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Abstract In a recent contribution, Shrimali and

Lopez-Pamies (2023) have shown that the Griffith

criticality condition that governs crack growth in
viscoelastic elastomers can be reduced — from its

ordinary form involving a historically elusive loading-

history-dependent critical tearing energy Tc — to

a fundamental form that involves exclusively the
intrinsic fracture energy Gc of the elastomer. The

purpose of this paper is to make use of this fun-

damental form to explain one of the most distinc-

tive fracture tests for viscoelastic elastomers, the

so-called delayed fracture test.

Keywords Dissipative Solids; Fracture Nucle-

ation; Fracture Energy

1 Introduction

It has been long established that the Griffith criti-

cality condition

−∂W
∂Γ0

= Tc (1)

describes the nucleation of fracture from pre-existing
cracks — as well as the propagation of fracture —
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in elastomers subjected to quasi-static mechanical

loads (Rivlin and Thomas, 1953; Greensmith and

Thomas, 1955; Mullins, 1959; Lake and Thomas,
1967; Ahagon and Gent, 1975; Gent and Tobias,

1982; Gent, 1996; Tsunoda et al., 2000; Knauss,

2015).

The left-hand side −∂W/∂Γ0 in expression (1)
stands for the change in total (stored and dissi-

pated) deformation energyW in the elastomer with

respect to an added surface area to the pre-existing

crack Γ0 under conditions of fixed deformation of

those parts of the boundary that are not traction-
free so that no work is done by the external forces;

note that the added surface area refers to the un-

deformed configuration.

The right-hand side Tc is the so-called critical
tearing energy. It is a characteristic property of the

elastomer. Importantly, it is not a constant. Much

like W , it is a function of the loading history. More

specifically, experiments have established that Tc
can be written in the general form

Tc = Gc(1 + fc).

In this expression, Gc denotes the intrinsic frac-

ture energy, or critical energy release rate, associ-

ated with the creation of new surface in the given
elastomer. It is a material constant, independent

of time. Its value is in the relatively narrow range

Gc ∈ [10, 100] N/m for all common hydrocarbon

elastomers (Ahagon and Gent, 1975; Gent and To-
bias, 1982). On the other hand, fc is a non-negative

function of the loading history that scales with the

viscosity of the elastomer (Mullins, 1959; Gent and

Lai, 1994; Knauss, 1973; Gent, 1996). Precisely how

http://arxiv.org/abs/2301.10490v1
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fc — and hence Tc — depends on the loading his-

tory for arbitrary loading conditions has remained
an open problem for decades rendering the Grif-

fith criticality condition in its ordinary form (1) of

limited practical utility.

In a recent contribution, Shrimali and Lopez-
Pamies (2023) have uncovered a general formula

for fc — and hence Tc — and in so doing they have

determined that (1) can in fact be reduced to a

form that involves not the historically elusive crit-

ical tearing energy Tc, but only the intrinsic frac-
ture energy Gc of the elastomer. The result hinges

on the following two elementary observations.

i. For any viscoelastic elastomer, the total defor-
mation energy W in (1) can be partitioned into

three different contributions:

W = WEq +WNEq

︸ ︷︷ ︸

stored

+ Wv
︸︷︷︸

dissipated

. (2)

Here,Wv represents the part of the total energy

that is dissipated by the elastomer via viscous

deformation. On the other hand, the combina-
tion WEq + WNEq represents the part of the

total energy that is stored by the elastomer via

elastic deformation. In this combination, WNEq

stands for the part of the stored elastic energy

that will be dissipated eventually via viscous
dissipation as the elastomer reaches a state of

thermodynamic equilibrium. On the contrary,

WEq denotes the part of the stored elastic en-

ergy that the elastomer will retain at thermo-
dynamic equilibrium.

Fig. 1 A rheological representation of viscoelastic elas-
tomers.

Rheological representations of elastomers pro-

vide a helpful visualization of the partition (2).

For instance, in the Zener-type rheological rep-

resentation depicted in Fig. 1, WEq and WNEq

correspond to the elastic energy stored in the

equilibrium and non-equilibrium springs, where-

as Wv corresponds to the viscous energy dissi-

pated by the dashpot.

ii. “Pure-shear” fracture tests of common hydro-

carbon elastomers, as well as of more modern
types of elastomers, consistently show — rather

remarkably— that fracture occurs from the pre-

existing crack in the specimens at a critical stretch

that is independent (to within experimental er-
ror) of the stretch rate at which the test is car-

ried out.

Precisely, by combining the above two observations,

Shrimali and Lopez-Pamies (2023) have shown that

the Griffith criticality condition (1) can be reduced
to the fundamental form

−∂W
Eq

∂Γ0
= Gc. (3)

From a physical point of view, the criticality
condition (3) states that whether an elastomer sim-

ply deforms or, on the other hand, creates new sur-

face from a pre-existing crack is dictated by a com-

petition between its stored equilibrium elastic en-

ergy and its intrinsic fracture energy, irrespective
of its viscosity.

From a practical point of view, the criticality

condition (3) is straightforward to employ. This is
because it is based on quantities that can be mea-

sured experimentally once and for all by means of

conventional tests. Indeed, on the one hand, con-

ventional experiments suffice to characterize the

viscoelasticity of the elastomer of interest from which
the storage of equilibrium elastic energy can then

be identified; see, e.g., Section 4 in (Shrimali and

Lopez-Pamies, 2023) and also Section 4 below. On

the other hand, experiments in the spirit of those
carried out, e.g., by Gent and Tobias (1982) are

enough to measure the intrinsic fracture energy Gc

of the elastomer.

What is more, as already noted above, the criti-
cality condition (3) brings resolution to the decades-

old open problem of how the critical tearing energy

Tc depends on the loading history, as it entails that

Tc = Gc(1 + fc) = Gc −
∂WNEq

∂Γ0
− ∂Wv

∂Γ0
, (4)

where the last two terms, ∂WNEq/∂Γ0 and ∂Wv/
∂Γ0, are to be evaluated at the instance in time at

which the criticality condition (3) is attained along

the loading path of interest.

Remark 1 So as to provide a modicum of histori-

cal perspective, it is appropriate to make explicit

mention of the various attempts at describing the
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critical tearing energy Tc of elastomers that have

been reported in the literature prior to the discov-
ery of the general result (4). A representative but

non-exhaustive list includes the works of Knauss

(1973), Schapery (1975;1984), Christensen (1979),

de Gennes (1996), and Persson and Brener (2005).
Invariably, all of these attempts are based on deriva-

tions that are centered around tearing (or peel-

ing) experiments where a crack is propagated at a

constant velocity. Save for an exception (Schapery,

1984), all of them restrict attention to linear vis-

coelasticity. Moreover, all of them make use either

of a cohesive zone or of an equivalent cutoff region

around the crack front, a constitutive assumption

that further muddies their theoretical standing. By
contrast, as already recalled above, the discovery of

the general formula (4) was made possible by cen-

tering its derivation around nucleation of fracture

in “pure-shear” fracture experiments, in particular,

around the seemingly universal fact that fracture
nucleation in such experiments takes places at crit-

ical stretches that are independent of the applied

stretch rate. What is more, given its general status,

the formula (4) applies to any nonlinear viscoelas-

tic solid and is free of the constitutive restriction

of having to explicitly identify a special region (the

“fracture process zone”) around the crack front.

The object of this paper is to make use of the

newly-minted fundamental form (3) of the Griffith
criticality condition in order to explain in a detailed

and quantitative manner a tell-tale fracture test for

viscoelastic elastomers: the so-called delayed frac-

ture test. In a typical delayed fracture test, a sheet

of the elastomer of interest containing a pre-exiting
crack is subjected to a load that is applied rapidly

over a very short time interval [0, t0 ≪ 1] and then

held constant. Nucleation of fracture from the pre-

existing crack occurs at a critical time tc > t0,
hence the name of the test. In this work, consis-

tent with the setup used by Knauss (1970) in his

pioneering experiments, we will focus on the con-

figuration depicted in Fig. 2, where the pre-exiting

crack is located in the center of the specimen and
the load is applied in a uniaxial fashion.

The organization of the paper is as follows. We

begin in Section 2 by formulating the pertinent

initial-boundary-value problem. In Section 3, with
the objective of exposing the chief characteristics of

the delayed fracture test in the most basic of set-

tings, we present and discuss sample generic results

for the canonical case of a viscoelastic elastomer

weight

0

Undeformed Deformed

B

A

L

H

Fig. 2 Schematic of a typical delayed fracture test for
a viscoelastic elastomer. The specimen is held firmly
by stiff grips. A load is applied rapidly from t = 0 to
t = t0 ≪ 1 and then held constant. For a sufficiently large
load, the nucleation of fracture from the pre-existing
crack (of initial length A here) may occur at a critical
time tc > t0, hence the name of the test.

with Gaussian elasticity and constant viscosity. In

Section 4, we explain the experiments of Knauss

(1970) on Solithane 113, a polyurethane elastomer

with non-Gaussian elasticity and nonlinear viscos-

ity. We conclude by recording a number of final
comments in Section 5.

2 Formulation of the initial-boundary-value

problem for the delayed fracture test

2.1 Initial configuration and kinematics

Consider the rectangular specimens depicted in Fig.

2 of length L = 101.6 mm and height H = L =

101.6 mm in the e3 and e1 directions and constant

thickness B = 0.7938 mm in the e2 direction. The
specimens contain a pre-existing central crack of

five different lengths

A = 2.5, 5.08, 10, 15, 20 mm

in the e3 direction. As alluded to above, these spe-

cific values for L, H , B, A are chosen because they

include those utilized by Knauss (1970) in his origi-
nal delayed fracture experiments. Here, {ei} stands

for the laboratory frame of reference. We place its

origin at the geometric center of the specimens so

that, in their initial configuration at time t = 0, the
specimens occupy the domain

Ω0 = {X : X ∈ P0 \ Γ0},
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where

P0 =

{

X : |X1| ≤
H

2
, |X2| ≤

B

2
, |X3| ≤

L

2

}

and

Γ0 =

{

X : X1 = 0, |X2| ≤
B

2
, |X3| ≤

A

2

}

.

At a later time t ∈ (0, T ], due to the applied

boundary conditions described below, the position
vector X of a material point in the specimens will

move to a new position specified by

x = y(X, t),

where y is a mapping from Ω0 to the current con-

figuration Ω(t). We consider only invertible defor-

mations, and write the deformation gradient field

at X and t as

F(X, t) = ∇y(X, t) =
∂y

∂X
(X, t).

2.2 Constitutive behavior of the elastomer

The specimens are taken to be made of an isotropic

incompressible elastomer. Making use of the two-

potential formalism (Kumar and Lopez-Pamies, 2016),

we describe its constitutive behavior by two ther-

modynamic potentials, the free energy

ψ(F,Fv) =







ψEq(I1) + ψNEq(Ie1 ) if J = 1

+∞ otherwise
(5)

that describes how the elastomer stores energy through

elastic deformation and the dissipation potential

φ(F,Fv, Ḟv) =







1

2
ḞvFv−1 · [2 η(Ie1 , Ie2 , Iv1 )×

K ḞvFv−1
]

if tr(ḞvFv−1) = 0

+∞ otherwise

(6)

that describes how the elastomer dissipates energy
through viscous deformation. In these expressions,

the second-order tensor Fv is an internal variable

of state that describes roughly the “viscous part”

of the deformation gradient F, the “dot” notation

stands for the Lagrangian time derivative (i.e., with

X held fixed),

I1 = trC, J =
√
detC,

Iv1 = trCv, Ie1 = tr(CCv−1),

Ie2 =
1

2

[(

C ·Cv−1
)2

−Cv−1C ·CCv−1

]

,

where C = FTF denotes the right Cauchy-Green

deformation tensor,Cv = FvTFv, Kijkl =
1
2 (δikδjl+

δilδjk − 2
3δijδkl) stands for the standard deviatoric

orthogonal projection tensor, and ψEq, ψNEq, η are

any (suitably well-behaved) non-negative material

functions of their arguments.

Granted the two thermodynamic potentials (5)
and (6), it follows that the first Piola-Kirchhoff

stress tensor S at any material point X ∈ Ω0 and

time t ∈ [0, T ] is expediently given by the relation

(Kumar and Lopez-Pamies, 2016)

S(X, t) =
∂ψ

∂F
(F,Fv),

where Fv is implicitly defined by the evolution equa-
tion

∂ψ

∂Fv
(F,Fv) +

∂φ

∂Ḟv
(F,Fv, Ḟv) = 0.

Making use of the specific isotropic incompressible

forms (5) and (6), this relation can be rewritten

more explicitly as

S(X, t) = 2ψEq
I1

F+ 2ψNEq
Ie

1
FCv−1 − pF−T , (7)

where p stands for the arbitrary hydrostatic pres-
sure associated with the incompressibility constraint

J = 1 of the elastomer, Cv is defined implicitly as

the solution of the evolution equation

Ċv(X, t) =
2ψNEq

Ie

1

η(Ie1 , I
e
2 , I

v
1 )

[

C− 1

3

(

C ·Cv−1
)

Cv

]

,

(8)

and where we have made use of the notation ψEq
I1

=

dψEq(I1)/dI1 and ψNEq
Ie

1
= dψNEq (Ie1 )/dI

e
1 . Note

that the dependence on the internal variable Fv

ends up entering (7) and (8) only through the sym-

metric combination Cv = FvTFv.

For a detailed account of the constitutive re-

lation (7)-(8), the interested reader is referred to
(Kumar and Lopez-Pamies, 2016). Here, we remark

that the constitutive relation (7)-(8) corresponds

to a generalization of the classical Zener or stan-

dard solid model (Zener, 1948) to the setting of
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finite deformations. Accordingly, as schematically

depicted by the rheological representation in Fig.
1, the function ψEq in (5) characterizes the elastic

energy storage in the elastomer at states of ther-

modynamic equilibrium, whereas ψNEq character-

izes the additional elastic energy storage at non-
equilibrium states (i.e., again, the part of the en-

ergy that gets dissipated eventually). On the other

hand, the function η in (6) characterizes the viscos-

ity of the elastomer.

In the results that are presented in Sections 3

and 4 below, we will make use of the following spe-

cific forms for the equilibrium and non-equilibrium
free-energy functions in (5) and viscosity function

in (6):







ψEq(I1) =

N∑

r=1

31−αr

2αr
µr ( I

αr

1 − 3αr )

ψNEq(Ie1 ) =

N∑

r=1

31−βr

2βr
νr

(

Ie1
βr − 3βr

)

η(Ie1 , I
e
2 , I

v
1 ) = η∞ +

η0 − η∞ +K1 [I
v
1
γ1 − 3γ1 ]

1 +
(

K2J NEq
2

)γ2

(9)

with J NEq
2 = (Ie1

2/3 − Ie2)(
∑N

r=1 3
1−βrνrI

e
1
βr−1)2

and N = 1, 2, which result in the constitutive rela-

tion

S(X, t) =

N∑

r=1

31−αrµrI
αr−1
1 F+

N∑

r=1

31−βrνrI
e
1
βr−1FCv−1 − pF−T (10)

with evolution equation

Ċv(X, t) =

N∑

r=1
31−βrνrI

e
1
βr−1

η∞ +
η0−η∞+K1[Iv

1
γ1−3γ1 ]

1+(K2J
NEq
2 )

γ2

[

C− 1

3
×

(

C ·Cv−1
)

Cv
]

. (11)

The constitutive prescription (10)-(11) includes

several fundamental constitutive relations as spe-

cial cases. For instance, it includes the case of a

Neo-Hookean solid (N = 1, ν1 = 0, α1 = 1, η0 =
η∞ = 0, K1 = K2 = 0), that of a Newtonian fluid

(N = 1, µ1 = 0, ν1 = +∞, η∞ = 0, K1 = K2 =

0), as well as that of a viscoelastic elastomer with

Gaussian elasticity and constant viscosity (N = 1,

α1 = β1 = 1, η∞ = 0, K1 = K2 = 0). What is

more, the prescription (10)-(11) has been shown to
be accurately descriptive and predictive of a wide

range of elastomers, which typically exhibit non-

Gaussian elasticity as well as nonlinear viscosity of

shear-thinning type (Lopez-Pamies, 2010; Kumar
and Lopez-Pamies, 2016; Ghosh and Lopez-Pamies,

2021; Chockalingam et al., 2021, Chen and Ravi-

Chandar, 2022). In all, note that the constitutive

prescription (10)-(11) contains 4N +6 material pa-

rameters. 2N of them, µr and αr (r = 1, ..., N),
serve to characterize the non-Gaussian elasticity of

the elastomer at states of thermodynamic equilib-

rium. Another 2N , νr and βr (r = 1, ..., N), charac-

terize the non-Gaussian elasticity at non-equilibrium
states. Finally, the last six parameters, η0, η∞, K1,

K2, γ1, γ2, serve to characterize the nonlinear shear-

thinning viscosity.

2.3 Initial and boundary conditions

In their initial configuration, we consider that the

specimens are undeformed and stress-free. There-

fore, we have the initial conditions







y(X, 0) = X

p(X, 0) = 2ψEq
I1

(3) + 2ψNEq
Ie

1
(3)

Cv(X, 0) = I

, X ∈ Ω0. (12)

The top

∂ΩT
0 =

{

X : X1 =
H

2
, |X2| ≤

B

2
, |X3| ≤

L

2

}

and the bottom boundary

∂ΩB
0 =

{

X : X1 = −H
2
, |X2| ≤

B

2
, |X3| ≤

L

2

}

of the specimens are held firmly by stiff grips on

which a force of magnitude

P (t) =







2σ0(B × L)t0t

t20 + t2
if 0 ≤ t ≤ t0

σ0(B × L) if t0 < t ≤ T

(13)

is applied in the ±e1 directions resulting in a sep-
aration h(t) between the grips; see Fig. 2. In the

results that are presented in Sections 3 and 4, con-

sistent, once more, with the experiments of Knauss

(1970), we make use of the values

t0 = 0.01 s and σ0 ∈ [0, 0.3]MPa, (14)
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which correspond to a force P0 = σ0(B × L) that

is applied rapidly over the very short time inter-
val [0, t0] and then held constant. The rest of the

boundary ∂Ω0 of the specimens is traction free.

Precisely, making use of the notation s(X, t) = SN,

we have that







y1(X, t) =
h(t)

2
, (X, t) ∈ ∂ΩT

0 × [0, T ]

y3(X, t) = X3, (X, t) ∈ ∂ΩT
0 × [0, T ]

∫

∂ΩT
0

s1(X, t)dX = P (t), (X, t) ∈ ∂ΩT
0 × [0, T ]

s2(X, t) = 0, (X, t) ∈ ∂ΩT
0 × [0, T ]

y1(X, t) = −h(t)
2
, (X, t) ∈ ∂ΩB

0 × [0, T ]

y3(X, t) = X3, (X, t) ∈ ∂ΩB
0 × [0, T ]

∫

∂ΩB
0

s1(X, t)dX = −P (t), (X, t) ∈ ∂ΩB
0 × [0, T ]

s2(X, t) = 0, (X, t) ∈ ∂ΩB
0 × [0, T ]

s = 0, (X, t) ∈ ∂Ω0 \
(
∂ΩT

0 ∪ ∂ΩB
0

)
× [0, T ]

,

(15)

where N stands for the outward unit normal to the

boundary ∂Ω0.

Remark 2 In experiments, specimens like the ones

of interest here are typically gripped in a way that

complex triaxial stresses develop near the grips.
Numerical experiments indicate that these local-

ized stresses have practically no effect on the re-

sponse of the specimens, thus our idealized choice of

zero traction (15)4,8 at the top and bottom bound-

aries.

Remark 3 In all the numerical solutions that are

presented below, the mixed boundary conditions
(15)1,5 with (15)3,7 are enforced by modeling ex-

plicitly the grips holding the specimens as nonlinear

elastic materials with a stiffness 6 orders of mag-

nitude larger than the elastomer being tested; see

Fig. 5.

2.4 Governing equations

Upon putting all the above ingredients together,

neglecting inertia and body forces, the mechanical

response of the specimens is governed by the equi-

librium and incompressibility constraint equations

{
Div S = 0, (X, t) ∈ Ω0 × [0, T ]

det∇y = 1, (X, t) ∈ Ω0 × [0, T ]
(16)

subject to the initial and boundary conditions (12)1,2
and (15), where S(X, t) = 2ψEq

I1
∇y+2ψNEq

Ie

1
∇yCv−1−

p∇y−T , coupled with the evolution equation

Ċv =
2ψNEq

Ie

1

η(Ie1 , I
e
2 , I

v
1 )

[

∇yT∇y − 1

3

(

∇yT∇y ·Cv−1
)

Cv

]

,

(17)

subject to the initial condition (12)3, for the defor-
mation field y(X, t), the pressure field p(X, t), and

the internal variable Cv(X, t).

In the next two sections, we present numeri-

cal solutions for the initial-boundary-value prob-

lem (16)-(17) with (12)-(15) and (9) for two sets of
material parameters. First, in Section 3, we gener-

ate results for the canonical case of an elastomer

with Gaussian elasticity and constant viscosity. In

Section 4, we generate results for the polyurethane
elastomer studied by Knauss (1970). All the results

that we present in the sequel are generated by a

plane-stress variant of the numerical scheme intro-

duced by Ghosh et al. (2021), which is based on

a Crouzeix-Raviart finite-element discretization of
space and a high-order explicit Runge-Kutta dis-

cretization of time.

2.5 The computation of the energy release rate

−∂WEq/∂Γ0 under boundary conditions of

traction

In the present setting, the equilibrium elastic en-
ergy WEq in the Griffith criticality condition (3) is

given by

WEq(h(t),Γ0) =

∫

Ω0

ψEq(I1) dX, (18)

where we have made explicit the fact that WEq can

be thought of as a function of the deformation his-
tory h(t) between the grips and the initial surface

area Γ0 of the pre-existing crack.

In the present problem, however, the deforma-

tion history h(t) between the grips is not prescribed
and hence it is not known explicitly. It is only known

implicitly in terms of the applied force P (t) and the

solution of the initial-boundary-value problem (16)-

(17) with (12)-(15) and (9) for a given Γ0. With

some abuse of notation, we write

WEq(h(t),Γ0) = WEq(h(P (t),Γ0),Γ0). (19)

By definition, the derivative −∂WEq/∂Γ0 in (3)

is to be carried out at fixed h(t). In view of the
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arguments in the functional description (19) of the

equilibrium elastic energy, this can be accomplished
as follows.

Given a specimen with initial surface area Γ0 of

the pre-existing crack and given an applied force

P (t), consider the addition of an increment dΓ0

to Γ0, this at fixed P (t). On use of the condition
dP = 0, the associated incremental change in the

equilibrium elastic energy WEq reads

dWEq =
∂WEq

∂h

[
∂h

∂P
dP +

∂h

∂Γ0
dΓ0

]

+
∂WEq

∂Γ0
dΓ0

=
∂WEq

∂h

∂h

∂Γ0
dΓ0 +

∂WEq

∂Γ0
dΓ0.

After a simple algebraic manipulation, it follows

that

−∂W
Eq

∂Γ0
dΓ0 =PEqdh− dWEq

=dWEq∗ − [h−H ]dPEq, (20)

where we have made use of the relation dh = (∂h/

∂Γ0) dΓ0 and, for convenience, have introduced the

notation

PEq(P (t),Γ0) :=
∂WEq

∂h
(h(P (t),Γ0),Γ0) (21)

and

WEq∗(P (t),Γ0) :=P
Eq(P (t),Γ0) [h(P (t),Γ0)−H ]

−WEq (h(P (t),Γ0),Γ0) . (22)

It follows immediately from (20) that

−∂W
Eq

∂Γ0
=
∂WEq∗

∂Γ0
(P (t),Γ0)−

[h(P (t),Γ0)−H ]
∂PEq

∂Γ0
(P (t),Γ0), (23)

which is precisely the result that we are after. In-

deed, given the applied force (13) in the delayed

fracture tests of interest here, the result (23) allows
us to expediently determine the resulting energy

release rate −∂WEq/∂Γ0 in the Griffith criticality

condition (3) in terms of three readily computable

quantities: the deformation h(t) between the grips
and the derivatives with respect to Γ0 at fixed P (t)

— or, equivalently, at fixed time t — of the equi-

librium elastic force (21) and the complementary

equilibrium elastic energy (22).

3 Results for a canonical elastomer with

Gaussian elasticity and constant viscosity

In this section, we present solutions for the initial-
boundary-value problem (16)-(17) with (12)-(15)

and (9) for the basic case when the specimen is

made of a canonical elastomer with Gaussian elas-

ticity and constant viscosity. Specifically, we present
solutions for the case when N = 1, α1 = β1 = 1,

η∞ = 0, K1 = K2 = 0, equilibrium and non-

equilibrium initial shear moduli

µ1 = 0.2 MPa and ν1 = 2 MPa,

and viscosity

η0 = 500 MPa s.

These values are chosen here because they are com-

parable with those that describe the elastomer an-

alyzed in the next section; see Table 1. Note that
these material parameters correspond to an elas-

tomer with constant relaxation time τ = η0ν
−1
1 =

250 s and constant creep time τ∗ = η0(µ
−1
1 +ν−1

1 ) =

2750 s.

3.1 The force-deformation and deformation-time

responses

Figures 3 and 4 present solutions for the deforma-
tion h(t) between the grips that results from the

applied force (13)-(14)1 with global stress σ0 = 0.3

0

5

10

15

20

25

30

120 140 160 180 200

Fig. 3 Force-deformation response of specimens with
pre-existing cracks of lengths A = 2.5 and 20 mm for
the applied force (13)-(14)1 with global stress σ0 = 0.3
MPa and total time of applied loading T = 20000 s.
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Fig. 4 Evolution in time t of the deformation h(t) be-
tween the grips in specimens with pre-existing cracks of
lengths A = 2.5 and 20 mm subjected to the applied
force (13)-(14)1 with global stress σ0 = 0.3 MPa and
total time of applied loading T = 20000 s.

Fig. 5 Contour plots over the deformed configuration of
the component F11(X, t) of the local deformation gra-
dient in specimens with pre-existing cracks of lengths
A = 2.5 and 20 mm subjected to the applied force (13)-
(14)1 with global stress σ0 = 0.3 MPa. Both plots are
shown at the same final time t = T = 20000 s of the
applied load.

MPa and total time of applied loading T = 20000
s in specimens with pre-existing cracks of lengths

A = 2.5 and 20 mm. Specifically, the results are

shown for the applied force P (t) as a function of

h(t) in Fig. 3 and for the evolution of h(t) in time
t in Fig. 4. To aid in the visualization of the re-

sults, Fig. 5 also shows contour plots over the de-

formed configuration of the component F11(X, t)

of the local deformation gradient at the same final

time t = T = 20000 s of the applied load for both

specimens.
As expected, the specimen with the larger crack

leads to a larger deformation between the grips for

the same applied force. It is also interesting to note

that by approximately t = 10000 s — at which
point h ≈ 178 mm in the specimen with crack

length A = 2.5 mm and h ≈ 183 mm in that with

A = 20 mm — the creeping process has all but con-

cluded, this for both specimens. Finally, we remark

that the results for other values of global stress σ0
in the range (14)2 are not fundamentally different

from those shown in Figs. 3 through 5 for σ0 = 0.3

MPa.

3.2 The total deformation energy W and its

partition into WEq, WNEq, and Wv

The areas under the curves in the results presented

in Fig. 3 correspond to the total work done by the

applied loads. By the same token, they correspond
to the total deformation stored and dissipated by

the elastomer. We thus have

W =

∫ h(t)

H

P dh.

Since for this case the elastomer is a canonical elas-
tomer with Gaussian elasticity and constant viscos-

ity, we also have that

WEq =

∫

Ω0

µ1

2
[trC− 3] dX, (24)

WNEq =

∫

Ω0

ν1
2

[

tr(CCv−1)− 3
]

dX, (25)

and

Wv =W −WEq −WNEq. (26)

Figures 6 and 7 show results for WEq, WNEq,

and Wv — as computed from expressions (24)-(26)

and the pertinent numerical solutions for the de-

formation field y(X, t) and the internal variable
Cv(X, t) — for the same applied force (13)-(14)1,

with global stress σ0 = 0.3 MPa and total time of

applied loading T = 20000 s, considered in Figs. 3

through 5. The results are plotted as functions of
the initial crack surface Γ0 = A × B and time t.

While Fig. 6 shows results for the entire duration

of the loading process t ∈ [0, T ], Fig. 7 shows re-

sults that focus on the ramping of the applied force
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Fig. 6 Computed values from (24)-(26) of (a) the equi-
librium elastic energy WEq, (b) the non-equilibrium elas-
tic energy WNEq, and (c) the dissipated viscous energy
Wv in specimens subjected to the applied force (13)-
(14)1, with global stress σ0 = 0.3 MPa and total time of
applied loading T = 20000 s, plotted as functions of the
initial crack surface Γ0 = A×B and time t.

and immediately afterwards, over the time interval
t ∈ [0, 0.015] s.

Several comments are in order. All three parts

of the deformation energy appear to depend non-
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Fig. 7 Zoom of the time interval t ∈ [0, 0.015] s in Fig. 6,
focusing on the ramping of the applied force (13)-(14)1
and immediately afterwards.

linearly on both the crack surface Γ0 and time t.

Distinctly, with respect to t, both the equilibrium

energy WEq and the non-equilibrium energy WNEq

are seen to increase sharply, while the viscous dissi-

pated energy Wv remains negligibly small, over the

short duration of the ramping of the applied force

P (t) up to its final constant value P (t) = σ0(B×L).
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Beyond the ramping process, when t > t0 = 0.01 s,

the non-equilibrium energy WNEq decreases mono-
tonically in time resulting in the increase of Wv

and the further increase of WEq. Consistent with

Fig. 4, the values of WEq, WNEq, and Wv remain

practically invariant after t = 10000 s, since the
creeping process has all but concluded by then.

3.3 The derivative −∂WEq/∂Γ0

The type of results presented in Figs. 4 and 6(a)

for the deformation h(t) between the grips and for

the equilibrium elastic energy WEq can be directly

used to work out the corresponding results for the

equilibrium elastic force (21) and, in turn, those
for the complementary equilibrium elastic energy

(22) in order to ultimately compute the energy re-

lease rate −∂WEq/∂Γ0 by making use of the iden-

tity (23). The relevant computations go as follows.
As a first step, for the same applied force (13)-

(14)1, with global stress σ0 = 0.3 MPa and total

time of applied loading T = 20000 s, considered in

the figures above, we replot in Fig. 8 the equilib-

rium elastic energyWEq, this time around, in terms
of the initial crack surface Γ0 = A×B and the de-

formation h(t) between the grips. From this type

of 3D plot, we can readily compute the derivative

(21) that defines the equilibrium elastic force PEq.
The results for PEq from such a computation are

presented in Fig. 9 as a function of Γ0 = A×B and

time t. Having determined PEq, we can then com-

pute the complementary equilibrium elastic energy

WEq∗ directly from its definition (22). Figure 10
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Fig. 8 Equilibrium elastic energy WEq in specimens
subjected to the applied force (13)-(14)1, with global
stress σ0 = 0.3 MPa and total time of applied loading
T = 20000 s, plotted as a function of the initial crack
surface Γ0 = A × B and the deformation h(t) between
the grips.

plots the results also as a function of Γ0 = A × B

and time t.
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Fig. 9 Equilibrium elastic force PEq in specimens sub-
jected to the applied force (13)-(14)1, with global stress
σ0 = 0.3 MPa and total time of applied loading T =
20000 s, plotted as a function of the initial crack surface
Γ0 = A×B and time t.
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Fig. 10 Complementary equilibrium elastic energy
WEq∗

in specimens subjected to the applied force (13)-
(14)1, with global stress σ0 = 0.3 MPa and total time of
applied loading T = 20000 s, plotted as a function of the
initial crack surface Γ0 = A× B and time t.

Next, from the type of 3D plots presented in

Figs. 9 and 10, we can readily compute the deriva-

tives ∂PEq/∂Γ0 and ∂WEq∗/∂Γ0 at fixed P (t) —
which, again, it is equivalent to fixed time t— and,

finally, making use of the identity (23), the energy

release rate −∂WEq/∂Γ0. Figure 11 reports such a

computation of −∂WEq/∂Γ0 for specimens with a
pre-existing crack of length A = 20 mm subjected

to the global stresses σ0 = 0.1, 0.2, 0.3 MPa. While

part (a) of the figure shows the results as functions

of time for the entire duration of the loading pro-
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Fig. 11 The energy release rate −∂WEq/∂Γ0 for speci-
mens with a pre-existing crack of length A = 20 mm sub-
jected to the applied force (13)-(14)1 with global stresses
σ0 = 0.1, 0.2, 0.3 MPa and total time of applied loading
T = 20000 s, plotted as functions of time t. Part (a)
presents results for the entire duration of the loading
process t ∈ [0, T ], while part (b) zooms in the interval
t ∈ [0, 1000] s.

cess t ∈ [0, T ], part (b) shows results that focus on

the first 1000 s.

There are two crucial observations to be made
from Fig. 11 that lay bare the key features of the

phenomenon of delayed fracture in elastomers. First,

irrespective of the applied global stress, the energy

release rate −∂WEq/∂Γ0 is bounded from above
and increases monotonically in time until reaching

an asymptotic maximum. Second, specimens sub-

jected to larger global stresses lead to larger values

of −∂WEq/∂Γ0 at the same instance in time t.

According to the Griffith criticality condition

(3), the first observation entails that delayed frac-
ture will occur— that is, the condition−∂WEq/∂Γ0

= Gc will be reached at some t ∈ (t0, T ) — if the

applied load is between two threshold values, say

σmax
0 and σmin

0 . If the applied load is above the up-
per threshold σmax

0 , fracture will take place during

the ramping process of the load at some t ∈ (0, t0],

without delay. If it is below the lower threshold

σmin
0 , fracture will never occur.

On the other hand, the second observation en-

tails that, for the same size of the pre-existing crack,
specimens subjected to larger global stresses will

exhibit a shorter delay for fracture to take place.

The next subsection details this behavior.

3.4 The critical time tc at fracture

Having generated the type of results presented in
Fig. 11 for the energy release rate −∂WEq/∂Γ0 vs.

time t — assuming that we also have knowledge

of the intrinsic fracture energy Gc of the elastomer

— we can readily determine from the Griffith crit-
icality condition (3) the critical time tc at which

fracture will nucleate from the pre-existing crack

in the specimens. This amounts to identifying the

intercept of the curve −∂WEq/∂Γ0 vs. t with the

line Gc vs. t.

For specimens with a pre-existing crack of length

A = 20 mm, Fig. 12 presents results for tc as a

0
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Fig. 12 The critical time tc at which fracture nucleates
in specimens with a pre-existing crack of length A = 20
mm subjected to the applied force (13)-(14)1. The results
are shown as functions of the global stress σ0 for three
representative values of the intrinsic fracture energy Gc

of the elastomer.
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function of the applied global stress σ0 for three

representative values of the intrinsic fracture en-
ergy, Gc = 100, 200, 500 N/m.

As foretold in the general conclusions estab-

lished above, note that, for a given Gc, fracture

takes shorter to nucleate in specimens subjected to

larger global stresses. By the same token, for a given
σ0, fracture takes shorter to nucleate in specimens

made of elastomers with smaller intrinsic fracture

energies.

4 Comparisons with the experiments of

Knauss (1970) on Solithane 113

We finally turn to deploying the Griffith criticality

condition (3) to explain the delayed fracture exper-
iments of Knauss (1970) on the polyurethane elas-

tomer Solithane 113; since the elastomer was pre-

pared from equal amounts by volume of resin and

catalyst, it is also referred to as Solithane 50/50.

As noted above, these appear to be the first exper-
iments reported in the literature that showed that

elastomers can exhibit delayed fracture. The focus

is on the results for specimens with the same geom-

etry considered in the two preceding sections (L =
101.6 mm, H = L = 101.6 mm, B = 0.7938 mm),

featuring a pre-existing central crack of length A =

5.08 mm, subjected to the applied global stresses1

σ0 = 0.10, 0.12, 0.13, 0.15 MPa at a temperature of

0 ◦C; see Fig. 9 in (Knauss, 1970).

4.1 The viscoelastic behavior and intrinsic
fracture energy of Solithane 113

As emphasized in the Introduction, the use of the
Griffith criticality condition (3) requires knowledge

of only two fundamental properties of the elastomer

of interest: (i) its viscoelastic behavior, from which

the storage of equilibrium elastic energy can be
identified, and (ii) its intrinsic fracture energy. Both

of these properties can be measured experimentally

once and for all by means of conventional tests.

1 There is some uncertainty about the precise values of
the global stress σ0 applied in the experiments, since the
data in Fig. 9 of (Knauss, 1970) is presented normalized
by a factor (σg∞) that was not spelled out fully explic-
itly. The values σ0 = 0.10, 0.12, 0.13, 0.15 MPa that we
use here are our best estimate based on the information
provided.

4.1.1 The viscoelastic behavior

A few years before Knauss (1970) published his

findings on delayed fracture, as part of his PhD the-
sis work, Mueller (1968) reported a range of exper-

imental results on the mechanical behavior of the

same Solithane 113 tested by Knauss (1970). Most

of these restricted attention to small deformations,

but Mueller (1968) did include a handful of results
involving finite deformations for the viscoelastic re-

sponse of Solithane 113 under uniaxial tension ap-

plied at various constant stretch rates at a temper-

ature of −5 ◦C; see Fig. 16 in (Mueller, 1968) and
also Fig. 4 in (Mueller and Knauss, 1971).

Specializing the constitutive relation (10)-(11)

to such loadings — that is, to deformation gradi-

ents of the form F = diag(λ, λ−1/2, λ−1/2) with

λ = 1 + λ̇0t and first Piola-Kirchhoff stresses of
the form S = diag(S, 0, 0) — and then fitting (by

least squares) its material constants to the admit-

tedly scarce experimental data of Mueller (1968)

yields the values listed in Table 1. As seen from the
comparisons presented in Fig. 13, the constitutive

relation (10)-(11) with such material constants de-

scribes reasonably well the viscoelastic data (solid

circles) reported by Mueller (1968).

Remark 4 The material constants listed in Table 1

indicate that, at −5 ◦C, Solithane 113 is an elas-

tomer with non-Gaussian elasticity and nonlinear

viscosity. This falls squarely within the behavior of

the vast majority of elastomers.

Remark 5 In the sequel, because of the absence of

experimental data at temperatures other than −5
◦C, we make use of the constitutive relation (10)-

(11) with the material constants listed in Table 1
— which, again, strictly apply to the behavior of

Solithane 113 at −5 ◦C — to describe the viscoelas-

tic behavior of Solithane 113 in the delayed frac-

ture experiments of Knauss (1970) at 0 ◦C. This 5
◦C difference in temperature should not be taken

Table 1 Values of the material constants in the vis-
coelastic model (10)-(11) for the polyurethane elastomer
Solithane 113.

µ1 = 0.2099 MPa µ2 = 2.040 × 10−5 MPa
α1 = 1.941 α2 = 9.344
ν1 = 2.300 MPa ν2 = 4.147 × 10−2 MPa
β1 = 0.5353 β2 = 7.108
η0 = 150 MPa s η∞ = 0 MPa s
K1 = 2.653 MPa s K2 = 0 MPa−2

γ1 = 7.977 γ2 = 1
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Fig. 13 Comparison between the stress-stretch response
(solid line) predicted by the viscoelastic model (10)-
(11), with the material constants in Table 1, and the
experimental data (solids circles) reported by Mueller
(1968) for Solithane 113 subjected to uniaxial tension
applied at three different constant stretch rates, λ̇0 =
3× 10−4, 3× 10−3, 3× 10−2 s−1.

as negligible, since the viscosity of elastomers can

change rapidly near their glass transition temper-

ature Tg and the glass transition temperature for

Solithane 113 happens to be about−20 ◦C (Mueller

and Knauss, 1971).

4.1.2 The intrinsic fracture energy

In his PhD thesis work, Mueller (1968) also car-

ried out experiments aimed at measuring the in-

trinsic fracture energy Gc of Solithane 113. A sum-

mary of these was later reported in (Mueller and
Knauss, 1971). The experiments consisted in car-

rying out “pure-shear” fracture tests at various con-

stant global stretch rates in the range [1.7×10−4, 8.3×
10−3] s−1 and various constant temperatures in the
range [0, 50] ◦C on specimens that have been swollen

with the solvent Toluene. The presence of the sol-

vent led to the minimization of viscous dissipation.

From the results of such “pure-shear” fracture tests,

it was concluded that the intrinsic fracture energy
of the swollen Solithane 113 was Gsw

c = 28±7 N/m

and that this value was independent of tempera-

ture. By making use of an argument similar to that

put forth by Lake and Thomas (1967), that the in-
trinsic fracture energy is essentially a measure of

the chain-bond strength only, Mueller and Knauss

(1971) then estimated that the intrinsic fracture

energy of Solithane 113 in its unswollen state is

Gc = 41± 8N/m,

this estimate also being independent of temper-

ature. This value falls squarely within the range
Gc ∈ [10, 100] N/m for common hydrocarbon elas-

tomers.

4.2 Computation of the derivative −∂WEq/∂Γ0

Having established the pertinent deformation and
fracture properties of Solithane 113, we proceed by

repeating the same type of full-field analysis pre-

sented in Section 3 in order to compute the deriva-

tive −∂WEq/∂Γ0 entering the Griffith criticality

condition (3).

Before presenting and discussing the results, the
following technical remarks are in order. Since the

experiments of Knauss (1970) pertain to specimens

with a pre-existing crack of length A = 5.08 mm, we

perform the simulations for specimens with three

crack lengths, A = 2.5, 5.08, 10 mm. This suffices to
be able to take the required derivative −∂WEq/∂Γ0

at Γ0 = A × B = 5.08 × 0.7938 mm2. Much like

the loads used in the experiments, we carry out

simulations at four different global stresses, σ0 =
0.10, 0.12, 0.13, 0.15 MPa. Accordingly, in all, we

carry out 3×4 = 12 simulations of the delayed frac-

ture tests. Furthermore, since the experiments in-

dicate that fracture nucleates from the pre-existing

crack at critical times tc < 20000 s, we use T =
20000 s for the total time of applied loading in each

of these simulations.
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Fig. 14 The energy release rate −∂WEq/∂Γ0 at A = 5.08
mm computed from the simulations of delayed fracture
tests on Solithane 113. The results correspond to applied
global stresses σ0 = 0.10, 0.12, 0.13, 0.15 MPa and are
plotted as functions of time t.
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Analogous to Fig. 11, Fig. 14 presents results

for the energy release rate −∂WEq/∂Γ0 computed
from the simulations of the delayed fracture tests on

Solithane 113, at the applied global stresses σ0 =

0.10, 0.12, 0.13, 0.15 MPa. Much like the results

in Fig. 11 for the canonical case of an elastomer
with Gaussian elasticity and constant viscosity, the

results in Fig. 14 show that, irrespective of the

applied global stress σ0, the energy release rate

−∂WEq/∂Γ0 increases monotonically in time to-

wards an asymptotic maximum value. The results
also show that specimens subjected to larger σ0
lead to larger values of −∂WEq/∂Γ0 at the same

instance in time t.

4.3 The critical time tc at fracture

At this stage, we are in a position to deploy the

Griffith criticality condition (3) to explain the de-

layed fracture experiments of Knauss (1970).

Figure 15 confronts the theoretical predictions

obtained from the results in Fig. 14 — specifically,

again, the intercepts of the curves −∂WEq/∂Γ0 vs.
t with the line Gc vs. t — with the corresponding

experimental results (solid circles) for the critical

time tc at which fracture nucleates. The results are

presented as a function of the applied global stress
σ0. For the theoretical predictions, we include two

results. The first one corresponds to using the aver-

age value Gc = 41 N/m estimated by Mueller and
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Fig. 15 Comparison between the critical time tc at
which fracture nucleates, according to the Griffith criti-
cality condition (3), and the corresponding experimental
results reported by Knauss (1970) for Solithane 113 at 0
◦C. The results are presented as a function of the applied
global stress σ0.

Knauss (1971) for the intrinsic fracture energy. The

second corresponds to using the somewhat larger
value Gc = 107 N/m. The experimental data falls

within these two results.

Two comments are in order. First and foremost,

taking into account the various sources of uncer-

tainties (on the precise values of the applied global

stress σ0 and on the viscoelastic response of Solithane
113 at 0 ◦C), the Griffith criticality condition (3)

appears, indeed, to determine when delayed frac-

ture occurs. The results in Fig. 15 also make it plain

that having robust experimental data for the vis-
coelasticity and the intrinsic fracture energy of the

elastomer of interest is essential to be able to pre-

dict its delayed fracture. This is because small vari-

ations in either property may result in large changes

in the critical time tc at fracture, especially when
dealing with small forces that lead to long creeping

processes.

5 Final comments

Adding to the validation results presented by Shri-
mali and Lopez-Pamies (2023), who made use of the

Griffith criticality condition (3) to explain “pure-

shear” fracture experiments carried out over a wide

range of constant stretch rates on an acrylic elas-

tomer (VHB 4905 from the company 3M), the com-
parisons with the delayed fracture experiments on

a polyurethane elastomer presented in the preced-

ing section provide further direct evidence that the

Griffith criticality condition (3) may indeed be the
universal condition that governs crack growth in

elastomers undergoing finite deformations in response

to quasi-static mechanical loads.

In this context, given the recently demonstrated

ability (Kumar et al. 2018a,b, 2000, 2022; Kumar

and Lopez-Pamies 2020, 2021) of the phase-field
theory of fracture initiated by Kumar et al. (2018a)

to describe fracture nucleation and propagation in

nominally elastic brittle materials at large and given

the “seamless” mathematical generalization that the

Griffith criticality condition (3) provides of the clas-
sical Griffith criticality for elastic brittle materials,

a next sensible step would be to successively follow

in the footsteps of Francfort and Marigo (1998),

Bourdin et al. (2000), and Kumar et al. (2018a) in
order to:

i. turn the Griffith criticality condition (3) into a

complete mathematical description of fracture
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nucleation from pre-existing cracks and of frac-

ture propagation in viscoelastic elastomers,
ii. regularize such a description into numerically

tractable phase-field-type PDEs (partial differ-

ential equations), and

iii. generalize those PDEs to account for nucleation
of fracture at large (not just from large pre-

existing cracks, but also from the bulk, smooth

and non-smooth boundary points, and small pre-

existing cracks)

so as to formulate a complete and numerically tractable
mathematical description of the nucleation and prop-

agation of fracture in viscoelastic materials sub-

jected to arbitrary quasi-static mechanical loads.
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