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Abstract

The ductility of sheet metal is typically limited by either localized necking or by damage and frac-

ture. A recent ductility classification refers to these failure modes respectively as ”global” and

”local” formability. The forming limit curve (FLC) and the uniaxial tensile test assess global forma-

bility, whereas the fracture forming limit (FFL), the true thickness fracture strain, hole expansion

ratios (HER), etc. are indicators of local formability. Experimental hole expansion data in the lit-

erature for different dual-phase (DP) steel grades of similar strength and composition presents a

paradox: grades which are found to be ductile in a tensile test and/or FLC show a low ductility

in hole expansion, whereas other grades with a low ductility in conventional tests perform surpris-

ingly well at cut edges. In this work, an in-depth systematic statistical analysis of idealized artificial

two-phase microstructures is carried out to unravel the underlying mechanisms of the observed para-

doxical trends. This is done by scaling the hardness of martensite and its volume fraction to generate

virtual DP steels of the same strength but different strain hardening and mechanical phase contrast

(hardness difference). The proposed micromechanical model adequately reproduces the experimen-

tally observed trends. The results show that in DP steels, a higher global (necking-driven) ductility

is obtained upon delaying martensite plasticity by increasing the mechanical contrast of the two

phases. Consequently, the stress-strain distributions becomes more heterogeneous, resulting in a

lower fracture limit of one of the phases or interfaces in shear loading, thereby, reducing the local

ductility. Global ductility is improved by higher mechanical phase contrast and lower martensite

volume fraction, whereas local ductility is improved by low phase contrast and higher martensite

volume fraction. The hardening behavior of martensite is the key to avoiding the above trade-off

between local and global ductility.It is shown that if the strain hardening capacity of martensite in

the later stages of deformation (in high strains) can be increased, this would result in removing the

observed paradoxical trends of local and global ductility in DP steels.

Keywords: global ductility, local ductility, edge cracking, martensite hardening, dual-phase steels

1. Introduction

In light of providing more detailed criteria to compare the performance of sheet metal, the ter-

minology of ’global’ and ’local’ ductility/formability has been suggested in the literature [1].

Global ductility refers to the ability of the material to undergo plastic deformation without the

formation of a (localized) neck [2]. As necking is the outcome of a competition between geometri-

cal softening, and physical hardening, a higher strain hardening capacity generally improves global
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ductility. Due to the correlation of global ductility with the strain hardening capacity, ductility mea-

sures such as uniform elongation obtained from uniaxial tensile tests or FLC curves obtained from

Nakajima type tests are relevant indicators of global ductility. Other examples of tests measuring

global ductility are drawing, stretch forming, and plane-strain tension. These tests and the associated

sample geometries are such that they apply a relatively uniform deformation over a comparatively

large region (e.g. the gauge section with stress-free edges) before the onset of localized necking.

The strains occurring beyond localized necking are local in nature, reflecting the local formabil-

ity/ductility of the material. Accordingly, local ductility refers to the ability to undergo substantial

plastic deformation in a local area without fracture [3]. Damage tolerance or fracture resistance,

which are intrinsic characteristics of a particular material, correspond well with the definition of

local ductility [4, 5]. The tests that characterize local ductility measure failure typically in a plane

strain condition without (or with very slight) necking. Examples of such tests are notched tensile

specimens, the hole expansion test, and the tight-radii bending test such as VDA 238-100 [6, 7].

In the uniaxial tensile test, the true fracture strain or the reduction of area (or thickness) are also

regarded as representative indicators of local ductility [1, 8, 3]. Local ductility correlates with the

predictions of the fracture forming limit diagram (FFLD) or the shear fracture forming limit (SFFL)

diagrams for sheet metal, given that these limits probe the damage tolerance in the absence of neck-

ing or in the post necking regime [9, 10]. Incremental forming techniques can stabilize/control the

necking and hence measure strains occurring beyond localized necking [11]. In summary, when

necking is prevented, it will be the local, intrinsic ductility that limits the performance.

In advanced high strength steels, a high level of global ductility is not necessarily accompanied

by a high level of local ductility. This is most evident in the case of DP steels, where an increase

in global ductility generally comes at the expense of a decrease in local ductility and vice versa. A

specific example of this paradox has been identified in the sheet metal forming community for ’cut-

edge failure’ or ’edge cracking’, i.e., the premature failure at cut-edge regions of a blank for, e.g.,

DP steels [12, 13]. This phenomenon is found to be more critical in DP grades that are classified

as comparatively ductile on the basis of conventional formability tests, whereas grades with a lower

global ductility tend to be more resistant against edge cracking. For instance, Hasegawa et al. [14]

measured the uniform elongation and hole expansion ratio of two DP steels of the same nominal

strength, 1000 MPa, with almost identical composition. The grade with the higher uniform elonga-

tion in the tensile test exhibited earlier edge cracking in the hole expansion test. Similar observations

have been reported by Taylor et al. [15] (cf. steels A and E), Pushkareva et al. [16] (cf. samples 1

and 9), Yoon et al. [17], and Hu et al. [18]. In all cases, two DP steels of (nearly) the same compo-

sition and strength but different martensite volume fractions were produced and then compared in

terms of particular global and local ductility measures, i.e. uniform elongation and hole expansion

ratio. The data obtained in these studies is summarized in Figure 1. It consistently shows, for each

pair of materials, that a higher uniform elongation entails a lower hole expansion ratio – although

the magnitude of this contrasting effect varies between the different studies. Similar observations

have been reported in studies wherein the global and local ductility of DP steel is compared to that

of complex phase (CP) steel [19, 3].

This paper aims to rationalize the above observations and unravel the paradoxical trend govern-

ing the global and local ductility in advanced high strength steels, and particularly DP steels. We

hypothesize that the paradox may be explained as follows. Since the global ductility is determined

by the necking instability, to improve it the instability needs to be delayed. This can be done by

introducing more hardening capacity to the DP steel. It is shown in the literature that, for a fixed

composition, a lower volume fraction of martensite with an increased hardness (having a higher car-

bon content) leads to a higher strain hardening capacity. However, the resulting higher mechanical

phase contrast (hardness difference) between ferrite and martensite also entails more straining of

the ferrite, in which, as a consequence, damage is initiated earlier and grows at a higher rate. This

earlier damage results in a lower local ductility. So the higher contrast between the two phases leads

to a higher global ductility on the one hand, but a lower local ductility on the other hand. This para-
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Figure 1: The ductility paradox illustrated by pairs of DP steels of (nearly) the same strength and composition, subjected to

tensile test and hole expansion test. Data adopted from references [14, 16, 17, 18]. In each case, the material with the higher

ductility in the global ductility test reveals a lower ductility in the local ductility test.

doxical behavior would then originate from the fact that the hardening capacity of the martensite in

the later stages of the deformation (in high strains) is low. Therefore, avoiding plastic deformation

in it, by increasing phase contrast, should be beneficial for the global ductility and detrimental for

the local ductility.

We test the above hypothesis by a systematic statistical analysis on a highly idealized microme-

chanical model of DP steel based on the approach suggested by de Geus et al. [20, 21]. We con-

struct two-dimensional, microstructural volume elements consisting of square grains of ferrite and

martensite, and employ isotropic plasticity for both phases. In spite of the simplicity of these ide-

alized microstructures, it has been shown that rich conclusions can be drawn, since they enable a

systematic statistical analysis [22]. Different DP microstructures of the same strength are produced

by simultaneously varying the mechanical phase contrast and volume fractions. To produce such

virtual steel grades with the same strength, the material parameters of the ferrite are fixed, whereas

those of the martensite are varied by scaling its hardening curve. We further characterize the (i)

hardening behavior and (ii) failure strain of the microstructures by simulating a pure shear deforma-

tion. In the numerical study, the following measures are employed to quantify the local and global

ductility:

• Local ductility: the point of failure under pure shear deformation, as predicted by a simple

damage criterion. In pure shear, one does not expect any necking, hence it is a suitable loading

condition to examine the intrinsic ductility of the generated virtual DP microstructures.

• Global ductility: the point of (localized) necking in plane strain tension (i.e. FLC point).

In this case, we do expect necking to occur and the strain associated with the peak of the

engineering stress-strain curve will be the indicator of global ductility. In fact, as detailed in

what follows, the nominal response can be predicted easily and accurately based on the same

pure shear analysis carried out to determine local ductility, and hence, only one pure shear

simulation is needed to predict the global and local ductility of a microstructure.

The simulations are carried out in a fast FOURIER transform (FFT) based spectral solver [23]. It

is demonstrated that, as hypothesized, increasing the mechanical contrast by reducing the martensite

volume fraction results in a better global ductility, but a reduced local ductility – as observed in the

3



experiments. We furthermore show that, the overall hardening behavior of the martensite is the key

to breaking this paradoxical behavior.

2. Modeling framework

2.1. Microstructural model

The microstructural DP models which we employ consist of randomly distributed equi-sized

square grains of ferrite and martensite. This is a highly idealized approach which has proven to be

useful in the past to better understand the interplay between microstructure and damage processes

[22, 21]. Its geometrical simplicity and the comparatively low computational cost associated with it

allow one to consider many random realizations, enabling a thorough statistical analysis leading to

relevant conclusions on the underlying mechanisms. An illustration of a 2D microstructural volume

element (MVE) with 33×33 ≈ 1000 grains is presented in Figure 2. Here, each square is represen-

tative of one ferrite or martensite grain. The reference example shown in Figure 2 consists of 27%

of martensite grains (red squares) which are distributed randomly in the microstructure. For each of

the 6 combinations of hardness contrast and volume fraction 100 realizations are generated. Periodic

boundary conditions are employed to minimize boundary effects. An efficient fast FOURIER trans-

form (FFT) based spectral solver is employed [23]. Spectral solvers use a regular grid of material

points. Here, all grains are composed of 4× 4 grid points. The simulation results are represented in

terms of grain-averaged quantities to eliminate the effect of artificial stress concentrations at corners

of the square cells and to reduce the effect of the GIBBS phenomenon [24, 25]. The model has

been implemented in the DAMASK software [23], providing the solution of the periodic mechan-

ical boundary value problem and hence the mechanical response of the microstructures. For more

information on the framework the reader is referred to [22, 21].

Ferrite

Martensite

Figure 2: A typical two-phase microstructural volume element of 33×33 grains sampled from the ensemble of 100 random

periodic volume elements. The martensite phase volume fraction is ϕ = 0.27. Each grain is discretized spatially by 4× 4

Fourier grid points, as shown by the highlighted grain on the right.
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2.2. Constitutive model

The significant mismatch in mechanical properties between the two phases may cause high local

strains and necessitates a large deformation framework. To reduce the computational cost associ-

ated with the statistical-micromechanical analysis, isotropic visco-plasticity is considered for the

behavior of both phases. The martensite substructure and the significant anisotropy which it may

introduce are not considered here [26, 27]. In spite of the these simplifications, relevant conclusions

on the statistical behavior of these microstructures still emerge, as shown below.

The adopted isotropic visco-plasticity model is based on the phenomenological crystal plasticity

model of reference [28], in which the deformation gradient is decomposed multiplicatively as,

F = Fe ·Fp. (1)

The elastic part of the response is expressed in Fe, via the generalized HOOKE’s law,

Se =
4
C : Ee, (2)

where 4C denotes the 4th-order isotropic elasticity tensor, and Ee = 1/2(Ce − I) is the elastic

GREEN-LAGRANGE strain tensor, in which Ce = FT
e ·Fe is the elastic right CAUCHY-GREEN de-

formation tensor. Note that the stress tensor Se lives in the intermediate (plastic) configuration; it is

obtained by the push forward of the second PIOLA-KIRCHHOFF stress S as,

Se = Fp ·S ·FT
p . (3)

This stress measure in the intermediate configuration will later be used to drive the plasticity. The

plastic part of the model is formulated in rate form. To define it, we first decompose the velocity

gradient tensor L = Ḟ ·F−1 as,

L = Le +Fe ·Lp ·F−1
e , (4)

where Le = Ḟe ·F−1
e is the elastic velocity gradient. The plastic velocity gradient Lp is assumed to

be colinear with the deviatoric stress,

Lp = Ḟp ·F−1
p =

γ̇p

T

Mdev
p

‖ Mdev
p ‖F

. (5)

Here, γ̇p represents the slip rate on an (imaginary) slip system, the (TAYLOR) factor T relates it to

the equivalent strain rate ˙̄εp, Mdev
p is the deviatoric part of the MANDEL stress tensor, M = Ce ·Se

(which is in the same configuration as Se), and ‖ · ‖F is the FROBENIUS norm. The slip rate γ̇p is

formulated as a power-law kinetic equation [29], which is driven by J2, i.e. the second invariant of

the deviatoric MANDEL stress,

γ̇p = γ̇0

(√
3J2

T ξ

)n

= γ̇0

(

√

3

2

‖ Mdev
p ‖F

T ξ

)n

, (6)

where the constant γ̇0 is the reference shear rate and the exponent n is the strain rate sensitivity. The

ratio
√

3J2/T represents a characteristic resolved shear stress. It is compared against (divided by)

the slip resistance ξ which acts as the scalar internal state variable that captures the resistance to

plastic deformation. ξ evolves from its initial value, ξ0, towards a saturation value, ξ∞, according to

the evolution law [30, 31],

ξ̇ = γ̇p h0

∣

∣

∣

∣

1− ξ

ξ∞

∣

∣

∣

∣

a

sgn

(

1− ξ

ξ∞

)

, (7)
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in which, a is a hardening shape factor, and h0 is a hardening modulus.

2.3. Constitutive parameters

The set of parameters for ferrite and martensite is adopted from [32, 33] and is given in Table

1. The TAYLOR factor is taken from the literature, where it is obtained from CPFEM analysis for

BCC crystals with one slip family {110} [34, 35]. The mechanical contrast between the phases is

manipulated by scaling the initial flow stress of the martensite up and down using the mechanical

phase contrast parameter, χ . The martensite hardening response obtained for several values of χ is

shown in Figure 3, together with that of ferrite. This alteration of the martensite behavior represents

the change of carbon content due to a change in volume fraction of martensite, whereas the ferrite

behavior is fixed for all volume fractions due to the low solubility of the carbon [36, 37]. Literature

has reported that an increase in carbon content of the martensite increases the associated strain hard-

ening [38, 37]. This effect is qualitatively taken into account here, see Figure 3. It is assumed that

the carbon concentration is the same in all martensite islands. The critical points to consider in the

behavior of the martensite are to incorporate a high initial hardening, of the same order of magnitude

as the YOUNG’s modulus, accompanied with a fast saturation. These features of martensite behavior

have been frequently reported [39, 32, 40, 33].

Table 1: Parameter values of the constituent phases used in the simulations

Property Unit Ferrite Martensite

K GPa 176 314

G GPa 82.5 147

γ̇0 s−1 0.001 0.001

ξ0 MPa 95.5 χ × ξ F
0

ξ∞ MPa 317.35 1.7× ξ M
0

h0 GPa 1 563

n – 20 20

a – 2.25 2.25

T – 2.4 2.4

χ – −− 1.66− 4.36

A – 0.2 0.87

B – 1.7 5.6
εPC – 0.1 0

2.4. Loading condition

As characteristic to the spectral method, the boundary conditions of the MVE shown in Figure

2 are periodic. The MVE is subjected to a mean plane strain pure shear (PS) loading along the main

axes, where the applied macroscopic velocity gradient tensor reads,

〈L〉= 〈D〉= ε̇(~ex~ex −~ey~ey), (8)

with ε̇ = 0.001s−1 the applied logarithmic strain rate, D symmetric rate of deformation tensor, and

〈〉 means the quantity within is averaged over the MVE and represented in the macro-scale. This

choice of loading condition prevents necking in the microstructure.
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Ferrite

Martensite

Figure 3: True (equivalent) stress-strain response of the constituent phases. The ferrite behavior is the same for all grades,

whereas the martensite behavior varies with the value of the mechanical phase contrast χ . The variation of the martensite

behavior changes in accordance with the overall martensite volume fraction, which is inversely proportional the average

carbon concentration in the martensite islands.

3. Damage criteria – local ductility

In the numerical study, the local ductility is quantified through the damage tolerance of a par-

ticular microstructure under pure shear deformation, as described in Section 2.4. The damage is

predicted based on the accumulated plastic strain εp and stress triaxiality η = Mhyd/M̄, which is the

ratio of the hydrostatic stress to the equivalent VON MISES stress in terms of the MANDEL stress.

Here, the JOHNSON-COOK (JC) [41] damage model is used in which the effective plastic strain

rate ε̇p =

√

2

3
Dp

..Dp is incrementally compared to a critical strain εc(η), that depends on the stress

triaxiality,

D =

∫ t

0

ε̇p

εc(η)
dt with εc = Aexp(−Bη)+ εpc (9)

wherein A, B, and εpc, are material parameters [42, 43]; and their values are listed in Table 1.

At the end of each time step of the simulation the increment of damage D in a particular realiza-

tion is averaged over all grain integration points and then accumulated through the loading history.

Initially D = 0, while D = 1 indicates failure. Here, the damage is only used as an indicator – i.e. it

does not affect the mechanics. As soon as 1% of all the grains in the microstructure fail, i.e. D > 1,

global failure is assumed to occur and the corresponding overall fracture strain is extracted from the

volume element. The fracture strains are then averaged over all the realizations. This failure criteria,

and particularly the requirement that 1% of the grains fails, is representative for dual-phase steels,

see, e.g., [44], while it has been verified that the trends are not sensitive to it [45, 20]. The applied

load case is globally volume-preserving, see Section 2.4, and hence any non-zero triaxiality arising

in the microstructure can only be attributed to the interactions of the phases with different properties.
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4. Necking criteria – global ductility

To quantify the global ductility a conventional criterion based on the onset of localized necking

(plastic instability) is adopted. This macro-scale necking-controlled failure criterion signals the loss

of load bearing capacity in the steel based on the onset of a tensile instability, i.e. the point where

the engineering stress drops.

To predict the peak of the nominal stress-strain curve of a certain virtual steel grade, we first

extract the respective true stress versus true strain response (both equivalent) from the pure shear

analysis explained in Section 2.4. Next, these quantities are used to predict the engineering stress-

strain response of the same virtual grade under a plane strain tension test. Finally, the onset of

localized necking and thus global ductility is determined as the maximum engineering stress. The

details and related assumptions to predict the engineering response of a plane strain tension test from

a pure shear analysis are described below.

By incorporating Eqn. 8 and assuming that the elastic strains are negligible (rigid plasticity), the

rate of macroscopic effective strain is,

〈 ˙̄ε〉=
√

2

3
〈D〉 : 〈D〉= 2√

3
ε̇, (10)

and thus the macroscopic equivalent (plastic) strain equals, 〈ε̄〉 = 2√
3

ε . The rate of deformation

tensor, i.e. the flow rule, in large strain theory is defined as, 〈D〉 = ˙̄ε
3

2

〈σdev〉
〈σ̄〉 . Therefore, by

incorporating Eqn. 8 and 10, the macroscopic deviatoric stress tensor 〈σdev〉 reads,

〈σdev〉= 2

3
〈σ̄ 〉 〈D〉

〈 ˙̄ε〉 =
〈σ̄ 〉√

3
(~ex~ex −~ey~ey). (11)

In plane strain tension (PT) conditions, the following mixed boundary conditions are enforced on

average in macro-scale,

〈FPT〉=





exp(ε) 0 0

0 ∗ 0

0 0 1



 , 〈PPT〉=





∗ ∗ ∗
∗ 0 ∗
∗ ∗ ∗



 , (12)

where P denotes the first PIOLA-KIRCHHOFF stress tensor, which is the work conjugated stress to

the deformation gradient tensor, F. Here, ∗ indicates that a particular component of F or P is free

to evolve, and hence follows from the simulation. Assuming rigid-plastic behavior, the deformation

gradient tensors F for the two situations, i.e. pure shear and plane strain tension, have to be identical,

and the only difference is a hydrostatic contribution to the stress tensor for the plane strain tension

case (PT) which is absent for the pure shear case. As shown in Eqn. 12, 〈Pyy〉 = 0 and considering

the relation σ = J−1P ·FT we hence have,

〈σyy〉= 〈−p〉− 〈σ̄〉√
3
= 0, (13)

where p is the hydrostatic pressure, which shows that:

〈−p〉= 〈σ̄〉√
3
. (14)

By taking Eqn. 14 into account, the relation between the stress tensor of the plane strain tension and
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equivalent stress reads,

〈σ〉= 〈σ̄〉√
3
(2~ex~ex +~ez~ez). (15)

As a result, for the case of plane strain tension 〈σxx〉=
2√
3
〈σ̄〉. Let us consider the stress and strain

transformation between the reference and current configuration, P = Jσ · F−T, and the GREEN-

LAGRANGE strain E. Then, the engineering stress-strain response of plane strain pure shear analysis

is given in terms of macroscopic equivalent stress, 〈σ̄ 〉, and equivalent strain, 〈ε̄〉, by,

〈Pxx〉=
2√
3
〈σ̄〉 exp

(

−
√

3

2
〈ε̄〉
)

and 〈Exx〉= exp

(√
3

2
〈ε̄〉
)

− 1. (16)

The global ductility is determined by the value of the engineering strain, 〈Exx〉, in which the engi-

neering stress, 〈Pxx〉, is maximum. The main advantage of this method is that both local and global

ductility can be predicted from the same simulation.

5. Results & Discussion

5.1. Virtual steel grades of similar strength

Ensembles of virtual DP steel microstructures with similar ultimate strength were generated

manually by tuning the volume fraction and strength of the martensite phase. Figure 4 shows one

realization chosen (randomly) from each ensemble of 100 realization. The ensembles differ only

in their martensite volume fraction ϕ , and mechanical phase contrast χ ; all other material and mi-

crostructural parameters are identical. The combinations of ϕ and χ used to generate the virtual

grades are shown in Figure 5. An increase in the martensite volume fraction must be accompa-

nied by a decrease in the mechanical phase contrast to provide a constant strength. This combined

variation reflects the effect of the carbon content distribution on the average martensite behavior

[46, 37, 47].

The ensemble-averaged engineering stress-strain curves (for plane strain tension) of the gener-

ated grades are shown in Figure 6a. The marked peaks of the nominal curves indicate the onset of

necking, and correspond to the nominal strength and uniform elongation strain. The curves have

been truncated at this point, because beyond it the way they have been determined, as detailed in

Section 4, is no longer valid due to localisation. Figure 6b shows the strain hardening rate of the

same virtual steel grades. All 6 virtual grades have been tuned, by changing χ and ϕ , to have an

approximate nominal strength of 600 MPa (within a maximum deviation of 10 MPa).

5.2. Global ductility

The uniform elongation and hence global ductility of the virtual steels grades shown in Figure 6

have a significant variation. The grade with the lowest martensite volume fraction, ϕ = 0.22, and the

highest mechanical phase contrast, χ = 4.36, reveals the highest hardening rate (see Figure 6b), and

hence the largest uniform elongation, ≈ 0.19 . The lowest hardening rate and uniform elongation,

≈ 0.13, occur for the grade with the highest martensite volume fraction, ϕ = 0.55 and lowest phase

contrast, χ = 1.60. Therefore, global ductility, in total, goes down roughly by the factor of one-third.

For each ensemble, the equivalent stress probability density distribution plot of all the ferrite

and martensite grains is shown in Figure 7. The curves are plotted at a global applied strain of

〈ε̄〉 ≈ 0.2 under pure shear deformation. The dashed lines represent the saturation stress value for

each phase in the different grades. The material parameters of the ferrite are fixed, whereas the

phase contrast value, χ , scales the martensite properties. Figure 7a shows that the average value of

the stress in the ferrite grains does not reveal significant changes, even though the heterogeneity of

9



Figure 4: Two-phase microstructural volume elements sampled from each ensemble of generated virtual DP600 grades. The

martensite volume fraction is varied within the range of ϕ = 0.22 to ϕ = 0.55.

Figure 5: Combinations of values for ϕ and χ used to generate ensembles of virtual DP600 steel grades. The dotted line is a

nonlinear trend line. To reach the same strength, an increase in ϕ necessitates a decrease in χ .

the distribution increases, as the phase contrast increases. The mean stress and the heterogeneity

of distributions vary significantly in the martensite grains for the different grades. It is observed in

Figure 6b that DP grades with less but harder martensite have a higher strain hardening capacity.

As shown in Figure 7b, in such grades (dark colors) a comparatively lower amount of grains have

reached to their respective saturation stress; For instance, the mean stress of grains in the grade with

the highest phase contrast, χ = 4.36, is approximately 1200 MPa and saturation stress is ξ∞ = 1750

10



(a) (b)

Figure 6: a) The engineering response of the generated virtual steel grades in plane strain tension as predicted based on the

computed pure shear response. b) The strain hardening rate of these grades extracted from the engineering responses. In both

plots cross markers (×) indicate the onset of necking, dσeng/dεeng = 0, which correspond to the uniform elongation of the

steels.

MPa. Based on these observations, a higher global ductility emerges for a DP grade with a high

mechanical phase contrast.

(a) (b)

Figure 7: The probability density Φ of the equivalent stress σ̄ distribution for the a) ferrite, and b) martensite grains in the

analysed virtual steel ensembles. The results were obtained at a global applied strain of ε̄ ≈ 0.2 under pure shear deformation.

The dashed lines indicate the saturation value of the phases in each grade.

5.3. Local ductility

Next, the ensemble-averaged fracture strain of each grade, determined by the damage criteria

outlined in Section 3, is compared in Figure 8. It is shown that the best local ductility performance,

≈ 0.31, corresponds to the grade with the highest martensite volume fraction, ϕ = 0.55, and the

lowest mechanical phase contrast, χ = 1.60. The grades with a high mechanical phase contrast

(and a low martensite volume fraction) show a lower fracture strain, and thus a poor local ductility.

Compared to the minimum phase contrast, χ = 1.60, the local ductility is dropped by ≈ 17% for the

grade with maximum phase contrast, χ = 4.36 .

Figure 9 compares the strain distributions of both phases for the different virtual grades shown

in Figure 6. The presented results are obtained at a global applied strain of 〈ε̄〉 ≈ 0.2 under a pure

shear deformation. Note again that the material parameters of the ferrite phase are the same for
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Figure 8: For the generated virtual steel grades, average macroscopic fracture initiation strain, i.e., local ductility, as a function

of phase contrast χ is shown. The dashed curve indicates the trend of decreasing local ductility by increasing mechanical

phase contrast.

all the grades. The strain distribution in the ferrite grains with a higher χ (and hence a lower ϕ)

is highly heterogeneous (i.e. a high variance in the distribution). The hardness mismatch between

the phases results in localization of deformation, predominantly in the ferrite grains. As shown in

Figure 9a, the ferrite grains have to accommodate local strain levels up to 0.7 for the applied global

strain of 0.2. These high local strain levels promote early damage of the microstructure. For lower

mechanical phase contrast, the contribution of the martensite to the plasticity is higher, see Figure

9b, which leads to a more uniform deformation in the microstructure. However, as already observed

in Figure 6, grades with high volume fractions of martensite tend to neck earlier, revealing a poor

global ductility.

(a) (b)

Figure 9: The probability density Φ of the equivalent plastic strain ε̄p distribution for the a) ferrite, and b) martensite grains

in the analysed virtual steel ensembles. The results were obtained at a global applied strain of 〈ε̄〉 ≈ 0.2. Due to the different

strain distributions within both phases, the vertical axis is different in the two diagrams.

5.4. Comparison of global and local ductility

Figure 10 compares the resulting trends in terms of global and local ductility for the grades

considered. As global ductility improves by, relatively speaking,≈ 50%, the local ductility decreases

12



by ≈ 17%. This is in agreement with the literature, where uniform elongation and HER of DP steels

(with similar strength and composition) have been compared [16, 17, 18]. Therefore, the paradox or

the opposite trends observed in global and local ductility has been captured/reproduced here using a

simple micromechanical model. It is shown that this trend (paradox) may be explained by the fact

that less but harder martensite results in (i) stronger hardening and hence better global ductility, but

also (ii) faster damage growth and hence poorer local ductility.

Figure 10: Relation between the global and local ductility of the six virtual steel grades. The dashed curve indicates the trend

of decreasing local ductility with increasing global ductility.

To better understand the mechanisms involved in the observed paradox between global and local

ductility, the behavior of the individual grains for the two grades with the lowest and the highest

mechanical phase contrast are tracked through 20 realizations and visualized for the moment that

the strain corresponding to the global ductility of each steel is reached. The results are shown in

Figure 11. The average behavior of the phases is illustrated with thick lines superimposed on the

scatter plot of the marked individual grains. The saturation stresses of the two phases in each case

are shown by dashed lines in blue and red for ferrite and martensite, respectively. Based on the

stress response of the martensite grains, indicated by magenta markers, it is shown that most of the

martensite grains in the microstructure with a low phase contrast (see Figure 11b) have saturated, i.e.

the magenta markers are reached/close to the level of red dashed line, while in the microstructure

with a high phase contrast, see Figure 11a, their stress levels are still in the initial hardening range.

In contrast, in the steel with a high mechanical phase contrast, Figure 11a, ferrite grains (cyan

markers) have to strain considerably more, with maximum around 0.6, compared to the other steel,

with maximum around 0.4.

As discussed in Section 1, an increase in the strain hardening of the material will delay the neck-

ing and hence improve global ductility. The high initial hardening (almost at the level of YOUNG’s

modulus) and fast saturation of martensite [39, 38, 40] is unfavorable for necking-controlled failure,

i.e. global ductility, since once the saturation stage is reached, the grade is unable to harden as the

applied deformation further increases. In contrast, the hardening capacity of the ferrite is higher

in later stages of the deformation (in higher strains) compared to that of martensite, in which it is

only high at low strains, see Figure 3. The high hardening capacity of ferrite combined with a high

initial hardening of martensite helps steels with the high mechanical phase contrast to be more neck-

ing resistant– see Figure 11a. Therefore, a higher mechanical phase contrast entails a better strain

hardening and hence better global ductility. As a result, in necking-controlled deformation condi-

tions, DP microstructures should be processed such that a high amount of plasticity in martensite is
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avoided. This can be achieved by increasing the mechanical phase contrast between the two phases

and decreasing the martensite volume fraction.

Martensite grains are 

in hardening regime

Martensite grains

are saturated

Figure 11: True stress-strain response of the two virtual grades with the lowest and the highest mechanical phase contrast and

martensite volume fraction. The behavior of all ferrite and martensite grains, at the instant of reaching the global ductility

limit (uniform elongation) are aggregated from 20 realizations and highlighted by cyan and magenta markers, respectively.

The average behavior of the phases is illustrated with thick lines superimposed on the scatter plot of the marked individual

grains

Whereas avoiding plasticity in martensite by increasing the phase contrast provides a better

global ductility, it also results in a poor local ductility response. The result in Figure 10 shows that

the improvement in global ductility due to a higher mechanical phase contrast compromises the lo-

cal ductility. It is intuitive that a higher hardness mismatch between the two phases significantly

promotes damage and failure (due to shear fracture) in the microstructure. The imposed heterogene-

ity results in the accommodation of high strains in the ferrite – see Figure 9a and 11a, leading to

faster damage evolution. This is shown in Figure 12 where the damage distribution for one realiza-

tion chosen from each of the two extreme ensembles is compared at a fixed applied global strain

of ε̄ ≈ 0.3. A higher phase contrast entails a pronounced mechanical incompatibility between the

phases which results in strong stress-strain gradients all over the microstructure. By decreasing the

phase contrast and increasing the martensite volume fraction, the amount of damaged grains de-

creases significantly. This is shown in Figure 12, where in the microstructure with the high phase

contrast χ = 4.36, 17% of grains are damaged, i.e. D = 1, whereas in the microstructure with the

low phase contrast χ = 1.6, only 6% of grains are damaged. A higher damage tolerance or frac-

ture resistance of the steel is associated with a large post-uniform elongation [4], which is directly

correlated with a higher HER and better edge cracking performance [5, 17].

5.5. Possible remedy for the ductility paradox

It is discussed in Section 5.4 that the martensite hardening behavior can possibly be the main

factor governing the paradox of local and global ductility. It is shown that the lack of strain hard-

ening capacity at the later stages of deformation compromises global ductility. Therefore, it maybe

expected that providing more (and sustained) hardening to the martensite response will improve the

global ductility and hence remedy the ductility paradox. In this section, the effect of the change in

the average hardening behavior of martensite is investigated. It should be emphasized that this is a

theoretical exercise, in the sense that it may not be feasible to produce martensite grains with the

desired properties [48].

New martensite material parameters, resulting in a higher hardening capacity, are adopted for

the two virtual steel grades with the lowest and the highest mechanical phase contrast presented in
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Figure 12: Damage distribution map for a microstructural volume element sampled from the ensembles with extreme phase

contrast and martensite volume fraction. The snapshots are taken at a global applied strain of 〈ε̄〉 ≈ 0.3. 17% of grains are

damaged in the microstructure with the high phase contrast of χ = 4.36 and low martensite volume fraction of ϕ = 0.22,

whereas in the microstructure with the low phase contrast of χ = 1.6 and high martensite volume fraction of ϕ = 0.55, only

6% of grains are damaged. The martensite grains are marked by white frames.

Figure 3. The hardening capacity of the martensite is increased by decreasing the initial hardening

and increasing the saturation stress (to avoid very fast saturation). This allows the martensite grains

to continue to harden during the whole deformation. With this approach, we keep the phase contrast

(the ratio of the initial yield of two phases) and strength of the steels fixed, e.g. at 600 MPa. Note

that all the other parameters of the microstructure such as the ferrite behavior, martensite initial

yield, and volume fraction remain unchanged. The comparison of the responses of the reference and

modified martensite is shown in Figure 13.

: Modified martensite
: Reference martensite

Figure 13: Illustration of the modified martensite response, with more sustained hardening, as considered in Section 5.5. The

solid curves show the modified martensite phase response used in the simulations of the two new virtual steel grades. For

these two grades, the lowest, χ = 1.6 (blue curves), and the highest, χ = 4.36 (red curves), mechanical phase contrast are

considered. Other material parameters are fixed. The dashed curves are the reference martensite behavior considered so far.

Note that the strain hardening capacity of the new martensite has increased by decreasing the initial hardening and increasing

saturation stress value – see Eqn. 7.
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Figure 14 compares the global and local ductility response of the two steels with the modified

martensite behavior. Since the new parameter set for martensite allows it to harden more, the uniform

elongation of both newly designed steel grades has increased – cf. Figure 10. The increase in

uniform elongation is higher in the steel with high martensite volume fraction ϕ = 0.55. The local

ductility of the steel with a low phase contrast, χ = 1.6, is improved only by 8%, whereas in the steel

with a high phase contrast, χ = 4.3, no noticeable change in local ductility is observed. This is due

to the fact that the high phase contrast in the microstructure results in damage mostly in ferrite and

thus changing the martensite hardening does not affect the fracture strain in this case. It is shown

that by considering the modified behavior of the martensite, which incorporates more hardening,

the trade-off of local and global ductility has been removed: the microstructure with a low phase

contrast, χ = 1.6, and a high martensite volume fraction, ϕ = 0.55, performs better in terms of both

the local and global ductility.

The results reveal that to have a locally and globally ductile DP steel, increasing the strain

hardening capacity of the martensite in higher strains can be a possible remedy. However, whether

martensite behavior in DP steel can be tailored to have a favorable hardening behavior is indeed a

challenge and the issue is not very straightforward to address. To our best knowledge, the origin of

the very high initial hardening of martensite and subsequent early saturation has not been discussed

in the literature.

: Modified
: Reference
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Figure 14: Comparison of the global and local ductility of the two virtual grades with reference martensite behavior (see

Figure 10) shown by (▽) markers, and modified martensite parameters, i.e. incorporating lower initial hardening and high

strain hardening capacity at high strains, shown by (+) markers. The dashed curves indicates the trend of global and local

ductility for both cases. For these two grades, the lowest, χ = 1.6, and the highest, χ = 4.36, mechanical phase contrast are

considered.

To summarize, a DP steel which is to be used in a necking-controlled loading conditions, such as

a tensile test, relies on a high mechanical phase contrast between its constituent phases that makes

it globally necking-resistant, but locally (at the edges) damage-sensitive. Therefore, when a local

ductility test such as a hole expansion test is conducted on this steel, the edges of the steel will fail

earlier. Industry encounters this phenomenon as the ’cut-edge failure’ or ’edge cracking’ issue of

DP steels [49]. Yet, the problem is rooted in the fact that a DP steel designed for global ductility

is not damage resistant. If cut-edge failure is to be improved, a DP steel with a higher martensite

volume fraction and a lower mechanical phase contrast should be chosen instead, which in turn will

reduce necking-controlled failure strain.
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6. Conclusion

Experimental findings in the literature reveal that DP steels with identical strength and compo-

sition, but different microstructures, exhibit inconsistent trends under either necking-controlled or

damage-controlled ductility tests. A special case of this phenomenon is referred to in the forming

community as the cut-edge failure or edge cracking issue of DP steels. It is observed that a glob-

ally ductile microstructures are prone to premature damage at cut edges while a comparatively less

ductile DP steel performs better under the locally applied deformation at such edges. In this paper,

a systematical statistical study is conducted to analyse this paradox from a micromechanical point

of view. The obtained results qualitatively confirm the experimental observations and allowed to

explain/rationalize them, as follows. To reach a higher necking-controlled ductility, i.e. global duc-

tility, the mechanical contrast between ferrite and martensite must be increased. Since martensite

reveals a very high initial hardening and fast saturation, activation of martensite plasticity will lead

to early necking in the microstructure and should therefore be avoided; a high mechanical phase

contrast has this effect. However, at the same time a higher mechanical phase contrast is detrimen-

tal for the local ductility. More heterogeneity in the microstructure causes the generation of higher

local plastic strains and triaxial stresses which leads to early damages. Therefore, in DP steel, in-

creasing the global ductility may come at the expense of decreasing local ductility, and vice versa.

The martensite hardening behavior is the main factor governing this phenomenon, and therefore also

constitutes the key in processing improved steels that combine the best of both.
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