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A B S T R A C T
The dispersed phase in liquid-liquid emulsions and air-liquid mixtures can often be fragmented into
smaller sizes by the surrounding turbulent carrier phase. The critical parameter that controls this
process is the breakup frequency, which is defined from the breakup kernel in the population bal-
ance equation. The breakup frequency controls how long it takes for the dispersed phase reaches the
terminal size distribution for given turbulence. In this article, we try to summarize the key exper-
imental results and compile the existing datasets under a consistent framework to find out what is
the characteristic timescale of the problem and how to account for the inner density and viscosity of
the dispersed phase. Furthermore, by pointing out the inconsistency of existing experimental data,
the key important unsolved questions and related problems on the breakup frequency of bubbles and
droplets are discussed.

1. Introduction
The turbulent breakup of bubbles and droplets gives rise

to a dispersed phase characterized by a diverse spectrum of
scales, which increases the interfacial area between the two
phases and can find its application in various industries, such
as food [13], pharmaceuticals [12], and ocean engineering
[46]. In these industries, the size distribution of the dis-
persed phase is crucial for the quality of the final products
and overall functionality, e.g. the emulsion stability [31] and
two-phase mass and heat transfer [11].

The seminar works by Kolmogorov [20] and Hinze [18],
i.e. Kolmogorov-Hinze (KH) theory, assumed that the bub-
ble/droplet in homogeneous isotropic turbulence could only
be broken by eddies with similar sizes. The competition be-
tween the eddy stress and surface tension give rise to the
turbulent Weber number, 𝑊 𝑒𝑡, which is defined as,

𝑊 𝑒𝑡 =
𝜌𝑐(𝛿𝐷𝑢)2

𝜎∕𝐷
≈

2𝜌𝑐(𝜖𝐷)5∕3

𝜎
(1)

where 𝜌𝑐 is the density of the continuous phase, 𝐷 is the
bubble/droplet diameter, 𝛿𝐷𝑢 is the velocity scale of eddies
at the scale of bubble/droplet size (for simplicity, we will
use 𝑢𝑒 instead of 𝛿𝐷𝑢 in the following discussions), 𝜖 is the
turbulent dissipation rate, and 𝜎 is the surface tension co-
efficient. It was assumed that there exists a critical Weber
number, above which the breakup would occur.

While the Weber number only quantifies the effect of
surface tension, the damping by the inner viscosity of bub-
ble/droplet should be measured by another dimensionless
number. As suggested by Hinze [18], the Ohnesorge num-
ber,𝑂ℎ, can represent the ratio of viscous force to the inertial
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and surface tension force. 𝑂ℎ can be expressed as,

𝑂ℎ =
𝜇𝑑

√

𝜌𝑑𝜎𝐷
(2)

where 𝜇𝑑 and 𝜌𝑑 are the dynamic viscosity and density of the
dispersed phase, respectively. Although many experiments
and simulations studied the dependence of the breakup fre-
quency on 𝑊 𝑒𝑡 and 𝑂ℎ, the existing data has a large varia-
tion among themselves and it remains unclear how to com-
pile them together and provide a well-constrained breakup
frequency.

Part of the problem is that it is not even clear what is the
characteristic timescale to non-dimensionalize the breakup
frequency. For breakup driven by turbulence, multiple timescales
coexist, including the breakup time, the eddy turnover time
[18], the viscous time [24, 7], as well as the large-scale shear
time, which will be elaborated in this article. Although the
relation between the breakup time and the eddy turnover
time is reviewed and discussed in several papers [35, 36, 9],
the role of large scale motion has not been paid too much
attention.

This article aims at summarizing the key experimental
results and compiling the data under one framework. Fur-
thermore, by pointing out the inconsistency within existing
experimental data, some important unsolved questions on
the breakup frequency of bubbles are raised and some sug-
gestions are provided for future research.

2. Breakup mechanisms and breakup
frequency
The Boltzmann-type equation has been widely incorpo-

rated into simulation codes to accurately predict the size dis-
tribution of polydisperse particles, bubbles and droplets in
turbulence [26, 27, 38]. This equation describes the time
evolution of the number density for bubbles/droplets of a
certain size 𝐷 at a given position 𝒙 and time 𝑡, 𝑛(𝐷,𝒙, 𝑡),
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which is first proposed by Williams [48],
𝜕𝑛
𝜕𝑡

+ 𝛁⋅(𝒗𝑛) = − 𝜕
𝜕𝐷

(𝑅𝑛) + 𝑄̇𝑏 + 𝑄̇𝑐 (3)

where 𝒗(𝐷,𝒙, 𝑡) is the advection velocity of bubbles, 𝑅 =
𝑑𝐷∕𝑑𝑡 is the rate of change of bubble size due to mass dis-
solution, and 𝑄̇𝑏 and 𝑄̇𝑐 are the rate of change of bubble
number density 𝑛(𝐷,𝒙, 𝑡) due to breakup and coalescence,
respectively. For a system that has a very low bubble con-
centration and negligible dissolution, 𝑄̇𝑐 and the dissolu-
tion term 𝜕(𝑅𝑛)∕𝜕𝐷 can be neglected. By only considering
breakup [29], Eq. 3 can be simplified as:

𝐷𝑛(𝐷)
𝐷𝑡

≡𝜕𝑛(𝐷)
𝜕𝑡

+ 𝛁⋅ [𝒗𝑛(𝐷)]

=∫

∞

𝐷
𝑚(𝐷0)𝑓 (𝐷;𝐷0)𝑔(𝐷0)𝑛(𝐷0)𝑑𝐷0

− 𝑔(𝐷)𝑛(𝐷)

(4)

where the source term for the bubbles/droplets of size 𝐷
due to breakup of larger bubbles/droplets is denoted by the
first term on the right side. The number of daughter bub-
bles/droplets generated from a mother bubble/droplet of size
𝐷0 is written as𝑚(𝐷0). 𝑓 (𝐷;𝐷0) is the daughter bubble/droplet
size distribution given the mother bubble/droplet size as 𝐷0,
and 𝑔(𝐷) is the breakup frequency. By knowing the formu-
las of 𝑓 (𝐷;𝐷0) and 𝑔(𝐷), 𝑛(𝐷) can be predicted numerically
from an initial value.

While many models on the breakup frequency, 𝑔(𝐷0),have been reviewed in the literature [22, 25], there is still
a lack of a comprehensive compilation of experimental re-
sults. As highlighted in [14], the compilation of breakup fre-
quency data presents significant challenges due to different
experimental conditions, varying experimental methodolo-
gies, and various definitions used for quantifying breakup
frequency. This complexity makes it exceedingly difficult
to gather and compare datasets from different papers. To
the best knowledge of the authors, the majority of the ex-
isting papers focused on fitting experimental data to spe-
cific breakup frequency models without adequately address-
ing the normalization process or providing thorough com-
parisons with other datasets [28, 47, 43, 37].

3. Measurement challenges and uncertainties
Qi et al. [35] plotted several models within a similar range

of the energy dissipation rates and bubbles/droplets sizes to-
gether and showed clearly that these models do not agree
with one another with differences over several orders of mag-
nitude. Since there is no first-principle equation that can be
solved to calculate the breakup frequency, many phenomeno-
logical models based on the collision of bubbles/droplets
with eddies that contain strong enough inertial force [23],
velocity fluctuation [1] or turbulent kinetic energy [4, 28],
have been proposed. Such large number of possible mecha-
nisms and different fitting parameters in the existing models
leads to inconsistent predictions.

Constraining the model parameters by experimental data
is challenging because (a) for most experiments conducted in
emulsion, quantities are often averaged in non-homogeneous
anisotropic turbulence, such as pipe flows, stirred tanks, or
homogenizers; (b) the definition of breakup frequency is not
consistent across different works [15]: several different ex-
perimental methods have been employed to estimate the breakup
frequency, and each has its own uncertainties; (c) as𝑊 𝑒𝑡 be-
comes small, the breakup frequency is so low that measur-
ing this quantity relies on exposing the two-phase flows to a
rather steady turbulent environment for an extended period
of time; the requirement on long enough residence time with
continuous monitoring of the size of the dispersed phase has
not yet met in most experiments [21]; (d) the sensitivity of
the experiments to the dimensionless numbers is still un-
clear; in addition to 𝑊 𝑒𝑡, the dimensionless numbers also
include, 𝑂ℎ, for oil-water emulsion and the Reynolds num-
ber, 𝑅𝑒, of the background turbulence. The effect of the
latter one is particularly unknown; only recently, Qi et al.
[36] showed the importance of the energetic and intermittent
small eddies in accelerating breakup, which may imply that
turbulence with very low Reynolds numbers may not have
sufficient range of scales interacting with bubbles/drops.

The breakup frequency can be estimated either (i) indi-
rectly from the measurement of drop size distribution or (ii)
directly by counting breakup events in high-speed videos.
The most precise way to use the first method is to infer the
breakup frequency of the bubble/droplet with the largest size
[15, 28, 7, 43]. As for the number density of bubble/droplet
with the largest size, the integration term in Eq.4 can be
dropped, then we can get

𝑛(𝐷𝑚𝑎𝑥, 𝑡) = 𝑛(𝐷𝑚𝑎𝑥, 𝑡 = 0) ⋅ exp
[

−𝑔(𝐷𝑚𝑎𝑥)𝑡
] (5)

Therefore, the breakup frequency can be calculated by fitting
the time evolution of 𝑛(𝐷𝑚𝑎𝑥, 𝑡) with an exponential func-
tion. For other sizes, however, it is much more challenging.
Since it often includes inverse processes, and the problem
is ill-posed and regularization or strong assumptions have to
be made to solve the problem. The most popular method
is to select two models, one for breakup frequency and one
for daughter drop size distribution, and then perform for-
ward calculation of the population balance equation. The
difference between the calculated results and measurements
can be minimized by tuning the adjustable parameters in the
models. As long as a good fit can be obtained, this proce-
dure seems to be justified. However, Qi et al. [35] showed
that similar drop size distribution can be reached even with
completely different models by adjusting parameters. Al-
ternatively, back calculation methods have also been devel-
oped to estimate breakup frequency without knowing which
model to use a priori but with additional constraints, such
as the assumption of self-similarity for the size distribution
over time [32] or a power law dependence of breakup fre-
quency on drop volume [19].

The latter becomes more popular because of its direct-
ness and access to high-speed cameras with better frame rate
and resolution. The breakup frequency can be estimated by
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using the four relationships:

𝑔(𝐷0) =
1

𝑡𝑏(𝐷0)
, from [16] (6a)

𝑔(𝐷0) =
𝑃
𝜏

, from [10] (6b)
𝑔(𝐷0) =

𝑃
𝑡𝑏(𝐷0)

, from [4] (6c)

𝑔(𝐷0) =
𝑛0 − 𝑛1

𝜏𝑛1 +
∑

𝑖 𝑡𝑏,𝑖
, from [44] (6d)

where 𝑡𝑏 is the average breakup time; 𝑃 is the breakup prob-
ability, 𝜏 is the mean residence time of drops; 𝑛0 is the to-
tal number of drops, 𝑛1 is the number for drops that did
not break, and 𝑡𝑏,𝑖 denotes the breakup times of each drop.
Håkansson [15] systematically evaluated these definitions
and concluded that only method (d) will lead to a correct
estimation of the drop size distribution. The rest three meth-
ods only approach the true values if the breakup frequency
is very high (for a and c) or very low (for b).

4. Characteristic timescales
The first problem that has to be addressed before compil-

ing experimental results is to select the appropriate dimen-
sionless variables. For breakup frequency, it is important to
know the characteristic timescale of the problem. The eddy
turnover time has also been proposed as the possible charac-
teristic timescale

𝑡𝑒 = 𝜖−1∕3𝐷2∕3 (7)
This argument was employed in the bubble size spectrum
produced during air entrainment and fragmentation in break-
ing waves [8, 6]. In the breaking wave case, the terminal
bubble size distribution measured scales as 𝐷−10∕3, which
can be derived by assuming 𝑔(𝐷) ∼ 1∕𝑡𝑒 ∼ 𝐷−2∕3 [6, 3].
Besides the eddy turnover time, complex large scale motion
exists in most of the practical scenarios. Then the large scale
mean shear can provide another timescale as

𝑡𝑠 = 1∕𝑆 (8)
where 𝑆 is the shear rate. If the inner viscosity of the dis-
perse phase is dominant, the capillary time denoted as

𝑡𝑐 = 𝜇𝑑𝐷∕𝜎 (9)
should also be taken into account [7].
4.1. Timescales in jet experiments

After summarzing the possible characteristic timescales,
in this section, we discuss some experimental results that
will be compiled in this paper. The first case is the turbu-
lent jet, which is another canonical turbulent system that
has well-defined characteristics. In the studies of bubble
and droplet breakup, two experiments were conducted by
Martínez-Bazán et al. [28] and Eastwood et al. [7], respec-
tively. A noteworthy finding in Martinez-Bazan’s work was
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Fig. 1: The radial profile of the axial velocity (𝑈) normalized
by the centerline velocity (𝑈𝑐) of the turbulent jet in two ex-
periments, including MML99 [28] and EAL04 [7]. The solid
line and dashed line indicate the boundaries of the field of view
(FOV) employed in these experiments. Bubbles and droplets
were subjected to shear to the left of these lines.

10
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Fig. 2: Normalized bubble breakup frequency as a function of
𝑊 𝑒𝑡. Symbols are from the experimental data [28]. The solid
lines represent shear rate normalized by the frequency of the
bubble-sized eddies.

the establishment of a relationship between the breakup timescale
and the eddy turnover time of the bubble size, thus corrobo-
rating the KH theory. However, the results from Eastwood’s
study seemed to indicate a contrasting conclusion, suggest-
ing that the breakup timescale should be scaled with either
the integral timescale or the capillary time (Eq.9) [7].

Despite the same turbulent jet employed, the difference
in timescales reported suggests the possibility of other char-
acteristic timescales in the system, e.g. large scale mean
shear. In Fig.1, the dashed and solid line mark the field
of view at different 𝑥 for MML99 and EAL04, respectively.
The relative width of the field of view (FOV) decreases as
the streamwise distance increases. While turbulence was as-
sumed to be homogeneous and isotropic (HIT), the presence
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Table 1
Properties of droplet used in experiments of [7]

𝜌𝑑 (𝑘𝑔∕𝑚3) 𝜇𝑑 (𝑃𝑎 ⋅ 𝑠) 𝜈𝑑 (𝑚2∕𝑠) 𝜎 (𝑁∕𝑚)

Heptane 684 5.00 × 10−4 7.31 × 10−7 4.8 × 10−2
10 cSt Si 936 9.70 × 10−3 1.04 × 10−5 3.5 × 10−2
50 cSt Si 970 5.09 × 10−2 5.25 × 10−5 3.7 × 10−2
Olive oil 881 7.19 × 10−2 8.16 × 10−5 2.0 × 10−2

of the mean shear within the field of view can be substantial.
When 𝑥∕𝐷𝑗 < 40, it is shown that a non-negligible mean
shear will be imposed to the bubbles/droplets when they are
close to the boundary of FOV. The mean shear introduces a
new timescale but such a timescale has not been considered
in the literature [28]. The mean shear rate, i.e. 𝑆, is esti-
mated as the velocity difference between the center line and
the edge divided by the jet width. As shown in Fig.2, without
any fitting parameters, the mean shear rate, calculated by av-
eraging the shear rate over the entire jet profile, normalized
by the eddy turnover frequency, 𝑓𝑒 = 1∕𝑡𝑒 = 𝜖1∕3𝐷−2∕3,
collapses well with the experimental result of the breakup
frequency. Since both the magnitude and the dependence on
𝑊 𝑒𝑡 of the mean shear rate are close to those of the breakup
frequency, the importance of the mean shear rate cannot be
disregarded. While the experimental data on the normal-
ized break frequency decreases with size, the normalized
mean shear rate increases with size. Nevertheless, this in-
consistency is not sufficient to rule out the mean shear effect
because of the limited size range adopted in experiments.
As a result, the mean shear time could be another possible
timescale in addition to bubble size eddy turnover time.

For bubbles, the inner viscosity plays a negligible role
in modulating breakup dynamics. To address the viscosity
effect, in the same turbulent jet setup, Eastwood et al. [7]
studied the breakup of droplets. In their study, four different
kinds of droplets were studied, including heptane, two dif-
ferent types of silicone oils and olive oil. The dynamic and
kinematic viscosities, as shown in Table 1, cover a range over
several orders of magnitude.

When taking the droplet viscosity into consideration, it
seems that no single timescale discussed previously could
explain the change of breakup frequency. As shown in panel
a of Fig.3, the breakup time, i.e. 1∕𝑔, is plotted versus differ-
ent timescales: capillary timescale, turnover time of droplet-
sized eddies, and the inverse of the shear rate. The horizon-
tal axis represents different timescales and vertical axis is the
breakup time. Different colors represent different timescales,
and different symbols represent different distances to the noz-
zle exit. If 1∕𝑔 follows one of the timescales, the symbols
with the same color would fall onto the dashed diagonal line.
However, it is evident that no timescale can normalize dif-
ferent data so they cannot collapse onto the diagonal line. It
is therefore possible that the breakup process may involve
multiple mechanisms, and no single timescale alone can de-
scribe the full process.

As a result, we propose that the lifetime of the bubble

consists of at least two stages. In the first stage, the droplet
undergoes deformation or advection by the continuous phase
until it encounters a sufficiently strong eddy leading to large
enough deformation. Subsequently, in the second stage, the
droplet is broken due to capillary effects, which can be mod-
ulated by the inner viscosity. It is certainly plausible that the
actual breakup process is far more intricate than the simpli-
fied two-stage model, particularly when multiple timescales
are of similar magnitudes. In such cases, different effects
may occur simultaneously, leading to a complex breakup
mechanism.

When applying the two-stage model, it is crucial to con-
sider the influences of the inner droplet viscosity and outer
flow conditions, as discussed earlier. As a result, the timescale
of the first stage is accounted by either the turnover time of
droplet-sized eddies (Eq.7) or the inverse of mean shear rate
(Eq.8), while the capillary time (Eq.9), is selected to account
for the breakup of the neck in the second stage. The breakup
time can therefore be expressed as the sum of two timescales,
each with its corresponding weight,

Fit 1: 𝑡 = 𝑐1 ⋅ 𝜇𝑑𝐷∕𝜎 + 𝑐2 ⋅ 𝜖
−1∕3𝐷2∕3 (10)

Fit 2: 𝑡 = 𝑐3 ⋅ 𝜇𝑑𝐷∕𝜎 + 𝑐4 ⋅ 1∕𝑆 (11)
By employing the linear regression, it is possible to calcu-
late coefficients for different combinations of timescales. In
panel b of Figure 3, it can be observed that both fits yield
satisfactory collapse for the breakup time. Additionally, it is
noteworthy that the coefficients associated with the capillary
timescale (𝑐1 and 𝑐3) are comparable, reinforcing the idea of
the combination of two timescales.
4.2. Breakup in homoginizer

In addition to larger droplets, studies on smaller droplets,
e.g. nano or microemulsion, have also been conducted be-
fore. In the food industry, a device known as a homogenizer
is commonly employed to break oil droplets into smaller
sizes (∼ 50 𝜇m) in order to achieve better emulsion. The ho-
mogenizer consists of a small channel connected to a large
chamber, generating a high-speed turbulent jet that drives
droplet breakup [13]. A series of comprehensive studies
have been conducted on the breakup of droplets with differ-
ent properties in a homogenizer [42, 43, 40]. These experi-
ments varied many parameters such as surface tension, vis-
cosity, turbulent dissipation rate, and droplet size by orders
of magnitude, resulting in a rich dataset that offers valuable
insights for further analysis.

Fig.5 shows the experimental results of the normalized
breakup frequency as a function of different dimensionless
groups by Vankova et al. [43]. To collapse all the data, they
built upon the works of Davies [5] and Calabrese et al. [2].
Vankova et al. assumed that droplets would not undergo
breakup until the turbulent stress exceeded the combined ef-
fects of viscous and surface tension stresses,

𝜌𝑐 (𝜀𝐷)2∕3 ∼ 𝜎
𝐷

+
𝜇𝑑 (𝜀𝐷)1∕3

√

𝜌𝑐∕𝜌𝑑
𝐷

(12)
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Fig. 3: Breakup time, 1∕𝑔, versus different timescales (data is retrieved from [7]). The breakup time data is collected at
location, 𝑥∕𝐷𝑗 = 33, 34, 35, 36, 37. At the same location, the values of 1∕𝑔 from small to large represents the breakup time of
heptane, 10 cSt silicone oil, 50 cSt silicone oil, and olive oil, respectively. (a) Markers in blue represent the capillary timescale;
markers in orange represent bubble size eddy turnover timescale; markers in yellow represent shear timescale. (b) Fit 1 represents:
𝑡 = 𝑐1 ⋅ 𝜇𝑑𝐷∕𝜎 + 𝑐2 ⋅ 𝜖−1∕3𝐷2∕3 (𝑐1 = 0.44, 𝑐2 = 0.90); fit 2 represents: 𝑡 = 𝑐3 ⋅ 𝜇𝑑𝐷∕𝜎 + 𝑐4 ⋅ 1∕𝑆 (𝑐3 = 0.45, 𝑐4 = 0.33).

which can be expressed in the dimensionless form
𝑊 𝑒𝑡 ∼ 1 + 𝑐 ⋅ 𝑂ℎ2𝑅𝑒𝑑

√

𝜌𝑐∕𝜌𝑑 (13)
where 𝑐 is a constant. The Reynolds number inside droplet,
𝑅𝑒𝑑 , is defined as

𝑅𝑒𝑑 = 𝜖1∕3𝐷4∕3

𝜈𝑑
(14)

It was assumed that the velocity scale inside droplet is sim-
ilar to the eddy velocity scale at the droplet size. To draw
analogy to the compilation of bubble breakup frequency, the
effective Weber number is defined as𝑊 𝑒𝑡∕(1+𝑐⋅𝑂ℎ2𝑅𝑒𝑑

√

𝜌𝑐∕𝜌𝑑).It basically means: when 𝑂ℎ → 0, where viscosity effects
could be ignored, the effective Weber number recovers the
original Weber number; when 𝑂ℎ → ∞, where viscosity ef-
fects dominate, the effective number asymptotically behaves
like the ratio between Weber number and Ohnesorge num-
ber 𝑊 𝑒𝑡∕𝑂ℎ2. If the stress balance model, represented by
Eq.13, is indeed accurate, it suggests that the breakup fre-
quency should be unaffected by surface tension when vis-
cosity effects are dominant (𝑂ℎ → ∞) [30].

In order to determine an appropriate timescale for breakup
frequency, Vankova et al. [43] considered two types of mod-
els based on either the droplet deformation time [4] or the
droplet-eddy collision frequency [34, 41, 49]. For the defor-
mation time, when𝑅𝑒𝑑 < 1, the deformation is driven by the
turbulent dynamic pressure and resisted by the inner viscos-
ity. According to the derivation in [24], the corresponding

timescale, i.e. 𝜏, in this case can be derived as
𝜌𝑐𝑢

2
𝑒 ∼ 𝜇𝑑

𝑢𝑑
𝐷

∼
𝜇𝑑
𝜏

⇒ 𝜏 =
𝜇𝑑
𝜌𝑐𝑢2𝑒

(15)

where 𝑢𝑑 is the velocity scale inside the droplet. When𝑅𝑒𝑑 ≥
1, the deformation of droplet is driven by the turbulent dy-
namic pressure and the inner viscosity can be ignored, so
its breakup time should scale with the droplet-sized eddy
turnover time. Vankova et al. added a density ratio coef-
ficient to the eddy turnover time by following the derivation
in [24] as

𝜌𝑐𝑢2𝑒
𝐷

∼ 𝜌𝑑
𝑢𝑑
𝜏

∼ 𝜌𝑑
𝐷
𝜏2

⇒ 𝜏 = 𝐷
𝑢𝑒

√

𝜌𝑑
𝜌𝑐

(16)

Since 𝑢𝑐 ∼ (𝜖𝐷)1∕3 in turbulence, the frequency that is used
to normalize the breakup frequency can be expressed as,

𝑓 (𝜇𝑑) =

{

𝜌𝑐(𝜖𝐷)2∕3∕𝜇𝑑 , 𝑅𝑒𝑑 < 1

𝜖1∕3𝐷−2∕3√𝜌𝑐∕𝜌𝑑 , 𝑅𝑒𝑑 ≥ 1
(17)

As for models based on the droplet-eddy collision fre-
quency, by assuming the most efficient collision is by droplet-
sized eddies, the breakup time should scale with the droplet
sized eddy turnover time. According to the findings of Vankova
et al. [43], this model provided the best fit for their data.
However, many other models have also been proposed [41,
47, 35]. With appropriate fittings of their parameters, they
may result in similar agreement with the experimental re-
sults so it is difficult to determine which model works better.
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In this study, instead of fitting many parameters for a
given model, we decide to start from the data by Vankova
et al. [43] and find out the simplest way to collapse all the
results under one framework. To find out the possible func-
tional form between 𝑊 𝑒𝑡 and 𝑂ℎ, we first plot the normal-
ized breakup frequency data versus the Weber number, as
shown in panel a of Fig.4. All the data with 𝑂ℎ ≤ 1 falls
onto the same master curve, since the viscosity effect is not
dominant and Weber number is the control parameter. It is
also evident that, for 𝑂ℎ > 1, the data shifts to the right as
𝑂ℎ increases. To make the data with 𝑂ℎ > 1 falls onto the
same curve, we assume the effective Weber number to be,
𝑊 𝑒𝑡,eff = 𝑊 𝑒𝑡∕𝐶(𝑂ℎ), where 𝐶(𝑂ℎ) is an unknown func-
tion of 𝑂ℎ. Then for each normalized breakup frequency
lying outside the master curve, we calculate the correspond-
ing 𝑊 𝑒𝑡,eff based on interpolation. Finally, we can calculate
𝐶(𝑂ℎ) based on the ratio between𝑊 𝑒𝑡,eff and the its original
𝑊 𝑒𝑡. Fig.4 shows the dependence of 𝐶(𝑂ℎ) versus 𝑂ℎ. The
dashed line indicates a linear function, i.e. 𝐶(𝑂ℎ) ∼ 𝑂ℎ,
and the least square fit of the data suggests 𝐶(𝑂ℎ) ∼ 𝑂ℎ1.16.
The nice collapse of the data against the dashed line sug-
gests that a simple linear relationship is sufficient to describe
𝐶(𝑂ℎ). In order to combine the data with 𝑂ℎ ≤ 1 and that
with𝑂ℎ > 1 together, we propose to use the simplest switch-
ing function, defined as 𝑊 𝑒𝑡∕(1 + 𝑂ℎ), which recovers the
𝑊 𝑒𝑡 dependence as 𝑂ℎ → 0, and 𝑊 𝑒𝑡∕𝑂ℎ as 𝑂ℎ → ∞.

Then we compare the data collapse in both the way sug-
gested by Vankova et al. [43] against the one proposed above.
In the upper panels (a and b) of Fig.5, the horizontal axis is
defined as 𝑊 𝑒𝑡∕(1 + 𝑐 ⋅ 𝑂ℎ2𝑅𝑒𝑑

√

𝜌𝑐∕𝜌𝑑), which is based
on Eq.13 with the fitting parameter, i.e. 𝑐, set as the same
value shown in the paper. Although it indeed makes the
data gathering closer, several data points still lie outside the
curve. A further issue is that such a fitting parameter often
varies within the literature, making it difficult to unify differ-
ent datasets. As shown in the lower panels (c and d), using
𝑊 𝑒𝑡∕(1 + 𝑂ℎ), the data points collapses better than their
corresponding upper panels (a and b). While the reason be-
hind the improved data collapse using 𝑊 𝑒𝑡∕(1 +𝑂ℎ) is not
fully understood, it works the best at least for this dataset.
Furthermore, it is important to point out that the exact func-
tional form of𝑂ℎ is still an open question. Pilch and Erdman
[33] proposed an empirical power law of 𝑂ℎ1.6. Further re-
search is needed to explore and validate these assumptions
and understand the underlying mechanisms.

Comparing panel c and d, it can be seen that normalizing
𝑔 with the eddy turnover frequency results in slightly better
fitting compared to scaling it with the frequency modulated
by the inner density or viscosity, 𝑓 (𝜇𝑑) (Eq.17). This ob-
servation suggests that models based on eddy collision fre-
quency offer a better representation of the actual breakup
process. A recent study by Qi et al. [36] provides experi-
mental evidence indicating that the breakup is triggered by
the collision of bubbles with intense eddy. A later work
proposed that such intense collisions occur within a bub-
ble/droplet sized eddy turnover time [49], lending further
support to the scaling with eddy turnover frequency. These

findings contribute to our understanding of the dominant mech-
anisms driving breakup and highlight the importance of con-
sidering the role of eddies in the process.

5. Data compilation
Finally, we would like to compile the breakup frequency

data from both bubble and droplet together to see if there is
a unified framework that can describe the breakup dynamics
of both. The datasets involve VZS18 [44], MML99 [28],
SJ15 [39], VT07[43], EAL04 [7], VMA22 [45], HFSJ20
[17]. Models include the ones by CT77 [4], QTN22 [36],
QMN20 [35], and WWJ03 [47]. Note that the breakup fre-
quency datasets from MML99, EAL04, VT07 and VMA22
are calculated based on fitting Eq.5; the breakup frequency
data of SJ15 and HFSJ20 are re-calculated based on Eq.6d.

According to previous discussions, we choose to use bub-
ble/droplet eddy turnover frequency to non-dimensionalize
the breakup frequency and use𝑊 𝑒𝑡 as the horizontal axis for
bubble’s data and 𝑊 𝑒𝑡∕(1 + 𝑂ℎ) as the horizontal axis for
droplet’s data. As shown in Fig.6, all breakup frequency re-
sults for bubble are plotted in panel a, and the data for droplet
is plotted in panel b. Both solid and dashed lines are based
on breakup frequency models [35, 36, 47, 4] (dashed lines
shown in panel b represent the breakup frequency times the
density ratio, √𝜌𝑑∕𝜌𝑐 , based on Eq.16); the experimental
data is shown in symbols; the lines with symbols are from
simulation results [45].

The breakup frequency for bubbles can be effectively de-
scribed by the QMN20 model (lower bound) proposed by
[47] and the WWJ03 model (upper bound) proposed by [35].
When the Weber number (𝑊 𝑒𝑡) is less than 10, all the data
exhibit a similar trend. However, when 𝑊 𝑒𝑡 becomes much
larger (𝑊 𝑒𝑡 ≫ 10), the asymptotic behavior of the breakup
frequency remains uncertain. The data from Martinez-Bazan’s
experiments [28] suggests that the breakup frequency reaches
a plateau, while the data from [44] indicates that the breakup
frequency continues to increase with increasing 𝑊 𝑒𝑡, albeit
with some scatter. In the study of breaking waves, a scaling
law of the bubble size spectrum [8, 6] was observed,

𝑛(𝐷) ∼ 𝐷−10∕3, when 𝐷𝐻 ≪ 𝐷 ≪ 𝐿 (18)
where 𝐷𝐻 ∼ 𝜖−2∕5(𝜎∕(2𝜌𝑐))3∕5 is the Hinze scale [6]; 𝐿 is
the integral length scale. It has been shown in many papers
that such scaling could be related to the breakup frequency
scaled as 𝑔(𝐷) ∼ 𝐷−2∕3, indicating that it might be more
reasonable to observe an almost constant line when 𝑊 𝑒𝑡 is
large. However, it is still an open question, and the actual
asymptotic trend still needs further investigation.

Compared with bubble, the result of droplet could not
be collapsed into one single line. For breakup frequency
of large droplet (∼1 mm) in experiment and in simulation
[17, 45, 7], they seem to lie in the same bounds as bub-
ble; while the breakup frequency of small droplet (∼ 50𝜇
m) is 2 order of magnitude smaller [43]. This large differ-
ence might be due to the uncertainty of the residence time
in homoginizer; it could also be possible that some unknown
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Fig. 4: The effective Weber number coefficient, i.e. 𝐶(𝑂ℎ), versus 𝑂ℎ. (a) The breakup frequency normalized by the droplet-
sized eddy turnover time versus Weber number. (b) 𝐶(𝑂ℎ) versus 𝑂ℎ for the cases where 𝑂ℎ > 1. The dashed line represents
𝐶(𝑂ℎ) = 𝑂ℎ.

Fig. 5: Normalized breakup frequency versus the effective Weber number. (a,c) the breakup frequency is normalized by the
droplet-sized eddy turnover time. The horizontal axis in panel a is 𝑊 𝑒𝑡∕(1 + 𝑐 ⋅ 𝑂ℎ2𝑅𝑒𝑑

√

𝜌𝑐∕𝜌𝑑) with coefficient 𝑐 = 0.37 [43];
while the horizontal axis in panel c is 𝑊 𝑒𝑡∕(1 + 𝑂ℎ). (b,d), the breakup frequency is normalized by Eq.17.
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Fig. 6: Breakup frequency of (a) bubbles and (b) droplets normalized by the eddy turnover frequency, 𝑓𝑒 = (𝜖1∕3𝐷−2∕3), as a
function of the key dimensionless number. The datasets that are compiled include VZS18 [44], MML99 [28], SJ15 [39], VT07[43],
EAL04 [7], VMA22 [45], HFSJ20 [17]. Models include the ones by CT77 [4], QTN22 [36],QMN20 [35], and WWJ03 [47].

dependence on size that was not accounted for. As the size of
droplet becomes small, the timescales for turbulence, capil-
lary, and viscosity can be quite similar, which indicates that
more than one effects might work together or against each
other during the breakup process.

6. Conclusion
In this paper, we compiled and analyzed previous exper-

imental datasets on fragmentation of bubbles and droplets
by checking the experimental methods and processing the
raw data, and evaluating different normalization options and
characteristic scales. More importantly, it sheds light on a
consistent framework for breakup frequency model of both
bubble and droplet. The breakup timescale for HIT is well
characterized by bubble/droplet-sized eddy turnover time;
however, the relation to the shear timescale needs further in-
vestigations in anisotropic turbulence. It is found in this pa-
per that by using the equivalent Weber number, i.e. 𝑊 𝑒𝑡∕(1+
𝑂ℎ), both the bubble and droplet breakup frequency data can
fall onto the same curve. However, it still remains unclear
how to account for the inner density and viscosity for droplet
breakup in turbulence. A further question is on the asymp-
totic behaviour for large inner viscosity: will the surface ten-
sion effect be completely gone or weakened gradually? The
final question that we want to point out is the difference in
decades between the droplet breakup data taken in the HIT
setups (macroscale) and in the homoginizers (microscale), as
shown in Fig.6. An exact explanation for that is lacking, but
the possible reasons might be the uncertainty of residence
time in homoginizer, the unknown dependence on the bub-
ble/droplet size, or different breakup mechanisms [30].

In order to answer the above questions, more high-quality
experimental data is needed, e.g. well resolved images from
high speed camera, and facilities that can generate control-
lable large scale mean shear and turbulence. Large amount
of data is required for convergence on the breakup frequency
for different bubble/droplet sizes. Although lots of exciting
findings have been published recently, many questions re-
main to be answered to provide a well constrained model for
PBE and simulations.
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