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Choosing the correct free energy functional is critical when developing thermodynamically-
consistent phase field models. We show that the grand-potential phase field model minimizes the
Helmholtz free energy. While both functionals are at a minimum at equilibrium, the Helmholtz
free energy decreases monotonically with time in the grand-potential phase field model, whereas
the grand potential does not. Minimizing the grand potential implies a different problem where
a system can exchange mass with its surroundings at every point, leading to a condition of iso-
chemical-potential and invalidating mass conservation of the system.

The phase field method is widely used to describe the
evolution of non-equilibrium systems. One of its most
broad and successful applications is modeling the solidi-
fication of alloys. Early phase field models for alloys [1]
do not decouple the bulk and interfacial energies, so they
rely on a very thin interface (typically on the nanome-
ter scale) to provide quantitative predictions. This im-
poses a significant computational constraint for practical
applications of the models to systems ranging from mi-
crometers to millimeters in size. The Kim-Kim-Suzuki
(KKS) model [2] addressed this problem by viewing the
interface as a two-phase mixture, allowing for a natural
decoupling of the bulk and interfacial contributions, and
permitting accurate predictions with significantly larger
interface widths. However, to achieve this, a local equilib-
rium constraint must be fulfilled. This constraint, which
involves the equality of the diffusion potentials for the
two phases (µ̃α = µ̃β), is a nonlinear equation for general
free energies and must be solved at each grid point and
each timestep, a computationally expensive undertaking.
To avoid this, carefully crafted free energy densities can
be used. Plapp [3] proposed a grand-potential formula-
tion by switching from the concentration c to the diffu-
sion potential µ̃ as the natural variable. This treatment
naturally fulfills the local equilibrium constraint and fully
decouples the bulk and interfacial energies. This model
has been extended to multiphase and multicomponent
systems [4, 5] and is widely used for modeling alloy so-
lidification and various other applications [6, 7].
Though not explicitly mentioned in the original pa-

per [3], many researchers have leapt from the observa-
tion that the grand potential was used in Plapp’s ap-
proach to the conclusion that the grand-potential phase
field model minimizes the system’s total grand potential
[8–18]. Some researchers have pointed out that the evolu-
tion equations from the grand-potential phase field model
do not appear to result from a variational derivation of
the system’s total grand potential, but the point has not
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been emphasized [7, 19, 20].

We show here that the grand-potential phase field
model proposed by Plapp [3] actually minimizes the
Helmholtz free energy under proper boundary conditions.
Here, ‘minimize’ pertains to non-equilibrium thermody-
namics: the free energy not only reaches an extremum
at equilibrium, as described in classical thermodynam-
ics, but also decreases monotonically with time (energy
dissipation or the energy being a Lyapunov functional
[21, 22]). Moreover, the concept of ‘equilibrium’ should
be viewed as a state where all fast processes have hap-
pened while all slow processes have not, as highlighted
by Feynman [23]. For example, solidification of an alloy
can often be approximated as a process that takes place
in thermal equilibrium, a state with rapid heat diffusion
and slow mass diffusion. Thus, in the isothermal case,
heat exchange is fast and temperature remains uniform
while mass diffusion exists as a non-equilibrium process.
The Helmholtz free energy decreases monotonically in
this process. The case where the total grand potential
is monotonically decreasing is related to the presence of
chemical equilibrium at a timescale significantly longer
than mass diffusion. An example analogous to isothermal
is iso-chemical-potential (or iso-µ̃), where mass exchange
with the surroundings is fast to maintain the iso-µ̃ con-
dition, leading to the lack of mass conservation in the
system. As Plapp uses mass conservation in his model,
the system is not under an iso-µ̃ condition, and the to-
tal grand potential does not decrease monotonically in
time, despite the grand potential reaching its minimum
at equilibrium (when mass diffusion is done). This ob-
servation in no way renders Plapp’s model incorrect, but
this misapprehension could lead to substantive errors in
interpreting the free energy functional and constructing
thermodynamically-consistent phase field models.

Let us briefly review Plapp’s grand-potential phase
field model [3]. The grand potential of a binary alloy
system is defined as

Ω[φ, µ̃] =

∫

V

1

2
κ|~∇φ|2 +mg(φ) + ω(φ, µ̃) dV , (1)
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where φ is the phase field variable, µ̃ is the diffusion po-
tential, κ is the gradient coefficient, g(φ) is the double-
well function, m is the height of the well, and the
bulk grand-potential density is interpolated from the two
phases

ω = p(φ)ωα(µ̃) + (1− p(φ))ωβ(µ̃), (2)

where p(φ) is an interpolation function, and ωα and ωβ

are the grand-potential densities of each phase, which are
both functions of the diffusion potential µ̃.
The functional derivatives of the system’s grand potential
with respect to the two independent variables are

δΩ

δφ
= −κ~∇2φ+mg′(φ) + p′(φ)(ωα − ωβ), (3)

−
δΩ

δµ̃
= p(φ)cα + (1− p(φ))cβ = c, (4)

where c is the total concentration interpolated from the
phase concentrations cα = −∂ωα/∂µ̃.
The evolution of the phase field variable φ follows the
Allen-Cahn equation

∂φ

∂t
= −Mφ

δΩ

δφ
, (5)

where Mφ is the phase field mobility and is positive.
The evolution of the diffusion potential µ̃ is derived from
the mass conservation equation

∂c

∂t
= −~∇· ~J, (6)

where ~J is the mass flux. In the grand-potential phase
field model, Eq. 6 is reformulated to an evolution equa-
tion of the diffusion potential

χ
∂µ̃

∂t
= ~∇·

(

M~∇µ̃
)

− p′(φ)(cα − cβ)
∂φ

∂t
, (7)

where χ = ∂c/∂µ̃ is the susceptibility, p′(φ) = dp/dφ,
and we use

~J = −M~∇µ̃, (8)

where M is an atomic mobility which is positive.
To determine if the total grand potential is monoton-

ically decreasing in time, we take the time derivative of
the system’s grand potential (Eq. 1)

dΩ

dt
=

∫

V

δΩ

δφ

∂φ

∂t
+

δΩ

δµ̃

∂µ̃

∂t
dV

=

∫

V

δΩ

δφ

∂φ

∂t
− c

∂µ̃

∂t
dV ≤ 0. (9)

For the grand potential to decrease in time requires the
integrand to be negative-definite, which, when combined
with Eq. 5, yields the condition

−Mφ

(

δΩ

δφ

)2

− c
∂µ̃

∂t
≤ 0. (10)

For this to hold for any virtual variation in φ or µ̃, each
term must itself be negative. From Eq. 7, the second
term can be written as −c∂tµ̃ = −c∂tc/χ for regions far
from the boundary (∂tφ = 0). Since the concentration
is nonnegative c ≥ 0, this necessitates c to monotoni-
cally increase/decrease with time for a positive/negative
χ. However, this is not always the case, at least in a
subdomain of the system. It is evident that the evolu-
tion equations of the grand-potential phase field model
(Eqs. 5 and 7) do not minimize the total grand potential
(Eq. 1). In other words, dΩ/dt is not guaranteed to be
negative.
Thus, the model does not appear to guarantee that the

grand potential energy decreases during evolution. How-
ever, as will be shown below, it dissipates the Helmholtz
free energy. The Helmholtz free energy of the system is

F [φ, c] =

∫

V

1

2
κ|~∇φ|2 +mg(φ) + f(φ, c) dV , (11)

where f(φ, c) = p(φ)fα(cα) + (1 − p(φ))fβ(cβ) is the
Helmholtz free energy density, fα and fβ are the
Helmholtz free energy densities of each phase, which
are related to the grand-potential densities as ωα =
fα− cαµ̃α. Equation 11 can be reformulated using Eq. 1
as

F [φ, c] = Ω[φ, µ̃] +

∫

V

cµ̃ dV, (12)

where the local equilibrium constraint µ̃ = µ̃α = µ̃β is
imposed.
The evolution of the Helmholtz free energy requires

dF

dt
=

dΩ

dt
+

∫

V

(

∂c

∂t
µ̃+ c

∂µ̃

∂t

)

dV (13)

=

∫

V

δΩ

δφ

∂φ

∂t
+ µ̃

∂c

∂t
dV (14)

=

∫

V

δΩ

δφ

∂φ

∂t
+ ~J · ~∇µ̃dV −

∫

∂V

n̂ · (µ̃ ~J) dA (15)

=

∫

V

−Mφ

(

δF

δφ

)2

−M |~∇µ̃|2 dV ≤ 0, (16)

where Eq. 9 is substituted into Eq. 13, and Eq. 6 is used in
Eq. 14 with integration by parts. Equation 16 is obtained
using the constitutive relations Eqs. 5 and 8, and the as-
sumption that there is no mass flux across the bound-

ary of V : n̂ · ~J = 0, where n̂ is the outward interfacial
normal vector, and δF/δφ = δΩ/δφ. Since Mφ and M
are both positive, Eq. 16 shows the evolution equations
in the grand-potential phase field model (Eqs. 5 and 6)
minimizes the system’s Helmholtz free energy (Eq. 11).
In deriving Eq. 16, we assume there is no mass flux at

the boundary (closed system). For an open system that
can exchange mass with the surroundings (or reservoir)
at its boundary, a boundary integral is needed to account
for this exchange process. The reservoir is assumed to be
large compared to the system, so any exchange of mass
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does not alter its diffusion potential µ̃resv. The proper
quantity to be minimized for this open system is

L[φ, c] = F [φ, c] +

∫ t

0

∫

∂V

n̂ · (µ̃resv
~J) dAdt. (17)

The time derivative of L can be worked out similarly as

dL

dt
=

∫

V

δF

δφ

∂φ

∂t
+ ~J · ~∇µ̃dV

−

∫

∂V

n̂ · ((µ̃− µ̃resv) ~J) dA (18)

=

∫

V

−Mφ

(

δF

δφ

)2

−M |~∇µ̃|2 dV

−

∫

∂V

Mt(µ̃− µ̃resv)
2 dA ≤ 0, (19)

where we use constitutive relations Eqs. 5 and 8 and

boundary condition n̂ · ~J = Mt(µ̃ − µ̃resv), where Mt

is a trans-interface atomic mobility that is positive. If
atoms jump across the boundary fast (Mt = +∞), we
have µ̃ = µ̃resv at the boundary, indicating that the sys-
tem exchanges mass with the surroundings at a constant
µ̃. This means L is monotonically decreasing in time ac-
cording to the evolution equations in Eqs. 5 and 7, while
the grand potential Ω is not. At equilibrium, when mass
diffusion has finished, the system has a uniform µ̃ the
same as the reservoir µ̃ = µ̃resv. L can be written as
L = F − µ̃N + µ̃resvN0 = Ω + constant, where N0 and
N are the total number of atoms in the system at t = 0
and after equilibrium, respectively. So, both L and Ω are
at a minimum at equilibrium, which is consistent with
classical thermodynamics.
Now, we consider a timescale that is much larger

than the diffusion timescale. This means that diffu-
sion happens so quickly that it appears that the system
is connected to a mass reservoir everywhere, maintain-
ing a constant µ̃. As a result, we have µ̃ = µ̃resv and
~J = −M~∇µ̃ = ~0 at all points in the system. For this
open system that can exchange mass with the surround-
ings everywhere, the proper quantity to be minimized is

L∗[φ, c] = F [φ, c] +

∫ t

0

∫

V

µ̃resvj dV dt, (20)

where j is a body mass flux from the system to the sur-
roundings (sink). The continuity equation, in this case,
is ∂c/∂t = −j, which can be substituted into Eq. 20 to
give

L∗[φ, c] = F [φ, c]−

∫

V

cµ̃ dV +

∫

V

c0µ̃resv dV

= Ω[φ, µ̃] + µ̃resvN0. (21)

where c0 is the concentration at t = 0. Note the last term
in Eq. 21 is a constant. Therefore, L∗ is equivalent to the
grand potential Ω at all times, while L is equivalent to Ω
only at equilibrium. It is critical to distinguish two cases:

(a) the system is only connected to the reservoir at the
system’s outer boundary (minimizing L), and (b) the sys-
tem is connected to the reservoir at every point within
the system or each subsystem is in contact with the reser-
voir (minimizing Ω). The first case can be handled by a
boundary integral, as in Eq. 17, while the second case
requires the Legendre transformation of the free energy
density, as in Eq. 21.
In summary, in a closed system (no mass moving

across its boundary), the Helmholtz free energy in Eq. 11
is dissipated (decreases monotonically) as the system
evolves. In an open system where mass can be exchanged
with the surroundings only through its boundary, L
in Eq. 17 is minimized. For an open system that can
exchange mass with the surroundings throughout the
system to maintain an iso-µ̃ condition, the grand poten-
tial in Eq. 1 or L∗ in Eq. 20 is minimized. In all cases,
the core quantity to be minimized is the Helmholtz free
energy. The interaction with the surroundings is taken
into account through various ‘boundary’ integrals, such
as those in Eqs. 17 and 20. Here, ‘boundary’ refers to
places where the system comes into contact with the
reservoir. If we relax the isothermal assumption, the
quantity to be minimized would be the negative entropy
along with an appropriate boundary integral [22, 24].
This aligns with the equivalence of thermodynamic
ensembles in statistical mechanics, which states that the
boundary conditions determine the proper ensemble to
employ.

Plapp’s grand-potential phase field model [3] was de-
rived from the grand-potential functional in Eq. 1. Since
we showed above that the Helmholtz free energy or L is
the proper quantity to be minimized, we here provide an
alternative derivation of Plapp’s model without utilizing
the system’s grand potential. Considering a system with
M phases and N components, the independent variables
are the phase field vector φ = {φα}

M
α=1, and the concen-

tration vector c = {ci}
N−1
i=1 . Assuming all species have

the same molar volume Vm, we have
∑N

i=1
ci = 1/Vm,

so there are N − 1 independent concentrations. We
choose the N -th component to define the diffusion po-
tential µ̃i = µi − µN , where µi is the chemical potential
of specie i.
The Helmholtz free energy of the system is

F [φ, c] =

∫

V

M
∑

α=1

1

2
κ|~∇φα|

2 +mg(φ)

+

M
∑

α=1

pα(φ)f
α(cα(µ̃)) dV . (22)

where g(φ) is a multi-well potential [25], pα(φ) is the
interpolation function of phase α for the multiple-phase
case [26], cα = {cαi }

N−1
i=1 , and µ̃ = {µ̃i}

N−1
i=1 . The key dif-

ference between our treatment and the KKS model (and
its multiphase and multicomponent equivalent) is that
we assume the phase concentrations cαi are a function of



4

the diffusion potentials µ̃α
i , which are in turn a function

of the independent variables φ and c. This treatment
allows us to directly impose the local equilibrium con-
straint µ̃i = µ̃α

i = ∂fα/∂cαi , ∀α.
The mixture rule for the phase concentrations is

ci =

M
∑

α=1

pα(φ)c
α
i , i = 1, · · · , N − 1. (23)

The functional derivatives of F to the independent field
variables are derived using the chain rule and following
the same procedure as in [5, 26]

δF

δφα

= −κ~∇2φα +m
∂g(φ)

∂φα

+

M
∑

β=1

∂pβ(φ)

∂φα

ωβ, (24)

δF

δci
= µ̃i. (25)

The grand potential density ω in Eq. 24 arises naturally
from the local equilibrium constraint and Eq. 23.
The evolution equations that minimize the system’s
Helmholtz free energy (Eq. 22) are (neglecting cross-
coupling between φ and c)

∂φα

∂t
= −Mα

φ

δF

δφα

, (26)

∂ci
∂t

= ~∇·





N−1
∑

j=1

Mij
~∇µ̃j



, (27)

where Mα
φ are the phase field mobilities and Mij are the

atomic mobilities. At this point, we still need to solve
the local equilibrium constraint µ̃i = µ̃1

i = · · · = µ̃M
i , i =

1, · · · , N − 1 at each grid point and time step to get
the phase concentrations cαi . This problem can be re-
solved by reformulating the mass conservation equations
(Eq. 27) using the diffusion potentials µ̃i, a critical step

in the original grand-potential phase field model [3], as

χij

∂µ̃j

∂t
=− ~∇·





N−1
∑

j=1

Mij
~∇µ̃j





−
M
∑

α=1





M
∑

β=1

∂pβ(φ)

∂φα

cβi





∂φα

∂t
, (28)

where the susceptibility is χij = ∂ci/∂µ̃j .
The phase concentrations cαi can then be solved from
the diffusion potentials µ̃i, and there is no need to
explicitly impose the local equilibrium constraint like
the KKS model. Equation 28 should not be viewed
as the evolution of the independent field variables but
as a reformulation of the mass conservation equations
in Eq. 27. The independent field variables remain
the concentrations since the Helmholtz free energy is
minimized. Notably, when Eq. 28 is solved numerically,
it can lead to an accumulated error in mass conservation,
which requires careful treatment [9].

Conclusions. This work addresses an apparently
widespread misapprehension regarding the grand-
potential phase field model: What thermodynamic
potential is minimized or dissipated during evolution?
Although the original model’s equations are correct,
they do not result in a monotonically decreasing grand
potential. Instead, the thermodynamic potential to be
minimized is the Helmholtz free energy with the proper
boundary condition. We identified a key difference
between minimizing the Helmholtz free energy and the
grand potential, which is related to how the system
exchanges mass with the surroundings. When the
system can only exchange mass with the surroundings
through its outer boundary, the Helmholtz free energy
(with boundary condition as boundary integral) de-
creases monotonically with time. On the other hand,
if the system can exchange mass locally everywhere
within the system, a finite diffusion rate is not present,
and the grand potential is the proper quantity to be
minimized. Although both quantities are at a minimum
at equilibrium, they lead to different evolution equa-
tions, corresponding to physical processes at different
timescales.
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