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An analysis is presented for a recently proposed finite element method for the Reissner–
Mindlin plate problem. The method is based on the standard variational principle,
uses nonconforming linear elements to approximate the rotations and conforming linear
elements to approximate the transverse displacements, and avoids the usual “locking
problem” by interpolating the shear stress into a rotated space of lowest order Raviart-
Thomas elements. When the plate thickness t = O(h), it is proved that the method
gives optimal order error estimates uniform in t. However, the analysis suggests and
numerical calculations confirm that the method can produce poor approximations for
moderate sized values of the plate thickness. Indeed, for t fixed, the method does not
converge as the mesh size h tends to zero.

1. Introduction

The purpose of this paper is to study a low order finite element scheme proposed
by Oñate, Zarate, and Flores [15] for the approximation of the Reissner–Mindlin
plate equations. The main difficulty in the finite element approximation of these
equations is the problem of “locking,” which results in poor approximations for
thin plates, and the scheme proposed in [15] is one of several which have been
proposed to overcome locking. An attractive feature of this method is that it uses
only linear finite elements. In this paper we prove that when t = O(h), h being the
finite element mesh size, the method attains optimal order accuracy, giving good
approximations and avoiding the locking problem. However, as our analysis suggests
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and we confirm by means of numerical calculations, when t is large compared to h
(the case of moderately thick plates), the method does not work well. Indeed, the
method is not convergent in the classical sense, i.e., when h tends to zero with t

fixed.
The Reissner–Mindlin models determines functions φ and ω, which are defined

on the middle surface Ω of the plate and approximate the rotation vector and
transverse displacement, respectively, as the minimizers of the energy functional

J(φ, ω) =
1
2

∫
Ω

C E φ : E φ+
λt−2

2

∫
Ω

|φ− gradω|2 −
∫

Ω

gω

over a subspace of H1(Ω) × H1(Ω) incorporating essential boundary conditions.
Here E φ denotes the symmetric part of the gradient of φ, g the scaled transverse
loading function, t the plate thickness, and λ = Ek/2(1 + ν) with E Young’s
modulus, ν the Poisson ratio, and k the shear correction factor. For all 2 × 2
symmetric matrices τ , Cτ is defined by

Cτ =
E

12(1− ν2)
[(1 − ν)τ + ν tr(τ )I].

As is now well understood, standard finite element methods for the Reissner–
Mindlin plate, which approximate φ and ω by the minimizer of the above energy
functional over a finite element subspace of H1(Ω) × H1(Ω), usually do not con-
verge uniformly with respect to the plate thickness. Rather they are plagued by a
deterioration of accuracy as t tends to zero, known as locking. Many of the meth-
ods which have been proposed to overcome locking take the following form. The
approximate solution (φh, ωh) is determined in a finite element space Vh ×Wh as
the minimizer of a modified energy functional

Jh(φ, ω) =
1
2

∫
Ω

C E φ : E φ+
λt−2

2

∫
Ω

|Rhφ− gradω|2 −
∫

Ω

gω. (1.1)

The modification consists of the incorporation of the “reduction operator” Rh :
Vh → Γh where Γh is an auxiliary finite element space and Rh is typically either
an interpolation operator or an L2-projection operator. The finite element spaces
Vh and Wh may be either conforming or nonconforming. If they are nonconforming
the differential operators in (1.1) are of course applied element-by-element. Table 1
exhibits four such methods which use triangular finite elements of relatively low
order.

In the element diagrams in the table, the filled circle, open circle, and arrow are
used to denote degrees of freedom. The filled circle denotes the value of both compo-
nents of a vector quantity at the node, the open circle the value of a scalar quantity
at the node, and the arrow the value of the tangential component of a vector quantity
at an edge node. Thus three different spaces Wh are depicted: standard Lagrange
elements of degree one for the methods of Durán–Liberman and Oñate–Zarate–
Flores, Lagrange elements of degree two for the method of Brezzi–Fortin–Stenberg,
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Table 1. Finite element schemes for the Reissner–Mindlin
plate based on the reduced energy functional (1.1).
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and nonconforming piecewise linear elements for the method of Arnold–Falk. For
Vh the spaces are less standard (although they are all recognizable as finite ele-
ment spaces which have been used to approximate the velocity for Stokes flow).
For the Arnold–Falk method this is the space of continuous piecewise linears vec-
torfields augmented by cubic bubbles, for the Brezzi–Fortin–Stenberg method the
space of continuous piecewise quadratic vectorfields augmented by cubic bubbles,
for the Durán–Liberman method the subspace of continuous piecewise quadratic
vectorfields for which the normal component is linear on each edge, and for the
Oñate–Zarate–Flores method, the space of nonconforming piecewise linear vector-
fields. The third and fourth columns in Table 1 show the range Γh of the reduction
operator Rh, and the operator itself. For the Arnold–Falk method, Γh is the space
of piecewise constant vectorfields and the reduction operator is the L2-projection,
that is, the element-wise averaging operator. For the Durán–Liberman method and
the Oñate–Zarate–Flores method, Γh is the lowest order Raviart–Thomas subspace
of H(rot). That is, it is the space of piecewise linear vectorfields for which the tan-
gential component is constant on each element edge and continuous from element
to element. For these methods, the reduction operator is the natural interpolation
operator associated with this space. For the method of Brezzi, Fortin, and Sten-
berg, Γh is the Raviart–Thomas approximation to H(rot) of one order higher, and
Rh the corresponding interpolant.

The Arnold–Falk method was the first Reissner–Mindlin element computable in
the primitive variables φ and ω which was proved to converge with optimal order,
uniformly with respect to the plate thickness. In [8] Brezzi, Fortin, and Stenberg,
following up on the work in [6], presented an approach for devising and verifying
locking-free Reissner–Mindlin elements, and as an application devised several fami-
lies of such elements. Assuming uniform regularity of the solution they proved that
these elements converge with optimal order uniformly in t. The second method



4 Analysis of a Finite Element for the Reissner–Mindlin Plate

depicted in Table 1 is the simplest treated there. The Durán–Liberman method is
a simpler method which also fits within the framework of [8] and so converges with
optimal order uniformly in t. The Oñate–Zarate–Flores method was introduced in
[15] and good performance shown through numerical tests. It is appealing because
of its simplicity, but, in contrast to the other elements depicted in the table, it has
not been proven to be locking-free. In this paper we analyze the convergence of
this method. Our approach is strongly influenced by that [8], but we must also
consider the effect of the additional consistency error owing to the nonconformity
of the approximation for φ. We shall show, among other estimates, that

‖φ− φh‖0 + ‖ω − ωh‖0 ≤ Cmax(h2, t2)‖g‖0.

Thus, we have optimal order convergence in L2 for both variables if the plate thick-
ness t tends to zero as least as quickly as the mesh size h. However this estimate
does not even establish convergence of the method in the classical sense, that is,
when the mesh size tends to zero while the plate thickness is held fixed. In fact, we
show by means of a numerical example that such convergence does not hold.

Before closing this section, we recall another important approach to the devel-
opment of low order locking-free finite element schemes: the use of stabilization
techniques. These are not based on the reduced energy functional (1.1), but rather
on a modification of it in which the coefficient t−2 is relaced by (t2 + αh2)−1 for a
suitable constant α. A method proposed by Duran, Ghioldi, and Wolanksi [9] and
simultaneously by Franca and Stenberg [13] uses the same elements as the method of
Arnold and Falk, except that the bubble functions are not included in the space Vh.
In both works it is shown that this choice of spaces results in a uniformly optimal
order method when used with the stabilized energy functional. In fact, as discussed
in [1], essentially the same scheme results by using static condensation to eliminate
the bubble function in the method of [3]. A similar stabilized method was proposed
by Pitkäranta [16], except that the transverse displacement was approximated by
conforming quadratics instead of nonconforming linears, and no reduction operator
is needed. A simpler stabilized method has been recently proposed and analyzed by
Brezzi, Fortin, and Stenberg [8]. This uses continuous piecewise linear elements for
both Vh and Wh, and the reduction operator is Π0, the interpolation into the low-
est order Raviart–Thomas space. Finally, a variety of methods have been proposed
and analyzed using more involved modifications of the energy function to achieve
stabilization. Cf. [14] and [17].

In the next section, we present a mixed formulation of the Reissner–Mindlin
problem which will facilitate the analysis of the Oñate–Zarate–Flores method. In
§ 3 we prove optimal order error estimates for the case when t ≤ Ch. An interesting
relationship between the Oñate–Zarate–Flores method and the Morley method for
the approximation of the biharmonic problem is established in § 4. Finally, in § 5,
we present the results of some numerical computations which show that for t fixed,
the method does not converge as the mesh size h tends to zero.
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2. Variational formulations

For simplicity we henceforth assume that the domain Ω is a convex polygon and
restrict our attention to the case of a (hard) clamped plate. The rotation vector
and transverse displacement may then be determined as the unique solution to the
following weak formulation.

Find (φ, ω) ∈ H̊1 × H̊1 satisfying:

(C E φ, E ψ) + λt−2(φ− gradω,ψ − gradµ) = (g, µ) for all (ψ, µ) ∈ H̊1 × H̊1.

The space H̊1 denotes the usual Sobolev space of square integrable functions on
Ω which vanish on ∂Ω and which possess square integrable first derivatives, and
H̊1 denotes the corresponding space of 2-vector-valued functions. (We use boldface
type to denote vector-valued analogues of spaces and operators generally.) The
parentheses denote the L2 (or L2) inner product. In view of the analysis to follow
we also recall the definition of the differential operators

curl q =
(
−∂q/∂y
∂q/∂x

)
, rotψ = ( ∂ψ1/∂y − ∂ψ2/∂x ) ,

and the space

H̊(rot) ≡
{
ψ ∈ L2(Ω) | rotψ ∈ L2(Ω),ψ · s = 0 on ∂Ω

}
.

For the precise description and analysis of the approximation scheme we intro-
duce several finite element spaces. We suppose that a quasiuniform shape-regular
family of triangulations of Ω is given with the characteristic mesh size h tending to
zero. For each triangulation, we define

M̊1
0 , the usual conforming piecewise linear approximation of H̊1, consisting

of continuous piecewise linear functions vanishing on the boundary;

M̊1
∗ , the usual nonconforming piecewise linear approximation of H̊1, con-

sisting of piecewise linear functions which are continuous at the midpoints
of element edges and vanish at the midpoints of boundary edges;

M0, the space of piecewise constant functions; and

Γh, the lowest order Raviart–Thomas subspace of H̊(rot), consisting of vector-
valued functions which on each finite element are of the form (a − by, c+ bx)T for
some a, b, c ∈ R, and for which the tangential component on each element edge is
continuous from element to element and vanishes on boundary edges.

We shall use M̊1
∗ , the vector analogue of the nonconforming space to approx-

imate φ. Differential operators such as E and rot may be applied to functions in
M̊1
∗ element by element; we shall write Eh and roth in this case.
For each of these spaces we define a projection operator mapping into the space

as follows:

Π1
h : H̊1 ∩ C(Ω)→ M̊1

0 , (ψ −Π1
hψ)(v) = 0 for all vertices v;



6 Analysis of a Finite Element for the Reissner–Mindlin Plate

Π∗h : H̊1 → M̊1
∗ ,
∫
e(ψ −Π∗hψ) = 0 for all edges e;

Π0
h : L2 →M0,

∫
T (ψ −Π0

hψ) = 0 for all triangles T ;

ΠΓ
h : H̊(rot)→ Γh,

∫
e
(ψ −ΠΓ

hψ) · s = 0 for all edges e.
Since

∫
eψ ·s is well-defined for ψ ∈ M̊1

∗ , the Raviart–Thomas projection ΠΓ
hψ is

well-defined for such ψ as well. These operators have a number of properties which
will enter the analysis below and which we now collect. First they give optimal
order approximation:

‖ψ −Π1
hψ‖0 + h‖ψ −Π1

hψ‖1 ≤ Ch2‖ψ‖2, for all ψ ∈ H̊1 ∩H2, (2.1)

‖ψ −Π∗hψ‖0 + h‖ψ −Π∗hψ‖1,h ≤ Ch2‖ψ‖2, for all ψ ∈ H̊1 ∩H2, (2.2)

‖ψ −Π0
hψ‖0 ≤ Ch‖ψ‖1, for all ψ ∈ H1, (2.3)

‖ψ −ΠΓ
hψ‖0 ≤ Ch‖ψ‖1, for all ψ ∈H1 ∩ H̊(rot), (2.4)

‖ψ −ΠΓ
hψ‖0 ≤ Ch‖ψ‖1,h, for all ψ ∈ M̊1

∗ , (2.5)

where we use the definition

‖ψ‖21,h = ‖ψ‖20 + ‖ gradhψ‖20.

Next, we recall the well-known commutativity property of the Raviart–Thomas
projection,

rotΠΓ
hψ = Π0

h rotψ for all ψ ∈ H̊1, (2.6)

and its analogue for ψ ∈ M̊1
∗ , which takes the form

rotΠΓ
hψ = rothψ for all ψ ∈ M̊1

∗ . (2.7)

The analogous property also holds for the projection onto the nonconforming space
M̊1
∗ :

rothΠ∗hψ = Π0
h rotψ for all ψ ∈ H̊1. (2.8)

The operator curlh : M0 → Γh is defined by the equation

(curlh q,ψ) = (q, rotψ) for all ψ ∈ Γh. (2.9)

Using it we may state the following discrete analogue of the Helmholtz decomposi-
tion (cf. [8, Lemma 3.1]).

Lemma 2.1.
Γh = grad M̊1

0 ⊕ curlhM0.

This is an L2 orthogonal decomposition.

The approximation scheme of Oñate, Zarate, and Flores uses M̊1
∗ as an approx-

imation of the space H̊1 for the rotations and M̊1
0 as an approximation of the space

H̊1 for the displacements. In addition it makes use of the interpolation operator
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ΠΓ
h as a reduction operator. Thus the discrete solution (φh, ωh) ∈ M̊1

∗ × M̊1
0 is

determined by the equations

(C Eh φh, Ehψ) + λt−2(ΠΓ
hφh − gradωh,ΠΓ

hψ − gradµ)

= (g, µ) for all (ψ, µ) ∈ M̊1
∗ × M̊1

0 . (2.10)

To analyze the scheme, we follow [8] to obtain an alternate weak formulation of
the continuous Reissner–Mindlin problem. First we use the Helmholtz decomposi-
tion to write

λt−2(gradω − φ) = grad r + curl p

with r vanishing on ∂Ω and p normalized to have mean value zero. Next we intro-
duce the auxiliary variable α = curl p. It is then easy to check that (r,φ, p,α, ω) ∈
H̊1 × H̊1 × L̂2 × H̊(rot)× H̊1 satisfies the following equations:

(grad r,gradµ) = (g, µ) for all µ ∈ H̊1, (2.11)

(C E φ, E ψ)− (p, rotψ) = (grad r,ψ) for all ψ ∈ H̊1, (2.12)

−(rotφ, q)− λ−1t2(rotα, q) = 0 for all q ∈ L̂2, (2.13)

(α, δ) − (p, rotδ) = 0 for all δ ∈ H̊(rot), (2.14)

(gradω,grad s) = (φ+ λ−1t2 grad r,grad s) for all s ∈ H̊1. (2.15)

Note that we use a circumflex over a space to denote the subspace consisting of
functions of mean value zero.

As observed in many papers on the subject, the two Poisson problems (2.11) and
(2.15) decouple from this system. To study the remaining equations (2.12)–(2.14),
we follow Brezzi, Fortin, and Stenberg [8] and define A : [H̊1 × H̊(rot)] × [H̊1 ×
H̊(rot)]→ R and B : [H̊1 × H̊(rot)]× L̂2 → R by

A(φ,α;ψ, δ) = (C E φ, E ψ) + λ−1t2(α, δ),

B(ψ, δ; q) = −(rotψ, q)− λ−1t2(rot δ, q).

With respect to the t-dependent norm

|||ψ, δ|||2 = ‖ψ‖21 + t2‖δ‖20 + t4‖ rotδ‖20

on H̊1 × H̊(rot) and the usual norm on L̂2, the forms A and B are bounded
uniformly in t. Note that for the exact solution we have α = curl p and t2 rotα =
−λ rotφ, so |||φ,α|||2 = ‖φ‖21 + λ2‖ rotφ‖20 + t2‖ curl p‖20. The continuous problem
(2.12)–(2.14) can then be cast into the form:

Find (φ,α) ∈ H̊1 × H̊(rot) and p ∈ L̂2 such that

A(φ,α;ψ, δ) +B(ψ, δ; p) = (grad r,ψ) for all (ψ, δ) ∈ H̊1 × H̊(rot),
(2.16)

B(φ,α; q) = 0 for all q ∈ L̂2. (2.17)
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This problem is a saddle point problem of the form considered by Brezzi in [7]. The
two hypothesis of Brezzi’s theorem, which we now state, are easily verified using
Korn’s inequality for the first and simply choosing δ = 0 in the second.

(B1) There exists γ > 0 independent of t such that

A(ψ, δ;ψ, δ) ≥ γ|||ψ, δ|||2

for all

(ψ, δ) ∈ Z =:
{

(ψ, δ) ∈ H̊1 × H̊(rot) |B(ψ, δ; q) = 0 for all q ∈ L̂2
}

=
{

(ψ, δ) ∈ H̊1 × H̊(rot) |λ−1t2 rotδ = − rotψ
}
.

(B2) There exists γ > 0 independent of t such that

inf
q∈L̂2

sup
(ψ,δ)∈H̊1×H̊(rot)

B(ψ, δ; q)
|||ψ, δ|||‖q‖0

≥ γ.

We note for future reference the following regularity results for (2.11)–(2.15).
The bounds for r, ω, φ, and p are proved in [3] and those for α follow from the
equations α = curl p and t2 rotα = −λ rotφ. There exists a constant C indepen-
dent of t such that

‖r‖1 + ‖ω‖1 + ‖φ‖2 + ‖p‖1 + t‖p‖2 + ‖α‖0 + t‖α‖1 + t2‖ rotα‖1 ≤ C‖g‖−1,
(2.18)

‖r‖2 + ‖ω‖2 ≤ C‖g‖0. (2.19)

We now derive the discrete version of (2.11)–(2.15). Let (φh, ωh) solve (2.10).
Then gradωh and ΠΓ

hφh belong to Γh, so we invoke Lemma 2.1 to write

λt−2(gradωh −ΠΓ
hφh) = grad rh + curlh ph

with rh ∈ M̊1
0 and ph ∈ M̂0. Set αh = curlh ph ∈ Γh. Using (2.9) and (2.7), it is

then easy to see that the quintuple (rh,φh, ph,αh, ωh) ∈ M̊1
0 ×M̊1

∗ ×M̂0×Γh×M̊1
0

satisfies

(grad rh,gradµ) = (g, µ) for all µ ∈ M̊1
0 , (2.20)

(C Ehφh, Ehψ)− (ph, rothψ) = (grad rh,ΠΓ
hψ) for all ψ ∈ M̊1

∗ , (2.21)

−(roth φh, q)− λ−1t2(rotαh, q) = 0 for all q ∈ M̂0, (2.22)

(αh, δ)− (ph, rotδ) = 0 for all δ ∈ Γh, (2.23)

(gradωh,grad s) = (ΠΓ
hφh + λ−1t2 grad rh,grad s) for all s ∈ M̊1

0 . (2.24)

Once again the main part of the analysis deals with equations (2.21)–(2.23),
which we may rewrite in standard form:
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Find (φh,αh) ∈ M̊1
∗ × Γh, ph ∈ M̂0 such that

Ah(φh,αh;ψ, δ) +Bh(ψ, δ; ph) = (grad rh,ΠΓ
hψ) for all (ψ, δ) ∈ M̊1

∗ × Γh,
(2.25)

Bh(φh,αh; q) = 0 for all q ∈ M̂0, (2.26)

where

Ah(φ,α;ψ, δ) = (C Eh φ, Ehψ) + λ−1t2(α, δ),

Bh(ψ, δ; q) = −(rothψ, q)− λ−1t2(rot δ, q).

Note that Ah and Bh are defined just as A and B except that E and rot are replaced
by the piecewise defined operators Eh and roth when applied to functions in the
nonconforming space M̊1

∗ .

3. Error estimates

In the preceding section, we reduced the continuous Reissner–Mindlin system to
the saddle point problem (2.16)–(2.17), and the Oñate–Zarate–Flores method to the
discrete analogue of this problem, (2.25)–(2.26). The well-posedness of (2.16)–(2.17)
followed easily from the continuous Brezzi conditions (B1) and (B2). A seemingly
natural way to proceed with the error analysis would be to establish the discrete
analogues of the Brezzi conditions for the discrete problem (2.25)–(2.26), and then
to apply standard arguments from the theory of mixed methods. However this
approach fails, because the discrete analogue of condition (B1) does not hold. To
understand why the condition fails in the discrete case even though it holds in the
continuous case, recall that the continuous result was a simple consequence of Korn’s
inequality. However the discrete analogue of Korn’s inequality for nonconforming
linear elements, that is, the statement that

‖ gradhψ‖0 ≤ C‖ Ehψ‖0 for all ψ ∈ M̊1
∗ ,

is known not to be true (cf. [11] and [12]). All is not lost, however. The dis-
crete analogue of condition (B1) requires coercivity of the form Ah only over the
subspace Zh of M̊1

∗ × Γh which is defined in equation (3.3) below. But, as we
show in Lemma 3.2 below, such coercivity does hold with a constant γ of the form
cmin(1, h2/t2). Thus, if t = O(h), γ is O(1), while for fixed t, γ tends to zero as h
tends to zero. This observation is key to understanding both the good performance
of the method when t = O(h) and its failure to converge for fixed t as h tends to
zero.

From the strong form of equation (2.16), we obtain, using integration by parts,
that

Ah(φ,α;ψ, δ) +Bh(ψ, δ; p) = (grad r,ψ) +
∑
T

∫
∂T

[(C E φ)n+ ps] · ψ

for all (ψ, δ) ∈ M̊1
∗ × Γh.
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Combining this equation with equation (2.25) gives

Ah(φh,αh;ψ, δ) +Bh(ψ, δ; ph) = Ah(φ,α;ψ, δ) +Bh(ψ, δ; p)

+ (grad rh,ΠΓ
hψ)− (grad r,ψ)−

∑
T

∫
∂T

[(C E φ)n+ ps] · ψ

for all (ψ, δ) ∈ M̊1
∗ × Γh, (3.1)

whence

Ah(Π∗hφ−φh,ΠΓ
hα−αh;ψ, δ)+Bh(ψ, δ; p−ph) = Ah(Π∗hφ−φ,ΠΓ

hα−α;ψ, δ)

− (grad rh,ΠΓ
hψ) + (grad r,ψ) +

∑
T

∫
∂T

[(C E φ)n+ ps] · ψ

for all (ψ, δ) ∈ M̊1
∗ × Γh. (3.2)

We now prove a sequence of lemmas which allow us to derive error estimates from
(3.2). For the first two we define

Zh =
{

(ψ, δ) ∈ M̊1
∗ × Γh |Bh(ψ, δ; q) = 0 for all q ∈ M̂0

}
=
{

(ψ, δ) ∈ M̊1
∗ × Γh |λ−1t2 rotδ = rothψ for all q ∈ M̂0

}
.

(3.3)

We note that if (ψ, δ) ∈ Zh, then

Bh(ψ, δ; q) = 0 for all q ∈ L2. (3.4)

Lemma 3.1. The solutions of (2.11)–(2.15) satisfy (Π∗hφ,Π
Γ
hα) ∈ Zh. The solu-

tions of (2.20)–(2.24) satisfy (φh,αh) ∈ Zh.

Proof: The second statement is immediate from (2.22). To verify the first, we use
(2.8), (2.13), and (2.6) to obtain

rothΠ∗hφ = Π0
h rotφ = −λ−1t2Π0

h rotα = −λ−1t2 rotΠΓ
hα.

Lemma 3.2. There exists γ > 0 independent of h and t such that

Ah(ψ, δ;ψ, δ) ≥ γ[min(1, h2/t2)‖ψ‖21,h + ‖ Ehψ‖20 + t2‖δ‖20 + h2t2‖ rotδ‖20]
for all (ψ, δ) ∈ Zh.

Proof: First we recall the discrete Poincare inequality (see, e.g., [3]),

‖ψ‖0 ≤ C‖ gradhψ‖0 for all ψ ∈ M̊1
∗ ,

which, together with the differential identity

gradhψ = Ehψ +
1
2

rothψ
(

0 1
−1 0

)
,
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implies that

‖ψ‖1,h ≤ C(‖ Ehψ‖0 + ‖ rothψ‖0) for all ψ ∈ M̊∗
1 . (3.5)

Using an inverse inequality and then (3.3), we get that

Ah(ψ, δ;ψ, δ) ≥ γ1(‖ Ehψ‖20 + t2‖δ‖20)
≥ γ2(‖ Ehψ‖20 + t2‖δ‖20 + h2t2‖ rotδ‖20)
≥ γ3(‖ Ehψ‖20 + t2‖δ‖20 + h2t2‖ rotδ‖20‖+ h2/t2‖ rothψ‖20),

where the γi are positive constants independent of h and t. The desired estimate
then follows from (3.5).

Our next lemma is a standard bound on the consistency error due to the non-
conformity of M̊1

∗ as an approximation of H̊1. For a proof see, e.g., [3].

Lemma 3.3. There exists a constant C independent of h such that

∑
T

∫
∂T

[(C E φ)n + ps] ·ψ| ≤ Ch(‖φ‖2 + ‖p‖1)‖ψ‖1,h

for all φ ∈H2, p ∈ H1, and ψ ∈ M̊1
∗ .

Next we bound the consistency error attributable to the reduction operator and
the approximate forcing function in (2.21).

Lemma 3.4. There exists a constant C independent of h such that if for some
g ∈ L2, r ∈ H̊1 satisfies (2.11), rh ∈ M̊1

0 satisfies (2.20), and ψ ∈ M̊1
∗ , then

|(grad r,ψ)− (grad rh,ΠΓ
hψ)| ≤ Ch‖r‖2‖ψ‖1,h.

Proof: Clearly

|(grad r,ψ)− (grad rh,ΠΓ
hψ)| = |(grad[r − rh],ψ) + (grad rh,ψ −ΠΓ

hψ)|
≤ ‖r − rh‖1‖ψ‖0 + ‖rh‖1‖ψ −ΠΓ

hψ‖0.

In view of (2.5) and the obvious estimates

‖rh‖1 ≤ C‖r‖1, ‖r − rh‖1 ≤ Ch‖r‖2,

the lemma follows.

We are now ready to prove the basic energy estimate for the method.
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Theorem 3.5. There exists a constant C independent of h and t such that

‖φ− φh‖1,h + t2‖ rot(α−αh)‖0 ≤ Chmax(1, t2/h2)‖g‖0,
‖ Eh(φ− φh)‖0 + t‖α−αh‖0 ≤ Chmax(1, t/h)‖g‖0.

Proof: Choosing (ψ, δ) = (Π∗hφ − φh,ΠΓ
hα − αh) in (3.2) and using (3.4) and

Lemma 3.1 we get that

Ah(Π∗hφ− φh,ΠΓ
hα−αh;Π∗hφ− φh,ΠΓ

hα−αh)
= Ah(Π∗hφ− φ,ΠΓ

hα−α;Π∗hφ− φh,ΠΓ
hα−αh) (3.6)

− (grad rh,ΠΓ
h[Π

∗
hφ− φh]) + (grad r,Π∗hφ− φh)

+
∑
T

∫
∂T

[(C E φ)n+ ps] · (Π∗hφ− φh).

Applying Lemma 3.3, Lemma 3.4, Schwarz’s inequality, and the approximation error
bounds (2.2)–(2.4), the terms on the right hand side may be bounded above by

Ch(‖φ‖2 + ‖p‖1 + ‖r‖2 + t‖α‖1)(‖Π∗hφ− φh‖1,h + t‖ΠΓ
hα− αh‖0)

≤ Ch‖g‖0(‖Π∗hφ− φh‖1,h + t‖ΠΓ
hα−αh‖0),

where C is independent of h and t and we have invoked the regularity estimates
(2.18)–(2.19). On the other hand, Lemma 3.2 furnishes a lower bound for the left
hand side of (3.6):

γ[min(1, h2/t2)‖Π∗hφ− φh‖21,h + ‖ Eh(Π∗hφ− φh)‖20 + t2‖ΠΓ
hα−αh‖20

+ h2t2‖ rot(ΠΓ
hα−αh)‖20].

Combining these two bounds and performing some simple manipulations we get

‖Π∗hφ− φh‖1,h + t2‖ rot(ΠΓ
hα−αh)‖0 ≤ Chmax(1, t2/h2)‖g‖0,

‖ Eh(Π∗hφ− φh)‖0 + t‖ΠΓ
hα−αh‖0 ≤ Chmax(1, t/h)‖g‖0.

Now,

‖φ−Π∗hφ‖1,h + t‖α−ΠΓ
hα‖0 + t2‖ rot(α−ΠΓ

hα)‖0 ≤ Ch‖g‖0,

as follows from the (2.2)–(2.4), (2.6), and (2.18). The theorem then follows using
the triangle inequality.

We now consider L2 estimates. As is usual, we first define an appropriate dual
problem. For d ∈ L2, let (φd, pd,αd) ∈ H̊1 × L̂2 × H̊(rot) satisfy

(C E φd, E ψ)− (pd, rotψ) = (d,ψ) for all ψ ∈ H̊1, (3.7)

−(rotφd, q)− t2(rotαd, q) = 0 for all q ∈ L̂2, (3.8)

(αd, δ)− (pd, rot δ) = 0 for all δ ∈ H̊(rot), (3.9)
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and let ωd ∈ H̊1 be determined by

(gradωd,grad s) = (φd,grad s) for all s ∈ H̊1. (3.10)

Then, from [3, Theorem 7.1], we have the following regularity result.

‖ωd‖2 + ‖φd‖2 + ‖pd‖1 + t‖pd‖2 + ‖αd‖0 + t‖ rotαd‖0 ≤ C‖d‖0. (3.11)

Before using this dual problem to obtain L2 estimates, it will be convenient to
first establish two approximation results. The first deals with an approximation
property of ΠΓ

h, when applied to functions of a special form and the second bounds
the consistency error attributable to the reduction operator and the approximate
forcing function in a manner different from Lemma 3.4.

Lemma 3.6. Suppose that ψ ∈ H̊1, µ ∈ H̊1 ∩H2, z ∈ H2 and

λt−2(gradµ−ψ) = grad s+ curl q

for some s ∈ H̊1 ∩H2 and q ∈ Ĥ2. Then

|(grad z,ψ −ΠΓ
hψ)| ≤ Chmax(h, t)‖z‖2[‖µ‖2 + t(‖s‖2 + ‖q‖2)].

Proof: First observe that for each edge e joining vertices a and b, ΠΓ
h gradµ is an

element of Γh satisfying∫
e

(ΠΓ
h gradµ) · s =

∫
e

gradµ · s =
∫
e

dµ/ds = µ(b)− µ(a)

= Π1
hµ(b)−Π1

hµ(a) =
∫
e

d(Π1
hµ)/ds =

∫
e

gradΠ1
hµ · s

Since gradΠ1
hµ ∈ Γh and from the above, has the same values at the degrees of

freedom as ΠΓ
h gradµ, we get

ΠΓ
h gradµ = grad Π1

hµ. (3.12)

Using this fact, we have

(grad z,ψ −ΠΓ
hψ) = (grad z,gradµ−ΠΓ

h[gradµ])

− λ−1t2(grad z, [I −ΠΓ
h][grad s+ curl q])

= −(∆ z, µ− Π1
hµ)− λ−1t2(grad z, [I −ΠΓ

h][grad s+ curl q])

≤ ‖z‖2‖µ− Π1
hµ‖0 + Ct2‖z‖1‖(I −ΠΓ

h)(grad s+ curl q)‖0
≤ C[h2‖µ‖2‖z‖2 + t2h‖z‖1(‖s‖2 + ‖q‖2)]
≤ Chmax(h, t)‖z‖2[‖µ‖2 + t(‖s‖2 + ‖q‖2)].
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Lemma 3.7. Suppose that for some g ∈ L2, r ∈ H̊1 satisfies (2.11) and rh ∈ M̊1
0

satisfies (2.20) and that (φd, pd,αd, ωd) satisfies the above dual problem. Then
there exists a constant C independent of h such that

|(grad r,Π∗hφ
d)− (grad rh,ΠΓ

hΠ
∗
hφ

d)| ≤ Chmax(h, t)‖g‖0‖d‖0.

Proof: We first observe that ΠΓ
hΠ
∗
hφ

d = ΠΓ
hφ

d. Hence,

(grad r,Π∗hφ
d)− (grad rh,ΠΓ

hΠ
∗
hφ

d)

= (grad[r − rh],Π∗hφd) + (grad rh,Π∗hφ
d −ΠΓ

hΠ
∗
hφ

d)

= (grad[r − rh],Π∗hφd − φd)− (r − rh, divφd)

+ (grad rh,Π∗hφ
d −ΠΓ

hΠ
∗
hφ

d)

= (grad[r − rh],Π∗hφd − φd)− (r − rh, divφd) + (grad rh,Π∗hφ
d − φd)

+ (grad[rh − r],φd −ΠΓ
hφ

d) + (grad r,φd −ΠΓ
hφ

d).

Applying standard estimates, we obtain

|(grad r,Π∗hφ
d)− (grad rh,ΠΓ

hΠ
∗
hφ

d)| ≤ Ch2‖r‖2‖φd‖2 + |(grad r,φd −ΠΓ
hφ

d)|
≤ Ch2‖g‖0‖d‖0 + |(grad r,φd −ΠΓ

hφ
d)|.

To estimate the last term, we observe that from (3.7)–(3.10), it follows that φd has
the Helmholtz decomposition

gradωd − φd = λ−1t2 curl pd.

Applying Lemma 3.6 with ψ = φd, µ = ωd, z = r, s = 0, q = pd and the a priori
estimates (2.19) and (3.11), we get

|(grad r,φd−ΠΓ
hφ

d)| ≤ Chmax(h, t)‖r‖2[‖ωd‖2+t‖pd‖2] ≤ Chmax(h, t)‖g‖0‖d‖0.

Combining these results establishes the lemma.

Using this result, we now prove the first of our L2 estimates.

Theorem 3.8.
‖φ− φh‖0 ≤ Cmax(h2, t2)‖g‖0.

Proof: Integrating the strong form of (3.7) by parts, we obtain

(d,φ− φh)

= (C E φd, Eh[φ−φh])− (pd, roth[φ−φh])−
∑
T

∫
∂T

[C E φdn+ pds] · (φ−φh).

Now observe that using (2.13), (2.22), and (3.9), we get

(pd, roth[φ− φh]) = −λ−1t2(pd, rot[α−αh]) = −λ−1t2(αd,α−αh)
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so that we may rewrite the equation above as

(d,φ− φh) = Ah(φd,αd;φ− φh,α−αh)−
∑
T

∫
∂T

[C E φdn+ pds] · (φ− φh).

By Lemma 3.1, (Π∗hφ
d,ΠΓ

hα
d) ∈ Zh and hence from (3.4), Bh(Π∗hφ

d,ΠΓ
hα

d; q) = 0
for all q ∈ L2(Ω). From (3.1), we then obtain

Ah(φ− φh,α−αh;Π∗hφd,ΠΓ
hα

d)

= −(grad rh,ΠΓ
hΠ
∗
hφ

d) + (grad r,Π∗hφ
d) +

∑
T

∫
∂T

[(C E φ)n+ ps] ·Π∗hφd.

Combining these results, we obtain

(d,φ− φh) = Ah(φd −Π∗hφ
d,αd −ΠΓ

hα
d;φ− φh,α−αh)

+
∑
T

∫
∂T

(C E φn+ ps) · (Π∗hφd − φd)

−
∑
T

∫
∂T

(C E φdn+ pds) · (φ− φh)

+ (grad r,Π∗hφ
d)− (grad rh,ΠΓ

hΠ
∗
hφ

d).

Setting d = φ − φh, and applying standard results for nonconforming methods,
Theorem 3.5, and Lemma 3.7, we obtain:

‖φ− φh‖20 ≤ C
[
‖ Eh(φd −Π∗hφ

d)‖0‖ Eh(φ− φh)‖0 + t2‖αd −ΠΓ
hα

d‖0‖α−αh‖0
+h(‖φ‖2 + ‖p‖1)‖ gradh(Π

∗
hφ

d − φd)‖0
+h(‖φd‖2 + ‖pd‖1)‖ gradh(φ− φh)‖0
+|(grad r,Π∗hφ

d)− (grad rh,ΠΓ
hΠ
∗
hφ

d)|
]

≤ C
[
hmax(h, t)(‖φd‖2 + t‖αd‖1)‖g‖0 + h2(‖φ‖2 + ‖p‖1)‖φd‖2

+ max(h2, t2)(‖φd‖2 + ‖pd‖1)‖g‖0 + hmax(h, t)‖g‖0‖d‖0
]
.

Applying (2.18) and (3.11) completes the proof.

From these results, we easily obtain the following error estimate for the approx-
imation of ω.

Theorem 3.9.
‖ω − ωh‖1 ≤ C[h+ max(h2, t2)]‖g‖0.

Proof: Using (2.15) and (2.24), and then (2.11) and (2.20), we get that

(grad[Π1
hω − ωh],grad[Π1

hω − ωh]) = (grad[Π1
hω − ω],grad[Π1

hω − ωh])
+ (φ−ΠΓ

hφh + λ−1t2 grad[r − rh],grad[Π1
hω − ωh]).

= (grad[Π1
hω − ω],grad[Π1

hω − ωh])
+ (φ−ΠΓ

hφ+ [φ− φh] + [ΠΓ
h − I][φ − φh],grad[Π1

hω − ωh]).
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It easily follows by standard estimates that

‖ω − ωh‖1 ≤ C(‖ω −Π1
hω‖1 + ‖φ−ΠΓ

hφ‖0 + ‖φ− φh‖0 + h‖ gradh(φ− φh)‖0)
≤ C(h‖ω‖2 + h‖φ‖1 + max(t2, h2)‖g‖0) ≤ C[h+ max(t2, h2)]‖g‖0.

Finally, we apply another standard duality argument to obtain an L2 error
estimate for ω − ωh.

Theorem 3.10.
‖ω − ωh‖0 ≤ Cmax(h2, t2)‖g‖0.

Proof: Let z ∈ H̊1 and zh ∈ M̊1
0 be the respective solutions of

(grad z,grad s) = (ω − ωh, s) for all s ∈ H̊1,

(grad zh,grad s) = (ω − ωh, s) for all s ∈ M̊1
0 .

Then, using (2.11) and (2.20), we get

(ω−ωh, ω − ωh) = (grad[ω − ωh],grad z)

= (grad[ω − ωh],grad[z − zh])(φ−ΠΓ
hφh + λ−1t2 grad[r − rh],grad zh)

= (grad[ω − ωh],grad[z − zh]) + (φ−ΠΓ
hφh,grad zh)

= (grad[ω − ωh],grad[z − zh]) + (φ−ΠΓ
hφ,grad[zh − z])

+ (φ−ΠΓ
hφ,grad z) + ([ΠΓ

h − I][φ − φh],grad zh) + (φ− φh,grad zh).

Hence, applying Theorems 3.5–3.9, Lemma 3.6, (2.4), (2.18), and (2.19), we obtain

‖ω−ωh‖20
≤ (‖ω − ωh‖1 + ‖φ−ΠΓ

hφ‖0)‖z − zh‖1 + ‖[ΠΓ
h − I][φ− φh]‖0‖ grad zh‖0

+ ‖φ− φh‖0‖ grad zh‖0 + |(φ−ΠΓ
hφ,grad z)|

≤ C[h‖ω − ωh‖1 + h‖φ−ΠΓ
hφ‖0 + h‖ gradh(φ− φh)‖0 + ‖φ− φh‖0]‖z‖2

+ |(φ−ΠΓ
hφ,grad z)|

≤ Cmax(h2, t2)‖g‖0‖z‖2.

Using the fact that ‖z‖2 ≤ C‖ω − ωh‖0, we obtain the result of the lemma.

4. Connection to the Morley method for the biharmonic equation

The method analyzed in this paper has another interesting property. For fixed h,
the method approaches a modified Morley method for the biharmonic as t tends to
zero. More precisely, we shall establish the following result. Let M̊2

∗ denote the sub-
space of Morley elements, consisting of piecewise quadratics which are continuous
at element vertices and vanish at boundary vertices, and whose normal derivatives
are continuous at midpoints of edges and vanish at midpoints of boundary edges.
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Theorem 4.1. Suppose (φh, ωh) ∈ M̊1
∗ × M̊1

0 is the solution of (2.10). Then

lim
t→0

φh = gradh zh, lim
t→0

gradωh = ΠΓ
h gradh zh,

where zh ∈ M̊2
∗ satisfies the modified Morley equations

(C Eh gradh zh, Eh gradh vh) = (g,Π1
hvh) for all vh ∈ M̊2

∗ . (4.1)

We note that a connection to the Morley method is observed in [15] and that
the modified Morley method given above has been previously discussed by Arnold
and Brezzi in [2] where it is shown to be essentially equivalent to the mixed method
of Hellan–Hermann–Johnson.

To establish this theorem, we will use the following relationship between the
Morley space and the space of nonconforming piecewise linear finite elements. The
proof is analogous to that of Theorem 4.1 of [12].

Lemma 4.2.
gradh M̊

2
∗ = {ψ ∈ M̊1

∗ : rothψ = 0}.

Proof of Theorem 4.1: Let (φ0
h, p

0
h,α

0
h, ω

0
h) denote the solution of (2.21)–(2.24)

with t = 0. We first show that

lim
t→0

φh = φ0
h, lim

t→0
gradωh = gradω0

h.

Subtracting the limit version of (2.21)–(2.24) from the original version, we obtain

(C Eh[φh − φ0
h], Ehψ)− (ph − p0

h, rothψ) = 0 for all ψ ∈ M̊1
∗ , (4.2)

−(roth[φh − φ0
h], q)− λ−1t2(rot[αh −α0

h], q) = λ−1t2(rotα0
h, q) for all q ∈ M̂0,

(4.3)

(αh −α0
h, δ)− (ph − p0

h, rotδ) = 0 for all δ ∈ Γh, (4.4)

(grad[ωh − ω0
h],grad s) = (ΠΓ

h[φh − φ0
h] + λ−1t2 grad rh,grad s) for all s ∈ M̊1

0 .
(4.5)

Choosing ψ = φh −φ0
h, q = p0

h − ph, and δ = λ−1t2(αh −α0
h) and adding the first

three equations, we obtain

(C Eh[φh − φ0
h], Eh[φh − φ0

h]) + λ−1t2(αh −α0
h,αh −α0

h)

= λ−1t2(rotα0
h, p

0
h − ph) = λ−1t2(α0

h,αh −α0
h).

It follows easily that limt→0 Eh[φh − φ0
h] = 0. Using (4.2) and the properties of

the M̊1
∗ − M̂0 Stokes element, it is easy to show that limt→0 p

0
h − ph = 0. It then

follows from (4.4) that limt→0αh−α0
h = 0. From (4.3), we can then conclude that

limt→0 roth[φh −φ0
h] = 0 and hence that limt→0 φh −φ0

h = 0. Finally, we conclude
from (4.5) that limt→0 ωh − ω0

h = 0.
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To complete the proof, we show that φ0
h = gradhzh and gradω0

h = ΠΓ
h gradhzh,

where zh ∈ M̊2
∗ satisfies the modified Morley equation (4.1). Now using (2.22) with

t = 0, (2.7), and (2.9), we have for all piecewise constant qh that

0 = (rothφ0
h, qh) = (rotΠΓ

hφ
0
h, qh) = (ΠΓ

hφ
0
h, curlh qh).

Using the above, Lemma 2.1, and (2.24) with t = 0 it easily follows that gradω0
h =

ΠΓ
hφ

0
h. Now since roth φ0

h = 0, we may use Lemma 4.2 to write φ0
h = gradh zh,

where zh ∈ M̊2
∗ . Thus, it only remains to show that zh satisfies (4.1). Choosing

ψh = gradh vh for vh ∈ M̊2
∗ and noting that ψh ∈ M̊1

∗ and rothψh = 0, we get
from (2.21) with t = 0, that

(C Eh φ0
h, Eh gradh vh) = (grad rh,ΠΓ

h gradh vh).

Now observing that (3.12) is also valid when gradµ is replaced by gradh vh (the
proof is unchanged), we have

ΠΓ
h gradh vh = gradΠ1

hvh.

Then using (2.20), we get

(C Eh φ0
h, Eh gradh vh) = (grad rh,gradΠ1

hvh) = (g,Π1
hvh).

Hence, zh ∈ M̊2
∗ satisfies (4.1).

5. Numerical Results

The error estimates derived in the previous section show that when t = O(h),
the method gives optimal order error estimates for all the variables, independent
of t. Thus, we do not have a locking problem in the usual sense. However, when
h is small compared with t, the error estimates deteriorate and do not show the
convergence of the method for fixed t as h → 0. In this section, we present the
results of some numerical computations to show that this failure of convergence is
not a problem with the proof, but a problem with the method.

The example we consider is a circular plate which is clamped on its edge and
loaded by g = cos θ (we use polar coordinates r and θ to describe the problem and
its solution, but compute in Cartesian coordinates). Exploiting symmetry we need
only discretize one quarter of the domain, and thus the computational domain is
the quarter of the unit circle contained in the first quadrant. Essential boundary
conditions φ1 = φ2 = ω = 0 are imposed on the curved portion of the boundary,
while on the vertical segment of the boundary the only essential boundary conditions
imposed are φ2 = ω = 0 and on the horizontal segment of the boundary only φ2 = 0
is imposed. For the Young modulus, Poisson ratio, and shear correction factor we
take E = 1, ν = 0.3, and k = 5/6, and for the thickness we take the three values
t = 1, 0.1, and 0.01. For each value of the thickness we computed on a sequence
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Fig. 1. An intermediate mesh with 256 elements.

of six meshes with 4, 16, 64, 256, 1024, and 4048 elements. The fourth mesh, with
256 elements, is shown in Fig. 1.

The exact solution of this problem can be expressed in terms of a modified Bessel
function [4], and thus we can compute the exact error in the numerical solution. The
solution has a boundary layer, but it is too weak to interfere with the convergence
of linear elements (all three component are bounded in H2 uniformly with respect
to t [5]). The first graph in Fig. 1 is a log–log plot of the L2-errors as a function
of meshsize for the transverse displacement and the first component of rotation
(the error for the second component is very similar). Note the apparent optimal
second order convergence of all three components when t = 0.01, but evident lack
of convergence when t = 1. In the case t = 0.1 there is reasonable convergence for h
not too small, but the convergence slows significantly when h decreases, especially
for the rotation.

For sake of comparison, the performance of two other elements for the same prob-
lem are shown. The second plot in Fig. 2 depicts the performance of a straightfor-
ward discretization using conforming piecewise linear elements for both the rotation
and the displacement. This method suffers from locking. Thus the apparent con-
vergence is good for t large, but poor for t small (precisely the opposite as for the
Oñate–Zarate–Flores method). The final plot in Fig. 2 depicts the performance of
the Arnold–Falk element. This is a truly locking-free element, in the sense that op-
timal order convergence can be proven to hold uniformly for t ∈ (0, 1]. The robust
performance of this element is clear in the plot.
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Fig. 2. Plots of L2-errors versus meshsize for the Oñate–Zarate–Flores method, a standard
method using conforming linear elements, and the Arnold–Falk method.

References

1. D. N. Arnold, Innovative finite element methods for plates, Mat. Apl. Comput. 10
(1991) 77–99.

2. D. N. Arnold and F. Brezzi, Mixed and nonconforming finite element methods: imple-
mentation, postprocessing, and error estimates, RAIRO Modél. Math. Anal. Numér.
19 (1985) 7–32.

3. D. N. Arnold and R. S. Falk, A uniformly accurate finite element method for the
Reissner–Mindlin plate, SIAM J. Numer. Anal. 26 (1989) 1276–1290.

4. D. N. Arnold and R. S. Falk, Edge effects in the Reissner–Mindlin plate theory, in Ana-
lytical and Computational Models for Shells, eds. A. K. Noor, T. Belytschko,
and J. Simo (American Society of Mechanical Engineers, 1989), pp. 71–90.

5. D. N. Arnold and R. S. Falk, Asymptotic analysis of the boundary layer for the
Reissner–Mindlin plate model, SIAM J. Math. Anal. 27 (1996) 486–514.

6. K. J. Bathe, F. Brezzi, and M. Fortin, Mixed-interpolated elements for Reissner–
Mindlin plates, Internat. J. Numer. Methods Engrg. 21 (1989) 1787–1801.

7. F. Brezzi, On the existence, uniqueness and approximation of saddle point problems
arising from lagrangian multipliers, R.A.I.R.O. Anal. Numer. 8 (1974) 129–174.

8. F. Brezzi, M. Fortin, and R. Stenberg, Error analysis of mixed-interpolated elements
for Reissner–Mindlin plates, Math. Models and Methods in Applied Sciences 1 (1991)
125–151.



Analysis of a Finite Element for the Reissner–Mindlin Plate 21

9. R. Durán, A. Ghioldi, and N. Wolanksi, A finite element method for the Mindlin–
Reissner plate model, SIAM J. Numer. Anal. 28 (1991) 1004–1014.

10. R. Durán and E. Liberman, On mixed finite element methods for the Reissner–Mindlin
plate model, Math. Comp. 58 (1992) 561–573.

11. R. Falk, Nonconforming finite element methods for the equations of linear elasticity,
Math. Comp. 57 (1991) 529–550.

12. R. Falk and M. Morley, Equivalence of finite element methods for problems in elasticity,
SIAM J. Numer. Anal. 27 (1990) 1486–1505.

13. L. P. Franca and R. Stenberg, A modification of a low-order Reissner–Mindlin plate
bending element, The Mathematics of Finite Elements and Applications VII, ed. J. R.
Whiteman (Academic Press, 1991), pp. 425–436.

14. T. J. R. Hughes and L. Franca, A mixed finite element formulation for Reissner–
Mindlin plate theory: Uniform convergence of all higher order spaces, Comp. Meths.
Appl. Mech. Engrg. 67 (1988) 223–240.
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16. J. Pitkäranta, Analysis of some low-order finite element schemes for Mindlin–Reissner
and Kirchoff plates, Numer. Math 53 (1988) 237–254.

17. R. Stenberg, A new finite element formulation for the plate bending problem, in As-
ymptotic Methods for Elastic Structures, ed. L. Trabucho (de Gruyter, 1993),
pp. 209–221.


