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Deriving constitutive models (CMs) from numerical data has been an attractive approach as a systematic CM building
method. One recent study is Rheo-SINDy, which extended the sparse identification of nonlinear dynamics (SINDy)
method to the field of rheology. Although the Rheo-SINDy framework discovered an approximate CM from numeri-
cal data under shear flow, its versatility has not been investigated. To clarify its applicability to other types of flows,
this study applied Rheo-SINDy to numerically generated data under extensional flow conditions. As baseline tests
for extensional flow, we considered two problems: (i) whether the Rheo-SINDy framework can reproduce the famous
Giesekus model from data generated by that model, and (ii) whether it can derive an approximate CM from data gen-
erated by a dumbbell model with a finite extensible nonlinear elastic (FENE) spring. For problem (i), we confirmed
that Rheo-SINDy can identify the exact expression of the Giesekus model. For problem (ii), the Rheo-SINDy frame-
work discovered a relatively simple expression of the approximate CM by manually designing the library matrix based
on rheological knowledge. This identified CM can reasonably predict extensional rheological properties, including an

extrapolation region. These findings demonstrate the fundamental validity of using Rheo-SINDy in extensional flow.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Extensional flow is one of the fundamental flow modes in
rheology, along with shear flow. Thus, understanding the ex-
tensional rheology of complex fluids (e.g., polymer and sur-
factant solutions) is a central topic in the rheological com-
munity. Experimentally, the extensional rheological prop-
erties are measured with, for example, filament-type or mi-
crofluidic devices.!™ In the filament-type devices, the fila-
ment stretching extensional rheometer (FISER) can maintain
a constant extensional rate and provide fundamental rheologi-
cal data.! Capillary breakup extensional rheometry (CaBER)?
and dripping-onto-substrate (DoS) rheometry? are techniques
for observing the thinning behavior of a liquid filament driven
by surface tension. These protocols are relatively easy to set
up and have been used in many previous studies. On the other
hand, measurements using microfluidic devices are more ad-
vanced, and there are relatively limited examples of research
on this technology. For instance, Haward and coworkers have
conducted extensional measurements using stagnation points
formed within the channel with a highly optimized channel
geometry, known as the optimized uniaxial and biaxial exten-
sional theometer (OUBER).*®> The OUBER device enables
the measurement of steady extensional properties of dilute
polymer solutions. These experimental measurement tech-
niques continue to improve, contributing to a better under-
standing of extensional rheology and providing a baseline for
modeling.
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Based on these measurements, researchers have attempted
to predict extensional rheology using phenomenological con-
stitutive or mesoscopic molecular models. The former models
include, for example, the Giesekus® and Phan-Thien/Tanner
(PTT)’” models, which are straightforward to implement but
generally lack (microscopic or mesoscopic) structural de-
tails. The latter models for polymers are based on coarse-
grained molecular representations, such as the Rouse model
for unentangled polymers® and tube-based models for en-
tangled polymers.” Molecular-based representations explic-
itly describe interactions between coarse-grained segments
of polymers, thereby linking (coarse-grained) molecular dy-
namics with macroscopic rheological properties. These basic
models led to several coarse-grained molecular models de-
signed for numerical simulations of polymeric systems.!%-12
Generally, these molecular models were first validated for
their ability to represent equilibrium properties and then ex-
tended to non-equilibrium dynamics, including extensional
rheology. Although molecular models have been extensively
studied, a unified description of shear and extensional rheol-
ogy remains a challenge, as summarized in several excellent
review articles.!>!% The advanced theory of molecular rheol-
ogy is expected to refine mesoscopic coarse-grained models,
especially under strong flow, and research in this direction is
currently underway.

As a development in a different direction, data-driven sci-
ence has been gradually adopted in rtheology over the past few
years.'® This trend provides one answer to the question “How
can we utilize data obtained from advanced experimental
methods and sophisticated simulations?”” One of the pioneer-
ing studies of data-driven rheology is the rheology-informed
neural networks (RhINNs) developed by Jamali and cowork-
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FIG. 1. Schematic representation of the Rheo-SINDy framework.

ers.!” They employed a rheological constitutive equation to
evaluate a loss function during training, thereby enabling
the incorporation of rheological knowledge into the training
model. Lennon and coworkers proposed a framework to de-
velop the so-called rheological universal differential equations
(RUDEs).'® RUDEs are designed using a tensor-based neural
network (TBNN) and incorporate several physical principles,
including frame invariance and tensor symmetry. Building
on RUDESs, Sunol and coworkers recently proposed a strat-
egy to derive constitutive equations from complex flow data.'®
Molina and coworkers used a Gaussian process regression
method, a Bayesian learning strategy, to develop a constitutive
relation from data artificially generated by mesoscopic mod-
els.?>22 They successfully reproduced macroscopically inho-
mogeneous flows using their machine-learned constitutive re-
lations. While the above approaches employ relatively com-
plex training models (with a large number of parameters), we
have recently proposed a method for deriving data-driven con-
stitutive models (CMs) with a (simple) sparse identification
algorithm.?3 (It is fair to note that Shanbhag and Erlebacher
also used the sparse identification algorithm to derive CMs.?*)
We extended the so-called sparse identification of nonlinear
dynamics (SINDy)? to derive CMs that can predict shear-
dominated flow properties from target data within and mod-
erately outside the training data.”®

This study examined the ability of our data-driven strat-
egy, rheological constitutive modeling with SINDy (Rheo-
SINDy), to model extensional rheology. For this purpose,
we test (i) whether Rheo-SINDy can identify a correct model
from data generated from a phenomenological CM (i.e., the
Giesekus model®) and (ii) whether it can derive an approxi-
mate CM from a basic mesoscopic model. In (ii), we employ
a dumbbell model with a finitely extensible nonlinear elas-
tic (FENE) spring, which lacks an analytical CM.2” Although
the dumbbell model is the basic model for viscoelastic fluids,
it is well-suited for testing advanced theories and incorporat-
ing previously unaccounted physical effects.?®2° We attempt
to derive an approximate CM for the FENE dumbbell model,
incorporating our rheological knowledge. Details are shown
below.

II. DATA-DRIVEN METHOD

This section provides a brief explanation of our strategy to
obtain (approximate) CMs, which extended one of the sym-
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bolic regression algorithms (i.e., the SINDy algorithm).?*26
The SINDy algorithm provides a symbolic representation of a
governing differential equation from dynamical data.

Figure 1 shows the framework of our data-driven strategy.
Assuming that the upper convected derivative expresses the
derivative terms in CMs, we can write the general expression
for CMs as T = f(T,K), where T (=dr(t)/dt —7-KT—K-T)
is the upper convected derivative of the stress tensor T, k is the
velocity gradient tensor, and &7 is the transpose of x. Using
the general expression for CMs, we obtain the expression of
CMs for the SINDy algorithm as

%:@(T,K)E, (1)

where T' and K are the time-series training sets for the
stress and velocity gradient, respectively, ® (T, K) is the li-
brary matrix whose components are functions of T and K,
and E is the coefficient matrix. Since this study examines
the extensional flow, the column elements of the matrices
T and K can be summarized as T = [ty tyy t;;| and K =
[kxx kyy kzz]v where t;; (: [T,',‘(l‘]) ’L',','(l‘z) ’L',','(ln)]T) and k;;
(= [Ki(t1) Kii(tz) -+ Kii(ta)]") are the stress and velocity gra-
dient data, respectively, with the subscript i denoting {x,y,z}.
© (T, K) can include any functions made by T and K and
can incorporate prior rheological knowledge.

We determine non-zero components of = using a sparsity-
promoting regression algorithm. In general, the solution de-
pends on the choice of the regression algorithm. Such re-
gression problems are formulated as optimization problems
with regularization terms. The basic choice of the regular-
ization term is the ¢ or ¢, norm. The method with the for-
mer is called the least absolute shrinkage and selection op-
erator (Lasso) regression, whereas the method with the latter
is called the Ridge regression. Our previous study revealed
that the more advanced methods based on these basic regres-
sion methods, namely adaptive Lasso (a-Lass0)3®3! and se-
quentially thresholded Ridge (STRidge)>? regressions, are ef-
fective for our purpose.?? Note that STRidge promotes spar-
sity by the thresholding algorithm, not by the ¢, norm. Thus,
this study tested these two regression methods. Each of these
methods includes a hyperparameter, o, that controls the spar-
sity of the solution. We used the following normalized to-
tal mean squared error (MSE) to determine a solution from a
wide range of o values:

MSE = WMSEtraining + (1 - W)MSEsolveda (2)

where w is the weight factor (w = 0.5), MSEining is the

v
MSE between T' and the reconstructed data, normalized by
the value when the number of terms is O (i.e., the sparsest
case), and MSEgy.q is the MSE between T' and the stress
data obtained by integrating the identified CMs, also normal-
ized by the value when the number of terms is 0. Our origi-
nal study used only MSEjining (W = 1).2> We confirmed that
when w = 1, a solution with a smaller & (i.e., a solution with

v
a larger number of terms) that better fits the training data (1)



tends to have the smallest MSE, and that this solution is se-
lected as optimal when we rely solely on MSEqiping to ob-
tain a final model. Our preliminary tests revealed that setting
w < 1 yields a sparser solution that provides reasonable stress
predictions. The qualitative results remained unchanged when
w < 0.5; thus, we set w = 0.5 for the following tests. The
(nearly) optimal solution is determined by using the MSE in
Eq. (2). Since the sparse identification strategy favors a parsi-
monious solution, if the magnitude of the MSE is roughly at
the same level over a specific range of «, the sparser solution
is considered optimal.

Ill. RHEOLOGICAL MODELS

This section introduces the rheological models used to gen-
erate the data in this study, namely the Giesekus and FENE
dumbbell models. For simplicity, we used a single-mode rep-
resentation for both models; thus, the linear rheological prop-
erties are characterized by a pair of relaxation time A and
modulus G.

We used uniaxial, planar, and biaxial extensional flows to
generate the training data. Each velocity gradient tensor (k)
is expressed as

e 0 0
0 0 —¢/2
€ 00
KPE = 0 —¢0 5 (4)
0 0 O
and
€0 O
KBE = 0 ¢ 0 5 (5)
00 —2¢

where £ is the extensional rate. Note that the velocity gradient
tensor is traceless due to the incompressibility.

A. Giesekus model

In addition to the terms that appear in the most basic upper-
convected Maxwell (UCM) model for viscoelastic fluids, the
Giesekus model includes a quadratic stress term to reproduce
the nonlinear rheological properties. Using the unit time A
and stress G, we can obtain the dimensionless expression of
the Giesekus model as

’7v'=—T—OCGT-T+2D, (6)

where o is the parameter to control the nonlinear rheolog-
ical properties, and D is the strain rate tensor defined as
D = (k+kT")/2. Under extensional flow, where only the di-
agonal components of 7 and D are important, Eq. (6) reduces
to
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Tii = —Tii — Qg T; + 2K, (7N

where the subscript i denotes the coordinate direction (i.e., xx,
vy, and zz).

We generated the training data by numerically integrating
Eq. (7) (0g = 0.3) under oscillatory uniaxial and biaxial ex-
tensional flows with different strain amplitudes. As can be in-
ferred from Egs. (3), (4), and (5), we cannot correctly identify
the equations for the three independent stresses if only one ex-
tensional mode is used for training. Additionally, the training
with the data under uniaxial (k,y, = Kk;) and planar (&, = 0)

extensional flows cannot give the correct equation for za.
Based on these observations, we decided to use the two ex-
tensional modes: uniaxial and biaxial extensional flows. The
time-dependent extensional rate €(¢), non-dimensionalized by
A, is determined as (1) = gy cos(®t), where & is the strain
amplitude and @ is the angular frequency. We recorded the
diagonal components of 7 up to t = 10 at a time interval of
At =0.01, varying & = 2, 4, and 6 for the uniaxial extensional
flow and €y = 1, 2, and 3 for the biaxial extensional flow while
keeping @ = 1. We set these & values to align the stress mag-
nitude levels of uniaxial and biaxial extensions. Thus, each
extensional mode has Nyin = 3 x 103 time-series samples for
training. We included in the library matrix @ (T, K') polyno-
mials up to the third degree that can be constructed from the
six descriptors {Tyy, Ty, Tzz, Kors Kyy; Koz }. - Thus, the number
of candidates to identify a time-evolution equation for each
stress component is Ng = 84.

B. FENE dumbbell model

The FENE dumbbell model is the fundamental mesoscopic
model for viscoelastic fluids. In this model, a polymer chain
is coarse-grained into two beads, denoted by 7 (¢) and r,(¢),
connected by a spring. The following Langevin equation ex-
presses the time evolution of the end-to-end vector connecting
the two beads R(?):

{0 kR =200+ FRO.
where { is the friction coefficient, h(t) is the spring strength,
and FB (1) (= FB(t) — FB(r)) is the difference in the ther-
mal fluctuation force acting on beads 1 and 2, denoted by
FE(t) and F2(t), respectively. Equation (8) indicates that our
dumbbell model accounts for frictional, elastic, and Brownian
forces. The spring strength is expressed as

h(t) = heq freng(?), 9)

where /q is the spring strength at equilibrium and freng(?) is
the FENE factor defined as
1
= ———————
JrENE(?) R R
with Ryax being the maximum length of the bead’s end-to-
end vector. Using R(r) evaluated by Egs. (8), (9), and (10),
we can compute 7(¢) as

3G
eq

(10)

<fFENE(Z)R(l)R(l)>—GI (11D



Here, Req is the length of the bead’s end-to-end vector at equi-
librium. The above equations for the FENE dumbbell mode
have been made dimensionless by taking the unit time as the
relaxation time A = {/(4heq), the unit length as the equilib-
rium dumbbell length Req, and the unit stress as the modulus
G.

Since the FENE dumbbell model cannot yield an analytical
CM, we relied on Brownian dynamics (BD) simulations with
a small time step size (< 10™4) to generate training data under
oscillatory uniaxial, planar, and biaxial extensional flows with
different &) values while fixing @ = 1. Through this study, we
set Rmax = 3Req. As in the Giesekus model, we applied the
time-dependent £(r) with & € {2,4,6,8} for the the uniaxial
and planar extensional flows and & € {1,2,3,4} for biaxial
extensional flow. Since we recorded the diagonal components
of 7 up to + = 10 at a time interval of Ar = 0.01, each ex-
tensional mode has Niin = 4 x 10? time-series samples for
training.

This study explores an approximate CM of the FENE
dumbbell model under extensional flow using the Rheo-
SINDy framework (cf. Eq. (1)). To provide a practical expres-
sion for the problem without an analytical solution, we adopt
a strategy of designing the library matrix ® (7", K') using our
rheological knowledge. For this purpose, we used the FENE-
P dumbbell model, which is analytically more tractable than
the FENE dumbbell model. The FENE-P dumbbell model
enables analytical treatment by using a pre-averaging approx-
imation in Eq. (10) (cf. Eq. (18) in the Appendix). Although
the FENE-P dumbbell model can be simply expressed using
the conformation tensor (cf. Egs. (19) and (20) in the Ap-
pendix), we adopt a stress-based CM expression, obtained us-
ing the method of Mochimaru® and summarized in the Ap-
pendix. We utilized all terms in Eq. (25) to design O(T', K);
thus, the total number of candidate terms per equation for the
stress component is Ng = 16.

IV. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
A. Giesekus model

Figure 2 indicates the a dependence of the equation-
identification results obtained from training data generated by
uniaxial and biaxial extensional flows. Generally, a larger
o yields a sparser solution and an increased MSE. The non-
monotonicity of the MSE observed in the a-Lasso case shown
in Fig. 2(b) suggests that the correct terms of the Giesekus
model are identified in the range of « that shows a small
MSE. Consistent with our previous works, > a-Lasso yields
sparser results in a broad range of « values than STRidge.
Note that this tendency in the difference between a-Lasso and
STRidge depends on the parameter sets used in the a-Lasso
and STRidge algorithms. Figure 2(b) determined the (nearly)
optimal value of o for each regression method, as indicated
by the black arrows. Here, we selected a (nearly) optimal o
according to our criteria explained in Sec. II. Here, we did
not use the exact number of terms in the Giesekus model (cf.
Eq. (7)) to determine the optimal c.
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FIG. 2. Hyperparameter (o) dependence of (a) the total number of

identified terms of the equations for Y’xx, gyy, and ¥ZZ, and (b) the nor-
malized MSE, obtained for the Giesekus model. We obtained these
results from the training data, which include the data generated un-
der uniaxial and biaxial extensional flows. The circles and squares
correspond to the results obtained by STRidge and a-Lasso, respec-
tively. In (b), values of a with no plotted symbols indicate the cases
where the identified CM diverged or where the MSE was larger than

the sparsest case ('Y' = 0). The downward arrows in (b) indicate the
(nearly) optimal o for each regression method.
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FIG. 3. Hyperparameter (¢¢) dependencies of (a) the total number
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3 x 1072). The number of terms at o = 3 x 1072 is 14.
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for Ty, Tyy, and T, respectively. The inset shows the enlargement of the coefficient values for higher-order terms. tr(jy and tr(y) indicate

tr(py = tr7 and tr(y) = tr(7T - kT + k- T), respectively.

The identified equations (without any post-training correc-
tion) obtained by STRidge and a-Lasso are shown as

v 2
Tye = —1.001 T, — 0.30072,

+1.333K — 0666k, — 0.667k..,  (12)
Ty = —1.0017, — 030022,

—0.6671, + 1.3341, — 0.667 K, (13)
T.. = —1.0017, —0.30022

—0.667Ky, — 0.667K;, + 1.334K, (14)

and

Tor = —1.0067,, - 0.30072, +2.001 Ky, (15)
T, = —1.0097,, —0.2997%, +2.002k,,,  (16)
T, = —1.0087, — 030022 +2.003k,,  (17)

respectively. Equations (15), (16), and (17) show that a-Lasso
(almost) accurately identifies the exact equation shown in
Eq. (7). Equations (12), (13), and (14) show that STRidge ap-
pears to fail to identify the correct equations. However, if we
look carefully at the equations, the incompressible condition
trD = trk = 0 implies that 1.333k,, — 0.666k,, — 0.667 K, ~
2Kex —2/3 X (K + Kyy + k) = 2Ky in Eq. (12), for example,
which indicates STRidge has also identified the correct equa-
tions. Thus, both regression methods successfully yielded the
Giesekus model. In general, since a-Lasso yields sparser so-
lutions with roughly the same MSE as STRidge, we present
only a-Lasso results for the more challenging FENE dumb-
bell model shown in the subsequent section.

B. FENE dumbbell model

Based on our success with the Giesekus model, we at-
tempted to obtain an approximate CM for the FENE dumb-
bell model, which has no analytical CM. Figure 3 presents
the hyperparameter (&) dependence of (a) the total number of
terms and (b) the normalized MSE values, both obtained by
a-Lasso. As shown in Fig. 2 and in our previous studies, >
the number of terms decreases with increasing o, whereas the
MSE increases. From the examined range of o values, we
chose the (nearly) optimal ¢ that yields the minimum MSE
(o« =3 x 1072). As shown in Fig. 3(a), the total number
of terms at & = 3 x 1072 is 14, indicating that Rheo-SINDy
yields a relatively sparse solution from our training dataset.

Figure 4 displays the identified coefficient values at the
nearly optimal o determined in Fig. 3. We found that the
lower-order terms are mainly responsible for reproducing the
FENE-dumbbell dynamics under extensional flow. Neverthe-
less, a closer look at the inset in Fig. 4 makes us realize that
the tr(;)T = (trT)7 terms are systematically obtained (but with
small coefficient values). Since Eq. (21) shows a clear relation
between frgng and trr, we can understand that these terms
are essential to reproduce the dynamics of the FENE dumb-
bell model. We also found that, compared to the coefficient

. v . . v .
values of kyy in the 7,, equation and k; in the 7, equation,

the k. term in the ‘vcxx equation has a significant coefficient
value. Although Eq. (25) shows that the SINDy algorithm

naturally identifies this K, term in the gxx equation, its coef-
ficient value is larger than the theoretical value (= 2) for the
FENE-P dumbbell model. The significant coefficient value of

the K, term in the ‘VL'XX equation appears presumably because
we set the x-direction always to be specified as the extension
direction (cf. Egs. (3), (4), and (5)).
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FIG. 5. The test simulation results for the oscillatory (a) uniaxial,
(b) planar, and (c) biaxial extensional flows with @ = 1. Here, the
strain amplitude was & = 10 for the uniaxial and planar extensional
flows, and &y = 5 for the biaxial extensional flow. The thin solid,
bold solid, and bold dotted lines represent the results obtained us-
ing the identified CMs, the FENE dumbbell model, and the FENE-P
dumbbell model, respectively. The black, red, and blue lines show
Txx» Tyy, and Ty, respectively.

Figure 5 shows the performance of the identified approx-
imate CM for oscillatory extensional flows. The compari-
son between the results obtained by the approximate CM and
FENE dumbbell model shows that the approximate CM rea-
sonably reproduces the BD simulation results for the FENE
dumbbell model. While we designed the library matrix with
the assistance of the analytical solution of the FENE-P dumb-
bell model, the time evolutions of the stresses obtained by our
approximate model are closer to those of the FENE dumb-
bell model, rather than those of the FENE-P dumbbell model.
Figure 5(c) shows small deviations in the predictions for the
minor stress components (i.€., Ty and 7y,). These deviations
are due to our training algorithm, which is designed to reduce
overall error and is more adaptive to the significant stress com-
ponent. An accurate description of small-magnitude stress
components related to the linear stress response should be the
focus of our future work.

We also show the performance of the approximate CM on
steady uniaxial extensional flows not included in the training
data. Figure 6 compares the results obtained by integrating
our approximate CM with those from the FENE dumbbell
model. While the agreement is only fair (~ 14% deviation
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FIG. 6. The test simulation results for the uniaxial extensional flows
with the steady extensional rate of (a) € =4 and (b) 8. The black, red,
and blue lines show Ty, Tyy, and T, respectively. The inset shows
an enlarged view of Tyy.
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FIG. 7. The test simulation results for the uniaxial extensional flows
at steady extensional rates of € = 10, 13, 17, 23, and 30 (from bottom
to top). Note that the extension rates are logarithmically spaced from
&€=10to & =30.

at the steady state) at the lower strain rate (¢ = 4), it becomes
good (~ 1% deviation at the steady state) at the higher strain
rate (¢ = 8). Furthermore, although we can nicely predict the
major stress component, especially for the larger strain rate,
the minor stress component shows a deviation highlighted by
the insets of Fig. 6(a) and (b). The adjustment to the larger
extension rate is consistent with the discussion in Fig. 5. Fig-
ure 7 compares the results for the larger strain rates than Fig. 6
obtained by integrating our approximate CM and the FENE
dumbbell model. Since we used oscillatory extensional flows
with the maximum amplitude of & = 8 for training, these re-



sults are extrapolations of the training data with respect to
both flow history and strain rate. Even at the maximum strain
rate (¢ = 30), the error at steady state was approximately
8%, indicating that our CM can reasonably address the ex-
trapolated situations. Despite the discrepancies observed in
Figs. 5, 6, and 7, our model achieves a substantially lower
computational cost than the FENE-dumbbell model. For ex-
ample, when & = 30, the BD simulation required a tiny time
step (< 10™*) and a large number of dumbbells. In contrast,
our model requires solving only three deterministic differen-
tial equations using flexible numerical integration methods.

Our data-driven approach will help efficiently predict trans-
port phenomena and processes governed by extensional flow,
such as capillary thinning*** and melt spinning.**=3% Our
current training data includes several stress trajectories under
uniaxial, planar, and biaxial flows up to r = 104, with A be-
ing the relaxation time. It is currently challenging to obtain
these data solely through experiments (although a promising
approach, LAOE, has been proposed by Haward and cowork-
ers39). However, numerical simulations can address uniax-
ial, planar, and biaxial flows.*>*! Obtaining stress trajectories
under oscillatory extensional flows would not be a difficult
task for some coarse-grained models. Nevertheless, we should
further refine our approach to address data obtained by more
complex models than the dumbbell model. For example, our
data-driven approach should be robust to noise and address
multiple relaxation modes, as in more sophisticated models.
We plan to develop our approach in this direction.

V. CONCLUSIONS

This study examined the data-driven approach to derive
constitutive models (CMs) under extensional flow. We relied
on a simple data-driven approach based on sparse identifica-
tion of nonlinear dynamics (SINDy). SINDy assumes that a
product of library and coefficient matrices expresses the time-
series data for the time derivatives of quantities of interest.
We utilized our rheological knowledge to design the library
matrix.

Using our data-driven framework, we tested two scenarios:
whether it can reproduce a known CM from data generated
by that CM, and whether it can derive an approximate CM
from data generated by a mesoscopic model whose analytical
CM is unknown. We used the Giesekus model for the for-
mer, whereas we used the dumbbell model with a finite exten-
sible nonlinear elastic (FENE) spring (i.e., the FENE dumb-
bell model) for the latter. After confirming that our approach
successfully recovered the Giesekus model, we attempted to
obtain an approximate CM for the FENE dumbbell model.
We used an analytical expression for the FENE-P dumbbell
model to design our library matrix, assuming that the FENE
dumbbell model is similar to the FENE-P dumbbell model.
Our Rheo-SINDy framework found a relatively simple expres-
sion that reproduced the training data generated by the FENE
dumbbell model. Test simulations of the identified approxi-
mate CM indicate that it can address flow histories and strain
rates not included in the training data, demonstrating the po-

tential of Rheo-SINDy. Based on the baseline results obtained
in this study, we plan to refine this method further to make it
a valuable tool for rheological modeling.
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APPENDIX
A. Constitutive model for the FENE-P dumbbell model

This appendix presents the derivation of the constitutive
model for the FENE-P dumbbell model.2”33 Hereafter, we use
the unit time as the relaxation time A (= {/(4heq)), the unit
length as the equilibrium length of dumbbells R, and the unit
stress as the modulus G, and make the time, length, and stress
non-dimensionalized by 7 = 1/4, R = R/Ry, and 7 = 7/G,
respectively. For simplicity, we will denote non-dimensional
variables without a tilde.

Instead of Eq. (10), in the FENE-P dumbbell model, the
FENE factor appeared in Eq. (9) is expressed as

1
Seeng(f) = W

max

(18)

Applying the pre-averaging approximation in Eq. (11), we can
rewrite the stress tensor as

7(t) = 3frene(?) (R(t)R(t)) — 1
=3frene(t)C (1) — 1, (19)

where C(¢) is the conformation tensor, and its time-evolution
equation is

v 1 1
C(t):—fFENE(I)C(I)—FgI:—gT(I). (20)
Taking the trace of both sides of Eq. (19) and using the relation

(R%(1)) = R2. {1 — frgng(t) ), We can rewrite freng () as a
function of 7(¢) as

1
T {trr(¢) +3}. (21)

max

Seeng(t) =1+

In the following, for simplicity, we omit the notation “(¢)”
indicating time dependence. Taking the convected derivative
of 7/ freNE, the time evolution of 7 can be expressed as

dIn frENE

7 = —frengT +2D + ar

(t+1). (22)
From Eq. (21), the time evolution of In fpgNg can be ex-
pressed in terms of tr7 as

dl
—trT = (3R}, +1tr7 +3) %

m (23)



Furthermore, taking trace of Eq. (22) and using Eq. (23), we
can obtain

dIn frene 1 T
g :3ernax {—fFENEtrT-f—tI’(T'H -|—I<L~T)}.
(24)
We used trD = 0 to derive this expression. Combining

Eqgs. (22) and (24) yields

v 1 1 1
=— |14+ —=— 2D— — [ 1+ —— ) (tr7) I
T ( R )” 3R;aax< *R%;m)“”

max
— 3R712nax <2—|— I??lw(> (trr) T — 9R;nax (trr)* I
+3%%tr<T.RT+H.T)I

~oRi (tI'T)zT*F%U (k" +k-T)T, (25

which we used to design our library matrix @(T', K). Note
that we can recover the UCM model in the limit of Rypax — 0.
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