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Abstract

In order to evaluate spring-back behavior in automotive sheet forming processes, a panel shape idealized as a SS-rail has been

investigated. After spring-back has been predicted for SS-rails using the finite element analysis, results has been compared with
experimental measurements for three automotive sheets. To account for hardening behavior such as the Bauschinger and
transient effects in addition to anisotropic behavior, the combined isotropic-kinematic hardening law based on the Chaboche type
single-surface model and a recently developed non-quadratic anisotropic yield function have been utilized, respectively.

Key Words : Spring-back, Bauschinger effect, Isotropic-kinematic hardening, Anisotropic yield function

1. M B £ 49 4 & Chaboche 39 & X H(single-

surface) Zdoj ES :r“‘.s‘ HE AL

A AT AgelA A 2= ¥AE H A3t UKD, I WAl H|EWAHNL 11857
AR, duyx ZgAel Hold FuFE FFoU st o) AW Barlat 9 YI1d2000-2d
2 4 7 #ADP-Stee)Z AGH = o] o S50 g7 o]ttt FAo] I o]urH L
AE H3 ok SR ol A= BT, 28] 94 4goz dF AF, FolF A%
o] F Zﬂib 71&9 Agol Hlgte] & AZYME  MFo] unloading A LASE  Bauschinger
e 23 BT 7R o2 S SEstEE aug =3y YdeMdE dE QggE 9
o2 Triﬁif’“*—?"ﬂ 7128 FAAJA BHel @/ Adgel FHFHAUT o W, AFA
AYadE AT YR dAdA wl¢ #8F wysi= gze  wxsy] 9% =3t
PPz deix Aok & AFdxe, 2XHWE g gon o A 9 10%9 ¢E WS
g3 A58 F A= THS AT A6, de F gt Az FARAAL P25
unloading A] ## == Bauschinger % transient &7 98} SS-rail ¢} TR HPow, ¥ 7Ax9 &

T NEOTE ARTRR
** Materials & Processes Lab., General Motors
***  Manufacturing Systems Research Lab., General Motors

- 144 -



2aly FHAAST54-0,AAG111-T4H5 2 & I%3%
#&Zﬂc’ﬂ WE $2R2A Aot Ada agdt

2.0l B
2.1 A3 3

Bauschinger &3 2 transient A%& W)
5t} Chaboche Hol ©EE 2dd 7|z¢d %

isotropic- kinematic 43 & ol &38Uth
flo—0)~5" =0 ()

9ol Aol ¢ ¥ Cauchy S8, a =
°1%%§(back stress), &, = FE%Y 2dm f &
FEGTE JEhdnh 01% @34 FhEE e B
ol ¥ %%Qi o] Zrt

VI hdé(e —a)-h,dEa {2)

iso

da=da, —du, =

AN, kS b= 747 ”’“* o “’C: = yerarh

ol W, da, = f(de, )—,,; ol%, de,® FEHURE £ 9
ok, FALHAE B4R dsteiME,
gEgre] IArig HAolFE BARIE AEgdEAE

ZRsobt sheH, ol: W AWYF mE
[}

bE ol Ao oste mHH o FE 4 o)

2.2 Hlojx} H|EYY o8 &
FEGeo]  Zr] oL A9y g,
Barlat Fo} 9 HZ AdE YId2000-2d 7}
BASE sPAslela o] gHIG. A2& FAmeld
FEGee FAY vloa T4 dE8gs goz

THHel glonl, FFuE FFFY oYHE B
B 4 na geA gon, 8 A oA
A+E Adeh PRy AFE A wgoms we

AF L@} Fo1F Y AFL T ol A &

Ak Y1d20002d of i@ AAE BEe ool
FnER 2 dgdeladne,

2.3 HYBLOI20) Slpt 43|

79%‘% AAAE FEasyel 8357 9§t

01?*7 AFE TY 249 MBAPRE VL
o}" Aol dasit}, & Aol 2EolE(flow

theory) S 258 ol2jgt B4 & H2ZE W=+ 7
quragAlel AP HPFHED (incrementa,
deformation theory)e} 71Z3Ath W FEIE

of weh Foix WHFE Aeol Hdd, AHF
g 9 zojzl FEYSE o8 339 Fp

¢ 7% % gk & NSt AT Q otelel v
A% A ale] dojxA Hoh

I (0, -0, + AT - A, + Aq,) = &, (5, + AF)

3)

ol Aol HA w0r & E7AFHE oujsn,
28% P9 ge 348 A% FHosRy
ofd £ Utk #Hel HeX A& radial 39
o—at AFIFH G, () Al sleoot sivy o
g 59 AEAFE 29 1] vehi gl

Fig. 1 A schematic view of the stress update

3.4 ¥

B odxpdaE A AE AL w7}
ALEEATE 15mm 9] AAS754-0, 1.25mm
o} AA6111-T4 % 12mm 2 4 %A 4 71
wAel As Ase FAHsr] HE dRLEH
Bauschinger ¥ transient A %% 97l 4% 4%
UH/EET EHRT 8ol FAHUT of o
¢ AdA dAse w4 #HEFE wHE
fste] zlEe] WyPeW Sgsle W|aje &
HolA £33 & 1Y F de 583 A%"
7€ Agsddch olgk 2wl ¢sho
ol IEF FAHL vy € o)F$H
ZElol ot eA7E EAgy] "R ol& 34"‘
Wl ot F eaE BRASGTh 2¥ 2 &

=2
ZRe

- 145 -



Adel o5t dojA AR F R ¢F/ IFAIF

Aztolty. o] YA FEF/QFT JFHLE A
st 180° A F olPREELE AZE olFAZ
agojr}. o] agox BEo] reverse TH-& g Ho|
o 2@y dolxtov(Bauschinger effect) MWE
A& x WS S(transient %) UEbdE & F
et
300
250
% 200 3
g s
4 150 14 ," T-C prestiain 0.025
2 ~ [N T.C prestioin 0.045
5 100 oy ;;- == T prestran 0.072
! T e meinones
s L R
T i |

]
0.00 002 004 006 008 010 012

straln
(2
350
300 +
- 250
g =
200 T {
. ife
a ‘ l‘f ) :,‘ T.C prestralis 0.025
2 150 i j A — T.C prestiain 0.045
B £ == TCprestrain002
“ 100 : ——— standand curve
; £ C.T prostiain .025
50 : T.C prestinin9.052
K / - T-C presteaind 078
7

<

0.00 0.02 004 0.06 008 010 0.12

strain
700
600 vy
- f - . ’
& 500 ’
a (ol
2 400 [ :
2 /Y
e/ 7-C prestrain 9 021
$ 300 f;,' i — = === T-C prostrain 0 045
= 17e i i ——— T-Coprestran 0 063
0 200 f ] i o «——— standera curve
& «  CTprestran 0025
t «  CTprestrain 0052
100 K - C-T prestrain 9078
i
1
0 I

000 002 004 006 008 010 0.12
Strain

(©
Fig. 2 Tension/compression and compression/tension
curves for (a) AA5754-O (b) AA6111-T4 (c) DP-

Steel
9lo] Ay THozvE SH U olF HE REo
252 Chaboche o) EA B3 2] QAT o]
ALrE 2Tk

Al 74A Al g ¥l AdS 18y sty
ool AgE Y1d2000-2d 7F ol&HAeH, °lF
fate] Al B (0°,45°, 9099 9F AEE T &
nhako] gtE-geln) r gh8 3121, hydraulic B3]

AgE B3t FolF
EEFYH 7 A9 9™
Y1d2000-2d ¢ AFES
FEFFY Avme EFINEETS m=8, 2 4
A8E m=6 22 7tAsHA

Fraaasdo] ot 2zmwiAFe HYAH
AZE st A4 A8 5FE AFAL ss-
rail ©] AEo] Tix}Ql How o]
Yepgith. A2 & EB#33YBHF) F
ntd 2NN AFEY AFFY 2= Fe
Fst #AE FH FACMM)Yl Y5t
FAER L, oW Aye KLY
2ot HuHAY AY F dol2iH Eed

HadY BRAE %

48 FL sidewall, wall opening & XE&3}=
2zgw  rboldzlt Hlgd AAE A
LRt}

Fig. 3 SS-rail part

4. 8 3}

ATolA Add Az 7A R oHleat
W gs g5 FFE std AR
24 T3 ABAQUS 7} ALgE AT
293 FAHFL 93 z:=d ABAQUS/
explicit ¢ AM%A AMRSE  VUMAT o],
2xgy e Ydy =Z=Q ABAQUS/
standard ¢ AFgxl AMBFEH  UMAT o]
AHEERTE 28 4 o) 9 4-4" oA
freasidol o3 d5d€

A X )uloky)
Agge  wasidd. 01 o, EIF3da
v}%ﬁ]*u 42 ol FEL 25kN, 0.1 ©]1 DP-
steel < 42kN, 0.1 o]} :E‘OM A BA 2F

51dewa11 curl 3 EWX] ATHRG Jepuil o,

P Z
(< olfl e

- 146 -



FANNT AGAAF B LASE AL ¢ F A

50
AA5754-O
0
-60
1 aas111-T4
1]
-50
80 DP-Stee!
0 Experiment
—— Simulation
-50
Unit: mm
150 100 50 0 50 100 150
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