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Abstract

The distribution of fatigue crack growth rate is influenced by the measuring interval and
methods of calculation of crack growth rate. The purpose of this paper is to suggest a method for
the evaluation of crack growth rate distribution without the influence. The constant 4P test and
the constant 4K test are executed by using the CT specimen. The measuring interval of (4a/W
=0.0067~0.014) crack length is not affected by methods of the calculation of the fatigue
crack growth rate is suggested.
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Fig. 1 Distribution of Fatigue crack growth rate
(measuring intervalio.lmm, da/dN calcula-
tion: Secant method)
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Fig. 2 Distribution of fatigue crack growth rate
(measuring interval: 0.3mm, da/dN calcula-
tion: 5-point polynomial method)
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Table 1 Chemical compositions of material

" o
MATERIAL Composition (Wt%)
C Si ([Mn| P S
SS 41 0.180.08 | 0.61 |0.013|0. 012

Table 2 Mechanical properties of material

Tensile Yield Elongation
MATERIAL | strength | strength (f/)
(MPa) | (MPa) °
SS 41 414.96 281.55 39.7
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Fig. 4 Configuration of thest specimen

Table 3 Load conditions of 4P constant test

Pmax (N)| Pmin(N)
5886 2354

4P(N)
3532 0.4

Stress ratio

Table 4 Load conditions of 4K constant test

Pmax ()
AK (MPay/m) at
test starting

8456

Pmin(N) at| Stress
test starting{ ratio(R)

20.15 3365 0.4
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