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A Micro-Buckling Analysis for Compressive Strength of
Composite Materials

Iisup Chung®

ABSTRACT

Classical micro-buckling approach is employed to calculate the compressive strength of unidi-
rectional fiber-reinforced composites. The influences of initial waviness and misalignment of
fibers and nonlinear shear property of matrix are considered. The novel feature of this study is to
include imperfection band inclination angle and randomly distributed fiber spacing in the analysis.
Through the finite difference analysis of the nonlinear governing equation, the premature yielding
of matrix is shown to be a significant cause of remarkable knock-down from Rosen’ s solution. A
post-buckling deflection shape is found to have similarity to the form of kink band, which indi-
cates that kink formation is nothing but a mode of post-micro-buckling failure. Also, the nonuni-
form spacing is found to reduce the strength by about 10% from the uniform counterpart.

= %

2 d7dMe DI A3 BRARY 4EAEE Adsy] fsd nalg 284S Fgstach
ZEARE 25, 893 AE, 2% W= AA, Fsdtel Bad BE 59 U8 2] A%t
Z1Z1A 8] B ADAF §& THE APEEAE FET F, ol Ui FEAEY FANE B3t
o FEATET AN AW PG 27120 st B olB8E frestien, 2Za A
et 4EAET AaTE GAsth FAHNE il 1AAL mAgAe] mAE Jio] AATE B
gkom], ALYl Ay mert dgFor #AEe AYuy P47 AR ¢ £ Ik

°of 23% Bt ERAE FEFEe) i T s H2WY, F wAA F2e43 A s
3% B4H Aol shed Aty Azkdch =9, A fe] BHY EXE £ BR8] 4EUY=S
&t 10% = A€ ¢ F AU

1. 4 £ do] Aot AAAE 7124 44 b2 s
g & F 3l $EATd B =7t APHD UL
) B g Mds §4o] B3 309 € BUEE doju, H2 AWM e EEAEE 9

‘gdtigm JA TR



16 394

WEBAEP A

A F2E AEdEE AEE slx 3o, &A=
3t AF7L A BAS Bom it o] Fopo] e}
o Be d7drt #HE3sH%ied, Shuart[l], Cam-
poneschi[2], Guynn §{3]9] =8& Fa oo #
3 E¥lo] &S e} §ith

olE2 Falod UE 4 gl dvtd 2&8e e
2 7IAAY A, S S 2 uAlE 27
A% B dstd BgAse &R 2R E0e
.S

=1}
40]1:}.
d#o] Rosen[4]2 EFA RS F2E Tt
e gtEe] vlA] #E(micro-buckling) M-S F
galgon, o] 2XEH AEZREE S vt Urt 28
W} Rosen?] ZAdte AA EEA80 4E4=E
Bristm glof, o1 Fo| W vlAE FHEA AT
Ay 2dg 3, Adgdezn Bo ddd G52
slnal =@ dted g}, Wang[5], Lina} Zhang[6
Guynn 5{3], Highsmith 5{7] & 7149 w4
A, Z3pdFel 27] Z3F(waviness) 59 dF¢E o
T894 1, Davis{8le ZaHdfeo] AT <% 4
g pelslen, ol&e AFE Bl dddd &
#7159 ool ol A® JPEste ATk 1, of st
Z2e vAlE A gaIHe 4EAE AR £

g B SR, GSAEHAN FAHE Fdd
(kink band)9] #4& AHstAe Rk

319, Budiansky[9]e] °]o] Fleck %[10], Chris-
tensen ¥ DeTeresa[l11] 59 dFlMe Yl
g e Bol dEA=e AU sekd s
el g d&siaAt etk B8 27148 B9 3
Z(misalignment)S 2207 3o StEuida] LA
g Adue] A Adae & & At
ae, dlE Eo} Couque 5{12] o A@ZFA &
F Q%] Adde v B3 Ve FEer 3
Age] glen, 7 & Hul ope}l AARNE $R|] wt
g A ¥stn Yt g ALY AL As
9 olgd AHREH ANEY £ e #olEr] B
v 9948 2ZF st AFHe gz ol
AAFslttn Ytk E3, GEHE ojdde EAlgt
A kg AYwst o sFPIEE Bl AAH
o] AvsExd] gt dHe 7 & glrke Ao o
E9 dlAuye] Tl AR

Hollx AF3 WAl FF sy AYe 4
e 2oldk Ao digh Adold FEHoRA, A
Ae A T ABE kA Rate ¥, £xe

il

—_

>

‘R, off

e

AYWBA ojHel FHA o sl dEsx Zate
ZPod A% 2o Poz gtk B AFAE 1
A #HgeY mdo s 233 294 ¥
2 A3 w=9 Azt 59 J)skd 2712 71X
Aol vABAY 5L TFAA AN FYIHeH, =
o el fe] B7Y BEXE 5354 REslo ¢
z7ed uxe 98 A7t #AHAEE o4
o AEAFE Astslgon, 22 $4Fe WY B
SEE AgEozy vAE AL 5T 7Yy

4ol A9 A=

)

2. Aurg A

Rosen[4]& @48 H#733 EPAEE 244 7
o

z22 gesstd e H53 71AFe] EHE o
39 3472z RYYARAT o|zRE RTYES
AR, B RS 4EFEE
G
qRuxcn“‘Gc'unz/m.\‘ilc"‘ W """""""""" (2 1)

2 Aalstanh oy, dAde EgAdse 4EAd=
= olrt) oS we groew &4 BuYgoen, 1 %
Ze vAF g A7 Rosens] Bd& 43, 71
Mgt FHHY FEAEFES dEstnat ) of
o A3 F2 BEA8d A=A e vAF
214 oz ZadHe 23 2 294 ¥ 52
Tgstgen, old taled 7 vHE AFE 1
25}9-8-2 oAl e ek Atk

2 3o Rosene Bde Z7toz 3y,
Fig.13} 2ol Zald e 23, B9x FE Tof &7
Agy obgd AFw(band)e] AN, 43Rt
B7YE vE 5o dakE diAd Tk Budi-

Fig.1. Schematic for micro-buckling model



E 1% 3% 19986

ulAl A o7t

EdAs 457tz At 17

ansky 59 799 NN e B 98 A5 4
Az ZYHe 29 2IH2 TFda 1o,
AA AL AXHE o, A5 1iXE B
oAlE &1 vk mEtA, & AT E o] AAE
@A oln] WAH e dFe 272 3t
Fotach 4, 1A B2 B3l Zebdfel Mg
o ETtHsH, |2 st FRHoZE ZsMdfe

Ffreol A9 weth dolge 2 Leld Apdolth
A S o] B F THE] Tl At
3o} =73 FHF FHES FEEAHOR Hdd
¥Fatgtk Fig. 194 AR3e T 24, 71759
e 2c2t @ 9, ASHF FRELV=H(hto),

AAA EREE Va=c/(h+c) o8, V.3 Vs 28
o= W3lehe g4 (random variable)2 g
a8

B‘b

FEAfre &

dv, dv dv
(oy=u,+ ZI{( dx (Lt) ((l\)}d‘ Tw

22 Yehfjolzlth ol ¢EstEd w ks
o &Y, HYHgd o3 AA 7’°]4 Wzt g oo
2 2]-u] 2o](Euler-Bernoullli) 5o vw& o] w

WS B9 FFolrh A7 ve LMTT-’] w3
s Vorr ABFH A TAE] BEA R WA S o
e 2789 %E ougidh

Rosen{4]2 -?—-}‘é% TE2E B dEueA B
713K (modulated)® 735l ¥E3 o]o) e} 2
e 1A Aduigoe] g Wg wyh]Folat
E Ag HYey, Aol M= 7R Ee]

olel m} £
ARG ES 1 sl FFH] e Zshdfd ¥

o
Wy

~(2.2)

?23 oftf rlm il

Fig. 2. Geometric consideration to derive matrix shear strain

Yo 2 BE FEITh Fig2dx 7l8td BAzRE
"AB=2c(1 —tan¢tan6,) 4L o] &5},

Pl {(—iﬁ:ﬁ—) ,+( Z; )B} -

_(11 Vi
1-Vr 1 —tangtan6,

o)
‘AB

cos B, ) iv_
dx

=g(V}, 6o, ¢)% .............................. 2.3)

o

2,

p‘l»‘

£
o>

2/ X
w M

r{r-‘_E

jg.\.%

o ¢
>.

.9,

_EL

=N

]

1

a

2

Progh P Hr ok wl o
i)
=
e

3‘1?}2}]30}] g Aupgae siael
LB OI%"BM fEdc 26 9% 2 F9 2
S, 7IAFL Adr$eg Wi s o2 HE

[ olselav'+ [Tp(e) [ 7 8sav”)de

R R — 2.4)

R Aol ploye e Rde] BEads X8 5
ARz e A% FEUE FEuA oo U@
43e og A2 W2 gtk Pe AERd 2
Bite ¢FsHFoln, 2713%ue] Hole Lotk 3
33 2 (constitutive equation), 2J(2. 2) 2(2.3)%
Hslstd Pk, AA AL

[Nous] L+[M5(%)]- - { d];/ Suy’
9(v+vo) 6(—3;—)—%——— 5( d; )} »
ojm, % 5‘11 HEFES

[ J . 2ep()Ga' F(g——)gd 6(—-—) dx



BEAAHEEER

g A F3 RAEES zZizh oujdid) v 1
AIHY -AE ERA = vA8E ASS UrEMﬂ 9
gt .= Go"'F(}[\))oi ’?ﬂ%lﬂ% G,"& AderAdA
& o228 MFEA S AL g Fe A9 HIEH
%Ek?é?%l&a_i

2 A=Y golN Vi= 37 23l
£ Ao B3k G edelt w2 o)

o
ks
o
tio
»,
B

2

o 4% FEE Fskn vl 425 % FY=A
Est 2YFAY BANE o83k ok 2 A
S FES F Aok

&Y

s _
)= [ (V) y; SFENY=0-(2.6)
dv 3 .
A7 X HL, Ve -8 Koln, RAde
:_ 3L°oc
ViE i’
a3: 3L2G0m

EnW

E‘Qo}%’\ﬂ} PV 4 249 po)g 73
7@1@% fredl o Hoz A FEU=HS
olth. 58] Ame FAJo] A¥ZHo|xn FadFe
gol TLF A7l dstde obet 22 TLE A
g 2a vEdRHd ez 29 F 9l

dY

f 2 e Qrererens
5 = (2.62)

‘e, A7AE g 6,(X)9 ol
2 3 Fole FAF WS TUstoF & Aol

Qe

3. 7R EvY g
(nonuniform spacing)

i}

ot ERdAlaUe daRt 3

7—'301 ﬁ'?:lﬁ}zl 5’%——% Z gz Ao,
Paluch[13]& & d¥z oz &33lo 1 EAA
ul 9ok B

HlolE & #R3 ATl Fig.lel 24
FzEd sl ojs} e BFUF ARz T
Aol e nHsy) Y8, 71X Ze] A c R F
I F gl dsld 228 HgEHe

78489 97} Poisson 228 wravln 15
3, ol Hald UM F A9 FEdet Mz 24
Hol 91% ¢ givke 2UE Ay, Zde
Azre] 2b4 o7} (Rt 2 gL

P(zzC)%e"“‘;”z"’ ........................................ (3.1

oo ez 1o BRA TE
— w . dP 1
~_~f2h§";[‘€ d{z;+2h

olth. ol2%E pE AG.Dol dgstn, B
47 22T A4e5ee WA F =20V, R T
=W V/Z olgdld RA A5E4e Vol Vit 2
2 288 799,

ey dPV<vy V1 g
pvr=Vp= (d{/j (a /Vf 7 expl —\/7(v, )‘ - (3.2)

Paluche ©8 44703t Bg4A5 disid 4%
7 Aglel BEXE 4dgsog &24stg o, old gt
Weibull ¥ dlelujele] gEL Husigch ¢3¢

Hel Zadfrt 3529 (hexagonal) BH% o] £t}
= 7133 o] Feuly REERH FEF ZdH
&Y BXE AT F o, o]F e 2y
vl et Fig.3o] Bt} Paluchel 23 Aol s
AR Fge] 0529 A% E¥v B 2do

&z 433 & dXstm UL E 4 9k 0.89]



BT F3H 19986

tlA 2 Aol olg BAE ey AL 19

1.0 o
—— Present (V{ av, = 0.3) =
-------- Present (Vf ave. = 0.52) //

8 4 = Present (Mfave, = 0.75) o . /
© PALUCH's (Vfave =0.52) o . /

Probability P(Local Fiber Volume <V ¢)

S/ Bposen

-30 =20 -10 ] 10 20 30

2l E/}é%@%% FHAM Aol Holx e ol
AHg3te ?*‘:}1 zdoMe /3
%‘—o}ui 54 A F grEol
Lo o}2 4 gle W, A 8219 wjdiMe 948 3
Moy Zsdf7t &1‘4{}7—%@1 olzrfez 43 %
ZHTE_,‘ Eﬁc}% ’)I: 'r]oﬂ gi7} ECH’“"O]D}

RS
)

B AFelA Adel] AMgg BiAlse e &
F& 0.699] A& T300 15k/976 [14]24, 248 ¢
7% 1.50GPa, A9 & 6.27GPa °|t}. 4
2.0 mad, d&2AEE 6.27GPaolojo} dhl, &
BAE ol9 24%c) Exsit) 2+ 7R EAL
3] ¥ (rule of mxxture) ALg3led Akl o
o, 28 4o gAlSsE EE 218GPa, 7]z]z}1q ;51
dedAS G'e 1.94GPa 2 9}, ekl
A 2he d¥bE 3% B2 AFAQ Zleo}

% F e TmeZ ATk 2712¢9] o] Le
Paluch7} frA} B3A) 8ol tiste] Z48 Hgh 900
me A3t Th

4 9% 9y 9 B9 AR

4.1. U7t FURZE Ao B
& 2dox 27 ”°‘;H 73tz 90(903‘1 BTE F
ofell me} 27 AL vo=6xE FE A4, oA
Zﬁ‘ﬁmlﬁ’lr AR A ZE?] & EAZ &9, 4
(2.62)9] Autgde] g o|2dE 7€ ¢ itk
o|2RE 7|X ] AEWEEL

4 (deg)
Fig.4. Ratio of compressive strength to Rosen's solution
(Vi=0.69)
p—y—&A0 (| coshyX \
Yo=gl'= ¥ (1 coshy/2 ) @1
T8te] A|v, o714
_ -V
x= V_, g
ojth. oju] ¥& 022 & ARRE Y2ATE T3}

kil

o v c0sb, 2
=Gy (l V})(l ! l“‘Vf 1—tan¢>tan90)

71A%oe] EAsA] &g d, F 6,7} 09 7Sl
A A2.1)0] AT Orosen™ B3] LA 7T
P8 0.69¢ diste] 2(4.1)2RE A
BE Orosen® T3l (normalize)d A
Fig.4o] zAletA}. @ d oA mie 2 gdulel AL
Zko] 0Y o] ¢&A=7} A g o]2rk: Budian-
sky9] d|XFe g ¢ 7t FolAEE, 13 214%
o] AAtzo] 24E 4EAEs) dades ¢ £ Yok
53, (49 ot AEE Bl BRHE AYdy
2ok dAskn ek a8y, Fig.de] sjde) Abes
Gt 9gko] AA BEFA AN LAY & e AT
Wl e 9, ol Aoz A% A&Are 7
&% F 15%2€ 4840z 239 0$ ¥ 42
=g Ayl F8x gt
Fig.5€ 671 49 7% Adulo] thslo] g3

oy Mo

rir



284 WEESMEEaR

18 4| e = 20(deg)
e 210

—— =0

o] e g =10
ploj— #=20 /«//

Shear strain (%) at X=0
3

0.0 -1 2 3 4 5

./ Sgonen

Fig.5. Maximum shear strain along the kink span due to com-
pression loading

Z9] Zylo) W& ARG E X WIE Holn
ATk FELE0| Orpsend] 30%9) 0|2 L ), Ak
Ygo] olnl 10%9) oo, 27l 71xAe] 84
A% 2 s Hs Hovxn 3es AFE
& vk mEbA, ol g 2 71A|Ael il

o] Ei3hlge 4EAEE AAIIE 28 99e
2 gddd.

4.2. 2HURI/HIMENE Tafsh RIs]

AR REVIE- LIS R KR R L M e
2zt Bigo] dubdog ALgEH, B ARdME
Add e}t FAHE FYgE JERl] et ve=
Ssin(mv/L)ek 788tk old 2)(2.6)2 g7F Xof &
7t "B FAEYe] Basdch £, ZA3Hd 9
E7d £XE sy A% FEU=gsd] 3574
e Fgol g Aol dME BisiA am,
41804 Qg vpeh o] vlmA 2 hEFdtFol
Mz 1A AgRige]l gdggs HojuRR ¥
A8 ASE mEistdol drke A Fo8 Al £
A A HAok 71AAY HAEH LS
Budiansky, Christensen 53 #Zo] gH-A A
(elastic- perfectly plastic) A% 7Pgslg e, &
ATHPEL 10%2 3ok

2] (2.6)e27E ‘

. : -V,
O, D)= =W+ + [ o OV 2Ty

£ Bogtn (A wHEA R i eAE

2 (6]
01"
g &% (+1)HA AN oxle HdE F4A
N2EH

dn_ o _aiq” i 2¢m dZY G+ d?y Q)
¢ S —w
e

7)o, 23} @9k ¢V} Ok 23} ¢9) Aoz
Re YR dYdxe) A AvEE Fald dgsid
T o] MFEY vl e 9A "ok

dly(um

QQ(” (RS g} ___9__Q_m 0]
W *'5')7- Y «Q(X,Y() 2y Y(

A 48 9AE Taoz Jehiol Bash,
-b -1 ™ h
1

I i 0 i Y] i i
by 1 Y 3
AR | IR I R Y%
1 by-r 1 | { Y] |rv—
_O 1 bz’\_’_ _YN'_ _rN_
N 2 {1
b,=—2~AX“—5€—

N } 209 ’
,,=AX'{Q(X,, Y\ —-—2-%— Y/ ’}

2(4.2)258 LU Eel¥(decomposition)g ARE:
ol Y2 A 35e dAdcr AEE, 4
sEaAlel diste 1003] o9l wHEAME st
o Yo FHEHAE Fer) FHAgRE

>

yEn_y o
——'——’—N—j-—l < tolerance

2 BYIT AXE —0.523F 0.574 287
ZHE 200702 o] 0.0052 stad AAbslgict 313
o A =2 WHARLTo Hakzele Wal
7 Lolupsl, ojuje] S o] FEAEO|. 7 5T



114 E34E 19986

R L

B23AE FE2AEY AN 21

—— Kink band (8, = 4 deg)
1,10 4-{ ~- Kink band (10}
© MNumerical (4)
©  Numerical {10)

S Oronen

85

4 (deg)

Numerical (0 J0py.,=0.1)
........ Numerical (0.2)
18 41— Numerical (0.3)
.| —e— Kink band (0.1)

9 -0 Kink band (0.2)
= 124 Kmkband(os)
£ 10 2 g
o v;—ﬂ"-v—?——v—-
5§ < .
bY) ; PN
% H N
[0 2 Y o L eV s R
2, £ W
1 0.0 1 2 3 4 5

Fig.6. Validation of numerically analyzed compressive strength

Fig.7. Shear strains from numerical analysis and kink band analysis

32 T 122
o "
- ®
04 \\ 3 i
& P8 e E]
%' oo : i\\ E 5 °
AR g £-
« H -
— 03} N 2
i p 030040 N ’
e o 30050 \ 3
e 0.30051
50 Bt : 3
SR .25 .20 W18 10 .06 000 65 0 38 30 35 3 -
X
(a) Degradation of shear stiffness {b) Shear strain in matrix layer (c) Deflection

Fig.8. Compressive behavior of uniformly spaced fiber composites taking nonlinear matrix property into consideration

Avith AvEE
d9e ¥, & A9

& Asa A0 nen

E(total shear strain)o] &

A€ dod 7’—?-031—‘5 B - g A B2 we
24€ HEAA aF F4lsHupdate) @k

HA, Z2aYel FEGE Fs] st
o] FARTE slAslm 7R A2 FEAEE 25

HE s, de A Zae wasgo
Fig.6® Add 4574=0F 929 AdHays viu
7—‘% ’% LAFE Holx Utk 71K e X=00]4 2]
A% 7187, & ndLe Qv|@th £, Fig.74|
Ht Oo=4", ¢p=—20"0] hF % ‘&‘ﬂﬁa%«l ke
Agw s Aze} vlwsigledl, 271239 7]3717}
Agud Z3dRe 718719 $EE X=0 F2elA
o$ 2AHE daE veEl glck
Y Z2adE AEste Z1AAe] BAgdE 1
28 e s, 9A FEERe] 3t @
d3ta Go=4, ¢=-20"2 79 XL B 7]
A9 HAE Age F%& AT RSN Fig. 8(a)%
(bye gFsrEe F7id we 7AAe AP

AAg & AFE 27 Holx 3tk Oresen® 0.3
Hjol A gEo] Uelhir] Alakste] 2g9el 438 &
o] mel el sty AGHEER §58S
g & QUoh A wAolRe &gY FUHES
A0 Orosen=0.000012 &g o, 3t3u] 0.300519)
M BRPEgel LAEo] X=0dAl2] AdHY Fol
oF 400%°] =28E & + Usth 2ol dof
Ye 3e | ¥/L | <0.12 ot} Fig. 8(c)ye 73
9 27] 28-S T8 FYHEFE Hola e,
AAEE 030051904 Fedde =esrt 34 ut
Hol, 4E4dd4s dAHe Adue fARE ¥y
2% B 5 Ik Y 9499 S e Axg 25
o] %"‘MU%, ol& iﬂ}i Aad e gEg doH
B g9 723 /%S 448 =He Reldh
B Zkdte B¥o o3 IS 1]
et 2(3.2)& 2ES FAFYAHE FYeA) TH
2 ZeMdH gaee olBHow: 0% 71K d%
FHog wgleA|nt, AlME Yotd tiEgh 0.005%H
0.9957}2] 100742 Fzhe s A<3i(digitize)dtsich



22 : 294 WEEAMEEER

(a) 008 = 02 (b) 0./ Opum = 026 (©) 0 Opuen = 0.27

Fig.9. Degradation of matrix shear stiffness for randomly spaced fiber composite

e Uniform (8,=4 deg) GRS ©

........ Uniform (2) 5 5
o Random (4) A% 54 4% st
o Random (2)

g sokd e 2ok
X
=

Oey / ORosen
o

Fiber volume fraction

Fig.10. Comparison of knock-down factors from Rosen's solu 8 ze sRAgdl s A% A Rosens]
"tion for uniformly and randomly spaced fier analyses HEAT vlEle 4 24AE B 5 U
(9=—20") 3. 5352HQ 7AAe FEe 2 ey 72 B

PEE op7lakn, v sEE A5 wel, Adust

=FFAH AR FREol B RerMe B 2 1 FHRE AE F8io] 2dsgth

Gigo] WAH x7]d] 240 =EEH, witg 4. 73 e AT BelA Bad REE
Figol ¥ RelMe 84 ¥EE AL Fig. 9 oM, 574 Ak T8l 2& 2o 71XA 9
€ gEttEel 37K weh AYiel FRAo GEo] AlAdr). olojA, FRgd e W e f @

Z4FE Holxm ¢t} Fig. 9(0)9 Zo] 437w = & 9o BiEy, AR olz8 AFAA ¢
2o =EElE UlRE] 7xZ0] BAIAZ Ho] A oo et oju), B4 B3 gd] dg =2
Bde] A FAagE & 4+ Uk Fig. 1094+ o Te TYEF H3ld o 10% Fx e Rew 1}
T AHdF gl e Ad] 4EAEE TYdR Ebstet,

vl

T 457d=e gt Hwela glen, TR A 5. 9% AR EEARe 4F9E AveEe
Ao Hlgtd o 10%U9)e] d&7FEe] Z2E B € ZVAT 02 71AAe] Hudt 22E Agwy,
olz itk ofel mE B 2 AEfrel Add o
A, ARl A9 AYe] 34 2 EEARS
FEIEoE ool E ¢ F YTk
5424
A FHE 2dE o] gsle ©IY Aelg 5% + 7

Amel FEAT U FAN4S ST 249
F4Tz0 Uoked B8R 2T, B9 HY, A8 2 47E Jddda GedTE F 19979



FE 1% FE3E 19986

ulAl FEs o] o AR 47w Ao 23

A7) Agdmd A7 gl o8] SR om,
pd

1. Shuart, M.J., “Short-Wavelength Buckling
and Shear Failures of Compression-Loaded Com-
posite Laminates,” NASA TM 87640.

2. Camponeschi, Jr., E.T., “Compression of
Composite Materials : a Review,” Composite
Materials : Fatigue and Fracture, ASTM STP
1110, 1991, pp.550-578.

3. Guynn, E.G., Ochoa, 0.0., and Bradley,
W.L., “A Parametric Study of Variables that
Affect Fiber Microbuckling Initiation in Compos-
ite Laminates : Part I Analyses,” Journal of Com-
posite Materials, Vol. 26, 1992, pp.1594-1616.

4. Rosen, B.W., "Mechanics of Composite
Strengthening,” Fiber Composite Materials,
American Society for Metals, 1965, pp.37-75.

5. Wang, A.S.D., “A Nonlinear Microbuckling
Model Predicting the Compressive Strength of
Unidirectional Composites,” ASME Paper 78-
WA/Aero-1, 1978, pp.1-8.

6. Lin, K.Y. and Zhang, X.J., "Effect of Fiber
Waviness on the Compressive Strength of Lami-
nated Composites,” Proc. 2nd Int. Symposium on
Composite Materials and Structures, Beijing, Chi-
na, 1992, pp.120-125.

7. Highsmith, A.L., Davis, J.I. and Helms,

K.L.E., “The Influence of Fiber Waviness on the
Compressive Behavior of Unidirectional Continu-
ous Fiber Composites,” Composite Materials :
Testing and Design, ASTM STP 1120, 1992,
pp.20-36.

8. Davis, Jr., J.G., “Compressive Strength of
Fiber-Reinforced Composite Materials,” Compos-
ite Reliability, ASTM STP 580, 1988, pp.364-
377.

9. Budiansky, B., "Micromechanics,” Comput-
ers & Structures, Vol. 16, 1983, pp.3-12.

10. Fleck, N.A., Deng, L., and Budiansky, B.,
“Prediction of Kink Width in Compressed Fiber
Composites,” ASME Journal of Applied Mechan-
ics, Vol.62, 1995, pp.329-337.

11. Christensen, R.M. and DeTeresa, S.J., “The
Kind Band Mechanism for the Compressive Fail-
ure of Fiber Composite Materials,” ASME Jour-
nal of Applied Mechanics, Vol.64, 1997, pp.1-6.

12. Couque, H., Albertini, C., and Lankford, J.,
“Failure Mechanisms in a Unidirectional Fiber-
Reinforced Thermoplastic Composite under Uni-
axial, In-Plane Biaxial and Hydrostatically Con-
fined Compression,” Journal of Materials Science
Letters, Vol.12, 1993, pp.1953-1957.

13. Paluch, B., "Analysis of Geometric Imper-
fections Affecting the Fibers in Unidirectional
Composites,” Journal of Composite Materials,
Vol.30, 1996, pp.454-485.

14. MIL-HDBK-17-2D, Polymer Matrix Com-
posites, Vol. 2 Material Properties, 1996.



