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Fig. 4 Dynamic tensile test results of SS41 steel
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Table 2 Numerical predictions of permanent
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ratio

model permanent deflection

exp. DI* CS**  Dl/exp. CS/exp.
SE-5-1 725 762 795 1.05 1.10
SE-4-1  7.05 743 774 1.05 1.10
SE-3-1  6.69 7.09 763 1.06 114
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