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We present the results from a numerical investigation using the finite element method to study
the buckling strength of near-perfect spherical shells containing a single, localized, Gaussian-dimple
defect whose profile is systematically varied toward the limit of vanishing amplitude. In this limit,
our simulations reveal distinct buckling behaviors for hemispheres, full spheres, and partial spherical
caps. Hemispherical shells exhibit boundary-dominated buckling modes, resulting in a knockdown
factor of 0.8. By contrast, full spherical shells display localized buckling at their pole with knockdown
factors near unity. Furthermore, for partial spherical shells, we observed a transition from boundary
modes to these localized buckling modes as a function of the cap angle. We characterize these
behaviors by systematically examining the effects of the discretization level, solver parameters,
and radius-to-thickness ratio on knockdown factors. Specifically, we identify the conditions under
which knockdown factors converge across shell configurations. Our findings highlight the critical
importance of carefully controlled numerical parameters in shell-buckling simulations in the near-
perfect limit, demonstrating how precise choices in discretization and solver parameters are essential
for accurately predicting the distinct buckling modes across different shell geometries.

I. INTRODUCTION

Studying the buckling of spherical shells has a long his-
tory due to their structural efficiency. However, predict-
ing their buckling strength remains challenging because
of sensitivity to imperfections. Experiments on realis-
tic shells, which are inevitably imperfect, have evidenced
buckling loads as low as 20% vis-à-vis theoretical predic-
tions, calling for the use of knockdown factors [1–4]. The
knockdown factor, κ, is defined as the ratio between ex-
perimentally (or numerically) measured critical buckling
loads and the corresponding theoretical prediction. The
classical theoretical buckling pressure of a perfect spher-
ical shell under external pressure, derived by Zoelly in
1915 using linear buckling analysis [5], is commonly used
to normalize the buckling pressure:

pc =
2E√

3(1− ν2)

(
t

R

)2

(1)

where, E is the Young’s modulus and ν is the Poisson’s
ratio of the material, R is the radius of the sphere, and t is
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the thickness of the shell. The prevalence of knockdown-
factor values below unity (κ<1) is widely attributed to
geometric imperfections, either introduced during man-
ufacturing or resulting from in-service conditions. This
phenomenon is well-documented, with extensive exper-
imental, computational, and theoretical literature span-
ning nearly 85 years. For a more comprehensive overview
of the relevant literature, we direct the reader to the sem-
inal studies in the following Refs. [6–14].

Early numerical studies [8, 15–17] provided valuable
insights into the imperfection sensitivity of both full and
partial spherical shells, but computational limitations of-
ten constrained their scope. With recent advancements
in computation power and precision, it is now feasible to
undertake more extensive parameter studies, capturing a
broader range of geometric imperfections, shell configu-
rations, and loading conditions. From past studies, it is
well-established that knockdown factors decrease towards
a plateau as the defect amplitude increases, suggesting, in
reverse, that knockdown factors should approach unity as
shells near the perfect geometry [7, 10, 18, 19]. However,
the scarcity of experimental and numerical data showing
knockdown factors above κ>0.9 suggests that additional
effects or numerical artifacts beyond just geometric im-
perfections may be at play for near-perfect shells.
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The effect of boundary conditions on shallow spherical
shells has been extensively studied, though early analyt-
ical findings often conflicted with experimental observa-
tions. Early analyses were limited to symmetric buckling
modes, failing to capture the asymmetric buckling be-
haviors observed in experiments. Kaplan consolidated a
substantial body of experimental, analytical, and numer-
ical results in the chapter ”Buckling of Spherical Shells”
in Ref.[11], highlighting the dependence of buckling be-
havior on the shallowness parameter λS (Eq. (2) defined
in §II). For shallow shells with lower λS values, symmetric
buckling dominates, making symmetric theories applica-
ble in this regime. However, as λS increases, the buckling
transitions to asymmetric modes called for asymmetric
buckling theories. Using a two-term Galerkin method,
Parmerter and Fung [20] demonstrated that asymmet-
ric buckling is likely to occur when λS > 5.5, a threshold
later confirmed by Huang [9] using finite difference meth-
ods. Further analytical studies [21, 22] supported this
limit as the transition between symmetric and asymmet-
ric buckling modes. It is important to highlight that this
transition to asymmetrical buckling modes necessitates
a full 3D modeling approach, whereas the axisymmetric
models fail to capture such a phenomenon.

Understanding the influence of imperfections on knock-
down factors is essential for accurately predicting shell
buckling, especially as manufacturing capabilities now
enable the production of high-precision shells. While
prior studies mentioned above have primarily focused
separately on the role of geometric defects and boundary
conditions, the precise influence of boundary conditions
and geometric defects causing different buckling modes
in near-perfect shells remains poorly understood.

Here, we conduct a series of numerical simulations us-
ing the finite element method (FEM) to investigate the
validity and limitations of imperfection sensitivity of the
buckling onset due to a geometric defect in the limit of
near-perfect spherical shells. We consider a range of de-
fect amplitudes and shell configurations, gradually re-
ducing defect amplitude to near zero, so as to closely
approach near-perfect shell conditions. With the recent
advances in computation power, one could be inclined to
normalize the observed buckling pressure by the buckling
pressure obtained using the FEM simulations of perfect
geometry instead of theoretical predictions; such Eq. (1)
derived by Zoelly for spherical shells. Doing so may be
particularly tempting for non-spherical shells for which
there may be no close-formed analytical solutions. A
key goal of this study, while focusing on spherical shells,
is to assess the impact of discretization, solver parame-
ters, and geometry in predicting the buckling response
of near-perfect shells, including both full and partial ge-
ometries. We highlight the potential risks of simulating
idealized geometries without imperfections and demon-
strate that FEM simulations for these geometries yield
results that are highly sensitive to numerical parameters.
Thus, our findings provide a recommendation against us-
ing the simulated perfectly spherical shell case to normal-

ize the buckling pressures. Normalization using classical
prediction provides a unifying framework for comparing
results across studies and facilitates a consistent evalua-
tion of imperfection effects in spherical shells. Further-
more, by examining both deep and shallow partial spheri-
cal caps with varying cap half-angles, we capture the dis-
tinct boundary-dominated buckling modes that emerge
in partial shells.
Our manuscript is structured as follows: §II defines the

problem at hand, and §III details the numerical method-
ology followed to tackle it. In §IV, we examine the ef-
fects of discretization and solver parameters on the FEM
results, followed, in §V, by a discussion of the distinct
buckling modes observed. §VI explores the influence of
the radius-to-thickness ratio on imperfection sensitivity,
and §VII presents the buckling behavior of partial spher-
ical shells. Finally, §VIII concludes with a discussion of
the key findings and highlights directions for future work.

II. PROBLEM DEFINITION

We examine three distinct types of thin spherical ge-
ometries of shells subjected to external pressure: (i) a
hemispherical shell clamped along its equator, (ii) a full
spherical shell, and (iii) partial spherical shells, from shal-
low to deep, in a range of cap half-angles denoted by ϕ0;
see Fig. 1(a). Without loss of generality, we set the ra-
dius of the undeformed middle surface of the shell to
R=20mm and the shell thickness to t=0.2mm, resulting
in a radius-to-thickness ratio of R/t=100. Additionally,
we will conduct simulations across a range of radius-to-
thickness ratios, 50≤R/t≤1500, to attest the robustness
and generality of the results across various geometries.
For the partial spherical shells, ϕ0 is varied from 15◦

(shallow shell) to 180◦ (full shell), each clamped along the
free boundaries. Note that a full spherical shell does not
have a boundary to be clamped, given its fully closed ge-
ometry, and the model is in static self-equilibrium due to
the uniformity of the external pressure applied through-
out its surface.

The shallowness of the shell is characterized [8, 9, 15]
by the geometric parameter

λS = [12(1− ν2)]1/4
√

R/tϕ0. (2)

where, ν is the Poisson’s ratio of the material. In the lit-
erature, this parameter has been defined with slight vari-
ations using the shallow shell’s base radius or height. For
sufficiently shallow shells, all these variations are equiv-
alent. However, since we are interested in studying both
deep and shallow partial spherical shells, we define λS

in terms of the cap half-angle, ϕ0. For convenience, this
parameter can be interpreted in terms of the ratio be-
tween the arclength of the shell and the theoretical buck-
ling wavelength of an axisymmetric mode of the spheri-
cal shell, lc [10], where lc = 2π[12(1− ν2]−1/4

√
Rt; thus,

λS = π2Rϕ0/lc. For the chosen geometry with R/t = 100
and ν = 0.3, the buckling wavelength is lc ≈ 6.9mm.
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FIG. 1. Geometry of a typical spherical shell with a Gaus-
sian defect at the pole, clamped at its free boundary. (a)
Meridian cross-section of the shell, defining all the relevant
geometric parameters. (b) 3D visualization of a partial shell
in the spherical coordinate system; the color map represents
the radial deviation, w, from a perfect sphere. (c) Parame-
terized Gaussian defect profile w(β) according to Eq. (3), for
λI = 1. The red line represents angular width, lc/(Rβ0), as-
sociated with the theoretical buckling wavelength lc (see text)
of the axisymmetric mode for this particular shell.

When λS = π, one full wavelength of the axisymmet-
ric buckling mode fits along the arclength of the cap, a
critical threshold below which snap-through behavior is
absent [23]. Additionally, Hutchinson [10] has suggested
that imperfection effects and the post-buckling behavior
described by Koiter’s general theory apply reliably only
for shallow spherical caps with λS > 3π.
All the shell geometries that we will consider incor-

porate a precisely defined geometric imperfection: a
Gaussian-shaped dimple located at the pole. Merid-
ional cross-section and three-dimensional (3D) represen-
tations of the undeformed shell geometry are illustrated
in Fig. 1(a) and (b), respectively. A spherical coordinate
system (r, θ, ϕ) is used, where r is the radial distance
from the origin/center of the sphere, θ is the circumfer-
ential angle, and ϕ is the meridian angle, ranging from
ϕ = 0 at the pole to ϕ = ϕ0 at the clamped boundary. In
Cartesian coordinates (ex, ey, ez), the position vector of
the mid-surface of the undeformed shell with a Gaussian
defect is, r = (R+w) sinϕ cos θ ex+(R+w) sinϕ sin θ ey+
(R+w) cosϕ ez, where w is the radial deviation from the
mid-surface of the perfect sphere. This radial deviation
associated with the Gaussian defect is:

w(β) = −δ e
−
(

β
β0

)2

(3)

where β is the zenith angle from the center of the defect, δ
is the amplitude of the defect, and β0 is the characteristic
angular half-width parameter.

In line with previous studies [14, 19, 24, 25], we nor-
malize the defect amplitude as δ̄ = δ/t. Additionally, the

defect width parameter λI = [12(1−ν2)]1/4
√
R/tβ0 is in-

troduced to define the characteristic width of the dimple.

Note that this parameter closely resembles the shallow-
ness parameter λS defined in Eq. (2), though λI uses the
defect’s characteristic angular half-width β0, in contrast
with ϕ0 for λS . For all the cases we will investigate, we
fix λI = 1, while the normalized defect amplitude varies
in the range 0.001 ≤ δ̄ ≤ 5, allowing the analysis to ap-
proach the near-perfect geometry, in the limit of δ̄ → 0.
The near-perfect limit is defined, somewhat ad hoc, as
δ̄ ≤ 0.1. Figure 1(c) shows the parameterized Gaussian
dimple shape for λI = 1, with the horizontal (red) line
indicating the angular extent of a single theoretical buck-
ling wavelength lc.
The spherical shells are loaded with a uniform exter-

nal pressure applied on the outer surface until the onset
of buckling induced by the ensuing compressive stresses.
The observed critical buckling pressure, pcrit, is identified
as the first peak pressure observed at the buckling onset
during the loading. The knockdown factor is defined as
κ = pcrit/pc, where pc is the theoretical buckling pressure
of a perfect shell already given in Eq. 1.
Our primary objective is to quantify the knockdown

factor, κ, for near-perfect shells in the limit of imper-
fections with vanishing amplitude, δ̄ → 0. We seek to
answer the following questions: How do simulation pa-
rameters such as discretization and solver parameters af-
fect the fidelity of predictions for the buckling strength of
near-perfect shells? Is there a difference in how the im-
perfection size and boundary conditions affect the actual
buckling behavior of near-perfect partial vs. full spherical
shells? And finally, how do the radius-to-thickness ratio
and shell shallowness influence imperfection sensitivity?

III. METHODOLOGY: FINITE ELEMENT
SIMULATIONS

We have conducted FE simulations by using the com-
mercial software package Abaqus/Standard (v2023). In
our numerical model, the shell was represented by its
3D mid-surface, which was discretized using four-node,
reduced-integration shell elements (S4R). With these
choices, the buckling behavior of the pressurized shell
can be accurately captured while ensuring computational
efficiency, thereby enabling a systematic exploration of
the parameter space. Our modeling approach follows
the methodology established in previous studies [26–
28], where FEM simulations were validated thoroughly
against experimental results, ensuring confidence in the
accuracy and reliability of the numerical results. Note
that even earlier works from our group [18, 19, 29–31]
were restricted to axisymmetric conditions, which we re-
lax here to be able to consider non-axisymmetric modes.

Starting from the perfect shell geometry, the initial ge-
ometric imperfection was introduced as a Gaussian dim-
ple at the pole with the profile in Eq. (3), specifying
the normalized amplitude, δ̄ and angular width, λI , of
the defect. This imperfection was applied directly to the
mesh by radially adjusting the coordinates of the middle
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surface of the otherwise perfect geometry.

A linear elastic material model with E = 210GPa, and
ν = 0.3 was used for all the simulations. These material
parameters were chosen to match a recent study [32].
However, as confirmed below in §IV, where we will es-
tablish a comparison with earlier results from Ref. [18]
(different material parameters), the imperfection sensi-
tivity of a thin spherical shell is independent of the ma-
terial properties, given the elastic buckling conditions.
Thus, the results of this study can be used for other ma-
terial models without loss of generality. An external live
pressure, equivalent to the classical theoretical buckling
pressure in Eq. (1), was applied uniformly on the outer
surface of the shell. The analysis was performed using
the Static/Riks method, an arclength-based procedure in
Abaqus/Standard that is well-suited for simulating un-
stable buckling paths as it simultaneously solves for loads
and deformations by progressing along the arclength of
the load-deformation curve [33].

A detailed mesh sensitivity analysis was performed
to determine an optimal mesh discretization that en-
sures solution convergence while minimizing computa-
tional costs; these results are an integral part of our in-
vestigation and are presented below in §IV. We define
the discretization level as m = πR/(2dm), representing
the number of finite elements along the quarter meridian
from the pole to the equator, where dm is the approx-
imate element size. As detailed in §IV and §V, we ex-
plored the discretization level in the range m ∈ [30, 200].
For our specific spherical geometry with R = 20mm,
we have identified a satisfactory nominal mesh size of
dm ≈ 0.2mm, corresponding to m = 150 elements along
the quarter meridian of the shell to simulate converged
results in the near-perfect limit. Beyond §V, for consis-
tency, only this nominal value will be used for the dis-
cretization level.

In addition to systematically exploring m, we also
conducted a sensitivity analysis on the arclength incre-
ment parameters within the Static/Riks method: initial
∆sini, minimum ∆smin, and maximum ∆smax arclength
increments. The goal was to identify satisfactory val-
ues for these parameters that ensure numerical stability
and convergence. We explored the maximum admissi-
ble increment in the range ∆smax ∈ [0.01, 0.1], while
the initial and minimum arclength increment were set to
∆sini = 0.01 and ∆smin = 10−10, respectively. For our
specific geometry, we have identified a maximum admis-
sible arclength increment ∆smax = 0.02, which ensures
stability during solution progression. It is important to
note that the arclength increments depend on the nom-
inal loading applied. Therefore, for future studies, the
classical buckling pressure in Eq. (1) should be used as
the nominal load to ensure the arclength solver accu-
rately computes the load proportionality factor at each
increment.

The results of both the mesh sensitivity and solver pa-
rameter analyses, including convergence trends and opti-
mal parameter choices, will be presented in §IV, specifi-

cally in Fig. 2.
In §VII, beyond spherical and hemispherical shells, we

extended our analysis to other partial spherical geome-
tries with a range of cap half-angles spanning from shal-
low (0 < ϕ0 < π/2) to deep (π/2 < ϕ0 < π) shells. These
partial shell models were constructed following the same
FEM procedure used for the hemispherical shells, with
each cap clamped at its free boundary and subjected to
uniform external pressure. For this part of the study, to
maintain consistency in discretization and solver perfor-
mance, the mesh density was kept at a nominal size of
dm = 0.2mm, with an admissible maximum arclength
increment of ∆smax = 0.02 across all simulations.

IV. EFFECT OF DISCRETIZATION AND
SOLVER PARAMETERS

To examine the impact of discretization on imperfec-
tion sensitivity, we analyzed varying discretization lev-
els for hemispherical and full spherical shell models,
as detailed in §III. Figures 2(a, b) show imperfection-
sensitivity curves (κ vs. δ̄) across a range of discretiza-
tion levels m (see legend); the results for a hemispheri-
cal shell are shown in panel (a), and for a full spherical
shell in panel (b). For hemispherical shells, convergence
was achieved when m > 75, with consistent-imperfection
sensitivity trends observed overall, though minor devia-
tions from the trend appeared in the near-perfect limit
at m = 100. In contrast, full spheres required finer dis-
cretization, as models with m = 75 failed to converge for
normalized defect amplitudes δ̄ < 0.1, and small devia-
tions were observed even at m = 125 in the near-perfect
limit. Consequently, we determined that convergence
in the near-perfect limit for both hemispheres and full
spheres is achieved satisfactorily with m ≥ 150, and we
will use this value for the remainder of the analysis.
With sufficient discretization, two distinct behaviors

were observed in the near-perfect limit: for full spheres,
the knockdown factor approaches 1 as δ̄ → 0, while for
hemispheres, it plateaus around 0.82. At this stage of the
study, it remains to be clarified whether this difference
arises from numerical artifacts or represents a fundamen-
tal physical behavior; this discrepancy will be discussed
in detail in §V.
In the elastic buckling regime, imperfection sensitiv-

ity is expected to be independent of the material model,
which is confirmed by comparing the present results for
a linear elastic material model (with E = 210GPa and
ν = 0.3) with earlier results from Ref. [25]. The latter
are plotted as the solid red line in Fig 2(a, b), which used
a hyperelastic NeoHookean material (with E = 1.26GPa
and ν = 0.5) with the same radius-to-thickness ratio,
R/t = 100, as that of the present study. The excellent
agreement between these two sets of results (present and
past) provides a quantitative verification of the model
and additional confidence in its accuracy.

Having established an appropriate discretization level
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FIG. 2. Sensitivity analysis of discretization and arclength-solver parameters on the buckling strength of imperfect spherical
shells. (a, b) Imperfection sensitivity curves (κ(δ̄)) for different levels of discretization m (see the legend, common to both
panels) and maximum arclength increment ∆smax = 0.02; (a) hemispherical shell clamped at the equator and (b) full spherical
shell. (c, d) Imperfection sensitivity curves (κ(δ̄)) for different maximum arclength increment ∆smax (see the legend, common
to both panels) and discretization level m = 150; (c) hemispherical shell clamped at the equator and (d) full spherical shell.

(m > 150), we proceed to investigate the sensitivity of
one of the Static/Riks solver parameters, the maximum
arclength increment ∆smax. For these simulations, the
initial and minimum arclength increments were fixed at
∆sini = 0.01 and ∆smin = 10−10, respectively, while
∆smax was varied between 0.01 and 0.1. Figures 2(c, d)
show the imperfection sensitivity curves (κ(δ̄)) for hemi-
spherical shells, in panel (c), and full spherical shells, in
panel (d), across these maximum admissible increment
values ∆smax (see legend), with a fixed discretization
level of m = 150. While the maximum admissible ar-
clength increment did not impact the convergence be-
havior of sufficiently discretized full spheres, it had a sig-
nificant effect on hemispheres, particularly in the near-
perfect limit. For ∆smax ≥ 0.05, the knockdown fac-
tor for hemispheres approached 1, similar to that of full
spheres, whereas for ∆smax ≤ 0.02, the knockdown fac-
tor reached a plateau in the near-perfect limit. These
distinct trends in the near-perfect limit call for further
investigation into the buckling modes in this regime.

As we will evidence in the next section, the observed
difference of two distinct knockdown factor trends in
the near-perfect limit is attributed to the distinct buck-
ling modes exhibited by spherical shells. The choice of
the maximum arclength increment dictates which post-
buckling branch is followed in the near-perfect shells
where the boundary modes and the localized modes are
close to each other.

V. BOUNDARY MODES VERSUS THE
LOCALIZED BUCKLING MODE

Consistently with previous studies [14, 18, 19, 26], our
results in Fig. 2 show that the knockdown factor de-
creases and reaches a plateau as the defect amplitude δ̄
increases, with knockdown factors becoming independent
of defect size for sufficiently large imperfections. How-
ever, in the opposite limit of near-perfect hemispherical
shells (δ̄ → 0), the knockdown factors appear to stagnate
around a finite value of less than 1, a trend highly depen-
dent on the maximum admissible arclength increment (as
shown in Fig. 2c). This sensitivity was not observed in
full spherical shells (cf. Fig. 2d), suggesting that bound-
ary conditions play a role in the buckling response of
hemispheres.

Figure 3 shows visualizations snapshots of the buck-
ling modes of hemispherical and full spherical shells for
representative examples with normalized defect ampli-
tudes of δ̄ = {0.001, 0.01. 0.09, 1.11}. For all these sim-
ulations, the maximum arclength increment was set to
0.02 and the discretization level to m = 150. The
snapshots reveal a clear distinction between the buckling
behaviors of the two geometries. The hemisphere de-
velops a non-axisymmetric, periodic boundary buckling
mode along the clamped equator for δ̄ = {0.001, 0.01.}
and an axisymmetric localized buckle at the pole when
δ̄ = {0.09, 1.11}. By contrast, the full sphere always ex-
hibits only the axisymmetric localized buckle at the pole
for all values of δ̄. This contrasting behavior underscores
the influence of boundary conditions, highlighting that
results in the near-perfect limit cannot be universally ap-
plied across shell geometries. The boundary conditions
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in hemispheres drive a different imperfection sensitivity
compared to full spheres, making generalization across
shell types unfeasible. Note that the early work by Bu-
diansky and Huang on clamped shallow spherical shells
has also shown that the emergence of a non-axisymmetric
bucking mode near the clamped edge leads to a consid-
erable reduction in the knockdown factor [8, 9].
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FIG. 3. Buckling modes of the near-perfect hemispherical
shells (upper row) and full spherical shells (lower row) for
δ̄ = {0.001, 0.01, 0.09, 1.1}. A boundary mode is present in
the clamped hemispherical shells for δ̄ = {0.001, 0.01}.

VI. EFFECT OF RADIUS-TO-THICKNESS
RATIO

It is also important to establish the generality of our re-
sults on imperfection sensitivity of the buckling of hemi-
spheres for different radius-to-thickness ratios, R/t. For
this purpose, we conducted simulations across in the
range of 50 ≤ R/t ≤ 1500, achieved by adjusting the
radius and thickness combinations. These simulations
were performed in three different scenarios: (1) keeping
the mid-surface radius constant while varying the thick-
ness (Fig.4a), (2) holding thickness constant while vary-
ing the radius (Fig.4b), and (3) maintaining a constant
radius-to-thickness ratio, R/t (Fig. 4c). All three sce-
narios yielded consistent imperfection sensitivity trends,
reinforcing that R/t serves as a reliable parameter gov-
erning the buckling behavior of spherical shells across a
range of geometric configurations. As shown in Fig. 4, the
knockdown factor trends remained consistent across the
full explored range of R/t, with an upper bound plateau
emerging for normalized amplitudes below δ̄ ≤ 0.07. The
value of κ of this plateau coincides with that below the
transition in the buckling mode discussed in §V, associ-
ated with the shift from a localized dimple at the pole to
a non-axisymmetric boundary mode along the equator.

VII. FROM SHALLOW TO DEEP AND FULL
SPHERICAL SHELLS

Building on the observed mode-switching behavior in
hemispherical shells, we extended our exploration to par-
tial spherical shells with varying cap half-angles, ϕ0. Fig-
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FIG. 4. Knockdown factor vs. normalized defect ampli-
tude for various shell geometry ranging for different radius-to-
thickness ratios in the range 50 ≤ R/t ≤ 1500: (a) constant
R = 50mm and varying t, (b) constant t = 0.1mm and vary-
ing R, and (c) constant R/t = 100 by varying both R and t.
See the legends for the values of the varied parameters.

ure 5(a) presents imperfection sensitivity curves, κ(δ̄)
across a range ϕ0, but plotted as a function of the shal-
lowness parameters, λS via Eq. (2). The corresponding
snapshots for selected values of ϕ0 (i.e., λS) and δ̄ are
shown in Fig. 6. For shells with ϕ0 < 90◦ (λS < 28.6), the
nonaxisymmetric, periodic, boundary-dominated buck-
ling modes were observed for sufficiently small dimple
imperfections. When these boundary modes are excited,
the κ(δ̄) curves exhibit the upper plateau that was al-
ready discussed in §V for hemispherical shells. Notably,
for shells with cap half-angles lower than ϕ0 < 30◦ (λS <
9.5), the transition between buckling modes, from the
periodic mode near the boundary to the localized mode
at the pole, occurred at larger defect amplitudes com-
pared to other partial shells. By contrast, for ϕ0 ≳ 90◦

(λS ≳ 28.6.3, the ‘≳’ symbol being used given the res-
olution of the steps in the values of ϕ0 of the explored
data), the knockdown factor of all shells tends to unity
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(κ → 1) in the limit of near-perfect geometry (δ̄ → 0).

In Fig. 5(b), we replot κ(δ̄) curves for partial
shells with a selection of cap half-angles values:
ϕ0={15◦, 20◦, 25◦, 90◦, 180◦}. This representation of the
data further clarifies the two general groups of curves, one
for deep shells where κ →≈ 1 as δ̄ → 0, and the other for
shallow shells with an upper plateau of κ ≈ 0.8 as δ̄ → 0.
The very shallow shell with ϕ0 ≈ 15◦ (i.e., λS = 4.8) is
an exception in the latter group presumably because the
characteristic length scale of the boundary mode is com-
parable to and competes strongly with the system size,
as suggested by the corresponding snapshot in Fig. 6.
In Fig. 5(c), the knockdown factor is plotted against the
shallowness parameter λS for selected constant normal-
ized defect amplitudes δ̄. It should be pointed out that
the results for the nearly-perfect shallow shells (δ̄ = 0.01
and ϕ0 < 30◦) shown in Fig. 5(c) are in good agreement
with the analysis by Huang [9], which highlighted the
significant reduction in buckling pressure produced by
asymmetric deformation.

As mentioned earlier, for shallow shells with lower λS

values, symmetric buckling dominates, and as λS in-
creases, the buckling transitions to asymmetric modes.
Earlier studies demonstrated that the transition from
symmetric to asymmetric buckling occurs when λS > 5.5.
[9, 20–22]. Figure 6 illustrates this transition, showing
that for near-perfect shells with δ = 0.01: the mode does
indeed shift from symmetric to asymmetric around λS ≈
5.5. For intermediate defect amplitudes (0.1 ≤ δ ≤ 0.6),
the knockdown factor exhibits non-monotonic behavior,
reflecting the complex interplay between the defect size
and the shallowness parameter. By contrast, for larger
defect amplitudes, the knockdown factor becomes largely
insensitive to variations in λS , indicating that geomet-
ric imperfections dominate the buckling response in this
regime.

Figure 6 shows typical snapshots of the post-buckling
modes, from shallow to deep shells, for selected defect
amplitude values. The main difference in the behavior is
attributed to the limit λS ≈ 3π = 9.4... (i.e., ϕ0 ≈ 29.7◦)
suggested by Hutchinson [10] that was already discussed
in §II; beyond this limit, the spherical cap is more than
3 times larger than the theoretical buckling wavelength
lc. From the snapshots in Fig. 6, it is evident that, in the
neighborhood of this limit, there is a transition between
the boundary-dominated non-axisymmetric and the lo-
calized axisymmetric buckling modes, for intermediate
values of δ̄ = 0.22. For δ̄ = 0.01, this transition happens
when ϕ0 > 90◦. Note that for even smaller cap half-
angles (ϕ0 < 10◦), the shells exhibited plate-like bend-
ing, with no snap-through buckling, corresponding to a
shallowness parameter λS < π; a finding aligning with
previous results in Ref. [23]. To contextualize this shal-
lowness limit, the buckling wavelength’s half-angle is ap-
proximately 10◦ (equivalent to an arclength of 0.5lc/R).
When the arclength of the partial shell (2Rϕ0) falls below
the full buckling wavelength, the shell effectively behaves
as a plate under bending, and snap-through buckling is
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20100
0
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FIG. 5. (a) Knockdown factor vs. normalized defect ampli-
tude for the shell geometries with various cap half-angle ϕ0

ranging from 15o to 180o. (b) Knockdown factor vs. normal-
ized defect amplitude δ for selected shallowness parameters.
(c) Knockdown factor vs. shallowness parameter λS for se-
lected normalized defect amplitudes.

no longer initiated. For intermediate shallowness param-
eters (π ≤ λS ≤ 3π), larger defect amplitudes produced
higher knockdown factors, indicating that buckling be-
havior in shallow spherical caps is heavily influenced by
both geometric shallowness and defect size.

VIII. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

We have systematically investigated the buckling of
imperfect spherical shells through FEM simulations, ex-
amining the effects of discretization and solver settings,
as well as geometric parameters of both the defect and
the overall shell shape. We focused on Gaussian-dimple
defects, particularly in the near-perfect limit of vanishing
defect amplitudes.
First, we conducted a sensitivity analysis on discretiza-

tion and solver parameters to ensure the robustness and
accuracy of FEM-computed results. Naturally, we found
that convergence in knockdown factor computations de-
pends strongly on the discretization level, particularly
in the near-perfect limit of interest. If the mesh is too
coarse, its discrete approximation can act as an unin-
tended imperfection that dominates the actual geometric
defect, yielding spurious results. The solver parameters
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FIG. 6. Buckling modes of various partial spherical shells for δ̄ = 0.01, 0.22, 1.05. The boundary mode is present in the clamped
partial spherical shells for low defect amplitudes.

are also critical. We varied the arclength increment in
the Static/Riks method; while there was minimal impact
on full spherical shells, we found a significant influence
on hemispherical shell buckling. These results demon-
strate that FEM simulations of idealized spherical shells
require careful handling of imperfections and solver pa-
rameters, especially in the near-perfect limit due to the
proximity of multiple buckling branches. Consequently,
our recommendations for imperfection-sensitive buckling
analysis of spherical shells are:

1. Gaussian dimple imperfections should be intro-
duced by gradually reducing their amplitude to ap-
proach the near-perfect limit; this minimizes the
solver and discretization sensitivity while provid-
ing a realistic assessment of imperfection effects.

2. The theoretical buckling load, pc, in Eq. (3) should
be used as the nominal load for the arclength solver,
given that the increment parameters depend di-
rectly on the applied load.

3. To quantify knockdown factors, the mea-
sured/simulated critical buckling loads should
be normalized by the theoretical buckling load, pc,
of a full sphere, as the simulated response of the
near-perfect geometry is highly sensitive to use as
a normalization factor.

Future work should tackle nearly perfect non-spherical
shells for which no closed-form theoretical solution exists
for the buckling strength of the perfect geometry, thereby
comprising the recommendations (2) and (3) above.

Once the appropriate discretization and solver param-
eters were determined, we then checked the generality
of our results in a range of radius-to-thickness ratios,
50 ≤ R/t ≤ 1500. Across this wide range, the im-
perfection sensitivity trends and knockdown factors re-

mained consistent. Additional simulations with fixed ra-
dius, thickness, or R/t values confirmed that this radius-
to-thickness ratio governs the imperfection sensitivity of
thin spherical shells.

From a mechanics viewpoint, our key finding is the
identification of distinct buckling modes between hemi-
spherical and full-spherical shells. In the near-perfect
limit (δ̄ → 0), hemispherical shells exhibit boundary-
dominated, non-axisymmetric, periodic buckling modes
along the clamped equator, while a localized axisymmet-
ric buckling response concentrated around the pole al-
ways dominates full spherical shells. Moreover, in the
δ̄ → 0 limit, the knockdown factor of hemispherical shells
reaches an upper-bound plateau of κ ≈ 0.8, whereas full
spherical shells exhibit the expected κ → 1 behavior
when δ̄ → 0. This upper-bound plateau for the hemi-
spheres is found for defect amplitudes below δ̄ < 0.07.
The reason for this intriguing behavior of the hemispher-
ical shells is that, when they are near-prefect, the bound-
ary modes become the de facto imperfection dominating
over the Gaussian dimple at the pole. By contrast, for the
full spherical shells, in the absence of boundary modes,
the Gaussian dimple rules throughout. This difference
in buckling modes between the two cases suggests that
boundary conditions significantly influence imperfection
sensitivity and knockdown factors.

We also explored systematically shells with different
geometries by varying the cap half-angle ϕ0, which re-
lates to the shallowness parameter λS through Eq. (2).
The threshold between the two qualitatively distinct re-
sponses overviewed in the previous paragraph occurs at
ϕ0 < 90◦ (i.e., λS < 28.6), with boundary-dominated
buckling ceasing to be observed for deeper shells beyond
this value. Furthermore, when ϕ0 < 10◦ (i.e., λS < π),
the buckling response of these very shallow shells is
more akin to plate bending, with no snap-through be-
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havior. Additionally, as demonstrated by earlier studies
[9, 20, 22], the transition from symmetric to asymmetric
buckling occurs at λS ≈ 5.5 for the near-perfect shells.
However, this buckling mode transition becomes less ap-
parent in the presence of significant geometric defects.
Overall, this analysis suggests four distinct regimes based
on λS and δ: (1) λS < π, where no snap-through buck-
ling occurs; (2) π ≤ λS ≤ 5.5, where the buckling mode is
symmetric and then transitions to an asymmetrical mode
in the limit of δ̄ → 0; (3) 5.5 ≤ λS ≤ 3π, where boundary

and localized modes interact with the former dominating
in lower defect amplitudes δ̄; and (4) λS ≥ 3π, where a
localized, axisymmetric buckling mode near the pole of
the shell dominates the buckling behavior.

ACKNOWLEDGMENT

The authors are grateful to John Hutchinson for the
helpful discussions and suggestions.

[1] Thurston, G. A. and Penning, F. A., 1966, “Ef-
fect of axisymmetric imperfections on the buck-
ling of spherical caps under uniform pressure.”
https://doi.org/10.2514/3.3435AIAA Journal, 4(2), pp.
319–327.

[2] Carlson, R. L., Sendelbeck, R. L., and
Hoff, N. J., 1967, “Experimental studies of
the buckling of complete spherical shells,”
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02327133Experimental
Mechanics, 7(7), pp. 281–288.

[3] Weingarten, V. I., Seide, P., and Peterson, J. P., 1968,
“Buckling of Thin-Walled Circular Cylinders,” NTRS
Author Affiliations: University of Southern California,
Langley Research Center NTRS Report/Patent Num-
ber: NASA-SP-8007 NTRS Document ID: 19690013955
NTRS Research Center: Langley Research Center
(LaRC), accessed 2024-09-26, https://ntrs.nasa.gov/
citations/19690013955

[4] Hilburger, M. W., 2020, “Buckling of Thin-Walled Circu-
lar Cylinders,” NTRS Author Affiliations: Langley Re-
search Center NTRS Report/Patent Number: NASA-
SP-8007-2020/REV 2 NTRS Document ID: 20205011530
NTRS Research Center: Langley Research Center
(LaRC), accessed 2024-09-26, https://ntrs.nasa.gov/
citations/20205011530
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