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Abstract

A field theory is presented for predicting damage and fracture in quasi-brittle materials. The approach
taken here is new and blends a non-local constitutive law with a two-point phase field. In this formulation,
the material displacement field is uniquely determined by the initial boundary value problem. The theory
naturally satisfies energy balance, with positive energy dissipation rate in accord with the Clausius-Duhem
inequality. Notably, these properties are not imposed but follow directly from the constitutive law and
evolution equation when multiplying the equation of motion by the velocity and integrating by parts. In
addition to elastic constants, the model requires at most three key material parameters: the strain at the onset
of nonlinearity, the ultimate tensile strength, and the fracture toughness. The approach simplifies parameter
identification while ensuring representation of material behavior. The approach seamlessly handles fracture
evolution across loading regimes, from quasi-static to dynamic, accommodating both fast crack propagation
and quasi-brittle failure under monotonic and cyclic loading. Numerical simulations show quantitative
and qualitative agreement with experiments, including three-point bending tests on concrete. The model
successfully captures the cyclic load-deflection response of crack mouth opening displacement, the structural
size-effect related to ultimate load and specimen size, fracture originating from corner singularities in L-
shaped domains, and bifurcating fast cracks.

Keywords: Quasi-Brittle Fracture, Peridynamics and Fracture, Phase Field Fracture, Nonlocal Modeling

1. Introduction

This paper presents a field theory to predict damage and fracture in quasi-brittle materials. The approach
taken here is new and blends a non-local constitutive law with a two-point phase field, handling fracture
evolution across quasi-static to dynamic loading regimes seamlessly. In this formulation, we establish an
initial boundary value problem for which the material displacement field and damage field are shown to
be uniquely determined. The damage field, which serves as the phase field for the problem, is exclusively
a function of the material strain with values between zero and one. The energy balance between elastic
potential energy and damage energy follows directly from the equations of motion, with positive energy
dissipation rate in accordance with the Clausius-Duhem inequality. Moreover, the failure energy can be
explicitly computed for a flat crack. Here, the failure energy factors into a product of two terms: one
providing an explicit formula for the energy release rate, and the other giving the crack length. What is
novel is that these properties are not imposed but follow directly from the constitutive law and evolution
equations on multiplying the equation of motion by the velocity and integrating by parts. No assumptions
beyond the evolution equation are required or used. Numerical simulations are developed using discrete
approximations of the proposed model. In addition to elastic constants, the model requires at most three
key material parameters: the strain at the onset of nonlinearity, the ultimate tensile strength, and the
fracture toughness. The goal is to achieve an accurate representation of material behavior using the least
number of parameters.

The space-time non-locality of the field theory presented here is motivated by the nonlocal computational
models of free fracture given by peridynamics, Silling (2000), Silling et al. (2007), phase field methods, Bour-
din et al. (2000), Aranson et al. (2000), Karma et al. (2001), Miehe et al. (2010), cohesive element modeling,
Xu and Needleman (1994), and eigenerosion methods, Pandolfi and Ortiz (2012). In this approach, the force
between pairs of points is related to the strain through a nonlinear constitutive law depending on the strain.
Strains are calculated as difference quotients of displacements between pairs of points. Damage localization
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emerges solely from the dynamics through the two-point phase field, which assesses force degradation be-
tween pairs of points; see Figure 3 and (2.7). Unlike traditional phase field methods requiring an additional
diffusive equation, our phase field and strain fields are directly coupled through nonlocal weighted averaging
of pairwise interactions, similar to peridynamics, resulting in a single evolution equation in terms of the
displacement field. In the blended approach, the critical energy release rate Gc follows from the evolution
equations and is the energy per unit area needed to eliminate all tensile force interaction between points
lying on either side of a straight crack. Direct mathematical analysis shows that this result is independent
of the length scale of non-locality, see (6.19). However there remains an elastic resistance to compression
across cracks, as shown in Section 2.2.

The proposed blended model handles quasi-brittle fracture across loading conditions, from quasi-static
to dynamic fracture evolution, accommodating both monotonic and cyclic loading cases. We are motivated
by earlier quasi-brittle models developed in peridynamics by Hobbs et al. (2022), Zaccariotto et al. (2015),
Niazi et al. (2021), in the phase field models of Verhoosel and De Borst (2013), Wu (2017) and cohesive
zone models Ortiz and Pandolfi (1999), Falk et al. (2001), Máirt́ın et al. (2014). The literature is vast and
these citations are by no means exhaustive. Significantly, the deterministic size effect Bažant and Planas
(1998) emerges directly from our initial boundary value problem and is observed in numerical simulations,
consistent with size-effects reported by Hobbs et al. (2022) using an exponential peridynamic potential. We
work with simple peridynamic two-point interactions to see for the simplest case that the blended approach
recovers quasi-brittle phenomena including the size-effects and accurate load-displacement curves.

The solutions of the initial boundary value problem are obtained through numerical simulation and
presented in Section 8. We begin with mode-I fracture simulations on a high-strength concrete beam under
monotonic and cyclic loading. We then simulate mixed-mode fracture tests on concrete beams under cyclic
loading. We follow with a mixed-mode fracture simulation for an L-shaped panel. We then examine fast
fracture, exhibiting straight crack propagation and crack branching depending on the intensity of the loading.
The section concludes by demonstrating the structural size effect for quasi-brittle fracture.

In conclusion, we deliver a well-posed boundary value problem for general degradation envelopes beyond
bilinear, trilinear, and exponential, even envelopes allowing strain hardening before failure. In this paper,
the material is assumed to be damaged under tensile stress; however, the approach proposed here extends
without modification to include compressive damage. Future work will incorporate a broader array of contin-
uum elastic effects using multi-point force potentials and interactions mediated by state-based peridynamic
models, see Silling et al. (2007).

The paper is organized as follows: The initial boundary value problem for the fracture evolution of quasi-
brittle material is formulated in the next section. The well-posedness of the fracture evolution problem then
follows from the arguments of Section 3. Power and energy balance are established for load-controlled and
displacement-controlled fracture evolutions in Sections 4 and 5. These results follow directly by multiplying
the evolution equation by the velocity and integrating by parts. In section 6, it is shown that the model
calibration follows directly from the two point interaction potential and energy balance and given values of
elastic moduli, stress at which there is an onset of nonlinearity, strength, and energy release rate. Section 7
provides the dimension-free groups associated with the dynamics. The results of numerical experiments are
presented in Section 8.

2. A nonlocal phase field formulation

The body containing the damaging material Ω is a bounded domain in two or three dimensions and has
a characteristic length scale L. Nonlocal interactions between a point x and its neighbors y are confined
to the sphere (disk) of radius ϵ denoted by Hϵ(x) = {y : |y − x| < ϵ}. The length scale ϵ is taken to
be significantly smaller than L and small enough to resolve the process zone. Here V ϵ

d = ωdϵ
d is the d

dimensional volume of the ball Hϵ(x) centered at x where ωd is the volume of the unit ball in d dimensions.
The elastic displacement u(t,x) is defined for 0 ≤ t ≤ T and x in Ω. We write u(t) = u(t, ·) and introduce
the two point strain S(y,x,u(t)) between the point x and any point y ∈ Hϵ(x) resolved along direction e
given by

S(y,x,u(t)) =
(u(t,y)− u(t,x))

|y − x| · e, where e =
y − x

|y − x| , (2.1)
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Figure 1: (a) The profile g(r) used in characterizing the failure envelope. (b) Bond stiffness on the failure envelope of unloading
laws g′(r) given by dashed curve. The bond stiffness becomes nonlinear at rL, exhibits strain hardening between rL and rC

and goes smoothly to zero at rF . Unloading laws are linear elastic with a softer stiffness controlled by the phase field and shown
in blue. The bond offers zero tensile stiffness for bonds broken in tension (red), see Definition 2. However the bond continues
to elastically resist negative strains. The bond stiffness given in (2.9), (2.10).

and introduce the scaled strain

r := r(y,x,u(t)) =

√
|y − x|

L
S(y,x,u(t)). (2.2)

The strain satisfies the symmetry S(y,x,u(t)) = S(x,y,u(t)). The scaled nonlocal kernel is introduced and
is given by

ρϵ(y,x) =
χΩ(y)J

ϵ(|y − x|)
ϵV ϵ

d

, (2.3)

where χΩ is the characteristic function of Ω, Jϵ(|y− x|) is the influence function, a positive function on the
ball of radius ϵ centered at x and is radially decreasing taking the value M at the center of the ball and 0 for
|y − x| ≥ ϵ. The radially symmetric influence function is written Jϵ(|y − x|) = J(|y − x|/ϵ). The nonlocal
kernel is scaled by ϵ−1(V ϵ

d )
−1 enabling the model to be characterized by, 1) the linear elastic shear G and

Lamé λ moduli in regions away from the damage, 2) the critical energy release rate Gc and, 3) the strength
of the material, this is done in Section 6.

2.1. Constitutive laws, Initial Boundary Value problem

The maximum strain up to time is t given by

S∗(t,y,x,u) = max
0≤τ≤t

{S(y,x,u(τ))}. (2.4)

and set

r∗ := r∗(t,y,x,u) =

√
|y − x|

L
S∗(y,x,u(t)).

We introduce the envelope associated with the nonlinear (convex-concave) potential function g(r) given
by ∂rg(r), see Figure 1b. The force between two points is a function of the scaled strain. In the blended
model the force is characterized by a stiffness between two points. Initially the stiffness remains a constant
value with tensile strain but becomes nonlinear when the tensile strain exceeds SL, exhibits strain hardening
between SL and SC and goes smoothly to zero at SF . On the other hand the force between two points is
given by a constant stiffness for compressive strain.

Definition 1 (Bond). The interval with end points y and x are referred to as a bond.
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The bond stiffness at the strains SL, SC , and SF depend on the scaled bond length
√
|y − x|/L and are

given by parameters rL, rC , and rF determined by the material and the method of calibration is described
in Section 6. The associated strains are given by:

SL =
rL√

|y − x|/L

SC =
rC√

|y − x|/L

SF =
rF√

|y − x|/L
. (2.5)

The square root dependence on relative bond length is introduced in the regularized bond model Lipton
(2014), Lipton (2016) and provides the envelope for fast fracture in Lipton and Bhattacharya (2025).

On the envelope the present strain at time t is the maximum strain and r∗ = r and the strain dependent

bond stiffness is proportional to the slope of the linear unloading curve and is ∂r∗g(r
∗)

r∗ and

∂rg(r)

r
=

∂r∗g(r
∗)

r∗
. (2.6)

For positive strain the slope is constant ∂rg(r)/r = µ in a neighborhood of r = 0 and represents the
undamaged bond it then decreases as the strain increases and is written

∂r∗g(r
∗)

r∗
= µγ(u)(y,x, t),

where the two point phase field satisfies 0 ≤ γ(u)(y,x, t) ≤ 1 and is given by

γ(u)(y,x, t) =
(µ)−1∂r∗g(r

∗)

r∗
. (2.7)

For positive strains the constitutive relationship is defined by

bond force per unit volume2 = ρϵ(y,x)µ(γ(u)(y,x, t))S(y,x,u(t))e (2.8)

with

µ(γ(u)(y,x, t)) := µγ(u)(y,x, t), (2.9)

for negative strains bonds do not soften i.e.,

µ(γ(u)(y,x, t)) = µ, (2.10)

and

bond force per unit volume2 = ρϵ(y,x)µS(y,x,u(t))e. (2.11)

Definition 2 (Broken Bond). In this treatment we say a bond between two points y and x “fails in tension”
or “broken in tension” if and only if its stiffness is µ(γ(u)(y,x, t) = 0 for positive strains and µ for negative
strains.

This notion of broken bond is distinct from that given in bond based peridynamics. In that context a broken
bond can no longer resist both tensile and compressive strain.

The stiffness µ is calibrated to the undamaged material stiffness in Section 6. As an example consider
the bilinear envelope for positive strains. For this case rL = rC and the envelope is given by

∂r∗g(r
∗) =


µr∗, r∗ < rC ,

µrC rF−r∗

rF−rC
, rC ≤ r∗ ≤ rF ,

0, rF < r∗.

(2.12)
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Figure 2: γ(u)(y,x, t)). It is one for r∗ ≤ rL then decays to zero for rL < r∗(t,y,x,u) < rF .

Then the two point phase field is

γ(u)(y,x, t) =


1, r∗ < rC ,

( r
F

r∗ − 1) rC

(rF−rC)
, rC ≤ r∗ ≤ rF ,

0, rF < r∗.

(2.13)

see Figure 2. As before the undamaged bond force per unit volume2 is ρϵ(y,x)µS(y,x,u(t))e and no bonds
damage for negative strains.

The set of bonds corresponding to negative two point strain is denoted N ϵ(t) and is the collection of
pairs (x,y) in Ω× (Ω ∩Hϵ(x)) such that the bond between them sustains negative strain is

N ϵ(t) = {(x,y) in Ω× (Ω ∩Hϵ(x)); S(y,x,u(t)) ≤ 0} (2.14)

and has with indicator function

χN := χN (S(y,x,u(t))) =

{
1, if (x,y) in N ϵ(t)
0, otherwise.

(2.15)

Similarly denote the collection of pairs (x,y) in Ω× (Ω∩Hϵ(x)) such that the bond between them sustains
non-negative strain by

P ϵ(t) = {(x,y) in Ω× (Ω ∩Hϵ(x)); S(y,x,u(t)) ≥ 0}. (2.16)

This set has indicator function

χP := χP (S(y,x,u(t))) =

{
1, if (x,y) in P ϵ(t)
0, otherwise.

(2.17)

Collecting definitions we have µ(γ(u)(y,x, t)) defined for all strains and given by

µ(γ(u)(y,x, t)) := χNµ+ χPµ(γ(u)(y,x, t)) (2.18)

In summary the constitutive law relating force to strain and subsequent bond failure in tension is described
by

f ϵ(t,y,x,u) = ρϵ(y,x)µ(γ(u)(y,x, t))S(y,x,u(t))e, (2.19)

see Figure 3. The nonlocal force density Lϵ[u](t,x) defined for all points x in Ω is given by

Lϵ[u](t,x) = −
∫
Ω

f ϵ(t,y,x,u) dy. (2.20)

5



rCrL rF
r

force per unit volume2

Figure 3: The constitutive law for a bond. The failure envelope is the black dashed curve. The linear unloading is blue. The
slope of the linear unloading curve decreases when the bond strain at the present time is equal to its maximum over all earlier
times. This is indicated by the arrows on the dashed curve. The force - strain constitutive law for a bond unable resist tension
is red. All bonds are linear elastic under compressive strain.

The material is assumed to be homogeneous and the balance of linear momentum for each point x in the
body Ω is given by

ρü(t,x) + Lϵ[u](t,x) = b(t,x), (2.21)

where b(t,x) is a prescribed body force density and ρ is is the mass density of the material. The linear
momentum balance is supplemented with the initial conditions on the displacement and velocity given by

u(0,x) = u0(x),

u̇(0,x) = v0(x), (2.22)

and we look for a solution u(t,x) on a time interval 0 < t < T . This completes the problem formulation for
the load controlled fracture evolution where the body force b(t,x) for 0 ≤ t ≤ T is prescribed.

The failure envelope for this model corresponds to r = r∗ and is given by

bond force per unit volume2 = ρϵ(y,x)
∂rg(r(y,x,u(t)))√

y−x
L

e (2.23)

In this model bond force and bond strength depends upon bond length through r∗, see (2.7).
A displacement load can be prescribed on the boundary of the specimen Ω. For the non-local model the

displacement U(t,x) is prescribed on a layer Ωϵ
D surrounding part or all of the specimen see, e.g., Du et al.

(2015). We write Ω∗ = Ω ∪ Ωϵ
D where the layer is of maximum thickness greater than or equal to ϵ, see

Figure 4 . With this in mind we write

ρ∗,ϵ(y,x) =
χΩ∗(y)Jϵ(|y − x|)

ϵV ϵ
d

, (2.24)

and
f ϵ(t,y,x,u) = ρ∗,ϵ(y,x)µ(γ(u)(y,x, t))S(y,x,u(t))e, (2.25)

with the nonlocal force density Lϵ[u](t,x) defined for all points x in Ω given by

Lϵ[u](t,x) = −
∫
Ω∗

f ϵ(t,y,x,u) dy. (2.26)
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Ω

Ωϵ
D

Figure 4: Domain Ω with prescribed Dirichlet data on Ωϵ
D. The union is denoted by Ω∗

For this case the initial boundary value problem for fracture evolution is to find a displacement u(t,x) on
Ω∗ that satisfies u(t,x) = U(t,x) in Ωϵ

D and for x in Ω satisfies the evolution equation

ρü(t,x) + Lϵ[u](t,x) = b(t,x), (2.27)

for 0 < t < T , with the initial conditions on the displacement and velocity given by

u(0,x) = u0(x),

u̇(0,x) = v0(x). (2.28)

To illustrate ideas we fix all bonds crossing the interface between Ω and Ωϵ
D to be undamaged and have

stiffness µ as well all bonds between points in Ωϵ
D.

2.2. Elastic Resistance to Compression Across a Crack

In this model cracks are created by bonds offering zero stiffness under tension. On the other hand
bonds under compressive strains continue to resist elastically. When a bond ceases to resist tension the
constitutive relation is illustrated by the red branch of the force strain relation in Figure 3. Let n denote
the unit normal vector perpendicular to the crack. Let y − x denote all line segments crossing a planar
crack such that (y − x) · n > 0 and ϵ > |y − x|. For deformation fields such that (u(t,y) − u(t,x))∥n
and (u(t,y) − u(t,x)) · n < 0, basic geometric considerations show that the strain is compressive, ie.,
S(y,x,u(t)) < 0 for all bonds |y − x| < ϵ. The constitutive relation (2.10) shows that the bond force
opposes the compressive strain for all bonds crossing the crack.

2.3. Damage evolution

We observe that nonlocal dynamics for u(t) over Ω in Rd presents as dynamics over

{(y,x) ∈ Ω× Ω ; |y − x| < ϵ} ⊂ Rd × Rd

for the two point strain S(y,x,u(t)). In the next section we show that ∂tγ(u)(y,x, t) is well defined almost
everywhere on Ω×Ω, i.e., here u can have jumps in the x variable for t fixed. The strain dynamics generates
sets where force is related to strain and an evolution emerges for the phase field. The set of undamaged
bonds at time t is given by

UZϵ(t) = {(y,x) ∈ Ω ∪ Ω ; |y − x| < ϵ, and γ(u)(y,x, t)) = 1 and ∂tγ(u)(y,x, t) = 0}, (2.29)

with indicator function

χUZϵ(t)(y,x) =

{
1, if (y,x) in UZϵ(t)
0, otherwise.

(2.30)

The set of pairs (y,x) corresponding to damaged bonds but not yet irrevocably broken at time t and are
not damaging at time t are given by the set

DZϵ(t) = {(y,x) ∈ Ω ∪ Ω ; |y − x| < ϵ, and 1 > γ(u)(y,x, t)) > 0 and ∂tγ(u)(y,x, t) = 0, } (2.31)
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with indicator function

χDZϵ(t)(y,x) =

{
1, if (y,x) in DZϵ(t)
0, otherwise.

(2.32)

The set of bonds undergoing damage at time t are given by the set

PZϵ(t) = {(y,x) ∈ Ω ∪ Ω ; |y − x| < ϵ, and ∂tγ(u)(y,x, t) < 0.} (2.33)

with indicator function

χPZϵ(t)(y,x) =

{
1, if (y,x) in PZϵ(t)
0, otherwise.

(2.34)

The failure set Γϵ(t) is the collection of pairs (y,x) in Ω × Ω such that |y − x| < ϵ and the bond between
them was broken at some time τ , 0 < τ ≤ t. The failure set is written

Γϵ(t) = {(y,x) in Ω× Ω ; |y − x| < ϵ, and γ(u)(y,x, t) = 0} (2.35)

with indicator function

χΓϵ(t)(y,x) =

{
1, if (y,x) in Γϵ(t)
0, otherwise.

(2.36)

Next we consider the jump set of the displacement u(t) along the direction e at time t and introduce the
relation between jump sets of u(t) and Γϵ(t).

Definition 3 (Jump set).

J+
e (u(t)) = {x ∈ Ω ; lim

y→x
(u(t,y)− u(t,x)) · e > 0, for (y − x) · e > 0, and (y − x)∥e}

It now follows that:

Lemma 1 (Relationship between jump discontinuities and bonds broken in tension). If limy→x S(y,x,u(t))
is positive and the displacement suffers a jump discontinuity at x, then there exists an interval (0, η) with
ϵ ≥ η > 0, for which the bonds (x+ se,x) with 0 < s < η belong to Γϵ(t), i.e., if x ∈ J+

e (u(t)) then x is the
end point of the family of all broken bonds parallel to e of length less than η.

The lemma follows immediately from the definitions of J+
e (u(t)) and Γϵ(t).

The set of undamaged bonds at time t is given by

UZϵ(t) = {(x,y) ∈ Ω ∪ Ω ∩Hϵ(x) such that γ(u)(y,x, t)) = 1},

and the set of pairs (y,x) corresponding to damaged and unloading but not yet irrevocably broken at time
t is given by the set

DZϵ(t) = {(x,y) ∈ Ω ∪ Ω ∩Hϵ(x) such that 1 > γ(u)(y,x, t)) ≥ 0, with ∂tγ(u)(y,x, t)) = 0.} (2.37)

The set of pairs (y,x) currently in the process of damaging at time t is the process zone and given by the
set

PZϵ(t) = {(x,y) ∈ Ω ∪ Ω ∩Hϵ(x) with − ∂tγ(u)(y,x, t)) > 0.}

We show in Section 3 that this nonlinear nonlocal initial boundary problem can be solved and has a unique
displacement - damage set pair.
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3. Existence and uniqueness of displacement and damage evolution.

In this section we state and prove existence of solution for the force controlled fracture evolution. We
then state the existence of solution for the general initial boundary value problem noting its proof follows
methods identical to the force controlled problem. Body forces are easily chosen for which one can find a
unique solution u(t,x) of the initial value problem in (2.21) and (2.22). We introduce the subspace U of
rigid body motions defined by (3.1).

U = {w : w = Qx+ c; Q ∈ Rd×d, QT = −Q; c ∈ Rd}. (3.1)

Calculation shows S(y,x,w) = 0 for w ∈ U , which is the null space of the strain operator. We require∫
Ω
w · b dx = 0 for all w ∈ U to guarantee solvability. We denote the subspace of L∞(Ω;Rd) orthogonal to

U as L̇∞(Ω;Rd) and to expedite the presentation we denote L̇∞(Ω;Rd) by X. The norm on C2([0, T ];X) is
given by (3.2).

∥u(t,x)∥C2([0,T ];X) = sup
0≤t≤T

{
2∑

i=0

||∂i
tu(t,x)||X}. (3.2)

To simplify notation, we denote the space C([0, T ];X) as CX with the corresponding norm ∥·∥CX . Similarly,
we write C2([0, T ];X) as C2X. Existence and uniqueness of the solution is stated below.

Theorem 1 (Existence and Uniqueness of Solution of Force Controlled Fracture Evolution).
The initial value problem given by (2.21) and (2.22) with initial data in X and b(t,x) belonging to CX has
a unique solution u(t,x) in C2X with two strong derivatives in time.

The initial value problem delivers a unique displacement-damage set pair: uϵ(t), DZϵ(t). The key points
are that the operator Lϵu is a map from CX into itself, and it is Lipschitz continuous in u with respect to the
CX norm. The theorem then follows from the Banach fixed point theorem. To establish these properties,
we summarize the differentiability and Lipschitz continuity of the damage factor.

Lemma 2. For u ∈ CX, the mapping (y,x) 7→ γ(u)(y,x, t) : Ω× Ω → R is measurable for every t ∈ [0, T ]
and the mapping t 7→ γ(u)(y,x, t) : [0, T ] → R is continuous for almost all (y,x). Moreover, for almost all
(y,x) ∈ (Ω × Ω ∩ Hϵ(x)) and all t ∈ [0, T ], the map u 7→ γ(u)(y,x, t) : CX → R is Lipschitz continuous
with:

|γ(u)(y,x, t)− γ(w)(y,x, t)| ≤ ∥u−w∥CX
C

|y − x| (3.3)

The claims in the lemma are straightforward. Equation (3.3) follow as in Lipton and Bhattacharya (2025),
along with the fact that

|S∗(y,x,u, t)− S∗(y,x,w, t)| ≤ max
0≤τ≤t

|S(y,x,u(τ)−w(τ))|.

Lemma 3 (Lipschitz continuity of Lϵ[·]). Given two functions u and w in CX

|Lϵ[u](t,x)− Lϵ[w](t,x)| ≤ C∥u−w∥CX

∫
Ω

ρϵ(y,x)

|y − x| dy, (3.4)

Proof. To establish the Lipschitz continuity of Lϵ, we bound |Lϵ[u](t,x)−Lϵ[w](t,x)| by decomposing the
integrand and applying intermediate estimates. Starting from

|Lϵ[u](t,x)− Lϵ[w](t,x)| =
∣∣∣∣∫

Ω

(f ϵ(t,y,x,u)− f ϵ(t,y,x,w)) dy

∣∣∣∣ ,
we split f ϵ using (2.19)

f ϵ
P (t,y,x,u) = ρϵ(y,x)χP (S(y,x,u(t)))µ(γ(u)(y,x, t))S(y,x,u(t))e

f ϵ
N (t,y,x,u) = ρϵ(y,x)χN (S(y,x,u(t)))µS(y,x,u(t))e, (3.5)

9



and

f ϵ(t,y,x,u) = f ϵ
P (t,y,x,u) + f ϵ

N (t,y,x,u).

Thus, we write:

|Lϵ[u](t,x)− Lϵ[w](t,x)| ≤ |I|+ |II|+ |III|,

where

I =

∫
Ω

(f ϵ
P (t,y,x,u)− f ϵ

P (t,y,x,w)) dy,

and

II =

∫
Ω

(f ϵ
N (t,y,x,u)− f ϵ

N (t,y,x,w)) dy.

and

III =

∫
Ω

(f ϵ
P (t,y,x,u)− f ϵ

N (t,y,x,w)) dy.

We can then decompose I into two integrals, I1 and I2, as follows:

I1 =

∫
Ω

ρϵ(y,x)µ(γ(u)(y,x, t)) (S(y,x,u(t))− S(y,x,w(t))) e dy,

I2 =

∫
Ω

ρϵ(y,x)(µ(γ(u)(y,x, t))− µ(γ(w)(y,x, t)))S(y,x,w(t))e dy.

Using the Lipschitz continuity of S, we find

I1 ≤ C1∥u−w∥CX

∫
Ω

ρϵ(y,x)

|y − x| dy.

For I2, using the Lipschitz continuity of µ, we get

I2 ≤ C2µ∥u−w∥CX

∫
Ω

ρϵ(y,x)

|y − x| dy.

Similarly, we write

II =

∫
Ω

ρϵ(y,x)

|y − x| µ̄ (S(y,x,u(t))− S(y,x,w(t))) e dy.

Using the Lipschitz continuity of S, we obtain

II ≤ C∥u−w∥CX

∫
Ω

ρϵ(y,x)

|y − x| dy.

For the case III, one can see based on the nature of the model,

|f ϵ
P (t,y,x,u)− f ϵ

N (t,y,x,w)| ≤ C1µ̄|S(u)− S(w)|
∫
Ω

ρϵ(y,x)

|y − x| dy,

≤ C2µ̄∥u−w∥CX

∫
Ω

ρϵ(y,x)

|y − x| dy.

10



Combining the bounds for I, II, and III, we conclude

|Lϵ[u](t,x)− Lϵ[w](t,x)| ≤ C∥u−w∥CX

∫
Ω

ρϵ(y,x)

|y − x| dy. (3.6)

Note the last integral in (3.6) is bounded in all dimensions and the Lipschitz continuity of Lϵ with respect
to u and w is established.

To see that the operator Lϵu is a map from CX into itself first set w = 0 in (3.6) to get ∥Lϵ[u]∥CX ≤
L∥u∥CX . The time continuity of Lϵ[u](t) can be seen from Lipschitz continuity with respect to the ∥ · ∥X
norm given by

|Lϵ[u](t,x)− Lϵ[w](t,x)| ≤ C∥u−w∥X , (3.7)

then choosing w = u(t′) t ̸= t′ and noting u is in CX.
Proof. (Proof of Theorem 1) We can now show that the solution u is the unique fixed point of the mapping
u(t) = (Iu)(t), where I is a mapping from CX to itself, defined by

(Iu)(t) = u0 + tv0 + ρ−1

∫ t

0

(t− τ)Lϵ[u](τ) + b(τ) dτ. (3.8)

This formulation is equivalent to finding the unique solution to the initial value problem given by equations
(2.21) and (2.22). By incorporating the factor ρ−1 into Lϵ[u] + b and denoting the Lipchitz constant for
ρ−1Lϵ by L, we proceed to show that I is a contraction mapping. To demonstrate that I is a contraction,
we introduce an equivalent norm:

|||u|||CX = max
t∈[0,T0]

{
e−2LTt∥u(t)∥X

}
. (3.9)

For t ∈ [0, T ], we have

∥(Iu)(t)− (Iw)(t)∥X ≤
∫ t

0

(t− τ)∥L[u](τ)− L[w](τ)∥X dτ

≤ LT

∫ t

0

∥u−w∥C([0,τ ];X) dτ

≤ LT

∫ t

0

max
s∈[0,τ ]

{
∥u(s)−w(s)∥Xe−2LTs

}
e2LTτ dτ

≤ e2LTt − 1

2
|||u−w|||CX ,

(3.10)

which leads to

|||(Iu)(t)− (Iw)(t)|||CX ≤ 1

2
|||u−w|||CX . (3.11)

Thus, I is a contraction. By the Banach Fixed Point Theorem, there exists a unique fixed point u(t) in CX,
and from (3.8), it follows that u(t) also belongs to C2X.

We conclude the section by stating a similar existence theorem for the initial boundary value problem
for fracture evolution. To do this we introduce the Banach spaces X = L∞(Ω,Rd), X∗ = L∞(Ω∗,Rd), and
the Banach space C1([0, T ];X∗). The imposed boundary displacement U(t,x) belongs to C1([0, T ];X∗) and
is zero for x in Ω and is a prescribed nonzero function U(t,x) on Ωϵ

D. Here we choose U(t,x) not to be a
rigid rotation or translation.

Theorem 2 (Existence and Uniqueness of Solution of the Displacement and Force Controlled
Fracture Evolution). The initial boundary value problem given by (2.27) and (2.28) with initial data in
X∗, b(t,x) belonging to CX, imposed boundary displacement U(t,x) in C1X∗, has a unique solution u(t,x)
belonging to C1X∗ and C2X with two strong derivatives in time.
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4. Energy balance for force controlled fracture evolutions

In this section we establish power and energy balance for force controlled fracture evolutions. Multiplying
the linear momentum equation given in Eq. (2.21) with u̇(x, t) and integrating over the domain results in∫

Ω

ρü(x, t) · u̇(x, t) dx+

∫
Ω

Lϵ[u](t,x) · u̇(x, t) dx =

∫
Ω

b(t,x) · u̇(x, t) dx. (4.1)

Integrating by parts in the second term of (4.1) gives a product of force and strain rate and we obtain

∂t

(∫
Ω

ρ
|u̇(t)|2

2
dx

)
+

1

2

∫
Ω

∫
Ω

|y − x|ρϵ(y,x)µ(γ(u)(y,x, t))S(y,x,u(t))S(y,x, u̇(t)) dy dx

=

∫
Ω

b(t) · u̇(t) dx. (4.2)

To obtain power balance we partition the domain as

{(y,x) ∈ Ω× Ω ; |y − x| < ϵ} = UZϵ(t) ∪DZϵ(t) ∪ PZϵ(t).

Now define

F ′
s(S(y,x,u(t))) :=

1

2
ρϵ(y,x)|y − x|χP (y,x, t)µ(s)S(y,x,u(t))

+
1

2
ρϵ(y,x)|y − x|χN (y,x, t)µS(y,x,u(t)), (4.3)

where s is viewed as a parameter and∫ t

0

F ′
s(S(y,x,u(τ)))S(y,x, u̇(τ)) dτ = Fs(S(y,x,u(t)))− Fs(S(y,x,u(0))).

The kinetic energy is

K(t) =

∫
Ω

ρ|u̇(t)|2
2

dx, (4.4)

and equation (4.2) can be written in the form

K̇(t) +

∫
Ω

∫
Ω

F ′
γ(u)(y,x,t)(S(y,x,u(t)))S(y,x, u̇(t)) dy dx

=

∫
Ω

b(t) · u̇(t) dx. (4.5)

Observe for all (y,x) bonds in UZϵ(t) have γ(u)(y,x, t) = 1 so µ(γ(u)(y,x, t)) = µ and

µS(y,x,u(t))S(y,x, u̇(t)) = ∂t

(
µ
S2(y,x,u(t))

2

)
(4.6)

for positive strain and negative strain. So for bonds in UZϵ(t) the stress power is the elastic power given by

F ′
1(S(y,x,u(t))S(y,x, u̇(t)). (4.7)

Observe for all (y,x) bonds in DZϵ(t) have ∂tγ(u)(y,x, t) = 0 so ∂tµ(γ(u)(y,x, t)) = 0 and

µ(γ(u)(y,x, t))S(y,x,u(t))S(y,x, u̇(t)) = ∂t

(
µ(γ(u)(y,x, t))

S2(y,x,u(t))

2

)
(4.8)

12



for positive strain and negative strain. So for bonds in DZϵ(t) the stress power is the elastic power given by

F ′
γ(u)(y,x,t)(S(y,x,u(t))S(y,x, u̇(t)). (4.9)

With this in mind we find that the total elastic power Ėϵ
1(t) in UZϵ ∪DZϵ is

Ėϵ
1(t) =

∫
UZϵ(t)∪DZϵ(t)

F ′
γ(u)(y,x,t)(S(y,x,u(t))(S(y,x, u̇(t)) dy dx. (4.10)

When (y,x) belongs to PZϵ(t) the stress power for the bond connecting y to x is a combination of elastic
power and damage power. Here S∗(y,x,u, t) = S(y,x,u(t)) and

µ(γ(u)(y,x, t))S∗(y,x,u(t))S∗(y,x, u̇(t)) = ∂t

(
µ(γ(u)(y,x, t))

S2(y,x,u(t))

2

)
− ∂tµ(γ(u)(y,x, t))

S2(y,x,u(t))

2
. (4.11)

Hence the total stress power Ṡϵ(t) in PZϵ(t) is a combination of elastic and damage power given by

Ṡϵ(t) = Ėϵ
2(t) + Ḋϵ(t), (4.12)

where the elastic power is

Ėϵ
2(t) =

1

2

∫
PZϵ(t)

|y − x|ρϵ(y,x)∂t
(
µ(γ(u)(y,x, t))

S2(y,x,u(t))

2

)
dy dx. (4.13)

and the damage power (energy dissipation rate) is

Ḋϵ(t) = −1

2

∫
PZϵ(t)

|y − x|ρϵ(y,x)∂tµ(γ(u)(y,x, t))
S2(y,x,u(t))

2
dy dx, (4.14)

where Ḋϵ > 0 since ∂tγ(u)(y,x, t) < 0. Importantly note that for bonds in PZϵ(t) that µ(γ(u)(y,x, t)) is
decreasing with t. On setting Ė = Eϵ

1 + Eϵ
2 and collecting results we have the power balance

Power Balance for load controlled fracture evolution

K̇(t) + Ėϵ(t) + Ḋϵ(t) =

∫
Ω

b(t) · u̇(t) dx. (4.15)

It is clear that the damage energy only changes when ∂tγ(u)(y,x, t) < 0 and is determined by the
evolving displacement field, through the change in elastic energy, kinetic energy and work done against the
load. Rearranging terms these observations are summarized in the following Lemma.

Lemma 4 (Growth of the Damage Energy and Process Zone). We have the power balance:

Ḋϵ(t) =

∫
Ω

b(t) · u̇(t) dx− K̇(t)− Ėϵ(t) ≥ 0. (4.16)

It is observed that conditions for which damage nucleates and propagates follows directly from (4.16)
and is given below.

Remark 1 (Condition for Damage). If the rate of energy put into the system exceeds the material’s
capacity to generate kinetic and elastic energy through displacement and velocity, then damage occurs.

Note here that (4.16) is in accord with the Clausius-Duhem inequality and in this formulation follows
directly from the equations of motion (2.21). In summary, power balance shows that Ḋϵ(t) > 0 only on
PZϵ(t) and zero elsewhere. If a crack exists, the strain is greatest in the neighborhood of its tips and the
location of the process zone is at the crack tips.
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To obtain an explicit formula for the elastic energy and damage energy one exchanges time and space
integrals in

∫ t

0
Ė(τ) + Ḋ(τ) dτ . To further expedite the time integration we partition the domain of spatial

integration as
{(y,x) ∈ Ω× Ω ; |y − x| < ϵ} = UZϵ(t) ∪DZϵ(t) ∪ PZϵ(t).

For bonds in UZϵ(t) the stress work is given by

wUD(t,y,x) =

∫ t

0

χUZϵ(t)(y,x)F
′
1(S(y,x,u(τ))S(y,x, u̇(τ)) dτ

= χUZϵ(t)(y,x) (F1(S(y,x,u(t)))− F1(S(y,x,u(0)))) . (4.17)

Next for bonds in DZϵ(t) we define tLy,x to be the instant when S(y,x,u(tLy,x)) = SL. For bonds in

DZϵ(t) we also define tUy,x ≤ t to be the most recent time of bond unloading S(y,x, u̇(tUy,x)) ≤ 0 with

S(y,x,u(tUy,x)) ≥ SC . For bonds in DZϵ(t) the stress work is given by

wDZ(t,y,x) =

∫ tLy,x

0

χDZϵ(t)(y,x)F
′
1(S(y,x,u(τ))S(y,x, u̇(τ))dτ

+
1

2

∫ tUy,x

tLy,x

χDZϵ(t)(y,x)|y − x|ρϵ(y,x)µ(γ(u)(y,x, τ))S∗(y,x,u(τ))S∗(y,x, u̇(τ))dτ

+

∫ t

tUy,x

χDZϵ(t)(y,x)F
′
γ(u)(y,x,tUy,x)

(S(y,x,u(τ))S(y,x, u̇(τ))dτ, (4.18)

The middle term in (4.18) is given by the non-negative quantity wIDZ(t,y,x) defined as

wIDZ(t,y,x) =
1

2

∫ tUy,x

tLy,x

|y − x|ρϵ(y,x)µ(γ(u)(y,x, τ))S∗(y,x,u(τ))S∗(y,x, u̇(τ))dτ

=
1

2

∫ tUy,x

tLy,x

|y − x|ρϵ(y,x)∂τ
(
µ(γ(u)(y,x, τ))

S2(y,x,u(τ))

2

)
dτ

+
1

2
dDZ(t,y,x). (4.19)

where

dDZ(t,y,x) = −
∫ tUy,x

tLy,x

|y − x|ρϵ(y,x)∂τµ(γ(u)(y,x, τ))
S2(y,x,u(τ))

2
dτ. (4.20)

Integrating the first term on the right hand side of (4.19) gives∫ tUy,x

tLy,x

|y − x|ρϵ(y,x)∂τ
(
µ(γ(u)(y,x, τ)

S2(y,x,u(τ))

2

)
dτ =

= |y − x|ρϵ(y,x)(µ(γ(u)(y,x, tUy,x)))
S2(y,x,u(tUy,x))

2

− |y − x|ρϵ(y,x)(µ(γ(u)(y,x, tLy,x))
S2(y,x,u(tLy,x))

2
, (4.21)

so integrating the first and third terms of (4.18) and applying (4.19) gives

wDZ(t,y,x) = χDZϵ(t)(y,x)
1

2
dDZ(t,y,x)

+ χDZϵ(t)(y,x)
(
Fγ(u)(y,x,tUy,x)

(S(y,x,u(t)))− F1(S(y,x,u(0)))
)
. (4.22)
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For bonds in PZϵ(t) the total elastic and inelastic stress work is given by

wPZ(t,y,x) =

∫ tLy,x

0

χPZϵ(t)(y,x)F
′
1(S(y,x,u(τ))S(y,x, u̇(τ))dτ

+
1

2

∫ t

tLy,x

χPZϵ(t)(y,x)|y − x|ρϵ(y,x)µ(γ(u)(y,x, τ))S∗(y,x,u(τ))S∗(y,x, u̇(τ))dτ. (4.23)

The last term of (4.23) is given by the non-negative quantity wIPZ(t,y,x) defined as

wIPZ(t,y,x) =
1

2

∫ t

tLy,x

|y − x|ρϵ(y,x)µ(γ(u)(y,x, τ))S∗(y,x,u(τ))S∗(y,x, u̇(τ))dτ

=
1

2

∫ t

tLy,x

∂τ

(
|y − x|ρϵ(y,x)µ(γ(u)(y,x, τ))S

2(y,x,u(τ))

2

)
dτ

+
1

2
dPZ , (t,y,x) (4.24)

where

dPZ(t,y,x) = −
∫ t

tLy,x

|y − x|ρϵ(y,x)∂τµ(γ(u)(y,x, τ))
S2(y,x,u(τ))

2
dτ. (4.25)

Applying the fundamental theorem of calculus the first term of (4.23) and to (4.24) gives

wPZ(t,y,x) = χPZϵ(t)(y,x)
(
Fγ(u)(y,x,t)(S(y,x,u(t))− F1(S(y,x,u(0))

)
+ χPZϵ(t)(y,x)

1

2
dPZ(t,y,x). (4.26)

Having integrated over time for y and x fixed, we integrate (4.17) (4.22) and (4.26) over y and x variables
to obtain the elastic energy at the present time t:

Eϵ(t) =

∫
Ω×Ω

(χUZϵ(t)(y,x) + χPZϵ(t)(y,x))Fγ(u)(y,x,t)(S(y,x,u(t))) dydx

+

∫
Ω×Ω

χDZϵ(t)(y,x)Fγ(u)(y,x,tUy,x)
(S(y,x,u(t))) dydx. (4.27)

Where the initial elastic energy is

Eϵ(0) =

∫
Ω×Ω

χUZϵ(t)(y,x)F1(S(y,x,u(0))) dydx

+

∫
Ω×Ω

χDZϵ(t)(y,x)F1(S(y,x,u(0))) dy dx

+

∫
Ω×Ω

χPZϵ(t)(y,x)F1(S(y,x,u(0))) dy dx

=

∫
Ω×Ω

F1(S(y,x,u(0))) dy dx. (4.28)

and we see that

Eϵ(t) ≥ 0. (4.29)

Recalling that D(0) = 0 and collecting results shows the damage energy expended from 0 to t is given by
the non-negative quantity

Dϵ(t) =
1

2

∫
Ω×Ω

(χDZϵ(t)(y,x)dDZ(t,y,x) + χPZϵ(t)(y,x)dPZ(t,y,x)) dy dx (4.30)

15



The kinetic energy at time t is

K(t) =
ρ

2

∫
Ω

|u̇(t)|2 dx. (4.31)

The energy balance then follows and is given by
Energy balance for load controlled fracture evolution

Dϵ(t) =

∫ t

0

∫
Ω

b(τ) · u̇(τ) dx dτ − (K(t) + Eϵ(t)−K(0)− Eϵ(0)), (4.32)

where Eϵ(0), Eϵ(t), Dϵ(t), K(t), are given by (4.28), (4.27), (4.30), (4.31) and Dϵ(0) = 0,
Next we demonstrate that the evolution delivering the displacement-damage pair has bounded elastic,

potential, and damage energy given by

Theorem 3 (Energy bound).

max
0<t<T

{K(t) + Eϵ(t) +Dϵ(t)} < C. (4.33)

Where the constant C only depends on the initial conditions and the load history.

Proof. To find this bound, write

W (t) = K(t) + Eϵ(t) +Dϵ(t) + η (4.34)

here all terms are non-negative and η > 0. Note the rate form of energy balance gives

∂tW (t) =

∫
Ω

b(t) · u̇(t) dx ≤ ∥b(t)∥L2(Ω,Rd)∥u̇(t)∥L2(Ω,Rd) ≤
√

2

ρ

√
W (t)∥b(t)∥L2(Ω,Rd). (4.35)

Equivalently

∂tW (t)√
W (t)

≤
√

2

ρ
∥b(t)∥L2(Ω,Rd). (4.36)

Integrating the inequality from 0 to t and squaring both sides gives

K(t) + Eϵ(t) +Dϵ(t) ≤
(√

2

ρ

∫ t

0

∥b(τ)∥L2(Ω,Rd) dτ +
√
W (0)

)2

− η, (4.37)

and the desired result follows taking η → 0.
We conclude with an explicit formula for the damage energy at unloading. Recall r∗ is given by (2.4) so

on the failure envelope

r∗ = r(y,x,u(t)) =
√
|y − x|/LS(y,x,u(t)).

Replacing variables in (4.20) by the substitution S = S(y,x,u(τ)) with dS = S(y,x, u̇(τ)) dτ and using the
definition of tLy,x, noting that tUy,x corresponds to S(y,x,u(tUy,x)) := SU , and straight forward but careful
time integration shows the stress work needed to fail the bond is given by

dDZ(t,y,x) = ρϵ(y,x)L

(
g(rU )− g′(rU )rU

2

)
= ρϵ(y,x)

(
Lg(rU )− |y − x|µ(γ(u)(y,x, tUy,x))

S2(y,x, tUy,x))

2

)
, (4.38)

where rU =
√
|y − x|/LS(y,x,u(tUy,x)). The damage energy of the softened bond associated with (4.38) is

depicted in Figure 5. This assessment holds for all bonds in the damage zone at time t. When a bond is in
the process zone S∗(t,y,x,u) = S(y,x,u(t)) > SL then the bond damage energy is depicted at time t in
Figure 6
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rU rF
r - Axis

y = g′(r)

y - Axis

Figure 5: Bonds in damage zone: Bond damage energy/Volume for all points on the blue unloading line connecting (0, 0) to
(rU , g′(rU )) is the area of the gray region.

r
rF

r - Axis

y = g′(r)

y - Axis

Figure 6: Bonds in process zone: Bond damage energy/Volume for a point on the failure envelope is the area of the gray region.
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5. Energy balance for displacement control and the initial boundary value problem of fracture
evolution

In this section we establish power and energy balance for displacement controlled fracture evolutions.
Here the boundary displacement U(t,x) is prescribed while the body force is set to zero. On multiplying
the linear momentum equation given in (2.27) with u̇(t,x) and integrating over the domain Ω results in∫

Ω

ρü(x, t) · u̇(x, t) dx+

∫
Ω

Lϵ[u](t,x) · u̇(x, t) dx = 0. (5.1)

We apply the identity χΩ∗ = χΩ + χΩϵ
D

integrate by parts and after careful calculation find

K̇(t) +
1

2

∫
Ω

∫
Ω

|y − x|ρϵ(y,x)µ(γ(u)(y,x, t))S(y,x,u(t))S(y,x, u̇(t)) dy dx

+ İϵ(t)−Rϵ(t) = 0, (5.2)

where

İϵ(t) =
1

2
∂t

∫
Ω

∫
Ωϵ

D

|y − x|J
ϵ(|y − x|)
ϵV ϵ

d

µ̄
S2(y,x,u(t)

2
dydx

+
1

2
∂t

∫
Ωϵ

D

∫
Ω

|y − x|J
ϵ(|y − x|)
ϵV ϵ

d

µ̄
S2(y,x,u(t)

2
dydx (5.3)

and

Rϵ(t) =

∫
Ωϵ

D

∫
Ω

Jϵ(|y − x|)
ϵV ϵ

d

µ̄S(y,x,u(t))ex−y ·U(t,x)dydx. (5.4)

As in section 4 the dissipation is non-negative Ḋϵ(t) and given by (4.14) the kinetic energy is K̇(t) and
given by (4.4). Now recall Ėϵ

1 and Ėϵ
2 given by (4.10) and (4.13) and set Ėϵ = Ėϵ

1 + Ėϵ
2 then the same

considerations used in Section 4 give the power balance
Power Balance displacement control

K̇(t) + Ėϵ(t) + Ḋϵ(t)− İϵ(t)−Rϵ(t) = 0. (5.5)

Noting that Ḋϵ(t) ≥ 0 we summarize observations in the following Lemma.

Lemma 5 (Growth of the Damage Energy and Process Zone). We have the power balance:

Ḋϵ(t) = Rϵ(t)− K̇(t)− Ėϵ(t)− İϵ(t) ≥ 0. (5.6)

Now we allow the body force to be nonzero in (2.27) and collect arguments to obtain
Power balance for initial boundary value problem for fracture evolution

K̇(t) + Ėϵ(t) + Ḋϵ(t)− İϵ(t) = Rϵ(t) +

∫
Ω

b(t) · u̇(t) dx. (5.7)

Since Ḋϵ(t) ≥ 0 these observations are summarized in the following Lemma.

Lemma 6 (Growth of the damage energy and process zone for initial boundary value problem
for fracture evolution).

Ḋϵ(t) =

∫
Ω

b(t) · u̇(t) dx+Rϵ(t)− K̇(t)− Ėϵ(t)− İϵ(t) ≥ 0. (5.8)

Remark 2 (Condition for damage in the initial boundary value problem for fracture evolution).
If the rate of energy put into the system exceeds the material’s capacity to generate kinetic and elastic energy
through displacement and velocity, then damage occurs.
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Note here that (5.8) is in accord with the Clausius-Duhem inequality and in this formulation follows
directly from the equations of motion (2.27) and the Dirichlet boundary conditions.

The energy balance follows and is given by
Energy balance for the initial boundary value problem for fracture evolution

Dϵ(t) =

∫ t

0

(∫
Ω

b(τ) · u̇(τ) dx+Rϵ(τ)

)
dτ − (K(t) + Eϵ(t) + Iϵ(t)−K(0)− Eϵ(0)− Iϵ(0)), (5.9)

where Dϵ(t) is given by (4.30).
We apply a Gronwall inequality using the power balance (5.7) and argue similar to the proof of Theorem

3 to find that the total energy of the fracture evolution initial boundary value problem is bounded uniformly
for 0 ≤ t ≤ T and if u0 = 0 it is also uniformly bounded in horizon size 0 < ϵ with the bound depending
only on the initial condition v0 loading data b(t,x) and U(t,x).

Theorem 4 (Energy Bound).

max
0<t<T

{K(t) + Eϵ(t) + Iϵ(t) +Dϵ(t)} < C. (5.10)

Where the constant C only depends on the initial conditions and the loading data.

6. Calibration, edge cracks, and fast cracks

In this section we calibrate the model using quantities obtained directly from the dynamics and equating
them to the material properties of the specimen. We also theoretically identify the deterministic size effct.

6.1. Elastic properties

The horizon length scale ϵ is chosen small enough to resolve the process zone hence smaller than the
length scale of the process zone of the material. The Lamé constants for undamaged material are used to
calibrate µ. Inside undamaged material containing a neighborhood Hϵ(x) the elastic energy density is given
by

Wϵ(t,x) =

∫
Ω

F1(S(y,x,u(t))) dy =
1

2

∫
Ω

ρϵ(y,x)|y − x|µS
2(y,x,u(t))

2
dy

=
1

2V ϵ
d

∫
Hϵ(x)

|y − x|
ϵ

J

( |y − x|
ϵ

)
µ
S2(y,x,u(t))

2
dy. (6.1)

When the displacement is linear across Hϵ(x), i.e., u = Lx where L is a constant matrix then S(y,x,u(t)) =
Fe · e, where F = (L+ LT )/2, and changing variables y = x+ ϵζ, with |ζ| < 1, gives

Wϵ(t,x) =
1

4ωd

∫
H1(0)

|ζ|J(|ζ|)µ(Fe · e)2 dζ. (6.2)

Observe next that (Fe · e)2 =
∑

ijkl FijFkleiejekel so

Wϵ(t,x) =
1

2

∑
ijkl

CijklFijFkl (6.3)

where

Cijkl =
µ

2ωd

∫
H1(0)

|ξ|J(|ξ|) eiejekel dξ. (6.4)

On the other hand the potential elastic energy per unit volume of a material characterized by shear moduli
G and Lamé constant λ is given by

U =
1

2

∑
ijkl

C̃ijklFijFkl (6.5)
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where

C̃ijkl = G(δikδjl + δilδkj) + λδijδkl (6.6)

On setting U = Wϵ(t,x) we get C̃ = C and we arrive at the calibration for determining µ given by

G = λ =
µ

8

∫ 1

0

r2J(r)dr, d = 2 and G = λ =
µ

10

∫ 1

0

r3J(r)dr, d = 3. (6.7)

With Posion ratio ν = 1/3 for d = 2 and ν = 1/4 for d = 3.

6.2. Strain hardening and Strength

The domain of elastic behavior is calibrated to that of the material. Here we use the tensile stress of a
material corresponding to the onset of nonlinear behavior σL. The the value of rL is given by

σL = g′(rL). (6.8)

So for each bond with end points y and x we have

SL =
rL√

|y − x|/L
. (6.9)

Next we calibrate rC using the known strength of the material. Here we use the critical tensile stress of
the material σC which is the maximum stress the material can sustain. The bond strength is determined by
the materials critical tensile stress and rC is given by

σC = g′(rC). (6.10)

So for each bond with end points y and x we have

SC =
rC√

|y − x|/L
. (6.11)

6.3. Critical energy release rate

The measured value of the critical energy release rate of the material is used to calibrate the stress work
necessary to take undamaged material and fail it irrevocably. Define tFy,x as the time that the bond fails,

i.e., γ(u)(y,x, tFy,x) = 0 and the energy associated with the set of all damaged bonds inside the sample that
have failed up to the present time t is given by

Fϵ(t) =
1

2

∫
Ω

∫
Ω

(
−χΓϵ(t)(y,x)

∫ tFy,x

tLy,x

|y − x|ρϵ(y,x)∂τµ(γ(u)(y,x, τ))
S2(y,x,u(τ))

2
dτ

)
dydx. (6.12)

The stress work to fail a bond of length |y − x| in tension is given by dF (y,x)

dF (y,x) = −
∫ tFy,x

tLy,x

|y − x|ρϵ(y,x)µ∂τγ(u)(y,x, τ)
S2(y,x,u(τ))

2
dτ. (6.13)

Thus for t > tFy,x one has the failure energy Fϵ(t) given by

Fϵ(t) =
1

2

∫
Ω

∫
Ω

dF χΓϵ(t)(y,x) dydx. (6.14)

where χΓϵ(t) is the indicator function of the failure set (2.35).
We now use (6.13) and (6.14) to calibrate rF to measured values of Gc. From (4.38) we see dDZ = dF

when the unloading curve degenerates to the abscissa and µ(γ(u)(y,x,u(tF )) = 0, so the stress work needed
to fail the bond in tension is given by the area underneath the failure envelope and

dF = ρϵ(y,x)Lg(rF ). (6.15)
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ℓϵ(t)ℓ(0)

Figure 7: Flat cracks and bond alignment. The crack Rϵ
t = {ℓ(0) < x1 < ℓ(t)} and all broken bonds are given by the gray

shaded region. We call this alignment because the broken bonds are only those that cross the flat crack set Rt.

We now use (6.15) to calculate (6.14) for a flat crack inside the specimen ϵ away from the boundary. We
show the energy (6.12) trivially factors into two parts one given by the length of the crack and the second
given by a critical energy release rate. Proceeding as in Lipton and Bhattacharya (2025) the failure energy
for general set of failed bonds is given by

Geometric integral representation for Failure energy

Fϵ(t) =
Lg(rF )

2ωd

∫
Sd−1

∫
Ωe

∫ 1

0

J(|ζ|)|ζ|dmϵ(t, e, z, |ζ|) d|ζ| dz de, (6.16)

with

mϵ(t, e, z, |ζ|) = 1

ϵ|ζ|

∫
Ωe

z

χ+(z+ e(s+ ϵ|ζ|), z+ es, t) ds, (6.17)

where

χ+(z+ e(s+ ϵ|ζ|), z+ es, t) =

{
1, if the pair (z+ e(s+ ϵ|ζ|), z+ es) is in Γϵ(t)
0, otherwise.

(6.18)

The function mϵ(t, e, z, |ζ|) is associated with the intersection of the line x = z+es with the subset of bonds
of length |y − x| in Γϵ(t) divided by the length of the bond |y − x|.

Consider the flat crack given by the failure set Γϵ(t) defined by a flat d− 1 dimensional piece of surface
(line segment) Rt a distance ϵ away from the boundary. Points above the surface are no longer influenced by
forces due to points below the surface and vice versa. This is the case of alignment, i.e., all bonds connecting
points y above Rt to points x below are broken and vice versa see Figure 7. Calculation shows that the
failure energy Fϵ does not depend upon ϵ and factors into two parts given by

Fϵ(t) = F(t) = Gc ×
1

2ωd−1

∫
Sd−1

∫
Ωe

N(t, e, z) dz de, (6.19)

with each factor independent of ϵ. Here

Gc =
Lg(rF )

2

2ωd−1

ωd

∫ 1

0

rdJ(r)dr, for d = 2, 3 (6.20)

is the energy release rate for d = 2, 3 and N(t, e, z) is the multiplicity function of the line with normal z
along a direction e giving the value one if it pierces the crack and zero if it does not intersect the crack.
With this observation the second factor is immediately identified as Crofton’s formula and for flat cracks it
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ϵ

ϵ
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ℓϵ(t)ℓ(0)

Figure 8: Representative length of sample. Pre-crack goes from edge into specimen to ℓ(0). The crack tip at time t is ℓϵ(t).
The choice of representative length of sample is L. The set of broken bonds is of width 2ϵ. The shaded area in the figure is the
set of broken bonds.

is Hd−1(Rt) which is the surface area of the crack for d = 3 and length of the crack for d = 2. Here the
failure energy is the fracture energy and is given by the product

F(t) = Gc ×Hd−1(Rt). (6.21)

This is the well known formula for Griffith fracture energy but now derived directly from the equations of
motion without any external hypothesis. The formula for Gc given by (6.20) is set equal to the critical energy
release rate of the material Gc and this determines rF . Of course we can immediately extend the formula
(6.21) to a system of dispersed flat cracks separated by the distance ϵ with different orientations. What is
distinctive is that the Griffith fracture energy found here follows directly from the model without sending
any parameter such as ϵ to zero as in classical phase field approaches to free fracture Bourdin et al. (2008).

6.4. Edge Cracks

No special treatment of bond breaking energy is needed for a crack originating from the notched edge (or
corner) of a specimen in the blended model. The traction free boundary conditions enforced by the kernel
ρϵ(y,x) implies that any bond originating at x with terminus y outside the domain does not influence the
force on x. As calculated earlier in (6.15) the stress work needed to fail a bond is given by

dF = ρϵ(y,x)Lg(rF ),

and and the energy associated with the set of all damaged bonds inside the sample that have failed up to
the present time t is given by

Fϵ(t) =
1

2

∫
Ω

∫
Ω

dF χΓϵ(t)(y,x) dydx. (6.22)

For this case the energy of failure will depend on the geometry of the specimen boundary and ϵ. For example,
it will depend on the radius of curvature of the notch and ϵ for an idealized smooth notched specimen. For
a pre-crack perpendicular to a traction free edge the choice of characteristic length L for a sample is given
in Figure 8.

7. Dimension Free Formulation

In this section we formulate the dynamics in dimension free form. In doing so we identify the dimension
free group for the problem. Recall L is a characteristic length associated with the domain and the dimension
free domain is denoted by Ω̄∗ where Ω∗ = LΩ̄∗. Similarly we define the dimension free points inside Ω̄∗ by
x = Lx̄, y = Lȳ. The dimension free horizon horizon ϵ̄ is given by ϵ = Lϵ̄. Let T0 be a characteristic time
scale and the dimension free time t̄ is defined by t = T0t̄. The dimension free displacement ū is defined by
u = Lū. The time derivatives with respect to to dimension free time are given by ∂t = T−1

0 ∂t̄. It is pointed
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out that r is defined by (2.2) and is dimension free. Finally the material density ρ is of dimension mass per
unit volume given by M/Ld.

The kernel given by (2.24) written in terms of the dimension free quantities is

ρ∗,ϵ̄(ȳ, x̄) :=
χΩ̄∗(ȳ)J ϵ̄(|ȳ − x̄|)

ϵ̄V ϵ̄
d

, (7.1)

where V ϵ̄
d = ωdϵ̄

d. The bond stiffness µ̄ has dimensions of force per unit area ML−2T−2
0 . Recall the damage

factor γ is dimensionless, 0 ≤ γ ≤ 1 and depends on the non dimensional scaled strain r and satisfies
γ(ū)(ȳ, x̄, t̄) = γ(u)(y,x, t). On substitution of the non dimensional variables the dimension free form of the
force Lϵ̄[ū](t̄, x̄) is found through

Lϵ[u](t,x) =
µ

L
Lϵ̄[ū](t̄, x̄) = −µ

L

∫
Ω̄

f ϵ̄(t̄, ȳ, x̄, ū) dȳ

= −µ

L

∫
Ω̄

ρϵ̄(ȳ, x̄)µ−1(γ(ū)(ȳ, x̄, t̄))S(ȳ, x̄, ū(t̄))edȳ, (7.2)

and the dimension free form of the force balance becomes

ρ̄¨̄u(t̄, x̄) + Lϵ̄[ū](t̄, x̄) = b̄(t̄, x̄). (7.3)

The dimension free group is given by the dimension free density ρ̄ = β−2L2T−2, where β is the shear wave
speed of the material β =

√
µ/ρ. The dimension free group ρ̄ delivers the ratio of inertial force to elastic

force.

8. Numerical Problems

This section presents the numerical implementation of the proposed model and compares the numerical
results with the experimental data. Throughout this section, the contour plots of the local damage variable
are used to present the crack path resulting from the numerical analysis. The damage variable, i.e. local
damage, can be any value between zero and one, indicating intact and completely damaged material points,
respectively. Local damage at the material point x at time t, D(x, t) can be calculated as

D(x, t) = 1−
∫
Hϵ(x)

γ(u)(y,x, t) dy∫
Hϵ(x)

dy
(8.1)

where γ(u)(y,x, t) is called the two-point phase field described in Figure 2. A simple bilinear constitutive
relation is used throughout this section. Eq. (2.13) provides the explicit form of the two-point phase field
used within this study. The details of the calibration of the material constants are provided in Section 6.

The quasi-static results were obtained using the dynamic relaxation method Underwood (1983). To
utilize this method, a damping term is added to the equation of motion given in Eq. 2.27, and the central
difference time integration algorithm is used to obtain the displacement field satisfying the static equilibrium
at each time step. However, the time step corresponds to the loading step rather than the physical time
step used in transient analyses. Since this technique is an explicit iterative algorithm, the critical time step
should be calculated accordingly. In this study, the critical time step is calculated as described by Silling
and Askari (2005). The numerical algorithm for the utilized dynamic relaxation method is provided in the
supplementary materials of this study.

Only uniform meshes and 2D domains are considered here. The displacement boundary conditions are
applied at least to the horizon size of the layer nodes. The damping coefficient is selected as 2.0×107 kg/m3

unless otherwise stated. Finally, the horizon size is selected as 3.015 times of the uniform grids. As Trageser
and Seleson (2020) stated earlier Poisson’s ratio is limited inherently due to two-parameter formulation of
the bond-based peridynamics. Therefore, Poisson’s ratio is used as 0.33 throughout this study.

For comparison purposes, experimental and numerical data from the literature are extracted using Web-
PlotDigitizer by Rohatgi (2024). This same software is utilized when comparing crack trajectories obtained
by the proposed blended model with experimental trajectories. In addition to damage contour plots, dis-
placement contour plots prove valuable for determining resultant crack trajectories, as illustrated in the
figures that can be found in the supplementary materials of this study.
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9.1 Mode-I fracture test on high-strength concrete beam under monotonic and
cyclic loading

u

Thickness = 50 mm

54 mm

45 mm

300 mm 300 mm

150 mm

Figure 7: Dimensions and boundary conditions of the mode-I fracture test with a high strength
concrete beam.

Table 1: Material constants used in the mode-I fracture test of the high-strength concrete beam.

Symbol Values Units

E 33.89 GPa
ft 3.39 MPa
Gf 116.15 N/m
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Figure 8: Comparison of the force vs CMOD curves resulted from (a) monolithic, and (b) cyclic
loading.
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Figure 9: Dimensions and boundary conditions of the mode-I fracture test with a high strength concrete beam.

Table 1: Material constants used in the mode-I fracture test of the high-strength concrete beam.

Symbol Values Units

E 33.89 GPa
ft 3.39 MPa
Gf 116.15 N/m

8.1. Mode-I fracture test on high-strength concrete beam under monotonic and cyclic loading

As the first numerical example, the proposed model is used to simulate the mode-I fracture test on a
concrete beam under both monotonic and cyclic loading cases. The reference experiments were conducted
by Chen and Liu (2023) in a displacement-controlled manner during loading and a force-controlled manner
during unloading. However, in the numerical simulations, both the loading and unloading regimes are mod-
eled in a displacement-controlled manner. The applied loading is provided in the supplementary materials
of this study. The dimensions and boundary conditions are presented in Figure 9. Material properties and
loading-unloading information are also provided in the reference study and are directly used in our numerical
model. The material properties are listed in Table 1.

The uniform grid spacing is 2 mm, and the horizon is set to 6.03 mm. The stable time step is calculated
as 4.64 × 10−7 seconds, and the local damping coefficient is set to 2.0 × 107 kg/m3·s. The characteristic
dimension, L, is selected as the beam depth, which is 150 mm.

The local damage contour plots, shown in Figure 10, illustrate the numerically predicted cracks for both
monotonic and cyclic loading cases. As seen in Figure 10, beams under both loading conditions fail due to
straight crack propagation from the tip of the pre-notch to the loading zone at the top middle part of the
beam, consistent with mode-I failure. The damage localizes in a narrow band, forming a well-defined crack
path that propagates vertically from the notch tip toward the loading point. In addition, the similarity
in crack patterns between the monotonic and cyclic loading cases indicates that the fundamental fracture
mechanism remains unchanged regardless of the loading history.

The comparison of numerical and experimental load vs. Crack Mouth Opening Displacement (CMOD)
curves is presented in Figure 11 for both monotonic and cyclic loading cases. In both cases, an excellent
agreement is observed between the numerical and experimental results. For the monotonic loading case,
provided in Figure 11a, the numerical simulation accurately captures the initial linear elastic response, the
peak load, and the general softening behavior. The peak load of approximately 3.3 kN closely matches the
experimental value. For the cyclic loading case, presented in Figure 11b, the numerical model successfully
reproduces the characteristic hysteresis loops observed in the experiment. The loading paths of each cycle
and the peak loads at various CMOD values align well with the experimental data. It is worth noting that
the numerical curves return to the origin at the end of each unloading cycle, whereas the experimental curves
do not due to accumulated plastic deformation. This occurs because the current model only considers fully
elastic unloading and reloading. However, since our focus is primarily on brittle and quasi-brittle materials
and failure mechanisms, plastic deformations are not as significant as in ductile failure. Therefore, this
difference is considered acceptable for this study.

The results demonstrate that the proposed blended formulation can effectively model the mode-I fracture
behavior of high-strength concrete under both monotonic and cyclic loading conditions. Although the cur-
rent model does not account for permanent deformations during unloading cycles, it provides a reasonable
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(a)
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Figure 10: Local damage contour plots showing the crack trajectories obtained under (a) monolithic loading, and (b) cyclic
loading.
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Figure 11: Comparison of experimental and numerical force vs CMOD curves for (a) monolithic, and (b) cyclic loading.
Experimental data: black dotted Line; numerical results: blue solid line.
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(a)

(b)

Figure 11: Local damage contour plots showing the crack trajectories obtained under (a) monolithic loading,

and (b) cyclic loading.

9.2 Mixed-mode fracture tests on concrete beams under cyclic loading

u

Thickness = 28.6 mm

x

23 mm

24 mm

152 mm 152 mm

70 mm

Figure 12: Dimensions and boundary conditions of the mixed-mode fracture tests on concrete
beams.

Table 2: Material constants used in the mixed-mode fracture tests of the concrete beams.

Symbol Values Units

E 32.8 GPa
ft* 3 MPa
Gf* 95 N/m

*Not provided in the experimental study [25].
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Figure 12: Dimensions and boundary conditions of the mixed-mode fracture tests on concrete beams.

Table 2: Material constants used in the mixed-mode fracture tests of the concrete beams.

Symbol Values Units

E 32.8 GPa
ft* 3.25 MPa
Gf* 115 N/m

*Not provided in the experimental study by Jenq and Shah (1988).

approximation for the overall mechanical response of quasi-brittle materials like high-strength concrete.

8.2. Mixed-mode fracture tests on concrete beams under cyclic loading

Mixed-mode failure of concrete, where a combination of tensile and shear modes exists, is commonly
observed in concrete structures. Meanwhile, as Jenq and Shah (1988) stated earlier, crack trajectories
resulting from mixed-mode failure are far more complex than those occurring due to mode-I failure. Jenq and
Shah (1988) studied crack initiation theories using linear elastic fracture mechanics (LEFM) and proposed a
mixed-mode crack stability criterion. To verify their proposed model, they conducted a series of experiments,
and we use their experimental findings to evaluate the performance of our numerical model. The dimensions
and boundary conditions of the selected beams are presented in Figure 12. The compressive strength and
Young’s modulus are provided in the reference study as 34.3 MPa and 32.8 GPa, respectively. However,
the tensile strength and critical fracture energy release rate are not specified. Therefore, the values given in
Table 2 are selected and kept constant for all tests conducted in this section.

In the reference study, the offset ratio, γ, is defined as the ratio of distance x (see Figure 12) to half
the span length (half the distance between the two supports). Four sets of experiments were performed for
each test, corresponding to γ = 0, 1/6, 1/3, and 1/2. It is important to note that the force vs. CMOD
curves obtained from the study by Jenq and Shah (1988) are presented as ”typical force-CMOD” curves.
Unfortunately, the study does not provide all four experimental curves for each test. Therefore, we cannot
assess the variation in the force-displacement responses of the beams. In addition, the exact loading and
unloading protocol is not provided in the experimental study; therefore, the applied displacements (please
see the supplementary materials) are selected such that the unloading points match with the experimental
ones as closely as possible. However, the final crack paths for each test are available in the reference study
by Jenq and Shah (1988) and are used to compare the predicted crack trajectories with the experimental
ones.

In the numerical models, the uniform grid spacing is 1 mm and the horizon is selected as 3.015 mm. The
local damping coefficient is used as 4.0× 107 kg/m3·s, and the time step is selected as 2.36× 10−7 seconds.
The characteristic dimension, L, is chosen as the beam depth, which is 70 mm.

It is important to note that since the values for ft and Gf are not provided in the reference study
conducted by Jenq and Shah (1988), we calibrated these values by comparing the force vs CMOD curves for
the mode-I test shown in Figure 13a. However, these values remain unchanged for the remaining tests, i.e.,
no additional calibration was performed for the mixed-mode failure cases.

By comparing the typical force vs. CMOD response from the experimental study, we observe that the
force-carrying capacity of the beams is underestimated for the mixed-mode tests, as shown in Figures 13b -
13d.
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(b) x = 25 mm (γ = 1/6)
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(c) x = 50 mm (γ = 1/3)

0 5 · 10−2 0.1 0.15 0.2 0.25 0.3
0

500

1,000

1,500

2,000

CMOD (mm)

R
ea
ct
io
n
F
or
ce

(N
)

Jenq and Shah (1988)
Current Study

(d) x = 76 mm (γ = 1/2)

Figure 13: Comparison of experimental and numerical force vs CMOD curves for the offset values: (a) x=0, (b) x= 25 mm, (c)
x=50 mm, and (d) x=76 mm. Experimental data: black dotted Line; numerical results: blue solid lines.
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(a) x = 0 mm (b) x = 25 mm (c) x = 50 mm (d) x = 76 mm

Figure 14: Comparison of the crack trajectories for the offset distances (a) x=0, (b) x= 25 mm, (c) x=50 mm, and (d) x=76
mm. While gray solid lines represents the experimental crack paths borrowed from Jenq and Shah (1988), blue solid lines are
obtained from the local damage plots.9.3 Mixed-mode fracture of concrete L-shaped panel
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Figure 15: Dimensions and boundary conditions of the mixed mode fracture test with l-shaped
concrete panel.

Table 3: Material constants used in the mixed-mode fracture test of the concrete panel.

Symbol Values Units

E* 18 GPa
ω* 0.33 →
ft 2.7 MPa
Gf 90.0 N/m

*Di!erent than the experimental values[27]: E=25.85 GPa, ω = 0.18.
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Figure 16: (a) Damage contour plot, and (b) comparison of the force vs displacement curves.
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Figure 15: Dimensions and boundary conditions of the mixed mode fracture test with l-shaped concrete panel.

The final crack paths obtained from the numerical simulations are compared with the experimental ones
in Figure 14. Here, four experimental tests for each pre-notch location are shown as solid gray lines, while
the blue solid lines represent the numerically predicted crack trajectories, drawn from the damage variable
contour plots. In order to obtain crack trajectories from the numerical results, horizontal displacement
contour plots are used. The horizontal displacement contour plots as well as the damage contour plots can
be found in the supplementary materials of this study.

We believe Figure 14 highlights two important conclusions. Firstly, the crack paths obtained from the
numerical simulations align well with the experimentally observed ones. Secondly, noticeable variations
exist within the experimental results, even though the material properties and boundary conditions were
intended to be the same. Concrete is a composite material where micro-cracks and voids are inevitable,
even in undamaged specimens. In addition to the interaction between micro-cracks, the stiffness variations
among its constituents (e.g., the mortar matrix and different sizes/types of aggregates) contribute to these
discrepancies in the experimental results.

Furthermore, our numerical model treats concrete as a homogeneous material and does not account
for micro-scale effects. Nevertheless, our numerical results exhibit strong agreement with the experimental
findings, providing an accurate modeling approach for fracture simulations in quasi-brittle materials.

8.3. Mixed-mode fracture of concrete L-shaped panel

As the third numerical example, we study the mixed-mode fracture test of an L-shaped concrete panel
without a pre-notch. The experimental test was performed in a displacement-controlled manner by Winkler
(2001). The dimensions and boundary conditions are presented in Figure 15.

The L-shaped specimen has external dimensions of 500 mm × 500 mm with a thickness of 100 mm. The
internal corner forms a 90◦ angle with dimensions of 250 mm × 250 mm. The specimen geometry creates a
stress concentration at the internal corner, which initiates a mixed-mode fracture.

Since the numerical model does not incorporate rotational degrees of freedom, the clamped boundary
conditions are applied by constraining the displacements in both directions through a layer with a height

28



Table 3: Material constants used in the mixed-mode fracture test of the concrete panel.

Symbol Values Units

E* 18 GPa
ft 2.7 MPa
Gf 90.0 N/m

*Different than the experimental values provided by Winkler (2001): E=25.85 GPa.
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Figure 16: Comparison of experimental and numerical force vs displacement curves. Experiment: gray shaded region, numerical:
solid blue line.

equal to the horizon size, as shown in Figure 15. The vertical displacements are applied to a square region
as a linearly increasing function, reaching a final value of 0.65 mm over 125 time steps. The stable time is
calculated as 8.77× 10−8 seconds and the local damping coefficient is set to 2.0× 107 kg/m3·s. The uniform
grid size is 2.5 mm and the horizon size is selected as 7.875 mm. The characteristic dimension, L, is selected
as the length of the domain where the crack propagates, which is 250 mm.

The material properties listed in Table 3 are taken as it is given in the experimental work conducted
by Winkler (2001) except the Young’s modulus. The Young’s modulus is selected as 18 GPa, which better
represents the initial slope of the experimental force-displacement curves.

Figure 16 presents the comparison of the experimental and numerical load vs displacement curves for the
mixed-mode fracture test of the concrete l-shaped panel. As can be seen from this figure, the load-carrying
capacity as well as the softening behavior are predicted by the proposed model within an acceptable accu-
racy. The numerical model predicts a peak load of approximately 8 kN, which is slightly higher than the
experimental average of around 7 kN. The initial elastic response up to approximately 0.15 mm displace-
ment closely matches the experimental observations, confirming the appropriateness of the adjusted Young’s
modulus. The post-peak softening behavior follows the general trend of the experimental data, though our
model predicts a slightly more rapid decrease in load capacity between 0.3 mm and 0.45 mm displacement
compared to the experimental range.

Figure 17a illustrates the local damage contour plot at the final displacement step. The damage localizes
along a curved path starting from the inner corner of the L-shaped panel, which is the region of the highest
stress concentration. The crack initiates in a mixed-mode fashion due to the combined tension and shear
stresses at the inner corner, and it propagates toward the upper edge of the specimen.

Figure 17b provides a comparison between the numerically predicted crack trajectory and the experimen-
tal observations. The gray shaded region represents the experimental crack paths observed across multiple
specimens, showing some natural variability in the experiments. The red solid line indicates our numer-
ical prediction, which falls well within the experimental region. The crack path exhibits a characteristic
curved trajectory that starts perpendicular to the maximum principal stress direction at the inner corner
and gradually curves upward as it propagates.
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Figure 17: (a) Local damage contour plot and (b) comparison of the crack trajectories.

Figure 17: Local damage parameter contour plot.

9.4 Dynamic crack propagation

ω

50 mm
40 mm

100 mm

Figure 18: Dimensions and boundary conditions of the dynamic problem.

Table 4: Material constants for Duran 50 glass.

Symbol Values Units

E 65 GPa
ε* 0.33 →
ft 50 MPa
Gf 204 N/m
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Figure 18: Dimensions and boundary conditions of the dynamic problem.

The agreement between the numerical and experimental crack trajectories demonstrates the capability of
the proposed model to accurately capture the mixed-mode fracture behavior in concrete structures without
the need for pre-defined crack paths or special interface elements.

8.4. Dynamic crack propagation in a glass plate

Dynamic crack propagation in brittle materials has been extensively studied (Freund (1990), Fineberg
et al. (1992), Ravi-Chandar (2004), Zhou et al. (2005), Bobaru and Zhang (2015), Bleyer et al. (2017), Rakici
and Kim (2023)) due to its importance in understanding failure mechanisms. In this section, we present
numerical simulations of dynamic crack propagation in Duran 50 glass under suddenly applied tensile stresses.

The computational domain consists of a rectangular specimen with dimensions 100 mm × 40 mm con-
taining a pre-notch of 50 mm length positioned at the mid-height of the left edge, as illustrated in Figure
18. The specimen is subjected to tensile stress, σ, applied uniformly along the top and bottom edges. Two
different loading scenarios were investigated: a lower stress intensity case with σ = 2 MPa and a higher
stress intensity case with σ = 12 MPa. The damage evolution and crack propagation characteristics were
monitored throughout the simulation time frame. The material properties of Duran 50 glass, which are
borrowed from Döll (1975), used in the simulations are summarized in Table 4.

A uniform mesh with a grid spacing of 0.4 mm is employed throughout the computational domain. The
proposed blended formulation is implemented with a horizon parameter of 1.206 mm, defining the nonlocal
interaction range. Since this numerical simulation addresses a transient problem, the local damping coefficient
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Table 4: Material constants for Duran 50 glass.

Symbol Values Units

E 65 GPa
ft 50 MPa
Gf 204 N/m

is set to zero to accurately capture the dynamic effects. To ensure the numerical stability of the explicit
solver, a time step of 10 nanoseconds is utilized, satisfying the necessary CFL condition. These spatial and
temporal parameters remain constant for both loading scenarios, enabling direct comparison between the
low-stress (2 MPa) and high-stress (12 MPa) intensity cases. The characteristic dimension, L, is selected as
the length of the domain where the crack propagates, which is 100 mm.

Figure 19 presents the damage variable contour plots for both loading conditions at the end of the
simulation. For the lower stress case, where σ = 2 MPa, the crack propagates in a straight path along the
horizontal mid-plane of the specimen, as shown in Figure 19a. This behavior is typical of mode-I fracture
under moderate loading conditions where the crack follows the path of maximum energy release rate.

In contrast, the higher stress case, where σ = 12 MPa, exhibits crack branching phenomena, as shown in
Figure 19b. Initially, the crack propagates horizontally, but at approximately 24.3 µs, it bifurcates into two
distinct crack paths forming a Y-shaped pattern. This branching behavior is a well-documented phenomenon
in dynamic fracture mechanics of brittle materials under high-intensity loading conditions, where the energy
release rate exceeds a critical threshold that makes a single crack path energetically unfavorable.

Since there is no need for a crack tracking algorithm in the proposed model, a post-processing algorithm
was used to determine the crack tip location and velocity to present these results. The crack region was
determined using a damage threshold criterion which was selected as 0.38. Nodes with damage values
exceeding this threshold limit were identified as a part of the crack region. Since the coordinates and the
corresponding damage values were available as output of the solver, the crack tip was identified as the
rightmost x-coordinate where damage exceeded the threshold. In order to detect the crack branching, the
distribution of the y-coordinates at this rightmost position were analyzed to determine the distance exceeding
2.0 mm, which indicates a crack branching. The crack tip velocity was calculated using a linear regression
approach with a window size of 12 data points in order to minimize the noise in the measurement. Hence, this
regression provided the instantaneous velocity which will be then normalized with respect to the material’s
Rayleigh wave speed, cR.

Figure 20 presents the ratio of the crack tip speed to the Rayleigh wave speed, cR and the position of the
crack tip with respect to time for the lower stress case (σ = 2 MPa). As can be seen from Figure 20a, the
crack tip speed is well below 0.4cR throughout the simulation. Figure 20b exhibits three different phases:
initial acceleration, near-constant velocity, and deceleration phases. The initial acceleration phase occurs
between 40-80 µs, where the crack tip speed reaches approximately 0.3cR. Then, the crack maintains a
relatively stable speed in the near-constant velocity phase in 80-100 µs. After 100 µs, a deceleration phase
follows, where the crack gradually slows down as it approaches the right boundary.

For the higher stress case, the crack tip speed to cR ratio is given in Figure 21a, and the crack tip location
with respect to time is plotted in Figure 21b. Figure 21a shows that the crack tip velocity stays below 0.6cR,
however, reaching values higher than in the previous case where the stress intensity is lower. In addition,
the crack initially accelerates more rapidly, reaching higher velocities just below 0.6 times the Rayleigh wave
speed. Between 10-25 µs crack tip velocity shows greater fluctuations indicating unstable crack growth.
After the crack branching at 24.3 µs, the fluctuations in the velocity profile of the crack tip are decreasing,
which may indicate a more stable crack propagation than before the branching. For the higher stress case,
the crack tip position with respect to time, presented in Figure 21b, shows a nearly linear relationship,
indicating a more constant average propagation speed compared to the lower stress case exhibited in Figure
20b.

Therefore, it is shown that the crack propagation behavior in Duran 50 glass is highly dependent on the
applied stress intensity. The transition from stable crack growth at σ = 2 MPa to unstable crack branching
at σ = 12 MPa is consistent with experimental observations in brittle materials. In addition, the maximum
crack velocity observed in our simulations remains below 0.6cR, which agrees with the theoretical limit
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Figure 19: Damage variable contour plots for σ = (a) 2 MPa, and (b) 12 MPa. White solid line represents the pre-notch.
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Figure 20: Dynamic crack propagation under σ = 2 MPa, (a) crack tip speed to Rayleigh wave speed ratio, and (b) crack tip
position with respect to time.
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Figure 21: Dynamic crack propagation under σ = 12 MPa, (a) crack tip speed to Rayleigh wave speed ratio, and (b) crack tip
position with respect to time.

Table 5: Dimensions of the beams tested for the mode-I failure test.

Specimen Depth (mm) Span (mm) Thickness (mm) Prenotch Length (mm)

Beam 1 80 200 50 20
Beam 2 160 400 50 40
Beam 3 320 800 50 80

proposed by Freund (1990), where crack velocities in brittle materials typically do not exceed 0.6-0.7 times
the Rayleigh wave speed. This limitation is attributed to energy dissipation mechanisms and the increasing
instability of the crack path at higher velocities.

8.5. Studying the size effect in concrete beams

Bažant and Planas (1998) defines the structural size-effect as the deviation of the actual load-carrying
capacity of the structure, due to the change of its size, from the one predicted by any deterministic theory
where the failure of the material is expressed in terms of stress and/or strain. However, classical failure
theories such as plastic limit analysis or maximum allowable stress or strain criterion do not depend on the
size of the specimen under consideration, which is problematic since experiments show a strong size-effect in
the failure of brittle and quasi-brittle materials.

To study the size-effect, we choose to work on the mode-I failure tests for different sized beams made from
the same concrete mix. The experiments were performed by Garćıa-Álvarez et al. (2012). The dimensions
of the beams are summarized in Table 5 and the material properties of the concrete are given in Table 6.

Since the size-effect represents the dependence of the strength of the structure on its size, one first needs to
define a measure of the strength of the structure and then compare the strength values obtained for different
sizes with similar geometry of the specimen. The strength of the structure is conveniently characterized by
the nominal stress at the maximum load. For this purpose, we calculate the ligament stress values at the

Table 6: Material constants used in the mode-I fracture test of the concrete beams.

Symbol Values Units

E 33.8 GPa
ft 3.5 MPa
Gf 80.0 N/m
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Figure 22: Comparison of the force vs CMOD curves for the mode-I fracture test.

ultimate load and use this value as the nominal strength of the beam. Since the beams are loaded under the
three-point-bending set-up, the nominal strength of the beams can be calculated as

σlig = 1.5
Fult s

b h2
(8.2)

where Fult is the ultimate (maximum) load that the beam carries, s is the length of the span, b is the
thickness of the beam, and h is the length of the ligament (difference between the depth of the beam and
the length of the pre-notch).

In the numerical simulations, the uniform grid spacing is 2 mm and the horizon is selected as 6.03
mm. The characteristic dimension, L, is chosen as the beam depth of the medium size beam, which is 160
mm. Here, our results are compared with the experimental findings of Garćıa-Álvarez et al. (2012) and
the peridynamic bond based model presented by Hobbs et al. (2022). Once the maximum load carrying
capacities are obtained from Figure 22 for each experimental and numerical tests, the strength values can be
calculated using Eq. (8.2) and plotted with respect to beam size as shown in Figure 23. Hence, the relation
between the size and strength of the structure obtained from the experimental findings can be clearly seen,
and the performance of two different peridynamic models to capturing the size-effect can be discussed.

In this study, we implemented a simple bilinear model to capture the softening effect observed in the quasi-
brittle materials. Whereas, Hobbs et al. (2022) use a constitutive relation where there is initial exponential
decay with a linear tail. Both models use the elastic modulus and the tensile strength of the material given
in Table 6. On the other hand, Hobbs et al. (2022) use an estimated value for the fracture energy of 125.2
N/m which is obtained from an equation given in a design code. Here, we stay with the value provided in
the original experimental work conducted by Garćıa-Álvarez et al. (2012).

Figure 22 presents the load-CMOD results for beam 1, beam 2, and beam 3 whose dimensions are given
in Table 5. The experimental curves are plotted by gray, Hobbs et al. (2022)’s results by blue, and current
results by red colored lines. The results of beams 1, 2, and 3 are plotted with dotted, dashed, and dash-
dotted lines, respectively. As can be seen from Table 5, as beam 1 represents the smallest, beam 3 represents
the largest among the three beams. The comparison of the peridynamic and blended models shows a subtle
difference in the post-peak regime mainly because of the difference in the implemented constitutive models.
In addition, the peak loads, or load-carrying capacities, show variation for the two numerical models, which
may be a result of the selected fracture energy values as well as the constitutive models.

The nominal strength values, corresponding to the ligament stress at the peak load and calculated using
Eq. (8.2), are plotted with respect to the depth of the beam in Figure 23. While the tensile strength of the
material is plotted by the teal solid line, the nominal strength values corresponding to each experimental
test are shown with black-filled circles. As can be seen from the experimental values, there exists a strong
dependence of the strength of the concrete beam on its size such that the average nominal strength values
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Figure 23: Nominal strength values with respect to beam depth.

are obtained as 6.15 MPa, 4.7 MPa, and 4.25 MPa for the small, medium, and large beams, respectively. If
the maximum allowable stress criterion is selected to be used as the ultimate tensile strength, the strength
of beams 1 and 2 are significantly overestimated (43% and 26%, respectively). On the other hand, both
blended and peridynamic bond based models exhibit a great performance capturing the size dependency on
the strength values regardless of the differences in their constitutive models. It is important to note that
none of the blended and peridynamic models employ an explicit rule to determine material strength based
on sample size.

9. Conclusions

The blended model is formulated as a mathematically well-posed initial value boundary value problem for
the displacement inside a quasi-brittle material. The solution is given by the displacement, damage field, and
crack set history. The model inherently satisfies energy balance principles, with a positive energy dissipation
rate that complies with the Clausius-Duhem inequality. These properties are not artificially imposed but
emerge naturally from the material’s constitutive law and the evolution equation.

In the numerical examples, the simplest possible constitutive rule is intentionally chosen to minimize the
number of material and numerical constants. By utilizing Young’s modulus, tensile strength, and fracture
energy, the numerical constants can be determined, yielding both qualitative and quantitative results that
align closely with the experimental data. The numerical simulations demonstrate excellent agreement with
the experimental results for several benchmark problems, including mode-I fracture in concrete beams,
mixed-mode fracture in notched specimens, fracture in L-shaped panels, and dynamic crack propagation.
In particular, the same set of material constants and constitutive model successfully captures the size-
effect phenomenon across three different beam sizes without incorporating any explicit rules for determining
strength based on sample size. These results confirm the model’s ability to replicate real-world material
behavior with minimal computational complexity.

10. Acknowledgment

This material is based upon work supported by the U. S. Army Research Laboratory and the U. S. Army
Research Office under Contract/Grant Number W911NF-19-1-0245 and W911NF-24- 2-0184.

35



References

Aranson, I., Kalatsky, V., Vinokur, V., 2000. Continuum field description of crack propagation. Physical
review letters 85, 118. doi:https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.85.118.

Bažant, Z., Planas, J., 1998. Fracture and Size Effect in Concrete and Other Quazibrittle Materials. volume 1.
CRC Press. doi:https://doi.org/10.1201/9780203756799.

Bleyer, J., Roux-Langlois, C., Molinari, J.F., 2017. Dynamic crack propagation with a variational phase-
field model: limiting speed, crack branching and velocity-toughening mechanisms. International Journal
of Fracture 204, 79–100. doi:https://doi.org/10.1007/s10704-016-0163-1.

Bobaru, F., Zhang, G., 2015. Why do cracks branch? a peridynamic investigation of dynamic brittle fracture.
International Journal of Fracture 196, 59–98. doi:https://doi.org/10.1007/s10704-015-0056-8.

Bourdin, B., Francfort, G.A., Marigo, J.J., 2000. Numerical experiments in revisited brittle fracture. Journal
of the Mechanics and Physics of Solids 48, 797–826. doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/S0022-5096(99)
00028-9.

Bourdin, B., Francfort, G.A., Marigo, J.J., 2008. The variational approach to fracture. Journal of elasticity
91, 5–148. doi:https://doi.org/10.1007/s10659-007-9107-3.

Chen, H., Liu, D., 2023. Fracture process zone of high-strength concrete under monotonic and cyclic load-
ing. Engineering Fracture Mechanics 277, 108973. doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/j.engfracmech.2022.
108973.
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