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• Highlight 1. The formation of helium bubbles can be an important
issue in the design of future nuclear fusion reactors.

• Highlight 2. The predicted solubility of helium at the eutectic point
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• Highlight 3. The solubility of helium rises with increasing tempera-
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Abstract

The solubility of helium in liquid metals is a knowledge of fundamental im-
portance in the design of the future nuclear fusion reactors, since the for-
mation of helium bubbles inside the breeding blankets of the reactors can
be a threat to the durability of the devices and, more importantly, to the
efficiency of tritium’s recovery. In the present work we report a detailed set
of calculations of the solubility of helium in lead and lead-lithium alloys. A
series of molecular dynamics simulations have been combined with a classi-
cal perturbative procedure able to compute the free energy of insertion of a
helium atom inside a liquid metal bath, directly related to the solubility of
helium. As the most important case, the concentration of the eutectic solu-
tion has been explored in full detail. We have found that solubility of helium
in pure lithium is lower than in pure lead, predicting a value at the eutectic
state (16%Li-84%Pb at 508 K) of about 5× 10−16 Pa−1. The observed trend
indicates that solubilties rise with increasing temperatures.

Keywords: Henry’s constant, solubility, lead-lithium eutectic, helium,
cavity method

1. Introduction

The determination of the solubility of helium in liquid metals (LM) is rel-
evant from the physical and technological points of view, mainly because he-
lium plays a relevant role in some of the fundamental processes that take place
in nuclear reactors.[1, 2] Liquid sodium, potassium, and sodium-potassium
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mixtures have proven to be adequate materials to act both as heat transfer
media and as coolants in the pioneering fast-breeder fission nuclear reactors.
Alkali metals, though, react chemically with oxygen or carbon dioxide in air,
so it is important to provide a protective blanket which normally consists
of none-reactive gases such as helium or argon, for instance. However, the
use of these combinations presents some drawbacks because accumulations
of inert gases may lead to interference of heat transfer or to changes of the
reactivity in the core of the reactors. Consequently, properties such as the
solubility and temperature dependence or the diffusivity of noble gases under
gradient concentrations are key ingredients that should be considered in ap-
propriate and efficient designs. More than fifty years ago, a pioneering work
by Epstein[3] estimated the solubility of helium in sodium to be of the order
of 10−10 cm3 of helium per cm3 of sodium at temperatures close to 200 ◦C.
Given its low solubility, the potential nucleation of helium in LM may be a
relevant engineering problem: the main breeding reaction in a fusion reactor
is n+6Li→ T+He+ 4.8 MeV, with a He production as large (mol to mol) as
the production of tritium.

The solubility of monoatomic gases in a liquid is normally determined by
Henry’s law: x = P

KH

, where x is the atomic fraction of saturated gas, P the
partial pressure of the gas over the liquid, and KH the volatility constant of
Henry’s law (hereafter Henry’s constant), which is inverse to the constant
of solubility. Hence, the estimation of KH provides us a threshold condition
for helium nucleation. The experimental measurements of KH are techni-
cally complex, the most relevant measures being those by Slotnick et al.[4]
who measured the solubility of helium in lithium and potassium, whereas
Thormeier[5] measured the solubility of argon and helium in liquid sodium,
and Veleckis et al.[6] reported the solubility of helium and argon in liquid
sodium. To the best of our knowledge, no experimental references on the
solubility of helium in the lead-lithium eutectic (LLE) have been reported
yet. The LLE (with 15.7−17% of lithium,[7, 8, 9, 10, 11]) is of great practical
importance, since most of the breeding blanket designs in fusion reactors use
it, and where the main role of lead is to reduce the extreme reactivity of pure
lithium and to act as a neutron multiplier. Experimental measurements by
Tazhibayeva[12] and Kulsartov et al.[13] described the process of generation
and release of tritium and helium from the LLE, thus indicating that the flow
of helium from the eutectic’s surface is linearly dependent on its bulk con-
centration. Predictions of the solubility of helium in the LLE indicate values
between 1.14×10−17 and 1.35×10−15 Pa−1,[14] whereas a new experimental
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setup for its direct measurement has been recently proposed.[15]
In a previous work[16] we established a set of force fields capable of repro-

ducing, by molecular dynamics (MD), many relevant experimental properties
of helium in liquid lithium, with the aim of analyzing helium nucleation at
the atomic level. Later on,[17] we considered such family of models to esti-
mate the solubility of helium in lithium, sodium, potassium, rubidium and
cesium, and found an excellent agreement with the solubility data reported by
Slotnick,[4] Thormeier[5] and Veleckis[6] referred above, together with a fair
validation of potential models through the direct comparison to experimental
structure factors in all cases. We used the so-called cavity method to com-
pute Henry’s constants, tested successfully for naphthalene, phenanthrene,
calcite, aragonite and cholesterol in water.[18, 19, 20, 21]. The cavity-creation
scheme allowed us to compute KH from the change of free energy when one
helium atom is inserted inside a bath of LM atoms. In the present work, and
in order to perform a systematic study, we report the solubility of helium in
the lead-lithium mixture within a wide range of concentrations, from those
at low lead content towards the LLE around 16% of lithium and on.

The work is organized as follows: in Section 2 we describe the potential
models, provide technical details of the simulations and sketch the gross
features of the cavity method. In Section 2.3 we describe the relationship
between the cavity method and the excess chemical potential. In Section 3
we report and analyze Henry’s constant for helium in both pure lead and
pure lithium, and in lead-lithium, paying special attention to the case of
LLE. Finally, in Section 4 we give some concluding remarks and summarize
the work.
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2. Methods and Theory

2.1. Model Hamiltonian

We model Li and Pb atoms using a massive point-like description of those,
which interact via embedded-atom-model (EAM) interactions

V0({r
α}) =

∑

α

Nα
∑

i

[

Φα(ψ
α
i ) +

1

2

∑

γ

Nγ
∑

j

φαγ(r
αγ
ij )

]

. (1)

In the last expression, α and γ denote the species (either Li or Pb) of the i-th
and j-th atoms, respectively, while Nα denotes the number of atoms of species
α, rαi denotes the position of the ith atom of species α and rαγij = |rαi − r

γ
j | is

the distance between two given atoms i, j of species α, γ, respectively. The
collective variables ψα

i (effective electronic density at site i) are defined as

ψα
i =

∑

γ

pγ1

Nγ
∑

j=1

exp
(

−pγ2 r
αγ
ij

)

(1− δαγδij), (2)

where pγk (k = 1, 2) are 2 constant parameters that depend on the type of
neighboring atom j and δmn are Kronecker’s deltas (full details can be found
in the original references by Belaschenko[22, 23]. Our parametrization of the
latter EAM potential is similar to the one proposed by Al-Awad et al.,[24]
which proved to be adequate to describe density fluctuations in different LiPb
mixtures.

On the other hand, our parametrization of He-solvent interactions relies
on a pair-decomposable model. As such, the expression of the solute-solvent
contribution to the potential energy reads:

VHe−S(r
He, {rα}) =

∑

α

Nα
∑

i

φHe−α(|r
α
i − rHe|) . (3)

For φHe−Li(r), we use the Toennies-Tang-Sheng (TTS) parametrization,[25]
whereas the φHe−Pb(r) interactions are modeled using the ab initio expression
proposed by Sladek et al. in Ref. [26]. Remarkably, the main characteristics
of the latter potentials – which play quite a relevant role in capturing the
main characteristics of the Henry’s constant – can be cast in terms of a steep
repulsive branch, crossing zero at about r = 5.35 Å and r = 4.15 Å for Li and
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Pb, respectively, followed by a milder attractive tail at long distances, with
typical energy scales much smaller than the magnitudes of thermal energy
that we will investigate in this study.

2.2. Technical details

We collect statistics from molecular dynamic trajectories evaluated in
the isothermal-isobaric (NPT) ensemble, using the LAMMPS package.[27]
Appropriate temperature and pressure controls are obtained by coupling the
systems to Nosé-Hoover thermostats and barostats. In all cases, the pressure
of the barostat is fixed at 1 ×105 Pa; resulting in simulated average densities
within 90% of the experimental values,[11, 28] as shown in Fig. 1.

All systems comprised a total of NLi +NPb = 1024, allowing the compu-
tation of density fluctuations up to typical distances of the order of ∼ 15 Å.

We have verified that the mixtures presented liquid-like dynamical charac-
teristics, at all the thermodynamic conditions considered, as reflected by the
long-time linear behavior of the corresponding mean square displacements,[29]

R2
α(t) =

1

Nα

Nα
∑

i=1

〈|riα(0)− riα(t)|
2〉. (4)

as shown in Fig. 2 for a representative example.
For the eutectic particular case, our simulations predict diffusion coeffi-

cients ofDLi = 0.2271±0.0006 Å2ps−1 andDPb = 0.1723±0.0005 Å2ps−1. To
the best of our knowledge, in the literature there is no reported experimental
information of these magnitudes to gauge the accuracy of our results. Then,
as additional information, in Fig. 3 we show the temperature dependence of
the Li and Pb diffusion coefficients for the eutectic mixture, during the first
series, calculated from the slope of Eq. 4.

We have covered a wide range of solvent compositions and temperatures.
We started by examining 16%Li-84%Pb eutectic mixture at T = 508 K.
To examine the temperature and concentration dependences of the Henry’s
constant, two additional series of simulation runs were performed. In the
first series, we reached a temperature of T = 1200 K, keeping the eutec-
tic concentration fixed; in the second one, we explored the dependence of
the solubility concentration along the 1000 K-isotherm corresponding to the
minimum temperature at which any Pb-Li mixture is at the liquid phase. In
Fig. 4 we present a scheme of the phase diagram of the mixtures along with
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Figure 1: Density dependence on the Pb atomic fraction of different melts (grey squares).
Also shown are experimental values reported in Ref. [11] (red circles) and Ref. [28] (blue
triangles).
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Figure 2: Mean square displacements of Li (blue circles) and Pb (red squares) correspond-
ing to the eutectic mixture at 508 K. Lines are an aid to the eye.7
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Figure 3: Temperature dependence of the diffusion coefficients of Li (blue circles) and Pb
(red squares) for the mixtures at the eutectic concentration. The lines are an aid to the
eye.
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the set of thermodynamic states explored in the two series of runs previously
described.

2.3. Henry’s constant

From a microscopic perspective, the Henry’s constant of He, KH , is inti-
mately related to the value of the excess chemical potential of the solute at
infinite dilution in the different solvents, µex, i.e.[30]

KH = β−1ρS e
βµex , (5)

where β represents the inverse temperature of the system and ρS corresponds
to the global density of an α tagged solvent. The excess chemical potential
represents the reversible work involved in the insertion of a single solute
atom within the solvent phase. Such reversible work can be computed using
one-step (Widom) methods, either Monte Carlo or MD, from the following
average value:[31]

µex = −β−1 ln〈e−βVHe−α〉NVT
0 ; (6)

where 〈. . . 〉0 stands for a statistical average computed over all solvent con-
figurations, computed from canonical (NVT) trajectories. The subscript 0
indicates that averages are calculated respect to the reference system. For
NPT simulations the correct expression reads:

µex = −β−1 ln

[

〈V e−βVHe−α〉NPT
0

〈V 〉NPT
0

]

. (7)

From an operational perspective, standard perturbation theory (see Ref.[32])
provides an appropriate alternative to compute µex via the following expres-
sion:

µex =

∫ λ

0

dλ

〈

∂H(λ)

∂λ

〉

H(λ)

=

∫ λ

0

dλ 〈VHe−α〉H(λ) ., (8)

often referred as coupling parameter[32] or thermodynamic integration[33, 34,
35] approach. In the last equation, 〈· · · 〉H(λ) denotes a statistical average
controlled by a scaled Hamiltonian with potential energy V (λ) = V0+λVHe−α.
The first equality is a general result, whereas the second one is a consequence
of the linear λ-coupling in the solute-solvent potential.

The characteristics of VHe−α[25, 26] prevents a direct implementation of
Eq. (8) since it presents a well documented repulsive singularity at short
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Figure 4: Lead-lithium phase diagram. The black, blue and red squares correspond to
states for the eutectic mixture, Li and Pb (respectively) investigated at different tempera-
tures. The empty squares represents the 1000-K isotherm. The yellow area contains all the
states at which the solvent must be molten, while grey regions have not been investigated.
Light gray regions correspond to (experimental) liquid-solid phase coexistence areas, while
the dark gray region corresponds to the solid phase. The light gray regions correspond to
liquid-solid phase coexistence areas.
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distances.[17] A valid alternative route was proposed by Li et al.[18] in which
the insertion of the guest solute consisted of three stages. During the first one,
hereafter referred to as the growth stage, the chemical potential of the solute
is computed using a solute-solvent interactions which is gradually turned on
via a non divergent, repulsive potential of the form:

Vcav(r;λ) = A e−r/B+λ . (9)

Note that, by appropriate tunings of the λ parameter, one can move from a
practically non interactive solute, for λ = λ1 sufficiently large and negative,
up to the limit in which the solute expels solvent atoms up to distances
similar to the ones observed with the actual VHe−α interaction, for more
positive values of λ = λ2. Of course, the actual choice of the values of these
two parameters is strongly correlated with the value of A .

Along the second stage, hereafter referred to as the insertion stage, changes
in the chemical potential are computed by gradually adding an extra linear
term of the form λVHe−X, so that the resulting solute-solvent coupling is now
of the form:

Vins(r;λ) = Vcav(r;λ2) + λ VHe−X(r) (10)

with λ varying between 0 and 1. Along the third and final shrinkage stage,
the actual solute-solvent interaction is recovered by switching off the cavity
term. To do so one has to reversibly reduce the value of λ2 to its original λ1
value.

Collecting all that, the excess chemical potential can be computed as:

µex = µgro + µins + µshr

=

∫ λ2

λ1

dλ 〈Vcav(λ)〉Vcav(λ) +

∫ 1

0

dλ 〈VHe−α〉Vcav(λ2)+λVHe−X
+

+

∫ λ1

λ2

dλ 〈Vcav(λ)〉Vcav(λ)+VHe−α
. (11)

In all cases, we have found reasonable results by setting A = 12.48 eV and
B = 1 Å−1 in Eq. (9), and λ1 = −8 and λ2 = −2 in Eq. (11).

The three average values that appear in the integrands in Eq. (11) can
be cast in terms of the solute-solvent pair correlation functions, i.e.:

〈V 〉λ,ξ = 4π
∑

α

ρα

∫

∞

0

dr r2 gλ,ξHe−α(r)VHe−α(r) , (12)
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where

gλ,ξHe−α(r) =
1

4πρα

Nα
∑

i=1

〈δ(|rHe − rαi | − r)〉λ,ξ. (13)

In Eqs. (12) and (13) λ, ξ denote the stage at which the pair correlations
functions are calculated, with corresponding coupled Hamiltonian H = H0+
V (λ, ξ) = H0 + Vcav(λ) + ξVHe−α.
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Figure 5: He-solvent pair correlation functions for the final states of the different stages
of the solute incorporation within the eutectic Li-Pb mixture. Li: blue circles; Pb: red
squares. (a): growth; (b): insertion; (c): shrinkage (see text).
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3. Results and discussion

3.1. Eutectic mixture

We start discussing the simulation predictions for the solubility of He in
the eutectic mixture at 508 K. We find that at 508 K the average global den-
sity at 1 bar is 〈ρS〉 = 0.0338 Å−3, a value that lies within the uncertainty
reported in the literature for the experimental results, i.e. ρexp = 0.0334
Å−3[11, 28] and 0.0341 Å−3.[9] Regarding the excess chemical potential,
we find µex = 16.2 kBT which, translated into solubility values, yields
(5.0 ± 1.1) × 10−16 Pa. In Table 1 we show the three-stage contributions
to the excess chemical potential yielding βµex = 16.2. As expected, the lead-
ing result is dominated by the initial growth procedure, along which the major
rearrangement in the local structure of the solvent around the solute takes
place. The subsequent insertion stage adds an additional positive contribu-
tion to the chemical potential as a result of the increment in the repulsive
interactions provided by the gradual turning on the actual solute-solvent po-
tential. Finally, the reverse trend is verified along the third stage, where
the reduction in the chemical potential goes hand in hand with the gradual
cancelation of the initial repulsive contribution provided by Vcav.

Analysis of the different solute-solvent pair correlation functions, shown
in Fig. 5, provides microscopic descriptions of the solvent structures at the
end points of each stage. The solvation structure after the first stage is
characterized by a somewhat wide first solvation shell located between 2 Å
and 4 Å away from the solute. The second stage produces a ∼ 1 Å narrowing
of the closest shell, which shows a more ordered structure. Finally, the
clearest modification observed after the shrinkage process involves a mild
change in the Li profile.

We remark that, in all cases, the differences between the magnitudes of the
main peaks of the pair correlation functions reveal clear preferential solvation
of Pb (with respect to the uncorrelated, ideal behavior), in detriment of Li.
Interestingly, such trend reverses in the second solvation shell located at
∼ 6 Å. As such, our results indicate that the solvation environment for the
noble gas can be cast in terms of a cavity surrounded exclusively by Pb
atoms, which contrasts with an excess population of Li atoms in the second
solvation shell. From energy grounds, this observation is corroborated by
decomposing the excess chemical potential into contributions from the two
solvents. The results are listed in the second and third rows of Table 1, and

14



βµgro βµins βµshr βµex

Total 27.7 6.9 -18.4 16.2
Pb 24.4 6.6 -16.8 14.2
Li 3.3 0.3 -1.6 2.0

Table 1: Excess chemical potentials of Li in the eutectic Li-Pb solution after the 3 stages.
Also shown are results for the individual solvent contributions.

reveal a clear preponderance of the contributions of Pb along the three stages
that involve the accommodation of the solute in the eutectic solution.

3.2. Temperature and composition dependence of KH

The next aspect studied concerns the modifications operated in the He
solubility in the eutetic mixture as the temperature is raised. Results for
KH(T ) are depicted in the top panel of Fig. 6 (black triangles). Note that, by
doubling the temperature, the solubility increases two orders of magnitude.
The comparison with similar temperature modifications for the case of the
pure solvent is instructive. The results also appear in the same figure with red
squares (Pb) and blue circles (Li). As expected, the results for the eutectic
mixture closely follow those of pure Pb, for temperatures above the melting
point of this metal.

The contribution of Pb takes over the one of Li because of two main
reasons: (i) there is much more Pb than Li for eutectic mixtures; (ii) the
first shell of atoms around He is mainly composed of Pb, while Li atoms
are repelled to outer shells, as discussed above. One may realize that He is
more soluble in Pb that in Li at any temperature, given the smaller values
of Henry’s constants.

In contrast, the modifications on the solubility of He in pure Li resulting
from the temperature changes are much more dramatic since, in the latter
case, Henry’s constant when going from T ∼ 500 K up to T ∼ 1000 K is
two orders of magnitude larger. However, the differences in Henry’s constant
between different solvents in the high-temperature regime appear much more
modest, an observation that agrees with previous results shown in Fig. B.8
of Ref. [17] for different melts at similar temperatures.

Next, we analyze the dependence of Henry’s constant on the relative con-
centration of each component in the mixture, along the T ∼ 1000 K isotherm,
as it is very close to the lowest temperature at which all Pb-Li mixtures along
the complete phase diagram present liquid-like characteristics.[36]

15



0.8 1 1.2 1.4 1.6 1.8 2

10
3
 K / T

0.5

0.52

0.54

0.56

0.58

0.6

η

1000 800 700 600 500
T/K

30

35

40

ln
(K

H
 /
 P

a
)

30

35

40

ln
(K

H
 /
 P

a
)

Figure 6: Top panel: Temperature dependence of the Henry’s constant for liquid mixtures
at the eutectic concentration (black triangles). Also shown are results for the pure Li
(blue circles) and pure Pb (red squares). The lines represent linear fits of each set of data.
Bottom panel: packing factors for the mixtures shown in the top panel (see text).
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Figure 7: Top panel: Values ofKH for He in different Li-Pb mixtures along the T = 1000 K
isotherm. Bottom panel: packing factor of the Li-Pb mixtures along the T = 1000 K
isotherm. The lines are an aid to the eye. The dashed line corresponds to the ideal mixing
rule (see text).
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Results for the Henry’s constant as a function of the Pb molar fraction
are displayed in the top panel of Fig. 7. Clearly, the plot reveals a non-
monotonic behavior of KH , with a minimum of the solubility for xPb ∼ 0.3.
It is worth mentioning that results for Henry’s constants deviate – especially
in that low Li-concentration regime – considerably from those defined by the
following ideal mixing rule (depicted in the top panel of Fig. 7 with dashed
lines):

lnKH(x) = (1− x) lnKH(0) + x lnKH(1) , (14)

where x = NPb/(NLi + NPb) is the atomic fraction of Pb, while KH(0) and
KH(1) correspond to the Henry’s constants simulated for pure Li and Pb,
respectively.

Additionally, Fig. 8, shows that the two terms contributing to ln(KH)
in Eq. (5) present a similar non-monotonicity, being the chemical potential
the dominant one. Interestingly, direct inspection of the plots of the solute-
solvent pair correlation functions at different compositions shown in Fig. 9
reveals that the minimum in solubility correlates with a solvation structure
in which the excess population of Li atoms in the first solvation shell – i.e.
with respect to the trivial, g(r) = 1, ideal result – attains a maximum.

Looking for additional clues to understand this behavior, given the es-
sentially repulsive character of the solute-solvent interactions described in
Sec. 2.1, we focus on the distribution of voids that would serve to accom-
modate the solute previous to its insertion. A crude characterization of the
such voids is given by the packing factors of the mixtures, given by:

η =
π

6

∑

α

ρα σ
3
α , (15)

where the values of σα stand for the distances at which the corresponding
pure solvent pair correlation functions present their first and main maximum,
i.e., peak. In a crude hard-sphere model, η represents the fraction of the
total non-available volume for insertion of the guest solute. Results for the
dependence of η on the Pb concentration appear in the lower panel of Fig. 7.
One can readily observe a clear correlation with the minimum in solubility
and the maximum value of the packing factor, a result that would corroborate
that the values of KH for He in the liquid metal mixtures can be interpreted
invoking the repulsive, hard-sphere-like characteristics of the solute-solvent
interactions.
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Figure 8: Excess chemical potential (left y-axis, black squares) and solvent global density
(right y-axis, red circles) as a function of the atomic fraction of Pb along the T = 1000 K
isotherm.
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Figure 9: He-solvent pair correlation functions for different compositions of Li-Pb mixtures
at T = 1000 K. xPb = 0 (blue circles, upper plot); xPb = 0.28 (red down-triangles);
xPb = 0.5 (green up-triangles); xPb = 0.84 (black squares); xPb = 1 (blue circles, lower
plot).
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4. Concluding remarks

In the present work we provide data from molecular dynamics simulations
reporting the solubility of infinite diluted helium in the lead-lithium eutectic
mixtures, as relevant data for the future design of nuclear fusion reactors.
We have employed a classical Kirkwood perturbative approach in order to
compute Henry’s constants of helium in lithium-lead mixtures in a wide range
of temperatures and concentrations. In all cases, we found that Henry’s
constants decrease (solubility increases) with increasing temperature, i.e. all
values of the linear regression of KH grow exponentially with (1/T ).

In systems with harshly repulsive interactions, the solubility behavior
resembles that of a hard-sphere system, where the solubility is mainly in-
fluenced by the space occupied by solvent atoms. These atoms rearrange
themselves to maximize the solubility of guest atoms. All solvents exhibit an
Arrhenius-like relationship for the temperature dependence of Henry’s con-
stants. This relationship indicates that while the density-dependent term
behaves essentially as a constant, the chemical potential term shows more
significant variations.

In contrast to predictions by Sedano et al. [14], who used a semi-empirical
approach suggesting that eutectic mixtures would have smaller solubility val-
ues than pure solvents, our results align with hard-sphere models, which sug-
gest that solubility is determined by the packing density of solvent atoms.
Specifically, Pb-rich solvents show greater solubility for He than Li-rich sol-
vents because Pb atoms are less densely packed than Li atoms due to their
larger size. Additionally, while ideal mixing rules do not apply to the Henry’s
constant of Pb-Li mixtures, the eutectic mixture’s solubility falls between
those of the pure solvents. Our MD simulations also show that He atoms
preferentially interact with Pb over Li, indicating density fluctuations around
He differ between the two metals.

The maximum values for both Henry’s constant and packing factor are
consistent with experimental observations, such as the divergence of heat
capacities and the thermal expansion coefficient at around 1000 K and 22%
Pb concentration,[11, 28] which corresponds to a critical point in the phase
diagram.[36] From a reactor design perspective, incorporating Pb into breed-
ing blankets not only helps to reduce reactivity but also significantly enhances
the solubility of produced He, potentially by two orders of magnitude near
the eutectic point.
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Appendix A. New parametrization of the EAM of Li

In contrast to our previous work for alkali metals,[17] in this work we use
a new parametrization of the Li potential performed by Al-Awad et al,[24]
which has been shown to perform better estimations Pb-Li crossed RDFs
rather than the original Belashchenko’s EAM for Li[22] when mixed with
Belashchenko’s EAM for Pb [37] as used in Ref. [38].

In Fig. A.10 we compare the logarithms of Henry’s constants of both Al-
Awad’s and Belashchenko’s EAM. Experimental data for Li[4] (squares) lie
in between the two predictions. So, in terms of solubility, both models seem
to agree in a way similar to experiments.

The solubility of He in Pb has not been studied experimentally to date,
to the best of our knowledge. It was studied by Shpil’rain et al.[39] using
a “hole” model. However, the latter underestimates by several orders of
magnitude the solubility of He in pure Li compared to both experimental
data and our calculations. In the case of pure Pb, where no experimental
data have been found, it seems that the solubility of He in pure Pb is, in the
opposite way, overestimated. The model captures an increasing trend of the
solubility with temperature in both cases and also that the solubility of He
in Li is smaller than in Pb.

Appendix B. Size independence of the results

There are two main reasons for the choice of N = 1024:

1. It allows us to initialize the system by melting a body-centered-cubic
(BCC) lattice occupying the whole box.

2. We have verified that larger simulation boxes do not improve the preci-
sion of the calculations – since boxes have to be larger than the cutoff
radius of the He-LM interactions, i.e., large enough to avoid finite-size
effects – but much larger boxes increase the computational cost.

In order to illustrate the second reason, we have run extra simulations de-
parting from simple-cubic (SC), BCC and face-centered-cubic (FCC) lattices
with total amounts of n3, 2n3 and 4n3 LM atoms, respectively, where n is a
positive integer number. In Fig. B.11 we see that calculations departing from
any of the considered lattices, for N & 1000, yield similar results, within the
computed uncertainties.
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Figure A.10: Temperature dependence of the logarithm of Henry’s constants for simula-
tions using different pure solvent models: Al-Awad’s Li[24] (orange circles), Belashchenko’s
Li[22] (red squares) and Belaschenko’s Pb[37] (blue triangles). Khairulin’s et al. model
predicts the results depicted with pink triangles and green diamonds, for Li and Pb (re-
spectively). Experimental values for Li are represented with black squares.
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Figure B.11: Logarithm of Henry’s constants at the eutectic point (508 K and 16%Li-
84%Pb) for reference LM systems that have been melted from initial lattices of type: (a)
SC-lattice (black circles); (b) BCC-lattice (blue circles); (c) FCC-lattice (red circles).
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