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Table.1 Convergence study for Beck's problem

1= PLYTCEL,

T, <R nfBER(LA) L/x | k=5 K=6 K=7 K=8 K=9  K=10  K=11
10 [1.0235 1.0234 1.0234 1.0234 1.0234 1.0234 1.0234
v, 8 k¢
EH LU RE0T mfﬁ%ﬁ‘ 50 (1.9508 1.9516 1.9501 1.9501 1.9501 1.9501 1.9501
Bz 10+ 7GR0 BER | 200 2.0269 2.0286 2.0262 2.0262 2.0262 2.0262 2.0262
oiet s 0| 2.0320 2. . . . . .
FAERNT B, FR Leighlz | 1000 ]2:0320 2.0337 2.0315 2.0513 2.0313 2.0313 2.0313

, Hauger N TRRHT LT Beek R Y BRENEER D
Bonk 2 RAEL TR,

AR Tig. 2 () v (b))% L U Table. 2K7R
T.rEL, B RuWE BRI | | 2H 3.
Fig. 2(0) K 505 () I% R MBecK nini
Leiphol 2 o BBENBERETEK 523 405 Vi (10
~]00) NHBAENTLETNTHR, RF, AR

K Euler —BeamBih & 3 EFHET 5,

Table. 21X Hanger o BB T3 §5% 25 48k
Y= 10, 15, 20,25, 50,00, 000 K~ T}
ﬁl-'féo‘(h\’&l%l) Eufcv—ﬁeam%kkﬁﬁ’ﬁ%ﬁ%
BB/ REL) = 1526 5%,

FERSC N NS REBR R W T, ¢ ARTEY - BB
nHUBSEEFH ), LR ER AT ER R
WX NG, B, MEE Ly =10 nt
S0EFHE T L= 00 04 h0AEE 50 /s (
becknBBE) | 450 (Leipho l2 0 W) | 257,
(Hawper n 18R ) ¢ 5% .

MEL A KS CRER 2N, BFHES Euler—
Beom %K&% % mﬁﬁfﬂﬁ'{ 1w <o m%ftL/V:

100 NEERMTE &k Fulev—Bea wBBR ) 7 975 (
Beck n18) , 19 % (leiph]znit®) 78
(HangernBB ) 25%, LEAR T, BRI L7
100 2§ Balev—Bea w2 21 51 ke & CHoF 108

Euler Beam Theory
 J I !4 ..................

Timoshenko Beam Theory

Beck's problem

O . L

0 50 160 r

Fig.2(a) Critical load versus the slenderness
ratio (Beck's problem )

qe
®ED

\Timoshenko B8eam Theory

Leipholz's problem

0 . " 1 [ ' " M-

L
0 50 100 r

Fig.2( b) Crit_icql load versus the slenderness
ratio ( Leipholz’s problem )

0 BENEELENND,
% kﬁf’ﬁ) 0B 1) BB E Table.2 Oritical loads(] =§,{JZ§EI¢)
i § S CAE S R LR A or Hauger's pro
F9.1 (01 ~ <) NBeck, Leipholz, Hagern FIFG CHIEINS L/r | T-B.| E-B
CASE(1) - e R NEMRR L, CASE(Z) |, B>IN-E 10| 3127|1323
THREREAT 3 HENEETHER Fio 3¢ Table . 3K 7 ég 18%?5)2 :gﬁggg
KE L, S BWEREIERE ) | ¢h%. gg 1423% ;gggg
BRELE K (=0~0. 6 ) LABRIL(LT = 20,50, )00, 300 | 15251 |15.255
1000 | 15.258 | 15.259

J000) THBRNT NS, EEL, KK CASEC 1) nY2

T-B = Timoshenko beam theory

V‘—‘-(h)*l’]o}/ he , CASE(2) THK=( by *bo)/byZ“'z%%p E~B = Euler beam theory



BE, Table 3 =% 3 E — 818K Sinbaran 508
YRk < BRERECH %,

EFRBex CASE (), (2) L XNERK 2<
BRBKANTERYT L, X 0B BrrcaseCl) [1Ba—
Re By NERE | <T8% 53, M7 hpErL
Yy=200130=0 6nBERE S =00 (%
B8 ) 0 Mg

CASE (L)) Bec KOKIBT3T %o,

Lﬁﬂw&ﬂﬁ@?43;ﬂfﬁmaﬂﬁ%@53%

CASE(2) i Beckn 1R 720

Leiphol= 0@%(“‘762, /fau/gei//’m%z‘777”
%%,

ABRIL K2 BB~ T CASEC) ), @) VE
Eunley—Bea m T8 &5@}’\%[& LT3, “/)'ré(
=0~ 0- 6 ) n0A 1 B A< SBEL 47 (00
TRAABE) - BRBR R E TR X))

Table.3(a) Critical loads({=$I1¥7’EL)
for Beck's problem

L/t
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rable.4(a) Critical loads(S=4T/10EL)
_ L/r
6 20 50 100 4000 | E-B
3.084 3.825 3.958 4,005 | 4.1207
0.5 | 2.766 3.494 3.625 3,671 | 3.7944
1.0 | 2.451 3.166 3.295 3,339 | 3.4701

Table.4(db) Critical loads{§=fL/10EL)
—_ L/r
6 20 50 100 1000 E-B
o] 0.762 0,780 0.782 0.785 | 0.7850
0.5 0,908 0.937 0.942 0.944 | 0.9503
1.0 1.133° 1.158 1.162 1,164 | 1.1807

E~B = Euler beam theory
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