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Abstract

A nonlinear continuum theory is advanced for high-rate mechanics and thermodynamics of
liver parenchyma. The homogenized continuum is idealized as a solid-fluid mixture of dense
viscoelastic tissue and liquid blood. The solid consists of a matrix material comprising the
liver lobules and a collagenous fiber network. Under high loading rates pertinent to impact
and blast, the velocity difference between solid and fluid is assumed negligible, leading to a
constrained mixture theory. The model captures nonlinear isotropic elasticity, viscoelasticity,
temperature changes from thermoelasticity and dissipation, and tissue damage, the latter via a
scale-free phase-field representation. Effects of blood volume and initial constituent pressures
are included. The model is implemented in 3-D finite element software. Analytical and numer-
ical solutions for planar shock loading are compared with observations of liver trauma from
shock-tube experiments. Finite-element simulations of dynamic impact are compared with
cylinder drop-weight experiments. Model results, including matrix damage exceeding fiber
damage at high rates and reduced mechanical stiffness with higher perfused blood volume,
agree with experimental trends. Viscoelasticity is important at modest impact speeds.
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1 Introduction

The liver is the largest abdominal organ, and the largest internal organ by mass, in the human body.
Liver injuries are frequent in automobile accidents, falls, gunshot wounds, and military events
involving dynamic blunt impact and blast (e.g., shock waves from explosions) [1-4]. Liver can
also be damaged by surgical procedures [J5, 6] and focused shocks in medical settings [[7].

Aspects of the structure of the liver relevant to its mechanical response are described in Refs. [,
9]. In humans, average dimensions are 28 x 16 x 8 cm? [8]]. The falciform ligament separates the
right and left lobes. The liver parenchyma comprises on the order of one million lobules, roughly
cylindrical or columnar in shape with diameters on the order of 1 mm. Lobules contain cells (i.e.,
hepatocytes) that are perfused by capillaries (i.e., sinusoids) ultimately linked to the main hepatic
artery, portal vein, and subhepatic veins. Lobules themselves further comprise a loose collagen
network of the extracellular matrix (ECM), whereas boundaries between lobules consist of a dense
network of collagen fibers that provides more structural support [9]]. The liver contains bile ducts
and is encased by the relatively tougher peritonium and Glisson’s capsule.

Most experimental characterizations of stress-strain response and structural failure of the liver
address low- to moderate-strain rates, from quasi-static to the order of 10/s. These include tension,
compression and shear [10-15]]. Stiffness and ultimate strength tend to increase with increasing
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loading rate, while tensile failure strain tends to decrease with increasing rate [[11, [14]. Quasi-
static indentation of the liver has shown an increase in mechanical compliance with perfusion,
more closely matching in vivo conditions [[16]. Kolsky bars have measured the compressive stress-
strain response at strain rates exceeding 10/s [15} [17]]. Tissue injury from dynamic blunt impact
has been studied using impactors of various shapes and velocities, for example cylinders or plates
dropped from different heights onto the exposed organ [11,18-20]]. Tissue damage tends to increase
with increasing impact velocity and increasing impact-induced internal pressures of the tissue and
blood vessels [} [18}, 20]. Cavitation and fractures at moderate [2, 9] and high [20] rates tend to
concentrate inside the lobules or at interfaces between softer and stiffer microstructure features.
The former softer components include the cellular matrix and sinusoids; the latter stiffer structures
include connective fibrous tissues between lobules and major blood vessels. Static and dynamically
impacted liver specimens, both perfused and exsanguinated, presented the most local damage and
trauma indicators where strains were largest [[19]. Liver exposed to air shocks of 25-35 kPa showed
mild to moderate injury [21], comparatively lower in severity and more diffuse than witnessed in
drop-weight experiments [1].

Existing constitutive models used for analysis of experimental stress-strain data [14] and fi-
nite element (FE) simulations of the isolated organ [5, 16, 22] or torso [23) 24] typically invoke
nonlinear elasticity adapted from incompressible rubbery materials [25]], perhaps supplemented
with linear viscoelasticity via Prony series [[19]. Potentially important phenomena such as non-
linear viscoelasticity, compressibility at high pressures, pressure-temperature coupling, and degra-
dation of strength are omitted. A uniform, stress-free initial state is also conventionally assumed,
with effects of fluid content and internal fluid pressure not resolved explicitly. Important influ-
ences of perfusion blood volume and internal pressure on stiffness and injury have been observed
[16l 18, 19, 26]. Heterogeneous properties have been quantified at the organ scale, attributed to
large blood vessels comprising the vascular system [27]. Nearly all experimental studies and con-
stitutive models characterize liver parenchyma as isotropic, an exception being transverse isotropy
measured in Ref. [[10]. Anisotropy, like heterogeneity, emerges from larger blood vessels and con-
nective elements avoided in preparation of smaller homogeneous and isotropic samples [[15} [17].

More sophisticated constitutive models have been posited in recent years to describe nonlin-
ear viscoelastic and inelastic behaviors of liver tissue. A structural icosahedral model of six fiber
bundles was combined with distortional deformation of the matrix in the nonlinear elastic-inelastic
theory of Ref. 28], wherein the compressive response of liver at several rates was captured. Con-
stitutive models originally designed to describe amorphous polymers [29,30] have been extended
to describe the high-rate response pertinent to impact or Kolsky-bar loading [[15} [18]]. Models that
explicitly seek to quantify softening and damage mechanisms in the liver are scarce. A nonlinear
elasticity model allowing reduced stiffness at large strain was used to capture stiffness degrada-
tion of the liver in tension [31]. A local injury criterion based on Von Mises stress and loading
duration was used to describe, a posteriori, hepatic necrosis from mechanical grasping [, 6]. A
cohesive-zone FE model (e.g., [32]]) was used to represent liver tearing at low rates of uniaxial
extension [14]. In contrast, sophisticated constitutive theories incorporating ideas from continuum
damage mechanics [33] and phase-field fracture mechanics [34] have been used for other kinds of
soft tissues, including arterial walls [35]], lung [36} 1377]], skeletal muscle [38]], cardiac muscle [39],



and skin [40]. Concepts from continuum mixture theory [41,42]] have been used to model relative
flow of fluid (i.e., blood) to the solid tissue and its effects on the biomechanical response of the
liver [12} 43], wherein solid and fluid phases were idealized as individually incompressible.

A recent nonlinear continuum theory [44, 45] combines, in a thermodynamically consistent
manner, representations of numerous physical mechanisms pertinent to shock loading of porous
soft tissues. Concepts of mixture theory [41, 46, 47]] allow for different response variables (e.g.,
partial stresses) in local constituents that may be solid or fluid in phase. All constituents are
compressible to admit finite wave speeds and proper rendering of shock waves. An exponential-
logarithmic equation of state (EOS) [36, 48] was shown adequate for representing the high-pressure
response of various biologic fluids and solids [44]. Deviatoric matrix [49] and fiber [50] elasticity
represent, respectively, polyconvex isotropic energy and potential anisotropy via structure tensors.
Complementary representations of nonlinear viscoelasticity are implemented for matrix and fibers
[51,152]. Internal variables can be of general gradient type, enabling reduction to phase-field rep-
resentations [53H55], notably encompassing fracture [35) 156]]. The theory admits non-Euclidean
metric tensors. Functional forms of metric tensors can be of Finsler [57-H60] or osculating Rieman-
nian 57,161, 162] type. In the latter context, the curvature tensor need not vanish, enabling residual
stress and remnant strain from growth or remodeling [39,163]. Even if curvature vanishes, explicit
state dependence renders the metric non-Riemannian and non-Euclidean [40, 64].

Analytical solutions for evolution of amplitudes of weak shock waves were derived 44,45, 165]]
for skeletal muscle and skin containing interstitial fluid, liver containing blood, and lung containing
air. When shock loading was initiated individually on only one constituent (i.e., solid or liquid) in
the mixture, decay due to dissipation from viscous and thermal interactions between constituents
and viscoelasticity occurred over distances around 1 to 10 ym in tissues of muscle and skin, 0.1
to 1 mm in liver, and 10 cm in lung. The first result is consistent with propagation of strong
shocks in muscle that show a single-wave structure [66]. A shock applied simultaneously to both
phases propagates uniformly rather than separating into distinct waves in the solid and fluid. Since
individual constituent decay distances are small compared to dimensions of liver tissue modeled
herein (order of 100 mm), the constrained mixture assumption [67] that constituents share the same
local velocity history after some reference time appears justified. This assumption would be less
accurate for the lung, where an unconstrained poromechanics model [68]] seems more relevant.
Constituents (i.e., solid liver tissue and liquid blood) are further herein assumed to share the same
local temperature history [69]. This assumption is justified by similar velocities and thermome-
chanical properties (e.g., mass density, specific heat, Griineisen parameter, and bulk modulus) of
constituents and small contributions of dissipation from viscosity, viscoelasticity, and damage [44].
The shared velocity assumption is similar to locally affine deformation assumptions used in recent
finite-strain models of poro- and chemo-mechanics [70, [71].

One new contribution of the present work is derivation of governing equations for the mixture
theory of Ref. [44] under these locally constrained velocity and temperature assumptions. Mass
transfer and angular momentum exchange between constituents are omitted for physical processes
and time scales of present interest. A key finding is that the local continuum balance law and
jump condition across a shock front can always be satisfied identically for each constituent, and
for the entire mixture, for mass conservation and continuum angular momentum conservation (i.e.,



symmetry of partial and total stresses). Constituent-level conservation laws for linear momen-
tum and energy, and corresponding jump conditions across singular surfaces, are not necessarily
obeyed if individual constituent energy densities are prescribed explicitly. For linear momentum
and energy, the local conservation laws for individual constituents are necessarily relaxed; only the
balance laws or jump conditions for the mixture apply and need be solved. Analogous conclusions
were drawn for constrained mixture models, using theoretical different arguments, previously in
Refs. [41,167,169]. For planar shocks, these assumptions are consistent with a single-wave structure
propagating through the homogenized mixture [44, 45]].

For analytical modeling of shock waves as singular surfaces, regularization mechanisms of
Newtonian viscosity, Fourier conduction, and gradient surface energy are necessarily omitted [72,
'/3]]. To avoid infinite local energy density across a singular surface, a scale-free phase-field theory,
as used elsewhere for phase transitions [74] and modeling of fracture in liquids and soft solids
[39] [75], is implemented. Otherwise, order parameter variations across the shock front could be
idealized by ad-hoc (e.g., linear) profiles [76] or structured wave forms [[77)]. Omission of gradient
surface energy further permits implementation of the constitutive model as a standard user-defined
material subroutine in LS-DYNA [/8], a popular software for modeling the response of human and
animal subjects to ballistic and blast loading [79-81]]. In this setting, shock viscosity [68, [82]
and Fourier conduction can be enabled to spread shock fronts over multiple elements. A second
new contribution is implementation of the constrained constitutive model for dynamic and shock
deformation of liver in a 3-D FE software.

In prior research [44], the constitutive model was calibrated to static and dynamic compres-
sion data on liver tissue spanning strain rates from 0.01 to 2000/s [[17]. Results corresponded to
exsanguinated liver with a relatively low initial blood fraction (0.12 [83]]), initially at ambient at-
mospheric pressure. A third new contribution is allowance of higher blood volume, and differing
internal fluid and solid pressures, as initial conditions [[16} [18]. Predictions for mechanically in-
duced injury under 1-D shock compression, 1-D uniaxial-stress compression, and 3-D dynamic
blunt impact (FEM) are compared with experimental data and observations [, 16} 17, 21].

The remainder of this article is organized as follows. In Section 2, governing equations are
derived from the theory of Refs. [44,45]] under the constrained mixture approximation [67,169]]. In
Section 3, specialized equations and parameters for liver are given. In Section 4, semi-analytical
solutions to the Rankine-Hugoniot equations [/6, |84] are calculated for weak and strong shocks,
with new results reported for the liver. Also given in Section 4 are numerically integrated, 1-D
solutions for uniaxial-stress compression. Results for uniaxial-stress compression and and shock
compression are validated versus experimental observations [[17, 21]. In Section 5, implementation
of the model in LS-DYNA is discussed, and outcomes of FE simulations of cylinder impact are
compared with injury trends witnessed in analogous experiments [1]]. In Section 6, concluding
remarks are given. Notation follows prior work [44} 45]], with vectors and tensors in bold font and
scalars and scalar components in italics. Cartesian frames are sufficient for coordinates used in this
study. Superscripts distinguish quantities among different constituents.



2 Mixture theory with constraints

2.1 Kinematics

Let N > 1 be the number of constituents comprising the mixture. Later, for application to liver per-
fused with blood, N = 2 to account for one solid and one liquid phase. At each time #, constituents
o =1,...,N within a local control volume d€2 centered at spatial position x obey the motions

x=x%X%1). (2.1)

In an unconstrained mixture, constituents at the same spatial location x at time ¢ could have been
located at different material coordinates X at a previous time 7y corresponding to x(X%,zy) = X*.

The spatial manifold comprising the mixture is denoted by m, parameterized by (here, Carte-
sian) coordinate chart(s) {xk }. Referential manifolds for constituents of the material body are 9t
parameterized by coordinates {(X%)X}. Let {£”} be internal variables, generally transient, that
can act as auxiliary coordinates over m and 9% [58,(64]]. Metric tensors can most generally depend
on coordinates and internal state, on spatial and material manifolds, respectively, as follows:

g:g(xat):g(x7{€a(x7t)})’ Ga:Ga(Xa7t):Ga(xav{gﬁ(x(XOC?t)?t)})' (2.2)

Forms g and G are regarded as generalized Finsler metrics [38, 164]; those without tilde notation
are interpreted as osculating Riemannian metric tensors [40, 57]. Components of g and G* in
are, respectively, g;; = g, &; and G{; = G} - GJ. Natural basis vectors on m are g, = dx/ dxk
with reciprocal bases gf, whereby (g’ g )= 5]’ Similarly, on 9%, G§ = dX%*/d(X*)X with
reciprocals (G*)X and ((G*)!,G}) = 8!. Isotropic metrics [85] each correspond to local rescaling
of Cartesian metrics §;; and &;; by their determinant factors defined subsequently:

gij=[8({E" N5y, (G%)1y = [GH({EP )] Poy, @, =1,...,NJ; (2.3)
g =detg =g, G%* = G* = detG*, Voo =1,...,N]. (2.4)

Particular forms of G* of are defined in Section 3.3 for anisotropic and then isotropic
response of fluids and fibrous solids. When N = 1, using different metric tensors on spatial and
material manifolds may be prudent for describing residual stresses from growth and remodeling
[39,40,163]]. Initial stress and remnant strain are not necessarily precluded, however, when g = G,

Euclidean manifolds m and 9% in respective spatial and material settings are also introduced.
These are interpreted as specialized base manifolds of Finsler geometry [40, 58], omitting geomet-
ric effects of {€%}. Cartesian metrics are sufficient in the present work for @ and 90%:

gij:6,~j, (Ga)[]:6[]; g:detgzdetéa:(_}azl, [VOCZl,...,N]. (2.5)

In Refs. [44, 45]], balance laws were derived on m, and covariant derivatives were undertaken
with respect to Levi-Civita connections corresponding to (2.2). Therein, g,, g*, G%, and (G*)X
were all generally time-dependent, consistent with (2.2)). For boundary value problems involving



spatially heterogeneous state variables, Christoffel symbols derived from would depend non-
trivially on transient spatial gradients of {€*(x,7)}, complicating numerical modeling. To avoid
undue complexity, here balance laws are derived on m, and covariant derivatives are defined ac-
cordingly via trivially vanishing Christoffel symbols from (2.5). Generalized metrics of 9% in
(2.2)—(2.4) are still used to define quantities entering certain energy potentials in Section 3.3.

Let eX and EX denote Cartesian basis vectors on tm and 9t%. Covariant derivatives are

V()=d()/odwe,  V()=0d()/d(X*) @ EF. (2.6)

Denote the partial time derivative at fixed x by J;(-) and at fixed X% by D¥*(-). Letting 0% be
particle velocity for constituent ¢, time derivatives are related by

DX() =3 ()+V() 0%, VEX% 1) =D*g%X% ). 2.7)

The deformation gradient F%, velocity gradient 1% Jacobian determinant J %, and relationships
between local volume elements dQ and dQ§ on m and 9% obey

F(X _ a(%a)l e,-®EJ la — V,DOC :DCXFOC(FOC)—I. (28)
o(Xx)! ’ ! ’
J% =det[(F*)}]\/g/G* = detF*,  dQ =J*dQ§. (2.9)

Commutation rules V[d,(-)] = ¢;[V(-)] and VF[D{(-)] = D¥[V§(-)] hold, and V§(-) = V(-)F*.

Under the constrained mixture approximation [[67,169]], local velocities of constituents are equal
for times exceeding some reference 7y. Assume ¥ is continuous with respect to X* and ¢. At fixed
X% dx% = v%*dr — vdr where v is the shared velocity among constituents @ = 1,...,N. Define
a global reference configuration 90t covered by X as the shared constituent coordinates at ¢ = f:

X =x(X%1) = x*(X%10) =X% 1), Va=1,...,N]. (2.10)

For t < t¢, reference coordinates X% generally differ among phases o due to diffusion and growth
processes, for example. For ¢ > f, the constrained mixture description is invoked, whereby

v¥(X,t) — v(X,1), x%(X,t) = x(X,1), [t >10;Voo=1,...,N]. (2.11)
Then fort >ty and o = 1,..., N, since coordinates and motions are indistinguishable among «,
V() = Vo(-), DX)— Di(-); F* 5 F, 1*—=1, J*—J. (2.12)

In the first and third of (2.12)), material differentiation is with respect to X.

2.2 Balance laws

For each constituent, denote the partial Cauchy stress by 6%, traction vector t* = 6% - n with n the
unit outward normal vector to m, body force per unit mass b%, internal energy per unit mass u%,
heat source per unit mass r%, heat flux vector g%, mass exchange rate ¢*, momentum exchange rate
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h?*, and energy exchange rate €*. Denoting 0% > 0 the absolute temperature and % the entropy
per unit mass, the Helmholtz free energy is y* = u® — 0%n*. The spatial mass density field is
p%(x,t), and referential mass density at r = 1o is p{'(X%), whereby p¥(X%) = p*(x(X*,19),10).
Partial Cauchy pressure is p%* = —%tr c?.

Higher-order stresses (e.g., micro-forces associated with gradient regularization [S3]]) are omit-
ted since constitutive functions do not depend on gradients of internal state. Balance laws for each
constituent derived in Ref. [44] reduce on m, having Euclidean metric g;; = 0; j» to the following:

hp*+V-(p*v%) =2, (2.13)
V.6%+4p*b* +h* = p*D* 0%, 6% =(c%T, (2.14)
p*D%u%* = 6% : V¥ —V.g* + p%r* + % (2.15)

Essential boundary conditions prescribe ¥* and 6% on dm. Natural boundary conditions prescribe
t% and g% = g% - n on dm. The dissipation inequality only applies to the mixture as a whole and is
unchanged from Ref. [44]]:
V,qa qa-VGO‘ para
aANd,, & (02904
Y [p*Din* + g (092  g@ +c*n% > 0. (2.16)

o

Accompanying (2.11)), temperatures are also constrained to match among constituents for ¢ >
fo. Furthermore, for the present applications, no impetus exists to allow 6% to differ among phases
at any time before #y. Mass exchange among constituents is not considered herein; no chemical or
biologic processes by which solid is converted to fluid arise in this setting. Thus, defining ¢ to be
non-negative and with 6 the mixture temperature,

0%(X,1) — 0(X,1), c® =0, [t>0;Va=1,...,N]. (2.17)

From standard constitutive functions in Refs. [41}, 44} 165, 186l], exchanges of momentum and energy
among constituents should vanish under constraints in (2.11) and @.17): A* — 0 and €* — 0 for

all @ =1,...,N. Thus, (2.13)—(2.16) degenerate to

op*+V-(p%*v) =0, (2.18)
V.6%+p%* =p*D%, ¢%=(c%T, (2.19)
p*D%u* = 6% : Vo —V-q%+p*r%, (2.20)
Y [p*DIn“+(V-q%)/6—(q*-V6)/6> —p*r¥/6] > 0. (2.21)
o

Denote the spatial mass density of the mixture by p, mean velocity by v, and diffusion veloc-
ities by u%*. The material time derivative of quantity (] with respect to the mixture is denoted by
[J. These are defined as follows [41],44] and then reduce via — according to (2.11):

p:;p“, v:%;p“v“, pL*=v*—v-0; (2.22)

O=0(0)+V(D)-v = D*O) =0+ (VD) -u* -0, [t >t;Va=1,....N]. (2.23)



Thus, diffusion velocities vanish and time derivatives with respect to each constituent are the same.

Under 2.11), 2.17), and (2.22), total Cauchy stress tensor o, total body force vector b, total
internal energy density u, total entropy density 7, total heat supply r, total heat flux g, and total
Cauchy pressure p for the mixture are [41, 44

6=Y0%  b=-Ypb u=-Yput, =Y pn° (2.24)
(04 p o p o p (04

r=Llypnt g=Yg%  p=—luo=Yp" (2.25)
p o o a

Given (2.22)—(2.25), accumulating (2.18)—(2.21)) over constituents & = 1,...,N as in Refs. [41,42,

46| produces the balances of mass, momentum, and energy for the mixture, as well as the mixture’s
entropy inequality. All such relations are of classical form [87, [88]:

p+pV-v=0, V.o+pb=pd, o=0", (2.26)
pi=0:Vo—-V-.q+pr, pn+V-(q/0)—pr/6>0. (2.27)
Essential boundary conditions prescribe v and 6 on dm. Natural boundary conditions prescribe

t =0 -nand g, = q-non dm in conjunction with constraints (2.11) and (2.17), noting t* and g“
are generally unequal among constituents at (x,z).

2.3 Rankine-Hugoniot equations

The treatment of propagating singular surfaces X%(¢) follows from Refs. [44] [65] [86]. Attention
is here restricted to 1-D, planar longitudinal shocks. Denote the Lagrangian shock velocity with
respect to coordinate X% for constituent o by % *. Define the jump and average across a singular

shock front by

[OT=()" =" Ay =3O"+O)]. (2.28)
Here, (-)* and (-)~ are limiting values of (-) as £% is approached from either side, and n is directed
from the (-)~ side (behind X%) to the (-)" side.

Define — as the reduction from 3-D to 1-D loading. Then denote ny — ny = 1, x* — x! =x,
(x*)* = () =2 (F9) — (F*)} = 9x*/0X* = F%, (09" — (v¥) = v = v¥, (1) —
(1) = (0% =% {(EN)} = {(6*)'} = {£%}, and (¢)* — (¢%)" =g} = q*. Define a referen-
tial mass density field by pf* = F*p®. Lagrangian forms of the 1-D Rankine-Hugoniot equations
for each constituent, and the entropy inequality, reduce from those in Ref. [44] in the absence of
gradient micro-forces to

e /] = v, pGu o] = —["]. (2.29)
e[+ S0P = [0 %], Y(p§ "]~ [¢%/6°]) =0.  (230)

o

Under (2.11)) and 2.17), v* — v and 6% — 0 in (2.29) and (2.30). The Rankine-Hugoniot energy
balance emerges by eliminating particle and shock velocities from the first of (2.30):

[u“] = G0 /p*T+[a*)/ (/11 /p*]) > (2.31)




Relations (2.29)—(2.31)) apply for a shock applied to isolated phase . This shock, propagating
at speed % %, can be accompanied by a shock moving at the same speed in other phase(s) 8 # o
having different physical properties in the nonlinear case, but not in the weak-shock limit [65} 86].
Rankine-Hugoniot conditions can also be derived for the mixture as a whole [44]], noting that (2.26))
and are of the same form as (2.18)—(2.21)). In this case, the classical conditions are recovered
from standard arguments [|84,, [87]]:

po%[1/p] = —[v], po%[v] = —[o], Po%u+ %vz]] =—[ov—gq], (2.32)
poZ[n] —[g/61=0;  [u] = (o)[1/p]+[al/([c]/1/p])"*. (2.33)

Here, % is the shock velocity for the homogenized mixture, 6 =t -n, and pg = Fp. For N = 2,
three shock velocities are supported by the governing equations: % ¢ for o« = 1,2 and %,. When
the latter describes the physical problem, individual constituent equations in (2.29)—(2.31)) are not
necessarily satisfied when setting shock velocity % * — % under constraints (2.11)) and (2.17).

2.4 Mass and volume fractions

Dimensionless measures of local constituent content are used subsequently. Note that p? is defined
as the local mass of constituent & per unit total spatial volume of mixture. The spatial volume
fraction n* is the ratio of volume occupied by « to that of the mixture. The “real” mass density pg
is the local mass of constituent & per unit spatial volume occupied by isolated phase . In other
words, pg is the mass density of the isolated constituent. The spatial mass concentration m® is the
mass of phase & per total mass of the mixture. In equation form, for any spatial configuration,

n%(x,t) = Z *—=1; m*(x,t) =

Y m*=1. (2.34)
o

A special case of (2.34)) are defined as follows. In the reference configuration time ¢ = fy, when all
particles occupy positions X% — X via (2.11)), respective reference volume and mass fractions are

n§(X%) = p§ (X) [pEy(X%) = nf(X),  m§(X%) = p(X®)/po(X%) = m§ (X). (235

Under the constrained velocity approximation (2.11)) with ¢* — 0 for all &« = 1,...,N via (2.17),
constituent and mixture mass densities obey, from time integration of (2.18) and (2.26),

pg=p*I* = p®l,  po=)Y p5=) p*I*—=J) p*=plJ. (2.36)
o o o

From (2:36)), mass fractions are time-independent: m* = p®/p — p&/po = m§. If ¢* # 0, simul-
taneous satisfaction of (2.13) and the first of (2.26) could be incompatible with (2.1T]).

2.5 Reference states

Att = t, constituents need not be stress free, though by definition, F*(X% 1)) =1Va =1,...,N
in this preferred reference configuration. Furthermore, with (2.11)) and (2.12), F* — F for t > 1.

10



However, for t < ty, constituent positions and deformation gradients need not coincide. Herein,
for isotropic constituents, partial Cauchy pressures p* = p{ can be nonzero and can differ among
constituents at t = g, but partial and total deviatoric stresses at t = fy are assumed to vanish. Each
constituent is assumed to match in temperature and conserve mass for all time via (2.17), and
internal state variables {€ %} are assumed fixed at each individual material particle of a single con-
stituent for ¢ < fg, though their values can vary among material particles and among constituents.
Thus, the uniform initial reference configuration is characterized by

F*—>F=1 J*—>J=1; p%=ps;, 0*—=0=6y, p*=p§, [t=t) (2.37)

A second reference configuration is defined for each isolated constituent, for some ¢ = ¢, < 1.
This configuration corresponds to the ambient stress state from which most mechanical properties
are measured, conventionally 1 atm. In this configuration, local deformations can vary among
constituents, but all temperatures are assumed the same (e.g., 6p = 310K for in vivo conditions of
the human body). When constituent pressures differ at 7y and #,, a volumetric deformation Jooi 18
required to bring the isolated material from intrinsic pressure pg, to p{/ng, where pg, = latm.

Let of, denote the real mass density at p = pg, . From (2.33) and (2.36)),

a_QgO pa_péx/Ja p(()x/.]_ng_ng_ a JE—Jxg 2.38
pRO_J_oc7 o T a jo aja_JJa_ﬁ_n*a *x — Joxv - (2.38)

0+ %R0  Pro’ox  ProYox 0+ Jx
Without loss of generality, local volume and mass fractions can be defined as unity for t =t,. Then
F¥=(g)'P1, pg=0%; 0—=0=6y, p=pk., [t=tl (2.39)

When p§ < nfpg,. constituent o will be under tensile pressure relative to atmosphere at 1 = to,
giving J§ > 1. Deformation F¢ compresses isolated “real” material from state at 7y to state at ..
Total volume change from atmospheric state 7, to current state ¢ is measured by J&, convenient for
construction of the pressure-volume-temperature EOS for each isolated constituent .

2.6 Thermodynamics and constraints

Helmholtz free energy w* and entropy density n%, both per unit mass, depend on state variables
for constituent & and not explicitly on other constituents 3 for f # a:

Yo =y (F 0% {E“1IEX%) — w*(F.0, {8} X), (2.40)
n%*=n%F*% 6% {£*}JXY) = n*(F,0,{ 1/ X). (2.41)
The above forms omit dependence on {Vg‘ga} considered previously [44, 45]], and — denotes
reduction under the constrained mixture approximations (2.11)) and (2.17). Dependencies on JZ,
not considered explicitly in prior work [44] 45]], and X% are implied subsequently but not always

written out; J* and X* are initial conditions that do not vary with deformation history for 7 > .
Denote the elastic partial stress by 6% and viscous partial stress by 6%:

6% = 6a(Fa79a7{€a}>+6a(Fa79a7{éa}’DtaFa)
— 6%(F,0,{E°})+6%(F,0,{E")F). (2.42)

11



Define the Lagrangian deformation tensor C* on 91 and deformation rate tensor d* on m:
C*=(F)TF* 5 C=F"F, (CHX=(8)X(F*)i5;(F¥)) —CK, J=VdetC, (2.43)
D¥C* =2(F*)Td*F* — C=2F"dF, d*=1[1%+(1%"]—d. (2.44)

Spatial invariance implies y* and n% depend on F only through C(F). For the former, temporarily
relaxing the single-temperature constraint in the first of (2.17)),

v =y*(C,0% {E7} ;U5 X),  dy¥/IF =2Fdy*/dC. (2.45)

Chain-rule expansion of ¥ with (2.13)), (2.16)), (2.40), and (2.42) gives an inequality; standard
arguments [88-H90] produce constitutive equations and a reduced dissipation inequality [44]], with
the latter still presuming that ¢* — 0 and €* — 0:

=0 a awa T a__awa o _ A0 3‘110‘ .

6% =2p F—(?CF , N =—5pa {=%}=p HETT (2.46)
l . a o . O o o a

Y o6 d—{x} - {6} - (¢ Vo)/6% > 0. (2.47)

Conjugate forces to internal state variables or order parameters are {%}. Prescribing internal
energy and temperature forms again under auspices of (2.11)), complementary equations are [44]]

u® =u®(C,n% {E},J% X),  0%=0%C,n% {E"},J% X); (2.48)
du® du® du®

=0 __ a T a _ oy O

6’ =2p F_8CF , 0 _8110" {=“}=p IETT (2.49)

Denote by c the specific heat per unit mass at constant strain, B* the thermal stress coefficients,
Y* the Griineisen tensor, and D the intrinsic dissipation of constituent o:

on® D’y o % y”

o _ a [ o g o .0 = — o

=0 ga =0 Spay  BY =PV = 2" ase (2.50)
D% = 6% d% — {m*}-{£7]. (2.51)

Then, using (2.46) in (2.15]), when 6% are allowed to be distinct among constituents but €* — 0,
PeOTHY =D _ V. g%+ p%s®, (2.52)

Combining expansion of % via the second of (2.46) with (2.50) and (2.52) gives an energy balance
for each constituent in terms of its temperature rate:

pclO* = D% —10%B* : €+ p*0% (I’ W /0% I{EXY) {E 1 -V ¥ +p%r%.  (253)

Energy balance (2.53)) and constitutive equation 6% = du®/d0% in (2.49) are not necessarily
compatible with 6% — 0 in (2.17)). As discussed in Ref. [41], a local energy balance is not always
needed for each constituent if a single-temperature theory is used. Here, the local constitutive

12



equations and definitions based on y* in (2.45)), namely, and (2.50), are assumed funda-
mentally valid with 6% — 6 as in and (2.20). On the other hand, the second of and
the second of (2.49) are neither presumed valid nor used as 6% — 6. However, (2.15)) is used to
derive (2.46)) via the Coleman-Noll-Gurtin procedure [44, [89] 90] prior to imposition of (2.17).
Only the total energy balance for the mixture is invoked for solution of initial-boundary value
problems, rather than balances for individual constituents in (2.52) and (2.53). Summing
over & = 1,...,N produces an equivalent form of total energy balance in the first of (2.27). Then
forcing 6% — 0 as in (2.17) gives, upon use of mixture quantities  and ¢ in (2.24) and (2.25)),

(Y p%)8 = Y[0% — 16B%: C+p®0(9°y/I00{E™}) {ETY -V -q+pr. (254

Analogously to the energy balance with constrained temperatures in (2.17), the linear momen-
tum balance is affected by constrained velocities in (2.11)). Each constituent’s momentum balance
in (2.14)) can be interpreted as an independent equation for its motion field x%(X%,r). Enforcing
(2.11)), as in (2.19), renders this set of N equations over-constrained except in unusual cases (e.g.,
when phases have matching physical properties). Therefore, for solutions of initial-boundary value
problems, only the mixture momentum balance in the second of (2.26)) is required to strictly apply.
The first of (2.19) for each individual o, though consistent with (2.14)) and (2.11)), is neither solved
nor used explicitly [67]. The constitutive theory, for example (2.46), ensures that angular momen-
tum of each constituent, and of the whole mixture, is conserved: partial and total Cauchy stresses

are always symmetric. From (2.22)), (2.24), (2.36)), and (2.42)), momentum balance (2.26]) becomes
JV-1Y.(6%+6%]+) pgb* = () pf)v. (2.55)
o o

o

From similar arguments, constituent-level jump conditions for linear momentum and energy in
(2.29)—(2.31) cannot, excluding exception cases, be satisfied simultaneously for all @ = 1,...,N
under the constrained velocity history and temperature assertions of (2.11)) and (2.17). Thus, the
second of (2.29), the first of (2.30), and are relaxed under these constraints, and only the
mixture-level Rankine-Hugoniot equations (2.32)—(2.33) are solved explicitly. The mass balance
in the first of and the entropy inequality in (2.30) are obeyed consistently with and
(2.33) when % = %, [v*] — [v], and pg*[1/p*] = [/*] = [V] = pol1/p] via 2.36), Ve.

Relaxation of conservation laws of energy and momentum of individual constituents becomes
necessary only when energy densities of constituents are explicitly prescribed. An alternative view-
point [41] leaves partial energy densities and partial stresses indeterminant but assumes momentum
and energy balances apply automatically for each constituent. Regardless of which viewpoint is
adopted, only the mixture-level balance laws need be solved in practice for the constrained theory.

2.7 Free energy decomposition

Isochoric measures of deformation are of utility for casting constitutive functions, especially when
materials are isotropic or nearly incompressible. The volume-preserving deformation gradient F *
and symmetric deformation tensor C “ are, with det F “—detC* = 1,

= (J"c* - 3c=C. (2.56)

o

FO=@y* 1B3fF* 5 '3F=F, €

o
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Internal state variables {g"‘} contain (i) configurational variables associated with viscoelasticity
{I'*} and (ii) damage variables associated with degradation {D%}:

{5} x,0) = ({T*},{D*})(x.1);  {D“} — {D* D¢} (2.57)
Scalar damage measures in the isotropic matrix, or in a fluid phase o, are D* € [0,1], Scalar
damage functions DY € [0, 1] are assigned to each fiber family & in solid constituent c.

Let ¢ and ¢ be degradation functions affecting volumetric and deviatoric strain energies,
respectively. These scalar functions reduce corresponding stress contributions and obey

o =ov({D*},€%) €0,1], ¢ =c({D*}) €]0,1], (2.58)
9c%/dC*({D%},C*) =0V J* # 1. (2.59)

With similar characteristics as ¢&, denote g% ({D*}) a degradation operator for fiber damage.
The free energy per unit reference volume on 91 of isolated constituent o is ¥* = pgyw*. Per

unit volume at atmospheric pressure, the free energy density becomes, for an isolated constituent,

omitting argument X% (i.e., heterogeneous properties) for brevity and imposing (2.11)) and (2.17):

Y= %a(Jg(ij&)7C7 0, {1’!06}7 {Da}) = J(())iqﬂx :ng v (2.60)
The volumetric contribution to free energy is measured from a reference state at atmospheric pres-

sure via J%. The deviatoric contribution is measured by C that is independent of initial pressure.
From (2.38)) and (2.46), elastic Cauchy stress, entropy, and conjugate internal forces become

IvY 1 JPY o OFF
=2nF FT, O = * 2.61
FGeT Mg aee R Gy @60
Internal and Helmholtz energies U and ¥ of the mixture, per unit volume on 91, are, from (2.24),
ok i

U =pou="Y+podn :Jgnf%a—JG;nf 35 . (2.62)

Under (2.11)) and (2.17), free energy v = ¥/py, stress &, and entropy n of the mixture obey

pd 0 0

v = Zp v _Z 01;/ , 6= Zo =2pF+ IVFT n= Z —%. (2.63)

Functional forms from elasticity, thermoelastic coupling, specific heat, Vlscoelasticity, and frac-
ture comprise the following:

PHIE,C,0.{T "} {D%}) =y ({D“}, )W (V. 0) + W' (6) + ¥ ()

+5 ({DU}[¥(C) + (€. AT"})]

+6e ({D*}) o [H(C) + W5 (CAT ™)+ H5 ({DY}).  (2.64)
The volumetric equilibrium free energy for entire constituent o is ¥, including isotropic ther-
moelastic coupling. Specific heat energy is ¥y*. Reference pressure, if nonzero, contributes ¥y
Deviatoric equilibrium energy of the isotropic matrix is ¥*. Viscoelastic configurational energy
of the isotropic matrix is ¥;¥. Deviatoric, and possibly anisotropic, equilibrium free energy from
fibers in the tissue is ¥*. Configurational energy from viscoelastic fibers is . Cohesive energy

per unit volume from fracture, separation, rupture, or cavitation is ¥§'. For a perfect fluid (i.e., no
cavitation or shear energy), only the first three terms can be nonzero.
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3 Constitutive model for liver

In the present multi-phase modeling framework, the liver consists of N = 2 constituents: the solid
tissue phase (¢ = 1 <+ s) and the fluid blood phase (¢ = 2 < f). Deviatoric energy contributions
from the solid tissue are further decomposed into those from the matrix and fibers. The matrix
consists of soft material of the lobules, namely, the hepatocytes, sinusoids, and ECM [8} 9]. Fiber
contributions arise from a collagen network primarily located at boundaries between lobules [9].

3.1 Thermoelasticity

Bulk thermoelastic energy comprises ¥, ¥¢*, and ¥ The first is an EOS [44] combining a third-
order logarithmic form of high-pressure physics [48, 91] with an exponential form for soft-tissue
mechanics [36]. Here, the treatment of Refs. [44, 45]] is extended for J& differing from unity.
Volumetric expansion coefficient A% and and specific heat ¢ are constants. Reference tem-
perature is 6, and reference pressure is pg,, prescribed as 310 K and 1 atm in biological settings.
The isothermal bulk modulus is By, and its pressure derivative measured when J¥ = 1 is Bg‘p.
Exponential stiffening is modulated by a constant k. Free energies, including respective specific
heat and reference pressure energies ¥, and ", per unit volume of isolated constituents are

BY [exp{k§(nj®)*} 1 (Bg, —2)(InJg)’
2 k& 3
X = —pg, InJZ, ‘Pea = — oRp cX[01n(6/60) — (6 — 6y)]. (3.2)

P = —A%B(6—6p)InJ%,  (3.1)

Noting d1InJ/dC = %C ~Land 9J%/9J = J§. = const, functions ¥ and ¥ give a spherical part
(i.e., a pressure) to partial elastic stress 6%:

_ pEIW YY) | pY (W +YS)

Pv= 0% dlnJ 0% JdInJY

= —n?BYInJ*[exp{k%(InJ*)?} — %(ng —2)InJZ]+nlA%Bg (0 — 60) +nlpR,. (3.3)
Entropy density is the following, noting all 6-dependence of ¥,* is contained in ¥{* and ¥y*:

1 (P& +¥%)  A*BXnJ® 0
n%=—— (B + ) _ A%ByIn/; +c%In—. (3.4)
0RO 20 0RO )

Thermal stress tensor B%, Griineisen tensor ¥*, and ambient Griineisen parameter Y5 obey
BY = n®ABIC, " = [AYBY/(of) c)C = o, (3.5)
The isentropic bulk modulus B% and specific heat at constant (here, ambient) pressure cg‘ obey [88]

BY/BY = c%/c% =1+ A% 6. (3.6)
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If 6 < 1, py contributions to stress from ¥ require multiplication by ¢, as do the first
term in %, B% ¥*, and ¥ according to (2.64). All free energy terms in and are
generally nonzero for both phases. For o = s, (3.1)) and (3.2)) encompass volumetric and thermoe-
lastic energies of the matrix. Fibers of the liver are idealized here as mechanically and thermally
incompressible. Thermal energy ¥y* contains contributions from matrix and fibers.

Isochoric strain energies ‘PS“ and ‘I’F“ for deviatoric contributions from matrix and fibers, re-
spectively, to elastic stresses 6% are nonzero only for solid tissue, o = s. For the matrix, denoting
the matrix shear modulus by ug and a symmetric spatial deformation tensor by B [44,149),

P g%
oy 0C

T

P =Iud(rC-3), o6F=2 FT=n%ud[B—L(uB)1], B=FF . (3.7

The dispersed structure tensor approach [50] models fiber contributions. Index k labels a fiber
family with a reference alignment on 90t of unit vector 1. Dispersion constants are k* € [0, %],

where k¥ = 0 for no dispersion and k* = % for isotropy. Define symmetric structure tensors:
HY =1+ (1 -3 1. (3.8)

Fiber strain energies are of functional forms % = ¥&(f*(C,H?)). One invariant argument f&
per family is sufficient: f* = C:H ¥ [40,149,92, 93]. Energy densities and stresses are [44, 45]]

‘uoc
B =Y Wi =Y S {expkf(fE - 1)1}, (3.9)
k k 4kk
o p(x alPFOt T o o/ o o pot 2117,%
of =2 5 F—F =nZ Y wZ(FE =) explkg (fE— 1)k, (3.10)
%R0 c k
70 mppapl 1 rpgop!
h, =FH}F — lu[FH}F 1. (3.11)

The fiber stretch modulus and dimensionless stiffening coefficient are y* and k. A single fiber
family k = 1 with isotropy kj = % is sufficient to describe the isotropic collagen network of the
liver [44], whereby no summations are necessary in ((3.9) and (3.10), and

&= fi= aC=1uB,  h; —h =B LuB]1] (3.12)

For isotropy, of and 6§ have the same alignment (i.e., direction) in 6-D stress space.

3.2 Viscoelasticity

Viscoelastic energies ¥,% and W for matrix and fibers, respectively, are limited to the solid tissue
phase @ = s. Viscoelasticity is restricted to the shear response, a standard assumption for nearly
incompressible soft materials [S1} 94, 95]]. Contributions to free energy, stress, kinetics, and dissi-
pation are summarized from Ref. [44]] under constrained mixture assumptions (2.11)) and (2.17).
Dimensionless, strain-like configurational state variables for constituent o are written {I"*} —
{I'$n T3} Index m spans discrete relaxation times 7g;, for the matrix. Index n spans times
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t¢, , for fiber family k. First consider the matrix. Internal stresses {Qg,,} conjugate to configura-

04
51 —
tional variables, in coordinates referred to 91, and free energy W%, obey, respectively,

oo _ W' 0%, e — Y W (I C)_Z/lQa .dC (3.13)
Sm — o ) r — Sm\+ Sm> - 2%Sm - ’ '
81"Sm aC m m

Scaling factors are B¢, . Rate equations for internal stresses, with D¥(0J) — D,(0) = (0J), are
Qs+ 08/ % = 2D, (0%, /0C), G, = 3, 1S (rC = 3). (3.14)
Convolution-integral solutions with initial conditions for (3.14])) are
YL
o (3.15)

—t ‘ —(t—s) P&
Q(Sxm(t) = Q(Sme exp [@} + /0+ exp[ Téxm :|Ds (28—Cm dS, Q(SXmO =2 oC
Summing over m gives the following Cauchy stress terms from matrix viscoelasticity

o
P Fa;; FT = n“ZFQSmFT

(3.16)

0'1‘1‘:2

For infinitely rapid loading, t /7' — 0, and o¢ reduces to instantaneous (i.e., glassy) stress as
ZF SmFT “Zﬁsmus [B—1(uB)1). (3.17)
QRO m
Conversely, for infinitely slow (i.e., equilibrium) loading, ¢t /1" — oo, Qg,, — 0, and 6 — 0
ithn=1,... relaxation times 7g, , and

Now consider the fibers. Internal variables are I'g, ,, with n = 1
internal stresses Q g, ,- The latter obey, with discrete sums on free energy contributions

o alf/a a‘Ilégtk,}’l o o o 1 A0
Cbkn k k n k n

Rate equations, convolution integrals, and initial conditions are, with constants ﬁq,k P

ng.n J @gk n - Bd)k N
Q<1>kn :2Dt( 8C7 )a Yoin = 4 — = {explk{ (£¢ —1)%] -1}, (3.19)
CDk,n
Qi (1) —ngk,noexp{rgkn] + O+CXP[ = Dy | 2 3C? ds, quk,no—2 6C ;
(3.20)
(3.21)

o alP(X
—2p FE2FT —n*Y Y FQ%, FT.
k n

0%, 9C
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As t/rgk’n — oo, Q%kﬂ — 0= 0% — 0in (3.21). As t/‘cgk’n — 0, 0 becomes a glassy stress:

2 ZZF ‘I’k”FT_n“ZZﬁ@“uk (% = 1) exp[k® (f* — 1)?]h; . (3.22)
RO n

Now consider kinetics and dissipation from matrix and fibers of the solid phase simultaneously.
Viscoelastic conjugate forces in (2.57)) are a subset of {#*}. These are followed by kinetic laws
for internal variables [36, 51} 94] and nonnegative dissipation entering (2.5T)):

= Q(SX ~O Q%k n
o :_gan(anm’ % n:_g(xnaQa : 1—-0‘ _ m ’ _ ) :
Sm S % &S Dk, Fk'"x 2 Pk,n Sm Bs(xmuéxréxm Dk,n B<pk7nulgfgk,n
(3.23)
o
Z S O 0 +n ZZ ngQ<1>kn Qthn >0, (3.24)
BSiHs TS T Bkl Tk

Integration over time produces the configurational energies for matrix and fibers, respectively, as

R t
pe —Z['Psm / 0% :D,I'¢ ds} quzzz{q/gkﬁ— /O Q% : D%, ds| . (3.25)
k n

m

Initial conditions are I'§,, = 0, I'g, , = 0, ¥} (0,C) = P& (C), and ¥y, (0,C) = cbkn(C). For
the solid liver tissue with isotropic ﬁbers, oa—sand k — 1.

3.3 Degradation

Order parameters for fracture are the internal state variables {D%} — {D%* D{}. Scalar damage
measures in isotropic matrix or fluid are D* € [0, 1]. For each fiber family, DY € [0,1] are scalar
functions for degradation of that family. Degradation functions entering (2.58) and (2.64)) are [44]]

a_ [1_DaH(anLx>]1§“7 7> 1]; a_ Aoy O a _ o\ O
QV—{17 U<1): G =(1=D")"", ¢g=>0-Dg)%, (3.26)
o()=c¢%oY (=Y &)=Y (1-DE% (), (3.27)
% % %

with 3% € [0,00), 9 € [0,00) constants. The Heaviside function H(-) and conditions on J in ¢
prevent degradation in compression to preserve a bulk modulus in compression [56, [77].
The free energy function ¥{§ comprises cohesive and surface energies of fracture per unit refer-

ential volume scaled by contributions of dimensionless Finsler-type metric G = (G“) 1/31 in 24).
Rationale for this scaling is given in Refs. [40, 44,45, 60]. In the absence of gradient regularization
(e.g., see Sections 1 and 2.2), quadratic forms for matrix [(-)] and fiber [(-);] contributions are

B =S /V 6o = EED*|* + Y E&|DE . (3.28)
k
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Cohesive energies per unit reference volume of isolated constituents are £Z and Eg,. From phase-
field mechanics, usual relations are EE = T%/I* and E& = 1,*/I¥, where surface energies are
T and X;* and length constants are [* and [&. Scaling of energy by |G*|1/2 differs from usual
phase-field and continuum damage theories. As witnessed in hard [60,64]] and soft [40] solids, this
scaling accounts for increases in internal free surface area as cavities enlarge or cracks slide and
open, increasing resistance to fracture. For the particular metric tensor introduced later, G% > 1 for
positive remnant strain. The increase in toughness due to remnant strain, for example attributed to
collagen fiber sliding and remodeling [96], is similar to toughening from crack-tip plasticity [44]].
Conjugate forces to damage measures for the matrix and fibers entering {#*} are, respectively,

aov*  p¢

oD% aDa [V GO + GV + 65 (%7 + )]

a5 =p*
— _ 9 - _ _ sa
= n%[2 G“EgDa—PPngn G —n%8%[1 — D*H(InJ*)]?" ~'"H(InJ*)H(InJ ) ¥

—n%B%(1 = D (B + ), (3.29)

a9V p“
i = P aDY 0% 8D°‘

[V GO + % (B + W)
A a A o
=n{[2V G EGDY + ¥ 5 In vV 6] —nd 91 - DY (EE + wg,). (3.30)
k

Introduce the viscosities for damage kinetics: VjJ > 0 and v§, > 0. These need not be constants.
Ginzburg-Landau kinetic laws and dissipation for matrix and ﬁber degradation in (2.5T]) are

n*vgD,D* = -7, D% = —7ED,D* = n?vE|D¥D** > 0; (3.31)
k k k

For irreversible matrix damage, is replaced with n? VDD,DO‘ —a3H(—7%). Damage ki-
netics are suppressed for v — co. Rate independence arises for v — 0 with equ111br1um condition
7§ = 0, by which dissipation vanishes. To forbid healing of fibers, n§ v, DD} = —aH(—75,)
replaces (3.32). For rate independence, v, — 0 = =%, = 0. Standard initial conditions are
D§ = D%, = 0, but initial damage is not impossible

Potentially non- Euchdean metric tensors of (2.2 are now prescribed concretely. Func-
tional dependence of G* on {£%} is limited to damage order parameters ({D*},{D{¢}). For
anisotropic response, as tears and commensurate fiber rearrangements arise in constituents of the
mixture, the body manifold can expand and shear [40]. A mixed-variant tensor G%isa product of
matrix and fiber terms. For a Cartesian Euclidean metric &;; in the absence of microstructure [44],

(G ({D"},{DF}) = &1k (G*)j ({D*}, {D¢Y),
(G*);({D*}.{DF}) = (W)%({D“})(V“)f({l)z?})- (3.33)
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Contributions from isotropic matrix {D%} are spherical (e.g., Weyl-type scaling [59]), quanti-
fied by determinants 7* = 7%(D%). Define 7* > 0 and K% as material parameters, the latter positive
for expansion. Remnant volumetric strain [40] from the matrix at D* = 1 is £* = nJk* /F*. Each

constituent @ = 1,...,N has terms of the following exponential form [44, 45]]:
_ _ 2n Ka —o
(7)) =7")'78], ¥ =exp { (D) 1 . (3.34)

For generally anisotropic ﬁber contributions from each fiber family &, an additive decomposition
[44] [45] for net effects on G is used. Recalling (H¥)} = k8] + (1 —3k%)(1%)" (1), from (3-8),

2n0 Kk

(70 =+ X (HE) {exp[ (D >}—1} (3.35)

i
where 7 > 0 and K are material parameters. Logarithmic remnant strains from fibers are £* =

nd &% /F* at D¥ = 1. Defining G* = det G foreach a = 1,...,N consistent with (2.4), derivatives
entering the conjugate forces of (3.29) and (3.30) are found from (3.34)) and (3.33) as

d(InV G%)/aD* = nd&*(D*) 1, (3.36)
v Go o z-0 i By
B(ISDO? ) — exp [ZHIS(XKk (Dl‘?)rk} (?“*l)ﬂ(H,f‘){nS‘k,f‘(D,‘j‘)’k”. (3.37)
k k

For the isotropic fiber net of the solid liver, k* — k = . In this case, (3:35) and now spherical
. . CAS, = CoAf, -
metrics as in (2.3) for solid G~ (D*,D3) or fluid G (D') phases on each M* (a = s, ) reduce t

2 S - S
(7Y, = 5,<1+ Hexp { 2R (pyy } 1}) (7)) = 8- (3.38)
1
S =S S =S 3 f —f ‘
G* = exp {2’1}%’( (DS)FS} (1 + 1 {exp [22’(1 (Dﬁ)ﬂ - 1}) . G=exp [2nr9f1< (I_)f)ft] :
1 (3.39)

3.4 Heat conduction and shock viscosity

For quasi-static loading, isothermal conditions typically hold, while for very short loading times,
adiabatic conditions are usually assumed. For intermediate time scales, each constituent is de-
scribed by Fourier conduction with constant isotropic conductivity kg’ for isolated phase o [44]).

Overlooked previously [44} 45]], w* of (2.40) can depend implicitly on {&ﬁ }, B # o, via metrics {g, G*}. Implied
in Refs. [441145]], {G¥} and thus metric components G, are held fixed with respect to  at X* in chain rule expansion of
D% y?. Therefore, transients of {g, G*} do not affect constitutive equalities or dissipation in (2.46) and (2.47). Though

not imposed herein, choosing (G%*)} = §/ 5} jVa =1,...,N as in Refs. [44,45] is thermodynamlcally admissible.
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Conductivity is scaled by n¥cJ(D*,J¥) to account for local phase content and degradation from
tensile damage via (3.26), whereby, with 6% — 6 from (2.17)),

g% = —n%clk&VO = n%[1 — D*H(InJ*)H(InJ)]|*" kg V6, (3.40)
Df =—(9*-V0)/6 = (nfsVxg/6)|V6|* > 0. (3.41)

From (2.25)), the total heat flux vector g and conductivity of the mixture kg become

q=—KkoVO, Ko=) n%[1—D*H(InJ®)H(InJ)]*> k. (3.42)
o

Viscous stresses of Newtonian type for the isolated solid tissue phase of the liver are unknown.
If they exist at all, such stresses would be difficult to isolate from viscoelastic effects in the setting
of the current theory. For fluid in the liver, namely, liquid blood, physically measured Newtonian
viscosities are on the order of 1 mPa-s, and Newtonian viscous stresses incurred are orders of
magnitude smaller than total elastic and viscoelastic stresses in the kPa to MPa range for large-
deformation problems of interest [44} 45]. For analytical studies of shocks as singular surfaces,
Newtonian viscosity is necessarily omitted [72, [73]], and viscosity does not affect stresses in the
compressed and equilibrated material behind the shock front. For numerical modeling of shocks
as moving fronts of finite width, bulk viscous pressure p® is used to regularize widths to a physical
length traversing multiple grid spacings [78, 82]:

6% =—p*1, p% = po‘lo{cg‘lo(trd)2 —c*C (trd) }H(—trd) > 0; (3.43)
D% =0%:d=—p%rd = —p®lo{clly(trd)’ — c{'C{*(trd)*}H(—trd) > 0. (3.44)
Dimensionless constants are cg‘ > 0 and c{* > 0 for respective quadratic and linear terms in strain

rate d* — d. Denoted by CY is the longitudinal sound speed and [y a length constant related to

. . . . o . f _ S _ f _ S
the grid size. For liver, summing over o = f,s phases and taking ¢ = ¢y = ¢g, ¢} = ¢] = ¢, and

G~ C{ ~ (Bf7 / 9{20)1/ LS C]f3 gives the mixture viscous stress:

6=—(Yp"1=-p1, p= ?lo{cqlo(trd)z — ¢ CL (trd) }H(~trd) > 0. (3.45)
o

The approximation that sound velocities approach the bulk sound speed of the fluid C]‘; is justified
by similarities in solid and fluid properties [44] and near incompressibility in Section 3.7.

3.5 Total stress and dissipation

The partial stress of constituent o is 6% = 6% + 6. Application of (2.64) produces the sum of

—p§1 of 3.3), 6 of (3.7), 6 of (3.10), of of (3.16), 6 of (3.21), and —p*1 of (3.43), each
possibly scaled by one or more of (3.26)) and (3.27). From (2.24)) and (3.45)), total Cauchy stress
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entering linear momentum balance (2.33)) and traction boundary conditions # = ¢ -n on dm is
c= Zn { ana)H(an)]ﬁBg‘{ang [exp{k%(InJ*)?} — %(ng —2)InJY]

—A%(0—60)}1— pf,1+(1-D%) " u§ (B~ L (uB)1]
+ L (1= D) (% — 1) expli (£ = 1)]hic

k
F(1- D" L PQYFT 4 Tl D)% LF O, F |

m k n

PO tealo(trd)? — eiCli (trd) YH(—trd)1 3.46

—J()Cq()(l‘ —clBr)} (—I‘ . ( )

Constituent dissipation D% of 2.31) is the sum of DY from (3:24), D% from (3:3T), D&y from
(3:32), and ©¢ from(3.44)), all individually nonnegative. Total dissipation of the mixture is

D=Y20%=Y D+ D¢ +DE+D&) > 0. (3.47)
o

o

The mixture’s entropy inequality (2.47)) and energy balance (2.54)) are, with (2.17)) and q of (3.42),

-Vo ) J
- qT >0, pcd=2—pc,ybtrd— GZ[nf‘AO‘BO‘ InJ¢ ag\fx]D,D“ V.q+pr; (3.48)
= —Zn* oRocs, %= Zn* 0Ro CEGV IS (3.49)

P PCxw

3.6 Injury

According to the phase-field (i.e., damage-mechanics) theory in Section 3.3, namely, degradation
functions in (3.26) and (3.27), thermodynamic forces in (3.29) and (3.30), and kinetic laws in
(3.31) and (3.32), the liver tissue and blood undergo no loss of strength under purely hydrostatic
compression. This outcome is due to material isotropy and the Heaviside H(+) functions that render
Gy — 1 for J <1 and J¥ < 1. Subsequent results in Section 4.1 show that such predictions are
acceptable for the mechanical response, since the tissue should retain an increasing bulk modulus
under extreme compressive pressures as seen in other nearly incompressible biologic tissues [66]
and isolated blood [97]]. On the other hand, shock-tube experiments [21] have shown that liver
injury, for example contusion and hematoma (e.g., blood pooling from capillary rupture) can occur
at relatively low over-pressures, far beneath those expected to cause loss of strength. Specifically,
such minor injuries were observed at 25-35 kPa, whereas the liver retains significant strength,
including dynamic strain-hardening, to compressive stresses exceeding 1 MPa [15, [17].

These findings suggest that different metrics should be used to quantify 1) injury in the sense
of biological trauma and loss of function versus 2) damage in the sense of degradation of material
strength. The former can occur under purely hydrostatic compression in addition to tension and
shear. Trauma is most apparent post-mortem in experiments, since finite time is needed for edema
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or hematoma to manifest via fluid transport. The latter is driven by tensile and shear deformation,
and it can be rate-dependent due to dissipative resistance and apparent toughening at higher rates.
Therefore, in analogy with degradation order parameters {D%* D{}, the injury variables {I* ¥}
are introduced. These variables do not affect the predicted mechanical or thermodynamic response
of the mixture or its constituents. Instead, they track the progression of local trauma independently,
though their evolution depends on the local thermodynamic state. Instantaneous values at time ¢
describe the injury status that would be observed were the loading halted at time ¢ and then the
tissue hypothetically relaxed and held indefinitely prior to any healing. With larger values denoting
more severity, matrix or fluid injuries are tracked by I* € [0, 1] and fiber injuries by I € [0, 1].
Governing equations for evolution of /% are the kinetic equations for D% in the rate-independent
limit, with volumetric compressive elastic driving forces enabled. These variables can represent
crushing injuries to cells of the soft liver matrix, blood vessels, and blood cells. Governing equa-
tions for I are kinetic equations for DY in the rate-independent limit. Conjugate forces for injury
are (3:29) and (3:30) with D* — I*, D — I, and H(InJ*)H(InJ) — 1. Kinetic laws for injury
variables are (3.31) and (3.32) with v — 0 and v, — 0; merging these and dividing by n¢ gives

2V GREZT® = H1 — %P~ (W2 + W& + p), (3.50)
2V GOEEIF = 91 — I % T (BE +wE,). (3.51)

The volumetric strain energy density of matrix or fluid ¥, introduced in (3.50) obeys
YE(JE,0;08) =PE(I2 /IS, 0), J§ = const. (3.52)

The volumetric deformation J~8‘, an imposed constant for each constituent, accounts for possible
distinction between the volume at the initial reference state and the preferred volume at in vivo
conditions. For example, since J* = J& in the initial configuration when J = 1, setting J& = J&
prevents injury from occurring at the biologically preferred, in vivo pressure. Since fibers are
idealized as incompressible, pressure does not affect their injury progression. Even though rate-
independent evolution equations are used for injury, loading rates implicitly affect predictions as
viscoelastic energies ¥,* and ¥, contributing to driving forces on right sides of and
tend to increase with rate. Injury variables do not affect the metric tensors {g,G*}.

3.7 Material properties and initial conditions

Properties and initial conditions for liver infused with blood are listed in Table|l} The majority are
replicated from Refs. [44) 45]. Properties of blood are sourced from references on isolated fluid
[97H101], most often human blood with a hematocrit of 0.4. In particular, ng and k{, of the EOS
are fit to shock Hugoniot data [97] in Ref. [44]]. Calibration of the phase-field theory to water,
assuming rate independence (i.e., \'/If) = 0) under spherical expansion to its 8.7 MPa cavitation
stress [102] gives EL = 181.8 kPa. Assuming the same for blood, the cavitation stress is 9.7 MPa.

Comprehensive properties for liver are not available for tissues from any single species: values
are sourced from data on human, bovine, and porcine liver. Properties for the solid tissue phase
(a =1 < s) are obtained from properties of the liver as a whole (i.e., liver with blood) and isolated
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blood according to procedures in Refs. [44, 45] because properties of the isolated solid have not
been measured. These include parameters of the EOS such as oy, By, ¥, and ¢ [101} 103} [104]
and conductivity K [98]. Viscoelastic properties are calibrated in Ref. [44] to data from static and
dynamic experiments on bovine liver [[17] spanning compressive strain rates from 0.01 to 2000/s.
These comprise shear moduli ug and u}), fiber stiffening &}, viscoelastic strength factors g, and
ﬁ‘%k,n’ and relaxation times g, and Tcspk,n- Two relaxation times m = 1,2 and one fiber family k = 1
are sufficient [44].

Fracture toughness (energy per unit area) is Jc, based on experiments on porcine liver [105].
As calibrated in Refs. [44, 45], I* ~ 1 mm, giving the cohesive energies E} and E¢,, assumed
equal for lack of data on isolated matrix and fibers. Standard phase-field prescriptions [35} 40] of
0% =0} = 8 =2 are used in and (3.27). The matching kinetic factor for rate dependence of
fractures in matrix and fibers is V7, normalized by cohesive energy E& = E& = E2, and with units
of time. The same factor is used for matrix and fibers in the absence of data on either individually:

Vp =nivp /EC = nd vy /ECy [0 =s,k=1]. (3.53)

Parameters entering generalized Finsler metric G* are remnant strains £ and &Y of matrix and
fibers with respective power-law scalings 7* and 7 (& = s). These are irrelevant for reversible
cavitation in the fluid (¢ = f). Values for the solid are justified in Refs. [44, 45] in the context of
data on various soft tissues [40, [106, [107]]. Positive remnant strains denote residual dilatation.

Reference conditions are initial (i.e., body) temperature 6y and atmospheric pressure pg,. Ini-
tial volume fractions n{ are nj) and ng = 1 —n{. Depending on initial conditions such as perfusion
volume, reported values [12, 19, 43| 83, 98] of ng range from 0.1 to 0.7. Here, ng =0.12 [44, |83]]
is used for the exsanguinated state and ng = 0.5 [43] for the perfused state. At any initial reference
state, by definition J% — J = 1 and J = J§.. Initial partial pressure p{ is the solution of (3.3)) with
JY =Jg, and n¢ = ng /J§.. Initial partial pressures are assumed to equilibrate to pg,:

Y. p§ =pg. = Ph+P) = Pre =Pie» [t =10]. (3.54)
o

In the exsanguinated initial state, intrinsic pressures of fluid and solid are both equal to atmo-
spheric pressure, meaning pf/nl = p§/n$ = p%,. Implicit solution of (3:3) with p$/ng = pg,
gives, trivially, J§, = 1 for fluid and solid in that state. In the perfused initial state, the intrinsic
over-pressure of the fluid is set to the hepatic arterial pressure of 100 mm Hg (13.3 kPa) [[16} [108]],
giving pg / n(f) = 1.132p£ .- Initial pressure of the solid, p(s), is then calculated from (3.54]), and J&
for each phase by implicit solution of using other properties from Table (1| In the perfused,
but externally unloaded, initial state, the fluid is under compressive pressure relative to atmosphere,
and the solid is under tensile pressure. This state mimics in vivo conditions [16].

According to (3.54)), each continuum element of the mixture has zero net pressure, and zero
total stress since initial shear stresses are not addressed herein, relative to atmospheric conditions,
irrespective of internal fluid pressure. The latter is balanced by internal tissue tension. This feature
is convenient for standard FE implementations [78]]. Initial free energies of each constituent, and
of the mixture, can be nonzero and depend on perfusion pressure. These can be calculated via (3.1])
and (3.2) with J¥ = J§' .
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Table 1. Physical properties or model parameters for solid liver tissue with isotropic fiber family

(¢ =1+>s,k=1)and liquid blood (& = 2 <+ f). See text for sources.

Property [units]

Definition

Blood Solid tissue

of, [g/en’]
B [GPa]
cg J/gK]
7§ (-]

Bg‘p [-]

ky [-]

ug [kPa]
u [kPa]
kg [-]

Bs; [-]

Bs5 [-]
B [-]
7 [s]

& [s]
Tgk,l [s]
Vg [s]

Jc [kJ/m?]
EZ [kPa]
EZ, [kPa
V% = 19,?‘ [-]
E% = £ []
% = F L]
K% [W/m K]
cr [-]

Cq [-]

6o [K]

PR, [kPa]
ng [-]

Py / (ng PR, 1]

J¢ —1[1079]

J¢—1[1079]

real mass density at p = pg = | atm
isothermal bulk modulus

specific heat at constant volume
Griineisen parameter

pressure derivative of bulk modulus
exponential bulk stiffening factor
matrix shear modulus

fiber shear modulus

exponential fiber stiffening factor
matrix viscoelastic stiffening factor
matrix viscoelastic stiffening factor
fiber viscoelastic stiffening factor
matrix viscoelastic relaxation time
matrix viscoelastic relaxation time
fiber viscoelastic relaxation time
viscosity for fracture kinetics
fracture toughness

bulk cohesive energy

fiber cohesive energy

phase-field fracture degradation exponent
remnant strain at rupture

metric scaling factor, matrix & fibers
thermal conductivity

linear shock viscosity factor
quadratic shock viscosity factor
initial temperature

real atmospheric pressure

initial volume fraction, exsanguinated
initial volume fraction, perfused
initial pressure, exsanguinated

initial pressure, perfused

initial volume change, exsanguinated
initial volume change, perfused
reference volume change for injury model

1.06
2.61
3.58
0.160
12

0

181.8

N

0.54
0.06
1.5
310
101.3
0.12
0.5

1.132

-5.126
-5.126

1.06
2.66
3.51
0.114

150

0.05
0.001
0.001

0.05

0.08

22.7

227

0.2

0.48
0.06
1.5
310
101.3
0.88
0.5

0.868

5.038
5.038
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In FE simulations, standard values [[78, 82] are used for shock viscosity terms ¢; and ¢q. Note
from Table (1| that bulk moduli are four orders of magnitude larger than atmospheric pressure in
both phases, and are likewise four orders of magnitude larger than the glassy shear moduli of the
solid [44, 45]]. Mass densities of constituents are identical, and bulk moduli of solid tissue and
blood differ by less than 2%. Therefore, the longitudinal sound speed is nearly identical to the
bulk sound speed in the solid, which in turn is nearly identical to the bulk sound speed in the fluid
CL, justifying assumptions inherent in (3.43)).

4 Uniaxial compression

Solutions to 1-D problems are undertaken to demonstrate model features, compare with experi-
ments, and support later verification of the FE implementation of Section 5. Shock compression in
Section 4.1 is uniaxial strain. The jump conditions are solved for the locus of deformed states on
the Hugoniot [84]. Uniaxial-stress compression in Section 4.2 allows the material to expand later-
ally (i.e., the Poisson effect) to maintain equilibrium with external atmospheric conditions. Given
the nearly incompressible nature of liver, pressures at the same axial stretch are considerably lower
for uniaxial stress than uniaxial strain. In the present setting, 6% — 0 as Newtonian and shock
viscosities are physically negligible and safely omitted, so 6% — 6% in (2.42).

4.1 Uniaxial-strain shock compression

Constitutive equations of Sections 3.1, 3.2, 3.3, and 3.5 are solved in conjunction with the Rankine-
Hugoniot equations of the mixture presented in Section 2.3. Procedures follow those in Refs. [44,
435]], briefly recounted here. Planar shocks are represented as singular surfaces, and adiabatic condi-
tions are assumed. Given the short time scale over which loading occurs, the viscoelastic response
is idealized as glassy for matrix and fibers, whereby (3.17) and (3.22)) apply. Two limiting possi-
bilities are considered for damage. For the first, damage is idealized as rate-independent, whereby
vg — 0 and v, — 0. In this case, (3.31)) and (3.32) reduce to the equilibrium conditions 7§ = 0
and ﬂ]g‘k = 0. These are solved concurrently for each downstream (i.e., shocked) state. For the sec-
ond possibility, rate dependence is enforced, which prohibits jumps in damage order parameters
across the shock front to avoid infinite dissipation [44, [73]. In this case, damage variables have
null values immediately trailing the shock front, so damage is effectively disabled in solutions to
the Rankine-Hugoniot equations. Compression is along the x-direction.

For calculating the Hugoniot response, J in the shocked state is reduced incrementally from
unity, with stresses, temperature, damage, and injury variables calculated for each increment. De-
noteby P=—0 = —611 the axial shock stress, positive in compression. Let U = pou =¥ + ppOn
of (2.62)) be the internal energy per unit initial volume of the mixture in the shocked state, where
J < 1. Let Uy be the internal energy in the upstream reference state where J = 1 and Py = pg, =1
atm. For adiabatic conditions, the Rankine-Hugoniot energy balance in the last of (2.33)) is

U-Uy=%5P-PR)(1-J); P=p+3t. (4.1)
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The shear stress measure is T [84]], equal to half the Von Mises stress for an isotropic material.
Equations (3.31)), (3.32), and are solved iteratively for D%, DY, and 6 at each load increment.
For damage variables, the entire valid domain [0, 1] is simply searched in each increment for the
exact solution. For temperature, a physically reasonable domain is probed for which numerical
error in is minimized to a negligible tolerance. For each increment, (3.50) and (3.51) are
solved for the injury measures /* and /¥ via the same search technique used for D* and D{. Initial
conditions corresponding to exsanguinated or perfused states, with properties and parameters in
Table[I] are considered among different sets of calculations.

Strong shock compression to a volume reduction of 30% is depicted in Fig. [T} for which axial
stresses and pressures become immense (i.e., GPa range). For comparison, results from prior
work on water and isolated blood are shown in Fig. along with experimental data [97, [109].
From Fig. axial stress P is similar in exsanguinated liver, perfused liver, and blood. Pressure
is modestly lower in water. At pressures P ~ p exceeding around 2.5 GPa, exsanguinated liver
becomes slightly stiffer than perfused liver due to its lower blood content.

Shear stresses 7 in Fig. are two orders of magnitude smaller that P, so their effects on ax-
ial stress are nearly negligible, even in the glassy regime. Axial stress is dominated by hydrostatic
pressure p in the second of (4.1]), as is expected for a nearly incompressible solid or an elastic fluid.
Shear stresses are significantly lower in the perfused liver than exsanguinated tissue, primarily a re-
sult of lower volume fraction of the solid phase in the former. For these uniaxial-strain conditions,
deviatoric fiber strains are modest, so fiber stresses remain relatively small compared to matrix and
total values. Shear stiffness reduces at high pressures due to matrix damage evident in Fig.
Fiber damage is nearly negligible, as is fiber injury (not shown). On the other hand, injury metrics
I for both the solid tissue matrix and the liquid blood increase rapidly with compressive pressure,
for example reaching values of I° = 0.99 at P = 485 MPa (matrix) and I' = 0.99 at P = 2.17 GPa
(blood) for the exsanguinated initial state. Thus, crushing injury to liver lobules (i.e., liver cells
and capillary network) occurs at a much lower pressure that crushing injury to blood cells.

Temperature 0 rises comparatively with shock pressure P in blood, water, and liver in Fig.
Such temperature increases should further contribute to injury, though the connection (e.g., burn
trauma) is not independently rendered by the mechanical theory of Section 3.6.

Results in Figs. [1(a)} [I(b)] [[(c)} and [1(d) allow for rate-independent damage. When damage
is suppressed, as for conditions immediately behind the shock front in a rate-dependent damage
theory, shear stresses increase continuously with increasing P in Fig. for the exsanguinated
case and Fig. for perfused liver. In contrast, when damage is enabled, shear stresses plateau,
especially in the tissue matrix. Differences arising from rate-independent versus rate-dependent
fracture kinetics are too small to affect P, 6, or injury variables for shock compression loading.

Shown in Fig. 2| are complementary model predictions at much smaller axial strains 1 — pg/p
and much lower over-pressures P — FPy. In this weak-shock regime, pressure-volume behavior
in Fig. is linear, with a slope corresponding to the isentropic bulk modulus of the mixture.
Differences in pressure between exsanguinated and perfused initial states are negligible. Shear
stresses in Fig. [2(b)] likewise increase linearly with pressure or axial strain. Bulk and matrix shear
stiffness support most of the load in uniaxial-strain compression. The perfused liver is notably
more compliant than the exsanguinated liver, in agreement with indentation experiments [16].
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Figure 1. High-pressure shock response: (a) shock stress P vs. density ratio py/p = J for exsan-
guinated and perfused liver, isolated blood with experimental data [97]], and water with experimen-
tal data [109]] (b) shear stress T vs. shock stress in exsanguinated and perfused liver with extracted
contributions from matrix 7 and fibers 7y, (c) damage to matrix D and fibers Dy and injury to matrix
I, fibers I3, and blood I (d) temperature 6 vs. shock stress in liver (mixture), isolated blood, and
water (e) shear stress 7 in exsanguinated liver with and without damage enabled (f) shear stress T
in perfused liver with and without damage. Results in parts (a)—(d) include damage. Curves denote
calculated results; discrete symbols are experimental data. Loading in this regime would be lethal.

Damage and injury predictions are shown for the weak-shock regime in Fig. Magnitudes
are necessarily much smaller than those for the strong-shock regime of Fig. [I] as over-pressures
are five orders of magnitude smaller in Fig. 2] For ease of visualization, results are scaled by
factors ranging from 10* for I* to 107 for D. Fiber damage, even when scaled by 10°, remains
inconsequential. Matrix damage and fluid injury are likewise deemed negligible. Injury to the
tissue matrix is more pronounced, yet still very small relative to strong-shock results in Fig.
Injury is lower for perfused than exsanguinated states because tissue is pre-stretched slightly in
the former. Subsequent compression is more deleterious for the exsanguinated state that has no
offsetting pre-stretch. In Fig. matrix injury exceeds matrix damage by around four orders of
magnitude: the former is primarily pressure-driven, the latter shear-driven. In shock tube experi-
ments, mild injuries in the form of hematoma and minimal parenchymal rupture were reported for
over-pressures from 25-35 kPa [21]]. These physical observations correlate with /° ~ 107 in the
context of perfused liver in Fig. The prevalence of matrix damage, rather than fiber tearing,
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predicted by the model is consistent with observations from blunt impact experiments [20].
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Figure 2. Low-pressure shock response: (a) shock stress P, relative to atmospheric pressure Py,
vs. density ratio po/p = J for exsanguinated and perfused liver (b) shear stress T vs. shock stress
in exsanguinated and perfused liver with extracted contributions from matrix 7 and fibers 7 (c)
damage “dam” to liver matrix D and fibers Dy and injury “inj” to liver matrix /* and fibers I} for
exsanguinated “exs” and perfused “per” initial conditions. Blood injury, not shown, is insignificant.
Note large scaling factors for damage and injury; loading in this regime should be non-lethal.

4.2 Uniaxial-stress compression

Calculations for uniaxial-stress compression follow procedures described in Refs. [44, 45] for the
“tied” or “locally undrained” case therein, corresponding to a constrained mixture theory. The
duration of loading is partitioned into many steps of magnitude Az, with smaller increments used at
higher rates. Axial stretch is F|!(f) = A(t) = 1 — & < 1 for compression. The constant engineering
strain rate is &, with values of € = 0.01/s, 10/s, or 2000/s prescribed among sets of calculations.
For each increment, J(¢) is adjusted at fixed A (¢) so that lateral stress of the mixture equilibrates to
atmospheric pressure: 622 = 633 = —pg, = —1 atm. For lower rates of 0.01/s and 10/s, isothermal
conditions are assumed with 6(¢) = 6y. At the higher rate of 2000/s, adiabatic conditions are
assumed, whereby the second of (3.48) is integrated explicitly for 6(¢) with g =0 and r = 0.

Viscoelastic stiffening and relaxation for matrix and fibers are enabled via the theory of Section
3.2. Algorithms of Refs. [S1, [95]] are used to integrate the differential equations (3.14) and (3.19)
for respective viscoelastic stress contributions from matrix and fibers. Similarly, transient damage
kinetics of Section 3.3, namely, (3.31)) and (3.32)), are enabled with nonzero damage viscosities
VD = Vi, and relaxation time ¥, in Table |1} These kinetic equations are integrated explicitly in
time for matrix damage D and fiber damage Dy, noting damage and injury to the fluid (i.e., blood)
are negligible. Injuries to matrix and fibers, I° and I}, are obtained by solving respective (3.50) and
in each increment per the search method discussed in Section 4.1. Properties and parameters
of Table|l|apply, with exsanguinated and perfused initial states described by different calculations.
The axial engineering stress, positive in compression, is P = —(J/A)o}, where o] is the total
Cauchy stress component for the mixture in the x;-direction of compression.
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Figure 3. Liver mixture response under static and dynamic uniaxial-stress compression: (a) nom-
inal axial stress P, relative to atmospheric pressure P, vs. axial stretch ratio A for exsanguinated
and perfused liver and experimental data [17] on exsanguinated liver at strain rate of 2000/s (b)
nominal compressive stress and experimental data [[1'/] at strain rates of 0.01/s and 10/s (c¢) dam-
age to matrix D at three strain rates for exsanguinated and perfused initial conditions (d) damage to
fibers Dy at three strain rates for exsanguinated and perfused initial conditions (e) injury to matrix

I* and fibers I} at three strain rates for perfused initial conditions; results for exsanguinated visually
indistinguishable. Curves denote calculated results; discrete symbols denote experimental data.

Calculated results and experimental stress-strain data [17] at the same three strain rates are
shown in Fig. (3| In Fig. model results closely match experimental data at &€ = 2000/s, as
reported previously [44] for the exsanguinated case. New results for perfused liver show a decrease
in stress and stiffness relative to exsanguinated liver, in qualitative agreement with indentation
experiments with and without perfusion [16]. At respective moderate and low strain rates of 10/s
and 0.01/s, calculated stresses for exsanguinated liver also reasonably agree with experimental data
[17] in Fig. reproducing prior findings [44]. Consistently lower stress and higher compliance
are newly predicted for perfused liver relative to exsanguinated liver in Fig.[2(b)] The difference is
mainly attributed to the lower volume fraction of solid tissue relative to liquid blood, with only the
solid phase supporting deviatoric stress through matrix and fiber shear strengths.

Matrix damage in Fig. is lowest at the highest strain rate of 2000/s, moderate at the lowest
strain rate of 0.01/s, and highest at a strain rate of & = 10/s. Differences are attributed to rate de-
pendence of viscoelasticity, which contributes driving force, and nonzero damage viscosity, which
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contributes fracture resistance. At moderate and high loading rates, D in perfused liver tends be
lower than that of exsanguinated liver at the same stretch and strain rate. Differences in D between
exsanguinated and perfused liver are negligible at 0.01/s.

Fiber damage in Fig. [3(d)] decreases with increasing strain rate. At & = 2000/s, Dy is nearly
negligible, in agreement with results for shock compression in Section 4.1. At a moderate loading
rate of 10/s, perfused liver exhibits less fiber damage than exsanguinated liver at the same stretch
A. Similar to matrix damage, fiber damage is visually indistinguishable among exsanguinated and
perfused liver for quasi-static compression at 0.01/s.

Liver matrix injury I and fiber injury I; are newly reported versus stretch A in Fig. not-
ing pressures here are too low to instill damage or injury to blood cells. Results are shown for
perfused liver; differences in predictions for exsanguinated liver are insignificant. Matrix and fiber
injury variables all tend to increase with increasing ¢ at fixed A, and injury variables, like damage
variables, increase monotonically with increasing strain (i.e., with decreasing A). At moderate and
high strain rates of 10/s and 2000/s, matrix injury appears more severe than fiber injury. These pre-
dictions concur with compression [2,9] and impact [20] experiments wherein cavities and fractures
were most prominent inside the lobules or at interfaces between the matrix and connective tissue
or larger blood vessels. Under quasi-static loading, however, damage to the matrix in Fig. and
injury to the matrix in Fig. are predicted to be lower than analogs for fibers at large compres-
sive strains. In quasi-static compression, damage and injury are physically attributed to buckling
of the collagen fiber network similarly considered for lung parenchyma [110], as opposed to fiber
tearing as might occur during tensile loading. At higher rates, viscoelasticity and viscous damage
resistance impede buckling, and the compressive strength of the fiber network is maintained. Fiber
damage and injury could also be associated with pullout and sliding as seen in skin tissue [96]].

5 Numerical simulations

5.1 Finite element implementation

The constitutive theory of Sections 2 and 3 is implemented in the LS-DYNA FE code as a user-
material subroutine [78] with explicit integration of the equations of motion. For short time scales
pertinent to impact problems, adiabatic conditions are assumed. Invoking the IHYPER option [78],
the deformation gradient F, temperature 0, and state (i.e., history) variables for viscoelasticity,
damage, and injury are updated and stored at each integration point. The time domain is divided
into increments At whose maximum magnitude is limited by the Courant condition [82] affected by
the local sound speed and element size. In each increment, given the current deformation gradient
and values of temperature and history variables from the previous step, the Cauchy stress o, 6, and
history variables are updated via a staggered explicit scheme. Specifically, equations are solved
in the following order: pressure for solid and fluid, deviatoric elasticity and for
solid, viscoelasticity (3.16) and (3.21) for solid, damage (3.31)) and (3.32) for solid, injury
and for solid, total stress for the mixture, and temperature for the mixture. Fluid
damage and injury are insignificant at modest pressures considered and thus are not modeled. To
avoid any possible pressure fluctuations from round-off during numerical integration of (3.14)) and
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(3.19) using algorithms of Refs. [51, 93], 6} and 0% are restricted a posteriori to be traceless. For
the application in Section 5.3, a limiting Af on the order of 0.1 that of the maximum allowed by
Courant’s condition ensured this integration scheme produced accurate and stable results. Prior to
consideration of complex problems in Sections 5.2 and 5.3, solutions for a single 3-D element were
verified versus 1-D solutions for exsanguinated and perfused liver of the sort reported in Section 4.

As remarked in Section 1 and formulated in Sections 2 and 3, the present model does not con-
tain any intrinsic length scale associated with gradient regularization. The damage model is akin
to classical continuum damage mechanics for nonlinear viscoelastic materials [37, 111, [112] or a
scale-free phase-field implementation [74, [75]. For problems in which damage is severe enough
to elicit severe softening and strain localization, mesh-size dependent solutions are conceivable.
However, for applications in Section 5.3, damage is rather diffuse, except for a small zone in the
vicinity of contact, and not severe enough to induce global softening. Results are found reasonably
insensitive to the mesh size, as explained at the end of Section 5.3 in the context of Fig.[8] For other
problems such as ductile tearing or crack propagation in soft biolical tissues [35]], a phase-field ap-
proach can be implemented to introduce a regularization length and mitigate mesh dependency
associated with severe damage softening. Theoretical details complementing the present model
are derived in Refs. [44, 45]. However, implementation of a gradient-type theory in commercial
software such as LS-DYNA would require a special user-defined element, or possibly adaptation of
the global thermal solver [113] instead if a single phase-field damage variable is sufficient.

5.2 Simulation protocols

Numerical simulations seek to loosely replicate impact conditions enacted in liver trauma experi-
ments of Ref. [1]. Therein, non-penetrating liver injuries were induced in live rat tissue via drop-
weight testing. A steel punch of length 0.8 cm and mass 73.6 g, with a flat surface, was dropped
from a height of 0.5 or 1.0 m onto the subject. Tissue samples were harvested and visually in-
spected for injuries at 2 h or 24 h after impact. Injury markers from hematology, gene expression
analysis, and histology were examined. Regarding visual inspection, specimens were assigned
scores ranging from 1 to 4 depending on severity of lacerations, hematoma, and discoloration. At
2 h, the mean trauma score (£ standard deviation) for 11 samples was 1.182 4 1.168 for a drop
height of 0.5 m. Increasing the drop height to 1.0 m produced a significant increase in injury, with
a mean score of 2.909 +0.944. Blood injury markers showed an increase at 24 h for the larger drop
height. Though some markers were inconclusive, overall the severity of injury clearly increased
with increasing drop height [[1]. Liver injuries reported in drop-weight tests [1] were notably more
severe than those reported in shock-tube experiments at over-pressures of 25 to 35 kPa [21]. The
latter were explained, upon microscopic examination, to be milder and more diffuse [21].

A detailed FE rendering of the rat liver anatomy is beyond the present scope that focuses on the
constitutive model for isolated parenchyma. As in prior modeling of impact to lung parenchyma
[377]], a rectangular block of tissue of dimensions significantly larger than the projectile is simulated
to evaluate model features, irrespective of details of anatomy or structural heterogeneities. Trends
can reasonably be compared with trauma experiments [[1, 21]], but detailed local results that depend
on specimen geometry cannot. The block of liver tissue is of X| x X, X X3 — X XY x Z dimensions
of 10 x 20 x 20 cm?. Tt is discretized into approximately 2.6 x 10° solid hexahedral elements with
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Table 2. Numerical simulations. DPp,x is maximum projectile depth relative to X = 0; Opax, Dinax,

D,S(max, I_rsnax, and I,imax are maximum local values of matrix damage, fiber damage, matrix injury,

and fiber injury incurred over deformation history. Note units of fiber damage and injury are 1072,

Sim. vy Blood Visco- BC DPpax Omax  Dmax  Dimax Imax  lemax
[m/s] content elasticity [mm] [K] [10°7 [1072] [10°7 [1072]
#1 4.429 perfused standard standard 9.63 319.6 0440 153 0512 3.93
#2 3.132 perfused standard standard 6.75 317.2 0275 0.39 0.343 1.07
#3 6.264 perfused standard standard 13.51 3209 0.595 4.04 0.659 9.73
#4 4429 exsang. standard standard 6.59 3224 0263 056 0389 122
#5 4.429 vperfused  glassy  standard 5.61 3115 0.059 0.06 0457 122
#6 4429 perfused relaxed standard 24.74 3103 0.009 741 0389 35.8
#7 4.429 perfused standard fixed 9.11 3197 0449 1.67 0512 429
#8 4.429 perfused standard free 9.78 3195 0441 153 0512 393

default shock viscosity (Table [I} [78]). The SOFT contact option is used in LS-DYNA to resolve
momentum exchange between the projectile and target and prevent interpenetration of the latter.
Total simulation times of 100 ms are sufficient for the projectile to strike the target, reach maximum
depth, rebound elastically, and then eject from the target in the —X direction.

Results on eight simulations, whose protocols are summarized in Table [2] and labeled via #1,
#2, ..., #8, are reported. The steel projectile is modeled as a rigid solid body with a mass density
of 7.83 g/cm?, giving a radius of 1.934 cm. Gravity is not modeled so that long equilibration times
are avoided. Rather, the projectile is imparted an initial velocity of 3.132 or 4.429 m/s that would
be achieved from dropping a weight from a respective height of 0.5 or 1.0 m. Kinetic energy of the
projectile at the instant of impact is identical to that in experiments [1]]. In an additional exploratory
simulation #3, projectile velocity is increased to 6.264 m/s, corresponding to a drop height of 2.0
m. Letting X denote the impact direction and X = 0 the impacted free surface, nominal boundary
conditions impose Ly = 0 at the back surface X = 10 cm and allow all other surfaces to move
freely. In one exploratory simulation #8, the back surface is also left free, while in another #7, all
boundaries besides the impact free surface are constrained to be rigid or fixed (i.e., immobile).

Most simulations invoke the complete constitutive model of the liver (Section 3) with proper-
ties of Table |1| for perfused tissue (blood volume ng = 0.5). These simulations include nonlinear
thermoelasticity, nonlinear viscoelasticity, damage kinetics, and injury modeling. However, in one
simulation #4, exsanguinated tissue (ng = 0.12) is modeled, with properties in Table|l{ In another
special simulation #5, viscoelastic stiffening is assumed maximal, with the glassy representation of
and (3.22) used. In special simulation #6, viscoelasticity is omitted entirely corresponding
to an equilibrium thermoelastic response. Simulations #5 and #6 have no viscoelastic dissipation.

5.3 Numerical results

Local results of interest include fields of Cauchy pressure p, invariant Von Mises stress Gy calcu-
lated from the stress deviator 6’ = ¢ + p1 via the usual formulae [88]], and temperature 6. Other
results examined in detail include state variables for damage and injury to the solid phase: matrix
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damage DS, fiber damage D}, matrix injury I°, and fiber injury ;. Recall from Section 3.3 that
damage variables D® and D, obey rate-dependent kinetic laws, and compressive volumetric strain
energy does not affect their evolution. Recall from Section 3.6 that injury variables I* and I;; obey
rate-independent equilibrium laws, and compressive volumetric strain energy does influence injury
to the soft-tissue matrix. Thus, I° tends to exceed D® under high-pressure loading, and both injury
variables tend to exceed their damage counterparts at fast loading rates wherein viscous resistance
V), inhibits damage kinetics. Global results of interest include the transient projectile depth DP
of the rigid front face of the cylinder relative to X = 0 (all points of the cylinder travel the same
distance due to symmetry) and volume averages é [(+)d€Q of the four aforementioned damage and
injury variables (-) over spatial domain Q occupied by the liver. Results for baseline simulation #1
of Table[2]are analyzed first, followed by comparison of results among simulations #1 through #3.
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Figure 4. Geometry and stress contours for simulation #1 (perfused liver, impact velocity 4.429
m/s): (a) geometry at t = 0.5 ms (b) mixture pressure p — Py at t = 0.5 ms (c) mixture Von Mises
stress oyp att = 0.5 ms (d) geometry at t = 8.7 ms (e) pressure at t = 8.7 ms (f) Von Mises stress
att = 8.7 ms. Time r measured relative to initial impact at r = 0, pressure p relative to Py = 1 atm.

Let t = 0 correspond to the time, in all simulations, that the projectile first contacts the target.
Projectile and target geometries, and 3-D contours, of local over-pressure p — Fy and Von Mises
stress are reported in Fig. [ for simulation #1 at early and later times of the impact event. The early
time r = 0.5 ms demonstrates the relatively large stresses associated with elastic waves emanating
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from initial impact. The latter time # = 8.7 ms corresponds to the configuration approaching max-
imum projectile depth (i.e, maximum surface displacement of the center of the liver target). At
t = 8.7 ms, the projectile’s velocity reverses, leading to subsequent rebound and ejection from the
soft viscoelastic target. At¢ = (0.5 ms, local over-pressure exceeds 100 kPa under the impactor, and
local Von Mises stress exceeds 25 kPa. The much higher speed of longitudinal to shear waves is
evident. By r = 8.7 ms, impact waves have reverberated, and local pressures and deviatoric stress
have maxima around 10 kPa at the surface of the impact zone.
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Figure 5. Damage, injury, Von Mises stress, and temperature contours for impact simulation #1
(perfused liver, impact velocity 4.429 m/s) at t = 8.7 ms: (a) matrix damage D® (b) fiber damage
D, (c) Von Mises stress oym (d) matrix injury I (e) fiber injury I} (f) temperature 6. Slices taken
at plane Z = 0 orthogonal to impact direction. Time # measured relative to initial impact at ¢ = 0.

Let the origin of the global (X,Y,Z) system correspond to the center of the impacted face:
the center of the projectile’s impact face strikes the center of the target’s impact face at material
coordinates (0,0,0). Contours, in 2-D, are created by taking slices of the FE model at the XY -plane
on the centerline, Z = 0. Such contours are shown in Fig. for damage and injury variables D*, D},
I°, and I} for simulation #1 at time ¢ = 8.7 ms. Also shown are contours of oyy and temperature
6. Damage and injury variables emanate from local maxima at the contact surface where ovy; and
0 are largest. Observe the different scales used in Fig. [5|to visualize damage and injury variables.
At this snapshot in time, matrix injury exceeds matrix damage at each spatial location, and local
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fiber injury analogously exceeds fiber damage. Rate dependence in the model limits damage but
not injury, and the latter is further exacerbated by compressive pressure. Local temperature rise
is mainly due to viscoelastic dissipation. Matrix damage on the order of 0.1 would reduce local
stiffness by around 20%; this drop is insufficient to cause strain softening and shear localization.
Contours are qualitatively similar at larger ¢; damage increases slowly as viscoelastic stresses relax.
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Figure 6. Projectile depth and average damage and injury state variables versus time for simula-
tions #1 through #8 of Table[2; (a) projectile depth DP (b) average matrix damage Q! [ DdQ (c)
average fiber damage Q! [ D;d€ (d) average matrix injury Q-1 [dQ (e) average fiber injury
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Results are now compared among cases listed in Table 2] that consider different impact veloci-
ties, blood content, viscoelastic treatments, and far-field boundary conditions. Reported in Fig. [6]
versus ¢ relative to initial impact, are projectile depth DP and spatial averages of matrix damage,
fiber damage, matrix injury, and fiber injury variables for simulations #1, ..., #8. Local maxima,
in space and time, of DP, 6, DS, D, IF, and I} are listed in Table 2| First consider projectile depth
DP versus simulation time in Fig. @ Depth increases with time, reaches a local maximum, then
decreases during the rebound and ejection phases. Relative to baseline simulation #1, DP signifi-
cantly drops when projectile velocity is lowered in simulation #2 and significantly increases when
velocity is raised in simulation #3. Projectile depth is lower in exsanguinated liver of simulation
#4 due to its higher overall stiffness, similarly seen in static experiments [[16]. When the glassy
idealization (i.e., maximum viscoelastic stiffening) is invoked in simulation #5, DP is also reduced
and elastic rebound is much steeper. In contrast, when the equilibrium elastic idealization (i.e.,
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no viscoelastic stiffening) is invoked in simulation #6, DP increases dramatically. Observing local
maxima of DP in Table 2], DP is under-predicted by around 3 mm for the glassy approximation and
over-predicted by around 15 mm for the equilibrium approximation: the latter is less accurate.

Now consider average matrix damage in Fig. [6(b) and average fiber damage in Fig. Not-
ing the different scales, the former exceeds the latter for all simulations except #6. For simulation
#6, average D}, plateaus at a value around 0.001 (exceeding the range of Fig. , about the same
as its final value of average D°. Damage variables increase (decrease) with increasing (decreasing)
projectile striking velocity vy. At late times, exsanguinated tissue demonstrates less average ma-
trix and fiber injury than perfused liver. Under the glassy approximation of simulation #5, average
matrix and fiber damages are under-predicted. Under the relaxed approximation of simulation #6,
matrix damage is under-predicted and fiber damage over-predicted. From Table [2} local tempera-
ture rise is lowest when viscoelastic dissipation is zero in simulations #5 and #6. Temperature rise
is greatest in simulation #4 since the exsanguinated liver has a larger fraction of viscoelastic solid.

Examined in Fig. [6(d)] and Fig. are average injury variables for matrix and fibers. In
contrast to rate-dependent damage, injury variables usually plateau early in the event since they
have no viscous limiters and are strongly driven by the initial compressive pulse. At each time
instant, injury variables exceed their damage counterparts, often substantially. With the exception
of simulation #6, average matrix injury is larger than fiber injury at the same ¢ by a factor on the
order of 10?. For simulation #6, average fiber injury I} plateaus at 0.0047, the same order as average
matrix injury I® that plateaus at 0.0061. The much larger stretch witnessed by the liver parenchyma
in the relaxed simulation #6, relative to other simulations, induces greater strain energy in the fibers
that accelerates their degradation and injury. For simulation #5, average matrix injury exceeds that
of baseline simulation #1, whereas average fiber injury is lower than that of simulation #1. Other
trends in injury variables for simulations #2 through #8 are similar to those discussed already for
corresponding damage variables. Average injury increases with initial impact velocity as well as
initial blood volume fraction and pressure. Matrix injury, like damage, is severely under-predicted
and fiber injury severely over-predicted when viscoelastic stiffening is omitted.

Simulations #1, #7, and #8 have similar responses, with maximum DP ranging from 9.11 to
9.78 mm. Far-field boundary conditions for the liver target only weakly affect DP, mainly during
the rebound and ejection phases in Fig. [6(a)] Far-field fixed/rigid or free conditions in simulations
#7 and #8 do not noticeably affect average damage and injury evolution in the remainder of Fig. [6

Contour slices of matrix injury I® are compared among simulations #1, ..., #6 in Fig.[7. In each
case, the time instant approaches that of maximum DP. Injury is largest under the impactor where
the transient pressure and local strains are largest. Trends are similar to those reported for spatial
averages in Fig.[6(d)] Matrix injury increases with increasing projectile velocity as in Fig. and
decreases modestly with exsanguination in Fig. Smaller and larger near-maximum impact
depths are evident for simulations #5 and #6 in respective Fig. and

Effects of maximum allowable time step size and mesh refinement are examined in Fig.
Maintaining the same geometry, material parameters, and solution protocols of simulation #1, one
additional simulation was performed with a 50% increase in maximum time step size (i.e., to 0.15
that limited by Courant’s condition [78, [82]]), and a second new simulation was performed with a
refined mesh of twice the original density. Key results do not depend crucially on time step size or
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Figure 7. Matrix injury contours for impact simulations #1—#6 at ¢ of maximum projectile depth:
(a) simulation #1 (baseline) at + = 8.7 ms (b) simulation #2 (lower velocity) at t = 8.6 ms (c)
simulation #3 (higher velocity) at t = 8.8 ms (d) simulation #4 (lower blood volume) at t = 5.9
ms (e) simulation #5 (glassy viscoelastic) at t = 3.3 ms (f) simulation #6 (relaxed viscoelastic)
at t = 16.9 ms Slices are taken at plane Z = 0 orthogonal to impact direction. Time ¢ measured
relative to initial impact at# = 0.

mesh size. For example, contours of matrix injury I* look nearly identical among simulations with
coarse and fine meshes in Fig. [8(a)| and Fig. [8(b)} maximum local values of damage and injury
state variables follow the same trends for simulation 1 in Table [2]and Fig. [6} dominance of matrix
damage and injury over fiber damage and injury, and larger respective values of injury to damage
in either entity. Projectile displacement (Fig. 20-mm standoff) appears completely unaffected
by time step and only weakly affected (e.g., usually less than a few % difference) by mesh density.

Simulation results are now considered in the context of compression experiments [1} 2,9, [19-
21]] and 1-D solutions of Section 4.1. Regarding the latter, shock Hugoniot solutions necessarily
invoke a rate-independent damage model and the glassy viscoelastic approximation. Based on the
present simulation results (e.g., Fig.[6), such approximations should lead to an approximate upper
bound on matrix injury with modest underestimation of fiber injury, though the latter should be two
orders of magnitude smaller than matrix damage and injury in either case. Thus, comparison of re-
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sults of Fig. for liver damage and injury under shock loading up to 80 kPa with results in Fig. [f]
for drop-weight impact loading confirms that the current model framework predicts more severe
damage and injury for the latter type of loading. This is consistent with analogous experimental
comparison in Ref. [21] where shock-tube loading was deemed significantly less deleterious than
dynamic blunt impact. Increasing impact velocity (e.g., drop height) increases injury severity in
experiments [1, 20] and simulations. The preponderance of matrix to collagen fiber damage agrees
with post-mortem examinations of dynamically compressed or impacted liver [2, 19, 20]. Focused
trauma at locations under the compression apparatus where strains concentrate is consistent among
current simulation results and static and dynamic tests on exsanguinated and perfused organs [[19].

6 Conclusions

A continuum mixture theory applicable to fluid-enriched soft tissues has been formulated under
the constrained mixture hypothesis, wherein constituents share the same local velocity and tem-
perature histories beyond some starting instant in time. The formulation accounts for nonlinear
thermoelasticity and viscoelasticity as well as degradation of tissue matrix and fibers. Distinct in-
ternal state variables for injury account for local tissue trauma driven by compressive pressure that
is excluded by the damage variables, in order that the material realistically maintains a bulk modu-
lus under compression. All constituents are compressible to resolve longitudinal wave propagation.
As evidenced by experiments, injuries correlating with a compromise of biological function can
be severe even if loads are not intense enough to destroy the mechanical stiffness of the tissue.
The theory has been specialized to isotropic liver parenchyma filled with liquid blood, where
initial volume fractions and pressures of constituents vary among exsanguinated and perfused
states. Semi-analytical and numerical solutions have been obtained for weak and strong planar
shocks (1-D strain states, Rankine Hugoniot jump equations) and 1-D stress states for dynamic
uniaxial compression. The theory has been implemented in 3-D explicit finite element software
and used to simulate drop-weight impact of liver samples by a flat cylindrical punch. Key outcomes
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of analytical calculations and numerical simulations include the following:

Perfused liver is more mechanically compliant than exsanguinated liver, in agreement with
indentation experiments.

Matrix damage and injury exceed fiber damage and injury at moderate to very high rates, in
agreement with various dynamic compression and impact experiments.

Shock-compression loading to over-pressures of 25-35 kPa induces much less damage and
injury than drop-weight testing of a 73.6 g steel cylinder from heights of 0.5 to 1.0 m, in
agreement with corresponding experiments.

Damage and injury are most prominent near the impact site where strain concentrations are
largest, in agreement with static and dynamic tests on harvested organs.

A glassy idealization of viscoelasticity is more realistic than an equilibrium elastic idealiza-
tion for mechanical response in the present drop-weight loading scenario, but neither ideal-
ization closely replicates damage and injury predicted by the complete viscoelastic model.

Current results are thought sufficient to evaluate model performance and compare with experimen-
tal trends. Subsequent research should consider anatomically detailed FE renderings of the organ
and its interactions with surrounding tissues.
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