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On material-uniform elastic bodies with disclinations

and their homogenization

Cy Maor*

Dedicated to Marcelo Epstein, in celebration of his 80th birthday.

Abstract

In this note, we define material-uniform hyperelastic bodies (in the sense of Noll)
containing discrete disclinations and dislocations, and study their properties. We show
in a rigorous way that the size of a disclination is limited by the symmetries of the con-
stitutive relation; in particular, if the symmetry group of the body is discrete, it cannot
admit arbitrarily small, yet non-zero, disclinations. We then discuss the application of
these observations to the derivations of models of bodies with continuously-distributed
defects.

1 Introduction

The systematic study of material defects has a long history, dating back to Volterra [Vol07]
at the beginning of the 20th century. Beginning in the mid-20th century, two somewhat
different paradigms for describing bodies with defects (either discrete or continuously-
distributed) has emerged in the rational mechanics literature. In the first one, initiated
by Nye [Nye53], Kondo [Kon55], and Bilby [BBS55], the elemental object is the body
manifold, and its associated geometric fields — typically a Riemannian metric and an
affine connection — describe the existence of defects in it. In this approach, the mechanical
behavior (i.e., the constitutive relation) should relate to these fields, although the exact
relationship typically remains quite vague. In the second paradigm, mainly due to Noll
[Nol59] and Wang [Wan67], the constitutive relation is the elemental object, from which
one can associate various geometric fields, under the assumption of material-uniformity
(meaning, in a precise sense, that distinct material points have “the same” mechanical
response). See [EKM20] for a recent account of the differences and similarities between the
approaches.

In this geometric paradigm, a body with continuously-distributed defects is often modeled
by a triplet (M,G,∇), where (M,G) is a Riemannian manifold and∇ is an affine connection.
The connection ∇ is uniquely characterized by three tensor fields: its curvature, torsion
and non-metricity tensors (the first two are intrinsic to ∇, the last one is with respect to
G). These fields correspond, in this paradigm, to fields of disclinations, dislocations, and
point-defects, respectively (see [MR02, YG12a, YG12b, YG13, RG17] for some rather recent
accounts). When specific constitutive relations are considered in these works, they are
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often neo-Hookean or other isotropic models (e.g., [YG12a, YG13]). It is worth noting,
however, that crystalline materials — arguably the most common examples of defected
bodies — often have discrete symmetry groups (also called isotropy groups) due to their
crystalline structure.

Although these models for continuously-distributed defects are well known, the homoge-
nization problem — that is, the rigorous derivation of a model for continuously-distributed
defects from models with discretely distributed ones — was largely unexplored until the
last decade. For continuously distributed dislocations, this problem was addressed in a se-
ries of works that first considered only the geometry of the body manifold [KM15, KM16b]
and later included the homogenization of its mechanical response [KM16a, EKM20] (see
also [KO20] for a different approach to geometric homogenization). A notable outcome of
these homogenization results concerns the symmetry group of the material. Specifically,
if the material has a discrete symmetry group, the limiting geometric fields G and ∇ are
uniquely derived from the constitutive relation (i.e., there is a one-to-one correspondence
between the paradigms). In contrast, if the material is isotropic, the emerging constitutive
relation is completely independent of the torsion tensor of∇, which represents the distribu-
tion of dislocations in the geometric paradigm [EKM20]. In this case, while the paradigms
are consistent, the distribution of dislocations cannot be inferred from the mechanical
behavior alone.

The aim of this note is to investigate a framework for similar problems for bodies with
disclinations. Disclinations are both simpler and more complicated than dislocations. On
one hand, their geometry is simpler: it is easy to visualize a body with a disclination (a cone)
and to see how such bodies can approximate a smooth surface (in the same sense that a
soccer ball approximates a sphere). On the other hand, disclinations are more complicated:
while a body with dislocations admits global parallelism (i.e., “lattice directions” can be
defined uniquely across the entire body), a body with finitely-many disclinations only
admits local parallelism. Consequently, describing a non-isotropic constitutive relation for
such bodies is more challenging.

Main results and structure of the paper. The basic modeling assumption of this work
is that the elastic body is a continuum (a smooth manifold) that is material-uniform. For
simplicity, we assume that its constitutive relation is hyperelastic, but impose no additional
assumptions (e.g., isotropy).1

In §2, we provide a brief overview of hyperelastic material-uniform bodies, including their
symmetry groups and the concept of a material connection. In §3, we focus on bodies with
discrete defects, and show the following:

1. We present a general definition of a hyperelastic material-uniform body with (dis-
crete) defects.

2. We prove that such bodies admit a locally-flat material connection, which induces a
notion of parallelism on any sub-body that does not contain a disclination.

1One could argue that a more elemental model to start with, in particular in considering crystalline defects,
is a discrete model of particles. However discrete-to-continuum limit, unlike homogenization of defects, is
quite well-understood; see, e.g., [CvM21], for a rigorous derivation of a discrete-to-continuum limit in the
presence of a disclination.
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3. We revisit how the disclination and dislocation contents are derived from the material
connection.

4. We prove a relationship between the disclination content and the symmetry group
of the material.

Finally, in §4, we discuss the implications of these results for the homogenization of defects.
Specifically:

• We show that, unlike dislocations, disclinations cannot be homogenized when the
symmetry group is discrete, as disclinations cannot be arbitrarily small.

• For isotropic materials, it is possible to homogenize disclinations, but the limiting
constitutive relation depends solely on the limiting Riemannian metric, irrespective
of the type of defects from which it was derived.

We then revisit the geometric paradigm of continuous distributions of defects, in which
defect fields are associated with the tensors of a material connection. The observations
above reveal the limitations on extending this paradigm — beyond the theory of dislocation
— to derive effective homogenization models that account for mechanical behavior.
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shaped my academic journey and serves as an inspiration both as an academic and as a
person. It is a pleasure to present this paper,directly influenced by our discussions, in honor
of his 80th birthday. The author is grateful to Raz Kupferman for helpful discussions related
to this manuscript. This work was written while the author was visiting the University of
Toronto and the Fields Institute for Research in Mathematical Sciences; their support and
hospitality is gratefully acknowledged. The author was partially supported by ISF grant
2304/24 and BSF grant 2022076.

2 Material-uniform hyperelastic bodies

We start by defining a general hyperelastic body: a body whose mechanical behavior can
be obtained by minimizing an elastic energy.

Definition 2.1 (Hyperelastic body) A hyperelastic body is a triplet (M,W,Vol), consists of a d-
dimensional oriented differentiable manifold, M—the body manifold—a volume form Vol, and
an energy-density function (or constitutive relation),

W : T∗M ⊗Rd → (−∞,∞],

which is viewed as a (nonlinear) bundle map over M.2 The elastic energy associated with a
configuration f : M→ Rd is given by

E(M,W,Vol)( f ) =

∫

M

Wp(d f (p)) Vol(p). (2.1)

2Allowing for W to obtain the value +∞ is a standard way for excluding some non-physical maps, like
orientation-reversing ones.
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While it is not necessary from the definition, we typically (and in this paper) assume that
M can be covered in a single chart.3 Our focus are bodies in which “all the material points
behave the same way”. This property is called material-uniformity and was developed
by Noll [Nol59] and Wang [Wan67]. For hyperelastic bodies it reads as follows (see also
[EKM20]):4

Definition 2.2 (Hyperelastic smooth uniform body) A hyperelastic smooth uniform body is a
hyperelastic body (M,W,Vol) that can be represented as a triplet (M, {Uα,Pα}α,W), where (Uα)α
is an open cover of M, and Pα : TUα → R

d are Rd-valued one-forms satisfying:

• Pα(p) : (TpM,Vol(p)) → (Rd, dx) is a volume-preserving isomorphism for every p ∈ Uα,

where Rd is endowed with the standard Euclidean volume form dx (that is, Vol = (Pα)
∗dx).

• W : Rd ⊗Rd → (−∞,∞] is related to W via Wp = (Pα(p))∗W, that is,

Wp(Ap) =W(Ap ◦ P
−1
α (p)), ∀p ∈ Uα, ∀Ap ∈ T∗pM ⊗Rd.

The function W represents the mechanical behavior of the “particle” from which the body
is composed, and thus it is often called an archtype. The tuple (Uα,Pα) is called reference
chart, Uα a reference neighborhood and Pα a reference map [Wan67, Definition 2.7]. The
reference map Pα(p) represents how the archtype W is implented in the material point p; its
inverse P−1

α is therefore sometimes called an implant map. {Pα}α also induce a Riemannian
metric G on M, via

Gp(X,Y) = Pα(p)(X) · Pα(p)(Y), p ∈ Uα, X,Y ∈ TpM, (2.2)

where · is the Euclidean inner-product on Rd. This metric is well-defined (independent of
α) for solid bodies [EKM20, Definition 6]. In the context of non-Euclidean elasticity, where
G is typically an elemental object, Pα are often called prestrain maps. In other contexts, the
map Pα may also play the role of the plastic strain in Kröner’s decomposition (hence the
use of the letter P). See [KM23, §2] for further discussion.

Let p ∈ Uα, and let {ei}
d
i=1

be the standard basis of Rd. We can think of (P−1
α (p)[ei])

d
i=1

as
being lattice directions at the point p. Motivated by this, we call the collection (Uα,Pα)α
the lattice structure of M.

The representation of (M,W,Vol) as (M, {Pα}α,W) is certainly non-unique. Note that our
assumption that M can be covered by a single chart does not imply that a single, globally
defined smooth map P : TM→ Rd that represents the elastic behavior exists. As we shall
see, the presence of a disclination prevents this possibility.

Definition 2.3 (symmetry group) Let (M,W,Vol) be a uniform, smooth, hyperelastic body. The sym-
metry group of the body associated with an archetype W of (M,W,Vol) is a group G ≤ GL(d),
defined by

W(B ◦ g) =W(B) for every B ∈ Rd ⊗Rd and g ∈ G.

The body is called a solid if there exists a W such that G ≤ SO(d). We shall only consider solid
bodies, and only consider such W, called W undistorted, as admissible.

3Note that in [EKM20] the volume-form is not part of the definition of the hyperelastic body, yet it is
required implicitly, when writing the elastic energy.

4In [EKM20] the definition is via the maps E = P−1, which can be thought of a choice of a frame at each
tangent space. Here we use P since it is more convenient for our purposes to use one-forms. Note also that in
[EKM20] the volume-preserving requirement is only implicit.
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Example 2.4 1. Isotropic materials are ones for which the symmetry group is exactly SO(d).
For example, Neo-Hookean archetypes such as

W(B) = ‖B‖2 + (det B − 1)2 or W(B) = dist2(B, SO(d))

are isotropic.

2. An example for a two-dimensional archetype with a discrete symmetry group is

W(B) =

n−1
∑

k=0

(|Bvk| − 1)2 + (det B − 1)2

for some n ∈N and vk = (cos(kπ/2n), sin(kπ/2n)). For n = 2 we obtain a square symmetry,
and for n = 3 a hexagonal symmetry.

Note the for d = 2 a solid is either isotropic or has discrete symmetry group.

Note that if the body can be represented as (M, {Uα,Pα}α,W), and p ∈ Uα ∩ Uβ for some
α, β, then

Pα(p) ◦ P−1
β (p) ∈ G. (2.3)

Indeed, for every B ∈ Rd ⊗Rd, we have

W(B ◦ Pα ◦ P
−1
β (p)) =Wp(B ◦ Pα(p)) =W(B ◦ Pα ◦ P

−1
α (p)) =W(B).

The relation (2.3) implies that the lattice directions at a point are only defined up to the
symmetry group of the body.

Finally, we recall the definition of a material connection, which is the global object that
represents how “lattice directions” (i.e., tangent vectors) at different material points corre-
spond to each other. In the geometric paradigm, the connection is the elemental object in
the description of a solid.

Definition 2.5 (Material connection) A material connection of (M,W) is an affine connection ∇
on M whose parallel-transport operator Π leaves W invariant. That is, for every p, q ∈ M,
A ∈ T∗qM ⊗R

d and path γ from p to q,

Wp(A ◦Πγ) =Wq(A), (2.4)

where Πγ : TpM→ TqM is the parallel transport along γ.

In general, a material connection may fail to exist, or may not be unique. In fact, for
isotropic materials, any connection that is metrically-consistent with the metric G defined
in (2.2) is a material connection. However, if the isotropy group is discrete, it admits a
unique connection, which is locally-flat (has zero Riemannian curvature; it can still have
a non-trivial holonomy) [EKM20, Proposition 1]. That is, at least locally, the body admits
local parallelism: a frame field at the vicinity of each material point that is parallel (with
respect to the material connection), and represents how lattice directions change in the
body. As we will see in Proposition 3.2 below, the existence of a locally-flat material
connection extends to bodies with disclinations and dislocations.
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3 Bodies with discrete defects

A body is Euclidean if we can consider the body manifold Ω as a subset of Rd and write
its associated energy as

E( f ) =

∫

Ω

W(d f ) dx.

That is, if we can represent it as (Ω, {Ω, Id},W) for an undistortedW. Note that if F : M→ Ω
is a diffeomorphism, we can change variables and obtain,

E( f ) =

∫

M

W(d f ′ ◦ dF−1) F∗dx

where f ′ = f ◦F, and F∗dx is the pullback of dx. Thus, (M, {M, dF},W) is also a representation
of the same body.

Bodies with discrete defects are multiply-connected bodies that locally (i.e., everywhere
except for the defects’ loci) look like Euclidean bodies. By the above discussion, we obtain
that it is a body whose reference maps are locally differentials — exact forms. Since a
locally-exact form is a closed form, this amounts to requiring that the reference maps are
closed forms:

Definition 3.1 1. A body with defects (disclinations and dislocations) is a uniform, smooth,
hyperelastic body (M, {Uα,Pα}α,W), such that for any α, Pα is closed, i.e., dPα = 0.

2. A sub-body M′ ⊂M has no disclinations if one can add to the lattice structure a reference
neighborhood (M′,P′) with P′ being closed.

3. A sub-body M′ ⊂ M has no defects if one can add to the lattice structure a reference
neighborhood (M′,P′) with P′ being exact, that is P′ = dF, for some F : M′ → Rd. In
particular, every simply-connected sub-body contains no defects.

We will motivate these definitions below. Note that Noll [Nol59] assumes that the body
can be covered by a single reference neighborhood, which is not sufficient for admitting
disclinations; thus we need the more general definition of a body due to Wang [Wan67].

Proposition 3.2 (Existence of material connection) The Levi-Civita connection of the Riemannian
metric (2.2) associated with a body with defects is a material connection. It is locally-flat, and
has a trivial holonomy on every sub-body with no disclinations.

Proof : Denote by G be the Riemannian metric associated with the body, and let p ∈ Uα.
Then, for some neighborhood V ⊂ Uα of p, we have that Pα|V is exact, hence Pα|V = dF
for some F : V → Rd. Thus, G|V is simply the pullback of the Euclidean metric to V via
F, and its Levi-Civita connection is the pullback of the Euclidean one; in particular, it has
zero curvature, that is, it is locally-flat. We now claim that for any curve γ ⊂ Uα between
points p and q, the parallel transport of this connection is given by

Πγ = Pα(q)−1Pα(p). (3.1)

Indeed, we can partition γ as γ = γn ∗ . . . ∗ γ1, where each γi is contained in a simply-
connected open set Vi ⊂ Uα. We then have

Πγ = Πγn ◦ . . . ◦Πγ1
. (3.2)

6



Thus it is sufficient to prove (3.1) for eachγi, but this just follows from the fact thatPα|Vi
= dF

is exact and thus the parallel transport is the pullback of the (trivial) Euclidean parallel
transport via F. Formula (3.1) now shows that for any closed curve γ ⊂ Uα based in p, the
parallel transport satisfyΠγ = IdTpM, that is the holonomy of γ is trivial. By definition, this
extends to all closed curves in sub-bodies that contain no disclinations.

It remains to show that ∇ is a material connection. It is immediate from (3.1) that (2.4)
holds for any γ ⊂ Uα. By partitioning a curve γ into γi ⊂ Uαi

and using (3.2), it follows in
full generality. ■

The Levi-Civita connection of a body with defects enables us to quantify the disclination
and dislocation content in the body:

Definition 3.3 (disclination content and Burgers vectors) Let (M, {Uα,Pα}α,W) be a body with de-
fects. Denote its associated Levi-Civita connection by ∇, and its parallel transport operator along

a curve γ : [s, t] → M by Π
γ(t)

γ(s)
. Let γ : [0, 1] → M be a piecewise smooth closed curved, based at

p ∈M.

1. The disclination content associated with γ is the map

cγ := Π
γ(1)

γ(0)
∈ T∗pM ⊗ TpM, (3.3)

that is, the holonomy associated with the curve γ. We say that γ has zero disclination content
if its disclination content is IdTpM.

2. If γ has zero disclination content, then its associated Burgers vector (dislocation content) is
the vector

bγ :=

∫ 1

0

(

Π
γ(t)

γ(0)

)−1

γ̇(t) dt ∈ TpM. (3.4)

Since the holonomy of ∇ is locally trivial, it follows that the disclination content of a curve
is homotopy-invariant, and it is trivial if the curve is contained in a sub-body with no
disclinations. The Burgers vector of a curve is also homotopy-invariant among curves
that have zero disclination content. The formula (3.4) makes sense for general bodies with
defects, however it is then not a homotopy-invariant — indeed, this is a manifestation
of the well-known fact that in the presence of disclinations, the Burgers vector around a
defect core depends on the chosen Burgers circuit (see also [KMS15]).

Remark:

1. It follows from Proposition 3.2 that the disclination content of any closed curve γ
that is contained in a sub-body with no disclinations (according to Definition 3.1) is
trivial. It thus follows that a body that contains disclinations cannot be represented
by a single (smooth) reference chart.

2. Furthermore, for a sub-body containing no defects (according to Definition 3.1), the
Burgers vector of any closed curve contained in it is zero. Indeed, in this case the
connection ∇ on the sub-body M′ is simply the pullback of the Euclidean connection
on Rd by an immersion F : M′ → Rd.
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This discussion motivates the nomeclature of Definition 3.1.

We now show that the disclination content always lies in the symmetry group of the body:

Proposition 3.4 Let (M, {Uα,Pα}α,W) be a body with defects, and let γ : [0, 1] → M be a closed
curve based at p, with p ∈ Uα for some α. Then its disclination content cγ satisfies

Pα(p) ◦ cγ ◦ P
−1
α (p) ∈ G,

where G ⊂ SO(d) is the symmetry group of W.

Proof : Write γ as γ = γn ∗ . . . ∗γ1, where γi ⊂ Uαi
, starting at a point pi and ending at a point

pi+1, where p1 = pn+1 = p. By the definition of the the connection associated with the lattice
structure, we have that

cγ = P−1
αn

(pn+1) ◦ Pαn(pn) ◦ . . . ◦ P−1
α2

(p3) ◦ Pα2(p2) ◦ P−1
α1

(p2) ◦ Pα1
(p1),

and thus

Pα(p) ◦ cγ ◦ P
−1
α (p) =

(

Pα(p) ◦ P−1
αn

(p)
)

◦ . . . ◦
(

Pα2(p2) ◦ P−1
α1

(p2)
)

◦
(

Pα1
(p) ◦ P−1

α (p)
)

.

By (2.3), all the terms in brackets in the righthand side belong to G, which completes the
proof. ■

Example 3.5 [A single disclination] A two-dimensional body with one disclination can be obtained
by removing a sector from a two-dimensional annulus, and gluing the opposite edges of the sector.
Start with a domain

Ω = {(r cosθ, r sinθ) : r ∈ (r0, r1), θ ∈ (0, 2πα)} ⊂ R2

for some r1 > r0 ≥ 0, and α ∈ (0, 1). Denote β = 1 − α. Endow this body with the trivial implant
map P0 = Id. Now, glue the edges θ = 0 and θ = 2πα by considering the map

χ(r cosθ, r sinθ) =

(

r cos
θ

β
, r sin

θ

β

)

.

Its image is the smooth body

M = {(r cosϕ, r sinϕ) : r ∈ (r0, r1), ϕ ∈ S1},

and the image of the reference map is

P1 = d(χ−1) = e1 ⊗
(

cos(βϕ) dr − βr sin(βϕ) dϕ
)

+ e2 ⊗
(

− sin(βϕ) dr + βr cos(βϕ) dϕ
)

where (e1, e2) is the standard orthonormal frame in R2. This map is defined as a smooth reference
map on U1 = {(r cosϕ, r sinϕ) : r ∈ (r0, r1), ϕ ∈ (0, 2π)}, but not on M. To complete the lattice
structure, we can similarly define a map P2 using the same expression as P1, but define it on the
reference neighborhood U2 = {(r cosϕ, r sinϕ) : r ∈ (r0, r1), ϕ ∈ (−π, π)}. Both P1 and P2 are
exact, and in particular, closed. Now, to complete the definition of the elastic body we need to specify
the archetype W. Since we assume that the body is smooth, we need the map

W(·) =W(· ◦ P−1
1 )
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to be smooth also on the ray {ϕ = 0}, which reduces to requiring

P1|ϕ=0− ◦ P
−1
1 |ϕ=0+ ∈ G.

Since

P1|ϕ=0+ = e1 ⊗ dr + e2 ⊗ βr dϕ = e1 ⊗ dx + βe2 ⊗ dy =

(

1 0
0 β

)

P1|ϕ=0− = e1 ⊗
(

cos(2πβ) dr − βr sin(2πβ) dϕ
)

+ e2 ⊗
(

− sin(2πβ) dr + βr cos(2πβ) dϕ
)

=

(

cos(2πβ) β sin(2πβ)
− sin(2πβ) β cos(2πβ)

)

,

we have must

P1|ϕ=0− ◦ P
−1
1 |ϕ=0+ =

(

cos(2πβ) sin(2πβ)
− sin(2πβ) cos(2πβ)

)

=

(

cos(2πα) − sin(2πα)
sin(2πα) cos(2πα)

)

∈ G.

That is G contains a rotation by 2πα. This same condition also arises by using P2 instead of P1.
Since the holonomy of the Levi-Civita connection in this case is also a rotation by 2πα, this is just a
manifestation of the result of Proposition 3.4, deduced directly from the requirement that the body
will be a smooth body. In other words, not only the gluing of Ω via χ should be smooth, but the
gluing of the triplet (Ω, {Ω,P0},W). Now, for an isotropic archetype (Example 2.4(1)) this poses
no restriction on α, however the archetype has a discrete hexagonal symmetry as in Example 2.4(2),
it restricts α to be a multiple of 1

6 .

Example 3.6 [A single dislocation [KM23]] A two-dimensional body with a single edge-dislocation,
whose Burgers vector is of magnitude ε can be obtained as (M, {M,P},W) where

M = {(r cosϕ, r sinϕ) : r ∈ (ε, r1), ϕ ∈ [0, 2π]},

and
P = Id+

ε

2π
e1 ⊗ dϕ.

It is obvious thatP is closed (yet not exact), hence this body is a body with defects and no disclinations.
Since, for any r0 ∈ (ε, r1), we have

∫

r=r0

P = εe1,

the Burgers vector of this body is the vector field εP−1(e1), meaning that for any simply connected,
positively-oriented curve γ based at p, its Burgers vector is bγ = ε(P(p))−1(e1). Note that, unlike the
previous example, this construction is consistent with any archetype W, regardless of its symmetry
group.

4 Discussion — homogenization

The description of bodies with discrete defects is rather unambiguous, ever since Volterra
[Vol07] classified different types of disclinations and dislocations (though these terms were
coined later). Their magnitudes are typically obtained by the holonomy and Burgers vector
procedures described in Definition 3.3, or equivalent ways (e.g., their discrete counterparts
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on a defected lattice). The infinitesimal versions of these procedures, when applied to a
general affine connection ∇ on M, are the Riemann curvature tensor and the torsion tensor
of∇ (see [Sch54, Chapter III, §2, §4] for precise statements and proofs, also [EKM20, p. 366]).
This observation led Bilby et al. [BBS55] to model a continuous distribution of dislocation as
an affine connection with torsion; Wang [Wan67] then related this model to the mechanical
behavior via the notion of material connection, as described above. The association of the
curvature tensor of the connection as a continuous distribution of disclination appeared
later, in linear [deW73a, deW73b, Krö81] and nonlinear [MR02, RG17] geometric theories.

While these observations are suggestive and elegant, they are not a rigorous derivation of
a continuous distribution of defects model from the discrete one; this derivation is still,
to a large extent, missing. For dislocations (in 2D) this homogenization was obtained in a
serious of works culminating in [EKM20]. Their results can be summarized as follows:

1. It is possible obtain any smooth two-dimensional body with dislocations (M,G,∇),
where ∇ is a flat, metric connection with torsion, as a limit of bodies (Mn,Pn) with
finitely many dislocations in the sense of Definition 3.1. The limit is obtained as the
dislocations get smaller and denser, and ∇ is the limit of the Levi-Civita (material)
connections associated with Pn.

2. Under some technical assumptions on an archetype W, the energy E(Mn,Wn,Voln) asso-
ciated with (Mn,Pn,W) converges, in a sense of Γ-convergence, to an energy E(M,W,Vol)

with the same archetype W. The limit connection ∇ is a material connection of the
limit energy functional.

3. If the archetype is isotropic, the limit material connection ∇ is not unique, and
one cannot obtain from E(M,W,Vol) the connection ∇ or its torsion tensor (dislocation
density). In fact, E(M,W,Vol) depends only on the archetype W and the metric G.

A homogenization result for disclinations should follow the same line: first, obtaining
a body (M,G,∇) with a non-flat ∇ (whose curvature represents the disclination density
according to the geometric paradigm), as a limit of bodies (Mn, {Un

α,P
n
α}α,W) with defects.

Then, obtain an energy E(M,W,Vol) as a limit of E(Mn,Wn,Voln), where E(M,W,Vol) has an archetype
W and a material connection ∇. The discussion below will show that this program has
serious limitations:

Claim 4.1 1. If W has discrete symmetry group G (crystalline materials), then one cannot obtain
a non-flat∇ as a limit of the Levi-Civita connections of bodies with defects (Mn , {Un

α,P
n
α}α,W).

This is in sharp contrast to dislocations, where the most complete homogenization result is
obtained in this case.

2. If W is isotropic, then it is possible to obtain a non-flat material connection ∇ of a body
(M, {Uα,Pα}α,W), as a limit of the Levi-Civita connections of bodies with defects (Mn , {Un

α,P
n
α}α,W);

it is further possible that the associated energies E(Mn,Wn,Voln) Γ-converge to E(M,W,Vol). How-
ever, one cannot obtain from the limit energy E(M,W,Vol) the connection∇, its curvature tensor,
or whether E(M,W,Vol) was obtained as homogenization limit of disclinations, dislocations, or
both.

We start with the case of discrete symmetry group. The following is a corollary of Propo-
sition 3.4:

10



Corollary 4.2 Let W be a solid, undistorted archetype with a discrete symmetry group G.

1. The dislocation content of any curve is any body with defects (M, {Uα,Pα}α,W) is either zero
or is bounded away from the identity.

2. Let M be a manifold, and (Mn, {Un
α,P

n
α}α,W) be a sequence of bodies with disclinations such

that Mn ⊂M. Then the Levi-Civita connections ∇n associated with Mn cannot converge to a
non-flat, smooth connection ∇ on M, for any notion of convergence that implies convergence
of the parallel transport (i.e., of the lattice directions).

Proof : The first part follows immediately from the proposition, as a discrete G implies that
for any two distinct elements g1, g2 ∈ G, |g1 − g2| > c for some c > 0. The second part
follows from the first, as a smooth connection with non-zero curvature tensor at p ∈ M

must have a nontrivial holonomy, yet arbitrarily close to IdTpM, on sufficiently short closed
curves based at p. ■

Thus, we cannot hope for a homogenization theory of continuous distribution of discli-
nations for bodies with discrete symmetry groups (e.g., crystalline materials), under the
assumption that their geometric structures corresponds to their mechanical behavior. This
concludes the first part of Claim 4.1.

We now describe, without getting into technical details, how the second part can be ob-
tained. Fix an isotropic archetype W. Consider a body M ⊂ R2, with a smooth Riemannian
metric G on it, and let ∇ be its Levi-Civita connection. Now construct a sequence of
piecewise flat Riemannian manifolds as follows (see also [KM16a, §2.3.2, Example 3]): Tri-
angulate (M,G) with geodesics of length of order 1/n, such that the angle in each geodesic
triangle is uniformly bounded away from 0 or π. Replace each triangle with a Euclidean
triangle of the same edge lengths, and remove the vertices. The result is a smooth Rie-
mannian manifold (Mn,Gn), which is locally flat and whose Levi-Civita connection ∇n has
holonomy (i.e., disclination content) around the removed vertices. In the vicinity of each
vertex (Mn,Gn) is isometric to a body with a single disclination as described Example 3.5.
Thus, one can pullback the implant maps from there to these sub-bodies. Since W is
isotropic, these implant maps of the neighborhoods of all the vertices are compatible with
each other, and together they form elastic bodies with defects (Mn, {Un

α,P
n
α}α,W) whose

intrinsic metrics are Gn and their Levi-Civita (material) connections are ∇n. We can easily
embed Mn into M almost isometrically, by mapping the corresponding geodesic triangles.
Thus, we can assume that Mn ⊂ M. By construction, for any curve γ that lies in

⋂

n M
n,

the parallel transport along γ with respect to ∇n converges to the parallel transport with
respect to γ, and furthermore, the metrics Gn converge uniformly to G [KM16a]. Thus, it
follows from the Γ-convergence results of [KM16a, EKM20] that E(Mn,Wn,Voln) Γ-converge to
E(M,W,Vol), provided that W satisfies some technical assumptions (namely quasiconvexity
and standard growth conditions).

However, due to the non-uniqueness of material connections in isotropic materials, the
same energy E(M,W,Vol) can arise as a homogenization limit of bodies with defects that
contain no disclinations. In such cases, the material connections ∇̃n may converge to a
different, curvature-free material connection ∇̃ (as demonstrated in the results of [EKM20]
discussed earlier). Consequently, if we only have access to the mechanical behavior—
the energy functional E(M,W,Vol)—of an isotropic elastic body (M,W,Vol), it is impossible to
distinguish whether the observed behavior originates from the homogenization of bodies containing
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disclinations, dislocations, or both. In particular, the curvature and torsion tensors of the
limiting material connection do not manifest in the energy functional. This concludes the
proof of Claim 4.1.

In summary, we have demonstrated that, unlike dislocations, obtaining models of contin-
uous distribution of disclinations is limited to materials with a continuous isotropic group.
In such cases, it is impossible to discern from the mechanical behavior whether the re-
sponse arises from distributed disclinations or to dislocations. Thus, from this perspective,
the mechanical interpretation of the curvature tensor of a connection, as a descriptor of
continuous distribution of disclinations, is unclear.

Remark: This paper discusses disclinations and dislocations, leaving point-defects of var-
ious kinds outside its scope. A rigorous derivation of homogenization limits of these
defects remains an open problem (in a geometric paradigm, an attempt towards it appears
in [KMR18]). In fact, even the identification of continuous distribution of point-defects
as non-metricity of a connection is less clear cut than the identification of dislocations
and disclinations with torsion and curvature [Krö81, p. 304]. Moreover, unlike torsion
and curvature, the non-metricity tensor does not align with the constitutive paradigm of
Noll and Wang. Indeed, in the framework described in §2, material connections are always
metrically-consistent with the intrinsic metric [EKM20, Proposition 2]. As a result, the very
framework within which the geometry and mechanical behavior of bodies with continu-
ously distributed point-defects—arising as limits of bodies with finitely many defects—can
be rigorously described, remains unclear.
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