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a b s t r a c t
The inﬂuence of crushing of individual pebbles on the overall strength of a pebble assembly is investigated using discrete element method. An assembly comprising of 5000 spherical pebbles is assigned with
random critical failure energies with a Weibull distribution in accordance with the experimental observation. Then, the pebble assembly is subjected to uni-axial compression ð33 ¼ 1:5%Þ with periodic
boundary conditions. The crushable pebble assembly shows a signiﬁcant difference in stress–strain
response in comparison to a non-crushable pebble assembly. The analysis shows that a ideal plasticity
like behaviour (constant stress with increase in strain) is the characteristic of a crushable pebble assembly with sudden damage. The damage accumulation law plays a critical role in determining the critical
stress while the critical number of completely failed pebbles at the onset of critical stress is independent
of such a damage law. Furthermore, a loosely packed pebble assembly shows a higher crush resistance
while the critical stress is insensitive to the packing factor (g) of the assembly.
Ó 2012 Elsevier B.V. All rights reserved.

1. Introduction
Breeder materials in the form of pebbles are used to breed tritium in helium cooled pebble beds (HCPBs) in fusion reactors [1].
The knowledge of crushing strength of individual pebbles and its
inﬂuence on overall strength of the pebble assembly is important
to ensure a safe and reliable operation of the solid breeder blankets
in HCPB fusion reactors. The crushing strength of unirradiated Lithium Orthosilicate (Li4SiO4 or OSi) pebbles has been investigated
both experimentally and numerically by Zhao [2]. A similar test
for characterizing the crush strength of pebbles has been conducted in Fusion Materials Laboratory at KIT in an inert environment
with BK7 glass as the plate material. Prior to conducting these
crush experiments, the pebbles are conditioned by heating them
at 300 °C for an hour. Fig. 1 shows the conditioned OSi pebbles between the crush plates, in a pebble bed and various forms of their
failure observed in the experiments. The critical elastic strain
energy ðW c Þ distribution of the Li4SiO4 pebbles has been shown
to follow Weibull distribution from several crush tests, conform
Fig. 2a. The probability distribution of critical failure energy can
be ﬁtted by [2,3]

h
i
Ps ¼ 1  exp ð12116W c Þ3:17 :

ð1Þ
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A large variation in the critical failure energy can be attributed
to the presence of random impurities and variable porosity in the
pebble material. Hence, it is important to consider an assembly
of pebbles with varying pebble strength (critical energy for failure)
in the numerical models to understand the mechanical behaviour
of the pebble beds. In this paper, we investigate the inﬂuence of
various damage criteria and packing factors on the macroscopic response of a pebble assembly. The outline of the paper is as follows.
In Section 2, we present the model and the methodology used to
incorporate the crush behaviour of the pebbles for DEM simulations. In Section 3, results of the simulations will be discussed. Finally, in Section 4 some concluding remarks based on our model
and the results will be presented.
2. Model
In this work, we introduce a damage variable (Di) analogous to
continuum damage mechanics which evolves during loading as a
function of normalized stored elastic energy of the pebble
ð/i =/cr
i Þ. Pebble i starts to fail when the stored elastic energy (/i)
exceeds the critical failure energy ð/cr
i ¼ W c Þ. After the onset of
failure, ceramic pebbles break into different pieces resulting in
sudden vanishing of the contact forces in action. However, simulating the event of splitting of pebble into many pieces [4] is a complicated, unstable and computationally intensive task. Hence, in
this paper we propose an alternative approach, i.e., reducing the
elastic modulus of the pebble resembling the loss of load carrying
capacity as a results of pebble crushing. In the present work, we
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Plate
Fig. 1. OSi pebble between crush plates (left), conditioned OSi pebbles in a pebble bed (centre) and various failure forms of pebbles (right).
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Fig. 2. (a) Probability distribution of critical elastic strain energy of conditioned OSi pebbles in a crush test with BK7 glass in an inert gas environment. (b) Damage law used
for the accumulation of damage inside the pebble as a function of normalized stored elastic strain energy.

reduce the elastic modulus of the pebble as a function of its damage level (Di) according to Ei ¼ ð1  Di ÞE0 , where E0 = 90 GPa is the
initial elastic modulus of the pebble materials [5].
The elastic energy stored in a pebble (/i) is calculated by the
contact forces exerted on the pebble due to contact with the neighbouring pebbles using Hertzian theory. The value of the damage
variable Di ¼ 0 until the stored elastic energy /i in the pebble is
less than the critical failure energy /cr
i . The damage value Di starts
to increase (for /i =/cr
i > 1) according to

 

/
Di ¼ 1  exp a cri  1 ;
/i

ð2Þ

where a is the coefﬁcient of the damage evolution. Evolution of the
damage variable Di is shown in Fig. 2b for different values of a. The
coefﬁcient a describes the rate at which Di approaches unity from
the onset of failure (i.e., from /i =/cr
i ¼ 1). In other words, large values of a indicate brittle failure (e.g., a ¼ 10 in Fig. 2b) while small
values resemble gradual failure (e.g., a < 1 in Fig. 2b). The gradual
failure describes that, after the crushing event, the fragments of
the pebble may still carry further loads with the conﬁned condition
by its neighbouring pebbles. From the equation for the evolution of
elastic modulus as a function of damage level, it can be deduced
that the elastic modulus becomes zero as the damage variable Di
approaches unity. Hence, in the present analysis, we specify a lower
limit of 1:11  108 E0 for E for any pebble in the assembly during
the damage accumulation to avoid numerical instabilities. Furthermore, the damage is considered to be irreversible, meaning that at
time t if the damage for a particular pebble calculated from Eq. (2) is
smaller than the value obtained in the previous time step, then the
damage Di is not reduced but retained at the previous value. A ﬂow

chart depicting the procedure employed for the calculation and update of the damage variable Di is shown in Fig. 3a.

3. Results and discussion
Discrete element simulations using an in-house DEM code [6]
have been carried out by incorporating the aforementioned damage criterion (see Figs. 2b and 3a). The model system is a pebble
assembly (in a cubic box) consisting of 5000 spherical particles
of diameter 0.5 mm with periodic boundary conditions and is subjected to uni-axial compression in z direction (see Fig. 3b). The
granular assembly has been generated using a random close packing algorithm [7,8] showing a very good correspondence with the
X-ray tomography measurements [8] of the pebble bed packings
similar to the pebble bed assemblies studied in this paper. Simulations have been carried out using different damage coefﬁcients (a)
and packing factors (g). The pebble assembly is subjected to quasistatic loading of uni-axial compression up to a strain 33 ¼ 1:5%
followed by unloading to a stress free state r33  0.
Fig. 4 shows the stress–strain response of a pebble assembly under the action of uni-axial compression for different damage criteria and packing factors. Fig. 4a shows the effect of different damage
criteria on the overall stress–strain response of the pebble assembly. Here, the damage coefﬁcient is varied from a no-damage condition (i.e., a ¼ 0) through gradual damage condition
ða ¼ 0:1; 0:5; 1Þ to a sudden damage condition (a = 10). We can observe a clear dependence of the stress–strain behaviour on the
damage criterion. The assembly with sudden damage criterion
(a = 10) exhibits an initial non-linear elastic response followed by
a ideal plasticity like behaviour and the stress at which this plateau
continues is referred to as ‘‘critical stress’’ hereafter. In the case of
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Fig. 3. (a) Flow chart showing the damage evaluation scheme. (b) Initial conﬁguration of a pebble assembly showing zero damage in the pebbles.
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Fig. 4. Average stress vs strain for a pebble assembly (a) with a packing factor g ¼ 0:637 for different damage criteria as shown in Fig. 2b (b) with a damage coefﬁcient a ¼ 10
and for different packing factors.

gradual damage (a < 1, in this paper), the critical stress increases
with decrease in the value of a ﬁnally reaching the non-crushable
pebble assembly (a = 0) response. Also note that the value of critical stress is less ambiguous in the case of sudden damage (large a)
compared to gradual damage. The residual strain after unloading
also depends on the value of damage coefﬁcient a. If the value of
the damage coefﬁcient (a) is high, then the assembly is prone to
more damage at the same strain level compared to a low value
of a. Hence, after the loading step is completed, the assembly with
large a value will be more compliant resulting in large residual
strain after unloading as shown in Fig. 4a (compare dotted line
with dashed-dotted line). For damage coefﬁcient values larger than
10, the corresponding stress–strain curves in the loading stage
coincide and the residual strain after unloading increases with increase in a. Also, note that the onset of critical stress occurs at same

strain and the number of pebbles that fail completely (i.e., Di ¼ 1)
at this critical strain is independent of damage coefﬁcient a
although the total number of damaged pebbles differ at the end
of loading (for different values of damage coefﬁcient a > 10) in
the case of sudden damage [9]. Fig. 4b shows the effect of packing
factor on the stress–strain response of an assembly with sudden
damage criterion (a = 10). From the ﬁgure it can be clearly observed that the pebble assembly with loose packing (g = 0.626)
shows a compliant behaviour compared with the other two relatively densely packed assemblies (dotted and dashed curves).
However, the critical stress seems to be independent of the packing
factor although the onset strain depends on the packing factor.
Also, the loosely packed assembly (solid line in Fig. 4b) shows a
hardening behaviour similar to the case of gradual damage in
Fig. 4b. Furthermore, the residual strain after unloading is large
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Fig. 5. (a) Number of damaged pebbles N d (i.e., Di > 0) as a function of applied strain; (b) average damage ðD Þ of the assembly as a function of applied strain for different
damage criteria for an assembly with g ¼ 0:637.

for loosely packed assemblies for a given damage criterion as also
observed in the previous studies [6,10]. Hence, in the present
study, we observe a signiﬁcant inﬂuence of the initial packing factor in addition to the inﬂuence of the damage coefﬁcient in the
unloading stage. This is relevant to the ﬁlling procedure of ceramic
breeder pebbles in HCPB blankets to consider possible crushing of
pebble and gap formation during and after the operations. It should
be noted that in all the above simulations the spread of damage is
not localized. In order to conﬁrm that the non-localization of damage is not related to the non-uniform critical failure energy of the
pebbles, one simulation with uniform critical failure energy
(/cr = 8 lJ) has been carried out showing a non-localized damage
evolution (results not shown). The effect of non-localized damage
is also evident from the insensitivity of the stress–strain response
to different random distributions of the critical failure energy W c
(results not shown).
Fig. 5a shows the number of damaged pebbles N d (i.e., pebbles
with Di > 0) for a pebble assembly with g ¼ 0:637 plotted against
the applied strain for different damage criteria. It can be observed
that the total number of pebbles with Di > 0 increases with decrease in the value of a. But, this can be mis-leading as the total
damage level of the assembly need not necessarily be represented
by this number. To gain a proper understanding of the total

D ¼

i¼1

Nd

ð3Þ

;

where Di is the damage value of pebble i and N d is the number of
pebbles with Di > 0 as plotted in Fig. 5a. Thus the average damage-D represents the average percentage of damage accumulation
in the pebbles with Di > 0. Fig. 5b shows the average damage D
plotted against the applied strain. Clearly, D increases with increase in the value of a. This means that the assembly with large
D is more compliant than the assembly with small D directly
explaining the large residual strain after unloading for the assembly
with a ¼ 10 as shown in Fig. 4a. Next, we analyse the effect of packing factor on the damage as a function of applied strain 33 in Fig. 6.
Fig. 6a shows that the number of damaged pebbles decreases with
decrease in packing factor g at any given strain. But, the average
damage D for different packing factors (see Fig. 6b) approaches
the same value of unity at 1.5% strain explaining the convergence
of stress–strain curves at the end of loading in Fig. 4b. However,
the effect of packing factor is clearly visible through the residual
strain after unloading. Here, the assembly with loose packing factor
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Fig. 8. Probability distribution of normalized normal contact force (a) at different strain levels for an assembly with g ¼ 0:637 and a ¼ 1; (b) for different packing factors g for
a damage coefﬁcient a ¼ 10 and at 33 ¼ 1:5%; (c) for different damage coefﬁcients with g ¼ 0:637 at 33 ¼ 1:5%.

shows maximum residual strain after unloading despite having
same damage level as the densely packed assemblies. Fig. 7a shows
the evolution of average normal force ðfNave Þ as a function of hydrostatic pressure for different damage coefﬁcients of the pebble
assembly under investigation. Clearly, the average normal force is
in direct correlation with the maximum stress shown in Fig. 4a. In

addition, the average normal force is varying as a liner function of
hydrostatic pressure as reported in previous studies [6,10]. Fig. 7b
shows the evolution of coordination number as a function of hydrostatic pressure. Note the sudden rise in coordination number to 5
initially followed by a moderate rate of increase in coordination
number. The sudden rise in the coordination number is due to the
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fact that the initial coordination number of the assembly is very low
(only one contact). Hence, a small initial load on the assembly
brings it to the equilibrium coordination number. At this stage
the assembly is closely packed resembling the experimental packing situation. Also, the average coordination number is only dependent on the overall hydrostatic state of the assembly rather than on
the damage coefﬁcient value. The effect of damage coefﬁcient is to
reduce the average contact force and hence the coordination number as is evident from the two (Fig. 7a and b).
We now investigate the probability distribution of normalized
normal contact force between pebbles in the assembly similar to
previous studies [6,11,12]. Fig. 8a shows the probability distribuði;jÞ
tion of normalized normal contact force ðfN =fave Þ at different
ði;jÞ
strain levels for an assembly with g ¼ 0:637 and a ¼ 1. Here, fN
indicates the normal contact force exerted by pebble j on pebble
i and fave is the average normal contact force on the assembly. At
small strains the distribution shows a large tail and it starts to
diminish with increase in strain. However, the distribution shows
a unique shape at different strain levels despite a change in system
compliance during loading. Similarly, the effect of packing factor g
on the shape of the distribution for a given damage coefﬁcient and
strain is negligible (see Fig. 8b). Here also, the tail region decreases
with increase in compliance level of the system similar to the case
in Fig. 8a. The effect of damage coefﬁcient on the probability distribution at the end of loading ð33 ¼ 1:5%Þ is shown in Fig. 8c. The
shape of the distribution is inﬂuenced by the damage coefﬁcient
considerably in the peak region than in the tail region although
the shape can still be considered unique with a minor deviation.
Here, the tail region increases with increase in the value of a albeit
by a small amount. At ﬁrst sight, this seems to be contradictory
compared to the previous explanation based on compliance level
of the system. But, in the case of a system with gradual damage
(low a values) there will be more number of pebbles with Di > 0
(see Fig. 5a) at the end of loading which reduces the maximum
normalized normal contact force resulting in short tail. Here, the
extent of the tail region is directly related to the number of pebbles
already in the damage zone.

of damaged pebbles Nd. With increase in value of a the average
damage D also increases indicating an increase in compliance level. This observation is reinforced by the observation of increase
in residual strain after unloading with increase in a (compare Figs.
4a and 5b). However, the D values for assemblies with different
packing factors for a given damage criterion converges to a single
value. Hence, the difference in residual strain after unloading in
these systems is attributed to the difference in packing factors,
see Figs. 4b and 6b.
It should be noted that the present analysis is based on a continuum damage evolution scheme which may not represent the
behaviour of granular systems under compressive stress in full detail. The breeder material (Lithium Orthosilicate) for fusion reactors being brittle resembles a sudden damage failure. A gradual
damage criterion may be more appropriate for systems such as
electrode materials used in fuel cells and neutron multiplier materials (Beryllium) in fusion reactors. In view of the little knowledge
about the damage mechanisms in these individual systems, the
present analysis helps us to gain a preliminary insight into their
behaviour as granular assemblies in a qualitative manner. Furthermore, the present paper highlights the behaviour of the assemblies
with different damage criteria and different packing factors. The
methodology presented in this paper can also be extended to
investigate the thermomechanical effects of crushable pebble
assemblies without any limitations.

4. Conclusions
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We have investigated the behaviour of a mono-sized pebble
assembly under the uni-axial compression when the individual
pebbles are allowed to fail. The results show that the stress–strain
response of the granular assembly depends on the rate of damage
(characterized by damage coefﬁcient a) showing a clear transition
from ideal plastic behaviour (in the case of sudden damage: a = 10)
through a hardening behaviour (intermediate damage: a = 1, 0.5)
to a non-linear stress–strain response (very slow damage or nodamage: a = 0.1, 0), conform Fig. 4a. It has been shown that the
critical stress attained is inﬂuenced by the damage coefﬁcient
being employed; but the fraction of failed pebbles for the onset
of critical stress is independent of damage coefﬁcient. The critical
stress is independent of packing factor although the strain at which
the critical stress is attained depends on the packing factor (see
Fig. 4b). The residual strain after unloading depends on the overall
compliance of the assembly at the beginning of unloading step. The
average damage D is used to characterize the damage level of the
assembly with a reasonable accuracy rather than with the number
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