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Abstract

This study proposes a field-driven topology design method for compressive structure optimization.
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Based on ABAQUS, a 3 x 3 x 3 mm?3 cube benchmark model is established. By comparing the com-
pressive stress field characteristics of five lattice structures, such as face-centered cubic, open rod,
columnar, central sphere, and TPMS (P-type), the stress distribution advantages of the TPMS struc-
ture are verified. The solid cube stress field data is innovatively imported into the nTopology plat-
form to generate a gradient TPMS-optimized configuration. The working conditions of the universal
testing machine are reproduced by quasi-static compression simulation, and the stress concentra-
tion characteristics and strain response curves of the optimized structure are systematically ana-
lyzed. The results show that the maximum stress drop of the gradient TPMS compared with the tra-
ditional homogeneous lattice is 8.6%, which verifies the effectiveness of the field-driven method in
the optimization of the compressive structure. This study provides a new digital solution for the
lightweight design of pressure components.
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1. 518

BEENTENR . AEPER AN REIR IS 37 45 SUE B AL R R A M I R H 2B, Rt st 558
MNERARKI L G N R 2 LA RS E 7 aBnigte 1] [21. b, =k di i (Triply Periodic
Minimal Surface, TPMS) 4544 Al H G i EESE ) JUATRFAE s o ELAR AR ARSI AR e AE B AR 3
RE IR S U R L Y 6 28 D95 [3] [4]. ARITT, ARSGeH4 )5 TPMS S5 BB IR SR i, LK
FEM IR AR T R 2B R B MR RE M ZE (5], PR 1 AR RO TR s T AR o A0 ferid i A A
it WA AT ESETT TPMS S5 RIFUR PERE S5 TSR IE, O AT T S PR -

TPMS &5 4 (6 L B v CIE W RIS AT RO 3% A1 A PR RE - 10, 38 I FLRR =R UM X 8 BE (6 P o0 A1,
] 2 BRI AR VAR I ) 3R T RE R SCRR [6] o 5K B RS (710 R A5 77 B BE S5 /) ¥ it Gyroid T,
B T BAEE A0 25 il SR S PIMERERFHERT s Shi £ [8]45 & 4RIMEL S ZTEA TPMS HciE, el
TRIEEE 395 . IXLERE FER Y], BRI RIE N /1 At a5 MR Bk RE . 2RI, BLA I L%
REET LTS B 2 AR BE 42 [9] [10], T2 TR (A0 3« AR 87) IS f4 1 3 B B2 T kAT ik =
RGNVERZ . LAk, 2 M0t 7 iE S0 U B S ML AR S FE GG H[11], R AETE 20 R A 5
YR LK O FIAL S -

FEGUR ST, I SR B BT T7 28 I Re g 2 15 b BB WS Rk o A, T SEBILE v A
PEREATE . Yang SE[12]48 2k TNy 8 IE OB TR A, Dl AR I Gyroid 45#91K° TG N J); Qi
SE (131 A PR T 07 AL A AE 8 il i 25 P BB FLAS A, IR B SRS VA A B S RN AR Bt R A AT AT 1
SR, ARTAIREN T Z R T BT &, BT S BRSO R A TR, B PR S5
FRIIRAIE 2 AR AT AR L [14], ok Z 0 B2 AR FE R T K R G 20

R TPMS BEEEZEMAE IR TERE A T 70 B35, DA TR DL R RIPR T : 1) BR 2 vt 2 4Kt
286 N KB S BT R B, XMECUERE LR SN 1 2) IR RE 505 HIRIERL S, skZ MIn a3
2K R A PR BRI

DOI: 10.12677/m0s.2025.145396 316 R T

/,—+


https://doi.org/10.12677/mos.2025.145396
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

T

B BRI, AHEFECLSL T MO BEHERIY, BRI SLTT L T AR AR Bk TPMS (P
) AP ITEE R, JEIE ABAQUS 17 N P AR I i 8T NN o0 Atk JE T AR, K sior
TN 135805 5N nTopology V&, AERUEAE TPMS TRALK Y, R — R BLIIE AT P R i T
MR B BE G N ) - NARM S HESS ST, S WA BT ESUR S A R B HLER . A SCE AR
AR R R R A B TR Bt — AR IS SR ML TT 1%, IR G IR BOR K TAE AL B 55 B
WA -

2. IJWEEIDEA 7T 3%
2.1. ATRIZESR

AHIFOCRA “PiE - Mife - E” FIARAE, HEORESZ A 1 s, BT REP R 1) £
LA o T A R AT AR S B BB F Ao 2) B TAL B : KRR R I s AR AR LS. ABAQUS
AER A I 45 07 U RN 03 800 3 O CSV A% s SC . JF 3 nTopology, i AR UL C i 57 % [f]
82155 5 J UL ARG DR R o 3) 3SRy« RN 37 IR — A0 O0~1 IR ds, RN TPMS 45K 2
BRI R . 4) SHAOERL: IR R0 A% TPMS BICHIMRXIE L. BREESH, LR
FE IR R . 5) MIA% &5 : nTopology 2 AUl i ILAT 2R B aik, ) a4 #ay A7 T P A
Ril7r, BRI, AL FE RS IO U0 O n] LN SI8UE 07 (i ABAQUS)H Y INP 3C
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Figure 1. Simulation-optimization-validation process

1. 5E - ik - BiERTE

PAST T R R FEAER AL, 338 BT Co 37 7 FF RRIR AR S AR ER 2 TPMS (P AY) FR B e 45 44 (14 2(a))s
Wit ABAQUS 15 B X LU AR e 4 #ar B N J1 0 ARt . #PRHER TC4 A4, MRZHunsE 1. %2
FR.

Table 1. Density and elastic parameters of TC4 titanium alloy
R LTCAHKEENEEREMESY

25 FiF (Kg/m3) FAMEAR Y (GPa) TERALL

4430 110 0.34
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Table 2. Plasticity parameters of TC4 titanium alloy
2. TCASREEWENSH

el IVES JE IS /3 (MPa)
0 825 (¥14f Ji ARk 5 L)
0.01 850
0.03 900
0.05 950
0.07 1000
0.1 1050

2.2. nTopology AYRENE X [RIE

fE ABAQUS H1#E 7 3 x 3 x 3 mme L AR, FRMTEALN, LRI RS, ffHTE
Y f N L mm, R 35 2 B (odb ST TR R, K STO NI TR R 1 58dE F N nTo-
pology V-, K¢ J13AEE ey CSV MR, RIS SUALKR(x, Vi, 7)) 5 S5 BOK ZE/T N J1ME (o), ) o JEIEIH
— A A ST BN IR E S, H A A LR E N 1) SkEREIEN: RERE G N 13 Hh
HHEAAE; 2) EN—8E: HERAFEENSHT WS SRR, 3) W sriE: #iRIg 0 %1
SECHRZEBIME). @it - & KA1k (Min-Max Normalization)# i /13 2 £[0, 111X 18], JH—4kbr
BIE N

i
Oym — O,

o =—n—(0<w <1) (€

HF, 0~ Omin TR IR /NN 1E
B E T nTopology, T P A TPMS [k B @ WIdA R 4s kg, RIS FIR A E ) w;
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Figure 2. Common lattice unit types and uniform/graded TPMS structures
El 2. EReEEETEBURINSNEE TPMS 451
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8T nTopology A& FFEN: 5 T i A B SR B AR, A2 BUESEHA B TPMS Z544 (14 2(b)), Kk
S S N ABAQUS, TEAH RIS T AT HEBH S R4 07 51, X HE R ) 0 A 5 PR s FE SR TR
XL T ARSI T IR PR, SEELR. 737 30 BI04 1 72 1 LS
nTopology 137K & T A% O AE T Y ELS 5 U S H A G . HERRAEAHE: EdEdEE. &
BF H5CR  A TUART 6o 37 BOHE 4 (R = IR 2R A E VRN B WO N IR o B A RE SR B )
W (x,y,2), HfRaSlEESME. 3T P & TPMS B kil =
®, (x,y,z)=cos(27x)+cos(27y)+cos(27z)+d )]

BB ARETId =d, + AW (X,Y,2) , SIS RS0 BEBIAE . ) LART IS F o 38 o 3P 1
V2p(X,Y,z) =0 BRI AT, (R gs ] filid v . ZEkE g SRR AL R &, SEB N
FIXEMRLEE. KN EEN, TERAPIEREK.

2.3. SHTEMNIESRR

NEUIPAERACRER, 58 LA HEbR:
1) NAEIEIVE R EL(Cy):

c,=1-2= ()
o
S, o, RN, & NTHIR, ERESE 1 RN A6 5.
2) 45 A3 (Du):
N, 2090,
T N ©
b, N, > 090, AR TS 009 A I A4, MR A et A
3) BRI 2 (G):
G, = Jon ~ Toase (6)

Olhase

HA, Oy~ O I3 N IEE S A 55 350 5 22560 14 T IR 5 2
3. HR5ITR
3.1 TEETXEBHN DI HEYE

Table 3. Maximum stress of different units
#= 3 TRIBTHMHRARANA

Bu FFEFFIR FFEFR Bk (A1 Primitive
I KR S1/MPa 1945 1709 1700 2028 1056

NARGEVFAS AN [R] $h 444 T 48 28 A F F T 16 0 2 B2y, 388 BT 00 57 77 (Face-Centered Cubic,
FCC). JFH#FIk(Open Rod). JF 144Kk (Open Column). HCER(Central Sphere) & = J& 4% /) gl 1 (Triply
Periodic Minimal Surface, TPMS-P) T L 284 22 AL BT AF N FE 0t R . T ABAQUS/Standard 3K fif 2% 37
3x3x3mmi LT ARRTTRAY, SR\ R M AE TR 7 570 (C3D8R) AT A% il 43, oo R &8k
PEIGAIE J5 48— BOE )y 0.15 mme.e USRS BOE I R - R SR hn 7€ 4 [ € 249 R (ENCASTRE), LK1
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I 225 S(RP-1):R AL B AR HISE IR Y Fl 7 1 i i s R 4a kg, ISR & e N 0.1 mm/s (S
ASTM EO9 FrifE). 1 FHE i th 5 5 7C (R K ZE BT R 7 (von Mises Stress) 73 2« B K 1 U2 ) #dfs i 3
Fiw, HT RS X T

g Rl 3 frow, HAl& 3(a)~(e) /il fEus 10 AL )T (FCC) JFHARR IR AR, Aak &
TPMS-P B4 ) von Mises N 133 2 . M IZ] 3(a) FIARST 50 70 S 4 07 B4 SR AT LG 5l T AL Fr 48
DRI AR R R A AT I3 S0, BRARR ISR i A . BT R I, B ELSD LN Bl T 46 $h i Y
(1) TPMS-P LTI 3(e)) I AR IR Iy /0 Akt ,  FCRI 3511 R4 Cu ik B 0.82, BT HIFHIRS:
14(0.51) 52T 60.8%. JF FIAFARANFF DA IREE 44 T A ERIR B A IER:, FEUN &S, &R XIS
Ji AR 2 ARG, AICAT s AL BN F3 75 St e Ao EREEF N S IR ER R 23 1 (A A FEROIR 40 A, H
BRAA S i 5 SR AT AR SR 3 R g B, e KR ) tH IRAE BR AR 5 2 B S A I DX (i 2 AR A,
ZILGIGUE T Hertz B30 p il 2 A 52 5 801 R 30Ny B 5888 o AT A =i 2, LT a8 4R
IS TR, RSP ASIC AT AZAE B R BB E RS, 3X 5 FCC &5 [ 1) LA I S % DA
Ko 1Fa TRl E -5 i R, Primitive S5F1 3 i ¥y 534 #,  Seid i 75 /) 5 2
A7 T H A AL

A S T N T |

| MPa
]H 550 S, Misesl
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Figure 3. Equivalent stress contour maps from compression simulation

3. EmInEFUNNEE

TPMS 25 4 (416 B TR P HET I B P AL 38 RO A SR R o AR A0 B R 50 T T LT AR, TPMS 298
TER B BUR AL 2R, BT i T A%, B G 1A% GEMT R A5 M) rh B AR T AR I RARAR B LAt
TPMS [ LE R TR PE A L AE e A M [RII, JEE 22 FLAn S SEBL R 70 . AT 5, IR FPIRSE
M E A ERAL i R REIE T%, BRI IR YL, 55 K RA L.

3.2. BE TPMS St 5384iE

321 BEEMERS HFE

BT AR B A IR i, BSOS 5 A R4 4 B A HE ) von Mises N 33— N E I,
WHEE o €[0,1] 5 RN ) B IEMAHK. 7E nTopology 1, M E 5 TPMS-P [ bk B8 A8 & % 5 #AH
%o} 55 5y A -
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@, (x,y,2)=cos(2zx)+cos(27y)+cos(2zz)+d, + W (X, Y, 2) )

Kb, pONBURAEL, N IR AT R, =15, d,=05.

i3 Marching Cubes 5503 Az Rt e X T LARPASE Y, e - 3 - P BRAE I BR , SeR AEk
(KIAREE TPMS S5 HA7E i . 77 DX 2 BB ARSI AR ) DX PR R AL

NGRS FE BT RO AL RR S Pl 4 X LG T B B TPMS 5355t TPMS 7E1E B 25 FEAR 3T 1K 772400
BRI h (151 A(a)) i tse K SE g4 vh T i o b AR AR X3 BEEESE R (] 4(b)) s R g B M 15.1%, Hiihi
JIX IR (5 FAi 08 4 9.8%, [N 3 U2 FERG B 77 1) ISP 1k o 3 20 S5 R 7E S IR B B R e e it 5
BUNH BT s R RESE PR BB RE UL E B AT A2 AT, ADTE R BLE R R SERHIE (14 4(c)), VT BB BUM
JI BN L AR 37%.
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Figure 4. Mechanical response of uniform and graded structures

B 4. 195, $ESHRAFNN

xR LGS S A R PR R R AR EAT T BT B, SERINE 4 PR BREEREN], IREhBEE
veitilad LR AL TUR TERE: 1) 0% KUK BTN 3, B il 2 U X B Ay SR b WU s 2) %
FERBIE 5| SN RTEA Y, 8GR R AR 51 A W R R 2K

Table 4. Performance metrics of uniform and graded structures

I 4. YL S EERRILREREIR

R Y351 TPMS W% TPMS JeTHH
% KM J1/MPa 1056 967 8.4% |
INWAB SRR 0.68 0.82 20.6% t
55 A B 0.21 0.09 57.1% |
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3.2.2. 5SMBEMRMILL

A FAREH I IR BE S TPMS S5TEERE L AEZ M, SIMAT AKX g Rk 5 frs. 16
BRIV 7 RE T T, AR T SCHR [958 2 o B R # LR 2R, AN SCARZR M 52 A0 1T I 55 1 5 N
0.11 P % 0.09, FFIlRIA 18.2%; i LU SCHR[1L]R FH ¥ A1 8 A B e AL A AR ZR I BB BE 450, A ST LS
JI35 R K3 3R 5 7 14 e B IOR M T1%IETH 2 77%. FISCHR[8]3E T £ JE 45 # e 3 78 AR FE it AH
b, ASCRHAIH— TPMS-P B ST 2L 0 L 4%, SEIL 7 AR R 7735 5114 (Cy = 0.82 vs. 0.75) . 1E TPMS
FKAGUETERE L, 5 CHR[3]H Gyroid HhTEI S5 FIAHEL, A SCREEE TPMS-P AL 45 My vk 5 25 IR 46 N e KB 5
fik(967MPa vs. 980MPa), N f3345)1:(Cy = 0.82 vs. 0.72) A1 59 /5 25 J(0.09 vs. 0.15) A ; X ESCRR[12] 1)
Diamond %! TPMS HEL, A SCBEEE 45 M40 SR 1 25 (Gs = 8.4%) W iRyo  ATRMRRIE X B FE S5 Mt Ak 2 6 5
B, FISCHRI6]K ) TCA BR& Gl & (BA B 2 FLASMIAR L, A SCIA IR Bt R B RISUREE A 729042 71 31|
T7%; XFLCSCHR[14]9 316L ANEBANEE L TPMS S5t AH L, AR3C TCA BR-E S FE 45 M 10 AH R 25 B R B4R
HHEE K (967MPa vs. 1050MPa), ft 3R 5 & (77% vs. 70%).

Table 5. Performance comparison of existing gradient TPMS research
5. BHEE TPMS HssiEaExdtt

SCHRACYE BhREBLTH T TPMS K7 R ARJI(MPa)  REERMALE (%) [Egs =% L

A IR AR PERSEE  Primitive  TC4 4k& 4 967 77 0.09
SCHR3] AL e Gyroid  TC4%k&4: 980 65 0.15
SCHR[9] LRt % BEA S Primitive  AISi10Mg 1020 71 0.11
SCHR[1L]  SIEAT ARk ERAE Diamond  316L AEE4N 1050 70 0.13
SCHA[12] B bl B Diamond  TC4 k&4 995 68 0.10

3.3. HEMRERFHIR ST 4

3.3.1. MAEIBEREMK

BEFE TPMS 2544 (150 1 R S PR T Fod il b SR s Ak SE BRI FERR R 4 A, A 804 1 #ifig 1 3
FAT. 5 TPMS S5 8E rf 2 253 T it 1 it 28 S A X g (n B Xt i Ag VA, b FEE s )i o
15 5 P X IB (FI X 2 pmax = 0.8) I REEAM R B 5, RE BT EN S HESE R, =% Xk
SRR FE I N 1B SR A5 KPR AK 23.5% (M 1056 MPa [4 %5 808 MPa), Uil 1 AHAhf 5 4of e i 77 (X f) 5k
1EH .

BE— TR, BREE TPMS % 240 A 5 506 R /37 B IEAR G, RIS g X 3800] B B g A 2
JEE o I P S UG P A5 75 8 v o =t T R D6 JUT R AR A B I, 3B S 1A% ST AR 45 0 h DR B AR i e 5
BN 17 . 456 Hertz BEAbERG, ih 2R 4R 1 ()36 50 0 3 PR T SR 3B e Sy, ATk 7 2480
Ao BEAE, B RIS S SR UTINE T (Y ) EY B, TR N S IEIE, AR 35 R AL
Tt 20.6%.

3.3.2. REEMUWHLH

BEFE TPMS 1 RE BRI BCRIETHE T H A SR R SR E N - &, WEIE R - BRI 2 5
BE RPN B LU Bl AT . 38)5 TPMS Z5H07E R 48 0II(RAE < 10%) B[ H BN 77 387+ (V&{E 1056 MPa),
SXoF IV o RS A etk A o R0 5 65 40 ) 2 S B = BB = 1) S X S B s B2 777 4% 1T+ 2 650 MPa,
e R IR IL 65%; 2) VR BL: I8 7% Sl FE 45 350 o 45 ) R A1 37 %, 2 BA 25 BB FE DR T AR TEA% 4
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3) L DCREM B BIREELE 950 MPa (5 <5%), T4 e M (95%) 2 I T 5 4514 (82%) -

B SER R B S A R B AR E £ T RRE: IR LI (5 B 65%, L IEIX (5 22%, mE X
b 13%. MELZ T, BRI RE RIS b T BB B (R TEIX 5 48%), Jim SR BRI 4K kA S 3L
BORBRRE . XM TR, SRR HE U R X, S BRI R AR 6], I3 T B A
REEFETAE ST -

RE RIS ORBEZ B0 ELES SR UNTE 6 P , B L S5 A4 ) RE BN HSCRCR (T79%) B8 I 454 (62%) 12 T 24.2%.,
HF & B Ao M (95%)-5 SCHR[3]H Gyroid 454 (88%)AH LU B ELAR #5454 SCHR[8] 1) 2 A b o s (ke
68%), ACHER I AT P 1A S RE R L B AR 7T

Table 6. Comparison table of key parameters of energy absorption

6. BEEMUXESHIER

ZH )% TPMS B TPMS
A I ISR (%) 62 77
;9% B B (MPa) +120 +75
-6 B 77 FE 1 (%) 82 95

4. 75

ASCHRH T —F3ET nTopology 373850 it BB EE TPMS S5 Hf ik %, itk v 73 Kt we it 5B
BB AR, LUl T PURMERERE T, BRI

¥ ABAQUS JE4i i HIRAFHI N J137 8048 S N nTopology, i 37 Wi S A6 B & MBS E TPMS 45
H, WAL G SR B SR PR s L O E - ARAE - B RIPIRRRE, 8 RS R 4 SE
BT BEIRIGHL T 00, RGP S5 1) B ) 43 A 5 AR B s 51 NI 38 50 R B, W95 mi s 5%
Febr, XECIBT S ERE TPMS L 585 5 B8 ERILRE .

1) H#SLH) “PiE - BRI - FHIRUE” B5-F S U FEIHESE, Mok T AL Gkl B BRI 36 A UK R
PRPE. IR E S TPMS o R S L MRS & SO 7 35 R o A 5 R R 7137 1) B & R UT T .

2) BREE TPMS S5 R 1R K /7(96.7 MPa) L35 i 45 14 P 1% 8.4%, 8777341511 %40(0.82)#2 7+ 20.6%.
FLHR R SR AR G M 1 3 i 51 A R 2

AW FONPUE BT T SR s R M k18, BT G H AR 5 Bk R (M
JI 5V R W55 s 3 ) AT e B HURSCSE . BRSNSk, BT W3 0 TR R T .
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3099-3115.

[2] k&, Ak, TWRE, 55 e A ERE T S HE Pt R IR B R 0], HEEoE, 2022, 49(14): 188-201.
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