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W e study how crack buckling a ects stress and strain in a thin sheet w ith random disorder. T he
sheet ism odeled as an elastic lJattice of beam s where each of the beam s have individual thresholds
for breaking. A statistical distrbution with an exponential tail towards either weak or strong
beam s is used to generate the thresholds and the m agnitude ofthe disorder can be varied arbitrarily
between zero and In niy. Applying a uniaxial force couple along the top and bottom row s of the
Jattice, fracture proceeds according to w here the ratio ofthe stress eld to the local strength ism ost
Intense. Since breakdown is initiated from an intact sheet where the st crack appears at random ,
the onset and m ode of buckling varies according to where and how the cracks grow . For a wide
range of disorders the stressstrain relationships for buckling sheets are com pared w ith those for
non-buckling sheets. T he ratio of the buckling to the non-buckling value of the m axin um extemal
force the system can tolerate before breaking is found to decrease w ith increasing disorder, as is the

ratio for the corresponding displacem ent.

PACS numbers: 81.40.J7 62.20.%, 05404

I. NTRODUCTION

In recent years m ethods have been developed w ithin
the statistical physics com m unity to describe breakdow n
phenom ena in com plex m edia ﬁ_}]. T hese are the socalled
lattice m odels, where the m aterdal is reduced to a set of
pointson a grid w hereupon disorder is in posed on each of
the elem ents on the grid. T he desire to understand struc—
turally non-uniform system s stem s from the fact that
m any m aterials, natural or m an-m ade, show a signi —
cant degree of disorder on the m icroscopic orm esoscopic
Jevel. In orderto realistically describe how such m aterials
fracture one has to include the Interplay between, on the
one hand, localvariations in m aterial properties and, on
the other hand, a constantly evolving non-uniform stress

eld. T he above m entioned lattice m odels are especially
well suited for this purpose.

M ost of the work done with lattice m odels on frac—
ture and other breakdow n phenom ena, however, has fo—
cused on the fundam ental underlying principles rather
than traditional problem s in fracture m echanics. The
various quantities studied have been expressed through
scaling law s and critical exponents, often w ith the ain to
shed Iight on universal aspects of phenom ena which are
seem ingly unrelated. The most comm on exam ples be—
sides fracture are transport properties and grow th pro—
cesses P, ). Obviously there is much to bene t from
the application of lattice m odeling to m ore goeci ¢ prob—
Jlem s In fracture m echanics, especially where disordered
m aterdals are concemed.

By far the m ost popular tool in fuindam ental studies
of breakdown processes has been the so-called random
flise m odel f_4], a scalar analogue of fracture which re-
ally m odels electrical breakdow n. A nother m odel, which

takes acoount of the vectorial nature of elasticiy, is the
beam lattice [, #]. Recently, we introduced a three di-
m ensional version of the beam lattice which is suitable
to describe buckling in thin planar structures ij]. Such
buckling behaviour is perhapsm ost frequently associated
w ith thin plates orbeam s under com pressive loading. In
this paperwe concem ourselvesw ith the specialcase ofa
thin planar structure under tensile, m ode-I type, loading.
T he Interaction ofbuckling w th fracture In such cases is
a well known phenom enon, although as a problem it re—
manhnsmuch less studied.

M ost ofthe data reported, both theoretical and exper-
In ental, have centered on a faw, rather lm ited, special
cases, such as that of a thin plate wih a centercrack,
aligned In a perpendicular fashion to the extermally ap—
plied force. W hen such a plate is sub fcted to uniax—
ial tensilke loading, transverse com pressive stresses build
up in the vicinity of the cradk, causing the unsupported
edges to de ect out of the initial rest plane. This re—
distrdbutes the stresses around the crack and lads to a
stronger singulariy at the tip, thus reducing the exter—
nal force necessary to propagate crack grow th. T here are
m any applications for which the special case ofa hom o—
geneous thin plate w ith a centercrack is representative.
C rack buckling, however, is observed under a variety of
conditions, and offen Involves anisotropic or disordered
m aterials w ith m ore than one crack.

Com posites, for Instance, are on the increase as the
preferred m aterial for use in the thin walled plate- or
shellstructures so essential to the construction of vehi-
cles for transportation purposes, eg., hulls and fuselages.
C ritical loads for orthotropic plates have been obtained
In nieelement FEM ) calculations, but only w thin the
usual singlecrack or hole scenario ig]. T he in portance
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ofbuckling and the way i interacts w ith fracture In the
presence ofm ultiple cracks has been recognized for som e
tin e, however. In the aerospace industry, for instance,
one seeks to m ake allowance in the design approach for
the presence ofm ulti-site dam age, ie., assess to w hat ex—
tent a serdes of aligned cracks have on the strength prop—
erties of a structure E_S%, :_l-(_i] M oreover, buckling plays
an in portant role in the breaking of thin sheets where
the disordered nature of the m icro-structure cannot be
ignored. T he crack geom etry which obtains in such cases
may be highly complex. A speci c exam pl of this is
paper. Paper results from a rapid Iration process in-—
volving water and wood bres. The sheet ormed is a
layered bre-structure, but nonetheless strongly coupled
In the vertical direction. P aper is thus a highly stochas-
tic m aterial, where the essentially random structure is
modi ed by occulation, ie., an undesired clustering of

bres in the early stages of the Iration process Efl_:].
W ih conditions of tensilke loading frequently arising in
production facilities as well as printing presses, buckling
deform ations due to tension in paper is a well known
phenom enon @-2_3] Tts Interaction with fracture has not
received su cient attention, how ever.

In the Pllowing we brie y summ arize som e of the
research that has been done on the bucdckling of thin
sheet m aterials under tensile loading. Among the ear-
liest investigations was that m ade by Cherepanov [13
on m em branes containing holes. This, and m uch of the
literature which followed m ainly concemed itself w ith
the calculation of critical loads for the onset of buck—
ling [14,115,116,111], rather than the e ect buckling hason
the fracture propertiesonce it hasset in, ie., the socalled
post-buckling behaviour. T hat buckling should adversely
a ect residual strength has been recognized for some
tin e, however, w Jth ear]y experin ental observations re—
ported by Form an {18] D ixon and Strannigan ﬁ19], and
Zilsdor and Carlson [Z_Q], hence the interest in deter-
m ining the loads and conditions under which plates w ith
speci ed param etersbuckle. A salready noted, the source
to this reduction In strength has been traced to a redis—
tribbution of stresses w hich leads to a stronger singularity
at the tip ofthe crack P1, 24, 231.

M ost of the results relevant to the critical buckling
load have been obtained for thin plates with a center
crack. Such results are usually expressed in the form
of an em pirical relation which involves plate thickness,
crack length, Young’sm odulus and a proportionality fac—
tor. In their recent experim ental work, Guz and D yshel
have also considered several cases which can be seen as
variations on the them e of a central crack; eg., the ef-
fect that crack curvature or an inclination angle has on
either the critical buckling load or the residual strength
of a plate w ith a centrally located crack R4]; or the ef-
fect a straight central crack has on the critical buckling
ad of a two-layered plate P5]. Centrally cracked plates
are not the only system s studied, however, plates w ith
edge cracks have also been considered. Here the buck—
ling m echanisn hasbeen found to be di erent from that

which causes a centralcrack to bulge 26] C riticalbuck—
ling ]oads relevant to both perpendicular f27- 28 and
nclined _B_ edge cracks have been obtained, aswell as
resuls forthe e ect buckling hason the residualstrength
of edge cracked panels l_2-§']

W ith regard to m odeling and theoretical research, an
early study by Pellet et al. employed a RayleighR itz
variational procedure to obtain critical buckling loads in
the presence of a circular hole LB-(_]'] Recent FEM calcu—
lations realistically reproduce the observed buckling be—
haviour around centrally located cracks, and resulshave
been obtained for critical loads which agree well w ith
experim ental ndings E_L-§', :_l-j, 2-]_}, :_Z-Z_i, 2-3_:] TheFEM ap-
proach has also been used to study the various m odes
ofbuckling and the extent of the buckhng zone, eg., for
plates w ith either a perpendicular Q]: ]Joran inclined {23
central crack. G ilabert et al. also cbtained resuls rele-
vant to the zone ofdeform ation [_31:], and critical loads for
various crack geom etries, e g., circular holes or rectangu—
lar cutouts with sharp or rounded comers, have been
obtained in other FEM calculations ﬁ_BZ;]

Features of the postbuckling behaviour, other than
the shape and extent of the buckling zone, was ob—
tained by Petyt, ie., for the vibration character:istjcs_ of
a centrally cracked plate sub Ect to acoustic loads f_Z]_J']
Petyt also addressed the non-lnear nature of FEM cal-
culations for the postbuckling behaviour, and R ks et
al I_Z-z:i] used such an analysis to show that the energy
releaserate at the tip of the crack undergoes a sudden
Increase at the onset of buckling. The stress Intensity
along the post-buckling path is then larger than that ob—
tained along the prebuckling path for the sam e load, a
resul which, In agreem ent w ith experin ental observa-
tions, Indicates that the residual strength of the plate is
reduced by buckling. The e ect of crack inclination on
the energy releaserate In the post-uckling state hasalso
been studied t_Z-;’:] FEM calculations for the load versus
crack-opening length in buckling and non-buckling frac—-
ture m odes have been carried out in a study by Seshadri
and Newm an 5_9'], show ing a signi cant reduction In the
residual strength. Their work also considered the e ect
ofplasticity by assum ing a hypotheticalm aterialw ith a
very high crack-tip opening angle, w ith the reduction in
strength due to buckling now being generally less pro—
nounced than in the brittle case.

A s the above sum m ary show s, practically all previous
work considers the e ect buckling has on the strength
properties of an already cracked plate, ora plate wih a
geom etricaldiscontinuity such asa circularhole ora rect—
angular cut-out. In other words, if the physical param e~
ters of the plate are such that buckling can be expected
before the crack begins to grow , the residual strength of
the plate w illbe signi cantly lower than what would oth—
erw ise be expected, based on an analysis which does not
take account of buckling. T he present study of fracture
and buckling is fuindam entally di erent in the sense that
we regard a sheest which, in is nitialstate, hasno cracks
or other discontinuities. Instead, cracks form by a com —



plex process which depends on the evolring distribbution
of stresses and is interaction wih a disordered m eso-
structure. The onset of buckling in this scenario, and
the e ect buckling has on the fracture properties, will
vary according to the type of disorder used, ie., weak or
strong. W hereas for strong disorders there w illbe signif-
icant sam ple-to-sam ple variations, such vardations tend
to be less pronounced for weak disorders. H ow ever, even
for weak disorders the nal crack which breaks the sys—
tem will only rarely appear at the exact center of the
sheet, and even then the situation m ight be com plicated
by additional cracks in the viciniy { crackswhich inter-
act with the main crack so as to alter the distrbution
of stresses and hence also the exact shape or m ode of
buckling. Therefore, due to the statistical nature of the
results obtained, features such as the extent of the buck—
ling zone, or the shape of the de ected crack edge, will
not at present be dealt w ith in any detail. For the sam e
reasons critical loads are not calculated, since the m ag—
nitude of this quantity depends on very speci c sheet
param eters, ie. or a given sheet thickness the critical
load hasbeen shown to depend on the ratio of the crack
Jength to the sheet width.

II. THE BEAM LATTICE

The beam Jattice used in our calculations is a reg—
ular square lattice, where each beam has uni length.
System size L therefore corresponds to the num ber of
beam s along the top or bottom rows. The nodes are
equidistantly spaced along J = L + 2 horizontal row s
and I = L + 1 vertical colum ns, each having four near—
est neighbours to which it is fastened by elastic beam s.
W hen nodes are digplaced the angle at the pint where
tw o beam s com e together rem ains perpendicular, thus in-
ducihg shearing forces and bending m om ents in addition
to axialtension or com pression.

In the plane beam lattice there are three degrees of
freedom for the displacem ent of nodes, ie., translation
along either the X -axis or the Y -axis, and rotations
about the Z -axis. The digplacem ent eld is obtained by
requiring the sum of forces and m om ents on each node
to be zero. Speci ca]éy, weBSone
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by num erical relaxation, ie. the conjigate gradient
method {33], to cbtain the set of displacem ents which
m inin izes the elastic energy of the lattice.

InEgs (;2:) and @),A and T denote axialand transverse
force, resgpectively, while in Eq. (:ff) M denotes the bend—
Ingmom ent. Hence, XAiB) is the force exerted on node i
from j= 3 along the X -axisby axialtension or com pres—
sion. Neighbouring nodes are num bered anticlockw ise,
starting with j= 1 on the kft.

Dening r=15n 1,wherer2 fx;y;wg, the contri-
butions from j= 1 are
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are the prefactors characteristic of the m aterial and its
din ensions, ie., E isYoung’sm odulus, and I the area
of the beam section and its m om ent of inertia, respec—
tively, and G the shearm odulus E_é].
T he fracture process consists of rem oving one beam at
a tin e, whereby a new set of displacem ents are obtained
at each step by solving Eq. @:) . The criterion by which a
beam is ram oved from the lattice depends on the ratio of
the local stress to the breaking threshold. Usihg t and
ty forthem aximum thresholds In axial orce and bend-
Ing m om ent, respectively, a good breaking criterion t_é]
nspired from Tresca’s theory is
2 .
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where M j= max (M i(j) FM j(l) 9 isthe largest ofthem o-
m ents at the two beam ends iand j.

The tine taken fOor mechanical equilbriim to be
reached is assum ed to be much shorter than the time
taken to rem ove a beam , ie., the fracture process is as—
sum ed to be quasistatic. It isdriven by In posinga xed
unit displacem ent on the top row of the lattice. Since
Intemal displacem ents, forces and m om ents are propor—
tional to this, the actual external elongation of the lat—
tice is obtained by determ Ining them inim um value ofthe
proportionality constant 1 in
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from which the extemal force is obtained as
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w ith the array
1;
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FIG .1: A disordered lattice of size L = 20, shown at four dif-
ferent stages in the breakdow n process. T he lattice is strained
to failure by applying a force couple at the top and bottom .
W ith the appearance of large cracks, the structure is seen to
de ect out of the Iniial rest plane. The number of broken
beam s in this sim ulation are, from (@) to d), N = 65, 72, 78,
and 86, respectively.

keeping track of whether beam s are intact (1) or have
been broken (0), resgoectively.

InEqg. ('_1-14') , contributionsotherthan (A f) cancelw hen
the sum is over the entire lattice. This is due to the
square lattice topology and the nature of the extemal
boundary conditions applied, ie., m ode-I type loading in
the Y direction . R egarding the intemal forces, the sam e
term continues to be the sole non—zero contribution when

transverse forces T (including shear) are induced In the
Inm ediate neighbourhood of the beam . This is due to
the screening e ect ofthe \holk", or crack, created by its
rem oval from the lattice.

A thin sheet willusually display deviations in symm e—
try w ith respect to the thickness, eg., therem ay be vari-
ations in the thickness itself or there m ay be a gradient
n the structuralproperties of the m aterial. An exam ple
ofthe latter is paper, w here, due to the process by which
it ism anufactured, the bre structure on one side always
has a stronger orientationalbias. In other m aterials the
density varies In the thickness direction. W hen a uniax—
ial force couple is applied on opposite edges of the sheet,
such variations create bending m om ents about axes in
parallel within the X Y plane, see Fig. ', which shows
the coordinate system and the direction of the extemal
load. In fact, when the Intemal stresses (which arise as
a oconsequence of the extemal load condition) com bine
with certain crack con gurations, m inute deviations of
the sym m etry plane iself from a perfect two din ensional
em bedding w illbe su cient to cause buckling. N um erous
studies have been reported in the literature conceming
the extemal load necessary to cause buckling, eg., ora
sheet with a central crack the m agnitude of the critical
load has been found to decrease w ith decreasing sheet
thickness and increasing crack extent.

T he additional temm s which cause buckling are much
an aller In m agniude than those goveming the forces
within the plane lttice. There is, however, a non—
separable relationship between in-plane and out-ofplane
digplacem ents which causes the In-plane coordinates of
the non-buckling lattice to change signi cantly when
buckling is allowed. For this reason the X i, ¥; and W 3
com ponents of the buckling lattice [4]
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contain additional non-linear temm s, ie. temm s not in—
clided n Eq. ().
Speci cally, the axial force com ponent

W _ 1

the Jattice is Intact. C onsequently the rstbeam to break X = X a4
is that forwhich the ratio A=t, isthe largest. A fter this
has been rem oved, however, bending moments M and n Eq. @') is replaced by
|
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w here
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is the fPorce along the axis of the beam , ncliding an angular correction which takes into account the additional

elongation due to bending. Likew ise, the transverse force

o _ 1 b 1 .
Yi = — Wi+ Wj (17)
t 1z
is replaced by
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for the displacem ents nom alto the X Y -plane, and
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for the rotations about the Y -axis. F nally,
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is the torque of the beam when rotations are about the
X -axis. Assum lngw > t,

wt
G——
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is the torsionalm om ent of inertia in Eqg. C_Z-j), wih w

denoting the width of the beam cross section and t is
thickness. A ssum ing a rectangular cross-section, them o—
m ents of inertia for bending are

@4)
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w ithin the X Y plane, and
1 3

within the Y Z —and X Z -planes, respectively.
T he expressions or the orees acting on the beam s in
Egs. {_lﬁ) to C_ZZ;) have been derived by considering an

elastic beam w ith no end restraints [34], where the ratio
ofthebeam w idth to the thicknesspresentl hasbeen set
to 10d. W ith regard to bending exibility, the lattice is
now m ore pliable In the out-ofplane direction, as would
be expected for a thin sheet m aterial.

In lattice m odeling the rule by which a beam is bro—
ken can be speci ed according to the properties of the
m aterial one w ishes to study. P resently the fracture cri-
terion istaken to depend on a com bination ofaxialstress,
bending and torsion. Hence, we assum e
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w here
Fc = Fi(j) Qi(j) 28)
is the e ective stress, and
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is the torque. M oreover, w ith
bending m om ent and

¢ denoting the com bined

== 30)

being the aspect ratio of the cross section of the beam,
the expression

) . ) 0;
— 1 1 ] (31)

is an enhancem ent factor in Eqg. {_i§‘) In Eqg. ég') the
K ronecker delta has been used to distinguish between
the four neighbouring beam s.

Angular displacem ents about the X — or Y -axis in
Eqg. {_Z-j) activate the stress enhancem ent m echanian .
T his increases the stress in a beam when it isunder axial
tensile loading. Speci cally, the larger the the load is,
the m ore sensitive the beam w ill be to the presence of
a certain am ount of axial torque. C om pressive loads are
assum ed to be lss in portant, w ith torque now instead
rem oving som e of the axial com pression.

T he exactm echanian by which buckling altersthe rup—
turem ode ofa thin sheet w illprobably vary according to
m aterial properties, structural com position, and so on.
In many cases it is a well known fact that the work re—
quired to drive a crack acrossa given area ism uch sm aller
In m odeIIT tearing than In pure m ode-I tension, as is
easily veri ed with a piece of paper. Transverse forces,
how ever, are not presently assum ed to contrbute. Thisis
because the disorder of the sheet ism odeled on a m eso—
scopic scale. In a m aterial such as paper, tearing is a
shear displacem ent which a ects m aterial properties on
much smaller scaks, eg., on the lkevel of the individual

bres. In the beam Ilattice, on the other hand, each in—
dividualbeam is representative of the sheet on the level
of bre occulations. The e ect ofm ode-ITT crack prop—
agation is instead included by the above com bination of
torsion and axial stress.

III. NUMERICAL SCHEME OF
CALCULATIONS

M athem atically, conjigate gradients is an ierative
m ethod to obtain the m ininum of a quadratic expres—
sion, In our case the elastic energy. For the energy to be
quadratic, how ever, the forces involved m ust be linear. In
obtaining a num erical solition, therefore, the presence of
non-linear tem s is a com plicating factor. N onetheless,
provided the proper num erical safeguards are em ployed,
the correct m nimum can be found e ectively by use of

con jugate gradients. Speci cally,

4 LooxA .ooxA .
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is the solution obtained by relaxing the in-plane coor-
dinates while keeping the out-ofplane coordinates xed.

Since the leading tem s of X ;, Y; and W ; are all linear,
the actualsolution for this in-plane pro fction alw ays lies
close to its linear solution. It is found by re-nitializing
the search, each tim e using con jugate gradients starting
from the previous linear approxim ation. T his is repeated
untilthem nimum stops changing, typically 67 searches
are required, w ith convergence being rapid.

A fter this interm ediate solution has been obtained, it
is frozen, w hereupon the out-ofplane coordinates are re—
laxed, one at a tine. In this case, however, the lad-
Ing tem s are non-linear. C onsequently a single search is
m ade toward them inin um to obtain

4
2. 0; (33)
=1

ie. a partialonly, or (at best) very approxin ate, solu—
tion. M oreover, in order to ensure that this incom plete
m ove carries tow ards (and not away from ) them inin um ,
the step size of the conjugate gradient iterations in this
phase is reduced to a much am aller value.

Likew ise, the outofplane angular displacem ents are
updated, one at a tin e, using the sam e dow n-scaled step
size, to obtain

v o v.9 o, 34)

while keeping all other coordinates xed.

A fter re-setting the iterationalstep size, the w hole pro-—
cedure outlined above is repeated. T he updated coordi-
nates obtained for the out-ofplane displacem ents, ap—
proxin ate as they are, do nonetheless cause the in-plane
digplacem ents to change. A s the nalbuckled con g—
uration of the lattice is approached the quality of the
intem ediate partial solutions, represented by Egs. (33)
and {_54), gradually in proves.

Hence, after a num ber of repetitions we obtain

x4 X4 x4
X .= Y. = = v, = 0; (35)
=1 =1 =1

forthe sum of forcesand m om entson allnodes. T he pre—
vious set of displacem ents isnow identicalto the current
set of displacem ents, the calculation having converged
upon the nalsolution.

Iv. DISORDER

Each tine a beam is broken, a new set of displace—
m ents is calculated according to the schem e outlined In
sectionTIf. A findam entalfactordeciding how the Jattice
breaks is the choice m ade for the type and m agnitude of
disorder in the distrbution of breaking thresholds. O ne
ofthe reasonswhy lattice m odels are practical is the ease
w ith which such disorderm ay be included.



FIG .2: The lower rem aining part of a beam lattice of size L = 50 after i has been broken com pletely, shown for ve di erent

disorders, ie., from left to right: D = 025,D = 0:5,D

=1,D = 2and D = 4, respectively. From top to bottom , six di erent

sam ples have been inclided in each case, the only di erence between the sam ples being the random casts generated for the

breaking thresholds.

P resently we generate a random number r on the unit
interval 0;1]and et this J:_ep]:esentthe cum ulative thresh—
oM distrbution. In Eq. £7) the breaking thresholds are
now assigned ast= r° , wih

0= —t 1 36)
P D
being the probability density. The sam e distrbution is
assum ed for the threshold in axial force, t = ., and
bendingmoment, t= t ¢, wih the random casts, how—
ever, being di erent in the two cases.

There are now two types of distribution, ie, D > O,
In which case

P@®=1t 37)

is a cum ulative distribbution w ith bounds 0 t< 1, and
D < 0, n which case

P@)=1 t 38)
is a cum ulative distribbution with bounds 1 t< 1

In this prescription D = 0 corresponds to no disorder.
As P jincreases the coe cient of variation w ith respect

to any two random num bers r and 1’ on the interval 0;1]
also increases, w ith the coe cients forD > 0OandD < 0

being reciprocal but otherw ise the sam e. Hence, large
values of P j correspond to strong disorders and small
values to weak disorder. A few exam ples forD > 0 have
been inclided in Fi. g, where the bottom part of the
broken lattice is shown for ve di erent disorders. A Iso
shown is the sam pleto-sam ple variation for each of the



FIG. 3: Force f versus digplacement foran L = 32 lat-
tice with disorder D = 1. The two upper curves denote
non—buck]Jng fracture, w ith the continuous JJne representing
Eqg. C]n) and open circles representing Eq. @3 ) with buckling
suppressed. The lower curve ( Iled circles) denotes buckling
fracture, ie., the results of Eq. QZ}) w ith the out-ofplane
degrees of freedom now included.

disorders. For a given m agniude of D , the position of
the nalcrack which breaks the system is seen to vary
from one sam pl to the next, as is is m orphology. As
the disorder increases, so does the roughness of the crack
Interface. T he num ber of beam s rem oved also Increases
w ith the disorder, ie., the D = 4 samples are seen to
be som ew hat m ore diluted than the D = 2 samples. In
Eqg. {_37@), D > 0and D < O represent widely di erent
types of distrbution. W hile the form er is a power law
wih a m axin um threshold of one, and a tail which ex—
tends tow ard zero, the latter is a power law bounded be-
Iow by am Ininum threshold of one, but now with a tail
which extends toward in nity. Both D > Oand D < 0
are Included in the present calculations.

In thepastm any di erent distrbutionshave been used
to generate random breaking thresholds. However, as
shown by Hansen et al. ESQ‘], as the system size diverges
only the power law tails of the distrbution, if they ex—
ist, towards zero or in niy should m atter. Hence the
use ofD as a param eter is very convenient, enabling the
asym ptotic behaviour of the fracture process to be fully
explored as a function of the disorder.

V. STRESSAND STRAIN

In the absence of structural disorder the crack now
grow s Jaterally from the site of the rst beam rem oved,
taking the shortest possible path across the lattice. Since
In our m odel the beam s are lnearly elastic up to the
breaking threshold, the rst break triggers catastrophic
rupture. Stress and strain evolves di erently in the pres—
ence of disorder. Now there are two com peting m echa—
nism s for crack growth. O n the one hand, the presence
ofa crack causes stress to be intensi ed in its iInm ediate
vicinity, thereby lending bias towards the growth of al-

ready existing cracks. O n the other hand, variations in
m aterial strength dictate that new cracks should instead
appear In regionswhich are structurally weak. W hich of
the two m echanisn s is the m ost in portant depends on
the disorder regin e. W hile in the case of strong disorder
fracture is nitially disorder dom inated, i tends to be lo—
calized from the very beginning in the case ofweak disor-
der. For strong disorders am all cracks appear at random
In the early stages of the process. Here the dom nat-
Ing feature is a w ide distrbution ofbreaking thresholds.
Since the weakest beam stend to be rem oved 1rst, the dis—
tribution gradually narrow s asm ore beam s are rem oved.
Sin ultaneously, w ith a grow ing num ber of cracks appear—
ing on the Jattice, a highly non-uniform stress eld devel-
ops. In other words, the distribbution of stresses w idens.
At the point where the fracture process goes from being
disorder dom inated to stress dom inated, crack growth
becom es localized [_if;] Sm aller cracks now m erge Into a
single dom inating crack and the evolution of stress w ith
strain goes from being stable to unstable.

Fora system ofsize. = 32 and disorderD = 1,a com —
parison between the buckling and non-buckling stress—
strain characteristics is shown In Fig.i3. The average
stress and the average strain has been com puted for ev—
ery beam broken, and the num ber of sam ples involved is
10000 In the non-buckling case and 975 in the buckling
case. Also included is the resulk of Eq. (13) with the
out-ofplane degrees of freedom suppressed. This result
is based on 525 num erical realizations. The agreem ent
between the non-buckling results of Egs. @) and C_l-Z_%)
is seen to be excellent, especially in the controlled and
early catastrophic regin es. Tow ardsthe end ofthe catas-
trophic regin e the loads cbtained w ith Eq. l_l;%') are very
slightly lower than those that are obtained w ith Eq. @),
a resul which can be ascribed to the presence of non—
linear term s In the form er. W ith buckling, a signi cant

reduction is obtained in both m axinum strength and
disgplacem ent. There is also a notable di erence in the
shape of the curve w ithin the catastrophic regin e. Here

TABLE I: Ratio of buckling to non-buckling m axin a, ob—
tained for the extemaldisplacem ent and force £, for disor-
derD = 1. The totalnum ber of sam ples calculated is S, and
L is the system size.

L 2= 0" f7=Ffo Sz So
14 083 0.93 1500 5000
17 0.92 0.94 500 2500
20 0.79 0.92 1000 1000
23 083 0.92 203 800
27 083 091 328 600
32 0.75 0.90 975 10000
40 0.74 0.89 210 1400
50 0.77 091 70 1750
63 0.77 0.89 110 700
80 0.80 0.92 55 550

2Q uantities labeled Z refer to the buckling case.



the response is less stable w ith respect to displacem ent
control. T hat is, the foroe In the catastrophic regin e 21ls
o more rapidly as the displacem ent increases.

Stress and strain for a range of system sizes is shown
in Fig.4 fr the sam e disorder, ie, D = 1. In caloula-
tions for the non-bucklingbeam lattice, involving a m uch
larger range of sizes [_3-§], the scaling with L of the top
of the stress-strain curve is found to be characterized by
an exponent close to uniy. T he stressstrain curves can
then be m ade to collapse onto each other by scaling the
axes according to

f=L = (=L ); (39)

where 1 and is a scaling function. Since there
is no reason why the buckling system should behave ac—
cording to di erent laws in this respect, the reduction
In stress and strain should itself be proportionalto sys—
tem size. A swasnoted In section II, fracture is initiated
by inposing on the top row of the lattice a displace—
m ent of one beam Jlength. Hence, to avoid scale e ects
on the buckling behaviour, one of the factors L. intro—
duced In the stress enhancem ent factor, ie., n Eq. d31-

is a scale factor. W ithout this factor, a di erent value
of the exponent would be obtained 1 Eq. [39) W ith
the current choice of param eters, m axinum stress and
strain in the buckling and non-buckling cases scale ac—
cording to the sam e law , as can be seen from Fjg.:ff,and
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FIG . 4: Force f versus displacem ent  for a range of system
sizes w ith disorder D = 1, ie., or @) L = 23, b) L = 27,
)L =32, d)L =40, €0 L = 50 and (f) L. = 63. In each
case the top curve is the non—buckhng result of the sinple
beam m odel, calculated from Eq. (:l), and the curve below
is the buckling resul, calculated from Eq. {_1:} The labels
on the axes are scaled down from those In plot (f), being
otherw ise proportional to system size.

0 4 8 12 16 20

A

FIG.5: Force f versus digplacement foran L = 32 lattice
w ith disorder D = 1, com paring the buckling ( Iked circles)
and the non-buckling (open circles) results ofEq. @3) where,
in the Pmercase, = 0nh Eq. @@)

also from the com parison of buckling and non-buckling
stress-strain m axin a in Tabk . H ere the values obtained
for the reduction in m axinum stress and strain appear
to be consistent for system s lJarger than about L = 20.
Below this, nite size e ectsbecom e apparent. Them ost
reliable estin ates are obtained w ith the largest num ber
ofcalculated sam ples, hence, forD = 1, buckling reduces
them axinum strength by about 10% and the m axin um

displacem ent by about 25% . T he shape of the curve in
the catastrophic regin e varies according to system size.
Beyond the tum-over point betw een stable and unstable
crack grow th, rupture In the non-buckling system is seen
to becom e increasingly less stable as the size of the sys—
tem increases. Thise ect iseven m ore pronounced when
the sheet is allowed to buckle.

Signi cant di erences are evident in a com parison be—
tween the force or digplacem ent elds of, say, a uniform
centercracked lattice In the case of buckling with the
corresponding foroe or displacem ent elds In the non-—
buckling case. Speci cally, the transverse forces near
to the crack edges, which are com pressive n the non-—
buckling lattice, are released when the lattice buckles,
causing the anksofthe crack to de ect. Since the alter—
ations in the force or displacem ent elds extend beyond
the in m ediate neighbourhood ofthe crack tips, onem ay
ask whether these e ects in them selves are su cient to
bring about a reduction in the m axinum load carrying
capacity of the lattice. The mechanism by which the
stress is ntensi ed at the crack tips, how ever, takesplace
on a scale an aller than the individual beam , which is
why the fracture criterion Eq. £7) hasbeen augm ented
by the factor . Hence, the hypothetical case of fracture
w here buckling does not induce intensi ed stress at the
crack tips can be investigated sin ply by setting = 0 n
Eq. £8). In Fig.§ the result is com pared w ith that ob-
tained in non-buckling fracture. C learly, the evolution of
stress w ith strain is seen to be the sam e in both the sta-
ble and catastrophic regin es. B oth curveswere obtained
from Eq. {13), based on 1350 sam ples in the buckling case
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FIG . 6: Force £ versus disgplacem ent  obtained for a lattice
system of size L = 32, for a range of disorders w ith both
D < 0Oand D > 0. On the lft are shown @) D = 5,
©)D = 3,©D= 2and d)D = 1. 0On the right are
shown ) D = 0:33, (D = 05, @ D = 1land () D = 2.
In (@){ (c) the respective scales on are 5, 25 and 15
that In d), and in (e){ (@) the respective ratios f= are 038,
03, and 0.15. In all cases the stressstrain curve for buckling
lies below that which does not buckle.

and 525 sam ples In the non-buckling case. O ne can thus
state w ith certainty that it is the intensi ed stress at the
crack tips, due to a coupling between in-plane and out—
ofplane deform ations, rather than the re-distribution of
stresses w ithin the buckling zone (put away from the in -
m ediate neighbourhood of the crack tips) which causes
the reduction in residual strength.

In Fjg'fi is shown the e ect disorder has on the inter—
action of buckling w ith fracture. P lots on the left-hand
side display stressstrain curves or D < 0 type disor-
der. Here the nitial response, ie., the linear relationship
which extends from the origin to the data point of the

rst broken beam , has been om itted. There is no tail
tow ards zero In the distribution of thresholds here, and
consequently there are no broken beam s on this part of
the curve. In plot d), whereD = 1, the rstbeam to
break triggers a catastrophic rupture m ode which back-
tracks along the initial linear regponse for the rst few
breaks. Ik then encounters a vertical section ofthe curve
where several values of £ correspond to the same . If

TABLE II: Ratio of buckling to non-buckling m axin a, ob—
tained for the displacement and force £, or L = 32. The
num ber of sam ples is S, and D is the disorder.

D 2= 0% fz=fo Sz So
02 1. 1. 200 500
0333 0.98 0.97 200 500
05 0.92 0.96 280 3500
1 0.75 0.90 975 10000

2 0.65 081 192 1000

2Q uantities labeled Z refer to the buckling case.

digplacem ent control is applied and relaxed su ciently
fast for the crack to be halted at this point, we have a
situation of conditional stability where a slight perturba-—
tion, say a bump or a pr, su ces to further propagate
the crack (this refers to the average situation, w ith in-
dividual sam ples being sub ct to uctuations). O ther—
w ise, applying displacem ent controlw ithout this sudden
relaxation, the crack develops catastrophically until it is
arrested when encountering strong beam s in the tail to-
wards In niy. From here on, the force continues to 21l
o as the digplacam ent is increased.

Them ain e ectbucklinghas forweak D < 0 disorderis
tom ake the force 2llo m ore rapidly in the catastrophic
regin e. Additionally, the section of the curve which is
conditionally stable In the non-buckling case is rendered
unstable, ie., the curve tums back on iself. As P jin—
creases there is a tum-over in the average stress-strain
behaviour in the sense that, beyond D = 3, force con—
trolm ay be applied w ithout necessarily triggering catas—
trophic rupture. This, of course, is due to the presence
of a Jarge num ber of beam s w ith high breaking thresh-
olds. W hen the tailtowards in nity becom es su ciently
strong, In other words, the num ber of beam s which can
be found in the vicihity of the lower bound becom es a
m inority. The stressstrain relationship then attains a
sin ilar form to that ofD > 0, except now fracture starts
ata nite displacem ent or force. A *though in (@) the con—
trolled regin e, which obtains after the rstbeam breaks,
contains a an aller num ber of broken beam s than does,
for instance, the one In (g), the reduction in force and
displacem ent due to buckling is com parable in the two
cases. The reason for this is a m ore intense stress eld
In the form er case, caused by higher thresholds, which In
tum m oves the onset of buckling to an earlier stage of
the fracture process.

D isplayed on the right-hand side are stressstrain
curveswih D > 0 type disorder. T hese are m ostly sub-
“Ect to the sam e features as the result of F ig. :_:J., relevant
toD = 1. An exception, perhaps, isD = 2, Prwhich
the stability in the catastrophic regim e appears to be
unchanged by buckling. For D = 2 and beyond, how—
ever, the num ber of beam s relevant to the catastrophic
regin e is an allcom pared to that ofthe controlled regim e.
T hism eans that the num ber of sam pleswhich contrbute
decreases tow ard the end of the stressstrain curve (the



curves have not been truncated at the average num ber of
broken beam s), and hence statistical uctuationsbecom e
large in this region.

W hereas or weak D > 0 disorders only a am all re—
duction is obtained In them axinum of stress and strain,
the stability in the catastrophic regin e of fracture is sig—
ni cantly a ected in this case, as can be seen from (e)
in Fig. i, ie, ©rD = 0:33. The reason is the onset of
buckling, which for low disorders occurs near the top of
the curve. Even when the disorder is su ciently low for
the onset of buckling, In average, to occur after the top
hasbeen reached, a slight decrease In m axin um strength
m ay be expected. T his, of course, isdue to the fact that a
num ber of sam plesw illbuck e prior to this average onset.

In Tabk :]_‘{, results for the L = 32 system are shown
for a range of disorderswih D > 0. Here the decrease
In force and displacem ent is seen to depend on the m ag—
niude of D, ie., as D j ncreases buckling has an in-
creasingly adverse e ect on both them aximum load and
them axim um displacem ent a disordered system can sus—
tain. The maximum displacem ent is m ore strongly af-
fected than them axinum load.

VI. SUMMARY

T he breaking characteristics of thin sheets w ith struc—
tural disorder have been obtained in num erical simula—
tions which include the out-ofplane buckling behaviour.
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Them odelused is an elastic Jattice ofbeam s w here each
beam is representative ofthe scale ofthe structuraldisor-
der. D gpending on them agninde ofdisorder, breakdow n
is either localized to the rst point ofdam age or initially
a random cracking process which at a later stage crosses
over to localized fracture behaviour.

T he breakdow n process is Initiated from an initially in—
tact sheet, where buckling sets in after a certain am ount
of dam age has occurred. Speci cally, the onset of buck—
ling varies considerably according to both the size and
con guration of the em erging cracks. G iven a certain
system size and disorder, several num erical realizations
of a sheet are generated, corresponding to di erent sets
of random breaking thresholds. The statistical proper-
ties are then obtained from the average behaviour based
on the disorders and sizes chosen.

A s in the case ofuniform pre—cracked sheets, it is found
that buckling adversely a ects the extermal force and dis—
placam ent a random Iy disordered sheet can sustain in
m ode-I type tensile loading. The degree to which the
maxinum force and displacem ent is reduced depends on
them agnitude ofthe disorder. For instance, n am aterial
such as paper this would m ean that buckling should af-
fect them axin um load carrying capacity m ore adversely
In the case ofa breweb wih uneven form ation than
one wih a more even form ation. W hen the m eso-scale
disorder is Iow the reduction in strength is insigni cant
and it is the catastrophic regin e which ism ost a ected,
now being less stable.
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