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Abstract

Topologically interlocked structures are architectured by fitting together blocks that are

constrained geometrically through contact and friction by their neighboring blocks. As

long as the frictional strength is nowhere exceeded, the blocks stick against each other,

allowing for large rotations. Once the interfacial stresses exceed the frictional strength,

relative sliding between the blocks alters the structure’s mechanical response. Improving

the structural performance, precisely the strength and the toughness, has been one of the

main focal points in the literature. However, many fundamental questions regarding the

role and effect of the interface mechanisms (stick and slip) and rotation of the blocks have

not been addressed yet. Here, we carry out a parametric analysis to understand the effect

of Young’s modulus, friction coefficient and geometry of the blocks on the dominance of

the stick or slip governed mechanism. We combine analytical and computational tools

to analyze the failure mechanisms and the response capacities of beam-like topologically

interlocked structures. This is achieved using a finite element method coupled with a

penalty-based approach for enforcing contact constraints along interfaces. We show that

the combination of the structure’s height and the friction coefficient controls whether

the failure mechanism is slip-governed or stick-governed. Furthermore, we demonstrate

that the sticking mechanism across all interfaces along with the rotation of the blocks

dictates a saturation level to the mechanical performance of a given structure irrespective

of geometric and material properties. This provides a theoretical upper bound for the

structural response of topologically interlocked structures, and establishes a benchmark

of achievable performance under idealistic conditions.
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1. Introduction

Topologically interlocked structures (TIS) are assemblies of building blocks that hold

together due to the blocks’ unique interlocking shapes – a very simple example is shown

in Fig. 1, however many other configurations have been proposed in recent years [1, 2, 3, 4,

5, 6, 7]. The unbonded nature of the blocks in TIS enables frictional interactions between

them, which provides the structure (Fig. 1b) with the capability of withstanding external

loads. TIS have been shown to demonstrate very promising properties, including high

toughness against failure for structures made from brittle material [4, 8, 9] and structural

integrity despite partial failure (e.g., missing blocks in plate-like TIS) [10]. However, TIS

have not found widespread application in engineering because the mechanics of TIS is

extremely complex including highly non-linear mechanisms such as friction, and hence

we are not yet in a position to provide predictive design tools. To support the next step

in the development of TIS, we are in dire need of a fundamental understanding of the

mechanical behavior and failure of TIS.

(a) (b)

Figure 1: Topologically interlocked structure (TIS) made from truncated blocks. (a) Illustration of a
single truncated block. (b) 3D illustration of assembling the blocks in a beam-like TIS as used in this
study. The connected interfaces (green color) interlock the blocks with each other. The grey blocks serve
as external support that holds the structure together.

While exploring the wide range of geometric configurations of TIS, recent experiments [9,

11, 12] showed that by subjecting TIS to external loads, the block interactions experience

three distinct mechanisms, which are local slip, stick and rotation. Multiple mechanisms

can but do not have to co-exist at any point in time or during the full failure process.

Depending on the TIS design and material properties, these mechanisms take more or

less prominent roles in governing the failure of the structure. However, it remains unclear

how the TIS configuration results in the occurrence of these different block interactions,

and how the latter – specifically the local stick-slip behavior – affects the global structural

response (load-carrying capacity, initial stiffness, loading energy, and ultimate deflection).

Considering a situation where the stick mechanism is governing the mechanical response

2



of TIS, one can resort to analytical models, as, for instance, proposed in [11, 13, 14].

They modeled TIS as a truss, and derived the analytical expression for the horizontal and

vertical reaction forces Fh and Fv at the local pivoting point A (Fig. 2a), which goes as

follows:

Fv = Fh

(
heff − δ
leff

)
= EA leff√

l2eff + h2
eff

( √
l2eff + h2

eff√
l2eff + (heff − δ)2

− 1

)(
heff − δ
leff

)
(1)

where E is the Young’s modulus of the material, heff and leff are the effective height and

length respectively (Fig. 2), A the cross-sectional area of the truss between the pivoting

points A and B, and δ the updated displacement (δ = uy, the applied displacement, if

no slip occurred so far). Equation 1 clearly demonstrates that in a sticking situation

the load-carrying capacity (i.e., Fv) scales linearly with E and is strongly dependent on

heff and leff . Furthermore, this expression can also qualitatively explain how local sliding

reduces global stiffness by examining a specific slipped configuration. Specifically, when

slip occurs1, the initial pivoting point B moves to B’ (Fig. 2b), reducing heff , leff , Fh, and

hence the load-carrying capacity Fv (Equation 1). However, these observations remain

qualitative, particularly regarding the stick-slip transition. Specifically, it remains unclear

how local sliding occurs, and eventually leads to a global failure mechanism, which defines

the carrying capacity of the structure.

Computational approaches, such as the finite element method (FEM), provide a great

opportunity to model quantitatively the effects of local slip on the mechanical behavior of

TIS. Particularly relevant to beam-like TIS, as studied here, is the work by Dalaq et al. [15]

showing that the failure mode of architectured beams depends on the number of blocks,

friction coefficient and the shape of the interlocking interfaces. They showed that curved

interfaces and smoothened corners promote sliding of the blocks and delay hinging (i.e.,

stick and rotation) [16]. Their FEM analysis is in good quantitative agreement regarding

the global load-displacement response - however, they focused on a specific material and

did not investigate the effects of Young’s modulus E, and block height h on the occurrence

of stick, slip and rotation as block interactions, and their link to the mechanical response

of the structures. Additionally, Zakeri et al. [17] showed that the height of TIS is a key

parameter, and by increasing it, the initial stiffness and maximum load-carrying capacity

of the structure increase. However, there is still no clear understanding of the relation

of these material, geometric and friction properties with the presence of various block

interactions, whether they promote a slip-governed or stick-governed failure mechanism,

1Note that δ is being updated and corresponds to the loading since the last slip position as shown
in Fig. 2b.
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and how this affects the structural behavior such as the load-carrying capacity of TIS.

(a)

(b)

Figure 2: Equivalent truss model (dark red color) in a topologically interlocked structure (TIS). The
effective height heff and length leff , as well as the displacement δ are shown for (a) stick and (b) slip TIS
scenarios.

In this work, we aim to establish a fundamental understanding of how local mechanisms,

such as the stick-slip transition at interfaces, affect the mechanical performance of TIS.

While TIS have been studied in a large variety of geometric configuration, here, we delib-

erately consider one of the simplest TIS designs, which enable us to focus independently

on the effects of material, geometry and friction. Specifically, we consider a topologically

interlocked beam-like structure with a varying set of material properties (µ,E) and ge-

ometrical parameters (h). We will show how these parameters lead to stick, slip, and

rotation at the interfaces between the building blocks, and collectively affect the response

of TIS, such as the maximum load-carrying capacity, loading energy, initial stiffness and

ultimate deflection. In particular, we will demonstrate that a complete sticking mecha-

nism across all interfaces provides an upper bound to the maximum load-carrying capacity

of a structure irrespective of geometric and material properties. Finally, we will outline

and discuss ideas on how the gained knowledge can be used to optimize the structural

performance of TIS.
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Table 1: Symbols and notations

Symbol Description Unit
E Young’s modulus N/m2

Fa Resultant force at a given pivoting point of the truss model N
Fy Load-carrying capacity of the structure N
Fmax Maximum load-carrying capacity of the structure N
h Height of a block (= structural depth) m
heff Effective height in a TIS m
KTIS Normalized initial stiffness of the TIS -
l Length of a block m
leff Effective length in a TIS m
L Total length of a TIS m
N Normal force along a TIS interface N
t Thickness of a TIS m
T Tangential force along a TIS interface N
uy Prescribed displacement at the top central surface of the middle block m
U Loading energy of the structure Nm
β Angle controlled by heff and leff

o

δ Applied displacement based on the truss model m
εn Normal penalty parameter N/m3

εt Tangential penalty parameter N/m3

θ Truncated angle o

µ Friction coefficient -
µsat Saturated friction coefficient -
ν Poisson’s ratio -

2. Numerical Model

The examined configuration of beam-like TIS consisting of n building blocks is depicted

in Fig. 3a. Each block is characterized by its truncated angle θ, height h and length l

with an overall length L. The blocks are considered to be isotropic linear elastic material

with Young’s modulus E, Poisson’s ratio ν and friction coefficient µ. A description of the

symbol notation we use is provided in Table 1.
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(a)

(b) (c)

Figure 3: Schematic representation of model set-up showing (a) the geometric parameters and boundary
conditions in a TIS with five blocks. Every structure consists of i interfaces where i = 1, 2, ..., k with k
being the total number of interfaces in a structure. Every interface consists of two sides, the left and the
right. (b) Schematic illustration of two rough surfaces that can be represented numerically by the friction
coefficient µ. (c) Mesh and boundary conditions as used in the simulation. The blue line represents the
truss model.

We use the FE method to solve the proposed model. We employ finite strain formulation

to account for the large deformations and large rotations of the building blocks [18]. Thus,

considering n deformable bodies Ωi
n, the weak formulation at load increment i is described

as:

n∑∫
Ωi

n

εi : C : δεi dΩi
n +

n∑∫
Ωi

n

Si : δη dΩi
n = W i+1

ext −
n∑∫

Ωi
n

Si : δε dΩi
n (2)

where, S and ε are the 2nd Piola-Kirchhoff stress tensor and the linear strain tensor,

respectively. W i+1
ext is the virtual work of the external forces, η represents the nonlinear

incremental strain tensor and C the 4th order constitutive tensor. A node-to-segment

contact algorithm, with penalty-based constraints, is employed [19, 20, 21, 22, 23] to

enforce contact and frictional constraints along the interfaces of n deformable bodies. We

use the penalty method for its computational simplicity. The virtual work δWc of the

contact forces at the current configuration for n deformable bodies that come in contact

at k interfaces Sk is expressed as:

δWc =
k∑∫

Skslave

(Tnn+ Tt) · (δukslave − δukmaster) dSkslave (3)

where Tn is the traction along the normal n to the interface and Tt is the frictional traction

tangential to n integrated over one of the two contact surfaces termed as slave surface.

Based on the penalty approach, Tn = εn〈g〉 is approximated as a linear function of the
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orthonormal gap between a slave node and the master surface. Similarly, Tt = εt(∆ut) is

approximated as a linear function of the tangential slip distance (∆ut) between a slave

node and the master surface, computed based on the covariant derivative approach [20, 24].

The penalty parameters (εn, εt) are area regularized to ensure that the computed contact

forces are mesh independent [25, 26]. In order to overcome the biases in choosing a slave

and master surface at an interface (see Equation 3), a two-pass algorithm [25, 26] is

employed whereby at each load increment, the contact forces at a node are computed

considering once a surface as a slave and then as a master. The FE code with the finite

strain formulation and the node-to-segment contact algorithm, is developed as in-house

code and has been validated for frictional cases (more details provided in Appendix A.1).

For the numerical analysis, the topologically interlocked beam (Fig. 1b) is modelled as a

2D structure under plane-strain conditions. The structure is discretized using first-order

triangular elements (Fig. 3c), and the corners are rounded to overcome stress singularities.

We exploit the symmetry of the structure along the y-axis and model half of the TIS. The

left end is constrained in x and y directions, and at the right end, symmetric boundary

conditions along the x direction are applied. A vertical displacement uy is incrementally

prescribed on the top boundary of the central block. All simulations are performed under

static conditions.

For the parametric analysis, the influence of the geometry of the structure and the physical

parameters are explored. L and l are kept constant and the values for E, µ and h are

varied. The material and geometrical values used for the parametric analyses are presented

in Table 2. We apply values of E that cover an essential range of brittle materials and allow

us to study the effect of material elasticity on the structural stiffness of TIS. Furthermore,

we explore a wide range of µ to understand the effect of interfacial friction of the blocks.

Here, µ represents a combination of both a material parameter and a surface topology,

i.e., µ = µmat + µsurf . More specifically, a high µ can represent a rough surface with the

complexity of the roughness at the interface being captured in the value of µsurf (Fig. 3b).

Explicit modeling of roughness goes beyond the scope of this work and is left for future

studies. Further, we note that our model does not account for possible fracture of blocks,

which could reduce the performance of TIS. However, our model provides an upper bound

for the response capacities.
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Table 2: Material parameters

Parameter Value

E (GPa) 1, 2, 3, 10, 20, 30

h (mm) 1.0, 1.5, 2.0

l (mm) 2.0

L (mm) 10

t (mm) 1.0

θ (o) 5

µ 0.2, 0.4, 0.6, 0.8, 1.0, 1.2

ν 0.2

To ensure that the FE framework can correctly capture the response of TIS, a three-

dimensional experimental setup is considered, as well as its analytical solution [15]. Specif-

ically, the behavior of a five-block pre-compressed structure with θ = 0o is explored. The

results show that the model compares qualitatively and quantitatively very well with

the analytical model and reasonably well with the experiments (Fig. 4). This validation

ensures that a 2D model gives the load response similar to a physical 3D structure.

0 2 4 6
uy (mm)

10

20

30

40

50

F
y

(N
)

Analytical

Experimental

Numerical

Figure 4: Load-carrying capacity Fy against the prescribed displacement uy for a five-block pre-
compressed structure with truncate angle θ = 0o. The experimental and analytical results have been
taken from [15].

Since the considered beam-like TIS has at least one geometrically unconstrained block,

the behavior of this block is highly dependent on the interfacial mechanism. Therefore, a

correct resolution of interfacial mechanisms is critical for modeling a topologically inter-

locked structure. A sensitivity analysis based on the global load response and the local

interface mechanism is performed (see Appendix A.2). We chose mesh sizes and the

penalty parameters such that both convergences are simultaneously reached.
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3. Results and Discussion

3.1. Global Mechanical Response

In the simulations, the maximum load-carrying capacity Fmax is computed as the max-

imum value of Fy and the loading energy as U =
∫ umax

0
F (uy)duy with umax such that

F (umax) = 0 and ∂F
∂uy

∣∣∣
umax

< 0. Since fracture is neglected, the failure of the structure

is characterized by the central block being completely pushed out of the structure. The

relation between Fmax, U , initial normalized stiffness (KTIS) and ultimate deflection is in-

vestigated for the different structures with a focus on the underlying mechanisms causing

these properties.

For all designs with different h, µ and E, the predicted Fy − uy curves are presented in

Figure 5. Fy is normalized with respect to h, t and E while the deflection is normalized

with respect to h to remove the scalability effect. In all cases, there is a non-monotonic

behavior. The force initially increases linearly with the prescribed displacement. The

initial slope of the normalized Fy − uy curves during the first 5% of the simulation gives

KTIS of the structure (Fig. 5a). It progressively deviates from the linear behavior and

eventually reaches a peak value Fmax. Beyond that point, the force decreases until it

reaches zero, where the central block is being pushed out of the structure. This behavior

is similar to other TIS [12, 14].

(a) (b) (c)

Figure 5: Load-carrying capacity Fy normalized with respect to the Young’s modulus E, the height h
and thickness t of the structure against the prescribed displacement uy normalized with respect to the
height h of the structure. The curves correspond to a structure truncated at an angle θ = 5o with (a)
h = 1.0 mm, (b) h = 1.5 mm and (c) h = 2.0 mm. The structures numbered 1 and 3 show cases where
the sliding mechanism is observed while structures 2 and 4 show cases where the sticking mechanism is
observed. The dashed horizontal black line represents the first 5% of the simulation which is used to
compute the initial stiffness KTIS.
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From our analysis we observe that E does not affect the local interface mechanisms or

the local behavior of the structure. However, the global mechanical response scales lin-

early with E irrespective of the friction coefficient. The presence of a linear relationship

between E and mechanical response for such a wide range of friction coefficients is rather

interesting. Such a linear dependency can be predicted for high values of µ, assuming that

slipping is suppressed along the interfaces (see Equation 1 and [13]). However, for lower

values of friction coefficient (µ = 0.2, 0.4), where the slipping occurs, as will be shown

later in the Section 3.2, such a linear dependency has not been shown. This means that

E is the main material property that should be considered for controlling the response

capacity of TIS.

The simulation results show that Fmax (Fig. 6a), U (Fig. 6b) and KTIS (Fig. 6c) increase

for increasing µ until a saturation level is reached. This occurs for all structures and

for all values of E and h. As a result, we can say that for every structure there exists

a saturated friction coefficient µsat for which any further increase for µ (i.e., µ > µsat)

does not cause any further increase to the mechanical performance of the structure. For

example for h = 1.0 mm, µsat = 0.4. Similarly for h = 1.5 mm and h = 2.0 mm, µsat = 0.6

and µsat = 0.8, respectively (Fig. 6).

Moreover, we observe that by increasing h (for constant l) Fmax, U and KTIS increase

approximately linearly for µ ≥ µsat (Fig. 6). In addition, the ultimate deflection in a

beam-like TIS without hierarchical levels cannot exceed the structure’s height (h). This

observation is also in agreement with the analytical expression from Equation 1. When the

applied displacement becomes equal to the structure’s height, the reaction force becomes

0 showing that the maximum deflection is equal to h. Therefore, µ, h
l

and E are the

main parameters that affect the global response of TIS and ultimately Fmax, U , KTIS and

ultimate deflection.
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(a) (b) (c)

Figure 6: Overview of the mechanical performance of beam-like TIS. Showing the saturation for (a) the
maximum load-carrying capacity Fmax, (b) the loading energy U normalized with respect to the Young’s
modulus E, the height h and thickness t of the structure and (c) the normalized initial stiffness KTIS

plotted against the friction coefficient µ for structures with h = 1.0 mm, h = 1.5 mm and h = 2.0 mm.
By increasing µ the structure reaches a maximum value for all cases (see the approximated value). The
lines have been added as a guide to the eye. The shaded areas signify the saturated regions.

3.2. Insights on Interface Mechanisms

The nature of TIS suggests that their mechanical performance is the direct result of inter-

facial mechanisms. To better understand the effect of TIS mechanisms on the mechanical

behavior of the structure we deemed necessary to take a closer look at the interface be-

tween the blocks. In particular, we observe that the stick and slip interface mechanisms

control the rotation mechanism of the blocks and ultimately the mechanical response of

a structure.

First, we focus on the local response of the stick and slip mechanisms at every interface

independently. We analyze the sliding percentage at every interface and load increment.

When all nodes at a given interface slide, the entire interface is considered to slide. Oth-

erwise, we can assume that the interface demonstrates local sticking mechanism. All

interfaces need to present local sticking for a structure to stick (globally) at a given load

increment. Figure 7 shows an example for a structure that demonstrates both mecha-

nisms at different load increments. Initially the structure slides because interface 1 slides

entirely. At some point (i.e. at uy/h = 0.35), however, both interfaces stick locally (i.e.,

sliding percentage < 100%) and therefore the whole structure sticks.
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(a) (b)

Figure 7: Interface mechanism. (a) Percentage of sliding against the prescribed normalized displacement
uy at every interface of a structure with height h = 2 mm and µ = 0.6. (b) Snapshots capturing the
sliding and sticking mechanisms at the interfaces of the structure at

uy

h = 0.15 and
uy

h = 0.35.

At the structural level, we consider the global sticking percentage, which is computed

as the percentage of load increments at which a structure sticks at all interfaces during

the simulation. Figure 8 segregates structures that remained stuck throughout the entire

process and others that experienced at least some episodes of sliding (global not local).

The results are compared with an analytical line derived from the truss model (Equation 1)

marking the boundary between complete sticking and sliding. We derive a theoretical

boundary that marks the global transition from sticking to a slipping regime by employing

the truss model for TIS, as discussed in [13]), and Coulomb’s friction law (T = µN). The

tangential force T and the normal force N along an interface of TIS are computed by

resolving Fv and Fh into Fa along a respective direction (β) as follows:

N = −
((

sin(β)sin(θ) + cos(β)cos(θ)
)
Fa

)
(4)

T = −
((

sin(β)cos(θ)− cos(β)sin(θ)
)
Fa

)
(5)

Angle β is controlled by heff and leff (Fig. 2). The expressions from (4) and (5) are

substituted into the Coulomb friction model for computing µsat that controls the transition

from sliding to global sticking:

T = µsatN =⇒ µsat =
sin(β)cos(θ)− cos(β)sin(θ)

sin(β)sin(θ) + cos(β)cos(θ)
(6)

The results show a good agreement with the analytical prediction (Fig. 8). When the

combination of h and µ for a given structure lies in the sticking regime (right side of the

analytical solution), then the structure demonstrates the same global and local behav-

ior. The interfaces present sticking mechanisms throughout the loading process, and as

a result, the structure experiences saturation levels for Fmax, U , KTIS and maximum de-

flection. However, for all other cases, we observe sliding mechanism at some point which
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reduces Fmax, U , KTIS and maximum deflection. For example, when µ = 0.2, sliding con-

ditions are observed throughout the simulation, causing particularly low Fmax compared

to the cases where a local sticking mechanism is presented throughout the simulation.

We also note that the increase of h
l

promotes sliding (Fig. 8). For a constant µ and l, as

h increases, the magnitude and the direction of the thrust line changes, which alters the

normal and tangential forces at the contact points. Based on Coulomb friction, a point

is reached where the ratio between the tangential and normal forces exceeds the friction

coefficient, and the structure starts sliding. Based on the results, but also from analytical

expressions derived in the literature [13, 15], we find KTIS ∝ h
l
. The smaller the h

l
, the

smaller the compression experienced by TIS and, therefore, the smaller the Fmax, U and

KTIS.

Figure 8: Global failure mechanism. Dark points correspond to setups that lead to failure governed
by sticking, whereas light points correspond to setups that lead to slip-governed failure. The black line
represents the boundary based on the analytical solution from the truss model (Equation 6).

While not all mechanisms (i.e., sliding, sticking and rotation) might be observed in a

simulation, at least two must be present in TIS, with rotation of some of the blocks being

a necessity for all models. By increasing µ, the blocks stick locally (at some load incre-

ments), which causes more rotation of the blocks (see Fig. 5 structures 2 and 4) compared

to cases where there is sliding (see Fig. 5 structures 1 and 3). An increase in rotation

of the blocks causes more compression and, therefore, the tangential force at the contact

interface that is required for the transition from sticking to sliding changes. In some cases,

this transition is never fulfilled, and the structure sticks, providing the strongest, stiffest

and toughest scenario for a given configuration. In contrast, by increasing h, sliding is

promoted, and a higher friction coefficient is required for the interfaces to stick. Increasing

h implies higher KTIS, Fmax and U because while the blocks rotate, higher compressive
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forces are required for the central block to be pushed out of the device. By controlling

these three mechanisms, KTIS, Fmax and U of the structure can be adjusted.

3.3. Capacity Saturation for other Geometries

Our work shows that the described beam-like structures reach theoretical maximum re-

sponse capacities with µsat independently on the material properties (E) and geometrical

parameters (h, l). This observation was obtained based on the behavior of blocks with

planar interfaces. In order to examine the generality of the observation, we consider

two additional cases with non-planar interfaces. Figure 9 shows the undeformed beam

configurations with curved and kinked interfaces. The capacity saturation curves and a

snapshot of the failure mechanism are shown for the two cases in Figure 9c and 9d. Like

the blocks with planar interfaces, the load-carrying capacity attains saturation. How-

ever, for structures with curved interfaces, the saturation level required a greater µ (i.e.,

µsat = 2) compared to the cases with straight interfaces (i.e., µsat = 0.8). This observa-

tion is in agreement with Dalaq et al. [15], who showed that curved surfaces can promote

sliding mechanism and delay sticking. Finally, we note that the use of curved surfaces

reduces the value of the saturation level (i.e., Fmax ≈ 0.007 compared to Fmax ≈ 0.01)

for the planar interfaces. In addition, sliding does not allow the structure to reach the

maximum theoretical deflection. These findings are universal for any beam-like structure

regardless of block geometry.
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(a) (b)

(c) (d)

Figure 9: Beam-like TIS with (a) curved and (b) kinked interfaces. Load-carrying capacity Fy normal-
ized with respect to the Young’s modulus E, the length L and thickness t of the structure against the
normalized prescribed displacement uy. The curves correspond to (c) a five-block structure with curved
interfaces and curvature ratio c = l

R = 1 with R being the radius of the curvature and (d) a five-block
structure with kinked interfaces and truncated angle θ = 5o. The black dashed line corresponds to the
equivalent saturated curve for five-block structure with planar interfaces and µ = 1.2.

3.4. Saturated Friction Coefficient from a Design Perspective

In all analyses performed, the saturation level has been observed for high values of fric-

tion coefficient. We have used friction coefficients that are unrealistically high as a tool

to model structured interfaces (e.g., roughness). Therefore, the complexity of the inter-

face is simply described by friction coefficient. Even the smallest µsat in our models is

a high value for typical materials. This raises questions with regard to the applicability

of the saturation results and the ability to practically obtain the upper bound capacities

discussed here. One way of attaining these upper bounds is through geometrically ar-

chitectured interfaces, such as the ones explained in Djumas et al. [27]. The interfaces

of these structures are characterised by hierarchical levels. This would allow us to sepa-

rate the effective friction coefficient into the contribution from the material µmat and the

surface topology µsurf . The hierarchical design would lead to high values for µsurf , which

would allow us to achieve an effective friction coefficient equal to µsat for realistic values of

µmat. This shows that µsat and the upper bound for the structural load-carrying capacity
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can be practically achieved through explicitly modeling of the interface geometry with

hierarchical levels.

3.5. General Comments

In our study, fracture is not considered. We assumed that a structure fails when the

central block is pushed out of the assembly. This is a realistic scenario for many con-

figurations [28, 29, 30, 31], but may not cover all possible cases. It still leaves an open

question regarding the precise moment where the onset of fracture in a load-deflection

curve initiates. Moreover, fracture propagation, which depends on the interface geometry

and interface mechanisms, could provide new insights into TIS’s mechanical performance.

For instance, local fracture in a block may not lead to failure of the structure, but it can

introduce new smaller bodies in the structure that entangles TIS’s mechanical response.

The sliding and rotation of the blocks are crucial for the mechanical behavior of TIS as it

introduces a non-linear behavior in a structure made from linear elastic material. When

sticking occurs, applied work is stored in the form of elastic energy [27, 32]. In that case

KTIS is controlled by E of the blocks, leff and heff . The structure can be described as elastic

when the model is characterized by the stick and rotation mechanisms. As a result, the

model is load independent. When sliding occurs, however, the structure becomes load-

path dependent. The advantage of such a structure against a ductile material is that

the building blocks do not physically undergo plastic deformation but only the structure.

Moreover, it is possible to have a structure that initially sticks (behaves elastically) within

the service range. However, it can also behave inelastically (through sliding) once it

exceeds a specific value. Design parameters alongside material properties are considered

as the main factors affecting the ultimate behavior of TIS. Therefore, we conclude that

TIS made from linear elastic materials can express both elastic and inelastic behavior at

the structural scale.

4. Conclusion

This study presented a parametric analysis of TIS to understand the various interfacial

mechanisms governing the structural response of beam-like topologically interlocked struc-

tures. The stick and slip mechanisms limit the design span of these structures. When

the sticking mechanism dominates, the structure’s response is mainly governed by the

Young’s modulus and the height of the unconstrained blocks which dictates a saturation

level to the initial stiffness, maximum load-carrying capacity, loading energy and ultimate

deflection. When sliding occurs at interfaces, it decreases the effective height and effective

length of the structure by shifting the local pivoting points which leads to a decrease in

the maximum load-carrying capacity. The advantage of a sliding mechanism is that it
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can potentially increase the serviceability of the structure providing a more sustainable

design. Our study allows to identify the effect of the main geometrical, material and

interfacial parameters on the slip-governed failure of topologically interlocked structures.

Essentially, the ratio h
l

and E of the blocks control the mechanical response of the struc-

ture, while the µ and the interface geometry control the stick and slip governed failure

mechanisms. Finally, E does not affect the failure mechanism of the structure, while

by increasing h
l

sliding mechanism is promoted. Further improvement in the mechanical

behavior of a TIS can be achieved by introducing hierarchical levels in the design. How-

ever, even if hierarchical levels characterize a structure, incorrect architecture can lead to

ineffective utilization of the geometry. The insights of this study will serve as a baseline

for examining and explaining the response of more complex structures.
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Appendix A.

Appendix A.1. Validation of Frictional Contact

Since the behavior and failure of TIS completely depends on friction resistance and stick

and slip mechanisms, the accuracy of the results depend entirely on the validity of the

contact formulation. As further validation of the frictional contact, the Cattaneo and

Mindlin’s problem is considered. This benchmark involves two elastic cylinders that are

pressed together. The bottom half-cylinder has its base constrained in the vertical and

horizontal direction while the top surface of the top half cylinder is displaced by ux and

uy (Fig. A.10a). The normal Tn and tangential Tt tractions along the contact surface are

computed and plotted together with the analytical solution. For computing the analytical

solution, the normal Fn and tangential Ft reaction forces are calculated from the surface

where the prescribed displacement is applied. Using the analytical solution [33] Tn and

Tt are computed as:

Tn(x) =
2Fn
√
α2 − x2

πα2
(A.1)

Tt(x) =
2µsFn
πα2

[√
a2 − x2 −H(c2 − x2)

√
c2 − x2

]
, −α < x < α (A.2)

where,

α =

[
4FnR0R1

π(R0 +R1)

(
1− ν2

0

E0

+
1− ν2

1

E1

)] 1
2

and c = α

(
1− Ft

µsFn

) 1
2

(A.3)

Here, H(·) denotes the Heaviside function. A friction coefficient µs = 0.5 is used and

penalty parameters εn = εt = 1012 N/m3. The numerical results of Tt (Fig. A.10b) and
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Tn (Fig. A.10c) are in good agreement with the results from the analytical solution.

(a) (b) (c)

Figure A.10: Benchmark with the Cattaneo and Mindlin’s problem. (a) Schematic setup showing the
geometry of the half-cylinders, the boundary conditions applied and the material properties used in the
simulation. Distribution of (b) Tt and (c) Tn as computed numerically (circles and squares respectively)
and in comparison with the analytical solution (solid black lines) for friction coefficient µs = 0.5.

Appendix A.2. Convergence Analysis

For the convergence analysis a five-block structure is used, with θ = 5o, E = 1 GPa,

h = l = 2 mm and µ = 0.6. The normalized Fy − uy response is examined for different

mesh densities (Fig. A.11a). In all cases, the mesh density on one of the two surfaces

at an interface is kept finer. The results from the Fy − uy curves are very similar and

independent of the chosen mesh densities. The chosen mesh density is based on the fact

that a sufficient number of nodes at the interface is needed to properly capture stick and

slip mechanisms, but also to ensure reasonable computational cost. The chosen mesh

density is then tested for different penalty parameters εn and εt (Fig. A.11b). The chosen

penalty parameters do not affect the Fy − uy response. Moreover, it is tested that the

penetration ξ of a slave node is small enough such that ξ
h
< 1% (Fig. A.11c). Finally, εn

and εt are kept constant at a given surface.
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(a) (b) (c)

Figure A.11: Convergence analysis. Load-carrying capacity Fy normalized with respect to the Young’s
modulus E, the length L and thickness t of the structure against the normalized prescribed displacement
uy. The curves correspond to (a) different mesh densities and (b) different penalty parameters. (c) The

chosen penalty parameters are tested to ensure ξ
h < 1%.
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