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A study on the effect of yield stress in long-rod penetration

Chan Hwang, Dong-Teak Chung, Heon-Joo Lee and Soo-1k Oh
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Abstract

This paper presents parametric study of long-rod penetration. Influences of yield stress of penetrator and
target material on the penetration results such as crater size and penetrator residual length are contemplated.
Numerical experiments are carried out with varying the value of static yield stress of materials. Lagrangian
explicit code NET2D was used to perform parametric study. Element eroding algorithm was used to properly
simulate long-rod penetration. Analytic and empirical model of long-rod penetration and Taylor test are used
to explain the relationships of parameter and simulation resuits.
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4. Numerical Experiment
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Fig. 3 Schematic of numerical experiments
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Fig. 6 Normalized residual length of penetrator
varying static yield stress of WHA




(b) Static yleld stress of WHA =1.60

Fig. 7 Deformation shape
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