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ABSTRACT

Analytical modeling of one-dimensional hysteresis and general multi-axial cyclic
plasticity is studied, with particular emphasis on the parsimony of model parameters
and the physical consistency of model behavior. General criteria for good models are
proposed to provide guidelines to the modeling studies conducted in this research.

Various one-dimensional hysteretic models are examined in detail, including both
deteriorating and non-deteriorating models. A general formulation for modeling of
degrading systems is presented based on the formulation of the Distributed-Element
Model (DEM) and the introduction of a damage index function. A new class of
deteriorating Masing models, whose behavior can be completely described by a few
simple mathematical rules and the extended Masing rules, is also developed to sub-
stitute for a special class of deteriorating DEMs, so that their applicabilty to system
identification studies is improved.

The one-dimensional DEMs are extended to the multi-dimensional case for con-
stitutive modeling of cyclic plasticity, while preserving the concept of modeling plas-
ticity by an assemblage of simple ideal elasto-plastic elements. In the generalization,
a new invariant-yield-surface theory is proposed, in which no kinematic hardening
rule is needed to account for the subsequent yielding and strain hardening behavior.
A general theory is also developed to elucidate some important properties of material
behavior based on the proposed multi-dimensional DEMs. The establishment of the
theory provides instructive insight into the elastic-plastic response mechanisms of
real materials under complicated loading conditions. Based on the insight, the Mas-
ing rules for one-dimensional hysteresis are extended to the multi-dimensional case
by introducing a composition of plane-geometry transformations to a response for-
mula developed for initial loading. This transformation method serves as an efficient
way of implementing the classical multi-yield-surface theory with the Mroz kinematic
hardening rule. Validity of the new formulations are confirmed by comparison with

experimental results from the literature.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Most structures exhibit nearly linearly elastic restoring force behavior under
moderately small loading conditions. However, when subjected to severe excitations
such as strong earthquake ground motions, structures may respond inelastically and
exhibit hysteretic behavior so that the restoring force at a time instant depends not
only on the instantaneous state, but also on the past response history. The study
of nonlinear, hysteretic behavior of mechanical systems has been of great interest to
researchers in many engineering fields, and particularly in earthquake engineering
4, 9, 10, 13, 18-24].

Structures of simple configurations and homogeneous materials may usually be
approximated by simplifed analytical models so that their response to complicated
external loading can be analyzed more efficiently. For example, normal building
structures under seismic excitations can often be modeled as shear buildings (i.e.,
chain models) so that their response characteristics, such as natural frequencies,
maximum displacement response, etc., can be estimated efficiently and with rea-
sonable accuracy. When such simplified models are used, the hysteretic response
of structural systems is often described by its overall interstory force-deflection re-
lationship so as to avoid complex stress-strain calculations for which constitutive

equations governing material behavior at a point are needed [23].

Although overall planar force-deflection representations in nonlinear structural
analysis can reflect behavior of structural members or substructures as a whole,
including both material and geometrical effects, they are not suitable for describing
local response behavior in the case of complex mechanical systems or complicated
loading conditions in which responses in different directions may interact signifi-
cantly with one another. For that purpose, one needs to introduce appropriate
constitutive laws depicting stress-strain relations at different material points, from

which local response behavior can then be derived.



As mentioned earlier, linear models for mechanical systems are, in general,
sufficient to represent system response resulting from small excitations. The mathe-
matical representations of such linear models are usually simple and of clear physical
significance. Thus, modeling of linear systems may be thought of as an easy and
straightforward task, if considered solely from the viewpoint of forward analysis. If
system identification is under consideration, however, the choice of a suitable class
of linear models may become crucial to the success of the model identification from
response data. For example, if linear models are to be used in the identification
of structures using earthquake data, one should consider identifiable modal models
with parameters of modal frequencies, dampings, and mode shape components, not
the models in the physical coordinates with parameters of stiffness and damping
matrices, as recommended by Beck [3], so that more reliable results can be obtained
in the case of a limited number of measurement channels. Once the modal parame-
ters are estimated from the earthquake data, they can be used in a subsequent stage
to investigate the generally nonunique inverse problem of going from the incomplete

set of modal parameters to structural stiffness parameters.

In contrast to linear models, nonlinear models are usually more mathemati-
cally involved, especially when hysteretic behavior is taken into account. For the
simplified force-deflection relationship which is a one-dimensional formulation of sys-
tem behavior, numerous models have been proposed ranging from simple ones such
as elasto-perfectly-plastic and bilinear hysteretic models to sophisticated ones like
Takeda’s and the Bouc-Wen’s models [44, 51]. Among these models, the Distributed-
Element Model (DEM), developed by Iwan [19], has been successfully applied to
structural dynamic analysis because of its physically consistent behavior. The DEM
consists of an assemblage of simple ideal elasto-plastic elements that have different
yield strengths governed by some distribution function. As shown by Jayakumar
[23], the DEM formulation is mathematically equivalent to a general class of Masing
models in which Masing’s hypothesis is extended for transient behavior of general

hysteretic response.

An interesting problem that has not been resolved so far is how the Masing
rules can in some way be extended to two or higher dimensions, and how would

the general rules compare with the behavior of a general multi-dimensional DEM,
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if available. Furthermore, how would the behavior of such general models compare
with those based on the classical theory of plasticity? If these questions can be
answered clearly, then modeling of general plastic behavior of mechanical systems
can be improved and analysis of complex structures can be performed with more

success than before.

We remark that not all modeling of structural systems can be done based exclu-
sively on theoretical considerations. In most cases, the mathematical models are so
complicated that an empirical approach is needed to identify an appropriate model
from within a prescribed class of models using structural response data. Therefore,
it is of practical importance to build new models also from the system identification
point of view. In general, a good model should be not only mathematically simple,
physically consistent, and computationally efficient, but also parsimonious in the

number of parameters.

This thesis consists of five independent, yet interrelated chapters in addition to
Chapter 1, the introduction, and Chapter 7 in which summary and conclusions of
this research are given. In Chapter 2, important issues and practical considerations
of system identification are discussed with particular emphasis on the process of
model building. Criteria of good models for mechanical systems are also proposed
based on considerations of system identification, which provide useful guidelines for

the modeling studies conducted in this research.

Chapter 3 gives an extensive review and discussion of various models for mod-
eling of one-dimensional hysteretic behavior, including both the models defined by
empirical rules and those by differential equations. In particular, the DEM and
Masing models are described in detail, since they form the fundamental starting
points of the present research. Hysteretic models including strength and/or stiff-
ness deterioration are also discussed in this chapter. An extension of the hysteretic
response rules based on Masing’s hypothesis to the case where degradation effects
are included is proposed using the distributed-element formulation and the intro-
duction of a “damage” function. Explicit mathematical rules are then derived for
a particular class of maximum-displacement-controlled deteriorating DEMs [22].

With these rules, the numerical implementation of this special class of deteriorating
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DEMs becomes simpler as compared with the direct computation of model response
by keeping track of response behavior of all the elements constituting the model.
As a result, identification studies based on such models can then be performed with
more efficiency and higher accuracy. Response behavior of this new class of degrad-
ing Masing models is compared with those of other well-behaved degrading models.
Of particular interest is the response behavior of a class of endochronic models that
are described theoretically by integro-differential equations [46, 47]. The flexible,
physically consistent behavior of the modified one-dimensional endochronic model
motivated the study of the general endochronic models for cyclic plasticity in which
complicated multi-axial loading conditions are considered. This is presented in
Chapter 4.

Although the behavior of the modified endochronic models is govened by some
mathematically involved integro-differential equations, effective procedures for con-
stitutive modeling based on the theory have been established in the past so that
numerical implemention of the models is practically feasible. A new way of modeling
based on the endochronic theory is proposed in Chapter 4, which was inspired by
the modeling technique used in the Masing models. With the introduction of this
new modeling technique, the building process of endochronic models is much simpler
and identification studies of systems modeled by endochronic theory then become
easier in practice. Furthermore, inspired by the study of the endochronic theory
for cyclic hardening behavior, the one-dimensional Masing models (or DEMs) are

extended, in a very effective way, to account for cyclic hardening behavior.

In Chapter 5, the one-dimensional DEMs are generalized to three dimensions
(multi-axial loading case), so that they can be used for constitutive modeling of com-
plex structural systems. Although this work has been pursued by some researchers
in the past [20, 56|, limited success was achieved. In the present study, a concept of
nested yield surfaces that are “invariant” (fixed from moving) in the stress space is
proposed for a new class of general multi-dimensional Distributed-Element Models.
This concept is different from that of classical plasticity theory, as will be explained
later in detail in Chapter 5. With the new formulation of the DEM, constitutive

modeling of general structural behavior for cyclic plasticity becomes very simple,
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and the associated numerical scheme for implementing the solution algorithm is ef-
ficient as well. The new DEM is shown to not only provide more accurate response
predictions for experimental results compared with models based on the classical
theory of plasticity, but it also serves as a good physical model through which
response mechanisms of complicated plastic behavior can be clearly pictured and
elucidated. A rather complete mathematical work regarding the properties of the
new DEM, such as the existence of equilibrium points and that of a limit surface,

will also be covered in Chapter 5.

Though the general multi-dimensional DEM provides a useful and efficient way
of constitutive modeling for cyclic plasticity, to implement the theory only a limited
number of elements can be introduced due to practical concerns. An interesting
question then remaining is whether some mathematical rules can be found which
are similar to those used in the one-dimensional Masing models so that even in the
general multi-axial loading case, model response can be found without the need of
keeping track of each element’s behavior. This problem is solved with success in
Chapter 6. By introducing a formula good for initial response under multi-axial
loading, further unloading and reloading response can then be found by applying a
composition of proper transformations to the state variables involved in the formula.
This method is theoretically equivalent to that utilizing the classical multi-yield-
surface theory with the Mroz kinematic hardening rule [35]. However, it’s only with
this new approach proposed here that the response behavior of a model with an
infinite collection of yield surfaces can be analyzed. Computational efficiency is
also preserved in the algorithmic implementation of this new theory, whose validity
is confirmed by modeling some biaxial tension-torsion tests [17, 30] under non-
proportional cyclic loading conditions. A comparison between the models based
on the new approach and the multi-dimensional DEMs is also made at the end of
Chapter 6.

A summary of this research and some general conclusions are presented in
Chapter 7, in which suggestions for further exploration in related subjects are also

given.
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CHAPTER 2

SYSTEM IDENTIFICATION AND MODELING

2.1 Introduction

Engineering problems may usually be classified as direct (forward) or inverse
according to the nature and purpose of the analysis. Direct problems are those
of finding the response of systems to specified input excitations; whereas in inverse
problems, the output response to some input is known but either the physical process
(the system) or the input excitation is unknown. System identification may be de-
fined as the process of systematically determining a model of a physical system from
its observed input and output data , and so it falls obviously into the category of
inverse problems. In general, system identification problems can be further divided
into two categories: nonparametric identification and parametric identification. If
the detailed mathematical description of a system is totally unknown or of little inter-
est, then we have a nonparametric identification problem or a so-called “black box”
identification problem, in which a functional relationship between input and output
is to be determined. On the other hand, if some knowledge of the mathematical
structure of the system is available and the problem is that of determining unknown
parameters within the structure, then it is a parametric identification problem. In
engineering applications, the main interest is usually in parametric identification
problems in which an optimal model out of a certain class of models is to be found
for the system under consideration so that prediction of future performance of the
system can be improved accordingly. In a parametric identification problem, the in-
troduction of model structure usually reduces statistical variability of the estimated
model. Also, the identification problem actually becomes a parameter estimation
problem since the mathematical structure of the model is already specified.

In the following sections, practical considerations about system identification
will be discussed with particular emphasis on the process of model building to which
the chapters that follow are closely related. Criteria of good analytical models for
mechanical systems in engineering applications will also be proposed and discussed

in detail from the system identification point of view.



7

2.2 Practical Considerations of System Identification

Identification of structural systems through the use of experimental data is of
considerable importance in many areas of engineering studies, particularly in the
fields of structural vibration and system control. Identification problems usually are
considerably more difficult than forward (response analysis) problems due to the
following reasons:

1) The requirement of well-posed analytical models is more critical to identification
problems than to forward problems.

2) A characteristic feature of identification problems is that the accuracy of iden-
tification results is degraded by a combination of measurement, modeling, and
numerical errors.

3) The problem of existence and uniqueness of solution (i.e., identifiability prob-

lem) is usually very difficult to be resolved due to practical limitations.

The main purpose of a system identification study is to appropriately represent
the physical structure of a system for response prediction, not just to accurately
reproduce the observed data. To this end, the parametric identification approach
is usually adopted in engineering applications due to its capability of making fur-
ther predictions. Three important stages are included in a parametric identification
problem. The first one is model selection, i.e., choosing a mathematical formula-
tion to represent the physical structure of a system. The second stage is parameter
estimation, which is the determination of the “best” parameters for the specified
mathematical structure for the system. The final stage is model validation, in which
some tests on the identified model are conducted to see if the model adequately
represents the system with respect to the desired objectives. Though the nature of
the three stages are quite different, they are all important to the success of identi-
fication studies. Generally speaking, model selection deals with the application of
appropriate physical laws to the systems under consideration. From these laws, some
relations involving parameter variables follow, such as equations for constitutive laws
in modeling of stress-strain relationships of materials. In a parametric identification
problem, the variable parameters of the model are to be estimated based on some
systematic approach so that a “best” model whose parameters are optimal in some

sense, given the input/output (I/O) data, will be identified from the specified class
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of models. Thus far, many systematic approaches have been developed for finding
optimal parameters within a class of models. These identification methods almost
always involve minimization of some error criterion functions. Three widely-used
approaches based on different error criteria are as follows:

1) Equation-error method : The discrepancy between the model equation and the
measured I/O data is minimized through a regression analysis technique. This
method is simple and computationally effective. However, complete measure-
ments of all the state variables involved in the model equation are required for
the method to be effective, which is usually a severe restriction in practical
problems.

2) Output-error method: The difference between the output of a system and that
of the model in response to some input is minimized by some functional min-
imization technique. This is probably the most widely-used approach in prac-
tical system identification problems due to its great flexibility and moderate
mathematical tractability.

3) Combined method: One can take a combined equation-error/output-error ap-
proach to perform the identification analysis, such as the Kalman filter method
[25, 28] developed for optimal sequential estimates of parameters and states of
a system. These kinds of sequential estimation methods are good for modern

control problems which require real-time (on-line) analysis capability.

An important aspect of the different identification approaches is that they can
be formulated within a unifying statistical framework [6]. For example, the estimate
obtained from the classical output-error least-square method used extensively in
earthquake engineering can be shown to be equivalent to the classical maximum-
likelihood estimate [33], and to that based on Bayesian statistical inference [7],
under the assumption that the output error can be modeled as a Gaussian white
process.

Probably, the most difficult and important issue of parametric identification is
the problem of identifiability of parameters, which refers to the capability of uniquely
determining the parameters of a model from the available I/O data. The problem of
identifiability can exist even in some of the simplest cases of identification due to the

limitation of available measurement data. For example, when linear models are to be
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estimated from seismic excitation and response histories, the stiffness and damping
matrices of the system may not be determined uniquely in typical situations, as
pointed out by Beck [3]. Instead, modal models consisting of dominant modes in
the response should be used for the identification purpose, and if estimation of
system parameters in the physical coordinates is of interest, a further analysis can
always be done in a separate stage utilizing the original data as well as the modal
data already obtained.

Recently, Beck and Katafygiotis [7] addressed the issues of model identifiability
versus system identifiability of optimal parameters from a class of models. For a set of
parameters to be “model identifiable” (globally or locally), there must exist at most
a finite number of sets of parameter values which give “output-equivalent” models
under a specified input. In contrast, the parameters that are “system identifiable”
determine a finite set of optimal models in which the parameters take the most
probable values out of a class of models given a set of I/O data. The problem
associated with system identifiability is obviously much more difficult than that of
model identifiability due to the additional considerations of modeling error involved
in the approximate analytical model and measurement noise contaminated in the
response data.

In this thesis work, we are mainly concerned with modeling of general non-
linear mechanical systems. Although there will be no original theory regarding
system identification techniques proposed herein, some new modeling theories to be
presented later are based on practical considerations of system identification. More-
over, the system identification approach is usually the best way to perform model
validation. For this purpose, one could use a set of test data to identify an optimal
model out of the class of proposed models, and then make predictions of response
behavior observed in another experiment using the identified optimal model. In the
next section, some criteria for good analytical models are proposed and discussed

mainly from the identification point of view.

2.3 Criteria for Good Modeling

In engineering problems, direct or inverse, a good model is always of crucial

importance to the success of investigations. Although models for different problems
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depend significantly on the nature of the systems under consideration and may vary
considerably from case to case, there are some general rules that may be consid-
ered as modeling criteria for most practical mechanical problems. The criteria are

proposed as follows:

1) Mathematical Simplicity

A model is a mathematical realization of a physical system which may, in gen-
eral, have rather complicated behavior. However, considering practical issues such
as mathematical tractability, a good model should always be as simple as possible
so that it can have greater applicability to widely-spread engineering problems. For
example, in system identification problems, parsimony in parameters of a model not
only makes numerical computation more easy, but also reduces possible identifiabil-

ity problems.

2) Physical Reality:

A good model should be able to capture most of the important features observed
in the physical system to be modeled. Exhibition of abnormal, nonphysical charac-
teristics can sometimes lead to numerical instability even when the model is used
for numerical solution of well-posed physical problems [40]. Following this criterion,

parameters selected in a good model should all have clear physical significances.

3) Modeling Versatility:

A class of models should be able, or can be easily extended, to account for
various effects exhibited by the physical systems of interest. A versatile mathe-
matical model may also possibly serve different purposes in different engineering

applications.

4) Computational Efficiency :

Practical implementation of a good model should be reasonably simple and
computationally efficient so that applicability of such a model will not be limited
by practical concerns. Computational efficiency for numerical implementation of a
model is of particular importance from the identification points of view, since identi-

fication processes usually require a large amount of iterations of response calculation.

5) Robustness:
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The sensitivity coefficients* of the parameters involved in a model should be
neither too high nor too low under practical considerations. This property is referred
to as robustness of a model. If the sensitivity of some parameters is too high, the
result of a forward response analysis may be significantly degraded by model error;

on the other hand, if it is too low, nonunique result of identification may be obtained.

It should be mentioned that in practice it may be difficult to find a model that
meets all the criteria listed above. For example, the widely-used Bouc-Wen model
(51, 52], which is described solely by a differential equation, can be viewed as both
efficient and versatile since it can model various characteristics of hysteresis, and can
be easily extended to include the effects of strength and/or stiffness deterioration.
Furthermore, the model is applicable to response analysis, including random vibra-
tion problems, as well as system identification studies [16, 42]. However, this model
may not be simple and realistic enough from some practical points of view. For
example, the model may be, in some case, overparameterized such that appropriate
choice of the parameter values and identifiability problems can be very tough, as
will be discussed later in the chapters that follow. Nevertheless, if a model is always
built with the aformentioned criteria in mind, then reliable behavior and practical

applicability of the model can always be expected.

2.3.1 An Illustrative Example of Proper Modeling

To make the above ideas clearer, in the following we pose an example to show
that a simple, efficient model for forward analysis may lack robustness for identifi-
cation.

Accurate and efficient algorithms have been developed [5] for computing the re-
sponse of a single-degree-of-freedom linear oscillator subjected to an arbitrary forcing
function, in which any desired response quantity can be computed through the use

of a discrete recursive formula based on Duhamel’s integral and linear interpolation

* The sensitivity coefficient of a parameter is defined as the change of some re-

sponse quantity relative to the change of the parameter value.
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for the excitation between discrete points sampled uniformly in time. For example,

if acceleration response Z(t) of a linear oscillator described by
& + 2bwod + wiz = 1(t) (2.1)

is of interest, where £ and wy are damping ratio and natural frequency of the system,

one can use the following recursive formula:
Fi41 = b1E; + badi—1 + c1(ri—1 + 275 + 1) (2.2)

T1 = byxg + baZo + o9 + c371 (23)

to compute the acceleration time history, where subscript ¢ denotes the time ¢ = ¢;,
and the expressions for the coefficients can be found in [5]. In particular, the two
coefficients b; and by are selected such that the transient response due to initial

conditions is determined exactly. This yields
by = 2e “0cosQy , by = —e Xwo, (2.4)

where g = wpAt and Q4 = ﬂﬂo. Another interpretation of this choice of b;
and bs is that it ensures that the poles of the transfer function of the oscillator are
also poles of the transfer function of the algorithm [5]. It may be noted that this
model based on the algorithm given by Eqns. (2.2), (2.3) is highly computationally
efficient and, in addition, it gives very accurate results. A comparison of a response
history obtained using the fast algorithm and that using the 4-th order Runge-Kutta
method is shown in Fig. 2.1 for a system with wy = 2 Hz and £ = 5% subjected to a
scaled El Centro ground motion. The superiority of this algorithm over the Runge-
Kutta method is also prominent in other case studies. Suppose now that this model
is used for an identification study in which the input/ output data, #(t) and r(t),
are given, and the system characteristics £ and wp are to be identified. According
to Eqn. (2.2), the coefficients b, by, and ¢; can be found easily using regression
analysis technique such as the least-square method. Thus, based on Eqn. (2.4) we
can solve for £ and wq from b; and by as follows :

1 a

E—_— ]__|_(£2.)2, wOZE_A_tv

ax

(2.5)
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where

1 —i 70
By =g log(—b2), @ =cos™? (El exp(a1)). (2.6)

This method of identification is also computationally efficient, since there is no
nonlinear optimization process involved in the parameter identification procedure.
However, the identification results using the model based on the foregoing discrete
recursive algorithm will be significantly degraded when there is some noise present.
This is due to a numerical ill-conditioning inherent with the model. It follows from

Eqn. (2.4) that for lightly damped systems, the two coefficients satisfies
by =27, by~ —1T, (2.7)

i.e., by is close to but less than 2, and by is close to but greater than —1. If the
identified b; and b satisfy the relations given in (2.7), then the system parameters
£ and wp can have reasonable values. However, due to the presence of measurement
noise or numerical error, it is very possible that the values of b; and b identified
using the least-square method do not meet (2.7). As a result of this, the parameters
¢ and wp computed using (2.5), (2.6) may become totally unrealistic due to the
logrithmic function involved in Eqn. (2.6). For example, if we have by = 2.000,
by = —1.001 and At = 0.01 sec, then by Eqns. (2.5), (2.6) we find £ ~ 1% and
wo =~ —0.42 Hz, where the negative frequency does not make any sense in reality.
Besides, since £ and At are usually small in practical dynamic analyses, the error
of wp computed using Eqn. (2.5) may become quite large even if the error of the

identified a; is small.

Through the above example we realize that a model which is simple and compu-
tationally efficient may lack robustness for identification due to the high sensitivity
of its parameter values to “noise.” However, we remark that if the output-error
method, instead of the equation-error method, is used with the discrete recursive
model, i.e., the optimal parameters £ and wy are obtained directly by minimiz-
ing some error function associated with output variables without first finding the
coefficients b; and b, then the lack of robustness of the model vanishes and as
demonstrated by Beck [3], the model actually works well in the modal identification

of multi-degree-of-freedom linear structural systems.
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CHAPTER 3

MODELING OF ONE-DIMENSIONAL HYSTERETIC SYSTEMS

3.1 Introduction

Linear models, though mathematically simple, are only good for representing
structure response resulting from small loadings. When subjected to severe excita-
tions such as strong seismic ground motions, structures usually respond inelastically
so that nonlinear analytical models are required to adequately represent the struc-
tural behavior. In most cases, the response of a system that is stressed beyond
its “yield point” into the nonlinear regime depends not only on the instantaneous
state, but also on its past history. The history-dependence phenomenon is generally
referred to as hysteresis. The study of analytical modeling of nonlinear, hysteretic
behavior of mechanical systems has thus been a research area of great interest.

In this chapter, we are concerned with one-dimensional hysteretic models that
can be used to describe nonlinear restoring force-deflection behavior or uniaxial
stress-strain relations of structural systems. The more general modeling of con-
stitutive laws of materials will be discussed later on in the following chapters.
The simplest hysteretic models are probably the elasto-perfectly-plastic model and
the bilinear model, as sketched in Fig. 3.1(a) and (b), respectively. These models
have been used extensively in many engineering applications due to their analytical
tractability. However, they are often too simple to yield good approximation to
real systems. Previous studies [23, 51] indicated that the deviation from linearity
around the yield point of a structural system should have a smooth transition in
general as it reflects the effect of the yielding in an assemblage of many structural
members. Furthermore, these simple models do not account for the hysteretic en-
ergy dissipation at small-amplitude cyclic response after the occurrence of yielding,
which can lead to a higher predicted response level than the actual response [39].

Various mathematical models have been proposed for modeling of hysteretic
behavior of structural systems. A thorough understanding of these models helps fur-
ther modeling processes involved in building up new more general models. However,

a comprehensive review of existing nonlinear models will not be presented herein,
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since many good references on this topic are readily available, for example, [23,
45). Instead, we will concentrate on those models that can give smooth transition
from linear into the nonlinear regime. These models include those described solely
by differential equations involving “hidden variables”, physically-based Distributed-
Element Models [19, 20], and the Masing models which are formulated based on
Masing’s hypothesis and some extended rules [23].

Since the inelastic response of a structural system is usually accompanied by
stiffness and /or strength deterioration, it is important to extend the hysteretic mod-
els to account for these effects so that they can be used for modeling of degrading
systems. This will also be investigated in this chapter. A new class of deteri-
orating Masing models will be proposed for identification purposes to substitute
for a class of maximum-displacement-controlled deteriorating Distributed-Element

Models proposed by Iwan and Cifuentes [22].

3.2 Modeling of Hysteretic Systems without Deterioration
3.2.1 Hysteretic Models Described Solely by Differential Equations

Analytical hysteretic models that are described solely by differential equations
in general have the advantage of good mathematical tractability. A well-known
model in this category is the Bouc-Wen model which was originally proposed by
Bouc and later generalized by Wen [51], who also applied this model to random
response analysis of structural systems [52]. The model is completely described by

the following first-order, nonlinear ordinary differential equation:
= Ai — (alal|r|"~r — Balr]"), (3.1)

where r is the hysteretic restoring force and z is the displacement of a system.
The parameters A, a, 3, and n control the slope, amplitude, and shape of the
hysteretic loops and the smoothness of yielding. This model can be shown to exhibit
an exponential type of curvilinear behavior. A simulated response of the Bouc-
Wen model is shown in Fig. 3.2(a), where the model is subjected to a prescribed

displacement history of growing sine waves as shown in Fig. 3.2(b). Note that the
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Bouc-Wen model is actually a rate-independent model as Eqn. (3.1) can be put into
the form

il = A & (o 87", (3.2)
dx

depending on the signs of # and .

Some special cases of the Bouc-Wen model are noteworthy, as they form the
basis of later investigations on constitutive modeling for the general multi-axial
loading cases. One is the Ozdemir’s model without “back-stress” [36] which can be
described by the differential equation:

A ; : -
2-2- 121"
where 7 is the yielding force and z( the yielding displacement of a system. Another

way to write Eqn. (3.3) is

= () e 1a(2)') -

Note that r¢/z( represents the linear (small-amplitude) stiffness of the system.
Another special case of Eqn. (3.1) can be found by putting A=F,a=1/Z,5=0
and n = 1 to yield

f=Ei- %|d:| r, (3.5)
or X
dr = Edx — Elda:| £, (3.6)

Equation (3.6) describes a simple endochronic model* [46, 47] as shown by Bazant
and Bhat [2]. The merit of these models described by differential equations lies in
that they are completely defined by a single differential equation so that their ap-
plications to various engineering problems can be made more easily. For instance, it
is possible to find the closed-form solution of the stochastic equivalent linearization
coefficients for the Bouc-Wen model given by Eqn. (3.1) under some mild assump-
tions of a joint Gaussian distribution on the variables involved [52]. This is the
main reason why this model has been widely used in random vibration analysis of

hysteretic systems.

* A detailed description of the endochronic model will be given in Chapter 4.
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Although the foregoing hysteretic models described solely by differential equa-
tions have already had many engineering applications, they commonly exhibit some
unrealistic characteristics that are inconsistent with the physical behavior of many
materials or structural systems. The main problem from a practical point of view
is the unstable drift exhibited by these models when subjected to small cyclic exci-
tations. This kind of unrealistic behavior may be attributed to the lack of physical
motivation in formulating the models. To examine in detail this unrealistic model

behavior, we note that Eqn. (3.6) can be rewritten as

j—le(lq:é) =E(1:F%), (3.7)
where the minus sign corresponds to the loading case, while the plus sign corre-
sponds to the unloading case. Also, in Eqn. (3.7), we put EZ = rgp, the ultimate
strength of the model, since we have dr/dz — 0 as r — ry. Thus, we may observe
from Eqn. (3.7) that the unloading stiffness of the system, given by E(1 + /7o),
can be much larger than the tangent stiffness of loading, given by E(1 —7/7y). This
property yields artificial drift, and also leads to the violation of Drucker’s stabil-
ity postulates, since under small cyclic loading, the force-deflection loops are wide
open, as shown in Fig. 3.3, which means that energy is generated instead of being
dissipated through hysteresis. As shown by Sandler [40], such nonphysical behavior
will also lead to numerical instability when the models are used for the numerical

solution of well-posed mechanical problems.

3.2.2 The Distributed-Element Model

In 1926, Masing [31] proposed the so-called Masing’s hypothesis for one-dimen-
sional hysteretic behavior of materials by thinking of a hysteretic system as con-
sisting of a collection of many ideal elasto-plastic elements, all of which have the
same elastic stiffness but different yield levels. Later in 1959, Whiteman [54], based
on the same idea, derived the uniaxial stress-strain relation of such a model by
introducing the concept of the “frequency” distribution function of the yield levels
of elements. By postulating a suitable distribution function for the yield levels of
elements, he found that the changes in the hysteresis loops are similar to those that

occur in reality, and the Bauschinger effect can be appropriately accounted for. It
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was Iwan [19] who first referred to such models as the Distributed-Element Models
(DEMs) and applied them to structural dynamic analysis. He constructed a model
composed of a set of N elements connected in parallel, each of which consists of
a linear spring with stiffness k/N in series with a slip element (Coulomb damper)
of strength r7/N , as shown in Fig. 3.4. Each element in the assemblage is thus
an ideal elasto-plastic element that has a force-deflection behavior as described in
Fig. 3.1(a). The DEM has been considered as physically motivated, as many real
materials or mechanical systems can be thought of as having a similar structure.
For example, real materials may have a crystalline structure that is made up of a
distribution of slip-planes or dislocations of different slip strengths. Therefore, the
behavior of such a class of models can be expected to be physically consistent, with-
out exhibiting unrealistic characteristics. The restoring force of a DEM consisting

of N elements can be found to be given by

r=i§+kzN_" (3.8)
i=1N N ‘

for initial loading, where n is the number of elements in the yielding state. When
the total number of elements N becomes very large, the summation in Eqn. (3.8)

may be replaced by an integral so that Eqn. (3.8) becomes

kx oo
r= / r(rt)drt + kz [ g(r)dr, (39)
0

kx

where ¢(r*) dr* denotes the fraction of the total number of elements with strengths
in the range r* < r7 < r* +dr* , and the yield-strength distribution function ¢(r*)

satisfies

fo T gy drt = 1. (3.10)

When the loading is reversed after initial loading (i.e., unloading occurs), the force-
deflection relation can be found similarly by keeping track of response behavior of
elements in different states (yielded or elastic). This procedure can be carried on to
trace out the entire history of hysteresis without the need to introduce additional
rules for different loading conditions. The adaptability of the DEM to transient
loading problems was considered as one of the important advantages of the model.

However, evaluation of the integrals involved in the procedure, such as those shown
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in Egn. (3.9), may not be efficient for numerical solutions. Thus, in practical ap-
plications using the DEM, such as the system identification study performed by
Cifuentes and Iwan [9], one has to introduce a finite number of elements so that
their response can be traced with reasonable computation effort. This would, some-
how, degrade the results of analysis (e.g., the hysteretic yielding response curves
become non-smooth), and, moreover, make the parameter identification more dif-
ficult, unless some additional assumptions are made regarding elements’ behavior
so that the number of parameters involved in the model can be appropriately re-
duced. It is important to note that the DEMs actually fall within the general class
of Masing models whose behavior can be described by the Masing’s hypothesis and

some extended rules [23]. This will be elucidated in the next section.

3.2.3 The General Class of Masing Models
3.2.3.1 Masing’s Hypothsis and Extended Rules

In his original paper titled “Self Stretching and Hardening for Brass” [31],
Masing asserted that if the force-displacement curve for a system at the initial
loading is described by

fr,z) =6, (3.11)

were 7 is the restoring force and z the displacement of the system, then the unload-
ing and reloading branches of the steady-state hysteretic response of the system are
geometrically similar to the initial loading curve except for a two-fold magnification,
and are described by
= r — I

f( . 0 , 5 0
where (zp,7o) is the load reversal point for that particular loading branch. Note
that the function f should satisfy

)=0, (3.12)

f(=r,—z) = f(r,x) (3.13)

so that the initial force-deflection curve is symmetric about the origin. The above
assertion is usually referred to as Masing’s hypothesis for steady-state cyclic hys-
teretic response. A schematic diagram illustrating Masing’s hypothesis is shown

in Fig. 3.5. The model behavior obtained using Masing’s hypothesis is consistent
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with some experimental observations of the Bauschinger effect occurring in some
metals, which indicates that an initial plastic deformation in one direction reduces
the resistance of the material with respect to a subsequent plastic deformation in
the opposite direction. This effect is usually attributed to the residual stresses left
in the material due to initial loading or to the anisotropy of the dislocation field
generated by loading processes [26]. Some properties of response behavior using
Masing’s hypothesis were summarized in (23| and are not reiterated here. One
major concern associated with the original Masing’s hypothesis is that it is useful
only for steady-state cyclic response or loading between fixed limits. In the case of
transient response, or loading between variable limits, the hypothesis was consid-
ered to be of no help. However, Jayakumar [23] proposed an extension of Masing’s
hypothesis by stipulating two general hysteresis rules so that simple and physical
behavior for transient hysteretic response can be obtained accordingly. The two

rules are as follows:

Rule 1: Incomplete Loops
The equation of any hysteretic response curve, irrespective of steady-state or
transient response, can be obtained simply by applying the original Masing rule to

the virgin loading curve using the latest point of loading reversal.

Consider, for example, the hysteretic loops shown in Fig. 3.6. If the virgin loading
curve OA is characterized by Eqn. (3.11), then applying Rule 1, the equation for
the branch curve CD will be

T_TC il','—iEc

L

) =0, (3.14)

Based on Eqn. (3.14), it is easy to show that if the reloading curve C'D in Fig. 3.6 had
been continued, it would have formed a closed hysteresis loop given by ABCDA.

Rule 2 : Completed Loops
The ultimate fate of an interior curve under continued loading or unloading is
such that once the interior curve crosses a curve described in a previous load cycle,

the force-deformation curve follows that of the previous cycle.

Based on Rules 1 and 2, if the transient unloading curve DE in Fig. 3.6 is continued,
it will reach point C' and then follow the curve ABC.



22

An effective algorithm for numerical implementation of these extended Masing
rules was proposed by Thyagarajan [45], and this algorithm has been adopted in
the present study for response simulation of Masing models. In the algorithm,
two load reversal points are removed from the memory list each time an interior
response curve crosses a curve described in a previous load cycle. One important
result regarding the extended Masing rules is that the hysteretic behavior of a
DEM can be completely described by these rules without the need of tracing each
element’s behavior. This has been proven by Jayakumar [23], who then proposed a
general class of Masing models based on the extended Masing rules. To specify any
particular model in this class, only its initial loading curve need be prescribed. The
complete hysteretic behavior of this general class of Masing models is then governed
by the extended rules 1 and 2 stated above.

Thus, a DEM can be equivalent to a general Masing model if the yield-strength
distribution function ¢(r*), along with the stiffness constant k, of a DEM is chosen
to match identically the initial loading curve for a general Masing model. Con-
sidering the equivalence of the two classes of models, one may prefer to use the
Masing models in practical applications, since the implementation of the Masing
models is much simpler and more efficient than that of the DEMs. In particular, for
applications, such as system identification studies, that involve a large number of
iterations of model response calculations, numerical efficiency is of vital importance
in the choice of models, provided that the models do not exhibit any unrealistic or

unstable behavior.

3.2.3.2 A Special Class of Masing Models

Following the general class of Masing models based on the extended Masing
rules for transient response, Jayakumar and Beck [24] proposed a special class of
Masing models by defining the restoring force-deformation relation for the virgin
loading by the differential equation:

r

Ty

”] , (3.15)

where k, r, and n are three model parameters which provide sufficient flexibility

to capture the essential features of hysteretic behavior of most structural systems.
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The parameters k and r,,, respectively, represent the small-amplitude stiffness and
the ultimate strength of the system to be modeled. The additional parameter n is
introduced to model different degrees of smoothness around the yielding point, as
shown in Fig. 3.7, where the case n — oo corresponds to the elasto-perfectly plastic
model.

Based on the extended Masing rules, the force-deformation relation for any

loading branch other than the virgin curve is thus defined by the following equation:

T —T0
— =k|l
dzx

2 [ . "]. (3.16)

2r.

It should be noted that the structure of Eqn. (3.15) is similar to those used in
many other models, including the Bouc-Wen, Ozdemir, and the simple endochronic
models as introduced in Section 3.2. The major difference, though, is that for
the special class of Masing models, Eqn. (3.15) is used only for virgin loading,
not for the complete response history. The major advantage of introducing the
supplementary hysteresis rules is that unrealistic cyclic behavior, such as unstable

drift and nonclosure of hysteresis loops, can be eliminated.

This special class of models has been applied to system identification studies
using inelastic pseudo-dynamic test data from a full-scale, six-story steel structure
[24]. Even though a shear-building approximation was used in the modeling of the
pseudo-dynamic test structure, good results obtained confirm the applicability of
this class of hysteretic models to real structures. Some other special classes of Mas-
ing models can also be proposed by choosing particular yield-strength distribution
functions that satisfy Eqn. (3.10) and are characterized by suitable parameters.
More will be said about this in the next section when the Masing models are ex-

tended to account for the effects of strength and stiffness degradation.

3.3 Modeling of Degrading Hysteretic Systems

The response of mechanical systems to strong excitations can usually be char-
acterized by inelastic behavior through which energy is dissipated due to hysteresis.
Frequently, however, the inelastic response of a structural system is accompanied
by stiffness and/or strength deterioration due to damage accumulation under cyclic

loads. The effects of deterioration of a system usually include:
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1) a loss of stiffness, which often results in an increase in the period of vibration,
2) a decrease in energy dissipation capacity,

3) a redistribution of internal forces, and

4) a reduction of ultimate strength.

Iemura and Jennings [18] have observed a stiffness degradation of more than
50%, based on the change of natural frequencies, by analyzing measurements from
Millikan Library Building, located on the campus of California Institute of Tech-
nology, Pasadena, during the 1971 San Fernando earthquake. Therefore, structures
under strong environmental loads are expected to undergo nonlinear and time-
dependent degrading behavior. The analysis of such a problem is also important
in many other engineering areas, such as damage detection of space structures and
adaptive control of mechanical systems. The difficulty of modeling such hysteretic
degrading systems often lies in the fact that the exact nature of system degradation
depends not only on the structural materials but also on the detailed configurations,
and may vary considerably from system to system.

In this section, we will investigate the extension of the three types of one-
dimensional hysteretic models described in the previous section to account for the

effects of deterioration observed in actual structural systems.

3.3.1 The Degrading Bouc-Wen Model

The versatile nature and simple analytic form of the Bouc-Wen model as de-
scribed by Eqn. (3.1) has attracted considerable attention from researchers in many
related engineering fields. To make it even more general, Wen [52| extended the
original model to include the effects of strength and stiffness deterioration. The
modeling technique for incorporating system degradation consists of the introduc-
tion of more control parameters and the selection of a response index on which the
rate of degradation is based. Wen extended Eqn. (3.1) to

= %[A:z: — v(alz||r|"tr — Bi|r|™)), (3.17)

where the two additional parameters 7 and v are introduced to control the stiffness

and strength degradation, respectively, by assuming that they are functions of a
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properly-chosen response index. In his original work, Wen also chose the parame-
ter A that controls the response amplitude to be a function of the response index
so that the model thus defined can achieve the maximum flexibility in modeling
general hysteretic behavior, including strain hardening or softening effects. The
response index on which the degrading parameters depend should be able to reflect
the severity and duration of the system response and is usually selected as the max-
imun displacement experienced by the model or the total energy dissipated through
hysteresis, depending on the specific structural system being modeled. Fig. 3.8 il-
lustrates the effects of the degrading parameters on the model behavior, in which

the parameters A, n, v are defined as
A(e) = Ag—ébae,

n(e) =1.0+6,e, v(e)=10+6, ¢,

where e denotes the accumulation of the dissipated hysteretic energy, and the é’s
are constants specified for the desired rate of degradation. Although the degrading
hysteretic model given by Eqn. (3.17) is general and flexible, and it has closed-
form stochastic equivalent linearization coefficients as well, it is in general over-
parameterized, which causes difficulties in choosing appropriate parameter values
because of lack of identifiability when the model is applied to system identification
studies. For example, as reported in the paper by Sues et al. [42], the parameters
identified from simulated response can have values very different from those origi-
nally used in the simulation of response histories, though the response generated by
the identified parameters was found to be almost identical with that generated with
the original set of parameters. Another problem with the model is, as stated earlier
in this chapter, that it exhibits unrealistic drift behavior when subjected to small
cyclic excitations, which leads to a violation of Drucker’s postulates of stability.

3.3.2 A Class of Deteriorating Distributed-Element Models

In order to apply the physically-motivated Distributed-Element Model (DEM)
to practical structural problems encountered in earthquake engineering, Iwan and
Cifuentes [22] presented a class of deteriorating DEMs for the overall restoring force

behavior of reinforced concrete structures. This deteriorating model consists of the
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same ensemble of linear springs and Coulomb slip elements as shown in Fig. 3.4;
however, some of the elements are allowed to “break” if the absolute value of the
displacements of an element exceeds some value, say uY;, u > 1, where Y; is the
slip (yield) displacement of the element. Once the element “fails”, it no longer
contributes to the overall restoring force. Fig. 3.9 illustrates the restoring force
diagram of a typical “breaking” element, and Fig. 3.10 shows an example of the
overall response behavior of such a model subjected to a real earthquake excitation.
Note that the parameter u acts as the maximum ductility ratio of an element defined
as the ratio of maximum possible displacement response to the yield displacement of
an element. It was also assumed for simplicity that all the elements of a model have
the same value of i. This deteriorating model was shown to be capable of describing
the major features of the restoring force behavior of concrete structures [22] while
still maintaining the inherent simplicity of the original DEM. This model has also
been applied to system identification studies of real structures using earthquake
data [9] to assess the damage suffered by a structure and to predict its future

performance.

Although satisfactory identification results were obtained using this special
class of deteriorating DEMs, some additional assumptions were made in [9] pertain-
ing to the relations among parameters and to the number of elements so that the
actual number of parameters of the model was low enough for reliable identification.
The introduction of these additional assumptions on the class of deteriorating DEMs
reduces the generality and physical reality of the otherwise physically-consistent
models. This point motivated the extension of the Masing rules described in the
previous section to the case where degradation effects are of interest. If we can de-
rive a general class of deteriorating Masing models within which the aformentioned
deteriorating DEMs fall, then not only the numerical implementation of the models
can be greatly simplified, but also the problem of parameter identifiabilty can be

resolved without sacrificing the flexibility and accuracy of the model behavior.
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3.3.3 A Class of Deteriorating Masing Models
3.3.3.1 General Formulation

We have mentioned in Section 3.2 the equivalence between the classes of DEMs
and Masing models such that a class of DEMs may be replaced by a class of Masing
models in system identification applications in which parameter identifiability is of
major concern. The extended Masing rules on which the behavior of the general
class of nondegrading Masing models are based provide an effective way of imple-
menting numerically the model behavior. In the case where degradation effects
are to be taken into account, can we still find some appropriate rules so that the
behavior of the DEMs can be found without the need of keeping track of elements’
behavior? This question is answered affirmatively in this section for the class of
maximum-displacement-controlled DEMs mentioned in the previous section.

To begin with, we propose a general formulation for modeling of degrading
systems. Following the integral formulation of the DEM, such as that given by
Egn. (3.9), a damage index function a = a(r*,z) 1 can be introduced so that
at displacement z, the fraction of the total number of elements which are “un-
damaged” and with yield strengths in the range [r*,7* + dr*] can be denoted as
a(r*,z)¢(r*)dr* 1. Thus, for initial loading, the restoring force can be represented

as

fe's) kx
vlzE) = k% o(r*)dr* +/ r*a(r*, z)¢(r*) dr*, (3.18)
kx 0

where we assume that a(r*,z) = 1 for r* > kz, which means that elements that
are unyielded must be undamaged. The second term on the right-hand side of
Eqgn. (3.18) is the contribution from elements that are yielded at deformation z,
and the first term denotes the contribution from elements that are still in the

elastic state for which af(-,-) = 1.

i In general, a can be a function of the history of z, not just z(t).
t (1—a) could be viewed as the fraction of elements in the yield range [r*, r*+dr*]

which have failed and completely lost their strength, or that (1—«) is the “average”

partial loss of strength of each element in the yield range [r*,r* + dr*].
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Similarly, for unloading from zp, we have for —zo < z < z,

o) kzg
ri@)=ka [ otrryar+ [ 1"~ k(@ - )]al,2) o) ar
kzxg -——D—k(zg-x)
k(zg—=z)
+ /0 T alr,) o) dr, (3.19)
and for z < —xzp,
oo —kzx
#lz)=Ekz o(r*)dr™ + / —r*a(r’,z) ¢(r) dr*. (3.20)
—kzx 0

Very similar equations can also be derived for reloading. Equations (3.18), (3.19)
and (3.20) can be differentiated with respect to z to get equations for the model

“stiffness” as follows:

kzx
%:k | etrydr+ f r* aa(" Oodr™, %) ste*y do, (3.21)

for initial loading,

kﬂ’:o
LTS R / a(r*, ) B(r*) dr*
d:B kzo _;‘D_)
kxo k(zg—=x)
4 [ b —kzo— o) 2D gy g - [ e PRI gy g
::%—;c) 0 3517
(3.22)
for unloading from zy with —z¢ < z < zg, and
dT . Sh * 5 N * Ba(‘r*,ﬂ:) * *
Tk [ et —/0 e 220 o) e, (3.23)

for unloading from xy with z < —zy.

We may note that the equations for r and dr/dz in the case of unloading from
zo with z < —zo (Eqns. (3.20) and (3.23)) are the same as those for initial loading
in the negative direction (cf. Eqns. (3.18) and (3.21)). This is consistent with the
extended Masing rule 2 regarding completed loops for transient response, as stated
in the previous section. Based on the above general formulation for modeling of

degrading systems, we can propose different classes of degrading models by suitably
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choosing the damage index functions a. A specific example of choosing a as a
Heaviside step function will be given in the next section to illustrate the above

formulation.

3.3.3.2 A Special Class of Deteriorating Masing Models

To gain more insight into the above general formulation, we consider the special
case where a specific damage index function is chosen for modeling deteriorating be-
havior of hysteretic systems. If, for example, the maximum-displacement-controlled
deteriorating DEM described in the previous section is to be derived from this gen-

eral formulation, we can choose the following damage index function:

a(r*,z) =1— H(kx—’;@ — ), (3.24)

where H(-) is the Heaviside step function, z,(t) = 72} |z(7)|, which is the maxi-
mum displacement magnitude experienced by the modgl, and p is the parameter of
maximum ductility ratio of the model. Note that the maximum possible displace-
ment of an element with yield strength r* is given by ur*/k. Using Equs. (3.21),

(3.22), and (3.23) with a given by Eqn. (3.24), and defining the “stiffness” function

flz)=k . o(r”) dr¥,

which is assumed to be differentiable, we can find

dr e K%z kz & .8
— =k r)dr* — — ¢(—) = f(z) + = f'(5), 3.25
k[ e —SF ) =@+ (), (329)
for initial loading,
dr > Zo
i " dr* = f(— 3.26
T = Jug 90710 = D), (3.26)

for unloading from zo with %2:1:0 < z < xp, where we note that f(zo/p) is a

constant so that the restoring force r is linear over this portion,

dr o0 e T
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for unloading from zp with —z¢ < z < -‘%2:1:0, and

0o 2

e I e e R Py C N
for continued loading where z < —zp. Note that in the derivation da/0z is zero
unless z,, is increasing during the loading branch under consideration. The above
results lead to the following remarks pertaining to the behavior of the special class
of degrading Masing models:

1) By symmetry of the force-deflection response about the origin, we require that
the stiffness function f be even, i.e., f(—z) = f(z), and as a result, f'(z) must
be an odd function of z.

2) By comparing with the formulation of the nondegrading case, we can find
that the term % f/ (I%) signifies the effect of stiffness deterioration due to the
breaking behavior of elements. One can also find the corresponding term for
strength deterioration from equations for the restoring-force function r(z).

3) Eqn. (3.28) is equivalent to Eqn. (3.25) with z replaced by —z, which is consis-
tent with the extended Masing rule 2 on completed loops as mentioned earlier.

4) It can be shown that for the case of reloading from —zg, the result will be
identical to those derived for unloading from xo, except for that the term *o-*
is replaced by 5.

5) The steady-state response behavior of the maximum-displacement-controlled
deteriorating DEM can be summarized as follows for the case of cycling between

displacement [—zg, zp] with previous maximum displacement amplitude z,:

dr T

N B - :
= f(z) + e f (“) (for initial loading),

f(a:m) i Tog > = Tp— Q—Zm (for unloading),
=f(—), i
po. —Zo << —Io+ 2—2“ (for reloading),

ol i
I — X
=H—

= same as initial loading, if |z| = z,,, with |z| increasing.

(3.29)

2T,
), if zg— :ET >z > —x,, (unloading),

] . .
), if —zo+ A, <z <z, (reloading),
7
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6) The results given in Eqns. (3.29) can also be obtained by directly keeping track
of elements’ behavior at different response stages.

7) The behavior for the transient response of the model can be similarly derived
and can be shown to be completely consistent with the extended Masing rules
1 and 2 proposed by Jayakumar [23] for the case of no degradation.

8) Typical behavior of the model response for different loading branches is shown
in Fig. 3.11, where the effects of strength and stiffness deterioration can be
clearly observed. The model is based on a Rayleigh distribution for the yield-
strength distribution function ¢(r) (cf. next section) with k& = 20,r, = 1.2,
and iz = 5.

In summary, we have derived a special class of degrading Masing models, which
is equivalent to the maximum-displacement-controlled deteriorating DEMs pro-
posed by Iwan and Cifuentes [22]. This class of degrading Masing models, however,
can be completely defined by specifying the stiffness function f (or the initial load-
ing curve) and p, and the response behavior for other loading branches will follow
the rules given in (3.29) and the two extended Masing rules for transient response
given in Section 3.2. In this way, we not only simplify the numerical implementation
of the special class of DEMs, but also solve the problem of parameter identifiability
without introducing additional assumptions regarding model behavior. In other
words, the applicability of such models to practical engineering problems is greatly
increased.

As a final remark, we note that by choosing other damage index functions
(which is equivalent to choosing some particular element behavior of the DEMs)
based on theoretical results or physical observations, one can come up with different
classes of degrading models that may be suitable for particular structural systems.
An important feature of this modeling approach is that the models thus derived are
all based on the behavior of distributed elements, which is supposed to be physically
consistent, i.e., will not exhibit any unrealistic characteristics or introduce any

physical or numerical instabilities.
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3.3.3.3 Yield-Strength Distribution Function

Similar to the general class of nondegrading Masing models, a class of degrading
Masing models can be completely defined by specifying the initial loading curves
with some appropriate functions. This can, in general, be accomplished in two
ways. One way is to specify the “stiffness” function f(z) as shown in (3.29) directly
in terms of z, or in the form of a differential equation, such as the special class of
Masing models proposed by Jayakumar [24]. This special class of Masing models is
described by the following differential equation for initial loading:

£ (-

where only three parameters k, r, and n are needed for modeling general yielding

T

Ty

"), (3.30)

behavior. However, the function f(z) cannot, in general, be found explicitly from
Eqgn. (3.30) except for the cases where n = 1 and n = 2, which results in the

following relationships:

r=ry [1 — exp (—Tk:r:)] (3.31a)
for n =1, and
r = r, tanh (f"") (3.31b)

forn=2.

Another way of specifying the initial loading curve can be done by choosing
appropriately the yield-strength distribution function ¢(r*). One may have noted
that the distribution function ¢(r*) behaves the same as a probability density func-
tion does, as suggested by Eqn. (3.10). In this study, we propose the use of Rayleigh
distribution described by

.

m™ nTr
L i 4 i £ v v, 32
e e CELE (3.32)

u

And by definition we can find the corresponding “stiffness” function given by

f@) =k [ o) art = kesp [T (E2)?) (3.3)

'u



33

which is expressed explicitly in terms of . Also, we can find that the corresponding

restoring force is given by

r(z) = /OI f(§) d§ = ryerf (i— (3.34)

where the error function erf(-) is defined as

erf(n) = \/g fo ) exp(—n?) dn.

We remark that the parameter r, represents the ultimate strength of the model,
since by Eqn. (3.34), r(z) — r, as © — oo (since erf(co) = 1). The choice of the
Rayleigh distribution is thought to be a natural one, since it distributes within [0,
o0) and has only one single parameter, as 7, in Eqn. (3.32). From Eqn. (3.34), we
note that the Masing model derived using the Rayleigh distribution involves only
two parameters k and r,,, which is similar to Eqns. (3.30) and (3.31) corresponding
to fixed values of n. It can be shown, by numerical calculation, that the model
using the Rayleigh distribution is very close to Jayakumar’s special class of Masing
models with n = 2.5, as illustrated in Fig. 3.12, where initial loading curves of the
two models with the same values of k£ and r, are compared.

A more general distribution function can be proposed, based on the Rayleigh
distribution, as follows:
2

onr2n—1 [ B (wr

¢(T)=W8Xp E) J, 0<r<oo, n>0, (3.35)

which may be referred to as the generalized Rayleigh distribution. The additional
parameter n is introduced to control the smoothness of transition from elastic to
plastic state. When n = 1, Eqn. (3.35) reduces to the Rayleigh distribution given by
Eqn. (3.32). A plot of the distribution curves described by the generalized Rayleigh
distribution function for different values of n is shown in Fig. 3.13. We find from
Eqn. (3.35) that

m k2z2\n
- = = 3.36
f@) =kewp |- (7777) | (3.36)
and the restoring force can also be found in closed form as
2 2 277, + 1 2n
=—r, B e 3.37
r(z) " I‘(vcc o ) +kze (3.37)
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where we defined v = (Z—f;)" and

T
I‘(:r,a)zf e tt*1 dt, (3.38)
0

which is the Incomplete Gamma function with parameter a.

Thus, we have defined a general class of degrading Masing models based on the

generalized Rayleigh distribution function. Some major advantages of this class of

models are as follows:

1)

2)

3)

There are only 3 parameters k, r, and n needed for modeling general one-
dimensional non-degrading, hysteretic behavior. For modeling of degrading
systems governed by maximum displacement response, only one additional pa-
rameter p is needed. The parsimony and clear physical significance of param-
eters make this class of models excellent for identification purposes.

Explicit closed-form representations in terms of = can be obtained for the stiff-
ness function f and the restoring force r. This feature makes the numerical im-
plementation of this class of models computationally efficient, especially when
the displacement history z(t) is prescribed.

The mathematically tractable form of the stiffness function f(z), given by
Eqn. (3.36) in terms of the exponential function, allows this formulation to
be handled more easily in the case of system deterioration, since the extended
hysteretic rules for degrading behavior, described by (3.29), involve f’(z) in
addition to f(z).

The specification of the yield-strength distribution function ¢(r*) facilitates
the computation of some response quantities of the model based on statistical
results. For example, if the drift (plastic deformation) response d(t) of a non-
degrading DEM based on the Rayleigh distribution is of interest, then we
can simply find the mean (expected) value of the drifts of all the distributed

elements constituting the model. Thus, for initial loading with & > 0,
kz r
dt)= [ (- 5)or)ar
0

_f’”( Y (_ﬂ"i)d,.
— g €T k 27_3 exp 41_2

u
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r(z
=T — —(k_) (3.39)

This “statistical” interpretation of plastic deformation is thus equivalent to
the conventional formulation of the total-deformation theory, as illustrated in
Fig. 3.14. Also, for unloading or reloading from zg,

klz—zg|
2r

d(t) = dp :i:/(; ’ (ISC = Tg| — ?) @(r)dr

B 2ry VT k|z — x|

= do [Jo — 2ol = 3 erf (T )]

B o T ﬁka‘:)] (_ _Jz— a:ol)

—dO:i:2[x i erf( or. F= 0

=d0i2[3‘:— T(Tw] (3.40)
where “+” and “—” correspond to the cases where # > 0 and z < 0, respec-

tively, and d, denotes the drift response corresponding to zo. From Eqn. (3.40),

we can derive 5 d—d,|
T o 4 s - — g
d=z-T2 (d == ) (3.41)
Comparing (3.41) with (3.39), one can realize that with the statistical formulation
of the Masing models (or the DEMs), the Masing rules for restoring force response

also apply to the drift response or possibly other response quantities.

Thus, with the formulas given in Eqns. (3.39) to (3.41), we can compute ef-
fectively the drift response history, in addition to other response quantities, of a
hysteretic system modeled by the special class of Masing models. A numerical sim-

ulation using these formulas* is performed for a DEM and the result is shown in

* The numerical implementation of the error function is done by using the Hast-

ing’s formula [15]:

x2

erf(z) =~ 1 — (a1t + agt?® + ast® + agt? +ast’)e™ ™,

where
1

_ — 0. 9. ag = —0.284496736,
t= T 03275011’ 4 = 0204829592, 02
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Fig. 3.15, where the comparison has been made to a one-dimensional endochronic
model which will be investigated in detail later in Chapter 4. The good agreement
of the drift response histories between the models again indicates the validity of the
“statistical” formulation based on the “probabilistic” distribution function ¢(r) of
the yield strengths of distributed elements.

Based on the previous experience with identification of structural systems us-
ing the general class of Masing models [23], it should be noted that, in practice,
more reliable results of identification can be obtained by fixing the value of the pa-
rameter n in the general model so that the interactions among parameters can be
greatly reduced, which implies that model identifiability is much improved. This is
particularly important for the identification studies in which the system response is
not driven far into the strongly inelastic regime. Therefore, although there is some
loss in the flexibility of the model, it is proposed in later identification studies to

fix the value of n based on appropriate engineering judgement.

3.3.4 Other Models for Degrading Systems

There have been many other models than those described above for modeling
of degrading systems. For earthquake motions, building structures made of rein-
forced concrete often exihibit stiffness deteriorating behavior. Iwan [21] presented
a hysteretic model for stiffness degrading systems which may be thought of as a
subclass of the distributed-element model. This model consists of three types of
basic elements, including the E-type (elastic elements), the Y-type (elasto-perfectly
plastic elements), and the C-type (elements exhibiting cracking and crushing like
behavior), as shown in Fig. 3.16. Gates [13] applied this model to earthquake re-
sponse analysis of deteriorating systems by using only one element from each of the
three basic types. The model configuration and its response behavior are shown
in Fig. 3.17, where the contributions from each type of element are also included.
Although this model is capable of modeling a wide range of deteriorating structures,
the model characteristics and its response behavior are considered to be too com-

plicated as far as system identification is concerned. An attempt at deriving the

az = 1.421413741, ag = —1.453152027, a5 = 1.061405429.

This formula is accurate over [0,00) to within £1.5 x 10~".
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corresponding response rules for the model as was done earlier for the maximum-
displacement-controlled DEM was made. However, the result was too complicated
for practical applications, as a complete description of the model behavior required
too many mathematical rules for different response branches.

Clough [10] proposed a stiffness-degrading hysteretic model based on the bilin-
ear hysteretic model. The model behavior is shown schematically in Fig. 3.18. In
this model, stiffness degradation is introduced only as “load reversal” occurs (i.e.,
when the restoring force r changes its sign). This is not completely consistent with
experimental observations which show that stiffness degradation occurs also during
unloading behavior. Takeda et al. [44] presented a rather complicated degrading
model based on their experimental results regarding reinforced concrete behav-
ior. The model behavior is based on a trilinear primary curve which represents the
three stages of uncracked, cracked, and post-yielding response of concrete structural
members. The general behavior of the model is sketched in Fig. 3.19. However, a
complete description of the model behavior requires more than a dozen rules gov-
erning different response branches. In contrast to Clough’s model, Takeda’s model
takes account of stiffness degradation at both unloading and load reversals. The
slope of an unloading curve after yielding occurs is given by the empirical equation

., \ 0.4
kunloading =K (x_y) ) (342)
m

where k' is the slope of a line joining the yield point in one direction to the cracking
point in the opposite direction (cf. Fig. 3.19), and z, and z,, denote, respectively,
the yield deformation and maximum deformation experienced by the system in the
direction of current loading. Although the model was built based on observations
made in many experimental studies on reinforced concrete members, it is, in general,
too complicated for practical applications, especially for identification studies.

A simplified version of Takeda’s model was developed by Saiidi and Sozen [38]
in which the trilinear primary curve is replaced by a bilinear curve as shown in
Fig. 3.20. To simplify the model behavior, the largest excursion point in both
directions is viewed as the largest excursion point in either direction. This model
takes into account hysteretic energy dissipation during low-amplitude deformation
if the model has yielded in at least one direction . This is true also for Takeda’s and
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Clough’s model, but not for the elasto-perfectly plastic or bilinear models. This
characteristic is important as reported in [39] for accurate prediction of response
peaks and frequency content of hysteretic systems subject to earthquake excitations.

The unloading slope in the inelastic region of the Saiidi and Sozen’s model
is similar to that given by Eqn. (3.42) except that k’ is replaced by the initial
elastic slope of the response. It was shown in [39] that Saiidi and Sozen’s hysteretic
model incorporates the principal features of hysteresis presented in Takeda’s model,
including:

1) dependence of unloading stiffness on the maximum deformation experienced
by the system,
2) stiffness degradation during load reversals, and
3) hysteretic energy dissipation for small-amplitude deformation after yielding.
But the model is considerably simpler than Takeda’s, which makes this model more
suitable in practice for determining hysteretic response, or for identifying system
characteristics of reinforced concrete structures.

The investigation of the preceding degrading models is to gain better insight
into the behavior of degrading hysteretic systems and to provide some justification
for the aforementioned degrading Masing models. The maximum-displacement-
controlled degrading Masing model possesses all the three response features stated
above without the need to introduce any additional empirical approximations re-
garding its hysteretic behavior. This indicates that the proposed Masing model
has a physically consistent behavior and is good for modeling of reinforced concrete
structural systems. Another interesting hysteretic model based on endochronic
theory will be presented in the next chapter. This generally-formulated model for
multi-axial cyclic plasticity also serves as a comparison basis for the Masing models
or the DEMs, as we did in Fig. 3.15 for the drift response of a Masing model. Be-
sides, the general, consistent behavior of the endochronic model also motivates the
generalization of the DEMs into multi-dimensional representations for constitutive
modeling of stress-strain relations of materials. This will be covered in the next two

chapters.
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Figure 3.1 Hysteretic restoring force behavior of (a) the elasto-perfectly
plastic model (b) the bilinear model
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Figure 3.8 Effects of the degrading parameters on the behavior of the deteriorating
Bouc-Wen model (from [52])



=Xm -Yi

-~
x

!
!
!
!
X
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Figure 3.10 Restoring force behavior of the maximum-displgceynent-controlled
deteriorating DEM subject to an earthquake excitation (from [22])
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Figure 3.13 Distribution curves described by the generalized Rayleigh distribution
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Figure 3.14 Plastic deformation of the Masing model based on a statistical
interpretation of the Rayleigh yield-strength distribution function
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Figure 3.17 Configuration and behavior of Gates' degrading model (from [13])




Figure 3.18 Clough's hysteretic model for stiffness-degrading behavior

Figure 3.19 Takeda's hysteretic model for reinforced concrete structural systems
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Figure 3.20 Saiidi and Sozen's hysteretic model for stiffness-degrading behavior
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CHAPTER 4

MODELING BASED ON ENDOCHRONIC THEORY

4.1 Introduction

A simple endochronic model described by a differential equation has been intro-
duced in Chapter 3 (cf. Egn. (3.5)) as a special case of the Bouc-Wen model. The
original endochronic theory was proposed and developed by Valanis in 1971 [46], and
modified later in 1980 [47] for constitutive modeling in cyclic plasticity. The en-
dochronic theory can be viewed as a generalization of the theory of viscoelasticity in
which the real time variable is replaced by an auxiliary variable, called the intrinsic
time, which is a monotonically increasing measure of deformation history of a mate-
rial. The constitutive law developed based on the endochronic theory can adequately
characterize hysteresis, and strain hardening behavior of some metals, without re-
sorting to the definition of yield conditions, flow rules, or any hardening rules. The
original endochronic theory, of which the model described by Eqn. (3.5) serves as a
special case of a one-dimensional formulation, was shown to violate Drucker’s pos-
tulates of stability, as discovered by Sandler [40]. This discovery led to a major
modification of the theory in which the intrinsic time was defined in the plastic-
strain space, instead of the total-strain space [47]. This makes the stiffness at the
onset of unloading identical to the “small-amplitude” stiffness of the initial loading,
and the resulting endochronic formulation shows proper hysteresis-loop closure and
hence more realistic response behavior. Although the endochronic theory was orig-
inally developed for modeling material behavior of some metals, extensions of the
theory have been made for modeling of some other materials, such as concrete [2]
and soils [48].

The major contribution of the endochronic theory is that the theory provides a
unifying approach of describing the elasto-plastic behavior of materials without the
requirement of introducing a yield surface and a loading function which distinguishes
between loading and unloading. In the next section, the basic formulation of the
modified endochronic theory and an effective algorithmic implementation of the the-
ory will be described. Moreover, some inherent properties and difficulties associated

with the endochronic model will also be mentioned from some practical points of
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view. In Section 4.3, a very effective modeling technique for models based on the
endochronic theory will be proposed to simplify the otherwise complicated modeling
process. Comparison of simulated responses between the endochronic models and
the Masing models will also be made for the uniaxial loading case to examine further
the model behavior. Finally, cyclic hardening behavior exhibited by real materials

and issues pertaining to the modeling of such behavior will be discussed.

4.2 Endochronic Theory And Its Implementation

The endochronic theory was originally derived based on the internal variable
theory of irreversible thermodynamics and the concept of intrinsic time which acts as
a proper measure of material memory of its past deformation history. As mentioned
earlier, the endochronic theory can be viewed as a generalization of the theory of
viscoelasticity. To demonstrate this, let us consider the one-dimensional Maxwell

model in viscoelasticity [11], given by

1 o
_ 1 L. 1
de Eda—i—EZdt, (4.1)
or equivalently,
t
o= [ B2 % ur, (4.2)
0 67'

where E is Young’s modulus and Z is the relaxation time of the material being
modeled. If we replace the time differential dt by a differential of the intrinsic time
d(, which is defined by

d¢ = |de|, (4.3)

then we get the simple endochronic model given by Eqn. (3.5), or equivalently by

¢ e
o= i Y AR 4.4
fop(C C)ag’dc’ (4.4)
where
p(C) = Ee™. (4.5)

The integro-differential form of Eqn. (4.4), in which p(¢) represents a material func-

tion, is typical for general endochronic models.
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A complete set of constitutive equations for plastically incompressible, rate inde-

pendent materials based on the modified endochronic theory [47] can be summarized

as follows:
aii = Ciint €51 (4.6)
and
= : ( I) dé:i‘ d 7
By = /(; plz —2) - de, (4.8)

where e;; and efj are, respectively, the elastic and plastic components of the total

strain tensor €;;, and s;; is the deviatoric stress tensor defined as

Si5 = Oij — %Ukk&;‘j, (4.9)

and
= %, f(n) >0, (4.10)
dn = (de%- de%-)lfz, (4.11)

where p(z) and f(n) are material functions called the kernel (or memory) function and
the (cyclic) hardening function, respectively. The differential quantity dn represents
the distance between two consecutive plastic-strain states, so that 1 defines a memory
path in the plastic-strain space through which history-dependent effects of a material
are introduced into the endochronic model. Note the resemblance of Eqn. (4.8) to
Eqn. (4.4), where the total-strain increment is replaced by the plastic-strain increment
so as to make the model behavior more physically consistent [47]. In the case of

isotropic materials, Eqn. (4.6) becomes

Ev

- e £ . e 1
Oy A+)0-2) €x 0ij +2G e (4.12)

1)?

where E' is Young’s modulus, v Poisson’s ratio, G = E/2(1 + v), the shear modulus,
and 6;; denotes the Kronecker delta function, ie., §; = 1, if i = j, and 8;; = 0,
otherwise.

By introducing different forms for the two material functions p(z) and f(n),

various types of elasto-plastic behavior of materials can be adequately modeled. An
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important feature of the kernel function p(z) in Eqn.(4.8) is that the function must
be singular at the origin, that is
p(0) = oo, (4.13)

so that the model can account appropriately for the elastic behavior at the onset
of initial loading and unloading response. There are basically two major types of
endochronic models based on the assumed form of the kernel function p(z), which
are now described.

The first one utilizing the Dirac delta function 6(z) is given by
p(z) = sg 8(z) + pa(2), (4.14)

where p(2) is a regular function and s is a material constant that has the physical
significance of the initial yield stress in simple tension. This formulation leads from

Eqn. (4.8) to
d P

d(2) = sg 5;3 + 745(2), (4.15)
where
- / " (e — ) 358 g (4.16)
ij | A1 T e <
Note that Eqns. (4.10), (4.11) and (4.15) imply
Is(2) — x(2)|| = sy £(n), (4.17)

where s and r denote respectively the two tensors s;; and r;;, and ||s|| = (si; 8i;)/2.
Note, however, that when z = 0, i.e., in the process of initial loading and ||s|| < s,
the model response is governed by purely elastic behavior, such as that given by
Eqn. (4.12) in the case of isotropic materials. From Eqn. (4.17), it can be deduced that
this formulation results in a generalization of the classical theory of plasticity in such
a way that the hardening function f(n) signifies isotropic hardening behavior (yield-
surface expansion), while the tensor r;;(z) denotes kinematic hardening behavior
(yield-surface translation). Furthermore, it can be shown [50] that by a suitable
choice of p;(z) as a sum of exponential functions, the theory becomes similar to the
classical multiple-yield-surface theory in which nested yield surfaces translate in the

stress space according to some kinematic hardening rule.
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Although the above formulation that uses the Dirac delta function in p(z) led
to a generalization of the classical plasticity theory, the original idea of avoiding the
concept of yield surfaces and hardening rules was not completely preserved. Thus,
another type of formulation of the endochronic theory has been developed [49] by

assuming the kernel function as
p(z) = Z epe F, (4.18)
k=1

where the non-negative constants ¢; and o satisfy

o0 o0 c

Y e = o0, Y E <o, (4.19)
Qg

k=1 k=1

so that Eqn. (4.13) is satisfied and the integrability of p(z) can also be guaranteed.
An effective numerical algorithm for implementing the endochronic theory can be

derived based on the assumption of Eqn. (4.18) for the kernel function [17]. Suppose

that the loading process is divided into many small steps and in each step no load

reversal occurs, then Eqn. (4.8) can be written as

= de?. z2 def
sij(2) =f0 p(z —2') d; dz’ +/ plz —2) '&'ﬁ'dz’—i-...
z1

deP.

! _Idl 17
2:0/0 p(z z)z—l-dz

where an approximation has been made by assuming that defj /dz is constant within
each loading step. With the kernel function defined by Eqn. (4.18), (4.20) can be
manipulated further to obtain

p
de; j

dz

~

zZ2
/ plz—2")d2" + ..., (4.20)
=z z1

< m AP
siglom) & Y = [3 54

k=1 TS |

emen(emsima) (gmrz _1)], (4.21)

Zi—1

where Az; = z; — 2;_, and the subscript m denotes the m-th loading step. Note
that in Eqn. (4.21), the infinite sum over k has been approximated by a finite sum

of n terms as a practical consideration. In order to avoid the numerical difficulty of
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small numbers involved in the term e~ ®*(*»~%-1) one can, based on mathematical

induction, convert (4.21) into a recursive formula:

n
S,;J'(Zm) = Z Sg‘(zm), (422)
k=1
and
k Az k Ck A €
Sij(zm) ~ Biﬂk stij(zm_]_) + a—k (l -_ e_ﬂk Zm)A—zJ . (4-23)
Zm—1

It should be noted that the aforementioned approximate numerical scheme will result
in an exact solution to the constitutive equations based on the endochronic theory if
the material being modeled does not exhibit cyclic hardening behavior (i.e., f(n) = 1),
and the deformation history follows a piecewise linear path in the plastic-strain space,
such as the uni-axial loading case. Equations (4.6) to (4.11), with (4.8) replaced by
(4.22) and (4.23), provide a set of recursive formulas for computation of the response
of models based on endochronic theory. The advantage of using this numerical scheme
is that only the values of the response states at the end of the previous loading step
need be stored. Once the loading increment (Ae%;),, (or (As;;)») is given, (sfj)m can
then be determined by referring to (sfj)m_l. Hsu, et al. [17] proposed two efficient
schemes following the above algorithm for either stress-controlled or strain-controlled
response simulations, by making a few more algebraic manipulations on the foregoing
formulas.

In the following, we address some important points regarding the general behav-
ior and properties of the endochronic model. With the kernel function defined by
Eqn. (4.14), Watanbe and Atluri [50] introduced the concept of “limit surfaces” as-
sociated with the endochronic models. When the hardening function f(n) saturates
to a limit value, a limit surface exists which can move around in the stress space, as
can be deduced from Eqn. (4.17). As indicated by experimental observations [30],
however, materials such as metals, which have been cyclically stabilized, in general
exhibit response behavior with “fixed” limit surfaces, beyond which the stress state
never goes. Thus, we reject Eqn. (4.14) and it is interesting to see whether the en-
dochronic model based on the alternative formulation of the kernel function given by

Eqn. (4.18) can exhibit such a physical behavior.
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Note that Eqn. (4.23) may be rewritten as

o A, )
(Ask)m = [ 2| = b (amo1) |(1— emoxBm), (4.24)

(853 Az

T

If the stress state reaches an “equilibrium state”, at which the stress increments

approach zero for appreciable unidirectional strain increments [30], i.e.,
(Ask i)eq=0 Vk=12,. (4.25)

then by Eqn. (4.24) we have

A€,
ky Sk TNy
(SU )eq oy Bt It (4.26)
or p
= Ac:.
_ o ] ij
(Sij)eq ( Z : ) Be hsg (4.27)

From Eqn. (4.27), we see that the stress state will remain at the equilibrium
state until the plastic-strain path changes its direction. Noting that in the case of no

cyclic hardening, (Az)? = A€l A€, we get, from Eqn. (4.27),

13?

(8i5)eq (Sii)eq = (i ) (4.28)

k=1

where k,, is a finite model constant (see Eqn. (4.19)) that can be related to some ma-
terial constant, as will be done later. Equation (4.28) signifies that all the equilibrium
states (s;j)eq form a hypersurface in the six-dimensional stress space (considering the
symmetry of a stress tensor). This hypersurface is actually a limit surface associ-
ated with an endochronic model based on the kernel function given by Eqn. (4.18).
This can be shown as follows: Considering the cyclically stabilized behavior (i.e.,
f(n) = 1), from Eqns. (4.10) and (4.11) we can put

defj (2)

5 — mi(2), (4.29)

where n;;(2) < 1 and satisfies

Ini; (2)]| = (nij(2) nij(2)) 2 = 1. (4.30)
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Thus, it follows from Eqn. (4.8) that
s5il2) = [)z p(z — 2" )ny;(2") d2’.
Using the tensorial product, we get
@) 55() = [ pla= ) mis() e [ ol = #m() d”
= [ [ e = 0t = 2y g '
< [* [ e =00t = ) s () syl '

= [/: p(z — z')dz']2.

Now if the kernel function p(z) is given by Eqn. (4.18), then

[]02 p(z—2') dz']2 = [/z ick E_"”‘("""”)ci.z"]2

0 k=1
9%
N

oo
[ —Ck e—ak(z-z’)

a
=1 x
o0
Ck 2
g[ —] = k2.
k=1 Ok

Thus, from (4.32), (4.33) we obtain

5ij(2) 8i(2) < ki

(4.31)

(4.32)

(4.33)

(4.34)

This proves that Eqn. (4.28) represents a limit surface associated with an endochronic

model so that no stress state of the model can lie outside the limit surface. In other

words, the set of the stress points associated with different equilibrium states of an

endochronic model represents the limit surface of that model. The issues of existence

and uniqueness of equilibrium states and the associated limit surface will be addressed

in detail in the next chapter where the Distributed-Element Model is generalized to

a multi-dimensional representation.
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Another interesting point about the endochronic model is the resemblance of
Eqn. (4.28) to the von Mises yield criterion in the classical theory of plasticity, given
by

Sij Sz'j = 0‘0, (435)

where op is the yield stress of a material in the uniaxial tension test. Actually,
considering the uniaxial tension case where s1; = 2071/3 = —2832 = —2s33, and
sij = 0,1 # j, Eqn. (4.28) implies

2
(8ij)eq (Sij)eq = = kg,

since we have (011)eq = 09. Thus, we obtain the relation:

= e 2
I R \[g - (4.36)
k=1 Xk

which relates the model constants to the material constant 0. Equation (4.36)
provides a guideline for choosing the model constants ¢; and aj, in addition to
the constraints given in (4.19). This relation motivates a new effective modeling
technique for endochronic models based on the formulation of the kernel function

given by Eqn. (4.18), as will be presented in the next section.

4.3 A Modeling Technique for the Endochronic Models

So far we have formulated a complete set of constitutive equations based on the
endochronic theory which is ready for numerical calculation of model response under
general cyclic loading conditions. To apply an endochronic model to simulation stud-
ies, however, one needs to choose proper values for those model constants involved in
the definition of the kernel function in the model, as given by Eqn. (4.18). Accord-
ing to the previous experience with modeling of the kernel function [17, 49], at least
three exponential terms in the series representation of p(z) are required to adequately
represent the smooth yielding behavior of hysteretic systems. The response behavior
of a one-dimensional endochronic model based on Eqn. (4.18) is illustrated in Figure
4.1, where hysteresis loops of model response using one, two, or three exponential

terms are plotted together for comparison. It can be observed that the one-term
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formulation of the kernel function leads to elasto-perfectly-plastic behavior, and the
three-term model gives a smooth yielding behavior as desired. In previous studies,
for example [17, 49], the model constants involved in the three-term kernel function
were chosen exclusively based on a trial-and-error procedure, which may be very
difficult and inefficient in practical situations. Furthermore, from a system identifi-
cation point of view, such a model involving at least eight model parameters (¢; and
ar, k = 1,2,3, in addition to at least two other parameters of elasticity, £ and v
say) would definitely violate the criteria of simplicity, physicality and robustness for
a good model, as stated in Chapter 2. Thus, it is very desirable that the modeling
procedure for the kernel function of an endochronic model be simplified. In the fol-
lowing, an efficient modeling technique is proposed to define the kernel function of an
endochronic model based on Eqn. (4.18) so that the number of parameters involved
can be reduced.

As mentioned above, in practice, a three-term representation for the kernel func-
tion p(z) is sufficient to yield a smooth yielding curve for general hysteretic response.
Thus, consistent with Eqn. (4.36), we may introduce the following additional condi-

tions regarding the model constants:

c _k

= NE—193. (4.37)
(893 3
The generality of the model behavior is not lost by introducing these conditions
because it is the oy that primarily control the shape of the hysteresis loops. In order
to satisfy approximately the first condition in (4.19), we can always choose a; to be

a very large number, say
a; = 1.0 x 10'6. (4.38)

Moreover, as suggested by results of numerical simulations, we may fix the ratio of
a9 to az so that a smooth yielding curve can always be attained, regardless of the

shape of the hysteresis loops. For this, we can set
g — 3053, (4.39)

as suggested by numerical simulations. Equations (4.37) to (4.39) provide five equa-
tions for the six constants cx and ay, k = 1,2, 3, in which only one model parameter

k., is required.
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To completely define the six constants, we need one more equation to determine
the absolute magnitude of the constant as (or az). We note that since we defined
a1 > ag > a3 in our modeling based on Eqn. (4.18), a3 controls the final portion
of the yielding curve near the ultimate stress, as illustrated by the portion ABC in
Fig. 4.2. Thus, we can choose the value of a3 to match appropriately that portion
in a uniaxial initial loading curve so that it is related to other model parameters. In
the one-dimensional case, using the three-term representation for the kernel function
based on Eqn. (4.18), we can derive the following equation for the n-th branch of the

response curve.

3 n
o(2) = \/g kZ_l ;—‘; [(-1)" —e %= + 2 ;(—1)=‘—le—ak(z—zﬂ] (4.40)

for z > z,, where z, corresponds to the n-th load reversal point. Thus, for initial

loading curve (n = 0), we have

3 3
3 Ck . 3 Cr _
O'(Z) = Jj E —_— [1 — € akz] =0p — \/j E —_— ak.z’ (441)

where we made use of Eqn. (4.36). For the final portion of the initial loading curve,
i.e., ¢ — oy, the variable z, which is a measure of accumulated plastic deformation,
will not be small and hence, by Eqn. (4.37),

3
Ce _ €3 - k’ = 2 =
E LTk py g% = U o708 — (| gge ¥F, (4.42)

k Qa3 3 27

where we assumed that e ®'%, e ?2* & e ?3% since a; and ay are considerably

larger than as. Thus, by (4.41) and (4.42), we can derive
1 —asz 1 —ﬁa e?
a(z)zag(l—ge 3 ):cro(l—ge e (4.43)

where we use the fact that dz = /3/2deP for the initial loading in the positive
direction of the uniaxial case. Thus, for a given yielding curve, we can find the value

of a3 by matching some point, say B in Figure 4.2, in the final portion of the curve.
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For example, if at point B, o = 0.950¢ and €%, = y0¢/E where v > 0, as shown in
Fig. 4.2, then by (4.43) we have

1 o
0.950¢0 = ap(1 — 3 e_\/g“”_ﬂn),

which yields
1.549 E

ag X — —
7 0o
For yielding curves of different shapes (but with the same E and o¢), we may thus
define
1.549 E E
az = == = (20)P=, (4.45)
Y %o do
where p is an alternative parameter to v for controlling the degree of smoothness
of yielding. This is demonstrated in Figure 4.3, where we note that as p — oo, a

yielding curve corresponding to the elasto-perfectly-plastic behavior is obtained.

To summarize, we have the following result for modeling of the kernel function

using three exponential terms:

3

p(2) =) cpe ™, (4.46)
k=1
1 C2 C3 [ 2

— = — == =4/—= 447
(85] g 3 27 = ( )

16 P E
a; =10x 10", as=3a3, az=2 — (4.48)

0

Thus, only three parameters, E, gy, and p, are needed in the modeling process
for general uniaxial hysteretic behavior, as before when the generalized Rayleigh
distribution function was used for the one-dimensional Masing models. In the case
where multi-axial response behavior of isotropic materials is of interest, only one
additional parameter, the Poisson’s ratio v, is needed for the endochronic models
based on the preceding formulation. This makes the modeling of endochronic models
much easier so that they become widely applicable to general multi-axial response
problems of cyclic plasticity, especially in the case where system identification is of

interest.
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Note that the parameter o should have been defined as the ultimate stress (or
force) in the uniaxial (or one-dimensional) case where only cyclically stablized be-
havior is to be accounted for. This definition of oy may be viewed as an extension
of defining o as the yield stress of simple tension, since for engineering applications,
structural systems do not, in general, exhibit hysteretic behavior with prominent
vielding point [23]. Another point to remark regarding the identifiability of param-
eters of this class of endochronic models is that under the circumstance where the
model response is not driven into a strong nonlinear regime, the two parameters oy
and p may not be identified accurately due to their interactive effects on the sys-
tem response. As a consequence, in practical identification studies, we tend to fix
the value of the parameter p (or op) so that more reliable identification result can
be achieved. For most structural systems, the value of p can be set to be around
1.0 (which yields an endochronic model having uniaxial response behavior close to
that of a distributed-element model based on the Rayleigh distribution for the yield-
strength distribution function, as will be shown later in Fig. 4.4), so that only two
parameters E, op are left in the one-dimensional models based on the endochronic
theory. These two parameters, E and o, have clear physical significance since they
represent the initial stiffness and ultimate strength of a system in the context of the
generalized one-dimensional force-deflection behavior, or the Young’'s modulus and
the simple-tension yield stress in the context of general plasticity. The two-parameter
endochronic model (excluding Poisson’s ratio) based on the three-term kernel func-

tion formulation can thus be summarized as follows:

2
= 1.0 x 106 = 1/_
(e %] X i & o7 JoCry,

E [ 2
az = 6.0 —, €2 = 4/ = gpQa, (4.49)
o 27

E [ 2
g = 2.0 0_—0, C3 — ET_ OpQys.

It should be noted, however, that the numerical values defined in (4.49) for a; and
as may vary slightly for particular applications in practice so as to reach the best

results.
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The main idea presented here is that Eqns. (4.46) to (4.48) set up a simple class of
models based on the endochronic theory that is generally applicable to plasticity prob-
lems. Even in the general multi-axial loading case, modeling of isotropic materials
based on such a class of endochronic models can be based only on the uniaxial initial
loading curve of the material being modeled, as long as the Poisson’s ratio is given.
As a special case of the above general formulation, the one-dimensional hysteretic
behavior can be modeled with the tensorial quantities replaced by scalar quantites.
Thus, the uniaxial plastic strain response (or, equivalently, the drift response) using
the endochronic model is readily obtained through the recursive solution procedure
introduced above. A comparison of the drift response of an endochronic model to
that of a Masing model has already been shown in Figure 3.15. A simulated restoring-
force response of a one-dimensional endochronic model based on (4.49) (i.e., p = 1)
and that of a matching Masing model subject to a prescribed cyclic displacement his-
tory are also compared, as shown in Fig. 4.4, where excellent agreement of response
behavior between the two models is observed. In the example, the two models were
chosen to have the same F and og, and the Masing model was based on a Rayleigh
yield-strength distribution function. It can be noted, however, that the endochronic
model exhibits slightly different response characteristics from those of the Masing
model. The main differences are that for the endochronic model, the small cyclic
loops of transient response may not be “strictly” closed (i.e., the loops may not go
through the associated unloading points even though they are closed), and the geo-
metrical shape of the unloading or reloading branches is not the same as that of the
virgin loading curve in contrast to the Masing model. Nevertheless, the behavior of
the two differently-formulated models is essentially consistent as far as the overall

response is concerned.

4.4 Investigation of Cyclic Hardening Behavior

In the previous section, modeling based on the endochronic theory was mainly
conducted for cyclically stablized behavior of materials, for which the hardening
function in the formulation was taken as unity, i.e., f(n) = 1. To model material
behavior including cyclic hardening (or softening) based on the endochronic theory,

one must appropriately define the hardening function f(n), which should be positive,
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and a monotonically increasing function in the case of hardening, or a monotonically
decreasing function in the case of softening. The effect of the hardening function
f(n) is to stretch or compress the memory path defined through 7 in the plastic-
strain space, as can be deduced from Eqn. (4.10). Also, from Eqn. (4.17), we see that
if f(n) is a monotonically increasing function of 7, the corresponding yield surface
will expand accordingly, which signifies the hardening behavior of materials.

Some particular forms for the hardening function of an endochronic model have

been previously proposed. Valanis and Fan [49] proposed a form described by :

fm)=1+pn", p1,B>0. (4.50)

But the harding behavior of such a model in relation to the two parameters 3; and
B2 is not very clear. Another form of the hardening function has been proposed [43],
which is described by :

fmM=B+QQ-F/)e ™", p1>1, f>0. (4.51)

This function form involves only two parameters and exhibits appropriate and gen-
eral hardening behavior with f(0) = 1 and f(oco) = ;. Physically, the parameter
1 denotes the ratio of the two ultimate strengths of the model after and before
hardening occurs, and 32 accounts for the rate of hardening.

An important property of the cyclic hardening behavior, as observed from the
experimental result shown in Fig. 4.5(b), is that only the ultimate stress o, is changed
during the cyclic process, while the Young’s modulus E which governs the initial un-
loading or reloading slope of the response curves almost stays invariant. Based on
this idea, we can extend the Masing models (or DEMs) to account for the cyclic
hardening behavior in a very effective way by utilizing the hardening function given
in (4.51). For example, if the special class of Masing models based on the Rayleigh
distribution function (cf. Sec. 3.3.3.3), which involves only two parameters E and
O, 18 to be extended to model cyclic hardening behavior, we need only make the
parameter ¢, an appropriate function of some response quantity, such as the accu-
mulated plastic deformation, so that the ultimate strength o, of the model changes

with cyclic response. Fig. 4.5(a) shows a simulated cyclic hardening behavior of a
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Masing model based on a Rayleigh yield-strength distribution function, in which the

parameter o, is modeled as

ou(n) = a0 f(n), (4.52)

where og is the initial strength of the model and f(n) is given by Eqn. (4.51). Note
that in Eqn. (4.52), n is defined as the accumulation of plastic deformation, i.e.,

n= / |deP|. (4.53)
Recall that the plastic deformation of a Masing model based on a Rayleigh yield-
strength distribution function can be found through Eqns. (3.39) and (3.40). In the
example, the material constants used for the model are E = 16, 700 ksi, og = 5 ksi,
and 3, = 4.4, B, = 14.0. It is clearly demonstrated in Fig. 4.5 that the behavior of
the Masing model based on Eqn. (4.51) for cyclic hardening effect is almost identical
to the experimental result.

Another issue in modeling for cyclic hardening behavior is the effect of non-
proportional (or “out-of-phase”) hardening exhibited by real materials. According
to experimental observations, the peak normal stress resulting from nonproportional
hardening is about 40 percent higher than that after uniaxial cycling [30, 43]. This
phenomenon is physically complicated and, as a consequence, modeling of this behav-
ior is much more difficult considering the very limited experimental results currently
available. Sugiura, et al. [43] proposed a modified model based on the endochronic
theory that can adequately predict the nonproportional hardening behavior of mate-
rials by introduing a nonproportionality function, which depends in some empirical
way on the nonproportional plastic-strain response path. However, further explo-

ration on this topic is beyond the scope of the current study.

The purpose of this work is not to investigate extensive material behavior in
depth, but to get some physical insight regarding mathematical modeling of general
plasticity behavior of materials. Based on these insights, one can possibly extend the
Distributed-Element Models or the Masing models to account for various hardening
effects, as we did above for cyclic hardening behavior. Also motivated by the close
similarity between the behavior of the one-dimensional endochronic models and that
of the Masing models, generalization of the Distributed-Element Models and Masing
models to a multi-dimensional representation becomes of great interest. These are

to be investigated in the next two chapters.
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CHAPTER 5

GENERALIZATION OF DISTRIBUTED-ELEMENT MODEL
TO MULTIPLE DIMENSIONS

5.1 Introduction

The one-dimensional Distributed-Element Models (DEMs), introduced by Iwan
[19] for structural dynamic analysis, have been investigated in detail in Chapter 3
for both deteriorating and non-deteriorating hysteretic behavior. In order to ex-
tend the one-dimensional DEMs to multiple dimensions for constitutive modeling of
general plasticity, Iwan [20] introduced the concept of a collection of nested yield
surfaces associated with a DEM, which move around in the stress space according
to some kinematic rules so that the Bauschinger effect could be accounted for in a
more realistic way. This class of multi-dimensional models for plasticity based on
the distributed-element formulation provided a conceptual generalization of the cus-
tomary formulation of the incremental theory of classical plasticity. However, the
numerical implementation of such a class of multi-dimensional models involves trac-
ing subsequent yield surfaces and hence is quite difficult and computationally ineffi-
cient. Yoder [56] proposed an alternative version of plasticity theory formulated in
the strain space. That theory, based on a different class of DEMs from that used by
Iwan, is closely parallel to the traditional theory of plasticity, but interchanges the
roles of stress and strain. In contrast to Iwan’s multi-dimensional model, the model
proposed by Yoder consists of a collection of yield surfaces formulated in the strain
space. However, the same problem pertaining to the numerical implementation of the
model behavior arises.

In the following sections, a new class of plasticity models, also based on the
distributed-element behavior, will be proposed, in which yield surfaces of different
yield levels are introduced for the elements involved in a model. The main idea be-
hind this new class of DEMs is that the yield surfaces are defined in the “element”
stress space and are “invariant”, i.e., fixed from moving in that space, no matter how
the model response varies. Due to the invariant characteristics of the yield surfaces

thus defined, the theoretical formulation of such models is so simple that there is
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no need for any kinematic hardening rules for subsequent yielding behavior. Fur-
thermore, the numerical implementation of the new model is straightforward and
highly efficient, even though quite a few elements are needed for the model to yield
good results in applications. What might be more interesting is that the behav-
ior of this new class of DEMs provides us with a physical model for understanding
complicated response mechanisms in cyclic plasticity. Some experimentally-observed
material behavior can be adequately elucidated by the model through the establish-
ment of some relevant properties of the model behavior. The validity of this new class
of Distributed-Element Models is confirmed by comparison with experimental results
from the literature. Excellent response predictions using the new models have been

obtained under complicated multi-axial loading conditions.

5.2 A New Class of Distributed-Element Models for Plasticity
5.2.1 Concept and Theoretical Background

Before looking into the generalization of the one-dimensional (1-D) DEMs to
higher dimensions, let us examine two different classes of 1-D DEMs that have been
used before. The two classes of models are composed of collections of elasto-perfectly-
plastic elements in either a parallel-series (P-S) or a series-parallel (S-P) combination,
as shown in Fig. 5.1(a) and (b), respectively. It can be shown [20] that when the
number of elements become very large so that the element strengths o] are described
in terms of some distributed function ¢(c*), where ¢(c*)do™ denotes the fraction of
the total number of elements that have a slip stress between ¢* and ¢* 4 do*, then

the model behavior can be described by
o =f a(c”) ¢(c™) do™ (5.1)
0

for the P-S model, or
€= / e(c”) d(c™) do™ (5.2)
0

for the S-P model. It should be noted, however, that for the S-P model to be physically
consistent, the distribution function has to be singular at the origin, i.e., $(0) — oo,
so that de/do|.—o # 0; otherwise we will have do/de|.—p = co, which means that the

initial slope of the stress-strain curve is infinitely large. Thus, from both physical and
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mathematical points of view, the S-P model is considered to be not so good as the
P-S model for which the distribution function ¢(¢*) can be any function that satisfies

f ~ p(o*)do* =1, (5.3)
0

even though both models can be shown to exhibit Masing type of behavior [45].

In the following, we will extend the 1-D P-S model to the general multi-dimen-
sional case so that they can be used for constitutive modeling in cyclic plasticity
problems. The generalization of the S-P model will not be done here, though it can
be treated in a similar way. More will be said about this later.

To account for the general multi-axial response behavior, we need to first define
the basic kinematic behavior of the distributed elements constituting the model. In
this study, we postulate the following rules for the new multi-dimensional DEM :

1) Each element in the model is subject to the same total-strain response as expe-
rienced by the model itself.

2) Each element has the response behavior of ideal plasticity so that its associated
yield surface remains “invariant” in the stress space. In other words, the yield
surface associated with an element is described by a function that depends only
on the element stress.

3) All the elements have the same elastic properties and the associated yield func-
tions have the same mathematical form, but they have different yield constants
which are governed by some distribution function.

4) The stress state of the model is defined as the average of the stress states of all
the elements.

Following these rules, the overall stress of the model can be expressed in terms of the

element stress states as follows :
)= f 5(k, ) b(k) dk, (5.4)
0

where & denotes the tensor o;;, and 6(k,t) is the corresponding stress state of the
elements having yielding constant k governed by a distribution function ¢(k). Note
the resemblance of Eqn. (5.4) to Eqn. (5.1). The constant k is related to the yield

function associated with each element in the model so that the equation

F(5(k), k) =0 (5.5)
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represents a yield surface associated with an element of yield constant k in the element

stress space. Note that without loss of generality, we can choose
k = oo(k), (5.6)

where o¢(k) is the uniaxial yield stress of the associated element. The definition of
the yield function defined in Eqn. (5.5) is conceptually the same as that used in the
classical theory of plasticity so as to characterize the general behavior of materials
under multi-axial loading conditions. However, in this new formulation, the yield
surfaces are defined in the element-stress space, not in the model-stress space as in
the classical theory of plasticity. Moreover, since each element in the model has the
behavior of ideal plasticity, the yield surfaces associated with the elements will remain
“invariant” in their space of definition, no matter how the model behaves. Also, the
stress response of each element remains linearly elastic until yielding occurs, after
which the element stress state will move on the associated yield surface during plastic
flow and will never go beyond it. An important remark regarding the overall model
behavior is that the stress state of the model may possibly lie outside some of the
yield surfaces associated with the elements, which makes the new model distinctive
from those based on classical multi-yield-surface theory. It is also this formulation in
the “invariant-yield-surface” space that makes this new model mathematically simple,
physically realistic, and computationally effective, in contrast to the aforementioned
multi-dimensional DEMs proposed by Iwan and Yoder [20, 56].

The theoretical background of this new formulation lies in the deduction that
corresponding to a yield surface in the stress space, there should be a yield surface in
the strain space regardless of what model is being considered. Consider, for example,
the case of ideal plasticity where a yield surface formulated in the stress space always
stays invariant throughout the deformation history. However, the corresponding yield
surface formulated in the strain space has to move around, along with the current
strain state of the model, so as to account adequately for the Bauschinger effect
exhibited by real materials under cyclic plastic deformations. This space-dependent
yielding behavior is illustrated in Fig. 5.2 for the one-dimensional (uniaxial) case.
With this concept in mind, the formulation of plasticity in either stress or strain

space can be made equivalent to that in the other space, as long as appropriate
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kinematic behavior of the yield surfaces is taken into consideration. However, it is
obvious that the formulation without the need of kinematic hardening rules (such as
the stress-space formulation in the foregoing example) would be much easier than the
other, especially in the case where multiple yield surfaces are needed in obtaining

model response, as for the models based on distributed elements.

5.2.2 Mathematical Formulation

As mentioned above, the behavior of the new class of multi-dimensional DEMs
for plasticity is based on the element behavior formulated in stress space, instead
of in strain space, so that complicated kinematic hardening rules can be avoided for
response after initial yielding. Thus, the yield surfaces associated with the elements
stay invariant in the stress space under the assumption of ideal plasticity, and they
are nested within one another in the element stress space due to the different yield
strengths of the elements. This is illustrated in Fig. 5.3, where concentric circles of dif-
ferent radii represent yield surfaces of different yield strengths in the two-dimensional
(biaxial) case.

If the yield surface associated with an element with yield constant & is described
by Eqn. (5.5), then under the assumption of ideal plasticity, we have that when
F(a(k), k) = 0, the plastic flow takes place without limit, and therefore,

dF = ———— dO’,;j(k) =1 (57)

for plastic flow. Then, from the normality rule of plastic flow given by the classical
theory of plasticity, which specifies that the direction of a plastic strain increment is
normal to the yield surface at the current stress point, we have the flow rule for an
element of yield strength k:

de? . (k oF
ij

(k) = Bog (k) dAk, (5.8)

where d). is a coefficient of proportionality, whose value can be determined as follows.

Firstly, we introduce the general stress-strain relation in incremental form as

doij (k) = Cijmn(dfmn - de?nn(k))’ (59)



77

where Cjjmn, denotes the tensor of elasticity constants and it has been assumed that
all elements in the model have the same elasticity constants and identical total-strain
response so that the dependence of C;jmn and de;,, on k can be dropped. Based on
Eqgns. (5.7), (5.8) and (5.9), we can find the expression for the coefficient of propor-

tionality as:

Ak s aF/aO'ij (k) Cijmn dEmn
b OF/00,(k) Cpgrs OF [00,4(k)

Summarizing from the above, we arrive at the following set of constitutive equa-

(5.10)

tions for the new Distributed-Element Model for general plasticity formulated in the

“invariant-yield-surface” space:

5 /0 ” 5(k) o(k) dk, (5.11a)
sl FGH),E <0  always. (5.110)
If F(5(k), k) =0, (5.11¢)
_—y % PR g (5.11d)
then dos;(k) = Cijmn (demn — %ﬂk) d), (5.11¢)

where d); is given by Equation (5.10).
If Equation (5.11¢) or (5.11d) is violated, then
daij(k) == Cijmndfmn- (511f)

Throughout the above, all the derivatives involving F' are to be evaluated at the
current value of a(k). Eqn. (5.11f) signifies that the instantaneous element response
will be linearly elastic if the element is not yielded (F(a(k),k) < 0) , or it is subject
to a condition of unloading (dF < 0).

Through the equations in (5.11), the model behavior is completely defined as
long as the mathematical forms of the two material functions, the yield-strength
distribution function ¢(k) and the element yield function F(&(k),k), are specified.
The way to define the distribution function ¢(k) is similar to that used for the one-

dimensional DEMs, or Masing models, since the general multi-dimensional model
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should reduce to the one-dimensional case as the loading is restricted to be uniaxial.
Thus, similar to Eqn. (5.3), the distribution function satisfies

] " (k) dk = 1. (5.12)
0

Also, by Eqn. (5.11a), using ¥V k o01,(k) = k and (k) = 0if i # 1 or j # 1 (which
signifies that every element is in yielding state under the uniaxial loading condition),

we have

O = /m k o(k) dk, (5.13)
]

where o, denotes the ultimate uniaxial stress of the model. Eqns. (5.12) and (5.13)
provide two conditions for the yield-strength distribution function ¢(k) to satisfy. As
a consequence, ¢(k) can be chosen as any probability density function that has the
mean value o, as a parameter. To this end, the Rayleigh distribution, defined as
$(k) = = = exp (_—ﬂﬁ) (5.14)
2as 4 o2
serves as a good candidate for ¢(k), as already demonstrated in Chapter 3. Addi-
tional parameters may be incorporated in the definition of ¢(k) so that more general
response behavior can be modeled. For example, if the degree of smoothness of yield-
ing behavior is to be modeled accurately, then the generalized Rayleigh distribution,
as given by Eqn. (3.35), can be used with the introduction of one additional parameter
.
As mentioned earlier, the definition of the yield function associated with each
element is the same as that used in classical theory of plasticity. There have been
many yield criteria proposed in plasticity theory for various materials. Among them,

the von Mises yield criterion described by
1 1
F(a(k), k) = 5si;(k) sij (k) — 50’3("7) = (5.15)

is probably the most widely recognized criterion for modeling yielding behavior of ma-
terials due to its physical consistency and mathematical tractability. In Eqn. (5.15),

si; denotes the deviatoric stress tensor defined as

1

$ij = 0ij = 30mm bijs
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where 6;; is the Kronecker delta function. In the present study of constitutive mod-
eling, however, the yield function can be chosen appropriately for the material under
consideration based on any criterion used in plasticity theory or any empirical condi-
tion observed experimentally.

In addition to the two material functions discussed above, one needs to specify
the elastic constants C;jm, involved in the constitutive equations of the model. It is
noted that these constants, assumed to be identical for all elements, are essentially
the same as those of the model itself. This can be proven as follows. When the system
response is very small, the model and all its elements can be assumed to be in purely

elastic states, then, from (5.11a), we have

gij = /;Oo Oij (k) ¢'(k) dk
N /000 Cijmn €mn (k) ¢'(k) dk

= ijmnfmnf ¢(k)dkf
0

ijmn €mn,

where we used Eqn. (5.11) and €,,,(k) = €mn ¥V k. This property makes the modeling
of this class of multi-dimensional DEMs very straightforward, since the elastic con-
stants associated with various materials have been well documented, or can be found
through simple experiments.

It should be pointed out that although we assume that all the elements in the
DEM are subject to the same total strain increment as experienced by the model

itself, i.e., de;j(k) = de;; V k, the plastic strain response of the model is given by
o0
defj = / defj(k)qﬁ(k) dk,
0

as can be derived using Eqns. (5.4) and (5.9), where de};(k) is to be found from
Eqns. (5.8) and (5.10).

In summary, this class of DEMs formulated in the “invariant-yield-surface” space
for cyclic plasticity involves only very few parameters that have clear physical signif-
icance. In the case where isotropic materials are of interest, only four parameters

are sufficient to represent general multi-axial elastic-plastic response behavior: two
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parameters (o, and n) are used for describing various shapes of hysteresis loops;
and another two (E and v) are for elastic behavior. As discussed in Chapter 3, the
Rayleigh distribution serves as a good model for the yield-strength distribution func-
tion ¢(k) in many engineering applications. In this case, only three parameters (n is
fixed to be 1) need be specified (or identified, in identification studies), which makes

the modeling process or the identification procedure even simpler and more efficient.

5.2.3 Numerical Implementation of the New Distributed-Element Model

The theoretical background and mathematical formulation of the new class of
multi-dimensional DEMs formulated in the invariant-yield-surface space have been
presented in the previous sections. In theory, the model may consist of an infinite
number of elements whose yield strengths distribute according to the specified dis-
tribution function ¢(k), and the model response is found by keeping track of all the
element behavior (cf. (5.11)). However, to numerically implement the formulation,
one has to introduce a finite number of elements so that the solution algorithm is prac-
tically feasible. In order to preserve the advantages of this simple, physical model, it is
proposed that the introduction of the finite number of elements be made according to
the specified yield-strength distribution function ¢(k), so that the number of parame-
ters involved in the model does not increase with the number of elements introduced.
In the case where the Distributed-Element Model consists of a finite number of, say
N, elements, the integral operation in Eqn. (5.11a) is replaced by the summation
operation as follows

5= (ki) v(k: (5.16)

N
i=1

where the “weighting function” (k;) satisfies
> wk) =1, (5.17)
in place of Eqn. (5.11). Also, Eqn. (5.12) becomes

N
> kit(k) = ou. (5.18)
i=1
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In order to obtain smooth response curves, one can choose, without loss of generality,

w(kg:% Vi=1,..N, (5.19)

and the yield constants k;, 2 = 1,..., N are selected based on the specified distribution
function ¢(k), k € [0,00), so that each time a new element yields, the model loses
1/N of its initial stiffness. This can be done by dividing the region below the curve
described by the distribution function into N equal-area portions, and selecting k; as
a representative value for the i-th portion, so that Eqns. (5.18) and (5.19) are satisfied,
that is

N
¥ ki =No, (5.20)
=1

The aforementioned modeling procedure is illustrated schematically in Fig. 5.4. For
most applications, it suffices to use ten elements or so in representing the new model
in order to get a reasonably smooth hysteresis curve. For example, the yield constants

for the ten elements corresponding to a Rayleigh distribution can be defined as:

k1 = 0.2638, ko = 0.4601, ks = 0.6097, k4 = 0.7448, ks = 0.8767,

_ i} ) ) . (5.21)
ke = 1.0128, k; = 1.1612, ks = 1.3347, ko = 1.5630, ko = 1.9732,

where we define k; = k;/o,,.

The numerical procedure for obtaining the stress response of an N-element model
based on the invariant-yield-surface formulation, subject to some prescribed strain
path, can be best described by a flow diagram as shown in Fig. 5.5, where we assume
that the strain increment in each loading step is small; otherwise, some subdivision
of Ae is needed to assure that Eqn. (5.11b) is satisfied appropriately. As can be
seen from the flow diagram in Fig. 5.5, the numerical implementation of this new
multi-dimensional class of DEMs is surprisingly simple and computationally efficient,
due to the formulation in the invariant-yield-surface space, which avoids the usually
complicated kinematic hardening rule required for accounting for the Bauschinger

effect in cyclic plasticity.



82

5.2.4 An Application to Biaxial Loading

A series of simulation studies on the response of the new model to some prescribed
strain paths are conducted to examine the model behavior in the biaxial tension-
torsion case, for which published work is readily available for comparison. Lamba and
Sidebottom [30] conducted a series of biaxial tension-torsion tests on copper in which
cyclic, nonproportional axial-torsional strain paths were applied to examine material
response behavior. The test samples used were thin-walled hollow cylindrical shafts
and were loaded with combined axial force and torsion. In the experimental studies,
the state of axial stress and shear stress resulting from the applied axial force and
torsion respectively was considered to be uniform in the test region at every time

instant. We have the following tensors of stress and strain in the biaxial loading case:

o1 o012 0 €11 €12 0
gj=|o12 0 0], e€;=|€2 —yen 0 (5.22)
0 0 0 0 0 —Yel

where the coefficient « represents the Poisson effect which is a variable when inelastic
deformations are involved in the response. It can be shown [14] that if we assume

incompressibility of plastic deformation, then we have the following expression for :

1=5- 3G - (5.23)
where v is the Poisson’s ratio for linear elasticity.

In the simulation studies, the model used consists of ten distributed elements,
and the Rayleigh distribution is used for describing the yield-strength distribution
in the formulation, so that Eqn. (5.21) defines the yield constants of the elements.
The model parameters used are F = 16,700 ksi,v = 0.33, and o9 = 30 ksi. The
prescribed strain loading paths are shown in Fig. 5.6, for which the corresponding
experimentally-observed stress responses are available [30], as shown in Figures 5.7
and 5.8. Note that the loading path sequence in Fig. 5.6(a) is 0-1-0-2-0-3-0-..., so as
to study the property of erasure-of-memory. Also, the stress path resulting from the
repetition of path 0 each time is not plotted in Fig. 5.7(a) for clarity.

The stress responses predicted using the DEMs are shown respectively in Figures
5.9 and 5.10, where both von Mises’ and Tresca’s yield criteria were used in the simu-

lations for comparison purposes. In general, the results obtained in all cases are both
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qualitatively and quantitatively consistent with those observed experimentally, and
Tresca’s yield condition gives slightly better results than von Mises’ does considering
the value of the ultimate shear stress predicted. Note that Fig. 5.9(a) contains the
full stress path whereas Fig. 5.7(a) does not. It can be clearly seen in Figures 5.7 and
5.8, that there exists equilibrium points corresponding to those uni-directional strain
paths, at which the stress increments approach zero for appreciable strain increments
that remain uni-directional. In addition, it can be deduced that there exists a limit
surface in the stress space in each of the two loading cases so that stress states can
never go beyond it. Moreover, the property of erasure-of-memory is clearly demon-
strated by the DEM, as one can see that the model is always brought back to the
same state every time the path 0 in Fig. 5.6(a) is traced.

Other important response features in cyclic plasticity, such as smooth yielding,
nonlinear strain hardening and multi-axial Bauschinger effect are also well demon-
strated by the new DEMs. The computational effort involved in obtaining the re-
sponse based on the new model is low, since no kinematic hardening rule is required
to account for the subsequent yielding behavior of materials. We remark that models
based on the classical theory of plasticity in general do not predict response behavior
so well as the DEMs do, as we can see in Fig. 5.11, where different yield conditions
together with different kinematic hardening rules were employed to predict the re-
sponse to the strain loading path given in Fig. 5.6(b) [30]. The dashed curve in each
plot of Fig. 5.11 represents the locus of the center of the yield surface, which is irrel-
evant to the discussion made here. A clear deficiency of the first two models, which
use respectively the von Mises yield condition with the Prager hardening rule and
the Tresca yield condition with the Ziegler hardening rule,f is that the axial stress
predicted does not return to zero. In more specific terms, these two models fail to
demonstrate the behavior of equilibrium points and a limit surface exhibited by real
materials. In Fig. 5.11(c), a much more elaborated model is used, which employs a

Tresca yield surface, a Tresca limit surface, the Mroz kinematic hardening rule, and

1 The Prager hardening rule specifies that the yield surface translates in the direc-
tion of the outward normal at the current stress point, while the Ziegler hardening
rule specifies that the yield surface moves in the same direction as the line joining the

center of the yield surface to the current stress point [30].
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an empirical nonlinear strain hardening assumption [30], so as to give the plasticity
model a maximum chance of success. Although the result shown in Fig. 5.11(c) is
much better than those shown in Fig. 5.11(a) and (b), it is still not so good in accu-
racy as that predicted by the DEM, as justified by the experimental result shown in
Fig. 5.8(a).

It should be noted that in the preceding examples, we did not use any system
identification technique to choose optimally the model parameters. Instead, the values
of the three parameters E, v, oy were specified directly from the corresponding exper-
imental results [30]. This advantage is obviously due to the physical consistency and
the parsimony in parameters of the proposed DEM for cyclic plasticity. In the case
where complex structural systems are of interest, the parameters may be optimally
identified using structural response data. Furthermore, we can treat some constants
in the yield condition required for the model as parameters to be identified, so that
the “best” result may be achieved in practice.

In the next section, we will address some important properties associated with the
new class of DEMs for general plasticity. Thorough understanding of these properties
helps to explain some material properties and complicated material behavior under
cyclic loading conditions. As a final remark, we note that the new Distributed-Element
Model for multi-dimensional plasticity can be viewed as a statistical mechanical model
which is a generalization of the classical formulation of plasticity theory. In the new
theory, the yield condition for elasto-plastic response characterization and the flow
rule for prescribing plastic strain increment are treated in a statistical sense, so that
the model response is the statistical average of the element response, each of which

follows from the classical theory of plasticity.

5.3 Important Properties of the New Multi-dimensional DEMs

In the foregoing simulation studies, we have seen the existence of equilibrium
points and a limit surface associated with a new multi-dimensional DEM. Further-
more, the property of erasure-of-memory exhibited by real materials is also demon-
strated by the new model so that excellent results of response prediction have been
obtained when compared to experimental observations. It is of great interest to fur-

ther investigate these general properties of material behavior from a theoretical point
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of view, which will surely help the study of complicated response behavior of cyclic
plasticity. A thorough understanding of these properties may also provide useful
insight and guidelines for validating analytical models and for performing analyti-

cal /experimental studies in the related areas of plasticity.

5.3.1 General Behavior of Ideal Plasticity of a Single Element

In view of the physically consistent behavior of the multi-dimensional DEM,
we would like to further study some relevant properties of the new model, which
consists of a collection of distributed elements of different yield strengths. Before
doing this, let us examine in detail the response characteristics of a single element.
Each element in the model exhibits the behavior of ideal plasticity, and so is governed
by the constitutive equations given in (5.11b) to (5.11f). If we rewrite the incremental

stress-strain relation (5.9) as
doij = Cfj(dex — de), (5.24)

then based upon the normality principle of plastic strain increment, we can derive for

a yielding state from (5.8) and (5.10):

dF 9F rve
6F doxy Ooij ymn dfmn
deil - BTH da\ - JBF ” oF 3 (525)

opq ~“PATS Oorg

where d\ > 0 is a constant of proportionality and F is the yield function.

In order to characterize the complicated elasto-plastic behavior more easily, we
consider the biaxial tension-torsion loading case and employ the well-recognized von
Mises yield criterion. If we denote the axial stress and strain components as ¢ and
¢, and the shear stress and strain components as 7 and +, respectively, then we can

derive the following set of equations from the general formulation:

F(o,7,k) =0%+3r2 - k? =0, (5.26)
oF oF
T — = 5.27
oo 245y or o% o.21)
do = E(de — de?), dr = G(dy — dv?), (5.28)

de? = 20d)\, dyP = 6rd), (5.29)
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where dA = 0 in the elastic state (F' < 0), while in the yielding state (F = 0):

A\ — (20)Ede + (67)Gdy
 E(20)2+G(67)2 °

(5.30)

An important remark regarding the biaxial formulation is that in the above we have
defined € = €11,0 = 011,7 = 2613 = 2¢21, whereas 7 = 012 = 02;. It is more
convenient and consistent to adopt these definitions due to the fact that in the general
flow rule given in Eqn. (5.25), the yield function F is considered as a function of nine
stress components, counting ;5 and o9, as separate variables. Note that the above

definitions imply that

OF OF oF OF OF oF
e s = — =2 5.31
30' 60’11 ol or 30’12 30'21 30'12 ? ( )

so that de? = (0F/dc)d\ and dvy? = (OF/07) dA.

In order to understand the detailed behavior of an element after yielding occurs,
we first consider a simple case where a proportional strain loading path is prescribed,
as the path 0 — 1 shown in Fig. 5.12(a). The response of an element having perfect
plastic behavior to such a loading path can be depicted in a correponding stress space
as shown in Fig. 5.12(b). If the element yields at point P on path 0 — 1, then the
corresponding stress state will just reach the yield surface at, say, P’ in the stress
space. As the loading is continued, the stress state will move around on the yield
surface without going beyond it. But then an interesting question arises concerning
which direction the point P’ will move under further loading. To answer this, we
have to look back at the constitutive equations which govern the response behavior.
Combining (5.28), (5.29) and (5.30) we get

12EGT
b E(?O’)z iz G(6T)2 (3Td6 - ad’Y)? (5 32)
dr 5 (37de — ody).

" E(20)? + G(67)2

Thus, given strain increments de and dv, we are able to determine the direction of
stress increments at a yield state by using (5.32), which leads to the following rules

for response behavior:
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(I) If 37de > od7y:

do ~ T, dr ~ —o, (5.33)

(IT) If 37de = ody:
do = dr =0, (5.34)

(III) If 37de < ody:
do~ —1, dr~o, (5.35)

“_n

where “~” means “proportional to”. In Rule (II) we have the situation that if the
ratio of de to dv is kept fixed (e.g., in the case of proportional loading ) and the
stress state satisfies 0 /37 = de/d~, then the stress state will remain invariant unless
the strain path changes its direction. In this case, we say that the response state
reaches an “equilibrium state”* associated with that particular uni-directional strain
path. Mathematically, it can be shown that if the current state is governed by (I)
or (IIT), then it will approach a state described by (II). Thus, physically, the above
rules signify that a response state of a yielded element moves on the yield surface in
a direction toward an equilibuium state corresponding to the prescribed strain path.

Following the rules we can find that in Fig. 5.12(b), the response state at P’ will
move in the direction of P'Q’ and will finally stop at the equilibrium state at Q’,
as shown schematically in the figure. Similarly, we can determine the directions of
stress increments corresponding to the strain paths in different quadrants as shown
in Fig. 5.12(b), provided that the initial strain loading path remains uni-directional
in each of the cases. It should be noted, however, that the direction of a stress
increment corresponding to a stress state on the yield surface may be different from
those given in Fig. 5.12(b) in case of a strain loading path that is not virgin loading
or uni-directional. Nevertheless, the direction of a stress increment at a given yield
state can always be determined based on the foregoing rules.

An important property regarding the element behavior is the existence of equi-
librium states associated with different uni-directional strain paths. The equilibrium
states can be defined as the states at which the stress increments approach zero
for appreciable strain increments that remain uni-directional. This property of re-

sponse in cyclic plasticity has actually been observed in experimental studies of some

* A more rigorous definition for equilibrium states will be given later in this chapter.



88

materials [30]. Each equilibrium state thus defined is associated with a particular
uni-directional strain path. The mathematical aspects of the existence and unique-
ness of an equilibrium state will be treated later on within a general formulation of
plasticity. However, we remark here that the existence and uniqueness of equilibrium
states leads to another important material property called the property of erasure-
of-memory. The property of erasure-of-memory is also deduced from experimental
observations [30] and can be stated as follows: If a material has been stabilized by
“out-of-phase” cycling (i.e., loading with non-proportional strain cycles) and if the
subsequent strain paths remain in the region enclosed by the out-of-phase cycling,
then one “big” strain cycle, which is sufficiently smooth and long so that there exists
at least one equilibrium state associated with it, will always bring the material back to
the particular equilibrium state that is unique to that big strain cycle. This property
is very useful in conducting experiments on cyclic plasticity, since a single specimen
can always be brought back to the same reference state, and so can be used repeatedly
in charactizing material response to various loading paths. This ensures that more
reliable results can be obtained with considerably less labor and cost.

We remark that for the existence of erasure-of-memory, the out-of-phase stabi-
lization is a prerequisite conditionf since experimental results have shown that the
peak stress (or yield stress) resulting from out-of-phase hardening is about 40% higher
than that from uniaxial cycling, as already discussed in Chapter 4. Hence, if a mate-
rial has not yet been out-of-phase stabilized, its yield condition becomes variant and
depends on the non-proportionality of the loading path. This phenomenon cannot
be characterized by conventional plasticity modelsi unless special treatment is made
[43].

t As shown later, the property of erasure-of-memory is closely related to the exis-
tence and uniqueness of equilibrium states, which in turn depends upon the associated

yield condition.
t Most constitutive theories of cyclic plasticity are concerned with cyclically sta-

bilized behavior. One reason for this is that crack initiation predictions are generally

based on cyclically stabilized states [8].
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5.3.2 General Treatment of the Theory of Plasticity

In the following, a general treatment of the classical incremental theory of plas-
ticity is presented and some properties of the formulation are summarized. The
general formulation will then be used to derive important properties associated with
the new class of multi-dimensional DEMs

Let & = (oy;) be the total stress tensor and € = (¢;;) the total strain tensor.
Define the elastic component and the plastic-relazation component of the stress
increment tensor, do® and do”, respectively by:

doj; = Clji dek, (5.36)

dO',f-;- = da'fj = dO';'j, (5.37)

where C7;;, is an elastic modulus tensor which is independent of response states. The
above definitions can be better understood through the schematic diagram shown in
Figure 5.13, where the uniaxial stress-strain relation is considered.

Introduce a plastic modulus reduction tensor Ajjx; so that

ddf, =0, Amnkl (&s €, d&s dg)dfkh (538)

ijmn
then following from the incremental stress-strain relation:
dG';‘j = %kl dfil = ijkl(dﬁk[ . dfil), (539)

we can derive that
dO‘,ij = Ciejkl dle

and

de?; = Ayjii(6, € di, dé) dexy. (5.40)

Note that the plastic modulus reduction tensor is, in general, a function of not only
the current state, but also the load increment.

The above equations can be put in a vector form as follows. Since o;; and €;;
are symmetric second-order tensors, they can be written as vectors g, € € RO defined
by

i
g =< 011,022,033,012,023,013 >, (5.41)
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€ =% €11, €922, 63372612:262312613 >T: (542)

so that the values of the inner products between tensors and between vectors are

preserved, and where the superscript T denotes matrix transpose, i.e.,

O-€ Cf,'jft'j

= 011€11 + O22€22 + 033€33 + 2012€12 + 2023€23 + 2013€13 .

[
I

€
Thus, Eqn. (5.40) becomes
de? = A(g, ¢, da, de) de, (5.43)
and Eqgn. (5.39) can be rewritten as
do = C*[1 — A(g, €, dg, de)] de, (5.44)

where A and C¢ are the matrices corresponding to the fourth-order tensors Ajjx
and Cfj;, so that the equations defined accordingly are consistent, and I is the
6 x 6 identity matrix. The elastic modulus matrix C® is symmetric because of
the symmetries associated with the tensor Cj;;,; for elastic behavior. Also, it is a
constant matrix under the assumption that the elastic behavior of the material is
linear. It is positive definite if the material is stable to small strain perturbations
(or if a Drucker’s postulate holds), which we assume is the case. Equation (5.44)

can be reformulated as
dg = [C® — CP(g, ¢, dg, de)] de, (5.45)

where CP = C°A can be referred to as the plastic modulus matriz.

Equation (5.44) (or (5.45)) gives the general formulation of the basic constitutive
law that we will use in the following, where we establish some theorems pertaining to
the properties of the formulation. With these theorems, some important properties
associated with the new class of multi-dimensional DEMs can then be derived and

presented in a more efficient way.
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[Theorem 1]: Within the classical formulation of plasticity*, the plastic modulus
reduction matrix A and the plastic modulus matrix C? are both of rank one or zero,

corresponding to yielding and elastic behavior respectively.

[Proof]: If the classical theory of plasticity is considered, the yield function can be

assumed to be of the form :

F(a,a(€P),k(e?)) = F(a — al€?)) — k() =0, (5.46)

where both isotropic and kinematic hardening are taken into account. In the case
of ideal plasticity, @ = 0 and k = constant throughout the response history. Based
on the “associated flow rule,” which states that the yield function is the same as the
plastic potential function which defines the directions of the plastic strain increments,

we have
oF

60'1’3' J

de?, = dA d\ > 0. (5.47)

During plastic deformation we require F' = 0, and so dF = 0, i.e.,

oF oF
U e B CSEL =f). 5.48
Bog 09 T e =0 (58)
Define
a=V,F(og,e?) €R®, d=-VaF(g,e) e R, (5.49)

where the vector gradient of a scalar function is defined by

OF OF oF

T
VEF(g,y,...)E(aul,auz,...,aun>

(5.50)

ifu=<wuy,ug,...,u, >T . From Eqns. (5.47), (5.48) and (5.49), and the incremental
stress-strain relation
do = C*(de — de?), (5.51)

* By classical formulation of plasticity we mean that the elastic-plastic response
behavior is characterized by a yield condition, a flow rule, and a strain hardening
rule. The flow rule relates the increment of plastic strain to the current state and
the stress increment. The strain hardening rule specifies how the yield surface is

changed during plastic flow.
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it follows that

_ [abTde ifb"de>0;
d\ = {0 it bTde < 0, (5.52)
where b=C°aand a =1/ (d¥a + QTg), which is just a scalar, and hence
_Jce@—aab)de if bTde > 0;
dg = { Ce de if bTde < 0. (5:25)

Therefore, by comparing (5.53) with (5.44), and using the fact that C*¢ is invertible,

we find - .
s aab’ ifb de> 0 & B4
{0 if b7 de < 0. B54)

Thus, we may conclude that A is a 6 x 6 matrix of rank one (only one independent

row or column ) or zero. Also since
C? = C°A, (5.55)

CP? is of rank one or zero, too. Since yielding is equivalent to a non-zero plastic
strain increment deP, from Eqn.(5.43) we see that A and CP are both of rank one
during yielding and are both zero during elastic behavior. We remark that even if a

non-associated flow rule is used, the same conclusion can still be made.

The practical significance of Theorem 1 in the theory of plasticity may be stated

as another theorem as follows.

[Theorem 2]: Within the context of classical plasticity, the incremental plastic
deformation, if it exists, only occurs in a one-dimensional subspace (which changes
with the current yielding stress state) of the six-dimensional space of the total strain

increment.

[Proof]: We know from Theorem 1 that the plastic modulus reduction matrix A is
a 6 x 6 matrix of rank 1 during plastic flow. Thus, there exists {z; : 1= 1,2,...,5}

forming a basis for the 5-dimensional null space of A, i.e.,

Az, =0, Vi=12,...,5 (5.56)
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Equations (5.43), (5.44) and (5.56) imply that there always exists five linearly-

independent strain increment vectors de; = dp;z;, dp; > 0,i =1,...,5, such that
dg; = C°de; and def =Ade; =0, Vi=1,2,...,5, (5.57)
and the corresponding plastic-relaxation stress increment satisfies
do? = CPde, = C°Ade; = 0. (5.58)

Thus, purely elastic behavior always occurs in, at least, a 5-dimensional subspace of
the six-dimensional space of the total strain increment, and then the conclusion of

Theorem 2 follows.

We remark that in the case of ideal plasticity, the plastic modulus reduction
matrix takes the form (cf. Eqn. (5.54) with d =0 in a)
T

A(o,¢€,do, de) = o if bTde > 0. (5.59)

=

=

during plastic deformation, where a, b are defined as before. Thus, as a result
of Theorem 1, the eigenvalues A;,7 = 1,...,5, of A are zero, and the remaining

eigenvalue A\g must be 1, since
6 6
s DG
Ae = Z’\" = T(A) = Z—‘I;‘Tla—“ =1, (5.60)
=1 -

where T'r(-) denotes the trace of a square matrix. Let the corresponding eigenvectors
be de;, i = 1,...,6, where dg;, © = 1,...,5, give purely elastic behavior, as in the
proof of Theorem 2, then,

Adeg =1-deg = deg

which implies
deg = dek, or deg =0. (5.61)

Thus, we get purely plastic strain increment in a one-dimensional subspace. In the
case where strain hardening is taken into account, however, deg will not, in general,
be fully plastic, since A\¢ may be less than one, as can be deduced from Eqn. (5.54)

and Theorem 1.
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[Theorem 3]: If an associated flow rule is used in the formulation based on the
classical theory of plasticity, the plastic modulus matrix C? is symmetric. Also, in

general, Drucker’s postulates of stability imply that CP? is positive semi-definite.
[Proof]: From Equns. (5.54) and (5.55) we get
C? = aC% b’ = a(C%a)(C%a)7,

since b = C¢a. Thus, we have

(cr)t =cr,
i.e., CP is a symmetric matrix. Drucker’s postulate requires that
da® de? > 0, (5.62)
so by Eqns. (5.43) and (5.44), we have
[CE(I—A)de]TAde >0
=2 deT(I— A)CAde >0
—  def(CP—ATC®A)de >0
= de’ CPde — de" ATC®A de > 0.
Since C¢ is positive definite, we may conclude that
deT CPde > 0, (5.63)

i.e., CP is positive semi-definite. Note that actually (5.63) does not hold for all de,
only Qng > 0, but CP? is itself zero otherwise.

[Theorem 4]: The plastic modulus reduction matrix A, formulated based on an
associated flow rule, has, at most, one nonzero positive eigenvalue whose value is
never greater than one.

[Proof]: Define S = (C®)~'/2, which is a symmetric, positive-definite matrix, since

Ce¢ is symmetric and positive definite. Now consider the eigenvalue problem:

SCPS &= AZ:



95

Following from Theorem 3 which claims that CP is symmetric, positive semi-definite

if an associated flow rule is used, we have A > 0. Let y =Sz then
SCPSz = Az

= SCPy = )\S"IE

= (C%)~'CPy= Ay (since S% = (C%)™!),
ie.,

— Ay=2Ay (since CP = C°A).
Hence, the eigenvalues of A are non-negative. Furthermore, by Drucker’s postulate:

de” do = do™ de > 0,

we can derive
deT[C(1— A) de] > 0,

=3 def(C°— CP)de >0,

which implies that the symmetric matrix C® — CP is positive semi-definite. Thus,
det(I— A) > 0,

where det(-) designates the determinant of a matrix. Since the determinant is a
product of all the eigenvalues of the matrix and Theorem 1 implies that A must
have 5 zero eigenvalues, it follows from the above results that there is at most one

nonzero eigenvalue Ag such that

0<A <L

We remark that as in the proof leading to Eqn. (5.61), the case Ag = 1 corresponds
to the behavior of ideal plasticity.

With the general formulation introduced above, we are now in a position to
derive some important properties of the multi-dimensional DEMs. To begin with,

we introduce the following theorem regarding the plastic behavior of the DEMs.
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[Theorem 5]: For a DEM, the plastic modulus matrix C? is symmetric and positive
semi-definite, and the eigenvalues of the plastic modulus reduction matrix A are all
non-negative. Besides,

0<Tr(A)<l1. (5.64)

[Proof]: In the formulation of the DEM with a finite number of elements, the plastic

strain increment of the model is given by

N
de? = Z ¥; de?, (5.65)
i=1

which can be easily derived from the basic assumptions of the kinematic behavior
of the DEM and the incremental stress-strain relation. By Eqn. (5.43) and the

definition of the plastic modulus matrix, we have

N
A(g,de) =) i Ai(g;, de) (5.66a)
i=1
and
N
C”(g,de) = C°A(g, de) = ) %: CF (g, de), (5.66b)
=1

where A; and C? are matrices associated with each of the elements in the DEM.
From the result of Theorem 3, it follows that C¥,V ¢ = 1,..., N, are symmetric
and positive semi-definite, and so therefore is C?. Also, as in the proof of Theorem
4, we can show that all the eigenvalues of A are non-negative. In addition, since
each element in the DEM has the behavior of ideal plasticity, we have Tr(A;) =0
or 1, depending on whether the element state is elastic or yielded, and then by
Eqn. (5.66a)

N N
0 < Tr(A) = Y %Tr(A;) < ) ¢ =1

In order to develop a mathematically rigorous theory on the properties of the
DEM, we make the following definition regarding the “state of equilibrium”:
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[Definition 1]: An “equilibrium point (state)” is a response state associated with
a uni-directional strain path de = c¢dt, with ¢ # 0 and dt > 0, at which

dog = C°[I — A(g, &, da, de)] de = 0, (5.67)

ie.,
I—A(g,€0,¢)]c=0, (5.68)

where the dependence of A on dt is dropped since we are mainly concerned with

rate-independent plasticity in this research.

The uni-directional strain path that defines an equilibrium point is referred
to as the reference path associated with that equilibrium point. From (5.68), the
reference path is an eigenvector with eigenvalue unity corresponding to A evaluated
at the equilibrium state. The term “equilibrium point (state)” was used because if

we consider the following system

L _ cI-Ae0.0)e= fle.e) -

with de = cdt # 0, we get that the state (ggq,sgq), at which

do-eg c c
th == i(gé'rp Ee-qsg) = Q’ (5'70)

is an equilibrium point of the system described by the ordinary differential equation
(5.69).
One important property associated with equilibrium states follows from the

definition and can be stated as follows.

[Theorem 6]: At an equilibrium state for a DEM (or a classical plasticity model),
the plastic modulus reduction matrix A is of rank one, and the only nonzero eigen-

value of A has a value of one.

[Proof]: By Eqn. (5.68), we know that the matrix I — A(g, €, 0, ¢) must be singular at
an equilibrium state associated with the reference path ¢, so that A has an eigenvalue
of 1. As a consequence, we may conclude that the matrix A(Qégq, gegq, 0, ¢) must have

5 zero eigenvalues and an eigenvalue of 1 (Theorem 5), regardless of what ¢ might

be. This concludes the proof.
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The physical significance of this property is that strain hardening effect must vanish
as an equilibrium state is approached. This can be deduced from the result of

Theorem 4. Furthermore, Theorem 6 implies the following corollary.

[Corollary]: Purely plastic deformation at a state of a DEM occurs only in a one-
dimensional subspace of the 6-dimensional strain-increment space if and only if the

state is an equilibrium point.

This property of the DEM is different from those of the models based on the classical
theory of plasticity, by which purely plastic deformation always occurs in a one-
dimensional subspace due to the use of the principle of normality.

We remark that at an equilibrium state (for any plasticity model) corresponding
to some reference path ¢, the work done over any strain loading increment de = cdt
must be zero, since dg is identically zero. This remark, which seems trivial, turns
out to be useful later in deriving the properties associated with the DEMs.

It should be noted that although an equilibrium point is defined to be associated
with a uni-directional strain path, a strain cycle which is sufficient smooth and long
may also have particular equilibrium points associated with itself, as mentioned
earlier in the description of the property of erasure-of-memory. This situation is
illustrated in Figures 5.14(a) and (b), where the ellipse in the € — v strain space
denotes the prescribed strain cycle with discrete increments, and the corresponding
stress response calculated for a DEM shows two equilibrium points on the ellipse in
the o — 7 stress space with the densest stress increments around them. A big smooth
strain cycle is needed to get the stress response on the limit surface, then whenever
a strain increment matches the direction of the normal to the limit surface at the
current stress point, an equilibrium state is reached.

Two important issues pertaining to the equilibrium points are the existence and
uniqueness of an equilibrium point given a specified reference path. Mathematically,
it is difficult to show directly the existence of an equilibrium state considering the
rather complicated formulation of plasticity involved. Instead, we use some simple

energy arguments to solve the problem, as presented in the following theorem.



99

[Theorem 7]: For stable materials which have bounded elastic strain energy, given
a specified uni-directional strain path, a corresponding equilibrium point always

exists.

[Proof]: Define the elastic strain energy of a system as

1 K, it
"= 565 Cin ek = 5(€°) C°¢".

By assumption, W€ is bounded so that the elastic strain response €5; is also bounded.
Along a uni-directional strain loading path € = ¢t # 0, where, by definition ¢ is
monotonically increasing (dt > 0), the elastic strain energy would never decrease

after a certain state at, say, t = ¢;. Thus, it requires for all ¢ > ¢;
dW* = €; C%y, deg; = (€°)TC®de® > 0. (5.71)

For bounded elastic strain energy we must have dW¢€(t) — 0, as t — tg, where t;
corresponds to some state at which dW¢(t) = 0, possibly to = co. By (5.71), we
must have*

deg;(to) = 0,

i.e.,
doij(to) = Ciji degy(to) =0, V1,5

Thus, following from the definition of an equilibrium point, as in Eqn. (5.67), exis-
tence of the equilibrium state associated with a reference path € = cdt # 0 is always

guaranteed.

The issue of uniqueness of an equilibrium point associated with a reference path
will be discussed later after we have introduced the concept of the limit surface and

its associated properties.

5.3.3 Geometrical Considerations of Yield Surfaces for the New DEM

In defining the kinematics of an element in the DEM, we introduced a yield

condition for characterizing the general multi-axial elasto-plastic behavior of the

* We can rule out the possibilty that de® becomes orthogonal to C¢e®, since in

5.71), we have neglected the high-order terms, which never vanish unless de® = 0.
(5.71), g g



100

element. The yield condition has been defined in the same sense as done in the
classical theory of plasticity. In other words, the yield condition for a given material
is essentially the extension of a single yield point in the uniaxial (or one-dimensional)
case to a hypersurface in the six-dimensional stress space (considering the symmetry
of stress tensors). Since the DEM consists only of ideal plasticity elements, we may
concentrate on the corresponding formulation, so that a yield condition is simply
described by

F(oij(k),k) =0, (5.72)
where k represents a yield constant corresponding to some particular element. For
isotropic materials, since rotating the axes does not affect the yielding behavior, we
can choose the principal stress axes for defining the coordinate system so that Eqn.

(5.72) may be rewritten as
F(o1(k),02(k),03(k), k) = 0. (5.73)

In the (01,02,03) coordinate system, which represents a stress space sometimes
referred to as the Haigh-Westergaard stress space, Eqn. (5.73) specifies a normal
three-dimensional surface that one can easily picture. As discussed in many text-
books of plasticity, e.g., (26, 34], the yield locus that a yield surface intersects with
the 7 plane, a plane passing through the origin and perpendicular to the hydrostatic
axis for which o; = o2 = o3, must be symmetric in the principal stresses. If one
further assumes equal yielding in tension and compression, then the yield locus can
be divided into twelve symmetric sectors, each of 30 degrees. In the following, we
will formulate some important properties related to the yield surfaces of a DEM
based on some basic principles in operator theory.

Recall that we defined a DEM as consisting of a collection of elasto-perfectly-
plastic elements whose yield surfaces are nested within one another and are governed
by yield functions of the same mathematical form so that the yield surfaces may have

similar shapes. To make it clearer, we introduce the following definition.

[Definition 2]: Two hypersurfaces Sy : F(g, k1) =0 and S; : F(g, k2) = 0 are said
to be similar (in shape) with dimension ratio k; /ks, if any ray from the origin that

passes through S; at g, intersects Sy at g, such that

k2o, = ki 0,.
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Mathematically, if the dimension ratio of two similar surfaces S, and S is ¢ > 0,
then by definition we have

F(gg,ko) =0 <= F(coy,cky) =0. (5.74)

Thus, we have the following theorem regarding the condition for similar surfaces.

[Theorem 8]: A set of yield surfaces S defined by S = {o : F(a,cky) = 0,c > 0}
are all similar with dimensions proportional to ¢, if the yield function F(-,-) is

homogeneous (of any order).

[Proof]: If F(-,-) is homogeneous of some order, say m, and
F(QO: kO) = 0: (%)

then
F(cay, cko) = c™F(ag, ko) =0 Ve > 0. (i)

By (5.74) we may conclude that all surfaces are similar with dimensions proportional
to c.

Based on the above result we now assume that the yield function used to define
the yield surfaces of a DEM is homogeneous so that the nested yield surfaces are
all similar in shape with dimensions proportional to the yield constants k’s. Thus,
the domain of elasticity, (2;, in the element stress space for an element with yield
constant k;, defined by

= {o; : Fla; k) < 0}, (5.75)
can be expressed as
=k k=1, (5.76)
or
= {ki Qg) ; g((;) = ﬂg}, (5.77)

where () is the domain of elasticity of some element with yield constant ky = 1, and
it is assumed to be a bounded, convex set. The boundedness follows from the fact

that any real material has finite ultimate strength (peak stress), and the convexity
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follows from the well-known result that a yield surface is convex if Drucker’s postu-
lates hold [12, 34]. Since the model response of a DEM can be written as (using the

formulation of a finite number of elements):

N
o=) g, (5.78)
i=1

where N is the total number of elements and
N
Z‘l/)i =1, ¥ =0, (5.79)
i=1

by operator theory on convex sets [27], the set of all model stress points, denoted as
the domain £2, is given by

N N N
1= Z(w,- )= Z;(wl- ki Q) = (Z i k.;)ﬂo (since 2 is convex and k; ¥; > 0)
= =1

=1

N
=kuQ (ku=) t%iki). (5.80)
i=1

In the derivation we used some fundamental theorems in operator theory on convex
sets. The relevant theory is summarized in Appendix A. By (5.80), the existence
of €2 is guaranteed as long as k, < oo in the case where N — oo, which may
again be thought of as a condition of finite ultimate strength for any real materials.
Furthermore, we may conclude that (2 is similar in shape to £29. Thus, the boundary
of 2, 952, defines a limit surface of a DEM, which can be described by

F(g,ku) =0, (5.81)

such that a model stress state can never go beyond the limit surface associated with
the model. This proves the following theorem specifying an important property of
the DEM:

[Theorem 9]: There exists a limit surface associated with a DEM, described by

F(Qa ku) =0,
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where k,, = Zf\;l Y ki, and k;,7 = 1, ..., N, are the yield constants of the N elements
constituting the model. The limit surface is similar in shape to the yield surfaces

associated with each of the distributed elements.

In the following, we will derive some important properties related to the equi-
librium points and the limit surface associated with a DEM. First of all, we note
that, from Definition 1 and Theorem 6, at an equilibrium state corresponding to a
reference path de = ¢dt, the plastic-strain response increment will be the same as

the prescribed strain increment, i.e.,

de?(cf,) = A(es,, de) de = de = cdt.

_eq’ —_

Thus, we have the following theorem pertaining to the equilibrium states of a DEM.

[Theorem 10]: At an equilibrium state of a DEM, all elements in the model are
in corresponding equilibrium states, which lie on the associated yield surfaces at
points having the same outward normal direction as the reference strain path, and

conversely (all elements in equilibrium states implies DEM in equilibrium state).

[Proof]: Converse is trivial since if each element is in an equilibrium state, we have
Vi do; =0 for de = cdt, then dg = Z«i] Yidao; = 0.

Now, if a DEM is in an equilibrium state corresponding to a reference path
¢, then the work done over any strain loading increment de = cdt must be zero,
as we remarked earlier. Since the DEM actually consists of an assemblage of ideal
plasticity elements that are subject to the same total strain increment, the sum of
the work done by all the elements must also vanish. Thus, since the incremental
work done by each individual element is non-negative (Drucker’s postulate), we may
conclude that

dolde=0 Yi=1l,.,N (5.82)

Also, by the assumption of ideal plasticity for each element, we have [34]
dol df =0 Vi=1,..,N. (5.83)
It follows from (5.82) and (5.83) that

doT def = (def)T C®det =0 Vi=1,..,N.
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Since C¥¢ is positive definite, we must have def = 0 V ¢, and hence do; = 0V 1, which
shows that each element is in an equilibrium state corresponding to reference path
c. Furthermore, each de?’ = cdt, so by the principle of normality for each element,

the outward normal at each element’s equilibrium point is in the direction of c.

[Theorem 11]: If all the element stress states of a DEM lie on the associated yield
surfaces and line up in the stress space on a ray from the origin, then the stress state

of the DEM is on the associated limit surface.
[Proof]: Firstly, we note that each yield surface associated with an element is the
boundary, 9€2;, of the domain of elasticity 2; of that element, i.e.,
9Q; = {o; : F(g;, ki) = 0} (5-84)
From Eqn. (5.76), we have
0Q; = ki(0Q0), (5.85)

that is, each yield surface is described by

o0 = {kigy : 09 € 0} (5.86)
Also, from Theorem 9, the limit surface is the set given by

0 = {kyay : oy € o} (5.87)

Thus, if all the element stress states of a DEM lie on the associated yield surfaces
and line up in the stress space on a ray from the origin, then the element stress
states must be proportional to one another with proportionality constants of yield
strengths, i.e.,

o, = kigy, (for some g, € 98)

and hence we have "

= ik

i=1

N

g=) wie

=1
N
SOSCITEE

g
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From Eqn. (5.87), the conclusion of the theorem follows.

It is of great importance to note that the limit surface to a DEM is like the yield
surface to a model of ideal plasticity as far as the plastic behavior is concerned. This
can be deduced from the following important theorem which relates the equilibrium
points to the limit surface of a DEM.

[Theorem 12]: If the admissible stress region bounded by the limit surface is
convextf, then the limit surface associated with a DEM is the set of all the equilibrium

points corresponding to all possible reference paths.

[Proof]: It is equivalent to showing that a stress state of a DEM is an equilibrium
state if and only if it lies on the limit surface, which is convex, of the model.

Sufficiency: If o is a stress state of a DEM on the limit surface, then from Eqn. (5.87)
o =kyo, (for some gy € 0€Q). (2)

Also, by definition, we have

N N
o=t =) wikey (o5 € Vi=1,.,N). (i)
i=1

=1

If we rotate the coordinate axes so that the z; axis in the stress space is perpendicular
to the tangent plane to the yield surface 92y at the point g,,, as shown in Fig. 5.15,

and define the z; coordinate of g, (g,)1, to be @, a > 0, then from ()
N
(@1 =ku(go)1 =aku=0) kit;. (i)
i=1

Since each yield surface is convex and so the region (g lies completely on one side

of any tangent plane of 92, we can deduce

@) <o (i)

T This is equivalent to the earlier assumption that g is convex, which is actually

a consequence of Drucker’s postulates.



106

It follows from (i), (2i%), (iv) that

@) =a= (), Yi=1,..,N,

ie., g[()i),v i =1,..., N, lie on the tangent plane 1 = «@. Thus, it follows from the
shape similarity of the yield surfaces that all the element stress states are on the
associated yield surfaces at the points having the same outward normal direction
(perpendicular to the tangent plane). By the principle of normality for each ele-
ment, the corresponding plastic strain increments of elements are all in the same
direction, say ¢, and so is the plastic strain increment of the DEM at o (following
from Eqn. (5.65)). This shows that the principle of normality holds for a state of
the DEM on the limit surface. Now if the total strain increment prescribed is in
the direction of ¢, then the elastic strain increment at ¢ must be zero under loading
condition (otherwise, the stress increment will point outward so that the stress state
goes beyond the limit surface), and so therefore is the stress increment. Thus, by
definition, the state ¢ must be an equilibrium point associated with the reference
path c.

Necessity: If o is an equilibrium point corresponding to a reference path ¢, then
according to Theorem 10, every element state must lie on its associated yield surface
at the point corresponding to the outward normal direction ¢. Note that, however,
without the assumption of strict convezityi of the yield surfaces, we cannot conclude
that all element stress states are on a line from the origin (so that by Theorem 11,
the model stress state is on the limit surface). Nevertheless, we can still argue as
follows. Let R; denote the subset on a yield surface of contant k;, in which all points
correspond to the same outward normal direction, i.e., R; lies on a hyperplane in

the stress space, which may be described by a linear function in g;, so

6
R; ={o;: F(g;) = aj(g;); = ki and F(g;, k;) = 0}, (5.88)
i=1

I A region Q and its boundary 952 are said to be strictly convex, if 9€2 is convex

and there are no two points on 92 that have the same outward normal direction.
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where j denotes the j-th component of a vector, so that the vector gradient V, Fis
a constant vector throughout the region R;. Thus, it follows from Theorem 9 that

the subset R on the limit surface, corresponding to R;, can be described by

6
R={c:F(g) =) a;(g); = ku and F(g, k,) = 0}. (5.89)

=1

From Eqn. (5.78), it follows that

6 6 N N 6
> ai@); = ai[ D wile)i] =) wi[ D ajle)]- (5.90)
§=1 j=1 =1 i=1 =1

Now if g; € R;, then by Eqgns. (5.88) and (5.90)

Following from (5.89), we conclude that ¢ lies in R, which is on the limit surface.

[Corollary]: The principle of normality holds for any state of a DEM on the limit

surface.

The existence of equilibrium points has been assured by employing the concept
of bounded elastic strain energy. Now we are in a position to address the problem
of uniqueness of an equilibrium point associated with a reference strain path. This

is given as the following theorem.

[Theorem 13]: An equilibrium point assocated with a reference strain path is
uniquely defined (regardless of past response history) if and only if the admissible

stress region bounded by the limit surface is strictly convex

The proof of Theorem 13 can be done simply by considering the schematic diagram
shown in Figure 5.16, where the yield surfaces (and the associated limit surface) are
not strictly convex. Given a uni-directional strain path following different previous
histories, we may end up with different equilibrium points as points 1 and 2 shown
in the figure. If, instead, the admissible stress region is strictly convex, then corre-

sponding to a reference strain path, there is only one point on the limit surface that
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has the outward normal in that direction. Thus, following the flow rule based on

the principle of normality, the equilibrium point is uniquely defined.

With the theorems presented above, we may now investigate in detail the prop-
erty of erasure-of-memory that is exhibited by real materials [30]. It may be deduced
that the existence and uniqueness of equilibrium points associated with different ref-
erence paths are the necessary and sufficient conditions for a DEM to exhibit the
property of erasure-of-memory, since then every time a “big” smooth strain cycle
is prescribed, the system will be brought back to the particular equilibrium states
associated with that strain cycle, regardless of what the previous history is. This

leads to the following important theorem.

[Theorem 14]: A DEM possesses the property of erasure-of-memory if and only
if its admissible stress region bounded by the associated limit surface is bounded
and strictly convex, from which the existence and uniqueness of equilibrium points

follow.

In summary, if the yield functions used in the definition of a DEM is homoge-
neous and strictly quasi-conver* so that the limit surface exists and forms a strictly
convex region, then the DEM can exhibit the property of erasure-of-memory. Ac-
tually, as can be deduced, the conditions stated in Theorem 14 serve as the general
criteria for any plasticity model to demonstate the property of erasure-of-memory
that real materials have. Furthermore, establishment of the above theorems provides
us with clear insight into the elastic-plastic response mechanisms of real materials
under complicated cyclic loading conditions, which surely helps further studies on

the related subjects of general plasticity.

* Mathematically, it can be shown [12] that if a yield function is strictly quasi-
convex, then the associated yield surface forms a strictly convex region. A scalar

function F(a) is strictly quasi-convex at g, if
F(g;) < F(g,) = F(g) < F(ay)

Voe=aog;+(1-a)g,, O0<a<l.



109

B %
SOVSANNNRNNY

SR SCNNNRNNNNN

|— [ — 5

EN, AN Onr

eL

Ai=A/N

(@) Parallel-Series Model

iE1, L Ep. s

Li=L/N

(b) Series-Parallel Model

Figure 5.1 Two different one-dimensional Distributed-Element Models



110

AO

B

I

I

|

Region |

i < AN —— N 2, i
[ // Region | Region
I (ID I (D)
/
\ II I
. N " -t

(I) Region enclosed by the invariant yield surface in the stress space
(IT) Region enclosed by the initial yield surface in the strain space

(IIT) Region enclosed by the subsequent yield surface in the strain space

Figure 5.2 Illustration of the space-dependent yielding behavior of ideal plasticity



111

/[

|
I ssw
I
|

-
K

Figure 5.4 Selection of yield constants for a finite number of elements
according to the specified strength distribution function



112

Initialize all variables
Read parameters, NSTEP=1

[ Read strain increment Ae,,,

!

Compute F(k;) Vi=1....N

k) 2 BT

yes no

ComputeAc ;;(k; )by (5.11 e) | Aoji(k;) = CFjpAémn

n yes

no :
L—'Ujl( ki )=0'j!(k, )-f-t.}ndﬂ(k,') Yi=1-N

;

N

gi=Y ou(ki)/N
i

A

NSTEP = NSTEP + 1 ﬂ

( swp )

Figure 5.5 A flow diagram showing numerical procedure for obtaining stress
response of an N-element DEM



113

Ty} Symbois
=7} All Poths Start (vahd for Next & Figures)
| Hee=s Path Symbot
b/ 0 -Saaa—
Q| I e
= D e
] 3 o
’ 4 i
R | 5 et
-u’- 3
=S > o
N [} ‘~\
c ]
é l I 3
—_ Qe ]
w 14
’5 ®
@ 28
62T 11} A
L 29
L ]
Q L !
™~ = [
| Path i
NumderssO
o
oes 0 025 050 075
Axiol Stran, €, %
(a)
0 _
™~
Q
~
5Q
o
hcﬂ
=
o
-—0 -
w
&
-
S
1
S
-
1
L
0
b7, | T T T - -
‘o’m 050 085 0 025 0.50 0.75
Axial Stran, €, 2
(b)

Figure 5.6 Prescribed strain loading paths for response studies of the proposed
multi-dimensional DEMs (from [30])



10 20
g T . |

Shear Stress, T, kSi
0
8

Shear Siress, T, KSi

Axial Stress, g, Ksi

bt

T Slort
91
o4

|
ol

1

Path Numbers — O '
=y Y
-40 -20 9] 20 40

Axial Stress, o, ksi

(a) biaxial stress space

o
b i |

1

o

& p T,
8]- E
(=]
‘f’ J 4 1
i Q 025 a.50 a0.75

Axiai Strain, €, Z

(b) axial stress-strain space

v ' ¥ v L
~1.3 =10 05 g 05 1.0 1.5

Shea Stron, 7, T

(c) shear stress-strain space

Figure 5.7 Experimentally-observed stress response of copper to the prescribed

strain path given in Figure 5.6(a) (from [30])



£0
e

0 10
L il

-10

Shear Siress, T, Ksl

~0 -0 0 20 )
Axiol Stress, o, ksi

(a) biaxial stress space

0

4
A

Axiol Siress, g, ksi

-£0
i

40

T 1

U™ 0S50 -085 0 025 050 075
Axial Stran, €, %

(b) axial stress-strain space

Shear Stress, T, ksi
g » B

-10

-15 -10 0S5 0 05 10 15
Shear Strain, 7, %

(c) shear stress-strain space

Figure 5.8 Experimentaily-observed stress response of copper to the prescribed
strain path given in Figure 5.6(b) (from [30])



20 1 1 I
4 =
=y 10 =
]
£
et )| —_
w
{:ﬁ
g ol =
7]
o =3 S =
Y
5 a0 -
15 =
20 ] ] |
] -2l '] Z0 40
Axial stress (ksi)
(a) biaxial stress space
40 T T T T T
30 |- =]
:‘_\ 200 —
0
]
St 10 b il
hn
W
8 of -
-
7}
= 5 E _
2
"
< 20 —
30 L. -
-0 ] | | ] 1
0.4 -U.2 Q 0.4 U4 .o .B
Axial strain (9%)
(b) axial stress-strain space
20 T T T T T
15 =
~
— 10 Lo =l
A
]
o sl -
ah
4
g of 24
-
A
; 5 L. =
)
:-'J-i' -10 | —
is L. o
20 ] | ] | |
a3 31 03 ) T3 1 55

Shear strain (%)
(c) shear stress-strain space

Figure 5.9 Stress response predicted by a new DEM subject to the prescribed strain
path given in Figure 5.6(a) (Tresca , von Mises - ---)




Shear stress (ksi)

e ] e} <0
Axial stress (ksi)
(a) biaxial stress space

a0 T T

Axial stress (ksi)
o
I

= 1 1
| T3

] [+5-
Axial strain (%)
(b) axial stress-strain space

Shear stress (ksi)
o
T

-1.3 -1 -03 ] VE- 1 1.5

Shear strain (%)
(c) shear stress-strain space

Figure 5.10 Stress response predicted by a new DEM subject to the prescribed strain
path given in Figure 5.6(b) (Tresca , von Mises - - - -)




&0
i)

10

'

0
1

-10

1

Shear Siress, T, KSi

,~E0

40

20
-

Shear Siress, T, KSI
0 10
___ R 1

-10

i

10

0
1

Shear Siress, T, KSi

-io

-£0

-40 -20 0 20 0
Axial Stress, o, ksi
(c)

Figure 5.11 Response predicted by different models of plasticity to the strain path given
in Figure 5.6(b): (a) von Mises' yield surface with Prager’s hardening rule (b)
Tresca's yield surface with Ziegler's hardening rule (c) Tresca's yield surface
and limit surface with Mroz' hardening rule (from [30])



119

LY
1
P
C
1
-
0
€
(a) proportional strain path
AT
o
o

(b) stress response behavior

Figure 5.12 Response behavior of ideal plasticity under proportional
strain loading path



120

Figure 5.13 Definition of the plastic-relaxation stress increment
in the uniaxial case
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CHAPTER 6
GENERALIZED MASING RULES FOR CYCLIC PLASTICITY

6.1 Introduction

In the previous chapter, we have extended the one-dimensional Distributed-
Element Models (DEMs) to a multi-dimensional representation, so that they can
be used for constitutive modeling within the context of general plasticity. While
the formulation of the multi-dimensional DEMs provides a useful and realistic way
for analysis of general multi-axial cyclic response behavior, efficient numerical im-
plementation of the theoretical formulation requires that only a limited number of
elements be introduced. Furthermore, the model response has to be found by keep-
ing track of each element’s behavior throughout the response history. Recall that in
Chapters 3 and 4, we gave the extended Masing rules for response of one-dimensional
DEMs with or without deterioration. As a result, the response of a DEM can be
found without the need to trace each element’s behavior. An interesting question
can then be raised: can we possibly find some mathematical rules similar to those
previously used in the one-dimensional Masing models so that general multi-axial
response of the models based on the distributed-element formulation can be obtained
without keeping track of each element’s behavior. If such mathematical rules gov-
erning multi-axial cyclic response exist, then based on these rules we may be able
to come up with numerical schemes that are more efficient and more accurate than
those based on a finite number of distributed elements.

In the following sections, it will be shown that by introducing a response for-
mula good for initial loading, further unloading and reloading response to a general
loading can then be found by applying a composition of proper transformations
to the state variables involved in the initial loading formula. This method can be
shown to be conceptually equivalent to the classical multi-yield-surface theory using
the Mroz kinematic hardening rule. However, the idea proposed here can actually
work out the response of a model with a collection of an (uncountably) infinite num-
ber of yield surfaces and with proper kinematic hardening rules taken into account.
Even though the proposed formulation based on the transformation rules is not ex-
actly mathematically equivalent to that of the generalized three-dimensional DEM

presented in the previous chapter, it still provides us with an alternative way of
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obtaining complicated cyclic response in general plasticity. Furthermore, the trans-
formation rules that govern the response behavior corresponding to different loading
branches also give instructive insight into the physics of material behavior in cyclic
plasticity.

6.2 Extension of 1-D Response Formulas to Higher Dimensions

In the one-dimensional case, there have been many response formulas or math-
ematical models proposed for describing nonlinear, hysteretic response behavior of
structural or material systems, such as those presented in Chapters 3 and 4. The
problem of extending such one-dimensional models to the much more involved multi-
dimensional case has been a task of great challenge among researchers in the related
fields, and very little success has been attained on this subject.

6.2.1 Two-Dimensional Bouc-Wen Model

The theory of plasticity provides the theoretical background for analyzing gen-
eral multi-axial hysteretic response of mechanical and structural systems. However,
such an entirely theoretical approach would be usually computationally impracti-
cal for studying structural systems. Park, Wen, and Ang [37] proposed a two-
dimensional hysteretic model for random vibrations of structures subject to biaxial
excitations, which is an extension to the well-known Bouc-Wen model introduced in

Chapter 3. The one-dimensional non-deteriorating Bouc-Wen model, described by
7 = Ad — (alu||r|*tr — Balr|™), (6.1)

was extended to the biaxial case so as to account for the interaction of the restoring
forces in two different directions. It was proposed [37] that for structural systems
with “isotropic” restoring force behavior, the forces r; and r, in the two directions

are described by the following coupled differential equations:
o = AZ — aldry|re — BEr: — alyry|re — Byrary, (6.2)

ty = Ay — ajyrylry — &grﬁ — alirg|ry — BErzTy, (6.3)
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where & and y are the velocities in the z and y directions respectively. The hysteretic
behavior given by Eqns. (6.2) and (6.3) can be illustrated by considering a simple
uni-directional displacement path for which it is assumed that

ry =rcosf, r, =rsin@, z=wucosf, y=usind, (6.4)

where r and u are, respectively, the uni-directional force and displacement, and 6 is
held constant on loading or unloading. Substituting (6.4) into Eqns. (6.2) and (6.3)
we can show that each of (6.2) and (6.3) reduces to Eqn. (6.1) with n = 2. This
illustrative situation is sketched in Fig. 6.1 for easier understanding. Note that the
ultimate strength r,, of the one-dimensional model with n = 2 can be found to be

A
a+p’

(6.5)

Tu =
which may serve as a guideline for choosing the model parameters.

For an orthotropic system, whose stiffness and strength in two orthogonal direc-
tions are different (A; vs. Ay, (rz)u vs. (ry)u), Eqns. (6.2) and (6.3) can be replaced
by

Az . o

- * A A'y . Ay
T = AT — Tre|re — B——=2r5 — a——=|yr,lr: — B——=
e = Aet — g gliralrs — B yzdre o limire B

YTzTy, (6'6)

A A A A,
Ty = Ayl) — a2 |yry Ity — Br—as 12 — s |7 |1y — Br—g 72Ty,  (6.7)
v =M o yghimlry — B aimy — oy Brelny — By ety

where we require a + 3 = 1. For example, in the biaxial tension-torsion loading

case, Eqns. (6.6), (6.7) can be written in terms of stress and strain components as:

o= e — a(O,_E2|é‘7|U+ %]’?ﬂa) = 5(0—E260' — TG'ycr'r),

u u u u

E . E . 6 . 2)

T=Gy— a( |€0|T o= 2 |7‘r|‘r) — ﬁ(a—gea‘r + %’y’r 4
where o, and 7, represent respectlvely the ultimate axial stress and the ultimate
shear stress of the system being modeled. An important feature of Eqns. (6.6) and

(6.7) is that under the transformation

R L (69
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Eqns. (6.6), (6.7) will reduce to Eqns. (6.2), (6.3) of the isotropic case.

The foregoing formulation of the two-dimensional Bouc-Wen model is phe-
nomenological in nature; however, the new models exhibit reasonable biaxial hys-
teretic behavior as justified by some experimental results [37, 53]. This may be
attributed to an implicit assumption of the model behavior on the “yield” condi-
tion. From Eqns. (6.4) (using 7, = rsinf and treating r and 6 as general polar
coordinates) and (6.8) , it follows that

T:% o ’"5 2 ('f' A
(r=)i  (ry)i (Tz)u

Thus, since r; < (r;), and ry < (ry), we may conclude that the two-dimensional

11

). (6.9)

=t

Bouc-Wen model actually employs the concept of a limit surface of elliptic shape in
the biaxial “stress” space.

An important advantage of the two-dimensional Bouc-Wen model is that it is
versatile and amenable to analytical treatment, and thus can be applied to systems of
considerable complexity and under random excitation. However, the biaxial model
inherits the disadvantage of the one-dimensional model in that it exhibits unstable
drift under small cyclic excitations, as explained in Chapter 3. Moreover, there is
another unrealistic response feature inherent in the model due to the “empirical”
formulation given above. That is, under proportional (displacement) loading, the
biaxial restoring force response is also proportional at all times, even if the response
is in plastic state. This can be easily deduced by noting that when & = ¢y in
Eqns. (6.2) and (6.3), we obtain r, = cry. This behavior is not consistent with the
theory of plasticity or experimental observations. Another major disadvantage of
the model is that it is difficult to extend it to higher dimensions, due to a lack of

sound theoretical basis, to allow for a general analysis of cyclic plasticity.

6.2.2 A Recent Procedure for Generalizing 1-D Hysteretic Models

Recently, Graesser and Cozzarelli [14] presented a systematic procedure for ex-
tending a one-dimensional model of hysteresis to a multi-dimensional tensorial repre-
sentation provided that the model behavior is governed by some simple power laws.
In particular, they considered the generalization of the one-dimensional Ozdemir
model which was proposed originally for hysteretic behavior of yielding structures

[36]. However, due to some unrealistic characteristics associated with the original
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one-dimensional Ozdemir model, as discussed in Chapter 3, the extended multi-
dimensional model will inherently exhibit some nonphysical behavior, which may
lead to violation of Drucker’s postulates of stability. The inconsistency of these
generalized models (Bouc-Wen and Ozdemir models) with real behavior can be at-
tributed to their simplified mathematical formulation and lack of physical motiva-
tion. Nevertheless, the approach used in the derivation of the generalized Ozdemir
model still provides useful guidelines to the generalization of one-dimensional hys-
teretic models to the general multi-dimensional case, and is discussed in the follow-

ing.
The one-dimensional Ozdemir model with zero backstress can be described by
(36]
do = E(de — deP) (6.10)
and .
|t o
de? = |de| | — — :
& =Jdel | | T, (6.11)

where E' denotes Young’s modulus (i.e., initial stiffness), and oy represents the
simple-tension yield stress of the model. The corresponding multi-dimensional model
can be found to be [14]:

dO’;‘j = fjkz(dekl == dﬁ’;l) (612)
and ;
3Jo\ 5 /s
de?, = (3K,)% (=2 ! i
L= 0K} () T (o) (6.13)
where we define i
K2 = §d6mndfmns J2 = ‘2'3mn Smmns

and s;; denotes the deviatoric stress components. We may observe the close rela-
tionship between the sets of Eqns. (6.10), (6.11) and (6.12), (6.13), and note that
(6.12) and (6.13) reduce to (6.10) and (6.11) in the uniaxial (one-dimensional) load-
ing case. In the derivation of Eqns. (6.12) and (6.13), incompressibility of plastic
deformations has been assumed and the term 3.J,/0% can be seen to be analogous
to the von Mises yield criterion in the theory of plasticity.

Our aim here is to find multi-dimensional response formulas that can adequately
predict general, physically consistent elastic-plastic response behavior. In the one-
dimensional case, Masing’s hypothesis and the extended rules given by Jayakumar
(23] provide the theoretical basis for the Masing models, which have been shown
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to be equivalent to the associated Distributed-Element Models (DEMs). A special
class of Masing models, proposed by Jayakumar [24] for modeling hysteretic behavior
of structures, uses the following one-dimensional response formulas in addition to
Eqn. (6.10):

de? = | 2" (6.14)
Oy
for initial loading, and
de? = 1"2;"‘" (6.15)

for other response branches, where n is a parameter that controls the smoothness
of transition from elastic to plastic state, oo the stress state corresponding to the
latest unloading point, and o, is the ultimate stress (strength) of the model. Based
on the generalization rules used in Eqns. (6.10) to (6.13), one can find the following

general formula corresponding to Eqn. (6.14) for initial loading:

3J2\ 2
deil = (-k—;) ? dékg. (6'16)

We remark that Eqns. (6.11) and (6.14) are identical for initial loading, yet their
generalizations to multiple dimensions (Eqns. (6.13) and (6.16)) are quite different,
even in the case of initial loading. This is because that when applying those gener-
alization rules, which were developed for general response of plasticity, we treated
Eqns. (6.11) and (6.14) as general formulas valid for all response branches. The
formula given by Eqn. (6.16) is mathematically simple; however, it predicts that
the plastic strain increment is always proportional to the total strain increment
at a given stress state, which is obviously incorrect, as suggested by the behavior
of the multi-dimensional DEMs, or demonstrated by the classical theory of plas-
ticity. Fig. 6.2 shows a comparison example where biaxial stress responses under
proportional strain loading were simulated using both a multi-dimensional DEM
and Eqns. (6.12), (6.16). A deficiency of the model behavior based on Eqns. (6.12)
and (6.16) is that the stress response never decreases in each of the two components
under the prescribed proportional strain path. This is inconsistent with the result
using the DEM or models based on the classical theory of plasticity. In addition to
the aforementioned problem, there are some other difficulties with the generalization
of Masing rules based on Eqns. (6.14) and (6.15), which are stated as follows:
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1) In the general multi-axial case, it is very difficult to specify appropriately the
virgin loading curve (or the “skeleton” curve) due to the path-dependent chara-
teristic of hysteretic response. We may note that the path-dependent property
actually invalidates the use of a scalar quantity (3.J2/k2)™/2 in Eqn. (6.16), since
otherwise two response histories with identical histories of (3.J;/k2)™/2 will have
the same stress response according to the formula (6.16).

2) To extend the Masing rules given in Eqns. (6.14), (6.15) to higher dimensions,
one has to characterize the response history into different branches including
initial loading, unloading and reloading cases. Based on the classical theory of
plasticity, characterization of different loading cases can be done by introducing
a loading function F, such as the “yield” function F(g) = 3.J, — k2 implicitly
used in Egn. (6.16). Thus, in the case of neutral loading (F = 0 and dF = 0)
where 3.J3/k? stays invariantly at the value of one, the stress state should still
vary with the change of the prescribed strain path. But this is again not true
if Eqn. (6.16) is used for describing the response to initial loading, which may
possibly include the neutral loading case.

Considering the response behavior of the multi-dimensional DEM proposed in
the previous chapter and the difficulties mentioned above, one can see that the
task of finding simple mathematical formulas for describing general multi-axial hys-
teretic response is formidably challenging. Before we present an innovative idea of
generalizing response formulas for multi-axial plasticity, let us compare two similar
formulations based on different concepts of multiple yield surfaces. The first one is
associated with the new class of multi-dimensional DEMs in which a collection of
yield surfaces is defined in the element stress space so that the yield surfaces stay
invariant in the space regardless of the change of the model response. Another for-
mulation with multiple yield surfaces is based on the classical theory of plasticity
using the Mroz kinematic hardening rule [35]. In the second formulation, the yield
surfaces are defined in the model stress space and they move around with the model
response so that the current stress state of the model never lies outside any of the
yield surfaces. The Mroz kinematic hardening rule specifies that the “active” yield
surfaces on which the current stress state lies will translate in the same direction
as the line joining the current stress point to the point on the outer yield surface
corresponding to the same direction of outward normal [35]. This rule is sketched
schematically in Fig. 6.3, where the point P is the current stress state on the active
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yield surface F, and @ is the point on the outer surface F,,+; corresponding to
the same direction of outward normal. The translation of the surface F'm (as well
as the inner surfaces, such as F),,_,) will follow the direction given by the line PQ.
The Mroz hardening rule ensures that the inscribed yield surfaces have a common
tangent at the current stress point. Based on the theorems given in Chapter 5, it
can be shown that models based on the Mroz hardening rule exhibit correct response
behavior in the sense that the properties associated with equilibrium points and a
limit surface can be adequately demonstrated. Other often-used kinematic hard-
ening rules, such as the Prager and the Ziegler kinematic hardening rules, fail to
exhibit such physical properties of response behavior shown by real materials [30].
While the Mroz rule leads to good response predictions, its numerical implementa-
tion has been thought to be too involved and inefficient for complicated structural
analysis [30, 32].

It is noted that the response of a multi-dimensional DEM is governed by the
response of its elements, while response behavior of a model based on the classical
formulation of plasticity is determined mainly by translation of yield surfaces. A
comparison of the detailed response behavior between the two multi-yield-surface
models reveals that mathematically it is easier to deal with the classical model than
with the DEM in generalizing 1-D response formulas for general plasticity. Effective
response formulas for plasticity based on the classical multi-yield-surface theory will
be proposed in the following sections. It will be shown that these well-proposed
response formulas provide a very efficient way of implementing the classical multi-

yield-surface theory using the Mroz kinematic hardening rule.

6.3 A Class of Generalized Masing Models for Multi-axial Plasticity
6.3.1 A Response Formula for Initial Loading

To find mathematical rules similar to Masing’s hypothesis for govening response
behavior in cyclic plasticity, one has to first define a formula good for response
of initial loading, and then find corresponding formulas for describing subsequent
response behavior. By initial loading here, we mean that no unloading defined

according to the classical theory of plasticity* has ever occurred.

* In the classical theory of plasticity, the characterization of different loading cases
for strain hardening materials is done by introducing a loading function (which is
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As noted above, the initial loading formula (6.16), derived from extending a
special class of 1-D Masing models, or the formulas (6.14) and (6.15) based on
Ozdemir’s model (which was proposed for complete history of response) do not
yield proper response behavior for cyclic plasticity. This kind of deficiency may be
attributed to lack of physical insight in formulating the general response behavior,
so that the formulas may lead to unrealistic or even unstable response behavior.

A new response formula for initial loading is proposed here based on the response
behavior of ideal plasticity and the introduction of a “damage” function. The theory
of classical plasticity is formulated mainly based on experimental observations, and
hence a model showing the behavior of ideal plasticity can be thought of as physically
motivated. Based on the insight obtained in developing the multi-axial DEM which
consists of a collection of elements of ideal plasticity, we extend the “ideal plasticity”
model to account for strain hardening behavior as follows.

Recall that by Eqn. (5.43), the plastic strain increment in a yielding state of
perfectly plastic behavior with a corresponding yield function F' can be expressed

in a vector form as
de? = A(g, de) de,

| Ao(g)de ifdF =0;
10 if dF < 0,

usually the same as the yield function) defined by F(c;;) = k so that when

oF
(1) F=k #F= B'U—jdaij >0,
it is called loading. When
oF
(2) F=k, dF= ari—jdcrij = {;
it is called neutral loading. When
oF
(3) F=g dF= ao___dd,'j |
ij

it is called unloading.
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where dF is a function of both the current state and the load increment, and A is
the plastic modulus reduction matrix and
aa’C*

A{)(G’) =

a m, (6.17)

where a is defined in (5.49). Note that in the above, dF is never greater than zero
and A = 0 corresponds to the case where response is purely elastic.

For our purpose of developing a general response formula for initial loading, a
modulus-reduction function which signifies the “degree of yielding” can be introduced

as

D(o) = (?;i) (6.13)

where Jy; = %Smn Smn 18 the second invariant of the deviatoric stress tensor and
the parameter n is introduced to control the smoothness of yielding. The response
formula (6.17) for ideal plasticity in the case of initial loading is then modified by
including the modulus-reduction function D as

de? = D(g) Ay(o) de. (6.19)

By Eqn. (6.19), when the response is small, 3J> < k2, and we have de? =~ 0; when
3Jo = k2, the response state reaches the limit surface associated with the model
and the response behavior becomes perfectly plastic as loading is continued. In the

biaxial tension-torsion case where von Mises yield criterion is used, Eqn. (6.19) gives

dﬁzl;l = C [ES%ldEu + 4G311812d€12]

. ; (6.20)
dely = C [Esy1s12dey; + 4Gs1pders]

n/2
where C' = % and s;; is the deviatoric stress tensor.
11 12

A simulation study of the response behavior based on the formulas (6.19) and
(6.13), respectively, was conducted to get an idea of how the formulas perform in
complicated loading conditions. The prescribed loading path under consideration is
the strain loop 0-1-2-...-8 as shown in Fig. 6.4. In the simulation, the strain loop was
traced twice, while only the response corresponding to the second loop is considered
in order for comparison with the experimental result shown in Fig. 6.5, where only

cyclically stablized behavior is demonstrated. The corresponding response curves
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are presented in Figures 6.6 and 6.7, where we can see the superiority of Eqn. (6.19)
in response prediction of initial loading to Eqn. (6.13), as justified by the exper-
imental result and the response predicted by a DEM. The response predicted by
Eqn. (6.19) shows correct behavior in terms of the positions of equilibrium points
and the associated limit surface. We remark that all the loading branches in the
above example are treated as initial loading so that only Eqn. (6.19) (together with
Eqn. (6.12)), which is derived for response of initial loading only, is used throughout
the response history.

In summary, we note that there are three important features of the response
formula (6.19) derived for initial loading:

(i) The model based on Eqgn. (6.19) preserves all the equilibrium points of a per-
fectly plastic model so that it always leads to stable and physically consistent
response behavior.

(i) Analogous to the multi-dimensional DEM, there is no special restriction on the
yield condition (or modulus-reduction function) needed in the formula for initial

loading. In general, we should replace Eqn. (6.18) by

D(g) = (Féf) )n, (6.21)

where F (o) = k, is the equation of the limit surface associated with the model
and can assume any appropriate form. Note that F(g) is also the “loading”
function controlling the cases of loading or unloading. Furthermore, the power
law employed in Egn. (6.21) may be replaced by some other function forms so
as to provide more general, flexible response behavior.

(iii)) The key point in the new formula for initial loading is that the modulus-
reduction function D(g) replaces a conventional yield condition and subsequent
hardening rules, so that continuous yielding behavior on initial loading is ade-

quately modeled.

6.3.2 Response Formulas for Unloading and Reloading Branches

With the initial loading formula defined in Eqn. (6.19), we then want to find
corresponding mathematical rules that can govern appropriately the response be-

havior of unloading and reloading branches, so that complete response history to
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any multi-axial loading path can be calculated accordingly. Recall that loading and
unloading correspond to dF > 0 and dF < 0 respectively, where F(¢) is the loading
function as employed in Eqn. (6.21).

It can be recognized that Masing’s hypothesis implies mathematically that the
behavior of unloading response can be found from that of virgin response by intro-
ducing a proper transformation on the state variables describing the response. Mo-
tivated by this concept and the behavior of the classical multi-yield-surface model
using Mroz’ kinematic hardening rule (cf. Fig. 6.3), we propose the idea of in-
troducing a composition of transformations on the state variables involved in the
initial loading formula (6.19), so that unloading response can be found based on
the same formula as for the response of initial loading. Based on this idea, we have
the following formula, corresponding to Eqn. (6.19), for unloading and reloading

branches:
de? = D(a’) Ao(a’) de, (6.22)

where ¢’ denotes the vector of transformed stress state, which is a function of not
only the current response state, but also the past history.

To determine the effective transformation required for our purpose, we remark
that for the classical multi-yield-surface model, the yield surfaces reached by the
current stress state must be carried along with the response state instead of stay-
ing invariant, so that they all have the current stress point as a common tangent
point. The movement of the yield surfaces along with the current state is illus-
trated schematically in Fig. 6.8, where the circles represent yield “surfaces” in a
two-dimensional stress space and points A, B denote two instantaneous stress states.
Thus, the response behavior corresponding to the unloading branch from a point B
can be found by transforming the geometrical configuration in Fig. 6.8(c) back into
that in 6.8(a), so that Eqn. (6.22) can be used effectively for response calulation
of any unloading (or reloading) branches. Care must be taken in performing the
transformations so that not only the transformation of geometrical configurations is
appropriately done, but also the normality rule for determining increments of plastic
strain is preserved (cf. Appendix B). In the following, we will be concerned only with
the two-dimensional loading case so that we need only deal with transformations of

lanar configurations. An effective transformation formula for “steady-state” cyclic
p g
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response (i.e., loading between points symmetric to the origin) that is derived from

a composition of a series of proper transformations can be found as follows:

g~ (6.23)

where (¢’,7') denotes the transformed stress state, and

r1=(0—00)2 + (1 — )2, 92—_-91—90-!-%,

6; — tan™? (T —), G =tan"! (3) (6.24)

o — oy og

—04 = 205 +6y = 26, — 6y + 7.

In (6.24), (o,7) is the current actual stress state and (op,7p) is the actual stress
state corresponding to the latest unloading point. The detailed derivation of the
transformation rules (6.23), (6.24) is given in Appendix B. Note that in the derivation
of the transformation rules we assumed that the yield surfaces in the 2-D space can be
represented by circles which are initially concentric. This, however, does not put any
limitation on applications using the above idea, since according to the well-known
Riemann’s Mapping Theorem [55], a simply-connected region of arbitrary shape can
always be mapped onto a circle through a conformal mapping.* Therefore, the yield
surfaces in the 2-D space can be of any shape and the transformation rules (6.23),
(6.24) will still work, as long as we can find the transformation whose existence is
guaranteed by Riemann’s theorem so that the yield surfaces of arbitrary shape can
be transformed into circles.

The transformation approach mentioned above works, in principle, only for the
2-D case. However, it is also applicable to the general multi-axial plasticity provided
that isotropic materials are considered and the plastic deformation can be treated
as independent, or as some simple function, of the hydrostatic stress state. Many
real materials exhibit approximately these kinds of behavior, such as metals and

soils. In this case, we can always convert a stress state (which is a symmetric two

* The Riemann Mapping Theorem has also been extended to the case where a
region bounded by two simple closed curves, one inside the other, is mapped into a

region bounded by two concentric circles [41].
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tensor) into a corresponding principal stress state (a diagonal two tensor) for which
the shear stress components vanish, and apply the 2-D transformations to the stress
state projected on a shifted = plane which is perpendicular to the hydrostatic axis
01 = 02 = 03 in the principal stress space. This is shown in Fig. 6.9(a), and 6.9(b),
in which the circular cylinder and cone represent the yield surfaces corresponding
to the von Mises and Drucker-Prager yield conditions [1], respectively. A schematic

diagram illustrating this idea of transformation on the 7 plane is shown in Fig. 6.10.

6.3.3 Rules for Transient Response

With the initial response formula (6.19) and the transformation rules (6.22) to
(6.24) for other response branches, we are able to determine the steady-state cyclic
response of a system characterized by multiple yield surfaces without the need to
calculate the response of elements or to trace the motions of yield surfaces. However,
in the general cyclic loading case, we still need to extend the foregoing formulas to
account for transient behavior of cyclic response, as Jayakumar [23] did in the one-
dimensional case for extending the Masing’s hypothesis for hysteresis.

Recall that in the one-dimensional case, we had the rules for incomplete loops
and completed loops of transient response (cf. Sec. 3.2.3). In the multi-dimensional
case, however, the cyclic loops between fixed strain points may not be “strictly
closed” in general. Here, by “strictly closed” we mean that a stress-strain loop is
closed at a load reversal point so that this point is both the starting and the ending
point of the loop. Based on geometrical considerations of multiple yield surfaces and
the Mroz hardening rule, we can modify the definitions for incomplete and completed
loops and deduce corresponding rules for them in the general multi-axial case.

Firstly, we define a completed loop as a “loop” along which the outermost yield
surface that contains the latest point of load reversal is reached again during the
loading process. Otherwise, the loop is said to be incomplete. For example, in
Fig. 6.11, the stress response “loop” ABC is incomplete, while the “loop” BCE is a
completed one since the outermost yield surface (level curve 2) containing the latest
point of load reversal C is reached at E. With these definitions we can propose the

following two rules for transient response of cyclic plasticity:

Rule 1: Incomplete loops
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The equation of any response curve can be obtained simply be using Eqn. (6.19)
and applying the ¢ — ¢’ transformation, as given by Eqgns. (6.23), (6.24) to the latest

point of load reversal (og, ) and the outermost yield surface on which (oyp, 7p) lies.

For example, the response curve C'E in Fig. 6.11 can be found by applying the

transformation rule to point C' and “level curve” 2.

Rule 2: Completed loops
Once the stress state reaches the outermost yield surface on which the latest
load reversal occcurs, the transformation rule is applied to the previous point of load

reversal and the corresponding outermost yield surface.

For example, in Fig. 6.11, as the loop BCFE is completed at E, the transformation
rule is then applied to point B and level curve 4 for the response that follows. Note
that Rule 2 for completed loops is different from that in the one-dimensional case
where two points of load reversal are erased at a time when an interior curve crosses
a curve from a previous load cycle. This rule for one-dimensional hysteresis can
be shown to be actually a special case of the two-dimensional rule, in which only
proportional loading is taken into account.

We remark that in the case of transient response, the geometrical configuration
of yield surfaces is different from that of a steady-state case, not only in the position
of the active point of load reversal, but also in that 6y in (6.24) is measured by
reference to a new center point, which may be different from the origin of the stress

space. Therefore, the  in (6.24) should be replaced by the more general formula

(6.25)

—q  Te—T¢
fy = tan (—-—),

Og —0¢C

where (¢¢, 7¢) represents the coordinates of the center of the current reference circle
(the outermost yield surface that the latest unloading point is on). This situation
is illustrated in Fig. 6.12. Fig. 6.12(a) shows the process of initial loading from
the origin O to point A and then unloading from there. Fig. 6.12(b) shows the
geometrical configuration corresponding to the transient response of unloading from
point B , where point C represents the center of the current reference circle. The

coordinates of the new center point C' can be generally found as

g
(oc,7c) = (0a,74) — ;E(UA —0¢,TA — TC'), (6.26)
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where 74 and rg denote the radii of the outermost “active” circles on which points
A and B lie respectively, and (o¢/, 7¢r) represents the coordinates of the center of
the previous reference circle (C’ coincides with the origin O for the case in Fig. 6.12).
Based on the preceding rules, numerical implementation of the foregoing algorithm
requires for each point of load reversal to store in a list both the strength constant
(radius) and the coordinates of the center point of the outermost yield surface on
which the reversal point lies. Every time the yield surface with the smallest strength
on the memory list is reached, its corresponding point of load reversal and center
of reference is erased from memory. This phenomenon may be viewed as an addi-
tional attribute of the property of erasure-of-memory, and is the counterpart to the
property of unraveling of interior loops in the one-dimensional case.

While the mathematical manipulation involved in the above approach based on
transformation formulas is simple and effective, a major problem of implementing
the above rules for multi-axial transient response exists. This problem is associated
with the numerical ill-conditioning which occurs when the response formulas are
applied to states near the points of load reversal, which are singular points of the
corresponding transformations as can be deduced from the derivation of the trans-
formation formulas. To illustrate this, we consider the following example. When
unloading occurs from a point, say the point B or C in Fig. 6.11, the “yielding
value,” 3.J2(g’), at any point on curve BC or CE is computed by reference to the
corresponding unloading point B or C. After a transient loop is completed, such as
the loop BCD or BCFE in Fig. 6.11, the yielding value at D or E should be calcu-
lated by reference to the previous unloading point B, according to the Rule 2 stated
above. However, when the point at which a transient loop is completed is very close
to the previous unloading point (such as point D in Fig. 6.11 which is close to point
B), due to the singular behavior at an unloading point ,the yielding value cannot be
found accurately (as we can see in Fig. 6.11, all the level curves signifying different
yielding values pass through point B). In other words, the calculation of ¢’ from the
transformation formulas is numerically ill-conditioned. In the one-dimensional case,
we can get around this problem by always erasing two points of load reversal when-
ever a loop is completed; but in the more general case, special care must be taken in
doing so in order not to introduce significant error. A remedy for dealing with the

problem is that two latest points of load reversal, instead of just one (Rule 2), will be
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erased every time a loop is completed if the current yielding value with reference to
the previous point of load reversal is found to be considerably less than the yielding
constant of the active yield surface on which the latest point of load reversal lies.
For example, in Fig. 6.11, the points D and E, which both lie on the level curve 2,
should always have the same yielding value, say 2, no matter which unloading point
is referenced. But due to the singular behavior around the unloading point B, the
yielding value at D may be found numerically as much less than 2, e.g., if point D
coincides with (or very close to) the unloading point B, the yielding value will be
found zero there. In this case, we may erase two latest points of load reversal, i.e., B
and C in Fig. 6.11, so that the active reversal point becomes A and then the yielding
value at D with reference to A will be found to be about 4 (corresponding to the
level curve 4), which is correct for continued response from D. On the other hand,
if the response curve goes from C to E at which the yielding value with reference
to point B is close to the yield constant of the active yield surface (level curve 2),

then only one point of load reversal (point C) will be removed from the memory.

6.3.4 Simulation Studies

Thus far, based on the classsical formulation of ideal plasticity and multi-yield-
surface theory, we have derived a class of “generalized Masing models” based on
the response formula (6.19) for initial loading, together with the transformation
formulas, (6.22) to (6.24), and the rules governing the rest of a response history
for general multi-axial cyclic loading. It is of interest to examine the performance
of such a model that is actually composed of an infinite number of yield surfaces
moving in the stress space according to the Mroz kinematic hardening rule. In the
following, the model performance will be evaluated under the same biaxial tension-
torsion loading conditions as before.

The results of response predictions using a generalized Masing model for dif-
ferent prescribed strain paths, given in Figures 5.6(a) and (b), are shown in Fig-
ures 6.13 and 6.14 respectively, where the response predicted by a DEM is also
included for comparison. Recall that the loading sequence in Fig. 5.6(a) is 0-1-
0-2-0-3-0-..., so as to demonstrate the property of erasure-of-memory exhibited by

real materials. In the simulations, Tresca’s yield criterion has been adopted for the
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modulus-reduction function defined in Eqn. (6.21), and the model parameters used
are E = 16,700 ksi,v = 0.33, o9 = 30 ksi, and n = 2.5. A comparison between the
model predictions and the experimentally-observed results, given in Figures 5.7 and
5.8, leads to the following remarks. It is immediately recognized that the response
behavior described by the initial loading formula (6.19) (or (6.20) for the biaxial
case) and the transformation rules (6.22) to (6.24) is in good agreement with the
experimental results in almost every aspect. Transition from elastic to plastic regime
is smooth and well-behaved, while the complicated biaxial Bauschinger effect is also
well accounted for. Moreover, the model behavior clearly shows the existence of
equilibrium points and a limit surface, as well as the property of erasure-of mem-
ory. One may thus conclude that the behavior of the generalized Masing model is
physically consistent. In addition, the computational effort in making response pre-
diction based on the above response-formula approach is even less than that using
a ten-element multi-dimensional DEM, which is already computationally efficient
compared with models based on the classical theory of plasticity. The excellent
accuracy of the model in response prediction may be attributed to the formulation
based on a collection of an uncountably infinite number of yield surfaces and the well-
formulated Mroz kinematic hardening rule.* The numerical efficiency of the model
is due to the proposed transformation method which avoids costly bookkeeping of

the movement of multiple yield surfaces involved in the model.

6.4 Comparison of the Generalized Masing models with the DEMs

In the above, we have proposed two constitutive models for plasticity based on
different multi-yield-surface theories. As shown in the simulation studies, both mod-
els are physically consistent and parsimonious in parameters. It is thus of interest
to see whether these two models can become equivalent under general situations.

The generalized Masing models utilize yield surfaces defined in the model stress
space, together with the Mroz hardening rule to account for the Bauschinger effect

in cyclic plasticity, yet the DEMs use invariant yield surfaces defined in the element

* Response behavior based on the Mroz kinematic hardening rule has been shown
to be consistent with those observed from real metals [30]. Besides, it has been shown

mathematically that the rule never results in intersection of two yield surfaces [32].
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stress space. Even though it may be possible to choose the distribution of the
yield surfaces in a generalized Masing model to match that in a DEM so that they
exhibit the same kinematic hardening behavior, for the two models to be completely
equivalent, we need also take into account the flow rules adopted.

The flow rule used in the formulation of the multi-dimensional DEMs specifies
that the current plastic strain increment of the model is given by the average of the
corresponding plastic strain increments of the elements, and is not a simple function
of the model state itself. As for the generalized Masing models, the current plastic
strain increment is solely determined by the corresponding model stress state (using
the principle of normality). Thus, we may conclude that in general, the two models
with different formulations cannot be made exactly equivalent. Also, we remark that
for response analysis based on the proposed multi-dimensional DEMs, we need not
distinguish model response into different loading cases, such as loading or unloading;
however, for the generalized Masing models based on the proposed plane-geometry
transformation method, we have to keep track of all the unloading points throughout
reponse histories.

As a final remark, we mention that although the numerical implementation
of the generalized Masing models avoids costly bookkeeping of the movement of
multiple yield surfaces or the response behavior of distributed elements, it requires
in practice smaller load increments than those needed for the implementation of the

proposed DEMs, in order to achieve satisfactory accuracy.
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Figure 6.3 The Mroz kinematic hardening rule

A 7@
3 2
0.6 -
Y A
-0.5 - 410 e ] o
5 8 0.5
€ (%)
Y A
6 - =17 056

Figure 6.4 Prescribed strain path for response of initial loading



145

-300 0 300
o, WPe

(a) biaxial stress space

300
7
¢ 2
s o
3
-1 4] 1

o%
(b) axial stress-strain space

300 ¢
8 2
§ )
=°r
6
- 300 i ;
-1 [+] ) ¢
Y. %

(c) shear stress-strain space

Figure 6.5 Experimentally-observed stress response of copper to the prescribed strain
path given in Figure 6.4 (from [17])



146

<0

30

Shear stress (ksi)
(=]
|

-20 Lo

- 1 1 |
o 0

- ahd 4]
Axial stress (ksi)
(a) biaxial stress space

o T T T

3oL
20 |

100

Axial stress (ksi)
o
T

43 g v

Axial strain (%)
(b) axial stress-strain space

“ T T T

ol
200

10

Shear stress (ksi)
Q
|

-0 | 1 1
- 43 [1] ['E-1 1
Shear strain (%)

(c) shear stress-strain space

Figure 6.6 Stress response predicted by Eqn. (6.19) with the prescribed strain path
given in Figure 6.4 (Egn. (6.19) =——, DEM - ---)



147

40 T

oLl

Shear stress (ksi)
o
|

-20 Lo

-30

P s 0

-l [v]
Axial stress (ksi)
(a) biaxial stress space

= T T T

Axial stress (ksi)
[-]
]

0.3 V] 0.3

Axial strain (%)
(b) axial stress-strain space

b T T T

Shear stress (ksi)
(=]
I

40 ] l 1
- T3 ) TS 1
Shear strain (%)

(c) shear stress-strain space

Figure 6.7 Stress response predicted by Eqn. (6.13) with the prescribed strain path
given in Figure 6.4 (Eqn. (6.13) ——, DEM - - - -)



1

o

8

22

o
=

)

y/ e
&~

(b) current stress state A

‘T
B

Y .

(c) current stress state B

Figure 6.8 Movement of yield surfaces with current stress
state moving from A to B



149

/91 = 02 = g3
/ shifted = plane
\< _
71
a3
(a) von Mises yield condition
= @3 = 03
plane
g3

(b) Drucker-Prager yield condition

Figure 6.9 Different yield surfaces and shifted 7 planes
in the principal stress space



150

A 92
Al
/

/
d mapped
7T plane

o3 o1

T plane

Figure 6.10 Transformation on the 7 plane where A' is image of A



Figure 6.11 Illustration of completed loops and numerical difficulty
associated with the transformation approach



Q

(a) unloading from point A

(b) unloading from point B with new center C

Figure 6.12 Geomerrical consideration of transient response



=8 T | 1
15 =
= 10 -
)
4
kot s il
@
2
g oL &
-
7
s b .
0
=
n ol =
15 | =
-20 | 1 |
43 0 ) 20 o
Axial stress (ksi)
(a) biaxial stress space
0 I | 1 1 I
30 b p—
~ 20 L. —
il
W
<
~  1op =
%
v
Q
p (] =l
-
@
- 10
o - =
e
®
< -20 o -
30 L =
A0 | | 1 I |
04 .2 ] 0.2 0.7 X 0.8
Axial strain (%)
(b) axial stress-strain space
= I 1 1 I I
L7 =
-’--l\ 10 L. pu
)
=4
- s ol
@
]
]
bt ol g
-
7/]
= s |
q
]
": -10 fu —
17}
as -
20 | | ] | |

St = o3 (1] 0.3 1 T.5
Shear strain (%)

(c) shear stress-strain space

Figure 6.13 Stress response predicted by a generalized Masing model subject to the
prescribed strain path given in Figure 5.6(a)
(Masing , DEM - - - - | both using Tresca's yield criterion)




20 T T T
s -
o | [ <!
7
-4
~ s al
7!
s
9 ol =
—
U]
- 4
L s -
v
]
n o =
-15 L —
-20 | | |
] -20 3] pds ] 0
Axial stress (ksi)
(a) biaxial stress space
40 1 1 |
30 =
€2 20 | =
7
=4
hodd 10— -
m
@
g of- —
2
- .10 =
= L,
%
< <20 L —
30 | =
-40 | 1 1
; D3 T 0.5
Axial strain (%)
(b) axial stress-strain space
20 T T T T T
15 —
=N
‘;: 10 —
E¥)
2 si. =
@
0
9 of 3
-
7
- Ak -
]
g
= w0l -
/)]
= 3 =
0 | | | |
15 = 0.3 ] T3 T T.s

Shear strain (%)
(c) shear stress-strain space

Figure 6.14 Stress response predicted by a generalized Masing model subject to the
prescribed strain path given in Figure 5.6(b)
(Masing ., DEM - - - - | both using Tresca's yield criterion)




155

CHAPTER 7
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Analytical modeling of one-dimensional hysteresis and general multi-axial plas-

ticity is studied in this research, with particular emphasis on the parsimony of model

parameters and the physical consistency of model behavior. Based on the previous

chapters of this thesis, a summary and some conclusions drawn from the results are

presented as follows:

(1)

Practical considerations of system identification and its implications for system
modeling are studied, so that criteria of good models for mechanical systems
can be used to provide guidelines for general modeling. A model which is good
for forward (response) analysis is not necessarily good for identification studies,
unless it is parsimonious in its parameters and robust to model error as well as

measurement noise.

Various one-dimensional hysteretic models are examined in detail, including
both deteriorating and non-deteriorating models. Several models described
solely by differential equations have been shown to exhibit unrealistic behav-
ior which violates Drucker’s postulates of stability. A general formulation for
modeling of degrading systems is presented based on the formulation of the
Distributed-Element Model (DEM) and the introduction of a damage index
function. A new class of deteriorating Masing models, whose behavior can
be completely described by a few simple mathematical rules and the extended
Masing rules, is also proposed to substitute for a special class of maximum-
displacement-controlled deteriorating DEMs. The modeling procedure and nu-
merical implementation of this class of Masing models is much easier than that
of the DEMSs, so that its applicability to system identification studies is im-

proved.
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The endochronic theory, which provides a unifying approach for plasticity with-
out the need to introduce yield conditions, is studied and implemented for re-
sponse simulation. A very eflicient modeling technique based on the endochronic
theory is proposed to make the model more suitable for identification applica-
tions. Besides, inspired from the study of cyclic hardening behavior, the ex-
tension of a DEM to account for cyclic hardening (or softening) behavior can
be effectively done by simply making the ultimate strength of the model an

appropriate function of plastic deformation.

The one-dimensional DEMs are generalized so that they can be applied to the
case where multi-dimensional loading conditions are considered. In the gener-
alization, an invariant-yield-surface theory is proposed, in which no kinematic
hardening rule is needed to account for the subsequent yielding and strain hard-
ening behavior. The numerical implementation of the new DEMs is simple and
efficient, and the model behavior is physically consistent, as justified by compar-
ison of predictions with experimental results from the literature. An important
advantage of this new DEM for plasticity is that for an isotropic material, if
the yield condition has been appropriately chosen, then the general model needs
only two parameters, in addition to Young’s modulus and Poisson’s ratio, which
can be identified simply from a uni-azial virgin loading curve of the material.
In addition, we may choose some constants involved in the yield condition as
parameters to be identified, so that through system identification techniques,
the “best” yield condition for a complex structural or material system can be

found.

Important properties of material behavior in cyclic plasticity are discussed, and
a new theory is presented to elucidate the properties based on the behavior of the
proposed multi-dimensional DEMs. The establishment of the theory provides
us with instructive insight into the elastic-plastic response mechanisms of real

materials under complicated loading conditions.
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(6) Generalized Masing rules for cyclic plasticity are proposed based on a plane-
geometry transformation method. When combined with a response formula
valid for initial loading, they provide an alternative model for cyclic plasticity
to the multi-dimensional DEMs, which require the introduction of a substan-
tial number of elements in response calculation in order for sufficient accuracy.
This new approach actually provides a highly efficient way of implementing the
classical multi-yield-surface theory with Mroz’ kinematic hardening rule, which
is otherwise computationally impractical. The proposed transformation rules
governing general multi-axial cyclic response again give better insight into the

physical mechanisms of response in cyclic plasticity.

The original motivation of this research was to develop general classes of inelas-
tic models that could be used in system identification of structural systems from their
response data. However, the models proposed in this study are of interest themselves
in that they are simple, parsimonious models which give remarkably good results
of response predictions for copper and presumably for other materials or structural
systems (some minor modification or extension may be needed though). Further-
more, the proposed models involve only a few physically-based parameters so that
in general, no special identification technique is needed for determining appropriate
parameter values for a particular system of interest, although better result might be

obtained if system identification procedures were used.

In light of the above summary, a few suggestions for future exploration in related

subjects may be made as follows:

(I) In the study of degrading hysteretic systems, new damage index functions,
which should be physically consistent in nature and mathematically tractable,
could be proposed to improve the modeling of various effects of degradation,

such as the pinching behavior exhibited by reinforced-concrete structures.

(IT) Further tests of the validity of the generalized multi-dimensional Masing models,

which employ the proposed plane-geometry transformation method, could be
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(IV)

V)

158

performed in multi-axial plasticity problems. This additional verification could
be done by comparing with experimental observations obtained from higher-
dimensional loading tests, when available, or by comparing with some other
well-behaved models, such as the new multi-dimensional DEMs and the modi-

fied endochronic models.

Further study could be made of the interactive effects of multi-dimensional
loading on the response behavior of structural systems, such as their ductil-
ity, ultimate strength, and hysteretic energy dissipation, using the proposed

physically-consistent models.

The multi-dimensional DEMs or Masing models could be applied to identifica-
tion studies using response data from structural systems subject to multi-axial
real or laboratory-simulated earthquake excitations. By treating some constants
in the yield conditions required for the models as parameters to be identified,
we may also find the “best” yield conditions for different complex structural

systems.

An investigation could be made of possible extensions of the proposed theory
of multi-dimensional DEMs and Masing models for rate-dependent plasticity,

creep, relaxation, deterioration and other such material behavior.
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APPENDIX A

Operator Theory on Convex Sets

Some results from the operator theory on convex sets are summarized here to
provide a theoretical basis for the derivation of important properties of the multi-
dimensional Distributed-Element Models given in Chapter 5. A more complete pre-

sentation of operator theory can be found in Reference [27].

We define in the following some basic operations of point sets.

[Definition A1]: (Addition and Multiplication)
fX={z:xc€cX}andY ={y:y €Y} then

X+Y={z+y:ze X,yeY}, aX={azx:z€ X} (A1)

[Definition A2]: (Convex Combination)
A vector ¢ C R" is said to be a convexr combination of N elements, g;,k =

1,2,...,N,if

N N
Q=Zakgk, ar >0, Zakzl (A.2)

[Definition A3]: (Convex Set)
A set {2 C R™ is said to be convez if it contains every convex combination of

two elements in £, i.e.,

0,,0,€Q and a€[0,1]] = ao; + (1 —a)g, € . (A.3)

Based on the above definitions, we have the following important theorems re-

garding convex sets.

[Theorem A1l]:

ki
A convex set {2 contains every convex combination E ay g, of elements ¢,, g,,

- k=1
..., @, of 2, for all positive integers n.
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[Proof]: By mathematical induction on n, i.e., assuming

n—1 n—1

Y aioieQ, forany Y af=1, a, >0, gheQ Yk=1,2,...,n

k=1 k=1
then given ) ;_, ax = 1 with each a; > 0,

n

E g O = a10; +
k=1

az +az+...+an
az+az+...+an

=a10,+(az+as+...+an) Y apoy
=biz + bZE € Qa
since by + bz = 1 and z,y € {2, since Zk , @ = 1 by choice of the aj.

[Theorem A2]:

A set (Q is convex if and only if
a19) + ax) = ((11 + ag)ﬂ,

where a1,as > 0.

[Proof]:
ﬂ.lﬂ + 0.29 — (Gl + GQ)Q, ({11,&2 > 0)
a1 + a2
= — =0, ,az >0
ay + ag (a1, a2 )
= al+(1-a)2=0, (0<a<l)
— az+(1-a)yeQ, Vz,ye,
= () is convex.
[Corollary]:

n

(2 is convex <—

[¥]#

x>
Il

1 k=1
\

This corollary has been used in the derivation of Eqn. (5.80).

(agoy +azos + ...+ ano,

-1

)

(A.4)

(ax2) = ( ak)Q, ar >0 VYk=1,...,n, n positive integer.
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APPENDIX B

Derivation of Transformation Formulas for Generalized Masing Rules

for Multi-Axial Cyclic Response Behavior

In the following, we will derive the transformation formulas (6.23), (6.24) based
on the classical multi-yield-surface theory and the Mroz kinematic hardening rule.
In the derivation, yield surfaces associated with a model are treated as circles in
the two-dimensional o — 7 stress space. The validity of this simplification has been
discussed in Sec. 6.3.2.

In order to employ the same response formula (e.g., Eqn. (6.19)) for all re-
sponse branches in the multi-axial cyclic (strain) loading case, the stress state vari-
ables ¢ involved in the response formula should be modified by a suitable transfor-
mation, as suggested by Masing’s hypothesis for cyclic hysteretic response in the
one-dimensional case. The transformation must be able to characterize the change
of situations among different response branches so as to appropriately reflect var-
ious behavior corresponding to different loading conditions. Recall that Masing’s
hypothesis for one-dimensional hysteresis implies that the response of an unloading
or reloading branch corresponding to some particular response of initial loading can
be obtained by introducing the transformation:

E—&y T—Te

g g ) (B.1)

(Iia'r’) = (

to the state variables (z,r) involved, where zp and 7 represent the displacement
and the restoring force corresponding to a load reversal point for that particular
response branch. Based on the ideas behind Masing’s hypothesis, we want to find a
transformation that can adequately reflect the difference between response of initial
loading and that of subsequent load reversals. Consider the two response situations
in Fig. B.1(a) and (b), in which the Im;lti-axial yielding behavior is accounted for by

the classical multi-yield-surface theory with Mroz’ kinematic hardening rule. The
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idea proposed here is that if we can find a transformation formula that maps the ge-
ometrical configuration in Fig. B.1(a) to that in B.1(b), then we can use a response
formula, which is good for initial loading, to describe the response corresponding
to subsequent unloading or reloading branches. To transform the geometrical con-
figuration in Fig. B.1(a) to that in B.1(b), or vice versa, we introduce a series of

mappings as follows:

(I) wy, = z — (g0 + i79) : (wn =01 +in1, 2=0+ir)

This mapping is a translation of o + i7p, as defined in Fig. B.1(a), so that the
unloading point A gets mapped to the origin in the w; plane.

(IT) we = w1 ez %) . (we =09 +imy =17 ew“)

The second mapping is a counterclockwise rotation of 7 —6p, where 6 is defined
in Fig. B.1(a). After the two transformations w,,ws, the geometrical configuration
in the z plane (Fig. B.1(a)) is mapped into that in the w, plane, as shown in
Fig. B.2(a).

2 . i0
(ITI) w3 = — : (w3 = o3 + i3 =1r3e’?)
wa
This mapping maps the circles in the wy plane into horizontal lines in the ws

plane, as shown in Fig. B.2(b).
(IV) wg = (r3sin f3) *(293—%) . (wg = 04 + i14 = r4e'%)

This mapping maps the horizontal lines in the wg plane into concentric cir-
cles in the wy plane, as shown in Fig. B.2(c). Note that there may be some other
mappings that can do the same job as w4 does for transforming the overall geo-
metrical configurations, but care must be taken in choosing the mapping so that
the direction of a plastic strain increment, which is determined using the normality
principle, is preserved after transformation. To make the idea clearer, let us look
at the two graphs in Fig. B.3(a) and (b), which show respectively the geometrical

configurations after and before transformation. In order to meet the normality rule,



168

we need that the points A, B,C, and D in Fig. B.3(b) be mapped to 4’, B’,C’, and
D’ in Fig. B.3(a) so that they have exactly the same outward normal direction.
Thus, by geometry we require that

1
le=3ly, Ly=00—0. (B2)

It can be easily shown that the transformation formula w4 given in (IV) satisfies

the conditions required by (B.2).

1
Vw=—: (w=o+i7)
wy
The geometrical configuration after the transformation can be found to be just
the one shown in Fig. B.1(b), in which the coordinates of the unloading point A’ is

the same as those of point A in Fig. B.1(a).

With the above transformations, the overall transformation which maps the
configuration in Fig. B.1(a) to that in Fig. B.1(b) can be found by composition rule

as
_rl

—16y
W=
2sin 0y

which is the formula given in Eqn. (6.23), and where

7‘1=\/(U—00)2+(T—7'0)2a 92=91~90+g,

0, = tan~! (T—TO), o = tan™’ ('TE),

& — ap agp

-0y = 20+ 6y = 20, — 6y + T,

as given in Eqn. (6.24).
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(b) configuration after transformation

Figure B.1 Geometrical configurations before and after transformation
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! e
w2-plane
(a)
1’A
/B
7
/C
/D
B o
w3-plane
(b)

A

f/f

-

wi—-plane

(c)

Figure B.2 Configurations at different transformation stages
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z-plane

(b)

Figure B.3 Conditions of the principle of normality on the proposed transformation



