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Abstract—The buckling behavior of sandwich panels with a core that is flexible in the out-of-plane
direction, also denoted as “‘soft” core including high-order effects, is presented. The buckling analysis
consists of the formulation of the linear and the nonlinear governing equations along with the
boundary conditions. The sandwich panel construction is general and consists of two skin-panels,
metallic or composite laminated symmetric that may be unidentical and a flexible isotropic or
orthotropic core made of foam or a low strength honeycomb. The analysis uses a high-order theory
formulation, which permits nonlinear distortions of the cross-section plane of the core as well as
changes in its height. The analysis determines the bifurcation loads along with the associated mode
shapes, local or overall buckling modes, as well as deformations, internal resultants and stresses at
skin—core interface layers due to imperfections. Numerical results using closed form solutions for
simply-supported panels, with identical and non-identical skin-panels subjected to compressive
inplane loads as well as imperfection analysis results, are presented. The results reveal that, under
some structural configurations, the local buckling mode is a critical, rather than a global one as a
result of the out-of-plane flexibility of the core. ) 1997 Elsevier Science Ltd.

INTRODUCTION

Sandwich structures with “soft’” cores made of foam or low strength honeycomb, like
aramid or nomex, are being used in various industrial applications such as aerospace and
civil engineering structures. The use of a foam or low strength honeycomb core, rather than
a metallic honeycomb one, is advantageous in terms of weight, manufacturing processes
and resources. The major difference between a metallic honeycomb and a “‘soft” core is
due to its out-of-plane flexibility that significantly affects the overall behavior, which under
various loading schemes may lead to different behavior patterns in the upper and the
lower skin-panels as compared with panels whose core is infinitely stiff in the out-of-plane
direction.

The instability of sandwich structures with cores made of a ““stiff”” metallic honeycomb
has been considered by many researchers. The basic assumption used assumes that the
core is antiplane and incompressible, i.e. one in which the inplane normal stresses in the
longitudinal, x-direction and the transverse, y-direction, directions and the inplane shear
stresses are null, the vertical shear stresses are independent of the vertical coordinate, it is
incompressible in the vertical direction, and its cross-section remains plane after defor-
mation. The general approach, in the last few decades [see Allen (1966) ; Plantema (1966) ;
Zenkert (1995)], assumes that the buckling modes of the panel, i.e. the global and the local
(in the form of wrinkling of the skin-panels only), are uncoupled. The global buckling is
defined through the solution of an equivalent panel that considers the shear rigidity of the
core and ignores the out of plane flexibility of the core. For local (wrinkling) buckling
analysis the panel is replaced by two isolated, separate, long skin-panels resting on elastic
foundation that is provided by the out of plane rigidity of the core while ignoring any
interaction between the two skin-panels. A similar approach that also ignores interaction
between the skin-panels and uses uncoupled buckling modes [used by Bulson (1970);
Brush and Almroth (1975); Vinson (1986)]. This approach is valid as long as the core is
incompressible in the vertical direction. However, when a compressible, “soft™ type of core
is considered, an interaction between the global and the local buckling mode exists, as well
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as a collaboration between the two skin-panels, thus the critical mode may shift from a
global mode to a local one and vice versa. There is a group of researchers, Benson and
Mayers (1967). and Pearce and Webber (1972), that used buckling modes that were sym-
metric and asymmetric shapes with respect to the mid-plane of the panel. In two recent
papers, Hunt and Da Silva (1990a, 1990b) used an approach based on energy methods and
superposition of symmetrical and asymmetrical buckling modes. This approach is limited
to specific configurations and boundary conditions. A high-order theory approach, used
by Kant and Patil (1991), had replaced the sandwich structure with an equivalent high-
order shear deformable structure which lacks the ability to determine the local buckling
modes and the imperfection effects on the overall behavior. There are numerous research
works that tackle the panel stability problem numerically using: energy methods [see
Whitney (1987) ; Kim and Hong (1988) ; Hassinen (19935)] or finite elements methods [see
O’Conner (1987) ; Al-Qarra (1988) ; Rao and Meyer-Piening (1991)]. A different systematic
rigorous approach that is based on a high-order theory and incorporates the effects, due to
the out of plane flexibility of the core as well as its shear rigidity into the behavior, has been
developed the author [see Frostig and Baruch (1990) ; Frostig ez a/. (1991, 1992b)] and has
been applied to delamination and stress concentration problems [see Frostig (1992a, 1993a,
1993b)], to buckling and vibration beam behaviors [see Frostig and Baruch (1993c, 1994a)],
to sandwich beams with unparalleled skins and laminated composite skins with unsym-
metrical stacking sequence [see Peled and Frostig (1994, 1995) ; Frostig and Shenhar (1995]
and to sandwich panels with a “‘soft™ core [see Frostig and Baruch (1994a, 1994b, 1996)].
This high-order theory can deal also with unidentical boundary conditions for the upper
and the lower skin-panel at the same edge. It is possible since the independent variables of
the theory consist of the inplane deformations, in the longitudinal and transverse directions,
the out of plane deformation as well as the rotation of each skin-panel separately, for more
details in the case of beams and plates [see Frostig er al. (1993b, 1994b)]. Non-identical
conditions exist whenever the supporting system of the panel with a “soft” core is imposed
at the lower skin-panel only. A survey of the literature reveals that there is no systematic
rigorous approach to the stability of sandwich panels with a general construction and a
“soft” core and unidentical boundary conditions at the edges of the upper and the lower
skin-panels.

The present analysis adopts the high-order theory approach [see Frostig (1990 to
1996) ; Peled (1994, 1995)] and uses variational principles to formulate the general governing
non-linear behavior equations along with the appropriate boundary conditions. The gov-
erning equations at the prebuckling and the buckling stages are derived through a per-
turbation technique {see Simitses (1976)]. Closed form solutions are determined for some
typical cases and a numerical study is conducted to define the effects of the out-of-plane
flexibility of the core on the buckling behavior.

The assumptions used in the analysis are usually those encountered in elastic theories
with intermediate class of deformations, i.e. small deformations with large rotation. The
skins are considered as ordinary thin panels with flexural and inplane rigidities. The
imperfections are small and are imposed only on the skin-panels. The core follows the
assumption adopted by many researchers for a honeycomb type of core [see Allen (1966) ;
Plantema (1966) ; Zenkert (1995)] i.e. it has shear resistance, but is free of inplane normal
and shear stresses. This assumption is also practically correct for foam cores, since its elastic
modulus and its flexural rigidity are about three and two orders, respectively, smaller than
those of the skin-panels. In the case of a honeycomb core made of non-metallic materials,
like aramid or nomex, this assumption is accurate [see Marshal (1982)]. The core is assumed
to behave elastic, linear with small deformations while its height may change and its cross-
section plane takes a nonlinear pattern after deformation.

The manuscript presents a rigorous general stability analysis. The nonlinear governing
equations along with boundary conditions are derived first. The linear equations for the
prebuckling and buckling stage are determined next and are followed by an imperfection
buckling analysis. Closed form solutions for the pre-buckling and the buckling stages are
determined for some typical sandwich constructions subjected to inplane external loads.
Numerical results and a summary with conclusions are presented in the sequel.
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MATHEMATICAL FORMULATION

The nonlinear governing equations and boundary conditions are derived via variational
principles. Imperfections are incorporated in the analysis and the bifurcation buckling
equations are derived through a perturbation procedure.

NONLINEAR ANALYSIS

The nonlinear formulation is based on a variational procedure that minimizes the
functional of the total energy of the structure. The first variation of the internal and external
potential energies are expressed in terms of stresses, strains, external vertical distributed
loads and external inplane loads exerted at the edges of the panels.

Hence, the variation of the internal potential energy reads:

oU = J (0%, O, + 0, el + 70, v, ) dv+ J (65, 8eb, + 60, deb + 12, 8y ) do
Ve |

Vo

+ J (Tx: 5%—; + T_rz 5}’)': + O.- 58::) dU (l)
V‘C(!\T

where ¢; and g; (i = x or y) are the normal stresses and strains in x- and y-directions at the
upper and the lower skin panels; 7,. and v.. (i = x or y) are the vertical shear stresses and
shear strains of the core; o.. and e.. are the normal stresses and strains in the vertical
direction of the core; V,, ¥, and V. are the volume of the upper and lower skin panels
and the core, respectively, and dv denotes the volume of a differential segment, see Fig. 1
for coordinate and sign conventions.
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Fig. 1. Geometry, deformation patterns and internal resultants: (a) geometry; (b) deformations
sign convention and internal resultants of skins and cores and inplane external loads: (c) defor-
mation pattern through the height of the panel.
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The variation of the external energy equals:

“ [ 2 b a
SV = ——J J (q: Ow + gy, Owy) dxdy— ), J J (N Ot + N, 00,
0 Jo =S a
+ Nty 0ot + Ny 0001) Op (x —x;) dx dy

2 b (fa
- Z J J (Nyytj 5Uo| + nyrj 514(.1 + ]Vyybj ‘Svob + nybj 6uob) 5D(y _yj) dx d}’» (2)
Ji=1J0 Jo

where g, and ¢, are the vertical distributed loads exerted on the upper and lower skin-
panels, respectively; N, and N, are the external loads in x-direction and N, and N,
are the external inplane shear loads applied at the upper and the lower skins-panels edges,
respectively, and are exerted at x; = 0 and x, = a with j=1, 2; N, and N, are the
external inplane loads in the y-direction and N, and N,,,; are the external inplane shear
loads applied at the edges of the upper and the lower skins-panels, respectively, and are
exerted at y, =0 and y, = b withj =1, 2; &4 (x —x,) and 64 (¥ —,) are the Delta of Dirac
functions at the location of the load: w;, ©, and v, are the vertical deflection and inplane
displacements in x- and y-directions of the mid-plane of each skin-panel i = ¢, b, respectively.
The second and the third terms in eqn (2), after integration with respect to the Dirac
functions, actually describe the contribution of the external loads on the transverse and the
longitudinal edges of the panel, respectively. Geometry and sign convention for stresses,
displacements and loads appear in Fig. 1.

The kinematic relations for the skin-panels based on small deformations with large
rotations of the skin-panels [see Brush and Almroth (1975)] read as follows. For each skin-
panel:

Exxi = €xxoi + ZiXxxi
Syyi = Exxoi + Zinyi (l‘ = t, b)
yr}'i = yxyoi + Zix.\'yh (3)

where the mid-plane inplane strains and curvatures read

— / 2 s V¥
Exvoi = uni,.\' + 1/2wi,x + Wl,x W ix

Epror = Uiy + 17207, 4w, wk  (i=1,b)

yyor

- = , %k y ,%
V)cyat - Hoi,)' + ljm,x + H’l,.\‘]'vi,)' + H”i‘\‘w'i,_v + wi,ywi,xl

Lyxi = —Wixx X_\'yi = _wi,}_r Xxyi = —2M7i,xya (4)

where ¢, €0 and y,,, (i == t,b) are the inplane strains in x- and v-directions and the
inplane shear angle of the mid-plane of the upper and the lower skin-panels, respectively ;
Yo Apyi ANd Ay (i = 1,b) are the curvature in the x- and y-directions and the torsion
curvature of the skin-panels, respectively; u,(x,y) and v,{x,y) (i = t, b) are the inplane
displacements in x- and y-directions of the mid-plane of each skin-panel, respectively ;
wi(x,y) and w¥(x) are the vertical and imperfection deflections of each skin-panel, respec-
tively (i = t,4); z; is the vertical coordinate of each skin-panel (i = 7, b) and is measured
downward from the mid-plane of each skin-panel [see Fig. 1(b)] and ( ), denotes a partial
derivative with respect to £ or /.
The kinematic relations of the core that are based on small deformations:

/},J’Z = uc,: + }V(',):

a/'}'z =V + W’c'.}
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£ = ]’v{'.z’ (5)

where u.(x, y, z.), v(x, y. z.) and w.(x, y, z.) are the x- and v-displacements and the vertical
deflection of the core, respectively, and z. is the vertical coordinate of the core, measured
downward from the upper skin-core interface [see Fig. 1(b)].

The compatibility conditions, assuming full bond between the core and the skin-panels,
at the upper and the lower skin—core interface, (j = ¢, b), equal:

d
ulze = z;) = uy+(— l)kalw,_x

[
o
|

4
velze = 2)) = vy + (=D 5w,
(= z) =, ©

where k = 0 when j = r and &£ =/ when j = b; z, = 0 at the upper interface and z, = ¢ at
the lower interface, u.(z, = z;), v(z. = z;) and w.(z. = z;) with z; =0, ¢ (j = ¢,b) are the
displacements in the x- and y-directions and the vertical deflection, respectively, in the core
at the upper and the lower interface layers; and d, (j = 1, ) and ¢ are the thickness of the
upper and the lower skin-panels and the height of the core, respectively [see Fig. 1(a) and
(b)].

The field equations and the boundary conditions are derived using eqns (1) and (2),
along with the kinematic relations, eqns (3)—(5), with the compatibility conditions, eqn (6),
and using internal resultants [see Fig. 1(b)]. Hence, through substitution of the internal
resultants in eqn (1) and after integration by parts and some algebraic manipulation, the
governing equations read as follows. For the upper and the lower skin-panels (j = 1,b):

Nl\’\\' + N{.vy,y - (_ l)kr,\': (“’c = Zj) 0 (7)

Il

N AN — (=11 (z,=2)=0 (8)

. . , d;
ijx.xx + M{)‘y,yy + 2ij_v.xy + (— l)kg:‘_, (Zc = Zj) + (Tx:,.\' (Zc = Z}) + TJ'.‘.’,y(ZC = Z/)) ‘21

+ [ijv(wj.x + w;".‘x)]..\’ + [N,{'y(wj.y + W?i}')]‘)' + [N{cy(wj.x + W;ﬁ\')].y

'{— [Nj).(y(w/'.y + M",?,‘y)],x = - qj’ (9)

where N/, N, and N/, (j = ¢,b) are the inplane normal stress resultants in x- and y-
directions and the shear stress resultant, respectively, at the upper and the lower skin panels
and M/, M, and M, (j = t,b) are the bending moment stress resultant in the x- and y-
directions and the torsion moment resultant, respectively, at the upper and the lower skin-
panels. For sign convention see Fig. 1(b).

The governing equations of the core read :

T =0 (10)
T,.. =0 (11)
r.\':‘x + Tyz.y + O z = 0 (l 2)

The shear stresses, 1, and 1,., see eqns (10) and (11), are uniform through the height
of the core and are functions of the x and y only. Thus:
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T,\':_' (x’ ya Zc) = Tx (X, y) Tyz ('x’ _V, Zc) = T}' (-x’ ,V) (1 3)

ort,, (zz=0o0rc)=rt,and t,, (z. = 0 or ¢) = 1, [see eqns (7)—(9)].
The boundary conditions for each skin-panel and core at the panel edges, at x = 0, @
and y = 0, b and at the upper and lower skin-panels, (j = ¢, 5):

N (x=0 orx=a)=—N,, orN,, oru,x=0 orx=a)=0 (14)

Ny(x=0 orx=a)=—N,o orN,, orv,(x=0 orx=a)=0 (15)

N, (y=0 ory=b=—-N,, orN,, orv,(y=0 ory=»~)=0 (16)

N,(y=0 ory=by=—-N,,, orN,, oru,y=0 ory=5h=0 (17)
M, (x=0 orx=a)=0 orw, (x=0 orx=a)=0 (18)

M, (y=0 ory=5b=0 orw,(y=0 ory=5)=0 (19)

. d; . .
M, +2M,, +Tx§1 +NLW o+ wi)+ Now,, +wi)l(x =0 orx=a)=0

orw{x=0 orx=a)=0 (20)

. | d . |
M, +2M,, +1, 5’ + N (W, +WE) N AWy =0 ory=b)=0
orw(y=0 ory=5)=0 (21)

M, at((x=0 orx=a) and (y=0 ory=0))=0
orw,((x=0 orx=a) and (y=0 ory=5))=0, (22)

where N4, N, and N, (k = 0 oraor b, j = ¢, b) are the inplane external loads in the x-

and y-directions and the shear inplane external loads exerted at the edges of the upper and

the lower skin-panels, at x = 0 or g, and y == 0 or b, respectively. It should be noted that,

since the conditions described by eqns (14)—(22) are imposed on the upper and lower skin-

panels independently, non-identical boundary conditions are allowed at the same edge.
The conditions at the edges of the core at z, = z, read :

T,(x=0 orx=a)=0 orw((x=0 orx=a)z)=0 (23)
T (y=0 ory=5)=0 orw((y=0 ory=bd),z)=0. (24)

It should be noticed that these conditions must be fulfilled at any point through the height
of the core.

The constitutive relations for each skin-panel assuming a laminated composite elastic
behavior with a symmetrical lay-up read as follows. The inplane resultants relations arc:

Tl —
N, = Al1j5xxoj+Alzjgym‘f‘Aleﬂ‘xyoi

N, = A8t As2jeye+ Ar6Vne (F=10)

Nj, y = A 1 GjSanj + A26j8)'y(1] + Aﬁbj}y x)ojs (26)

and the bending and torsion moment resultants relations
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M{,\' = Dl liX\'xj+D12fX)’,Vf+DiﬁiXx;'i

M{vy = Dlex.xxj+ DZZijyy' + D26jXX}y' (] = ta b)
Mj,\'y = Dl(zjx,rXJ' + D26JXy,vji + DGGjX.V)jia (27)

where A, and D, (m.n=1,2,6,j = 1,b) are the reduced inplane and flexural rigidities
[see Whitney (1987)] of the upper and the lower skin-panel laminates, respectively.
The constitutive relations for an orthotropic antiplane compressible core are:

. O . . Tz _ x 28
&m = EVCL. /xz T chv ‘}’)’z - GC-”. k] ( )

where G.,,, G.,. and E,. = E_ are the shear moduli of the core and its elastic modulus in the
vertical direction, respectively.

In order to express the governing equations in terms of the deformations of the
upper and the lower skin-panels the stress and the deformation fields of the core must be
determined first. The stress and the deformation fields of the core are analytically determined
using the compatibility conditions, see eqn (6) along with constitutive relation, see eqn (28)
and following the procedure described in Frostig and Baruch (1994, 1996).

The vertical normal stresses and the vertical deformations through the depth of the
core read :

(T.v.x + TV,V) (2Zc - C) (Wb - W'I)Ecv
2 T

o.x, . 2.) = (29)

(T:c.x + Ty.)‘) ( B Zcz + CZC) + (;wb - w1)Zc
Vi
2E,, cEe, ‘

WC(X,,V, Zc) - -

(30)

Hence, the vertical normal stresses at the upper and the lower skin-core interfaces, see eqn
(9), equal:

(Tx,,\’ + T,»\}')C + (Wb - M"t)E‘cv

J::(xay’zc = 0) = -

2 c
Tert+T,,)C Wy — W) Ee,
Uzz(x,y,zc=c‘)=+(”' 2"') +( : Cl) : (3D

The deformations of the core in x- and y-directions through the depth of the core,
using the compatibility conditions at the upper skin only, see eqn (6) :

_ TxZe (Tx,xx + Ty.)c_v) ( - 223 + 3CZ3 (wb,x - W[“)Zg dj

HC(X,_}, Ac) - chv - 12E(v - 2 —Wix Zc+ 2 +uol (32)
‘C},ZC Ty._vy + Tx.yy) ( + 232 + 3CZS) (Wb.y - WI.)')ZC2 dj

ve(X, ¥, Z.) Gon 12E. — o —wy, |z + > +rv,.  (33)

The deformation in the various directions have a nonlinear pattern through the depth
of the core that are actually high-order effects that other theories lack or ignore. These
high-order effects must be considered when “‘soft” cores are of concern.

The governing equations are formulated in terms of the following eight unknowns;
the in-plane deformations of the mid-plane of each skin-panels, in the x-direction, u, and
Uy, ; in the y-direction, v,, and v, ; the vertical deflections of the upper and the lower skin-
panels, w, and wy; and the shear stresses in the core in the vertical direction, t, and T,.
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Hence, six equations (out of the eight) are determined through the substitution of the
constitutive relations, see eqns (26) and (27), in the field equations, eqns (7)—(9) and use
of eqns (31). The additional two equations are derived using the inplane displacement
distributions of the core in x- and y-directions, see eqns (32) and (33), and the compatibility
requirements at the lower skin-core interface, see eqn (6). In order to avoid lengthy
equations the inplane resultants are used instead of their constitutive relation counterparts.
Hence, the governing equations are :

Noxt Ny, +1,.=0 (34)
Ny 4Ny +1,=0 (35)
N+ N —1, = (36)
N° L +Nb —1, =0 (7

-D, Wooxx — 2(D 120+ 2D 61) Wi expy — 4D, g w, ey T 4D ¢, Wixppy — Dy, W

+ Ecv (wb - Wt)

d+c
c + (Tx,x + Tvr,y) 7-# - rx(wl.v + W:',‘x) - Ty(wl.y + Wf)‘)

F N Wi FWE) N (W, w8 +2N (W +wE) = —g0 (38)

— Dy pWhooxx — 2(D) 35 +2Dgs1) Wh sy ™ 4D, Wh.xxxy — 4D, 6bWh xpyy — Dy Wo vy

E. (w,—w dy+c
- _(_z‘_’t)“ + (tx.x + T, .y) b_2~ + Tx(wb.x + Wg‘,x) + Ty(wb,y + w:.y)

+ Ngx (‘Vb.xx + W;;”) + N?\'(WhA,L'_\’ + Wlt)'}') + 2N.t\zy(w'b,x} + wl,:.x'\') = - qb (39)

TC (T,\',xx +Ty,xy)63 (C+dt) (C:'l_db)
(;CXv - 12Ecv - 2 Wi — 2 Wh x + Ugy — Uy = 0 (40)
¢ (T, +1.,)c  (c+d) (c+dy)
chv B ﬁ/ B 2 t Wiy 2 W F o~ Von = 0. (41)

This set of eight nonlinear PDEs, in terms of the aforementioned unknowns, comprises
six second-order equations and two fourth-order equations and, therefore, requires 20
boundary conditions, see eqns (14)—(24). These governing equations are an enhancement
and a generalization of the equations used by other authors [sece Allen (1966) ; Plantema
(1966) ; Bulson (1970) ; Brush and Almroth (1975) ; Zenkert (1995)]. This set of equations
reduces to the governing equations of sandwich beams with a *‘soft” core [see Frostig and
Baruch (1993c¢)] when the terms with respect to the y-direction and inplane shear resultants
are null and eqgns (35), (37), (39) and (41) are ignored. A linearized solution approach, that
leads to prebuckling and buckling stages, is considered since no general solution exist to
this set of equations.

BIFURCATION ANALYSIS—LINEARIZED EQUATIONS

The behavior equations of the prebuckling and the buckling stages are derived through
a perturbation and linearization technique [see Simitses (1976)], where the load scheme
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Fig. 2. Inplane loads scheme, geometrical and mechanical properties of typical sandwich panel.

consists of inplane loads applied at the panels edges only, see Figs 2 and 6, and the
imperfection deformations are null. Thus, the unknowns take the following form:

— 00 4 sl — 0) | # ()
Uy = )+l v, = vl + )

v w0 F ol [ =
w, =wi+wt" (j=1b)

1, =tV +" =0+, (42)

where the superscript (0) refers to the prebuckling state or a membrane state and superscript
(1) refers to the buckling state and { « 1 is the perturbation parameter. Hence, after the
substitution of eqn (42) in the constitutive relations, eqns (26) and (27) along with the
kinematic relations, eqn (4), and after linearization the stress resultants:

0 14 8] s -1 T
Ninn = anr?[‘l'_L_'meij (’/n =XV,n=X,),]= z, b)

P {0 I4 (1
M]mn - Mmrgj -+ $Mmr:/9 (43)
where
0 _ 0) J(0) (0) | ,.(0)
Ny = Ayh+ Apel)), + A (), +05%)

N EnlrL =4 1(,’“5:}.1 + A/Z/DL}.?\' + AIG_j(uE)/lL,)v + l’gyl',.)x )
m=x,y, n=x,», =126, j=10) (44)

0 _ J{0) ,(0) (0)
anj = — D ”j”’j,x.\ - D/Qj M//,)"J' — 2D"6}>H)"' Yy

My = —Dyywii = Dioywil — 2Dyl
and A, and D,, (I = 1,2, 6) are the reduced stiffness coeflicients, see eqns (26) and (27).
The bifurcation equations are derived assuming that the prebuckling stage consists of
a membrane state with no vertical deformation, w{” = 0 (j = ¢, ). The governing equations,
for the two stages, are derived by substituting eqns (42) and (43) in eqns (34)—(41) and
collecting the terms multiplied by {® and {', separately. Higher-order terms of { have been
neglected. Thus, the governing equations are as follows. Pre-buckling state
(W = w® = 0):
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NQ AN+ =0 (45)

NI+ N+ 7 = 0 (46)

MY+ N~ = 0 “7

N0+ N — 2t (48)
d,

o g 9)

(42 X g (50)

0y . 0) [
TE( )C (Tr,r¥+Tt 3‘)c

L = + 49 @ = 31
0 (©

Ve (‘Cy o +T(y0x1)c + o0 @ = 0, (52)

Gy 12ECV

The boundary conditions for this stage are derived in a procedure similar to those
described in eqns (14)—(24). The conditions at the edges of each skin-panels (j = 1, b) are:

NP(x=0 orx=a)=-N,, orN,, orul)(x=0 orx=a)=0 (53)
NP(x=0 orx=a)=—-N,, orN,, orvl(x=0 orx=a)=0 (54)

NP(y=0 ory=b=—-N,o orN,, ordW(y=0 ory=5b=0 (55
NP(y=0 ory=by=—N, otN,, orul(y=0 ory=5by=0 (56)

and at the edges of the core at z, = z, equal
W(x=0 orx=a)=0 orw({(x=0 orx=a)z)=0 &7

T (y=0 ory=5b)=0 orw”(y=0 ory=h),z)=0. (58)

The governing equations for the buckling state after linearization and neglect of the
high-order terms with respect to { are:

1 1 (1 (1) (1 1) D
A nufn.)xx + 24, 6(“((31.))()' + A66luot.)yy + Azml/(()[,yv +(Age,+ A4, 21)l’£n.)xy +4, 610531 e T ( =0
(39

(1) t (1 (1) (1) (D 1y
Avgtiohs + (Ao + A, 21)”2:.));' + AZbluot\v)' + Azzzl’ol,yy + 2A26lvol,xy +Ageilor+ T, = 0
(60)

Allbuob xx +2A16buob Xy +A66buob ¥ +A76bvob ot (A66b+A|2b)Uob xy +A16bvob x .(xl) =0
Y

Alebuob rx+(A66b+A1’b)uob Xy +A"6buob vy +A72bvob» +2A26blob Xy +A66bl ob xx “Tm =0
(62)
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_D]l\Mt XXX 2(D12l+2D66t)w1 XX)Y 4DI6thxrr) 4D761MIX\U DZZ[”"LR\’}‘}'
E(w) —wi) d,+c
1 1 0),,,(1 0),,,01
2 T ) B ) Oy
N VA2V, = 0 (63)
A1 (0 (1
—-D, lbe:,;xx —2(Dy3p+ 2Desb)“’»(a,.»)r.»<yy —4D, 6bW|(;,;x\; 4D26b“b Xpyy —-D, 7bWb}\n
(1) (1)
Ecv(w —w) () d tc FrOWE) 4 O
c o 2
+ N2+ NOOw ) 4 2N =0 (64)
(1 (1) (1) .3 .
Ty € (T Ty.xy)c _ (c+d) Wt(l) __ (C+db) (1) ) bu (1) — L) =0 (65)
Gowe 12150\, 2w 2 °
(48] (1 (H 3 .
Ty 4 _ (T_r.yy +T}uxy)c _ (C+dl) ng.) . (L +db1 (]) + ,(11 (L) — O (66)
G 12E., 2 v T T

The appropriate boundary conditions for the buckling stage are as follows. At the edges of
the upper and the lower skin-panels, (j = £, 5):

NP(x=0 orx=a)=0 oruj)(x=0 orx=a)=0 (67)
NP(x=0 orx=a)=0 orv))(x=0 orx=a)=0 (68)
NO(y=0 ory=b=0 orv))(y=0 ory=5)=0 (69)
ND(y=0 ory=>by=0 oru)(y=0 ory=5)=0 (70)
MP(x=0 orx=a)=0 orwi!(x=0 orx=a)=0 (71)
MP(y=0 ory=>b=0 orw!(y=0 ory=05)=0 (72)

ML A2MG) + T“’% +NDPWRANPwW|(x =0 orx=a) =0
orwi'(x=0 orx=a)=0 (73)

d; , .

MO 4 2M0) 410 =+ NOwWD + NPw(y =0 ory=5)=0

orwi(y=0 ory=b)=0 (74
MY at((x=0 orx=a) and (y=0 ory=258)=0

orwP((x=0 orx=a) and (y=0 ory=»5)=0 (75

At the edges of the core at z. = z, they read:
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W(x=0 orx=a)=0 orw’((x=0 orx=a)z)=0 (76)

§(y=0 ory=5=0 orw’((y=0 ory=b)z)=0. (77

IMPERFECTION ANALYSIS

The imperfection analysis uses the nonlinear governing equations, eqns (34)—(37), but
with linearized inplane strains, eqn (4), and the linearized boundary conditions. eqns (14)-
(24), and assumes that the vertical imperfection displacement, w¥ (j = 1, b), of the skin-
panels is small, but with moderate rotation. The derivation procedure of the governing
equations follows the steps described before and is based on the assumption, commonly
used by many researchers [see Bulson (1970) ; Brush and Almroth (1975) ; Simitses (1976)]
that the prebuckling stage 1s unaffected by the imperfections. Hence, the inplane resultants
are those of the prebuckling stage, see eqns (45)-(52). The first four equations, eqns (34)—
(37) and the last two equations, eqns (40) and (41), remain unchanged, but with linearized
inplane strains. The differences are in the two equations which describe the equilibrium in
the vertical direction, eqns (38) and (39), hence:

- D] 1 Waxxx — 2(D 12t + 2D66L)wt,xxyv - 4D1 6twl,xxy) - 41)26( Wt.xyv}- - D22l Wt.y)‘yy

E_ (wy,—w) d+c
cvi™h t t (0),,, (0) oy, HoY .,
+ - F (T +17,,) I T W —Try NG W NS W,
Ty, — (0),,,% (0),,% HO) %k (0}, % FHOY % ”
+ 2N ,\'}')H’t,xy = — 4 + T )W(,x + Ty H’t.}‘ - N.\‘Y Wiex — N}‘y ) Wiy — 2] .\S‘ w't,,\‘_v ( ‘78)

=Dy oW e —2(D2p+ 2Dseb) W xxvy = 4D, 6bWh xxxy — 4D 26bWh, vy — Doy Whoyp

E_ (w,—w) d,+c
4 0} (0) ., b(0),,, b(0) .,
- ¢ + (‘Cx,x + Ty.y) 2 + r,.r Wb,x +1 v Wb.y + Nxx )wb,xx + N\i ) Wb,}‘y

+2N Oy, = — g —TOwE, — Wi — N wE = NOOwE  —2NYOwE L (79)
where the superscript (0) refers to the inplane stress resultant of the prebuckling stage, see
eqns (45)—(52).

The boundary conditions follows the ones described in eqns (14)-(24), but with
differences in eqns (20) and (21) which take the following form:

d, ) )
M, +2M, +1, —21 + NSO (w, A wE)+ N (s, + k) (x =0 orx=a)=0

orw(x=0 orx=a)=0 (80)
. d; . .
M, +2M, +1, 3 + NP W, +wE)+ NP (w, +wi)l(y=0 ory=05b)=0
orwi(y=0 ory=»5b)=0. (81)
The solution of this set of nonlinear governing equations in general is very complicated.

However, for some particular boundary conditions and particular loading schemes an
explicit solution exists.

BIFURCATION ANALYSIS—CLOSED FORM SOLUTIONS

The governing equations of the buckling stage, see eqns (59)—(66), are linear and
depend on the inplane resultants and shear stresses of the prebuckling stage, see eqns (45)—
(52). A closed form solution of the prebuckling stage equations for a general laminated
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composite skin-panels construction is impossible. However, for some typical cases described
next closed form solutions exist.

Prebuckling stage

A closed form solution of the prebuckling stage exist for isotropic and orthotropic
cores with movable and immovable inplane boundary conditions. The inplane loads are
applied at the edges of the panel and through its height, see Fig. 2. The distribution of the
load between the two skin-panels is determined assuming that a uniform edge displacement
through the height of the panel occurs, e.g. the inplane normal strains or shear angle strain
in the upper and the lower skins are identical.

A closed form solution that is independent of the coordinates with movable boundary
conditions exists in case of skin-panels made of laminates that consist of either a quasi-
istotropic or a specially orthotropic stacking sequence as long as the poisson ratios of the
two skin-panels are identical in the x-direction and in the y-directions. Thus, the inplane
resultants in the upper and the lower skin-panels, j = ¢, b, are:

G -
~Nxxy N=
o+ oy

A

j -

At Ay

_ [P - _
o = N yyjb T E‘ +I By N N xpj0 = Nw'a =

Yy

Vi v
]Vxxj() = ‘N xxja =

0 =0 =0, (82)

where N,,, N,, and N, are the inplane external loads applied at the edges of the panel
through its height and the distribution coeflicients equal :

A22/

_ Allj
=, —_—
AnjAzz;“Alzj

B =,
All;'A22j_'A12/'

ij=Agy (J=1.b), (83)

%

where the inplane rigidities of the upper and the lower skin-panels for the various stacking
sequence (j = ¢, b)
quasi-isotropic

Ut = Ub = U, A] 1j = A22j - Ejdj/(l —"Uz), Ale = UA] 15+ A66j = G d = E/(2(1 +U))d,'

X7

specially orthotropic

R e — g _ 11 g _ e
UV =Usp =0y, Uy =04 =2, A,;=Eid/(l-vwp), Ay =Ed/(1-vw,),

A= v,.A, = UyAzzp Ags; = Gx)y'dj
and N, N,,, and N,,, are the inplane external load per unit length applied at the edges of
the panel through its height. It should be noted that an inplane load applied in one direction
does not yield inplane resultants in the other direction as well as shear resultants and vice
versa.

In the case of a symmetrical laminated composite skin-panel, with immovable inplane
conditions at the unloaded edges and at the loaded edge in the direction perpendicular to
the applied load, a closed form solution exists. In this case the vertical shear stresses of the
core are null, ¥’ =ty = 0, and the inplane stress resultants are independent of the
coordinates and they are determined through the solution of the following set of 12 algebraic
equations:

NxxtO = Al 1t8xxo0t + A 1 2!‘?_vyot + A 1 6!}'xyota Nxxb() = A 116€xx0b + A 1 2[8)'}'01') + A 1 (lexyob
Nyle = A1 2ot T Azztgyyot + As6¢7xv0ts Nyybo = Ai2Excob+ A220E,50 T Azst"/’xyob
nyt(] =4 16tExxo01 + A26t£yyol + AGGIYX,\:OU N\'_\ b0 = A 166€xx0b + Alébgyyob + A66[nyob

Exxot = €xxobs sy_\»ot = 6y_yob7 nyot = nyob (84)
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Nowot Newo = N,
V)n() + Nnb() = Nn
Nryt(l +Nx)'b() = N,\—ya

where the unknowns are : the inplane resultants in the various skins, NWO, N, and N,
(J = t.b), and the inplane normal and shear angle strains, .., &,,,; and y.,,, (j = #,b). The
closed form solutions are very lengthy and their explicit description is omitted for brevity.

The general description of the inplane resultants are :
V('(O\) = nx.VJ,rxA?,r,v; +n Vyixx ]\7 vy +n xyixx A—[xy
N )( ? /) ijy,v ]\7 xx + n) ViV ]\7)’)' =+ nx_} Jyy N xy (/ =1 s b )
N(O) =n \'x/xnyx + ny}jxy Z\_[yy + nxy_‘;.\'y]\_,ryu (85)

xys

where #,,), #o and 1, (=10 and k = x or y and / =y or x) are the distribution
factors of the upper and the lower skins for the inplane resultants in x- and y-directions
and the shear resultant due to various inplane loads, respectively.

Buckling stage—simply-supported panel

A closed form solution of the governing equations of the buckling stage exist in the
case of a panel with simply-supported edges and normal inplane loads applied at the edges.
Thus, the unknowns are :

& & mnx . hAmy & mnx , Hmy
W“)(’C V) = Z Z Cumm U(X V) e Z Z Cwbmn
m=1n=1 b m=1n=1 b
. Hnmy £ & mnx ., nmny
(1)(Y }’) = Z Z Curmn COQ (l)(x .y) - Z Z Cubmn COS;SI R
m=1n=1 b m=1n=1 b
X nmw
m=1n=1 m=1n=1 b
nx mnx nw
P (x,y) = Z Z C,W,,cos—sm oy V(x,y) = Z Z Ceymm mn—co nny (86)
m=1n=1 b m=1n=1 b

The substitution of the unknowns, eqn (86). into the governing equations of the buckling
stage, eqns (59)—(66), yields :

i i (Kmn - PGmn)Cmn = O’ (87)

m=1n=1

where K,,, and G,,, are the stiffness and the geometrical matrices, respectively, and C,,, is
the vector of the constants unknowns of the m, # terms and P is the eigenvalue, 1.e. the
external inplane load. The stiffness matrix takes the following form:

(Ko Kz 0 0 0 0 K7 0 ]
Kizwmn Kz 0 0 0 0 0 Kagme
0 0 Kismn  Kiamn 0 0 Kispm 0
K, - 0 0 Kismn  Kismn 0 0 0 Kigm (88)
0 0 0 0 Ksson  Ksemn  Kstmm  Ksgomn
0 0 0 0 Ksoon Keomn Kormn Keogmn
K7 0 K37mm 0 Ksimn Kermn Kizam  Kigpm
0 Kigm 0 Kismn  Kssmn  Kosmn  Krzon  Ksgomn

where the explicit description of the non-zero terms of the matrix appear in appendix A.
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The geometrical matrix is a diagonal matrix that reads:

2 2 N/ 2 2
. m n N, m n
Gmn = dlag {:0- 0: Oa 09 Tcz (';2_ Hytex + gznyylyy> F” + 7[2 (;? Hxtxx + ; nxxty}‘)o

, (M n’ N, (m n’
T ;Z_zn}*ybx,x + Zz‘nyyhtyy N_ +7 'aTnxxbxx + ;Enxxbyy ,0,0 | (89)

XX
The vector of the unknowns is:
Cmn = [Cutmn> Cv/mna Cubmna CL‘mel’ (jwlmiu CW[)VHI’IB Crymlu Crxmn]' (90)

The bifurcation load is determined by solving the eigenvalue problem, see eqn (87),
for each m and » terms and it equals the smallest eigenvalue among all m and s values. It
should be noted that the geometrical matrix has only two non-zero terms on its diagonal,
which means that for each m and » value there are only two eigenvalues with two eigen-
modes. The eigenvalues can be explicitly determined, but due to their lengthy equations
only numerical results for some particular cases are presented.

In the case of imperfections, with shape functions similar to those of the eigenmodes
for w, and w,, see the first row in eqn (86), and for a given inplane load, the governing
equations, eqns (34)—(37), (78)—(79) and eqns (40)—(41), take the following matrix form:

aoc w

Z Z (Kmn“PGmn)Cmn = Z }: Rmna (91)

m=1n=1 m=1n=1

where the transpose vector of the right side reads:
2 2 \ 2 2
, [m n N, , (m n
Rmn = [Oa 03 0, 0’ T (} Pyptxx + E nyyly}) Nxx +n <a_2 Pexier T bz"}c.xlyy)s

L (m? n? N, L ([ n? T
s _[1‘2‘ Ryypex + ; Hyybyy ]T/v— +7n ;~ Mxbxx + E Hxxbyy | Oa 0]. (92)

XX

For brevity, only numerical results for some cases are presented.

NUMERICAL STUDY

The numerical results include bifurcation analysis of sandwich panels with isotropic
and orthotropic “‘soft” core and quasi-isotropic identical and non-identical skin-panel
laminates and are merely included to describe the ability of the proposed analysis rather
than a parametric study.

Bifurcation buckling

The bifurcation load corresponds to the smallest eigenvalue of eqn (87) and depends
on the geometry and the mechanical properties of the skin-panels and the core. It also
depends heavily on the modulus of elasticity of the core in the vertical direction, E.,, and
the shear moduli of the core, G, and G,. The results are presented in terms of the
bifurcation coefficient, K, = N,, (b*/n°D?), vs the panel aspect ratio, a/b. The effects of the
core properties on the critical loads have been investigated for “soft” cores with
E/G., =100 and 1000 and for a “stiff” one with E/G,. =10 where
E./G.., = 2(1 +v,) = 2.6. The results based on the classical theories for global buckling and
wrinkling [see Allen (1966) ; Plantema (1966) ; Bulson (1970) ; Column Research Committee
of Japan (1976) ; Zenkert (1995)] are presented for comparison.
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Buckling Coef. Ver. a/b, dt=db, Gexv/Geyv=1 (Isotropic)
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Legend: __ Es/Ge(1)=100 - - EsiGe(2)=1000, E6/Ge: 8=2.6, H=10

Fig. 3. Critical buckling load ratio, K, vs panel aspect ratio of a simply-supported panel with
isotropic skin-panels, d, = d,,. and an isotropic core.

The geometry of the investigated simply-supported panel along with the external load,
N.. appear in Fig. 2. The cases discussed include : identical and nonidentical with d, = 24,
isotropic skin-panels and an isotropic core; and identical isotropic skin-panels with an
orthotropic of the core, G,,/G.,. = 0.5.

The results of the sandwich panel with the isotropic identical skin-panels and with an
1sotropic core appear on Fig. 3. The results include the critical loads determined by the
proposed analysis and the global and wrinkling critical loads determined by the classical
theories. The results of the proposed theory in the case of a ““soft’ core are smaller than those
of the classical global and wrinkling loads while in the case of a “*stiff” core, E./G.,,. = 10, the
results of the proposed and the classical theories (kcG) coincide. In the case of “‘soft” core,
where E,/G. = 100, described by the solid line (kS(1)} curves the critical load is independent
of the aspect ratio of the panel and the buckling mode corresponds 10 Wipax/ Womax = — 1,
where Wy, and wy,... are extreme amplitudes of the deflection mode of the upper and the
lower skin-panels, respectively. It means that each skin-panel is displaced opposite to the
other. However, in the case of a “stiff”” core (kH) the buckling mode shifts to a global one
With Wi/ Wemax = 1, Which means that the two skins are displaced in the same direction.
In the case of E/G.= 1000, described by the dash line curves (kS(2)), the loads are
independent of the panel aspect ratio and the buckling mode corresponds to
Wimax/ Womax = — | With very high mode numbers. The classical results, global and wrinkling
critical loads (kwS, kwH), in this case yields higher values for the buckling load then those
predicted by the proposed theory.

The second case deals with unidentical isotropic skin-panels, where d, = 2d,, and the
core is isotropic. The results appear on Fig. 4. The results of the high-order analysis and
those of the classical ones coincide when the core is stiff. In the cases of a ““soft™ core the
results either coincide with the wrinkling predictions based on classical approaches or are
lower.

In cases of an orthotropic core with G,,/G.,. = 0.5 and the skin-panels are isotropic
and identical the critical load ratio appear on Fig. 5. In this case the results of the proposed
theory are always lower as compared with the classical ones. In the case of E,/G, = 100 and
E /G, = 10 the global buckling mode governs, thus wypa /Wi = 1. [t should be noticed
that, in the case of a “‘soft” core, the load level has been drastically reduced as compared
with the “stiff”” core and the buckling mode shifts from the global mode to the local one
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Buckling Coef. Ver. a/b, db=2dt,Gexv/Geyv=1 (Isotropic)
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Fig. 4. Critical buckling load ratio, K, vs panel aspect ratio of a simply-supported pane! with
isotropic skin-panels with d, = 24, and an isotropic core.
Buckling Coef. Ver. a/b, db=dt,Geyv/Gexv=0.5 (Isotropic)
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Fig. 5. Critical buckling load ratio, K vs panel aspect ratio of a simply-supported panel with
isotropic skin-panels, d; = d,, and an orthotropic core, G,,, = 0.5G,,..
With Wymae/ Wimax = — | and with high mode numbers. In the other case, where E,/G, = 1000,

a local buckling mode governs.

Imperfection analysis

The behavior of a panel subjected to simultaneous compressive inplane loads at its x
and y edges with symmetrical and unsymmetrical imperfection pattern has been studied.
The numerical study is used to reveal the pace at which the extreme values of the deflections,
stress resultants and the peeling stresses increase as the external loads approach the critical
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Fig. 6. Simultaneous inplane external loads, geometrical and mechanical properties of a sandwich
panel with imperfections.

load of the panel. The loading scheme and the geometrical and mechanical properties of
the panel appear in Fig. 6. The imperfection pattern chosen equals

. mimpn-x . nimpTCU . .
wlimp(xv Y) = Wtimp sin a -Sin b s wbimp (X, y) = Wbimp sm

My X . AT .
o7 Gin Zme™Y g3
a b

where myy,, = ny, = 27 and the symmetrical and unsymmetrical imperfection amplitudes,
with respect to the midheight of the panel, read as the symmetrical mode:
Wimp = — Whoimp = £/10 and the unsymmetrical mode : Wy, = Wi, = #/10, where A is the
total height of panel.

The resuits, see Fig. 7, include the extreme values of the vertical deflections and the
bending moments of the upper and the lower skin-panels, the shear resultants of the skin-
panels and the core, and the peeling stresses at the upper and the lower skin—core interfaces,
vs the external load relative to the critical load panel. The values of the unsymmetrical
mode are always smaller than those corresponding to the symmetrical mode, since the
critical mode shape of the panel is symmetric. The vertical deflections, see Fig. 7(a) cor-
respond to the imperfection patterns, thus in case of a symmetrical imperfection mode it
yields w, = —w, that increase as the load ratio approach 1 and w, = w, in case of an
unsymmetrical imperfection mode. The bending moments, see Fig. 7(b) follow the same
trends as those of the deflection, but their increase is lower as compared to the deflections.
When the imperfection pattern is symmetrical, the shear stress resultant in the skin-panels,
see Fig. 7(c) are symmetrical, while those of the core are null. In case of an unsymmetrical
imperfection mode the shear resultants are mainly carried by the core and the shear
resultants in the skins are very small. High peeling stresses at the skin—core interfaces that
are usually the major cause of a premature failure in the form of debonding of the skin-
panel from the adjacent core, appear in Fig. 7(d). These stresses increase at a very steep
gradient when the load ratios approach 1 and the imperfection pattern is symmetric. In this
case the peeling stresses at the upper and lower skin—core interfaces are identical. The
stresses are much lower when the imperfection pattern is unsymmetric and with opposite
signs. It should be noticed that the peeling stress capacity of a flexible core is usually very
low, thus moderate values of peeling stress may initiate debonding that leads to premature
catastrophic failure of such panels.
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Extreme vertical deflections (Nimp = Mimp = 27)
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Fig. 7. Symmetrical and unsymmetrical imperfection results with w,,,, = /10 (j = 1, b) of a typical
panel: (a) vertical deflections; (b) bending moments of upper and lower skin-panels; (c) shear
resultants of skin-panels and core ; and (d) peeling stresses at upper and lower skin-core interfaces.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

A rigorous systematic stability analysis of sandwich panels with a flexible core that
uses high-order theory is presented. The formulation uses a variational procedure along
with kinematic relations, based on small deflections and moderate rotations, to derive the
governing equations with the appropriate boundary conditions for the various stages of
buckling. Pre-buckling and buckling governing equations and the corresponding boundary
conditions have been derived using a perturbation technigue. Imperfection analysis equa-
tions have been defined and is merely used to determine the magnitude of the stresses
involved.

The high-order analysis is general, applicable to any type of core, isotropic or ortho-
tropic, to any type of skin-panels, isotropic, orthotropic or composite laminated with non-
identical skins. The formulation also allows non-identical boundary conditions at the
various skin-panels edges, which is required when sandwich panels with a ““soft” core that
are supported only at the lower skin-panel are considered.
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Extreme shear forces (Nims = Mimp = 27)
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Fig. 7—Continued.

Closed form solutions of the prebuckling stage that are independent of the coordinates
exist in cases of isotropic or orthotropic skin-panels with movable in-plane boundary
conditions, and for a general symmetric composite laminated skin-panels in case of immov-
able boundaries. The bifurcation loads are determined through the solution of the buckling
stage governing equations. Closed form solutions for various identical classical boundary
conditions at the same edge exist. However, for simplicity and brevity only the equations,
stiffness and geometrical matrices of a simply-supported panel are presented. The geo-
metrical matrix is a diagonal matrix with two non-zero terms. Thus. only two eigenvalues
and two eigenvectors (mode shapes) exist for every mode number. In the case of identical
skin-panels the corresponding buckling mode shapes consist of global (asymmetrical with
respect to center of core) and local (symmetrical) modes. In the case of a “stiff”” core the
global mode shape with low mode number governs while the “soft” cores the critical load
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usually correspond to the local (wrinkling) mode shape. In the case of unidentical skin-
panels the buckling mode shapes are neither symmetric nor asymmetric and a separation
to symmetrical and non-symmetrical mode is artificial and not beneficial. The classical
approaches, that defines buckling through global buckling or wrinkling buckling separately,
yields conservative results in case of sandwich panels with a “*soft™ core.

The imperfection analysis is presented to predict quantitatively the buckling behavior
in terms of deformations, stresses and internal resultants at various load levels of the
external compressive loads. The imperfection analysis study reveals that the peeling stresses
increase at a very steep gradient as the external inplane load approach the critical one thus
leading to high peeling stresses even at low load ratio. These stresses may exceed the stress
allowable of the skin-core interface and might initiate debonding which usually leads to a
premature failure in the form of debonding of one of the skin-panels from the core.

The formulation presented herein enhances the physical insight of the buckling
behavior. It allows the investigation of the panels with unidentical boundary conditions at
the upper and the lower skin-panel edges. It defines the governing equations for the pre-
buckling and buckling stages and determines the critical load and the corresponding mode
shape of panels with a rigid or a “soft”” core. The immature collapse associated with
buckling tests of such structures is explained through the imperfection analysis. The use of
the high-order theory along with the presented analysis is recommended whenever sandwich
panels with an out of plane flexible core are concerned.
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APPENDIX A

Stiffness matrix—coefficients
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