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Abstract

We consider the common problem setting of an elastic sphere impacting on a flexible beam. In contrast
to previous studies, we analyze the modal energy distribution induced by the impact, having in mind the
particular application of impact vibration absorbers. Also, the beam is analyzed in the clamped-clamped
configuration, in addition to the free-free configuration usually considered. We demonstrate that the
designed test rig permits to obtain well-repeatable measurements. The measurements are confronted with
predictions obtained using two different approaches, state-of-the-art Finite Element Analysis and a recently
developed computational approach involving a reduce-order model. The innovative aspect of the latter
approach is to achieve a massless contact boundary using component mode synthesis, which reduces the
mathematical model order and numerical oscillations. We show that the novel computational approach
reduces the numerical effort by 3-4 orders of magnitude compared to state-of-the-art Finite Element Analysis,
without compromising the excellent agreement with the measurements.

Keywords: impact, contact mechanics, experimental validation, model order reduction, mass
redistribution

1. Introduction

Although the computational methods validated in this article are quite broadly applicable, an important
technical motivation of the present work were Impact Absorbers. Thus, some technical context is given in the
next subsection. Subsequently, the relevant state of knowledge on computational methods for elastodynamic
contact problems is presented. Then, previous experimental work on the considered problem setting of a
beam impacted by a sphere is analyzed. Finally, the outline of the present work is described.

Technical motivation of the present work: Impact Absorbers

An Impact Absorber consists of a small mass designed to undergo collisions with the vibrating host
structure. For instance, the mass can be of spherical shape and placed inside a cavity of the host structure
with limited free-play. Two types of Impact Absorbers must be distinguished depending on their working
principle, the Impact Damper and the Impact Energy Scatterer [1]. The Impact Damper relies on material
dissipation in the contact region. In contrast, the Impact Energy Scatterer (IES) transfers energy to high-
frequency modes, where the energy is dissipated on faster time scales and, by design, away from the contact
region [1]. As this corresponds to a dispersion effect, the IES can also be referred to as Impact Disperser.
The idea of the Impact Damper goes back to the 1930s [2], and it is now also known as Vibro-Impact
Nonlinear Energy Sink 1 [3, 4, 5]. In contrast to the Impact Damper, the working principle of the IES

1A Nonlinear Energy Sink is a light device attached in an essentially nonlinear way to the host structure; i. e., the attachment
force has (almost) no linear part [3]. In the case of the Impact Damper, the essentially nonlinear attachment is simply realized
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has only recently been analyzed and understood [1]. The reason for this is certainly that most research on
Impact Absorbers has focused on single-degree-of-freedom host structures. In this case, it can be shown that
Impact Absorbers do not achieve any vibration mitigation unless the collisions are inelastic (dissipative).
Now, if one considers flexible, e. g. lightweight, host structure’s with many low-frequency vibration modes,
the picture completely changes. Even purely elastic collisions then induce elastic wave propagation within
the host structure and thus transfer energy from the critical low-frequency modes to high-frequency modes.
Assuming the same inherent damping ratio for all modes, high-frequency modes dissipate energy more
rapidly as they accumulate more vibration cycles within a given time span. Thus, the host structure’s
inherent damping (due to e. g. friction joints, distributed material and aerodynamic damping) are exploited
more efficiently than in the case without IES. In this sense, the IES helps the structure to damp itself. With
the described working principle, the IES does not require dissipation in the contact region. Consequently,
the IES and its casing can be designed to avoid the concentration of plastic behavior in the contact region
(inevitably associated with damage and thus reducing its service life), which is believed to be crucial from
an engineering perspective [6].

Computational methods for elastodynamic contact problems

The design of IESs requires the simulation of impacts between absorber and host structure and the
resulting modal energy distribution. We aim for a predictive approach relying only on geometry and material
properties. Hence, we want to avoid phenomenological contact models, such as that proposed by Hunt and
Crossley [7], which rely on empirical parameters. In the general case, therefore, three-dimensional finite
element (FE) modeling has to be used. A fine spatial resolution is needed to properly model the contact
mechanics and the elastodynamics within the host structure. Moreover, a fine time discretization is needed to
properly resolve the collision events and subsequent wave propagation. Periodic vibrations are the exception
in the presence of impact events, so that many computationally efficient methods such as Harmonic Balance
[8] are not applicable, and numerical time step integration has to be used instead. Many vibration periods of
the critical low-frequency modes need to be simulated in order to assess the steady-state vibration behavior
for given initial conditions [1, 9]. Moreover, many of such simulations are generally needed to design IESs,
due to the nonlinear dependence on excitation conditions and design parameters. With conventional FE
Analysis (FEA) tools, this leads to an enormous computational effort.
The computational effort of conventional FEA is driven by two aspects, the high mathematical model order
(fine spatial discretization) and the artificial contact oscillations. The latter are well-known to be due to the
finite mass associated to every node at the contact interface using standard finite elements. The velocity
jumps occurring for contact activation and release then inevitably lead to high-frequency oscillations. These
are artificial in the sense that they do not occur in the spatially continuous case [10]. Therefore, strategies
have been proposed for mass redistribution so that no inertia is associated to the nodal displacement degrees
of freedom at the contact interface [10, 11, 12, 13, 14]. This reduces the index of the differential-algebraic
equation system from 3 to 1, and the momentum balance restricted to the contact boundary becomes a
quasi-static sub-problem [15]. Another important benefit of the massless-boundary approach is that no
(phenomenological) impact law is needed for the boundary nodes. The computational method recently
developed by some of the authors of the present work combines the massless-boundary approach with
component mode synthesis, in order to reduce both the spurious contact oscillations and the model order
[16]. An important aim of the present study is to experimentally validate this computational method
and assess its performance in comparison to conventional FEA. The massless-boundary component mode
synthesis method is applicable to both frictionless and frictional contact among multiple flexible bodies,
but it is limited to linear elasticity and linear kinematics in its present form [16]. In spite of its broad
applicability, we focus on the problem setting of a sphere impacting on a beam, motivated by the relevance
of this scenario for impact vibration absorbers.

as free-play nonlinearity. As any Nonlinear Energy Sink, the Impact Damper (and also the IES) has no preferential frequency
and can engage into resonance with arbitrary modes of the host structure over broad frequency ranges. This is an important
advantage over linear and nonlinear tuned vibration absorbers, which are narrow-band devices.
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Experimental analysis of beams impacted by a sphere

Many studies address the transverse impact of a sphere on a beam experimentally and confront the results
with simulation [17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25]. Good agreement was obtained e. g. in [19, 26, 22, 25] in
terms of displacement response and contact duration. Modeling approaches range from three-dimensional
FEA (e. g. [22, 25]) to modal superposition (e. g. [18]). Seifried et al. [19] were one of the first to propose to
combine modal superposition with local FE modeling of the contact region for impact simulations. Contact
was described using dynamic or quasi-static FE models, the Hertzian model or phenomenological models.
The focus of many studies was placed on energy dissipation by plastic deformation, whereas elastodynamic
wave effects are neglected [27, 21, 23, 24], in complete contrast to the focus of the present study. Moreover,
the context of most studies was rigid multibody dynamics. Consequently, a focus was placed on the macro-
mechanical kinetic energy loss, commonly described by a coefficient of restitution. In contrast, results on
the modal energy distribution are not available in the literature for impacts of spheres on beams. Similarly,
experimental results on the contact force pulse (force vs. time) are lacking for this problem setting. An
important reason is that the contact force cannot be measured directly, and it is difficult to estimate it in
the case of transversal impacts on beams, as opposed to the case of axial impacts on rods, for instance,
where the force can be estimated from strain or velocity measurements at the free end, see e. g. [28, 26].
Finally, results on the repeatability of the tests are only rarely reported. In some studies, it was noted that
sub-impacts lead to non-repeatability [27, 26, 21, 22]. Sub-impacts denote multiple liftoff-collision events
before the bodies rebound from each other for a longer period of time. All these reasons motivated us to
obtain our own experimental data for the validation.

Outline of present work

The design of the test rig, the instrumentation and the test procedure are described in Sect. 2. The
computational methodology, including FE modeling, construction of the massless-boundary reduced-order
model, and methods for numerical time integration and contact treatment are specified in Sect. 3. The
experimental results are confronted with computational predictions in Sect. 4. Conclusions are drawn in
Sect. 5.

2. Experimental methodology

The main aspects that contrast the presented experimental methodology from previous ones are the
estimation of the contact force pulse and the modal energy distribution, as well as the measures taken to
reduce and assess the repeatability. First, we describe the test rig in its two configurations, free-free and
clamped-clamped boundary conditions of the beam (Sect. 2.1). We then describe the instrumentation and
how the tests were carried out (Sect. 2.2).

2.1. Design of the test rig

To ensure a sound experimental database for the validation of the computational predictions, we defined
the following requirements:

Req.1 high repeatability

Req.2 insensitivity of macroscopic contact interactions to surface roughness and shape tolerances

Req.3 relevance of wave propagation / multiple modes of vibration

Req.4 well-separated natural frequencies

Req.5 negligible plastic deformation

Req.6 avoidance of sub-impacts

Req.7 straight impact without rotation

3



Figure 1: Top left: Sphere suspended by magnet. Top right: Beam suspended by wires (free-free configuration). Bottom left:
Beam glued to blocks (clamped-clamped configuration). Bottom right: Detail of gluing interface.

Plastic deformation is to be avoided both because of the technical relevance for IESs and because of the
aim for high repeatability. Sub-impacts are to be avoided due to the otherwise high non-repeatability and
uncertainty [27, 26, 21, 22].
Photos of the test rig are shown in Fig. 1, a schematic illustration is given in Fig. 2. The setup consists of
a flat and straight beam struck by a sphere. Metal is selected as main construction material class; specifics
and dimensions are listed in Tab. 1. Considering a slender beam ensures the relevance of wave propagation
/ multiple modes of vibration (Req.3). The contact between a spherical and a flat interface is relatively
insensitive to surface roughness and shape tolerances (Req.2). A rectangular cross section of the beam is
selected, which makes it easy to achieve well-separated natural frequencies (Req.4), in particular with regard
to the bending modes in the two orthogonal directions. The beam is manufactured of bright drawn steel,
which is a well-known and well-accessible material, so that the experiment can be easily reproduced by other
research groups. The sphere is made of ferromagnetic, hardened steel and is taken from a ball bearing. The
theory in [29] is used to avoid sub-impacts by properly selecting the initial height and the geometric location
of the impact for the given material combination, geometry and boundary conditions (Req.6).

Table 1: Dimensions and material of beam and sphere selected for the test rig.

Beam Length in mm Width in mm Height in mm Weight in g Material

210 15.0 10.0 247 S235 (1.0038)

Sphere Diameter in mm Weight in g Material

11.1 5.58 100Cr6 (1.3505)
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The desired impact velocities are achieved by dropping the sphere from a certain height. The sphere is
suspended by an electromagnet consisting of a coil and an iron core (Fig. 2). To ensure that the sphere hits
the same contact point with the same velocity in a repeatable way (Req. 1), the iron core has a pointy shape
(Fig. 1-top-left). Hence, the sphere’s center of gravity and the pointy end of the iron core are exactly aligned
in the direction of gravity. This ensures a repeatable impact point on the beam. Moreover, this ensures a
straight impact and avoids potential rotation (Req. 7) of the sphere. This is regarded as important since
the tangential motion and the sphere’s rotation would be difficult to predict and measure.
Two sets of boundary conditions are considered for the beam, free-free and clamped-clamped. The boundary
conditions lead to quite different wave propagation and reflection properties, which is regarded as important
for a thorough validation of the simulations. To mimic clamped-clamped boundary conditions, the beam
is glued to massive steel blocks using an epoxy adhesive (Fig. 1-bottom). To mimic free-free boundary
conditions, the beam is suspended by cords made of fishing wire (Fig. 1-top-right), which is a rather common
approach. The wires are made of polyamid and have a stiffness of about 3000 MPa, which is two orders of
magnitude lower than that of the beam. The cords are passed through and then glued into 1 mm drill holes
to minimize the effect of friction. The holes are placed at the vibration nodes of the beam’s lowest-frequency
bending mode in the horizontal symmetry plane. Since this mode is expected to dominate the response, this
further minimizes the cords’ effect.
To further minimize the effect of the suspension by cords, especially on the beam’s rigid body modes, one
could consider to arrange the suspension in the vertical direction and analyze a horizontal impact. Of course,
the aforementioned strategy to obtain the desired impact velocity relies on gravity and therefore would have
to be replaced, e. g. by suspending the sphere via a long string as a pendulum [26]. In that case, however,
the sphere must be modified (to attach the string), the trajectory of the sphere is no longer straight, and it
seems practically impossible to ensure that the sphere is released in such a way that it hits the same contact
point in a repeatable way (Req. 1) without rotation (Req. 7) and without introducing oscillations in the
string direction (the string would have to be long and hence soft). Because of these important drawbacks,
this strategy (vertical suspension with horizontal impacts) was not further considered. The results show very
good agreement of the predictions obtained under ideal free-free boundary conditions with the test results
(obtained under the described imperfections). This justifies the selected suspension strategy a posteriori.
The technical realizations of both the free-free and the clamped-clamped boundary conditions inevitably
introduce damping to the system, which is very difficult to predict. The damping is experimentally quantified
in Sect. 4. As shown later, the resulting damping is negligible in the relatively short time span of interest
immediately around the impact.

2.2. Test procedure and instrumentation

The considered standard steel shows plastic yield already for relatively low stresses. Thus, the contact
area is plastically compressed and a shallow crater is formed. Under repeated impacts, however, hardening
occurs and a steady state is reached quickly, beyond which the plastic strain does not further increase
significantly, and the contact region shows purely elastic behavior [30] (Req. 5). In the present study, this
steady state was reached after at most 10 consecutive drops. After this, the test was repeated another 10-11
times in order to analyze the repeatability.
Two representative impact scenarios are analyzed in detail. The scenarios differ in terms of boundary
conditions (free-free vs. clamped-clamped beam), impact velocities, and impact locations, as specified in
Tab. 2. The impact points are centered in the width direction but located at different axial positions. The
case of centric impact (P4) is considered interesting, as it is expected to excite only odd bending modes. In
the case of eccentric impact, the impact point, P2, is located so that it does not coincide with any of the
nodes of the 7 lowest-frequency bending modes.
The velocity response of beam and sphere are measured using laser-Doppler vibrometry (Fig. 2). Compared
to other sensors, this permits a non-intrusive and highly accurate response measurement. As shown later,
the relevant frequency band goes up to about 35 kHz. The sampling rate was set to 102.4 kHz, the highest
value provided by the equipment. The velocity component in the vertical direction is measured (Fig. 2).
The measurement points are centered in width direction and equipped with reflection tape to improve the
signal-to-noise ratio.
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Table 2: Tested impact scenarios. For definition of hd and position P2, P4 see Fig. 2.

suspension impact point dropping height hd in mm resulting impact velocity in mm/s

free-free P4 (centric) 73 1100

clamped-clamped P2 (eccentric) 42 769

To assess the quality of the underlying linear model of the beam for both sets of boundary conditions,
the frequency response was experimentally determined, in addition to the drop tests. To this end, impulse
hammer testing was used. The force applied at point P ∗2 (symmetric to P2) is used as input, the response
at point P2 is used as output of the frequency response function. To reduce the effect of noise, the test was
repeated Nrep = 10 (Nrep = 12) times in the free-free (clamped-clamped) case, and the H1-estimate is used
(see e. g. [31]),

H1(f) =

Nrep∑
m=1

Um(f)F ∗exc,m(f)

Nrep∑
m=1

Fexc,m(f)F ∗exc,m(f)

, (1)

where f is the frequency, Um and Fexc,m denote the discrete Fourier transform of the m-th realization of the
vertical displacement at point P2 and the applied force, respectively, and 2∗ denotes complex conjugate.
The Fourier transform of the displacement is obtained by integrating the Fourier transform of the measured
velocity in the frequency domain (division by 2πf i with the imaginary unit i =

√
−1). The H1-estimate is

particularly suitable if the response is more noisy than the excitation [31], which is the case for the present
measurements.

3. Computational methodology

The point of departure for the computational predictions is the geometry of the test rig in its two con-
figurations. The assumptions on boundary and initial conditions, as well as contact and material properties
are described in Sect. 3.1. A three-dimensional FE model is then constructed (Sect. 3.2). Three different
simulation approaches were pursued and assessed. The first and second approaches are implicit and explicit
time step integration of the FE model, respectively, carried out using the commercial tool Abaqus (state-
of-the-art). The third approach is a recently developed technique [16] implemented in MATLAB. Its main
innovative aspect is to achieve a massless contact boundary using component mode synthesis, which reduces

P4

6.0

36.6

82.4

Psph

P2 P3 P1

LDV

hd

P ∗2

82.4

Figure 2: Schematic illustration of the experimental setup in the clamped-clamped configuration and eccentric impact of the
sphere.

6



z

x

y

Figure 3: FE model in the clamped-clamped configuration. Bottom left: The element row representing the adhesive is shown
in green. Bottom right: Locally refined mesh of beam and sphere in contact region.

the mathematical model order and numerical oscillations (compared with conventional FEA), leading to
excellent energy conservation and computational performance.

3.1. General assumptions: boundary and initial conditions, contact and material properties

The FE model of the sphere and the impacted structure are depicted for the clamped-clamped configu-
ration in Fig. 3. The impacted structure not only consists of the beam, but it also includes the blocks and
the adhesive connecting the beam with the blocks. The bottom surface of the blocks is assumed to be tied
to the ground. In the free-free configuration, the fishing wires and the small holes through which the wires
are passed and glued are not modeled, so that the impacted structure is only the beam.
Instead of simulating the falling of the sphere from its point of release, in the model, the sphere is placed
close to the beam and given an according initial velocity (as listed in Tab. 2). It was found that damping
and gravity forces are negligible in the considered relatively short time interval and therefore not accounted
for in the simulation.
Homogeneous, linear-elastic and isotropic material behavior is assumed for all solid bodies. As described
in Sect. 2, beam, sphere and blocks are made of steel, the properties of which are listed in Tab. 3. The
properties of the 0.2 mm thick adhesive layer (clamped-clamped configuration) is also listed in Tab. 3. While
the properties of steel are well-known, there is no reliable data available for the adhesive. Thus, the Young’s
modulus and the density of the adhesive were heuristically tuned to achieve reasonable agreement of model
and experiment in terms of natural frequencies.
Between sphere and beam, frictionless unilateral contact interactions are modeled. It seems justified to
neglect friction because the sphere release mechanism ensures that the sphere impacts without spin. The

Table 3: Material properties

Material Elastic modulus E in MPa Poisson’s ratio ν density % in kg/m3

Steel 210, 000 0.3 7, 800

Adhesive 7, 000 0.3 950
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aforementioned plastic crater is not modeled but instead the initial geometry is considered with nominal
material properties.

3.2. FE mesh generation

The FE mesh is depicted in Fig. 3. Sphere, beam and blocks are discretized using second-order tetrahedral
elements (C3D10). The adhesive layer is discretized using second-order prismatic elements (C3D15), which
were extruded from the beam interfaces and tied to the blocks. The mesh must be fine enough to properly
resolve both contact interactions and propagating waves. For wave propagation, a rule of thumb is to sample
the shortest relevant wave length with at least 20 nodes [32]. The minimum wave speed in a homogenous
elastic medium is that of transversal waves, cT, and it depends on the elastic modulus E, Poisson ratio ν
and density % as follows [33]:

cT =

√
E

2(1 + ν)%
. (2)

The measurements indicate that the highest relevant frequency is about fmax = 35 kHz (cf. convergence
study described in Subsect. 3.4 and experimentally obtained modal energy distribution shown in Subsub-
sect. 4.2.3 ). This leads to a minimum wave length of cT/fmax = 92 mm for steel. Taking into account
that the (second-order) elements used in this work have mid-side nodes, the element length should not
exceed 9.2 mm. We set the nominal element length to 6 mm. To properly resolve the local flexibility in the
contact region, the mesh was gradually refined towards the center of the contact area (Fig. 3-bottom-right).
Based on a mesh convergence study, a refinement down to an element length of 0.2 mm (beam) and 0.3 mm
(sphere) was used for the results presented in this work. The resulting model contains 42, 651 elements with
a total of 65, 321 nodes in the clamped-clamped configuration, and 14, 551 elements with a total of 22, 020
nodes in the free-free one.
In conjunction with explicit time step integration, Abaqus does not support C3D10 elements, so that we
used their modified, lumped-mass variant (C3D10M). Mass lumping leads to a diagonal mass matrix, which
is essential for the efficiency of the explicit algorithm [34]. Moreover, the C3D15 elements, used to model
the adhesive in the clamped-clamped configuration, are incompatible with explicit time step integration.
As Abaqus does not provide a lumped-mass alternative to the C3D15 element, a complete rework of the
base model would have been necessary to apply the explicit algorithm. Because of these difficulties, the
clamped-clamped configuration was only analyzed using the implicit algorithm in this work. The free-free
configuration was analyzed using both the explicit and the implicit algorithm.

3.3. Simulation using the FE model

Details on the implicit and explicit time step integration methods, and the contact treatment are de-
scribed in the following.

3.3.1. Implicit integration of FE model and contact treatment

For implicit time step integration, the Hilber-Hughes-Taylor scheme [35] was used with Abaqus default
parameters for contact problems [34]. As a rule of thumb, the shortest relevant oscillation period should be
sampled with at least 20 time steps. With the aforementioned highest relevant frequency, fmax = 35 kHz,
this leads to a maximum step size of ∆t = 1.43 · 10−6 s. A smaller maximum step size of ∆t = 1 · 10−7 s
was selected, as it was found that the impact event is otherwise not properly resolved.
A segment-to-segment contact formulation is used, in conjunction with an augmented Lagrangian scheme
using default parameters for the relative penetration tolerance and the number of allowed augmentations
[34]. Tightening the relative penetration tolerance did not yield significantly different results, but only led
to convergence problems.
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3.3.2. Explicit integration of FE model and contact treatment

For explicit time step integration, the central difference scheme was used. The time step was automati-
cally selected to achieve numerical stability (Courant-Friedrichs-Lewy condition) [34]. This led to an average
time step size of ∆t = 6.58 · 10−9 s, which is more than one order of magnitude smaller than the maximum
time step size used for implicit integration.
A node-to-segment contact formulation with balanced independent-dependent algorithm was used. To kine-
matically enforce the contact constraints, the Lagrange multiplier technique was used with a predictor-
corrector scheme.

3.4. Simulation using massless-boundary reduced-order model (ROM)

The simulation using massless-boundary ROM relies on MacNeal’s component mode synthesis method
and a semi-explicit time step integration scheme. Due to the massless boundary, the contact problem
simplifies to a quasi-static one. The static contact problem is solved implicity using an augmented Lagrangian
scheme, while the dynamic sub-problem is marched explicitly for efficiency.

3.4.1. ROM construction using MacNeal method

We propose to achieve the massless contact boundary by appropriate component mode synthesis [16].
This permits to use standard finite elements for the parent model, in contrast to previous works which
propose to modify the location of the integration points [11, 12] or adjust the shape functions [13, 14].
Another important advantage is that component mode synthesis reduces the model order compared to the
parent FE model.
For component mode synthesis, the MacNeal method is used in this work [36]. First, the model is split into
nodal degrees of freedom associated with the contact (boundary), qb, and the remaining (inner) degrees of
freedom, qi. The nodal degrees of freedom are approximated as a linear combination of a set of component
modes,

q =

[
qb
qi

]
' R

[
qb
η

]
. (3)

The component modes are the columns of the matrix R. In the MacNeal method, the component modes
are a subset of free-interface normal modes and residual flexibility attachment modes [36]. Note that the
boundary coordinates, qb, are retained, while the inner coordinates, qi, are replaced by the coordinates, η,
of the retained free-interface normal modes (where usually dimη � dim qi). The component modes are
determined from the mass matrix, M , and the stiffness matrix, K, of the FE model. We exported the
FE matrices from Abaqus and carried out the model order reduction in MATLAB. The MacNeal method
yields reduced mass and stiffness matrices, which are defined, along with R in Appendix A. An important
property of the MacNeal method is that the static flexibility with respect to loads applied at the boundary
is described as accurately as the parent FE model [36]. To properly model the elastodynamics, the retained
normal modes should cover the relevant frequency range of the response. The MacNeal method readily
yields a singular mass matrix, where no inertia is associated with the boundary coordinates.
The MacNeal method is applied, individually, to the sphere and to the impacted structure. The dimensions
of the contact area were estimated using Hertzian theory and a nominal contact area was specified that is
sufficiently large to contain all active contact nodes. The sphere has 48 (59) and the beam 41 (42) nodes
in the nominal contact area in the free-free (clamped-clamped) configuration. The difference between both
configurations stems from the automatic mesh generation. Based on the results of a convergence study, all
normal modes with natural frequency in the range from 0 Hz to 69.7 kHz (40.8 kHz) are retained in the free-
free (clamped-clamped) configuration. With this, the ROM of the beam contains 6 rigid body modes and
40 elastic modes in the free-free configuration, and 80 elastic modes in the clamped-clamped configuration.
Note that the clamping blocks lead to a higher modal density. The ROM of the sphere contains only the
6 rigid body modes since its elastic modes start from 230 kHz. As a consequence, the deformation of the
sphere is modeled in a quasi-static way.
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3.4.2. Semi-explicit integration and contact treatment

For time step integration, we used the Verlet scheme, which is second-order accurate (fixed contact
conditions), time-reversible and has favorable energy conservation properties (symplectic integrator). We
use the notation qnb = qb(tn), where tn is the n-th time level. Applied to the massless-boundary ROM
subjected to frictionless contact, we obtain the constrained equation system [16]

kbbq
n
b + kbηη

n −Wλn = 0 , (4)

η̇n+
1
2 − η̇n−

1
2

∆t
+ kTbηq

n
b + kηηη

n = 0 , (5)

ηn+1 = ηn + η̇n+
1
2 ∆t , (6)

0 ≤ gn = WTqnb ⊥ λn ≥ 0 . (7)

Herein, kbb, kbη and kηη are sub-matrices of the reduced stiffness matrix, k, defined in Eqs. A.5-A.7. λ
is the vector of Lagrange multipliers which can be interpreted as contact forces, with the constant matrix
of contact force directions W . Frictionless unilateral contact conditions are expressed as complementary
inequality constraints in Eq. 7, without introducing any empirical parameters (e. g. contact stiffness). Herein,
⊥ means that if a certain element of the contact gap vector gn is nonzero, then the corresponding element
of λn must be zero, and vice versa. The algorithm is as follows: For given ηn, Eq. 4 is solved for qnb
subjected to the constraints in Eq. 7, using an augmented Lagrangian technique in conjunction with Jacobi

relaxation [16]. Subsequently, Eq. 5 is solved explicitly for η̇n+
1
2 , followed by the update in Eq. 6. Then,

n is increased by one until the end of the simulation is reached. Since the sub-problem restricted to the
boundary coordinates (static contact problem) is solved implicitly, and the sub-problem restricted to the
inner coordinates (dynamic internal force balance) is explicitly integrated, we refer to the algorithm as semi-
explicit [16]. Details on the implementation of the algorithm are given in [16]. The time step is set as in
the case of the implicit FEA (∆t = 1 · 10−7 s) for fair comparison. Numerical studies showed that the time
step can be increased up to ∆t = 2.5 · 10−7 s without significantly changing the presented results.
A node-to-segment contact formulation with constant node pairing is used, where the beam is treated as
independent and the sphere as dependent. As the implementation is currently limited to first-order contact
elements, the mid-side nodes at the contact interface were kinematically constrained to their associated
vertex nodes. These constraints increase the stiffness of the contact interface slightly, and it is expected
that the contact stress distribution is only poorly resolved in this way. As shown in Sect. 4, however, the
structural dynamic response (on velocity level), and in particular the modal energy distribution is predicted
with excellent accuracy.

3.5. Opportunities and Limitations of Hertzian contact modeling in conjunction with modal truncation

For the particular problem setting of a sphere impacting a beam, modal truncation in conjunction with
a Hertzian contact model [37] seems well-suited [26]. This is especially true because an important design
goal of IESs is to achieve purely elastic material behavior in the contact region (important assumption of
Hertzian theory). However, Hertzian theory is limited to the frictionless case and to problem settings where
the contact radius is small compared to the dimensions of the bodies (beam thickness and sphere radius in
the considered problem setting). In particular, conforming contact, such as flat on flat, cannot be properly
modeled using Hertzian theory. These are important limitations for the design of IESs. Consequently, this
type of modeling approach is not further analyzed in the present work.

4. Evaluation

In this section, measurements are confronted with predictions obtained using the FE model and the
massless-boundary ROM. For clarity in the figures, results of either the initial FE model (used for implicit
time integration) or the lumped-mass variant (used for explicit time integration) are shown. If not stated
otherwise, results of the free-free configuration are depicted only for the lumped-mass variant, referred to
as FE model (explicit). Accordingly, results of the clamped-clamped configuration are depicted only for the

10



initial FE model, denoted FE model (implicit). First, the linear model of the impacted structure is analyzed.
Then, the impact process and the resulting dynamics are analyzed.

4.1. Linear frequency response and modal analysis

To characterize the linear behavior of the impacted structure, its frequency response function, H(f), was
determined between force input at point P ∗2 and displacement output at point P2 (cf. labels in Fig. 2). As
described in Sect. 2.2, H(f) was experimentally determined using repeated impulse hammer testing along
with the H1-estimate defined in Eq. 1. Further, a conventional modal analysis was applied to extract natural
frequencies, modal damping ratios and mass-normalized modal deflection shapes. The magnitude of H(f)
is depicted in Fig. 4. As expected for lightly-damped, flexible structures, |H(f)| contains several sharp
resonance peaks and anti-resonances. The extracted natural frequencies up to about 35 kHz of the bending
modes in the vertical direction (dropping direction; y-direction in Fig. 3) are listed along with the associated
modal damping ratios in Tab. 4. The bending modes in the vertical direction (flap-wise) are denoted as
1F through 9F (sorted by ascending natural frequency).
Damping is extremely low in the free-free configuration, as it is mainly caused by material dissipation and
the ambient air. Damping is higher, but still very low in the clamped-clamped configuration. Here, the
higher damping is attributed to the viscoelastic behavior of the adhesive and dry friction between clamping
blocks and ground. Recall that the Young’s modulus and the density of the adhesive were heuristically up-
dated in the model to achieve a reasonable match of the experimentally obtained natural frequencies. The
experimentally obtained modal damping ratios were adopted in the model to generate Fig. 4, to facilitate
the comparison. It should be emphasized that this is done only in Fig. 4, whereas damping is neglected in
the model for the subsequent analysis of the impact process and the resulting dynamics.

Table 4: Natural frequencies fk = ωk/(2π) and damping ratios Dk of the bending modes in vertical direction, extracted from
the experimentally obtained frequency response function. The 8F mode is only poorly excited in the free-free configuration,
which is why the entry is missing.

free-free clamped-clamped

mode f in kHz D in 10−6 f in kHz D in 10−3

1F 1.19 22.9 1.11 10.3

2F 3.23 53.2 2.93 1.93

3F 6.21 59.4 5.60 1.52

4F 10.0 85.0 9.02 1.32

5F 14.5 90.1 13.1 1.02

6F 19.6 89.8 17.8 0.830

7F 25.3 81.0 23.2 0.727

8F - - 28.4 0.736

9F 37.7 72.8 34.5 0.643

Almost all analyzed natural frequencies of the vertical bending modes, the overall frequency response func-
tion, along with the anti-resonances match very well between simulation and measurement. Looking closely,
some discrepancy can be encountered near the fundamental vertical bending mode (1F) in the clamped-
clamped configuration. Here, the estimated frequency response function has an ‘unclean’ peak, leading
to uncertainty in the identification of the modal properties. As a consequence, the corresponding mass-
normalized mode shape is by a factor of 1.19 higher in the model. Moreover, the corresponding natural
frequency deviates by 5%, while the relative error remains ≤ 1.2% for all other analyzed vertical bending
modes in both configurations.
From the results of the free-free configuration (Fig. 4-top), it is apparent that the mass lumping required
for explicit FEA leads to slightly different, typically lower natural frequencies. The results of the FE model
without mass lumping (depicted only in clamped-clamped configuration) are practically indistinguishable
from those of the massless-boundary ROM.
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Figure 4: Frequency response function obtained from measurement and simulation. Top: Free-free configuration. Bottom:
Clamped-clamped configuration.
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a) b)

c) d)

e)

P4

Psph

P2 P3 P1y

x
Figure 5: Velocity response under central impact in the free-
free configuration. a) velocity of P1, b) velocity of P2, c) veloc-
ity of P3, d) velocity of Psph, e) illustration of problem setting.

Regarding the clamped-clamped configuration (Fig. 4-bottom), there are several smaller resonance peaks
between the bending-dominated modes. These correspond to modes dominated by the clamping blocks.
Some of these are not well matched, which is attributed to the simplified modeling of the contact between
the clamping blocks and the ground.
Overall, it is concluded that the frequency response functions match very well between simulation and mea-
surements, and thus the linear FE models and the ROM yield very good approximations in the relevant
frequency range from 0 kHz to 35 kHz.

4.2. Analysis of the impact event and the resulting dynamics

In this section, the nonlinear structural dynamic behavior of the sphere and the impacted structure is
investigated. The analysis includes the velocity response of beam and sphere, the contact force pulse and
the post-impact modal energy distribution. Measurements are compared against computational predictions
based on the massless-boundary ROM and FEA. Finally, the speedup achieved by the massless-boundary
ROM over the FEA is discussed.

4.2.1. Velocity response

Fig. 5 and 6 show the velocity response in the free-free and the clamped-clamped configuration, respec-
tively. The vertical velocities are shown at several representative points along the beam as well as a point
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Figure 6: Velocity response under eccentric impact in the
clamped-clamped configuration. a) velocity of P3, b) velocity
of P4, c) velocity of Psph, d) illustration of problem setting.

on the sphere (as labelled in Fig. 5e, Fig. 5d). The impact process can be inferred from the time evolution
of the velocity of the point Psph on the sphere: The sphere drops as a rigid body and has a velocity of
1, 100 mm/s when it comes into contact with the beam. The velocity of the sphere changes rapidly due
to the contact force until it re-bounces after about 40 µs (contact duration). The depicted time span of
500 µs, hence, not only includes the impact but also a certain section of the response after the impact. The
depicted time span is sufficiently short that the sphere does not impact again. The results of repeated tests
are shown as spread. For clarity, again, explicit FEA results are depicted only for the free-free configuration
(Fig. 5) and implicit FEA results only for the clamped-clamped configuration (Fig. 6). It should be remarked
that the results of implicit and explicit FEA are generally very similar.
As can be clearly seen by the narrow variability spread, the repeatability is excellent in both configurations.
Thus, the design of the test rig can be viewed as successful in this regard. Overall, the computational
predictions agree very well with the measurements. The results of the clamped-clamped configuration are
matching well, but not as well as in the free-free configuration. This is attributed to larger uncertainties
in the clamped-clamped configuration, especially due to the modeling of the adhesive between beam and
clamping blocks.
The velocity of the sphere is determined at point Psph both in the measurement and in the simulation. As
mentioned before, the elastic modes of the sphere start from 230 kHz, which is much higher than the highest
relevant vibration frequency, and thus the sphere deforms quasi-statically. Most of the elastic, quasi-static
deformation occurs within the immediate vicinity of the contact point. Thus, the sphere’s velocity at
point Psph is essentially its rigid body velocity. Minor prediction errors (≈ 3%) of the sphere’s rebound
velocity can be observed. These are attributed to the plastic deformation occurring during the first few
impact events prior to the depicted measurements. As explained above, the initial plastic deformation leads
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to the formation of a shallow crater on the beam with locally increased stiffness. In this sense, the impact
becomes harder. These effects are not accounted for in the model. Due to the harder impact, more energy
is transferred into waves and the sphere’s rebound velocity is smaller in magnitude as in the simulation.

4.2.2. Force pulse

a) b)

c) d)

Figure 7: Force pulse and its Fourier transform: (a) and (c) force pulse fc(t), (b) and (d) Fourier transform of fc(t); (a)-(b)
are in free-free configuration, (c)-(d) are in clamped-clamped configuration.

Fig. 7 shows the force pulse, i. e., the contact force fc vs. time t, and its discrete Fourier transform.
In the model, fc is obtained as integral measure over all nodes in contact. In the experiment, the contact
force is obtained from Newton’s second law, fc = msphdvsph/dt using the known mass of the sphere, msph,
and numerical differentiation of the measured velocity, vsph. Note that the sphere velocity is measured at
point Psph, and it is here treated as rigid-body velocity as reasoned above. The computational predictions
are largely within the measurement spread. Recall that the sampling rate was limited to 102.4 kHz by the
equipment. This leads to a time resolution of about 10 µs in the measurements. Taking into consideration
that the contact duration is only about 40 µs, this leads to a relatively coarse time evolution of the ex-
perimentally determined force. As explained above, the real impact is harder. Accordingly, the frequency
spectrum of the measured contact force is slightly broader. One also expects a shorter and higher force
pulse. However, the difference appears to be so small that it cannot be clearly seen with the given time
resolution.

4.2.3. Modal energy distribution and modal restitution coefficients

As stated in the introduction, an important technical motivation for the present work is the Impact
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a) b)

c) d)

Figure 8: Modal energy quantities: (a) and (c) modal energy distribution after the impact (b) and (d) modal coefficients of
restitution; (a)-(b) are in free-free configuration, (c)-(d) are in clamped-clamped configuration.

Energy Scatterer. Its working principle relies on transferring energy among the modes. Under resonant
excitation of a particular mode, for instance, the goal is to irreversibly transfer as much energy as possible
to the off-resonant modes. To assess the suitability of the proposed computational approach for the design of
Impact Energy Scatterers, it is thus crucial to analyze the modal energy transfer. In this section, this modal
energy transfer is characterized in terms of the post-impact modal energy distribution and the so-called
modal coefficients of restitution defined below.
The modal energy, Emod,k of a given mode k is

Emod,k =
1

2

(
η̇2k + ω2

kη
2
k

)
, (8)

where ηk is the k-th modal coordinate, ωk is the corresponding angular natural frequency, and �̇ denotes
derivative with respect to time t. Here, it is presumed that the modal coordinates correspond to mass-
normalized modal deflection shapes. The modal coefficient of restitution, rk, associated with mode k is
defined as [38]

rk = −vsph (tE)− ϕk (Pimpact) η̇k (tE)

vsph (tS)
, (9)

where tS and tE denote the start and end time instants of the impact, and ϕk (Pimpact) is the mass-normalized
mode shape at the impact point with Pimpact = P2 in the clamped-clamped configuration and Pimpact = P4

in the free-free configuration (Tab. 2). The sphere velocity, vsph (again, treated as rigid-body velocity),
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and the modal deflection shape are in the vertical direction. The modal coefficient of restitution plays an
important role in the predictive design of IESs against resonances under harmonic forcing. If the k-th mode
is driven near a well-separated resonance, and the IES undergoes the typical two symmetric impacts per
excitation period, then rk quantifies the loss of the k-th mode’s energy by each impact [38]. This energy is
irreversibly transferred to the off-resonant modes.
We focus the following analysis on the vertical bending modes as listed in Tab. 4. The modal frequencies, ωk,
and the sphere velocity, vsph, at the start and the end of the impact, is readily available from both experiment
and computation. To evaluate Eqs. 8 and 9, we still need to determine the modal coordinates, ηk, their time
derivatives, η̇k, and the mass-normalized mode shape at the impact location, ϕk (Pimpact). These quantities
are rather straight-forward to determine from the model. To obtain the modal coordinates, we use the
relation η = ΦTMq, where q is the vector of generalized coordinates (nodal degrees of freedom in the FE
model, coordinates of the component modes in the ROM), η is the vector of modal coordinates, Φ is the
matrix containing the corresponding mass-normalized mode shapes as columns, and M is the mass matrix.
It is more tricky to determine the modal coordinates from the measurements. As the frequency response
function was obtained only for forcing applied to point P ∗2 and response at point P2, mass-normalized mode
shapes are only available for point P2, and due to symmetry also at P ∗2 , but not P4. Consequently, different
strategies for the estimation of the modal coordinates were followed in the case of the two different impact
locations, P2 and P4. These are described in the following two paragraphs. Both strategies have in common
that they rely only on experimental data and do not resort to the FE model.
In the free-free configuration, the impact point was P4. Velocity measurements are available for P2. After
the impact, the beam is assumed to respond in a linear way. Thus, the velocity at P2, vP2

, can be expressed
as

vP2(t) = vRgB +
∑
k

ωkϕk (P2) [ − η̂ck sin (ωkt) + η̂sk cos (ωkt) ] , (10)

where vRgB is the rigid body component of the velocity. Here, it is exploited that the beam is very lightly
damped in the free-free configuration, so that damped and undamped natural frequencies are practically
identical and the exponential decay is negligible in the given time frame. Indeed, the considered mode with
highest frequency, the 9-th order bending mode (9F), undergoes the strongest decay, which still amounts
to only e−Dkωkt > 0.99 after the analyzed time span of 500 µs (Fig. 5). The rigid body velocity vRgB

and the coefficients of the modal contributions, η̂ck, η̂sk, are determined by least-squares fitting of Eq. 10
to the measured velocity vP2 . Here, the experimentally identified mass-normalized mode shapes at point
P2, ϕk (P2), and the natural frequencies, ωk, were used. More specifically, to estimate ϕk (P2) based on
the frequency response function in Eq. 1, the symmetry between drive point P ∗2 and response point P2

was exploited. The components of the mass-normalized mode shapes at the impact location, P4, were not
determined during the experimental modal analysis. As these are required in Eq. 9, the modal restitution
coefficients, rk, could not be evaluated on the basis of the available experimental data for the free-free
configuration.
In the clamped-clamped configuration, the impact point was P2. As the mass-normalized modal deflection
shapes are not available at any of the two measurement points on the beam, P3 and P4, least-squares fitting
of Eq. 10, as in the free-free case, could not be used. Instead, the post-impact modal response is obtained
from the experimentally identified contact force fc(t) (Fig. 7) using Duhamel’s integral,

ηk(tE) =
ϕk (P2)

ωk

tE∫
tS

fc (τ) sin (ωk (tE − τ)) dτ , (11)

η̇k(tE) = ϕk (P2)

tE∫
tS

fc (τ) cos (ωk (tE − τ)) dτ . (12)

Here, it is again exploited that damped and undamped natural frequencies are practically identical and the
exponential decay term can be neglected. In contrast to the strategy outlined in the previous section, the
relevant time span is that where fc 6= 0, i. e., the contact duration. The strongest exponential decay is that
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of the 9F mode, which amounts to only e−Dkωkt > 0.994 during the contact duration of about 40 µs. For
the given point, P2, the mass-normalized modal deflection shape is available from the experiment. Thus,
the modal restitution coefficients can be determined experimentally by substituting the post-impact modal
velocities from Eq. 12 into Eq. 9.
The modal energy distribution is shown in Fig. 8 for both configurations, normalized by the sphere’s pre-
impact kinetic energy, ESph,kin. Only the bending modes in the impact direction are significantly excited.
The remaining modes, including the clamping-dominated modes in the clamped-clamped configuration, have
negligible contributions and are therefore not illustrated. The highest significantly excited natural frequency
is that of the 9F mode in both configurations, which is in the range of 35 kHz. In the free-free configuration,
the impact point, P4, is located at the axial center of the beam. This is the vibration node of the even-
ordered modes and, thus, only the odd-ordered modes are significantly excited. The computational methods
yield almost identical results and, overall, the predictions agree well with the measurements. In the free-
free configuration, the contributions of the higher-frequency modes, 7F and 9F, are underpredicted. This is
consistent with the harder impact in the experiment. In the clamped-clamped configuration, the contribution
of the fundamental bending mode, 1F, is overpredicted. This discrepancy is related to the deviation of the
mode shape between simulation and experiment. The corresponding mass-normalized mode shape is by a
factor of about 1.19 higher in the model, as discussed in Sect. 4.1. This factor enters quadratically into the
energy, and thus explains the largest part of the discrepancy.
The modal coefficients of restitution are also shown in Fig. 8. Again, the computational methods are in
almost perfect agreement. As explained above, the restitution coefficients were only obtained experimentally
in the clamped-clamped configuration. Here, the experimental results agree very well with the simulation.
All experimentally obtained restitution coefficients are lower, which is consistent with the harder impact in
the experiment.

4.2.4. Comparative assessment of computational methods

The computational effort of the methods should generally be viewed in the light of their accuracy. An
important aspect that affects both effort and accuracy is the contact discretization. The largest actual
contact area is obtained at the time instant of maximum compression of the contact region. At this time
instant, 13 (16) nodes of the FE model are in contact for the lower (higher) impact velocity. Due to the
described constraining of the mid-side nodes, the contact discretization is coarser in the case of the massless-
boundary ROM, leading to at most only 4 (8) nodes in contact. In spite of the relatively coarse spatial
discretization, the FEA results agree very well with the measurements. It is also remarkable that the even
coarser massless-boundary ROM provides equally high prediction quality. The good agreement holds with
respect to all analyzed results, i. e., velocity response, force pulse, modal energy distribution and modal
restitution coefficients. A finer discretization would most certainly be needed, both in the FE model and
the ROM, to accurately predict the actual contact area and the contact stress distribution.

Table 5: Computational effort of different simulation methods.

Configuration method # DOFs # time steps CPU time in s

free-free

FE model (implicit) 66, 060 5, 048 14, 054

FE model (explicit) 66, 060 76, 025 1, 037

massless-boundary ROM 141 5, 000 1.88

clamped-clamped
FE model (implicit) 195, 963 5, 035 42, 471

massless-boundary ROM 187 5, 000 2.81

We now analyze the computational effort required to simulate the impact and the subsequent time span
until t = 500 µs (as illustrated in Figs. 5 and 6). Important measures for the computational effort are listed
in Tab. 5. The computations were carried out on a cluster with Intel Xeon Gold/E5 CPUs (2.6-4.4 GHz)
and DDR4 RAM (2.1-2.9 GHz). The simulation of the massless-boundary ROMwas done using MATLAB
with 2 CPUs available having 16 cores each. The simulation of the FE models was done using Abaqus. In

18



the explicit variant, 8 CPUs were used, whereas 2 CPUs and 1 GPU were used in the implicit variant. The
computation times are reported and discussed in terms of CPU times. Thus, the part of the computation
effort associated with the GPU (Abaqus implicit only) is not accounted for.
In the case of the FE model, the number of degrees-of-freedom (DOFs) corresponds to the total number
of nodal degrees of freedom. In the case of the massless-boundary ROM, it corresponds to the number of
degrees of freedom at the contact boundary, plus the number of retained normal modes. This leads to a
reduction of the number of degrees of freedom by 3 orders of magnitude, more specifically, a factor of about
500 (1, 000) in the free-free (clamped-clamped) configuration. Consequently, the effort for the linear algebra
operations involved in the computation should be decreased. It should be noted that the segment-to-segment
contact formulation in the fully implicit FEA involves the discretization of the Lagrange multiplier field,
so that the actual problem dimension exceeds the number of DOFs. It must also be emphasized that the
matrices involved in the (full-order) FEA are generally sparse, while they are dense in the case of the ROM.
Thus, different algorithms are used for the linear algebra operations, so that the computational complexity
scales differently with the problem dimension.
In explicit schemes, the largest time step is driven by the highest relevant frequency. In the FE model, the
highest relevant frequency is proportional to the highest wave speed divided by the smallest element length.
Thus, the finer the mesh, the higher the relevant frequency, the smaller the feasible time steps. With the
massless-boundary ROM, the highest relevant frequency is that of the highest-frequency normal mode This
is an important property of the proposed massless-boundary ROM, which is not shared by most component
mode synthesis methods. Indeed, the by far most popular component mode synthesis methods, the Craig-
Bampton method and the Rubin method, associate mass with the static component modes (constraint modes
and residual attachment modes, respectively). This leads to very high natural frequencies. In contrast, the
proposed MacNeal method neglects the mass associated with the residual attachment modes. This permits
the described quasi-static treatment of the contact sub-problem. Hence, the highest relevant frequency in
the dynamic simulation is that of the highest-frequency normal mode. This frequency can be controlled by
choosing the modal truncation order. The time step sizes used in the semi-explicit integration of the ROM
are very similar to those in the fully implicit FEA. As discussed in Sect. 3.4, increasing the selected time
step by up to a factor of 2.5 does not significantly affect the quality of the results.
The import of the mass and stiffness matrices of the FE model into MATLAB, and the construction of the
ROM took about 310 s (1, 360 s) CPU time in the free-free (clamped-clamped) configuration. Once the
ROM is constructed, the simulation of the massless-boundary ROM is 4 orders of magnitude quicker (in
terms of CPU time) than the implicit FEA, more specifically by a factor of about 7, 500 (15, 000) in the
free-free (clamped-clamped) configuration. The simulation of the massless-boundary ROM is 3 orders of
magnitude quicker than the explicit FEA, more specifically by a factor of about 550 (free-free configuration).
Therefore, the computational overhead generated by setting up the ROM rapidly pays off, especially when
more impact scenarios (e. g. with different initial velocities) are to be simulated.

5. Summary and conclusions

We designed a test rig to analyze a sphere impacting on a free-free and a clamped-clamped beam. In
the contact region on the beam, plastic deformation takes place during the first few impacts, after which
the measurements show excellent repeatability. Three computational prediction approaches were presented.
All of these rely only on the geometry, the elastic material properties and the material density. The first
two approaches are implicit and explicit FEA, carried out using a state-of-the-art commercial tool. The
third and last approach is a recently developed massless-boundary component mode synthesis technique
in conjunction with a semi-explicit integration scheme. The computational predictions were confronted
with measurements. Based on the very good agreement in terms of linear natural frequencies and frequency
response function, we conclude that the FE model and the reduced-order model represent the linear behavior
of the impacted structure up to the highest frequency relevant for the impact process. The nonlinear
impact process and subsequent dynamic behavior was characterized in terms of velocity response at multiple
locations, the contact force pulse, the post-impact modal energy distribution and the modal coefficients of
restitution. Throughout the results, the predictions were almost always within the repeatability spread of
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the measurements. Slight discrepancies were attributed largely to the plastic deformation, not taken into
account in the predictions. Due to the very good agreement with the measurements, we conclude that
the computational methods are valid and can be used, in particular, for the predictive design of IESs.
Compared to the state-of-the-art FEA, the recently developed approach reduces the computational effort
by 3 to 4 orders of magnitude, without compromising the high prediction quality.
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Appendix A. Definition of component modes, reduced stiffness and mass matrices according
to the MacNeal method

To make this article self-contained, the matrix of component modes and the reduced matrices obtained
by the well-known MacNeal method are given in the following.
In the MacNeal method, the matrix of component modes is

R =

[
I 0

F ′ib
(
F ′bb

)−1 Φi − F ′ib
(
F ′bb

)−1Φb

]
. (A.1)

Herein, I denotes the identity matrix. The different terms within this matrix are defined in the following.
Φb and Φi are the corresponding partitions of the modal matrix Φ =

[
ϕ1, . . . ,ϕNmod

]
, where Nmod is the

number of retained normal modes. The free interface normal modes ϕk with associated natural frequency
ωk are determined from the eigenvalue problem(

K − ω2
kM

)
ϕk = 0 , ϕT

kMϕk = 1 , (A.2)

and are normalized with respect to the mass matrix M .
The flexibility matrix is denoted as F and is defined as the inverse of the stiffness matrix, F = K−1. The
j-th column of F represents the static deflection due to a unit load applied at the j-th element of q. The
columns of F corresponding to all boundary coordinates qb are determined. The associated upper and lower
sub-matrices are denoted as F bb and F ib, respectively. The corresponding residual flexibility sub-matrices
can then be expressed as [

F ′bb
F ′ib

]
=

[
F bb

F ib

]
−Φ diag

(
1

ω2
k

)
ΦT

b . (A.3)

The reduced mass and stiffness matrices are

m =

[
0 0

sym. I

]
, k =

[
kbb kbη
kTbη kηη

]
, (A.4)

with

kbb =
(
F ′bb

)−1 , (A.5)

kbη = −
(
F ′bb

)−1Φb , (A.6)

kηη = diag
(
ω2
k

)
+ ΦT

b

(
F ′bb

)−1Φb . (A.7)
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[34] Dassault Systèmes, Abaqus 2016 documentation (2015).
[35] H. M. Hilber, T. Hughes, JR, R. L. Taylor, Improved numerical dissipation for time integration algorithms in structural

dynamics, Earthquake Engineering & Structural Dynamics 5 (3) (1977) 283–292.
[36] R. H. MacNeal, A hybrid method of component mode synthesis, Computers & Structures 1 (4) (1971) 581–601. doi:

10.1016/0045-7949(71)90031-9.
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