0, we have Yu € V},

Uy —uy o

e 1 . 1 1 .
(—,u) = 5(—VPD€(u2),u) + E(vg,u) + E(bh,u). (67)

We now show that finite element discretization converges to the exact solution.

Convergence of Approximation

In this section, we establish uniform bound on the discretization error and prove that
approximate solution converges to the exact solution at the rate C,At + C;h?/e?
for fixed ¢ > 0. We first compare the exact solution with its projection in V}
and then compare the projection with approximate solution. We further divide
the calculation of error between projection and approximate solution in two parts,
namely, consistency analysis and error analysis.

Error E* is given by

E* = [Juy — u(@)[] + [l = v()I.
We split the error as follows
E* < (Il = @)+ 110 = rn @) + (17 @) = w1l + 117 0F) = vll)

where first term is error between exact solution and projections and second term is
error between projections and approximate solution. Let

ef(u) = W) —ub  and el (v) :=r(vF) — vf (68)
and
et = [lef )| + ey ). (69)
Using (63), we have

EF < C,h* + €, (70)
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where

ou
© ||2} . (71)

Cp = [suplluol + sup 1%
t t t

We have the following main result.

Theorem 5 (Convergence of the central difference approximation). Let (u, v)
be the exact solution of peridynamics equation in (6). Let (uﬁ vlg) be the central
difference approximation in time and piecewise linear finite element approximation
in space solution of (65). If u,v € C*([0,T], HOZ(D;R"Z)), then the scheme is
consistent, and the error E* satisfies the following bound

sup E*
k<T/At

= C,h* +exp[T(1 + L/*)(1 + At + O(At?))]

2
[eo + T(1 4+ At + O(Ar?)) (C,Az + C%)} (72)

where constants Cp, C;, and Cs are given by (71) and (79). The constant L/ € is
the Lipschitz constant of =V PD¢ (u) in L? (see Theorem 1).
If the error in initial data is zero, then E* is of the order of C, At + Csh?/€>.

Error Analysis
We derive the equation for evolution of e];f (u) as follows

k+1
uh+ _u/;(, _ rl1(uk+l)_rh(uk) i
At At ’

k k
— (U£+l,ﬁ) _ (rh(u —H)At_ rh(“ )71'2)

= W i) — (Y, @) + (O, ) — F L )

k41
R ) — (8”& u)

k! Wk ke
+( at u)_( At u)
N uk+1 _ uk ) rh(uk+l) _ rh(uk) .
At At )

Using property (rj(u), ) = (u,it) for u € V), and the fact that
where u is the exact solution, we get

ke
ot -
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k+1 k k+1 k+1 k
e (W —ey(w) _\ g ~ du ~ uwo—u
(T,u)—(eh .2 + (= u)—(Tu . (73)

Let (r}lf (u), 1:,’1‘ (v)) be the consistency error in time discretization given by

9 k—+1 k+1 _  k
t,f(u) - u _u u ’
ot At
avk vk+l _ Uk
r}’; W)= =—-—-—
ot At
With above notation, we have
(ef T (u), i) = (ef (u), ) + At(ef T (v), i) + At (zf (w), ). (74)

We now derive the equation for elg (v) as follows

vﬁ“ —vf B rp (V5D — 1 (VF) o
At At ’

K41y _ o (nk
(CVPD). 3 + (b7 — (rh(v +1)Al rp(v )’ﬁ)

er ky ~ k ~ avk -
= (=VPD(up,),u) + (b",u) — (W,u)

avk ~ vk+1_vk ~
+(W“)‘(—m )

N vk+1_vk e rh(vk+1)_rh(vk) .
At At ’

= (=VPD (uf) + VPD(u"), ii) + (bf — b(t*). 70)

N vk _ Rk 2) 4 pk+l ok _ rh(vk+1)—r/,(vk) .
o " NI ar ! At -

k K+l ok
= (=VPD (k) + VPD (). i) + (ai S zz)

ot At

where we used the property of rj,(«) and the fact that

. . . vk .
(=VPDE(u*), it) + (b*, 1) — (?u) =0, Vie H}D;R?).

We further divide the error in peridynamics force as follows
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(=VPD(uy) + VPD ("), t)

= (=VPD*(u}) + VPD (ry(u")). i) + (=VPD(ry (")) + VPD ("), 1) .
We will see in the next section that the second term is related to consistency error in
spatial discretization. Therefore, we define another consistency error term a;fer_ (1)
as follows

() := =V PD (ry(u*)) + V PD (u"). (75)
After substituting the notations related to consistency errors, we get
(e} T (v), i) = (ef (v), &) + At(=VPD(u})) + VPD(r;(u")), t)

+ At(ty (v). 1) + AL (o), (). D). (76)

Since u, v are C2 in time, we can easily show

k azu k aZU
Iz @l = Arsup[[=5 ]l and g, ()] = Arsup =7l

To estimate alljer_h (u), we note the Lipschitz property of peridynamics force in
L? norm (see Theorem 1). This leads us to

L Lc
10pers (011 = Sl = @) = S0 sup [lu(®)] ]2, (77
t

where we have relabeled the L? Lipschitz constant L as L.
Let t be given by

v = sup (Il @l + 1ef @] + ol

h2
< C At + Cs—. (78)
€
where
9%u %v
G ::HWH—F“WH and Cs:= LCSI;P||M(I)||2. (79

In equation for e,’§ (u) (see (74)), we take u = e}]i‘H(u). Note that e}j“(u) =
uﬁ — rh(uk) € V},. We have

lley ™ P = (e ), e @) + Ar(ey ™ (v), e W) + At (g ), e+ w)).
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Using the fact that (u, v) < ||u]|||v]|, we get
ey T @* < llej @)lllley ™ @] + Arlley ™ @)[]ley ™ @]
+ Atl|z @)]l[ley ! @)l.
Canceling ||e§ *1(u)|| from both sides gives
eyt @l < lles @] + Atlley ™ )] + AtllT )] (80)

Similarly, if we choose &1 = e]; *1(v) in (76) and use the steps similar to above,
we get

lley ™ )] < lley )| + At|| =V PD () + VPD (1 ()|
+ At ([ @)1+ lloge,@11) 81)
Using the Lipschitz property of the peridynamics force in L2, we have
| = VPD () + VPD(ry(b))|| < f—znuz — )| = glleﬁ(u)ll- (82)
After adding (80) and (81) and substituting (82), we get
lley ™ @l + lley ™ @)1 < lleg @] + lley )] + Atlley ™ @)

L
+ S Atlley W] + Art
€

where t is defined in (78).
Let ek := ||efl(u)|| + ||e}’§(v)||. Assuming L/€? > 1, we get

L
ekl < X+ AteFt! + At—zek + Att
€

er o L AtL/e* At

= =T TAr ¢S TToA”

Substituting e* recursively in above equation, we get

k+1 k k—j
S < 1+ AtL/é€? 0 A S 1+ AtL/€? f.
1— At I—Ar =\ 1-A

Noting 1/(1 — At) = 1 + At + A2 + O(AF3),
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14+ AtL/ée?

A S 1+ +L/eHAt + (14 L/eX)At> + O(L/€*)O(AL?),

and (1 4+ aAr)* < exp[kaAt] < exp[Ta] for a > 0, we get

(1 + AtL/e

k
Y ) <explkAt(1 4+ L/€*) + kAt*(1 + L/€?) + kO(L/€?)O(At?)]
<exp[T(1 + L/e*) + TAt(1+ L/e*) + O(TL/e*)O(At?)]

=exp[T (1 + L/ez)(l + At + O(Atz))].
Substituting above estimates, we can easily show that

< exp[T(1+ L/€)(1 + At + O(Ar?)]

k
"+ At(1+ At + O(AP)T Y 1
J=0

<exp[T(1+ L/e*)(1 4+ At + O(A?))] [e* + kAr(1 + A1 + O(A?))7].
Finally, we substitute above into (70) to have

EF < C,h* +exp[T (1 + L/*)(1 + At + O(Ar?))]
[¢° + kAt(1 + At + O(Ar?))T].

After taking sup over k < T'/At, we get the desired result and proof of Theorem 2
is complete.
We now consider the stability of linearized peridynamics model.

Stability Condition for Linearized Peridynamics

In this section, we linearize the peridynamics model and obtain a CFL-like stability
condition. For problems where strains are small, the stability condition for the lin-
earized model is expected to work for nonlinear model. The slope of peridynamics
potential f is constant for sufficiently small strain, and therefore for small strain, the
nonlinear model behaves like a linear model. When displacement field is smooth, the
difference between the linearized peridynamics force and nonlinear peridynamics
force is of the order of €. See [Proposition 4, Jha and Lipton 2017c].
In (5), linearization gives

4
—VPD;(u)(x) = M/H( )a)(x)a)(y)Je(|y —x|)f’(0)S(u)ey_xdy. (83)
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The corresponding bilinear form is denoted as a; and is given by
€ 2 € /
aj(u,v) = —— o(X)o(y)J(|y = xD O]y —x[S@)S(v)dydx.
€ Wa Jp e(x)
(84)
We have
(=VPDj(u),v) = —aj(u,v).
We now discuss the stability of the FEM approximation to the linearized problem.

We replace —V PD* by its linearization denoted by —V PDj in (66) and (67). The
corresponding approximate solution in V}, is denoted by ullc » Where

k41 k k—1
(”z.h = 2w, +up,

e u) = (=VPDf(uf ), t) + (bf , i), ViieV, (85)

and

ul, —ud 1 1 1
(Mu) = 5(—V}DJ)G(u‘,{h),a) + E(v?_,,,a) + 5 (B} ). Yiie V.

Ar?
(86)
We will adopt the following notations
k+1 ok ko k=1
A R
" =, U =
2 2
k+1 _ =1 k+1 ok k k1
Gk o= M TMh  omk k.M T - k. M T M 87)
Y S Ve VI

With above notations, we have

a— k k+1 _ —k
5uk_at”h+ah”h u, — Uy
. =
h 2 At
We also define
k+1 k k—1 a4k a— k
ko Wy 2w T 0w, — O,

At? At

We introduce the discrete energy associated with ull‘ , at time step k as defined by
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1T, - At - = k1 —
5(”5(,;;) =3 |:||3z+”5€,h||2 Ty U @ uf . 07 ) + az(ulf,zl’”ﬁl)}
Following [Theorem 4.1, Karaa 2012], we have

Theorem 6 (Stability of the central difference approximation of linearized
peridynamics).

Let u’f , be the approximate solution of (85) and (86) with respect to linearized
peridynamics. In the absence of the body force b(t) = 0 and for all t, if At satisfies
the CFL-like condition

Al2 € ,
AT g G0y (88)
4 ey (uu)
then the discrete energy is positive and satisfies
E@uty) = E@wy), (89)
and we have the stability
kN _ 0,0
E(uy ) = Euy ). (90)

Proof. Set b(t) = 0. Noting that aj is bilinear, after adding and subtracting term
(A% /4)af (3,,uf . it) to (85), and noting the following

—k+1 k
u
I.h L.h
+

2 2

<

Af? -
ufy + e alt”;{,h =

we get

_ AP . | ko~
(Dyudk 1) — Ta;(a,,ufh, i) + Ea;(u[k;l + @, i) = 0.

We letu = 2_3,u’l‘h, to write

- - A% - 1 -
(3”“5(,}!’ 3!“56,/1) - Taf(aztué{.w 81”5(,}:) + Eaf(“ﬁrl + “fh at“fh) =0.

It is easily shown that

a+ .k a— k A+ k a— k
O uy, — 0 up, 0w, +9; ”1,11)

Qi ), 0,uk ) = ,
(ttulyh tuz,h) ( Ar b

Atk o2 a— k|2
[||3z+“1.h|| — [19; “1,h|| ]

1
2At
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and

_ _ 1 _ - -
af(att“fh’ at“fh) = A7 [af(a+“1hv 3 “1h) a;j (9, uf,h» 9, ”If.h)]-

Noting that élufh = (ﬁﬁ'l — ﬁfh)/Al, we get

1
€ (=k+1 —k+1 _ —k
——af @+, T —u
oag M Lho YW g Lh

1
7 gkt - ]
a 7 —a;(u;,,u .
2At[1(”’ ) 1(111 l.h)
After combining the above equations, we get

1

At? | PRI
A7 |:( ||8+ 1h||2—?a1(3+“1hv8+” w + Ealg(”ﬁl’“ﬁl))

Ar? 1
( 187 uf 411 — A —ai (07 uf . 07 “1/1)"'2“1(“1/1’”1;,))} =0. O

We recognize the first term in bracket as £ (uf‘ »)- We next prove that the second term
is E(uf; ). We substitute k = k — 1 in the definition of £(uf ) to get

At? -
k—1 2 k—1 k—1 & —k
Eupy, ) == [||3+”1h I|° = 1 af(afruz,h ’at-’_ul,h )+a]€(”l,h’“l,h):|~

- k—=141_ k—1 -
We clearly have 9,7 uf ;! = % = 0, uf ,,, and this implies that the second

term in (91) is £(uf;"). It now follows from (91) that £(uj ) = E(uf;").

The stability condition is such that discrete energy is positive. In the definition of
& (uf »)» we see that the second term is negative. We now obtain a condition on the
time step that insures the sum of the first two terms is positive, and this will establish
the positivity of £ (uf p)-Letv = 8+u1 1 € Vi, and then we require

At* af (v, v) <1 ©2)

vl f? ——a [(v.v) = — e <
4 lP

Clearly if At satisfies

At? as(v,v)
— Sup ———— = 1 93)
4 ey vl

then (92) is also satisfied and the discrete energy is positive. Iteration gives £ (ujﬁ W) =
& (u?, ;) and the theorem is proved.
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Conclusion

In this chapter we computed the a priori error incurred in finite element and
finite difference discretizations of peridynamics. We show that for finite element
approximation with linear elements, the rate of convergence is better as compared
to rate of convergence of finite difference approximation. A CFL-like condition for
the stability of linearized peridynamics is obtained. For the fully nonlinear problem,
we find that for the semi-discrete approximation the energy at any instant is bounded
by initial energy and work done by the body force.

This model has been analyzed using a quadrature-based finite element approxi-
mation in detail in Jha and Lipton (2017c) for nonlinear nonlocal models and their
linearization assuming an a priori higher regularity of solutions. If one assumes
more regular solutions with three continuous spatial derivatives (no cracks), then
solutions of the nonlinear nonlocal model converge to those of the classical local
elastodynamic model at the rate € uniformly in time in the ' norm (see (Theorem
5, Jha and Lipton 2017c)). The numerical simulation of problems using finite
differences for this model is carried out in Lipton et al. (2016) and Diehl et al.
(2016). In earlier work (Tian and Du, 2014) develop a framework for asymptotically
compatible finite element schemes for linear problems where the solutions of
the nonlocal problem are known to converge to a unique solution of the local
problem. For the problems treated there, the discrete approximations associated with
asymptotically compatible schemes converge if # — 0 and € — 0.

For the bond-based prototypical microelastic brittle material model analyzed
here, the uniqueness property for the ¢ = 0 problem is much less clear. The
nonlinear nonlocal model treated in this chapter is an evolution in taking values in
the vector space L2 and can be identified with a sharp fracture evolution as € — 0
(see Lipton 2014, 2016). The limit evolution is shown to be an element of the vector
space, the space of special functions of bounded deformation referred to as SBD.
The description and properties of this vector space can be found in Ambrosio et al.
(1997). Unlike the linear nonlocal models, we do not necessarily have a unique
sharp fracture evolution in the € = 0 limit. The uniqueness of the limit evolution for
the nonlocal nonlinear model is an open question and remains to be established. The
issue of nonuniqueness arises as the limit evolution is not completely characterized.
What is currently missing is a limiting kinetic relation relating crack growth to crack
driving force. Future work will seek to account for the missing information and
address the issue of uniqueness for the limit problem.
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