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Abstract—Interaction surfaces are obtained for structural elements subject to combining axial, shear force, and
bending moment. The structural material is rigid-perfectly-plastic, obeying Tresca or von Mises yield criterion. A
two hinged circular arch is chosen to demonstrate the application of the preceding theory. The effect of the
inclusion of shear force is the lowering of the collapse load. Limits, in which the influence of the shear force on the
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yielding of arches is considerable, are indicated.
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NOTATION

cross-sectional area

width of flange

mean thickness of flange

resultant reaction force of arch
horizontal and vertical reactions of arch
depth of cross-section

resultant moment

non-dimensional resultant moment
maximum plastic moment
non-dimensional resultant moment in arch obtained through division by M,
resultant axial force

non-dimensional resultant axial force
maximum plastic axial force
non-dimensional resultant axial force in arch obtained through division by N,
force applied in the center of arch
Euler’s multipliers

radius of circular arch

depth to diameter ratio

horizontal velocity at hinge A

resultant shear force

non-dimensional shear force
non-dimensional resultant shear force obtained through division by ¥,
vertical velocity at hinge A

maximum plastic shear force

external energy rate

internal energy rate

web thickness

rectangular cartesian coordinate system
a coefficient in yield criterion
shearing-rate in general
non-dimensional shearing-rate
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shearing-rate in yz plane
shortening-rate in arch
rate of rotation due to shear in arch
non-dimensional geometric coefficient
normal strain-rate
rate of rotation due to pure bending in hinge A
total rotation rate in arch
rate of curvature
shortening-rate in general
non-dimensional shortening rate in arch
arbitrary positive scalar
non-dimensional geometric coefficient
rate of rotation in arch
non-dimensional lower bound to limit load
non-dimensional upper bound to limit load
non-dimensional limit load without shear infiuence
normal stress
oy tensile yield stress of material
shear stress
b0 semi-angle of circular arch

coordinate of arch
X angle between the resuitant reaction force and the tangent to the arch at its support, also, angle of position

of hinge B from support
W rate of rotation due to pure bending in hinge B
) non-dimensional geometric coefficient

>R > o«agbgz
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1. INTRODUCTION

IN THE limit analysis, the effect of shear force in the yielding of structures has been generally
neglected. Although this assumption may be justified for ““thin walled” structures, its
extension to ‘‘thicker” ones will induce inaccuracy of an unknown magnitude. The diffi-
culties which one may encounter by including the shear force in yielding of beams has been
pointed out by Drucker [1]. He showed that for a given cross-section, a unique interaction
curve between the shear force and bending moment does not exist. The geometry and
loading of the entire beam enter into the analysis, thus the interaction curve is not just a local
matter. Drucker arrived at this conclusion by considering plane-stress fields within the
beam, and by employing the upper and lower bound theorems of limit analysis. Using
Prager’s [2] generalized stress concept, Hodge [3] has derived unique interaction curves for
plastic beams subject to combined shear and bending.

In the first part of this paper, interaction surfaces are obtained for structural elements
subject to combined shear, normal force, and bending moment. The statically admissible
stress field approach, and that of kinematically admissible strain-rate fields, both yield
the same interaction surface. The interaction surface obtained herein is, therefore, an
exact one. A number of interaction diagrams of previous works are then derived as par-
ticular projections of this surface.

A two hinged circular arch is considered in order to apply the present theory. Here too,
an exact solution is obtained and the variation of the collapse load with the geometric
parameters is discussed. Finally, the collapse load of the arch is calculated without con-
sidering the contribution of the shear force on yielding. The predictions of the present
theory are compared in the last section of the paper. As expected, the inclusion of the shear
force results in lowering the collapse load. The results presented here are believed to be of
practical interest in the design of structures where the shear effect is not negligible.
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2. INTERACTION SURFACE

2.1 Statically admissible stress field approach

For a bending moment M, an axial force N and a shear force V, acting on the plane
yz, an appropriate distribution of the stress components ¢, and 1, , will suffice description,
Fig. 1. These stress components, for a perfectly plastic material, must also satisfy a yield
criterion,

oZ+o*tl, < 6 (1)

FiG. 1. A structural element subject to bending moment, axial force and shear force.

where o is the tensile yield stress and « is a coefficient which depends on the chosen yield
criterion. For the Tresca yield criterion o« = 2, whereas for that of von Mises o = V/ 3.

In a fully plastic section A, the resultant moment, shear and axial force will then be
given by:

M =J o,ydA4
A

V=f £y, dd =1f (62— o)t dA @)
A XJa

N =f o, dA.
A
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The problem of finding the interaction surface may be stated as: given values of M
and N, find a function o,, so as to maximize V. Assuming that ¢, is not a function of z,
the problem thus posed becomes a simple problem in variational calculus. Since the
integrands in equations (2) contain only ¢, and none of its derivatives, the Euler equation
will therefore become finite instead of differential. Furthermore, because of symmetry, one
needs only to consider the first trihedral of the M, N,V-space. With the Euler multipliers
denoted by p and ¢, the Euler equation becomes:

011 . P2 8
—(65—02)} | +pr—l6)+q5—(0.y) =0 (3)
do | o 0o do
from which,
0, = aoo(p+qy)[1+o(p+qy)*] % @)

The resultant stresses are then obtained from substituting equation (4) into (2):

M = g [ (pan[t+odp+an?) iy da
A

N = ocaof (p+ay1+o*(p+qy)?) *d4A (5)
A

V= %f [1+02(p+qy)*]"t dA.
A

2.2 Kinematically admissible strain-rate approach
If the deformation is assumed to be a combination of pure bending, uniform shear and
compression (or tension), then one has:

& = Ky+A
(6)
Yo =1

where K, A and I' are constant for a given plastic section. Substitution of (6) in the expres-
sion for the rate of dissipation of energy for a section, will then show that K, A and T are
the appropriate strain-rates to be associated with the generalized stresses M, N and V,
respectively. Proceeding in a manner similar to that of Ref. [3], one will arrive at a set of
equations identical to those of (5). Therefore, the interaction surface represented by the
integrals (5) in terms of variables p and ¢ is an exact one, of course, within the assumptions
inherent in the limit analysis. 1t may be noted that by setting « = 2and N = 0 in equations
(5), one recovers the integral equations for the bending moment and shear force obtained
by Hodge [3]. It should be noted that the equivalency of static and kinematic approaches
is achieved by using Drucker’s postulate of a “‘stable material™ [4]. This assumption implies
convexity of the interaction surface. Recently Heyman [5] has pointed out that for a can-
tilever, interaction diagram between M and V is not a proper yield surface and thus the
convexity does not hold. The arguments advanced in {5] however, do not seem applicable
for the example treated hereinafter.
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2.3 Parametric equations of the interaction surface

Calculations will be first performed for an I-section as shown in Fig. 2. The maximum
plastic moment, axial and shear force that a given section may support are:

MO = zaobhsz
N¢ = 46,bhC 0

4
VO = ;O’oth

where,
CM = (2-0)0+(1-0w

C=46+(1-9%w

with 0 = d/h and w = w/b, representing dimensionless geometric parameters. Note that
specific variation of the non-dimensional parameters § and w, will generate the following
sections:

rectangle, whenw =1, 6 =0,

ideal I-section (sandwich), when w = 0, 6 = §,

I-section, when w = w,, 6 = .

2 b

2w

FIG. 2. An I-cross-section.
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A third non-dimensional parameter, say v = w/d = wh/bd, will then complete the descrip-
tion of the geometry of the sections.
In order to simplify the results of the integrals (5), let:

r = ap.
5 = agh ®
and
S§=r+s
SD =r+s(l1-9)
DS =r—s
DD = r—s(1-9).

It may be easily verified that for the I-section of Fig. 2, and the parameters defined by
relations (7) and (8), the evaluated integrals (5) have the following form:

M l—w

m(r, S) = ﬁo = WEDD(I +SD2)% + sinh ? (SD)—SD(I +DD2)% —sinh ™! (DD)]
+ 337 [SUL+ DS} sinh 1 (DS)— DS(1+ 55! ~sinh ! (S9)]
9)
(r.s) = N 1~w[sinh‘1 (DD)~—sinh ! (SD)]+~—1—[sinh‘1 (SS)—sinh ™! (DS)]
=N, T e 25C

V_1-w B (1 —SD)H 4+ 2y5 2y4
olr, s} = AT [(1+DD%*=—(1-SD? ]+ZSC[(1 +88%)F—~(1+DS*y).

Part of the interaction surface constructed from (9) for a rectangular section and Tresca
material is shown in Fig. 3. The remaining parts may be obtained by considering symmetry
with respect to the three planes. The interaction curves for various profiles, obtained by
the intersection of the plane V = 0, are shown in Fig. 4. For a rectangular cross-section, this
interaction curve was first investigated by Onat and Prager [6], and for other sections, one
recovers the classical results [7]. Figure 5 indicates the interaction diagram obtained
through the intersection with the plane N = 0. The results of this particular case correspond
to the problem treated by Hodge [3]. There is a very small difference between curves pre-
sented here and those of Ref. [3]. This is due to neglect of higher than the first-order terms
in w and d, in Hodge’s work. The interaction curve resulting from the intersection with the
plane M = 0 is given by equation

n 4+’ =1 (10)

and is independent of the shape of the section. Note that most of the rolled wide-flange
sections fall within the limits shown in Figs. 4, 5, and the extreme curves for rectangular
and sandwich sections may be regarded as upper and lower limits, respectively.

t Neglecting M in equations (2) and proceeding with the variational problem: given N, what is the function
g, which maximizes V'? one will find the equation of a circle, independent of the cross-section.
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Fi1G. 4. Intersection profile with plane V' = 0.
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rectangle
—-— 30WF108
_____ 18 WF 64
L —— 14 WF 87
—_—_—_ sandwich

F1G. 5. Intersection profile with plane N = 0.

Various projections of the interaction surface with the plane v = const. are shown in
Fig. 6. It may be noted that aslong as V < 0-21, the effect of shear force on the interaction
diagram M-N, is negligible. When V > 0-6V/,, the effect of the shear force becomes quite
pronounced. The latter case, for example, may arise when the web of an I-section is fully
yielding in shear.

3. APPLICATION

A simply supported circular arch is chosen to illustrate the application of the interaction
surface derived in the previous sections.

Let the arch with radius R, subtending an angle 2¢,, be of rectangular section (Fig. 7).
A concentrated force of 2P is applied at its center. Due to symmetry, the vertical reaction at
each support is F, = P, and the horizontal reaction Fj is the only unknown redundant.
However, for the sake of convenience, the angle y between the resultant reaction force F,
and the tangent to the arch at its support, will be taken as the unknown redundant. The
following nondimensional parameters will be adopted in the analysis to follow:

PR _CM h

=", CA=—_- 11
M, C R ()

P

where h is the half thickness of the arch. In this manner p becomes a dimensionless load
parameter and CA a dimensionless geometric parameter. In the case of a rectangular
section, CA becomes the thickness to diameter ratio.
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F1G. 6. Intersection profiles with planes V = const.

FI1G. 7. A simply supported circular arch subject to concentrated load at its center, with appropriate
notations.
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Equilibrium of a free body section (Fig. 7) of the arch yields:

cos x —cos(¢p— o + 1)

Mo sin(go—7)
1 COS(¢_¢0+X)

"= T e "
_ @ sin(¢ — o+ 1)

Yo = A o)

Note that the coordinate angle ¢ is measured from the center of the arch. The collapse
mechanism is shown by the dashed line in Fig. 7. Plastic hinges form at points subtended
by angles ¢ = 0 and ¢ = ¢, — x. Note that hinges B and C may be chosen such that they
correspond to the position of the maximum bending moment, thus v(B) = v(C) = 0.

3.1 Lower bound analysis

At hinge B, the relation between bending moment and axial force is given by (see Fig. 4
or Ref. [6]):

~mp = 1—nj. (13)

Substituting the appropriate values from (12) in the above relationship yields,

p™ = oz sinigo— 0 {105 1+ CAZ}! —(1 —cos 1)}, (14
The variable y has to be determined so that a lower bound on the collapse load can be
calculated. This is achieved by observing that the stress vector at point A is also on the
yield surface. The stress values at this point are obtained by substituting ¢ = 0 in equations
(12). The requirement that the stress point be on the yield surface is obtained through
equating equations (9) and (12) for point 4. The result is a system of three non-linear
equations:

m, = m(r, s)
ng = nlr,s) (15)
v, = vr,s)

which has to be resolved. Note that the left-hand side of (15) is a function of y only. The y
obtained from (15) is then substituted in equation (14) to obtain a lower bound p~, to thé
collapse load.

3.2 Upper bound analysis

The collapse mechanism of Fig. 7 requires formation of three hinges. In each of these
hinges, there will generally be three deformation modes, namely, rotation due to bending
moment, shortening due to axial force and shear deformation due to shear force. Figure §
shows these deformation patterns for the central hinge A.

Let n; ¥, denote the angles of rotation due to pure bending and A,; Ag, shortening
caused by the axial force at hinge 4 and B, respectively. Then the deformed arch at the
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J Undeformed

Effect of N

Effect of M

Effect of V

FiG. 8. The successive deformations of a hinge when subjected to various forces.

inception of the plastic collapse will be similar to that shown in Fig. 9. Note that shear
deformation at hinge 4 implies a small rotation Ay at 4 and B, in turn causing a small
rotation ¢ at the support. It should also be noted that at hinge B a shear deformation does
not exist, since at this location vz was set equal to zero.

It could be easily verified that the horizontal and vertical motions of the central hinge
are given by

u= —(—n+E)(1—cosdo)R+ ) +An+E)[1—cos(¢pg— )R

+Agcos(@o—y)+30, =0 (16a)
V== —n+ORsin o+ () +An+ R sin(¢o — x)
—Agsin(go— ) +3T 4. (16b)
A
\f}-rAr]"’e P 1 _r_] _____
X
Rd

F1G. 9. Failure mechanism of the arch.
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However, since the velocities at hinges are not independent, one must seek the proper
relationship among them. Now, let the total rotation rates be denoted:
Yy+An+¢&= —0g and n+An=20,72. (17)
Consequently:
Yy—n+i= —05—0,/2. (18)

The sign of any strain-rate component may be verified with reference to the location of the
stress point on the yield surface, i.e. equations (12) and Fig. 10.
Similarly, for the shortening rates, one has

M
Ay= roiA

No

M (19)
AB = ’N‘;OAB

where 4, and A; are non-dimensional shortening rates, both having negative signs.
Finally, the shearing rates are:

M

r,= 'V—OO?A
(20)

=0

F1G. 10. The yield interaction in the absence of shear force.
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where y, is the non-dimensional shearing rate at the central hinge. Because of the symmetry,
the horizontal velocity, equation (16a), at the hinge A is equal to zero, from which one gets:

M, g
cos géo—(1+ 9 cos(¢po —
0, _ NORQ 21
203 0 A’B '
1—-cos¢0+N0R a,

Substitution of relation (21} in the expression of the vertical motion of the central hinge,
equation (16b}, results in:

(sm do+—r Mo YA) (22)

g 0,
)sm(d) — )+ ViR 6,

26
The rate of the external work done by the applied load 2P, may then be expressed as:
W_=2Pv

ext

M,
= sin ¢g— (1+

v
RO, NgR 0

o 4B 04 | M_Q_ 74
N.R 93) sin(¢o— )+ 20, (sm oo+ ViR 0, (23)

= ZPRGB[SIX‘I d)() - (1

The rate of the internal work is given by:

Woae = Mo[(m 0,4+ 0,74+ 144 ,)+ 2mplp+ngdy)]

A A
= 2M003[ (m,,+u,,7“‘+n,, “)+(m3+n8—")]. (24)
0, 0, 0p
Since no energy can be stored in the rigid-plastic arch, the rate of energy dissipation must
be equal to the rate of work done by the external load, i.e.
W/;nt = w;xt
from which:

) y A A
p+ B %‘i(mA+l7Abi+nA8_:)+(mB+nag—z)
, M, AR M, m)

sin ¢ — (1+N0R 5 ) sin(¢p, — x)—l—z—{};(sm ¢°+70§ é:

(25)

where p* = PR/M,.
Expressions (14) and (25) give lower and upper bound on the collapse load of the arch.

3.3 Numerical results

Equations {15) were programmed on a digital computer, and the variable y, found
from the solution of these equations, was substituted in (12) and (14). Thus, the stress values
m,,mg,n,, ng. v and the lower bound to the collapse load p~ were calculated. For the
upper bound analysis, the strain-rate ratios 1,/6,, y,/0, and 45/05 have to be computed.
For the hinge B, consideration of the normality to the yield surface (13) {Fig. 10) vields

—= = —2ng. (26)
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For the central hinge, let the total strain-rate vector be denoted by 8 4. The direction cosines
may then be specified as 6,/0,. y,/04 and 4,/ ,, respectively (Fig. 3). The parametric
equations of the interaction surface are given by relations (9), therefore, the direction
cosines will have the values:

Oa _Ki v _ Koo Aa_ Ky (27)
5,4 K 6A K 5A K

where
K, = vny—uvgn, K, = muy;—mw,

Ky = nm;—nym, K = (K} +K3}+K3):

and a prime over the dimensionless generalized stresses m, n and v denotes partial dif-
ferentiation with respect to the variable shown as a subscript, i.e.

. on(r. s) o au(r, s)
G PR

The strain-rate ratios evaluated from (27), are then substituted in equation (25) which
yields an upper bound to the collapse load.

The upper and lower bounds computed for a wide range of parameters involved, give
identical values. The solution presented here, is therefore, an exact one, although equations
(12) and (25) cannot be analytically deduced identical. This is due to the transcendental and
parametric nature of the equations involved. However, as will be shown in the next section,
for a particular case of the problem treated here, an analytical deduction becomes possible.

Figure 11 shows the collapse load as a function of angle ¢, for various values of thick-
ness to diameter ratio, t = h/R. It is evident that the limit load is very sensitive to . On the
other hand, if one plots the collapse load against t for various values of ¢, one will note
that the effect of ¢ is pronounced only at small angles and/or small values of t.

, etc. (28)

3.4 Special case—no shear effect

The collapse load of a two-hinged circular arch of uniform rectangular cross-section,
carrying a single vertical load at the center of its span, was first obtained by Onat and
Prager [6]. However, the analysis was based on the piece-wise linearized curve of Fig. 10,
in addition to neglecting the effect of shear force in yielding of the arch. Hodge [8] later
extended the analysis to cover other ranges of geometric parameters. Here, the same problem
will be treated as a special case of the solution given earlier. However, the exact (non-linear)
interaction curve will be considered. In this sense, even the results presented here as a
special case are an improvement over the works of Refs. [6, 8].

In the lower bound approach, it is only sufficient to determine angle y and replace it
in the relation (14). The stress point at the central hinge A, when shear effect on yielding is
omitted, will be on the curve shown on Fig. 10:

my = 1—nj. (29)
From relations (13) and (29) one then gets the identity:

ca? .
4 p sin(¢o — x). (30)

cos y —cos(pg—yx)—(1—cos y) =
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20 _ § .
t =001
Simple _theory
15 L 4
1=002
p 10 E
t=005
t=010
5 B
t=0.20
t=030
0 . . .
0 15° 30° 45° 60°
Qe
F1G. 11. The variation of collapse load vs. arch semi-angle ¢, for various values of thickness to diameter
ratios.

The value of p substituted from (14) results in the following relation:
cos y—cos(¢py—y)—(1 —cos y)
—3sin’(¢o — 1) {[(1 —cos x)* +CA?}* —(1 —cos )} = 0 (31

from which y can be determined.
For the upper bound, it suffices to set y, = 0 in equation (25), which gives:

Ouf, o0 e o
29 my nAG + mpg nBGB

Pr= M, A 0.4 (32)
sin ¢y — (1 +—— N,R 93) sin(¢ x)+ sm bo
where 0 ,/20; is given by equation (21), ¥ by equation (31) and noting that from (24),
Aq dm,
L= ——L =2n,. 3
0, dn, i (33)

Replacing all the terms in (32) by their appropriate expressions in function of p*~
and y, one gets, after performing some algebraic manipulations,

prT = p*". (34)

Thus the solution given here is an exact one.
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Figure 12 shows the comparison between the limit pressures predicted here and that
of Hodge [8]. As stated earlier, the solution in Ref. [8] is based on a piecewise linearized
interaction curve, Fig. 10. If the exact parabolic curve is denoted by f;. and the linearized
approximation by fj;,, the relation between the two interaction diagrams then will be:

Jin < fr < 1-062f;;,. (35)

3L
p 2 L
"\ _present
e solution
/ t=0.30
1l )
O L 1 —1
0 15° 30° 45° 60°

®0

F1G. 12. The comparison of limit ioads as predicted by various theories.

The bounding surface lemma states that the same relation must exist among the predicted
collapse loads. The comparison between the special case solution given here and that of
Ref. [8] shows that the limit loads of the arch are indeed bounded by relation (35). On
Fig. 12, in addition, the limit pressure obtained by considering the shear effect in yielding
L.e. equations (14) or (25), is plotted. The difference between the latter predictions and that
of no shear effect increases as ¢ is increased. Figure 13 shows the variation, in percentage,
of the extreme deviation with respect to ¢ for arch semi-angles up to 60°. The results seem to
indicate that for arches with thickness to diameter ratio t < 0-1, the effect of shear force on
the yielding may be neglected. For thicker arches, omission of the shear effect will result
in over-estimation of the load carrying capacity.

The limit load predicted by “simple” theory (moment effect only) is considerably
higher and falls outside the scale of Fig. 12. It is however, included in Fig. 11 for the sake of
comparison.
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F1G. 13. Bounds of shear effect on collapse load of arches with ¢, up to 60°.

4. CONCLUSIONS

Exact interaction surfaces for structural elements subject to combined axial force,
shear force and bending moment, are obtained. The analysis is based on the consideration
of moment, axial and shear force, as generalized stress variables. The intersection of the
interaction diagram with planes v = const. shows that up to a certain value of plastic shear
force, the influence of ¥ on M—N curve is negligible.

A simply supported arch is considered for the application of the theory. Complete
solutions are obtained when either including or excluding the shear effect in yielding.
The results presented show that for ¢t < 0-1, the shear influence may be neglected. However,
for t > 0-1 the simple theory will over-estimate the load carrying capacity of arches, and
the effect of shear should be taken into consideration. The change in geometry of the arch
is not taken into account in the present analysis. The influence of geometric change will
not be noticeable in the range of parameters where shear effect is pronounced. The approach
proposed here may be extended to plate problems.

Acknowledgements—The work reported here forms part of a general investigation on elastic—plastic behaviour
of structures. The research is sponsored by the National Research Council of Canada (Grant A-3803) and Mini-
stere de I’Education du Gouvernement du Québec.

REFERENCES

[1] D. C. DRUCKER, The effect of shear on the plastic bending of beams. J. appl. Mech. 23, 509-514 (1956).
[2] W. PRAGER, The General Theory of Limit Design, Proceedings of the Eighth International Congress of Theo-
retical and Applied Mechanics, Istanbul, Turkey, 1952, vol. 2, pp. 65-72 (1956).



314 FeRNAND ELLYIN and ROBERT DELOIN

[3] P. G. HoDGE, JR., Interaction curves for shear and bending of plastic beams. J. appl. Mech. 24, 453-456
(1957).

[4] D. C. DRUCKER, A more Fundamental Approach to Plastic Stress-Strain Relations, Proceedings of the First
U.S. National Congress of Applied Mechanics, Chicago, 1951, pp. 487-491. J. W. Edwards (1952).

{5] J. HEyMaN, The full plastic moment of an /-beam in the presence of shear force. J. Mech. Phys. Solids 18,
359-365 (1970).

[6] E. T. ONAT and W. PRAGER, Limit analysis of arches. J. Mech. Phys. Solids 1, 77-89 (1953).

[71 C. E. MassoNNET and M. A. Save, Necessary Conditions for the Existence of the Plastic Moment. Variables
Influencing its Value. Plastic Analysis and Design, Chapter S, pp. 128-135. Blaisdell (1965).

[8] P. G. HoDGE,. Jr., Axial Forces in Frames and Arches, Plastic Analysis of Structures, Chapter 7, pp. 182-191.
McGraw-Hill (1959).

(Received 19 April 1971 ; revised 30 August 1971)

A6crpakr — [losy4aloTCsi MOBEPXHOCTH B3aUMOAEHCTBUSL [UIsl 3IEMEHTOB KOHCTPYKUMiA, IOABEPKEHHBIX
COBMECTHOMY AEHCTBHIO OCEBOTO CABMIAIOWIErO yCUNUA U m3rubnoro momenra. [loppa3symesaercs, u4to
KOHCTPYKUKOHHBIA MaTepuan XeCTKO-WACANbHO-MIACTHYECKHI, YNOBAETBOPALIMI YCIOBHIO TEKYYeCTH
Tpecku unu Museca. Jlaerca mpumep IByXLWAaPHUPHON KPYIJIOH apKK, C LEJIbIO NIPEACTABAEHUS TPUMEHEH U
npeanaraeMoi Teopun. DDGEKT yueTa CUTbl CABHIA YMEHBLIAET HArpYy3Ky Pa3pylIeHUA. YKa3blBalOTCH
npeaenbl, I KOTOPbIX BIMSHHE CUJIbl CABUIa HA TEYEHHE APOK SABIACTCA 3HAYUTE/BHBIM,



