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QIZHI XIAO AND BHUSHAN LAL KARIHALOO

The lack of any work on the asymptotic fields at the tips of cohesive cracks belies the widespread use of
cohesive crack models. This study is concerned with the solution of asymptotic fields at cohesive crack
tips in quasibrittle materials. Only normal cohesive separation is considered, but the effect of Coulomb
friction on the cohesive crack faces is studied. The special case of a pure mode I cohesive crack is fully
investigated. The solution is valid for any separation law that can be expressed in a special polynomial
form. It is shown that many commonly used separation laws of quasibrittle materials, for example,
rectangular, linear, bilinear, and exponential, can be easily expressed in this form. The asymptotic fields
obtained can be used as enrichment functions in the extended/generalized finite element method at the
tip of long cohesive cracks, as well as short branches/kinks.

1. Introduction

Cohesive zone (or crack) models, which were introduced by Barenblatt [1962] and Dugdale [1960]
for elastoplastic fracture in ductile metals, and by Hillerborg et al. [1976] for quasibrittle materials (who
called them fictitious crack models), have become an important tool for describing localization and failure
in engineering materials and structures. In a cohesive zone model, the nonlinear fracture process zone —
due to degrading mechanisms such as plastic microvoiding or microcracking — in front of the actual
crack tip is lumped into a discrete line (two-dimensional) or plane (three-dimensional) and represented
by stress-displacement relationships across this line or plane. The cohesive crack model is a constitutive
assumption in the sense that a cohesive crack can develop anywhere in a specimen or a structure, and
not only ahead of a preexisting crack tip. For ductile fracture, the most important parameters of the
cohesive zone model are the tensile strength f; and the work of separation or fracture energy G, (see,
[Hutchinson and Evans 2000]), which is the work needed to create a unit area of a fully developed crack.
For quasibrittle fracture, the decohesion law stems from microcracking as in concrete or ceramics; the
shape of the stress-separation relation (called the softening or stress-crack opening or tension-softening
curve) plays a much bigger role and is sometimes even more important than the value of the tensile
strength f; (see [Chandra et al. 2002]).

Elices et al. [2002] have reviewed the background of cohesive crack models and discussed the deter-
mination of the tension-softening function by inverse analysis procedures. They also illustrated the pre-
dictive capability of the cohesive zone model for concrete, glassy polymer and steel. Recently, Karihaloo
et al. [2003] have proposed a simple method for determining the true specific fracture energy of concrete
and also a method [Abdalla and Karihaloo 2004] for constructing a softening curve corresponding to
this energy. In the most widely used standard formulation of the cohesive crack model for quasibrittle
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materials, it is assumed that the stress-strain behavior is isotropic linear elastic, and that the crack is
initiated at a point where the maximum principal stress o; reaches the tensile strength f;, and that the
crack is oriented normal to the direction of ¢;. An evolution law is also postulated for the monotonic
mode I loading so that the cohesive stress is a unique function of the crack opening which, for concrete,
decreases monotonically along the cohesive zone. Although this standard formulation of the cohesive
crack model is highly simplified, it is able to capture the essence of fracture of concrete specimens and
structures.

A concise overview of the various ways to implement numerically the cohesive zone methodology
is given in [de Borst et al. 2004]. The recently developed extended/generalized finite element method
(XFEM/GFEM) (see [Moés et al. 1999; Strouboulis et al. 2001; Babuska et al. 2003; Karihaloo and
Xiao 2003b; Xiao and Karihaloo 2005]) provides a proper representation of the discrete character of
cohesive zone formulations avoiding any mesh bias. The XFEM/GFEM enriches the standard local FE
approximations with known information about the problem, such as a displacement discontinuity across
a crack, the asymptotic solution at a crack tip, or a strain discontinuity across an interface, with the use of
the partition of unity (PU). It avoids meshes conforming with the discontinuity and adaptive remeshing as
the discontinuity grows as is the case with the FEM. Wells and Sluys [2001], Moé&s and Belytschko [2002]
and Hansbo and Hansbo [2004] analyzed a continuous cohesive crack that runs through an existing FE
mesh. Remmers et al. [2003] further studied the possibility of defining cohesive segments that can arise at
arbitrary locations and in arbitrary directions and thus allow for the resolution of complex crack patterns
including crack nucleation at multiple locations, followed by growth and coalescence. In these existing
XFEM/GFEM implementations of the cohesive zone, the enrichment function used at the cohesive crack
tip is usually a jump function (cohesive crack tip touches the element boundary) [Wells and Sluys 2001]
or a branch function [Moé&s and Belytschko 2002] which does not represent the true asymptotic nature
of the displacement/stress field there. (Hansbo and Hansbo [2004] considered an element traversed
by a discontinuity as a double element with each being used for the interpolation of one side of the
discontinuity). Recently, Xiao and Karihaloo [2005] have demonstrated that, for a crack with traction-
free faces, when the crack tip asymptotic field is available and used as an enrichment function, the
XFEM/GFEM not only avoids using a mesh conforming with the crack but is also more accurate than
FEM. However, it is necessary to ensure that the unknown coefficients of the crack tip field at all the
enriched nodes are equal to one another. Hence XFEM/GFEM can use a much coarser mesh around the
crack tip. However, when the enrichment function does not represent the true asymptotic nature of the
crack tip field, the mesh needs to be refined in the same manner as in the FEM. Thus it is advantageous
to know the true asymptotic fields around a cohesive crack tip.

Planas et al. [2003] discussed possible generalizations of the cohesive crack model to mixed mode.
Many other studies on mixed mode cohesive cracks can also be found in the literature, for example,
[Valente 1991; Cocchetti et al. 2002], but there is doubt about the accuracy of the cohesion-sliding
relation because it is difficult to isolate it from frictional forces between the rough cohesive crack faces
in quasibrittle materials such as concrete.

Coulomb friction along the contacting crack faces has been considered by many researchers. Deng
[1994] studied the plane strain/stress asymptotic crack tip fields of stationary and steadily moving cracks
along bimaterial interfaces and in homogeneous solids. He considered both anisotropic and isotropic
solids. Leblond and Frelat [2004] studied crack kinking from an initially closed, homogeneous or
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interface crack, in the presence of Coulomb friction. Bialas and Mré6z [2005] analyzed progressive inter-
face delamination failure in antiplane shear of an elastic plate bonded to a rigid substrate under monotonic
loading by normal compressive stress and varying shear stress using the cohesive crack model. Mré6z
and Bialas [2005] considered a rigid softening interface (critical stress softening) under both monotonic
and cyclic loadings.

In the cohesive cracks, the friction is considered for a finite opening. In this sense frictional cohesive
cracks are different from the previously mentioned works on frictional contact of crack faces, where the
crack faces are in contact and not open. However, in cohesive cracks, although the crack faces are not in
contact because of the applied cohesive stresses, frictional forces can come into play between the faces
when there is relative sliding.

Hong and Kim [2003] studied plane elastic eigenfunction expansions of the cohesive crack tip field
due to the closing tractions and the separation-gradients at the cohesive zone ahead of a semiinfinite crack
in an inverse manner, similar to that used by Karihaloo [1999]. In these works, the softening curve is not
defined a priori but is obtained parametrically from the analysis. This often leads to softening diagrams
that are not representative of real materials [Planas et al. 2001].

The lack of any work on the asymptotic fields at the tips of cohesive cracks belies the widespread use
of cohesive crack models. In this study, we will solve the asymptotic fields at the tips of cohesive cracks
in quasibrittle materials. The material outside the fracture process (that is, cohesive) zone is isotropic
linear elastic. This is true of quasibrittle materials. We will consider frictionless as well as frictional
cohesive cracks. We will use the eigenfunction expansion method of Williams [1957] and combine it
with the complex function formalism of Muskhelishvili [1953] in the spirit of Sih and Liebowitz [1968].
The cohesive and frictional laws on the crack faces are imposed through appropriate boundary conditions.

This paper is organized as follows: Section 2 discusses a cohesive law of concrete suitable for the
asymptotic analysis of cohesive cracks; Section 3 discusses the mathematical formulation and local
symmetry and/or boundary conditions; Section 4 gives asymptotic fields for several cases; Section 5
discusses the applicability of the results obtained in Section 4 to other cohesive laws; the implementation
of the asymptotic fields in XFEM/GFEM is illustrated in Section 6 with examples of mode I cohesive
crack tip fields; and finally conclusions and discussion are presented in Section 7.

2. Reformulation of a tension-softening diagram for quasibrittle materials

Cornelissen et al. [1986] introduced the following exponential relation to fit their results from uniaxial
tests on double edge notched normal and lightweight concrete panels:

C=f(Z)-ran () =i+ (e ) Jercmmrme (1)

Cc c Cc

It fits their experimental results with a high degree of accuracy. In Equation (1), ¢ and f; are the
stress normal to the cohesive crack face and the uniaxial tensile strength, respectively; w and w, are the
opening displacement of the cohesive crack faces, and the critical opening displacement of the preexisting
macrocrack tip at which the cohesive crack tip begins to grow; and C; and C; are fitting parameters.
Details of the test set up as well as the cohesive relation Equation (1) can be found in [Karihaloo 1995].
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Cornelissen et al. (1986)
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Figure 1. A comparison of formula Equation (1) with polynomials (2) and (3) for NC.

The following polynomial, denoted as polynomial (a), fits the results of Cornelissen et al. [1986] just
as well as Equation (1)

5 . 5
o w \! w\6
7 1y a-(—) - (1 + a-)(—) , 2)
Ji ; l We ; l We
where the a;, i =1, ..., 5, are fitting parameters.

To simplify the derivation of the cohesive crack tip asymptotic fields, we will represent the relation
Equation (1) by the polynomial, denoted polynomial (b),

-~ +éai(%)(2/ . (1 +éai)(wﬂc)4, 3)

where the a;, i =1, ..., 5, are fitting parameters.

Obviously, all three formulae (1)—(3) satisfy the following requirements: at the tip of the cohesive
crack, w/w, = 0 and o/ f; = 1; at the tip of the preexisting traction-free macrocrack: if w/w. =1 then
a/fi=0.

Note that although there are five unknown parameters in (2) and (3) to be determined by regression,
this is easier than the determination of the two parameters in the exponential relation (1).

For a normal concrete (NC) with density 2370 kg/m>, compressive strength f. = 47 MPa, Young
modulus E =39 GPa, f; =3.2MPa, w. = 160 ym, and specific fracture energy G = 100 J/m? (area
under the tension-softening curve), Cornelissen et al. [1986] fitted their experimental results by Equation
(1) with C; = 3 and C, = 6.93. Their tension-softening diagram can be fitted by Equation (2) with
ay = —7.04, ap = 26.456, a3 = —55.233, a4 = 63.741, and a5 = —38.305. The correlation coefficient
is 1. This diagram can also be fitted by Equation (3) with a; = —0.872, ap, = —16.729, a3 = 67.818,



ASYMPTOTIC FIELDS AT COHESIVE CRACK TIPS 885

1
Cornelissen et al. (1986)
08}  ----- polynomial (a)
_ — - —-polynomial (b)
- 0.6

0.4 -
0.2 1

() 1 I I I

0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1

wiw,
Figure 2. A comparison of formula Equation (1) with polynomials (2) and (3) for LC.

o4 = —110.462, and a5 = 83.158. The correlation coefficient is again 1. These three fittings are compared
in Figure 1, and cannot be distinguished on the scale of the figure.

For a lightweight concrete (LC) with density 1865 kg/m?, f. =49 MPa, E =22.4GPa, f; =2.43MPa,
w, = 140 um, and G = 61 J/m?, Cornelissen et al. [1986] fitted their experimental results by Equation
(1) with C; =1 and C, = 5.64. Their tension-softening diagram can be fitted by Equation (2) with
a; = —5.618, ap = 15.36, a3 = —25.378, a4 = 25.659 and a5 = —14.525. The correlation coefficient
is 1. This diagram can also be fitted by polynomial Equation (3) with a; = —0.753, a, = —12.335,
a3 =41.08, ags = —57.205, and a5 = 38.412. The correlation coefficient is again 1. These three fittings
are compared in Figure 2, and again cannot be distinguished on the scale of the figure.

3. Mathematical formulation

Muskhelishvili [1953] showed that, for plane problems, the stresses and displacements in the Cartesian
coordinate system (see Figure 3) can be expressed in terms of two analytic functions ¢ (z) and y (z) of
the complex variable z = re'?

ox+oy= 2[¢/(Z) +M]a
oy — 0y +2itey =2[2¢"(2) + 1" ()], 4)
2u(u+iv) =x¢ () —2¢'(2) — x'(2),

where a prime denotes differentiation with respect to z, and an overbar denotes a complex conjugate.
In Equation (4), 4 = E/[2(1 4+ v)] is the shear modulus; the Kolosov constant is k = 3 — 4v for plane
strain or ¥k = (3 —v)/(1 4 v) for plane stress; E and v are Young’s modulus and the Poisson ratio.

For a general plane mixed mode I + II problem, the complex functions ¢(z) and y (z) can be chosen
as series of complex eigenvalue Goursat functions [Sih and Liebowitz 1968; Owen and Fawkes 1983;
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traction-free | cohesive
crack I"'zone

Figure 3. A real traction-free crack terminating in a fracture process (cohesive) zone
(FPZ) with residual stress transfer capacity o, (w) whose faces close smoothly near its
tip (K1 = 0). The material outside the FPZ is linear elastic, but within the FPZ is
softening.

Karihaloo and Xiao 2003a]

d(z) = ZA,,Z —ZA rhn il
4 = ZB ] ZB pnt i Gart 10

where the complex coefficients are A, = aj, + iaz, and B, = by, + iby,. The eigenvalues 1, and
coefficients ay,, az,, b1, and by, are real.

If we substitute the complex functions Equation (5) into (4), the complete series expansions of the
displacements and stresses near the tip of the crack become

&)

2uu =" r" {x(al,, COS Jn) — 2y $iN 1) + [ — 1 COS(Ay — 2)0 + a2y sin(Ay — 2)0] ©)
n=0 4 (A + 1)(=b1p 0 2 + bay sin m)},

2uv = z rhn {x(al,, sin 2,0 + a2y, €08 2,0) + An[ar sin(L, — 2)0 + az, cos(A, —2)0]
n=0 (A + 1)(B1y $in 4,0 + by cOS /1”0)}, 7

Ox = Zrin—l {21n[a1n cos(4, — 1)8 — ay, sin(4,, — 1)0]
n=0 —An(Ap — 1)[a1n cos(A, —3)0 — azy sin(4, — 3)9]
—(An+ Dy [b]n cos(A, — 1)@ — by, sin(4,, — ])0]}’ (8)

oy=> rin! {Z/In[al,, c08(A, — 1)0 — azy sin(i, — 1)0]
n=0 +in (An — D]ain cos(An — 3)0 — azy sin(A, — 3)0]
+(hn + Dby c08(hy = 1) = by sin(Z, = DO]}. (©)
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= ! {/1,1(/1” — 1)[arn sin(iy — 3)0 + a2, cos(iy — 3)0]
n=0 +(An + D) An[b1n sin(An — 1)6 + bay cos(A, — 1)9]}. (10)

The opening displacement (COD) behind the cohesive zone tip is
yn .
w= 1)|0=ﬂ — v|6=7ﬂ = Z —[(K + An)a + (A, + l)bln] sin A, (11)

n=0

and the sliding displacement of the crack faces is
I";L" .
0= u|€=n - “|a=77[ = Z 7[(/1,, —K)am + (An + )by | sin 2. (12)
n=0

To complete the asymptotic analysis of the crack tip fields, solutions need to satisfy the proper symme-
try conditions along the line of extension of the cohesive crack, and boundary conditions on the cohesive
crack faces.

If the crack faces are traction-free (that is, there is no cohesive zone), then

Oylpr =0ylp__, =0, Toly_, =Txy|p__, =0 (13)

If normal cohesive separation applies to the crack faces, relationship Equation (3) needs to be satisfied
over the cohesive zone. The stresses at the cohesive crack tip are nonsingular (because the stress intensity
factor K; = 0). Moreover, the following conditions need to be satisfied:

(a) If the cohesive crack faces are frictionless, we have

ay|9:n = ay|0:_” £0, rxyb:” = rxy|0:_” =0, (14)

(b) If the Coulomb friction is considered, we have

0>’|9=n = ‘7y|e=7n #0, Txy|9=n = Txy|a=fn = _/‘fay|0=in #0, (15)

where u ¢ equals the positive or negative value of the coefficient of kinetic friction, which is assumed
to be constant, depending on the relative sliding direction of the two crack faces. Specifically, u ¢ > 0
when 6 > 0 and uy <0 when d < 0.

(c) If the cohesive crack faces are in pure mode I condition, we have

GY|0:E = Gy‘a:—n # 0, Txy}a:n = TXY|0:—E =0, TxY'H:O =0, ”‘e:o =0. (16)

In all three situations, the length of the process (cohesive) zone is either prescribed (that is, an initial
cohesive zone exists before the loading is applied, and does not propagate under the present loading) or
is determined by the condition w = w, in the normal cohesion-separation relation Equation (3) at the
instant of growth of the preexisting traction-free crack.

4. Asymptotic crack tip fields

For completeness and later use, we will first deduce the Williams expansion for a traction-free crack
without a cohesive zone.
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4.1. Williams expansions for cracks with traction-free faces. After enforcing the traction-free condi-
tions Equation (13) on the crack faces, we have

An=13n, n=0,1,2,... (17)
n (n/2) + (1) (n/2) — (1)
n/2)+(=1)" n/2)—(=1)"

—b1n = W Aln, —byy = W azp . (18)

It is easy to confirm that with the eigenvalues Equation (17) and the coefficient relationships (18) the
solutions (6)—(10) reduce to the well-known Williams expansions [Owen and Fawkes 1983; Karihaloo
and Xiao 2003a]:

n/2
M—Z

{aln[x+ sn+(—1)" )cos né— chos( n—2)9]
_az,l[(;c—i—%n—(—l) ) sinin®—1nsin(3 n—2)0”, (19)

0 n/2
Z o [aln[z{—zn (=n" )sin%n@%—%n sin(%n—Z)@]
n=0 +a2n[(zc——n+( 1" )cos%n@—l—%n cos(%n—Z)H”, (20)

oy = Z %n F/2)=1 [aln[(2_|_%n+(—l) ) cos( 1)0 ( n—l) cos(%n—3)0]
a2 3= 1) sin(n-1)o- (1) sin(n-3)d] |- 20

:i%nr(”/z)_l[aln[(2—%n—(—1))cos( n=1)9-+ (41 1) cos(3n—3)1]
n=1 —612;1[(2—5114‘(—1) ) sin(3n—1)0+ (in—1) sin(} n—3)9]}, (22)

Tyy = i %n F/2-1 {aln [(%n—l) sin(ln—3)9— (%n—{—(—l) ) sm( 1)(9]
n=1 +a2n[( n—1) cos( n— 3) ( n—(=1)" )cos( 1)9]} (23)

The displacements corresponding to n =0

k+1 k+1
aio, Vg =
2 10 0 2

uy = ano (24)

are rigid body translations at the crack tip. The displacements corresponding to a;

K+1 ) K+1
arrsind = —

Uy =— any,
Kk+1 Kk+1 (25)
axr cosf =

Dy = ajx
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represent the rigid body rotation 8y = —(x + 1)azz/(24) with respect to the crack tip, with x = r cos 8
and y = rsiné. Terms involving ajg, azo and az; do not contribute to the strains or stresses. Terms
involving coefficients ay, (az,), n > 1, correspond to pure mode I (II) expansions. The corresponding
opening and sliding displacements of the crack faces are

n/2
w= > ain(x + 1) sin(nz /2) (26)
n=1,3,5,...
rn/2
5= > - p axn (k + 1) sin(nz /2). (27)
n=1,3.5,...

4.2. Frictionless cohesive crack with normal cohesive separation. The relationship Equation (3) be-
tween cohesion and normal separation will be discussed below after considering conditions Equation
(14) on the crack faces.

Imposition of the left side of Equation (14) on (9) gives

An=n+1, forn=0,1,2,... (a)
(azn + bay) sin(A, — et =0 = Jor
by = —az, (b)

and imposition of the right side of Equation (14) on (10) gives

[(/111 —Day, + (A + l)bln] sin(4, — Dz =0
[(Zn — Dazy + (An + Dby, cos(A, — D)z = 0.

We thus have for case (a)

by = — ap,

and for case (b)

2 1
cos(Al, —1)mr =0, orequivalently, 1, = "t +1forn=0,1,2,...
and
b An—1
In = A+ 1 Aain.

Taken together, the solutions are composed of two parts. The first part corresponds to integer eigen-
values

n
@ d=ntl, bw=———saw,  n=012.., (28)
giving
Oylgsn = Z(” +2)(n+ 1)r"(ai, + bi,) cosnx
n=0
or

Gy = —Uyl';:i” = chr" =1+ ZCnr", (29)
! n=0 n=1
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where
(n+2)(n+1)(ai, +b1,) cosnm 2(aio + b1o)
= and ¢p= ——= =

1, 30
7 7 (30)

n

since oy|g=+r = f; whenr — 0.
The opening and sliding displacements of the cohesive crack faces vanish for integer eigenvalues

w=0 and 0=0. (31)

The second part of the asymptotic solutions corresponds to noninteger eigenvalues

2n+3 2n+1

(b) j'}'l= 2 s b1n=_malna b2n=_a2n; n=051a29~'-: (32)
giving
Uy‘a:in =0,
r(@n+3)/2 |: 2n+3 2n+5 . 2n+43 (33)
w= (K+ ay, + by, | sin T
U 2 2
n=0
or
D=2 _ d,r@n 32,
We n=0
(34)
g _ [(x + (2n+3)/2)ai, + ((2n +5)/2)by, ] sin((2n +3)/2) 7
n — LW s
@n43)/2 o +3 2n+5 2n+3
r n n . n
5:% P [( > —K)a2n+ 5 bz,,] sin > . 35)

The cohesive separation relationship Equation (3) is rewritten in normalized form using (29) and (34):

5 5
Gy=1+> ad®V - (1 +Zai)tf)4. (36)
i=1

i=1

Consider the truncated N + 1 terms of v Equation (34), and set dy = do, d, = d, /do forn > 1. We

have
N
b = dor®”? (1 +>] dnr”). 37)
n=1
The expansion of w raised to the power (2/3)i is also truncated to N + 1 terms, since these terms
include only the truncated N + 1 terms of w. Hence

N
D = gy (1 +> ﬂinr”) (38)
n=1
with
fi(") (O) N n (2/3)i
o= fil) =142 dar : (39)

n=1
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where fi(")(O) denotes the n-th derivative at r = 0.
The first five derivatives of f;(r) Equation (39) are given in the Appendix, and the corresponding five
coefficients S, are

Bia=%i(3i — 1)d} + 3ids,
(37 =2)di +3i(3i = 1)did> + 3ids,
i = 5 G )G 2) - 5)df 331 =) 31 -2
+Li(Zi =13+ 2i (3 = 1)dids + dida, (40)
pis= 1t (i = 1) (G =2 G ~3) i - 9)d5.
5i(3i-1)(3i-2)(3i - 3)diay
31 (51 = ) (5i = 2)dudy +3i (5i = 1) (5i = 2)dids
+3i(3i — 1)dads + 3i (3 — 1)dids + 3ids.

With the use of Equation (38), the right hand side of the cohesive relationship (36) becomes

5 N 5 N
1+ (143 ) - (1+za,-)dgr6(1+zﬁ6nrn).
i=1 n=1 i=1 n=l

If we choose N =5, then after satisfying the cohesive relationship Equation (36) we have the following
expressions for the coefficients ¢, in Equation (29):

c= a1d§/3,

0= Otzdg/3+a1d§/3ﬁ11,

3= asd§+a1d§/3ﬁ12+azdg/3ﬁz1,

ca = oudy +ardy pr3+oady” pro+asdi .,

cs = asdy"” +aidy” Pratoandy” By +asdd B2 +aady” P,

c6 = 0!101 ﬁ15+062d ,324+a%do,523+064d ﬁ42+065d 073 ﬁ51—(1+2a )do,

¢1= aady Pos+asdl fra+aads B+ asdy /ﬂsz—<1+za>doﬂm,
i=1

cg = 0t3doﬁ%5+0!4d ,344+0!5d 07 Bsy — (1+20€ )doﬁﬁz,

co = asdy” pas+asdy”” 554—(1+za )d(,m,

i=1

= asdy " ﬁss—(l—i-za )doﬁ64,
c1r = (1+za )d0ﬂ65 (41)

i=1



892 QIZHI XIAO AND BHUSHAN LAL KARIHALOO

The asymptotic solution above is not for a pure mode I cohesive crack tip (compare Equation (14) and
(16)), since along the line of extension of the crack, & = 0, the shear stress does not vanish (z,, #0).

For noninteger eigenvalues Equation (39), the coefficients a, and a;, may be regarded as indepen-
dent, so that coefficients by, are linearly dependent on a;, and by, on ay,. For integer eigenvalues
(28), coefficients a;,, and ay, may also be regarded as independent, so that coefficients b,, now depend
linearly on a;,. However, the coefficients by, for integer eigenvalues will depend both linearly on aj,
for integer eigenvalues and nonlinearly on ay, for noninteger eigenvalues via (37), (34), (37), (39) and
(41). The inherent nonlinear nature of the problem is reflected in these nonlinear relationships between
the coefficients of the asymptotic fields.

The displacements (8), (7) corresponding to A_; =0, or n = —1 in (35) are rigid body translations at
the crack tip

2uu_y =xay 1 —by 1, 2uv_y =xay _1+by 1. (42)

The displacements corresponding to azg (n =0, 19 = 1 and byg = 0 from Equation (28)) represent rigid
body rotation with respect to the crack tip

2uitg = —r(x + 1)az sin @, 2udg =r(x + 1)azy cosb. (43)

4.3. Coulomb frictional cohesive crack with normal cohesive separation. In principle, a cohesive re-
lationship can also be considered in the tangential direction for quasibrittle materials. However, this
is a contentious issue, since it is difficult to separate the cohesive-sliding relation from the frictional
force between the rough cohesive crack faces. Hence, in the following, we consider the Coulomb fric-
tion between the crack faces instead of a tangential cohesive relationship. The corresponding boundary
conditions are Equation (15).

The complete asymptotic solutions are again composed of two parts. The first part corresponding to
integer eigenvalues is similar to case (a) in Section 4.2 but with different constraints on the coefficients

An=n+1, nay, +(n+2)by, = —ur(n+2)(ai, + b)), n=0,1,2,.... (44)

From (44), we have

by, = — azp — /uf(aln +b1,).

n+2
When u r =0, the cohesive crack faces are frictionless, and Equation (44) reduces to (28). These solutions
have nonzero oy and 7., along the cohesive crack faces, but zero crack opening w. The second part of
the asymptotic solutions corresponding to noninteger eigenvalues satisfies

b, = —j: _T_ ialna by, = —az,, (urai, —az)cos(l, — )z =0. (45)
If we assume that
U rain —az, 70, (46)
the third equation in Equation (45) gives
cos(A,— Dmr =0 47)

so that the second part of asymptotic solutions is identical to (b) of Section 4.2 (that is, (33)—(35)).



ASYMPTOTIC FIELDS AT COHESIVE CRACK TIPS 893

The remaining solution procedure and final asymptotic solutions as well as the dependence of the
coefficients are similar to those in 4.2. Equations (42) and (43) again represent the rigid body modes for
the present case.

4.4. A pure mode I cohesive crack. For a pure mode I cohesive crack, the crack faces are frictionless.
After satisfying the conditions (16)3 and (16)4, we have
(4n = Dazn + (An + 1)b2y =0

48
(x + An)asy + Ay + )by, =0 (43)

and finally a;, = by, = 0. Conditions (16); and (16); are satisfied if [(1,—1)a1,+ (A, +1)b1,] sin(A,— D7
vanishes, which is to say,

An=n+1,n=0,1,2,... ()
or L

by = — L ——ay,. d
In /1n+1aln ()

Solution (c) gives the same normal cohesive stress ¢, as Equation (29) along the cohesive crack
faces and a nonvanishing o, along the line of extension of the crack, but without a jump in the normal
displacement w, that is, as in Equation (31).

Solution (d) corresponds to noninteger eigenvalues. Without loss of generality, but to simplify the en-
forcement of the normal cohesive relationship Equation (36), we can choose such noninteger eigenvalues
that result in no tractions on the cohesive crack faces (but a nonvanishing o, along the line of extension
of the crack) and a displacement discontinuity w in the normal direction. In other words,

y|pr, =0=> (an+bin) cos(ly — DT =0= 4, = @ n=0,1,2,.... (49)
It is easy to confirm that these solutions are nothing but the nonsingular odd terms in pure mode I Williams
expansions Equation (19)-Equation (23) for a traction-free crack:

u= ; %#am[(x—k 2n2— 1) cos 2n2—|—10 — 2n2+1 cos 2n2_36] (50)
v:nzz;r(t#am[(x—znz_l)sin 2"2“0+2"2+1 sin 2”2_39] 51)
oy = ; ?r(z”_l)/zaln (2n2—i—3 cos 2n2— 19 — 2n2— ! cos 2n2—50) (52)
oy = ; ?r(zn_”/zaln(_zz—i_s cos 2n2— 19-!— 2n2— ! cos 2n2—50) (53)
=D ?%”"Wzam (2"2_ L gin 2”2_59 - 2"2_ L gin 2"2_ 19). (54)

n=1
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Solutions (c) and (d) together give the asymptotic solutions for a pure mode I cohesive crack. The normal
cohesive relationship is satisfied in the same way as in Section 4.2. The COD corresponding to Equation
(51 is

F2n+3)/2 . +
w= ——aju(k+ 1) sin T
- (x+1) 2n+3 (53)
D= dy >IN d, = x ajp, sin e
LW,

n=0
Now @ can again be reformulated as Equation (37), but the coefficients d, are different. For the cohesive
law Equation (36), the formal relationships between the coefficients will be the same as Equation (41).
Note that the rigid body modes for the present case are no longer represented by Equation (42) and
Equation (43), but are
Urigid = Uo + y6y = ug + Gyr sin 6,
(56)
Urigid = 00 — X@o =0y — 0()" cosd.
These rigid body modes must be appended to the asymptotic fields above to obtain the complete crack
tip displacements. However, in the analysis of pure mode I crack problems, it is more efficient to use
symmetry conditions along the line of extension of the crack, and set ug = vg =60y = 0.

5. Applicability of the results to other cohesive-separation diagrams

From the formulation in Section 4, it became clear that the eigenvalues and asymptotic fields are uniquely
defined for traction-free cracks (Section 4.1) and frictionless cohesive cracks with normal cohesion
between their faces (Section 4.2). However, for a crack with normal cohesion and Coulomb friction
(Section 4.3), and a pure mode I cohesive crack (Section 4.4), the eigenvalues and asymptotic fields are
not completely unique. Additional assumptions had to be made to ensure uniqueness. Thus, in Section
4.3 we imposed the additional condition Equation (46) and in Section 4.4 the condition (49). These
conditions however do not lead to any loss of generality.

The derivations above were for a special form of the normal cohesion-separation relation (3), or equiv-
alently, (36), which made the expansion of a power of @ in (37) possible, as shown in (38). Since this
relation has five free parameters, it is believed to be able to fit a large amount of experimental data on
many grades of concrete. It was already shown above to represent almost exactly the exponential relation
(1). Below we show that it can equally accurately represent other normal cohesion-separation relations
commonly used for quasibrittle materials.

The widely used linear tension-softening law

Gy=1—1 (57)

cannot be used in the previous asymptotic analysis since 6, only includes terms corresponding to integer
eigenvalues (see, for example, (29)), and @ only includes terms corresponding to noninteger eigenvalues
(see, for example, (34)). However, (57) can be represented by (3) or (36) with nonvanishing coefficients
o1 = —0.2612 and o, = —1.0215, that is,

A

~ 2 A4
O-y:1+alu)3

o203 — (1 4+ a1 + ar) >
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Figure 4. Linear tension-softening law.

The correlation coefficient is 1. The linear law Equation (57) is compared with Equation (3) in Figure 4;
they cannot be distinguished on the scale of the figure. Hence results obtained in Section 4 can be used
directly to the linear tension-softening law.

Similarly, the widely used bilinear tension-softening law (Figure 5)

. B o
I-(1-fi)—, 0<0=<h
W1

il

1 —w;

o=

(58)

1-9), fi<é<l,

(where fl = f1/f: and ©; = w;/w,) is also not suitable for the asymptotic analysis in Section 4.

ft \ (2)
\\
\
w / We I W;Vc

Figure S. Bilinear tension-softening law.
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However, its two linear parts Equations (1) and (2) can be rewritten into two linear laws as shown in
5. The first part can be written into (57) using a new definition of w, as

we=—1—. (59)
1-fi
The second part can be written into (57) using a new definition of f; as
fi
fi= o (60)

Then the asymptotic field of the bilinear law can be obtained by the corresponding linear cohesive laws.
Moreover, the procedures are also applicable to cohesion-separation relations in which the power of
 is 2i rather than 2i /3 as in Equation (3) or (36)

5 5
Gy=1+> o — (1+Zai)ﬁ)12. (61)
i=1 i=1

For this relation, the counterpart of (38) becomes

N
0% =d3 ¥ (1 +>° ﬂinr”), (62)
n=1
where
_(") 0 N 2i
fu =1t n!( L o= (1 +Zdnr") : (63)
n=1

Substitution of Equation (62) into the right hand side of (61) gives

5 N 5 N
1+za,.dgfr3f(1 sy ,gmrn) _ (1 +za,.)dgzrl8(1 sy ﬁé,,rn).
i=1 n=1 i=1 n=1

Collecting the terms with like powers of r and comparing them with (29) results in relationships between
the coefficients similar to (41).
Wecharatana [1990] introduced the softening relationship

6"+ =1 (64)

(where m = 0.27 for concrete with compressive strength f. = 24 MPa and m = 0.2 for concrete with
fe = 83 MPa) to fit his experimental results from uniaxial tests on normal and high strength concrete
using dog-bone-shaped specimens with edge notches (see also [Karihaloo 1995]). This relationship
cannot be used in the asymptotic analysis above as m is not an integer. However, for m = 0.27 in the
range of 0 < © < 0.6, we can fit Equation (64) using (3) or (36) with a; = —6.9495, a, = 29.9794,
a3 = —87.2663, a4 = 148.3647, and a5 = —128.84. The correlation coefficient is 1. When w = 0.6,
then ¢ = 0.005148; when © > 0.6, then ¢ is negligibly small. As compared in Figure 6, they cannot be
distinguished on the scale of the figure.
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Figure 6. A comparison of cohesive law Equation (64) (m = 0.27) with polynomial
Equation (3) or (36).

For m = 0.2 in the range of 0 < ® < 0.3, Equation (64) can also be fitted using a polynomial in the
form of (36) but including three higher order terms

8 8
&y:1+2ailf)2/3i—(l+2a,-)ﬁ)6, (65)
i=1 i=l
with

a1 = —25.77925, oy = 459.7579,
a3 = —5.14083 x 10>, a4 =3.51282 x 104,
as = —1.48405 x 10°, g =3.86621 x 10,
a7 =—5.99122 x 10°, g =4.99809 x 10°.

The correlation coefficient is also 1. When © = 0.3, then ¢ = 0.008155; when © > 0.3, then ¢ is
negligibly small. They are compared in Figure 7, and cannot be distinguished on the scale of the figure.

The simplest rectangular cohesive law in which the cohesive stress is constant and identical to the
strength of the material f; in the cohesive zone has also been used by some researchers. This law can be
approximated by

6y =1—0*" (66)

as illustrated in Figure 8. Obviously, the cohesive law Equation (66) is a simplified form of (61) with
coefficients a; = 0. The procedures and results for the cohesive law (61) are therefore correct for the
rectangular law. Alternatively, the rectangular law can be enforced directly by assuming ¢, in (29) to be a
constant, that is, all coefficients ¢, (n > 0) vanish and there are no further constraints on the coefficients.
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Figure 7. A comparison of the cohesive law Equation (64) (m = 0.2) with polynomial (65).

2n =
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Figure 8. Comparison of the rectangular cohesive law with (66).

6. Implementation of the asymptotic fields in XFEM/GFEM and examples of mode I cohesive
crack tip fields

In the context of the implementation of the cohesive crack asymptotic fields as enrichment functions in
the XFEM/GFEM, if not only the first term but also the higher order terms are used as in [Liu et al. 2004],
the linear dependence of the coefficients can be enforced in advance, while the nonlinear dependence
of the coefficients can be enforced as constraints in the solution process. It is more convenient to use
only the leading term of the displacement asymptotic field at the tip of a cohesive crack (which ensures
a displacement discontinuity normal to the cohesive crack face) as the enrichment function, as in most
implementations of the XFEM in the literature. The complete implementation with several examples can
be found in [Xiao et al. 2006, in press].
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Figure 9. An unnotched three-point bend beam (TPB).

In the following, a typical mode I cohesive cracking problem of quasibrittle materials — a three point
bend beam without any initial crack (Figure 9) made of a quasibrittle material with the linear softening
law (57) —is analyzed. A state of plane strain is considered. The geometrical parameters are

b =150 mm, I =4b, t=>b,
where ¢ is the specimen thickness in the out-of-plane direction. The material properties are
E =36.5GPa, v =0.1, fi =3.19 MPa, Gr=50Nm™!,

where E is Young’s modulus, v the Poisson ratio, and G ¢ the specific fracture energy. The dimensions
for force and length are N and mm, respectively.

The details of simulation are the same as in [Xiao et al. 2006, in press]. Two meshes, as shown in
Figure 10, are used in the analysis. The coarser mesh consists of 50 x 100 = 5000 rectangular elements,
giving a total of 5151 nodes. The finer mesh consists of 150 x 120 = 18000 rectangular elements, giving
a total of 18271 nodes. Both meshes are uniformly divided in the x-direction. For the coarser mesh, the
central 50 layers of elements have an identical height (y-direction) of 3 mm; the remaining elements have
an identical height of 9 mm. Therefore, elements in the central zone are 3 x 3 mm? squares. For the finer
mesh, the central 60 layers of elements have an identical height of 1 mm; the remaining elements have
an identical height of 9 mm. Therefore elements in the central zone are 1 x 1 mm? squares. The intention
of using two meshes is to study the mesh size sensitivity of the global responses. The conventional 4-
node bilinear isoparametric Q4 elements are also used as background elements. The first layer of nodes
surrounding the cohesive crack tip (the elements that include the crack tip k are defined as the first layer
elements of the crack tip with enriched nodes; the nodes in the first layer elements are called the first
layer enriched nodes) are enriched with the first term of the asymptotic displacement field (50)—(54) at
the tip of a cohesive crack corresponding to a noninteger eigenvalue that gives a normal displacement
discontinuity over the cohesive-crack faces

r3/2 1 3 3 1
u:ﬂall[(K—Fi)COSEQ—ECOSje], (67)
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Figure 10. Coarse (a) and fine (b) mesh for half of the specimen.

£3/2
u:Ean[(x—%) sin36 — 3 sin 1 6]. (68)
The potential fracture locus coincides with the specimen’s axis of symmetry. The crack is modelled by
enriching the nodes on the crack faces with jump and branch functions without the double nodes that are
used in the traditional FEM.

As in [Moés and Belytschko 2002], the x-direction of nodes with coordinates (0, 0) and (0, 600 mm)
and the y-direction of the node with coordinates (150 mm, 300 mm) are constrained; the load is distributed
over a length of 6 mm in the coarse mesh (Figure 10a) and 2 mm (2 elements) in the fine mesh (10b).
Since a low Poisson ratio of 0.1 is used, the results are believed to be close to those of Carpinteri and
Colombo [1989], where a plane stress condition is assumed and a concentrated load was considered.

The nondimensional load-midspan deflection curves are shown in 11(a). They agree very well with
the results of Carpinteri and Colombo [1989]. The evolution of the cohesive zone size as the cohesive tip
travels through the beam is shown in Figure 11(b), which agrees very well with [Moés and Belytschko
2002]. It is clear that the results are insensitive to the mesh size.

In order to visualize the cohesive crack tip fields derived in Section 4, it is necessary to determine the
unknown coefficients by fitting the numerically computed crack tip fields with the theoretically obtained
fields. This requires a sophisticated optimization scheme. For the present purpose of illustration, we
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Figure 11. (a) Nondimensional load-midspan deflection curves of the three-point bend
beam (G =50 Nm_l); (b) evolution of the cohesive zone size as the cohesive tip travels
through the beam.

will solve a mode I cohesive crack problem shown in Figure 12 using the obtained asymptotic fields and
the numerically computed opening profile of the cohesive crack. The dimensions of the displacement
and length parameters are in millimeters and those of the stresses in megapascals, unless mentioned
otherwise.

We consider the subdomain bounded by broken lines in Figure 12, and assume the length of the cohe-
sive crack is 10.5 mm. The opening profile of the cohesive crack (Figure 13) adopts the computed results
above at the loading stage with the total cohesive crack = 31.5 mm and load/( f;bt) = 0.228. It can be
represented by the expansion Equation (55) corresponding to noninteger eigenvalues with nonvanishing
coefficients

aip =—0.192, aj) =—5.708-1073, aj; =1.2339.1077.

From these coefficients, we can obtain parameters £ Equation (40) and ¢ (41). The cohesive stress (29)
corresponding to these coefficients c is compared in Figure 14 with the results obtained by the linear
tension-softening relationship Equation (57). The agreement is excellent, with a maximum error less
than 0.5%.

Figure 12. Illustration of the cohesive crack problem.
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Figure 14. Comparison of the cohesive stress obtained by the tension-softening rela-
tionship Equation (57) and the asymptotic analysis.

The ¢ coefficients also provide relationships between coefficients aj, and by, for each integer eigen-
value as in Equation (30). In other words, the complete asymptotic fields are known except the co-
efficients a or b corresponding to integer eigenvalues. They are determined from the applied boundary
conditions. Since we have assumed the crack opening profile, we cannot assume the prescribed boundary
conditions again to avoid inconsistency. Therefore some weaker constraints are used instead.

We assume the boundary x = —10.5 is, or is very close to, a traction-free surface. Then the coefficients
ay, or by, for integer eigenvalues can be determined by assuming the boundary x = —10.5 to be nearly
traction-free. More precisely, we divide the segment x = —10.5, 0 < y < 10.5 into 100 identical segments,
and minimize the value of o, and 7, at these 101 locations (including corner nodes) using the Minimize
function of Mathcad 11. The convergence and constraint tolerances are chosen as 1078, The values
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Figure 15. Displacements and stresses along the circle r = 0.5.
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Figure 16. Displacements and stresses along the circle r = 5.
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Figure 17. Nonvanishing displacements and stresses along the line of extension of the
cohesive crack (6 = 0).

apo =1, a1 =103, a;3 = =107, and a;3 = —107 are chosen as initial guesses. We obtain the
coefficients for integer eigenvalues as

ajp=0.9604, a;; =0.0124,  a;p=-2.1858-10"%, a;3=—1.9741-1077,
bio=0.595, b3 =—0.0107, by, =1.9553-107%, bz = 1.8647-1072,

with very small o, and 7,, on the segment x = —10.5, 0 < y < 10.5. Coefficients of the higher order
terms are negligibly small.

The displacements and stresses corresponding to these coefficients along two circles surrounding the
crack tip and the line of extension of the cohesive crack are plotted in Figures 15-17. Away from the
crack tip, the distribution of the displacement and/or stress may be quite different. As expected, the stress
oy at the cohesive crack tip is equal to f;, and no stress at any other locations reaches f;.

These solutions are exact when the displacements or tractions corresponding to them are applied on
the boundary, as in the broken lines shown in Figure 12.
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Near the cohesive crack tip, the maximum values of the main stresses o, and o, occur on the cohesive
crack faces. This is because we have chosen the cohesive crack opening profile (Figure 13) corresponding
to a TPB test. This feature of the stress distribution for this type of specimen has also been noticed by
Planas et al. [2003] and validated by our own numerical analysis.

7. Conclusions and discussion

The asymptotic fields obtained in Section 4 are universal for the prescribed normal cohesion-separation
relation. However, relationships Equation (41) between the coefficients are dependent on the softening
relation of the material. The actual values of the coefficients are dependent on the geometry and bound-
ary/loading conditions of the problem, as in the Williams expansion of a traction-free crack. The cohesive
crack asymptotic fields obtained here can be used as enrichment functions in the extended/generalized
finite element method at the tip of long cohesive cracks, as well as short branches/kinks.

In traction-free cracks, terms in Equations (19)—(23) corresponding to different eigenvalues are inde-
pendent, that is, controlled by independent coefficients. In the cohesive crack tip fields some of the terms
can be dependent and not controlled by independent coefficients. Such a dependence also exists in the
higher order terms of the crack tip fields in elastoplastic power-law hardening materials (see [Xia et al.
1993; Yang et al. 1993; 1996; Chao and Yang 1996] and a review by Karihaloo and Xiao [2003a]).

In this paper, we have applied a complex-function formulation of homogeneous isotropic linear elas-
ticity for simplicity; however, the derivation can be easily extended to bimaterial interfacial cracks (see
[Rice 1988]) and/or anisotropic elasticity. Anisotropy can be treated with the Stroh formalism [Stroh
1958; Suo 1990; Deng 1994].

Appendix: Derivatives of f;(r)

The first five derivatives of f;(r) in Equation (39) are

I ul 51
fl.( )(r) = 2i ( 1+ > dnr") > dynr"
n=1 n=1

2.
£i—1 N
3 dyn(n — Dr" 2,

2 2.2 N fi2, N N\ 2 N
f (r)=§i(§i—1)(l+2dnr”) (Zdnnr"_) +§i(1+Zdnr")

n=1 n=1 n=1 n=2

N 2;_
0 =306 (14 S )

N 3
( > dnnr"_l)
n=1

+ §i(gi — 1)<1+ % d r”) dynr"! %‘ dun(n — 1)r" >
3 3 n n n

n=1 n=1 n=2

i-2 N

W

N %5_1 N
+§i(1+ 3 d,,r") S dun(n — 1)(n — 2)r"=3;
n=3

n=1
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+ 22 - 1)(1+ % d r")§’_2 % dyn(n —1)r"2 % dyn(n —1)(n —2)r"=3
3 3 n n n
n=1 n=2 n=3
N %,-_2 N N
+ %)z(gz — 1)(1 + > dnr”) S dnr™ S dyn(n—1)(n—2)(n—3)r"*
I’l:1 n=1 n:4
2 il %i’l ol 5
+§i(1+ Zdnr")‘ > dyn(n—1)(n—2)(n —3)(n —4)r" .
n=1 n=>5
Acknowledgment

Financial support from the European Commission KMM-Network of Excellence is gratefully acknowl-
edged.

References

[Abdalla and Karihaloo 2004] H. M. Abdalla and B. L. Karihaloo, “A method for constructing the bilinear tension softening
diagram of concrete corresponding to its true fracture energy”, Mag. Concr. Res. 56:10 (2004), 597-604.



908 QIZHI XIAO AND BHUSHAN LAL KARIHALOO

[Babuska et al. 2003] I. Babuska, U. Banerjee, and J. E. Osborn, “Survey of meshless and generalized finite element methods:
A unified approach”, Acta Numerica 12 (2003), 1-125.

[Barenblatt 1962] G. I. Barenblatt, “The mathematical theory of equilibrium cracks in brittle fracture”, Adv. Appl. Mech. 7
(1962), 55-129.

[Bialas and Mréz 2005] M. Bialas and Z. Mréz, “Modelling of progressive interface failure under combined normal compres-
sion and shear stress”, Int. J. Solids Struct. 42:15 (2005), 4436-4467.

[de Borst et al. 2004] R. de Borst, M. A. Gutierrez, G. N. Wells, J. J. C. Remmers, and H. Askes, “Cohesive-zone models,
higher-order continuum theories and reliability methods for computational failure analysis”, Int. J. Numer. Methods Eng. 60:1
(2004), 289-315.

[Carpinteri and Colombo 1989] A. Carpinteri and G. Colombo, “Numerical analysis of catastrophic softening behaviour (snap-
back instability)”, Comput. Struct. 31:4 (1989), 607-636.

[Chandra et al. 2002] N. Chandra, H. Li, C. Shet, and H. Ghonem, “Some issues in the application of cohesive zone models for
metal-ceramic interfaces”, Int. J. Solids Struct. 39:10 (2002), 2827-2855.

[Chao and Yang 1996] Y. J. Chao and S. Yang, “Higher order crack tip fields and its implication for fracture of solids under
mode II conditions”, Eng. Fract. Mech. 55:5 (1996), 777-794.

[Cocchetti et al. 2002] G. Cocchetti, G. Maier, and X. P. Shen, “Piecewise linear models for interfaces and mixed mode cohesive
cracks”, Comput. Model. Eng. Sci. 3:3 (2002), 279-298.

[Cornelissen et al. 1986] H. A. W. Cornelissen, D. A. Hordijk, and H. W. Reinhardt, “Experimental determination of crack
softening characteristics of normalweight and lightweight concrete”, Heron 31:2 (1986), 45-56.

[Deng 1994] X. M. Deng, “An asymptotic analysis of stationary and moving cracks with frictional contact along bimaterial
interfaces and in homogeneous solids”, Int. J. Solids Struct. 31:17 (1994), 2407-2429.

[Dugdale 1960] D. S. Dugdale, “Yielding of steel sheets containing slits”, J. Mech. Phys. Solids 8:2 (1960), 100-104.

[Elices et al. 2002] M. Elices, G. V. Guinea, J. Gémez, and J. Planas, “The cohesive zone model: advantages, limitations and
challenges”, Eng. Fract. Mech. 69:2 (2002), 137-163.

[Hansbo and Hansbo 2004] A. Hansbo and P. Hansbo, “A finite element method for the simulation of strong and weak discon-
tinuities in solid mechanics”, Comput. Methods Appl. Mech. Eng. 193:33-35 (2004), 3523-3540.

[Hillerborg et al. 1976] A. Hillerborg, M. Modéer, and P. E. Petersson, “Analysis of crack formation and crack growth in
concrete by means of fracture mechanics and finite elements”, Cem. Concr. Res. 6:6 (1976), 773-782.

[Hong and Kim 2003] S. S. Hong and K. S. Kim, “Extraction of cohesive-zone laws from elastic far-fields of a cohesive crack
tip: a field projection method”, J. Mech. Phys. Solids 51:7 (2003), 1267-1286.

[Hutchinson and Evans 2000] J. W. Hutchinson and A. G. Evans, “Mechanics of materials: top-down approaches to fracture”,
Acta Mater: 48:1 (2000), 125-135.

[Karihaloo 1995] B. L. Karihaloo, Fracture mechanics and structural concrete, Addison Wesley Longman, UK, 1995.

[Karihaloo 1999] B. L. Karihaloo, “Size effect in shallow and deep notched quasi-brittle structures”, Int. J. Fract. 95:1-4 (1999),
379-390.

[Karihaloo and Xiao 2003a] B. L. Karihaloo and Q. Z. Xiao, “Linear and nonlinear fracture mechanics”, pp. 81-212 in Com-
prehensive structural integrity, Il: fundamental theories and mechanisms of failure, vol. 2, edited by B. L. Karihaloo and W. G.
Knauss, Elsevier Pergamon, UK, 2003.

[Karihaloo and Xiao 2003b] B. L. Karihaloo and Q. Z. Xiao, “Modelling of stationary and growing cracks in FE framework
without remeshing: a state-of-the-art review”, Comput. Struct. 81:3 (2003), 119-129.

[Karihaloo et al. 2003] B. L. Karihaloo, H. M. Abdalla, and T. Imjai, “A simple method for determining the true specific
fracture energy of concrete”, Mag. Concr. Res. 55:5 (2003), 471-481.

[Leblond and Frelat 2004] J. B. Leblond and J. L. Frelat, “Crack kinking from an initially closed, ordinary or interface crack,
in the presence of friction”, Eng. Fract. Mech. 71:3 (2004), 289-307.

[Liu et al. 2004] X.Y. Liu, Q. Z. Xiao, and B. L. Karihaloo, “XFEM for direct evaluation of mixed mode SIFs in homogeneous
and bi-materials”, Int. J. Numer. Methods Eng. 59:8 (2004), 1103-1118.



ASYMPTOTIC FIELDS AT COHESIVE CRACK TIPS 909

[Moés and Belytschko 2002] N. Moés and T. Belytschko, “Extended finite element method for cohesive crack growth”, Eng.
Fract. Mech. 69:7 (2002), 813-833.

[Moés et al. 1999] N. Moés, J. Dolbow, and T. Belytschko, “A finite element method for crack growth without remeshing”, Int.
J. Numer. Methods Eng. 46:1 (1999), 131-150.

[Mréz and Bialas 2005] Z. Mréz and M. Bialas, “A simplified analysis of interface failure under compressive normal stress and
monotonic or cyclic shear loading”, Int. J. Numer. Anal. Methods Geomech. 29:4 (2005), 337-368.

[Muskhelishvili 1953] N. I. Muskhelishvili, Some basic problems of mathematical theory of elasticity, Noordhoff, Holland,
1953.

[Owen and Fawkes 1983] D. R. J. Owen and A. J. Fawkes, Engineering fracture mechanics: numerical methods and applica-
tions, Pineridge Press Ltd., Swansea, UK, 1983.

[Planas et al. 2001] J. Planas, Z. P. Bazant, and M. Jirasek, “Reinterpretation of Karihaloo’s size effect analysis for notched
quasibrittle structures”, Int. J. Fract. 111:1 (2001), 17-28.

[Planas et al. 2003] J. Planas, M. Elices, G. V. Guinea, F. J. Gémez, D. A. Cenddn, and 1. Arbilla, “Generalizations and
specializations of cohesive crack models”, Eng. Fract. Mech. 70:14 (2003), 1759-1776.

[Remmers et al. 2003] J.J. C. Remmers, R. de Borst, and A. Needleman, “A cohesive segments method for the simulation of
crack growth”, Comput. Mech. 31:1-2 (2003), 69-77.

[Rice 1988] J. R. Rice, “Elastic fracture mechanics concepts for interfacial cracks”, J. Appl. Mech. (Trans. ASME) 55 (1988),
98-103.

[Sih and Liebowitz 1968] G. C. Sih and H. Liebowitz, Mathematical theories of brittle fracture, vol. 11, Chapter Fracture: an
advanced treatise, pp. 67-190, Academic Press, New York, 1968.

[Stroh 1958] A. N. Stroh, “Dislocations and cracks in anisotropic elasticity”, Philos. Mag. (8) 3 (1958), 625-646.

[Strouboulis et al. 2001] T. Strouboulis, K. Copps, and 1. Babuska, “The generalized finite element method”, Comput. Methods
Appl. Mech. Eng. 190:32-33 (2001), 4081-4193.

[Suo 1990] Z. Suo, “Singularities, interfaces and cracks in dissimilar anisotropic media”, Proc. Roy. Soc. London Ser. A
427:1873 (1990), 331-358.

[Valente 1991] S. Valente, “Influence of friction on cohesive crack-propagation”, pp. 695-704 in Fracture processes in concrete,
rock and ceramics, edited by J. G. M. van Mier et al., RILEM Proceedings 13, London, 1991.

[Wecharatana 1990] M. Wecharatana, “Brittleness index of cementitious composite”, in Serviceability and durability of con-
struction materials, edited by B. A. Suprenant, ASCE Publications, New York, 1990.

[Wells and Sluys 2001] G. N. Wells and L. J. Sluys, “A new method for modeling cohesive cracks using finite elements”, Int. J.
Numer. Methods Eng. 50:12 (2001), 2667-2682.

[Williams 1957] M. L. Williams, “On the stress distribution at the base of a stationary crack”, J. Appl. Mech. (Trans. ASME)
24 (1957), 109-114.

[Xia et al. 1993] L. Xia, T. C. Wang, and C. F. Shih, “Higher-order analysis of crack tip fields in elastic power-law hardening
materials”, J. Mech. Phys. Solids 41:4 (1993), 665—687.

[Xiao and Karihaloo 2005] Q. Z. Xiao and B. L. Karihaloo, “Recent developments of the extended/generalized FEM and a
comparison with the FEM”, pp. 303-324 in Developments and applications of solid mechanics, Proceedings of the Symposium
for Professor M. G. Huang’s 90th Birthday, edited by X. P. Wu, Press of University of Science and Technology of China, China,
2005.

[Xiao et al. 2006, in press] Q. Z. Xiao, B. L. Karihaloo, and X. Y. Liu, “Incremental-secant modulus iteration scheme and stress
recovery for simulating cracking process in quasi-brittle materials using XFEM”, Int. J. Numer. Mech. Eng. (2006, in press).

[Yang et al. 1993] S. Yang, Y. J. Chao, and M. A. Sutton, “Higher order asymptotic crack tip fields in a power-law hardening
material”, Eng. Fract. Mech. 45:1 (1993), 1-20.

[Yang et al. 1996] S. Yang, F. G. Yuan, and X. Cai, “Higher order asymptotic elastic-plastic crack-tip fields under antiplane
shear”, Eng. Fract. Mech. 54:3 (1996), 405-422.



910 QIZHI XIAO AND BHUSHAN LAL KARIHALOO

Received 19 Jan 2006. Accepted 5 Apr 2006.

QIZHI XIAO: xiaoq@cardiff.ac.uk
School of Engineering, Cardiff University, Queen’s Buildings, The Parade, Cardiff CF24 3AA, United Kingdom

BHUSHAN LAL KARIHALOO: karihaloob@cardiff.ac.uk
School of Engineering, Carditf University, Queen’s Buildings, The Parade, Cardiff CF24 3AA, United Kingdom



JOURNAL OF MECHANICS OF MATERIALS AND STRUCTURES

http://www.jomms.org

EDITOR-IN-CHIEF  Charles R. Steele

ASSOCIATE EDITOR  Marie-Louise Steele
Division of Mechanics and Computation
Stanford University
Stanford, CA 94305
USA

SENIOR CONSULTING EDITOR  Georg Herrmann
Ortstrasse 7
CH-7270 Davos Platz
Switzerland

BOARD OF EDITORS

D. BIGONI  University of Trento, Italy
H.D.Bul Ecole Polytechnique, France
J. P. CARTER  University of Sydney, Australia
R. M. CHRISTENSEN  Stanford University, U.S.A.
G. M. L. GLADWELL  University of Waterloo, Canada
D. H. HODGES  Georgia Institute of Technology, U.S.A.
J. HUTCHINSON  Harvard University, U.S.A.
C.Hwu National Cheng Kung University, R.O. China
IWONA JASIUK  University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign
B. L. KARIHALOO  University of Wales, U.K.
Y. Y. KiM  Seoul National University, Republic of Korea
Z.MROZ Academy of Science, Poland
D. PAMPLONA  Universidade Catdlica do Rio de Janeiro, Brazil
M. B. RUBIN  Technion, Haifa, Israel
Y. SHINDO  Tohoku University, Japan
A. N. SHUPIKOV  Ukrainian Academy of Sciences, Ukraine
T. TARNAI  University Budapest, Hungary
F. Y. M. WAN  University of California, Irvine, U.S.A.
P. WRIGGERS  Universitdt Hannover, Germany
W. YANG Tsinghua University, PR. China
F. ZIEGLER  Technische Universitit Wien, Austria

PRODUCTION

PAULO NEY DE SOUZA  Production Manager
SHEILA NEWBERY  Senior Production Editor
SiLvio LEVy  Scientific Editor

See inside back cover or http://www.jomms.org for submission guidelines.

JoMMS (ISSN 1559-3959) is published in 10 issues a year. The subscription price for 2006 is US $400/year for the electronic
version, and $500/year for print and electronic. Subscriptions, requests for back issues, and changes of address should be sent to
Mathematical Sciences Publishers, Department of Mathematics, University of California, Berkeley, CA 94720-3840.

JoMMS peer-review and production is managed by EditFLOW™ from Mathematical Sciences Publishers.

PUBLISHED BY

:I mathematical sciences publishers
http://www.mathscipub.org

A NON-PROFIT CORPORATION
Typeset in IATEX
©Copyright 2006. Journal of Mechanics of Materials and Structures. All rights reserved.


http://www.jomms.org
http://www.jomms.org
http://www.mathscipub.org
http://www.mathscipub.org

Journal of Mechanics of Materials and Structures

Volume 1, N5 May 2006

Plane harmonic elasto-thermodiffusive waves in semiconductor materials
JAGAN NATH SHARMA and NAVEEN THAKUR

Thermomechanical formulation of strain gradient plasticity for geomaterials
JIDONG ZHAO, DAICHAO SHENG and IAN F. COLLINS

The effect of contact conditions and material properties on elastic-plastic spherical contact
VICTOR BRIZMER, YUVAL ZAIT, YURI KLIGERMAN and IZHAK ETSION

Asymptotic fields at frictionless and frictional cohesive crack tips in quasibrittle materials
QI1ZHI X1A0 and BHUSHAN LAL KARTHALOO

Analysis of electromechanical buckling of a prestressed microbeam that is bonded to an
elastic foundation DAVID ELATA and SAMY ABU-SALITH

On uniqueness in the affine boundary value problem of the nonlinear elastic dielectric
R. J. KNOPS and C. TRIMARCO

Two-way thermomechanically coupled micromechanical analysis of shape memory alloy
composites JACOB ABOUDI and YUVAL FREED

813

837

865

881

911

925

937



	
	
	

