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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, Vopg, 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 Vopg and the applied stress field gradient,
VOapp; if Vopg > Vayp,, the MG will behave brittle, if Vopg < Vo,p,, the MG will behave

ductile, and |Vaapp| — Vopp 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.

Main text
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].
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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 Zrs4Ti11Cui0NiioBezs. a, b.
Stress-strain curves and micrographs reveals brittle behavior in tensile and compression. Scale



bars in (a, b) = 0.5 mm. ¢, 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. 1¢) 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, g,p,p. 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, Vo, ,, 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, Vopg, when it can support stable shear band formation and hence ductility. Vopg
is central to quantify the MGs’ brittle or ductile behavior, and dependents only on the MG’s
chemistry and fictive temperature [41, 47].

Vopg 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 Vopg compares to the stress field gradient
present in the sample, which is typically defined by the samples’ geometry, Va,,p. If Vo,p,, >
Vopg, stable shear bands can be formed, the MG will behave ductile and |Vaapp| — Vopg indicates
how ductile. For Va,,, < Vopg, 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, Vopg reveals the transition from forming stable to unstable shear bands. We
argue that Vopp 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
(Vopp):

Stress gradients, and therefore the possibility to determine Vopg, are present in a wide
range of geometries. For experimental convenience, we choose bending experiments to determine

Vopg (Fig. 2). Specifically, we determine the maximum bending strain, € = % , with 7 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, ¢ = € - E varies linearly with the

distance y from the neutral axis. The stress gradient in the beam is given by t% and the maximum

. . O o . . . .
value it can reach is % = t/_yz To determine Vopg 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 Zr44Ti11CuioNioBezs in Fig. 2b). This thickness is the transition thickness from ductile to

brittle behavior, fps, which gives Vopg = ta_y/z =570 MPa mm™'.
DB



Omg
a 9 A [+
t,;u;‘ =Vour 5 t/2 Vapp
DS 7 s
) = >
€ arge  Small T
' -~ T Mg
mandrel bending 4-point bending
&
\ R - EN J /
. ”msx 4
¢ X— ¢ o
0 " -
D e @M
a
=
=]
b & 104
=60 ¥ %]
+ E <
60 1 E 2
@ o
2 40 =
© w
= 7]
® 50 s " g
3 % 20 Vope 2 Ce
5 o
s v
B i s
~— 40 { 0+ . — . I La
E =l
£ 102 10° 10° o
5 Stress gradient, Vo, (MPa mm) H \ LM1b-L
o =
o) . 7Zr55
g - 2 750 '@I
s B
i { 3 Zr57 Zr55Cu
o] [s] ]
£ 204 102 pq |1 Zr41Be
® LM1b-M
10+ + ——
,+ L No shear band, tpg LM1b-H
to,
0 —T T T T .'I. S T — T T T T T
01 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 ‘ 0 2 4 6 8
Thickness, t (mm) Ductile to brittle transition thickness, t,g (mm)

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, #, which is bent to a radius,
R. The maximum stress, g,,,x, and the maximum stain, €, are present at the surface of the beam.

The stress gradient is given by Vo,,, = at"/‘;" which can reach a maximum value at yielding of
VOapp = :/—yz 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 Vopg for ZrasTi11CuioNijoBezs. 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, tpg, which gives for the ductile to
brittle transition stress gradient, Vopg = t:ﬁ.
observed number of shear bands per mm. Scale bars in (b) 7 of 0.4 mm =200 & 50 um, ¢ of 1 mm
=400 & 50 pm, ¢ of 4mm =400 & 100 pm, ¢ of 7 mm =400 & 100 pm. ¢. A summary of transition
thickness, tpg and ductile to brittle transition stress gradient, Vopg, of the here considered MGs.
Mg: MgesCuzsY o, Ce: Ces0Al20CuioNiio, La: LassAlxsCosCuioNis, Zx57:
Z1r57CuisaNi2.6AlioNbs, Pd:  PdasNijoCuz7P20, Zr50: ZrsoCuzsAli2sNins, Zr55:  Zrss
CU22,5A111_25Ni11_25, Zr55Cu30: ZI‘55Cu30A110Ni5, Zr41Be: ZI‘41_zTil3.8Cu12.5Ni10B€22.5, LM1b-L:
Zr44T111CuioNijoBezs with 7r= 310°C, LM1b-M: Zrs4Ti11CuioNijoBeas with Tr = 340°C, LM1b-
H: Zr44Ti;1CuioNijoBezs with Ty = 420°C.

Inset shows the correlation between Vopg and the



Vopg 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. 2¢ 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. %, oy : yield stress[10], tpg: transition thickness from brittle

to ductile, Kq: fracture toughness[10], Vopg: 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 T¢ ay tpg Ko Vopg
(at.%) cc) |mPa)| (@mm) |MPam")| Pammny | ¥ |FB| ™
MgesCuasY 10 (Mg) As-cast| 800 | 0.04 +0.03 2 43000 + 10000(0.305[0.435| 40
CeeoAl2oCuioNiio (Ce) As-cast| 800 | 0.4+0.1 10 4000 = 1000 0.313]0.422
LassAlsCosCuioNis (La) 200 | 875 | 0.6+02 27 2700 + 700 |0.340]0.358| 37
Zrs7CuisaNii6AloNbs (Zr57)  |As-cast| 1785 | 3.0+ 0.6 27 1200 + 300 0.365|0.297| 40
Pd3NijoCu27P2o (Pd) 360 1630 | 3.1+0.1 40 1100 + 40 0.399]0.215| 65
ZrsoCuzsAl125Nij2s (Zr50) 465 1800 | 2.1+0.1 51 1700 = 60 0.360]0.308
ZrssCusoAl1oNis (Zr55Cu30)  [As-cast| 1820 | 32+ 0.5 58 1100 + 180 |0.369]0.287
ZrssCuz2.5Al11.25Ni11.25 (Zr55) 470 | 1800 | 23 +0.1 64 1600 + 50 0.373|0.276| 68
Zr412Tii3sCui2sNiioBex s (Zr41Be) [As-cast| 1800 [ 3.5+ 0.2 86 1000 + 50 |0.360]0.310| 42
ZrsaTinCuioNioBezs (LM1b-L) | 310 | 1860 | 2.3+ 0.3 42 1600 + 200 0.352]0.32835, 43
ZraaTinCuioNioBexs (LM1b-M) | 340 | 1860 | 4.3+ 0.3 75 870 £ 60 [0.355[0.320
ZraaTinCuioNioBezs (LM1b-H) | 420 | 1860 | 6.5+ 0.5 109 570 £ 40 [0.360(0.312

The ductile to brittle transition stress gradient, Vopg, varies broadly for different chemical
compositions and fictive temperatures (Fig. 2d and Table 1). Among the considered alloys, the
smallest Vopg of 570 + 40 MPa mm™! (fpg ~ 6.5 mm) is present for ZrssTi11CuioNijoBezs and the
largest of over 43000 = 10000 MPa mm! (¢zpg ~ 0.04 mm) is measured for MgesCuasY 10. The range
of measured Vopg thus spans approximately two orders of magnitude. When considering alloys
from one alloy system, Vopg also varies. For alloys from the Zr-Cu-Ni-Al system, Vopg = 1100 +
180 MPa mm! for ZrssCusoAlioNis, Vopg = 1700 £ 60 MPa mm™! for ZrsoCuzsAli2sNij2s. The
results further reveal that Vopg strongly depend on the fictive temperature, 7r. For
Zr44Ti11CuioNijoBess at a high Tt = 420°C, 570 + 40 MPa mm! (fpg ~ 6.5 mm) and for a low T¢ =
310°C, 1600 = 200 MPa mm! (zpg ~ 2.3 mm).



Mechanism for ductile and brittle behavior:
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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,
Eq, acts as the driving force for the progression of a shear band and the shear band energy and
dissipated energy Ess + Euiss resist further progressing of the shear band. If for a forming shear
band, the driving force drops below the resistance, Ee < Es + Euiss it stabilized and results in
ductile behavior. On the other hand, if E. > Esg + Ediss, the shear band is unstable, and causes
fracture. b. The progressing behavior of a shear band is affected by the applied stress gradient,
do/dx. The dependence of the rate of resist energy increase, dE/dx = d(EsB + Ediss)/da (red line) on
do/dx is much weaker than the dependence of the driving force dE/dx = dEcis/da (blue line) on
do/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 E| (blue) and the resistance
energy Ess + Ediss (red) cross. ¢. For Pd43NijoCuz7P20, our model yields a thickness where stable
shear bands of length of 3.1 mm can be formed, compare to the experimentally determined #ps =
3.1 mm. d. For LassAl2sCosCuioNis 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 fpp = 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, Ee, acts as a driving force for the progression of a shear
band whereas the shear band energy, Ess, 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, Eei, 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, Esg, the energy to form a shear band, which originates from the
difference in the energy of the structure between the high 7 shear band and the lower 7t glass
matrix and is typically on the order of y ~ 10 Nm! [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, Au, and friction, zr. 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, Euiss. Since the shear rate within a shear band and the associated shear
band propagation occurs by many orders of magnitude faster than thermal diffusion, Eqiss 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 Eqiss =aTspCyws with a as the shear band length, T as the temperature inside the shear
affected zone, and pC; as the volumetric heat capacity. If for a formed shear band Eci < Esp + Ediss,
the shear band will travel a final distance before it arrests. Such stable shear band enables plasticity
and hence E.p.s < Esp + Eudiss indicates a ductile behavior. On the other hand, if E¢; > Es + Eldiss, @
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 + Aa. The increasing rate in the resist energies, dEsg/da = y and
dEgiss’da = TypCyws are both weak functions of the applied stress gradient. In contrast, the
increasing rate of the driving force, dEe/da, strongly depends on the applied stress gradient. For
the given identical increment of shear displacement, Au, a higher stress gradient results in a faster
decrease of the local stress, g, and thereby a faster-decreasing local density of the elastic energy,

%06. Therefore, dEe/da decreases faster (Fig. 3b). This causes a faster decreasing E. than Esg +

Eliss, 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. 3¢, theoretical derivation (see Supplementary Material for details)
gives Eel &(1/Vayp,)? o t? and Eresist = Esg + Ediss X(1/Vappp) ™ o t™, (n < 2), as the applied stress
gradient. As a consequence of their different scaling, the curves representing Eei (blue) and Eresist
(red) cross at a specific sample thickness which defines the theoretical basis for 7pg. For a sample
thickness smaller than pB, Eel < Eresist and stable shear bands can form. For a sample thickness
larger than #pg, Eel > Eresist and shear bands are unstable, prohibiting ductility. For example, for
Pds3NijoCuz27P20 with £ = 80 GPa, v = 0.3999, m = 65 and ws = 10 um, the model predicts a



transition from ductile to brittle behavior at ~3.1 mm (Fig. 3¢), 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 fpg are Youngs modulus, G/B, yield
strength, fragility index (m), T, pCp, shear band energy (y), and ws. We use in our model wy as a
fitting parameter with values within the range of reported values [56-58]. For example, for a more
brittle material, LassAlioCosCuioNis, when assuming a smaller ws = 1 pm, a similar fpg than
experimentally determined of ~ 650 um 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 wsis MG specific and is generally narrower for brittle MGs. A MG specific
ws 1s 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: Vopg <
Vo,pp = ductile and Vopg > Vo, => 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
Vo,pp) 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 Vapg (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 Vopp at its center and the comparison
with Vo, 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
Voapp = 0, hence Vopg > Vo,p,,. 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 Va,p, = 0, hence Vopg > Va,,,. 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 Vo, # 0. This situation can be quantified (Fig. 4b)
by considering the degree of non-parallelism in the faces of the test samples, A resulting in

Vouop = E f /t (see Supplementary Note 3 for details). With increasing 4, Vo,p, increases and



can reach a value larger than Vopg which would then allow stable shear band growth and hence,
ductility.
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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. Vo, are compared with Vopg. For uniaxial tension and compression Va,,, = 0,

wherefore for all MGs Va,,, < Vapg, hence no ductility can be realized in these geometries with
MGs. In a bending geometry, Va,,, depends on the thickness and for # < fps, Va,,, becomes
larger than Vopg, 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



inaVo,,,(r) o« 1 /r1°. We argue here that r(Vo,pp = Vopp) defines the plastic zone size, hence
defining fracture toughness of MGs. For » < (Va,,, = Vopg), Voap, > Vopg , and shear bands
progress in a stable manner. For r > #(Va,p, = Vopg), Vo,pp < Vopg , 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, A,
cause deviation from the homogenous stress field of an ideal uniaxial geometry and can lead,
according to the here introduced framework, to ductility. ¢. 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 Vopg with other properties. d. Vopp vs. fracture toughness (Kq). e.
Vopg 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, A leading to ductility
is 12 pm for ZI‘44Ti11Cu10Ni10B625, 26 pum for Pd43Ni10CU27P20, 131 pm for La55A125C05Cu10Ni5
and over 2000 um for MgesCuxsYi1o (Supplementary Note 3). The required parallelism for
Zr44Tin1CuioNioBezs to result in Vo,p,(4) < Vopg 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 Vopg, misalignment or non-parallel sample geometry can
readily result in apparent ductility in compression. A small Vopg indicates even under small
deviations from the uniaxial stress field a possible ductile response. For MGs with a large Vopg,
most notably MgesCuasY 1o, 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. 4¢). 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 0 = gy, Vo, 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 ~ Imm. It varies by at least two orders of
magnitude among MGs ranging from ~7 mm for Zrs4Tii1CuioNijoBezs to less than 80 pm for
MgesCuasY 1o (Fig. 2d and Table 1). This is because Vo, is inversely proportional to the beams’

thickness, hence for the range of BMGs and their Vopg the condition for ductility, Vo, ,, (= G—y) <

t/2
Vopg 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 Vo,



and Vopg (Fig. 4d). The stress gradient in front of the plastic zone drops with the distance from
the edge of the crack as Vo, (1) « 1 /r15 (Fig. 4a). Consequently, for small r, Vo,pp > Vopg
which results in stable shear band progression. This continues, and the plastic zone is formed up
to an r where Voy,p, < Vopg. 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, R), is set by the relative values
of Vo, and Vopg and r(Vo,,, = Vopg) = 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 Vopg (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 Vopg (Fig. 4e and
Supplementary Materials), a much weaker correlation than between Vopg and fracture toughness
is present (Fig. 4d and Supplementary Materials).
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Figure 5. Framework for ductility as a constitutive relation for the deformation of MGs.
|Vaapp| — Vopg as a measure of ductility. As an example, fracture strain to failure (€pijyre =

€elastic T €plastic ) as a function of |Vaapp| — Vopg for PdsNijoCu27P2 (Pd), and
Zr44T111CuioNioBess with 7r= 420°C (LM1b-H) are shown.

Going beyond the thus far considered binary case Vo,,, > Vopg => ductile and Vo,p, <
Vopg => 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 Va,,, > Vopg,
e.g., in bending when the samples thickness is smaller than #ps, 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 n™ shear band forms, the stress level has reached such high
level that E¢ > Esg+ Euiss. 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 Pd43NijoCu27P20 and ZrssTi11CuioNiioBeas
(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 o(€) 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, g with |Vaapp | — Vopg (Fig. 5). For quantitative modeling of the plastic response,

8f(|VO'app| - VO’DB) provides the maximum local strain when the local stress level reaches oy. The
actual deformation behavior to reach the maximum strain is MG specific and hence must be
measured like here for Pds3sNijoCuz7P20 or ZrasTij1CuioNioBezs (Fig. 5). In the case that
|vaapp|_VJDB

may provide a reasonable
VO'DB

& (lVaapp| — VO‘DB) is unknown, & X 100 =

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 Vopg, the minimum stress
gradient over which growth of stable shear bands can take place. We measure Vopg, 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 Vopg and the applied stress field, Vo, ,; If
Vopg > Vo, the MG behaves brittle, if Vopg < Va,,, the MG behaves ductile, and |Vaapp| —
Vopg 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.
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