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Abstract: Tube spinning is an effective plastic-forming technology for forming light-weight,
high-precision and high-reliability components in high-tech fields, such as aviation and aerospace.
However, cracks commonly occur in tube spinning due to the complexity of stress state, which
severely restricts the improvement of the forming quality and forming limit of components. In
this study, a finite element (FE) model coupled with Gurson-Tvergaard-Needleman (GTN) damage
model for forward tube spinning of 3A21-O aluminum alloy is established and its applicability is
evaluated by experiment. Meanwhile, the GTN damage model is employed to study the damage
evolution for forward tube spinning of 3A21-O aluminum alloy. The results show that the FE model
is appropriate for predicting the macroscopic crack appearing in uplift area for forward tube spinning,
while the damage evolution in deformation area could not be predicted well due to the negative
stress triaxiality and the neglect of shear deformation. Accumulation of damage in forward tube
spinning occurs mainly in the uplift area. Void volume fraction (VVF) in the outer surface of the tube
is higher than that in the inner surface. In addition, it is prone to cracking in the outer surface of tube
in the material uplift area.

Keywords: forward tube spinning; 3A21-O aluminum alloy; Gurson-Tvergaard-Needleman (GTN)
damage model; finite element (FE) model; crack

1. Introduction

Tube spinning, also known as flow forming, is one of spinning processes widely used to produce
cylindrical components with thin-walled section and high precision [1,2]. In this process, the metal is
displaced axially along a mandrel, while a continuous and localized plastic deformation is applied
by the feeding movement of one or more rollers and rotational motion of the mandrel to reduce
the thickness of components [3,4]. According to the relationship between the direction of material
flow and roller traversing, the process can be classified as forward and backward tube spinning, as
shown in Figure 1 [5]. 3A21 aluminum alloy is one of the most commonly used alloys for aviation,
aerospace and automotive industries because of its versatile properties, economical benefit and no need
for-heat-treatment advantages [6]. However, due to the highly non-linear feature and complicated
stress state during tube spinning, it is prone to cracking in 3A21 aluminum spun parts, which severely
restricts the improvement of the forming quality and forming limit of components. Therefore, it is
necessary to study the damage evolution of 3A21 aluminum alloy to guide the actual production of
spun components.
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Figure 1. Schematic of forward and backward tube spinning. 
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Figure 1. Schematic of forward and backward tube spinning.

Researches on the damage evolution in spinning process coupled with ductile fracture criteria
have been reported in recent years. Ma et al. [7] investigated the damage evolution in tube spinnability
of TA2 titanium tube with nine types of un-coupled ductile fracture criteria in detail. Their result
indicated that except for the Freudenthal, Rice and Tracey (R-T) and Ayada models, all the other
models can correctly predict the damage distribution on TA2 titanium tube in spinnability test.
Cockcroft-Latham (C-L) criterion provided the highest prediction accuracy on the spinnability of
TA2 titanium tube, which was only 9% less than the measured experimental value. Zhan et al. [8]
predicted the failure occurring in shear spin-forming, splitting spin-forming of LF2M aluminum
alloy by embedding the Lemaitre and Cockcroft-Latham (C&L) criteria into the finite element (FE)
model. The results showed that the Lemaitre criterion was better than the C&L criterion at accurately
predicting the position at which damage will occur. A thermal damage model for tube spinning
process of Ti-6Al-2Zr-1Mo-1V combining the Oyane ductile fracture criterion with the relationship
among damage threshold, temperature and strain rate was also established by Zhan et al. [9]. Their
results indicated that the inner surface of the spinning region was the zone most prone to damage due
to positive stress triaxiality and large strain rate.

Recently, studies on expansion and accumulation of cavities in ductile material have been carried
out. It is often believed that, the ductile failure process of metal material consists of three stages in
mesoscopic scale: micro-voids nucleation, growth and coalescence, respectively [10,11]. The typical
model to describe these three stages is the Gurson-Tvergaard-Needleman (GTN) damage model, which
is proposed by Gurson [10] and further modified by Tvergaard and Needleman [11]. Compared with
other ductile fracture criteria, GTN damage model is a coupled ductile fracture criterion, incorporating
the void evolution into the constitutive equations. Generally, GTN damage model and modified
GTN damage model are applied to predict void initiation, propagation, and final rupture [12,13]
combined with FE simulation in some process. Chen and Dong [12] predicted the damage in deep
drawing test of AA6111 aluminum alloy well with a modified GTN yield criterion based on a quadratic
anisotropic yield criterion and an isotropic hardening rule. Butcher et al. [13] predicted the burst
pressure, formability and failure location in tube hydroforming of dual phase (DP600) steel using GTN
constitutive model and interpreted the influence of void shape and shear on coalescence. Sun et al. [14]
analyzed the ductile damage and failure behavior of steel sheet with edge defects under multi-pass
cold rolling based on the shear GTN damage model proposed by Nahshon and Hutchinson [15].
Li et al. [16] indicated that the GTN damage model can predict the damage in tube bending process.
However, it cannot predict the damage evolution due to the negative stress triaxiality in split spinning.
It can be found that most of these studies about GTN damage model concentrate on the simple stress
state. Researches on GTN damage model applied in other complicated deformation, such as tube
spinning process, are limited. In tube spinning process, many researches on damage evolution have
been studied based on other ductile fracture criteria. However, there are few researches on damage
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evolution based on GTN damage model in this process. Thus, the applicability and limitation of GTN
damage model in tube spinning should be evaluated in detailed.

To investigate the applicability of GTN damage model to predict fracture in tube spinning process,
an FE model coupled with GTN damage model for forward tube spinning of 3A21-O aluminum alloy
is established based on ABAQUS/Explicit platform. Then the applicability of GTN damage model
in spinning process is evaluated by experiment. Distributions of the stress triaxiality, the maximum
principal stress, and the void volume fraction (VVF) are analyzed to reveal damage evolution in
forward tube spinning finally.

2. Material and Methods

The material used in this study is 3A21-O aluminum alloy. The chemical composition of the alloy
is listed in Table 1. Parameters of the material are shown in Table 2.

Table 1. Chemical composition of 3A21-O aluminum alloy.

Position Si Fe Cu Mn Mg Zn Ti Al

Mass fraction (%) 0.6 0.7 0.2 1.3 0.05 0.10 0.15 Bal.

Table 2. Material parameters of 3A21-O aluminum alloy.

Parameters Values

Elastic modulus (GPa) 69.98
Poisson’s ratio 0.33

Yield strength (MPa) 52
Strength coefficient (MPa) 188.76

Hardening exponent 0.194

Based on the ABAQUS/Explicit platform, uniaxial tensile simulations under the same condition
as experiments are conducted to determine main parameters in GTN damage model. Tensile tests
are carried out on a CMT5205 electronic universal testing machine (MTS Systems Corporation, Eden
Prairie, MN, USA) at a maximum load of 200 KN. Dimensions of uniaxial tensile test specimen are
shown in Figure 2. Experiments of forward tube spinning are carried out on a CZ900/CNC spin
forming machine (Sichuan Space Industry Company, China). Taking the large size of the blank
in experiment into consideration, theory of similarity [17] is adopted to improve the efficiency of
calculation in simulation. The ratio of similitude is 4 in this study. The main process parameters in
experiment and simulation for forward tube spinning are listed in Table 3. In order to analyze the
damage evolution in forward tube spinning, the tube is divided into four areas, namely un-deformed
area, uplift area [9], deformation area, and deformed area, respectively (Figure 3).
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Figure 3. Schematic of area division of the tube in forward spinning.

Table 3. Process parameters in simulation and experiment.

Parameters Experiment Simulation

Inner diameter of the tube d (mm) 320.6 80.15
Thickness of the tube t0 (mm) 12 3

Initial height of the tube h (mm) 150 37.5
Roller nose radius r (mm) 5 1.25
Roller feed rate vr (mm/r) 1.25 0.3125

Roller attack angle α (˝) 30 30
Mandrel rotational speed ω (r/min) 100 100

Reduction ratio of wall thickness Ψ (%) 50 50

3. Gurson-Tvergaard-Needleman (GTN) Damage Model and Finite Element (FE) Model in
Tube Spinning

3.1. GTN Damage Model

The Gurson model revised by Tvergaard and Needleman, namely the GTN damage model, can
be expressed as Equation (1) [10,11]:

φpσ, f q “
ˆ

σeq

σy

˙

` 2q1 f ˚cosh
ˆ

´
3q2σm

2σy

˙

´

´

1` q3 f ˚2
¯

“ 0 (1)

where, φ is the yield function; σeq is the von Mises equivalent stress; σy the mean uniaxial equivalent
stress of the matrix material; σm is macroscopic hydrostatic pressure; f is the VVF; q1, q2 and q3 are the
constants for material. When q1 = q2 = q3 = 1, Equation (1) can be degraded into the Gurson model.
f * is the modified void volume fraction that takes into account the final decrease in load when void
coalescence occurs. The relationship between f * and f is given as follows:

f ˚ “

#

f p f ď fc q

fc `
1{q1´ fc
fF ´ fc

p f ´ fc q p fc ă f ă fFq
(2)

where, fc is the critical VVF when the void coalescence takes place and fF is the VVF at the final failure
of material.

The evolution of voids is characterized by the gradually growth of existing voids volume fraction
(fg) and nucleation of new voids volume fraction (fn) in material, as shown in Equation (3):

df “ dfg ` dfn (3)
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The void growth rate is determined by the plastic incompressibility of matrix surrounding the
voids with respect to the rule of mass balance in representative volume elements. It can be expressed
as Equation (4):

dfg “ p1´ fqdεp : 1 (4)

where, dεp is the increment of hydrostatic plastic strain and I is a second order unit tensor.
The growth of strain controlled nucleation of new voids [18] can be expressed as Equation (5):

dfn “ Adεy
pl (5)

with A “
fn

Sn
?

2π
exp

«

´ 1
2

ˆ

εy
pl ´εn
Sn

˙2
ff

, where, fn is the total void volume fraction that can be

nucleated; εn is the mean equivalent plastic strain for void nucleation; Sn is the corresponding standard
deviation and dεy

pl is the increment of equivalent plastic strain.

3.2. Determination of Parameters in GTN Damage Model

In the GTN model, q1, q2, q3, εn and Sn can be determined by empirical values, and f 0, fn, fc and
fF are generally determined by scanning electron microscope (SEM) microstructures. In this study,
to reflect the interaction in two void groups in GTN model, values of q1, q2 and q3 are quantified
as 1.5, 1 and 2.25, respectively [19]. The value of Sn is determined as 0.1 and εn is assigned as
0.3 [10,12,20]. Considering that there are many researches on the GTN damage model of aluminum
alloy, the microstructure of 3A21 aluminum alloy can be hardly observed due to its excellent corrosion
resistance, the initial void volume fracture f 0 is determined as 0.001 according to the values adopted in
other aluminum alloy [12,21], and fn, fc and fF are determined by anti-inference method [21] through
the combination of experiment with FE simulation of uniaxial tensile test.

The true stress strain curves in experiment and in simulation with different parameters in the
GTN model (Table 4) are shown in Figure 4. It can be seen that, under the same dimensions of specimen
and loading condition, different parameters in the GTN damage model have significant effects on the
deformation behavior of material. In experiment, ultimate tensile strength reaches to 143.13 MPa at the
strain of 0.27. When the strain is larger than 0.27, there are obvious differences in stress strain curves
between simulation and experiment. Considering that the specimen bears the maximum load and void
coalescence begins, and the hardening properties decrease suddenly due to the coalescence of void
speed which depends on the factor fF [22], stress strain curves between simulation and experiment can
be compared by critical strain (strain corresponding to tensile strength) and fracture strain. When the
strain is less than 0.27, stress strain curves in simulation are similar to each other. The differences of
stress strain curves between simulation and experiment in this region can be symbolized as standard
deviation (SD), which can be expressed as:

SD “

g

f

f

f

e

n
ř

i“1
pxi ´ xirelq

2

n
(6)

where, xi is the stress in simulation at a certain strain (0.02, 0.04, 0.06,...,0.26); xirel is the stress in
experiment at the corresponding strain; n is 13 in this study.

Standard deviation, critical strain and fracture strain under different parameters in the GTN model
are shown in Table 4. It can be seen that there are minimum standard deviation under the parameters
in group 5. Meanwhile, in simulation critical strain and fracture strain under these parameters are
also closer to those in experiment. Thus, in this study, fn, fc and fF are determined as 0.012, 0.02 and
0.04, respectively.
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(GTN) damage model.

Table 4. Standard deviation, critical strain and fracture strain under different parameters in
Gurson-Tvergaard-Needleman (GTN) damage model.

Values
Group

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 Experiment

fn 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.015 0.012 0.01 0.04 0.002 -
fc 0.05 0.05 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.05 0.005 -
fF 0.1 0.1 0.05 0.04 0.04 0.02 0.15 0.05 -

Standard deviation 1.47 1.30 1.70 1.26 1.25 1.75 1.36 1.72 -
Critical strain 1.01 0.81 0.38 0.32 0.30 0.35 0.48 0.59 0.27
Fracture strain 1.09 0.84 0.42 0.36 0.33 0.38 0.58 0.68 0.33

3.3. Establishment of the FE Model for Forward Tube Spinning Coupled with GTN Damage Model

Based on the ABAQUS/ Explicit platform, an FE model coupled with the GTN damage model
for forward tube spinning process of 3A21-O aluminum alloy is established, as shown in Figure 5. In
the model, rollers and mandrel are assumed to be analytical rigid bodies. The tube is considered as
a deformable body, which is meshed by an 8-node linear brick, reduced integration and hourglass
control element (C3D8R). Five layer elements are divided in the thickness direction of the tube because
five layer elements are enough to get the variation information of wall thickness during spinning [17].
Three simulations with mesh sizes of 1, 1.5 and 2 mm in the axial-hoop plane are compared, as shown
in Table 5. The mass scaling is 2000 to ensure the efficiency and accuracy in simulation. As seen
in Table 5, there are small increases of maximum Mises stress and maximum equivalent strain with
mesh size decreasing. However, central processing unit (CPU) time is increased obviously with mesh
size decreasing. Considering the efficiency and accuracy of simulation, mesh size of 1.5 mm in the
axial-hoop plane are adopted in this study. Coupling constraint is adopted to limit the movement of
bottom surface of tube in simulation. Arbitrary Lagrangian-Eulerian (ALE) adaptive grid technique is
used to avoid the distortion of the mesh and birth-and-death element is adopted to delete the element
whose VVF exceeds fF. The GTN damage model is implanted into forward tube spinning through the
porous metal plasticity module in ABAQUS platform.
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Figure 5. The finite element model for forward tube spinning.

Table 5. Simulation results under different mesh sizes.

Simulation results
Mesh Size

2 mm 1.5 mm 1 mm

Maximum Mises stress (MPa) 238.4 239.1 239.1
Maximum equivalent strain 2.826 3.276 3.41

Central processing unit time (h) 68 128 244

4. Evaluating the Applicability of the FE Model Coupled with GTN Damage

To verify the reliability of the FE model coupled with GTN damage model for forward tube
spinning of 3A21-O aluminum alloy, the energy variation of the FE model are evaluated and
corresponding experiments are carried out. Figure 6 shows the variations of kinetic energy and
the ratio of kinetic energy to internal energy in forward tube spinning. It is found that, the variation of
kinetic energy is stable except for the initial stage of forward tube spinning, and the ratio of kinetic
energy to internal energy is less than 5% during most stage of the forward tube spinning, which
indicate that the FE model is theoretically reliable [23].
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To evaluate the applicability of the GTN damage model in forward tube spinning in this study,
experiments are conducted under the parameters as shown in Table 3. Figures 7 and 8 show the crack
defects of the tube in simulation and in experiment at wall thickness reduction ratio of 50%. It can be
seen that, in the outer surface of tube, some elements are deleted in the material uplift area and bottom
area (Figure 7a) due to the birth-and-death element adopted when the VVF exceeds the fF. Cracks are
not observed in the inner surface of tube in simulation (Figure 7b). This indicates that in simulation,
macroscopic cracks mainly occur in the material uplift area. Cracks appearing in the bottom region
of tube in simulation are not emphasized in this study, because they are generated mainly due to
the complicated and large force when the coupling constraint is adopted to limit the movement of
the bottom surface in simulation. In experiment process, penetrating cracks (Area 1) are found in
deformed area (Figure 8a,b). Except for the penetrating cracks, there is no crack in the inner surface of
tube. Localized magnification image (Figure 8c) of Area 2 in Figure 8a indicates there are also many
tiny cracks occurring in the material uplift area. Meanwhile, both in simulation and experiment, cracks
are more serious at the peak of the material uplift area.
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To analyze the discrepancy of the crack position between simulation and experiment results,
Figure 9 shows the VVF distributions of two points, without crack (point A) and with crack (point B),
respectively, in outer surface of spun tube at wall thickness reduction ratio of 50%. It can be seen that
variations of VVF of the two points are similar to each other. Before spinning, there is no significant
change of VVF. Then VVF increases sharply when the point is in the material uplift area. The maximum
value of VVF of the point with crack can reach to 0.08. During spinning, VVF of the points decrease
rapidly and values of it are close to zero at the end of spinning process. After spinning, values of VVF
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are stable and keep to zero. The similar variation of damage evolution is also found in the researches
of Ma et al. [7] by applied Ayada damage model for tube spinning. These indicate that, in GTN damage
model for forward tube spinning, the void nucleation, growth and coalescence occurs in material uplift
area, then the void is annihilated during spinning process under the compression of rollers.Metals 2016, 6, 136  9 of 14 
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in forward tube spinning.

In GTN damage model, the characterization of damage evolution can be done by a combination
of the stress triaxiality and Lode parameter [24]. Figure 10a,b show the variations of stress triaxiality of
the two points during forward spinning process. It can be seen that, in the un-deformed area and uplift
area, stress triaxiality is positive, which is good for damage accumulation. Then the stress triaxiality
changes to negative in deformation area and finally changes to positive in deformed area. The
variations of stress triaxiality of the two points in outer surface of spun tube are similar to researches
of Ma et al. [7], where C-L ductile fracture criterion is employed to investigate the spinnability of
tube. In general, GTN damage model or modified GTN damage model have a good performance in
prediction fracture location under high stress triaxiality or shear loading [25,26]. However, the GTN
damage model does not work well for uniaxial compression and plane strain compression since the
void volume fraction does not increase due to the fact that void growth was suppressed in negative
stress triaxiality [15]. Therefore, the GTN damage model could not precisely predict the variation
of VVF in deformation area in forward tube spinning, and the variation of VVF in the subsequent
deformed area is also influenced.

Meanwhile, in tube spinning, the deformed area is usually simplified as a plane strain state,
namely compression deformation in radial direction and tensile deformation in axial direction.
Figure 10c,d shows the variation of Lode parameter in spinning process. It can be seen that Lode
parameter fluctuates widely during the whole process especially in deformation area and deformed
area. In the un-deformed area, negative Lode parameter indicates there is mainly tensile deformation
in this area. In uplift area, Lode parameter changes to positive gradually. Fluctuations of Lode
parameter in these areas are influenced by the rapid variation of principal stresses under compatible
deformation. In deformation area, the values of Lode parameter fluctuate from ´0.6 to 0.4, and some
values of Lode parameter are close to 0. The fluctuation of Lode parameter in deformation area is
mainly resulted from the progressive deformation in spinning. When the point contacts to the roller, it
undergoes shear-compression deformation; when the point is rotating to the area between the two
rollers and still in the deformation area, it undergoes the addition shear-tension deformation. In
addition, the degree of deformation gradually increases when the point contacts to roller again. Values
of Lode parameter in deformation area indicate that the material in this area undergoes larger shear
deformation than in other area of tube. In tube spinning, larger shear deformation is mainly generated
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in circumferential direction by the transmission of torsional moment when the blank rotates with
the mandrel. In deformed area, the reason for the fluctuation of Lode parameter is similar to it in
un-deformed area and material uplift area. Therefore, the shear strain in circumferential direction is
also important and shouldn't be neglected especially in deformation area. Under shear loads, failure
is mainly driven by the shear localization of plastic strain of the inter-voids ligaments due to void
rotation and distortion [27,28]. However, the shear strain is not taken account in the classical GTN
damage model, which could results in some offset of the VVF variation in deformation area as well as
the subsequent deformed area.Metals 2016, 6, 136  10 of 14 
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As explained above, the main reason for the failed prediction of the crack in deformed area
is that the negative stress triaxiality and shear deformation in deformation area are not taken into
consideration in the classical GTN damage model. Another reason is that, in simulation, when
deformation occurs, the values of VVF are decreased and values of VVF after deformation are even
smaller than the initial VVF. These mean that the macroscopic crack could be annihilated due to the
dynamic change of VVF. While in experiment, once macroscopic crack appearing in tube, it is hard to
eliminate but to expansion under complicated stress state. Initial crack seems to derive in the uplift
area and then expansion to the deformed area leading to large cracks after severely deformation.
Therefore, GTN damage model is available to predict the position of macroscopic crack appearing in
the material uplift area in forward tube spinning.

5. Damage Evolution in Forward Tube Spinning

It is well known that the triaxiality stress, maximum principal stress and void volume fraction
have a significance effect on damage evolution. Thus, based on the FE model coupled with GTN
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damage model for forward tube spinning, distributions of stress triaxiality, maximum principal stress
and void volume fraction are studied, as shown in Figure 11.
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It can be seen that, in Figure 11a, the value of stress triaxiality near the upper surface of tube
is close to zero due to the small compatible deformation produced in spinning; in the un-deformed
area which is close to deformation area, the values of stress triaxiality change to positive. In material
uplift area and deformed area, the value of stress triaxiality should be positive combined with the
distributions of VVF of the points with crack and without crack (Figure 10a,b). In the deformation area
contacting with roller, stress triaxiality is negative under the pressure of roller, which indicates that
damage growth is restrained in this area. Neighboring areas in circumferential direction undergoes
positive stress triaxiality due to the compressive deformation under the roller generating the additional
tensile deformation in neighboring region. The positive stress triaxiality in the bottom surface of the
tube is due to the coupling constraint applied in this surface. Characteristics of maximum principal
stress in Figure 11b indicated that, in the roller contacting area (deformation area), the maximum
principle stress can reach to approximately ´250 MPa. The value of maximum principal stress in
neighboring of roller contacting area in circumferential direction is positive due to the additional
tensile deformation. Except for these areas, the maximum principle stress is close to zero because main
deformation does not occur in other area of tube. Figure 11c shows the VVF distribution in the tube. It
is found that: VVF in uplift area and bottom area of tube is close to 0.004 (VVF at fracture); while in
other areas of the tube, the value of VVF is close to initial value of 0.001. Smaller values of VVF appear
in un-deformed area because small deformation away from roller cannot lead to the increasing of VVF.
In the un-deformed area near deformation area and uplift area, positive stress triaxiality results in
the increasing of VVF. In the deformation area, material undergoes larger compression deformation
and stress triaxiality are negative and VVF is decreased in this area. These result in the maximum
VVF appearing in the uplift zone not in the deformation area. This means that GTN model could
only capture the fracture occurred in material uplift area. Damage evolution in the deformation area
and subsequent deformed area cannot be well predicted due to the decrease of VVF under negative
deviation ratio. The distribution of lager VVF in uplift area in tube forward spinning is similar to the
VVF distribution in spilt spinning in the research of Li et al [16]. Meanwhile, VVF in outer surface is
higher than that in inner surface of spun tube. This indicates that cracks are easy to occur in the outer
surface of the spun tube.

To observe the characteristics of damage evolution in the material uplift area clearly, the variation
of stress triaxiality, maximum principal stress and VVF are obtained along four paths in radius direction
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(Figure 12), as shown in Figure 13. It can be found that values of stress triaxiality decrease from inner
surface to middle thickness section first, then increase and reach to maximum value of outer surface.
This is due to the large amount of deformation in outer surface under the effect of roller and small
amount of deformation under the friction between blank and mandrel in forward tube spinning. When
the point is away from roller contacting area to uplift area, values of stress triaxiality gradually change
from negative to positive. These indicate that in the uplift area, damage is easier to be accumulated,
and cracks occur from the outer surface to inner surface on account of positive stress triaxiality. As we
can see, the laws of maximum principal also show the tendency of decreasing slightly first and then
increasing from the inner surface to outer surface (Figure 13b). The variations of void volume fraction
along radial paths are obtained, as shown in Figure 13c. It can be found that, values of VVF in inner
surface along different paths are close to each other. VVF is gradually increased when the path is away
from the deformation area in outer surface. In addition, values of VVF in outer surface are greater than
them in inner surface, which is resulted from accumulation of VVF under the positive stress triaxiality.
This indicates that in the outer surface of material uplift area, the material is easy to crack when it is far
away from rollers.
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According to the characteristics of stress triaxiality, maximum principal stress and void volume
fraction, it can be concluded that accumulation of damage in tube spinning occurs mainly at the
material uplift area. In addition, in the outer surface of material uplift area, the material is easy to
crack when it is far away from rollers.
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6. Conclusions

The applicability of GTN damage model in forward tube spinning of 3A21-O aluminum alloy is
evaluated by experiment and the damage evolution is studied through analyzing the law of distribution
of the stress triaxiality, the maximum principal stress, and the void volume fraction. The main results
are as follows:

(1) Main parameters in GTN model, fn, fc and fF of 3A21-O aluminum alloy, are determined 0.02,
0.012 and 0.04, respectively, by anti-inference method. A three-dimensional finite element numerical
simulation model coupled the GTN damage model for forward tube spinning of 3A21 aluminum alloy
is established. In addition, the GTN damage model is appropriate for predicting macroscopic crack in
the material uplift area. The damage evolution in deformation area could not be predicted well with
GTN damage model due to the negative stress triaxiality and the neglect of shear deformation.

(2) Accumulation of damage in forward tube spinning occurs mainly at the material uplift area
through FE modeling. The VVF in the outer surface of the tube is higher than that in the inner surface
in forward tube spinning. In addition, it is prone to cracking in the outer surface of tube in the material
uplift area.
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Nomenclature

φ Yield function
σeq Von Mises equivalent stress
σy Mean uniaxial equivalent stress of the matrix material
Σm Macroscopic hydrostatic pressure
f Void volume fraction
f* Modified void volume fraction
fc Critical void volume fraction
fF Void volume fraction at failure
Fn Void volume fraction due to nucleation
Fg Void volume fraction due to growth
Sn Standard deviation of nucleation
q1, q2, q3 Coefficients of the GTN damage model
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