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Finite-temperature ductility-brittleness and electronic structures of Al3Sc, Al2Sc and AlSc are studied com-
paratively by first-principles calculations and ab-initio molecular dynamics. Results show that Al3Sc and Al2Sc
are inherently brittle at both ground state and finite temperatures. By contrast, AlSc possesses a significantly su-
perior ductility evaluated from all Pugh’s, Pettifor’s and Poisson’s ductility-brittleness criteria. At ground state,
AlSc meets the criteria of ductile according to Pugh’s and Poisson’s theories, while it is categorized as the brittle
in the frame of Pettifor’s picture. With the increasing temperature, the ductility of all the studied compounds ex-
hibits a noticeable improvement. In particular, as the temperature rises, the Cauchy pressure of AlSc undergoes
a transition from negative to positive. Thus, at high temperatures (T >600 K), AlSc is unequivocally classified
as the ductile from all criteria considered. In all Al3Sc, Al2Sc and AlSc, the Al-Al bond, originated from s-p
and p-p orbital hybridizations, and the Al-Sc bond, dominated by p-d covalent hybridization, are the first and
second strongest chemical bonds, respectively. To explain the difference in mechanical properties of the studied
compounds, the mean bond strength (MBS) is evaluated. The weaker Al-Al bond in AlSc, leading to a smaller
MBS, could be the origin for the softer elastic stiffness and superior intrinsic ductility. The longer length of the
Al-Al bond in AlSc is responsible for its weaker bond strength. Furthermore, the enhanced metallicity of the
Al-Al bond in AlSc would also contribute to its exceptional ductility.
Keywords: AlSc, Target material, Intrinsic ductility, Finite-temperature elastic constant, First-principles calcu-
lation

I. INTRODUCTION

Highly Sc-doped Al-Sc alloy target materials (with Sc of
as high as 50 at. %) comprised of several Al-Sc binary inter-
metallics, including Al3Sc, Al2Sc and AlSc, are crucial ma-
terials to fabricate (Al, Sc)N piezoelectric thin films that are
widely utilized in microelectronic systems [1–4], such as ra-
dio frequency filters, piezoelectric actuators, and ultrasonic
sensors. The microstructure uniformity of the Al-Sc target
materials, including chemical composition, grain size, and
crystallographic orientation, plays a pivotal role in the piezo-
electric performance of the (Al, Sc)N films. Recently, it has
been reported that the high-Sc Al-Sc alloys can be thermo-
mechanical processing at elevated temperatures [5–7], which
supplies an effective way to improve the microstructure uni-
formity of Al-Sc target materials. However, for different kinds
of Al-Sc intermetallics contained in Al-Sc target materials,
the information about the intrinsic brittleness-ductility, at both
ground state and finite temperature, and the underlying mech-
anisms, is greatly limited. This situation severely impedes
alloy composition design, thermomechanical process optim-
ization, and ultimately the efficient fabrication of high-quality
Al-Sc target materials.

To date, research on the binary Al-Sc intermetallics has
primarily focused on Al3Sc [8–18], due to the fact that the
inclusion of Al3Sc can substantially refine the microstructure
and enhance the thermal stability of the conventional Al al-
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loy structural materials. A. H. Reshak et al. [9] revealed
that Al3Sc exhibits a preference for the L12 structure over the
D022 structure in thermodynamics. This preference is attrib-
uted to the smaller electronic states at the Fermi energy in the
L12 structure. By Pugh’s (B/G) and Pettifor’s Cauchy pres-
sure (C12–C44) ductility-brittleness criteria, R. Sharma et al.
[8] suggested that the L12-type Al3Sc is inherently brittle. D.
Chen et al. [11] observed that the elastic moduli of Al3Sc
increase linearly with the increasing external hydrostatic pres-
sure. In the range of 0 to 50 GPa, the brittle nature of Al3Sc re-
mains unchanged, while the elastic anisotropy becomes more
pronounced. Furthermore, the finite-temperature elastic prop-
erties of Al3Sc were investigated by R.-K. Pan et al. using the
quasi-harmonic approximation [18]. With the elevated tem-
perature, the elastic moduli of Al3Sc exhibit a gentle descent
trend but its brittle nature is unchanged. These observations
are attributed to the slight weakening of the covalent bonding
in Al3Sc as temperature increases. Different from the situ-
ation of Al3Sc, the studies on the intrinsic mechanical proper-
ties of Al2Sc and AlSc are extremely limited. Only available
results were reported by Ş. Uğur and coworkers [19]. They
found that, in contrast to the brittle nature of Al3Sc, AlSc is
inherently ductile in terms of Pugh’s criterion. These investig-
ations significantly advance our understanding of the intrinsic
ductility-brittleness of the Al-Sc binary intermetallics.

However, the intrinsic mechanical properties and the
ductility-brittleness origins of different Al-Sc intermetallics
remain elusive. In particular, there is a critical shortage of
comparative research on intrinsic mechanical properties of
different Al-Sc intermetallics, both at ground state and finite
temperatures. Specifically, the following key issues remain
unknown. i) Are there additional stable Al-Sc intermetallics
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with Sc content less than 50 at. % besides Al3Sc, Al2Sc, and
AlSc? A recent study [20] has reported that Al3Sc2, which
is not depicted in the Al-Sc phase diagram, also exhibits a
high thermodynamics stability. Therefore, conducting a sys-
tematic search for potential stable structures in the Al-Sc bin-
ary systems holds immense significance. ii) Which type of
Al-Sc intermetallic exhibits the greatest ductility? This in-
formation is of utmost importance for the composition design
of the Al-Sc target materials. iii) What are the temperature
effects on the inherent ductility of different Al-Sc intermetal-
lics? This knowledge is essential for the optimization of ther-
momechanical processes. iv) What is the origin behind the
varying ductility-brittleness exhibited by different kinds of Al-
Sc intermetallics? Clarifying the mechanisms of the differ-
ence in ductility-brittleness among different Al-Sc intermetal-
lics is crucial for the design of novel intermetallics with su-
perior ductility.

To bridge these knowledge gaps, the stable phase search-
ing, the ground-state and finite-temperature intrinsic mech-
anical properties, and the electronic structures of various Al-
Sc intermetallics are studied systematically by first-principles
calculations and ab-initio molecular dynamics. First, the po-
tential stable phases in the Al-Sc binary system are searched
systematically using the variable-composition evolutionary
structure search algorithm [21–23] (Section III A). Second,
the ground-state elastic moduli, the ductility-brittleness be-
haviors in terms of Pugh’s ratio B/G, Pettifor’s Cauchy pres-
sure C12–C44 and Poisson’s ratio v, are investigated (Section
III B 1). Third, the temperature dependences of elastic moduli
and ductility-brittleness of different Al-Sc intermetallics are
studied comparatively (Section III B 2). Lastly, the electronic
structures, including band structure, density of states, charge
density difference, electron localization function and crystal
orbital Hamilton population, are analyzed (Section III C). The
underlying mechanisms of various ductility-brittleness exhib-
ited by different Al-Sc intermetallics are finally discussed
(Section IV).

II. METHODOLOGY

First-principles calculations were performed using density
functional theory (DFT) implemented in the Vienna ab ini-
tio Simulation Package (VASP 6.3) [24, 25]. The Perdew-
Burke-Ernzerhof (PBE) parametrization of the generalized
gradient approximation (GGA) was employed to describe the
exchange-correlation function [26, 27]. The electron-ion in-
teractions were described by the projector augmented wave
(PAW) pseudopotential approach. The valence electron con-
figurations of Al (3s23p1) and Sc (3d14s2) were adopted. A
kinetic energy cutoff of 500 eV was adopted for wave-function
expansion. The k-point meshes with an interval of 0.03 × 2π
Å−1 for the Brillouin zone to ensure that all enthalpy calcula-
tions converged within 10−5 eV. During structural relaxation,
the force on each atom was relaxed to be less than 10−2 eV/Å.
During the calculation of the electronic structure, the tetra-
hedron method with the Blöchl correction [28] was used to
integrate the Brillouin zone, and a denser k-point mesh with

an interval of 0.01 × 2π Å−1 was adopted. Crystalline or-
bital Hamiltonian population (COHP) [29, 30] was calculated
by using the Local Orbital Basis Suite Towards Electronic-
Structure Reconstruction (LOBSTER) program [31, 32]. The
charge analysis was performed using the Bader decomposi-
tion technique [33]. The states of 3s and 3p for Al and 3d
and 4s for Sc were taken as basis function sets. The phonon
dispersion curves were calculated under the harmonic approx-
imation by using the PHONOPY code [34].

The stable phase searching in the Al-Sc system was car-
ried out using the generic evolutionary algorithm as imple-
mented in the USPEX code [21–23]. The variable composi-
tion mode was used to realize a high-efficient determination of
different compositions. In the first generation, 200 structures
were randomly created. Starting from the second generation,
120 structures were generated at each generation using six
different operators: heredity (45%), symmetric random gen-
erator (15%), permutation (10%), softmutation (10%), trans-
mutation (10%), and lattice mutation (10%). The maximum
number of atoms in the unit cell was set to be 18. For each
structure, to compromise speed and accuracy, five-step DFT
calculations with increasing precision were adopted. To in-
crease the efficiency of structure prediction, the known struc-
tures of Al3Sc, Al2Sc and AlSc were taken as the seeds.
The search process continued until the 60th generation was
reached. After the calculation, the stabilities of the predicted
phases close to the convex hull were re-evaluated with higher
precision.

The ground-state elastic constants were determined by
computing the second-order derivatives of the total energy
with respect to the position of the ions using a finite dif-
ferences approach [35]. The finite-temperature elastic con-
stants were calculated by using ab-initio molecular dynamics
(AIMD) simulation. For Al3Sc, Al2Sc and AlSc, a 108-atom
supercell with 3×3×3 L12-type unit cells, a 192-atom super-
cell with 2×2×2 C15-type unit cells, and a 128-atom super-
cell with 4×4×4 B2-type unit cells were adopted, respectively.
During the calculations, the canonical ensemble (NVT) was
employed, and the Nosé-Hoover thermostat [36, 37] was ad-
opted to control the system temperature. The Verlet algorithm
[38] with a time step of 2 fs was used to solve Newton’s equa-
tions of motion. The finite-temperature elastic constants were
determined with two consecutive steps. First, the equilibrium
lattice constant at a certain temperature was determined. At
a specific temperature, four independent 10-ps AIMD simu-
lations were conducted. Each simulation started from an iso-
tropically expanded ground state structure at a guessed ex-
pansion. At 300 K, the initial applied expansion for the four
AIMD simulations were 0.3%, 0.33%, 0.4%, and 0.43%, re-
spectively. After each simulation, the average internal pres-
sure at each expansion can be obtained. With this information,
the equilibrium lattice parameter at a certain temperature, i.e.,
the one with the average pressure near zero, can be determ-
ined. Second, at each temperature, five anisotropic strains (Eq.
1) with ε ranging from –0.04 to 0.04 at a interval of 0.02 [39]
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were separately applied.

ε 0 0
0 0 ε

2
0 ε

2 0

 (1)

For each strained structure, a 10-ps AIMD simulation was
performed to determine the stress tensor. By linear fitting
between stress and strain with the following relations, the
elastic constants at a specific temperature can be obtained.

σ1=C11ε, σ2=σ3=C12ε, andσ4=C44ε (2)

III. RESULTS

A. Stable phase, crystal structure and phase stability

The stable phases in the binary Al-Sc system are sys-
tematically explored by the variable-composition evolution-
ary structure search algorithm [21–23]. The formation ener-
gies E f of the predicted Al-Sc phases at ambient pressure are
shown in Fig. 1b. The structures with the lowest E f form-
ing the convex hull are thought to be the ground-state stable
phases. Clearly, the convex hull of the binary Al-Sc system is
constituted by Al3Sc with the Ni3Al-type L12 structure (space
group: Pm3m, 221), Al2Sc with the Cu2Mg-type C15 struc-
ture (space group: Fd3m, 227), AlSc with the CsCl-type B2
structure (space group: Pm3m, 221) and AlSc2 with the InNi2-
type B82 structure (space group: P63/mmc, 194). This result
is in excellent agreement with the reported binary Al-Sc phase
diagram [4] (Fig. 1a). Note that E f of Al3Sc2 with space
group Cmmm is slightly above the convex hull, indicated by
the blue cross in the inset of Fig. 1b. This observation in-
dicates that Al3Sc2 is not a thermodynamically stable phase,
which is in good concordance with the investigation conduc-
ted by A. Bilić et al. [20]. Thus, in subsequent studies, we
focus on Al3Sc, Al2Sc, and AlSc because these three inter-
metallics exist in the Al-Sc target materials with the Sc con-
tent not exceeding 50 at. % [40].

Phonon dispersion relation examinations show that the
Al3Sc with the L12 structure, the Al2Sc with the C15 struc-
ture and the AlSc with the B2 structure are stable dynamically
(see Supplementary Materials Fig. S 1). Table I lists the equi-
librium lattice parameters a0 of Al3Sc, Al2Sc and AlSc, along
with the data extracted from the literature [10, 11, 19, 41–48].
The determined a0 of Al3Sc, Al2Sc and AlSc are 4.103 Å,
7.572 Å and 3.378 Å, respectively, which are consistent with
the experimental [19, 41, 44] (with differences less than 1 %)
and theoretical reports [10, 11, 42, 43, 45–48]. Fig. 2a, b and
c display the crystal structure of Al3Sc, Al2Sc and AlSc, re-
spectively. In the L12-type Al3Sc, Al and Sc atoms occupy the
3c (0.5, 0, 0.5) and the 1a (0, 0, 0) sites, respectively. Each
Al has 12 first-nearest neighboring atoms, comprising 8 Al
and 4 Sc atoms. Similarly, each Sc also has 12 first-nearest
neighboring atoms, which are all Al atoms. In the C15-type
Al2Sc, Sc and Al occupy the 8a (0, 0, 0) and the 16d (0.625,
0.625, 0.625) sites, respectively. Each Al atom has 6 first-
nearest neighboring Al atoms. Four adjacent Al atoms form
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Figure 1. Phase diagram and convex hull of the Al-Sc binary sys-
tem. (a) Al-Sc equilibrium phase diagram. The red, green, blue
and black vertical lines indicate Al3Sc, Al2Sc, AlSc and AlSc2 stable
phase, respectively. (b) The calculated convex hull of the Al-Sc bin-
ary system. The blue circles indicate the formation energies and
compositions of the predicted structures after each generation of the
evolutionary algorithm search. The red line indicates the formation
energies and compositions of the final thermodynamically stable Al-
Sc phases, forming the convex hull. The inset is the enlarged region
around Al3Sc2.

a tetrahedral structure. Each Sc atom, on the other hand, has
no first-nearest neighboring atom. For the B2-type AlSc, Al
and Sc atoms occupy the 1a (0, 0, 0) and 1c (0.5, 0.5, 0.5)
sites, respectively. Each Al has 8 first-nearest neighboring Sc
atoms, and each Sc has 8 first-nearest neighboring Al atoms.
For phase stability, among Al3Sc, Al2Sc and AlSc, Al2Sc ex-
hibits the highest thermodynamic stability, evidenced by the
smallest E f (Fig. 1b), which corresponds well to the highest



4

melting point (1392°C) of Al2Sc. E f of AlSc is comparable to
that of Al3Sc, with a slight difference of 7 meV/atom higher
than Al3Sc, which aligns with the slightly lower melting point
of AlSc (1240°C) than Al3Sc (1280°C).

B. Intrinsic mechanical properties

1. Ground-state mechanical properties

To evaluate the ground-state mechanical properties, the
elastic moduli of Al3Sc, Al2Sc and AlSc are calculated. Table
II lists the independent elastic constants Ci j and the tetragonal
shear modulus C’ (defined by (C11–C12)/2) of Al3Sc, Al2Sc
and AlSc. For Al3Sc, C11, C12 and C44 are determined to
be 188.8, 40.8 and 72.4 GPa, respectively, in good agreement
with the report by R.-K. Pan and colleagues (i.e., 179.2, 40.6
and 71.0 GPa) [18]. For all Al3Sc, Al2Sc and AlSc, their
elastic constants satisfy the Born-Huang elastic stability cri-
teria for cubic crystals [49], i.e., C11>0, C44>0, C’>0 and
(C11+2C12)>0, indicating that these intermetallics are elast-
ically stable.

Fig. 3a1, a2 and a3 display isotropic bulk modulus B, shear
modulus G and Young’s modulus E, respectively. Herein,
the Voigt-Ruess-Hill polycrystalline averaging algorithm[50]
is adopted (see details in Appendix A). It is evident that for
all B, G and E, the values of Al3Sc are comparable to Al2Sc,
but both of them are obviously larger than that of AlSc. These
results tell us that the elastic stiffnesses of Al3Sc and Al2Sc
are higher than that of AlSc. Apart from elastic stiffness,
the intrinsic ductility of Al3Sc, Al2Sc and AlSc are evaluated
by using the three widely used ductility-brittleness criteria,
i.e., Pugh’s ratio B/G, Pettifor’s Cauchy pressure C12–C44 and
Poisson’s ratio v. In Fig. 3b1, b2 and b3, we display, respect-
ively, B/G, C12–C44 and ν for Al3Sc, Al2Sc and AlSc. For
clarity, the critical minimum values for ductility, i.e., B/G =
1.75 in Pugh’s theory, C12–C44 = 0 in Pettifor’s theory, and
ν = 0.26 in Poisson’s theory [51, 52], are plotted as dashed
lines. In Al3Sc, B/G, C12–C44 and ν are determined to be
1.2, –31.7 GPa and 0.18, respectively. Based on all Pugh’s,
Pettifor’s and Poisson’s criteria, Al3Sc is classified as the in-
trinsically brittle, in line with the investigations of R. Sharma
et al. [8] and D. Chen et al. [11]. In analogy to Al3Sc, the
C15-type Al2Sc is also inherently brittle since all the values of
B/G (1.3), C12–C44 (–27.5 GPa) and ν (0.19) are smaller than
the critical minimum values of ductility.

As for the B2-type AlSc, the values of B/G (1.9) and ν
(0.28) are higher than 1.75 and 0.26, respectively. Thus, AlSc
is inherently ductile according to Pugh’s and Poisson’s cri-
teria. Note that in terms of all Pugh’s, Pettifor’s and Pois-
son’s criteria, the values of Al3Sc are comparable to Al2Sc,
while both of them are obviously smaller than those of AlSc.
Therefore, it can be concluded that at ground state, the ductil-
ity of the B2-type AlSc is significantly superior to the L12-
type Al3Sc and the C15-type Al2Sc. However, as seen in Fig.
3b2, the Cauchy pressure C12–C44 of AlSc is negative (–18.3
GPa). Thus, in the frame of Pettifor’s theory, AlSc should
be considered to be brittle. This inconsistency of ductility-

brittleness concluded by different criteria indicates that the
inherent ductility of AlSc is not excellent enough. It may
explain the challenges encountered when attempting severe
plastic deformation in the high-Sc Al-Sc alloys at room tem-
perature.

2. Finite-temperature mechanical properties

To clarify the intrinsic mechanical properties at high tem-
peratures, the finite-temperature crystal structures and elastic
constants are calculated by the AIMD technique. Investiga-
tions show that for all Al3Sc, Al2Sc and AlSc, no structural
transitions occur at the investigated temperatures (<1200 K),
in good agreement with the Al-Sc phase diagram [4] (Fig. 1a).
In Table III, we list the determined finite-temperature lattice
parameters. Phonon dispersion relation examinations evid-
ence that Al3Sc with the L12 structure, Al2Sc with the C15
structure and AlSc with B2 structure are still stable dynam-
ically at the temperature up to 1200 K (see Supplementary
Materials Fig. S 2). Fig. 4a1, a2 and a3 show the temperature
dependences of independent elastic constants Ci j for Al3Sc,
Al2Sc and AlSc, respectively. As a reference, the finite-
temperature Ci j of Al3Sc, calculated by the quasi-harmonic
approximation [18], is also included in Fig. 4a1 (open sym-
bols). We see that the determined temperature dependences of
C12, C11 and C44 in Al3Sc by AIMD are in reasonable agree-
ment with those calculated by the quasi-harmonic approxim-
ation [18].

For all Al3Sc, Al2Sc and AlSc, there is a noticeable de-
crease in C11 and C44 as the temperature increases. The
temperature-induced variation in elastic constants is majorly
attributed to the expansion of lattice volume with the in-
creasing temperature (Table III), which typically weakens the
bonding strength between the constituent elements and further
results in a decrease in elastic constants. For Al3Sc and Al2Sc,
the decrease rate of C11 is significantly larger than that of C44.
For instance, in Al3Sc, the temperature sensitivity coefficient
of C11 (i.e., dC11/dT) is –0.049 GPa/K, which is around three
times larger than that of C44 (dC44/dT = –0.018 GPa/K). Nev-
ertheless, in the case of AlSc, C44 exhibits a larger decrease
rate (–0.030 GPa/K) compared to C11 (–0.022 GPa/K) (Fig.
4a3). Different from C11 and C44, C12 shows a much weaker
sensitivity on temperature, particularly for Al3Sc (dC12/dT =
–0.003 GPa/K) and Al2Sc (dC12/dT = –0.004 GPa/K). It is
worth noting that in the cases of Al3Sc and Al2Sc, C44 con-
sistently remains larger than C12 even for the temperature up
to 1200 K, whereas for AlSc there is a reversal in the relative
sizes of C12 and C44 (Fig. 4a3). As is known, the difference
between C12 and C44, i.e., Cauchy pressure, is a crucial para-
meter that characterizes intrinsic ductility in Pettifor’s theory.
The reversal in the relative magnitudes of C12 and C44 sug-
gests a great improvement of ductility under the assistance of
temperature, which is detailedly discussed later.

Fig. 4b1, b2 and b3 display the temperature dependences
for isotropic bulk modulus B, shear modulus G and Young’s
modulus E, respectively. With the increasing temperature, all
values of B, G, and E exhibit a linearly decreasing tendency.
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Figure 2. Crystal structures of (a) Al3Sc, (b) Al2Sc and (c) AlSc.

Table I. The ground-state equilibrium lattice parameters a0 of Al3Sc, Al2Sc and AlSc.
Compounds Al3Sc Al2Sc AlSc

a0 (Å)

Present 4.103 Present 7.572 Present 3.378

Expt. a 4.101 Expt. e 7.580 Expt. i 3.388

GGA b 4.110 PAW-GGA f 7.581 PW91-GGA j 3.350

PW91-GGA c 4.109 PAW-GGA g 7.573 PAW-GGA k 3.372

PBEsol d 4.098 PBE-GGA h 7.583 - -
a Ref. [41]; b Ref. [11]; c Ref. [42]; d Ref. [43]; e Ref. [44]; f [45]; g Ref. [46]; h Ref. [10]; i Ref. [19]; j Ref. [47]; k Ref. [48].

Table II. Independent ground-state elastic constants C11, C12, C44

and tetragonal shear modulus C’ of Al3Sc, Al2Sc and AlSc.

Compounds
C11

(GPa)
C12

(GPa)
C44

(GPa)
C’

(GPa)

Al3Sc Present 188.8 40.8 72.4 74
PBE-GGA a 179.2 40.6 71 69.3

Al2Sc Present 67.5 40 67.5 13.8
AlSc Present 96.6 73.2 91.5 11.7

a Ref. [18]

Table III. Finite-temperatures equilibrium lattice parameters a0

of Al3Sc, Al2Sc and AlSc

Temperature (K) Lattice constant (Å)
Al3Sc Al2Sc AlSc

0 4.103 7.572 3.378
300 4.119 7.599 3.385
600 4.135 7.625 3.398
900 4.152 7.653 3.411

1200 4.169 7.685 3.426

At the examined temperatures, Al3Sc and Al2Sc possess sim-
ilar values for B, G, and E, which are significantly larger com-
pared to those of AlSc. For B, the temperature sensitivity coef-
ficients of Al3Sc, Al2Sc, and AlSc are nearly identical, with
values around –0.014 GPa/K (Fig. 4b1). Nevertheless, notice-
able differences are observed for the temperature sensitivities
of G and E. For G, the temperature sensitivity coefficients of
Al3Sc, Al2Sc and AlSc are –0.019, –0.016 and –0.012 GPa/K,

respectively, while these three values for E are –0.043, –0.037
and –0.030 GPa/K, respectively. Clearly, for both G and E,
the temperature sensitivities in Al3Sc are the highest, while
those in AlSc are the lowest. Moreover, it is worth noting
that for different elastic moduli, the temperature sensitivities
exhibit significant differences. Among B, E and G, E ex-
hibits the highest temperature sensitivity. For all the studied
compounds, the temperature sensitivity coefficients of E are
around –0.035 GPa/K, which is approximately twice larger
than those of B and G (about –0.015 GPa/K).

Fig. 5a, b and c display the temperature dependences of
B/G, C12–C44 and ν, respectively. For Al3Sc, Al2Sc, and AlSc,
all B/G, C12–C44 and ν exhibit a monotonically increasing
tendency with the elevated temperature. This result suggests
that the intrinsic ductility of all compounds can be effectively
improved under the assistance of temperature, which aligns
well with the experimental observations of the improved plas-
ticity deformation ability of Al-Sc alloys at high temperatures
[5–7]. At the investigated temperatures, B/G, C12–C44 and
ν of AlSc are always larger than those of Al3Sc and Al2Sc,
indicating that AlSc still exhibits a noticeably superior in-
trinsic ductility compared to Al3Sc and Al2Sc at high tem-
peratures. As described earlier, at ground state, AlSc is clas-
sified as the ductile based on Pugh’s and Poisson’s theories
but as the brittle according to Pettifor’s criterion. However,
with the increasing temperature, the Cauchy pressure of AlSc
evolves from negative to positive (Fig. 5b). Consequently, at
high temperatures (T >around 600 K), according to all Pugh’s,
Pettifor’s, and Poisson’s theories, the B2-type AlSc should be
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treated as the inherently ductile. This may be the reason for
the high plasticity deformation ability of high-Sc Al-Sc target
materials at high temperatures [5–7]. These findings could
serve as a crucial foundation for the composition design and
the thermomechanical processing optimization of Al-Sc target
materials.

Furthermore, we note that as the temperature increases, the
relative ductility of Al3Sc and Al2Sc changes. At ground state,
the values of B/G, C12–C44 and ν for Al3Sc are slightly smaller
than those of Al2Sc. It indicates that Al3Sc exhibits an inferior
ductility compared to Al2Sc, although the differences are not
significant. However, the relative magnitudes of B/G, C12–C44
and ν for Al3Sc and Al2Sc undergo a shift when the temper-
ature exceeds around 600 K (Fig. 5). This result implies
that Al3Sc possesses superior high-temperature ductility com-
pared to Al2Sc. This change is ascribed to the higher temper-
ature sensitivities of B/G, C12–C44 and ν of Al3Sc. For Al3Sc,
the temperature sensitivity coefficients of B/G, C12–C44 and ν
are fitting to be 2.19 × 10–4, 0.019 GPa/K and 3.81 × 10–5, re-
spectively, which are significantly larger than those of Al2Sc,
i.e., 1.28 × 10–4, 0.013 GPa/K and 2.24 × 10–5. Analysis
shows that the higher temperature sensitivity of Al3Sc could
be attributed to the higher thermal expansion coefficient of
this compound. With the finite-temperature equilibrium lat-

tice parameters determined by AIMD simulation (Table III),
the linear thermal expansion coefficient of Al3Sc is found to
be 1.34 × 10–5 K–1, which is larger than that of Al2Sc (1.23
× 10–5 K–1) as well as AlSc (1.20 × 10–5 K–1). However, it
is important to note that despite a great improvement in the
ductilities of Al3Sc and Al2Sc with increasing temperature,
both these two compounds retain their brittle nature even at
temperatures up to 1200 K.

C. Electronic structures

1. Band structure and DOS

To understand the origin of different intrinsic mechanical
properties of Al3Sc, Al2Sc, and AlSc, a thorough investigation
of their electron structures is conducted, including band struc-
ture, density of states (DOS), electron localization function
(ELF), charge density difference (CDD), Bader charge and
crystalline orbital Hamiltonian population (COHP). Fig. 6a,
b and c display the electronic band structures and the total and
partial DOSs for Al3Sc, Al2Sc and AlSc, respectively. Ana-
lyses reveal that despite the significant differences in compos-
ition and structure, the electronic band and DOS structures of
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Figure 4. Finite-temperature elastic moduli. (a1-a3) Elastic constants of Al3Sc, Al2Sc and AlSc. The data represented by open symbols in
(a) are calculated by quasi-harmonic approximation extracted from Ref. [18]. (b1-b3) Isotropic bulk modulus B, shear modulus G and Young’s
modulus E.

Al3Sc, Al2Sc and AlSc exhibit some common features, as de-
picted in Fig. 7 and detailed below. In all Al3Sc, Al2Sc, and
AlSc, the 3s electrons of Al are primarily distributed within
the energy range of –9 to –3 eV; by contrast, the 3p electrons
of Al appear at a broad region with energies above –9 eV (Fig.
6a3-c3). As for the Sc atom, its 3d electron predominantly oc-
cupies the energies above –3 eV, while below the Fermi level
the 4s electrons are limited (Fig. 6a4-c4). For all the examined
compounds, in the low-energy region, a strong s-p hybridiz-
ation between Al and Al is observed (Fig. 6a2-c2). When
the energy approaches the Fermi level, the p-p hybridization
between Al-Al and the p-d orbital interaction between Al and
Sc becomes dominant.

2. ELF, CDD and Bader charge

We shift our focus on electron structure from the recip-
rocal space to the real space. In Fig. 8a, b and c, we display
the three-dimensional (3D) isosurfaces of ELF and CDD for

Al3Sc, Al2Sc and AlSc, respectively. The isosurface values of
ELF and CDD are carefully selected to signify the maxima.
It is observed that in all Al3Sc, Al2Sc, and AlSc, there are
prominent highly localized electrons and electron accumula-
tion between the neighboring Al and Al atoms, indicating a
strong chemical interaction of the Al-Al pairs. The strong
interaction between Al-Al pairs majorly arises from the hy-
bridizations of 3s-3p and 3p-3p orbital electrons, as revealed
in the DOS analyses (Fig. 6). For AlSc, the maximum of ELF
appears roughly at the center of the Al-Al pair (Fig. 8c1).
Nevertheless, in the cases of both Al3Sc (Fig. 8a1) and Al2Sc
(Fig. 8b1), an obvious deviation of the ELF maximum from
the center of the Al-Al pair is observed.

Although visualizing the ELF maximum in the 3D repres-
entation helps identify the strongest interaction between the
constituent atoms, it may lose the information of relatively
weaker interactions. To address this limitation, the line profile
analyses of ELF between neighboring atoms are conducted. In
Fig. 9a and b, we display the ELF distributions along the ad-
jacent Al-Al and Al-Sc pair, respectively. Herein, to realize a
direct comparison, the lengths of Al-Al and Al-Sc pairs in dif-
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Figure 5. Temperature dependence of intrinsic ductility-
brittleness of Al3Sc, Al2Sc and AlSc. (a) Pugh’s ratio B/G; (b)
Cauchy pressure C12–C44; (c) Poisson’s ratio v.

ferent compounds are normalized. Besides, to better illustrate
the electron localization around the Al-Al pair, the maximum
of ELF in Al3Sc and Al2Sc that slightly deviates from the Al-
Al connection line are also displayed in Fig. 9a. We see that
in terms of the maximum values of ELF around the Al-Al pair,
Al3Sc, Al2Sc and AlSc are very close to each other. However,
the ELF profile of the Al-Al pair in AlSc is much wider than
those of Al3Sc and Al2Sc. The full width at half maximum
(FWHM) of the ELF profiles of AlSc is measured to be 0.65,
which is significantly longer than those of Al3Sc (0.56) and

Al2Sc (0.51). In fact, the width of the ELF profile of the Al-
Al pair in AlSc is compared to that of pure Al with excellent
ductility, as indicated by the dashed line in Fig. 9a. Thus,
in terms of the metallicity of the Al-Al bond, AlSc should be
superior to Al3Sc and Al2Sc.

From Fig. 9b, it is observed that there exists pronounced
localized electrons between Al and Sc, which indicates a non-
negligible covalent interaction between the adjacent Al and
Sc. From the DOS result (Fig. 6), it is clear that this in-
teraction is primarily attributed to the p-d orbital interaction
between the 3p electrons of Al and the 3d orbitals of Sc. Re-
markably, despite the significant differences between the ex-
amined compounds, the ELF profiles along Al and Sc exhibit a
remarkable overlap, implying a similarity in the bonding char-
acteristics along Al-Sc. Furthermore, we note that the position
of the ELF maximum deviates from the center of Al-Sc pair
and shifts towards the Al atom (Fig. 9). This is attributed to
the larger electronegativity of Al (1.61) compared to Sc (1.36),
indicating the polarity nature of the Al-Sc bond.

In Table IV, we list the transferred charge between Al and
Sc during bonding following Bader’s idea of the partition on
space charge [33]. Compared to neutral atoms, the charge
amount of Al increases while that of Sc decreases, which
is consistent with the polarity of the Al-Sc bond. In Al3Sc,
Al2Sc, and AlSc, the transferred electrons from a Sc atom are
approximately the same (around 1 electron), which are evenly
distributed among the surrounding Al atoms. In AlSc, a single
Al atom gets the most electrons (1.03) while receiving the
least electrons (0.34) in Al3Sc. This difference is attributed
to the different Al content in the studied three compounds,
with AlSc having the lowest (50 at. %) and Al3Sc having the
highest (75 at. %) one.

Table IV. Charge transfer during bonding of Al3Sc, Al2Sc and
AlSc.

Compounds

Bader charge
in neutra

atoms

Bader charge
in compounds

Transferred
charge

during bonding
Al Sc Al Sc Al Sc

Al3Sc 3 3 3.34 1.97 0.34 –1.03
Al2Sc 3 3 3.56 1.89 0.56 –1.11
AlSc 3 3 4.03 1.97 1.03 –1.03

3. Chemical bonding

To gain a comprehensive understanding of chemical bond-
ing of Al3Sc, Al2Sc and AlSc, the crystalline orbital Hamilto-
nian population (COHP) method [29, 30] is adopted. Herein,
we focus on the chemical bonds with lengths less than 3.5 Å
because the strengths of bonds with longer lengths are very
weak. Fig. 10a, b and c display the total and orbital-resolved
COHP curves of chemical bonds in Al3Sc, Al2Sc and AlSc,
respectively. In Table V and Table VI, we provide a sum-
mary of chemical bond type, bond length, bond number in a
unit cell, and the absolute values of the integration of COHP
(|ICOHP|) and the orbital-resolved |ICOHP|. For the L12-type
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Figure 6. Electronic band structures and density of states (DOSs) of (a1-a4 )Al3Sc, (b1-b4) Al2Sc and (c1-c4) AlSc. a1-c1, a2-c2, a3-c3 and
a4-c4 are electronic band structure, total DOS, partial DOS of Al, and partial DOS of Sc, respectively. The horizontal dashed line represents
the Fermi energy EF .

Al3Sc, only the first neighboring Al-Al (Fig. 10a1) and Al-Sc
(Fig. 10a2) bonds with a length of 2.90 Å are included. In
the case of C15-type Al2Sc, the first neighboring Al-Al (Fig.
10b1) with a length of 2.68 Å, the second neighboring Al-Sc
(Fig. 10b2) with a length of 3.14 Å, and the third neighboring
Sc-Sc (Fig. 10b3) with a length of 3.28 Å bonds are satis-
fied. For the B2-type AlSc, the first neighboring Al-Sc (Fig.
10c2) with a length of 2.92 Å and the second neighboring Al-

Al (Fig. 10c1) and Sc-Sc (Fig. 10c3) bonds with a length of
3.37 Å are covered.

For all Al3Sc, Al2Sc, and AlSc, |ICOHP| of the Al-Al bond
possesses the largest value among all chemical bonds in each
compound. This result suggests that in all examined com-
pounds, the Al-Al bond is the strongest chemical bond, in
good accordance with the observations of ELF and CDD (Fig.
8). From the orbital-resolved COHP curves and |ICOHP| (Fig.
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10a1-c1 and Table VI), it is clear that the strength of Al-Al
bond majorly arises from s-p hybridization at the low-energy
region and the p-p hybridization near the Fermi level, in agree-
ment with the DOS analyses (Fig. 7). Among Al3Sc, Al2Sc,
and AlSc, the Al-Al bonds in Al3Sc and AlSc possess the
highest (|ICOHP| = 2.20 eV) and the lowest (|ICOHP| = 1.05
eV) strength, respectively. This variation in bond strength is
ascribed to the differences in bond lengths, with Al3Sc hav-
ing the shortest (2.68 Å) and AlSc having the longest bond
length (3.37 Å), respectively. The second strongest bonds in
Al3Sc, Al2Sc, and AlSc are all the Al-Sc bonds. The p-d co-
valent hybridization between Al and Sc contributes mostly to
the strength of the Al-Sc bond (Fig. 10a2-c2). In terms of the
Al-Sc bond, the highest strength appears in AlSc (|ICOHP|
= 1.04 eV), while the lowest one appears in Al2Sc (|ICOHP|
= 0.62 eV), which is exactly opposite to the sequence sorted
by the Al-Al bond strength. The bond length is also a cru-
cial factor in deciding the Al-Sc bond strength. Specifically,
AlSc and Al2Sc with the strongest and the weakest Al-Sc bond
possess the shortest (2.92 Å) and the longest (3.14 Å) length,
respectively. Apart from Al-Al and Al-Sc bonds, even though
the lengths of Sc-Sc bond are also less than 3.5 Å in Al2Sc
(3.28 Å, Fig. 10c2) and AlSc (3.37 Å, Fig. 10c3), their bond-
ing strength is already very weak. The |ICOHP| values of the
Sc-Sc bond in Al2Sc and AlSc are calculated to be 0.32 eV
and 0.28 eV, respectively, which are significantly smaller than
those of their corresponding Al-Al bond.

IV. DISCUSSION

We now discuss the underlying mechanisms behind differ-
ent elastic stiffness and ductility-brittleness of Al3Sc, Al2Sc,
and AlSc from electronic structure. In this work, the mean
bonding strengths (MBS) of the different compounds are cal-
culated. This evaluation involves two steps. Firstly, the total
|ICOHP| per unit cell is computed by multiplying the |ICOHP|
values of different bonds by their respective bond numbers
in the unit cell and summing them up. Secondly, the aver-
aged |ICOHP| per atom, which can be used to characterize
the MBS, is calculated by dividing the total |ICOHP| by the
number of atoms in the unit cell. The results are presen-
ted in Table V. We find that the averaged |ICOHP| of AlSc
is 6.18 eV/atom, which is significantly lower than those of

Al3Sc (7.74 eV/atom) and Al2Sc (7.11 eV/atom). This indic-
ates that AlSc has the smallest MBS, even though the |ICOHP|
value of the second strongest Al-Sc bond in this compound is
the largest. The weakest MBS of AlSc accounts well for its
lowest elastic stiffness, including B, G and E, as displayed in
Fig. 3. Analyses show that the smallest MBS of AlSc arises
from its weakest Al-Al bond. The |ICOHP| value of the Al-Al
bond in AlSc is 1.05 eV, which is much smaller than those in
Al3Sc (1.63 eV) and Al2Sc (2.20 eV). Moreover, we find that
the longer bond length of the Al-Al bond in AlSc should be
responsible for the weaker bond strength. Different from the
first neighboring Al-Al bonds in the L12-type Al3Sc and the
C15-type Al2Sc, the Al-Al bond in the B2-type AlSc is the
second neighboring, leading to a much longer bond length in
AlSc (3.37 Å) compared to Al3Sc (2.90 Å) and Al2Sc (2.68
Å) (Table V).

It is well-known that there exists an inevitable trade-off
between intrinsic strength/stiffness and ductility in materi-
als. Materials with high strength/stiffness often exhibit poor
toughness and vice versa. For example, pure metals (e.g., Al
and Cu) are ductile but relatively soft, whereas ceramics are
hard but brittle. In this study, AlSc with the lowest stiffness
possesses superior ductility, aligning well with the stiffness-
ductility trade-off principle. Thus, the weakest Al-Al bond
of AlSc would also contribute significantly to its exceptional
intrinsic ductility. In addition, from the analyses of ELF dis-
tribution along the Al-Al bond (Fig. 9a), it is evident that
the metallicity of the Al-Al bond in AlSc is more pronounced
compared to those in Al3Sc and Al2Sc. This enhanced metal-
licity would also play a non-negligible role in the superior
ductility of AlSc relative to Al2Sc and Al3Sc. The notable
metallicity of the Al-Al bond in AlSc could be attributed to
the higher valence electron concentration around Al atoms.
As shown in Table IV, the Bader charge of Al in AlSc is
4.03, which is significantly higher than that of Al2Sc (3.56)
and Al3Sc (3.34). Increasing valence electron concentration
generally tends to improve the intrinsic ductility of materials
[53]. Before closing the discussion, we would like to stress
that apart from the emphasized intrinsic ductility-brittleness,
the plasticity of metallic materials is also influenced by de-
fects [54], such as dislocation. The AlSc compound, with its
simple B2 structure, may facilitate dislocation movement. De-
tails of dislocation structures of Al3Sc, Al2Sc and AlSc, out of
the scope of this work, need to be further investigated specific-
ally.

V. CONCLUSIONS

In this work, the stable phases, the ground-state and finite-
temperature inherent ductility-brittleness and the electronic
structures of the Al-Sc binary systems with Sc content of less
than 50 at. % are studied systematically. Using the variable-
composition evolutionary structure search algorithm, it is con-
firmed that apart from the L12-type Al3Sc, the C15-type Al2Sc
and the B2-type AlSc, there are no other stable Al-Sc bin-
ary intermetallics. From all Pugh’s, Pettifor’s, and Poisson’s
ductility-brittleness criteria, Al3Sc and Al2Sc are inherently



11

Figure 8. Isosurfaces of electron localization function (ELF) and charge distribution difference (CDD). (a1-a2) Al3Sc; (b1-b2) Al2Sc;
(c1-c2) AlSc. The isosurface values for ELF (a1, b1 and c1) and CDD (a2, b2 and c2) are set to be 0.7 and 0.00505, respectively, to signify the
maxima.
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Figure 9. ELF profiles along (a) Al-Al and (b) Al-Sc. For easy comparison, the lengths of Al-Al and Al-Sc pairs in different compounds are
normalized.
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Table V. Chemical bonds with a length of less than 3.5 Å, and their respective bond length, bond number in the unit cell and |ICOHP|,
and total |ICOHP| per cell and averaged |ICOHP| per atom of Al3Sc, Al2Sc and AlSc.

Sys. Neig.
Bond
type

Bond
length

(Å)

|ICOHP|
(eV)

Bond
num.
per
cell

|ICOHP|
per
cell

(eV/cell)

|ICOHP|
per

atom
(eV/atom)

Al3Sc 1st Al-Al 2.90 1.63 12 30.96 7.74Al-Sc 0.95 12

Al2Sc
1st Al-Al 2.68 2.20 48

170.72 7.112nd Al-Sc 3.14 0.62 96
3rd Sc-Sc 3.28 0.32 16

AlSc
1st Al-Sc 2.92 1.04 8

12.36 6.182nd Al-Al 3.37 1.05 3
Sc-Sc 0.28 3

Table VI. The absolute values of the integration of the orbital-resolved COHP (|ICOHP|) of Al3Sc, Al2Sc and AlSc.

Type Al3Sc Al2Sc AlSc
Al-Al Al-Sc Al-Al Al-Sc Sc-Sc Al-Al Al-Sc Sc-Sc

|ICOHP|
(eV)

s-s 0.02 0.07 0.03 0.04 0.02 0 0.16 0.03
s-p 0.77 0.16 1.12 0.14 — 0.4 0.21 —
p-p 0.84 — 1.05 — — 0.65 — —
s-d — 0.2 — 0.11 0.12 — 0.21 0.09
p-d — 0.5 — 0.33 — — 0.46 —
d-d — — — — 0.18 — — 0.17

Total 1.63 0.95 2.2 0.62 0.32 1.05 1.04 0.28

brittle at ground state. AlSc possesses a prominently super-
ior intrinsic ductility compared to Al3Sc and Al2Sc evaluated
from all Pugh’s, Pettifor’s and Poisson’s criteria. Through
AIMD simulation, the finite-temperature elastic moduli are
determined. By rising temperature, for all Al3Sc, Al2Sc, and
AlSc, their intrinsic ductilities can be notably improved. As
the temperature increases, accompanied by the transition of
the Cauchy pressure from negative to positive, AlSc is un-
equivocally classified as the inherently ductile based on all
the criteria considered. However, Al3Sc and Al2Sc retain their
brittle nature even at temperatures up to 1200 K. In all Al3Sc,
Al2Sc and AlSc, the Al-Al bond, resulting from s-p and p-p
orbital hybridizations, and the Al-Sc bond, dominated by p-d
covalent hybridization, are the first and the second strongest
chemical bonds, respectively. The mean bond strength (MBS)
is introduced in this work to explain the differences in in-
trinsic mechanical properties of Al3Sc, Al2Sc, and AlSc. The
weaker Al-Al bond in AlSc, leading to a smaller MBS, could
be the origin of the softer elastic stiffness and superior in-
trinsic ductility. The longer length of the Al-Al bond in AlSc
is responsible for its weaker bond strength. Moreover, an en-
hanced metallicity of the Al-Al bond in AlSc would also play
a non-negligible role in its superior ductility. The findings
of this work are expected to provide a crucial foundation for
the design of alloy compositions and optimization of thermo-
mechanical processing for Al-Sc target materials.

Appendix A: Appendix

The isotropic elastic moduli of bulk modulus B, shear mod-
ulus G, Young’s modulus E and Poisson’s ratio ν are calcu-
lated by Voigt-Reuss-Hill (V-R-H) approximation [50] as fol-
lows:

B =
1
2

(BV+BR) (A1)

G =
1
2

(GV +GR) (A2)

V=
3B−2G

2(3B+G)
(A3)

E =
9GB

G + 3B
(A4)

where BV andGV are Voigt bulk modulus and Voigt shear mod-
ulus, respectively, and BR and GR are Reuss bulk modulus and
Reuss shear modulus, respectively. For cubic crystals, BV ,GV ,
BR andGR can be calculated by the relations:

GV=
1
5

[(C11−C12)+3C44] (A5)

BV =
1
3

(C11+2C12) (A6)
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Figure 10. COHP and orbital-resolved COHP curves of chem-
ical bonds with lengths of less than 3.5 Å. First neighboring (a1)
Al-Al and (a2) Al-Sc bond in Al3Sc. (b1) First neighboring Al-Al,
(b2) second neighboring Al-Sc, (b3) third neighboring Sc-Sc bonds
in Al2Sc. (c1) Second neighboring Al-Al, (b2) first neighboring Al-
Sc, (b3) second neighboring Sc-Sc bonds in AlSc. For each bond,
the bond length, the total and orbital-resolved |ICOHP| values are
also displayed.

GR=
5C44(C11−C12)

3(C11−C12) + 4C44
(A7)

BR=
1
3

(C11+2C12) (A8)
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FIG. 1. Phonon dispersion curves of Al3Sc (a), Al2Sc (b) and AlSc (c) with the ground-state structures.
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