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The solvation environments of Li+ in conventional non-aqueous battery electrolytes, such as LiPF6

in mixtures of ethylene carbaronate (EC) and ethyl methyl carbonate (EMC), are often used to
rationalize the transport properties of electrolytes and solid electrolyte interphase (SEI) formation.
In the SEI, the solvation environments in the compact electrical double layer (EDL) next to the
electrode, also known as the Helmholtz layer, determine (partially) what species can react to form
the SEI, with bulk solvation environments often being used as a proxy. Here we develop and
test a theory of cation solvation in the Helmholtz layer of non-aqueous Li-ion battery electrolytes.
First, we validate the theory against bulk and diffuse EDL atomistic molecular dynamics (MD)
simulations of LiPF6 EC/EMC mixtures as a function of surface charge, where we find the theory
can capture the solvation environments well. Next we turn to the Helmholtz layer, where we find
that the main effect of the solvation structures next to the electrode is an apparent reduction in
the number of binding sites between Li+ and the solvents, again where we find good agreement
with our developed theory. Finally, by solving a simplified version of the theory, we find that the
probability of Li+ binding to each solvent remains equal to the bulk probability, suggesting that
the bulk solvation environments are a reasonable place to start when understanding new battery
electrolytes. Our developed formalism can be parameterized from bulk MD simulations and used
to predict the solvation environments in the Helmholtz layer, which can be used to determine what
could react and form the SEI.

I. INTRODUCTION

Lithium-ion batteries are set to play a central role in
our efforts to de-carbonize transportation and the stor-
age of locally produced renewable energy, which will aid
our efforts against curbing global warming [1–4]. One of
the central components of a Li-ion battery is the liquid
electrolyte that transports the Li+ between the cathode
and anode to store/release energy [2, 5]. The electrolytes
that are used typically contain fluorinated anions, such as
PF−

6 , and carbonate-based solvents, such as ethylene car-
bonate (EC) and ethyl methyl carbonate (EMC), with a
salt concentration of ∼1 M [6–9]. The carbonate solvents
strongly interact with and solvate the Li+ ions through
the carbonyl functional group, which regulates ionic ag-
gregates at this relatively high salt concentration, and
therefore, ensures good transport properties [10–15]. One
of the key observations in the field of battery electrolytes
is the link between the solvation environments of active
cations, and the physical properties, such as conductiv-
ity, transference numbers and formation of the solid elec-
trolyte interphase (SEI), which is linked to the long-term
cycling ability of batteries [10, 13, 14, 16–19]. As bulk
solvation environments are readily accessible from exper-
iments [11, 20–25] and simulations [10–16, 21, 26–37],
these are often used as a starting point to understand
battery electrolytes [38].
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However, what reacts at the electrode and forms the
SEI is linked to the composition of the electrolyte at
the charged interface, which generally is not the same
as the bulk composition [11, 14, 39, 40]. More gener-
ally, without reactions, this is known as the electrical
double layer (EDL) of the electrolyte [41–43], with the
electrolyte directly in contact with the electrode often
being referred to as the Helmholtz layer (or Stern layer),
and the diffuse EDL is the distribution of the electrolyte
which screens the remaining charge of the electrode, as
depicted in Fig. 1. In the context of conventional non-
aqueous battery electrolytes, a large body of literature
exists on simulating the EDL with atomistic methods,
such as classical molecular dynamics (MD) and ab ini-
tio MD, where changes in composition of the electrolyte
and solvation environments have been rationalized and
used to interpret SEI formation [11, 14, 39]. This area
is further burgeoning with the promise of reactive force
fields using machine learning interatomic potentials [44–
48], and reaction networks [49, 50] which have given great
insight into SEI formation so far.

The EDL of electrolytes also has a long history of be-
ing studied with relatively simple thermodynamic theo-
ries [41, 42]. In the context of battery electrolytes, how-
ever, this area appears to be less well developed, as the
important solvation structures are often not accounted
for with simple electrolyte theories [15]. Recently, McEl-
drew and Goodwin et al. [15, 51–56] have applied the
reversible polymerisation theories of Flory [57–62], Stock-
mayer [63–65] and Tanaka [66–74] to concentrated elec-
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trolytes, where ionic aggregation and solvation have been
rationalized with a simple, analytical theory. Moreover,
Markiewitz et al. have recently extended this theory to
the EDL of several realistic electrolytes [75–77]. However,
Markiewitz et al. [75] found that the largest deviation be-
tween their theory and MD simulation occurred right at
the interface, i.e., in the Helmholtz layer. Therefore, fur-
ther development of this theory for the Helmholtz layer is
needed [55], and Li-ion battery electrolytes are an inter-
esting system to start with because there are significant
implications and applications for SEI formation.

In this paper, we develop and test a simple theory for
the composition of the Helmholtz (or compact) double
layer in conventional, non-aqueous Li-ion battery elec-
trolyte mixtures. This theory is motivated from obser-
vations made from further analyzing the MD simulations
performed by Wu et al. in Ref. 14, where we find the
main effect on the solvation structure in the Helmholtz
layer is to reduce the number of available binding sites
of Li+, i.e., the surface blocks/binds to one or more of
the available solvation sites of Li+. First, we validate the
bulk and diffuse EDL solvation environments against our
theory, which work well, as shown in previous work, be-
fore moving onto the Helmholtz layer. By solving a sim-
plified version of the theory in the Helmholtz layer, we
find that the probability of Li+ binding to the solvents
remains constant and equal to the bulk value, at least
in the assumptions of this simplified theory. Therefore,
we find some theoretical foundation as to why studying
the bulk solvation environments is a reasonable starting
point for Li-ion battery electrolytes.

II. METHODS

Here we further analyze the molecular dynamics sim-
ulations of several conventional battery electrolytes in-
vestigated in by Wu et al.[14]. Therefore, we refer the
readers to Ref. 14 for the details of the MD simulations.
Here those EDL simulations are further analyzed in 3
sections: bulk, diffuse EDL and Helmholtz layer. The
bulk region as defined as the middle 20 Å region (the
distance between the two electrodes was set to around
100 Å), the diffuse EDL is defined as from 5 Å from the
interface to 10 Å from the interface, and the Helmholtz
layer is defined from species at the interface to 5 Å (since
this is the first layer of electrolyte in contact with the
interface), as depicted in Fig. 1. Within each of these
regions, we extract the numbers of each species, and de-
fine an association between Li+ and F in PF6 from a
real-space cutoff of 2.8 Å, and Li+ and O (carbonyl) in
different solvents from a real-space cutoff of 2.8 Å, as ex-
plained in Ref. 14. These definitions of associations are
then used to compute coordination environments and the
number of each aggregate in each region. More details of
this theoretical framework can be found in Refs. 15, 53.
Computing these associations allows us to investigate the
essential components that a theory must have to be able

FIG. 1. Schematic of conventional non-aqueous battery elec-
trolytes in the bulk, where cation-solvation environments are
depicted, in the diffuse electrical double layer (EDL), where
larger aggregates are shown, and finally close to the inter-
face there is the Helmholtz layer, where we have shown the
cations interacting directly with the surface. One of the main
parameters of the developed theory is the functionality of each
species, i.e., the maximum number of associations it can form
with other species. These functionalities are indicated as the
sticks coming out of the circles for each species. For cations
(denoted by at +) we have shown a functionality of 3, for
anions (denoted with a −) we have again used 3, and the two
solvents (distinguished by different colours) have a function-
ality of 1. We assume cation-solvent and cation-anion inter-
actions are the only ones which dominate. At the Helmholtz
layer, we find the interface blocks/binds to at least one of the
cation association sites.

to describe solvation in these different regions.
In this paper, we compare the MD determined clus-

ter/solvent distribution against our theory in these differ-
ent regions. As the bulk and diffuse EDL theory has been
presented elsewhere, we refer the readers to Refs. 15, 51–
56, 75–77 and the Supplementary Information (SI) for
further details, and we will only provide an overview of
the necessary equations and assumptions of the theory
here. The central quantity that we are computing is the
cluster/solvent distribution, as seen by

clmsq =
Wlmsq

λ−
(ψlλ−)

l
(ψmλ−)

m
(ψsλx)

s(ψqλy)
q. (1)

Here clmsq is the dimensionless concentration of a clus-
ter of rank lmsq, which means there are l cations, m
anions, s solvent molecules of the first type (x) and q sol-
vent molecules of the second type (y) bound together in
an aggregate. The dimensionless concentration is deter-
mined from clmsq = Nlmsq/Ω, where Nlmsq is the number
of clusters of that rank and

Ω =
∑
lmsq

(l + ξ−m+ ξxs+ ξyq)Nlmsq (2)

is the number of lattice sites occupied by the aggregates,
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where a single lattice site is set to the volume of the Li+

cation (v+), with ξj = vj/v+ being the volume ratio of
each species to the Li+ cation. Dividing through by the
total number of lattice sites gives

1 =
∑
lmsq

(l + ξ−m+ ξxs+ ξyq)clmsq =
∑
lmsq

ϕlmsq. (3)

which is a statement of incompressibility in the theory,
where ϕlmsq is the volume fraction of a cluster of rank
lmsq. It is also useful to know that the volume fraction
of each species is determined through

ϕi =
∑
lmsq

ξijclmsq, (4)

with the number of each species being determined from

Ni =
∑
lmsq

jNlmsq. (5)

In our theory, we assume that Cayley-tree like aggre-
gates form, which means no loops can form, i.e., all of
the aggregates are branched, as seen in Fig. 1. This is
to ensure an analytically tractable theory, as the free
energy of the associations can be uniquely determined
from the number of species in the aggregates, and the
configurational entropy is also uniquely determined. To
form these Cayley-tree aggregates, we have to assume
some maximum number of associations that the species
can form, which we refer to as the functionality of the
species, fi. For cations and anions it is kept general (f+
and f−, respectively), but for solvent we assume that
only 1 association with the cation may form (no anion-
solvent solvation). This is particularly reasonable as in
Li-salt electrolytes, the cation is small and binds with
other species strongly, while the anion and solvent inter-
actions are more comparable [15, 34]. These assumptions
have been verified for conventional battery electrolytes,
and other electrolytes [14, 15, 34].

In Eq. (1), the next term in the equation is Wlmsq,
given by

Wlmsq =
(f+l − l)!(f−m−m)!

l!m!s!q!(f+l − l −m− s− q + 1)!
. (6)

which is related to the number of ways of arranging an
aggregate of rank lmsq. The λi’s in Eq. (1) are the asso-
ciation constants, as seen by

λi = e−β∆f+i (7)

where ∆f+i is the free energy of formation of an associa-
tion between cations and i, with the reference state being
the free species in solution [51], and β is the inverse ther-
mal energy. Finally, ψi = fiϕiαi/ξi is the number of free
association sites per lattice site for that species, where αi

is the fraction of that species i = +,−, x, y that is free.
The problem we now face is that we wanted to deter-

mine αi from our theory, not have it be an input for

the theory. To overcome this, we follow Tanaka [66–
74] and introduce association probabilities and their cor-
responding mass-action laws. Therefore, we introduce
αi = (1 −

∑
i′ pii′)

fi , where pii′ is the probability that
i is associated with i′. These probabilities are related
through the conservation of associations

ψ+p+i = ψipi+ = Γi, (8)

where Γi is the number of +i associations per lattice site,
and the mass action laws

λiΓi =
pi+p+i

(1−
∑

i′ p+i′)(1− pi+)
. (9)

From solving this system of equations, the cluster dis-
tribution can be computed from the theory. All that is
needed is the number of each species, Ni, the assumed
functionalities for each species, fi and the volume ratios,
ξi (these are known from electrolyte composition), and
to determine the association constant’s, λi. Fortunately,
the λi’s can be determined from the MD simulations [52–
54]. First, the ensemble average coordination numbers of
species associating to the cation are determined, which
can then be divided by the cation functionality to find
the association probabilities. The conservation of asso-
ciations and mass action laws are then used to find the
association constants. Therefore, there are no free fitting
parameters of the theory, and we can investigate how the
associations are behaving in the bulk, diffuse EDL and
Helmholtz layer, to then inform a theory for the latter.

Note that Goodwin et al. [55] showed that the same
form of the cluster distribution should hold in the diffuse
EDL, but where the quantities are replaced by their EDL
counterparts, which is indicated with a bar. This theory
was extended by Markiewitz et al. [75–77] to deal with
WiSE, and in general more realistic electrolytes. In the
SI we again show the Hemlmotlz layer should also follow
this cluster distribution, but where the volume fractions,
association probabilities and association constants can
be different from the bulk/diffuse EDL. Here we com-
pare the theory and MD simulations through computing
the λi using the Ni’s in the different regions for the most
direct comparison. This means good agreement should
be expected, but this allows us to verify the underlying
assumptions of the theory and discover any new assump-
tions required for the Helmholtz layer.

From this full version of the theory, several assump-
tions can be made to investigate to a simpler set of equa-
tions. Firstly, as the Li-PF6 associations are often weak,
these can be neglected, i.e., λ− = 0 or from removing the
association probabilities from the equations [15]. This
allows one to focus on the solvation properties instead of
aggregation effects. Secondly, the sticky-cation assump-
tion can be employed, where 1 = p+x + p+y. The reader
is referred to Refs. 15 for more details.
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FIG. 2. Solvation distributions, c10sq, of Li
+ in the bulk from MD a) and theory b) as a function of the number of coordinating

EC (s) and EMC (q). In i), ii) and iii), example solvation environments for 2EC+2EMC, 3EC+2EMC and 3EC+EMC are,
respectively, shown, which are the most common solvation environments in MD simulations, as also indicated in a). These
structures were visualized using Ovito [78].

III. RESULTS

Here we show results for the 1 M LiPF6 in EC-EMC
3:7 volume ratio electrolyte. In the SI we show equivalent
results for the other electrolytes investigated in Ref. 14.
Moreover, in the main text, we will only focus on the
solvation properties of Li+, not focusing on any ionic
aggregation effects. In the SI, we show additional results
for the comparison of the ionic aggregation in the bulk
and diffuse EDL.

A. Bulk

In Fig. 2a) we show c10sq, the concentration of the dif-
ferent solvation environments of Li+, as a function of the
number of solvating EC (s) and EMC (q) from the MD
simulations, with the average number of solvents coor-
dinated to Li+ being 4.27. As seen, the most probable
solvation structure is with 2 EC and 2 EMC solvating
Li+. The next most probable solvation environments are
found to be 3 EC, and 1-2 EMC. We also find that there
is some probability of solvation environments containing
4 EC and EMC, and 2 EC and 3 EMC. Overall, there

is practically no example of s + q > 5, and typically no
solvation environment with s+ q < 4.

From these observations, a good choice for f+ is 5,
with 4 also being reasonable. In the context of WiSE,
where there are similar average coordination numbers,
it has been found that using 4 can result in better
results [53, 75], but the sticky-cation case must then
be used. As such, we choose to explore the case of
f+ = 5 here. In Fig. 2b), the theory cluster distri-
bution is shown, plotted using Eq. (1) and the associ-
ation constants λx = 136.96 and λy = 35.58 (which
were determined from the MD simulations using f+ =
5, not accounting for any ionic associations). As can
be seen, the most probable solvation structure involves
3EC and 2EMC, with the next most probable solva-
tion environments containing 2EC+2EMC, 2EC+3EMC,
3EC+EMC, and 4EC+EMC. While the relative proba-
bilities of these solvation environments do not exactly
match the MD simulations, and moreover, the absolute
values are slightly different, the overall trend of more EC
in the solvation shell compared to EMC is captured. De-
spite there being more EMC in the electrolyte, the ×3
larger association constant between Li-EC compared to
Li-EMC results in EC slightly dominating the solvation
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FIG. 3. Solvation distributions, c10sq, of Li
+ in the diffuse EDL from MD [a),c),e)] and theory [b),d),f)] as a function of the

number of coordinating EC (s) and EMC (q) at, respectively, surface charges of −0.4, −0.6 and −0.8 enm−2.

shell. The disagreement between MD-Theory could be
for a number of reasons, such as the MD simulation en-
semble averages not being completely converged, or some
assumptions of the theory breaking down, such as loop
formation or higher-order interactions.

B. Diffuse EDL

Next, we turn to studying how the solvation environ-
ments change within the diffuse EDL, which is consid-
ered to be not the first 5 Å from the interface, but the

next 5 Å. In Fig. 3 the left column shows the MD results
for c10sq and the right column shows the corresponding
theory (calculated with the same method as the bulk).
Each row in Fig. 3 is a different surface charge, starting
from −0.4 e nm−2 in the top row, to −0.6 e nm−2 in the
middle, to −0.8 e nm−2 in the bottom row.

For the MD results at −0.4 e nm−2, as seen in Fig. 3a),
the solvation structures are fairly similar to the bulk, al-
beit with larger concentrations of Li+ solvation environ-
ments owing to the reduced anion concentration. The
most probable solvation environment is 3EC+EMC, with
4EC+EMC being the next most probable. The corre-
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σ/ Cm−2 λx/λy xx/xy p+x

-0.4 3.07 1.41 0.64
-0.6 4.40 1.00 0.60
-0.8 6.50 1.50 0.63

TABLE I. Summary of association constant ratios and mole
fraction ratios for the EC and EMC solvents for the diffuse
EDL at the indicated surface charges.

sponding theory calculation for c10sq, using the associa-
tion constants calculated from MD, displayed in Tab. I, is
seen in Fig. 3b). Clearly, there is a reasonable qualitative
match with the MD, even though the exact ordering of
the most probable solvation environments are not iden-
tical. The theory predicts 4EC+EMC to be the most
likely, with 3EC+2EMC the next most probable.

At the more negative surface charge of −0.6 e nm−2,
displayed in Fig. 3c), c10sq is again relatively similar to
the bulk. In this case, the most probable solvation struc-
ture is 3EC+2EMC. The theory calculation is shown in
Fig. 3d), where it also predicts that 3EC+2EMC is the
most probable solvation environment, and it also predicts
a similar distribution of solvation environments.

Finally, for a surface charge of −0.8 e nm−2, shown in
Fig. 3e) for MD, the solvation distribution is again rela-
tively similar to the bulk. In this case the most probable
solvation environment is 3EC+EMC, with 4EC+EMC
being likely too. In Fig. 3f) the corresponding theory
is shown, where we find the most probable solvation en-
vironment to be 4EC+EMC. Again, there is reasonable
agreement for the spread of solvation environments.

Overall, the solvation environments in the diffuse EDL
are similar to those in the bulk, with the theory matching
reasonably well against the MD simulations with f+ = 5.
In the SI the case of f+ = 4 is shown, where slightly
worse agreement is found. As seen in Tab. I, the ratio of
the association constants and molar ratio is displayed for
each surface charge. With more negative surface charge,
λx/λy increases slightly over the bulk value of 3.85, al-
though not substantially. Moreover, the molar ratio of
EC relative to EMC is now increased over the bulk value
of ∼0.65, reflecting its preferred interaction with the elec-
trostatic fields because of its larger dipole moment, but
the association probability between Li+-EC is practically
constant.

C. Helmholtz Layer

Having demonstrated that the theory works well in
the bulk and diffuse EDL, as previously found for other
electrolytes [75], in this section we turn to investigate
the solvation environments of Li+ in the Helmholtz layer
of the anode, which corresponds to the first 5 Å next
to the interface. In Fig. 4a) we show the analysis for
the Helmholtz layer for a surface charge of −0.4 e nm−2

from MD simulations. Similar to the bulk, we find that
the most probable environment is 2EC+2EMC. However,

σ/ Cm−2 λx/λy xx/xy p+x

-0.4 0.13 2.75 0.50
-0.6 0.11 4.21 0.52
-0.8 4.44×10−4 4.24 0.45

TABLE II. Summary of association constant ratios and mole
fraction ratios for the EC and EMC solvents for the Helmholtz
layer at the indicated surface charges.

there is practically no solvation structures with s+q > 4,
and very little with s+ q < 4. This is in contrast to the
bulk case, when there were significant 5-coordinated Li,
and a larger distribution of s+ q.
Therefore, it appears that the solvation environment of

Li+ is behaving in a sticky-way in the Helmholtz layer,
which motivates us to compare the sticky-solvation the-
ory against the MD simulations. Using 1 = p+x + p+y

(normalized in MD such that this is true) and f+ = s+q,
we can arrive at

c̄sq =
c̄10sq
ϕ̄+

=
f+!

s!(f+ − s)!
p̄s+x(1− p̄+x)

f+−s, (10)

which is simply a binomial distribution for the solvation
environments. Hence, the most common solvation envi-
ronment will be the mode of the binomial distribution
with parameters f+ and p̄+x, explicitly shown in the SI.
The values of p̄+x/y are computed from MD simulations
(using the ensemble average coordination numbers) and
used in the theory, which can also be used to calculate the
ratio of the association constants λ̄x/λ̄y, using the con-
servation of associations. In Fig. 4b) we show the theory
for the −0.4 e nm−2 case, which clearly agrees well with
the MD simulations.
The MD results for the −0.6 e nm−2 are shown in

Fig. 4c). We find that the most probably solvation envi-
ronment is EC+2EMC, with 2EC+EMC and 3EC also be
possible, but practically no other solvation environment.
Therefore, for this surface charge, a better functionality
would be f+ = 3. In Fig. 4d) we show the correspond-
ing theory plot using f+ = 3, which agrees reasonably
well with the MD simulations. The most probable solva-
tion environment is 2EC+EMC, but the EC+2EMC is a
similar probability.
Finally, for the most negative surface charge results

for MD simulations can be found in Fig. 4e). Here
we find the most probable solvation environment to be
2EC+EMC, with the next most likely being 3EMC.
Again a functionality of f+ = 3 appears to be a natu-
ral choice. In Fig. 4f) we show the corresponding theory
plot, which predicts EC+2EMC to be the most likely,
with 2EC+EMC to be the next most likely.
Overall, the agreement is reasonable between the the-

ory and MD simulations, and these results demonstrate
that a reduced functionality works well to describe the
solvation environments in the Helmholtz layer. This is
perhaps not surprising, as the Li+ will interact strongly
with a charged interface, and block at least one associa-
tion site of Li+. Therefore, when constructing a theory
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FIG. 4. Solvation distributions, c10sq, of Li
+ in the Helmholtz layer from MD [a),c),e)] and theory [b),d),f)] as a function of

the number of coordinating EC (s) and EMC (q) at, respectively, surface charges of −0.4, −0.6 and −0.8 enm−2.

for the Helmholtz layer, we must not use the same func-
tionality in all space, but must reduce it at the interface,
meaning that f+ also becomes an EDL quantity. In the
SI, we more explicitly demonstrate that using f+ = 5,
as in the bulk, and only changing the association con-
stant does not provide a satisfactory match with the MD
simulations.

In Tab. II we display the ratio of the association con-
stants, λx/λy, and the molar ratio of the solvents. In
contrast to the diffuse EDL, we find λx/λy is reduced by
more than an order of magnitude at the interface. Note
that λx/λy does explicitly depend on f+, but only weakly
so through the mass action laws. Therefore, this large re-

duction is not expected from this change small change in
f+, but we anticipate it is from another source. It can
also be seen that the molar ratio of EC is much larger
than the bulk, but it appears to saturate near 4×.

As found by Markiewitz et al. [75] for WiSE (from
theory and MD simulations), the λi between Li+ and
solvents can vary in the EDL if the solvents have a signifi-
cant dipole moment and can be described as a fluctuating
Langevin dipole. This arrives from assumption that the
solvent only behaves as a fluctuating dipole when it is
in the free state, so not bound to a Li. Therefore, as
the dipole moment of EC is much larger than EMC, we
would expect λx/λy to decrease with increasing electric
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field, and for the amount of EC to increase relative to
EMC as it has a large dipole moment, it will be energeti-
cally favorable for it to reside in the larger electric fields.
These observations are included in a new theory of the
Helmholtz layer, which is outlined in the SI in detail. In
the following section, we present a simplified analysis of
this theory.

D. Helmholtz Layer Solvation from Bulk Solvation

In the SI we outline in full the new theory for the sol-
vation in the Helmholtz layer. To illustrate its important
points, we will solve a back-of-the-envelope example here,
not solving the system of equations in its full complexity.
Our aim is to demonstrate some of its trends, without
getting into details too much. We will assume that there
are no anions in the Helmholtz layer (observed in MD
for moderate negative surface charges), and that the vol-
ume fraction of Li+ cations is constant (also observed in
MD, at least approximately) and we assume the volumes
of each solvent are identical, which means that the only
changes occurring is from the solvents swapping places.
Note we treat the solvents as fluctuating Langevin dipoles
when they are free, but not when they are bound to Li+.
Therefore, the equations which need to be solved only
depend on electric field, which we can approximate from
the surface charge density of the simulations.

Furthermore, we will work with the sticky-cation ap-
proximation, such that the solvent distributions are de-
scribed by Eq. (10). The association probabilities for
which can be calculated from

ψ+p+x = ψxpx+ =
ψy − ψ+ + λ(ψ+ + ψx)

2(λ− 1)

−
√
4ψyψ+(λ− 1) + [λ(ψx − ψ+) + ψ+ + ψy]2

2(λ− 1)
, (11)

and

ψ+p+y = ψypy+ =
ψy + ψ+ + λ(ψx − ψ+)

2(1− λ)

−
√

4ψyψ+(λ− 1) + [λ(ψx − ψ+) + ψ+ + ψy]2

2(1− λ)
, (12)

which is the solution of the mass action laws for just sol-
vent in the sticky-cation case. Note that a bar is used
to denote quantities within the EDL/Helmholtz layer
(ψ̄i,λ̄,etc.), which are omitted from Eqs. (11)-(12) for
clarity. Here, the ratio of the association constants in
the Helmholtz layer is given by

λ̄ =
λx
λy

px
py

sinh(βpy|∇Φ|)
sinh(βpx|∇Φ|)

, (13)

where px and py are the dipole moments of EC and EMC,
respectively, and Φ is the electrostatic potential, with
−∇Φ being the electric field. As px > py, the ratio of the

association constants decreases with increasing electric
field, which is a reflection of EC gaining energy as being
a free fluctuating dipole. This was observed previously,
as seen in Tab. II.
Next, to determine the composition in the Helmholtz

layer, we need to know the volume fractions of each sol-
vent. This can be obtained from a Boltzmann closure
relation of the solvents and a statement of incompress-
ibility, following Goodwin et al. [55]. Here, we assume
the Boltzmann closure takes the form

ϕ̄0010
ϕ̄0001

=
ϕ0010
ϕ0001

py
px

sinh(βpx|∇Φ|)
sinh(βpy|∇Φ|)

. (14)

In the SI, the full set of closure relations are shown, with
the surface interaction terms and Lagrange multiplier for
asymmetric sizes, but we only investigate the simplified
form here. We also take ϕx + ϕy = ϕxy, where ϕxy < 1
is the constant volume fraction of solvent.
From substituting Eq. (13) into the Boltzmann closure

relation, we can simplify Eq. (14) to obtain

ϕ̄xp̄x+
ϕ̄yp̄y+

=
ϕxpx+
ϕypy+

, (15)

which can also be stated as

p̄+x

p̄+y
=
p+x

p+y
, (16)

and therefore, this approximation states that the proba-
bility that the solvents are binding to the association sites
do not change from the bulk solvation probabilities. The
bulk value computed for p+x ≈ 0.48, and the values for
p̄+x are shown in Tab. II, which can be seen to be close to
the bulk value. Therefore, the MD simulations appear to
approximately follow this conservation of solvation prob-
abilities. Reflecting on the solvation distributions in the
Helmholtz layer, and also the diffuse EDL, it can be seen
that they do not qualitatively change with surface charge,
with the only significant change being the change in func-
tionality, which further supports the simple theory find-
ings here.
As the functionality is reduced in the Helmholtz layer,

the numbers of coordinated solvent still decrease, but
their relative population in the solvation shell does not
change. While the p+x/y does not change, at least given
the approximations here, Eq. (15) does not state that
ϕx/y and px/y+ need to stay constant, but that the ra-
tio of the Γx/y values remains the same as the bulk. In
fact, we know the volume fractions significantly change,
as seen from the large enhancement of free EC in Eq. (14),
and px/y+ must change because of this, but this is com-
pensated in the change in Eq. (13).
The volume fractions of solvents and px/y+ could be

obtained from Eq. (15) and Eqs. (11)-(12), while using
the incompressibility constraint (1 = ϕ+ + ϕx + ϕy). To
solve this system of equations, we use a ϕ+ = 0.015 (ap-
proximately what we find in MD, using volume ratios



9

in Ref. 15), λx/λy = 3.7 (found from the bulk MD sec-
tion), and for the dipole moments px = 5 D [79] and
py = 1 D [80]. Using a dielectric constant of 5, we
find λ̄−0.4 = 0.277, λ̄−0.6 = 0.048 and λ̄−0.8 = 0.008.
From solving the system of equations with these param-
eters, we find x̄x/x̄y|−0.4 = 2.42 while using f+ = 4,
and x̄x/x̄y|−0.6 = 4.98 and x̄x/x̄y|−0.8 = 5.84 from using
f+ = 3. This demonstrates that even though the solva-
tion distribution of Li+ is not significantly changing in
the Helmholtz layer, mainly through the reduced func-
tionality, the amounts of each solvent are significantly
changing. While the agreement is not exact against MD
simulations, as seen in Tab. II, the qualitative agreement
is reasonable.

E. Additional Electrolytes

In the SI, we further tested the other electrolytes
investigated in Ref. 14. Specifically, the ether
solvent mixture with 1,3-dioxolane (DOL) and 1,2-
dimethoxyethane(DME), was investigated with lithium
bis(trifluoromethanesulfonyl)imide (LiTFSI). The ether-
based solvents typically interact with the Li+ less
strongly than the carbonate-based electrolytes, which
makes the comparison to our theory more challenging.
We find that a functionality of 4 is more appropriate
here, but that when focusing on only the solvation envi-
ronments (without ionic aggregate), a functionality of 3
might fit the data better. Despite this more difficult elec-
trolyte, we still observe similar trends to the case of EC-
EMC in the main text. Specifically, that the dominant
effect in the Helmholtz layer is the apparent reduction in
the functionality of Li+. However, we only find that p+x

remains (approximately) constant at moderate surface
charges, with significant deviations from the bulk value
being observed for large surface charges. This demon-
strates that the assumptions the result in Eq. (16) are not
universal, and that while the bulk solvation environments
are a good starting point, the solvation environments in
the EDL should still be investigated.

For the LiTFSI-DOL+DME case, the cation-anion in-
teractions are typically more pronounced than the LiPF6

interactions. In the diffuse layer of this electrolyte, we
further investigated the ionic aggregation effects, which
is shown in the SI. At moderate surface charges (0.6
enm−2), we find that there are some aggregates larger
than ion pairs, which typically does not occur for the
other studied surface charges. This suggests that ionic
aggregation could be enhanced at some moderate volt-
ages, which was previously found by Markiewitz et al. in
the context of salt-in-ionic liquids [76, 77] and water-in-
salt electrolytes [75].

Moreover, in Ref. 14, the solvation in the EDL with
the additive fluoroethylene carbonate (FEC) was inves-
tigated. In the SI, we also investigated this three sol-
vent case. We found that under analogous assump-
tions to Eq. (10), the same holds for the three-solvent

case, and therefore, it generalizes to any number of sol-
vents, given analogous assumptions. Overall, we find the
EC+EMC+FEC cases behaves similar to the EC+EMC
mixture, and DOL+DME+FEC behaves in an analogous
was to DOL+DME, and therefore, we will not discuss
these cases further here.

IV. DISCUSSION

Overall, the main effect we observe from thoroughly
analyzing the solvation environments in the Helmholtz
layer of non-aqueous battery electrolytes is that they
(largely) appear to be the same as the bulk solvation en-
vironments, but where the number of association sites of
Li+ is reduced. This is perhaps not surprising, as the in-
terface physically blocks some association sites and inter-
acts with the Li+. Moreover, reduced coordination num-
bers of solvents has been reported in myriad other simula-
tions of non-aqueous battery electrolytes [11, 14, 39, 40].
However, here we show that the effect is best described
through changing the number of available binding sites,
instead of only changing the Li-solvent interactions.
There are several implications of this observation. As

an equilibrium between the Helmholtz layer and bulk
must be established, it becomes apparent that even with-
out any applied fields or interactions with the surface, the
electrolyte can become charged from the reduction of func-
tionalities at the interface. Moreover, it does not appear
that it is necessary to establish an equilibrium between
the diffuse EDL and the Helmholtz layer, although one
could be established, but as both of them are in equilib-
rium with the bulk, they should both be in equilibrium
with each other.
Under certain assumptions, we found that the cation-

solvent association probabilities remain constant in the
Helmholtz layer, and moreover, equal to their bulk values.
If these assumptions apply to an electrolyte, it means
only the bulk solvation environments need to be inves-
tigated, and the Helmholtz layer solvation environments
can simply be predicted from the developed theory with
a reduced f+. We found that EC+EMC approximately
follows these assumptions, but that DOL+DME did only
for small surface charges. Therefore, this observation is
not universal, and the assumptions can be broken in real
electrolyte systems, which means investigating the EDL
of these electrolytes is still necessary to test if this ob-
servation holds. Moreover, we found that sometimes the
functionality reduces by 1, but it can reduce by 2, and
also depend on surface charge. Therefore, performing
EDL simulations of the electrolytes is still important to
establish their functionalities in the Hemholtz layer.
The theory developed here is a simple lattice-gas mean-

field theory, that accounts for correlations beyond mean-
field through the associations between species. While
it is not sophisticated, it is analytically tractable and
physically interpretable. However, it does certainly miss
some correlations beyond mean-field and struggles with
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the spatial resolution of species in the EDL, as does any
local density approximation. For further discussion of
the limitations of the theory see Refs. 55, 77. Note that
previously we identified the solvation/ionic aggregation
effects right at the interface as a limitation of the formal-
ism developed by Goodwin and Markiewitz et al., but
here we have at least shown for non-aqueous Li-ion bat-
tery electrolytes it can provide insight.

Currently, there doesn’t appear to be a standardized
convention for reporting solvation environments and ionic
aggregates, other than showing coordination numbers.
As discussed in Ref. 15, coordination numbers do not
provide a unique classification of the associations, and
further information is required, such as the cluster bond
density. Here we have found it insightful to plot the sol-
vation distributions for free cations, as a function of the
number of each bound solvent. This provided a natural
way to visualize the results, which provided insight into
the Helmholtz layer. Therefore, we again suggest that
the reporting convention outlined in Ref. 15 can provide
a natural framework to work within to further under-
stand these complex electrolytes.

Looking forward, the formalism developed here could
be extended to a Stern model, where both Helmholtz
layer and diffuse EDL are combined in series, and per-
haps integrated further. Moreover, the theory could be
integrated with microscopic models of electrochemical re-
action kinetics, such as coupled ion-electron transfer the-
ory [81], to theoretically investigate possible reactions

at interfaces. Finally, the motivation of studying sol-
vation environments in the first monolayer of an electri-
fied interface, i.e. the Helmholtz layer, is to predict the
species that may reacting at the interface to form the
SEI. Therefore, our theory could be used to predict pos-
sible solvation environments in the Helmholtz layer from
bulk solvation environments from MD simulations or ex-
periments, and then used in DFT to see the reductive
stability of these solvation environments, or using them
as inputs/biases for reaction networks to predict what
could form in the SEI.
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10.26434/chemrxiv-2022-l4tb9 (2022).

[47] J. H. Yang, A. W. S. Ooi, Z. A. H. Goodwin, Y. Xie,
J. Ding, S. Falletta, A.-H. A. Park, and B. Kozinsky,
arXiv:2410.05498 (2024).

[48] Z. A. H. Goodwin, M. B. Wenny, J. H. Yang, A. Ce-
pellotti, J. Ding, K. Bystrom, B. R. Duschatko, A. Jo-
hansson, L. Sun, S. Batzner, A. Musaelian, J. A. Mason,
B. Kozinsky, and N. Molinari, J. Phys. Chem. Lett. 15,
7539 (2024).

[49] X. Xie, E. W. C. Spotte-Smith, M. Wen, H. D. Patel,
S. M. Blau, and K. A. Persson, J. Am. Chem. Soc. 143,
13245 (2021).

[50] E. W. C. Spotte-Smith, R. L. Kam, D. Barter, X. Xie,
T. Hou, S. Dwaraknath, S. M. Blau, and K. A. Persson,
ACS Energy Lett. 7, 1446 (2022).

[51] M. McEldrew, Z. A. H. Goodwin, S. Bi, M. Z. Bazant,
and A. A. Kornyshev, J. Chem. Phys. 152, 234506
(2020).

[52] M. McEldrew, Z. A. H. Goodwin, H. Zhao, M. Z. Bazant,
and A. A. Kornyshev, J. Phys. Chem. B 125, 2677
(2021).

[53] M. McEldrew, Z. A. Goodwin, S. Bi, A. A. Kornyshev,
and M. Z. Bazant, J. Electrochem. Soc. 168, 050514
(2021).

[54] M. McEldrew, Z. A. H. Goodwin, N. Molinari, B. Kozin-
sky, A. A. Kornyshev, and M. Z. Bazant, J. Phys. Chem.
B 125, 13752 (2021).

[55] Z. A. H. Goodwin, M. McEldrew, J. de Souza, M. Z.
Bazant, and A. A. Kornyshev, J. Chem. Phys. 157,
094106 (2022).

[56] Z. A. H. Goodwin and A. A. Kornyshev, Electrochim.
Acta 434, 141163 (2022).

[57] P. J. Flory, J. Am. Chem. Soc. 63, 3083 (1941).
[58] P. J. Flory, J. Am. Chem. Soc. 63, 3091 (1941).
[59] P. J. Flory, J. Phys. Chem. 46, 132 (1942).
[60] P. J. Flory, J. Chem. Phys. 10, 51 (1942).
[61] P. J. Flory, Principles of polymer chemistry (Cornell Uni-

versity Press, 1953).
[62] P.-J. Flory, Proc. Math. Phys. Eng. 234, 60 (1956).
[63] W. H. Stockmayer, J. Chem. Phys. 11, 45 (1943).
[64] W. H. Stockmayer, J. Chem. Phys. 12, 125 (1944).
[65] W. H. Stockmayer, J. Polym. Sci. 9, 69 (1952).
[66] F. Tanaka, Macromolecules 22, 1988 (1989).
[67] F. Tanaka, Macromolecules 23, 3784 (1990).
[68] F. Tanaka and W. H. Stockmayer, Macromolecules 27,

3943 (1994).
[69] M. Ishida and F. Tanaka, Macromolecules 30, 3900

(1997).
[70] F. Tanaka and M. Ishida, J. Chem. Soc., Faraday trans.

91, 2663 (1995).
[71] F. Tanaka, Phys. A: Stat. Mech. Appl. 257, 245 (1998).
[72] F. Tanaka, Polym. J. 34, 479 (2002).
[73] F. Tanaka and M. Ishida, Macromolecules 32, 1271

(1999).
[74] F. Tanaka, Polymer physics: applications to molecu-

lar association and thermoreversible gelation (Cambridge
University Press, 2011).

[75] D. M. Markiewitz, Z. A. H. Goodwin, Q. Zheng,
M. McEldrew, R. M. Espinosa-Marzal, and M. Z.
Bazant, arXiv:2501.10578 (2025).

[76] X. Zhang, Z. A. H. Goodwin, A. G. Hoane, A. Dep-
tula, D. M. Markiewitz, N. Molinari, Q. Zheng, H. Li,
M. McEldrew, B. Kozinsky, M. Z. Bazant, C. Leal,
R. Atkin, A. A. Gewirth, M. W. Rutl, and R. M.
Espinosa-Marzal, ACS Nano 18, 34007 (2024).

[77] D. M. Markiewitz, Z. A. H. Goodwin, M. McEldrew, J. P.
de Souza, X. Zhang, R. M. Espinosa-Marzal, and M. Z.
Bazant, Faraday Discuss. 253, 365 (2024).

[78] A. Stukowski, Model. Simul. Mater. Sci. Eng 18, 015012
(2009).

[79] R. Payne and I. E. Theodorou, J. Phys. Chem. 76, 2892
(1972).

[80] G. Thomson, J. Chem. Soc. , 1118 (1939).
[81] M. Z. Bazant, Faraday Discussions 246, 60 (2023).

http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/cr400374x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/cr400374x

	Theory of Cation Solvation in the Helmholtz Layer of Li-ion Battery Electrolytes
	Abstract
	Introduction
	Methods
	Results
	Bulk
	Diffuse EDL
	Helmholtz Layer
	Helmholtz Layer Solvation from Bulk Solvation
	Additional Electrolytes

	Discussion
	Acknowledgments
	References


