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The conductivity of concentrated salt solutions has posed a real puzzle for theories of electrolytes.
Despite a quantitative understanding of dilute solutions, an analytical theory for concentrated ones
remains a challenge almost a century, although a number of parameters and effects incorporated
into theories increases with time. Here we show that the conductivity of univalent salt solutions
can be perfectly interpreted using a simple model that relies on a modified mean-field description of
electrostatic effects and on a classical approach to calculating colloid electrophoresis. We derive a
compact equation, which predicts that the ratio of conductivity at a finite concentration to that at
an infinite dilution is the same for all salt, if it is plotted against a product of the harmonic mean of
ion hydrodynamic radii and the square root of concentration. Our equation fits very well the data
for inorganic salts (up to a few mol/l), although at a very high dilution the relaxation correction
seems necessary.

I. INTRODUCTION

The electrolyte solutions are ionic conductors, thanks
to cations and anions formed as a result of dissociation.
The electrical conductivity K is one of their most im-
portant trait, which is widely used in chemical, biolog-
ical as well as other applications, and the performance
of many (e.g. energy storage) devices depends entirely
on the ionic transport [1–3]. The amount of water in
Earth’s mantle is inferred from the conductivity data [4].
Besides, historically, the conductivity is the most impor-
tant source of information on electrolyte properties (e.g.
ion pairing) [5].

The physical origin of ionic conductivity is more or
less clear. If an electric field E is applied, ions migrate
relative to a solvent by generating an electric current of
density J = KE (Ohm’s law). The migration speeds of
ions are given by

V± = M±E, (1)

where M± are their mobilities. The current densities in-
duced in an univalent electrolyte are then J± = en∞V±,
where e is an elementary positive charge and n∞ = n±
is the number density (concentration) of an electrolyte
solution. Consequently, the current density of a solution
reads J = J+ − J− = eEn∞M, where M = M+ −M− is
the difference in mobilities of cations and anions, and

K = en∞M (2)

Thus, the calculations of the conductivity at a given con-
centration are reduced to those of M .
The quantitative understanding of ion mobilities is a

challenging problem that has been addressed over nearly
a century and by many groups, which is often termed
a central issue of chemical physics [6, 7]. The simplest
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expression can be derived by postulating the Stokes re-
sistance to the ion propulsion

M± ≃ M0
± ≃ ± e

6πηR±
, (3)

where η is the dynamic viscosity of the solvent and R±
are the hydrodynamic radii of the cation and anion. M0

±
given by Eq.(3) and termed the mobilities at an infinite
dilution do not depend on salt concentration. In this
model

M ≃ M0 ≃ e

3πηRh
andK ≃ K0 ≃ e2n∞

3πηRh
, (4)

where η is the dynamic viscosity of a solvent and Rh =
2(R+R−)/(R+ + R−) is the harmonic mean of hydro-
dynamic radii. However, experiments on a conductivity
show that M and K are generally smaller than predicted
by (4) and this discrepancy augments on increasing salt
concentration [1, 8]. Chemists have long used this fact to
infer a degree of dissociation (or an ion pairing). Physi-
cists might view this simply as unreliability of hydrody-
namic arguments based on the Stokes force.
There is a large literature describing attempts to pro-

vide a satisfactory theory of electrolyte conductivity. One
of the first systematic treatments of the influence of n∞
on conductivity was contained in a remarkable paper
by Onsager [9] who clarified a mechanism for the con-
ductivity reduction, which involved ionic electrophoresis
and relaxation, and showed that at a very high dilution
the correction to M0 depends on the square root of the
concentration. In efforts to better understand the con-
nection between the ion mobilities and salt concentration
many authors extended the theory, but failed to come to
grips with the conductivity at high salt [10]. However,
most electrolyte solutions in nature and various applica-
tions are concentrated. Thus, salt concentration in hu-
man blood plasma is about 0.15 mol/l, in the Atlantic
Ocean it is ≃ 0.6 mol/l, Li-ion batteries and superca-
pacitor electrolytes are usually of concentration 1 − 2
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mol/l, reference electrolytes of pH-meters and glass mi-
cropipette electrodes - of concentration 3 mol/l.

Recent attempts at improvements on the theory has
been focused on a more sophisticated description of
electrostatic and hydrodynamic effects. Various tech-
niques, such as the mean spherical approximation [6, 11],
mode-coupling theory [12, 13], density functional ap-
proach [12, 14], and more [7, 15–18] have been employed.
These publications involve additional parameters and
contributions, and mostly rely on numerical calculations.
This makes them difficult to use and limits prediction
capabilities, but simple analytical formulas applied for
concentrated solutions have not yet been obtained, al-
though there have been some attempts to deduce them
from microscopic theories. Useful analytical solution is
known [19], but expressed in terms of special functions
and can hardly be called simple. Avni et al. [14] derived
an approximate conductivity expression, but do not rec-
ognize its inapplicability at molar concentrations due to
non physical behavior of electrophoretic and relaxation
terms [20]. Recently we suggested a completely differ-
ent line to attack the ionic electrophoresis problem [21].
Assuming cations and anions of equal size, we have car-
ried calculations of an electrophoretic term and derived
an equation for a corresponding reduction in relative con-
ductivity, K/K0, that applies even at a very low dilution.
However, this paper has not given sufficient attention to
the relaxation issue, which is traditionally invoked in the
conductivity theories. It is also, in practice, unlikely that
both cations and anions have exactly the same size, so
the status of our theory for real salt solutions remains
somewhat obscure.

The present paper extends and generalizes the prior
analysis [21] to solutions composed of inorganic ions of
unequal radius R+ ̸= R−. We derive a simple equation
for an electrophoretic contribution to conductivity valid
up to a few mol/l and argue that relative conductivi-
ties, K/K0, of all inorganic salts plotted against Rh

√
n∞

would collapse into a single curve. This conclusion is sup-
ported by providing a comparison with data for several
standard salts, which shows that our theory is in excel-
lent agreement with experiment up to concentrations of
a few molars. We also demonstrate that although the
relaxation effect affects a small decrement to a relative
conductivity at high dilution, it becomes negligibly small
in concentrated solutions, where the reduction in K/K0

is significant.

II. GENERAL CONSIDERATIONS

We consider a bulk 1:1 salt solution assuming that the
description of its global static properties can be restricted
to a mean-field Poisson-Boltzmann theory. The dimen-
sionless electrostatic potential around each ion ϕ(z) =
eΦ(z)/(kBT ), where kB is the Boltzmann constant and
T is a temperature, represents a continuous function that
depends on all other ions. The Debye screening length

Table I. Some typical values of hydrodynamic radii of
ions [22], they harmonic means and ratios.

Salt R+, nm R−, nm Rh, nm N
KBr 0.1295 0.1179 0.123 1.1
NaCl 0.184 0.1245 0.148 1.48
LiI 0.238 0.1135 0.154 2.1

of a solution, λD = (8πℓBn∞)
−1/2

, is defined as usually

with the Bjerrum length, ℓB =
e2

εkBT
, where ε is the sol-

vent permittivity. By analyzing the experimental data
it is more convenient to use the concentration c∞[mol/l],
which is related to n∞[m−3] as n∞ ≃ NA × 103 × c∞,
where NA is Avogadro’s number. The Bjerrum length of
water at T ≃ 298 K is equal to about 0.7 nm leading to
a useful formula for 1:1 electrolyte

λD[nm] ≃ 0.305[nm]√
c∞[mol/l]

(5)

Thus upon increasing c∞ from 10−5 to 3 mol/l the screen-
ing length is reduced from about 100 down to 0.18 nm.

Figure 1. Sketch of the cation and anion with hydrodynamic
radii R+ and R− in the bulk electrolyte solution characterized
by λD. The cation propels with the speed V+ in the direction
of the electric field E. Its zeta potential ζ+ (or dimension-
less mobility) is positive. The anion of negative ζ− migrates
against the field with the velocity V−.

We recall that the mean-field theory neglects correla-
tions and finite sizes of ions. By contrast, to describe
the dynamic response to an external field, the ion hy-
drodynamic radii R± should be taken into account. In-
organic ions have hydrodynamic radii from 0.1 to 0.3
nm [22], and we present their values for some univalent
electrolytes in Table I, together with harmonic means
Rh = 2R+R−/(R+ + R−) and N = R+/R−. These
apparent contradictions indicate that in reality, ions are
neither point-like nor particles of finite size, exhibiting
the properties of the former or the latter only depend-
ing on the circumstances. This can be referred to as the
point-particle duality of ions (by analogy to the famil-
iar concept of wave-particle duality of electrons in quan-
tum mechanics). Such a duality can be introduced, if
an electrolyte solution is modelled as a colloidal suspen-
sion of so-called central ions representing isolating parti-
cles of radius R± with a constant surface charge density
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±e/(4πR2
±) [21]. Such a sphere induces the same outer

field as a point charge ±e located at its center would,
and the salt-dependent surface potential ϕs± is estab-
lished self-consistently. By contrast, the electrostatic dif-
fuse layers (EDLs or clouds) are treated on the classical
mean-field level and formed by point-like ionic species,
thus their extension is defined by λD. Two further com-
ments should be made: (i) Since the model prevents
point-like EDL ions from penetrating inside the sphere,
the need to invoke an additional electrostatic cut-off [14]
is removed. (ii) The approach neglects electrostatic cor-
relations inside the cloud, but provides positional corre-
lations between central ions, although on average they
are randomly distributed.

Since the electrostatics of ions involves two length
scales, it is convenient to introduce their dimensionless
radii ϱ± = R±/λD. Note that in the range of c∞ below 3
mol/l we consider here, the values of ϱ± remain smaller
than unity or very close to it. Say, if we set c∞ = 2 mol/l,
then for a largest ion (Li+) in Table I we obtain ϱ+ ≃ 1,
but for a smallest (I−) we get ϱ− ≃ 0.5.

When an electric field E is applied, an electro-osmotic
flow around central ions, referred below simply to as ions,
is induced. The electroosmosis takes its origin in the
EDL, where a tangential electric field generates a force
that sets the fluid in motion. The emergence of this
flow in turn provides hydrodynamic stresses that cause
the propulsion of ions with a velocity given by Eq.(1) as
sketched in Fig. 1. The space between clouds of two ions
is electro-neutral, and this region is force-free (no flow)
provided they do not overlap. Thus, the problem of ionic
electrophoresis can be treated on a single-particle level.

We return to the importance of the relaxation later,
by focusing now on electrophoresis solely. This contribu-
tion to a conductivity is traditionally calculated assuming
that the surrounding cloud remains undisturbed during
the migration. The electrophoretic mobilities of these
ions can be defined using the known expression for an
electro-osmotic mobility [23, 24] taken with the opposite
sign

M± =
εZ±

4πη
=

e

4πηℓB
ζ±, (6)

where Z± are the electrokinetic or zeta potentials of
cations and anions, and ζ± = eZ±/kBT . In such a defi-
nition the geometry factor is hidden inside ζ. Note that

by introducing the dimensional velocity v± =
4πηℓB
eE

V±,

one can rewrite (1) as v± = ζ±, which points clearly that
the electrophoretic speed of ions is set by their zeta po-
tentials.

III. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Zeta potentials of small inorganic ions are given by [21]

ζ± ≃ ϕs±F± ≃ ± ℓB
R±(1 + ϱ±)

F±, (7)

where F± are the special functions derived by Henry [25]

F± = 1− eϱ± [5 Ei7(ϱ±)− 2Ei5(ϱ±)] . (8)

Here Eip(ϱ±) = ϱp−1
± Γ(1−p, ϱ±) = ϱp−1

±
∫∞
ρ

e−t

tp dt are the

generalized exponential integrals. When ϱ± ≤ 1, Eq. (8)
can be reduced to [21]

F± ≃ 2

3

[
1 +

(ϱ±
4

)2
]

(9)

To the leading order F± ≃ 2/3 (the Hückel limit [26]),
which means that the decrease in ζ with salt is caused
only by the reduction of the ion surface potential:

ζ± ≃ ± 2ℓB
3R±(1 + ϱ±)

. (10)

Clearly, the upper bound for the zeta potential is attained
when ρ± → 0 (an infinite dilution)

ζ± → ζ0± ≃ ± 2ℓB
3R±

. (11)

10−4 10−3 10−2 10−1 100

c∞, mol/l

−5.0

−2.5

0.0

2.5

5.0

ζ +
,ζ

−

Figure 2. Zeta potentials ζ± computed for K+, Li+, Cl−, I−

(solid curves from top to bottom). Dashed lines are obtained
using Eq. (11). Symbols show calculations from Eq. (10).

Figure 2 includes computed zeta potentials of several
ions. For these examples we take from Table I cations
(K+, Li+) and anions (I−, Cl−) of smallest and largest ra-
dius. Calculations are made using the first equality in (7)
with ϕs± found numerically from the nonlinear Poisson-
Boltzmann equation and F± calculated from Eq. (8).
The straight lines corresponding to ζ0± given by (11) de-
scribe perfectly the distinct plateau regions at very low
concentrations. On increasing concentration, however,
the absolute values of ζ± decrease. Also included are
calculations from (10). It can be seen that their fit to
numerical data is extremely good in the whole concen-
tration range.
From Eq.(6) it follows that

M ≃ e

4πηℓB
(ζ+ − ζ−) (12)

Substituting (10) and performing standard calculations
we derive

M

M0
≡ K

K0
≃ 1

N + 1

(
1

1 + ϱ+
+

N2

N + ϱ+

)
, (13)
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Figure 3. K∞/K0
∞ as a function of c∞ for KBr, NaCl and

LiI aqueous solution calculated from Eqs. (13), (14) and (15)
(solid, dash-dotted and dashed curves). Open and filled cir-
cles indicate experimental data from [27] and [28], open and
filled squares show data from [29] and [30].

where M0 and K0 are given by Eqs. (4). Figure 3
shows K/K0 calculated from Eq. (13) as a function of
c∞. The calculations are compared with experimental
data for three standard salts [27]. As seen from Ta-
ble I, for these examples N varies from 1.1 for KBr, but
can be larger than 2 (e.g. for LiI). An overall conclu-
sion from this linear scale plot is that the theoretical
curve for K/K0 is well consistent with experiment. At
large concentrations Eq.(13) predicts either slightly lower
(KBr), but still fits data quite well. When N = 1, we get
ϱh = Rh/λD = 2ϱ+/(1 +N) = ϱ+, and Eq. (13) reduces
to

K

K0
≃ 1

1 + ϱh
. (14)

Eq. (14) predicts a monotonic decrease in relative (elec-
trophoretic) conductivity with ϱ as it should be, and
K/K0 → 0 as ϱ → ∞. For ϱh ≪ 1 it reduces to the

famous Onsager formula for the electrophoretic effect

K

K0
≃ 1− ϱh. (15)

The calculation from Eq.(14) is also included in Fig. 3. It
can be seen that deviations from Eq. (13) are extremely
small. The difference between (13) and (14) is always
below a few %. We thus conclude that compact approx-
imate Eq. (14), which is easy to handle, can safely be
employed to interpret data for inorganic salts or for a
predictive purpose.
It follows from (5) that ϱh ≃ 3.379Rh

√
c∞ for a fixed

T = 298 K, where Rh should be taken in nm. This
implies that the values of K/K0 for any univalent salt
solution plotted against (dimensionless) Rh

√
c∞ should

collapse into a single curve. That this is indeed so is
demonstrated in Fig. 4, where we plot in a semi-log scale
a relative conductivity calculated from (14) vs. Rh

√
c∞

along with the experimental data for a variety of inor-
ganic salts at T = 298K [27–31]. Besides salts presented
in Table I we include KCl, LiCl, and LiClO4 using their
Rh = 0.127, 0.163, and 0.174 nm, correspondingly, to re-
scale the concentration [22]. Note that since the theory
is justified provided Rh

√
c∞ is below ca. 0.305, we em-

ploy for this plot only data for c∞ ≤ 3 mol/l. One can
see that the approximate theory is in a good agreement
with the data for all salts, perhaps with only insignifi-
cant discrepancy at low dilution that is probably com-
parable with the experimental error. The discrepancy is
always in the direction of smaller K/K0 than predicted
by Eq. (14), but the data for KBr and KCl show slightly
larger K/K0. The reason for qualitative differences only
for these two salts is unclear and is open for discussion,
but it must be remembered that this was a first-order
calculation only, and we did not expect it to be very
accurate. The curve calculated from Eq. (15) is also in-
cluded in Fig. 4. Clearly, the data obtained at high salt
are irreconcilable with this linear equation.

10−3 10−2 10−1

Rh
√
c∞

0.0

0.5

1.0

K
/K

0

NaCl

KBr

LiI

KCl

LiCl
LiClO4

Figure 4. K/K0 as a function of Rh
√
c∞ plotted in a semi-log

scale (solid curve) and experimental data for standards salts
taken from Refs. [27–31] shown by filled symbols. Dashed-
dotted and dashed curve corresponds to calculations from
Eqs. (14) and (15).

To examine the possible discrepancy from data more
closely, the results for salts from Fig. 4 are reproduced
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Figure 5. A decrement to a relative conductivity, 1−K/K0,
plotted against Rh

√
c∞ in a log-log scale (solid curve). Sym-

bols show the same data as in Fig. 4. Dashed-dotted, dashed
and dotted lines are calculated from Eqs. (14), (15) and (16).

in Fig. 5, where a decrement to a relative conductivity,
1−K/K0, is plotted against Rh

√
c∞ in a log-log scale. It

can be seen that in dilute solutions, where the decrease
in relative conductivity is so small that was even not dis-
cernible on the scale of Fig. 4, the data are slightly above
the theory indicating some additional retardation in the
ion migration. An explanation can be obtained if we in-
voke the relaxation effect, which is due to an emergence
of an additional (retarding) field caused by a distortion
of the EDL symmetry during the migration. Onsager
showed that when ϱh ≪ 1 the electrophoretic and relax-
ation terms are summed up [9], which in our notations
yields

1− K

K0
≃ ϱh +

1

3

(
1− 1√

2

)
ℓB
λD

. (16)

Indeed, Eq. (16) provides an excellent fit to the data up to
Rh

√
c∞ ≃ 6 × 10−3 (millimolar concentrations). Upon

increasing concentration further the experimental data
begin to approach to calculations from Eq. (14), and in
concentrated solutions, Rh

√
c∞ ≥ 8× 10−2 (or c∞ ≥ 0.5

mol/l), our theory that includes an electrophoretic retar-
dation solely is in excellent agreement with experiment.
It is natural to conclude that when dilution is low the
relaxation effect reduces with c∞ and disappears at high
concentrations. Experimental observations [32, 33], sim-
ulations [6], and (numerical) calculations based on a non-
local electrostatics approach [18] produce an endorsement
of our conclusion. We also recall, that Overbeek [34] ar-
gued that, although in highly dilute solutions the relax-
ation effect grows with c∞ (see Eq. (16)), after reaching
a maximum this correction to electrophoresis of colloid
particles should reduce and disappears at high salt. Ex-
actly the same was found here for inorganic salt solutions,
which supports the concept of point-particle duality of
ions.

IV. CONCLUDING REMARKS

In summary, a physically based simple theory, which
strongly appeals to macroscopic arguments, is in quanti-
tative agreement with existing conductivity data for uni-
valent inorganic salt solutions up to 3 mol/l or so. It ap-
pears, of course, surprising that compact equation (14)
applies in so large concentration range and for all salts,
especially since much more sophisticated microscopic ap-
proaches failed to suggest any simple expression of com-
parable accuracy despite a half-century, if not more, ef-
forts. Recall, however, that it has often been found before
that these fail when applied to charged fluids, in con-
trast with the simple models going back to Debye and
Hückel [35]. Our approximate conductivity equation de-
rived using a simple model for electrolyte solutions and
follows from macroscopic treatment appeared to be quite
accurate. Some, essentially very small, deviations from
data are in fact irrelevant for most of the applications.
Any real system is hardly ideal water-electrolyte solu-
tion of a strictly fixed temperature or concentration, and
some scatter of the data is always inevitable. Thus the
conclusions are unambiguous:

• The electrophoresis of inorganic ions can be accom-
modated within a theoretical framework that em-
ploys only a harmonic mean of hydrodynamic radii
of ions and relies on a modified mean-field descrip-
tion of electrostatics (a concept of point-particle
duality) and on a classical approach to colloid elec-
trophoresis. The need to invoke specific constants
as (arbitrary) parameters, or to correct an ionic
concentration is thereby removed;

• The conductivity of concentrated salt solutions is
dictated solely by an ionic electrophoresis. Al-
though the electrophoretic retardation dominates
in highly dilute solutions too, to arrive at a more ac-
curate description of their (in fact, extremely small)
conductivity reduction, it seems necessary to in-
clude the relaxation correction.

This bears on the whole question of what we mean by
a degree of dissociation that is often inferred from the
conductivity measurements [36]. Our results show that
the conductivity is interpreted without invoking the for-
mation of ionic pairs, thus supporting the notion of com-
plete dissociation of strong electrolytes. However remote
from mainstream thinking this conclusion may seem, it
would be worthwhile to recall that there are still linger-
ing doubts about the reality of ion pairing, at least for
univalent electrolytes in high permittivity solvents [5, 37].
Our considerations can be extended to asymmetric

multivalent salts. The same concerns the temperature
dependence of K/K0, which follows from our theory, but
requires the validation in terms of fit to experimental re-
sults. Another fruitful direction could be to consider the
salt-dependence of a mobility of adsorbed ions [38, 39],
which impacts electrokinetics [40].
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On a more fundamental level, it would be interesting
to revisit such issues as the diffusion of ions, effective per-
mittivity and viscosity of salt solutions that can be quan-
titatively discussed using the standpoint taken here. If
all these can be interpreted in a different from a common
viewpoint way, the implications are large. A possible re-
sult would probably demand a revision of old dogmas and
may represent a step forward.
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[13] C. C. Aburto and G. Nägele, J. Chem. Phys. 139 (2013).
[14] Y. Avni, R. M. Adar, D. Andelman, and H. Orland, Phys.

Rev. Lett. 128, 098002 (2022).
[15] D. E. Goldsack, R. Franchetto, and A. Franchetto, Can.

J. Chem. 54, 2953 (1976).
[16] H. M. Villullas and E. R. Gonzalez, J. Phys. Chem. B

109, 9166 (2005).
[17] P. Banerjee and B. Bagchi, J. Chem. Phys. 150 (2019).
[18] N. N. Kalikin and Y. A. Budkov, J. Chem. Phys 161,

174502 (2024).
[19] O. Bernard, W. Kunz, P. Turq, and L. Blum, J. Phys.

Chem. 96, 3833 (1992).
[20] O. I. Vinogradova and E. F. Silkina, arXiv:2409.15297

(2024).
[21] O. I. Vinogradova and E. F. Silkina, J. Chem. Phys. 159,

174707 (2023).
[22] M. J. Kadhim and M. I. Gamaj, J. Chem. Rev. 2, 182

(2020).
[23] M. von Smoluchowski, Handbuch der Electrizität und des

Magnetism. Vol. 2, edited by L. Graetz (Barth, J. A.,
Leipzig, 1921) pp. 366–428.

[24] O. I. Vinogradova, E. F. Silkina, and E. S. Asmolov,
Phys. Fluids 34, 122003 (2022).

[25] D. C. Henry, Proc. R. Soc. Lond. Ser. A 133, 106 (1931).
[26] E. Hückel, Physikalische Zeitschrift 25, 204 (1924).
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