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Use of lithium as a surface coating in fusion devices improves plasma performance, but the change in wall properties
affects the secondary electron emission properties of the material. Lithium oxidizes easily, which drives the emission
yield well above unity. We present here simulations demonstrating the change in sheath structure from monotonic
to the nonmonotonic space-charge limited sheath using an energy-dependent data-driven emission model which self-
consistently captures both secondary emission and backscattering populations. Increased secondary electron emission
from the material has ramifications for the degradation and erosion of the wall. Results shows that the oxidation leads to
an increased electron flux into the wall, and a reduced ion flux. The net transfer of energy to the surface is significantly
greater for the oxidized case than for the pure lithium case. High reflection rates of low-energy backscattered particles
leads to a high re-emission rate at the wall.

I. INTRODUCTION

In plasma devices, such as the tokamak1 and Hall
thrusters,2 where plasma is constrained to flow within a chan-
nel, the interaction between the confined plasma and the mate-
rial surface of the device plays a decisive role in both plasma
performance and the durability of the device. High particle
fluxes to the wall can lead to high rates of ion recycling, which
degrades plasma performance, while erosion of wall material
degrades durability and increases the potential of catastrophic
device failure. The plasma sheath3 plays a key role in shield-
ing the wall from high electron fluxes, though it accelerates
ions and increases recycling rates. Emission of electrons from
the surface into the sheath reduces this shielding by decreas-
ing the wall potential,4 providing better protection from ion
impact, but allowing higher electron fluxes into the wall. Ap-
plication of liquid metal films, such as lithium, have seen in-
creased use in recent years5–8 due to their high binding rate
with hydrogen, reducing fuel recycling and increasing plasma
performance.9 However, while lithium has a low emission
rate when pure, it oxidizes easily and begins to emit at much
higher rates.10,11 The level of exposure required for this oxi-
dation to occur is commonly experienced in fusion devices,12

making it an important consideration for any plasma-surface
interactions. Understanding the ramifications this may have
on wall durability requires a thorough understanding of how
the plasma sheath responds to this strong emission.

The classical sheath maintains a flux balance at the mate-
rial surface by accelerating ions and retarding the more mo-
bile electrons. The presence of electron emission adds an out-
bound flux at the wall, altering the flux balance kept by the
sheath,

Γpe = Γse +Γi. (1)

Here, the incoming electron flux from the bulk plasma (Γpe) is

balanced by the total ion flux (Γi) and the outgoing secondary
electron flux away from the wall (Γse). We define the param-
eter γ = Γse/Γpe, to denote the secondary electron emission
coefficient, or the ratio of emitted flux at the wall to incoming
flux from the bulk plasma.

The addition of this outbound flux leads to a drop in wall
potential as less of a barrier is required to balance Eq. 1.
Hobbs & Wesson4 describe this decay in the sheath with in-
creasing Γse, culminating with the flux ratio reaching some
critical value γc, where the monotonic sheath is no longer ca-
pable of balancing the fluxes and a barrier must form close to
the wall to reflect back some portion of Γse, denoted as Γre f .
Noting that by definition Γse = γΓpe, the resulting flux balance
becomes

Γpe(1− γ)+Γre f = Γi. (2)

This indicates the formation of the so-called space-charge lim-
ited (SCL) sheath, with a non-monotonic potential dip near the
wall.4 If γ grows to exceed unity, the Γpe term becomes neg-
ative. Here, two solutions are possible. As before, an SCL is
capable of providing sufficient Γre f to maintain the flux bal-
ance. However, it is also possible for the polarity of the sheath
to reverse entirely with the formation of an inverse sheath,
where the wall potential is positive relative to the sheath en-
trance, electrons are accelerated, and ions are decelerated.13

The work done by Campanell & Umansky14,15 demonstrates
that the inverse sheath mode is preferred for all γ > 1 in the
presence of ion-neutral collisional effects, which lead to an
accumulation of cold ions in the potential dip of the SCL and
drive the transition. Without some source of cold ions, the
sheath will remain in the SCL state for all γ > γc.

Building on past sheath work,16–18 this paper explores the
effect of lithium oxidation on the plasma sheath. The pur-
pose is to examine key properties of the emitting sheath with
an eye to how they may impact durability of the wall mate-
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rial. Section II discusses the numerical model and treatment
of secondary electron emission. Particular attention is given to
the estimation of emission behavior in the low energy regime
from secondary electron yield data. Simulations are set up in
Section III giving comparisons of clean and oxidized lithium
parameters. Section IV gives a discussion of the results, with
an emphasis on how the different emission properties modify
the overall sheath structure and energy fluxes into the wall.

II. MODEL

A. Discrete Kinetic Equations

The simulation work shown in this paper is produced
by the Gkeyll software,19 using the continuum kinetic ap-
proach of applying the discontinuous Galerkin (DG) nu-
merical method20 to evolve the Vlasov-Poisson system of
equations,21,22 consisting of the electrostatic Boltzmann equa-
tion

∂ fs

∂ t
+v ·∇x fs +

qs

ms
E ·∇v fs =

(
∂ f
∂ t

)
c
+Ssrc, (3)

coupled with Poisson’s equation through the electric field.
The collision term is a Bhatnagar-Gross-Krook (BGK) op-

erator, used to thermalize the presheath plasma. It takes the
form (

∂ fs

∂ t

)
c
= νs

(
n
n0

f0,s − fs

)
, (4)

where n0 is the initial density and νs is the collision frequency.
This relaxes the distribution towards f0,s, the Maxwellian dis-
tribution at the initial temperature T0. Temperature is fixed for
the collision operator as otherwise losses of energetic elec-
trons to the wall will cause a steady cooling over time, pre-
venting a steady state presheath temperature from develop-
ing. Previous work has studied the effects of collisions on the
Bohm criterion.23,24 To prevent the thermalization from ex-
tending into the sheath region, which is physically close to
collisionless, the collision frequency follows a spatial profile

νs(x) =
ν0,s

1+ exp
(

|x|
3λD

− 16
3

) , (5)

which falls off quickly towards zero at around ≈ 40λD from
the presheath domain boundary, with λD =

√
ε0T0
n0q2

0
being the

Debye length.
A source term Ssrc is also used to preserve the particle bal-

ance,

Ssrc =
Γ
+
i

Lsrc

(
2(Lsrc −|x|)

Lsrc

)
n
n0

f0,s. (6)

For both species, the ion flux into the wall Γ
+
i is used to pre-

serve quasineutrality. Lsrc = 40λD is the source length, over
which there is a linear decreasing profile. This source region,

which includes both the area of particle introduction and high
collisions, exists to artificially create a region from which ther-
mal particles will flow into the presheath and replenish parti-
cle losses to the wall. The addition of particles in this region
will create a non-physical "source sheath"25 at the presheath
edge.

B. Emission Yield Fits to Material Data

There are two primary modes of electron emission which
are expected to occur at the material surface.26 Some electrons
which impact the surface either lack the energy to penetrate
and are reflected elastically, or penetrate but are re-emitted af-
ter several scattering events internal to the material while los-
ing some energy. These are the “backscattered" electrons. The
true “secondary" electrons are emitted directly from the mate-
rial in response to electron impact. The total ratio of impacting
to emitted particles is defined here as the secondary electron
yield δ . This is distinguished from the SEE coefficient γ by
being the full flux ratio at the wall δ = Γse/(Γre f +Γpe), while
γ neglects the reflected electron population and is more char-
acteristic of the flux ratio using the incoming flux measured
at the potential minimum. For a classical sheath where there
is no potential barrier reflecting emitted electrons back to the
wall, γ and δ are equivalent.

Data from Bruining & De Boer10 (reproduced in Fig. 1)
shows results for both “pure" and “impure" lithium values of
δ , with the measured yields being significantly higher in the
impure case. Thorough measurements of the electron yield
for different oxidized samples of lithium from Capece et al11

reinforce the choice of the Bruining & De Boer data as a good
upper limit for the emission in cases of high lithium impurity.

In order to rigorously fit secondary electron emission mod-
els to this data, both backscattering and secondary emission
processes must be considered. Ideally, the overall yield curve
would be decomposed based on the emission spectrum, where
clear distinctions can generally be made on which particles
were elastically reflected on impact, and which are “true" sec-
ondary electrons. This data is not present in the literature for
lithium, so informed estimates must be made based solely on
the yield curve. Noting that elastic backscattering is generally
negligible at high energy and rises at low energy,27 the sim-
plest way of separating the two contributions is to fit the yield
curve to the high energy data, and watch for an undershoot at
low energy where the backscattering is not being accounted
for, fitting to that undershoot for the elastically reflected par-
ticles.

There is still some ambiguity in the literature around what
low energy emission behavior should look like. The work
of Cimino et al28,29 suggests that it is common to see a rise
in the emission yield towards unity as energy goes to zero.
The accuracy of this has been questioned in light of past
experiments,30 but in a follow-up paper31 on measurements
of the yield for copper, Cimino et al observed that the rise
appears to be physical for the impure, “as-received" mate-
rial samples, while the clean samples are more consistent with
previous literature32–34 showing a decline towards zero of the
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yield at low energy.
The fitting model for the true secondary electron yield δts

comes from Furman & Pivi,27

δts(E ′,µ ′) = δ̂ (µ ′)D(E ′/Ê(µ ′)), (7)

δ̂ (µ ′) = δ̂ts[1+ t1(1−µ
′t2)], (8)

Ê = Êts[1+ t3(1−µ
′t4)], (9)

D(x) =
sx

s−1+ xs , (10)

where Êts, δ̂ts, t1, t2, t3, t4 and s are fitting parameters, with Êts

and δ̂ts corresponding to the energy of maximum yield and
maximum yield, respectively. The fit is done specifically to
the high energy peak region of the data, where the bulk of the
emission should be from secondary electron emission.

The true secondary emission yield fits to the lithium data in
Fig. 1 suggest similar behavior as to that observed by Cimino
et al for copper.31 The fit to the peak of the impure lithium
measurements exhibits a distinct undershoot of the yield that
increases with decreasing energy despite excellent correlation
at high energy, suggesting a rise in the yield due to backscat-
tering at low energy. Conversely, while the data is too sparse
at low energies for full confidence, a similar fit suggests no
such upward trend occurs in the clean lithium data.

To account for the apparent increase in yield at low energy
in the oxidized data, a second fit is done to low energy using
the model developed by Cazaux35 to estimate the backscatter-
ing yield δr,

Es = E ′+E f +ϕr

G = 1+
Es −E ′

E ′µ ′2 ,

δr(E ′) =
(1−

√
G)2

(1+
√

G)2
,

(11)

where E f and ϕr are fitting parameters identified with the
Fermi energy and work function of the material, respectively.
No second fit is required for the clean data as the initial fit
matched the data well across the entire energy range. The
resulting parameters for both the elastic and inelastic fits are
shown in Table I

Inelastic backscattering is typically approximately con-
stant at high energies,27 and is therefore folded into the sec-
ondary emission instead of being represented separately. As
backscattering is directly related to the atomic number Z, it is
estimated to be quite low at high energy in any event for a low
Z material like lithium.36

C. Boundary Condition

The emission is implemented as a boundary condi-
tion where the inelastic and elastic populations are fully

Lithium Êts δ̂ts t1 t2 t3 t4 s E f ϕr
Clean 97.18 0.567 0.66 0.8 0.7 1.0 1.42 0 0

Oxidized 354.52 4.208 0.66 0.8 0.7 1.0 1.79 290.31 144.49

TABLE I. Fitting parameters for oxidized and clean boundary condi-
tion. The clean case has negligible elastic emission, so those param-
eters are set to zero.

FIG. 1. Yield data from Bruining & De Boer10 for clean (top)
and impure (bottom) lithium, with fits to the elastic and inelastic re-
gions of the yield. A fit to the peak of the impure lithium curve
results in an increasing undershoot of the emission at low energies,
suggesting a rising elastic backscattering coefficient at low energy.
This trait is not evident in the sparse clean lithium data, suggesting
negligible backscattering at low energy. Figure taken from a Ph.D.
dissertation.37

modeled.18 The boundary condition sets the distribution func-
tion in a layer of “ghost" cells outside the domain edge, which
are used in the numerical update of the interior “skin" cells
neighboring the material wall. Taking + to denote the incom-
ing direction into the wall, and − the outgoing direction away
from the wall, the result is the ghost cell distribution being set
to

f g−
e (x,v) = fr(x,v)+Cts fts(v), (12)

where fr is the distribution of elastically reflected particles,
fts is the distribution of emitted secondary electrons, and Cts
is the normalization factor which sets the correct flux ratio
between the emitted and impacting electrons. The elastic dis-
tribution is found by simply scaling the incoming distribution
in the skin cell by the elastic yield,

fr(x,v) = δr(v) f s+
e (x−,v−), (13)

where the coordinates x−, v− indicate a transformation
from incoming to outgoing coordinates (i.e., x−,v− =
(−x,y,z),(−vx,vy,vz) at the x-boundary). Since there is no
complete data available for the energetic distribution of sec-
ondary electrons for lithium, it is best estimated using the the-
ory from Chung & Everhart38

fts(v) =
E(v)

(E(v)+ϕ)4 , (14)
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where ϕ , the material work function, is the sole material pa-
rameter dependence. For lithium, this value is ϕ ≈ 3eV.39 The
Chung-Everhart model places the energy at which the peak
of the emitted distribution is located at ϕ/3 = 1eV. For the
Chung-Everhart spectrum, the normalization factor is calcu-
lated to be

Cts =
6me

q0
ϕ

2
δ̄tsΓ

+
e , (15)

where δ̄ts is the weighted average of the secondary electron
yield over the incoming velocity space,

δ̄ts =
∑

N+
v

j=1 Γ
j
eδts(v

j
c)

Γ
+
e

. (16)

Here, Γ
j
e is the electron flux of the distribution function into

the boundary cell j, and v j
c is the cell center velocity.

III. SIMULATIONS

The choice of 1X1V domain is Nx = 960 cells in config-
uration space, with bounds of [0,128λD]. In velocity space,
there are Nv = 512 cells with bounds of [−4vt,e,4vt,e] for the

electrons, and [−6vt,i,6vt,i] for the ions, where vt,s =
√

T0
ms

is
the thermal velocity of the particle species. The plasma is
initialized to a uniform temperature of T0 = 150eV for both
electrons and ions. The initial density is n0 = 1.0×1016 m−3.
The source length is Ls = 40λD.

Three different cases are presented here, distinct by choice
of material fit and collisionality. Case 1 uses the clean
lithium boundary parameters, and a high collisionality of
ν̃0,s = ν0,sλD/vt,s = 0.2. Case 2 uses the same high collision-
ality with oxidized lithium parameters. Case 3 is oxidized,
with the marginally collisional ν̃0,s = 0.02. This final case
is included to demonstrate possible behavior when turbulence
propagates into the sheath region, whether as a result of turbu-
lent activity in the core plasma or due to emitted beams prop-
agating from the other wall such as might occur in a narrow
channel application (such as the Hall thruster).

If emission is applied at full strength immediately to the
uniform plasma, it triggers the sudden introduction of a sharp
density gradient within the domain edge cell due to the large
number of energetic particles being allowed to reach the wall
and emit. This can cause serious positivity issues, so for these
simulations the boundary condition is set to increase from zero
emission at tωpe = 0 to full emission at tbωpe = 1000. This is
done by scaling the normalization factor for the emitted distri-
bution by a factor of sin( πt

2tb
) for t < tb. This allows the plasma

to relax from the initial uniform condition to the sheath where
fewer high energy particles are present without compromising
the stability of the simulation.

There is no mechanism present in the simulations to pro-
vide cold ions in the sheath region to drive a potential transi-
tion to an inverse sheath. Neutral effects are currently not im-
plemented extensively in the Vlasov-Poisson code being used,
and attempts to replicate the effects of similar processes on the

FIG. 2. Profiles for the potential, density, and species distribution
functions at tωpe = 8000 for clean lithium with strong collisions (1),
oxidized lithium with strong collisions (2), and oxidized lithium with
weak collisions (3). The electron distributions are averaged over the
presheath from 60λD to 100λD, while the ion distributions are taken
at the wall boundary. The oxidized lithium cases form SCL sheaths,
with high electron accumulation at the wall and higher intensity emit-
ted beams are visible in the distribution. The marginally collisional
case is noticeably less Maxwellian in the electron distribution, and
the turbulence leads to a flattening of the center of the distribution,
and a beam propagating back from the left boundary is visible. The
clean case, which forms a classical sheath, accelerates ions more than
the SCL cases due to the greater sheath potential drop.

ions using a non-physical extension of collisions or the source
term into the sheath lead to inconclusive results. Accumu-
lation of trapped ions and decreases in sheath potentials are
observed, but none of these tests result in an inverse sheath
transition on simulation time scales. Due to a lack of confi-
dence in any conclusions on the expected long-term behavior
of the sheath drawn from these simulations, they are omitted
from this work.

Trapped ions can appear organically in the potential dip if
the time relaxation is not used and full emission is permitted
immediately. This occurs during the initial relaxation from the
uniform state, where the potential dip forms rapidly enough to
capture some portion of the cold ions before the ion distribu-
tion fully accelerates to higher speeds. In one previous simu-
lation, this initial trapping is even seemingly enough to drive a
reverse sheath transition,37 though this only occurs in a single
known case where the presheath temperature is not fixed and
significant cooling across the simulation domain also occurs.
In any case, this trapped population remains mostly static as
no additional source is present, and does not represent a phys-
ically significant result.

IV. RESULTS

The cases with the impure lithium experience significantly
higher emission, as predicted. Fig. 2 compares the sheath pro-
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FIG. 3. Electron distribution function at tωpe = 8000 for clean
lithium with strong collisions (1), oxidized lithium with strong col-
lisions (2), and oxidized lithium with weak collisions (3). Emis-
sion drives a beam of electrons from the wall which penetrate the
presheath, exciting two-stream effects in cases of strong emission.
The weakly collisional oxidized case experiences strong turbulence
when these modes propagate back to the sheath.

files for each case. The clean lithium (case 1) produces clas-
sical sheath profiles for the potential and density. The two
oxidized lithium cases both produce comparable SCL sheath
profiles, with a non-monotonic potential and a sharp accu-
mulation of electrons in the potential dip region. Ion density
drops less sharply in the SCL than in the classical case. There
is no cold ion trapping in the potential well, as expected.

Important quantities for the three cases are tabulated in Ta-
ble II. Despite the high theoretical SEE yields predicted by the
lithium data, δtot is rapidly driven to less than unity at the wall
as the theory expects. Measured at the potential minimum,
however, the flux ratio coefficient γ is significantly greater
than unity for the oxidized cases. For the classical case, these
two quantities are of course the same, and significantly less
than unity.

Fig. 3 compares the electron distribution functions of the
three cases. All three have a clear beam of emitted elec-
trons proceeding from the surface, with the oxidized beams
having a far greater density than in the clean lithium case.
Additionally, the oxidized cases show this counterstreaming
beam exciting a streaming instability as it is accelerated into
the presheath. In case 2, this mode reaches the left boundary
and is damped by the collisions there. In the marginally colli-
sional case, these modes propagate back to the sheath region
without being fully damped, and heavy turbulence is excited

FIG. 4. Ion distribution function at tωpe = 8000 for clean lithium
with strong collisions (1), oxidized lithium with strong collisions (2),
and oxidized lithium with weak collisions (3). Only the strongly col-
lisional cases effectively thermalize the source region. The classical
case accelerates ions at a greater rate than the SCL cases.

in the collisionless region. Fig. 4 shows the ion distributions.
The marginally collisional case does not succeed in fully ther-
malizing the source ions, but the two highly collisional cases
do. The clean lithium shows more acceleration occuring in the
sheath region, as the potential drop is greater for the classical
sheath profile than in the SCL sheath.

The mechanism by which δtot is driven to less than unity
at the surface is clear by examining Fig. 5, which decom-
poses the component distributions of the impacting and emit-
ted electrons late in time. In the oxidized case, backscatter-
ing has come to dominate over the true secondary electrons in
the emitted distribution. An analysis of the SEE yield shows
that in both of the oxidized lithium cases over 70% of the to-
tal emission flux is contributed by elastic backscattering, with
the remaining 30% accounted for by the secondary electrons.
This is only possible due to an accumulation of low-energy
particles at the wall, as was noted when discussing the sheath
density profiles. The SCL sheath potential barrier reflects
some portion of emitted low-energy electrons back to the wall.
Here, they collide and undergo a high rate of elastic backscat-
tering, causing most of them to re-emit. This process repeats,
further skewing the distribution towards lower energy and bi-
asing it towards the elastic backscattering regime. This leads
to a distribution that is primarily in the backscattering (δe ≤ 1
by definition) and low δts region of the yield curve, driving the
total yield below unity. In the classical sheath case, this skew
does not occur and the distribution into the wall remains near
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FIG. 5. Comparison of emitted distributions of electrons to the
impacting electron distribution. In the clean case (top), only true
secondary electron emission occurs, so there is only a single popu-
lation following the Chung-Everhart distribution. For the oxidized
case (bottom), the backscattered electrons grow to dominate over the
secondary electrons. Note the different magnitudes between the two
cases, and the lower average energy in the oxidized case. Low-energy
backscattered particles are reflected back to the wall by the poten-
tial barrier in the SCL sheath, where they re-scatter and repeat the
process, leading to the accumulation of low-energy electrons which
drives the mean incident energy further towards the backscattering-
dominant regime.

to a Maxwellian. The clean lithium has no backscattering, so
the emitted distribution follows the Chung-Everhart distribu-
tion exactly.

Table II gives the energy flux densities into the sur-
face, which is the third moment of the distribution Q+

s =
1
2 ms

∫
∞

0 v3
x fs(vx)dv3. The clean case has higher ion fluxes and

lower electron fluxes into the surface due to the classical pro-
file. However, the increase in electron flux with increased
emission is not balanced by the decrease in ion flux. While
the oxidized cases both have their ion energy flux decrease
by about 40− 50% compared to the clean cases, the electron
flux more than doubles in the marginally collisional case, and
more than quadruples in the highly collisional case. Factoring
in that the electron energy flux density was higher than the
ion flux density even in the classical case, the result is a dras-
tic increase in the total energy flux density for the oxidized
cases that more than outweighs the decreases in ion flux mul-
tiple times over. While both oxidized cases experience higher
energy fluxes than the clean case, the high levels of electron
trapping and mixing associated with the turbulence appear to
reduce the total energy flux compared to the highly collisional
case despite comparable wall potentials.

Case ν̃0 φ̃w δtot γ Q+
tot (W/m2) Q+

e (W/m2) Q+
i (W/m2)

1 0.2 −2.58 0.45 0.45 6.14×104 5.49×104 6.54×103

2 0.2 −1.18 0.99 11.0 2.38×105 2.34×105 3.94×103

3 0.02 −1.18 0.98 8.4 1.29×105 1.26×105 3.18×103

TABLE II. Simulation case results. Normalized collision frequency
and wall potential (φ̃w = q0φw/T0), emission coefficients, and energy
density fluxes are given.

The values γ > 1 for the oxidized cases suggest the potential
for a transition to an inverse sheath in the presence of ion-
neutral effects.14 If this does indeed happen, it is expected
that the trend of increasing electron flux and decreasing ion
flux will occur at even greater scales.

V. CONCLUSION

The addition of oxidation and impurities to a lithium sur-
face drastically alters its interactions with a plasma, increas-
ing the surface emission significantly and causing the sheath
to take on an SCL profile. The result is increased total energy
flux into the wall.

While this work gives insight into what is occurring at
the wall, some natural extensions of the work require addi-
tional considerations. The most obvious omission highlighted
by previous discussion was that of ion-neutral effects, which
have the potential to trigger an even more dramatic reversal in
sheath behavior through the transition to an inverse sheath.

The question of how the emission might impact the edge
plasma is left open by this work. In these simulations, the
source region was fixed and magnetic fields are neglected. In
actual fusion devices, the presence of magnetic fields would
add grazing angle effects, requiring at least a second veloc-
ity space dimension and an angle-dependent treatment of the
emission. The angle is easily accounted for in the emission
algorithms,18 but increase in computational cost for each addi-
tional dimension required is significant. To fully gauge possi-
ble effects on plasma performance, better inflow mechanisms
at the presheath edge which sustain the sheath without enforc-
ing a steady, smooth condition are necessary.

Regardless of these limitations, the increase in emissivity
with lithium oxidation justifies further examination into what
precautions are necessary to maximize the benefits of employ-
ing lithium walls in the confinement of plasmas.
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