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Abstract In view of the materials fatigue life prediction problem under step blocks specturm, especially the calculation

parameters of the existing nonlinear models depend on a large number of test data or it is difficult to select a suitable reference

value, which leads to the limitation in practical engineering application. A new effect coefficient «; = (S;, ,/Si)ﬁ based on
adjacent load was proposed, in which the two parameters b, K were derived from the fatigue life relation S = KN™. The fatigue
damage models and the results which combined with the previous experimental results of two-, three- and four-stage loading were
calculated and compared. The results show that the new model has better fatigue life/damage predicted results than Miner model ,
Manson model, Subramanyan model and Hashin model, which can be predicted more accurately in fatigue life/damage under step
blocks spectrum.
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Tab.1 Coefficient for S-/V characteristics of three materials

3.1

g 300CVM 4K 16Mn 7Y 30CrMnSiA 4
Material 300CVM steel 16Mn steel 30CrMnSiA steel
K 6 155 890 1366
b 0.159 3 0.0722 0.095 4

5T 300CVM | 16Mn #9 . 30CrMnSiA #9 1) P 2
N 7 N A8 45 R, 435132 H Miner 2% | Manson 152
A Subramanyan 7Y | Hashin £ 5 K B 0 1150 1 9%
7P R BN 45 3R, O 3 — 205 T S5 L AR
18 22 N T S R e AR 130 25 2R 15 2% b AR 1) i
D25 RSN SR 5~ 7 s o dlaed 5 PR A 7 i 25
SRS L AT SRR 89 57 401475 R X 1% 2 1 2 A
e KAE T Miner 5 7  Manson £ %Y | Subramanyan
5174 Hashin S50, JEHJE 300CVM 4, B T i Al 2
A, Ay 4 PR AR X 1R 22 I RAE 34 T 50%

Toip g = I A 5 A0 — B A S5 05 |
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100%.

FR2 FAEEAEETHESH®(300CVMH)
Tab.2 Fatigue life under different stress amplitudes (300CVM steel)

7 J7 {8 Stress amplitude /MPa 2086 2000 1655 1103 965 900 827
I 57 54 Fatigue life 891 1160 3 809 48 645 112573 174 400 296 594
®3 AERAEETHESHF®(16MnH)
Tab.3 Fatigue life under different stress amplitudes(16Mn steel )
% F1IEAE Stress amplitude /MPa 394 366 345 324
W% 55 74 Fatigue life 93 500 199 700 402 200 1370 200

R4 FEEAEETEIESHF® (30CrMnSiA i)
Tab. 4 Fatigue life under different stress amplitudes(30CrMnSiA steel )

N7 A3 A
Stress amplitude /MPa

482 (RN F1 732, FEHERT 1 250)

(Maximum stress 732,basis stress 250)

586 (fx KR 7 836, FEME RN 17 250)

(Maximum stress 836,basis stress 250)

97 77 Fatigue life

55757 7186

x5

PR TR H RS B FER N HNLE R 3T LE (300CVM$H)

Tab.5 Comparison of experimental results and model-predicted results under two-stage loading (300CVM steel)

AR

Experimental result

Miner #5751
Miner model

N3 R B

Manson 5 71
Manson model

Hashin #5751

Hashin model

B

New model

Subramanyan #5174

Subramanyan model

Stress amplitude /MPa

d, d, d, EJ% d, EJ% d, E/% d, EJ% d,  E/%
0.196 0806 0804 020 0927 1211  0.890 838 0862 555 0892 863
0396 0727 0604 1095  0.775 425 0715 109 0675 463 0719 076
1 655~2 000
0586 0493 0414 732 0577 777 0515 205 0477 147 0519 239
0786 0226 0214 119 0321 941 0278 517 0253 271 0281 541
0.130  1.008 0870 1213  1.000 0.71 0998 085 0990 162 0996  1.07
1 103~2 000 0267 0816 0733  7.66 0997 1673 0984 1551 0948 1217 0971 1431
0533 0898 0467 30.12 0939 290 0.860 264 0755 999 0815 581
0.196 0796 0804 081 1000 2056  1.000 2056  1.000 2055 0999  20.48
0241 0830 0759 663 1000 1587  1.000 1587 1000 1584 0998 1567
827~2 000
0401 0764 0599 1416  1.000 2024  1.000 2024 0994 1972 0981  18.60
0.812 0847 0188 3972 0852 032 0848 008 068 971 0593 1530
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B
W U e 2t R Miner 557 Manson #571 Subramanyan 15 % Hashin #5174 e i
_ ;imph:lde ip, _Experimental result Miner model Manson model  Subramanyan model  Hashin model New model
l d d, E /% d, E /% d E /% d E/%  d,  E/%
0160 085 0831 186 1000 1472  1.000 1472 0999 1462 0999  14.60
0339 0889  0.661 1857  1.000  9.01  0.999 892 0985  7.80 0983  7.64
900-2086 0508  0.874 0492  27.64  0.993 864 0983 790 0927 386 0921  3.43
0678 0794 0322 3207 0944 1021  0.904 748 0778 110 0768  1.80
0241 0776 0759 167 0996  21.63 0992 2128 0973 1942 0969  18.99
965~1 655 0419 0857 0581 2163  0.966 851  0.950 725 0891 268 0881 1.6
0839 0776 061 3808 0493 1749 0453 2002 0361 2570 0349 2645
0.160  0.696  0.840 1682  0.680 189 0742 532 0779 971 0738 490
0312 0508 0688 2195 0515 087 0577 839 0617 1330 0573  7.94
2 000~1 655 0482 0375 0518 1669 0365 121 0417 485 0452 898 0413 447
0642 0258 0358 111 0241 192 0279 234 0306 533 0277 207
0794 0250 0206 421 0134  1L15  0.157 895 0173 736 0155  9.09
0.151 0580  0.849 3680 0346 3205 0454 1729 0571 128 0506  10.12
0.160 038  0.840 8416 0337 845 0443 1112 0559 3249 0495  20.68
0320  038F  0.680 4225 0226 2239 0305 1105 0399 232 0346  5.22
2 000~1103 0508 0214 0492 3850  0.141 1011  0.195 267 0261 656 0223 129
0633 0196 0367 2063 0098 1188  0.136 724 0185 133 0157 472
0794 0071 0206 1561  0.050 238 0.071 001 0098 312 0082 133
0071 0723 0929 2594  0.186  67.59 0082 8075  0.138  73.64 0388  42.17
0.160  0.87  0.840 188.18  0.133 1552 0057 3734  0.098 2565 0289  29.25
2 000~724 0348 008 0652 12883  0.079 229 0034 1270 0058 717  0.178 2037
0464 0080 0536 83.82  0.058 402 0024 1020 0042 693  0.33 973
0625 0026 0375 5361  0.036 153 0015 168 0026 002 0084 885
0071 0803 0929 1442 0647 1791  0.753 5690 0823 229 0760 488
0.160 0741  0.840 1099 0513 2525 0621 1335  0.699 469 0628  12.50
0294 0455 0706 3351 0382 975 0477 290 0551 1286 0484  3.84
20001379 0482 0366 0518 1792 0249 1375 0320 539 0380 163 0326 474
0642 0294 0358 684  0.160 1433 0209 9.08 0252 450 0213 867
0785 0250 0215 338 0091 1538  0.20 1254  0.147 999  0.123 1231
0.160 0517  0.840 4771  0.181  49.65  0.183 4931 0281 3490 0346  25.29
0.160 0482  0.840 5576  0.181 4690  0.183 4655 0281 3135 0346 21.22
0320 0258  0.680 7301  0.117 2445  0.018 2419  0.85 1259 0232  4.52
2 000-827 0473 0142 0527 6260 0078 1036 0079 1019  0.126 261 0159  2.79
0642 008 0358 3680  0.047 573 0.048 564 0077 170 0098  1.17
0.803 0062 0197 1561 0024 444  0.024 440 0039 270 0050 144
o 9 S A
Amag;fjiiﬁjffam o 3131 13.79 12.85 11.00 10.19
AR RERE 188.18 67.59 80.75 73.64 42.17

Maximum value of relative error /%

®6 FMHEF TIKBERE ZFEEMTNLE R 3L (16Mn X))

Tab. 6 Comparison of experimental results and model-predicted results under two-stage loading (16Mn steel )

) IR eSS S Miner 1574 Manson #5714 Subramanyan 157 Hashin #5574 A
R 1 g Experimental result Miner model Manson model Subramanyan model Hashin model New model
Stress amplitude /MPa

d, d, d, E /% d, E /% d, E /% d, E /% d, E /%
0.100 0.670 0.900 29.87 0.723 6.91 0.698 3.58 0.767 12.65 0.709 5.07
0.200 0.587 0.800 27.06 0.593 0.71 0.567 2.60 0.639 6.63 0.578 1.13
394~345 0.400 0.521 0.600 8.58 0.400 13.11 0.379 15.45 0.440 8.76 0.388 14.42
0.500 0.396 0.500 11.61 0.321 8.40 0.302 10.45 0.355 4.54 0.310 9.55
0.600 0.184 0.400 27.55 0.248 8.16 0.233 6.26 0.276 11.79 0.240 7.09
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B T84t R Miner 1574 Manson 574 Subramanyan 154 Hashin 157 B
N3 Wi AEL Experimental result Miner model Manson model Subramanyan model Hashin model New model
Stress amplitude /MPa
d, d, d, E /% d, E % d, E /% d, E % d, E /%
0.180 1.020 0.820 16.67 0.954 5.52 0.963 4.74 0.933 7.23 0.959 5.07

0.360 1.020 0.640 27.54 0.840 13.06 0.860 11.59 0.801 15.89 0.851 12.23
345~394 0.450 0.880 0.550 24.81 0.761 8.95 0.785 7.14 0.717 12.29 0.774 7.93
0.490 0.820 0.510 23.66 0.722 7.51 0.747 5.59 0.676 11.01 0.736 6.44
0.580 0.780 0.420 26.47 0.623 11.52 0.650 9.59 0.577 14.94 0.638 10.44

0.200 0.720 0.800 8.70 0.525 21.17 0.501 23.79 0.476 26.48 0.597 13.39

0.400 0.400 0.600 25.00 0.346 6.79 0.327 9.13 0.308 11.49 0.404 0.47
366~324 0.550 0.280 0.450 20.48 0.242 4.61 0.228 6.31 0.214 8.00 0.286 0.77
0.700 0.220 0.300 8.70 0.152 7.37 0.143 8.39 0.134 9.39 0.182 4.10
0.800 0.150 0.200 5.26 0.098 5.46 0.092 6.11 0.086 6.76 0.118 3.33

0.100 1.200 0.900 23.08 0.993 15.92 0.995 15.76 0.997 15.63 0.983 16.69

0.200 1.000 0.800 16.67 0.969 2.57 0.976 2.01 0.982 1.52 0.942 4.81
323~366

0.400 1.020 0.600 29.58 0.862 11.13 0.880 9.86 0.898 8.61 0.803 15.29
0.500 0.960 0.500 31.51 0.776 12.58 0.799 11.03 0.822 9.47 0.707 17.32

*EX#lje%:Fﬁr]{E 20.67 9.02 8.91 10.69 8.19

Average value of relative error /%
=g =] it
HXTRERAE 3151 21.17 23.79 26.48 17.32

Maximum value of relative error /%

®7 AEHE TREERESZMERPTNLERXTLE (30CrMnSiA #4})

Tab. 7 Comparison of experimental results and model-predicted results under two-stage loading (30CrMnSiA material)

B T8t R Miner 1574 Manson 1574 Subramanyan 5% Hashin #5174 BT
IV 73 1 L Experimental result Miner model Manson model Subramanyan model Hashin model New model
Stress amplitude /MPa
d, d, d, E /% d, E /% d, E /% d, E /% d, E /%

0.167 0.662 0.833 20.63 0.546 14.05 0.611 6.177 0.649 1.58 0.606 6.77

0.208 0.582 0.792 26.58 0.499 10.46 0.563 2.401 0.601 2.38 0.558 3.01

586~482
0.417 0.287 0.583 42.05 0.320 4.66 0.369 11.712 0.400 16.12 0.366 11.16
0.694 0.125 0.306 22.10 0.149 2.89 0.175 6.127 0.192 8.23 0.173 5.87
0.223 0.917 0.777 12.28 0.967 4.37 0.942 2.187 0.923 0.54 0.944 2.38
0.269 0.903 0.731 14.68 0.949 3.94 0.917 1.205 0.894 0.76 0.920 1.44
482~586 0.448 0.750 0.552 16.53 0.838 7.37 0.782 2.665 0.747 0.28 0.786 3.03
0.628 0.615 0.372 19.55 0.652 2.98 0.586 2.318 0.549 5.34 0.591 1.93
0.807 0.425 0.193 18.83 0.385 3.22 0.334 7.374 0.307 9.58 0.338 7.08
iR 2SI
xR /J{E 21.47 5.99 4.68 4.98 4.74
Average value of relative error /%
. +EX¢}£§.HQﬁ{E 42.05 14.05 11.71 16.12 11.16
Maximum value of relative error /%
3.2 ZHEAmE 1023,b = 0. 112, #5351 5 FfAb 5 1) F500 {15 105 45 2R

- dal 2 4= s AR b T[15]62 NIEE:q . TR i
X LY12CZ #4 R} k47 9% 55 10 56 L TE AN [7] 3 %] a2 9 BT 7R , Subramanyan 4 % Hashin 5 %) 7

far M R 55 iy 4n 2% 8 FT o, P B 58 B Ol 608. 25
MPa. = 2% il 2% 5 43 ) A A% v hn 2k A v A6
o AR AR R N aR, S-V £ iy R BUK =

TR TR (1% R NS 1R 22 P 2 (E R R X B8 R
Miner #5878 PR A R 22 1 34 (B M e RAE 3 B K o
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£8 TR ANEETHES F® (LY12CZH#)
Tab.8 Fatigue life under different stress amplitudes(LY12CZ material )

Ji JJ W {H Stress amplitude /MPa 5,=224.20 5,=246.49 5,=359.87 5,=503.18
W55 A7 Fatigue life 719 424 312500 12 098 524

R ZHMBTHHMEMLRER

Tab.9 Comparison of experimental results and model-predicted results under three-stage loading

i IREE R Miner 57 Manson 157 Subramanyan {7 Hashin 15571 Fey i
R FIWUF Experimental result Miner model Manson model Subramanyan model Hashin model New model
Stress sequence
d] dz d3 113 E /% 113 E /% 113 E /% 113 E /% 113 E /%
S,,8:.8, 0.556 0.248 0.646 0.196  13.52 0.986 23.44 0.939 20.18 0.908 18.05 0.945 20.63
S..8,.8, 0.556 0.191 0.517 0.253  20.02 0.376 11.16 0.563 3.62 0.620 8.15 0.457 4.73
$,.55.8, 0.191 0.248 0.159 0.561  93.81 0.037 20.47 0.076 13.95 0.115 7.30 0.074 14.15
5,.5,.8, 0.287 0.064 0.334  0.649 94.74 0.100 34.15 0.248 12.51 0.360 3.77 0.216 17.25
SR
FxTER2F /jﬁ 55.52 22.30 12.56 9.32 14.19
Average value of relative error /%
SEL Oy
HXTRESAE 94.74 34.15 2018 18.05 20.63

Maximum value of relative error /%

3.3 WK A 1 B 41 P s 95 57 RARB 5L T 1.5, 98 55 i A/
W T MESMACQUE G 250 et A &bkt A ar B FINER Z2H0R
G 3 IMBEGR IS B . AN RN ) B9 55 75w A

_— 1 —d
. . X . S oo : i
PSRRI 0B I . B Ol —
W I I
BAFH] S-N M2 R EK = 855, b = 0. 087 3, #fif Y s| T {Failure | 7 Failure
3 H H | ! !
. — . — |
JnZRE P an 2 7R o % Miner ,Manson ,Subramanyan | s| oo i P | P i
e N . N | ' 1 ’ T
Hashin KA 84 1) SRR 57 75 diy A5 03 24T B0 , 45 Ak B BBy BB BB BB BB
A AR BirC
ST 11 R , I 04 S 0 He S R A Lowdng.d_ Lowding Loading €
1 2 3 4 -
T o; =) JA=T IS o }
X 22 e KAH 43 il 4 26.58% . 8.57% . 34. 17%. 1 IRAEA B K CHOIARIIUT
32.95% K. 6. 91 %’;H\:EF‘ ’Subramanyan_l_j Hashin *ﬁﬂﬁﬁ Fig. 1 Loading sequence of loading A, B and C
F10 REEAIEEKNESFGMSREMNNREIRZE
Tab. 10 Applied cycles and fatigue cycles under different stress amplitudes
ST Stress amplitude /MPa 5,=260 8,=275 5,=290 S,=305
BEFINZRIKEL Number of life cycles for each stress 210 000 110 500 60 000 33750
J% 57 754 Fatigue life 840 000 442 000 240 000 135 000
R EEmMB BN EFIRIEET
Tab. 11 Comparison of experimental results and model-predicted results under four-stage loading
BT A:S,-8,-5,-5,-S, B B:S,-5,-5,-S, B C:S,-5,-5,-5,
Load A: §,-S,-S,-S,-S, Load B: §,-S,-S;-S, Load C: §,-S;-5,-S,
SBUE S . LY &EE L] o ES ez L]
e 25 J)}i:ﬁ::b {ﬁ e e &jﬁﬂb e £ ))ﬁﬁ‘ﬁ‘bj
. Cumulative fatigue  E /% .. Cumulative fatigue E /% o Cumulative E /%
Total life r Total life ! Total life . '
damage damage fatigue damage
2 ‘_\L\\éﬂ:
Li.tL AR 531 000 1.139 — 434 500 1.151 — 236 500 0.790 —
Experimental result
iner £ 5!
Miner 2 414250 1.000 1220 414250 1.000 1312 414250 1.000 26.58
Miner model
anson KT
Manson {21 522 670 1.129 0.87 447 940 1.250 8.57 266 780 0.824 4.36
Manson model
Subramanyen F5i
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B New model 514 490 1.119 1.73 442750 1.211 5.22 283 700 0.845 6.91
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Tab. 12 Statistical value of the difference of cumulative damage for

experiment and prediction of each model
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