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Fig. 1 Schematic of a split Hopkinson tensile bar device
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2 HEEBS w00 — Experimental curve (1 500 s™)
2.1 HUERMGE
AT BUE R L Z /T, J6 Rk FH 3D BB R 44 §3°°'
SolidWorks 37 SHTB 52525 # (B %, T %00l
SHTB ¢ & # K b HAG IR & i Bl FR i, Sk 2b P
PR TR, M AL 4 B R S je0)
B R STTS . ASTFF . ST RN
19 mm, 4350 2 800 mm. 1 400 mm; F 3 or
£ 500 mm, 2. AR5 21 mm., 28 mm, 'Y 0 005 000 015 020 025 030

Ture Strain

EJE 10 mm, M2 R 28 ;iR HiERE X
A 10 mm, Sh423% 28 mm; 4F S RIE X8 B3 1500s" WASKT AA5182 ELSCN J)-1L 57

(R ATE 2 B . 4L SO 5 A e

JC B ABAQUS ( EXPIiCit) LA 53 5 2K Fig. 3 True stress-true strain curves of AA5182
Hopkinson PR i S LR E at the strain rate of 1 500 s™'

A R F s i B it R

R=2

22 MRHMEE R RS RIS age section

ASERE L 35 55 FF LA % F- 9 00 B4R T 45
50, BRIASLAED S 22 S U R, %5 2 7 800 kg/m’, Guboid | ! Guboid | |=
HPEBERE 210 GPa, WAL HE S 0.28. BB ook 1) 71 |E
R AAS 182 UG A5 4, bR o B9 . ~ )
AU, 2 FE R 2 700 kg/m’, BPEAR & 70 GPa, I1H L Transié N
LA 0.3; MR BER FH AAS182 & 4 7 N A8 %y Tramiition |2 zone
1500 s i S0 75 A OS2 7 - 2575 e S -
LU, B 3 o B 2 T, 4T (bR 0 — 2
7R A ABAQUS ( Explicit) I 47 B 76 15 10 5 | S
Wi v o N B E SR HZ A B B R AT P 5 IR A B4 gk R
P, PR EA B 4 FroR 458 A RGE il R kA 7 Fig. 4 Structure and dimensions of the specimen
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DASE S TR B, &1 S From B 404005 (0 A% o FF St A1 Tet 570 52 30 DOREL D9 A% 380 41 o4 A% 1) 2o 32, BT
Ay CID4; H A WA 42K ] Hex e, FRIGIEHR K C3ID8R, AMHHE . B ST . 738 LA B 14 1) B ot 4
TN : 6949, 4 674, 715 FiI 19555 Horbr, # i ied ¥ B X S8 Tet BLITHYE S A 889,

P s R B O3 e DX 240 AL T

Fig. 5 Refined mesh of the specimen and its connected zone
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Fig. 6 The path taken along the centerline of the specimen  Fig. 7 Relative deviation of axial stress in the specimen with time
in the central section

H &7 WA e S 7 O 22 B A () 328 00 /0N, 24 0 g I 38 2 3R o I B R o S VL D O 22
26.35%. 22.81 ps JG AL E 4.86%, I 1 V-4 155 I E] A 22.81 ps.
232 dkth@mE A KF

TR A e A5 A Bl i 187 7 8 B AR (DL 3) T 1) b 8 7 5 i 1) 197 7 %) B, K AR B
(L 0 X5 AEL 1 A Aty 2k A Al 1) 17 T3 7K A 8 b o P 8 ST/ Ay i i) 57 7 5 A Al 1) 17 PV S A 0 43 A, A Bl i)
N7 3R Xl ) 7 g W S A N L A O B A R e 2, VAR, A il i 1 g v ] XA X B . 1B 9
Al A 1) 107 7 5k 1) 17 7 B9 BU ALV B AR 08 A, T DA 43 A I R 34050, Ff i) X388 ) B (AR 6 A 4708
HANPRAZ 1R A7 HOAE B A (8 B AR S 1 B 17K SFh 0.056 3
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& e — 9]
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g 300 F §
= 250 % 0.10
o] =
S 200 &
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P8 ) B g 45 A Al 1A RO 9 AR 1) A P9 RSl S g Al i 157 3 FEAEL T B AR 89 23 AR
Fig. 8 Axial stress and non-axial stress along the path Fig. 9 Ratio of non-axial stress/axial stress along the path
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233 EHHOAZE

PRS2 58 T A ol ) 7 % Y
B2 NS I VI NPT O = s . R SN 6 B )
o7 AR B R, A A 7 A2 S /S, PR T 2
AR B I RO AN 5 1 o O ok — 20 A B 1
PREEBUEIE RS IR L, LB A I AR (A 5
2N AE IR, 7 R WA A 2] 5] 10 i
FRBEAE(E 9 T7 2209 0.598 8x107°,
234 LBBARN LA 110 AR B o 013258 1

M 10 1T LA i, b B R A AT 1 i Fig. 10 Distribution of axial strain in specimen after single wave
S Bt & AR T AR RN AR, AT LT R
Je i ¥ Be AR i G e B (G P B MR B BY) 22 B
A LR o P B AR AR TE B ORI, AR AN
F PR,

MELEZERAT LI, 3000 Mz A BB
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R i R D RS B AR bR s ISP Ik B I a] SR ) K| AR R A R DA R i i B
FHRSAETE o AR, B~ 1487 305 30 1 1] L, A= vl 1) 167 g A AR, AR 0 4 ), 3 8 B FE e/ U
R R R . PR, BT B 4 AR AR ORI S HY P e S U B R AR K F A AL T R RO AT
WSS EAL AR H R BTTE

3 mEEERALZT

3.1 EeEERHLRER

BREVMFEIOL AL 0 E B AE A 1 SSR IS T BP A4 I 4 DL R A4 5k (AR B Ab 78, o A g i AR
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Table 1 The deformation of each section of the specimen and

the relative deformation of the transition zone

AR PR BUE R SR B S BT

0.20 mm 1.62 mm 0.21 mm 20.20%

HBLRE S R AE AU L E SR R BT i
YL A LA B A | AR, AT LA DL A
B VBGA B 5 4 TR B0 25 R R . B Ik, T il
i TE AR I B TR AR, BP 28 I 4% 2 ST BE
7, HE 7 S5 SR R B A S Ll b

‘ — ——
32 BEBEHLSE s | v |
BP 26 4 e Bl {53 60 B 3 1221

T 4 1 22 2 0 2 B 2, BT K - BP HelagH ol |
—| SRR |

HeoHa

W 2 | 2R A
i A5 415 (genetic algorithm, GA) J&—#f
EL A 4% FARE S AR ALBERL Y . AT BP B eI | —
2 M2 5 GA M45 G, il ik BP Al 28 o 2 Tt 4>
A bR (B AT 80 5 365 07 BE A, GA DUAR 48 A~ A
N7 BE A HEAT e . HEARAS B e A0 A 1A B B ft 45 &
MZHEH G . BReth R T B mE 11 11 &R T 2R R
iV Fig. 11 The flow chart of intelligent collaborative optimization
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32,1 . ERGRIBAE AR E

PL43 55X Hopkinson $FFF AR EEA A S S5 L, . W Ly W0 R FI T RWFSEXT 4, & itos
R R K IE A IS0 7 BP A W0 28 AR A B e, Q3R 2 B 55 1 9 ik g 5, 7S &R FKF IE
ZIREANL T 25 LRI ; 25 2~7 FIN PR EEAIF S5 M S50 568 8~ 11 51 g il i A5 FR e 43R A5 i 11
DU EERG B (R A5 8 b, A 5 ZE 0P 2, B A RTUR FT A MRMBE L R AR 258 1500 s, S HR THEfE
PLOY R B2, 25 2 1 22 150 A 5 B34 J2 A VR RS 98 o AT 00 0 18 o 3 B (il P 4 I AR FAE 1 500 87 A2 A
(1450 s'~1550s" JERIN) &M T HITH.

#2 GHSHREXRBRITE

Table 2 Orthogonal test table of structural parameters

T LR (A7 mm) BEAEARARIN  RAE R GREERGNE kbR

L W, L, W, R T Elus Vo BIED KN
01 6 2 12 3 0.5 0.6 18.00 0.470 5 0.0517 0.038 1
02 6 3 13 4 1 0.9 18.00 0.4429 0.136 0 0.042 1
03 6 4 14 5 2 1.2 18.61 0.566 7 0.2499 0.049 7
04 6 6 15 6 2.5 1.5 18.85 0.5713 0.309 1 0.056 6
05 6 8 16 7 3 1.8 20.80 0.5256 0.3514 0.0815
06 7 2 13 5 2.5 1.8 21.45 0.1396 0.2219 0.021 4
07 7 3 14 6 3 0.6 21.00 0.1954 0.283 1 0.023 8
08 7 4 15 7 0.5 0.9 21.00 0.879 6 0.0149 0.0750
09 7 6 16 3 1 1.2 21.50 0.950 6 0.1140 0.0829
10 7 8 12 4 2 1.5 22.00 0.8055 0.230 2 0.0810
11 8 2 14 7 1 1.5 22.50 0.2289 0.074 0 0.0329
12 8 3 15 3 2 1.8 23.00 0.2358 0.196 7 0.0300
13 8 4 16 4 2.5 0.6 22.79 0.2817 0.244 5 0.0329
14 8 6 12 5 3 0.9 22.81 03717 0.287 4 0.046 2
15 8 8 13 6 0.5 1.2 22.81 1.593 2 0.074 6 0.1253
16 9 2 15 4 3 1.2 24.00 0.0859 0.196 9 0.0110
17 9 3 16 5 0.5 1.5 23.50 0.774 2 0.034 6 0.048 7
18 9 4 12 6 1 1.8 24.00 03178 0.061 0 0.044 9
19 9 6 13 7 2 0.6 23.41 04721 0.194 6 0.050 4
20 9 8 14 3 2.5 0.9 24.00 0.607 0 0.230 4 0.060 7
21 10 2 16 6 2 0.9 25.20 0.1547 0.1387 0.0135
22 10 3 12 7 2.5 1.2 25.20 0.192 6 0.1917 0.0194
23 10 4 13 3 3 1.5 25.00 0.2116 0.224 4 0.022 7
24 10 6 14 4 0.5 1.8 25.01 1.442 4 0.0270 0.086 6
25 10 8 15 5 1 0.6 24.00 1.1174 0.096 9 0.088 8

322 # I BPAVEZR%

K BB )2 BP 28 I 28 A Al R AR B0 R E AT I 25, PRS2 BP M 4 AL =2 A
2. BRI ZE . YR T L G AR LM pR B U E IR S5 R 6-25-4, BRI B AR 6 AN R
3NN R 6 SR SEL it )Z A 4 A L IR 4 48R B R 25 AT L A= S
2o WERSZ N L8 RECH IEY) S B AL 8 R tansig, $i 2 8] 4% 338 pR R R 4 1 A% 338 pRER
purelin, Y| 2k PR HCH T Levenberg-Marquardt 5575 A9 trainlm. 35 & I ZRIKECH 100, 272 #% 4 0.001, 2%
M HBR R 1x107°,

104103-6



5539 % IR, 45 Hopkinson$iFF FATHEEAAIRF 551 R bl 510 3]
W AL X S5 SBORRE, S A e Y R B 38 A a0 B
X" =[L,, Wy, Ly, W5, R, T] 2)
YT =[E, V, D, N] 3)

K E. V. Do N 535 R i 0 5 B 8 A 1 ) Pk B IR] | AR Ty 25 | S I B AR AR IR DL R AR Bl
] 7 37KV, W FE DI ZREE ST, 5 M B R 28 X 28 K 2 o i AR X S A B Y 22 [B) 28 & N TE G &R,
FL2& DB A KB e X 25 AR B Y 2 [a] RS v i e ) e Tl g 77 .
323 AR HEEHEEES

FIF BP # M E LA A X 5 ¥ Z [ A JE Lt i), et 3.3 B4 H8 45, A4 2 1R BLFS e fAR oK
0 B A R AL

Obj=e+v+d+n 4

ﬁEi/k ﬁv,./k iDi/k ﬁN/k
e (e, v, d, n) MATBEEWSEAE (1, w,, L, w,, 7, ) 75 BP #2545 BB 4 8 ) 4 T8 AR EL, E, Vs
D, N WA FEARFESR 2 895 4 51, k=25, Obj A H AR BREUE, AR $8 A5 %5 H b o8 5 E 14 52 M ASCEE A7 7] o

FIH MTALAB i JE /R s A4 58 1k T B A A T A5 S8 i S B2, R FH rank PRESAR 3 H AR AE AR5
P 3 7 FE A, B ARMEE R T A9 3E B B (B, S S ik .

4 USRS

4.1 BP & WEIRE S

BP #1285 [ 45 [ 24 > sl I hoad AR S B bR A 2 452 2 [RAUE S B (A 2 A2, B 27 > TRl AR AR AR 31X
— R R AFAE— A I BENL I, PR A ) R i 22 IO 24 3 ST (R A PR A R E PR AL 2 17, T 516 6 i O 265 A 7Y
B RO R M . il BB SR 3 I/ 19 FH T DO A5 7R ) o i e A s

DL R A rp ) 235 4 S B0 i A I XL (6%3) i A B BP #1245, Y| 254 () BP #il 28 ) 25 25 8%
FE B X, WG R AR B Y. ERRCH AR RE Y, TP R TINAE S 2 3 A B ST AR AL R A5 114 S R (R B AT 56 IE
) 25 A5 Y AT 50Tk A HE R 1, S5 SR AN R 4 PR o P 4 ] 0 = 2 0 4k 3k 06 4% I A ) T 0B S PR A

=3 M ERKE
Table 3 The data of test samples

. A 2B (A mm) RLFHHARIN  RAERZE aREBH AERhrR S
M5 | e

L w, L, W, R T Elps /10 BIED KN

01 6 3 14 6 1 1.5 18.77 0.285 4 0.1192 0.047 7

02 8 2 12 5 2 1.2 22.68 0.203 5 0.162 4 0.018 7

03 10 4 16 7 25 0.9 25.12 0.276 9 0.2053 0.029 0

F 4 BUUERKRBREMS NS LRIERAILER
Table 4 The comparison of predicted and actual values of indicators and objective function
o 1 2 3
Hebn/ BARA — - - — - - — - -

SEBRE THIE RE/% PRI A RE/% PR T PRZE%

N F IR IR E] E/ps 18.77 17.89 47 22.68 20.15 11.2 25.12 27.45 9.2

NAE T2 V107 0.285 4 0.263 3 7.7 0.203 5 0.1857 8.7 0.276 9 0.299 4 8.1

L BARX AT D 0.1192 0.104 0 12.8 0.162 4 0.163 8 0.9 0.205 3 0.2107 2.6

At B F17KF N 0.047 7 0.050 1 5.0 0.018 7 0.020 8 11.2 0.0290 0.029 5 1.7

b7 sREE Obj 3.009 9 2.8877 4.1 27167 2.620 6 35 34173 3.604 6 55
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Z AR KA 22 R 12.8%. V- ¥R 224 7.0%; Hbx 1351
BT 5 5 4 2 B A0 22 5.5% F , 130}
SR % 4.4% T BLIA K F 145 22 0 £ 125
St A R 2% 2 1201
42 WEFEHEIRIEEEE S s
3 3 PR G SA 0405 B, TR £ os)
(4) F 7% FL AR BRI 4.1 o1 2l 0 P 24 0 i Loo |
ARV, AR 7 4 o A R 095 b
§bo FOBEIEIEAL 50 48, il flid o g — 1t Genetic generatons
Ry SR (iR HAR(ED I 12 BoR . LR Pl 12 d/ s AR B3 PR 72 1
Hh S A OB TR 5 4 AR bl Fig. 12 The change of minimum objective
12 20 {2 el fl i R TR T 40 R function in each generation

AR PSR PR B AR IS ARAS T A 5 PRI T IA R R AR AR 2R b e A AR, A FH b 22 X 25 b D 1)
AR I . FETF A Hbr A% ((4)), 5385 3 Hopkinson PP B 4 44 1 1F A 45 4 S 40 (.
{ﬁ: mm) E@EﬁﬁEZﬂ%j‘?
(L, Wy, L,, W, R, T) = (9.6, 2.0, 14.3, 4.9, 1.8, 1.5)
4.3 Y SHTB B{ELIE
HR YR BE U [ Ak i 25 51, 301 9 e AR 25 4 RS G 81 13 iR (PR : mm), B A3 BR T AL 56 1iF 119
/4 BRI AS Q] 14 Beos o DAk 1 594325 X Hopkinson $7 A FROTEAUZS R F .

R=1.8
o Front endpoint of Back endpoint of
X gage section gage section
/_'o'_\ i1t 11111 Gage section A
o T
M 6.0 : : Optimized path =
9.6
I | 3
[
B3 ARl s ai K14 AL PRRy 1/4 B8 R A%

Fig. 13 The structure and dimensions of the optimized specimen  Fig. 14 The 1/4 meshed model of the optimized specimen

(1) I 3V 35 31 I ]

N7 3 38 380 3 A A B B A it (il ] iz 7
IR T 1 MPa) B2, 1 2 31 5 BE B 11 ) o
(I 14) Bl 5 70w 25 /N F 5%, Dt 24.75 ps, B
N 75T 1k B ] A 24.75 ps.

(2) A4l w1y 3 7K

A A5 Bt T 3K B e KAB B, T
125 ] Y I g e ) B FUAEL, A5 B R RS LA
BeAE (UL 14) E R 7 LG {E 0.018 8.

(3) IR

BRI N2 S8 B Al e AR B 43 A n B 15 A fFhm v s =
K 15 Fro~, 7] LR B4 G i 60 28 2 455 3 4 Fig. 15 Distribution of axial strain in the optimized specimen
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MG e BRI B, BRI B4 s N AR A Y T 2554 0.135 1x10°7°,
(4) 1 JE Bt AR
o7 A 35z B3 in 28 58 B O A a0 R 9 B L AR BB S o U B Ay AR T B DA R e U BRH X AR I
25 R,
x5 HURHERTHERTERBNER

Table S The deformation of each section of the optimized specimen and the relative deformation of the transition zone

HI B A FRIEEARIE JE it BRI T BN A TE
0.16 mm 2.03 mm 0.16 mm 13.62%

7 6 Fr7s 7 RE D RO AL AT 5 150 PR 25 SR AR B0 LE, R R 3 ~F- 35 B[R] A BT A8 1 LAR, HA 4%
AR5 AT I S, a0 RS R R AR R REAS AR T
®6 MUATEETURIRHILER

Table 6 The comparison of various indicators before and after the optimization

Eizto /L) RiA AR (D) BREAR (L)
N 7 VA TR B B T E/ s 22.81 24.75 8.51%%
RS T 241107 0.598 8 0.1351 77.44%)
I WEBARRK AL D 0.202 0 0.1362 32.57%)
AR B SR N 0.056 3 0.018 8 66.61%]

4.4 AR SEIEIEIE

Oy ik T LA Tk A BROC 0 AR e DL 44 04 A 5k, SR P R 1 B 56 (digital image
correlation, DIC) £ AR HAEAT S IR I . FHE 5 R s AR (19 DIC HA R H AT LU 2 4544 14 19 289 |
PR, AT H] T b ol P 2 ek L R R A

P16 Iz A iy ) e DL 5 AR a1, R X 00 i DX Sl HICORE DA B2 o S 36 ) RS . DIC AR
R LI g 35 PP B4 R BRSBTS s 3 A AL T RN AR A5 5, DR T AR AR i B TE B9
Py o VL K P B AR AR TR AT BRI . A BRUE AR P 0 e R, SRATIEL 16 B iR A 2R AT 4R

£ Sl 8

K16 AT ) e LA H i

Fig. 16 The specimen with optimal structure before loading

PR e AR B A R U, AR PRI A R 1500 s, B B [ DX e fi I 22 fie KAy
— i P {5 A8 b B, T A5 Al 1) B AR 4 43 A G 17 BT, B AL B 4y 5 ks A e B R e U B AR A
ARAEAX PRI E T 1] L) PP, 4 A B PR AR AB, $RIUHAR AB 4% il ) 1 A {ELT b P Lo 2R B
I3 A% I 55 D0 IS A ) A2 AR BT R A SRR T L, S5 R ANIET 18 FT s, £1 00 it £ U2 S I A Y Y
it e IO S T 2K, PR b 2R B R AU BT A5 Al 1) AR A 2. AT 18 nT LR HY, S BT A Al 1) B2 AR T
B4R AB W AT ST A RIEAR W) & o il AR TT 22 B SEBR AR 0.145 53107, 5 TR ZEAL 7.70%.
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Fig. 17 Distributed cloud map of axial strain of the specimen
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Fig. 18 Comparison of axial strain distribution between simulation and experiment

19 Firon 2 5 181 17 AR R 20, i) A2 T8 (B : mm) B9 5304 2 [, IR a] LUt 045 A
{4l 1) A8 A DA 22 B A B O, R TP A AL B O A U B o AR IR R T e R s, A CL
D A Ji o P B BB AR AT R Dy A o SEER T, BB AR 4L B LA K C. D DU g Al A
%, TE1E 19 Fror it 2, B &S0l 60 88 25 A s 16 % 1) (52 4% mT A5 10 2k 0 B Al 1) AR T, C i A8 il ) 2 8% 22
D g ny it 6 % A5 5 R P B i AR 0, D Sl B8 25 B Ul ) (2 B8 AT AR AR IR B 1y Bl AR T o K S
5 T A5 45 B3 110 il i) A5 T LA K Y BE AR 42 BE B AR XS AR TR S B A R AT b, SRR T iR . i
F 7AW, ATV B AT IR E K, R 18.75%, HA S TAR X i 22 38 /N T 15%; 4k b, iHEE S
S AEL 22 [R) A4 RE X i 22 Ak T AR K, T LA A 530 i 45 50 U B 1) AR T S AR T 4 B ) AR A AR TE HAT
A SCE R IE AT

Deformation

NOOWNRONRNODNOINND
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Fig. 19 Contour of axial deformation of the specimen
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Table 7 Comparison of deformation of transition zones between simulations and experiments

IS R FHRE RS i 2
AR 0.16 mm 0.13 mm 18.75%
JE B 0.16 mm 0.15 mm 6.25%

PR 2.03 mm 2.12 mm 4.43%
AHXTAZTE 13.62% 11.67% 14.32%

% 8 iR, WS S U O T 4 T BAH X 28 1 FbR B B AR HE 249 &) B2 A 0 AN 52 B 45 2] |-
MR EE . N 8 nT LA th, %K 1F . AL AF (TR A R M S R 2 R nl B ) 5, iH 5 4 R B
—E TR BT R s X225 1 5 A A S S 45 SR A7 08 B, DA e 90 B ) ARG A I B/ T
47.69%, PRI BRI B S BE W T T 73.28%, i —E e L UESE 1 OUAL 5 il R4 Al B4 pIE et A A ST
VERIA R

*8 SN SMARHRERUMSIE SR

Table 8 The comparison of simulated and experimental results between reference specimen and optimized specimen

. SH B etk
A JaH AR (i 2 A BMy AR 2
1P BARXS AR TE Y% 20.20 2231 10.45% 13.62 11.67 14.32%
PREE BRI 5 /107 0.598 8 0.544 6 9.05% 0.135 1 0.145 5 7.70%

5 & &

AR SR X S A B R A e e DR 5 ) LR A0 5 R 1 S T e 2 ) A R A
SR A4 I R B A 6 b i IR s IR AR T BP M M4 | i B AR A R e R Ak, T
IS EILL R 24518

(1) 43 =X Hopkinson $37 T 52 46 Hh 5 T 52 BURS 6 0 2 (R (B . iR Ak 1 B S SRS L R &Z il m)
NE AT ARTE A5 DA R ad P BEAR e AR AR T S B B0 T BIAS BB K, A T LK B B B 0 P-4 3 B e ]
AR Ty 2% | ARG A1 R 3 2K DA B ask 8 BEAE X AR T A A 7 0 RS T BE TS A o

(2) 454 IE 3SR B0 1 REAS B0 122, BP i 22 I 265 8 08 52 - Ml 1 40 30 (R 25 40 2 5005 0 12 65 3 48 A
Z A R S AT, S ST AR TR BT A O R 1 5 2R At ] USRI S5 SR A R -
o SESRAERA, R A IEACIR IR B 1T, BP Al 28 0 45 Rl A4 50 2 A 45 & 1 8 BE B [ A 7 2 3R & 4 i
A B AL LA AT AT s R, 2 e 7 X e AN FA L L AS TR 308 X A A Ak oA mT
%

(3) R F % BRI Ak 2 06 P A 44 3 1 4540 S 8 A T U R Ak, &1 X B4 19 mm R AT,
IRAF R AAS182 UG A A 1E E YR A8 0 1500 s IF A3 2R S5 M S EU R LA & M brIEBK
L,=9.6 mm, #REEELYE W,=2.0 mm, $E40 ST 2T 2,=14.3 mm, $E44 5 FF 32l 1 56 ,=4.9 mm, o I B
4% R=1.8 mm, A JEJE T=1.5 mm.

(4) 38 21 A7 FR TTRHL A S0k 23 B, DAk 5 3l 5 228 X0 A8 LE R g 148 38 20 B (R3S T 8.51%,
RO AL B SRR R4 3 T 77.44%, 3o U BEAH X 19 A8 T SRR T 32.57%, AR 171 1 71 7K P8 AR B AR
T 66.61%. A L, BRI 7 - ik 21 B [ AR 22 Ah, AR 45 H8 Ar 9 28 10 54 1) 3 4400 25 2 i 32 7o
IR, Gt SEES ISR, 56T BRI L A7k A5 1 A 44 1) e O 25 4 LA — 8 I itk
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Intelligent collaborative optimization of structural parameters
for hook-sheet specimens used in split Hopkinson tensile bar

HUANG Dedong', WANG Qinghua', XING Liangliang®, XU Feng', WU Bin'
(1. Institute of Aerospace, Northwestern Polytechnical University, Xi’an 710072, Shaanxi, China;

2. Beijing Institude of Electronic System Engineering, Beijing 100084, China)

Abstract: Compared with the fixed connection methods such as thread and adhesive commonly used in the
split Hopkinson tensile bar experiments, the hook-sheet specimen has the advantages of simple connection
form and quick assembly process. Aiming at measurement uncertainty caused by structural geometric effect
of the hook-sheet specimen during the stretching process, based on the indicators for measurement accuracy
of hook-sheet specimen, such as response of stress equilibrium, deformation uniformity, relative deformation
of the transition zones and non-axial stress level, this paper adopted the multi-objective intelligent
collaborative optimization algorithm which comprises orthogonal experimental design, back propagation
(BP) neural network and genetic algorithm to optimize the structural parameters of hook-sheet specimen. The
optimal structural parameters for hook-sheet specimen is thus obtained and the validity of the optimal
structural parameters is verified by finite element simulations and experiments. The results provide a
reference for data reliability analysis of split Hopkinson tensile bar experiments based on hook-joint sheet
specimen.
Keywords: SHTB experimental technique; hook-sheet specimen; measurement accuracy; finite element
analysis; multi-objective optimization
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