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More than 30 years ago, the automotive and steel industries collaborated 
through the SAE Automotive Corrosion Prevention Committee and the 
Auto/Steel Partnership to develop an improved laboratory corrosion test 
that ultimately became SAE J2334. Within the original validation studies, 
immersion-based electrolyte application demonstrated the most consistent 
laboratory-to-laboratory behavior and the closest agreement with 
corrosion ranking established through long-term vehicle exposure 
programs. Subsequent refinements to J2334 acknowledged that carefully 
controlled spray and fog application methods could achieve acceptable 
severity and ranking behavior when tightly defined. 

This work summarizes how electrolyte delivery methods currently used in 
SAE J2334 testing compare with the original development intent and 
examines whether shifts in industry practice may influence effective 
corrosion testing programs. Internal data generated within Auto 
Technology Company’s ISO-accredited corrosion laboratory was reviewed 
across a broad range of SAE J2334 programs conducted for automotive 
manufacturers, coating suppliers, and component producers. Standardized 
mass-loss coupon results and program-level usage trends were evaluated 
to compare relative corrosion severity and changes in testing practice. 

Immersion-based testing generated the highest mass loss at all measured 
intervals, while spray-based application produced intermediate corrosion 
response and fog-based testing generated the lowest severity. These 
results demonstrated a consistent ranking of immersion > spray > fog, 
aligning with historical SAE findings regarding electrolyte application 
and reproducibility. More significantly, program analysis showed a 
measurable shift in industry usage patterns. In 2019, immersion-based 
testing represented approximately 45% of SAE J2334 programs reviewed, 
while spray-based methods accounted for the remaining volume. Between 
2022 and 2025, immersion usage declined to approximately 4%, while spray-
based testing increased substantially and fog-based methods emerged as 
a growing share of testing volume. 

The observed reduction in immersion-based testing may indicate a growing 
divergence between current industry practice and the original 
development framework of J2334. As accelerated corrosion testing 
continues to be used as a predictive durability tool, electrolyte 
delivery method may warrant renewed consideration to preserve 
reproducibility, field correlation, and consistent interpretation of 
corrosion performance across laboratories and programs. 
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