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Fig. 1 Illustration of multiobjective optimization.
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Fig. 2 Tchebychev problem.
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Fig. 4 Example of Paeto optimal.

Set aspiration level of updated FE model

¥

Set up multiobjective function
{F. £, - F}

[
Locate suspicious regions using error localization methods

¥

Construct updating parameters for the identified suspicious
regions

2

Solve multiobjective optimization problem

Fig. 5 Finite element model updating procedure.
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Fig. 6 Simulated test plate with a crack.

Table 1 Modal properties of test plate and initial FE

model.
Experimental Initial FE
Mode natural natural Relative | MAC value
n0. | frequency (Hz) | frequency (Hz) | error (%)
1 3.6011 3.7721 4.7488 1.0000
2 22.7184 23.5895 33346 0.3443
3 23.7103 24.5476 3.5315 0.5100
4 65.0973 66.3571 1.9352 0.9501

Q4 ALo]9] wrade-offs FRE BE3el 71thAE
451 A3 AL FE A4S wAAA €
.

3.2 =9 JiM off A

249 A AAAZA Fig. 6 I 22 7HHEH By
£ zeEAl 18N B 5 4%l B9 HF
Aol Z 1y, O 10cm——] & Q(crack)©] 9}‘:}‘
AH o dAESE 47 A 2gANAE
7#2E ¥ &8 AAE FE 228 AAEg . &3
249 MFe 466019 & AREFE ;126014
36 7] A AoA HFo A W}EE O 7 9] AFgo] &
A rtn 7pAsch 27) FE 29L& Fig. 7 3% ¢
o] @@ mdojr} {3 JFE 114 o
Z AFESFE s0°lth £7] FE Eddde 7 Fol
793 Hx 4oty Wi AgAuelel AHolg
VeRAT) Table 1 2 7] FE 299 44279} 4
HAAE vud Ao} v, 27 23 3¢ IfF
AZF 947} 392k A9, 27 121 3¢ BE
o] MAC #o) 095 2ot A Jehdct ol # 4
FBAE AAs7 A AMD 2dY A

HRFSF 24 3%, MAC &2 096 & 2AES
o}, olgl g R E E v ARndAs 53
B4z A8 n 7IgAE vAE AudAE B
9 4 AR At AR FEF A
gz A3

Fig. 7 Initial finite element model.

+
¢

s
*

0125 025 0375 05 0625 0.75 0.875
Fig. 8 Error localization using force balance method.

gt 2d e g vz AAg A
B3 W (force balance method)™ 7\}%—‘6}0% oalgl
a7 239 Y& Fig. 8 % o] FEIHU.
%7] FE 29& /MA38t7] AsA Fig. 9 & #ol 2
2 44L& 2 M9 BETFZ(substr-ucture) £ W1
AR AAdBYE Ak = ol o] BEE + 3
o3 7 skl ke,

AK =Y p.K, @)

FAE 3] &) A AZFEEs LAt
EEHA @iz s # o] BAE A
$olEZ olg 2 AL BT & 5 9l
o A (DAM p & p, EF HAl os7HA M
8 4 dokn st ot 2 HA3 E4
£ IMOOP & A3t Eich.

minimize

AT N AT % R T % N
f,,‘ fm: ’ f”" , " i

Jo, = I,

2
] <0.0009,

o

subject to [
1- MAC,, <0.04,
1-MAC,, £0.04.
HA3 A Table2 o) VYERY ok 2/ EF
228 AS AA 2zd disle 392 EJAAT,
2 a3 3¢ 2o MAC @< 096 20 2zt
Attt A4E s E HAHFAA 3, 4 28R
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Fig. 9 Two substructure

Table 2 Test-analysis correlations of updated FE model
(1* interaction).

Mode no. Frequency error (%) 1-MAC
1 3.46 0.0001
2 2.24 0.0426
3 0 0.0417
4 3.32 0.0048

Mode no. Frequency error (%) 1-MAC
1 2.45 0.0001
2 2.00 0.0478
3 1.00 0.0464
4 3.00 0.0051
HA FH g Aol trade-offs & AlNTEHE, o}l
s 2o
Ay =-31.7817,
Ay =—28.5597.

4, sHAA BHTE 08 A7) G E 3
A EHHE e FMAACK Aoke g ne
th &, 27 783 3¢ ZE9 MAC & 096 B}
aA &EA, 4 TRAFTFE 3% JA & ¢
ATHE= Flolt. MAC &8 096 Btt 24 3] 9
M} nHAFF 25 AIRAE 35% F s
ofelst & thEH A ZAE EQch

Jor = I,

my

2
minimize ( ] 1-MAC,, 1-MAC,,

2
subject to [I—;—[m—] <0.0012, i=1,2,3,

1- MAC,, <0.04,

1-MAC,, <0.04.
# 2 3l A3t Table 3] A2 o] 9lch. MAC g2
0.96 2t oF7F 2wk 71giX| 9} o}F 7irhg #t
E H48E 7 5 ANt o]sp Zo] IMOOP §
Abggog A, MHAE 2o J)gxd Eity=
AR i HFHE vnd 44 7€ F AA
o

4. ZE o 2% ByH
2 ATNME Y A48 78 o) FAA

Table 3 Test-analysis correlations of updated FE model
(2™ interaction).

FE 29§ /A& 53 H235 71HE AHe
3, EXF-E 44T o FAE Yt of
BHEg Jg 5 A B 59, o8 7HA 7H
% IMOOP & AtggozH 7ide 2o 7gA
of BgEHe 4F AAE AFHE v nF gA T
stk 2d A dARAM g Hge AHE-3t
Fod 4oz 2dE AT 5 Uk oy
g owd JiAd WHE AAFHA  dE(real
engineering structure)el] 43t ATE FYstu

ATHT).
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