ENERGETIC SOLUTIONS FOR THE COUPLING OF ASSOCIATIVE PLASTICITY
WITH DAMAGE IN GEOMATERIALS
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ABsTrAaCT. We prove existence of globally stable quasistatic evolutions, referred to
as energetic solutions, for a model proposed by Marigo and Kazymyrenko in 2019.
The behaviour of geomaterials under compression is studied through the coupling
of Drucker-Prager plasticity model with a damage term tuning kinematical harden-
ing. This provides a new approach to the modelling of geomaterials, for which non
associative plasticity is usually employed. The kinematical hardening is null where
the damage is complete, so there the behaviour is perfectly plastic. We analyse
the model combining tools from the theory of capacity and from the treatment of
linearly elastic materials with cracks.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The theory of elasto-plasticity provides a common framework to model the behaviour of
materials displaying permanent deformations when a critical stress threshold is reached, even
if these deformations could be caused by many different physical mechanisms: for instance,
for crystalline materials, such as metals, plastic deformation is mainly due to dislocations,
atomic defects inside the lattice, while for granular materials like concrete, rocks, and soils it
is mostly the result of relative sliding of the microparticles composing them. Such intrinsic
difference between materials reflects in the choice of the elasto-plastic model to adopt; in par-
ticular, granular materials (we refer to them also as geomaterials) usually undergo permanent
volumetric changes, in contrast to crystalline materials.

The general setting of elasto-plasticity, in small-strain assumptions, is based on an additive
decomposition of the total strain Eu € M7, that is the symmetrized gradient of the dis-
placement field u: © — R™, Q C R" being the reference domain, into elastic strain and plastic
strain:
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Eu=-e+p.
The stress tensor o: Q@ — Mg " depends linearly on e according to Hooke’s law
o = Ce,

C being the fourth order positive definite Hooke’s tensor, it is constrained to lie in a fixed closed
and convex set K C M T, referred to as constraint set, and satisfies equilibrium conditions
involving the external loads. When o is in the interior of K, the deformations are reversible
(after a loading cycle the material has the same configuration), so the behaviour is elastic and
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no plasticity is produced. Conversely, a plastic flow may be produced when o € 9K (that
is, o reaches the yield surface): if plasticity flows in the cone of normal directions to K at
o € 0K, that is p € Nk(o), the plasticity is said associative, otherwise non associative (e.g.,
ifpe Nf((a)(o), for o € 9K and K, K(o) C M5 different closed convex sets).

Associative plasticity is largely employed for crystalline materials. Moreover, these materials
usually do not develop permanent volumetric changes: then “Tp, the hydrostatic part of p
related to irreversible volumetric deformation, is null and K does not depend on the mean
stress o, 1= “T” € R, but only on op := 0 — 0, Id € ME" (here tr denotes the trace of
a matrix and M,*" the deviatoric matrices, that is the matrices with null trace). For these
materials thus K C M5*", and the corresponding associative models are said of Prandtl-Reuss
type (we refer to [0, [20] for their reference mathematical treatment).

Differently, granular materials display volumetric plastic deformations, depending on the
hydrostatic pressure. In fact, an irreversible rearrangement of the microparticles may be
caused by applying a triaxial test, namely a shear compression plus a compression normal to
the shear plane; as a result, for geomaterials the volume could increase even in compression,
providing an example of dilatance. In the shear compression, the volume may increase with
that of the internal voids between the microparticles, interpreted as microcracks, due to a less
efficient particle organisation; in the normal compression a part of these microcracks may be
closed, preventing a free sliding and thus the free relaxation to the initial configuration in
unloading.

Most of the models for geomaterials are formulated in the realm of non associative plasticity,
see e.g. [35, 26 18] [55]. (We refer the reader to the variational treatment of non associative
plasticity in [21] [0, B0] and to the related [54]). The reason to put aside associative plasticity
is that, when modifying Prandtl-Reuss plasticity accounting for the dependence of K on o,,,
too important dilatancy effects appear, regardless of the form of K.

A different approach to the modelling of geomaterials has been proposed by Marigo and
Kazymyrenko in [39]. Basing on a micromechanical analysis, they consider the coupling of
an associative elasto-plastic model with damage, tuning kinematical hardening. The damage
variable a: [0,T] — [0,1] is associated to the distribution density of closed microcracks, and
reflects into an internal blocked energy depending on plastic strain, being related to irreversible
deformations. Assuming Coulomb law for the sliding with friction between the lips of closed
microcracks, plasticity follows a Drucker—Prager law, that is

K={oceM!": 70, + |op| — k < 0},

sym *

for 7, £ > 0. Then the plastic dissipation from a plastic strain ¢ is the relaxation of

H(p(t) —q)dx,  H({) =supo:¢
Q oceK
for p(t) a bounded Radon measure and the stored energy at time ¢ is the sum of the elastic
energy of the sound material plus the kinematical hardening term (depending on «)

Q(e(t) + Qla(t).p(t) = 5 [ Celw): e(w)dr+ [ Crlalo)(o): pla)da.

Q
for C; a fourth-order tensor positive definite except for a = 0, corresponding to the fully
damaged material, while formally C; is +oo for a = 1, meaning that the sound material does
not display plasticity. The growth of the microcracks is modelled by the terms usually present
in gradient damage models, corresponding to Ambrosio-Tortorelli approximation for a fixed
thickness parameter
D(a(t)) + [Va(t)]Z2,

cf. [48], [I Section 4], [39, Remark 3.1], and the coupling between Coulomb law for the sliding
of crack lips with Griffith law for crack propagation in [5l [56]. Damage is assumed to be
an irreversible process, consequently « is nonincreasing in time. The reference experiment
is the triaxial test; here the external loading is represented by a suitable duality between the
displacement and a loading term £(t). Remarkably, the simulations discussed in [39] reproduce
well the phenomena expected for geomaterials, in particular the dilatance.
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The main result of the present work is the proof of existence of quasistatic evolutions for
the model of [39], fulfilling the notion of energetic solutions & la Mielke-Theil (cf. [46] 47 [44]).
This notion is based on a global stability condition (gsl), which prescribes that at each time
the current configuration minimises the sum of the total internal energy and the dissipation
potential, and on an energy-dissipation balance (qs2) between the total variation in time of the
internal energy, the total dissipated energy, and the work of the external loadings. The precise
assumptions and the functional framework of the existence result stated below, are described
in Section

Theorem 1.1. Assume the conditions (BQ), (D), (@), (C1), (K), (Coad), ([T), and the defi-

nitions in Section[d Then there exists an evolution a: [0,T] — HY(Q), u: [0,T] — BD(Q),
e: [0,T] — L2(; M), p: [0,T] — My(QU OpQ; M), such that

(as0) a(s) < a(t) a.e. in Q for every 0 <s <t <T;
(asl) (u(t),e(t),p(t)) € A(w(t)) for every t € [0,T] and

Q(e(t)) + D(a(t)) + |[Va(t) |22 + Q(a(t), p(t) — (L(E), u(t))
< Q(n) + D(B) + IVAII22 + Q(B,q) + H(q — p(t)) — (L(t),v)

for every B < a(t), B> 0, (v,n,q) € Aw(t));
(@s2) p: [0,T] = My(QUIpQ; M2X"™) has bounded variation and for every t € [0,T]

sym

Q(e(t) + D(a(t)) + | Va(t)|72 + Qa(t), p(t)) + Va(p: 0,1) — (L(t), u(t))

= Q(eo) + D(aw) + HVO&OH%Z + @(ao,po) — (Lo, uo) +/0 (o(s), Ew(s))ds

—/0 {{L(s),u(s)) + (L(s),0(s))} ds.

Moreover, for every t € [0,T] except at most countable many, it holds that: « and e are
strongly continuous from [0, T] into H'(Q) and L*(Q;ME5"); u and p are weakly* continuous

in BD(Q) and My(Q2U dp;M251); /Cy(al-))p(+) is strongly continuous in L?(Q; M2X").

sym sym

We point out that we are exactly in the setting proposed in [39] for the variational formu-
lation. In particular, C1(0) = 0 and the gradient damage term is taken in the L? norm. These
constitutive choices give weaker regularity than in other coupled damage-plasticity models,
which requires a careful mathematical treatment.

The degeneracy of C; at the maximal damage state corresponds to complete damage. For
this model, it means that in {« = 0} the material satisfies Drucker-Prager perfect plasticity
and p is a bounded Radon measure, since it is controlled only linearly. Such assumption is then
crucial to observe plastic shear bands, otherwise one would have a kinematical hardening even
in {& = 0} and no concentration of plastic strain. Furthermore, the L? damage gradient term
is the one usually adopted in simulations and in mechanical models, e.g. [48 1] 55]; the fact
that the damage field is not continuous but only in H' is a source of analytical issues, since
it in general multiplies some functions of the measure p, which is in duality with continuous
fields. We remark that it could be also interesting for future applications to deal with the case
where the switching between perfect plasticity and plasticity with hardening is governed by
the values of a Sobolev field, as in the present framework.

In previous treatments of quasistatic evolutions for coupled small-strain plasticity-damage
models [12, 13 [15] and in many elasticity-damage models (see e.g. [43] 53] 37, [36]) the damage
is assumed incomplete: in those works the Hooke’s tensor C, depending on «, is positive
definite for any « € [0,1]. Here C is independent of « but the relevant mixed term including
the damage variable degenerates. Restricting to elasticity-damage models, in [8] [45] 4T [33]
some cases of complete damage are addressed, and also in the dynamic plasticity-damage model
[22] Hooke’s tensor is only positive semidefinite. Moreover, in plasticity-damage models the L?
regularisation in the damage gradient is at the moment not enough, unless having the presence
of strain gradient [I3] or further assumptions on elastic strain [16]: an LP regularisation is

required for p > n [12, 22] or for p = n [15].
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Following De Giorgi’s Minimising Movement approach to quasistatic evolutions [2], time-
continuous evolutions are approximated by discrete-time ones, constructed by solving incre-
mental minimisation problems. The interaction between damage in H' and plasticity plays a
crucial role in the lower semicontinuity of the kinematical hardening term (see Theorem B]),
needed in incremental minimisation problems and both in passing to the limit the discrete
stability to get (qsl) and in the lower energy inequality in (gs2); moreover, it enters also in a
continuity condition to get (gsl), see Theorem [Tl

Theorems B.J] and A1l are the main intermediate results needed to prove Theorem [Tt
their proof strategies employ fine properties of Sobolev functions, derived from capacitary
arguments, combined with tools from free discontinuity problems in linear elasticity. Indeed,
we observe that even the definition of @ is well posed since p could concentrate on sets of
dimension at least n—1, and the capacitary precise representative a of « is well defined up to
sets of dimension s for any s > n—2.

In Theorem Bl we use a blow-up procedure, at every zp €  with a(xg) > 0. If the rescaled
damage variables ) converge uniformly to a(zg) > 0, then the rescaled plastic strains gy (for
which f B, C1(Br)qk : qx dz is bounded) would be bounded in L? and the semicontinuity would

be direct from Ioffe-Olech Theorem. Since 3 converge weakly in H' to a(zg), the convergence
is uniform up to an exceptional set of small s-capacity, s € (1,2). The idea is to combine the
fact that the exceptional set could be taken with small perimeter, following Lahti [38], with
the theory of GSBD functions [19], namely those corresponding to displacements for linearly
elastic materials outside a (n—1)-dimensional crack. We see the boundary of the exceptional set
of small capacity as a discontinuity surface of the rescaled displacements vy, that are regarded
as functions equibounded in GSBD, since the absolutely continuous parts of their symmetric
gradients are bounded in L? and their discontinuity sets have bounded surface measure. Using
lower semicontinuity results in GSBD we get lower semicontinuity outside the exceptional set.

Furthermore, to exclude that the measure p concentrates on {& > 0}, we resort to a slicing
argument. Also here, the result would be direct under uniform convergence of damage ay,
to «, using that the sets {a > d§} are open and well approximated by {aj > 0}. We stress
the fact that in non associative plasticity regularity assumptions are needed even to solve the
minimisation problems [6] or to prove existence of weak evolutions [30]: these are obtained
through convolutions with fixed kernels.

The GS BD-lower semicontinuity together with Lahti’s capacitary estimate is applied also in
Theorem [T}, without blow-up. We believe that this strategy could be useful in other problems
in plasticity-damage and for other couplings in different contexts.

Another issue arising when following the framework of [39] is that the triaxial test requires
mixed Dirichlet-Neumann boundary conditions. These mixed conditions could be imposed
trough a suitable notion of stress-plastic strain duality, well defined when the constraint set K is
bounded in the direction of deviatoric matrices, see e.g. [20]. Conversely, this is a problem when
dealing with geomaterials, so that fully Dirichlet boundary conditions are usually considered
in mathematical works, see [7l Introduction]. Here, besides safe load condition, we require a
further assumption on the external loads; remarkably, this is satisfied in the case of triaxial
test. These assumptions guarantee coercivity in p in the incremental minimisation problems
and permit us to obtain a weak formulation of evolution accounting for Neumann conditions
in an integral form. In the last part of the paper we show that, under regularity assumptions
on the evolution, one recovers the differential properties in [39], to which we refer for the full
set of conditions and for further details on their mechanical interpretation.

We notice that we follow [39], but with the same techniques one could treat the case of a
L" gradient damage regularisation, v > 1, in place of L?. Moreover, taking C;(0) positive
definite or C; (1) < 400 simplifies the analysis.

One could also repeat the same arguments for the existence of evolutions when adding a
plastic strain gradient term of the type |[Vp||3. in the total energy (starting by minimising the
functional in &) plus ||Vp||3.); actually, this term simplifies the analysis since it improves
the regularity of p. Moreover, a strain gradient regularisation seems also suitable to improve
time regularity. In the current setting, quasistatic evolutions are not proven to be absolutely
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continuous in time, as usual in coupled plasticity-damage models. Different notions of evo-
lutions have been proposed to deal with time discontinuity, such as the one of BV solutions
[42], obtained trough a vanishing-viscosity technique & la Efendiev-Mielke [27] (see [14] [17] for
plasticity-damage models). We plan to address these variants of the model in future works.

2. PRELIMINARIES

Mathematical preliminaries. For every xz € R™ and ¢ > 0, let B,(x) C R™ be the open ball
with center z and radius g, and let Q,(z) = z4(—0, 0)", QF () = Q,(z)N{x € R": +x; > 0}.
For v € "' := {z € R": |z = 1}, we let also Q%(z) the cube with “center” x, sidelength
0 and with a face in a plane orthogonal to v. We omit to write the dependence on = when
x = 0. (For z, y € R™, we use the notation z -y for the scalar product and |z| for the Euclidean
norm.) By M"™*" Mgt and M %" we denote the set of n x n matrices, symmetric matrices,
and skew-symmetric matrices, respectively. We write xyg for the indicator function of any
E C R”, which is 1 on E and 0 otherwise. If E is a set of finite perimeter, we denote its
essential boundary by 0*FE, see [4, Definition 3.60]. We indicate the minimum and maximum
value between a,b € R by a A b and a V b, respectively.

The Lebesgue measure on R” is denoted by £™ and the (n—1)-dimensional Hausdorff mea-
sure by H"~ 1. The space of bounded X-valued Radon measures on B is denoted by M;(B; X),
for a locally compact subset B of R™ and a finite dimensional Hilbert space X. The indication
of the space X is omitted when X = R, and we write M, (B) for the subspace of positive
measures of M,(B). The space M;(B; X) is endowed with the norm ||u||1 := |p|(B), where
|| € My(B) is the variation of the measure u, and it is identified with the dual of Cy(B; X),
the space of continuous functions ¢: B — X such that {|p| > ¢} is compact for every e > 0,
by the Riesz Representation Theorem (see, e.g., [49, Theorem 6.19]). The weak* topology of
My(B; X) is defined using this duality.

The space L'(B;X) of X-valued L"-integrable functions is regarded as a subspace of
M;(B; X), with the induced norm. The L? norm, 1 < p < oo is denoted by || - ||,, while
the brackets (-, -) denote the duality product between conjugate L? spaces.

The space M7 is endowed with the Euclidean scalar product £: 1 := )", ; &ignij and with
the corresponding Euclidean norm |£] := (&: €)'/2. The symbol for the space of trace free
matrices in M is MpE™. For every & € M, the orthogonal projection of £ on RI is

%tr (§)I. Therefore the orthogonal projection on M, called the deviator of &, is

Epi=§&— %(tré)].
We denote also )
Em = g(trﬁ)

The symmetrized tensor product a ® b of two vectors a, b € R™ is the symmetric matrix
with entries (a;b; + a;b;)/2. If X1, X, are Banach spaces, Lin(X:; X») is the space of linear
operators from X; into X5, endowed with the usual operator norm.

For every u € L*(U;R"), with U open in R", let Eu be the M, -valued distribution on
U whose components are defined by Ejju = 3(Dju; + Dyu;). The space BD(U) of functions
with bounded deformation is the space of all u € L'(U;R™) such that Eu € My(U;MZ%").
It is easy to see that BD(U) is a Banach space with the norm |lu||; + ||Eul|;. It is possible
to prove that BD(U) is the dual of a normed space (see [52] and [40]), and this defines the
weak™® topology of BD(U). A sequence uy converges to u weakly* in BD(U) if and only if
u, — u strongly in L'(U;R") and Fuy — Eu weakly* in My (U;M7x"). If U is a bounded
open set with Lipschitz boundary, for every function v € BD(U) the trace of u on OU belongs
to LY(OU;R™). Tt will always be denoted by the same symbol u. If ug, u € BD(U), u, — u
strongly in LY(U;R"), and ||Eug|ly — [|Eul|1, then up — u strongly in L'(OU;R™) (see [51}
Chapter II, Theorem 3.1]). Moreover (see [51l Proposition 2.4 and Remark 2.5]), there exists
a constant C' > 0, depending on U, such that

lullro < Cllullov + CllEull1v, (2.1)
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Il - llp,s being the LP norm of a function with domain a Borel set B.

It is well known (see [3,51]) that for v € BD(U) the jump set J, is countably (X"~ !, n—1)

rectifiable, and that

Ev = E% + E + E/v,
where E®v is absolutely continuous with respect to £”, E¢v is singular with respect to L™ and
such that |E¢v|(B) = 0 if H"1(B) < oo, while E/v is concentrated on J,,. The density of E%v
with respect to £™ is denoted by £(v).

The space SBD(U) is the subspace of all functions v € BD(U) such that E‘v = 0. For
p € (1,00), we define SBDP(U) := {v € SBD(U): £(v) € LP(U;MZ<™), H"(J,) < oo}
For a complete treatment of BD and SBD functions, we refer to to [3] [51].

The spaces GBD(U) of generalized functions of bounded deformation and GSBD(U) C
GBD(U) of generalized special functions of bounded deformation have been introduced in [19]
(cf. [19, Definitions 4.1 and 4.2]). We recall that every v € GBD(U) has an approximate sym-
metric gradient E(v) € L'(U; Mzx") and an approzimate jump set J, which is still countably
(H"~1,n—1) rectifiable (cf. [I9, Theorem 9.1, Theorem 6.2]).

The notation for £(v) and J,, which is the same as that one in the SBD case, is consistent:
in fact, if v lies in SBD(U), the objects coincide (up to negligible sets of points with respect
to L™ and H" 1, respectively). For 1 < p < oo, the space GSBDP(U) is given by

GSBDP(U) := {v € GSBD(U): £(v) € LP(U; M), H"1(J,) < oo}.

sym
The theory of GSBD functions has been developed with many contributions in recent years,

we refer e.g. to [31] Section 3] for a general picture; in this paper we employ compactness in
GSBD from [I1], see also [19, Theorem 11.3].

The reference configuration. Throughout the paper the reference configuration 2 is a bounded
connected open set in R™ n > 2, with Lipschitz boundary. We assume that Dirichlet and
possibly Neumann boundary conditions are imposed, corresponding to two subsets dpQ #
and Oy of 0N satisfying

0N =0pQUINQ, IpQNOINQ = @, (BC.l)

Opf) being the part of 02 where the displacement is prescribed, while traction forces are
applied on OnyQ. Here dpQ and InQ) are open (in the relative topology), with the same
boundary I' such that

H"3(T) < +o0. (BC.2)

Along the paper we deal with the general case, intending that the case of pure Dirichlet
boundary conditions corresponds to formally consider dpQ = 9 in (BCI]).

The elastic and plastic strains. In our problem v € BD(Q;R™) represents the displacement of
an elasto-plastic body and Fwu is the corresponding linearised strain. We now introduce the
coupled elasto-plastic damage model. As for modelling plasticity, we follow [20] and use the
corresponding notations.

Given a displacement u € BD(Q;R") and a boundary datum w € H!(R";R"), the elastic
and plastic strains e € L*(Q;M7") and p € My,(Q U dp€; My %) satisfy the equations (weak
kinematic compatibility conditions)

Eu=e+p ae. inQ, (2.2)

Given w € HY(R™;R"), the set of admissible displacements and strains for the boundary
datum w on Opf? is defined, with the same meaning and notation of [20], as
A(w) == {(u,e,p) € BD(Q;R™) x L*(Q; M2X") x My(Q U IpQ; M2X™): (22) holds

o e (2.3)
and p=(w—u) OvH" L OpQ}.

Differently from [20], here p has not null trace in general, so that w — u could also have a
non null normal component on dpQ. If Iy = 0, 2.3) reduces to the space of admissible
configurations defined in [7, Section 6].
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The damage variable and the associated dissipation. In addition to u, e, and p, we consider
an internal variable a: Q — [0, 1], which represents the damage state of the body. At a given
point = € €, as a(x) decreases from 1 to 0, the material point x passes from a sound state to
a fully damaged one. During the evolution, the damage variable is forced to decrease.

In the total energy we consider a term which accounts for the energy dissipated by the body
during the damage process. The dissipation term is a functional

D: L'(Q) — R* U {0} strongly continuous. (D)

We do not require that D is nonincreasing or positively one-homogeneous, because it is not
needed to prove our result. However, such assumptions would be natural, since D represents
a dissipation. In [39] D is linear in a.

The total energy includes also a damage gradient term ||[Va|3 on the damage variable, cf.
(BI). In particular, whenever the enegy is finite the damage variable will be in H'(Q). The
introduction of damage gradient term is recurrent in the study of evolution for damage models
trough variational methods (see for instance [48] and [Il Section 4]).

Capacity. For the notion of capacity we refer, e.g., to [29, [34]. We recall here the definition
and some properties.

Let 1 < v < 400 and let 2 be a bounded, open subset of R". For every subset B C {2, the
y-capacity of E in Q is defined by

Cap, (E,Q) := inf { / |V dz: v € W, 7(Q), v > 1 a.e. in a neighbourhood of E} :
O

A set B C Q has y-capacity zero if Cap,, (E,2) = 0 (actually, the definition does not depend on
the open set (2 containing E). A property is said to hold Cap. -quasi everywhere (abbreviated
as Cap,-q.e.) if it holds for a set of y-capacity zero.

If 1 <y <n and FE has y-capacity zero, then H*(E) = 0 for every s > n — .

A function a: 2 — R is Cap,-quasicontinuous if for every € > 0 there exists a set F. C
with Cap, (E.,{2) < ¢ such that the restriction a|g\p, is continuous. Note that if v > n, a
function « is Cap,-quasicontinous if and only if it is continuous.

Every function o € W17 (Q) admits a Cap,-quasicontinuous representative @, i.e., a Cap,-
quasicontinuous function & such that & = o L™-a.e. in 2. The Cap,-quasicontinuous repre-
sentative is essentially unique, that is, if 8 is another Cap,-quasicontinuous representative of

«, then 8 = & Cap.,-q.e. in Q. It satisfies (see [29, Theorem 4.8.1])

1
lim ———— a(x) — a(xg)|de =0 for Cap.-q.e. zg € €. 2.4
limy s [ la(@) ~ dtao) b, 20 (2.4)
Bp(mo)
Recalling [28, Theorem 7], if ax — o in W17(Q), up to passing to a subsequence we have that
for every 5 € [1,) and every ¢ > 0 there exists a relatively open set E. C 2 such that

A — a uniformly on Q\ E., Caps(FEe, Q) <e. (2.5)

The stored energy. The stored energy is the sum of two contributions: besides the classical
expression of the elastic energy depending only on the elastic strain through Hooke’s tensor,
the model devised in [39] displays a further term depending both on the damage variable and
the plastic strain.

The elastic energy of the sound material. For every e € L?(, ngxﬁ), when the damage vari-
able assumes constant value 0, the elastic energy is given by
1 1
Qle) :== /Q(Ce(z) ce(x)dx = §<C€7€>L2(Q;Mnxn),

2 sym
with C the Hooke’s tensor, or any fourth order tensor satisfying the symmetry conditions

Cijrt = Criyj = Cjyiq for all 4,5, k,1 € {1,...,n} (C.1)
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and the coercivity-continuity assumption

71|§|2 <CE: €< 72|§|2 for every £ € M X" (C.2)

sym

where 1, 2 are positive constants. In particular, this implies
CE| < 2720€]. (2.6)
The kinematical hardening term. The latter term in the elastic energy has the form
[ Crlate)pla): pa)de, p=0infa=1) (2.7)
Q

with C; a fourth order tensor satisfying

Cy € C([0,1); Lin(Myg,, /s Mg ), (Cy.1)
Y(@)|EP < Ci(a)é & for everyar € [0,1],€ € M, (Cy.2)
Ci(a) =0 if and only if & =0, (C1.3)
a Ci(a)¢ : ¢ is nondecreasing for every & € My, (Cy.4)
lim Cy(a)f-§ = +oo uniformly w.r.t. £ € Mg 57, (C1.5)

a—1—

so that we may assume

7v:[0,1] = R nondecreasing with v(«) = 0 if and only if o = 0. (C4.6)

This represents the energy blocked by the contact with friction of the lips of the cracks, and
it results in a hardening behaviour. Its derivation is based on a micro-mechanical approach.
Observe that C; is not coercive uniformly with respect to « € [0, 1] since C1(0) = 0, in contrast
to the assumptions on C(«) in the incomplete damage models.

The functional in 7)) is well defined if o € L'(2;[0,1]) and p € L*(Q;MZ<"). Since
in our model the natural space for p is My(QUIpQ; M), we extend the definition to

a € H'(;]0,1]) and to those p € My(QU dpSi ML) for which there exist u € BD(Q),
e € L2(Q), w € H(Q) satisfying (Z.2), by setting

~ Ci(a(x))p(x): p(x)de if [p°|({z € QUIPQ: a(z) > 0}) =0, a=1} =0,
Q(a,p) == /Q\{a(—1(} Dp(x): plx) pP*|({z € QUdD (z) > 0}) D X{a=1}

400 otherwise,

where @ is the quasicontinuous representative of « € H'(Q) and & is defined in 92 through
the trace of a (we could consider any H' extension of a in an open set Q' O Q). Notice
that & is well defined up to a negligible set with respect to Capy; by (22) and properties of
BD functions, p may concentrate up to sets of nonnegative H"~! measure, and not on Capg-
negligible sets, for any § > 1. Then it is meaningful to write |p®|({&@ > 0}). Observe also that
p € L*({a > 0}) has to be 0 in {« = 1}. This formally corresponds to take C1(1) = +o0, as
requested in [39, Section 3.3].

The constraint set and its support function. Let K be a closed convex set in Mg " containing
a ball of radius rg > 0, that is

{oeMg o] <rg} CK. (K)
Let us consider the support function H: M{ " — RT U {0}
H(E) = sup o €
oeK
which, by (Kl), satisfies H(p) > ru|p| for all p € Mg . We remark that in the applications

considered in [39], namely the Drucker-Prager criterion (or some variants like Mohr-Coulomb
or Hoek-Brown criteria) with kinematical hardening coupled with damage, K is unbounded in
the direction of negative hydrostatic matrices: it has the form

K:={ceMl\: 70, + k(op) — k <0},

sym
with x: MP™ — [0, +00) convex and positively 1-homogeneous, x£(0) = 0, and 7 > 0, k > 0
two constants.
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The plastic potential. Basing on the theory of convex functions of measures developed in [32],
we define the non-negative Borel measure

H(p) = / H(d—p(ac)) dlp|(z), for B C QU IpS Borel.
QUIPN d|p|

If H(p) has finite mass, namely it is a bounded Radon measure, we introduce the plastic
potential H: Mp(QU OpQ;M2X") — R by

H(p) := H(p)(QU pQ) . (2.8)

In this case, the results in [23] 24] (see in particular [24) Theorem 2.1]) give that H is expressed
through duality formulas. For a bounded smooth open set €’ such that Q C Q' and Q' NI =
0p{, extending any p by 0 on '\ Q, it holds that

/(pd[H(p)]: sup /tpa:dp: sup /tpa:dp: sup /(pa:dp
/ ceCXP(QV;K) JQY ceC.(V;K) JQ cE€LY (Y, |p|+L;K) J Q!

(2.9)
for any ¢ € C.('), ¢ >0, and

H(p) = sup / o:dp= sup / o:dp = sup / o:dp, (2.10)
ceCX (V;K) JQ c€C(QV;K) J oL (Y, |p|+L;K) JQ

where L1(€Y,|p| + L™; K) denotes the space of integrable functions with respect to |p| + £L"

with values in K. Moreover, Reshetnyak Theorem (see [4, Theorem 2.38]) implies that # is

sequentially weakly*-lower semicontinuous in My(2 U OpQ; Mg 7).

The plastic dissipation. We introduce now a term which represents the plastic dissipation in
a given time interval.
A function p: [0,T] — My(Q2U Op§; M2x") will be regarded as a function defined on the

sym

time interval [0, 7] with values in the dual of the separable Banach space C(2U 9p§;MZX"),

sym
that can be identified with the space of functions in C/(€; M) vanishing on Oy 2. For every

s,t € [0, T] with s < ¢ the total variation of p on [s, ] is defined by

V(pis. ) = sud 3 In(t) = plts-o)

St0<t1<"'<tNt,N€N}.
For every partition P of [s,t], namely P := {t;}o<i<ny With s =g < t; < --- <ty =t, we

define
(D5 s,t) : ZH -1))-

The H-variation of p on [s,t] is denoted by VH (p; s,t) and is defined through

Via(pi ,) = sup{z Hplt;) — plt;—1))

st0<t1<~-~<tNt,N€N}
j=1

(2.11)
_ Pl "
= sup{ V7, (p; 5,t)| P partition of [s,]}.

We recall that this notion has been introduced in [20, Appendix].

The prescribed boundary displacement and the external loading. We assume that the pre-
scribed boundary displacement w depends on time and satisfies the regularity assumption

w € AC([0, T]; HY(R™; R™)), (Load.1)
so that the time derivative ¢ — 1(t) belongs to L!([0, T]; H!(R™;R™)) and its strain ¢t — Ew(t)
belongs to L([0, T]; L>(R"™; M7?X")). The prescribed boundary value will be the trace on dp$

sym
of w (again denoted by w). As for the volume force f, we assume that

f e AC([0,T]; L™(R™;R™)). (Load.2)
In the presence of Neumann boundary conditions, the traction is a function
g € AC(]0,T]; L*°(OnQ)). (Load.3)
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We define the total load £ € AC([0,T]; BD(Q2)") by
(L(t),v) := / f@)-vde —|—/ g(t) -vdH™ (Load.4)
Q NG

for every v € BD(Q). Notice that v € L' (;R") and v € L'(9Q;R"™), by embedding
properties of BD functions. If we assume only Dirichlet boundary conditions, (Load.4) reads
as (L(t),v) := [, f(t) - vdaz. For the main properties of absolutely continuous functions with
values in reflexive Banach spaces we refer to [9, Appendix].

We assume the following safe load condition: there exists o € AC([0,T]; L™(;R™)) and a
constant 79 > 0 such that for every ¢ € [0, T

{div o) = f(t) ae.inQ,  [o(t)V] =g(t) H" '-ae. in IyQ,

(Load.5)
o(t)+ 7€ K for every |7| < 79.

This is a standard assumption to study existence results for quasistatic evolutions in plasticity.
It results in coercivity for the plastic strain in the incremental minimisation problem. In the
condition [p(t)v] = g(t) H" l-a.e. in OnQ, [o(t)v] is the distribution on 99 defined by

(lot)V], ¥) = / div o(t) dz + / o) B .

Notice that when dive € LI(Q;R"), o € LI(;ME)7), then [ov] is in the dual space of
W14 (9Q).
When dealing with Neumann boundary conditions in the present case, where the constraint

set is unbounded in the deviatoric matrices, we enforce a further condition. We have to require
that

lo(t): p| < C,lpl in My(QUOpQ;MIX™Y, (Load.6)

sym

for C, > 0 independent of ¢t € [0,7]. It is not clear in general how to determine the fields
o satisfying the safe load condition. We notice that in the case of null forces the safe load
condition is satisfied for ¢ = 0, and when only a constant pressure pr(¢) is applied on dn§2
with some Dirichlet conditions on dp€ (with null volume loadings), as in the case of the triaxial
test, o(t) could be taken constant for every ¢, so that (Load.6)) is satisfied if pr(t) is bounded
uniformly in time. In the case of Dirichlet boundary conditions, we drop the condition on
[o(t)v] in (Load.d), besides (Load.6)).

By (Load.5l) and (Load.fl), we obtain for every ¢t € [0, 7] and (u, e,p) € A(w(t)) the following
integration by parts formula

(L(t),u) = {e(t), e — Ew(t)) > + /Qua \ o(t): dp + (L(t), w(t)). (2.12)

The initial data. The initial configuration for the evolution «g, ug, eg, po is such that ag €
Hl(Q7 [Oa 1])3 (UOa eOapO) € A(w(o)) and

Q(eo) + D(ao) + [ Va3 + Qao, po) — (£(0), uo)
< Q(n)+ D(B) + VB3 + Q(B,q) + H(g — po) — (Lx(t),v)
for every 8 < ag, 8 >0, (v,n,q) € A(w(0)).

(IC)

3. THE MINIMISATION PROBLEM AND THE DISCRETE TIME SOLUTIONS

In this section we study the minimisation problems entering the time discrete approximation
of quasistatic evolutions for the present model. This approximation follows the general scheme
of minimising movements.

At each incremental time step, the updated approximate solution is obtained by minimising,
among the admissible configurations for the updated external loading, the sum of the internal
energy terms, of the loading, and of the dissipation from the approximate solution at the
previous time step.
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More precisely, for every k € N a sequence of subdivisions (¢%)o<;<x of the interval [0, 7] is
introduced, with

k—1
0=1t) <t) <--- <ty ' <th=T,
li th— iy =0.
Qi e =)
Starting from (a, ul, ¢, p0) = (a0, o, €0, p0) € H'(2: [0, 1]) x A(w(0)), given w} := wi(tL),
L5 = L(t},), for i =1,..., k we define (af,, uj, €}, p},) as a solution to the incremental problem

Jmin  {0(e)+ D(a) + Vol + Qlaup) + Hp —pi7) — (Lhow) }. (1)
0<a<a, ', (u,e,p)EA(w})
We now discuss existence of solutions to the problem above.

First we notice that, assuming the problem at time-step ¢ — 1 admits minimisers, the min-
imising functional (at time-step 4) is finite on (af ', uf ' +wh —wi et E(wh—wi ), pi ),
so the infimum is not +oo.

Moreover, we prove an estimate which will enforce coerciveness in p, see also Proposition [3.4]
later on. For any fixed € > 0, letting F. C Q' such that |p|(Q' \ E;) < € and 3. € C*(R"™)
a cutoff function such that . = 1 on E. and 1. = 0 on R" \ ', by (Load.h) and (Load.d),
recalling (ZI0), we have that

H(p) — /QUBDQ o(t): dp >sup { /QuaDQ (0 —ve0(t)):dp 10 € CC(Q’;K)}

N /QUBDQ(l ~vedelt): dp (3.2)

Zsup{/ 3:dp:3ECC(QI;BTO(O))}—CQ€
QUOpPp N

> 1lpl(QUIDPN) — C,e,

using density arguments and the fact that ¢ o(t) + 7 € K for every ¢ € [0,1], t € [0,T], and
|7| < 70, which follows from the convexity of K, := {§{ € My ": { + 7 € K for all 7| < 70}
and since 0 is an interior point of K, (in view of (Load.hl) and of the assumptions on K).
Notice that we may exploit the finiteness of H(p) as in [7, Proposition 6.1], being the force
term bounded and since we work on minimising sequences. The semicontinuity of the plastic
dissipation plus the external loading is obtained arguing as in [20, Theorem 3.3], see also
Proposition [34l At this stage, the only term whose semicontinuity is not directly ensured is

Q(a, p). This is proven in the following result.

Theorem 3.1. Let ap — a in HY(Q;[0,1]), (ug, ek, pr) € Alwy), (u,e,p) € A(w) with wy, — w
in HY(Q;R™), pr — p in My(QUIpQ;M?ZX), e, — e in L2(Q;M72X7). Then

sym sym
k——+oo

Proof. First, we notice that it is not restrictive to argue in an open set in place of Q U dp{2.
In fact, given an open set Q' D QU OpQ with Q' N IN = Op ), we may define

53 Ci(A)g: qdz, i |°|({B > 0}) =0, dx (s, =0,
QB,q) = /Q’\{B_l} 1(B)g: qde if [¢°]({5 > 0}) IX{p=1}

400 otherwise,

for 3 an extension of 8 to H'(€)) (we can always assume 3 € H(€';[0,1])) chosen in such a
way to ensure the weak-H' convergence in passing from Q to €, and

5 q in QU dp Y,
70 m o\ (QUIHQ).

Observe that ¢ is such that (9,7, §) € A(w), for v the extension of v with w in '\  and 7 the
extension of 7 with Ew in Q' \ Q. Thus Q(dx, pr) = Q(ar,pr), Q(&, p) = Q(a,p), and EJ) is
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equivalent to Q(c,p) < liminfy Q(dy, Pr), so that we may assume to work with the restriction

on {2 for Q.
Up to a subsequence, we may assume that

li . f~ — i A
lim inf Q(ak, pr) k_iffooQ(Oékapk) < 400

and that the measures p; € M; () defined by

pr(A) = / Cy(ag)pr: prda for A C Q Borel,
A\{ap=1}

with pr =0 in {ag = 1}, are such that

pe = p in MF(Q).

By the Besicovitch derivation theorem and the Radon-Nikodym decomposition for p (cf. [4]

Theorem 2.22]), the result will follow from the three estimates

du
dcr

l((a > 0}) =0,
p=0 L"ae. in{a=1}.

Let us then prove these estimates.

Proof of (3.4).

Step 1: Choice of the blow up point xo. We choose z in a subset of Q\ {«

L"-measure, satisfying the following conditions:

(i) in zo there exists the Radon-Nikodym derivative of p with respect to L™

dp o H(Bo(wo))
dLn (wo) gi%h wpo"

(ii) zo is a Lebesgue point for Va.
This gives that a3°(y) := a(zo + 0y), y € B is such that

o — a(zg) <1 in H'(B1),

since Vag®(y) = oVa(zo + gy), and then

/ [Vage|?dy = @2/ [Va(zo + oy) > dy = o
B, By

fBQ(m) [Va|?dz
w'ﬂ QTL

(iii) w is approximately differentiable in zg.
Then

which tends to 0 as p — 0T since — |Va(zo)|.

oo\ . u(zo + oy) — u(wo)

U , YEDB

is such that

up® — Ty in LY(By), for Uo(y) := Vu(zo)y, y€ Bi.

Being u € BD(2), it holds that u3° € BD(B;) and
Euy® X Bu(xg) in My(B1; M)

(iv) o is a Lebesgue point for e € L*(Q; M7x™).

Then e7°(y) := e(wo + 0y), y € By is such that

€l — e(wo) in L*(By; M.

sym

(x0) > Ci(a(zo))p(xo): p(xo) for L™- ae. zp € Q\ {a =1},

QIBQ(I) |Val? do

(3.4)

1} of full

(3.8)

(3.11)
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(v) in g there exists the Radon-Nikodym derivative of p (and then of Eu, in view of (iv))
with respect to L"

dp T p(BQ(,CEo)) nxn
p((E()) dcn ( ) - 9141)%1+ Wno" Msym
and
Eu(zo) = e(xo) + p(z0) - (3.12)

In fact, conditions (i)—(v) are satisfied in a subset of Q\ {a = 1} of full £L-measure (see [3]
for (iii)).
Step 2: Blow up argument: change of variables. For x( fixed as in Step 1, we perform a blow

up procedure. Let us fix a sequence (g5,)5 converging to 0 such that p(B,, (z9)) = 0 for every
h (notice that this holds for all ¢ except countable many). Then, by (37 we have that

s i 200D _ gy L
——(z9) = lim lim —/——2—** — lim lim — Ci(ar)pr: prdr. (3.13

dcn ( 0) h—00 k—o00 on h—o0 k—oo O o (Io)\{akzll(} )P p ( )
Consider the rescaling function A*¢: By(xo) — By defined by A*¢(z) := . We define
in correspondence the measures

1 1 _ 1
ES = Q—n/\;‘)’gEuk, p]; = Q—n)\;“’gpk, e]; = Q—n/\?’gek, (3.14)
obtained from Euy, eg, px through the push-forward of A\*°-¢ denoted by )\;‘”9 . A straightfor-
ward calculation shows that

E_ .k sk _ _kpn
E; =Eu,, ¢é,=¢€,L

for uf € BD(B), ek € L*(By; M7 given by
Ug(To + 0y) — uk(Zo
by = WL ) ) o+ o).

By the finiteness of Q(ov, pr), we deduce that |(PE)*|({ak > 0}) = 0. We observe also that

u

Vu’;(y) = Vug(xo+ oy) for LM-ae. y € By. (3.15)

In fact, this holds in the approximate differentiability points of u, by a change of variable in the
very definition of approximate differential. Moreover, |p§|(Bl) = w for every o > 0.
In particular, due to BI3), [ph, |(B1) is bounded uniformly in h, k along the sequence (on ).
Notice also that for every o > 0 we have that

Eu’; = elg—l—pz, Euz A BEug® in My(By; Mg, e’; — e’ in L*(By; M4, (3.16)

sym sym
and that, by our assumption that oy, — o in H'(2), the functions o € H*(B) defined by
k

ag(y) := ar(zo + 0y) are such that

oeg — oy in HY(By).

Collecting all the conditions above, we can use a diagonal argument to find a subsequence
(on, )k such that, for

— ok — k ok ok
Vg 1= thk, qk = thk’ Nk = thk’ Bk = thk’

the following holds:

BEvk = qi + 1k,
v, =T in BD(By), qr— p(zo) in My(B1; Mg .7), e — e(zo) in L? (B1; Mg,

Br — alxg) in Hl(Bl),

1
Wnﬁ(lb) = lim T/ Ci(ow)pr: prde = hm C1(Br)qr: qr dy.
k=oc Op, JB,, (0)\{ar=1} Bi\{Br=1}

(3.17)
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We notice that the last equation above follows from a change of variable, recalling (B15).
Moreover, we have

[(@r)°|({Bk > 0}) =0 and g =0in {B = 1}. (3.18)

Step 8: Blow up argument: semicontinuity. Since p is a nonnegative measure, ([3.4) is satisfied
if a(zg) =0, by (CL.3). Let us then fix z, satisfying (i)~(v) in Step 1, such that a(zo) > 0.

By [28, Theorem 7], up to passing to a subsequence we have that for every § € [1,2) and
every € > 0 there exists a relatively open set A, C By such that

Br — a(xo) uniformly on By \ A., Caps(A., By) < e. (3.19)

By [38, Lemma 3.1] (notice that in subsets of R™ the two notions of capacity in [28] and [38]
are equivalent, namely they are the same up to constants) there exists a constant C' > 0,

depending only on n, and a set A; D A, with (the notion of capacity below are all relative to
By)

Cap,(A.) < CCap,(A.) and Per(A., B;) < C Cap,(A.). (3.20)
Collecting (B.19) and (3:20) we have that

Br — a(xo) uniformly on By \ A., Per(Ag, B1) < Ce. (3.21)

In particular,

~ alxo)

Br >

for k large enough. By the last condition in (BI7) and we get that g is uniformly
bounded in L?(Bj \ Ac; MXT).

sym
For fixed € > 0 consider the function

>0 in B\ A., (3.22)

Uk '= Uk XB;\A. -

It is immediate that ¥, are in GSBD?(Q) and that (0x) = E(vk) XB\A.+ 5, C Ju, U(0* AN
By) (recall that £(v) denotes the approximate symmetric gradient of a function v € G(S)BD).

By BI]) and (322) we get
Jo. COANBy,  E(Uk) =Mk XB\A. + @k XBi\a. € L2 (Br; MLH).

so that, by (321]), the functions ¥ are bounded in GSBD?(B;). From the fact that o, —
Uy X B\ A, D LY(By;R"™), applying [19, Theorem 11.3] or [I1, Theorem 1.1] we obtain that
E(g) — E(u)(wg) in L2(By \ Ac; M2X") and then (recall the second line in ([3.17)

sym

Qe — p(xg) in L?(By \ Ao M™X™Y . (3.23)

sym

Being @ lower semicontinuous and also convex in the second variable, by loffe-Olech Lower
Semicontinuity Theorem (see [10, Theorem 2.3.1])

|B1\ Ac| Ci(a(o))p(z0): p(w0) = / Ci(a(zo))p(z0): p(20) dy

B\ A.

dup
< lim Ci(Br)ar: qx dy = wn ==~ (x0) -
k—oo Bl\{Bk(:l}) dﬁn (

By (B21)) it holds that lim._,o £L™(A:) = 0. Therefore, the above inequality gives ([B4]) by the
arbitrariness of ¢.
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Proof of ([B3]). In this step we use a slicing procedure. We recall the basic notation: fixed
£ S we let

¢ = {y e R": y- £ =0}, Bg ={teR:y+t{ € B} foranyyeR" and BCR",
and for every function v: B — R" and t € Bg, let
vi(t) ==y + 1),  TH(t) = vp(t) - €
By Fubini Theorem it holds that for every ¢ € S*—1
(an)§ = af, (i) — a5 in LNQS) for H* '-ae y €l (3.24)
Recalling (C1.2), we have that
C > liminf {/ {@0lpul? + lexl? + |Var[*} do + |Euk|(Q)}
Q

k—+oo

k——+oo

> lim inf { /Q {@n)lprg - €2 + lext - €2 + [Vay - €} dw + [Bupt - £|<Q)}

— Tim; I3 n—1 > CI I3 n—1
fmint [ 5 2 [ tmint 10§ 007 )

by Fatou’s Lemma, where
(12)5 = /Q A @ODIBeE - O + I(ent - OS2 + IV (@) | at + [D(@n)§l(©5)  (3.25)

Therefore, we may fix y in a set of full #"~!-measure of I¢ and find, in correspondence to y,
a subsequence k; (possibly depending on y) such that
im (1§ = lminf()f, (ox,)§ = af in H'(QF).  (x,)§ ™5 in BV(Q).
Moreover
7 )5 — &5 uniformly in Qg
passing to the continuous representatives of the slices (which are the slices of ay, @, the
quasicontinuous representatives of ay, «).

Let us fix an open set I compactly contained in {&g > 0}. By the uniform convergence
stated above, we have that I is compactly contained in {(&kj)g > 0}, provided j is large
enough. Being (I, )5 uniformly bounded in j (and recalling (C.6)), this implies that py,& - £
are equibounded in L?(I) with respect to j. Then (i, )} is equibounded in H'(I) with respect
to j and, by (3:24),

(iig,)§ — a5 in H'(I).
Therefore [D*a5|(1) = |(p°¢ - £)5](I) = 0. By the arbitrariness of I, we have [D*a$|({a} >
0}) = ("€ - )51({a5 > 0}) = 0.

We notice that, setting B := {& > 0}, the sets {a§ > 0} are the slices B of B for H"'-a.e.

y € II¢. By the structure theorem for BD functions proven in [3| Theorem 4.5] we deduce that

[E*ug - f|({a > 0}) = [p°¢ - {|({a > 0}) = 0.
By the arbitrariness of £ € S"~! we conclude ([B.5).

Proof of (B.6). We argue exactly as in the proof of ([B.4)), with the only difference that now
a(xg) = 1. At this stage, for every fixed § > 0

Bk > a(rg) —d=1-0¢ in By \ A (3.26)
for k large enough. We have also in this case that

g — p(xg) in L2(31 \ Ag; MIZX")

sym
and since fBl\{Bkzl} C1(Br)qk: qr dy are equibounded (with ¢ = 0 in {8x = 1}) and p(xg) €
M is constant, by ([3.26) and we conclude that p(zg) = 0. O



16 VITO CRISMALE

Remark 3.2. The proof goes exactly in the same way if a L7 gradient damage term is present,
v > 1, in place of a L? term. In fact, the weak W17 convergence implies ([3.19) as well.

Remark 3.3. Consider the case where (C1.1)) and (C..5) are replaced by

Cy € O([0,1]; Lin(M™X™; MMX™). (3.27)

sym s ' Esym

In this case Theorem Bl still holds. The proof goes as above, without imposing that plastic
variables are null where damage variables are 1, and without proving [B.6]). If C;1(0) # 0 and
~(0) > 0 in (C), then Theorem [31] follows directly by applying Toffe-Olech Lower Semiconti-
nuity Theorem (see [I0, Theorem 2.3.1]) for every ax — « in H(Q;[0,1]) and every py — p
in Mp(QUOpQ; MM,

sym
Proposition 3.4. The minimisation problem BIl) admits solutions.

Proof. By the integration by parts formula (Z12]) we get that ([B) is equivalent to

min {Qle) - (ahe) + D(a) +IVall} + Qla,p)

0<a<ay™', (u,e,p)EA(w})

+H(pfp§;’1)*/ Ok d(pfpﬁ;’l)},
QUIPN
since the functionals to minimise differ by constant terms.

By (C2) and Cauchy Inequality

i %1 1 ;
Q) = {efe) > Jlell3 — 5kl
With (82) and the constitutive assumptions in Section 2] we deduce that every minimising
sequence (B, Uk, Nk, qx) is bounded in H* () x BD(Q) x L? () x My, (2 U dpQ; MZX"). Arguing
as in the last part of [20, Theorem 3.3] we see the lower semicontinuity of H(p — pi ') —
fszuaDQ 0i: d(p — pi') with respect to the weak* convergence of p € M;(QU OpQ; M),
The existence of solutions follows from the Direct Method of Calculus of Variations: it is
enough to apply Theorem [3.1] and the fact that the remaining terms are directly weakly lower

semicontinuous in the target spaces of the respective variables. O

From the solutions to the incremental minimisation problems, we define their interpolations
in time by setting for every t € [0, T]

ar(t) = ag, uk(t) =, ex(t) = ek, pr(t) = pj

T _ | (3.28)
or(t) = Clayg)ey, Li(t) =Ly, wi(t) = wy,.

where 4 is the largest integer such that ¢}, < ¢, that is i is the integer part of Lk,

By definition ¢ +— g (t) is nonincreasing, (ux(t), ex(t), pr(t)) € A(wg(t)) for every ¢ € [0, T,
and, by (B) together with the triangle inequality for H, we obtain the discrete time stability
condition

Q(ex(t)) + D (1)) + [Var (D)5 + Qe (1), P (1)) — (Lr(8), ur (1))
< Q(n) + D(B) + VB3 + Q(B,a) + Mg — pr(t)) — (Lk(t),v)

for every 8 < oy (t), 8 >0, (v,1,9) € A(wi(t)). , , , ,
Moreover, testing the minimisation problem BI) with o) ", (u "+ (wi, —wi '), el +
E(wi —wj "), pi ") € A(wl) we get

(ST%)

Q) + D(ag) + [[Vagll3 + Qo pi) + H(pi, — pi ) — (Lhui)
< Qe ) + ok B(wy, — wy ™)) + 2l[B(wy, —wi I3 + Do) + [ Vey 13 (3.29)
+ Qg pk ) = (Lhup '+ (wy — wi )
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We manipulate the last term in the inequality above as
(Lo + (wh —wim ) =(Luy ')+ (Lhwy) — (L7 i)

o 3.30
+ /ti71<£(3)auk(3) — wi(s)) ds, (3:30)

since, by our assumptions on g, L£(t) € BD(Q2)’ for a.e. t € [0,T] and every t — (L(t),v(t)) is
in L1(0,T) for v € L>(0,T; BD(2)) (cf. 20, Remark 4.1]). Combining (3.30) and (3:29), and
summing on ¢ € {0, ..., k}, we obtain the discrete time energy inequality

Q(ex(t)) + Dlai(t)) + [[Var(®)lI3 + Q(an (1), p(t)) + Vi (pr; 0,8) = (Lr(t), un(t) — wi(t))

< Q(eo) + D(ao) + | Vao|3 + Q(ao, po) — (Lo, uo — wo) + /O (o (s), B (s)) ds

- /0 k(ﬁ(s), uk(s) — wi(s)) ds + dr,
(El)

where

th th
5 = 72( max / |Eu’1(s)||2ds) / i (s)l|2ds — 0 as k — +oc. (3.31)
! 0

1<r<k Jyr—
k

Notice that in (STg) we exploit the fact that Vy(px;0,t) = Z;ZlH(pi - pifl), pr being
piecewise constant in time. By the integration by parts formula in (3:29), we have

(Chovi = o = (wh =0l ) = [ gk~ ) + (ghech — EBul)
th

- (g}lc_l, e};_l - Ew£_1> + / (0(s), ex(s) — Ewg(s)) ds,

i—1
tk

so that, summing (3.29) over 7, we may recast (EI) in
Qlen(t)) — ok (1), ex(t) = Bwg (1)) + D(ax(t)) + [ Var(0)l|3 + Q(ax(t), pi(t)
+ 3 (Hk i) - A C S RO

< Q(eo) — (00, €0 — Bwo) + D(aw) + [[Vaoll3 + Q(ao, po) — (Lo, uo)

+/Ok(ok(s),Ew(s»dsf/Ok(@(s),ek(s)wak(s)>ds+5k.

(3.32)

Expressing the discrete time energy inequality as above, it is now readily seen that, arguing
as done in Proposition B4l to prove coercivity (and using the integrability assumptions on w,
0), the a priori bounds

sup (llex(llz + law®lm ) <€, Vipi0,T) < C (3.33)
te[0,7)

hold, for C > 0 independent of k.

4. PASSAGE TO THE CONTINUOUS TIME LIMIT

This section contains the proof of existence of quasistatic evolutions, namely of Theorem [T.1]
and of some properties of these evolutions. We divide the exposition into subsections, to ease
the reading.
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4.1. Compactness. In view of the a priori bound in ([333]) on the variations in time of pg, by
a generalized version of the Helly theorem (cf. [20, Lemma 7.2]), there are a (not relabeled)
subsequence and a function p: [0,7] — M, (2 U 9pQ; Mg ") with bounded variation on [0, T]
such that

pr(t) = p(t) in My(QU AP M) for every t € [0,T).

sym
Moreover, since the functions ay: [0,7] — H'(Q) are nonincreasing in time and ay(t) are all
valued in [0, 1], by a Helly-type theorem (cf. [25] and [I2] Subsection 4.4]) there exist a (not
relabeled) subsequence and a function a: [0, 7] — H'(Q) nonincreasing in time such that
ar(t) = a(t) in HY(Q) for every t € [0,T].

By (333)), for every fixed t € [0,T] there exists a subsequence k;, possibly depending on ¢,
such that

er, (t) =€ in L*(Q; ML), uy, (t) > u  in BD(Q). (4.1)

sym

4.2. Stability condition. By the following theorem, we deduce that the discrete time stability
condition (STg]) passes to the limit under the available convergences.

Theorem 4.1. Let wy, € HY(Q;R™) L, € BD(Q), oy € HY(;]0,1)), (ug, ex, pr) € A(wg) such
that wy, — Weo in H (G R™), Ly, — Lo in BD(Q), a — s in HY(Q), up — s in BD(Q),
er = eco i LP(MIST), p B poe € My(QU DY ME ). Then (oo, €oo, Poc) € A(weo)
and, if

Q(ex) + D(ar) + Va3 + Q(a, pr) — (Lr,ur)

- (4.2)
< Q(n) + D(B) + IVAII3 + Q(B, a) + H(a — pk) — (Lr, v)
for every k and B < ag, >0, (v,n,q) € A(wy), then
Q(ess) + D(ass) + ||va00||§+@(04007p00> — (Lo Uoo) (4.3)

< Q) +D(B) + VI3 + QB a) + H(a — poc) — {Loc, )
for every B < as, B >0, (v,7,q) € A(ws).
Proof. By the very same argument of [20, Lemma 2.1], it holds that (%o, €ccsPoo) € A(Weo)-

First we fix the test functions in the limit stability problem: 0 < < @, and (v,7,q) €
A(wes). Then we consider the following test functions for ([£.2):

Br =B Nk, Vg =0 U Uk, Nk =) = €oo €k k1=~ Poo + Phe

It holds that By — 8 and BV ax — s in H(Q), v = v in BD(Q), mj, — n in L2(Q; MIX"),
qr = ¢ in My(QUOpQ; M.

We remark that we may assume that all the terms in Q in (@3) and that one in the left
handside of ([@2) are finite: in fact, the left handside in ([@2) is finite since the minimum
problem has a solution, see Proposition 3.4} the left handside in ([@3]) is finite by Theorem B}
if the right handside in (@3) is infinity there is nothing to prove. Therefore

g€ L*({8 > 0}; Mg0) € L2({Br > 0 ML), g=0in {8 =1} D {B =1},
Poo € L*({ane > 01 M) © L2({Be > OB M), poo = 0in {ace = 1} D {fx = 1},
pr € L*({a > O} M) © L2({B > 05 Myy),  pr=0in {ar =1} D {B =1},
(4.4)

since fr < B < ae < 1 and B < ai < 1. It follows that also the right handside in (£2)
is finite. To ease the reading we omit the indication that the plastic strain is null where the
damage variable is 0, when writing the integral defining @

Inserting the test functions in ([@2]), we thus obtain the equivalent inequality

D(ag) + [IV(BV ar)[3 = VB3 + Qo pi) — Q(Br, pr) — (L, thoo)
< 3(C(n — eoo +2€1),n — €0o) + D(Br) + (C1(Br)(q — Poo +2Pk), ¢ — Poc)  (45)
+ H(q — Poo) — <£k,’U>
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by subtracting @ (Bk, pr.) from both sides, by using the modularity condition
IV (a1 Vv az)l3 + V(a1 Aa)3 = [[Vau |3 + [[Vaz|3.
for every o, 3 € H'(2), and from the fact that

Qa, p1) — Q(a, p2) = (Ci()(p1 + p2), p1 — p2) (4.6)
for every o € H'(Q) and p1,p2 € L*({or > 0}; M2 %),

In view of the convergences in the hypotheses plus those obtained above for the test func-
tions, we have that ||[Vag||3 < liminfy |[V(8 V ar)|3, that D(ag), D(Bk), (Lk,v), (Lk,Veo)
converge to D(aso), D(8), (Loo, V), (Loo,Voo), and that

lim 3(C(n — e + 2€1), 7 — 00) = 3(C(1 + €00), N — €00) = Q1) — Qec). (4.7)

k— oo

Thus it lasts to investigate the terms involving @ First, it holds that

In fact, the functional @(al, o, q) = @(al, q) — @(ag, q) given by
Sla. ar.q) = /Q [Ci(a1) = Ci(az)]g: gda if [¢°|({a1 > 0}) = 0, ¢ X{a,=1} = 0, a1 > a2

400 otherwise,

(4.9)
assumes nonnegative values by (C1.4)), is semicontinuous with respect to the strong L! conver-
gence of (aq,az), and is convex and lower semicontinuous in g. Therefore, by the very same
arguments of Theorem B.1] we get that Q(aoo, B, Poo) < liminfy, @(ak, Bk, Pk ), namely [A3).

Second, we claim that

L (Cr(Br) (0= Poo +2Pk), 4= Poo) = (C1(B)(a+Poo), 4= Pec) = QB 4) — Q(B, pec). (4.10)

o0

(We still omit the indication that the plastic strain is null where the damage variable is 0, when
writing the integral defining @) Since B — B in H(Q), arguing as done for [B.21) with [38]
Lemma 3.1], for every & > 0 there is an open set D. C Q with Per(D., Q)+ Cap,(D.,Q) < Ce
such that

Bk — B uniformly in Q\ D.. (4.11)
We notice that, by (cf. also the derivation of ([2.6) from (C.2))), the functions Cy(Bk)pk
are equibounded with respect to k in L?(Q;M72*"). In view of ([&d)), we deduce that the

functions C1(Bk)(¢ — pos + 2pi) are in L($; M?Z% and thus
C1(Br)(q — Poo +2p1): (¢ — pso) are equiintegrable with respect to k. (4.12)
Since By < B, recalling (CL.3)) it holds that
C1(Br)(@ = Poo + 2pk): (¢ — Poo) = C1(Br)(q — Poo + 2Pk): (4 — Poc) X {50} - (4.13)

We observe also that Es := {8 > d} are increasing as § decreases and xg; — x{g>0} in L'(Q)
as 0 — 0. Then
lim £ ({8 > 0} \ E;) = 0. (4.14)
6—0

By (#12), @I13), (£I4), and the properties of D, we get

tim, | (C1(B1) (0~ o+ 2000~ p) = [ Ca(Bu)(a— b+ 2015 (4~ o) e =0 (415)

€ EE,J

for
E&(g = E(g\DE = {ﬂ >(5}\DE
uniformly in k.
By @II) it follows that {8 > 6} \ D. C {Bx > §} for k large enough. Then pjyxp. , are
equibounded in k in L*(€;MZ"). Furthermore, being 3 € H'(Q2), by the Coarea Formula
it is not restrictive to assume that { > J} has finite perimeter (this holds for a.e. §, and we
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are just interested to arbitrarily small 6) so that ugx g, , are equibounded in GSBD?(Q2). By

assumption, we get

£,

URXE, , — UsoXE. , € GSBD?*(Q) L™-a.e. in €,
and this, with ey — eo in L2(; M2X") gives (recall e.g. [19, Theorem 11.3])

sym
PEXE.; — PooXB., in L7(S5MEX). (4.16)

By (@II) and (ILI6)

lim Cl(ﬁk)(q_poo +2pk): (q_poo)dx:/ Cl(ﬁ)(q +poo): (q_poo)dxa (417)

k—>+OO Es,& Es )

using also that the integrals above are evaluated outside {f = 1}, since ¢ = 0, pooc = 0
therein, and that C;(8)) converge uniformly to C1(8) on {8 = 1} (by (CL.1), (ZI1), and since
Br < B <1).

We now deduce (£I0) by collecting (@I5), (@IT), and the facts that lim. s_0 L"({8 >
0} \ Ees) = 0 and Ci(Bc)(q + Poo): (4 — Poc) € LHQ).
All in all, by (1), (@8], and [@I0) we conclude the proof. O

Remark 4.2. Assuming [327) in place of (Ci.1), (CL5), Theorem ET] holds with the same
proof (with obvious simplifications, e.g. there is no need for the second conditions in ([£4)). If
C1(0) is positive definite, we can treat @ as done for @ in (7)), to prove directly (ZI0).

Theorem ] allows us to pass to the limit ([STg]) along the subsequence k; satisfying (1),
to obtain for every ¢ € [0,7]

Q(e) + D(a(t)) + [Va)ll; + Q(a(t), p(t) — (L(t), )
< Q(n) + D(B) + VB3 + QB a) +H(g — p(t)) — (L(t),v)
for every 0 < 8 < a(t), (v,n,q) € A(w(t)). In particular, taking 8 = «(t), it holds that (@,€)
minimises
F(t): (v,m) = Q) — (L(t),v)
on the convex set K(t) := {(v,1): (v,7,p(t)) € A(w(t))}. This implies that (v,7) is uniquely
determined: in fact, if (v1,71), (v2,7m2) are different minimisers, then both vy # vy and
m # n2, by (Z3); by the strict convexity of Q and the linearity of (£(¢),-) we would have
F(%W) < 3(F(vi,m) + F(v2,m2)), which is a contradiction.
Therefore, setting u(t) := 1, e(t) := €, we obtain that

u(t) = u(t) in BD(Q), ex(t) = e(t) in LQ(Q;M?JTQ)

for the sequence independent of ¢ € [0,T]. Moreover, for every t € [0, 7] it holds the stability
condition:

Q(e(t) + D(a(t)) + [ Va(®) 5 + Q(a(t), p(t)) — (L(t), u(t))
< Q) +D(B) + VA5 + Q(B, ) + Hlq — p(t)) — (Lx(t),v)
for every 8 < a(t), (v,1,q) € A(w(t)).

(ST)

4.3. Weak continuity a.e. in time. We notice that Theorem 1] allows us also to infer that

e(s) = e(t) in L2(Q;M™X™), u(s) = u(t) in BD(Q) for s —t, fora.e. t€[0,7]. (4.18)

sym

In fact, first we have that

als) = a(t) in HY(Q), p(s) = p(t) in My(QU IpSE My ) for s — t, for ae. t € [0,T],

(4.19)
which hold indeed for any t except at most countable many: the weak continuity of « follows
by [12, Lemma A.2] plus the uniform boundedness of a(t) in H'(Q2), the weak* continuity of p
follows from the fact that p has bounded variation with values in M(Q2 U dp€2; Mg M), Then,
if t € [0,T] is a point of weak continuity for both « and p, using the strong continuity in time
of the loading and Theorem 1] we get that the weak limits of e(s), u(s) minimises F'(t) on

K(t), and so they coincide with e(t), u(t).
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4.4. Energy balance. The discrete time energy inequality (EI]) passes to the limit into
Qe(t)) + D(a(t) + [Va(®)l[3 + Qalt), p(t)) + Vi (p; 0,t) — (L(t), u(t) — w(t))

< Q(eo) + D(ao) + [[Vaoll3 + Q(ao, po) — (Lo, uo — wo) +/o (0(s), Eu(s)) ds (EI)

—/0 (ﬁ(s),u(s) —w(s)) ds.

All the terms in the left-hand side are lower semicontinuous with respect to the convergences
deriving from the boundedness of the functional and from the hypotheses on the loading (recall

Theorem B3] for @ and the lower semicontinuity of the plastic dissipation, which is supremum
of lower semicontinuous functionals). As for the right-hand side, the integrals pass to the limit
by Dominated Convergence Theorem in the time interval [0,¢] (notice that in the discrete
inequalities the time interval is [0,¢}], being i(¢, k) the integer part of Lk, with ¢i — ¢ as
k — 400).

Let us prove the opposite energy inequality. Fix ¢ € [0,7] and let (SZ)ogigk be a sequence
of subdivisions of the interval [0, ¢] satisfying

0:52<s,1c<~~~<si_1<s§:t,

lim max (st —si7 1) =0.
k— o0 19’9( E Sk )

For every i = 1,....k let u := u(s}c) —w(st) + 1_”(52_1) and e := e(st) — Bw(s}) + Bw(si ).
Since a(sh) < a(si ') and (u, e, p(sh)) € A(w(s} ")), by the global stability (ST)) we have
Qle(si 1) + Dlalsi™h) + IValsi I3 + Qalsy ), p(si") + H(p(st) — p(si))
— (L5 ulsy )
< Qle(sh)) — {o(sk), E(w(sy) —w(si ")) +2lE(w(st) — (s )3 + D(as,))
+[Valsp) 3 + Qalsi) p(si) — (Lsi ), ulsh) = (w(si) — w(si™))-

o~

(4.20)

Rewriting the last term in the right hand side as

(L(si ) ulsh) — (wlsi) —wlsy™))) = (L(sh), ulsh)) — (L(sh), wlsh))

and summing E20) over i, we obtain
Q(eo) + D(ag) + [|Vaol2 + Q(ao, po) + Vi (p; 0,) — (Lo, uo — wo)
< Q(e(t)) — /Ot<5k(8),E(w(S))>ds + 0+ D(a(t)) (4.22)
+[|[Va(t)[3 + Q(alt), p(t)) — /Ot (L(s),uk(s) — Wk(s)) ds.
where 6, is defined similarly to 6, (cf. @3I)) and we set U (s) = u(s}), Tk(s) == o(s}),
W, (s) := w(s}) for i the smallest index such that s < si. By @IS), (&IJ), and the uniform

bounds (B:33)) we get that

(@r(s), E(i(5))) = (o(s), E(w(5))),

(L(s),an(s) —wr(s)) = (L(s), u(s) —w(s))
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as k — +oo for a.e. s € [0,T]. Again by [B33), we can apply Dominated Convergence Theorem
to pass to the limit in [#22)). Thus we deduce the energy inequality opposite to (EIJ), and so

Q(e(t)) + D(a(t) + [ Va(®)|3 + Q(alt), p(t)) + Vi (p; 0,1) — (L(1), u(t) — w(t))

= Q(eo) + D(ao) + | Vaol3 + Qao, po) = (Lo, uo — wo) +/O (o(s), B (s)) ds

*/ (L(s),u(s) —w(s))ds.
0

In view of the integration by parts

) e + (£5) 5 ds = (£00) (1) = (o)
the energy balance above is equivalent to

Q(e(t)) + D(a(t) + | Va(t) 5 + Q(alt), p(t)) + Vac(p; 0,1) — (L(1), u(1))

= Q(eo) + D(an) + [ Va3 + Q(a0, po) — (Lo, uo) +/o (o(s), Eu(s)) ds (EB)

—/O {(£(5),u(s)) + (L(s),0(s))} ds.

4.5. Strong continuity a.e. in time for o and e. Evaluating the energy balance at two times s
and ¢, with s < ¢, we get (it is immediate to see that Vy (p;0,t) = Vi (p; 0, s) + Vi (p; s, 1))

Q(e(t)) + D(a(t)) + | Va(t)5 + Q(at), p(t)) + Vau(p; 5,1) — (L(2), u(t)

= Q(e(s)) + D(as)) + IVa(s) 15 + Qals), pls)) = (L(s), u(s)) + /t<0’(7)aEw(T)> dr

= [ ulo) + L) b)) ar

Let us fix ¢t € [0, 7] satisfying three sets of conditions: first, to be a time of weak or weak*
continuity of the variables «, u, e, p; second, to be a continuity point for the increasing function
s+ Vx(p; 0, s); third, to be a Lebesgue point for the time derivatives of the external loadings
L, w. Notice that any ¢ € [0, T] except countable many satisfies the above conditions.

Then, as s — t, we obtain that

Q(e(t)) + D(a(®) + [ Va(t) |3 + Qlalt), p(t)
= 1im { Q(e(s)) + D(a(s)) + IVa(s)[3 + Qlals), p(s)) |-

Due to the weak or weak* continuity of «, u, e, p in ¢, and by Theorem [BI] each of the four
terms Q(e(-)), D(a(-), |Va(-)|12, Q(a(-),p(-)) is lower semicontinuous as s — t. By E23) we
deduce that these four terms are actually continuous as s — t. Using the convexity of Q and
the fact that a(s) — «(t) in L'(Q2), we get that e(s) — e(t) in L*(Q; M7") and a(s) — a(t)
in H(Q). Further,

(4.23)

Qa(s),p(s)) = Qalt), p(1)),
which can be read as \/C1(a(s))p(s) = /Ci(a(t)p(t) in L*(Q; M75).
This concludes the proof of Theorem [I1]

4.6. From weak to strong evolutions under further regularity. In this subsection we link the
notion of evolution in Theorem [T, which has an integral formulation, with that one in [39]
(with the introduction of damage gradient, see Remark 3.1 therein), corresponding to a differ-
ential formulation for any time. We refer to the latter as strong formulation, whose solutions
are strong evolutions. In fact, it could be seen that strong evolutions satisfy also the conditions
in Theorem [[LTl The converse is true only under additional regularity assumptions. We first
describe the differential properties that could be deduced without further assumptions.
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Proposition 4.3. For every evolution satisfying the conditions of Theorem [, under the cor-
responding hypotheses, for every t € [0,T] it holds that

—divo(t) = f(t), [e(t)v] = g(t), o(t) —2C;(a(t))p(t) € K a.e. in Q,
for o(t) := Ce(t), where [o(t)v] € H2(Q) is defined as done for ¢ after (Loadh).
Proof. For every t € [0,T], fixing a(t) = S in the minimum problem (qsl) we obtain that
(u(t),e(t),p(t)) € A(w(t)) solves the minimisation problem
min {Qm) + Q(a(t),q) + Hla — p(t)) ~ (£(t),v)}. (4.24)

(v,m,q)€A(w(t))

Therefore, we are in a situation analogous to that of |20, Lemma 3.6], except for the presence
of @ and the fact that K C Mz (instead of K C M"). The derivation of the first two
conditions —divo(t) = f(t), [o(t)v] = g(t) goes exactly as in [20, Lemma 3.6], since the test
directions are (v, Ev,0), with v € H*(£2;R™), so that the contribution of @ disappears.

In order to show the last condition, we test [@24) with (u(t),e(t), p(t)) + (0,n, —n), with
n € L?(Q; Mg;,g), and derive with respect to €. Here we have the further term @ with respect
to [20, Lemma 3.6]: it holds that

o Q0(0).2(8) = 21) = Qla(t).p(t)

_ /ch(a(t))p(t)n da,

e—=0 3
by Dominated Convergence Theorem, since both Ci(a(t))p(t) and n € L*(Q;MZx7). At this
stage, it is enough to argue as in the last part of the proof of |20, Proposition 3.5], by choosing
n(z) = 1p(x)§, £ € Mg, since 0H(0) = K. O

The remaining properties, consisting in flow rules for the damage and the plasticity variable,
may require some strong further regularity in time, to guarantee global differentiability in time:
even if this regularity could be hard to prove, we list it to confirm that the evolutions whose
existence has been proven here are the right weak evolutions for the model in [39]. We start
with a technical lemma.

Lemma 4.4. Besides the assumptions in Theorem [, let us assume that d € C1([0,1]), C; €
CL([0,1); Lin(M2Xm x M2X™)) with |C(B)] < CC1(B) for some constant C > 0 and every

sym sym
B €[0,1]. Let o, u, e, p be an evolution according to Theorem [Tl Then, for every 8 € L*°(Q)
such that 8 <0 and =0 if « =0, and for every t € [0,T], it holds that

0aE(alt), e(t),p(®)8] = (d'(a(t)), B) + (Va(t), V5) + /Q\{ , Chla)sp(): ploydr >0,
for E(a(t),e(t), p(t)) = Q(e(t)) + D(a(®)) + | Va(®)[3 + Q(at),p(t)) and
(0,600 p)IA) = iy PO+ P00 = P00

e—0t
Proof. Since 8 < 0, the stability condition (gsl) gives that (notice that all the terms depending
on «a(t) are included in E), for € > 0,

Bla(t) +£B,e(t),p(t) = Bla(t),e(t).p(t) - (4.25)

In order to pass to the limit above, notice that £ ’E 0+ Ci((a(t) +eB)M)(z) = Ci(a(t)B(x)
for a.e. € Q such that a(t)(z) < 1, since this holds if a(¢)(z) = 0, being § =0 if « = 0, and
also if a(t)(x) > 0, since 8 € L*°(2) and ¢ tends to 0. If a(t)(x) = 1, then p(¢)(x) = 0 and
[Ci((at) +B8)T)pE): pt)](z) = [C1(a(t))p(t): p(t)](z) = 0. Therefore ([£25) holds true, and
the integrals defining Q are restricted to {a(t) < 1}.

For a.e. # € {a(t) < 1} it holds that e~ [Cy(a(t) + eB)F)(x) — Ci(a(t))(x)] = Cj(alt) +
e'B) < Cy(a(t))(x) for some &’ € (0,¢) and e small enough, using Intermediate Value Theorem,
the fact that 8 € L°(Q2), (C..4)), and the further assumptions on C;. Therefore, we can pass to
the limit by Dominated Convergence Theorem, to differentiate the term in @ The derivation
of the remaining two terms is straightforward. (|
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Remark 4.5. The assumptions on C; in Lemma 4] are satisfied, for instance, if either C; €
C1([0,1]; Lin(MZ ¢ x MiZx7)) or Cy diverges in 1 with an exponential growth. Unfortunately,
the power law considered in [39] does not satisfy the assumptions. Anyway, other conditions
allowing to compute directional derivatives w.r.t. the damage variable could be found also in
this case, for instance concerning the regularity of «(t), p(t). We remark again that this last
part of the paper aims to convince that, under further regularity or reasonable constitutive

assumptions, we recover a strong evolution.
In the next proposition we derive the flow rules, provided the evolution is regular enough.

Proposition 4.6. Let o, u, e, p be an evolution according to Theorem[I ]l Besides the assump-
tions in Theorem [L1l and in Lemmal[].4), let us assume that o, u, e, p are absolutely contin-
uous with values into H' N L (we mean with respect to both norms), BD(SY), L*(; M7x"),
Myp(QU OpQ; Mg r), respectively. Moreover, assume for a.e. t € [0,T] that o(t) is integrable

with respect to p(t) and that it holds the integration by parts formula

(0(8), é(t) — Eeb(t)) + (L(0), ir(t) — i(t)) + / o(t): dp(t) = 0. (4.26)

QUIPN
Then for a.e. t € [0,T] the following flow rules hold:

H(p(t)) = /Qua QU(t): dp(t) and O0.E(al(t),e(t),p(t))a(t)] = 0. (4.27)

Proof. By the assumptions we made on the evolution, we have that (4(t), é(t), p(t)) € A(w(t))
for a.e. t (cf. |20, Lemma 5.5]) and that we may differentiate in time the energy balance
condition (gs2), to get

(o(t), é(t) — Ei(t)) + (L(1), w(t) —i(t)) + H(P() + Oa Ea(t), e(t), p(t))[@(t)] = 0. (4.28)

In fact, notice that &(t) = 0 if a(t) = 0 where &(t) = 0 exists, since a(s) = 0 for s > ¢t. In
view of (the last equality in) (ZI0) and by Lemma 4] the left handside of (A28)) is the sum
of two nonnegative terms. Therefore (£28) implies (£27]). O

Remark 4.7. The condition (£.26]) is the analogue of (ZI2]). It holds under additional regularity
either for o(t), e.g. the same regularity required on o(t), recalling that (u(t),é(t),p(t)) €
A(w(t)), or for w(t). For instance, in the Dirichlet loading case it is enough to have either
o(t) € L™(;M2XM) or a(t) € L2(;R™), see [7, Theorem 6.4]. We do not go further in

sym

detail about these conditions since we are already in the strong assumption that the evolution
is absolutely continuous in time. Moreover, notice that the plastic flow rule implies that
H(p(t)) = o: p(t) in Mp(QUIpQ;M2XM) by [2.9).

sym
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