
A Framework for Ductility in Metallic Glasses 
 
Sungwoo Sohn1,✉,*, Naijia Liu1,2,*, Geun Hee Yoo1,3,*, Aya Ochiai1, Jade Chen1, Callie 
Levitt1,4, Guannan Liu1, Samuel Charles Schroers1, Ethen Lund1, Eun Soo Park3, Jan 
Schroers1,✉  
 
1 Department of Mechanical Engineering and Materials Science, Yale University, New Haven, 
Connecticut 06511, USA 
2 Department of Materials Science and Engineering, Northwestern University, Evanston, IL, 
60208, USA 
3 Department of Materials Science and Engineering, Seoul National University, Seoul 08826, 
Korea 
4 Department of Mechanical Engineering, University of Vermont, Burlington, Vermont 05405, 
USA 
* These authors contributed equally to this work 
✉ email: sungwoo.sohn@yale.edu, jan.schroers@yale.edu 
 
 
Abstract  
 
The understanding and quantification of ductility in crystalline metals, which has led to their 
widespread and effective usage as a structural material, is lacking in metallic glasses (MGs). Here, 
we introduce such a framework for ductility. This very practical framework is based on a MGs’ 
ability to support stable shear band growth, quantified in a stress gradient, ∇𝜎!" , which we 
measure and calculate for a range of MGs. Whether a MG behaves ductile or brittle in an 
application is determined by the comparison between ∇𝜎!" and the applied stress field gradient, 
∇𝜎#$$ ; if ∇𝜎!" > ∇𝜎#$$ , the MG will behave brittle, if ∇𝜎!" < ∇𝜎#$$ , the MG will behave 
ductile, and %∇𝜎#$$% − ∇𝜎!" indicates how ductile. This framework can explain observed plastic 
properties of MGs and their apparent contradicting brittle and ductile characteristics. Looking 
forward, proposed framework provides the constitutive relation to quantitatively model their 
plastic behavior in any application, a requirement to use MGs as structural materials. 
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Introduction 
 

Plastic deformation of crystalline metals is realized through dislocation motion which can 
result in a ductile response. In this manuscript, ductile is referred to as the room temperature ability 
to plastically deform and undergo macroscopic and permanent deformation in compression, 
tension and bending, which also reflects in high fracture toughness. The understanding and ability 
to quantify ductility in crystalline metals has laid the foundation for their widespread and effective 
usage as a structural material as it has allowed engineers to quantitatively model the plastic 
behavior in essentially any application [1]. Such ability does not exist for MGs.  



In MGs, plastic deformation is strongly dependent on temperature and strain rate [2-4]. 
Deformation has been generally categorized into homogenous deformation occurring at high 
temperatures (relative to the glass transition temperature) and/or low strain rates, and into shear 
banding at low temperatures (including room temperature) and/or high strain rates [2]. MGs 
ubiquitously exhibit very high yield strengths and moderate modulus [5-7] (Fig. 1). Some MGs 
also display high fracture toughness [8-12]. Further, it has been observed that MGs during bending 
show bending ductility, when their thickness is below ~1 mm [13]. However, in contrast to the 
bending and fracture toughness behavior indicating a ductile behavior, all MGs, including the ones 
with high fracture toughness, are brittle under uniaxial tension. The exception are  i.) MGs reduced 
to a small size, approximately below 100 nm due to the different scaling of involved energies [14] 
resulting in ductility [14-18] ii.) MG composites when length scales of the plastic zone size are 
matched with the spacing of the second phase [19, 20], iii.) MGs at very high potential energy 
where this somehow artificial state can lead to strain hardening [21], and iv.) in small samples 
when shear band propagation results in a stress drop within the sample, but only under conditions 
of a finite machine stiffness under displacement-controlled loading [22]. Under unconstrained 
compression, ductility has been reported even beyond these exceptions  [8, 20, 23, 24]. However, 
careful Weibull analysis has suggested that testing conditions often depart from uniaxial loading 
due to imperfection in the test samples’ geometry which has been suggested to give rise to ductility 
[25].  
 

 
Figure 1. Brittle and ductile characteristics of metallic glasses under standard testing 
conditions. 
a-d. Both brittle and ductile phenomena can be observed in MGs, here Zr44Ti11Cu10Ni10Be25. a, b. 
Stress-strain curves and micrographs reveals brittle behavior in tensile and compression. Scale 



bars in (a, b) = 0.5 mm. c, d. Ductile behavior can be present in bending and fracture toughness. 
Scale bar in (d) = 0.2 mm.   
 
 

The peculiar brittle and ductile characteristics of MGs (brittle in tension (Fig. 1a) and 
compression (Fig. 1b), ductile in bending (Fig. 1c) and fracture toughness (Fig. 1d), has been the 
focus of the MG community in the last 20 years, as it has prevented to draw conclusion about the 
MGs’ plastic response in a general geometry, a requirement to use a material in structural 
applications. Further, even though ductile is a widely used term in the MG community, albeit, up 
to date, it cannot be quantified.  

Heterogeneities and their resulting non-affine microscopic deformation have been 
suggested as the microscopic origin for ductile behavior [26-30]. Very similar in principle, various 
concepts for the description of heterogeneities such as atomic level stresses [31, 32], free volumes 
[33], soft-spots [34], pre-shear transformation zones (STZs) [35], minimum energy path in 
potential energy landscape [36], and low barrier crossings in the potential energy landscape [37] 
have been suggested. For their resulting non-affine microscopic deformation, STZs have been 
discussed [34, 37-44]. Even though a correlation between heterogeneities and ductility has been 
suggested [45], which has also been correlated with elastic constants [8, 41, 46, 47], no framework 
exists that allows to quantify and predict MGs’ ductility. Further, it has been an open question how 
the plasticity that realizes ductility in MGs is achieved. 
 For a MG to exhibit room temperature ductility, shear bands must form and grow in a stable 
manner, where shear bands are able to grow without developing immediately into a crack and 
cause fracture. The growth of these shear bands is motivated by the applied stress field, 𝜎#$$. In 
the absence of strain hardening, but a general strain softening in MGs [18, 48-50], this motivation 
typically induces an unstable shear band growth. We argue that stable shear bands can in general 
only be achieved when the stress field drops faster than the deformation induced softening of the 
MG in the shear band. In other words, the gradient of the applied stress field, ∇𝜎#$$, must be larger 
than a specific value. This argument is key for the here developed framework for ductility in MGs. 
For a stable situation to occur, we introduce, provide a model, and measure the intrinsic stress 
gradient of a MG, ∇𝜎!", when it can support stable shear band formation and hence ductility.	∇𝜎!" 
is central to quantify the MGs’ brittle or ductile behavior, and dependents only on the MG’s 
chemistry  and fictive temperature [41, 47].	 

∇𝜎!" quantifies the MG’s stress gradient over which stable shear bands can form. Whether 
or not a MG behaves brittle or ductile is defined by how ∇𝜎!" compares to the stress field gradient 
present in the sample, which is typically defined by the samples’ geometry, ∇𝜎#$$. If ∇𝜎#$$ >
∇𝜎!", stable shear bands can be formed, the MG will behave ductile and %∇𝜎#$$% − ∇𝜎!" indicates 
how ductile. For ∇𝜎#$$ < ∇𝜎!" , shear bands are unstable, and their formation is causing 
immediate fracture. In other words, a given MG is not intrinsically brittle or ductile but instead its 
brittle or ductile behavior depends on the environment, i.e., the stress field that is present in the 
MG sample.	Thus,	∇𝜎!" reveals the transition from forming stable to unstable shear bands. We 
argue that ∇𝜎!" originates from the comparison of involved energies for a progressing shear band, 
the released elastic energy, and the resistance energies. The detailed discussion of the mechanism 
will be provided further below. 
 
 
 



Results 
 
Determination of the key factor for ductility; ductile-to-brittle transition stress gradient 
(𝛁𝝈𝐃𝐁): 
 

Stress gradients, and therefore the possibility to determine ∇𝜎!", are present in a wide 
range of geometries.  For experimental convenience, we choose bending experiments to determine 
∇𝜎!"  (Fig. 2). Specifically, we determine the maximum bending strain, 𝜖 = '
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 , with t as the 

beams’ thickness, and R as the radius of curvature, which we determine through mandrel bending 
or 4-point beam bending (Fig. 2a). The stress within the beam, 𝜎 = 𝜖 ∙ 𝐸 varies linearly with the 
distance y from the neutral axis. The stress gradient in the beam is given by *
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  and the maximum 

value it can reach is *!"#
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. To determine ∇𝜎!" we fabricate and characterize beams of various 
thickness. The beams are deformed until fracture and subsequently characterized through 
microscopy to determine if shear bands have formed. The presence of multiple shear bands in the 
fractured beam is proof that stable shear bands have formed, as some of them have not developed 
into a crack. If multiple shear bands are observed, a thicker beam is fabricated, bended to fracture, 
and characterized to determine the number of shear bands. At some thickness, fracture occurs 
without formation of any stable shear bands; only one shear band forms that leads to fracture (7 
mm for Zr44Ti11Cu10Ni10Be25 in Fig. 2b). This thickness is the transition thickness from ductile to 
brittle behavior, tDB, which gives ∇𝜎!" =

*$
'%&/(

 = 570 MPa mm-1. 
 



 
Figure 2. Experimental determination of the ductile-to-brittle transition stress gradient. 
a. A schematic illustration of the stress gradient in a beam of thickness, t, which is bent to a radius, 
R. The maximum stress, 𝜎,#-, and the maximum stain, 	𝜖, are present at the surface of the beam. 
The stress gradient is given by ∇𝜎#$$ =

*!"#
'/(

 which can reach a maximum value at yielding of 

∇𝜎#$$ =
*$
'/(

 which we consider in the discussion of ductility. 4-point beam bending is used for 
characterization except for very thin samples < 0.4 mm where mandrel bending is used. b. A 
summary of the experiments carried out to determine ∇𝜎!" for Zr44Ti11Cu10Ni10Be25. Specimens 
with different thickness are bent to fracture and subsequently analyzed through microscopy for 
shear band formation. With increasing sample thickness, the number of stable shear bands 
decreases and at 7 mm thickness, no stable shear band can be observed in this alloy. We define 
this thickness as the transition thickness from brittle to ductile, 𝑡!", which gives for the ductile to 
brittle transition stress gradient, ∇𝜎!" =

*$
'%&/(

. Inset shows the correlation between ∇𝜎!" and the 
observed number of shear bands per mm. Scale bars in (b) t of 0.4 mm = 200 & 50 μm, t of 1 mm 
= 400 & 50 μm, t of 4mm = 400 & 100 μm, t of 7 mm = 400 & 100 μm. c. A summary of transition 
thickness, 𝑡!"  and ductile to brittle transition stress gradient, ∇𝜎!", of the here considered MGs. 
Mg: Mg65Cu25Y10, Ce: Ce60Al20Cu10Ni10, La: La55Al25Co5Cu10Ni5, Zr57:  
Zr57Cu15.4Ni12.6Al10Nb5, Pd: Pd43Ni10Cu27P20, Zr50: Zr50Cu25Al12.5Ni12.5, Zr55: Zr55 
Cu22.5Al11.25Ni11.25, Zr55Cu30: Zr55Cu30Al10Ni5, Zr41Be: Zr41.2Ti13.8Cu12.5Ni10Be22.5, LM1b-L: 
Zr44Ti11Cu10Ni10Be25 with Tf = 310oC, LM1b-M: Zr44Ti11Cu10Ni10Be25 with Tf = 340oC, LM1b-
H: Zr44Ti11Cu10Ni10Be25 with Tf = 420oC. 



 
 
𝛁𝝈𝐃𝐁 as an intrinsic property of a MG depending only on chemistry and fictive temperature: 
 

To represent the material class of MGs, we select alloys covering a wide range of fracture 
toughness, strength, and elastic modulus (Fig. 2c and table 1). We also consider alloys from the 
same alloy system and consider the same alloy at various fictive temperatures [41, 47]. 
 
 
Table 1. Summary of the considered MGs. 
Chemical composition of MGs in at. %, 𝜎.: yield stress[10], 𝑡!": transition thickness from brittle 
to ductile, KQ: fracture toughness[10], ∇𝜎!": ductile to brittle transition stress gradient, v: Poisson's 
ratio, G/B: ratio of the shear modulus (G) to the bulk modulus (B), and fragility, m[51-53]. 
 

Glass forming alloy Tf 𝝈y 𝒕𝐃𝐁 KQ 𝛁𝝈𝐃𝐁 v G/B m 
(at.%) (oC) (MPa) (mm) (MPa m1/2) (MPa mm-1) 

Mg65Cu25Y10 (Mg) As-cast 800 0.04 ± 0.03 2 43000 ± 10000 0.305 0.435 40 

Ce60Al20Cu10Ni10 (Ce) As-cast 800 0.4 ± 0.1 10 4000 ± 1000 0.313 0.422  

La55Al25Co5Cu10Ni5 (La) 200 875 0.6 ± 0.2 27 2700 ± 700 0.340 0.358 37 

Zr57Cu15.4Ni12.6Al10Nb5 (Zr57) As-cast 1785 3.0 ± 0.6 27 1200 ± 300 0.365 0.297 40 

Pd43Ni10Cu27P20 (Pd) 360 1630 3.1 ± 0.1 40 1100 ± 40 0.399 0.215 65 

Zr50Cu25Al12.5Ni12.5 (Zr50) 465 1800 2.1 ± 0.1 51 1700 ± 60 0.360 0.308  

Zr55Cu30Al10Ni5 (Zr55Cu30) As-cast 1820 3.2 ± 0.5 58 1100 ± 180 0.369 0.287  

Zr55Cu22.5Al11.25Ni11.25 (Zr55) 470 1800 2.3 ± 0.1 64 1600 ± 50 0.373 0.276 68 

Zr41.2Ti13.8Cu12.5Ni10Be22.5 (Zr41Be) As-cast 1800 3.5 ± 0.2 86 1000 ± 50 0.360 0.310 42 

Zr44Ti11Cu10Ni10Be25 (LM1b-L) 310 1860 2.3 ± 0.3 42 1600 ± 200 0.352 0.328 35, 43 

Zr44Ti11Cu10Ni10Be25 (LM1b-M) 340 1860 4.3 ± 0.3 75 870 ± 60 0.355 0.320  

Zr44Ti11Cu10Ni10Be25 (LM1b-H) 420 1860 6.5 ± 0.5 109 570 ± 40 0.360 0.312  

 
 

The ductile to brittle transition stress gradient, ∇𝜎!", varies broadly for different chemical 
compositions and fictive temperatures (Fig. 2d and Table 1). Among the considered alloys, the 
smallest ∇𝜎!" of 570 ± 40 MPa mm-1 (tDB ~ 6.5 mm) is present for Zr44Ti11Cu10Ni10Be25 and the 
largest of over 43000 ± 10000 MPa mm-1 (tDB ~ 0.04 mm) is measured for Mg65Cu25Y10. The range 
of measured ∇𝜎!" thus spans approximately two orders of magnitude. When considering alloys 
from one alloy system, ∇𝜎!" also varies. For alloys from the Zr-Cu-Ni-Al system, ∇𝜎!" = 1100 ± 
180 MPa mm-1 for Zr55Cu30Al10Ni5, ∇𝜎!" = 1700 ± 60 MPa mm-1 for Zr50Cu25Al12.5Ni12.5.  The 
results further reveal that ∇𝜎!"  strongly depend on the fictive temperature, Tf. For 
Zr44Ti11Cu10Ni10Be25 at a high Tf = 420oC, 570 ± 40 MPa mm-1 (tDB ~ 6.5 mm) and for a low Tf = 
310oC, 1600 ± 200 MPa mm-1 (tDB ~ 2.3 mm).  
 



Mechanism for ductile and brittle behavior: 
 

 
 
Figure 3. Mechanistic origin for stable or unstable shear band growth in metallic glasses. 
a. The mechanical work to bend an MG specimen creates elastic energy. This elastic energy can 
be released through the shear displacement in a formed shear band. The released elastic energy, 
Eel, acts as the driving force for the progression of a shear band and the shear band energy and 
dissipated energy ESB + Ediss resist further progressing of the shear band. If for a forming shear 
band, the driving force drops below the resistance, Eel < ESB + Ediss it stabilized and results in 
ductile behavior. On the other hand, if Eel > ESB + Ediss, the shear band is unstable, and causes 
fracture. b. The progressing behavior of a shear band is affected by the applied stress gradient, 
ds/dx. The dependence of the rate of resist energy increase, dE/dx = d(ESB + Ediss)/da (red line) on 
ds/dx is much weaker than the dependence of the driving force dE/dx = dEelas/da (blue line) on 
ds/dx. This results in a smaller accumulated released energy with larger stress gradient, and the 
shear band is stable. In the stable case, a shear band will arrest when Eel (blue) and the resistance 
energy ESB + Ediss (red) cross. c. For Pd43Ni10Cu27P20, our model yields a thickness where stable 
shear bands of length of 3.1 mm can be formed, compare to the experimentally determined tDB = 
3.1 mm. d. For La55Al25Co5Cu10Ni5 as an example of a more brittle MG, our model yields a 
thickness where stable shear bands can form of 0.62 mm, compare to the experimentally 
determined tDB = 0.65 mm. 
 
 
 



We explain the brittle or ductile behavior of a MG by the ability to form stable shear bands, 
which originate from a net energy increase of the progressing shear band (Fig. 3). The balance of 
the net energy is discussed in the context of released elastic energy, shear band energy, and 
dissipated energy. The elastic energy, Eel, acts as a driving force for the progression of a shear 
band whereas the shear band energy, ESB, and dissipated energy, Ediss, sit on the other side of the 
balance and hinder further growth of the shear band. In a loaded MG, the mechanical work from 
the loading instrument increases the stored elastic energy in the sample (Fig. 3a and detailed 
calculation in the Supplementary Material). This built-up elastic energy, Eel, can be released by 
the propagation of shear bands. This elastic energy generally forms the driving force for shear band 
propagation (Fig. 3a). The propagation of shear bands is typically resisted by two energy terms. 
One is the shear band energy, ESB, the energy to form a shear band, which originates from the 
difference in the energy of the structure between the high Tf shear band and the lower Tf glass 
matrix and is typically on the order of γ ~ 10 Nm-1 [54]. The other term is the generation of heat, 
essentially due to friction. This term can be estimated by the product of the local shear 
displacement, Δu, and friction, τf. The friction term is a strong function of temperature due to the 
temperature dependence of the viscosity inside the shear band [55]. We refer to this associated 
energy as dissipated energy, Ediss. Since the shear rate within a shear band and the associated shear 
band propagation occurs by many orders of magnitude faster than thermal diffusion, Ediss is 
contained in a thin shear affected zone as thermal energy. This thermal energy scales with the 
temperature increment and the size of the shear affected zone ws. The dissipated energy can be 
quantified as Ediss =aTsρCpws with a as the shear band length, Ts as the temperature inside the shear 
affected zone, and ρCp as the volumetric heat capacity. If for a formed shear band Eel < ESB + Ediss, 
the shear band will travel a final distance before it arrests. Such stable shear band enables plasticity 
and hence Eelas < ESB + Ediss indicates a ductile behavior. On the other hand, if Eel > ESB + Ediss, a 
progressing shear band will not arrest, hence, once formed, the shear band will develop 
immediately into a crack and cause fracture, which is a brittle behavior (Fig. 3a). 

To understand the stabilizing process of the applied stress gradient, we consider a shear 
band extending from a to a + Δa. The increasing rate in the resist energies, dESB/da = γ and 
dEdiss/da = TsρCpws are both weak functions of the applied stress gradient. In contrast, the 
increasing rate of the driving force, dEel/da, strongly depends on the applied stress gradient. For 
the given identical increment of shear displacement, Δu, a higher stress gradient results in a faster 
decrease of the local stress,	𝜎, and thereby a faster-decreasing local density of the elastic energy, 
/
(
𝜎𝜖. Therefore, dEel/da decreases faster (Fig. 3b). This causes a faster decreasing Eel than ESB + 

Ediss, thereby stabilizing the shear band which allows for plasticity to yield a ductile behavior (Fig. 
3b).  

Based on these considerations, we develop a model to predict whether a stable shear band 
forms, hence ductility can be achieved. (Fig. 3c-d, and Supplementary Materials for details). We 
model the three energy terms to calculate the maximum length a shear band travels prior to 
transforming into a crack and compare the calculated values with the experimentally determined 
transition. As shown in Fig. 3c, theoretical derivation (see Supplementary Material for details) 
gives Eel ∝(1/∇𝜎#$$)2 ∝	𝑡( and Eresist = ESB + Ediss ∝(1/∇𝜎#$$) n ∝	𝑡0, (n < 2), as the applied stress 
gradient. As a consequence of their different scaling, the curves representing Eel (blue) and Eresist 
(red) cross at a specific sample thickness which defines the theoretical basis for tDB. For a sample 
thickness smaller than tDB, Eel < Eresist and stable shear bands can form. For a sample thickness 
larger than tDB, Eel > Eresist and shear bands are unstable, prohibiting ductility. For example, for 
Pd43Ni10Cu27P20 with E = 80 GPa, v = 0.3999, m = 65 and ws = 10 µm, the model predicts a 



transition from ductile to brittle behavior at ~3.1 mm (Fig. 3c), which compares well with the 
experimentally determined transition thickness of 3.1±0.1 mm (see Table 1).  

The input parameters for the model calculating tDB are Youngs modulus, G/B, yield 
strength, fragility index (m), Tg, rCp, shear band energy (γ), and ws. We use in our model ws as a 
fitting parameter with values within the range of reported values [56-58]. For example, for a more 
brittle material, La55Al10Co5Cu10Ni5, when assuming a smaller ws = 1 µm, a similar tDB than 
experimentally determined of ~ 650 µm is calculated (Fig. 3e). Values for ws have been reported 
to vary from less than one micron to tens of micrometers for MGs [56-58]. A wide range of 
reported values may originate from the experimentally challenges in determine ws. However, our 
model suggests that ws is MG specific and is generally narrower for brittle MGs. A MG specific 
ws is reasonable to assume with a variation from narrow to wide for brittle to ductile MGs. Brittle 
MGs are considered to exhibit a more dense and rigid structure [42, 46, 59-61]. Such structure 
cannot accommodate for a gradual and more spread-out deformation as the loosely packed and 
low shear resistant ductile structure. Novel experimental techniques are required to confirm our 
model prediction of an alloy specific shear affected zone thickness which appears to be key in 
determining brittle or ductile behavior of MGs. 

In summary, by considering the energetics that promote and hinder shear band growth, the 
here introduced model can qualitatively describe when shear bands become stable or unstable. 
Thereby, it provides a mechanistic reasoning for the proposed framework for ductility: ∇𝜎!" <
∇𝜎#$$ => ductile and ∇𝜎!" > ∇𝜎#$$ =>  brittle. Further, for ductile samples where the first formed 
shear band arrests, the system will form more shear bands to further release the elastic energy and 
the strain level may keep increasing. When considering the increasing strain condition (and higher 
∇𝜎#$$) of these later formed shear bands, the model can also estimate how much ductility can be 
achieved which is quantified in Fig. 5. It is important to mention that the purpose of the here 
presented model is simply to provide a mechanistic origin for the ductile or brittle behavior. For 
practical determination of a MGs behavior in any given application/geometry, use the here 
reported ∇𝜎!" (or to determine it experimentally for MGs that are not considered here), and apply 
the here introduced framework. 
  
 
Discussion: 
 

We argue that the here presented framework with ∇𝜎!" at its center and the comparison 
with ∇𝜎#$$ defines the ductile and brittle behavior of MGs. Hence, it must be able to explain the 
observed mechanical behavior of MGs in standard test geometries (Fig. 4). Under uniaxial tension 
∇𝜎#$$  = 0, hence ∇𝜎!"  > ∇𝜎#$$ . Therefore, following our framework, MGs will be generally 
brittle in tension (Fig. 4a). This is in line with today’s finding that bulk metallic glasses (BMGs) 
do not exhibit ductility in tension, with the exceptions listed earlier. Under uniaxial compression 
also ∇𝜎#$$  = 0, hence ∇𝜎!"  > ∇𝜎#$$ . Following our framework, MGs are therefore brittle in 
compression, with the exceptions listed earlier (Fig. 4a). This conclusion suggested by our 
framework appears to be contradicting the numerous reports on “ductility in compression” of MGs 
[8, 20, 23]. Here, we argue that the apparent “ductility in compression” originates from non-
uniaxial conditions in the test samples, hence ∇𝜎#$$ ¹ 0. This situation can be quantified (Fig. 4b) 
by considering the degree of non-parallelism in the faces of the test samples, D resulting in  
∇𝜎#$$ = 𝐸 D

1
/𝑡  (see Supplementary Note 3 for details). With increasing D, ∇𝜎#$$ increases and 



can reach a value larger than ∇𝜎!" which would then allow stable shear band growth and hence, 
ductility. 
 
 

 
 
Figure 4. Discussion of previous findings on mechanical properties of metallic glasses within 
the framework for ductility. 
a. Stress field distribution and stress gradient for tensile, compression, bending, and fracture 
toughness. ∇𝜎#$$  are compared with ∇𝜎!" . For uniaxial tension and compression ∇𝜎#$$  = 0, 
wherefore for all MGs ∇𝜎#$$ < ∇𝜎!", hence no ductility can be realized in these geometries with 
MGs. In a bending geometry, ∇𝜎#$$ depends on the thickness and for t < tDB, ∇𝜎#$$ becomes 
larger than  ∇𝜎!", hence a transition with sample thickness from brittle to ductile behavior with 
increasing sample thickness. In a fracture toughness test sample, the 1/√𝑟 stress field drop results 



in a ∇𝜎#$$(𝑟) 	∝ 1/𝑟/.3. We argue here that r(∇𝜎#$$ = ∇𝜎!") defines the plastic zone size, hence 
defining fracture toughness of MGs. For r < r(∇𝜎#$$ = ∇𝜎!"), ∇𝜎#$$ > ∇𝜎!" , and shear bands 
progress in a stable manner. For r > r(∇𝜎#$$ = ∇𝜎!"), ∇𝜎#$$ < ∇𝜎!" , shear bands become unstable 
and fracture occurs which terminates further formation of a plastic zone. b. Discussion of the 
previously determined ductility in tension and compression. Small specimen misalignment, D, 
cause deviation from the homogenous stress field of an ideal uniaxial geometry and can lead, 
according to the here introduced framework, to ductility. c. As in tension the sample self-aligns, 
the stress field gradient is generally decreasing in tension. In contrast during compression, 
misalignments are further enhanced, wherefore with increasing applied load the stress gradients 
increase. d-e. Correlation of ∇𝜎!" with other properties. d. ∇𝜎45 vs. fracture toughness (KQ). e. 
∇𝜎!" vs. the ratio of shear modulus (G) to bulk modulus (B), G/B. Blue, green, and red curves 
show calculated results with different fragility (m), m = 30, 50, and 70, respectively. 
  
For example, assuming a test sample of 2 mm in length and 1 mm in diameter, D leading to ductility 
is 12 μm for Zr44Ti11Cu10Ni10Be25, 26 μm for Pd43Ni10Cu27P20, 131 μm for La55Al25Co5Cu10Ni5 
and over 2000 μm for Mg65Cu25Y10 (Supplementary Note 3). The required parallelism for 
Zr44Ti11Cu10Ni10Be25 to result in ∇𝜎#$$(D) < ∇𝜎!"  is difficult to realize through standard 
machining procedures, particularly in small samples. This explains the finding of “ductility in 
compression” where for MGs with small ∇𝜎!", misalignment or non-parallel sample geometry can 
readily result in apparent ductility in compression. A small ∇𝜎!"  indicates even under small 
deviations from the uniaxial stress field a possible ductile response. For MGs with a large ∇𝜎!", 
most notably Mg65Cu25Y10, required stress field gradients to generate a ductile response are so 
high that they can be readily avoided in mechanical test samples. In fact, in most applications only 
a brittle response can be realized with this alloy. It is worth to discuss the discrepancy of apparent 
ductility in compression and tension of MGs (Fig. 4c). In compression, stress gradients normalized 
by the applied load increase with increasing loading. In tension, they decrease with increasing 
loading. This is because any misalignment in the sample is enhanced during compression whereas 
in tension the sample self-aligns. Hence, when the increasing load results in 𝜎 = 𝜎., ∇𝜎#$$ has 
decreased substantially, making it very unlikely even in high non-parallelism in the test sample to 
observe ductility in tension. Hence, besides the exceptions discussed earlier, ductility in MG 
tensile test samples has not been reported.  

In bending, ductility has been widely reported for MGs realized in beams which are thinner 
than ~ 1 mm [13, 47, 62]. Within introduced framework, and in contrast to the previous 
understanding, we argue that the thickness at which a MG exhibit bending ductility is an intrinsic 
property of the MG and does not ubiquitously occur at ~ 1mm. It varies by at least two orders of 
magnitude among MGs ranging from ~7 mm for Zr44Ti11Cu10Ni10Be25 to less than 80 μm for 
Mg65Cu25Y10 (Fig. 2d and Table 1). This is because ∇𝜎#$$ is inversely proportional to the beams’ 
thickness, hence for the range of BMGs and their ∇𝜎!" the condition for ductility, ∇𝜎#$$(=

*)
'/(
) <

∇𝜎!" is fulfilled at different thicknesses (Fig. 4a).  
Fracture toughness within the material class of MGs has been reported to vary from near-

ideal brittle behavior to exceptionally tough [10]. The finding that MGs lack ductility under 
uniaxial testing but can exhibit exceptional high fracture toughness has been confusing and has 
remained a long-standing open question to this date. Introduced framework can now explain the 
confusing behavior and explain fracture toughness in MGs. Specifically, the corresponding size of 
the plastic zone, which controls fracture toughness is determined by the relative values of ∇𝜎#$$ 



and	∇𝜎!" (Fig. 4d). The stress gradient in front of the plastic zone drops with the distance from 
the edge of the crack as	∇𝜎#$$(𝑟) ∝ 1 𝑟/.3⁄  (Fig. 4a). Consequently, for small r, ∇𝜎#$$ > ∇𝜎!" 
which results in stable shear band progression. This continues, and the plastic zone is formed up 
to an r where ∇𝜎#$$ < ∇𝜎!". Here, according to our framework, a brittle situation is present, which 
terminates further expansion of the plastic zone as the progressing shear bands develop into a crack 
and leads to fracture. Hence, the maximum size of the plastic zone, Rp, is set by the relative values 
of ∇𝜎#$$ and ∇𝜎!"	and r(∇𝜎#$$ = ∇𝜎!") = 𝑅$ defines the maximum size of the plastic zone, and 
hence, the fracture toughness of a MG. The ability of the framework to describe fracture toughness 
also reveals in the correlation between experimental data for fracture toughness and ∇𝜎!" (Fig. 
4d). Recent progress to fabricate BMG specific test samples that allow for intrinsic measurements 
of the fracture toughness [63] has also allowed to investigate correlations of fracture toughness 
with the ratio of shear modulus to bulk modulus, G/B [9, 10]. Even though some general 
correlations have been found, it has been concluded that the correlation holds for MGs from 
different alloy systems [10]. Similar here, when comparing G/B with ∇𝜎!"  (Fig. 4e and 
Supplementary Materials), a much weaker correlation than between ∇𝜎!" and fracture toughness 
is present (Fig. 4d and Supplementary Materials).    
 
 
 

  
 
Figure 5.  Framework for ductility as a constitutive relation for the deformation of MGs. 
 %∇𝜎#$$% − ∇𝜎!" as a measure of ductility. As an example, fracture strain to failure (𝜖7#89:;< =

𝜖<9#=>8?＋𝜖$9#=>8? ) as a function of %∇𝜎#$$% − ∇𝜎!"  for Pd43Ni10Cu27P20 (Pd), and 
Zr44Ti11Cu10Ni10Be25 with Tf = 420oC (LM1b-H) are shown. 
 

Going beyond the thus far considered binary case  ∇𝜎#$$ > ∇𝜎!" => ductile and ∇𝜎#$$ < 
∇𝜎!"  => brittle, the introduced framework allows to quantify ductility of MGs in any given 
application (Fig. 5 and Supplementary Materials). Let us consider the case when ∇𝜎#$$ > ∇𝜎!", 
e.g., in bending when the samples thickness is smaller than tDB, Under this condition, stable shear 
band form and result in some plasticity. After the first shear band has formed, some local stress is 
released in the shear bands vicinity. The second shear band forms in a slightly higher stress field 
as the first shear band only released local stresses and the overall strain, hence stress has been 



increased. At some point, when the nth shear band forms, the stress level has reached such high 
level that Eel > ESB + Ediss. At this point, the shear band becomes unstable and the sample fractures. 
The model does underrepresent the experimentally determined ductility as in the model it is not 
considered that for the case that many shear bands are formed, they can also release the far field 
stress, which results in a higher overall ductility. The specific conditions for this transition 
(fracture) to occur are experimentally determined for Pd43Ni10Cu27P20 and Zr44Ti11Cu10Ni10Be25 
(Fig. 5).  

Figure 5 is a key outcome of introduced framework as it can be used as a constitutive 
relation to determine a MGs’ deformation behavior in any geometry. This includes the specified 
geometries of mechanical test samples (Fig. 4a) but much broader, introduced framework allows 
for qualitative modeling of a MG’s deformation behavior in any application (Fig. 5). This ability 
has been key for the usage of crystalline metals as structural materials where engineers and 
designers have been able to predict mechanical response in a specific application [1]. Through the 
introduced framework, this can now be done with MGs. Here, different inputs for the material 
properties and the geometry defining stress distribution are required for predicting deformation 
behavior for MGs than for crystalline metals. For a crystalline metal, the knowledge of the local 
stresses and its 𝜎(𝜀) acting as the constitutive equation allows for qualitative modeling of the 
elastic and plastic response. For MGs, qualitative modeling of their elastic and plastic response 
requires the knowledge of local stresses, local stress gradients, and the relationship of maximum 
strain to failure, ef with %∇𝜎#$$% − ∇𝜎!"	 (Fig. 5). For quantitative modeling of the plastic response, 
ef>%∇𝜎#$$% − ∇𝜎!"? provides the maximum local strain when the local stress level reaches sy. The 
actual deformation behavior to reach the maximum strain is MG specific and hence must be 
measured like here for Pd43Ni10Cu27P20 or Zr44Ti11Cu10Ni10Be25 (Fig. 5). In the case that 

ef >%∇𝜎#$$% − ∇𝜎!"?  is unknown, 𝜀@ × 100 = 	
A∇*"**AC∇*%&

∇*%&
  may provide a reasonable 

approximation.  
 
In summary, we introduce a framework for ductility for MGs. This framework is based on the 
MGs’ ability so support stable shear band growth, which is quantified in ∇𝜎!", the minimum stress 
gradient over which growth of stable shear bands can take place. We measure ∇𝜎!", which is a 
material property only depending on chemistry and fictive temperature, for a range of alloys to 
represent the material class of MGs, and construct a model, based on involved energies, that reveals 
the mechanistic leading to ductile or brittle behavior. If a MG behaves ductile or brittle in a given 
application is determined by the comparison between  ∇𝜎!" and the applied stress field, ∇𝜎#$$; If 
∇𝜎!" > ∇𝜎#$$ the MG behaves brittle, if ∇𝜎!" < ∇𝜎#$$ the MG behaves ductile, and %∇𝜎#$$% −
∇𝜎!"	 indicates how ductile. This very practical framework can explain observed plastic 
mechanical properties of MGs and their apparent contradicting brittle and ductile characteristics. 
Looking forward, proposed framework provides the constitutive relation to quantitatively model 
their plastic behavior in any application, a requirement to use MGs as structural materials. 

 
 
Acknowledgements 
This research was supported by the Office of Naval Research under grant N00014-20-1- 
2200. 
 
 



References 
 
[1] F. Roters, P. Eisenlohr, L. Hantcherli, D.D. Tjahjanto, T.R. Bieler, D. Raabe, Overview of 
constitutive laws, kinematics, homogenization and multiscale methods in crystal plasticity 
finite-element modeling: Theory, experiments, applications, Acta Mater 58(4) (2010) 1152-
1211. 
[2] F. Spaepen, Microscopic Mechanism for Steady-State Inhomogeneous Flow in Metallic 
Glasses, Acta Metall Mater 25(4) (1977) 407-415. 
[3] M.L. Falk, J.S. Langer, Deformation and Failure of Amorphous, Solidlike Materials, Annual 
Review of Condensed Matter Physics, Vol 2 2 (2011) 353-373. 
[4] R.M.O. Mota, E.T. Lund, S. Sohn, D.J. Browne, D.C. Hofmann, S. Curtarolo, A. van de Walle, J. 
Schroers, Enhancing ductility in bulk metallic glasses by straining during cooling, 
Communications Materials 2(1) (2021) 23. 
[5] W.L. Johnson, K. Samwer, A universal criterion for plastic yielding of metallic glasses with a 
(T/T-g)(2/3) temperature dependence, Phys Rev Lett 95(19) (2005) -. 
[6] M.X. Li, S.F. Zhao, Z. Lu, A. Hirata, P. Wen, H.Y. Bai, M.W. Chen, J. Schroers, Y.H. Liu, W.H. 
Wang, High-temperature bulk metallic glasses developed by combinatorial methods, Nature 
569(7754) (2019) 99-+. 
[7] J.J. Kruzic, Bulk Metallic Glasses as Structural Materials: A Review, Adv Eng Mater 18(8) 
(2016) 1308-1331. 
[8] J. Schroers, W.L. Johnson, Ductile bulk metallic glass, Phys Rev Lett 93(25) (2004). 
[9] M.D. Demetriou, M.E. Launey, G. Garrett, J.P. Schramm, D.C. Hofmann, W.L. Johnson, R.O. 
Ritchie, A damage-tolerant glass, Nat Mater 10(2) (2011) 123-128. 
[10] L. Shao, J. Ketkaew, P. Gong, S.F. Zhao, S. Sohn, P. Bordeenithikasem, A. Datye, R.M.O. 
Mota, N.J. Liu, S.A. Kube, Y.H. Liu, W. Chen, K.F. Yao, S.J. Wu, J. Schroers, Effect of chemical 
composition on the fracture toughness of bulk metallic glasses, Materialia 12 (2020). 
[11] B.S. Li, S.H. Xie, J.J. Kruzic, Toughness enhancement and heterogeneous softening of a 
cryogenically cycled Zr-Cu-Ni-Al-Nb bulk metallic glass, Acta Mater 176 (2019) 278-288. 
[12] J. Xu, U. Ramamurty, E. Ma, The fracture toughness of bulk metallic glasses, Jom-Us 62(4) 
(2010) 10-18. 
[13] R.D. Conner, W.L. Johnson, N.E. Paton, W.D. Nix, Shear bands and cracking of metallic glass 
plates in bending, J Appl Phys 94(2) (2003) 904-911. 
[14] C.A. Volkert, A. Donohue, F. Spaepen, Effect of sample size on deformation in amorphous 
metals, J Appl Phys 103(8) (2008) -. 
[15] H. Guo, P.F. Yan, Y.B. Wang, J. Tan, Z.F. Zhang, M.L. Sui, E. Ma, Tensile ductility and necking 
of metallic glass, Nat Mater 6(10) (2007) 735-739. 
[16] D.C. Jang, J.R. Greer, Transition from a strong-yet-brittle to a stronger-and-ductile state by 
size reduction of metallic glasses, Nat Mater 9(3) (2010) 215-219. 
[17] D.J. Magagnosc, R. Ehrbar, G. Kumar, M.R. He, J. Schroers, D.S. Gianola, Tunable Tensile 
Ductility in Metallic Glasses, Sci Rep-Uk 3 (2013). 
[18] C. Meduri, M. Hasan, S. Adam, G. Kumar, Effect of temperature on shear bands and 
bending plasticity of metallic glasses, J Alloy Compd 732 (2018) 922-927. 



[19] D.C. Hofmann, J.Y. Suh, A. Wiest, G. Duan, M.L. Lind, M.D. Demetriou, W.L. Johnson, 
Designing metallic glass matrix composites with high toughness and tensile ductility, Nature 
451(7182) (2008) 1085-U3. 
[20] J. Das, M.B. Tang, K.B. Kim, R. Theissmann, F. Baier, W.H. Wang, J. Eckert, "Work-
hardenable" ductile bulk metallic glass, Phys Rev Lett 94(20) (2005) -. 
[21] J. Pan, Y.P. Ivanov, W.H. Zhou, Y. Li, A.L. Greer, Strain-hardening and suppression of shear-
banding in rejuvenated bulk metallic glass, Nature 578(7796) (2020) 559-+. 
[22] Y.Q. Cheng, Z. Han, Y. Li, E. Ma, Cold versus hot shear banding in bulk metallic glass, Phys 
Rev B 80(13) (2009) -. 
[23] Y.H. Liu, G. Wang, R.J. Wang, D.Q. Zhao, M.X. Pan, W.H. Wang, Super plastic bulk metallic 
glasses at room temperature, Science 315(5817) (2007) 1385-1388. 
[24] M.T. Kiani, C.M. Barr, S. Xu, D. Doan, Z. Wang, A. Parakh, K. Hattar, X.W. Gu, Ductile 
Metallic Glass Nanoparticles via Colloidal Synthesis, Nano Letters 20(9) (2020) 6481-6487. 
[25] W.F. Wu, Y. Li, C.A. Schuh, Strength, plasticity and brittleness of bulk metallic glasses under 
compression: statistical and geometric effects, Philos Mag 88(1) (2008) 71-89. 
[26] J.C. Ye, J. Lu, C.T. Liu, Q. Wang, Y. Yang, Atomistic free-volume zones and inelastic 
deformation of metallic glasses, Nature Materials 9(8) (2010) 619-623. 
[27] H.L. Peng, M.Z. Li, W.H. Wang, Structural Signature of Plastic Deformation in Metallic 
Glasses, Physical Review Letters 106(13) (2011) 135503. 
[28] E. Ma, J. Ding, Tailoring structural inhomogeneities in metallic glasses to enable tensile 
ductility at room temperature, Mater Today 19(10) (2016) 568-579. 
[29] X. Bian, D. Şopu, G. Wang, B. Sun, J. Bednarčik, C. Gammer, Q. Zhai, J. Eckert, Signature of 
local stress states in the deformation behavior of metallic glasses, NPG Asia Materials 12(1) 
(2020) 59. 
[30] X.L. Bian, G. Wang, J. Yi, Y.D. Jia, J. Bednarcik, Q.J. Zhai, I. Kaban, B. Sarac, M. Muhlbacher, 
F. Spieckermann, J. Keckes, J. Eckert, Atomic origin for rejuvenation of a Zr-based metallic glass 
at cryogenic temperature, J Alloy Compd 718 (2017) 254-259. 
[31] V. Vitek, T. Egami, Atomic Level Stresses in Solids and Liquids, Physica Status Solidi B-Basic 
Research 144(1) (1987) 145-156. 
[32] T. Egami, Atomic level stresses, Prog Mater Sci 56(6) (2011) 637-653. 
[33] F. Spaepen, D. Turnbull, Mechanism for Flow and Fracture of Metallic Glasses, Scripta 
Metall Mater 8(5) (1974) 563-568. 
[34] J. Ding, S. Patinet, M.L. Falk, Y.Q. Cheng, E. Ma, Soft spots and their structural signature in a 
metallic glass, Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U. S. A. 111(39) (2014) 14052-14056. 
[35] C. Rainone, E. Bouchbinder, E. Lerner, Pinching a glass reveals key properties of its soft 
spots, Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciences 117(10) (2020) 5228-5234. 
[36] B. Xu, M.L. Falk, J.F. Li, L.T. Kong, Predicting Shear Transformation Events in Metallic 
Glasses, Phys Rev Lett 120(12) (2018). 
[37] Y. Fan, T. Iwashita, T. Egami, How thermally activated deformation starts in metallic glass, 
Nat Commun 5 (2014). 
[38] A.S. Argon, Plastic-Deformation in Metallic Glasses, Acta Metall Mater 27(1) (1979) 47-58. 
[39] M.L. Falk, J.S. Langer, Dynamics of viscoplastic deformation in amorphous solids, Phys Rev 
E 57(6) (1998) 7192-7205. 



[40] E. Bouchbinder, J.S. Langer, I. Procaccia, Athermal shear-transformation-zone theory of 
amorphous plastic deformation. I. Basic principles, Phys Rev E 75(3) (2007) -. 
[41] J. Ketkaew, W. Chen, H. Wang, A. Datye, M. Fan, G. Pereira, U.D. Schwarz, Z. Liu, R. 
Yamada, W. Dmowski, M.D. Shattuck, C.S. O'Hern, T. Egami, E. Bouchbinder, J. Schroers, 
Mechanical glass transition revealed by the fracture toughness of metallic glasses, Nat Commun 
9 (2018). 
[42] H. Wang, W. Dmowski, Y. Tong, Z. Wang, Y. Yokoyama, J. Ketkaew, J. Schroers, T. Egami, 
Nonaffine Strains Control Ductility of Metallic Glasses, Phys Rev Lett 128(15) (2022) 155501. 
[43] F. Zhu, S. Song, K.M. Reddy, A. Hirata, M. Chen, Spatial heterogeneity as the structure 
feature for structure–property relationship of metallic glasses, Nature Communications 9(1) 
(2018) 3965. 
[44] P. Schall, D.A. Weitz, F. Spaepen, Structural rearrangements that govern flow in colloidal 
glasses, Science 318(5858) (2007) 1895-1899. 
[45] J.H. Perepezko, S.D. Imhoff, M.W. Chen, J.Q. Wang, S. Gonzalez, Nucleation of shear bands 
in amorphous alloys, P Natl Acad Sci USA 111(11) (2014) 3938-3942. 
[46] J.J. Lewandowski, W.H. Wang, A.L. Greer, Intrinsic plasticity or brittleness of metallic 
glasses, Phil Mag Lett 85(2) (2005) 77-87. 
[47] G. Kumar, P. Neibecker, Y.H. Liu, J. Schroers, Critical fictive temperature for plasticity in 
metallic glasses, Nat Commun 4 (2013). 
[48] A.L. Greer, Y.Q. Cheng, E. Ma, Shear bands in metallic glasses, Mat Sci Eng R 74(4) (2013) 
71-132. 
[49] I. Lobzenko, Y. Shiihara, T. Iwashita, T. Egami, Shear Softening in a Metallic Glass: First-
Principles Local-Stress Analysis, Phys Rev Lett 124(8) (2020). 
[50] F. Spaepen, Metallic glasses: Must shear bands be hot?, Nat Mater 5(1) (2006) 7-8. 
[51] I. Gallino, On the fragility of bulk metallic glass forming liquids, Entropy 19(9) (2017) 483. 
[52] Z. Lu, Y. Li, C. Liu, Glass-forming tendency of bulk La–Al–Ni–Cu–(Co) metallic glass-forming 
liquids, J Appl Phys 93(1) (2003) 286-290. 
[53] W. Johnson, J. Na, M. Demetriou, Quantifying the origin of metallic glass formation, Nature 
communications 7(1) (2016) 1-7. 
[54] C. Volkert, A. Donohue, F. Spaepen, Effect of sample size on deformation in amorphous 
metals, J Appl Phys 103(8) (2008) 083539. 
[55] Y.F. Shi, M.B. Katz, H. Li, M.L. Falk, Evaluation of the disorder temperature and free-volume 
formalisms via simulations of shear banding in amorphous solids, Phys Rev Lett 98(18) (2007) -. 
[56] L. Shen, P. Luo, Y. Hu, H. Bai, Y. Sun, B. Sun, Y. Liu, W. Wang, Shear-band affected zone 
revealed by magnetic domains in a ferromagnetic metallic glass, Nature communications 9(1) 
(2018) 1-9. 
[57] R. Maaß, K. Samwer, W. Arnold, C.A. Volkert, A single shear band in a metallic glass: Local 
core and wide soft zone, Appl Phys Lett 105(17) (2014). 
[58] R. Maaß, P. Birckigt, C. Borchers, K. Samwer, C.A. Volkert, Long range stress fields and 
cavitation along a shear band in a metallic glass: The local origin of fracture, Acta Mater 98 
(2015) 94-102. 
[59] T. Egami, Understanding the Properties and Structure of Metallic Glasses at the Atomic 
Level, Jom-Us 62(2) (2010) 70-75. 



[60] M. Matsuura, K. Konno, K. Asada, M. Sakurai, W. Zhang, A. Inoue, Embrittlement and local 
structures for the Cu-, Ni- and Zr-based bulk metallic glasses, Mat Sci Eng a-Struct 449 (2007) 
535-537. 
[61] J. Ketkaew, R. Yamada, H. Wang, D. Kuldinow, B.S. Schroers, W. Drnowski, T. Egami, J. 
Schroers, The effect of thermal cycling on the fracture toughness of metallic glasses, Acta Mater 
184 (2020) 100-108. 
[62] Y. Chen, M.Q. Jiang, L.H. Dai, Collective evolution dynamics of multiple shear bands in bulk 
metallic glasses, International Journal of Plasticity 50 (2013) 18-36. 
[63] W. Chen, H.F. Zhou, Z. Liu, J. Ketkaew, L. Shao, N. Li, P. Gong, W. Samela, H.J. Gao, J. 
Schroers, Test sample geometry for fracture toughness measurements of bulk metallic glasses, 
Acta Mater 145 (2018) 477-487. 
 
 


