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Evaluation for Dynamic Stability of Excavator’s Attachment System
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Fig. 2 Acceleration at the end of bucket
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Table 1 Dynamic characteristics
Natural freq.(w,, rad/s) 13.521
Damping ratio (0) 0.0373
Time Constant (w,0) 0.5048
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Fig. 3 Physical model
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mL26(t) + ca?d(t) + ka?0(t) = f(t)
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Fig. 5 Acceleration by numerical analysis
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Fig. 6 Acceleration comparison between test &
analysis results
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Fig. 7 Displacement comparisons by analysis model
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