
Citation: Zou, X.; Liu, Y.; Zhu, J.; Li,

K.; Cao, J. Analytical and Numerical

Modeling of the Pullout Behavior

between High-Strength Stainless

Steel Wire Mesh and ECC. Materials

2022, 15, 5649. https://doi.org/

10.3390/ma15165649

Academic Editor: F. Pacheco Torgal

Received: 23 July 2022

Accepted: 14 August 2022

Published: 17 August 2022

Publisher’s Note: MDPI stays neutral

with regard to jurisdictional claims in

published maps and institutional affil-

iations.

Copyright: © 2022 by the authors.

Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland.

This article is an open access article

distributed under the terms and

conditions of the Creative Commons

Attribution (CC BY) license (https://

creativecommons.org/licenses/by/

4.0/).

materials

Article

Analytical and Numerical Modeling of the Pullout Behavior
between High-Strength Stainless Steel Wire Mesh and ECC
Xuyan Zou 1, Yawen Liu 2, Juntao Zhu 2,* , Ke Li 2,* and Jinglong Cao 2

1 Department of Civil Engineering, Zhengzhou Institute of Technology, Zhengzhou 450044, China
2 Department of Civil Engineering, Zhengzhou University, Zhengzhou 450001, China
* Correspondence: juntaozhu@zzu.edu.cn (J.Z.); irwinlike@163.com (K.L.); Tel.: +86-136-7493-9616 (J.Z.);

+86-185-3094-8869 (K.L.)

Abstract: Bond behavior is a key factor in the engineering application of composite material. This
study focuses on the constitutive model of the bond behavior between high-strength stainless steel
strand mesh and Engineered Cementitious Composites (ECC). In this paper, the effects of strand
diameter, bond length and transverse steel strand spacing on bond behavior were studied based on
51 direct pullout tests. Experimental results showed that the high-strength stainless steel strand mesh
provided specimens an excellent ductility. Based on the experimental data, the existing bond–slip
model was revised using the theory of damage mechanics, which fully considered the influence of the
steel strand diameter on the initial tangent stiffness of the bond–slip curve. The results of the model
verification analysis show that errors are within 10% for most parameters of the bond–slip model
proposed, especially in the ascending section, the errors are within 5%, indicating that the calculated
results using the revised model are in good agreement with the test results. In addition, the revised
model was applied to the finite element analysis by using the software ABAQUS to simulate the
pullout test, in which the spring-2 nonlinear spring element was used to stimulate the bond behavior
between steel strand meshes and ECC. The simulation results show that the numerical analysis fits
the experimental result well, which further verifies the accuracy of the model and the feasibility and
applicability of the numerical analysis method.

Keywords: bond–slip relationship; engineering cementitious composites; finite element model;
high-strength stainless steel wire mesh

1. Introduction

Engineered Cementitious Composites (ECC) is a novel cement-based material [1–3].
ECC is manufactured based on the designed theory of micromechanics and fracture me-
chanics and is composed mainly of cement, fine-graded aggregate, admixture, and is
reinforced with short fibers [4]. As a high-performance cementitious composite, the hard-
ened composite possesses high strength, excellent ductility, and significant strain hardening
behavior [5,6].

There have been studies on the applications of ECC in engineering practices [7]. In
some research, ECC was used to connect beam and column, without a transverse steel bar,
in which it sustained substantial shear distortions under cyclic loads [8]. Mechtcherine [9]
introduced the novel material to strengthen and repair buildings and infrastructure made
of concrete and masonry. He demonstrated that the strengthening of structures with ECC
layers increased their resistance to dynamic, energetic loading as with earthquakes, impact,
or exposures. Some scholars [10] used ECC for the flexural repair of concrete structures with
significant steel corrosion and achieved an excellent reinforcement effect, which proved
that an ECC patch can fully recover the load-carrying capacity of the corroded steel rebar
during the hardening of the rebar.

However, as a cement-based material, ECC cannot completely replace the steel bar to
bear the load in a certain direction. Researchers have proposed their use in combination
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with reinforcement materials for numerous structural applications [11,12]. To develop a
good performance of the composite structure, the assessment of bond behavior between
reinforcement materials and ECC matrix is a key aspect [13].

Xu et al. [14] proposed a bond–slip model of steel bat-concrete where the parameters,
including bar diameter, anchor length, concrete strength, and cover thickness, were con-
sidered comprehensively. A modified model [15], developed by Lundgren, can be used
to predict splitting failures and the loss of bond and is certified by conducting a finite
element model. Some researchers have also studied the influence of concrete age on bond
strength [16,17]. The results demonstrated that bond strength between concrete and steel re-
bar was affected by concrete age significantly and decreased with increasing curing age [18].
Based on these, Shen et al. [19] have further studied the bond behavior between steel bars
and high-strength concrete at different ages and conducted a prediction model for the bond
stress-slip relationship considering the effect of concrete age and concrete strength.

The bond behavior of steel bar and ECC is a hot research topic currently [20–23].
Hou [24] studied the effect of corrosion on the bond and found that corrosion scarcely
weakened the bond toughness between ECC and corroded rebar below a 15% corrosion
ratio. The influence of high temperature has also been investigated [25,26]. Test results
proved that excellent bonding performance was built between the rebar and ECC, even at
temperatures up to 800 ◦C.

Lee et al. [20] proposed an analytical model for the bond–slip relationship of steel
bar-ECC, in which a nested iteration procedure was employed for embedded reinforcement
under pull-out forces, and the effect of embedment length on the failure mode of reinforce-
ment was studied. A more comprehensive constitutive model conducted by Zhou [27] can
be adopted to predict the bond–slip behaviors of steel bar-ECC with FRP confinement, and
used as a reference for application in practical engineering.

In the study of the bond behavior of FRP bars embedded in cement matrix, the
researchers [28,29] found that the bond strength decreased with the increase of embedment
length, and smaller diameter bars developed higher bond strengths than larger ones. A
local bond–slip relationship model and the method for the determination of the parameters
of the model was proposed [30]. The method can be applied to take into account different
embedment lengths. Other studies were conducted to expose the effects of bonding by
fiber [31,32]. The bond behavior of FRP-ECC was affected by fiber type, fiber volume
fraction. PVA and hook end steel fibers were able to increase the bond behavior because
they can resist and control the interfacial crack initiation, growth, and propagation.

The model describing bond–slip relationships between textiles and cementitious
matrix was reported initially by Naaman et al. [33] and has been developed by other
scholars [34]. Banholzer [35] proposed a model with iteration procedures that introduced
the slip distribution law and boundary conditions. In further research [36], the transverse
elements improved not only the bonding behavior but also the toughness of composite
materials. Jiang [37] described the bond–slip curve in one continuous function that can be
used to derive the bond force and proposed an equivalent method to evaluate the effect of
weft yarns.

Steel strand has high strength, good fire resistance, and good economic, compared with
reinforcement and textile. Currently, a combination of steel wire and cement-based material
is popular in the rehabilitation of RC structures [38]. Kim [39] reported an experiment
using steel wire mesh and permeable polymer mortar to retrofitted RC bridge columns and
he suggested a satisfactory increase in load carrying capacity and improving substantially
in the hysteretic behaviors of the column. Steel wires combined with ECC were used
to improve the bearing capacity and durability of existing RC beams, in which the crack
development in the concrete tension zone was delayed [40]. To develop a good performance
of the composite structure, the assessment of bond behavior between steel strand and ECC
matrix is a key aspect, but few relevant studies reported on this issue.

Compared with the aforementioned reinforced materials, the high-strength stainless
steel strand has a large difference in both apparent morphology and mechanical properties.
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Whether this type of bond property can be correctly expressed by existing models still needs
further investigation. As shown in Figure 1, a series of pull-out experiments were conducted
and the effect of parameters including the bar diameter, the relative embedded length,
and the transverse steel strand spacing were investigated. The bond performance and the
characteristics of bond–slip curve were discussed on the basis of the experimental results.
Afterward, on the basis of the bond–slip model previously developed, a constitutive model
was proposed for stimulating the bond–slip relationship between steel strand and ECC,
which considered additionally the effect of the strand diameter on the initial tangential
stiffness and the damage inside ECC substrate. Furthermore, the finite element was
developed to verify the validity of the bond–slip model.
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Figure 1. The workflow diagram.

2. Experimental Methods and Results
2.1. Specimen Design

In this paper, a total of 51 sets of pullout tests were conducted, which were divided into
17 groups according to different experimental parameters. Each group had three identical
specimens. The parameters considered in the experiment were the strand diameter d
(2.4 mm, 3.2 mm, and 4.5 mm), the relative embedded length la (15d, 18d, 20d, 22d, 25d, and
28d), and the transverse steel strand spacing ld (20 mm, 30 mm and 40 mm).

As shown in Figure 2, the specimen size is a × b × c, where a indicates the specimen
width (150 mm), b indicates the specimen length (100 mm, 150 mm, and 170 mm), and c
indicates the specimen thickness (27 mm, 37 mm, and 50 mm). The specimens were cast in
cuboid molds with a longitudinal steel strand embedded horizontally, d/2 mm below the
central axis. Transverse steel wires are located at d/2 below the center of the specimen, and
on the left and right end, extend 2–3 mm from the template. The longitudinal steel wires at
the ends of the specimen are sheathed in PVC pipes to prevent the bonding between two
materials, which can avoid the local failure of ends resulting from the stress concentration.
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The standard specimens were manufactured according to the following steps: (1) fixtures
were used to fix the steel strand in a predetermined position and make it in a tight state;
(2) the mutually contacting parts of the steel strand in two directions were tied together by
steel wires; (3) polyurethane foam sealing agent was applied to all the gaps in the template
to avoid cement leakage; (4) ECC could be cast. In addition, a number of cubic specimens
with sizes of 70.7 mm × 70.7 mm × 70.7 mm and 280 mm × 40 mm × 15 mm were also
cast for compression and tension tests respectively. In the material properties test of ECC,
the compressive strength is 32.45 MPa and the specimen exhibits a tensile strain-hardening
behavior up to approximately 2.2% strain, with a tensile strength close to 2.83 Mpa and a
cracking strength close to 1.89 MPa.

The specimens were numbered in the form A-B-C-D, where A denotes the diameter of
the steel strand, B denotes the relative anchorage length, C denotes the spacing between
transverse steel strands, and D represents the order of the specimen in the group. For
example, a specimen named 4.5-15d-30-1 denotes that the diameter of the steel strand is
4.5 mm, the relative anchorage length is 15d, the spacing between transverse steel strands
is 30 mm, and it is the first specimen in the group. Additional details on the experimental
program are available in the literature [41].

2.2. Test Results

The setup for the pullout tests is shown in Figure 3. The AB segment is the free end,
the CD is the loading end, and the BC segment is the actual anchoring segment of the
longitudinal steel strand in the ECC. The loads were applied to the specimens by a 100 kN
capacity servo-hydraulic testing machine, and were measured by the testing machine
directly. Besides, four linear variable differential transducers (LVDTs) were installed to
measure the slip of the steel strand relative to the cement.

Test results are given in Table 1, which includes the failure modes, the ultimate pullout
force Ta, the ultimate bond stress τa, and the corresponding displacement sa. The average
bond stress and relative slip between anchorage steel strand and ECC were calculated
as follows:

τ =
F

πdla
(1)

s =
sC + sA

2
, (2)
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where τ and s denote the average bond stress and slip respectively, F indicates the applied
load, d indicates the steel strand diameter, la indicates the anchorage length. sA denotes the
slip at the free end and it can be ignored because the deformation of the AB segment steel
strand is extremely small, and therefore the displacement at point A is regarded as point B.
sC denotes the slip at the loading end. Because the deformation of the CD segment cannot
be ignored, sC is calculated as follows:

sCD =
FlCD
Es As

(3)

sC = sD − sCD, (4)

where lCD is the CD segment length, ES and AS are the elastic modulus and the measured
area of the steel strand, sCD is the elastic deformation of the CD segment, and sC and sD are
the displacements at point C and point D, respectively.
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Table 1. Summary of results from steel strand–ECC unidirectional pullout tests.

Group No. Specimen No. Specimen Size
(mm × mm × mm) Ta/kN τa/MPa sa/mm Failure Mode

A1
4.5-15d-0-1

150 × 150 × 50
10.74 11.32 0.91 P

4.5-15d-0-2 10.92 11.37 0.92 P
4.5-15d-0-3 10.80 11.28 0.91 P

A2
4.5-15d-20-1

150 × 150 ×50
11.14 11.68 0.82 P

4.5-15d-20-2 10.65 11.18 0.61 P
4.5-15d-20-3 10.74 11.53 0.69 P

A3
4.5-15d-30-1

150 × 150 × 50
11.10 11.63 0.72 P

4.5-15d-30-2 10.65 11.17 0.75 P
4.5-15d-30-3 10.63 11.14 0.72 P

A4
4.5-15d-40-1

150 × 150 × 50
10.38 10.89 0.76 P

4.5-15d-40-2 10.14 10.85 0.87 P
4.5-15d-40-3 10.64 11.16 0.91 P
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Table 1. Cont.

Group No. Specimen No. Specimen Size
(mm × mm × mm) Ta/kN τa/MPa sa/mm Failure Mode

B1
4.5-18d-30-1

150 × 150 × 50
12.11 11.37 0.75 P

4.5-18d-30-2 12.84 11.22 0.74 P
4.5-18d-30-3 12.75 11.14 2.08 P

B2
4.5-20d-30-1

150 × 150 × 50
12.81 10.07 1.39 P

4.5-20d-30-2 13.49 10.61 0.78 P
4.5-20d-30-3 13.56 10.99 0.75 P

B3
4.5-22d-30-1

150 × 150 × 50
14.11 10.09 0.82 P

4.5-22d-30-2 14.21 10.16 0.65 P
4.5-22d-30-3 14.89 10.64 0.96 P

B4
4.5-25d-30-1

150 × 170 × 50
14.93 9.44 0.98 P

4.5-25d-30-2 16.24 10.09 0.98 R
4.5-25d-30-3 15.03 10.22 1.01 P

B5
4.5-28d-30-1

150 × 170 × 50
16.18 9.09 1.47 R

4.5-28d-30-2 16.34 9.18 1.55 R
4.5-28d-30-3 16.26 9.13 1.63 R

C1
3.2-15d-40-1

150 × 100 × 37
5.49 11.38 0.78 P

3.2-15d-40-2 5.46 11.31 0.72 P
3.2-15d-40-3 5.45 11.30 0.8 P

C2
3.2-18d-30-1

150 × 100 × 37
6.47 11.17 0.84 P

3.2-18d-30-2 6.39 11.05 0.77 P
3.2-18d-30-3 5.37 9.28 0.58 P

C3
3.2-20d-30-1

150 × 100 × 37
7.08 11.11 0.93 P

3.2-20d-30-2 7.59 11.79 1.04 R
3.2-20d-30-3 7.07 11.09 0.92 P

C4
3.2-22d-30-1

150 × 100 × 37
7.56 10.75 1.02 R

3.2-22d-30-2 7.77 11.01 1.07 R
3.2-22d-30-3 7.86 11.17 1.05 R

D1
2.4-15d-30-1

150 × 100 × 37
3.19 11.72 1.11 P

2.4-15d-30-2 3.08 11.22 0.85 P
2.4-15d-30-3 3.04 11.03 0.93 P

D2
2.4-18d-30-1

150 × 100 × 37
3.73 11.25 0.87 P

2.4-18d-30-2 3.67 11.08 0.82 P
2.4-18d-30-3 3.72 11.21 1.10 P

D3
2.4-20d-30-1

150 × 100 × 37
3.94 10.88 0.91 P

2.4-20d-30-2 3.97 10.97 1.12 P
2.4-20d-30-3 4.05 11.19 1.26 P

D4
2.4-22d-30-1

150 × 100 × 37
4.37 10.94 1.16 R

2.4-22d-30-2 4.34 10.87 1.15 R
2.4-22d-30-3 4.37 10.94 1.16 R

2.3. Analysis of the Pullout Process

As shown in Figure 4, the representative load-displacement curves are plotted accord-
ing to the test results, and exhibit the following characteristics; (1) the ascending segment
of the curve is very steep; (2) the slip at the free end was lower than the load end, which
indicates that the pullout force starts from the load end and develops towards the free
end; (3) with the join of transverse steel wires, the curves of those specimens show obvious
ductility when the load is reduced to 80% of the maximum. Therefore, bond failure is
transformed into ductile failure from brittle failure at the interface of the strand and ECC.
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Figure 4. Representative pullout forces-slip curves.

3. Bond–Slip Model
3.1. Bond–Slip Curve

The representative bond–slip curves are shown in Figure 5, divided into five stages:
upward stage, first descending stage, ductile strengthening stage, second descending stage,
and residual stage.

(1) Upward stage (OA): In the initial stage, the bond stress develops rapidly while the slip
increases very limited. The bonding force is mainly provided by chemical adhesive
and mechanical interlocking. As the free end begins to slip, the chemical adhesive
completely disappears, but the actions of mechanical interaction and friction resistance
are gradually obvious;

(2) First descending stage (AB): After reaching the peak stress, the bond stress begins to
decrease because of the rapid decrease of mechanical interaction force, and the increase
of friction resistance is very limited. The role of the transverse steel wires is to reduce
the decrease rate of the curve and thus help ECC bear the stress;

(3) Ductile strengthening stage (BC): After being destroyed to a certain degree, the traverse
steel strand contributes to retain the mechanical interaction. At the same time, the
friction resistance is constantly increasing. Under the combined action of the two forces,
the bond stress remains stable, macroscopically;

(4) Second descending stage (CD): In this stage, the bond–slip curve shows a more ob-
vious descending trend. This is because the action of mechanical interlocking and
friction are both weakened gradually and the role of horizontal steel wires is also
weakened further;

(5) Residual stage (DF): At last, the bond–slip curve tends to be flat, and the bonding
force is provided only by friction resistance. Finally, the longitudinal steel strand is
pulled out.
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3.2. Development of an Analytical Bond-Slip Model

A suitable bond–slip constitutive relationship is the key to further research and the
foundation for engineering application. As a novel civil engineering material, ECC has
significant differences from conventional concrete, and there are few studies on the bond–
slip relationship between ECC and steel strand. In the existing model [42,43], neither of
them can describe such a distinctive ductile stage. Based on the test results and existing
models, a new bond–slip constitutive model is proposed for the steel strand–ECC. The
mathematical expression could be written as Equation (5), and the corresponding typical
bond–slip model is plotted in Figure 6.

τ =



(1−de)K0s 0 ≤ s < sa[
1+ε1

2 + 1−ε1
2 cos π(s−sa)

sb−sa

]
τa sa ≤ s < sb

ε1τa sb ≤ s < sc[
ε1+ε2

2 + ε2−ε2
2 cos π(s−sc)

sd−sc

]
τa sc ≤ s < sd

ε2τa sd ≤ s

, (5)

where de denotes the damage evolution parameter; K0 denotes the initial stiffness of
the curve; τa, τb, τc and τd (unit: MPa) indicate the bond stress of points A, B, C and
D, respectively; sa, sb, sc and sd (unit: mm) indicate slip value of points A, B, C and D,
respectively; ε1 and ε2 denote dimensionless coefficients, which make it more concise to
express the formula.

3.3. Prediction of the Model Parameters

Figure 7 shows the bond–slip curves in the upward stage. The curve is significantly
affected by the strand diameter, hence when formulating the curve, it is reasonable to adopt
a function involving diameter. Based on damage mechanics, a model is adopted to describe
the bond–slip by Mazars J et al. [42]. It is taken here to plot the upward stage of bond–slip
behavior between ECC and steel strand mesh. The model includes the influence of various
factors having clear physical meanings, not just the diameter. The formulation is defined in
Equation (6) where de denotes the damage evolution parameter, and K0 denotes the initial
stiffness of the curve.

τ = (1 − de)K0s 0 ≤ s < sa (6)

K0 =
τ

s
=

0.8α0E
d

(7)

de = 1 − ρen
n − 1 + (s/sa)

n (8)
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ρe =
τa

K0sa
(9)

n =
K0

K0sa − τa
. (10)
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Figure 7. Bond slip curves in upward stage.

Zhou et al. [27] have explained the calculation method of K0 in detail, and the final
formulation could be written as Equation (7). However, there is no introduction to the
calculation method of α0, which is used to denote the instantaneous deformation depth.
Fitting with the experimental data, α0 is significantly affected by the strand diameter. It can
be deduced as Equation (11) where d3.2 indicates that the steel strand diameter is 3.2 mm.
It is noticeable that the effect of steel strand diameter often has a limit value, and fitting
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of the test results denotes that α0 ≥ 0.03 is more appropriate for steel strand–ECC. The
comparison between measured and predicted bond–slip curves in the upward stage is
shown in Figure 8, which proves that the proposed model fits well with test data.

α0 =

{ [
ln
(
−0.04(d/d3.2)

2 + 0.295(d/d3.2) + 0.852
)]2

≥ 0.03
. (11)
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Figure 8. Comparison between measured and predicted bond slip curves in upward stage.

In Equation (5), sa denotes the slip value corresponding to the peak value of bond
strength, which is reduced due to part of the tensile stress is transferred to the transverse
steel strand in the ECC, and consequently the shear deformation of the ECC becomes
smaller. In the upward stage, where no obvious shear failure takes place, the relative
slippage between the two materials is reduced due to the presence of transverse steel wires.
The formulation of sa could be written as Equation (12):

sa = (0.002 × d + 0.657)×
(

0.018 × la

d
+ 0.741

)
×
(
−1.781 × d

ld
+ 1.402

)
, (12)

where d denotes the steel strand diameter, mm; la denotes the embedded length, mm; ld
denotes the transverse steel strand spacing, mm.
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The peak value of bond strength τa can be obtained by solving the simultaneous equa-
tions of Equations (6) and (12), but when calculating τa only, this method is cumbersome,
so it is necessary to establish a concise formulation. Based on the regression analysis of the
experimental data in this paper, the following equation can be deduced:

τa =

(
−0.06 × d

d3.2
+ 1.242

)
×
(
−0.019 × la

d
+ 5.828

)
×
(

0.204 × d
ld

+ 0.578
)
× fet, (13)

where d, d3.2, la and lb have already been introduced in the previous part of the paper, fet
denotes the tensile strength of ECC, fet is 2.83 MPa.

The endpoint of the first descending stage τb, as shown in Figure 6, is written as ε1τa.
When s > sa, without the intervention of the transverse steel strand, the bond force will be
reduced to 0.5–0.6 times τa. The addition of the transverse steel strand makes ε1 at least
greater than 0.5. Based on the pull-out test result, the formula is shown as Equation (14),
and the corresponding slip is shown as Equation (15):

ε1 = 0.5 +
(
−0.037 × la

d
+ 6.034

)
×
(

0.057 × d
ld

+ 0.062
)

, (14)

sb =

(
0.079 × d

d3.2
+ 0.111

)
×
(

0.02 × la

d
+ 2.61

)
× (0.011 × ld + 2.394). (15)

The length of ductile strengthening stage sc−b is mainly related to the steel strand
diameter d, the embedded length la, and the transverse steel strand spacing ld. Fitting with
the experimental data, it is given in Equation (16).

sc − sb =

(
0.188 × d

d3.2
− 0.069

)
×
(
−0.243 × la

d
+ 9.26

)
× (−0.216 × ld + 10.958). (16)

In the same way as τb, τd is written as ε2τa, and the formula is shown as Equation (17).
The corresponding slip value sb, which is ideally expressed as sb = g[exp(d/d3.2), la/d, ld],
because it is significantly affected by the steel strand diameter. The formula is shown as
Equation (18).

ε2 =

(
0.138 × d

d3.2
+ 0.072

)
×
(

0.013 × la

d
+ 0.323

)
×
(
−0.1 × la

ld
+ 3.1

)
, (17)

sd = e(1.531× d
d3.2

+0.257) ×
(
−0.013 × la

d
+ 0.941

)
× (−0.013 × ld + 1.814). (18)

3.4. Model Verification

The prediction method of the model parameter introduced in Section 3.3 is used to
predict the experiment curve. The comparison results of the prediction and experiment
values are all gathered in Table 2, and the mean and coefficient of variation (C.V.) of the
ratio of tested and predicted values were also listed. Figure 13 compares bond–slip curves
measured in this test and predicted by the proposed model that considers different parame-
ters including steel strand diameter, bond length, and transverse steel strand spacing. As
shown in Table 2 and Figure 13, the curves predicted by the proposed model are always in
good agreement with the test curves, demonstrating the satisfied accuracy of the proposed
model in this paper.
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Table 2. Comparison between measured and predicted parameters.

Specimen τa,EXP τa,NUM
τa,EXP/
τa,NUM

sa,EXP sa,NUM
sa,EXP/
sa,NUM

ε1,EXP ε1,NUM
ε1,EXP/
ε1,NUM

sb,EXP sb,NUM
sb,EXP/
sb,NUM

sc-b,EXP sc-b,NUM
sc-b,EXP/
sc-b,NUM

ε2,EXP ε2,NUM
ε2,EXP/
ε2,NUM

sd ,EXP sd ,NUM
sd ,EXP/
sd ,NUM

4.5-15d-20 11.46 11.33 1.012 0.71 0.67 1.05 0.89 0.91 0.97 1.77 1.69 1.046 7.08 7.28 0.973 0.45 0.38 1.182 12.99 12.91 1.01
4.5-15d-30 11.31 11.05 1.024 0.73 0.76 0.96 0.88 0.89 1.00 1.81 1.76 1.030 4.56 4.91 0.928 0.33 0.40 0.833 12.13 11.83 1.03
4.5-15d-40 10.97 10.91 1.005 0.85 0.81 1.05 0.81 0.88 0.93 1.91 1.83 1.041 2.33 2.54 0.916 0.4 0.40 1.000 12.53 10.75 1.17
4.5-18d-30 11.30 10.94 1.033 0.75 0.80 0.93 0.91 0.88 1.03 1.80 1.80 0.999 4.92 4.28 1.150 0.35 0.42 0.835 10.43 11.21 0.93
4.5-20d-30 10.45 10.86 0.962 0.77 0.83 0.92 0.88 0.87 1.00 1.78 1.82 0.977 3.62 3.85 0.940 0.47 0.43 1.082 11.12 10.80 1.03
4.5-25d-30 9.77 10.67 0.915 1.00 0.90 1.11 0.83 0.86 0.96 1.85 1.88 0.981 2.59 2.79 0.929 0.33 0.47 0.702 9.97 9.77 1.02
3.2-15d-30 11.33 11.12 1.019 0.77 0.81 0.94 0.89 0.87 1.02 1.34 1.51 0.890 3.48 2.99 1.164 0.37 0.32 1.157 6.18 6.35 0.97
3.2-18d-30 11.11 11.01 1.009 0.81 0.86 0.94 0.92 0.87 1.06 1.43 1.54 0.930 2.60 2.60 0.997 0.33 0.34 0.970 5.43 6.02 0.90
3.2-20d-30 11.10 10.93 1.016 0.93 0.89 1.04 0.89 0.86 1.03 1.55 1.56 0.995 2.36 2.35 1.004 0.34 0.35 0.962 5.11 5.80 0.88
2.4-15d-30 11.21 11.16 1.005 0.81 0.84 0.97 0.79 0.87 0.91 1.35 1.35 1.000 1.46 1.81 0.806 0.27 0.27 0.997 4.60 4.33 1.06
2.4-20d-30 11.01 10.97 1.004 1.02 0.92 1.12 0.93 0.85 1.09 1.56 1.40 1.115 1.16 1.42 0.815 0.39 0.30 1.296 6.12 3.95 1.55

AVE 1.000 1.001 1.001 1.004 1.001 1.003 1.000
COV 0.033 0.073 0.054 0.060 0.094 0.038 0.083
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4. Finite Element Modeling

Finite element analysis has gradually developed into an extremely crucial research tool
that has been used to supplement and expand experiments by many scholars in engineering,
biology, medicine, and aeronautic fields specimen in the group. Additional details on the
experimental program are available in the literature [44,45]. It can solve several difficulties
of experiments, such as long experimental periods, discrete results, and limited research
parameters. Data that are difficult to measure or phenomena that cannot be observed
also can be simulated by finite element. In this study, the general-purpose finite element
package ABAQUS was used to check the effectiveness of the experimentally assessed
relationship in simulating the bond behavior of ECC and steel strand by establishing a
three-dimensional finite element. The steel stand and ECC are modeled using solid and
beam elements, respectively. A nonlinear spring element is used to simulate the bond
between steel strand and ECC, which is commonly adopted in literature for such a type
of analysis.

4.1. Finite Element Model Geometry

Three-dimensional (3D_ full-scale models were created to simulate the pullout test,
and these models are taken non-linear finite element analysis in order to better understand
the bond behavior between ECC and steel strand mesh. A typical numerical model and
the corresponding boundary conditions are plotted in Figure 9. The steel strand and ECC
are modeled separately. ECC is established as a solid element, and the element type is
C3D8R, the first-order, reduced integration hexahedral continuum element. Steel strand is
established as a wire element due to the big aspect ratio, and the element type is B31, the
2-node linear beam in space.
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The spring element is used to describe the force-displacement relationship between
two nodes, and simulate the bond behavior between two materials, macroscopically. In
ABAQUS, there are three types of spring elements: Spring-1, Spring-2, and Spring-A.
Spring-2 element, all of which are imaginary mechanical models with only stiffness and no
actual geometric dimensions and mass. Spring-2 element is adopted to simulate the bond
behaviors between steel stand and ECC and it is a nonlinear spring element, including
transverse stiffness and tangential stiffness. The methods to determine stiffness values are
discussed in Section 4.2.

As shown in Figure 9, the identical constraint conditions of the experimental specimens
were setup in the numerical model. The vertical displacement was confined to the face
of concrete at the loaded end, and the other faces of the ECC specimen were left free of
displacement constraints. The loading condition was a displacement to be put to the bottom
node of the steel strand in the pullout direction.

4.2. Material Models, Properties, and Parameters

In ABAQUS, there is no standard method to simulate the material properties of ECC.
As a cement-based composite material, ECC can be simulated by the same method as con-
crete, based on the reason that they share similar characteristics. Under low-pressure stress,
the models adopted to simulate concrete properties include Concrete Smeared Cracking
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model, Concrete Brittle Cracking model, and Concrete Damage Plasticity model. In this
paper, the Concrete Damage Plasticity (CDP) model is used to simulate the mechanical
behavior of the ECC, and CDP is characterized by three sections: plasticity, compressive
behavior, and tensile behavior. For the plasticity section, there are five parameters be de-
fined: the dilation angle (ψ), eccentricity parameter (ε), the ratio of the biaxial compressive
strength to the uniaxial compressive strength (fb0/fc0), the ratio of the second invariant of
the deviatoric stress tensor in tensile meridians to that in compressive meridians (KC), and
Viscosity Coefficient (VC). These parameters are obtained by reference to available litera-
tures and contrast trial calculation results. A set of data is accepted based on the numerical
results that match the experimental or theoretical results with a minimum average error.
The final values selected are listed in Table 3.

Table 3. Plasticity of ECC input data.

ψ ε f b0/f c0 KC VC

36 0.1 1.05 0.667 0

In the material property test, the elastic modulus and Poisson’s ratio of ECC are
14.5 GPa and 0.255, respectively. For the compressive behavior of ECC, the uniaxial
compressive stress-strain curve is shown in Figure 10a and can be expressed by:

σ

σcu
=


1.1 ε

εcu
+ 0.5( ε

εcu
)5 − 0.6( ε

εcu
)6 0 ≤ ε

εu
< 1

0.15( ε
εcu )

2

1−2 ε
εcu +1.15( ε

εcu )
2

ε
εcu

≥ 1
, (19)

where σ and ε denote the compressive strain and stress of ECC, respectively; σcu and εcu
denote the maximal compressive strength (peak point of the curve) and strain of ECC,
respectively; σcu is 32.45 MPa, and εcu is 0.022.
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Figure 10. Constitutive relationships of ECC.

The uniaxial tensile stress-strain curve of ECC is shown in Figure 10b and can be
expressed by the following equation:

σ =

{
Ec0ε ε ≤ εtc
(0.31 ε

εtu
+ 0.69)σtu εtc < ε ≤ εtu

, (20)

where Ec0 denotes the elastic modulus of ECC, MPa; σ and ε denote the tensile stress and
strain of ECC, respectively; σtu and εtu denote the maximal tensile strength (peak point of
the curve) and corresponding strain, respectively, σtc and εtc denote the nominal tensile
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cracking stress and strain of ECC; σtc is 2.83 MPa, and εtc is 1.85 × 10−4; σtu is 3.86 MPa,
and εtu is 0.0271.

Longitudinal reinforcement was modeled using the elasticity plasticity model with
isotropic strain hardening. The measured tensile properties are reported in Table 4. For steel
strand under uniaxial tensile loading, the typical constitutive relationship is shown in Figure 11,
which can be expressed as Equation (21), according to different steel strand diameters.

σ =

{
Esεs ε ≤ εy
a( ε

εu
)3+b( ε

εu
)2+c ε

εu
εy < ε ≤ εu

, (21)

where Es denotes the elastic modulus of steel strand; εy denotes the strain of steel strand, the
plasticity beginning; σ and ε denote the tensile stress and strain of steel strand, respectively;
σu and εu denote the maximal tensile strength and corresponding strain, respectively; a, b
and c are dimensionless coefficients. For all these parameters, their values are obtained by
fitting the test results and listed in Table 4.

Table 4. List of constitutive relationship parameters.

d/mm Es/GPa εy εu a b c

2.4 130 0.0074 0.0307 1.33 −3.66 3.33
3.2 97 0.0098 0.0408 1.45 −3.52 3.25
4.5 108 0.0076 0.0378 0.90 −2.78 2.90
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Figure 11. Typical constitutive relationships of steel strand.

The Spring-2 elements are established on the nodes where the ECC and steel strand
coincide. The number and spacing of the non-linear spring elements are determined by
the bond length of the steel strand. It is worth noting that to ensure the nodes of the
steel strand element coincide with the nodes of ECC element, by selecting the appropriate
element length. In the FE model, spring elements are established in normal and tangential
directions, and are used to simulate the squeeze between the steel strand and ECC and
the slip between the two materials, respectively. The stiffness of normal spring is taken
as a constant value, which is the same as the elastic modulus of ECC, which is 14.5 GPa.
The stiffness of the tangential spring is obtained through the conversion of the bond–slip
relationship obtained through experiments, which can be expressed as follows:

Kt =
dτ

ds
× πdla. (22)
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According to the correspondence between τ and s in Equation (5), the tangential
stiffness Kt is obtained by combining Equations (5) and (22). Thus, the constitutive re-
lation between spring element force and node displacement difference as expressed in
Equation (23) can be determined. Ft

Fv1
Fv2

 =

Kt 0 0
0 Kv1 0
0 0 Kv2

 ∆ut
∆uv1
∆uv2

, (23)

where Kt, Kv1 and Kv2 are tangential spring stiffness and two normal spring stiffness,
Ft, Fv1 and Fv2 denote the corresponding spring forces, ∆ut, ∆uv1 and ∆uv2 denote the
corresponding displacement differences, respectively.

4.3. Comparison between Numerical and Experimental Results

As shown in Figure 12, the curve of the load-displacement relationship predicted
by the proposed FE model is compared with the corresponding experimental results. It
can be observed that the computed result fits the experimental result quite well when the
curve is in the upward stage. In the latter part of a curve, the difference between the two
curves is mainly due to the manufacturing error of the specimens. The comparison of the
bond–slip curve is presented in Figure 13, in which the experimental curve, numerical
curve, and stimulated curve are all plotted. In all comparison figures, the little difference is
acceptable in highly nonlinear ranges of behavior; therefore, it proves that the developed
model is accurate.
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Figure 13. Comparison of bond slip curves of numerical calculation, simulation and test.

However, this model is still based on the average bond–slip relationship. As shown
in Figure 4, there is a difference between the curves at the free end and loaded end. The
study of local bond–slip relations may be carried out subsequently, and the entire bond–slip
process will be carried out to analyze the real situation of the interface.

5. Conclusions

In this paper, experiments on seventeen groups of specimens with or without the
addition of traverse steel stand were conducted to investigate the bond behavior of the
steel strand–ECC system. For specimens with the traverse steel strand, the bond–slip curve
showed an obvious ductility stage because the destruction speed of mechanical interlocking
was reduced significantly with the part of stress in ECC borne by the traverse steel strand.

Based on the test data, a constitutive formula was proposed to predict the bond–slip
relationship curve between the steel strand and ECC. The errors between the prediction and
experiment values are within 10% for most parameters of the bond–slip model proposed,
indicating the accuracy of the model. In addition, by introducing non-linear springs to
model the bond behavior at the strand–ECC interface, the finite element models were
established to stimulate the pull-out tests. In view of the results, the finite element model
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was able to simulate the bond behavior, which helps to develop a further understanding of
the bar–concrete interaction during the pullout.

Author Contributions: Data curation, X.Z., Y.L. and K.L.; Formal analysis, X.Z. and Y.L.; Investiga-
tion, J.Z. and J.C.; Methodology, K.L.; Software, J.C.; Writing—original draft, Y.L.; Writing—review &
editing, J.Z. All authors have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This work was financially supported by the National Natural Science Foundations of China
(No. 51879243); China Postdoctoral Science Foundation (No. 2020M672236); Ministry of housing and
urban rural development science and technology program (No. 2019-K-059).

Institutional Review Board Statement: Not applicable.

Informed Consent Statement: Not applicable.

Data Availability Statement: The data presented in this study are available on request from the
corresponding author.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References
1. Sun, M.; Chen, Y.; Zhu, J.; Sun, T.; Shui, Z.; Ling, G.; Zhong, H.; Zheng, Y. Effect of Modified Polyvinyl Alcohol Fibers on the

Mechanical Behavior of Engineered Cementitious Composites. Materials 2019, 12, 37. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
2. Zhong, J.; Shi, J.; Shen, J.; Zhou, G.; Wang, Z. Investigation on the Failure Behavior of Engineered Cementitious Composites under

Freeze-Thaw Cycles. Materials 2019, 12, 1808. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
3. Zhang, D.; Yu, J.; Wu, H.; Jaworska, B.; Li, V.C. Discontinuous micro-fibers as intrinsic reinforcement for ductile Engineered

Cementitious Composites (ECC). Compos. Part B Eng. 2020, 184, 107741. [CrossRef]
4. Wang, Y.; Zhang, Z.; Yu, J.; Xiao, J.; Xu, Q. Using Green Supplementary Materials to Achieve More Ductile ECC. Materials 2019,

12, 858. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
5. Yu, J.; Yao, J.; Lin, X.; Li, H.; Lam, J.Y.K.; Leung, C.K.Y.; Sham, I.M.L.; Shih, K. Tensile performance of sustainable Strain-Hardening

Cementitious Composites with hybrid PVA and recycled PET fibers. Cem. Concr. Res. 2018, 107, 110–123. [CrossRef]
6. Yang, Z.; Du, Y.; Liang, Y.; Ke, X. Mechanical Behavior of Shape Memory Alloy Fibers Embedded in Engineered Cementitious

Composite Matrix under Cyclic Pullout Loads. Materials 2022, 15, 4531. [CrossRef]
7. Zhu, J.; Xu, L.; Huang, B.; Weng, K.; Dai, J. Recent developments in Engineered/Strain-Hardening Cementitious Composites

(ECC/SHCC) with high and ultra-high strength. Constr. Build. Mater. 2022, 342, 127956. [CrossRef]
8. Parra-Montesinos, G.J. High-performance fiber-reinforced cement composites: An Alternative for seismic design of structures.

ACI Struct. J. 2005, 102, 668–675. [CrossRef]
9. Mechtcherine, V. Novel cement-based composites for the strengthening and repair of concrete structures. Constr. Build. Mater.

2013, 41, 365–373. [CrossRef]
10. Chen, Y.; Yu, J.; Leung, C.K.Y. Use of high strength Strain-Hardening Cementitious Composites for flexural repair of concrete

structures with significant steel corrosion. Constr. Build. Mater. 2018, 167, 325–337. [CrossRef]
11. Du, Q.; Cai, C.; Lv, J.; Wu, J.; Pan, T.; Zhou, J. Experimental Investigation on the Mechanical Properties and Microstructure of

Basalt Fiber Reinforced Engineered Cementitious Composite. Materials 2020, 13, 3796. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
12. Bandelt, M.J.; Frank, T.E.; Lepech, M.D.; Billington, S.L. Bond behavior and interface modeling of reinforced high-performance

fiber-reinforced cementitious composites. Cem. Concr. Compos. 2017, 83, 188–201. [CrossRef]
13. Chen, Y.; Yu, J.; Younas, H.; Leung, C.K.Y. Experimental and numerical investigation on bond between steel rebar and high-

strength Strain-Hardening Cementitious Composite (SHCC) under direct tension. Cem. Concr. Compos. 2020, 112, 103666.
[CrossRef]

14. Xu, Y.; Shen, W.; Wang, H. An experimental study of bond-anchorage properties of bars in concrete. J. Build. Struct. 1994, 15,
26–37.

15. Lundgren, K. Bond between ribbed bars and concrete. Part 1: Modified model. Mag. Concr. Res. 2005, 57, 371–382. [CrossRef]
16. Li, H.; Xu, Z.; Gomez, D.; Gai, P.; Wang, F.; Dyke, S.J. A modified fractional-order derivative zener model for rubber-like devices

for structural control. J. Eng. Mech. 2022, 148, 04021119. [CrossRef]
17. Fu, X.; Chung, D.D.L. Decrease of the bond strength between steel Rebar and concrete with Increasing curing age. Cem. Concr.

Res. 1998, 28, 167–169. [CrossRef]
18. Song, X.; Wu, Y.; Gu, X.; Chen, C. Bond behaviour of reinforcing steel bars in early age concrete. Constr. Build. Mater. 2015, 94,

209–217. [CrossRef]
19. Shen, D.; Shi, X.; Zhang, H.; Duan, X.; Jiang, G. Experimental study of early-age bond behavior between high strength concrete

and steel bars using a pull-out test. Constr. Build. Mater. 2016, 113, 653–663. [CrossRef]
20. Lee, S.W.; Kang, S.; Tan, K.; Yang, E. Experimental and analytical investigation on bond-slip behaviour of deformed bars

embedded in engineered cementitious composites. Constr. Build. Mater. 2016, 127, 494–503. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.3390/ma12010037
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30583548
http://doi.org/10.3390/ma12111808
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31167358
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.compositesb.2020.107741
http://doi.org/10.3390/ma12060858
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30875763
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.cemconres.2018.02.013
http://doi.org/10.3390/ma15134531
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2022.127956
http://doi.org/10.14359/14662
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2012.11.117
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2018.02.009
http://doi.org/10.3390/ma13173796
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32872088
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.cemconcomp.2017.07.017
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.cemconcomp.2020.103666
http://doi.org/10.1680/macr.2005.57.7.371
http://doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)EM.1943-7889.0002027
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0008-8846(97)00216-0
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2015.06.060
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2016.03.094
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2016.10.036


Materials 2022, 15, 5649 19 of 19

21. Deng, M.; Pan, J.; Sun, H. Bond behavior of steel bar embedded in Engineered Cementitious Composites under pullout load.
Constr. Build. Mater. 2018, 168, 705–714. [CrossRef]

22. Cai, J.; Pan, J.; Tan, J.; Li, X. Bond behaviours of deformed steel rebars in engineered cementitious composites (ECC) and concrete.
Constr. Build. Mater. 2020, 252, 119082. [CrossRef]

23. Hou, L.; Xu, R.; Zang, Y.; Ouyang, F.; Chen, D.; Zhong, L. Bond behavior between reinforcement and ultra-high toughness
cementitious composite in flexural members. Eng. Struct. 2020, 210, 110357. [CrossRef]

24. Hou, L.; Liu, H.; Xu, S.; Zhuang, N.; Chen, D. Effect of corrosion on bond behaviors of rebar embedded in ultra-high toughness
cementitious composite. Constr. Build. Mater. 2017, 138, 141–150. [CrossRef]

25. Li, X.; Bao, Y.; Xue, N.; Chen, G. Bond strength of steel bars embedded in high-performance fiber-reinforced cementitious
composite before and after exposure to elevated temperatures. Fire Saf. J. 2017, 92, 98–106. [CrossRef]

26. Deshpande, A.A.; Kumar, D.; Ranade, R. Temperature effects on the bond behavior between deformed steel reinforcing bars and
hybrid fiber-reinforced strain-hardening cementitious composite. Constr. Build. Mater. 2020, 233, 117337. [CrossRef]

27. Zhou, Y.; Fu, H.; Li, P.; Zhao, D.; Sui, L.; Li, L. Bond behavior between steel bar and engineered cementitious composite (ECC)
considering lateral FRP confinement: Test and modeling. Compos. Struct. 2019, 226, 111206. [CrossRef]

28. Sayed Ahmad, F.; Foret, G.; Le Roy, R. Bond between carbon fibre-reinforced polymer (CFRP) bars and ultra high performance
fibre reinforced concrete (UHPFRC): Experimental study. Constr. Build. Mater. 2011, 25, 479–485. [CrossRef]

29. Wang, H.; Sun, X.; Peng, G.; Luo, Y.; Ying, Q. Experimental study on bond behaviour between BFRP bar and engineered
cementitious composite. Constr. Build. Mater. 2015, 95, 448–456. [CrossRef]

30. Focacci, F.; Nanni, A.; Bakis, C.E. Local bond-slip relationship for FRP reinforcement in concrete. J. Compos. Constr. 2000, 4, 24–31.
[CrossRef]

31. Won, J.P.; Park, C.G.; Kim, H.H.; Lee, S.W.; Jang, C.I. Effect of fibers on the bonds between FRP reinforcing bars and high-strength
concrete. Compos. Part B Eng. 2008, 39, 747–755. [CrossRef]

32. Kim, B.; Doh, J.H.; Yi, C.K.; Lee, J.Y. Effects of structural fibers on bonding mechanism changes in interface between GFRP bar
and concrete. Compos. Part B Eng. 2013, 45, 768–779. [CrossRef]

33. Naaman, A.E.; Alwan, J.M.; Najm, H.S. Fiber Pullout and Bond Slip. 1. Analytical Study. J. Struct. Eng. 1991, 117, 2760–2790.
[CrossRef]

34. Zhou, Y.; Wu, Y. General model for constitutive relationships of concrete and its composite structures. Compos. Struct. 2012, 94,
580–592. [CrossRef]

35. Banholzer, B.; Brameshuber, W.; Jung, W. Analytical simulation of pull-out tests—-the direct problem. Cem. Concr. Composites.
2005, 27, 93–101. [CrossRef]

36. Dalalbashi, A.; Ghiassi, B.; Oliveira, D.V.; Freitas, A. Fiber-to-mortar bond behavior in TRM composites: Effect of embedded
length and fiber configuration. Compos. Part B Eng. 2018, 152, 43–57. [CrossRef]

37. Jiang, J.; Jiang, C.; Li, B.; Feng, P. Bond behavior of basalt textile meshes in ultra-high ductility cementitious composites. Compos.
Part B Eng. 2019, 174, 107022. [CrossRef]

38. Kim, S.Y.; Yang, K.H.; Byun, H.Y.; Ashour, A.F. Tests of reinforced concrete beams strengthened with wire rope units. Eng. Struct.
2007, 29, 2711–2722. [CrossRef]

39. Kim, S.H.; Kim, D.K. Seismic retrofit of rectangular RC bridge columns using wire mesh wrap casing. KSCE J. Civ. Eng. 2011, 15,
1227–1236. [CrossRef]

40. Yuan, F.; Chen, M.; Pan, J. Flexural strengthening of reinforced concrete beams with high-strength steel wire and engineered
cementitious composites. Constr. Build. Mater. 2020, 254, 119284. [CrossRef]

41. Zhu, J.; Zhang, K.; Wang, X.; Li, K.; Zou, X.; Feng, H. Bond-Slip Performance between High-Strength Steel Wire Rope Meshes and
Engineered Cementitious Composites. J. Mater. Civ. Eng. 2022, 34, 04022048. [CrossRef]

42. Mazars, J.; Pijaudiercabot, G. Continuum damage theory—application to concrete. J. Eng. Mech. 1989, 115, 345–365. [CrossRef]
43. Chu, S.H.; Kwan, A.K.H. A new bond model for reinforcing bars in steel fibre reinforced concrete. Cem. Concr. Compos. 2019,

104, 103405. [CrossRef]
44. Jamari, J.; Ammarullah, M.I.; Santoso, G.; Sugiharto, S.; Supriyono, T.; Prakoso, A.T.; Basri, H.; van der Heide, E. Computational

Contact Pressure Prediction of CoCrMo, SS 316L and Ti6Al4V Femoral Head against UHMWPE Acetabular Cup under Gait
Cycle. J. Funct. Biomater. 2022, 13, 64. [CrossRef]

45. Arulanandam, P.M.; Sivasubramnaian, M.V.; Chellapandian, M.; Murali, G.; Vatin, N.I. Analytical and Numerical Investigation of
the Behavior of Engineered Cementitious Composite Members under Shear Loads. Materials 2022, 15, 4640. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

http://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2018.02.165
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2020.119082
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.engstruct.2020.110357
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2017.02.008
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.firesaf.2017.06.006
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2019.117337
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.compstruct.2019.111206
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2010.02.006
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2015.07.135
http://doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)1090-0268(2000)4:1(24)
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.compositesb.2007.11.005
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.compositesb.2012.09.039
http://doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)0733-9445(1991)117:9(2769)
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.compstruct.2011.08.022
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.cemconcomp.2004.01.006
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.compositesb.2018.06.014
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.compositesb.2019.107022
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.engstruct.2006.12.013
http://doi.org/10.1007/s12205-011-0881-x
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2020.119284
http://doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)MT.1943-5533.0004184
http://doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)0733-9399(1989)115:2(345)
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.cemconcomp.2019.103405
http://doi.org/10.3390/jfb13020064
http://doi.org/10.3390/ma15134640
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/35806771

	Introduction 
	Experimental Methods and Results 
	Specimen Design 
	Test Results 
	Analysis of the Pullout Process 

	Bond–Slip Model 
	Bond–Slip Curve 
	Development of an Analytical Bond-Slip Model 
	Prediction of the Model Parameters 
	Model Verification 

	Finite Element Modeling 
	Finite Element Model Geometry 
	Material Models, Properties, and Parameters 
	Comparison between Numerical and Experimental Results 

	Conclusions 
	References

