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Evaluation for the effect of hole on Sandwich beam applied to compressive load
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Fig. 1 Fixture for
buckling test

Fig. 2 Typical Curves of applied load vs.
strain of Buckling Test
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Fig. 3 Comparisons of buckling loads in according hole
size
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Fig. 4 Comparisons of maximum loads in according
hole size
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Fig. 5 Comparisons of buckling loads in according hole
location
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Fig. 6 Comparisons of maximum loads in according
hole location
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