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3% 2. Proposed model for failure of concrete in uniaxial compression: {a) free body diagram; (b)
stress-strain relationship; (c) experimental resuits of Jansen and Shah(1997)
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222l 3. Proposed mode! for failure of ooncrete in reinforoed concrete beams in flexure: (a) cross section; (b) strain profile: (c) free—body

diagram; (d) stress profile
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E 1. Geometrical Dimensions and Mechanical Properties of Reinforced Concrete Beams Tested in Alca et al. (1997)
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