arXiv:1603.00624v1 [cond-mat.mtrl-sci] 2 Mar 2016

Critical stress statistics and a fold catastrophe in intermittent crystal plasticity

P. M. Derlet^∗ Condensed Matter Theory Group, Paul Scherrer Institute, CH-5232 Villigen PSI, Switzerland

R. Maaß Department of Materials Science and Engineering, University of Illinois at Urbana Champaign, 1304 West Green Street, Urbana, Illinois 61801, USA (Dated: April 5, 2018)

The statistics and origin of the first discrete plastic event in a one dislocation dynamics simulation are studied. This is done via a linear stability analysis of the evolving dislocation configuration up to the onset of irreversible plasticity. It is found, via a fold catastrophe, the dislocation configuration prior to loading directly determines the stress at which the plastic event occurs and that between one and two trigger dislocations are involved. The resulting irreversible plastic strain arising from the instability is found to be highly correlated with these triggering dislocations.

PACS numbers: 61.72.Lk, 81.40.Lm, 83.50.v

I. INTRODUCTION

The transition from elastic to macroscopic plastic deformation in metals is a discrete process mediated by intermittent dislocation activity. Historically, such discrete plastic activity was seen in bulk metallic systems by Beeker and Orowan^1 and later by Tinder and coworkers^{2,3} who used a torsion device, with ultra-high strain resolution, to show that plasticity well below yield was characterized by discrete plastic events separated by regions of near perfect elasticity. Modern developments in the instrumentation of a deformation experiment have allowed this phenomenon to be studied in more detail. For example, intermittent plasticity is routinely seen via in nano-identation as a “pop-in” event^{4,5} and in the flatpunch indention of a focus-ion-beam milled micron-sized crystal, as first introduced by Uchic and co-workers^6.

One interesting aspect of the above phenomena is that as the size of the plastically deforming region reduces the stress scale at which the discrete plasticity occurs increases. Such an effect is best known through the paradigm of “smaller-is-stronger”, first coined in the micron-deformation experiments of ref.^6 (see ref.^{21} and references therein). A size effect in the pop-in stress as a function of spherical indenter size has also been seen in refs.^{4,5}. For the case of the micron-deformation experiments, the understanding of the smaller-is-stronger effect has primarily focused on new dislocation based mechanisms becoming operative as the plastically deforming volume reduces — mechanisms that depend explicitly on the presence of open boundary conditions — see ref.^{22} and references therein. Despite the possibility of a change-of-mechanism approach, it has long been recognised that with decreasing sample size, the overall evolution of deformation becomes increasingly stochastic with particular realizations of nominally similar deforming volumes exhibiting a range of responses. Indeed, this aspect has been used to explain the size effect in nanoindentation^5, where only for the very smallest indenter sizes a change in mechanism was needed^{23}.

Under the assumption that the general size-effect still involves bulk plasticity mechanisms, the present authors have employed an extreme-value statistics approach to rationalize a size effect in the stress scale at which discrete plasticity occurs^{24–26}. More recently, this framework has been applied to study the statistics of the critical stress at which the very first plastic event occurs^{27}. This was done for the experimental nano-indentation data of Morris et al^5 and a simplified dislocation dynamics simulation under periodic boundary conditions^{11}.

In ref.^{27}, the statistics of the stress at which the first plastic event occurs is described by the extreme value statistics of a master distribution of critical stresses, P [σ], which characterizes the initial plastic response of the material. Within this framework, the material admits M plastic events whose corresponding critical stresses are realized by sampling P [σ], M times — the lowest of which is associated with the first plastic event. This stress value is is characterized by the stress scale, σ^∗_1 , given by^{24,28,29} 1 M = ∫_σ∗_1 0 dσP [σ] = P_<[σ^∗_1 ]. (1)

Here P_<[σ] is the cumulative distribution function of P [σ]. M is expected to be linearly proportional to the deforming volume L^D, and via, M = ρL^D, defines a density ρ of plastic events the material can admit. Here D is the spatial dimension of the deforming volume. Assuming that P [σ] ∼ σ^{(1−γ)/γ} as σ approaches zero, for large enough L (or M), Eqn. 1 limits to M × P [σ^∗] × dσ ∼ M × (σ^∗_1 )^{(1−γ)/γ} × σ^∗_1 ∼ 1 which gives

σ^∗_1 ∼ ( 1 M )_γ ∼ ( 1 L^D )_γ . (2)

Such a power-law relation is expected for asymptotically large M. Ref.^{27} found Eqn.2 to hold for the stress at which the first “pop-in” event occurs in a nanoindentation experiment, as a function of indenter volume, and also for the stress at which the first discrete plastic event occurs in one dimensional dislocation simulations.

The goal of the present paper is to investigate the origin of this result for the latter one dimensional dislocation model.

Sec. II outlines the one dimensional dislocation dynamics model used for the present study and sec. III contains a detailed investigation of the origin of the statistical properties of the critical stress and plastic strain associated with the first plastic event. This is done by linearising the dislocation equations of motion and studying the properties of the resulting dynamical matrix as a function of applied external shear stress until the critical stress is reached. It is found the corresponding eigenmodes are spatially localized, indicating the eigenmode eventually responsible for the onset of the first plastic event always involves a low number (usually one) of dislocations. For this eigenmode a simple relation exists between its eigenvalue prior to loading and the critical stress of the first plastic event, which may be understood within the framework of catastrophe theory. These two results demonstrate the statistics of the first critical stress are related to the statistics of the lower end of the eigenvalue spectrum of the dynamical matrix. By analysing the resulting irreversible plastic strain, it is found that in most cases the resulting plasticity spatially correlates with the structure of the unstable mode which triggers it. Sec. IV discusses these results in the context of eigenvalue perturbation theory which, via the fold catastrophe, directly relates the statistical properties of the dynamical matrix elements, its eigenvalues and that of the first critical stress into one unified picture. It concludes with a brief summary and discussion on the possible generality of these findings.

II. DISLOCATION DYNAMICS MODEL

A one dimensional configuration of N infinitely long and straight edge dislocations is considered within the periodic interval [0, d). Each dislocation (with Burgers vector along the line) interacts via a long range elastic interaction and also experiences a sinusoidal internal stress field of amplitude τ_0 and period λ_0. In this model, the explicit dislocation content may be viewed as the mobile dislocation population, whilst the internal field represents a static mean-field description of the immobile dislocation population. For further details see refs.^{11,27}. d will be referred to as the size of the system. The present work will consider a regime of large enough sizes such that a change of size will not fundamentally affect the nature of the plasticity, but only affect the statistics of how d → ∞ bulk plasticity is probed. This viewpoint will break down for small enough d where the choice of boundary conditions do matter — a regime which is not investigated in the present work.

The (over-damped) equation of motion for the ith dislocation is given by B dx_i dt = F_i[σ] = (σ_e [x_i] + σ) b + ∑ j f [x_i − x_j ] , (3)

where b is the Burgers vector magnitude, B is the damping coefficient, and σ is the applied external stress. In the above, the static internal stress field is given by

σ_e [x] = τ_0 cos [ 2πx λ_0 ] , (4)

and the force between two dislocations seperated by a distance x is given by f[x] = Gb^2 2π(1 − ν) × π d cot [ πx d ] . (5)

In the above, G is a shear modulus and ν is Poisson’s ratio. Eqn. 5 is based on the isotropic elastic interaction between two edge dislocations of infinite length with parallel line directions, and has already been lattice summed (see appendix of ref.^{11})— it therefore has a range of d/2. In the limit of d → ∞, Eqn. 5 limits to ∼ 1/x.

The present work considers how the dislocation configuration responds to an increasing external stress σ via the static condition F_i[σ] = 0 for i = 1 to N. As a numerical simulation, this entails Eqn. 3 is numerically evolved until all forces on the dislocation network are zero, for each small increment of σ. The resulting configuration is then identified with the current external stress value σ. The resulting plastic strain associated with this relaxation is defined as δε = b dh ∑ i δx_i, (6) which is based on a simplified Elshelby picture of the farfield strain signature due to a localized plastic event^{30}. In the above, h is an arbitrary length representing the width of the one dimensional medium in which the dislocations exist, with the product hd being its two dimensional volume of the deforming material — see ref.^{11}. Note that for this model, both the external and internal stresses, as well as the resulting plastic strain have only a pure shear component.

Following refs.^{11,27}, the initial dislocation configuration at zero loading is produced by placing N dislocations at random positions within the [0, d) interval and relaxing the system to its zero-force configuration. This then will be referred to as the initial configuration prior to loading.

III. RESULTS

A. Plastic evolution to the first discrete plastic event

In what follows, a system of size d = 1280 μm is considered with N = 640 dislocations, τ_0 = 10MPa and λ_0 = 2μm. Following, ref.^{11}, this can be viewed as representing a Cu crystal (b = 2.55 Å) with a dilute immobile and mobile dislocation content. The stress versus plastic strain curve, up to and including the first plastic event, for a particular initial dislocation configuration is displayed in Fig. 1a. The plastic evolution is characterized by an initial linear and reversible regime of plasticity followed by a strongly non-linear regime prior to the first discrete (and irreversible) plastic event — the plateau region of the curve The figure shows the stress versus plastic strain evolution until arrest of this first irreversible plastic event. Such a response is typical, with the gradient of the linear regime varying little with respect to the starting dislocation configuration.

The linear regime prior to the instability, seen in Fig. 1a, suggests a linearization of Eqn. 3 should describe the initial linear plastic response. By writing the initial zero load dislocation configuration as {x^0_i }, and its response to an external stress as {x_i = x^0_i + u_i}, the linearization of Eqn. 3 at zero force is − ∑ j Λ_{ij} u_j + σb = 0, (7)

where the dynamical matrix, Λ_{ij} , is equal to

Λ_{ij} [{x^0_i }] = − ( σ^′_e[x^0_i ]b − ∑ k f^′ [ x^0_i − x^0_k ] ) δ_{i,j} − f^′ [ x^0_i − x^0_j ] . (8)

In the above and throughout the present work, the summations over dislocation number span from 1 to N. The solution to Eqn. 7 is u_i = σb ∑ j [ Λ̃^{−1} ] ij = σb ∑ n ∑ j [u_n]_j e_n [u_n]_i , (9)

giving the plastic strain (Eqn. 6) as

ε = σb^2 dh ∑ ij [ Λ̃^{−1} ] ij = σb^2 dh ∑ n

(∑ j [u_n]_j

)_2 e_n , (10)

where the last equalities are written in terms of the eigenvalues and normalized eigenvectors of Λ̃, defined as Λ̃u_n = e_nu_n. It is noted that the eigenvalues have units of stress. Using the zero load configuration of Fig. 1a, the prediction of Eqn. 10 is also plotted, showing good agreement for the linear plastic regime prior to the first discrete plastic event.

The energy, from which Eqn. 7 is obtained, may be written as E = 1 2 ∑ ij u_iΛ_{ij} u_j − σb ∑ i u_i. (11)

Substitution of Eqn. 9 into the above gives

E = − 1 2 (σb)^2 ∑ n

(∑ j [u_n]_j

)_2 e_n (12) = − 1 2 × hd × σ × ε[σ] (13) ˙= − 1 2 × hd × σ^2 × 1 G_{ael}

, (14)

where 1 G_{ael} = b^2 dh ∑ n

(∑ j [u_n]_j

)_2 e_n (15)

may be viewed as an anelastic shear modulus. Eqn. 14 can be best understood by adding the energy due to elastic shear deformation, characterized by the elastic shear modulus G, resulting in a deformation energy depending quadratically on the applied external stress:

E_{def} = 1 2 × hd × σ^2 × ( 1 G − 1 G_{ael} ) . (16)

Eqn. 16 embodies a simple theory of linear anelasticity in which reversible plastic deformation results in a reduced effective elastic stiffness. The above constitutes a mathematical description of a regime of plastic activity recently studied in the context of quasi-reversible deformation occuring between regimes of plasticity characterized by universal avalanche phenomenon^{32}.

A similar linearlization procedure can be performed at any step along the deformation curve by taking the locally relaxed coordinates from the numerical solution to Eqn. 3, at a given applied external stress, to give Λ̃[{x^σ_i }]. Indeed, the proportionality factor between plastic strain and the stress perturbation in Eqn. 10 gives directly the inverse of the gradient of the simulated plastic deformation curve at the chosen applied external stress.

Fig. 1b plots the distribution of eigenvalues obtained from the dynamical matrix evaluated for the dislocation configuration prior to loading and just before the occurrence of the discrete plastic event. The distributions show only minor overall differences for the plastic evolution to the instability. Fig. 1c plots the corresponding low-end regime of eigenvalues as a function of eigenmode label, showing the very lowest eigenvalue approaches zero close to the instability, with the other eigenvalues either increasing or decreasing with respect to their initial value. This trend is found to be generally true and results in Eqns. 9 and 10 diverging at the instability, indicating a breakdown of the linearization approach and a divergent gradient of plastic strain with respect to applied external stress.

Eqn. 9 reveals the displacement vector u, in which the ith element represents the displacement of the ith dislocation, arises from a weighted sum of the eigenmodes. Since the weight for the nth eigenmode is inversely proportional to its eigenvalue, as the instability is

FIG. 1. a) Plot of numerically simulated stress versus plastic strain evolution, beginning at zero load and ending with the arrest of the first discrete plastic strain event. Also shown is the prediction arising from the linearization of the dislocation equations of motions: Eqn. 10. b) Distribution of eigenvalues and c) plot of the ten lowest eigenvalues of the dynamical matrix corresponding to the dislocation configuration prior to loading and prior to the plastic instability, with the lowest eigenvalue approaching zero as the instability is neared (see arrowed data in c). d) Participation number (Eqn. 17) of corresponding eigenvectors showing the approximate number of dislocations involved in each eigenmode.

approached, the displacement vector is increasingly dominated by the eigenmode with the lowest eigenvalue. Inspection of the non-vansishing elements of this eigenmode therefore gives insight into those dislocations responsible for the instability.

To obtain an estimate of the number of dislocations involved in an eigenmode, the participation number^{33} is used:

PN_n = ( ∑ i [u_n]^4_i )_{−1} , (17)

which gives a value of unity when all but one element of the normalized eigenvector is equal to zero, and a value of N when each element has a value of 1/ √ N. Fig. 1d plots the participation number of all eigenvectors for the dynamical matrix evaluated at both zero load and at a stress just prior to the instability. The figure demonstrates only a few dislocations are involved in each eigenvector and those with the very lowest eigenvalues involve approximately one dislocation. Thus, in this case, the unstable mode involves only one dislocation as the trigger to subsequent plastic activity. This result is found to be generally true.

FIG. 2. a) Plot of the applied external stress dependence of the six lowest eigenvalues. b) Scatter plot of lowest (blue) eigenvalue prior to loading versus the critical stress of the first plastic event, derived from 1000 loading simulations. In b) a scatter plot of the eigenvalue corresponding to the initial eigenmode with the highest overlap to the unstable eigenmode is shown in green.

Fig. 2a displays the six lowest eigenvalues as a function of applied stress derived from diagonalization of Λ̃[{x^σ_i }]. For this particular starting configuration, it is seen that the mode associated with the second lowest eigenvalue prior to loading eventually leads to the instability of the first discrete plastic event. Thus the two lowest eigenvalues of the initial and unstable dynamical matrices in Fig. 1c have interchanged eigenmodes.

The functional form of the eigenvalue’s external stress dependence (in Fig. 2a) for the mode associated with the instability is very well described by the functional form

e_∗[σ] = e_∗[0] √ 1 − σ σ_c

, (18)

suggesting a fold catastrophe^{34,35} is at play — a feature that has also been seen in multi-dimensional potential energy landscapes of glassy materials^{36,37}.

To investigate the generality of this result one thousand loading simulations to the first plastic event were performed and for each, the lowest few eigenvalues were determined as a function of external stress. Fig. 2b displays the scatter plot between the lowest eigenvalue at zero loading versus its associated critical stress. Writing Eqn. 18 as e_∗[σ] = c √ σ_c − σ, demonstrates if the fold catastrophe relation would hold, then the upper bounds of such a scatter plot should correspond to e_∗[0] = c √ σ_c.

That is, if the lowest eigenvalue corresponds to the unstable mode then it must be on the upper bound envelope and if it is not, it must be below it. Inspection of the figure, which also plots e_∗[0] = c √ σ_c versus σ_c for c determined from the configuration of Fig. 2a, clearly shows that such a functional form does hold. A somewhat more direct approach is to plot the eigenvalue corresponding to the initial eigenmode with the highest overlap with the unstable eigenmode. Fig. 2b plots this data (in green) and again demonstrates the close adherence to the fold catastrophe relation. The origin of the outlier points above and below the fold catastrophe curve will be dis-

FIG. 3. a) Analytical DOS arising from an ordered array of dislocations with lattice constant λ0 and d = ∞. b) Numerical DOS for the d = 1028 μm system for an ordered array with lattice constant λ0 (configuration 1) and 2λ0 (configuration 2 — see text) with the DOS of Fig. 4c.

cussed respectively in secs. III C and III E.

B. Origin of the eigenvalue spectrum of the dynamical matrix

The current results are related to the way a starting configuration is selected — N dislocations are randomly placed within the interval [0, d) and relaxed to a local energy minimum. The energy of this disordered dislocation configuration is higher than the global energy minimum for the current model and thus the starting configuration can be viewed as being out of equilibrium. The rational for this choice is that the mobile dislocation content of a material system is not expected to be close to equilibrium^{14}, since it forms only a small part of the total dislocation content — the other part being that of the immobile dislocation content (which in the current model is represented via Eqn. 4). Whether or not the total dislocation content can be understood within an equilibrium or out-of-equilibrium framework remains a topic of continued debate^{14,38}.

For the current model and choice of its parameters (in particular N = d/λ_0) the global energy minimum is an ordered array of N dislocations with a “lattice constant” equal to λ_0. This configuration, and variations from it give insight into both the form of the eigenvalue spectrum shown in Fig. 4b and some aspects of deformation. Because of the discrete translation symmetry of this configuration, the corresponding linearized matrix for d → ∞ may be exactly diagonalized, giving the eigenvalue,

e_k = σ^′_eb + A ( π^2 3 − ( Li_2 [ e^{ikλ0} ] + Li_2 [ e^{−ikλ0} ]) ) , (19)

with the label, k, being a one dimensional reciprocal space vector whose value is between ±π/λ_0. The corresponding eigenvector is [u_k]_j ∼ exp(ikλ_0j) where j labels the jth dislocation. In the above A = Gb^2/(2π(1−ν)λ_0), Li_2 [·] is the poly-logarithm (Jonquière’s function) of order 2, and σ^′_e = σ^′_e[x_j ]. This latter equality is independent of j since the dislocation within each λ_0 interval is at the same location. The lowest eigenvalue corresponds to the case of k = 0 in which the ordered array responds uniformly to the applied stress: e_k = σ^′_eb. The equations of motion, Eqn. 3, then simplify to σ_e [x_j ] = −σ, giving x_j = λ_0(j + arccos[−σ/τ_0]/(2π)).

Thus for the lowest eigenvalue, Eqn. 19 becomes

e_{k=0} = τ_02πb λ_0 √ 1 − ( σ τ_0

)_2 , (20)

which limits to τ_02πb √ 2 λ_0 √ 1 − σ τ_0

(21)

and a simple fold catastrophe as σ → τ_0.

The analytical eigenvalue distribution of Eqn. 19 is schematically shown in Fig. 3a, and also evaluated numerically for the d = 1280 μm system in Fig. 3b (shown in red), along with the eigenvalue spectrum characteristic of the initial dislocation configurations used in sec. III. Fig. 3b therefore demonstrates the second peak of this latter distribution arises from finite segments of ordered dislocations, which the participation number data of Fig. 1d show to involve up to eight dislocations.

The above approach can be extended to consider the case of two dislocations within every second λ_0 interval. The corresponding eigenvalue spectrum is shown in Fig. 3b (shown in green), giving rise to two peaks, one of which may be viewed as an “acoustic branch” and the other (higher eigenvalue) peak as an “optical branch” since in this case the unit cell is of length 2λ_0. Again there is a good correspondence to two peaks of the eigenvalue spectrum characteristic of the initial dislocation configurations. Other ordered configurations may be used to gain understanding of the remaining peaks.

C. Size effects in critical stress and catastrophe theory

To investigate how the critical stress and associated eigenvalue spectrum might depend on system size, ten thousand loading simulations are performed for d = 640, 320, 160 and 80 μm for the same dislocation density as the d = 1280 μm system studied so far. Data for d = 2560 and 5120 μm is also shown. Fig. 4a plots the mean critical stress versus the inverse of the system length along with a fit to an exponentially truncated power law: exp(−l/d)/d^γ, giving an exponent of γ ≈ 0.9. The value of γ differs slightly from that of ref.^{27}, which derived its parameters using a fixed (high) strain rate loading mode. The value of the exponent γ gives a low-stress power-law exponent for the master critical stress distribution equal to (1 − γ)/γ ≈ 0.11. Ref.^{27} found that the weak exponential truncation can arise from deviations away from the Weibull limit of asymptotically large M.

FIG. 4. a) Plot of the average critical stress versus the inverse system size and it’s fit using an exponentially truncated power law, b) The distribution of eigenvalues derived from the dynamical matrix of the linearized dislocation equations of motion for the largest and smallest considered system sizes. c) Log-log and d) linear scatter plot of lowest eigenvalues prior to loading versus the critical stress of the first plastic event for the considered system sizes. In both plots the solid line represents the prediction due to catastrophe theory for a fold instability, whereas the dashed line in d) shows the prediction arising from an additional higher order term of the potential energy landscape giving the O(5) fold.

Fig. 4b displays the average eigenvalue spectrum of the dynamical matrix associated with the dislocation configuration prior to loading, for the case of d = 1280 μm and d = 80 μm, and demonstrates that overall it changes little for the system sizes so far considered suggesting there is little fundamental difference in the nature of the first plastic event for system sizes down to d = 80 μm.

Fig. 4c displays a log-log scatter plot of the lowest eigenvalue versus the associated critical stress for all considered systems sizes less than d = 1024 μm. Again, a distinct upper bound limit clearly exists and for small enough critical stresses it follows Eqn. 18, which is also plotted in the figure. For larger stresses, the relation between the unstable eigenvalue and the critical stress appears to deviate from this fold catastrophe form — a trend that is best seen in the linear plot of the same data, Fig. 4d. To address this aspect, the details of catastrophe theory must be considered.

Catastrophe theory classifies the way in which a potential energy landscape approaches an instability^{34–36}. The simplest of these is the so-called fold catastrophe^{36,37}, whose potential energy landscape as the instability is ap-

FIG. 5. a) Plot of relevant potential energy landscape close to a fold catastrophe (Eqn. 22). Also shown is the O(5) order fold catastrophe energy (Eqn. 23), b) The fold ratio as a function of the external stress for the O(5) fold.

proached takes the form:

E^{(3)} = 1 3 Ax^3 − Bxδ. (22) Here x parametrizes the last remaining relevant coordinate and δ is the external stimulus, which in our case is σ − σ_c. The minimum and maximum stationary points, this equation characterizes, are at x^{(3)}_± = ± √ Bδ/A with the corresponding curvatures (eigenvalues) equalling e^{(3)}_± = ±2 √ ABδ. The barrier energy at finite δ then becomes ΔU^{(3)} = 2 √ 2(Bδ)^3/(9A). The socalled fold ratio 6ΔU^{(3)}/(e^{(3)}_− (2x^{(3)}_− )^2) is equal to unity when these relations are maintained. e^{(3)}_− gives directly Eqn. 18. These relations are formally only valid in the limit of the σ → σ_c. The present work shows however that for d = 1280 μm, the fold catastrophe relation is followed very well for the stress interval [0, σ_c). The applicability of the fold relations for non-negligible finite values of σ−σ_c = δ has also been seen in atomistic simulations of stressed model amorphous solids^{37}, for which the material instability is an atomic scale structural transformation.

To not fundamentally change the catastrophe from that of a fold, the next highest term to be added will involve the 5th power:

E^{(5)} = 1 3 Ax^3 − Bxδ + 1 5 Cx^5, (23)

whose minimum and maximum stationary points are given by

x^{(5)}_± = ± √ (A^2 + 4BCδ)^{1/2} − A 2C , (24)

with corresponding eigenvalues:

e^{(5)}_± = ±

2(A^2 + 4BCδ) ( (A^2 + 4BCδ)^{1/2} − A ) C . (25)

This will be referred to as the O(5) fold catastrophe. The above may be written in terms of e^{(3)}_+ giving

e^{(5)}_+ [σ] = 2 ( De^{(3)}_+ [σ]^2 + 1 ) (( De^{(3)}_+ [σ]^2 + 1 )_{1/2} − 1 )

D , (26) where D = C/A^3 is the remaining free parameter of Eqn. 23. For an appropriate choice of D, Eqn. 26 evaluated at σ = 0 is able to describe the relationship between critical stress and corresponding unstable mode eigenvalue for the entire considered applied external stress range — see Fig. 4d, which plots Eqn. 26 at σ = σ_c as a dashed curve. Here D (and therefore C) must be negative reflecting the fact that the maximum of Eqn. 26 occurs at a stress σ_{max} defined by e^{(3)}_+ [σ_{max}] = √ −5/(9D), and is equal to √ −8/(27D). Fig. 5a plots the resulting potential energy landscape for both the fold and O(5) fold catastrophe, demonstrating that such a 5th order term in Eqn. 23 does not fundamentally change the nature of the instability, only changing the position and curvature of the local minimum and corresponding saddle-point. Inspection of Fig. 5b, shows however that due to these modified stationary points, the fold ratio^{36}, which is identically one for the usual fold catastrophe, can deviate by up to 20% for finite applied external stresses.

D. Structure of the dynamical matrix

Further insight may be gained by inspecting the statistical properties of the dynamical matrix Λ_{ij} . In what follows, the labelling refers to a sequential list of dislocations with increasing initial position. Thus the nearest neighbour dislocations of the ith dislocation, barring periodic boundary conditions, have the labels i − 1 and i + 1. All statistics are derived from the d = 1280 μm system size. Fig. 6a plots the mean of Λ_{i,i+Δi} and reveals that Λ_{ij} is predominantly tri-diagonal with positive diagonal elements and negative off-diagonal elements. Fig. 6b plots normalized histograms of these diagonal and off-diagonal band elements.

From Eqn. 8 there exist two contributions to each diagonal element of the dynamical matrix, the contribution arising from the elastic interaction between dislocations and the contribution arising from the internal static stress field. For the single slip system considered here, the former will always contribute positively to the diagonal element due to the mutual repulsion between dislocations, whereas the latter can either be positive or negative depending on the location of the corresponding dislocation. Detailed inspection reveals two classes of environments which lead to two distinct dislocation contributions, one arising from regions in which there is more than one dislocation within a λ_0 interval and the other arising from regions in which neighbouring dislocations

FIG. 6. a) Average i, i + Δi element of linearized matrix indicating a matrix which is predominantly tri-diagonal. b) Normalized histograms of diagonal and off-diagonal bands. c) Plot of ijth off-diagonal element value versus xi − xj . d) Intra-diagonal and intra-off-diagonal correlation functions.

are spaced one per λ_0 interval. This latter contribution is responsible for the first diagonal element peak in (the green curve in Fig. 6b) whose location is similar to that for the ordered configuration (the red curve shown in Fig. 3b). Such segments of order do not contribute to the low-end tail of the diagonal elements of the dynamical matrix. The second peak for the diagonal elements in Fig. 6b arises from dislocation arrangements within a single λ_0 with its low-end tail being responsible for the low-end tail of the diagonal element distribution. This latter tail is due to the different locations the dislocations can take because of the static internal stress field and the surrounding dislocation structure. Inspection of the spatial structure of the initial dislocation configurations show that up to three dislocations can exist within a λ_0 interval.

Inspection of the negative off-diagonal elements show approximately 60% of the elements are non-negligible and centred around a value whose magnitude is approximately half that of the diagonal elements. When this is not the case, the value is at least an order of magnitude smaller. The origin of this off-diagonal structure is best seen by inspection of Λ_{ij} and the distance separating the dislocation pair x_i − x_j — Fig. 6c. It is seen a large off-diagonal band element arises when a neighbouring (or next nearest neighbouring) dislocation is within the same λ_0 interval, whereas the smaller elements arise from neighbouring dislocations at more distant λ_0 intervals. The exponent of two in Fig. 6c is related to the leading order, 1/r^2, scaling of the off-diagonal element (Eqn. 8).

Fig. 6d plots the spatial correlation functions along the diagonal and the off-diagonal bands. Here

C^n_{Δi} = ⟨( Λ_{i,i+n} − Λ_{i,i+n} ) ( Λ_{i+Δi,i+Δi+n} − Λ_{i+Δi,i+Δi+n} )⟩ i ⟨( Λ_{i,i+n} − Λ_{i,i+n} ) ( Λ_{i,i+n} − Λ_{i,i+n} )⟩ i , (27) where n = 0 for the diagonal and n = 1 for the offdiagonal bands. In the above, Λ_{ij} , equals the mean ijth element and the average, ⟨·⟩_i, is with respect to i. Inspection of the figure reveals the matrix elements are only significantly correlated up to the second and third neighbours.

The picture which emerges is of a predominantly tridiagonal matrix with off-diagonal band element values having a non-negligible probability of being quite small. Viewing this matrix to be precisely a tri-diagonal matrix and with these small off-diagonal values to be identically zero results in a matrix of non-interacting smaller block matrices. This is equivalent to truncating the dislocation-dislocation interaction to a distance of approximately λ_0. In this limit the origin of purely localized eigenmodes becomes manifest, with the eigenmodes consisting of dislocation bunches existing within one λ_0 unit. Restoring the dislocation-dislocation interaction to its full range results in a weak interaction between the block matrices and therefore the possibility of more spatially extended eigenmodes. That both the diagonal and off-diagonal band elements are weakly correlated beyond three element indices, means that at a resolution above that of the strongly interacting block matrices, the full matrix is random. Such a random block tridiagonal matrix is similar as the one-dimensional random potential problem and the physics of Anderson localization^{39}. In one dimension, the localization phenomenon is robust against the strength of the disorder^{40}, and — barring any long-range correlations between the random matrix elements (not suggested by Fig. 6d and the 1/r^2 dependency of the off-diagonal elements) — are expected to be localized as seen via the participation number in Fig. 1d. Indeed, analysis of the level separation statistics of the eigenvalues reveals strong Poisson behaviour (not shown).

E. Relation between the emerging instability and irreversible plastic strain

When the applied stress equals the critical stress of the plastic event, the unstable eigenmode’s eigenvalue becomes identically zero and the linearization procedure breaks down. During the subsequent regime of strong non-linearity, dislocations within the structure evolve according to Eqn. 3, until a new stable dislocation configuration is found. At this point the plastic event has entirely arrested and the linearization procedure can once again be used. An interesting question is how related is the resulting irreversible plasticity to the unstable mode that triggers it?

FIG. 7. a) Histogram of overlap between the unstable eigenmode and the normalized plastic displacement vector characterizing the resulting irreversible plasticity. b) Peak normalized histogram of the number of dislocations involved in the plastic event obtained from the participation number of the normalized plastic displacement vector (Eqn. 17). Data is derived from approximately two thousand loading simulations for a system size of d = 1028 μm.

To quantify the irreversible plasticity the dislocation displacements (taking into account the periodic boundary conditions) between the positions at the instability and at arrest are found, giving a vector which is then normalized. Taking the dot-product of this normalized plastic displacement vector with the unstable mode gives the overlap and therefore the degree of similarity between the dislocations responsible for the trigger of plasticity and those involved in the actual resulting plasticity. Such an approach has been used to investigate a similar relationship in hard-sphere glasses^{41} — see also ref.^{42} for the case of magnetic reorientations in an XY spin glass. Fig. 7a plots a histogram of this overlap measure derived from several thousand loading simulations performed up to the arrest of the first plastic event for d = 1280 μm. The histogram shows two distinct features, where in the first case, there exists a peak (marked in green) close to an overlap of unity, demonstrating that approximately 82% of the plastic event structures are strongly related to the unstable mode triggering the irreversible plasticity. The remaining 18% percent of plastic events admit a range of lower overlaps (marked in blue).

Given the eigenmode at the instability involves only one dislocation (Fig. 1d), this result indicates 82% percent of the plastic events are mediated by only the trigger dislocation. This is confirmed through inspection of the participation number (Eqn. 17) of the plastic strain vector. On the other hand, the participation number of those plastic events which have a reduced overlap can have a value ranging between one and five dislocations. Fig. 7b plots a histogram of the participation number of the plastic strain vector, in which the bin width is unity and each bin is centred on an integer. The observed trend my be rationalized by considering the probability, A, that a dislocation involved in plasticity triggers another dislocation to become mobile, and so on, giving a histogram equal to A^{n−1} where n is the nth dislocation involved in the plastic event. Fig. 7b includes such a curve for the optimal value of A = 0.113844, indicating a dislocation involved in plasticity has the probability of ∼ 0.1 to trigger another dislocation. This value is quite compatible with the above observation that approximately 18% of the plastic events have weak overlap with the unstable eigenmode. The general trends shown here differ little for the considered system sizes down to d = 80 μm.

Past work has shown that the present model applied to a dipolar mat geometry exhibits scale-free avalanche behaviour only when the external stress is “tuned” to the above yield stress^{11}. The transition to macroscopic flow is thus characterized by a mean-field depinning transition^{14,31} as discussed by Dahmen and co-workers^{16} — a result that is also the case for the single slip plane system studied presently. The first irreversible plastic event is therefore expected to not exhibit scale free avalanche behaviour, indeed the statistics of the plastic displacement shown in Fig. 7b can not admit power law behaviour in the plastic strain magnitude distribution because A < 1. This should be compared when approaching yield, and “tuned” criticality. Here, A → 1, and the plastic events can involve a very large number of dislocations and therefore a divergent plastic strain.

IV. DISCUSSION

Further insight into the underlying mechanism of the first plastic event can be gained by investigating the dynamical matrix using second order eigenvalue perturbation theory. Treating the off-diagonal elements of the dynamical matrix as a perturbation, Rayleigh-Schrödinger gives the lowest eigenvalue as

e_1 ≈ Λ_{11} + ∑ i≠1 |Λ_{1j} |^2 Λ_{11} − Λ_{ii}

, (28)

where Λ_{11} is the lowest diagonal element. The second term is always negative since Λ_{11} < Λ_{ii}. Two approaches can be taken in assigning the labelling i in the above equation. If the dominant term contributing to the summation arises from the second lowest diagonal element, giving the smallest denominator, then i should reflect the numerical order of the ith diagonal element. If, on the other hand, the dominant term originates from the largest off-diagonal element, giving the largest numerator, then i should reflect the numerical order of the spatial distance associated with the Λ_{1i} diagonal element. For the present case, it is the latter, so the largest contribution always arises from the term with the largest offdiagonal element and therefore the mode closest to the spatial location of the dislocation associated with the Λ_{11} element. This originates from the block structure of the matrix discussed in Sec. III D in which the first plastic event originates from configurations typically involving two or three dislocations within the same λ_0 unit. Because of this, the corresponding i = 2 diagonal mode Λ_{22} is considerably larger than Λ_{11}.

FIG. 8. a) Scatter plot of dynamical matrix diagonal versus eigenvalue for the lowest, second lowest and third lowest pair. Those coloured blue/green involve two/three dislocations. b) Low end distributions of the dynamical matrix diagonals and eigenvalues with predicted power law forms. Data is derived from ten thousand initial configurations for a system size of d = 1028 μm.

Fig. 8a displays a scatter-plot of the lowest eigenvalue versus the lowest dynamical matrix diagonal for d = 1280 μm. A strong band of linear correlation is evident. The data is coloured according to the number of dislocations within the λ_0 unit of the dislocation associated with the lowest diagonal element. For the case when the lowest eigenvalue involves two dislocations, lowest order perturbation theory (Eqn. 28) is sufficient to calculate the numerical value of the corresponding eigenvalue. On the other hand, when three dislocations are involved, Eqn. 28, provides only a good estimate and higher-order perturbation theory is needed to obtain an accurate eigenvalue due to the multiple “scattering” associated with the two non-negligible offdiagonal elements. Fig. 8a therefore demonstrates two distinct dislocation environments are responsible for the first irreversible plastic event. It is noted that these two mechanisms do not explain the two classes of overlap between the instability mode and the plastic displacement considered in Sec. III E. This suggests the extent of the resulting plasticity has more to do with the surrounding dislocation structure than those dislocations triggering the instability.

The average trend seen in Fig. 8a indicates the distribution of diagonal elements has a hard gap — e_i ≈ Λ_{ii} + ΔΛ — which may be estimated by the second term of Eqn. 28. This result is also valid for higher value pairs of diagonal elements and eigenvalues. If, P (e) ∼ e^θ, then the distribution of diagonal elements must be P (Λ) ∼ (Λ − ΔΛ)^θ. What is the value of the exponent θ? The existence of a fold catastrophe gives a direct connection between the first critical stress and the lowest eigenvalues of the dynamical matrix for the configuration prior to loading, e_1 ∝ √ σ_c, giving θ = (2 − γ)/γ = 1.22 for the value γ = 0.9 obtained via the average first critical stress versus system size (Fig. 4a). The observation that it is not necessarily the lowest eigenvalue which is connected to the critical stress via the fold catastrophe (see fig. 2a) only affects the prefactor of the above scaling, and not the scaling itself. This is because the level spacing of the first few eigenvalues scales with system size in the same way as the lowest eigenvalue. Fig. 8b plots the eigenvalue and diagonal dynamical matrix distributions averaged over 10000 initial configurations for a system size of d = 1280 μm along with the corresponding power law distributions (appropriately normalised) using the exponent θ = 1.22 and the diagonal element gap (obtained from Fig. 8a). Agreement is seen to be quite good with some deviation close to the hard gap and for the very smallest eigenvalues.

The presence of a gap may be seen without the aid of perturbation theory. In fact, to ensure the dynamical matrix is positive definite (a necessary condition for a stable dislocation configuration), its components must satisfy |Λ_{ij} | ≤ √ Λ_{ii}Λ_{jj} where the diagonal elements are positive non-zero numbers. This is a general result for a positive definite matrix and originates from the property that every principle sub-matrix of the matrix in question must itself be positive definite, including all 2 × 2 sub-matrices. The above inequality then gives

Λ_{11} ≥ max_j { |Λ_{1j} |^2/Λ_{jj} } . (29)

For the present system, this maximum is always due to the jth diagonal element whose dislocation is closest to dislocation ‘1’. For the case of the smallest possible value of max_j { |Λ_{1j} |^2/Λ_{jj} } , the inequality in Eqn. 29 limits to an equality, giving the minimum possible value of Λ_{11}. Indeed, two separate equalities emerge associated with the environments of either two or three dislocations. That this minimum is a finite positive number is due to a unique combination of the repulsive interaction between dislocations (the dislocations cannot be too close to each other), the pinning effect of the static internal field (which tends to bunch dislocations within a single λ_0 unit), and the surrounding dislocation environment. The specific combination of these factors giving the absolute minimum is only approached with a non-negligible probability for large enough system sizes.

The arrows in Fig. 8b indicate the average lowest eigenvalue and the average lowest diagonal element, demonstrating that they are well within the regime for which the power law behaviour is dominant. This is to be expected given the approximately linear scaling between the mean first critical stress versus system size (Fig. 8a). In fact the regime of eigenvalues below that of the hard gap range corresponds (via the fold catastrophe relation) to a critical stress of σ_c ≈ 0.0008τ_0, which is well outside the range of Fig. 4a. Despite this agreement, it is expected that for large enough system sizes, Weibull^{44–48} fluctuations around the mean value will be affected in this stress regime: as was noticed for the system size, d = 1280 μm, in Ref.^{27}.

V. CONCLUDING REMARKS

The present work has demonstrated the extreme value statistics of the critical stress of the first plastic event in a one-dimensional dislocation dynamics model may be associated with the low-end eigen-structure of the dynamical matrix of the dislocation configuration prior to loading. In particular the critical stress of a given dislocation configuration can be directly related, via a fold catastrophe, to one of the lowest eigenvalues whose corresponding eigenmode will eventually facilitate the instability leading to the first plastic event. Inspection of such eigenmodes and the general statistical properties of the dynamical matrix, reveal them to be localized, involving generally only one to two dislocations. Thus, despite the long range interaction between dislocations, the onset of the very first plastic event for the considered model is a localized structure. It is found that the internal static stress field (with its imposed length and stress scales) plays a dominant role here.

It is an interesting question, if such a phenomenon may be generalized to two and three spatial dimensions for dislocation networks involving multiple active slip systems and the general phenomenon of screening. In particular, if the characteristic disorder a particular dislocation segment experiences due to all other dislocations is of a type able to induce similar behaviour of the form seen here will be a topic of future work. The work of ref.^{27} demonstrates the extreme value statistics approach taken here is applicable to experimental nano-indentation probes of three-dimensional dislocation structure in real materials, suggesting that this might in fact be the case. Furthermore, how this picture might change as a function of the nth plastic event might give fundamental insight into the more general nature of micro-plasticity, and the transition to macroscopic yield and plastic flow.

VI. ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

PMD thanks Christopher Mudry and Markus Mueller for helpful discussion.

∗ Peter.Derlet@psi.ch 1 R. Becker and E. Orowan, Z. Phys. 79, 566 (1932). 2 R.F. Tinder and J. Washburn, Acta. Metall. 12, 129 (1964).

3 R.F. Tinder and J.P. Trzil, Acta Metall. 21, 975 (1973).

4 S. Shim, H. Bei, E.P. George and G.M. Pharr, Scripta Mater. 59 1095 (2008).

5 J.R. Morris, H. Bei, G.M. Pharr, and E.P. George, Phys.

Rev. Lett. 106, 165502 (2011).

6 M.D. Uchic, D.M. Dimiduk, J.N. Florando and W.D. Nix, Science 305, 986 (2004).

7 J. P. Sethna, K. A. Dahmen and C. R. Myers, Nature 410, 242 (2001).

8 M.-C. Miguel, A. Vespignani, S. Zapperi, J. Weiss and J.R.

Grasse, Nature 410, 667 (2001).

9 J. Weiss and D. Marsan, Science 299, 89 (2003). 10 F.F. Csikor, C. Motz, D. Weygand, M. Zaiser and S. Zapperi, Science 318, 252 (2007).

11 P. M. Derlet and R. Maaß, Simul. Mater. Sci. Eng. 21.

035007 (2013).

12 P.D. Ispánovity, A. Hegyi, I. Groma, G. Gyorgyi, K. Ratter, and D. Weygand, Acta. Mater. 61, 6234 (2013).

13 P.D. Ispánovity, L. Laurson, M. Zaiser, I. Groma, S. Zapperi and M.J. Alava, Phys. Rev. Lett. 112 235501 (2014).

14 M. Zaiser, Adv. Phys. 55, 185 (2006).

15 A.P. Mehta, K.A. Dahmen, and Y. Ben-Zion, Phys. Rev.

E 73, 056104 (2006).

16 K. A. Dahmen, Y. Ben-Zion, and J. T. Uhl, Phys. Rev.

Lett. 102, 175501 (2009).

17 M.D. Uchic, P.A. Shade and D.M. Dimiduk, Annu. Rev.

Mater. Sci. 39, 361 (2009).

18 N. Friedman, A.T. Jennings, G. Tsekenis, J.-Y. Kim, M.

Tao, J.T. Uhl, J.R. Greer, and K.A. Dahmen, Phys. Rev. Lett. 109, 095507 (2012).

19 R. Maaß, P. M. Derlet, and J. R. Greer, Scripta Mater. 69, 586 (2013).

20 R. Maaß, P. M. Derlet, and J. R. Greer, Small 11, 341 (2015).

21 J. R. Greer and J. Th.M. De Hosson, Prog. Mat. Sci. 56, 654 (2011).

22 J. A. El-Awady, Nat. Comm. 6, 5926 (2015). 23 P. Sudharshan Phani, K.E. Johanns, E.P. George and G.M.

Pharr, J. Mater. Res. 28, 2728 (2013).

24 P. M. Derlet and R. Maaß, Phil. Mag. 95, 1829 (2015).

25 R. Maaß, C. Volkert and P. M. Derlet, Scripta Mater. 102, 27 (2015).

26 P. M. Derlet and R. Maaß, Scripta. Mater. 109, 19 (2015). 27 P. M. Derlet and R. Maaß, arXiv:1510.09036v2 (2016). 28 H A David and H N Nagaraja, Order Statistics, Wiley Series in Probability and Statistics, Wiley; 2003.

29 J.-P. Bouchaud and M. Méezard, J. Phys. A: Math. Gen.

30, 7997 (1997).

30 J.D. Eshelby, Proc. Roy. Soc. A 241, 376 (1957). 31 D. S. Fisher, Physics Reports 301, 113 (1998). 32 P. Szabó, P. D. Ispánovity, and I. Groma, Phys. Rev B 91, 054106 (2015).

33 R. J. Bell and P. Dean, Discuss. Faraday Soc. 50, 55 (1970). 34 R. Thom, Structural Stability and Morphogenesis (W. A.

Benjamin, Reading, Mass. 1975).

35 V. Arnold, Catastrophe Theory (Springer, Berlin, 1992). 36 D. J. Wales, Science 293, 2067 (2001).

37 C. E. Maloney and D. J. Lacks, Phys. Rev. E 73, 061106 (2006).

38 See for example, Nabarro F R N and Hirth J (ed) 2002 Dislocations in Solids vol 11 (Amsterdam: Elsevier) 39 P. W. Anderson, Phys. Rev 109, 1492 (1958). 40 E. Abrahams, P. W. Anderson, D. C. Licciardello and T.

V. Ramakrishnan, Phys. Rev. Lett. 42, 673 (1979) 41 C. Brito and M. Wyart, J. Stat. Mech., L08003 (2007). 42 A. Sharma, A. Andreanov and M. Müller, Phys. Rev. E 90, 042103 (2014).

43 M. Müller and M. Wyart, Annu. Rev. Condens. Matter Phys. 6, 177 (2015).

44 W. Weibull, J. Appl. Mech. 18, 293 (1951). 45 W. Weibull, Appl. Mech. Rev. 5. 449 (1952). 46 E.J. Gumbel, Statistics of Extremes, Columbia University Press, New York; 1958.

47 R. A. Fisher and L. H. C. Tippett, Proc. Cambridge Phil.

Soc. 24, 180 (1928).

48 B. Gnedenko, Ann. Math. 44, 423 (1943).