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Abstract

In this work, a phase-field model is developed for the dendritic growth with gas bubbles in the solidification of binary
alloys. In this model, a total free energy for the complex gas-liquid-dendrite system is proposed through considering
the interactions of gas bubbles, liquid melt and solid dendrites, and it can reduce to the energy for gas-liquid flows
in the region far from the solid phase, while degenerate to the energy for thermosolutal dendritic growth when the
gas bubble disappears. The governing equations are usually obtained by minimizing the total free energy, but here
some modifications are made to improve the capacity of the conservative phase-field equation for gas bubbles and
convection-diffusion equation for solute transfer. Additionally, through the asymptotic analysis of the thin-interface
limit, the present general phase-field model for alloy solidification can match the corresponding free boundary prob-
lem, and it is identical to the commonly used models under a specific choice of model parameters. Furthermore, to
describe the fluid flow, the incompressible Navier-Stokes equations are adopted in the entire domain including gas,
liquid, and solid regions, where the fluid-structure interaction is considered by a simple diffuse-interface method. To
test the present phase-field model, the lattice Boltzmann method is used to study several problems of gas-liquid flows,
dendritic growth as well as the solidification in presence of gas bubbles, and a good performance of the present model
for such complex problems is observed.
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1. Introduction

The microstructural evolution during the process of solidification usually involves the formation of the gas bubbles
due to the solubility difference of gas phase in liquid and solid phases as well as the gas entrapment during the melt
filling [1]. Under the effect of the gravity, the bubbles rise slowly in the liquid metal with a high viscosity, and
are more likely to be trapped during the transient solidification. This would cause the formation of porosity defect
and have an influence on the mechanical properties, such as the tensile strength and fatigue resistance [2, 3]. To
clarify the evolution mechanism of bubbles and improve the mechanical properties of materials, several different
kinds of approaches, including theoretical, experimental and numerical methods, have been developed to understand
the formation and evolution of the gas bubble during the solidification. Theoretical methods are useful in predicting the
position and size of the microporosity [4, 5], but they cannot determine the specific morphology of the microstructure.
Experimental methods can provide the valuable insight in verifying the theory of pore formation and actual phenomena
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in the solidifying materials [6–9]. However, it is difficult to carry out some quantitative experimental researches for the
solidification due to the limitations of measurement techniques and influences of many physical factors and processes.

With the development of the computer science and scientific computing, the numerical simulation has become
an alternative tool to investigate the mechanism behind the bubble deformation during the solidification and the in-
teraction between solid dendrites and gas bubbles [10–12]. However, the solidification problem consists of different
physical fields that need to be solved simultaneously, which brings great challenges in modeling and simulation of
such a complex system. To describe the evolution of the liquid-solid interface in the solidification, some mathemat-
ical models and methods have been developed [13–16], and among them, the cellular automation (CA) [17, 18] and
phase-field method (PFM) [19, 20] are the most popular ones. Actually, the CA is efficient but not accurate enough,
the PFM can simulate the realistic dendrite patterns, but the cost is relatively expensive due to the computation of the
order parameter in the entire physical domain. On the other hand, the gas-liquid two-phase flows are ubiquitous in
nature and daily life, and have been well modeled by some sharp-interface approaches [21–23] and diffuse-interface
approaches [24–26], in which the PFM [25] is popular for its features of the needless explicit interface-tracking, the
thermodynamic consistency, and the accuracy even for the problems with high density ratios. To investigate the so-
lidification in presence of gas bubbles, the natural way is to directly couple above two kinds of methods. In the past
years, the CA coupled with the Shan-Chen lattice Boltzmann method (LBM) has been widely used to study the bub-
ble growth and movement in the process of the solidification because of the mesoscopic modeling characteristics of
these two methods [27–29]. However, the Shan-Chen model usually suffers from the deficiency of the large spurious
currents even though some improved models have been proposed [30], which may affect the numerical accuracy and
stability of the method. To produce more accurate results on the solidification process in presence of gas bubbles, the
PFM has also been applied [31, 32]. However, the PFM is only adopted for the gas-liquid interface capturing, and
another method is considered for the liquid-solid interface evolution, such as the coupled CA-PFM [32].

To develop a more efficient and accurate method in the unified diffuse-interface framework, a phase-field based
LBM for the gas-liquid-solid interaction during the solidification was proposed in Ref. [33]. However, the com-
putational region of each governing equation and the details on how to treat complex boundary conditions are not
presented. Zhang et al. [34] further proposed another PFM to model the gas-liquid-solid interaction in a unified
scheme, which is based on a multiphase-field concept [35]. In this model, two energy function terms are added to
adjust the height of the two-phase energy barrier and the height of the three-phase junction region in the free-energy
landscape [36, 37], and the Lagrange multiplier is also introduced to preserve the total conservation of the phase frac-
tion. However, this model is not variational, and many step functions are introduced in their diffuse-interface PFM.
Recently, Zhang et al. [38] investigate the effect of single bubble behavior on the seawater-frozen crystallization by
using a coupled PFM-LBM. However, in this work, it is confusing that the gas-liquid interface is described by the
Cahn-Hilliard equation while the interaction force is determined by the Shan-Chen model in LBM. Instead of directly
designing the governing equations for such a complex system, Du et al. [39] proposed a thermodynamically consis-
tent PFM by establishing an underlying total free energy for the system of the gas bubble nucleation and growth in
the solidification of pure metal, in which the interaction energy between phase parameter and gas concentration is
well-defined, but the melt flow is not considered.

In this paper, to describe the binary alloy solidification in presence of gas bubbles by a unified diffuse-interface
method, we will develop a phase-field model where the interaction between dendrites and bubbles is described by
introducing an interaction energy function in the total free energy. Based on the phase-field theory, we propose a
total free energy for the gas-liquid-dendrite system, and the free energy functional would reduce to the classic energy
for gas-liquid two-phase flows in the region far from the solid phase, while degenerate to the one for thermosolutal
dendritic growth in the absence of gas bubbles. Through minimizing the present free energy functional, we can obtain
the conservative phase-field equation for capturing gas-liquid interface, the non-conservative one for solidification, and
the convection-diffusion equation for solute transfer. In additional, the equation of heat transfer can be derived from
the internal energy transport with the thermodynamic requirement of a positive entropy production. It is worth noting
that through the asymptotic analysis of the thin-interface limit, the present phase-field model for alloy solidification
can match the corresponding free boundary problem. Moreover, the force caused by the fluid-solid interaction can
be depicted by a simple diffuse-interface method, instead of a dissipative drag force with an empirical constant [14].
To solve the proposed phase-field model, the mesoscopic LBM is adopted due to its distinct features of simplicity in
coding and fully parallel algorithm [40–42].

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, the phase-field equations for binary alloy solidification
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in presence of gas bubbles are derived from the proposed total free energy, and followed by incompressible Navier-
Stokes equations for the fluid flows. Then the numerical method and validations are presented in Section 3. In Section
4, the numerical results and discussion are given, and finally, some conclusions are summarized in Section 5.

2. Mathematical model

2.1. Phase-field model
The total free energy of the system with bubble dynamics and dendritic growth in a binary alloy melt can be

designed by

Ftotal =

∫
V

 f (ϕ, ψ, c,T ) +
W2
ϕ

2
|∇ϕ|2 +

W2
ψ

2
|∇ψ|2

 dV, (1)

where ϕ is the phase-field variable introduced to identify the gas bubble (ϕ = ϕg) and other phases (ϕ = ϕl), and ψ is
the order parameter used to depict the interface of the solid dendrite (ψ = ψs) and other phases (ψ = ψl). Wϕ and Wψ

are two physical parameters related to the thickness of the gas-liquid and liquid-solid interfaces. The bulk free energy
density f (ϕ, ψ, c,T ) is composed of three parts,

f (ϕ, ψ, c,T ) = f1 (ϕ) + fAB (ψ, c,T ) + f3 (ϕ, ψ) , (2)

where f1 (ϕ) is the bulk free energy of gas and liquid phases, fAB (ψ, c,T ) is that of a binary mixture of A and B
molecules, f3 (ϕ, ψ) represents the interaction energy between solid dendrites and gas bubbles, c and T represent the
solute concentration of B and temperature, respectively.

The bulk free energy density fAB (ψ, c,T ) is usually written as a summation of the free energy of the pure material
f2 (ψ,T ) and the contribution due to the solute addition [43],

fAB (ψ, c,T ) = f2 (ψ,T ) +
RT
ν0

(c ln c − c) + ε (ψ) c, (3)

where R is the universal gas constant, v0 is the molar volume assumed to be a constant, and ε (ψ) is an interpolation
function between εs in solid and εl in liquid. After expanding f2 (ψ,T ) to first order in ∆T = T − TM by defining
fT (ψ) = ∂ f2 (ψ,T ) /∂T |T=TM and replacing RT/v0 by RTM/v0 [43], the free energy density of binary alloy can be
approximated by

fAB (ψ, c,T ) = f2 (ψ,TM) + fT (ψ)∆T +
RTM

ν0
(c ln c − c) +

[
εl + ∆εp̄ (ψ)

]
c, (4)

here ∆ε = εs − εl > 0, p̄ (ψ) is a monotonously increasing function with p̄ (ψl) = 0, p̄ (ψs) = 1, p̄′ (ψs) = p̄′ (ψl) = 0,
and p̄′′ (ψs) = p̄′′ (ψl) = 0. The bulk free energy densities of gas-liquid part and pure material part usually have the
standard forms of double-well profile,

f1 (ϕ) = βϕ (ϕl − ϕ)2
(
ϕ − ϕg

)2
, f2 (ψ,TM) = βψ (ψs − ψ)2 (ψ − ψl)2 , (5)

where βϕ and βψ are two physical parameters, and in this work, it is assumed that ϕl > ϕg and ψs > ψl. In addition,
inspired by the obstacle potential that penalizes fields for overlapping [44, 45], we propose an interaction energy
between solid dendrites and gas bubbles as

f3 (ϕ, ψ) = βinter (ϕl − ϕ)2 (ψ − ψl)2 , (6)

where the parameter βinter is used to determine the interaction factor. Here one can find that the function f3 (ϕ, ψ)
satisfies the requirement of no interactions in absence of the solid or gas phase, and it only works at the gas-solid
interface.

The equilibrium properties of the present model satisfy the following conditions,

δFtotal

δϕ
= 0,

δFtotal

δc
= µc,

δFtotal

δψ
= 0, (7)
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where µc is the spatially uniform equilibrium value of the chemical potential. These three conditions uniquely deter-
mine the stationary profiles of ϕ, ψ and c in the diffuse-interface region, ϕeq, ψeq and ceq, and the details will be shown
below.

(1) In the region far from solid phase, i.e., ψ = ψl, the first condition in Eq. (7) leads to the following equilibrium
profile in the gas-liquid diffuse-interface region,

ϕeq (x) =
ϕl + ϕg

2
+
ϕl − ϕg

2
tanh


(
ϕl − ϕg

) √
2βϕ

2Wϕ
x

 . (8)

(2) In the solidification region, i.e., ϕ = ϕl, the profile of c varies between the equilibrium concentration ceq
s in solid

phase and ceq
l in liquid phase, which satisfies

∂ fAB (c,T )
∂c

|c=ceq
s
=
∂ fAB (c,T )

∂c
|c=ceq

l
= µc. (9)

Applying the second condition in Eq. (7), we can obtain

RTM

ν0
ln c + εl + ∆εp̄ (ψ) = µc, (10)

from which the expressions of the equilibrium partition coefficient k and the stationary concentration profile ceq

can be given by

k =
ceq

s

ceq
l

= exp
(
−

v0∆ε

RTM

)
, ceq (x) = ceq

l exp
{
p̄
[
ψ (x)

]
ln k

}
. (11)

(3) Applying the third condition in Eq. (7) yields

f ′T (ψeq)∆T + p̄′ (ψeq)∆εceq = W2
ψ

d2ψeq

dx2 − f ′2 (ψeq,TM) . (12)

If the function fT (ψ) takes the following form,

fT (ψ) =
RTM

ν0m
exp

[
p̄ (ψ) ln k

]
, (13)

the term on the left-hand side of Eq. (12) would vanish under the condition T = TM + mceq
l with m being the

slope of the liquidus line in the phase diagram, and the following equilibrium profile can be derived,

ψeq (x) =
ψs + ψl

2
+
ψs − ψl

2
tanh

 (ψs − ψl)
√

2βψ
2Wψ

x

 . (14)

In addition, since fT (ψs) − fT (ψl) = L/TM [46], one can get the Van’t Hoff relation from Eq. (13),

L
TM
=

RTM (k − 1)
mv0

, (15)

where L is the latent heat of fusion.

According to above definition of the total free energy, the governing equations for binary alloy solidification in
presence of gas bubbles can be given by

∂ϕ

∂t
= ∇ · Mϕ∇

δFtotal

δϕ
, (16a)
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τ
∂ψ

∂t
= −

δFtotal

δψ
, (16b)

∂c
∂t
= ∇ ·

(
Mc∇

δFtotal

δc
− J̄at − J̄

)
, (16c)

∂

∂t

[
ρcp (T − TM) − ρLp̄ (ψ)

]
= ∇ · kT∇T, (16d)

where Mϕ is the mobility, τ is the kinetic characteristic time, Mc = v0Dq̄ (ψ) c/RTM , and in the liquid melt, the Fick’s
law of diffusion with diffusivity D can be reduced through the expression of q̄ (ψ). J̄at is an antitrapping current term
used to counterbalance spurious solute trapping without introducing other thin-interface effects [47], and J̄ is a flux
term used to preserve a local solute vacuum in the gas phase. The governing equation of the temperature (16d) is
derived by the condition of positive entropy production from the internal energy transport [48], ρ is the density, cp is
the specific heat per unit volume, and kT is the thermal conductivity.

Furthermore, the governing equations for solidification can be rewritten in terms of a dimensionless variable u,

u =
v0

RTM

(
µc − µc∞

)
= ln

c
c∞
− p̄ (ψ) ln k, (17)

where c∞ is the value of c far from the interface that equals the initial concentration of the alloy. The function p̄ (ψ)
can be replaced by the function p (ψ) through the relation exp

[
p̄ (ψ) ln k

]
= 1− (1 − k) p (ψ) [43], then one can obtain

u = ln
c/c∞

1 − (1 − k) p (ψ)
, ceq = ceq

l
[
1 − (1 − k) p (ψ)

]
. (18)

After some simple algebraic manipulations, the phase-field and concentration equations for solidification [Eqs. (16b)
and (16c)] can be rewritten as

τ
∂ψ

∂t
= W2

ψ∇
2ψ − f ′2 (ψ,TM) − ∂ψ f3 (ϕ, ψ) −

RTM (1 − k) c∞
v0

p′ (ψ)
[
exp (u) −

∆T
mc∞

]
, (19)

∂c
∂t
= ∇ ·

[
Dq̄ (ψ) c∇u − J̄at − J̄

]
. (20)

As discussed in some previous works [47, 49], an additional freedom to obtain the desired thin-interface limit can be
gained by replacing the function p (ψ) in Eq. (18) and the function p̄ (ψ) in temperature equation (16d) by another
function h (ψ) = (ψ − ψl) / (ψs − ψl),

u = ln
c/c∞

1 − (1 − k) h (ψ)
,

∂

∂t

[
ρcp (T − TM) − ρLh (ψ)

]
= ∇ · kT∇T. (21)

What is more, the phase-field model [see Eq. (20)] can be further completed by the following choices,

q̄ (ψ) =
(ψs − ψ) / (ψs − ψl)

1 − (1 − k) h (ψ)
, J̄at = −a (ψ) c∞ (1 − k) Wψ exp (u)

∂ψ

∂t
∇ψ

|∇ψ|
. (22)

Next, the following two dimensionless variables are introduced,

U =
exp (u) − 1

1 − k
, θ =

T − TM − mc∞
L0/cs

p
, (23)
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where L0 = L (TM), cs
p is the specific heat per unit volume of solid phase. Then the phase-field, solute and heat transfer

equations for solidification can be written as

τ
∂ψ

∂t
= W2

ψ∇
2ψ − f ′2 (ψ,TM) − ∂ψ f3 (ϕ, ψ) − λp′ (ψ) (θ + Mc∞U) , (24a)

∂C
∂t
= (1 − k)∇ ·

[
Dq (ψ)∇U − Jat − J

]
, (24b)

∂

∂t

[
ρ

(
cpθ −

L
L0

cs
ph (ψ)

)]
= ∇ · kT∇θ. (24c)

Here M = −m (1 − k) cs
p/L0 is the scaled magnitude of the liquidus slope, C = c/c∞ is the dimensionless concentra-

tion,

q (ψ) =
ψS − ψ

ψs − ψl
, Jat = −a (ψ) Wψ [1 + (1 − k) U]

∂ψ

∂t
∇ψ

|∇ψ|
, J = Dq (ψ) C

√
2βϕ (ϕl − ϕ)

Wϕ

∇ϕ

|∇ϕ|
, (25)

the coupling constant λ and the interpolation function p (ψ) are defined by

λ = −
RTM (1 − k) L0

v0mcs
p

=
L2

0

TMcs
p
, p (ψ) =

1
ψs − ψl

[
30

(ψs − ψl)4

∫
(ψs − ψ)2 (ψ − ψl)2 dψ − ψl

]
. (26)

In the commonly used phase-field models for solidification, the properties of solid dendrites and liquid melt,
such as ρ, cp and kT , are usually assumed to be matched, and L (T ) = L0 is chosen for simplicity. In this case, the
temperature equation (24c) can reduce to the following form,

∂θ

∂t
= ∇ · α∇θ +

∂h (ψ)
∂t

, (27)

where α = kT /ρcp is the thermal diffusivity. We also note that to keep consistent with the free boundary problem of
alloy solidification, the parameters λ, a (ψ) and τ can be determined from the asymptotic analysis of the thin-interface
limit (see details in Appendix A). When taking βψ = 1/4, ψs = 1 and ψl = −1, one can obtain

λp′ (ψ) =
15L2

0

16TMcs
p

(
1 − ψ2

)2
, u = ln

2C
1 + k − (1 − k)ψ

,
∂h (ψ)
∂t

=
1
2
∂ψ

∂t
, q (ψ) =

1 − ψ
2

, a (ψ) =
1

2
√

2
. (28)

With above expressions, the phase-field model [Eqs. (24a), (24b) and (27)] is identical to some available ones [43, 47,
49, 50].

To include the interfacial anisotropy, we set Wψ = W0as

(
nψ

)
with nψ = −∇ψ/|∇ψ| being the unit normal vector

of liquid-solid interface, as

(
nψ

)
is the anisotropy function. In this case, the governing equations for binary alloy

solidification in presence of gas bubbles can be expressed as

∂ϕ

∂t
+ ∇ · (ϕv) = ∇ · Mϕ

∇ϕ − √
2βϕ

Wϕ
(ϕl − ϕ)

(
ϕ − ϕg

) ∇ϕ
|∇ϕ|

 , (29a)

τ0a2
s

(
nψ

)
F (U)

∂ψ

∂t
= W2

0∇ ·
[
a2

s

(
nψ

)
∇ψ + N

]
− f ′2 (ψ,TM) − ∂ψ f3 (ϕ, ψ) − λp′ (ψ) (θ + Mc∞U) , (29b)

∂C
∂t
+ ∇ · (Cv) = (1 − k)∇ ·

[
Dq (ψ)∇U − Jat − J

]
, (29c)
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∂

∂t

[
ρ
(
cpθ − cs

ph (ψ)
)]
+ ∇ ·

[
ρ
(
cpθ − cs

ph (ψ)
)

v
]
= ∇ · kT∇θ, (29d)

where v is the velocity, τ0 is the relaxation time. We note that in this phase-field model, the convection effect is
considered, and the complex fourth-order Cahn-Hilliard equation for gas-liquid interface capturing is replaced by
the simple second-order conservative Allen-Cahn equation [51]. The function F (U) is determined through the thin-
interface limit in Appendix A, and can be given by

F (U) =
1
Le
+ Mc∞ [1 + (1 − k) U] , (30)

where Le = α/D is the Lewis number. N = (Nα) is an anisotropic vector related to as

(
nψ

)
,

Nα = |∇ψ|
2as

(
nψ

) ∂as

(
nψ

)
∂ (∂αψ)

, α = 1, 2, · · · , d, (31)

here the parameter d represents the dimensionality.

2.2. Incompressible Navier-Stokes equations
To describe the melt flow, the following incompressible Navier-Stokes equations are considered,

∇ · v = 0, (32a)

∂ (ρv)
∂t
+ ∇ · (mv) = −∇P + ∇ · µ

[
∇v + (∇v)⊤

]
+ Fs + ρf + Fb, (32b)

where m is the mass flux, P is the pressure, and µ is the dynamic viscosity. Fs is the surface tension force, f is the
force caused by the fluid-solid interaction [52, 53], and Fb represents the body force. The material property ζ in the
entire computational domain can be given by

ζ =
ψ − ψl

ψs − ψl
(ζs − ζl) +

ϕ − ϕg

ϕl − ϕg

(
ζl − ζg

)
+ ζg, (33)

where ζs, ζl and ζg are the material properties (such as density, viscosity, specific heat per unit volume, and thermal
conductivity) in pure solid, liquid and gas phases, respectively. However, in this work, ζs = ζl is assumed to be
consistent with the previous works for solidification process [43, 48, 49]. Additionally, the mass flux m can be defined
by m = ρv − D (ϕ)

(
ρl − ρg

)
/
(
ϕl − ϕg

)
, in which the mass diffusion at gas-liquid interface is included [54, 55], D (ϕ)

is the diffusion flux in phase-field equation (29a), and is given by Mϕ

[
∇ϕ −

( √
2βϕ/Wϕ

)
(ϕl − ϕ)

(
ϕ − ϕg

)
∇ϕ/|∇ϕ|

]
.

Finally, to determine the form of the surface tension force Fs, we use b|∇ϕ|2 to approximate the Dirac delta function
δ,

1 =
∫ +∞

−∞

δdx =
∫ +∞

−∞

b|∇ϕ|2dx, b =
6Wϕ(

ϕl − ϕg

)3 √
2βϕ

, (34)

where |∇ϕ| is calculated by the equilibrium profile of order parameter (8). Then the surface tension force can be given
by

Fs = −σδκϕnϕ = −bσ|∇ϕ|2
(
∇ · nϕ

)
nϕ = −bσ

[
∇2ϕ −

∇ϕ · ∇ (|∇ϕ|)
|∇ϕ|

]
∇ϕ =

6σ(
ϕl − ϕg

)3
Wϕ

√
2βϕ

δFtotal

δϕ
∇ϕ, (35)

here κϕ and σ are the curvature and the constant gas-liquid surface tension coefficient.
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(a) t = 0 (b) t = 80 (c) t = 240 (d) t = 400 (e) t = 810

Figure 1: The deformation process of a square droplet.

3. Numerical method and validations

In this section, we first introduce the numerical method, the mesoscopic LBM, and then conduct some numerical
validations of the present phase-field model for gas-liquid two-phase flows and the thermosolutal dendritic growth.

The unified evolution equation of LBM for convection-diffusion type equation and Navier-Stokes equations can
be written as [52]

fi (x + ci∆t, t + an∆t) = fi (x, t) − Λi j

(
f j − f eq

j

)
(x, t) + ∆t

(
Fi +

∆t
2

D̂iFi

)
(x, t) + ∆t

(
δi j −

Λi j

2

)
G j (x, t) , (36)

where fi (x, t) is the distribution function of a macroscopic variable at position x and time t along the i-th direction
in the discrete velocity space, f eq

i (x, t) is the corresponding equilibrium distribution function. Fi (x, t) and Gi (x, t)
are the distribution functions of source/force term and auxiliary term, respectively. Λ =

(
Λi j

)
is the collision matrix,

D̂i = an∂t + γ̄ci · ∇ with γ̄ ∈ {0, 1} being a parameter, an is the relaxation of the time step ∆t. Through choosing some
specific moments of distribution functions, one can get the LBM for a specified macroscopic governing equation with
the direct Taylor expansion (see Refs. [52, 54, 56] for more details). Here the specific lattice Boltzmann models of
LBM for the physical fields considered in this work are shown in Appendix B.

In the following simulations, to perform some comparisons with the available works, the minima of the double-
well profiles in Eq. (5) are set as ϕ = 0, 1 and ψ = ±1, i.e., ϕl = 1, ϕg = 0, ψs = 1 and ψl = −1, and some other physical
parameters are given by βϕ = 1/4, βψ = 1/4, and βinter = 3/4. The half-way bounce-back scheme [57] is applied to
treat the no-slip velocity and no-flux scalar boundary conditions, and the non-equilibrium extrapolation scheme [58]
is used to implement the Dirichlet velocity boundary conditions. For the problems with symmetric property, only the
domain on one side of the symmetric axis is considered to save the computational resource, and the symmetric scheme
for distribution functions is adopted [59].

3.1. The deformation of a square droplet

The deformation of a square droplet is a simple gas-liquid problem. With the increase of time, the square droplet
would deform into a circle one under the action of the surface tension, and the pressure difference ∆P across the
interface of the equilibrium droplet would obey the Young-Laplace law,

∆P =
σ

Req , (37)

where Req is the final radius of the droplet. Initially, a square liquid droplet with the length D =
√
πReq is placed in the

center of the physical domain [−1, 1] × [−1, 1], and the periodic boundary condition is applied on all boundaries. The
material properties of the liquid droplet and the surrounding phase are given as ρl = 1000, ρg = 1, µl = 10, µg = 0.01,
and σ = 0.01.

To perform numerical simulations, the lattice spacing and time step are set to be ∆x = 1/250 and ∆t = ∆x/50,
the other parameters are fixed as Mϕ = 0.1 and Wϕ = 0.01. Figure 1 shows the deformation process of the liquid
droplet, and only the region of the first quadrant is simulated due to the symmetric property of this problem. We carry
out a comparison of the results under different symmetric conditions and the full problem in Fig. 2. As shown in this
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Figure 2: A comparison of numerical and analytical solutions in different cases.
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Figure 3: A comparison of numerical and analytical solutions of the pressure difference across the fluid interface of the equilibrium droplet.

figure, the numerical results of different cases are in agreement with the analytical solution Req = 0.5, which confirms
the accuracy of the symmetric scheme. To further examine the present method, we conduct some simulations under
different radii, and plot the relation between the pressure difference and the droplet radius in Fig. 3. From this figure,
one can observe that there is a linear relationship between ∆P and 1/Req, which is close to the analytical solution [Eq.
(37)].

3.2. A single rising bubble

Now we consider the dynamics of a single rising bubble to further test the accuracy of the present method for
gas-liquid flows. A circular bubble with the diameter D is initially placed at position (0,D) in a rectangular domain
[−D,D] × [0, 4D], and it would rise under the gravity Fb = (0,−ρg)⊤ with g being the magnitude of the gravita-
tional acceleration. For this problem, the periodic boundary condition is applied in x direction, the no-flux boundary
condition is imposed on the top and bottom boundaries, and the order parameter is initialized by

ϕ (x, y) =
ϕl + ϕg

2
+
ϕl − ϕg

2
tanh

√
x2 + (y − D)2 − D/2√
2/βϕWϕ/

(
ϕl − ϕg

) . (38)
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(a) t = 0 (b) t = 2 (c) t = 4 (d) t = 6 (e) t = 8

Figure 4: The evolution process of a single rising bubble.
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Figure 5: A comparison of the bubble shape at t = 3.

(a) t = 0 (b) t = 2 (c) t = 4 (d) t = 6 (e) t = 8

Figure 6: The evolution process of a single bubble rising through two obstacles.
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Figure 7: Comparisons of the mass center of the rising bubble without and with the effect of obstacles.

To depict the dynamic behavior of the rising bubble, the following dimensionless Reynolds number and Bond number
are used,

Re =
ρlD
√

gD
µl

, Bo =
ρlgD2

σ
. (39)

Here we consider the case of Re = 35 and Bo = 10, and the physical parameters are set to be ρl = 1000, ρg = 100,
µl = 10, µg = 1, g = 0.98 and D = 0.5, which have been widely used in some previous works [60, 61]. We perform
some simulations in the region of the right side of the symmetric axis with Wϕ = 0.004, ∆x = 1/240 and ∆t = ∆x2,
and show the dynamic behavior of the bubble in Fig. 4. As seen from this figure, the bubble gradually rises and
undergoes deformation under the action of gravity and surface tension. A further comparison of the bubble shape is
plotted in Fig. 5, where the present results agree well with those reported in some available literature [54, 60, 61]. In
addition, to give a quantitative comparison, we calculate the mass center of the bubble (Yc) and show it as a function
of time in Fig. 7(a), in which a good agreement between the present results and some reported data [54, 60, 61] can
be observed.

In should be noted that in above simulations of gas-liquid flows, the computational domain is regular and the
interaction between fluids and solid structure is not considered. To test the effect of interaction energy in Eq. (6),
we place two square solid obstacles in the path of the rising bubble, and their influence can be included through
introducing the order parameter ψ. The liquid-solid interface can be initialized by the form of Eq. (14) with Wψ =

Wϕ/4. As shown in Fig. 6(a), the distance between the obstacle and the bottom of the domain is H0 = 2D, the length
of the orifice between two obstacles is D1 = 0.4D, and the width of the obstacle is H1 = 0.25D. Figure 6 illustrates
the dynamic evolution of the rising bubble in presence of the obstacles. From this figure, one can see that the rising
bubble is hindered by the obstacles, and it deforms greatly to penetrate the orifice between two obstacles. After
passing through the orifice, the bubble returns to a mushroom shape, like that of a classic rising bubble. Additionally,
a comparison of the mass center of the bubble in Fig. 7(b) also clearly illustrates the hindering effect of the obstacles.

3.3. Thermosolutal dendritic growth
In this part, we focus on the performance of the present phase-field model for the dendritic growth in the process

of solidification. It is worth noting that when Le = 1 and Mc∞ = 0, the model can be reduced to describe the
thermal/iso-solutal dendritic growth, and the solutal/iso-thermal problems when Le → ∞. To replace the condition
Le → ∞ in the numerical simulations, the temperature can be set as a given value θsys in the entire domain, and the
temperature equation does not need to be solved. Through equaling the solutal and thermal capillary lengths, one can
obtain [43]

θsys = −Mc∞
Ω

1 − (1 − k)Ω
, Mc∞ = 1 − (1 − k)Ω, (40)
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Figure 8: The interface profiles at t/τ0 = 0, 4, 8, 16, 32, 64, 128 (a) and isothermal lines from θ = −0.55 to θ = −0.05 with the increment of 0.05 at
t/τ0 = 128 (b) in the thermal dendritic growth with pure diffusion.
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Figure 9: Evolutions of tip velocity (a) and tip radius (b) in the thermal dendritic growth with pure diffusion.

where the imposed solutal undercooling Ω is defined by

Ω =
ceq

l − c∞
(1 − k) ceq

l

. (41)

If we further take U = Ω/ [1 − (1 − k)Ω] in the expression of relaxation time τ, one can derive F (U) = 1.
Additionally, for the cubic system of dendritic growth considered in this work, the anisotropy function of the

interfacial energy as

(
nψ

)
is given by

as

(
nψ

)
= (1 − 3ϵs)

1 + 4ϵs

1 − 3ϵs

d∑
α=1

n4
α

 , (42)

where nα is the α-component of nψ, and ϵs is the anisotropic strength.
In the case of the thermal dendritic growth of a pure substance, the solidification process is driven by the initial

uniform undercooling θ = −0.55, and the other physical parameters are set as ϵs = 0.05, the Peclet number PeD =

W2
0/Dτ0 = LeW2

0/ατ0 = 0.25, W0 = 1 and τ0 = 1, then we can obtain 1/λ = a2PeD and d0 = a1W0/λ. Initially, a
circular seed with Rs = 10∆x is placed in the lower left corner of the square domain [0, L] × [0, L], the symmetric
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Figure 10: The interface profiles at t/τ0 = 0, 4, 8, 16, 32, 64, 128 superimposed with velocity field at t/τ0 = 128 (a), the isothermal lines from
θ = −0.55 to θ = −0.05 with the increment of 0.05 at t/τ0 = 128 (b), and the evolution of the tip velocity (c) in the thermal dendritic growth with
melt flow.

boundary condition is imposed on the bottom and left boundaries, while the no-flux boundary condition is applied on
other boundaries. In the following simulations, the grid size is set to be 256× 256, ∆x = 0.4W0, ∆t = 0.008τ0. Figure
8 presents the evolution of the liquid-solid interface and the iso-thermal lines at t/τ0 = 128. From this figure, one
can see that the seed grows into a dendrite with branches along the horizontal and vertical axes, and the gradients of
temperature around the tips are much larger than those close to the dendritic root. To further quantitatively describe
the dendritic growth, the tip velocity and tip radius are measured and plotted in Fig. 9, where the present results agree
well with the Green’s function based analytical solution as well as some previous numerical data [52, 62–64]. We also
consider the case where the fluid is driven by the inlet velocity vin = (0,W0/τ0) in the domain [0, L]× [−L, L], and the
viscosity of the melt can be determined by the Prandtl number Pr = µl/ρlα = 23.1. As shown in Fig. 10, the dendritic
arm in the upstream direction is longer and thicker than the normal and downstream arms, and the distribution of
temperature field as well as the evolutions of tip velocities are consistent with those in Refs. [52, 62, 63].

For the solutal dendritic growth of binary alloys under the iso-thermal condition, the computational domain,
boundary conditions and the position of circular seed are set the same as those of the above iso-solutal case. Here
we consider two cases: (A) the solutal dendritic growth without considering the effect of temperature and (B) solutal
dendritic growth at the system temperature θsys. These two cases correspond to the mathematical models in Ref. [47]
and Ref. [43], respectively. In the case (A), the physical parameters are set as Ω = 0.55, k = 0.15, ϵs = 0.02, D = 2,
θ = 0 and Mc∞ = 1. We conduct a comparison of the evolutions of the interface morphology in Fig. 11, where
the initial radius of the seed is Rs = 10∆x, the initial supersaturation is U = −Ω, the grid size is 500 × 500, and
time step is ∆t = 0.02τ0. From this figure, one can find that the present results are in agreement with the data in
Ref. [52]. Figure 12 plots the tip velocity as a function of time and the dimensionless concentration on the solid side
of the interface cs/c

eq
l , which are also close to some available data [47, 52, 63–65] and the Gibbs-Thomson relation

cs/c
eq
l = k

[
1 − (1 − k) d0/rtip

]
, where rtip changes with the displacement along the central dendrite axis. On the other

hand, to give a comparison with the results in Ref. [43], the system temperature θsys and Mc∞ are calculated by
Eq. (40). In case (B), the grid size and time step are set to be 800 × 800 and ∆t = 0.008τ0, the initial radius of
the seed is fixed as Rs = 44d0 and the supersaturation is U = 0 such that C = 1 − (1 − k) h (ψ). We perform some
simulations, and plot the evolution of liquid-solid interface in Fig. 13, in which the morphology of the dendrite is
close to the results in Ref. [43]. We further present a quantitative comparison of the tip velocity under different grid
sizes (∆x/W0 = 0.3, 0.4, 0.6, 0.8) but same physical size of computational domain. As seen from Fig. 14, compared
to Ref. [43], the present results have a similar convergence in grid spacing.

Finally, we consider the dendritic growth of a binary alloy in an undercooled melt. Compared to the iso-thermal
case, here the temperature equation needs to be solved, and the far-field Dirichlet boundary conditions ψ = ψl, C = 1
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Figure 11: The interface profiles at t/τ0 = 0, 40, 120, 200, 400, 600, 800, 1000 (a) and iso-solutal lines from U = −0.55 to U = −0.05 with the
increment of 0.05 at t/τ0 = 800 (b) in the solutal dendritic growth with pure diffusion.
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Figure 12: Evolution of tip velocity in the solutal dendritic growth with pure diffusion (a) and solute profiles on the solid side of interface along the
central dendrite axis (b).

and θ = −Ω are imposed to the top and right boundaries. In our simulations, the grid size is 1200 × 1200, the time
step is ∆t = 0.018τ0, the initial seed radius is Rs = 65d0, and the Lewis number is Le = 1. We give a comparison of
the profiles of some variables along the central dendrite axis in Fig. 15 where tD/d2

0 = 470000. From this figure, one
can observe that the present results are in good agreement with those in Refs. [47, 52, 63]. In addition, the evolutions
of the tip velocity and radius are shown in Fig. 16, and one can find that they are close to the data reported in Refs.
[47, 52, 63]. Here the early deviation in Fig. 16(b) may be caused by the evaluation method of the tip radius.

These above validations indicate that the present diffuse-interface model can be used to describe the gas-liquid
flows in complex geometries and the solidification of binary alloy, respectively. In the following, it will be adopted to
study more complex solidification process in presence of gas bubbles.

4. Results and discussion

In this section, we will focus on the problem of thermosolutal dendritic growth in the presence of gas bubbles. In
the computational domain Lx × Ly = 200 × 400 with symmetric boundary condition in x-direction, a bubble with the
diameter D = 40 is initially located at (x0, y0), and two seeds with the radius Rs = 10∆x are placed at the left-bottom
and right-bottom corners. The bubble would rise under the gravity, and simultaneously, the seeds would grow in the
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Figure 13: The interface profiles at every 20000 time steps in the solutal dendritic growth at the system temperature.
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Figure 15: The profiles of ϕ, U, θ along the central dendrite axis at tD/d2
0 = 470000.
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Figure 16: Evolutions of tip velocity (a) and tip radius (b) in the thermosolutal dendritic growth with pure diffusion.

(a) t/τ0 = 2000 (b) t/τ0 = 4000 (c) t/τ0 = 6000 (d) t/τ0 = 10000

Figure 17: The evolution of thermosolutal dendritic growth in presence of a gas bubble, χ = (ψ − ψl) / (ψs − ψl) − (ϕl − ϕ) /
(
ϕl − ϕg

)
.

undercooled melt with no-flux boundary condition applied on the bottom boundary and far-field Dirichlet boundary
condition (ψ = ψl, C = 1, and θ = −Ω) imposed on the top boundary. To depict this problem, we also use above-
defined dimensionless numbers, and set them to be Re = 35, Bo = 500, Le = 50, PeD = 1, and Pr = 23.1. In the
following simulations, some physical parameters are fixed as W0 = 1, τ0 = 1, k = 0.15, ϵs = 0.02, ρl = 2000, ρg = 1,
µl/µg = 100, g = 1/D, and the effects of undercooling and bubble position will be studied under ∆x = 0.4W0 and
∆t = 0.004τ0.

Before performing any discussion, we first show the evolutions of a basic case with Ω = 0.55 and (x0, y0) =
(0, Ly/5) in Fig. 17. As seen from this figure, the seeds grow into dendrites faster than the rate of gas bubble rising,
such that the gas bubble is pinned by the central dendrite at about t/τ0 = 4000 and then trapped with time increases.
When the gas bubble is not totally trapped yet, it would deform obviously under the combined action of gravity and
solid dendrite.

4.1. The effect of undercooling

We first consider three values of undercooling, i.e., Ω = 0.5, 0.55 and 0.65, and present the snapshots of con-
centration and phase fields in Fig. 18 where t/τ0 = 4000. As shown in this figure, a larger value of undercooling
can cause a faster solidification process, and the gas bubble is trapped earlier. We also plot the evolutions of the tip
velocities of the left dendrite (x = 0) and the right dendrite (x = Lx) in Fig. 19(a). In this figure, the tip velocities
at x = Lx decrease with the increase of time and would converge to the steady values, while those at x = 0 exhibit
dramatic changes. Due to the blocking effect of the bubble in the solidification direction, the tip velocities decrease
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(a) Ω = 0.5 (b) Ω = 0.55 (c) Ω = 0.65

Figure 18: The snapshots of concentration and phase fields superimposed with velocity field under different values of undercooling Ω.
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Figure 19: Evolutions of tip velocities (a) and the mass center of bubble (b) in the thermosolutal dendritic growth.

faster before the dendrites kiss the bubble. After that, the values of vtip have a sudden increase and then decrease
rapidly to zero under the dominant effect of the interaction between solid dendrite and gas bubble. Furthermore, the
time sequence at which the change occurs also reflects the effect of the undercooling. Additionally, the dynamics of
gas bubble can be quantitatively described by the mass center of the bubble (yc/Ly) versus time in Fig. 19(b). It is
clear that the mass center of bubble first increases under the action of gravity, and then reaches to a steady value after
the bubble trapped by the dendrite. In addition, one can also see from this figure that a lower value of the undercooling
also induces a higher position of the bubble because of the slower pinning time.

4.2. The effect of initial bubble position
Now we investigate the influence of initial bubble position on the growth of the dendrites and the interaction

between dendrites and bubble. The bubble is initially placed at y0 = Ly/5 with different horizontal positions (x0 = 0,
Lx/8, Lx/4, 3Lx/8 and Lx/2). As shown in Fig. 20, when the bubble is close to the solid seed, it will be easily and
faster trapped by the solid dendrite. On the contrary, the bubble rising is mainly affected by the melt flow and is also
pushed by the dendritic growth when it is located in the center space between two seeds. One can also observe that
in the case of x0 = Lx/8, when there is a small channel formed by the symmetric two bubbles, the central dendrite
is blocked by the bubble at first, and then grows quickly in the channel until recovers to a normal tip growth above
the bubble. The influence of bubble on the dendritic growth can be displayed by the evolution of the tip velocity in
Fig. 21, where a little effect on tip velocity can be found in the cases when the bubble is away from the dendrite axis
(x0 = Lx/4, 3Lx/8, and Lx/2). However, the dynamics of bubble shows that there are some obvious differences due
to the solid dendritic growth. As seen from Figs. 20 and 22, the gas bubble rises and moves to the axis x = 0 due to
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(a) x0 = Lx/8 (b) x0 = Lx/4 (c) x0 = 3Lx/8 (d) x0 = Lx/2
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(i) x0 = Lx/8 (j) x0 = Lx/4 (k) x0 = 3Lx/8 (l) x0 = Lx/2

Figure 20: The snapshots of concentration and phase fields superimposed with velocity field with different initial positions of the gas bubble [
t/τ0 = 4000 (top row), t/τ0 = 7000 (middle row) and t/τ0 = 10000 (bottom row)].

the symmetric vortexes caused by the gravity when it is initially placed at the asymmetric position (x0 = Lx/8, Lx/4,
and 3Lx/8). Furthermore, the bubble at x0 = Lx/8 is trapped quickly, while those at x0 = Lx/4 and 3Lx/8 are pushed
away from the central axis x = 0 by the solid dendrite until they may be trapped by the side of dendrite. The effect of
dendrite to bubble in the vertical direction is also represented, as shown in Fig. 22(b).

4.3. The effect of seed number

Finally, the effect of the number of initial solid seeds is discussed, and some snapshots of the concentration and
phase fields with the solid seed number n = 2, 3 and 4 are plotted in Fig. 23. From this figure, one can find that with
the increase of the seed number, the dendrites grow finer and the contact area with the bubble becomes smaller, such
that the bubble cannot been totally trapped by the solid dendrite and has a significant deformation under the action of
gravity and the pinning effect of solid dendrite.
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Figure 21: Evolutions of tip velocities in the thermosolutal dendritic growth with gas bubbles.
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Figure 22: Evolutions of mass center of bubble in the thermosolutal dendritic growth [(a) the normalized horizontal component, (b) the normalized
vertical component].
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(a) n = 2 (b) n = 3 (c) n = 4

(d) n = 2 (e) n = 3 (f) n = 4

Figure 23: The snapshots of concentration and phase fields superimposed with velocity field with different numbers of solid seeds [t/τ0 = 4000
(top row) and t/τ0 = 10000 (bottom row)].

5. Conclusions

In this paper, a phase-field model is proposed for the binary alloy solidification in presence of gas bubbles by
introducing a general total free energy. In the present model, the general total free energy includes the energy for
gas-liquid two-phase flows, the part for binary alloy solidification, and the interaction energy between solid dendrite
and gas bubble. In the region away from the solid dendrite, the total energy reduces to the popular energy for gas-
liquid flows, while it degenerates to the energy for thermosolutal dendritic growth in the solidification region. The
phase-field equations can be obtained through minimizing the total free energy, and the conservative Allen-Cahn
equation is used to replace the Cahn-Hilliard equation for gas-liquid interface capturing. To preserve the local solute
vacuum in the gas bubbles, a flux term is added in the solute transport equation. In addition, some interpolation
functions and parameters in the governing equations for the dendritic growth of binary alloy can be determined by
the asymptotic analysis of thin-interface limit, and the present general form is identical to the previous model in a
specific case. Similar to our previous work [52], an extra force limited by the volume fraction of the solid phase is
introduced to depict the fluid-solid interaction, which avoids the treatment of velocity boundary conditions on the
complex fluid-solid interface. Then the present phase-field model is solved by the LBM, and its accuracy is tested
by some benchmark problems. Finally, a complex problem of binary alloy solidification in presence of gas bubbles
is considered, and the effects of some physical parameters on the interaction between solid dendrites and gas bubble
are discussed. In the future, the present model will be extended to study the interactions of gas, liquid and solid in a
welding molten pool.
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Appendix A. Asymptotic analysis of the thin-interface limit

The goal of the matched asymptotic analysis is to relate the phase-field equations for alloy solidification [Eq. (24)
with ϕ = ϕl] to the following free boundary problem,

∂tU = D∇U (liquid), (A.1a)

∂tθ = α∇
2θ (liquid and solid), (A.1b)

[1 + (1 − k) Ui] vn = −D∂nU |l (mass conservation), (A.1c)

vn = α (∂nθ|s − ∂nθ|l) (heat conservation), (A.1d)

θi + Mc∞Ui = −d0κψ − βvn (Gibbs-Thomson), (A.1e)

where vn is the local normal velocity of the interface, d0 = γTMcp/L2 is the capillary length with γ being the liquid-
solid surface energy, κψ is the curvature, β = cp/µkL is the kinetic coefficient with µk being the interface mobility.

We first rewrite the phase-field equation (24) with ϕ = ϕl in a dimensionless form by introducing the length unit
lc, time unit l2c/D, and a small parameter ϵ = Wψ/lc,

D̄ϵ2∂tψ = ϵ
2∇2ψ − f ′2 (ψ,TM) − λp′ (ψ) (θ + Mc∞U) , (A.2a)

[
1 − (1 − k) h (ψ)

]
∂tU = ∇ ·

{
q (ψ)∇U − ϵa (ψ) [1 + (1 − k) U] ∂tψnψ

}
+ [1 + (1 − k) U] ∂th (ψ) , (A.2b)

∂tθ = Le∇2θ + ∂th (ψ) , (A.2c)

where D̄ = Dτ/W2
ψ, some material properties (the density ρ, specific heat per unit volume cp) in liquid and solid

phases are assumed to be uniform.
Then we expand the inner solutions in powers of ϵ as

ψ = ψ0 + ϵψ1 + ϵ
2ψ2 + · · · , U = U0 + ϵU1 + ϵ

2U2 + · · · , θ = θ0 + ϵθ1 + ϵ
2θ2 + · · · , (A.3)

and similarly, in the outer region, ψ̃ = ψ̃0 + ϵψ̃1 + ϵ
2ψ̃2 + · · · , Ũ = Ũ0 + ϵŨ1 + ϵ

2Ũ2 + · · · , θ̃ = θ̃0 + ϵθ̃1 + ϵθ̃2 + · · · .
Since ψ̃ is constant in each phase, Ũ and θ̃ simply obey the following diffusion equations,

∂tŨ = ∇ · q
(
ψ̃
)
∇Ũ, ∂tθ̃ = Le∇2θ̃. (A.4)

In the inner region, we introduce a local orthogonal set of curvilinear coordinates (r, s) that moves with the local
normal velocity of the liquid-solid interface, r and s measure the signed distance along the normal direction and the
arclength along interface. Furthermore, the inner variable η = r/ϵ, the dimensionless interface velocity Vn = vnlc/D
and the dimensionless curvature K = lcκψ are introduced such that the standard formulas of differential geometry
yield [50, 66]

∂t = −ϵ
−1Vn∂η + dt − Vt∂s + O (ϵ) ,

∇2 = ϵ−2∂ηη + ϵ
−1K∂η − K

2η∂η + ∂ss + O (ϵ) ,

∇ · (q∇) = ϵ−2∂η
(
q∂η

)
+ ϵ−1Kq∂η − K2qη∂η + ∂s (q∂s) + O (ϵ) ,

nψ = n
[
1 + O

(
ϵ2

)]
+ sO (ϵ) ,

∇ · a = ϵ−1∂η (n · a) + ∂s (s · a) +Kn · a + O (ϵ) ,

(A.5)
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where Vt is the dimensionless tangential velocity of the interface, q and a are the arbitrary functions, n is the unit
normal vector and s is the tangential vector. Applying above formulas to the phase-field equations, we have

ϵ
(
D̄Vn +K

)
∂ηψ + ∂ηηψ + ϵ

2
(
∂ssψ − K

2η∂ηψ
)
− f ′2 (ψ,TM) − λp′ (ψ) (θ + Mc∞U) = 0, (A.6a)

ϵVn
[
1 − (1 − k) h (ψ)

]
∂ηU + ∂η

[
q (ψ) ∂ηU

]
+ ϵKq (ψ) ∂ηU − ϵ2K2q (ψ) η∂ηU + ϵ2∂s

[
q (ψ) ∂sU

]
+ ϵVn∂η

(
a (ψ) [1 + (1 − k) U] ∂ηψ

)
+ ϵ2a (ψ) VnK [1 + (1 − k) U] ∂ηψ − ϵVn [1 + (1 − k) U] ∂ηh (ψ) = 0,

(A.6b)

ϵ (Vn + LeK) ∂ηθ + Le∂ηηθ + ϵ2Le
(
∂ssθ − K

2η∂ηθ
)
− ϵVn∂ηh (ψ) = 0, (A.6c)

where the terms in Vt and dt and higher-order terms in ϵ3 are neglected.
Substituting the inner expansion (A.3) into Eq. (A.6), one can obtain equations at different orders of ϵ. At the

leading order of ϵ, we have

∂ηηψ0 − f ′2 (ψ0,TM) − λp′ (ψ0) (θ0 + Mc∞U0) = 0, ∂η
[
q (ψ0) ∂ηU0

]
= 0, ∂ηηθ0 = 0, (A.7)

from which one can derive the trivial solutions, θ0 + Mc∞U0 = 0 with θ0 and U0 being constants, and

ψ0 =
ψs + ψl

2
−
ψs − ψl

2
tanh

(
ψs − ψl

2

√
2βψη

)
, (A.8)

where η→ +∞, ψ0 → ψl in liquid phase, while η→ −∞, ψ0 → ψs in solid phase.
At the first order of ϵ, we can obtain

Lψ1 = λp′ (ψ0) (θ1 + Mc∞U1) −
(
D̄Vn +K

)
∂ηψ0 = 0, (A.9a)

∂η
[
q (ψ0) ∂ηU1

]
− Vn [1 + (1 − k) U0] ∂η

[
h (ψ0) − a (ψ0) ∂ηψ0

]
= 0, (A.9b)

∂η
[
Le∂ηθ1 − Vnh (ψ0)

]
= 0, (A.9c)

where L = ∂ηη − f ′′2 (ψ0,TM) is a linear operator. Integrating Eqs (A.9b) and (A.9c) directly yields

q (ψ0) ∂ηU1 = A1 + Vn [1 + (1 − k) U0]
[
h (ψ0) − a (ψ0) ∂ηψ0

]
, ∂ηθ1 = B1 +

Vn

Le
h (ψ0) . (A.10)

When η → −∞, we have ψ0 → ψs, q (ψ0) → 0, h (ψ0) → 1 and ∂ηψ0 → 0, which lead to A1 = −Vn [1 + (1 − k) U0].
Then the following equations can be derived,

∂ηU1 = Vn [1 + (1 − k) U0] g (ψ0) , ∂ηθ1 = B1 +
Vn

Le
h (ψ0) , g (ψ0) =

h (ψ0) − a (ψ0) ∂ηψ0 − 1
q (ψ0)

. (A.11)

Integrating the above equation once more yields

U1 = Ū1 + V [1 + (1 − k) U0]
∫ η

0
g (ψ0) dζ, θ1 = θ̄1 + B1η +

V
Le

∫ η

0
h (ψ0) dζ, (A.12)

where Ū1 and θ̄1 are the values of U1 and θ1 at the interface. The profiles of U1 and θ1 depend on the choice of the
function a (ψ). It should be noted that when η → −∞, both the denominator and the numerator would approach to
zero. Here it is important to remark that we need to require g (ψ) → 0 in this limit, i.e., the numerator must vanish
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more rapidly than the denominator, otherwise U1 would diverge. With the help of the definitions of h (ψ) and q (ψ),
and ∂ηψ0 = −

√
2βψ (ψs − ψ) (ψ − ψl), one can obtain

g (ψ0) = −1 + a (ψ0)
√

2βψ (ψ − ψl) (ψs − ψl) . (A.13)

If a (ψ0) = 1/
[ √

2βψ (ψs − ψl)2
]
, we have g (ψ0) = −1 + h (ψ0), and then

U1 = Ū1 + Vn [1 + (1 − k) U0]
[
−η +

∫ η

0
h (ψ0) dζ

]
, θ1 = θ̄1 + B1η +

V
Le

∫ η

0
h (ψ0) dζ. (A.14)

Now we focus on the matching conditions between two expansions at the interface region. The condition that
slopes of the two solutions match on the solid and liquid sides of the interface in the region defined by 1 ≪ |η| ≪ ϵ−1

implies that

lim
η→±∞

∂ηU1 = lim
r→0±

∂rŨ0 = ∂rŨ0|
±, ∂rŨ1|

± = lim
η→±∞

[
∂ηU2 − η∂rrŨ0|

±
]
, lim
η→±∞

∂ηθ1 = lim
r→0±

∂r θ̃0 = ∂r θ̃0|
±. (A.15)

Applying the above matching conditions to Eq. (A.11), we have

∂rŨ0|
− = 0, ∂rŨ0|

+ = −Vn [1 + (1 − k) U0] , (A.16a)

∂r θ̃0|
− = B1 +

Vn

Le
, ∂r θ̃0|

+ = B1. (A.16b)

Thus the following conditions can be derived,

Vn [1 + (1 − k) U0] = −∂rŨ0|
+, Vn = Le

(
∂r θ̃0|

− − ∂r θ̃0|
+
)
, (A.17)

which is just the Stefan condition at the lowest order. To evaluate eventual corrections, the terms at order ϵ should
be considered, and the process is similar to that in Ref. [50]. The outer problem satisfies the diffusion equa-
tions in a moving curvilinear coordinate system, therefore one can obtain [∂rr + (Vn +K) ∂r + ∂ss] Ũ0 = 0 and
[Le∂rr + (Vn + LeK) ∂r + ∂ss] θ̃0 = 0, such that ∂rrŨ0|

± = − [(Vn +K) ∂r + ∂ss] Ũ0|
± and ∂rr θ̃0|

± = − [(Vn/Le +K) ∂r + ∂ss] θ̃0|
±.

At the second order of ϵ, we can obtain the following formulas from Eq. (A.6),

Vn
[
1 − (1 − k) h (ψ0)

]
∂ηU1 +Kq (ψ0) ∂ηU1 − Vn (1 − k) U1h′ (ψ0) ∂ηψ0 − Vn [1 + (1 − k) U0]

[
h′ (ψ0) ∂ηψ1 + ψ1∂ηh′ (ψ0)

]
+ Vn∂η

{
a′ (ψ0)ψ1 [1 + (1 − k) U0] ∂ηψ0 + a (ψ0) (1 − k) U1∂ηψ0 + a (ψ0) [1 + (1 − k) U0] ∂ηψ1

}
+ ∂η

[
q (ψ0) ∂ηU2 + q′ (ϕl, ψ0)ψ1∂ηU1

]
+ a (ψ0) VK [1 + (1 − k) U0] ∂ηψ0 + q (ψ0) ∂ssU0 = 0,

(A.18)

and

(Vn + LeK) ∂ηθ1 + Le∂ηηθ2 + Le∂ssθ0 − Vn∂η
(
h′ (ψ0)ψ1

)
= 0, (A.19)

where ∂ηU0 = ∂ηθ0 = ∂sψ0 = 0 has been used. Integrating above equations from 0 to η yields

Vn

∫ η

0

[
1 − (1 − k) h (ψ0)

]
∂ζU1dζ +K

∫ η

0
q (ψ0) ∂ζU1dζ − Vn (1 − k)

∫ η

0
U1∂ζh (ψ0) dζ − Vn [1 + (1 − k) U0] h′ (ψ0)ψ1

+ Vn

{
a′ (ψ0)ψ1 [1 + (1 − k) U0] ∂ηψ0 + a (ψ0) (1 − k) U1∂ηψ0 + a (ψ0) [1 + (1 − k) U0] ∂ηψ1

}
+ q (ψ0) ∂ηU2 + q′ (ϕl, ψ0)ψ1∂ηU1 + VK [1 + (1 − k) U0]

∫ η

0
a (ψ0) ∂ηψ0dζ + ∂ssU0

∫ η

0
q (ψ0) dζ = A2,

(A.20)

23



and

(Vn + LeK) θ1 + Le∂ηθ2 + Leη∂ssθ0 − Vh′ (ψ0)ψ1 = B2. (A.21)

Actually, we are only interested in the results at the limit η→ ±∞. In this limit, ϕ1 and ∂ηψ0 are exponentially small,
thus the terms containing them can be dropped, except when they appear in an integral. Some remaining piece can be
rewritten as

Vn

∫ η

0

[
1 − (1 − k) h (ψ0)

]
∂ζU1dζ − Vn (1 − k)

∫ η

0
U1∂ζh (ψ0) dζ = Vn

[
1 − (1 − k) h (ψ0)

]
U1. (A.22)

In addition, according to Eqs. (A.11) and (A.17), we have

K

∫ η

0
q (ψ0) ∂ζU1dζ + VnK [1 + (1 − k) U0]

∫ η

0
a (ψ0) ∂ηψ0dζ = KVn [1 + (1 − k) U0]

∫ η

0

[
h (ψ0) − 1

]
dζ

= Kη∂rŨ0|
± +KV [1 + (1 − k) U0]

∫ η

0

[
h (ψ0) − h

(
ψ±

)]
dζ.

(A.23)

Using the matching condition for U1, limη→±∞ U1 = Ũ1|
± + η∂rŨ0|

±, and the fact limη→−∞ q (ψ0) ∂ηU2 = 0, we can
obtain the constant A2 from the limit η→ −∞ of Eq. (A.20),

A2 = Vn
[
1 − (1 − k) h (ψ0)

]
U1 +Kη∂rŨ0|

− +KVn [1 + (1 − k) U0]
∫ η

0

[
h (ψ0) − 1

]
dζ

= Vnk
(
Ũ1|
− + η∂rŨ0|

−
)
+Kη∂rŨ0|

− +KVn [1 + (1 − k) U0]
∫ −∞

0

[
h (ψ0) − 1

]
dη + ∂ssU0

∫ −∞

0
q (ψ0) dζ.

(A.24)

Next, the term limη→+∞ q (ψ0) ∂ηU2 can be evaluated by

lim
η→+∞

q (ψ0) ∂ηU2 =A2 − Vn
[
1 − (1 − k) h (ψ0)

]
U1 − Kη∂rŨ0|

+ − KVn [1 + (1 − k) U0]
∫ ∞

0
h (ψ0) dη − ∂ssU0

∫ ∞

0
q (ψ0) dζ

=A2 − Vn

(
Ũ1|
+ + η∂rŨ0|

+
)
− Kη∂rŨ0|

+ − KVn [1 + (1 − k) U0]
∫ ∞

0
h (ψ0) dη − ∂ssŨ0

∫ ∞

0
q (ψ0) dζ

= − Vnk
(
Ũ1|
+ − Ũ1|

−
)
− (1 − k) VnŨ1|

+ − ηVn∂rŨ0|
+ − Kη∂rŨ0|

+

− KVn [1 + (1 − k) U0]
(
H+ − H−

)
− ∂ssŨ0

∫ ∞

0
q (ψ0) dη + ∂ssŨ0

∫ −∞

0
q (ψ0) dη.

(A.25)

Finally, we have

∂rŨ1|
+ = lim

η→+∞

[
∂ηU2 − η∂rrŨ0|

+
]
= lim

η→+∞
q (ψ0) ∂ηU2 + lim

η→+∞
η [(Vn +K) ∂r + ∂ss] Ũ0|

+

= lim
η→+∞

q (ψ0) ∂ηU2 + Vn lim
η→+∞

η∂rŨ0|
+ + lim

η→+∞
Kη∂rŨ0|

+ + lim
η→+∞

η∂ssŨ0

= −Vnk
(
Ũ1|
+ − Ũ1|

−
)
− (1 − k) VnŨ1|

+ − KVn [1 + (1 − k) U0]
(
H+ − H−

)
− ∂ssŨ0

(
Q+ − Q−

)
,

(A.26)

and

∂r θ̃1|
± = lim

η→±∞

[
∂ηθ2 − η∂rr θ̃0|

±
]
=

B2

Le
−

(Vn

Le
+K

)
lim
η→±∞

θ1 − lim
η→±∞

η∂ssθ0 − lim
η→±∞

η∂rr θ̃0

=
B2

Le
−

(Vn

Le
+K

)
lim
η→±∞

(
θ̄1 + B1η +

Vn

Le

∫ η

0
h (ψ0) dζ

)
+ lim
η→±∞

(Vn

Le
+K

)
η∂r θ̃0|

±

=
B2

Le
−

(Vn

Le
+K

)
θ̄1 −

(Vn

Le
+K

) (
lim
η→±∞

η∂r θ̃0|
± +

Vn

Le
H±

)
+ lim
η→±∞

(Vn

Le
+K

)
η∂r θ̃0|

±

=
B2

Le
−

(Vn

Le
+K

) (
θ̄1 +

Vn

Le
H±

)
,

(A.27)
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where

H± =
∫ ±∞

0

[
h (ψ0) − h

(
ψ∓

)]
dη, Q± =

∫ ±∞

0

[
q (ψ0) − q

(
ψ∓

)]
dη. (A.28)

In addition, one can also obtain the following relation,

Ũ1|
± = lim

η→±∞
U1−η∂rŨ0|

± = Ū0+Vn [1 + (1 − k) U0] lim
η→±∞

∫ η

0
g (ψ0) dζ −η∂rŨ0|

± = Ū0+Vn [1 + (1 − k) U0] H±.

(A.29)

Based on the definitions of h (ψ0) and q (ψ0), one can derive H+ = H− = H and Q+ = Q− = Q.
In a word, we obtain the mass conservation condition and the heat conservation condition,

Vn
[
1 + (1 − k) U |+

]
= Vn

[
1 + (1 − k)

(
Ũ0 + ϵŨ1|

+
)]
= −∂rŨ0|

+ + (1 − k) VnϵŨ1|
+

= −∂r

(
Ũ0 + ϵŨ1|

+
)
− ϵ

[
Vnk

(
Ũ1|
+ − Ũ1|

−
)
+KVn [1 + (1 − k) U0]

(
H+ − H−

)
− ∂ssŨ0

(
Q+ − Q−

)]
= −∂r

(
Ũ0 + ϵŨ1|

+
)
− ϵ

[(
V2

n k +KVn

)
[1 + (1 − k) U0]

(
H+ − H−

)
− ∂ssŨ0

(
Q+ − Q−

)]
= −∂rU |+,

(A.30)

and

Le
(
∂r θ̃|

− − ∂r θ̃|
+
)
= Le

(
∂r θ̃0|

− − ∂r θ̃0|
+
)
+ Leϵ

(
∂r θ̃1|

− − ∂r θ̃1|
+
)
= Vn. (A.31)

Now we differentiate the leading order phase-field equation with respect to η,

∂ηηηψ0 − f ′′2 (ψ0,TM) ∂ηψ0 = L∂ηψ0 = 0, (A.32)

which implies that ∂ηψ0 is a homogeneous solution of L∂ηψ0 = 0. Then we have the following solvability condition,

0 =
∫ ∞

−∞

∂ηψ0

[
λp′ (ψ0) (θ1 + Mc∞U1) −

(
D̄Vn +K

)
∂ηψ0

]
dη

=

∫ ∞

−∞

λp′ (ψ0) ∂ηψ0

{
θ̄1 + B1η +

Vn

Le

∫ η

0
h (ψ0) dζ + Mc∞Ū1 + Mc∞Vn [1 + (1 − k) U0]

∫ η

0
g (ψ0) dζ

}
dη

−

∫ ∞

−∞

(
D̄Vn +K

) (
∂ηψ0

)2
dη,

(A.33)

from which we get

θ̄1 + Mc∞Ū1 = −
I
λJ

(
D̄Vn +K

)
+

BF
J
+

VnK
J

{
1
Le
+ [1 + (1 − k) U0] Mc∞

}
, (A.34)

where B = B1 + [1 + (1 − k) U0] Mc∞,

I =
∫ +∞

−∞

(
∂ηψ0

)2
dη, J = −

∫ +∞

−∞

p′ (ψ0) ∂ηψ0dη,

F =
∫ +∞

−∞

ηp′ (ψ0) ∂ηψ0dη, K =
∫ +∞

−∞

p′ (ψ0) ∂ηψ0

(∫ η

0
h (ψ0) dζ

)
dη.

(A.35)

To determine the conditions of the outer solution on the two sides of the interface, we expand θ̃ and Ũ in the
matching regions in terms of r,

θ̃ + Mc∞Ũ = θ±i + Mc∞U±i +
(
∂r θ̃0|

± + Mc∞∂rŨ0|
±
)

r. (A.36)
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In the matching regions on both sides of the interface, the inner solution takes the form

θ + Mc∞U = ϵ
[
θ̄1 + Mc∞Ū1 +

Vn

Le
H + Mc∞Vn [1 + (1 − k) U0] H

]
+ r

(
∂r θ̃0|

± + Mc∞∂rŨ0|
±
)
. (A.37)

Equating the terms on the right-hand side of Eqs. (A.36) and (A.37), we obtain the desired relation

θ±i + Mc∞U±i = ϵ
[
θ̄1 + Mc∞Ū1 +

Vn

Le
H + Mc∞Vn [1 + (1 − k) U0] H

]
. (A.38)

Then combing Eqs. (A.34) and (A.38) yields

θi + Mc∞Ui =ϵ
{
−

I
λJ

(
D̄Vn +K

)
+

BF
J
+

VnK
LeJ
+

VnK
J

[1 + (1 − k) U0] Mc∞
}

+ ϵ
{Vn

Le
H + Mc∞Vn [1 + (1 − k) U0] H

}
= − a1

W
λ
κψ − νna1

[
τ

λW
−

a2W
D

(
1
Le
+ Mc∞ [1 + (1 − k) U0]

)]
,

(A.39)

where a1 = I/J and a2 = (K + JH) /I with

I =

√
2βψ
6

(ψs − ψl)3 , J = 1, F = 0, H =
ln 2√

2βψ (ψs − ψl)
, K =

47/60 − ln 2√
2βψ (ψs − ψl)

. (A.40)

Thus the Gibbs-Thomson condition can be recovered,

θi + Mc∞Ui = −d0κψ − βvn, (A.41)

where

d0 = a1
W
λ
, β = a1

[
τ

λW
−

a2W
D

(
1
Le
+ Mc∞ [1 + (1 − k) U0]

)]
. (A.42)

Additionally, for the low-speed solidification where the kinetic coefficient β vanishes, one can obtain

τ = τ0

(
1
Le
+ Mc∞ [1 + (1 − k) U0]

)
, τ0 = a2

λW2

D
. (A.43)

Finally, it is worth noting that if we introduce λ′ = 15λ/16, under the condition of d0/W = a1/λ = a′1/λ
′ and

τ0D/W2 = a2λ = a′2λ
′, one can obtain a′1 = a1λ

′/λ = 5
√

2/8 and a′2 = a2λ/λ
′ = 47/75 for the case of ψs = 1 and

ψl = −1, which is identical to those in Ref. [49].

Appendix B. Lattice Boltzmann models for different physical fields

In this appendix, we will present some specific lattice Boltzmann models for the physical fields considered in
the work. Since the lattice Boltzmann model for the conservative Allen-Cahn equation is the same as those in some
available works [54, 67], the model for the concentration and Navier-Stokes equations are consistent with those in our
previous works [52–54], the details on these lattice Boltzmann models are not shown here. However, the anisotropic
Allen-Cahn equation and the temperature equation for dendritic growth are more general than those in Ref. [52], and
the lattice Boltzmann models for these equations will be presented below.

When Le = O (1), we can directly use the previous scheme in Ref. [52] and set an = a2
s

(
nψ

)
F (U) in the lattice

Boltzmann model for the anisotropic Allen-Cahn equation (29b). However, to avoid the numerical instability caused
by a small or large Le in F (U), we rewrite Eq. (29b) as

a2
s

(
nψ

) ∂ψ
∂t
= ∇ ·

W2
0 a2

s

(
nψ

)
τ0F (U)

∇ψ + N
a2

s

(
nψ

)  + W2
0

τ0F2 (U)
∇F (U) ·

[
a2

s

(
nψ

)
∇ψ + N

]
+

Qψ

τ0F (U)
, (B.1)
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where Qψ = −
[
f ′2 (ψ,TM) + ∂ψ f3 (ϕ, ψ) + λp′ (ψ) (θ + Mc∞U)

]
. Similar to that in Ref. [52], the lattice Boltzmann

model for the above equation can be given by

fi
(
x + ci∆t, t + a2

s

(
nψ

)
∆t

)
= fi (x, t)−Λψi j

(
f j − f eq

j

)
(x, t)+∆tFψ

i (x, t)+
∆t2

2
∂tF

ψ
i (x, t)+∆t

δi j −
Λ
ψ
i j

2

Gψ
j (x, t) , (B.2)

where the distribution functions are designed as

f eq
i = ωiψ, Fψ

i =
ωiW2

0

τ0F2 (U)
∇F (U) ·

[
a2

s

(
nψ

)
∇ψ + N

]
+

ωiQψ

τ0F (U)
, Gψ

i = −
ωici · N
a2

s

(
nψ

) . (B.3)

Additionally, the macroscopic order parameter ψ can be calculated by

ψ =
∑

i

fi, (B.4)

and the corresponding relaxation parameter sψ1 is determined by the relation W2
0 a2

s

(
nψ

)
/τ0F (U) =

(
1/sψ1 − 1/2

)
c2

s∆t.
For the temperature field, through including a variable H = cpθ − cs

ph (ψ), the temperature equation can be written
as

∂ (ρH)
∂t

+ ∇ · (ρHv) = ∇ · kT∇θ. (B.5)

For above standard convection-diffusion equation, the evolution equation of the lattice Boltzmann model reads

gi (x + ci∆t, t + ∆t) = gi (x, t) − Λθi j

(
g j − geq

j

)
(x, t) + ∆t

δi j −
Λθi j

2

Gθ
j (x, t) , (B.6)

where the distribution functions are given by

geq
i =

ρH + (ωi − 1) θ, i = 0,
ωiθ + ωici · ρHv/c2

s , i , 0,
Gθ

i =
ωic · ∂t (ρHv)

c2
s

. (B.7)

In addition, the macroscopic temperature is calculated by

H =
1
ρ

∑
i

gi, θ =
H
cp
+

cs
p

cp
h (ψ) , (B.8)

and the relaxation parameter sθ1 can be given by kT =
(
1/sθ1 − 1/2

)
c2

s∆t.

Finally, we would also like to point out that in the LBM, the collision matrix Λ =
(
Λi j

)
can be written as

Λ =M−1SM =M−1
0 S0M0, (B.9)

where M = CdM0 is the transformation matrix, S is the diagonal relaxation matrix, and Cd is a diagonal matrix formed
by the powers of lattice speed ĉ. S0 = C−1

d SCd is the new relaxation matrix. In the simulations of two-dimensional
problems, the D2Q5 lattice structure is applied for the anisotropic Allen-Cahn equation as well as the temperature
and solute equations, while for the conservative Allen-Cahn equation and Navier-Stokes equations, the D2Q9 lattice
structure is adopted.
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