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Abstract. Drawbeads are very important devices to control the material flow into the die cavity in sheet metal forming, 
although excessive deformations may be produced. There are some disadvantages in their using, such as difficulties of 
adjustment during die try-outs for obtaining the actual Drawbead Restraining Force (DBRF). To solve these problems, 
to control the sheet flow into the die cavity efficiently and  to reduce the number of die try-outs, which are very time 
consuming, sufficiently accurate drawbeads concepts are necessary. The aim of this paper is to understand the 
influence on the DBRF of two sets of their main design characteristics, namely, the geometrical and the material 
properties. For this purpose simulations with Finite Element (FE) models were designed by varying each one of these 
factors and maintaining constant the other geometric and material parameters. A similitude analysis was run to 
establish this comparison. The results were compared with Nine (1978) experimental databases for circular cross 
section drawbeads and the average of absolute error was approximately 5 % and, for the cases studied, the maximum 
error was about 10%. Predictions derived from this approach are adequate, in terms of precision, when compared with 
analytical and experimental results. For this reason, the approach was used to develop a study about DBRF 
evaluations and was accepted as a contribution by STAMPACK®, an explicit finite element code used to simulate the 
forming process. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
 

A conventional drawbead is a device which has a semi-cylindrical bead located on one binder face that fits into a die 
groove. The most widely used geometry of the drawbead cross section is circular, although rectangular, triangular, 
trapezoidal and unsymmetrical geometries are also employed. In the current work, only the circular geometry is being 
approached, (see Fig. 1). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Fig.1. Drawbead in a stamping process with a circular cross section. 
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The improved quality of the parts obtained in sheet metal forming depends on the suitable control of the rate of 

material flow into the die cavity. This control is made by a restraining force supplied either by the blankholder, by the 
drawbeads or both. When the required restraining force is too high, the use of drawbeads is necessary, according 
Tufekci (1994). However, when the sheet passes through them, excessive deformations may be produced. Some others 
disadvantages, such as difficulties of adjustment during die try-outs in order to encounter the actual Drawbead 
Restraining Force (DBRF), may also occur.  
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In order to solve these problems and to reduce the number of die try-outs, which are very time consuming, precise 
drawbeads concepts are necessary. Thus, a study concerning the design of drawbeads in forming process must be 
performed in order to determine with accuracy the actual magnitude of this force. 

The first analytical approach was done by Swift (1948). His work was carried out considering the bending and 
unbending succession when the sheet passes through the drawbeads. The material was assumed to be isotropic with 
linear strain-hardening and strain rate-independent behavior. 

Nine (1978) performed experiments to study the influence of the bending deformation and friction on DBRF. These 
components have been separated and analyzed. Drawing and clamping load were measured for steel and aluminum 
sheets. His experimental data were discussed from the viewpoint of the materials effects which must be taken into 
account in a mathematical model for drawbead forces. In the present study, Nine’s results were also used with a part of 
validation procedures. 

Levy (1983) developed a semi-empirical procedure to establish a closed formula of DBRF. In his equation, 
parameters of material properties and geometries of the sheet and the drawbeads are considered. Using the Levy’s 
model as a first approach, Stoughton (1988) developed an analytical formulation to predict the DBRF. The Stoughton’s 
assumptions include Coulomb’s law for friction, Hill’s anisotropic yield criterion, rigid-plastic and with a rate-
independent material behavior. The derivation of a closed formula was possible by integrating deformation work across 
the sheet thickness and along the full extension of the drawbead. His model is applicable to circular cross section beads, 
but has potential to be used with other geometrical forms. 

Nowadays, there’s a growing emphasis on Finite Element (FE) modeling in sheet metal forming. There’s no doubt 
about the power of the numerical techniques. However, the three-dimensional (3D) FE simulation of complex parts 
forming has a high expensive computational cost. Thus, researches aiming to find solutions for this problem and to 
place these limitations to a more acceptable level are welcome. In one of these solutions, Carleer et al (1995) 
established an approach by which the distributions of DBRF of the sheet are initially curve-fitted as a function of 
displacement so that these functions are applied as boundary conditions to produce similar effects in the 3D modeling. 
This approach has been named the “equivalent drawbead method”. Two-dimensional (2D) FE approaches to simulate 
the drawbeads have been therefore performed. Duarte (2005) developed a study, using the same approach, to investigate 
the influence of the sheet thickness on the DBRF. 

The aim of this study is to understand the influence of the most important parameters describing the DBRF 
behavior. To this end, a hybrid approach was formulated using similitude with data bases developed using explicit 
based Finite Element (FE) simulations. This procedure was adopted after analyzing the good agreement between the 2D 
FE drawbead simulations carried out with STAMPAK ® and Nine’s (1978) experimental results. 
 
2. SIMILITUDE 

 
The theory of similitude may be developed by dimensional analysis which involves consideration of the dimensions 

of the examined phenomenon. According to this theory special attention is focused on the conditions that would permit 
the behavior of two separated physical systems to be treated similarly. This theory allows the reduction of the number 
of involved quantities and a better analysis of the actual influence of dimensionless groups on the phenomenon under 
investigation. 

Accurate prediction equations may be established when the dimensional analysis is combined with experimental 
procedures. Based on dimensional analysis, it is possible to formulate an equation which involves an unknown function 
of dimensionless groups, named π terms, which may be written, generically, as follows: 

 
1 2 3 4π π π π π= SF( , , ,..., )                                                                                                                                           (1) 

 
where s represents the number of dimensionless groups – or π terms - involved in the phenomenon and may be obtained 
on the basis of the Buckingham π Theorem, see Murphy (1950). This theorem states that “the number of dimensionless 
and independent quantities required to express a relationship among the variables in any phenomenon is equal to the 
number of  quantities involved minus the number of dimensions by which those quantities may be measured”, that is: 
 

s n b= −                                                                                                                                                                        (2) 
 
in which, s represents the number of π terms, n the total number of quantities involved and b  is the number of  basic 
dimensions considered. Details may be found in Murphy (1950). Hypothetically, if there were eight quantities and three 
dimensions involved, five π terms would be required. The equation could be written in the following form: 
 

F( , , , )π π π π π=1 2 3 4 5                                                                                                                                               (3)                       
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It must be emphasized that the only restriction related to the π terms, according to Buckingham Pi Theorem, is that 
they must be independent and dimensionless. 

 
3. METHODOLOGY 
 

The principal advantage of dimensional analysis is related to a reduction in the number of variables that influence 
the phenomenon. The key issue is to arrange the parameters in appropriate dimensionless groups. Different sets of data 
(from every π term) are necessary to describe this process.  

In previous studies, similitude was calculated from databases developed using experimental procedures. However, in 
the present research, not only experimental databases but also numerical databases have been used in order to fit either 
an exponential or a potential function. The experimental databases used by Nine (1978) were necessary in the final 
model validation and in the earlier simulations - in this case concerning the FEM model adjustment. Methods were 
designed with the objective of taking advantage of the positive results obtained from an explicit FEM code to estimate 
the DBRF. 

 
3.1. Modeling the problem 
 

When a sheet is subjected to the force of the drawbead, a complex combination of geometrical and material factors 
arises from the deformation forces. Its deformation is complex because the bending of the sheet is inverted four times at 
punching. Tensile and compressive strains occur, simultaneously, on both sides of the sheet, varying from zero at the 
neutral axis, to maximum values on the sheet surface. One of the factors which affect the value of these forces is the 
magnitude of the local strain, according to Nine (1978). This is determined by the geometry of the drawbeads and the 
thickness of the sheet metal. See Fig. 2: 
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Fig. 2. Circular drawbead parameters. 
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The deformation forces are also affected by strain hardening, represented by a constitutive equation. Cyclical strain 

is considerably different from unidirectional increasing strain hardening. Clearance between the blankholder and the 
drawbeads has an important influence on the observed bending radius. If the observed radius is greater than that used in 
the reference shape, the bending strain will be less than calculated. It must be remembered that the magnitude of the 
plastic strain compared to elastic strain will determine the plasticity assumption. 

Finally, the strain state may influence the strain hardening. Two FEM models have been designed and their results 
compared with those obtained from experimental data in order to verify the importance of each of these parameters. 
This will be explained in the following section. 

 
3.2. Finite Element Models for Achieving Simulation Databases 

 
In order to calculate the most effective DBRF, two different FEM models were designed. In the first, as shown in 

Fig. 2, a sheet was subjected to a circular drawbead between the upper binder and the die. Its mesh was structured with 
quadrilateral elements, three of them along the sheet thickness. Figure 2 also demonstrates the blank holding force 
(BHF) direction, the punch stroke direction and the bead that fits into the die groove. 

   The second model was designed similarly to the first but without the drawbead, as shown in Fig. 3. The aim was 
to calculate only the contribution of the drawbead to the DBRF, neglecting the friction effect along the whole of its 
extension. This contribution is simulated in Model 2 and, subsequently, subtracted from the DBRF calculated in Model 
1, with a drawbead. 

Twelve independent quantities were chosen to express the relation among nine dimensionless groups, as described 
in Section 2. Both of these (BHF and DBRF) are shown in Fig. 1. The remaining geometrical forms are available in  
Fig. 2 as follows: sheet thickness (t), die radius (Rd), bead radius (Rb), clearance (c) and bead penetration (h). The 



material properties are taken in account by choosing those parameters assigned: Young Modulus (E), Conventional 
elastic limit (Sy), isotropic hardening constant (K) and isotropic hardening exponent (n), as well as the friction 
coefficient (µ). After the selection of those parameters which had the most influence on the DBRF, nine π terms were 
elaborated so that the π Theorem requirements were satisfied.  
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Fig.3. Model 2 with suitable mesh without the drawbead. 
 
In order to reduce the number of necessary phenomenon observations the study variables were arranged in 

dimensionless groups. However, at least seven data points were identified for each π term from the EF simulations. The 
value of each parameter was stipulated within a range determined according the most usual values used in practical 
cases, as following: π1 = DBRF / BHF, is the ratio of restraining force to the blank holding force, both in kN. This 
π term is the dependent variable in the next relationship which involves the remaining π terms: 

 
π1= F (π2 ,π3 ,π4 , π5 ,π6 ,π7 ,π8 ,π9 )                                                                                                                         (4) 

 
The others π terms, from Fig. 2, are defined as follows: π2 =   t /Rb the ratio of sheet thickness (t) to the bead radius 

(Rb), and its range is 0,10 0,35π≤ ≤2 ; Friction coefficient π term µ, 0,30π µ= ≤3  ; Exponent hardening coefficient π 
term, π4 = n,  where 0,10 0,30π≤ ≤4 ; π5 = Ε / Κ, is the ratio of Young Modulus (E) to constant hardening (K), 
100 500π≤ ≤5

; π6 = Sy / Κ , is the π term that correlates the conventional elastic limit (Sy) and the constant hardening 
(K), 0,15 1,20π≤ ≤6

; π7  =  h / Rb is the ratio of bead height (h) and the bead radius (Rb), where 0, 70 2,50π≤ ≤7 ; π8 = c / 
Rb correlates the clearance (c) and the bead radius(Rb), 0, 030 0,300π≤ ≤8

; π9  = Rd / Rb is the ratio of  the die radius (Rd ) 
and the bead radius (Rb), 0,30 1,50π≤ ≤9  . The values of each parameter were stipulated within a range determined 
according the most usual values used in practical cases.   

The contribution of each parameter for the DBRF must be evaluated. This process was developed by fitting a 
function to the database which was obtained from FE simulations. At least, seven points for each π term were 
simulated. To ensure that only the contribution of the parameter under investigation was being evaluated, all 
simulations were conducted holding the other groups as dimensionless constants with pre estimated values. The chosen 
functions have the same nature, for fitting the databases were either the potential type, that is π1 = c1.(πi)

c
2, or the 

exponential type, π1 = c3..e
c4 .πi   
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Fig.4. Comparison with analytical and experimental results available in Guo et al. (2000). 
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By using the proposed approach, it was possible to find an expression in a closed form to estimate the DBRF. These 
results were compared with Nine’s (1978) results and Stoughton’s (1988) available in Guo et al. (2000) and are depicted 
in Fig. 4.  

Beyond the mentioned validation procedures, calculations included examination of relative thickness recommended 
and a perfect fit of the upper bead, without clearances from the die, for both materials. The shoulders, the bead and the 
die radius were designed with values equal to 4.75 mm. The simulated values for stroke and velocity of the punch were 
38 mm and 85 mm/s, respectively. This punch stroke was carefully calculated in order to ensure that a sheet element 
would pass along the full extension of the drawbead and to simulate the complete process of bending, sliding and 
unbending the sheet. 

Obviously, the precision of the results depends on the accuracy of databases achieved from the simulations. This 
accuracy also depends on the computational effort spent on each simulation with its explicit solution. Within certain 
limits it is possible to build a closed formula with a high level of efficiency. For this reason consideration of cost, in 
terms of time, must be included by the user of this methodology. However, this study is only concerning the influence 
of geometrical and material parameters on the DBRF. 

 
4. RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS 

 
As described in the Section 2, the contribution of each parameter for the DBRF must be evaluated. This process has 

to be developed by fitting a function to the database which was achieved by FE simulations. At least, seven points for 
each π term must be simulated. 

 To ensure that only the contribution of the current parameter under investigation is being evaluated, all the 
simulations are conducted by holding the others dimensionless groups’ constants in a pre estimate value. Table 1 shows 
these used constant values. 

 
Table 1. Constant values adopted in the simulations for the pi terms.  

 
 

 

iπ Constant Dimensionless Groups Used 

π 2  
db

t 0,76= = 0,16
R 4,75  

π 3  0,17µ =  
π 4  n = 0,23  

π 5  E 206.000= =
K 516

400  

π 6  yS 171,7= = 0,3
K 516

3  

π 7
b

h 7,7= = 1,62
R 4,75  

π 8  
b

c 0,76= = 0,1
R 4,75

6  

π 9  m

b

R 4,75= =
R 4,75

1  

To conduct the simulations, the Finite Element (FE) software used was STAMPACK®. The mesh was designed as 
described in Section 3.  

The simulations results are available in Figs. 5 to 12. In every case, for the conditions stipulated in this study, there 
are the functions which were fitted to the data bases with their correlations, respectively. 

Figures 5 and 6 show the results obtained from the simulations for each sheet thickness π term and friction π term, 
respectively. They were calculated for steel, which has the following material properties: Sy = 171.1 MPa, E = 206 GPa 
and ν = 0.3. These results were obtained after subtracting the Model 2 DBRF from Model 1 DBRF. The figure 
demonstrates a high correlation between the various thicknesses π term and friction π term values tested with respected 
to the calculated DBRF: R2 = 0.9792 for sheet thickness π term and R2 = 0.9222 for friction π term. It is still possible to 
verify the exponentially increases of the DBRF with respect to both π terms. 

The results obtained from the simulations for Exponent hardening π term and for Young modulus π term are 
depicted in the Figs. 7 and 8, respectively. Both figures demonstrate a high correlation between their π terms and the 
calculated DBRF, that is, R2 = 0.9949 for Exponent hardening π term and R2 = 0.9903 for Young Modulus π term.  
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Fig.6. Friction π term “versus” DBRF. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Fig.7. Exponent hardening π term “versus” DBRF 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Fig.8. Young Modulus π term “versus” DBRF 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Fig.9. Conventional elastic limit π term “versus” DBRF. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Fig.10. Bead penetration π term “versus” DBRF. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Fig.11. Clearance π term “versus” DBRF. 
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In both Figures, 7 and 8, is possible to verify that the DBRF decreases exponentially with respect to Exponent 
hardening π term and increases potentially with respect to Young modulus π term.  

The same thing happens with Clearance π term and Radii π term with respect to DBRF which decreases 
exponentially with very good correlations, that is, R2 = 0.9700 and R2 = 0.9762, respectively. This may be verified in 
Figs. 11 and 12. 

The behavior of DBRF with respect to Conventional elastic limit π term and to Bead penetration π term are similar, 
that is, there are exponentially increases of the DBRF, in Figs 9 and 10, with respect to both π terms. There are high 
correlations between the various Bead penetration π term values tested and the calculated DBRF: R2 = 0.9667 for 
Conventional elastic limit π term and R2 = 0.9956 for Bead penetration π term. 

Input output scatter plots are in general a very simple and informative way of running a sensitivity analysis. Once 
plotted on a common scale for DBRF “versus” some π term, for example, these plots provide for an immediate 
appreciation of which parameters has more influence on the restraining force parameter.  

Using the above procedure is possible to see that the Sheet thickness π term has the greater influence on the DBRF 
and the Young Modulus π term is the smallest one in terms of influence on the DBRF. The others have intermediate 
values between them. 

 
5. CONCLUSIONS 

 
Two FE models were designed to simulate a sheet metal forming process considering the contributions of eight 

dimensionless groups on the DBRF - drawbead restraining force.  
In every case a function was fitted, using the methodology proposed: use of similitude in engineering with FE 

simulation data bases to determine the influence of material and geometrical parameters on the circular DBRF. 
Predictions made in this study have were contrasted to 2D FE simulations carried out with STAMPACK®, with 

experimental data bases of Nine (1978) and with the analytical model of Stoughton (1988).  
The average of absolute error with respect to experimental data bases was about 6 % and, for the cases studied, the 

maximum discrepancy was found to be less than 10%.  
Predictions derived from this approach are adequate, in terms of precision, when compared with the analytical 

model of Stoughton (1988) because the average of absolute error was about 5 % and, for the cases studied, the 
maximum error was approximately 7%.  

Furthermore, evaluations with this approach were considered adequate, in terms of precision, when compared with 
2D FE simulations carried out with STAMPACK®. In these contrasts, the maximum discrepancy was found to be less 
than 10%.  

For this reason, the approach was used to develop a study about DBRF evaluations and was accepted as a 
contribution by STAMPACK®, an explicit finite element code used to simulate the forming process. 
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