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Abstract

Due to the brittle feature of carbon fiber reinforced plastic laminates, mechanical
multi-joint within these composite components shows uneven load distribution for each
bolt, which weaken the strength advantage of composite laminates. In order to reduce
this defect and achieve the goal of even load distribution in mechanical joints, we propose
a machine learning-based framework as an optimization method. Since that the friction
effect has been proven to be a significant factor in determining bolt load distribution,
our framework aims at providing optimal parameters including bolt-hole clearances and
tightening torques for a minimum unevenness of bolt load. A novel circuit model is
established to generate data samples for the training of artificial networks at a relatively
low computational cost. A database for all the possible inputs in the design space is
built through the machine learning model. The optimal dataset of clearances and torques
provided by the database is validated by both the finite element method, circuit model,
and an experimental measurement based on the linear superposition principle, which
shows the effectiveness of this general framework for the optimization problem. Then, our
machine learning model is further compared and worked in collaboration with commonly
used optimization algorithms, which shows a potential of greatly increasing computational
efficiency for the inverse design problem.

1 Introduction

Composite laminates, especially carbon fiber reinforced plastics (CFRP), has been widely used
in aerospace industries, due to the excellent strength-to-weight ratio and high stiffness-to-
weight ratio. Although integral-forming of composite components may take full advantages of
its load-carrying ability, joints among the CFRP parts are inevitable where different connection
techniques may be used including mechanically fastened joints, adhesively bonded joints, and
hybrid joints[1]. Mechanically fastened joints, which dominates among these techniques in their
usage in aerospace structure, hold the advantage of easily-removability, non-sensitivity to the
environment, and high load-carrying ability[2, 3].
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Although the design process of metal joints has been well established, it has to be faced
with some differences due to the brittle feature of CFRP laminates. While the plasticity of
metal material renders it the load redistribution ability, the load distribution ratio is almost
unchanged for CFRP mechanical joint before ultimate failure. Generally, the design method-
ology or strength validation of the mechanical joint takes the following steps[4, 5, 6]. First, the
stress conditions of the multi-bolt joint should be extracted from an overall load analysis on
global structures. Second, the load distribution would be determined based on the coordina-
tion relationship among the deformations of each joined part. After acquiring each bolt load,
detailed stress analysis is going to be performed on the area where damage is most likely to
occur[7, 8].

Determining bolt load distribution is one of the research hotspots in composite joints since
it plays a fundamental role in structural analysis[9, 10, 11]. The typical problem is a joint
with single-column, multi-row bolts under external tensile load. Experimental measurement of
bolt load is difficult as a result of the narrow space at the contact area for the placement of
sensors like strain gauges[12]. Finite element method or analytical method with engineering
experience parameters could be used but faced with drawbacks of computational efficiency and
accuracy[10, 13]. The spring-based model, which transforms different parts in the joint structure
into springs with specific stiffness, has been widely used in the literature due to its simplicity
to implement[14]. In the meantime, a new requirement for the spring-based model has been
put forward with regard to the importance of considering the effect of friction, the relevant
parameters of which include bolt-hole clearance and tightening torques. Instead of using a
constant spring stiffness, the load-displacement curve shows a four-stage shape considering the
transition of contact force from static frictions to sliding frictions, making a variable spring
stiffness in the model[15, 9, 16]. While researchers have clarified influencing factors of bolt load
distribution, optimization of an even-load-distribution design has seldom been focused on.

Machine Learning, which discerns hidden patterns from complex dataset has been proven
to be a very efficient tool in many research fields including solid mechanics[17, 18, 19, 20]. As
a branch of artificial intelligence, on one hand, it can be incorporated as an alternative way of
generating mechanical response of a given structure or compounds which used to obtain by ad-
vanced computational techniques like density functional theory, molecular dynamics, and finite
element method[21, 22, 23]. On the other hand, it is claimed to be a promising way to accel-
erate the material design process which involves an inverse problem of designing new materials
or structures with desired property[24, 25, 26]. Some interesting and meaningful applications
includes designing hierarchical structures with high fracture toughness[27], predicting residual
strength from acoustic emission data[28], solving inverse structure-process problem in addictive
manufacturing[29].

In this work, we aim to provide an even-load-distribution design process for multi-bolt CFRP
composite joint using a machine learning based framework. Based on the spring model, we put
forward a simple equivalent circuit model in Matlab/Simulink that can easily produce dataset
for the training of machine learning model. The bolt-hole clearance and tightening torques are
chosen as design inputs due to their significant influence on load distribution as well as can be
easily manipulated in practice. A symbol of load distribution unevenness is defined as output
to represent the level of differences in bolt loads before failure. The artificial neural network
is trained as a response predictor and then used to generate a database for all the possible
inputs in our design space. Finally, the optimal parameters provided by this general machine
learning-based framework is validated for its reducing the load distribution unevenness in a
three-bolt joint.
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2 Problem description

In this section, the load distribution problem of a typical single-lap multi-bolted joint is in-
troduced. The corresponding circuit model using Matlab/Simulink is established in which
bolt-hole clearance and frictions caused by the tightening torque can be taken into consider-
ation. After a brief introduction of the circuit model, the effectiveness and accuracy of the
model are validated through a comparison with FEM.

2.1 Circuit model for predicting bolt-load distribution

For the load-sharing analysis of multi-bolted joint structure as shown in Fig.1, the spring-mass
model is the most commonly used method which holds the advantage of low computational
cost and high efficiency against other methods like FEM, analytical method, and experimental
measurement. With the increasing number of bolts, obtaining bolt load from the spring-mass
model becomes complicated especially when various bolt-hole clearances and tightening torques
are considered, which may involve non-linear stages. To solve this problem, in our previous
work[15], a novel circuit model is established for determining the bolt-load distribution and
joint stiffness. Then, in the circuit model, bolt load distribution is reflected by the flow of
current. Here, a brief introduction of this circuit model is given.

Figure 1: (a) A typical structure of three-bolt, single-lap joint (b) Spring-mass model of multi-
bolt joint

The spring-based method, which is a stiffness method essentially, separating the global
deformation under external load into several extensions of different parts. These parts are
assumed to have a simple load-deformation relationship which can be represented as springs in
the model. The stiffness of each spring is the key parameter, especially for the Kbolt shown in
Fig.1 denoting the load-deformation relationship in the bolt area.

Kplate in the spring-based model, which is the tensile stiffness of the jointed plate, can be
easily calculated as,

Kplate =
EpxAp

lp
(1)

where Epx is the laminate modulus along the applied load direction. Ap stands for cross-sectional
area of the plate while lp is the bolt pitch.
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It is revealed that with the introduction of bolt-hole clearance, a four-stage curve of load-
displacement behavior occurs for the single-lap joint. In the beginning, when the applied load
is too small to invoke any sliding, the external load is counteracted by the static frictions from
the upper and lower contact surfaces on plates(which is highlighted by red and blue color in
Fig.1 ). In the second stage, as the applied load increases, the contact forces would exceed
the maximum static friction, causing the slides at the contact area. This sliding is proven to
take place first at the contact surfaces between two jointed plates since that ratio of F1 to F2

is greater than 1 shown as,

R =
F2

F1

= (
64t2

3d2(1 + µb)
+ 2.4) · A0Gp

AbGb

+ 1 (2)

Here d, µb, Ab and Gb are the diameter, Poisson’s ratio, minimum cross-sectional area and shear
modulus of bolt respectively. Whilst, A0 is the contact area between bolt head and plate. Gp

is the shear modulus of laminate.
When the increasing external load reaches the summation of maximum static frictions on

both upper and lower contact surfaces, a global sliding happens to lead to a plateau phase is
shown in the load-displacement curve. Once the bolt rod contacts with the edge of bolt hole
on laminates, the load-displacement curve goes into the fourth stage in which the joint stiffness
keeps a constant value until final failure.

According to the above analysis, joint stiffness would vary in each of the four stages as a
result of the changes in friction condition, that is,

(1) Phase 1 (F2 < fstatic)

1

K
(1)
bolt

= (
12t

5AbGb

+
8t3

3EbIb
+

(3−R)t

4A0Gp

) · 1

1 +R
+

(4lp − 3Φ)t2

32EpxIp
(3)

(2) Phase 2 (F1 < fstatic = F2)

1

K
(2)
bolt

= (
12t

5AbGb

+
8t3

3EbIb
+

3t

4A0Gp

) +
(4lp − 3Φ)t2

32EpxIp
(4)

(3) Phase 3 (F1 = fstatic = F2)
1

K
(3)
bolt

=∞ (5)

(4) Phase 4 (displacement > clearance)

1

K
(4)
bolt

=
4t

3GpAp

+ [
4

tEb

+
2

t(
√
EpxEpy)

](1 + 3β) (6)

In these equations, t, Φ are geometric parameters can be found in Fig.1. EbIb is the bending
stiffness of bolt rod. While bending moment in single-lap joints can be reacted by both laminates
and bolts, the term β here represents the fraction of the bending moment which is reacted by
the non-uniform contact stresses in laminates. Here β = 0.15 for a typical protruded-bolt joint.
Detailed explanation for all the above equations can be found in Ref[15].

After figuring out the corresponding stiffness of each spring, the next step is to acquire
bolt load, global deformation, and global joint stiffness from spring-based model. In order to
solve this problem, a novel circuit model is proposed using Matlab/Simulink. A basic model
for the three-bolt joint is shown in Fig.2. In this circuit model, the applied voltage equals to
the displacement at the loading end. Then the resistance value of each resistor is set to be
reciprocal of the corresponding spring stiffness expressed in Eq.1-6, making the flow of current
equals to bolt load distribution. The Matlab/simulink provides a simple way to simulate and
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Figure 2: The circuit model for bolt load sharing analysis of a single-lap, three-bolt joint

run the whole process. Then, results can be outputted to Matlab workspace for the following
post-processing and visualization work.

Special attention should be paid to the “Rbolt” module. The established module for bolt
stiffness is shown in Fig.3. A total of three conditional switches are incorporated to evoke the
three knee points in the four-stage load-displacement curve. While the transition conditions
are presented in the form of force for the first two knee points in Eq.3 and Eq.4, the form
of displacement which corresponds to the voltage in circuit model is adopted in this module.
In practice, after measuring the voltage value using a sensor block, its value is extracted and
compared to “a”, “b” and “c” to control the switches. “a”, “b” and “c” denoting for the three
displacements of transition conditions are defined and imported into the circuit model using a
Matlab script. Finally, the bolt load is measured by a current sensor block and outputted to
Matlab workspace by the output modules shown in Fig.2.

Figure 3: Module for bolt stiffness considering the effect of bolt-hole clearances and tightening
torques

The effect of bolt-hole clearances and tightening torques can be reflected by the values of “a”,
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“b” and “c”. Among others, the value of “c” here accounts for bolt-hole clearance. According
to the Coulomb’s friction law, the maximum static friction is proportional to tightening force
which relates to tightening torques and geometries of the bolt. Thus, the displacement-control
knee points can be calculated as,

a =
fstatic(1/R + 1)

K
(1)
bolt

=
vT

kd
· (1/R + 1)

K
(1)
bolt

(7)

b = a+
fstatic(1− 1/R)

K
(2)
bolt

= a+
vT

kd
· (1− 1/R)

K
(2)
bolt

(8)

Here, v is the friction coefficient between contact surfaces. T is the applied tightening
torque and k is a constant value accounting the relation between bolt torque and tightening
force. k = 0.2 and v = 0.3 is adopted in this paper according to Ref[30].

2.2 Validation of circuit model

A three-bolted joint with its geometries shown in Tab.1 is studied in this paper. The composite
layup is [+45/0/− 45/90]3S for both laminates, whose nominal thickness is 3 mm. The lamina
properties are E1 = 195.00 GPa, E2 = 8.58 GPa, G12 = 4.57 GPa. The homogeneous me-
chanical properties of laminate are computed using the Classical Laminate Theory and listed
in Tab.1 as well as the mechanical parameters of the bolt.

In the circuit model, the resistors marked as “Rplate” are assigned with a value reciprocal
to Eq.1 while the resistors in the “Rbolt” module have a value that corresponds to Eq.3-Eq.6
respectively. It has to be noted that a fixed-step solver option is adopted in Matlab/Simulink.
Key parameters in solver control include value of the provided Voltage Source Vs, single step
time t0 and total simulation time ts. With these parameters, the total simulated displacement
can be expressed as,

Vtotal =
ts
t0
· Vs (9)

In practice, for each step, the Voltage Source provides a 0.005V voltage increment. With the
combination of solver settings for analysis time 60s and fixed-step time 0.1s, the total applied
voltage is 3V, that is 3mm displacement applied at the loading end.

A three-dimensional numerical model is established in Abaqus software to provide FEM
results as a reference to our circuit model. All of the five parts contained in the numerical
model are 3D solid with reduced-integration, 8-node linear brick element C3D8R, as illustrated
in Fig.4. A radiation-shape mesh with a bias ratio of 5 is adopted to refine mesh size near each
bolt hole.

While the three bolts are assigned with a homogeneous isotropic material property, each
of the laminate is partitioned into 6 layers along its thickness in which each layer represents
[+45/0/− 45/90] ply in laminates. Then, the lamina properties are assigned to each ply along
with a local material orientation according to its ply angle.

A total of 5 contact pairs are included in the model using a surface-to-surface contact
method as shown in the figure. According to Abaqus user’s manual[31], surfaces with coarse
mesh size and greater material stiffness are more suitable to set as the master surfaces to
prevent penetration between adjacent surfaces. While the default “Hard” contact is used for
the normal contact property, a penalty method with friction coefficient 0.3 is defined to simulate
tangential contact behavior. All the degrees of freedom of both ends of the assembled structure
are coupled to a controlling point to apply displacement and constraints.

The pre-tightening force is introduced by using an expansion method. As listed in Tab.1,
the bolts are assigned with three thermodynamic parameters α1, α2, α3 which represent the
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coefficient of thermal expansion along local 1, 2, and 3 direction respectively. The α1 and
α2 are set to be zero to make sure that there is no other contact force except for the pre-
tightening force throughout this temperature drop process. It is noted that the value of α3

and also the temperature change are chosen and adjusted to make the normal contact force
between laminates and bolt head to be the desired pre-tightening force. A two-step calculation
is conducted in Abaqus, in which the pre-tightening force is introduced by a temperature drop
in Step 1 while the tensile loading is applied in Step 2. Here in this model, a temperature drop
of 60o is defined in this step to generate a normal contact force of 4.3 kN, which corresponds
to a tightening torque of 7 Nm.

Figure 4: 3D finite element model of a three-bolt joint containing 5 contact pairs

Table 1: Geometries and mechanical properties of a three-bolt composite joint

Geometries lp(mm) d (mm) Φ(mm) h(mm) width (mm)

Value 60 8 14 8 20

Laminate Epx(GPa) Epy(GPa) Gp(GPa)

Value 71.60 71.60 4.57

Bolt Eb (GPa) Gb (GPa) µb α1(/
oC) α2(/

oC) α3(/
oC)

Value 109.78 41.27 0.33 0 0 0.0001

First, a three-bolt joint with uniform bolt-hole clearances and tightening torques is studied
by both FEM and our circuit model. The bolt-hole clearance is 0.1 mm which is acquired by
slightly reducing the radius of the bolt. And the tightening torques are equally to be 7 Nm,
acquired by adjusting the expansion parameters of bolt according to the above analysis.

Comparison between results by FEM and circuit model is shown in Fig.5. A similar trend is
shown by the load-displacement curves of both models illustrated in Fig.5(a). In the beginning,
when the applied load is quite small, the overall stiffness is determined by the deformation of
bolt and laminates under friction. A good agreement is found between circuit model and FEM
which represents the accuracy of Eq.3 in dealing with structural deformation under friction.
As the load increases, sliding firstly comes out in bolt 1 and bolt 3, due to the fact that bolt
load shared by bolt 1 and bolt 3 is greater than the central bolt from the beginning. Then, this
changed stiffness of bolt 1 and bolt 3 would affect the overall bolt load distribution, causing more
time for bolt 2 to enter into the sliding phase. While the transition on the load-displacement
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curve caused by the stiffness change is a piecewise form for the results of circuit model, a rather
smooth curve in shown by the curve of FEM. One of the reasons may be the more delicate
consideration of contact by FEM such as the change of contact area, the non-uniform contact
force, and the slight rotation of contact direction. Another reason can be the fewer data points
for fitting the curve by FEM. As the load continues to increase, full contact between bolt rod
and hole is achieved. A good agreement can also be found in the curves of three bolt loads, as
shown in Fig.5(b)-(d).

Bolt load distribution ratio predicted by the circuit model is shown in Fig.5(e). As a result
of the symmetry in three-bolt joint, bolt loads shared by bolt 1 and bolt 3 are exactly the same,
which are greater than load shared by bolt 2. Several platform stages are undertaken in the
beginning due to the transition of the contact status at the bolt area. After that, it is shown
that in this condition of uniform bolt-hole clearance and tightening torque, the maximum ratio
is 37.2% while the minimum ratio is 25.6%. In this case, when the total appiled load is 50 kN,
a difference of 5.8 kN can take place between bolts.

Figure 5: Comparison between results by FEM and circuit model (a)Load-displacement curve
of the whole structure (b)(c)(d)Bolt load shared by each bolt vs. global displacement (e)Load
distribution ratio of three bolts vs. global displacement

2.3 Effect of the randomness of clearances and tightening torques

In the last section, the effectiveness of our circuit model for the load distribution calculation is
validated by FEM. Here, the effect of the randomness of clearances and tightening torques is
investigated. Since that the circuit model is built in Matlab/Simulink, random parameters are
produced by a Matlab script and exported into the circuit model. For the clearances, a random
number ranges from 0 to 2 mm is chosen for each bolt, while the random tightening torques
range from a hand-tight 0.5 Nm to a highly-tighten torque 15 Nm.

In the case shown in Fig.6, the parameters for bolt-hole clearances are (bhc1=1.04mm,
bhc2=0.63mm, bhc3=0.12mm) and the torques are (T1=8.41Nm, T2=9.25Nm, T3=5.90Nm).
Compared to Fig.5 where the parameters are identical, the bolt load-displacement during the
loading process has significantly been affected. In Fig.5, the load shared by bolt 1 and bolt
3 is equal. With the randomness of the clearances and torques, this equality is changed. In
the case of Fig.6, bolt-hole clearance bolt 3 is smaller compared to other two bolts, resulting
in a very quick jump into the full contact phase. As stated before, the changing stiffness of
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bolt 3 affects the overall load distribution of joint, causing a different transition point and
duration of the plateau on load-displacement curves of the other two bolts. Moreover, it can
be seen that the total applied force illustrated in Fig.6(a) does not show an obvious piece-wise
shape caused by the friction effect, while in fact a highly uneven load distribution is attained
within joint. Load distribution ratios presented in Fig.6 show a complicated pattern where the
maximum ratio can be up to 64.1%. However, since a constant stiffness is achieved if all three
bolts turn into full contact, a converged value of load ratio could be obtained with increasing
external load. Results suggest that at the displacement of 3mm, the maximum ratio changes
from the beginning value 64.1% to a value around 50%, while the minimum ratio changes from
the beginning value 13% to a final value around 22%.

Comparison of the bolt load distribution ratio and bolt load (at total load =30 kN) in the
three-bolt joint with identical and random bolt parameters is shown in Tab.2. It can be seen
that, with the varied clearances and torques, load distribution among these three bolts can be
affected. Therefore, this effect of various parameters inspires us to find a set of parameters that
can help to narrow down the differences in the load distribution.

Table 2: Comparison of bolt load distribution ratio between identical and random bolt param-
eters under a total load of 30 kN

Cases
Parameters (bhc1, bhc2, bhc3, T1,

T2, T3)
Bolt 1 Bolt 2 Bolt 3

Identical (0.1, 0.1, 0.1, 7.0, 7.0, 7.0)
11.2KN
(37.2%)

7.7 kN
(25.6%)

11.2 kN
(37.2%)

Random (1.04, 0.63, 0.12, 8.41, 9.25, 5.90)
4.98 kN
(16.6%)

7.94 kN
(26.5%)

17.08 kN
(56.9%)

Figure 6: Results of the three-bolt joint with random bolt parameters of clearances
(1.54mm, 0.63mm, 0.12mm) and tightening torques (8.41Nm, 9.25Nm, 14.90Nm) (a)Bolt load-
displacement curve (b)Bolt load ratio

3 Neural network for even-load-distribution design

In this section, by adopting the back-propagation neural network, we are trying to form a tool
for designing a multi-bolt joint having an even-load-distribution under the common tensile load.
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The general framework of this machine learning-based optimization work can be summarized
by Fig.7. It can be seen that our work can be divided into three parts, that is “Data Genera-
tion”, “Neural Network”, and “Find Data”. First, the input variables include three bolt-hole
clearances and three tightening torques. As explained before, the design space for bolt-hole
clearance is between 0 to 2 mm and for tightening torque is between 0.5 to 15 Nm. Here, an
increment size of 0.2 mm is used for clearances which makes 1000 possible combinations for
three-bolt clearances. In the meanwhile, an increment size of 0.5 Nm is adopted for torques
which makes 27000 possible combinations for three-bolt torques. Thus, a total of 2.7 × 107

possible test patterns are assumed. The following symbol for the evaluation of unevenness is
adopted as outputs:

u =
max{Fi} −min{Fi}
max{Fi}+min{Fi}

(i for total load = 30kN) (10)

Here, max{Fi} indicates the maximum bolt load when to total applied load is 30kN while
min{Fi} indicates the minimum bolt load. If the unevenness of load distribution is low, this u
value should be small.

In Data Generation, 1000 random inputs and corresponding outputs are generated by Mat-
lab script using our circuit model. In practice, this step takes about 20 minutes mainly due to
the call and calculation of the circuit model in Matlab/Simulink. Then, these 1000 samples are
used for the training process of our back-propagation neural network. It is noted that the 1000
samples are divided into training set, validation set, and test set using a ratio of 70%/10%/20%.
The architecture of the established neural network is shown in Fig.7. Four hidden layers are
included and the number of neurons in each layer is 30/40/40/30 respectively. The stochastic
gradient descent back-propagation optimizer “Adam” is used as the learning algorithm while
the rectified linear function (ReLU) is used as the activate function for calculation between
layers. After the training and evaluation of neural network, it is used as a response predic-
tor to obtain a symbol of the unevenness of the test pattern. A database is thus formed by
these test patterns and their predictions. With this database, a script of pattern generator
is written to get the optimal parameters of bolt-hole clearances and tightening torques which
make the smallest symbol of distribution unevenness. Finally, the optimal results are tested
and evaluated by comparing with FEM and results by the circuit model.

The ultimate goal of a neural network is to find a group of weights and bias for every
neurons to make a minimum loss function, which indicates the difference between predictions
and target values. Here, a weighted mean square error (MSE) is defined as loss function to
increase the accuracy of predicting a relatively low value of unevenness u, which is important
for our optimization problem. The adopted loss function is shown in Eq.11. Here, yi is the
predicted value and ŷi is the target value. Compared with the commonly used MSE, a weighting
factor 1/(ŷi + 0.001) is added, which will make a larger value of loss function when the target
value ŷi is smaller. With the incorporation of this customized loss function, the accuracy of
our neural network is increased with ŷi in the range (0, 0.1) as presented in Fig.8(a) and (b).

Weighted MSE =
1

n

n∑
i=1

(yi − ŷi)2

ŷi + 0.001
(11)

Having built the neural network architecture using a widely used Python machine-learning
package “TensorFlow”, we then focus on the validation and accuracy of the response predictor.
One common way to evaluate the performance of this regression model is through the loss
function, i.e. the weighted MSE. A smaller loss function value means better performance.
Fig.8(c) shows the history of the weighted MSE with increasing epoch number. Every time the
epoch number increases, the whole dataset is used and the regression parameters within neural
network are updated according to the chosen learning algorithm, thus making a smaller MSE
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Figure 7: Machine-learning based framework for a even-load-distribution design of three-bolt
joint (a)Data Generation: using circuit model in Matlab to generate 1000 samples (b)Neural
Network: training and validation of the established neural network (c)Find Data: using neural
network to form a database and find desired data of minimum symbol of uneven load distribu-
tion

if they are updated towards the right direction. It can be seen that with the increasing epoch
number, MSE gradually decreases from 0.5 to the minimum MSE 0.0015. In order to avoid over-
fitting, we set a stopping criterion that training process ends when the loss function MSE does
not improve more than 1e-5 for 20 consecutive epochs. So the training process ends at epoch
355. Another common representation of the performance for this machine learning model is
through a comparison between every single prediction and its reference value. This comparison
is shown in Fig.8(d) in which x-axis is the reference value and y-axis is the predicted output. A
closer position of a dot to the bisection line (y = x) suggests a more accurate predicted value.
In the figure, this is also reflected by the regression coefficient ”R2” ranging from 0 to 1. The
closer the value to 1, the better matching of the neural network. It can be seen that the value
of R is very close to 1 for both training data and test data. And the band width of the dots is
narrow, indicating a satisfying overall performance of the neural network.

After successfully validated the robustness of neural network, it is used to generate all the
corresponding predictions of all possible 2.7× 107 test patterns. It is noted that the precision
of this database is controlled by the increment size of clearances and torques. Considering the
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Figure 8: Predicting accuracy with target values in the range (0, 0.1) (a)normal MSE
(b)Weighted MSE; Performance of the neural network model (c)History of MSE with increasing
epoch number (d)Regression coefficient for training and test dataset

actual assembly equipment and measurement difficulty, we think that the step size of 0.2 for
clearances is acceptable. Since that the effect of tightening torques is directly reflected by the
friction which is nearly one-fifth of the torque in our cases according to Eq.7, a larger step
size of 0.5 for torques is acceptable. According to this database, the optimal parameters of the
desired property, which is the minimum symbol of unevenness, are as follows:

• Clearances: bhc1 = 0.4mm, bhc2 = 0.2mm, bhc3 = 0.4mm

• Torques: T1 = 11Nm,T2 = 10Nm,T3 = 15Nm

Since that multi-bolt joint using identical parameters illustrate a relatively low load ratio
shared by bolt 2, the optimal parameters provided by neural network indicate a smaller bolt-
hole clearance at bolt 2 will help to alleviate the load carried by bolt 1 and 3 while increase
the level bolt 2 is occupied. The detailed reason behind this can be explained through a careful
examination of the loading response of the three-bolt joint with the optimal parameters, which
is shown in Fig.9. It can be seen that joint with these chosen parameters renders bolt 2 a
high initial bolt load ratio, which is up to 41% when the total applied load is 18.0 kN and
displacement is 1.25 mm. Since that our algorithm only cares about the load distribution
when the total applied load is 30kN, this high unevenness at the beginning phase is not taken
into account. According to the results shown in Fig.5, when all three bolts enter into the
phase of full-contact, the load distributed on bolt 2 is clearly less than the other two bolts.
Therefore, for results of Fig.9, the high initial load ratio of bolt 2 start to decrease as full
contact begins. Then a low value of unevenness is successfully acquired at the total load of
30kN. The load ratio shared by each bolt is 32.1%/34.7%/33.2% relatively, which shows a good
even-load-distribution.
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Figure 9: Loading response of three-bolt joint with optimal parameters for even-load-
distribution design provided by machine learning based framework (a)Bolt load-displacement
curve (b)Bolt load ratio

Although this machine learning-based framework can be successfully implemented to give
a satisfying set of optimal parameters than can fulfill the demand of minimum unevenness, its
efficiency needs to be valued. It takes almost 20 minutes for this whole design campaign of a
specific multi-bolt joint. This is a huge advantages of our circuit model built in Matlab/Simulink
over FEM since our FE model would take about 5 hours generating one single data. The
time-consuming operation of FEM usually comes from the introduction of contact and three-
dimensional elements, which may increase the difficulty of convergence. A further effort can be
made by using parallel computing in Matlab, or decode the circuit model and replace it by a
equal script.

4 Discussion

4.1 Comparison with other optimization algorithm

In the above work, we use this machine learning model to efficiently build a database for all the
possible combinations of design variables in the given design space, and then can directly find
the best outcomes. A common way to solve the optimization problem is by using optimization
algorithm like Genetic Algorithm(GA), Ant Colony Optimization(ACO), and Particle Swarm
Optimization (PSO). These advanced algorithms are inspired by the nature for finding the
right iteration direction given initial dataset. Here, results and computational efficiency of
these algorithms, machine learning model, and also their combinations are compared.

The work flow of the optimization process is shown in Fig.10. Here, both Genetic Algo-
rithm and Particle Swarm Optimization algorithm provide a way to approach minimum fitness
function value at each iteration. When the stopping criterion is reached, which is typically
evaluating whether the fitness function has converged, the optimization process stops and best
output is reported. With the circuit model and machine learning model as the predictor of
fitness value, a total of four methods are compared to our machine learning-based framework,
that is, (a) GA+circuit model (b) PSO+circuit model (c) GA+machine learning model (d)
PSO+machine learning model.

For the operation of these algorithms, stopping criterion is one of the most important
factors affecting the computational efficiency. A same stopping criterion is adopted for all the
optimization process, which will end the progress when the relative change in best objective

13



function value over the last 20 iterations is less than 1e-3. The optimization history curves of
GA and PSO are shown in Fig.11. It can be seen that both PSO and GA can quickly reach
a convergence at around 13 iterations. The computational time cost listed in Tab.3 clearly
shows that, on one hand, using PSO can have slightly greater time-efficiency than GA. On
other hand, it can be shown that by using machine learning model as a surrogate model for
circuit model, the time cost by the optimization process can be greatly reduced. For each
configuration, only 1.2 second is needed. This significant improvement is partly because of the
fact that neural network algorithm is quite simple and easy to implement, and partly because
the circuit model-based optimization process needs to call the Matlab/Simulink module at each
iteration. It has to be noted that 20 minutes have already been spent on generating training
dataset for this neural network. However, firstly the training data needed can be further reduced
and secondly, the machine learning model can be expanded when designing joints with other
geometric configurations.

Comparing the optimized parameters provided by these methods and also by our database
using the framework shown in Fig.7, it can be found that the unevenness values shown in Tab.3
are smaller than the previous results shown in Fig.9, indicating a better design. This is due
to the prescribed precision in our database as bolt-hole clearance increases by 0.2mm while
torque increases by 0.5 Nm. But using these optimization algorithms, the input precision can
be set to 0.01, which greatly expand the whole design space. Therefore, better results can
be found. Here, the optimized parameters listed in Tab.3 are different by different methods.
However, all of their corresponding bolt load -displacement curves as presented in Fig.12 show
good evenness of bolt-load-distribution. This suggests that our optimization problem here may
have local minimums, which makes many different design parameters can lead to a close value
of unevenness.

Figure 10: Flowchart of genetic algorithm (GA), particle swarm optimization algorithm (PSO),
and the combination with machine learning model
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Figure 11: The optimization history curves of (a)GA and (b)PSO at each iteration

Table 3: Comparison of results and computational efficiency of the optimization methods

Methods
Best input (bhc1, bhc2, bhc3,

T1, T2, T3)
Best output

(unevenness u)
Time

GA+Circuit (1.0, 0.9, 1.0, 3.2, 10, 1.2) 0.019 86.7min

PSO+Circuit (0.32, 0.21, 0.28,6.6, 9.6, 2.2) 0.007 67.8min

GA+ML (0.58, 0.41, 0.60, 3.9, 4.2, 12.1) 0.031 9.1s

PSO+ML (0.2, 0.2, 0.2, 1.2, 12.6, 0.5) 0.021 1.2s

4.2 Experimental study for validation

Followed by the intuition given by the optimization results, several composite three-bolt joints
were fabricated for validating the bolt load distribution. Carbon fiber/epoxy prepregs were
used for fabricating, which were cured under 80 degree for 2hours. And then the cured plate
was cut by a waterjet cutting machine ProtoMax with high positional accuracy of 0.05mm.
For all the composite laminates, a layup of [+45/0/ − 45/90]3S is used. Their homogeneous
laminate property and geometries are listed in Tab.1. The bolt hole diameters are different
for the two groups of test specimens to generate different bolt-hole clearances when assembled
with same steel bolts.

The key problems for this experimental validation is how to evaluate the bolt load distri-
bution in this multi-bolt structure. Here, a method of calculating the bolt load ratio using
four strain gauges is introduced. The positions of these four strain gauges on the composite
laminates are shown in Fig.13. To deeply expatiate on the feasibility of the method, a detailed
stress analysis on the bolt hole is performed. For the external load applied to a composite joint,
it can be seen as a combination of bearing load and by-pass load. Bearing load Pbr is the load
transferred by the bolt while the by-pass load Pby is the remaining load taken by the composite
laminates. Due to the brittle nature of composites, a superposition principle can be used under
linear assumption. According to Ref[32], two non-dimensional stress concentration factors αbr

and αby, can be utilized to describe the linear relation between the stress at a specific point
and the applied external stress. Then, the stress at point 1 and point 2, can be written as,

σ1 = α1
br · σbr + α1

by · σby (12)

σ2 = −α2
br · σbr + α2

by · σby (13)

Here, for example, the α1
br denotes for the stress concentration factor at point 1 under bearing.

Bearing stress σbr = Pbr/dt and by-pass stress σby = Pby/(w−d)t. As a result of the symmetric
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Figure 12: The bolt load -displacement curves calculated by circuit model using the op-
timized parameters provided by the four optimization methods: (a)GA+Circuit model,
(b)PSO+Circuit model, (c)GA+Machine learning, and (d)PSO+Machine learning

position of point 1 and point 2, α1
by equals to α2

by. Therefore, bolt stress can be calculated from
Eq.12 and Eq.13 as,

σbolt1 = σbr =
σ1 − σ2
α1
br + α2

br

(14)

For all the three bolts, similar equations can be obtained, thus making the bolt load ratio
as,

ratio1 =
σbolt1

σbolt1 + σbolt2 + σbolt3
=
σ1 − σ2
σ1 − σ4

(15)

ratio2 =
σbolt2

σbolt1 + σbolt21 + σbolt3
=
σ2 − σ3
σ1 − σ4

(16)

ratio2 =
σbolt3

σbolt1 + σbolt21 + σbolt3
=
σ3 − σ4
σ1 − σ4

(17)

It can be seen from our method that the requirement for these four stain gauges is that
they are placed symmetric to each other at the corresponding bolt hole. In our experiments,
all the strain gauges are 30mm distant away from hole center. The bolt hole clearances are
adjusted by a careful measurement of bolt diameter and the hole dimension cut by waterjet.
The tightening torques of three bolts are ensured by a ETC Series digital torque wrench from
ADEMA company. The fabricated three-bolt joints and the experimental set-up are shown
in Fig.14. In the experiments, a total external load of 30kN was applied and kept when the
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strain values at the four strain gauges at each joined plate were recorded and then calculated
according to Eq.15-Eq.17.

A total of four multi-bolt joints were made and follows two different parameters as (0.2mm,
0.2mm, 0.2mm, 3.5Nm, 3.5Nm, 3.5Nm) and (1.0mm, 0.9mm, 1.0mm, 3.2Nm, 10.0Nm, 1.2Nm).
The experimental results calculated using Eq.15-Eq.17 and results by circuit model are shown
in Fig.15. It can be shown that for these two configurations, results by circuit model agree
well with the experimental method, especially at the middle bolt 2. For the bolt 1 and bolt
3, relatively large error is shown. This is due to the secondary bending effect as shown in
Fig.14. Normally, this bending would have effect on value of strain gauges 1 and 4. But
at the strain gauge 2 and 3, this bending is restrained by the contact brought by tightening
torques. Therefore, a better accuracy is shown in for the mid bolt. Comparing the results
of these two configurations, it can be found that for the first group of specimens, bolt 1 and
bolt 3 carry clearly more load than bolt 2. With parameters (1.0mm, 0.9mm, 1.0mm, 3.2Nm,
10.0Nm, 1.2Nm) provided by optimization method ”GA+Circuit”, results of the second group
of specimens give a better even bolt-load-distribution as bolt 2 carries more load. This is
achieved by relatively smaller the clearance and larger value of the tightening torque at bolt 2.
However, due to the complex multi-stage pattern brought by friction effect, the mechanism of
the combination of clearances and torques is not straightforward and this is where our machine
learning model can play an important role.

Figure 13: Strain gauges placed on the multi-bolt joint structures and the stress analysis

5 Conclusion

To conclude, in this paper, we have proposed an effective optimization method for the design
of multi-bolt joint through a combination of a simple machine learning model and a novel
equivalent circuit model.

The idea of this equivalent circuit model for determining load distribution in multi-bolt
joint comes from the similarity between circuit system and linear mechanic system. According
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Figure 14: (a)The three-bolt joints cut by waterjet machine and assembled by a digital torque
wrench (b)Experimental set-up (c)Secondary bending effect

Figure 15: Experimental validation for the optimized design at an external tensile load of
30kN: comparison between results by circuit model and experiments under a three-bolt joint
with (a)uniform parameters (b) parameters provided by optimization framework

to this similarity, the load shared by each part of the joint structure is equal to the current
flow in circuit model. Apart from the advantage that circuit model shows better computational
efficiency, effect of frictions can also be reflected directly in this model by choosing various
parameters indicating bolt-hole clearances and tightening-torques. Moreover, this circuit model
is not limited to the single-bolt or three-bolt joint shown in the paper. It can be easily extended
to joint with more bolts through serial and parallel modules.

While the comparative study between identical and random parameters of clearances and
torques has clearly shown that this friction effect has a great influence on the load distribution
ratio on each bolt, we are focusing on reaching the minimum bolt load unevenness by carefully
alter these two significant parameters of each bolt.

The machine-learning based framework here aims to provide both the forward response
predictor and the backward problem of optimization. First, it is used to generate a symbol
of load distribution unevenness from given set of parameters. Since that the dimensions of
input and output is small, a very simple machine learning model using neural network with low
computational cost is successfully established and validated. We then form a database which
is composed of three bolt-hole clearances in the range (0,2mm), three tightening torques in the
range (0,15Nm), and the corresponding symbol of unevenness of bolt-load-distribution. Then,
with these database, for the optimization problem of load distribution unevenness, machine
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learning model could provide optimal parameters for achieving minimum unevenness. In addi-
tion, by a collaboration with optimization algorithms like GA and PSO, our results show that
the computational efficiency is greatly increased, which is the most impressive advantages of
our framework.

An experimental method of simply capturing the bolt load distribution using four strain
gauges is introduced. This is based on an assumption of linear relationship between bolt load
and stress at a certain position. By adopting this experimental method, the output of our
optimization framework is validated.

The machine learning based framework can be a general procedure for accelerating the
inverse problem elucidating structure-property relationship. A possible application could be
problems where a complicated relationship is hidden between input and output, or a vast
design space is involved.
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