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We perform finite element simulations to study the impact of defect-defect interactions on the
pressure-induced buckling of thin, elastic, spherical shells containing two dimpled imperfections.
Throughout, we quantify the critical buckling pressure of these shells using their knockdown factor.
We examine cases featuring either identical or different geometric defects and systematically explore
the parameter space, including the angular separation between the defects, their widths and ampli-
tudes, and the radius-to-thickness ratio of the shell. As the angular separation between the defects
is increased, the buckling strength initially decreases, then increases before reaching a plateau. Our
primary finding is that the onset of defect-defect interactions, as quantified by a characteristic length
scale associated with the onset of the plateau, is set by the critical buckling wavelength reported in
the classic shell-buckling literature. Beyond this threshold, within the plateau regime, the buckling
behavior of the shell is dictated by the largest defect.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The buckling of elastic shell structures is highly sen-
sitive to imperfections [1–3]; a problem that is relevant
across length scales, from viruses [4] and colloidal cap-
sules [5] to large storage tanks [6]. Even if this is a long-
standing classic subject [7–18], the past decade has seen
a revival in the study of the buckling of shells and their
imperfection sensitivity [19]. For a historical perspective
and a more thorough contextualization of the modern ac-
count of single-defect shell buckling, we direct the reader
to Refs. [19–33].

The canonical question, which remains challenging de-
spite decades of research, is: What are the critical condi-
tions for the buckling of an imperfect shell? Recently, in
an effort to address this question, an experimental tech-
nique has been developed for fabricating spherical shells
containing a single dimpled imperfection, which can be
engineered precisely [34]. Subsequent buckling studies
utilizing this model system demonstrated that if the ge-
ometry of the imperfection is characterized in detail, the
critical pressure can be predicted accurately, either using
the Finite Element Method (FEM) or via numerical solu-
tions of the shell-theory equations [35]. The knockdown
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factor, defined as the ratio between the critical buckling
pressure of the imperfect shell and that of the equivalent
perfect one[7], is the commonly used metric in these stud-
ies. For realistic shells, predicting the knockdown factor,
which is always less than unity, is notoriously challenging.

Beyond the model system of a single-defect shell, we
have recently investigated the more realistic case of a
large number of geometric imperfections distributed ran-
domly over the surface of a spherical shell [36]. Im-
portantly, we evidenced that given an input log-normal
distribution for the amplitude of defects, the resulting
knockdown factor is described by a 3-parameter Weibull
distribution, a finding that places shell buckling in the
broader class of extreme-value statistics phenomena [37–
42]. In that study, we also found that interactions be-
tween two adjacent defects, depending on the defect-to-
defect separation, can potentially strengthen or weaken
the shell in comparison to the single-defect case. There
is a similar problem for cylindrical shells, both with a
single defect [23, 25, 29, 43–45] or distribution of de-
fects [46–49]. Even though there have been some studies
on the buckling of cylindrical shells containing two de-
fects [50, 51], to the best of our knowledge, a systematic
exploration of defect-defect interactions in the buckling
of spherical shells has not been tackled to date.

Here, we study the buckling of imperfect hemispheri-
cal shells containing two dimpled defects. The geometric
properties of these two imperfections can be either iden-
tical or different. Methodologically, we conduct FEM
simulations, which have been previously validated thor-
oughly against experiments [36]. First, we focus on how
the angular separation between the two defects affects
the knockdown factor, characterizing how the interac-
tion regime is impacted by the width and amplitude of
the imperfections. Then, we compare the threshold of
the defect-defect separation for the onset of interactions
to the theoretical prediction of the full wavelength of
the classic critical buckling wavelength for a spherical
shell [52]. Our main finding is that the arc length associ-
ated with the defect-defect interaction threshold depends
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directly on the radius-to-thickness ratio of the shell, scal-
ing linearly with this critical buckling wavelength.

Our paper is organized as follows. First, in Sec. II, we
define the problem at hand and outline the research ques-
tions. Next, in Sec. III, we describe the FEM simulations
employed in our study. In Sec. IV, we present a first set
of results on the influence of the radius-to-thickness ratio
on the buckling behavior of shells containing two defects.
More detailed results for shells with identical defects are
provided in Sec. V and with different defects in Sec. VI.
Finally, in Sec. VII, we summarize the conclusions of our
study and offer suggestions for future research directions.

II. PROBLEM DEFINITION

We consider a thin, elastic, and hemispherical shell of
radius, R, and thickness, t, as illustrated in Fig. 1(a,b).
The shell is clamped at the equator and contains two
geometric imperfections. In their undeformed configura-
tion, each defect is shaped as a Gaussian dimple, with
the following radial deviation from the perfect spherical
geometry:

ẘi(α) = −δie
−(α/αi)

2

, (1)

where the indices i = {1, 2} represent each of the two
defects, α is the local angular distance corresponding
to each defect (measured from their centers), αi is the
half-angular width of the ith defect, and δi is its am-
plitude (maximum radial deviation of the mid-surface of
the shell). The global angular (zenith) coordinate, β,
is defined from the pole (β = 0), where the first defect
(i = 1) is always located. The other defect is at β2.
Following conventional practice in shell-buckling stud-
ies [10, 53], the defect amplitude of each defect is nor-
malized as δi = δi/t, while the width is normalized as
λi = [12(1 − ν2)]1/4 (R/t)1/2 αi. Here, ν is the Pois-
son’s ratio of the material. The shell thickness, t, is kept
constant throughout so that we focus only on geometric
imperfections, unlike previous work on through-thickness
defects [28] or elasto-plastic dents [54].

First, we will analyze shells containing two identical
defects: λ = λ1 = λ2 and δ = δ1 = δ2. Subsequently, we
will consider the scenario of two different defects; λ1 ̸=
λ2 and/or δ1 ̸= δ2. Since the i = 1 defect is always
positioned at the shell pole (β = 0) and the i = 2 defect is
at β2, the angular separation (center-to-center) between
the two defects is φ(1,2) = β2. To facilitate the discussion
on defect-defect interactions later in the manuscript, it
is important to define an alternative angular separation:

φ∗
(1,2) = φ(1,2) −m

α1 + α2√
2

, (2)

where m = {1, 2, 3} is an integer. The different values
of m correspond to successively excluding wider portions
from the core of the defects when considering their an-
gular separation. A more comprehensive discussion on
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FIG. 1. Reference geometry of the imperfect hemispherical
shell with two dimpled defects. (a) 2D schematic, defining
all relevant geometric quantities. (b) 3D representation; the
shade (see colorbar) represents the radial deviation ẘ from
a perfect sphere. (c,e) Geometric profiles of identical-defect
shells for (c) fixed δ = 1.5, φ(1,2) = 14◦ and varying λi, and (e)

fixed δ = 1.5, λi = 1.0 and varying φ(1,2). (d,f) Radial deflec-
tion, ẘ, versus zenith angle, β, for (d) constant φ(1,2) = 14◦

between (dI) identical defects with various λi or (dII) differ-
ent defects with various λ2. (f) Similar data, with constant
λi = 1, for (fI) identical defects with various φ(1,2) or (fII)
different defects with various φ(1,2). The representative cases

for identical defects (dI, fI) have δi = 1.5, and the different-
defects cases (dII,fII) have δ1 = 1, δ2 = 1.5 and λ1 = 1. For
clarity, all profiles are offset in panels (c,d) by 1 mm, in (e) by
2 mm, and in (f) by 5.5 mm downwards. Also, the ẘ profiles
in panels (d) are shown with an amplification factor of 10.

this point will be provided in Sec. V. Finally, recalling
Eq. (1), the combined profile of a shell with two dimples
is

ẘ(β, θ) = ẘ1(0, 0) + ẘ2(φ(1,2), θ2), (3)

where β and θ are the global zenith and azimuthal spher-
ical (polar) coordinates, respectively.
Figs. 1(c-f) depict representative examples of the mid-

surface profile of a shell with R/t = 100. These profiles
are visualized within the great plane that intersects the
shell and passes through the centers of the two imper-
fections. Note that, given the localized (dimpled) profile
in Eq. (3), the shells are not axisymmetric, and the pro-
files shown in Fig. 1 are solely for illustration purposes.
Figs. 1(c,e) show the Cartesian profiles in the y-x great
plane; for clarity, all profiles are offset vertically (see cap-
tion for details). As an alternative representation, the



3

ẘ(β) curves in Figs. 1(d,f) correspond to the radial de-
viation from a perfect hemisphere as a function of the
global zenith angle, β ∈ [−60, 60]◦. These limiting an-
gles are chosen as the maximum location of the defects to
avoid interactions with the equator boundary [36]. When
their widths, λi, are too large (Figs. 1c,d) or when their
angular separation, φ(1,2), is too small (Figs. 1e,f), the
two defects can merge to form a single defect.

Following a similar approach as in previous stud-
ies [26, 28, 30, 35, 36], we depressurize the clamped hemi-
spherical shell until buckling occurs. Given the actual
critical buckling pressure of the imperfect shell, pmax,
the knockdown factor is defined as κ = pmax/pc, where
pc is the classic prediction for the respective perfect shell
geometry [7, 35]. Our goal is to characterize how κ for a
shell with the two-defect geometry specified above de-
pends on the following geometric parameters: δi, λi,
φ(1,2), and R/t. We will give particular attention to
identifying the regimes where the interactions between
the two defects induce non-trivial changes in κ.
Our main contribution will be the definition of a

threshold arc length for the separation between the two
defects, beyond which their interactions become negli-
gible. We will consider two versions of this separation-
arclength threshold: lp = Rφp(1,2), defined from center-
to-center of the defect, and l∗p = Rφ∗

p(1,2), adjusted to

account for edge effects of the defects using φ∗
(1,2) intro-

duced in Eq. (2). We provide evidence that this latter
arclength, with m = 1, is set by

l∗p ≈ lc = 2π[12(1− ν2)]−1/4
√
Rt, (4)

where lc, computed in the seminal work by Hutchin-
son [52], is the theoretical critical buckling wavelength
for a spherical shell. More technically, lc is the full wave-
length of the axisymmetric bifurcation mode at the equa-
tor of the shell.

In our previous work [36], we presented preliminary
evidence for the result in Eq. (4), but only with a single
value of R/t = 110. Hence, we were unable to fully test
Eq. (4). In the present study, we will change this radius-
to-thickness ratio within the range R/t ∈ [100, 500] to
examine how l∗p relates to lc. Furthermore, in Ref. [36],
we reported evidence for the potential interactions be-
tween nearby defects and how they can lead to stronger or
weaker shells in comparison to single-defect shells. How-
ever, the data in that study was limited to a few specific
cases. In the present work, we will explore the various
geometric parameters of the system systematically and
seek to characterize how defect-defect interactions im-
pact κ for spherical shells containing two imperfections.

III. METHODOLOGY: FEM SIMULATIONS

We performed full 3D simulations using the Finite
Element Method (FEM) with the commercial software
ABAQUS/Standard [55]. In our prior work [33, 36],

we validated this approach against precision experiments
similar to the multi-defects geometry considered here.
Each quarter of the hemispherical shell is discretized in
the meridional and azimuthal using four-noded S4R shell
elements: a total of 67500 elements for shells with R/t ≤
300 and 187500 elements for shells with R/t ≥ 400. This
level of discretization was deemed suitable after conduct-
ing a thorough mesh-convergence analysis. To set the ini-
tial geometry of the imperfect shell, we initiated with a
perfect hemispherical mesh. Subsequently, we introduced
nodal displacements according to the desired profiles of
the two imperfections, following Eq. (3), with varying
values for the geometric parameters (δi, λi, φ(1,2)). The
shell thickness remained constant throughout the simu-
lations.
The shells were subject to uniform live pressure on

their outer surface, while their equator was set as a
clamped boundary. We employed a Riks (static) solver
with the following parameters for the shells with R/t ≤
300: an initial arc length increment of 0.1, a minimum
increment of 10−5, and a maximum increment of 0.5. For
the thinnest shells with R/t ≥ 400, the corresponding pa-
rameters of the Riks solver were 0.002, 10−10, and 0.2,
respectively. Geometric nonlinearities were considered
throughout the analysis.
The hemispherical shells were modeled using the mate-

rial properties of vinylpolysiloxane (VPS-32, Elite Dou-
ble 32, Zhermack) as a neo-Hookean and incompress-
ible solid; the material had a Poisson’s ratio of ν ≈ 0.5
and Young’s modulus of E = 1.26MPa. These mate-
rial properties were chosen to match those of previous
shell-buckling experiments [26, 28, 30, 35, 36] used to
validate our FEM-simulation approach. The geometric
parameters of the two-defect imperfect shells were var-
ied in the following ranges: δi ∈ [0.5, 3], λi ∈ [0.25, 5],
R/t ∈ [100, 500] (constant R = 25.4mm, varying t) and
φ(1,2) ∈ [1, 60]◦.

IV. HYPOTHESIS FOR THE DEFECT-DEFECT
INTERACTION REGIME

We start our investigation by quantifying how the
knockdown factor, κ, of the two-defects shells depends
on the radius-to-thickness ratio, R/t. Throughout, we
will focus on numerical experiments conducted using the
FEM simulation approach described in the preceding sec-
tion.
In Fig. 2, we plot κ versus the defect-defect angular

separation, φ(1,2), for shells comprising either (a) two
identical or (b) two different defects, at several values
of R/t. For now, we set the amplitudes and widths of
the defects as follows. For the case of identical defects
(Fig. 2a), we fixed δ = 1.5 and λ = 1. For the case of
different defects (Fig. 2b), we fixed δ1 = 1, δ2 = 1.5 and
λ1 = λ2 = 1. All curves are non-monotonic as a function
of φ(1,2): κ first decreases, reaching a minimum (κmin),
then increases to a maximum (κmax), and subsequently
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decreases to a constant plateau value (κp). As suggested
in Ref. [36], this non-monotonic behavior at small val-
ues of φ(1,2) arises from defect-defect interactions. By
contrast, in the plateau region at large values of φ(1,2),
the largest defect dominates. Note that the horizontal
dashed lines in Fig. 2 correspond to κ values for a single-
defect shell with (δ, λ) = (1.5, 1) and R/t = 100, align-
ing with the plateaus of all the two-defects curves. The
identical-defects shells (Fig. 2a) exhibit higher values of
κmax than the different-defects shells (Fig. 2b), suggest-
ing that defect-defect interactions are less pronounced in
the latter case.
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FIG. 2. Knockdown factor, κ, as a function of angular separa-
tion, φ(1,2), for (a) identical and (b) different defects. The re-

spective values of λi and δi are provided in the legend of each
plot. Shells with varying radius-to-thickness ratio, R/t, are
considered, as indicated in the top legend (common to both
panels). Insets: Greater-plane profiles of imperfect shells with
R/t = 100 and different values of φ(1,2) in their original con-
figurations (dotted lines) and at the onset of buckling (solid
lines). The radial deviation of the latter is amplified by a
factor of 3 for visualization purposes. The horizontal dashed
lines correspond to the κ values of a single-defect shell with
R/t = 100 and (δ, λ) = (1.5, 1).

To help visualize the buckling process, the insets of
Fig. 2 offer representative snapshots of the greater-plane
(2D) profiles obtained from the FEM simulations for
shells with R/t = 100 and various defect-defect angular
separations. Near κmin (e.g., φ(1,2) = 8◦), the two defects

are almost superimposed, resulting in a reduced knock-
down factor (cf. Eq. 3). For intermediate separations
(e.g., φ(1,2) = 14◦), near κmax, the region between the
two defects acts as a constraint for buckling, leading to
higher values of κ. When the two defects are sufficiently
far apart (e.g., φ(1,2) = 29◦), in the plateau region, the
largest defect dominates the buckling.
All the plotted data sets in Fig. 2, with varying R/t

values, exhibit the aforementioned non-monotonic behav-
ior of κ(φ(1,2)). However, as R/t increases, the interac-
tion regions (before the plateau is reached) progressively
shift to lower values of φ(1,2). This observation high-
lights the influence of the radius and thickness of the
shell on the defect-defect interactions. We hypothesize
that the threshold angular separation, below which de-
fects interact and above which the plateau begins, is di-
rectly related to

√
Rt; the characteristic length scale asso-

ciated with the balance between bending and stretching
effects [30]. Consequently, we anticipate that the onset
of the plateau in the κ(φ(1,2)) curves is directly related to

the critical buckling wavelength, lc ∼
√
Rt, as expressed

in Eq. (4). Without wanting to spoil a surprise, the re-
sults in the next section will confirm this hypothesis.

V. INTERACTIONS BETWEEN TWO
IDENTICAL DEFECTS

In this section, we focus solely on imperfect shells with
two identical defects. The angular separation between
their centers, φ(1,2), can be recast as the defect-defect
separation arc length, l = Rφ(1,2). Our objective is to
quantify the dependence of the FEM-computed knock-
down factor, κ, for these shells on l, R/t, δ, and λ.
In Fig. 3, we present κ(l) curves for a shell with

R/t = 100: in panel (a) for fixed widths (λ = 1) while
varying their amplitudes (δ ∈ [0.5, 3]), and, in (b), for
fixed defect amplitudes (δ = 1.5) while varying their
widths (λ ∈ [0.25, 5]). In both plots, the vertical lines
represent the critical buckling wavelength for a spheri-
cal shell, lc, provided in Eq. (4) [52], for this shell with
R/t = 100. Note that lc does not depend on any of the
defect parameters. Fig. 3(a) and Fig. 3(b) both exhibit
non-monotonic κ(l), indicative of defect-defect interac-
tions, which consistently occur for l ≲ lc (shaded region).
For l ≳ lc, all curves reach a plateau. Naturally, the spe-
cific values of κmin, κmax, and κp depend on the actual
defect geometry, as extensively investigated in previous
studies for single-defect [24, 33, 35] and many-defects[36]
scenarios.
We now select some data from Fig. 3(a), for λ = 1

and δ = {0.5, 1.0, 1.5}, and from Fig. 3(b), for δ = 1.5
and λ = {0.5, 1.0, 3.0}, and present them in Fig. 4(a)
and (b) as a function of the normalized arc length l/lc.
Additional simulation data for R/t = 200 and 500 are
included. The shaded regions indicate small angular sep-
arations where the two defects overlap (cf. the corre-
sponding 2D profiles in Fig. 1). It is remarkable that
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FIG. 3. Knockdown factor, κ, for a shell with R/t = 100
as a function of the defect-defect arclength, l, for identical
defects. Panel (a): fixed λ = 1, varying δ ∈ [0.5, 3]. Panel
(b): fixed δ = 1.5, varying λ ∈ [0.25, 5]. Different markers
and a color bar distinguish the various parameter values. The
vertical dotted line presents the theoretical, critical buckling
wavelength, lc (cf. Eq. 4), for R/t = 100.

all the κ(l/lc) data collapse, with the emergence of their
plateaus past l/lc ≳ 1.

The aforementioned observation regarding the onset
of the plateau underscores the importance of the criti-
cal buckling wavelength, lc, in setting the threshold arc
length separation for the defect-defect interaction regime.
This finding represents an important step in confirm-
ing the hypothesis laid out in Sec. IV. To quantify this
threshold, we consider the maximum (κmax) and plateau
(κp) values of the κ(l) curves in Figs. 3 and 4. The thresh-
old separation is defined as the arc length corresponding
to the 10% cut-off: 0.1(κmax − κp). An uncertainty of
±0.05(κmax − κp) is assigned to each threshold value to
account for the non-sharp onset of the plateau, consis-
tently with the percentual definitions used in previous
work [24]. As mentioned in Sec. II, there are two possible
definitions for the defects separation arc length, lp or l∗p,
depending on whether we consider the center-to-center
(ϕ(1,2)) or the adjusted (ϕ∗

(1,2)) angular separations, re-

spectively. The latter excludes a portion from the core

R/t=100 R/t=200 R/t=500

R/t=100 R/t=200 R/t=500

(a)

(b)
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-
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FIG. 4. Knockdown factor, κ, as a function of l/lc, the defect-
defect arc length normalized by the critical buckling wave-
length defined in Eq. (4). (a) Constant λ = 1, varying δ.
(b) Constant δ = 1.5, varying λ. The different markers refer
to various radius-to-thickness ratios, R/t. The shaded areas
indicate the regions where the defects overlap, resulting in a
single larger defect.

of the defects and was defined in Eq. (2). Schematics
illustrating these two definitions are provided in Fig. 5
(top).

At this point, it is important to revisit the Gaussian
shape (cf. Eq. 1) of the dimpled imperfections we are
considering. Note that, at the local angular coordinate
of each defect α = mαi, its deviation from the perfect
sphere is ẘi = −δi e

−m. Also, αi/
√
2 can be interpreted

as the standard deviation of this Gaussian shape, ẘi(α).
Therefore, l∗p can be seen as excluding some portion of
the core of each defect. Taking the values m = 1, 2, or
3 corresponds to excluding 68.3%, 95.6%, and 99.7% of
the defect, respectively [56]. The choice of m determines
the extent to which the core of the defect is excluded,
with m = 3 effectively considering the edge-to-edge sep-
aration between defects. It is important to note that at
α = αi/

√
2, there is an inflection point in Eq. (2) and

ẘ′′
i (αi/

√
2) = 0.

We have measured lp or l∗p as functions of lc, for shells
with R/t ∈ [100, 500} and two identical defects with
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FIG. 5. Threshold arc length separations for the interaction
regime, lp and l∗p, versus the critical buckling wavelength, lc,

for identical defects with δ = 1.5 and λ = 1. Both lp = Rφ(1,2)

(squares) and l∗p = Rφ∗
(1,2) (circles for m = 1, pentagrams for

m = 2, and diamonds for m = 3) threshold definitions are
examined, as illustrated in the 2D schematics (top). The
threshold values, lp and l∗p are computed as described in the
text. The error bars represent ±0.05|κmax − κp|. The solid
line represents lp = l∗p = lc.

(δ, λ) = (1.5, 1.0). It is worth noting that the differ-
ent values of R/t yield different values of lc according to
Eq. (4); specifically, lc increases as R/t decreases. The
results shown in Fig. 5 confirm the hypothesis presented
in Sec. IV: there is a clear linear scaling between lp or
l∗p with varying m values (cf. Eq. 2) and lc. What is
more, when using the l∗p definition with m = 1, the data
lie on the line l∗p = lc. This remarkable result demon-
strates that the threshold separation for defect-defect in-
teractions is set by the critical buckling wavelength of
the shell at the inflection point in the Gaussian profile,
ẘ(αi). Hence, for the remainder of our study, we will
adopt the definition of l∗p with m = 1.

Having examined the specific geometry for an imper-
fect shell with (δ, λ) = (1.5, 1.0) (albeit with different
R/t), we now explore the geometric parameter space
more systematically. In Fig. 6(a), we plot l∗p/lc as a

function of δ (with fixed λ = 1.0), and in Fig. 6(b) λ
(with fixed δ = 1.5), for different R/t values (see leg-
end). Overall, the data consistently aligns closely with
l∗p/lc = 1 (horizontal dashed line), especially when δ ≥ 1
(Fig. 6a) and λ ≤ 2.5 (Fig. 6b). In Fig. 6(a), l∗p/lc re-

mains approximately constant for all δ ∈ [0.5, 3] and all
R/t ∈ [100, 500]. As also highlighted in Fig. 3(a), the
l∗p/lc data lie almost on top of the dashed line, deviating

by at most 20% within the entire range of δ that we ex-

(a)

(b)

δ = δ1 = δ2 = 1.5

λ = λ1 = λ2 = 1.0R/t=100
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FIG. 6. Normalized threshold defect-defect arclength, l∗p/lc,

versus (a) normalized amplitude, δ, and (b) normalized width,
λ, for various values of R/t ∈ [100, 500]. In panel (a), λ =
1 is kept fixed, and in panel (b), δ = 1.5 is fixed. Each
marker represents a different value of R/t ∈ [100, 500], and
the horizontal dashed lines correspond to l∗p = lc. The shaded
area in panel (b) highlights the region where defects tend to
overlap, forming a single larger defect.

plored. More quantitatively, in Fig. 6(b), for shells with
λ ≤ 2.5, the FEM-measured l∗p is in excellent agreement
with the analytical result for lc, within a 16% difference.
For wider defects with λ ≥ 2.5, l∗p deviates by up to
≈ 50% from lc. Note that in these shells with wide de-
fects (large λ values), the two defects tend to be nearly
juxtaposed, as seen in the profiles in Fig. 1(c) and (d),
as well as the shaded region in Fig. 6b (for shells with
R/t = 100). We attribute the larger deviations of l∗p/lc
from unity for shells with wide defects to their overlap,
which leads to a distorted, imperfect shell geometry.

VI. INTERACTIONS BETWEEN TWO
DIFFERENT DEFECTS

In the previous section, we examined shells with two
identical defects. Now, we shift our focus to the case of
different defects (δ1 ̸= δ2 or λ1 ̸= λ2). We will fix the
geometry of the i = 1 defect at the pole with (λ1, δ1) =
(1.0, 1.0), and vary the width (λ2) and amplitude (δ2) of
the second defect.
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FIG. 7. Knockdown factor, κ, versus arc length, l, for shells with R/t = 100. (a) Fixed λ1 = λ2 = 1, δ1 = 1 and varying
δ2 ∈ [0.5, 3]. (b) Fixed δ1 = 1, δ2 = 1.5, λ1 = 1 and varying λ2 ∈ [0.25, 5]. Normalized arclength, l∗p/lc, versus (c) δ2, and (d)

λ2 for R/t ∈ [100, 500]. Different markers and colors are used to represent different (a) δ2, (b) λ2, and (c,d) R/t. The vertical
dashed lines in panels (a,b) refer to the theoretical prediction of lc for shells with R/t = 100, while the horizontal dashed lines
in panels (c,d) represent l∗p = lc. The shaded region in panel (d) indicates the region where defects overlap, forming a single
larger defect (shown for R/t = 100, as a representative example).

In Fig. 7(a), we plot the knockdown factor, κ, as
a function of defect-defect arc length separation, l, for
shells with fixed R/t = 100 and λ2 = 1.0, while varying
δ2 ∈ [0.5, 3]. These κ(l) curves are similar to those for
the identical-defects case discussed in Sec. V: κ initially
decreases to κmin, then increases κmax, before settling to
a plateau (κp). The exact values of κmin, κmax, and κp

are slightly influenced by the amplitude of the i = 2 de-
fect, particularly for δ2 = {0.5, 1.0}, but not for δ2 > 1.0,
consistent with the known sensitivity of shell buckling to
imperfections [35].

In Fig. 7(b), we present κ(l) curves for shells with
a fixed R/t = 100 and δ2 = 1.5, while varying λ2 ∈
[0.25, 5]. The response of these shells is qualitatively dif-
ferent from the behavior described in the previous para-
graph, exhibiting three distinct regimes. In the first,
when λ2 ≤ 1, the κ(l) curves show the same minimum-
maximum-plateau dependence described above and in
Sec. V. Since λ2 > λ1, the plateau is dictated by the
largest (i = 2) defect. In the second regime, for 1.5 ≤
λ2 ≤ 3, the κ(l) curves shift, as a whole, to lower values.
While a clear minimum is still observed, the maximum
becomes less prominent, tending towards κmax → κp. In
this regime, the buckling is still dictated by the largest
i = 2 defect. In the third regime, for λ ≥ 3.5, the κ(l)

curves shift upwards.

In Fig. 7(a,b), the vertical dotted lines represent the
critical buckling wavelength, lc, defined in Eq. (4), with
R/t = 100. Similarly to the case of identical defects, we
observe that the region (shaded) of interaction for these
shells with two different defects lies within l < lc. As
in Sec. V, we also compute the normalized threshold for
defect-defect interactions (onset of the plateau of the κ(l)
curves), l∗p/lc, for the present case of different defects.
These results are presented in Fig. 7(c,d).

In Fig. 7(c), when fixing δ1, λ1, and λ2 , we observe
that l∗p/lc ≈ 1 (within 17%) across the whole range of δ2.

This finding reinforces that δ is not critical in determin-
ing the onset of defect interactions, consistently with the
identical-defects case (Fig. 6a). The behavior becomes
less straightforward when varying λ2 while fixing δ1, λ1,
and δ2, (see Fig. 7d). Here, l∗p/lc remains near unity for
λ2 ≤ 3, with a deviation of around 22% for λ2 ∈ [0.25, 1]
and 28% for λ2 ∈ [1.5, 3]. However, when λ2 ≥ 3.5, l∗p/lc
progressively drops below unity, reaching approximately
0.4. Recalling the profiles in Fig. 1(d), we note that the
edges of the narrow i = 1 defect overlap with the wider
i = 2 defect for larger values of λ2. Thus, the shell geom-
etry deviates substantially from a perfect sphere, and the
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critical buckling wavelength in Eq. (4) no longer sets the
edge of the interaction region. This complex behavior,
arising from the increasing overlap of the defects and the
nontrivial shell geometries, falls beyond the scope of the
present work and warrants further investigation.

Note that, in Fig. 7(c,d), while l∗p/lc remains close to
unity for intermediate values of λ2, the thinnest shells
with R/t = 500 exhibit notable discrepancies compared
to the R/t = {100, 200} shells (the results for these two
are almost overlapping). We have conducted compre-
hensive mesh-convergence tests, and it appears that the
discrepancies are not due to the discretization. Instead,
we attribute these deviations to the higher fluctuations
observed in the measured κ(l) curves, especially in the
plateau region, which in turn affects the measurement of
l∗p using the 10% criterion introduced in Sec. V.

VII. CONCLUSIONS

Using experimentally validated FEM simulations, we
investigated the effect of defect-defect interactions on the
buckling of pressurized hemispherical shells containing
two dimpled imperfections. We examined cases of identi-
cal and different defects, varying their geometric param-
eters (amplitude, δi, and width, λi) and their relative
separation. We measured the knockdown factor (the nor-
malized critical buckling pressure), κ, for these imperfect
shells as a function of the angular separation, φ(1,2), be-
tween their two defects. We then used φ(1,2) to define
an arc length separation l = Rφ(1,2). Our findings re-
vealed significant defect-defect interactions when the two
defects are in close proximity, leading to non-monotonic
behavior in κ(l), below a threshold in l. We modified
the definition of this interaction threshold, denoted as l∗p,
which corresponds to the inflection point of the Gaussian
profile. Beyond l∗p, the κ(l) curves reached a plateau, in-
dicating diminished interactions and the dominance of
the largest defect in dictating the knockdown factor.

The main contribution of our study lies in establishing
that the onset of defect-defect interactions is determined

by the critical buckling wavelength [52], as l∗p ≈ lc (cf.
Eq. 4). This result is valid for defects with λi < 3, re-
gardless of whether they are identical or different. How-
ever, for wider defects, the dimples tend to overlap, and
the shell geometry becomes increasingly distorted. The
defect amplitude, δi, plays a negligible role in setting l∗p.
It is important to note that lc depends only on the radius,
R, and thickness, t, of the shell (other than the Poisson
ratio, which was fixed to ν = 0.5 throughout our study).

We hope that our results will stimulate further interest
in harnessing defect-defect interactions to enhance the
buckling response of spherical shells or inspire the de-
velopment of novel functional mechanisms derived from
these interactions.
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