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We study the evolution of the longitudinal release wave that is generated by induced tensile fracture as it propagates
through solid rectangular Polymethylmethacrylate (PMMA) bars of different constant cross section. High speed multi-
point photoelasticity is used to register the strain wave. In all cases, oscillations develop at the bottom of the release
wave that exhibit the qualitative features of an undular bore. The pre-strain, post-strain, strain rate of the release wave
and the cross section dimensions determine the evolution of the oscillations. From the wave speed and strain rate close
to the fracture site, we estimate the strain rate of the release wave as well as the growth of the amplitude and duration
of the leading oscillation away from the fracture site on using formulae derived from the simple analytical solution
of the linearised Gardner equation (linearised near the pre-strain level at fracture), developed in our earlier work1.
Our estimates are then compared to experimental data, where qualitative and good semi-quantitative agreements are
established.

I. INTRODUCTION

Recently, we reported our first observations and modelling
of longitudinal undular bores in PMMA bars generated by nat-
ural and induced tensile fracture, where observations at differ-
ent distances from the fracture site were obtained in individual
experiments using the single-point photoelasticity.1 Here, we
significantly improve the experimental methodology by devel-
oping the high speed multi-point photoelasticity, and use this
methodology to study the dependence of the key parameters of
the undular bores generated by the induced tensile fracture of
PMMA bars on the dimensions of rectangular cross sections.

Undular bores (or dispersive shock waves) are non-
stationary waves which propagate as an oscillatory transition
between two basic states. The key characteristics of the oscil-
latory structure are that it gently expands and grows in ampli-
tude with propagation distance. They have been studied both
experimentally and theoretically in various physical contexts
(see, for example,2–7 and references therein). Undular bores
form naturally in nature and have been photographed and
identified in rivers around the world8 as well as in the atmo-
sphere through cloud formations9. Perhaps the most striking
of these phenomena are the famous Morning Glory cloud for-
mations which are frequently observed off the northern coast
of Australia10.

Similar wave structures have previously been observed in
solids during a variety of impact test experiments, but were
only recently identified and described as undular bores, as
a by-product of our work on undular bores generated by
fracture1. The clearest examples were observed in long
metal waveguides, where an oscillatory transition region de-
velops between the basic state of rest and the basic state
of compressive strain due to geometrical dispersion in the
waveguide11–13. The qualitative features of an undular bore
(expansion and growing amplitude of the oscillatory structure
close to the transition) are observed. Similar waves have also

been registered and studied in PMMA14,15.
In this paper, we extend the tensile fracture experiments by

observing the waves generated by the tensile fracture of pre-
strained PMMA bars of different rectangular cross sections
using multi-point high speed photoelasticity and elaborate on
features of the bore within the scope of the simple solution of
the “small on large" model obtained by linearising the nonlin-
ear model equation near the level of the pre-strain at fracture.
Estimates of the growth of amplitude and duration of the lead-
ing oscillation are given using the wave speed, strain rate, pre-
strain and post-strain close to the fracture site, and compared
with the experimental data.

II. EXPERIMENT

PMMA bars of uniform rectangular cross section were cut
from the same sheet of material. Three different cross sec-
tions were cut, resulting in bars of dimension 3 × 10 × 770
mm3, 3 × 15 × 770 mm3 and 3 × 20 × 770 mm3. The bars
were loaded at a constant strain rate of 1× 10−3 s−1 until a
stress of 50 MPa was applied using a tensile testing machine
(TTM, Instron 3345). The corresponding strain in all bars at
this level of stress was ∼ 0.02. The stress was then held at
50 MPa until fracture was induced by pressing a blade against
the sample, 0.05 m above the lower grip, and running it across
a very shallow pre-notched groove in the 10 mm, 15 mm or
20 mm width of the bar. The notch was sufficiently shallow to
not cause natural tensile fracture of the bar during loading, but
served merely as a guide for the blade. Once loaded into the
TTM, the length of the sample between the grips was 720 mm.
A schematic of the experimental arrangement can be seen in
Fig. 1.

As PMMA exhibits transient birefringence16, three bright-
field circular polariscopes (CP1, CP2, CP3) were used to mea-
sure the longitudinal strain in the bar. Each CP consisted of
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FIG. 1: Experimental setup, showing the PMMA waveguide
(WG) under tensile load (F) with a light notch (N) at the

fracture site at x = 0, and circular polariscopes (CP1, CP2,
CP3) each consisting of a laser diode (L), iris (I), polarizer

(P), analyser (A) and photodetector (PD).

a laser source (Thorlabs PL202, 635 nm, 0.9 mW), an iris
to reduce the beam diameter to 2 mm, a circular polarizer
(P), a circular analyser (A) and a photodetector (PD, Thorlabs
PDA36A2, 350 - 1100 nm, 12 MHz bandwidth). The distance
between the laser beam of CP1 and CP2 was a fixed 60 mm.
They were positioned 50 mm and 110 mm above the fracture
site. CP3 was mounted on a platform that could be moved and
secured at different distances from the fracture site (indicated
by the double arrow in Fig. 1).

The setup allowed us to observe the initial evolution of the
wave close to the fracture site with CP1 and CP2, and also
the long time evolution of the wave with CP3 which was po-
sitioned further away from the fracture site.

(a)

(b)

FIG. 2: Experimental strain profiles after fracture of a 20 mm
wide bar at distances of 0.05 m, 0.11 m and 0.50 m from the
fracture site, recorded by CP1, CP2 and CP3 respectively. All
profiles are recorded from the same experiment. Time t = 0 s
corresponds to the time of fracture. A vertical offset of 0.005

has been added in (b) for clarity.

A. Strain evaluation

In our setting, the light intensity at the photodetector is
given by

I = I0 cos2
(

πh(σx−σy)

fσ

)
, (1)

where I0 is the intensity of the laser corresponding to zero
stress, h = 3 mm is the sample thickness of the bar in the
direction of the laser beam, σx,y are the respective values of
stress and fσ is the fringe constant of the material17. Under
uniaxial loading and for the relevant timescales and sample
widths in this study, σy is effectively zero, and the longitudinal
strain ex and stress σx are related by Hooke’s law σx = Eex,
where E is Young’s modulus. When equation (1) is rearranged
for ex, we have

ex =
fσ

πEh

cos−1

±√ I(t)
I0

+Nπ

 , (2)

where N is the (integer) fringe order. Two branches are in-
troduced in the form of the ± in the argument of the cos−1

function, and the addition of an integer multiple of π . For cor-
rect construction of the strain during the loading period, the
′+′ sign is chosen when the intensity is decreasing and the ′−′
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TABLE I: The values of pre-strain (κ), post-strain at 0.05 m
(κt5 ), strain rate at 0.05 m (ė5), strain rate at 0.50 m (ė50), and

the average speed of the top of the release wave (0.95κ)
between 0.05 m and 0.11 m (v1) for the strain profiles shown

in Fig. 2a.

κ κt5 κt50 ė5 (s−1) ė50 (s−1) v1 (m/s)
0.021 0.0026 0.0033 1640 1090 2120

sign is applied when the intensity is increasing. The value N is
initially 0 and increases by 1 whenever a fringe is completed.
After fracture, N decreases by 1 on completion of a fringe,
′−′ corresponds to decreasing intensity and ′+′ corresponds
to increasing intensity.

III. RESULTS

Over a series of tests, CP3 was placed between 0.20 m and
0.50 m from the fracture site. Before the intensity can be con-
verted to strain through equation (2), the values of E and fσ

must be calculated. We will denote the value of the quasi-
static Young modulus by E0, and use E to denote the dynamic
Young modulus, which is dependent on the strain rate (see our
earlier paper1 and the references therein).

To determine E0 prior to fracture we looked to the stress-
strain curve produced during the loading period where the
stress increased from 0 Pa to 50 MPa. At the strain rate of
1× 10−3 s−1, the stress / strain curve for PMMA is approxi-
mately linear up to strains of ∼ 0.02 18. The value of E0 was
established from the slope of a linear fit to the measured stress
/ strain curve. From the entire set of results, the average value
of E0 was 2.4±0.076 GPa.

On the completion of 1 fringe when the stress in the x di-
rection is equal to σ1

x 6= 0, the intensity resumes the value of
I0, and from (1) we have that

πhσ1
x

fσ

= π, (3)

so fσ = hσ1
x . The average from the entire data set was fσ =

1.2×105 Pa×m/fringe.
After fracture when the strain rate dramatically increases, it

is known that the value of E will also increase18–20. To ensure
the continuity of both (1) and (2), fσ will increase too such
that the ratio of fσ/E is constant throughout to maintain the
continuity of strain. Therefore the values of E and fσ obtained
here from the loading period are used to convert the intensity
observed after fracture to strain. An example of the strain
profiles obtained from a typical test after fracture are shown
in Fig. 2.

After fracture, a longitudinal release wave propagates radi-
ally outwards from the fracture site21. At each distance, no
relaxation is observed at times before the arrival of the release
wave. When the release wave arrives at a polariscope, the
strain decreases from the pre-strain level to a temporary non-
zero level which we refer to as the post-strain. It is calculated

as the average strain from a 1× 10−4 s window sufficiently
far away from any oscillations. In what follows, the pre- and
post-strain levels are denoted by κ and κt respectively.

The duration of the initial unloading, and therefore the
strain rate of the release wave close to the fracture site, are
determined by the distance the crack tip propagates to cause
fracture, and the speed at which it propagates. We look to the
lower part of the release wave to calculate the strain rate as this
is where the longitudinal oscillations develop from, which are
discussed later. Specifically we calculate it from the region
given by 0.25(κ +κt) and 0.5(κ +κt). We find the strain rate
decreases at distances further away from the fracture site, thus
the slope gets shallower as the wave propagates.

The average speed of the top of the release wave is calcu-
lated by taking the value of strain given by 0.95κ and using
the times at which that point is registered by CP1 and CP2.
The details of the profiles in Fig. 2 are given in Table I.

Along with the longitudinal wave, a slower moving shear
wave with wave speed c1 ∼ 1290 m/s (otherwise referred to
as a flexural wave) is also generated which shows a much
greater variability than the longitudinal wave, as reported in
other fracture experiments22–25.In all cases, the amplitude of
the flexural wave decreases with the distance from the fracture
site. On the contrary, the longitudinal wave appears to grow
and expand at the distances relevant to our experiments.

Of particular interest to this paper are the longitudinal oscil-
lations that develop at the bottom of the release wave. These
are particularly noticeable at further distances from fracture
when there is sufficient separation between the longitudinal
wave and the shear wave (see the insert of Fig. 2b). The lead-
ing oscillation is discussed in detail in the next section.

IV. DISCUSSION

From the results of the experiments, it is observed that the
features of the leading oscillation that develops at the bottom
of the release wave are dependent on numerous parameters.
For example, the effect of the strain rate on the oscillation can
be seen by comparing measurements with similar pre-strains
from bars of the same cross section recorded at the same dis-
tance from the fracture site, but different strain rates. Such
comparison is shown in Fig. 3a. It was observed that the am-
plitude of the oscillation resulting from the release wave with
a steeper slope is greater than that from the shallower slope.
Here, amplitude is defined as the vertical distance between
the first minimum and first maximum. The duration of the
oscillation however, defined as the time between the first and
second minima, is approximately the same in both. This sug-
gests there is no strong dependence on strain rate, at least over
the fairly limited range considered here. It was previously ob-
served that the duration at a given distance is also independent
of the pre-strain1.

From Fig. 3b, it is apparent that the strain rate of the release
wave is shallower in the wider bars. This is not an artefact of
the wave propagation as the observation also holds at 0.05
m and 0.11 m from fracture. The decrease in strain rate is
due to the tip of the crack travelling a longer distance in the
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(a) Two experimental strain profiles with different strain-rates and
similar pre-strains from 15 mm wide bars, both recorded by CP3 when
it was positioned 0.30 m away from the fracture site. In the insert, the

red (solid) curve has been translated in order to provide an easier
comparison of the oscillations.

(b) Three experimental strain profiles from bars of different widths, all
recorded by CP3 when it was positioned 0.30 m away from the fracture

site. In the insert, the blue (dash-dot) and red (dot) curves have been
translated in order to provide an easier comparison of the oscillations.

(c) Two experimental strain profiles from 20 mm wide bars at different
distances from the fracture site. The profiles are from separate

experiments, but the characteristics at fracture were similar (ė5 ∼ 1650
s−1). In the insert, the red (dash dot) curve has been translated in order

to provide an easier comparison of the oscillations.

FIG. 3: A selection of experimental strain profiles illustrating
the characteristics of the leading oscillation.

wider bars to cause fracture, thus increasing the duration of
the initial unloading, and decreasing the strain rate as a result.

The effect of the width of the waveguide on the duration
of the oscillation can be established on comparing measure-
ments taken at the same distance from the fracture site in bars
of different cross sections. Measurements at 0.30 m from the
fracture site in bars of all three cross sections that were used
are shown in Fig. 3b. It is observed that the duration of the

leading oscillation is longer in the wider bars than in the nar-
row bars as it is found to be 13 µs, 19 µs and 24 µs in the 10
mm, 15 mm and 20 mm bars respectively.

It is also noticeable that the width of the bar affects the am-
plitude of the oscillation on inspection of the strain profiles
from 10 mm and 20 mm wide bars. Given their similar pre-
strains, had a release wave with the same strain rate of the ob-
served 20 mm profile been generated in a bar of width 10 mm,
then it would have a smaller amplitude than the green profile
as it would have a shallower release wave. However, the red
curve from the 20 mm bar has amplitude approximately dou-
ble that from the steeper curve in the 10 mm bar, despite the
strain rate being significantly lower.

The evolution of the oscillation as it propagates can be es-
tablished on comparing tests where the third polariscope was
positioned at different distances, and where the pre-strains and
strain rates at the shorter distances were similar. Such tests
are shown in Fig. 3c, where the 0.50 m profile from Fig. 2 is
shown again, along with a 0.30 m profile with similar fracture
characteristics. The amplitude is seen to increase with propa-
gation distance, as too is the duration, which are the two key
features of an undular bore.

A. Linear bore

To model the wave propagation in a uniform rectangular
bar, we consider the linear Korteweg - de Vries equation
with a continuous step initial profile. This model was ob-
tained by considering the linearisation of the nonlinear Gard-
ner equation1 near the level of the pre-strain at fracture. While
this simple model does not capture all features of the solu-
tion, we will show that it allows us to obtain a good semi-
quantitative description of the key features at the front of the
undular bore. The problem is given by

ex +
1
c0

et −
δ 2

2c3
0

ettt = 0,

e(x0, t) = κt +
κ−κt

2

[
1− erf

(
t−η1

2L

)]
,

(4)

where c0 =
√

E/ρ is the longitudinal wave speed, ρ is density

and δ
2 =

(b2
1 +b2

2)ν
2(1+2ν)

6(1+ν)
where b1 and b2 are half the

dimensions of the cross section, ν is Poisson’s ratio, η is the
shift parameter and L is the slope parameter. The initial pro-
file is constructed using the experimental measurement taken
closest to the fracture site, which gives x0 = 0.05 m. The so-
lution to this problem is given analytically by

e(x, t) = κt +(κ−κt)
[
1− exp

(
2L6

1
27x2

)
×∫

∞

b(x,t)
exp
(

sL2
1

(3x)2/3

)
Ai
(

s+
L4

1

(3x)4/3

)
ds
]
, (5)

where b =

(
2

3δ 2x

)1/3

[x− c0 (t−η1)], L1 = L
(

2c3
0

δ 2

)1/3

and Ai is the Airy function1 (see also the papers26,27). From
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this solution, we can obtain estimates for the development of
the slope of the bore front and the leading oscillation by using
the experimental measurements taken at 0.05 m and 0.11 m
from the fracture site.

1. Amplitude

The maximum amplitude of the leading oscillation of the
solution (5) obtained in the limit x→ ∞ is given by

a≈ 0.466(κ−κt). (6)

The distance from x0 at which the amplitude reaches α% of
the maximum is given in the form

xα ≈ Kα

2c3
0L3

δ 2 . (7)

Particular values of the constant Kα are K15 = 0.75, K50 = 3.5,
K90 = 56. Thus for steeper slopes (smaller L), given bars of
the same cross section (same δ ), the amplitude thresholds are
reached closer to x0. This is observed in Fig. 3a where, at the
same distance and in bars of the same geometry, the ampli-
tude of the steeper slope is larger than that from the shallower
slope, thus is at a greater percentage of its maximum at a given
distance.

2. Gradient

By differentiating the solution (5) with respect to t, we find
the gradient as

et(x, t) = c0(κ−κt)exp
(

2L6
1

27x2

)
exp

(
bL2

1

(3x)2/3

)
×

Ai
(

b+
L4

1

(3x)4/3

)(
2

3δ 2x

)1/3

. (8)

3. Duration

From the gradient (8), it is clear that stationary points oc-
cur only at zeros of the Airy function. On finding the zeros
corresponding to the first and second minima, one can find an
estimate of the duration of the first oscillation as

t̂(x)≈ 3.643
c0

(
δ

2x
)1/3

. (9)

Immediately, a qualitative agreement to the experimental ob-
servations can be seen. Indeed, the duration is not dependent
on the strain rate of the release wave, or on κ or κt , as was pre-
viously observed in the experiments. Rather, it agrees with the
observations of the duration being longer at a given distance
in wider bars (same x, increased δ ) as observed in Fig. 3b.
Also, for the same cross section, the duration gently increases
with propagation distance x as seen in Fig. 3c.

V. ESTIMATES

We now use the profiles that were recorded closest to frac-
ture site from CP1 and CP2 to obtain the wave speed c0 (i.e.
avoiding the need to measure the dynamic Young’s modulus
E directly), Poisson’s ratio ν , η and L which are required in
order to use formulae (7), (8) and (9) to provide estimates for
the evolution of the bore. The estimates are then compared to
the experimental profile recorded by CP3 to determine their
accuracy.

To illustrate, let us consider the experimental profiles given
in Fig. 2. We take the wave speed c0 as v1 (see Table I) which,
along with the shear wave speed c1 which was measured as
1295 m s−1, was then used to calculate ν through the relation

c1 =
c0√

2(1+ν)
,

which gives ν = 0.34. Finally, on fitting the error function
initial profile in (4) to the portion of the profile recorded from
CP1 in Fig. 2a that was used for calculation of the strain rate,
we have η = 29 µs and L = 3.1× 10−6 s. From c0, the dy-
namic Young’s modulus can be calculated as E = 4.8 GPa,
where the measured value of the density ρ = 1060 kg m−3

has been used.
Substituting the values of κ and κt from Table I into for-

mula (6), we find that the profile in Fig. 2 has a maximum am-
plitude of∼ 8.6×10−3. However, at 0.50 m from the fracture
site, the amplitude is at 35% of its maximum. From (7), the
distance from x0 at which this amplitude percentage will be
obtained is ∼ 0.41 m, where K35 = 1.8 has been used. Hence,
on including the distance of 0.05 m from the fracture site to x0,
this estimate for the growth of the amplitude of the oscillation
is in close agreement to the experimental observation.

Also note that the maximum amplitude of the blue (solid)
profile in Fig. 3c is also ∼ 8.6× 10−3, whilst at 0.30 m, the
amplitude is at 27% of this maximum. On using the same
parameter values as in the previous estimate, we obtain from
formula (7) that x27 ∼ 0.29 m, where K27 = 1.3 has been used.

The amplitude of the green (solid) curve in Fig. 3b, also at
0.30 m from fracture, is at 15% of its maximum. Using the
same values of c0 and ν as before, but with the newly fitted
value of L = 2.3× 10−6 s−1 obtained by using the relevant
strain profile from CP1, we have x15 ≈ 0.28 m (K15 = 0.75).
All estimates for the growth of amplitude are in close agree-
ment to the experiment, and one and the same values of c0 and
ν have been used.

To estimate the gradient of the bore front at some distance
x1 from the fracture site, we again turn to the profiles recorded
by CP1 and CP2. On using the value of 0.5(κ +κt) and c0,
the time t1 at which this point will arrive at the distance in
question can be calculated.

On substituting the experimental values from Table I with
the corresponding fitted value of the slope parameter L =
3.1× 10−6 s and evaluating (8) at x1 = 0.45 m and t1 = 24.1
µs, we find that et(x, t)∼ 1100 s−1. This is in excellent agree-
ment with the corresponding strain rate at 0.50 m as given in
Table I for the relevant experimental profile.
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Equivalent numerical treatment of the strain profiles
recorded by CP1 and CP2 for the green profile in Fig. 3b
(from a 10 mm wide bar) gave η = 30 µs and L = 2.3×10−6

s−1. Then, on using the same procedure and value of c0 as
used in the previous estimate for a 20 mm wide bar, we find
an estimate of the strain rate at 0.30 m from fracture as 1680
s−1, which is again close to the experimental value of 1610
s−1.

From Fig. 3c, the duration at 0.30 m and 0.50 m is 24 µs
and 25 µs respectively. From (9), we estimate that the dura-
tion of the oscillation at 0.30 m and 0.50 m from fracture are
t̂30 = 15.6 µs and t̂50 = 18.5 µs respectively. These are slight
under estimates compared to the experimental data, which is
also observed when estimates of other tests are compared. The
estimate of the growth in the duration over this distance is an
over estimate.

We note that in this simple linearised elastic model dis-
cussed here, we have only the leading order dispersive term
accounting for the dispersion due to the geometry of the bar.
Modelling of the full problem should contain nonlinear terms
and higher order dispersive terms, which have been found to
be important1,28. Viscoelasticity is also omitted here which
too introduces additional dispersive and dissipative effects1,29.

VI. CONCLUSION

We have generated an undular bore in uniform rectangu-
lar PMMA bars of constant cross section by induced tensile
fracture. The waves were recorded with high speed multi-
point photoelasticity. Our observations are that the evolution
of the bore is dependent on the characteristics of fracture and
the geometry of the rectangular cross section. From the an-
alytical solution to the linear Korteweg - de Vries equation
with a smooth step initial profile, simple formulae for the key
characteristics of the leading oscillation of the bore have been
derived.

On using the strain rate of the lower part of the strain profile
recorded 0.05 m from the fracture site, and the wave speed of
the top of the release wave between 0.05 m and 0.11 m from
the fracture site, estimates for the development of the bore
at later distances have been calculated and compared directly
to experiments. The estimates for the growth of the ampli-
tude and decrease of the slope are in excellent agreement with
experimental observations. To make these estimates, which
were accurate for bars of different widths, one and the same

value of the dynamic Young’s modulus was used. A quali-
tative agreement has been established for the growth of the
duration and its dependence on the geometry of the cross sec-
tion. Higher-order dispersive terms need to be accounted for
in order to improve the estimates of the duration1.

We anticipate that the formulae derived would be particu-
larly well suited to giving useful estimates for the evolution of
the wave in linearly elastic materials such as steel. We expect
such waves to be present in the signals generated in various
natural and industrial settings involving transverse fracture of
the pre-strained waveguides.
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