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Abstract

The rupture of rubber differs from conventional fractutdslisupersonic, and the speed is
determined by strain levels ahead of the tip rather than sttain energy as for ordinary

cracks. Dissipation plays a very important role in allowihg propagation of ruptures, and
the back edges of ruptures must toughen as they contrabie aupture is unstable. This ar-
ticle presents several levels of theoretical descripticthie phenomenon: first, a numerical
procedure capable of incorporating large extensions, miscs® and bond rupture; second,
a simple continuum model that can be solved analyticallg, w&hich reproduces several

features of elementary shock physics; and third, an acaliti solvable discrete model

that accurately reproduces numerical and experimentaltsesand explains the scaling

laws that underly this new failure mode. Predictions fortuo@ speed compare well with

experiment.

23rd March 2022

1 Introduction

The theory of fracture was originally developed to explaia failure of brittle ma-

terials, where cracks have a number of common features(I&957| Kanninen and Popelar,
1985;| Thomsan, 1986). A stress singularity builds up in thenity of the tip.

Stresses diverge dg/r, wherer is the distance to the tip. The displacement of
material near the tip behaves@s, which means that the tip viewed closely has the

shape of a sideways parabola. Energy flows in towards th& tn@o far away and
concentrates itself at the tip in just the amount neededdp bonds and feed other
dissipative processes. Partly for this reason, cracksnisiae cannot travel faster

than the Rayleigh wave speed, which is the speed at whichdsibavels across a

free surface(Broberg, 1999; Freund, 1990).
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Experimental evidence has accumulated showing that the rapture of rubber
sheets, such as when one pops a balloon, is different. If otseachorizontal slit
in a rubber sheet and stretches it up, the opening profileideavays parabola, as
expected for static cracks. Once the rupture begins to mumever, the character-
istic «/r opening displacement disappears, and is replaced by a wikdgehape
(Deegan et al., 2002). Furthermore, the rupture speed égtlee shear wave speed
in advance of the tip (Petersan et al., 2004). However trensiins in rubber when
it ruptures are very large. The ordinary theory of fractuegibs with the assump-
tion that strains are very small, typically on the order ofraction of a percent
far ahead of the crack. In rubber, rupture initiates wheairsérare on the order of
several hundred percent. Therefore it is not clear how méiéfacture mechanics
ought to apply to rubber, and whether the violations of rallesut rupture speed
are simply the natural result for a material that breaks &y Varge extensions, or
whether the mode of failure is something new.

In this article | will explain the case first outlinedlin Mard2005) that the rupture
of rubber is different from conventional fracture. It is asée failure. The ruptures
always travel faster than the shear wave speed. The operingedge that obeys a
simple relation that applies to Mach cones. Stress is samgudar the tip, but strain
is not, and material in front of the tip must be brought ratiear the point of failure
for ruptures to propagate.

Buehler, Gao, and Abraham _(2003) have proposed that hygstiaty plays a crit-
ical role in dynamic fracture, and that in particular an eage of sound speed near
a crack tip can allow cracks to travel faster than the disthear wave speed. In
the analysis of this paper, there is an increase of elastduie near the tip of the
rupture, but it is not in the form that Buehler, Gao, and Alarahproposed. The
theory here relies upon an increase in the modulus of rublieifr@quency, rather
than upon the increase in modulus of rubber with extensitie. [bw-frequency
modulus of real rubber certainly increases as rubber &esttowards the breaking
point (Treloar| 1975, p. 2). However, | found in numericalastigations that the
behavior of ruptures does not change appreciably whetloér Stiffening prior to
breakage is included or not. In the computations of this pdegrangean sound
speeds are either independent of extension (Sections 5)and ése increase as
the rubber contracts (Section 4.3). In view of the fairlyadletd comparison of the-
ory, numerical work, and experiment obtained in this wohle tonclusion is that
static hyperelasticity is not relevant to the supersonpture of rubber.

The theory comes in several forms. | begin with a numericallehof rubber that
is fairly realistic and includes most of the physical featiof rubber indicated by
experiment. There are only three parameters in this modeletermined directly
from experiment, and of those there is only one to which taetéire dynamics are
particularly sensitive. Next, | note that after strippirmrge of the realistic com-
plexity out of the numerical model, the dynamics of ruptwsearcely change. The
resulting theory is so simple that it can be solved analifyicahe analytical solu-



tion takes two forms. The first is a continuum model with a daxfgilure criterion
that leads to compact closed-form expressions for ruppgedand opening angle.
The expressions for rupture velocity agree with laborattata within experimen-
tal error, although they disagree with rupture speeds framarical modeling by
around 10%. Finally, the discrete rupture theory has a cetapinalytical solution.
This solution enables one to see the relation between theentional theory of
fracture and supersonic ruptures, and is particular hosetiwo types of solution
scale in the macroscopic limit.

The structure of the paper is as follows: Section 2 preseme®lementary physi-
cal ideas to describe rubber rupture. Section 3 lays outghgrmium energy func-
tional for rubber on which much of the subsequent discussithbe based. Section
4 develops a computational method that makes it possiblieteoronumerical solu-
tions that mimic the main features of experimental ruptusestion 5 extracts from
the numerical model a simple continuum theory and prestssiution. Section 6
proceeds further to obtain an exact analytical solutioreffull numerical model,
after some simplifications. Section 7 compares theorgpicalictions with the ex-
perimental results. There are also five appendices, whstuds (A) how to obtain
an effective two—dimensional theory from the original #ardimensional theory,
(B) the computation of sound speeds from the two—dimensicor@inuum the-

ory, (C) the computation of forces for the numerical mode), 4 lattice instability

found in some of the numerical models, and (E) the soluticthefdiscrete model
by Wiener-Hopf techniques.

2 Elementary considerations

Much of this paper will be concerned with the speed of rutimerubber. There-
fore it is necessary to begin by describing precisely howedpeill be defined.
Suppose that a sound wave or a rupture travels through ayhstylettched rubber
sheet. One can choose either to describe its speed in thatabyo(Eulerian sound
speed) or back in a coordinate system tied to the originatioo of mass points
(Lagrangean sound speed). To be more explicit, consideeet sti rubber lying
relaxed in some initiamaterial reference configuratiomdescribe the sheet in this
configuration with the variablg which serves as a label for mass points. Once the
rubber is stretched and begins to move, the new locationsagEmoints will be
given by the variabler. Now consider some deformation or bump moving through
the rubber at constant speed. The maximum amplitude of theohs located at
some pointi(t) which changes in time, and the speed at which it moves is the la
oratory velocity. However, there is another velocity, whicom a theoretical point

of view is much more natural to employ, and which helps assethle experimen-

tal results into a compact scaling form. Whenever the bunigreted atr, one can
|dent|fy the original location” of the mass pomt now at the center of the bump, and

( ) also evolves in time. The speed at whrc(ln) travels is the Lagrangean speed,
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Figure 1. lllustration of material and laboratory framesdi$o describe rupture of rubber.
The top left panel shows a rubber sheet before it has bedatstth and the top right shows

it stretched by amounts, and ), in thex andy directions. The lower right panel shows a
traveling rupture as seen in the laboratory, while the Idetishows the same rupture back
in the material frame. If the normal velocity of the ruptuse:j then the forward velocity

of the rupture must besin 8. The shock lines shown in the lower left panel correspond to
the leading edge of compressed material in the lower righépa

and unless otherwise specified, sound and rupture spedaswals be measured
in this Lagrangean reference system. For example, if ongiders a bump of small
amplitude moving along in rubber that has been stretched by a factox,cdbove
its original length, then the speed of the bump in the lalooyatame exceeds that
in the reference frame by a factor df .

Now consider a thin sheet of rubber that is stretched by faab )\, and ), in
thex andy directions respectively, as shown in Figure 1. Stick a pia the sheet
on the left hand side so that a rupture runs to the right albeg tirection. One
sees in experiment (Petersan etlal., 2004; Deegan et ak) &4l the rupture con-
sists in two straight fronts that meet at a point, forming ages Suppose that the
two straight fronts are shock fronts, traveling at the Lagean wave speed As

is customary for the elementary theory of shocks (SerwayBsichner) 2000, p.
534), the speed of the tip of the rupture must obey

£ —sin 0, (1)
v

whered is the opening angle of the rupture, as shown in Figure 1. Tdpeof the
upper face of the shock line istan #, which is

1
\/U2/62—1‘

In the laboratory, where distances are stretched by faofoks and )\, the slope

material frame slope= —

(2)



will intead be
)\y

)\m/vz/cz—f

since if one draws a line of slopeon a sheet of rubber and stretches it aleryy
a factor of )\, the slope decreases by a facton\of

laboratory slope =—

3)

Eq. (3) will re-emerge from detailed calculations as Eq.)(@%he main physical
guantity left undetermined is the rupture velocityA decent approximate relation,
obtained as Eq. (79) that closes the theory is

A= i)\i + 2)\5/(1 — /v,
where); is an extension at which polymers in rubber snap. Far ahethe ofipture,
the bonds that will eventually be brought to the snappingtoie already stretched
an amount\/i)\i + %)\5 over their original length. In simple physical terms, then,
the assertion is that just in front of the tip of the rupturetemnial stretches by an
additional factor ofl /(1 — ¢?/v?) in the vertical direction. However, | have not
found an elementary argument to produce this relation.

3 Continuum Energy Functional
3.1 Coordinate system and definition of energy functional

Strains in rubber are several hundred percent at rupturer@@dust use nonlinear
elastic theory to describe the situation (Atkin and!Fox,(t98gden| 1984). | state
just enough of the theory to establish notation. Adopt a mesen of a highly
deformed rubber sheet with

7= (rgry) = (z,y) = 0= (u",u’). 4)
The original location of all mass points is givenBgnd the location of points after
the rubber is moved and stretched is giverubyote thati is measured from the

origin, not from the original location of the mass pointDefine the Lagrangean
strain tensor

Eop

% [ ouY ou” ] ‘ (5)

Do Oy
From this strain tensor one can define three rotationallgriant quantities. These
are



P=TrE (6a)

17 =3 [EaaEss — E24) (6b)
a<f
3P =det E, (6¢)

Rubber is highly incompressible (Trelbar, 1975, p. 61).@dingly, for a thin sheet
of rubber, one can express the thickness at every pointnmstef the strains in the
x — y plane, and project the theory into two dimensions, as dsauig Appendix
A. In two dimensions one has only the two invariants,

L=TE;, I,=E,E, —FE? 7)

Ty

and using the incompressibility of rubber to solve for, one finds

1
2\4L, + 2 + 1 (8)

in terms of which the first two of the three—dimensional striaivvariants take the
form

BP=I+E..
]SD:IZ+EZZII (9)

The energy density of a thin sheet of rubber is then taken tgilen by some
functione of I; and/,, and the total energ¥ is

U= p/dﬁ e (L), L(r)). (10)

The integral is performed in the material frame, and the nugssity p is also
measured in the material frame.

An energy-conserving equation of motion for this theory is

&ﬂ [/d 3P ‘6‘2 — pe] , (11)

wherep is the mass per area, again measured in the material framietrRimg the
functional derivatives, one has

oU
ou (7).

(12)

pu'“/:_

Appendix A demonstrates that this equation of motion for athmensional sheet
obtained by calculating”,. through Eqg. (8) is the same one obtains from the
Piola-Kirkhoff stress tensor after imposing incompresisjband requiring that the
Cauchy stres$’, . vanish.



3.2 Sound Speeds

The experiments by Petersan et al. (2004) that stimulaiedsthdy obtained de-
tailed information about the speed of sound in rubber undemge of loading
conditions. For a while, we found the results puzzling, wargually realized that
they could all easily be explained by the Mooney-Rivlin thedppendix B con-

tains a sketch of how to obtain sound speeds from the equatiomotion (12).

Here | record only the final results, all of which are stan{farthgen and Suhubi,
1974, v. 1, pp. 120, 263). Suppose that a rubber sheet isetrainiformly with

displacement field

U= (A + Suy¥s \yY + Syak). (13)
Look for the speed of sound along thendy axes of a sample that is extended by
the two factors\, and)\,; s,, ands,, are included in Eq. (13) only because one
must be able to perform calculations involving small vittsfzears around this base
state. Then there is a longitudinal sound wave alongrthg&is whose speed with
Spy = Syz = 018

, 0%

Similarly, the speed of longitudinal waves in thelirection is
0%e
2
0N

There is also a shear wave that travels aloragnd is polarized along with speed

0%e
2 ) 1l4c
st aszx ( )
Similarly a wave traveling along and polarized along has speed
0%e
2 , 14d
Cys 8S§y ( )

Alternatively, one can express sounds speeds in terms ivbtiees with respect to
strain tensor components. One has for the longitudinal wpeed along;,

(15a)



while for the shear wave speed (settiig. = £,, before taking the derivatives)

N de A, D%
— + 2y .
= BE, | 10,

C

(15b)

All of these speeds are Lagrangean speeds, as describectionS2 1.

Sound speeds provide a convenient way to assemble expéginema about the
constitutive behavior of rubber. In some cases, sound spedneasured directly
through time of flight, while in other cases they are meastineough small ex-
tensions of the sample around a base state as suggested.qt4gJ he results

of Petersan et all (2004) are quite simple. Over a range oddbiatates where

A € [2,3.5] and ), € [2,3.5] the Lagrangean wave speeds appear to be constant,
with the longitudinal wave speed around 20% greater tharshiear wave speed.
From Egs. (15) one finds that this is not possible. The onlyfeathe longitudinal

and shear wave speeds both to be constant is to addpt’;) o« I;, and in this
case the longitudinal and shear wave speeds must be equal.

This apparent difficulty is resolved by examining a bit moaeetully the free en-
ergy functional due to Mooney and Rivlin(Treloar, 1975; Mey, 1940] Rivlin,
1948&.b). The Mooney—Rivlin theory says that the free gndeqsity of rubber is

Ulp=e=AI}P + BI3P), (16)

whereU has units of energy per volumg,is mass density4 is a constant with
units of velocity squared, an® is dimensionless. Using EqQ. (9) one obtains an
effective two—dimensional Mooney—Rivlin theory

For extensions, and\, on the order of 2 or greatef;.. +1/2 is of orderl /(A2)})
and is at least 64 times smaller thah, or E,,. Therefore, for the purpose of
examining the experiments, it is sufficient to use

e(ly, Ib) = A(Iy + BLy) = A |(Eyy + Eyy) + B (ErEy, — E2,)] (18)

zy

Employing Egs. (15) and (18)one finds for longitudinal andastwave speeds

2= A [1 + %Ai - 1)} : (19a)
= A {1 + g(/\i _ 1)] : (19b)
. :czs = [1 — g} . (19¢)
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Figure 2. (A) Sound speed data for various values\gfand \, = 3.2. Experimental
longitudinal ¢,; = O) and sheard,; = B) speeds are shown in the material frame. They
are roughly constant, and can be fit by (19a) (—) and (19c) (. ), usingA = 501 (m/s)?,

B = 0.106. The shear wave speed comes out to 21.8 m/s and the longitwdive speed
for A\, = 3.2/is 27.3. (B) Using the constant4 and B obtained from the data in (A),
calculate longitudinal wave speeds in thelirection c,;. According to Eq. 19, this is the
only speed that varies as a function)af The agreement with the data is satisfactory.
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Thus for a Mooney—Rivlin material the shear wave speed istem, and the longi-
tudinal speed alongis independent ok, but depends quadratically d). Turning
to the experimental data, one finds that they are consistiémtivese observations
as shown in Fig. 3.2, and that one can fix the constdrdaad 5.

For studying the rupture of rubber, the energy density in(Eg) is both too simple
and too complicated. It is too simple because it does notuatdor the fact that
when rubber is stretched enough, the polymers pull apartl@adorce between
adjacent regions drops irreversibly to zero. It is too caogped because the terms
involving I, and £, produce nonlinear equations of motion that are impossible
to solve analytically. Therefore, to analyze the problemwjll pursue two differ-



ent routes. First, | will discuss numerical routines thgt@ament Eq. (17) with

information about rupture, toughening, and dissipatiord produce supersonic
solutions. Second, | will isolate from Eq. (17) terms that aufficient to produce
good agreement with numerics and experiment, while siyiptif matters enough
to permit analytical solution.

4 Numerical methodology

For the problem of fracture, there are great advantagesindintly in terms of
molecular dynamics. From a continuum viewpoint, it is diffido understand how
to construct a physically sensible theory where materisgway. From an atomic
viewpoint it is easy; when two atoms are separated by moredltrtain distance,
they stop applying force to one another. Therefore, | haumdoa simple set of
microscopic interactions that produces the Mooney—Ritheory of Eq. (17) in
the continuum limit. The interacting mass-points that a@ppe the theory should
not be thought of as atoms. To describe rubber, they shoulddught of as nodes
in a cross-linked polymer network, with a characteristia@gpg of around a mi-
cron. There are some possible objections to this approadbbd® is much more
complex than a triangular lattice, mass is distributedaathan being concentrated
at nodes, and one might worry about the fact that the two-dgio@al array of
nodes has been engineered to reproduce dynamics that fieriverojections into
two dimensions of three-dimensional equations of motidmer€ is no complete
answer to these objections; the best response is to showhthaesulting theory
provides detailed correspondence with experiment, andalinuch analytical and
numerical progress.

Similar numerical techniques have been used before; fanpbaby Seung and Nelson
(1988). The techniques of that paper must be extended todaddond snapping
and dissipation, which | carry out here. The philosophy sbaimilar to the Vir-

tual Internal Bond method (Gao and Kleln, 1998; Klein and GE#98) and the
Peridynamic Model (Silling and Bobaru, 2005; Silling, 200®hich also focus on

a collection of discrete interacting mass points conshlgriarger than atoms in
order to obtain rules for fracture. However, all details loé implementation of
this idea are different; the formulation presented heretf@sdvantage of leading

in one case to a discrete model of nonlinear materials witbrapbete analytical
solution.

4.1 Low-order polynomial terms for microscopic theory

Consider the triangular lattice depicted in Fig. 3. The fegshows the original
locations of all particles prior to any distortion, denot®dz;, and the lattice spac-

10



Material frame

Laboratory frame

e o ° ° °
™ U
e o_o o o o Uijs vz
jjs Qi [ ) [ ) (] o [ ] [ )
e o ¢ 5 o o o
- = U ; 9 Uiji @ °
o, e ® 9lje e o e \
e o ¢ o, e o o ° e .. @ ° °
a”bjs aljb‘ Uy 1j6
e o o o o o
e o o ° ° °

Figure 3. Diagram showing triangular lattice of lattice cpg a and nearest-neighbor
vectorsa;; used in this section. The original locations of particlesest are given byz,
while their location in the laboratory after deformatiorgigen byii.

ing is a. After distortion, the position of particles in the labomtas given by
w; The goal is to construct a theory for the energy required $pldce particles on

this lattice that involved; and/,, and employs quadratic and quartic functions of
displacements. It is possible to construct such a theory by considering Bmp

combinations of rotationally invariant operations on es&neighbor vectors. Let

uij = U]

u;, letn(7) refer to the nearest neighborsipfind define

1 (@ iy —a?) i ug < A

=5 2 {AQ ~ a; else] (202)
jen(i) f
2 .

]_ Ugj - Ugj a2) if Ui < )\f
hl 20b
9 Zn:l{(/@—a) else (200)

1
H;, = —7 Z uz] h(w) (ﬁz’j Ui + 2@2)2 ) (20c)
#ke

and h(u) = 1/(1 4 ele=r)/us), (20d)

The sums are carried out over the 6 nearest neighbors of psirawn in Fig. 3.
The terms are constructed so as to become constant ancbtiessletcribe breaking
bonds when;; increases to more thayy. The final term requires a cutoff function
h since this is the only way to ensure both tliftbe continuous, and that it settle
down to a constant value when; or u;, are large; the constant, describes the
scale over whicth vanishes. Terms of this form are standard in molecular dynam
ics (e.gLStillinger and Weber (1985)). To form a corresporod with continuum
theory, suppose that no bonds are stretched past the byggadiimt ;; < A;), and

11



approximate the position of neighbors of poiriity

~-~Z%a U

Insert Eq. (21) into Egs. (20a) to obtain (using Eq. (5))

1 2
FiNG Z (Z Uax 8%, a)

jen(i) \aby

1
— Z (Z afj [2E3, + 0] a;’j — az)

je@) \ By
= (B, + E,y)a* = L1d%,

2
ou® du®

G, ~ Z Z ZB a; —a2>
9]€n(2) (aﬁ,y jal’g 81‘7

2
= § ‘) (Z CLZ-BJ- [2EB’Y —+ (557] a?j — CL2>
jen(e

aBy

= [(Em + Eyy)2

4
_ [112 _ 512} o

+ % (B2, = EwuE)| o’

2
ou® Ou
~ § : B
Hi ~ 2—17 (ﬁ Ua—a—alk—i_QQ)
apy

J#ken(i)

2
1
~ 97 Z (Z az@j 2Ep, + 0, ajy, + 2@2)
j#ken(i) \aBy
20

_ [(Em +E,,)?+ 5 (E2 EmEyy) +4

2
_ [112 _ 5012 +4} ot

0,4

Comparing Egs. (24), (22), and (25) with Eq. (7) gives

(21)

(22)

(23)

(24)

(25)

(26)

(27)



gzé—gﬂ—@y (28)

or alternatively,

91
Ii= "
278

(G~ Hi+4). (29)

Numerically, Eq. (28) is much less costly to compute than(2§). However, Eq.
(28) has the unfortunate property that under biaxial stisgpatially uniform states
are unstable when this representation/pfs employed. Particles bunch up in a
non—uniform way within each unit cell, forming stripes on grascopic scale, as
shown in Appendix C. It could be that this behavior is relat@the physical phe-
nomenon of strain crystallization (Trelbar, 1975, p. 20pwever, as strain crys-
tallization does not occur experimentally in the range déegions where ruptures
are observed, | have largely employed Eq. (29) in preferémésy. (28).

4.2 Specification of numerical energy functional

To form a numerical representation of Eq. (10), take

U=m} el L), (30)
wherem is the mass in a unit cell. Then(if is the volume of a unit cell,
m —
Umﬁ/mwgmagwy (31)
so sincen /<) = p, e in EQ. (30)corresponds win the continuum theory, and has

units of velocity squared. In particular, for the MooneywRi theory, one has

e(I}, I}) = A(I] + BI, + E' (1 + BI), (32)

where[; is given by Eq. (27)/: is given either by Egs. (28) or (29) , ardd , is
given by(8), with} and I substituted fo; and1, .

4.3 Equation of Motion

Given the energy functional (30) one can obtain the force \aryeparticle and
therefore an equation of motion. In addition to the cong@r@dorce resulting from
derivatives of the energy, add Kelvin dissipation, so thatcomplete equation of

13



Figure 4. Four panels showing initiation of rupture in nuicedrsheet of rubber. The nu-
merical system contains around 70,000 particles, and s@wge (33), using Egs. (30) and
(32) with A = 501m?/s*, B = .106, Ay = 5.5, and3 = 3. The first panel shows the initial
pop, the second shows the system 12.5 time units later, itideatfter 25 time units, and the
final panel after 250 time units, where the time unitjs/A .

motion reads
2mAp

3a?

mii = —0U/ou® + 3

Jen(d)

0N — ). (33)

The final term in Eq. (33) represents the Kelvin dissipat@mg is the simplest
dissipative term permitted by symmetry. The motion of eaas$rpoint dissipates
some energy in proportion to its velocity relative to eactyhor. This dissipation
vanishes when the bond between two neighbors breaks.

The computation 0bU /0u$ is not particularly difficult as force computations go.
A formalism that makes it easy to exploit symmetry to redineeamount of com-
putation is briefly described in Appendix C.

One final rule is employed in the numerical runs, althougl ot indicated ex-
plicitly in Eq. (33). Whenever some bond; drops to a length less thdmba, the
failure extensiom\; for the remaining bonds attached to nodesd; increases.
Without some rule of this type, the back faces of the cracktiigrate. The reason
for this rule will be explained in Section 5.3.

Figure 4 shows characteristic panels from a numerical ismldf Eq. (33). First,

14
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Figure 5. Comparison of experimental crack speeds and spaesimulation. Simula-
tions and experiments are conducted with = 2.2, and a range of vertical extensions
Ay -The parameters describing the properties of the continuomiinear elastic theory are
A =501 (m/s)?, B =0.106, as in Figure 3.2. Bonds in the simulation fail when extended
an amount\; = 5.5 above their original length. The magnitude of Kelvin disgipn is

£ = 3. In addition, the figure displays results from a substdgtisimplified numerical
model whereB = 0, and whereF,, is set to zero as well. Stripping most of the complexity
from the numerics has little effect on the results.

one prepares a uniformly strained sheet, in this case witdnsions\, = 2.2,
Ay = 3.2. Next, two rows of particles are selected near the left hadd ef the
sample: the rows are five particles wide, and they sit rightapnof one another.
The upper particles are given a large upward velocity, aeddtver particles are
given a large downward velocity. This initial condition Hag effect of popping a
hole in the strip. As shown in the subsequent panels of Figutiee hole initially
develops in a circular fashion, but as it senses the uppefoavet boundaries, it
begins to run sideways, and eventually turns into a shaak#iupture front that
travels in steady state indefinitely to the right.

Figure 5 shows a comparison of experimental rupture veéscidnce steady state
has been reached with results from numerical simulations.agreement is satis-
factory. However, the figure also contains the results offferéint set of simula-
tions. In these, Eq. (33) is solved not with the Mooney-Rivdnergy function in
Eq. (32), but with a much simplified Neo—Hookean energy fiometi

e (I}, I}) = 1. (34)

The velocity of ruptures described by this very simple tggsrindistinguishable
from the velocity of ruptures described by the more elalsokdboney-Rivlin the-
ory. This observation opens the way to accurate analytiestiiptions of the rup-
ture of rubber, both at the continuum and discrete levels.
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5 Continuum Neo—Hookean theory
5.1 Cracks in the Neo—Hookean theory

The continuum Neo—Hookean energy is
our\ > our\ ouv'\” ou\ >
(5) (%) +(5) (%) ] e

This energy functional was first employed for the study ofbeibby| Mooney
(1940), and was employed for the study of fractures by Klaibdnd Shieldi(1966).
It has a number of interesting properties. Because it is @i@dn displacements,
it leads to a linear equation of motion farwhich is easy to approach analytically.
Nevertheless, it describes very large displacements dfemiland in that sense is
still a nonlinear theory. According to Eq. (19), there isyonhe sound speed for
this theory,

A
6NH:A]1:§

A=A (36)
The equation of motion of the Neo—Hookean theory followsrfrags (22), (30),
and (33), and is

o 2me* , -
i = 3 S a5 01 ), @
Jjen(t

In the continuum limit, overlooking bond rupture, one has

e 2m02 @ o . Q . Q
jen(i)

me* 07 (u® + pa”) , .
 3a? % Or,0r, @ig iy (38)

=mc*V?(u® + fu®)

For the study of fracture, there are some additional singplibns that arise in
simple geometries. Consider a semi-infinite crack moviogg@lthe center line of
an infinitely long strip as illustrated in Figure 1. The bottof the strip is held at
height—b),, while the top of the strip is raised rigidly to heightb, where2b is
the original height of the strip. Suppose that the rubbeniiglly stretched by a
factor \, everywhere in the horizontal direction. Dropping for thememt Kelvin
dissipation, the equation of motion is

i® = AVA® (39a)
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WY = AVl (39b)

and the boundary conditions for a crack with tippatre

u!(z, —b) = —\,b; u¥(x,b) = A\,b; (40a)
ou?/0yly—o=0 forx < vt (40Db)
u’(x,0)=0 forz > vt (40c)

The main point to make here is that the boundary conditiorvgheoe involve
u®, nor do the equations of motion couplé andu?. Therefore, one can take
u®(x,y) = Az for all time, and the problem reduces to one involving oaly
This problem is mathematically identical to the problem ok motion in anti-
plane shear, which is discussed in textbooks. For exanfebérg) 1999, p. 127)
provides the solution of a stationary crack in this geometnd the solution for

a crack moving at steady velocitycan be obtained from the static solution by a
simple change of variables= z/,/1 — v%/¢2. The solutions become increasingly
blunt as they approach the sound speed

| have not included Kelvin dissipation in Eq. (39). The reas® that this term
would destroy the conventionglr singularity expected for cracks. If one supposes
there exists a solution where¢'(r,) ~ +/r, then Kelvin dissipation produces an
infinite amount of energy dissipation in the vicinity of thp(Marder, 2004). We
will see, however, that for supersonic solutions where tlaghematical structure
near the tip is different, Kelvin dissipation is not only petted but required.

5.2 Shocks in Neo—Hookean material

| now proceed to study supersonic solutions of the Neo—Haxwkbeory in the
presence of dissipation. Adopting once again the geométRigure 1, one can
conclude that.*(x, y) = A,z at all times, and focus only upar¥. Since this is the
only variable to considan the following discussion; will refer to w¥. The vertical
displacement. = u¥ obeys the equation of motion

i = *V*u + BV, (41)
with boundary conditions at the top and bottom of the stilpgiven by Eq. (40a),
but now aty = 0

du i 0*u
oy T otdy

for <0, u=0 for z>0. (42)
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The boundary condition is obtained heuristically by diszneg the derivatives in
the y direction, and eliminating the near-neighbor interactifor y < 0. That is,
write

[ u(z+a,y+ulx—a,y)
Viur  tu(z,y+a)+ulz,y—a) (43)
—du(z,y)]/a’
On the boundary there are no particles locategl-ata, then one has there instead

V2U% [u(x—l—a,y—l—u(x—a,y)—2u(1’,y) (44)

+{u(z, y +a) —u(z,y)}]/a’

The term in curly brackets must vanish, or it produces cbuations of order /a.
Analyzing also the last term of Eq. (41) in this way producegs #2).

In steady state, the equation of motion and boundary camditecome

0*u ou
29 % 292, 272 VY
Vioa =¢ Veu —vBcV B (45)
with boundary condition ag = 0
2
Z—Z:vﬁaaxgy for <0, u=0 for z>0. (46)

This system can be solved by the Wiener—Hopf technique. i@enkq. (45) for
y > 0. Subtract out the asymptotic behavior far ahead of the reptuith

w(z,y) = u(z,y) — Ayy. (47)
Then 52 5
20 W 22, 22 YW
Vi =¢ Viw —vfc*V 9 (48)

with boundary condition ag = 0

ow 0*w
3y + Ay Uﬁ@x@y or x<O0; (49)
w=0 for z>0. (50)

Next, Fourier transform along with

Wi(k,y) = /dx explikx)w(x,y). (51)

Then
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— E*0*W =2 (8—2 — ) (1 + ikvB)W (52)

Oy?
*w v?
0y? =L A1+ Zkvﬁ)) w (53)
= W=Wy(k)e %, (54)
| =vr+ikvBe
g(k) _lﬂ (1 1 ikop) with R(g) > 0 (55)

Whenv < ¢, in order to insure that the real part @fs positive, one should write it
as

2 —v? + tkvpc?
— JI2 1 2
g(k) k + € J 02(1—‘—@]{5@6) )

wheree is small. However, when > ¢, one must write instead

| v? = —ikvBc?
g(k) = ZkJ 21+ ikvB) (56)

Note that there is a branch gfk) with positive real part everywhere @smoves
along the real axis. The problem reduces to findifig k). This function may be
determined from the boundary conditions. To do so, write

wo(z) = w(z,y = 0)

= /dx wo(z)e** = /_0 dx wo(x)e™™ = Wy (k). (57)

The superscript- indicates thal?;” has no poles in the lower half plane. Next,
introducing a convergence factexp|—e|z|] to keep the constant, under control,
sendinge to zero at the end of the calculation, write the boundary t@md(49) as

| A A
d e —elz| ik _ Y Y _ .
/ . ( + e Uﬁ@x@ ) = —gWo + S e uBikg Ty

ow .
— —elz| ik — )t k
/ dx <ay+)\ 058 8y>e Q" (k), (58)
where the superscript indicates that)* has no poles in the upper half plane.

Therefore, using Eg. (57) one can write

)\y )\y
e—1k e+ ik

—g(1 +ivBk)Wy + =Q". (59)

Define
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G(k) = g(k)(1 + ivpk) ik

= /(1 +ivpk)(v?/c2 — 1 — k) = G* (k)G (k), (60)
with  G*(k)=1/v2/c2 — 1 —ivkB; G (k) = /1 +ivBk. (61)

Note thatG'" is free of poles or zeroes in the upper half plane (it has a inettoe
lower half plane) whilgz~ is free of poles or zeroes in the lower half plane (it has a
zero in the upper half plane). On the real axis, one takesrdrech of bothZ* and

G~ that is positive whelk = 0; this ensures that the real partgif) is positive as
required. Therefore, write Eq. (59) as

A A
+_ - —+ = — Y Y
QF =—ikGTGTWy + e+
+
AR\ VE S Ay — kG W . (62)

G+ e—ikGH(0)  (e+ik)GH(0)

The two sides of Eq. 62 have poles on opposite sides of theaxés| and must
separately equal a constant. If the constant is nonzenoutheill be discontinuous
at the origin, while itif is zerowy is continuous althougbw, /0x is discontinuous.
Therefore, take the constant to be zero. One has

A

kW, = ! 63
R (€ +ik)1+ivBky\/v?/c? — 1 (63)

0wy dk  \e k= < dk Ay etk
= ./ 2/e2 1 — I e _J-
vife 0x? 21 /1 + wpk o 27 1+ Bk e
There is a nonzero result only when < 0. In this case, one must deform the
contour so that travels along the positive imaginary axis;,— ik’. The branch
of the square root is one that has positive imaginary parherright side of the

imaginary axis as one deforms the contour. Making this caafgiariables, one
has

+ c.c.. (64)

o qdk’  \erT
/0 21 /1 —vBK
From 0 tol/pwv, the integrand is purely imaginary and cancels with the derp
conjugate. For the remainder of the contour, the squareisdgaken on the branch
with positive imaginary part and gives

/oo Al Nt e =2 / di' \jebmreso
c.c. =
1/vB 27r vﬁk’ Uﬁl{:’

— )\yex/vﬁ (65)
- /=B’
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Thus one has

82w, Ae " for g < 0
fv2/¢® — 1 == \/ —muB (66)
O 0 else
Owy 0 A\, e/ v8
2/.2 1279 __ / Y
= /v2/c? =1 pe ’ dx =i (67)
In particular, the slope of the face of the ruptureras> —oo is given by
Oz fv2/c2 — 1
In the lab, the slope of the crack face will be
)‘y
- (69)
Aey/v2/c? =1
and the opening anglewill be
6 =2tan"" R . (70)
Apy/02 /2 — 1

A peculiar aspect of the neo-Hookean theory once termsvm@lE.. have been

discarded is that it describes material which in its lowestrgy state shrinks down
into a point. This unphysical feature provides an advanitagfes calculation, since
it means that the slope of the crack face is also the same alotheeof the line along

which material begins to deform as the rupture approacheprédicted in Section
2, Eq. (69) is exactly

In order to determine the velocity of the rupture, one needsterion to describe
when material fails. Consider a bond lying on the center jlus¢ before the tip of
the rupture which in the material frame points algng2 /3/2). In the numerical
model studied in this paper, the bonds that snap are all sfsiit. Experiments
are carried out in amorphous materials, and it would renwlvet shown that this
type of bond is sufficiently representative of those thapsigithin a continuum
framework, it is natural to suppose that this bond snaps when

2
1 3 [ Ou
2 T2 < el
Xp= 4 (ay _) . (71)
y=0

It is easy to come up with more elaborate criteria, but thisloas the virtue of sim-
plicity, and accounts reasonably well both for experimeata numerical results.
In order to compute the quantity on the right side of Eq. (Abje that
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+
/dm Qwl ke — _ g = —ik S,
oy y=0 G~
+
_ MG (72)
(1 +ikvpB)(e +ik)\/v?/c? — 1
dw dk . Ay /v2/c—1—ivkp

a—yyzo oo (1+ik‘v6)(e+ik‘)\/v2/02—1.

Forx < 0, one must close the contour in the upper half plane, where #grertwo
poles, one at/v /3, and one ate. These contribute

(73)

_ dw| 2m NePGH(i0B)  2mi NGH(0)
|, 21 jwB(—1/vf)Jv2/c2 —1 2T 4 Jv2/c? — 1
x/vB z/vB
et/ EPYIN Ou _ Aye v/c7 (74)
\/ v2/c? —1 Wl,—g Jv2/c2—1
and in particular at = 0 one has
Qul - _ _Avle (75)
dy == o2/ —1
Similarly, for z > 0 one finds that
N dt 2 —(t2+v? /2 =1z /vB
Qul _) + [ A . (76)
9y ly=0 T+ +5—1)y5 -1

It is also interesting to compute the vertical stress ahé#ueaupture, which is

= 0u /0y + pou/dy

y=0
A e (/=1 (50)

\/7rx/ pu) \/ 2/c2 -1
v? /e =1)a’ /(Bv)

_)\y\/zﬂ/c? _ 1/ i:; ‘. Tx/ )

Note that while the displacement gradient and strain arefinifront of the rupture,
the stress does have an inverse square root singularitg atitfin. This singularity

a,/pc’

(77)
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is due to the Kelvin dissipation, and does not indicate thetd is a finite energy
flux to the tip as in conventional fracture.

Returning now to Eq. (75), the rupture criterion (71) beceme
1 3 )\Z’UZ/CZ
2 __ 2
A==+

47T 402/ — 1

=\, = Ay =/1—c2/v? (79)

(4N7 —A2)/3

(78)

Note that this expression predicts a specific way of assapisiamples with dif-
ferent values of\, and ), that all should travel at the same speedror the exact
solution of a discrete theory presented in the next secti@nfinal result is of ex-
actly this same form, with the same quantky appearing, but related to a more
complicated function of /c.

5.3 Disintegration of back face

To obtain a final lesson from the continuum solutions, retarBg. (69). Consider
two mass points that before the arrival of the rupture liehendentral axis at hori-
zontal distancé@z from each other. According to this expression, on the bacé fa
of the rupture, they are now separated by the squared destanc

2 2 )‘2
Y
dz® + dx —)\926(112/02 1y
which means that material along the back end of the ruptwgteetched by amount

Aback Where
)\2

Mack = Ao+ —5 72—
back T + (UQ/CQ _ 1)
Employing Eq. (79), one has that
2 2
2 \2 c 4c*
)\back - )\ZC<1 - 3,02) + gﬁ)\f (80)

Inspection of Eq. (80) makes it plausible that extensionegthe back end of the
rupture can be greater than : that is, they are generally greater than the extension
at which rubber near the tip is supposed to give way. Thisasehson that material
must toughen behind the rupture tip. Otherwise, no stealdyiso is possible and
the back end of the rupture disintegrates. To emphasizgtind, Figure 6 shows

a numerical rupture solution with bonds in bold when theyehsivetched beyond
Ar. As predicted by Eq. (80), the entire back surface of the mgatuin this state.
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Figure 6. Close-up view of top half of rupture wit, = 3.4, A\, = 2.2, Ay = 5.5,

f = 3, traveling atv/c = 1.09. Bonds stretched beyonx); are drawn much thicker than
other bonds. As predicted by (80), a line of bonds along tluk lealge of the rupture has
been stretched beyorid:, and they remain intact only because of the rule that tougains
bonds connected to a node where at least one bond has shitankib® times its equilib-
rium length. Note that several bonds off the main crack Imegpsas the tip progresses, but
not enough to destroy the integrity of the material. Withsoine sort of toughening rule,
however, the entire back edge of the rupture must disintegra

This calculation explains the need for the toughening rekcdbed after Eq. (33).
Without such a rule, no supersonic solutions appear in nigalealculations. With
it they become generic.

6 Discrete Neo-Hookean theory

The main weakness in the continuum theory of the previousi®ets that the
rupture criterion is approximate. It is possible to do muetidr, since one can solve
analytically the equations of motion for the discrete Neoekkan theory given by
Eq. (37). Recall that this equation was obtained with thie¥ahg assumptions:

(1) The coefficient3 in (32) vanishes.

(2) E.. can be set to zero. Because of this assumption, the energtidoal is
guadratic, and the equations of motion are linear.

(3) Mass points move only vertically. In fact, the horizdrtarces on all mass
points balance, except during a brief time when only one eflibnds has
snapped for a mass point lying on the crack line. Compari$analytical so-
lutions with direct numerical integration of the equatiafisnotion indicates
that errors introduced by this approximation are on theroflao more than

24



one percent, and a snapshot from a numerical solution of #te-Nookean
theory shown in Figure 7 demonstrates that this approxonasi obeyed well
in the vicinity of the tip.

Figure 7. Snapshot of supersonic rupture in Neo—Hookeaoryth@ken from numerical
time evolution of Eq. (37). Note that particles do move altmmgely vertically, as shown
by comparing particle positions with the vertical lines.

The calculation of steady states for Eq. (37) is lengthy, r@tebated to Appendix
E. The final results are as follows:

Begin by specifying the dimensionless velocity and damping
o =uvfe, B =pefa, (81)

and compute

3 — cos(w/D) — 3w?/[4(1 — ifw)]

‘= 2 cos(w/20) (82)
¢ =(++/C?— 1lwith abg¢) > 1, (83)
¢[N—1] _ ¢—[N—1} B
F(w) = { o ——" —2(} cos(w/20) + 1,
and Qw)= a (84)

F —1—cos(w/20)
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Figure 8. Sequence of velocity versus loading curves stgpafproaches to the continuum
limit. Curves in (A) correspond to systems of fixed height &irdd continuum dissipation

B, but sending the lattice spacimg= L/N to zero. This is achieved through solutions of
Eq. (85) whereN increases ang = Bc/a scales asV. As a goes to zero, the subsonic
branch of solutions approaches a definite limiting value, the velocity of supersonic
solutions increases continually Asincreases. Note that on this approach to the continuum
limit, the fracture energy diminishes as. Curves in (B) correspond to systems of fixed
lattice spacing and fixed continuum dissipatiénAs the heightl, goes to infinity, the
supersonic solutions approach a limiting value, but thendiraof subsonic solutions is
squeezed into a smaller and smaller region near the origin.

Then the scaled extensioy defined in Eq. (79) by, = A,/,/(4A\3 — A2)/3 is

given as a function of by

S d [ [mQW) -QW)|  Fm Q)P
M=oY {_/ E{ WA ) L[]

26



7 Results
7.1 Macroscopic Limit

Eq. (85) provides a complete expression for the collectibaxtensions), and

Ay, that result in a rupture moving at velocity Apart from the scaled velocity
¥ = v/c, the result depends upon three parameters; the system h&itfie exten-
sion A\, at which bonds snap, and the coefficient of Kelvin dissipato= cB/a.
One can now search for the conditions under which one shoygddot subsonic
fractures, and the conditions under which one should exqagmrsonic ruptures.
First, consider systems of fixed height and fixed level ofideggon 3 as the lattice
spacing tends to zero. This situation is described by fiXirgnd taking the limit as
N — oo of Eq. (85) withg = ¢SN/L also scaling asV. Figure 8 (A) shows that in
this limit, there is a narrow band of subsonic solutionsdwkd by a broad band of
supersonic solutions. Note that since the failure extensjoremains fixed while
the lattice spacing = L/N vanishes, the fracture energy vanishesasuring
this limiting procedure. Thus, this limiting procedure,iathat first seems the most
sensible, corresponds to something physically ratherAltieknatively, one can set
[ to a constant and send to oo so that the sample becomes infinitely high. In this
limit, plotting solutions versusfy, the subsonic ruptures disappear, and only super-
sonic solutions survive, as shown in Fig. 8 (B). However,socenclusions about
the true nature of this macroscopic limit depend upon howsaoaées the solutions,
as illustrated in Fig. 9. For a system of any given heightdlaee both subsonic and
supersonic solutions. The subsonic solutions are founaall strain, and ad’ be-
comes large, the range of extensié«gsthat produces them becomes progressively
smaller. There is a plateau near the wave speed that becoitesamd wider as
N increases. Finally, supersonic ruptures appear for extesns, on the order of
Ar. The point to emphasize is that depending how extensionsateds either the
supersonic or subsonic branches can be viewed as the magio$mit. In most
brittle materials it is impossible for cracks to reach thespeed because they be-
come unstable to side-branching before this point is reh(fRi@eberg and Marder,
1999). One of the things that appears to make rubber difféesehat the ruptures
are so stable that it is possible for them to pass the wavelspeemove beyond it
without instabilities intervening.

7.2 Comparison with Experiment

To close this investigation, | compare the results with expents on rupture of
rubber sheets. It was already demonstrated in Figure 3tatieaMooney-Rivlin

theory adequately captures the variation of sound speddexiension. The re-
maining two quantities measured by Petersanlet al. (20@)ugture speeds and
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Figure 9. Four different views of Neo—Hookean crack velesitshowing that depending
upon how they are scaled and displayed, one focuses eitloar agnventional subsonic
fractures, or supersonic ruptures. The definitior}fpﬁs given in Eg. (79). In the limit of
infinite system heightV, the two different types of solutions are separated by anitafy
long plateau at the wave speed.

opening angles. Before making the comparison, two reagsovietw the compari-
son with a bit of skepticism should be noted. First, rubbemni€ntangled polymer
network, not a triangular lattice. Second, although thevietlissipation propor-
tional to 5 plays a very important role in the theory, no estimate of &g from

experiment has been provided. The reason is that dissipaticeal amorphous
solids is not of the form employed here, nor is there any stmay to correct the
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deficiency. The spatial decay rate of sound waves in rubbarfosquencies rang-
ing from kilohertz to megahertz is almost perfectly linaawi (Mott et al., 2002):

a=Cuw, (86)

where(C' is a constant. However, given the form of Kelvin dissipaonployed in
this paper, sound decays at the rate

a:nm@:nnP/waw&Q] 87)

It is impossible to find a value of that makes Eq. (87) a good fit to Eq. (86).
A more realistic rule for Kelvin dissipation would providdraquency-dependent
sound speed according to

1 _]_+<1_£J 1 (88)

Aw) & 3 2 1—zﬂw;

the form of dissipation used in Eq. (41) corresponds to sejiai the high-frequency
sound speed,, to infinity. However, the frequency dependence of sounchatte
ation does not resemble experiment any better after inausi c,.. Thus | will
simply continue to use the simplest form of Kelvin dissipatias it is familiar and
conventionall(Fradkin et al., 2003) and take the dimens&simeasure of dissipa-
tion, 8 = fc/a to be of order unity. Fortunately, none of the final resultpetel
much on the value of.

Figure 10 assembles experimental and theoretical resudtarding to the theory
for triangular lattices, samples with extensionsand \, depend only upon the
scaled variable\, given by Eq. (79). This scaling of the velocity is compatible
with all the data. Thirteen experimental trials where rugsuran straight collapse
onto five points, with rather little variation in the scaledlacity. The scatter in
the data is rather large, and therefore consistent boththétisimplified results of
Section 5, as well as the more elaborate results of Sectibhesfigure also shows
a comparison of direct integration of the equations of mmtigg. (33). For the
equations of motion in this figure, the Mooney—Rivlin paréané3 has been set to
zero, butt,, has not been eliminated from Eq. (17). Agreement with théyéinal
results from Eq. (85) is excellent, showing that detailsafmubber relaxes behind
the tip of the rupture do not have much effect on the dynamisslready shown in
Figure 5, rupture speeds are not measurably affected hydimg B. Therefore, the
analytical results of Eq. (85) capture rupture speeds,rexpatal and numerical,
rather completely. The simple result of Eq. (79) is adeqtata first pass. In fact,
the value\; = 5.5 of the bond failure extension was obtained by fitting (79} t
experimental data, and this value of was then used unchanged in all numerical
runs.

Finally, Figure 11 compares experimental results for crapkning angles with
predictions based upon numerical solutions of the mosisteahumerical system,
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(33). That is, the nonlinear terms frof) . that appear as rubber shrinks towards its
equilibrium relaxed state, and Rivlin’s nonlinear contitibn to the Mooney-Rivlin
energy are all included. Agreement between theory and expat for the open-
ing angle is still not completely satisfactory. The expemntal points are widely
scattered, indicating that the reduction to the varialenay not be appropriate,
and experimental values lie systematically below thecatpredictions. Either the
simplistic form of the dissipation, or the simplistic trguar microstructure might
be to blame for this discrepancy.

There is one final potential discrepancy with experimentshauld be mentioned.
According to the theory, the dynamical solutions do inclsdésonic ruptures at
small extensions. Many rubbers are well known to creep (Hail¢2003), and tear
slowly in trouser tests, but in our biaxially loaded sampiégatural latex rubber
we never observed cracks to creep, or to travel slower theadbnd speed at all.

8 Conclusions

The main points established by this theory for the ruptuneibber are the follow-
ing:

(1) The rupture of rubber is a shock phenomenon, with the ledges traveling
at a wave speed, and the tip of the rupture consisting in theeplvhere two
shocks meet at a point.

(2) The essential physical ingredients are dissipationsaimde toughening that
allows the back end of the rupture to retain its integritatisthyperelasticity
appears not to be relevant.

(3) Predictions for rupture velocity are in satisfactoryesgnent with experiment.
Predictions for opening angle are less so, perhaps bedags®mputations
have been performed in a triangular lattice, and with a venpke form of
dissipation.

Additional physical question that have not yet been regsbare
(1) Under what conditions do cracks in rubber creep, and vihstiead are they

supersonic?
(2) What s the origin of rupture path oscillations repoitgdeegan et al. (2002)?
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Figure 11. Rupture opening angles obtained from simulateomd compared with experi-
ment. The agreement is not very satisfactory; the expetahezsults are widely scattered,
but lie systematically below the numerical predictionsr prediction of this quantity, it
may be that treating rubber as a triangular lattice is notjaate.

A Reduction to 2 dimensions

This Appendix shows in two different ways how to obtain arefifve two-dimensional
equation of motion for a rubber sheet. In the first, methoel jricompressibility of
rubber is used to calculate the thickness of the sheet ay @ant, thus express-
ing displacements across the thickness of the shediréction) in terms of the
extensions along andy (Figure 1).

A.1 First method

Rubber is highly incompressible, so one can set

ou

det
“or

— 0. (A1)

For a thin sheet, assume that one can negle¢tf0z andou”/0z, on the grounds
thatu® andwu? should be uniform through the thickness of the sheet. ThefAi)
becomes

_ = 1. A.2
or, \Ory Or,  Ory, Or, (A-2)

Sinceu” andu? are assumed to be independent obne can write

ou* <8u5"’ oy  ou® 8uy>

, <8u5"’ ouy  ou® 8uy> -

v Org Ory B Ory Or,

which is odd inr, In moving to a two—dimensional theory, replace all quagesityy
their averages across the sheet. That is, if the sheet lthediss in the reference
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frame, then for example,

t/2 drz
ZEZ X — X b 4 A'3
(T2, 7y) /t/2 ; (T, Ty, T2). (A.3)

Consider now

B, (7) ou® ou® n ouY ouY n ou® ou”®
z22\T") = 3 .
2\0ry Or, Or, Or, Ory Or,
To obtain the two—dimensional version of this quantitygbiat the first two terms
vanish because of the derivatives with respect tewhile the last term is odd in.,

and vanishes when averaged across the sheet thicknes8)n Ferefore, in the
two—dimensional theory, one can takg, = E,, = 0. Finally, consider

1 ([ow]? 1 [{ouow ououw\
EZZ_§ (l@rz _1) T2 ((07“1, ary B ary 87’1,) _1)' (A4)
The derivatives appearing in the denominator of (A.4) caexpressed in terms of
the two—dimensional invariants in Eq. (7) as

1 1
E.=-(——-1]),
which is Eq. (8).

A.2 Second Method

Specialize to the case of a Neo—Hookean material. Notedis#d indices are em-
ployed onu because elsewhere in the manuscript subscripts are neadediek
the locations of multiple particles; raised indices are furdlinary Cartesian com-
ponents of the vecto. For an incompressible solid the Cauchy stress tensor is
(Ogden| 1984)

, Ou® OuP
5= pc’ o, or, — Pdas, (A.5)
wherep is a pressure that must be determlned by the condition omipcessibility.
To find an equation of motion, one needs the Piola-Kirkha#st tensor, which for
an incompressible material takes the form

87@ , Ou’ 87@

Ty

Writing out the equation of motion gives
Pu” 0 0 o Ou® ory
— Sy = — — p=2. A7
P = o o, l 1y ﬁu“] (A7)
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From Eg. (A.2) one can writér, /0u” as

—1
Ory Ory ou® ouY a 2 ou¥  _ ou¥
du® Ou® _ Ory Org _ U Ory Ors ( A 8)
ory Oy out ou . | _ow our | '
ouy ouY Ory  Ory “or, Or.

Now examine the equation of motion fof,

Our _ (0 200"\ 0 ( ouFou! +i Ou” Ou¥ (A.9)
P o = 8T>\p ory or, p@rz ary ary p@rz or, |~ '

Compare this result with the one that would come by insettiegconstraint at the
outset: Using Eq. (A.4) one finds

D*u® ) L
s B o
(0 Loue o | (0w’ ouw
_<5—7’Apc 8—m> o, pe <87’Z> 8—7’J (A.10)

L0
ory

2 ouz\* ouv
P or, ) Or,
Egs. (A.9) and (A.10) are the same provided that

N\ 2
p = pc? <8u ) . (A.11)
or,

Thus the equation of motion obtained by employing the canstin Eq. (8) is
compatible with the equation of motion one obtains from tlwtaPKirkhoff stress
tensor so long as one uses Eq. (A.11) for the pressure. [Fombne, this expression
for the pressure is precisely what is needed soThavanishes in Eq. (A.5), and
that in turn is what one would expect as the appropriate bayncondition for a
thin sheet.

B Sound Speeds
Given an energy functional
U:p/df'e(ll,b),
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wherep is the mass per area measured in the reference frame, the s ap-
pendix is to calculate sound speeds. The same results and fou example in
(Eringen and Suhubi, 1974, v. 1, pp. 120, 263), but to obtansimple expres-
sions for longitudinal and shear waves needed here, it magasier to begin again
than to work backwards through so much notation. To begiu, fiow U varies
when there is a small changeudn

10U ¥ P*ur e +1 ouY 0 +0u’7 d ] oe
pou () o5 0raOrg O~ 2 | Orq Org  Org Ora | OEags

Takeoe/0E, s to be symmetric under interchange@find 8. This is only true if
from now on whenever one seé§, in some term in the free energy, one replaces
it by (E,, + E,.)/2, and we will have to be careful to do that. However, assgmin
this symmetry, one can write

14 U PPur e o OEy g 0%
— B.1
péuV 26: [87@87‘5 OE,3 * vt Ore Org OE.30Eyps (B.1)
- O*ur Oe 10w (0 oY ou 0%
n 8ra8r5 aEaB o' Bl 2 8ra 87’5 87’0/ 87’5/ aEaBaEa/B/

_ Z O*ur e N ouY our PuY d%e
N 07“@87’5 8Ea5 o' Bl 0ra 07“0/ 87’5/87’5 8Ea58Ea/5/

Now takew to represent a sheet loaded up in biaxial strain, and supempasmall
amplitude wave with polarizatiogitraveling with wave vector. Take\,to be the
extension factor along direction andr,, to be a position coordinate in the material
frame. Keep only terms of order Inserting such a plane wave into Eq. (B.1), the
result is

1 6U a 826
- =~ ) |kakge + Ayba Ay Oyrarkgrkpey =
P(Su“f(r a,B | ’ A/aE %/ K " BBy 0Ea50EO/B,
[ Oe 92e
= kak )\ )\ /k /k; Y —
a8 L BE’Y 8Eaﬁ1 + % v Ae 667 8E758E7,B/
ae 626 ]
= ]{f ]{f 1€y ——— —}—)\ )\ ]{j /k‘ €y—
%;, l O Oy Y QR 30E .
Oe 0%e ]
= Ory 5 + M Ay =——— | kgkge,y. (B.2)
65/7, [ i aEﬁﬁ’ T 8E-yBaEPY/B/ B B v



Therefore, one has an equation of motion for sound waves

a0
P sw ()
Oe 0%e
SR P LTS U AL, Y (B.3)
Y ,Y%/ Yy 3E55/ Yy 8E758E7/5/ Y

B.1 Specific expressions for longitudinal and shear waves

Takek = k(1,0). Assume that

e e
OE..0E,, 0FE,0E,,

0. (B.4)

This will always be the case in biaxial strain just so longesdnergy only depends
upon strain through the combinations/finand I,. Longitudinal waves are found
by looking for a wave polarized along which means that only, is nonzero, so
v =" = z. Note in addition that in Eq. (B.3) one can have= ks = 1 only if
B = 8 = x. Therefore

5 De Y d%e

Next look for a wave polarized along Now v = 4/ = y. One still has to have
5 = ' = x. Therefore for shear waves

de d%e
2 2
== BB, " aEz,

c Assuming symmetry (B.6)

It is easy to use Eq. B.6 improperly. It is only validdifs treated as a symmetrical
function of £, andE,,, and if partial derivatives with respect to these two quanti
ties are independent. It is hard to remember to retain thigexation, and it is safer
simply to sett,, = E,, and treak just as a function of one of them. In this case,
one must write

9 Oe )\Z D%e
* 0E., 4 0EZ,
The analogous expressions for wave speeds ajdotiow by flipping the roles of
x andy.

c (B.7)

The expressions for sound speeds take much simpler fornmg iEstablishes spa-
tially uniform states in the rubber and considers smallamifdisturbances. Return
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to Egs. (15a) and (15b). Establish the displacement field

U= (A + Suy¥s \yY + Syak). (B.8)

Specialize now to the case where a sample is subject to ombieraxial strain, and
sheared in the direction, so that,, is zero. Then inserting Eq. (B.8) into Eq. 5

gives

Ep=3 (A4 5%, —1) (B.9)
Ey=31(\-1) (B.10)
L (B.11)

Derivatives with respect to components of the strain tecaoniall now be expressed
in terms of the new variables,, \,, ands,,. Since these variables correspond
exactly to quantities one controls experimentally, it isdto express sound speeds

in terms of them. One has

Ay O Syz
O Era By By }
= : B.12
DDAy} 0 ) O (B.12)

0 sy./2 \,/2

Inverting this matrix, one has

1 Spe _ 2sys
X AaAZ T Az
O { A \ySyz } L
i SO U S 1 . B.13
O {ezzeyyeay} 0 Ay 0 ( )
Therefore, one can write
0 1 0
FTo )\—zmx (B.14)
0 25, 0 0 (B.15)

2
YRS VW) WL W P

Inserting Eq. (B.14) into Eq. (15a) and Eq. (B.15) into Ecl{land evaluating at
sye = 0 gives Egs. (14).
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C Force computation

| record here some methods used to calculate forces in matedynamics that
assist in writing computer code, and that may not have bebhshed previously.
The force on componeiat of particle/ is defined to be

U
Ef = 5 (C.1)

For the purposes of writing computer code, it is not effictergroceed directly with
this expression, because in the course of computing,/Sagne might calculate
some quantities that will also appearfin and efficient code will duplicate as little
computation as possible. Therefore, defineitisertion operatofZ;. Any term that

is multiplied byZ, is to be inserted into the memory location that holds thedorc
on particlel. So one computes

ow oI dw OI
2B m = =3 T e 3 pue (©2)

Thus one must compute a sum of two terms. The first is

8w1 ow 1

T Tigpigpla- = T E-T)grsg  (©3
szn ’l ZJEH(Z)
(but this term vanishes if;; > a\y)
The second is
ow 3 [2 4
1z, -1 _i___)i"_'i'_z}a 4
Z ( ) Zjajz4a4 3 9(uJ u] a) (C )

ijen(i)

(but vanish ifu;; > aX;) or, if one takes the alternate representatiof;of

LOow 9 14 ow 9 0H
> (Ti— I, zgap ! |:§<uwuzg ]—i-z 1012 8at dus (C.5)

ijen(i)
The final term to compute is (With. = (4, - @i, + 2a?)?)

L
27

1

H;
27

> (- i+ 20%)*huig) h(ui) =
j#ken(i)

Z gz'jkhij ik (C-G)
j#ken(i)

38



and derivatives of this object contribute to the force

Whiging (T — T;) + P g (T — T)
ow 1 9 Y '
ZZ_: 0J4 27 8a*
e +  hijhagin (Ii {U?J + u?k} — Lyuis — Iju%)

(C.7)

Note in all these expression that various quantities negdoencomputed once and

inserted into registers for particlésj, andk. The insertion operatots; , Z; , and

7. keep track of which quantities to put where.

D Lattice Instabilities

| found numerically that when | employed Eq. (28), the unmifdy strained lattice
would spontaneously develop a striped pattern when sedtbleyond a critical
value. To analyze this problem, | computed the phonon dycalmiatrix (Marder,
2000, Eqg. 13.8, p. 307). The calculation is a straightfodaaxercise in phonon
physics, and no details need to be reported. Negative eafjez®w of this matrix
indicate instability of the uniform state. As shown in Figid.1, for uniform biaxial
strain a bit above\, = )\, = 3, the spatially uniform lattice becomes unstable.
However, if one employs instead Eq. (29), then as shown in [Big, the lattice
remains stable. For this reason, Eq. (29) was usually eredlajespite its greater
numerical cost. It would be interesting to see whether tetalility in Fig. D.1 is
related to strain crystallization.
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Figure D.1. Frequency squared as a function of wave numbeaf@mus levels of uniform
biaxial strain, using the energy potential function in EZB8)( As the strain increases, the
lattice becomes unstable to a distortion in which every rotdodumn of atoms moves in
opposite directions, similar to motions of atoms in optivaldes, or the Peierls distortion.
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biaxial strain, using the energy potential function in E2R)( With this representation of
the strain invariant, the uniform lattice remains stablaiagt high-frequency distortions
over the range of extensions employed experimentally.
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E Solution of Discrete System

This Appendix contains the steady-state solution of

o 2c? o .o
Y =32 > (uij + 5%‘3‘) O(Ar — uij). (E.1)
Jjen(i)

The methods employed are those of Slepyan (1981 1982, 28@9alsa (Marder and Gross,
1995; Marder, 2004). Slepyan (2002, p. 478) notes the ewstef supersonic solu-

tions for a related problem. However, the steps below ar¢ghwercording in detail

because the particular combination of Kelvin viscosity,dddll, and a strip of fi-

nite height needed here has not been published, althougbpazially new ideas

are involved.

Move to notation that explicitly describes locations iniangular latticeg(m, n),
wherewu describes the vertical motion of atoms only, since the looitizl motion

is neglected, and wheres € (—oc0--- — 3,-2,—-1,0,1,2,3,...00) andn €
(---—=5/2, =3/2, —1/2, 1/2, 3/2, 5/2.... Then in steady state, one has the
symmetries

u(m,n,t)=u(m+1,n,t+a/v) (E.2)

u(m,n,t)=—u(m,—n,t —all/2 — g,]/v) (E.3)

u(m,1/2,t)=—u(m,—1/2,t — a/2v), (E.4)
where

(E.5)

(1 iftn=3/2 7/2.
=0 Lifn=1/2, 5/2..

Assuming that a crack is in steady state, we can therefarerglie the variable
entirely from the equation of motion, by defining

un(t) = u(0,n,t). (E.6)
Next, define dimensionless variables
t = tc/a; B = fc/a, ando =wv/c. (E.7)

Then
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+Un+1(£ — Gn+1/0)

Httgar (= (o1 — 1)/0)
—6u, (1) +u,(t —1/9)

H=2(1+ Ba%) Fun(f+ 1/9)
+Un_1(t — 9n-1/?7)

GEE
1 (f = (o1 — 1)/0)
if n > 1/2and
(1 + Busa(D) + (1+ B )us o — 1/9) '

i (F) = ; +(1+ BE) [w o+ 1/9) - 4u1/2~(1?) +urya(f = 1/7)] €8)

+0(=E) (1 + B [u12(F) — urya(D)]

| +0(1/(20) = 1)(1 + B [urya(f = 1/8) = uaya(D)]
if n=1/2.

0,—1/2,1) breaks has been

The time at which the bond betweet0, 1/2,#) andu(
chosen to be = 0, so that by symmetry the time the bond betweéh 1/2,¢) and
u(1, —1/2,1) breaks isl /27.

Above the crack line, the equations of motion are compldiear, so it is simple
to find the motion of every atom with > 1/2 in terms of the behavior of an atom

with n = 1/2. Fourier transforming in time gives

Upy1(w) [e@Gn+1=D/0 4 piwlgn+1)/7]
2 ) 3 y 7y . ~

_w2un(w) = g(l — ZBCU) + un(w) [elw/v — 6+ 6_2“}/”] (Eg)
+ Uy 1(0)) [eiw(gn—l—l)/é _|_eiw(gn71)/v]

(E.10)

Let
un(w) — u1/2(w) k:(n—l/Z)—iwgn/(Z’f)).
Substituting Eq. (E.10) into Eq. (E.9), and noticing that+ g,.1 = 1 gives

[i(on+1-+0n-2)/(20) | gieo(gn+19n)/(29)]

5 ul/g(w)ek
—wuy o (w) = (1—i5w)§ + uppp(w) [ — 6+ e /7
+ ul/2(w) —k [6iw(9n—1+9n72)/(2f1) + eiwl(gn—1-+gn)/( )]
(E.11)

w? 4 N 8
= i + 3 2 cosh(k) cos(w/(20)) + cos(w/0) — 3] =0 (E.12)
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Defining

3 —cos(w/d) — 3w?/[4(1 — iBw)]
¢= 2 cos(w/20) (E.13)
one has equivalently that
p=¢e" =C+/C2—1 with abgg) > 1. (E.14)

One can construct a solution which meets all the boundargtitons by writing

¢[N+l/2—n} _ ¢—[N+1/2—n]

¢N _ (b—N

—iwgn/2f}[

Up (W) = uy2(w)e

N Uy(n—1/2) 2
N €2 + w?’

(E.15)

This solution equals, » for n = 1/2, and equalé/y2¢/(e* +w?) forn = N +1/2.
The reason to introduceis that forn = N + 1/2, u(m,n,t) = Ux. The Fourier
transform of this boundary condition is a delta functiong dard to work with
formally. To resolve uncertainties, it is better to useaastthe boundary condition

unt1/2(t) = Une I, (E.16)
and send to zero the end of the calculation. In what follows, frequese will be
made of the fact thatis small.

The most interesting variable is net/,, but the distance between the bonds which
will actually snap. Furthermore, the quantity multiplied the 6 function in Eq.
E.8 is operated upon byt + 50/0t) since dissipation stops operating when bonds
break. For this reason define

Ul/g(t) — U_l/g(t) Ul/g(t) + Ul/g(t + 1/2’0)

U(t) = . = : . (E.17)

W) =1+ B0
Rewrite E.8 as

+(1+ BE)usa(f) + (1+ B usa(t — 1/7)

| —2U(1)0(—1) — 2U (¢ — 1/20)6(1/(20) — 1) ]
(E.18)

Fourier transforming this expression using Eq. (E.15) aafththg

U*(w) = /_ T dE U (D)O(£), (E.19)
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WH(w) = /_ T di e TW (D)0(), (E.20)

now gives
- w2\ oy Un 2€
(1 —iwB)urjp(w)F(w) = (1 +e*=)U" (w) = TN (E.21)
with
¢[N—1] _ ¢—[N—1} R
F(w) = { e 2(} cos(w/20) + 1 (E.22)
Next, use Eqg. (E.17)in the form
B —iw /29
Wi = (1 —iwf) T ) (£.23)
to obtain o 5
W (w)F (w) — 2(cos? w/40) U~ (w) = ‘WNT;@ (E.24)
Writing
W(w) =W (w)+ W (w) (E.25)
finally gives
_ 1 1
WHw)QW) + W™ (w) = UnQo | 5=+ =75 (E.26)
with
Q=F/(F —1— cos(w/20)). (E.27)
The Wiener-Hopf technique_(Nable, 1958) directs one toewrit
_ @ (w)

where()~ is free of poles and zeroes in the lower complgxane and) ™ is free of
poles and zeroes in the upper complex plane. One can cartlgisgtecomposition
with the explicit formula

Q* (w) = exp[lim do’ Q)

e—=0J 27w Fe—ww

L. (E.29)

Separate Eq. (E.26) into two pieces, one of which has polgsiothe lower half
plane, and one of which has poles only in the upper half plane:

WHw)  QoUn 1 _ QUn 1 W~ (w)

QW)  QUO) (~iw+e) Q(0)(iw+e Q (w) (E.30)
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Because the right and left hand sides of this equation haes poopposite sections
of the complex plane, they must separately equal a congtaite constant must
vanish, orU~ andU™ will behave as a delta function nefla&= 0. So

QoQ™ (w) QoQ™ (w)
Q™ (0)(e + iw)’ Q™ (0)(e —iw)

One now has an explicit solution fok (w). Numerical evaluation dfl’ (¢) from Eq.
(E.31) is fairly straightforward, using fast Fourier tréorsns. The most interesting
guantity to obtain is the separation between bonds opptigterack line at =
0, since by setting this quantity so that the bond snaps, oransba consistent
equation of motion. So one wants to fibid0). To obtain it, write

W_(CU) =Upy and W+(CU) = Uy (Egl)

WH(w) + W~ ()

Uw) = _ E.32
@ == (E:32)
The denominator of Eq. (E.32) has a pole in the lower halfg@kn
w=—i/B = —iwy (E.33)
and this pole must be subtracted off in order to fdfm. So one has
U= () = W) = W (i) (E.34)

1-— iBw
In order to findU (¢ = 0) it is sufficient to find

Ut =0)= lim iwU (w).

w—r00
The reason is thdtl — (¢) is zero for all positive, dropping to zero right at = 0.
The value ofU (¢ = 0) is given by the discontinuity i/~ (¢). However, if U~ (w)
decays faster thah/w for largew, then the inverse Fourier transform &f (w)
must be continuous at= 0. Therefore, from the coefficient df/iw, one can pick
out the value ofU(t = 0). SinceWW ™ (t) like U~ (t) has a step-function discon-

tinuity at¢ = 0, W~ (w) decays ad /iw asw goes to infinity. Thus one deduces
immediately from (E.34) that

U(t = 0) = w0W_<—’iW0>. (E35)
Returning to (E.31) one has
QoQ™ (—iwy)
=U(t=0)=Uy"trr2.
U=U(t=0)=Uyx a-(0)
Note that the height of the top of the systém obeys

?a(]\f +1/2)), = Uy,

(E.36)
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and thatl), = Q(0) = 1/(2N + 1) so

_ia Q™ (—iwo)
bo="T% 570 -

The condition for a bond to snap is that the total length obitved reachu) ;. Note
from the definition in Eq. (E.17) thdf gives only half the bond length. Therefore

A= i)\i + (2;]20)2
= 2Up=a\/(\} — A2/4) = \é_a)\yQQ<_<ZOW0)
Ay _ Z?_(O)

~ JEX —x2)/3 Q (—iwo)’

Employing (E.29) to obtain an explicit representatiorfof leads to Eq. (85).
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