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Abstract Determining safety margins for a structure or a component against excessive inelastic deformations
is an important issue for engineering design. Direct methods and particularly shakedown analysis consti-
tute a convenient tool towards this direction. Most of the developed approaches in shakedown analysis are
based on optimization algorithms. In this paper, a procedure for the shakedown analysis of structures under
thermo-mechanical loads is presented. The approach makes use of the recently published Residual Stress
Decomposition Method (RSDM) which assumes the decomposition of the residual stress field into Fourier
series with respect to time. Starting from a high loading factor, the shakedown limit is estimated through an
iterative procedure that updates the Fourier coefficients, reducing at the same time this loading factor until
the only remaining term of the Fourier series is the constant term. The method is formulated within the finite
element method and is applied to two-dimensional structures under thermal and mechanical cyclic loading.

Keywords Direct methods · Plasticity · Shakedown analysis · Cyclic loading · Limit cycle · Fourier series

1 Introduction

An important task in civil and mechanical engineering is the calculation of the load carrying capacity of
a structure or a component under cyclic loadings. Structures like pavements, bridges, nuclear reactors, and
aircraft propulsion engines fall into this category. The applied cyclic thermal and mechanical loads often lead
the structures beyond the elastic region where plastic straining takes place. In order for a structure to be safe
and serviceable, one may produce safety margins like shakedown limits so that the structure fails neither due
to incremental collapse nor due to alternating plasticity.

When the exact loading history is known, one may estimate the long- term behavior of a structure using
step by step methods which require large computing time. A much better alternative, that requires much less
computing time, is offered by the direct methods that may directly predict the cyclic behavior of the structure.
These methods do not require the knowledge of the exact lifetime loading history of the structure but only its
variation interval.

The ingredient of these methods is the existence of a steady state at the end of the loading procedure for
structures made of ductile material [1]. Typical examples of such methods are the limit analysis for monotonic
loading and the shakedown analysis for loading varying cyclically. For small displacements and elastic–
perfectly plastic solids, the lower bound (Melan [2]) or the upper bound (Koiter [3]) theorems offer ways to

K. V. Spiliopoulos (B) · K. D. Panagiotou
Department of Civil Engineering, Institute of Structural Analysis and Antiseismic Research, National Technical University
of Athens, Zografou Campus, 157-80 Athens, Greece
E-mail: kvspilio@central.ntua.gr

K. D. Panagiotou
E-mail: kdpanag@central.ntua.gr

http://crossmark.crossref.org/dialog/?doi=10.1007/s00419-014-0947-6&domain=pdf


1500 K. V. Spiliopoulos, K. D. Panagiotou

search for an elastic shakedown state. The extensions of these two theorems to cover thermal loadings were
given by Prager [4] and Donato [5], respectively.

Since these works, extensions were made to include other effects like geometric nonlinearities (e.g., [6]),
limited linear hardening (e.g., [7]), and nonlinear kinematic hardening (e.g., [8]).

Non-associated plasticity has also been addressed (e.g., [9]). Furthermore, shakedown theorems have also
been formulated within the framework of gradient plasticity concepts [10]. Finally, issues concerning dynamic
shakedown have also appeared (e.g., [11]).

The numerical approaches towards the solution of the shakedown problem are based on either the lower
or the upper bound theorems of plasticity and are cast in the form of mathematical programming (MP) aiming
to minimize or maximize an objective function which normally represents the loading factor. Depending on
whether the objective function and/or the constraints are linear or nonlinear, the problem can be formulated
as a linear (LP) (e.g., [12]) or a nonlinear (NLP) programming problem (e.g., [8]). The discretization of the
continuum by a large number of finite elements and the big number of constraints often lead to the solution of
large size optimization problems. Various numerical techniques to solve these problems have been developed.
Among these, one could mention the reduced basis technique (e.g., [13]) or algorithms based on Newton
iterations (e.g., [14]). More recently, a great number of publications have used the interior point algorithms
to solve limit and shakedown analysis problems because of their capabilities to solve large scale optimization
problems (e.g., [15–21]). Most recent applications of these algorithms to various problems related to either
solid or soil mechanics may be found in [22].

One may also find some alternative approaches in the literature for the evaluation of the shakedown load.
Such an approach that uses internal variables, with each of them corresponding to an inelastic mechanism, has
been developed [23]. A more recent approach, developed on physical, rather than mathematical arguments, is
the linear matching method (LMM) [24]. This method is a generalization of the elastic compensation method
(e.g., [25]) and is based on matching a linear problem to a plasticity problem. The method constitutes an upper
bound approach that generates a sequence of linear solutions, with spatially varyingmoduli, which converges to
the shakedown load of solid mechanics problems (e.g., [26,27]). Themethod has also been implemented to soil
mechanics related to shakedown problems (e.g., [28,29]). Themethod has been extended beyond shakedown to
provide the ratchet boundary for a loading that can be decomposed into constant and time-varying components
([30,31]).

A relatively simple direct method, which was named Residual Stress Decomposition Method (RSDM),
was presented recently [32]. The method can predict the long-term cyclic state of an elastic– perfectly plastic
structure when subjected to a given cyclic loading history. The approach is also based on physical arguments,
and the ground for its development is the expected cyclic nature of the residual stresses. The residual stresses are
decomposed into Fourier series with respect to time, and the coefficients of these series are found iteratively by
satisfying equilibrium and compatibility at time points inside the cycle. As proved in [32], themethod is capable
to predict any different cyclic steady state either it is shakedown or alternating plasticity or incremental collapse.

In the present work, a numerical approach for the evaluation of the shakedown load of elasto-plastic struc-
tures under cyclic thermo-mechanical loading is presented. Now, only the variation intervals of the loads are
known. Nevertheless, the problem may be converted to an equivalent prescribed loading problem by drawing
any time curve crossing these intervals. An elastic analysis is performed, and the starting parameters of this
loading are evaluated so as thewhole structure becomes plastic. This loading is obviously far above shakedown.
The proposed procedure generates a sequence of descending loading cyclic solutions through the use of the
RSDM. The limit of this sequence is the shakedown loading where the only remaining term in the Fourier
series decomposition of the residual stresses field is the constant term. The procedure is applied to a couple
of two-dimensional plates under plane stress conditions loaded by thermo-mechanical loading. A von Mises
yield surface is assumed to hold.

2 Some theoretical and computational aspects

Let us consider a body of volume V and surface S. Let us assume that the body is subjected to amechanical load
on a part of S, and another part of S has zero displacements. Let us further assume that this loading has the form:

P(t) = P(t + nT ) (1)

Let us further consider that the body (Fig. 1a) is also subjected to some temperature load of the form:

θ(t) = θ(t + nT ), θ(t) = θ(x, y, z, t) (2)
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Fig. 1 a Structure with applied loads, b cyclic loading state

where x, y, z are the spatial coordinates of a point inside the body.
Such a loading constitutes a cyclic loading state having a period T , with t denoting a time point inside a

cycle and n being the number of full cycles. A loading trajectory in a two-dimensional loading domain may
be seen in Fig. 1b.

For a material exhibiting elasto-plastic behavior, we may assume that at any cycle point τ = t/T the stress
field in the structure may be decomposed into two parts: the first part is σel(τ), assuming a purely linear elastic
behavior, which may be found to equilibrate the external loading, and a second, self-equilibrating residual
stress part ρ(τ ) which is due to inelasticity. One may thus write:

σ(τ ) = σel(τ ) + ρ(τ ) (3)

where bold letters denote vectors and matrices.
Let us suppose that our structure is discretized, following a standard procedure, into a finite number of

elements that are interconnected at a discrete number of nodal points situated on their boundaries.
Considering the linear elastic behavior, we may split the loading into the mechanical and the thermal one.

Let us briefly discuss the thermal loading; r(τ ) denotes the vector of the nodal displacements at some cycle
time τ , due to this load. The strains at the Gauss integration points (GPs) may be expressed by (4):

e(τ ) = Br(τ ) (4)

Assuming some distribution of thermal strains eθ , an elastic straining is needed so that compatibility is assured:

e(τ ) = eel(τ ) + eθ (τ ) = D−1σel
θ (τ ) + eθ (τ ) (5)

where D is the material matrix. Thus, one may write:

σel
θ (τ ) = De(τ ) − Deθ (τ ) (6)

Using the principle of virtual work one may write:∫

V

δe(τ )Tσel
θ (τ )dV = 0 (7)

since no nodal forces, due to thermal loading develop. Combining (4), (6), and (7), the following expression
may be written: ⎛

⎝
∫

V

BTDBdV

⎞
⎠ r(τ) =

∫

V

BTDeθ (τ )dV (8)

or equivalently:

Kr(τ ) =
∫

V

BTDeθ (τ )dV (9)
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where K is the stiffness matrix of the structure. Thus, after the solution of (9) for r(τ), we may get the values
for σel

θ (τ ) using Eqs. (4) and (6). The corresponding values of the stresses σel
P (τ ) due to the mechanical loading

may be easily obtained, in an analogous way, after the conversion of the loading to the equivalent nodal forces
vector R(τ), using this vector as the r.h.s of equation (9) and omitting the second part of Eq. (6).

Inelasticity manifests itself through the residual stresses as noted in Eq. (3). An analogous decomposition
to this equation holds for the strain rates:

ε̇(τ ) = ė(τ ) + ε̇r(τ ) (10)

where ė(τ ) may be evaluated from Eq. (5); eel(τ ) will now include elastic straining due to both the thermal
and the mechanical loading. The residual strain rate ε̇r(τ ) may be itself decomposed into elastic and plastic
parts. Thus, Eq. (10) becomes:

ε̇(τ ) = ėel(τ ) + ėθ (τ ) + ε̇elr (τ ) + ε̇pl(τ ) (11)

Stress rates and elastic strain rates are related by:

σ̇el(τ ) = Dėel

ρ̇(τ ) = Dε̇elr (12)

Combining Eqs. (11) and (12), we may solve for the rates of the residual stresses:

ρ̇(τ ) = Dε̇(τ ) − σ̇el(τ ) − Dėθ (τ ) − Dε̇pl(τ ) (13)

We may now solve the rate problem with the aid of the FEM. Compatibility is written with respect to the rate
of the nodal displacements, i.e.,:

ε̇(τ ) = Bṙ(τ ) (14)

Since the residual stresses are self-equilibrated we may have from the PVW:∫

V

δε̇(τ )Tρ̇(τ )dV = 0 (15)

Thus, we end up with solving the following direct stiffness equation with its r.h.s. known:

Kṙ(τ ) =
∫

BTσ̇el(τ )dV +
∫

BTDėθ (τ )dV +
∫

BTDε̇pl(τ )dV (16)

With ṙ(τ ) known, we may estimate the values of ρ̇(τ ), using (14) and (13).
Assuming that our structure is made of an elastic–perfectly plastic material, having a yield surface f , and

assuming an associated flow rule, the plastic strain rates are given by:

ε̇pl = λ · ∂ f

∂σ
(17)

For stable materials of a convex yield surface [1], it has been proved [33] that a structure will reach, after
many cycles of loading, a steady cycle, in which the stresses and the strain rates gradually stabilize and remain
unaltered on passing to the next cycle [34]. In such a case, the stresses and the plastic strain rates will become
periodic with the same period of the applied loads [35].

Steady state cycles are distinguished by the existence or non-existence of plastic straining inside the cycle.
For the former case, from the point of view of kinematics, the plastic strain increment over the cycle constitutes
a compatible strain field. Two distinct such cycles [36] may occur, both of which should be avoided, when
designing a structure:

(a) The net plastic strain increment is different to zero. Such a cycle, which takes place for relatively high
levels of loading, leads the structure to a long-term incremental collapse or ratcheting. Thus, the structure
will become unserviceable as the plastic strains will grow bigger from cycle to cycle leading to large
displacements.

(b) The net plastic strain increment is equal to zero. The long-term response is reverse plasticity which occurs
also for relatively high loading levels and leads to low-cycle fatigue that reduces the working life of a
structure or of a component.
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For lower levels of cyclic loading, a favorable situation may occur, i.e., a steady cycle where plastic strain rates
(ε̇pl = 0) vanish over the whole body. Thus, despite an initial plastic straining during the transient period, the
long-term behavior of the structure becomes purely elastic. This steady state is called elastic shakedown.

The conditions for shakedown have been stated by Melan [2]. The theorem contains the two following
statements [34]:

(a) The structure will shake down under a cyclic loading if there exists a time-independent distribution of
residual stresses ρ̄ such that, under any combination of loads inside prescribed limits, its superposition
with the ‘elastic’ stresses σel, i.e., σel + ρ̄, results in a safe stress state at any point of the structure,

(b) Shakedown never takes place unless a time-independent distribution of residual stresses can be found
such that under all the possible load combinations the sum of the residual and ‘elastic’ stresses constitutes
an allowable stress state.

Although originally the theorem ofMelan included onlymechanical loading, the term ‘elastic’ refers to stresses
generated by either mechanical or thermal load or a combined action of the two. The generalization of Melan’s
theorem so as to cover thermal cycling was provided by Prager [4].

For a structure subjected to a prescribed cyclic loading program, these statements define the limit cycle
which is a transition cycle between onewith plastic straining and onewithout plastic straining. It may be proved
[34] that the residual stress distribution of this cycle is unique, being independent of the preceding deformation
history. The numerical procedure, which will be described below, is exactly a transition process to this cycle.

3 Procedure for shakedown analysis

The approach for the shakedown analysis is based on the RSDM which is a numerical process that provides a
cyclic elasto-plastic stress state for a cyclically loaded elasto-plastic structure [32]. The method assumes the
decomposition of the residual stresses into Fourier series (e.g., [37]) with respect to the cycle time. Thus, one
may write:

ρ(τ ) = 1

2
a0 +

∞∑
k=1

{cos(2kπτ) · ak + sin(2kπτ) · bk} (18)

The coefficients of the series a0, ak and bk are calculated through iterations.
The procedure will be termed RSDM-S and is going to be formulated for two-dimensional structures with

a von Mises yield surface.
Let us suppose that a structure having thickness d is subjected to a mechanical and a thermal load that

vary independent to each other. These loads may have a cyclic variation between a specified maximum and
a minimum value just like the cyclic program (0 → P∗ → (P∗, θ∗) → θ∗ → 0) (Fig. 2a). Without loss
of generality, we assume that the minimum values of the two loads are zero with the starred quantities cor-
responding to the maximum values of the loads. Although the procedure may be applied for more than two
loads, for simplicity reasons, a maximum of two loads are considered.

One may obtain a load variation with time by drawing a curve that passes through the limits.

(a) (b) 

P ττ3 τ4 τ2 τ1 

 θ* 

P* 

P* 
0 1 

 (P*, θ*) 

0

2 

3 

4 

1

Ω

 

θ 

θ* 

 

P, θ 

τ* 

Fig. 2 Individual cyclic loading variation over one time period a in load space, b in time domain
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In the time domain, this cyclic loading may be expressed as:

P(τ ) =
{
P(τ )
θ(τ )

}
=

{
P∗ · α1(τ )
θ∗ · α2(τ )

}
(19)

Indicative variations of the two loads may be seen in Fig. 2b.
Due to the convexity of the yield surface [38] it has been proved that if a given structure shakes down over

the path of Fig. 2a that defines the domain 	 then it shakes down over any load path contained within 	.
Equation (19) converts the problem of a prescribed loading domain to an equivalent prescribed cyclic

loading in the time domain. We may expand or contract the loading domain isotropically by multiplying the
variation of the loads with a factor γ . Through the proposed iterative procedure, we seek to find the factor γsh
for which the adopted cyclic loading makes the structure shakedown. The procedure that will be presented
below will approach this factor by a continuous shrinking of the load domain. Thus, we need to start from a
value which is definitely above the shakedown load.

3.1 Evaluation of a starting value for γ

The elastic effective stresses at all the Gauss points (GPs) at τ ∗ (Fig. 2b) are calculated. This is the cycle time
point that one of the loads, for example P , attains its maximum value P∗ and the other load θ is zero. Let us
suppose that min σ̄ el(τ ∗) is the nonzero minimum of these stresses. The factor

γ (0) = σY

min σ̄el(τ ∗)
(20)

where σY is the uniaxial yield stress, will constitute a starting loading factor which when multiplying the
corresponding loads at τ ∗ will produce a load which, at least for this cycle time, is far above the shakedown
or even the limit load, since all the elements of the structure will be plastic.

3.2 Development of the numerical procedure

As already mentioned for a structure to shakedown, the steady state residual stresses must be constant in time.
Since the residual stresses are decomposed in Fourier series [Eq. (18)] the basis of the numerical approach is
to lead the coefficients of the trigonometric part of the series ak and bk to zero. The sum of the norms of these
terms is used to succeed in this.

Thus, having found an initial solution, we use the RSDM for the factored cyclic loading γ (0) · P(τ ), to
produce an initial estimate for ρ(0), a

(0)
0 , a(0)

k ,b(0)
k . Then, we enter the iterative phase, which consists of two

iteration loops, one inside the other.
The following iterative steps are then followed:

1. Inside an iteration κ of the outer loop, starting with κ = 1, the following expressions are calculated in
order to find a decreased update γ (κ) of the loading factor:

ϕ
(
γ (κ−1)

)
=

∞∑
k=1

∥∥∥a(κ−1)
k

∥∥∥ +
∞∑
k=1

∥∥∥b(κ−1)
k

∥∥∥ (21)

γ (κ) · P∗ = γ (κ−1) · P∗ − ϕ
(
γ (κ−1)

)
· d (22)

Note that the thickness d is needed to convert stresses to loads
2. The following inequality is checked:

∣∣γ (κ) − γ (κ−1)
∣∣

γ (κ)
≤ tol (23)

If ineq. (23) holds, the procedure stops and γ (κ) = γ (κ−1) = γsh, otherwise we set

ρ(1)
(κ−1)(τ ) = ρ(κ−1)(τ ) (24)
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3. Using the updated load factor of the outer loop, an inner loop of iterations controlled by μ starts with
μ = 1. The following expression, concerning the total stress in the structure, is computed for each cycle
point τ and for each GP:

σ(μ)(τ ) = γ (κ)σel(τ ) + ρ(μ)
(κ−1)(τ ) (25)

where:

σel(τ ) = α1(τ )σel
P∗ + α2(τ )σel

θ∗ (26)

with α1(τ ), α2(τ ) the time functions of the loading [Eq. (19)]. Note that σel
P∗ and σel

θ∗ are the elastic
stresses for P∗ and θ∗, respectively.

4. We check whether the effective stress σ̄(μ)(τ ) > σY; if this does not hold we set ξ = 0 otherwise:

ξ = σ̄(μ)(τ ) − σY

σ̄(μ)(τ )
⇒ σ

(μ)
pl (τ ) = ξ · σ(μ) (τ ) (27)

This operation is a radial return type rule and may be graphically seen in Fig. 3. For a more detailed
discussion the reader is referred to [32].

5. Steps 3 and 4 are repeated for every GP.
6. If we integrate over all GPs, we get:

Ṙ = γ (κ)

⎧⎨
⎩α̇1(τ )RP∗ + α̇2(τ )

∫

V

BTDeθ∗
dV

⎫⎬
⎭ +

∫

V

BTσ
(μ)
pl dV (28)

This expression is obtained if we substitute first ėθ = α̇2(τ )eθ , and then Eq. (26), in the expression (16),
with RP∗ being the equivalent nodal forces of the elastic FE solution for P∗

7. We find an update for ṙ(μ)(τ ) by solving Eq. (16).
8. A value for ρ̇(μ)

(τ ) is obtained from Eq. (13), substituting for σ̇el(τ ) = γ (κ)
[
α̇1(τ )σel

P∗ + α̇2(τ )σel
θ∗

]
for

all the Gauss points.
9. The steps 3–8 are repeated for all the cycle time points.

C

A

O

B

el pl
pl

ρ

σ

σ σ

ε
.

D

vector OC : σ

vector AC : plσ

Fig. 3 Von Mises yield surface and radial return type of mapping
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10. By performing a numerical time integration over the whole cycle we may obtain an update of the Fourier
coefficients [32]:

a(μ+1)
k = − 1

kπ

1∫

0

{[
ρ̇(μ)

(τ )
]
(sin 2kπτ)

}
dτ

b(μ+1)
k = 1

kπ

1∫

0

{[
ρ̇(μ)

(τ )
]
(cos 2kπτ)

}
dτ

a(μ+1)
0

2
= −

∞∑
k=1

a(μ+1)
k + a(μ)

0

2
+

∞∑
k=1

a(μ)
k +

1∫

0

[
ρ̇(μ)

(τ )
]
dτ (29)

11. From the expressions (29), one may get an update for ρ(μ+1)(τ ) using (18).
12. Next we check whether the values of the residual stresses at the current and at the previous iteration

differ within some tolerance at some cycle point, for example at the end of the cycle, i.e.,:∥∥ρ(μ+1)(1)
∥∥
2 − ∥∥ρ(μ)(1)

∥∥
2∥∥ρ(μ+1)(1)

∥∥
2

≤ tol (30)

13. In case this does not hold we set ρ(μ+1)
(κ−1) (τ ) = ρ(μ+1)(τ ) and go back to step 3 and start a new iteration

of the inner loop; otherwise we set ρ(κ)(τ ) = ρ(μ+1)(τ ) and go back to step 1 and start a new iteration
of the outer loop.

Because of Eq. (22), a descending sequence of cyclic solutions is created which ends up with the parameters
of the limiting cycle for elastic shakedown. The algorithm is guaranteed to converge monotonically to the
solution [39] as the numerical results show that the continuous shrinking of the loading domain produces a
strictly descending continuous function, such as ϕ, which approaches zero, within some tolerance when the
shakedown factor γsh is reached. For accurate results, a value of tol of 10−4 proved sufficient. This is equivalent
to a tolerance for ϕ of 10−3.

Thus, the only term that remains in the Fourier series is the constant in time distribution of the residual
stresses which is unique for the adopted prescribed loading program.

4 Numerical examples

Twoplane stress examples of plate problemswere solved following the above procedure. The tolerance adopted,
as already mentioned, was 10−4.

4.1 Bree problem

The first example under consideration is the classical Bree plate problem [40] which is a benchmark example
for the case of cyclic thermo-mechanical loading. The structure is subjected to an axial stress, constant with
time, and a fluctuation of temperature difference �θ(τ), assumed to be linearly distributed along the width of
the plate (Fig. 4). The plate is assumed homogeneous, isotropic, elastic–perfectly plastic with the following
material data: Young’s modulus E = 208GPa, Poison’s ratio ν = 0.3, and yield stress σY = 360MPa, and
the coefficient of thermal expansion is taken as 5 × 10−5/◦C . The same geometrical data to discretize the
problem as in [26] are used. The finite element mesh is shown in Fig. 4 and consists of one hundred and
twenty, eight-noded, iso-parametric elements with 3 × 3 Gauss integration points. It is assumed that the plate
is constrained from in-plane bending, thus making the problem essentially one- dimensional.

A prescribed loading in the time domain for the temperature may be established with the use of the polyno-
mial time function as shown in Fig. 5. In Fig. 6, one may see the calculated shakedown domain by the RSDM-S
i.e., the maximum thermal elastic stress due to the fluctuating temperature σt plotted versus the axial stress σP
both normalized against the yield stress σY. It may be observed that the solution is almost identical with the
analytic solution [40].
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Fig. 5 Cyclic loading variation over one time period in a time domain, b in load domain

4.2 Square plate with a hole

A second example of application is a square plate with a circular hole at its center (Fig. 7). The plate is assumed
homogeneous, isotropic, elastic–perfectly plastic with the same material data as before. The ratio between the
diameter D of the hole and the length L of the plate is equal to 0.2. Also the ratio of the thickness d of the plate
to its length is equal to 0.05. A case of L = 20cm has been considered. Due to the symmetry of the structure
and the loading, only one quarter of the plate is analyzed. The finite element mesh discretization of the plate is
also shown in Fig. 7. Ninety-eight, eight-noded, iso-parametric elements with 3 × 3 Gauss integration points
were used.
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Fig. 6 Shakedown domain produced by the RSDM-S and its comparison with the analytical solution of Bree [40]
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Fig. 7 The geometry of the holed plate subjected to mechanical and thermal loading and its finite element mesh

The plate is subjected to a temperature difference �θ between the edge of the hole and the edge of the
plate, and a uniaxial tension P along the one side of the plate (Fig. 7). The same logarithmic variation of the
temperature with radius r as in [31] is used:

θ(r, τ ) = θ0 + �θ(τ) ln

(
5D/2

r

)/
ln(5)

The above equation defines the temperature variation inside the plate giving a value of θ1(τ ) = θ0 + �θ(τ)
around the edge of the hole (r = D/2) and θ1 = θ0 at the outer edges of the plate (r = 5D/2). The temperature
θ0 is considered equal to zero, and a coefficient of thermal expansion of 5E−5 ◦C−1 is assumed. In the results,
σt denotes the maximum effective thermal elastic stress that appears under the fluctuating temperature.

The shakedown domain was calculated for two different load cases of thermo-mechanical loading. A first
one assuming constant axial load and variable temperature difference �θ(τ) and a second one assuming an
independent variation between the axial load and the temperature difference.

4.2.1 Constant axial load P, variable temperature Δθ(τ)

A prescribed loading in the time domain for the temperature may be established with the use of the polynomial
time function (Fig. 5), whereas the axial load is considered to be constant with time. In Fig. 8, one may see
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0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1

0 0.25 0.5 0.75 1

1,
2 

 

Time 

P1 P2

(b) (a) 

-16τ 2+16τ -3 

-16τ2+16τ-3 
 

-16τ2+24τ-8 

-16τ 2+  

1 2 

(P*, *) 3 

2 4 

P,  

P P* 

 * 

1 0 

8τ
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Fig. 11 Typical convergence of the RSDM-S (case of rectangular loading domain)

the results produced by the RSDM-S. It is noted that the temperature axis is normalized against 2σY as this is
the value of σt at the reverse plasticity limit [31]. It may be observed that the interaction diagram follows the
classic Bree-like shape [40]. A good agreement with existing in the literature results [31] may be seen.

4.2.2 Independent variation of axial load P(τ ), temperature Δθ(τ)

The RSDM-S is used to find the shakedown loading for the rectangular loading domain of Fig. 9b which
was discussed before. The time functions of Fig. 9a were used to establish a prescribed cyclic loading that
passes through the four vertices of this domain. The computed, by the RSDM-S, shakedown domain is shown in
Fig. 10. In Fig. 11, one may see the convergence of the proposed procedure towards the value of the shakedown
factor, which is typical for all the cases considered herein.

The developed procedure is computationally efficient as the stiffness matrix of the structure is formed and
decomposed only once. Three terms of the Fourier series proved enough to represent the residual stress field.

5 Concluding remarks

A direct method to evaluate the shakedown load of cyclically loaded elasto-plastic structures under thermo-
mechanical loading has been presented. The loading domain is first converted into a prescribed loading which
is multiplied by a load factor. Then, starting from a factor high above shakedown a descending sequence of
loading factors is formed which converges to the parameters of the limit cycle, where the residual stresses are
constant in time.

The approach turns out to be simple, numerically stable and efficient andmaybe implemented in any existing
FE code as opposed to MP methods where a special optimization algorithm is also needed to be supplied.
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