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Abstract: Grain boundary (GB) segregation of solute atoms plays an important role in 

the microstructure and macroscopic mechanical properties of materials. The study of 

GB segregation of solute atoms using computational simulation has become one of the 

hot spots in recent years. However, most studies mainly focus on ground-state GB 

structures with the lowest energy, and the impact of GB metastability with higher 

energy on solute segregation remains poorly understood. In this work, the first-

principles method based on the density functional theory was adopted to investigate the 

effect of solute atoms Mg and Cu segregation on ground-state Σ5(210) GB (GB-Ⅰ) and 

metastable GBs(GB-Ⅱ、GB-Ⅲ) in Al. GB energy, segregation energy, and theoretical 

tensile strength of Mg and Cu segregation at three GBs were calculated. The results 

show that both Mg and Cu have a large driving force to segregate to Al GBs, which 

reduces the GB energy and improves improve GB stability. The segregation of Mg and 

Cu on GB-Ⅲ induces the transformation of the GB structural unit and the GB structural 

phase transformations. For the above three GBs, Cu segregation increases the 

theoretical tensile strength of GBs to varying degrees. The segregation of Mg would 

reduce the resistance of GB-Ⅰ and GB-Ⅱ, but enhances the strength of GB-Ⅲ. The effect 

of solute atoms segregation on the mechanical properties of GBs was investigated by 

charge density distribution and density of states. 
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1. Introduction 

Grain refining and alloying are two main methods to improve the mechanical properties 

of metals, and alloying elements in the production is the most practical and effective 

method [1-4]. Alloying elements are often found in materials in the form of a solid 

solution [5, 6], the second phase [7, 8], the segregation of the grain boundary (GB) [9, 

10] and so on. GB segregation is an important factor in materials design, which may 

affect the strength [11, 12], fracture properties [13, 14], corrosion resistance [15, 16], 

and electrical conductivity [17, 18] of materials. Since nanocrystalline materials have a 

higher volume fraction of GB compared to traditional materials, the effect of GB 

segregation is particularly significant [19, 20]. Therefore, it is necessary to investigate 

and discuss the GB segregation of soluble atoms to effectively control the composition 

and properties of nanocrystalline metals. 

Many experiments have proved that GB segregation of solute atoms can modify 

the structural properties and mechanical properties of GBs [21-23]. For example, it is 

reported that solute atoms Zn and Gd segregated at the deformation twin boundaries in 

Mg alloys can affect the atomic configuration of GBs, forming structural units with 

ordered atomic composition. This ordered segregation provides a pinning effect for twin 

boundaries, leading to a concomitant but unusual situation in which annealing 

strengthens rather than weakens these alloys [24]. High-resolution microscopy 

technique observed the segregation of Y in Al GBs, it is found that segregation alters 

the local bonding environment, and then strengthens the boundary against mechanical 

creep [25]. At an aerospace-grade 7075 Al alloy produced by Liddicoat et al. [26], GB 

segregation would be available to immobilize the GB dislocations, and further 

strengthen the alloy. The alloy with a hierarchy of nanostructures exhibits a yield 

strength and uniform elongation approaching 1 GPa and 5%, respectively. 

Supersaturated carbon segregated GB and subgrain boundaries in nanometer pearlitic 

steel wire were produced by severe drawing. This reduced their interface energy, hence 

reducing the driving force for dynamic recovery and crystal coarsening. These two 

effects lead to a stable columnar nanosized grain structure that impedes dislocation 

motion and enables an extreme tensile strength of 7 GPa, making this alloy the strongest 

ductile bulk material known [27]. On the other hand, the GB segregation of solute atoms 

can also negatively affect the mechanical properties of the alloys [28, 29]. For instance, 

the well-known hydrogen embrittlement effect is mainly due to the segregation of H on 
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GBs, which leads to the fracture along GBs of the material [30]. In addition, the pure 

Ni is a ductile material, but it turns into a brittle material due to the segregation of 

doping element Bi at the GBs [31]. 

Although the above experimental results show that the GB segregation of solute 

atoms has an important effect on the material properties, it is difficult to explain the 

essential reason from atomic and time scales experimentally. The computational 

simulation method provides an idea way to solve the problem. A number of theoretical 

research using first-principles calculations have looked into impurity segregation at the 

GBs [32, 33]. Duscher et al. [34] used a combination of atomic characterization 

techniques and ab initio simulations to investigate the embrittlement of Cu by Bi 

segregation. It was found that the impurity Bi affected the geometric and electrical 

structure of Cu GBs, making it change from toughness to brittleness. The majority of 

studies have focused on intentionally doping metals with other metallic elements. Tran 

et al. [35] investigated the effects of different metallic dopants at GBs on the mechanical 

properties of Mo by first-principles calculations. They found that the strain, as 

determined by the relative metallic radius to Mo, is a good predictor of the segregation 

tendency, whereas the difference in cohesive energies between the dopant and Mo is a 

good predictor of the strengthening or weakening effect. The GB segregation of 

nonmetallic elements has also drawn the attention of researchers. The atomic 

mechanism of Ni GBs are weakened by S segregation was explained using first-

principles calculations. Yamaguchi et al. [36] found that overlap repulsion between S 

atoms and nearby causes a significant GB expansion. This expansion results in a 

significant GB decohesion, which lowers the GB tensile strength. In addition, the 

combined effect of metallic dopants and nonmetallic impurities on GB strength in Cu 

is reported. The results show that the strengthening or weakening effect of segregation 

is mainly determined by the electronic interaction between the host Cu atoms and the 

type of dopant elements [37]. 

While GB segregation with solutes has been the subject of active research in recent 

years, most studies focus on ground-state GB structures, i.e., lowest energy GBs [38]. 

However, GBs do not always exist as ground-state configurations, but often exist in the 

metastable form in real materials. The GB geometry is characterized by eight degrees 

of freedom, five are termed macroscopic and the other three are microscopic. The 

complex geometric constraints of GBs in polycrystalline materials may drive the 

boundaries out of their lowest energy states, forming metastable GBs [39, 40]. In 
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addition, advances in materials processing have enabled the manufacture of metastable 

GB structures, especially for materials treated with low temperature or high pressure 

[41-43]. Metastable GB has been reported in many works, for example, atomic-

resolution imaging reveals the coexistence of two different structures at the same GB 

in Ref. [44]. Namely, ground-state GB and metastable GB coexist. By varying the 

temperature or injecting point defects into the boundary region in molecular dynamics 

(MD) simulations, Frolov et al. [45] observed several metastable GB structural phases 

and first-order transformations. Recently, machine learning methods have been used to 

identify and structural characterization of GB phases after changing the local atomic 

environment [46]. Applying this methodology, several different metastable structures 

for a series of [001] and [110] symmetric tilt GBs could be discovered in a model Al-

Mg system. It is also found that new ground and metastable states by exploring 

structures with different atomic densities in Cu [47]. The results demonstrate that the 

GBs within the entire misorientation range has multiple phases and exhibit structural 

transitions. A variety of works have studied structural phase transition before [48-51]. 

In the experiments on the diffusion of Ag in Cu, Ag segregation has caused structural 

phase transitions [52]. This phenomenon was proved in Ref. [53] using atomic 

simulation, they concluded that different structure phases could transform to each other 

with temperature. Zhang et al. [54] investigated the dynamic interaction between GBs 

and voids using MD simulation. They found that the migrating GB rearranged the atoms 

on the void surface by the collective motion of GB structural units, and the GB 

structural phase transformation was observed after the dissolution of voids at GBs. 

Annealing simulations predict the temperature changes of GB structural phase 

transition, it is verified that GB phase transformation can occur under ambient pressure 

only through temperature by comparing the temperature values [55]. 

In the present work, a systematic research is undertaken to study the effects of 

solute atoms Mg and Cu segregation at metastable GB on GB properties (GB energy, 

GB structure) and GB strength of Al using first-principles calculation. And the doping 

effect upon the mechanical properties of GB is analyzed. The effects of solute 

segregation on the structural, energy and mechanical properties of metastable GBs were 

studied by first principles calculation. The solute atoms of Mg and Cu segregated at Al 

GBs were investigated, and the Σ5(210) [001] with its ground-state and metastable 

structures were chosen as a model boundary. GB-Ⅱ is the metastable structural unit 

composed of ground-state GB structural unit and interstitial atom. GB-Ⅲ  is the 
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metastable structural unit resulting from the interaction between the ground-state GB 

and vacancies. The calculation method and modeling are introduced in section 2. In 

section 3, we show the doping effect on GB structure, GB energy, and GB strength. The 

calculation results are discussed in section 4, and the main conclusions are summarized 

in section 5. 

 

2. Methodology 

2.1 First-principles calculations 

All calculations were carried out in the framework of density functional theory 

(DFT) using the Vienna ab initio software package [56, 57]. The interaction between 

ions and electrons is described by the projector augmented wave potential (PAW) 

method [58]. The exchange and correlation functions are taken in a form proposed by 

Perdewy-Burke-Ernzerhof (PBE) within the generalized gradient approximation 

(GGA). The cutoff energy of 400 eV is used in all calculations. A k-points sampling of 

9×5×1 within the Monkhorst-Pack scheme in combination with the linear tetrahedron 

method including Blochl corrections was used for the reciprocal-space energy 

integration in the Brillouin zone. The convergence criteria for geometric optimization 

in the relaxation process were set as follows: energy difference within 10-5 eV/atom and 

convergence atomic force of 0.001 eV/Å. The calculated equilibrium lattice parameter 

of fully relaxed face centered cubic Al unit cell is a=4.04Å under our convergence 

criteria, which is consistent with previous experiment calculations from Haas et al. 

(4.02 Å) [59].  

2.2 GB models 

The calculated GBs are constructed using the coincidence site lattice (CSL) model. 

The misorientation angle between the micro grains in the Σ5(210)GB structure is 53.1°, 

where (210) denoted the habit plane. GB-Ⅰ was obtained by constructing Σ5(210)[001] 

symmetrically tilted GB, which is a long-accepted structure and has been reported 

extensively in previous experimental and computational works[60]. Using the high-

throughput GB structure search method based on embedded-atom method (EAM) 

interatomic potentials, two kinds of metastable GB structures with slightly higher GB 

energy than GB-Ι were searched, namely GB-II and GB-III. GB-Ⅱ with the 

misorientation angle of 53.1° was obtained by adding atoms to the GB-Ι. The structures 

of the GB-Ⅱ coincide with the experimental observed images of YAlGa GBs[61] and 
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coincide with the GB structures of simulations works in fcc Cu[62]. GB-III with large 

free volume was constructed by rotating grains around the [001] tilt axis. The 

arrangements of GB-III are identical to those in other theoretical studies[45, 54]. The 

calculation accuracy and time efficiency are considered comprehensively, and the GB 

model with periodic boundary conditions is generated by doubling the periodic lattice 

parameters in the [001] directions. On the GB plane, the models are made up by two 

grains, as well as two GBs distributed in the middle and at the end. Each supercell 

contains 40 layers of (210) planes stacking in the direction perpendicular to the GB 

plane in order to neglect the interaction between the two GBs. Fig. 1 shows GB-Ⅰ, GB-

Ⅱ, and GB-Ⅲ structural models, which contain 160, 168, and 152 atoms, respectively. 

Detailed parameter information of GB models is listed in Table 1.  

 Structural units are used to describe the GB structures, which are outlined by the 

black lines in Fig. 1. To facilitate the description of the three GBs structural units, we 

tentatively named them as SU-A, SU-B, and SU-C, which are similar to the ‘normal 

kite’, ‘filled kite’, and ‘split-kite’ configurations of Cu Σ5(310) GBs at 0 K reported by 

Frolov et al.[45, 53] . In their simulations, the three GB structures could transform to 

each other by adding interstitial atoms or vacancies, or by introducing solute atoms in 

the boundary area. SU-A, SU-B, and SU-C are featured with a specific combination 

along the GB plane consisting of six, seven, or eight atoms, respectively. It is found that 

the three GBs characterized by different structural units, which are the structural 

properties of GBs. 

Table 1. Structural characteristics of Σ5(210) ground-state GB and metastable state GBs 

GB type 
Number 

of atoms 

Size 

(Å×Å×Å) 

GB volume 

(Å3) 

GB energy 

(J/m2) 

Segregation energy 

(eV/atom) 

Σ5(210)-Ⅰ 160 3.98×8.9×37.95 0.27 0.51 - 

Mg/GB-Ⅰ 160 3.99×8.9×38.03 0.24 0.46 -0.23 

Cu/GB-Ⅰ 162 3.97×8.89×38.5 0.21 0.36 -0.67 

Σ5(210)-Ⅱ 168 3.98×9.11×38.88 0.23 0.56 - 

Mg/GB-Ⅱ 168 3.99×9.12×38.91 0.19 0.48 -0.49 

Cu/ GB-Ⅱ 168 3.98×9.11×38.88 0.13 0.39 -0.77 

Σ5(210)-Ⅲ 152 3.99×9.09×35.37 0.37 0.65 - 

Mg/GB-Ⅲ 152 4.0×9.11×35.42 0.23 0.43 -1 

Cu/GB-Ⅲ 152 3.99×9.09×35.37 0.20 0.45 -0.92 
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Fig. 1 Crystal structures of the (a) GB-Ⅰ, (b) GB-Ⅱ, (c) GB-Ⅲ, respectively. 

 

2.3 Simulation methods 

GB energy is a physically meaningful metric for thermodynamic stability. GB 

energy can be defined as the difference in energy between the supercell containing GB 

and another supercell of the same number of atoms in the bulk environment. GB energy 

𝛾𝐺𝐵 is calculated as 

𝛾𝐺𝐵 =
𝐸𝑡𝑜𝑡−𝑛𝐴𝑙𝐸𝐴𝑙−𝑛𝑋𝐸𝑋

2𝐴
                        (1) 

where 𝐸𝑡𝑜𝑡 is the total energy of the GB supercell used in the calculation, 𝑛𝐴𝑙 and 𝑛𝑋 

are the numbers of Al atoms in the GB, the number of solute atoms segregation to GB. 

𝐸𝐴𝑙 and 𝐸𝑋 are the chemical potentials of the Al atom and solute atom, respectively. 

𝐴 is the cross-section area on the xy plane in the supercell. The scaling factor ½ in Eq. 

(1) is due to the presence of two GBs in the supercell.  

GB extra free volume (EFV) can be considered as a fundamental microstructural 

parameter for polycrystalline or nano-crystalline materials [63, 64]. The EFV is 

required for accommodating the lattice mismatch between two neighboring but 

differently oriented grains. The EFV value reflects the dense arrangement of atoms in 

GBs, which affects key materials properties, such as electrical resistivity and GB energy. 

EFV =
(𝑉GB−𝑉bulk )

2𝐴
                          (2) 
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where 𝑉GB and 𝑉bulk  are the total volumes of the GB supercell and the perfect bulk 

lattice with the exact same number of atoms. 

When the solute atom segregated from the matrix to the GB, the segregation 

tendency can be analyzed by calculating the energy needed for an impurity atom to 

diffuse from a bulk site to a GB site. Segregation energy 𝛾𝑠𝑒𝑔 can be evaluated with 

Eq. (10) in terms of the following 

𝛾𝑠𝑒𝑔 = (𝐸𝐺𝐵
𝑋 -𝐸𝐺𝐵)-(𝐸𝐵𝑢𝑙𝑘

𝑋 -𝐸𝐵𝑢𝑙𝑘)               (3) 

𝐸𝐺𝐵
𝑋  is the total energy of supercell containing solute segregated GBs, 𝐸𝐺𝐵 is the total 

energy of GB supercell without solute atoms. 𝐸𝐵𝑢𝑙𝑘
𝑋  and 𝐸𝐵𝑢𝑙𝑘 are the total energy of 

a supercell with solute atom segregation and perfect Al lattice. A negative segregation 

energy indicates that a dopant segregating into the GB is energetically favorable [65]. 

The theoretical strength of GB was calculated by first-principles tensile test. First, 

the potential fracture paths are set artificially, where a series of separation distances are 

inserted between the upper and lower crystal blocks to simulate the tensile experiment 

of real materials. By calculating the separation work at different separation distances 

and finding out the critical distance, the ultimate strength of GB can be obtained. The 

corresponding separation work can obtained by Eq.(4) 

𝑊𝑠𝑒𝑝
𝑥 =

𝐸𝑥−𝐸0

2𝐴
                              (4) 

where 𝐸0  is the GB energy without separation, 𝐸𝑥  is the energy of the fracture 

boundary with a separation distance of x. Fracture energy is defined as the limit of the 

separation energy the separation energy, which the grain boundary is completely broken 

into two surfaces. The universal binding energy relation proposed by Rose et al. [66] is 

used to fit the separation energy of the rigid calculation following: 

𝑓(𝑥) = 𝑊sep − 𝑊sep (1 + 𝑥/𝜆)𝑒(−𝑥/𝜆)            (5) 

where 𝜆 is the characteristic separation distance. The dependence of tensile stress on 

separation distance can be obtained by taking the derivative of 𝑓(𝑥): 

𝑓′(𝑥) = 𝑒(−𝑥/𝜆)𝐸frac 
𝑥 /𝜆2                       (6) 

The maximum value of 𝑓′(𝑥), namely tensile strength 𝜎𝑚𝑎𝑥, will occur at a distance 

x=λ 

𝜎𝑚𝑎𝑥 = 𝑓′(𝜆) = 𝐸𝑓𝑟𝑎𝑐/𝜆𝑒                      (7) 



9 

3. Results 

3.1 Energy properties of GBs 

The GB energies of GB-I, GB-Ⅱ, and GB-Ⅲ are calculated by Eq. (1) and the 

results are shown in Table 1. It was found that GB-I has the lowest GB energy of 0.51 

J/m2, which agrees well with the experimental and simulation results of the Al Σ5(210) 

GB [67, 68]. As expected, the GB energies of the two metastable GBs (GB-Ⅱ and GB-

Ⅲ), 0.56 and 0.65 J/m2, are higher than that of the ground-state GB-I. From an energy 

point of view, the stability of GB-I is higher than that of GB-Ⅱ, while GB-Ⅲ is the least 

stable. Using Eq. (3), the segregation energies of solute atoms Mg and Cu at the three 

GBs were calculated. The results in Table 1 show that the 𝛾𝑠𝑒𝑔  are all negative, 

indicating that Mg and Cu tend to segregate at GB-I, GB-Ⅱ, and GB-Ⅲ. In addition, 

the segregation energies of Cu atom in the three GBs are lower than that of Mg atom, 

which means that Cu is more likely to segregate in the GBs than Mg. Moreover, 

compared to the ground-state GB-I structure, solute atoms Mg and Cu have a stronger 

tendency to segregate in the metastable GB structures, especially for GB-Ⅲ due to its 

highest GB energy. 

Previous work has shown that the segregation of solute atoms at GBs is not random, 

but tends to segregate to specific locations at GBs [69, 70]. Therefore, it is important to 

determine the segregation sites of Mg and Cu at the GBs before evaluating the effects 

of solute atom segregation on GB properties. Solute atoms preferentially segregate at 

symmetric substitution core or interstitial hollow sites [71, 72]. In Fig. 1, the atoms in 

the GB are labeled as 1,2,3,2’,3’. Sites 1 and 1’ are on the mirror plane, sites i (2, 3,4) 

and i’ have mirror symmetry. The sites of the atoms labeled 1’-4’ is equivalent to the 

sites of the atoms labeled 1-4. The interstitial site is considered to be the central position 

of the GB structural units. For example, the center of the 1-3-3’ atom is the interstitial 

site of GB-I, the center of the 1-2-2’ atom is the interstitial site of GB-II, and the center 

of the 2-4-3’-1’ atom is the interstitial site of GB-III.  

The most favorable segregation site of Mg or Cu atom along the GB was 

determined by the principle of minimal energy. As such, for a given solute atom Mg or 

Cu, the GB energy at different sites of the three GBs have been calculated and provided 

in Fig. 2. It is energetically favorable for the Mg atoms to segregate to sites 1, and Cu 

is more likely to occupy the interstitial hollow site in the GB-I. For GB-Ⅱ, site 1 is the 

most energetically optimal for Mg segregation, site 4 is the most energetically for Cu 



10 

segregation. While for GB-Ⅲ, Mg and Cu are more likely to occupy at the site 4 and 

site 1, respectively. The atomistic images in Fig. 2 show the GB configurations after 

solute atoms segregation. 

 

 

Fig. 2 Final GB structure model of Mg/Cu atoms segregation and  GB energy of 

Mg/Cu segregated at different sites in structural units. (a)(c) Structure of Mg/Cu 

segregated GB-Ⅰ; (b)(d) GB energy of Mg/Cu at different sites in GB-Ⅰ. (e)(g) Structure 

of Mg/Cu segregated GB-Ⅱ; (f)(h) GB energy of Mg/Cu at different sites in GB-Ⅱ. (i)(k) 

Structure of Mg/Cu segregated GB-Ⅲ; (j)(l) GB energy of Mg/Cu at different sites in 

GB-Ⅲ. The dotted lines indicate fracture paths at GBs. 

 

The effect of segregation concentration of solute atoms on GB energy was studied. 

There is periodic structure in the established GB model, which has the same GB 

configuration in the middle and edge regions. By doping various numbers of solute 

atoms in the middle and each end of the model, the concentration of segregation can be 

changed, as shown in Fig. 3. The segregation concentration was achieved by doping 2, 

4, 6, and 8 solute atoms at the GB structural units.  
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Fig. 3 Coverage variation of solute atom GB segregation, 2,4,6,8 Mg/Cu atoms 

segregated GB-Ⅱ. 

 

 

Fig. 4 (a)(b) GB energy for different numbers Mg/Cu segregation. 

 

The maximum concentration occurs when solute atoms are segregated in all 

structural units. Using Eq. (1), we calculated the 𝛾𝐺𝐵 as a function of concentration of 

Mg or Cu atoms segregated at GB-I, GB-II, and GB-III. One can find in Fig. 4 that Mg 

or Cu can both decrease the 𝛾𝐺𝐵 of the three GB. In Fig. 4(a), the GB energy decreases 

as the concentration of Mg segregation increases. When 2 Mg atoms segregated at GB-

III, the GB energy decreased significantly by 34%. After 8 Mg atoms segregated at the 

GB, the GB energy of GB-III was at a similar level as that of GB-I. Visual inspection 

of the GB configuration, it was found that the metastable GB-III transformed into a 

structure similar to the ground-state with segregation of Mg solute atoms. The GB 

energy of various Cu concentration is shown in Fig. 4(b). The results show that the GB 

energy of the three GBs decreased by Cu segregation, and this energy decreases 
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continuously as the concentration of Cu segregation rises. It is noted that the GB energy 

of the three GBs decreases to negative value after segregation of 6 or 8 Cu atoms, 

implying that the GBs with solute segregation is even stable than the single crystal 

without structural defects. The above results show that the segregation of Mg and Cu 

would reduce the GB energy and stabilize the GB, and the effect of Cu segregation on 

the stability of GB is more significant than that of Mg segregation. 

3.2 Structural evolution of GBs 

Solute atoms segregation would alter the chemical complexion and atomic 

configurations along the GB. The effect of solute atoms segregation on interatomic 

bonding characteristics of GBs can be measured by bond length. The dimensions 

between atoms change dramatically in the replacement of Al atom with solute atoms, 

due to the differences in atomic size. Fig. 5 shows the configurations of GB-II after 

relaxation without and with the segregation of Mg or Cu atoms. The Bond lengths are 

also indicated in the figures. As shown in Fig. 5 (a), it is a perfect mirror symmetry 

structure for the unsegregated GB, that is, the Al(1), Al(2), and Al(3) atoms are 

symmetrically distributed with Al(1’), Al(2’), and Al(3’) atoms in the structural unit. 

Fig. 5(b) shows the atomic configuration of Mg segregation in a structural unit. It can 

be seen that Mg segregation causes the structural unit change into an asymmetric 

structure. The bond length between Al(1) and Al(2’) increases from 3 Å to 3.29 Å, and 

the atomic distance of Al(2)-Al(2’) increases from 3.09 Å to 3.16 Å. This is mainly 

because the radius of Mg atom is greater than that of Al atom. The free volume of GBs 

both unsegregation and Mg segregation is shown in Table 1. Fig. 5(c) shows the atomic 

configuration of GB-II with Mg segregation in two adjacent GB structural units. It is 

interesting to find that the mirror symmetry of the structural unit is restored, but the 

bond lengths are different from that of the unsegregated GB-II. The distance of Mg-

Al(2’) increases by 3% compared with unsegregation GB-II, and the atomic distance of 

Al(2)-Al(2’) increases to 3.18 Å. The results clearly show that the concentration of 

solute atoms affects the structural evolution of GBs.  

The atomic distribution of Cu atoms individually and simultaneously segregated 

adjacent structural units are depicted in Fig. 5(d) and (e), respectively. As can be seen, 

the structural units of Cu atoms segregated GBs retain the symmetric structure. Unlike 

Mg segregation expands the structural units, Cu segregation would shorten the distance 

between atoms in structural units occupied by solute atoms and reduce the free volume 
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of GB. For example, when one Cu atom is inserted in structural unit, the distance 

between Al(3’) and Al(1’) atoms decreases from 3.32 Å to 3.14 Å, and the distance of 

Al(2)-Al(2’) decrease from 3.09 Å to 2.88 Å, as shown in Fig. 5(d). The free volume 

of the GB-II decreases from 0.23 to 0.13 with Cu segregation. Additionally, the distance 

of the atoms in the upper and lower structural units is not uniform. The atomic distance 

of Al(2)-Al(2’) in the upper structural unit with interstitial Cu atom is 2.88 Å, whereas 

it is 3.08 Å in the lower structural unit without Cu segregation. It is indicating that the 

Cu segregation can only change the atomic distance in the structural unit where the 

segregation occurs. In Fig 5(e), the free volume of GB-II further decrease when Cu 

atoms segregate in two adjacent structural units. In this case, the atomic distance of Cu-

Al(3’) reduces from 2.5 Å to 2.48 Å, and Al(2)-Al(2’) distance decreases to 2.8 Å.  

 

 

Fig. 5 Atomic configurations of GB structural unit. (a) Unsegregated GB-Ⅱ; (b)(c) Mg 

atoms are independently/ simultaneously segregated in two adjacent structural units; 

(d)(e) Cu atoms are independently/ simultaneously segregated in two adjacent structural 

units. The atoms in the structural unit are labeled as 1, 2, 3, 4, 1’, 2’, 3’. The dot dash 

line is the axis of symmetry. 

 

The effect of solute atoms segregation on the structural evolution of GB-III was 

shown in Fig. 6. The initial configuration of Mg segregation in GB-III is shown in Fig 

6(a), and the GB is decorated by a periodic distribution of SU-C which consists of 8 

atoms. Fig. 6(b) presents the structure of the GB that reaches equilibrium after 

relaxation. We found that the Mg atoms segregation induces GB structural phase 

transformation, and the SU-C transforms into a structure similar to SU-A. In this case, 

the GB transforms into its thermodynamically stable phase whose the structural unit 

includes 6 atoms. The Al(4’) atom in the original structural unit becomes a part of the 

neighbor structural unit, while the Al(3’) atom in the original structural unit moves from 



14 

the GB to the matrix. To reveal grain boundary structural phase transformation caused 

by Mg polarization, Fig. 6(c) and (d) show the GB supercell of pristine GB-III and Mg-

segregated GB-III, respectively. GB-III with and without Mg segregation have the same 

misorientation angle, but different structure characteristics. It could be inferred that Mg 

segregation alters the stress field surrounding the GB, which causes the local atoms at 

the GB to rearrange. GB movement that GB-III moves one layer of atomic plane 

downward accompanies by the GB structural phase transformation.  

Similar to the structural evolution caused by Mg segregation of GB-III, Cu-

segregated GB-III also induces GB structural phase transformation. Fig. 6(e) shows the 

initial model of Cu segregation in GB-III, and Fig 6(b) displays the structural unit 

configuration of the Cu segregated-GB-III after relaxation. The SU-C was found to 

transform into the SU-B, which was similar to Cu segregated at GB-I by interstation. It 

can be found that the GB-III structural unit consists of 7 atoms after relaxation, and 

Al(3’) in the original GB moves into the matrix. With Cu segregated GB-III, the 

unlabeled atoms come from the matrix in the structural units. Al(3), Al(4), and Al(4’) 

are removed from the original structural unit to form a new adjacent structural unit. It 

has been demonstrated that Cu segregation results in atoms exchange between the 

matrix and GBs. Comparing the positions of GBs, the GB plane migrated upward one 

atomic layer of after segregation. Fig. 6(g) and (h) show the GB supercell 

configurations with 2 and 4 Cu atoms segregation, respectively. It has been discovered 

that when the neighboring structural units are filled with Cu, the units transform into 

typical SU-B. This behavior known from previous work can be explained by diffusion 

experiments based on thermal activation. We found that the GB structure phase 

transition can still occur at 0K temperature through atomic simulation, in contrast to the 

conclusion reported by Frolov et al. [45] that the GB structure phase transition occurs 

during the heating process. It is also concluded that the solute atoms segregation can 

induce the GB structure phase transition. 
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Fig. 6 Mg, Cu segregation induce GB phase transition, (a) As segregated and (b) After 

structural relaxation of Mg segregated GB-Ⅲ; (c) Unsegregated GB-Ⅲ supercell; (d) 2 

Mg atoms segregated  GB-Ⅲ supercell. (e) As segregated and (f) After structural 

relaxation of Cu segregated GB-Ⅲ; (g)(h) 2/4 Cu atoms segregated  GB-Ⅲ supercell. 

 

3.3 Theoretical strength of GBs 

Since the segregation of solute atoms has a significant effect on the energy and 

structure of grain boundaries, the mechanical responses of GB with different structures 

are further investigated by first-principles tensile tests in this section. The dashed lines 

in Fig. 1 and Fig. 2 indicated the fracture planes of the pristine GBs and the segregated 

GBs, respectively. Fig. 7 shows the mechanical responses of ground-state GB-I and 

metastable GBs (GB-II, GB-III). As can be seen from Fig. 7 (a), the separation energy 

rises rapidly with the increase of separation distance and finally reaches a constant value. 
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The separation energy of pristine GB-I is calculated as 1.72 J/m2, which agrees well 

with the theoretical predictions of 1.92 J/m2 as well as the experimental results of 1.92 

J/m2.The separation energy of unsegregated GB-II is 1.66 J/m2, which is similar to GB-

I. The separation energy of metastable GB-III is 1.37 J/m2, which is the lowest value 

compared to other GBs. It is found that the separation energy of metastable GBs is 

lower than that of ground-stable GB. The relationship between GB tensile stress and 

separation distance is depicted in Fig 7(b). In all simulation cases, the tensile stress 

climbs rapidly as the separation distance increases, after reaching the peak value, the 

stress drops gradually and reaches zero when the separation distance is about 5Å. The 

maximum tensile stress corresponds to the theoretical strength of the GB. The results 

show that GB-II exhibits the highest theoretical strength, which is higher than the 

ground-state GB-I strength (10.4GPa). The tensile strength of the GB-III is the lowest. 

Combined with the GB free volume in Table 1, it is found that the free volume of 

unsegregated GB-II is the smallest, which is 0.23. It is indicating that the atoms in GB-

II are densely arranged. Although GB-II was a metastable, it has a high theoretical 

strength due to the intense atomic bonding along the fracture path. GB-III is easily 

fractured because it has the largest free volume (0.37).  

 

 

Fig. 7 (a) The function of separation energy and separation distance of GB-I, GB-II and 

GB-III; (b) Theoretical strength of GB-I, GB-II and GB-III. 

 

Fig. 8 shows the three GBs strength at different segregation concentrations. The 

theoretical strength of the GB-I with various Mg segregation concentrations is depicted 

in Fig. 8(a). Mg segregation reduces the strength of GB-I, and the GB strength declines 

linearly as Mg segregation concentration rises. The strength of the GB reduced from 

10.4 to 9.8 GPa with the segregation of 2 Mg atoms, and further decreased to 8.5GPa 
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with the segregation of 8 Mg atoms, a reduction of 18%. The theoretical strength of 

GB-I at various Cu concentrations is depicted in Fig. 8(b). Cu segregation promotes in 

strengthening, and as concentration increases, so does the influence of increasing 

(11.5GPa to 13.2GPa). The strength of the GB is increased by 27% by the segregation 

of 8 Cu atoms. 

As shown in Fig. 8(c), although Mg segregation weakens GB, the metastable GB-

II strength slightly declines. In Mg segregated-GB-II, the GB strength decreased from 

10.5 to 10.1 GPa. The GB strength with 8Mg reduced by 6.8%, which was smaller than 

that of the ground-state GB-I. It is discovered that the GB strength is still higher than 

that of unsegregated GB-III even when the greatest concentration of Mg is in GB-II. 

Fig 8(d) presents the strength of GB-II at various Cu segregation concentrations. Cu 

segregation enhances GB, and the strengthening effect steadily increases as 

concentration increases. The GB strength of 13.2 GPa is obtained by the segregation of 

8 Cu atoms, which is comparable to the strength of GB-I with the same concentration 

of Cu segregation. 

Fig 8(e) shows the tensile response of GB-III with Mg segregation. Contrary to the 

weakening effect of Mg segregation GB-I and GB-II, Mg segregation plays a 

strengthening role in GB-III. After 2Mg segregation, the GB strength reached its highest 

value of 10.4 GPa, an increase of 19.9% over the unsegregated GB. This strengthening 

effect eventually lowers as segregation concentration rises (However, this strengthening 

effect decreases with the increase of segregation concentration). Furthermore, it is 

observed that the peak tensile strength of GBs with different Mg concentration is always 

larger than the strength of unsegregated GB. At an 8Mg segregation moment, the GB 

strength was 9.1GPa, which was still higher than that of unsegregated GB-III (8.7GPa). 

According to Fig. 8(f), the strengthening effect of Cu segregation is especially 

evident for GB-III. Despite the fact that the unsegregated GB-II and GB-III have 

significantly different strengths, the strength of the two GBs is comparable following 

Cu segregation. Cu segregation could raise the maximum tensile strength of GB from 

8.7 to 13.4 GPa, a 54% increase, which Cu segregation GB-III has such a theoretical 

strength that is higher than Cu segregation GB-I (13.2GPa) at maximum concentration. 
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Fig. 8 GB theoretical strength and peak theoretical strength, (a)(b) Mg/Cu segregated 

GB-Ⅰ; (c)(d) Mg/Cu segregated GB-Ⅱ; (e)(f) Mg/Cu segregated GB-Ⅲ. 

 

4. Discussion 

4.1 Effect of GB structure 

GB strength and structural unit configurations are directly correlated. Interatomic 

bonding and charge density play an important role in analyzing the effect of GB 

structure on strength. The distribution of charge density reflects the characteristics of 

chemical bond between local atoms to some extent. Fig. 9 exhibits the charge density 
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distribution in the (001) planes of GB-Ⅰ, GB-Ⅱ and GB-Ⅲ. Fig. 9(a)-(c) present the 

unsegregated model of the three GBs, where the yellow atoms and blue atoms indicate 

that the atoms in the model are in different layers in the direction [001]. The charge 

distribution of the layer where the yellow atoms reside in Fig. 9(a)-(c) is shown in Fig. 

9(d)-(f). Charge accumulation around atoms (red areas) and charge depletion (blue 

areas) represent strong or weak interactions of chemical bonds between atoms, 

respectively. As can be seen in Fig. 9(e), there are more chemical bonds in GB-II 

compared with the atomic configuration of GB-I. The GB-II adds new chemical bond 

interactions like atomic Al(4)- Al(2), Al(4)- Al(3), Al(4)- Al(1) when compared to the 

GB-I. The red area is near to the atoms Al(4) and Al(3’) in GB-II, which can be observed 

from the charge density distribution. This indicates there is strong interaction between 

the two atoms. Combined with the fracture paths of GBs (shown by dashed lines), it 

has been found that the Al(4)-Al(3’) bond is the major strength-contributing bond to 

prevent GB fracture.  

The charge density distribution of GB-III is displayed in Fig. 9(f). The red region 

between atoms on the fracture path of GB-III is significantly smaller than the red region 

of GB-II in the charge density. It is indicating that the interaction between atoms on the 

fracture path of GB-III is smaller than that of GB-II. This result also confirms that the 

strength of GB-III is lower than that of GB-II. In the GB-II, the atomic bonds Al(5) -Al 

(5') -Al (3') -Al (4) -Al (5) are linked to the low charge region at a distance of 1.2-1.4 

Å. However, the low charge region of the GB-III formed a connection at distance of 1-

1.2 Å. It indicates that the structure of GB-III occurs the fracture in advance under the 

same strain and the structure is unstable. Because the charge density distribution 

diagram cannot simultaneously show the charge interaction between Al(1) and Al(1’) 

atoms, it is impossible to determine the binding force of the Al(1)-Al(1') bond. Thus, it 

is difficult to directly identify the main strength contribution bond resisting fracture for 

GB-III. 
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Fig. 9 Calculated charge density distributions of (a) GB-Ⅰ; (b) GB-Ⅱ; (c) GB-Ⅲ in the 

[001] plane, along with the increased displacement distance. The unit is in e/bohr3. The 

dotted lines indicate fracture paths at GBs. 

 

To identify the major bonds of GB-II and GB-III resistant to GB cracking, the 

crystal orbit Hamiltonian populations (COHP) of the major bonds along the GB 

cracking path were calculated using Lobster software. The bonding and antibonding 

states are characterized by positive (to the right) and negative (to the left) populations, 

respectively. The high energy in the antibonding state would cause internal stress and 
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electrical instability. The occurrence of antibonding states or the antibonding region 

reduction under the Fermi level mean that the bonding orbitals of atom pairs overlap. 

The corresponding system would be energetically instable and the weak bonding force.  

From Fig. 10, it is clear to see that the number of antibonding states below the Fermi 

level (i.e., the populated antibonding states) for the GB. Fig. 10(a) shows the COHP 

curves of Al(2)-Al(2’), Al(1’)-Al(3’), Al(4) -Al(3’), etc on the fracture path of 

unsegregated GB-II. The curves corresponding to Al(2) -Al(2’) bonds exists anti-

bonding regions at the Fermi level. It indicates that Al(2) -Al (2’) bond has electron 

instability and is not the main strength contributing bond of GB fracture. The 

corresponding curve of Al(4)-Al(3’) bond has no anti-bonding state and the largest 

bonding region, indicating that it has a stronger bonding force than the other two 

chemical bonds and is the main bond contributing to resistance to GB fracture. This 

conclusion can also be drawn from the evident red region in the charge density 

distribution. COHP curves of Al(1) -Al (1’) and Al(2) -Al (1’) on the GB-III fracture 

path without segregation are shown in Fig. 10(b). Al(1)-Al (1’) bond may be the major 

strength contribution bond of GB-III. This is because the fact that the distance between 

Al(1) and Al(1’) atoms in GB-III is 2.63 Å, which is less than the distance between 

Al(2) and Al(1’) atoms (2.91 Å). However, the COHP reveals that the curve 

corresponding to the Al(1)-Al (1’) bond contains an anti-bonding zone, the Al(1) -Al 

(1’) bond exhibits electron instability. The bonding region for the Al(2) -Al (1’) bond 

is large. Therefore, Al(2)-Al(1’) bond has stronger binding force than Al(1) -Al(1’) 

bond and is the bond that contributes the most to the strength of GB-III. 
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Fig. 10 Crystal orbital Hamiltonian populations (COHP) for (a) Al-Al atomic bands in 

the unsegregated GB-Ⅱ; (b) Al-Al atomic bands in the unsegregated GB-Ⅲ; (c)Al-Al 

and Al-Mg atomic bands in the Mg-segregated GB-Ⅱ; (d) Al-Al and Al-Mg atomic 

bands in the Mg-segregated GB-Ⅲ, where 𝐸𝐹 stands for the Fermi level. 

 

4.2 Segregation weakens GB strength 

The segregation of solute atoms may have a negative effect on the GB strength. 

Mg segregated weakened GB-I and metastable GB-II. In order to explore the 

mechanism of weakening, GB-II with segregated Mg atoms at sites 1 is discussed below.  

Fig. 11 illustrates the charge density distribution of solute atoms segregated in GB-II. 

The low charge density region is around Mg atoms in Fig. 11(a). With the segregation 

of Mg atoms in GB-II, the bond interaction between Mg atoms and neighboring atoms 

is weakened, and even the bonding Al(4) -Al (3’) which is the major contribution to GB 

strength, is weakened. The low charge density regions connect between 1 and 1.2 Å as 

a result of Mg segregation. Compared with unsegregated GB-II, the area of the low 

charge density region becomes larger and binds earlier, it suggests that Mg segregation 

makes GBs brittle. 
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Fig. 11 Calculated charge density distributions of (a) Mg segregated GB-Ⅱ; (b) Cu 

segregated GB-Ⅱ in the [001] plane, along with the increased displacement distance. 

The unit is in e/bohr3. The dotted lines indicate fracture paths at GBs. 

 

The density of state (DOS) was calculated in order to analyze the characteristics of 

chemical bonds between atoms in Mg segregation GB-II. The DOS can be used as a 

visualization result of the band structure. The number of electronic states per unit 

energy interval when the distribution of electronic energy levels is quasi-continuous. In 

other words, the DOS is defined as the ratio of the number of electronic states △Z with 

energies between E and E+△E to the energy difference △E. Fig. 12 shows the DOS 

and the partial density of states (PDOS) for several specific groups of electrons in 

segregated GB-II. With the highest concentration of Mg segregation, the DOS and the 

PDOS of Al atoms in GB structural unit at GB-II are shown in Fig. 12(a). It is observed 

from TDOS that the GB state density is mostly given by Al atoms, while Mg 

segregation has no apparent impact on the total state density. From PDOS, it has been 

shown that the state density of Al atom comes from the contribution of 3s state electron 

between -11eV and -5eV, and in the energy range of -5eV~ 3eV it comes from the 3p 

orbital. The interaction of the s and p orbital electrons results in the formation of the 
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chemical bonds between the Al atoms. By analyzing the PDOS of Al(4) and Al(3’), 

there are many hybridized peaks, indicating that it is a strong interaction between Al(4) 

and Al(3’), and the Al(4) -Al (3’) bond, and it is composed of s-s and p-p orbital 

hybridization. Further analysis were carried out on the bonding properties between Mg 

and the nearby atom Al(3’). The s orbital of Mg hybridizes with the s orbital of Al at -

7eV and -5eV. In the vicinity of -3.6eV and -0.2eV, the s orbital of Mg forms 

hybridization with the p orbital of Al. The s-s and s-p orbital are combined to form the 

Mg-Al (3’) bond. 

To compare the bonding force of chemical bonds along the fracture path after Mg 

segregation GB-II, Fig. 10(c) reveals the COHP of Al(4) -Al (3’), Mg-Al (3’), Al(2) -

Al (2’) in Mg segregated GB-II. It has been discovered that after Mg segregated GB-II, 

Al(4) -Al (3’) bond appears anti-bonding state at Fermi level, and the anti-bonding area 

of Al(2) -Al (2’) increases. This results imply that the electron instability of the Al(4)-

Al (3’) and Al(2)-Al (2’) bond is intensified, which weaken the binding force between 

atoms at the GB. When the COHP value of the bonding state at the Fermi level is 

compared, the COHP value of the Mg-Al (5’) bond in the Mg segregated GB-II is 

smaller than that of the Al(1’)-Al(5’) bond in the unsegregated GB-II, indicating that 

the binding force of the Mg-Al (5’) bond is lower than that of the Al(1’)-Al(5’). It was 

further demonstrated that Mg segregation reduced the strength of GB-II. 

 

 

Fig. 12 (a)(b) The density of state (DOS) and partial density of states (PDOS) of Mg/Cu 

segregation at GB-II. The dotted line represents Fermi level. 
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4.3 Segregation enhances GB strength 

Cu atoms segregation would increase the theoretical strength of GB-I, GB-II, and 

GB-III. The causes of the strengthening of segregation were investigated using GB-II 

in the form of Cu substitute at 4 sites as an example. The charge density distribution of 

the Cu segregation GB-II is shown in Fig 11(b), there is a zone with a high charge 

density around Cu atoms. The segregation of Cu atoms in GB-II strengthens the bond 

with surrounding atoms, especially increases the charge density of Cu(4) -Al (3’), 

which is the main bond contributing to GB strength. The maximum binding charge 

between Al atoms in unsegregated GB-II is 0.037 e/bohr3, while the maximum binding 

charge between Cu-Al atoms with Cu segregation is 0.043 e/bohr3. The bonding force 

of Cu-Al(3’) is significantly higher than that of Al(4)-Al(3’) in unsegregated GB-II. In 

contrast to unsegregated GB-II, the low charge density regions of Cu segregated-GB-II 

are connected at distance between 1.2 and 1.4 Å, and the area of the low charge region 

decreases, indicating that Cu segregation makes the GB exhibit stronger fracture 

resistance. 

Fig. 12(b) presents the DOS at the GB-II of Cu segregation. A noticeable spike in 

the DOS indicates that the electrons are highly localized and the corresponding energy 

band is fairly narrow. It demonstrates both Al and Cu atoms have an impact on the DOS 

of Cu segregated GB-II. A deeper investigation of the PDOS reveals that Al and Cu 

atoms constitute the majority of the chemical bonds at GBs, at 3.7 eV, the s orbital of 

the Cu atoms hybridizes with the s orbital of the Al atoms. The d orbital of Cu atoms 

combines with the p orbital of Al atom around -4.2 eV and -2.2 eV. The largest 

hybridization peak value and greatest contribution to the chemical bond are at -4.2 eV. 

Comparing the PDOS values of the Al and Cu atoms, it reveals that the PDOS value of 

Cu atom is higher than that of the Al(2’) and Al(3’) atoms. The charge number of the 

Cu atom is higher than the Al atoms under unit energy and the interaction between the 

Al-Cu and Al-Al atoms is stronger. It also demonstrates that the Al-Cu bonds are greater 

strength than the Al-Al bonds. 

Cu atoms also improve GB-III strength; from 8.7GPa to 13.4GPa, but the 

mechanism by which Cu segregation strengthened GB-III was different from that of 

GB-I and GB-II. The GB transforms from split to filled structure and causes the GB 

phase transition as a result of the segregation of Cu in GB-III. The new stable phase is 

formed with the local atomic rearrangement of the GB phase, which also modifies the 
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GB fracture path. Al(2)-Al(1’) is the primary strength-contributing bond in pure GB-

III, whereas Cu-Al(3’) is the primary strength-contributing bond after Cu dopant. The 

charge density distribution of the equilibrium phase state with Cu segregation is shown 

in Fig. 13(a). The high charge density zone can be seen to be in the red area surrounding 

the Cu atoms. It has been demonstrated that Cu atoms have strong interaction with 

surrounding atoms, The newly formed Cu-Al(3) bond exhibits a maximum binding 

charge of 0.045 e/bohr3, which makes Cu-Al(3’) has a great fracture resistance. From 

the analysis above, it is evident that the strengthening effect of Cu segregated GB-III 

can be attributed to the following two aspects: first, segregation induced structural 

transformation of the GB and it changes the chemical bonds that resists GB fracture; 

besides, the bonding force of the Cu-Al bonds formed with Cu segregation is stronger 

than the bonds between Al and Al. 

 

 

Fig. 13 Calculated charge density distributions of (a) Cu segregated GB-Ⅲ; (b) Mg 

segregated GB-Ⅲ in the [001] plane, along with the increased displacement distance. 

The unit is in e/bohr3. The dotted lines indicate fracture paths at GBs. 

 

To better understand the changes in GB fracture strength caused by solute atoms 

segregation, the differential charge densities were determined, as shown in Fig. 14.  
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From Fig. 14(a), it is observed the case of the charge redistribution in Cu segregated 

GB-III. Charge accumulation around the Cu atoms is indicated by the region (yellow 

area) between them and the nearby Al atoms. The valence electrons of the Al atoms are 

concentrated near the Cu atoms, increasing the charge density there. The red region 

around the Cu atom in the two-dimensional figure (Fig. 14(b)) also depicts the strong 

Al-Cu bonds. With the increase of Cu concentration, the number of Al-Cu bonds 

increases, and thus the resistance to GB fracture is enhanced. This generates a trend 

where the GB strength steadily rises along with the Cu concentration. 

According to the aforementioned findings, Mg segregation weakens both GB-I and 

GB-II, which is consistent with the results of the previous research [73, 74]. However, 

it is discovered in this study that the phenomena defies the conventional findings. Mg 

segregation strengthens GB-III and increases the peak strength of GBs. The causes were 

revealed from the standpoint of charge density, as illustrated in Fig. 13(b), where the 

area around the Mg atom is still low in charge density. However, after Mg segregation, 

the binding charge between the Al(2)-Al(1’) bond rises to 0.033 e/bohr3, up from 0.028 

e/bohr3 in the unsegregated GB-III. This show that although Mg segregation expands 

the area with low charges, it could enhance the charge density between nearby Al atoms. 

The low charge-density regions are connected between 1.2-1.4Å in Mg segregated-GB-

III, separation distance greater than that in unsegregated GB-III (Fig. 9(c)), indicating 

that the GB resistance to fracture is enhanced as a result of Mg segregation.  

According to GB atomic structure analysis, Mg segregation in the GB-III would result 

in structural unit transformation, and then it may result in GB phase transition. The 

binding charge of Al(2)-Al(1’) bond, which is the main strength contribution bond of 

GB, is enhanced. This conclusion can also be drawn from the two-dimensional plot of 

differential charges, as shown in Fig. 14(d). There is a clear red region between Al(2) 

and Al(1’), indicating a strong interaction between Al(2)-Al(1’). In other words, the 

primary chemical bond preventing GB-III fracture gets stronger, and Mg segregation 

shows strengthening effect. In accordance with the COHP of Mg segregated-GB-III in 

Fig. 10(d), it could be observed that the GBs are extremely stable after Mg dopant 

because there is no antibonding state at Fermi level. Moreover, at Fermi level the COHP 

value of Al(2)-Al(1’) in Mg segregated-GB-III is larger than that of Al(2)-Al(1’) in 

unsegregated GB-III, which further indicates that the chemical action of Al(2)-Al(1’) 

bond is stronger. In conclusion, the reason for the strengthening effect of GB-III by Mg 

segregation could be attributed to the enhancement of binding force between GB atoms 
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after dopant induced GB phase transformation. 

Another interesting phenomenon were depicted in Fig. 8(e), when Mg concentration 

rises, the effect of Mg strengthening GB-III worsens. The deformation charge density 

diagrams provide a comprehensive explanation for this occurrence. Fig. 14(c) presents 

that Mg atoms lose valence electrons (cyan region). It indicates that the electrons 

around Mg atoms transfer to the matrix atom, resulting in the reduction of charge 

density. As a result, the area with low charge density increases as the Mg segregation 

concentration rises, which leads to the decrease of GB strength. 

 

 

Fig. 14 Three-dimensional charge differential density (isosurface value = ± 0.0038 

eV/Å3) and the corresponding (001) planar charge differential density for (a) Mg-

segregated GB-Ⅲ; (b) Cu-segregated GB-Ⅲ, where the yellow and blue isosurfaces 

represent the charge accumulation and depletion, respectively. 
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5. Conclusions 

In the present work, a comprehensive and systematic first principles study has been 

carried out to investigate the effect of the solute atoms Mg and Cu segregate at Σ5(210) 

metastable GBs in Al alloy on GB properties. The effects of solute atom segregation on 

grain boundary energy, grain boundary structure and grain boundary mechanical 

properties are discussed. The results are summarized as: 

(1) The solute atoms Mg and Cu have tendency to segregate at ground-state GB-I as 

well as metastable state GB-II and GB-III, and decrease GB energy. The structure 

of GB units can be significantly impacted by solute atomic segregation. Mg 

segregation in GB-II can cause symmetrical structural units to become 

asymmetrical, and Mg and Cu segregation in GB-III can induce GB phase 

transformation. 

(2) Theoretical strength and GB energy do not correlate directly. Although the GB 

energy of GB-II is higher than that of the ground-state GB-I, the theoretical strength 

of GB-II is greater than that of GB-I. The strength of ground-state GB is 

occasionally not as great as the strength of metastable GB. 

(3) The strengthening/weakening of GB as a result of solute atom segregation depends 

not only on the atoms but also on the structure of the GB. The results of solute atoms 

segregation may differ even though the GBs are oriented in the same direction. Cu 

segregation plays a strengthening role in the of GB-I, GB-II and GB-III, and the 

strengthening effect becomes more pronounced with Cu segregation concentration 

rises. On GB-I and GB-II, Mg segregation exhibited a weakening impact that 

gradually worsened as the concentration of segregation increased. However, Mg 

segregation GB-III has a strengthening effect, the impact weakens as segregation 

concentration rises. 

(4) The mechanism of influencing Mg and Cu segregation on GB strength was analyzed 

by means of charge density, DOS, differential charge density and COHP. The 

weakening effect caused by Mg segregation GB-I and GB-II mainly depends on the 

combined effects of expanding the low charge density region and increasing GB 

free volume. The strengthening of GB-I and GB-II induced by Cu segregation 

mainly depends on the fact that the binding force of the newly formed Al-Cu bond 

is stronger than that of Al-Al bond. In contrast to the above, the strengthening 

mechanism of Mg and Cu segregation in GB-III is attributed to the transition of GB 
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structure caused by the segregation, which transforms the metastable GB structure 

into the stable GB structure. 
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