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Abstract: To realize the increasing automation and flexibilization of production, it is necessary to
monitor component-specific characteristics under fluctuating production conditions. Signals with
a high correlation to the process quality have to be evaluated. In machining, the process force
is an important measurand, which is sensitive to changes in the process. Feeling machines with
force-sensitive machine tool components are therefore a promising signal source to monitor the
machining. However, the force is also sensitive to non-critical process fluctuations such as stock
allowance. Consequently, it is necessary to perform signal pre-processing and generate features
that increase the robustness of the monitoring. In this paper, the material-specific cutting force was
investigated for the first time concerning its suitability for process monitoring of parts with a stock
allowance. The sensitivity of confidence limits was evaluated based on the normed bandgap. For the
investigation, face turning processes of 20MnCr5 were carried out. The results show that the use of
material-specific cutting force improves the sensitivity of the confidence limits to process errors. In
this context, the feeling machine can be used to substitute the dynamometer for process monitoring.

Keywords: turning; process monitoring; feeling machine

1. Introduction

In production, the aim is to increase product quality and reduce costs in manufacturing
by full automation of manufacturing and autonomous machining processes. In this context,
process monitoring systems are an important part of modern production plants. They
protect machines and machine operators from damage, reduce downtime and improve
workpiece quality by eliminating, e.g., chatter [1,2]. Rehorn et al. estimated that for
machine tools with computer numerical control (CNC), downtime can be reduced by 20%
and productivity can be increased by up to 50% by integrating a process monitoring system.
For the increase of machine utilization, a potential of more than 40% is even seen, if a
process monitoring system is used [3]. In addition, the integration of monitoring systems
will reduce personnel requirements and related costs also.

To monitor the machining process, signals that are sensitive to process errors must
be measured and evaluated. Therefore, force-sensitive signals are selected whenever the
opportunity exists, since the cutting force is an important parameter for characterizing the
machining process [4,5]. The required cutting force is specific and depends, for example,
on workpiece material, process parameters, and tool geometry. If the machining leads
to a critical tool failure, a sudden change in the force amplitude occurs [6]. In contrast,
flank wear leads to a slow increase in the cutting force and crater wear decreasing cutting
force, respectively [7]. Due to the high relevance of the process force in the evaluation of
machining, various approaches have been developed to determine the force during the
process. In the industrial environment, signals from the machine control system (PLC) are
most frequently used for process monitoring. These signals are provided by modern PLCs
in the interpolation cycle. If the process force is reconstructed of these signals, the force
components can be extracted from the axis currents [8]. However, the reconstruction of
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the force requires a high modeling effort, which must be performed separately for each
machine [9,10]. If external sensors are used, the process force can be measured with high
accuracy [11]. However, these systems have a high initial cost, limit the working space and
require the additional integration of power and data transmission [12]. The quality of a
simulated force by virtual machining is limited, if tool wear and thermal effects have to be
considered in real-time [13].

Denkena et al. presented an additional approach with the “feeling” machine [14,15].
In this approach, the structure of the feeling machine is locally modified by the integration
of notches in order to locally increase the mechanical loads. The strain occurring during
machining is measured at the notch ground using strain gauges. Based on a calibration,
a matrix is determined to transform the signals of the strain gauges into force signals.
This enables a flexible force measurement without significantly influencing the static and
dynamic machine behavior. To determine the forces in a lathe, a force-sensitive tool turret
was developed [16]. Subsequently, the suitability of the sensory component for process
monitoring was investigated. For this purpose, Denkena et al. investigated the sensitivity
of the developed turret regarding tool breakage and tool wear in turning processes. In
particular, for roughing processes sensitive and robust monitoring could be achieved by
using statistical confidence limits [17].

Statistical and fixed limits are the most commonly used method for monitoring ma-
chining operations by commercial process monitoring systems [2]. In the laboratory,
machine-learning methods are also increasingly used to identify various process errors. In
this context, force signals are also frequently used. The machine-learning methods offer
a lot of potential but are currently rarely applied in the industry. The reasons for this are
the required expert knowledge for configuration, the black-box behavior and the fact that
only few data from process errors are available for teaching the models [18–20]. However,
the use of process force to monitor series production is also subject to various restrictions.
For example, deviations in material properties between individual batches or variations in
the geometry of semi-finished products result in fluctuations of the process force. These
geometric variations can result from previous forming processes within the process chain.
The European Standard EN 10243-1 specifies the dimensional tolerances for steel drop and
vertical press forgings made under hammers and presses [21]. Pater summarized similar
observations for the production of rotationally symmetrical components based on cross
wedge rolling [22]. These dimensional fluctuations are equivalent to a variation in the depth
of cut during machining. The variation in stock allowance results in a higher standard
deviation of the amplitude of the force-sensitive signal. This leads to a widening of the
statistical confidence limits and decreasing monitoring sensitivity. Data-driven methods
for predicting the geometry of formed parts have already been investigated [23,24]. Due
to the simplified model assumptions required for modeling the complex manufacturing
processes, they are associated with some uncertainties. The information gained from these
approaches is currently used to control the forming process. In particular, the use of data
from the forming process for their application for process monitoring of the machining
process is subject of current research.

Therefore, this paper investigates an approach for increasing the sensitivity of process
monitoring for turning processes of components with dimensional fluctuations. In this
context, the cutting force was measured with a feeling machine and a dynamometer and
standardized based on an online simulation of the material removal rate. Afterward,
face turning operations with different stock allowance fluctuations for various depths of
cut were performed. Based on the material-specific cutting force, confidence limits for
monitoring were generated and evaluated with regard to their sensitivity. Additionally, the
influence of deviations in the prediction of the component geometry on the robustness of
the process monitoring was revealed. Finally, the two measuring systems were compared
in terms of their suitability for monitoring components with dimensional variations.
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2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Machining and Data Acquisition

Experimental tests were performed on the turning center Gildemeister CTX420 linear
(Bielefeld, Germany). The lathe is equipped with a feeling turret to measure the process
forces. The sampling rate of the feeling turret was 1000 Hz with a selected low-pass filter
of 25 Hz. The force resolution of the feeling turret is 64 N in the direction of passive force
Fp, 43 N in the direction of cutting force Fc and 44 N in the direction of feed force Fz [16]. In
addition, the process force was measured by a dynamometer (Kistler 9129A, Winterthur,
Switzerland) with a sampling rate of 1000 Hz and a preset low-pass frequency of 30 Hz.
The axis positions were provided by the numerical control via the field bus interface
with a frequency of 83 Hz. An industrial personal computer (IPC) was connected to the
field bus interface of the Siemens Powerline 840D machine control (München, Germany).
Further, the IPC was connected to the CAN bus of the feeling turret. During the machining,
indexable inserts with a CNMG120408 geometry from Garant were used (Reutlingen,
Germany). The measurement setup is depicted in Figure 1.

Machines 2021, 9, 53  3 of 11 
 

 

2. Materials and Methods 

2.1. Machining and Data Acquisition 

Experimental tests were performed on the turning center Gildemeister CTX420 linear 

(Bielefeld, Germany). The lathe is equipped with a feeling turret to measure the process 

forces. The sampling rate of the feeling turret was 1000 Hz with a selected low‐pass filter 

of 25 Hz. The force resolution of the feeling turret is 64 N in the direction of passive force 

Fp, 43 N in the direction of cutting force Fc and 44 N in the direction of feed force Fz [16]. 

In addition, the process force was measured by a dynamometer (Kistler 9129A, Winter‐

thur, Switzerland) with a sampling rate of 1000 Hz and a preset low‐pass frequency of 30 

Hz. The axis positions were provided by the numerical control via the field bus interface 

with a frequency of 83 Hz. An industrial personal computer (IPC) was connected to the 

field bus interface of the Siemens Powerline 840D machine control (München, Germany). 

Further, the IPC was connected to the CAN bus of the feeling turret. During the machin‐

ing, indexable inserts with a CNMG120408 geometry from Garant were used (Reutlingen, 

Germany). The measurement setup is depicted in Figure 1. 

 

Figure 1. Presentation of the measurement setup. 

Face turning operations were performed to investigate the confidence limits of a pro‐

cess monitoring approach. The depth of cut ap was varied between the processes, while 

the cutting speed vc and the feed rate f remained constant. For all processes, the material 

20MnCr5 was machined. The workpieces exhibit a diameter of 60 mm and a length of 120 

mm. Each process  series  included  100  facing  operations. Process  series with different 

depths of cut were carried out. Between the 100 facing operations, the stock allowance 

was randomly varied. After each process series, the indexable insert was replaced. 

2.2. Monitoring Parameters 

In addition to the measured cutting force Fc, it was analyzed, if the material‐specific 

cutting force Fc,mat is suitable for monitoring process errors during machining workpieces 

with high stock allowance fluctuations. The forces were measured with the feeling ma‐

chine and a dynamometer. The  standardized  force Fc,mat  is approximately  independent 

from the chip width and consequently from ap. Therefore, Fc,mat is more robust to variations 

in stock allowance, if the current material removal rate Qw (MRR) is known in a sufficient 

quality. The MRR was determined parallel  to  the process  in a virtual  layer by a dexel‐

based cutting simulation. The cutting simulation calculated the tool engagement condi‐

tions, e.g., cross‐section of undeformed chip, based on  the predefined geometry of  the 

semi‐finished part and the current position of the tool center point [13]. The workpiece 

was discretized by the dexel simulation with a resolution of 0.4 mm. The material‐specific 

cutting force was calculated using the following equation. 

Figure 1. Presentation of the measurement setup.

Face turning operations were performed to investigate the confidence limits of a
process monitoring approach. The depth of cut ap was varied between the processes, while
the cutting speed vc and the feed rate f remained constant. For all processes, the material
20MnCr5 was machined. The workpieces exhibit a diameter of 60 mm and a length of
120 mm. Each process series included 100 facing operations. Process series with different
depths of cut were carried out. Between the 100 facing operations, the stock allowance was
randomly varied. After each process series, the indexable insert was replaced.

2.2. Monitoring Parameters

In addition to the measured cutting force Fc, it was analyzed, if the material-specific
cutting force Fc,mat is suitable for monitoring process errors during machining workpieces
with high stock allowance fluctuations. The forces were measured with the feeling machine
and a dynamometer. The standardized force Fc,mat is approximately independent from
the chip width and consequently from ap. Therefore, Fc,mat is more robust to variations in
stock allowance, if the current material removal rate Qw (MRR) is known in a sufficient
quality. The MRR was determined parallel to the process in a virtual layer by a dexel-based
cutting simulation. The cutting simulation calculated the tool engagement conditions, e.g.,
cross-section of undeformed chip, based on the predefined geometry of the semi-finished
part and the current position of the tool center point [13]. The workpiece was discretized
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by the dexel simulation with a resolution of 0.4 mm. The material-specific cutting force
was calculated using the following equation.

Fc,mat =
Fc

Qw
(1)

Detailed investigations have already been carried out for the drop forging of steel
components concerning the expected tolerance range [21]. According to this information,
an expected tolerance range of −0.5 mm to +0.9 mm was defined for the investigations
in this paper. The tolerance variations were according to the Weibull distribution. Based
on process data of previous production steps or by process chain integrated measurement
technology it is possible to predict the geometry after forming. However, this information
is subject to a certain degree of uncertainty, depending on the method selected. This would
lead to an inaccurate Fc,mat. To consider this error, the influence of geometric prediction
errors on the sensitivity of the confidence limits was investigated. The geometric prediction
errors can be assumed to be normally distributed in the first approach [25]. The 6σ range of
the prediction error was varied in three steps. Based on the material-specific cutting forces
Fc,mat6σ generated by this method, it was investigated which level of process uncertainty
was allowed before the loss of sensitivity of the confidence limits exceeded a defined limit.
The signal flow diagram is presented in Figure 2.

Machines 2021, 9, 53  4 of 11 
 

 

𝐹,௧ ൌ
𝐹
𝑄௪
 

(1) 

Detailed  investigations have already been carried out for the drop forging of steel 

components concerning the expected tolerance range [21]. According to this information, 

an expected tolerance range of ‐0.5 mm to +0.9 mm was defined for the investigations in 

this paper. The tolerance variations were according to the Weibull distribution. Based on 

process data of previous production steps or by process chain integrated measurement 

technology it is possible to predict the geometry after forming. However, this information 

is  subject  to  a  certain degree  of uncertainty, depending  on  the method  selected. This 

would lead to an inaccurate Fc,mat. To consider this error, the influence of geometric pre‐

diction errors on the sensitivity of the confidence limits was investigated. The geometric 

prediction errors can be assumed to be normally distributed in the first approach [25]. The 

6σ range of the prediction error was varied in three steps. Based on the material‐specific 

cutting forces Fc,mat6σ generated by this method, it was investigated which level of process 

uncertainty was allowed before the loss of sensitivity of the confidence limits exceeded a 

defined limit. The signal flow diagram is presented in Figure 2. 

 

Figure 2. Visualization of the signal flow diagram for the determination of the material‐specific cutting force. 

2.3. Monitoring Limits 

The confidence limits for process monitoring were calculated based on the approach 

of the confidence estimator parallel to the machining process [26]. In this context, the mon‐

itoring signals presented  in Section 2.2 were evaluated  individually and an upper and 

lower confidence limit was calculated Lup,low. The approach provides that the confidence 

limits were updated after each process. Therefore,  the expected mean value  �̅�  and  the 
standard deviation σ for each current measurement value i was determined. For this pur‐

pose,  the new measurements were  compared with  those  already made  and weighted 

about their actuality. Therefore, teaching processes are required at the beginning to gen‐

erate reference values. Based on the safety value Csaftey, the distance between  �̅�  and the 
confidence limits were influenced. For the following investigations, a safety value Csaftey = 

6 was used: 

𝐿௨,௪ሺ𝑖ሻ ൌ �̅�ሺ𝑖ሻ ∓ 𝐶௦௧௬ ∙ 𝜎൫𝑥ሺ𝑖ሻ൯  (2) 

To take into account temporal variations, the confidence limit as a function h(i) was 

calculated. This function determines a confidence limit for the expected value x(i), which 

allows a time delay for a defined time K. For the investigations, K was set to 100 ms: 

ℎ௨ሺ𝑖ሻ ൌ 𝑚𝑎𝑥൫𝑥ሺ𝑖 െ 𝐾ሻ,… , 𝑥ሺ𝑖  𝐾ሻ൯  (3)

Figure 2. Visualization of the signal flow diagram for the determination of the material-specific cutting force.

2.3. Monitoring Limits

The confidence limits for process monitoring were calculated based on the approach
of the confidence estimator parallel to the machining process [26]. In this context, the
monitoring signals presented in Section 2.2 were evaluated individually and an upper and
lower confidence limit was calculated Lup,low. The approach provides that the confidence
limits were updated after each process. Therefore, the expected mean value x and the
standard deviation σ for each current measurement value i was determined. For this
purpose, the new measurements were compared with those already made and weighted
about their actuality. Therefore, teaching processes are required at the beginning to generate
reference values. Based on the safety value Csaftey, the distance between x and the confidence
limits were influenced. For the following investigations, a safety value Csaftey = 6 was used:

Lup, low(i) = x(i)∓ Csa f tey·σ(x(i)) (2)
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To take into account temporal variations, the confidence limit as a function h(i) was
calculated. This function determines a confidence limit for the expected value x(i), which
allows a time delay for a defined time K. For the investigations, K was set to 100 ms:

hup(i) = max(x(i − K), . . . , x(i + K))
hlow(i) = min(x(i − K), . . . , x(i + K))

(3)

According to the combination of Equations (1) and (2), the shift of time and ampli-
tude was taken into account during the calculation of the confidence limits. The values
of h and σ were calculated by a moving average to allow dynamic weighting of the
different measurements:

Lup(i) = hup(i) + Csa f tey·σ
(
hup(i)

)
Llow(i) = hlow(i)− Csa f tey·σ(hlow(i))

(4)

Based on the defined parameters Csaftey and K, a maximum of two false alarms could
be ensured within a process series of 100 machining operations. The first ten processes that
are necessary for the initial learning of the confidence limits were excluded.

3. Results and Discussion
3.1. Investigation of the Material-Specific Cutting Force for Process Monitoring

Process monitoring can be improved by using a specific monitoring parameter. This
parameter has to be sensitive to process force changes without being affected by allowance
fluctuation. The material-specific cutting force Fc,mat is a characteristic value that matches
these properties. If the geometry of the workpiece is known, the actual MRR can be
calculated using a cutting simulation. Based on the MRR the material-specific cutting force
Fc,mat can be calculated, as shown in Figure 2. Due to the proportional relationship between
ap and Fc, the standardization considers the stock allowance and the resulting confidence
limits are closer to the signal and therefore more sensitive. The following section will
discuss the results based on the dynamometer measurements.

Figure 3 presents an example of the resulting confidence limits for processes with stock
allowance fluctuations. For this purpose, twenty face turning operations were performed
and ap was varied randomly based on the Weibull distribution defined in Section 2.2.
The confidence limits were generated based on the cutting force Fc and the standardized
material-specific cutting force Fc,mat.
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To evaluate the sensitivity of the confidence limits of different signal sources the
normed bandgap NB was calculated. The NB describes the distance k between the mean
value x and the lower or upper confidence limit Lup,low. Thus, NB defines the ratio by which
the monitored signal has to change to detect a process error.

NB =
k
x
=

Lup,low − x
x

(5)

A small NB indicates a higher sensitivity of the confidence limits compared to a high
NB. If the NB value increases to one, the distance between Lup,low and x is as high as the
amplitude of x. As result, the lower confidence limit is zero. Consequently, process errors
that cause a drop in force are not detected. This type of signal characteristic can be observed,
if the tool breaks [27]. For this reason, a normed bandgap of one is defined as a limit value.
If this is exceeded, robust monitoring of the tool breakage is not possible. If a process
error results in the same percentage change for different signals, the NB can be used to
directly compare the sensitivity of the signal sources. Since the cutting force Fc and the
material-specific cutting force Fc,mat are determined with the same measuring system and
therefore the percentage change is identical, the normed bandgap can be used to compare
the two signals.

In the next step, the evolution of the NB based on the upper confidence limit was
investigated for different signals and three process series. Therefore, the normed bandgap
was averaged over the particular machining operation and the parameter NB was calcu-
lated. Each process series contains 100 facing operations with a nominal ap of 1 mm. To
represent the stock allowance fluctuations, the deviation from the nominal value ap was
randomly determined for each process from the previously defined Weibull distribution.
The resulting stock allowance for the individual process numbers and process series A to C
are shown in Figure 4a.
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If the measured cutting force Fc is used to generate the confidence limits, the NB value
increases significantly during the teach-in period of the first ten processes. Depending
on the characteristics and distribution of the stock allowance fluctuation during the 100
performed processes, minor differences in the trend can be observed, depicted in Figure 4b.
The variation of the normed bandgap for each process series is at NB = 1 and exceeds this
limit several times. If the simulated MRR is used to standardize the cutting force, the NB
can be significantly reduced. The variation among the three process series is also lower and
the average NB is 0.27. The sensitivity to process errors that cause a change in the cutting
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force can thus be increased by a factor of four. Since the measurement series do not differ
significantly, measurement series A is used in the following investigations.

Since the process data-based prediction of the workpiece geometry is subject to errors,
the impact of the resulting deviation from the actual MRR on the generated confidence
limits is investigated. For this purpose, the actual depth of cut ap was assigned a random
deviation within the cutting simulation. It was defined that the error is normally distributed
and is located in a range of 6σ = 0.4 mm. As a result, a material-specific cutting force Fc,mat04
has been generated which represents an additional uncertainty. This was repeated three
times for the investigation. The prediction errors for the 100 performed processes and the
resulting NB are presented in Figure 5a.
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The comparison of the NB shows that even, if the geometry prediction deviates
from the actual shape, a significant increase in sensitivity is still achieved. If the error is
normally distributed, no significant differences are determined for the evolution of NB.
After 25 processes, the mean normed bandgap is about NB = 0.5 for all three process series.
Consequently, the application of the material-specific cutting force is still twice as sensitive
as the application of the cutting force, depicted in Figure 5b.

Next, the influence of the variation of the range of uncertainty 6σ on the generation of
the confidence limits is investigated. The prediction error of the component geometry of 6σ
is varied in three steps from 0.2 mm to 0.6 mm. Again, the process series A from Figure 4a
was used. To account for the error in the predicted depth of cut, the normally distributed
deviation A from Figure 5a was scaled according to the new range.

In Figure 6a the resulting normal distributions and their characteristics are visualized
for a nominal ap of 1 mm. Figure 6b shows the resulting normed bandgaps for the cutting
force Fc, the material-specific cutting force Fc,mat and the three signals that are subject to
uncertainties Fc,mat6σ. Reducing the error range by half to 6σ = 0.2 mm also reduces the loss
of sensitivity by about 50%. The increase of the prediction error range to 6σ = 0.6 mm leads
to an increase of 25% compared to 6σ = 0.4 mm. Therefore, the behavior is approximately
proportional. Even if the range of the normally distributed prediction error is 60% of the
nominal depth of cut, the confidence limits of the material-specific cutting force show a
higher sensitivity to process errors. The normed bandgap of the confidence limits is at
maximum NB = 0.8 and after the first ten processes at no point higher than the NB of Fc.
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3.2. Comparison of Dynamometer and Feeling Machine

In the following section, the application of the developed feeling machine in the
context of process monitoring by material-specific cutting force is shown. Furthermore, the
performance compared to a dynamometer is demonstrated. For this purpose, the cutting
force reconstructed by strain gauges is evaluated identically to the previous section. The
forces were measured simultaneously with the feeling machine and dynamometer. The
results for the normed bandgaps based on signals of the feeling machine are depicted in
Figure 7.
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If the feeling machine is used to determine Fc,mat, an average NB of 0.43 is achieved.
Thus, NB has increased by 0.16 compared to the dynamometer. The feeling machine is also
less sensitive, if the three different normally distributed prediction errors are considered
in the determination of Fc,mat6σ. For each of the three error ranges, NB is increased by an
average of about 0.16 as well. As a result, the sensitivity of the feeling machine is partially
lower for Fc,mat06 compared to Fc. However, if the prediction error is 6σ = 0.4 mm, the
material-specific cutting force is more sensitive for the entire process series. Comparing
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the non-standardized cutting force signal Fc of the feeling machine with the dynamometer,
the sensitivity is even slightly improved. This is explained by the fact that chip formation
influences the force signal and affects the standard deviation of the measured signal. Due
to the larger distance of the structure-integrated sensor technology of the feeling machine
to the process, these effects will be dampened to a higher degree.

Finally, the sensitivity for both systems is determined for different depths of cut. For
this purpose, the investigations are repeated for the depths of cut ap of 0.7 mm, 1.5 mm,
and 2 mm. The sensitivities are shown for Fc, Fc,mat and the two prediction errors of
6σ = 0.4 mm and 6σ = 0.6 mm. The bar graphs depicted in Figure 8 represent the mean
value over process numbers 51–100. For a depth of cut of 0.7 mm, the cutting force Fc from
both signal sources has a low sensitivity with an NB above 1.4. The sensitivity to process
errors is also insufficient for a prediction error of 6σ = 0.6 mm. If the prediction error range
is reduced to 0.4 mm, the NB for the dynamometer and feeling machine is below one. In
this case, the dynamometer has a significantly higher sensitivity. Compared to the feeling
machine, the NB is lower by about 25% for Fc,mat04 and reduced by 50% for Fc,mat.
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The evaluation of the process series with an initial ap of 1.5 mm shows that all consid-
ered signals are below NB = 1. However, the material-specific cutting force only performs
better, if 6σ is less or equal to 0.4mm. While the sensitivity of Fc has improved significantly
compared to ap = 1 mm, the sensitivity of Fc,mat increases poorly. This is because as ap
increases, the relative percentage of the incorrect ap prediction decreases and therefore
contributes less to an absolute variation of the cutting force. In addition, the chip formation
mechanism can vary for individual process parameters, which represents an additional
disturbance variable in the generation and evaluation of the confidence limits. For an initial
depth of cut of ap = 2 mm, the sensitivity of the confidence limits based on Fc increases
again slightly and the NB for the dynamometer is less than 0.5. However, all three inves-
tigated material-specific cutting forces have a higher sensitivity than the cutting force Fc.
Compared to ap = 1.5 mm, the normed bandgap of Fc,mat has improved significantly and
is now 0.13, if the dynamometer is used. For the feeling machine, the normed bandgap
is 0.27.

The use of the material-specific cutting force has advantages for process monitoring in
terms of sensitivity to the cutting force signal. However, the uncertainty in the determina-
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tion of the workpiece geometry should not exceed 6σ = 0.4 mm to guarantee this advantage
for different depths of cut, if the feeling turret is used.

4. Conclusions

In this paper, the application of a new characteristic value for confidence limit based
process monitoring of workpieces with stock allowance fluctuations is investigated. For
this purpose, the cutting force is measured and standardized based on the online simu-
lated material removal rate. Furthermore, for the first time, the feeling machine and the
dynamometer are compared with regard to their suitability for monitoring components
with dimensional deviations. The signal sensitivity of both systems is compared based on
the normed bandgap NB. For each process series, 100 facing processes are performed. If
the information about the geometry of the semi-finished part is available, the MRR can be
simulated and the material-specific cutting force Fc,mat can be calculated. The investiga-
tions show that the use of Fc,mat is significantly more sensitive to process errors than the
non-standardized cutting force Fc. This is due to the fact that Fc,mat is not influenced by the
actual depth of cut for a wide range of process parameters. For the investigated machining
process, the sensitivity of the confidence limits for the process parameters vc = 250 m/min,
f = 0.2 mm and ap = 1 mm is higher by a factor of 4. The sensitivity also varies less between
the different process series, if Fc,mat is used. To take into account that inaccurate geome-
try information leads to an additional fluctuation in the calculation of Fc,mat, the ap was
provided with a normally distributed error. The analysis demonstrates that even if this
error increases to a range of 6σ = 0.4 mm, the use of Fc,mat is still more sensitive for both
systems. This is valid for all examined ap. If the dynamometer is used, the Fc,mat has a
higher sensitivity even with an uncertainty of 6σ = 0.6 mm. However, the sensitivity of
the confidence limits generated by the feeling turret is also sufficient. For the investigated
boundary conditions, the technology can be used for process monitoring of tool breakage,
if an initial depth of cut of higher than 1 mm is selected. The new characteristic value Fc,mat
can be used for any turning operation. The only requirement is the information about the
process force and a cutting simulation to calculate the MRR.
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