539 B 1
2019 4£ 2 A

Pzl K5 2 W

Journal of Vibration, Measurement &. Diagnosis

doi;10. 16450/j. cnki. issn. 1004-6801. 2019. 01. 004

BETHERSHREHERBRBANANTE
it

(L. RMRFETEI¥ER MR .210096)

xER, EBERY, HRKE

CURMRFALHE TRAFONTELLRE #a0,210096)

WE GOSN R R H RS A B RS L 1R 25 % B 5 6 v AE R A el JE Lo A IR () AL Hy
i R T2 TR L e i 7 A A 285 P A 28 10 A% RE AL 0 TR I 9 S B 1 45 A48 3 1 2 U . i o T R T N AR
BLH 22 1] IR R o 4 3 o 7 28 B2 5 o R A 2 ] ) 0 6 I 5 G0 ) 7 72 A8 25 A {6 % M 25 1 R PR T A 2 i
AR 57 T ML O3 A 505 PR O R AL 5 e S o AR A S (L ARORT SR A % D R AL B A A B . DL — A i [
SCRRGER R B IT SR B LA SE IR D5 . A5 R R L 20 1 T LA SO 5 A A A5 4% o TR 40 R L A X

Vol. 39 No. 1
Feb. 2019

T TR ALY FE BRSNS REAR 0 TR N 5 T B B AR R R A BE

VA _E A 58 2 3 T L A B 50T Ji& o ol T B A2 i Y

KEE B IR; B RNARRE s AR s REUE T A S AR
hESEESE 0327; U44l.4; THI113.1
5l &

TR 5 A ) A 4 ) T ZR G A 4 R fE R
W RO AT BRI ST AR 2 — . 45 R A R AR i
WS 5 77 A AT 5 V) 5 R 8 4 5 A AR R A Y
PR — AT 7o 4 AR IR . G5 R KA
fis b, BESMGIN E; . FIEHALEE; d. R4S
ST R FT . At IR ST RS %S
BOR AL A B SR . 38 S R B AR 5 AT
S 45 K 1 [ A AR PR AR RS SR AR AL L T A
I U 235 A S A5 AR A A SR T ER T T A A R iR A
S5 R 42 JRy 200 JRy BB A0 A0 % JHL R AR AT A A b
P 2 s A A AE — o MESE . 3 T
25 I 7AE R A 4505 U O 1 e 3 TS R A s 1
BT AR A N AR i A TR AR L BT R Y 460 4 R
A R P A

H iy, JE T80 R AR BB A 1 25 A B A Ao
A — R . Shi 0 R 3L T 007 B8 AR 2 10 458 25 i
AR RE A U O % R BOIE 05 BCBIE T 3% 7 ik 6
SR 5005 52 L WA R . Law 260 41 X 5 A
) ER 2 XE LAV B I S 1) [R) 8, SR FH O S A7 A i B
SRY MR M AR EEE ., SRR,
FE TR ALY 78 0 A5 2 N A2 R A 43 TR ) 51 R LA 3K
PE A L RS B . Hu S5 R T3 T
FERE S Y 38 SURE A W A% BB 15 1% 7 1k T DA A 380 s
5 F0VEAL 45 4 R B

3

PO R AR B HL AT B R 15 8 B T D AR B A 0 2
AR G U 7 B A — S B SR . Xu 5 4R
R o e T A A A 1 04 R Bk T o ST
ERHTE R ARSI TSI A EI U D V) PN
JE AR S5 4G 1 B 05 U R 58 . Wu S50 1 — i gt
T AR AL A A i 1 A VL AR R A0 4 E 6 T I 9
TGS AR RS RS RS A A B O AR L A
SEARAS LA RE Y I AR A SRR S (B HN ST
W FTAE M I B L 2% 07 3 m LAE G 550 40 05 07 8 HL
FU R T 07 8% 25 10 6 25 1oz A BE 6L 45 U O 9k AT o
T R PR

F TR BY A e A A B2 5 X LA e S5 00 o
AR M0 H IR B 877 1 A o 52 D046 A% R 2L Ak i
FAPRI T S5 R BRI 22 . SEHAE Wu 42
T AR AR A 1) AR 2 N A BB AR 40 5 3 T I O BT 9 3
il b 3T RO A IT R M T 3R TN AR A AR
T 0 S 5 AR A2 N R R 5 45 R 40 s =2 TRD A G AR
a3 T BT T R4 L SE B T 2SR AT 1 U

1 ETEESMERERRGIAAER

L1 ETHBESHRHBEARA

X GGHRIG S @ AT S W RS A
fie" (model strain energy, fij # MSE) 2351 Jy

»  EFREARRFEEEINWE (11402052, 11572086) ; TL754 H AR 3 4 % 815 H (BK20180062,BK20170022)

kS H 41 .2017-01-13 3 4& 1] H #] . 2017-05-07



26 & oW K 5 2 W

%039 &

MSE, :%(pfk,-(p] (1a)

MSEY :%((pf)Tk,q)f (1b)

Horpr . MSE;; - MSE 73 531l 3 450473 i L J5 5% @ B 50 0 i
5 OB R ROCEL S N E BE sk MA@ O
(1 BTN HE R 5 @ DA% @ AN BAOCRYS j B R B 1
b d FoR B
BER R A U IS S S AR R 2 T A AR AR R S
W E SR 5 . 51 N B G R BE T I R A o FIA 5
AN BT Y 51 R L L D
ki =ak; (2)
2 B=1— a;» B AT G 50 W JEE A Al S i) 3
N
Ak, =k, — k! =Bk, (3)
Fop. g 5 0 A BT B
Hy B TR 25 A8 BE 15 BRI FE 37 0 2R K0 T Y
JEFR T LR AR A B R 2 R A A AR AR A
KA
S;\’Xs\’xMﬂNXM - (AR)NXM 4)
Horp o N g BoeA 8 M O B B 86 S R R
Wi s B R 400 00 2 85 R B 5 AR D AR %5 JE 4k 78U 78 A I (1Y
5303 T i R T2 7 A R A A R

DK, D, (i k)
S,‘g,]' - T . (5)
OK,®, +AR;, (i=k)
K—2M —M®, | ' T[—K,
K; = {Ki 0} T' X
—o'M 0 0
(6)
AR, =MSE, — MSE! (7

Horp . MRy B AR R S 5 KO SR W B 5 15 K
K, 5330 5 0 A RS kA B0 W BE JE [ X A W1
JEE R ) DT R, LA R R N R B — B BR A A
G B ASBTTXE N A EE LASE oAt A7 TR 1 E
VIR @, LA BB 4R B2,
57 BYEA A

1.2 MERESHBREZEHXER

TR R A /NETE DU AR e 5 AR WA A7
B u BR AR AT RN

e=A"u (8)
A" P Z A G AR AR A
u—=H.zg (9
Horp H, (0% 5 N AR 22 8] 1) 5% 4 1 HL
H, =A(ATA)! (10)

I BB IRA o, 5N ABLSIRR e, Z[H
)56 2Rl LSRR
o. =H.g, (1)

Hy 3 CLL) AT S92 A5 3 B8 25 22 1]
FAEEARRAR, HMZ S as THMmEE. 5l
AN ERAL RS HIR L 55 B 74 IR 2 22 [R] 4 e 4 A G HL D

H= (12)

(H,)y
ARAGHT j TS R R B IR Y @ 15 A R A
R e, KRN

QJ :Hs_, (jzlazv"'aM) (13

1.3 ETRERESHEARMAINTESR

H5 2 LD AR A (1), 15 50 5 T 1 25 425 1 5
ASBICHS BT ALAS I B U AR N AR RE R R N
MSE, =MSE,, :%s;ﬁ s

(14)
MSE] = MSE{, = (&))" (k) e

Hor . MSE,; , MSE, 43 33 2 5 43 115  J5 &% ¢ 70 %
IV v IO A A S I 1) B T R S 0 AR B s & AR
ANEITCEE j B AEREAS IR AL (R AR L AN FRITH
;AR AR i Xof o7 P B T M B AR B bR d SRR B .
(k));, =HIkH, (15)
KO PLH B R R N

AR; = (AR ; =MSE,, — MSEZ, (16)

A I F AR B 1 25 F 454 1 N O R
(8 oot (B vt = (AR 17

Horp.S, HRTFN RS R EESE;B. NET
o7 AR RS B 4500 A B AR I s AR, R 3E T AR
T 25 N A BE AR Ak o 5 R
T(K)je, G k)
(5.0, =7 K EIReT)
le"(KDje, + (AR), Gi=k)
(K)>; —H™(k, o) |K_ MM —MHzg]"
e/ ik T - i —S;HTM 0
— K,
[ }H (19)
0

Horrog, WEEMIIER j B AR B IR Y
L4 $HARANFTERAKRE

SEA R A R AR AR . 51 R S R A R o s A
AN 500 BT Y W R ARG e B 2K (17D R R U R
FHME S, xR PURA . 24 52 AL H I A7 e e A
YLy Y R Y Ty 1 5K A 45 A8 451 1 00 O R 2R
2 AR KR 2 i S A0 1T TE DAk 5 12 4 v SR A 1Y)
K . 23 K F A5 5 (6 #% B 5.7k (truncated singu-
lar value decomposition, faj F& TSVD)M2 S Jak /N
W 75 Y5 G S 403 0 R0 5 R ) R s DA B R SR ARG B
BT RaB R pEA T 68 A 7. ok 3E R /D



1

TR SR i A S AEL O3 A AR U O R

2 HEME

DLANEL 1B 7 o 799 v (8] S f) 45 8 T 34) o i 42
FBFFEX G . RSEANT AKX P8 X 5 =880 mm X
25 mm X5 mm, 43 8 A~V G HLOT s iR i E=
72 GPa AL p=0. 3, % F p=2 700 kg/m’, 7E
W S50 H 14 35 T N S AR S 14 A S N A RE R 40
(A Rr S IUR e S i e s S N OE AR VRS B
T8 H 40 1 T TS 2 1% N R A S A 4 A ke U 4%
T R B Hrp A i DA L] R B B 45 s
R ENE.

M 6 7 8'25mm

1 2 3 4 5
T I T T T T

o ® @ ® © ® ® 0| )
B A R TE R

Fig.1 Finite element model of beam structure
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Tab.1 Damage scenarios of the beam model
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Fig. 2 Damage identification results based on the first

three strain modes without noise pollution
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Fig. 3 Damage identification results based on the first

three strain modes with 5% noise pollution
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Tab. 2 The identified stiffness reduction factors a of the

damaged elements under different damage scenarios
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Fig. 4 Comparison between the damage identification re-

sults from method [ and method ]I without

noise pollution

BoCHifia . [, 3R 3 MEER LR fE ok
PR LT J73k T 5773 1 a9 38 0 0500 45 21 0 W
255 IR ZE IR MIAE 200 LAY 5 FZE e 7 T B 1Y) 15
DUT T R N 4 R R 22 W & T ik 1
A B 15 R 2 SRR 22 b T C R 105 050 25
R 500, L. ik 1 H Ok 1 BHu e 1 fE
S 450 TR 45 R D AT R



JEITTHE G o B T 2 R A A 2 7 AR R AR 3 R U ik 29

%1
0.3
. 5k 1
. o2t [—y 7 ||
= 0.1}
oL h, ..
0o 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
BT
(@) LU C,
(a) Scenario C,
0 Vv
CmEI
m’]m 0.2
R
B o1
. ]

BT
(b) T4 C,
(b) Scenario C,
5 SMEm FHT vk 1. I A8 0 &5 -0
Fig. 5 Comparison between the damage identification re-
sults from method | and method [[ with 5%

noise pollution
3 AFI, IREIARGETHNERERE o R5
#R
Tab. 3  The identified stiffness reduction factors a of the

damaged elements from method | and method [
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Fig. 6 Modal testing system and elemental damage simu-

lation
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Tab. 4 Modal frequencies of the beam from two sets of exper-

imental tests
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Fig. 7 The first three measured displacement modes of beam under different damage scenarios
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Tab.5 Identified stiffness reduction factors ¢ based on meas-

urement data using method |
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