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Abstract

The rapid and accurate characterization of soft, viscoelastic materials at high strain rates is of
interest in biological and engineering applications such as assessing the extent of non-invasive tissue
surgery completion and developing injury criteria for the mitigation of blast injuries. The inertial
microcavitation rheometry technique (IMR, Estrada et al., 2018) allows for the minimally invasive
characterization of local viscoelastic properties at strain rates up to 10%/s. However, IMR relies on
bright-field videography of a sufficiently translucent sample at approximately 1 million frames per
second and a simulation-dependent fit optimization process that can require hours of post-processing.
We present an IMR-style technique that parsimoniously characterizes viscoelastic models. The
approach uses experimental advancements to accurately estimate the time to first collapse of the
laser-induced cavity. A theoretical energy balance analysis yields an approximate collapse time based
on the material viscoelasticity parameters. The method closely matches the accuracy of the original
IMR procedure while decreasing the computational cost from hours to seconds for the Kelvin—Voigt
model and potentially reducing dependence on high-speed videography. This technique can enable
nearly real-time characterization of a broader range of soft, viscoelastic hydrogels and biological
materials.
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1. Introduction

The characterization of viscoelastic soft materials undergoing fast, finite deformations is necessary
for a wide range of applications, including design against biological tissue or scaffold damage in
injury [1, 2], non-invasive ultrasound- [3-5], and laser-based surgery techniques [6]. However, soft
materials such as hydrogels are challenging to characterize due to their small elastic modulus,
which ranges from 100 Pa to 1 MPa, and the difficulties of gripping and manipulating the specimens
during experiments. Due to the slow wave speeds associated with high compliance, traditional high-
strain rate experiments such as the Kolsky bar must be enhanced with pulse shaping, weak signal
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sensing, and other complicating techniques when applied to the characterization of soft materials [7].
Moreover, hydrogels can be 3D printed using advanced additive manufacturing techniques with
spatially dependent microstructure. Soft biological tissues often exhibit spatial heterogeneity, making
it challenging to measure their material property distribution with conventional methods that only
provide a macroscale average modulus.

A family of alternative techniques uses local cavity expansion to assess the finite deformation
behaviors of hydrogels. Crosby et al. first developed needle-induced cavitation rheology as an
approach to probe the local elastic properties of soft materials [8, 9]. A cavity of air or immiscible
liquid is injected into the characterized media. The elastic modulus is determined from the pressure
and bubble radius at the onset of mechanical instability. This quasi-static approach has been
extended in recent years to a ballistic strain-rate regime of approximately 10*s~! by Milner and
Hutchens [10, 11]. Cohen and co-workers introduced the capability to cyclically expand and relax the
needle-induced cavity at controlled stretch rates [12, 13], enabling finite deformation characterization
of viscoelastic materials. The inertial microcavitation rheometry (IMR) technique, introduced by
Estrada et al. [14] and improved by others recently [15-17], accesses a higher range of strain rate by
using laser-induced cavitation (LIC) in a soft material. An ultra-high-speed camera images the bubble
kinematics and the viscoelastic properties of the cavitated media are inversely characterized according
to an inertial cavitation bubble model [18] with refinements accounting for a two-component mixture
of bubble content with heat diffusion and mass transfer [19-22] and stress field in the surrounding
media [23-26].

IMR inversely characterizes viscoelasticity at strain rates reaching 10%/s but has only been success-
fully applied to characterize nearly transparent materials. The reliance on high-speed, bright-field
videography of the cavity restricts the optical turbidity of the characterized material. Furthermore,
the computational cost of the forward simulation, optimization, and best-fit procedure is not com-
putationally tractable for on-the-fly characterization. Each forward simulation requires about ten
seconds. Batch-fitting multiple experiments simultaneously and increasing the number of model
parameters cause an exponential increase in the required forward simulations. If the simulations
were run on demand, additional complexity would make calibration time intractable.

We develop a strategy for the parsimonious characterization of viscoelastic models. The strategy
leverages high-fidelity measurements of the maximum bubble radius, the long-term equilibrium
bubble radius, and the time from maximum expansion to primary bubble collapse. These quantities
of interest relate distinctly to the ultra-high-rate elastic and viscous behaviors of soft hydrogels. In
Section 2, we present an LIC experiment setup capable of quantifying the time of collapse to an
accuracy of approximately 20 ns. The experiments are complemented with an energy balance analysis
that allows the approximate quantification of the effects of material viscoelasticity, surface tension,
bubble pressure, and finite material wave speed on the time to the first bubble collapse. We then
introduce the parsimonious inertial microcavitation (pIMR) procedure enabled by these experimental
and theoretical advancements. In Section 3, we verify the energy balance analysis approximation of
collapse time as a basis for the proposed characterization strategy. We demonstrate in Section 4
high-fidelity viscoelastic model parameterization from tens of experiments with computational post-
processing that takes only seconds. In Section 5, we discuss the implications of the results obtained
and the limitations of the proposed strategy. We provide concluding remarks in Section 6.



2. Theory and Methods

2.1. Full-physics model of bubble dynamics

The theory derived in the preceding work and briefly described here will be referred to as the
full-physics model of bubble dynamics.! A more thorough discussion of the theory, including its
underlying assumptions and regimes of applicability, can be found in Estrada et al. [14]. This
model considers a spherical bubble in an infinite surrounding material environment subjected to a
pressure change that causes rapid radial motion. We assume that the bubble contains a mixture
of condensible water vapor and other gases modeled as non-condensible. The material outside the
cavity is viscoelastic and approximated as nearly incompressible. That is, the kinematic deformation
field is volume-preserving and permits outgoing acoustic waves with a finite speed. The initial growth
phase of a bubble induced by a pulsed laser involves complex plasma physics. Rather than directly
modeling this growth, we assume thermodynamic equilibrium between the gas contents and the
surrounding medium at maximum bubble expansion.

The modified Keller—Miksis equation [14, 18] describes the bubble radius behavior as
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where overdots denote derivatives with respect to time ¢, R the evolving bubble radius, p the mass
density of the surrounding material, ¢ the longitudinal wave speed, v the bubble wall surface tension,
pp the internal bubble pressure, py, the far-field pressure, and S the stress integral defined as
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where s, and sgy are the normal radial and normal circumferential components of s, the deviatoric
part of the Cauchy stress in the surrounding material. Mass and heat transfer of the two-phase
bubble contents are assumed to obey Fick’s and Fourier’s laws, resulting in a set of PDEs. Following
Estrada et al. [14], numerical solutions to the modified Keller-Miksis equation coupled with the
bubble content equations are obtained with the ode23tb function in MATLAB (The MathWorks,
Inc., Natick, MA).

2.1.1. Non-dimensionalization and solution of bubble dynamics model

We follow existing work to non-dimensionalize the governing equations and clarify the interactions
between material parameters [14]. We define a characteristic velocity v = 1/ps/p and construct
dimensionless quantities, as shown in table 1. The non-dimensional Keller—Miksis equation describing
the evolution of the non-dimensional bubble radius R* is
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We acknowledge that this model is “full” only in the sense that it contains a set of physical phenomena that
faithfully represent the problem at hand.




Table 1: Dimensionless quantities in the Keller—-Miksis Equation.

Dimensional quantity —Dimensionless quantity Name

t t* =1t v./Rmax Time
R R* = R/Rpax Bubble-wall radius
Ry R} = Ro /Rmax Equilibrium bubble-wall radius
¢ c*=cfu. Material wave speed
Db Py = Pb/Po Bubble pressure
v We = poRimax/(27) Weber number
S S*=5/py Stress integral
G Ca=py/G Cauchy number
1 Re = pveRmax/ 1t Reynolds number

71 = /Gy De = pv./(G1Rmax) Deborah number
Table 2: Summary of material stress integrals.

Material model Stress integral relationship S*

Neo-Hookean S, = [4(R¥/R*) + (R%/R*)" — 5]/(2Ca)
Newtonian ~ S* = —(4/Re)R*/R*,
Kelvin—Voigt  Siy, = S¥ + Sy
Maxwell DeS* + S* = —(4/Re)R*/R*
Standard linear solid (SLS)  S& ¢ = Si + Siy

Unless stated otherwise, we assume p = 998.2kg/m3, p,, = 101.3kPa, ¢ = 1484m/s, and v =
0.072N/m in the ensuing calculation. For the mixture of water and poly(ethylene glycol) diacrylate
(PEGDA) characterized in Section 4.2, we assume p = 1100 kg/m3.

2.1.2. Stress integral in the surrounding medium

The stress integral S* for the viscoelastic constitutive models considered in this work are tabulated
in table 2. We consider constitutive models with stress responses that are additively decomposed
into those of three elementary components: a neo-Hookean hyperelastic contribution, a Newtonian
viscous contribution, and a Maxwell fading memory viscoelastic contribution. The stress integral
results for the Kelvin—Voigt viscoelastic models follow our previous work [14], where the Kelvin—Voigt
model consists of parallel neo-Hookean and Newtonian responses. The stress integral for the Maxwell
model is derived in Appendix A. The standard linear solid (SLS) model consists of a neo-Hookean
response parallel to a Maxwell response. These models have been demonstrated to characterize
hydrogels with IMR to date [14, 15, 27].

Here, we are primarily interested in the contribution of material viscoelasticity to the collapse time.
These contributions show up in the form of the Cauchy number, Ca, the Reynolds number, Re, and
the Deborah number, De. Ca is inversely proportional to the ground-state elastic shear modulus, G.
Re is inversely proportional to the viscosity, u, but also dependent on the size scale of the cavitation.
The viscous contribution of a material varies when viscosity p is held constant, but the characteristic
length scale Rpax is adjusted. De reflects a relative time scale of the Maxwell-type exponential
relaxation of the material. When De — 0 while Re is held constant, the viscoelastic relaxation
occurs much more rapidly than the bubble dynamics, and the viscous contribution is effectively
that of a Newtonian fluid. When De — oo while Re is held constant, the relaxation occurs much
more slowly than the bubble dynamics, and the fluid is inviscid.



2.2. Energy balance analysis and analytical estimates of collapse time

The dependence of the Keller—Miksis equation (3) on the stress integral and its derivative has an
important result on the dynamic evolution of the system. In particular, material elasticity stores
potential energy in the system during bubble expansion; this energy is released during bubble
contraction and accelerates the bubble inward toward collapse. In contrast, material viscosity acts as
a damper that slows the rate of bubble motion. For both scenarios, it is useful to have a benchmark
collapse time, which is the time to closure without the effects mentioned above, in which the liquid
pressure is the only driving force. We compare additional mechanical and physical effects with this
time.

This benchmark time is commonly called the Rayleigh collapse time [28]. Lord Rayleigh arrived
at this characteristic time through an energy analysis with four assumptions: the bubble has no
contents, there is no surface tension between the void and the surrounding material, and the
surrounding material is incompressible and inviscid. As a consequence of these assumptions, the
potential and kinetic energy of the surrounding material dictate the evolution of the bubble radius.
The Keller-Miksis equation (3) simplifies without the finite wave speed, material behavior, or bubble
contents to

R*R* + gR*Q - -1 (4)

The potential energy of the inviscid liquid surrounding the bubble is the volume integral of the
non-dimensional liquid pressure,

Bip = | vt =13 5)
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where V;* is the volume of the bubble. The kinetic energy of the liquid is
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For Lord Rayleigh’s estimate, the void begins at rest, corresponding to an initial kinetic energy of
zero. The energy balance is then (47/3)(R*3 — 1) + 2r R*3R*2 = 0. Isolating the bubble wall velocity
as a function of the radius, R*(R*(t*)), invert, and integrate to the closure of the bubble, we obtain
the Rayleigh collapse time

the = LO - [—g (1 - Rl*;»,ﬂ_m dR* = ﬁ?ﬁ’g ~ 0.91468. (7)

To obtain the dimensional form, we multiply by the characteristic timescale, Ryaxn/p/Pw- The
dimensional Rayleigh collapse time depends on the material density p and the maximum bubble
radius Ruyax, often observed in experiments.

Although Lord Rayleigh’s limiting case is important, the real collapse time of a bubble in a soft
material also depends on the bubble pressure, surface tension, finite wave speed, and viscoelastic
properties of the surrounding material. Here, we develop upon and extend existing theory for an
approximate modified Rayleigh collapse time for soft material characterization.



Phenomenon Function modifying Rayleigh-Plesset equation f*

Bubble pressure  f, = pj = pf,(Ro/R*)* 3?"”” + DY sat .
Weak compressibility — f¥. = (R*/ck)R*R* + (R*/2c})R*? — R*/c¥
Surface tension  fi, = —1/(We R*)
Material response  f& = S*
Compressibility affecting bubble pressure  f% = R*pt"; JcX + R* /pﬁ ik
Compressibility affecting material response  f¥; = R*S* /¢ + R*S™*/c¥

Table 3: Physical phenomena and corresponding functional changes to the Rayleigh—Plesset equation. The
right-most column sums to the overall function that transforms (8) into (3) (under the polytropic gas
assumption).

2.2.1. General approach for modified Rayleigh collapse time

Lord Rayleigh’s approach is fundamental to the bubble collapse problem. To account for subsequent
changes to the collapse dynamics caused by additional physics relevant to our specific problems, we
can generalize a Rayleigh-type model as

R*R* 4 SR = —1 4 f1(R* R B, % ey By pf ). (8)

The functional form of f* varies for models of different physical phenomena (see table 3). Eq. (3) is
the sum of the terms in the right column of table 3.

We consider a constant f* value without loss of generality. The later effect on the collapse time is
similar to that of changing the ambient pressure on the system. Therefore, we propose a linearization
of these terms to obtain an approximate modified collapse time. The aim is to determine the mean
value of the function f* during the first collapse, ?*, such that we obtain a time-averaged force,
or resistance to force, acting on the bubble from the surrounding environment. To solve for the
modification factor 7*, we define a time-averaged value of the function f* as
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We make the following ansatz for the reduction in the liquid potential due to this modification,
EY = —(4m/3) f *R*3, and the resulting energy balance is

4 _ )
=7 (1 - f*) (R** — 1) + 21pR™R*2 = 0. (10)

Following the procedure of Lord Rayleigh, the approximate bubble wall velocity is

R %—E (1—7*) (%—1)]1/2, (11)

with the general approximate modified collapse, time
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To consider the effects within the governing equation, (3), equation (12) Therefore, we can write
the modification factor to be equal to the following, f* =D fz, where « is indexing physical



effects modeled within the numerical simulations. We will consider each of the constitutive terms in
equation (3) individually. We consider the dominant effect of the collapse time to be the inertial
effect, governed by the ODE of the void collapse in (8); terms that involve compressibility interacting
with other physical phenomena are second-order and will be neglected. Additionally, for simplicity,
this analysis will neglect heat and mass transfer in and outside the bubble.

2.2.2. Effect of pressure due to bubble contents

We assume that there are two primary gases inside the bubble: (1) water vapor and (2) a non-water
gas phase consisting of air and vaporized material that diffuses back into the material over time
scales much longer than the one considered here for the inertial dynamics event. During bubble
collapse, the bubble pressure increases as the volume decreases. Bubble pressure acts as a resistive
force to the pressure-driven collapse, prolonging the instance of minimum volume.

We consider the bubble pressure as the sum of partial pressures of the gases present [29]: p} =
Py + pyo(RE/ R*)3% where R is the equilibrium bubble radius, and & the ratio of the heat capacity
at constant pressure, C'p, to the heat capacity at constant volume, Cy . Here, we assume the water
vapor to be p¥ and the non-condensible gas to be polytropic, where pz,‘o is the equilibrium bubble
pressure. The integral to evaluate the mean value of the bubble pressure is non-convergent for the
limgs*_,¢ since this corresponds to infinite bubble pressure. Furthermore, there is no expression
available for Ry, such that we could obtain a finite integrated result. Since f;', ocpZOR§3”, then
7;:0 oC p;ORS?’” and so a proportionality constant results from linearization through integration of
R(t) such that f, = BpZORE)"?’“ + p¥. The value of B is obtained by numerically solving the exact
collapse time integral. When solving for this proportionality, we neglect the effect of water vapor
inside the bubble, as its effect on the collapse time is additive to that of the non-water gas phase.
The exact collapse time is found by considering the resistive force provided by the bubble contents to
prevent collapse. The bubble’s internal energy, or the reduction of liquid potential energy associated
with the presence of bubble contents, is

V* K *V*
Epp = J —pydV* = f ~Pyo ( 0*> v = P Vo (13)

k—1"
b

For the special (isothermal) case of k = 1, we obtain the following form of the energy:

4 4

The non-dimensional exact collapse time is
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We evaluate (15) for a single, small (0.01) non-dimensional equilibrium radius. The integral is
evaluated by setting the minimum radius to zero and taking the real part of the result because any
radii smaller than the minimum radius will produce imaginary contributions. For the special cases
of k = 1.4 (isentropic) and k = 1, we obtain B = 2.1844 and 1.4942.

th (15)




Simulations with the full-physics bubble dynamics model show that the heat transfer and mass
diffusion of the water vapor have negligible effects on the early stage of the initial collapse. We thus
assume that the water vapor can also be considered non-condensible during the bubble collapse, and
the mixture undergoes an isothermal process corresponding to x = 1. The initial partial pressure of
the water vapor is py ¢, = 0.0308, following an empirical estimate of the saturated vapor pressure at
ambient temperature [14, 30]. We correct the earlier result for a vapor-free bubble if the long-term
equilibrium pressure of the non-vapor gas is pgo = 1. This correction gives the average effect of the

two-phase bubble pressure on the collapse time, fr,. = B (pig"oRB‘ 3+ ¥ at)-

2.2.8. Weak compressibility effects

The third term of fr. in table 3 dominates the weak compressibility effect. This term is linear
and dominates for the length and time scales of inertial microcavitation collapse events. Thus,
fE ~ —M,R* where M, = 1/c* is the characteristic Mach number. Time averaging f, for the
duration of the collapse and solving explicitly,

e (=T
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2.2.4. Surface tension effects

The surface tension of the water-containing material plays a non-negligible role during the col-
lapse. Surface tension acts as a driving force toward collapse. Time-averaging the surface tension
modification function from table 3 to get an approximate linear form,
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2.8. Stress integral considerations

The material’s elastic and viscous behavior speeds up and slows down the collapse event, respectively.
Recent work by the authors [31] obtained an expression for the collapse time of a void surrounded
by a neo-Hookean elastic material. We build on this result and consider more general viscoelastic
models. For the linear viscoelastic materials considered here, the general linear constitutive model
relating the stress to the strain is Des* + s* = 2 (¢*/Ca + €*/Re). In the case of a non-linear elastic
material, the relationship for the stress is found through a strain energy density function. The stress
integral f* = S* determines the effect of the material response on the bubble dynamics.

2.8.1. Neo-Hookean elasticity

Approachlng bubble closure, R§ — 0, the neo-Hookean stress integral converges to a constant,
fNH = —5/2 Ca. Substituting the neo-Hookean expression for fNH into (12) results in the modified
collapse time consistent with the result in Yang et al. [31]. That is, t = t}(1+5/2 Ca)~"/2. However,
from examining the stress integral in table 3, for finite R§ and small Cauchy number, the term that
is linear in R} can no longer be assumed to be small. For the inertial microcavitaiton events of
interest, R tends to be around 0.1-0.25, thus we neglect the term that is quartic in Rfj for the
following analysis. Therefore, f{;; becomes fiy = (Rj/R* — 5)/2 Ca. The first-order correction to
finite equilibrium bubble radius follows as

o 1 (1 [ R: 2/ 1 —1/2 1 \/ER*W 5
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2.8.2. Viscous Newtonian Fluid
Unlike the elastic case, the mean value for a viscous Newtonian fluid is non-convergent. Thus, we

introduce a proportionality constant for fj that depends on the Reynolds number, C(Re), such
that

.\ 1/2 .\ 1/2
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After bounding this integral, implicit relationship of f: simplifies to,
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.= :
2C + 4/Re® 52, + 4C2

C is obtained by relating the approximation of the collapse time to the exact definition of the viscous
collapse time.

The collapse time within a viscous fluid can be formulated through the energy balance, including
viscous dissipation. The dissipation energy is

e _ L6 (7
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After accounting for this energy dissipation in the energy balance, the exact implicit equation for
the bubble wall velocity becomes

1/2
: 2/ 1 8 R* .
Rﬁ;_3<R%_¢)_RM%31~mR%m* (22)
Then, the exact collapse time is
—-1/2
0 1 0 9 1 8 R* .

Substituting (12) and (20) into the left-hand side of (11) and (23) into the right-hand side, we
evaluate the nested integral to obtain an implicit relationship for C(Re) as,

—1/2
4C 30 1 44/6
the [1- :—\[J R ‘[ 1
2C + 1 Re2ti2, + 4C2 2h R** ReT[5] R*
ac 2 7 5 117
) el e ()]
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(24)
where 9 F] is Gauss’s hyper-geometric function. The right-hand side can be numerically integrated
to find the value of C for a given Reynolds number. For a fast calculation, we approximate the
implicit function with a perturbation series where the small parameter is 1/Re such that C ~
Co + C1/Re + Ca/Re? + O(1/Re?). Constants Co, C1, and Cy approximate the implicit function in (24)
and are found by numerically integrating and iterating for three separate Reynolds numbers. The
following values that approximate (24) are Cyp = 0.46379, C; = 0.56391, and Cy = 5.74916.




2.3.3. Kelvin—Voigt viscoelasticity

The total Kelvin—Voigt stress integral average is the sum of the individual averages of the viscous
and elastic contributions,

(25)
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2.8.4. Mazwell viscoelasticity

The stress integral for the Maxwell model has no closed-form relationship. We approximate the
right-hand side of the stress integral ODE in table 2 to be 7:? and obtain the approximate relationship
for the stress integral

T (T g ew |- | (26)

where f ; is the non-relaxed stress in the surrounding material at the maximum radius due to
the expansion. For De << 1, f , ~ 0. When this condition is not satisfied, the initial stress can
substantially alter the subsequent bubble dynamics. The initial stress due to the expansion within a
Maxwell fluid has no closed form, as such it is found numerically. Taking the integral average,

Fo=Tow g (7= fma)ow |- | - 72+ ). (27)

we can obtain an implicit relationship for ?zﬂ by substituting (12) into the previous expression.
However, this relatlonshlp has no analytical solution for f,, Fr because tk is the actual collapse time
that depends on fm For small initial stress, fy ., fm is maximized when De — 0 corresponding to
the viscous solution. Because the modification function is bounded by the viscous solution, which,
for relevant parameters, has a small effect on the collapse time, we approximate the remaining
collapse time dependence, ¢, by the Rayleigh collapse time,

Fo= T o (o gio) oo |- | = 70 15 (28)
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2.8.5. Standard linear solid using neo-Hookean elasticity

We consider a material model comprising a Maxwell element parallel to a neo-Hookean elastic
element. Since the deviatoric Cauchy stress tensor is a sum of contributions, the stress integral
is summed as S&; o = S5, + Sy and SSLS S S SNH Therefore, one obtains the stress integral
relationship found in table 2. Additionally, the collapse time modification factor is a sum of the
individual factors, f;LS = ?:n + f;H since the mean value is a linear operator.

2.4. Ezperimental methods

The laser microcavitation experiments follow the general LIC procedure of Estrada et al. [14], with
two main advancements of shadowgraph and ghost imaging and incident beam shaping [32], as
shown in fig. 1. These are described in more detail in Appendix B and summarized here.

Single LIC bubble events are generated in soft hydrogels using a pulsed, frequency-doubled (532 nm),
Q-switched Nd:YAG laser. The pulse energy is user-defined and was on the order of 1-10mJ for
the experiments herein. A diffraction-limited focusing objective condenses the laser pulse into a

10



Figure 1: The experimental setup to generate, record, and profile single laser-induced microcavitation (LIC)
bubble events in soft materials. The setup uses a combination of a class-4, frequency-doubled Q-switched
532nm Nd:YAG pulsed laser, a high-speed imaging camera, and a spatial light modulator. The time of the
first bubble collapse is estimated according to the shock wave, which was visualized by shadowgraph and

ghost imaging techniques.
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beam waist to approximately 4 pm in diameter. A second objective is oriented orthogonal to the
imaging plane for the purpose of verifying bubble sphericity. A spatial light modulator is used to tune
higher-order beam asymmetry to create spherical bubble events. We record the microcavitation event
at 1 million frames per second (Mfps) using a Shimadzu HPV-X2 (Tokyo, Japan) ultra-high-speed
imaging camera. A backlight laser strobe fires synchronously with the camera and is sent to the
bubble event as parallel light. This light enables shadowgraph imaging, a mode related to Schlieren
imaging that permits the visualization and measurement of emitted shockwaves. We strobe the
shadowgraph backlight twice per frame, improving our estimate of the collapse time using the shock
speed (found by locating two shocks on one frame) and the minimum radius estimate.

Polyacrylamide gels for characterization purposes were prepared at concentrations of 5%/0.03% and
10%/0.06% acrylamide/bisacrylamide (v/v) according to previously developed protocols [33] and our
prior work [14]. The polyacrylamide gels were cast in square 5 mL polystyrene spectrophotometer
cuvettes and cured for 45 min prior to characterization.

Viscous liquid samples were produced by mixing PEGDA of molecular weight 8,000 with distilled
water in a proportion of 80% PEGDA by volume. The blended mixtures were poured into glass-
bottomed, 35 mm diameter Petri dishes up to roughly 2mm of depth. These prepared samples
retained a liquid state with no signs of heterogeneity. The low-frequency shear moduli of the PEGDA
samples were measured using a TA Instrument ARES-G2 rotational rheometer (New Castle, DE)
equipped with a 40 mm diameter stainless steel 2°-angle cone plate fixture and a flat base. Dynamic
loading was applied at a frequency of 1rad/s with the maximum strain amplitude of 0.04 rad.

2.5. Parsimonious inverse characterization based on bubble collapse time

Past studies using IMR have found that adjusting the laser energy can modulate the maximum radius
of the bubble. The amplification factor of the initial bubble expansion, Apax = Rmax/Ro, is weakly
sensitivity to laser energy [34]. Following this approach, we can perform LIC experiments at various
laser energy levels on a common material and tune the parameters appearing in the non-dimensional
Keller-Miksis equation. In the context of the energy balance analysis, our experiments traverse the
{Rmax, Amax} space for a constant set of dimensional viscoelastic parameters, as illustrated in fig. 2
for a Kelvin—Voigt model, and collect ¢¥ (Rmax, Amax)-

We solve for the viscoelastic model parameters that minimize the difference between the collapse
times that were analytically estimated and those that were experimentally measured. We refer to
this new inverse characterization method as the parsimonious Inertial Microcavitation Rheometry
technique (pIMR).

To quantify the accuracy of the pIMR, we define the fitting error for a material parameter q as,

pIMR / qIMR) |

¢q = |logs (g : (29)

where ¢P™MR is the solution obtained with the proposed pIMR procedure and ¢"™® is the solution
obtained with the IMR procedure based on forward simulations of the full-physics model. For
example, €¢; = 1 would mean that the inversely estimated ¢ either underestimated or overestimated
Ca by a multiplicative factor of 2.

Ideally, the pIMR would match the accuracy of the full IMR procedure for estimating viscoelastic
parameters—i.e., €g, €., €, — 0. However, our goal in the present work is for the pIMR to substitute
a coarse-scale sweep of the parameter space. Using the IMR, this sweep is equivalent to defining
a realistic range of viscoelastic parameters (e.g., G € [1,10%] kPa and p € [1073,1] Pa - s for the
Kelvin—Voigt representation of a typical hydrogel) and simulating the dynamics of trial parameters.
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Figure 2: Combined effect of viscoelasticity, bubble pressure, surface tension, and compressibility for bubble
collapse in a Kelvin—Voigt material with {G = 10kPa, u = 0.1 Pa - s} across typical range of Rpax and Apax
in IMR.

Comparing the simulated and experimentally measured bubble dynamics within a period of interest
identifies a parametric range for a secondary, fine-scale sweep.

In practice, the choice of an acceptable error depends on the user’s problem of interest. For illustrative
purposes, we demand herein that the pIMR estimates the material moduli G and p each to within a
range of 2/3 to 3/2 times of the reference solution found through the IMR procedure. This relative
error corresponds to values of €g, ¢, < 0.6. For the Kelvin—Voigt model, this is equivalent to the
accuracy achieved over a brute-force sweep over 256 sets of {G, u} or approximately an hour of
computational time. For 71 in Maxwell-type stress response, we aim for the pIMR solution to be
within an order of magnitude of the reference IMR solution, which corresponds to e, < 3.3.

3. Verification of approximated collapse times

To verify the approximated collapse time as a reliable substitute for the full-physics bubble dy-
namics model for inversely characterizing material viscoelasticity, we introduce an error measure
& (Rmax, Amax, Ca, Re, De) to quantify the agreement of the two theoretical frameworks in predicting
the bubble collapse time:

2 2
¢ = log tre _ tRe
1\ #55B (Riax, Amax, Ca, Re, De) 5P (Rimaxs Amax, Ca, Re, De)

. 1, (80
= log ?* Riax; Amax, Ca,Re,De) — | 1 — RC )
to| /7 (Fimas: fme ' (Rmas, Amax, Ca, Re, De)
Here, t¢ TP s the collapse time calculated by the full-physics bubble dynamics model, and ts BB g

the approximate collapse time calculated by the energy balance analysis. We treating the collapse
time calculated in the full-physics model as a reference. The error indicates the order of difference
between the approximation and full-physics approaches in describing the combined effect of the
contributing physics. For our analysis of ¢, we approximate the errors {eq, €., €, } considered during
the inverse characterization of the viscoelastic model parameters.

We begin by examining the bubble collapse time in the absence of material viscoelasticity when
an inviscid, nearly incompressible material surrounds the gas-containing bubble. The resulting ?*
is as shown in fig. 3 (a) for the typical range of Ryax and Apax relevant to our LIC experiments.
Figure 3 (b) shows the corresponding error ¢, with a maximum value of —1.9 in the range of
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Figure 3: Bubble collapse in inviscid material: (a) combined effect of bubble pressure (?EC), surface tension

(?3\&3)» and material compressibility (ﬂ:m)7 and (b) error function ¢, comparing approximate bubble collapse
time and full-physics calculation.

{Rmax; Amax} relevant to our LIC experiments. Relative to the full-physics model calculation,
the energy balance approximation underestimates the bubble collapse time for Ap.x < 5 and
overestimates the bubble collapse time for Ay = 6. The sensitivity of ¢ to Apax suggests that the
discrepancy between the two models mainly arises from the effect of the bubble pressure. As noted
in Section 2.2.2, the collapse time modification function ?ZC represents the A a.c-dependence of the
collapse time in a bubble surrounded by an inviscid material. However, this function does not fully
capture the effect of the spatially non-uniform temperature and vapor concentration considered in
the full-physics model.

For a neo-Hookean hyperelastic material, the effect of stress on collapse time, TZ(C&) is shown in
fig. 4 (a). As Amax increases at a fixed Cauchy number, the magnitude of ?; increases. The resulting
error ¢ is shown in fig. 4 (b) for the representative case of Rpyax = 100 nm, with ¢ < —1.4 when
Ca > 5. For a Newtonian viscous material, ?Z(Re) is shown in fig. 4 (c). For the highlighted case of
Rmax = 100 pm, ¢ is shown in fig. 4 (d), with ¢ < —1.7. A low Reynolds number (< 5) results in
overdamped bubble dynamics, for which a collapse time is no longer defined.

Combining the neo-Hookean and Newtonian effects, we obtain ?;(Ca, Re) in a Kelvin—Voigt material,
presented in fig. 5 (a) and (c) for the representative cases of Apax = 5 and 9. Figure 5 (b) and (d)
show that ¢ < —1.2 for the highlighted scales of Apax at Ryax = 100 pm. The resulting ?; is larger
in magnitude compared to the contribution of non-viscoelastic physics shown in fig. 3. This result
confirms that viscoelasticity is the primary contributor to bubble collapse in LIC experiments and
attests to the validity of inverse characterization of viscoelasticity based on the collapse time.

From the landscape of ¢ calculated, we can estimate the order of error anticipated during the
inverse calculation of {Ca, Re}. Given a fixed set of { Ryax, Amax}, we find (%(Ca, Re) satisfying
t5EB(Ca, Re) = t#"7(Ca, Re), and an approximate error éc, = llogQ((%/Ca)|. The quantity Ca
is an adjusted Cauchy number that resolves the disagreement between the approximate collapse
time and the full-physics calculation of collapse time, while Re, Rypax, and Apax remain unchanged.
In other words, we conservatively ascribe all disagreement between the approximation and full-
physics approaches to Ca and determine the possible error in the prediction of Ca. For the case of
Rpax = 100 um and Apax = 5, €ca(Ca, Re) is plotted in fig. 6 (a). When either Ca < 20 or Re > 7,
we have €c, < 0.6, corresponding to a tolerable multiplicative error factor below 1.5. The region of
higher éc, shown in fig. 6 (a) corresponds to combinations of {Ca, Re} in which the neo-Hookean
elasticity contributes weakly to the bubble collapse, as illustrated in fig. 5 (a). Similar to our definition
of Ca, we find ﬁé(Ca, Re) satisfying t5"?(Ca, ﬁé) = t>"P(Ca, Re), with the corresponding error
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Figure 4: Bubble collapse in single-parameter constitutive models. Neo-Hookean hyperelasticity: (a) effect
of the stress on collapse time, 7; [Ca]; (b) error ¢ for Rpax = 100 um. Newtonian viscosity: (c) effect of

the stress on collapse time, 7; [Re], which converges to 1 as Re — 0; (d) error ¢ for Ryax = 100 pm. For
Re < 5, the full-physics model predicts overdamped bubble dynamics, with R* gradually relaxing toward its
equilibrium value R{, rather than violently collapsing and oscillating about R .
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Figure 5: Bubble collapse in Kelvin—Voigt viscoelastic material. Apax = 5: (a) effect of viscoelasticity,
f:« [Ca, Re], as estimated by the energy balance analysis, and (b) error function ¢ for Rpax = 100 pm;
Amax = 9: (¢) effect of viscoelasticity, 7; [Ca, Re], as estimated by the energy balance analysis, and (d) error
function ¢ for Ry.x = 100 pm.
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Figure 6: Approximated error in inversely characterized Kelvin—Voigt model parameters for Ry, = 100 pm
and Apmax = 5: (a) Cauchy number (Ca), (b) Reynolds number (Re).

€re = |logy(Re/Re)| plotted in fig. 6 (b) for the case of Rimax = 100 m and Amax = 5. When either
Re < 60 or Ca > 40, ége < 0.6. The region of higher ég, corresponds to combinations of {Ca, Re} in
which the viscosity contribution to the bubble collapse, ?:k,, is less than the elasticity contribution,
f;IH, by an order of magnitude or more. The broadly low values of éc, and €Re in fig. 6 suggest that
the approximated collapse time can accurately recover Ca and Re.

For a Maxwell material, TZ(Re, De) is shown in fig. 7 (a, b) for the cases of Apax = 5 and 9. In
fig. 7 (b), the gray-shaded region corresponds to combinations of {Re, De, Apax} that are unattainable
with the initial growth simulation. The error ¢, shown in fig. 7 (¢, d) for the highlighted cases of
{Rmax, Amax}, is compounded by the errors in estimating the contribution of material viscosity to
the collapse time and the added contribution of viscoelastic relaxation. The error ¢ increases with
the stronger viscous effect at lower Re. The discrepancy between the energy balance and full-physics
results is most pronounced for 0.1 < De < 1, in which case the relaxation time scale is comparable to
the characteristic time scale of the bubble dynamics. When Re = 10 and { Riyax = 100 pm, Apyax = 5},
¢ increases from —1.8 at De = 1072 to —0.9 at De = 0.3 and then decreases again to —2.8 at
De = 10. The full-physics model predicts that a Maxwell model with a combination of low Re
(< 10) and low De (< 1) leads to over-damped bubble dynamics without a finite collapse time,
corresponding to the pink-shaded regions in fig. 7 (¢, d).

Last, we examine the bubble collapse in an SLS material parameterized by Ca, Re, and De. The
effect of viscoelastic stress, ?;, is the sum of the neo-Hookean and Maxwell contributions shown
earlier in fig. 4 (a) and fig. 7 (a). Figure 8 (a) and (b) show the error ¢ at fixed elasticity of Ca = 32
and 3.2 for {Rpax = 100 um, Apax = 5}. When Re > 30, we have ¢ < —1.2, comparable to the error
in the Maxwell model shown in fig. 7. When Re is further decreased, the strong viscous effect results
in overdamped bubble dynamics and an increased ¢, as seen previously in fig. 7 for the Maxwell
model.

Similar to our earlier analysis for the Kelvin—Voigt model, we conservatively estimate the inverse
fitting errors from the model mismatch reflected in ¢ in fig. 8. For the case of Rya.x = 100 pm,
Amax = 5, and Ca = 32 illustrated in fig. 8 (a), éca = |10g2(6&/L/Ca)|, €Re = |log2(ﬁé/Re)|, and
€De = |log2(]3é/De)| are plotted in fig. 9. From fig. 9 (a), we observe that €c, > 0.6 in the region
with ¢ > —1.5 in fig. 8 (a), where Re is low and the Maxwell branch has a stronger contribution to
the bubble collapse than the ground-state elasticity. We see in fig. 9 (b) and (c) that ége > 0.6 and
€pe > 3 when De = 0.1 and Re = 30, corresponding to a weak contribution of the Maxwell branch
to the bubble collapse. Otherwise, the conservatively estimated fitting errors suggest that the SLS
model parameters {Ca, Re, De} can be inversely characterized to an acceptable accuracy when the

16



Figure 7: Bubble collapse in Maxwell material: effect of viscoelasticity (?Z [Re, Del), as estimated by the
energy balance analysis, for (a) Apax = 5 and (b) Apax = 9; error function ¢ for (¢) Ryax = 100 pm and
Amax = 5, and (d) Rmax = 100 pm and Apax = 9. In the gray region, the required amplification factor Apax
is unattainable during the bubble growth. In the pink regions, the full-physics model predicts overdamped
bubble dynamics without a finite collapse time.
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Figure 8: Bubble collapse in SLS material, with Ryax = 100 pm and Ayax = 5: error function ¢ for (a)
Ca = 32 and (b) Ca = 3.2. In the pink regions, the full-physics model predicts overdamped bubble dynamics
without a finite collapse time.
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Figure 9: Approximated error in inversely characterized SLS model parameters for Ry, = 100 pm, A = 5:
(a) Cauchy number, (b) Reynolds number, (c) Deborah number. The green region is equivalent to the pink
regions shown in Figure 8(a), where the full-physics model predicts overdamped bubble dynamics without a
finite collapse time.

corresponding collapse time modification factors are not negligible—i.e., [fxy||fo| = 0.1.

4. Inverse characterization of viscoelastic materials

In this section, we apply the proposed pIMR procedure to the inverse characterization of viscoelastic
materials from typical LIC experiment results. To facilitate the inverse characterization process, we
construct a cost function,

2

2
1 = Expt Rmax 7AmaX
¢ [Ga /‘677—1] = 10g10 H Z ( - [ i ’k] ]) -1 ) (31)

k=1 t(I:EB [G7 ey T1s Rmachy Amax,k

that quantifies the agreement between the collapse time measured experimentally, e Pt and the
predicted value, t?B, for a set of trial parameters, {G, u, 71} according to the energy balance analysis.
The cost function can be interpreted as the order of mean square relative error between the measured
and predicted collapse time. With a Nelder-Mead direct search process [35], an optimal set of
viscoelastic parameters is then determined to minimize . In contrast to prior work [14], this
approach enables the use of data from multiple experiments to arrive at a batch-fit solution.

To analyze the precision of the inverse characterization solution, we also introduce the normalized
cost function for experimental data, &[G, w, 1] = Y[G, u, 1] — Yo, where 1)y is the cost function
corresponding to the optimal solution found by the direct search algorithm. The normalized cost 1[1
is equal to zero at the optimal solution, while the positive-valued 1& elsewhere reflects how far the

solution is from being optimal.

4.1. Recovery of viscoelastic material parameters from synthetic experiments

As a primary verification of pIMR, we use it to recover the viscoelastic model parameters from
synthetic experiments. Using the full-physics model, we simulated bubble dynamics histories R(t)
for a fixed set of Kelvin—Voigt model parameters {G = 10kPa, u = 0.10 Pa- s} with 36 different pairs
of Rmax € [100,400] pm and Apax € [5,9]. The bubble geometry parameters, as shown in fig. 10 (a),
were generated with the Latin hypercube sampling method [36], assuming that both Rpyax and Apax
are uniformly distributed.
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Using all n = 36 samples, the optimized Kelvin—Voigt parameters are {G = 10.11kPa, u = 0.0945 Pa-
s, corresponding to errors of g = 0.016 and €, = 0.082. The normalized cost function space, shown in
fig. 10 (b), indicates good precision. The region of 1,@ < 1 spans a narrow range of G € (9.4,10.8) kPa,
w € (0.084,0.099) Pa - s, with upper-to-lower bound ratio of 1.15 and 1.18. The bubble dynamics
corresponding to the optimized solution is simulated with the full-physics model for one of the
synthetic experiments and matches well with the input R(t), as shown in fig. 10 (e).

When a subset of n = 9 samples is used, we obtain ez = 0.016 and ¢, = 0.082 and the normalized
cost function space shown in fig. 10 (¢), similar to that of the n = 36 case. For the extreme case of
n = 2, we obtain solutions with ez = 0.010 and €, = 0.138. Though fig. 10 (d) exhibits increased
precision for the n = 2 solution compared to the higher n cases, the decreased accuracy with
lower n suggests an increased sensitivity to the minor disagreements between the full-physics and
approximated collapse times. If we systematically add a relative error of 1% to the collapse time in
the synthetic experiment data, the resulting errors for n = 36,9, and 2 are {eg = 0.149, ¢, = 0.092},
{ec = 0.149,¢, = 0.088}, and {eg = 0.191,¢, = 0.171}. The loss of accuracy due to the artificially
introduced errors is more evident in the n = 2 case, indicating that an overly small sample size may
make the measured collapse time more susceptible to errors.

Using the same n = 36 pairs of Ryax and Apax from the previous example, we synthetically generate
R(t) for an SLS model with {G = 10kPa, u = 0.1Pa-s, 71 = 1 ps} and inversely characterized the
SLS parameters with pIMR. The optimized solution is {G = 9.78 kPa, u = 0.079Pa-s, 71 = 1.66 ns},
with errors eg = 0.032, ¢, = 0.340, and €, = 0.731. The resulting normalized cost function space
is illustrated in fig. 11 (a). With the other parameters fixed to the pIMR solution, the range of
&[G] < 1 spanned 9.59-9.97 kPa, with an upper-to-lower bound ratio of 1.04. The corresponding
range for )[u] < 1 and ¢[71] < 1 have upper-to-lower bound ratios of 1.12 and 1.45.

Using a Kelvin—Voigt model, optimal parameters of {G = 9.17kPa, u = 0.052 Pa - s} are obtained
from the SLS synthetic experiments. The bubble dynamics corresponding to optimized Kelvin—Voigt
and SLS solutions are simulated for a representative synthetic experiment and compared with the
input R(t) in fig. 11 (c¢). Both the Kelvin—Voigt and SLS solutions accurately reproduced bubble
collapse, with errors of 45ns (0.15%) and 164 ns (0.56%) for the collapse time.

4.2. Characterization of water-PEGDA mizture (viscous fluid)

Next, we used pIMR to characterize uncured mixtures of water and PEGDA, which are expected to
exhibit viscous fluid behavior with negligible elasticity. Figure 12 shows the characterization results
for specimens with an 80% v/v PEGDA concentration.

A total of 18 LIC experiments were performed, with Ry ranging from 182.6 to 342.9 pm and Apax
ranging from 4.73 to 5.33. The inverse fitting of the Kelvin—Voigt model using pIMR resulted in
G ~ 0 and p = 0.280 Pa - s, converging to a Newtonian model. The optimized SLS parameters
were determined to be G ~ 0, u = 0.416 Pa - s, and 71 = 4.43 s, converging to a Maxwell model,
with the 9 space shown in fig. 12 (b). In both the Kelvin—Voigt and SLS fitting processes, pIMR
identifies the material as a fluid. The minimized v decreases from —1.61 to —2.63 and —2.91 as
the constitutive model is advanced from the inviscid case to the Newtonian and Maxwell cases.
In fig. 12 (a), the approximated collapse time tZB for the optimized models is plotted versus the
measured collapse time t°P" of each experiment. We observe that tr "' is larger than the predicted
value for an inviscid material, confirming the dominance of material viscosity over elasticity during
the bubble collapse.

From oscillatory shear plate rheometry testing, the low-frequency viscosity of the PEGDA-water
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Figure 10: Recovery of viscoelastic model parameters from synthetic experiments of Kelvin—Voigt material.
(a) Distribution of {Ryax, Amax} in synthetic data; cost function v space for sample sizes of (b) n = 36 (all
points), (¢) n =9 (¢ and [J), and (d) n = 2 (0); (e) typical bubble dynamics corresponding to the input
parameters and the n = 36 solution.
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Figure 11: Characterization of SLS model with pIMR. Slices through the 3-parameter normalized cost
function ¢ space for (a) synthetic experiment (n = 36) and (b) polyacrylamide gels with 5/0.03% acry-
lamide/bisacrylamide. The off-diagonal entries show the cost function as a function of two constitutive
parameters, with the remaining parameter fixed to the optimized pIMR solution; the diagonal entries show
the cost function as a function of a single constitutive parameter. Typical bubble dynamics correspond to the
input experiment data and the inverse characterization solutions for (c¢) synthetic experiment (n = 36) and

(d) polyacrylamide gels with 5/0.03% acrylamide/bisacrylamide.
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Figure 12: Characterization of 80% (v/v) concentration PEGDA-water mixture. (a) Comparison of measured
and predicted collapse time; (b) Normalized cost function ¢ space for Maxwell model; (¢) Typical bubble
dynamics corresponding to the input experiment data (hollow squares) and the inverse characterization
solutions.

mixture was measured as (0.122 + 0.005) Pa - s. Using the IMR procedure, a Newtonian model with
= 0.151Pa-s was found to minimize the offset between the normalized bubble history {t*, R*(t*)}
recorded experimentally and simulated by the full-physics model, up to the third oscillation peak.
Inverse characterization of the Maxwell model with IMR resulted in a convergence to the Newtonian
solution.

In fig. 12 (c¢), R(t) for a typical experiment is shown with the simulated bubble dynamics using the
full-physics model and the optimized constitutive model parameters. Even though the Newtonian
viscosity estimated by pIMR results in an error of ¢, = 1.46 relative to the IMR solution, the pIMR
Newtonian solution closely matches the bubble collapse time, with an error of 0.77 ps (relative error:
2.47%). The bubble dynamics of the pIMR Maxwell solution underestimates the collapse time by
0.67 ps (relative error: 2.15%), while the IMR solution resulted in an error of 1.84 ps (relative error:
5.49%).

4.83. Characterization of polyacrylamide gels

We characterize polyacrylamide gels with two different concentrations of acrylamide/bisacrylamide.
This class of material has been characterized with IMR in past studies [14, 37] and exhibited
viscoelastic behaviors that were captured well by the Kelvin—Voigt model.

A total of 52 LIC experiments were performed on specimens with an acrylamide/bisacrylamide
concentration of 5/0.03% (v/v), with Rpax = 218.0-401.3 pm and Apax = 6.49-8.46. A single-
parameter model fit with pIMR resulted in an optimized neo-Hookean solid with G = 3.11 kPa and
an optimized Newtonian fluid with p ~ 0, equivalent to an inviscid fluid.

The optimized Kelvin—Voigt parameters were {G' = 6.52kPa, u = 0.109 Pa - s} and the optimized
SLS parameters were {G' = 6.36 kPa, u = 0.113Pa s, 7y = 0.41 ps}. In fig. 13 (a), the approximated
collapse times tCEB for optimized models are shown vs. the measured collapse time t]CEXlDt of each
experiment. The minimized ¢ for the inviscid, neo-Hookean, Kelvin—Voigt, and SLS cases were
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Figure 13: Characterization of polyacrylamide gels with pIMR. 5/0.03% (v/v) acrylamide/bisacrylamide:
(a) comparison of measured against predicted collapse time and (b) normalized cost function 7,/; space for
Kelvin—Voigt model. 10/0.06% (v/v) acrylamide/bisacrylamide: (c) comparison of measured against predicted
collapse time and (d) normalized cost function 1 space for Kelvin—Voigt model.

calculated to be —2.92, —3.80, —3.88, and —3.88, respectively, and decreasing with the addition
of each additional constitutive model parameter, though negligibly with the addition of 7. For
each LIC experiment, t? *P is shorter than what is predicted for an inviscid fluid, again indicating
that the ground-state elasticity is more dominant than the material viscosity during the bubble
collapse.

Using IMR, optimal Kelvin—Voigt parameters were found to be {G = 5.01 kPa, u = 0.145 Pa - s}.
Inverse characterization of the SLS model with IMR resulted in a convergence to the Kelvin—Voigt
solution. With reference to the IMR solution, the errors of the pIMR Kelvin—Voigt results are
eq = 0.380 and €, = 0.412. In fig. 11 (b), with G and p fixed at the optimized value, ) < 0.1 when
71 < 1ps, again suggesting that the characterized hydrogel is a Kelvin—Voigt model. The history of
R(t) for a typical experiment is shown in fig. 11 (d), along with the simulated bubble dynamics of the
optimized models. The bubble dynamics of both the pIMR Kelvin—Voigt and SLS solution matched
the collapse time well, with errors of 0.063 s (relative error: 0.19%) and 0.040 s (relative error:
0.12%), respectively. The IMR Kelvin—Voigt overestimates the collapse time by 0.84 ps (relative
error: 2.5%).

A total of 39 LIC experiments were performed on gels with an acrylamide/bisacrylamide concentration
of 10/0.06% (v/v), with Rpax = 215.2-416.3 pm and Apax = 5.67-6.76. The optimized model
parameters from pIMR are G = 10.11 kPa for neo-Hookean, p ~ 0 again for Newtonian, {G =
14.49kPa, p = 0.130 Pa - s} for Kelvin—Voigt, and {G = 14.50kPa, u = 0.152Pa -s,71 = 0.80 ps}
for SLS. The minimized v for the inviscid, neo-Hookean, Kelvin—Voigt and SLS cases were —2.06,
—3.78, —3.89, and —3.89. The contribution of material viscoelasticity to the bubble collapse time is
stronger than what was observed in the 5/0.03% (v/v) acrylamide/bisacrylamide samples analyzed
above, as shown by the greater decrease of ¥ between the inviscid and optimized neo-Hookean
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models. By comparing fig. 13 (b) against fig. 13 (a), we also observe a larger deviation of the inviscid
model collapse time (gray diamond) from the red dashed line corresponding to a perfect fit of the
experimental collapse time. With IMR, the optimal set of Kelvin—Voigt parameters was found to
be {G = 12.02kPa, i = 0.115 Pa - s}. With reference to the IMR, solution, the errors of the pIMR
Kelvin—Voigt results are e = 0.270 and ¢, = 0.177.

5. Discussion

The inverse characterization examples presented in Section 4 have confirmed the effectiveness of
pIMR at rapidly estimating Kelvin—Voigt model parameters from the scaling of the bubble collapse
time t. across a batch of experiments with differing bubble sizes Rnax and amplification factors
Amax. For the 52-sample batch of polyacrylamide gel (5/0.03% (v/v) acryl/bis) experiments, the
optimal Kelvin—Voigt parameters for all samples were determined within 1 second of computation
on a workstation (Intel Core i7 14700K). Using the full-physics model, approximately 10 seconds of
computational time are required to simulate the bubble dynamics up to the fourth peak of oscillation
for each set of input parameters describing the material viscoelasticity and the bubble’s initial and
equilibrium conditions in each experiment. The computational cost is amplified as the simulation is
repeated for combinations of input parameters.

The estimation of viscoelastic properties from collapse time also relaxes the strict requirements that
IMR previously placed on the optical turbidity of the characterized material. With a decreased
frame rate and an increased exposure time per frame, bright-field videography can still be used to
measure the maximum and equilibrium radii of the bubble in an optically turbid material. Since
the bubble collapse coincides with the emission of shockwave, its occurrence can be captured with
methods other than the optical strategy introduced in Section 2.4. For example, integrated circuit
piezoelectric transducers, commonly used in shock tube [38-40] and Kolsky bar [7, 41] experiments,
can be integrated in the LIC experiment setup to detect pressure spikes due to the bubble collapse.
Past studies of laser- and ultrasound-induced cavitation [19, 42, 43] have also used hydrophones to
acquire acoustic signals and identify the occurrences of shockwave-emitting collapse events.

Comparisons of the experimentally measured collapse time and the predicted collapse time of the
optimized constitutive models in the polyacrylamide gel experiments suggest that the material
viscosity contributes a comparatively smaller amount than the elasticity to the bubble collapse time
in this class of materials. The minimized cost function v for the neo-Hookean model is only slightly
higher than those of the Kelvin—Voigt and SLS models. However, a close inspection of fig. 13 (a)
and (c) also reveals that the optimized neo-Hookean model underestimated the collapse time in
experiments with small R« and overestimated the collapse time in experiments with large R ax.
The addition of material Vlsc051ty improved the agreement between the measured and predicted
collapse time values since f increases in magnitude with smaller Re; smaller Ryax for a fixed p. To
more clearly distinguish the contribution of viscosity on the collapse time and fully use the pIMR
procedure proposed, a broader range of Ryax should be surveyed. However, the maximum bubble
radius Ry.x currently achievable in our experiments is bounded by the current geometric limitations
of our setup. The range could indeed be broadened with longer-focal-length objectives permitting
larger samples and maximum bubble sizes or sub-nanosecond laser pulses to produce more reliable
small bubble events.

The cuvette size limits the upper bound of bubble size to maintain spherical bubbles consistent
with the theoretical bubble dynamics model adopted. The minimum size of the Ry,ax is practically
limited by a combination of the numerical aperture of the converging optical objective, laser profile,
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and requirement to see the emitted shockwave on collapse for time assessment. As a result, the
hydrogel experiments presented above spanned a range of Ry.x with an upper-to-lower-bound ratio
of approximately 2.

The computational cost of pIMR for the SLS model is presently closer to that of IMR, on the order
of hours for the 52-sample polyacrylamide gel (5/0.03% (v/v) acryl/bis) experiments presented
in Section 4. The evaluation of fg , in (28) currently relies on an iterative procedure, with each
iteration requiring a numerical simulations of the bubble growth process. To achieve a rapid inverse
characterization, improvements are needed for the parsimonious quantification of the SLS model
parameters. Additional measurable parameters may be harnessed in addition to the initial collapse
time considered in the present work for a more effective parsimonious characterization of the SLS
models. For example, the optimized Kelvin—Voigt and SLS solutions shown in fig. 11 (c) result in
bubble dynamics that diverge more discernibly from each other after the initial collapse. Parameters
such as the maximum radius at the second peak and the time of the second collapse may be valuable
for the inverse characterization of SLS materials.

6. Conclusion

We present the pIMR, a parsimonious enhancement of the IMR that rapidly characterizes the
local viscoelastic properties of soft materials from laser-induced cavitation experiments. This new
procedure is possible due to experimental advancements in estimating the collapse time of a laser-
induced cavity, coupled with a theoretical energy balance analysis. We make an ansatz to a modified
potential energy through linearizing effects within the Keller—-Miksis equation. This ansatz allows the
collapse time approximation to include viscoelastic parameters, surface tension, bubble pressure, and
finite wave speed. In our approach, we do not introduce empirical fitting parameters in the energy
balance analysis to improve its agreement with the full-physics bubble dynamics model. These
approximate models for the collapse time were shown to perform well in predicting the collapse
time from simulations of the Keller—Miksis equation over a parameter space that is experimentally
relevant to inertial microcavitation within soft materials.

The proposed procedure pares down the space upon which we seek the global optima of viscoelastic
model parameters. As an example, a Kelvin—Voigt model with elastic and viscous moduli of the
orders of 10 kPa and 0.1 Pa-s, respectively, are reproduced through tens of synthetic LIC experiments,
with multiplicative error factors below 1.1 for both parameters. Experimental characterization of
viscous fluid and hydrogel specimens resulted in optimized Kelvin—Voigt parameters that closely
matched the results of the IMR procedure while reducing the computational cost of post-processing
to a few seconds. With reduced reliance on measurements of the full bubble dynamics, pIMR also
potentially enables the characterization of optically turbid materials with LIC experiments aided by
the acoustic detection of shock waves.

We note the limitations of the proposed procedure. Although our energy balance analysis can
approximate the bubble collapse time in viscoelastic models with Maxwell-type relaxation, the
dependence of the bubble dynamics on the initial bubble growth results in an inverse characterization
procedure that still relies on numerical simulations. We envision that an inverse characterization
procedure considering measurable parameters in the post-collapse bubble dynamics can address
this issue. Moreover, experimental adjustments (e.g., larger sample sizes and objectives with longer
focal lengths) would be needed to increase the range of maximum bubble size achievable in the LIC
experiments, which in turn would broaden the range of material viscosity values identifiable via
pIMR.
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Appendix A. Viscoelastic stress field and stress integral in a Maxwell material

To clarify the underlying physics, dimensional parameters will be used below. We denote the
equilibrium radius of the spherical bubble as Ry and the referential radial coordinate for a material
point in the surrounding viscoelastic medium to be ry € [Rg, ), measured from the center of the
bubble. The deformed coordinate of a material point ro at time ¢ is r = (rg + R(t)> — R3)'/3. We
define the hoop stretch, \(ro,t) = r(ro,t)/ro, which is equal to A(t) = R(t)/Rp at the bubble wall.
This results in the deformation gradient with the following components in the spherical coordinate
System:

)\—2

0
Fl=| 0 A
0 0

(A1)

> O O

In terms of rheological schematics, a Maxwell element consists of an elastic “spring” response in
series with a viscous “dashpot” response. Under finite deformation, we multiplicatively decompose
the deformation gradient into elastic and viscous distortions, F = F¢FVY, which corresponds to
a decomposition of hoop stretch A = A°AY for the cavitation problem considered in the present
study.

For ease of mathematical manipulation, we employ the logarithmic strain,

5} 1 € e
Ef = S In(F TFe), (A.2)

and express the free energy density of the elastic response as 1)(E®) = G1|dev(E®)|?, where G is
the associated elastic shear modulus.

The non-zero components of the deviatoric Cauchy stress in the Maxwell element are, s,, =
—2849 = —4G1In \°. For the viscous part of the Maxwell element, we adopt the Newtonian fluid
formulation with s¥ = ,udeV(FVF‘”_1 + F"’_TFV’T), where p is the viscous shear modulus. Given
stress equivalence in the elastic and viscous parts of the Maxwell element, we have the governing
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equation,

Ao 1

—— —=—In)X° A3

A A€ T1 ( )
where 71 = p/G; is an inherent time scale describing stress relaxation. The stress at a material
point is, then,

‘ - A(ro, §) ! _ 7(ro,§)
(E=t)/m 0 _ (E=t)/m
Spr(T0, 1) 4G1J_ e )\(To’f)dﬁ 4G1L e r(ro. &) d€. (A.4)

Accordingly, the stress integral in the Keller—Miksis equation can be evaluated for the Maxwell
element:

_om RHERE) In (R(§)/R(2))
(&=t)/ B~ BB de. (A.5)

00 3 t
S = J —Spp(ro(r,t), t)dr = —12G1J e
R T _o

When the characteristic time scale of the bubble oscillation is longer than the time scale of the
exponential relaxation of the Maxwell material, 7, we approximate R(y) ~ R(§) in (A.5). This
approximation leads to the stress integral expression for the linear Maxwell model,

t .
_ (¢—tym B(E)
S — —4c, Jooe 0 dé, (A.6)

which conveniently satisfies the ODE,
S+7S = —4uR/R. (A.7)

For the energy balance analysis presented in Section 2.2, this expression is easier to manipulate
than (A.5). For the typical range of i and 7; considered in the present study, we have found that
the bubble dynamics resulting from the linear Maxwell and the finite deformation Maxwell models
agree well during the initial collapse.

Due to the fading memory of the Maxwell material, a non-zero stress integral remains at the end of
the bubble growth phase, contributing to the ensuing bubble collapse. We presently do not have
an analytical model to quantify this initial value of the stress integral. Instead, we advance the
ODE (A.7) from the beginning of the growth phase, with initial conditions Ry and R ="V, >0, and
evaluate S when R decreases to 0 at the end of the growth phase. A Nelder-Mead direct search
process [35] is used to iteratively solve for Vj to minimize |R — Rpax| at the end of the growth phase.
Heat and mass transfer in the bubble content and surface tension of the bubble wall are neglected
in these simulations of the bubble growth phase.

Appendix B. Experimental methods

Our setup generates, records, and profiles pulses of single LIC bubble events in soft materials using
a combination of a pulsed, Q-switched, user-adjustable 1-25mJ, frequency-doubled 532 nm Nd:YAG
laser (Continuum Minilite II, San Jose, CA) and a high-speed imaging camera (HPV-X2; Shimadzu,
Kyoto, Japan). The setup is triggered using an 8-channel pulse/delay generator (Model 577; Berkeley
Nucleonics, San Rafael, CA) according to a customized pre-programmed pulse sequence. The pulse
sequence was validated using an oscilloscope (P2025; Berkely Nucleonics). Sequential triggering
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signals fire two single pulses: the first triggers the laser’s flash lamp, and the second fires the Q-switch.
The last two triggering signals are sent to a beam profiler (BC106N-VIS; Thorlabs) and the high-
speed camera. The backside of the sample is illuminated with the aid of a 640 nm monochromatic
ultra-high-speed strobed diode laser (Cavilux Smart UHS; Cavitar, Tampere, Finland). The high-
speed camera sync-out signal triggers the illumination laser. The laser beam/pulse was aligned to the
back apparatus of a 10X/0.25 High-Power MicroSpot Focusing Objective (LMH-10X-532; Thorlabs,
Newton, NJ) using three reflective broadband dielectric mirrors (BB1-E02; Thorlabs, Newton, NJ),
three short-pass dichroic mirrors, a beam-sampler, and a spatial light modulator (SLM) (Holoeye,
Berlin, Germany). The first dichroic mirror (DMSP605; Thorlabs, Newton, NJ) is used for the beam
alignment in conjunction with a continuous exposure Collimated Laser Diode Module (CPS635R;
Thorlabs, Newton, NJ). A 2X fixed magnification beam-expander (GBE02-A; Thorlabs, Newton,
NJ) helps distribute the collimated beam on a larger area and minimizes any potential damage to
the SLM and focusing objective lens at the back aperture. The second high-pass dichroic mirror
(DMSP550; Thorlabs, Newton, NJ), which has a cutoff wavelength of 550 nm, was used to filter
infrared wavelengths and discard them into a beam-block (LB2; Thorlabs, Newton, NJ). The visible
beam is then reflected onto a spatial light modulator, allowing for higher control over the last pulse
shape and energy. Last, the beam is split before it reaches the focusing objective using a beam
sampler lens (BSF10-A; Thorlabs, Newton, NJ). Approximately 0.5% of the split beam is reflected
towards a beam profiler (BC106N-VIS; Thorlabs, Newton, NJ) to assess the pulse quality and
measure its energy. The remaining 99.5% of the beam continues to the focusing objective through
the third dichroic mirror (DMSP550; Thorlabs, Newton, NJ), which also has a cutoff wavelength of
550 nm, allowing the cavitation laser (532nm) to pass while reflecting the illumination laser light
(640 nm). The focusing objective focuses the beam at the microcavitation imaging plane.

The microcavitation event is performed at 1 million frames per second (Mfps) using a Shimadzu HPV-
X2 (Tokyo, Japan) high-speed imaging camera, illuminated by CAVILUX Smart UHS (Tampere,
Finland) laser, and through both, the cavitation objective and an Olympus Plan 10X-0.25 Achromat
imaging objective (RMS10X; Thorlabs, Newton, NJ). The data is analyzed using our in-house
Matlab image processing code. To measure the wave speed in the medium, we deployed two imaging
techniques simultaneously: laser shadowgraph [44] and ghost imaging [45]. Shadowgraph imaging is
performed by manipulating the backlighting path to capture density variation due to the compressive
shockwave. The physical location of the pressure wave is then estimated during the bubble’s cavitation
and collapse. Ghost imaging is achieved by triggering the strobed backlight a user-defined number
of times per camera exposure, usually 2 or 3 per frame.
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