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Abstract.

The thermodynamic model of visco-elastic deformable magnetic materials at finite strains
is formulated in a fully Eulerian way in rates. The Landau theory applies for ferro-to-para-
magnetic phase transition, the gradient theory (leading exchange energy) for magnetization
with general mechanically dependent coefficient, hysteresis in magnetization evolution by
Landau-Lifshitz-Gilbert equation involving objective corotational time derivative of magne-
tization, and demagnetizing field are considered in the model. The Kelvin-Voigt viscoelastic
rheology with a higher-order viscosity (exploiting the concept of multipolar materials) is
used, allowing for physically relevant frame-indifferent stored energies and for local invert-
ibility of deformation. The model complies with energy conservation and Clausius-Duhem
entropy inequality. Existence and a certain regularity of weak solutions is proved by a
Faedo-Galerkin semi-discretization and a suitable regularization.
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1 Introduction – deforming magnetic continua

The magnetic materials which are not completely rigid represent interesting, important, and

difficult multi-physical concatenation of mere (thermo)continuum mechanics and mere mi-

cromagnetism. Beside homogeneous visco-elastic magnets, it may concern elastically rather

soft materials filled with magnetic particles, e.g. rocks (which can be considered soft on long

time scales) and polymers (i.e. so-called magneto-rheological elastomers or ferrogels), which

however needs to involve creep which is not consider in this paper rather for not making the
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model too complicated. We will focus ourselves to general finite (also called large) strain

mechanics in the Eulerian formulation.

This magneto-mechanical subject has been addressed in [14, Ch.6] or anisothermal but

not with explicitly articulated equations [10] and also, in a thermodynamic context, [35,

Ch.6]. Even in the purely mechanical isothermal cases, and a-fortiori in anisothermal situ-

ations, the visco-elastodynamics at finite strains has been articulated in [2, 3] as a difficult

open problem as far as existence of weak solutions concerns. There is a certain agreement

that, for analytical reasons, a certain enough strong dissipation mechanism is to be involved

to make the dynamical problem parabolic, although some hyperbolic models exist, as men-

tioned below. The simplest variant is the Kelvin-Voigt viscoelastic rheology.

The mentioned Eulerian approach is standardly believed to be well fitted with fluids. It is

particularly suitable in situations when there is no natural reference configuration or where a

reference configuration becomes less and less relevant during long-time evolution, which may

however apply also for solids. A formulation of equations in current deforming configuration

needs rather velocity/strain than displacement to be involved in the momentum equation.

The advantage is an easier possibility to involve interaction with outer spatial fields (here

magnetic and gravity) and avoiding the pull-back and push-forward manipulation. On the

other hand, there is a necessity to involve convective derivative and transport equations and

also evolving the shape of the body is troublesome. In isothermal situations, such model was

formulated and analyzed as incompressible in [30, 31] and as compressible in [24, 43]. The

mentioned higher gradients that would allow for reasonable analysis can now be involved

rather in the dissipative than conservative part, so that their influence manifests only in

fast evolutions. In the isothermal situations it was used in quasistatic case in [47] and in

dynamical case in [50] when considering the stored energy in the actual configuration, which

then gives an energy pressure in the stress tensor. In anisothermal situations, such free-

energy pressure would be directly added into stress tensor in an non-integrable way and

likely would cause technical difficulties.

The main attributes of the devised model are:

⊕ Concept of hyperelastic materials (whose conservative-stress response comes from a
free energy) combined with the Kelvin-Voigt viscoelastic rheology and also evolution of
magnetization is driven by this free energy.

⊕ Inertial effects in fully compressible context (in particular with varying mass density)
are considered.

⊕ The rate formulation in terms of velocity and deformation gradient is used while the
deformation itself does not explicitly occur.

⊕ Magnetic phenomena covered by the model includes: ferro-to-para magnetic phase tran-
sition, hysteresis due to the pinning effects, exchange energy depending on deformation
gradient (and in particular on compression/expansion), and demagnetizing field.

⊕ Mechanical consistency in the sense that frame indifference of the free energy (which
is in particular nonconvex in terms of deformation gradient and in magnetization) and
its singularity under infinite compression in relation with local non-interpenetration as
well as objective corotational time derivative for magnetization transport.
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⊕ Thermodynamic consistency of the thermally coupled system in the sense that the total
energy is conserved in a closed system, the Clausius-Duhem entropy inequality holds,
and temperature stays non-negative.

⊕ The nonconservative part of the stress in the Kelvin-Voigt model containing a higher-
order component reflecting the concept of nonsimple multipolar media is exploited.

⊕ The model allows for rigorous mathematical analysis as far as existence and certain
regularity of energy-conserving weak solutions concerns.

On the other hand, some simplifications are adopted:

	 Relatively slow evolution is implicitly assumed, which allows for reducing the full
Maxwell electromagnetodynamics to magneto-statics.

	 Electric conductivity (and in particular eddy currents) is not considered.

As far as the non-negativity of temperature, below we will be able to prove only that at least

some solutions enjoy this attribute, although there is an intuitive belief that all possible

solutions will make it and a hope that more advanced analytical techniques would rigorously

prove it.

The main notation used in this paper is summarized in the following table:

v velocity (in m/s),
% mass density (in kg/m3),
ρ referential mass density,
F deformation gradient,
m magnetization (in A/m),
θ temperature (in K),
T Cauchy stress (symmetric, in Pa),
K Korteweg stress (symmetric, in Pa),
S skew-symmetric stress (in Pa),
D dissipative stress (in Pa),
H elastic hyperstress (in Pa m),
j heat flux (in W/m2),
k traction load,
h (total) magnetic field (in A/m),
hext external magnetic field (in A/m),
u demagnetizing-field potential (in A),
ξ the return mapping,
Cof(·) cofactor matrix,
ν[ > 0 a boundary viscosity,
det(·) determinant of a matrix,
Rd×dsym = {A ∈ Rd×d; A> = A},
I ∈ Rd×dsym the unit matrix,

ψ = ψ(F ,m, θ) referential free energy (in J/m3=Pa),
ϕ = ϕ(F ,m) referential stored energy (in J/m3=Pa),
ζ = ζ(F ,m, θ) referential heat part of free energy,
e(v) = 1

2∇v
>+ 1

2∇v small strain rate (in s−1),
hc = hc(F , θ) magnetic coercive force (in A/m),
w heat part of internal energy (enthalpy, in J/m3),
(• )
.

= ∂
∂t
•+ (v·∇)• convective time derivative,

(• )◦ = (• )
.− skw(∇v)• corotational time derivative,

skwA = a skew-symmetric part, i.e. 1
2A−

1
2A
>,

S skew-symmetric magnetic hyperstress (in Pa m),
· or : scalar products of vectors or matrices,
..
.

scalar products of 3rd-order tensors,
K = K(F , θ) thermal conductivity (in W/m−2K−1),
κ = κ(F ) exchange-energy coefficient (in kg·m/C2),
c = c(F , θ) heat capacity (in Pa/K),
t magnetic “driving force” (in Jm−2A−1),
γ = γ(F ,m, θ) gyromagnetic ratio (in C/kg),
τ “viscous” magnetic damping coefficient (in s),
ν1, ν2 > 0 a bulk (hyper)viscosity coefficients,
hdem=−∇u demagnetizing field (in A/m),
g external bulk load (gravity acceleration in m/s2),
µ0 vacuum permeability (∼ 1.257×10−6 H/m).

Table 1. Summary of the basic notation used through Sections 2 and 3.
Convention: uprighted = referential, slanted = actual.
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In comparison with [47, 50], the novelty of this paper is to apply the Eulerian approach

to solids in anisothermal situations, using the free energy in a reference configuration, which

does not see the energy-pressure in the stress tensor and which is also more fitted with usually

available experimental data. The analysis combines L1-theory for the heat equation adapted

to the convective time derivatives and the techniques from compressible fluid dynamics

adapted for solids.

For completeness, let us still mention a competitive, Lagrangian thermodynamic formu-

lation (including also diffusion) [51] formulating the equations in a certain fixed “reference”

configuration. This approach allows easily for deformation of the shape of the body and

easier treatment inertial forces but a frame-indifferent viscosity and interaction with spatial

gravity and magnetic forces is much more complicated.

The plan is as follows: formulation of the model in the actual Eulerian configuration and

its energetics and thermodynamics is presented in Section 2, recalling first the micromag-

netism and Landau transition in rigid magnets in Sect. 2.1 and finite-strain kinematics of

deformable continua in Sect. 2.2 before formulating the model in Section 2.3 and showing

its energetics in Section 2.4. Then, in Section 3, the rigorous analysis by a suitable regular-

ization and a (semi) Faedo-Galerkin approximation is performed, combined with theory of

transport by regular velocity fields.

2 The thermodynamic model and its energetics

It is important to distinguish carefully the referential and the actual time-evolving coordi-

nates. Our aim is to formulate the model eventually in actual configurations, i.e. the Eulerian

formulation, reflecting also the reality in many (or even most) situations (and a certain gen-

eral agreement) that a reference configuration is only an artificial construction and, even if

relevant in some situations, becomes successively more and more irrelevant during evolution

at truly finite strains. Typical materials involve magnetic gels or elastomers or magnetic

rocks which are viscoelastic on geological timescales. On the other hand, some experimental

material data are related to some reference configuration – typically it concerns mass density

and stored of free energies per mass (in J/kg) or per referential volume (in J/m3=Pa) as

considered here.

We will present briefly the fundamental concepts and formulas which can mostly be found

in the monographs, as e.g. [23, Part XI] or [32, Sect. 7.2].

2.1 Micromagnetism and ferro-parramagnetic transition

Let us briefly recall the micromagnetic model in rigid magnets and Landau’s phase-transition

theory [27], cf. also [29, Sec.39] or the monographs [6, 15]. The basic ingredient governing

static (and later also evolution) model is the free energy ψ = ψ(m, θ) depending on magne-

tization m and temperature θ.

In the micromagnetism, the free energy ψ is augmented by the exchange energy κ
2
|∇m|2
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with κ a coefficient determining an internal length-scale, responsible for a typical fine domain

structure in ferromagnets.

The magnetization itself induces a magnetic field, called a self-induced demagnetizing

field hdem. For many (or maybe most) applications, full Maxwell electro-magnetic system

is considered simplified to magnetostatics, considering slow evolution and neglecting in par-

ticular eddy currents and even confining on electrically nonconductive media. The Maxwell

system then reduces to the Ampère law curlhdem = 0 and the Gauss law div b = 0 for the

magnetic induction with is given by b = µ0hdem + µ0m where µ0 is the physical constant

(vacuum permeability). The Ampère law ensures existence of a scalar-valued potential u

such that hdem = −∇u. These equations are considered on the whole Universe Rd while, of

course, the magnetization m is only in the body Ω while outside it is considered zero, which

is articulated by introducing the characteristic function χΩ defined as χΩ(x) = 1 if x ∈ Ω
and χΩ(x) = 0 if x ∈ Rd\Ω. By substitution, we obtain the equation

div(∇u− χΩm) = 0 in Rd (2.1)

to be considered in the sense of distributions. Under an external magnetic field hext, the

overall effective magnetic field h is

h = hext − hdem = hext +∇u . (2.2)

Although not directly relevant in this paper, let us anyhow remind that, for a fixed temper-

ature θ, the standard ferro-magnetostatic theory is based on the free energy ψ(m, θ,∇m) =

ψ̃(m, θ) + κ
2
|∇m|2 leading to the overall energy

(m, u) 7→
∫
Ω

ψ̃(m, θ)︸ ︷︷ ︸
free

energy

+
κ

2
|∇m|2︸ ︷︷ ︸

exchange
energy

− µ0 (hext+∇u)·m︸ ︷︷ ︸
energy of m in the

magnetic field h

dx−
∫
Rd

µ0

2
|∇u|2︸ ︷︷ ︸

energy of demag-
netizing field

dx . (2.3)

Notably, this functional is concave with respect to u and has a saddle-point character. The

static configurations (m, u) are standardly considered as minimizing with respect to m

and maximizing with respect to u, i.e. a critical point or (2.3). The 1st-order optimality

conditions then gives the system

ψ̃′m(m, θ)− div(κ∇m)︸ ︷︷ ︸
= t magnetic “driving force”

= µ0h and (2.1) . (2.4)

The mentioned saddle-point character can be eliminated by executing maximization with

respect to u, i.e. in fact the partial Legendre transform. This gives, when testing (2.1) by

µ0u, which gives
∫
Rd µ0|∇u|2 dx =

∫
Ω
µ0m·∇u dx = −

∫
Ω
µ0m·hdem dx. Substituting it into

(2.3), the functional depending on m which should be minimized by static configurations is:

m 7→
∫
Ω

ψ̃(m, θ)︸ ︷︷ ︸
free

energy

+
κ

2
|∇m|2︸ ︷︷ ︸

exchange
energy

− µ0 hext·m︸ ︷︷ ︸
Zeeman
energy

dx+

∫
Rd

µ0

2
|∇um|2︸ ︷︷ ︸

energy of demag-
netizing field

dx . (2.5)
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In the rest of this paper, we will couple it with mechanical effects and a full thermodynamics,

so that the minimization of energy will no longer be relevant.

In case of time-varying hext, a dynamics of m governed by the Landau-Lifschitz-Gilbert

equation γ−1 ∂
∂t
m = m×heff with heff = h− t− tdis an effective field composed from a con-

servative part t arising from a free energy (2.3), cf. (2.4) or also (2.18c) below, while tdis is a

magnetic field counting a dissipative-processes phenomenology, and h is from (2.2). Equiv-

alently [7], one can write it in the Gilbert form γ−1m× ∂
∂t
m = heff . The basic choice of tdis

is the magnetic “viscosity” τ ∂
∂t
m with τ a phenomenological magnetic damping coefficient.

To cover the (temperature dependent) hysteresis effects due to so-called pinning mechanism,

we augment it by the dry-friction term hc(θ)Dir( ∂
∂t
m) where “Dir” denotes the set-valued

monotone “direction” mapping

Dir(r) =

{
{r ∈ Rd; |r| ≤ 1} if r = 0 ,

r/|r| if r 6= 0 ,
(2.6)

cf. [52] and Remark 2.3 below. Note that r·Dir(r) = |r|. Here, having in mind an isotropic

situation, | · | denotes the Euclidean norm, but in principle some other anisotropic norms on

Rd can be considered, too. Altogether, we consider the specific Gilbert equation as

τ
∂m

∂t
+ hc(θ)Dir

(∂m
∂t

)
− m

γ(θ)
×∂m
∂t

= µ0h− t . (2.7)

The coercive force hc = hc(θ) determines the width of hysteresis loops within slowly time-

varying oscillatory external field hext. The gyromagnetic term should disappear under high

temperatures, i.e. 1/γ(·) going to 0 for temperatures around or above Curie temperature, as

articulated in [34]. Let us note that (2.7) balances the terms in the physical units A/m, as

standard.

Example 2.1 (Ferro-to-para-magnetic transition). A simplest example of free energy in

rigid isotropic magnetic materials is

ψ̃(m, θ) = a0(θ−θc)|m|2 + b0|m|4 + c0θ(1−lnθ) . (2.8)

In static magnetically soft ferromagnetism, the magnetization minimizes the energy. Here

the minimum of ψ̃( • , θ) is attained on the orbit |m| = ms(θ) with ms(θ) =
√
a0(θc−θ)/(2b0)

if 0 ≤ θ ≤ θc and at m = 0 if θ ≥ θc, cf. the solid line in Figure 1. Under an applied

magnetic field hext, the minimum of m 7→ ψ̃(m, θ)−hext·m is at some magnetization whose

magnitude is slightly bigger than ms(θ), cf. the dashed line in Figure 1. This ansatz can

be used for a ferro-para-magnetic transition for a mechanically rigid magnets as formulated

(and analyzed) in [42]. This may be quite equally interpreted as ferri-antiferro-magnetic

transition, too, cf. [16].
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Fig. 1: Typical dependence of saturation magnetizationms on ab-
solute temperature under zero applied field h (solid line)
and under some applied field (dashed line), cf. e.g. [6].

2.2 Finite-strain kinematics and mass and momentum transport

In finite-strain continuum mechanics, the basic geometrical concept is the time-evolving

deformation y : Ω → Rd as a mapping from a reference configuration of the body Ω ⊂ Rd

into a physical space Rd. The “Lagrangian” space variable in the reference configuration will

be denoted as X ∈ Ω while in the “Eulerian” physical-space variable by x ∈ Rd. The basic

kinematic and geometrical objects are the Lagrangian velocity v = ∂
∂t

y and the Lagrangian

deformation gradient F = ∇Xy.

We will be interested in deformations x = y(t,X) evolving in time, which are sometimes

called “motions”. Further, assuming for a moment that y(t, ·) is invertible, we define the so-

called return (sometimes called also a reference) mapping ξ : x 7→ y−1(t,X). The important

quantities are the Eulerian velocity v(t,x) = v(t, ξ(t,x)) and the Eulerian deformation

gradient F (t,x) = F(t, ξ(t,x)).

Here and thorough the whole article, having the Eulerian velocity at disposal, we use

the dot-notation (·). = ∂
∂t

+ v·∇x for the convective time derivative applied to scalars or,

component-wise, to vectors or tensors. Then the velocity gradient ∇v = ∇Xv∇xX =
.
FF−1,

where we used the chain-rule calculus and F−1 = (∇Xx)−1 = ∇xX. This gives the transport

equation-and-evolution for the deformation gradient as

.
F = (∇v)F . (2.9)

From this, we also obtain the evolution-and-transport equation for Jacobian detF as
.

detF =

(detF )div v and its inverse as .(
1

detF

)
= − div v

detF
. (2.10)

The return mapping ξ satisfies the transport equation

.
ξ = 0 ; (2.11)
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note that, since we confined on a spatially homogeneous material, actually ξ does not ex-

plicitly occur in the formulation of the problem.

As F depends on x, (2.9)–(2.11) are equalities which hold for a.a. x. The same holds for

(2.12)–(2.15) below. Here we will benefit from the boundary condition v·n = 0 below, which

causes that the shape of the actual domain Ω does not evolve in time, i.e. Ω = Ω. The same

convention concerns temperature θ and thus also T , η, and ν1 in (2.18d) and (2.20) below,

which will make the problem indeed fully Eulerian. Cf. the continuum-mechanics textbooks

as e.g. [23,32].

The mass density (in kg/m3) is an extensive variable, and its transport (expressing that

the conservation of mass) writes as the continuity equation ∂
∂t
%+div(%v) = 0, or, equivalently,

the mass evolution-and-transport equation

.
% = −% div v . (2.12)

Alternatively to (2.12), we will also use an evolution-and-transport equation for the “mass

sparsity” as the inverse mass density 1/%:

.
1/% = (1/%) div v . (2.13)

The flow rule for the magnetization (2.7) is now to be considered in deforming medium,

and then the partial time derivative in (2.7) should be replaced by an objective time deriva-

tive. Here we use the Zaremba-Jaumann (corotational) time derivative
◦
m, defined as

◦
m =

.
m− skw(∇v)m =

∂m

∂t
+ (v·∇)m− skw(∇v)m , (2.14)

where
.
m = ∂

∂t
m+ (v·∇)m denotes the convective derivative of m. Moreover, in deforming

continuum, we can (and should) consider a more general γ = γ(F ,m, θ) and hc = hc(F , θ).

Thus (2.7) turns into

τ
◦
m+ hc(F , θ)Dir(

◦
m)− m× ◦

m

γ(F ,m, θ)
= µ0h− t . (2.15)

The convective derivative itself is not objective and would not be suitable in our context,

except perhaps some laminar-like deformation as implicitly used in an incompressible isother-

mal variant in [5, 25, 53, 60] or in a nanoparticle transport in fluids [22]; for usage of
◦
m in

(2.15) see Remark 2.4 below.

2.3 Magneto-viscoelasticity and its thermodynamics

The main ingredients of the model are the (volumetric) free energy ψ and the dissipative

stress. The Helmholtz free energy ψ = ψ(F ,m,∇m, θ) is considered per the referential vol-

ume, while the free energy per actual deformed volume is ψ(F ,m,∇m, θ)/detF . Consider-

ing the free energy per unit reference volume is more standard in continuum physics [23,32]

than the free energy per actual evolving volume and well corresponds to experimentally
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available data. Here also the anisotropy (which is typical in ferromagnets on microscopical

scale) in the stored energy needs rather large strains with referential stored energy. This

last benefit is related to the fact that the referential free energy does not give an energy

pressure contribution to the Cauchy stress (cf. the last term in (2.33) below or [47, Rem. 2])

and allows for more easy decoupling estimation strategy decoupling the magneto-mechanical

part and the thermal part of the coupled system.

We will select out the temperature independent stored energy ϕ and consider the split:

ψ(F ,m,∇m, θ) = ϕ(F ,m) + ζ(F ,m, θ) +
κ(F )

2
|∇m|2 with ζ(F ,m, 0) = 0 . (2.16)

The free energy considered per actual (not referential) volume extended by the Zeeman

energy arising by an applied external actual (not referential) magnetic field hext, i.e. the

Gibbs-type actual free energy is thus

ψG(t;F ,m,∇m, θ) =
ϕ(F ,m)

detF︸ ︷︷ ︸
stored
energy

+
ζ(F ,m, θ)

detF︸ ︷︷ ︸
coupling and
heat energy

− µ0hext(t)·m︸ ︷︷ ︸
Zeeman
energy

+
κ(F )|∇m|2

2 detF︸ ︷︷ ︸
exchange
energy

. (2.17)

Thus the stored energy contain, beside the elastic stored energy, also the so-called anisotropy

magnetic energy, which may distinguish directions of easy magnetization on the microscopical

single-crystal level. Let us note that this rather general elasto-magnetic ansatz allows for

modelling the magnetic shape-memory materials and magnetostrictive effects.

A particularly simple case κ(F ) = k detF with some constant k would give the actual

exchange energy k|∇m|2/2 independent of F and the actual exchange coefficient as an

intensive variable. Yet, as there does not seem any physical reason for exchange coefficient

to be an intensive variable, we want to consider a general situation covering in particular

also the “referential” case κ(F ) constant, which corresponds the actual exchange coefficient

κ(F )/ detF as an extensive variable.

From the free energy (2.16), we can read as partial (functional) derivatives of ψ with

respect to F , ∇m, m, and θ respectively the conservative part of the actual Cauchy stress

T , a capillarity-like stress K, the actual conservative magnetic driving force t, and the actual

entropy η as:

T =
ψ′F (F ,m,∇m, θ)F>

detF
=

(
ϕ′F (F ,m) + ζ′F (F ,m, θ) +

κ′(F )|∇m|2

2

)
F>

detF
, (2.18a)

K = −(∇m)>ψ′∇m(F ,∇m)

detF
= −(∇m)>

µ0κ(F )∇m
detF

= −µ0κ(F )
∇m⊗∇m

detF
, (2.18b)

t =
ψ′m(F ,m, θ)

detF
− div

ψ′∇m(F ,∇m)

detF

=
ϕ′m(F ,m) + ζ′m(F ,m, θ)

detF
− div

(κ(F )∇m
detF

)
, and (2.18c)

η = −ψ
′
θ(F ,m, θ)

detF
= −ζ

′
θ(F ,m, θ)

detF
. (2.18d)
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The expected symmetry of such part T of the Cauchy stress is granted by frame indifference

of ψ(·, ·, θ) and or κ(·). This means that

∀(F ,m, θ) ∈ GL+(d)×Rd×R, Q ∈ SO(d) :

ϕ(F ,m) = ϕ(QF , Qm) , ζ(F ,m, θ) = ζ(QF , Qm, θ) , and κ(F ) = κ(QF ) , (2.19)

where Q ∈ SO(d) = {Q ∈ Rd×d; Q>Q = QQ> = I} is the special orthogonal group

and GL+(d) = {F ∈ Rd×d; detF > 0} denotes the orientation-preserving general linear

group. This in particular implies that the stress T is symmetric. The symmetry of the

capillarity contribution K to the Cauchy stress is automatic; actually, this contribution as

−(∇m)>[ψG]′∇m(F ,∇m) was devised in [7, Formula (2.27)] or [13, Formula (5.16)].

Mainly for analytical reasons, we will use also a dissipative contribution to the Cauchy

stress which, together with the conservative part T , will realize the Kelvin-Voigt rheological

model and make the system parabolic. To this goal, we consider a dissipative contribution

to the Cauchy stress involving the standard dissipative stress depending (from the frame-

invariancy reason) on the symmetric velocity gradient and also a higher-order elastic hyper-

stress H , both isotropic for simplicity:

D − div H with D = D(e(v)) and H = H (∇2v)

for D(e) = ν1|e|p−2e and H (E) = ν2|E|p−2E . (2.20)

Actually, ν1 and ν2 may depend on detF and θ without causing any structural and analytical

problems, but we ignore it rather for notational simplicity.

The momentum equilibrium equation then balances the divergence of the total Cauchy

stress with the inertial and gravity force:

%
.
v − div

(
T+D+Tmag−div(H +S )

)
= %g + fmag (2.21)

with T from (2.18d) and D and H from (2.20). Moreover, Tmag and fmag are the mag-

netic stress and the magnetic force which balance the energetics, cf. Tmag := K + S and

µ0(∇h)>m−µ0∇(h·m) =: fmag while S := κ(F )Skw(∇m⊗m)/ detF will be a “magnetic

exchange hyperstress” in (2.30b).

The driving magnetic force (2.18c) enters the Landau-Lifschitz-Gilbert equation (2.15)

in the previous section.

The third ingredient, i.e. (2.18d), is subjected to the entropy equation:

∂η

∂t
+ div

(
v η
)

=
ξ − div j

θ
with j = −K(F , θ)∇θ (2.22)

and with ξ = ξ(F , θ; e(v),∇2v,
◦
m) denoting the heat production rate specified later in

(2.30f). The latter equality in (2.22) is the Fourier law determining phenomenologically

the heat flux j proportional to the negative gradient of temperature θ through the heat

conduction coefficient K = K(F , θ). Assuming ξ ≥ 0 and K ≥ 0 and integrating (2.22) over

the domain Ω while imposing the non-penetrability of the boundary in the sense that the
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normal velocity v·n vanishes across the boundary Γ of Ω, we obtain the Clausius-Duhem

inequality:

d

dt

∫
Ω

η dx =

∫
Ω

ξ

θ
+ K
|∇θ|2

θ2︸ ︷︷ ︸
entropy production rate

dx+

∫
Γ

(
K
∇θ
θ
− ηv

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

entropy flux

· n dS ≥
∫
Γ

K
∇θ·n
θ

dS . (2.23)

If the system is thermally isolated in the sense that the normal heat flux j·n vanishes across

the boundary Γ , we recover the 2nd law of thermodynamics, i.e. the total entropy in isolated

systems is nondecreasing in time.

Substituting η from (2.18d) into (2.22) written in the form θ
.
η = ξ − div j − θηdiv v, we

obtain

c(F ,m, θ)
.
θ = ξ

(
F , θ; e(v),∇2v,

◦
m
)

+ θ
(ζ′θ(F ,m, θ)

detF

)′
F

:
.
F

+ θ
(ζ′θ(F ,m, θ)

detF

)′
m
· .m+ θ

ζ′θ(F ,m, θ)

detF
div v − div j

= ξ
(
F , θ; e(v),∇2v,

◦
m
)

+ θ
ζ′′F θ(F ,m, θ)

detF
:
.
F + θ

ζ′′mθ(F ,m, θ)

detF
· .m− div j

with the heat capacity c(F ,m, θ) = −θζ
′′
θθ(F ,m, θ)

detF
, (2.24)

which can be understood as the heat equation for the temperature θ as an intensive variable.

The referential internal energy is given by the Gibbs relation ψ + θη. In our Eulerian

formulation, we will need rather the actual internal energy, which, in view of (2.18d), equals

here to

ψ− θψ′θ
detF︸ ︷︷ ︸
actual

internal
energy

=
ϕ(F ,m)

detF
+
κ(F )|∇m|2

2 detF︸ ︷︷ ︸
actual stored and
exchange energy

+
ζ(F ,m, θ)−θζ′θ(F ,m, θ)

detF︸ ︷︷ ︸
= w thermal part of
the internal energy

. (2.25)

In terms of w, the heat equation (2.24) can be written in the so-called enthalpy formulation:

∂w

∂t
+ div(vw) = ξ

(
F , θ; e(v),∇2v,

◦
m
)

+
ζ′F (F ,m, θ)

detF
:
.
F +

ζ′m(F ,m, θ)

detF
· .m− divj

with w =
ζ(F ,m, θ)− θζ′θ(F ,m, θ)

detF
. (2.26)

Note that w is an extensive variable so that the left-hand side of (2.26) is not just a convective

derivative
.
w. For the passage from (2.24) to (2.26), we use the algebra F−1 = Cof F>/detF

and the calculus det′(F ) = Cof F and (2.9) so that (1/ detF )′:
.
F = −(CofF / detF 2):(∇v)F =

−(F−>/ detF )F>:∇v = (div v)/ detF , and thus we can calculate

∂w

∂t
+ div(vw) =

.
w + w div v

=

.(ζ(F ,m, θ)− θζ′θ(F ,m, θ)

detF

)
+
ζ(F ,m, θ)− θζ′θ(F ,m, θ)

detF
div v

11



=

((ζ(F ,m, θ)

detF

)′
F
− θ
(ζ′θ(F ,m, θ)

detF

)′
F

)
:
.
F − θζ

′′
θθ(F ,m, θ)

detF

.
θ

+

(
ζ′m(F ,m, θ)

detF
− θζ

′′
mθ(F ,m, θ)

detF

)
· .m+

ζ(F ,m, θ)− θζ′θ(F ,m, θ)

detF
div v

=

(
ζ′F (F ,m, θ)

detF
− θζ

′′
F θ(F ,m, θ)

detF
+
(
ζ′F (F ,m, θ)− θζ′θ(F ,m, θ)

)( 1

detF

)′)
:
.
F

+
ζ′m(F ,m, θ)−θζ′′mθ(F ,m, θ)

detF
· .m+ c(F ,m, θ)

.
θ +

ζ(F ,m, θ)−θζ′θ(F ,m, θ)

detF
div v

=
ζ′F (F ,m, θ)−θζ′′F θ(F ,m, θ)

detF
:
.
F +

ζ′m(F ,m, θ)−θζ′′mθ(F ,m, θ)

detF
· .m+ c(F ,m, θ)

.
θ .

This shows that (2.24) are (2.26) indeed (formally) equivalent to each other. Alterna-

tively in (2.26), we could use (2.9) for writing ζ′F (F ,m, θ):
.
F = ζ′F (F ,m, θ)F>:(∇v) =

ζ′F (F ,m, θ)F>:e(v); here the assumed frame indifference (2.19) of ζ(·,m, θ) itself, leading

to symmetry of ζ′F (F ,m, θ)F>, was employed.

Remark 2.2 (Gradient theories in rates). So-called gradient theories in continuum mechan-

ical models are nowadays very standard, referred as nonsimple materials, determining some

internal length scales and often facilitating mathematical analysis. They can be applied to

the conservative stress through the free energy or to the dissipation stress. Here, we have

used the latter option in (2.20) which is better fitted to the rate formulation and which can

make velocity field enough regular, as vitally needed for the transport of % and F in the

Eulerian models. The higher-gradient hyper-stress as used below in (2.20) follows the theory

by E. Fried and M. Gurtin [20], as already articulated in the general nonlinear context of

multipolar fluids by J. Nečas at al. [37–39] or of solids [44,55], inspired by R.A. Toupin [56]

and R.D. Mindlin [36].

Remark 2.3 (Dry friction in magnetization evolution). Dry-friction-type rate-independent

dissipation was proposed in [4,59] as a device to model properly hysteresis in ferromagnets,

modifying the Landau-Lifschitz equation by augmenting suitably the effective magnetic field.

Although the original Gilbert’s [21] and Landau-Lifschitz’ [28] equations are equivalent with

each other, the resulting augmented equations proposed in [4] and [59] are no longer mutually

equivalent. This has been pointed out in [41], where the conceptual differences between the

Gilbert and the Landau-Lifschitz formats have been elucidated.

Remark 2.4 (Zaremba-Jaumann derivative
◦
m). In deformable (and deforming) magnetic

medium, the Jaumann corotational derivative for magnetization was suggested already by

Maugin [33] to model situations when the magnetization can be “frozen” in hard-magnetic

materials in their ferro- or ferri-magnetic state. Later it was used in [12, 13] in the lin-

ear viscosity (magnetic attenuation) term. It should be noted that the gyromagnetic term

m⊗ .m/γ(F ,m, θ) can be seen in literature; yet, it is the same as used in (2.15) since

m⊗ .m − m⊗ ◦
m = m⊗(skw(∇v)m) = skw(∇v):(m⊗m) = 0. Instead of skw(∇v) in

(2.14), an angular velocity either governed by a separate parabolic equation or approxi-

mated by as curlv/2 was used in [22, 40, 45, 54]. Usage of another (Lie) derivative was
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proposed in [58, Formula (74)]. Mere convective derivative for magnetization has been used

in [5,25,53] to model rather (incompressible isothermal) fluids containing magnetic particles.

Example 2.5 (Neo-Hookean elastic magnets). Modifying slightly the “rigid” model (2.8)

and expanding it by standard neo-Hookean elastic ansatz, one obtains an example for elastic

magnetic material amenable for ferro-to-paramagnetic transition and for complying with the

(3.5b–e) below:

ψ(F ,m,∇m, θ) =
1

2
G
( tr(FF>)

(detF )2/d
− d
)

+ v(detF ) +
κ(F )

2
|∇m|2

+ a0(detF )
( θ

1+ε1θ
− θc

1+ε1θc

) |m|2

1+ε2|m|2
+ b0(detF )|m|4 + c0θ(1−lnθ)

with some (referential) heat capacity c0 > 0, some ε1, ε2 > 0, some shear modulus G > 0,

and the non-negative volumetric energy v ∈ C1(R+) and a0(J) ≥ δJ and b0(J) ≥ δJ for

some δ > 0 so that ϕ fulfills (up to an irrelevant constant) the coercivity (3.5b) with s = 4.

Note that ψ(F ,m,∇m, ·) is concave for c0, c1 > 0 and ε1, ε2 ≥ 0. Then, the split (2.16) uses

ζ(F ,m, θ) =
a0(detF )θ|m|2

(1+ε1θ)(1+ε2|m|2)
+ c0θ(1−lnθ) (2.27)

so that

ω(F ,m, θ) =
ζ(F ,m, θ)− θζ′θ(F ,m, θ)

detF
=

c0θ

detF
+

ε1a0(detF )θ2|m|2

(1+ε1θ)2(1+ε2|m|2) detF
(2.28)

and the (actual) heat capacity c(F ,m, θ) = −θζ′′θθ(F ,m, θ)/detF is

c(F ,m, θ) = ω′θ(F ,m, θ) =
c0

detF
+

2ε1a0(detF )θ|m|2

(1+ε1θ)3(1+ε2|m|2) detF
. (2.29)

Note that “thermo-coupling” stress ζ′F (F ,m, θ)F>/detF = a′0(detF )θ|m|2I/((1+ε1θ)(1+ε2|m|2))

is bounded provided a′0 is bounded on GL+(d), so it surely complies with (3.5c) below. Also

|ζ′m(F , ·, ·)/detF | is bounded for F ranging over compact sets in GL+(d), so it surely com-

plies with (3.5c); here we use ε1 > 0 and ε2 > 0. Also this ansatz satisfies (3.5d). Moreover,

|ω′F (F ,m, ·)| has at most linear growth while and |ω′m(F ,m, ·)| is even bounded as well as

|ω′′F θ| and |ω′′mθ| for F ranging over compact sets in GL+(d), so that (3.5d) is satisfied, too.

2.4 The thermo-magneto-mechanical system and its energetics

Let us summarize the thermodynamically coupled system composed of six partial differ-

ential equations for %, v, F , m, u, and θ. More specifically, it is composed from the

mass continuity equation for %, the momentum equation written in terms of velocity v, the

evolution-and-transport of the deformation-gradient tensor F , a flow rule (as an inclusion)

for the magnetization m, the Poisson equation for the demagnetizing-field potential u, and

the heat-transfer equation for temperature θ.
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Altogether, merging (2.1), (2.9), (2.12), (2.15), (2.21), and (2.26) with (2.18), we obtain

a system of six equations for (%,v,F ,m, u, w), respectively also for θ:

∂%

∂t
= − div(%v) , (2.30a)

∂

∂t
(%v) = div

(
T+K+S+D−div(H +S )− %v⊗v

)
+ µ0(∇h)>m− µ0∇(h·m) + %g

with T =
( ϕ′F (F ,m) + ζ′F (F ,m, θ)

detF
+
|∇m|2κ′(F )

2 detF

)
F> , h = hext +∇u ,

K =
κ(F )

detF
∇m⊗∇m , D = ν1|e(v)|p−2e(v) , H = ν2|∇2v|p−2∇2v ,

S = skw
((
µ0h−

ψ′m(F ,m, θ)

detF

)
⊗m

)
, and S =

κ(F )

detF
Skw

(
m⊗∇m), (2.30b)

∂F

∂t
= (∇v)F − (v·∇)F , (2.30c)

τ
◦
m+ hc(F , θ)Dir(

◦
m)− m× ◦

m

γ(F ,m, θ)
3 µ0h−

ψ′m(F ,m, θ)

detF
+ div

( κ(F )

detF
∇m

)
, (2.30d)

∆u = div(χΩm) on Rd , (2.30e)

∂w

∂t
= ξ(F , θ; e(v),∇2v,

◦
m) +

ζ′F (F ,m, θ)F>

detF
:e(v) +

ζ′m(F ,m, θ)

detF
· .m− div

(
j+wv

)
with ξ(F , θ; e,G, r) = ν1|e|p + ν2|G|p + µ0τ |r|2 + µ0hc(F , θ)|r|
and j = −K(F , θ)∇θ ,

and w = ω(F ,m, θ) =
ζ(F ,m, θ)− θζ′θ(F ,m, θ)

detF
. (2.30f)

The product∇m⊗∇m in (2.30b) is to be understood componentwise, specifically [∇m⊗∇m]ij
=
∑d

k=1
∂
∂xi
mk

∂
∂xj
mk with m = (m1, ...,md) and x = (x1, ..., xd), while the skew-symmetric

part “Skw” of the 3rd-order tensor is defined as[
Skw(m⊗∇m)

]
ijk

:=
1

2

(
mi
∂mj

∂xk
−mj

∂mi

∂xk

)
. (2.31)

The equations (2.30a-d,f) are considered on the domain Ω while the static equation (2.30e) is

to hold on the whole Universe in the distributional sense at all time instants. The symmetric

Korteweg-like stress K = κ(F )∇m⊗∇m/detF in (2.30b) occur e.g. in [7, 17]. The skew-

symmetric stress S and couple-like hyperstress S come from the calculation (2.39); for a

similar skew-symmetric stress S see [12, Formula (33)] or [13, Formula (5.37)] while the

skew-symmetric hyperstress S is like in the Cosserat theory in [57]. The pressures µ0h·m
in the momentum equation is related with that the Zeeman and the demagnetizing-field

energies are actual (not referential). The magnetic, so-called Kelvin force µ0(∇h)>m comes

from the magnetization m exposed to the nonuniform magnetic field h, and it arises from

the calculus (2.46) and (2.48) below.

Denoting by n the unit outward normal to the (fixed) boundary Γ of the domain Ω, we

complete this system by suitable boundary conditions:

v·n = 0,
[
(T+K+S+D−div(H +S ))n−divS

(
H n+Sn

)]
t
+ ν[|v|p−2v = k , (2.32a)
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∇2v:(n⊗n) = 0 , (n·∇)m = 0 , u(∞) = 0 , and j·n = h(θ) +
ν[
2
|v|p (2.32b)

with ν[ > 0 a boundary viscosity coefficient and with [ · ]t a tangential part of a vector

and with divS = tr(∇S) denoting the (d−1)-dimensional surface divergence with tr(·) being

the trace of a (d−1)×(d−1)-matrix and ∇Sv = ∇v − ∂v
∂n
n being the surface gradient of v.

Naturally, k·n = 0 is to be assumed if we want to recover the boundary conditions (2.32a)

in the classical form, otherwise the weak form does not directly need it.

The first condition (i.e. normal velocity zero) expresses nonpenetrability of the boundary

was used already for (2.23) and is most frequently adopted in literature for Eulerian for-

mulation. This simplifying assumption fixes the shape of Ω in its referential configuration

allows also for considering fixed boundary even for such time-evolving Eulerian description.

The latter condition in (2.32a) involving a boundary viscosity comes from the Navier bound-

ary condition largely used in fluid dynamics and is here connected with the technique used

below, which is based on the total energy balance as the departing point and which, un-

fortunately, does not allow to cope with ν[ = 0 and simultaneously k 6= 0. This boundary

viscosity naturally may contribute to the heat production on the boundary as well as to the

outflow of the heat energy to the outer space. For notational simplicity, we consider that

it is just equally distributed, one part remaining on the boundary of Ω and the other part

leaving outside, which is related with the coefficient 1/2 in the last condition in (2.32b). The

condition u(∞) = 0 in (2.32b) expresses shortly that lim|x|→0 u(x) = 0.

The magnetization flow rule (2.30d) with the corotational derivative
◦
m in see also [7,33]

where it is articulated that the magnetization is “frozen” in the deforming medium if
◦
m = 0

which then means that the magnetization is transported and rotates at the same local rate

as the deforming medium; this is the situation below the blocking temperature θb and when

the total driving magnetic field has small magnitude.

For the capillarity-like stress K and and the skew-symmetric stress S see also [7, 12].

The magneto-mechanical energy balance of the model can be seen when testing the mo-

mentum equation (2.30b) by v while using the continuity equation (2.30a) tested by |v|2/2
and the evolution-and-transport equation (2.30c) for F tested by the stress [ϕ(F ,m)/detF ]′F ,

the magnetic Landau-Lifshitz-Gilberg equation (2.30d) by
◦
m, and the (rest from the) Maxwell

system (2.30e) by µ0
∂u
∂t

.

Let us first make the test of (2.30b) by v. Using again the algebra F−1 = Cof F>/det F

and the calculus det′(F ) = Cof F , we can write the part of the Cauchy stress arising from

the stored energy as

ϕ′F (F ,m)

detF
F> =

ϕ′F (F ,m)−ϕ(F ,m)F−>

detF
F>+

ϕ(F ,m)

detF
I

=

(
ϕ′F (F ,m)

detF
−ϕ(F ,m)CofF

(detF )2

)
F>+

ϕ(F ,m)

detF
I
[ϕ(F ,m)

detF

]′
F
F>+

ϕ(F ,m)

detF
I . (2.33)

Let us recall that ϕ(F ,m)/detF in (2.33) is the stored energy per actual (not referential)

volume. Using the calculus (2.33), we obtain∫
Ω

divT ·v dx =

∫
Γ

(Tn)·v dS −
∫
Ω

T :e(v) dx with
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∫
Ω

T :e(v) dx =

∫
Ω

(ϕ′F (F ,m) + ζ′F (F ,m, θ)

detF
+
|∇m|2κ′(F )

2 detF

)
F>:e(v) dx

=

∫
Ω

([ϕ(F ,m)

detF

]′
F
F> +

ϕ(F ,m)

detF
I +

ζ′F (F ,m, θ)

detF
F> +

|∇m|2κ′(F )

2 detF
F>
)

:e(v) dx

=

∫
Ω

[ϕ(F ,m)

detF

]′
F

:(∇v)F +
ϕ(F ,m)

detF
div v +

(ζ′F (F ,m, θ)

detF
+
|∇m|2κ′(F )

2 detF

)
F>:e(v) dx

=
d

dt

∫
Ω

ϕ(F ,m)

detF
dx−

∫
Ω

ϕ′m(F ,m)

detF
· .m−

(ζ′F (F ,m, θ)

detF
+
|∇m|2κ′(F )

2 detF

)
F>:e(v) dx. (2.34)

Here, we used the matrix algebra A:(BC) = (B>A):C = (AC>):B for any square matrices A,

B, and C and also we used (2.30c) together with the Green formula and the nonpenetrability

boundary condition for∫
Ω

[ϕ(F ,m)

detF

]′
F

:(∇v)F +
ϕ′m(F ,m)

detF
· .m+

ϕ(F ,m)

detF
div v dx

(2.30c)
=

∫
Ω

[ϕ(F ,m)

detF

]′
F

:
(∂F
∂t

+(v·∇)F
)

+
ϕ′m(F ,m)

detF
·
(∂m
∂t

+(v·∇)m
)

+
ϕ(F ,m)

detF
div v dx

=
d

dt

∫
Ω

ϕ(F ,m)

detF
dx+

∫
Ω

∇
(ϕ(F ,m)

detF

)
·v +

ϕ(F ,m)

detF
div v dx

=
d

dt

∫
Ω

ϕ(F ,m)

detF
dx+

∫
Γ

ϕ(F ,m)

detF
( v·n︸︷︷︸

= 0

) dS , (2.35)

where we used∫
Ω

[ϕ(F ,m)

detF

]′
F

:(v·∇)F +
ϕ′m(F ,m)

detF
·(v·∇)m dx

=

∫
Ω

∇
(ϕ(F ,m)

detF

)
·v dx =

∫
Γ

ϕ(F ,m)

detF
v·n︸︷︷︸
=0

dS −
∫
Ω

ϕ(F ,m)

detF
div v dx . (2.36)

The further contribution from the dissipative part of the Cauchy stress uses Green’s

formula over Ω twice and the surface Green formula over Γ . We abbreviate the elastic

hyperstress H = ν2|∇2v|p−2∇2v. Then∫
Ω

div
(
ν1|e(v)|p−2e(v)− divH

)
·v dx

=

∫
Γ

v·
(
ν1|e(v)|p−2e(v)−divH

)
n dS −

∫
Ω

(
ν1|e(v)|p−2e(v)− divH

)
:∇v dx

=

∫
Γ

v·
(
ν1|e(v)|p−2e(v)−divH

)
n− n·H :∇v dS −

∫
Ω

ν1|e(v)|p + H ..
.∇2v dx

=

∫
Γ

H ..
.
(∂nv⊗n⊗n) + n·H :∇Sv + v·

(
ν1|e(v)|p−2e(v)−divH

)
n dS

−
∫
Ω

ν1|e(v)|p+ ν2|∇2v|p dx

=

∫
Γ

H ..
.
(∂nv⊗n⊗n)−

(
divS(n·H ) +

(
ν1|e(v)|p−2e(v)−divH

)
n
)
·v dS
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−
∫
Ω

ν1|e(v)|p + ν2|∇2v|p dx , (2.37)

where we used the decomposition of ∇v into its normal component ∂nv and the tangential

component, i.e. written componentwise ∇vi = (n·∇vi)n+∇Svi.

Furthermore, the inertial force ∂
∂t

(%v) + div(%v⊗v) in (2.30b) tested by v gives the rate

of kinetic energy %|v|2/2 integrating over Ω. Here we use the continuity equation (2.12)

tested by |v|2/2 and the Green formula with the boundary condition v·n = 0:∫
Ω

( ∂
∂t

(%v) + div(%v⊗v)
)
·v dx =

∫
Ω

%
.
v·v dx =

d

dt

∫
Ω

%

2
|v|2 dx+

∫
Γ

%|v|2 v·n︸︷︷︸
= 0

dS . (2.38)

The test of (2.30d) by
◦
m is quite technical. The exchange-energy term div(κ(F )∇m)/detF )

tested by (v·∇)m is to be handled by using Green’s formula twice. Namely,∫
Ω

div
(κ(F )∇m

detF

)
·(v·∇)m dx =

∫
Γ

κ(F )(n·∇)m

detF
·(v·∇)m dS

−
∫
Ω

κ(F )∇2m

detF
..
.
(v⊗∇m) +

κ(F )(∇m⊗∇m)

detF
:e(v) dx

=

∫
Γ

κ(F )(n·∇)m

detF
·
(
(v·∇)m

)
− κ(F )|∇m|2

2 detF
v·n dS

+

∫
Ω

|∇m|2

2
∇
( κ(F )

detF

)
·v +

κ(F )|∇m|2

2 detF
div v − κ(F )(∇m⊗∇m)

detF︸ ︷︷ ︸
= K from (2.30b)

:e(v) dx , (2.39)

where the boundary integral vanishes due to the boundary conditions (n·∇)m = 0 and

v·n = 0. The latter equality in (2.39) follows by the calculus and the Green formula:∫
Ω

κ(F )∇2m

detF
..
.
(v⊗∇m) dx =

∫
Γ

κ(F )(n·∇)m

detF
·
(
(v·∇)m

)
dS

−
∫
Ω

κ(F )∇m⊗v
detF

..

.∇2m+ |∇m|2
( κ(F )

detF
div v +∇

( κ(F )

detF

)
·v
)

dx

= −
∫
Ω

κ(F )|∇m|2

2 detF
div v +

|∇m|2

2
∇
( κ(F )

detF

)
·v dx , (2.40)

where again (n·∇)m = 0 was used. For the last term, we can still use the calculus

∇
( κ(F )

detF

)
=
( κ(F )

detF

)′
:∇F =

(κ′(F )

detF
− κ(F )CofF

detF 2

)
:∇F =

κ′(F )− κ(F )F−>

detF
:∇F , (2.41)

where we again used the algebra F−> = CofF/detF and the calculus det′ = Cof. Thus

(2.39) can be written as:∫
Ω

div
(κ(F )∇m

detF

)
·(v·∇)m dx =

∫
Ω

(
|∇m|2κ

′(F )−κ(F )F−>

2 detF
:(v·∇)F

+
κ(F )|∇m|2

2 detF
div v −K:e(v)

)
dx , (2.42)
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Similarly, this exchange-energy term div(κ(F )∇m/detF ) tested by ∂
∂t
m is to be handled

by using Green’s formula once:∫
Ω

div
(κ(F )∇m

detF

)
·∂m
∂t

dx =

∫
Γ

κ(F )(n·∇)m

detF
·∂m
∂t

dS −
∫
Ω

κ(F )∇m
detF

:∇∂m
∂t

dx

= − d

dt

∫
Ω

κ(F )|∇m|2

2 detF
dx+

∫
Ω

|∇m|2

2

( κ(F )

detF

)′
:
∂F

∂t
dx

= − d

dt

∫
Ω

κ(F )|∇m|2

2 detF
dx+

∫
Ω

|∇m|2κ
′(F )−κ(F )F−>

2 detF
:
∂F

∂t
dx , (2.43)

where we again used (n·∇)m = 0 on Γ and, where we again used, as in (2.41), that

(κ(F )/detF )′ = (κ′(F )−κ(F )F−>)/detF . To merge (2.42) and (2.43), we use (2.30c) and

also the calculus

|∇m|2κ
′(F )−κ(F )F−>

2 detF
:
∂F

∂t
+ |∇m|2κ

′(F )−κ(F )F−>

2 detF
:(v·∇)F

= |∇m|2κ
′(F )−κ(F )F−>

2 detF
:(∇v)F = |∇m|2κ

′(F )F>−κ(F )I
2 detF

:e(v)

= |∇m|2κ
′(F )F>

2 detF
:e(v)− |∇m|

2κ(F )

2 detF
div v (2.44)

when the frame indifference of κ is assumed. Noticing that the last term in (2.44) cancels

with the same pressure term in (2.42), we obtain∫
Ω

div
(κ(F )∇m

detF

)
· .m dx =

∫
Ω

(κ′(F )|∇m|2F>

2 detF
−K

)
:e(v) dx− d

dt

∫
Ω

κ(F )|∇m|2

2 detF
dx .

(2.45)

Moreover, we use the Green theorem also for the driving magnetic field h = hext−hdem

with the demagnetizing field hdem = −∇u:∫
Ω

µ0h·
.
m dx =

∫
Ω

µ0hext·
∂m

∂t
+ µ0h·(v·∇)m− µ0hdem·

∂m

∂t
dx

=

∫
Ω

∂

∂t

(
µ0hext·m

)
− µ0

∂hext

∂t
·m− µ0(∇h)>m·v + µ0∇(h·m)v − µ0hdem·

∂m

∂t
dx .

Altogether, this is used to handle the right-hand side of (2.30d) tested by
◦
m:∫

Ω

(
µ0h−

ψ′m(F ,m, θ)

detF
+ div

(κ(F )∇m
detF

))
· ◦
m dx

=

∫
Ω

(
µ0h−

ψ′m(F ,m, θ)

detF
+ div

(κ(F )∇m
detF

))
· .m− (µ0h−t)·skw(∇v)m dx

=
d

dt

∫
Ω

µ0hext·m−
κ(F )|∇m|2

2 detF
dx+

∫
Ω

((κ′(F )|∇m|2F>

2 detF
−K

)
:e(v)− µ0

∂hext

∂t
·m

−
(ϕ′m(F ,m)

detF
+
ζ′m(F ,m, θ)

detF

)
· .m− ( (µ0(∇h)>m− µ0∇(h·m)︸ ︷︷ ︸

magnetic force in (2.30b)

)
·v − µ0hdem·

∂m

∂t
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− skw
(
(µ0h−ψ′m(F ,m, θ))⊗m

)︸ ︷︷ ︸
= S from (2.30b)

:∇v + κ(F )
m⊗∇m−∇m⊗m

2 detF︸ ︷︷ ︸
= S from (2.30b)

..

.∇2v

)
dx (2.46)

with t andK from (2.30b). Here the algebra (µ0h−ψ′m)·skw(∇v)m = skw((µ0h−ψ′m)⊗m):∇v
has been used. Beside, to see the magnetic hyperstress S , we used the calculus∫

Ω

div
( κ(F )

detF
∇m

)
·skw(∇v)m dx

=

∫
Γ

κ(F )

detF
(n·∇)m︸ ︷︷ ︸

= 0

· skw(∇v)m dS −
∫
Ω

κ(F )

detF
∇m:∇

(
skw(∇v)m

)
dx

= −
∫
Ω

κ(F )

detF
(∇m⊗∇m):skw(∇v)m︸ ︷︷ ︸

= 0

+ κ(F )
∇m⊗m−m⊗∇m

2 detF
..
.∇2v dx . (2.47)

It remains to exploit (2.30e). Testing it by µ0
∂
∂t
u, we use the calculus, including the

Green theorem for the convective term, to obtain

0 =

∫
Rd
µ0div

(
χΩm−∇u

)∂u
∂t

dx =

∫
Rd
µ0

(
∇u− χΩm

)
·∇∂u

∂t
dx

=
d

dt

∫
Rd

µ0

2
|∇u|2 dx+

∫
Ω

µ0m·
∂hdem

∂t
dx

=
d

dt

(∫
Rd

µ0

2
|∇u|2 +

∫
Ω

µ0hdem·m dx

)
−
∫
Ω

µ0
∂m

∂t
·hdem dx . (2.48)

This is to be subtracted from (2.46), giving cancellation of the terms ±µ0
∂
∂t
m·hdem and

merging µ0(hext·m)− µ0(hdem·m) = µ0(h·m).

Summarizing the above calculations, we formulated:

Proposition 2.6 (Magneto-mechanical dissipation energy balance). Any smooth solution of

the system (2.30a–e) with the boundary conditions (2.32) satisfies the identity

d

dt

(∫
Ω

%

2
|v|2︸ ︷︷ ︸

kinetic
energy

+
ϕ(F ,m)

detF︸ ︷︷ ︸
stored
energy

+
κ(F )|∇m|2

2 detF︸ ︷︷ ︸
exchange
energy

− µ0h·m︸ ︷︷ ︸
Zeeman
energy

dx+

∫
Rd

µ0

2
|∇u|2︸ ︷︷ ︸

energy of de-
magnetizing field

dx

)

+

∫
Ω

ξ
(
F , θ; e(v),

◦
m
)︸ ︷︷ ︸

dissipation rate
from (2.30f)

dx+

∫
Γ

ν[|v|p︸ ︷︷ ︸
boundary

dissipation rate

dS =

∫
Ω

(
% g·v︸︷︷︸

power of
gravity field

− µ0
∂hext

∂t
·m︸ ︷︷ ︸

power of
external field

− ζ
′
F (F ,m, θ)F>

detF
:e(v)− ζ

′
m(F ,m, θ)

detF
· .m︸ ︷︷ ︸

adiabatic effects

)
dx+

∫
Γ

k·v︸︷︷︸
power of
traction

dS . (2.49)

When we add (2.30f) tested by 1, the adiabatic and the dissipative heat sources cancel

with those in (2.49). Thus we obtain (at least formally):
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Proposition 2.7 (Total energy balance). Any smooth solution of the evolution boundary-

value problem (2.30)–(2.32) satisfies the identity

d

dt

(∫
Ω

%

2
|v|2︸ ︷︷ ︸

kinetic
energy

+
ϕ(F ,m)

detF︸ ︷︷ ︸
stored
energy

+
κ(F )|∇m|2

2 detF︸ ︷︷ ︸
exchange
energy

− µ0h·m︸ ︷︷ ︸
Zeeman
energy

dx+ ω(F ,m, θ)︸ ︷︷ ︸
heat

energy

dx

+

∫
Rd

µ0

2
|∇u|2︸ ︷︷ ︸

energy of de-
magnetizing field

dx

)
+

∫
Γ

ν[
2
|v|p︸ ︷︷ ︸

boundary
heat production

outflow

dS =

∫
Ω

%g·v︸ ︷︷ ︸
power of
gravity

field

− µ0
∂hext

∂t
·m︸ ︷︷ ︸

power of
external field

dx+

∫
Γ

k·v︸︷︷︸
power of
traction

+ h(θ)︸︷︷︸
heat
flux

dS .

(2.50)

Another aspect important both thermodynamically and also for mathematical analysis

is non-negativity of temperature, related with the 3rd law of thermodynamics. This will be

demonstrated later when we will exploit some information about the quality of the velocity

field extracted from (2.49), cf. (3.57) below.

Remark 2.8 (Exchange hyper-stress). In principle, to balance the energetics, the magnetic

exchange driving force div(κ(F )∇m/detF ) in (2.18c) may contribute either directly to the

skew-symmetric magnetic stress S by skw(div(κ(F )∇m
detF

)⊗m), as considered in [48], or to

the skew-symmetric hyperstress as S . Physically it is rather questionable which option is

more relevant. The former case would bring analytical troubles in the argumentation (3.52)

below due to lack of compactness of ∇v as ∂
∂t
v is not estimated, in contrast to [48] where

the inertial force was handled in a simplified “semi-compressible” way. This have led us to

adopt the latter option here, which seems also more physical and a similar skew-symmetric

hyperstress can be found in [57].

Remark 2.9 (Isotropic magnets). Let us note that, when ψ(F , ·, θ) is isotropic as in

Example 2.5, the skew-symmetric magnetic stress S simplifies to µ0skw(h⊗m) because

ψ′m(F ,m, θ) = k(F ,m, θ)m for some scalar-valued coefficient k = k(F ,m, θ) so that

skw(ψ′m(F ,m, θ)⊗m) = k(F ,m, θ)skw(m⊗m) = 0.

3 The analysis – weak solutions of (2.30)

We will provide a proof of existence and certain regularity of weak solutions. To this aim, the

concept of multipolar viscosity is essential but, anyhow, still quite nontrivial and carefully

ordered arguments will be needed. The peculiarities are that the inertial term in Eulerian set-

ting involves varying mass density requiring sophisticated techniques from compressible fluid

dynamics, the momentum equation is very geometrically nonlinear, and the heat equation

has an L1-structure with F -dependent heat capacity and with the convective time derivative

and ever-troubling adiabatic effects due to necessarily general coupling of mechanical and

thermal effect in the deforming configuration in compressible media.

Usual analysis is made by some approximation, a-priori estimates, and limit passage pos-

sibly in several steps. The mentioned strong nonlinearity makes time discretization problem-

atic. On the other hand, the space discretization by a (conformal) Faedo-Galerkin method
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is also not straightforward because of several “nonlinear” tests leading to the basic energy

balances in Section 2.4, being confronted in particular with the Lavrentiev phenomenon

as occurring already in static nonlinear elasticity [1, 2, 19]. Anyhow, careful suitably regu-

larized “semi-Galerkin” discretization allowing estimation of the magneto-mechanical part

separately from the thermal part and a successive limit passage will work.

3.1 Definition of weak solutions and the main results

We will use the standard notation concerning the Lebesgue and the Sobolev spaces, namely

Lp(Ω;Rn) for Lebesgue measurable functions Ω → Rn whose Euclidean norm is integrable

with p-power, and W k,p(Ω;Rn) for functions from Lp(Ω;Rn) whose all derivative up to the

order k have their Euclidean norm integrable with p-power. We also write briefly Hk = W k,2.

The notation p∗ will denote the exponent from the embedding W 1,p(Ω) ⊂ Lp
∗
(Ω), i.e.

p∗ = dp/(d−p) for p < d while p∗ ≥ 1 arbitrary for p = d or p∗ = +∞ for p > d. Moreover,

for a Banach space X and for I = [0, T ], we will use the notation Lp(I;X) for the Bochner

space of Bochner measurable functions I → X whose norm is in Lp(I) while W 1,p(I;X)

stands for functions I → X whose distributional derivative is in Lp(I;X). Also, C(·) and

C1(·) will denote spaces of continuous and continuously differentiable functions.

Moreover, as usual, we will use C for a generic constant which may vary from estimate

to estimate.

We will consider an initial-value problem, prescribing the initial conditions

%(0) = %0 , v(0) = v0 , F (0) = F 0 , m(0) = m0 , and θ(0) = θ0 ; (3.1)

here and in what follows, we will use the short-hand notation as [%(t)](x) = %(t,x). Refer-

ring to the referential mass density ρ, the initial conditions should satisfy %0 = ρ/detF 0.

To devise a weak formulation of the initial-boundary-value problem (2.32) and (3.1) for

the system (2.30), we use the by-part integration in time and the Green formula for the

inertial force. The nonsmoothness of Dir(·) applied on
◦
m leads to a variational inequal-

ity, arising by a standard definition of the convex subdifferential of the convex poten-

tial of the monotone set-valued mapping r 7→ τr + hc(F , θ)Dir(r), let us denote it as

D(F , θ; r) = τ |r|2/2 + hc(F , θ)|r|. Then (2.30d) has the form ∂ ◦
m
D(F , θ;

◦
m) 3 µ0hext +

µ0∇u − t + m× ◦
m/γ(F ,m, θ) with t from (2.18c), from which we obtain a variational

inequality by taking into account the standard definition of the (partial) convex subdiffer-

ential ∂ ◦
m

. This involves t· ◦
m which contains the product of div(κ′∇m(F ,∇m)/detF ) with.

m. This product would cause troubles in convergence of approximate solutions, so we will

better avoid it in the weak formulation by a substitution using (2.45) integrated over I, i.e.∫ T

0

∫
Ω

div
(κ(F )∇m

detF

)
· .m dxdt =

∫
Ω

κ(F 0)|∇m0|2

2 detF 0

− κ(F (T ))|∇m(T )|2

2 detF (T )
dx

+

∫ T

0

∫
Ω

(κ′(F )|∇m|2F>

2 detF
−K

)
:e(v) dxdt . (3.2)
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Also we use the orthogonality (m× ◦
m)· ◦

m = 0, which eliminates this (otherwise not inte-

grable) term and which altogether gives the variational inequality (3.4b) below.

Definition 3.1 (Weak solutions to (2.30)). For p ∈ [1,∞), a six-tuple (%,v,F ,m, u, θ)

with % ∈ H1(I×Ω), v ∈ Lp(I;W 2,p(Ω;Rd)), F ∈ H1(I×Ω;Rd×d), m ∈ H1(I;L2(Ω;Rd)) ∩
L∞(I;H1(Ω;Rd)), u ∈ L∞(I;H1(Rd)), and θ ∈ L1(I;W 1,1(Ω)) will be called a weak solution

to the system (2.30) with the boundary conditions (2.32) and the initial condition (3.1) if

ψ′F (F ,m, θ)F>

detF
∈ L1(I×Ω;Rd×d

sym) , (3.3a)

ζ′F (F ,m, θ)F>

detF
∈ Lq′(I×Ω;Rd×d

sym) , (3.3b)

div
(κ(F )|∇m|2

detF

)
∈ L2(I×Ω;Rd) (3.3c)

with detF > 0 a.e. such that the integral identities∫ T

0

∫
Ω

((ψ′F (F ,m, θ)F>

detF
+
|∇m|2κ′(F )F>

2 detF
+K + ν1|e(v)|p−2e(v)− %v⊗v

)
:e(ṽ)

+ S:skw(∇ṽ) + µ0(h·m)divṽ − µ0(∇h)>:(m⊗ṽ) +
(
ν2|∇2v|p−2∇2v+S

)
..
.∇2ṽ

− %v·∂ṽ
∂t

)
dxdt =

∫ T

0

∫
Ω

%g·ṽ dxdt+

∫ T

0

∫
Γ

(k−ν[|v|p−2v)·ṽ dSdt+

∫
Ω

%0v0·ṽ(0) dx (3.4a)

with h = hext+∇u, K, S, and S from (2.30b) holds for any ṽ smooth with ṽ·n = 0 and
ṽ(T ) = 0, and∫ T

0

∫
Ω

(
τ

2
|r̃|2 + hc(F , θ)|r̃| − div

κ(F )∇m
detF

·skw(∇v)m−
(κ′(F )|∇m|2F>

2 detF
−K

)
:e(v)

+
κ(F )∇m

detF
:∇r̃ −

(
µ0h−

ψ′m(F ,m, θ)

detF

)
·(r̃ − ◦

m) +
m× ◦

m

γ(F ,m, θ)
·r̃
)

dxdt

≥
∫ T

0

∫
Ω

τ

2
| ◦
m|2 + hc(F , θ)| ◦

m| dxdt+

∫
Ω

κ(F (T ))|∇m(T )|2

2 detF (T )
− κ(F 0)|∇m0|2

2 detF 0

dx (3.4b)

for any r̃ ∈ L2(I;H1(Ω;Rd)), and further∫
R3

∇u(t)·∇ũ dx =

∫
Ω

m(t)·∇ũ dx (3.4c)

holds for any ũ ∈ H1(Rd) and for a.a. t ∈ I, and∫ T

0

∫
Ω

(
ω(F ,m, θ)

∂θ̃

∂t
+
(
ω(F ,m, θ)v−K(F , θ)∇θ

)
·∇θ̃

+
(
ξ(F , θ; e(v),∇2v,

◦
m) +

ζ′F (F ,m, θ)F>

detF
:e(v) +

ζ′m(F ,m, θ)

detF
· .m
)
θ̃

)
dxdt

+

∫ T

0

∫
Γ

(
h(θ)+

ν[
2
|v|p
)
θ̃ dSdt+

∫
Ω

ω(F 0, θ0)θ̃(0) dx = 0 (3.4d)
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with ξ(F , θ; ·, ·) and ω(·, ·, ·) from (2.30f) holds for any θ̃ smooth with θ̃(T ) = 0, and the

equations (2.30a) and (2.30c) hold a.e. on I×Ω with v(0) = v0 and F (0) = F 0 a.e. on Ω,

and also m(0) = m0 is to hold a.e. on Ω.

Before stating the main analytical result, let us summarize the data qualification which

will be fitted to the motivating Example 2.5. For some δ > 0 and s > 0, we assume:

Ω a smooth bounded domain of Rd, d = 2, 3, (3.5a)

ϕ ∈ C1(GL+(d)×Rd), ∀F ∈GL+(d): ϕ(F ,m) ≥ δ
(
1 + |m|s detF

)
,

∃C ∈ C(GL+(d)), ∀F ∈GL+(d), m∈Rd : |ϕ′m(F ,m)| ≤ C(F )(1+|m|1+2∗/2), (3.5b)

ζ∈C2(GL+(d)×Rd×R+), ∀(F ,m, θ)∈GL+(d)×Rd×R+ : ζ′′θθ(F ,m, θ) ≤ −δ
detF

,∣∣∣ζ′F (F ,m, θ)F>

detF

∣∣∣+
∣∣∣ζ′m(F ,m, θ)

detF

∣∣∣2 ≤ C
(

1+
ϕ(F ,m)+θ

detF

)
, (3.5c)

∀K⊂GL+(d) compact ∃CK <∞ ∀(F ,m, θ)∈K×Rd×R+: |ω′F (F ,m, θ)| ≤ CK(1+θ),

ω′θ(F ,m, θ) + |ω′m(F ,m, θ)|+ |ω′′F θ(F ,m, θ)|+ |ω′′mθ(F ,m, θ)| ≤ CK , (3.5d)

ν1 > 0, ν2 > 0, ν[ > 0, (3.5e)

γ ∈C(GL+(d)×Rd×R+) positive, ∀K⊂GL+(d) compact

∃CK <∞ ∀(F ,m, θ)∈K×Rd×R+:
|m|

γ(F ,m, θ)
≤ CK , (3.5f)

κ ∈ C1(GL+(d)) , infF∈GL+(d) κ(F ) > 0 , (3.5g)

K ∈ C(GL+(d)×R+) bounded, infF∈GL+(d),θ∈R+ K(F , θ) > 0 , (3.5h)

h : I×Γ×R+ → R Carathéodory function, 0 ≤ θ h(t,x, θ) ≤ C(1+θ2) and

h(t,x, θ) ≤ hmax(t,x) for some hmax ∈ L1(I×Γ ) , (3.5i)

g ∈ L1(I;L∞(Ω;Rd)) , hext ∈ W 1,1(I;Ls
′
(Ω;Rd)) , k ∈ L2(I×Γ ;Rd), k·n = 0 , (3.5j)

v0 ∈ L2(Ω;Rd) , F 0 ∈ W 1,r(Ω;Rd×d) , r > d , with min
Ω

detF 0 > 0 , (3.5k)

ρ ∈ L∞(Ω) ∩W 1,r(Ω) , r > d , with min
Ω
ρ > 0 , (3.5l)

m0 ∈ H1(Ω;Rd) , θ0 ∈ L1(Ω), θ0 ≥ 0 a.e. on Ω , (3.5m)

where ω in (3.5d) is from (2.30f). Let us note that the first condition in (3.5c) is just a

condition on the heat capacity c = c(F ,m, θ) = ω′θ(F ,m, θ) and implies the coercivity

ω(F ,m, θ) ≥ δθ/detF since ω(F ,m, 0) = 0. One should note that the referential stored

energy (in contrast to the actual stored energy) enters the model only through its derivatives

and can be modified without loss of generality by adding a constant, so that (3.5b) could be

understood simply as coercivity ϕ(F ,m)/detF ≥ δ|m|s. Independently, the natural blow-

up under compression, i.e. ϕ(F ,m)→∞ if detF → 0+, is allowed in (3.5b). The condition

(3.5i) is well fitted with the standard situation that the boundary flux is h(θ) = f(θext)−f(θ)

with an increasing function f and with θext ≥ 0 a prescribed external temperature, so that

one can choose hmax = f(θext) provided we prove that θ ≥ 0. Also the condition θ h(t,x, θ) ≤
C(1+θ2) is well compatible with this ansatz provided f(0) = 0 and f(θext) ∈ L2(I×Γ ).

Theorem 3.2 (Existence and regularity of weak solutions). Let p > d and s ≥ 2p/(p−2),

and the assumptions (2.19) and (3.5) hold. Then:
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(i) there exist a weak solution (%,v,F ,m, u, θ) according Definition 3.1 with a non-
negative mass density % ∈ L∞(I;W 1,r(Ω)) such that ∂

∂t
% ∈ Lσ(I;Lrσ/(r+σ)(Ω)) with

3 ≤ σ < p(pd+4p−2d)/(4p−2d), and a non-negative temperature θ ∈ L∞(I;L1(Ω)) ∩
Lµ(I;W 1,µ(Ω)) with 1 ≤ µ < (d+2)/(d+1), and further ∂

∂t
F ∈ Lp(I;Lr(Ω;Rd×d)) and

∇F ∈ L∞(I;Lr(Ω;Rd×d×d)), and ∂
∂t
m ∈ L2(I×Ω;Rd) and ∇m ∈ L∞(I;L2(Ω;Rd)),

and ∇2m ∈ L2(I×Ω;Rd×d×d).

(ii) Moreover, this solution complies with energetics in the sense that the energy dissipation
balance (2.49) as well as the total energy balance (2.50) integrated over time interval
[0, t] with the initial conditions (3.1) hold.

3.2 Some auxiliary results and formal a-priori estimates

Let us first formulate two auxiliary assertions:

Lemma 3.3 (See [49]). Given v ∈ L1(I;W 2,p(Ω;Rd)) with p > d and v·n = 0 on I×Γ
and %0 ∈ W 1,r(Ω), (2.30a) has a unique weak solution % ∈ Cw(I;W 1,r(Ω)) ∩W 1,1(I;Lr(Ω))

which satisfies it a.e. on I ×Ω and also the estimate holds:

‖%‖L∞(I;W 1,r(Ω))∩W 1,1(I;Lr(Ω)) ≤ C
(
‖∇v‖L1(I;W 1,p(Ω;Rd×d)) , ‖%0‖W 1,r(Ω)

)
(3.6)

holds with some C ∈ C(R2). Moreover, the mapping

v 7→ % : L1(I;W 2,p(Ω;Rd))→ L∞(I;W 1,r(Ω)) (3.7)

is (weak,weak*)-continuous. The analogous assertion holds for (2.10), assuming 1/ detF 0 ∈
W 1,r(Ω), and for (2.13), assuming 1/%0 ∈ W 1,r(Ω). Eventually, it holds Rd×d-valued also

for (2.30c), assuming F 0 ∈ W 1,r(Ω;Rd×d).

For the approximation method in the proof below, we will still need a modification of

Lemma 3.3 for a non-homogeneous evolution-and-transport equation (3.25e), whose proof is

a straightforward modification (partly simplification) of [49, Sect.4]:

Lemma 3.4. Given v ∈ Lp(I;W 2,p(Ω;Rd)) with p > d and r ∈ L1(I;L2(Ω;Rd)), the

equation ∂
∂t
m + (v·∇)m − skw(∇v)m = r with the initial condition m0 ∈ L2(Ω;Rd) and

has a unique weak solution m ∈ Cw(I;L2(Ω;Rd))∩W 1,1(I;H1(Ω;Rd)∗) and also the estimate

holds:

‖m‖L∞(I;L2(Ω))∩W 1,1(I;H1(Ω;Rd)∗) ≤ C
(
‖∇v‖L1(I;W 1,p(Ω;Rd×d)) , ‖m0‖L2(Ω;Rd) , ‖r‖L1(I;L2(Ω;Rd))

)
(3.8)

holds with some C ∈ C(R3). Moreover, the mapping

(v, r) 7→m : L1(I;W 2,p(Ω;Rd))× L1(I;L2(Ω;Rd))→ L∞(I;L2(Ω;Rd)) (3.9)

is (weak,weak*)-continuous.
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Formally, the assumptions (3.5) yield some a-priori bounds which can be obtained from

the total energy balance (2.50) and the mechanical energy-dissipation balance (2.49) for any

sufficiently regular solution (%,v,F ,m, u, θ) with θ ≥ 0 a.e. in I×Ω. Later, we will prove

existence of such solutions, but unfortunately we are not able to claim that every weak

solution has θ non-negative. For the approximation method used in the proof below, we

assume the data ψ, K, and h to be defined also for the negative temperature by extending

them as

ψ(F ,m,∇m, θ) := ϕ(F ,m) + θ
(
ln(−θ)−1

)
+ κ(F )|∇m|2/2 ,

K(F , θ) := K(F ,−θ) , and h(t,x, θ) := h(t,x,−θ) for θ < 0 (3.10)

with ϕ and ζ from the split (2.17). This definition makes ψ : GL+(d)×Rd×Rd×d×R → R
continuous and implies that ω(F ,m, ·) as well as ζF (F ,m, ·) and ζm(F ,m, ·) continuous;

note that ω(F ,m, θ) = θ/detF , ζ ′F (F ,m, θ) = 0, and ζ ′m(F ,m, θ) = 0 for θ negative.

First, we use the total energy balance (2.50) integrated over a time interval [0, t]. At

this point, we must now assume (while being later proved at least for some solution) that

θ ≥ 0, and similarly we now assume detF > 0. In particular, we have also ω(F ,m, θ) ≥ 0

and thus we are “only” to estimate the right-hand side in (2.50) together with the Zeeman

energy. For the bulk term %g·v and the boundary terms k·v + h(θ) we refer to [49]. The

gravity force %g tested by the velocity v can be estimated by the Hölder/Young inequality

as∫
Ω

%g·v dx =

∫
Ω

√
ρ

detF

√
%v·g dx ≤

∥∥∥√ ρ

detF

∥∥∥
L2(Ω)

∥∥√%v∥∥
L2(Ω;Rd)

∥∥g∥∥
L∞(Ω;Rd)

≤ 1

2

(∥∥∥√ ρ

detF

∥∥∥2

L2(Ω)
+
∥∥√%v∥∥2

L2(Ω;Rd)

)∥∥g∥∥
L∞(Ω;Rd)

=
∥∥g∥∥

L∞(Ω;Rd)

∫
Ω

ρ

2 detF
+
%

2
|v|2 dx

≤
∥∥g∥∥

L∞(Ω;Rd)

(
max ρ(Ω)

2 inf ϕ(GL+(d)×Rd)

∫
Ω

ϕ(F ,m)

detF
dx+

∫
Ω

%

2
|v|2 dx

)
. (3.11)

The integral on the right-hand side of (3.11) can then be treated by the Gronwall lemma. In

order to apply the Gronwall lemma one needs the qualification (3.5j) for g. The boundary

terms in (2.50) can be estimated, at current time instant t ∈ I, as∫
Γ

k·v + h(θ) dS ≤
( 2

ν[

)1/(p−1)

‖k‖p
′

Lp′ (Γ ;Rd)
+
ν[
2p
‖v‖p

Lp(Γ ;Rd)
+ ‖hmax‖L1(Γ ) (3.12)

with the term ν[‖v‖pLp(Γ ;Rd)
/(2p) to be absorbed in the left hand side of (2.50); here we used

the modelling assumption that part of the heat produced by the boundary viscosity leaves

the system, otherwise we would have to confine ourselves to f = 0. Then, integrating (2.50)

in time, one can use the qualification of k in (3.5j). The Zeeman energy µ0hext·m and the

power of external field µ0
∂
∂t
hext·m are to be estimated as∫

Ω

µ0hext(t)·m(t)− hext(0)·m0 dx−
∫ t

0

∫
Ω

µ0
∂

∂t
hext·m dxdt
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≤ Cµ0,δ‖hext(t)‖s
′

Ls′ (Ω;Rd)
+
δ

2
‖m(t)‖sLs(Ω;Rd)

+ µ0

∫ t

0

∥∥∥∂hext

∂t

∥∥∥
Ls′ (Ω;Rd)

(
1 + ‖m‖sLs(Ω;Rd)

)
dt+ µ0‖hext(0)·m0‖L1(Ω) (3.13)

with some Cµ0,δ depending on µ0 and δ chosen according to the assumption (3.5b). This

assumption is then to be exploited for the stored energy on the left-hand side of (2.50) and,

together with the qualification (3.5j) of hext, used for the Gronwall inequality. As a result,

since detF > 0, we obtain the (formal) a-priori estimates∥∥√%v∥∥
L∞(I;L2(Ω;Rd))

≤ C , (3.14a)∥∥∥ϕ(F ,m)

detF

∥∥∥
L∞(I;L1(Ω))

≤ C , (3.14b)∥∥∥κ(F )|∇m|2

detF

∥∥∥
L∞(I;L1(Ω))

≤ C , (3.14c)

‖∇u‖L∞(I;L2(Rd;Rd)) ≤ C , and (3.14d)∥∥∥ θ

detF

∥∥∥
L∞(I;L1(Ω))

≤ C . (3.14e)

From (3.14b), using (3.5b), we also obtain∥∥m∥∥
L∞(I;Ls(Ω;Rd))

≤ C . (3.14f)

Now we come to (2.49); here we used the assumed frame indifference of ζ(·,m, θ) so that

ζ′F (F ,m, θ)F> is symmetric and thus ζ′F (F ,m, θ)F>:∇v = ζ′F (F ,m, θ)F>:e(v). The issue

is now estimation of the adiabatic term in (2.49). Then, while relying on p > d, using the

embedding

‖∇v‖p
L∞(Ω;Rd×d)

≤ K
(∥∥∇2v

∥∥p
Lp(Ω;Rd×d×d)

+
∥∥v|Γ∥∥pLp(Γ ;Rd)

)
, (3.15)

we estimate∫
Ω

∣∣∣ζ′F (F ,m, θ)F>

detF
:e(v) +

ζ′m(F ,m, θ)

detF
· .m
∣∣∣ dx

≤
∥∥∥ζ′F (F ,m, θ)F>

detF

∥∥∥
L1(Ω;Rd×d)

‖e(v)‖L∞(Ω;Rd×d) +
∥∥∥ζ′m(F ,m, θ)

detF

∥∥∥
L2(Ω;Rd)

‖ .m‖L2(Ω;Rd)

(3.5c)

≤ C
∥∥∥1+

ϕ(F ,m)+θ

detF

∥∥∥
L1(Ω)
‖e(v)‖L∞(Ω;Rd×d) + C

∥∥∥1+
ϕ(F ,m)+θ

detF

∥∥∥1/2

L1(Ω)
‖ .m‖L2(Ω;Rd)

(3.14b,e)

≤ Cp′Kp′

δ1/(p−1)

∥∥∥1+
ϕ(F ,m)+θ

detF

∥∥∥p′
L1(Ω)

+ δ‖∇2v‖p
Lp(Ω;Rd×d×d)

+ δ
∥∥v|Γ∥∥pLp(Γ ;Rd)

+
C2

δ

∥∥∥1+
ϕ(F ,m)+θ

detF

∥∥∥
L1(Ω)

+ δ‖ ◦
m‖2

L2(Ω;Rd)+ δ‖skw(∇v)m‖2
L2(Ω;Rd)

≤
(Cp′Kp′

δ1/(p−1)
+
C2p

δp

)∥∥∥1+
ϕ(F ,m)+θ

detF

∥∥∥p′
L1(Ω)

+ Cp,s,K
(
1+‖m‖sLs(Ω;Rd)

)
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+ δ‖ ◦
m‖2

L2(Ω;Rd)+ 2δ‖∇2v‖p
Lp(Ω;Rd×d×d)

+ 2δ
∥∥v|Γ∥∥pLp(Γ ;Rd)

. (3.16)

The last inequality is due to the estimate, using (3.15), that

‖skw(∇v)m‖2
L2(Ω;Rd) ≤ Cp,s,K

(
1+‖m‖sLs(Ω;Rd)

)
+K−1‖∇v‖p

L∞(Ω;Rd×d)

≤ Cp,s,K
(
1+‖m‖sLs(Ω;Rd)

)
+
∥∥∇2v

∥∥p
Lp(Ω;Rd×d×d)

+
∥∥v|Γ∥∥pLp(Γ ;Rd)

(3.17)

which holds if 1/p + 1/s ≤ 1/2, as implied by the assumption s ≥ 2p/(p−2). Choosing

δ > 0 sufficiently small, the last three terms in (3.17) can be absorbed in the left-hand side

of (2.49) while the other terms in (3.16) are already estimated by (3.14b,e,f). Thus we can

exploit the dissipation rates in the magneto-mechanical energy dissipation balance (2.49) to

obtain estimates

‖e(v)‖Lp(I×Ω;Rd×d) ≤ C , ‖∇2v‖Lp(I×Ω;Rd×d×d) ≤ C , and ‖ ◦
m‖L2(I×Ω;Rd) ≤ C . (3.18)

When assuming p > d, the estimate (3.18) is essential by preventing evolution of singular-

ities of the quantities transported by such a smooth velocity field. Here, due to qualification

of F 0 and %0 = ρ/detF 0 in (3.5k) and (3.5l) which implies also the qualification of the initial

conditions

∇
( 1

detF 0

)
= −det′(F 0):∇F 0

(detF 0)2
= −F

−>
0 :∇F 0

detF 0

∈ Lr(Ω;Rd) ,

∇%0 =
∇ρ

detF 0

− ρF
−>
0 :∇F 0

detF 0

∈ Lr(Ω;Rd) , and

∇
( 1

%0

)
= ∇

(detF 0

ρ

)
=

CofF 0:∇F 0

ρ
− detF 0∇ρ

ρ2
∈ Lr(Ω;Rd) ,

we can see that Lemma 3.3 yields the estimates

‖F ‖L∞(I;W 1,r(Ω;Rd×d)) ≤ Cr ,
∥∥∥ 1

detF

∥∥∥
L∞(I;W 1,r(Ω))

≤ Cr , (3.19a)

‖%‖L∞(I;W 1,r(Ω)) ≤ Cr , and
∥∥∥1

%

∥∥∥
L∞(I;W 1,r(Ω))

≤ Cr for any 1 ≤ r < +∞ . (3.19b)

From (3.14a) and (3.19b) with r > d, we then have also

‖v‖L∞(I;L2(Ω;Rd)) ≤ ‖
√
%v‖L∞(I;L2(Ω;Rd))

∥∥∥ 1
√
%

∥∥∥
L∞(I×Ω)

≤ C , (3.19c)

and from (3.14c), using (3.5g), we obtain

‖∇m‖L∞(I;L2(Ω;Rd×d)) ≤
∥∥∥detF

κ(F )

∥∥∥1/2

L∞(I×Ω)

∥∥∥κ(F )|∇m|2

detF

∥∥∥1/2

L∞(I;L1(Ω))
≤ C . (3.19d)

Furthermore, having
◦
m estimated in (3.18) and by using the calculus div(κ(F )∇m/ detF )

= κ(F )∆m/ detF )+(κ′(F )/detF−κ(F )CofF /detF 2)..
.
(∇F⊗∇m), we can exploit (2.30d)

in the form

∆m ∈ detF

κ(F )

(
τ

◦
m+ hc(F , θ)Dir(

◦
m)− m× ◦

m

γ(F ,m, θ)
− hext −∇u
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+
ϕ′m(F ,m) + ζ′m(F ,m, θ)

detF
−
(κ′(F )

detF
− κ(F )CofF

detF 2

)
..
.
(∇F⊗∇m)

)
(3.20)

to estimate ∇2m by the H2-regularity of the Laplacean with the homogeneous Neumann

boundary conditions, as available on smooth or convex domains. Here we use (3.19a) with

r > d and (3.19d), we have ∇F⊗∇m bounded in L∞(I;L2r/(r+2)(Ω;Rd×d×d×d)). By (3.5f)

and by (3.18), we can still see thatm× ◦
m/γ(F ,m, θ) ∈ L2(I×Ω;Rd×d). By (3.14d), ∇u|Ω ∈

L2(I×Ω;Rd). Moreover, by (3.5b), ϕ′m(F ,m) ∈ L∞(I;L2∗2/(2∗+2)(Ω;Rd)) and by (3.5c)

ζ′m(F ,m, θ) ∈ L∞(I;L2(Ω;Rd)). By comparison and the mentioned H2-regularity, from

(3.20) we obtain

‖∇2m‖L2(I×Ω;Rd×d×d) ≤ C . (3.21)

Noting that the embedding H1(Ω) ⊂ L2(Ω) is compact for r > d, (3.21) gives always a

certain additional information about ∇m in comparison with (3.19d).

3.3 Proof of Theorem 3.2

For clarity, we will divide the proof into ten steps. The inertial term and the continuity

equation (2.30a) are treated as in [49] and we thus sketch the proof in these aspects.

Let us outline main technical difficulties: The time discretization (Rothe’s method) stan-

dardly needs convexity of ϕ (which is not a realistic assumption in finite-strain mechanics)

possibly weakened if there is some viscosity in F (which is not directly considered here,

however). Also the conformal space discretization (i.e. the Faedo-Galerkin method) is diffi-

cult since it cannot directly copy the energetics because the “nonlinear” test of (2.30c) by

[ϕ/ det]′F (F ) needed in (2.34) is problematic in this approximation as [ϕ/det]′F (F ) is not in

the respective finite-dimensional space in general and similarly also the tests of (2.30a) by

|v|2 and of (2.30d) by
◦
m = ∂

∂t
m+ (v·∇)m− skw(∇v)m are problematic.

Step 1: a regularization. Referring to the formal estimates (3.19a), we can choose λ > 0 so

small that, for any possible sufficiently regular solution, it holds

detF > λ and |F | < 1

λ
a.e. on I×Ω . (3.22)

We first regularize the stress T and the other nonlinearities in (2.30) by considering a smooth

cut-off πλ ∈ C1(Rd×d) defined as

πλ(F ) :=


1 for detF ≥ λ and |F | ≤ 1/λ,

0 for detF ≤ λ/2 or |F | ≥ 2/λ,( 3

λ2

(
2 detF − λ

)2 − 2

λ3

(
2 detF − λ

)3
)
×

×
(
3(λ|F | − 1)2 − 2(λ|F | − 1)3

)
otherwise.

(3.23)

Here | · | stands for the Frobenius norm |F | = (
∑d

i,j=1 F
2
ij)

1/2 for F = [Fij], which makes πλ
frame indifferent. Thus we can regularize in a smooth way the singular nonlinearity 1/det(·)
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and also extend κ(·)/det(·) and K and also ω:

detλ(F ) := πλ(F ) detF + 1− πλ(F ) , (3.24a)

κλ(F ) := πλ(F )κ(F ) + (1−πλ(F )) detF , and (3.24b)

Kλ(F , θ) := πλ(F )K(F , θ) + 1− πλ(F ) . (3.24c)

Using the operator ∆−1div : L2(Ω;Rd) → H1(Rd) defined by u = [∆−1div](m) as a

unique weak solution to (2.1) with the “boundary” condition u(∞) = 0, we can eliminate u;

actually, this is rather the scenario for d = 3 otherwise it is formally possible because only

∇u but not u itself occurs in the system and its energetics. Altogether, for the above chosen

λ and for any ε > 0, we consider the regularized system

∂%

∂t
= − div(%v) , (3.25a)

∂

∂t
(%v) = div

(
T λ,ε(F ,m, θ)+Kλ(F ,∇m)+Sλ,ε(F ,m, θ)+ν1|e(v)|p−2e(v)− %v⊗v

−div
(
H +Sλ(F ,m,∇m)

))
+ µ0(∇h)>m− µ0∇(h ·m) +

√
ρ%

detλ(F )
g

with T λ,ε(F ,m, θ) =
( [πλϕ]′F (F ,m)

detF
+
πλ(F )ζ′F (F ,m, θ)

(1+ε|θ|) detF
+
|∇m|2κ′λ(F )

2 detF

)
F> ,

h = hext+∇∆−1div(m) , Kλ(F ,∇m) =
κλ(F )

detF
∇m⊗∇m ,

Sλ,ε(F ,m, θ) = skw
((
µ0h−t̂λ,ε(F ,m, θ)

)
⊗m

)
, H = ν2|∇2v|p−2∇2v ,

Sλ(F ,m,∇m) =
κλ(F )

detF
Skw(∇m⊗m) , (3.25b)

∂F

∂t
= (∇v)F − (v·∇)F , (3.25c)

τr + hc(F , θ)Dir(r)− m×r
γ(F ,m, θ)

3 µ0h− t̂λ,ε(F ,m, θ)− div
(κλ(F )∇m

detF

)
with t̂λ,ε(F ,m, θ) =

πλ(F )ϕ′m(F ,m)

detF
+
πλ(F )ζ′m(F ,m, θ)

(1+ε|θ|1/2) detF
, (3.25d)

∂m

∂t
= skw(∇v)m− (v·∇)m+ r , (3.25e)

∂w

∂t
= ξε(F , θ; e(v),∇2v, r) + div

(
K(F , θ)∇θ − wv

)
+
πλ(F )ζ′F (F ,m, θ)F>

(1+ε|θ|) detF
:e(v)

+
πλ(F )ζ′m(F ,m, θ)

(1+ε|θ|1/2) detF
·
(
r−skw(∇v)m

)
with w = ω(F ,m, θ)

and ξε(F , θ; e,G, r) :=
ν1|e|p+τ |r|2+hc(F , θ)|r|+ν2|G|p

1+ε|e|p+ε|G|p+ε|r|2
, (3.25f)

where ω(·, ·) is from (2.30f). We complete this system with the correspondingly regularized

boundary conditions on I×Γ :[(
T λ,ε(F ,m, θ)+Kλ(F ,∇m)+Sλ,ε(F ,m, θ)+ν1|e(v)|p−2e(v)

−div(H +Sλ(F ,m,∇m))
)
n−divS

(
H n+Sλ(F ,m,∇m)n

)]
t
+ ν[|v|p−2v = k , (3.26a)
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v·n = 0, ∇2v:(n⊗n) = 0 ,
κλ(F )(n·∇)m

detF
= 0 , u(∞) = 0 , and (3.26b)

K(F , θ)∇θ·n− ν[|v|p

2+ε|v|p
= hε(θ) :=

h(θ)

1+ε|h(θ)|
(3.26c)

and initial conditions

%(0) = %0 , v(0) = v0 , F (0) = F 0 , m(0) = m0 , θ(0) = θ0,ε :=
θ0

1+εθ0

. (3.26d)

Note that πλϕ ∈ C1(Rd×d) if ϕ ∈ C1(GL+(d)) and that [πλϕ]′ together with the regu-

larized Cauchy stress T λ,ε are bounded, continuous, and vanish if F “substantially” violates

the constraints (3.22). Altogether, also from (3.24b) and (3.24c) we have:(
detF ≤ λ

2
or |F | ≥ 2

λ

)
⇒ T λ,ε = 0,

κλ(F )

detF
= 1, and K(F , θ) = 1,

where a continuous (and smooth) extension of [κλ/det](·) at 0 is considered. Also, due

to (3.5c), T λ,ε : Rd×d × Rd × R → Rd×d
sym is bounded. Thus the part (3.25a,b,d,e) of the

system allows for bounds for %εvε, ∇vε, and mε independently of (%ε,Fε, θε) which can be

estimated subsequently. Moreover, recalling the extension (3.10), note that it is defined also

for negative temperatures.

The corresponding weak formulation of (3.25)–(3.26) a’la Definition 3.1 is quite straight-

forward and we will not explicitly write it, also because it will be obvious from its Galerkin

version (3.27) below. The philosophy of the regularization (3.25) is that the estimation of

the magneto-mechanical part (3.25a-e) and of the thermal part (3.25f) decouples since T λ,ε

and Sλ,ε are bounded and that heat sources in the heat equation are bounded for fixed ε > 0.

Simultaneously, the heat equation has a non-negative solution and, for ε → 0, the physical

a priori estimates are the same as the formal estimates (3.14)–(3.19) and, when taking λ > 0

small to comply with (3.22), the λ-regularization becomes eventually inactive, cf. Step 9

below.

Step 2: a semi-discretization. For ε > 0 fixed, we use a spatial semi-discretization, keeping

the transport equations (3.25a), (3.25c), and (3.25e) continuous (i.e. non-discretised) when

exploiting Lemmas 3.3 and 3.4. More specifically, we make a conformal Galerkin approxi-

mation of (3.25b) by using a collection of nested finite-dimensional subspaces {Vk}k∈N whose

union is dense in W 2,p(Ω;Rd) and a conformal Galerkin approximation of (3.25d) and of

(3.25f) by using a collection of nested finite-dimensional subspaces {Zk}k∈N whose union is

dense in H1(Ω). Without loss of generality, we can assume v0 ∈ V1 and θ0,ε ∈ Z1.

The approximate solution of the regularized system (3.25) will be denoted by

(%εk,vεk,Fεk, rεk,mεk, θεk) : I → W 1,r(Ω)×Vk×W 1,r(Ω;Rd×d)×Zd
k×H1(Ω;Rd)×Zk .

Specifically, such a six-tuple should satisfy

∂%εk
∂t

= −div(%εkvεk) in the L1(I×Ω)-sense, (3.27a)
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∂Fεk
∂t

= (∇vεk)Fεk − (vεk·∇)Fεk in the L1(I×Ω;Rd×d)-sense, and (3.27b)

∂mεk

∂t
= skw(∇vεk)mεk − (vεk·∇)mεk + rεk in the weak sense, (3.27c)

relying on %εk ∈ W 1,1(I×Ω) and Fεk ∈ W 1,1(I×Ω;Rd×d) which will be indeed proved later,
together with the following integral identities∫ T

0

∫
Ω

((
T λ,ε(Fεk,mεk, θεk)+Kλ(Fεk,∇mεk)−%εkvεk⊗vεk+ν1|e(vεk)|p−2e(vεk)

)
:e(ṽ)

+ Sλ,ε(Fεk,mεk, θεk):skw(ṽ)− µ0

(
∇hεk

)
:(mεk⊗ṽ)− µ0hεk·mεk(div ṽ)− %εkvεk·

∂ṽ

∂t

+
(
ν2|∇2vεk|p−2∇2vεk+Sλ(Fεk,mεk,∇mεk)

)
..
.∇2ṽ

)
dxdt =

∫
Ω

%0v0·ṽ(0) dx

+

∫ T

0

∫
Ω

√
ρ%εk

detλ(Fεk)
g·ṽ dxdt+

∫ T

0

∫
Γ

(k − ν[|vεk|p−2vεk)·ṽ dSdt (3.27d)

with T λ,ε, Kλ, Sλ,ε, and Sλ from (3.25b) and hεk = hext+∇2∆−1div(mεk) for any ṽ ∈
L∞(I;Vk) with ṽ·n = 0 on I×Γ and ṽ(T ) = 0, and∫ T

0

∫
Ω

(
τ

2
|r̃|2 + hc(Fεk, θεk)|r̃| − div

κλ(Fεk)∇mεk

detFεk
·skw(∇vεk)mεk +

κλ(Fεk)∇mεk

detFεk
:∇r̃

−
(
µ0h− t̂λ,ε(Fεk,mεk, θεk)

)
·(r̃ − rεk) +

mεk×rεk
γ(Fεk,mεk, θεk)

·r̃ +
(
Kλ(Fεk,∇mεk)

− κ
′
λ(Fεk)|∇mεk|2F>εk

2 detFεk

)
:e(vεk)

)
dxdt ≥

∫ T

0

∫
Ω

τ

2
|rεk|2 + hc(F , θ)|rεk| dxdt

+

∫
Ω

κλ(Fεk(T ))|∇mεk(T )|2

2 detFεk(T )
− κλ(F 0)|∇m0|2

2 detF 0

dx (3.27e)

holding for any r̃ ∈ Zd
k and for a.a. t ∈ I, and further

∫ T

0

∫
Ω

(
wεk

∂θ̃

∂t
+
(
wεkvεk−K(Fεk, θεk)∇θεk

)
·∇θ̃ + ξε(Fεk, θεk; e(vεk),∇2vεk, rεk)θ̃

+ πλ(Fεk)
(ζ′F (Fεk,mεk, θεk)F

>
εk

(1+ε|θεk|) detFεk
:e(vεk) +

ζ′m(Fεk,mεk, θεk)·
(
rεk−skw(∇vεk)mεk

)
(1+ε|θεk|1/2) detFεk

)
θ̃

)
dxdt

+

∫
Ω

ω(F 0, θ0,ε)θ̃(0) dx+

∫ T

0

∫
Γ

(
hε(θεk)+

ν[|vεk|p

2+ε|vεk|p
)
θ̃ dSdt = 0

with wεk = ω(Fεk,mεk, θεk) (3.27f)

holds for any θ̃ ∈ C1(I;Zk) with θ̃(T ) = 0.

Existence of this solution is based on the standard theory of systems of ordinary dif-

ferential equations first locally in time combined here with the abstract W 1,r(Ω)- and

L2(Ω) valued differential equations based on Lemmas 3.3 and 3.4 for the scalar, the vec-

tor, and the tensor transport equations (3.27a–c) and then by successive prolongation on
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the whole time interval based on the L∞-estimates below. Usage of Lemmas 3.3 and

3.4 with the fixed initial conditions %0, F 0, and m0 defines the nonlinear operators R :

I × Lp(I;W 2,p(Ω;Rd)) → W 1,r(Ω), F : I × Lp(I;W 2,p(Ω;Rd)) → W 1,r(Ω;Rd×d), and

M : I × Lp(I;W 2,p(Ω;Rd))× L2(I×Ω;Rd)→ L2(Ω;Rd) by

%εk(t) = R
(
t,vεk

)
, Fεk(t) = F

(
t,vεk

)
, and mεk(t) = M

(
t,vεk, rεk

)
. (3.28)

Step 3: first a priori estimates. In the Galerkin approximation, it is legitimate to use

ṽ = vεk for (3.27d) and θ̃ = θεk for (3.27f). We take the benefit from having the transport

equations (3.27a,b) non-discretized and thus we can test them by the nonlinearities |vεk|2/2
and [πλϕ(Fεk,mεk)/detFεk]

′
F , respectively. In particular, we can use the calculus (2.34)

which holds also for πλϕ instead of ϕ and the calculus (2.38) also for the semi-Galerkin

approximate solution. Also we can use the calculus (2.39)–(2.46) with πλζ
′
F /(1+|θ|) and

πλζ
′
m/(1+|θ|1/2) and κλ instead of ζ′F and ζ′m and κ, respectively, using also that we have

the nondiscretized equation (3.27c) at disposal. The philosophy of the regularization (3.25)

is that, for this estimation procedure, the system decouples to the magneto-mechanical part

and the thermal part which allows for basic estimates independent of vεk, mεk, and rεk.

Specifically, from (3.27d) tested by vεk and (3.27e) tested by 0, like (2.49) we obtain the

inequality

d

dt

∫
Ω

%εk
2
|vεk|2 +

πλ(Fεk)ϕ(Fεk,mεk)

detFεk
+
κλ(Fεk)

2 detFεk
|∇mεk|2 − µ0hext·mεk dx

+

∫
Ω

ξε(Fεk, θεk; e(vεk),∇2vεk, rεk) dx+

∫
Γ

ν[|vεk|p dS +
d

dt

∫
Rd

µ0

2
|∇uεk|2 dx

≤
∫
Γ

k·vεk dS +

∫
Ω

(√
ρ%εk

detλ(Fεk)
g·vεk −

πλ(Fεk)ζ
′
F (Fεk,mεk, θεk)F

>
εk

(1+ε|θεk|) detFεk
:e(vεk)

− πλ(Fεk)ζ
′
m(Fεk,mεk, θεk)

(1+ε|θεk|1/2) detFεk
·
(
rεk−skw(∇vεk)mεk

)
− µ0

∂hext

∂t
·mεk

)
dx (3.29)

with uεk = ∆−1div(mεk).

The bulk-force term can be estimated similarly as (3.11):∫
Ω

√
ρ

detλ(Fεk)

√
%εkvεk·g dx ≤

∥∥∥√ ρ

detλ(Fεk)

∥∥∥
L2(Ω)

∥∥√%εkvεk∥∥L2(Ω;Rd)

∥∥g∥∥
L∞(Ω;Rd)

≤
∥∥g∥∥

L∞(Ω;Rd)

∫
Ω

ρ

2 detλ(Fεk)
+
%εk
2
|vεk|2 dx

=
∥∥g∥∥

L∞(Ω;Rd)

(meas(Ω)(1+ maxΩ ρ)

2λ
+

∫
Ω

%εk
2
|vεk|2 dx

)
(3.30)

while the other terms in (3.29) can be estimated as done in (3.12), (3.13), (3.16), and (3.17).

By the Gronwall inequality, we obtain the estimates

‖vεk‖Lp(I;W 2,p(Ω;Rd)) ≤ Cε and
∥∥√%εkvεk∥∥L∞(I;L2(Ω;Rd))

≤ Cε , (3.31a)

‖rεk‖L2(I×Ω;Rd) ≤ Cε , and ‖uεk‖L∞(I;H1(Rd)) ≤ Cε (3.31b)
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with Cε depending on ε > 0 considered fixed in this Step. The former estimate in (3.31a)
relies also on the Navier-type boundary conditions and allows us to use Lemma 3.3 to obtain
the estimate

‖Fεk‖L∞(I;W 1,r(Ω;Rd×d)) ≤ Cr,ε with
∥∥∥ 1

detFεk

∥∥∥
L∞(I;W 1,r(Ω))

≤ Cr,ε , (3.31c)

‖%εk‖L∞(I;W 1,r(Ω)) ≤ Cr,ε with
∥∥∥ 1

%εk

∥∥∥
L∞(I;W 1,r(Ω))

≤ Cr,ε , (3.31d)

‖vεk‖L∞(I;L2(Ω;Rd)) ≤ Cε , and (3.31e)

‖mεk‖L∞(I;H1(Ω;Rd)) ≤ Cε ; (3.31f)

for (3.31e) and (3.31f) we used argumentation like in (3.19c) and (3.31f), respectively. For

λ and ε fixed, it is important that these estimates can be made independently of θ since

T λ,ε is a-priori bounded. It is also important that, due to the latter estimate in (3.31c), the

singularity in ζ(·,m, θ) is not active and ω(Fεk,mεk, θεk) is well defined.

Also, we have the time derivatives estimated by comparison from (3.27) as∥∥∥∂%εk
∂t

∥∥∥
Lp(I;Lr(Ω))

≤ Cε,
∥∥∥∂Fεk
∂t

∥∥∥
Lp(I;Lr(Ω;Rd×d))

≤ Cε,
∥∥∥∂mεk

∂t

∥∥∥
L2(I×Ω;Rd)

≤ Cε. (3.32)

The further estimates can be obtained by testing the Galerkin approximation of (3.27f)

by θ̃ = θεk, This is to be made carefully not to see terms as θεkω
′
F (Fεk,mεk, θεk):(vεk·∇)Fεk

which is not integrable. To this goal, we consider the convective-derivative form ∂
∂t
w +

div(wv) =
.
w + w divv in (3.25f). We denote by ω̂(F ,m, θ) a primitive function to θ 7→

θω′θ(F ,m, θ) depending smoothly on F and on m, specifically

ω̂λ(F ,m, θ) =

∫ 1

0

rθ2ω′θ(F ,m, rθ) dr . (3.33)

For wεk = ω(Fεk,mεk, θεk) and using (3.27b), the mentioned test by θεk then gives

θεk
.
wεk = θεkω

′
F (Fεk,mεk, θεk):

.
Fεk

+ θεkω
′
m(Fεk,mεk, θεk)·

.
mεk + θεkω

′
θ(Fεk,mεk, θεk)

.
θεk

=
(
θεkω

′
F (Fεk,mεk, θεk)− ω̂′F (Fεk,mεk, θεk)

)
:(∇vεk)Fεk

+
(
θεkω

′
m(Fεk,mεk, θεk)−ω̂′m(Fεk,mεk, θεk)

)
· .mεk+

.
ω̂(Fεk,mεk, θεk) . (3.34)

Integrating the last term over Ω gives, by the Green formula,
∫
Ω

.
ω̂(Fεk,mεk, θεk) dx =

d
dt

∫
Ω
ω̂(Fεk,mεk, θεk) dx−

∫
Ω
ω̂(Fεk,mεk, θεk)divvεk dx+

∫
Γ
ω̂(Fεk,mεk, θεk)vεk·n dS. Thus,

we obtain:

d

dt

∫
Ω

ω̂(Fεk,mεk, θεk) dx+

∫
Ω

K(Fεk, θεk)|∇θεk|2 dx

=

∫
Ω

((
ξε(Fεk, θεk; e(vεk),∇2vεk, rεk) +

πλ(Fεk)ζ
′
F (Fεk,mεk, θεk)F

>
εk

(1+ε|θεk|) detFεk
:e(vεk)
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+
πλ(Fεk)ζ

′
m(Fεk,mεk, θεk)·

(
rεk−skw(∇vεk)mεk

)
(1+ε|θεk|1/2) detFεk

− ω(Fεk,mεk, θεk)div vεk

)
θεk

−
(
θεkω

′
F (Fεk,mεk, θεk)− ω̂′F (Fεk,mεk, θεk)

)
:(∇vεk)Fεk

−
(
θεkω

′
m(Fεk,mεk, θεk)−ω̂′m(Fεk,mεk, θεk)

)
·
(
rεk−skw(∇vεk)mεk

)
+ ω̂(Fεk,mεk, θεk)div vεk

)
dx+

∫
Γ

(
hε(θεk)−

ν[|vεk|p

2+ε|vεk|p
)
θεk dS . (3.35)

We integrate (3.35) in time over an interval [0, t] with t ∈ I. For the left-hand side,

let us realize that ω̂(F ,m, θ) ≥ cKθ
2 due to (3.5c) with cK > 0 depending on the fixed

λ > 0 used in (3.22). Then the integrated right-hand side of (3.35) is to be estimated

from above, in particular relying on (3.5c) and on (3.5d). Let us discuss the difficult terms.

In view of (3.33), it holds that ω̂′F (F ,m, θ) =
∫ 1

0
rθ2ω′′F θ(F ,m, rθ) dr and ω′m(F ,m, θ) =∫ 1

0
rθ2ω′′mθ(F ,m, rθ) dr. Recalling (3.5d), we have |ω̂′F (F ,m, θ)−θω′F (F ,m, θ)| ≤ C(1+|θ|2)

and |ω̂′m(F ,m, θ)− θω′m(F ,m, θ)| ≤ C(1+|θ|). It allows for estimation∣∣∣∣ ∫
Ω

(
ω̂′F (Fεk,mεk, θεk)− θεkω′F (Fεk,mεk, θεk)

)
:(∇vεk)Fεk dx

∣∣∣∣
≤ C

(
|Ω|+ ‖θεk‖2

L2(Ω)

)∥∥(∇vεk)Fεk
∥∥
L∞(Ω;Rd×d)

and (3.36)∣∣∣∣ ∫
Ω

(
ω̂′m(Fεk,mεk, θεk)− θεkω′m(Fεk,mεk, θεk)

)
·
(
rεk−skw(∇vεk)mεk

)
dx

∣∣∣∣
≤ 2C2

(
|Ω|+ ‖θεk‖2

L2(Ω)

)
+
∥∥(rεk−skw(∇vεk)mεk

∥∥2

L2(Ω;Rd)
. (3.37)

Using (3.5d) together with ω(F ,m, 0) = 0 so that |ω(F ,m, θ| ≤ CK |θ|, the convective terms

ω(Fεk,mεk, θεk)(divvεk)θεk and ω̂(Fεk,mεk, θεk)div vεk in (3.35) can be estimated as∣∣∣∣ ∫
Ω

(
ω̂(Fεk,mεk, θεk)−θεkω(Fεk,mεk, θεk)

)
divvεkdx

∣∣∣∣ ≤ CK2 ∥∥θεk∥∥2

L2(Ω)

∥∥div vεk
∥∥
L∞(Ω)

. (3.38)

The terms ‖θεk‖2
L2(Ω) in (3.36) and in (3.37) and in (3.38)are to be treated by the Gronwall

inequality. The boundary term in (3.35) can be estimated by (3.5i), taking also into the

account the extension (3.10), as∫
Γ

(
hε(θεk)−

ν[|vεk|p

2+ε|vεk|p
)
θεk dS ≤ Cε,ν[,a + a‖θεk‖2

L2(Γ )

≤ Cε,ν[,a + aN2
(
‖θεk‖2

L2(Ω) + ‖∇θεk‖2
L2(Ω;Rd)

)
, (3.39)

where Cε,ν[,δ depends also on C from (3.5i), N is the norm of the trace operator H1(Ω) →
L2(Γ ). For a > 0 in (3.39) sufficiently small, the last term can be absorbed in the left-hand

side of (3.35). Exploiting again the bound (3.31a,b), we eventually obtain the estimate

‖θεk‖L∞(I;L2(Ω))∩L2(I;H1(Ω)) ≤ C and also (3.40a)

‖wεk‖L∞(I;L2(Ω))∩L2(I;H1(Ω)) ≤ C. (3.40b)
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For (3.40b), we used the calculus

∇wεk = [ωλ]
′
θ(Fεk,mεk, θεk)∇θεk + [ωλ]

′
F (Fεk,mεk, θεk)∇Fεk

+ [ωλ]
′
m(Fεk,mεk, θεk)∇mεk ∈ L2(I×Ω;Rd) (3.41)

together with the already proved information that |[ωλ]′F (Fεk,mεk, θεk)| is bounded in L2(I;L2∗(Ω))

and |[ωλ]′m(Fεk,mεk, θεk)| is bounded in L∞(I×Ω) due to (3.5d), while |∇Fεk| is bounded

in L∞(I;Lr(Ω)) and |∇mεk| is bounded in L∞(I;L2(Ω)).

Step 4: Limit passage in the magneto-mechanical part for k → ∞. Using the Banach

selection principle, we can extract some subsequence of {(%εk,vεk,Fεk,mεk, rεk, wεk)}k∈N and

its limit (%ε,vε,Fε,mε, rε, wε) : I → W 1,r(Ω) × L2(Ω;Rd) ×W 1,r(Ω;Rd×d) ×H1(Ω;Rd) ×
L2(Ω;Rd)× L2(Ω) such that

%εk → %ε weakly* in L∞(I;W 1,r(Ω)) , (3.42a)

vεk → vε weakly* in L∞(I;L2(Ω;Rd)) ∩ Lp(I;W 2,p(Ω;Rd)), (3.42b)

Fεk → Fε weakly* in L∞(I;W 1,r(Ω;Rd×d)), (3.42c)

mεk →mε weakly* in L∞(I;H1(Ω;Rd)), (3.42d)

rεk → rε weakly in L2(I×Ω;Rd), (3.42e)

wεk → wε weakly* in L∞(I;L2(Ω)) ∩ L2(I;H1(Ω)). (3.42f)

Relying on the assumption r > d and on estimates (3.32) on ∂
∂t
%εk,

∂
∂t
Fεk, and ∂

∂t
mεk, by

the Aubin-Lions lemma we also have that

%εk → %ε strongly in C(I×Ω) , (3.43a)

Fεk → Fε strongly in C(I×Ω;Rd×d), and (3.43b)

mεk →mε strongly in C(I×Ω;Rd) . (3.43c)

This already allows for the limit passage in the evolution-and-transport equations (3.27), cf.

(3.7) and (3.9).

Further, by comparison in the equation (3.25f) with the boundary condition (3.26c) in its

Galerkin approximation, we obtain a bound on ∂
∂t
wεk in seminorms |·|l on L2(I;H1(Ω)∗) aris-

ing from this Galerkin approximation, defined as |f |l := sup{
∫ T

0

∫
Ω
f θ̃ dxdt; ‖θ̃‖L2(I;H1(Ω)) ≤

1, θ̃(t) ∈ Zl for t ∈ I}. More specifically, for any k ≥ l, we can estimate∣∣∣∂wεk
∂t

∣∣∣
l
= sup

θ̃(t)∈Zl for t∈I
‖θ̃‖

L2(I;H1(Ω))
≤1

∫ T

0

∫
Ω

(
−K(Fεk, θεk)∇θεk·∇θ̃ +

(
ξε(Fεk, θεk; e(vεk),∇2vεk, rεk)

+
πλ(Fεk)ζ

′
F (Fεk,mεk, θεk)F

>
εk

(1+ε|θεk|) detFεk
:e(vεk)

+
πλ(Fεk)ζ

′
m(Fεk,mεk, θεk)

(1+ε|θεk|1/2) detFεk
·
(
rεk−skw(∇vεk)mεk

))
θ̃

)
dxdt

+

∫ T

0

∫
Γ

(
hε(θεk)+

ν[|vεk|p

2+ε|vεk|p
)
θ̃ dSdt ≤ C (3.44)
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with some C depending on the estimates (3.31a,b) and (3.40a) but independent on l ∈ N .

Thus, by (3.42f) and by a generalized Aubin-Lions theorem [46, Ch.8], we obtain

wεk → wε strongly in Ls(I×Ω) for 1 ≤ s < 2 + 4/d. (3.45a)

Since ωλ(Fεk,mεk, ·) is increasing, we can write θεk = [ωλ(Fεk,mεk, ·)]−1(wεk). Thanks to
the continuity of (F ,m, w) 7→ [ωλ(F ,m, ·)]−1(w) : Rd×d × Rd × R → R and the at most
linear growth with respect to w uniformly with respect to F from any compact K ⊂ GL+(d),
cf. (3.5c), we have also

θεk → θε = [ωλ(Fε,mεk, ·)]−1(wε) strongly in Ls(I×Ω) for 1 ≤ s < 2 + 4/d; (3.45b)

actually, (3.45a,b) results from interpolation of (3.40). Note that we do not have any direct
information about ∂

∂t
θεk so that we could not use the Aubin-Lions arguments straight for

{θεk}k∈N. Thus, by the continuity of the corresponding Nemytskĭı (or here simply superpo-
sition) mappings, also the conservative part of the regularized Cauchy stress as well as the
heat part of the internal energy, namely

T λ,ε(Fεk,mεk, θεk)→ T λ,ε(Fε,mε, θε) strongly in Lc(I×Ω;Rd×d
sym), 1 ≤ c <∞, (3.45c)

πλ(Fεk)ζ
′
F (Fεk,mεk, θεk)F

>
εk

(1+ε|θεk|) detFεk

→ πλ(Fε)ζ
′
F (Fε,mε, θε)F

>
ε

(1+εθε) detFεk
strongly in Lc(I×Ω;Rd×d

sym), 1 ≤ c <∞, (3.45d)

Sλ,ε(Fεk,mεk, θεk)→ Sλ,ε(F ε,mε, θε) strongly in L2(I;L2(Ω;Rd×d
skw )), 1 ≤ c <∞, (3.45e)

Sλ(Fεk,mεk,∇mεk)

→Sλ(F ε,mε,∇mε) weakly* in L∞(I;L2∗2/(2∗+2)(Ω;Rd×d×d)), (3.45f)

t̂λ(Fεk,mεk, θεk)→ t̂λ(Fε,mε, θε) strongly in Lc(I×Ω;Rd), 1 ≤ c < 2, (3.45g)

ωλ(Fεk,mεk, θεk)→ ωλ(Fε,mε, θε) strongly in Lc(I×Ω), 1 ≤ c < 2 + 4/d. (3.45h)

It is important to notice that∇(%εkvεk) = ∇%εk⊗vεk+%εk∇vεk is bounded in L∞(I;Lr(Ω;Rd×d))

due to the already obtained bounds (3.31a,c,d). Therefore, %εkvεk converges weakly* in

L∞(I;W 1,r(Ω;Rd)). The limit of %εkvεk can be identified as %εvε because we already showed

that %εk converges strongly in (3.43a) and vεk converges weakly due to (3.42b).

By comparison (3.27d), we also obtain an information about ∂
∂t

(%εkvεk). Specifically, for

any ṽ ∈ L∞(I;L2(Ω;Rd)) ∩ Lp(I;W 2,p(Ω;Rd)) with ṽ(t) ∈ Vk for a.a. t ∈ I, we have∫ T

0

∫
Ω

∂

∂t
(%εkvεk)·ṽ dxdt =

∫ T

0

∫
Γ

(
k+ν[|vεk|p−2vεk

)
·ṽ dSdt+

∫ T

0

∫
Ω

(√
ρ%εk

detλ(Fεk)
g·ṽ

+
(
%εkvεk⊗vεk − T λ,ε(Fεk,mεk, θεk)−Kλ(Fεk,∇mεk)− Sλ,ε(Fεk,mεk, θεk)

− ν1|e(vεk)|p−2e(vεk)
)

:e(ṽ)−
(
ν2|∇2vεk|p−2∇2vεk+Sλ(Fεk,mεk,∇mεk)

)
..
.∇e(ṽ)

+ µ0∇hεk:(mεk⊗ṽ) + µ0hεk·mεk(div ṽ)

)
dxdt ≤ C‖ṽ‖L∞(I;L2(Ω;Rd))∩Lp(I;W 2,p(Ω;Rd)) (3.46)
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with C independent of k. This yields a bound for ∂
∂t

(%εkvεk) in a seminorm on L1(I;L2(Ω;Rd))

+Lp
′
(I;W 2,p(Ω;Rd)∗) induced by the Galerkin discretization by Vk, and by any Vl with

l ≤ k with C in (3.46) independent of k. Here we used in particular that Kλ(Fεk,∇mεk)

and Sλ,ε(Fεk,mεk, θεk) are bounded in L∞(I;L1(Ω;Rd×d)) which is surely in duality with

Lp(I;W 1,p(Ω;Rd×d)) and that Sλ(Fεk,mεk,∇mεk) is bounded in L∞(I;L2∗2/(2+2)(Ω;Rd×d×d))

which is in duality with Lp(I×Ω;Rd×d×d) if p > d. By a generalization of the Aubin-Lions

compact-embedding theorem, cf. [46, Lemma 7.7], we then obtain

%εk vεk → %kvε strongly in Lc(I×Ω;Rd) for any 1 ≤ c < 4 . (3.47a)

Since obviously vεk = (%εkvεk)(1/%εk), thanks to (3.43a) and (3.47a), we also have that

vεk → vε strongly in Lc(I×Ω;Rd) with any 1 ≤ c < 4 . (3.47b)

For the limit passage in the momentum equation, one uses the monotonicity of the dissipa-

tive stress, i.e., the monotonicity of the quasilinear operator v 7→ div
(
div(ν2|∇2v|p−2∇2v)−

ν1|e(v)|p−2e(v)
)
, as well as of the time-derivative operator. One could use the already ob-

tained weak convergences and the so-called Minty trick but, later, we will need a strong

convergence of e(vεk) to pass to the limit in the heat equation. Thus we first prove this

strong convergence, which then allows for the limit passage in the momentum equation

directly. We will use the weak convergence of the inertial force∫ T

0

∫
Ω

(∂(%εkvεk)

∂t
+ div(%εkvεk⊗vεk)

)
·ṽ dxdt

k→∞−→
∫ T

0

∫
Ω

(∂(%εvε)

∂t
+ div(%εvε⊗vε)

)
·ṽ dxdt ;

(3.48)

cf. [49, 50]. Further, relying on the calculus (2.38), we will used the identity∫
Ω

%εk(T )

2

∣∣vεk(T )−vε(T )
∣∣2dx =

∫ T

0

∫
Ω

(∂(%εkvεk)

∂t
+ div(%εkvεk⊗vεk)

)
·vεk dxdt

+

∫
Ω

%0

2
|v0|2− %εk(T )vεk(T )·vε(T ) +

%εk(T )

2
|vε(T )|2dx. (3.49)

We further used that the %εk(T ) is also bounded in W 1,r(Ω) and vεk(T ) is bounded in

L2(Ω;Rd), together with some information about the time derivative ∂
∂t

(%εkvεk), cf. (3.46),

so that we can identify the weak limit of %εk(T )vεk(T ). Specifically, we have that

%εk(T )vεk(T )→ %ε(T )vε(T ) weakly in L2(Ω;Rd). (3.50)

For the stress Kλ(Fεk,∇mεk), we will further need strong convergence of ∇mεk. This

can be seen from the uniform monotonicity of the operator m 7→ −div(κλ(F )∇m/ detF ).

We use the Galerkin approximation (3.27e) tested by r̃ = mεk−m̃k with an approximation

m̃k : I → Zk of mε converging to mε strongly in L2(I;H1(Ω;Rd)). Then we can estimate

cκ,λ‖∇mεk−∇mε‖2
L2(I×Ω) ≤

∫ T

0

∫
Ω

κλ(Fεk)

detFεk
|∇mεk−∇mε|2 dxdt
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=

∫ T

0

∫
Ω

(
t̂λ,ε(Fεk,mεk, θεk)− hεk + τrεk + hc(Fεk, θεk)dεk −

mεk×rεk
γ(Fεk,mεk, θεk)

)
·(mεk−m̃k)

+
κλ(Fεk)∇mεk

detFεk
:∇(mε−m̃k)−

κλ(Fεk)∇mε

detFεk
:∇(mεk−mε) dxdt

k→∞→ 0

with some dεk ∈ Dir(rεk), where cκ,λ := infF∈Rd×d κλ(F )/detF is positive thanks to our

definition (3.24b). This convergence to 0 for k →∞ is due to (3.42d,e). Therefore,

mεk →mε strongly in L2(I;H1(Ω;Rd)) , (3.51a)

which also improves the weak*-convergence in (3.45f) and ensures convergenceKλ(Fεk,∇mεk)
→ Kλ(Fε,∇mε) in L1(I×Ω;Rd×d

sym). Moreover, by interpolation with (3.42d),

∇mεk → ∇mε strongly in Lc(I;L2(Ω;Rd×d)) for any 1 ≤ c <∞. (3.51b)

Thus |∇mεk|2 → |∇mε|2 and ∇mεk⊗∇mεk → ∇mε⊗∇mε strongly in Lc(I;L1(Ω;Rd×d))

for any 1 ≤ c < ∞, which is needed for the convergence in (3.27e) when multiplied by

e(vεk) ∈ Lp(I;L∞(Ω;Rd×d
sym)).

We now use the Galerkin approximation of the regularized momentum equation (3.27d)

tested by ṽ = vεk − ṽk with ṽk : I → Vk an approximation of vε in the sense that ṽk → vε
strongly in L∞(I;L2(Ω;Rd)) and ∇2ṽk → ∇2vε for k →∞ strongly in Lp(I×Ω;Rd×d×d) for

k →∞. Using also the first inequality in (3.22) and (3.49), we can estimate

1

2Cr,ε

∥∥vεk(T )−vε(T )
∥∥2

L2(Ω;Rd)
+ ν1cp‖e(vεk−vε)‖pLp(I×Ω;Rd×d)

+ ν2cp‖∇2(vεk−vε)‖pLp(I×Ω;Rd×d×d)

≤
∫
Ω

%εk(T )

2

∣∣vεk(T )−vε(T )
∣∣2 dx+

∫ T

0

∫
Γ

ν[|vεk−vε|p dSdt

+

∫ T

0

∫
Ω

(
ν1

(
|e(vεk)|p−2e(vεk)− |e(vε)|p−2e(vε)

)
:e(vεk−vε)

+ ν2

(
|∇2vεk|p−2∇2vεk − |∇2vε|p−2∇2vε

)
..
.∇2(vεk−vε)

)
dxdt

=

∫ T

0

∫
Ω

((√ ρ%εk
detFεk

g + µ0(∇hεk)>mεk

)
·(vεk−ṽk) + µ0hεk·mεkdiv(vεk−ṽk)

−
(
T λ,ε(Fεk,mεk, θεk)+Kλ(Fεk,∇mεk)+Sλ,ε(Fεk,mεk, θεk)

)
:e(vεk−ṽk)

− ν1|e(ṽk)|p−2e(ṽk):e(vεk−ṽk)− ν2

(
|∇2ṽk|p−2∇2ṽk

)
..
.∇2(vεk−ṽk)

+
( ∂
∂t

(%εkvεk) + div(%εkvεk⊗vεk)
)
·ṽk −Sλ(Fεk,mεk,∇mεk)..

.∇2(vεk−ṽk)
)

dxdt

+

∫ T

0

∫
Γ

(
k+ν[|ṽ|p−2ṽk

)
·(vεk−ṽk) dSdt+

∫
Ω

(
%0

2
|v0|2 − %εk(T )vεk(T )·ṽk(T )

+
%εk(T )

2
|ṽk(T )|2

)
dx+ Ok

k→∞−→ 0 (3.52)

with Cr,ε > 0 from (3.31d) and with some cp > 0 related to the inequality cp|G − G̃|p ≤
(|G|p−2G− |G̃|p−2G̃)..

.
(G− G̃) holding for p ≥ 2. The remainder term Ok in (3.52) is

Ok =

∫
Ω

%εk(T )

2
vεk(T )·

(
ṽk(T )−vε(T )

)
dx+

∫ T

0

∫
Γ

ν[|vεk|p−2vεk·(ṽk−vε) dSdt
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+

∫ T

0

∫
Ω

ν1|e(vεk)|p−2e(vεk):e(ṽk−vε) + ν2|∇2vεk|p−2∇2vεk ..
.∇2(ṽk−vε) dxdt

and it converges to zero due to the strong approximation properties of the approximation

ṽk of vε. Here we used (3.48)–(3.49) and also the strong convergence (3.43a), (3.45b), and

(3.47). Knowing already (3.45c) and that e(vεk−ṽk) → 0 weakly in Lp(I;W 1,p(Ω;Rd×d
sym)),

we have that
∫ T

0

∫
Ω
T λ,ε(Fεk,mεk, θεk):e(vεk−ṽk) dxdt → 0. Thus we obtain the desired

strong convergence

vεk → vε strongly in Lp(I;W 2,p(Ω;Rd)) (3.53a)

and also of vεk(T ) → vε(T ) in L2(Ω;Rd). In fact, executing this procedure for a current
time instants t instead of T , we obtain

vεk(t)→ vε(t) strongly in L2(Ω;Rd) for any t ∈ I. (3.53b)

By (3.42d) and the Aubin-Lions theorem, we also obtain

mεk →mε strongly in Lc(I;L2∗−1/c(Ω;Rd)) for any 1 ≤ c <∞. (3.53c)

It also implies, by continuity of the trace operator Lp(I;W 2,p(Ω))→ Lp(I×Γ ), that

vεk
∣∣
I×Γ → vε

∣∣
I×Γ strongly in Lp(I×Γ ;Rd) . (3.53d)

Having (3.53) at disposal, the limit passage in the Galerkin-approximation of (3.27d) to the

weak solution of (3.25b) is then easy. The variational inequality (3.27e) can be converged

by lower weak-semicontinuity of its right-hand-side integral functionals. Convergence in

(3.27a–c) is due to Lemmas 3.3 and 3.4.

For further purposes, let us mention that the energy dissipation balance (3.29) is inherited

in the limit, i.e.

d

dt

∫
Ω

%ε
2
|vε|2 +

πλ(Fε)ϕ(Fε,mε)

detFε
+
κλ(Fε)

2 detF
|∇mε|2 − µ0hext·mε dx

+

∫
Ω

ξε(Fε, θε; e(vε),∇2vε, rε) dx+

∫
Γ

ν[|vε|p dS +
d

dt

∫
Rd

µ0

2
|∇uε|2 dx

=

∫
Γ

k·vε dS +

∫
Ω

(√
%ερ

detλ(Fε)
g·vε −

πλ(Fε)ζ
′
F (Fε,mε, θε)F

>
ε

(1+εθε) detFε
:e(vε)

− πλ(Fε)ζ
′
m(Fε,mε, θε)

(1+εθ
1/2
ε ) detFε

·
(
rε−skw(∇vε)mε

)
− µ0

∂hext

∂t
·mε

)
dx (3.54)

with uε = ∆−1div(mε). This follows by legitimacy of the tests which led formally (in the

non-regularized situation) to (2.49). Specifically, here (3.25a–d) in the weak formulation are

in duality (and can be tested) by |vε|2/2, vε, [ϕ(Fε,mε)/detFε]
′
F , and rε, cf. Step 10 below.

Step 5: Strong convergence of rεk and limit passage in the thermal part for k →∞. For the

heat equation, we will still need the strong convergence of rεk → rε. We cannot exploit the
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strong monotonicity of the operator r 7→ τr+ hc(F , θ)dirε(r) because the exchange driving

force on the right-hand side of (3.25d) is not a compact lower-order term. Thus, as we

already passed to the limit in the magneto-mechanical part, we can use the “limsup-trick”

and the strict convexity of the potential of the mentioned operator. Specifically,∫ T

0

(∫
Ω

ξε
(
Fε, θε; e(vε),∇2vε, rε

)
dx+

∫
Γ

ν[|vε|pdS
)

dt

≤ lim inf
k→∞

∫ T

0

(∫
Ω

ξε
(
Fεk, θεk; e(vεk),∇2vεk, rεk

)
dx+

∫
Γ

ν[|vεk|pdS
)

dt

≤ lim sup
k→∞

∫ T

0

(∫
Ω

ξε
(
Fεk, θεk; e(vεk),∇2vεk, rεk

)
dx+

∫
Γ

ν[|vεk|pdS
)

dt

=

∫
Ω

%0

2
|v0|2 +

ϕ(F 0,m0)

detF 0

+
κ(F 0)|∇m0|2

2 detF 0

− µ0h(0)·m0 dx+

∫
Rd

µ0

2
|∇u(0)|2 dx

− lim inf
k→∞

(∫
Ω

(
%εk(T )

2
|vεk(T )|2+

πλ(Fεk(T ))ϕ(Fεk(T ),mεk(T ))

detFεk(T )

+
κλ(Fεk(T ))|∇mεk(T )|2

2 detFεk(T )
− µ0h(T )·mεk(T ) dx+

∫
Rd

µ0

2
|∇uεk(T )|2

)
dx

)
+ lim

k→∞

∫ T

0

(∫
Ω

%εk g·vεk + µ0
∂hext

∂t
·mεk − πλ(Fεk)

ζ′F (Fεk,mεk, θεk)F
>
εk

(1+ε|θεk|α) detFεk
:e(vεk)

− πλ(Fεk)ζ
′
m(Fεk,mεk, θεk)

(1+ε|θεk|α/2) detFεk
·(rεk−skw(∇vεk)mεk) +

∫
Γ

k·vεkdS
)

dt

≤
∫
Ω

%0

2
|v0|2 +

ϕ(F 0,m0)

detF 0

+
κ(F 0)|∇m0|2

2 detF 0

− µ0h(0)·m0 dx+

∫
Rd

µ0

2
|∇u(0)|2 dx

−
∫
Ω

(
%ε(T )

2
|vε(T )|2+

πλ(Fε(T ))ϕ(Fε(T ),mε(T ))

detFε(T )

+
κλ(Fε(T ))|∇mε(T )|2

2 detFε(T )
− µ0h(T )·mε(T )

)
dx+

∫
Rd

µ0

2
|∇uε(T )|2 dx

+

∫ T

0

(∫
Ω

%ε g·vε + µ0
∂hext

∂t
·mε − πλ(Fε)

ζ′F (Fε,mε, θε)F
>
ε

(1+εθε) detFε
:e(vε)

− πλ(Fε)ζ
′
m(Fε,mε, θε)

(1+εθ
1/2
ε ) detFε

·(rε−skw(∇vε)mε) +

∫
Γ

k·vεdS
)

dt

(3.54)
=

∫ T

0

(∫
Ω

ξε
(
Fε, θε; e(vε),∇2vε, rε

)
dx+

∫
Γ

ν[|vε|pdS
)

dt . (3.55)

This still gives

rεk → rε strongly in L2(I×Ω;Rd). (3.56)

Strong convergence (3.53a,b,d) allows for passing to the limit also in the dissipative heat

sources and the other terms in the Galerkin-approximation of the heat equation (3.27f) are

even easier.

Step 6 – non-negativity of temperature: We can now perform various nonlinear tests of the

regularized but non-discretized heat equation. The first test can be by the negative part
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of temperature θ−ε := min(0, θε). Let us recall the extension (3.10), which in particular

gives ω(F ,m, θ−) = θ− and ω′F (F ,m, θ−) = 0 and also ω′m(F ,m, θ−) = 0. Note also that

θ−ε ∈ L2(I;H1(Ω)), so that it is indeed a legal test for (3.25f). Here we rely on the data

qualification ν1, ν2, ν[ ≥ 0, K = K(F , θ) ≥ 0, θ0 ≥ 0, and h(θ) ≥ 0 for θ ≤ 0, cf. (3.5f,i,n).

Realizing that ∇θ−= 0 wherever θ > 0 so that ∇θ·∇θ− = |∇θ−|2 and that ζ′F (F ,m, θ)θ− =

ζ′F (F ,m, θ−)θ− = 0 and ζ′m(F ,m, θ)θ− = 0 and also h(θ)θ− = h(θ−)θ− = 0, this test gives

1

2

d

dt
‖θ−ε ‖2

L2(Ω) ≤
∫
Ω

θ−ε
∂wε
∂t

+ K(Fε, θε)∇θε·∇θ−ε dx

=

∫
Ω

(
wεvε·∇θ−ε +

(
ξε
(
Fε, θε; e(vε),∇2vε, rε

)
+
πλ(Fε)ζ

′
F (Fε,mε, θε)F

>
ε

(1+ε|θε|) detFε
:e(vεk)

+
πλ(Fε)ζ

′
m(Fε,mε, θε)

(1+ε|θε|1/2) detFε
·
(
rε−skw(∇vε)mε

))
θ−ε

)
dx+

∫
Γ

(
h(θε)+

ν[|vε|p

2+ε|vε|p
)
θ−ε dS

≤
∫
Ω

wεvε·∇θ−ε dx =

∫
Ω

θ−ε vε·∇θ−ε dx =−
∫
Ω

|∇θ−ε |2div vε dx

= −1

2

∫
Ω

|∇θ−ε |2div vε dx ≤ ‖θ−ε ‖2
L2(Ω)‖div vε‖L∞(Ω) . (3.57)

Recalling the assumption θ0 ≥ 0 so that θ−0,ε = 0 and exploiting the information vε ∈
Lp(I;W 1,p(Ω;Rd)) with p > d inherited from (3.31a), by the Gronwall inequality we obtain

‖θ−ε ‖L∞(I;L2(Ω)) = 0, so that θε ≥ 0 a.e. on I×Ω.

Having proved non-negativity of temperature, we can now execute the strategy based of

the L1-theory for the heat equation which led to the estimates (3.18)–(3.19), i.e. here

‖vε‖L∞(I;L2(Ω;Rd))∩Lp(I;W 2,p(Ω;Rd)) ≤ C, ‖mε‖L∞(I;H1(Ω;Rd)) ≤ C, (3.58a)

‖Fε‖L∞(I;W 1,r(Ω;Rd×d)) ≤ Cr ,
∥∥∥ 1

detFε

∥∥∥
L∞(I;W 1,r(Ω))

≤ Cr , (3.58b)

‖%ε‖L∞(I;W 1,r(Ω)) ≤ Cr ,
∥∥∥ 1

%ε

∥∥∥
L∞(I;W 1,r(Ω))

≤ Cr for any 1 ≤ r < +∞, (3.58c)

‖wε‖L∞(I;L1(Ω)) ≤ C , and ‖θε‖L∞(I;L1(Ω)) ≤ C . (3.58d)

By interpolation exploiting the Gagliardo-Nirenberg inequality between L2(Ω) and W 2,p(Ω),
we have ‖ · ‖L∞(Ω) ≤ C‖ · ‖rL2(Ω)‖ · ‖

1−r
W 2,p(Ω) with 0 < r < pd/(pd+ 4p−2d). Using also Korn’s

inequality, from (3.58a) we thus obtain the estimate

‖vε‖Ls(I;L∞(Ω;Rd)) ≤ Cs with 1 ≤ s <
p(pd+4p−2d)

4p− 2d
. (3.58e)

By comparison from ∂
∂t
%ε = (divvε)%ε−vε·∇%ε, from ∂

∂t
Fε = (∇vε)Fε− (vε·∇)Fε, and from

∂
∂t
mε = rε + skw(∇vε)mε − (vε·∇)mε, we also have

∥∥∥∂%ε
∂t

∥∥∥
Lp(I;Lr(Ω))

≤ C ,
∥∥∥∂Fε
∂t

∥∥∥
Lp(I;Lr(Ω;Rd×d))

≤ C , and
∥∥∥∂mε

∂t

∥∥∥
L2(I×Ω;Rd)

≤ C . (3.58f)
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The estimates (3.58d) are naturally weaker than (3.40) but, importantly, are uniform with

respect to ε > 0, in contrast to (3.40) which is not uniform in this sense. The total en-

ergy balance (2.50) holds for ε-solution only as an inequality because the heat sources do

not exactly cancel; more in detail, while the regularized adiabatic heat again cancels, the

dissipative heat terms are regularized (and smaller) in (3.25f) and in (3.26c) but the corre-

sponding viscous stress in (3.25b) and force in (3.26a) are not regularized. This inequality

still allows to execute the above mentioned estimation.

Let us also note that the extension (3.10) becomes now inactive and we can work with

the original data defined for non-negative θ only.

Step 7 – further a-priori estimates: Furthermore, having rε estimated in L2(I×Ω;Rd) uni-

formly with respect to ε, as in (3.20) we have

∆mε =
detFε
κλ(Fε)

(
τrε + hc(Fε, θε)dirε(rε)−

mε×rε
γ(Fε,mε, θε)

− hext −∇uε

+
ϕ′m(Fε,mε) + ζ′m(Fε,mε, θε)

detFε
−
(κ′λ(Fε)

detFε
− κλ(Fε)CofFε

detF 2
ε

)
..
.
(∇Fε⊗∇mε)

)
,

so that we can estimate ∇2mε by a H1-regularity as (3.21), i.e. now

‖∇2mε‖L2(I×Ω;Rd×d×d) ≤ C . (3.59)

Furthermore, we are to prove an estimate of ∇θε based on the test of the heat equation

(3.25f) by χζ(θε) with an increasing nonlinear function χζ : [0,+∞)→ [0, 1] defined as

χζ(θ) := 1− 1

(1+θ)ζ
, ζ > 0 , (3.60)

simplifying the original idea of L. Boccardo and T. Gallouët [8,9] in the spirit of [18], expand-

ing the estimation strategy in [26, Sect. 8.2]. Importantly, here we have χζ(θε(t, ·)) ∈ H1(Ω),

hence it is a legal test function, because 0 ≤ θε(t, ·) ∈ H1(Ω) has already been proved and

because χζ is Lipschitz continuous on [0,+∞).

We consider 1 ≤ µ < 2 and estimate the Lµ-norm of ∇θε by Hölder’s inequality as∫ T

0

∫
Ω

|∇θε|µ dxdt ≤ C1

(∫ T

0

∥∥1+θε(t, ·)
∥∥(1+ζ)µ/(2−µ)

L(1+ζ)µ/(2−µ)(Ω)
dt︸ ︷︷ ︸

=: I
(1)
µ,ζ(θε)

)1−µ/2(∫ T

0

∫
Ω

χ′ζ(θε)|∇θε|2︸ ︷︷ ︸
=: I

(2)
ζ (θε)

)µ/2
.

(3.61)

with χζ from (3.60) so that χ′ζ(θ) = ζ/(1+θ)1+ζ and with a constant C1 dependent on ζ,

µ, and T . Then we interpolate the Lebesgue space L(1+ζ)µ/(2−µ)(Ω) between W 1,µ(Ω) and

L1(Ω) in order to exploit the already obtained L∞(I;L1(Ω))-estimate in (3.58d). More

specifically, by the Gagliardo-Nirenberg inequality, we obtain∥∥1+θε(t, ·)
∥∥µ/σ
Lµ/σ(Ω)

≤ C2

(
1 +

∥∥∇θε(t, ·)∥∥Lµ(Ω;Rd)

)µ
with σ =

2−µ
1+ζ

(3.62)
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with C2 depending on σ, C1, and C from (3.58d), so that I
(1)
µ,ζ(θε) ≤ C3(1+

∫ T
0

∫
Ω

∣∣∇θε∣∣µ dxdt)

with C3 depending on C2. Combining it with (3.61), we obtain

‖∇θε‖µLµ(I×Ω;Rd)
= C1C3

(
1 + ‖∇θε‖µLµ(I×Ω)

)1−µ/2
I

(2)
µ,ζ(θε)

µ/2
. (3.63)

Furthermore, we estimate I
(2)
ζ (θε) in (3.61). Let us denote by Xζ a primitive function to

θ 7→ χζ(θ)ω
′
θ(F ,m, θ) depending smoothly on F , specifically

Xζ(F ,m, θ) =

∫ 1

0

θχζ(rθ)ω
′
θ(F ,m, rθ) dr . (3.64)

Like (3.34) but using partial (not convective) time derivative, we have now the calculus∫
Ω

χζ(θ)
∂w

∂t
dx =

∫
Ω

χζ(θ)ω
′
θ(F ,m, θ)

∂θ

∂t
+ χζ(θ)

(
ω′F (F ,m, θ):

∂F

∂t
+ω′m(F ,m, θ)·∂m

∂t

)
dx

=
d

dt

∫
Ω

Xζ(F ,m, θ) dx−
∫
Ω

[
Xζ

]′
F

(F ,m, θ):
∂F

∂t
+
[
Xζ

]′
m

(F ,m, θ)·∂m
∂t

dx

where Xζ(F ,m, θ) := Xζ(F ,m, θ)− χζ(θ)ω(F ,m, θ) . (3.65)

In view of (3.64), it holds [Xζ ]
′
F (F ,m, θ) =

∫ 1

0
θχζ(rθ)ω

′′
F θ(F ,m, rθ) dr−χζ(θ)ω′F (F ,m, θ)

and [Xζ ]
′
m(F ,m, θ) =

∫ 1

0
θχζ(rθ)ω

′′
mθ(F ,m, rθ) dr−χζ(θ)ω′m(F ,m, θ). Altogether, testing

(3.25f) with (3.26c) by χζ(θε) gives

d

dt

∫
Ω

Xζ(Fε,mε, θε) dx+

∫
Ω

χ′ζ(θε)K(Fε, θε)|∇θε|2 dx

=

∫
Ω

(
ξε
(
Fε, θε; e(vε),∇2vε, rε

)
χζ(θε) + ω(Fε,mε, θε)χ

′
ζ(θε)vε·∇θε

+
[
Xζ

]′
F

(Fε,mε, θε):
∂Fε
∂t

+
[
Xζ

]′
m

(Fε,mε, θε)·
∂mε

∂t

+ χζ(θε)
πλ(Fε)ζ

′
m(Fε,mε, θε)

(1+εθ
1/2
ε ) detFε

·
(
rε−skw(∇vε)mε

)
+ χζ(θε)

πλ(Fε)ζ
′
F (Fε,mε, θε)F

>
ε :e(vε)

(1+εθε) detFε

)
dx+

∫
Γ

(
hε(θε)+

ν[|vε|p

2+ε|vε|p
)
χζ(θε) dS . (3.66)

We realize that χ′ζ(θ) = ζ/(1+θ)1+ζ as used already in (3.61) and that Xζ(Fε,mε, θε) ≥ cKθε
with some cK for θε ≥ 0 due to (3.5c); again K is a compact subset of GL+(d) related here

with the already proved estimates (3.58b). The convective term in (3.66) is a bit delicate.

For any δ > 0, it can be estimated by Hölder inequality as∫
Ω

wεχ
′
ζ(θε)vε·∇θε dx ≤ 1

δ

∫
Ω

χ′ζ(θε)|vε|2w2
ε dx+ δ

∫
Ω

χ′ζ(θε)|∇θε|2 dx

=
1

δ

∫
Ω

χ′ζ(θε)|vε|2w2
ε dx+ δI

(2)
ζ (θε) . (3.67)

Denoting by 0 < K0 = infF ,θ K(F , θ), and using (3.66) integrated over I = [0, T ], we further

estimate:

I
(2)
ζ (θε) =

1

ζ

∫ T

0

∫
Ω

χ′ζ(θε)|∇θε|2 dxdt ≤ 1

K0ζ

∫ T

0

∫
Ω

K(Fε, θε)∇θε·∇χζ(θε) dxdt

43



≤ 1

K0ζ

(∫ T

0

∫
Ω

K(Fε, θε)∇θε·∇χζ(θε) dxdt+

∫
Ω

Xζ(Fε(T ), θε(T )) dx

)
=

1

K0ζ

(∫
Ω

Xζ(F 0, θ0,ε) dx+

∫ T

0

∫
Ω

(
ξε
(
Fε, θε; e(vε),∇2vε, rε

)
χζ(θε)

+
[
Xζ

]′
F

(Fε,mε, θε):
∂Fε
∂t

+
[
Xζ

]′
m

(Fε,mε, θε)·
∂mε

∂t
+ ω(Fε,mε, θε)χ

′
ζ(θε)vε·∇θε

+ χζ(θε)
πλ(Fε)ζ

′
m(Fε,mε, θε)

(1+εθ
1/2
ε ) detFε

·
(
rε−skw(∇vε)mε

)
+
πλ(Fε)ζ

′
F (Fε,mε, θε)F

>
ε :e(vε)

(1+εθε) detFε
χζ(θε)

)
dx+

∫ T

0

∫
Γ

(
hε(θε) +

ν[|vε|p

2+ε|vε|p
)
χζ(θε) dSdt

)
(3.67)

≤ 1

K0ζ

(∥∥Xζ(F 0, θ0,ε)
∥∥
L1(Ω)

+
∥∥ν1|e(vε)|p+τ |rε|2+hc(Fε, θε)|rε|+ν2|∇2vε|p

∥∥
L1(I×Ω)

+

∫ T

0

∥∥[Xζ

]′
F

(Fε,mε, θε)
∥∥r′
Lr′ (Ω;Rd×d)

+
∥∥∥∂Fε
∂t

∥∥∥r
Lr(Ω;Rd×d)

dt+
∥∥hmax

∥∥
L1(I×Γ )

+
∥∥[Xζ

]′
m

(Fε,mε, θε)
∥∥2

L2(I×Ω;Rd)
+
∥∥∥∂mε

∂t

∥∥∥2

L2(I×Ω;Rd)
+

1

2

∥∥√ν[vε∥∥pLp(I×Γ ;Rd)

+
∥∥∥πλ(Fε)ζ′F (Fε,mε, θε)F

>
ε :e(vε)+ζ

′
m(Fε,mε, θε)·

(
rε−skw(∇vε)mε

)
detFε

∥∥∥
L1(I×Ω)

+
1

δ
‖vε‖2

L2(I;L∞(Ω;Rd))‖χ
′
ζ(θε)ω

2(Fε,mε, θε)‖L∞(I;L1(Ω))

)
+

δ

K0

I
(2)
ζ (θε); (3.68)

noteworthy, we choose δ < K0, we can absorb the last term in the left-hand side. Due to the

assumption (3.5c), we can estimate the adiabatic rates πλ(Fε)ζ
′
F (Fε,mε, θε)F

>
ε :e(vε)/detFε

and πλ(Fε)ζ
′
m(Fε,mε, θε)·

(
rε−skw(∇vε)mε

)
/detFε in (3.68), cf. (3.16). We also use the

estimates (3.58) and (3.32) and the assumption (3.5i) relying on the already proved non-

negativity of temperature. By the qualification (3.5d), we have |[Xζ ]
′
F (F ,m, θ)| ≤ C(1+θ).

This allows for estimation∥∥[Xζ

]′
F

(Fε,mε, θε)
∥∥r′
Lr′ (Ω;Rd×d)

≤ Cr′
∥∥1 + θε

∥∥r′
Lr
′
(Ω)

≤ C4 + C4‖θε‖r
′(1−µ∗′/r)
L1(Ω)

(
‖θε‖L1(Ω)+‖∇θε‖Lµ(Ω;Rd)

)µ∗′/(r−1)
, (3.69)

where we use the Gagliardo-Nirenberg inequality to interpolate Lr
′
(Ω) between L1(Ω) and

W 1,µ(Ω). Similarly, since |[Xζ ]
′
m(F ,m, θ)|2 ≤ C(1+θ) which is again ensured by the qual-

ification (3.5d), we can estimate ‖[Xζ ]
′
m(Fε,mε, θε)‖2

L2(I×Ω;Rd)
≤ C

∥∥1+θε
∥∥
L1(I×Ω)

, which is

bounded due to (3.58d). The penultimate term in (3.68) is a-priori bounded independently

of ε for ζ > 0 fixed because, as ω(F ,m, θ) = O(θ) due to (3.5d) and due to χ′ζ(θ) = O(1/θ)

uniformly for ζ > 0, so that we have [χ′ζ(·)ω2(F ,m, ·)](θ) = O(θ). Thus the estimate (3.58d)

guarantees χ′ζ(θε)ω
2(Fε,mε, θε) bounded in L∞(I;L1(Ω)) while |vε|2 is surely bounded in

L1(I;L∞(Ω)), cf. (3.58e).

In view of (3.69), one can summarize (3.68) as I
(2)
ζ (θε) ≤ C(1 + ‖∇θε‖Lµ(Ω;Rd)

)µ∗′/(r−1)
.

Combining it with (3.63), one obtain the inequality as

‖∇θε‖Lµ(I×Ω;Rd) ≤ C
(
1 + ‖∇θε‖1−µ/2+µ∗′/(2r−2)

Lµ(I×Ω;Rd)

)
. (3.70)

44



Reminding σ := (2−µ)/(1+ζ) from (3.62) with ζ > 0 arbitrarily small, one gets after some

algebra, the condition µ < (d+2)/(d+1). Obviously, for r big enough (in particular if r > d

as assumed), the exponent in the left-hand side of (3.70) is higher than the exponent in the

right-hand side, which gives a bound for ∇θε in Lµ(I × Ω;Rd). Altogether, we proved

‖θε‖L∞(I;L1(Ω))∩Lµ(I;W 1,µ(Ω)) ≤ Cµ with 1 ≤ µ <
d+2

d+1
. (3.71a)

Next, we again exploit the calculus (3.41) now omitting the index k, with ∇F ε bounded in
L∞(I;Lr(Ω;Rd×d×d)) and ∇mε bounded in L∞(I;L2(Ω;Rd×d)) and relying on the assump-
tion (3.5d), we have also the bound on ∇wε in Lµ(I;Lµ

∗d/(µ∗+d)(Ω;Rd)), so that

‖wε‖L∞(I;L1(Ω))∩Lµ(I;W 1,µ∗d/(µ∗+d)(Ω)) ≤ Cµ . (3.71b)

Step 8: Limit passage for ε → 0. We use the Banach selection principle as in Step 4, now

also taking (3.58) and (3.71) into account instead of the estimates (3.31) and (3.40). For

some subsequence and some (%,v,F ,m, θ), we now have

%ε → % weakly* in L∞(I;W 1,r(Ω)) ∩ W 1,p(I;Lr(Ω))

and strongly in C(I×Ω) , (3.72a)

vε → v weakly* in L∞(I;L2(Ω;Rd)) ∩ L2(I;W 2,p(Ω;Rd)), (3.72b)

Fε → F weakly* in L∞(I;W 1,r(Ω;Rd×d)) ∩ W 1,p(I;Lr(Ω;Rd×d))

and strongly in C(I×Ω;Rd×d), (3.72c)

mε →m weakly* in L∞(I;H1(Ω;Rd)) ∩ H1(I;L2(Ω;Rd)), (3.72d)

θε → θ weakly* in Lµ(I;W 1,µ(Ω)), 1 ≤ µ < (d+2)/(d+1). (3.72e)

Like (3.45a), by the Aubin-Lions theorem, we now have

wε → w strongly in Lc(I×Ω), 1 ≤ c < 1+2/d, (3.72f)

and then, using again continuity of (F ,m, w) 7→ [ω(F ,m, ·)]−1(w) as in (3.45b), we have

θε → θ = [ω(F ,m, ·)]−1(w) strongly in Lc(I×Ω), 1 ≤ c < 1+2/d. (3.72g)

By the continuity of ϕ′F , ζ′F , det, and K, we have also

K(Fε, θε)→ K(F , θ) strongly in Lc(I×Ω) for any 1 ≤ c <∞, and (3.72h)

T λ,ε → T λ =
[πλϕ]′F (F ,m)+πλ(F )ζ′F (F ,m, θ)

detF
F> strongly in L1(I×Ω;Rd×d

sym). (3.72i)

The momentum equation (3.25b) (still regularized by ε) is to be treated like in Step 4.

Here we exploit the information about ∂
∂t

(%εvε) in Lq
′
(I;W 1,q(Ω;Rd)∗)+Lp

′
(I;W 2,p(Ω;Rd)∗)
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obtained like in (3.46); here we used also (3.58e). By the Aubin-Lions compact-embedding

theorem, we then obtain

%ε vε → %v strongly in Ls(I×Ω;Rd) with s from (3.58e) . (3.73)

In fact, the argumentation (3.52) now with Cr instead of Cr,ε is to be slightly modified

by using (%ε,vε,T λ,ε(Fε,vε), θε) in place of (%εk,vεk,T λ,ε(Fεk,vεk), θεk) and with ṽk re-

placed by v. Also,
∫ T

0

∫
Ω

∂
∂t

(%εkvεk)·ṽk dxdt is to be replaced by the duality 〈 ∂
∂t

(%εvε),v〉
with 〈·, ·〉 denoting here the duality between Lq

′
(I;W 1,q(Ω;Rd)∗) +Lp

′
(I;W 2,p(Ω;Rd)∗) and

Lq(I;W 1,q(Ω;Rd)) ∩ Lp(I;W 2,p(Ω;Rd)).

Limit passage in the heat equation (3.25f) is then simple. Altogether, we proved that

(%,v,F ,m, θ) solves in the weak sense the problem (3.25)–(3.26) with ε = 0 and with T λ

from (3.72i) in place of T λ,ε.

Step 9: the original problem. Let us note that the limit F lives in L∞(I;W 1,r(Ω;Rd×d)) ∩
W 1,p(I;L∞(Ω;Rd×d)), cf. (3.58b,f), and this space is embedded into C(I×Ω;Rd×d) if r > d.

Therefore F and its determinant evolve continuously in time, being valued respectively in

C(Ω;Rd×d) and C(Ω). Let us recall that the initial condition F 0 complies with the bounds

(3.22) and we used this F 0 also for the λ-regularized system. Therefore F satisfies these

bounds not only at t = 0 but also at least for small times. Yet, in view of the choice (3.22)

of λ, this means that the λ-regularization is nonactive and (%,v,F ,m, θ) solves, at least for

a small time, the original nonregularized problem (3.25)–(3.26) for which the a priori L∞-

bounds (3.19) hold. By the continuation argument, we may see that the λ-regularization

remains therefore inactive within the whole evolution of (%,v,F ,m, θ) on the whole time

interval I.

Step 10: energy balances. It is now important that the tests and then all the subsequent

calculations leading to the energy balances (2.49) and (2.50) integrated over a current time

interval [0, t] are really legitimate.

In the calculus (2.34), we rely on that [ϕ(F ,m)/detF ]′F ∈ L∞(I×Ω;Rd×d) is surely

in duality with ∂
∂t
F ∈ Lp(I;Lr(Ω;Rd×d)) and (v·∇)F ∈ Ls(I;Lr(Ω;Rd×d)) with s from

(3.58e). Moreover, ∂
∂t

(%v) ∈ L1(I;L2(Ω;Rd)∗) + Lp
′
(I;W 2,p(Ω;Rd)∗) is in duality with

v ∈ L∞(I;L2(Ω;Rd))∩Lp(I;W 2,p(Ω;Rd)), as used in (2.38). Further, the calculus (2.38) re-

lies on that ∂
∂t
% and div(%v) = v·∇%+% div v live in Ls(I;Lrs/(r+s)(Ω)) and thus are surely in

duality with |v|2 ∈ Ls/2(I;L∞(Ω)) with 3 ≤ s < p(pd+4p−2d)/(4p−2d), cf. (3.58e). Even-

tually, since ∇2v ∈ Lp(I×Ω;Rd×d×d), we have div2(ν2|∇2v|p−2∇2v) ∈ Lp′(I;W 2,p(Ω;Rd)∗)

in duality with v. Also div(ν1|e(v)|p−2e(v)) ∈ Lp′(I;W 1,p(Ω;Rd)∗) is in duality with v due

to the growth condition (3.5e). Altogether, the calculations (2.34)–(2.38) are legitimate.

Recalling in particular div(κ(F )∇m/detF ) ∈ L2(I×Ω;Rd), we can see that also the

calculations (2.39)–(2.48) are legitimate. This ends the proof of Theorem 3.2.

Remark 3.5 (The classical solutions). In fact, having ∇m estimated from the exchange

energy, (3.25e) holds even in the sense of L2(I×Ω;Rd), not only in the weak sense, similarly

as (3.27a,b). Actually, since div(κ(F )∇m/detF ) ∈ L2(I×Ω;Rd), the inequality (3.4b) can

be formulated as a classical inclusion (2.30d) and (3.25d) a.e. in the sense of L2(I×Ω;Rd).

46



Remark 3.6 (Importance of the exchange energy). At large magnets, in contrast to mi-

cromagnetism, the influence of the exchange energy is small and, for very large magnetic

continua, eventually negligible, cf. [11]. Yet, this energy controls ∇m, which ensures for

“compactness” and strong convergence in m and its complete deletion would be analytically

problematic in particular because nonconvexity of ψ(F , ·, θ) in ferromagnetic phase .
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