Cantor

NSC91-2212-E-002-041-
91 08 01 92 07 31

92 11 4



TR TR EL R e R LTV 4

A Cantor & # 6 03] divke ko 5B % (4 31 4 47

Eae REYATE O FEIE

4 H%EL L 91-2212-E-002-041-
HEHPEF 928§ 1p 2 9277 31 p

TEER DU SN
LP\?-_L:IH?/\
SEEE AR RLE

S EFLFA(REF P LFERTHR) B HRE O FEHRL

AR RIRL F T RET 2 R
CALR G L R P @472 -
(A A B FNLINFY < ,f,g T
LR BRRERgReFHRLIEFLLHmY E- 6
DW%@WPifgwﬁpzﬂ?ﬁ i»

e > |
>

1 ¥

-ﬁ:\\
it

o+

\

[\

o

e
I

ol
"ok
'F
i

W

>~

N

[

(2

<}

ki

JdL N L AR
2L
‘Z
%

=
D
o

o

P!
|4
T

b

= <
/\-

o %

™ %
:Et

'h-‘

=

DO

(e}

pant

N



Eha =N

AP ELE ¢ LIP3 5472
#&3 R Cantor # 4 6 -3 e ko
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Abstract

In the previous project (NSC87-
2212-E-002-049), we constructed a
regular fractal surface model using the
Cantor set. Based on this model and
elastic-perfectly plastic deformation
analysis, we successfully derived the
load-displacement relationship for a
regular fractal surface in contact with a
rigid smooth surface. In this project, the
method developed previously was ex-
tended to study the contact behavior of
random fractal surfaces. A random Can-
tor set surface model was constructed
first by introducing random parameters,
e., branching number, horizontal re-

ducing factor and vertical reducing
factor. Then we analyzed the effects of
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these random parameters the

load-displacement relationship.
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