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described by using semi-analytical methods. The methods are less universal comparing with the Finite
Element Method, but they are very accurate and CPU-efficient, and they could have advantages in study-
ing multicomponent structures. A comparative analysis of eigenfrequencies and eigenmodes of the con-
sidered composite systems versus characteristic geometric dimensions is presented.
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1. Introduction

Coupling long cylindrical rigid and elastic solids are common for
aircraft, spacecraft, shipbuilding and other industry applications.
An example is tall towers (see, Drake, 1999; Dutta et al., 2004;
Livaoglu and Doganguen, 2006; Faltinsen and Timokha, 2009, and
references cited therein). Another interesting example is related
to carbon nanotubes (see Harik et al., 2002; Gibson et al., 2007,
and references cited therein) with either a point mass (Wu et al.,
2006) or another nanotube (Legoas et al.,, 2004; Gibson et al.,
2007) attached to the nanotube end.

In these and other examples, the whole structure is rather com-
plicated containing numerous rigid and elastic components and,
moreover, may include fluid and gases interacting with these com-
ponents and each other. Bearing in mind a simplification in model-
ing the coupled motions of the complex structure, one must decide
which elementary components can be described by a rigid body, a
beam, or a shell model. Because coupling the neighboring elemen-
tary components matters, a dedicated comparative study of shell-
rigid body, shell-beam, beam-shell-beam, etc. systems as main
macrocomponents of the whole structure is required. Eigenoscilla-
tions of these composite systems vary with the input geometric
and physical parameters. Accurate CPU-efficient numerical meth-
ods and semi-analytical solutions may have a clear advantage for
the corresponding comparative study. Employing these solutions
makes it possible to get fundamental information on the eigen
(or characteristic forced) oscillations and, thereby, estimate appli-
cability of the aforementioned physical models. Getting these
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accurate approximate solutions is also useful for verification of
more universal numerical schemes, debugging and testing conver-
gence of the codes based, for instance, on the Finite Element
Method.

A typical composite mechanical system may consist of a central
flexible object and one or two rigid bodies attached to the ends of
this object. The central object should be considered as either beam
or cylindrical shell, but the attached bodies can be associated with
either point masses or rigid bodies. Idealizing to the point masses
or the rigid bodies yields the simplest situation from physical (de-
grees of freedom, physical phenomena, etc.) and mathematical
(governing equations, transmission and boundary conditions,
etc.) points of view. There is the wide literature on this topic.
One could refer to Forsberg (1966) who studied oscillations of
two heavy rigid-ring bodies attached to a circular cylindrical
weightless shell. Further, Bukharinov (1974) accounted for the
shell weight, but suggested additionally that the rigid bodies have
equal masses. A free shell having a single stiffening ring at its end
was considered by Sharma and Johns (1966, 1968, 1970, 1971).
They assumed that the ring is made from the same material as
the shell. Longitudinal and torsional oscillations of a circular cylin-
drical shell with two point masses clamped to its ends were also
investigated by Breslavsky (1973, 1981). Trotsenko and Kladinoga
(1994) studied the coupled eigenoscillations of a prestressed
hyperelastic shell of revolution and a rigid disk attached to one
of the shell ends. The encyclopedia-book by Leissa (1993) refers
also to (i) eigenoscillations of a rigid-ring body attached to the shell
end, and (ii) vibrations of a shell with a rigid mass incorporated
into the shell body as the most popular study cases related to
the idealization. The current state-of-the-art on linear and nonlin-
ear vibrations of a circular cylindrical shells with attached rigid
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bodies can be found in the paper by Pellicano (2007) who proposed
a solution method based on the Sanders-Koiter theory. Pellicano
(2007) has also considered different boundary conditions as well
as types of coupling with rigid bodies. His results were supported
by model tests.

The present paper primary concentrates on the case, when the
attached bodies are long and flexible, namely, they cannot gener-
ally be considered the rigid bodies, but rather beams. This is rele-
vant to macroelements of multi-stage launch vehicles (Kiefling
and Leadbetter, 1971), pipelines, constructive elements of bridges
and offshore structures (Rotter, 1998, and references cited therein)
as well as to embedding nanotubes (Legoas et al., 2004; Gibson
et al., 2007). The coupled oscillations of these composite mechan-
ical system can then be modeled by considering either the beam-
shell-beam (BSB, or SB, shell-beam) or, under certain circum-
stances, the beam-beam-beam (BBB, or BB, beam-beam) mechan-
ical system. An illustrative comparative study of these systems in
terms of the eigenfrequencies and modes versus several nondi-
mensional input parameters is a particular goal of the present pa-
per. Forced oscillations can also be examined by using similar
approximate methods, but, in the authors’ opinion, those dedicated
studies should be done within the framework of another
presentation.

Accurate and CPU-efficient analytically oriented methods pro-
viding this study is another important goal. These methods can be
considered an alternative to the Finite Element Method (FEM),
e.g. packages ANSIS and NASTRAN. The accuracy is confirmed by
numerous computational experiments; the corresponding fast
convergence is exemplified in Section 3.

Historically, this double-goal problem was stated by engineers
who deal with a certain class of composite constructions consisting
of a large number of joint BBB/BSB-type components. Originally,
using standard criteria, they have realised that the components
can be modeled by the BBB-system. The corresponding software
was developed, and it was showed that it is numerical efficient
and, generally, applicable for computations of the whole composite
construction. However, as it was told us, there were found situa-
tions for which the numerical results are not consistent with
experimental data. Depending on the length, position of the central
element, several components behaved like a BSB-system. The dou-
ble task was stated. First, we had to give a priori estimate (by an
exhaustive search through all the components) whether or not
they can be described by the BBB-model. Second, after finding a
component which requires the shell model for the central element,
we had to advice the corrector factors in the input bending stiff-
ness for the used software providing more adequate numerical
output. Obviously, because thousands combinations should be
tested, our method must be very CPU-efficient. In addition, it
should be quite accurate to get not only qualitative conclusion
on the used model, but also quantify the difference and compute
the aforementioned corrector factors.

The literature survey showed us that Shveiko et al. (1968) is,
most probably, the only paper which deals with the eigenproblem
for the BSB-system providing, in fact, an analytical solution of
this problem. Shveiko et al. (1968) approximated the eigensolution
of the BSB-system by employing an exact solution of the
Donnell-Mushtari-Vlasov equation. Discussing advantages and
disadvantages of this analytical solution method, Trotsenko
(2002) remarked that even though Shveiko et al. (1968) give an
analytical, very accurate solution, its numerical realization is
CPU-demanding, even if we compare it with the FEM. Thus, it can-
not be used for solving the double task. Trotsenko (2002) assumed
that an alternative could be a variational method with appropriate
functional basis. The present paper constructs this functional basis,
and employs it in a Ritz scheme. Some interesting properties of the
BSB (compared with BBB) system (related to the case by Shveiko

et al. (1968)) are emphasized. The focus is on dependencies of
the eigenfrequencies and modes on the nondimensional shell thick-
ness, length and position relative to the two attached beams.
Remembering for the qualitative fact that the eigenfrequencies of
the BSB-system are lower of those for the BBB-system, we focus
on quantification of the eigenfrequencies versus as we mentioned,
the shell thickness, length and its position between two, generally,
non-equal beams. In addition, we show a sufficient difference be-
tween the eigenmodes. The difference may also matter for the
cases when the eigenfrequencies of these two systems remain
close to each other.

In Section 2, the governing equations and the boundary [trans-
mission] conditions are formulated. These are taken from the paper
by Shveiko et al. (1968) and, alternatively, they are derived by
using the variational principle stating the equivalence of variations
of the potential energy due to small deviations of the system to the
corresponding virtual work done by the inertia forces. Details of
this derivation are presented in Appendix A. Furthermore, we con-
sider the problem on eigenoscillations of the BSB-system that ap-
pears as a spectral boundary problem. In Section 3, we construct
a Ritz scheme for this spectral boundary problem utilizing varia-
tional statement from Appendix A. The method for the spectral
problem on eigenoscillations of the BBB-system is also considered.

The comparative studies of BSB- and BBB-systems need to
evaluate eigenfrequencies and eigenmodes versus numerous nondi-
mensional input parameters. For brevity, the studies are related to
the case by Shveiko et al. (1968) who considered a set of restrictions
to the input nondimensional parameters; the relations are associ-
ated with a military spacecraft application. The three remaining
independent input parameters can be related to the length of the
central object, position of this object and the shell thickness. In
Section 4, we analyze dependencies of eigenfrequencies and
eigenmodes on these three parameters. In addition, the paper pre-
sents a comparative study of two-component systems consisting
of shell-beam (SB) and shell-rigid body (SrB).

2. Statement
2.1. Introductory remarks and definitions

We consider small-amplitude oscillations of the mechanical
system consisting of a circular cylindrical shell (in its unperturbed
state of radius R, length [ and thickness h) and two beams attached
to the shell ends as shown in Fig. 1. This BSB-system is assumed to
be symmetric relative to two mutually perpendicular planes,

Fig. 1. Sketch of the BSB-system. Definition of the angle ¢, as well as of the
displacement Vis in the negative direction, based on the choice of the orientation of
the coordinate system Oxyz. This negative direction was used by Shveiko et al.
(1968) who published the pioneering paper on the BSB-system.
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whose intersection coincides with longitudinal axis of the circular
cylindrical shell and the beams. We introduce the Cartesian coordi-
nate system Oxyz with the unit vectors i, j and k so that the coor-
dinate planes Oxz and Oyz are superposed with the perpendicular
symmetry planes and the origin O lies on a beam end. Fig. 1 intro-
duces z1, z; and z3, where z3 is the total length of the BSB-system, z;
is length of the first beam (touching the Oxy-plane), z, = +z; and
Z3 — 25 = 23 — z1 — L is length of the second beam.

The mean shell surface (mid-surface) deviates relative to its sta-
tic cylindrical shape X. The mid-surface can be described in curvi-
linear (cylindrical) coordinate system Ozre, where the polar angle
¢ is positive in the counterclockwise direction when watching
along the positive direction of the Oz-axis. In the Ozre-coordinate
system, the small structural deviations are presented by the vector

U(Z7 o, t) = U(Z, o, t)E] + Z)(Z, o, t)EZ + W(Z> o, t)E3,
21<z2<z, 0<@<2m (1)

Here, e4, e, and e3 are the unit vectors of the u — v — w natural coor-
dinate system introduced on X as shown in Fig. 1. Vectors e; and e,
are tangential to the coordinate curves of ¢ and z, respectively;
e; = [e; x e,]. Functions u, »and w are unknown and must be found
from the linearized shell equations. The unknowns u, v and w
depend on z € [z1,25] and ¢ € [0,27n]. Obviously, u, » and w are
27-periodic of the angular coordinate ¢.

The small-amplitude beam vibrations are associated with in-
stant deformations of its longitudinal axis which coincides with
the Oz-axis in the unperturbed state. Without loss of generality,
we consider only deformations in the Oxz-plane. The instant defor-
mations of the two beams can then be modeled by functions &;(z,t)
and ¢&(z,t) defined on intervals [0,z;] and [z;,z3], respectively.
These functions determine two planar curves in the Oxz-plane;
these imply deviations of their longitudinal axes.

In summary, the small-amplitude coupled vibrations of the
BSB-system occurring in the Oxz-plane are governed by the five
unknowns

&(z,0), 0<z<zy,
uz, @,t), v(z,p,t),w(z,@.t), z1 <z<2z, 0< ¢ <2m,
&(z,1), 2, <7<z

2.2. Boundary value problem

2.2.1. Geometric boundary- and transmission-conditions

At z =2z, and z = z,, the shell is rigidly fixed with the beam ends.
Because these ends are flat and perpendicular to the Oz-axis, the
contact points constitute two circles of radius R in the static state.
The contact circles should deviate together with the beams and the
shell. These deviations have to satisfy the relation

U(z,p) =Up + [0 x 1o] at z=2z4,2,, (2)

where Ug and 6, are vectors of small translatory and angular dis-
placements of the beam ends at z=z; and z = z,, respectively, and
1o is the corresponding radius-vectors of the shell ends with respect
to the points (0,0,z), k=1,2. In the Cartesian coordinate system,
the vectors Uy, 0y and ry are as follows:

dé(z, t
Uy = (62.0,0.05 o= {0,555 o},

ro = {Rcos ¢, —Rsin @, 0}. (3)

This implies that the right-hand side of (2) is a function of Dirich-
let’s and Neumann's traces of ¢; and ¢, on z=2z; and z=2,,
respectively.

In turn, the left-hand side of Eq. (2) is expressed in terms of
functions u, v and w. To find these expressions, we can use the fol-

lowing dependencies between the local basis e, e; and es (at the
shell ends) and the Cartesian unit vectors i, j and k

i=—singpe, + cospe;; j=-—cosqe, —sinpe;; k=e;. (4)

Substituting Eq. (4) into Eq. (1) and using the obtained result (to-
gether with (3)) in Eq. (2) yields the three geometric transmission
conditions between u, v, w and &

0&i(z, t . .
Uz, ¢,t) = f% V(2 @,t) = =& (2. t) sin g,

W(zy, @, t) = &z, t)cos @ at z=2z, k=1,2.

Rcos ¢;

)

Furthermore, local deformations at the shell ends have to keep
invariant the right contact angle between the shell and the beams
flat ends. Earlier, we assumed (for brevity) that the beams [their
longitudinal axes] oscillate in the Oxz-plane. Under this assumption,
the mentioned invariance means that the beam ends perform angu-
lar motions around the unit vector e,. As a result, the additional
geometrical transmission condition are

ew(zka @, t) _ aék(zlﬁ t)
0z 0z
There are also the geometric boundary conditions that are formu-

lated at the beam ends z=0 and z = z;. Usually, these are either
the clamped-end condition

cosp, k=1,2. (6)

_%

éjfaZ:O atz=0 or z=2z3; j=1,2, (7)
or the free-end condition

o’ ¢ )

@7@70 at z=0 or z=12z3; j=1,2. (8)

2.2.2. Governing equations and dynamic transmission conditions

Let us denote the beam mass per its length (linear mass) and the
flexural rigidities of the beams as my(z) and Eili(z), respectively, so
that k=1 corresponds to the first beam with z € [0,z;] and k=2
implies the second beam with z € [z;,z3]. The governing equations
for shell and two beams as well as the corresponding dynamic
transmission conditions at z =z, k=1,2, which reflect balance of
forces and moments, can be taken from the paper by Shveiko
et al. (1968), or, alternatively, derived by using a variational prin-
ciple (see, Appendix A). The governing equations are as follows:

1-12) 2
Ln(u)+L12(Z/)+L]3(W):¥aTg7
1-— 2 62
Lzl(u)+Lzz(v)+L23(w):%%y
1-v) @ 9)
L31(u)+L32(v)+L33(W):_¥aﬁt\;v’

& (g T o
@(E‘klk? +mk¥70, k71,2,
where
* v @ v, o
11 @vLFW-, Liz = L R 3200
v 0
Liz = L3 Rz’
1 & 0 10
Ly RZa—q)erW@; L23:L32:F%; (10)
L33 = T(CZAA‘I’ 1)7
* 1-v 1+v h?
A=R—+—; =—; = *=——
o2 g’ Vi 2 Ty TR
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and E is Young’s modulus.
According to Shveiko et al. (1968), the dynamic transmission
and shell-ends boundary conditions take the form

-0, (11a)

z=2),

/ (Ssing —Q;cos )|,_, ds — Q"
r

/ (T1Rcos ¢ + M; cos )], ds+ MY
JI

=0, k=1,2,

z=2),

(11b)

where T; and S are the stretch (along the meridians) and the shear
force (referred to the unit length of the cross-section of the mean
shell surface X), respectively; Q; is the generalized cross-force ap-
plied to the shell contour, M; is the linear bending moment in the
shell meridional plane, M) and Q) are the bending moment and
the shear force for the two beams. The latter values are represented
by the formulas

soEh (v towy g B fouvov,
“2(0+v\az "Rop) ' 1-v2|az R\dg ’

*w v Pw
Ml—D(azZWaqﬂ)’

- 12)
Eh o w w (
*x _ 2 27 _
Qr=-c¢ 12 {R 028 +(2 v)aza(p2 '
% 0 o%¢
(k) _ k. (k) _ ok _
M —Eklk@, Q< _aZ<EkaaZZ s I<_1,2.

Eqgs. (11) imply the fact that the resulting force (projection on the
Ox-axis) and the moment (relative to the Oy-axis) are zero at the
contact contours.

In summary, motions of the BSB-system are described by the
governing equations (9) with geometric (5) and (6) and dynamic
(11) transmission conditions and the clamped-end (7) or the
free-end (8) condition.

2.3. Eigenfrequencies and eigenmodes

Henceforth, linear problem (9), (5), (6), (11) and ((7) or (8)) is
nondimensionalized and considered in the cylindrical coordinate
system. The main focus is the eigenoscillations, i.e. we consider
the exp(iwt)-proportional solution

v =€y, (z)sinng; w=e®w,(z)cosng,
k=1,2, #=-1;

)

u = e, (2) cos ng;
G=e"N(z), n=12;
(13)
forces and moments associated with shell deformations are defined
by
Ty = €Ty cosng; Ty = e Typ cosng; S = €Sy, sinng,
QY = €”'Qj, cosng; My = e My cosne.
(14)
The normalization adopts the characteristic dimension R and time

E/((1—v2)pR*) which lead to the following nondimensional
parameters:

z Z3—2 )
=g H="g o Y=g (15)
75_ 723—2. 7Z—Z1
G =pi l=—p—i d=—p—, (15b)
{ﬂn;i/nswn}:Ril{umvmWn}H (]SC)
Foor s 1 _(1-W)
{Tl(n)7 Qr(n)vs(n)} = Eh {Tl(n)a Q;((nps(n) }7 (]Sd)

o (=)

_ 1 — 1
_ . ok — k). Fk — ®)
M) EhR Mim: Q TERR ; nEthM , (15e)
5 (1=-v)pR* 5, _  Ed my,
W7 = W% ék_TCEhR37 mk——(.l V)RR (15f)

Here, Eq. (15a) defines the nondimensional lengths of the beams
and the shell, Eq. (15b) introduces the local ‘nondimensional’ longi-
tudinal axes for the beams and the shell, Eq. (15c) presents nondi-
mensional deviations of the shell associated with nth eigenmode,
{Tun),in),@f(n),ﬁ]m)} are nondimensional stretch and shear forces,
nondimensional generalized cross-force and linear bending mo-
ment for the shell (associated with nth eigenmode), respectively,
and Q® and M® are the nondimensional bending moment and
shear force for kth beam, respectively. Eq. (15f) introduces the non-
dimensional eigenfrequency @, the nondimensional bending stiff-
ness for kth beam, {, and the nondimensional structural mass, my
for the two beams k=1,2. Whereas the normalization of the
shell-related parameters is associated with a standard procedure,
we should emphasis the nondimensional parameters of the beams,
Q®, M®, ¢ and my, k = 1,2 whose normalization is obtained by
scaling them by those for the shell.

Omitting overbars in the nondimensional parameters, we get
the n-parametric family of the ODE coupling u(o), vn(ot), wp(a)
and n,(ok) (eigenmodes) and eigenfrequency w

d2 dz’/’k 2
— | ¢ —w'mn, =0 16
doy <‘>l< doci KMk ) (16)
LY (tn) + Ly (20) + Li3 (W) + 01ty = 0,
L(zr;)(un) + Lénz)(yn) + Lg(wn) + @’ v, =0,
LY (un) + LYY (20) + LYY (Wn) — @®w, =0, n=1,2,...; k=1,2.
(17)
Here, LE}”, i,j=1,...,3 are differential operators obtained from oper-
ators L by separating the angular variable ¢. The boundary condi-
tions for the free- or clamped beam ends (in nondimensional
formulation, at o; = 0 and o, = 0) should also be added.
Substituting (13) into transmission conditions (11) gives differ-
ent results for n=1 and n # 1. When n = 1, the transmission condi-
tions take the form

U (Xk) _ (_1)k d’/lk(’yk) . dw, (Xk) _ (_-l)l<+1 d’/’k(’yk)

doy do doy (18)
v1() = —Me)s Wit = Me(Ye)s
d’w dw dv
2 1 1 1
{c {doﬁ —(Z—V)W:| +v1<a—u1>} )
A=Yk
d (. dn
vk 2y Y i 19 _
(=) -v )dak (Ck da§> 0, (19a)
=Yk
5 d2w1 duy
c | vwy — o2 +%+v(le+w1)
=%k
d*n
N k _ _
+(1-v )(gk daﬁ) , 0, k=12, (19b)
=Yk

where x; =0 and y» =). In contrast, when n > 1, the transmission
conditions transform to the form

de (Xk) — O,

tn (74 = (13 = Wal(t) = k=12 20)

The difference between conditions (19) and (20) means that the
eigenmodes of the BSB-system fall into two types. The first type
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(beam-type motions, n = 1 Forsberg, 1966) is associated with a non-
trivial solution of Egs. (16)-(19) and ((7) or (8)). The first-type
eigenmodes represent the coupled shell-beams oscillations impos-
ing that all the functions u,, 21, wy and 74, 1, are not zero. However,
in view of representation (14), projections of the resulting force on
axes Oy and Oz, the bending moment around the Ox-axis and the
torsion moment, which are transferred from shell to beams, are
then equal to zero. This means that these eigenmodes imply trans-
verse motions of the beams in the Oxz-plane. In contrast, the sec-
ond-type solution (n # 1) means the uncoupling between u,, v,,
wy, and #; so that the shell performs oscillations in the Oxz-plane,
but the two beams remain motionless.

3. Approximate eigenfrequencies and eigenmodes
3.1. The Ritz scheme for the BSB-system

When the shell thickness and other characteristics are constant
values, Shveiko et al. (1968) found an analytical solution of Eq.
(17) within a fixed value of w. Employing this solution as well as
the solution of the beam equation (16) (with the same fixed fre-
quency ), they used conditions (18) and (19) (together with the
clamped-end condition (7)) to derive a linear homogeneous alge-
braic system of the twelfth order with respect to a full set of the un-
known integration variables. The eigenmode corresponds to a non-
trivial solution of the linear algebraic system. Coefficients of the cor-
responding matrix are a function of w. To find the eigenfrequencies,
Shveiko et al. (1968) used the zero-determinant condition consid-
ered with respect to w. The roots may be computed by diverse iter-
ative methods. Trotsenko (2002 ) reexamined the method by Shveiko
et al. (1968). He reported a series of misprints and showed that the
analytical solution of (17) by Shveiko et al. (1968) can reasonably
change its properties with varying « and geometric and physic
parameters. As a consequence, numerical realization of the method
may become difficult and in many cases unstable. The variational
scheme from this section can be considered an alternative.

Our analysis uses expressions from Appendices A and B. After
separation of t and ¢ (due to (13)), the original spectral problem
can be considered the necessary extrema condition of the
functional

duy, du,
1:2/ [( ) wn+nvn) +2vdoc (Wn + nop)

dv, 2 c [ d2Wn 4.2
+v1(af ) dac+2 K doc>+nW"

de de 2

—2vn? 02 wyp+2(1—v)n <doc) }doc
2
e (dn,
Qk((m{) doy
0> 2 2 Vi )

-5 / (U + 2+ wldo + (1 -1?) / mn; doy | .

0 :1 Jo

(1)

When n =1, this functional should be minimized with respect to
functions which satisfy equations and boundary conditions (18)
and the clamped- or free-end boundary conditions, namely, (7) or
(8). The dynamic transmission condition (19) naturally follows from
the minimization. For the case n > 1, the geometric transmission
condition restricts functional (21) to relations #, =0, k=1,2. The
statement needs also conditions (20).

For brevity of description, we assume that the two beams are
rigidly fixed (clamped) at the ends, i.e. n;= 0 at a3 = o, = 0. Because

2
4 4 mo
= Bt = 05 By =
dOC;: ’ CI( ’

the clamped-end conditions deduce the following analytical
solution:

k=1,2, (22)

U(p00) + GV (Bron);
U(B,02) + DoV (Br02). (23)

Here, C; and D;, i = 1,2 are real numbers, and U(f;z) and V(;z) are the
so-called Krylov functions (Krylov, 1936)

Ny (o) =G
Ny(02) =D

U(Bz) = (cosh Pz —cosBz), V(Bz)= L (smh Bz — sin fz).

The unknowns u,(a), (o) and wy(a) are imposed to satisfy the
transmission conditions. This can be done by assuming that

- s (dna(r) dn, ()
(o) = U, or, (412172 1 7
N e )
N
Un(0) = Z biVi(ot) — S1n(111 (1)1 (o) + 112 (72)f2 (),
=
3 (24)
Wala) = 30 6Wi(2) + dun (1,081 (2) + 1)),
=
dny (1) dn,(7,)
+ doc1 h](OC)— daz hz(d)),
. 1, forn=1,
bln =
{0, for n>1,
where g;, bj, ¢; are arbitrary real numbers,
o o 3 2
fi(e) =1 —5; fa(®) :;-, &) =1 _“/_2 +V—3°‘
2 1 o2 ol
&) =1-g(a); h(x)=o —?12 +y—2053§ hy (o) = _7+V_2’

and the coordinate functions Uj(x), V() and Wj(«) have to satisfy
condition (20). When n = 1, the terms in the front of the Kronecker
delta provides the fulfillment of the transmission conditions (19) for
the beam-type eigenoscillations.

Representations (23) and (24) yield the following vector formed
by the unknown constants:

X={a,az,....an,b1,b2,...,by,C1,C2, ..., Cn, C1,Co, Dy, Do}

One should note that representation (24) includes itself the eigen-
modes which correspond to the eigenfrequencies wj; for which
N1(y1) =dni(y1)/de; =0, and the eigenfrequencies w3; providing
N2(72) = dna(y2)/do, = 0. As long as a frequency o coincides with
w};, the first beam satisfies the clamped-end condition at «; =0.
The shell and the second beam remain motionless. Analogous situ-
ation occurs for w3, i.e. the first beam and the shell are unmovable,
but the second beam performs eigenoscillations. Furthermore, we
exclude these cases from consideration and focus exclusively on
the coupled eigenoscillations of the BSB-system. A way to do this
consists of dividing the expressions for #:(y1), di1 (y1)/doy and
12(72), dna(y2)/do, by the coefficients

p

p
Ki=Y" (0-o3); =) (0—y),

i=1 i=1

where wj; and w;; are found from the corresponding problems on
the beam vibrations and integer p is chosen to overlap the tested
range of w.

Our choice of a set of linearly independent and complete func-
tions on interval [0,7] is Legendre’s polynomials. This means that
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(o) = Vi) == )Ry (2= 1).
2 (25)
Wij(a) = az(ot*’/)zP](?oc— 1), j=1,...,N,

where Pj(z) are the Legendre polynomials, whose first two deriva-
tives can be found by using the recurrent formulas

(@) = 7 21 + V2P @) - iPy2)]

Pj.5(2) = 2P}, (2) + (j+ )P (2),
Pj2(2) = 2P},1(2) + (1 + 2)P;,4 (2),
_1
2

In contrast to standard Ritz’s scheme, representation (24) of u(a),
v1(a) and wy(a) is nonlinearly dependent on the unknown parame-
ters C;, C; and D4, D,. This means that the homogeneous system
with respect to X is generally speaking nonlinear. A simplification
is possible based on a preliminary calculus of variations in func-
tional (21) with accounting for transformations and special features
of 171(o1) and #2(0z2) that consist of particular solutions of the beam
equation.
Let us introduce the following differential operators:

Py(2) =z, P3(z)==(322-1).

_dpdq . _dq dp
q’ll(Pﬂ)—@@Jern bq; ‘plz(Pﬂ)—V”P@*Vln@%
dq dp dq

Vis(p,q)=vpg i Vas(p.q) =1pg; ¥ (p,q) = n’pq + vy o dol’

dp o\ da
(mzmp do?
2

d’p dp dq
4 yn2 _ 2
+<n p—vn d“2>q+2(1 vn do docl”

¥33(p.q) =pq + ¢’

(26)

where p(o) and q(«) are arbitrary functions. This presents variations
of functional (21) as

.
ol = / [qjﬂ (um 51,[,1) + leZ(yn, 5”11) + 'I/13(Wn, 5”,1) + '1112(51/,17 un)
0
+ W22 (Vn, 00n) + Wa3(Wn, 0Un) + ¥13(0Wn, Un) + P23 (6Wn, Un)
o
+ W33 (Wy, owy)]do — a)z/ (UndUy + VpdVy + Wy oW, )do
0

2 [ d*n, ds d [, dn).
+(1 fvz)z [‘:k dO’Zé Wnkk*m Ckankk Ny, .
=Yk

k=1

(27)

The components of X are determined from the necessary extrema
condition of the functional. This transforms the original problem
to the generalized eigenvalue problem

(A—w?BX" =0, (28)

where A and B are symmetric matrices of the order 3N +4 for n=1
and 3N for n > 1. Some elements of A and B depend on the frequency
w because it is presented in terms of Krylov’s functions. Expressions
for elements of matrices A and B are presented in Appendix B.

When n > 1, the matrices A and B can be constructed by involv-
ing elements of the matrices of the case n=1 by crossing out the
last four rows and columns. Hence, approximate solutions on the
eigenoscillations of the BSB-system reduce to calculation of a series
of integrals and identification of the eigenvalues from the matrix
spectral problem (28).

Trotsenko (2006) considered the coupled free oscillations of a
cylindrical shell with an attached rigid body at its end. Another
end of the shell was rigidly clamped. Employing the methods

above, one can compare these results with those when the at-
tached body is a beam. For the clamped end of the shell, the follow-
ing boundary conditions should be fulfilled:

dw; (o
w() = o) = wi) = ) o, (29)
=71
The transmission condition at o, =0 is
& iy(02) _ d1py(%2)
i3 = 4o . =0. (30)

In summary, we have
N2(02) = D1S(Br02) + D2 T(Br0%2).

One can see that to get the final computational formulas, it is en-
ough to exclude the rows and columns 3N + 1, 3N + 2 in matrices
A, B in Eq. (28). The formulas for coefficients C};, (i, j = 1,2) need
the following formal substitution {S,T,U,V} — {U,V,S, T}.

The modified method was tested to approximate the eigenfre-
quencies and the eigenmodes for the case of the clamped beam
ends. The nondimensional parameters (45) are adopted. Length
and thickness of the cylindrical shell varied. Elements of matrices
A and B are computed by using the Gauss quadratures.

Tables 1 and 2 illustrate typical convergence to the five lower
eigenfrequencies versus N in representation (24) with y=2,
71=8,{=2and y=6, y; =4, { =2. The results show a fast conver-
gence and good accuracy (five significant figures are stabilized)
for an intermediate shell length. Longer shells need larger N in rep-
resentation (24) to get the same accuracy. All the stabilized signif-
icant figures were controlled by comparing with the benchmark
analytical solution by Shveiko et al. (1968). The comparison estab-
lished that these stabilized significant figures coincide with those
by Shveiko et al. (1968) and, thereby, we confirmed quite good
accuracy of the method. The eigenfunctions by the method are also
very close to the analytical solution by Shveiko et al. (1968) provid-
ing 3-5 significant figures in the uniform metrics in the case when
5-6 significant figures of the eigenvalues are stabilized.

Computations remain robust and can provide larger number of
significant figures with larger N that does not exceed the polyno-
mial degree N=40. For N > 50, the matrices may, however, be-
come ill-conditioned and special modifications of the method,
e.g. Gramm-Schmidt orthogonalization, is needed to get it stable.

3.2. The BBB-system

We assume that cross-sections of the shell remain flat and per-
pendicular to its neutral axis and the normal stresses (parallel of
this axis) are negligible. In this case, the shell can theoretically
be replaced by an equivalent beam, whose linear mass m = 2nRhp
and the bending rigidity EI = ExR>h are constant values. As a result,
the problem reduces to identifying the eigenoscillations of a heter-
ogeneous elastic beam with the piecewise bending rigidity E;l; and
linear mass m;. A solution method for this problem may consist of
shooting numerical procedure with the initial Cauchy conditions
(see Krylov, 1936). This procedure makes it possible to determine

Table 1
Numerical values of the five lowest eigenfrequencies versus the number N of
coordinate functions for y=2, y; =8 and { = 2.

N W [ w3 [on s
2 0.03813 0.09778 0.19468 0.29943 0.44334
4 0.03810 0.09772 0.19462 0.29933 0.44279
6 0.03809 0.09770 0.19460 0.29931 0.44275
8 0.03808 0.09770 0.19460 0.29931 0.44274
10 0.03808 0.09770 0.19459 0.29931 0.44274
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Table 2
Numerical values of the five eigenfrequencies versus the number N of coordinate
functions for y=6, y; =4 and {=2.

N (O [0 w3 [on s
2 0.03885 0.10514 0.18342 0.29362 0.38854
4 0.03873 0.10353 0.18275 0.26800 0.38800
6 0.03870 0.10343 0.18271 0.26745 0.38704
8 0.03868 0.10341 0.18269 0.26727 0.38690
10 0.03867 0.10340 0.18268 0.26720 0.38686
12 0.03866 0.10339 0.18267 0.26716 0.38684
14 0.03866 0.10339 0.18267 0.26716 0.38684

eigenfrequencies and eigenmodes by using the so-called frequency
determinant, whose order is independent of the mode number. The
method is CPU-efficient, because it reduces to multiplying matrices
of the fourth order and computations of the roots of a transcenden-
tal equation.

Let us divide a beam into k subsections with the lengths [
i=1,...,k The bending rigidity and linear mass are constant values
on each of these subsections. We introduce the corresponding
coordinate systems for these subsections. This gives the following
differential equations with constant coefficients:

d4 (Z; m;
Z;S )_ Bini(z) =0; B = sz; D; = Eil;,
i 1
O<zi<lh i=1,. .k (31)

where w is eigenfrequency, #(z;) is eigenmode for ith subsection.

Eq. (31) needs both transmission and boundary conditions. The
transmission conditions between each of ith and i+ 1th subsec-
tions are

(L) =11 (0); - mi(l) =134 (0);
Din{ (i) = Diani, 1 (0), Dimy" (L) = Diani;(0). (32)

These reflect the continuity of the flexure, the angular displace-
ment, the bending moments and the cross-cutting forces. The gen-
eral solution for each subsection can be presented as

@) = nO)S(z) + 5 MOT(Ba) + 5/ OU(a)

o OV(Ba). 33)

Let us introduce the four-dimensional vector
T
U;(z;) = {uy, Ui, Usi, Ugi}

whose components are related to functions #;(z;) and their deriva-
tive by

Wi =n;(zi); s = Ni(2);

The transmission conditions (32) for two consequent subsections
are then as

u;(lj) = u;1(0), (35)

and the vector u;(z;) can be expressed via the initial values u;(0) and
the Krylov functions

us = Din{(z1);  uai =Dimi"(z1).  (34)

u;(z;) = Ai(z;)u;(0). (36)
Here, A{(z;) is the matrix

ST FU v
Az) % S ﬁT ﬁu

DU gDV S AT
BDT FDU - BV S

where arguments in the Krylov functions are pz;.

Based on Eqgs. (36) and (35), we get the following formula:
Wi (Ziv1) = Aip1 (Zi)Ai(l)wi(0). (37)

Using relations (35)—(37), solutions on each subsection can be ex-
pressed through the initial value u;(0) on the first section

1

u(z) = Ai(z) T] Ail)w (0). (38)

j=ic1

In view of expression (38), we get the formula for displacements
and forces on the right end of the beam depending on displace-
ments and forces on the left end

w(ly) = Pu;(0), (39)

where P = [[_,Ai(l;). The solution should be subject to the boundary
conditions corresponding to either clamped or free ends of the first
and last subsections. In the case of the free ends, these are

U3 (O) = Uy (O) = U3k(lk) = U4k(lk) =0. (40)

Using Eq. (39), we obtain the following equation to find the
eigenfrequencies:

P31P42 — P32Pa1 =0 (41)

in which p;; are elements of the matrix P. For the clamped-ends, the
frequency equation (41) transforms to

P13D2s — P1aP2s = 0. (42)
Employing the normalization condition u,;(0) = 1, the initial condi-
tions can be presented as

W, (0) = {1,12,(0),0,0)7, uz(0) = —%. 43)

In view of the formulas (38) and (43), the eigenmodes for each sub-
section take the form

(@) = b (z) — b (zi) 2L,
P33

where b;,’[)J are elements of the matrix B(z;) = Ai(z,v)H}:,;]Aj(lj).

0<z <, (44)

4. Numerical results and comparative analysis
4.1. BSB versus BBB systems

Henceforth, eigenfrequencies and eigenmodes of BSB and BBB
systems are studied with the clamped-end conditions for the two
attached beams. The nondimensional eigenfrequencies for the
BSB-system are denoted w;, but w; are the nondimensional eigen-
frequencies of the BBB-system. These three-element systems intro-
duce a sufficient number of independent nondimensional input
parameters, so that a comparative parametric analysis (by the full
set of these parameters) becomes generally impossible without
assuming some realistic relations between them that reduce the
number of the independent parameters. Appropriate relations
can be taken from the paper by Shveiko et al. (1968) who consid-
ered a spacecraft object for which the nondimensional input
parameters are linked by
m_m m 1 Z3

Lon 0 22; ¢ 7eh v=0.3; R 20. (45)
When adopting (45), the eigenoscillations become a function of the
nondimensional shell thickness (proportional to 1/¢), the nondimen-
sional shell length () and the nondimensional shell position (y1).
Fig. 2 demonstrates the three lowest eigenfrequencies of the
three-element systems (BBB and the beam-type eigenoscillations
of the BSB-system) versus the aforementioned three independent
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Fig. 2. The eigenfrequencies versus the nondimensional shell thickness (~1/¢), the shell length () and the shell position (y;). The remaining input nondimensional
parameters are restricted to conditions (45). The clamped-end conditions are fulfilled for the beam ends; the beam-type eigenoscillations. The solid line indicates the BSB-

system, the dashed line indicates the BBB-system.

input parameters {, y and y,. The focus is on quantification of the
maximum difference between the eigenfrequencies.

When comparing BSB- and BBB-eigenfrequencies versus { (first
frame in Fig. 2), the remaining two nondimensional parameters are
fixed, y =2 and y; = 4 in this example. One can see that decreasing
the shell thickness increases the drop of w; relative to w;. For { =2,
the difference is about 3%, but increasing ¢ to 14 causes the 10%-
relative difference, namely, the larger value of { causes the larger
drop.

Dependence of the lower eigenfrequencies on the nondimen-
sional shell [central beam] length is presented in the second frame
of Fig. 2. The remaining nondimensional parameters were chosen
to provide the same total nondimensional length =20 and equal
lengths of the attached beams ()4 = y2); the shell thickness is re-
stricted to h/R =1/900. The graphs in this frame are quite compli-
cated, and the eigenfrequencies drop is a non-monotonic
function of y. A reason is that a change the shell [central beam]
length effects the ‘total rigidity’ of the composite systems of the
same total length. It is impossible to formulate a rule when the
drop reaches its maximum. In particular, one can see that, as long
as y < 8, the eigenfrequencies w; and w; are practically the same,
but the eigenfrequencies w3 and w3 have close values for y < 4. The
minimal difference for the eigenfrequencies w, and w3 (about 7%)
is established for 8 < y < 11. Thus, there is a difference from the first
panel in Fig. 2 which means that working with a practical problem
may need a dedicated numerical study on the eigenfrequencies to
conclude on which from the systems is more adequate in describ-
ing the eigenoscillations. Standard design criteria are in general not
applicable.

The latter conclusion is true for the last case in Fig. 2 represent-
ing dependency of the eigenfrequencies on the v;. In calculations,
we assumed 7y =2 and R/h = 900.

In summary-1, our comparative numerical analysis shows that
the condition w; < wj is always fulfilled for the coupled vibrations
of the considered three-element systems and quantifies the drop of
w; versus three input parameters. It was shown that the difference
between the eigenvalues is a non-trivial function of the nondimen-
sional shell length and the nondimensional shell position, espe-
cially for higher eigenfrequencies. The closeness of the lower
eigenfrequencies of these two different systems may require a
thick and short shell with almost equal lengths of the two attached
beams.

Let us now take a look at the eigenmodes. Fig. 3 illustrates the
lower eigenmodes of BSB and BBB systems. For the BSB-system,
the beam-type eigenmodes are modeled by #;/{0;) on [0,z;], by
wi{a) on [z1,23] and by #21(o2) on [z5,z3]. The first frame in Fig. 3
represents the case of two equal attached beams. In that case,
the first and third eigenmodes of the composite systems practically
coincide, but the second eigenmode differs. The second frame in
Fig. 3 illustrates two lower eigenmodes for the case of non-equal
lengths of the attached beams with y; =2. This ‘antisymmetric’
case causes reasonable difference for the lowest eigenmodes of
the BSB and BBB systems; it is therefore more dangerous in
modeling.

There is an expectation that the closeness of the lower eigenfre-
quencies of the BSB and BBB systems means that the BBB-system is
generally applicable for modeling the composite constructions
formed by them. However, it is wrong expectation. Even though
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Fig. 3. The lower eigenmodes of the BSB and BBB systems. For the BSB-system, the beam-type eigenmodes are modeled by #1(1) on [0,z1], by wy,(o) on [z1,22] and by #2i(o2)
on [z3,z3]. The clamped-end conditions are satisfied for the attached beams. The input nondimensional parameters are restricted to conditions (45) providing the same
nondimensional total length equal to 20. The first frame gives the three lowest eigenmodes for y = 2, y; =9, R/h = 900. The second frame corresponds to y = 2, y; = 2, R/h = 900
and shows the two lower eigenmodes. The solid line indicates the BSB-system, the dashed line indicates the BBB-system.
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Fig. 4. Behavior of the first eigenmode and its first-order derivative in a neighbor-
hood of the joining for y =2, y; =9, R/h =900 (two equal attached beams). For the
BSB-system, the beam-type eigenmodes are modeled by #;,(¢;) on [0,z;], by wy(a)
on [z1,z;] and by n,i(2) on [z,z3]. The clamped-end conditions are satisfied for the
attached beams. The input nondimensional parameters are restricted to conditions
(45). The total nondimensional length equals to 20, the two attached beams are
equal. The solid lines indicates BSB-system, the dashed line indicates BBB-system.

the lowest eigenmodes of BSB and BBB systems are very close to
each other, as in the case of two equal attached beams in the first
frame of Fig. 3, the corresponding eigenmodes may dramatically
differ from each other, especially, in a neighborhood of the shell[-
beam]-beam joining. The typical behavior of the first eigenmode
and its first-order derivative in the neighborhood is demonstrated
in Fig. 4 (y = 2, y1 =9 and R/h = 900). Fig. 4 shows a narrow zone in
which the BSB-eigenmode changes with a high slope at the joining
point. This means that analysis on applicability of the BBB-model
must include comparison of the associated eigenmodes, too.

In summary-2, two non-equal attached beams lead to a suffi-
cient difference between the lower eigenmodes of BSB and BBB
systems. An exception is the case of the two equal beams attached
to the shell [beam] ends, for which the lower eigenmode of these
two composite systems is generally close to each other. The differ-
ence is only in a neighborhood of the shell[beam]-beam joining.
The size of this neighborhood depends on how large is ‘jump’ in
the rigidities between shell and beam at the joining point. The fact
of close eigenfrequencies for the BBB and BSB systems does not
mean that the eigenmodes are also close.

0.2

0.15

0.05}

0 2 4 6 8 10

Fig. 5. Eigenfrequencies versus the corrector factor K of the bending rigidity; the
linear mass does not change. The solid lines corresponds the BBB-system, the
dashed line implies the BSB-system. The case of the first frame in Fig. 2 with (= 18.

In accordance with our original formulation (transmission con-
ditions), the eigenmodes and their first-order derivative are contin-
uous at the joining. When employing the BBB-system, one can
introduce a corrector-factor K for the rigidity, (EI)'=EI/K on
[z1,2,] so that the eigenfrequencies w; and w; coincide; the linear
mass remains the same. The first three eigenfrequencies (solid
lines) versus the bending rigidity are presented in Fig. 5. The figure
demonstrates that the K-values, for which w; = w; (intersections
with the horizontal dashes lines), are different for different eigen-
modes. These values are approximately equal to K=8,K=6 and
K=9 for the first, second and third mode, respectively, and can
be adopted as a design criterion.

4.2. Shell-beam (SB) and shell-rigid body (SrB) systems

Similar comparative analysis is also possible for the eigenoscilla-
tions of the two-component shell-beam (SB) system, and the system
consisting of a circular cylindrical shell attached to a rigid body (the
SrB-system). An analysis of the SrB-system can be found in the paper
by Pellicano (2007) who proposed a solution method based on the
Sanders-Koiter theory as well as in the paper by Trotsenko (2006).
We refer interested readers to these publications.

In the forthcoming illustrative computations, we consider the
shell with the clamped-end condition, namely, (29) is satisfied;
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Fig. 6. The first eigenfrequency of the SB-system for different input parameters. (a) y, =2, (b) m =5 with y=4.

the attached beam end is restricted to the free-end condition,
namely, condition (30) is fulfilled at ¢, = 0. The calculations below
are done with the nondimensional values v=0.3 and h=0.1. The
first frame of Fig. 6 demonstrates the first eigenfrequency of the
SB-system as function of m, 9, { and y,. Within the framework of
the adopted boundary conditions, effect of the nondimensional
beam rigidity is of importance. Increasing ¢ leads to larger eigenfre-
quencies, however, this affects only the third significant figure.
Analogous behavior is established for higher eigenfrequencies.
The beam linear mass m and the beam length ), considerably
effect the eigenfrequencies. Increasing these parameters leads to
a fast decrease of eigenfrequencies. One should note that a consid-
erable increase of the beam mass and its rigidity establishes that

0.8

0.6

100

04r

021

the two lower eigenfrequencies tend to zero. Furthermore, the
third eigenfrequency tends to the lowest eigenfrequency of an
auxiliary shell which has two fixed ends. For instance, when we
pose m and ¢ equal to 108, the eigenfrequencies are w; = 0.30588,
w, =0.57335 and w3 = 0.76007. These coincide with corresponding
frequencies of the shell with the clamped ends and 7y = 4. Trotsenko
(2006) reported the same behavior for the SrB-system.

Fig. 7 illustrates effect of the beam rigidity ¢ on the first three
eigenmodes of the SB-system. Calculations are done with
Y =72 =4 and m = 5. It shows that increasing ( leads to considerable
changes in the eigenmodes. The same is true for higher modes.
Nevertheless, relatively large values of { lead to a fictitious beam,
whose shape is close to a strain line. This allows for an assumption

100

N

05¢F

(=0.5

_0'5 =

Fig. 7. The first three eigenmodes of the SB-system for different beams’ rigidities { with y=7,=4 and m=5.
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Table 3
The first three eigenfrequencies of the SB- (e;) and SrB- (w;) systems versus 7, for
y=10,m=5and{=106.

Y2 W] w1 (2 w2 w3 w3
1.0 0.01541 0.01543 0.08461 0.08536 0.19950 0.20202
2.0 0.01489 0.01191 0.07937 0.07490 0.18877 0.18467
4.0 0.01384 0.00813 0.06940 0.05994 0.17039 0.15493
6.0 0.01284 0.00608 0.06138 0.04895 0.15873 0.13569
8.0 0.01191 0.00478 0.05542 0.04109 0.15171 0.12519

10.0  0.01105 0.00389 0.05106 0.03549  0.14726  0.1191

that the beam behaves as a rigid body. Obviously, varying ¢ and m/
¢, one can reach a full consistence between the eigenfrequencies
for the SB- and SrB-systems. However, a practical matter consists
of comparing the numerical results with the same nondimensional
parameters, joint for both the beams and the rigid body, namely,
the linear mass m and the corresponding length y,. The rigidity
must be large enough.

Table 3 presents the first three eigenfrequencies of the SB- (w;)
and SrB- (wyj) systems versus y, with =10 and { = 106. It is as-
sumed that nondimensional masses of the body and the beam
are the same and equal to m = 5. We assumed that the rigid body
has cylindrical shape of radius R and length y,. As long as y,=1,
the eigenfrequencies obtained by using the two systems coincide
with each other. However, the frequencies w; are slightly higher
of w;. Increasing 7y, implies decrease of the eigenfrequencies. As
far as y, > 2, w; become considerably lower of w;.

Fig. 8 illustrates effect of the shell length 7, on the first three
eigenmodes for the SB- and SrB-systems. It shows a reasonable dif-
ference when increasing y, and for higher modes.

0.8

06

04rf

0.2¢f

5. Concluding remarks

In the present paper, we have proposed a new semi-analytical
method for solving the problem on eigenoscillations of composite
mechanical systems consisting of shell, beam, and, possibly, a rigid
body. The method is less universal comparing with the Finite Ele-
ment Method, but our numerical experiments (see, Section 3.1)
show that it provides a fast convergence and a satisfactory accu-
racy with a relatively low number of coordinate functions. The
method is CPU-efficient and may have clear advantages in model-
ing multicomponent structures.

Based on the method, a comparative quantitative analysis on
the eigenfrequencies and the eigenmodes of BSB and BBB systems
was conducted. Dependencies on the shell thickness, length, and
position of the central object (shell or beam) were numerically
studied. Summary-1 and summary-2 of Section 4.1 gain an insight
into the quantitative differences. There are rather expected results.
In particular, the closeness of the lower eigenfrequencies of these
two different systems requires a thick and short shell with almost
equal lengths of the two attached beams. However, the quantita-
tive drop of the BSB-eigenfrequencies relative to those of the
BBB-system is a non-trivial function of the input parameters
responsible for the shell length and the shell position between
two, possibly, not equal beams. It is difficult to predict when the
drop reaches its maximum. A general recommendation is to per-
form a priori estimate of the BSB-eigenfrequencies by using a sim-
ple numerical method like the present method.

Another important fact is that, even though we deal with two
symmetric (equal) attached beam which provide a consistency be-
tween the lowest beam-type eigenmode of the BSB-system and the
lowest eigenmode of the BBB-system, there exist a serious differ-

Fig. 8. The first three eigenfrequencies W; versus 7, for the SB-system (solid line) and the SrB-body system (dashed line) with 7 =4, m=5 and ¢ = 105,
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ence between the eigenmodes in a local neighborhood of the shell-
beam joining. The difference is a function of jump of the rigidities.
As far as the design involves the eigenmodes, the reliable calcula-
tions should employ the BSB-model instead of the BBB-model. Fi-
nally, we cannot conclude on the closeness of the eigenmodes by
employing the closeness of the eigenfunctions. Along with the
aforementioned local differences at the joining, one can expect a
global difference for certain cases.

When studying eigenoscillations of the SB-system, we showed
that the eigenfrequencies are sensitive to varying the beam mass
m and its length y,. Effect of the beam rigidity was found to be
not so important. Comparative analysis of the eigenoscillations
for the SB- and SrB-systems reflects satisfactory agreement be-
tween them for relatively short beams. In view of practical conve-
nience, the SrB-system is much more preferable. However,
ignoring the body flexibility may lead to larger theoretical eigen-
frequencies. The body length is primary factor that influences the
eigenfrequencies and modes.
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Appendix A. Dynamic equations and transmission conditions

To derive dynamic equations and transmission conditions, we
can, for instance, use equivalence of the virtual work done by
external forces (here, inertia forces) and variation of the potential
energy due to small deviation relative to the static state
oIl = 6A. (A1)
The potential energy of the shell can be presented within the frame-
work of the Mushtari-Donnell-Vlasov theory (Novozhilov, 1964).
Because of our simplification, contribution to the potential energy
from the beams is associated with flexure in the Oxz-plane. The po-
tential energy of the whole BSB—system is therefore

- ov w 2 Jyou/ov w
1-vz IALE: ©\ap " *7& dp "
1-v/1du av dZ 1 22w\’
T2 \Rop T +2// az2 TR a2
1w\’
+2(1-v) (R azw) ]dz

- 2
2/ Elll(az> dz +2/ 5212<a EZ) dz, (A2)

where D = Eh3/(12(1 — v?)). The first integral (over X) in Eq. (A.2)
implies the potential energy due stretch and shear deformations
of the shell. The second integral is caused by bending and torsion
deformations.

Variations of the potential energy (A.2) are expressed as

af—h\ﬂ) //Z {[L11(u) + Li2(v) + Li3(w)]ou
+ [La1 () + Lo (v) + Las(W)]6v — [L31 (1) + L3z ()

2 o'w 'w

R? 022 32

o = —

oow] |7

+L33(W)]5W}d2+/ {T15u+55v+Q§5W—M1¥ ds
dlz=7
a ¢ (1) 03¢ e N[

Eil —1 QW

+/0 azz<1laz>()€1d +< oz 051>Z:0
s 0%, 20& o\
+'/Z2 3z (Ezlz 07 5C2d2+< o ééz) )

(A3)

Here, we adopted notations (10) and (12).
The virtual work caused by the inertia forces and virtual dis-
placements éu, év, sw and §&, can be presented as

62w
- —ph//(atz ‘5“@2 )dz

2V
/ m1 (Scldz / mz bézdz (A4)

Variations éu, év, 5w and ¢, depend on contours formed by the con-
tact points of shell and beams. The functions déu, év, 6w and 6¢y are
subject to Egs. (5) and (6). Accounting for this fact, substitution of
(A.3) and (A.4) into Eq. (A.1) gives the partial differential equations
(9), boundary conditions (7) or (8) on the beams ends and the dy-
namic transmission conditions (11) on the two shell ends.

Appendix B. Expressions for elements of matrices A and B
The following integrals are introduced:

Of) = [ P05 - 2000 f) + Pl )

0201 = [ (Walfof) ~ 2020 ) + P )

P5(f,g,h) = /O (Y12(f.f) — V13(8.f) — Ya3(h.f) + ¥33(h,g)]do;

Fy = /0*/ (=¥ (f2. i) + Was(he, fi) + Was(hi, f2) — Was(he, ha)ldos

o= /0 (Y12(f2.f1) = V13(82.f1) — Pas(hi.fo) + W33(gy, hy)ldot;

Fy = /0 [=P12(f1.f2) + P13(81,f2) + Pas(ho, f1) — P33 (hp, g)]dos;

Fy= /y (Yo (fa,f1) — Pa3(82,f1) — P23(81,f2) + V33(82,81)]d%;

o (i /[%3 (hy, U) — ¥ (fy, Uy))dos
oo (i /[‘PBg] — Y5 (f1, Up)]de;
(i / (W13 (ho, Us) — Pru (o, Up)ldos:
o4 (i /[?’13 82, Ui) — Pra(f2, Up)]dey;
0tz (i /['1’23 hy, Vi) = P12 (Vi fi)ldo
taa (i /[5”23 (81, Vi) — ¥aolfi, Vi)ldos;

s i / [Was (o, Vi) — Wi (Vi fo)dot;
o /[9123 25, Vi) — o (fa, Vi)]dos;
031 (i /[9’33 h, W
a32(i /[5”33 (&1, W
o33 (i /[?’33 (ha2, W

Ot34(i /[9’33 82, W) — Pas(Wi, f)]do.

W13(Wi7f1 )}dOC
— Y3(Wi, f1)ldos;

— Vi3(Wi,fo)ldo

The beams functions U(frow), V(Brkou) and their first derivatives at
oy =k (k=1,2) are denoted as
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dU(B,o
uok = UByi);s Yok = V(Bih); Uk = é@; 2
< =Yk
dv(B.o , d
v = B () = g U0V ()
=Yk < o=k

Within the introduced notations, the over-diagonal elements of A
can be presented as

y ;
ai,j:/ Y11 (U;, Ui dos; aij+N:/ Y12 (VUi das
Jo Jo
7 7
aij+2N:/ ¥13(W;,Uj) dos; ai+Nj+N:/ Y (V;,Vi)do;
Jo Jo

" -
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Jo 0

ain, = %1 o1 (1) + U1 042 (1); ain, = 7/61 o1 (1) + Vo1 012 (i);
ain, = —Upy 013 (1) +Uo2 014 (1); Ain, = — Uy 03 (i) + Voa0ia(i);
aiyN N, :%10(21( ) +Uo1 022 (1); AiNN, = Uy 021 (1) + Vo102 (1);
= —Ug, 023 () + Uo2024 (1); Ain N, = — Vg %23 (1) + V020024 (1);
=Ug, 031 (1) +Uo1 032 (1); Aivann, = Yy 031 () + Vor 032 (i);
—Ug, 033 (1) + Uop 034 (1); Aiyon N, = — Vg %33 (1) + V02034 (i);
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an, v, = Co) + (7161)2‘151 (fi,h1) + 2001 vy, P3(f1,81,h1) + (Vo)
an, N; = 7/61 U62F1 “+Uo Z/E)]Fz + Vo u62F3 + Vo1 quF4;
an, N, = Vo1 Voo F1 + V02 Vg, F2 + Vo1 U, F3 + vo1 V02 Fs;

QiNN;
di 2NN,
Qit2NN; =
an, N, :C( )

an, N,

)@ (f1.81);

an, vy =C2 + (%2)2451 (fa, h2) — 2ugay, B3 (f2,85, ) + (U02) P2 (f2.85);
any v, = C13) 4+ U, U, @1 (o, h2) — (U2 Vo2 ) D3(f2,82, h2) + U2 V02 P2 (f,85);
an, v, =C2) + (1)62)2‘1’1 (fo.h2) = 2002 Uy, @3 (2,85, h2) + (v02)’ P2 (f2.2,),
where

C¥ = (1 = v?)( B (ST — VU)
CY = (1 - V)5 (T - SU)

="k’
="k i

C¥ = (1= v)GBTU - SV),
Ni=3N+i, i=1,....,4.
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Here, S, T, U and V are the Krylov functions. Expressions for U and V
are given above, S and T take the following form:

(sinh foc + sin for).

N —

S(Bor) = % (cosh o + cos pa);  T(Bor) =
Let us introduce the following integrals:

o= [ fedu Ef.g)- [ +edn

FH = /Oy(f]fz +hihy)do; FG= /Oy(ﬁfz +8.,8,)do

The corresponding elements of the matrix B can then be presented
as follows:

bij = (U;,Ui); bijin =0;  bijon =0;  bin, = —ug, (fi, Up);
bin, = =5, (f1,Ui);  bin, = ugp(f2,Ui);  bin, = vy (f2, U);
bisnjin = (Vi,Vi); binjian =05 by, = —toi (fi, Vi);

= —vn(f1,V); = —up(f, Vi);

—vo2(f2, Vi);

biin, biinn,

bi+N,N4
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= (“61)25(flvh1) + 2Uo1Ug, (81, h1) + (UOI)ZE(fl .&1);

b, N, = Upy Vi E(fi, hr) + to1 vo1 E(fi, 81) + (to1 vo1)' (81, s
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b, v, = —Upy Vo2 FH + o1 02 FG — U1 V5 (81, h2) + Vool (85, 1);
by, = (V) *E(fi, hn) + 2001 ¥y (81, h1) + (vor E(f1, 81);
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by, = (Upy) “E(fa, h2) — 2u02Uy (85, ha) + (U02)*E(f2, 85);
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