[=&] st=2ad.7t58s(x], A 333 M 25,2024
Transactions of Materials Processing, Vol.33, No.2, 2024
http://data.doi.or.kr/10.5228/KSTP.2024.33.2.87

87

D% Mo MM A S S NY U
OlEX MHFAME &S o u|m
Aoy sest 2

Comparison of Forming Limit Diagram to Prove Improved Formability
of High-speed Forming Acquired Experimentally and Theoretically
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Abstract

The current study aims to prove that high-speed forming has better formability than conventional low-speed forming. Experimentally, the

quasi-static forming limit diagram was obtained by Nakajima test, and the dynamic forming limit diagram was measured by

electrohydraulic forming. For the experiments, the LS-DYNA was used to create the optimal specimen for electrohydraulic forming. The

strain measurement was performed using the ARGUS, and comparison of the forming limit diagrams confirmed that EHF showed better

formability than quasi-static forming. Theoretically, the Marciniak-Kuczynski model was used to calculate the theoretical forming limit.

Swift hardening function and Cowper Symonds model were applied to predict the forming limits in quasi-static and dynamic status

numerically.

Keywords : Dynamic forming limit diagram, High speed forming, Formability, Marciniak-Kuczynski model, Experiment
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