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W e solve exactly and describe in detail a sin pli ed scalar m odel for the low frequency shear
rheology of foam s, em ulsions, shirries, etc. P . Sollich, F . Lequeux, P.Hebraud, M E . Cates, Phys.
Rev.Lett. 78, 2020 (1997)]. The m odel attributes sin ilarities in the rheology of such \soft glassy
m aterials" to the shared features of structural disorder and m etastability. By focusing on the
dynam ics of m esoscopic elem ents, it retains a generic character. Interactions are represented by a
m ean— eld noise tem perature x, w ith a glass transition occurring at x = 1 (In appropriate units).
T he exact solution of the m odel takes the form of a constitutive equation relating stress to strain
history, from which all rheological properties can be derived. For the linear response, we nd that
both the storage m odulus G ° and the loss m odulus G © vary with frequency as ! * ' orl< x< 2,
becom Ing at near the glass transition. In the glass phase, agihg of the m oduli is predicted. T he
steady shear ow curves show power law uid behavior for x < 2, with a nonzero yield stress In
the glass phase; the Cox-M erz rule does not hold in this non-N ew tonian regin e. Single and double
step strains further probe the nonlinear behavior of the m odel, which is not well represented by the
BK Z relation. Finally, we consider m easurem ents 0ofG%and G® at nite strain am plitude . Near
the glass transition, G ® exhibits a maxinum as is increased in a strain sweep. Its valie can be
strongly overestin ated due to nonlinear e ects, which can be present even when the stress resoonse
is very nearly ham onic. T he largest strain . at which m easurem ents still probe the linear response
is predicted to be roughly frequency-independent.
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I. NTRODUCTION

M any soft m aterdals, such as foam s, em ulsions, pastes
and slirries, have intriguing rheological properties. E x—
perin entally, there is a welldeveloped phenom enology
for such system s: their nonlinear ow behavior is often

t to the fom = A+ B_" where is shear stress
and _ strain rate. This is the HerschelBukely equa-—
tion flA); or ®r A = 0) the \powerdaw uid" fi{f.
For the sam e m aterials, linear or quasilinear viscoelas—
tic m easuram ents offten reveal storage and loss m oduli
G%),G%() in nearly constant rativ G *=G° is usually
about 0.1) wih a frequency dependence that is either a
weak power law (clay slurries, paints, m icrogels) or neg—
ligble (tom ato paste, dense em ulsions, dense m utilayer
vesicles, colloidal glasses) [{[Lq]. This behavior persists
down to the Iowest accessble frequencies (gbout 10 3
1 Hz depending on the system ), In apparent contradic—
tion to Inear response theory, which requiresthat G ©(!)
should be an odd function of ! . This behavior could
In principle be due to slow relaxation m odes below the
experin entally accessble frequency range (see F1ig. EI) .
Each of those would cause a drop in G%') and a bum p
in G (! ) asthe frequency is tracked dow nw ard . H ow ever,
w here the search for system speci ¢ candidates for such
slow m odes has been carried out (for the case of foam s
and dense em ulsions, for exam ple, see @]), it has not
yielded viable candidates; it therefore seem s worthw hile
to Jook form ore generic explanations of the observed be-
havior.

Indeed, the fact that sim ilar anom alous rheology
should be seen in such a w ide range of soft m aterials sug—

gests a comm on cause. In particular, the frequency de—
pendence indicated above points strongly to the generic
presence of slow \glassy" dynam ics persisting to arbi-
trarily am all encies. T his feature is found in several
other contexts {IE], such as the dynam ics of elastic
m anifolds In random m edia E]. T he latter is sugges—
tive of rheology: charge density waves, vortices, contact
lines, etc.can \ ow" in response to an in posed \stress".

In a previous ktter @] it was argued that glassy dy—
nam ics is a natural consequence of tw o properties shared
by allthe soft m aterialsm entioned above: structuraldis-
order and m etastability. In such \soft glassy m aterials"
(SGM s), them alm otion alone is not enough to achieve
com plete structural relaxation. T he system has to cross
energy barriers (for exam ple those associated w ith re—
arrangem ent of droplets in an em ulsion) that are very
large com pared to typical them al energies. It there-
fore adopts a disordered, m etastable con guration even
when (as In a m onodisperse em ulsion or foam ) the state
of least free energy would be ordered @]. The in por-
tance of structural disorder has previously been noted in
m ore speci ¢ contexts [ﬂ,@,@{@], but its unifying role
In rheological m odeling can be m ore easily appreciated
by focusing on the class 0of SGM s as a whole.

In Ref. E], a m inim al, scalar m odel for the generic
rheology 0ofSGM swas introduced, which Incorporatesthe
above ideas. W e refer to this m odel as the \soft glassy
rheology" (SGR) m odel in the follow ing. Them ain con—
tribution of the present publication is the exact solution
of this m odel; at the sam e tin e, we also provide m ore
detailed analytical and num erical support for the results
announced In E]. T he exact solution is in the form ofa
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FIG .1l. Sketch of frequency dependence of lnear m oduli,
show Ing possble slow relaxation m odes at frequencies below
the m easurem ent w indow .

constitutive equation relating the (shear) stressata given
tin e to the strain history. W e use this to study a range of
linear and nonlinear rheological properties of the m odel;
qualitative com parisons w ith experin ental data show

that these capture m any generic rheological characteris—-
tics 0o SGM s. W e do not attem pt m ore quantitative ts
to experim ental data for speci ¢ m aterials because the
model in is present form is alm ost certainly too over—
sim pli ed forthispurpose. W e do how ever hope to carry
out such a m ore quantitative study in fiiture work, once
the ram alning am biguiies in the interpretation of the
m odel param eters (see Sec. Eﬁ) have been clari ed and
som e of the in provem ents suggested in Sec. @ have
been incorporated into the m odel.

W e Introduce the SGR model in Sec. Eﬁ, along w ith
Bouchaud’s glassm odelon which it builds. Sec.[III con—
tains ourm ain resul, the constitutive equation. Its pre—
dictions in the linear response regin e are discussed in
Sec.@, while In Sec.ﬂ we analyse severalnonlinear sce—
narios including steady shear ow, shear startup, large
step strains and large oscillatory strains. The physical
signi cance and interpretation of the various param eters
of the SGR m odel is not obvious; in Sec. Eﬁ we discuss
n m ore detail the \noise tem perature" x and \attem pt
frequency"  ofthem odel. O ur results are sum m arized
n Sec.

II.THE SGR M ODEL

The SGR m odelisaphenom enologicalm odelthat ain s
to explain them ain features 0f SGM rheology (ooth lin—
ear and nonlinear) as described above. To apply to a
broad range ofm aterials, such a m odel needs to be rea—
sonably generic. Tt should therefore ncorporate only a

m Inin alnum ber of features comm on to allSGM s, leav—
Ing aside asmuch system speci c detailaspossbl. One
In portant feature is the \glassiness", ie., the e ects of
structuraldisorder and m etastability. W e m odelthis us-
ng a Rirly intuitive picture ofa glass: it consists of local
\elem ents" we w illbem ore speci ¢ Jater about what we
m ean by these in the context 0o£SGM s) which are trapped
In \cages" fom ed by their neighbors so that they can-—
notm ove. O ccasionally, however, a rearrangem ent of the
elem entsm ay be possbl, due to them al activation, for
exam ple. G lass m odels of this kind are comm only re—
ferred to as \trap m odels" and have been studied by a
large num ber of authors (see eg. Refs. E,@{@]) . An
alemative to such m odels would be, for exam ple, m ode—
coupling theordes @@] which, at least in their sin plest
form , neglect all (them ally) activated processes. W e pre—
fertrap m odels orourpurposes, because they are sin pler
and also generally m ore physically transparent E].

A .Bouchaud’s glassm odel

Bouchaud fom alized the above intuitive trap picture
of a glass nto a one-elem ent m odel @]: an individ-
ual elem ent \sees" an energy landscape of traps of var-
ious depths E ; when activated, it can \hop" to another
trap . Bouchaud assum ed that such hopping processesare
due to them al uctuations. In SGM s, however, this is
unlkely as kg T is very sm all com pared to typical trap
depthsE (see Sec.@) . The SGR m odelassum es Instead
that the \activation" in SGM s is due to interactions: a
rearrangem ent som ew here in the m aterial can propagate
and cause rearrangem ents elsswhere. In a mean— eld
spirit, this coupling between elem ents is represented by
an e ective tem perature (or noise level) x. This idea is
fundam entalto the SGR m odel.

T he equation ofm otion for the probability of nding
an element In a trap ofdepth E attinet is E@]

@ P ;) =

e ®7
In the st temm on the rhs, which describbes elem ents
hopping out of their current traps, ¢ is an attem pt fre—
quency for hops, and exp( E=x) is the corresponding
activation factor. The second tem represents the state
of these elem ents directly affer a hop. Bouchaud m ade
the sin plest possible assum ption that the depth of the
new trap is com pltely independent of that of the old
one; it is sin ply random Iy chosen from som e \prior" dis—
tribution of trap depths (€ ). T he rate of hopping into
traps of depth E isthen (E) tim es the overallhopping
rate, given by
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Bouchaud’s m ain insight was that the m odel ﬂ) can
describe a glass transition if the density of desp traps



has an exponential tail, € ) exp ( E=x), say. W hy
is this? The steady state of eq. ), if one exists, is
given by Peq E) / exp E=x) € ); the Bolzmann fac-
tor exp E =x) (o m nus here because trap depths are
m easured from zero downwards) is proportional to the
average tin e spent In a trap of depth E . At x = x4,
it jast cancels the exponentialdecay of (€ ), and so the
supposed equilbrium distribution Peg (E ) tendsto a con—
stant for largeE ; it isnot nom alizable. T hism eansthat,
for x %, the system does not have a steady state; it
is (\weakly") non-ergodic and \ages" by evolring into
deeper and deeper traps @]. Them odel ) therefore
has a glass transition at x = x4.

W ith Bouchaud’s m odel, we have a good candidate
for descrbing in a relatively sin ple way the glassy fea—
tures of SGM s. Its disadvantages for our purposes are:
(1) The assum ption of an exponentially decaying & ) is
rather arbitrary in our context. It can be Jjusti ed in sys—
tem s w ith \quenched" (ie., xed) disorder, such as spin
glasses, using extrem e value statistics (see eg. @]), but
it is not obvious how to extend this argum ent to SGM s.
(i) The exponential form of the activation factor in ﬁl)
was chosen by analogy w ith themm al activation. But for
us, x descrbes e ective noise arisihg from interactions,
so this analogy isby no m eans autom atic, and finctional
form s other than exponential could also be plausbl. In
essence, we view (i) together with (ii) asa phenom enolog—
icalway ofdescrbing a system w ith a glass transition.

B . Incorporating deform ation and ow

T o describe defom ation and ow, the SGR m odel E]
ncorporates strain degrees of freedom into Bouchaud’s
glassm odel. A generic SGM is conceptually subdivided
Into a lJarge number of m esosopic regions, and these
form the \elem ents" of the model. By m esoscopic we
m ean that these regions must be (i) sm all enough for a
m acroscopic piece of m aterial to contain a large num -
ber of them , allow ing us to describe its behavior as an
average over elem ents; and (i) large enough so that de—
form ations on the scale of an elem ent can be described
by an elastic strain variable. For a single droplet In a
foam , or exam ple, this would not be possible because of
is highly non-a ne deform ation; in this case, the ele-
m ent size should therefore be at least a few droplet di-
am eters. The size of the elem ents is chosen as the unit
length to avoid cum bersom e factors of elem ent volum e
In the expressions below . W e em phasize that the sub-
division into m esoscopic elem ents ism erely a conogptual
tool for obtaining a suitably coarsegrained description
of a SGM . The elm ents should not be thought of as
sharply-de ned physicalentities, but rather as som ew hat
di use \blobs" ofm aterdial. T heir size sin ply represents
a coarsegraining length scale whose order of m agnitude
is xed by the two requirem ents (i) and (il above.

W e denote by 1 the local shear strain of an elem ent

(m ore generally, the deform ation would have to be de—
scribed by a tensor, but we choose a sin ple scalar de—
scription). To see how levolves asthe systam is sheared,
consider rst the behavior of a foam or dense em ulsion.
The droplets n an elem ent will nitially deform elasti-
cally from the localequilbrium con guration, giving rise
to a stored elastic energy (due to surface tension, in this
exam ple ]) . This continuesup to a yield point, charac-
terized by a strain 1, whereupon the droplets rearrange
to new positions in which they are less deform ed, thus
relaxing stress. The m esoscopic strain 1m easured from
the nearest equilbrium position (ie., the one the elem ent
would relax to if there were no extemal stresses) is then
again zero. As the m acroscopic strain is Increased,
1 therefore executes a \saw-tooth" kind of m otion @].
N eglecting nonlinearities before yielding, the local shear
stress is given by k1, w ith k an elastic constant; the yield
point de nes a m axin al elastic energy E = %k]y2 . The
e ects of structural disorder are m odeled by assum ing a
distribution of such yild energies E , rather than a sin—
gle value comm on to allelem ents. A sin ilar description
obviously extends to m any others of the soft m aterials
m entioned above.

To m ake the connection to Bouchaud’s glass m odel,
yield events can be viewed as \hops" out of a trap (or
potentialwell), and the yild energy E is thereby iden—
ti ed wih the trap depth. A s before, we assum e that
yvields (hops) are activated by interactions between dif-
ferent elem ents, resulting in an e ective tem perature x.
The activation barrier is now E kI, the di erence
between the typical yield energy and the elastic energy
already stored in the elem ent.

For the behavior of elem ents in between rearrange-
ments, the sinplest assum ption is that their strain
changes along w ith the m acroscopically im posed strain

. This m eans that, yield events apart, the shear rate
is hom ogeneous throughout the m aterial; spatial uctu-
ations of the shear rate are neglected In what can be
viewed as a furtherm ean- eld approxin ation. The SGR
m odel therefore applies only to m aterdials which can sup-
port m acroscopically hom ogeneous ow s (at least in the
range of shear rates of practical interest). In fact, we
regard this requirem ent as a working de niion of what
ismeant by a \soft" glassy m aterial. A \hard" glassy
m aterial, on the other hand, m ight 2ilby fracture and
strong strain localization rather than by hom ogeneous

ow . W hether a link exists between this distinction and
the classi cation of structural glasses Into fragile versus
strong E] isnot clear to us at present.

W hile the SGR model assum es a spatially hom oge—
neous strain rate, it does adm i inhom ogeneities in the
Iocalstrain 1and stress = k1 [37]. These arise because
di erent elem ents generally yield at di erent tines. To
describe the state ofthe system at a given tim e, we there—
fore now need to know the pint probability of nding
an elem ent wih a yield energy E and a local strain 1.
W ithin the SGR model E], this probability evolves in
tin e according to
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The rst term on the rhs describes the m otion of the
elem entsbetw een rearrangem ents, w ith a localstrain rate
equal to the m acroscopic one, += _. The interaction—
activated yielding of elem ents (which is assum ed to be
an instantaneous process on the tin escales of interest
to us) is re ected In the second term . The last tem
Incorporates tw o assum ptions about the properties of an
elem ent just after yielding: It is unstrained (1= 0) and
has a new yild energy E random ly chosen from &®),
ie., uncorrelated w ith itspreviousone. F inally, the total
yielding rate is given by the analog of @),
D
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Eqg. ﬁ) tells us how the state of the system , describbed
by P € ;L;t), evolves for a given Inposed m acroscopic
strain (t). W hat wem ainly care about is of course the
rheologicalresponse, ie., the m acroscopic stress. T his is
given by the average of the local stresses

Z

(t) = khli, k dE d1P E;Lb 1 ©)
Egs. Gﬁ) de nethe SGR model, am Inin alm odel for
the rheology of SGM s: Tt incorporatesboth the \glassy"
features arising from structuraldisorder (captured In the
distrbbution of yield energies E and local strains 1) and
the \softness" : for lJargem acroscopic strains, them aterial
ow s because eventually all elem ents yield. An intuiive
picture of the dynam ics of the SGR m odel can be ob—
tained by view Ing each elem ent as a \partick" m oving
In a one-din ensional piecew ise quadratic potential, w ith
noise-induced hops w hich becom e increasingly lkely near
the edge of a potentialwell (see Fjg.E) . Thisalso shows
the hysteresis e ects associated w ih yielding: Once a
hop to a new wellhas taken place, a nite strain reversal
is in generalneeded before a particle w illhop back to its
od well Bg1.

Before m oving on to the exact solution of the SGR
m odel, webrie ym ention som e ofits lim itations. Am ong
the m ost serdous ofthese is the assum ption that the noise
tem perature x and the attem pt frequency ( are con—
stant param eters of the m odel. In general, they m ay be
expected to depend on the in posed shear rate _, or ex—
am ple, or in fact have their own Intrinsic tin e evolution.
In particular, it m ust be bom in m ind when interpreting
our resultsbelow that the e ective noise tem perature x is
not a param eterthat we can easily tune from the outside;
rather, we expect it to be determm ined selfconsistently by
the interactions In the system . W e discuss these points
in som e detail In Sec. E, where we also speculate on
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FIG .2. Potential well picture of the dynam ics of the SGR
m odel. N ote that the relative horizontal displacem ent of the
quadratic potential wells is arbitrary; each has its own inde-
pendent zero for the scale ofthe localstrain 1. T he solid verti-
calbars indicate the energy dissipated in the \hops" (yilding
events) from 1 to 2 and 3 to 4, respectively.

the physical origin of the m odel param eters x and ¢.
W ithin the SGR m odel, the \prior" density of yield en-
ergies, (E ), is lkew ise taken to be a constant. This
In plies the assum ption that the structure of the m ate-
rial considered is not drastically altered by an in posed

ow , and excludes e ects such as shear-nduced crystal-
lization.

The SGR model is also essentially a low-frequency
m odel. This is due to our assum ption that each elem ent
behaves purely elastically until it yields and a rearrange—
m ent takes place. In reality, the rheological response of
an elem ent w illbe m ore com plex. A fter the application
of a straln, for exam ple, there m ay be a fast relaxation
of the local stress from its Instantaneous value, due to
local relaxation processes. In a foam , for exam ple, these
m ight correspond to am all shifts of the bubble positions;
In the language ofm ode-coupling theory, they could be
described as -relaxations @]. Such local stress re—
laxation processes are expected to take placem uch faster
than actualyielding events, which involve a m ore drastic
reorganization of the structure of the m aterial. For fre—
quencies an aller than the attem pt frequency for yielding,
' . o, they can therefore be neglected. This then in -
plies that the elastic properties that we ascribe to local
elem ents are those that apply once all fast local stress re—
laxation processes are com plete. W e have also neglected
viscous contributions to the local stress; in foam s, for ex—
am ple, these are due to the ow ofwater and surfactant
caused by the deform ation of the elem ents. In the low
frequency regim e of interest to us, such viscous e ects
are again insigni cant (see eg. @]), whereas at high
frequencies the m odel @-E) would have to be m odi ed
appropriately to yield sensible predictions.

A nother restriction ofthem odel isthe assum ption that
the elastic constant k is the sam e for all elem ents. This
m ay not be appropriate, for exam ple, for strongly poly—
disperse m aterials; we plan to investigate the e ects of
variabl k n future work. W e have also m ade the sin —



plifying assum ption that an elem ent is alw aysunstrained
directly after yielding. Interaction between neighboring
elem entsm ay how ever frustrate the relaxation to the new
equilbrium state; we discussbrie v in Sec. [V C| how this
feature can be incorporated into the m odel.

Finally, the treatm ent of energy dissipation during
yield events w ithin the SGR m odelm ay also have to be
re ned. This can be seen by expressing the work done
on the system in the following way: W e multiply the
equation ofm otion E) by the elastic energy %kl2 of an
elem ent and integrate over 1and E . Integration by parts

ofthe _ tem then just gives the stress E),henoe
D E
dl 1 _
= —— k12 + 0= klze E SkI')=x (6)
dt2 2

where the averages are over P € ;1;t). The s is the
rate of energy input into the system . The rst tem on
the rhs, which is a com plte tin e di erential, describes
the part of this energy that is stored as elastic energy
of the elem ents. The second tem , which is always non—
negative, is the dissipative part. It is just the average
over all elem ents of their yielding rate tin es the energy
dissipated in a rearrangem ent, which weread o as %kl2 .
Thism eans that w ithin the m odel, every rearrangem ent
dissipates exactly the elastic energy stored within the
elem ent when it yields (see Fjg.E).

In general, this is not mplausble. But i inplies
that som e rearrangem ent's| those of unstrained (1= 0)
elem ents| have no dissipation associated w ith them @].
In reality, however, the local reorganization of a m ate—
rial during any yield event would always be expected to
dissipate som e energy. How m uch m ight depend, for ex—
am ple, on the height of the activation barrier for yield—
ing, E 2kF. Themodel in its present form does not
capture such e ects; in fact, the yield energies E do not
feature in the energy balance @) except through their
e ect on the yielding rates. This exposes a related lim —
fation of the m odel: On physical grounds, one would
expect that elem ents with a larger yield energy E m ay
have a m ore stable con guration w ith low er totalenergy
(for exam ple, an arrangem ent of droplets in an em ulsion
wih a lower total surface energy). The average value
ofE (which increases during aging, frexamplk [[Af3),
should then also occur in the energy balance ). This is
not acoounted for in them odel In is present fom .

III.CONSTITUTIVE EQUATION

To sin plify the follow ing analysis of the m odel, we
choose appropriate units or energy and time; a con-—
venient choice is such that x4 = ¢ = 1. From the
de nition of the glass transition tem perature, this in —
plies that the density of yield energies has the form

E)=exp[ EQ+ £fE)]Iwth fE) !
For our num erical investigations below we use the sin —
plst &) ofthis form , which is purely exponential

0OforE ! 1.

E)=exp( E) 7

Analytical results, on the other hand, hold for general
(E ) unless otherw ise stated. W e elin lnate a nal pa—
ram eter from them odelby setting k = 1; thiscan always
be achieved by a rescaling of the stress and the strain
variables and 1. W ih this choice of units, it becom es
clear that the SGR m odelis in fact rather parsim onious:
apart from scale factors, is predictions are determ ined
by a singlke param eter, the e ective noise tem perature
X @].
p Note that in our chosen units, typical yield strains
2E =k are of order one. Experim entally, SGM s gen-—
erally have yield stresses of at most a few percent (see
eyg. @@E]); the necessary rescaling of our results for
strain variables should be bom in m ind when com paring
to experim entaldata. Forexam ple,a strainrate _ = 1 in
our unis corresponds to __ = I o In dim ensional units,
with L = &;=k)'™? a typical (\a priori", ie., sam pld
from (€ )) yield strain. Fora speci cm aterial, the three
scale param etersxq, k and o ofthe SGR m odelcould be
estin ated from m easurem ents of a yield strain, a shear
m odulus and a viscosity, for exam ple.

T he derivation ofthe exact constitutive equation (CE)
for the SGR model is given App. A|. For sin plicity, we
In pose the m ild restriction that the initial state is com —
plktely unstrained, ie., = 0)= 0 and

PE;Lt=0=PoE&) @ ®)

O ur central result then relates the stress at tin e t to the

stratn history ) O< t°< t) by the CE
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w ith the yielding rate (t) detem ined from
Z t
1=Go@ o)+ da° )¢ @ &) (10)

H ere the functions
Z

Golz)= dEPyE)exp zebE7*

G (z)= d E)exp zeP7F 11)
describe the purely noise induced decay of the stress.
T his decay is however govemed not sim ply by the tine
intervalbetw een a change in m acroscopic strain at t° and
a stress m easurem ent at t, but by an \e ective tin e in—
terval' z = 2 () given by

Z t

Z (Gt =

n @)
dPexp [ ) BT =2« 12)
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One reads o that Z ;tY t & the e ective tine
Interval is always greater than the actual tim e interval,



and the m ore so the larger the changes In strain (%)
from its value at the earliertin e t°. This in plies a faster
decay ofthe stress, and so Z ;%) can be said to descrbe
strain-induced yielding (in other words, shearthinning).
In fact, a ook at @) con m s that all nonlinear ef-
fects w thin the m odel arise from this dependence of the
e ective tin e Interval Z (;t% on the m acroscopic strain
history ().

TheCE @) can be m ost easily understood by view —
Ing the yielding of elem ents as a birth-death process:
Each time an elem ent yields, it \dies" and is \rdbom"
wih 1= 0. In between such events, its local strain jast
follow s the changes In global strain  (t). If an elem ent
was last rébom at tine t%, its local strain at tine t is
therefore 1= (t) ®. Sihce we set k = 1, this is
also is contribution to the stress. The rst term on the
rhs of @,E) is the contrdbution of elam ents which have
\survived" from time 0 to t; they do so with the \sur-
vival probability" G (Z (£;0)). The second term collects
the contrbution from allelem ents w hich have yielded at
Jeast once between tin e 0 and t, and were last rebom at
t%. The number of such elem ents is proportional to the
rate of \rebirths" at £, ie., the yieldihg rate 9, and
the corresponding survivalprobability G @ ¢;t%)). Note
that there are two di erent survival probabilities here,
given by Gy and G , respectively. The di erence arises
from the fact that these probabilities are In fact aver—
ages over the distrdbution of yield energies, as expressed
by @) . For elem ents that have survived from t° = 0,
this distribution is Py & ), while for elem ents that have
yielded at leastonce, tis E).

The glassy features of the SGR m odel as discussed
n Sec. are re ected in the CE (E,@), In particu-
lar In the asym ptotic behavior of G (z). For the sim —
Pl exponential form ﬁ) of (), one easily nds that
G (z)= x!z * asym ptotically. A sshown J'nAppendij,
the sam e behavior holds for general E ), In the sense
that

Iin G @)z* =1
z! 1

.1 G @)z =0 @3)

z!

for any arbirarily snall > 0. W e shall refer to this
property by saying that G (z) decays asym ptotically as
z * up to \subpower law factors". Unless otherw ise
speci ed, allpow er law s referred to In the follow ing hold
forgeneral E ), up to such sub-power law factors.
Consider now the case where strain-induced yielding
can beneglected, such that z ;%) = t €. Thisisalways
true Por su ciently an all strain amp]jtudﬁs. Below the
glsstransition (x < 1), thetineintegral [ dat%G ¢ ©)
of the response function 6 @ 1)) =G ¢ © i {§)
then diverges In the limit t! 1 . Compatbl wih the
Intuitive notion of a glassphase, thism eans that the sys-
tem has a very long m em ory (of the kind that has been
described as \weak long term m em ory" @,@]) and is
(Wweakly @]) non-ergodic. This can lead to rather intri-
cate aging behavior, which we plan to explore in future

work. For the purpose of the present aper| w ih the
exception ofa brief discussion in Sec.[IV B|| we fcus on
situations where the system is ergodic. These include
the regin e above the glass transition, x > 1, and the
case of steady shear ow for all noise tem peratures x
(strain-induced yielding here restores ergodiciy even for
x < 1). In the form er case, a choice needs to bem ade for
the Initial distribution of yield energies. W e consider the
sin plest case where this is the equilbrium distribution
at the given x,

PoE)=PegE)= eqexpE=x) E) (14)

Correspondingly, wewrite G g (z) = Geq (z) . The function
G (z) is then related to the derivative ofG ¢4 (z) by

'Y (2) s)

G (@)= eq G eq

w ith a proportionality constant given by the equilbriim
yielding rate
z z,

= JdE E)expE=x)= dzG ()  (16)

IV.LINEAR RESPON SE
A . A bove the glass transition

T he sin plest characterization ofthe rheologicalbehav—
ior ofthe SGR m odelis through its linear rheology. T his
describes the stress resoonse to sn all shear strain per-
turbations around the equilbrium state. A s such, it is
wellde ned (ie., tin e-independent) a priori only above
the glass transition, x > 1 (see however Sec. ).

To linear order in the applied stran (t), the e ec—
tive tine Interval Z ;t% = t €. In the linear regin g,
all yield events are therefore purely noise-induced rather
than strain-induced. Corregoondingly, the yielding rate
as detem ined from %) issinply () = oq, ascan be
con m ed from egs. ). The expression @) for the
stress can then be sin pli ed to the fam iliar form

zZ t
= o' _OGeqtt an
0
A s expected for an equilbrium situation, the response
is tin etranslation invariant @], w ith G 4 (£) being the
Iinear stress response to a unit step strain at t= 0. The
dynam ic m odulus is obtained by Fourder transfom ,

Zl
G ()= 1

N il
dte "fGeglt) = TR (18)
0 i+ 1

This an average over M axwell m odes w ith relaxation
tin es For an element wih yield enermgy E, =
exp [E =x) is just its average lifetin e, ie., the average
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FIG.3. Linear moduli G° (solid line) and G® (dashed)
vs frequency ! at various noise tem peratures x. W e only
show the behavior in the low frequency regine ! . 1, where
the predictions of the SGR m odel are expected to be phys-
ically relevant. The high frequency behavior (predicted as
G® const,G® ! ') isnot realistic because the m odelne—
glects local viscous e ects (am ong others) which can becom e
in portant in this regin e.

tin e betw een rearrangem ents. T he relaxation tin e spec—
trum therefore follows from the equilbrium distrbu-
tion of energies, P E) / expE=x) (). Because of
the exponential tail of € ), i has a powerdaw tail
Peg () * (for 1, up to sub-power law factors).
A s x decreases towards the glass transition, this long-
tin e part of the spectrum becom es Increasingly dom i-
nant and causes anom alous low frequency behavior of
the m oduli, as shown in Fjg.E:

or3< x; x 1

or2< x; gl

GO 12

c® 1

forl< x< 3

ori< x< 2 19)
Forx > 3 the systam isM axwelllke at low frequencies,
whereas or 2 < x < 3 there is an anom alous power law
In the elastic m odulus. M ost interesting is the regine
1< x < 2, where G° and G ® have constant ratio; both
vary as ! * !. Behavior lke this is cbserved in a num —
ber of soft m aterials E{ﬂ,@]. M oreover, the frequency
exponent approaches zero as x ! 1, resulting n es—
sentially constant values of G® and G as reported in
dense em ulsions, foam s, and onion phases E{E]. N ote,
how ever, that the ratio G ¥=G?° x 1 becom es snall
as the glass transition is approached. This increasing
dom inance of the elastic response G ° pre gures the on—
set of a yield stress for x < 1 (discussed below ). Tt does
not m ean, however, that the lossmodulus G® for xed
(nall) ! always decreases with x; In fact, & st in—
creases strongly as x is owered and only starts decreas—
Ing close to the glass transition wWhen x 1 jn ! gh).
T he reason for this crossover is that the relaxation tim e

0.01

FIG .4. LinearmoduliG° (solid line) and G® (dashed) vs
frequency ! at x = 09 wih energy cuto E pax = 10 (thick
lines) and E 4 ax = 15 (thin lines). The Jossm odulus increases
asG?® 1* 1 a5 the frequency decreases; at very low fre—
quencies, there is a cross-over to M axw ellian behavior.

tEi,) = exp(E i, =x) corresponding to the mean
equilbriim energy he j7eq (%
greaterthan ! !.

1) ! eventually becom es

B .G lass phase

The above linear results only apply above the glass
transition & > 1), where there is a well de ned equi-
Ibrium state around which an all perturbations can be
made. However, ifa cuto E , 5x on the yield energies is
Introduced Which is physically reasonable because yield
strains cannot be arbitrarily large), an equilbbriim state
also exists for x < 1, ie., below the glass transition.

(Strictly speaking, with the cuto inposed there is no
Ionger a true glass phase; but ifthe energy cuto is large
enough, its qualitative features are expected to be still
present.) One then nds for the low frequency behavior
of the linear m oduli:
G° oconst. GP o1x 1t 20)
This applies as Iong as ! is still lJarge com pared to the
cuto frequency, !nm = eXp( Epax=x). In this fre-
quency regine, G® therefore increases as ! decreases,
again in qualitative agreem ent w ith som e recent exper—
in ental observations ﬂ{@]. An example is shown in
Fi.[4.

T he above results relate to the \equilbrium " (pseudo)
glass phase. The tin e to reach this equilbrium state is
expected to be of the order of the inverse of the am all-
est relaxation rate, !m}n = exp Eqpax=x). For lamge

Enaxs, thism ay be much larger than experim ental tim e
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FIG.5. Agedependence of the dynam ic m oduli. Shown
are G° (solid line) and G * (dashed) vs frequency ! atx = 1;
lines of increasing thickness correspond to increasing age of
the system : t= 104, 105, 106, 107. Frequencies are restricted
to the range 't 2 10, corresponding to a m easurem ent
of G (!;t) over at least ten oscillation periods. Note the
di erence in horizontal and vertical scales; both G ®and g°®
have a very \ at" ! -dependence.

scales, and the non-equilbrium behavior will then be-

com e relevant instead. W e give only a brief discussion

here and refer to a fture publication ] or m ore de—

tails. From theCE E,@), it can be deduced quite gener—

ally that the stress response to a am all oscillatory strain
t)= <exp@!'t) svitchedon att= 0 is

K= < G (;pe't

w ith a tin edependent dynam ic m odulus

atle i %)
0

e ¢« 9 @

This m odulus is physically m easurable only for !t sig—
ni cantly greater than unity, of course, corresponding to
a measuram ent over at least a fw periods. Here we
consider the case of an initial distribbution of yield en-
ergiesPy E)= (E) hence Gy G ), corresponding to
a \quench" att= 0 from x ! 1 toa nie valie of
X. W e solve . @) for the yielding rate  (t) num eri-
cally and then evalnate G (! ;t) using @). Fjgﬁ show s
the results for a quench to the glass transition x = 1).
N ot unexpectedly, the frequency dependence ofthem od-
uli ollow s the sam e power law s as in the \equillorium "
glass discussed above; the am plitude of these, how ever,
depends on the \age" t of the system . For x < 1, one

ndsl G (!;t) (teF ! @];thjsti:nedependenoejs
the sam e as for the yielding rate  (t) [B], and is closely
related to the aging of the susceptibility In Bouchaud’s
glass m odel @]. T he behavior of the loss m odulus at

the glass transition is particularly notew orthy: W hereas
G (! ;t) doestend to zero ort ! 1 , it does so extrem ely
slow Iy (@s 1=Int), whik at the sam e tin e exhbiting an
alnost perfectly \ at" G® 19 ranall!) frequency
dependence. W here such an ! -dependence is observed
experim entally it may well, therefore, correspond to a
rheologicalm easurem ent In an out-ofequilbrium , agihg
regine. In order to test this scenario directly, experi-
m ents designed to m easure a possibl age dependence of
the linear m oduli would be extrem ely interesting. Such
experin ents would cbviously have to be perform ed on
system sw here other sourcesofaging (such as coalescence
In emulsions and foam s, evaporation of solvent etc) can
be excluded; suspensions ofm icrogelbeads, hard sohere
colloids or colloid-polym er m xtures m ight therefore be
good candidates.

C . Frustration

A spointed out In Sec. , the SGR m odel In its ba—
sic form ﬁ) assum es that after yielding, each elem ent of
a SGM relaxes to a com pltely unstrained state, corre—
soonding to a Iocal strain of 1= 0. This is aln ost cer-
tainly an oversin pli cation: Frustration arising from in—
teraction ofan elem ent w ith isneighborsw ill in general
prevent it from relaxing com pletely to its new equilb—
rum state. This leads to a nonzero Iocal strain 1directly
after yielding. This e ect can be built into the m odel
by replacing the factor (O in ﬂ%) by a probability dis-
tribution g(;E ) of the local strain 1 after yielding; this
distrdbution w ill in generalalso depend on the new yield
energy E of the elam ent. W e consider here the case of
\uniform frustration", where the strain 1 after yielding
has equalprobability oftaking on any valuebetween 1
and 1, with 1, = (E ) being the typical yield strain
associated w ith the new yield energy. Because valies of
1 outside this Interval would not m ake much sense (the
elem ent would yield again aln ost in m ediately), this sce—
nario can be regarded asm axin ally frustrated.

An exact CE for such a frustrated scenario can stillbe
derived, but it is rather m ore cum bersom e than E)
due to extra integrations over the strain variable 1. The
dynam ic m oduli, however, can still be worked out fairly
easily by considering a am all perturbation around the
steady state of {§) With () replaced by q(;E)]. One

nds

il ? il

x (1!

+ 17 o

where the relaxation tines = exp[E %12)=x] are now

dependent on both E and 1, and the equilbrium distri-
bution over which the average is taken is Peq E ;1) /

exp[E 1P)=x] E€)q(;E).Fortheunifom frustration
case,whereq(GE)= E $F)=@E)'?, the dynam ic
m oduliare com pared w ith the unfrustrated case in ¥ J'g.@ .
The mamn e ect of frustration is to add a contribution
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FIG .6. E ectof frustration. Shown are G ° (sold line) and
G%® (dashed) vs frequency ! at x = 1:35; results for unifom
frustration (in bold) are com pared w ith the unfrustrated case
(thin lines).

to the relaxation tin e spectrum near 1; this arises
from elem ents which have a strain 1 J affer yielding

and therefore yield again w ith a relaxation rate of order

unity. O therw ise, however, the m ain qualitative features

ofthe unfrustrated m odel are preserved; In particular, it

can be shown that the low frequency power law behav—

jor @) rem ains unchanged. W e expect that the sam e

w illbe true for other rheologicalproperties and therefore

neglct frustration e ects in the follow ing.

V.NONLINEAR RHEOLOGY

A rguably, the linear rheologicalbehavior described in
the previous section follow s nevitably from the existence
of a power law distribution of relaxation tines. If we
were only interested in the lnear regine, i would be
sim pler jist to postulate such a power law. The man
attraction of the SGR m odel is, however, that it also
allow snonlinear rheologicale ectsto be studied in detail.
It is to these that we now tum.

A .Steady shear ow
1. Flow curves

Steady shear ow (_ = oonst.) is one of the sin—
plest probesofnonlinear rheologicale ects. Forthe SGR
m odel, the ow curve (shear stress as a function of shear
rate) can be calculated either from the long-tim e lin i of
the CE {§JL10), or directly from the steady state solition
of the equation of m otion ﬁ) . E ither way, one obtains
for the shear stress

10

107 ¢ E
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FIG.7. Shear stress vs shear rate _, or x = 025, 0.5,
::5 25 (top to bottom on kft); x = 1 and 2 are shown in
bold @]. The inset shows the behavior on a linear scale,
w ith yield stresses for x < 1 Indicated by arrow s.

T @ )
=R’y ©2)
; diG @)
where
1 21
7)== dPe =2 @3)

— 0

Eqg. @) is just the local strain averaged over is steady
state distrbution, which isproportionalto G (Z (1)) (for
1> 0). The resulting stress can easily be evaluated nu-
m erically to give the results in Fig. ﬂ For large shear
rates _ & 1, the shear stress iIncreases very slow Iy for
all x ( & In_}7?), corresponding to strong shear
thinning. M ore interesting (and m ore physically rele—
vant @]) is the sm all _ behavior, where we nd three
regin es:

(i) For x > 2, the system is Newtonian, _, Por

_ ! 0. The viscosity can be derived by noting that in
this regin g, the size of the local strains 1 that contrbute
signi cantly to  is proportionalto _. For _ ! O, i
decreases to zero, and we can approxinate Z () = I=_,
giving

R,
B _ dttG (©
_ o dtG ©®
Z D E
= oq de (E)eZE=X= eE=x =t jeq

eq

T he viscosity is therefore sin ply the average of the relax—
ation tine = exp E =x) over the equilbriim distrbbu-
tion of energies, Peq B ) = ogexpE=x) € ). From the
form / hexp QE =x)i one seesthat tdivergesatx = 2,
ie., at twice the glass transition tem perature. T he exis—
tence of several characteristic tem peratures in the SGR



m odelisnot surprising; in fact, Bouchaud’s originalglass
m odelalready has this property E] (W hich hasalso been
discussed In m ore general contexts, see eg. E]) .

(i) The divergence of the viscosity for x ! 2 signals
the onset ofa new ow regime: orl < x < 2 one nds
power law uid rather than Newtonian behavior. The
power law exponent can be derived as ollow s: T he steady
shear stress J) is the ratio of the integrals
Z

dire
0

@ M)

L O

forn= 1and n = 0. By techniques very sin ilar to those
used in App., one derives that in the small _ lim i,
I, scaksas ! Brx > n+ 1; or ower x, there is
an additional contribution scaling as _* up to sub-power
law factors (see App. El) . The dom inant contribution to

foramall _ in the regine 1 < x < 2 therefore scales as

* 1, agai up to sub-power law factors. The power

law uid exponent therefore decreases linearly, from a
value of one for x = 2 to zero at the glass transition
x=1.

(i) Forx < 1, the system showsa yild stress: (_!

0) y > 0. This can again be understood from the
scaling of I; and Iy : the dom inant sm all _ contributions
to both scale as _* rx < 1,givinga niermtio
I=I) nthe Imit _ ! 0. Forgeneral E) there are
subtleties due to subpower law corrections here, which
are discussed in App.El. Here we focus on the sin plest
case ﬂ) of exponential (£ ), where such corrections are
absent. U sing the scaling ofI; and Iy, we can then w rite
the shear stress for small _ as

oM+ oA

— 1 x
Torom oLy

(24)
Beyond yield, the stress therefore again Increases as a
power law of the shear rate, v / 1 % For ex—
ponential € ), the yield stress itself can be calculated
explicitly: In order to have > 0, the values of 1 that
contrbute to the shear stress ) must rem ain nie for
_ ! 0. Butthen brany xed , Z (@D ! 1 . Wecan
therefore use the asym ptotic form G (z) = x!z * In @),
giving
Ry
dllz @1 *

=R
TR I

@5)

The factors _* (from the de nition @) ofZ (1)) n nu-—
m erator and denom inator have canceled, m aking the re—
sult independent of _ as required. Fjg.E show s the re—
sulting yield stressasa function ofx; t hasa linearonset
near the glass transttion, , 1 x.

To summ arize, the behavior of the SGR model in
regin es (i) and (ili) m atches respectively the pow er-law
uid f{f and HerscherBukeley [Jf] scenarios asused
to tthenonlinear rheology ofpastes, em ulsions, shirries,
etc. In regin e (i), thepower law exponentissmply x 1,
X being the e ective (noise) tem perature; In regim e (iii)

10

FIG .8. Y il stress , asa finction of x.

dIn(c-o)/dIny

FIG.9. E ective power law exponentdIn ( y)=dn _vs
_ in the glass phase (keft, yield stress , > 0, x = 01, 02
...09 from top to bottom ) and In the power law uid regin e
(coht, y=0,x= 11,12 ...1.9 from bottom to top).

and for exponential E), it sl x (seeApp.@: for a
discussion of the general case). Num erical data for the
e ective exponent dIn ( y)=d]1'1_jnFjg.Ei are com —
patblew ith this, although the exponent only approaches
is 1lim iting value very slowly as _ ! 0 for x near the
boundaries of the power law regine, x = 1 and 2.

A naturalquestion to ask isofcoursehow the existence
ofa yield stress in the glassphase a ects the linearm od-
uli, ie., the response to am all strains. This is a highly
nontrivial issue due to the non-ergodiciy of the glass
phase and the corresponding aging behavior. In particu—
lar, the answer w ill depend to a signi cant degree on the
strain history of the m aterial. W e therefore leave this
point for future, m ore detailed study @].



2. Flow interrupts aging

W e saw above that there is a steady state regin e for
any value of x in the presence of steady shear ow. On
the other hand, the discussion in Secs. @ and
showed that in the absence of ow, the system has no
steady state in the glass phase & < 1) and instead ex—
hibits aging behavior. The di erence between the two
cases can be seen m ore clearly by considering the distri-
bution ofyield energies, P € ). W ithout ow,oneobtains
a Boltzm ann distrbution P ) / € )exp E =x) up to
(for x < 1) a \soft" cuto which shifts to higher and
higher energies as the system ages E]. This cuto , and
hence them ost long-lived traps visited (which have a life—
tin e com parable to the age ofthe system ), dom inate the
aging behavior E]. In the presence of ow, on the other
hand, there is a nite steady state value for this cuto ;
one nds

PE)/ E)E™* HrE xh( 'x'?)
PE)/ E)E¥™ HrE xh( 'x'7?) ©26)
(only the second regin e exists or _ & x'"2). The ex—

istence of these two regin es can be explained as fol-
low s: A ssum e the yielding ofan elem ent isnoise-induced.
Tts typical lifetin e is then exp E =x), during which i
is strained by _exp E =x). The assum ption of noise-
Induced yielding is selfconsistent ifthis am ount of strain
doesnot signi cantly enhance the probability ofyielding,
ie, if [ exp@=x)f=x 1. This isthe Iow E regine
n @), which gives a Bolzm ann form for the yield en—
ergy distrbution as expected for noise-induced yielding.
In the opposite regin e, yielding is prim arily strain in—
duced, and the tine for an elem ent to yield is of the
order of L=_ = (E)"™?=_ (rather than exp € =x)). In-
tuitively, we see that ow preventselem ents from getting
stuck in progressively deeper traps and so truncates the
aging process after a nite tine. W e can therefore say
that \ ow Interrupts aging” E].

3. CoxM erz ruke

A popular way of rationalizing ow curves is by relat—
ing them to the Inear rheology via the heuristic Cox-
Merz rule @]. This rule equates the \dynam ic viscos-
y" ()= (1)F! wih the steady shear viscosiy

) = (U)=_ when evaluated at _ The ratio
' (= 1")=FH (!)jistherefre equalto uniy ifthe C ox-—
M erz rule is obeyed perfectly. Using our previous re—
sults, we can easily verify whether this is the case In the
SGR m odel. From Fjg.@, we see that In the N ew tonian
regine x > 2, the Cox-M erz rule is obeyed reasonably
well for frequencies ! 1; or! ! 0, i holds exactly
as expected (recall that (1) = h i, while from [@D),
G (! ' 0)= i'h i). In the powerdaw uid regine
1< x < 2,on the other hand, the C ox-M erz nule is seen

11

1.0 .

0.8

*

W)/IG ()|

wn(y=

02 .

00 7 3 ‘

10 10 10 10

w

FIG.10.CoxMerzratio ! (_= !)=% (!)jasa function
of ! for noise tem peraturesx = 1;12, ...,18,2 (bod), 2.5,
3 (bottom to top).

to be less reliable and is not obeyed exactly even in the
zero frequency lim . At the glss transition x ! 1),
it fails rather dram atically: Tn this Im i, & (!)j= 1
and so the C ox-M erz rule predicts a shear rate indepen-—
dent shearstress ()= _ ()= 1,whercasinh fact ()
decreases to zero for _ ! 0.

4. D issipation under steady shear

Finally, In conclusion of this section on steady shear
ow , we calculate the distrbution of energies dissipated
In yield events. This distrbution m ay provide a use—
ful Iink to com puter sim ulations of steady shear ow of
foam s, for exam ple, where it is often easy to m onitor dis—-
continuous drops in the total energy of the system and
determ ine their distribution @]. T he correspondence is,
how ever, not exact. O urm ean— eld m odeltreatsallyield
events as uncorrelated w ith each other, both in tin e and
space. In reality, such correlations will of course exist.
In fact, severaleventsm ay occur sin ultaneously, at least
w ithin the tin e resolution ofa sin ulation or experin ent.
The observed drop In total energy would then have to
be decom posed into the contrbutions from the individ—
ualevents to allow a direct com parison w ith our m odel.
This isonly possible ifthe eventsare su ciently localized
(spatially) to m ake such a decom position m eaningfiil. Tn
foam s and em ulsions, there is evidence that thism ay in—
deed be the case 4234353 (541.

W e earlier derived the energy balance equation B) and
deduced from it that, w ithin the m odel, each yield event
dissipates the elastic energy E = P stored in the el
em ent just prior to yielding. T he probability of ocbserv—
Ing a yield event w ith energy dissipation E istherefore
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FIG .11. D istrbution P ( E ) ofenergies E dissipated in

yield events under steady ow, or x = 15 and _ = 10 4,
103,...,1 (bottom totop at E = 1)
given by
Z
& L11)=x 1,
P(E)= — dEdIP E;]De 2 E El

The steady state distrbution P € ;1) of yield energies
and local strains for a given shear rate _ and noise tem -
perature x can easily be deduced from @). A fter som e
algebra, the result can be put into the sin ple form

@
— G
@l
Fjg.@ show sthe resulting P ( E ) Prexponential & ).
Larger shear rates _ are seen to lad to an increas—
ing dom inance of \large" yield events (which dissipate
a ot of energy). This is intuitively reasonable: the
larger _, the larger the typical strains of elem ents when
they yield. The functional dependence of P ( E) on
E is supprisingly sinple. An initial power law decay
P(E) E 172 crosssover or E _2 :nto a sec—
ond power law regine P ( E) E ! *2, This is
cut o exponentially for values of E around unity .
T he exponential tail for very large dissipated energies is
P(E) exp( E) ndependently of x. This asym p—
totic behavior is the sam e as for the prior density ofyield
energies, E) exp( E);measuraments ofP ( E) for
large E could therefore yield valiable inform ation on

€).

These results for P ( E ) also help to understand the
anall _ scaling of the energy dissipation rate _

h E i. From the results ofSec.we know that this
is _% .n theNewtonian reginex > 2, _* in the power law
uld range 1 < x < 2, and _ In the yield stress regin e
x< 1l. Thelmi _ ! 0 isalwaysunderstood here and
In the ollow Ing.) The form ofP ( E ) suggests to decom —
pose the dissipation into its contributions from \gn all"
(E = 0 (_?) and \lamge" (E O (1)) dissipation

P(E)dE = @z @a

12

events. Each of these two classes m akes a contribution
to _ which isthe fraction ofelem ents in the class, tin es
the average yielding rate In the class, tin es the average
energy dissipated. Hence, in obvious notation,

_=Ps s EstP11E

O ne then easily con m s the ollow Ing scalings. T he av-
erage dissipated energies are obviously given by E ¢ =

O (®)and E ;= O (1). Theaverage yieding rate forthe
an all, noise Induced events is independent of shear rate,

s = 0 ((%); while ©r the large, shear induced events it
is 1= 0 (). Fially, forthe fractions of sn alland large
elem ents, one ndsthat alove the glasstransition, alm ost
all elem ents have an all strains 1= O (_), corresponding
to E = 0 (_?);hence P = O (1). Large strains, on the
otherhand, occurw ith a probability Py = 0 (_* ') which
becom es vanishingly sm all for sm all shear rates. Below
the glass transition, the situation is reversed: P; = O (1),
while Py = O (! ¥). Putting everything together, one
has:

(i) In the Newtonian regine (x > 2), dissipation is
dom inated by am all, noise Induced events, and is there—
fore of O (?).

(i) In the power law uid range (1 < x < 2), a
vanishingly sm all num ber of elem ents has large strains,
but these dom inate the dissipation P, 1 E 1
0 (* 1o () = 0(X). As the glass transition is ap-
proached, the fraction of large elem ents and hence the
dissipation increases.

(i) Ih the yield stress regim €, m ost elem entshave large
strains, giving a dissipation rate O (L) which simply
scales w ith the shear rate.

W ith the sam e approach, one can also analyse the total
yviedingrate = Pg s+ P; 1. Smalleventsalwaysdom —
nate, and therefore scaleswith _ in the same way as
Ps. This is true even In the non-Newtonian ow regin es
x < 2), where the contribution of these elem ents to the
totaldissipation rate is negligble.

T he distrbbution oftotalenergy drops E o+ due to re—
arrangem ents has been m onitored in recent sin ulations
of steady shear ow of two-din ensional foam , based on
a \soft-sphere m odel" EE] Tt was found to exhibit a
powerlaw P ( E o) E ¢ Wih an exponent 0:,
w ith an exponential cuto for Jarge energy drops. M ore
recent sin ulations using the sam e m odel suggest that,
when E o is nom alized by the average elastic energy
per foam bubble, the form ofP ( E ) is largely insen—
sitive to variations in shear rate _. D ecreasing the gas
volum e fraction , on the otherhand, m ovesthe (hom al-
ized) cuto to larger energies, suggesting a possble di-
vergence near the rigidity loss transition at 0:64 [B$1.
Sin ulations using a \vertex m odel", on the other hand,
gave P ( E o) E toi:z w ith no system -size indepen—
dentcuto forlarge E ot @]. Tt isunclkarhow these re—
sults can be reconciled; neither, how ever, is fully com pat-
ble wih the predictions ofthe SGR model forP ( E).
At thispoint, we do not know whether this disagreem ent



isdue to the di erencebetween E (dissipation in a sin-—

gk yield event) and E .+ (totaldissipation in a number
of sin ultaneous yield events), or whether i points to a
m ore fuindam ental shortcom ing of the SGR m odel such
as neglect of spatial or tem poral correlations.

B . Shear startup

If a shear ow is started up at t = 0, such that
t)= _tfort O0,then () asgiven by the ow curve
is the asym ptotic, steady state valie of the stress for
t! 1 .W enow consider the transient behavior () for
nite t. This depends on the iniial state of the system
at t = 0; here we consider only the case where this ni-
tial state is the equilbriim state ) at the given value
of x. This restricts our discussion to the regin e above
the glass transition, x > 1, where such an equilbrium
state exists E]. Solving the CE E,@) num erically, we
can nd the stress as a function of tim e t or, altema-—
tively, strain . Fjg. show s exem plary results. The
Initial behavior under shear startup is found to be elas-
tic n all cases, . (This can In fact be deduced
directly by expanding ﬁ) to st order in t and noting
that Gy (Z (£0)) = 1+ O (t) while the contribution from
the integral is of O ?).) A sym ptotically, on the other
hand, the stress approaches the steady-state ( ow curve)
valie (). However, the m odel predicts that i does
not necessarily do so In a m onotonic way. Instead, the
stress can \overshoot"; w ithin the m odel, this e ect is
m ost pronounced near the glass transition (x  1). Such
overshoot e ects have been observed experim entally in,
for exam ple, foam ow [E]. T he tendency towards large
overshoots for x ! 1 agreesw ith our results for the Ilin—
ear moduli and ow curves: As the glass transition is
approached, the behavior ofthe system becom espredom —
nantly elastic; the stress can therefore increase to larger
valies in shear startup before the m aterial @s a whol)
yields and startsto ow.

C . Large step strains

A s a further probe of the nonlinear rheologicalbehav—
Jor predicted by the SGR m odel, we now consider large
(single and doublk) step strains. Again, we do not dis—
cussaging e ectshere and therefore lim it ourselvesto the
regin e x > 1 wih the equilbrium initial condition ) .

The case of a single step strain ( () (t), wih

(k) 1 or t > 0 and zero otherw ise) is particularly
sinple. T he integralover t® in the CE [J) is then denti-
cally zero, giving a stress resoonse of

= Go@0)= Geq e 2t e7)
C om paring w ith the response @) in the linear regin g,
the e ect ofnonlinearity isto speed up all relaxation pro—

cesses by a factor exp ( 2=2x). It is easy to see why this
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FIG.12. Stress vsstrain for shear startup at e ective
tem perature x = 1:5. The shear rate _= 0001, 0.002, 0.005,
0.01, 0.02, 005, 0.1 increases from bottom to top.

is the case. Because we are starting from an unstrained
equilbriim con guration,each elem ent nitially hasl= 0
and a yielding rate exp ( E =x). D irectly after the strain
is applied, it therefore has local straln 1= ; this in—
creases its relaxation rate to exp[ € % 2)=x], ie. by
the sam e factor exp ( 2=2x) for allelm ents. Fig.[13 i
lustrates this e ect of strain nonlinearity; note that the
stress for large step strains can decay to an all values
faster than for sm all strains, due to the strain-induced
speed-up of all relaxation processes.

Interestingly, the instantaneous response isalw ayselas—
tic and not a ected by nonlineare ects: (= 0%)
for all It is easily shown from the CE Eﬂ) that
this is a general feature of the SGR m odel; whenever
the m acroscopic strain  (t) changes discontinuously by

, the stress (t) changes by the same amount. W e
also note that the stress response E) cannot be fac-
torized into tim e and strain dependence. However, for
the particular case of exponential E ) and long tin es
exp ( ?=2x)t 1, such a factorization does exist due to
the asym ptotic behavior of G oq, G eq (2) Z *. (This
ollows from G (z) z * and ).) One then has

) h()Gq®) h()=exp a xh

N -

The product h( ) tends to zero as  Increases, corre—
soonding to a pronounced shearthinning e ect.

By applying two (large) step strains in sequence, one
can further probe the nonlnear response of the SGR
model. Let ; and , be the amplitudes of the two
strains. If the st strain isapplied at t= 0 and the sec—
ondoneatt= t,then = . O+ . ( Y. It
is straightforw ard to solve the CE {[L4) num erically for
t> t.Fi. Eexan pli es the resuls for the two cases
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FIG .13. Stressresponse to step strains ofam plitude
2, 3, at noise tem perature x = 15.

1,

w here the strains are either equal or of equalm agnitude
but opposite sign. In the st case, and m ore generally
when ; , > 0, the second step strain speeds up the
stress relaxation (oy a factor expf[( 1 + )2 212x%g
for snall t). Therefore, even though the stress is in—
creased m om entarily when the second strain is applied,
it can actually relax back to zero m ore quickly than in
the absence ofthis strain. In the second case (1 , < 0),
the second step strain can to som e degree reverse the
soeed-up from the rst step strain. A particularly sim —
plk orm of the resulting stress response is obtained for
and small t:

1= 2=

t> o=
B

This can be understood by noting that the stress for
t> tisdueentirely to elem entswhich have yielded be—
tween the application of the rst and the second strain;
all other elem ents have sim ply followed the two changes
ofm acroscopic strain and are therefore back to their un-
strained state 1= 0 after the second strain. The factor
In squared brackets just gives the fraction of such ele-
ments. The tin e degpendence of the ensuing stress re—
laxation is determ ined by G rather than G4 because
elem ents that have yielded were \rdbom" w ith yield en—
ergies sam pled from (E ). These elem ents| which have
\forgotten" about the st step s&ajn| also receive a
speed-up of their relaxation by the second strain.

T he above resuls can be com pared to the predictions
ofthe em piricalBK Z Bemstein, K earseley, Zapas) equa—
tion @]. T his relation approxin ates the stress response
to an arbitrary strain history in tem s of the response

(t) (t; ) to a step strain ofsize attinet= 0:
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(b) — exact
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FIG.14. Stress response to two large step strains of @)
equal (1 = 2 2) and (b) opposite (1 = 2 2) sign,
applied at tinest= 0 and t= t= 0:1,05,1, 2,5, respec—
tively. N oise tem perature x = 15.



Z ¢

srz © = dto£ e« &)

L ev
Fortwo step strains, thisgives, fort> t

ez © = & 1+ 2) t;2)+ (t T 2) @8)
In our case, (t; ) is given by ), and the BK Z pre—
diction is plotted in Fig.[l4 along w ith the exact resuls.
One ndsthat for the SGR m odel, the BK Z equation is
at best approxin ate, at worst qualitatively wrong. This
ism ost easily seen in the size ofthe stressjump att= t;
the BK Z equation predicts

O ; D+ [ (G (5 2)]

@9)

1+ 2) (% 1)

Because (0"; )= wihih the SGR m odel, the tem
In square brackets is the deviation from the true valie,
which is ,. For 1 = 2, the BK Z prediction for the
stress Jm p is exact because (t; ) = t; ); In this
case CFJ'g.b), it also works reasonably well for the sub—
sequent stress relaxation. In the general case, however,
it is unreliabk; Fig.[l4a shows that it can in fact even
predict the w rong sign for the stress mp.

Finally, we note that a failure of the BK Z equation
has also been observed in double step strain experin ents
on polym eric liquids @]. T here, how ever, the m ost pro—
nounced deviationsoccur for successive step strainsofop—
posite sign rather than, as in the SGR m odel, for strains
of the sam e sign. This can be understood on the basis
of the di erent kinds of nonlinearities In the two cases.
R oughly speaking, In the polym er case the BK Z equation
failsbecause i neglectsm em ory of the shape ofthe tube
In which a given polym erm olecule reptates @,@] Such
meam ory e ects are strongest for strain reversal, which
can bring the tube back to a confom ation close to is
original shape. In the SGR m odel, on the other hand,
the BK Z equation fails because i does not adequately
represent the e ects ofthe strain history on the stress re—
laxation rates in the m aterial. Such e ects are strongest
when an applied strain com pounds an earlier soeed-up of
relaxation processes, ie., for doubl step strains of the
sam e sign.

D . Large oscillatory strains
1. D ynam ic m oduli

As a nalexampl of nonlinear rheological behavior,
we consider the case of large oscillatory strains. W e re—
m ind the reader at this point that we have chosen units
In which typical localyield strains are of orderunity (see
Sec.[Id). To transform to experim entally relevant quan—
tities, all strain values have to be m ultiplied by a typical
yied strain 1, ofthe SGM under consideration. A strain
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= 1 In our unis therefore corresponds to a real strain
ofgenerally at m ost a few percent.

W e consider only the ergodic regine x > 1; we also
ignore transient behavior caused by start-up of the oscik-
latory strain. In the steady state, we can w rite the stress
response to an oscillatory strain  (t) = <&'tas

©= <G (; )"+ © (30)
where (t) contains the contrbutions from all higher
ham onics. This de nes an am plitude dependent dy-
nam ic moduluis G (!; ); the relative root-m ean-square
size of the stress contributions from higher ham onics is
m easured by the residualr, de ned as

R 2
_ gl o)

1
dt %@ G

The determm ination of G and r from the CE E)
presents no conceptualdi culties, but is som ew hat non—
trivialnum erically (see App EI for details). T he solution
yields In fact not Just G and r, but the whole \wave-
form " of the stress response (t). Fig. Ea show s how
the response becom es m ore and m ore non-sinusoidal as
the strain am plitude is increased. T he stress am plitude

rst increases linearly with , then drops slightly as the
system crosses over from elastic to liquid-like behavior,
and nally rises again slow Iy as the typical shear rate

! of the (how essentially lique ed) m aterial increases.
Pbtting (t) and (t) in a param etric stress—strain plot
Fi. b), one nds a hysteresis loop for large am pli-
tudes, w ith stress overshoots near the points where the
strain rate reverses is sign.

Consider now the resulting nonlinear m odulus G
Fig.[lqd show s an exam ple ofa \strain sweep": Them od—
uliG Y and G ® and the residualr are plotted asa fiunction
of strain am plitude for di erent frequencies ! . The am —
plitude dependence of G © is particularly noteworthy: A s

increases, G® rst increases, but then passes through a
maxinum and subsequently decreases again. This is In
qualitative agreem ent w ith recent m easurem ents of non—
linear dynam ic m oduli in, for exam ple, dense em ulsions
and colbidal glasses f1fidf3[641. The maxinum in G©
is m ost pronounced near the glass transition x = 1; for
higher noise tem peratures, it decreases and disappears
altogether around x = 2. This is com patble wih the
Hllow Ing coarse estin ate of the decay of G © beyond the
maxinum : For su ciently large strain am plitudes , the
system is expected to ow essentially all the tine. If
the shear rate _ changes su ciently slow Iy (! 1), the
stress can be approxin ated as follow ing \adiabatically"
the instantaneous shear rate: (t) (@) with ()
the steady shear ow curve. For1l < x < 2 and su —
ciently an allshearrates ! ,weknow from Sec.@ that
this relationship is a power law, () * 1. Hence

@) (!sih!tf ! which ladsto a dependence of
el * 2 Forx ! 2,G% should therefore no longer

decay for large (@s Iong as the condition ! 1 is
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FIG . 15.

(@) Stress response (t) for oscillatory strain

t cos (! t), for frequency ! 0:01 and e ective tem —
perature x = 1:1. Initially, the response is aln ost perfectly
elastic; as the strain am plitude increases (curves are shown
for = 01,05,1, 2, 3,5), the zero crossings of (t) m ove
to the left, corresponding to progressively liquid-like behav—
or (strain lagging behind stress). (o) Param etric plots of
stress (t) vsstrain (t), for sam e param eter valuesas in @);
15 isalso shown.
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FIG .16. Strain sweep: Nonlnearm oduliG °, 6% and resid-
ualr as a function of strain am plitude . N oise tem perature
x = 1:; lines of ncreasing thickness correspond to ! = 0:001,
001, 0.1. Recallthat is rescaled by a typical local yield
strain; 1 therefore corresponds to a real strain ofat m ost
a few percent.

obeyed), In agreem ent w ith our ocbservation that itsm ax—
Inum wih respect to disappears around this value
of x. The estinate G© 2 * is roughly com patible
w ith our num ericaldata, but a precise veri cation ofthis
power law is di cult (due to severe num erical problem s
for 20). Note that w thin the sam e approxin ation,
G % would be estin ated to be identically zero, which is of
course unphysical. Tnstead, we expect it to decay to zero
fasterthan GPas increases, and this is indeed what our
num erical data show .

2. Size of linear regim e

T he above results allow us to determ ine the size ofthe
linear regin e for oscillatory rheological m easurem ents,
ie., the largest strain am plitude . for which the m ea—
sured valies ofG ® and G © represent the Inear response of
the system . An important rst observation that can be
m ade on the basis ofF J'g. isthat the size ofthe residual
r isnot In generalsu cient to determ ine w hether one is
In the linear regim e or not. For exam ple, for strain am —
plitude l5atx=1dand ! = 01, r isonl around
25% even though the valie of G® is already twice as
large as In the linear regine. The () vs () pbt In
Fig. @b also dem onstrates this: for 15, the curve
still Jooks alm ost perfectly elliptical, suggesting linear
resgoonse, while its axis ratio is actually quite di erent
from the one In the linear regine. C loser to the glss
transition, this e ect becom es even m ore pronounced. It
suggests strongly that whenever the dynam ic m oduli of
SGM s are m easured, an explicit strain sweep is needed
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FIG.17. Frequency dependence of (nonlihear) dynam ic
moduliG (! ; ) (solid lines) and c®q ; ) (dashed) m easured
at constant nie strain am plitude N oise tem perature
X 1:001; increasing valies of 0, 1, 2, 3 correspond
to Increasing line thickness. Recall that is rescaled by a
typical local yield strain; = 1 therefore corresponds to a
real strain of at most a few percent. The loss m odulus G ®
increases strongly with , whereas G° varies much less (the
curves for 0 and 1 cannot even be distinguished on
the scale of the plot).

to determ ine whether m easurem ents are actually taken
n the linear regin e.

If concems about nonlinear e ects are disregarded, an
experim entally convenient procedure is to m easure the
dynam icm oduliat xed strain am plitude  (While vary—
ing the frequency ! ). Som e num ericalresults forthiscase
are shown in Fig. E A gain, them ost interesting behav—
Jor occurs near the glass transition. There, we observe
that only relatively m inor di erences in the am plitude of
the in posed strain can lead to large changes in them ea—
sured values of G © whereas G isa ected less strongly).
T his em phasizes again that extrem e caution needs to be
taken in experin ents designed to determ ne the dynam ic
m oduli of soft glassy m aterials; in particular, i needs
to be bom in m ind that the loss m odulus can easily be
over-estin ated due to undetected nonlinear e ects.

F inally, the actualsize of the linear regin e itself isalso
ofinterest. W e chooseasa workingde nition ofthe linear
regin e the strain am plitude . at which either G®orG @

rst deviate by 10% from theirvaliesin thelm i ! O.
(This inplies sim ilar maxinum relative deviations for
5 jand the bsstangenttan = G™=G°) Fig.[ld shows

¢ () for several noise tem peratures x. Several general
trends can clearly be read o . First, in the low frequency
regin e, the size ofthe linear regin e decreases asthe glass
transition is approached. T his is Intuiively reasonable as
one expects nonlineariies to becom e stronger near the
glass transition @]. N ote, however, that . doesnot de—
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FIG .18. Size of linearregine .vs! forx= 1:001,15, 2,
...y 5 (bottom to top on lft). C lose to the glass transition,
deviations from linearity rst show up In G ® which therefore
detem ines . (dashed line); for larger x, the linear regim e is
lin ited by deviations in G° (solid lines). Recall that ., lke
all strain variables, is rescaled by a typical local yield strain;

< = 1 therefore corresponds to a real strain of at m ost a few
percent.

crease to zero at the glass transition; i tendsto a nie
value of order unity which by our choice of unis corre-
sponds to the typical (@ priori) yield stress of local ele-
m ents. The frequency dependence of . (!) also changes
as one moves away from the glass transition: Iniially
(for x 1), ¢ is essentially independent of ! and does
rem ain so untilaround x = 3 (@lthough isabsolite value
Increases); or yet higher noise tem peratuires, one ndsa
crossover to a . ! 1 dependence. The latter corre-
soonds to the \naive" criterion that the typicalshear rate

! needs to be am aller than typical relaxation rates (of
order uniy away from the glass transiion) in order for
the in posed strain not to create nonlinear e ects. The
predicted ! -independence of . near the glass transition
should be easy to verify experin entally.

VI.INTERPRETATION OF M ODEL
PARAMETERS

A shasbeen dem onstrated above, the SGR m odel cap—
tures Im portant rheological features that have been ob—
served In a lJarge num ber of experim ents, at least in the
region around the \glass transition" of the m odel. Us-
Ing a mean—- eld (one elem ent) picture, it is also sinple
enough to be generic. However, a signi cant challenge
that rem ains is the interpretation of the m odel param e—
ters, nam ely, the \e ective noise tem perature" x and the
\attem pt frequency" (. To tackle these questions, we
should really start from a m ore com prehensive m odel for



the coupled nonlinear dynam ics of the \elem ents" of a
SGM and then derive the SGR m odel w thin som e ap—
proxin ation schem e. At present, we do not know how to
do this, and the Pollow ing discussion w ill therefore have
to rem ain rather speculative.

A .E ective noise tem perature x

W e can interpret the activation factor exp[ E
1kxP)=x]1in the equation ofm otion {§) ofthe SGR m odel
as the probability that wihin a given tin e interval of
order 1= () a given elem ent yields due to a \kick" from
a rearrangem ent (yield event) elsew here in the m aterial.
T herefore x isthe typicalactivation energy available from
such kicks. But whik kicks can cause rearrangem ents,
they also arise from rearrangem ents (whose e ects, due
to Interactions, propagate through the material). So
there is no separate energy scale for kicks: T heir energy
m ust of the order of the energies released in rearrange—
m ents, ie., ofthe orderoftypicalyield energiesE . In our
units, this m eans that x should be of order uniy. Note
that this is far bigger than what we would estin ate if
X represented true them al activation. For exam ple, the
activation barrier for the simplest local rearrangem ent
In a am (a T1 or neighbor-sw itching process) is of the
order of the surface energy of a single droplet; this sets
our basic scale for the yield energies E . Using typical
values for the surface tension and a droplet radius ofthe
order of 1 m or greater, we nd E & 10%%sT. In our
unisE = O (1), so them alactivation would corresoond
to extrem ely smallvaliesofx = kg T . 10 *.

W enow arguethat x m ay not only be oforder one, but
In fact close to one generically. Consider rst a steady
shear experim ent. T he rheologicalproperties ofa sam ple
freshly loaded into a rheom eter are usually not repro-—
ducible; they becom e so only after a period of shearing
to elim Inate m em ory of the lbading procedure. In the
process of loading one expects a large degree of disorder
to be introduced, corresponding to a high noise tem per—
ature x 1. A sthe sam pl approaches the steady state,
the ow will (in m any cases) tend to elin inate much of
this disorder [d] so that x will decrease. But, as this
occurs, the noiseactivated processes w ill slow down; as
x ! 1, they may becom e negligble. A ssum ing that, in
their absence, the disorder cannot be reduced further, x
is then \pinned" at a steady-state value at or close to
the glass transition. This scenario, although extrem ely
speculative, is strongly rem iniscent of the \m arginaldy-
nam ics" seen in som em ean— eld spin glassm odels. In the
spherical p-soin glass, for exam ple, one nds that aftera
quench from T = 1 to any temperature 0 < T < T4 be-
low the (dynam ical) glass transition tem perature Tq, the
system is dynam ically arrested in regions of phase space
characterdstic of Ty itself, rather than the true tem pera—
ture T [44[291.

There rem ain several am biguities w thin this picture,
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for exam ple whether the steady state value of x should
depend on _; if it does so strongly, our results for steady
ow curves will of course be changed. If a steady ow
is stopped and a linear viscoelastic m easurem ent per—
form ed, the results should presum ably pertain to the x
characterizing the preceding steady ow (assum ing that
X re ects structure only). But unless the strain am pli-
tude is extram ely sm all the x-value obtained In steady
state could be a ected by the oscillatory ow itself. This
m ight allow \ at" moduliG (!) & 1) to be found
alongside a nonzero yield stress with power law ow ex—
ponent around 1/2 (x 1=2) @@@]

E xperim entally, the above ideas conceming the time
evolution ofx In steady ow s could be tested In system s
which can be prepared in both low- and high-disorder
states, such as onion phases @]: Strain induced order—
Ing starting from an initialx wellbelow orabove x4 = 1
should drive the system towardsx = 0 orx 1, respec—
tively, leading to di erent rheological characteristics.

T heoretically, them inin alextension to the SGR m odel
that would be needed to substantiate the above scenario
would be to allow x to evolve In tin e. W e do not know at
present how to deduce the correct form of this evolution
In a principled way from som e underlying m icroscopic
dynam ics. H ow ever, one possibility is to couple x to the
num ber of rearrangem ents in them aterial, ie., the yield-
ing rate . Indeed, suppose we view L asamen ory
tin e during which an elem ent accum ulates kicks before
attem pting a rearrangem ent. The number of kicks ac-
cum ulated is then proportionalto = ;. If individual
kicks are thought of as independent G aussian perturba—
tions, and we identify x with the m ean-squared size of
the \cum ulative" kick, then x A = 3. The propor-
tionality constant A would depend, for exam ple, on how
kicks propagate through the system . For 0= 1l,each
elem ent yields once (on average) w ithin a tim e interval

0 . ;A can therefore be view ed as the average num ber of
kicks caused by a rearrangem ent. W e leave the analysis
of such an approach for future work; prelin nary investi-
gations suggest the em ergence of Interesting features such
as bistable solutions for the ow curve ().

B . A ttem pt frequency o

Consider now the attem pt frequency . It isthe only
source of a characteristic tin escale In ourm odel (chosen
as the tin e uni above). T his excludes a naive proposal
forthe origin of ¢ : T he attem pt frequency cannot be de—
rived (In som e selfconsistent way) from the yielding rate

, because them odelwould then no longer contain an in—
trinsic tim escale. Thiswould in ply that alldependencies
on frequency ortin e are trivial, leading to unphysical re-
sults (the ow curves (_) would sinply be a constant,
aswould be the Inearm oduliG°(! ) and G ®(!)).

W e have so far approxim ated o by a constant value,
Independently ofthe shear rate _; this inpliesthat ¢ is



not caused by the ow directly. O ne possbiliy, then,
is that ( ardses n fact from true them al processes,
ie., rearrangem ents of very \fragile" elem entsw ith yield
energies of order kg T. To a rst approxin ation, such
processes could be acoounted for by extending the basic
equation ofm otion @) to

1 2\ _
E FkF)=kaT p

@
—P E;L Y=

e
et o

—P
el
€& ik1)=x

e P+ © E) O G2
Here , is an attem pt rate for true them al processes,
which should be a Iocaldi usion rate. In em ulsions w ith

m droplets, typical rates for such di usive m odes could
be of the order of 1{100 Hz @]. The term on the rhs
of @) proportional to , corresponds to yield events
caused directly by therm al uctuations. D ue to the pres—
ence of Interactions between the di erent elem ents of
the m aterdal, the e ects of such yield events can propa—
gate through the systam and cause other rearrangem ents.
T hese are described by the term proportionalto . The
\attem pt frequency" o isnow no longer an independent
param eter; instead, it is proportionalto the average rate
of them al rearrangem ents,

D

A &

L1xP)=ks T
P

0= th €
The \propagation factor" A again represents the num -
ber of kicks caused by a them ally induced yield event.
It has a crucial e ect on the behavior of the m odi ed
m odel @), as can be seen by considering the equilib—
rium distrdbution In the absence of m acroscopic strain

(= O)-OnehaSPeq(E;l):Peq(E) (1) wih
Peq(E): e E=ksT 4 be E—x E)

W hen ¢ is of the order of  or lamger, Poq E) /

exp E =x) ([E ) asin the origihalversion {3) ofthem odel

From this, the value of ; can be calculated; for the as—
sumption ¢ &  to be selfconsistent, one then re—
quires

R
o _, F E)exp( E=KT)

— 1
dE  E)exp E=x)

& (33)

th

(here we have neglected a temm E =x iIn the exponent of
the num eratorbecause kg T xX). This condition can be
given an Intuiive interpretation: A m ust be large enough
for each them alyield event to produce at least one new
elem ent which can yield them ally (ie., whose yield en—
ergy E is of order kg T ), thus m aintaining the popula—
tion of such fragilke elem ents. For smaller A, one nds
instead that o= v exp( E=kT), which for typical
barrier energies E O (1) (In our units) is unfeasbly
slow . The above m echanisn can therefore give a plau—
sble rheological tin e scale only if the average num ber
A of rearrangem ents triggered by one local, them ally
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Induced rearrangem ent is large enough to sustain the
population of fragile elem ents, as determ ined by ) .
The values of A actually required for this are sensitive
to the an allE behavior of E ). A ssum ing for exam ple

E)/ EY 'exp( E), one has the condition

As kseT (@ x'H17Y

Fory = 1,where () stays nie forE ! 0, this re-
quires at least A & 10%. Such large values appear in -
plusble unlss a sihglk yield event could triggera whole
\avalanche" of others; in foam s, it has been argued that
this m ight be the case @]. On the other hand, signif-
icantly am aller values of A would be su cient if E)

show s a signi cant bias towards sm all yield energies E

(0 y< 1). Theabove \them altrigger" scenario would
then bem ore generically plausible. Todraw m orede nite
conclusions on this point, i would be usefiil to m easure

E ) in, or exam ple, a com puter sin ulation of a m odel
SGM .

T here are a num ber of other possibl explanations for
theorigih of (. These Include, orexam ple, noise sources
Intemal to the m aterial, such as coarsening In a foam ,
or uncontrolled extemal noise. Fially, the rheom eter
itself could also be a potential source ofnoise; thiswould
how ever suggest at least a weak dependence of  on the
shear rate _. W e cannot at present say which of these
possbilities ism ost lkely, nor rule out other candidates.
The origin of ( m ay not even be universal, but could be
system speci c.

VII.CONCLUSION

W e have solved exactly the SGR (soft glassy rheology)
m odel of Ref. E] for the low frequency shear rheology
of m aterials such as foam s, em ulsions, pastes, slirries,
etc. The model focuses on the shared features of such
soft glassy m aterdals (SGM s), nam ely, structural disor—
der and m etastability. T hese are built into a generic de-
scription of the dynam ics of m esoscopic elem ents, w ith
Interactions represented by a m ean— eld noise tem pera—
ture x. A ll rtheologicalproperties can be derived from an
exact constitutive equation.

In the linear response regim e, we found that both the
storage m odulus G ° and the Joss m odulus G © vary with
frequency as !* ! brl < x < 2. Near the glass tran—
sition, they become at, In agreem ent w ith experin en—
tal observations on a num ber of m aterials. In the glass
phase, them oduliare predicted to age; this could provide
an Interesting experim ental check of the m odel.

Far above the glass transition, the steady shearbehav—
jor isN ew tonian at am all shear rates. C loser to the tran—
sition (1 < x< 2),we found power law uid behavior; in
the glassphase, there isan additionalnonzero yield stress
H erschelBulkleym odel). T he last tw o regin estherefore
capture In portant features of experim entaldata. Above
the glass transition, the validity of the Cox-M erz rule



relating the frequency dependence of the linear m oduli
to the shear viscosity can be checked; it breaks down
In the power law uid region and fails spectacularly at
the glass transition. In this regin e, stress overshoots in
shear startup are strongest. W e have also calculated the
distrdbbution of energies dissipated in local yield events.
At variance w ith existing sin ulation data for foam s, this
exhibits a shearrate dependent crossover between two
power-aw regim es; this discrepancy rem ains to be re—
solved.

W e further probed the nonlinearbehavior ofthem odel
by considering large am plitude single and double step
strains. The nonlinear response cannot in general be
factorized into strain and tim e dependent tem s, and
is not well represented by the BKZ equation. Finally,
we considered m easurem ents of G ® and G © in oscillatory
strain of nie amplitude . Near the glass transition,
GPexhbitsamaxinum as is ncreased (strain sweep),
reproducing qualitative features of recent m easurem ents
on eam ulsions and colloidal glasses. T he contrbution of
higher hamm onics to the stress response isnot always suf-

cient to determ ine whether the response is nonlinear,
em phasizing the need for explicit strain sweeps to get
reliable data in the linear regin e. O therw ise, m easure—
m ents at constant strain am plitude can lead to strongly
enhanced values ofthe lossm odulus G ©. F inally, we con—
sidered the size ofthe linear regin e itself, ie., the largest
strain am plitude . at which the m easured values of G °©
and G ® still represent the linear response of the system .
The SGR m odel predicts that . should be roughly fre—
quency independent near the glass transition; this point
should also be am enable to experin ental veri cation.

In the nal section, we speculated on the physical
origin of the m ost in portant param eters of the m odel,
nam ely, the e ective tem perature x and the attem pt fre—
quency for rearrangem ents (. W e argued that x should
be generically of order uniy (in our units). This is be-
cause it represents the typical energy released in a re—
arrangem ent, which is of the sam e order as the activa—
tion energy required to cause a rearrangem ent elsew here
In the material. A speculative analogy to m arginal dy—
nam ics in other glassy system s suggests that x may in
fact be close to uniy in general. This is encouraging,
because the SGR m odel reproduces the qualitative fea—
tures of experim ental data best for x 1, ie., near the
glass transition. W e m entioned several hypotheses for
the origin of the attem pt frequency o, which include
events triggered by themm al uctuations or intemal and
extermalnoise sources not explicitly contained w thin the
m odel.

In future work, we plan to explore In m ore detail the
strongly history-dependent behavior of the m odel in the
glassphase. Its sin plicity should allow thisto be done in
detail, thereby providing the st full theoretical study
to be m ade of the generic relationship between aging
and rheology ]. Apart from this, the m ain challenge
is to Incorporate spatial structure and explicit interac—
tions betw een elem ents into them odel. T his should help
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us understand better the m utual dynam icalevolution of
the attem pt rate, the e ective noise tem perature and the
structural disorder. In the end, one would hope to de-
rive a m odel sim ilar to the present one from such a m ore
m icroscopic description w ithin som e wellkde ned approx—
In ation schem e.

A cknow ledgem ents: The author is indebted to
F.Lequeux, P.Hebraud and M . E . C ates for their sig—
ni cant contributions to the developm ent and initial in—
vestigation of the SGR m odel, as published In @], and
forhelpfiilcom m ents on the present m anuscript. T hanks
are due also to J-P.Bouchaud for several sem inal sug—
gestions. Financial support from the Royal Society of
London through a D orothy H odgkin R esearch Fellow ship
and from the N ational Science Foundation under G rant
No.PHY 9407194 is gratefully acknow ledged.

APPENDIX A:DERIVATION OF
CONSTITUTIVE EQUATION

T he equation ofm otion ﬂ) of the SGR m odel can be
soled by m aking the tin edependent change of variable
1! 1 ). This elin lnates the _ (convective)
term , converting the equation ofm otion from a PDE to
an ODE .Suppressing theE and ldependence ofP , the
result reads

EP 0= ex 1 E E(1+ ©)% P @
Qt B P X 2
+ © E) (1+ ©)
T his can be integrated to give
h i
Pit)=P O)exp e *z;0; 1)
Z t
+ & @) (1+ )
0 .
h i
exp ef 7zt D) @1)
w ith the auxiliary function
Z t
2zt 1) = dtPexp [ 1+ O P=2x

0

To sinplify matters, we now assume that the imitial
(t = 0) state is com plktely unstrained, ie., (0) 0
and P 0) = PoE) () = PoE) (1. The stress can
be calculated by m ultiplying @) by land integrating
overE and 1:

©= ©+hl,,,
Z t Z
= © ) © E E€)
h° i
exp e "zt @) @2)



Here the yielding rate (t) is still undetermm ined, but it
can be got from the condition of conservation of prob—
ability: The integral of @) over E and 1hasto be

equalto unity, hence

Z h i
1= JdEPyE)exp e Fz(;0;0)
Z . zZ
+ &) E )
° h i
exp e"Fzwth @) @3)

To write the resuls @E) In a more com pact form,
the auxiliary fiinctions de ned in @) and the abbrevia-

tion )

z )=zt @)
Z t n
dtmexp

tO

(@]
O T =2x

are used. This yieds directly eq. {l§) for the yielding
rate (t), while for the stress one ocbtains
Z t
a® 9
0

©) G @ Gt)) @ 4)

This can be expressed In the m ore suggestive form E)
by writing the rsttemm on the rhsas (t) tin es the rhs

of {d).

APPENDIX B:ASYMPTOTIC BEHAVIOR OF
G ()

In this appendix, we derive the asym ptotic behav—
jor @) of G (z). As explained in Sec. , our choice
ofuntsxy = 1 implies €)= exp[ E 1+ £E€))]with
f@)! OforE ! 1 .Hence orany > 0, there exists
M > 0 such that £ E)j< forE > M . Our strategy
w ill be to split the de ning integral @) for G (z) nto
tw o parts, for energies above and below the threshold M
and to bound these separately. W riting

ZM
G (z)= de
Z

+ dE E)exp zeB7¥
M

E =x

E )exp ze

the st temm on the rhs is trivially bounded by zero
from below and by exp[ zexp( M =x)]from above. T he
second tem , on the other hand, is bracketed by
Z
dE e & ETFexp ze®TF =
M

dyyx(l ) 1e y ®B1)
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(the plus and m inus sign giving the lower and upper

bound, respectively). Now consider the behavior of

G (z)z** fr some arbitrary small > 0. Choose
= =@x) and a corresponding M ; then from )

% Lo 1
dyyx+ =2 1ey

The Integralhasa nite Imit forz ! 1 (i is Justa
Gamm a function), and so this lower bound tends to In—
nity In this lim i, proving the rst part of (B). The
second part is dem onstrated in a sim ilar fashion: W ih
the sam e choice of for a given ,andagajnusjng),
exp zeMTE

Z M =x

ze

=2 dyyx =2 1e v
0

G @)z < z¥
+ xz

Again, the ntegralhas a nie lim it @ssum lng is suf-

ciently anall, ie., < 2x), and both tem s on the rhs
therefore tend to zero forz ! 1 , com pleting the proof
of {3).

APPENDIX C:FLOW CURVESAND Y IELD
STRESS

Here we derive the am allshear rate behaviorofthe ow
curves (_). As shown in Sec.@, the stress (_) =
T (=1 (_) can be expressed in tem s of the functions

Z
In ()= dir G
0

@ @) Cc1

The scaling of I, with _ can be obtained from the asym p—
toticbehaviorofG (z). From ),J'tﬁ)JJowsthat forany
> 0,we can choose a 7 such that

X

z <G x*

)< z orz> z C2)

Now we use zp to decom pose the I-integral in @) nto
thepartswith 17 zg_:
Z
L=L+L L=

Z0

dife @ M)
0

Replacing G (Z (1)) by itsm inimum and m aximum over
the Integration range, I is trivially bounded by

n+ 1

G (@ (z < — " 1°<1
(2 (20_)) (Zo_)n+lIn
As _ ! 0, the Ins tends to G (z7), so we have the
scaling I¥ = O (*"'). To bound I, we use that

Z @ > =_ > z In the relevant Integration range, so
that the bounds @) on G can be used. W riting Z (1)
out explicitly, this gives low er and upper bounds for I”
of



2

ar

X

Z0

Forx < n+ 1l (@nd su ciently sm all), the outer integral
hasa nitelinit for _ ! 0,and so L scaksas _* up
to subpower law factors. For larger values of x, on the
other hand, this integraldivergesas _"*! * . I then
scales as _**?! (since both the lower and upper bound
do), ie., In the sameway as I .

A s discussed In Sec., the above scaling properties

of I} and I, prove that the ow curve is a power law

* 1 wp to subpower law factors) in the regine
1< x< 2. In theglssphase x < 1), the sin plst case
is that of exponential E) (eg. ﬂ)). T he asym ptotic
behavior of G (z) z * then translates directly into
i * without sub-power law corrections, and this
gives the HerschelBukly form @) of the ow curve.
The yield stress £9) is given by the Iin it of I, =I; for
_ ! 0,while the power law onset of the additional stress
arises from the sm all corrections due to I .

For general (E ), on the other hand, the sub-power
law factors n I, (_) cause a corresponding weak _ de-
pendence of (_), which dom inates the e ect of the
an all correction term s IS (). The ow curve there-
fore no longer hasthe sin ple H erschelBukly form @) .
However, In the exam ples that we tested num erically
( &) Elexp( E) forn 1, 2, 3), we ound that
this form still provides a good t to (_) over several
decades of shear rate _. Both the exponent and yield
stress of such a t are then only e ective quantities and
depend on the range of _ considered; they are therefore
no longer directly related to x. In the exam ples that we
studied, we alw ays found values of the e ective exponent
signi cantly below unity.

The slow subpower law variation of (_) for gen-
eral (E) means that there is, for practical purposes,
always an e ective yield stress (whose actual value de—
pendsweakly on the lowest accessble shearrate ). Nev—
ertheless, one m ay wonder what the \true" yield stress

y = (_! 0) would be. The above lne of argum ent
does not answer this question; i does not even exclide
the possibility of , being zero. W e have exam ined this
issue or severaldi erent sub-power law correctionsto the
asym ptotic behavior of G , such as G (z)z* Iz,
or exp[(nzflwih hj< 1. The yild stress is al-
waysnonzero, and in fact tums out to be the sam e as for
exponential (E ). W e suspect that thism ay be true in
general, but have not found a proof.

APPENDIX D:NUMERICALDETERM INATION
OF G (!; )

In this appendix, we outline the num erical schem e
that we used to cbtain the nonlinear dynam ic m odulus
G (!; ) and the residualr de ned in d) and [31), re
spectively. A s explained In Sec. @l, we are Interested
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In the steady state stress response in the ergodic regin e
x> 1.W ecan then safely send the nitialtimeto 1 In
theCE @,@) . The equations that need to be solved can
be sin pli ed further by using the fact that in the steady
state, the yielding rate (t) m ust have the sam e period—
icity as the applied strain  (t) . D enoting the oscillation
period by T = 2 =!, the task is then to solve

Z t
1= a® «OH Gt ©1)
t T
for () and then to evaluate the stress from
Z t
= © & @) e ) D 2)

t T

Here the periodicity of the problem has been absorbed
Into the de nition of

b3

H ) = 0

G @ &t

0

nT))

®
G @ @G+ nz &+ T;29)

n=0

w here the second equality follow s again from the period—
icity ofthe strain  (b) cos ! t. T he num erical solution
ofthe integral equation @) is sin pli ed by subtracting
from the kemelH (;t%) a part that depends on t° only:

Z1 Z2

e e

H @+ T,;89= o

) =18 Gt
e

where we have abbreviated exp( E=x), Z;
2 ), 2, = 2 €+ T;9. Themodi ed kemel H ;)
hasthe convenient propertiesH ¢%t% = 1,H %+ T ;9 =
0 and isalso sin plerto evaluate num erically than H (t;t7).
T he yielding rate can easily be calculated from H' instead
ofH :De ning amodi ed yielding rate ~(t) as the solu—
tion of
Z t

at® ~ O @)

T

O 3)

t

the actual yielding rate is recovered by dividing by the
constant factor
Z T
1+ a? ~eOH &+ T;t)
0

H owever, even the solution of E) is still nontrivial, es—
pecially in the low frequency regine T 1 that we are
m ost interested in. This is because ' \inherits" from

G an initial \fast" decay ast £ increases from zero,
followed by a much slower power-Jaw decay (which In
tums givesway to a rapid naldecay as soon as strain—
Induced yielding becom es In portant). T his separation of
O (1) and O (T) tin escales rules out traditional solution



m ethods such as C hebyshev approxim ation. Instead, we
solve E) by Fourder transform : W riting

®
Hoin "n = n ;o0 O 4)
m= 1
w ith coe cients
ZTdt ZT )
Hpn = —e i mt g oI gt )
o T 0

Once @) is solved and the rescaling from ~ to is
carried out, the stress is obtained as

© _ X ginte
n
1 1X
nza(n; 1+ n;l) 5 m(I'Tn;rn+l+I'Tn;m 1)

m

Tts Fourier com ponents determ ine the nonlnear dynam ic
m odulus and squared residualas

j17

k:0j2k+1f

G (t; )=2, =1

The result for r’ has been sinpli ed using the fact that

n= , because (t) isreal) and that , = 0 oreven
n (pecause () ! ) or ! , which corresponds
tot! t+ T=2).

To solve the m ain equation @), we truncate them a—
trix equation at successively higher orders until the cal-
culated valies ofG%(!; ), G®(!; ) and r are stablk to
w ihin 1% . T he Fourier com ponents H,, , are calculated
from a spline interpolant approxin ation to H (t;t%) in or—
der to save expensive function evaluations.
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