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Abstract
Argon–helium mixtures in gas tungsten arc welding of an iron workpiece are investigated using an axisymmetric computational
model that includes the cathode, workpiece, and arc plasma in the computational domain. The three-gas combined diffusion
coefficient method is used to treat diffusion of helium, argon, and iron vapour. Calculations for argon–helium mixtures without
metal vapour are performed; good agreement with previous numerical results is found. A transition from a helium-like to an
argon-like arc occurs when the argon mole fraction increases above about 0.3. Calculations for a wide range of argon–helium
mixtures including iron vapour are then performed. Adding helium to argon alters the arc properties and affects the weld
geometry. Iron vapour cools the arc for all argon–helium mixtures. Iron vapour is present above the workpiece, near the cathode
and in the arc fringes for very low argon mole fractions. As the argon mole fraction increases, the iron vapour becomes
increasingly confined to the region above the workpiece, with small amounts near the cathode tip. Emission spectroscopy
measurements of arcs in argon–helium mixtures with water-cooled copper and uncooled iron workpieces were performed.
The measured distributions of atomic helium and iron emission show good agreement with the predictions of the model.

Keywords Gas tungsten arc welding . Argon–heliummixture . Demixing . Metal vapour . Computational modelling . Emission
spectroscopy

1 Introduction

Gas tungsten arc (GTA) welding is widely used for welding
metals [1, 2]. In GTA welding, an electric arc initiated be-
tween the tungsten cathode and anode workpiece generates
high heat flux and melts the workpiece. The use of gas
shielding is important in GTAwelding to avoid contamination
of welded areas and to enhance the weld quality. The choice of

shielding gas is critical in determining the arc plasma proper-
ties and weld quality. It has been shown that using shielding
gas with high specific heat, thermal conductivity, and viscos-
ity increases the weld pool depth [3]. Mixtures of shielding
gases are commonly used in industry to achieve optimal per-
formance and have proven to be effective [4, 5].

Extensive work has been performed to investigate the ef-
fect of different shielding gas on arc properties. Tanaka et al.
[6] performed theoretical calculations to predict arc properties
using a variety of pure shielding gases, including argon,
helium, hydrogen, and nitrogen, respectively. Argon is often
used as shielding gas due to its inertness and affordability.
However, pure argon shielding is sometimes not effective be-
cause of the relatively low heat flux in an argon arc, resulting
in a shallow weld pool. Significant efforts have been made to
investigate the effect of mixed shielding gases on arc proper-
ties by adding other gases into argon, aiming to increase the
heat flux. Lowke et al. [7] developed a theoretical model to
assess the effect of adding hydrogen to argon for welding
aluminium. Tusek [8] conducted experiments to examine the
effect of adding hydrogen to argon for welding steel and alu-
minium. Marya et al . [9] compared experimental
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measurements of weld profiles between pure argon and mix-
tures of argon, helium, and nitrogen. Lu et al. [10] presented
studies of adding oxygen to argon gas. Valiente Bermejo et al.
[11] investigated the influence of shielding gases on welding
performance and properties of duplex and super-duplex pipes
using argon, helium, nitrogen, and carbon dioxide. Murphy
performed calculations to determine the transport coefficients
of argon and argon–heliummixtures [12]. Murphy also inves-
tigated the demixing of gases in a free-burning arc [4, 13] and
discussed the properties of argon–helium arcs, argon–
hydrogen arcs, and argon–nitrogen arcs [5]. Despite the ad-
vances of knowledge of the influence of shielding gas mix-
tures on arc properties, questions remain regarding the funda-
mental physics and optimised choice of shielding gas mixtures
in GTA welding. Besides that, the effects of metal vapour on
welding arcs have been extensively reported recently, demon-
strating the influence of metal vapour on arc properties and
weld quality both experimentally and theoretically
[14–21]. For example, Wagner et al. [22] found that
demixing of argon and helium during welding of stain-
less steel leads to a significant change of arc behaviour
when metal vapour is included and when helium content
is larger than 80%. The fundamental physics underlying
this observation is, however, unknown. In particular, no
model has included the influence of metal vapours to-
gether with the demixing of the shielding gases.

This work investigates the demixing of gas mixtures and
the influence of metal vapour during GTA welding simulta-
neously, using a computational model including the tungsten
cathode, workpiece anode, arc plasma, and weld pool. Argon–
helium mixtures and iron vapour evaporated from the weld
pool are considered. Other metal vapour species evaporated
from steel welding are not included in this study, although
their effects are also important [15, 17]. Iron is the largest
component of stainless steel (79% by mass for SS 314) and
other steels; an iron workpiece and iron vapour are used in this
study as a reasonable representation of other metal species.
The combined diffusion coefficient method, extended to three
gases [23], is used in this study to treat the diffusion of each
gas. The method calculates diffusion driving forces due to
mole fraction gradients, temperature gradients, pressure gra-
dients, and the applied electric field for each gas.

In this work, section 2 introduces the mathematical model
and the boundary conditions. Section 3 presents three case
studies, focusing on the model validation in section 3.1,
argon–helium mixtures without metal vapour in section 3.2,
and argon–helium mixture including metal vapour in section
3.3. Section 4 presents spectroscopic measurement results for
argon–helium arcs with water-cooled copper and iron work-
pieces, allowing the influence of iron vapour to be measured
and compared with predictions of the model. Section 5 con-
cludes with the main findings from this study and discusses
potential further work.

2 Methods

An axisymmetric computational model, including the tung-
sten cathode, workpiece anode, arc plasma, and weld pool,
has been built to calculate the gas tungsten arc welding pro-
cess [15]. The computational domain has dimensions of
31.6 mm × 43.0 mm, where 82 and 169 grid points are spec-
ified in the radial and axial directions, respectively. The cath-
ode is defined with a full tip angle of 60 degrees and a diam-
eter of 3.2 mm. The arc length can be chosen as either 5 mm or
3 mm for the different cases specified in section 3. Figure 1
shows the details of the axisymmetric computational domain,
with 3-mm arc length for illustrative purpose. Shielding gas is
applied from the top of the computational domain guided by a
virtual nozzle with a diameter of dnozz = 14 mm. Open bound-
ary is applied for top and side walls, except the nozzle and
workpiece region as pointed out in Fig. 1. Other boundary
conditions are kept identical with our earlier calculations [15].

An in-house computational code has been developed to
solve a set of governing equations including conservation
equations of mass, momentum, and energy as well as the
current continuity equation simultaneously. For iron in an
argon–helium mixture, the governing equations are given as:

Conservation of mass:

∇ � ρvð Þ ¼ SFe ð1Þ
where ρ is the mass density, v is the plasma or liquid metal
flow velocity, and SFe is the source term due to the production
of iron vapour from the surface of the workpiece. Note that the
metal vapour source term is only applied to the arc plasma
domain in the region immediately above the weld pool. This
also applies to Eq. (6).

Conservation of momentum:

∇ � ρvvð Þ ¼ −∇P þ ∇ � eτ þ j � Bþρg ð2Þ
where P is the pressure, eτ is the viscous stress tensor, j is the
current density,B is the magnetic field strength induced by the
current, and g is the gravitational acceleration.

Conservation of energy:

∇ � ρvhð Þ ¼ j2

σ
−∇ � k

cp
∇h

� �
−∇ � hFe−hAr

� � k
cp

∇YFe

� �

−∇ � hHe−hAr
� � k

cp
∇YHe

� �
−
5kB
2ecp

j

� ∇h−U−Svap Fe ð3Þ

where h is the enthalpy, σ is the electrical conductivity, k is the
thermal conductivity, cp is the specific heat at constant pres-
sure, hFe is the enthalpy of iron vapour, hAr is the enthalpy of
argon, hHe is the enthalpy of helium, YFe is the sum of mass
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fraction of iron vapour species, YHe is the sum ofmass fraction
of helium, e represents the electronic charge, kB is the
Boltzmann’s constant, U is the net emission coefficient, and
Svap Fe is the latent heat of vaporisation of iron, which is
applied only to the weld pool.

Current continuity equation:

∇ � σ∇∅ð Þ ¼ 0 ð4Þ
where ∅ is the electric potential. The current density is
expressed as:

j ¼ −σ∇∅ ð5Þ

The combined diffusion coefficient method has been used
to successfully treat the mixing and demixing of plasma gases
(e.g. [24–29]) under the local chemical equilibrium assump-
tion. Metal vapour and a second shielding gas helium are
included in the model, and additional mass conservation equa-
tions of metal vapour and helium are solved to maintain the
mass balance. The respective conservation equations for iron
vapour and helium are:

∇ � ρvYFe

� �
¼ −∇ � JFe þ SFe ð6Þ

∇ � ρvYHe

� �
¼ −∇ � JHe ð7Þ

The diffusion mass flux terms JFe and JHe are respectively
the average mass flux of the iron vapour and helium species,
relative to the mass-average velocity. The mass flux term is
determined by using the combined diffusion coefficient meth-
od [30], which treats gas diffusion due to mole fraction

gradients, temperature gradients, pressure gradients, and the
electric field. The mass fraction of argon is calculated using

YFe þ YHe þ YAr ¼ 1 after solving Eqs. (6) and (7).

The expression for JFe when calculating argon–helium
mixtures including iron vapour is:

J Fe ¼ n2

ρ
mFe mAr mHe

Dx
Fe Ar∇xAr þ Dx

Fe He∇xHe

� �
þ DP

Fe∇lnP þ DE
FeE

h i

−DT
Fe∇lnT

ð8Þ

where n is the number density of the gas mixture;mFe,mAr, and
mHe are the average masses of the heavy species of iron, argon,
and helium gas, respectively; xAr and xHe are the sum of the

mole fractions of species argon and helium respectively;Dx
Fe Ar

and Dx
Fe He are the combined ordinary diffusion coefficients of

iron relative to argon and helium respectively; and DP
Fe, D

E
Fe,

and DT
Fe are the combined pressure diffusion coefficient, the

combined electric field diffusion coefficient, and the combined
temperature diffusion coefficient of iron, respectively. The ex-

pression for JHe is analogous. Expressions for the combined
diffusion coefficients are given in [23].

Equations (1) to (5) apply in the arc and electrodes. The
viscosity is set to a very high value in the solid regions. The
heat fluxes between the arc and the electrodes are treated using
the methods presented by Lowke et al. [31, 32]. The heat flux
to the anode is given by:

Fig. 1 Details of the
axisymmetric computational
domain
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S ¼ je∅w−k∂T=∂z ð9Þ

where je represents electron current density, assumed equal
to the total current density, and∅w is the anode work function.
Thermal conduction is taken into account through Eq. (3).

The thermodynamic and transport properties of argon–
helium plasmas were calculated using the methods presented
in [12], and those of iron vapour as described in [33]. Net
emission coefficients were calculated using a mole fraction–
weighted average of those for argon [34], helium [35], and
iron [36]. Steady-state simulations are performed, and 50,000
iterations are typically required for the calculation to
converge.

3 Results and discussion

Three sets of calculations were carried out in this work.

(1) Model validation: Calculations for an argon (90% by
mass) and helium (10% by mass) mixture without metal
vapour were performed for a 5-mm arc length. The cal-
culation results are validated by comparison with pub-
lished numerical results.

(2) Argon–helium mixture without metal vapour:
Calculations for a wide range of argon–helium mixtures
without metal vapour were performed for a 3-mm arc
length. The calculation results are compared to assess
the effect of demixing.

(3) Argon–helium mixture with metal vapour: Calculations
using the same conditions as case 2 but including iron
vapour were carried out. The calculation results are com-
pared with those of case 2 to understand the effect of
metal vapour.

3.1 Model validation

The model has been validated previously for a pure helium arc
including two metal vapours, with the predicted metal vapour
distributions in the arc matching well with measurements [15].
In this section, we performed calculations for a GTA arc in an
argon–helium mixture without metal vapour, to assess the
reliability of the model in predicting demixing. The current
model is an extension of a previous two-gas model [30, 37] to
three gases [23]. To verify that the current model is able to
predict gas mixing and demixing reliably, we apply the model
to a mixture of two gases to reproduce published literature
data [13]. An arc length of 5 mm, a gas mixture of 90% (by
mass) argon and 10% (by mass) helium, 200-A arc current,
and 10-L/min shielding gas flow are used, matching the

condition used in [13]. Other boundary conditions remain un-
changed, as given in [15].

Figure 2 shows the isopleth maps of the mass fraction of
helium calculated with the current model and the literature
data, respectively. Note that helium mass fraction values la-
belled in Fig. 2(b) should be multiplied by 10 to give the true
value [13]. The current model reproduces the isopleths of
helium mass fraction reasonably well. Helium gas tends to
concentrate near the arc axis and forms a bell-shaped distribu-
tion. This model predicts slightly more extended helium con-
centration near the anode surface, i.e. the high helium concen-
tration extends to larger radii, though the overall helium iso-
pleths in the arc are well reproduced. Note that this model
calculation in Fig. 2(a) treats all diffusion coefficients de-
scribed in section 2, whereas the published data in Fig. 2(b)
include two sets of plots: results with all diffusion coefficients
(the solid lines) and results neglecting electric field diffusion
(the dashed lines).

Figure 3 shows the isotherms calculated with this model
and the literature data, respectively. The isotherms are closely
reproduced by using this model. A slightly expanded 16,000-
K contour is predicted near the anode by using the current
model, showing a slight expansion of the high-temperature
region. This corresponds to the expanded region of high
helium concentration above the anode.

In general, the results match reasonably well with literature
results. We do not expect exact agreement, particularly near
the cathode, since in [13], the cathode surface temperature
distribution was taken from measurements performed in an
argon arc, whereas we have calculated the temperature self-
consistently. The cathode surface temperature distribution in-
fluences the current density and therefore the arc temperature.
The bell shapes of the isopleths of helium mass fraction and
isotherm lines predicted from both models show good agree-
ment. This demonstrates that the current model is capable of
predicting the properties of a GTA arc in an argon–helium
mixture and provides confidence that it can be relied upon to
carry out the subsequent calculations.

3.2 Argon–helium mixture without metal vapour

Calculations with a range of argon–helium mixtures are per-
formed in this section to assess the effect of demixing without
metal vapour. Unlike section 3.1, an arc length of 3 mm, 150-
A arc current, and 30-L/min gas flow are used hereafter to
make them consistent with our earlier calculations [15, 16]
for purposes of comparison. Six combinations of mole
fractions of argon–helium gas mixtures, 0.01/0.99,
0.05/0.95, 0.1/0.9, 0.3/0.7, 0.5/0.5, and 0.7/0.3, and pure
argon are tested. The percentage of mole fractions in
the mixtures chosen here represents a more widely used
quantity in real welding practice. Table 1 gives the con-
version between the mole and mass fractions of argon
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and helium used in this study. Values are calculated at
atmospheric pressure and a temperature of 300 K.

It has been shown that mixing helium with argon affects
critical shielding gas properties, including specific heat, elec-
trical conductivity, thermal conductivity, and viscosity.
Figure 4 shows the dependence of these properties on temper-
ature for argon–helium mixtures and pure argon at 1 atm. It
has been pointed out that the small electrical conductivity for
helium leads to a constricted arc, resulting in increased heat
flux density on axis compared to an argon arc. Detailed dis-
cussions about the gas property changes in argon–heliummix-
tures were presented in [5]. In this section, we focus on the
effect of argon–helium mixture on arc properties and on the
welding quality.

Figure 5 shows the temperature distribution in argon–
helium GTA arcs with argon mole fractions of 0.01,
0.1, 0.3, and 0.5. The arc shape remains largely un-
changed when the argon mole fraction increases, al-
though a gradual decrease of arc temperature is

predicted when the argon mole fraction increases from
0.01 to 0.3. Increasing the argon mole fraction from
0.01 to 0.3 reduces the maximum arc temperature from
21,800 to 19,200 K. Further increase of argon mole
fraction has little influence on arc temperature. This is
in accordance with the results of Murphy et al. [5], who
showed that adding up to 70% helium (by mole) to
argon has little influence on arc temperature and the
temperature distribution resembles that of a pure argon
arc. This will be confirmed by the spectroscopic mea-
surements presented in section 4.

Figure 6 shows the demixing of argon and helium gases.
Argon tends to be distributed away from the arc centre, indi-
cating the concentration of helium near the arc axis. It was
noted in [24] that demixing due to mole fraction gradients,
frictional forces, and thermal diffusion all act in the same
direction by driving diffusion of helium species, i.e. the chem-
ical element with lower atomic weight and higher ionisation
energy, to regions with higher temperature.

Fig. 2 Isopleths of the mass
fraction of helium calculated for a
200-A, 5-mm arc with a 10-L/min
input flow composed of 10%
helium and 90% argon by mass a
calculated by using the current
model and b reproduced from lit-
erature data [13] (——) including
and (– – –) neglecting the effects
of electric field diffusion
(cataphoresis); in b, mass fraction
values need to be multiplied by a
factor of 10 to give the correct
value. © IOP Publishing.
Reproduced with permission. All
rights reserved

Fig. 3 Isotherms calculated for a
200-A, 5-mm arc with a 10-L/min
input flow composed of 10%
helium and 90% argon by mass a
calculated by using the current
model (labelled in units of K) and
b reproduced from [13] (labelled
in units of 1000 K). © IOP
Publishing. Reproduced with
permission. All rights reserved
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It is known that the heat flux to the workpiece is
much higher in a helium arc than an argon arc,
resulting in a deeper weld pool. This is a consequence
of the higher temperature and stronger constriction of

the helium arc. Furthermore, calculations performed
without accounting for demixing show that the heat flux
increases with the helium concentration in an argon–
helium arc [5]. The concentration of helium near the

Table 1 Argon–helium mixtures used in this work

Pressure Temperature Argon atomic
weight

Helium atomic
weight

Argon mole fraction Helium mole
fraction

Argon mass fraction Helium mass
fraction

1 atm 300 K 39.948 4.0026 0.01 0.99 0.0916 0.9084

0.05 0.95 0.3444 0.6556

0.1 0.9 0.5258 0.4742

0.3 0.7 0.8105 0.1895

0.5 0.5 0.9089 0.0911

0.7 0.3 0.9588 0.0412

1.0 0.0 1.0 0.0

Fig. 4 Dependence of a specific heat, b electrical conductivity, c thermal conductivity, and d viscosity on temperature for argon–helium mixtures and
pure argon at 1 atm. Percentages are mole percentages
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arc centre due to demixing increases this effect and
results in a deeper weld pool.

Figure 7 shows the net emission coefficient distribution for
different argon–helium mixtures. For argon mole fractions less
than 0.3, the arc is constricted and resembles a helium-dominated
arc. For argon mole fractions of 0.3 and greater, the arc is more
radially extended and resembles an argon-dominated arc. The net
emission coefficient distribution shows that radiative emission in
the arc centre is stronger in a helium-dominated arc than that in
an argon-dominated arc. This is because the temperature is the
highest in the helium-dominated arc. The net emission coefficient
of argon is about a factor of seven larger than that of helium at
20,000 K [35]. However, in all cases, the argon mole fraction is
low in the centre of the arc, so the increase in net emission
coefficient with temperature is the dominant factor. Away from
the arc centre, the net emission coefficient of the argon-
dominated arc is higher. This is because argon mole fraction is
higher in this region, and the higher net emission coefficient of
argon dominates.

3.3 Argon–helium mixture with iron vapour

Calculations with a range of argon–helium mixtures taking
into account the presence of iron vapour were performed to

study the combined influence of metal vapour and gas
demixing. The presence of metal vapour in a pure helium
arc has been demonstrated to strongly influence the radia-
tive cooling of the arc [15]. The presence of metal vapour
in a pure argon arc has been recently found to affect arc
properties as well as the weld pool [38], even though it was
expected that the effect of metal vapour would be small in
an argon arc [39]. Since substantial demixing occurs in an
argon–helium arc, it is important to consider the effect of
demixing and metal vapour together for a better under-
standing of the influence of metal vapour on argon–
helium arcs and of the underlying physics.

To examine the influence of metal vapour on plasma prop-
erties in an argon–helium mixture, a fixed argon–helium mix-
ture (10% argon, 90% helium by mole) is used. Iron vapour
mole fractions of 1%, 5%, 10%, and 20% are applied to the
argon–helium mixture respectively, resulting in correspond-
ingly updated values of argon and helium in the mixture due to

mass balance in a computational cell (YFe þ YAr þ YHe ¼ 1 ).
For example, when 10% iron vapour mole fraction is used, the
corresponding mole fraction of argon is 9% and helium is
81%, i.e. 90% of their predefined values. Figure 8 shows the
distribution of gas properties for an argon–helium mixture
including iron vapour at a pressure of 1 atm.

Fig. 5 Distribution of temperature in a GTA arc for argon mole fractions of a 0.01, b 0.1, c 0.3, and d 0.5

Fig. 6 Distribution of argon mole fraction in a GTA arc for argon mole fractions of a 0.01, b 0.1, c 0.3, and d 0.5
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Figure 8(a) shows the dependence of specific heat on tem-
perature for the different mixtures. Similar to those shown in
Fig. 4(a) where specific heat is affected by the argon–helium
ratio, specific heat is also strongly influenced by the concen-
tration of iron vapour. With the increase of iron vapour mole
fraction from 0.01 to 0.20, the peak specific heat (which oc-
curs at a temperature of about 22,000 K) decreases by more
than a half. Similar trends are apparent in the thermal conduc-
tivity, shown in Fig. 8(c). Both the specific heat and thermal
conductivity appear in Eq. (3) for energy conservation, and so
it is clear that the presence of metal vapour directly affects
energy transport in the arc.

Figure 8(b) shows the dependence of electrical conductiv-
ity on temperature. In the temperature range from 5000 to
15,000 K, the electrical conductivity increases with the in-
crease of iron vapour concentration. It was explained in [38]
that iron atoms ionise at a lower temperature than argon, so the
electron density and therefore the electrical conductivity are
higher at low temperatures. At high temperature, the iron va-
pour has a higher degree of ionisation than argon, leading to a
stronger Coulomb potential and therefore, since the transport
coefficients are inversely proportional to the collision cross-
sections, a lower electrical conductivity. This also applies
when helium is included, as helium has an even higher
ionisation temperature than argon.

Figure 8(d) shows the dependence of viscosity on temper-
ature. The inclusion of iron vapour reduces the viscosity in the
temperature range from 7000 to 18,000 K, affecting the mo-
mentum transfer in the arc. It was noted in [3] that high spe-
cific heat, thermal conductivity, and viscosity increase the
weld pool depth. With the reduction in the values of these
properties when iron vapour is present, a shallower weld pool
depth is expected.

Figure 8(e) shows the dependence of the net emission co-
efficient on temperature. It shows that in an argon–helium
mixture, the inclusion of iron vapour significantly increases
the net emission coefficient. In the temperature range of

10,000 to 20,000 K for a typical arc, the inclusion of 5% iron
vapour can amplify the radiative loss by around ten times. It
has been shown that the increased radiation due to the pres-
ence of metal vapour can cool down arcs in pure helium [15]
and in pure argon [38]. For an argon–helium arc, the influence
of metal vapour on radiative cooling will also be significant.

To examine the effect of metal vapour in an argon–helium
mixture shielded arc, similar parameters to those used in sec-
tion 3.2 were chosen. An iron workpiece is used, with iron
vapour evaporation from the weld pool calculated as present-
ed in [38]. Iron vapour transport and diffusion in the arc are
calculated using the combined diffusion coefficient method
[30]. Unlike the calculations in sections 3.1 and 3.2, this cal-
culation considers three gases in the arc, i.e. iron vapour, ar-

gon, and helium. The iron vapour mass flux JFe is calculated
using Eq. (8).

Figure 9 shows the temperature distribution for 0.01, 0.1,
0.3, and 0.5 argon mole fractions and including metal vapour.
Comparing the arc shapes to those in Fig. 5, the region of
relatively high temperature is not limited to radii < 0.05 cm
when metal vapour is included. A significant drop of arc tem-
perature is predicted when metal vapour is included regardless
of the argon–helium mixture used, showing the strong influ-
ence of metal vapour on arc properties. Previous studies have
shown that the presence of metal vapour leads to increased
radiative cooling, reducing the arc temperature [15].

Figure 10 shows the distribution of iron vapour in the
arc for the different argon–helium mixtures. To better un-
derstand the metal vapour distribution, results for a wider
range of argon mole fractions are presented. Iron vapour
is observed above the weld pool, near the cathode tip and
in the arc fringes. Increasing the argon mole fraction is
found to reduce the presence of iron vapour in the arc
fringes. Figure 10(d) shows that nearly no iron vapour is
predicted near the cathode tip and in the arc fringes for an
argon mole fraction of 0.3. As noted in section 3.2, when
the argon mole fraction increases to 0.3, the arc resembles

Fig. 7 Distribution of net emission coefficient in a GTA arc for argon mole fractions of a 0.01, b 0.1, c 0.3, and d 0.5
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Fig. 8 Dependence of a specific heat, b electrical conductivity, c thermal conductivity, d viscosity, and e net emission coefficient on temperature for 1:9
argon–helium mixtures with iron vapour at 1 atm. Percentages are mole percentages
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a pure argon arc. Furthermore, the heat flux to the work-
piece approaches that of an argon arc as the argon mole
fraction increases beyond 0.3 [5]. Nevertheless, Fig. 10 e
and f show that iron vapour transport to the cathode tip

region in an argon-dominated arc is predicted with further
increases of argon mole fraction above 0.3.

For a helium arc, it has been shown that the electric field
diffusion, also known as cataphoresis, drives metal vapour

Fig. 9 Distribution of temperature in a GTA arc with metal vapour for argon mole fractions of a 0.01, b 0.1, c 0.3, and d 0.5

Fig. 10 Distribution of iron vapour in a GTA arc with metal vapour for argon mole fractions of a 0.01, b 0.05, c 0.1, d 0.3, e 0.5, and f 0.7
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upwards through the arc [15]. For an argon arc, it was found
that cataphoresis was not strong enough to overcome the
downward convective flow and that the metal vapour near
the anode is swept radially outwards. However, some metal
vapour was then convected upwards in the recirculating flow
and became trapped near the cathode tip by upward diffusion
driven by temperature gradients and the electric field [38]. In
the transition argon–helium ratio region (argon mole fraction
of 0.3), neither of the mechanisms that occur in pure argon and
helium is effective, and there is essentially no metal vapour
transported upward through the arc, as shown in Fig. 10(d).

Figure 11 shows the net emission coefficient distributions
in the arc for different argon–helium mixtures with metal va-
pour included. Strong radiative emission is predicted above
the weld pool as well as near the cathode tip for argon mole
fractions of 0.01 and 0.1. The net emission coefficient value is
significantly higher than those predicted in Fig. 7, reflecting
the intense radiation from iron vapour. For an argon mole

fraction of 0.3, the net emission coefficient distribution is sig-
nificantly different, due to the change from a helium-like arc
to an argon-like arc [5]. Further increase of argon mole frac-
tion above 0.3 leads to increased net emission coefficient near
the cathode tip, due to the presence of iron vapour.

Wagner et al. [22] presented measurements of argon–
helium welding of mild steel or stainless steel. They measured
large ultraviolet radiation intensities and ozone concentrations
for argon mole fractions of 0 and 0.1, which fell rapidly to
very low values at an argon mole fraction of 0.2, and then
increased gradually as the argon mole fraction was increased
further. These trends are in accordance with the net emission
coefficients shown in Fig. 11. More extensive comparisons
with experiment will be presented in section 4.

Figure 12 shows the radial distributions of current density
above the weld pool with (the dashed lines) and without (the
solid lines) iron vapour. When metal vapour is included, the
current density near the arc axis is greatly reduced and has
little dependence on the argon–helium ratio. The current den-
sity extends to a radius of 0.25 cm when metal vapour is
present. When metal vapour is not included, the current is
restricted to radii of less than 0.15 cm, and the peak value of
current density decreases with increasing argon mole fraction
for argon mole fractions less than 0.3. When metal vapour is
present, current density distribution is dominated by the ef-
fects of metal vapour, regardless of the argon–helium ratio.

Figure 13 shows the weld pool shape for different argon–
helium mixtures, neglecting and including iron vapour. When
metal vapour is neglected, increasing the argon mole fraction
results in a decrease of weld pool depth. The weld pool depth
decreases from 0.9 to 0.7 cm when the argon mole fraction
increases from 0.01 to 0.5. This is consistent with the decrease
of current density within radii of 0.1 cm when the argon mole
fraction increases, shown in Fig. 12, which leads to a reduced
heat flux to the workpiece. When metal vapour is included,
shallower weld pools are predicted. The weld pool depth de-
creases from 0.3 to 0.15 cm when the argon mole fraction
increases from 0.01 to 0.5. Weld pool widths increase when
metal vapour is included, consistent with the radially extended

Fig. 11 Distribution of net emission coefficient in a GTA arc with metal vapour for argon mole fractions of a 0.01, b 0.1, c 0.3, and d 0.5

Fig. 12 Radial distribution of current density above the weld pool for
argon mole fractions of 0.01, 0.05, 0.1, and 0.3, with and without iron
vapour
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distribution of current density shown in Fig. 12. Flow in the
weld pool is driven by four main forces: the Lorentz (j ×B)
force, buoyancy, the Marangoni force, and the drag force of
the plasma on the weld pool surface. The latter three usually
lead to liquid flows directed upward near the axis and outward
near the surface, while the Lorentz force drives flow down-
wards near the weld pool axis [38].

In summary, when demixing and metal vapour are both
considered, the arc properties are mainly influenced by the
metal vapour, regardless of the argon–helium mixture used.
The presence ofmetal vapour significantly changes the critical
arc plasma properties such as arc temperature, current density,
and net emission coefficient, and affects the weld pool depth
and width. The argon–helium ratio strongly influences the
upward transport of metal vapour, with the importance of
the different transport mechanisms altered depending on
whether argon [38], helium [15], or argon–helium mixtures
are used.

4 Spectroscopic measurements

Measurements of Fe I and He I emission during stationary
GTA welding under argon–helium mixture shielding were
performed. Water-cooled copper and uncooled iron

workpieces were used, corresponding respectively to the cases
in which iron vapour is neglected and included. The cathode is
made of tungsten doped with 2% La2O3. Emission spectros-
copy analysis was performed using an Abel inversion to show
the distribution of the metal vapours in the arc. Details of the
experimental and image-processing methods have been given
elsewhere [17, 40]. To obtain the argon–helium mixtures de-
scribed in Table 1, a total gas flow rate of 20 L/min is applied
and a gas mixer MX-4S (Yukata Engineering Corporation) is
used with a flow metre range of 1~25 L/min for each gas and
flow metre accuracy of 0.1 L/min.

Figure 14 shows the arc appearance for different argon–
heliummixtures 20 s after ignition for the water-cooled copper
workpiece. Figure 14(a) shows an expanded bell-shaped red
arc when pure helium is used. When argon is added, the arc
shape and appearance change. Figure 14 b and c show that
when an argon mole fraction of 0.05 to 0.1 is added, the arc
becomes constricted, the red region is confined to the lower
half of the arc, and a purple region appears near the cathode
tip, and in the case of an argon mole fraction of 0.1, the arc
fringes. This is consistent with predictions in Fig. 6 a and b,
which show that the argon tends to become concentrated in
the vicinity of cathode tip and also the arc fringe regions for an
argon model fraction of 0.1. Figure 14(d) shows that when
argon mole fraction reaches 0.2, a bell-shaped light-purple

Fig. 13 Shape of weld pool when neglecting metal vapour for argon mole fractions of a 0.01, b 0.1, c 0.3, and d 0.5 and when including metal vapour for
argon mole fractions of e 0.01, f 0.1, g 0.3, and h 0.5
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arc forms with a pink region observed near the arc axis. This
demonstrates that helium tends to concentrate near the arc
axis, as predicted by using our model. Figure 14(e) shows that
when argon mole fraction reaches 0.3, a bell-shaped bright
white arc appears, similar to a pure argon arc, with only a faint
pink region near the arc axis. The strong radiation from argon
diminishes the observability of helium, consistent with the
prediction in Fig. 6(c). The measured He I spectral intensity
distribution given in Fig. 15 confirms this phenomenon,
showing concentrated helium near the arc centre.

Figure 15(a) corresponds to the calculation result shown in
Fig. 7(b) for argon mole fraction of 0.1. Figure 15(c) corre-
sponds to the calculation result given in Fig. 7(c) for argon
mole fraction of 0.3.

The spectroscopic measurements for a water-cooled copper
workpiece confirm the numerical prediction results given in
section 3.2. An arc transition region exists near an argon–
helium ratio of 0.3/0.7. When the argon mole fraction is larger
than 0.3, an argon-like arc forms, with helium only visible
near the arc centre. When the argon mole fraction is less than

Fig. 14 Arc appearance for water-cooled copper workpiece 20 s after arc ignition for argon–helium ratios of a 0.0/1.0, b 0.05/0.95, c 0.1/0.9, d 0.2/0.8, e
0.3/0.7, and f 0.5/0.5

Fig. 15 He I spectral intensity distribution for water-cooled copper workpiece 20 s after arc ignition for argon–helium ratio of a 0.1/0.9, b 0.2/0.8, and c
0.3/0.7
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0.3, a transition from an argon-like to helium-like arc occurs,
with helium visible at larger radii and argon expelled to re-
gions in the vicinity of cathode tip and the arc fringes (Fig.
14b, c), until a complete helium arc is formed (Fig. 14a).

Figure 16 shows the arc appearance during stationary GTA
welding of pure iron, 20 s after arc ignition. Unlike the results
shown in Fig. 14, when an iron workpiece is used, evaporation
of metal vapour occurs. Figure 16(a) shows the arc appearance
for pure helium shielding. The bright blue regions show the
presence of iron vapour above the weld pool and in the vicin-
ity of cathode tip. In addition, a bilayer region of metal vapour
exists as detailed in [17]. When argon is added to helium, the
arc appearance changes dramatically. Figure 16(b) shows that
when 0.05 mole fraction of argon is added, the metal vapour,
indicated by the bright blue glow, is only visible above the
weld pool and near the cathode tip. When the argon mole
fraction is further increased, metal vapour above the weld pool
remains while those near the cathode tip become less observ-
able due to strong radiation of argon. Away from the elec-
trodes, the arc region resembles those observed in Fig. 14.

Figure 17 shows the Fe I spectral intensity during stationary
GTA welding of pure iron. Note that in the highest temperature
regions, such as below the cathode tip, iron vapour will be
ionised and therefore will not be detected. Atomic iron vapour
is observed above the weld pool, near the cathode tip and in the

arc fringe region in Fig. 17(a) for the pure helium case. This is
consistent with the prediction shown in Fig. 10(a), for which
only 0.01 argon mole fraction is added, and which resembles a
helium-like arc. When 0.05 mole fraction of argon is added to
helium, shown in Fig. 17(b), iron vapour disappears from the
arc fringe region and is only observed above the weld pool and
near the cathode tip, again in accordance with the prediction of
the model shown in Fig. 10(b). Increasing the argon mole frac-
tion to 0.10 (Fig. 17c) reduces the axial extent of the iron vapour
above the weld pool, as also predicted in Fig. 10(c).

When the argon mole fraction increases to 0.3 or more, an
argon-like arc forms. Iron vapour is still present above the
weld pool, while the amount of iron vapour near the cathode
tip diminishes. As discussed in section 3.3, changing the
argon–helium ratio affects the arc properties and therefore
the metal vapour transport mechanism. In a helium arc, diffu-
sion driven by the electric field dominates the upward trans-
port of metal vapour [15]. In an argon arc, convection in the
recirculating flow drives the metal vapour transport toward the
cathode tip [16]. Note that only very low concentrations are
predicted to occur in the recirculation zone in the arc fringes,
with the iron vapour becoming trapped in the low flow regions
immediately adjacent to the cathode by upward diffusion.
Therefore, we do not expect to observe metal vapour in the
fringe regions for an argon-like arc [38]. In general, the

Fig. 16 Arc appearance in stationary GTAwelding of pure iron workpiece 20 s after arc ignition for argon–helium ratios of a 0.0/1.0, b 0.05/0.95, c 0.1/
0.9, d 0.2/0.8, e 0.3/0.7, and f 0.5/0.5
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distribution of Fe I spectral intensity supports the predictions
of iron vapour distribution in an argon–helium arc.

5 Conclusions

This work presents a computational study of gas tungsten arc
welding, including the effects of metal vapour, in argon–
helium shielding gas mixtures. The computational model uses
the combined diffusion coefficient method, which has been
extended to include three gases [23], to treat the diffusion of
each gas included in the GTA welding process. Three general
cases have been treated.

The first two cases did not include metal vapour. First,
calculations for an argon (90% by mass) and helium (10%
by mass) mixture were performed for a 5-mm arc. The
predictions show good agreement with previous numerical
results, demonstrating that the model can predict gas
demixing reliably. Second, calculations for a wide range
of argon–helium mixtures were performed for a 3-mm arc.
It was found that in all cases, demixing led to the concen-
tration of helium near the arc axis. Increasing the argon

mole fraction to about 0.3 resulted in a decreased arc tem-
perature, while further increases had little effect on the arc
temperature.

The third case comprised calculations for a wide range of
argon–helium mixtures including iron vapour for a 3-mm arc.
The presence of metal vapour in the arc largely determined the
arc shape, arc temperature, radiative emission, and the
weld pool dimensions, regardless of the argon–helium
mixture used. For the very low argon mole fraction of
0.01, iron vapour was predicted to be present above the
workpiece, near the cathode and in the arc fringes. As
the argon mole fraction increased, metal vapour was
mainly confined near the workpiece, with a small
amount reaching the cathode tip.

Spectroscopic measurements of argon–helium arcs with
water-cooled copper and iron workpieces were compared with
the second and third sets of modelling results. Measurements
of arc appearance and Fe I and He I spectral intensities were
performed and showed good agreement with the numerical
predictions, in particular supporting the existence of a transi-
tion in arc properties to those characteristic of an argon arc at
an argon mole fraction of 0.3.

Fig. 17 Distribution of Fe I spectral intensity in stationary GTA welding of pure iron workpiece 20 s after arc ignition for argon–helium ratios of a 0.0/
1.0, b 0.05/0.95, c 0.1/0.9, d 0.2/0.8, e 0.3/0.7, and f 0.5/0.5
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The numerical and experimental results have shown that
strong demixing effects occur in argon–helium arcs and that
argon–helium ratio strongly affects the metal vapour transport
in the arc. This work demonstrates the importance of treating
each gas separately in models of arc welding.
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edge the support of a Japan Society for the Promotion of Science (JSPS)
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Nomenclature B, magnetic field strength; cp, specific heat at constant

pressure; dnozz, diameter of virtual nozzle; Dx
I J , combined ordinary

diffusion coefficient for gas or vapour I through J;DE
I , combined elec-

tric field diffusion coefficient for gas or vapour I; DT
I , combined tem-

perature diffusion coefficient for gas or vapour I;DP
I , combined pressure

diffusion coefficient for gas or vapour I; e, electronic charge; E, electric

field strength; g, gravitational acceleration; h, specific enthalpy; hI ,
specific enthalpy of gas or vapour I; j, current density; je, electron current
density; J I , diffusive mass flux of gas or vapour I; k, thermal conduc-

tivity; kB, Boltzmann’s constant; mI , average mass of heavy species in
gas or vapour I; n, number density of gas mixture; P, pressure; S, heat
flux; SFe, source term for mass ofmetal vapourFe; Svap Fe, source term for
heat of vaporisation of metal Fe; T, temperature;U, net radiative emission
coefficient; v, velocity; xI , sum of the mole fractions of species of gas or

vapour I; Y I , sum of mass fractions of species of gas or vapour I; σ,
electrical conductivity; ρ, mass density; eτ , viscous stress tensor; ∅,
electrical potential; ∅w, anode work function
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