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Poisson-Boltzmann (PB) theory is the cornerstone of soft matter electrostatics. The free energy
functional of PB theory is nonconvex and therefore not amenable to direct minimization approaches.
A way out of this problem is provided by a Legendre transform (LT) of PB theory which leads to
a convex vector-field functional (dielectric displacement, polarization). In this paper we discuss the
LT for the Dipolar Poisson-Boltzmann-Langevin (DPBL) theory which models water molecules as
point dipoles. We show how the resulting functional generalizes the Marcus functional to nonlinear
regimes and compare the solvation of ions in the dual theories of non-convex PB theory and the
convex polarization functional.

I. INTRODUCTION

Modern soft matter electrostatics is based on Poisson-
Boltzmann (PB) theory [1]. The free energy functional
of this theory is, however, non-convex. Therefore, the
equilibrium properties of charged soft matter systems are
evaluated from the Poisson-Boltzmann equation and its
extensions rather than from direct minimization of the
free energy, which would often be desirable in problems in
which electrostatics couples to non-electrostatic degrees
of freedom.

Maggs and collaborators outlined a way to avoid this
problem. The Legendre transform (LT), a standard tool
in statistical physics, allows to transform the non-convex
PB theory into a convex vector-field based theory, in
which the field variable is either, e.g., the dielectric dis-
placement field D or the polarization field P [2–4]. Al-
though vectorial in character rather than scalar, such
functionals enjoy an important range of applications.

The most prominent example is certainly the Marcus
functional, the fundamental basis of continuum theories
of electron transfer [5–7]. The classical theory of elec-
tron transfer in solution, pioneered by Marcus in the
1950’s, relies on a harmonic polarization functional for
a continuum solvent, allowing for a linear response treat-
ment of solvent effects [5]; for reviews, see [6, 7]. The
linear response/harmonic functional approximation has
been questioned by several authors [8–10] leading to a
debate about the relevance of nonlinear effects. More re-
cently, generalizations of Marcus theory have tried to in-
clude molecular details of the solvent response [11]. The
authors of this work develop a more microscopic approach
based on molecular density-functional theory, arguing in
particular that “Marcus theory does not take into ac-
count the molecular nature of the solvent which can break
the linear assumption of solvent response. In such cases,
we must resort to molecular simulation” [11].

In this work, we like to partially challenge this view.
To be precise, we will present an argument against the
word ‘must’ in the above quotation from [11]. The Leg-
endre transform of PB theory offers, depending on the
chosen degrees of freedom within PB theory, for a sys-

tematic generalization of the Marcus functional, which
is one aspect of our present work. For this we make
use of the Dipolar Poisson-Boltzmann-Langevin (DPBL)
model, developed in several papers in recent years. It de-
scribes an explicit solvent of point dipoles within Poisson-
Boltzmann theory [12–14]. Many other choices beyond
the specific version of the DPBL we employ are possible
[15], and can be treated in an analogous fashion.

The second aspect of this work is the interplay of dual-
ity and convexity of the respective functionals. In order
to gain insight into what this results in, we discuss the
classic example of ion solvation in the dual theories and
carefully look into the corrections due to nonlinearities
arising from the nonlinear generalizations of the dipolar
PB-functional.

II. DUAL SOFT MATTER ELECTROSTATICS,
A BRIEF PRIMER

As discussed in the introduction, our starting point is
the dipolar Poisson-Boltzmann (DPBL)-functional in the
form [3]

UPB =

∫
d3r

[
−ε

2
(∇φ)2 − λ sinh(βp0|∇φ|)

βp0|∇φ|
+ %fφ

]
,

(1)

where ε is the vacuum permitivity and with φ as the
electrostatic potential, which we want to transform into
a polarization functional. Note that this functional does
not contain mobile ions which usually justifies the no-
tion ‘Boltzmann’ in its name. Here, we only retain fixed
charges of density %f , and the point dipoles of the water
molecules p0, which gives rise to the nonlinear expression
in (1); β = 1/kBT .

We now follow [2, 3] and introduce the electric field
E = −∇φ with a vector-valued Lagrange parameter D,
the dielectric displacement field, yielding

UPB =

∫
d3r

[
−ε

2
E2 − h(E) + %fφ+ D · (∇φ−E)

]
,

(2)
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where h(E) abbreviates the nonlinear expression in (1).
With the further introduction of the polarization field P
the functional transforms into the expression

UPB =

∫
d3r

[
−ε

2
E2 + h̃(P)− φ(∇ ·D− %f ) (3)

+E · (D−P)] ,

which then leaves us, after the variation with respect to
the electric field E, with the convex functional

UD =

∫
d3r

[
(D−P)2

2ε
+ h̃(P)− φ(∇ ·D− %f )

]
. (4)

What is essential now is to determine the function h̃(P)
which follows from the Legendre transform [2]

h̃(P) = P ·E− h(E) (5)

with

P ≡ dh(E)

dE
. (6)

To make the link with the Marcus functional explicit, we
start with the harmonic approximation by expanding the
hyperbolic sine to second order. We are then left with

h(E) = −λ+
λβ2p20

3
E2 (7)

so that one obtains after a little algebra

h̃(P) = −λ+
1

2

3

λβ2p20
P2 . (8)

It is noteworthy that the relations (7) and (8) are not
only dual in the field variables E and P, but also in the
temperature dependence β−1.

The link with the Marcus functional can be made by
identifying the prefactor

3

λβ2p20
≡ 1

εχ0
, (9)

where χ0 is related to the electrostatic susceptibility of
the system. In this work, the values of the microscopic
and macroscopic parameters, the dipole moment p0 and
the susceptibility χ0 related to the relative permittivity
εr via the relation χ0 = 1 − 1/εr are fixed to model
either water, (p0 = 1.8 D, χ0 = 77/78) or the explicit
model of water, SPC/E [16], used in molecular dynamics
simulations (p0 = 2.1 D, χ0 = 70/71).

We thus arrive at the expression for the Marcus expan-
sion of the convex functional given in Eq.(4), UD = UM ,
which is given by (dropping the constants in (8))

UM =

∫
d3r

[
(D−P)2

2ε
+

P2

2εχ0
− φ(∇ ·D− %f )

]
.

(10)

Maggs and Everaers [17] (see also [3]) have shown that
standard expression of the Marcus functional

UM =
1

8πε

∫
d3r

∫
d3r′
∇ ·P(r)∇ ·P(r′)

|r− r′|
+ (11)∫

d3r

[
P2(r)

2εχ0
−E0(r)P(r) + ε

E2
0(r)

2

]
.

where E0 is the bare electric field which is generated by
the fixed charges in the system, i.e. E0 = −∇φ0, with
ε∇2φ0 = −%f .

These results set the stage for the following. We now
turn to the computation of the Legendre transform h̃(P)
of the dipolar energy density h(E) and its expansion to
higher order in P.

III. THE FULL LEGENDRE TRANSFORM OF
THE DIPOLE ENERGY DENSITY

Since we will mostly be interested in one-dimensional
applications, in this and the following sections we treat
the electrostatic and polarization fields as scalars; the
generalization to the full vectorial case is evident. Ex-
pressed in the modulus of the electric field the energy
density of the solvent dipoles reads as

h(E) = λ
sinh (βp0E)

βp0E
. (12)

Defining x ≡ βp0E and using the relation given in Eq.
(6) we have

P (x) =
dh

dx

dx

dE
= βp0λ

(
cosh(x)

x
− sinh(x)

x2

)
. (13)

We expand P (x) to the seventh order in x

P (x) = βp0λ

(
x

3
+
x3

30
+

x5

840
+

x7

45360

)
, (14)

and set the respective approximation for the expansion
of E as

E(y) =
1

βp0
(a1y + a3y

3 + a5y
5 + a7y

7) (15)

with y = P/(βp0λ). Inserting βp0E(y) into (14) and
identifying terms we find the coefficients

a1 = 3, a3 = −27/10 , a5 = 8991/1400 ,

a7 = −281961/14000 . (16)

Fig.1 presents the polarization P as a function of the elec-
trostatic field obtained from Eq.(13) and the expanded
expressions to the orders i = (2, 4, 6) in E around a van-
ishing field given in Eq.(14). Note that the order i of the
expansion is associated with the expansion of the energy
which is an even function of the field. The corresponding
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FIG. 1. Polarization as a function of the electrostatic field.
Exact expression, Eq.(13), and expansion in E2 (Marcus), E4

and E6. The parameters values are p0 = 1.8 D, β = 4.11×1021

J−1 and λ = 6.5 × 108J.m−3 given by Eq.(9) for χ0 = 77/78.
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FIG. 2. Electrostatic field as a function of the polarization.
Exact expression, Eq.(13), and expansion in P 2 (Marcus), P 4

and P 6. The curves are plotted using the parameters given in
Fig.1 Inset: electrostatic field as a function of the polarization
for large values of P . Exact expression Eq.(13) and expansion
in P 2 (Marcus), P 4 and P 6.

expression of Ei as a function of P is an odd polynomial
of degree i−1. The expressions are plotted for parameter
values corresponding to liquid water.
The electrostatic field as a function of the polarization is

obtained by numerically inverting Eq.(13). It is plotted
in Fig.2 and compared to the expanded expressions of E
with respect to P to the orders i = (2, 4, 6) given in Eq.
(15). As one sees, increasing the order of the expansion
leads to a better approximation of the exact expression
in P = 0 but is valid in a narrower range in P . The
inset represents the exact and expanded expressions of
E for large values of P and one sees that, counterintu-
itively, the Marcus model gives a better estimate of the
field than higher expansions.
From the definition of the Legendre transform one has
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FIG. 3. Plot of h̃(P )/λ+ 1 as a function the polarization P .
Exact expression (numerical) and expansion in P 2 (Marcus),
P 4 and P 6. The parameters values are given in Fig.1. The
inset represents the plots for large values of P .

the approximation

h̃(P ) = E(P )P − sinh(βp0E(P ))

βp0E(P )
. (17)

An expansion of this equation to the sixth order then
yields the result

h̃(P ) = λ

(
−1 +

3

2

(
P

βp0λ

)2

− 27

40

(
P

βp0λ

)4

+
2997

28000

(
P

βp0λ

)6
)
. (18)

In order to get a better idea of the magnitudes of the
prefactors, the numerical values are given by

h̃(P ) = λ

(
−1 + 1.5

(
P

βp0λ

)2

− 0.675

(
P

βp0λ

)4

+ 0.107

(
P

βp0λ

)6
)
, (19)

which clearly shows that this is an expansion around
P = 0 which corrects the basic Marcus parabola, see
Fig.3. The exact value of h̃, given in Eq.(17), is plot-
ted by using the numerical function E(P ) represented

in Fig.2. The inset of the figure representing h̃(P ) for
large values of P confirms that the Marcus functional is
a correct approximation of the functional on this range.

If we return to expression (4) and drop the last term,
which enforces Gauss’ law, we can compute the response
to a given dielectric displacement field D0 by deriving the
variation of the functional UD with respect to P , which
yields

P + ε
dh̃(P )

dP
−D0 = 0 . (20)
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For the variational derivation of the configurational en-
ergy, h̃(P ), we use Eq.(5) and we take advantage of the
relation

dh̃(P )

dP
= E(P )

which is a consequence of the involutive property of the
Legendre transform. Eq.(21) can be rewritten as

P + εE(P ) = D0 . (21)

The expression of E(P ), derived from the expansion of

h̃(P ) to the orders i = (2, 4, 6) is obtained using Eq. (15)

E2(P ) = (εχ0)−1P ,

E4(P ) = (εχ0)−1P − νP 3 , (22)

E6(P ) = (εχ0)−1P − νP 3 + γP 5

with

ν =
27

10

1

(βp0)4λ3
, γ =

7.062

(βp0)6λ5
. (23)

Considering Eq.(21), one sees that the difference between

the expanded expression dh̃i(P )/dP = Ei−1(P ), (i =
2, 4, 6) and the exact expression E(P ) will govern the
error made when estimating the response field P to an
excitation D0 using polynomial expressions of P for the
configurational energy. To estimate the error made and
the range of validity of an expansion we plot in Fig.4 the
function ∆hi(P ) defined by

∆hi(P ) ≡
∣∣∣∣1− P − εEi−1(P )

P − εE(P )

∣∣∣∣ (24)

as a function of P . This function evaluates the devia-
tion of the expanded expression of Eq.(21) with its exact
expression. As one sees in Fig.4, ∆hi(P ) tends to 0 for
all i for P → 0, showing that a polynomial expansion
gives rise to an excellent estimation of the polarization
response to D0 if the response is small. Larger responses
(P = 0.1 to 0.8 C.m−2) are better estimated with an ex-
pansion in P 6, which is improves upon one in P 4, and
again more precise than the Marcus expansion. However,
the precision, when compared to the exact expression, re-
mains excellent in all cases (about ∼ 10−3 for the Marcus
expansion). For larger responses, the expansions in P 4

and P 6 diverge rapidly from the exact solution and the
Marcus expansion ultimately is the best approximation.

We identify in particular the value of the polarization
P2/4 = 1.01 C.m−2 for which the variation of the Marcus
functional gives a better approximation than the fourth-
order expansion. This threshold value can also be com-
puted for the parameters for the explicit model of water,
SPC/E, and one finds P2/4 = 0.79 C.m−2. These values

give the range of validity in P of the P 4-expansion.

Marcus

P4

P6

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
0.000

0.001

0.002

0.003

0.004

0.005

0.006

P (C.m-2)

Δ
h

i

FIG. 4. ∆hi(P ), i = 2, 4, 6 given in Eq. (24) as a function
of P . The values of the parameters are given in the caption
of Fig. 1.

IV. SOLVATION OF A POINT CHARGE

In this section we turn to the application of our ap-
proach to the case of a point charge, an ion of charge Q,
located at r = 0 generating the dielectric displacement,

D0(r) =
Q

4πr2
er . (25)

The radial response of a medium described with a Marcus
functional is given by

PM(r) =
Q

4π(1 + 1/χ0)r2
(26)

obtained by solving Eq.(21) for h̃ = h̃2 and consequently
E(P ) = E2(P ) given in Eq. (22).

The expansion in of h̃ to P 4 gives a more precise
estimation of the polarization response than the Marcus
expression for responses smaller than the cut-off polar-
ization field P2/4, which corresponds to a distance larger

than r2/4 given by r2/4 =
√

Q
4π(1/χ0+1)P2/4

, determined

using Eq.(26). This distance scales as
√
Q. For a

monovalent ion, Q = 1.6×10−19C the model in P 4

becomes worse than the Marcus model for r < 0.9 Å,
for a trivalent ion, for r < 1.6 Å. As shown for radial
distribution functions obtained experimentally or using
molecular dynamics [18], there is no water in this shell
that corresponds to the spatial extension of the ions. It is
thus reasonable to use the model in P 4 to determine the
polarization in water induced by the electrostatic field
of a hydrated ion. Note that, for molecular dynamics
simulations of ions solvated in SPC/E water, one can
also use the P 4 model to study the polarization in
ions solvation shells, the cutoff distance r2/4 remaning
smaller than the distance between the ion and the first
shell of water molecules hydrating the inclusion.

We now determine the polarization P4(r), the radial
response to D0 of a medium described using a functional
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in P 4, obtained by solving Eq.(21) for h̃ = h̃4 and E(P )
= E4(P ) given in Eq.(22) and investigate the improve-
ment obtained with this expansion when compared to the
Marcus model. The polarization field P4(r) is solution of
the equation

P4(r)3 − 10(βp0)4λ3

27ε

(
1

χ0
+ 1

)
P4(r) + (27)

10

27
(βp0)4λ3PM (r) = 0

which can be rewritten as

P 3
4 − P 2

T(P4 − PM) = 0 , (28)

where PT =
√

10λ3(1/χ0+1)(βp0)4

27ε is a threshold value be-

tween a linear regime far from the ion, P (r) � PT, for
which the solution of Eq. (28) can be well approximated
by PM and a regime, P (r) � PT, in the solvation shell
of the ion for which nonlinear effects are important. The
analytical solution of this equation is

P4(r) = PT

PM(r)

2PT
+

1

2

√
4

27
− PM(r)

PT

2


+ PT

PM(r)

2PT
− 1

2

√
4

27
− PM(r)

PT

2
 . (29)

Fig.5 shows the ratio of the polarization PM(r), re-
spectively P4(r) and the exact polarization, Pion(r), ob-
tained by solving numerically Eq.(21) with D0 given in
Eq.(25), for a monovalent ion (Q = ±e) and a trivalent
ion (Q = ±3e). One sees that both the Marcus model and
the P 4 model give a very good estimate of the field. The
first one underestimates the response, while the second
one overestimates it by ∼ 10−3 for each model. Note that
the Marcus model is sufficient to determine the water po-
larization induced by an ion; however it cannot describe
the zone of low permittivity in the solvation shell of ions
[19]. This nonlinear effect that is partly responsible of
the decrease of the permittivity of electrolytes and can-
not be neglected when one is interested in the description
of dielectric properties of aqueous solutions [20].

V. CHECKING BACK: THE ELECTROSTATIC
FIELD AROUND A POINT CHARGE

In this final section, we compare our results for the
nonlinear generalization of the Marcus functional with
the result that can be obtained from its dual theory. We
thus study the expansion of the Poisson-Boltzmann en-
ergy (1) as a function of the electrostatic field E = −∇φ.
One finds for the expansion to the 6th-order in x = βp0E
the following expression:

U6
PB=

∫
d3r

[
−λ−

(
ε

2p20β
2

+
λ

6

)
x2 − λ x

4

120
− λ x6

5040

]
.

(30)
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0.999
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P4

Q=1
Q=3

FIG. 5. Ratio of the polarization obtained with an expanded
functional (PM and P4 ) with Pion(r) the polarization ob-
tained from exact functional for a monovalent and a trivalent
ion.
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h
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FIG. 6. Electrostatic energy, h(E)/λ+1, of the dipolar liquid.
Exact expression and expansion in powers of the electrostatic
field. The parameter values are given in Fig.1.

The exact energy density and its expansion to the orders
i = (2, 4, 6) in the field E are shown in Fig.6. One sees
that the energy is a non-convex function of the field that
decreases faster than any polynomial expansion. We now
determine the radial component E of the electrostatic
field around a point charge solving

ε
dE

dr
= −ndp0

dG(βp0E)

dr
+ eδ(r) (31)

with

G(u) =
cosh(u)

u
− sinh(u)

u2
. (32)

Using the relation

δ(r) = ∇ ·
(

1

4πr2
e

)
, (33)
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FIG. 7. Ratio of the electrostatic field response E2(r) and
E4(r) with the exact electrostatic field response Eion(r) for a
monovalent ion and a trivalent ion. The parameters are given
in Fig.1
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FIG. 8. Comparison of the dual models for the ion solva-
tion. Marcus Polarization PM(r) and electrostatic field E4(r)
rescaled by the corresponding exact field, Pion(r) and Eion(r)
for a trivalent ion. The parameters are given in Fig.1

we rewrite Eq.(31) and obtain the equation

εE = −ndp0G(βp0E) +
e

4πr2
(34)

which can be solved numerically to determine Eion(r),
the electrostatic field generated by a point ion in water,
which is modeled as a dipolar fluid.

Expanding G(βp0E) to the first, and respectively the
third, order in E, we obtain the linear, respectively the
cubic, expansion of Eq.(34) and determine the corre-
sponding expression for the fields E2(r) and E4(r). It
reads as

εE(r) = −β
2p20λ

3
E(r) +

e

4πr2
(35)

whose solution is E2(r) = e
4πεεrr2

, for the first order.

Expanding G(βp0E) to the third order in E, we find

E3(r) +
30εεr
p40β

4λ
(E(r)− E2(r)) = 0. (36)

Introducing the threshold electrostatic field ET =√
30 εεr

p40β
4λ

, we derive E4(r), the solution of this equation

as

E4(r) = ET

− E2

2ET
+

1

2

(
4

27
+

(
E2

ET

)2
)1/2

1/3

+ ET

− E2

2ET
− 1

2

(
4

27
+

(
E2

ET

)2
)1/2

1/3

.(37)

The ratio Ei(r)/Eion(r), i = (1, 2) of the electrostatic
field Ei-response to a monovalent ion, obtained with the
expansion in E2, E4, respectively, and field Eion solution
of the exact functional (see Eq.(34)) is shown as a func-
tion of the distance r in Fig.7. The second-order model
and the fourth-order model underestimate the response.
The model in E2 gives a limited description of the elec-
trostatic field in the solvation shell of the ion (r < 5 Å)
with an error increasing with the valence of the ion up
to 20 per cent for a trivalent ion at r = 3 Å.

Finally, we compare the validity of the Marcus model
and of the model in E4 for a trivalent ion by plotting in
Fig.8 the ratio PM/Pion and E4/Eion as a function of r.
As one sees the Marcus model, although associated with
a linear response to a perturbation, remains much more
precise than the model in E4.

VI. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

In this paper we have discussed two classical prob-
lems of solvation theory, the Marcus functional and the
solvation of single ions, in the context of the recently
formulated dual theory to the Poisson-Boltzmann ap-
proach, which leads to convex free energy functionals. By
choosing the example of the Dipolar-Poisson-Boltzmann-
Langevin (DBPL) theory, we derive corrections to the
Marcus functional and determine their range of validity.
A comparison of analytical (polynomial) approximations
to the exact functional, computed numerically, allows
us to quantify the ranges over which these approxima-
tions can be considered as improvements. Surprisingly,
the (harmonic) Marcus approximation comes out as an
extremely reliable approximation, in particular for large
polarization fields. Our results were tested with two dif-
ferent parametrizations of the theories (water and and
explicit water model SPC/E), yielding consistent results.

Further, we have studied the solvation of single ions in
the dual approaches. For this we have used the quadratic
and forth-order approximations to the minimizer of the
polarization functional, and the linear and cubic approx-
imations to the DLPB mean field equation, which was
already studied in [14]. Compared to the dual route via
the polarization field, the electrostatic approach turns
out to be quantitatively less reliable. This is illustrated
in Figure 8.



7

In conclusion, we have demonstrated the usefulness of
the dual approach to soft matter electrostatics. They can
be easily extended beyond the specific model system we
chose, the DPBL-model of point dipoles. Our results on
ion solvation demonstrate that a change of dual perspec-

tive can improve the quality of approximations. This is
likely to be relevant in more complex situations, in par-
ticularly when non-electrostatic degrees of freedom have
to be considered as well.
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