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Fig. 1. Schematic of a plane membrane bulge test
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Fig. 2. Simplified plane membrane bulge model
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Fig. 3.Comparison of flow stress using proposed model
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Table 1 Parameters derived curve fitting of the experiments

¢ | oy & E
N a GPa
(um) (um)  (MPa) (%) (GPa)
0.34 0.396 0.289 0.102 218.046  0.188 114
0.44 0.307 0.370 0.671 199.740  0.152 128
0.61 0.264 0.204 0.332 199.570  0.164 121
0.67 0.225 0.214 0.597 179.211  0.165 108
0.89 0.248 0.269 0.925 157.442  0.137 114
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