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The comparison of the fatigue crack initiation life in a notch
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Abstract

For the life evaluating of notched members, it is the best way that performing the real
fatigue test of structure containing notch. But this method required generally much times and
costs to evaluate fatigue life. So, generally we use the modified S-N curve or several methods
to predict fatigue life. In this study, crack initiation life was evaluated by fatigue testing
the SAE keyhole specimen and smooth specimen made of Al 7075-16 alloys using the constant load

then obtained S-N curve of smooth specimen and P-N curve of SAE keyhole specimen. And, fat

igue

lives of keyhole specimen are predicted using some life prediction methods (Nominal range I
method, Nominal range I1 method, FEM amalysis) for investigating experimented results, and that
were compared with experimental data. Predicted fatigue lives by FEM analysis were corresponded
with experimental data between 1/3times and 3times on the whole, and predicted fatigue lives
using modified S-N curve (Nominal range I method, Nominal range Il method) were nonconservative

compared with that of FEM analysis.
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