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Optimal Prediction of Time-to-Failure from Information Re vealed by Damage
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We present a general prediction scheme of failure timeshais@ipdating continuously with time the proba-
bility for failure of the global system, conditioned on th#drmation revealed on the pre-existing idiosyncratic
realization of the system by the damage that has occurrddhapresent time. Its implementation on a simple
prototype system of interacting elements with unknown eamdéifetimes undergoing irreversible damage until a
global rupture occurs shows that the most probable preatifatiire time (mode) may evolve non-monotonically
with time as information is incorporated in the predicti@meme. In addition, both the mode, its standard devi-
ation and, in fact, the full distribution of predicted faiutimes exhibit sensitive dependence on the realization
of the system, similarly to “chaos” in spinglasses, pravigda multi-dimensional dynamical explanation for the
broad distribution of failure times observed in many engaitsituations.

PACS numbers: 05.10.Gg ; 91.30.Px; 05.10.Cc ; 45.05.+x

Systems of connected and interacting elements often failithh a self-organizing cascade process. Predicting
the remaining lifetime of a complex structure or the pretise of failure remains an unsolved problem for all ap-
plications (engineering structures, materials, eartkgsiagrids, networks, groups and so on), notwithstandgg it
huge importance and overwhelming consequences. Diffstategies include deterministic modeling, stochastic
one body or many body approaches, computational intelligenethods, and many other classifiers and pattern
recognition techniques, all with limitations and lack offstient understanding of the underlying physical mech-
anisms. A major problem is that failure of a given system ghhi history- and sample-dependent: in contrast
with standard statistical physics, the problem is not tewake an ensemble averaged thermodynamic property
but to obtain a precise statement for each single idiosyicaralization. This difficulty is bypassed for instance
in the strategy which consists in viewing material ruptils@&ind of universal critical transitionl[1] (see however
[2]), which is based on the hope, which is partially suppibiig experiments, that a large system may behave like
a typical realization with a kind of self-averaging progerBut this misses the real practical challenge which is
to detect the possible existence of flaws, either pre-exjsir self-organized which are known to create a great
variability of the lifetimes from one sample to the next. bid#ion, existing methods are often mute on the limits
of predictability and on the sensitivity to various elenwoft the system under consideration.

Here, we analyze this prediction problem with a simple pxgie of interacting elements with unknown random
lifetimes undergoing irreversible damage until a globatave occurs, the so-called time-dependent hierarchical
fiber bundle model [3]. By obtaining the absolute best pralicscheme in a probabilistic sense, we are able to
cast new light on the above questions. Consistent with tferimation usually available in realistic situations,
we assume the knowledge of only the statistical properfigsenconstituting elements but not of their specific
realizations. We use the physics of their interaction toettgy the prediction scheme. The key idea is to update
continuously with time the conditional probability for faie of the global system, conditioned on the information
revealed by the damage that has occurred until the preseat fContinuously collecting information on the on-
going damage progressively reveals key information on tieeegisting idiosyncratic realization of the system
which can be gradually integrated in a better and bettergiitibtic prediction.

Consider a hierarchical structure of elements witHevels loaded with a stressper element. The first level
is made of the individual elements, the second level is mégeaios of elements, the third level is made of pairs
of pairs and so on. This defines a discrete hierarchical tréecal coordinatior2 (the results below are easy to
extend to any coordination). This topology impacts the dyica of failure in the following way. When one of the
two bundles of a given pair fails, its stress load is traresfénstantaneously to the surviving bundle, such that its
load is doubled. When this bundle breaks, its load is traadfto the pair of bundles associated to it if this second
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pair is still present. Otherwise, it is transfered to the péitwo pairs linked at the next hierarchical level. Given
some stress history(t'), ¢ > 0, an element is assumed to break at some fixed random timegwesprobability
that this random time takes a specific vatus specified by its cumulative distribution function

Fy(t) = /Ot Py(t)dt' =1 —exp{—ﬁ/ot[a(t/)]pdt/} : 1)

This amounts to considering an element failure as a comditidoisson process with an intensity which is function
of all the past stress history weighted by the stress amgtific exponenp > 0. Applied to material failure, this
law captures the physics of failure due to stress corrosstress-assisted thermal activation and to damage. A
system of2"V elements is fully specified by attributing to each elemert 1,...,2" at the beginning of their
history a fixed failure time; taken from the distributiorf]1). The failure tinigis by definition the time at which
the element would have broken if the stress had stayed constant equat faitial values. But, the elements are
coupled through the hierarchical load transfer rule defai@ove. As a consequence of the hierarchical structure
of the load transfers occuring at each rupture, the stregliedpto a given element may increase, leading to a
shortening of its lifetime. Consider a pair of bundles wifatimest; < t5. Attimet = t;, when the first bundle
breaks down, its load is transfered to the second bundieeklsy to show fronfi]1) that this leads to a reduction of
its lifetime to [3]

t12:t1+04(t2—t1)<t2, a=2"". (2)

This law applies for any realization of lifetimes at all Ié&vevithin the hierarchy and forms the basis for our
derivation below.

In order to mimic a real-life situation, we consider a cregpegiment of our hierarchical system, such that at
time 0, a stress is applied. We have no access to the specific individualiifes of the individual constituting
elements, only to their probability density function (POFR)x), as in a real experiment. At time passes, damage
occurs, that is, elements break, thus revealing theiairifetimes or combination thereof. The situation becomes
rapidly complicated because of the interactions betweemlments through the hierarchical stress-load redistri-
bution, as the damage spreads across the levels of thedtigram a real-life experiment, the damage in a material
sample is monitored for instance by acoustic emission$, bath time and space localization. In order to construct
our prediction scheme, we just need to construct the piedistheme for a system of four elements (or bundles)
with a priori unknown initial lifetimeg, to, t3 andt4, whose PDFs are known. In the case where each bundle
reduces to an element of level 1, the PDF’s are identical gndldo P, (z), as we assume that the elements have
i.i.d. lifetimes. However, for the case of four bundles dbitmary levelj > 0, the PDF’s of their lifetime are a
priori distinct and result from the PDFs of the elementagnednts at the first level combined with the specific
history of the damage until timeundergone by each bundle, as we now explain.

Prediction in absence of revealed damagé.et P;(¢;) denote the PDF of the lifetimes of element (or bundle)
i, with i = 1,..,4. If we knewt; andt,, we would determine the lifetime of the pair fs 5y = Minl[ti, 2] +
a (Max[t1, t2] — Min[t1, t2]), according to[{R) (and similarly for the p&is, 4)). But¢; andts are unknown, and
the best we can do is to calculate the PDF @) at some given time. Conditioned on the fact that no element
has failed, we have

1 [ta2 - -
Py (ta,2) = o / dty Pry(t1)Pag, ([t — (1 —a)ta] /o) + (1 4+ 2), (3
t

whereﬁi,t(ti) = % is the conditional PDF's of elemeitgiven that it has not yet broken at timeThe

second contributiofl <+ 2) in @) corresponding té; > ¢, is obtained from the first contribution corresponding
to t; < tz by exchanging the two indicelsand2. We check thatP; 5) (t(1,2)) is normalized to unity over
the time interval front to oo by using the identityf™ dt(, o) [/** dty = [ dty [° dt1 5, and the change of
variablet(; oy — u = [t(1,2) — (1 — a)t1] /o. The PDFP 5 3.4) ¢ (f(1,2,3,4)) Of the lifetimest(; 5 5 4 of the
group of four elements at timeconditioned on the fact that no element has ruptured uhtls the same structure
as [B) with the substitutions— (1,2) and2 — (3,4).

Using the knowledge that one element failed at timeé*. Suppose we record the failure of the elemeat
time ¢*, i.e., its initially unknown lifetimet; is suddenly revealedt; = ¢*. Conditioned on this information
revealed at time*, we know proceed to derive how this impacts the predictiahefifetime of the four elements,
changingP12.3.4)¢ (t(1,2,3,4)) into a conditional PDR; 2 3 4) 4+ (t(1,2,3,4)). Indeed, the failure of elementat



t* immediately changeB; ) ; (t(1,2)) for the rupture time of the paif, 2) (i.e., of element 2 given that element
1 has broken) from expressidd (3) to

Py,2) 4+ (f(klﬂ)) = éﬁu* (|:t>(k172) —(1- Oz)t*] /a) ' @)

Expressionl{4) derives frorill(3) by replacify; (,) by §(t; — t*) to express the certain knowledge of the failure
time of element. It can also be interpreted as the change of the failure tineeanent 2 fromts to t* + a(ta — t*)
by the stress transfer from element 1 to element 2 occurtiig@nd with the proper normalization of the distri-

bution). The gain in prediction accurary described belodus to the fact that the variance Bf, ) ;- (tz‘m))

given by [3) is smaller than that &%, o) ; (¢(1,2)) given by [3).

In contrast with the previous case leadingRQ 25 4.+ (£(1,2,3,4)) When no failure has occurred yet, the two
pairs(1,2) and(3,4) do not play a symmetric role and two scenarios can occur fieegigreater that, given
that element has broken at*. Scenario 1 is that elemefails first, followed by the rupture of second p&i 4).
This scenario contains both the case where eleféntaks first and the(s, 4) and the case when elemenfor
4) breaks first, then elemefffails and then element The probability of this scenario is

Pr[t?u) < t?3,4)] = /t dt?1,2) P12 (t?l,z))/t

o0

dt(3,4) P3.0),0- (f&A)) : ©)

.2
In the final calculation oPr[t; ,) < t{; 4], we must use the fact tha; 5) ;- (tfu)) is given by [#). Scenario

2 is that the second pafB, 4) breaks first, followed by the failure of elemeht This occurs with a probability
Pr{tf) o) > 103 4] = 1 = Prt{; o) <t(3 4]

Conditioned on the fact that the rupture follows the firstss® (t’(*1 9y < t2‘3 4)), the PDF for the failure time
t(1,2,3,4) Of the whole four-element system is

(e

SC * 1 tz1'2’3'4) * * *
P 230,60 (t(1,2,3,4)) = _/t dt(y 2y P1,2),+ (t(1,2)) P34+ ({t(1,2,3,4) -(1- 0‘)%,2)} /04) . (6)

Here, the PDF for the failure time of the first p&lr, 2) is changed intd”; ) ;- (tz‘l 2)) given by [4). We can thus
rewrite [@) as

1 t(*1,2,3,4) N ~ . . .
ﬁ/ dt(y o) Paes ([t(lﬂ) —(1-a)t } /Oé) P3,4),4+ ({t(1,2,3,4) -(1- Of)t(m)} /04) -
.
)

Conditioned on the fact that the rupture follows the secamthsrio (’(*1 9) > t2‘3 4)) the PDF for the failure time
t71 2,3.4) Of the whole four-element system is

sc * 1 t?1'2’3'4) * * D t?172-374) (1 - a) * 1-a *
Py 2,10 (t<1,2,3,4>) = @/ dt(s.a) P30+ (t(374)) Pa e ( PO bz — t ) ,

1 *
P23 (t(1,273,4>) =

t* «
8
whereP 5) ;- (fa,z)) is given by [#).
Combining both scenarios yields the PDF for the failure tﬁ?@g 3.4) of the four-element system:
P1,2,3,4),1- (%,2,3,4)) = P(Sf,zl,3,4),t* (tf1,2,3,4)) + P(Sf,22,3,4),t* (tf1,2,3,4)) : )

where the two terms in the r.h.s. difl (9) are given respegtivsl (@) and [B). We verify that the PDF
P1,2,3,4) ¢+ (tf1,273,4)) is normalized to unity aqt* P1,2,3,4),6- (t>(*172,374)) dt’(*172,374) = Pr[t’(*m) < tf3,4)] +
Plr[tz‘1 9y > 13 4)] = 1, since the integral of{7) giveEl(5), and the integral®f (®kg the complement tb, using

the identityf:rOO dy [} de = ;{00 dx f;oo dy and a change of variable.
Two elements are broken in the same pair (i.e. scenario 1 is ffilled). Suppose that element 2 breaks at
some later timeé! > ¢* before the rupture of the pai8, 4). This rupture reveals a new information which can be



exploited to improve the prediction of the rupture time af thelement bundle. Indeed, express[dn (9) is changed
into

B P34yt ({t?i;yg_@ - (1- a)tq /a)
S5 da Py gyt ([r = (1= a)tf] fa)

This corresponds to a considerable decrease of uncertéilstyscenario 2 is now excluded and, second, the distri-
bution [B) is collapsed similarly to the process leadind@cat timet*. The denominator ensures the normalization

of P1,2,3.4),4 ¢t (t?if2,3,4)) over the intervalt’, +-oc] and expresses the fact thily 2.3.4) ¢ 41 (t?iT2,374)) is a

distribution of failure times conditioned to the failurené being larger thati’. The PDFP3 4+ contains the
information of whether element 3 or 4 (but not both) have uogd in the mean time, according to a derivation
similar to that leading td{4) after the rupture of element 1.

Two elements are broken, one in each of the pairs (1,2) and @, In this case the prediction of the rupture
time is given by expressiofil(9) but the knowledge that a efetime@ke in(3, 4) means thaP; 4) has to be replaced
by the expressiori{4), with a change of indi¢es2) — (3,4) in @).

Three elements are broken with scenario 2Suppose that the pai3, 4) breaks at some timg > * before the
failure of element 2. Then, again the prediction of the roptime of the 4-element bundle is improved according
to

P1,2,3,4),t ¢t (t?iT27374)) for t > t1. (10)

. il
(1,234 (A=), 5  1—ayx*
Py e g <—a2 = ==t

ft(:o dx fﬁz,t*,tT (% - th— %t*)

P1,2,3,4),¢ 4t (t?iT2,374)) = , for t>1tf. (11)

a2

The denominator ensures the normalizatiodgfs 5 4 ¢+ ¢t (tZ‘ﬂwA)) over the intervalt', +-oc] and expresses

the fact thatP’(; 5 5.4, ¢+ ¢ (t?iT2,3,4)) is a distribution of failure times conditioned to the fadurme being larger

thantf.

Three elements are broken with scenario The prediction of the rupture time is then given by expres§idl)
but the knowledge that a element broke3n4) means thaP; 4y has to be replaced by the expressidn (4), with a
change of indice§l, 2) — (3,4) in @).

It is straightforward to iterate this enumeration for a eystof arbitrary size”. Here, we present results
obtained for a system db elements, with identical exponential distributions oétimes. In order to calculate the
PDF of the lifetimet.. of the whole system, we decompose it into four bundle$ elements each, for which we
calculate their corresponding PDFs. The four PDFs for ealtindlle in turn take the role of thg, ; used in the
previous calculations of the PDF for the total bundle of fétbbundles. It is important to stress that, even though
the lifetimes of the individual elements are i.i.d., the R the four 4-bundles remain the same only as long as
no individual element has broken and then diverge as danragesg

We use these formulas to obtain Figllre 1 which shows the PBiRg tifetime of the total system for a different
numbern of broken elements. As damage is revealed, the width of teldition decreases which means that the
uncertainty about when the system will fail decreases. Atdéime time, the most likely value of the lifetime of
the system first increases uprio= 6 broken elements, after which the damage of the system is gortamt that
a global rupture is imminent and the most likely value oflecreases.

Figurel2 illustrates the concept of the sensitivity of thelation of the PDF of failure times on the initial
randomness (analogousto “chaos” in spinglasses [4]) angirdents two different ways by which the “trajectories”
of two PDFs can diverge: i) the modes (most probable value)enapart as a function of time; ii) the width also
exhibits sensitive dependence on the quenched randon@assider e.g. the PDFs represented by the continuous
and the dashed line. Their modes were slightly differentifor 4 broken elements but then moved closer for
n = 8 broken elements. While comparable for= 4, their widths have evolved very differently after= 8
elements have failed. This illustrates the dependence wich sub-levels of the hierarchy which have been
broken.

This prediction scheme based on incorporating iteratitiedyinformation on the unknown pre-existing charac-
teristic of the systems which are revealed by the growingatgmoes not require a priori a complete knowledge
of the dynamics and opens the road to a suite of approxinmatarreal systems involving increasing degrees of
model sophistications used in the implementation whictukhbe tested systematically. We expect the concept
of multidimensionatiependence on initial conditions to remain a robust featfitiee prediction of time-to-failure



in many systems, that is, there are several measures ofribitigéy to initial conditions in the divergence of the
trajectories of the PDFs of failure times.
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FIG. 1: PDFs of the lifetime. shown at different levels of damage for a system that coethinitially 16 elements, just after
the last element broke. The different curves corresponddeeasing numbers of broken elementsn = 0 (fat solid line),
n = 4 (thin solid line),n = 6 (dashed line)n = 8 (dash-dotted line), and = 12 (dotted line). Inset: Evolution of the
corresponding lifetimes (shown as the bar heights) of thel@®ents with the height representing their lifetimes.
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FIG. 2. PDFs of five different systems @f elements with different realizations of the initial lifietes of the individual
elements. a) = 4 elements broken, b) = 8 elements broken and @)= 12 elements broken.



	References

