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Fig.3 Relation between VELOC.
damping rate and angle of Crack
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Table 1 Material Constants

Fig.2 Crack model and Study points

~""RESULT OF HODEL
~—RESULT BY
04raGE TECRY|

A RESULT OF TEST
@ RESULT BY DAMAGE THEGRY

o

T RESULT OF MODEL
[+—RESULT BY

>

d 3
o w DaMAGE THECRY|
2 FO 850" e o
I AN
« ' 7 S T T
& - " > 03 \x(//
g osf—u \ S 3 NS
. S .
z — T g \.7&’
I .- w - S~ R =
i > x::g——*—\ FAREYY ===
" , , , L T
q 5 40" ) 0o 200 300 0 oo 00 00

OISTANCE  (CM) DISTANCE  (CM)

R
ANGLE OF CRACK

Fig.4 Relation between ACCEL.
damping rate and angle of Crack

Fig.5 Comparison of damage theory
and crack model results(VELOC.)

384

Fig.6 Comparison of damage theory
and crack model results(ACCEL.)



