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Abstract

The phase-field method has gained much attention as a novel method to simulate fracture due to its straight-
forward way allowing to cover crack initiation and propagation without additional conditions. More recently,
it has also been applied to fatigue fracture due to cyclic loading. This publication gives an overview of the
main phase-field fatigue models published to date. For the first time, we present all models in a unified
variational framework for best comparability. Subsequently, the models are compared regarding their most
important features. It becomes apparent that they can be classified in mainly two categories according to
the way fatigue is implemented in the model – that is as a gradual degradation of the fracture toughness
or as an additional term in the crack driving force. We aim to provide a helpful guide for choosing the
appropriate model for different applications and for developing existing models further.
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1. Introduction

Fatigue fracture is the main cause of failure in engineering structures [1]. A fatigue crack usually under-
goes three stages [2]: The crack initiation stage, followed by stable crack propagation and sudden residual
fracture. For many engineering components, the structure is designed to withstand crack initiation, e. g.
with the help of component S-N curves (also called Wöhler curves). But especially in thin-walled parts, the
resistance against fatigue crack growth can be decisive for the design process as well. Often, Paris curves
[3], which describe the fatigue crack growth rates in the material, are used to estimate the crack growth for
a given number of load cycles, e. g. within one inspection interval. However, traditional methods of fracture
mechanics are limited to straight cracks and known crack paths. More advanced numerical techniques for
the estimation of crack growth are currently under development. Modelling fracture using sharp crack
representation comes with certain drawbacks. E. g. cohesive zone models [4] suffer from the problem of
describing the topology of evolving cracks and also require a predefined crack path. The XFEM method [5],
on the other hand, uses enriched shape functions in order to capture the crack, which, at the latest in 3D,
becomes very complex in order to cover all possible crack patterns within an element. From this perspective,
the phase-field method for fracture is advantageous as it describes the crack topology with an additional
field variable. The emerging coupled problem covers crack initiation, deflection, branching and merging of
cracks in a straightforward way. Due to its flexibility, this method has gained attention and advancement
in the past ten years.

After the pioneering works of Francfort and Marigo [6] and Bourdin et al. [7, 8] regarding the
variational formulation of fracture and the regularisation of the crack geometry, as well as Miehe et al.
[9, 10] regarding model formulation and implementation, a variety of different approaches to phase-field
modelling of static brittle fracture have been published, see [11] for an overview. The various extensions
to ductile fracture are reviewed in [12], see furthermore [13] for an overview of viscous phase-field models.
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More recently, fatigue fracture has also been a topic of intensive research in the phase-field community. It is
the aim of this work to give an overview of the models, explain differences and highlight the loading types
and scope of application they might be suitable for.

When discussing the modelling of fatigue cracks it is important to consider the different mechanisms that
lead to fracture, depending on material and loading type. Under small loading amplitudes, material can
withstand large numbers of load cycles (High cycle fatigue – HCF). The material behaves macroscopically
mostly elastic. On the other hand, in low cycle fatigue (LCF), load amplitudes are higher, leading to
significant inelastic effects, especially around the crack tip. The transition between HCF to LCF depends
on the material. For metals, 102 to 104 load cycles are considered to be LCF [2]. LCF cracks are correlated
best with elastic-plastic strain quantities while HCF cracks are mostly stress-controlled [2]. Furthermore,
not only the load amplitude, but also the mean load, the multiaxiality of the loading and the crack opening
mode [14] can have significant influence on fatigue life. The same applies to crack closure effects caused by
plastic deformation and roughness of the crack flanks, among others [15].

Historically, due to their great industrial relevance, metals are the materials studied best regarding their
fatigue behaviour. Fatigue in metals arises from plasticity [2]. For LCF, macroscopic plastic deformations
accompany the crack. However, even for macroscopic stresses below the elastic limit – typical for HCF
– stress concentrations at defects on the grain-scale occur, which lead to plastic microdeformations [16].
This effect causes cyclic work-hardening or softening of the material, i. e. increasing or decreasing stress
amplitudes in a strain-controlled experiment, compared to the monotonic stress-strain curve [2].

Crack initiation in metals is caused by dislocations in the polycrystalline material. These dislocations
accumulate in permanent slip bands, driven by shear stress components and finally lead to material separa-
tion [2]. Slip bands often form at stress concentrations, e. g. at notches, imperfections, voids and inclusions
[14]. Merging of the, at first, microscropic cracks finally leads to macroscopic crack initiation. This initiation
phase can take up to ninety percent of the component’s fatigue life [2]. Afterwards, the crack evolves into a
so-called long crack, i. e. visible crack, with alternating plastic slips on each flank [16] which is well-described
by Paris law [17] and then finally undergoes sudden residual fracture.

Fatigue in polymers, on the other hand, is mainly caused by formation of cavities and cavitations.
Macromolecules are degraded progressively. Although the mechanisms leading to fatigue in polymers are
manifold and strongly depend on the type of polymer, damage is mostly controlled by shear, principal strains
and the hydrostatic part of the stress tensor. In contrast to metals, cracks can evolve under compressive
or hydrostatic stress. [2] Especially elastomers call for the use of finite strain measures even in fatigue
simulations as well as rate-dependent models.

The majority of the phase-field fatigue models mentioned in this overview is either meant for or at least
applied to metals, yet there are also a few for other material classes. The different models mainly vary
concerning their fatigue variable, which describes the cyclic loading history of the material, and the way
this fatigue variable is incorporated into the model. With regard to the latter, this paper identifies two
main model classes most phase-field fatigue models fit into: Those with degraded facture toughness (type A)
and those with additional crack driving force (type B). In contrast to the review [18], this paper presents
all models in a unified framework to allow for better comparability and to discuss common features and
differences. This ought to be a helpful basis for further development of phase-field models for cyclic loads.
Furthermore it is meant as a guide for choosing a model for a component of a certain material undergoing a
specific loading type. Further demands regarding the simulation time or physical rigour of the model may
also to be taken into consideration.

The paper is structured as follows. Section 2 outlines a general framework for phase-field fatigue models
which comprises most models presented later. A variational formulation is used. In addition, a short
overview of other derivation strategies is given subsequently. Section 3 includes a short description of all
mentioned models as well as a table listing model features for clarity. Section 4 discusses the main model
features. The characteristics of model type A and B (see above) are emphasised by a numerical example.
The paper terminates with conclusion and outlook.
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Nomenclature

α Isotropic hardening

τ̄ Traction vector

f̄ Volume force

ū Displacement boundary conditional

B Domain

E Generating functional

Eext Work of external forces

F Fatigue variable

H History variable of crack driving force

W Conditions for variational principle

∆ Dissipative part of W

∆p Energy density of plastic dissipation

∆reg Regularisation part of W

ℓ Regularisation length

ε Total strain

εe Elastic strain

εp Plastic strain

η Viscous regularisation constant

γℓ Regularised crack surface energy density

Gc Fracture toughness

κ Fatigue degradation parameter

λ Plastic multiplier

λ∞ Penalty parameter

ω Local part of γℓ

∂B Boundary

∂BD Dirichlet boundary

∂BN Neumann boundary

ϕp Plastic dissipation potential

ϕreg Energy density of regularisation

ϕvisc Viscous dissipation potential

Πτ Incremental rate form of E
ψ Free energy density

ψe
+ Tensile part of elastic energy density

ψe
− Compressive part of elastic energy den-

sity

ψp Energy density of hardening

σ Stress

σ∗ Undamaged stress

σeq Equilibrium stress

σov Overstress

σ+ Tensile stress part

σ− Compressive stress part

σy Yield stress

α Kinematic hardening

χ Backstress for kinematic hardening

Φ Damper strain

g̃ Degradation function of WB
fat

n Normal vector

qα Set of plastic variables

u Displacement

x Location

a, b, q, κ Material constants

a0 Initial crack length

cω Constant of γℓ

d Fradcture phase-field

dn Phase-field of last timestep

F Load (force)

fp Plastic yield function

fd Yield condition of phase-field problem

G Energy release rate

g Degradation function

H Fatigue function of model version ”B”

h Fatigue degradation function of model
version ”A”

p Stress associated with isotropic hardening

R Load ratio

t, τ Time

tn Last timestep

W Generating energy density functional

w Measurement of CT specimen

WA
fat Wfat for model version ”A”

WB
fat Wfat for model version ”B”

Wel Elastic part of W

Wfat Fatigue part of W

Wfrac Fracture part of W

Wpl Plastic part of W

Wreg Regularisation part of W3



2. General framework for phase-field fatigue models

The respective models are compared using a general phase-field framework for fatigue fracture outlined
in the following. Besides the way of integrating fatigue, the models cover a variety of modelling features
including various types of plasticity and, albeit few of them, viscous behaviour. At first, the derivation of the
governing equations in this chapter is limited to elastic-plastic cyclic behaviour, an alternative for viscous
behaviour is given later. However, since most models use viscous regularisation for numerical reasons, it
is included standardly. Some other deviations from the general derivation presented here occur for a few
models and will become clear in Section 3. Nomenclature from the original papers is commonly abandoned
for the sake of comparability. The way of derivation and nomenclature partly follow [19] and [12], though
not strictly. The modelling framework is presented using a variational framework. Still, a brief overview of
other ways of derivation is given at the end of the section.

2.1. Model derivation via variational framework

The domain under consideration is B ⊂ Rn with its boundary ∂B and material points described by
location x at time t. In a small strain setting, the total strain ε(x, t) can be decomposed additively into
elastic strain εe(x, t) and plastic strain εp(x, t)

ε :=
1

2

(
∇u+∇u⊤) = εe + εp (1)

with u(x, t) being the displacement. Plastic deformations can lead to hardening, which is described by
the kinematic and isotropic hardening variables α(x, t) and α(x, t), respectively. The plastic variables are
summarised in the set qα = {εp,α, α}. Cracks are described in a regularised manner using the phase-field
variable d(x, t), with intact material being marked by d = 0 and fully fractured material marked by d = 1.
The cyclic loading and damage history is described by a scalar fatigue variable F(x, t). Dependencies on
space, time and other variables are omitted hereafter, if not particularly necessary.

Energy functional

In order to set up a variational principle later on, a generating functional of energy density type

W (ε, d,∇d, ḋ, qα, q̇α;F) := ψ(ε, d, qα) + ∆(ε, d,∇d, ḋ, qα, q̇α;F) (2)

is defined which consists of a free energy density ψ and a dissipative part ∆. From the Clausius-Duhem
inequality

σ : ε̇− ∂ψ

∂ε
: ε̇− ∂ψ

∂qα
: q̇α − ∂ψ

∂d
ḋ ≥ 0 (3)

we can identify

− ∂ψ

∂εp
=
∂ψ

∂ε
=: σ − ∂ψ

∂α
=: χ − ∂ψ

∂α
=: p (4)

the stress σ, a backstress tensor χ for kinematic hardening and the stress-like quantity p associated with
isotropic hardening. For clarity, the generating density functional W is here decomposed into

W :=Wel(ε
e, d) +Wpl(ε, d, qα, q̇α) +Wfrac(d,∇d) +Wfat(d,∇d;F) +Wreg(ḋ) (5)

the elastic free energy Wel, the plastic part Wpl, the contributions from fracture Wfrac and fatigue Wfat,
respectively, and the viscous regularisation Wreg. The elastic energy density

Wel(ε
e, d) := g(d)ψe

+(ε
e) + ψe

−(ε
e) (6)

consists of a degraded part (often the tensile part) ψe
+ with the degradation function g(d) and a part (often

the compressive part) ψe
−, which remains undegraded. For this split, various concepts are used by the models
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compared here, the most common one being the split by Amor et al. [20]. For the stress1 it follows

σ(εe) :=
∂Wel

∂εe
= g(d)σ+(ε

e) + σ−(ε
e) (7)

while the (virtually) undamaged stress is

σ∗(εe) := σ+ + σ−. (8)

The energy density related to plasticity2

Wpl(ε, d, qα, q̇α) := g(d)ψp(ε, qα) + g(d)∆p(ε, d, qα, q̇α) (9)

consists of a hardening contribution ψp and a dissipative contribution ∆p

∆p(ε, d, qα, q̇α) =

t∫

0

ϕp(ε, d, qα, q̇α) dτ (10)

which follows from a plastic dissipation potential ϕp. Usually, but not always, both are degraded by the
same degradation function g(d) as the elastic contribution. The dissipation potential can e. g. be derived
from the principle of maximum dissipation.

Remark. In order to create an explicitly viscous model (such as in Loew et al. [22, 23]), ψp and ϕp can be
substituted by their viscous counterparts, e. g.

ψvisc =

t∫

0

σov : ε̇ dτ and ϕvisc = σov : Φ̇ (11)

with the non-equilibrium stress σov and the inelastic variable set now including the viscous strain qα = Φ.
The damage dissipation density due to formation of crack surface is given by

Wfrac(d,∇d) := Gcγ(d,∇d) (12)

wherein Gc is the fracture toughness and the regularised crack surface density γ is

γ(d,∇d) := 1

cω

(
ω(d)

ℓ
+ ℓ∇d · ∇d

)
. (13)

For the latter, the two most common formulations are so-called Ambrosio-Tortorelli [24] (AT) 1 with
cω = 3

8 , ω(d) = d and AT 2 with cω = 1
2 , ω(d) = d2. See [25] and the literature cited therein for possible

other choices for the local part of the dissipated fracture energy density w(d). The viscous regularisation
term

Wreg = ∆reg =

t∫

0

ϕreg(ḋ) dτ with ϕreg =
1

2
ηḋ2 (14)

ensures numerical stability in cases of rapidly evolving cracks. Finally, for the fatigue contribution Wfat,

1Some models use a different stress definition, see Section 4.7.
2Some models also have dependencies on ∇α in case of gradient plasticity or an explicit strain measure for ratchetting, e. g.

Ulloa et al. [21].
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most models studied in this paper3 use one of the two structures

WA
fat(d,∇d;F) := (h(F)− 1)

Gc

cw

(
w(d)

ℓ
+ ℓ∇d · ∇d

)
or WB

fat(d;F) := g̃(d)H(F). (15)

They will be called A-models and B-models hereafter. The following derivations include both fatigue
contribution terms at once, which are marked by the colours blue (A) and red (B) for distinguishability.4

The fatigue degradation function h(F) should be scalar and without unit whereas the additive fatigue
contribution H(F) should be an energetic quantity. This becomes clear when recapitulating the generating
density functional 5 with both contributions

W = g(d)ψe
+ + ψe

− + g(d)ψp

︸ ︷︷ ︸
:=ψ

+ g(d)∆p + h(F)Gcγ + g̃(d)H(F) + ∆reg

︸ ︷︷ ︸
:=∆

. (16)

Obviously, in type A models, the fracture toughness is reduced gradually in order to model the decreasing
resistance of the material to withstand cracks due to cycling loading. Thereby, the pseudo energy density
W is reduced. On the other hand, B-type models yield an additional energy term which increases the crack
driving force, as will be shown later on.6 At the same time, this also increases the total pseudo energy. The
coefficient g̃(d) of the additive fatigue contribution H(F) can be, but is not always equal to g(d).

Variational principle

Variational analysis is used to derive the model equations. The generating density functional W is
integrated to form the generating functional

E(ε, d,∇d, ḋ, qα, q̇α;F) :=

∫

B

W (ε, d,∇d, ḋ, qα, q̇α;F) dv − Eext(u), (17)

also considering the work from external forces Eext due to volume force f̄ and traction vector τ̄

Eext(u) :=
∫

B

f̄ · u dv +

∫

∂BN

τ̄ · u da. (18)

The generating functional is now formulated in an incremental form Πτ for the time step t− tn

Πτ (ε, d,∇d, ḋ, qα, q̇α;F) := E(t)− E(tn)

=

∫

B

{
ψ(t)− ψ(tn) + h(F)Gc (γ(t)− γ(tn)) + (g̃(t)− g̃(tn))H(F)

+

t∫

tn

[ϕp(τ) + ϕreg(τ)] dτ −
(
f̄ · u(t)− f̄ · u(tn)

)


 dv −

∫

∂BN

{τ̄ · u(t)− τ̄ · u(tn)} da.

(19)

The fatigue variable F is assumed to be constant for the moment considered here (i. e. within an increment)
since due to its nature, F changes on a much larger time scale than e. g. ε or qα, which are subject to

3Except for Aygün et al. [26] and Lo et al. [27], see Section 3
4Please refer to the online edition of the paper for a coloured version.
5Some prefer to write h(F)Gcγ in rate form due to process dependency of quantity, e. g. [28, 29].
6Some models ascribe more parts of W to the free energy density ψ, leading to additional stress terms. See Section 4.7.
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oscillation over the cycles. The incremental variational principle reads

{u, d, qα} = arg

{
min
u∈Wū

min
d∈Wdn

min
qα∈Wp

Πτ (ε, d,∇d, ḋ, qα, q̇α;F)

}
(20)

with the spaces of admissible functions, including conditions for the displacement on the boundaries and
irreversibility of the phase-field

Wū := {u ∈ R3 |u = ū on ∂BD} (21)

Wdn := {d ∈ R | d ≥ dn} (22)

Wp := {qα ∈ Rn}. (23)

Next, stationarity conditions for the displacement, the plastic variables and the phase-field are exploited
one by one in order to derive the model equations.

Displacement

The variational derivative δu of Πτ (19) with respect to the displacement field yields the weak form of
the mechanical equilibrium equation

δuΠ
τ =

∂

∂u
Πτδu+

∂

∂∇u
Πτδ∇u =

∫

B

[
σ : δε− f̄ · δu

]
dv −

∫

∂BN

τ̄ · δu da = 0 (24)

with the variations of displacement and strain δu and δε. Applying Gauß’ theorem retrieves its local form

∇ · σ + f̄ = 0 in B (25)

with the boundary condition σ · n = t̄ on ∂BN with ∂B = ∂BD ∪ ∂BN and ∅ = ∂BD ∩ ∂BN.

Plasticity

Variation with respect to the plastic variables yields

δpΠ
τ =

∂

∂qα
Πτδqα +

∂

∂q̇α
Πτδq̇α (26)

=

∫

B




∂ψ

∂qα
δqα +

t∫

tn

[
∂ϕp

∂qα
δqα +

∂ϕp

∂q̇α
δq̇α

]
dτ



 dv (27)

=

∫

B





(
∂ψ

∂qα
+
∂ϕp

∂q̇α

)
δqα +

t∫

tn

(
∂ϕp

∂qα
−
(
∂ϕp

∂q̇α

).)
δqα dτ



 dv = 0. (28)

Assuming the limiting case t→ tn, the condition

∂ψ

∂qα
+
∂ϕp

∂q̇α
= 0 (29)

must hold. This equation is known as Biot’s equation and is the basis for deriving the evolution of the plastic
variables. For clarity, this is demonstrated with an exemplary dissipation potential taken from Aygün et
al. [26]

ϕp(ε̇p, α̇) = σy||ε̇p||+ b

2

(
ε̇p + α̇

)2
, σy = const., σy > 0. (30)
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The plastic set in this case contains qα = {εp,α}. For the case ||ε̇p|| ≠ 0, it follows

∂ψ

∂εp
+
∂ϕp

∂ε̇p
= 0 : σ =

∂ϕp

∂ε̇p
= σy ε̇p

||ε̇p|| + b (ε̇p + α̇) (31)

∂ψ

∂α
+
∂ϕp

∂α̇
= 0 : χ =

∂ϕp

∂α̇
= b (ε̇p + α̇). (32)

From the difference (31)−(32) we get

σ − χ = σy ε̇p

||ε̇p|| . (33)

Defining the plastic multiplier λ = ||ε̇p|| and the yield function fp = ||σ −χ|| − σy we obtain the evolution
equation for the plastic strain and the Karush-Kuhn-Tucker (KKT) conditions

ε̇p = λ
∂fp

∂σ
and λ ≥ 0, fp ≤ 0, λfp = 0. (34)

Subsequently, the consistency condition λḟp = 0 follows from the KKT. For a detailed derivation including
both cases ||ε̇p|| ≠ 0 and ||ε̇p|| = 0 see Appendix A. Please note that this model happens to be rate-
dependent and was chosen only due to its simple structure. Further, see Appendix B for an alternative
way of deriving the plastic model equations via a dissipation potential following the principle of maximum
dissipation.

Phase-field

Stationarity conditions w. r. t. the phase-field variable yield the weak form, here for the example AT 2,

δdΠ
τ =

∂

∂d
Πτδd+

∂

∂∇dΠ
τδ∇d = 0 (35)

=

∫

B

{[
g′(d)

(
ψe
+ + ψp +∆p

)
+ g̃′(d)H(F) + h(F)

Gc

ℓ
d

]
δd

+ h(F)Gcℓd,l δd,l +

t∫

tn

ηḋ δḋ dτ

}
dv, (36)

further demanding ḋ ≥ 0. The limiting case t→ tn now leads to the evolution equation

ηḋ = Gch(F)

(
ℓ∆d− d

ℓ

)
+Gcℓ∇d∇h(F)− g′(d)

(
ψe
+ + ψp +∆p

)
−g̃′(d)H(F) (37)

and the boundary condition ∇d · n = 0. In order to ensure ḋ ≥ 0, most models use the history variable
approach [10]. Adopting the prevalent case g̃(d) = g(d), the history variable H can be introduced as

ηḋ = Gch(F)

(
ℓ∆d− d

ℓ

)
+Gcℓ∇d∇h(F)− g′(d) max

τ∈[0,t]

(
ψe
+(τ) + ψp(τ)+H(F , τ) + ∆p(τ)

)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
H

. (38)

This formulation is actually not variationally consistent. See appendix Appendix C for an alternative
penalisation approach proposed by [30].

Model equations and variables

As shown, the variational principle yields a general set of governing equations. All model variables are
displayed in Table 1, while Table 2 lists all resulting model equations.

8



Table 1: Overview of model variables and their respective conjugate variables for general phase-field framework for fatigue
fracture.

Variable Conjugate variable

Elasticity Displacement u

Elastic strain εe σ =
∂ψ

∂εe

Plasticity Plastic strain εp σ = − ∂ψ

∂εp

Kinematic hardening variable α χ = −∂ψ
∂α

Isotropic hardening variable α p = −∂ψ
∂α

Fracture Phase-field d ζd = −∂ψ
∂d

Phase-field gradient ∇d
Fatigue Fatigue damage F

2.2. Alternative ways of model derivation

Apart from the incremental variational principle presented here, there are many other ways to derive
a phase-field fracture model and the publications mentioned in this paper already cover a wide variety
of derivation methods. Since this can impede the comparison of models, it is helpful to demonstrate the
analogies and how the different approaches are intertwined. Figure 1 gives an overview of different paths for
model derivation for a phase-field model for fatigue fracture, possibly also including elastic-plastic material
behaviour. The derivation used in Section 2.1 is highlighted in red (”Way 1”). Quantities that can serve
as starting points for general modelling choices are marked in blue. Although it is beyond the scope of this
paper to repeat the derivation of the model with all strategies, a few common approaches are listed in the
following:

• The plastic dissipation potential can be derived by first setting the yield condition and using it then
as a constraint for the optimisation following the principle of maximum dissipation. See Appendix B.
Marked in green as ”Way 2” in Figure 1.

• Not only elastic-plastic material behaviour, but also the phase-field problem can be modelled using
yield equations. Noii et al. [19] show that the evolution equation of the phase-field model can be
reformulated to ηḋ = fd. The yield function fd being the difference between a (crack) driving force
and a (crack) resisting force offers convenient starting point for modelling decisions due to its physical
interpretability. See also Miehe et al. [31] for a formulation based on yield functions for both phase-
field and plasticity.

• The energetic formulation based on a local stability condition and a local energy balance is also a
popular way to derive the set of model equations, as shown in [29]. See Figure 1, top right corner.
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Table 2: Overview of model equations for general phase-field framework for fatigue fracture.

Free energy density ψ = g ψe
+ + ψe

− + ψp

Strain definition ε = εe + εp =
1

2

(
∇u+∇u⊤)

Stress σ =
∂Wel

∂εe

Equilibrium Equilibrium ∇ · σ + f̄ = 0
Boundary conditions σ · n = t̄ on ∂BN, u = ū on ∂BD

Plasticity Hardening variables χ = −∂ψ
∂α

, p = −∂ψ
∂α

Yield function fp(σ,χ, p), often fp =
√

3
2 ||dev(σ)− dev(χ)||2 − σy + p

Flow rules and hardening laws, often ε̇p = λnp, α̇ = λnp, α̇ = λ with np =
3
2 (devσ−devχ)√
3
2 ||devσ−devχ||2

KKT, consistency condition fp ≤ 0, λ ≥ 0, fpλ = 0, λḟp = 0

Fracture Evolution equation (including yield function)

ηḋ = Gch(F)

(
ℓ∆d− d

ℓ

)
+Gcℓ∇d∇h(F) + 2(1− d)

(
ψe
+ + ψp

)
−g̃′(d)H(F)− g′(d)∆p = fd

+ irreversibility ḋ ≥ 0

or KKT fd ≤ 0, ḋ ≥ 0, fdḋ = 0
Boundary conditions ∇d · n = 0

Fatigue Evolution of fatigue variable Ḟ

10
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Figure 1: Scheme of different ways of model derivation for a phase-field model for fatigue fracture, explicitly covering elastic-plastic material behaviour. Balance equations are marked in green, while quantities
suitable for implementing general modelling choices are marked in blue. Derived quantities are white. Highlighted are two possible ways of deriving model equations.



Table 3: Overview of phase-field fatigue models.

Pseudo energy density W Fatigue function Fatigue variable F Phase-field evolution equation
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– βḋ =
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3. Overview of models

This section gives an overview of most phase-field models for fatigue fracture published to date. If models
share a very similar structure, only one of them is chosen as the representative example. Energy density
W , fatigue function h(F) or H(F), fatigue variable F and phase-field evolution equation of each model,
according to the unified notation introduced in Section 2.1, are listed in Table 3. Please note that a similar
table for A-models is presented in [32]. Additionally, a short description of each is given in the following.
The models are categorised into type A and type B according to their distinct fatigue terms as introduced
in Section 2.1, and those that have a unique structure that does not belong to either of the aforementioned
categories.

3.1. Type A

Carrara et al. [28]

This model was one of the first A-type models to be published. It is essentially a generalisation of the
model by Alessi et al. [29] to 3D. It is a purely elastic model and therefore suitable for brittle material
behaviour and HCF. Due to its general and simple nature, many of the following A-type models refer to
this one. Both the fatigue degradation functions and the fatigue variable based on the accumulated strain
energy density have been used in other models. The fatigue variable accumulates only during loading which
is ensured by a Heaviside function. F starts accumulating from the first load cycle. This has to be considered
during model fitting in order to be consistent also during static loading. The authors were able to show
that applied mean load can shift the Paris curve and that parameter κ in the fatigue degradation function
controls the Paris parameters C and m.

Aldakheel et al. [33]

This model is very similar to Carrara’s. Another model with the same structure but for piezo-electric
materials and therefore a coupling to an electric field was published in Tan et al. [34]. Yin and Kaliske
[35] use the same structure and fatigue variable with slightly different fatigue degradation function for an
elastomer material with Neo-Hookeian elastic material behaviour.

Seiler et al. [36, 37]

The fatigue variable of this model is formulated in cycle domain rather than in time domain, describing
the fatigue process continuously instead of simulating each loading and unloading phase. Therefore, a
representative (often constant) loading instead of an oscillatory loading is used, saving computational time.
See Section 4.6 for further explanation. Fatigue damage is calculated based on a structural durability concept
which requires Wöhler curves as an input. The local elastic-plastic stress-strain state is approximated with
the help of cyclic stress-strain curves. This allows for a simplified modelling of crack tip plasticity as long
as the plastic zone stays small. The model is therefore especially suitable for the transitional range between
LCF and HCF.

Grossmann-Ponemon et al. [38]

This model is based on Mesgarnejad et al. [39]. Its fatigue variable is also of a continuous type,
formulated in cycle domain. The model parameters depend on the load ratio R between load minimum and
maximum within a load cycle, which has to be specified as an input. Therefore, the model reproduces mean
load effects. It is evaluated both for a cubic and the standard AT 2 degradation function g(d). Fatigue
accumulation is inhibited in strongly degraded areas with d ≥ 0.5, thereby preventing further degradation
within the zone of very high strain energy density. In another model variant, fatigue accumulation is only
allowed in non-intact material where d > 0. The earlier paper of Mesgarnejad et al. [39] proposed a
formulation which degraded only the d- and not the ∇d-term of the crack surface density.
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Hasan and Baxevanis [40]

Although formulated with a fatigue degradation function h(F), this model resembles the structure of a
B-type model. This becomes obvious when stating the evolution equation with h(F) = 1/(1 + κF)

0 = h(F)Gc

(
2ℓ∆d− d

2ℓ

)
− g′(d)H = Gc

(
2ℓ∆d− d

2ℓ

)
− g′(d)(1 + κF)H (39)

if the gradient term ∇h(F) is neglected. The model is consistent for monotonic loading (see also Section
4.2) and is able to reproduce both Paris and Wöhler behaviour.

Seleš et al. [41, 42, 43]

This model includes an elastic-plastic material law with isotropic and kinematic hardening of Chaboche
type. Since the accumulating plastic strain energy density ψp is part of the crack driving force, plastic
processes promote crack growth regardless of the fatigue variable, which only depends on the elastic strain
energy density ψe

+. In this way, this model covers both LCF – driven by plastic strains – and HCF due
to small stress amplitudes which cause no macroscopic plastic effects. The model automatically reproduces
mean load effects due to the nature of its fatigue variable and Paris behaviour with its parameter F∞
controlling the Paris parameter C. Consistency with monotonic loading is ensured by accumulating fatigue
damage only during unloading. In order to reduce computational time, a cycle skipping technique by
Cojacaru and Karlsson [44] is applied, see also Section 4.6. This is of particular importance for ductile
phase-field models which have even higher computational times than brittle ones.

Ulloa et al. [21]

Here, the model formulation is also based on the framework by Alessi [29]. This ductile phase-field
model includes multi-surface kinematic hardening, gradient-enhanced isotropic hardening and softening as
well as an explicit ratchetting strain variable. In contrast to Seleš, the fatigue variable accumulates from
both the elastic and plastic strain energy density ψe

+ and ψp, strengthening the influence of plastic strains
on the crack evolution. Again, LCF is mainly driven by plastic strains while HCF is driven by the fatigue
variable. The first load cycle already leads to fatigue degradation.

Khalil et al. [45, 46]

This model is an extension of Carrara’s model to elastic-plastic material behaviour described by a
Chaboche model with isotropic and nonlinear kinematic hardening. The fatigue variable accumulates
from the the current temporal maximum H = maxt ψ

e
+(t) and the plastic strain energy density ψp. The

general model formulation can recover both AT 1 and AT 2 as well as a cohesive zone model for suitable
parameter choices. Instead of the staggered solution scheme used most frequently, the authors present a
new pseudo-monolithic quasi-Newton scheme.

Alessi and Ulloa [32]

The authors introduce a new class of phase-field fatigue models with a strong link to fracture mechanics.
Due to elastic material behaviour, they are suitable for HCF only. Still, microstructural ductile effects
around the crack tip are acknowledged by introducing a fatigue degradation zone. Following the idea that
for HCF these effects are limited to a small zone around the crack tip, fatigue damage is only accumulated
within the zone, covering microstructural effects in a phenomenological way. The authors formulate four
requirements to the model’s behaviour which are met by four functions contributing to the fatigue variable.
See Section 4.2 for details. Using the example of a stationary crack they are able to correlate analytical and
numerical results from their model with the Paris law. Thereby, they establish direct relations between
model parameters and model behaviour, e. g. mean stress dependence and incline of the Paris curve can
be controlled by a parameter each.

Relying on Griffiths fracture theory, they are able to establish a new solution strategy: In each
increment in which the energy release rate G satisfies G ≤ h(F)Gc, no crack propagation can take place
and only F is accumulated. If instead G > h(F)Gc, the solution is not admissible. In that case, a solution
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is seeked under the condition G = h(F)Gc. The fatigue crack growth shows three stages: Initial damage
accumulation, transient evolution of the crack and, finally, stable crack propagation.

3.2. Type B

Amendola et al. [47]

This model is derived in Ginzburg-Landau form. The additive contribution to the crack driving force
is controlled by a fatigue variable depending on the strain energy density. The authors also present a model
variant for the non-isothermal case.

Caputo and Fabrizio [48]

This model is very similar to Amendola’s apart from the stress definition and the fracture surface
density.

Schreiber et al. [49, 50]

This B-type model obtains its fatigue damage from Wöhler curves. The application of representative
loads instead of cycle-wise simulations allows for an accelerated computation. An efficient control for the
number of load cycles per increment is presented. The effect of mean loads can be incorporated by using
the mean load ratio of the external load in damage accumulation. Being a brittle model, it is only suitable
for HCF.

Since the fracture and fatigue contributions are interpreted as part of the free energy density, additional
stress terms arise from the second law of thermodynamics. With the fatigue variable F(ε) depending on
the strain due to the empirical fatigue concept used, the stress has to be defined as

σ = g(d)Cε+ g(d)qb⟨F − Fmin⟩b−1 ∂F
∂ε

. (40)

The additional stress contributions are interpreted as micro stresses due to microscopic fatigue mechanisms.
See Section 4.7 for more details. This model was extended to incorporate thermal effects in Yan et al.
[51] and derived in the framework of configurational forces in Yan et al. [52], showing that the fatigue
contribution yields an additional configurational force itself.

Loew et al. [22]

This model is – in contrast to most other models described here – meant not for metals but for rubber.
Due to the nature of this material, the model is formulated in a large strain setting and is of viscous, i. e.
rate-dependent nature. The stress

σ = g(d)

(
σeq +

m∑

α=1

σov
α

)
(41)

contains therefore an additional overstress part. Although this model is a B-type model, in an earlier
publication [53], the authors introduced a model variant without an additional fatigue term, where fatigue
fracture was exclusively driven by viscous effects, in the form of an accumulating viscous energy density.
See the model Aygün et al. [26] below for a similar concept in plasticity. However, the newer publications
include the viscous strain energy density ψvisc not only in the crack driving force but also in an additional
fatigue variable, strengthening the effect of viscosity on fatigue crack growth. A cycle jump technique is
used (at least for the elastic case), introducing an explicit and an implicit acceleration scheme with adaptive
jump control [23].

Haveroth et al. [54, 55]

The authors present a comprehensive model framework including plasticity covering non-isothermal
conditions and time-rate and inertia effects. Fatigue is incorporated as an extra (phase) field variable with its
evolution equation derived from the second law of thermodynamics instead of applying a phenomenological
evolution law like most other models. The fatigue phase-field is interpreted as micro-damage variable
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covering micro-cracks and -voids while the regular phase-field for fracture describes macro- and meso-cracks.
Simulations can be accelerated through a cycle jump technique.

3.3. Other models

Aygün et al. [26]

This model is included exemplarily for all standard ductile phase-field models which model fatigue effects
without an explicit fatigue variable. Fracture is only driven by an accumulating plastic energy density ψp

in the crack driving force. In this case, an Armstrong-Frederick elastic-plastic material law is used.
Naturally, these types of models are only suitable for LCF with significant plastic strains. This model is
rate-dependent. Another example for a fatigue model without a fatigue variable is Schröder et al. [56, 57]
for concrete or cementious materials. Tsakmakiks and Vormwald [58] also showed the ability of their
ductile phase-field model derived in the framework of so-called non-conventional thermodynamics to cover
fatigue fracture.

Lucarini et al. [59]

In a first attempt to bridge the scales, this model is designed for fatigue fracture at the microscale.
Applied to a representative volume element (RVE) of a microstructure, this model supposes periodic fields.
Therefore, a FFT-based solver can be applied to increase the performance. The crack driving force H is
reformulated completely. It now depends on the stored energy density according to a crystal plasticity
model by Dunne et al. [60], being the fraction of the plastic work that is stored in the local dislocation
structure. The model derives the plastic shear strain rate from a mechanistic slip rule and the critical
resolved shear stress follows a hardening law. They were able to show fatigue fracture in singular crystals,
following preferred slip planes, and multi-crystal simulations with transgranular crack growth.

Lo et al. [27]

This model represents a totally different type of phase-field fatigue model. Unlike the A- and B-type
models, neither additional crack driving terms nor degradation of the fracture toughness are used. Instead,
the viscosity parameter η, which is only seen as a numerical damping parameter in most other quasi-static
phase-field models, controls the fatigue crack growth. It is a function fitted to Paris curves which serve as
an input for the model. No cycle-wise simulation is performed, the load is applied statically instead. The
model uses a linear approximation of the crack surface.

4. Discussion

This section discusses the most important characteristics and modelling choices, which present simi-
larities and differences between the models listed in the previous section. Apart from an example for the
differentiation in A- and B-models, the comparison remains on a theoretical level. For extensive numerical
examples we refer to the original publications.

4.1. A- and B-models

The most distinct feature of the models is the way their fatigue variable is implemented in an originally
static phase-field model. Most models reviewed here are of either the A- or B-type as introduced in Section
2.1. In the following, a numerical comparison between the two is performed in order to investigate the
behaviour of both model types in a cyclic simulation.
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Model A Model B

Elastic
parameters

E = 210 GPa, ν = 0.3

Fracture
parameters

Gc = 0.039 kNmm−1, ℓ = 1 mm, η = 10−7 GPa s,
no split of elastic strain energy

Fatigue
variable

From local strain approach as in Seiler et al. [62]
with σ′

f = 735 MPa, ε′f = 0.59, B = −0.087, c = −0.58,

K ′ = 796 MPa, n = 0.15

Fatigue
function

h(F) = (1− hmin)/(1−F)κ

+hmin

hmin = 0.05, κ = 1

WB
fat = g(d)H(F) = g(d)bFξ

b = 2 · 10−2 GPa, ξ = 20

Width 1 mm

1.2 w0.04 w

0.8 w

0.2 w

0.25 w

0.25 w

0.25 w

a0

w = 100 mm
a0 = 0.1w

F

x

y

Figure 2: Material parameters (left) and geometry of CT specimen (right) for simulations with models A and B.

4.1.1. Numerical setup

Both models are tested with a Compact Tension (CT) geometry displayed in Figure 2 with assumend
plane strain state. The initial crack is applied as a Dirichlet condition for the phase-field. The mesh is
refined in the area of crack growth to a minimum element size of 0.3 mm. The specimen is loaded with load
cycles of constant force amplitude with maximum load F = 2kN and a load ratio between minimum and
maximum load R = −1. Construction steel is assumed as a material, the material model is purely elastic.
The corresponding elastic and fracture parameters are listed in Figure 2. Gc is usually determined from CT
tests, although some compute it from the maximum tensile strength in 1D [61]. Regarding the characteristic
length ℓ, two perspectives exist: It is either seen as a numerical parameter and therefore chosen as small as
possible, or as a material parameter characterising the sharp or more diffuse crack tip, e. g. due to pores.
The recommendations for static phase-field simulations regarding the ratio between ℓ and the element size
cannot be applied to A- and B-type models, since the regularisation profile is disturbed, as will be explained
later on.

As a fatigue variable, the one by Seiler et al. [62] based on the local strain approach is chosen exemplarily
for both models. See also Figure 2 for the parameters used to determine the fatigue variable, which are
taken from cyclic tensile experiments. The fatigue degradation function for model A is set as in [62] to

h(F) = (1− hmin)/(1−F)κ + hmin (42)

while the additive energy term for model B is

WB
fat = g(d)H(F) = g(d) bFξ, (43)

see Figure 2 for parameters. These parameters have to be calibrated to experiments. Fatigue variable and
fatigue functions are chosen arbitrarily and are not the subject of this analysis of the model types. The
coupled problem is solved using an alternate minimisation algorithm with error control for the iteration over
both fields.

4.1.2. Results and discussion

Figure 3 shows the simulation results for both models after different amounts of load cycles. The
difference in total lifetime is a matter of parametrisation and not due to the model types. The pre-existing
initial crack grows into a fatigue crack with stable cyclic crack growth, until, finally, it evolves into unstable
residual fracture. In this last stage, the crack proceeds under monotonic load without evolution of the fatigue
variable, as becomes apparent from the distribution of the fatigue variable. Both the initial crack and the
residual crack show an ideal regularised phase-field profile determined by the characteristic length scale ℓ.
Miehe et al. [9] demonstrated analytically that this regularisation has to be of exponential nature in order
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Figure 3: Results of phase-field fatigue simulation with A- and B-model. Initial setup with pre-defined phase-field crack and
results after simulation of N load cycles. Cross sections on the right show phase-field profile within ideal pre-defined crack
(orange) and fatigue crack (green). Model A narrows the phase-field profile compared to static crack while model B leads to
widening of the phase-field crack.

to be a solution to the phase-field differential equation. The profile of the initial crack phase-field is plotted
in the diagram on the right of Figure 3, marked in orange.

However, the section of cyclic crack growth shows different profiles for the two model versions. Model A
yields a – compared to the ideal crack – narrowed crack profile. This becomes evident in both the phase-field
contour plot and the green graph in the diagram on the right, Figure 3. It can be explained with the weak
form of the phase-field problem (here for the elastic case)

0 =

∫

B





[
g′(d)ψe

+ + h(F)
Gc

ℓ
d

]
δd + h(F)Gcℓ∇d δ(∇d) +

t∫

tn

ηḋ δḋ dτ



dv. (44)

The fatigue degradation function h(F) reaches very low values≪ 1 in most parametrisations in the literature,
here its minimal value is hmin = 0.05. It affects the phase-field gradient term underlined in the equation
above. This term is meant to regularise the problem and thereby controls the shape of the phase-field profile.
When this term is now weakened due to the fatigue degradation function, the profile develops more freely.
In the present case this leads to a narrowing of the crack profile as the crack evolves within the narrow
”corridor” of lowered fracture toughness controlled by the fatigue variable F , see also its contour plot.

Grossmann-Ponemon et al. [38] and Hasan and Baxevanis [40] also observe this crack narrowing
compared to the brittle model. Irregularities due to heterogeneous or non-constant Gc appear not only in
fatigue models. See e. g. [63] for a rate-dependent fracture toughness and [64] for the effect an inhomogeneous
distribution of Gc has on the effective crack resistance, as well as [32] for a discussion on how they consider
Gc not as a material parameter but a material function and an overview of different reasons for non-constant
Gc.

Model B, on the other hand, shows a widening of the crack profile. In the phase-field evolution equation
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of this model variant

ηḋ = Gc

(
ℓ∆d− d

ℓ

)
− g′(d)

(
ψe
++H(F)

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

H

(45)

the fatigue term appears within the crack driving force H. This leads to a very direct coupling between the
fatigue contribution H(F) and the phase-field distribution. The contour plots of phase-field d and fatigue
variable F therefore show a very similar distribution. Hence, due to the strong coupling, the nature of the
fatigue variable is even more decisive for the crack appearance for the B-type model than it is for other
model classes. Then again, the model type and fatigue function h(F) and H(F) also influence the fatigue
variable, which becomes clear from the two different distributions of F – which is in this case derived from
the strain – for the two model versions. Schreiber [65] also observe the crack widening for their B-type
model for small deviations of their ideal fatigue function.

Both the widening and the narrowing of the phase-field profile can lead to deviation of the crack energy
which is not (and doesn’t necessarily have to be) in accordance with the regularisation of static phase-field
models. The crack growth rate can also be affected and responds sensitively to the nature and distribution of
the fatigue variable and the fatigue function. The degradation of the gradient term for the A-type model can
lead to a mesh sensitivity. Also due to the different parameters influencing mesh sensitivity, e. g. threshold
values of the fatigue degradation function, no general recommendation can be given regarding the mesh size,
also not for the B-type model. Instead, a convergence analysis should be performed.

An important difference between the model types is also that for A-type models, the fatigue degradation
function h(F) has obviously to be within the range [0, 1], whereas the B-type fatigue function H(F) has
no upper boundary and its order of magnitude must be calibrated during parametrisation. Regarding
computational time, the models do not differ significantly, for the two main time-consuming routines need
the same amount of time: The assembly including the computation of the fatigue variable and the solution
of the system of equations with the same number of degrees of freedom.

As shown, both model types entail numerical difficulties reflected in their phase-field profile. The choice of
a model variant should eventually be based upon the desired physical interpretation: Some model approaches
and applications are suited for a reduction of the material’s crack resistance while others go with an increase
of the crack driving force compared to the static case.

4.2. Fatigue variable

Besides the basic model structure, the fatigue variable F is the second most important choice in the
model. Most models studied here use either a variation of the accumulated strain energy density (Carrara
et al. [28], Grossmann-Ponemon et al. [38], Loew et al. [22] etc.) or an empirical fatigue concept
(Schreiber et al. [49], Seiler et al. [36]).

The energy density is an obvious choice due to its easy accessibility in a material routine. Xu et al. [66]
explain its suitability from a microscopic point of view: The crack growth rate of short cracks depends on
the microstructural crack path and the local crack propagation rate. Conveniently, the stored energy density
happens to be a microstructure-sensitive driving force due to being a measure of the energy stored in the
lattice structure available to eventually create new crack surface [66]. With a single crystal plasticity slip
system, they show that the stored energy density depends on the Burgers vector and the critical resolved
shear stress, two characteristics for the microstructure of the material. Furthermore, it is consistent with
fracture mechanics, being related to the stress intensity factor which is shown to control fatigue crack growth
[66]. They were also able to show experimentally that stored energy at the crack tip (determined with the
help of DIC measurements) leads to a higher crack propagation rate.

The models that use the strain energy density for the fatigue variable differ from each other regarding
the conditions for damage accumulation. Some only accumulate during loading (when the micro cracks
evolve, supposedly, Carrara et al. [28]) or only during unloading (Seles̆ et al. [41]) in order to be
consistent with models for static loading: Loaded with a purely monotonic load, no fatigue damage should
be accumulated. Moreover, most models use the degraded tensile strain energy density g(d)ψe

+. Some use it
without degradation (Seles̆ et al. [41]). In this case, F accumulates further even when a phase-field crack
has already formed.
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Alessi and Ulloa [32] present a modular scheme to construct a fatigue variable based on the strain
energy density in order to fulfill their four requirements towards the model behaviour. They are met by
four functions contributing to F , respectively. Firstly, they treat the singularity of ψe at the crack tip by
smoothing it out within a certain zone, the fatigue degradation zone. Outside the zone, no (or close to no)
fatigue variable is accumulated. This is meant to phenomenologically replicate the microstructural ductile
effects, which mainly occur around the crack tip. Further, two functions specify the damaging loading
types and the mean stress effect shifting the Paris curve in vertical direction, respectively. An additional
exponential function controls the incline of the Paris curve. In this way, the phenomena of fatigue crack
growth can be tuned individually.

The other group of models obtain their fatigue variable through empirical lifetime estimation concepts
for engineering components. They use data from standardized experiments, i. e. Paris curves, Wöhler
curves and strain Wöhler curves as input data. Conveniently, this incorporates additional information
about the fatigue behaviour of the material into the model. However, the models still include parameters
to be be fitted to experimental results, usually as a part of the fatigue function h(F) or H(F). Due to their
underlying assumptions, these concepts allow for an accelerated model implementation, see Section 4.6.

In brief, the latter models use a damage evaluation based on remaining lifetime [16]. This requires some
sort of normalization of a lifetime describing variable. The former models based on the strain energy density,
on the other hand, do without such a normalization and accumulate F ”en passant”, but have to use more
arbitrary parameters without a direct relation to experimental quantities.

Multiaxial, possibly even non-proportional loads might call for fatigue variables which can replicate
stressing and damage history varying in direction. Even though the strain energy density contains the full
stress state, the expression lacks information of direction. Traditional life estimation concepts, on the other
hand, are often applied with critical plane concepts [67], accumulating fatigue damage for several discrete
directions individually. So far, this has not been exploited yet for phase-field fatigue models, though.

4.3. Fatigue functions h(F) and H(F)

The fatigue functions h(F) and H(F) usually contain the most important parameters for model fitting.
Those are thresholds or control the progressive or degressive evolution of the fatigue contribution. In this
way, they often influence the inclination and shift of the resulting Paris curve and/or Wöhler curve. The
distinction between A- and B-models and therefore h(F) andH(F) functions is only for illustrative purposes:
The two formulations can be converted into each other by a suitable choice of the functions. Hasan and
Baxevanis [40] chose h(F) in a way that that creates a B-type model, see Section 3.1. The other way
around, by setting H(F) = h(F)Gcγ(d,∇d) one recovers the A-type model. A-type models describe the
weakening of the material through a gradual decrease of fracture toughness Gc. To date, all functions h(F)
are arbitrary choices since no model is based on an experimental measurement of the degrading fracture
toughness yet.

4.4. Treatment of plasticity

Strictly speaking, the range of application of an elastic phase-field model is limited to brittle materials
or ductile materials (such as metals) only for HCF. Therefore, plasticity is often incorporated in the models
in the form of a plastic energy density ψp, describing the accumulated energy due to hardening. In the
phase-field evolution equation (37) it appears in the static crack driving force. Already this effect alone can
describe cyclic material degradation under (comparatively high) cyclic loads leading to phase-field cracks,
as shown in Aygün et al. [26]. If combined with a fatigue variable depending on the elastic energy density,
this can cover a wide range of loads from LCF to HCF. Some models double the effect of plasticity on the
crack evolution by including ψp also in the fatigue variable F (Ulloa et al. [21]). This allows for more
modelling flexibility and is motivated by the fact that plastic processes also drive static cracks (therefore
ensuring consistency with monotonic loading) while at the same time, they influence fatigue qualities of the
material, especially on the microscopic scale. Microscopic plastic effects have not been modelled explicitly
so far since multiscale phase-field modelling of fracture remains a challenging task, i. a. due to being very
computationally intensive.
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4.5. Irreversibility

The problem of crack irreversibility is a frequently discussed matter in the phase-field community. Dif-
ferent approaches to ensure ḋ > 0 (the strictest formulation) exist, such as the history variable approach and
the penalty parameter, see Section 2.1. While most phase-field fatigue models use a history parameter to
formally ensure ḋ > 0, it is of minor importance in practice. Fatigue cracks at sub-critical loads are driven
by a fatigue variable which is ever-increasing anyway.

4.6. Acceleration methods for saving computational time

Reducing computational time is crucial in cyclic phase-field fatigue simulations, especially, if elastic-
plastic material models are involved. Not only for HCF simulations, cycle-by-cycle simulations are not
feasible for components of practical relevance. The models mentioned here adress this problem mainly in
two ways: Through representative loads (Schreiber et al. [49], Seiler et al. [36]) and through the cycle
jump method (Seles̆ et al. [41], Loew et al. [22], Haveroth et al. [55]).

The latter is a general acceleration concept described by Cojacaru and Karlsson [44]. As shown in
Figure 4 in green, a few cycles are simulated explicitly before the variables of interest – the fatigue variable,
plastic hardening variables etc. – are extrapolated over a certain number of cycles. Then again follow
properly simulated cycles. One difficulty is the choice of an appropriate jump size as a compromise between
simulation time and accuracy, especially considering the often sudden nature of crack evolution.

Applied loads in simulation Fatigue damage calculation

Representative loads

Cycle jump technique

Load

t

F

t

Figure 4: Comparison of acceleration techniques: Representative loads and cycle jump method. Depiction of applied loads is
based on [49].

Simulations with representative loads, on the other hand, are controlled by continuous fatigue instead
of continuous time. As shown in Figure 4 in red, not a single cycle is simulated explicitly. Instead, the
load applied is a representative load, usually some sort of envelope curve of the real load function. The
lack of information due to this simplification is compensated by assumptions which are mostly based on
empirical fatigue concepts (see also Section 4.2). This can be an assumption of the stress-strain behaviour
and the amount of damage depending on the area inside the stress-strain hysteresis (Seiler et al. [36]) or
the damaging effect of load cycles according to their stress amplitude (Schreiber et al. [49]), completed
by cyclic material data such as Wöhler curves. In this way, the damage contribution of each cycle can be
calculated from the stress-strain state at the representative load, possibly complemented with information
regarding the load such as the ratio R between maximum and minimum load. The choice of an appropriate
representative load is always based on assumptions, such as that the most intensive crack driving state at the
critical crack front happens during maximum load etc. Especially in case of variable amplitudes, several load
levels might be necessary (e. g. maximum and minimum load) in order to quantify the damage contribution
of that load cycle. This method has the greatest accelerating effect in the case of at least sectionwise constant
load amplitudes, since, in that case, several load cycles can be combined in one increment if crack growth
rates are small. A new increment is only necessary when significant crack growth has happened and changed
the strange state in the specimen.

Lastly, Lo et al. [27] use an entirely different strategy, where they do not extrapolate fatigue damage
F , but directly work with crack propagation rates fitted to paris curves. For a review on acceleration
techniques in a more general sense, including discretisation techniques, see [18].
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4.7. Additional stress terms

While in most models the stress is defined as σ(ε) = ∂Wel

∂ε , Schreiber et al. [49] and Haveroth et al.
[55] introduce additional stress terms. The reason for this is lies in their definition of the free energy density
ψ, which includes – in contrast to the definition used in Section 2.1 – fracture and fatigue terms, e. g. in
Schreiber et al.

ψ = g(d)ψe
+ + ψe

− +Gcγ + g̃(d)H(F). (46)

Evaluating the Clausius-Duhem inequality σ : ε̇− ψ̇ ≥ 0 yields

σ : ε̇− ∂ψ

∂ε
ε̇− ∂ψ

∂F Ḟ
︸ ︷︷ ︸

(a)

−∂ψ
∂d

ḋ− ∂ψ

∂∇d (∇d)·
︸ ︷︷ ︸

(b)

≥ 0. (47)

Supposing the common dependency F(ε), the stress is defined from (a)
!
= 0 as

σ =
∂ψ

∂ε
+
∂ψ

∂F
∂F
∂ε

, (48)

which is in this case

σ = g(d)Cε+ g(d)qb⟨F − Fmin⟩b−1 ∂F
∂ε

. (49)

Term (b) yields

−δψ
δd
ḋ ≥ 0, (50)

leading to the phase-field evolution equation.
Additional stress terms entail the issue of physical interpretation of those terms. Schreiber et al.

interpret them as microscopic stresses. However, even with this widespread extended definition of the free
energy density ψ, additional stress terms are usually avoided by assuming F to be constant in time for the
considered time step, i. e. independent of ε. This assumption is valid considering that F changes on a large
time scale (over the course of several load cycles) compared to e. g. the strain oscillating in each load cycle.

4.8. Range of application

Finally, we want to give a list of models addressing certain types of scenarios and problems in simulation.

Material class

While most models published are designed for metals, a few other material classes are adressed as well:

• Elastomers: Loew et al. [22] with rate-dependent behaviour and a large strain setting, Yin and
Kaliske [35] with Neo-Hooke elastic material model

• Concrete and rock: Schröder et al. [56, 57] with a Drucker-Prager yield criterion and unsym-
metric tension-compression behaviour.

• Piezoelectric solids: Tan et al. [34] with coupling to electric field.

Loading

For ductile materials like metals, high loading amplitudes (LCF) cause plasticity around the crack tip,
therefore calling for an elastic-plastic material model. For low loading amplitudes (HCF) and brittle mate-
rials, an elastic model is sufficient.

• Elastic: Carrara et al. [28], Grossmann-Ponemon et al. [38], Hasan and Baxevanis [40],
Amendola et al. [47], Schreiber et al. [49], Lo et al. [27]

• Elastic-plastic: Aygün et al. [26], Seles̆ et al. [41], Ulloa et al. [21], Khalil et al. [45], Haveroth
et al. [55]
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Observed phenomena and challenges

• Material behaviour dependent on deformation rate: Loew et al. [22], Haveroth et al. [55]

• Bauschinger effect (kinematic hardening): Aygün et al. [26], Seles̆ et al. [41], Ulloa et al. [21],
Khalil et al. [45]

• Ratchetting: Ulloa et al. [21]

• Temperature-dependent fatigue behaviour: Amendola et al. [47], Haveroth et al. [55], Yan et al.
[51]

• Acceleration techniques for computational time: Seiler et al. [36], Seles̆ et al. [41], Schreiber et
al. [49], Loew et al. [23], Haveroth et al. [55], Lo et al. [27]

• Concentration-dependent material behaviour: Ai et al. [68] implemented a coupled chemo-mechanical
fatigue fracture model to simulate cracking in lithium-ion batteries. The phase-field fatigue part is
equivalent to Carrara et al. [28]

• Crystal microstructure to be simulated with RVE: Lucarini et al. [59]

5. Conclusion

In recent years, many groups have adressed the issue of fatigue fracture with a large variety of phase-field
models. This paper puts the models published to date into a common variational framework. Based on
that, the model structures and characteristics are compared. This paper is meant to provide a basis for
both choosing a model type for a specific simulation task and for developing phase-field models further.

Similarities and differences between the models are discussed. Thereby, two main model classes based
on the model structure are identified: Firstly, A-type models that degrade the fracture toughness gradually
in order to describe the continuous weakening of the material due to cyclic loading. And secondly, the
B-type models characterised by an additional crack driving force compared to the static models, which
allows the fatigue crack to propagate at the low fatigue loads. A numerical study shows that both model
types actually suffer from fundamental problems regarding the regularised crack profile: While the A-type
models degradation of the regularisation term in the phase-field evolution equation leads to narrower crack
profiles compared to static cracks, B-type models show an unintended broadening of the crack profile due
to the direct link between the distribution of the fatigue variable and the final crack profile. Eventually, the
choice between both model types should follow the preferred physical explanation of the incorporation of
fatigue into the phase-field structure: While some might find a weakening of the material, associated with
a decrease of total energy of the system, more plausible, others might prefer an additional fatigue energy
contribution.

The second-most important modelling choice is the fatigue variable itself. Most groups choose the
accumulated strain energy density as a fatigue measure. Not only is this quantity easily accessible, but also
its significance as a measure of stored energy available for the forming of new crack surface straightforward.
However, some models use empirical fatigue concepts instead. These incorporate additional cyclic material
data in the calculation. The empirical assumptions inherent to the concepts actually allow for an acceleration
scheme of the fatigue simulation. Alternatively, cycle jump concepts are widely used.

Essential for the choice of model are the material and the loading conditions. While most models are
meant for metals, some also exist for other material classes. In case of low cycle fatigue with high loading
amplitudes, elastic-plastic material models are to be favored due to their ability to model the significant
plasticity at the crack tip. Elastic-plastic phase-field models differ in their way of incorporating plasticity
in the fatigue variable. By now, most models are able to reproduce typical phenomena observed in cyclic
fracture experiments: Wöhler curves describing the lifetime of components as well as Paris curves for the
crack propagation rates can be reproduced. Mean load effects are captured by some models.

Still, the simulation of fatigue cracks remains a challenging task, not only with the phase-field method.
All models studied here are phenomenological and (but one) macroscopic. It is up to future works to develop
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models approaching the fatigue phenomenon from a more physical point of view, which always has to be –
at least in part – microscopic. Multiscale models have not been used yet due to the immense computational
power required for phase-field fatigue simulations. This is due to required fineness of meshes for phase-field
simulations in general and, on the other hand, the high number of load cycles to be simulated inherent
to cyclic loads. Especially for 3D simulations and elastic-plastic material behaviour, this problem sets the
limits for simulations today.
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2. Categorisation of the models in mainly two classes according to their structure

3. Numerical comparison of the two model classes

4. Discussion of incorporation of plasticity and acceleration techniques

Appendix A. Derivation of plastic equations

For the exemplary plastic dissipation potential

ϕp(ε̇p, α̇) = σy||ε̇p||+ b

2

(
ε̇p + α̇

)2
, σy > 0 (A.1)

the plastic equations are to be derived. From Biot’s equation (29) follows for the plastic conjugate variables

σ =
∂ϕp

∂ε̇p
and χ =

∂ϕp

∂α̇
= b (ε̇p + α̇). (A.2)

For ||ε̇p|| ≠ 0 the stress is

σ = σy ε̇p

||ε̇p|| + b (ε̇p + α̇). (A.3)

From the difference (A.3)-(A.2) we get

σ − χ = σy ε̇p

||ε̇p|| and ||σ − χ|| = σy. (A.4)

Defining λ = ||ε̇p|| and fp = ||σ − χ|| − σy we obtain

ε̇p = λ
σ − χ

σy
= λ

∂fp

∂σ
(A.5)

λ = ||ε̇p|| ≥ 0 (A.6)

fp = ||σ − χ|| − σy = 0 (A.7)

λfp = 0. (A.8)
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For the case ||ε̇p|| = 0 the derivative σ = ∂ϕp

∂ε̇p , especially the problematic term ∂
∂ε̇p ||ε̇p|| has to yet to be

defined. Here, the fact that the absolute value ||ε̇p|| is a convex function can be exploited. Using convex
analysis, its derivative is defined as

∂

∂ε̇p
||ε̇p||

∣∣∣∣
ε̇p=0

= µn with 0 ≤ µ ≤ 1, ||n|| = 1. (A.9)

Vividly speaking, the derivative of the absolute value function at its kink is defined with arbitrary direction.
With

σ = σyµn+ b (ε̇p + α̇) (A.10)

and (A.2) follows

σ − χ = σyµn and
||σ − χ||

σy
= µ. (A.11)

From 0 ≤ µ ≤ 1 follows

||ε̇p|| = 0 (A.12)

λ = ||ε̇p|| = 0 (A.13)

||σ − χ|| − σy ≤ 0 → fp ≤ 0 (A.14)

λfp = 0. (A.15)

From the sets of equations for the two cases (A.5)..(A.8) and (A.12)..(A.15) follow for all ||ε̇p|| the evolution
equation for the plastic strain and the KKT conditions

ε̇p = λ
∂fp

∂σ
and λ ≥ 0, fp ≤ 0, λfp = 0. (A.16)

The time derivative of (A.15) for the case fp = 0 yields the consistency condition λḟp = 0.

Appendix B. Derivation of plastic model equations via dissipation potential

From the Clausius-Duhem inequality

σ : ε̇− ∂ψ

∂ε
: ε̇− ∂ψ

∂εp
: ε̇p − ∂ψ

∂α
: α̇− ∂ψ

∂α
α̇ ≥ 0 (B.1)

we can identify the plastic conjugate variables

− ∂ψ

∂εp
=: σ, −∂ψ

∂α
=: χ, −∂ψ

∂α
=: p. (B.2)

A yield function

fp(σ, χ, p; d) :=

√
3

2
||dev(σ)− dev(χ)||2 − σy + p (B.3)

is defined. The evolution equations for the internal variables can now be derived e.g. from the principle of
maximum plastic dissipation

ϕp = sup
σ,χ,p,λ,z

ϕ̂p = sup
σ,χ,p,λ,z

{
σ : εp + χ : α̇+ p α̇− λ(fp(σ, χ, p; d) + z2)

}
, (B.4)

constrained by the yield function fp using a Lagrange multiplier λ and a slack variable z. The supremum

requires the partial derivatives of ϕ̂p with respect to σ,χ, p, λ, z to be 0 as well as ∂2ϕ̂p

∂z2 ≤ 0. This yields the
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flow rule and the hardening laws

ε̇p = λ
∂fp

∂σ
= λnp, α̇ = λ

∂fp

∂χ
= λnp and α̇ = λ

∂fp

∂p
(B.5)

with direction tensor np, as well as the KKT conditions

fp ≤ 0, λ ≥ 0 and fpλ = 0. (B.6)

and, following for fp = 0, the consistency condition λḟp = 0.

Appendix C. Phase-field equation with penalty approach

An alternative penalisation approach to ensure ḋ ≥ 0 is proposed by [30]. A modified energy functional

Ẽ(ε, d,∇d, ḋ, qα, q̇α;F) = E +
λ∞

2

∫

B

⟨ḋ⟩2− dv (C.1)

is introduced. The penalty term with penalty parameter λ∞ and ⟨x⟩− := min(0, x) yields the evolution
equation

ηḋ = Gch(F)

(
ℓ∆d− d

ℓ

)
+Gcℓ∇d∇h(F)− λ∞⟨ḋ⟩− − g′(d)

(
ψe
+(ε

e) + ψp(α,α)+H(F) + ∆p
)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
H

. (C.2)

References

[1] R. Stephens, A. Fatemi, R. Stephens, H. Fuchs, Metal fatigue in engineering, 2nd Edition, Wiley, Londres, 2000.
[2] C. Bathias, A. Pineau (Eds.), Fatigue of materials and structures. 1: Fundamentals, ISTE, London, 2010, oCLC:

837322449.
[3] P. Paris, F. Erdogan, A Critical Analysis of Crack Propagation Laws, Journal of Basic Engineering 85 (4) (1963) 528.

doi:10.1115/1.3656900.
URL http://FluidsEngineering.asmedigitalcollection.asme.org/article.aspx?articleid=1431537

[4] M. Kuna, Numerische Beanspruchungsanalyse von Rissen: finite Elemente in der Bruchmechanik ; mit zahlreichen Beispie-
len, 2nd Edition, Aus dem Programm Mechanik, Vieweg + Teubner, Wiesbaden, 2010, oCLC: 845668915.
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A. Düster (Eds.), Modeling in Engineering Using Innovative Numerical Methods for Solids and Fluids, Vol. 599, Springer
International Publishing, Cham, 2020, pp. 75–101, series Title: CISM International Centre for Mechanical Sciences.
doi:10.1007/978-3-030-37518-8_3.
URL http://link.springer.com/10.1007/978-3-030-37518-8_3

[26] S. Aygün, T. Wiegold, S. Klinge, Coupling of the phase field approach to the Armstrong-Frederick model for the simulation
of ductile damage under cyclic load, International Journal of Plasticity 143 (2021) 103021. doi:10.1016/j.ijplas.2021.
103021.
URL https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0749641921000966

[27] Y.-S. Lo, M. J. Borden, K. Ravi-Chandar, C. M. Landis, A phase-field model for fatigue crack growth, Journal of the
Mechanics and Physics of Solids 132 (2019) 103684. doi:10.1016/j.jmps.2019.103684.
URL https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0022509619306568

[28] P. Carrara, M. Ambati, R. Alessi, L. De Lorenzis, A framework to model the fatigue behavior of brittle materials based
on a variational phase-field approach, Computer Methods in Applied Mechanics and Engineering (2019) 112731doi:
10.1016/j.cma.2019.112731.
URL https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0045782519306218

[29] R. Alessi, S. Vidoli, L. De Lorenzis, A phenomenological approach to fatigue with a variational phase-field model: The
one-dimensional case, Engineering Fracture Mechanics 190 (2018) 53–73. doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/j.engfracmech.
2017.11.036.
URL https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0013794417308469

[30] T. Gerasimov, L. De Lorenzis, On penalization in variational phase-field models of brittle fracture, Computer Methods in
Applied Mechanics and Engineering 354 (2019) 990–1026. doi:10.1016/j.cma.2019.05.038.
URL https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0045782519303081

[31] C. Miehe, S. Teichtmeister, F. Aldakheel, Phase-field modelling of ductile fracture: a variational gradient-extended
plasticity-damage theory and its micromorphic regularization, Philosophical Transactions of the Royal Society A: Mathe-

27

http://link.springer.com/10.1007/978-3-319-60885-3_1
http://link.springer.com/10.1007/978-3-319-60885-3_1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-60885-3_1
http://link.springer.com/10.1007/978-3-319-60885-3_1
https://link.springer.com/10.1007/s00161-021-01013-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00161-021-01013-3
https://link.springer.com/10.1007/s00161-021-01013-3
https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/0921509394903514
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0921-5093(94)90351-4
https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/0921509394903514
https://iopscience.iop.org/article/10.1088/1361-651X/aa6c45
https://iopscience.iop.org/article/10.1088/1361-651X/aa6c45
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1361-651X/aa6c45
https://iopscience.iop.org/article/10.1088/1361-651X/aa6c45
https://www.mdpi.com/2075-4701/13/4/714
https://www.mdpi.com/2075-4701/13/4/714
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/met13040714
https://www.mdpi.com/2075-4701/13/4/714
https://link.springer.com/10.1007/s00466-021-02054-w
https://link.springer.com/10.1007/s00466-021-02054-w
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00466-021-02054-w
https://link.springer.com/10.1007/s00466-021-02054-w
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0022509609000659
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0022509609000659
http://dx.doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jmps.2009.04.011
http://dx.doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jmps.2009.04.011
http://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0022509609000659
https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0045782520306587
https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0045782520306587
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cma.2020.113473
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cma.2020.113473
https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0045782520306587
https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0167663619306404
https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0167663619306404
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.mechmat.2019.103282
https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0167663619306404
https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0045782520304321
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cma.2020.113247
https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0045782520304321
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/cpa.3160430805
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/cpa.3160430805
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/cpa.3160430805
http://link.springer.com/10.1007/978-3-030-37518-8_3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-37518-8_3
http://link.springer.com/10.1007/978-3-030-37518-8_3
https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0749641921000966
https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0749641921000966
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijplas.2021.103021
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijplas.2021.103021
https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0749641921000966
https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0022509619306568
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jmps.2019.103684
https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0022509619306568
https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0045782519306218
https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0045782519306218
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cma.2019.112731
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cma.2019.112731
https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0045782519306218
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0013794417308469
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0013794417308469
http://dx.doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.engfracmech.2017.11.036
http://dx.doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.engfracmech.2017.11.036
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0013794417308469
https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0045782519303081
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cma.2019.05.038
https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0045782519303081
https://royalsocietypublishing.org/doi/10.1098/rsta.2015.0170
https://royalsocietypublishing.org/doi/10.1098/rsta.2015.0170


matical, Physical and Engineering Sciences 374 (2066) (2016) 20150170. doi:10.1098/rsta.2015.0170.
URL https://royalsocietypublishing.org/doi/10.1098/rsta.2015.0170

[32] R. Alessi, J. Ulloa, Endowing Griffith’s fracture theory with the ability to describe fatigue cracks, Engineering Fracture
Mechanics (2023) 109048doi:10.1016/j.engfracmech.2023.109048.
URL https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0013794423000061

[33] F. Aldakheel, C. Schreiber, R. Müller, P. Wriggers, Phase-Field Modeling of Fatigue Crack Propagation in Brittle Materials,
in: F. Aldakheel, B. Hudobivnik, M. Soleimani, H. Wessels, C. Weißenfels, M. Marino (Eds.), Current Trends and
Open Problems in Computational Mechanics, Springer International Publishing, Cham, 2022, pp. 15–22. doi:10.1007/

978-3-030-87312-7_2.
URL https://link.springer.com/10.1007/978-3-030-87312-7_2

[34] Y. Tan, Y. He, X. Li, G. Kang, A phase field model for fatigue fracture in piezoelectric solids: A residual controlled
staggered scheme, Computer Methods in Applied Mechanics and Engineering 399 (2022) 115459. doi:10.1016/j.cma.

2022.115459.
URL https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0045782522004935

[35] B. Yin, M. Kaliske, Fatigue Phase-field Modeling for Elastomeric Materials, PAMM 22 (1) (2023) e202100150. doi:

10.1002/pamm.202100150.
URL https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/pamm.202100150
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[64] A. C. Hansen-Dörr, R. de Borst, P. Hennig, M. Kästner, Phase-field modelling of interface failure in brittle materials,
Computer Methods in Applied Mechanics and Engineeringdoi:10.1016/j.cma.2018.11.020.
URL https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0045782518305772

[65] C. Schreiber, Phase Field Modeling of Fracture: Fatigue and Anisotropic Fracture Resistance, Ph.D. thesis, Technische
Universität Kaiserslautern, Kaiserslautern (2021).

[66] Y. Xu, W. Wan, F. P. Dunne, Microstructural fracture mechanics: Stored energy density at fatigue cracks, Journal of the
Mechanics and Physics of Solids 146 (2021) 104209. doi:10.1016/j.jmps.2020.104209.
URL https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0022509620304300

[67] A. Karolczuk, E. Macha, A Review of Critical Plane Orientations in Multiaxial Fatigue Failure Criteria of Metallic
Materials, International Journal of Fracture 134 (3-4) (2005) 267–304. doi:10.1007/s10704-005-1088-2.
URL http://link.springer.com/10.1007/s10704-005-1088-2
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