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Tow ards a quantitative phase- eld m odel of tw o-phase solidi cation
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W e construct a di use-interface m odel of tw o-phase solidi cation that quantitatively reproduces
the classic free boundary problem on solid-liquid interfaces in the thin-interface lim it. C onvergence
tests and com parisons w ith boundary Integral sin ulations of eutectic grow th show good accuracy
for steady-state lam ellae, but the resuls for lim it cycles depend on the interface thickness through
the trijunction behavior. T his raises the fuindam ental issue of di use m ultiple—junction dynam ics.

PACS numbers: 64.70D v, 81.30Fb, 05.70 Ln

C om plex m icrostructures that arise during alloy solid—
i cation are a classical exam pl of pattem form ation 'E.']
and in uence the m echanical properties of the nished
m aterial [g’]. A long-standing challenge is to understand
the pattem selection starting from the basic lngredients:
buk transport, solute and heat refction on the solidi -
cation front, and the front’s local response. Smmpl as it
m ay seem , this free boundary problem FBP) accurately
describes m any experin ental features, but has few ana-
Iytic solutions, so that num ericalm odeling ism andatory.

T he phase- eld m ethod i_‘:.’] has becom e the m ethod of
choice for sinulating solidi cation fronts K], and m ore
generally for tackling FBP s and interfacial pattem for-
m ation phenom ena, eg. In materials science [5] and

uld ow ['§]. Ttsm an advantage (essential in three di-
m ensions) is that it circum vents front tracking by using
phase elds to locate the fronts. These elds interpo—
late between di erent constant values in each buk phase
through interfacial regions of thickness W . The m odel
is then required to reproduce the FBP in the sharp-
Interface lm i, In which the extra length scale W van-
ishes.

In practice, sin ulations have to resolve the variation of
the phase elds through the interfaces, so that W must
stay nite. Their results generally depend on the ratio
W =%, where " is a relevant length scale of the FBP . E x—
plicit correctionsto the orignalFBP to rstorderin W ="
have been calculated by a so-called thin—interface analy—
sis In a fow cases, and som e canceled out i_é, :j,:g, :gi]. A
com plete cancellation, achieved for singlephase solidi —
cation ij, 'g], m eans that results becom e Independent of
W ="forsome nievalieofW .ThecorrectFBP isthen
reproduced already at that value, much larger than the
thickness of real interfaces, enabling quantitative contact
In three din ensions betw een sim ulations, theory, and ex—
perin ents in reasonable sin ulation tin es [1d].

Here, w e extend these advances to tw o-phase solidi ca-
tion, which already includes the m ost w idespread solid—
1 cation m icrostructures after dendrites: eutectic com —
posites. They consist of altemate lam ellae of two solids
( and ) orofrodsofone solid embedded in the other,
grow Ing from a m el L near a eutectic point, where all
three phases coexist at equilbriim . The Interplay be-

tw een capillarity and di usive buk transportbetween ad—
“poent solid phases can give rise tom ore com plex pattems
and nonlinear phenom ena such as bifurcations, lim it cy—
cles, solitary waves, and spatiotem poral chaos [_l-]_;]

A twophase s0lidi cation front consists of (i) solid—
licquid Interfacesand (ii) trijinction pointswhere allthree
phases m eet. O ur strategy is to construct a phase- eld
m odelthat allow s us to analyze the thin—-interface behav-
jor of (i) separately from (i). W e quantitatively repro-—
duce the correct FBP on (i); (i) satisfy Young’s law at
equilbbriim . W e test convergence In W =" for lam ellar eu-
tectic grow th at experin entally relevant param eters, and
com pare our results to boundary integral 1) {13] sinu-
lations and other phase— eld m odels. For steady states,
w e achieve good agreem ent w ith the B I and a drastically
In proved, fast convergence com pared to previous m od—
els. In contrast, convergence is slow for lim it cycles, due
to a trijunction behavior a ecting the overalldynam ics.

W e use one phase eld p; to Indicate presence ;= 1)
orabsence (; = 0) ofeach phasei= ; ;L in the spirit
of volum e fractions [_1-3], which requires

p +p +p=1: 1)

Thephase eldsevolve in tim e to m Inim ize a free energy
functionalF ofp (o ;p ;pL),the solute concentration,
and tem perature,

Qp; 1 F

et ®) By oipip-1

81; @)

where (p) is a phasedependent relaxation tine. This
classicalproblem ofm inin izing a fiinctional sub Ect to a
constraint is treated by the m ethod of Lagr@qge m ulti-
pliers; ( F=R)} +p +p-1= F=p (1=3) 4 F=np
for three phases, where the finctional derivatives on the
rhs. are now taken as ifallp; were independent.

T o distinguish betw een phases, earlierphase— eld m od—
els oftw o-phase solidi cation used either the usual solid {
liquid phase eld and the local concentration ﬂ_f@:] or in—
troduced a second, { phase eld t_l-!'g'] A cross a solid{
liquid interface, both elds must vary, so that their dy—
nam ics are coupled, which com plicates a thin-interface
analysis. The sam e is true for a generic choice of F In
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Eqg. (:_2). However, if on an i{j interface we can assure
that the third phase eld py is exactly zero, p; orp; can
be elin inated using Eq. ('_]:), so that the interface can be
described in term s ofa single independent variable. T his
was recently achieved using a free energy w ith cusp-lke
m inin a [16], but no thin-interface analysis isavailble for
that m odel. W e also achieve absence of the third phase,
but using a an ooth free energy, by requiringpx = 0 to be
a stable solution orpx ofEgs. {_2) for each i{j interface:

F
—_— = 0 8k; (3a)
B P +tp +tpL=1;pk=0

’F
—_— > 0 8k: (3Bb)

HZ( P +tp +tpL=1;px=0

T he advantage is that the sin plest choice orF yieldsa
m odel that tums out to coincide w ith the quantitative
m odel ofR ef. Efj] on those i{j Interfaces.
To construct our free energy, we split i into parts,
Z

fgrad+ fru + Tf: 4)
v

The st isa free energy penalty

W 2 X 2
fgrad = 7 Fpi )

i

for the gradients of the phase elds that provides the
Interface thicknessW . The next isa triple-wellpotential

X

frw = )2

pr L ps ®)

i

that generates the basic \landscape": one well per pure
phase and \valleys" w ith doublewellpro ls along each
px = 0 cut, separated by a potential barrier on tri-
Juinctionsp = p = pr = 1=3. The last part has a
strength ~ (@ constant that controls convergence) and
couples the phase eldsp; to the tem perature T and the
solute concentration C through c(C) C Cg)=20C,

where C C C ,C and C are the lim its of the
eutectic plateau, and (Cg ;Tg) is the eutectic point,

X

fe= gi) B:i() A (T)]; (7)

i

where we have E";nt:coduoed the chem icalpotentiaklike
variable c ;A (T)hi, and g; ) and h; () (given
below ) nterpolate between 0 forp; = 0 and 1 forp; = 1.

The temm f. drives the system out of equilbrium by
unbalancing the pure phase free energies: Each well i is
shiffed by an am ount B ; A;. The equilbriim valie

= éjq = CB 3 B i)= (Aj Ai) gjyes equal shifts and
hence restores the balance betw een phases i and j; from

the de nition of , we obtain ¢ = A;+ I Pr the

concentration in phase i coexisting w ith phase j. A eu-
tectic phase diagram w ih constant concentration gaps
and straight liquidus and solidus lines is generated by
Aj=¢g cCi)andBi= ¢ Tgl)=fm; C),withm ;
the (signed) liquidus slopes, i= ; . Non-constant con—
centration gaps and peritectic phase diagram s can also
be treated. W ithout loss of generality, Ay = By = 0.

Torderor = 1 to keep the balance all across the
i{j interface as p; goes from 0 to 1, we require

gi Pi;P370) = 1  gif5;pi;0) 8i: @®)

O therw ise, several thin-interface oortectjons_arjse i{j’, :9'].
The sinplest choice satisfying also Eqg. {_3731) s g =

Pif15@ pdl+pi o  Pp3)l+ piOpf  5)g=4.
The evolution of is obtained from its de nition and
m ass conservation, @.c+ ¥ J= 0,J= Dp,¥ + Jar:
@ X @h;
— =DY¥ bl ; ¥ Jar; 9
ot P et AT %)

where Dpp,f istheusualdi usion current,w ith a dif-

fusivity that varies from D in the liquid to 0 in the solid

(onesided m odel), and Jat is an extension of the anti-

trapping current introduced in [_S%] that counterbalances
spurious solute trapping,

X .
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where f1; = £ p;=F p;Jjare uni vectors nom alto i{L
Interfaces, and 113  f) prevents solute exchange between
the two solids. T he m odel is not variational, because of
thetem Jar and because €6 @f.=Qc, but enablesusto
use h; = p;, which allow s for a coarser discretization f_'/.].

Ourmodel Egs. @) and {)]has stabl interface solui—
tions connecting two coexisting phasesiand j: = 3,
pi=1 py=fl tanhf=W 5)]g=2 (with r the dis—
tance to the Interface), px = 0. Since these solutions are
identical for all i-j pairs, so are the i~j surface tensions.
Unequal surface tensions can be obtained by adding new
term s n Eq. @) that shift the i{j free energy barriers.

Rem arkably, on solid{liquid (i{L) interfaces, assum ing
a weak dependence oftheA;,B;onT,and ()= ;, the
change of variables ;=1p; prL,u= (fj;I )=A ; m aps
Egs. (-'2:) and ('_55) to the quantitative m odelw ith constant
concentration gap in ig], up to num erical prefactors. T he
thin-interface lim it can hence be deduced by inspection
and yields the classic FBP on i{L interfaces,

@c = Dric (11la)

Dh; fc= v, db); (11b)
T Tg

c = — +d + vy ; (1lo
M;ijC

where Eq. @.:l:&_;) holds In the liquid and the others are
boundary conditions on the interface that has nom al



velociy v,, and curvature ;them inus (lus) referstoi=
(), and the capillary lengthsd; and kinetic coe cients
; read In tem s of our m odel param eters

di = ai——i 12)
RiJ

i = a1 . aZj“qu ; 3)
AW D

with a; = P33 and a; = 1:175. The constant ~ / W =d;
n Egs. ffﬁ), (_izj) and C_l-I_i‘n) controls the convergence to the
orighal FBP .Any set of ; can be treated w ith suiable
i. W e considerhere = = 0,which isachieved w ith
i= @A?"W ?=D . Thedierent ; HrA 6 A (eg.
di erent concentration gaps) are interpolated by (o) =

+ (1=2)( )b pPl)=P +tp), EP+p =0= ,
wih = ( + )y=2.

W e test our model in directional solidi cation with
T=Tg+G(z Vt,whereG > 0 isthe them algradient
and V > 0, the pulling speed, both directed along the z
axis. H alfa eutectic Jam ellae pairoftotalw idth  issin -
ulated in two dim ensions (x and z) w ith no— ux boundary
conditions in the m idline of each lam ella, using a nie—
di erence Euler schem e w ith a grid spacing x = 0:8W
(coarser far into the liquid to inprove e ciency). W e
adopt b =d = 51200 and k= = 4, where } D=V
is the di usion ]ength,l.iir n ;j =G are the them al

lengths,and d da+d)=2,1 (I + 1, )=2. These cor-
resoond to typical experin ental values G 100K =am ,
v 1 m=s for CBp<,Ck, an organic eutectic for

which accurate experin ental data exist tl-}']. We use
m = m ,Cc = C (@ symmetric phase diagram )
orm =m = 2, c=c = d=d = 25 (one close to
CBpy<€,Ck). mbothcases (z! +1 )= 0 (eutectic
com position). W e test convergence to the thin-interface
lim it with decreasing W by conversely increasing =W
while kegpjn_gallthe ratiosaboveand = i, xed,where
nin /  db isthem inimalundercooling spacing_ fl-Z‘]
T his is achieved by varying the constant ~ in Eq. C_lgr) .

F igure i show s the solid{liquid interfaces of a steady—
state lam ellae pair calculated by di erent phase- eld
m odels and the boundary integralm ethod B1I) i_1-2:] for

m in - FOr the sym m etric phase diagram [F i. Q:(a)],
ourm odel (thin solid lines) agreeswellw ith the BT (thick
solid line). M oreover, the curves at =W = 64, 92 and
128 are indistinguishable. This m eans that the results
are Independent of =W for =W 64, the signature of
a quantitative m odel. In contrast, if we rem ove the anti-
trapping current in ourm odel, Jar = 0, which leads to
solute trapping and nite interface kinetics, the resuls
depend on =W forallthe range from 32 (pottom dashed
Iine) to 128 (top one). The convergence of m odels not
backed by a thin-interface analysis can even be slower,
as shown by the dotted curves for a qualitative version
ofourm odelw ith h; = g; violating Eq. @) and Jar = ©
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FIG.1l: Steady-state lam ellae pair pro ls (dim ensionless
undercooling vs. x= ) for di erent m odels. Four curves at
=W =32, 64, 96 and 128 shown per m odel; curves closer to

the boundary integral: larger =W . [ =W = 64{128 collapse
for the present m odelw ith antitrapping current in (@)]. Phase
diagram used: (@) symm etric; () close to CBr {C2C L. See
param eters In the text. Inset: A veraged undercooling in (b)
vs. =W , com pared to that w ithout antitrapping current.

(8]; in this situation, several thin-interface corrections
to the FBP occur sin ultaneously §,9].

Results are sim ilar for the phase diagram close to
CBp<,Ck Fi. -'}'(b)]. T he convergence is som ew hat
slow er, since one of the lam ellae is thinner and needs to
be properly resolved. Som e am all deviation from the BI
persists, probably due to the trijinction behavior (see
below ). In the inset, we plot the average undercooling
vs. =W . This is a lss stringent test, as shown by the
fact that resuls for ourm odel are converged already for

=W = 32. However, those forthemodelwih Jat = 0
still depend on =W at =W = 128, which illustrates
how all corrections need to be canceled before quantita—
tive results can be achieved.

Next, we increase to 22 mins Close above the
threshold 2 i [14] Dr the bifircation from steady
lam ellae to oscillatory lim it cycles, a situation in which
the oscillation am plitude is very sensitive to all param —
eters. Indeed, for the symm etric phase diagram and

=W = 64, the qualitative m odel of Ref. {_1-2_3] still yields
lam ellae, whereas the present m odel correctly produces
cycles, which are shown in Fig. :_Z(a). However, the
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FIG. 2:

Lin it cycles.
interfaces at constant tim e intervals for

(@) Superin posed snapshots of the
=W = 64. Thicker
interfaces. (b) Am plitude of the trijinction oscil-
Jlation n units of wvs. =W . The line isa t that yilds
A(=Ww ! 1 )= = 0:142. (c) Blowup of6:4W 6:4W . Solid
lines: trijunction passage; dashed line: later { interface.

Iines: |

am plitude of the trijunction oscillation A= , de ned as
its m axin al displacem ent In x= , strongly depends on

=W , as shown In Fi. ::Z(b). An extrapolation yields
A(=w ! 1) = 0142 , not far from the BI resul
A = 0:139 , but the resuls are still not converged for

=W = 192, In strong contrast to the steady-state behav—-
jor. T his suggests that som e correction (s) to the FBP in
W = remain In ourmodel. Since solid{liquid interfaces
are controlled, we tum to the the trijunctions.

The solid (dashed) lines in Fig.& (0) show a st (ater)
snapshot of the interfaces close to a tuming point of the
trijinction tra fctory. In the later one the trijunction has
moved away and only the { interface rem ains, which
has slightly m oved sideways. In the one-sided FBP, (i)
the { interface cannotm ove, so i is the trace kft by
the trijunction, and (i) its direction close to the trijinc—
tion approaches that of the trijunction velocity. In a
di use-Interface m odel, the di usivity behind the trijunc—
tion pontp = p = py, = 1=3 &lls to zero on the scale
of W , so that (i) and (i) do not hold. W e consistently
observe the displacem ent to be a fraction of W fairly
Independent of =W , and the whol trijinction to be
slightly rotated w ith respect to its velocity, features also
observed for the steady state In Fig. -1:b This e ect ex—
plains the rem aining m isn atch between phase- eld and
BIin Fjg.-'g:b and the slow convergence of A= here.

W e have presented a phase- eld m odel of two-phase
solidi cation that coincides w ith the best m odels to date
i_‘/.,:_é] on solid{liquid interfaces, w hose dynam ics are com —
pltely controlled. T hishasallow ed usto identify the role
of di use trijinctions in the convergence of the resuls.
U nderstanding their dynam ics is both a findam ental is—
sue and a prerequisite fora fully quantitative m odeling of
m ultiphase solidi cation: First, a thin-interface analysis
of the trijinction region in the phase— eld m odel is Jack—
Ing. Even so, our m odel is expected to be precise and

yield a substantial e ciency gain for an all curvatures

of trijunction tragctories, which m akes i a prom ising
tool for three-dim ensional sim ulations. Second, the free
boundary problem to converge to should also be recon—
sidered. It was shown elsew here that Young’s condition
on the anglesbetween interfaces is violated out ofequilb-
rium for kinetically lin ited growth [19; here, the glbokal
trijunction rotation was found to be fairly independent
ofthe Interface thickness, so that i m ight persist for real
nanom etric Interfaces. These e ects should be further
Investigated, possibly by atom istic sim ulations.
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