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Reinforced Concrete Strength Degradation
Hysteretic Moment-curvature Model Based on
Cumulative Damage

GUO Jin, WANG Jungjie
(College of Civil Engineering, Tongji University, Shanghai 200092,
China)

Abstract;
degradation is established for reinforced concrete members.

General mathematical expression of strength

The concept of strength degradation function is set with
damage index being its variable. It is pointed out that the
essence of strength degradation model is to determine the
strength degradation function. The specific expression of the
strength degradation function is established based on a set of
experiments made in Kamashima Library in 1997. The
influence of loading paths on the strength deterioration is
examined in these experiments. The numerical result and the
experimental phenomena are in good agreement. The
established hysteretic model can reflect the strength
degradation phenomenon well. The proposed hysteretic model
is further proved to be suitable by another group of tests made
by Kunnath K S, et al. in 1997.
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Fig.3 Strength degradation model proposed
in Ref.[3]
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Fig.10 Comparison between experimental results in Ref.[13] and the numerical results in this paper
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Fig.12 Comparison between experimental results in Ref.[14] and the numerical results in this paper
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