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Abstract

Scaling laws for adiabatic shear bands are used to parameterize a model that is suitable for introducing shear damage
within engineering calculations. One-dimensional solutions to the governing equations for a single shear band provide
laws that connect the driving deformation, the imperfections, and the physical characteristics of the material to the
process of stress collapse [International Journal of Plasticity 8 (1992) 583, Mechanics of Materials 17 (1994) 215]. The
current model uses homogeneous material response and the scaling laws to anticipate the correct timing beyond
the maximum stress at which stress collapse should occur. The model is implemented into a finite element code for wave
propagation and used in the analysis of boundary value problems that are dominated by shear failure. Finally, im-
plications of the model for simulations of material failure are discussed.
© 2002 Elsevier Science Ltd. All rights reserved.
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1. Introduction

Observations of material failure during explosive and impact loading often include accounts of highly
localized deformation that may either dominate or contribute to the failure event. Primarily concerned with
the effects of secondary heat-treatment on ballistic limit velocity, Burkins et al. (1997, 2000) conducted a
series of experiments involving a 20 mm fragment-simulating projectile fired at increasing velocity into
nominally 1-in. thick plates of a titanium alloy (Ti-6Al1-4V). In spite of the wide range in limit velocity
attributed to the effects of secondary heat-treatments, an overwhelming number of specimens failed via
“plugging” leading to break-out of large pieces of target material. Subsequent metallographic analysis of
plates recovered from these experiments (Kad et al., 2000) document that break-out was preceded by large
macroscale shear localizations leading to cracks, and eventually, the formation of plugs. Magness (1994)
observed the relative propensity of some materials to localize during deep (semi-infinite) penetration ex-
periments. Within this context, the extent of shear localization associated with material discard seemed to
control the efficiency of the penetration process. Raftenberg and Krause (1999) report large numbers of
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shear bands along the penetration cavity of steel plates perforated by shaped-charges while Erlich et al.
(1980) report that fragments recovered after the explosion of steel casements are entirely surrounded by
shear bands.

The preceding examples serve to underscore the technological importance of a broad class of failure via
thermo-mechanical instability. This mechanism, which today is called adiabatic shear, has been known and
studied for many years, and as such there is now a very large database from the perspectives of both
materials science and mechanics. The literature now is too large to review thoroughly here, but some of the
highlights may be mentioned. Zener and Hollomon (1944) were probably the first to recognize that rapid
plastic working, accompanied by self-heating and subsequent strain softening, was an agent that could lead
to material instability, which manifested itself as very narrow regions of intense shear. Prior to 1980,
adiabatic shear was studied mostly from the viewpoint of materials science.

The works of Clifton (1980) and Bai (1982) inaugurated a new era of interest in the thermo-mechanics of
the phenomenon. Merzer (1982) and Wright and Batra (1985), among others, approached the issue com-
putationally as a one-dimensional problem and observed that with increasing strain, stress reached a
maximum and then began a slow decrease followed by the initiation of a rapid collapse. Due to inadequate
numerical resolution, only the beginning of the stress collapse could be observed in either of these works.
Decreasing stress with increasing strain had long been thought to be inherently unstable, but in a visco-
plastic material, the instability is not immediately apparent at peak stress, as these papers showed.

The torsional split-Hopkinson bar or Kolsky bar has become the principal experimental apparatus for
examining the formation of adiabatic shear bands. Definitive experiments by Marchand and Duffy (1988)
showed not only all the expected features of initial slow growth of stress, followed by peak stress, slow
decay, and rapid collapse, but also included temperature measurements and images of the distribution of
strain across the band. They also found that the shear band actually initiates at a point in the test section
and then propagates around the tube.

Theoretical work was also developing along with the experimental and computational progress. Moli-
nari and Clifton (1987) made an exact analysis of the torsional configuration for applied stresses on the
boundary and an approximate analysis for applied velocities. Using a different approach, Wright (1990)
made an exact analysis of the torsional problem for applied velocities. Both papers showed that the collapse
strain decreases logarithmically with increasing size of the initial perturbation. The first paper simply
plotted results for a perturbation in the thickness of the wall of the tube. The second paper gave a scaling
law for the collapse strain and further showed that small initial perturbations in strength, temperature, and
wall thickness may simply be added when each is properly scaled to give a total effective perturbation. Later
Duffy and Chi (1992) confirmed experimentally that the critical strain at which stress collapse occurs is not
a constitutive quantity but depends logarithmically on the size of initial geometric defects. By extension
from the theoretical results, this confirms the nature of the functional dependence on other types of defect
as well.

A broad survey was presented by Bai and Dodd (1992), and recently a monograph by Wright (2002) has
covered theoretical aspects. Several symposia have appeared in the last decade as well. Work continues
today on many aspects of adiabatic shear. Of particular interest are propagation (Kalthoff, 2000; Guduru
et al., 2001), ensemble behavior (Grady and Kipp, 1987; Wright and Ockendon, 1996; Xue et al., 2001), and
the final transition from shear band to crack for which little is known.

In spite of the enormous knowledge surrounding the problem of thermo-mechanical instability, very
little of this information has transitioned into failure models for engineering design. We find this quite
surprising when one considers on one hand the technological “pull” of the design engineer faced with an
environment dominated by thermo-mechanical instability and on the other hand the intellectual “push”
from many years of academic activity.

Among the most basic failure “criteria” we find that engineering practice often specifies critical values of
strain or stress and considers that failure has taken place once the local material state exceeds one or the
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other of such criteria. For ductile materials, the criterion of critical “effective” or “deviatoric” strain may
seem compelling, but in fact, is not well suited to general analysis of materials deforming rapidly.

Among general engineering considerations of material failure, we find models such as that proposed by
Johnson and Cook (1985) have enjoyed very broad implementation within the community of high strain-
rate analysis (e.g., EPIC, CTH, LS-DYNA, DYNA2D/3D, etc). This model seeks to “evolve” damage
within a material as a function of strain, strain rate, temperature, and triaxiality (ratio of mean to deviatoric
stresses). The model offers no physical basis for the eventual failure but seeks (through a large experimental
database) to give a phenomenological description of the strain and loading conditions under which failure
is known to occur. Failure due to adiabatic shear is accounted for by including experiments dominated by
thermal instability within the database, typically experiments involving torsion of thin-walled specimens
deformed at high rates (torsional split-Hopkinson bar experiments).

Other attempts have been made to include concepts of material stability into the failure modeling of
materials. The criterion for a stable work-hardening material (Drucker, 1959) corresponds to roughly the
strain at maximum true stress. Becker (2002) implemented the Drucker stability limit as a strain-to-failure
criterion. Following Saje et al. (1982), Becker also developed a separate criterion based on the bifurcation
analysis of Rice (1976). He then compared the two criteria in simulations of an expanding ring finding the
Drucker concept better suited to his particular analysis. It should be noted here that even though the
underlying physics of material damage was due to void growth, ultimate failure was determined based on a
macroscopic stability criterion.

Raftenberg (2001) developed a failure strain due to adiabatic shear as the amount of additional strain
beyond the point of peak stress when instabilities would grow and dominate material behavior. This was
left as a parameter to be determined via experimental Hopkinson bar techniques. In light of the current
understanding that such techniques are sensitive to small defects, it seems unlikely, or at least improbable
that such a parameter will be developed without reference to inherent defects in the experimental technique.

More recent work yet has been focused on structural mechanisms rather than on local materials in-
stability, although the two are certainly related. For example, see Li and Jones (2002) and other works
referenced therein.

The work by Curran et al. (1987) summarizes the authors’ earlier efforts at introducing a physical basis
for failure by adiabatic shear. Described as a theory for “microstatistical fracture mechanics,” the work
describes damage due to adiabatic shear localization as one of many microstructure-based damage
mechanisms competing to degrade the mechanical properties of solids. As deformation proceeds toward
achieving peak stress, shear bands are considered to nucleate and grow in large ensembles. These bands
then grow and coalesce (Curran and Seaman, 1986) to form macroscopic failure. While the model does
consider multidimensional damage leading to anisotropy, the nucleation law seems to require a density of
initial defects that is unrealistically large. In this model, emphasis is placed on the statistics of micro-
structural features and response of these features to externally applied loads. The resulting model is
complicated, requiring considerable experimental effort to calibrate and is of questionable utility outside
the calibrated bounds. Further, exhaustive and detailed comparison with recovered microstructures has
shown that the defect growth must be artificially limited, and reasonable bounding laws have yet to be
determined.

The proposed model will stand in stark contrast to methods that attempt detailed accounting of defect
structures within the material. Our description for damage due to shear bands is an attempt to generalize a
simple, but in this case physically representative problem of stress collapse during the simple shearing of a
narrow strip of rigid/plastic material. This description is intimately tied to the material and geometric
defects that initiate stress collapse, but our emphasis will be on problems governed by geometrically driven
variations in the velocity field as may occur during machining or penetration of metals. That is not to say
that our model is unaware of defects within the material; such defects would be strongly emphasized within
the homogeneous behavior as defined by the material’s constitutive response. Our model however, will
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provide the macroscopic linkage between the “softening” or “damaging” material and the ultimate loss of
stress carrying capability that arises in the context of the technologically important class of problems that
involve strong discontinuities and/or much weaker velocity gradients.

The current review of our model proceeds with a summary for the criterion of stress collapse due to
adiabatic shear. The problem of simple shearing is reviewed and the details of ultimate stress collapse are
described as a function of both the driving imperfections and the homogeneous response of a work-
hardening, strain-rate hardening and thermally softening material. We will describe a simple generalization
of this scheme to formulate a macroscopic failure model for damage due to shear localization and the
incorporation of this more general model within the context of finite element analysis techniques. We will
exercise the model by way of example problems designed to highlight strengths and weaknesses in the
current formulation and to understand its appropriateness for describing failure for a certain class of
materials and driving conditions. Finally we will summarize our model and describe some of its current
assumptions as well as general directions for further development.

2. Summary of a criterion for adiabatic shear

The ideas, upon which the numerical model for initiation of an adiabatic shear band in this paper is
based, were developed in two papers some eight to ten years ago, (Wright, 1992, 1994) and have also been
discussed in a recent comprehensive summary (see Wright, 2002). However, we only recently recognized
that the earlier papers actually contained the beginnings of an idea that could be developed into a com-
putational failure model. These ideas will be outlined in this section; for further details, the reader may refer
to the original papers.

Consider the dynamic response of a thin-walled tube in torsion, as experienced by a specimen in a
Kolsky bar experiment. Fig. 1 illustrates the typical response of a work-hardening material. In slow
loading, or if adiabatic heating is somehow suppressed, the material may show continuous hardening out to
large shear strains, as indicated by the upper curve in the figure. However, plastic working will heat the
material, and because metals tend to soften with increasing temperature, eventually the flow stress will
reach a maximum at y,,,, «ress» fOllowed by strain softening, as indicated schematically by the middle curve.
In a perfect material with perfectly uniform distributions of stress, strain, and temperature, softening may
continue indefinitely.

-_—

-~ Isothermal

Stress

Ymax Yer

Stress

Nominal Plastic Strain

Fig. 1. Shear stress versus nominal shear strain for a typical work-hardening material during a torsion experiment.
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No real material in a real experiment has perfectly uniform distributions of the fields, however. Instead
there will be fluctuations and concentrations in the specimen due to boundary conditions, specimen design,
wave propagation, or internal imperfections in the material structure. Indeed, nonuniform distributions
may arise from many different sources, and because strain softening is inherently unstable if the rates are
high enough, localization may occur eventually at the most prominent nonuniformity. At some nominal
critical strain, y,,, the straining and heating at the most critical point will tend to run away while the
straining and heating at all other nearby points comes to a stop. The mathematical problem has two parts.
First, for given initial conditions in the one-dimensional problem, determine the difference between the
critical strain and the strain at maximum stress. Second, generalize the result to three-dimensional problems
in a properly invariant way.

After nondimensionalization in the most straightforward way (see Wright, 1992 for details) the one-
dimensional problem may be written as follows

Sy = P,

0, = k0, + svy, )
K, = M(x, 0)sv,,

s =F(x,0,v,).

The nondimensional field variables are the shear stress s, the velocity v, the temperature 0, and a work-
hardening parameter k. The last parameter corresponds to the current yield stress at the initial ambient
temperature. Nondimensional density and thermal conductivity are constants p and k, respectively. Con-
stitutive functions M and F determine the rate of work hardening and the flow stress, while subscripts
indicate partial derivatives with respect to the variable indicated.

The homogeneous adiabatic solution to Eq. (1) may be written

s=8@), 0=0(t), x=K{), v=y (2)

and follows from the solution of the coupled ordinary differential equations to which (1) reduces when the
general form (2) is inserted into the equations. Once the homogeneous solution is known, perturbation
equations may be found by assuming that a solution that is a close neighbor to the homogeneous one may
be written as s = S(¢) + 5(y, 1), etc., where the tilde indicates a small quantity in some appropriate sense. By
use of standard methodology, perturbation equations are found by inserting these new forms for the field
quantities into (1) and keeping only the lowest order terms. The result for the quasistatic case is

=0,
é[ == kg);y +§+ SUy,
J = M.Si— kM, (3)

where 4 = & — M6 and the strain-rate sensitivity is given by m = F;/F. The important point to notice here is
that terms in capital letters, such as S, M, F, and their derivatives all depend on the homogeneous solution
and so are known functions of time. If the thermal conductivity is finite, the equations are difficult to
handle, because of the coupling. If £ = 0, however, there is considerable simplification and explicit solutions
may be written down that give considerable insight to their general behavior. With the further speciali-
zations that m is constant and M depends only on k, the result is
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§=0,

i= g

s [ (3 ;)Umdt’, @
5, = —W}S (ﬂﬂj—?&)

Results concerning finite thermal conductivity and more general forms for m and M may be found in
Wright (1992). The fundamental character of the solution is not altered by these generalizations, however.

Eq. (4) shows several important effects that are characteristic of solutions to (3). First note that the
perturbation in stress vanishes exactly. This means that the perturbed stress follows the same path as the
unperturbed stress, at least initially, but that initiation of the collapse of stress, which eventually occurs in
the fully developed band, cannot be captured by the perturbation equations. Next note that because the
strain-rate sensitivity is small, the solution for the perturbation in temperature shows that there must be an
initial boundary layer in time when S is an increasing function as in work-hardening materials. The
boundary layer should be regarded as a mathematical artifact only since no realistic loading will arrive with
the abrupt initial conditions that must be assumed for the perturbed problem. In fact, it is possible to
choose initial conditions in such a way that the boundary layer is suppressed, but doing so results in no
significant difference in the time of localization.

Asymptotic analysis of the integral in (4) allows algebraic estimates to be written for each of the per-
turbed fields as the solution leaves the boundary layer (see Wright, 1992 for details). The most important
result is 6 ~ —AF, /Sy with ) given in (4). Thus, once the homogeneous solution is known, the most im-
portant features of any perturbed solution are also known. These all have the form 4, times a known
function of time. Since 4y(y) = Ko(y) — My0y(»), the effective solution depends only on a linear combination
of initial conditions rather than on each one independently. Such behavior is typical in problems with
boundary layers.

In a work-hardening material, the adiabatic stress S, reaches a maximum at some temperature and
plastic strain, and therefore, because the denominator of the expression for 6 vanishes there, the asymptotic
result breaks down and must be replaced by a more refined estimate near the peak stress. The final results
are more complicated than indicated above, but they are still only algebraic expressions with the form A,
times a known function of time. Details are given in the references.

Even though the perturbed stress cannot determine the moment of stress collapse, an estimate may still
be obtained by finding the time when the perturbed strain rate is equal to the nominal imposed rate so that
the linearized results will surely have failed. That is, find the time when v, = 1, or in dimensional terms
when 0v/0y — J, = 7, so that the perturbation is no longer small. The result from the linearized equations is

1-5
Vap’

where 7 1s a scaled measure of the distance past peak stress, and f is a scaled measure of the strength of the
perturbation,

n= \/ (_SOO/ZmS)max(@CF - @max) =\ (_S?'”V”/zmS)max(Vf:]r - yﬁlax)’

EMY 5 (6)
ﬁ = _<mSMo>maxlO - Uy(ovtmax)~

1" (1 + exfy) = (5)
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In Eq. (6), the subscript max indicates that the quantity is to be evaluated at the point of maximum adia-
batic stress. In the second expression for #, effective plastic strain has replaced the homogeneous tempe-
rature as the independent variable by virtue of the nondimensional adiabatic relation d®@ = Sdy?. One result
from the asymptotic solution is that the defect, ff, may be directly related to the perturbation of velocity at
peak stress, as well as to initial conditions. This fact will prove useful in developing the failure model for
general loadings. The derivation of Eq. (5) is such that it is expected to be most accurate as a solution to
v, = 1 at the point n =0, f = 1. Eq. (5) is plotted as the lower curve in Fig. 2.

In fact, because (5) was derived from linearized equations, it is extremely unlikely to deliver valid results
for the actual nonlinear problem. However, it does suggests that there may be a simple relation between the
critical strain, when properly scaled, and a scaled defect

n=r(p). (7)

Furthermore, it suggests that only a single scalar measure of the defect need be considered and that the
defect may be regarded either as a scaled, composite, initial condition or as the perturbation in velocity
gradient at peak stress.

In order to test the suggested hypotheses in the previous paragraph numerical calculations were made for
a wide variety of physical parameters and initial conditions in the fully nonlinear problem including heat
conduction (see Wright, 1994). It was verified that the composite defect, rather than considering strength
and temperature defects individually, gives an accurate result up to |4o| = 0.035. These results are also
plotted in Fig. 2. Except for two points for which the peak stress lay within the initial boundary layer and
thus should be discarded, all points lie near the tangent to Eq. (5) that passes through the origin of the
figure. This tangent line may be expressed as

1 1

=—In-, 8
TR ®)
5.0 \\ )
- o n:ﬁlnf 5
40 | NN 'e) O 100
NN 0 151
\El\ V 329
10 ‘\\\ O 595
: N A 900
no| N\
20 | \\\\
| \\\
10 |
| @]
0.0 | | | | ] |
-5.0 4.0 3.0 2.0 -1.0 0.0
Log,, B

Fig. 2. Scaled distance beyond peak stress as a function of perturbation strength and initiating defect. Blue line represents the estimate
from the linearized solution for the quasistatic and nonheat conducting case while the dashed lines represent numerical solutions to the
fully coupled situation. Red line presents a representative organization over a broad range of material parameters presented by
0 = n/m(1 + n). Figure is reproduced from Wright (1994).
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or in dimensional form as

PR ( 2mS ) In n
or max _nSvp,yp max (_TS“ )max (0() - nL/?c KO)
2mS /
_ ( s ) L e —— ’
TCSpyp max (Uy) max Yo

The first line of Eq. (9) corresponds to use of the initial defects, whereas the second line corresponds to the
variation of the velocity gradient at peak stress. The two forms are entirely equivalent, as indicated by the
second line in Eq. (6). The subscript max in the equations means that the quantity is to be evaluated at
the peak of the adiabatic stress—strain curve where dS/dy?” = 0. The terms y, and » are used to fit the basic
work-hardening response, k(1 + 7/7,)", and 0y and k, are the initial defects in temperature and strength at a
point.

Note that the curvature of the adiabatic response has a large effect on the critical strain, as does the
strain-rate sensitivity. Also note that the term sy in the denominator of the first logarithmic term refers to
the rate of softening at a fixed value of the hardening parameter, not the total rate of change of the adiabatic
response with temperature. Recall that the nondimensional flow stress at a fixed strain rate is given as
s = F(k,0,1) and that the adiabatic response is given by S(0) = F(K(©), 0, 1). Therefore, at the point
where Sg = 0, according to the last two of Eq. (1), we have Fy + F.M =0 or sy = Fy = —F .M.

3. Numerical implementation

So far a description of the initiation time or strain in a one-dimensional problem has been described.
The generalization to three-dimensions adopted in this paper is perhaps the simplest possible. Because the
perturbed stress is virtually identical to the adiabatic stress, it is only necessary to find the peak in the
adiabatic response, which for a given strain rate and flow law occurs at a fixed equivalent plastic strain.
Because the one-dimensional problem has been stated as a shearing problem, the appropriate definition for
equivalent plastic strain is y” = 9 + féy” d¢ where ¥ = (2D” : D")l/ > and D” is the plastic part of the
stretching tensor. Thus, 77 is the equivalent plastic strain rate in shear. Likewise, we take S = (1S : S)l/ 2
where S represents the deviatoric portion of the Cauchy stress tensor, to be the equivalent measure of stress
normalized with respect to a shearing test. Typical data for material behavior is often reported in quantities
normalized with respect to tension. Likewise, many numerical implementations require such data in the
form of ¢ = (3S : S)"?and & = GD: D?)'2, so-called “effective” stress and “effective” strain. In terms of
effective measures, (9) is simply

2mao® |
e = ( - ) In-. (10)
O g max ﬁ

Generalization of the nondimensional velocity perturbation, 8, seems to be most straight forward when
interpreted as variation in effective strain rate within the neighborhood of any particular element (with
respect to a typical finite-element discretization). As soon as the maximum stress has been reached in the ith
element, the perturbation is calculated from

8‘1’ _ éavg

. 1 ..
g = >0 where éa"g=& E & (11)
=1

éavg

and o is determined by the connectivity of elements so as to include all neighboring elements. Here we have
considered not just local strain rate, but the simple average of strain rates in the surrounding region as the
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background against which we measure fluctuations. Thus, our focus here will be on perturbations in the
velocity field that arise in the context of the macroscopic boundary value problem and not within the
context of internal imperfections in the material structure.

Assuming that loading is monotonic, Eq. (10) is evaluated at conditions of peak adiabatic stress. In the
context of explicit integration schemes and multi-axial stress conditions, resolution of the exact time of
peak conditions can be a difficult task. For instance, the criterion for a stable inelastic material proposed by
Drucker (1959),

Gy = 0 (12)

corresponds roughly to the maximum true stress. It would be appealing to monitor constitutive response
within each element for the condition of (12), but the criterion is susceptible to unloading during path
changes or wave reflections. The method implemented by Raftenberg (2001) employs the constitutive
equation, o¢ = f(¢?,¢”,0), and the nonheat conducting version of the second of Eq. (1) in an iterative
scheme to solve for the plastic strain at peak stress. Within the context of explicit wave-propagation
analysis, this would be required for every gauss-point at each time-step and become a significant compu-
tational burden. Our approach has been to integrate the constitutive model over a range of strain rates
prior to each calculation. During this process, the quantities &”(€),,.., 0°(&),,..» and 65, (€),., are calculated
and stored in the form of a lookup table. During calculations, necessary values at the current rate are
extracted from this table using numerical interpolation and used to determine the state of the material with
respect to conditions at peak stress (for a fixed rate) parameterized by ¢’. The preceding methodology has
been implemented into the elastic plastic impact calculations (EPIC; Johnson et al., 1997) finite-element
software. The program uses an explicit technique for forward integration of the equations of motion that is
specifically well suited for impact and wave-propagation analysis.

4. Example calculations

In this section the generalized model is explored by way of example calculations specifically designed to
highlight strengths and weaknesses in our approach. Our calculations will incorporate a modified Johnson
and Cook (1983) description for the homogeneous behavior of a Ti-6Al-4V (Weerasooriya et al., 2001)
alloy. The functional form of this equation is given by

()melt - Oroom

o = [C) + Co(")"][1 + C3In(& /&)] [1 - (m> ], (13)

where &, represents a reference rate of shearing (taken here as 1.0) and 0, and 0., represent melt and
reference temperature respectively. The constitutive parameters were fit to data from compression tests
using Instron and split-Hopkinson bar apparatus with the following results C; and C, are 1.035 and 0.889
GPa respectively while n and C; were found to be 0.4 and 0.015 respectively. M was taken to be 0.8 so as to
be consistent with known yield strength versus temperature data for a number of other Ti—6Al1-4V alloys.

4.1. Uniaxial compression

A computational grid of 3200, single gauss-point, triangular finite elements were used to represent a
1 cm x 1 cm compression sample. The specimen was deformed in two-dimensional plane-strain between
two high-strength steel platens each moving with a fixed velocity of 10 m/s. Recall that our model depends
intimately on variations in velocity that arise due to nonuniform deformations. When the model is run
using simple sliding-only contact conditions, perturbations in velocity throughout the specimen are actually
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quite minimal and, as a result, our specimen deforms uniformly without localized failure. The details of this
result are omitted here for the purposes of space and brevity. The more interesting case arises when a small
amount of friction is added to the contact conditions between the platens and the specimen. Here the nodal
force that resists sliding is assumed equal to 0.02 (coefficient of friction, u) of the force acting in the
compression direction. Fig. 3 shows such a calculation. Due to planar symmetry, only one half of the
calculation is displayed in this and subsequent figures. As shown in Fig. 3, after a compressive strain of
0.232, nonuniform deformations are firmly established as a result of frictional contact between the specimen
and platens. Note here that the region of highest plastic strain and strain rate are the exterior corners at the
specimen—platen interface. Calculated effective stresses for the sample are shown in Fig. 4 for various
compression strains. At ¢ = 0.232, the effective stresses remain almost uniform (within the resolution of
displayed contour values), while after ¢ = 0.240 compression, failure (sudden drop in effective stress) can be
seen to initiate in the region of highest plastic strain and highest local variation in strain rate. After this
time, the failure propagates through the interior of the specimen following directions of maximum effective
strain and strain rate.

By varying the frictional conditions (¢ = 0.00, 0.02, 0.05 and 0.10) between the specimen and the platens,
we also create conditions of increasing velocity gradient along this interface. These conditions are shown in
Fig. 5. The figure shows true compressive stress (total compressive force normalized by the current area
under the platen) versus true compressive strain for the bulk sample deformed under the different condi-
tions. Increasing frictional force yields a slight increase in stress (as specimen expansion along the interface
is inhibited) and increases stress and strain concentrations. Fig. 5 also contains contours of ¢ for each case
just prior to the onset of material failure. Note that both the macroscopic strains to failure and the local
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Fig. 3. Contours of effective plastic strain and strain rate after a compressive strain of 0.232 with u = 0.02.
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Fig. 4. Contours of effective stress for a Ti-6Al-4V cylinder with frictional contact conditions of x = 0.02. Contours are shown at
nominal strains of 0.232, 0.240, 0.248, and 0.256.
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Fig. 5. Contours of effective plastic strain corresponding to the onset of material failure for three different contact conditions, x = 0.10,
0.05, and 0.02. Initiation of the failure process corresponds to macroscopic compressive strains of 0.05, 0.10, and 0.24.

strains just prior to failure decline significantly in context of increasing u, or in other words, increasing
variations in local strain rate.
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4.2. Simulated edge impact

The sharp discontinuity in velocity caused by a projectile edge or the edge of a cutting tool creates a
severe environment often associated with adiabatic shear localization. As determined by geometry, the
location of an adiabatic shear failure is trivially understood and presents the possibility of explicitly re-
solving the competing effects of strain-rate hardening, work hardening, and heat conduction against
thermal softening. In this example, we examine the sudden application of such a discontinuity and compare
our model to results that arise from a highly resolved calculation. Fig. 6 compares results from two con-
trasting numerical descriptions of this problem. A 2.5 mm x 8§ mm computational domain is subjected to a
sharp velocity discontinuity along the left edge of the domain. Nodes located along the top half of the edge
are instantaneously subjected to a constant velocity of 10 m/s while nodes along the lower half of the edge
are subjected to a velocity of —10 m/s. Along the top, bottom, and opposite sides of the domain are
transmitting boundary conditions that allow stress waves to pass through without reflection thus simulating
a semi-infinite domain.

The calculation is conducted first considering both heat conduction and explicit wave propagation. A
computational grid of 15,000 4-node quadrilateral elements were arranged so as to provide high resolution
in the region of highest shearing. These elements are as small as 2 pm in the center region. Fig. 6(a) shows
contours of shear stress emanating from the imposed velocity discontinuity and propagating across the
mesh from left to right. Because of the high resolution of this mesh, and the scale of Fig. 6(a), stress
contours along the centerline are not easily visible. Fig. 7 plots effective stresses along the centerline of the
mesh.

By contrast, a purely mechanical calculation that neglects heat conduction is also presented. Here we
assume nearly adiabatic conditions and convert 90% of the plastic work into local heating, but do not
account for heat conduction away from the deforming material. The computational domain is shown in
Fig. 6(b). In this case we consider 640 single gauss-point elements arranged in a crossed-triangle configu-
ration and incorporate our model for failure via adiabatic shear damage. It should be noted here that this is

Transmitting boundary

Transmitting
boundary

Shear stress (Pa)
mmm 0.0e+8

mem 1.0e+8
mmm 2.0e+8
mmm 3.0e+8

4.0e+8

a b

Fig. 6. A 2.5 mm x 8 mm computational domain with stress transmitting boundary conditions along three edges. The left edge is
subjected to 20 m/s discontinuity in velocity. The figure contrasts (a) 15,000 elements with heat conduction to (b) a 640 element purely
mechanical analysis. Contour plots show shear stress 10 ps after application of the velocity discontinuity.
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Fig. 7. Effective stress versus distance along the (horizontal) centerline for the two different numerical models of the edge impact
problem in Fig. 6.

the desired element configuration and numerical framework used in many impact and penetration calcu-
lations and recommended by the EPIC authors. In this case, we use a uniform mesh to depict wave
propagation away from the initial discontinuity. Note that on the coarse-scale (stress contours of Fig. 6(b)),
stress contours near the leading edge of propagation appear almost identical to those of the more highly
refined mesh. Behind the stress peak, we can see that triangles with gauss-points close to but not well
aligned along the horizontal centerline do not always fail, leading to a certain amount of “noise” behind the
initial stress pulse. Contrasts in such details become more evident when we directly examine stresses along
the horizontal centerline in both meshes.

As previously mentioned, Fig. 7 shows effective stress along the horizontal centerline (distance as refe-
renced from the applied velocity jump) of the computational domain depicted in Fig. 6. Far away from the
applied velocity (x > 8.5 mm), wave propagation has not yet caused stresses to rise. Moving closer to the
applied velocity (7 < x < 8§ mm), stresses in both calculations rise steeply, however, the fine-scale calcula-
tion can be seen to rise more rapidly. This should be expected due to the overall higher mesh resolution.
Both calculations depict the initial yield near 800 MPa. After yield (4.5 < x < 6.75 mm), localizing features
in the fine-scale calculation begin to develop. We see that stresses grow as strain rate begins to climb, strain
begins to accumulate and work hardening also contributes to increased stress. After reaching a peak stress
(x =~ 4.8 mm), the fine-scale calculation shows that thermal softening slowly dominates, thus gently re-
ducing stresses behind the initial pulse. Further behind the pulse (x <4 mm), heat conduction begins to
mitigate the effects of softening due to large temperature increases. Finally, the stress again begins to rise as
we approach the boundary where velocities are applied. This is due to the presence of a purely mechanical
condition at the boundary.

After an initial yield, work hardening is clearly seen within the coarse-scale calculation. Because we are
not resolving the actual shear band, strain rates in the region between 4.5 < x < 6.75 mm remain modest
and stress levels could never be expected to reach those depicted in the fine-scale calculation. Note that for
the current model, the amount of strain beyond the strain at peak stress varies inversely to velocity vari-
ations in the material neighborhood. Thus, for a very strong discontinuity, one would expect that the
additional strain carried beyond the peak stress is very small. This situation is evident for the coarse-scale
mesh as we see very little material softening prior to stress collapse in Fig. 7. The stress collapse is abrupt,
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and any remaining stress carrying capability after the peak is simply due to misalignment of gauss-points
with the actual shear band that occurs in the coarse mesh. We capture the width of the stress pulse from the
leading edge to the peak stress, but not the details of stress decay beyond the peak. When one considers the
volume of material actually involved in softening for the fine mesh, errors in the pulse width during
softening may not significantly contribute to the global energy balance.

4.3. Plugging due to fragment impact

The preceding example was intended to contrast the proposed methodology with that of a more rigorous
numerical analysis. From a technological perspective, the rigorous analysis is not always feasible due to the
required generality of techniques and huge computational resources that would be required to conduct very
broad analyses. Thus we find the need for a macroscale model that can depict damage due to shear bands.

For the final example, we consider the more technologically relevant analysis of a steel fragment im-
pacting a plate of Ti—-6Al-4V. The fragment, incident at 800 m/s normal to the plate, consists of a 20 mm
diameter x 20 mm long right-circular cylinder while the plate is 25.4 mm in thickness. Such conditions are
ideal for plugging via adiabatic shearing. The fragment is composed of 800 single gauss-point elements
arranged in a crossed-triangle configuration. Likewise the plate is composed of 6400 such elements. In this
example, we wish to compare the results of our model with those of prior established methodologies, in this
case the framework originally proposed by Johnson and Cook (1985). Within this framework, damage is
said to accumulate with respect to an instantaneous fracture strain, ¢/, where

¢/ = [Dy + Dy exp(D30")][1 + Dy In(& /éy)] [1 + Ds (M)} (14)

Omelt - Oroom

a* is the ratio of mean to effective stress (triaxiality). Damage is represented as a single parameter that
accumulates during each integration cycle as D = Y A¢/¢/, where Ag is the total effective strain during each
time increment. Once D = 1.0, the material is no longer allowed to carry hydrostatic tension or deviatoric
stresses. It should be noted here that while this model has recently been extended by Bervik et al. (2002) for
application to steel targets, its nature as dependant on a fixed strain-to-failure “state-variable”, and thus

l 800 m/s

Johnson-Cook failure model TWW scaling laws

Fig. 8. Deformed geometry 70 ps after impact of a steel fragment on a Ti-6Al-4V plate. The left side shows calculated results using the
Johnson and Cook (1985) fracture model while the right side shows deformed geometries using the current failure model. Elements
colored in red have already failed while elements with an effective strain greater than 2.0 have not been drawn (and have also failed).
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highly data dependent, has not been significantly altered. As such, for purposes of comparison to our
model, we will maintain the form originally proposed by Johnson and Cook (1985).

As described in Johnson and Cook (1985), the five material parameters are fit to torsion, compression,
and notched-bar tension data over a range of strain rates. Thus, the model is phenomenological and data
intense. In Fig. 8, we compare two deformed geometries resulting from calculations that incorporate either
the Johnson—Cook fracture model or the current model. Elements colored red are elements that have failed
as a result of damage. Fully damaged elements (elements without the ability to support stresses) tend to
become highly distorted, thus for presentation purposes, elements with accumulated plastic strains greater
than 2.0 have not been drawn in the figure. From Fig. 8, we see that the model based on scaling laws offers
less resistance to the plugging process (i.e., the fragment is penetrating faster). We also see that damage
patterns between the two models differ. This is to be expected because the Johnson—Cook model is to some
degree sensitive to hydrostatic conditions during the process of damage accumulation. Further, the
Johnson—Cook model has been calibrated to a certain set of data while the scaling laws depend only on the
homogeneous response of the material.

5. Discussion and conclusions

The current work is concerned with the description of a model for failure that is based on damage due to
the process of adiabatic shear localization. We attempt to generalize scaling laws that are based on solu-
tions to the problem of stress collapse during simple one-dimensional shear. By framing our model within
the context of effective measures for stress and strain, damage due to shear becomes isotropic. We un-
derstand that this is not realistic but maintain that such methodology may prove quite effective. We note
that for a broad class of problems that involve strong discontinuities and strongly driven boundary con-
ditions (e.g., metal forming, metal cutting, impact, and penetration), loading in and around the failure
region will not be significantly affected by such anisotropy. Because this generalization is perhaps the most
significant assumption contained in the current framework, future work will most certainly focus on at least
the simple incorporation of anisotropic damage due to the propagation of shear localization.

In order to develop a coherent numerical method, the model is parameterized only within the context of
a single history variable, the local effective plastic strain. In this context the model assumes monotonic
straining both approaching and beyond the peak stress. This simply is not the case for complex loading
conditions. In other words, our model is independent of strain path and strain history and neglects loading
that may be otherwise arrested or accelerated during the deformation history. Again, this can be an area of
future work.

In order to determine the timing for stress collapse, the current formulation chooses to emphasize
variations in the macroscopic flow field rather than variations in the internal material structure. The scaling
laws provide insight as to how such variations could be combined as enhancing mechanisms for shear
damage but we have chosen to emphasize the former over the latter and find value in this choice for a broad
class of problems that are strongly driven by applied boundary conditions.

In the first example, that of monotonic compression, we see that without frictional effects our model is
hard-pressed to determine material failure. We also know that at some point, some material imperfection
will grow and propagate, ultimately resulting in failure. Modern techniques can offer much by way of
characterization of the initial defects, and it would be tempting to develop a microstatistical description of
such defect structure into an initial perturbation for the scaling laws (Eq. (6)). Since material variations and
defects often occur at length scales directly influenced by the diffusive effects of heat conduction, such a
framework should be approached with great caution. The point of this work, however, is to show that
much can be done without reference to such detailed statistical characterization of materials. Further, by
appealing to the homogeneous behavior of the material, the current model admits a great sensitivity to
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hardening and softening mechanisms active within the material. A great variety of such mechanisms could
be reflected in the homogeneous behavior by application of a more mechanism-based plasticity law. In this
case however, we have limited ourselves to a very basic description of material behavior.

These points have been emphasized through example problems specifically designed to emphasize the
strengths and weaknesses of the current formulation. Analysis of a simple compression specimen under a
variety of frictional conditions was used to emphasize that the model is entirely dependent on variations in
the velocity field that are driven entirely by macroscopic boundary conditions. As variations in deformation
become stronger, and gradients higher, the local strain to failure decreases, and this becomes evident as the
macroscopic strain to failure also decreases.

We compared our model to results from a highly resolved, and thus more fully physical, depiction of
stress wave propagation away from an edge impact. In this case, we see that gross details of shear failure are
well captured by our model while the finer details of stress decay prior to failure could be improved upon.
Recent work (Bonnet-Lebouvier et al., 2002; Wright, 2003) is beginning to add insight to the velocity of
shear band propagation and at some future date promises to influence the current model in this area.

Finally, we contrast our model to a widely exercised failure criterion first proposed by Johnson and
Cook (1985) for the problem of a steel fragment incident on a Ti—-6A1-4V plate. In this context, we find that
both models depict failure via plate “plugging” but note that the current model does so without the benefit
of prior experimental data for material failure. While the Johnson and Cook model carries the pheno-
menology of a broad experimental database (and thus provides information for a broad range of failure
modes) our model presents the possibility of predicting failure only as a function of the homogeneous
material behavior and the driving boundary conditions.
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