arXiv:2306.09866v1 [cs.CE] 16 Jun 2023

Advanced discretization techniques for hyperelastic physics-augmented neural networks

Marlon Franke^{1,*}, Dominik K. Klein^2, Oliver Weeger^2, and Peter Betsch^1

1Institute of Mechanics, Karlsruhe Institute of Technology, 76131 Karlsruhe, Germany

2Cyber-Physical Simulation, Department of Mechanical Engineering, Technical University of Darmstadt, 64293 Darmstadt, Germany *Corresponding author, email: marlon.franke@kit.edu

June 15, 2023

Abstract In the present work, advanced spatial and temporal discretization techniques are tailored to hyperelastic physics-augmented neural networks, i.e., neural network based constitutive models which fulfill all relevant mechanical conditions of hyperelasticity by construction. The framework takes into account the structure of neural network-based constitutive models, in particular, that their derivatives are more complex compared to analytical models. The proposed framework allows for convenient mixed Hu-Washizu like finite element formulations applicable to nearly incompressible material behavior. The key feature of this work is a tailored energy-momentum scheme for time discretization, which allows for energy and momentum preserving dynamical simulations. Both the mixed formulation and the energy-momentum discretization are applied in finite element analysis. For this, a hyperelastic physics-augmented neural network model is calibrated to data generated with an analytical potential. In all finite element simulations, the proposed discretization techniques show excellent performance. All of this demonstrates that, from a formal point of view, neural networks are essentially mathematical functions. As such, they can be applied in numerical methods as straightforwardly as analytical constitutive models. Nevertheless, their special structure suggests to tailor advanced discretization methods, to arrive at compact mathematical formulations and convenient implementations.

Keywords: finite element analysis, dynamic simulations, energy momentum scheme, mixed methods, hyperelasticity, physics-augmented neural networks

1 Introduction

In continuum mechanics, the motion of solid bodies is described by field equations, comprised of kinematic relations and balance laws which both are valid in general, and material specific constitutive models [103]. These field equations reflect our understanding of how material bodies behave and carefully fulfill important physical conditions. However, when applying standard numerical methods such as the widely used Newmark scheme or midpoint rule, which are well-established for linear problems, the discretization usually influences the physics in the nonlinear regime and is inclined to numerical instabilities. This is particularly the case in dynamic simulations, where the temporal discretization does not preserve necessary physical properties of their continuous counterparts [32, 35].

To address this problem, an abundand number of structure-preserving methods, also known as geometric integrators, were proposed. These methods are designed to preserve the physics of the continuous system during the time discretization process and thereby enhance the numerical stability. There is a great variety of structure-preserving methods in the literature, which roughly can be divided into symplectic methods and energy-momentum schemes (EMS) [38, 96]. These methods can be distinguished by preserving different invariants of the system, where for instance the simultaneous preservation of the invariants, i.e. total energy, momentum maps and simplecticity, is in general not possible [68, 111]. Here we restrict our consideration to the established EMS, in particular to the discrete gradient versions thereof, which preserve both linear and angular momentum maps, and the total energy of the system. The mechanism behind the EMS can be understood as an explicit [99] or, in case of the discrete gradients, implicit [32, 33] momentum-preserving projection of the midpoint rule onto the surface of constant energy [96, 98]. EMS are promising since they fulfill most design criteria for a practical time-stepping scheme as suggested by [8]. In that regard, the EMS is applicable for elastic and inelastic problems, it does not use additional variables (e.g. Lagrange multipliers) or parameters to be provided by the analyst, it is second-order accurate, and exhibits similar stability properties in large deformations and long term simulations for coarse time step sizes as energy-conserving integrators in linear analysis. The only drawbacks associated with the EMS are that the method leads to unsymmetric tangent stiffness matrices and that the implementation is more involved by different time point evaluations of stresses and remaining parts of the equations.

The development of EMS can be traced back to the early works of [35, 63, 64, 65], which provide energy and momentum conserving methods for particle dynamics. Especially the work of [35] provided a formula which conserves both momentum maps and total energy for energy densities with only scalar dependencies. In the pioneering work [99] the so-called discrete energy-momentum method has been proposed, which has been improved and properly reformulated in [67]. A milestone in the development of EMS, which circumvents the use of the mean value algorithm and its associated solution of a nonlinear equation on quadrature point level used in [99], is related to the work [32, 33] where the discrete gradient EMS has been proposed. It is applicable to arbitrary nonlinear hyperelastic material models, leading to a projection-based algorithmic stress formula, and as a special case contains both the midpoint averaging of the strains for quadratic potentials [99] and the Greenspan formula [35] for scalar dependencies of the energy density. Other areas of successful developments of EMS are located in the fields of structural mechanics for nonlinear beams and shells [10, 11, 90, 98], inelasticity [37, 44, 76, 79], elastodynamical contact problems [18, 45, 66], and systems with (non-)holonomic constraints [17, 34], to name but a few. An extension of EMS to dissipative systems is based on the general equation for non-equilibrium reversible irreversible coupling (GENERIC) formulation, which provides a systematic framework facilitating the design of energy-momentum and even entropy consistent schemes [12, 36, 60, 75, 84, 92].

Recently, in [9] a new family of partioned discrete gradients has been proposed which is inspired by polyconvex strain energies [6, 7], leading to a new algorithmic stress formula based on three partioned discrete gradients which represent the algorithmic counterparts of the work conjugates of the right Cauchy-Green strain tensor, its cofactor, and its determinant. The formulation in [9] benefits from the so-called tensor cross-product, first published in [21] and kind of rediscovered in the field of computational nonlinear elasticity in [13], which is based on a Hu-Washizu type mixed variational formulation and leads to a remarkably simple structure for the algorithmic stress. This work has given rise to several polyconvexity-inspired works in the field of coupled problems, in particular for finite thermo-elastodynamics [28, 83], nonlinear electro-elastodynamics [26, 82], and nonlinear thermo-electro-elastodynamics [27, 29].

In addition to the above mentioned sophisticated temporal discretization methods, significant progress has been made in the development of advanced spatial discretization techniques over the past few decades. In partiuclar, an abundand number of mixed finite element (FE) formulations in elasticity based on Hu-Washizu variational functionals [107] have been developed [4, 9, 13, 95, 97]. These formulations aim to address the issue of locking which standard displacement-based formulations are prone to.

Shifting the focus to constitutive modeling, the mechanical conditions underlying hyperelasticity were extensively discussed in the last decades [20, 103], and sophisticated analytical models were formulated to fulfill all constitutive conditions by construction [22, 94]. While the constitutive conditions that these models fulfill have a sound mechanical motivation, their explicit choice of functional relationship usually does not. Rather, it is heuristically motivated, such as the polynomial form of the Ogden model [81]. This human choice of functional relationship easily restricts the function space that a model can represent, thus introducing an undesired model uncertainty [50]. This is a major drawback of analytical constitutive models. On the other side, artificial neural networks (NN) are highly flexible functions, in fact, they are universal approximators [47]. However, when applied to mechanical problems, standard NNs easily violate physical conditions and require large amounts of calibration data. Hyperelastic physics-augmented neural networks (PANNs)^1 aim to combine the best of both worlds. Here, NN-based models are formulated which fulfill all mechanical conditions of hyperelasticity by construction. This yields highly flexible yet reliable constitutive models. Furthermore, the constitutive conditions included in the model formulation serve as an inductive bias [41], which highly improves the models generalization properties and allows for a calibration with moderately sized datasets that could stem from experimental material characterization.

Basically, NNs are applied to represent hyperelastic potentials, which benefit from the excellent flexibility of NNs. In the same manner as analytical constitutive models [22, 94], NN-based potentials can be formulated in terms of invariants [52, 55, 56, 71, 102], thus ensuring several mechanical conditions by construction. Other approaches formulate potentials directly in terms of the components of strain tensors [5, 23, 55, 100, 105]. For the formulation of polyconvex potentials, several approaches exist [19, 55, 72, 101, 102], where the most noteworthy approaches are based on input-convex neural networks (ICNNs). Proposed in a pioneering work by [3], this special network architecture is attractive for, e.g., physical applications which require convexity [48] and convex optimization [14, 15]. While the aforementioned NN-based models fulfill some constitutive conditions in an exact way, other conditions are only approximated. E.g., the model proposed by [55] fulfills several conditions including polyconvexity in an exact way, but only approximates the stress-free reference configuration. Indeed, in the framework of NN-based constitutive models, it is possible to fulfill constitutive conditions only in an approximate fashion [78, 108, 109], e.g., the NN can learn to approximate a condition through data augmentation [70], or the loss function can include physical conditions [53]. For some applications this is even necessary, e.g., when a formulation in invariants leads to a loss of information, which is the case for some anisotropy classes [55]. However, since fulfilling a mechanical condition by construction is the only way to be absolutely sure about its fulfillment, if possible, this should be preferred over approximations.

Finally, in the works of [72] and [69], NN-based models were proposed which fulfill all common mechanical conditions of hyperelasticity by construction. While the work of [72] is restricted to incompressible material behavior, the work of [69] is formulated for general, compressible material behavior. In the present work, the model proposed by [69] is applied, which is an extension of the

1Following [69], we denote physics-augmented neural networks (PANNs) as NN-based constitutive models which fulfill all relevant mechanical conditions by construction.

polyconvex model proposed by [55]. The model fulfills mechanical conditions in several ways, first of all, by a cautious choice of inputs for the NN (i.e., polyconvex invariants). Furthermore, the special choice of network architecture (i.e., ICNNs) preserves the polyconvexity of the invariants. In addition, analytical growth terms and invariant-based normalization terms ensure a physically sensible energy and stress behavior. In that light, one could argue that the PANN model proposed by [69] is actually quite close to analytical constitutive models, with the only difference being the choice of ansatz function for the constitutive model. By using ICNNs as ansatz functions, the flexibility of the model can be increased to an arbitrary amount, while even for large number of model parameters, their calibration is still straightforward.

The most obvious reason to apply PANN models is their extraordinary flexibility in conjunction with their physically well motivated basis. In particular, PANN constitutive models can represent the highly challenging homogenized behavior of microstructured materials, for which analytical models may not be flexible enough [55]. This allows for very efficient simulation of microstructured materials [31, 52, 78]. The flexibility has another implication, namely, PANNs can represent a variety of analytical constitutive models. In fact, for a wide range of applications, analytical constitutive models are flexible enough. However, there is a vast number of analytical constitutive models, and finding a suitable one can be very demanding and requires a lot of expert knowledge in both the choice and calibration of the model [89]. This can be bypassed by NN-based constitutive models, which automatically find the best function out of a very rich function space. Another noteworthy approach for this is the data-driven framework proposed by [24, 25], where an approach for the automated discovery of analytical constitutive models is introduced. On the downside, the flexibility of PANNs goes along with a lack of traceability. Indeed, some analytical constitutive models base their choice of functional relationship on physical reasoning, such as the hyperelastic Hencky model [42, 43, 74]. For such models, the material parameters have a clear physical interpretation. This is in contrast to NN-based models, which have a large amount of parameters which are generally inaccessible to a clear interpretation [55, Sect. 6]. However, it should be noted that this is also the case for moderately flexible analytical models such as the Ogden model [81]. Finally, with data-driven approaches it is also possible to circumvent the formulation of an explicit, analytical constitutive model [16, 54, 88]. To close, in the era of artificial intelligence and big data, it is indeed possible to largely abandon the formulation of models and let ML methods purely work on data [87]. However, it is broadly accepted that including scientific knowledge in ML methods has a multitude of advantages in many scientific fields [53, 61, 73, 85, 106]. Overall, the scientific knowledge developed in the last centuries is not to be omitted, instead, the use of ML methods allows to apply them in a new light, and thereby, to exploit the advantages of up-to-date techniques.

From a formal point of view, NNs are nothing more but mathematical functions. As such, they can be applied in standard numerical methods as straightforwardly as analytical constitutive models. However, compared to analytical constitutive models, NN-based constitutive models comprise far more complicated functional relationships. Thus, while applying standard methods is indeed possible, it potentially leads to demanding mathematical formulations and implementations. This can be circumvented by tailoring numerical methods to the special structure of NN-based constitutive models.

In the present work, advanced spatial and temporal discretization techniques are tailored to the special structure of hyperelastic PANN constitutive models. In particular, inspired by [9, 13, 59], the polyconvex structure of PANN models is taken into account. Furthermore, the numerical methods are formulated to conveniently handle the - possibly very complex - functional relationships of NNbased constitutive models. This is done by setting the focus on invariant-based formulations. Based on these ideas, a new Hu-Washizu like mixed formulation is proposed which uses scalar-valued strain invariants as additional unknowns. Furthermore, a novel discrete gradient EMS is designed, which mostly relies on scalar-valued formulations in terms of strain invariants. To the best knowledge of the authors, both mixed spatial methods and discrete gradient integration schemes have not yet been tailored to PANN constitutive models so far.

The outline of the manuscript is as follows. In Sect. 2, the basics of hyperelasticity are introduced, which are relevant for the PANN constitutive model introduced in Sect. 3. In Sect. 4, continuum formulation and variation tailored to PANN models are introduced. This is followed by the energyand momentum consistent time discretization introduced in Sect. 5 and the spatial FE discretization discussed in Sect. 6. Stability and robustness of the proposed framework are examined in representative numerical examples in Sect. 7. After the conclusion in Sect. 8, the appendices provide some additional information on the proposed EMS.

Notation Throughout this work, tensor composition and contraction are denoted by (A B)_{ij} = A_{ik}B_{kj} and A : B = A_{ij} B_{ij}, respectively, with vectors a, b and second order tensors A, B. Note that the Einstein summation convention is applied if not otherwise stated. The tensor product is denoted by ⊗, the second order identity tensor by I. Transpose and inverse of a second order tensor A are denoted as A^T and A^{−1}, respectively. The tensor cross product as introduced by [21] is defined as A B = ε_{ijk} ε_{αβγ} A_{jβ} B_{kγ} e_i ⊗ e_α, where ε_{ijk} denotes the third-order permutation tensor. For a discussion of the properties of the tensor cross product, see [13]. Furthermore, trace, determinant and cofactor are denoted by tr A, det A and cof A := det (A) A^{−T}, respectively. The space of second order tensors is denoted as T^3 := {A ∈ L(R^3 , R^3 )}, the set of invertible second order tensors with positive determinant is denoted by T^3_+ := {A ∈ T^3 | det(A) > 0}, and the set of symmetric invertible second order tensors with positive determinant is denoted by S^3_+ := {A ∈ T^3_+ | A = A^T}. The orthogonal and special orthogonal group in R^3 are denoted by O(3) := { A ∈ T^3 | A^TA = I } and SO(3) := { A ∈ T^3 | A^TA = I, det A = 1 } , respectively. The space of positive and negative real numbers are denoted by R_+ := { x ∈ R | x > 0 } and R_− := { x ∈ R | x < 0 } , respectively.

The first Fréchet derivative of a function f w.r.t. X is denoted by ∂_Xf, while discrete gradients are denoted by D_Xf.

2 Basics of hyperelasticity

In this section, the kinematic relationships of nonlinear solid mechanics are introduced in Sect. 2.1, followed by the constitutive conditions of hyperelasticity in Sect. 2.2. In Sect. 2.3, the formulation of hyperelastic potentials in terms of strain invariants is discussed.

2.1 Kinematics

Let us consider the motion of a solid body. The reference configuration B_0 ⊂ R^3 and the current, deformed configuration B ⊂ R^3 are connected via the bijective deformation mapping φ : B_0 → R^3 , linking material particles X ∈ B_0 to x = φ(X) ∈ B. The material gradient of the deformation field φ, which is denoted as the deformation gradient F : B_0 → T^3_+, is defined as

F = ∂_Xφ(X) . (1)

Then, its determinant J : B_0 → R_+ and its cofactor H : B_0 → T^3_+ follow as

J = det(F) = 1 3 H : F = 1 6 (F F) : F ,

H = cof(F) = 1 2 F F . (2)

Let us furthermore introduce the symmetric Cauchy-Green strain tensor C : B_0 → S^3_+ as C = F^T F , (3) with the corresponding determinant C : B_0 → R_+ and cofactor G : B_0 → S^3_+ defined as

C = det(C) = 1 3 G : C = 1 6 (C C) : C , G = cof(C) = 1 2 C C . (4)

Based on the above symmetric kinematic set, we introduce the isotropic invariants I_C : B_0 → R_+ , II_C : B_0 → R_+ and III_C : B_0 → R_+ as I_C = tr(C) , II_C = tr(G) , III_C = C . (5) 2.2 Constitutive conditions The specific mechanical behavior of a hyperelastic material can be expressed by a potential W^F : T^3_+ → R , F → W^F (F) , (6) which corresponds to the strain energy density stored in the body due to deformation [20, 40, 46]. With the first Piola-Kirchhoff (PK1) stress given as the gradient field P = ∂_FW^F (F) , (7) the (i) second law of thermodynamics is fulfilled by construction. The second Piola-Kirchhoff (PK2) stress is given by S = F^{−1}P . (8) The (ii) balance of angular momentum implies that S is symmetric. Furthermore, the principle of (iii) objectivity states that a model should be independent on the choice of observer, which is formalized as W^F (Q F) = W^F (F) ∀ Q ∈ SO(3) . (9) Throughout this work, isotropic material behavior is considered, which is taken into account by the (iv) material symmetry condition W^F(F Q^T) = W^F (F) ∀ Q ∈ O(3) . (10) Furthermore, we consider (v) polyconvex potentials which allow for a representation W^F (F) = Ŵ^F (F, H, J) , (11) with the kinematical quantities as introduced in Eq. (2) and the function Ŵ^F which is convex in the components of F, H, and J. The notion of polyconvexity as introduced by Ball [6, 7] stems from a quite theoretical context and is linked to the existence of solutions in finite elasticity. However, it is also the most straightforward way of fulfilling the ellipticity condition [80, 110]

(a ⊗ b) :

∂^2W^F (F) ∂F∂F : (a ⊗ b) ≥ 0 ∀ a, b ∈ R^3 . (12)

Also known as material stability, this condition leads to a favorable behavior in numerical applications. Furthermore, a physically sensible energy and stress behavior requires fulfillment of the (vi) growth condition W^F → ∞ as J → 0^+ , (13)

as well as that the reference configuration F = I is energy- and stress-free, i.e.,

W^F(I) = 0 , P(I) = 0 , (14)

also referred to as (vii) energy normalisation and (viii) stress normalisation.

2.3 Invariant-based modeling

To conclude on the previous section, while in hyperelasticity the (i) second law of thermodynamics is fulfilled by construction, the remaining conditions require further considerations in the model formulation. In a first step, by formulating the potential in terms of invariants of the right Cauchy-Green tensor C, cf. Eq. (5), conditions (ii–iv) can be fulfilled. In particular, as isotropic material behavior is assumed, the hyperelastic potential is formulated in terms of isotropic invariants, allowing for the representation

W^I : R_+ × R_+ × R_+ → R , I^0 → W^I ( I^0 ) (15)

with I^0 := (I_C, II_C, J) . (16)

The isotropic invariants introduced in Eq. (5) are polyconvex, in particular, I_C is convex in F and II_C is convex in H. To preserve the polyconvexity of the invariants, the potential W^I is chosen as a convex function in I^0 and furthermore as non-decreasing in I_C, II_C, which overall ensures fulfillment of the (v) polyconvexity condition. The non-decreasing condition is owed to the fact that I_C, II_C are already non-linear functions of the arguments of the polyconvexity condition, cf. Eq. (11) and Eq. (5), see also [55, Rem. A.10] for an explicit proof and [57, Sect. 2] for a simple 1D example. In contrast to that, J is the only invariant quantity in the arguments of the polyconvexity condition, meaning that the potential must be convex in J, but may indeed be non-decreasing in J. This additional flexibility of the model in J is also the reason to not use III_C, which would again be a non-linear function in J, and is furthermore essential for the model to represent negative stress values at all, cf. [55]. The subsequent NN-based model formulation is simplified with the slightly adapted version Ŵ^I : R_+ × R_+ × R_+ × R_− → R , I → Ŵ^I (I) , (17)

with I := (I_C, II_C, J, J^∗) , J^∗ := −J . (18)

By this adaption, the function Ŵ^I can be chosen as a convex function in I and a non-decreasing function in all of its arguments. Note that this general form of the potential does not yet fulfill conditions (vi–viii), which ensure a physically sensible energy and stress behavior of the model. For a formulation of the potential in isotropic invariants, the second Piola-Kirchhoff stress follows as S = 2∂_C W^I = 2∂_{IC} W^I I + 2∂_{IIC} W^I I C + ∂_J W^I J^{−1}G , (19)

where we made use of the tensor generators [51]

∂_CI_C = I , ∂_CII_C = I C , ∂_CJ = 1 2 J^{−1}G . (20)

CI_CII_CJ^∗ .W^{NN}+ W^{stress} + W^{energy} + W^{growth} =: W^{PANN} ∂_CS

Figure 1: Illustration of the PANN based constitutive model. Note that the hidden layer (yellow) of the NN may be multilayered.

An analytical example for hyperelastic potentials is the Mooney-Rivlin model, given by

W^{MR} = a (I_C − 3) + b (II_C − 3) + c 2 (J − 1)^2 − d log(J) , a, b, c ≥ 0 , (21)

which is formulated such that it fulfills the remaining conditions (vi–viii). In particular, the stress normalization condition is ensured by the additional constraint d = 2(a + 2b).

3 Physics-augmented neural network constitutive model

In this section, the constitutive equations of the neural network (NN) constitutive model applied throughout this work are introduced in Sect. 3.1, followed by a description of the model calibration process in Sect. 3.2. Afterwards, in Sect. 3.3, the derivatives of the NN-based constitutive model required throughout this work are introduced.

3.1 Constitutive equations

As discussed in Sect. 2.3, hyperelastic potentials are usually formulated in terms of invariants of the right Cauchy-Green tensor. When polyconvex invariants are considered and the hyperelastic potential is a convex and non-decreasing function of the invariants, the overall potential is polyconvex. The simple structure and recursive definition of feed-forward neural networks (FFNNs) [2, 58] make them a very natural choice for the construction of convex and non-decreasing functions [3], which suggests to use them for the formulation of polyconvex hyperelastic potentials [55]. Still, the NN is only a part of the overall physics-augmented neural network (PANN) constitutive model proposed by [69], which is given by

W^{PANN} ( I^0 ) = W^{NN} (I) + W^{stress} (J) + W^{energy} + W^{growth} (J) , (22)

with I^0, I as defined in Sect. 2.3. Here, W^{NN} denotes the NN part of the model, which provides the model with its excellent flexibility, while the remaining terms ensure a physically sensible stress and energy behavior of the model, cf. Sect. 2.2. The overall flow and structure of the PANN model is visualized in Fig. 1. In the present work, without loss of generality, neural networks with only one hidden layer are applied, which has shown to be sufficient for the representation of most isotropic hyperelastic potentials [56, 69]. For an introduction to multilayered PANN architectures, the reader is referred to [69]. In the present work, the NN takes the form

W^{NN}(I) = w^2 · SP ( w^1 · I + b ) , (23) where SP(x) = log(1 + e^x) denotes the Softplus function, which is applied component-wise. This non-linear function is referred to as activation function, while w^1 ∈ R^{n×4}_{≥0} , w^2 ∈ R^n_{≥0} are referred to as weights, and b ∈ R^n is referred to as bias. When all weights are greater or equal to zero, and the activation function is a convex and non-decreasing function, the overall function Eq. (23) is convex and non-decreasing in I, thus leading to a polyconvex potential [55]. This is the motivation for using the Softplus activation function, which is convex and non-decreasing, where it should be noted that also other suitable activation functions exist [3, 5]. In general, NNs which are convex in the input are referred to as input-convex neural networks (ICNNs) [3].

Together, weights and bias form the set of model parameters, here denoted as P, which are optimized in the calibration process to fit the model to a given dataset. For a given input dimension, the size of the weights and bias matrices is determined by n, which specifies the number of nodes / neurons in the NN. This is a hyperparameter of the NN, which is fixed before the model calibration. By increasing n, the model flexibility is increased.

The polyconvex stress normalization term as proposed by [69] is given by

W^{stress}(J) := −n (J − 1) , (24)

where the constant

n := 2 ( ∂_{IC} W^{NN} + 2∂_{IIC} W^{NN} + 1 2 ∂_J W^{NN} − 1 2 ∂_J ∗ W^{NN} ) | | F=I ∈ R (25)

is a weighted sum of derivatives of the NN potential with respect to the invariants for the undeformed state F = I. The stress correction term preserves polyconvexity as it is linear in J. The energy normalization term is given by W^{energy} := −W^{NN} | | F=I ∈ R . (26)

Finally, the volumetric growth term is chosen as the analytical, polyconvex function

W^{growth}(J) = (J + J^{−1} − 2)^2 . (27)

Setting aside the nomenclature of machine learning, one could consider Eq. (22) as a classical constitutive model, which uses linear transformations in combination with the Softplus function as an ansatz for hyperelastic potentials, cf. Eq. (23). Then, two benefits compared to other hyperelastic constitutive models become obvious. First of all, the function W^{NN} allows for a strong interrelation between the different invariants, which becomes even more clear when considering the derivatives of the potential, cf. Sect. 3.3. This is in contrast to most analytical polyconvex constitutive models. For such models, the strain energy function is usually additively decomposed in the invariants [22], see e.g. Eq. (21). This is due to the fact that multiplication of polyconvex invariants does not preserve polyconvexity [39]. The NN-potential in Eq. (23), however, allows for a strong interrelation between the invariants, while also preserving their polyconvexity. The second benefit is the immediate possibility to increase the model flexibility, basically to an arbitrary amount [47]. While analytical constitutive models generally can become also very flexible, e.g., by considering enough terms in the polynomial ansatz of the Ogden model [81], their calibration quickly becomes infeasible. In contrast, the NN ansatz in Eq. (23) has proven to be very stable in the calibration, even for large number of parameters [55]. In this regard, it should be mentioned that the PANN model does not suffer from phenomena such as overfitting, since the inclusion of physics provides the model with a pronounced mathematical structure [69].

3.2 Model calibration

After fixing the model architecture, here, the number of nodes n, the model parameters P can be optimized to fit the model to a given dataset. Throughout this work, datasets of the form D = {(_1 C,^1S ) , . . . , (^mC,^mS) } , (28)

are considered, consisting of m strain-stress tuples in the right Cauchy-Green deformation tensor C and the second Piola-Kirchhoff stress S. Thereby, two distinct datasets are created. A calibration dataset D_c, which is used to calibrate the model, and a test dataset D_t, which is used to examine the models generalization, i.e., its capability to predict load cases not included in the calibration process. To this end, the test dataset D_t should consist of fairly general load cases. Then, the loss function given as the mean squared error MSE (P) = 1 9Pa^2 1 m_c m_c∑

i=1 ‖ ‖^iS − S^{PANN} (^iC; P) ‖ ‖^2 , (29)

is minimized, where m_c = |D_c| denotes the number of tuples in D_c and ‖·‖ denotes the Frobenius norm. Note that the model proposed by [69] is independent of the choice of loss function and also other loss functions could be applied for calibration. As can be seen from Eq. (29), the PANN model is calibrated only through its gradients S^{PANN} = ∂_CW^{PANN}, which is referred to as Sobolev training [104, 105]. In general, also values of the potential itself could be included in the loss function. However, while synthetic datasets can yield information about energies, this is generally not the case for real-world experiments. Thus, including energy values in the loss function would lead to a less general formulation and not even lead to significant benefits in the calibrated models [23].

3.3 Derivatives of the neural network potential

For the FE implementation of the PANN model, both first and second derivatives of the potential w.r.t. the invariants are required. For FFNN architectures with a large number of hidden layers, calculating derivatives in an explicit way quickly leads to huge expressions. However, for the singlelayered FFNN used in this work, the explicit derivatives are very manageable. For the convenience of the reader, the derivatives of the NN part of the PANN model are provided here. Note that for the calibration process, cf. Sect. 3.2, the derivatives of the NN are not implemented in an explicit way, but the automatic differentiation provided by TensorFlow is applied.

The first derivative is given by

∂_{(I)i} W^{NN} = n∑ a=1 w^2_a e^{ha} 1 + e^{ha} w^1_{ai} , with h := w^1 · I + b , (30)

where we made use of the derivative of the Softplus function ∂_x SP(x) = e^x 1 + e^x

. (31)

Actually, ∂_x SP(x) is the widely used Sigmoid activation function. This shows another benefit of applying the Softplus activation function for the representation of hyperelastic potentials. Since also its derivative is a commonly used activation function, the derivatives of the NN potential benefit from the properties of activation functions [48], which are specifically chosen for the application in NNs. Note that in Eq. (30), the derivatives of the NN potential w.r.t. each single invariant also depends on the remaining invariants. The second derivative follows as

∂^2_{(I)i(I)j} W^{NN} = n∑ a=1 w^2_a e^{ha} (1 + e^{ha} )^2 w^1_{ai} w^1_{aj} . (32)

4 Continuum formulation of finite deformation elasticity

While in the previous section, material specific constitutive models were discussed, in this section, general balance laws of finite deformation elasticity are introduced. For this, we consider the potential energy Π, which is comprised of an internal part Π^{int} and an external part Π^{ext}, respectively, such that Π(φ) = Π^{int} + Π^{ext} , (33)

where the external part is given by

Π^{ext} = − ∫ B_0 B̄ · φ dV − ∫ ∂B^T_0 T̄ · φ dA . (34)

Therein, B̄ : B_0 → R^3 is the prescribed body force and T̄ : ∂B^T_0 → R^3 denotes the prescribed Piola- Kirchoff traction vector on ∂B^T_0 ⊂ ∂B_0, where the boundary is comprised of a Dirichlet boundary ∂B^φ_0 with prescribed deformations φ̄ : ∂B^φ_0 → R^3 and a Neumann boundary ∂B^T_0 with prescribed tractions T̄ : ∂B^T_0 such that ∂B_0 = ∂B^T_0 ∪ ∂B^φ_0 and ∂B^T_0 ∩ ∂B^φ_0 = ∅. Furthermore, in Eq. (33), Π^{int} basically denotes the elastic energy stored internally by the deformed body. This can be a purely displacement-based version Π^{int} = ∫ B_0

W^F(F) dV , (35)

which itself depends on the hyperelastic potential introduced in Eq. (6). In the above, the solution function φ ∈ V_φ is subject to the space

V_φ = {φ : B_0 → R^3 | φ_i ∈ H^1(B_0) ∧ φ = φ̄ on ∂B^φ_0 ∧ det(F_φ) > 0 in B_0} , (36)

where H^1 denotes the Sobolev space. The principle of stationary potential energy requires the satisfaction of the stationary condition, such that

δΠ = δΠ^{int} + δΠ^{ext !}= 0 , (37)

which has to hold for arbitrary δφ ∈ V^0_φ with the space

V^0_φ = {δφ : B_0 → R^3 | δφ_i ∈ H^1(B_0) ∧ δφ = 0 on ∂B^φ_0 } , (38)

where the variation of Π^{ext} leads to

δΠ^{ext} = − ∫ B_0 B̄ · δφ dV − ∫ ∂B^T_0 T̄ · δφ dA . (39)

The variation of the internal potential Π^{int} will be dealt with subsequently after discussing different displacement-based and mixed formulations.

4.1 Displacement-based formulations

In solid mechanics, the primary strain measure is the deformation gradient F. As already pointed out in Sect. 2.2, the notion of polyconvexity introduced by Ball [6, 7] suggests to not only consider the deformation gradient F in advanced numerical methods, but also its cofactor H and determinant J, cf. Eq. (11). In particular, hyperelastic potentials are usually formulated in this extended set of arguments of F, i.e., they are formulated in (F, H, J). Considering this suggests to use the tensor cross product firstly introduced by [21], which facilitates both the analytical expressions and the implementation of advanced numerical methods, as it leads to neat derivatives of (F, H, J) w.r.t. F. This has already been realized in purely displacement-based and mixed methods [13], as well as energy-momentum schemes [9]. Starting with the former, [13] proposed a new computational framework based on polyconvex hyperelastic potentials of the form

Ŵ^F : T^+_3 × T^+_3 × R_+ → R , (F, H, J) → Ŵ^F(F, H, J) . (40)

The above stored energy function inspired the objective version thereof, given by

Ŵ^C : S^3_+ × S^3_+ × R_+ → R , (C, G, C) → Ŵ^C(C, G, C) . (41)

Introduced by [9], this formulation facilitates the design of an energy-momentum scheme (EMS).

Furthermore, as has been outlined in Sect. 2.3, hyperelastic potentials are usually formulated in terms of strain invariants, which basically are nonlinear functions of (F, H, J). Thus, the invariantbased formulation

W^I : R_+ × R_+ × R_+ → R , (I_C, II_C, J) → W^I(I_C, II_C, J) , (42)

can be seen as a consecutive development of established polyconvexity-inspired numerical methods [9, 13], now setting the focus directly on invariants. Variation of the displacement-based potential energy^{W I} Π^{int}, which depends on the strain energy W^I as defined in Eq. (42), yields

δ(^{W I} Π^{int}) = ∫ B_0

δW^I(I_C, II_C, J) dV = ∫ B_0 2 ( ∂_{IC} W^I I + ∂_{IIC} W^I I C +^1_2 ∂_J W^I J^{−1} G ) : 1 2 δC dV , (43)

which has to hold for arbitrary δφ ∈ V^0_φ. Note that in the above expression, one can identify the second Piola-Kirchhoff stress, cf. Eq. (19). In the numerical examples presented in Sect. 7, the invariant-based formulation of the potential is applied for both the analytical Mooney-Rivlin model, cf. Eq. (21), and the neural network constitutive model, cf. Sect. 3.

For analytical material models, the derivatives of the hyperelastic potential w.r.t. the strain invariants mostly are simple, constant expressions, cf. Eq. (21). In contrast to that, the derivatives of NN-based potentials w.r.t. the strain invariants become quite extensive, cf. Sect. 3.3. This holds for both the first and the second derivative required in numerical methods. On the other side, the tensor generators, cf. Eq. (20), obviously remain the same for both analytical and NNbased models. From this perspective, the essential difference between analytical and NN-based models lies in the increased complexity of their functional relationship in the invariants. Thus, NNbased constitutive models naturally set the focus on invariant-based formulations such as Eq. (42), to take this increased complextiy into account when designing advanced discretization techniques. Nevertheless, it should be noted that also the formulations Eq. (40) and Eq. (41) can be applied for NN-based constitutive models, by simple application of the chain rule. However, in the subsequent section on time discretization, it becomes obvious that the invariant-based strain energy formulation offers implementation advantages specificially related to the discrete gradients. This advantage arises from its scalar dependencies, where further details on handling these structurally simple discrete gradients are discussed in Sect. 5.

4.2 Mixed formulations

The formulation discussed in the previous section is displacement-based and thus prone to locking behaviour, e.g., for nearly incompressible material models and bending dominated deformations.

To circumvent this issue, a variety of mixed formulations have been proposed. The purpose of the present study is not only to demonstrate the ability of the PANN constitutive model to be employed within a mixed formulation, but also to develop a mixed method which is tailored for the PANN model. As in the previous section, the mixed formulations discussed here are inspired by the notion of polyconvexity, in the sense that they consider the arguments of the polyconvexity condition as additional unknowns, cf. Eq. (11).

In this regard, the Hu-Washizu like 7-field mixed formulation from [13] corresponding to the displacement-based version Eq. (40) is worth mentioning. There, the consistency of (F, H, J) with φ is enforced by means of the Lagrange multipliers (Λ^F, Λ^H, Λ^J ), respectively, and the total set of unknowns is (φ, F, H, J, Λ^F, Λ^H, Λ^J ). A further notable version is proposed by [9], which corresponds to the displacement-based version Eq. (41). There, the consistency of (C, G, C) is enforced by means of the Lagrange multipliers (Λ^C, Λ^G, Λ^C ), with the total set of unknowns (φ, C, G, C, Λ^C, Λ^G, Λ^C ) employed. The extension to enhanced assumed strain (EAS) variants of the above mentioned 7-field mixed formulation should be mentioned and can also be employed in a straight forward manner, cf. [86]. Here, we restrict our consideration without loss of generality to the 5-field mixed formulation

W^G Πint

5 proposed by [59], which the authors in [59] claim to be robust, efficient and locking-free. It is given by^2

W^G Πint 5 = ∫ B_0

W^G(C_φ, G, J) + Λ^G : (cof(C_φ) − G) + Λ^J (det(F_φ) − J) dV , (44)

where φ ∈ V_φ. Furthermore, G ∈ V_A and J ∈ V_A are enforced by means of Lagrange multipliers Λ^G ∈ V_A and Λ^J ∈ V_A with generalized spaces

V_A = V^0_A = {A : B_0 → S^3_+ | A_{ij} ∈ L_2(B_0)}, V_A = V^0_A = {A : B_0 → R_+ | A ∈ L_2(B_0)} . (45)

The corresponding variation yields

δ(^{W G} Π^{int}_5 ) = ∫ B_0

2 (∂_{Cφ} W^G + Λ^G C_φ +^1_2 Λ^J J^{−1}_φ G_φ) :^1_2 δC_φ

+ (∂_GW^G − Λ^G) : δG + (∂_J W^G − Λ^J ) δJ + (cof(C_φ) − G) : δΛ^G + (det(F_φ) − J) δΛ^C dV ,

(46)

which has to hold for arbitrary δφ ∈ V^0_φ, δG, δΛ^G ∈ V^0_A, and δJ, δΛ^J ∈ V^0_A. Based on the above newly proposed displacement formulation in Eq. (42), we also suggest a new Hu-Washizu like 7-field mixed formulation^{W I} Π^{int}_7 given by^3

W^I Πint 7 = ∫ B_0

W^I(I_C, II_C, J) + λ^{IC} (tr C_φ − I_C)

+ λ^{IIC} (tr(cof C_φ) − II_C) + λ^J (det F_φ − J) dV ,

(47)

2In this subsection, the subscript φ indicates that a quantity is calculated through the displacement field rather than being an additional unknown.

3The initial idea to use a strain energy depending solely on the invariants of C, i.e. W = W (IC, IIC, IIIC) resulted in the occurrence of hourglassing phenomena for nearly incompressible materials under shear loading conditions. Consequently, this approach was deemed unsuitable and subsequently discarded.

with φ ∈ V_φ and I_C, II_C, J, λ^{IC} , λ^{IIC} , λ^J ∈ V_A. The above formulation can also be regarded as tailor made for the employed PANN constitutive model. Variation of this Hu-Washizu like 7-field mixed formulation yields

δ(^{W I} Π^{int}_7 ) = ∫ B_0

2 (λ^{IC} I + λ^{IIC} (I C_φ) +^1_2 λ^J J^{−1}_φ G_φ) :^1_2 δC_φ

+ (∂_{IC} W^I − λ^{IC} ) δI_C + (∂_{IIC} W^I − λ^{IIC} ) δII_C + (∂_J W^I − λ^J ) δJ + (tr C_φ − I_C) δλ^{IC} + (tr G_φ − II_C) δλ^{IIC} + (det F_φ − J) δλ^J dV ,

(48)

which has to hold for arbitrary δφ ∈ V^0_φ and δI_C, δII_C, δJ, δλ^{IC} , δλ^{IIC} , δλ^J ∈ V^0_A.

4.3 Dynamic formulation For the dynamic formulation, we restrict our consideration to the displacement-based formulation given in Eq. (43). In so doing, we introduce the time interval of interest with range R = [0, T ], where T ∈ R_+ . The motion of the deformation field φ_t ∈ V_φ denotes the placement of a particle at X ∈ B_0 at time t ∈ R. We introduce the velocity field V_v ∋ v_t : B_0 × R → R^3 with space

V_v = {v : B_0 × R → R^3 | v_i ∈ L_2(B_0)} , (49)

and the mass density in the reference configuration ρ_0 : B_0 → R^+ . With that we are able to introduce the action functional

S(φ_t, v_t) = ∫_{te} t_0 ∫ B_0

(φ̇_t −^1_2 v_t) · v_t ρ_0 dV − (^{W I} Π^{int} + Π^{ext}) dV dt . (50)

By means of Hamilton’s principle, the stationary conditions of the action S w.r.t. the variations yield ∫

B_0

δv_t · (φ̇_t − v_t) ρ_0 dV = 0 ∫ B_0

δφ · ρ_0 v̇_t + S_t :^1_2 δC dV + Π^{ext}(δφ) = 0 ,

(51)

which have to hold for arbitrary δv ∈ V^0_v and δφ ∈ V_φ with space

V^0_v = {v : B_0 → R^3 | v_i ∈ L_2(B_0)} . (52)

In the above equation, due to Eq. (43), the PK2 stress tensor is defined as

S_t = 2 ( ∂_{IC} W^I I + ∂_{IIC} W^I I C_t +^1_2 ∂_J W^I J^{−1}_t G_t ) . (53)

The verification of the balance laws for the time-continuous system is detailed in Appx. A, which serves as a comprehensive reference for ensuring the validity and consistency of the sytem’s fundamental principles.

5 Time discretization with consistent energy-momentum scheme

Regarding the time discretization, the use of the midpoint rule in nonlinear continuum mechanics typically introduces a violation of the energy consistency solely due to the discretization of the variation of the (strain) energy within the weak form, while all other terms involved do not give rise to any issue. In order to circumvent this issue and to obtain an energy and momentum consistent time integration scheme, a midpoint-type discretization with application of the concept of the discrete gradient, as defined in [33], is employed. Specifically, for the weak form in Eq. (51) the following steps are pursued to ensure energy and momentum consistency:

• substitution of time rates (˙•) with^{(•)n+1−(•)n}_{Δt} =^{Δ(•)}_{Δt} ,

• algorithmic evaluation of the variation of the (strain) energy W^I, which leads to an algorithmic PK2 stress tensor S_{algo} based on the concept of the discrete gradients in the sense of [33],

• midpoint evaluation of remaining terms, i.e. ( •)_{n+} 1_2 =^1_2 ((•)_n + (•)_{n+1} ) . Employing the above steps to the weak form Eq. (51) yields the semi-discrete weak form as ∫ B_0 δv · Δφ Δt ρ_0 dV = ∫ B_0

δv · v_{n+} 1_2 ρ_0 dV ∫ B_0 δφ · ρ_0 Δv Δt dV = − ∫ B_0

S_{algo} : 1 2 ( δF^T F_{n+} 1_2 + F_{n+} 1_2^T δF ) dV − Π^{ext}_{n+} 1_2 (δφ) .

(54)

Therein, the particular form of the algorithmic version of the PK2 stress tensor S_{algo} follows from the so-called directionality property, which is a sufficient condition for energy consistency. The directionality property itself serves as a time-discrete representation of the continuum stress power Ẇ I = S : 1_2 Ċ, acting as a sufficient criterion for energy conservation, cf. [91]. In that regard, the directionality property for the present system yields

S_{algo} : 1 2 ΔC = D_{IC} W^I ΔI_C + D_{IIC} W^I ΔII_C + D_J W^I ΔJ_φ

= W^I(I_{Cn+1} , II_{Cn+1} , J_{n+1}) − W^I(I_{Cn} , II_{Cn} , J_n) .

(55)

The satisfaction of this condition motivates for proposing the algorithmic PK2 stress tensor as

S_{algo} = 2 ( D_{IC} W^I I + D_{IIC} W^I I C_{algo} + 1 2 D_J W^I (J_{algo})^{−1}G_{algo} ) , (56)

which serves as consistent time-discrete variant of Eq. (53) and ensures energy consistency while maintaining the second-order accuracy of the midpoint rule. In case of midpoint time integration, the only difference compared to the EM scheme is the evaluation of the PK2 stress tensor. In particular, instead of Eq. (56) we would evaluate the PK2 stress tensor as follows

S_{n+} 1_2 = 2 (∂_{IC} W^I(F_{n+} 1_2 ) I + ∂_{IIC} W^I(F_{n+} 1_2 ) I C((F_{n+} 1_2 ) + 1 2 ∂_J W^I(F_{n+} 1_2 ) (J((F_{n+} 1_2 ))^{−1}G(F_{n+} 1_2 )) .

(57)

The algorthmic form of the PK2 stress tensor in Eq. (56) is the basic feature of the energy-momentum method and contains the subsequently introduced partitioned discrete derivatives D_{IC} W^I, D_{IIC} W^I, D_J W^I in replacement of the partial derivatives of the strain energy from Eq. (53). The construction of these particular discrete gradients is provided by Appx. C, which eventually yields the final Greenspan-like versions

D_{IC} W^I = ( W^I(I_{Cn+1} , II_{Cn} , J_n) − W^I(I_{Cn} , II_{Cn} , J_n) +W^I(I_{Cn+1} , II_{Cn+1} , J_{n+1}) − W^I(I_{Cn} , II_{Cn+1} , J_{n+1}) ) /(2 ΔI_C) , D_{IIC} W^I = ( W^I(I_{Cn+1} , II_{Cn+1} , J_n) − W^I(I_{Cn+1} , II_{Cn} , J_n) +W^I(I_{Cn} , II_{Cn+1} , J_{n+1}) − W^I(I_{Cn} , II_{Cn} , J_{n+1}) ) /(2 ΔII_C) , D_J W^I = ( W^I(I_{Cn+1} , II_{Cn+1} , J_{n+1}) − W^I(I_{Cn+1} , II_{Cn+1} , J_n) +W^I(I_{Cn} , II_{Cn} , J_{n+1}) − W^I(I_{Cn} , II_{Cn} , J_n) ) /(2 ΔJ) .

(58)

As shown in Eq. (56), algorithmic versions of the kinematic relations C_{algo}, G_{algo}, J_{algo} are employed, which directly follows from the directionality condition Eq. (C.17). Alternatively, the algorithmic PK2 tensor from Eq. (56) with its algorithmic kinematic relations can be kind of naturally achieved when deriving it from the corresponding dynamic Hu-Washizu like mixed formulation given based on Eq. (41), see [9] for more details. In any case, the algorithmic kinematic relations C_{algo}, G_{algo}, J_{algo} are chosen as

C_{algo} = 1 2 (C_{n+1} + C_n)

G_{algo} = 1 3 (C_{algo} C_{algo} + ~G_{algo}), with ~G_{algo} = 1 2 (G_{n+1} + G_n) ,

J_{algo} = 1 2 (J_{n+1} + J_n) ,

(59)

and fulfill the necessary directionality property of Eq. (55). It is important to remark that the discrete gradients possess the following properties, see [33] for more information. In particular, the discrete gradients

• satisfy the directionality property Eq. (C.17), which serves as sufficient condition for energy consistency,

• are well defined in the limit ‖ΔΠ^i‖ → 0 where ‖ΔΠ^i‖ = √ ⟨ΔΠ^i, ΔΠ^i⟩, ΔΠ^i = Π^i_{n+1} − Π^i_n, here Π = (Π^1, Π^2, Π^3) = (I_C, II_C, J), cf. Appx. C, and ⟨•, •⟩ denotes the inner product,

• are a second-order approximation of the corresponding midpoint evaluations of the partial derivatives,

• and are undefined for handling zero magnitude ‖ΔΠ^i‖ = 0, which regarding the implementation occurs e.g. within a very first iteration of Newton’s method, and can be avoided by midpoint-type evaluation of the partial derivatives D_Πi W^I = ∂_Πi W^I(Π^i_{n+ 12} ),

• results with the aforementioned algorithmic stress evaluation in the generation of a tangent stiffness matrix that exhibits non-symmetry.

Remark 1. As becomes obvious in Appx. D, the choice of the strain energy Ŵ^C(C, G, C) in Eq. (41) leads to far more complex versions of the discrete gradients D_CŴ^C, D_GŴ^C and D_CŴ^C when compared to the choice of strain energy W^I(I_C, II_C, J) in Eq. (42) with just Greenspan versions of the partitioned discrete gradients D_{IC} W^I, D_{IIC} W^I and D_J W^I in Eq. (58). Also the traditional, projection-based discrete gradient D_CW^C(C) associated with strain energy W^C(C) from Eq. (41) provided by Appx. E can be employed. However, the consistent linearization of the tensor-valued discrete gradient D_CW^C(C) and the application of the chain rule become more complex when employing the PANN constitutive model with its inputs I in comparison to the proposed version outlined in Eq. (58).

Standard integrators like the 2nd order accurate midpoint rule usually violate the conserving properties, particularly the balance of angular momentum and total energy. However, the proposed EM scheme ensures that these balance laws are preserved in the time-discrete system. The verification and detailed analysis of the balance laws for the time-discrete system can be found in Appx. B.

6 Spatial discretization with the finite element method

In the following, we focus on the semi-discrete displacement-based system from Sect. 5, which makes a variety of spatial discretizations possible. Here, we employ the finite element (FE) method for the spatial discretization of Eq. (54). To this end, the body B_0 is subdivided into n_e ∈ N finite elements

B_0 ≈ B^h_0 = n_e⋃

e=1 B^e_0 , (60)

where e = 1, ..., n_e denotes the respective element. In particular, we use the isoparametric concept, cf. [49], by using the same shape functions for the approximation of the geometry with

X^h | B^e_0 = n_{node}∑

a=1 N^a X^a , (61)

and the deformation field φ^h_t ∈ V^h_φ ⊂ V_φ and the velocity field v^h_t ∈ V^h_v ⊂ V_v with spaces

V^h_φ = { φ_t ∈ V_φ : φ^h_t | B^e_0 = n_{node}∑

a=1 N^aφ^a_t } , V^h_v = { v_t ∈ V_v : v^h_t | B^e_0 = n_{node}∑

a=1 N^av^a_t } , (62)

where N^a : B_0 → R denote nodal shape functions with corresponding nodal values X^a ∈ R^3 , φ_a : R → R^3 , and v_a : R → R^3 . According to a Bubnov-Galerkin FE ansatz, we employ the same Ansatz functions for solution and variations δφ ∈ V^{0,h}_φ ⊂ V^0_φ, and δv ∈ V^{0,h}_v ⊂ V^0_v with spaces

V^{0,h}_φ = { δφ ∈ V^0_φ : δφ^h | |_{Be0} =

n_{node}∑

a=1 N^a δφ^a } , V^{0,h}_v = { δv ∈ V^0_v : δv^h | |_{Be0} =

n_{node}∑

a=1 N^aδv^a } . (63) We insert the above discretized solution and variations into the semi-discrete weak form Eq. (54) and obtain_{ne}

A_{e=1}^{nnode∑}_{a=1}^{δva · Ra,ev = 0 ,} n_e A_{e=1}^{nnode∑}_{a=1}^{δφa · Ra,eφ = 0 , (64)}

where A^{ne}_{e=1} denotes the assembly operator. In the above, the nodal residuals R^{a,e}_v ∈ R^3 and R^{a,e}_φ ∈ R^3 are defined as R^{a,e}_v = M^{ab,e} ( 1 Δt Δφ^b − v^b_{n+} 1_2 ) , R^{a,e}_φ = M^{ab,e} 1 Δt Δv^b + ∫ B^e_0

Ba^T(φ^h_{n+} 1_2 )S^{h,V}_{algo} dV − ∫ B^e_0

N^aB̄^h(φ^h_{n+} 1_2 ) dV ,

(65) where B^a ∈ R^{6×3} denotes the standard nodal operator matrix, (•)^V symbolizes Voigt’s vector notation and M^{ab,e} denotes the elemental mass matrix defined as M^{ab,e} = ∫ B^e_0

ρ_0 N^a N^b dV I . (66)

In order to pursue an efficient implementation, cf. [9], Eq. (65)_1 can be rewritten as

v^b_{n+1} = 2 Δt Δφ^b_{n+1} − v^b_n , (67)

and inserting it into Eq. (65)_2 yields the nodal residual vector ^R^{a,e}_φ ∈ R^3 given by

^R^{a,e}_φ = 2 Δt ( 1 Δt M^{ab,e} Δφ^b − M^{ab,e} v^b_n ) + B^{aT}_{n+} 1_2 S^{h,V}_{algo} dV − ∫ B^e_0

N^aB̄^h(φ^h_{n+} 1_2 ) dV . (68)

Accordingly, the velocity field is condensed out and we have a pure displacement-based formulation. Note that, for the midpoint rule, the algorithmic PK2 stress tensor S^h_{algo} is simply replaced with the midpoint evaluated PK2 stress tensor from Eq. (57).

It is important to remark that the discretization of the mixed approaches in Sect. 4.2 is straight forward, where of course the additional fields have to be discretized with suitable spaces considering the inf-sup conditions for the particular choice of approximation formulas, see [59] for more information.

7 Numerical examples

In this section, stability and robustness of the proposed framework are examined in representative finite element simulations. In Sect. 7.1, the PANN constitutive model is calibrated to data generated with an analytical potential. Afterwards in Sect. 7.2 and in Sect. 7.3, the PANN constitutive model is applied in both static and dynamic numerical examples.

7.1 Preparation of the neural network-based constitutive model

The PANN constitutive model is now calibrated to data generated with an analytical potential. Details on the data generation are presented in Sect. 7.1.1, while details on the model calibration are presented in Sect. 7.1.2.

7.1.1 Data generation

For the following investigations, the PANN model introduced in Sect. 3 is calibrated to data generated with the analytical Mooney-Rivlin model, cf. Eq. (21). For this, two sets of material parameters are considered, which lead to a compressible and a nearly incompressible model, respectively, cf. Table 1. If not stated otherwise, the parameter set for a compressible material behavior is applied. In the following, the Mooney-Rivlin model is referred to as the ground truth (GT) model, to which the results obtained with the calibrated PANN model are compared.

Following [23], the calibration dataset consists of (i) a uniaxial tension stress state, (ii) an equibiaxial tension stress state, and (iii) a simple shear deformation state, which are applied on the analytical Mooney-Rivlin model. The uniaxial tension is applied in x-direction with F_{11} ∈ [0.75, 1.75], the equibiaxial tension is applied in x − y-direction with F_{11} = F_{22} ∈ [0.75, 1.755], and simple shear is applied with F_{12} ∈ [−0.25, 0.75]. In addition, for the test dataset, a mixed sheartension deformation is applied (“test 3” in [23]), which represents a fairly general deformation mode, cf. Fig. 2. Each load case consists of 100 datapoints, which makes 300 strain-stress tuples in the calibration dataset. It should be mentioned that besides these experimentally motivated load cases, it is also possible to sample the deformation states either by analytical considerations on physically admissible deformation states [62] or by investigating the deformation states which occur in the engineering component under investigation [52].

compressible case a 831.25 Pa b 166.25 Pa c 10000 Pa d 2327.5 Pa mass density (static/transient examples) ρ_0 0/100 kg m^{−3}

nearly incompressible case a 126 Pa b 252 Pa c 81512 Pa d 1260 Pa mass density ρ_0 0 kg m^{−3}

Table 1: Mooney-Rivlin material parameters employed for the numerical examples.

7.1.2 Model calibration

For the PANN model calibration, six different network architectures with n ∈ {4, 8, 16, 32, 64, 128} nodes in the hidden layer are considered for the compressible material behavior, which corresponds to |P| = 24, 48, 96, 192, 384, 768 NN model parameters. In this way, the computational performance of the algorithms can be examined, and furthermore, it is demonstrated that the choice of nodes n in the hidden layer is generic for the approach introduced in this work. In general, this also holds for the number of hidden layers, of which the proposed framework is also independendent, with the caveat that the explicit derivatives of the NN, cf. Sect. 3.3, must be adapted when more than one hidden layer is considered. For the nearly incompressible material behavior, n = 8 nodes are considered. At this point, it should be noted that even the smallest NN architecture with 4 nodes is flexible enough to perfectly represent the Mooney-Rivlin model, and, furthermore, calibrating a PANN model to such a simple analytical potential should be considered as an academic example. In the following examples, PANNn denotes a PANN model with n nodes in the hidden layer.

For the calibration, the models are implemented in TensorFlow 2.5.0 using Python 3.9.9. The optimization is carried out using the ADAM algorithm with default settings. Therefore, the full batch of calibration data is used for 5000 calibration epochs. Each model architecture is calibrated one time. For the reproducibility of the results, the calibrated model parameters are provided in the GitHub repository https://github.com/CPShub/sim-data.

All model architectures perform excellent, both on the calibration and the test dataset, and both for the compressible and the nearly incompressible material behavior, cf. Table 2, where the losses of the calibrated models are provided. While there is a general trend for a decreasing loss for larger model architectures, it should be noted that even the small architectures are able to nearly perfectly represent the GT models, which becomes evident in Fig. 2, where the test case is evaluated for the PANN8 models.

123 -30-20 -100 10 C_{11}

S_{ij}

S_{11} S_{12} S_{33} 123-15-10-5 05 C_{11}

S_{ij}

S_{11} S_{12} S_{33}

Figure 2: Mixed shear-tension test evaluated for the GT models (marks) and the calibrated PANN8 models (continous lines) for both the compressible (left) and the nearly incompressible (right) case. Stress in MPa.

compressible model nearly incompressible model calibration test calibration test PANN 4 1.70 0.89

8 0.84 0.61 1.05 0.23 16 0.93 0.61 32 0.25 0.15 64 -0.23 0.17 128 -0.11 0.10

Table 2: log_{10}(MSE) according to Eq. (29) for the calibrated PANN models.

7.2 Static deformation of Cook’s membrane

Here, a static example is investigated. In Sect. 7.2.1, compressible material behavior is assumed, and the computation time of the PANN constitutive model compared to the GT model is examined. In Sect. 7.2.2, nearly incompressible material behavior is assumed, and the performance of the mixed formulations is demonstrated.

7.2.1 Compressible case

As a first example, a three-dimensional version of the well-known Cook’s membrane with compressible material behavior is considered, see e.g. [9]. With this example, the spatial performance of the PANN constitutive model compared to the GT model in a purely static, large deformation solid mechanical scenario is examined. Furthermore, a detailed investigation of the computation times for both PANN and GT models is carried out.

The geometry of the membrane is provided by Fig. 3 (left). The membrane is subject to a clamping on its left side while a pressure load is applied to shear the membrane on the right side, as illustrated in Fig. 3 (right). The resultant force of the pressure load has the magnitude of p = 200 Pa and shows into the positive e_3-direction. For the discretization, displacement-based trilinear hexahedron elements based on to Eq. (42) are employed.

In Fig. 4, typical deformed configurations for both the GT and the PANN8 model are provided. The mesh convergence study in Fig. 5 (left) shows a practically identical behavior for the GT model and the PANN model for all choices of nodes. Unsurprisingly, the PANN model is able to perfectly

PSfrag replacements p A u(X_1 = 0) = 0

Figure 3: 2D projection of the geometry (left) and 3D illustration of the boundary conditions (right) of the Cook’s membrane.

200400 Figure 4: Deformed configuration with von Mises stress distribution σ_{vM} [Pa] with a typical mesh and load step for compressible GT model (left) and the corresponding PANN8 model (mid).

represent the behavior of the GT model, even for small numbers of nodes. This is also reflected in the Newton iterations required to solve the system of nonlinear equations, which are visualized in Fig. 5 (right) for a typical mesh and load step. For all choices of nodes in the PANN model, the required Newton iterations and the corresponding norm of the residual are equal to the GT model. This shows that the PANN model is not only able to excellently predict the stress behavior of the GT model, which is closely related to the first derivative of the hyperelastic potential, but also excellently predicts the second derivative, which is essential for the solution of the nonlinear FEA, although the second derivative was not included in the calibration process, cf. Sect. 3.2.

In Fig. 6 and Fig. 7, the percentage computation times for the simulation of Cook’s membrane with 14406 degree of freedom (DOFs) on one single core are presented for the GT model and the PANN128 model, respectively. On the element level of the GT model, the evaluation of the derivatives of the analytical Mooney-Rivlin potential (“GT derivatives”) only makes up 5% of the computation time and takes even less time than operations such as the evaluation of the tensor cross product. For the PANN128 model, however, the evaluation of the NN potential is significantly more expensive and takes over 50% of the computation time on element level. Thus, the overall simulation time is increased. In Fig. 8, the computation time for the GT model and the PANN model with different numbers of nodes on one single core are visualized. Depending on the number

05,00010,000

15,000 46 810 degrees of freedom displacement u^A_y [m]

GT PANN4 PANN8 PANN16 PANN32 PANN64 PANN128

246 10^{−10} 10^{−5} 10^0105

Newton iteration norm R

Figure 5: Convergence plot with vertical displacement of point A (see Fig. 3) vs. mesh refinement (left) and Newton iterations for a typical mesh and load step (right).

element evaluation

65.9% direct solver 10.8% other 23.3% GT derivatives 5% J and ∂_XN_I 18.4% tensor cross product 9.5%B matrix 34.3% D(A) 5% other27.8%

Figure 6: Percentage computation time of the GT model on global level (left) with 1.6% assembly of K included in the slice “other”, and percentage computation time on element level (right), where the operator matrix D(A) is employed (see [9, Appx. B]). Evaluated for the simulation of Cook’s membrane with 14406 DOFs on one core.

of nodes in the NN, the computation time of the PANN model is more than twice as long compared to the GT model, when the simulation is carried out on a single core. However, when the FEA is parallelised on 24 cores, the computation time of the PANN model is equal to the computation time of the analytical GT model, and, within the examined bounds, even independent of the number of nodes in the hidden layer. The parallelization is employed within the research code moofeKIT [30] written in Matlab using the Parallel Computing Toolbox. In particular, the element routine is parallelized within a parallel for loop environment parfor. Obviously, the computation time is highly influenced by many factors, such as computer hardware and programming language. Still, our findings suggest that with a suitable implementation of the NN-based constitutive model, computation times comparable to analytical constitutive models can be achieved.

7.2.2 Nearly incompressible case

In the next step, Cook’s membrane is simulated with a nearly incompressible material behavior of both the GT and the PANN model. Thereby, the performance of the PANN constitutive model

element evaluation

87.6% direct solver 2.9% other9.5% PANN128 derivatives

54.2%

J and ∂_XN_I

5.6% tensor cross product 8.7%

B matrix 10.6%other 20.9%

Figure 7: Percentage computation time of the PANN128 model on global level (left) with 0.5% assembly of K included in the slice “other”, and percentage computation time on element level (right). Evaluated for the simulation of Cook’s membrane with 14406 DOFs on one core.

GT48163264128 0200400 6008001,000

GT or number of neurons computation time [s]

1 core 24 cores

Figure 8: Computation times with 1 and 24 core setup for GT and different PANN models, evaluated for the simulation of Cook’s membran with 36015 DOFs.

when applied in mixed formulations, which avoid the locking effect, is investigated.

The resultant force of the pressure load has the magnitude of p = 100 Pa and shows into the positive e_3-direction, see Fig. 3. Typical deformed configurations with von Mises stress are provided in Fig. 9. A convergence study is provided in Fig. 10 (left), where different material models and element types are examined. The solutions for both the GT and the PANN8 model are almost indistinguishable for all elements employed. As to be expected in this nearly incompressible, shearloaded problem, the locking effect becomes obvious for both displacement-based models with trilinear hexahedron elements (GT – H1 and PANN8 – H1). In contrast to that, the 5-field mixed formulation presented in Eq. (44) with trilinear / constant hexahedron elements (G-J) and the new Hu-Washizu like 7-field mixed formulation in Eq. (47) with trilinear / constant hexahedron elements (I-II-J) exhibit fast, locking-free convergence. In particular, although the I-II-J element only considers the scalar quantities I_C, II_C, and J as additional kinematic unknowns, it shows the same excellent spatial performance as the G-J element, which, in contrast, includes an additional tensor-valued unknown.

100200 300 Figure 9: Deformed configuration with von Mises stress distribution σ_{vM} [Pa] with a typical mesh and load step for the nearly incompressible GT model (left) and the corresponding PANN8 model (mid).

05,00010,000

15,000 468 1012 degrees of freedom displacement u^A_y [m]

GT – H1 PANN8 – H1 GT – G-J – H1H0 PANN8 – G-J – H1H0 GT – I-II-J – H1H0 PANN8 – I-II-J – H1H0

Figure 10: Convergence plot with displacement vs. mesh refinement for the nearly incompressible Cook’s membrane. Different material models (GT and PANN8) and elements (H1: displacement-based trilinear hexahedron, G-J – H1H0: 5-field mixed formulation according to Eq. (44) with trilinear / constant hexahedron elements, and I-II-J – H1H0: new Hu-Washizu like 7-field mixed formulation according to Eq. (47) with trilinear / constant hexahedron elements) are employed. Note that the two alternative constitutive model formulations under investigation essentially lead to the same results for each finite element formulation.

7.3 Dynamics of L-shaped body

The objective of this investigation is to demonstrate the discrete conservation properties of the proposed EM integrator, particularly applied in the context of the PANN model. In addition to that, the robustness and long-term stability of the midpoint (MP) and the EM integrator are compared for the PANN model.

The initial boundary value problem of an L-shaped body is considered, which is inspired by [9, 99] (in case of pure mechanics) and [26, 27] (in case of thermo-mechanics and electro-thermo-mechanics, respectively). The geometry of the L-shaped body and the initial setting with boundary conditions are depicted in Fig. 11. Therein the applied dead load pressures P_1 : T → R^3 and P_2 : T → R^3

PSfrag replacements P_2

P_1

Figure 11: 2D projection of the geometry (left) and 3D illustration of the boundary conditions (right) of the L-shaped body with t = 3m.

follow the functions

P_1(t) = f(t)

256/9 512/9 768/9 N m^2

= −P_2(t), with f(t) = t for t ≤ 2.5 s 5 − t for 2.5 s ≤ t ≤ 5 s 0 for t > 5 s

. (69)

In Fig. 12 and Fig. 13 snapshots of the motion of the L-shaped body with von Mises stress distribution for the compressible GT and PANN8 models, respectively, are shown. As can be observed, both stress plots show a remarkable similarity. The total energy and the energy difference of both the GT model and corresponding PANN8 model are shown in Fig. 14 and Fig. 15, respectively. Apparently, the midpoint rule aborts due to energy blow ups for both GT and PANN8 model, even when the time step size is reduced. In contrast, the EMS is stable for both the GT and PANN8 model during this long-term simulation and preserves the total energy after the loading phase (t > 5 s). Furthermore, it is important to note that the energy results obtained for the GT and the PANN8 model are practically identical. Furthermore, in Fig. 16 the components of the angular momentum of the L-shaped body for both the GT and the PANN8 model in case of the EMS are shown. As evident from the observation, the components of the angular momentum are preserved after the loading phase (t > 5 s). Similar to the energy results, the components of the angular momentum exhibit practically identical results for both models.

8 Conclusion

In this contribution, advanced spatial and temporal discretization techniques are tailored to hyperelastic PANN constitutive models, i.e., NN-based constitutive models which fulfill all relevant mechanical conditions of hyperelasticity by construction [69]. One of the benefits of PANN-based constitutive models is their extraordinary flexibility, which is achieved by using NNs as highly flexible functions. Actually, the feed-forward neural networks applied for this have a quite simple structure, which is based on only a few ingredients. Furthermore, from a formal point of view, NNs are nothing more but mathematical functions, and thus, constitutive models based on NNs can be applied in numerical methods just like their analytical counterparts. Still, the explicit mathematical formulation of the NN, and even more its derivatives often required for numerical applications, are quite extensive

0200 400600

Figure 12: Snapshots with von Mises stress distribution σ_{vM} [Pa] of the GT model at times t ∈ {4.0, 8.0, 12.0, 16.0, 20.0, 24.0}s.

0200 400600

Figure 13: Snapshots with von Mises stress distribution σ_{vM} [Pa] of the PANN8 model at times t ∈ {4.0, 8.0, 12.0, 16.0, 20.0, 24.0}s.

050100150200 0 2,000 4,000 t [s]

E_n [J]

EM (Δt = 1s) MP (Δt = 1s) MP (Δt = 0.8s) MP (Δt = 0.625s) 050100150200−1−0.50 0.51·10−6 t [s]

E_{n+1} − E_n [J]

Figure 14: Total energy of the L-shaped body (left) for the energy-momentum scheme (EM) and the midpoint rule (MP), and energy difference (right) for the EM scheme. Evaluated for the GT model.

050100150200 0 2,000 4,000 t [s]

E_n [J]

EM (Δt = 1s) MP (Δt = 1s) MP (Δt = 0.8s) MP (Δt = 0.625s) 050100150200−1−0.50 0.51·10−6 t [s]

E_{n+1} − E_n [J]

Figure 15: Total energy of the L-shaped body (left) for the energy-momentum scheme (EM) and the midpoint rule (MP), and energy difference (right) for the EM scheme. Evaluated for the PANN8 model.

0255075100 −10 12·104 t [s]

J [Nms]

J_x J_y J_z

Figure 16: Components of angular momentum of the L-shaped body for the GT model (marks) and for the PANN8 model (continuous lines), both in case of the energy momentum scheme.

compared to analytical constitutive models. This suggests to tailor advanced discretization methods for NN-based constitutive models, to arrive at compact mathematical formulations and convenient implementations with superior stability and robustness in static and dynamic analysis.

In the present work, this is achieved by setting the focus of the numerical methods on the scalarvalued strain invariants that hyperelastic stored energy functions depend on, rather than considering the full tensorial strain measures. Thereby, the evaluation of the hyperelastic potential and its derivatives w.r.t. the strain invariants is separated from the derivatives of the strain invariants w.r.t. the primal tensorial strain measures. This is a very natural choice, since for NN-based constitutive models, the derivatives of the hyperelastic potential w.r.t. the invariants become more complex, while the derivatives of the invariants remain the same as in the analytical theory. In this regard, an elegant 7-field Hu-Washizu like mixed formulation is proposed, where the additional unknowns are only strain invariants. This novel mixed formulation is applicable for nearly incompressible material behavior, in particular, to avoid locking phenomena. Furthermore, a novel energy-momentum scheme (EMS) is designed, which is applicable in dynamical simulations to preserve energy and momentum in the discretized version of the weak form. At the same time, the EMS highly improves the numerical stability in transient simulations. For this, a new algorithmic stress formula is proposed, which, again, only depends on strain invariants. Here, the required discrete gradients are formulated in scalar-valued invariants, therefore only consisting of Greenspan formulas. The employed Greenspan formulas are by far less complex for both consistent tangent computation and implementation when compared to the usually employed projection-based discrete gradients.

Both the mixed method and the EMS are applied in finite element analysis. For this, the hyperelastic PANN model proposed by [69] is calibrated to data generated with an analytical Mooney-Rivlin potential. Unsurprisingly, due to the simple nature of the analytical potential, the results obtained with the PANN model are practically identical to the results obtained with the Mooney-Rivlin model in all simulations. The newly proposed mixed 7-field Hu-Washizu like formulation showed excellent performance in a scenario where purely displacement-based formulations extensively suffer from locking phenomena. Also, it showed similar results when compared to a state-of-the-art mixed, polyconvex 5-field approach [59] which considers tensor-valued quantities as additional unknowns. Furthermore, in a benchmark example, it could be shown that with a suitable parallelization strategy, the computation time of the NN-based model is practically the same as for the analytical constitutive model. In a dynamical simulation, the tailored EMS showed a remarkable stability and robustness even for coarse time steps when compared to the symplectic midpoint-rule. Overall, the numerical examples demonstrate the superior stability and robustness of the proposed numerical methods.

Finally, future work should be concerned with the extension of the proposed methods towards multiphysics [56, 112], inelasticity [1, 77, 93], and structural mechanics. Furthermore, while the present work only considers isotropic material behavior, the extension to further symmetry groups is straightforward [22, 69].

Conflict of interest. The authors declare that they have no conflict of interest. Software. The source code used for the finite element computations is implemented in Matlab under MIT license and is available at https://github.com/kit-ifm/moofeKIT. Version 1.XX of the code, used in this paper, is archived at [30].

Acknowledgement. M. Franke acknowledges the financial support provided by the Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft (DFG, German Research Foundation, project number 443238377). D.K. Klein and O. Weeger acknowledge the financial support provided by the Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft

(DFG, German Research Foundation, project number 492770117), the Graduate School of Computational Engineering at TU Darmstadt, and Hessian.AI.

A Continous balance laws

The verification of the time-continuous balance laws, i.e., balance of angular momentum and balance of total energy for the weak form given in Eq. (51), will be dealt with in the following. A.1 Balance of angular momentum In order to verify the balance of angular momentum, we introduce the angular momentum J_t = ∫ B_0

φ_t × ρ_0 v_t dV , (A.1) and the external momentum M^{ext}_t = ∫ B_0

φ_t × B_t dV + ∫ ∂B^T_0 φ_t × T_t dA . (A.2) Furthermore, we choose the admissible variations δφ = ξ × φ_t , δv = ξ × φ̇_t , (A.3) where R^3 ∋ ξ = const. For further considerations, we anticipate F(δφ = ξ × φ_t) = ξ̂ F_t , (A.4) where ξ̂ is skew-symmetric, such that ξ̂ a = ξ × φ_t ∀a ∈ R^3 . (A.5) Recall Eq. (51)_1 and substitute Eq. (A.3)_2, which finally yields ξ · ∫ B_0

(φ̇_t × v_t) ρ_0 dV = 0 , (A.6) where therein the identity φ̇ × φ̇ = 0 has been employed. Consider the integrand of the 2nd term in Eq. (51)_2 and substitute Eq. (A.3)_1 S_t :^1_2 δC_t = S_t : 1 2 (F^T_t (ξ̂^T + ξ̂) F_t) = 0 , (A.7) which is due to skew-symmetry of ξ̂, i.e. ξ̂^T = −ξ̂. Recall Eq. (51)_2 and substitute Eq. (A.3)_1 ξ · ∫ B_0

φ_t × v̇_t ρ_0 dV + Π^{ext}(ξ × φ_t) = 0 , (A.8) for the above we finally obtain with Eq. (A.6) the desired balance of angular momentum ξ · ( d dt ∫ B_0

φ_t × v_t ρ_0 dV − ∫ B_0

φ_t × B_t dV − ∫ ∂B^T_0 φ_t × T_t dV ) = 0 ⇔ ξ · ( d dt J_t − M^{ext}_t ) = 0 .

A.2 Balance of total energy With the definition of the kinetic energy

T_t = 1 2 ∫ B_0

ρ_0 v_t · v_t dV , (A.9)

at hand, we choose the admissible variations

δφ = φ̇_t, δv = v̇_t , (A.10)

and substitute Eq. (A.10)_2 into Eq. (51)_1, such that ∫ B_0

φ̇_t · v̇_t ρ_0 dV = ∫ B_0

v_t · v̇_t ρ_0 dV = d dt ( 1 2 ∫ B_0

v · v_t ρ_0 dV ) = Ṫ_t . (A.11)

Consider the derivative w.r.t. time of the internal potential d dt W^I Πint t = d dt ∫ B_0

W^I(I_{Ct} , II_{Ct} , III_{Ct} ) dV = ∫ B_0

∂_{IC} W^I I : Ċ_t + ∂_{IIC} W^II : Ġ_t + ∂_J W^I J̇_t) dV = ∫ B_0 2 ( ∂_{IC} W^I I + ∂_{IIC} W^I I C_t +^1_2 ∂_J W^I J^{−1}_t G_t ) : 1 2 Ċ_t dV = ∫ B_0

S_t : 1 2 Ċ_t dV . (A.12)

Substitute Eq. (A.10)_1 into Eq. (51)_2 and take Eq. (A.11) and Eq. (A.12) into account, which finally yield the desired balance of total energy d dt ( T_t + Π^{int}_t ) = Ė_t = P^{ext}_t = −Π̇^{ext}_t . (A.13)

B Time-discrete balance laws

The verification of the time-discrete balance laws, i.e. balance of angular momentum and balance of total energy for the time-discrete system given in Eq. (54) will be dealt with in the following.

B.1 Balance of angular momentum In order to verify the balance of angular momentum in the semi-discrete weak form Eq. (54), we choose the admissible variations

δφ = ξ × φ_{n+} 1_2 , δv = ξ × Δφ Δt , (B.1)

where R^3 ∋ ξ = const. Inserting Eq. (B.1)_2 into Eq. (54)_1 ξ · ∫ B_0 1 Δt Δφ × Δφ ρ_0 dV = ξ · ∫ B_0 Δφ Δt × v_{n+} 1_2 ρ_0 dV , (B.2)

and exploiting Δφ × Δφ = 0, we obtain ξ · ∫ B_0 Δφ Δt × v_{n+} 1_2 ρ_0 dV = 0 . (B.3)

Considering the integrand of the first term of the right-hand side of Eq. (54)_2 and plugging in Eq. (B.1)_1 yields S_{algo} : 1 2 F_{n+} 1_2^T (ξ̂ + ξ̂^T) F_{n+} 1_2^T = 0 . (B.4)

With the above in mind, plugging Eq. (B.1)_1 into the whole Eq. (54)_2 and adding Eq. (B.3) yields after some algebra the desired semi-discrete balance of angular momentum ξ · ( 1 Δt ∫ B_0

(Δφ × v_{n+} 1_2 + φ_{n+} 1_2 × Δv) ρ_0 dV ) = ξ · (∫ B_0

φ_{n+} 1_2 × B_{n+} 1_2 dV + ∫ ∂B^T_0 φ_{n+} 1_2 × T_{n+} 1_2 dA )

⇔ ξ · 1 Δt ∫ B_0

(ρ_0 φ_{n+1} × v_{n+1} − ρ_0 φ_n × v_n) dV = ξ · M^{ext}_{n,n+1} ⇔ ξ · ( 1 Δt ΔJ − M^{ext}_{n,n+1} ) = 0 . (B.5)

Accordingly, the proposed EM scheme consistently reproduces the balance of angular momentum for the time-discrete system which is e.g. in contrast to the 2nd order accurate trapezoidal rule.

B.2 Balance of total energy To verify the balance of energy in the semi-discrete weak form Eq. (54), we choose admissible variations δφ = φ_{n+1} − φ_n = Δφ, δv = v_{n+1} − v_n = Δv , (B.6) plug Eq. (B.6)_2 into Eq. (54)_1: ∫ B_0 Δφ 1 Δt (φ_{n+1} − φ_n) ρ_0 dV = ∫ B_0

Δv · 1 2 (v_{n+1} − v_n) ρ_0 dV = 1 2 ∫ B_0

ρ_0 (v_{n+1} · v_{n+1} − v_n · v_n) dV

= T_{n+1} − T_n = ΔT . (B.7)

and plug Eq. (B.6)_1 into the integrand of the first term of the right-hand side of Eq. (54)_2:

S_{algo} : sym(ΔF^T F_{n+} 1_2 ) = S_{algo} : (ΔF^T F_{n+} 1_2 ) = S_{algo} : 1 2 (C_{n+1} − C_n) = S_{algo} : 1 2 ΔC . (B.8)

Here, the symmetry property S^3 ∩ K^3 = {0} has been taken into account, where S^3 = {A ∈ T^3 | A = A^T} and K^3 = {A ∈ T^3 | A = −A^T} denote spaces of symmetric and skew-symmetric, quadratic second order tensors, respectively. Furthermore, for Eq. (B.8) we insert Eq. (56), which yields after some algebra, cf. Eq. (C.17):

S_{algo} : 1 2 ΔC = ( D_{IC} W^I I + D_{IIC} W^I I C_{algo} +^1_2 D_J W^I J^{−1}_{algo} G_{algo} ) : ΔC

= D_{IC} W^I tr ΔC + D_{IIC} W^I (I C_{algo}) : ΔC +^1_2 D_J W^I J^{−1}_{algo} G_{algo} : ΔC = D_{IC} W^I ΔI_C + D_{IIC} W^I ΔII_C + D_J W^I ΔJ . (B.9)

Plugging Eq. (B.6)_1 into the whole Eq. (54)_2, considering the above results Eq. (B.7) and Eq. (B.9), and employing the directionality property Eq. (C.17) yields the desired semi-discrete balance of total energy ΔT = − ∫ B_0

W^I(I_{Cn+1} , II_{Cn+1} , J_{Cn+1} ) − W^I(I_{Cn} , II_{Cn} , J_{Cn} ) dV + W^{ext}_{n,n+1}

⇔ ΔT + Δ^{W I} Π^{int} = W^{ext}_{n,n+1} , where W^{ext}_{n,n+1} = − ( Π^{ext}_{n+} 1_2 (φ_{n+1}) − Π^{ext}_{n+} 1_2 (φ_n) )

= −Π^{ext}_{n+} 1_2 (Δφ) = ∫ B_0

Δφ · B_{n+} 1_2 dV + ∫ ∂B^T_0 Δφ · T_{n+} 1_2 dA .

(B.10)

As shown above the proposed EM scheme consistently reproduces the balance of total energy for the time-discrete system. This achievement can be attributed to the algorithmic stress evaluation, as demonstrated in Eq. (B.9). In contrast, standard integrators such as the 2nd order accurate midpoint rule fail to maintain this discrete energy balance.

C Partioned discrete gradients of W^I

Introducing the tuple Π = (Π^1, Π^2, Π^3) = (I_C, II_C, J), the partitioned discrete gradients D_{IC} W^I, D_{IIC} W^I, and D_J W^I with final presentation in Eq. (58) are computed with

D_Πi W^I = 1 2 (D_Πi W^I|_ΠJ_{n+1,Π}K_n + D_Πi W^I|_ΠJ_{n,Π}K_{n+1} ) , ∀i ∈ Y, j ∈ J < Y > K ∋ k : J ∋ j < i < k ∈ K , (C.1)

where in general for tensor-valued quantities Π^i we have D_Πi W^I|_ΠJ_{n+1,Π}K_n =∂_Πi W^I(Π^i_{n+} 1_2 )|_ΠJ_{n+1,Π}K_n + W^I(Π^i_{n+1})|_ΠJ_{n+1,Π}K_n − W^I(Π^i_n)|_ΠJ_{n+1,Π}K_n − < ∂_Πi W^I(Π^i_{n+ 12} )|_ΠJ_{n+1,Π}K_n , ΔΠ^i > < ΔΠ^i, ΔΠ^i >

ΔΠ^i , (C.2) and D_Πi W^I|_ΠJ_{n,Π}K_{n+1} =∂_Πi W^I(Π^i_{n+} 1_2 )|_ΠJ_{n ,Π}K_{n+1} + W^I(Π^i_{n+1})|_ΠJ_{n,Π}K_{n+1} − W^I(Π^i_n)|_ΠJ_{n,Π}K_{n+1} − < ∂_Πi W^I(Π^i_{n+ 12} )|_ΠJ_{n ,Π}K_{n+1} , ΔΠ^i > < ΔΠ^i, ΔΠ^i >

ΔΠ^i , (C.3) whereas for scalar-valued invariants Π^i the above simplifies to the so-called Greenspan formulas (cf. [35]) D_Πi W^I|_ΠJ_{n+1,Π}K_n =

W^I(Π^i_{n+1})|_ΠJ_{n+1,Π}K_n − W^I(Π^i_n)|_ΠJ_{n+1,Π}K_n ΔΠ^i

, (C.4) and D_Πi W^I|_ΠJ_{n,Π}K_{n+1} =

W^I(Π^i_{n+1})|_ΠJ_{n ,Π}K_{n+1} − W^I(Π^i_n)|_ΠJ_{n,Π}K_{n+1} ΔΠ^i

. (C.5) This finally leads to

1. the partioned discrete gradient D_{IC} W^I

D_{IC} W^I = 1 2 (D_{IC} W^I|_ΠJ_{n+1,Π}K_n + D_{IC} W^I|_ΠJ_{n,Π}K_{n+1} ) (C.6)

with being i = 1, J = ∅, K = {2, 3} we have Π^1 = I_C, Π^J = ∅, Π^K = (II_C, III_C) and thus

D_{IC} W^I|_ΠJ_{n+1,Π}K_n =

W^I(I_{Cn+1} , II_{Cn} , J_n) − W^I(I_{Cn} , II_{Cn} , J_n) ΔI_C D_{IC} W^I|_ΠJ_{n,Π}K_{n+1} =

W^I(I_{Cn+1} , II_{Cn+1} , J_{n+1}) − W^I(I_{Cn} , II_{Cn+1} , J_{n+1}) ΔI_C

(C.7)

2. the partioned discrete gradient D_{IIC} W^I

D_{IIC} W^I = 1 2 (D_{IIC} W^I|_ΠJ_{n+1,Π}K_n + D_{IIC} W^I|_ΠJ_{n,Π}K_{n+1} ) (C.8)

with being i = 2, J = 1, K = 3 we have Π^2 = II_C, Π^J = I_C, Π^K = III_C and thus

D_{IIC} W^I|_ΠJ_{n+1,Π}K_n =

W^I(I_{Cn+1} , II_{Cn+1} , J_n) − W^I(I_{Cn+1} , II_{Cn} , J_n) ΔII_C D_{IIC} W^I|_ΠJ_{n,Π}K_{n+1} =

W^I(I_{Cn} , II_{Cn+1} , J_{n+1}) − W^I(I_{Cn} , II_{Cn} , J_{n+1}) ΔII_C (C.9)

3. the partioned discrete gradient D_J W^I

D_J W^I = 1 2 (D_J W^I|_ΠJ_{n+1,Π}K_n + D_J W^I|_ΠJ_{n,Π}K_{n+1} ) (C.10)

with being i = 3, J = {1, 2}, K = ∅ we have Π^3 = J, Π^J = (I_C, II_C), Π^K = ∅ and thus

D_J W^I|_ΠJ_{n+1,Π}K_n =

W^I(I_{Cn+1} , II_{Cn+1} , J_{n+1}) − W^I(I_{Cn+1} , II_{Cn+1} , J_n) ΔJ D_J W^I|_ΠJ_{n,Π}K_{n+1} =

W^I(I_{Cn} , II_{Cn} , J_{n+1}) − W^I(I_{Cn} , II_{Cn} , J_n) ΔJ (C.11)

For the above partioned discrete gradients (D_{IC} W^I, D_{IIC} W^I, D_J W^I), conveniently shown in Eq. (58), the directionality property D_{IC} W^I ΔI_C + D_{IIC} W^I ΔII_C + D_J W^I ΔIII_C =^1_2 (W^I(I_{Cn+1} , II_{Cn} , J_n) − W^I(I_{Cn} , II_{Cn} , J_n)

+ W^I(I_{Cn+1} , II_{Cn+1} , J_{n+1}) − W^I(I_{Cn} , II_{Cn+1} , J_{n+1})) (C.12) +^1_2 (W^I(I_{Cn+1} , II_{Cn+1} , J_n) − W^I(I_{Cn+1} , II_{Cn} , J_n) (C.13) + W^I(I_{Cn} , II_{Cn+1} , J_{n+1}) − W^I(I_{Cn} , II_{Cn} , J_{n+1})) (C.14) +^1_2 (W^I(I_{Cn+1} , II_{Cn+1} , J_{n+1}) − W^I(I_{Cn+1} , II_{Cn+1} , J_n) (C.15) + W^I(I_{Cn} , II_{Cn} , J_{n+1}) − W^I(I_{Cn} , II_{Cn} , J_n)) (C.16) = W^I(I_{Cn+1} , II_{Cn+1} , J_{n+1}) − W^I(I_{Cn} , II_{Cn} , J_n) (C.17) is obviously fulfilled.

D Partioned discrete gradients of Ŵ^C

In analogy to Eq. (C.1)-Eq. (C.5) the partitioned discrete gradients D_CŴ^C, D_GŴ^C, and D_CŴ^C of the strain energy Ŵ^C(C, G, C) eventually are

1. the partioned discrete gradient D_CW^C

(D_CŴ^C)_{ij} = 1 2 (∂_CŴ^C(C_{n+} 1_2 , G_n, C_n)

+ ∂_CŴ^C(C_{n+} 1_2 , G_n, C_n))_{kl} (δ_{ki}δ_{lj} −^{(Δ}C^{)kl (Δ}C^{)ij} (ΔC)mn (ΔC)mn ) +^{Ŵ C(}C^{n+1,}G^{n,Cn)+Ŵ C(}C^{n+1,}G^{n+1,Cn+1)−Ŵ C(}C^{n,}G^{n,Cn)−Ŵ C(}C^{n,}G^{n+1,Cn+1)}

2 (ΔC)_{mn} (ΔC)_{mn} (ΔC)ij

(D.1)

2. the partioned discrete gradient D_GŴ^C

(D_GŴ^C)_{ij} = 1 2 (∂_GŴ^C(C_{n+1}, G_{n+} 1_2 , C_n)

+ ∂_CŴ^C(C_n, G_{n+} 1_2 , C_{n+1}))_{kl} (δ_{ki}δ_{lj} −^{(Δ}G^{)ij (Δ}G^{)kl} (ΔG)mn (ΔG)mn ) +^{Ŵ C(}C^{n+1,}G^{n+1,Cn)+Ŵ C(}C^{n,}G^{n+1,Cn+1)−Ŵ C(}C^{n+1,}G^{n,Cn)−Ŵ C(}C^{n,}G^{n,Cn+1)}

2 (ΔG)_{mn} (ΔG)_{mn} (ΔG)ij

(D.2)

3. the partioned discrete gradient D_CŴ^C

D_CŴ^C = 1 2 (_{Ŵ C(} Cn+1,Gn+1,Cn+1)−^^W^C(Cn+1,Gn+1,Cn) ΔC +^{Ŵ C(}C^{n,}G^{n,Cn+1)−Ŵ C(}C^{n,}G^{n,Cn)} ΔC ) . (D.3)

In comparison to an analytical Mooney-Rivlin model as proposed in [9] the above discrete gradients are pretty challenging to handle for the consistent linearization, since for the PANN constitutive model employed the discrete gradients D_CŴ^C, D_GŴ^C are not constant and furthermore are dependend from all its dependencies (C, G, C).

E Discrete gradient of W^C

The projection-based discrete Gradient for W^C(C) is given by

D_CW^C = ∂_CW^C(C_{n+} 1_2 ) +

W^C(C_{n+1}) − W^C(C_n) − ∂_CW^C(C_{n+} 1_2 ) : ΔC ΔC : ΔC

ΔC (E.1)

where despite the chain rule which is necessary for the PANN constitutive model with its inputs I the discrete gradient is tensor-valued and therefore is by far complex when compared to the proposed version in Eq. (58).

References

[1] K. Abdolazizi, K. Linka, and C. J. Cyron. “Viscoelastic Constitutive Artificial Neural Networks (vCANNs) – A framework for data-driven anisotropic nonlinear finite viscoelasticity”. In: (2023). doi: 10.2139/ssrn.4408640.

[2] C. C. Aggarwal. Neural Networks and Deep Learning. 1st ed. Springer International Publishing, 2018.

[3] B. Amos, L. Xu, and J. Z. Kolter. “Input convex neural networks”. In: Proceedings of the 34th International Conference on Machine Learning. Ed. by D. Precup and Y. W. Teh. Vol. 70. Proceedings of Machine Learning Research. PMLR, 2017, pp. 146–155.

[4] F. Armero. “On the locking and stability of finite elements in finite deformation plane strain problems”. In:

Computers & Structures 75.3 (2000), pp. 261–290. doi: https://doi.org/10.1016/S0045-7949(99)00136-4.

[5] F. As’ad, P. Avery, and C. Farhat. “A mechanics-informed artificial neural network approach in data-driven constitutive modeling”. In: International Journal for Numerical Methods in Engineering 123.12 (2022), pp. 2738– 2759. doi: 10.1002/nme.6957.

[6] J. M. Ball. “Constitutive inequalities and existence theorems in nonlinear elasto-statics”. In: Herriot Watt Symposion: Nonlinear Analysis and Mechanics. Ed. by R. J. Knops. Vol. 1. London: Pitman, 1977, pp. 187– 241.

[7] J. M. Ball. “Convexity conditions and existence theorems in nonlinear elasticity”. In: Archive for Rational Mechanics and Analysis 63.4 (1976), pp. 337–403. doi: 10.1007/BF00279992.

[8] K. J. Bathe. “Conserving energy and momentum in nonlinear dynamics: A simple implicit time integration scheme”. In: Computers and Structures 85 (7-8 Apr. 2007), pp. 437–445. doi: 10.1016/j.compstruc.2006.09.004.

[9] P. Betsch, A. Janz, and C. Hesch. “A mixed variational framework for the design of energy-momentum schemes inspired by the structure of polyconvex stored energy functions”. In: Computer Methods in Applied Mechanics and Engineering 335 (2018), pp. 660–696. doi: 10.1016/j.cma.2018.01.013.

[10] P. Betsch and P. Steinmann. “Constrained dynamics of geometrically exact beams”. In: Computational Mechanics 31 (1-2 SPEC. 2003), pp. 49–59. doi: 10.1007/s00466-002-0392-1.

[11] P. Betsch and A. Janz. “An energy–momentum consistent method for transient simulations with mixed finite elements developed in the framework of geometrically exact shells”. In: International Journal for Numerical Methods in Engineering 108 (5 Nov. 2016), pp. 423–455. doi: 10.1002/nme.5217.

[12] P. Betsch and M. Schiebl. “Energy-momentum-entropy consistent numerical methods for large-strain thermoelasticity relying on the GENERIC formalism”. In: International Journal for Numerical Methods in Engineering 119 (12 2019), pp. 1216–1244. doi: 10.1002/nme.6089.

[13] J. Bonet, A. J. Gil, and R. Ortigosa. “A computational framework for polyconvex large strain elasticity”. In:

Computer Methods in Applied Mechanics and Engineering 283 (2015), pp. 1061–1094. doi: 10.1016/j.cma.2014.10.002.

[14] G. C. Calafiore, S. Gaubert, and C. Possieri. “A universal approximation result for difference of log-sum-exp Neural Networks”. In: IEEE Transactions on Neural Networks and Learning Systems 31.12 (2020), pp. 5603– 5612. doi: 10.1109/TNNLS.2020.2975051.

[15] G. C. Calafiore, S. Gaubert, and C. Possieri. “Log-sum-exp Neural Networks and posynomial models for convex and log-log-convex data”. In: IEEE Transactions on Neural Networks and Learning Systems 31.3 (2020), pp. 827–838. doi: 10.1109/TNNLS.2019.2910417.

[16] P. Carrara, L. De Lorenzis, L. Stainier, and M. Ortiz. “Data-driven fracture mechanics”. In: Computer Methods in Applied Mechanics and Engineering 372 (2020), p. 113390. doi: 10.1016/j.cma.2020.113390.

[17] E. Celledoni, M. F. Puiggalí, E. H. Høiseth, and D. M. de Diego. “Energy-Preserving Integrators Applied to Nonholonomic Systems”. In: Journal of Nonlinear Science 29 (4 Aug. 2019), pp. 1523–1562. doi: 10.1007/s00332-018-9524-4.

[18] V. Chawla and T. A. Laursen. “Energy consistent algorithms for frictional contact problems”. In: International Journal for Numerical Methods in Engineering 42 (5 July 1998), pp. 799–827. doi: 10.1002/(SICI)1097-0207(19980715)42:5<799::AID-NME385>3.0.CO;2-F.

[19] P. Chen and J. Guilleminot. “Polyconvex neural networks for hyperelastic constitutive models: A rectification approach”. In: Mechanics Research Communications 125 (2022), p. 103993. doi: 10.1016/j.mechrescom.2022.103993.

[20] P. G. Ciarlet. Three-dimensional elasticity. Elsevier, 1988.

[21] R. de Boer. Vektor- und Tensorrechnung für Ingenieure. Springer-Verlag Berlin Heidelberg, 1982.

[22] V. Ebbing. “Design of Polyconvex Energy Functions for All Anisotropy Classes”. PhD thesis. Universität Duisburg-Essen, 2010.

[23] M. Fernández, M. Jamshidian, T. Böhlke, K. Kersting, and O. Weeger. “Anisotropic hyperelastic constitutive models for finite deformations combining material theory and data-driven approaches with application to cubic lattice metamaterials”. In: Computational Mechanics 67.2 (2021), pp. 653–677. doi: 10.1007/s00466-020-01954-7.

[24] M. Flaschel, S. Kumar, and L. De Lorenzis. “Unsupervised discovery of interpretable hyperelastic constitutive laws”. In: Computer Methods in Applied Mechanics and Engineering 381 (2021), p. 113852. doi: 10.1016/j.cma.2021.113852.

[25] M. Flaschel, S. Kumar, and L. De Lorenzis. “Automated discovery of generalized standard material models with EUCLID”. In: Computer Methods in Applied Mechanics and Engineering 405 (2023), p. 115867. doi: 10.1016/j.cma.2022.115867.

[26] M. Franke, R. Ortigosa, A. Janz, A. Gil, and P. Betsch. “A mixed variational framework for the design of energy-momentum integration schemes based on convex multi-variable electro-elastodynamics”. In: Computer Methods in Applied Mechanics and Engineering 351 (2019), pp. 109–152. doi: 10.1016/j.cma.2019.03.036.

[27] M. Franke, R. Ortigosa, J. Martínez-Frutos, A. Gil, and P. Betsch. “A thermodynamically consistent time integration scheme for non-linear thermo-electro-mechanics”. In: Computer Methods in Applied Mechanics and Engineering 389 (2022), p. 114298. doi: 10.1016/j.cma.2021.114298.

[28] M. Franke, A. Janz, M. Schiebl, and P. Betsch. “An energy-momentum consistent integration scheme using a polyconvexity-based framework for non-linear thermo-elastodynamics”. In: International Journal for Numerical Methods in Engineering 115.5 (2018), pp. 549–577. doi: 10.1002/nme.5816.

[29] M. Franke, F. Zähringer, M. Hille, R. Ortigosa, P. Betsch, and A. J. Gil. “A novel mixed and energy-momentum consistent framework for coupled nonlinear thermo-electro-elastodynamics”. In: International Journal for Numerical Methods in Engineering (May 2023). doi: 10.1002/nme.7209.

[30] M. Franke, F. Zähringer, M. Hille, R. Pfefferkorn, and V. Valdes y Beck. moofeKIT: matlab object-oriented finite element kit. Version v1.0.0. 2022. doi: 10.5281/zenodo.7129458.

[31] T. Gärtner, M. Fernández, and O. Weeger. “Nonlinear multiscale simulation of elastic beam lattices with anisotropic homogenized constitutive models based on artificial neural networks”. In: Computational Mechanics 68 (Nov. 2021). doi: 10.1007/s00466-021-02061-x.

[32] O. Gonzalez. “Exact energy and momentum conserving algorithms for general models in nonlinear elasticity”.

In: Computer Methods in Applied Mechanics and Engineering 190 (2000), pp. 1763–1783. doi: 10.1016/S0045-7825(00)00189-4.

[33] O. Gonzalez. “Time integration and discrete Hamiltonian systems”. In: Journal of Nonlinear Science 6.5 (1996), pp. 449–467. doi: 10.1007/BF02440162.

[34] O. Gonzalez and J. D. Meiss. Mechanical systems subject to holonomic constraints: Differential-algebraic formulations and conservative integration. 1999, pp. 165–174.

[35] D. Greenspan. “Conservative numerical methods for ẍ = f(x)”. In: Journal of Computational Physics 56.1 (1984), pp. 28–41. doi: 10.1016/0021-9991(84)90081-0.

[36] M. Grmela and H. C. Öttinger. “Dynamics and thermodynamics of complex fluids. I. Development of a general formalism”. In: Physical Review E 56.6 (1997), p. 6620.

[37] M. Groß and P. Betsch. “Energy-momentum consistent finite element discretization of dynamic finite viscoelasticity”. In: International Journal for Numerical Methods in Engineering 81 (11 Mar. 2010), pp. 1341– 1386. doi: 10.1002/nme.2729.

[38] E. Hairer, C. Lubich, and G. Wanner. Geometric Numerical Integration: Structure-Preserving Algorithms for Ordinary Differential Equations. 2006. Springer Series in Computational Mathematics.

[39] S. Hartmann and P. Neff. “Polyconvexity of generalized polynomial-type hyperelastic strain energy funtions for near-incompressibility”. In: International Journal of Solids and Structures 40 (2003), pp. 2767–2791. doi: 10.1016/S0020-7683(03)00086-6.

[40] P. Haupt. Continuum Mechanics and Theory of Materials. 2nd ed. Springer Berlin Heidelberg, 2002.

[41] D. Haussler. “Quantifying inductive bias: AI learning algorithms and Valiant’s learning framework”. In: Artificial Intelligence 36.2 (1988), pp. 177–221. doi: 10.1016/0004-3702(88)90002-1.

[42] H. Hencky. “Über die Form des Elastizitätsgesetzes bei ideal elastischen Stoffen”. In: Zeitschrift für technische Physik 9 (1928), pp. 215–220.

[43] H. Hencky. “Welche Umstände bedingen die Verfestigung bei der bildsamen Verformung von festen isotropen Körpern?” In: Zeitschrift für Physik 55 (1929), pp. 145–155.

[44] C. Hesch and K. Weinberg. “Thermodynamically consistent algorithms for a finite-deformation phase-field approach to fracture”. In: International Journal for Numerical Methods in Engineering 99 (12 2014), pp. 906– 924. doi: 10.1002/nme.4709.

[45] C. Hesch and P. Betsch. “Transient three-dimensional contact problems: Mortar method. Mixed methods and conserving integration”. In: Computational Mechanics 48 (4 2011), pp. 461–475. doi: 10.1007/s00466-011-0583-8.

[46] G. Holzapfel. Nonlinear Solid Mechanics: A Continuum Approach for Engineering. John Wiley & Sons Ltd, 2000.

[47] K. Hornik. “Approximation capabilities of multilayer feedforward networks”. In: Neural Networks 4.2 (1991), pp. 251–257. doi: 10.1016/0893-6080(91)90009-T.

[48] S. Huang, Z. He, B. Chem, and C. Reina. “Variational Onsager Neural Networks (VONNs): A thermodynamicsbased variational learning strategy for non-equilibrium PDEs”. In: Journal of the Mechanics and Physics of Solids 163 (2022), p. 104856. doi: 10.1016/j.jmps.2022.104856.

[49] T. Hughes. The Finite Element Method: Linear Static and Dynamic Finite Element Analysis. Dover Civil and Mechanical Engineering. Dover Publications, 2012.

[50] E. Hüllermeier and W. Waegeman. “Aleatoric and epistemic uncertainty in machine learning: An introduction to concepts and methods”. In: Machine Learning 110 (2021), pp. 457–506. doi: 10.1007/s10994-021-05946-3.

[51] K. A. Kalina, L. Linden, J. Brummund, P. Metsch, and M. Kästner. “Automated constitutive modeling of isotropic hyperelasticity based on artificial neural networks”. In: Computational Mechanics 69 (2022), pp. 1– 20. doi: 10.1007/s00466-021-02090-6.

[52] K. A. Kalina, L. Linden, J. Brummund, and M. Kästner. “FEANN: An efficient data-driven multiscale approach based on physics-constrained neural networks and automated data mining”. In: Computational Mechanics 71.5 (2023), pp. 827–851. doi: 10.1007/s00466-022-02260-0.

[53] G. E. Karniadakis, I. G. Kevrekidis, L. Lu, P. Perdikaris, S. Wang, and L. Yang. “Physics-informed machine learning”. In: Nature Reviews Physics (2021). doi: 10.1038/s42254-021-00314-5.

[54] T. Kirchdoerfer and M. Ortiz. “Data-driven computational mechanics”. In: Computer Methods in Applied Mechanics and Engineering 304 (2016), pp. 81–101. doi: 10.1016/j.cma.2016.02.001.

[55] D. K. Klein, M. Fernández, R. J. Martin, P. Neff, and O. Weeger. “Polyconvex anisotropic hyperelasticity with neural networks”. In: Journal of the Mechanics and Physics of Solids 159 (2022), p. 104703. doi: 10.1016/j.jmps.2021.104703. arXiv: 2106.14623.

[56] D. K. Klein, R. Ortigosa, J. Martínez-Frutos, and O. Weeger. “Finite electro-elasticity with physics-augmented neural networks”. In: Computer Methods in Applied Mechanics and Engineering 400 (2022), p. 115501. doi: 10.1016/j.cma.2022.115501.

[57] D. K. Klein, F. J. Roth, I. Valizadeh, and O. Weeger. “Parametrised polyconvex hyperelasticity with physicsaugmented neural networks”. In: Pre-print under review (2023).

[58] S. Kollmannsberger, D. D’Angella, M. Jokeit, and L. Herrmann. Deep Learning in Computational Mechanics.

Vol. 977. Studies in Computational Intelligence. Springer, 2021. doi: 10.1007/978-3-030-76587-3.

[59] A. Kraus, P. Wriggers, N. Viebahn, and J. Schröder. “Low-order locking-free mixed finite element formulation with approximation of the minors of the deformation gradient”. In: International Journal for Numerical Methods in Engineering 120 (8 2019), pp. 1011–1026. doi: 10.1002/nme.6168.

[60] M. Krüger, M. Groß, and P. Betsch. “An energy-entropy-consistent time stepping scheme for nonlinear thermoviscoelastic continua”. In: ZAMM Zeitschrift fur Angewandte Mathematik und Mechanik 96 (2 Feb. 2016), pp. 141–178. doi: 10.1002/zamm.201300268.

[61] S. Kumar and D. M. Kochmann. “What Machine Learning can do for computational solid mechanics”. In:

Current Trends and Open Problems in Computational Mechanics. Ed. by F. Aldakheel, B. Hudobivnik, M. Soleimani, H. Wessels, C. Weißenfels, and M. Marino. Cham: Springer International Publishing, 2022, pp. 275– 285. doi: 10.1007/978-3-030-87312-7_27.

[62] O. Kunc and F. Fritzen. “Finite strain homogenization using a reduced basis and efficient sampling”. In:

Mathematical and Computational Applications 24.2 (2019), p. 56. doi: 10.3390/mca24020056.

[63] R. A. Labudde and D. Greenspan. Discrete Mechanics - A General Treatment. 1974, p. 136167.

[64] R. A. Labudde and D. Greenspan. Energy and Momentum Conserving Methods of Arbitrary Order for the Numerical Integration of Equations of Motion I. Motion of a Single Particle. 1976, pp. 323–346.

[65] R. A. Labudde and D. Greenspan. Energy and Momentum Conserving Methods of Arbitrary Order for the Numerical Integration of Equations of Motion II. Motion of a System of Particles. 1976, pp. 1–16.

[66] T. A. Laursen and V. Chawla. “Design of energy conserving algorithms for frictionless dynamic contact problems”. In: International Journal for Numerical Methods in Engineering 40 (5 1997), pp. 863–886. doi: 10.1002/(SICI)1097-0207(19970315)40:5<863::AID-NME92>3.0.CO;2-V.

[67] T. Laursen and X. Meng. “A new solution procedure for application of energy-conserving algorithms to general constitutive models in nonlinear elastodynamics”. In: Computer Methods in Applied Mechanics and Engineering 190.46 (2001), pp. 6309–6322. doi: https://doi.org/10.1016/S0045-7825(01)00257-2.

[68] A. Lew, J. E. Marsden, M. Ortiz, and M. West. “Variational time integrators”. In: International Journal for Numerical Methods in Engineering 60 (1 May 2004), pp. 153–212. doi: 10.1002/nme.958.

[69] L. Linden, D. K. Klein, K. A. Kalina, J. Brummund, O. Weeger, and M. Kästner. “Neural networks meet elasticity: A guide for enforcing physics”. In: Journal of the Mechanics and Physics of Solids (2023).

[70] J. Ling, R. Jones, and J. Templeton. “Machine learning strategies for systems with invariance properties”. In:

Journal of Computational Physics 318 (2016). doi: 10.1016/j.jcp.2016.05.003.

[71] K. Linka, M. Hillgärtner, K. Abdolazizi, R. Aydin, M. Itskov, and C. Cyron. “Constitutive artificial neural networks: A fast and general approach to predictive data-driven constitutive modeling by deep learning”. In: Journal of Computational Physics (2020), p. 110010. doi: 10.1016/j.jcp.2020.110010.

[72] K. Linka and E. Kuhl. “A new family of Constitutive Artificial Neural Networks towards automated model discovery”. In: Computer Methods in Applied Mechanics and Engineering 403 (2023), p. 115731. doi: 10.1016/j.cma.2022.115731.

[73] Z. Liu, Y. Du, Y. Chen, and M. Tegmark. “Physics-augmented learning: A new paradigm beyond physicsinformed learning”. In: 2021.

[74] R. J. Martin, I.-D. Ghiba, and P. Neff. “A polyconvex extension of the logarithmic Hencky strain energy”. In:

Analysis and Applications 17.03 (2019), pp. 349–361. doi: 10.1142/S0219530518500173.

[75] S. C. Martín, P. Betsch, and J. C. G. Orden. “A temperature-based thermodynamically consistent integration scheme for discrete thermo-elastodynamics”. In: Communications in Nonlinear Science and Numerical Simulation 32 (Mar. 2016), pp. 63–80. doi: 10.1016/j.cnsns.2015.08.006.

[76] S. C. Martín, J. C. G. Orden, and I. Romero. “Energy-consistent time integration for nonlinear viscoelasticity”.

In: Computational Mechanics 54 (2 2014), pp. 473–488. doi: 10.1007/s00466-014-1000-x.

[77] F. Masi and I. Stefanou. “Evolution TANN and the identification of internal variables and evolution equations in solid mechanics”. In: Journal of the Mechanics and Physics of Solids 174 (2023), p. 105245. doi: 10.1016/j.jmps.2023.105245.

[78] F. Masi and I. Stefanou. “Multiscale modeling of inelastic materials with Thermodynamics-based Artificial Neural Networks (TANN)”. In: Computer Methods in Applied Mechanics and Engineering 398 (2022), p. 115190. doi: 10.1016/j.cma.2022.115190.

[79] R. Mohr, A. Menzel, and P. Steinmann. “A consistent time FE-method for large strain elasto-plasto-dynamics”.

In: Computer Methods in Applied Mechanics and Engineering 197 (33-40 June 2008), pp. 3024–3044. doi: 10.1016/j.cma.2008.02.002.

[80] P. Neff, I.-D. Ghiba, and J. Lankeit. “The exponentiated Hencky-logarithmic strain energy. Part I: Constitutive issues and rank-one convexity”. In: Journal of Elasticity 121 (2015), pp. 143–234. doi: 10.1007/s10659-015-9524-7.

[81] R. W. Ogden, G. Saccomandi, and I. Sgura. “Fitting hyperelastic models to experimental data”. In: Computational Mechanics 34.6 (2004), pp. 484–502. doi: 10.1007/s00466-004-0593-y.

[82] R. Ortigosa, M. Franke, A. Janz, A. Gil, and P. Betsch. “An energy–momentum time integration scheme based on a convex multi-variable framework for non-linear electro-elastodynamics”. In: Computer Methods in Applied Mechanics and Engineering 339 (2018), pp. 1–35. doi: 10.1016/j.cma.2018.04.021.

[83] R. Ortigosa, A. Gil, J. Martínez-Frutos, M. Franke, and J. Bonet. “A new energy–momentum time integration scheme for non-linear thermo-mechanics”. In: Computer Methods in Applied Mechanics and Engineering 372 (2020), p. 113395. doi: 10.1016/j.cma.2020.113395.

[84] H. C. Öttinger and M. Grmela. “Dynamics and thermodynamics of complex fluids. II. Illustrations of a general formalism”. In: Physical Review E 56 (1997), pp. 6633–6655.

[85] G. C. Y. Peng, M. Alber, A. Buganza Tepole, W. R. Cannon, S. De, S. Dura-Bernal, K. Garikipati, G.

Karniadakis, W. W. Lytton, P. Perdikaris, L. Petzold, and E. Kuhl. “Multiscale modeling meets Machine Learning: What can we learn?” In: Archives of Computational Methods in Engineering 28.3 (2021), pp. 1017– 1037. doi: 10.1007/s11831-020-09405-5.

[86] R. Pfefferkorn and P. Betsch. “Extension of the enhanced assumed strain method based on the structure of polyconvex strain-energy functions”. In: International Journal for Numerical Methods in Engineering 121 (8 2020), pp. 1695–1737. doi: 10.1002/nme.6284.

[87] W. Pietsch. Big Data. Elements in the Philosophy of Science. Cambridge University Press, 2021. doi: 10.1017/9781108588676.

[88] E. Prume, S. Reese, and M. Ortiz. “Model-free Data-Driven inference in computational mechanics”. en. In:

Computer Methods in Applied Mechanics and Engineering 403 (2023), p. 115704. doi: 10.1016/j.cma.2022.115704.

[89] A. Ricker and P. Wriggers. “Systematic fitting and comparison of hyperelastic continuum models for elastomers”. In: Archives of Computational Methods in Engineering (2023). doi: 10.1007/s11831-022-09865-x.

[90] I. Romero and F. Armero. “Numerical integration of the stiff dynamics of geometrically exact shells: An energydissipative momentum-conserving scheme”. In: International Journal for Numerical Methods in Engineering 54 (7 July 2002), pp. 1043–1086. doi: 10.1002/nme.463.

[91] I. Romero. “An analysis of the stress formula for energy-momentum methods in nonlinear elastodynamics”.

In: Computational Mechanics 50 (5 2012), pp. 603–610. doi: 10.1007/s00466-012-0693-y.

[92] I. Romero. “Thermodynamically consistent time-stepping algorithms for non-linear thermomechanical systems”. In: International Journal for Numerical Methods in Engineering 79 (6 Aug. 2009), pp. 706–732. doi: 10.1002/nme.2588.

[93] M. Rosenkranz, K. A. Kalina, J. Brummund, and M. Kästner. “A comparative study on different neural network architectures to model inelasticity”. In: (2023). arXiv: 2303.03402.

[94] J. Schröder and P. Neff. “Invariant formulation of hyperelastic transverse isotropy based on polyconvex free energy functions”. In: International Journal of Solids and Structures 40 (2003), pp. 401–445. doi: 10.1016/S0020-7683(02)00458-4.

[95] J. Schröder, P. Wriggers, and D. Balzani. “A new mixed finite element based on different approximations of the minors of deformation tensors”. In: Computer Methods in Applied Mechanics and Engineering 200.49–52 (2011), pp. 3583–3600. doi: 10.1016/j.cma.2011.08.009.

[96] H. Sharma, M. Patil, and C. Woolsey. “A review of structure-preserving numerical methods for engineering applications”. In: Computer Methods in Applied Mechanics and Engineering 366 (2020), p. 113067. doi: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cma.2020.113067.

[97] J. C. Simo and M. S. Rifai. “A class of mixed assumed strain methods and the method of incompatible modes”. In: International Journal for Numerical Methods in Engineering 29.8 (1990), pp. 1595–1638. doi: https://doi.org/10.1002/nme.1620290802. eprint: https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/pdf/10.1002/nme.1620290802.

[98] J. C. Simo and N. Tarnow. “A new energy and momentum conserving algorithm for the non-linear dynamics of shells”. In: International Journal for Numerical Methods in Engineering 37 (15 1994), pp. 2527–2549. doi: 10.1002/nme.1620371503.

[99] J. Simo and N. Tarnow. “The discrete energy-momentum method. Conserving algorithms for nonlinear elastodynamics”. In: Zeitschrift für angewandte Mathematik und Physik ZAMP 43 (1992), pp. 757–792. doi: 10.1007/BF00913408.

[100] S. R. St. Pierre, K. Linka, and E. Kuhl. “Principal-stretch-based constitutive neural networks autonomously discover a subclass of Ogden models for human brain tissue”. In: Brain Multiphysics 4 (2023), p. 100066. doi: 10.1016/j.brain.2023.100066.

[101] V. Tac, K. Linka, F. Sahli-Costabal, E. Kuhl, and A. B. Tepole. “Benchmarks for physics-informed data-driven hyperelasticity”. In: (2023). doi: 10.48550/ARXIV.2301.10714.

[102] V. Tac, F. Sahli Costabal, and A. B. Tepole. “Data-driven tissue mechanics with polyconvex neural ordinary differential equations”. In: Computer Methods in Applied Mechanics and Engineering 398 (2022), p. 115248. doi: 10.1016/j.cma.2022.115248.

[103] C. Truesdell and W. Noll. The Non-Linear Field Theories of Mechanics. 3rd ed. Springer Berlin Heidelberg, 2004.

[104] N. N. Vlassis, R. Ma, and W. C. Sun. “Geometric deep learning for computational mechanics part I: Anisotropic hyperelasticity”. In: Computer Methods in Applied Mechanics and Engineering 371 (2020), p. 113299. doi: 10.1016/j.cma.2020.113299.

[105] N. N. Vlassis, P. Zhao, R. Ma, T. Sewell, and W. C. Sun. “Molecular dynamics inferred transfer learning models for finite-strain hyperelasticity of monoclinic crystals: Sobolev training and validations against physical constraints”. In: International Journal for Numerical Methods in Engineering 123.17 (2022), pp. 3922–3949. doi: 10.1002/nme.6992.

[106] L. Von Rueden, S. Mayer, K. Beckh, B. Georgiev, S. Giesselbach, R. Heese, B. Kirsch, M. Walczak, J.

Pfrommer, A. Pick, R. Ramamurthy, J. Garcke, C. Bauckhage, and J. Schuecker. “Informed Machine Learning - A taxonomy and survey of integrating prior knowledge into learning systems”. In: IEEE Transactions on Knowledge and Data Engineering (2021), pp. 614–633. doi: 10.1109/TKDE.2021.3079836.

[107] K. Washizu. Variational Methods in Elasticity and Plasticity. Pergamon Press, 1982.

[108] P. Weber, J. Geiger, and W. Wagner. “Constrained neural network training and its application to hyperelastic material modeling”. In: Computational Mechanics 68.5 (2021), pp. 1179–1204.

[109] P. Weber, W. Wagner, and S. Freitag. “Physically enhanced training for modeling rate-independent plasticity with feedforward neural networks”. In: Computational Mechanics (2023). doi: 10.1007/s00466-023-02316-9.

[110] L. Zee and E. R. Sternberg. “Ordinary and strong ellipticity in the equilibrium theory of incompressible hyperelastic solids”. In: Archive for Rational Mechanics and Analysis 83 (1983), pp. 53–90. doi: 10.1007/BF00281087.

[111] G. Zhong and J. E. Marsden. “Lie-Poisson Hamilton-Jacobi theory and Lie-Poisson integrators”. In: Physics Letters A 133 (3 Nov. 1988), pp. 134–139. doi: 10.1016/0375-9601(88)90773-6.

[112] M. Zlatić and M. Čanađija. “Incompressible rubber thermoelasticity: A neural network approach”. In: Computational Mechanics 71.5 (2023), pp. 895–916. doi: 10.1007/s00466-023-02278-y.