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We perform a thermodynamic analysis of various contributions to the size dependence of the contact angle
cosine for axisymmetric and cylindrical sessile droplets. This shows that a widely used method to determine the
line tension from the slope of the contact angle cosine dependence on the three-phase contact line curvature (for
axisymmetric droplets) provides a certain combination of the line tension, adsorptions at the three interfaces,
and the macroscopic contact angle. To extract the leading-order contact-line-related contribution and determine
the line tension, we propose a simple technique using contact angle size dependences for axisymmetric and
cylindrical droplets at the same conditions.

I. INTRODUCTION

The contact angle of a large sessile droplet can be found
from the well-known classical Young equation [1]

σ
αβ cosθ∞ = σ

βγ −σ
αγ (1)

with σ the surface tension of a corresponding interface, θ∞

the macroscopic contact angle; α , β , and γ mark the liquid,
gaseous and solid phases, respectively, and double Greek su-
perscripts mark the corresponding interfaces. The surface ten-
sions here are thermodynamic (defined as the surface excesses
of the grand potential per unit area of the interface). For small
droplets, the thermodynamic line tension κ (defined as the line
excess of the grand potential per unit length of the three-phase
contact line [2, 3]) affects the contact angle [3–9]:

σ
αβ cosθa = σ

βγ −σ
αγ − κ

ra
. (2)

Here θ is the contact angle, r is the radius of the three-phase
contact line, subscript “a” refers to axisymmetric droplet (see
Fig. 1(a)); the line tension κ is implied to be constant. Eq. (2)
is usually called the modified Young equation.

Subtracting the modified Young equation (2) from the clas-
sical one (1) and dividing the both parts of the resulting equa-
tion by σαβ , one usually arrives at [3, 5, 7, 8]

cosθ∞ − cosθa =
κ

σαβ ra
. (3)

This equation is widely used for contact-angle-based mea-
surements of the line tension in laboratory experiments (see,
e.g., [10]) and computer modeling (e.g., molecular dynamics
simulations [11–20]). According to Eq. (3), the slope of the
graph cosθa vs 1/ra must be equal to −κ/σαβ. The surface
tension σαβ is typically measured or calculated separately.

However, some authors have noted that Eq. (3) is generally
not correct [21–24], since it assumes the corresponding sur-
face tensions in Eqs. (1) and (2) to be equal, whereas they cor-
respond to different equilibrium sessile droplet sizes, which
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implies different values of the chemical potential(s). There
are arguments that adsorption at the solid–liquid interface and
its effect on the surface tension σαγ affect cosθa in the same
manner and with a similar magnitude as it is measured in ex-
periments [25], so the line tension itself is not necessary to ex-
plain the dependence of cosθa on 1/ra. Consideration with use
of an interface displacement model shows [21] that the contri-
butions of the line tension and the adsorption at the solid–gas
interface (and its effect on the surface tension σβγ ) to the de-
pendence of cosθa on 1/ra can be comparable in the presence
of a precursor film. Some authors [18, 26] suppose only σαβ

to depend on the droplet size and Eq. (3) to be correct, but the
slope of the graph cosθa vs 1/ra to give a quantity not equal
to −κ/σαβ. Sometimes the resulting “line tension” is called
the apparent line tension [20, 22, 26–30]. General thermody-
namic analysis shows [21, 24] that the value of this slope has
contributions both from the line tension and the adsorptions at
all three interfaces (see also [31] for similar arguments).

How to “extract” the line-tension contribution and deter-
mine the value of the line tension from the measurements
or calculations of cosθ vs 1/r? Thermodynamic analysis
shows [24] that, for cylindrical droplets [long liquid “chan-
nels”, or “filaments”, or “ridges” attached to the substrate sur-
face, see Fig. 1(b)], there is no κ/r term in the equation corre-
sponding to (2). It means that dependence of the contact angle
θc on the size of a cylindrical droplet (e. g., its half-width rc on
the substrate) is governed by dependences of the surface ten-
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Figure 1. Axisymmetric (a) and cylindrical (b) sessile droplets.
R is the curvature radius of the liquid–gas interface, θ is the contact
angle, r is the radius (half-width) of the droplet on the substrate. Sub-
script “a” marks quantities for axisymmetric, “c” — for cylindrical
droplets. Phases: α — liquid, β — gas (vapor), γ — solid substrate.
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sions and the droplet size on the chemical potential(s). This
suggests the idea to compare or combine data of size depen-
dence of cosθ for axisymmetric and cylindrical droplets at the
same conditions to exclude the surface-tension-related contri-
butions and determine the line tension.

In section II, we present a thermodynamic analysis of vari-
ous contributions to droplet size dependence of the contact an-
gle for both axisymmetric and cylindrical droplets in a system
with a single-component fluid and an ideal smooth homoge-
neous solid substrate in absence of external fields. Based on it,
in section III we propose a simple technique that allows to de-
termine the line tension from a combination of contact angle
size dependences for axisymmetric and cylindrical droplets in
a manner similar to use of Eq. (3).

Cylindrical droplets are often used in modeling, e.g., in
molecular dynamics (MD) simulations [14, 15, 18, 20, 22, 32–
37] due to convenient use of periodic boundary conditions
along their longitudinal axes and due to expected indepen-
dence of the contact angle of (or a weak dependence on) the
droplet width. However, they are hardly available for experi-
mental measurements due to Plateau–Rayleigh-type instabil-
ity [38]. Thus, the technique we propose is mainly oriented
to modeling, especially with methods not allowing for direct
calculation of the line excess of the grand potential (e.g., MD
simulations). The dimensions of such simulated axisymmetric
and cylindrical droplets, i.e., R, r, and θ , can be “measured”,
and these data can be used to determine the line tension.

II. THERMODYNAMICS AND CONTACT ANGLES

A. Equilibrium conditions for sessile droplets

For thermodynamic description of a small sessile droplet
on a partially wettable substrate, we consider a materially
open system of a fixed volume including the droplet itself,
the substrate, and the surrounding gas (vapor). The liquid and
gaseous phases are supposed to be a single-component fluid at
a given values of chemical potential µ and temperature T (that
supposed to be constant). The grand thermodynamic potential
of the system decomposes into bulk, surface, and line parts:

Ω =− pαV α − pβV β +ω
γV γ

+σ
αβ Aαβ +σ

αγ Aαγ +σ
βγ Aβγ +κL

(4)

with V the volume, A the area of the interface, L the length of
the three-phase contact line, p the pressure in the bulk phase,
ω the bulk density of the grand thermodynamic potential (in
fluid phases equals −p). Other quantities as well as notations
of phases and interfaces has been explained above.

Let us consider two types of droplet geometry: (1) axisym-
metric droplet [shaped as a spherical segment in our “macro-
scopic” thermodynamic description, see Fig. 1(a)] and (2) a
fixed-length piece of a cylindrical droplet [shaped as a seg-
ment of a circular cylinder in our “macroscopic” thermody-
namic description, see Fig. 1(b)]. In both geometries, the
cross-section of the droplet in our “macroscopic” thermody-

namic description is a circular segment, therefore,

r = Rsinθ . (5)

Thus, the shape and size of the droplet can be described by
two independent variables, e.g., (R,r), (R,θ) or (r,θ).

In both geometries, choosing the αβ dividing surface to be
the surface of tension, one can obtain equilibrium conditions
for sessile droplets by expressing all the volumes, areas and
the length of the three-phase contact line in (4), and solving
one of the following sets of two equations

∂Ω(R,r,T,µ)/∂R = 0 and ∂Ω(R,r,T,µ)/∂ r = 0, (6a)
∂Ω(R,θ ,T,µ)/∂R = 0 and ∂Ω(R,θ ,T,µ)/∂θ = 0, (6b)
∂Ω(r,θ ,T,µ)/∂ r = 0 and ∂Ω(r,θ ,T,µ)/∂θ = 0, (6c)

and then taking into account the geometric relation (5). Since
T and µ are constant, the pressures and the surface tensions
in (4) will be constant at such variations (for σαβ, this also
requires ∂σαβ/∂R = 0 which is true namely for the surface of
tension chosen as the αβ dividing surface).

The droplet-size-dependent surface tensions σ
αβ
a and σ

αβ
c

for spherical and cylindrical interfaces can generally differ,
though their difference is expected to be very small at the same
value of µ (see subsection II B).

Let us chose R and θ as independent variables describing
the sessile droplet. Introducing non-variable quantities for the
total volume occupied by the fluid Vt ≡V α +V β and the total
area of the substrate At ≡Aαγ +Aβγ and using relation (5), one
can express the volumes, areas, and the contact line length for
an axisymmetric droplet as

V α
a =

πR3
a

3
(2+ cosθa)(1− cosθa)

2, La = 2πRa sinθa,

Aαβ
a = 2πR2

a(1− cosθa), Aαγ
a = πR2

a sin2
θa,

V β
a =Vt −V α

a , Aβγ
a = At −Aαγ

a .

Decomposition (4) of the grand potential then takes form

Ωa(Ra,θa) =−
(

pα − pβ
)πR3

a

3
(2+ cosθa)(1− cosθa)

2

+2πσ
αβ
a R2

a(1− cosθa)+
(
σ

αγ −σ
βγ
)
πR2

a sin2
θa

+2πκaRa sinθa − pβVt −σ
βγAt.

Application of the equilibrium conditions (6b) gives

−πR2
a
(

pα − pβ
)
(2+ cosθa)(1− cosθa)

2

+4πRaσ
αβ
a (1− cosθa)+2πRa

(
σ

αγ −σ
βγ
)

sin2
θa

+2πκa sinθa +2πRa
∂κa

∂ ra
sin2

θa = 0,

−πR3
a
(

pα − pβ
)
sin3

θa +2πσ
αβ
a R2

a sinθa +2πκaRa cosθa

+2πR2
a
(
σ

αγ −σ
βγ
)
sinθa cosθa +2πR2

a
∂κa

∂ ra
sinθa cosθa = 0.

To exclude the pressure difference pα − pβ , we mul-
tiply the first equation by (2πRa)

−1sin2
θa (1 − cosθa)

−2
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and then subtract the second equation multiplied by (2 +
cosθa)(2πR2

a sinθa)
−1 [39]. After some trigonometric sim-

plifications and substitution of the result into one of the above
equilibrium conditions, we arrive at the Laplace equation and
the generalized Young equation as equilibrium conditions for
an axisymmetric sessile droplet [3, 7, 8, 21, 24, 40]

pα − pβ =
2σ

αβ
a

Ra
, (7)

σ
αβ
a cosθa = σ

βγ −σ
αγ − κa

ra
− ∂κa

∂ra
(8)

For a cylindrical droplet,

V α
c =

LcR2
c

4
(2θc − sin2θc),

Aαβ
c = LcRcθc, Aαγ

c = LcRc sinθc,

V β
c =Vt −V α

c , Aβγ
c = At −Aαγ

c ,

and the length Lc of the three-phase contact line does not de-
pend on Rc and θc [see Fig. 1(b)] and supposed to be constant.
Contact angle θc here is in radians. Decomposition (4) of the
grand potential then takes form

Ωc(Rc,θc) =−
(

pα − pβ
)LcR2

c

4
(2θc − sin2θc

)
+σ

αβ
c LcRcθc

+
(
σ

αγ −σ
βγ
)
LcRc sinθc +κcLc − pβVt −σ

βγAt.

Application of the equilibrium conditions (6b) gives

−
(

pα − pβ
)
LcRc(θc − sinθc cosθc)+σ

αβ
c Lcθc

+
(
σ

αγ −σ
βγ
)
Lc sinθc +Lc

∂κc

∂ rc
sinθc = 0,

−
(

pα − pβ
)
LcR2

c sin2
θc +σ

αβ
c LcRc

+
(
σ

αγ −σ
βγ
)
LcRc cosθc +LcRc

∂κc

∂ rc
cosθc = 0.

Here we have employed trigonometric equalities sin2θc =
2sinθc cosθc and 1 − cos2θc = 2sin2

θc. To obtain a sim-
pler equation for pα − pβ , we multiply the first equation by
Rc cosθc and subtract the second equation multiplied by sinθc.
After some simplifications and substitution of the result into
one of the above equilibrium conditions, we arrive at the
Laplace equation and the generalized Young equation as equi-
librium conditions for an cylindrical sessile droplet, slightly
different from Eqs. (7) and (8):

pα − pβ =
σ

αβ
c

Rc
, (9)

σ
αβ
c cosθc = σ

βγ −σ
αγ − ∂κc

∂rc
. (10)

The absence of the coefficient 2 in the Laplace equation (9)
for the cylindrical droplet can be explained by the fact that its
αβ interface is curved only along one direction, whereas the
spherical droplet has equal curvatures along two directions.

The line-tension terms in the generalized Young equations (8)
and (10) originate from variations of the line term κL in (4).
For an axisymmetric droplet, La = 2πra and ∂(κaLa)/∂ra =
2πκa + 2πra ∂κa/∂ra giving the two terms κa/ra + ∂κa/∂ra in
Eq. (8). For a cylindrical droplet, Lc does not depend on rc
and ∂(κcLc)/∂rc = Lc ∂κc/∂rc giving the only term ∂κc/∂rc in
Eq. (10).

For both geometries, we suppose the line tension to depend
not only on T and µ , but also on the droplet size. This depen-
dence is usually overlooked and, in this case, Eq. (8) trans-
forms into the modified Young equation (2), whereas Eq. (10)
transforms into formally classical Young equation (1) (with
surface tensions, however, depending on the chemical poten-
tial, i.e. on the equilibrium droplet size, that makes the contact
angle θc different from θ∞, see subsection II B).

We suppose the contact line radius (half-width) r to be the
only appropriate size variable the line tension can be consid-
ered to depend on. It is not clear for the derivation we used
in this paper, and some authors suppose the line tension to
depend also on the contact angle θ [7, 8], corresponding “no-
tional” derivatives also appear in the work [41]. However, a
variational derivation of Eqs. (7), (8), (9), and (10), which
considers all three variables R, r, and θ to be independent in
some sense, gives an argument in favor of r as the mathemat-
ically appropriate size variable for κ in both geometries [24].

Simple dropping the size-dependent term ∂κ/∂r in the gen-
eralized Young equations (8) and (10) make them inexact
(even if κ is supposed to depend on the droplet size). It can
be seen in a model system if the line tension is calculated di-
rectly [21]. Also, the generalized Young equation is the sim-
plest way to calculate ∂κ/∂r if θ and r are found and the
surface and line tensions (the latter for axisymmetric droplet
only) are calculated directly [21].

B. Size dependence of contact angle and relations between
pressures, surface tensions, droplet size and chemical potential

Comparing the generalized Young equation (8) or (10) with
the classical Young equation (1), one should take into account
that these two equations are written for droplets correspond-
ing to different values of the chemical potential µ . The clas-
sical Young equation corresponds to a macroscopically large
(strictly speaking, infinite) drop, i.e. liquid–gas bulk phase co-
existence at the binodal. Let us mark the values of the quan-
tities corresponding to the binodal with subscript “∞”. The
surface tensions at the binodal then should be denoted as σ

αβ
∞ ,

σ
αγ
∞ , and σ

βγ
∞ , and the classical Young equation (1) should be

rewritten as

σ
αβ
∞ cosθ∞ = σ

βγ
∞ −σ

αγ
∞ . (11)

Subtracting the generalized Young equations (8) and (10)
from Eq. (11) we obtain, for an axisymmetric droplet,

σ
αβ
∞ cosθ∞ −σ

αβ
a cosθa = δ∆σ

γ +
κa

ra
+

∂κa

∂r
(12)



4

and a similar equation for a cylindrical droplet:

σ
αβ
∞ cosθ∞ −σ

αβ
c cosθc = δ∆σ

γ +
∂κc

∂rc
. (13)

Here δ∆σ γ ≡ ∆σ γ −∆σ
γ
∞ with ∆σ γ ≡ σαγ −σβγ and ∆σ

γ
∞ ≡

σ
αγ
∞ −σ

βγ
∞ . To make these equations more similar to Eq. (3),

let us introduce δσ
αβ
a,c ≡ σ

αβ
a,c −σ

αβ
∞ . Then, Eqs. (12) and (13)

can be rewritten as

σ
αβ
∞ (cosθ∞ − cosθa) = δ∆σ

γ+δσ
αβ
a cosθa +

κa

ra
+

∂κa

∂ra
, (14)

σ
αβ
∞ (cosθ∞ − cosθc) = δ∆σ

γ+δσ
αβ
c cosθc +

∂κc

∂rc
. (15)

Now we see, that, in the exact counterpart of Eq. (3) for the
difference cosθ∞ − cosθ , we have 4 terms for an axisymmet-
ric droplet (instead of 1) and 3 terms for a cylindrical droplet
(instead of 0). How do they depend on the droplet size [the
radius (half-width) of the droplet on the substrate]?

For the αβ liquid–gas interface, let us write down the
isothermal Gibbs adsorption equations:

dσ
αβ
a,c =−Γ

αβ
a,c dµ, (16)

where Γαβ is the adsorption (the surface excess of matter per
unit surface area) at the αβ interface for corresponding ge-
ometry. Since the surface of tension is chosen as the divid-
ing surface in both geometries, these equations do not contain
(∂σαβ/∂R)dR terms.

For each of the solid–fluid interfaces, similar equations can
be written. Generally, they are more complicated (see, e.g.,
Sec. 6.3 in [8] and Sec. 3.4.3 in [3]), but in some simple cases
(e.g., for non-deformable substrate and such a choice of the
solid–fluid dividing surfaces that the amounts of matter of the
immobile component of solid do not change in the solid phase
at any change of µ) they take [21, 24] the same simple form
as (16), so we can write down

d∆σ
γ ≡ d

(
σ

αγ −σ
βγ
)
=
(
Γ

βγ −Γ
αγ
)

dµ. (17)

Integrating Eqs. (16) and (17) from the value µ∞ at the binodal
to the current value of µ , we obtain, introducing δ µ ≡ µ−µ∞,

δσ
αβ
a,c =−

∫
µ

µ∞

Γ
αβ
a,c (µ

′)dµ
′ ≃−Γ

αβ
∞ δ µ, (18)

δ∆σ
γ =

∫
µ

µ∞

(
Γ

βγ −Γ
αγ
)

dµ
′ ≃

(
Γ

βγ
∞ −Γ

αγ
∞

)
δ µ. (19)

Since Γ
αβ
a (µ∞) = Γ

αβ
c (µ∞) = Γ

αβ
∞ , the asymptotic expression

in (18) is the same for spherical and cylindrical surfaces at
the same value of µ , but the exact integral is generally not if
Γ

αβ
a (µ) ̸= Γ

αβ
c (µ). Thus, σ

αβ
a and σ

αβ
c generally differ, but at

least in the second order in δ µ:

σ
αβ
a −σ

αβ
c = δσ

αβ
a −δσ

αβ
c = O

(
(δ µ)2). (20)

The last asymptotic expressions in Eqs. (18) and (19) are
valid for small values of δ µ . How is this quantity related

to the droplet size? This can be estimated using the Laplace
equation (7) or (9) for the axisymmetric or cylindrical droplet,
respectively. Applying the isothermal Gibbs–Duhem equa-
tions dp = ndµ to liquid and gaseous phases, respectively,
we obtain pα − pβ ≃ nα

∞δ µ with nα the number density of
molecules in α liquid phase. Here we have neglected the com-
pressibility of the liquid (nα ≃ nα

∞) and the number density of
molecules nβ in the gas (nβ ≪ nα ). With use of the Laplace
equations (7) and (9), and geometric relation (5), we obtain

2σ
αβ
a

Ra
=

2σ
αβ
a sinθa

ra
≃ nα

∞δ µ, (21)

σ
αβ
c

Rc
=

σ
αβ
c sinθc

rc
≃ nα

∞δ µ. (22)

We now see that δ µ ∝ 1/R = O(1/r), i.e., small values of δ µ

correspond to large droplets, and δ µ → 0 expectedly corre-
sponds to R → ∞ and r → ∞.

Thus, for the correction terms in Eqs. (14) and (15) we have

δ∆σ
γ ≃ 2σ

αβ
a sinθa

nα
∞ra

(
Γ

βγ
∞ −Γ

αγ
∞

)
= O(δ µ) = O(1/r), (23)

δσ
αβ
a ≃−2σ

αβ
a Γ

αβ
∞ sinθa

nα
∞ra

= O(δ µ) = O(1/r), (24)

κa/ra ≃ κ∞/ra = O(δ µ) = O(1/r), (25)

where κ∞ = κa at µ = µ∞ (ra → ∞) is the line tension of the
macroscopic (infinite) droplet, and

δ∆σ
γ ≃ σ

αβ
c sinθc

nα
∞rc

(
Γ

βγ
∞ −Γ

αγ
∞

)
= O(δ µ) = O(1/r), (26)

δσ
αβ
c ≃−σ

αβ
c Γ

αβ
∞ sinθc

nα
∞rc

= O(δ µ) = O(1/r). (27)

As for the terms ∂κ/∂r, it can be shown [3, 21, 24, 40] that
they are O

(
(δ µ)2

)
=O

(
1/r2

)
. For sufficiently large droplets,

sinθ can be approximated with sinθ∞, with a relative error
O(1/r), that makes Eqs. (23), (24), (26), and (27) valid with
sinθa,c replaced by sinθ∞. The same applies to cosθa,c in the
correction terms δσαβ cosθ in Eqs. (14) and (15).

Taking this into account, we can now write down the linear
in 1/r approximations for Eq. (14) and (15):

cosθ∞ − cosθa ≃
κa

σ
αβ
∞ ra

, (28)

cosθ∞ − cosθc ≃
κc

σ
αβ
∞ rc

, (29)

where

κa ≡ κ∞ +
2sinθ∞

nα
∞

(
Γ

βγ
∞ −Γ

αγ
∞ −Γ

αβ
∞ cosθ∞

)
(30)

and

κc ≡
sinθ∞

nα
∞

(
Γ

βγ
∞ −Γ

αγ
∞ −Γ

αβ
∞ cosθ∞

)
(31)
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are the quantities sometimes called the apparent line ten-
sions [20, 22, 26–30] of axisymmetric and cylindrical
droplets, respectively (see below).

Eqs. (28) and (30) show that the dependence of cosθa on
1/ra, even in the first order in 1/ra, is determined not only
by the line tension, but also by the adsorptions at the three
interfaces. In fact, Eq. (28) should be treated as Eq. (3) of-
ten is. This means that the slope of the graph cosθa vs 1/ra
at 1/ra → 0 does not give the line tension itself but rather a
combination of the line tension, the surface tension of the
droplet free surface, adsorptions at the three interfaces, and
the macroscopic contact angle. Some authors use the term
“apparent line tension” meaning the value of the line tension
calculated from the dependence of cosθ on 1/r (denoted fur-
ther as cosθ(1/r)) at 1/r → 0 as if Eq. (3) were the correct
linear approximation. Then Eq. (30) gives the value of the
apparent line tension of axisymmetric droplets. More inter-
esting, Eqs. (29) and (31) show that, for cylindrical droplets,
cosθc also depends on 1/rc in the first order in 1/rc. This
has been found in simulations [20, 22] and attributed to size
dependence of the surface tension σαβ expressed using the
Tolman length [42] δT ≈ Γ

αβ
∞ /nα

∞. As it is seen from Eq. (31),
dependences of other surface tensions on the droplet size via
the chemical potential could also made their contributions to
the apparent line tension of cylindrical droplets.

III. LINE TENSION FROM DUAL-GEOMETRY CONTACT
ANGLE DEPENDENCES ON DROPLET SIZE

One can easily notice that the apparent line tension (31)
of cylindrical droplets, proportional to the slope of the
cosθc(1/rc) graph at 1/rc → 0, is exactly half of the sec-
ond, adsorption-related, term in the apparent line tension (30)
of axisymmetric droplets, proportional to the slope of the
cosθa(1/ra) graph at 1/ra → 0. Thus, combining data for de-
pendences cosθa(1/ra) and cosθc(1/rc), one can determine
the line tension of a macroscopic droplet as

κ∞ = κa −2κc. (32)

Using this relation, we have calculated the line tension κ∞

of a macroscopic droplet from the apparent line tensions κa
and κc of sessile droplets simulated by Kanduč et al. [20, 22]
using data from Fig. 2(c) in [22]. As one can see in Fig. 2,
the values of κ∞ calculated with Eq. (32) are in good agree-
ment with ones obtained in [22] by taking into account Tolman
length [42] and “line tension stiffness” [41] corrections. It is
clearly seen, that the values of κa and κc are comparable in
these simulations that makes κ∞ visibly different from κa. In
contrast, simulations of Isaiev et al. [18] show very weak de-
pendence of cosθc(1/rc) comparing to cosθa(1/ra) (see Fig. 4
therein). This corresponds to κc ≪ κa and, thus, κ∞ ≈ κa.

Eqs. (28)–(31) suggest another idea. With dual-geometry
sessile droplet measurements, it is not necessary to use the
classical Young equation at all. Subtracting the generalized
Young equation for axisymmetric droplets (8) from the one

−20

−15

−10

−5

0

5

10

−1 −0.5 0 0.5 1

κ a
,
κ c

,
𝜅
∞

(p
N
)

cos 𝜃∞

𝜅∞, Eq. (32)

𝜅∞, Ref. [22]

κa

κc

Figure 2. Apparent line tensions of axisymmetric (κa) and cylindri-
cal (κc) MD-simulated droplets [20, 22] (data taken from Fig. 2(c)
in [22]) and corresponding line tension κ∞ of macroscopic droplets
calculated with Eq. (32) and by the authors of [22] using additional
corrections (data taken from Fig. 3 therein) vs the macroscopic con-
tact angle cosine (tuned by surface polarity). An error for κ∞ from
Eq. (32) is estimated as the sum of an error for κa and a doubled
error for κc. The lines are weighted cubic splines plotted using
gnuplot’s [43] smooth acsplines method with the weights w/∆,
where ∆ is the absolute error of the corresponding value, w= 500 pN.

for cylindrical droplets (10) we obtain

σ
αβ
c cosθc −σ

αβ
a cosθa =

κa

ra
+

∂κa

∂ra
− ∂κc

∂rc
. (33)

Taking into account Eqs. (24), (27) with subsequent com-
ments and ∂κ/∂r = O

(
1/r2

a
)
, the first-order approximation to

the combined equation (33) will be

cosθc − cosθa ≃
κ∞

σ
αβ
∞ ra

. (34)

Here dependences of κa on µ and ra and of σαβ on µ are no
longer taken into account since they give corrections O

(
1/r2

a
)
.

All the quantities in Eqs. (33) and (34) must be taken at the
same values of the chemical potential and temperature. The
chemical potential is often unknown in simulations or mea-
surements. But, according to Eqs. (21) and (22) and taking
into account Eq. (20), the same value of δ µ corresponds to the
relation Rc ≃ Ra/2 or, in the same order in δ µ , to rc ≃ ra/2.
The former relation is expectedly more accurate, since it relies
only on the Laplace equations (7) and (9), whereas the latter
also uses approximation sinθa ≃ sinθc.

Thus, to determine the line tension from the measured (in
the experiment or modeling) dependences of the cosθ on 1/r
for both axisymmetric and cylindrical droplets at the same
conditions, it is sufficient to calculate the difference

cosθc

∣∣∣
Rc=Ra/2

− cosθa

∣∣∣
Ra

or cosθc

∣∣∣
rc=ra/2

− cosθa

∣∣∣
ra

(35)

and take a linear fit of it vs 1/ra at sufficiently large values of
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ra. The slope of this graph will give κ∞/σ
αβ
∞ :

cosθc

∣∣∣
Rc=Ra/2

− cosθa

∣∣∣
Ra

≃ κ∞

σ
αβ
∞ ra

, (36)

cosθc

∣∣∣
rc=ra/2

− cosθa

∣∣∣
ra
≃ κ∞

σ
αβ
∞ ra

. (37)

An additional advantage of this technique is that the graph
of the difference cosθc − cosθa vs 1/ra must start from a
known point (0 at 1/ra = 0), thus the slope of the linear graph
remains the only fitting parameter. When plotting cosθa(1/ra)
and cosθc(1/rc) independently, each of them must be ap-
proximated by a straight line starting from an unknown point
cosθ∞(0), which must be the same for axisymmetric and
cylindrical droplets (and this, in principle, should be somehow
taken into account to reduce the number of fitting parameters
from 4 to 3). Unlike experimental measurements, droplet sim-
ulations require more computational resources as the droplet
size increases, so approaching droplet sizes whose contact an-
gles is macroscopic can be resource demanding. However,
macroscopic contact angle θ∞, can be found, e.g., using the
classical Young equation (11) and calculating σ

αβ
∞ and ∆σ

γ
∞ in

three simulations of planar interfaces [37].
Experiments with nanosized droplets suggest another possi-

ble advantage of using dual-geometry techniques to determine
the line tension. For nanosized droplets, the graph cosθa vs
1/ra can be fairly linear but this linear fit may work well only
for small droplets and give a false value of cosθ∞ at extrapo-
lation down to 1/ra → 0 (see Fig. 5 in [44]) and the slope that
does not correspond to asymptotic Eq. (28). In many simu-
lations, the droplets are also nanosized, so the same problem
can be with simulated droplets, both axisymmetric and cylin-
drical, giving false values of κa and κc. If Eq. (32) is then
used, this would ultimately give a wrong value of κ∞. How-
ever, not only the slope would be wrong in such situation,
but, most probably, the extrapolated values of cosθ∞ would
be different for cosθa vs 1/ra and cosθc vs 1/rc indicating an
inconsistency. With use of the technique we proposed, such a
situation would appear as a set of points of the quantity (35)
vs 1/ra that do not fit a straight line starting from (0,0). Both
such indicators would simply mean that the droplets are not
large enough for the asymptotic Eqs. (28), (29), and (34) to
work and, thus, cannot be used to determine the contact angle
θ∞ and the line tension κ∞ of macroscopic droplets.

IV. OVERVIEW OF RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Thermodynamic analysis we have performed shows that
droplet size corrections to the contact angle cosine for ax-
isymmetric sessile droplets attributed often to the line tension
only, are determined generally by the line tension κa, its de-
pendence on the droplet size (directly on the droplet radius ra
on the surface and via the chemical potential) and also by de-
pendences of all three surface tensions on the droplet size (via
the chemical potential). The same applies to corrections to
the contact angle cosine for cylindrical sessile droplets, except

for the line tension term κc/rc that is absent in the generalized
Young equation (10) for cylindrical droplets.

In the first order in 1/ra (28), this gives the slope of cosθa
vs 1/ra to be proportional not to the line tension κ∞ of macro-
scopic droplets [as it is widely believed according to Eq. (3)]
but rather to the so called “apparent line tension” κa, a sum
of this line tension κ∞ and a combination of adsorptions at the
three interfaces, the number density of molecules in the liquid
phase and the macroscopic contact angle (30).

For cylindrical droplets, the contact angle does also depend
on the droplet half-width rc on the surface already in the first
order in 1/rc (29), giving the apparent line tension κc. It
is determined by the same combination of the adsorptions,
the number density of molecules in the liquid phase and the
macroscopic contact angle (31) but lacks the numerical coef-
ficient 2 compared to the axisymmetric case (30).

This gives a possibility to determine the line tension κ∞

from κa and κc found in dual-geometry measurements (e.g.,
for droplets simulated at the same conditions, i.e. at the same
temperature with the same interaction potentials, etc.) as (32).
It was illustrated with calculations of κ∞ from κa and κc of
MD-simulated droplets [20, 22] (see Fig. 2).

We have also proposed a technique for dual-geometry mea-
surements based on calculation of the slope of the difference
cosθc − cosθa at the same value of the chemical potential vs
1/ra. It can be implemented as a calculation of this difference
(35) at Rc = Ra/2 or rc = ra/2. The slope will equal κ∞/σ

αγ
∞

with σ
αγ
∞ the surface tension of the planar liquid–gas interface.

This technique has some advantages discussed in section III.
The Laplace and the generalized Young equations in both

geometries, as well as the Gibbs adsorption equation (16) for
the liquid–gas interface, were obtained and considered for the
surface of tension as the liquid–gas dividing surface. At an ar-
bitrary choice of this dividing surface, all these equations are
more complicated [40, 41]. Even though most researchers use
these equations in their simple forms, the real choice of the
dividing surface is often different or even not specified explic-
itly. In simulations, it can be done, e.g., by a boundary detec-
tion algorithm, and different algorithms can give [45] visibly
different dependences of cosθ vs 1/r. This can be considered
as an additional source of errors that need to be estimated.

As for the solid–liquid dividing surfaces, we have used the
analogue of the Gibbs adsorption equation (17) for the differ-
ence ∆σ γ ≡ ∆σ γ −∆σ

γ
∞ written under some conditions that

are not necessarily met at an arbitrary choice of these divid-
ing surfaces. However, if the same choice is made in both
geometries, these quantities will still cancel, both with use of
Eq. (32) and in the proposed technique where Eq. (33) will
remain valid. In contrast, the line tensions κa and κc (includ-
ing their macroscopic value κ∞) do generally depend on the
choice of the solid–fluid dividing surfaces. For any specific
choice, the dual-geometry approach should work, giving the
value corresponding to chosen dividing surfaces.

Finally, let us discuss if the proposed technique can be eas-
ily adapted to determine the size-dependent line tension κa
and/or κc (not only their limit κ∞ at r → ∞). Eq. (33) does
not contain solid–fluid surface tensions, but it contains the
surface tensions σ

αβ
a,c . They can be calculated separately for
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free spherical/cylindrical droplets of the same radius Ra,c of
the liquid–gas surface as for the sessile droplet of the same
type of geometry (thus, at the same value of chemical poten-
tial). However, since κa(µ,ra) and κc(µ,rc) are different func-
tions, the expression ∂κa/∂ra −∂κc/∂rc on the right hand side
of Eq. (33) is still O

(
(δ µ)2

)
=O

(
1/r2

a
)

and, therefore, cannot
be neglected even in the second order in 1/ra. Thus, Eq. (33)
can hardly be used to obtain more detailed information on the
line tension from dual-geometry measurements of cosθ(1/r).
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