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Sensitivity analysis of transient metal forming
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On the basis of a recently developed method which allows the use of linear elements for metal forming
simulation within the flow approach, sensitivity analysis is carried out. Aiming at large, industrial prob-
lems, attention is focused on the explicit version, which is considered more effective for such problems,
although implicit time integration is possible as well. By time step splitting a stabilization sub-matrix is
obtained, which allows the use of equal interpolation for velocity and pressure. Specifically, linear triangles
and tetrahedra have been used, which are easily generated by automatic meshers. Sensitivity analysis is
carried out by the Direct Differentiation Method, with which similar analyses have been performed by the
author for the flow approach within a direct solution scheme.
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1. INTRODUCTION

An essential feature of numerical simulation of industrial metal forming processes is, among others,
the large size of the problem. The problem discretization must be refined enough in order to model
complex geometries and to obtain the solution within a satisfactory accuracy. For this reason,
in spite of the ever-growing computational capacity, attention is focussed to find more effective
methods for numerical simulations. One of the choices that proves to be preferred by researches and
engineers in a number of situations are the explicit methods, which do not require the solution of
the system matrix. The conditional stability arising in these methods limits the allowed step size,
unlike in implicit ones. However in practice the critical value of the time step is frequently of the
same order of the time step required for accuracy of the time integration. Therefore the explicit
methods definitely become competitive with respect to the implicit ones.

Secondly, in both implicit and explicit methods, by time step splitting, some positive effects, in
comparison with the non-fractional-step solution, may be obtained [5, 6]. In particular, a stabilizing
sub-matrix is obtained upon discretization of problems holding incompressibility [8, 10]. This prop-
erty, initially applied in simulation of Newtonian fluids, was recently applied also to metal forming
within the flow approach [1, 4, 12]. This fact is said to circumvent the Babuska—Brezzi (BB) con-
dition, which means that arbitrary approximations may be used for both discretized variables —
velocity and pressure. Obviously, the simplest choice is to use equal order interpolation for both of
them, which is not possible when the BB condition must be satisfied. In particular, linear triangles
are attractive for their easy implementation and automatic generation.

The previous discussion justifies the use of an explicit method with time splitting and linear
triangles in the framework of the flow approach for metal forming simulation. Further, sensitivity
analysis adds important information about the process itself and about numerical features of the
method: how do changes in the particular parameters defining both of them affect the solution.
The interesting aspect of so-called analytical methods for sensitivity analysis is that they yield such
valuable information at a residual cost, once the analysis problem has been solved. As is well known,
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to assess their effectiveness, they should be compared with the cost of obtaining the same information
by another method, typically by solving twice the perturbed problem and calculating the sensitivity
coefficients as numerical derivatives, sometimes called the finite difference approach to sensitivity
(FDM). In the case of direct solution methods, the performance of analytical sensitivity analysis is
beyond discussion. (A survey of applications to metal forming can be found in [9] including some of
the authors’ previous work on the subject.) However, in explicit methods, since no inversion of the
system matrix is involved, the expected gain of using analytical methods will be less spectacular,
although it will still be much more convenient than using the finite difference method.

In this paper the Direct Differentiation Method (DDM) is used to obtain the parameter sensitivity
expression corresponding to the model for metal forming simulation in terms of the flow approach
with explicit time integration and time step splitting. The sensitivity coefficients are obtained also
in two sub-steps but independently of the solution which is being calculated at each sub-step, hence
there are no additional time steps for the sensitivity stage. As numerical illustrations of the method,
a steady state extrusion process is obtained as the result of a pseudo-transient evolution. Afterwards,
upsetting is presented to show the full transient solution. In each case sensitivity results with respect
to chosen design parameters are given.

2. SPLIT-BASED EXPLICIT VERSION OF THE FLOW APPROACH

According to the flow approach [11] the metal under forming conditions is considered as a non-
Newtonian fluid, whose viscosity is a function — among others — of the strain rate tensor. Since
dynamic or convective effects can be neglected, the problem is equivalent to that of solving a non-
linear and incompressible Stokes problem. For transient problems within an explicit integration
scheme the problem has to be posed as allowing some compressibility, and later the amount of it
can be set as to be negligible.

The momentum and mass conservation equations read
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where v; is the velocity, s;; the deviator stress tensor, p the pressure, g; the body force and p
the material density. The above equations are discretized assuming a fluid-type rigid-viscoplastic
constitutive equation for the metal,

0ij = sij — Pdij = 2p€ij — pij , "

where é;; = 1(0v;/0x; + dvj/0z;) is the rate of deformation tensor defined as the symmetric part
of the velocity gradient tensor. The equivalent viscosity u is defined as
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with v (so-called fluidity) and n being parameters of the viscoplastic law, € the effective strain rate
and o, is the yield stress for the € — 0 limit. Assuming small changes in density, we can re-write
Egs. (1) as
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where c is the speed of sound, ¢? = K/p,, with K as the bulk modulus.
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Upon discretization, Eqs. (4) yield

0 M(p) dt| p —K(p) 0 P 0
where q and p are the vectors of discretized velocity and pressure, respectively. The mass matrices
read

1
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the “stiffness” matrix is formed by the submatrices
K(,u)aﬁ = LzﬂBsaBsg dQ, K(p)aﬁ = /Q2N(p)anBsﬁ dQ, (7)

and Q is the vector of boundary and body forces. In Egs. (6) and 7, N(,) and N, are the shape
functions for velocity and pressure, respectively, while B is the known strain rate-velocity matrix
and T' = {1,1,1,0,0,0} in 3D or I" = {1,1,0} in 2D is used to obtain the volumetric strain rate.

Usually the numerical solution of the above problem requires the use of different order of interpo-
lation for velocity and pressure to fulfill the Babuska-Brezzi condition. Alternatively, stabilization
methods are available which introduce some artificial numerical parameter, (e.g. [3, 7], for direct
solution methods). An equivalent effect has been obtained by time-step splitting [5, 6], with a proper
choice of the split, as first noticed by Schneider [10] and Kawahara [8]. First, an intermediate veloc-
ity o is defined such that satisfies the deviatoric part of the momentum equation (that is, dropping
the pressure gradient term) for a given time step
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Then, by standard explicit discretization of the time derivatives and imposing incompressibility at
the end of the time step, we obtain a two-step algorithm which reads

1 iy b
sub-step 1 EM(Q —q" RN R =0,
(9)

sub-step 2 M( "t = q) + Koq = Q

At

where q is the vector of discretized variables (velocity and pressure), the n index indicates quantities
at time ¢,, , and the tilde the “intermediate” quantities. In terms of velocity and pressure sub-matrices,
the matrices in Eqs. (9) have the following structure,
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is the discretized Laplacian operator and Q is the force vector Q extended by the pressure entries
(which are zero) and Q) is a force vector which results from integrating by parts the pressure
gradient term; its pressure entries read

At O, {
Qe = = [ Nipa—pg2m; d(0)p} (12)
N Ty

(where the vector n; is normal to the boundary), while the velocity entries are zero. We notice that
K, + K3 is equal to the standard system matrix for direct solution (see Eq. (5)), except for the
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pressure—pressure sub-matrix which, since it is formed by the discrete Laplacian H, introduces a sta-
bilizing effect upon appropriate values of At/p, , thus allowing the use of equal order interpolations
for both discretized variables.

The essential boundary conditions of the problem, corresponding to the effect of tools or forming
matrices, should be applied only to the second sub-step to obtain q"*!. The intermediate solution q
results from the first sub-step solved only with natural boundary conditions: either unloaded or
loaded with imposed boundary or volume forces. To apply essential boundary conditions to calculate
q would mean that additional forces are being introduced and shoud be balanced with opposite forces
in the second sub-step.

For the particular case of steady state, the system of Egs. (9) reduces to a form only dependent
on At/p,, which meassures the amount of stabilizing effect introduced by the numerical scheme.
Therefore, within the stability range, we can adjust At, p, and ¢, and, if the ratio At/p, is kept
constant, we can converge to the same solution with different convergence rates. On the other
hand, pc? meassures, for the transient case, the amount of artificial compressibility introduced by
the method. Again, we find the group Atpc? as characterizing the system behaviour along the
time integration. Specifically, apart from measuring the accuracy with which the incompressibility
condition is imposed, determines the stability of the numerical integration scheme.

3. SENSITIVITY EXPRESSIONS

The most straightforward way for sensitivity analysis of the present problem together with its
numerical model is to apply the Direct Differentiation Method to the discrete set of equations.
We differentiate the already discretized equilibrium equations, Eqs. (9) with respect to a design
parameter h. Equivalently, we can differentiate the continuum equations and then discretize the
problem, which would also include time-step splitting for the time integration of the sensitivity
coefficients, although we can also assume another strategy and even another discretization for the
sensitivity stage. If that is not the case, we obtain, with either method, the design-differentiated
system
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and the pressure entries of the derivative of Q(p) read
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If we obtain from Eq. (9) and replace into Eq. (13) respectively (G—q") and (q"*' —q), we arrive at

expressions for dq/dh and dg"*!/dh — our only unknowns — which do not depend, respectively,
on q and q"*!,
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therefore the sensitivity coeflicients can be obtained simultaneously to them, which means that the
sensitivity stage does not introduce additional steps or sub-steps, and can result simultaneous to
the solution of the analysis problem.

The boundary conditions for the sensitivity stage are similar to those of the analysis stage [1, 12]:
only natural for the intermediate quantities (dq/dh), and essential and natural for the end-of-step
quantities (dg™*!/dh), according to the imposed geometrical restrictions. It should be noticed that
to boundaries with non-zero imposed values corresponds zero sensitivity.

The design parameter h can be any material, shape and numerical parameter (as the time step),
which means that sensitivity analysis may be used to asses the effect of assuming certain values of
them. For shape sensitivity analysis (which is not covered in this paper) the above formalism should
be used in conjunction with the respective available methods (i.e. Domain parametrization and
Material derivative approachs). Within direct solution methods such techniques have been applied
to metal forming in [9)].

4. NUMERICAL ILLUSTRATIONS
4.1. Steady state extrusion

First, a steady state extrusion process is simulated. The layout and finite element mesh are shown
in Fig. 1. Velocities are imposed on the left side thus simulating the effect of the ram. Boundary
friction is simulated using contact elements that impose a Coulomb friction force proportional to the
pressure, with a velocity restriction to avoid oscillations around sticking friction. Time integration is
carried out with a fixed mesh until steady state is achieved. Figure 2 shows the velocity module and
pressure surfaces as seen from the upper right corner of the extrusion matrix. The velocity grows
smoothly from 1 to 4, according to the extrusion ratio. The pressure shows compression inside
the die and an unloading towards the exit with a slight oscillation due to the effect of boundary
conditions near the outlet. Figures 3 to 5 show the sensitivity of both quantities with respect to
the parameters of the constitutive equation: yield stress o, , fluidity v and index of the viscoplastic
law n, respectively. The assumed values for these quantities are: o, = 200, v = 107® and n = 1.5,
corresponding to a rather rate sensitive material as steel in hot working conditions. In every case the

Fig. 1. Layout of the extrusion process
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Sensitivity of |v| and p with respect to the static yield stress o

Fig. 4. Sensitivity of |v| and p with respect to the fluidity parameter







