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Abstract

This paper presents a method that optimizes the teeth
shape of linear induction motor. Independent variables are
x-coordinate change of four nodes at each tooth, and its
objective function is thrust at start. As a result, linear
induction motor with high quality which its thrust
increases up to 10 % per pole can be designed.
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Table 3.1 Final teeth shape

Axy 5. 0048000E-04
Axz 1.0664134E-03
Ax3 3.1604872E-03
Axa 3. 3644985E-03
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