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Limit Analysis of Plane Strain Drawing
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Abstract

This study is concerned with limit analysis of plane strain forming problems by finite element
method. The workhardening effect is considered in the least upper bound formulation and the
finite element program is developed for plane strain drawing. Limit loads and velocity fields are
directly obtained under various process conditions and strains, strain rates and grid distortion are
determined from optimum velocity components by numerical calculation. Experiments are car-
ried out for strip drawing with aluminum alloy specimens. Computational results in deformation
and limit load are in good agreement with the experimental observation.
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Fig. 1 Experimental die set-up for strip drawing
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