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A B S T R A C T

This study presents calibration and validation of a cohesive extended finite element model for
fatigue crack propagation in ductile materials. The approach relies on a separation between
plasticity around the crack tip and fatigue crack growth at the crack tip such that the influence
of plasticity on fatigue driving forces is predicted. This implies that characterization of crack
growth requires effective Paris parameters. It is shown that the calibrated model can capture
fatigue crack growth behaviour in ductile materials for in-phase and out-of-phase biaxial fatigue
loading as well as in-phase biaxial loading with an overload.

. Introduction

Various structures such as vehicles, bridges and wind turbines, are subjected to cyclic loading. It is common that their fatigue
rack propagation behaviour is simulated with models that are only valid for mode I constant amplitude loading. However, in reality,
he applied cyclic loading can vary in direction, order and magnitude. Uncertainty on how these effects should be accounted for in
omputational models hampers an accurate fatigue life prediction.

In literature, most research beyond standard constant amplitude loading has been done for overloading and in-phase mixed
ode loading. An overload can create a significant crack growth retardation effect, often attributed to plasticity induced crack

losure [1–3]. On the other hand, a change in loading direction can cause a mixed-mode stress field around the crack tip, changing
he crack growth direction [4,5].

The developed overload models generally make use of a cohesive zone [6–11]. The effect of an overload is captured by including
lastic behaviour, either in the cohesive zone or in the bulk material. For these models, the calibration of parameters is generally
ot extensively discussed.

Mixed-mode loading models mainly utilize the eXtended Finite Element Method (XFEM) [12,13] to enable crack growth through
lements [14–17]. However, only in-phase mixed-mode loading has been considered in such models whereas out-of-phase mixed-
ode has mainly been limited to experimental research [5,18–20]. The research on modelling this behaviour is limited to an analysis

f different crack path prediction methods [20,21].
In recent work, the authors have developed a thick level set model that can capture the effect of overloads by separating plasticity

round the crack tip from fatigue crack growth at the crack tip [22]. Afterwards, this approach has been used for a cohesive XFEM
odel, employing the phantom node version of the XFEM [23–27], such that both the effects of overloading and mixed-mode

oading can be captured [28]. In this model, a cohesive zone is used to approximate the damage behaviour in front of the physical
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Nomenclature

𝑎 Crack length
𝑏 Measure for the rate of change of the yield surface
𝐶 Linear kinematic hardening coefficient
𝑐, 𝑐e, 𝑐p Paris constant, elastic, plastic
𝑑 Damage
𝐸 Young’s modulus
𝑓 Von Mises yield criterion
𝐺c Critical energy release rate
𝐺, 𝐺e, 𝐺p, 𝐺max, 𝐺min Energy release rate, elastic, plastic, maximum, minimum
𝐾 Stress intensity factor
𝐾c Initial cohesive stiffness
𝑙p Fracture process zone length
𝑙w Weight function rate of decay
𝑚, 𝑚e, 𝑚p Paris exponent, elastic, plastic
𝑁 Number of cycles
𝑃 , 𝑃max Applied load, maximum
𝑄∞ Limit value for yield stress increase
𝑅 Radius
𝑟w Weight function distance parameter
𝑊 Width
𝑤 Weighting value
𝐬 Deviatoric stress
𝛽 Mixed-mode strength ratio
𝛾 Non-linear kinematic hardening coefficient
𝛿, 𝛿f , 𝛿i, 𝛿m Effective displacement jump, final failure, initiation, maximum
𝛿n, 𝛿s Normal and tangential displacement jump
𝜖p Plastic strain
𝜖p Equivalent plastic strain
𝜈 Poisson ratio
𝜉 Deviatoric back-stress
𝜎y, 𝜎0 Yield stress, initial
𝜏 Effective cohesive traction
𝜏max Tensile strength
𝜏n, 𝜏s Normal and tangential cohesive traction
𝜙 Location parameter

or macroscopic crack tip. The energy release rate (ERR) is determined by means of the J-integral, which is linked to the Paris
equation to compute the fatigue crack growth rate. The present study takes the cohesive XFEM formulation from [28] as a starting
point and investigates its validity for capturing the physics of fatigue crack growth under various loading conditions. Specifically,
this paper is focused on the determination and calibration of the cohesive zone parameters in combination with the Paris equation to
predict fatigue crack growth, with special attention for out-of-phase loading and bi-axial loading in combination with overloading.

The paper starts with an overview of the numerical framework followed by a description of the behaviour of the bulk material
nd the cohesive zone. Subsequently, the crack tip propagation criteria are discussed. Next, the fracture parameters are determined,
n which the tensile strength and a set of plastic Paris parameters require calibration. Finally, two numerical examples are presented
o validate the model and to show the objectivity of the parameters. The numerical examples include out-of-phase biaxial loading
nd in-phase biaxial loading with a single overload.

. Numerical framework

A cracked medium with an elastic–plastic bulk material, as shown in Fig. 1, is examined. The crack propagates due to an applied
yclic loading. The non-linear fracture process zone ahead of the physical crack tip is captured by means of a cohesive zone, which is
llustrated in Fig. 2. The numerical crack, i.e. the XFEM discontinuity, extends beyond the physical crack tip to include the cohesive
one. The tip of the discontinuity is referred to as the numerical crack tip. The cohesive tractions are large near the numerical crack
ip and are zero at the physical crack tip.
2
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Fig. 1. Numerical framework.

Fig. 2. Cohesive zone.

Fig. 1 also illustrates two characteristics of the numerical framework upon which the fatigue crack growth model is built.
oth aspects follow from not knowing the crack path a priori. Firstly, there is the ability of XFEM for a discontinuity to be
resent along a non-predefined crack path running through the elements. Secondly, in order to correctly capture the crack tip
ehaviour, small elements are required in this region. However, when it is unknown where the crack will grow, small elements
re required everywhere, which increases computation time significantly. This is addressed by making use of an adaptive meshing
echnique [29–31], which ensures the use of small elements only around the crack tip and larger elements elsewhere in order to
mprove computational efficiency.

. Material behaviour

The bulk material and the cohesive zone both have their own set of constitutive relations. Consequently, the interaction between
he bulk material and the cohesive zone dictates the crack growth behaviour. This section first describes the relations used for the
ulk material, followed by those employed for the cohesive zone.

.1. Bulk material

A bulk material having an elastic–plastic material response is considered. The elastic response is captured using Hooke’s law
hich requires the Young’s modulus 𝐸 and the Poisson ratio 𝜈. The plastic response is modelled using both isotropic and kinematic

hardening such that plastic flow under cyclic loading can be captured. The yield surface is described by means of the Von Mises
criterion:

𝑓 =
√

2
3
(𝐬 − 𝜉) ∶ (𝐬 − 𝜉) − 𝜎y (1)

where 𝐬 is the deviatoric stress and 𝜉 the deviatoric back-stress. A non-linear isotropic hardening rule [32] is used to described the
volution of the yield stress 𝜎y:

𝜎 = 𝜎 +𝑄
(

1 − e−𝑏𝜖
p
)

(2)
3

𝑦 0 ∞
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Fig. 3. Bilinear cohesive law.

where 𝜎0 and 𝑄∞ are the initial yield stress and the limit value for the yield stress increase, respectively. The measure for the rate of
change of the yield surface is indicated by 𝑏. The equivalent plastic strain increment d𝜖p is a function of the plastic strain increment
d𝜖p:

d𝜖p =
√

2
3
d𝜖p ∶ d𝜖p (3)

The kinematic hardening rule is defined as [33]:

d𝜉 =
2
∑

𝑖=1

( 2
3
𝐶𝑖d𝜖p − 𝛾𝑖𝜉𝑖d𝜖p

)

(4)

where 𝛾𝑖 is the non-linear kinematic hardening coefficient and 𝐶𝑖 is the linear one.

3.2. Cohesive zone model

In the cohesive zone model each integration point on the crack is assigned a static cohesive law from which the traction and the
stiffness degradation through a damage parameter are computed. Fig. 3 shows the bilinear cohesive law that is used in this study.

A mixed-mode formulation is used in which the effective traction 𝜏 is a function of the effective displacement jump 𝛿, which is
defined as [34,35]:

𝛿 =
√

⟨𝛿n⟩2 + 𝛽2𝛿2s (5)

where 𝛽 is equal to the ratio between the tensile and shear strength of the material. The normal and tangential displacement jumps
are indicated by 𝛿n and 𝛿s, respectively.

The maximum effective traction stress 𝜏max is equal to the material tensile strength and the critical ERR for mode I, indicated by
𝐺c, is equal to the area under the curve of the cohesive law. The maximum effective displacement jump that has been reached by
a material point on the crack is defined by 𝛿m, which has a corresponding damage 𝑑 that is given by:

𝑑 =
𝛿f

(

𝛿m − 𝛿i
)

𝛿m
(

𝛿f − 𝛿i
) for 𝛿m ≥ 𝛿i (6)

from which follows that an increase in 𝛿m results in an increase in 𝑑. Here, 𝛿i is the fracture initiation displacement jump and 𝛿f
the final failure displacement jump, which are computed from the values of 𝜏max, 𝐺c and the initial cohesive stiffness 𝐾c.

The damage starts to increase once the effective displacement jump exceeds 𝛿i and reaches its maximum value of one for a
displacement jump equal to 𝛿f . 𝐾c is multiplied with (1 − 𝑑) to account for the accumulated damage. As a results, the effective
traction–displacement relations are given by:

𝜏 =

⎧

⎪

⎨

⎪

⎩

𝐾c𝛿 𝛿m < 𝛿i
𝐾c (1 − 𝑑) 𝛿 𝛿m ≥ 𝛿i
0 𝛿m ≥ 𝛿f

(7)

The tractions in the normal direction 𝜏n and sliding or tangential direction 𝜏s are computed from the effective traction:

𝜏n =

{ 𝜏
𝛿m

𝛿n 𝛿n ≥ 0

𝐾c𝛿n 𝛿n < 0
(8)

𝜏s =𝛽2
𝜏
𝛿m

𝛿s (9)

The initial cohesive stiffness is used to calculate the normal traction in the case of a negative displacement jump, irrespective of the
value of accumulated damage. Contact between the two crack faces is ensured by means of a large initial stiffness which ensures that
4
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any negative normal displacement jumps remain small. Consequently, 𝐾c should be sufficiently large such that the global response
is not influenced by its exact value.

Extraction of the ERR is done by computing the J-integral around the interface elements by integrating the traction–separation
relation along the fracture process zone following Bak et al. [36]:

𝐺 = −∫

𝑙p

0
𝜏 𝜕𝛿
𝜕𝜙

d𝜙 (10)

here 𝑙p is the total length of the cohesive zone and 𝜙 the variable that runs from 0 at the physical crack tip to 𝑙p at the numerical
crack tip. For a fully developed cohesive zone, as obtained during quasi-static crack growth, this 𝐺 is equal to 𝐺c. However, for
fatigue crack growth 𝐺 is generally lower than 𝐺c.

3.3. Fatigue crack relation

The crack growth rate is computed by means of the Paris equation [37]:
d𝑎
d𝑁

= 𝑐 (Δ𝐾)𝑚 (11)

where 𝑁 is the number of cycles, 𝑎 is the crack length and 𝛥𝐾 is the Stress Intensity Factor (SIF) range. The Paris constant and
exponent are indicated by 𝑐 and 𝑚.

The cohesive zone gives the ERR for a given state of the model. For elastic materials the SIF can simply be converted to the ERR
by means of the following equation:

𝐾 =
√

𝐸𝐺 (12)

which is only valid for the state of plane stress, although a comparable relation exists for plane strain as well.
The effective displacement jump defined in Eq. (5) is used to capture the effect of different mode-mixities on 𝐺. Consequently,

the mode I Paris parameters are used to determine the fatigue crack growth rate for mixed-mode loading as well. Potentially, the
model can be expanded to include roughness induced crack closure by adjusting the cohesive zone behaviour. Plugging Eq. (12)
into Eq. (11) gives the Paris relation as a function of the ERR:

d𝑎
d𝑁

= 𝑐e

(

√

𝐸𝐺max
e −

√

𝐸𝐺min
e

)𝑚e
(13)

where the subscript e has been added to the Paris parameters and the ERR 𝐺 to indicate that it concerns an elastic bulk material.
Note that Eq. (12) does not result in a real SIF in the case of an elastic–plastic material. Nonetheless, the SIF computed from

the ERR for the fracture process zone inside the elastic–plastic bulk material could still potentially be used as a measure for the
magnitude of the crack driving force. Therefore, for an elastic–plastic bulk material, Eq. (13) is written as:

d𝑎
d𝑁

= 𝑐p
(√

𝐸𝐺max
p −

√

𝐸𝐺min
p

)𝑚p
(14)

where the parameters 𝑐p and 𝑚p require calibration. The subscript p is added to indicate that it holds for an elastic–plastic bulk
material. Unlike the 𝑐e and 𝑚e from Eq. (13), 𝑐p and 𝑚p cannot be directly identified from experiments as there is no method to
measure 𝐺p from experimental observations. It should be mentioned that the common approach where 𝐾 is related to the force
through linear elastic fracture mechanics (LEFM) relations is not without problems either as LEFM theory fails to capture measured
stress ratio effects, let alone crack retardation through overloading. In contrast, the 𝐺p from Eq. (14) is a quantity that accounts for
the shielding effect of the plastic zone.

4. Crack tip propagation

Fig. 4 illustrates a cohesive crack in a finite element mesh in which the locations of the numerical and physical crack tip, as
well as the cohesive integration points and the regular integration points for several elements are indicated. The arc length of the
fracture process zone, indicated with the solid line, is equal to 𝑙p. Complete separation of the crack faces, i.e. damage equal to one, is
ndicated by the thick dashed line. The magnitude of 𝑙p is determined based on the position of the physical and the numerical crack
ip, which both have their own criterion of propagation. The length of the fracture process zone changes as the crack propagates due
o the changing stress field around the crack tip. It is noted that both crack tips are only allowed to grow from element boundary
o element boundary.

The numerical crack tip propagates through one element when the maximum principal stress 𝜎I in any integration point located
n a small region around the numerical crack tip exceeds the failure stress. The failure stress is equal to 𝜏max in Fig. 3 and acts as a
umerical quantity rather than the value extracted from a 1D tensile test. The small region is taken to have a radius of three times
he element size and is indicated in Fig. 4 with the circle around the numerical crack tip. The crack growth direction is computed
sing the maximum principal stress criterion [38], using a non-local approach [39]. The non-local stress is computed by weighing
he state of stress of each integration point located in the neighbourhood of the numerical crack tip with the following equation:

𝑤 =
𝑙w
3∕2 3

exp

(

−
𝑟2w
2

)

(15)
5

(2π) 𝑙w 2𝑙w
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Fig. 4. A crack (dashed line) with fracture process zone (solid line) in an extended finite element model framework. Note that this figure is only an illustration.
Cohesive integration points are present along the whole crack and regular integration throughout the whole domain.

Table 1
Elastic paris parameters [3].
𝑐e 𝑚e

6.78e−8 3.32

Here, 𝑟w and 𝑙w are the distance from the numerical crack tip to the considered integration point and the rate of decay of the weight
function, respectively. The arrow from the numerical crack tip in Fig. 4 indicates a possible propagation direction.

To obtain fatigue crack growth at 𝐺 < 𝐺c, the physical crack tip is forced forward by a crack length increment 𝛥𝑎 by setting the
amage value of the process zone element that is next to the current physical crack tip equal to one [40,41]. The physical crack
ip is following the path defined by the numerical discontinuity, as indicated by the arrow from the physical crack tip also shown
n Fig. 4. The propagation process of the physical crack tip is performed after each simulated loading cycle. At the post-processing
tage, the actual amount of fatigue cycles 𝛥𝑁 that each simulated loading cycle represents is calculated by means of Eq. (14) for an
lastic–plastic or Eq. (13) for an elastic material, which requires 𝛥𝑎, 𝐺max and 𝐺min to be known. The crack growth length 𝛥𝑎 is equal

to the distance the physical crack tip needs to be shifted forward to reach the next element edge, and 𝐺max and 𝐺min are known
because the ERR is evaluated at each time step during the simulated cycle and thus the effective stress intensity range is known as
well. By computing the ERR at every time step, it is not necessary to inform the part of the code where the ERR is computed about
when boundary conditions are at a maximum or minimum, or even to assume that 𝐺max is synchronized with maximum boundary
conditions which would for instance not be the case in the presence of viscoelasticity.

A flow diagram of the whole crack propagation process is given in Fig. 5. Initially the physical crack tip and the numerical crack
tip coincide, which means that the simulation starts with a sharp notch without cohesive zone. The numerical produce starts with
setting the applied loading or loadstep, after which a finite element calculation is performed to compute the displacements, strains
and stresses. First, it is monitored if numerical crack tip propagation should be performed. If this is not the case, it will be checked
if the current loadstep is the final step of a fatigue load cycle. If this criterion is not met, the ERR is computed and a new load step
is introduced. If one of the two criteria is met, either numerical crack tip or physical crack tip propagation is performed, followed
by a mesh adaptivity process. More details on the mesh refinement can be found in [28]. The displacements, strains and stresses
are then calculated for the same loadstep for this new configuration. Note that it is only possible to meet the cycle end criterion
only once for a specific loadstep. Furthermore, a 3D implementation for the current crack growth algorithm is possible following
Moes et al. [42,43].

5. Model calibration

Model calibration is performed on the fatigue crack growth experiments reported by Zhao et al. [3] for a 7075-T6 aluminium
alloy. The tests were executed on the compact tension specimen given in Fig. 6 with a width 𝑊 of 50.8mm and a thickness of
4.76mm. The crack has an initial length 𝑎 of 12.8mm. The applied cyclic load has a load ratio of 0.1 and a maximum applied load
𝑃max of 3 kN. The problem is considered to be in a state of plane stress. The elastic Paris parameters resulting from these tests are
given in Table 1. Note that these elastic Paris parameters are computed on the assumption that linear elastic fracture mechanics
can be used.

The presented numerical model includes plasticity parameters and cohesive law parameters. The plasticity parameters are
obtained from Naderi et al. [44] and are given in Table 2. The cohesive law parameters, which should be calibrated, include the
cohesive stiffness 𝐾c, the critical ERR 𝐺c and the tensile strength 𝜏max. Baseline values of the cohesive zone parameters are given in
Table 2 as well, where the parameter 𝛽 as well as 𝐺c follow from [45]. These baseline values are used in the numerical simulations
presented in this paper except when mentioned otherwise. Furthermore, the plastic Paris parameters require calibration as well.
6

The calibration of the cohesive law parameters 𝐾c, 𝐺c and 𝜏max, and the Paris parameters 𝑚p and 𝑐p will be discussed next.
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Fig. 5. Flow diagram of the fatigue crack propagation model.

Fig. 6. Compact tension specimen.

.1. Cohesive stiffness

The value of 𝐾c, if chosen sufficiently stiff, should not influence the global response. In order to prove this, a simulation under
onstant amplitude fatigue loading on the CTS, as defined above, has been performed for varying values of cohesive stiffness. In
ig. 7a the computed ERR is plotted as a function of the crack length, which shows that the effect of the cohesive stiffness on the
esults is negligible for all values larger or equal to 108 N∕mm3. However, it should be mentioned that choosing a too large value
ould result in non-convergence of the solution.

.2. Critical energy release rate

The value of 𝐺c can be determined experimentally. However, its value depends on the material grain direction as well as the
mount of plasticity around the crack tip during the test, resulting in different sources giving different values [45–47]. In the
resent framework where plasticity is separately represented, 𝐺c should not include energy dissipation in the plastic region around
he fracture process zone. The value of this parameter is mainly important to determine when fatigue crack growth turns into crack
rowth under monotonic loading. As shown in Fig. 7b, a change in 𝐺c results in a minimal change in 𝛥𝐺. Furthermore, because the

Paris parameters and 𝜏max still need to be calibrated after choosing the values for 𝐺c, it is safe to assume that the exact value of 𝐺c
7

does not influence the fatigue behaviour. As mentioned before, the 𝐺c used in this study is taken from [45].
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Fig. 7. ERR range for different values of (a) 𝐾c and (b) 𝐺c.

Fig. 8. ERR range as function of 𝜏max.

.3. Tensile strength and Paris parameters

For fatigue crack growth simulations three parameters remain that require calibration, namely the Paris constant and exponent,
nd 𝜏max. However, these parameters are not independent of each other. This is illustrated in Fig. 8, which shows the influence of
max on the ERR range. A higher 𝜏max allows for larger strains and therefore a larger plastic zone, which reduces the ERR. Note that
max acts as a calibration parameter and its value does not necessarily have a physical meaning. For reference, the curve for an elastic
ulk material is added as well, which can be obtained by an empirical relation [48] or numerically, independent of 𝜏max. In the case
ith elastic bulk material, a value for 𝜏max of 1200MPa has been used, although in absence of plasticity results are insensitive to the

trength as long as it results in a cohesive zone that is sufficiently small compared to specimen dimensions and yet spans several
inite elements.

For each value of 𝜏max, the Paris parameters can be calibrated to a Paris curve, see Eq. (13), with the elastic Paris parameters
iven in Table 1 as input by means of a least square minimization. It should be emphasized that each value of 𝜏max has its own
uned set of Paris parameters, which all give the same crack growth rate in the case of constant amplitude loading.

The model parameters cannot be uniquely identified with data from a constant amplitude test. At this point it is still unknown
hich set of 𝜏max and Paris parameters should be selected. This selection follows from simulating an overload case, where the data

s again taken from an experiment done by Zhao et al. [3]. In this experiment, an overload of 6 kN, which is twice the maximum
oad in the constant amplitude part, was applied at a crack length of 14.96mm. Note with respect to the simulation scheme shown
n Fig. 5, this overload is a single cycle, and thus no physical crack propagation is done immediately after the overload. First, a
onstant amplitude load cycle is run before physical crack propagation is performed again.

For every combination of 𝜏max and corresponding Paris parameters, a different amount of crack retardation is obtained when the
8

verload case is simulated. The set that is able to quantitatively capture the experimentally observed retardation effect is selected.
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Fig. 9. (a) Crack growth rate and (b) number of fatigue cycles for different tensile strength compared against a mode I fatigue overload experiment (Exp) [3].

Table 2
Model parameters.
𝐸 𝜈 𝜎0 𝑄∞ b 𝐶1 𝐶2 𝛾1 𝛾2
70.94GPa 0.33 420MPa 140MPa 40 175GPa 9GPa 3500 180

Fig. 9 shows crack growth results from simulations where the overload experiment is modelled using different values of 𝜏max and
their respective Paris parameters, as well as using an elastic bulk material as a reference. It can be seen that all parameter sets give
a good match with the experiment for the constant amplitude part, while only the parameter set with 𝜏max equal to 730MPa agrees
with the experimental retardation behaviour. A higher value for 𝜏max results in too much retardation and a lower value in too little.
The elastic material results only in a peak in crack growth rate at the moment the overload is applied, but afterwards no effect is
observed, as was expected. In Fig. 9a it can also be observed that the retardation is preceded by a short period of crack acceleration
right after the application of the overload. The resolution of experimental measurements is not sufficient to determine whether this
effect was also present in the test. However, depending on the material and loading conditions, crack growth acceleration after an
overload is not uncommon [49]. Finally, note that the optimal combination of 𝜏max and Paris parameters depends on the chosen
plasticity parameters, of which different values can be found in literature [44,50,51]. Also, the numerical fracture process zone
length for the specified calibration case is found to be in the order of 0.1mm.

𝜏max 𝛽 𝐺c 𝐾c 𝑐p 𝑚p

730MPa 1.73 14.5Nmm−1 108 N∕mm3 2.32 × 10−7 3.29

6. Validation

Fatigue simulations for biaxial fatigue loading are performed and the results are compared against experimental data from
iterature [5,52] to investigate whether the calibrated model is valid for more complex load scenarios as well. The tests were
erformed on the same material as the tests used for the calibration of the model in the previous section. All validation tests consider
he notched cruciform specimen given in Fig. 10, which has a rounded square section around the centre which has a smaller thickness
compared to the rest of the specimen. Biaxial cyclic loading is applied where the load cycles in the two directions are either in-phase
r out-of-phase with a predefined phase shift. In the case of out-of-phase loading, the vertical load is lagging behind the horizontal
ne. The numerical analyses are performed using the model parameters from Table 2 as calibrated in Section 5. Furthermore, the
ame analyses are also executed for an elastic bulk material in order to investigate the influence of plasticity. After that, a bi-axial
verload example is simulated and compared against experimental observations. For all these analyses a state of plane stress is
ssumed.

.1. Constant amplitude loading

The experimental data for the constant amplitude biaxial fatigue loading examples are taken from literature [5,52]. Three
ifferent types of loading are considered, namely, in-phase loading (IP), 45◦ out-of-phase loading (OP45) and 90◦ out-of-phase

loading (OP90). The loading ratio is equal to 0.1 and the maximum applied load in both directions is equal to 15 kN.
The experimental data consist out of two or three different runs of the same experiment with considerable scatter between the

ifferent runs as shown in Fig. 11a. This scatter can be substantially reduced when starting to count the fatigue cycles from a slightly
arger crack length as shown in Fig. 11b, demonstrating a certain initiation life, which could be caused by variation in the notch
eometry between different specimens. Therefore, the crack growth results are shown from a crack length of 2mm to ensure that

the numerical model is compared to the experiments for the fatigue crack propagation stage and excluding the fatigue initiation
9

stage.
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Fig. 10. Geometry of cruciform specimen (Dimensions are in millimetres).

Fig. 11. Experimental crack growth data [5,52] (a) without adjustment and (b) taking 2mm as a starting point for the fatigue cycle count.

6.1.1. Elastic–plastic bulk material

The comparison of the crack path between the numerical model (Num), employing an elastic–plastic bulk material, and the
experimental data (Exp) is shown in Fig. 12a. Only one crack path per loading condition is given in the articles containing the
experimental data. The crack path for IP and OP90 show reasonable agreement. It is surprising that experimentally the crack path
for OP45 does not lie between the crack paths for OP90 and IP. The simulations do not reproduce this.
10
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Fig. 12. (a) The crack paths and the amount of fatigue cycles for (b) IP,(c) OP45 and (d) OP90 according to the numerical model (Num), using an elastic–plastic
ulk material, and experiment (Exp).

Next, Fig. 12b shows the comparison of crack growth as a function of number of load cycles. Here, two lines are included from
he numerical model. The dashed line is the result of using the original (orig) plastic Paris parameters previously calibrated on the
TS. It can be seen that the number of cycles required to reach a specific crack length is significantly over-predicted with these
arameters. This could possibly be attributed to a difference in batch material or a difference in production process between the
wo specimens.

Here, increasing the Paris constant by 55% for the cruciform specimen to 𝑐p = 3.6 × 10−7 leads to a good agreement for IP
oading between the numerical model and the experiment. The newly calibrated Paris constant is used in the following simulations
f different cases with the same geometry: OP45, OP90 and IP overload. Using this adjusted (adj) Paris constant for in-phase loading
esults in the solid line in Fig. 12b, which now shows there is good agreement. Note that re-calibration of the Paris parameters does
ot affect the crack path in the simulations, because the Paris equation is only used in post-processing to compute the number of
ycles required per crack increment.

There is a relatively poor agreement between numerical model and experiment for OP45 as shown in Fig. 12c, which could
e expected with the already observed mismatch in crack path. On the other hand, Fig. 12d shows a good agreement with the
xperiment for OP90.

.1.2. Elastic bulk material
The same comparison of the numerical model with experiment has been performed considering an elastic bulk material. Here,

he Paris parameters from Table 1 are used. The comparison in crack path is given in Fig. 13a. Again, IP and OP90 match relatively
ell with the experiments while OP45 does not.

Also for the elastic bulk material, using parameters calibrated on the compact tension specimen does not result in a good match
n crack growth as function of number of cycles, which is shown by the dashed line in Fig. 13b. Again, in order for the in-phase
oading case to agree with the experiment the Paris constant is increased. For the elastic bulk material the Paris constant is increased
y 31% to 𝑐e = 8.88 × 10−8. The solid line in Fig. 13b shows the cycles versus crack length for the adjusted Paris constant, which
ow follows the experiment.
11



Engineering Fracture Mechanics 248 (2021) 107688R. Dekker et al.

r
w

Fig. 13. (a) The crack paths and the amount of fatigue cycles for (b) IP,(c) OP45 and (d) OP90 according to the numerical model (Num), using an elastic bulk
material, and experiment (Exp).

Fig. 14. The minimum and maximum ERR versus crack length for (a) the elastic–plastic and (b) the elastic bulk material.

The solid lines Figs. 13c and 13d show the crack growth behaviour using the adjusted Paris constant for OP45 and OP90,
espectively. Interestingly, neither is in agreement with the experiment, while for the elastic–plastic bulk material OP90 did agree
ith the experiment. This indicates the need to include elastic–plastic material behaviour when considering out-of-phase loading.

Fig. 14 shows the maximum and minimum ERR for the elastic–plastic and the elastic bulk material. It can be seen that the 𝐺min

for the elastic–plastic bulk material is zero for all crack lengths due to plasticity induced crack closure. This is not the case for the
elastic material, which could potentially explain why using an elastic bulk material in the numerical analyses cannot capture the
correct crack growth rate for OP90.
12
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Fig. 15. (a) The crack growth rate and (b) the amount of fatigue cycles according to the numerical model (Num), using an elastic–plastic bulk material and
the adjusted Paris constant, and experiment.

6.2. Biaxial loading with a single overload

The experimental data for the bi-axial overloading example is taken from the same work by Datta et al. [52] from which also one
of the constant amplitude in-phase loading experimental curves discussed before originated. Therefore, the adjusted Paris constant
should also be valid for the overload case. The loading ratio is equal to 0.1 and the maximum applied load is equal to 15 kN, which
s the same as in the constant amplitude case. The overload is introduced at a crack length of 3.9mm and has an amplitude of 1.75
imes the maximum applied load.

The comparison between experiment and the numerical model is given in Fig. 15. It can be seen that both the crack growth rate
nd the amount of cycles show good agreement. It is emphasized that accurately capturing the constant amplitude part as well as
he retardation did not require recalibration of the strength parameter as determined for the thicker compact tension specimen.

. Conclusions

This study discussed in detail the calibration and validation of a cohesive XFEM model for fatigue crack growth simulations
n ductile materials based on the authors’ earlier work [28]. It is shown that the cohesive stiffness does not influence the energy
elease rate for a given crack length. Furthermore, the fatigue behaviour is independent of the critical energy release rate. Contrary
o most other cohesive zone models described in literature, this study provides a consistent procedure to calibrate all parameters
nvolved. In total three parameters required calibration: the Paris constant, the Paris exponent and the tensile strength. Increasing
he tensile strength results in a lower energy release rate for a given crack length. For every value of the tensile strength, the plastic
aris parameters can be calibrated to a constant amplitude cyclic loading test. After that, the correct set of tensile strength and Paris
arameters is chosen such that it can correctly capture crack retardation in an overload experiment.

The calibrated parameters are subsequently used for in-phase and out-of-phase bi-axial loading problems on a cruciform specimen
ade of a ductile material, from which the experimental data originate from a different source in literature. In terms of crack path,

n which the Paris parameters do not play a role, there was a good agreement with experiment for in-phase loading and 90◦ out-
f-phase loading. However, the numerical model showed a deviation from the crack path in the experiment for 45◦ out-of-phase
oading. Recalibrating the Paris constant, such that the numerical model agreed with the experiment for in-phase biaxial loading,
esulted in a good agreement for 90◦ out-of-phase biaxial loading and biaxial loading with a single overload for experiments on the
ame geometry. It was not necessary to calibrate the strength parameter to accurately reproduce the retardation observed in the
xperiment.

The importance of including plasticity for fatigue crack growth was illustrated with numerical results obtained with the same
ohesive zone model but then embedded in a linear elastic bulk material. With the elastic bulk material, no crack retardation after
verloading is obtained. Moreover, parameters resulting in a good agreement with the experiment for in-phase biaxial loading do
ot result in a good agreement in out-of-phase biaxial loading or overloading. It is concluded that including elastic–plastic material
ehaviour is essential when numerically investigating fatigue crack growth under load conditions that deviate from most simple
onstant amplitude mode I cases.
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