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Abstract
The bound state of a 3 He atom at the interface between coexisting crystalline and superfluid phases of 4 He is studied theoretically by means of first principle Quantum Monte Carlo simulations. We consider both the case of a
solid/superfluid 4 He interface, as well as that of a few solid layers of 4 He forming on an attractive substrate. It is
observed that the 3 He bound state is sharply localized in a well-defined, quasi-2D layer of 4 He in the region intermediate between the solid and the liquid. The layer in which the 3 He atom resides displays an intriguing interplay of
atomic localization and quantum-mechanical exchanges; is not necessarily the first “non-solid” layer, as suggested in
previous studies, and it is affected by the attractive strength of the substrate.

1. Introduction
The existence of a bound state of a 3 He atom either
at a free liquid 4 He surface, or at the interface between
crystalline and superfluid phases, is a subject of longstanding interest, due to its relevance to different aspects
of the phenomenology of superfluid 4 He, as well as for
the intriguing possibility of stabilizing a quasi-2D 3 He
gas with novel superfluid properties [1, 2, 3].
It was first proposed by Andreev [4] that localized
states of a 3 He atoms at the surface of superfluid 4 He
may exist, as an ad hoc mechanism to account for observed behaviour of the surface tension of isotopic helium mixtures, markedly different from that of bulk 4 He
[5]. The first attempt at providing a microscopic explanation of such bound states, whose occurrence is rather
counter-intuitive, is the variational theory of Lekner [6].
Later on, Pavloff and Treiner [7, 8] contended that the
same physical mechanism described by Lekner’s theory
could also lead to the formation of 3 He bound states in
the first non-solid (i.e., superfluid) layer of 4 He near a
substrate, including at the interface between coexisting
superfluid and solid phases of 4 He. Using a ground state
density functional (DFT) approach, an estimate of the
3
He binding energy close to 5.7 K (with respect to vacuum) was obtained, along with one for the 3 He effective
mass, approximately 2.3 times the bare mass [8].
On the one hand, the existence of a bound state is the
obvious consequence of the attraction experienced by
the 3 He atom, which moves through superfluid 4 He as
an essentially free particle [9], toward the denser phase.
Clearly, however, in order to address quantitative isPreprint submitted to Results in Physics

sues such as the localization, binding energy, and the
proximity of such a 3 He bound state to the 4 He crystal, which are crucially relevant in the interpretation of
a number of experiments (especially in nanoscale size
confinement), a calculation based on a reliable model
of the interface, its roughness, and the interplay of superfluidity and localization within it, is required. Over
three decades after the first such calculation, no independent microscopic study has been carried out, possibly overcoming (some of) the limitations of that of Ref.
[8], mainly its reliance on a heuristic density functional.
It is worth mentioning that the experimental search for
3
He substrate states has yielded so far conflicting evidence, and sizeable uncertainty concerning the binding
energy [10, 11, 12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17].
We revisit this problem in this paper, reporting the
results of a first principle theoretical study, based on
Quantum Monte Carlo (QMC) computer simulations,
of the bound state of a single 3 He atom at the interface between coexisting crystal and superfluid phases,
at a pressure of 25 bars. We adopt some of the basic assumptions built in the calculation of Ref. [8], in
that we consider both bulk solid and liquid phases, far
away from where the 3 He atom is located, as uniform,
continuous media; on the other hand, in the (interfacial)
region of interest all atoms are modeled explicitly, and
a realistic interatomic potential for helium is utilized.
This allows one to study layering of atoms near the solid
substrate, and the ensuing emergence of superfluidity as
one moves away from it, both believed to affect crucially
the nature of the 3 He bound state [6, 7, 8], in a way does
May 23, 2022

Set
1
2
3

not require any a priori physical assumption.
We consider two cases, namely that of the interface
separating coexisting solid and superfluid phases, as
well as that in which solid layers of 4 He form on top of
an attractive substrate. What is observed in both cases
is that the bound state of the 3 He atom is sharply localized in the interfacial region, whose width is roughly
20 Å. The 3 He is confined within a fairly high density, quasi-2D 4 He layer. The physical character of this
layer scarcely fits either the “solid” or “liquid” definition, displaying qualities of both phases. We compute
the 3 He effective mass, and in both cases we obtain
a value above three times the bare mass, significantly
above the estimate (2.3) of Ref. [8] and consistent with
the high density of the 4 He environment experienced by
the 3 He atom.
The remainder of this paper is organized as follows:
in section 2 we describe the microscopic model of the
system; in Sec. 3 we briefly describe our methodology;
we present and discuss our results in Sec. 4 and finally
outline our conclusions in Sec. 5.

a (Å)
2.19
2.19
2.05

Table 1: The different parameters set utilized to represent the interaction of He atoms in the simulation cell with the various substrates
considered in this work. Set 1 (2) corresponds to the surface of solid
(superfluid) He at the equilibrium T = 1 K melting (freezing) density, namely ρm = 0.0287 (ρ f = 0.0260) Å−3 , from Ref. [21]. Set 3
pertains to a glass substrate.

melting density (i.e., one is looking at the physical interface between solid and superfluid phases of 4 He), the
other in which it is a generic, homogeneous medium,
more strongly attractive than 4 He, as a result of which a
number of solid layers of 4 He form on the substrate.
The interaction of the He atoms in the simulation
cell with the superfluid and solid beyond the substrates
is accounted for by means of effective interactions of
the He atoms with the substrates, described by suitably
parametrized “3-9” potentials

2. Model

V(z) =

The model system simulated here comprises N = 864
He atoms, one of them being of the light isotope 3 He and
all others of 4 He, enclosed in a parallelepipedal cell of
sizes L × L × Lz , with L = 20.075 Å and Lz = 80.8 Å.
Periodic boundary conditions are utilized in the x and y
directions, not in the long (z) direction, as the simulation
cell ends on both sides with two square walls (A and B
in Fig. 1) representing two different substrates1 .
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where z is the distance of the atom from the substrate,
D is the depth of the attractive well of the interaction,
and a can be seen as the distance of closest approach of
an atom to the substrate, below which the atom experiences a strong (hard core) repulsion. The values of D
and a are chosen to represents the specific media considered here. We have altogether three different parameter
sets, corresponding to solid (superfluid) 4 He at melting
(freezing) density2 , as well as a third set with parameters that are typically used to describe the interaction of
He atoms with glass [19, 20], and we shall henceforth
refer to it as such. All of this is summarized in Table 1.
The interaction between two He atoms is described by
the accepted Aziz pair potential [22].
The length Lz of the simulation cell was adjusted to
ensure that the local 4 He density approach ρ f , on moving away from substrate A. The value of Lz quoted
above (80.8 Å), was found adequate for both types of
substrate A considered here (i.e., entries 1 and 3 in Table 1).

Figure 1: Schematic of the simulation setup. The simulation cell
is elongated, sandwiched between homogeneous solid and superfluid
phases, modeled as homogeneous, continuous media.

One of the two substrates (A) is that on which crystalline layers of 4 He form, the other (B) can be regarded
as the surface of superfluid 4 He at freezing density.
We consider here two distinct situations, namely one in
which the phase to the left of wall A is solid 4 He at the
1 This

D (K)
10.75
9.80
100

2 The parameters D and a are related to the density ρ of the medium
(i.e., solid helium or glass, or superfluid helium), represented as a
continuous, homogeneous semi-infinite slab, as well as to values of
 and σ of the Lennard-Jones potential describing the interaction a
helium atom and an atom or molecule of the medium. Specifically, it
can be easily shown that D ≈ 2.2077 ρσ3 , a ≈ 0.8584 σ.

setup was first proposed in Ref. [18]
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3. Methodology
The QMC methodology adopted here is the canonical [23, 24] continuous-space Worm Algorithm [25, 26],
a finite temperature (T ) quantum Monte Carlo (QMC)
technique. Although we are clearly interested in low
temperature physics, finite temperature methods have
several advantages over ground state ones, for investigating Bose systems (for an extensive discussion of this
subject, see for instance Ref. [27]); in particular, they
are unaffected by the bias of existing ground state methods, arising from the use of a trial wave function, as well
as from the control of a population of walkers [28, 29].
Details of the simulations carried out in this work are
standard, and therefore the reader is referred to the original references. We used the fourth-order approximation (see, for instance, Ref. [30]), and observed convergence of all the physical estimates for a value of time
step τ = 3.125 × 10−3 K−1 .
Besides energetic and structural properties, such as
integrated density profiles computed along the relevant
(z) direction, as well as the the global 4 He superfluid
response (using the winding number estimator [27]), a
physically important outcome of the simulation must be
a quantitative assessment of the interplay of superfluidity and local crystalline order in the interfacial region.
Although there exists, within QMC, an accepted estimator of the local superfluid density [31, 32, 33], it is
numerically rather noisy, making impractically lengthy
simulations necessary in order to accumulate the required statistics.
Because superfluidity is intimately connected with
exchanges of identical particles, one can gain local insight into the emergence of superfluidity by computing
the frequency with which a 4 He atom is involved in a
quantum-mechanical exchange, as a function of its distance from substrate A. While not an estimator of the
local superfluid density [32], this quantity nonetheless
is well-suited to address the physical issues of interest
here, as exchanges are known to be strongly suppressed
in the crystalline phase of 4 He [34], .
Finally, we also computed the 3 He effective mass, using the methodology illustrated in Ref. [35].

Figure 2: Planar averaged density profile of 4 He in the z-direction,
perpendicular to the interface between solid (left side) and superfluid
(right side) phases, computed at T = 1 K. Solid black line represents
the probability density of position of the single 3 He atom, in arbitrary units. Shaded part shows the local probability for a 4 He atom to
be part of a quantum-mechanical exchange cycle; units are arbitrary.
Dashed line shows the 4 He melting density ρm .

perpendicular to the interface, is shown (z = 0 is the location of the A substrate, i.e., solid helium). The oscillatory structure is consistent with the presence of welldefined solid layers at short distances from the substrate;
on moving away from it the oscillations decay, and for
z & 40 Å, only small ripples persist around a constant
value which, within the uncertainty of the calculation,
is equal to the freezing density ρ f . We may compare
this density profile with the most recently calculated one
for this system, using DFT at T = 0 [36]. There is
reasonable quantitative agreement between the two calculations, as far as the part near the solid substrate is
concerned; however, the density profile obtained here
shows a transition from crystal to fluid that occurs more
gradually, and over a considerably longer distance than
in the DFT result.
As stated in Sec. 3, insight into the emergence of
superfluid order as one moves away from the solid substrate is offered by the computed frequency with which
4
He atoms are part of exchange cycles, as a function of
their distance from the solid substrate. This quantity is
shown (in arbitrary units) by the shaded area in Fig. 2.
One can see that exchanges begin to appear at z ≈ 20
Å, and build up through a few successive adjacent layers which display a physical character intermediate between crystalline and superfluid. We come back to this
point below. As one moves further away from the substrate, the probability for a 4 He atom to be involved in a
quantum-mechanical exchanges saturates to a constant

4. Results
All of the results presented here are obtained at temperature T = 1 K. We begin by discussing the first physical scenario investigated here, namely that of the interface between coexisting solid and superfluid phases of
4
He. The main result is shown in Fig. 2, in which the
density profile of 4 He (in Å−3 ) in the z-direction, i.e.,
3

solid3 . One possibility is that exchanges may be taking
places primarily among atoms in different layers, as opposed to within the layer.
More intuitive, albeit mainly qualitative insight, can
be gained through the direct visual inspection of configurations (i.e., many-particle world lines) generated by
the Monte Carlo simulation. Two examples are shown
in Fig. 3, which displays density maps for two 4 He layers at different distances from wall A (see Fig. 2 for
reference). At z = 17 Å (left side), the arrangement of
4
He atoms on a regular (triangular) lattice is clear. This
is as close as a simulated system of the size and geometry chosen in this study can approach the actual crystalline structure expected in this system, i.e., hexagonal
close packed. It should be kept in mind that atoms find
this arrangement spontaneously, i.e., it is not input “by
hand”. Furthermore, there appears to be very little overlap between the “clouds” representing different atoms,
pointing to absence of quantum-mechanical exchanges,
consistently with what shown in Fig. 2.
The right side of Fig. 3 shows instead a density snapshot for a layer at distance z = 31.6 Å from wall A,
which is where the 3 He atom is located (shown in Fig.
3 inside a rectangular box). The difference with the left
side is that atoms are not as orderly positioned (even
though remnants of local order can still be seen), and
some overlap of different clouds is present to indicate
that some atomic exchanges take place within the layer.
We come back to this point below.
We compute the effective mass m? of the 3 He atom
using the same procedure adopted in Ref. [35], i.e., by
looking at the diffusion of the 3 He atom in imaginary
time, and obtaining m? as

Figure 3: Density maps of 4 He atoms for two layers, located at z = 17
Å (left) and z = 31.6 Å (right), with reference to Fig. 2. The small
rectangular box in the right panel encloses the 3 He atom

value, which is characteristic of the superfluid phase at
the freezing density, at T = 1 K.
The dark solid line in Fig. 2 shows the probability
density of position of the single 3 He atom (in arbitrary
units), illustrating how it is located in one the interfacial
transition layers mentioned above, positioned at ∼ 31.5
Å from the substrate. Comparing this result with the
original calculation of Ref. [8] (Fig. 4 therein), based on
essentially the same model of the system adopted here,
one observes that, aside from the obvious remark that it
fails to reproduce the layered structure shown in Fig. 2,
it also yields a highly localized 3 He bound state, residing in the only well-defined 4 He layer yielded by that
DFT approach, a layer which is adjacent to the solid
substrate. So, there is a degree of qualitative agreement
between the two approaches.
Quantitatively, on the other hand, there are significant differences, chiefly the fact that, as stated above,
the calculation carried out here provides a more detailed
picture of the interfacial region, and therefore insight
into the physical mechanism that determines the location of the 3 He bound state in a specific interfacial layer.
As shown in Fig. 2, the density in the layer where the
3
He atom is located peaks at approximately 0.034 Å−3 ,
which is 15% lower than the ∼ 0.04 Å−3 of Ref. [8], but
still well in the solid part of the 4 He equilibrium phase
diagram. Of course, the layer is a quasi-2D structure,
and therefore it makes sense to estimate the effective 2D
density of the layer. On integrating the 4 He density profile of Fig. 2 between z1 = 30.5 Å and z2 = 33.5 Å, we
estimate the 2D layer density to be close to 0.08 Å−2 ,
i.e., again well in the crystalline region of the 4 He 2D
phase diagram. At the same time, however, the presence of significant atomic exchanges occurring within
this layer (as shown by the shaded area in Fig. 2) indicates that the layer cannot be considered a “crystalline”

2 m h[r(β/2) − r(0)]2 i
m
=
m?
3~2 β

(2)

where β = 1/T , h...i stands for thermal average, r(τ) is
the position of the 3 He atom along a path, 0 ≤ τ ≤ β and
m is the bare 3 He mass. We obtain (m? /m) = 3.28(5),
significantly greater than the value (2.3) estimated in
Ref. [8], but reflecting the high density of the local environment experienced by the 3 He atom4 .
It is now interesting to contrast these results with
those obtained on replacing the solid helium substrate
with a considerably more attractive one (set 3 in Table
3 Indeed, quantum-mechanical exchanges have been shown to impart remarkable resilience to overpressurized phases of superfluid
4 He. See, for instance, Ref. [37].
4 It should be noted that the definition given by Eq. 2 assumes
spherical symmetry, but in this case most of the effective mass enhancement arises from in-plane confinement.
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5. Discussion and Conclusions
We have revisited in the work a question that is
now relatively old, yet in many respects still unsettled,
namely the nature of the bound state of a single 3 He
atom at the interface between solid and superfluid 4 He.
We made use of a computational methodology that is
accurate and unbiased, and affords a great deal of insight into the nature of the bound state. Obviously, it
is not without shortcomings, the most important being
the finite size of the simulation cell. While its length
in the direction perpendicular to the interface is probably sufficient to ensure a fair representation of the interface, the relatively small size of the cell in the transverse direction, namely ∼ 20 Å, can be expected to suppress long-wavelength fluctuations (capillary waves) of
the interface which, especially given the high mobility
of the crystal-superfluid interface, could certainly affect
the results.
On the one hand, only calculations on systems of
greater size can provide a quantitative assessment of
the limitations of the calculation carried out here; in
the meantime, we note that the transverse section of the
cell utilized here can accommodate about thirty atoms,
which is the typical size of most QMC simulations of
2D 4 He (see, for instance, Ref. [38]. Also, note for
reference that, the only existing comparable calculation
(Ref. [18]), whose scope is not too dissimilar from that
of the present work, made use of a cell of transverse
size ∼ 17 Å, and its results are deemed quantitatively
reliable.
Some of the existing theoretical predictions are qualitatively confirmed by the calculation illustrated here; for
example, it is found that the 3 He bound state is localized
in one of the quasi-2D interfacial layers, although such a
layer may not necessarily be “non-solid”, as suggested
in previous works [8]; “non-crystalline” may be more
appropriate, as the relatively high incidence of atomic
exchanges in the layer points to a possibly high-density,
disordered, anisotropic ”glassy” superfluid phase [34]
with superflow only in the direction perpendicular to the
plane6 .
Altogether, the evidence of a 3 He bound state is fairly
robust; however, this study cannot add cogent information about the magnitude of the 3 He binding energy,
for which conflicting estimates exist. Unfortunately,
the relatively large number of atoms in the simulation,

Figure 4: Planar averaged density profile of 4 He in the z-direction,
perpendicular to the interface between a glass substrate (left side) and
superfluid (right side) phases, computed at T = 1 K. Solid black line
represents the probability density of position of the single 3 He atom,
in arbitrary units. Shaded part shows the local probability for a 4 He
atom to be part of a quantum-mechanical exchange cycle; units are
arbitrary. Dashed line shows the 4 He melting density ρm .

1). Fig. 4 shows the corresponding 4 He density profile,
which differs from that on solid helium primarily by the
more pronounced oscillations in the vicinity of the substrate, which is more strongly attractive and can therefore “pack” a greater density of 4 He atoms in its vicinity.
Concurrently, the bound state of the 3 He atom moves
closer to the substrate, mainly because of the greater attraction arising from the higher density of 4 He atoms
near the substrate5 .
Many of the same qualitative physical features found
in the previous case remain with this different substrate.
The bound state of the 3 He atom is again localized in
a well-defined plane in the interfacial region, in this
case one of even higher density (3D density close to
0.04 Å−3 , 2D density approximately 0.1 Å−2 ); however,
the 3 He effective mass is only slightly greater than that
found in the previous case, i.e., 3.43(5) m. And, just like
in the case of a solid helium substrate, the bound state
of 3 He is located in an interfacial layer characterized
by a substantial incidence of quantum exchanges, suggesting that while 4 He atoms may be localized on the
plane, nevertheless they may enjoy, through exchanges,
relatively high mobility in the direction perpendicular to
the interface.

6 The more intriguing scenario of concomitant in-plane crystalline
order and superflow was considered, but is not supported by a direct
visual inspection of in-plane atomic configurations, as shown in Fig.
3.

5 The interaction potential between a He atom and the substrate is
only worth ∼ 0.15 K at the distance at which the bound state form.
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which is necessary in order to obtain a meaningful representation of the interface, renders the direct calculation of the binding energy numerically unfeasible, as
it entails the subtraction of two extensive quantities.
Other possible approaches, based on e.g., re-weighting,
or the use of the single-particle Matsubara Green function, available within the Worm Algorithm and successfully utilized to compute the activation energy of vacancies and interstitials in solid 4 He [39], or the asymptotic
behavior of the 3 He probability density of position, were
not found to afford the numerical precision required in
this case. Further work along these lines is in progress.
One remark that can be made, however, is that the
significant difference between the values of the effective mass of the 3 He atom obtained here and in Ref. [8],
as well as the very different 4 He density profiles, raise
some doubts about the quantitative accuracy of the binding energy estimates furnished therein.
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