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Approaches to Describe Crack-Tip
Fields in Engineering Structures

The application of two-parameter approaches to describe crack-tip stress fields has gen-
erally focused on Ramberg—Osgood (RO) power law material behavior, which limits the
range of applicability of such approaches. In this work we consider the applicability of a
J-Q or J-A, approach (the latter is designated here as the J-A approach) to describe the
stress fields for RO power law materials and for a material whose tensile behavior is not
described by a RO model. The predictions of the two-parameter approaches are com-

pared with full field finite-element predictions. Results are presented for shallow and
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deep-cracked tension and bend geometries, as these are expected to provide the expected
range of constraint conditions in practice. A new approach for evaluating Q is proposed
for a RO material, which, for a given geometry, makes Q dependent only on the strain
hardening exponent. [DOI: 10.1115/1.3120266]
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1 Introduction

Under conditions of low crack-tip constraint, J-dominance is
lost and the crack-tip fields may no longer be characterized by a
single parameter. Thus two or more parameters are required to
provide an accurate representation of crack-tip fields under low
constraint conditions. Two such parameters, which have received
considerable attention in literature, are the hydrostatic Q param-
eter [1,2] and the A, parameter for a power law material [3-5].
Numerical studies of these parameters have generally focused on
Ramberg-Osgood (RO) power law hardening material behavior,
which, in practice, is often not representative of engineering ma-
terials. In this paper we evaluate the ability of two-parameter ap-
proaches to describe the crack-tip stress fields for RO power law
hardening behavior and for a material whose tensile behavior is
not completely described by the RO model. For the latter we
consider X100 pipeline steel, a high strength carbon steel with
relatively low-strain hardening. We have focused our study on
center cracked tension M(T) and single edge notch bend SEN(B)
geometries, with a/ W of 0.1, 0.4, and 0.7 as these are considered
to cover the range of crack-tip constraint expected in engineering
structures. The predictions are compared with the full field finite-
element (FE) crack-tip stress distributions, with differences quan-
tified using an error parameter to provide an evaluation of these
two-parameter approaches.

2 Background to Two-Parameter Approaches

2.1 J-O Approach. From finite-element analyses of cracked
geometries, the difference between the Hutchinson, Rice, and
Rosengren (HRR) fields [6,7] and the finite-element stress fields
was found in Ref. [1] to be approximately a uniform hydrostatic
stress over the microstructurally significant region ahead of the
crack tip. This feature was observed for tension geometries and
bend geometries under low deformation. The uniformity of the
hydrostatic stress was found to be better satisfied when the differ-
ence was taken with respect to the stress field from a finite-
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element small scale yielding (SSY) solution with 7=0, where T is
the linear elastic T-stress [8]. Accordingly Q was defined in Ref.
[2] from the equation

;= (03))ssy:r=0 + Q0 (1)

where oy is an appropriately defined normalizing stress, typically
the yield stress.

2.2 J-A Approach. Using an asymptotic mathematical analy-
sis, a three-term solution was developed [3-5] to characterize the
mode-/ crack-tip fields for a crack in a RO power law hardening
material described by

n

L (i) )
g 0y 0

where « is the “yield offset,” n is the strain hardening exponent,

oy is a normalizing stress, which is usually related to the yield

stress, and gg=0(/E where E is Young’s modulus. The crack-tip

stress fields in a polar coordinate system (r, 6) are given by

. J 1/(n+1) J 1/(n+1)
ﬁz(—> O+ A\ —— o)
oy \agyoyl,r / agyool,L L

J 1/(n+1)
+A2<—> - ~<2>(e) (3)
aggoyl,L

where J is Rice’s J-integral [9], and the angular functions (if.]’.(), the

stress power exponents s and 7, and the dimensionless integration
constant /,, depend only on n. (Note that slightly different notation
from that used in the earlier work [5,10] has been employed in Eq.
(3). In particular, the symbol A is used here in place of A,.) The
parameter L in Eq. (3) is a characteristic, normalizing length pa-
rameter, which in previous work has been chosen as the crack
length a, the specimen width W, the thickness B, or unity [5,10].
Note that for a given stress distribution, the value obtained for A
will depend on the choice of characteristic length L, but the over-
all amplitude of the stress field is unaffected.

Plane strain mode-/ dimensionless functions a'() I,, and the
exponents s and ¢ have been tabulated in Ref. [11]. it may be seen
from Eq. (3) that if A=0 the equation reduces to the HRR field.
Thus, J describes the amplitude of the HRR field and A charac-
terizes the “loss of constraint”, which results in a reduction in
stress magnitude relative to the HRR field.
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at the normalized distance r=2

3 Evaluating Q From Finite-Element Solutions

3.1 Conventional Evaluation of Q. The constraint parameter
Q is conventionally evaluated at a fixed normalized distance
ahead of the crack tip 7 given by

7=rol(J/op) (4)

where r is the physical distance from the crack tip at which Q is
evaluated. Typically 7 is in the range 1 <r<5, which is the mi-
crostructurally significant range over which stresses and strains
control the fracture process. This can be interpreted in terms of the
crack-tip opening displacement (CTOD) &, which is defined in
Ref. [12] as the relative displacement of the crack faces at a dis-
tance from the crack tip at which 45 deg lines emanating from the
crack tip intersect with the crack faces. In Ref. [12] it was shown
that under small scale yielding conditions the CTOD can be lin-
early related to J/ oy by

8=d,— (5)
g9

where d,, is defined via the HRR field as

d,= (ae) ", ©
and Jn is given by
~ 2,
3,= 220 )+ )

n

where it (n) and #,(n) are dimensionless constants obtained from
the HRR field and are dependent on n. For materials of interest, d,,
is typically in the range 0.2<d,<<0.7.

Clearly, by combining Egs. (4) and (5), we can write that

7
ro= (Z) S, (®)

Taking an average value for d, of 0.5, it follows that if the
range of evaluation for Q is over the region 1 <7<5, in terms of
CTOD this is 26,<rp<104,.

One of the difficulties associated with evaluating Q at the nor-
malized distance 7 is that there will be a dependence on the ma-
terial parameters g and a, as discussed in Ref. [13]. The depen-
dence of Q on gy and «, for example, is shown in Fig. 1 for M(T),
a/W=0.1 with n=10. Here Q is evaluated at a distance rg
=2J/ 0y, (F=2), and J is normalized by aoy. The dependence of Q
on g, and, to a lesser extent on a, complicates the compilation of
handbook solutions for Q for a RO material. Below we propose an
approach for eliminating the dependence on « and g,. This con-
siderably simplifies the tabulation of Q for a given geometry, as Q
is then dependent only on n.
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3.2 Alternative Definition for Constraint Parameter Q .
The RO model (Eq. (2)) is defined using four parameters, a, &,
09, and n, (note that, by definition, E=0ay/ g, and is not an addi-
tional parameter in the material description). Defining the material
model in this ways allows flexibility in the choice of material
parameters, e.g., 0, can be chosen as the 0.2% flow stress with g,
the corresponding strain. However, as pointed out in Refs. [13,14],
a RO material model is fully determined using only three material
parameters, so that Eq. (2) may be rewritten as

Loz (2] o
€ Op g9

where the normalizing stress and strain, &y and &, respectively,
are given as

1/(n-1) (1061)

6'() = U()/a

1/(n-1) (10b)

Note that ¢o/&y=0y/eo=E (provided n>1). Equations (2) and
(9) provide identical representations of a RO material—if material
data are fitted using Eq. (2) (in terms of a, &g, and o), the fit can
be equivalently represented as Eq. (9), with &, and &, defined
using Eq. (10). The normalizing stress d;, can no longer be iden-
tified directly with a particular level of inelastic strain, but from
Eq. (9), it may be seen that if o< &, the material response is in
the linear regime and if o> Gy, the power law term dominates.

In an analysis of a material that obeys Eq. (9), results will
depend only on the power law exponent n provided stresses are
normalized by &} and strain quantities by &,; see e.g., discussion
in Ref. [14]. Thus, an appropriate dimensionless distance 7 may be
defined as

é() = 8()/&

faer/(J/éoé'o) (11)
and Eq. (1) may be rewritten as
0= (%‘)SSY;T:O + Q6 (12)

By evaluating Q using the dimensionless distance 7, and normal-
izing J by aéyy, the resultant J-Q plot will be independent of &,
and  and depend only on n (for a given geometry). For example,
all the lines in Fig. 1 collapse onto a single line, as shown in Fig.
2, when normalized appropriately. A different value for Q will be
obtained if Eq. (12) is used rather than Eq. (1), due to the different
choice of normalizing stress (Jy rather than o) and a different
choice of dimensionless distance (through &;). This issue will be
discussed in more detail later. Note that if =1, then §y=¢, and
gp=0y.

3.3 Choice of Normalizing Distance. Having defined the
normalized distance 7 in Eq. (11), an appropriate value of 7 at
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Fig.2 Variation of Q versus J/a<,d, for a range of values of ¢,
and a, where Q is evaluated at the normalized distance 7
=0.004

which Q is evaluated must be chosen. Equation (12) indicates that
the second term in the J-Q-representation of the crack-tip fields is
independent of distance and thus the same value for Q would be
obtained regardless of the position where it is evaluated. However,
Eq. (12) is an approximation and, in practice, the value obtained
for O will show some dependence on the distance at which it is
evaluated. The value of 7 should be chosen so that the physical
distance r, in Eq. (11) is at some appropriate fraction of &, such
that Q is evaluated over a microstructurally significant distance.
Using Egs. (5), (6), and (11), the distance ry can be shown to be
related to the crack-tip opening displacement &, by

L7,
o= Ztwm\ = |9
&\ g

where d,, has been defined in Eq. (7).

In this work we have chosen to evaluate Q at a normalized
distance #=0.004, which corresponds to a distance of 44, for the
case of n=10, a=1, and £7=0.002 (i.e., £,=0.002). Thus, in terms
of the physical distance from the crack tip, Q is evaluated at a

position
1 0.004 s
r =
Qo é(()n+ 1)/n Zi« 4

n

(13)

(14)

This is the point at which Q is evaluated for the cases shown in
Fig. 2.

It may be noted that if r, is defined using the conventional
definition, Eq. (8), for low hardening materials the ro— 8, relation-
ship depends weakly on &, (a 1/n dependence through Eq. (6))
and choosing 7=2 will generally ensure that Q is evaluated at a
physically representative distance. However, Eq. (14) indicates
that for low hardening materials, r(/ &, is more strongly dependent
on &) ((n+1)/n— 1). Thus, to ensure that ry, falls within the range
26,<rp<108;, limits must be placed on the value of &). The
applicable ranges of &, are obtained from Eq. (15) and for conve-
nience have been grouped into three sets of values of n, i.e.,

2X 1073 <8, <6x10° for 3=n=4
15X 107 <8,<4 X103 for 4<n=7
1 X103 <8,<3%x107 for n>7 (15)

As long as n and &, lie within these limits, Q will be evaluated in
the range 26,<ry<104, i.e., at a microstructurally significant
distance. It is expected that most materials commonly encountered
in engineering applications will lie within the limits of applicabil-
ity given in Eq. (15). If &, is outside these limits, it is recom-
mended that Q is evaluated directly from FE analysis with an
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appropriate definition of the normalizing distance.

In summary, in this work the parameter Q is determined as the
difference between the normal stress o,, from a finite-element
analysis and the value of o,, obtained from a SSY boundary
analysis with T/6,=0, at a normalized distance of ry/J/(€yGy)
=0.004. If a RO model is defined using Eq. (2) (i.e., in terms of «,
&g, and o) O values may still be obtained from Fig. 2 with &, and
& defined via Eq. (9).

In previous work [1,2], QO was evaluated at the distance
ro/ (J1oy)=2. For a=1 and gy=E/0y=500, this distance is
equivalent to the distance #=0.004. However, for other materials,
the new normalized distance is not equivalent to r/(J/oy)=2.
Since Q will have a (weak) dependence on distance, it is expected
that there will be some differences in Q values evaluated at the
new normalized distance and previously published values. Fur-
thermore, since a different normalizing stress, dy, has been used in
Eq. (12) rather than oy, this will affect the value of Q. This issue
is discussed further in Sec. 6.3.

4 Evaluation of the Constraint Parameter, A

To allow direct comparison of the J-Q and J-A approaches we
rewrite the J-A stress field in Eq. (3) in terms of & and &, as
follows:

i 7 1/(n+1)
% (L)
ay g0l r ’

J 1/(n+1) r [s(n+1)+1)/(n+1)
+A< — ) —~ ()
g0l r L

J 1/(n+1) r [t(n+1)+1]/(n+1)
+A2(A . ) <—) a7 (16)
So(Tolnr L

Following the approach in Ref. [15], the value of A is deter-
mined from a finite-element analysis using the “weight averaging
method.” This entails equating the average finite-element stress
between defined limits, to the integral of Eq. (16) between the
same limits of 7, i.e.,

;2 ;2
J OppdF = J O di
7 7

1 1

(17)

where ;4 is the stress field in Eq. (16) and opg is the normal
(0y) FE stress distribution. In Ref. [15], A is evaluated in the
range 1 <r<5. Here we have taken the range to be 0.002<7#
<0.01, which is equivalent to the range taken in Ref. [15] when
n=10, and a=1 and &;,=0.002, and is consistent with the evalu-
ation of Q at 7=0.004.

By substituting Eq. (16) into the right-hand side of Eq. (17),
and evaluating the integrals, it follows that the value of A can be
determined by solving the quadratic equation

YA2+yA+2=0 (18)

where x, y, and z are given by

xX= 5',(/2)

( J )’0.01”'-0.002’+1

€y0yL t+1

~<1>< J >S0.01”'—0.002S+1
y=0j;

€00y s+1
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The characteristic length L has been taken as the crack length a in
all calculations.

For comparison, we have also evaluated A by equating the J-A
stress field in Eq. (16) to the FE stress at 7=0.004 (the same
distance at which Q has been evaluated). The value of A obtained
from the two methods is almost identical.

5 Finite-Element Procedures

5.1 Analyses Performed. Center cracked panels under ten-
sion, designated M(T), and edge cracked bend specimens, desig-
nated SEN(B), have been analyzed. The dimensions of the M(T)
specimens are H/W=2 for a/ W=0.1, and H/ W=4 for a/ W=0.4
and 0.7, where H is the total height and W is half the width of the
plate. The total span S of the SEN(B) specimens is S=4W. The
results are expected to be independent of specimen height, H/W,
and S/W and depend only on a/W. The loading for the SEN(B) is
applied as three point bending with § the distance between the
support points. Due to symmetry, only a quarter of the M(T) plate
and a half of the SEN(B) geometry are modeled.

The finite-element analyses were performed using ABAQUS 6.6
[16], with a small displacement formulation. The RO material
analyses were performed using deformation plasticity whereas the
analyses for X100 test data used incremental plasticity. It was
found, however, that the difference in the results between the two
plasticity models is negligible for a small displacement formula-
tion. Four noded two-dimensional plane strain elements (ABAQUS
element type CPE4H) were used in all cases. The finite-element
meshes were generated with a sharp crack, the crack-tip element
size ranging from ~107a to 10734, in order to provide detailed
stress distributions at different deformation levels.

5.2 Evaluation of Error for the Two-Parameter
Predictions. To provide a quantitative measure of how well the
J-A or J-Q approach describes the crack-tip stress distributions,
we have defined a dimensionless error parameter e as

5
f |opg — opldF
;

e=——— (20)

)
OppdF
;

1

where opg is the finite-element stress, op is the J-A- or
J-Q-prediction, and 7; and 7, are the limits over which the error is
calculated. This parameter gives the average magnitude of the
difference between the finite-element stress distribution and the
two-parameter prediction, as a ratio of the average magnitude of
the finite-element stress. The error e is evaluated over a chosen
range of 7, which in this work has been taken to be 0.004 <7
<0.01.

6 Analyses of RO Power Law Materials

In this section we assess the ability of the J-A- and J-Q ap-
proaches to characterize the crack-tip stress fields for materials
that behave according to the RO material model. Analyses were
performed for two values of strain hardening exponent, n=>5 and
n=10, in order to simulate high and moderate hardening materi-
als, respectively. The results provided can be used for any value of
d) and &, but care should be taken in interpreting the results if &,
falls outside the applicability limits given in Eq. (15). The values
of the stress power exponents, s and 7, the dimensionless integra-

031406-4 / Vol. 131, JUNE 2009

Table 1 Stress exponents (s and f) and integration constants
(I,) for evaluation of A, and values of (o2,/ Gy)ssy, -0 reference
stress field for evaluation of Q

n s 1 I, (0227 Go)ssy:r=0:7=4x 10-3
5 0.05456 0.27578 5.024 3.85

10 0.06977 0.2304 4.540 3.37

15 0.06093 0.18435 4.334 -

25 0.0458° 0.130% 4.134% -

“These values are obtained by extrapolation.

tion constant, /,, and the mode-/ angular stress distributions, 6-51.‘)

at §=0, are given in Tables 1 and 2 (the data for n=5, 10, and 15
are taken from Ref. [11], and the data for n=25 are extrapolated
values).

6.1 Predictions of Normal (o,,) Stress Distributions. Fig-
ure 3 shows the normal stress distributions ¢,/ d for a shallow-
cracked M(T) geometry under extensive plasticity, for n=10. The

normalizing load f’o is the plane strain limit load given in Ref.
[17], with oy replaced with &y, i.e.,
.~ 4Bb

0="70%
V3

1)

where B is the thickness, and b is the width of the ligament=W
—a. It can be seen in Fig. 3 that both the J-A and J-Q approaches
provide a good prediction of the normal stress distribution in the
M(T) geometry over the microstructurally significant range
0.002<7<0.01. The J-Q approach gives a somewhat better pre-
diction than the J-A-prediction (this result is representative of the
deep-cracked M(T) cases and the shallow-cracked (a/W=0.1)
SEN(B) case).

The results for the deep-cracked SEN(B) geometry are pre-
sented in Fig. 4 for a normalized load of P/ 130= 1.6. Here f’o is the
plane strain limit load for a SEN(B) geometry [17], with oy re-
placed with gy, i.e.,

~(k)

Table 2 Angular stress values o (at #=0) for evaluation of A

n FHRR 5-5.}) ffﬁf)

5 22171 0.3184 —3.2024
10 2.4969 0313 —6.4128
15 2.6162 0.2975 —7.8432
25 2.730° 0.273" —10.87*

“These values are obtained by extrapolation.

e i B
1M(T), a/W=0.1, n=10
5 .
4y =
o B \
(1) -
\st \\ b
5 & \("\.\
] S
2] vM*&LQ\&’ o 3
1 o FE
19 ——J-a R 3
] - I-Q P/P, =12 ]
O\\\\‘\\\\‘\\\\‘\\\\‘\\\\

00 0.002 0.004 0.006 0008 0.01
r/(J/€,G,)

Fig. 3 Normal stress distributions ahead of the crack tip for an
M(T) geometry, a/ W=0.1, and n=10, at a load P=1.2P,
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For this case, both the J-A and J-Q approaches give poor predic-
tions. The result is consistent with those presented in Refs.
[1,10]—the poor agreement with the crack-tip field solutions
arises from the fact that the global bending stress impinges on the
crack-tip fields at large deformation. The result in Fig. 4 is also
representative of the SEN(B) a/W=0.7 case.

Figures 5 and 6 show the error e defined in Eq. (20), plotted
against the normalized load, for the shallow-cracked M(T), and
deep-cracked SEN(B) geometries, respectively. It can be seen

(22)

02—
M(T), a/W=01, n=10
© 01 1
| == 3-a
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Fig. 5 Error e versus normalized load for an M(T) geometry,
alW=0.1, and n=10

02 [ r
SEN(B), a/W=0.4, n=10 '
i
i :l |
;)
y
i
© 0.1+ .
/i
:” ~’
I f
..... - /7
-Q g
0.0t i T
04 06 08 10 12 14 16
P/P,

Fig. 6 Error e versus normalized load for a SEN(B) geometry,
a/W=0.4, and n=10
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Fig. 7 Angular variation of equivalent von Mises stress for
M(T), a/ W=0.1, at a load of 1.2P,

from Fig. 5 that the error e for the M(T) geometry is less than 5%
up to the maximum load shown. Similar magnitudes of e were
found for the deep-cracked M(T) cases, and the shallow-cracked
SEN(B). The value of e for the deep-cracked SEN(B) case is
shown in Fig. 6, from which it can be seen that e increases very

rapidly beyond a load of ~1.2130, due to the effect of the global
bending stress on the crack-tip field. A similar trend was seen for
a/W=0.7. Thus, the use of the J-A or J-Q-approach does not
significantly extend the applicability of J-based fracture mechan-
ics to deeply cracked bend specimens when loads are considerably

in excess of the plastic collapse load (P> 1.4160).

6.2 Prediction of von Mises Equivalent Stress. In this sec-
tion, we compare the von Mises equivalent stress (o,) distribu-
tions predicted by the J-Q and J-A approaches for 2D plane strain.

For the J-A approach, the in-plane stress components o,, and
o1, and the shear stress o, are calculated from Eq. (16), where
the angular functions 6'1(.!) and &l@ are taken from Ref. [11] and A
is obtained using the procedure described in Sec. 4. The out-of-
plane component o33 is given by 033=0.5(c;+02,). The J-Q
approach uses the von Mises equivalent stress based on the SSY
analysis.

The angular variation of equivalent stress is shown in Fig. 7 for
the shallow-cracked M(T), a/W=0.1, and n=10, for a load of

1.2130, under large scale plasticity. It may be seen that both the
J-Q and J-A approaches give reasonable predictions. A similar
trend was seen for n=>5.

6.3 Discussion of the Alternative Normalizing Distance.
For a RO power law material, the use of the alternative normal-
izing distance #=0.004 should give a similar o5, (normal) stress
distribution, as the conventional normalizing distance 7=2. This
implies that Qo in Eq. (1) should be approximately equal to Qdy
in Eq. (12). A measure of the difference in the stress fields ob-
tained using the two normalizing distances has been obtained by
plotting the ratio AS’/AS against normalized load, where AS
=Qo, and AS"=Qd,. This ratio has been plotted in Fig. 8 for the
shallow-cracked M(T) and deeply cracked SEN(B), representative
of, respectively, low constraint and high constraint conditions. A
value of AS’/AS=1 indicates that the predictions of the stress
field given by the two normalizations are identical. For each ge-
ometry, the error is presented for n=5 and n=10, and a range of
values of g, and a. Note that Q is evaluated within the range 2
<r/6,<10 for all cases.

For the M(T) geometry, 0.9=AS"/AS=1.1 for n=10, and less
than 1.25 for n=>5. The value of AS’/AS for the SEN(B), a/W
=0.4, geometry is somewhat larger; at the lowest load shown, the
lowest value of AS’/AS is 0.7. Note, however, that at this load
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Fig. 8 AS’'/AS versus normalized load P/Is’0 for (a) M(T), a/ W=0.1, and (b) SEN(B),

al W=0.4, geometries

level, Q=0, thus AS" and AS are also approximately zero. A more
appropriate measure of the error at low load is the ratio of the total
stress predicted using the alternative and conventional normaliz-
ing distances, which in this case is less than 1%. At the largest
load shown, P=1.4P,, the value of AS’/AS is 1.3. This difference
is considered to be reasonable in view of the effect of the global
bending stress on the crack-tip fields at this load level as indicated
in Fig. 4.

The definition of Q proposed in the current paper is based on
the normalizing stress &y. If values of Q are available based on the
normalizing stress oy in the standard form of the RO law (Eq.
(1)), the value of Q obtained using the current normalization may
be estimated as

_ (o)ssy.r=0 = (6;)ssy.r=0 + Q0
new —

(23)
g0

where Q.. indicates the Q value obtained using the current nor-
malization and (0;))ssy.7=0 and (6;j)ssy:7=o indicate the reference
stress obtained using oy, and &, respectively. Note that Eq. (23)
does not include the effect of matching distance on Q and only
accounts for the effect of normalizing stress. Our FE studies show
that the maximum difference in Q values obtained using either
definition is 38%, for both the shallow-cracked M(T) and deep-
cracked SEN(B) geometries.

7 Analyses of a Real Material: X100 Pipeline Steel

In practice, engineering materials do not behave according to
the RO power law. Since the J-A approach is based on the RO
model, however, it is necessary to fit the RO model to the material
stress-strain curve in order to apply the approach. The J-Q ap-
proach can be applied to any material behavior.

1,000 T+
1X100 steel
800 R
1 =
E 600 ]
CO
b 400 ]
] Tensile Test Data
200 —— R-0 Model Fit A
] —-— R—0 Model Fit B
o+
0 1 2 3 4 5
(a) £ (%)

In this section we examine a low hardening, ferritic steel
(X100), which is used predominantly in oil and gas pipeline ap-
plications. The finite-element stress distributions obtained from
these analyses are then compared with the J-A-prediction obtained
by performing the analyses using a RO model fit to the data, as
well as the J-Q-prediction based on the analyses using the tensile
test data.

The available stress-strain data give Young’s modulus of 211
GPa and a 0.2% proof stress of ~640 MPa [18]. Q is determined
at 7=0.004, where dy=0¢, (0.2% proof stress) and £,=dy/E, so
é0= 0'0‘2/E. The value of (022/&0)SSY;T=0 is 3.25.

7.1 RO Model Fits to The Tensile Test Data. Tensile data
for the RO model are unavailable above ~8% strain; therefore the
data were extrapolated based on the trend of the data before 8%.
Two RO fits were made to the data, one to give a good fit in the
low-strain region and the other at high strains. The values of the
RO parameters for the fits are provided in Table 3. The compari-
son between the tensile data and the RO model fits is shown in
Fig. 9. Figure 9(a) shows the fits over the low-strain region (up to
5% strain) and Fig. 9(b) shows the fit over the full range (up to
20% strain). It may be seen that fit A is close to the test data up to
~5%, while at strain levels above 5%, fit B provides a better fit to
the data. Note that for both fits, &4/ €y=E=211 GPa.

Table 3 RO model fits to X100 tensile test data

n (o =1
RO model fit A 15 667 3.16x 1073
RO model fit B 25 718 3.41x1073
1,000
1X100 steel
800
T 600
& ]
S ]
b 400
] Tensile Test Data
=00 —— R-0 Model Fit A
] —+— R—-0 Model Fit B
o+————7——7——7—
0 5 10 15 20
(b) £ (%)

Fig. 9 True stress-strain curve for x100 steel up to (a) 5% strain and (b) 20% strain
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Fig. 10 Normal stress distributions ahead of the crack tip for
an M(T) geometry, a/ W=0.1, X100 steel, at a load P=1.0P,

7.2 Comparison of Q and A Predictions for X100 Material.
The values of A were obtained from the finite-element analyses
following the procedure discussed in Sec. 4. The values of Q were
obtained from a finite-element analysis using the tensile test data
illustrated in Fig. 9. The values of A and Q were then inserted into
the appropriate equation and the resultant stress distribution com-
pared with the finite-element stress distribution obtained using the
tensile test data.

Figures 10 and 11 show the normal stress distributions for, re-
spectively, a shallow-cracked M(T), a/W=0.1, and a deep-

cracked SEN(B), a/ W=0.4, at a load P=1.0P,. It may be seen for
both cases that the J-Q-predictions, obtained using the material
tensile response, provide closer agreement with the full finite-
element solution than the J-A-predictions, obtained using power
law fits (the J-Q-predictions (dashed lines) are almost indistin-
guishable from the finite-element solution (open symbol)). For the
M(T) specimen, the agreement from the J-A-prediction with RO
fit B provides a closer agreement than that obtained using fit A.
This is expected since the low constraint shallow-cracked M(T)
case experiences high-strain levels, and thus at high load better
agreement is obtained for the M(T) geometry using the high-strain
fit (fit B).

The high constraint deep-cracked SEN(B) geometry in Fig. 11
experiences relatively low strain apart from very close to the crack
tip. Thus it is expected that for the SEN(B) geometry, fit A (the
low-strain fit) will provide better agreement with the finite-
element stress fields than fit B over most of the crack-tip region.
Close to the crack tip (#<<0.002), it may be seen in Fig. 11 that fit
B provides close agreement to the finite-element prediction. How-

S T
1SEN(B), a/W=0.4 X100 steel ]
4]

© ]

AR

N
o o TE ]
1
1 —— J-A (RO fit A)
1 —=J-a (R0 1it B) ]
T

00 0.02 0004 0.008 0.008
r/(I/€,6,)
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Fig. 11 Normal stress distributions ahead of the crack tip for a
SEN(B) geometry, a/ W=0.4, x100 steel, at a load P=1.0P,

Journal of Pressure Vessel Technology

ever, this result is of limited significance as finite strain effects
dominate within this region. Thus, for the SEN(B) geometry at
this load level, better agreement is obtained over the region of
interest using fit A.

These results emphasize that care is needed in fitting the RO
law to experimental data if one wishes to obtain an accurate pre-
diction of crack-tip stresses, and an appropriate material fit for one
geometry, load level, or distance may not be appropriate for an-
other. (This conclusion applies to a J-Q or J-A approach if the
tensile response is fitted with a RO model.)

8 Discussion and Conclusions

Finite-element analyses of shallow and deep-cracked M(T) and
SEN(B) geometries have been performed in order to evaluate the
ability of the J-Q and J-A approaches to describe the crack-tip
fields, for both RO power law hardening materials and for a pipe-
line steel, whose tensile behavior is not described by the RO
model. The constraint parameters are essentially equivalent if they
are to be used to provide a constraint-based toughness locus as
discussed in Refs. [2,5].

The analyses of the RO power law materials have shown that
both the J-A and J-Q approaches give a good prediction of the
normal (o,) stress fields for the shallow and deep-cracked M(T)
geometries and for the shallow-cracked SEN(B) geometry. Per-
haps surprisingly, the approximate J-Q approach gave a consis-
tently better prediction than the asymptotic J-A approach. How-
ever, it should be noted that the J-Q approach requires a
numerically calculated reference field, while the J-A approach
uses the known HRR distribution as a reference field. For the
deep-cracked SEN(B) geometry, both approaches were found to
give a poor prediction under high loads, which is due to the fact
that the global bending stress impinges on the crack-tip fields. The
effect of the global bending stress on the crack-tip fields can be
accounted for by including an additional term in the J-Q or J-A
crack-tip field equations, as discussed in Refs. [19,20]. Both the
J-A and J-Q approaches require either tabulated values of the
parameters, J, A, and Q, or a finite-element analysis to obtain
these parameters. If the J-A approach is being used, the exponents
s and ¢, and the angular stress distributions &E;C) must be available.
A J-Q analysis requires the solution of the small scale yielding
(T/ 6¢=0) solution for the material in question. For an engineering
material, the J-Q approach has been found to give close agree-
ment with the finite-element stress distribution for the material
considered here, X100 pipeline steel. The applicability of the J-A
distribution, however, is dependent on how well a RO model can
be fitted to the material stress-strain curve.

In practice, it may not be feasible to tabulate Q values for all
materials. Thus the use of a RO model is attractive, and values of
Q for a particular geometry can be tabulated as only a function of
power law exponent, n, when the normalization discussed in Sec.
3.2 is used.
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