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A B S T R A C T   

Reinforced concrete (RC) bridge columns are expected to undergo large inelastic displacements during major 
earthquake events, which in turn can result in residual displacements that can potentially affect the functionality 
of the bridge. While post-tensioning has been used to develop self-centering column systems for new bridge 
construction, the self-centering of existing bridge columns remains a challenge, mainly due to the limitations 
associated with the application of conventional post-tensioning techniques to existing structures. This study aims 
to address this important research gap by developing a robust self-centering technique to mitigate the residual 
displacements of the existing bridge columns. The proposed self-centering technique exploits the unique self- 
prestressing characteristics of iron-based shape memory alloy (Fe-SMA) bars to prestress existing bridge col-
umns. The effectiveness of the proposed technique was evaluated through the large-scale experimental inves-
tigation of four columns. The variables of the study included the ratio of steel to Fe-SMA reinforcement, the total 
longitudinal reinforcement, and the initial prestress. The experimental results showed that the proposed tech-
nique could significantly reduce the residual drifts of existing bridge columns. The residual drift of the columns 
was found to be less than 1% up to a target drift of 4% when the ratio of steel to Fe-SMA reinforcement was ≤ 0.3. 
The paper concludes with a discussion of the self-centering mechanism of columns reinforced with prestressed 
Fe-SMA bars, where it is shown that, unlike post-tensioning tendons which do not contribute much to the energy 
dissipation of columns, prestressed Fe-SMA bars begin to contribute to the energy dissipation after the initial 
prestressing is lost at high drifts, resulting in an enhanced seismic resilience of the columns.   

1. Introduction 

Vertical load-bearing members such as bridge piers, building col-
umns, and walls experience large inelastic lateral displacements under 
the lateral forces induced by earthquakes. The lateral load acting on the 
member returns to zero at the end of the ground motion. However, 
structural members do not necessarily return to their original position 
and show permanent displacement known as residual drift. This is 
particularly true under the fault-normal motions in bridges near earth-
quake faults [1]. The residual drift can seriously impair the functionality 
of the bridge because of misalignment of the bridge with the roadway 
and concerns about bridge safety. For instance, it was reported that 
approximately 100 reinforced concrete (RC) bridge columns with a 

residual drift greater than 1.75% were demolished following Hyogo-ken 
Nanbu earthquake in 1995 [2], even though the damage in many of the 
columns was moderate. 

Bridges are part of the critical lifeline infrastructure and should 
remain functional for emergency response after a disaster. To mitigate 
the problem of residual drifts, research has been carried out over the last 
two decades to develop self-centering mechanisms for bridge columns to 
enable them to recover lateral displacements at the end of the earth-
quake. Self-centering behavior is important because it significantly re-
duces the repair/demolition work and the associated costs and ensures 
the functionality of the structure after extreme loading. The conven-
tional approach to adding self-centering characteristics to an RC column 
is the use of unbonded post-tensioned tendons in the column, which 
results in a controlled rocking behavior of the column under lateral 
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loading [3]. Post-tensioning provides a restoring force to the column to 
bring it back to its origin upon unloading. Tendons are unbonded to 
prevent the localization of strains and to allow the tendon to remain 
elastic even at high drifts. An important drawback to this approach is 
that unbonded steel tendons are vulnerable to corrosion, thus limiting 
the field application of this technique [4]. To overcome the problem of 
corrosion, studies have used Carbon fiber-reinforced polymers (CFRP) 
tendons for the post-tensioning of bridge columns [4]. Regardless of 
whether the tendons are made from steel or CFRP, no hysteretic energy 
dissipation is expected from the tendons because they are designed to 
remain elastic. To provide energy dissipation capacity, bonded steel 
bars, also known as energy dissipating (ED) bars, have to be provided at 
the column-footing joint [5]. It is typically recommended that for self- 
centering, the contribution of ED bars to total bending moment capac-
ity should be less than 50% [6]. 

Many previous studies have focused on the development of self- 
centering systems for precast segmental piers used in accelerated 
bridge construction (ABC) of new bridges. In some of the studies [7–8], 
no ED bars were provided in the column, and lateral resistance was 
solely provided by the post-tensioned tendon, while in others some ED 
bars were installed to increase the energy dissipation capacity of the 
columns [9–13]. Other studies have used external replaceable dampers 
to enhance the energy dissipation of the columns [14–15]. A comparison 
of the self-centering performance of columns with bonded and unbon-
ded tendons was studied by [16], which showed that bonded tendons 
experienced large prestress losses and resulted in relatively large re-
sidual drifts. 

A review of the state-of-the-art shows that while many studies have 
developed self-centering systems for new construction, the focus on 
improving the self-centering characteristics of existing bridge columns 
has been limited [6,17–18]. This is mainly due to the technical diffi-
culties associated with the installation and post-tensioning of tendons in 
existing columns, as conventional post-tensioning techniques require 
heavy mechanical equipment, such as hydraulic jacks, anchor heads, etc. 
Because existing bridge columns are most vulnerable to large permanent 
displacements, particularly in moderate and high seismic regions, a 
practical self-centering technique is required to overcome this problem. 

Prestressing of existing bridge columns with iron-based shape 
memory alloy (Fe-SMA) bars can be a promising solution to this problem 
[19]. Fe-SMA belongs to a class of smart materials that show unique 
prestressing characteristics upon heating. To generate the prestress/re-
covery stress in Fe-SMA, the bars are first prestrained to a target value 
and then unloaded. The prestrained bars are then clamped at both ends 

and heated to a target temperature of 160◦ C or above. Heating the Fe- 
SMA triggers the shape memory effect, which is the material’s ability to 
recover its inelastic deformations when heated [20–21]. When Fe-SMA 
is clamped at both ends, the strain recovery is prevented and the 
shape memory effect results in recovery stress and prestressing of the 
member. Thus, Fe-SMA can be an attractive alternative to provide self- 
centering features as it simplifies the prestressing process. Thermal 
activation of Fe-SMA can be performed either by electrical resistive 
heating or gas flame heating. A state-of-the-art review of the prestressing 
applications of Fe-SMA reinforcement for RC structures has been pro-
vided by [22]. A number of studies have investigated the use of Fe-SMA 
bars and strips for the flexural strengthening of RC beams [23–26] and 
slabs [27–28] and shear strengthening of RC beams [29–31]. The bond 
behavior of near-surface mounted [32–33] and cast-in-place [34] ribbed 
Fe-SMA bars has also been investigated in detail. Finite element 
modelling of Fe-SMA reinforced structures has been carried out in a few 
studies [35–37]. Fe-SMA plates have also been used as buckling 
restrained braces (BRBs) [38] but their self-centering potential was 
limited compared to Ni-Ti SMA BRBs [39–40]. 

The aim of the study presented in this article was to develop a robust 
self-centering technique for existing bridge columns by exploiting the 
unique prestressing characteristics of Fe-SMA bars for earthquake en-
gineering applications. The proposed technique was implemented in 
four columns and its effectiveness in mitigating the residual displace-
ments of the columns was evaluated through experimental investigation 
under constant axial loading and quasi-static lateral loading. Details of 
the experimental programme, including a description of the specimens, 
the self-centering technique, the experimental set-up, and the loading 
protocol are provided in the next section. The results of the experimental 
investigations are then discussed in detail. Finally, the paper concludes 
with a discussion of the self-centering mechanism of columns pre-
stressed with Fe-SMA bars, its practicality, and benefits/drawbacks. 

2. Experimental programme 

2.1. Design of experiments 

The most influential factor affecting the residual drift is the amount 
of bonded ED bars in an RC column. The hysteretic behavior of a con-
ventional column reinforced only with bonded ED bars is shown in Fig. 1 
(a). It can be seen that on unloading the column shows a residual drift 
that keeps on increasing with each loading excursion. The reason for 
large residual drifts in conventional columns is mainly that steel bars 

Nomenclature 

fy yield strength of bar 
f′
cm mean compressive cube strength of concrete 

f′
c mean compressive cylinder strength of concrete 

H height of the column 
PG gravity load 
Pp prestressing load 
Ag gross-sectional area 
Ø diameter of the bar 
ρl longitudinal reinforcement ratio 
ρl,t total longitudinal reinforcement ratio 
ρl,steel longitudinal reinforcement ratio of steel 
ρl,sma longitudinal reinforcement ratio of Fe-SMA 
ρs volumetric ratio of transverse reinforcement relative to the 

concrete core 
ki stiffness in each loading cycle 
Fi lateral force in each cycle 

Δi displacement in each cycle 
kg gross stiffness 
Eavg average elastic modulus of core concrete and cover 

shotcrete 
Ig gross moment of inertia 
Ieff effective moment of inertia 
L shear span length 
Msc self-centering moment 
Mresisting resisting moment 
D diameter of the column 
dFC distance from the outermost fiber to the centroid of the 

concrete compression block 
dSMA,i distance from the outermost fiber to the center of the SMA 

bar 
FSMA,i force in the SMA bar 
FED,i force in the ED bar 
dED,i distance from the outermost fiber to the center of the ED 

bar  
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cannot recover their plastic deformation on unloading, and therefore 
exhibit large residual strains. It is possible to reduce the residual drift of 
an RC column by replacing some of the bonded ED bars with unbonded 
prestressed reinforcement. Fig. 1 (b) shows the hysteretic behavior of a 
column reinforced with unbonded prestressed bars only, where the 
column shows no residual drifts on unloading, and the unbonded pre-
stressing bars return the column fully to its original position. This results 
from the controlled rocking behavior, which involves opening the 
footing-column joint and provides a mechanism for the column to rock 
back to its initial position under the action of the prestressing force. 
However, such columns have significantly lower energy dissipation ca-
pacity, as evident from Fig. 1 (b), which is undesirable under earthquake 
actions. This entails achieving an appropriate balance between the 
amount of bonded ED and unbonded prestressed reinforcement for 
adequate energy dissipation as well as effective self-centering. 

The design of new columns with appropriate self-centering and en-
ergy dissipation characteristics is relatively simple as the amount of 
bonded ED reinforcement relative to unbonded prestressed reinforce-
ment can be effectively controlled. In contrast, existing bridge columns 
already have a significant amount of bonded ED bars, therefore, simply 
providing additional unbonded prestressed reinforcement may not 
necessarily result in significant self-centering. 

The self-centering technique proposed in this study has been devel-
oped considering the above-mentioned challenging aspects. To address 
the challenge relating to the amount of bonded ED bars in existing 
columns, this study considers the possibility of cutting some of the ED 
bars to reduce their amount relative to the newly added prestressed Fe- 
SMA bars. Additionally, to overcome the potential problem of corrosion 
in the newly added prestressed bars, the idea of partial bonding (instead 
of full unbonding) is introduced. This is accomplished by using smooth 
rather than deformed Fe-SMA bars throughout the column height, 
embedded in a corrosion-resistant shotcrete layer, and with anchorage 
provided by grouted threaded end region. Yielding in smooth bars 
spreads thus preventing stress concentration. In this way, the straining 
and associated loss in the prestress of Fe-SMA bars could also be delayed. 

2.2. Details of specimens and self-centering technique 

The self-centering technique was implemented on four large-scale 
cantilever column specimens that were designed according to the pro-
visions of EN 1992-2 [41] and EN 1998-2 [42] and represented existing 
RC bridge columns. The specimens were a 1:4 scale model of the bridge 
columns. The column diameter and height were 350 mm and 1400 mm, 

respectively. The longitudinal reinforcement comprised 6ø14 steel bars 
corresponding to a longitudinal reinforcement ratio (ρl,steel) of about 1%. 
The confinement reinforcement was designed following the provisions 
of EN 1998-2 [42] for a limited ductile behavior and consisted of ø8@80 
mm steel ties in the plastic hinge region, resulting in a volumetric ratio 
of transverse reinforcement relative to the concrete core (ρs) of 0.93%. 
The concrete cover of the columns was 40 mm. The size of the column 
footing and top loading block was 1660 × 1500 × 400 mm and 570 ×
750 × 400 mm, respectively. The design details of the original column 
specimen are shown in Fig. 2. A characteristic compressive strength of 
50 MPa was targeted for the concrete mix. The mean compressive 
strength of the concrete, summarized in Table 1, was determined by 
experiments on three 150 × 150 × 150 mm cubes on the day of column 
testing. Grade B500B steel reinforcement with a specified yield strength 
of fy = 500 MPa and an ultimate strain at failure (εu) of 5% was used as 
longitudinal and transverse reinforcement. 

The steps of the proposed self-centering technique are shown in 
Fig. 3. In the first step, the concrete cover of the original column (shown 
in Fig. 3 (a)) was removed by hammering, as illustrated in Fig. 3 (b). The 
next step was the drilling of ø32 holes into the column footing and the 
top loading block using a diamond core drill, as shown in Fig. 3 (c). The 
longitudinal Fe-SMA bars were then installed and grouted into the 
drilled holes, as shown in Fig. 3 (d). Fe-SMA spirals were installed next 
to restrain the longitudinal Fe- SMA bars against buckling, as shown in 
Fig. 3 (e). Fe-SMA spirals were used instead of steel because they were 
available in smaller diameter, i.e. 6 mm, and take up less space. Fig. 3 (f) 
shows the activation of Fe-SMA bars using a gas torch to generate the 
initial prestress after the installation and grouting of the longitudinal 
and transverse Fe-SMA reinforcement. The bars were sequentially 
heated to a temperature of 200◦-220◦ C during activation. After 
completion of the activation process and generation of the recovery 
stress, the Fe-SMA reinforcement was finally embedded in a layer of 
shotcrete, as shown in Fig. 3 (g). 

The removal of the concrete cover in the implementation of the 
proposed technique was necessary for two reasons: i) to roughen the 
surface of the old concrete to ensure a strong bond with the new mortar 
layer and ii) to minimize the change in column size by providing addi-
tional space for the installation of Fe-SMA bars. An increase in the col-
umn size can inevitably increase the weight and stiffness of the existing 
bridge column, leading to a larger seismic force demand, which is 
undesirable. 

An alternative to the complete removal of the concrete cover could 
be surface roughening in conjunction with the installation of Fe-SMA 

Fig. 1. Hysteretic behavior and residual drift of RC columns; a) conventional column with bonded ED bars and no prestressing; b) self-centering column with 
unbonded prestressed bars. 
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bars in an additional layer of mortar. However, this alternative was not 
considered in this study because if an additional layer of mortar (with a 
cover depth of 20 mm to the bars) had been used without removing the 
concrete cover, the column’s diameter would have required an increase 
of approximately 90 mm (1/4th of the original column diameter), to 
accommodate the Fe-SMA reinforcement. This would have significantly 

altered the stiffness of the column. 
Nevertheless, embedding the bars in an additional layer of mortar 

without fully removing the concrete cover could be an alternative 
approach for full-size bridge columns with large diameters, where a 
change of 90 mm in diameter is small relative to the original cross- 
section size. In such a case, ensuring a strong bond between the old 

Fig. 2. Design details of original column specimen (All dimensions in mm).  

Table 1 
Design details of columns.  

No. D × H (mm) Compressive Cube Strength (f′
cm) MPa Longitudinal Reinforcement (ρ1, %) Spirals (mm) (ρs,%) Axial Load Ratio (p/Agf′

c) 

Concrete Shotcrete Grout Steel 
(uncut) 

SMA Steel SMA Prestress PP(kN) Gravity Load PG(kN) 

C1 380 × 1400 54 50 90 2ɸ14 
(0.27%) 

8ɸ18 
(1.8%) 

ɸ8@80 
(0.93) 

ɸ6@90 
(0.37) 

591 
(0.11) 

306 
(0.06) 

C2 380 × 1400 47 71 91 2ɸ14 
(0.27%) 

8ɸ18 
(1.8%) 

ɸ8@80 
(0.93) 

ɸ6@90 
(0.37) 

595 
(0.13) 

266 
(0.06) 

C3 380 × 1400 54 49 90 2ɸ14 
(0.27%) 

4ɸ18 
(0.9%) 

ɸ8@80 
(0.93) 

ɸ6@90 
(0.37) 

288 
(0.06) 

306 
(0.06) 

C4 380 × 1400 60 54 90 6ɸ14 
(0.82%) 

8ɸ18 
(1.8%) 

ɸ8@80 
(0.93) 

ɸ6@90 
(0.37) 

643 
(0.11) 

340 
(0.06)  
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concrete surface and the new layer remains essential, and this can be 
achieved through surface roughening of the old concrete. 

Table 1 summarises the design details of the columns after cutting 
some of the original longitudinal steel bars and applying the self- 
centering technique. The final diameter of the columns was increased 
to 380 mm to allow for the installation of Fe-SMA reinforcement, as 
shown in Fig. 4. The variables of this study included the amount of 
prestressed Fe-SMA bars, the longitudinal steel bars, and the initial 
prestress. Columns C1, C2, and C4 were provided with 8ø18 longitudinal 
Fe-SMA bars, while column C3 was reinforced with 4ø18 Fe-SMA bars. 
Four steel bars of columns C1, C2, and C3 were cut as shown in Fig. 4 (a), 
(b), and (c), while the steel bars of column C4 were kept intact, as 
illustrated in Fig. 4 (d). The ratio of bonded steel to partially bonded Fe- 
SMA bars was 0.15% for columns C1 and C2, 0.3% for C3, and 0.45% for 
C4. All other parameters were the same for columns C1 and C2, except 
that shotcrete was applied in two layers on column C2, as shown in Fig. 4 
(b). The first layer of shotcrete was applied before the activation of Fe- 
SMA bars and the second layer was cast after activation. This resulted in 
prestressing of a larger cross-section in column C2 compared to the rest 
of the columns. This was done to study the effect of prestressed cross- 
section depth on the self-centering behavior of the column. 

The Fe-SMA bars used in this study were smooth with threaded ends 
for anchorage into the footing and top loading block. The anchorage 

length of post-installed smooth Fe-SMA bars with threaded end 
anchorage (i.e. similar to the bars considered in this study) was inves-
tigated in [43]. The results showed that with an anchorage length of 
14db, the Fe-SMA bars yielded and developed a stress of about 600 MPa 
and strain of up to 6% under both monotonic and cyclic loading. Based 
on these results, a conservative threaded anchorage length of 20db was 
deemed appropriate for the columns considered in this study to allow for 
the yielding and development of plastic strains in the bar without pre-
mature anchorage failure. The smooth portion of Fe-SMA bars extended 
50 mm below the footing-column interface to enable a controlled 
rocking mechanism. A shrinkage-compensated high-strength mortar of 
type Sikagrout 311 [44], with a maximum aggregate size of 1 mm, was 
used for bonding the post-installed bars. The holes were made thor-
oughly wet by injecting water before pouring the mortar to improve the 
bond. One end of the holes was sealed to ensure that the holes are filled 
with grout. The grout strength was investigated by testing 40 × 40 ×
160 mm prisms on the day of column testing. 

The Fe-SMA bars in C1, C2, and C4 were prestrained to 4% by the 
manufacturer, whereas those in C3 had an initial prestrain of 10%. This 
was done to study the effect of higher initial prestrain on the self- 
centering behavior of columns as it has been reported by [45] that a 
higher initial prestrain can delay the loss of prestress of Fe-SMA bars. 
The elastic modulus, yield strength, ultimate strength, and failure strain 

Fig. 3. Steps of proposed self-centering technique: a) existing column; b) concrete cover removal by hammering; c) drilling of holes; d) grouted longitudinal Fe-SMA 
bars; e) installed helical Fe-SMA spirals; f) activation using gas torch; g) after shotcreting. 
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of the prestressed Fe-SMA bars used in this study are 75–100 GPa, 400 
MPa, 800 MPa, and 40%, respectively. Fig. 5 (a) shows the typical 
tensile stress–strain behavior of the non-prestrained Fe-SMA bar. The 
typical stress–temperature behavior of the Fe-SMA bar on thermal 
activation at different temperatures is shown in Fig. 5 (b). The activation 
temperature was measured using a digital temperature sensor and was 
recorded at three locations along the bar. The heating was stopped when 
the surface temperature of the bar at all three locations was at least 
200 ◦C. The maximum temperature reached in the bar was in the range 
of 200–220 ◦C because it is difficult to precisely control the temperature 
along the bar using a gas torch. The temperature along the Fe-SMA bars 

can be controlled more precisely if activation is performed using electric 
resistive heating rather than gas torch heating. In this case, thermo-
couples can be mounted at various locations along the length of the 
embedded bar to monitor the temperature as electric current is passed 
through the bar ends. An alternative approach could be to ensure that 
the minimum temperature reached in any section of the bar is at least 
250 ◦C, as the increase in recovery stress of Fe-SMA reaches a plateau 
between 250 and 300 ◦C. By targeting this plateau, it is sufficient to use a 
thermocouple-based sensor to ensure that the minimum temperature in 
the bar is at least 250 ◦C when using the gas torch method. 

The spirals were made from ø= 6 mm Fe-SMA wires. The Fe-SMA 

Fig. 4. Design details of column cross-sections after application of the proposed self-centering technique.  

Fig. 5. Behavior of Fe-SMA bars: a) tensile stress vs strain; b) stress vs temperature on thermal activation.  

S. Raza et al.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    



Engineering Structures 294 (2023) 116799

7

spirals offer the advantage of active confinement, resulting in improved 
ductility upon activation. However, as the focus of this study was on self- 
centering, this aspect was not investigated. A 70 mm long, 1350 hook 
was made at both ends of the helical spirals for anchorage into the holes 
drilled at the top and bottom end of the column using a polyester-based 
injection mortar ARTFIX KIT 300. The spacing of the spirals was set to be 
5 db according to the guidelines of Eurocode 8 [42] to restrain longi-
tudinal Fe-SMA bars against outward buckling. The Fe-SMA spirals were 
non-prestrained, therefore, heating with the gas torch would activate 
only the longitudinal Fe-SMA bars and spirals would remain non- 
activated. The elastic modulus, yield strength, ultimate strength, and 
failure strain of the non-prestrained Fe-SMA spirals used in this study 
were measured to be 170 GPa, 450 MPa, 880 MPa, and 45%, 
respectively. 

A fiber-reinforced structural repair mortar Sika MonoTop-412 N [46] 
along with Sika MonoTop-910 N [47] bonding primer was used for 
shotcreting. The compressive strength of the shotcrete mortar was 
investigated by testing 150 × 150 × 150 mm cubes on the day of the 
column test. 

2.3. Experimental setup and instrumentation 

2.3.1. Setup and instrumentation for activation 
Activation takes place by heating the bars using a gas torch to a 

temperature range of 200–220 ◦C and regular temperature control. The 
axial displacements of the columns as a result of the thermal activation 
of Fe-SMA bars were measured using linear variable displacement 
transducers (LVDTs) attached to the top loading block, as shown in 
Fig. 6. The measurements were performed on columns C1, C2, and C3. 
LVDTs were attached at the four corners of the loading block in columns 
C1 and C2, as shown in Fig. 6(a). The displacement at the column center 
line was determined by averaging the displacements of the LVDTs. In C3, 
two LVDTs attached at a distance of 15 mm on either side of the column 
center line were used, as shown in Fig. 6(b), and the displacements were 
averaged to determine the deformation of the column centerline. 

2.3.2. Setup and instrumentation for quasi-static cyclic loading 
The experimental setup for quasi-static cyclic loading on columns is 

shown in Fig. 7. A steel reaction frame was installed on the strong floor 

of the laboratory. The gravity load was applied to the column loading 
block using a 2MN actuator and the lateral load was induced using a 630 
kN actuator with a stroke capacity of ± 200 mm. The vertical actuator 
was bolted to the reaction frame on one end and the head of the loading 
block on the other end using a pin connection. This arrangement implied 
tilting of the vertical actuator at large drifts, resulting in the application 
of an additional horizontal load component to the column. This addi-
tional horizontal load component was taken into account during the 
post-processing of the results. The horizontal actuator was attached to 
the rigid steel reaction frame on one side and to the column loading 
block on the other side via a pin connection. The two servo-hydraulic 
actuators were operated using a digital 2-channel control system, Wal-
ter and Bai PCS 8000. The base of the column was fixed to the strong 
floor of the laboratory with four M60 bolts resulting in a cantilever 
configuration. The bolts were prestressed to 1MN each. 

A total of 13 transducers were used for measurements during the 
experiments. The locations of the transducers are shown in Fig. 8. The 
details of the transducers are as follows: T1 and T2 were LVDTs intended 
to measure the rocking of the column footing. T3 to T6 were LVDTs used 
to measure the opening at the column-footing joint and to calculate 
strains in the plastic hinge region. T7 to T10 comprised string potenti-
ometers (SPOTs) to measure the axial displacement of the column. These 
SPOTs were attached to the four corners of the top loading block. T11 
was an LVDT to measure the horizontal slip of the column footing. The 
recordings in T1, T2, and T11 were near zero indicating no horizontal 
slip or rocking of the footing. T12 was a laser-based transducer to 
measure the displacement at the column tip, while T13 was a SPOT used 
to measure the horizontal displacement of the loading block at the level 
of the horizontal actuator. 

The strain gauges were installed on Fe-SMA bars in columns C1, and 
C3, as schematically shown in Fig. 4. The strain gauges were attached to 
the bars at a distance of 50 mm from the footing-column interface. A 
VIC-3D digital image correlation (DIC) system was also used to record 
the crack propagation and damage evolution in the plastic hinge region 
of the columns, as shown in Fig. 8. 

2.4. Loading protocol 

The experiments were performed under the combined actions of 

Fig. 6. Measurement setup for recording axial displacements of the column during activation (heating and temperature control): a) C1; b) C3.  
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axial compression and cyclic lateral loading. The axial load was applied 
to the column first and maintained constant throughout the experiment 
using a load control configuration. The lateral loading comprised quasi- 
static incrementally increasing cyclic displacements, as shown in Fig. 9. 
The displacement excursions were repeated twice to capture the 
strength degradation of the columns under the same displacement 
amplitude. The following drift amplitudes (in %) were applied to the 
columns: ±0.2, ±0.4, ±0.6, ±1, ±2, ±3, ±4, ±5 to investigate the full- 
range elastic/inelastic behavior. The displacements were applied at the 
column tip and controlled through laser transducer T12. The speed of 
the displacement-controlled loading was 10 mm/min. The experiment 
was stopped at a drift of 5% because of the limitations of the experi-
mental setup. 

3. Results and discussion 

3.1. Estimation of initial prestress generated by activation of Fe-SMA bars 

The axial deformations of the column during activation were used to 
estimate the initial prestress generated. Fig. 10 illustrates the evolution 
of column axial deformations in the first 24 h after activation. It can be 
noticed that at the beginning of the activation process, the column 
experienced axial tension. This is because during the early stages of 
heating at temperatures up to 50 ◦C, compressive stresses are generated 
in Fe-SMA due to thermal expansion. In addition, the column elongates 
due to the thermal expansion of concrete. However, the magnitude of 
measured displacements during this period (first 1 h after the activation) 
does not necessarily correspond to axial tensile stress in the column, 
because as one corner of the loading block moves upwards (refer to 
LVDT W2 data), the other diagonal corner moves downwards (refer to 
LVDT W3 data). Once the shape memory effect of Fe-SMA is triggered, 

the tensile recovery stresses are produced in Fe-SMA and generate pre-
stressing force in columns. 

The average axial displacement of the column after 24 h of activation 
was used to estimate the axial strains and corresponding axial stress and 
prestressing load in the column. The measured displacement repre-
sented the total axial deformation of the column including the effects of 
creep. The creep coefficient and corresponding creep strains of concrete 
were estimated according to the specifications of EN 1992-1-1 [48] and 
subtracted from the total axial deformation. The age of the columns at 
the time of loading, (90, 94, and 83 days, respectively, for columns C1, 
C2, and C3) was taken into account in the creep coefficients. The 
equations for determining the creep coefficients are not presented here 
for brevity; the readers are referred to Annex B, B.1 of EN 1992-1-1 [48] 
for detailed information on the calculation of creep coefficients. Table 2 
presents the details of measured axial deformations and corresponding 
axial stresses generated in the columns. 

The comparison of the estimated axial stresses with the theoretical 
axial stress shows a good correlation, in particular for columns C1 and 
C2. The theoretical axial stress was computed considering the average 
cross-sectional diameter of columns as C1 = 260 mm, C2 = 285 mm, and 
C3 = 260 mm and a nominal recovery stress of 300 MPa in Fe-SMA on 
thermal activation at 200 ◦C. The theoretical axial stress takes into ac-
count the loss in recovery stress due to the elastic shortening of concrete 
which was estimated to be 21 MPa per bar for columns C1 and C2 and 
11 MPa for C3. The slight difference between theoretical and estimated 
axial stress for column C3 might be owing to the underestimation of its 
total axial deformation because of using LVDTs around the centerline 
instead of the edges. Note that the axial strain was estimated from the 
measured deformations over a length of 1800 mm (from the top of the 
loading block to the top of the footing). 

The axial load ratio induced by prestressing of Fe-SMA bars was in 

Fig. 7. Schematic details of the experimental setup.  
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the range of 0.11–0.13 for columns C1, C2, and C4, which is approxi-
mately twice the axial load ratio on the columns due to gravity, as 
summarized in Table 1. In contrast, the axial load ratio due to pre-
stressing and gravity for column C3 was similar and equal to 0.06. 

Although the proposed technique is intended for existing columns, 
the activation of the Fe-SMA bars was conducted without applying 
gravity axial load due to practical considerations relating to subsequent 
shotcreting. It would have been challenging to perform shotcreting 
while the column was axially loaded in the test setup on the strong floor. 
In practical applications of the proposed technique, prestressing will 
typically be performed while the column is already under axial load. In 
such a case, the concrete core will experience higher compressive 
stresses at the time of prestressing due to the combined effect of pre-
stressing and axial load, and also due to the absence of the shotcrete 
layer at this point. This in turn could result in higher cracking loads for 
the concrete core. This is in contrast to the current scenario where the 
axial load is applied after prestressing and subsequent shotcreting, 
resulting in relatively less compressive stresses in the concrete core at 
the time of prestressing. 

One consequence of the application of the gravity load after pre-
stressing in this study is that the axial load induced by the Fe-SMA bars 
was reduced slightly after gravity loading. Measurements from strain 
gauges attached to the Fe-SMA bars showed that a compressive strain of 
0.008% was produced in the bars during the application of the gravity 
load. This corresponds to a reduction in the recovery stress of approxi-
mately 6 MPa in each bar, which is about 2% of the initial recovery stress 

Fig. 8. Details of instrumentation.  

Fig. 9. Quasi-static lateral loading history.  
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of 300 MPa generated in the bars. 

3.2. General column response and cracking patterns 

All the columns exhibited a controlled-rocking mechanism with a 
joint opening at the footing-column interface. The joint opening 
occurred owing to the slippage of smooth Fe-SMA bars at the footing- 
column joint. The DIC image data was post-processed to investigate 
the cracking patterns and damage evolution of the columns. In all 
specimens, the damage initiated in the form of hairline horizontal 
flexural cracks on the tensile face in the plastic hinge region (i.e. height 
of 400 mm from the footing-column joint) at drifts ≤ 0.1%. The flexural 
cracks grew in width and length with increasing drifts. The tensile 
splitting cracks emerged under the compressive loading reversal at the 
0.8–1.2% drift range, which led to the spalling of the concrete cover at 
drifts ≥ 2%. The cover spalling became significant and extensive at 4% 
and 5% drifts. Reinforcement buckling and fracture were not observed 
for any specimen, though SMA spirals became visible at the end of the 
test owing to cover spalling. 

The plastic hinge regions of columns C1, C3, and C4 are shown at a 
drift ratio of +2% (compressive reversal) and − 2% (tensile reversal) in 
Fig. 11 to illustrate the difference between the damage evolution of the 
columns. Column C2 showed similar behavior to C1, so for brevity, its 
damage evolution will not be discussed. Fig. 11 shows that cracking and 
damage of C1, and C3 were more concentrated near the footing-column 
base joint, whereas the damage of C4 was distributed until the mid- 
height of the column. This is because of a larger opening at the 
footing-column base joint in columns C1, and C3 as evident in Fig. 11 (d) 
and (e), thereby resulting in controlled-rocking behavior and mini-
mizing the damage in the plastic hinge region. The base joint opening 
was greater in columns C1 and C3 owing to the smaller number of steel 
bars at the footing-column joint, which in turn resulted in a lesser re-
straint against the opening of the joint compared to column C4. The 
vertical splitting cracking was more extensive and significant in column 

C4 compared to the other two columns, as shown in Fig. 11. The vertical 
splitting cracks occur due to bond failure when the local bond of lon-
gitudinal reinforcement exceeds the bond stress capacity [49–50]. The 
higher vertical splitting cracking in C4, therefore, resulted from the 
larger amount of ED bars in C4, which led to greater bond stresses, 
compared to the other two columns. The number and width of hori-
zontal flexural cracks were also more extensive in C4 compared to C1 
and C3 due to the limited rocking in C4. 

The drifts corresponding to various damage states of the column are 
summarized in Table 3. The results show that among the 4 specimens, 
C2 had the highest cracking drift, mainly because of the larger pre-
stressed cross-section. Column C3 showed the smallest cracking drift due 
to lower initial prestress compared to C1, C2, and C4. The cover spalling 
of column C4 initiated earlier than C1 and C3 due to limited base joint 
opening. The drifts corresponding to the initiation of vertical splitting 
crack and spalling of C2 are not known because, after 1% drift, this 
column was subjected to accidental loading owing to a problem with the 
controller. The details of this accidental loading are provided in the next 
section. 

The overall damage and displacement profile of the columns at the 
+5% drift is shown in Fig. 12. It can be observed that all columns 
exhibited a controlled rocking behavior at the base joint. The figure also 
illustrates the greater reduction in the cross-section of column C4 at 5% 
drift owing to cover spalling compared to other columns. The cover 
spalling extended up to 350 mm from the footing-column joint in col-
umn C1, 300 mm in C2 and C3, and 500 mm in C4. These results confirm 
that introducing low-damage characteristics require a reduction in the 
number of steel bars at the footing-column interface in addition to the 
prestressing of the column. 

3.3. Hysteretic force-displacement behavior 

The force–displacement hysteretic behavior of the columns is shown 
in Fig. 13. It can be noticed that while columns C1, C3, and C4 have a 

Fig. 10. Axial displacements of the column during activation: a) C1; b) C2; c) C3.  

Table 2 
Estimated initial prestress in columns after 24 h of activation.  

No. Total Axial Deformation 
(mm) 

Creep Deformation 
(mm) 

Axial Deformation due to 
prestressing (mm) 

Estimated Axial Stress on Concrete 
(MPa) 

Theoretical Axial Stress on Concrete 
(MPa) 

C1  0.66  0.14  0.53  10.1  9.5 
C2  0.61  0.15  0.47  8.6  8.0 
C3  0.28  0.07  0.21  4.1  4.9  
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regular and symmetrical hysteresis, column C2 has an irregular hyster-
esis, which is due to the accidental loading it was subjected to during the 
experiment. The accidental loading occurred due to a problem with the 
controller after the 1% drift cycle. Due to the problem, the actuators lost 
control and the column was accidentally subjected to drifts of − 2.5%, 
+3.2%, − 2.94%, and +4.2% directly after the planned cycle of 1% drift 
at a very fast speed in just 5 s. Within this time, the system was stopped 
using emergency controls to prevent any further loading. Following the 
accidental loading, the column was subjected to the remaining planned 
drift cycles. However, as the column was already damaged, the loading 

cycles were not repeated twice and the maximum drift at which the 
experiment stopped was also reduced to 4.5% instead of 5%. 

The effect of three variables considered in this study i.e. longitudinal 
reinforcement ratio, the ratio of the steel to prestressed Fe-SMA bars and 
the amount of initial prestress on the hysteretic behavior of the columns 
is described in the next sub-sections. 

3.3.1. Effect of longitudinal reinforcement ratio (ρl,t) 
The total longitudinal reinforcement ratio (ρt), including steel and 

Fe-SMA bars was 2.1% in columns C1, C2, 1.2% in C3, and 2.6% in C4. 
The highest load capacity was demonstrated by column C4 with the 
largest ρt and the lowest load capacity was for C3 with the smallest ρt. 
The higher damage to concrete in column C4 could be attributed to the 
fact that this column resisted higher loads compared to the other col-
umns. The maximum lateral load capacity exhibited by the columns and 
the corresponding drift level is summarized in Table 4. Columns C1, C2, 
and C4 reached the ultimate load capacity at drifts ≥ 2%, whereas 
column C3 achieved the ultimate load capacity at about 1% drift. This is 
because of the lower amount of total longitudinal reinforcement ratio in 
C3. The strength degradation was also more severe in C3 compared to 

Fig. 11. Cracking patterns of columns; a) C1, b) C3 (, c) C4 at +2% drift and d) C1, e) C3, f) C4 at − 2% drift.  

Table 3 
Drifts corresponding to various damage limit states of the columns.  

No. Drift (%) at the initiation of 

Flexural cracks Vertical splitting cracks Cover spalling 

C1  0.07 0.8 2.5 
C2  0.13 n.a n.a 
C3  0.03 1 2.5 
C4  0.1 1.2 2.0  
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the other columns. Column C3 experienced about 25% degradation in 
ultimate lateral strength at 5% drift, which is quite high compared to 
columns C1 and C4, which showed strength degradation in the range of 
10–13%. The strength degradation pattern in C2 cannot be compared 
with that of the other columns due to accidental loading. 

3.3.2. Effect of the amount of steel to Fe-SMA reinforcement (ρl,steel
ρl,sma

) 

The ratio of the amount of steel to Fe-SMA reinforcement (ρsteel
ρsma

) was 
0.15 for columns C1, C2, 0.3 for C3, and 0.45 for C4. Fig. 13 shows that 
columns C1 and C2 with the smallest ρsteel

ρsma 
had the lowest residual drift on 

unloading at high drifts. In contrast, column C4 with the highest ρsteel
ρsma 

showed the largest residual drift on unloading. Meanwhile, column C3 
showed an intermediate behavior. Besides improvement in residual 
drifts, the degradation in the ultimate lateral strength of C1 was 10% at 
5% drift compared to 13% degradation in C4. This could be attributed to 

the smaller amount of steel reinforcement in C1 compared to C4, which 
allowed relatively higher rocking at the base joint leading to lesser 
damage to concrete and degradation in lateral strength. Column C4 
exhibited a wider hysteresis, which is indicative of higher energy 
dissipation compared to the other columns. 

3.3.3. Effect of initial prestress 
The initial prestressing force in column C3 was one-half of that in the 

rest of the columns. As a result, C3 showed lower initial stiffness 
compared to the other columns. Additionally, it can be noticed from the 
hysteresis that C3 exhibited higher average residual drifts at large drift 
levels compared to C1 and C2 because of the lower prestressing. The 
cracking loads, energy dissipation capacity, and ultimate lateral load 
capacity of C3 are also lower than those of the other columns. 

Fig. 12. Damage and displacement profile of the columns at +5% drift: a) C1; b) C2; c) C3; d) C4.  
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3.4. Fe-SMA bar strains 

The strains in the outermost Fe-SMA bars in the loading direction 
were measured in columns C1 and C3. The strain gauges were attached 
to three Fe-SMA bars in C1, as shown in Fig. 4(a). Two of the strain 
gauges were attached to the outermost bars while one strain gauge was 

mounted on the bar located at the neutral axis. Two strain gauges were 
also attached to the outermost Fe-SMA bars in C3, as shown in Fig. 4 (c). 
The maximum tension–compression strains in the outermost bars in 
column C1 were in the range of 0.8–0.9%, whereas the bar located at the 
neutral axis region experienced a maximum tensile strain of 0.38%, and 
negligible compressive strains, as shown in Fig. 14 (a). Likewise, the 
outermost bars in C3 experienced maximum tension–compression 
strains in the range of 0.8–1.1%, as shown in Fig. 14 (b). The amplitude 
of the bar strains can provide information about the drift corresponding 
to the loss of recovery stress in the Fe-SMA. Previous studies [45] have 
shown that Fe-SMA bars prestrained to 4% can completely lose initial 
recovery stress at cyclic strain amplitudes of about 0.4%. This implies 
that the outermost bars lost initial recovery stress at about 2% drift level. 
In contrast, the bar at the neutral axis lost most of its recovery stress at 
about 5% drift. This means that up to a drift of 4%, column C1 may have 
retained some of the initial prestress. The bars in column C3 were pre-
strained to 10% to increase the strain amplitude associated with 

Fig. 13. Hysteretic force–displacement behavior of the columns: a) C1; b) C2; c) C3; d) C4.  

Table 4 
Ultimate lateral load capacity of the columns.  

No. Ultimate Lateral Load Capacity (kN) Drift (%) 

Push Pull Push Pull 

C1 +101 − 95 +2 − 2 
C2 +97 − 101 +2.3 − 2.1 
C3 +74 − 69 +1 − 1 
C4 +120 − 116 +1.9 − 2  
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complete loss of recovery stress to about 0.8% based on the findings of 
[45]. The results in Fig. 14 (b) for C3 show that the outermost bars 
developed a strain of 0.8% at about 4% drift level. It could be inferred 
from this that these bars completely lost initial recovery stress when the 
column was pushed to a drift of 4%. However, to get more precise and 
conclusive information about the column drifts corresponding to the loss 
in recovery stress, a load cell should be used in future studies. 

Fe-SMA bars in C1 experienced more or less symmetric strains in 
tension and compression. However, in C3, while the pull-direction bar 
experienced similar strains in tension and compression, the bar in the 
push-loading direction experienced relatively higher strains in 
compression. This could be because the column might have developed 
some inclination/tilt towards the push side after prestressing. As a 
result, the push-loading direction bar showed a significantly higher re-
sidual strain when the column was brought back to its origin after each 
drift excursion. Consequently, column C2 exhibited higher residual drift 
in the push direction compared to the pull direction. 

3.5. Residual drifts and self-centering 

The residual drifts exhibited by each column on unloading from the 
push–pull cycles were calculated from the force–displacement hysteresis 
for the 2nd load cycle at target drifts of ±1%, ±2%, ±3%, ±4%, and 
±5%. For a better evaluation of the self-centering performance, the re-
sidual drifts of the columns are compared with conventional non- 
prestressed RC columns from two previous studies [51–52]. The con-
ventional column in Raza et al. 2020 [51] had a total axial load ratio of 
0.15, similar to columns C1, C2, and C4 of the current study, while the 
column in Liu et al. 2020 [52] had a relatively lower axial load ratio of 
0.07. The ED steel reinforcement ratio was 1.6% and 1.5%, in the col-
umns of Raza et al. [51] and Liu et al. [52], respectively. The residual 
drift limit corresponding to a compromise in the functionality of the 
bridge, thereby warranting its replacement has been chosen as 1% 
following the recommendations in the literature [53–54]. Fig. 15 shows 
that columns C1 and C2 were able to maintain a residual drift of ≤ 1% in 

Fig. 14. Fe-SMA bar strains vs lateral drift of the columns: a) C1; b) C3.  

Fig. 15. Residual drifts and self-centering of columns: a) comparison of residual drift of Fe-SMA prestressed columns with conventional non-prestressed RC columns; 
b) effect of steel to Fe-SMA reinforcement ratio on the residual drift. 
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the push and pull loading directions until a target drift of 4%. This is 
because these columns retained some part of the initial prestress until 
4% drift, as discussed previously. Fe-SMA bars are expected to behave 
similarly to ED bars after the complete loss of the initial recovery stress 
by contributing to the energy dissipation capacity of the columns and 
increasing the residual drifts. Therefore, the residual drift of column C1 
increased by 60% from 1% to 1.6% as the amplitude of the target drift 
increased from 4% to 5%. Column C3 also exhibited smaller residual 
drifts in general, however, its residual drift behavior was quite asym-
metric in the push–pull directions. The residual drift of C3 was about 
2.5% in the push direction as opposed to a residual drift of about 1.3% in 
the pull direction at a target drift of 5%. This asymmetry in the residual 
drifts can be attributed to larger compressive strains and corresponding 
residual strains experienced by the Fe-SMA bar on the push face of the 
column. The Fe-SMA bar strain vs lateral drift plot of column C3 shown 
in Fig. 14 (b) illustrates that the maximum strains developed in the pull 
and push direction bars were − 0.9% and +0.8% when the column was 
pulled to +5% drift, whereas the maximum bar strains were +0.8% and 
− 1.1% when the column was pushed in the opposite direction. Addi-
tionally, on unloading from − 5% drift to the origin, the residual strain in 
the push-side bar was about − 0.4% which is almost double the residual 
strain in the bar on unloading from +5% drift. The higher residual 
strains led to larger residual lateral forces and corresponding residual 
drifts in the push-loading direction. 

Column C4 showed residual drifts of ≤ 1% up to the target drifts of 
3%. Thereafter, the residual drifts increased, reaching an amplitude of 
about 2.8% at a target drift of 5%. The relatively higher residual drifts in 
C4 compared to the other three columns are owing to the higher amount 
of ED bars in this column. All four columns considered in this study 
showed significantly better self-centering behavior than the conven-
tional RC columns. Fig. 15 shows that the residual drifts of columns C1 
and C2 were about 60% smaller than the conventional columns at 5% 
target drift. Similarly, the residual drifts of columns C3 and C4 were on 
average smaller than the conventional columns by 50% and 30%, 
respectively. 

The experimental results show that the ratio of the amount of steel to 
prestressed Fe-SMA reinforcement (ρl,steel

ρl,sma
) affects the self-centering per-

formance most significantly. The effect of ρl,steel
ρl,sma 

ratio on the residual drift 

of the columns at target drifts of 3%, 4%, and 5% is shown in Fig. 15 (b). 
The comparison is shown for columns C1 and C4 which had a similar 
amount of Fe-SMA but different steel reinforcement. The results show 
that, with all other parameters kept constant, increasing the ρl,steel

ρl,sma 
ratio 

from 0.15 to 0.45 approximately doubles the residual drift of the column 
at target drifts of 3%, 4%, and 5%. 

3.6. Base joint opening 

The DIC measurements were used to determine the extent of the 
opening at the footing-column base joint at different drift levels. Fig. 16 
shows the results of the base joint opening for columns C1, C3, and C4. 
The base joint opening data was not available for column C2 due to 
accidental loading. The DIC measurements for column C4 were also 
available for up to 2% drift only, so its base joint opening was calculated 
up to 2% drift. 

The opening at the footing-column joint initiated at a drift of 0.4% 
for all columns owing to the slippage of smooth Fe-SMA bars at the 
interface as a result of bond strength deterioration. The results indicate a 
similar base-joint opening trend for columns C1 and C3. This is probably 
because of the same amount of ED bars in both columns which provided 
restraint against the opening, though the amount of Fe-SMA bars was 
different. The base joint opening of column C4 was significantly smaller 
than that of columns C1, and C3, mainly because of an increased re-
straint due to the provision of 3 times more ED bars. Consequently, at 
2% drift, the base joint opening of column C4 is approximately 50% of 

the corresponding base joint opening of columns C1 and C3. 
The maximum opening of the base joint in columns C1 and C3 was 

found to be in the range of 12–13 mm at 5% drift. This large opening at 
the base joint shows that the strain penetration of the smooth Fe-SMA 
bars resulted in the fixed-end rotation of the column, particularly due 
to the 50 mm long smooth section of the Fe-SMA bar anchored into the 
footing. As a result, the total deformation of the columns consisted of a 
significant portion of displacement due to the fixed-end rotation in 
addition to flexural and shear deformations, particularly at large drifts. 
It is worth noting that, for a given load level, such columns experience a 
greater total displacement and therefore exhibit a lower stiffness than 
conventional columns with flexure-dominated behavior. It is important 
to include this fixed-end rotation in the numerical and analytical 
modelling of the hysteretic behavior of the tested columns. Ignoring the 
fixed-end rotation will result in an underestimation of the column 
deflection at a given load and an overestimation of the lateral stiffness. 

3.7. Energy dissipation 

The energy dissipation capacity of all columns was determined by 
calculating the area enclosed by the force–displacement hysteresis in 
each loading cycle. The total hysteretic energy dissipation of the col-
umns is shown in Fig. 17 (a). The results indicate that the highest energy 
dissipation was for column C4 which had the largest amount of ED bars. 
Column C1 showed an intermediate energy dissipation capacity that was 
about 32% less than C4. Columns C2 and C3 demonstrated the lowest 
energy dissipation capacity which was about 50–60% less than C4. The 
low energy dissipation capacity of column C2 despite a similar design to 
C1 is because C2 was subjected to only 1 cycle of drifts after the acci-
dental loading. As a result, the total displacement excursion of column 
C2 during the experiment was about 33% less than the excursion of 
column C1. Accordingly, the energy dissipation capacity of C2 was 
about 39% less than C1. The comparison of the total energy dissipation 
and residual drifts of columns C1 and C3 shows that C1 outperformed C3 
in terms of exhibiting smaller residual drifts, as well as greater energy 
dissipation. Note that for optimal seismic performance, it is important to 
maintain a balance between the energy dissipation capacity and residual 
drifts, as they are inversely related. While smaller residual drifts are 
essential to ensure the post-earthquake functionality of bridges, it is also 
important to have adequate energy dissipation capacity. This is because 
lower energy dissipation during seismic actions can increase the seismic 

Fig. 16. Base joint opening at the footing-column interface.  
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displacement demand on the columns. Such columns may experience 
larger displacements to dissipate the seismic energy demand imposed by 
the earthquakes. 

The evolution of the energy dissipation of the columns with each 
load cycle is shown in Fig. 17 (b). It can be seen that all columns 
dissipated similar energy up to 1% drift. The energy dissipation capacity 
of the columns started to evolve differently after 1% drift, with column 
C4 showing the greatest increase in energy dissipation with each load 
cycle owing to the largest amount of ED bars and total longitudinal 
reinforcement ratio. Columns C1 and C2 showed similar evolution of 
energy dissipation capacity with each load cycle. Column C3 showed the 
smallest increase in energy dissipation capacity with each load cycle 
owing to the smallest amount of longitudinal reinforcement. A com-
parison of the energy dissipation at 5% drift shows that the energy 
dissipation capacity of column C4 was approximately 35% higher than 
C1 and 55% higher than C3. This trend in the energy dissipated in the 
5% drift load cycle correlates well with the difference in the total energy 
dissipation of these columns. 

3.8. Stiffness degradation 

The stiffness of the columns was determined using Eq. (1) by aver-
aging the forces and displacements in each loading cycle. The measured 
stiffness was normalized with the theoretical gross stiffness (kg) of the 
column given by Eq. (2). The moduli of elasticity of both concrete and 
shotcrete were taken into account to determine the theoretical gross 
stiffness of the columns. The average modulus of elasticity (Eavg) was 
estimated considering the relative contributions of the core concrete and 
outer shotcrete layer. For reference, the modulus of elasticity of shot-
crete was about 20 GPa [46], and that of the core concrete was in the 
range of 32.5 GPa to 36 GPa depending on the concrete compressive 
strength. The shear span length (L) of the column was 1400 mm. 

ki =
|+Fi| + |− Fi|

|+Δi| + | − Δi|
(1)  

kg =
3EavgIg

L3 (2) 

The progression of the stiffness degradation of the columns with 
increasing drifts is shown in Fig. 18. The highest initial stiffness was 
exhibited by column C4 owing to the largest amount of longitudinal 

reinforcement, whereas C3 showed the lowest initial stiffness due to 
lower initial prestressing and the amount of longitudinal reinforcement. 
It can be observed in the figure that the initial stiffness of the columns 
degraded at a higher rate up to 1% drift after which the rate of degra-
dation reduced. Furthermore, it can be seen that the columns lost more 
than 50% of the initial stiffness up to a drift of 1%. Note that a sharp 
decrease in the initial stiffness of column C2 can be observed between 
1% and 2% drift. This is mainly because after 1% drift column C2 was 
subjected to accidental load cycles of up to 4% drift. As a result, the 
column showed a sharp decrease in stiffness when subjected to the 
planned drift cycle of 2% after the accidental loading. 

The comparison of the normalized stiffness of the tested columns 
with the conventional column from Raza et al. [51] in Fig. 18 shows that 
all the Fe-SMA prestressed columns exhibited a lower stiffness than the 
conventional column, despite a similar total axial load ratio. This is 
mainly due to the joint opening behavior in the Fe-SMA prestressed 

Fig. 17. Energy dissipation behavior of columns; a) total energy dissipation; b) evolution of energy dissipation with increasing drifts.  

Fig. 18. Stiffness degradation of the columns with increasing lateral drifts.  
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columns, which increases the total column displacement due to the 
rocking component of the deformation, and thus reduces the column 
stiffness. 

The effective stiffness of the columns was calculated from the 
force–displacement hysteresis based on the gradient of a line from the 
origin to the point where the column yields. The yield load of the column 
was determined from the force–displacement hysteresis using the 
reduced stiffness equivalent elastoplastic yield method [55]. In this 
method, the yield point is calculated based on the intersection of a line 
that passes from 0.75 Fmax and the horizontal line drawn from Fmax. 
Table 5 presents the effective moment of inertia of the columns as a 
function of the gross moment of inertia. The effective moment of inertia 
was the highest for column C2 because a larger part of its cross-section 
was prestressed owing to the application of prestressing after the first 
layer of shotcrete as discussed previously. On the other hand, column C3 
had the lowest effective moment of inertia owing to lower initial 
prestress. 

The results in Table 5 show that the effective moment of inertia of Fe- 
SMA prestressed columns C1, C2, and C4 is lower than the conventional 
column, despite a similar axial load ratio. This is also mainly due to the 
increased flexibility of these columns due to the fixed-end rotation and 
rocking behavior. 

3.9. Axial displacement-lateral drift behavior 

The axial displacement of the column centerline was calculated by 
averaging the measurements of four SPOTs attached at the four corners 
of the loading block. The axial displacement of the columns with 
increasing lateral drifts is shown in Fig. 19. The columns experienced 
maximum axial elongation at maximum/minimum drifts and maximum 
shortening at the origin. The maximum elongation of the columns was 
found to be in the range of 3–4 mm at 5% drift and the maximum 
shortening was recorded as 0.4 mm at the origin. Column C2 showed a 
relatively higher elongation at the origin during accidental loading cy-
cles as evident from Fig. 19 (b) mainly because its axial load was also 
fluctuating during the accidental load cycles. 

It is interesting to note that no sharp increase in the shortening of the 
columns was observed up to drift levels of 5%. This implies that the 
columns were far from the limit state of collapse at the end of the 
experiment as typically the axial shortening of the columns drastically 
increases, as the column approaches the limit state of collapse. 

4. Self-centering mechanism of columns reinforced with 
prestressed Fe-SMA bars 

The self-centering ability of an RC column depends on the ratio of the 
self-centering moment to the resisting moment during the unloading of 
the column [5,56]. The self-centering moment results from the gravity 
load and prestressing forces acting on the column. The resisting 
moment, on the other hand, is created by the ED bars, which cause the 
column to lose its ability to re-center. A column can re-center effectively 
to its origin when the self-centering moment is greater than the resisting 
moment (i.e. self-centering index > 1), as shown in Eq. (3). In Fe-SMA 
prestressed columns, the self-centering moment is the sum of the 
moment produced by the gravity load, and Fe-SMA bars until the com-
plete loss of recovery stress in Fe-SMA bars. For small drift levels, the 

self-centering moment can be expressed using Eq. (4) by taking the 
moment at the centroid of the concrete compression block (refer to 
Fig. 20). The resisting moment at small drift levels is only provided by 
ED bars and can be expressed by Eq. (5). 

self − centering index =
Msc

Mresisting
(3) 

Governing equations for moments before the loss of initial recovery 
stress: 

Msc = PG

(
D
2
− dFC

)

+
∑n

i=1
FSMA,i(dSMA,i − dFC) (4)  

Mresisting =
∑n

i=1
FED,i(dED,i − dFC) (5) 

At large drift levels, the initial recovery stress of the Fe-SMA bars is 
completely lost, and the self-centering moment is provided by gravity 
loading alone, as expressed in Eq. (6). The Fe-SMA bars begin to 
contribute to the resisting moment after losing the initial prestress. 
Therefore, the resisting moment after the loss of the initial recovery 
stress is the sum of the moments due to the ED bars and the Fe-SMA bars, 
as expressed in Eq. (7). 

Governing equations for moments after the loss of initial recovery 
stress: 

Msc = PG

(
D
2
− dFC

)

(6)  

Mresisting =
∑n

i=1
FED,i

(
dED,i − dFC

)
+

∑n

i=1
FSMA,i(dSMA,i − dFC) (7) 

The self-centering and resisting moments were calculated for col-
umns C1, C3, and C4 for target drift levels of 1% and 5%. To determine 
the self-centering index, the moments were calculated when the column 
was unloaded back to the origin from drifts of 1% and 5%. The initial 
recovery stress of Fe-SMA bars was assumed to be largely intact on 
unloading from 1% drift due to small strains in the bars and was 
considered to be completely lost at the 5% drift level owing to high 
strains in the bars. Accordingly, Eqs. (4) and (5) were used to determine 
the self-centering and resisting moments on unloading from 1% drift and 
Eqs. (6) and (7) were used to determine the corresponding moments on 
unloading from 5% drift. For the calculation of the moments, the Fe- 
SMA and steel bar forces were estimated based on the measurements 
of strains from the strain gauges. The equilibrium of moments about the 
centroid of the concrete compression block was used to determine the 
distance from the outermost fiber to the centroid of the concrete 
compression block (dFC), at 1% and 5% drift levels as expressed in Eq. 
(8). Fig. 20 shows the definition of various parameters required for the 
calculations. 

Msc+Mresisting = Mext (8) 

The comparison of the self-centering ratio of columns C1, C3, and C4 
on unloading from +1% and +5% drift is shown in Fig. 21. Note that the 
self-centering index was not calculated for drifts of 2%, 3%, and 4% 
because of the lack of information about the amount of remaining re-
covery stress in the bars at these drift levels. The results show that col-
umns C1 and C3 have a quite high self-centering index of 97 and 57, 
respectively, on unloading from +1% drift. This is mainly because these 
columns were reinforced with only two ED bars that were located at the 
mid-section depth, thereby resulting in a small resisting moment while 
the self-centering moment was quite high owing to the initial prestress 
and gravity load. On the other hand, column C4 has a self-centering 
index of 22 because of relatively larger resisting moments due to 6 ED 
bars. Nonetheless, all three columns showed effective self-centering at 
+1% drift because the self-centering moment was quite higher than the 
resisting moment. In contrast, the self-centering moment of the columns 

Table 5 
Effective moment of inertia of the columns.  

Specimen Effective Moment of Inertia Ieff 

C1 0.28 Ig 

C2 0.30 Ig 

C3 0.25 Ig 

C4 0.28 Ig 

Conventional [51] 0.36 Ig  
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was quite less than the resisting moment on unloading from +5% drift, 
thereby resulting in a low self-centering index (i.e. <1). This is because, 
at 5% drift, Fe-SMA bars completely lost their initial recovery stress and 
began contributing to the resisting moment. Accordingly, the self- 
centering index of columns C1, C3, and C4 on unloading from +5% 
drift were determined to be 0.13, 0.18, and 0.07, respectively. The re-
sidual drifts of the columns on unloading from +5% drift correlate well 
with the calculated self-centering index i.e. C3 < C1 < C4. 

The results of this study indicate that the self-centering mechanism of 
the prestressed Fe-SMA bars differs from that of unbonded conventional 
tendons. Unlike conventional tendons that remain elastic and contribute 
minimally to energy dissipation, Fe-SMA bars lose their initial recovery 
stress at high drifts and begin to contribute to the energy dissipation of 
the column. From a design perspective, this suggests that a smaller 
amount of ED bars can be provided to meet the energy dissipation re-
quirements of Fe-SMA prestressed columns compared to the columns 

prestressed with conventional tendons. However, this also means that 
the reduction of residual drifts with Fe-SMA prestressing may be less 
than conventional prestressing. This aspect could be addressed in the 
future by developing Fe-SMA bars with higher yield strength and initial 
recovery stress using different thermo-mechanical treatments [57–58]. 
Nonetheless, the results of this study show the feasibility of the proposed 
technique in reducing residual drifts. For a more comprehensive eval-
uation, it is recommended that the seismic performance of the Fe-SMA 
prestressed columns should be assessed under multidirectional lateral 
loading protocols, as they can significantly impact the drift capacity of 
the columns [59–60]. 

5. Conclusions 

This study aimed at developing a robust self-centering technique 
using prestressed Fe-SMA bars to reduce the residual deformations in the 

Fig. 19. Axial displacement-lateral drift behavior of the columns: a) C1; b) C2; c) C3; d) C4.  
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existing concrete bridge columns under seismic loading. The efficacy of 
the proposed technique was studied by experiments on four large-scale 
specimens. The variable parameters of the study were the ratio of the 
amount of steel to SMA, the total amount of longitudinal reinforcement, 
and the initial prestress applied. The following conclusions can be drawn 
based on the results of this study: 

1. The proposed technique successfully added self-centering capabil-
ities to the columns and significantly reduced the residual drifts. The 
residual drifts of the columns were found to be 50–75% and 30–60% 
smaller than the conventional columns at target drifts of 3% and 5%, 
respectively. Furthermore, all the columns were able to sustain 5% 
drift without collapsing.  

2. The proposed technique resulted in a controlled rocking mode of the 
column with a joint opening at the column-footing interface. The 
damage zone was more concentrated at the column-footing joint, 
resulting in less extensive damage compared to conventional 
columns.  

3. The ratio of the amount of steel to prestressed Fe-SMA reinforcement 
(ρsteel

ρsma
) significantly affected the residual drift of the columns. The 

columns with ρsteel
ρsma 

= 0.15 and 0.3 were able to maintain an average 
residual drift of ≤ 1% up to a target drift of 4%. With all other 

parameters kept constant, a threefold increase in ρsteel
ρsma 

from 0.15 to 
0.45 approximately doubled the residual drift of the column for 
target drifts ≥ 3%.  

4. The column with ρsteel
ρsma 

= 0.45 exhibited 32% higher energy dissipation 

compared to the column with ρsteel
ρsma 

= 0.15. However, its residual drift 
at a target drift of 5% was also about 75% higher in comparison. 
Thus, among the alternatives considered in this study, the design 
with ρsteel

ρsma 
= 0.15 resulted in an adequate balance between energy 

dissipation and low residual drifts and is, therefore, the recom-
mended design.  

5. Fe-SMA prestressed columns exhibit a different self-centering and 
energy dissipation mechanism than conventional prestressed col-
umns. In conventional columns, unbonded tendons remain elastic 
until column failure and contribute minimally to energy dissipation. 
In contrast, in this study, the outermost Fe-SMA bars in the column 
yielded and lost prestress at 2% drift and began to contribute to the 
energy dissipation thereafter. For drifts ≥ 2%, self-centering was 
achieved through the bars near the neutral axis, which partially 
retained prestress up to 5% drift. Thus, prestressed Fe-SMA bars can 
provide both self-centering and energy dissipation to the column, 
whereas conventional tendons only provide self-centering and 
require additional measures for energy dissipation. 

The results of this study show that prestressed Fe-SMA bars can be a 
promising alternative to conventional post-tensioning techniques for 
adding a self-centering behavior into vertical structural members. 
Future studies may consider the application of prestressed Fe-SMA bars 
in the design of new structures, including precast segmental columns 
and walls with self-centering characteristics. 
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