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Abstract. A variational principle that can serve as the basis for a magneto-elastic stability (or buckling) problem
is constructed. For the two cases of soft ferromagnetic media and superconductors, respectively, it is shown how
the variational principle directly yields an explicit expression for the buckling value. The formulation starts from
a specific choice for a magneto-elastic Lagrangian L (associated with the so-called Maxwell-Minkowski model for
magneto-elastic interactions). For the evaluation of the principle the first and second variations of L are calculated
both inside and outside the solid magneto-elastic body. Thus, a general buckling criterion, consisting of an
expression for the critical field value, together with a set of constraints for the field variables occurring in the
right-hand side of this expression, is constructed. Finally, more detailed formulations are given for, successively,
soft ferromagnetic bodies and superconductors. Applications to specific structures, yielding explicit numerical
values for the magneto-elastic buckling fields, will be given in a forthcoming paper.

1. Introduction

The last two decades have shown a great progress in the research on magneto-elastic stability
problems. Based on the pioneering work of F.C. Moon, several other authors have solved
problems in this area of research. For an excellent survey and a very extensive list of
references, we refer to the monograph of Moon [l]. Important parts of two IUTAM-
symposia in Paris 1983 [2] and in Tokyo 1986 [3] were devoted to related subjects. Mostly,
these problems are treated in a classical mechanical way, e.g. by means of establishing a beam
or a plate equation, in which the loading terms are of magnetic origin (for a general survey
of this method, cf. [4]). An alternative way was followed by Goudjo and Maugin [5] who
employed the principle of virtual power for the construction of a stability theory for soft
ferromagnetic plates.

In the present paper we shall introduce a variational principle on the basis of which a
magneto-elastic stability (or buckling) problem can be formulated in terms of an eigenvalue
problem. Explicit formulations for this eigenvalue problem will be given for the two, from
a practical point of view, most important cases, i.e. (1) soft ferromagnetic, and (2) supercon-
ducting media. For these two cases, we shall show how the variational principle directly
yields an explicit expression for the buckling value. The advantage of this method is that,
whenever it is possible to determine the solution for the intermediate and perturbed electro-
magnetic fields, it is just a matter of a simple substitution to obtain the buckling value.
However, in complex constructions, as occur in for example fusion reactors and high-field
magnetic devices, such exact solutions are not available, and then the variational principle
serves as a sound basis for a construction of approximation fields yielding an optimal
approximation for the buckling value.
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We start this paper by showing in general terms how a magneto-elastic buckling problem
can be related to an eigenvalue problem, and how this eigenvalue problem can be formulated
as a variational principle (see also [6]). For the formulation of this principle the first and
second variation of a so called Lagrangian L is needed. In Section 3 an expression for L is
given and the first and second variation of L are evaluated in terms of the perturbed fields
(which are perturbations with respect to some intermediate, or pre-buckled, state). In Section
4 we will show that this specific choice for L corresponds to the so called Maxwell-Minkowski
model for magneto-elastic interactions (cf. [7]). In Section 5 the general buckling criterion
is formulated and the main lines for the procedure to obtain a buckling value are described.
Finally, in Sections 6 and 7 more detailed formulations are given for soft ferromagnetic
structures and superconductors.

2. General eigenvalue problem

Every equilibrium state of a system of bodies, that is influenced by an external magnetic field
in vacuum, is governed by a set of equations and boundary conditions (cf. [1], [7]). Let us
denote this set schematically by

Si[B(x), M(x); T(x), x; By} = 0, 1 <i< N. 2.1
The symbols B, M, T, x and B, refer to the magnetic induction, the magnetization, the stress
tensor, the position and the external magnetic field parameter (e.g. the field at infinity),
respectively. The symbols S; enclose various differential operators; some of these operators
act on the boundaries of the bodies.

In the theory of stability three equilibrium configurations of the bodies are distinguished,
namely the natural or unloaded state, given by (here x = X)

S,[0,0,0,X;0] = 0, 1 <i<N, 2.2)
the intermediate state, satisfying (x = &)
SPB(§), M°(§); T°(), & B)) = 0, 1 <i<N, (2.3)

and the present or spatial state, that differs only slightly from the intermediate state, and is
characterized by (2.1) or (x = & + u(¢))

SIB° + b)), M + m)(&); (T° + (&), & +u®); B)] = 0, 1 <i<N. 24
The perturbations b, m, # and u are supposed to be small. Subtraction of (2.3) from (2.4) and
neglect of terms of the second order in the perturbations yield a problem that is homo-

geneous with respect to the perturbations. In the sequel this homogeneous problem is
denoted by

5i[b(8), m(8); «(&), u(); By] = 0, 1 <i<N. 2.5)
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The symbols s, refer to linear operators, which contain various differential operators, some
of them acting on the intermediate boundaries. For each value of the field parameter B, there
exists the solution

5[0,0;0,0,B)] = 0, 1 <i<N,
but we are only interested in those values of B, for which
(b, m; 7, w) # (0,00, 0), (2.6)

is a solution of (2.5). The problem posed by (2.5) and (2.6) is an eigenvalue problem; the
perturbations and the field B, play the role of the eigenvector and the eigenvalue, respectively.
In the theory of stability the eigenvalues are called buckling values. Of course we are
especially interested in the lowest buckling value. The eigenvalue problem is linear with
respect to the perturbations, but depends on B, in a non-linear way.

In many cases neglect of the intermediate deformations is justified; this simplification
makes it possible to identify the natural and the intermediate boundaries, thus the inter-
mediate configurations are no longer unknown. However, no simplification of the kind
makes the dependence on B, of the eigenvalue problem less complicated. Generally it is
impossible to solve the buckling value directly from (2.5), (2.6).

The basic idea of a variational principle for magneto-elastic buckling is as follows: Assume
that some of the equations (or boundary conditions) (2.1), (2.3),say 1 < i < k, are satisfied
a priori,

S[B(x), M(x); T(x), x; By] = 0, 1 <i<k<N,
Q2.7
SB (), M°(); T°(%), & B,] = 0, 1 <i<k<N,

and consider these equations as constraints for the variations of the functionals, the so called
Lagrangians,

L[B,M; T; B,] = [ L{B(X), M(x); T(x), X; B,]dV,

(2.8)
L°[B°, M°; T°; B,]

[, LB @), M°(@); T°(9), & B,]dV".

The integrands of the integrals in the right-hand sides of (2.8), the so called Lagrangian
densities, are connected with the sets of equations and boundary conditions (2.1) and (2.3)
and, need to be specified later on. Evaluation of S, — S? and L — L° in terms of the
perturbatlons results in (compare with (2.5))

5;b(§), m(§); 1(8), u(); By] = 0, 1 <i<k,
(2.9)
L—- L = 6L+ J+ O@F),

in which ¢ denotes the order of magnitude of the perturbations and 6L and J are the first
and half the second variation of L with respect to the intermediate state. Note that 6L
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contains only terms of order ¢, whereas J contains only terms of order ¢. If B’, M® and T°
are chosen in such a way that

6L = 0 A SIBQ), M) T°¢), & Bl = 0, 1<i<k<(23), (2.10)
then it can be proved that

0J = 0 A 5[, m@); 1), ul); B] = 0, 1<i<k-< (29). 2.11)
Here, 8J is the first variation of J which is defined as

oJ(b, m; t,ulb,, m;; t,, u,|B,)

.1 .
= elim—[J(b + ¢b,,m + em; 1 + &¢,u + gu; By) — J(b, m; ¢, u; By)].

e l0 g
2.12)
Hence, the eigenvalue problem (2.5), (2.6) is equivalent to
6J = 0,(b,m; t,w) # (0, 0;0,0),
(2.13)

5,[b(&), m($); ¢, w(€); Byl =0, 1<i<k

Here, it is assumed that the intermediate fields are already known.
From the fact that J is a homogeneous and quadratic functional with regard to the
perturbations one can deduce the important property

o] = 0=J = 0 (2.14)

The equivalence of the eigenvalue problem to (2.13) and the property (2.14) imply that any
reasonable approximation for the perturbations leads us to a good approximation for the
buckling value B, (see also Section 5).

3. Statement and evaluation of the Lagrangian

In this section we shall postulate an explicit expression for the Lagrangian in terms of the
magnetic field in and outside the deformed body. As indicated in the preceding section these
fields are considered as perturbations with respect to some intermediate state. By an evaluation
of the Lagrangian with respect to the perturbations, an explicit representation for formula
(2.9)* will be obtained.

We only consider static situations in which one single, simply connected body is influenced
by a uniform field B,. The body is assumed to be magnetizable and non-conducting. For this
case, a specific expression for the Lagrangian density L is postulated (note that in a static
version — L is equal to the energy density). This choice is justified by the fact that a variation
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of the Lagrangian, under the proper constraints, yields a set of equations and boundary
conditions, known in literature as the Maxwell-Minkowski model (cf. [7]). Our choice of L
is based upon the form of the electromagnetic energy density for the Maxwell-Minkowski
model as given in [7], page 55, i.e. (for E = 0)

31 (H, H).

We note that other forms for the energy density are possible and admissible. For instance,
the choice of (see [7], page 72)

1
— @B, B
2 ® B

would result in the so called Amperean-Current model as is used most frequently by e.g.
F. Moon [1]. Hutter and van de Ven showed in [7] that these models are completely
equivalent.

The present configuration of the body, its boundary and the vacuum are denoted by G,
0G and G*, respectively. Then, the Lagrangian density is chosen as (an upper index * stands
for a value outside the body and ~ for a value inside the body)

11 11
Lt = —hw@" HY) + 5B L = —hu(HH) + 50 B — U, ()

accompanied by the constraints
B = curlA*, M* = 0, xeGt;
At = A7, xedG;

- (3.2)
B~ = culA~, T = QﬁFT, oJr = 0, XeG;

where ¢ and g, are the mass densities in the present and the natural state, respectively, and

H, F and J, are the magnetic field, the deformation gradient and the Jacobian defined by
successively

1
H* = EB*, H = iB‘ —oM~, F = g—;‘(, Jy = detF, (3.3)

where y, is the magnetic permeability in vacuum. Furthermore, the function U = U(F, M)
is the internal energy density. Finally A = A (x) is some vector potential introdnced in order
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to assure that B satisfies

div B* = 0, xe Gt
(34
B*,n) = (B7,n), xedG,

where n is the unit normal on 0G.

NoOTE: Requireménts of objectivity imply that U can only be a function of tensorial variables
which are invariable with respect to observer transformations. This condition can be
satisfied by taking

U = U, A), 3.5

where E is the Lagrangian deformation tensor and A is the invariable magnetization given
by

E = FTF—I),A = F'M, (3.6)

respectively. For the moment however, there is no need for this somewhat more complex
formulatiofi, but we shall return to this later on.

General evaluation procedure

For the derivation of expressions for L and J = *L/2 an expansion of L — L in terms
of ¢ up to and including terms of order & is needed. For this purpose, a more precise
definition of the perturbations is required, as will be given below.

The relation between the Euler coordinates x and & of the perturbed (or present) and
intermediate state, respectively, and the displacement u is

X = &+ u@). 3.7)

Inside the body we prefer a formulation in terms of the coordinate ¢ and, therefore, we
define

B (x) = B (§) = B () +b(§), (G, (3.8)
with analogous definitions for h™ (§), m~ (&), a=(£) and #&). In the vacuum, material

coordinates are meaningless and, so, we are bounded to a formulation of the vacuum
perturbations in terms of the local coordinate x and therefore, we define

B*'(x) = B""(x) + b*(x), xeG*, 3.9
with analogous definitions for h* (x), m* (x) and a* (x). The use of different coordinates in

G~ and G~ will give rise to some extra terms in the linearized boundary conditions as we
shall see later on (e.g. (3.15), see also [8], (3.13), (3.14)).
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The order of magnitude of the perturbations, ¢, is expressed by
e = |owfd¢| < 1, (3.10)
and it is supposed that
Ib| = O(|B°|), (h] = O(e|H]), etc. 3.11)

In the sequel most of the relations will be written in the usual tensor notation, and J, and
e, will be the Kronecker delta and the alternating tensor, respectively. Moreover, differen-
tiation with respect to a coordinate is denoted by a (lower case) letter preceded by a comma,
but we have to distinguish between differentiation in G~ and G*. This means that one has
to read ; as

;= 0/0¢, E€e€G", i=123,
;= 0/ox;, xeG*, i=1,2,3. (3.12)
In order to obtain the linearized constraints (2.9)', a linearization of the equations and

boundary conditions (3.2) is required. Since this linearization is straightforward we give at
once the results:

b = eual, mi = 0, X e G'*;

by = eijk(ak_,j - Ag,_l “l,j)a g = Qo(l - uk,k)a

ti = —Tju + Tou + "Gty + c’m;), &€ G (3.13)
at —a; = —Afu, & e 0G°;

b — 0, |x} > oo,

in which the material coefficients ¢4, and c° are defined by

0 eu eu T
. = —_— 0 0 "IO = —_— 0 . .
ikl [aEaaElﬂ:l kaEﬂ’ C:_‘/k I:aEaaM,:| F;caz (3 14)

We note that in the derivation of the linearized boundary condition (3.13)¢ the following
result is used (we at once give a second-order expression because this is needed in the sequel):
Let x € dG and & € 6G° be material points of the boundary, then

AF(x) — A7 (x) = (A" + 4" )X) — 47+ a7)©Q)

A+ a")E +w) — (A + a7 )©)
= [47Q) — 4@ + [a" @) — a7 @) + A7 Ou(®)

+ atu; + %A?,};“j“k] + O(?), &eoG°. (3.15)
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Besides the linear constraints (3.13) we need, for an explicit formulation of our variational
principle, an expression for the second-order functional J, as introduced in (2.9)?. The
derivation of the expression for J requires the second-order approximations of B* and H*
as can be derived from (3.2)"* and (3.3)'?, respectively. Using

0 ot 0 ou, | 0 i)
= = ‘;J_ = [61]' - JJ Y [0; — w; + wwy; + OE)) =, £eG',

ox, | ox, &c, ax, |og, — 23
(3.16)
and
a% = 1 = wy + Sy + wmy) + OE), Ee G, (3.17)
we obtain
by = eual;, xeG';
by = leg(ar;, — Ay u)] + leu (At — acuy),
ot = b7 — e — g M) (3.18)
+ (0@ (e — 3 (upptty + wpuy )M, &€ GO
By substitution of
AY, = A — eumBr, (3.19)

which is equivalent to (3.2)'#, into (3.18)?, an alternative expression for b~ is obtained, which
is more convenient for our later elaborations. The result is

by = legla; — Alxw); + u,;B'~ — u, B
+ [eu(AVmttn, — aDu,;] + OFE), e G . (3.20)
Substitution of (3.20) into (3.18)° yields
ok = lew(ay — ASu); + u,BY — u o HY™ — pog®my ]
+ [ew(Aemttm, — a)uy; + po@® (U m;
— 1o* 3 gty + uu )M 7)) + OFE), §eG'. (3.21)

The relations (3.18)', (3.20) and (3.21) will now be used for the determination of J. This will
be done in two steps and we start with the material part.
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Evaluation of the material Lagrangian L~
By virtue of the mass balance there exists a relation between the material volume elements

dV and dV° in the perturbed and intermediate state, respectively, which enables us to
transform L~ into an integral with domain G°~. With L~ according to (3.1)* we then find

0
L~ — L% = [ L dv—[ L-dV = ("—L——L"—)dw
G- G- Go- 0
0 0 o1 0
= o | —0'W = U = T35 (@ ) - @ H)

- <"—0 - 1) 1o (H°, H%)) + (— — 1) LB&}_ dve. (3.22)
e e 21

Since the present part only concerns fields inside the body, there is no difficulty in a
temporary omission of the upper index~. Using the reciprocal relation of (3.17) for the mass
density and (3.21), we obtain

01 O 0
~ &3 kol H) — @ 1)) — (5 - 1) W) = = S22 + b

0
1
- (% - 1) 5 Ho(H®, H°) = [—epula — Agkul),jH? TMO“:; + poe"mHY)

+ [—Luohih; — weppoh HY — Spo(uy oty — wpu JHYHY — e (AY it — a,Ju, ; HY
— poQumHY + po0®3(uuy + wu ) MUHY] + O), Ee G, (3.23)

in which T}’ is the so called Maxwell stress tensor defined by
T) = HB, — ‘uHHS,. (3.29)

A Taylor expansion of ¢°(U — U®) in terms of derivatives with respect to the intermediate
state yields

auy au \
U -0 = [e" <0F.»a> (Fo.—F) +o (aM) }
62 0 2 0
e"[(aF i ) (Fa = FO(Ey — E}) + 2(%) (F. — Fo)m,

VAN
3 0—
+ (OMGM) m,.mj:l + O(), &e G,

+

W=
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or

R1IAN
0 —_ 1 — 0
(U — UY [Tu,1+g<aM> m]

+ L[y + 200 u,m; + PPmm)] + O@E), &e G, (3.25)

where T is the intermediate stress tensor (cf. (3.2)), ¢y, and ¢3° are the material coefficients
as deﬁned by (3.14) and

*U Y
0 =
< <aM,.an ) ‘ (3.26)

Substitution of (3.25), (3.23) and (3.17) into (3.22) results in a formulation of (L= — L%7)
in terms of the independent perturbations a—, m~ and u. Decomposing this result into a term
6L~ that only contains terms of order ¢ and a term J~ of order &, we obtain

L~ — L' = 6L +J + O@F), 3.27.1)
where

oL = JGO' [_eijk(ak - A?,kul),jH? - (TS + T;‘_/MO)ui,j

+ o'm H oU +LB2 _dVO (3.27.2)
e m; | [oll; oM, 200 o Uk el
and
Jo = .[GO— I:_%QO(C;ﬁdui,kuj,l + 2C;‘j;l::'0ui,kmj + Cmomm) Tk,

— Uptto(hy + ®m)H — Ypo(uy oy — wuy, )HY HY

0 0
+ 310 M?Hio(uk,kul,l + weuy) + eijk(ak,l - Ak,mum,l)ulJHiO

1 _
+ m Bé(u,,,u,( - uk,1u1),k:| dve. (3.27.3)

By means of Gauss’s divergence theorem an alternative formula for 3L~ can be deduced, in
which derivatives of the perturbations a, m and u are absent, namely

= J’o_ |: uk [(TO‘ + Ti;w),j + Agjejlel(,)k]ui
U\ o, T
.“01'10 6M g m, dv® + J;?GO eiijI?Mpai
+ [— (T;(} + T,~MO)N0 — A,JeJk,ILION0 + ! B(%No] :I dve, (3.28)

where N° is the unit normal on 6G°.
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As the second step in the procedure for the determination of J, we proceed with the
vacuum part L™ of the Lagrangian.

Evaluation of the vacuum Lagrangian L*

In terms of the Lagrangian densities L™ and L°* the variation (L* — L°") is defined by
0+ _ _ 0
Lt — [ = jm L*(x) dV L;o+ Lo (x) dV°, (3.29)

i.e as integrals over infinite domains G* and G°*, respectively. The behaviour of the
magnetic induction B* at infinity according to (3.2)’, however, guarantees the existence of
L+ and L°* (that is to say the above integral expressions for L* and L°* are convergent).

Firstly, we shall transform the integral for L™ into one over the intermediate configuration
G°*. To this end, we introduce two auxiliary vector functions W(x) and W°(x) by

L*(x) div W(x), xeG*,

(3.30)
L*(x) = divW'(x), xeG".

The existence of such functions is ensured but they are not determined by (3.30) at all (if
W(x) satisfies (3.30) then W(x) + curl V(x) also satisfies (3.30)). But, as the auxiliary func-
tions will not occur in the final formula for (L* — L°"), this indeterminacy is totally
irrelevant. Using (3.30) and Gauss’s divergence theorem we derive straightforwardly

Lt — [ = jc+ div W(x) dV — jGH div W°(x) dV°

— [, (W0, 0) dS + [ (W(§), N°) S, (3.31)

in which dS and dS° denote the surface elements on G and 0G®, respectively. The connection
between the directed surface elements is (cf. [9], Eq. (21), page 61)

_ ox\ [og\ o 0@ ou\ o o

in which 7 is the unity tensor. This relation is used in (3.31) to transform the integral over
0G into an integral over dG°, resulting in

L+ — [ = <w°(¢) e (1 _ a—“) W(E + u) N°> ds? (3.33)
. ; = : : .
With

W) = W'X) + w(x), [w = O@EW)), (3.34)
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the integrand of the integral in the right hand side of (3.33) can be evaluated in terms of ¢
yielding

(w2 —11 + U + 3ty — w )] [0, — U; + Uyl

"W+ W+ W +w; + w IND + O@) = {[u, W — Wiu, — u ;W]
—wi o+ [uw; — wiu — uw] + 3o (Bhu — w4, W2) — (WS — u, W) u;
+(uﬂ“k — Uk Wko),jui - uj,j(VVigcuk — Ui wal + %[(uk,kui - ui,kuk),jmo

- Wi,oj(“k,kuj — Uy) — (uk,kuj - uj,kuk),jWio] - %mf}jk“k“i}w + O(8), (3.35)

after some rearrangement of terms.
For the further procedure we need the following Lemma, which is a special case of Stokes’
theorem.

LeMMA . If £(&) and g(&) possess continuous derivatives in the neighbourhood of 0G° then
i Lfis8s — 80y + figy — &, INP dS° = 0.
Noticing that the integrand can be written as (curl(f x g), N°) and taking Stokes’ theorem

for granted we have a trivial proof of this Lemma.
Substitution of (3.35) into (3.33) and use of the Lemma leads to

LY — L% = — [ wN'dS® — [  WouN?ds®
aGo aGo )
~ Jago [wj,jui + %uf’kui“k + %mf)j(uk,kui - ui,kuk)]Nio ds’. (3.36)

After a transformation of the first integral in (3.36) into a volume integral by means of
Gauss’ theorem, we eliminate W° and w from (3.36) with the aid of the definitions (3.30).
Thus, we arrive at

Lt — [ = { jco+ (L* — Lo+) dv° — jaco Lo u,N? dS°} (3.37)

- { [0 L = L), + ILY wu, + 3L (w0, — u,u)|N? dS"}.
(3.38.1)
With L* according to (3.1) and with (3.18)! we have

L = — ly H H™ + ﬁBg, (3.38.1)
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and
Lt — L% = —1p(H™ + BF)(H* + ht) — bpugH H'*
1
= —Heua; — o b} by . (3.38.2)

Substitution of (3.38)' and (3.38)? into (3.37) yields

Lt — L% = — [ enHaf, dV° + 4y [ HY* HY*u,N? dS°

GO+
+ G0 [ejle]p+ az;cui + %ﬂoHl(cH Hl(c)j- wy; + %%HLH HI(zH (uj,jui - ui,juj)]lvio ds°

1

1
 2p do bi bl dV? - 24, B; J.aao [, + 3 Cuu — w,w)IN; dS°.

(3.39)

Consider the first integral of (3.39), i.e.

— [, exHaf; dV° = [ e Hirar dV° + [ ey HY*af NP dS°

GO+

" - 0 0 0
= J.GM eiijzi a dv® + J.aGO eiijl(c)+ a7 — A4)fw — aju — %Ajj;,u,u,,,]l\’,.o ds’, (»)

where in the second integral a* is eliminated in favour of a~ by means of (3.15). By use of
the relation (compare (3.19))

A = AF — weu HY (3.40)
and the definition (see also (3.24))

THO* = po(HY* HY* — LHY™ HP* 5,) (3.41)
one can derive

0 _ 0 MO
eiij2+A~f’u1 = eilkH2+Aj,1+uj - Tx‘j +uj + %%H£+H£+ui' (**)

I

Substituting (*) and (*#) into (3.39) and assembling terms of order ¢ and those of order &,
we ultimately arrive at the following formula for (L* — L") in terms of the independent
variables a (or b) and u (here L™ contains only terms of order £ and J* only those of order
¢ in analogy with (3.27) and (3.28))

LY — I = S6L* + J* + O(), (3.42.1)
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where

SL* = jcm e HYtaf AV

1
+ J‘aco l:eiijI?+ ar + T} w — A)f ey HY u; — % Béu,] NP dS° (3.42.2)

and

1
Jt = — % GO+ b b dV° + 260 I:Hl(c)(eljkui — eycty)a;, + %FOHI?ngjuiuj

1 +
_%eiijr(r)lqu,lkukul + %(F‘OHEHI? - E Bg) (uj,jui - ui,juj):l N ds°.
(3.42.3)
The rigorous analytical elaborations presented here enable us to state the final explicit
version of the evaluation (2.9)’. Adding the formulas (3.27), (3.28) and (3.42) we conclude
that
L— L = 6L+ J + O@F), (3.43.1)

in which the first variation 8L of L with respect to the intermediate state is given by
5L = 6L + 5L* = H o — (29
= oL + oL = .f60~ —eutdy ;a; + | potdy — M em

LD+ T, + Az,e,k,H;fklu,} 4V + [ e HE — H )y N?

HITP — (T + TON + e (H A) — H” A)7 N} } dS°

— [ e Htar AV, (3.43.2)

GO+ k,j i
whereas the second variation J = 16°L of L reads
J=J +JF = J‘GO— {_%Qo[dﬁlui.kuj,l + zdﬁloui,kmj + d;lomimj]
+eijk(ak,l - A?c,mum,l)Hzpul,j - (B?H? - %%H?H?)%(uk,kul,z - uk,lul,k) — Fhohih;
kjoi%y

—HPbuy, 3~ dV® + .faco {Hl(c)(eljk“i — epta;, + YuoHY HY juu; — %eiij;?-qu,klukul

1

+ Lo HY HO (uy 1, — u,u)}+ N dS® — S [, brbr AV, (3.43.3)

/¥ hadi
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It should be noted that the terms in L~ and L* containing B2 cancel each other. Hence, the
term Bj /2y, in L* is totally irrelevant to the value of 5L or J and was merely added to the
Lagrangian density to make the integral L* converge.

The formulas (3.43) form the basis for the next sections in which our variational principle
is further developed.

4. Consequences of the variations of L and J

Now that we have the disposal of explicit expressions for L and J we shall show that
variation of L and of J results in sets of equations corresponding to the Maxwell-Minkowski
model for magneto-elastic interactions. Thus, we have proved that the variational principle
described in Section 2 (i.e. (2.10), (2.11)) with the Lagrangian according to Section 3 is
equivalent with this model. For the further procedures it is convenient to make some
rearrangements in the constraints and the variables. From now one we shall consider A°, M°,
F? and a, m, u as basic variables and B°, H’, ¢°, 7°, T™° and b, h and ¢ as auxiliary variables.
We then consider (3.2)"*%¢, (3.3)"? and (3.24) as definitions, rather than as constraints, for
B%*, 70, 0% H"* and T™°*, and in the same sense we consider (3.13)"** and (3.18) (from the
latter only the linearized version) as definitions for b*, 7 and h*. Thus, the only relevant
constraints are (see (3.2) and (3.13))
for the intermediate state

AP = A7, Eedq; (4.1)
eijkA(Ilj' — By, [x| - oo,
for the perturbed state

at = a7 — A% u, EedG 4.2)

ij Yo
+
eqpay; = 0, |x| - o0.

We proceed with a more detailed discussion of the procedure described in Section 2. The
requirement L = 0 applied to (3.43)? yields

U\~
epHy; = 0, pH™ = (6—> , T, + TH= = 0, EeG;
ep(Ht — HO)NY = 0, TYN) = (T} — T} )N, &€ dG; (4.3)

exHyt = 0, xeG™.

NoTE: In the derivation of the boundary condition (4.3)° it is used that (e, H; A),N?) is
continuous across 0G°; this is because A° (and, hence, also its tangential derivative) and
(N° x HP) are continuous across 0G°.
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Supplementing (4.3) by the constraints (4.1) and the definitions (3.2)"4%¢, (3.3)"2 and (3.24),
we obtain a set of equations and boundary conditions known as the Maxwell-Minkowski
model, here referring to the intermediate state.

The calculation of 6J, the variation of the functional J with respect to the independent
perturbations a, m and u is similar to the derivation of the expression for J, (3.43)°.
Therefore, we only state the result:

oJ = Go- {eijk(hk - Hl?,lul),jéai + [uoh; — (C}‘i'l':'ouj,k + C';;Omj)]Qoémi
+ [(t; + tf}’ i (T,? + ]}Jyo),kuk,j + A?,jejkl(hl — H},u,)]ou}~ dV°

+ [ {—eulhi — BON® — u NY(HDY — HY™) + HYFuN)oa;

G0
+ [ — 67 = )N + (TP — T — THN

—u (T — T — T:(I)t)]V_[O + A(')"Fejkl((hli. — b )N

L]

— U (HY* — HPNS + HYhu NOBu} dS® — |

GO+

e hi 0a dV°. 44

Here, ™ is the linearization of T (since we do not need this later on, we refrain from giving
an explicit expression for ). From (4.4) we conclude that the requirement 6J = 0 yields
the following system of equations and boundary conditions

el — HQu); = 0, phi = ciluy + f°m;,
G+t ), — @+ T ), =0, G
[tﬁ}” + U Ti;”“ - uj,kTith]N]p = [t; + tﬁ}" + uk,k(T:'(} + T,-ﬁ-”"' - uj,k(]-;'?c + 7;11‘:{0_)]]\69,
eulthf — WONY — w NPGHY® — HY™) + HYTwN'] = 0, e oG 4.5
eqxhi; = 0, xe G
NoTte: On account of the boundary condition (4.5)°, which arises from the variation with
respect to a, the last term in the coefficient of du; in (4.4) vanishes.

Together with the constraints (4.2) and the definitions (3.13)"'** and (3.18), the set (4.5)
amounts to the linearized Maxwell-Minkowski model (cf. [7], section 5.3).

At this stage we have proved the validity of the theory presented in Section 2, that is, we
have shown the equivalence between the variational principle (2.10)~+2.11) with L according
to (3.1), and the Maxwell-Minkowski model.
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5. General buckling criterion

In magneto-elastic stability theory it has been the usual procedure to start from a linearized
set of equations for the perturbations, such as e.g. (4.2), (4.5), and to look for a value
of the basic field parameter B, for which this set has a non-trivial solution. Since an exact
3-dimensional solution for this set is mostly very difficult, one starts looking for adequate
approximate solutions. This is usually done in the following way (consult e.g. (1], [8], [10];
see also [6]) which is of special application to slender bodies:

For a slender body the 3-dimensional displacement u is approximated by a 1- or 2-dimensional
characteristic displacement parameter w (e.g. a deflection of a central line or plane of the
slender body); this w is chosen in such a way that it satisfies the global equilibrium
equations (i.e. integrated versions of (4.5)° together with (4.5)°); h* and m~ are solved
from the remaining equations, i.e. (4.5)"**®, in which u is replaced by its approximation
w; finally, the buckling value is then found as the first eigenvalue for B, for which this
solution is unequal to the zero-solution.

However, as the “solution” obtained by the procedure described above is not an exact
solution of (4.5), but only a reasonable approximation, the calculated value for B, is also an
approximation.

Let us introduce a scalar 7 (0 < < 1) as a measure for the approximation error in the
perturbations; then it is evident that, due to the linear character of the perturbed equations,
the error in the eigenvalue for B, is also of the first order in #. In this respect, the use of our
variational principle clearly has an advantage over the method described above. For, in our
procedure the error in B, is of the second order in . This can be explained best by first
describing the main lines of our method. These lines are successively

i) choose a class of trial functions {a, m, u; B,} satisfying the constraints (4.2);
ii) determine the best member out of this class by setting §,J = 5,J = é,J = 0;
iii) calculate the buckling value for B, from the equation J = 0 (see (2.14)).

Due to the stationary behaviour of the quadratic functional J the deviation between the exact
buckling value and the approximated one calculated in (iii) is of the order of the square of
the deviation between the exact and the approximated perturbations.

The choice of a class of trial functions (point (i)) is usually based on a choice of a
displacement field. In practice, buckling theory always applies to slender bodies, such as beams
or rods, plates and rings. For slender bodies the displacement in buckling can be charac-
terized by one or two global displacement parameters. Examples of such global displacement
parameters are the deflection of the central line of a beam or the normal displacement of the
central plane of a thin plate. Here, we always shall approximate the 3-dimensional displace-
ment field u by the global displacement parameter pertinent to the type of slender body under
consideration. Of course, this global displacement has to satisfy the support conditions of
the f)ody. As soon as this choice is made, the constraint (4.2)' for a can be made explicit.

Clearly, it is assumed that the intermediate fields are known (note that these are also
needed in the formulation for J, (3.43)*). In principle these fields can be determined from
(4.1) and (4.3), but if this is too complicated we have also the disposal of a variational

principle for the &-state (see (3.43)?). Thus, approximated intermediate fields can be calculated
from the variation 6L = 0, if necessary.
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In many practical problems, however, the deformations in the &-state have only a negligible
influence on the buckling value. In these cases, the intermediate state may be replaced by the
so called rigid-body state. As long as the shape of the body is not too complicated, the
determination of these rigid-body fields is rather simple (at least in comparison with the
calculation of the perturbations).

In the next two sections more explicit applications of our variational principle will be given
for a) soft ferromagnetic structures, b) superconductors.

6. Soft ferromagnetic structures

A soft ferromagnetic medium is characterized by a linear relationship between the mag-
netization and the magnetic field. In this section we shall consider soft ferromagnetic media,
which, moreover, are isotropic, homogeneous and linearly elastic. Keeping in mind the note
at the beginning of Section 3, which states that the internal energy density U must be a
function of E and A (see (3.5)), we assume U of the form

= E v 2 2 Qoo
YT i v {1 —5y WE +u(E )} + =y (A ), 6.1)

where E is Young’s modulus, v is Poisson’s ratio and y represents the ferromagnetic
susceptibility. The first term in (6.1) is the elastic bending energy and the second term the
ferromagnetic energy; magnetostrictive energy is not included in this expression.

In the sequel we suppose that the ferromagnetic susceptibility y is so large, that y~' is
negligible with respect to unity. As a consequence, all terms containing a factor y~' will be
neglected, which in essence implies that the ferromagnetic term in (6.1) vanishes. The direct
consequences of this are that

1

H- = h =0 | (6.2)
and that (see (3.14) and (3.26))

g =0, ° = 0. (6.3)
Under these restrictions the system for the intermediate state and the explicit expression for
J reduce considerably. From the intermediate state variables only B’* and, eventually, T° are
relevant for the rest of this section. Use of (6.1), (6.2) in (4.1), (4.3) and (3.2) yields

B = ety (or By = 0. [ BN - 0),
> ’ oGO

exBYt = 0, xe G,

o o =€ B pl Y ps L p R, fec; (6.4)

Tij,j— > ij_E;l+vi“1—2vW“ﬂ af i8> > .
1

e BN = 0, T)N) = ﬂBf“LB;HNiO, & e G,
0

B - By, Ixl > w.

i
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Substitution of (6.1)~(6.3) into (3.43) and elimination of H** = B®*/u, and A’* in favour
of B°* (by use of (6.4)!) and of a* in favour of b* (by means of the relation b} = e ai;),
results in the following simplified expression for J,

SIEy ¢_E 2 _ BB, + BB + BUB dve
J = - 5 Jgo- kUil + 9_02(1 Ty \T =2y PP + By By + BB | u; U,
1 1
+ 2 [0 [BROw + S(BRBY) ju, — LB Bl ] NP dS° — S Jone 07 B AV,
(6.5)
where B,; is the left Cauchy-Green tensor, i.c.
By = FF. (6.6)

The intermediate fields are to be calculated from (6.4); the only relevant constraints for the
perturbations b* and u are

— + 0+ +
b = eual;, xe G, (orb,-,,» = 0,

b N dS° = 0);

GO
bf = 0, |x|] —» oo, 6.7)

possibly supplemented by some kinematical boundary conditions for u if the body is
supported.

Assuming for a moment that the intermediate fields are known, we have to choose the
perturbations b* and u from some admissible class (satisfying the constraints) and to
determine the optimal b* and u in this class by variation of J. It is not surprising that, if we
choose the perturbations from the complete class of admissible fields, our variation principle
will yield an optimal b* -field that is conservative, i.e. a field that satisfies

exbi; = 0, xe G (6.8)
For every conservative field b* there exists a continuous potential ¥ = ¥(x), such that

bf = ¢y, xe G 6.9)
Motivated by this result, we now choose the perturbation b* such that it can be expressed
in a scalar field ¥(x) in the way as in (6.9). In order that this is consistent with (6.7)', ¥ has
to satisfy the constraints

Ay = ¢y, = 0, xeG';

Yy =0, |x| > oo; (6.10)

W oo
1o 330 98" = ©.
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Note that y is not determined by (6.10), because the value of i on the boundary has not yet
been specified.

The use of (6.9) enables us to transform the integral over G** in (6.5) into a surface integral
over dG® by means of Gauss’ theorem. With the use of (6.4)>° we, thus, can write (6.5) in the
form

1 QO E 2v 0 0 Ro 0 po 0
J = - 5 Jgo- Tty + — 220 + \T =2 BBy + B B) + BB} | uu, [dV

1 0 0,
+ ‘2;0"[.360 I:(w + B£+uk) 5% + B?+ uiW W + Bl(c)+uk) _Bl(c)+ukB](')+uj,iM'o

+ 1B B (uu — uy; J)N"] ds°. (6.11)
Variation of J with respect to ¥ under the constraints (6.10) results in

0 = 5,J = —1~j [a'” S+ (W +B,?+uk) 5 OV +Bg+ukaimaw}ds°

(¥ + BT w)d <a.p> ds’, (6.12)

llo aG?

where we have used Green’s second identity in the form

.[aGO [5¢ 44 Vo ON® &p:l s’ = 0, (6.13)

in correspondence with (6.10). Relation (6.12) together with (6.10)* implies that
Y + Bitu, = y,, &e€dG, 6.19)

where ¥, is a unique constant. Hence, we conclude that after a (for the moment arbitrary)
choice of the field u, that perturbation b* that approximates the exact b* best is solved from
(6.10), (6.14). This result is rather important because in many problems, especially for
slender bodies, our knowledge about the form of the displacements is more extensive than
that about the perturbed magnetic field. This means that it is easier to make a reasonable
choice for u than for b™.

In this concept, however, it is necessary to derive from (6.10) and (6.14) by given u an exact
solution for y. As long as the shape of the body is not too complicated this can be done
(as we shall show in a forthcoming paper), but otherwise a different way must be followed.
In the latter case we choose a set of trial functions for i out of a class restricted by (6.10)
and we determine the optimal i by §,J = 0. Before we can state an ultimate expression for
the buckling value, we have one more step to go.
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In practice, buckling problems always apply to slender bodies. The buckling problem for
a slender body often admits the neglect of the intermediate deformations. In that case we
may identify the intermediate state by the undeformed or natural state of the body. Hence
¢ - X and

G* = G&, 8G° = 8G,, N° = N, B} = §,, (6.15)
by which (6.9) reduces to
1 E v
J = - 3 Jgo- I:]}kui,kui,j + 1T+ <1T2; ey + ekzeu):I dv°
1 o 0
+ mJ’aGO I:('l’ + Bu) N + Biuiﬁv(ll’ + Bew) — Bow Bju;N,
+ 1B, B, (u;u; — u,-,juj)l\/}:l ds’, (6.16)
where
e; = 3(u; + uy). (6.17)
Here B (:=B°*) and T (-=T") are the rigid-body fields which satisfy
divB = 0, curlB = 0, xeGy, XeG;; Bx N = 0, XedGy;
(6.18)
[, B.N)dS = 0; BB, |x > oo
. 0
and
1
T, = 0, XeGy; T,N = 5p B BN, X &0G,. (6.19)

From (6.18) and (6.19) it is evident that the following normalized field quantities (B, = [B,|)
B:=B/B, T:=u,T/B, ‘ (6.20)
are independent of B, and the same is true for (see (6.10), (6.14))
¥ = y/B,. (6.21)

After having chosen the displacement field u and the determination of the associated y-field
(either exactly or by variation), we proceed with the calculation of J according to (6.16).
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Then, finally, the buckling value is determined by putting J = 0, yielding (with the use of
(6.20), (6.21) and omitting the hats)

wE 0 o
0 = {j@Go li(lp + Bkuk) 5% + Bu - (Iﬁ + Bkuk) _BkukBjuj,iNi

‘B2 P

+ 3 BB, (v ;u;, — u,-’juj)N,.] ds, — '[G_ Tuu; dVO}
0

1 v -1
. {1 g [1 “y e ekfe“} dVo} : (6.22)

In this result, the pre-stresses 7T still occur. In some cases, e.g. for straight beams, the
pre-stresses can be neglected, but a general statement for this is not possible at this stage.

7. Superconductors

The theory of the preceding deals specifically with the case in which a magnetizable body is
influenced by an external uniform magnetic field B,. However, as we shall show in this
section, our general variational principle can be equally well applied to superconductors with
a prescribed total electric current ;. In that case the buckling value is the value of I,
corresponding with the lowest eigenvalue of the general eigenvalue problem of Section 2;
here B, is replaced by I,. Since the analysis runs essentially along the same lines, it suffices
to point out the main differences and to give only the results.

We consider a superconducting body as a non-magnetizable body, for which the current
density J (per unit of area) is concentrated on the surface of the body, and for which the
magnetic field B~ inside the body vanishes. The current density J is related to the boundary
value of the vacuum field B* by

wd = n x BY, xedG. (7.1)

For reasons of simplicity we only consider one single, simply connected superconductor in
a static situation. Bearing in mind that yyH* = B*, B~ = B, = 0 we introduce, in analogy
with (3.1) and (3.2), the Lagrangian densities and the constraints as

1
Lt = ~ 3. ®B), L° = —eU, (7.2)

accompanied by the constraints

BT = cﬁrlA*, xeGt;

B- =0, T = Q:—;{FT, oJr = 0y, X€G;
(7.3)
(m, curl A*) = 0, (or A" = constant), x € dG;

B" - poke(x), [x| - oo,
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where the vector potential A = A(x) assures that B* satisfies (compare with (3.4))

divB* = 0, xeGt;
(7.9
B*,n) = 0, xedG;

and c(x) is an explicit field, indepenent of the total current I, that needs to be specified for
the particular case in question. In all cases ¢(x) tends to zero at infinity. For a straight,
infinitely long conductor,

@) = (1.5)

2nfx|”

The linearization of the constraints (7.3) is straightforward and the result is

b} = eual;, xe G,

by =0, t;, = —Thu, + Thu, + ro}fjluk,/, e = (1 - U,), E€G";
(7.6)

at = —AYju, &eiG

bt - 0, [x] - oo,

with the material coefficients ¢}, as given in (3.14).
The derivations of 6L and J are analogous to those in Section 3. We merely have to apply
to (3.43)** the substitutions

WH = B, wTH = BMBY — }BYBY*5,, (7.7
and to put equal to zero the fields

By, A’“,a",H ,h-,M°",m~, 7™,
and the material coefficients
Thus, we deduce

oL = .[GO— T3 ,u; dV° — 260 (T,?]\GO + ﬁB}H BJQ+N',0> u, dS® — -1_ o e Byt at dV°,
(7.8)

where we have also used that the tangential derivative of A°* along 4G is zero, or

eudii N} = 0, &€, (7.9)
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while J becomes

1
J = — = J’GO— 0"ty oy, AV°

3 i b b dV°

1

™ Sl
1

+ ;1; J’aGO 3B Bl?j uu; — %eiijngr A,?Z?ukul

+ B (eyutyy — eytt)) (At u,), + LBY BT (w,ju; — u ;u)IN? dS°, (7.10)
in the derivation of which we have used
e,j,caf,N,»0 = —e,jk(A}’_; u,), N, &€ oG, (7.11)
as follows from (7.6)°.

The requirement 6L = 0 under the constraints (7.3) yield the following set of equations
and boundary conditions for the intermediate fields

B = eijkAgj" e,.jkB,?j = 0, xeG";
oo—0 1= (% R, eec;
i, =0 T; = ¢ ar | Do €€G7S
(1.12)
1
A)* = constant (or B)* N = 0), TON? = — =— B*B*N?, £edG;
24

B ~ pylyc(x), |x| - 0.

For an isotropic, homogeneous, linearly elastic and non-magnetizable superconductor the
internal energy density U is given by

E v
U = PR (1 —>, (tr EY* + tr (E2)>. (7.13)

As done in the preceding section, we shall confine outselves here to conservative fields b+,
i.e. as in (6.9) we introduce a potential ¥y = (x), such that

by = ¥, xeG. (7.14)

In order that this solution is consistent with the constraints (7.6)">, ¢ has to satisfy
Ay = 0, xe G

oy

SN = (Bu,; — B, ju;)N,, x e dG°; (7.13)

Yy -0, x| - oo
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With (7.14) and (7.15) the integral over G°* in (7.10) can be transformed into a surface
integral, as follows,

2
— [ brbrdve = LGO./,% = [, V(B4 — Bu, )N dS". (7.16)

GO+

NoTE: We note that the potential ¥ is completely determined by (7.15) (this in contrast to
the potential y in Section 6 which still was free on the boundary 0G). Hence, if we confine
ourselves to conservative b* (i.e. to (7.14)), the potential must be solved from (7.14), and
there is no degree of freedom left or a determination by variation.

Confining ourselves to conservative b*, neglecting the influence of intermediate deformations
and using the J,-independent variables

B = B"/yly, A=A"ply, T=T"%ul}, ¥ =y/ul, (7.17)

in the buckling equation J = 0, we obtain analogous to the preceding section the following
formula for the buckling value I, (omitting the hats)

E
m = {J.a(;o [Il’(Bjul"J' lJ J) + BkBkj - exij A klukul

+2Bk(eijkul - eljkui)(Aj,mum),l + %BkBk(uj,jui - w)IN; dS,

'JJ

1 v - '
— J. ku kUi j } {m J.Go“ (Tzv' e ey + ek,ek,> dVO} (718)

where the tensor e; is the same as defined in (6.17).

8. Discussion

In the preceding sections we have derived on the basis of a variational principle explicit
expressions for the magneto-elastic buckling value for two special cases, namely for a soft
ferromagnetic structure and for a superconductor. Although in our opinion these two cases
are from a practical point of view also the most important cases, we note that still other
applications are possible. For instance, if electrical fields do play a role, one has to supplement
the Lagrangian density L by electric fields, yielding (E is the electric field strength and
P the polarization)

L = 3&(E, E) — Ju(H, H) + o(P, E) — oU. 8.1

Moreover, with a few adjustments, the principle can also be applied to non-linearly magnetic
or to magnetically saturated media. Further possible extensions are to systems of several
bodies, to bodies with internal interfaces (singular surfaces) or to infinite, but periodically
supported bodies, such as rods, beams or plates.
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In this paper particularly the basic theory, resulting in the two expressions: (6.22) for B,

and (7.18) for I, ,, is presented. Specific applications to concrete systems will be given in a
forthcoming paper. Essentially this amounts to solving the problem for . In this forthcoming
paper, the buckling values will be calculated for systems of two parallel rods, both for the
case that the rods are soft ferromagnetic and placed in a uniform magnetic field, as well as
for the case of two superconducting rods with prescribed total current.
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