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Numerical analysis of damage and crack process of rock under explosive loading

FENG Chun, LI Shi-hai, ZHOU Dong, ZHANG Qing-bo
(Institute of Mechanics, Chinese Academy of Sciences, Beijing 100190, China)

Abstract: The similarities and differences between JWL model and Landau model and those between strain strength
distribution model and strain softening model are discussed, and the JWL model and strain strength distribution model are
adopted and introduced in CDEM source program. By using the improved CDEM program, the failure process of rock under
explosive loading is studied, and the dimensionless radii of crushed and damage zones and the total fracture degree are mainly
analyzed. According to the study, some useful results are obtained: (1) The maximum strain strength is the key parameter to
control the failure process. With the increase of the maximum strain strength, from 0.5% to 5%, the dimensionless radius of
crushed zone decreases from 37 to 4, the dimensionless radius of damage zone decreases from 45 to 12, and the total fracture
degree of rock decreases from 55% to 5%. (2) Under the same strain strength, the occurrence of shear failure is easier than that
of tensile failure. The dimensionless radius of failure zone due to shear failure is 2-5 larger than that due to tensile failure, and
the total fracture degree is 3% larger. (3) If the tensile failure is the main factor, the fractures in damage zone will propagate
along the radial direction straightly. If the shear failure is dominant, the curved fractures will happen.
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BYY) K BTG 45043 IR 7RG 40 2 R e 28 e 17
BT AR .

ST () CDEM J7ik, BLTNT IR KEZ R 1,
SR NER AV A A B i 2 B AT T, 3K
37 T A

(1) S5 KINAR R (5 e Ry it N AR i B R fe K
BN ARSRAL) AR ARG G RN O, K
AS R E M 0.5%38INZE 5%, X AR N 37 F 4
4, BRI LEAEAR N 45 BE A 12, A A R E N 55%
B 25 5% dpe NN AR 53 SR S L R S i R I I

(2) MRV AR EE DL, A E RS KA BT

WK BYDIREIR 26 (R AR IR X S5k 11 LE AR B A
FEAEIK 25, BBRE K 3% A4 .

(3) hABEA A S RPN ARG 35, i
HRIX G R 2 T LR s BY VIR 32 5 (B
DN AR FE 45, B0 X R TR 7 AM T

(4) T KINVASSRIE A 1%, /NN AR EE R 0.1%
INf, X AEEES 3.0X10° s INFEATE R, Bl X
TERRNEIG 2.6 X 10 s B EEATE B VAL IR ) S Wi 5k
JEE PRI SE AR A — B, B 0.5 m AL IS ) Kk
FE WA 73 )2 IR 0.20 GPa f¢ 14.1 m/s.
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