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Penalty Finite Element Models for Nonlinear Dynamic Analysis

Ahmed K. Noor* and Jeanne M. Peterst
NASA Langley Research Center, Hampton, Virginia

A simple penalty finite element formulation is presented for the large-rotation dynamic analysis of curved
beams. The analytical formulation is based on a form of Reissner’s large-deformation theory with the effects of
transverse shear deformation and the extensibility of the centerline constrained through the use of the penalty
method. Reduced integration is used in evaluating the elemental stiffness arrays, and the temporal integration is
performed by using Newmark’s method. Numerical results are presented to demonstirate the effectiveness of the

finite elements developed.

Nomenclature

A = cross-sectional area of beam

Af®,Bf*),Cl) =trigonometric contributions to finite ele-
ment equations for individual elements; see
Egs. (13-15)

=Young’s modulus and tangent modulus of
the beam material

=vector of internal forces

=vector of trigonometric contributions

=moment of inertia of beam cross section

= total kinetic energy of beam

=linear element coefficients; see Egs. (6-8)

=linear global matrix

= linear global stiffness matrix

=length of beam

=bending moment

=external concentrated moment

= global mass matrix

= consistent mass coefficients; see Eqs. (6-8)

=number of displacement nodes in element

=intensity of external distributed moment

=normal force

=interpolation (or shape) functions for
displacements and rotation

=number of quadrature points in Gauss-
Legendre integration formula

=total number of degrees of freedom in the
discretized beam

P =concentrated load

PP, = external concentrated loads in the x, and x,

coordinate directions
®;,Q;,M; = consistent load coefficients; see Eqs. (6-8)
DD =intensities of external distributed loading in
X, and x, coordinate directions

{Q(X)) =vector of external loads

R =radius of curvature of beam
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} = vector of constant terms in global equations
=tangential coordinate along undeformed
centerline of beam (see Fig. 1)
1 =time
U =total strain energy of beam
u,w =displacement components in x; and x, coor-
dinate directions
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w =work done by external forces

W (o) = quadrature weighting coefficient

{ X} = vector of nodal displacements and rotations
& =subtended angle of arch

B,y = coefficients; see Egs. (19) and (20)

Yo =transverse shearing strain

1) =symbol of first variation

€ =extensional strain

€Y =virtual strains defined in Appendix

At =time step used in the integration scheme
At = critical time step

K =curvature change

A = penalty parameter

T = functional defined in Eq. (3)

o =mass density

1) =rotation component

103 =angle that typical cross section of unde-
formed beam makes with x, axis (see Fig. 1)

=)

d =d/ds

Range of Subscripts

1tom =lower-case Latin indices
l1ton =upper-case Latin indices

Finite Element Model Notations

PNm = penalty models based on normal integration
and having m displacement nodes (number
of quadrature points in Gauss-Legendre in-
tegration formula n =m); and

PRm—n =penalty models based on reduced integra-
tion; number of displacement nodes=m;
and number of quadrature points in reduced
integration formula n=m—1

Superscript

a = value of quantity at alphanumerical quad-

rature point

1. Introduction

HE analysis of the transient nonlinear behavior of struc-

tures has become the focus of intense research efforts. A
number of computational models have been proposed for
simulating the dynamic response of structures, and several
studies have been made on investigating the effectiveness of
various temporal integration operators for nonlinear dynamic
problems (see, e.g., Refs. 1-3). In spite of these studies, ex-
cessive computational resources are required for the predic-
tion of nonlinear response of large practical structures. The
question arises as to whether new formulations and new com-
putational strategies are needed to make large-scale nonlinear
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dynamic analysis practical. Recent studies have demonstrated
the effectiveness of using penalty models in large-rotation
static analysis of structures (see Ref. 4). These models were
found to be nearly equivalent to, though more efficient than,
some classes of mixed models. The present study is a first step
toward investigating the effectiveness of using penalty finite
element models in the large-rotation dynamic analysis of
structures. Specifically, the objectives of this paper are: 1) to
present a simple penalty finite element model and a computa-
tional algorithm for the large-rotation dynamic analysis of
curved beams, and 2) to demonstrate the effectiveness of the
penalty elements developed by means of numerical examples.

A total Lagrangian description of the beam deformation is
used, and the analytical formulation is based on a form of
Reissner’s large-deformation theory, with the transverse shear
deformation and the centerline extensibility constrained
through the use of the exterior penalty method.

The penalty formulation used herein has been successfully
applied in recent years to constrained optimization problems,
including incompressible solids and fluids and elastic contact
problems. %

II. Mathematical Formulation
Variational Principle

The analytical formulation is based on a form of
Reissner’s large-deformation theory of curved beams (Ref. 7
and the Appendix), with the transverse shear deformation
and the centerline extensibility constrained through the use
of the exterior penalty method. Only planar deformation of
the beam is considered, and the loading can be displacement-
dependent as well as nonconservative. The dissipative forces
due to internal damping are neglected. A displacement for-
mulation is used in which the fundamental unknowns consist
of the generalized displacements u, w, and ¢ for the center-
line of the beam (see Fig. 1 for sign convention). A total
Lagrangian description of the beam deformation is used, and
the beam configurations at different load levels are referred
to the initial coordinate system of the undeformed beam.

The variational principle used in the element development
is given by

¢
M:S 2 (6K —57+0W)di=0 )

!

where
1 du \2 aw \2 o) 2}
K‘TS{"AKT) *(7) ]“"(T) &
ST RN {{ i
T_ST<T) ds+ > { s +Cosdy —cos(d+¢g)
aw . 2
+ [T—51n¢0+sm(¢+¢o)] }ds 3)

SW={(p,6u+p,6w+mbdp)ds+L(P,bu+P,ow+Mdp) (4)

In Eqs. (2-4), EI is the bending stiffness of the beam; ¢, is
the angle that a typical cross section of the undeformed
beam makes with the x, axis (see Fig. 1); p is the mass density
of the material; A is the cross-sectional area; I is the mo-
ment of inertia of the cross section; p; and p, are the inten-
sities of the external distributed loading in the x; and x,
coordinate directions, respectively; m is the intensity of ex-
ternal distributed moment; P,, P,, and 9N are the external
concentrated loads and moments; and & is the symbol of first
variation. The summation sign in Eq. (4) extends over all ex-
ternal concentrated forces and moments. The terms between
square brackets in Eq. (3) represent simplified expressions
for the two constraint conditions of centerline inextensibility
and zero transverse shear deformation. The derivation of the
simplified constraint conditions is given in the Appendix.
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Note that in the variational principle, Eq. (1), the variations
of the displacements and rotation are assumed to vanish at
the extremities of the time interval [#,4,].

Spatial Finite Element Discretization

The spatial finite element discretization is performed by
dividing the beam into finite elements and approximating the
generalized displacements within each element by expressions
of the form

u=RNu;, w=IlNw;, ¢=9;¢, i=1tom 5)
in which 9, are shape (or interpolation) functions; u;, w;,
and ¢; are nodal displacements and nodal rotations; m is the
number of nodes per element; and a repeated subscript
denotes summation over the range 1 to m. In the present
study, the shape functions are chosen to be Lagrangian inter-
polation functions.

The governing finite element equations for each individual
element are obtained by first replacing the generalized
displacements by their expressions in terms of the shape
functions and then applying the variational principle, Eq.
(1). If the nodal displacements and nodal rotations are varied
independently and simultaneously, one obtains the following -
set of ordinary differential equations for each element:

/A

Miii; + NSyu;— N\ Y LA [cosdy

+cos(p+¢y) ] @} -, =0 (6)

iy

Mo, + AS;w; + N Y (A [sing,

+sin(¢+¢) 1@} —-Q;=0 Q)

Myd; + Ky, + N Y (Bf¥sing @
+CI [sin(d+ o) (Du; +cos(d+dg) P w1} =M, =0

®

In Egs. (6-8) the arrays M;; and 1\7[,-]- are consistent mass
coefficients; §; and K;; are linear coefficients; ®;, Q;, and
IN; are consistent load coefficients; 4, B, and C are coeffi-
cients of the trigonometric contributions; ( ) refers to a
derivative with respect to time #; and superscript o denotes
the value of the quantity at the alphanumerical quadrature
point. The summation sign extends over all the numerical
quadrature points. The range of the lower-case Latin

Deformed

Fig. 1 Beam element and sign convention.
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subscripts is 1 to m (in which m is the number of nodes in
the element); and a repeated Latin subscript in the same term
denotes summation over its full range. The components of

the arrays M, M;, S;, K;, A{®, B{*), and C{® are given

by

M;; = [pANIT;ds ®

M;; = §pI9, 9 ds (10)

S, = {991,091 ds (11)

K =[EIdN,;09ds 12)

AL =W (@) ga f) (13)

B(®) =W (@9 (@ 14

Cf) =W (@ 9L JO (15)

in which W is the quadrature weight at the alpha-
numerical quadrature point.

Governing Equations
The semidiscrete system of equations governing the
dynamic behavior of the beam is obtained by combining the
nodal contributions from different elements. The resulting
equations can be cast in the following matrix form:
[M]{X}+ {F™} - {Q(X)}=0 (16)
in which [M] is the global mass matrix; (X7} is the vector of
nodal displacements and rotations composed of u;, w;, and
¢; at the various nodes; {Q(X)] is the vector of external
loads composed of the subvectors @; and Q;; and {F™} is
the vector of internal forces. The vector {F} is given by
(A = [K1{X}]+ {G(X)} + (R} 17
in which [K] is the linear matrix containing the linear coeffi-
cients §; and K,j, {G(X)} is the vector of tr1gonomemc con-
trlbutlons, {R]} is a constant vector composed of thf: elemen-
tal contributions A{¥cos¢, and A{¥sing, in Egs.,(6) and
.
Note that the global linear stiffness matrix [K ] is given by

3G, }

[K]=[K]+[ X, 18)

in which 7 and J range from 1 to n; the total number of
degrees of freedom in the discretized beam, 7, and the subscript
0 refers to the value of the matrix at { X} =0.

III. Numerical Integration
of the Governing Equations
With a specification of the initial conditions, the govern-
ing system of differential equations, Eqs. (16), can be solved
to produce the time-history response of the beam. A wide
variety of temporal integration techniques have been pro-
posed in the literature, including explicit, implicit, mixed ex-
plicit/implicit techniques, subcycling, operator splitting, and
element-by-element procedures (see, e.g., Refs. 2, 3, and 8).
In the present study Newmark’s implicit single-step
method is used for the temporal integration of Egs. (16).
The method is based on the following two formulas:

£X) ac= (X + ML= 9) (X, +7(X) 400 (19)

(X} =X, +AHXY + (AN [ (V2 =B X), +BLXY h 0]
(20)
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in which subscripts ¢ and 7+ Ar refer to the quantities at
times ¢ and -+ Af, respectively, and 8 and ¥ are coefficients.
Typically ¥ is chosen to be 1/2 and by choosing § to be 1/4,
1/6, 1/12, and 0, Egs. (19) and (20) reduce to the trapezoidal
rule, linear acceleration, Fox-Goodwin, and central dif-
ference methods, respectively. For unconditional stability (in
the linear case), the coefficients § and 4 must satisfy the
following inequalities:

yzVa, B=Y(Va+4)?

The use of Egs. (19) and (20) leads to a system of nonlinear
algebraic equations at each time step. The iterational pro-
cess, based on the Newton-Raphson method, is described by
the following equations for the rth iteration cycle at time
I+ At:

1 [ - [ 22 ] gt | s
[[K”[axj ax, | B@pr M, e

R VACORFLN (21

(XHEED= 10 0, + (AX) 0 (22)
where

X)) 30 5 = (F)0 - {0(X) 4,

i {;(—{X}"’ £ X))
B(At)z {1+ Ar t

+ B(lt) {X},+ <216 1) {X},} (23)

After the displacement vector {X},, 5, is obtained, the ac-
celeration vector {X},. ,, and the velocity vector {X},, ,, are
calculated using the following equations:

1
{X}H-At:W({X}hLA[—{XIZ)
1 . 1 .
_W{X]'_(TB—I){X}’ (24)

(XY par= (X3, +AHLA =) (X), +7(X) o) (25)

Note that the load stiffness matrix {4Q,/0X,] in Eq. (21) is
unsymmetric for nonconservative loadings.

IV. Comments on Penalty Function Formulation

The following comments regarding the foregoing penalty
function formulation are in order:

1) Each of the two constraints in the penalty func-
tional-—the terms between square brackets in Eq. (3)—is a
combination of the extensional and transverse shear strains
of the beam (see Appendix). The sum of the squares of the
two constraints is equal to the sum of the extensional and
transverse shear strain energies (with the extensional and
transverse shear stiffnesses £4A and GA each set equal to the
penalty parameter A). The particular form of the two con-
straints used in the present study (or equivalently, the par-
ticular choice of £4 and GA in the displacement formula-
tion to be equal to the same penalty parameter N) has
resulted in a considerable simplification of the governing
finite element equations.*

2) Two groups of penalty finite element models can be
distinguished. The first is based on using normal-integration
formulas for the evaluation of the elemental stiffness arrays
in which the number of quadrature points # in the Gauss-
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Fig. 2 Cantilever beam and loading used in present study.
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Table 1 Characteristics of normal-integration and reduced-
integration penalty finite element models used in present study

Number of quadrature points
used in evaluating
element stiffness arrays, n

Displacement
approximation

Designation
Linear 2 PN2
1 PR2-1
Quadratic 3 PN3
2 PR3-2
Cubic 4 PN4
3 PR4-3

Time, miliseconds
p

Fig. 3 Dynamic response of

‘\\:':l:!\

. . ~J

a cantilever beam subjected to e L]
constant directional and non-

conservative loadings (see Fig.
2).

e T

Conservative loading

Nonconservative loading

Total
(and bending)
strain energy

KL
El

\
N

Time, milliseconds

Legendre formula is equal to the number of nodes of the ele-
ment m. The second group is based on using reduced-
integration formulas with the number of quadrature points
n=m— 1. Henceforth, the two groups will be referred to as
normal-integration penalty models PNm and reduced-
integration penalty models PRm —n. For static problems, the
superior performance of the models of the second group
(PRm —n) over the first (PNm) was demonstrated in Ref. 4.
This will be elaborated further in the section on Numerical
Studies. Note that the bending energy in reduced-integration
penalty models is evaluated exactly, using n=m-1
quadrature points, but the extensional and transverse shear
energies are underintegrated to prevent membrane and shear
locking.%!® Also, the PRm —n elements developed do not ex-
hibit spurious (zero energy) deformation modes.

3) An important consideration in the penalty finite ele-
ment formulation is the proper choice of the penalty
parameter A. For normal-integration penalty models, the
penalty parameter must be taken as a function of the ele-
ment size and the degree of interpolation polynomials used
in approximating  the fundamental unknowns, and even then

36

Time, milliseconds

the convergence can be slow.!’'2 On the other hand, for
reduced-integration penalty models, the penalty parameter
can be chosen independently of the element size and the
degree of interpolation polynomials, without adversely affec-
ting the performance of the model.

In the choice of a suitable value of the penalty parameter
N\, two cases are to be distinguished:

Case 1 Both extensional and transverse shear strains are
negligible. In this case, the accuracy of the solution increases
with increasing value of the penalty parameter. However, for
very large values of A, ill-conditioning of the equations oc-
curs, thereby increasing the round-off errors.

Case 2 Transverse shear strain is negligible but the exten-
sional strain is not negligible. The penalty parameter
associated with the extensional energy must be set equal to
EA for the correct evaluation of this energy. If the penalty
parameter associated with the transverse shear strain energy
is also set equal to EA, the simple form of the functional
given in Eq. (3) is obtained, i.e, the constraint on the
transverse shear strain energy is used to simplify the form of

the functional. In the present study N\ was chosen to be EA.
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Fig. 4 Accuracy of solutions obtained by different normal-integration and reduced-integration penalty models; uniformly loaded cantilever beam
shown in Fig. 2, A= EA.
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Fig. 5 Effect of magnitude of penalty parameter on the accuracy of the solutions obtained by reduced-integration penalty models, uniformly loaded
for a cantilever beam subjected to uniform nonconservative loading (see Fig. 2).
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Fig. 6 Clamped semicircular arch and loading used in present
study.
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Fig. 7 Accuracy of solutions obtained by different normal-
integration and reduced-integration penalty models; clamped semi-
circular arch subjected to a step loading, A=FA.
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4) Underintegration of the mass coefficients using Gauss-
Legendre quadrature formula with n=m—1 does not ap-
preciably change the response predictions of the penalty
models. However, it results in considerable reduction in the
critical time step for explicit temporal integration schemes,
with a consequent increase in the cost of the analysis.

5) The reduced-integration penalty models are nearly
equivalent, in the sense described in Refs. 13 and 14, to the
reduced-integration displacement models and to the class of
mixed models in which the interpolation functions used for
approximating the internal forces are one degree lower than
those used for approximating the generalized displacements
and the internal forces are allowed to be discontinuous at in-
terelement boundaries. A consequence of the near
equivalence is that the solutions obtained by the correspond-
ing models from the three families are nearly identical.

V. Numerical Studies

To test and evaluate the performance of the penalty finite
element models developed herein, several large-rotation
dynamic problems of curved beams have been solved by us-
ing these models. Comparisons were made with converged
solutions and with other previously reported approximate
solutions, whenever available, to assess the accuracy and the
convergence of different models. The results of three prob-
lem sets are presented herein. These problems are identified
as: 1) cantilever beam subjected to both conservative and
nonconservative uniform loadings; 2) clamped semicircular
arch subjected to a central concentrated load; and 3) hinged
shallow arch subjected to uniform transverse loading. The
loading on each of the three structures is assumed to be
homogeneous, isotropic, and linearly elastic, and the cross
sections are taken to be rectangular. Semianalytic solutions
for the shallow arch problem are presented in Ref. 15, where
the spatial discretization is performed using Galerkin’s
technique and the temporal integration is done by an analog
computer. Numerical solutions for the cantilever beam prob-
lem are presented in Ref. 16. Finite element solutions are
given in Refs. 16 and 17 for the shallow arch problem and in
Ref. 18 for the semicircular arch problem.

Since symmetrical deformations are considered in the last
two problems, only one-half of the structure is analyzed with
the following symmetry conditions imposed at the center:
u=0, ¢=0.

In each case the structure was analyzed using normal-
integration penalty finite element models PNm and reduced-
integration penalty finite element models PRm—n. The
characteristics of these models are summarized in Table 1.
For all the problems considered, good agreement was ob-
tained between the predictions of the reduced-integration
penalty models PRm —n and previously published results.

Cantilever Beam Subjected to
Uniform Distributed Transverse Loading

The first problem considered is that of the dynamic
response of a flexible cantilever beam subjected to uniform
distributed loading. The material and geometric character-
istics of the beam are given in Fig. 2. Two loading cases are
considered. In the first case, the load has an intensity p, per
unit length of the undeformed centerline and retains its ver-
tical direction throughout the deformation process. The se-
cond loading is a displacement-dependent, nonconservative
follower loading, which remains normal to the deformed
centerline and has an intensity p, per unit length of the
deformed centerline. Both loadings had a stepwise variation
in time. The spatial discretization was done by using four
two-noded and two three-noded elements of the types listed
in Table 1.

The time-history responses of the beam are shown in Fig.
3 for both the conservative and nonconservative loadings for
a duration of 36 ms. As can be seen in Fig. 3, the peak
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Fig. 8 Effect of magnitude of penalty parameter on the accuracy of solutions obtained by reduced-integration penalty models. Clamped semi-

circular arch subjected to step loading.

responses for conservative loading are less than those for
nonconservative loading.

An indication of the accuracy of the time histories of the
transverse displacement w, and the total kinetic energy K for
the nonconservative loading case obtained by the different
normal-integration and reduced-integration penalty models
listed in Table 1 is given in Fig. 4. The standard of com-
parison in Fig. 4 was taken to be the solutions obtained us-
ing ten PR3-2 elements in the beam. The time step was
chosen to be 10 us for all models. The critical time steps, for
explicit schemes, using both normally integrated and under-
integrated mass coefficients are also listed in Table 2. Note
that underintegration of the mass coefficients reduces the
critical time step by a factor of 1.4 to 1.7 for A\=FEA and by
a factor of 2.2 to 3 for A=EA/20.

As expected, the solutions obtained using four PN2
elements are far removed from the converged solution. The
accuracy of the solutions improves by using two PN3
elements (having the same total number of degrees of
freedom as in the four PN2 model). On the other hand, the
time-history responses obtained by using the reduced-
integration penalty models, PR2-1 and PR3-2, are con-
siderably more accurate than those obtained by using the
corresponding PN models throughout the duration of
loading considered. For the same total number of degrees of
freedom, the accuracy of the reduced-integration penalty
models is insensitive to the degree of interpolation functions
used (compare the solutions obtained using four PR2-1
elements with those obtained using two PR3-2 elements in
Fig. 4).

The effect of changing the penalty parameter on the ac-
curacy of the response time histories obtained by reduced-
integration penalty models is shown in Fig. 5. As can be seen
from Fig. 5, the accuracy of the solutions obtained by the

Table 2 Ciritical time steps A¢ . in ps for different
normal-integration and reduced-integration penalty models;
cantilever beam shown in Fig. 2

Model A=FA A=EA/20 A=20 EA
4 PN2 15.50 — —
4 PR2-1 16.47 43.25 3.69
(9.82) (14.09) (2.42)
2 PN3 15.22 — —
2 PR3-2 15.71 39.66 3.55
(11.42) (18.31) (2.79)

N.B.:Numbers in parentheses refer to the critical time steps for reduced-
integration penalty models with underintegrated mass coefficients (same
Gauss-Legendre quadrature formula used for integrating stiffness and mass
coefficients).

reduced-integration penalty models is insensitive to choices
of N in the range EA/20 to 20 EA. For normal-integration
penalty models, previous studies have demonstrated the
dependence of N on the finite element grid.!-12

Clamped Semicircular Arch
Subjected to a Central Concentrated Load

The next problem considered is that of the dynamic
response of a clamped semicircular arch subjected to a cen-
tral concentrated load applied as a step function in time. The
geometric and material characteristics of the arch are shown
in Fig. 6.

Note that the arch deformation is purely inextensional. An
indication of the accuracy of the response time histories ob-
tained by the normal-integration and reduced-integration
penalty models is shown in Fig. 7. The standard of com-
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Fig. 9 Hinged shallow circular arch and loading used in present
study.
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Fig. 10 Accuracy of solutions obtained by different reduced-
integration penalty models. Hinged shallow circular arch shown in
Fig. 9, A=EA.
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parison is taken to be the solution obtained using ten PR3-2
elements in half the arch. The time step was chosen to be 18
us for all models. As can be seen from Fig. 7, the predictions
of all the normal-integration penalty models are grossly in
error because of membrane and shear locking.*'® The mem-
brane locking in this case is exhibited by even the PN4
model. At least quartic interpolation functions are needed to
overcome this locking, i.e., for normal-integration penalty
model m must be =5. The response time histories obtained
by the reduced-integration penalty models were considerably
more accurate than those obtained by the corresponding
normal-integration penalty models. The time histories ob-
tained by the two PR4-3 were almost indistinguishable from
the converged solutions (see Fig. 7) and were more accurate
than those obtained by the three PR3-2 and six PR2-1
models (both having the same total number of degrees of
freedom as for the two PR4-3 model).

The effect of changing the penalty parameter on the ac-
curacy of the response time histories obtained by PR3-2 and
PR4-3 models is shown in Fig. 8. As can be seen from Fig.
8, the two models are insensitive to choices of A in the range
EA/20 to 20 EA. The accuracy of solutions by the reduced-
integration penalty models deteriorates for A< EA/20.

Hinged Shallow Arch Subjected to Uniform Transverse Loading

The last problem considered is that of the dynamic buck-
ling of a hinged shallow arch subjected to uniform transverse
loading applied as a step function in time (see Fig. 9). The
dynamic snap-through buckling of the arch is described as a
relatively large increase in deflection over a relatively short
period of time and a noticeable change in the equilibrium
position. The problem was chosen to assess the accuracy of
the proposed penalty models in the presence of significant
extensional deformations.

An indication of the accuracy of the reduced-integration
penalty models is given in Fig. 10. The displacements, strain-
energy, and kinetic energy time histories of the arch, ob-
tained by PR3-2 and PR4-3 models, are shown in Fig. 10.
The standard of comparison is taken to be the solution ob-
tained using ten PR3-2 elements in half the arch. The time
step was chosen to be 7.5 us for all the models. The high ac-
curacy of the predictions of the PR3-2 and PR4-3 models is
clearly demonstrated in Fig. 10.

VI. Concluding Remarks

A simple penalty finite element formulation is presented
for the large-rotation dynamic analysis of curved beams. A
total Lagrangian description of the beam deformation is
used, and the analytical formulation is based on a form of
Reissner’s large-deformation beam theory with the transverse
shear deformation and the centerline extensibility con-
strained by using the penalty method. Reduced-integration
technique is used in evaluating the elemental stiffness arrays,
and the governing finite element equations are greatly
simplified by choosing the two penalty parameters,
associated with the two constraint conditions, to be equal.
The temporal integration of the equations of motion is per-
formed by using Newmark’s implicit scheme. The resulting
nonlinear algebraic equations at each time step are solved us-
ing the Newton-Raphson iterative technique. The potential
of the proposed penalty formulation for solving nonlinear
dynamic problems of beams with nonnegligible extensional
strains (but negligible transverse shear strain) is outlined.

Numerical results are presented for three large-rotation
problems of beams subjected to conservative and nonconser-
vative loadings. These examples demonstrate the high ac-
curacy and effectiveness of the penalty finite elements
developed and show their potential for solving large-rotation
dynamic problems of structures.
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Appendix. Beam Theory and Constraint Conditions
Used in Present Study

The fundamental equations of Reissner’s large-
deformation theory of curved beams are given in Ref. 7. In
the present study, the transverse shear deformation and the
centerline extensibility were constrained by using the penalty
method. The basic equations and the constraint conditions
are summarized in this Appendix. A total Lagrangian
description of the beam deformation is used, and the beam
configurations at different load levels are referred to the in-
itial coordinate system of the undeformed beam.

Strain-Displacement Relationships

The relations between the strains and the generalized
displacements are given by

’ K=0¢ (A1)

€=cos(@+¢y)ou—sin(¢+¢,)0w+cosd—1

= (1+¢5)cosy,—1 (A2)
Y=$in(d+¢g)du +cos (P +dy)dw +sing = (1 +¢,)siny, (A3)

in which x=the bending strain; ¢,=the extensional strain
(relative change of length of the centerline of the beam);
v, =the transverse shearing strain; and e and vy =the virtual
extensional and transverse shearing strains. The use of vir-
tual strains e and + simplifies the treatment of large strains
(see Ref. 7).

Constraint Conditions

The absence of both the extensional and transverse shear
strains can be expressed by the constraint conditions

€ =0 (Ad)
and
Yo=0 (A3)

Note that the vanishing of ¢, and v, is equivalent to the
vanishing of the two virtual strains, ¢ and . For the
development of penalty finite element models, it is conve-
nient to replace the two constraint conditions, Eqs. (A4) and
(AS), by the following two conditions:

€cos (¢ + ) +ysin(o+oy) =du +cosdy — cos(dp+py) =0

and (A6)

~—esin (@ + @) +ycos(Pp+¢y) =dw—sing, +sin(d+¢y) =0
(A7)
The use of the modified constraint conditions, Eqgs. (A6)

and (A7) results in a considerable simplification in the finite
element equations of the individual elements.
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