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Direct Approach to Treatment of Contact in Numerical
Manifold Method

Yongtao Yang' and Hong Zheng?

Abstract: The numerical manifold method (NMM) is suitable for the solution of both continuous and discontinuous problems in geotechnical
engineering. In the conventional NMM, the contact between blocks is treated with the open-close iteration, which needs to fix or remove spuri-
ous springs between two blocks in contact and to assume properly the normal stiffness and the tangential stiffness (the penalty parameters).
Unreasonable values of stiffness would result in numerical problems. To avoid the penalty parameters, contacts are treated in a direct way in
which contact forces are primal variables. Numerical examples have confirmed the correctness and feasibility of the proposed procedure.
DOI: 10.1061/(ASCE)GM.1943-5622.0000714. © 2016 American Society of Civil Engineers.
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Introduction

Numerical methods are powerful for rock mechanics and engineering
analysis. With the maturing of computing techniques, there has been
a tremendous explosion in the development and use of numerical
methods (Reddy 2004). Typical methods include finite-difference
methods (Perrone and Kao 1975), FEMs (Zienkiewicz and Taylor
2000; Goodman and John 1977; Desai et al. 1984; Katona 1983),
meshfree methods (Rabczuk and Belytschko 2004; Belytschko et al.
1996), boundary element methods (Beskos 1987, 1997), extended
FEMs (XFEMs) (Dolbow and Belytschko 1999; Areias and
Belytschko 2005), generalized FEMs (GFEM) (Strouboulis et al.
2000; Duarte et al. 2001), discrete-element methods (DEMs)
(Cundall 1971), and FEM/DEM (Munjiza 2004). These methods can
be classified into three groups (Jing 2003): continuum methods, dis-
continuum methods, and hybrid methods. FEM/DEM is a straightfor-
ward methodology that makes use of the respective advantages of
both continuum and discontinuum methods (Munjiza 2004; Sun et al.
2013). The application of FEM/DEM in practical rock mechanics
problems could be found in many journal papers and books (Ma et al.
2014; Barla et al. 2012; Munjiza 2004; Yan et al. 2016).

In 1991, Shi (1991) developed a continuum-discontinuum
method named the numerical manifold method (NMM) for geotech-
nical engineering. One of the main attractive advantages of NMM
over other numerical methods is its ability to simulate continuous
and discontinuous problems in a unified manner. Having the same
basis as the partition of unity method (Babuska and Melenk 1997),
NMM is considered as the generalization of the discontinuous de-
formation analysis (DDA) (Shi 1988) that addresses the system of
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distinct rock blocks. Over the past decades, NMM has been exten-
sively studied and used in various fields including p-adaptive (Chen
et al. 1998), Kirchhoff’s thin plate bending problems (Zheng et al.
2013), seepage problems (Zheng et al. 2015¢), simulation of rein-
forcement of rock mass (Wei et al. 2016), and initiation and propa-
gation of cracks (Zheng et al. 2014a, b, 2015b; Wong and Wu 2014;
Zhang et al. 2010; Ning et al. 2011) in rock materials. Although var-
ious problems were solved by the NMM, the previous works are
limited in two-dimensional (2D) problems. Because of the difficul-
ties in developing a complete contact theory that governs the inter-
action of three-dimensional (3D) blocks, application of the 3D
NMM (Jiang et al. 2009, 2010; He and Ma 2010; He et al. 2013,
2014) to solve engineering problems, however, is very limited. A
comprehensive review on the development of the NMM can be
found in Ma et al. (2010).

Because the object analyzed by the NMM is usually a system of
blocks with a great deal of persistent or no persistent joints, the
treatment of contact between blocks or joint plains is one of the
main tasks of the NMM. In NMMs, inheriting from DDAs, the pen-
alty method is adopted to deal with contact, and Coulomb’s friction
law is used to determine the contact states (He et al. 2014). The
physical meaning of a penalty parameter is the stiffness of the con-
tact spring. Two kinds of contact springs, normal contact springs
and tangential contact springs, are fixed between the contact surfa-
ces. In each time step, the so called “open-close” iterations in NMM
(or DDA) can be considered as a process of repeatedly adding or
removing contact springs.

In the penalty method, because the contact force is calculated
according to the penetration distance, the penetration between
blocks, albeit not allowed for a real situation, is inevitable if contact
exists. Also, the penalty parameters in the penalty method, which
are hard to determine, are vital in analyses. The value of penalty pa-
rameters has a strong influence on accuracy of the solutions. A pen-
alty parameter with too small a value cannot enforce accurately the
constraint condition and may result in an unacceptable penetration
of one body into the other, and the overall response is distorted (Bao
et al. 2014). On the other hand, a penalty parameter with too big a
value may enforce accurately the constraint condition. However,
for a computer with a finite number of digits, a penalty parameter
with too big a value will make the coefficient matrix become ill-
conditioned (Bao et al. 2014).
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To avoid the introduction of the artificial springs, the Lagrange
multiplier method, which considers the Lagrange multipliers as ba-
sic unknowns, can impose the constraint conditions exactly. It has
been implemented in DDA and successfully simulated the dynamic
process of the Tangshan earthquake (Cai et al. 2000). However, it
should be pointed out that if too many inactive constraints are
enforced during the open-close iteration, the process will be inter-
rupted because the coefficient matrix is rank deficient (Jiang and
Zheng 2011). Moreover, the coefficient matrix is unsymmetrical if
any contact pair is in the slip state.

Aiming to combine the advantages of Lagrangian multiplier and
penalty methods, the augmented Lagrangian method (ALM) was
proposed to deal with contact problems (Lin et al. 1996; Simo and
Laursen 1992; Stupkiewicz et al. 2010). Detailed implementation of
the ALM for contact problems of DDA could be found in Bao et al.
(2014). Despite the attractive advantages including high accurate
solutions, low sensibility to penalty parameters, and no need to
increase the number of unknowns, ALM requires an iterative pro-
cess to obtain the convergent contact forces, which may be time-
consuming if the contact state changes during the iteration.

In an effort to deal with the contact problems of DDA, Zheng
and Jiang (2009) removed the penalty parameter and the open-close
iteration by reformulating the DDA as a nonlinear mixed comple-
mentarity problem in which the contact conditions are expressed by
the complementarity equations and no artificial penalty parameters
are needed. Later, they expressed the contact conditions by linear
complementarity equations (Zheng and Li 2015a), which signifi-
cantly improves the solving efficiency, as compared with their early
work in Zheng and Jiang (2009), yet it cannot be comparable with
the conventional DDA. Recently, Zheng et al. (2016) proposed the
dual form of DDA, called DDA-d, which completely discards the
artificial springs and has an efficiency comparable with DDA. In
principle, the method in Zheng et al. (2016) can be extended to
NMM, but the solution efficiency would be sacrificed considerably
because a great deal of computation time has to be spent on the
inverse of numerous matrices of large dimensions.

In this study, to circumvent the introduction of penalty parame-
ters, a new technique called direct approach for contact problems is
proposed. Beyond the Lagrange multiplier method, the direct
approach can directly solve out the tangential contact force as well
as the normal contact force by directly solving a nonsymmetric sys-
tem. To save memory storage space and improve the numerical
properties, however, a symmetrization treatment can be easily
implemented.

Brief Introduction to NMM

To solve in a unified manner continuous and discontinuous prob-
lems in geotechnique, NMM uses two cover systems: the mathe-
matical cover (MC) and the physical cover (PC). In this section, the
basic concept of NMM is briefly introduced; more details can be
found in Shi (1991), Zheng and Xu (2014b), and Cai et al. (2013).

The MC is composed of a series of mathematical patches (MPs),
Q" i=1, ..., and ™, where, n”" = number of all MPs. Different
MPs can partially overlap each other. The only requirement for a
MC is to be able to cover the entire problem region Q. The introduc-
tion of a MC is to generate the partition of unity subordinate to the
PC, which will be explained shortly.

Associated with each MP {Q"} is a weight function w;(r), i =1,

.., and n™, where r = position vector, satisfying the following

properties
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wi(r) =0, ifr ¢ Q7 (D

0<wi(r) <1, ifreQ 2)

m

> wilr) =1,ifreQ 3)
i=1

{wi(r)} is collectively called the partition of unity subordinate to
the MC {Q"}.

Illustrated in Fig. 1(a) is an example in which the problem do-
main Q containing a bifurcation crack I" with two crack tips is cov-
ered by three MPs, i.e., Q' is the bigger circle, Q7 is the smaller
circle, and Qf is the rectangle. By cutting all the MPs {Qﬁ"}? with
the components of Q—namely the boundary, the material interface,
and the crack—the physical patches (PPs) are obtained, as shown in
Figs. 1(b—d). One MP Q" might be split into several smaller
domains, Qj’ﬂ-, j=1,...,and n, where foi is referred to as the jth
PP generated from the MP Q; and n{ is the number of all the PPs
that are all from the same MP Q. All the PPs {Q} ;}, are collec-
tively termed as the PC and accordingly match Q exactly.

Each PP Qf_l- contains the local geometric features of the prob-
lem domain and can be assigned other given information. For exam-
ple, Q’z’_2 contains the crack tip of crack I' [see Fig. 1(c)].
According to the geometric and mechanical features of Q;’_,-, one
can construct a good enough local approximation u;_;(r) over Qfﬂ-
to reflect the known information of the solution. u;_;(r) could be
expressed as

(a)

(b)

(d)

Fig. 1. Generation of manifold elements: (a) problem domain and
MC; (b) two PPs from Q'; (c) two PPs from QJ'; (d) two PPs from QF';
(e) manifold elements from the PC

Int. J. Geomech.

Int. J. Geomech., E4016012



Downloaded from ascelibrary.org by University of Birmingham on 08/10/16. Copyright ASCE. For personal use only; all rights reserved.

uj,l»(r) = Tj,i(r)dj,,-, rc Q;:, 4

where vector d;_; is composed of the degrees of freedom for PP
Q_f,l-; and T;_;(r) is composed of some given functions that could
reflect the local behaviors of the solution over Q_‘i”ﬂ. (see details in
Zheng and Xu 2014b).

By restricting w;(r) defined on Q" onto fo ni=1, .., and n,
the weight function w;_;(r) subordinate to Q , is obtained. w;_;(r),

j=1,...,n", might have the same expression as w;(r), but they have

totally different definition domains, €, j = 1, ..., and n}, which
are all from the same MP Q". In addition, the local approximation
u;_i(r) is defined over € ,, totally independent of u;;(r) over
Q) ., which is adjacent to Qfﬂv and also from Q. This enables
NMM to simulate the solution jump across a discontinuity.

For simplicity of exposition, all Q7 ;, w; ;(r), and u; ;(r) are
coded with a single subscript and represented by €, wy(r) and
ui(r), k=1, ..., and n”, respectively. Here, n” is the number of all

the PPs, equal to
n"
n’ = Z n?
i=1

In the conventional NMM, a manifold element, denoted by
E;, is a common domain of several neighboring PPs, which can
serve as a basic unit in integrating the weak form of the problem.
Fig. 1(e) displays all of the 12 numerical manifold elements gen-
erated from the MC shown in Fig. 1(a). Then, the global approx-
imation u(r) in a manifold element E; could be obtained by add-
ing all the local approximations multiplied by the weight
functions

n’

u(r) =Y wi(ru(r), r € E; ©)
k=1

Equations of Momentum Conservation
of Block System

Contact Pair Analysis

Like DDA, NMM essentially reduces contact between blocks to
angle-edge contact. The contact force analysis for a typical angle-
edge contact is shown in Fig. 2. A vertex V of a master block Q" is
in contact with an edge of a slave block Q°. The projection point of
vertex V on slave block Q° is point V'. Unknown contact force, a
point load pY, is acting at vertex V, and —py is acting on an edge of
the slave block Q°. Point load p;/ has the following decomposition

p, =pyn+p)s=Lyp" (6)
py =Y .p))" )
Ly = [ns] ®)

where n = exterior unit normal vector of Q°; s is perpendicular to
n but along the counterclockwise boundary of Q*; and p) and p¥
are components ofp;,/ along n and s, respectively. Also, p;/ and
p;,/ are components of pé‘; along the x- and y- axis direction of the
global coordinate system, respectively.
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The normal relative distance gy, between V and V', at the end of
a time step, can be obtained by the following formula:

g"'/ :nT(xvfof) :l’lT(x(‘)/*x(‘]/r+uV7uV') (9)

and the tangential relative displacement g3, at the end of a time
step, can be obtained by

gi/ :sT(uV 7uvr) (10)

where x), and xy are the coordinates of V, at the start and end of this
time step, respectively; x}, and xy- are the coordinates of V', at the
start and end of this time step, respectively; and uy and uy are the
incremental displacement of V and V' during this time step,
respectively.

At the end of this time step, there are two possible contact states.
For the first case, no contact occurs between the two blocks

gv >0
For the second case, the two blocks are in contact

gy <0

Force Analysis and Control Equations for a Single Block

Considering a typical block €;, as shown in Fig. 3(a), the external

forces acting on it include the following:

1. Unknown contact force p;’ is a point load that can be divided
into two types:

- \
o I
\ ' >
\ -
Sy ,/”/
\\\ P /”@
\ p
(a) - (b)

Fig. 3. Force analysis for a (a) single block and (b) contact pair
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a. Master contact force p‘g/m (equivalent to pg in Fig. 2) acted
at a vertex of block Q;.
b. Slave contact force P;/s (equivalent to —p;,/ in Fig. 2) acted
on an edge of block ;.
2. Known surface traction p acted on the boundary segment S, of
block Q;.
3. Known point load f acted at some point of boundary of ;.
4. Unknown volume load b — pii, where b = volume force; p =
density; and &# = acceleration.
The control equations are classified as
1. Equation of motion

d6 +b = pii ,inQ; (11)

withe! = (o, 0y, 7y))
2. Stress boundary

0,6 =p ,onS, (12)

with

3. Force equilibrium conditions of contact surface [shown in Fig.

3(b)]

0,6 =Y, dv(x)py, V€S
0,10' = - ZV BV'(x)P;/7 V, S (]3)

where 8y (x) and 8/ (x) are the Dirac delta function along bounda-
ries S, and S5, with the singularity at points V and V', respectively,
because contacts are represented in NMM by point forces.

Equations of Momentum Conservation of Block System
in Discrete Form

First, for the block system at the end of a time step, the weak form
of momentum conservation is expressed as

[o(88) 6dQ = [,(u)" (b — pii)dQ + fsp(ﬁu)TﬁdQ

+Z(5u)Tf+Z(6uv—6uvr)p: (14)
v

where u is the incremental displacement vector; du is the virtual
displacement vector; and 6 ¢ is the virtual strain vector.
The incremental displacement vector # can be calculated by

u=Nd (15)

where N and d = shape function matrix and generalized vector of
freedom degrees, respectively.
Strain vector ¢ can be calculated by

Stress vector  can be expressed by strain vector ¢ through the
constitutive relation

o = D¢+ o (18)

where o} = (o 0'8 Tgy) is the initial stress vector; and D is the

elastic matrix with

1 v 0
:% v 1 0 (19)
Yo o0 (1-w))2
for the plane stress problem
v
1 0
 E(1-v) ,  (=v

T+ -2) |7y ! 0

0 0 (1—-2v)/[2(1 = v)]

(20)

for the plane strain problem.
Substituting Egs. (15)—(18) into Eq. (14), the global system of
equations can be written as

Md +Ed—C'p =f,+q, @1
where M denotes the mass matrix

M= / pNTNIQ (22)
Q

E denotes the stiffness matrix
E = / BTDBAQ (23)
Q
C denotes contact matrix
' =[Cy,, .0y 24)

in which subscript c is the number of contact pairs

Cy, = Ly, (Ny, —Ny) (25)

The contact force vector is defined in the local coordinate system
of contact edge, expressed as

pT: r‘z/lvpfv/lv"Wpy‘,/A.?;VC] (26)

py, = py. oY 27)

The global force vector can be written as

&= Ldu = (LdN)d = Bd (16)
fo= / NTbdQ + / N'pdS +> N'f (28a)
where Q S,
0 0 9 ! and
Li=|% , % an :
0 — — q, = —/ B 6,dQ (28b)
dy ox Q
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There are two ways to solve Eq. (21), namely, the direct integration
method and the modal superposition method (Yang et al. 2014). In the
present work, the Newmark direct integration method is adopted.

According to the Newmark integration scheme of constant
acceleration, at time ¢ = ¢y + At, with ¢y a selected initial time and
At the time elapsed, d can be calculated by

. A2..
d:%m+é4 (29)

with d = initial time change rate of d. It is noticed that more sophisti-
cated Newmark integration schemes can be found in Jiang et al. (2009).
Solving Eq. (29) ford leads to

.. 2 2.

Substituting Eq. (30) into Eq. (21) yields
Kod — C'p = f, 31

in which the generalized stiffness matrix Ky and generalized load
vector f, are defined as

2
Ko=—M+E 32
0=3M+ (32)
and
- 2 .
Jo=fo+ao+ EMdo (33)
respectively.

Once d is obtained, d can be calculated immediately; then the
time change rate of d is computed by

d=dy+dAt

which will be the initial time change rate of next Az.

As in DDA, the time integration used by both the conventional
NMM and the present direct approach contain inherent algorithm
damping, which is dependent on the size of the time step (Doolin
and Sitar 2004). Therefore, the time step size has an important influ-
ence on the accuracy and convergence rate of the numerical solution
(Jiang et al. 2013). Jiang et al. (2013) have studied the influence of
time step on the accuracy of DDA in great detail and concluded that
the algorithmic-damping ratio is proportional to the size of the time
step. Because the mechanism of algorithm damping for both NMM
and DDA are the same, the impact of the size of the time step on the
solution precision will not be discussed in this paper.

Formulations of the Direct Approach

Contact Equations

To solve Eq. (31), 2¢ more equations named contact equations
should be complemented, where ¢ = number of contact pairs in the
system. Because the contact detection technology in NMM is inher-
ited from the DDA, the procedures for finding the contact pairs for
NMM will not be discussed in this section. The contact state for a
contact pair, at the end of a time step, should be among one of the
three cases, namely, sticky state, slip state, and open state. Each
contact state has two additional equations.

© ASCE
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Sticky State

At the end of the time step, if the contact pair is in sticky state, the
normal relative distance g, between Vand V’, should satisfy

gy =n"(xy —xy) =n"(Ny — Ny)d + g} = 0 (34)
with
g =n"(x) —x)) (35)

being the initial normal gap of the contact pair.
The tangential relative displacement, g},, defined by

g, =s"(Ny —Ny)d (36)

is set at zero if the contact pair is not in the open state at the end of
the last time step. However, if the contact pair is in the open state at
the end of the last step, gj, is indeterminate after it becomes the
sticky state. In this case, gy, is set as

gy =8y (37)

where g}, was determined when the open contact pair overlapped
during a past iteration within this time step, reading

.
n =)

—v 8y (38)
g —gy

L—
v =

where g, = the overlapping distance (negative); and g3, = tangential
displacement, as shown in Fig. 4.

The displacement constraint equations of Egs. (34)—(36) could
be rewritten in matrix form

Cvd = gr (39)
in which
Cy =Lj(Ny —Ny) (40)
0
-8
=( ~8n 41
8r ( 2 ) (41)
Slip State

At the end of this time step, if the contact pair is in slip state, the nor-
mal relative distance g{, between V and V' should satisfy

g =n"(Ny =Ny)d +¢° =0 (42)
|4
g, N &,
v
-z, g

Fig. 4. Calculation diagram of g3,
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the same as the sticky state, namely Eq. (34).
The tangential contact force should satisfy the Colombian fric-
tion law, that is

py = —usign(g})py, (43)

Although Eq. (43) can serve as a constraint in the direct
approach, and p! can be directly solved out, to keep symmetry of
the system matrix, nevertheless, Eq. (43) is replaced with the fol-
lowing form

py = wsign(p)p, (44)

where ]3;/ and pn‘/ =normal and tangential contact forces of last itera-
tion (sticky state or slip state), respectively; and w denotes friction
factor.

The replacement of Eq. (43) by Eq. (44) is justified because
the equilibrium in the normal direction has actually been reached
at the end of the last iteration, that is, the normal contact force PX
has been calculated exact enough at the end of the last iteration.
Katona (1983) used such a replacement to make a symmetric ma-
trix, but in the framework of static analysis, as the author admit-
ted, the symmetrization sacrifices convergence. Later, therefore,
Zheng et al. (2004) gave up this replacement; instead, the authors
proposed to directly use Eq. (43) and a new decision matrix. In
the framework of dynamic analysis, the open-close iteration is
always convergent due to the introduction of inertia matrices. As
aresult, here the symmetrization is still adopted, with little impact
to convergence.

As an aside, if the Lagrange multiple method is used, the tangen-
tial contact force p;/ cannot be solved out directly, and Eq. (44) is
compulsory.

Based on the previous description, only one additional displace-
ment constraint equation is needed for the slip state

Cid=—g (45)

where C, is the first line of Cy defined in Eq. (40), namely
C\, =n"(Ny — Ny) (46)
In this case, cross out the column elements of CT related to p;/
and superpose initial stress vector g, with —py(C{,)T, where C7, is

the second row of Cy, that is

G, =s"(Ny — Ny) (47)

Open State
At the end of this time step, if the contact pair is in the open state,
the values of normal and tangential contact forces both vanish, lead-

ing to

Py =0 (48)

p{ =0 (49)

For this case, no additional equations are needed, only the two
column elements of CT related to pY and p;/ are needed to be
crossed out.
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Solving the System Equations

When contact states of all the contact pairs are given, the system
matrix is finally rewritten as

—p g

To improve the property of the system matrix, Eq. (50) is scaled
such that all variables have approximate magnitude order

P ag

wherep = —ap’,q0 = q, — pf(C{,)T; and « is a parameter propor-
tional to the diagonal elements of Ky, and is set as /Komin * Komax
in this study, where Kop;, is the minimum value of the diagonal ele-
ments of Ko, and Komax is the maximum value of the diagonal ele-
ments of K. C and g are composed of Cy and g of all the contact
pairs, respectively.

Obviously, Eq. (51) is a KKT equation. The detailed solving pro-
cedure for Eq. (51) could be found in Zheng and Li (2007).

It should be pointed out that after the contact detection is per-
formed by the original NMM code, the redundant contact pairs
might be picked out. These redundant contact pairs would not bring
troubles to the penalty method—based procedures, because a redun-
dant contact pair actually corresponds to fixing a redundant couple
of normal and tangential contact springs. In the direct approach,
however, a redundant contact pair might cause the coefficient ma-
trix in Eq. (51) to be rank deficient. Consequently, after the contact
pairs are picked out, those redundant contact pairs must be removed
if the direct approach is used.

Ko C'
c 0

KQ aCT
aC 0

Contact State Update

During the open-close iteration process, the update of the contact

state for each contact pair is determined by the state variables at the

beginning and end of this iteration (Table 1). According to the con-

tact state at the beginning of this iteration, three cases are divided,

namely,

1. The contact state at the beginning of this iteration is in the
sticky state (see Table 1). Check the state variables at the end
of this iteration, if

Table 1. Update Mode of Contact State for Contact Pair during Open-
Close Iteration

i-1 C&R Sticky Slip Open
Sticky Check p, >0 and |p}| <[py] p; >0 and|p/|>[p}] p; <0
RS-i gy =0 gy = 0 with p,‘f:O

g\, invariant pY = sign(p!)[pY] pl =0

Slip  Check pY>0andp¥g, >0 p’>0andp'g, <0 p’ <0
RS-i gy =0 gy = 0 with p,‘::O

gy =0 p =sign(p)lp)]  p/ =0

Open Check g} <0 and [gy] <gl] gl <0 and [z} 2 [)] ¢} >0
RS-i gy =0 gy = 0 with p,‘::O

gy =&y Py =1 P =0

Note: i—1 and i = (i— 1)th and the ith iteration, respectively; RS —i = the
right-side items in the contact constraint conditions at the ith iteration;
C & R = “Check the contact state followed by setting the right side items
in the contact constraint conditions at the ith iteration.”
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a) Normal contact force p,‘l/ > 0 and the absolute value of tan-
gential contact force p;’ is less than or equal to the maximum
frictional force, namely, |pY| < [pY] ([pY] =f; + rlp)|,
where f; denotes the contribution of cohesion), then the con-
tact state at the end of this iteration is set to be sticky, the nor-
mal relative distance gy, = 0, and the tangential relative
displacement gy, keeps invariant;

b) Normal contact force p,‘l/ > 0 and the absolute value of
tangential contact force p! is greater than the maximum
frictional force, namely, [p¥| > [pY], then the contact state
at the end of this iteration is set to be slip, the normal rela-
tive distance gy, =0, and tangential contact force
py = sign(p))[p)]; and

¢) Normal contact force p,‘{ < 0, then the contact state at the
end of this iteration is set to be open, normal contact force
pY = 0, and tangential contact force p! = 0.

2. The contact state at the beginning of this iteration is in the slip
state (Table 1), check the state variables at the end of this itera-
tion, if
a) Normal contact force p! >0, and tangential contact

force p! and tangential relative displacement g3, are in
the same direction, namely, pfg{, > 0, then the contact
state at the end of this iteration is set to be sticky, the
normal relative distance gy, = 0, and tangential relative
displacement g}, = 0;

b) Normal contact force p,‘,/ >0, and tangential contact
force p¥ and tangential relative displacement g}, are in
opposite direction, namely, pYgi, <0, then the contact
state at the end of this iteration is set to be in the slip
state, the normal relative distance gy, = 0, tangential con-
tact force p! = sign(p!)[p]; and

¢) Normal contact force p,‘f < 0, then the contact state at the
end of this iteration is set to be open, normal contact force
p,‘l/ = 0, and tangential contact force p;/ =0.

3. The contact state at the beginning of this iteration is in the open
state (Table 1), check the state variables at the end of this itera-
tion, if
a) Normal relative distance g}, < 0, calculate g}, according

Eq. (38); if |g}/| < |g%| (see Fig. 4 for the definition of g},
and gg), then the contact state at the end of this iteration is
set to be sticky, the normal relative distance gy, = 0, and
tangential relative displacement g}, = g}

b) Normal relative distance g%, < 0, and [g},| > |g%], then the
contact state at the end of this iteration is set to be in the
slip state, the normal relative distance g§, = 0, tangential
contact force p;/ = fj; and

c) Normal relative distance gy, > 0, then the contact state at
the end of this iteration is set to be open, normal contact
force PX = 0, and tangential contact force p}_/ =0.

Numerical Examples

Typical numerical tests with the present direct approach for contact
problems in NMM were performed, and results were compared
with those of the penalty method. The physical units used in the
present work are based on the international standard unit system
without specifying.

Momentum Conservation Test

On arigid and frictionless slide, shown in Fig. 5, the left-side block
(Block 1) with initial horizontal speed V,, moves toward and finally
collides with the right-side stationary block (Block 2). The
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parameters for Block 1 are listed as V= 1, width w = 2, height h =
2, Young’s modulus £ = 200 x 109, Poisson’s ratio v = 0.25, and
density p = 1,000. For Block 2, two cases are considered, namely,
(1) the material and dimension parameters are the same as those of
Block 1, as shown in Fig. 5(a); and (2) the parameters are listed as
width w = 1, height 2 = 1, Young’s modulus E = 200 x 10°,
Poisson’s ratio v = 0.25, and density p = 2,000, as shown in Fig. 5
(b). The bottom, left, and right sides of the slide are all fixed by stiff
springs with stiffness of 100E in both horizontal and vertical direc-
tions. Theoretically, the block system should satisfy the law of hori-
zontal momentum conservation. In other words, the global horizon-
tal momentum should always be 4,000 even after Block 1 collides
with Block 2.

Shown in Fig. 6 are the discrete models for this momentum con-
servation test. The time step length Ar and number of time steps are
taken as 0.01 and 100, respectively. To study the influence of pen-
alty parameter value p on accuracy of this contact problem, three
cases, namely, NMM1 with p = E, NMM2 with p = 10E, and
NMM3 with p = 100E, are considered for the purpose.

The total horizontal momentum, momentums of Blocks 1 and 2
versus time step, are plotted in Fig. 7. It is shown that the values of
total horizontal momentum are almost identical to the theoretical
values, which means the proposed direct approach could pass this
momentum conversation test.

The values of momentum and velocity for Blocks 1 and 2
are also listed in Tables 2-5. It is shown that accuracy for the pen-
alty method could be improved by increasing the value of the pen-
alty parameter. However, as discussed in the previous section,
penalty parameters that are too big will make the governing equa-
tions become ill-conditioned. Overall, accuracy of the proposed
direct approach exceeds the penalty method with different values
of the penalty parameter. Moreover, the proposed method is free
from the penalty parameter, which is very difficult to be deter-
mined for different problems.

Sliding Problem

Using this classical example, accuracy of the present direct
approach is compared with the penalty method with different val-
ues of the penalty parameter. Shown in Fig. 8 is a sliding rectan-
gle block that is 2 x 1 m on a ramp with a slope angle of «. The

Vo Vo
—_’ —_—

—

(@) (b)

Fig. 5. Block 1 moves toward Block 2: (a) a big block collides with
another big block; (b) a big block collides with another small block

(@) (b)

Fig. 6. Discrete models for the momentum conservation test: (a) a big
block collides with another big block; (b) a big block collides with
another small block
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Fig. 7. Computed momentum versus time step: (a) a big block collides
with another big block; (b) a big block collides with another small
block

Table 2. Computed Momentum of the Two Blocks: A Big Block Collides
with Another Big Block

After collision

Block 1 Block?2 Total

Before collision

Methods Block 1 Block2 Total

Direct 4000.000 0.000 4000.000 0.448 3999.552 4000.000
approach

NMMI1 4000.000 0.000 4000.000 0.848 3999.153 4000.001
NMM?2 4000.000 0.000 4000.000 0.489 3999.511 4000.000
NMM3 4000.000 0.000 4000.000 0.453 3999.547 4000.000
Theoretical 4000.000 0.000 4000.000 0.000 4000.000 4000.000
value

Table 3. Computed Velocity of the Two Blocks: A Big Block Collides
with Another Big Block

Before collision After collision

Methods Block 1 Block 2 Block 1 Block 2
Direct approach 1.00000 0.00000 0.00011 0.99989
NMM1 1.00000 0.00000 0.00021 0.99979
NMM2 1.00000 0.00000 0.00012 0.99988
NMM3 1.00000 0.00000 0.00011 0.99989

Theoretical value 1.00000 0.00000 0.00000 1.00000

block and the ramp have the same material parameters: Young’s
modulus £ = 200 MPa, Poisson’s ratio v = 0.25, and density p =
2,750 kg/m>. The bottom and right sides of the ramp are all fixed
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Table 4. Computed Momentum of the Two Blocks: A Big Block Collides
with Another Small Block

Before collision After collision

Methods Block 1 Block 2 Total Block 1 Block2 Total

Direct 4000.000 0.000 4000.000 1405.311 2595.779 4001.088
approach

NMMI 4000.000 0.000 4000.000 1406.104 2595.475 4001.579
NMM2 4000.000 0.000 4000.000 1405.921 2595.655 4001.576
NMM3 4000.000 0.000 4000.000 1405.313 2595.777 4001.088
Theoretical 4000.000 0.000 4000.000 1333.333 2666.667 4000.000
value

Table 5. Computed Velocity of the Two Blocks: A Big Block Collides
with Another Small Block

Before collision After collision

Methods Block 1 Block 2 Block 1 Block 2
Direct method 1.00000 0.00000 0.35133 1.29789
NMMI1 1.00000 0.00000 0.35153 1.29774
NMM2 1.00000 0.00000 0.35148 1.29783
NMM3 1.00000 0.00000 0.35133 1.29789

Theoretical value 1.00000 0.00000 0.33333 1.33333

(a) (b)

Fig. 8. Block slides along a ramp: (a) slope angle a = 30°; (b) slope
angle a =45°

7

(2) (b)

Fig. 9. Discrete models for the block and ramp: (a) slope angle « =
30°; (b) slope angle a = 45°

by stiff springs with stiffness of 100E in both horizontal and verti-
cal directions.
Itis easy to derive the exact sliding displacement of the block

(sin @ — u cos a)gt* (52)

| =

S =
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at time 7 (s); where s = sliding distance of the block center point (in
meters); g = gravity speed (9.8 m/s%); u = tan ¢; and ¢ the friction
angle.

The discrete models with different slope angles for this problem
are shown in Fig. 9. Let the time step length Ar = 0.01 s and total
computation time = 2 s, with a set of combinations of slope angles
and friction angles assumed. Fig. 10 displays the relative error dis-
tributions from the direct and penalty methods during sliding. From
all these results, it is observed that the proposed direct approach is
more accurate than the penalty method with different values of the
penalty parameters.

x 107

5 12 ——6—— Proposed
g —s— NMMI
) NMM3
£
[}
2 10
g
S 9
[}
2
= 3
[}
~
7
(a) Time(s)
0.03

—6—— Proposed
—+8— NMMI1
0.02 —— NMM2

Relative displacement error

0.01
0
-0.01
0 0.5 1 1.5 2
(c) Time(s)
0.05
s
g
= 0
[0
g
g
_% -0.05 —6—— Proposed
iS ——&— NMMI
.g -0.1 —— NMM2
= ' NMM3
[}
a4
-0.15

0.5 1 1.5 2
Time(s)

Arch Dam Problem

In the design of an arch dam, the pure arch method is often used to
analyze the stress state of the arch dam. The pure arch method
assumes that the arch dam consists of a series of independent hor-
izontal arches that will bear all the load acting on the dam, and
each arch is simplified as an elastic arch whose end sides are fixed
for calculation. Fig. 11 shows an arch dam with a layer of arch,
and a point load f = 1.5 acts at the upstream side of the dam. The
downstream side of the bedrock is fixed. The bedrock and the
dam have the same material parameters: density p = 0.3, unit

x 10
15
—©6—— Proposed
—8— NMMI1
10 —<— NMM2

Relative displacement error

5
0
-5
0 0.5 1 1.5 2
(b) Time(s)
0.06
5 —©6—— Proposed
= —5— NMMI
i; 0.04 —6— NMM2
£
g
= 0.02
2
2
§ 0
Q
~
-0.02
0.5 1 1.5 2
(d) Time(s)
x10°
4
——6—— Proposed
35 ——&— NMMI
—— NMM2
NMM3

Relative displacement error

1 OV VOV T
0 0.5 1 1.5 2
) Time(s)

Fig. 10. Comparisons between the proposed direct method and penalty method under different slope angles « and friction angles ¢:
(@) a=30° ¢=0% (b) a=30°, ¢ =5 (c) a=30°, ¢ =10 (d) a=30° ¢ =15 (¢) @a=30° ¢ =20 (f) a=45° ¢ =07
(g)a=45% ¢ =5(h) a=45, ¢ =10° () a =45°, ¢ = 15°,(j) a = 45°, ¢ =20°
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Fig. 10. (Continued.)

Fig. 11. Arch dam subjected to a point load F

QN

Fig. 12. Discrete model for the arch dam

weight y = 0.5, Young’s modulus E = 1.5, and Poisson’s ratio v
=(0.24. Let the time step length Ar = 0.01 s and total computation
time =0.5s.

The discrete model for this problem is shown in Fig. 12. The
final deformation and principal stress plots obtained with the pen-
alty method and direct approach are shown in Figs. 13—15. In addi-
tion, the displacement of the loading point versus the time is also
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(@) (b)

Fig. 13. Final deformation plots of the arch dam: (a) penalty method;
(b) direct method

plotted in Fig. 16. The results obtained with the proposed direct
approach are very similar to those of penalty method.

Slope with Circular Sliding Surface

Fig. 17 shows a slope with a circular sliding surface. The left,
right, and bottom boundaries of the model are all fixed. The slid-
ing blocks and the slope have the same material parameters:
Young’s modulus E =5 MPa, Poisson’s ratio v = 0.3, density p =
5 x 10° kg/m?, and unit weight 5 x 10*kg/(m?s?). Let the time
step length Ar = 0.002 s and total computation time = 0.202 s. The
discrete model for this problem is shown in Fig. 18. The final de-
formation plots obtained with the penalty method and direct
approach are shown in Fig. 19. In addition, the displacement of a
character Point A versus the time is also plotted in Fig. 20. The
result obtained with the proposed direct approach is very similar
to that of the penalty method.
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(2)

- ay

Fig. 14. Plots of the maximum principal stress (compressive stress is

taken as positive): (a) penalty method; (b) direct method

0.5 Proposed |
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0.4
% ]
0.3 g
1)
g ]
0.2 .%
el
0.1 = 1
S
0 5
> 4

0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8
Time

Fig. 16. Displacements of the measured point for the arch dam

(@)

g

Fig. 17. Slope with circular sliding surface

[

N/

Fig. 18. Discrete model for the slope with circular sliding surface

Fig. 15. Plots of the minor principal stress (compressive stress is taken (@) (®)

as positive): (a) penalty method; (b) direct method

Fig. 19. Final deformation plots of the slope with circular sliding sur-

Layers of Thin Beams Subjected Point Load

face: (a) penalty method; (b) direct method

Fig. 21 shows layers of stacking thin beams subjected to a point Let the time step length Ar = 0.002 and total computation time =
load. The bottom boundaries of the model are all fixed. The thin 0.354. The final deformation and principal stress plots obtained
beams have the same material parameters: Young’s modulus E = with the proposed direct approach are shown in Figs. 22 and 23,
10, Poisson’s ratio v = 0.24, density p = 0.3, and unit weight —0.5. respectively. The final deformation and stress distribution for this
© ASCE E4016012-11 Int. J. Geomech.
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Fig. 20. Displacements of the measured point for the slope with
circular sliding surface: (a) horizontal displacement; (b) vertical
displacement

Fig. 21. Layers of thin beams subjected to a point load with F=—1

Fig. 22. Final deformation plot of the beams
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Fig. 23. Final principal stress plots of the beams (compressive stress is
taken as positive): (a) the maximum principal stress; (b) the minor prin-
cipal stress

symmetric structure is symmetrical, which could, to some extent,
confirm the correctness of the proposed direct approach. In addition,
the displacement of the loading point versus the time is also plotted
in Fig. 24.

Conclusions

The performance of direct treatment of contact problems of NMM
is investigated in the present work. The present method seems
attractive for the following reasons:

1. Compared with the Lagrange multiplier method, the direct
approach can solve out tangential contact forces directly by
solving a nonsymmetric system. After a symmetrization treat-
ment to the direct approach can derive a symmetrical system
matrix, which could save storage space.

2. Compared with the penalty method, the proposed method has
better accuracy. Moreover, it is free from the penalty parame-
ter, which is very difficult to determine.

3. Implementation of the proposed method is easy, which could
be achieved through very limited modification of the original
NMM codes provided by Shi (1991).

4. The proposed direct approach could be applied in DDA without
any handicap.

Int. J. Geomech.

Int. J. Geomech., E4016012



Downloaded from ascelibrary.org by University of Birmingham on 08/10/16. Copyright ASCE. For personal use only; all rights reserved.

0
Proposed

-0.05 | 8
§
5
S -0.1 ]
&
2]
S -0.15} 1
5
>

-0.2 ]

-0.25 : : :

0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4

Time

Fig. 24. Displacements of the measured point for the beams

Recently Shi (2015) proposed a 3D contact theory, which is a
particularly exciting news. This theory will be fully utilized to
extend the proposed method to its 3D version to solve more realistic
engineering problems.

Although the proposed direct approach has more attractive
advantages than the conventional penalty method, it introduces the
contact force and increases the number of unknowns and consumes
more memory space than the penalty method. If very complex engi-
neering problems are involved, the contact pairs will be signifi-
cantly increased, and the memory space consumption for the direct
approach will be greater than the penalty method. As a result, more
efficient solution algorithms are vital to solve those problems with a
huge number of unknowns.
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