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Abstract

A comprehensive overview is given on the slip transmission criteria for grain bound-
aries in the experimental literature, with a focus on slip system and grain boundary
orientation. The use of these geometric criteria in continuum crystal plasticity models
is briefly discussed. Perspectives on additional experimentally motivated criteria used
in computational simulations are given. The theoretical framework of Gurtin (2008,
J. Mech. Phys. Solids 56, p. 640) is reviewed for the single slip case with the aim of
showing explicitly the connections to the experimentally developed criteria for slip trans-
mission that are not discussed in the work itself.
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1. Introduction

The plastic deformation of metals is significantly influenced by the presence of grain
boundaries (GBs) [15], where dislocations are, for example, transmitted to adjacent
grains [8, 21, 32, 33], or, e.g., pile up. Modeling these mechanisms is an ongoing
challenge in the development of continuum models such as gradient crystal plasticity,
e.g., [14, 39, 41].
Transmission of dislocations across GBs is influenced by both, the orientation of the
GBs [33], and the orientation of the slip systems (see, e.g., [27]). The better the align-
ment of two adjacent slip systems, the more likely a transmission event is to occur
between grains [7]. This geometric criterion seems to be the most substantial one [13].
Additional transmission criteria [19], however, have been proved to be essential, as well.
These include minimizing the residual Burgers vector (RBV) remaining in the GB upon
a transmission as well as maximizing the resolved shear stress (RSS) on the outgoing
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slip plane. The latter three criteria have been successfully applied in experiments on
metals of various crystal structures [16]. They need, however, to be supplemented by
further criteria for cases of increasing complexity [9], e.g., slip transfer over bimetallic
interfaces [4].
Existing continuum grain boundary models that account for experimentally developed
slip transmission criteria across GBs are limited. Many models are only two-dimensional
in nature, e.g., [12, 39], or in their implementation [28]. Researchers trying to incor-
porate slip transmission criteria in continuum models are faced with the challenge that
there are several geometric slip transmission criteria, e.g., [7, 23, 24, 32]. Related articles
commonly include a brief overview on selected works from the experimental literature
(see for example [6, 13, 16, 26]). A comprehensive overview, however, that includes
all geometrical slip transmission criteria in a unified and compact notation to ease the
comparability of the concepts is still missing in the literature to date. This overview is
given in the work at hand. In addition, in the literature on computational modeling of
grain boundary slip transmission and slip system interaction, e.g., [14], the connections
to the experimental criteria are often addressed rather brief, or not at all. Therefore, the
sophisticated GB theory of [14] is analyzed for the single slip case and the connections
to the experimental criteria are discussed in detail, in the work at hand.

2. Slip transmission criteria in experiments

Criteria that account for slip system orientations Livingston and Chalmers [23]
were among the first to use geometric slip transmission criteria to predict the activated
slip system in a grain adjacent to a dislocation pile-up. Their geometric criterion accounts
for the orientations of the slip directions d

A
α ,d

B
β , and the orientations of the slip plane

normals nA
α ,n

B
β , respectively. Here, α = 1, . . . , N are the incoming slip systems of grain A

at the GB Γ, with N , the number of slip systems, and β = 1, . . . , N are the outgoing slip
systems at Γ to grain B, see Fig. 1. The used transmission factor matrix reads

N̂αβ = (nA
α · nB

β )(d
A
α · dB

β ) + (nA
α · dB

β )(n
B
β · dA

α ), (1)

The full transmission factor matrix N̂ has N ×N components. With this criterion, the
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Figure 1: Nomenclature for slip systems α, β in adjacent grains A, B, separated by grain boundary Γ.

activation stress of the outgoing slip system is calculated [23]. This purely geometric
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criterion is also used in [8]. A slightly modified version is employed in [24]. The second
term of (1) is dropped, and the transmission factor then reads

N̂mod
αβ = (nA

α · nB
β )(d

A
α · dB

β ). (2)

This factor is combined with the Schmid factors [31] and a stress intensity factor resulting
from pile-ups (based on [11]) in the transmission evaluation of [13]. It was found that
a lower stress intensity factor (leading to a lower RSS) on the emission slip system
correlated to larger RBVs. For controlling the slip system activation, good alignment of
slip systems has proved to be more important than a high Schmid factor.

Criteria that account for slip system orientations and grain boundary ori-

entation In [32], applying criterion (1) is compared to a different transmission factor
incorporating the grain boundary orientation via

M̂αβ = (nA
α × nΓ

︸ ︷︷ ︸

l
A

α

) · (nB
β × nΓ

︸ ︷︷ ︸

l
B

β

)(dA
α · dB

β ) = (lAα · lBβ )(d
A
α · dB

β ). (3)

Here, nΓ denotes the GB normal, and l
A
α , l

B
β are the lines of intersection, see Fig. 1. In

combination with a stress criterion based on the Peach-Koehler force, (3) was shown to
successfully predict all slip system activations, whereas the purely geometric criterion (1)
did not. These criteria were also used to predict the activation of slip systems in [33].
The criteria for slip transmission were further extended in [19] to account for the RBV,
where

M̂mod
αβ = l

A
α · lBβ (4)

was used instead of (3). This approach removed remaining inconsistencies highlighted
in the approach of [33], and was used by [1]. In [20], it is proposed that the criteria of
maximum RSS and minimum RBV need to be combined as they are competitive in nature
(see also [21]). It was found, however, that minimizing the RBV is of dominant influence
for the slip transmission. In [7], it is outlined, with reference to [3], that this combined
criterion is not applicable to multiple active slip systems. The purely geometric criterion
(3) is applied in [36], while in [38], it is both applied and combined with investigations
regarding the RBV criterion and incompatibility stresses. The importance of considering
the RBV in the slip transmission prediction is emphasized in [29], as well.

Criteria that consider threshold values for the slip system and grain boundary

angles In [40], the mismatch between slip systems in adjacent grains is introduced via
a weighted sum of the form

λ =

N∑

α=1

N∑

β=1

cos

(
90◦

ǫc
arcos

(
n

A
α · nB

β

)
)

cos

(
90◦

κc

arcos
(

d
A
α · dB

β

))

. (5)

The mismatch between slip plane normals was taken into account, rather than the mis-
match between lines of intersection on Γ, as the GB orientation was difficult to measure.
Furthermore, it is argued that the angle of lines of intersection for a pair of slip systems
on adjacent sides of a GB cannot exceed the angle between adjacent slip plane normals,
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i.e., δ ≤ ǫ → l
A
α · lBβ ≤ n

A
α · nB

β . Thus, ǫ is used in place of δ, see Fig. 1. The critical
angles, above which slip transmission is not expected to occur, are taken to be κc = 45◦

and ǫc = 15◦. The latter limit value was motivated by the work of [8] using (1), where
the critical angle δc between the lines of intersection is estimated to be in the range
of 10◦ − 20◦. The approach of [40] confirmed the experimental behavior of phase / grain
boundaries with regard to their slip permeability.
In [18], (5) was used in combination with the Schmid factors to investigate both criteria
regarding the tensile strength of the considered material. It was found that the trend of
the tensile strength was opposite to that of the calculated λ, i.e., a high value of λ did
not lead to an increased yield strength.
In [4], the angle δ between the lines of intersection is taken into account, rather than the
angle ǫ between the slip plane normals. Furthermore, instead of the summation in (5),
individual components

χ̂αβ = cos

(
90◦

δc
arcos

(

l
A
α · lBβ

))

cos

(
90◦

κc

arcos
(

d
A
α · dB

β

))

(6)

are considered. The same critical angles, however, were utilized as in the previous works.
The geometrical criterion was combined with the Schmid factors and further considera-
tions regarding the interface shear strength.

Criteria that consider weighted sums of geometric transmission factors The
transmission factor (2) is also used in the combined experimental and computational
approach in [6], however no clear correspondence to the transmission events could be
established using (2). In addition, several weighted sum approaches for a slip transmission
factor are proposed. These scalar measures take into account (combinations of) the
above described geometric factors. They are obtained by summing over all slip systems
and weighting each geometric transmission factor with plastic slips γA

α , and the Schmid
factors, respectively. These criteria are given by

m′

γ =
∑

α,β

N̂mod
αβ γA

α γ
B
β

/∑

α,β

γA
α γ

B
β , m′

m =
∑

α,β

N̂mod
αβ mA

αm
B
β

/∑

α,β

mA
αm

B
β . (7)

Obviously, (7)2 connects a criterion of geometric mismatch with RSS due to the employed
weighting with the Schmid factors. The other two criteria read

LRBγ =
∑

α,β

M̂αβγ
A
α γ

B
β

/∑

α,β

γA
α γ

B
β , sγ =

∑

α,β

M̂mod
αβ N̂mod

αβ γA
α γ

B
β

/∑

α,β

γA
α γ

B
β . (8)

For the sample investigated in [6], all four weighted sum factors gave similar distributions
along the grain boundaries.
The experimentally developed slip transmission criteria are summarized in Tab. 1.

3. Computational modeling

Confirmation of experimentally motivated criteria The experimental criteria of
combining a geometric transmission factor (GTF), RSS, and RBV were confirmed in

4



Table 1: Slip transmission criteria in the experimental literature. Abbreviations used are RSS: Resolved
shear stress / Schmid factors, RBV: Residual Burgers vector, PKF: Peach-Koehler force, IBS: Interface
barrier strength, SIF: Stress intensity factor, SW: Slip weights, SFW: Schmid factor weights.

Transmission Additional criteria TF Additional criteria

factor (TF) Reference Reference

N̂αβ

-
N̂mod

αβ

- RSS / RBV / SIF RSS

[8, 23] [24] [13] [6]

M̂mod
αβ

RSS / RBV
M̂αβ

- PKF RBV

[1, 7, 19, 20] [36] [32, 33] [38]

χ̂αβ

RSS / IBS
λ

- RSS

[4] [40] [18]

m′

γ , m
′

m

SW, SFW
LRBγ , sγ

SW, SW

[6] [6]

atomistic simulations (see [37] and [5] for an overview) and molecular dynamics simula-
tions [17]. In the atomistic simulations of [30], the importance of the RBV for the slip
transmission is demonstrated. The coupled atomistic / discrete dislocation framework [9]
also confirms the experimentally motivated criteria. It is proposed there, however, that
they should be supplemented by additional criteria for the case of GB dislocation nucle-
ation.

Crystal plasticity models taking into account geometrical slip transmission

criteria The previously described criteria offer the possibility to evaluate the results
of, e.g., dislocation based crystal plasticity models with regard to their ability to predict
the correct slip transmission [42]. It is common, as well, to try to explicitly incorporate
them in continuum models to account for the transmission mechanisms. This is done,
e.g., in the model of [10], where a functional relationship is proposed for the GB (slip
transmission) strength, dependent on the minimum angle between the slip directions of
slip systems in adjacent grains via

tan (ϕAB
α ) = tan (min

β
(arcos

(

|dA
α · dB

β |
)

)). (9)

The higher the minimum angle ϕAB
α , the higher is the GB strength. This criterion,

however, does not take into account the orientations of the GB normal and slip plane
normals.
In [34, 35], (3) is utilized in combination with the RSS criterion. The thermally activated
transmission approach of [25] assumes that the slip lines of dislocations align with the
GB during transmission. They propose a criterion that is based on the minimization of
the energy for a transmission event. This takes into account the RBV in the GB as well
as the slip system and GB orientation.
The GB model [14] has recently been implemented within a two-dimensional setting
in [28]. In this model, so-called inter-action coefficients describe the interaction of slip
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systems in adjacent grains. They read

ĈAB
αβ = (dA

α · dB
β )(l

A
α · lBβ ). (10)

In fact, the inter-action coefficients in (10) are the same as the geometric slip transmission
factor (3). The latter theory, furthermore, accounts for the RBV criterion and the RSS
criterion, as well. Details of this are presented in Section 4. The superscripts {A,B}
are used here to distinguish the inter-action coefficients from the so-called intra-action
coefficients. These determine the interaction of slip systems within each grain based on
(10), applied to each grain {A,B}, individually. They read ĈAA

αβ , and ĈBB
αβ , respectively.

Criteria that consider threshold values for the slip system and grain boundary

angles In [2], (4) is extended to account for the slip plane normals intersection angle
via an additional term

ζ̂αβ = (lAα · lBβ )(n
A
α · nB

β ). (11)

Critical angles (motivated by [8] and [40]) are used with ǫc = 35◦ and δc = 15◦. The slip
transmission criterion used is purely geometric, but it is combined with the dislocation
densities and their evolution on the adjacent sides of GBs.
In the work of [26], (6) is used to penalize slip transfer on geometrically unfavorable slip
system combinations across bimetallic interfaces by increasing the corresponding slip
resistances depending on the mismatch. The slip resistance enters the flow rule and thus
connects the geometrical factors to the RSSes. The used slip transmission criteria in
continuum models are summarized in Tab. 2.

Table 2: Slip transmission / interaction criteria in crystal plasticity models. Abbreviations used are
RSS: Resolved shear stress / Schmid factors, RBV: Residual Burgers vector. The approaches by [14, 28]

utilize M̂αβ rather as an inter-action coefficient than as a classic transmission factor.

Transmission factor tan (ϕAB
α ) M̂αβ M̂αβ - ζ̂αβ χ̂αβ

Additional criteria - RSS RBV / RSS RBV / RSS - RSS

Reference [10] [34, 35] [14, 28] [25] [2] [26]

4. A connection between Gurtin’s grain boundary theory and experimental

slip transmission criteria

Although one might expect Gurtin’s theory of grain boundaries [14] to be connected to
criteria of slip system interaction that have been developed experimentally, the framework
used in the mentioned work is discussed from a rather theoretical point of view. The
relations to existing experimental criteria are not discussed. Therefore, a single slip
case is considered in the work at hand to show the connections between [14] and the
commonly experimentally used criteria of GTF / RSS / RBV. For convenience, in the
following, the single slip systems in grain A and B are labeled A and B, respectively.
For brevity, the slip plane normals of the two slip systems on adjacent sides of the GB
are considered to be coinciding, i.e., nA = n

B = n, and to be perpendicular to the GB
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normal nΓ. Thus, the angles δ = ǫ = 0, while κ 6= 0, see also Fig. 1. The RBV can be
defined as the difference between the Burgers vectors of interacting, i.e., transmitting slip
systems, br + b

B = b
A [22]. Its magnitude can be approximated by the magnitude of the

difference between the two slip directions dA,dB, i.e., |br| = |dA − d
B| [1]. Furthermore,

the definition [14] of the jump of the plastic distortion H
p =

∑

α γαdα ⊗ nα across the
GB is considered. For the single slip transmission case at hand, this jump reads

JHpK = γB
d
B ⊗ n− γA

d
A ⊗ n = (γB

d
B − γA

d
A)⊗ n. (12)

This gives a GB Burgers tensor G [14] of

G = (γB
d
B − γA

d
A)⊗ (n× nΓ) = (γB

d
B − γA

d
A)⊗ l. (13)

In [14], |G| is used as a measure of defect in the GB free energy. From the GB energy,
internal (energetic) microforces can be derived. These, in turn, are balanced on the GB
with the projection of a vector of gradient stresses from each grain. Furthermore, these
gradient stresses enter a microforce balance for each slip system α in which the RSSes
enter.
Assuming for simplicity the same slip on both slip systems, i.e., γA = γB = γ, gives

|G|2 = γ2(dB − d
A) · (dB − d

A)l · l = γ2|br|
2. (14)

Note that the GB free energy with respect to |G| can, thus, be expressed in dependence
of |br|, the magnitude of the RBV br, for the special case under consideration. Conse-
quently, Gurtin’s GB theory takes into account the residual dislocation content of the
GB.
The quantity |G|2 can most generally be expressed by (cf. [14])

|G|2 =
∑

α,β

(
CAA

αβ γA
α γ

A
β + CBB

αβ γB
α γ

B
β − 2CAB

αβ γA
α γ

B
β

)
, (15)

which depends on the intra-action coefficients CAA
αβ , CBB

αβ and on the inter-action coeffi-

cients CAB
αβ . Following from (15) and from the discussion below (10), it can be concluded

that Gurtin’s theory of GBs has a mechanism to account for the geometric slip trans-
mission criterion (3).
For the case under consideration, the intra-action coefficients are CAA = CBB = 1 while
all other intra-action coefficients vanish. The inter-action coefficients vanish, as well,
except for CAB = CBA = d

A · dB. Equation (15) now reads

|G|2 = 2γ2
(

1− (dA · dB)
)

. (16)

Combining Eq. (16) with Eq. (14) yields |br|
2 = 2

(

1− (dA · dB)
)

. For the special case

of coinciding slip directions dA = d
B, this gives |br|

2 = 0, and for the case of perpendic-
ular slip directions, |br|

2 = 2 is obtained. Thus, the GB RBV magnitude is obviously
a function of the mismatch between slip systems in adjacent grains. The GB Burgers
tensor magnitude |G| is a function of the mismatch as well, as is the GB free energy
of [14] formulated with respect to this quantity.
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Concluding, it can be stated that Gurtin’s GB theory accounts for the experimentally
developed slip transmission criterion of maximizing a geometrical transmission factor
(inter-action coefficients). In addition, the RSSes on the outgoing slip systems (micro-
force balance / flow rule) are considered in the theory, as is the RBV left in the GB upon
a transmission event (GB free energy).

5. Summary

In the past, geometric criteria have been shown to be the most substantial ones in pre-
dicting the slip transmission across grain boundaries in experiments. They are widely
used in both experimental investigations and computational continuum models. An -up
to date still missing- comprehensive overview on both the experimental criteria and the
computational models using these is given in the work at hand. The detailed comparison
of Gurtin’s grain boundary model [14] to the experimental criteria shows that this theory
can be interrelated to the three main experimentally developed slip transmission criteria.
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