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Abstract

A wide variety of reactions are reported to be dramatically accelerated in aqueous microdroplets,
making them a promising platform for environmentally clean chemical synthesis. However
to fully utilize the microdroplets for accelerating chemical reactions requires a fundamental
understanding of how microdroplet chemistry differs from that of a homogeneous phase. Here
we provide our perspective on recent progress to this end both experimentally and theoretically.
We begin by reviewing the many ways in which microdroplets can be prepared, creating
water/hydrophobic interfaces which have been frequently implicated in microdroplet reactivity
due to preferential surface adsorption of solutes, persistent electric fields, and their acidity
or basicity. These features of the interface interplay with specific mechanisms proposed for
microdroplet reactivity, including partial solvation and possible gas phase channels. We
especially highlight the role of droplet charge, which appears key to understanding how certain
reactions, like the formation of hydrogen peroxide and reduced transition metal complexes,
are thermodynamically possible in microdroplets. Lastly, we emphasize opportunities for
theoretical advances in the microdroplet field generally, and to suggest experiments which
would greatly enhance our understanding of this fascinating and emerging subject.
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1 Introduction
Many organic and redox reactions are reported to occur with much faster kinetics in water
microdroplets and oil-water emulsions than in bulk solution. Although “on-water” reactions1,2 and
reactivity in atmospheric aerosols3,4 have been studied longer and are well-established, the first
reports on reactivity in laboratory-prepared aqueous microdroplets appeared only within the past two
decades5–7. In early studies, which mainly concerned microdroplets prepared through electrospray
ionization (ESI)8,9, many types of organic reactions were found to be accelerated6,7,10–19, indicating
that microdroplets may be generally useful vessels for organic synthesis. Subsequently, acceleration
was also reported in related interfacial environments, including water-in-oil emulsions20,21, thin
films10,22,23, and levitated droplets24–29. Especially interesting is the wide variety of redox chemistry
reported to occur in aqueous microdroplets30–39, including the reduction of various metals36,40 and
the oxidation of water into hydrogen peroxide31,41–43. Intriguingly, many of these reactions are
thermodynamically unfavorable in bulk water.

However, explaining the origins of microdroplet reactivity has proven challenging, with the
inherent complexity of the multiphase system leading to many plausible mechanisms for rate
acceleration44–54. Due to the high surface-to-volume ratio of the microdroplets, most might agree
that the interface likely plays a key role. Problematically, however, many aspects of water interfaces
that are relevant for reactivity, such as their acidity or basicity55, have themselves proven challenging
to understand56. Another important, but perhaps less appreciated, feature of microdroplets is their
charge12,46,53,57, which is extremely relevant for reaction kinetics and thermodynamics57,58. This
is an important clue as to what type of microdroplet preparation techniques generate charged or
uncharged droplets, and in which of these cases is there observed accelerated reactivity.

Here we provide our perspective and understanding of the underlying reasons for chemical
reactivity in microdroplets and related systems like oil-water emulsions. We begin by reviewing
the experimental landscape for creating droplets, measuring their reactivity, and provide a brief
catalogue of reactions that have been reported to be accelerated in droplets relative to the bulk
phase. Next we discuss the current understanding of water/hydrophobic interfaces, highlighting
areas of contention that may be relevant for microdroplet reactivity, like the recent attempts to
spectroscopically characterize emulsion interfaces59,60 or test spontaneous formation of hydrogen
peroxide43,61. We also discuss the selectivity of organic molecules and ions for interfaces, and
stress the importance of the strength of interfacial adsorption that dictates the thermodynamics of
reactions in uncharged droplets.

We believe it is of primary importance to consider the role of droplet charge, which substantially
alters the reaction thermodynamics of microdroplets.46,57,58 Charge is key for redox reactions in
particular, since the presence of both positively and negatively charged droplets likely explains
the simultaneous reduction and oxidation potential of microdroplets.33 Charged microdroplets
are often created as a result of contact electrification which distinguishes them from bulk liquids
where ionic strength, not excess charge, is the appropriate reaction variable. Finally, we critically
assess contributions from other proposed mechanisms, while also highlighting their connections.
For example, the presence of electric fields at hydrophobic-water interfaces can be regarded as a
unified measure of molecular interactions which provides information about interfacial structure
and whether or not a droplet is charged. We conclude our perspective by discussing remaining open
questions about microdroplet reactivity, with suggestions for future experimental and theoretical
studies that would advance this fascinating subject.

2



2 Preparing Microdroplets and their Reactivity
Figure 1 shows some of the different experimental techniques and conditions used for creating
microdroplets. To draw out these distinctions more specifically, we discuss several methods for
microdroplet formation as shown in Figure 1: (a) electrospray ionization, (b) gas nebulization,
(c) ultrasonic humidifcation, (d) water condensation from the vapor, (e) deposited droplets, (f)
levitated droplets, and (g) oil-water emulsions. We take each of the microdroplet preparations in
turn to describe how the technique leads to generation of droplets, and their observed properties,
as it is important to connect their features to observed reactive chemistry.

Figure 1: Different ways of producing microdroplets. (a) electrospray ionization. Adapted from wikipedia
(b) gas nebulization. Adapted from reference62 (c) ultrasound humidification. Adapted from reference63 (d)
water condensation. Adapted from reference64 (e) deposited droplets. Adapted with permission from ref.65

(f) Levitated or Leidenfrost droplet. Adapted from reference26 (g) oil-in-water and water-in-oil emulsions.
Adapted with permission from ref.66

Electrospray Ionization. Most early experiments used variants of electrospray ionization
(ESI), in which charged aerosols are produced by applying high voltage to the liquid. These charged
microdroplets demonstrate unique chemistry thats differs dramatically from the aqueous phase.
Examples include the acceleration of many common organic reactions11,12,15,67 , the acceleration of
acid- and base-catalyzed reactions in positively and negatively charged microdroplets, respectively6,
and the formation of nanoparticles13. Bannerjee et al.9 found the rate of several reactions to increase
with applied voltage, highlighting the role of droplet charge. Furthermore, the species responsible for
the droplet’s charge, including hydronium in positively charged droplets and hydroxide in negatively
charged ones,9 will be present in excess without counterions (as in the bulk water phase), influencing
chemistry. These issues make the droplet surface created by electrospray unrepresentative of generic
air-water interfaces68 and may drive reactions via a pathway independent of the interface.

Gas Nebulization. Gas nebulization, in which gas flows into a stream of water to generate a
fine mist of droplets, has been used extensively in microdroplet chemistry. The size of the droplets
can be loosely controlled by varying the flow rate of the nebulizing gases (Figure 1). Gao et al. used
gas nebulization to show that the Dakin and Baeyer-Villiger reactions proceed without the addition
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of peroxides, which are necessary catalysts in the bulk aqueous phase.69 Spontaneous reduction
of several organic molecules was found to occur in microdroplets prepared by gas nebulization70:
pyruvate to lactate, lipoic acid to dihydrolipoic acid, fumarate to succinate, oxaloacetate to malate,
and the formation of both pyridyl anions and hydroxypyridine in microdroplets of a water/pyridine
mixture.71 From these observations it is speculated that it is the availability of free electrons and
oxidative species such as OH• that can simultaneously reduce and oxidize to create products or to
provide the needed hydrogen peroxide catalyst.70,71 Gas nebulization also creates charged droplets
through contact electrification72,73, a topic which we discuss in more detail below.

Ultrasonic Humidification. In ultrasonic humidification, a mist is created by mechanically
vibrating a liquid in the kHz to MHz frequency ranges. The resulting mist contains droplets as
small as ∼1 µm in diameter. The droplets appear to be charged, with larger and smaller droplets
more likely to be positively or negatively charged, respectively63. Using ultrasonic humidification,
the Mishra lab42 found spontaneous formation of ∼ 1 µM H2O2.

Nguyen and Nguyen argue that ultrasonication results in cavities in the fluid that collapse,
releasing energy sufficient to produce reactive species such as OH•, H•, HO2

•, which eventually com-
bine to form H2O2.74 Indeed, many highly unfavorable reactions have been observed to occur during
cavitation.75 In support of this argument, Nguyen demonstrated that doping the microdroplets
with ions known to prefer the interior of a microdroplet, such as SCN– , quenches H2O2 formation,
as does the addition of HCl. Thus, sonication may also drive reactions via a pathway independent
of the air/water interface. Recently, it has been claimed that only water containing dissolved O2

using gas nebulization, and subsequent collection of the product at the solid–water interface, forms
H2O2.61 These conflicting experimental results indicate the sensitivity of the reactive outcome to
details of droplet preparation and collection methods.

Water Condensation. Gently heating water at 50-70 ◦C and condensing the vapor onto a
cold surface is likely the most benign way to create microdroplets. Although Lee et al.41 originally
reported that water condensation yielded fairly high concentrations of H2O2 formation, more recent
work42,76 showed no detectable H2O2. The lack of measurable reactivity relative to the other droplet
methods may be because this method produces droplets larger than ≈ 1 µm, which are known
to be less reactive, and because this preparation does not yield charged droplets. Under these
conditions, Eatoo and Mishra61 also showed no H2O2 formation was detected with NMR.

Deposited Droplets. Small water droplets can also be prepared by depositing a small amount
of solution onto a surface. Evaporation concentrates the reactants, so simply letting the droplet
evaporate is one strategy for accelerating multi-reagent reactions.10 As an example, Wei et al.23

found a Claisen–Schmidt synthesis to be accelerated by two orders of magnitude and with much
greater yield. Later, they found similar results for reactions involving a sugar and an amine in
a thin film.77. Li et al.78 investigated the condensation chemistry of pyruvic acid in deposited
droplets in a humidity- and temperature-controlled environment. They found that the reaction
rate was proportional to the surface-to-volume ratio of the droplets, indicating that the reaction
occurs at the air-water interface.

Levitated Droplets. Water droplets can be levitated using electric fields, acoustic waves,
or the Leidenfrost effect. Doing so provides a convenient platform to study single droplets and
their reactivity29,52. Like deposited droplets, they are also prone to evaporation if humidity is
not controlled. Using acoustic levitation, Crawford et al.27 found the accelerated degradation of
pharmaceuticals. Bain et al.28 reported the acceleration of many organic synthesis reactions in
Leidenfrost droplets. Later, Li et al. examined the Krazynski reaction in Leidenfrost droplets in
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great detail, finding that surface-active reagents experienced a greater rate acceleration. Levitated
droplets can also acquire a charge, as Abdelaziz et al.26 found for Leidenfrost droplets. Very recently,
levitated droplets of millimeter scale have been manipulated to emit a spray of microdroplets which
drive the same reactions found to occur in gas nebulization experiments.79 This calls into question
the recently claimed necessity of solid-liquid interfaces in microdroplet experiments61 and bolsters
the view that charged droplets provide alternative reaction pathways than in the bulk.

Oil-water emulsions. All of the above droplet generation techniques create an air-water
interface, whereas oil-water emulsions replace the air phase with an oil phase. Oil-water emulsions
can be stable for months, providing a key advantage over other microdroplets platforms. They
have been shown to accelerate interface-active reactions like imine synthesis.20 It is well known
from electrophoresis experiments that, under an applied electric field, oil droplets move due to the
fact that they carry charge, although the origin of this charge is not fully understood. We consider
the evidence on whether air-water and oil-water emulsions are to be generically referred to as
“hydrophobic-water” interfaces that can be used interchangeably. To this end, while we emphasize
their common features, we also note that their dissimilarities can give rise to important differences
in interfacial chemical reactivity.

3 The Role of the Hydrophobic-Water Interface in Reactivity

3.1 The Structure of Planar Hydrophobic-Water Interfaces

A unifying characteristic of water microdroplets is their large interface. Consequently, many
proposed mechanisms for microdroplet reactivity appeal to the properties of the interface. Due to
the nanoscopic length scales involved, characterizing the interfaces requires advanced experimental
techniques80. Sum frequency generation spectroscopy (SFG)81,82 has proven extremely useful in this
regard due to its surface-selective nature83–88. Phase-sensitive SFG89, which includes heterodyne-
detected SFG90, offers the key advantage of the sign indicating whether a vibration’s transition
dipole points towards the bulk water phase (negative values) or the other phase (positive values).
In Figure 2 we show heterodyne-detected SFG spectra collected by Strazdaite et al.91 under the
ssp-polarization at (a) D2O/air and (b) D2O/hexane planar interfaces.

Figure 2: The heterodyne-collected SFG spectra of two planar hydrophobic interfaces. (a) air-water
interface and b) an oil-water interface. Adapted from reference91 with the permission of AIP Publishing.
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Inspection of the D2O/air spectra shown in Figure 2a yields several insights. One is the presence
of a positive peak around 2700 cm−1 (3700 cm−1 in H2O), which has been attributed to the presence
of nonbonded DH-(OH-) stretches pointing towards the vapor phase82. Because they are not
participating in hydrogen bonds, they are commonly denoted as “free” or “dangling” stretches.
Second is the presence of a broad negative feature around 2500 cm−1 (3400 cm−1 in H2O). This
feature has been attributed to the DH-(OH-) stretches of waters that are still participating in the
hydrogen bonding network of water but have been perturbed by the presence of the interface. The
negative sign implies that their net transition dipole is oriented towards the bulk phase. While SFG
spectra do not show the relative location of these waters at the interface, these can be analyzed
by comparison with molecular dynamics (MD) simulations. In agreement with experiment, the
simulations reveal that many interfacial waters have a free OH, while waters further in the bulk
(by ≈ 1-4 Å) tend to point towards the bulk phase.88,92. Lastly, we note that a positive feature in
the SFG at lower wavelengths (below 2350 cm−1 in Figure 2a, below 3200 cm−1 in H2O) was later
shown to be an experimental artifact.93,94

Surprisingly, the SFG spectra obtained for planar water-oil interfaces are quite different than
that of the air-water interface, as shown for a water-hexane interface in Figure 2b91. There is
generally a free OH feature, although it is redshifted by ≈ 20− 40 cm−1 depending on experiment.
This shift has been attributed to interactions between the oil and the water95,96, in part because
the red shift resembles that for waters in the vicinity of alcohols like butanol97. Strikingly, the sign
of the hydrogen-bonded OH stretch is now positive, indicating that the net dipole moment in the
hydrogen-bound region points away from the bulk water phase, which sharply contrasts with the
water-air interface. Similar results were found for other hydrophobic materials98–101, indicating
that the change in sign may be general, although the shape of the positive region varies somewhat.
The hydrogen-bonded region is also more intense, which Strazdaite et al.102 interpreted to mean
the hydrogen bonding network is more ordered than the air-water interface. We return to this
interpretation later using other surface-sensitive spectroscopic techniques.

We note that the planar water-oil interface is more challenging to prepare than the planar
water-air interface, and thus may be more susceptible to artifacts59. Indeed, ostensibly similar
systems have yielded different results82,103,104, although most recent spectra seem to agree on the
shift in the free OH peak and the net dipole of hydrogen-bonded water91,98–101. However, the SFG
spectra disagree with MD simulations, which show that the net dipole of waters points towards the
oil phase105, like with the air-water case. This discrepancy may result from ions adsorbed at the
interface98, as discussed below.

3.2 Interfaces of Oil-Water Emulsions

Like other air-water microdroplets, oil-water emulsions (and gas bubbles in water) display accelerated
reactivity.20,21 Oil-water emulsions are examples of electrostatically stabilized droplets, in which the
oil (or gas bubbles) carry a net charge that causes the droplets to repel each other, which keeps the
emulsion stable by prohibiting their agglomeration into a bulk phase. Figure 3a shows one possible
arrangement of charges in and around an oil droplet in water, but the actual identity of charged
species is not fully understood in this case, a topic to which we return to below. Figure 3b shows a
generic organization of charges and counterions that gives rise to a series of electric potentials at
varying distances from the hydrophobic surface that helps explain emulsion stability. The surface
potential corresponds to the region within which only one type of ion charge is strongly bound to the
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surface. The Stern layer is defined by a region that includes a cloud of ions of the opposite charge
and hence measures the potential due to a charge double layer. The theory of electrophoresis106

states that outside the Stern layer are additional ions that also remain immobilized within the “slip
plane” where the electric potential defines the so-called zeta potential, which can be measured via
its relationship to droplet mobility when an electric field is applied. For the case of an electric field
applied to gas bubbles or oil droplets in water, the droplets migrate towards the positive electrode
indicating that they carry a negative charge (Figure 3c). The close similarity between the zeta
potentials of gas bubbles and oil droplets also indicates that their interfaces are quite similar56.

Figure 3: Molecular view of electrophoresis experiments and the nature of the zeta potential, ζ. (a) One
type of ion is strongly bound to the surface and is surrounded by a cloud of counterions, forming a double
layer. The Stern layer defines the immobilized double layer of charge; the slip plane is located further away
from the interface such that during electrophoresis due to an applied electric field, ions between the slip
plane and the droplet travel with the droplet. (b) An illustration of the potential due to the double layer.
The ζ is the value at the slip plane and is distinct from the Stern and surface potentials. (c) An illustration
of electrophoresis; the net charge within the slip plane determines its movement.

Spectroscopic studies of water-oil emulsions have attempted to provide a molecular understanding
of the zeta potential and origin of negative charge. With their much greater interfacial area relative to
planar interfaces, emulsions have the added benefit of being less susceptible to artifacts arising from
surface contaminants.60,107,108 While interfacial spectroscopic measurements of oil-water emulsions
have been dominated by SFG, and much has been learned from these experiments, they have a
primary disadvantage that the infrared radiation is inevitably attenuated when going through the
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aqueous medium. This affects the spectrum in a frequency-dependent manner109,110, making it
difficult to isolate the features just due to the interface. In 2024, Shi et al.60, utilized the Raman
multivariate curve resolution technique (Raman-MCR), originally developed for small solutes111, to
obtain the solute-correlated Raman spectrum (SCRS) of oil-in-water emulsions as an alternative
to sum frequency experiments. Its primary benefits are its ease of interpretation and ability to
compare spectroscopic signatures to the bulk water phase.

Figure 4(a,b) compares the vibrational sum frequency scattering (VSFS) of hexadecane droplets
in waters by Pullanchery et al.59 along with the comparison with the SCRS spectrum of the same
oil-water emulsion60. The VSFS and SCRS spectra are seen to resemble each other in the higher
frequency range. Specifically, the free OH peak at 2750 (3700) cm−1 observed for the air-water
interface, or for small hydrophobic solutes, is absent in either spectrum of the emulsion interface.
However, in both cases, there is a new shoulder that is a free OH-peak that has been red-shifted
due to the interaction with the oil. Interestingly, the lower frequency parts of the VSFS and SCRS
spectra differ significantly. In the VSFS spectra, the intensity in this frequency region has increased
relative to the water-air interface. In the SCRS spectrum, the opposite has occurred, in that the
prominent shoulder at lower frequencies in the spectrum of bulk water has vanished. Considering
that the lower frequency shoulder is typically associated with the degree of ordering in the hydrogen
bonding network112–114 (although its specific origin is Fermi Resonance115,116), the VSFS and SCRS
spectra yield opposite conclusions as to degree of order at the interface. This discrepancy may
in part be related to VSFS’s greater sensitivity to water orientation and Raman-MCR’s greater
sensitivity to hydrogen bonding strength.

Figure 4: Experimental and simulated spectra of hexadecane in water emulsions. (a), the vibrational sum
frequency scattering frequency spectra for the oil-water emulsion in blue and the spectra of an air-water
interface in red. From Reference59 and reprinted with permission from AAAS. (b) the solute-correlated
Raman spectra of the emulsion (blue shading). For comparison, the Raman of pure water (yellow shading)
and tert-butyl alcohol (dashed red line) are shown. (c) The interfacial spectrum for the AMOEBA model
after applying an extra electric field of 92.5 MV/cm to every free OH. Adapted with permission from
reference60.

The relative simplicity of Raman-MCR also confers the key advantage that one can compute
an equivalent spectrum in theoretical simulation. Figure 4c shows the simulated SCRS using
the polarizable AMOEBA model in which the lower frequency shoulder’s disappearance in the
corresponding experimental spectrum is because of weaker hydrogen bonding at the interface, which
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shifts the Fermi peak off-resonance.60 We also find that the simulated spectra of the red-shifted
shoulder at higher frequencies can be reproduced by incorporating an additional electric field of
60-90 MV/cm (depending on water model), which is consistent with a zeta potential of ∼40-60 mV.

On a molecular level, the reason why air117–119 and oil droplets120,121 dispersed in water have
a negative charge and thus migrate towards a positive electrode in an electric field is not fully
understood. One possibility is that there are accumulated hydroxide ions bound at the water-oil
interface122, with a layer of compensating hydronium ions, as the origin of the zeta potential
(and depicted in Figure 3a).20 In contrast, Pullanchery et al.59, and others previously,107,123–125

have proposed that the zeta potential of water emulsions results from charge transfer. In this
scenario, many waters on the surface of air-in-water emulsions each transfer a small fraction of their
electron density at the edge of the air droplets; in oil-in-water emulsions, the charge is transferred
from water molecules to oil molecules. Indeed, an accumulation of charge is observable in MD
simulations.123–125

However, we find the latter explanation unsatisfactory because it implies an unphysical slip
plane. As mentioned above, charges (usually assumed to be ions) on the inner side of the slip
plane move with the droplets, while charges on the other side do not. Although an individual
water may share a small fraction of its electron density with the droplet, that fraction of electron
density is still bound to the water and not the droplet, and thus moves with the water instead of
the droplet. The alternative, that small fractions of electron density are bound to the droplet, is
distinctly nonphysical because it requires the slip plane to be within individual electrons. And yet
the former hypothesis suffers from the disagreement in the experimental literature as to surface
acidity or basicity, with more recent studies favoring hydronium, not hydroxide, to be more strongly
absorbed at the interface. Finally, some dismiss the idea that there are any inherent molecular
interactions involving water and oil, but instead are simply the result of surface impurities. This
last argument seems the least satisfying for explaining why enhanced chemical reactivity is observed
in oil-water emulsions, given that surface contaminants are greatly reduced with this type of droplet
preparation. Additionally, any possible impurity cannot originate in the oil itself since emulsions of
air bubbles also accumulate a negative charge.

3.3 Interfacial Adsorption of Organic and Ionic Species

In microdroplets, reactions rates and thermodynamics will be strongly influenced by their concen-
tration at the interface. Many reactions reported to be accelerated in microdroplets involve organic
reagents and products. Famously, many organic molecules are poorly soluble in water, but they
generally adsorb quite strongly to water/hydrophobic interfaces50,126–128. For example, a simulation
study129 found that anthracene is roughly 600 times more concentrated at the interface than in bulk
water. The preference of organic molecules for the water-hydrophobic interface can be understood
as a manifestation of the hydrophobic effect. While organic molecules interact favorably with water
molecules, their presence in the bulk phase interferes with the highly favorable interactions between
water molecules themselves, and thus they segregate toward the surface. Of course, the degree of
surface adsorption varies strongly from molecule to molecule130, with soluble molecules having less
impetus for the interface.131 But the Gibb’s adsorption isotherm indicates even molecules that are
quite soluble in water, like small alcohols and acids132 also partition to the interface. This behavior
is also seen in MD simulations133,134. As the alkane chain of simple alcohols grows longer, their
interfacial propensity also increases substantially135, which can give rise to complex interfaces such
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as reverse micelles or lipid bilayers.
The interfacial behavior of ions has also been investigated. Like organic molecules, the degree of

surface adsorption is correlated with their solvation energy.136–138 Early theoretical considerations
indicated that they should be repelled from the water-air interface139,140. Specifically, charged
particles close to the interface between a high-dielectric material (like water) and a low-dielectric
material (like a gas or oil phase) are expected to experience an “image charge repulsion” from the
interface, where the ion experiences a force as if a like-charged ion were on the opposite side of
the interface. In simpler terms, this can be understood by considering the fact that ions have
strong, long-ranged interactions with water that are interrupted at the interface. However, both
experimental and simulation efforts,56,138,141–145 indicate that the situation is more complicated. As
before, the surface excess of ions can be estimated with the Gibb’s adsorption isotherm137, which
shows that many salts are indeed repelled from the surface. However, some large singly-charged
anions are seen to preferentially adsorb to the interface. But the degree of surface adsorption for
such ions is not excessive; for example, low-weight alcohols like methanol, which are not known
for their surface propensity, adsorb more strongly than these simple ions according to the Gibb’s
adsorption isotherm135. We note that the Gibb’s adsorption isotherm only reports on the total
excess of ions at the interface. In some case, ions may adsorb strongly at particular interfacial
depth but be depleted overall at the interface, leading to a negative surface excess.146

Of particular interest are the roles that hydronium, hydroxide, and electrons play in micro-
droplets, as well as their relative preferences for the hydrophobic-water interface or bulk phase.147

The influence of the liquid-air interface on the concentration of H3O+ and OH− ions remains
controversial56,148, with different experiments reaching opposite conclusions. One body of evidence
comes from oil-in-water emulsions. Their electrophoretic mobility indicates that they carry a
negative charge, for pH of 2-456,122. Considering the pH dependence and OH− being the only
negative ion in the solution, this indicates that the surface is rich in OH−. Colussi et al.149 found
that trimethylamine only became protonated at pH < 4 when exposed to the microdroplet surfaces
in the gas phase, despite becoming protonated at pH > 4 when dissolved in the microdroplets,
indicating that H3O+ only becomes present on the surface at lower pH. However, at lower pH,
surface H3O+ appears to act like a superacid, protonating even very weak bases149. The movement
of oil droplets in water towards a positive electrode has historically been attributed to hydroxide
adsorbing to the oily interface.122 This mechanism is consistent with the pH-dependence of the zeta
potential107,120, whose magnitude is reduced to zero around a pH of 2-4, and the fact that solution
pH drops when forming emulsion droplets130. Other interfacial behavior also points towards a
negatively charged interface.122,150 Several theoretical explanations exist to justify hydroxide’s
propensity for the interface, such as its amphiphilic nature151 or its reduction of water’s dielectric
constant, which decreases dipolar fluctuations152.

In contrast, the Gibb’s adsorption isotherm, which is a general method for computing surface
excess from surface tension data, indicates that hydroxide is lightly repelled from water-air inter-
faces.137 Additionally, SFG spectra suggest that hydronium is more prevalent at the interface, but
with the caveat that SFG is more sensitive to acids than bases.153–160. Furthermore, depending
upon the model employed, many MD simulations find that hydronium is at the outermost interface
of air-water systems,48,161 whereas hydroxide has no preferential adsorption to interfaces48,162–166,
only adsorbs weakly101,167,168, or stays just below the hydronium interface to form a double layer145

or possibly a triple layer122 that flips the sign of charge again. Other spectroscopic techniques
for probing surface concentrations frequently find the surface to be richer in H3O+ than in bulk
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water but not richer in OH−.160,169 Together this has been interpreted to mean that H3O+ is more
surface-active. However, preferential hydronium adsorption at the interface of oil-water emulsions
is inconsistent with the zeta potential measurements as patiently pointed out by Beattie and
co-workers122. To explain these discrepancies, Agmon et al.56 cite the possibility of differences
in the probing depth of spectroscopic techniques, interpretation of experimental quantities like
electrokinetic mobility, and the influence of counterions on surface adsorption. Therefore, the
molecular origin of the zeta potential remains an unresolved, open question.

Solvated electrons, possibly formed during the preparation of microdroplets, can also significantly
influence reactivity. Whether the aqueous electron resides in the bulk or at the air-water interface
has been the subject of wide theoretical170–173 and experimental174–182 interest. In particular,
much effort has gone into determining the vertical binding energy (VBE) of the aqueous electron
in water clusters and in bulk using ultrafast UV photoelectron spectroscopy. The VBE of the
bulk aqueous electron, e–

aq(b), was originally reported to be around 3.3 eV177, but has since been
corrected to 3.77± 0.1 eV after accounting for kinetic energy loss due to inelastic scattering178,179.
In early experimental work, the extrapolation from very small water clusters175 to larger clusters176

suggested that electrons can also bind weakly at the aqueous surface for short times.177,183 But like
the debate on the surface propensity of the molecular hydronium and hydroxide ions, subsequent
SFG and charge transfer to solvent (CTTS) experiments are at odds on whether the electron is
partially (electron density exposed to the vapor phase) or fully solvated (density stabilized in
a cavity) for an extended air-water interface.184,185 As summarized by Herbert, the theoretical
consensus is that most of the electron density is in the aqueous phase.186 In a recent salvo using
electronic absorption spectroscopy, Jordan and co-workers determined that the liberated electron
from the surface active phenoxide anion rapidly diffuses into the bulk leaving behind the phenoxide
radical at the surface.182 Overall the observation that the electron is fully solvated is consistent
with the known fact that e–

aq is the only aqueous anion with a positive entropy of hydration187, of
∆S◦

hyd. = 118±20 J/mol/ K◦. It is also consistent with our recent work showing that hydroxide
ions of a microdroplet have a lower vertical ionization energy (VIE) anywhere in the droplet in the
presence of excess charge, a process thermodynamically favored by the fully solvated electron.49

4 The Mechanisms of Microdroplet Reactivity

4.1 Overview of Mechanisms

Having discussed different methods of droplet preparation and the properties of hydrophobic
interfaces, we next discuss how those features contribute to reactivity in microdroplets. A number
of rate-accelerating mechanisms have been proposed, and here we discuss the most prominent.
We illustrate them in Figure 5. We first consider mechanisms that assume the mostly idealized
situation in which a droplet is uncharged.
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Figure 5: Possible mechanisms for enhanced droplet reactivity. For uncharged droplets the (a) thermody-
namics of enhanced interfacial concentration, (b) partial solvation that favors transition state stabilization
(or reactant destabilization), (c) gas phase absorption, and (d) evaporation are all relevant to explain
reactivity in microdroplets. Additionally (e) the creation of a net charge through processes such as contact
electrification will layer on top of processes (a)-(d). (f) Interfacial electric fields have received a lot of
scrutiny but can be understood as a unifying feature across (a)-(e).

Enhanced Interfacial Concentration. Increased interfacial concentration is perhaps the most
straightforward contribution and hence explanation to accelerated reactivity in microdroplets.50,51

As described in Section 3, most organic species strongly adsorb to hydrophobic-water interfaces,
resulting in a locally enhanced concentration. The higher concentration results in more reagent
collisions and accelerated reactivity as per collision rate theory. Importantly, unimolecular reactions
will not be accelerated by this mechanism, and indeed, bimolecular reactions appear much more
likely to be accelerated in microdroplets.19,45

Increased interfacial concentrations can alter equilibrium reactant and product concentrations,
due to their well-known dependence on the available volume from statistical thermodynamics.
Specifically, if reactant species outnumber product species (or vice-versa), the equilibrium product
(reactant) concentration will increase in smaller volumes. The imine synthesis reaction examined
by Fallah-Araghi et al.20,68 provides a lucid example illustrating this model. They examined
the bimolecular reaction of an amine and an aldehyde to yield a fluorescent imine in a water-
in-oil emulsion. All species had substantial affinities for the interface. Consequently, decreasing
microdroplet size increased the equilibrium concentration of the product.

Partial Solvation. The concept of partial solvation44,45 relies on the observation that many
reactions are much faster in the gas phase than in the aqueous phase.188,189 Thus, if the solvation
state at the interface is intermediate between the unsolvated gas phase and the fully solvated aqueous
phase, the reaction rates will likely lie between the gas phase and aqueous phase values. Discerning
stabilization of the transition state in the gas vs. liquid phase188, is more challenging. Qiu et al.45

attributed their observation that only bimolecular reactions are accelerated in microdroplets because
these reactions have charge-disperse transition states, which are more stabilized at the interface than
in the bulk liquid resulting in a lower barrier. Of course, the acceleration of bimolecular reactions
is also expected from an increased interfacial concentration, so it is challenging to distinguish the
importance of partial solvation from adsorption thermodynamics. Because it is an atomic-scale
mechanism, simulations can help distinguish between different possibilities. To this end, Narendra
et al.190 used ab initio MD simulations to investigate hydrazone formation from phenylhydrazine
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and indoline-2,3-dione, finding a reaction path at the interface that had a significantly lower barrier
than in the bulk, indicating that partial solvation likely plays a large role in that reaction.

Gas-Phase Absorption. Other explanations point to factors beyond the surface properties of
the microdroplets. One possibility is that some chemical reactivity is occurring in the gas phase
between reactants that have desorbed from the microdroplet surface. Jacobs et. el.52 investigated
the production of sugar phosphates, which is reported to be accelerated in microdroplets, finding
that the reaction occurred even when the reactants were in separate solutions, and thus concluded
that gas-phase reactivity cannot be neglected. Similar conclusions were drawn by Gallo et al.191 for
a different microdroplet accelerated reaction.

Recent work has also found that surface enhancement and gas-phase channels are kinetically
coupled to other reactions occurring in a droplet and that the kinetics of such processes accelerate
sigmoidally as droplet size decreases, indicating the importance of the surface.78,192 It has also been
observed that when organic acids are present, formation and desorption of HNO3 and HCl from
the interface contribute to the droplet chemistry by pH modulation.193 In fact, droplet pH strongly
modulates uptake of many gaseous species which can accelerate interfacial reactions. One example
is the interplay of O3 uptake, pH, and iodide oxidation occurring at either the surface or in the
bulk of a levitated droplet194. Taken together, these studies indicate that gas-phase reactivity can
be the dominant contribution to accelerated reactivity in some cases and, through kinetic coupling
with gas-phase channels, can accelerate reactions which might otherwise occur slowly.

Droplet Evaporation. This raises the possibility that, in general, droplets are evaporating over
the course of the experiment, thus concentrating the reactants and accelerating the reaction. While
evaporation can certainly occur, it is difficult to ascertain its relevance. In one set of experiments,
Lai et al.195 found that changing the distance that the droplets must travel to the detector had a
limited effect on the reaction profile, indicating that limited evaporative concentration of reactants
was occurring. On the other hand, when studying a reaction in which the reagents had limited
surface propensity, Chen et al.54 found that solvent evaporation dramatically influenced reaction
rate.

4.2 Influence of Microdroplet Charge on Enhanced Reactivity.

Many redox reactions have been reported to be greatly accelerated in microdroplets, as summarized
in the reviews of Jin et al.39 and Vannoy et. al.196 These include the reduction of the pyridyl
anion197, which is thought to very unstable under normal conditions198, and the reduction of various
metals36,40, yielding the formation of various complexes and even nanomaterials30. Many of these
reactions are thermodynamically unfavorable in neutral microdroplets. A prominent example is the
production of hydrogen peroxide from water:

H2O(ℓ) −−⇀↽−− 1

2
H2O2(aq) +

1

2
H2(g), (1)

which has equilibrium constant < e−40. Nonetheless, a number of research labs42,43,74 report its
formation in aqueous microdroplets, generating much controversy regarding the underlying amount
of H2O2 and the mechanism by which it happens.41,42,61,73,76

Hydrogen peroxide’s formation might be justified if it exhibited a large binding affinity to the
interface. However, its binding affinity to water-air interfaces is only around -1 kcal/mol199–201, so its
formation clearly depends on factors beyond the thermodynamics of air-water interfacial absorption.
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This point is further demonstrated by the fact that the amount of H2O2 formed in microdroplets
varies depending upon how the microdroplets are made. As shown in Figure 6a, Musskopf et. al.42

found that the H2O2 concentration in microdroplets formed from condensing water vapor depended
upon whether the vapor was generated from an ultrasonic humidifier or by gentle heating. Only
the droplets generated from the ultrasonic humidifier showed H2O2 above the detection limits of
their analyzer (Figure 6a). Another study found substantially higher concentrations of H2O2 using
an ultrasonic mist maker as well74.

Figure 6: The formation of H2O2 in droplets driven by destabilization of OH− and H3O+ by promoting
electron transfer with excess charge. (a) hydrogen peroxide generated from condensing water vapor using
gentle heating (Heat) compared to using an ultrasonic humidifier (Hum) and then condensed on hydrophobic
(Phob) or hydrophilic (Phil) surfaces. Reproduced with permission from42. (b) the blue points give the
VIE energies for OH−; the yellow points give the VEA energies for H3O+. In the insert we show a proposed
mechanism for how charged droplets are formed and for how redox chemistry occurs. Larger volumes of
water separate into smaller microdroplets, for which the amount of OH− and H3O+ is not evenly divided.
Electrons are then destabilized within the negative droplets but stabilized within the positive droplets.
Adapted with permission from reference57.

How might the observed chemical reactivity of not only H2O2 but many redox reactions
be explained? One immediately relevant and underappreciated property of microdroplets for
redox chemistry is their charge. Experimentally, both negatively charged and positively charged
droplets are present in water sprays63,202,203. The ESI experiment itself, for which the largest
rate accelerations have been reported16,19, relies directly on the production of highly charged
droplets9. Furthermore, droplets can acquire charge in other situations, and it even appears that
producing uncharged water microdroplets is the exception. For example, water streams are known
to spontaneously acquire charge204. Various levitated droplets26,205 spontaneously acquire a charge,
and sonication and even pipetting are both capable of producing a charged droplet206,207. Evidence
in favor for the importance of charge is the lack of reactivity in droplets prepared by heating and
cooling, as seen in Figure 6a, which are thought to have minimal charge. Likewise, Banerjee et
al.12 found that increasing microdroplet charge resulted in greater reactivity.

Certainly charged droplets substantially alter the thermodynamics of redox reactions relative
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to neutral droplets. Colussi has made the claim that both hydroxide and hydronium ions are
preferentially solvated at the surface of sprayed (i.e. charged) droplets, and that they have a
dramatically lower hydration enthalpy that explains the observation of H2O2 formation.58 This
work simply assumes surface activity of H3O+ and OH– and estimates the enthalpy of this surface
state from gas phase thermodynamic tables.58 However, the proposed mechanism is invalidated by
our recent work based on quantitative simulations and theory using a thermodynamic cycle for
nanodroplets with net charge.57 We find that the ion spatial distribution in net charged environments
is weakly perturbed with respect to the ion distribution when a droplet has just one charge, and
furthermore is not a surface effect.57 By computing the vertical ionization energies (VIEs) of
hydroxide and vertical electron affinities (VEAs) of hydronium in nanodroplets that have an excess
amount of hydroxide and hydronium, the VIEs and VEAs shift substantially.57 The magnitude of
the shift closely matches an unscreened Coloumb’s law between like-charged ions as shown in Figure
6b. This observation and the computed hydration enthalpies of each ion provide a direct connection
to the reaction thermodynamics explaining how solvated electrons and hydroxyl radicals can be
produced spontaneously in sprayed droplets. Furthermore, the excess droplet charge that is needed
for favorable thermodynamics is well below the Rayleigh limit. Finally, using scaling arguments to
reach the micron scale, the thermodynamics only become more favorable for a particular fraction
of the Rayleigh limit. It stands to reason that other unfavorable redox reactions may also become
favorable under such conditions.

As with gas bubbles and oil emulsions in water, the fundamental origin behind the charging of air-
water droplets and oil-water emulsions is unclear. It is likely related to contact electrification73,208,
which refers to the generic observation that charge can be exchanged between two materials in
contact, leaving both with a net charge.72,209,210 While CE has been observed to occur in all
combinations of gas, liquid, and solid contacts72, the most relevant types of CE for microdroplet
reactivity are gas-liquid, liquid-liquid, and liquid-solid. Unfortunately, the theory of CE remains
incomplete and poorly understood especially when liquids are involved.72,211 Nonetheless, recent
work studying sonication of water in contact with fluorinated ethylene propylene (FEP) found
that H2O2 is generated by two pathways.212 The first involves the reduction of O2 to O2

•– by
electron transfer from either FEP or OH– . The second involves oxidation of H2O to H2O+ which
immediately decays to OH• or direct oxidation of OH– to OH•. This type of process is referred to
as contact-electro-catalysis213 because it produces H2O2 via an oxidative and reductive pathway
such that the FEP surface acts as both a source and sink of electrons.

Analogously, charge-stabilized oil-water emulsions can be seen to arise from liquid-liquid CE
where sonication plays the role of repeatedly driving the contact between the oil and water. In
the aforementioned study, the charges are electrons originating from the solid or liquid212, while in
the case of an oil-water emulsion it is believed that the surface charges are molecular ions, usually
identified as OH– .122 There is also direct evidence of the CE process between a gas and levitated
liquid droplet in which the levitated droplet accumulates a positive charge.205 This is interpreted
to mean that electrons are transferred from the droplet to gas molecules.

Droplet charges can impact reactivity in other ways as well. For clarity, we note that the pH is
defined as the logarithm of the activity of H+, so the pH at the interface necessarily equals the
value in bulk214. Nonetheless, the concentration of H3O+ or OH− may be enriched at the surface
such that the water interface has been called both a "superacid"149,215, and a "superbase"149,216,217.
Consequently, while uncharged planar air-water interfaces may not behave like superacids or
superbases, the interfaces of charged microdroplets might. Enhanced reactivity has also been
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reported in water emulsions. Specifically, hydrogen peroxide may form spontaneously in water
droplets dispersed in another phase218, and the droplets may be generally useful for electrochemical
reactions21. Considering that emulsion droplets also carry a charge, their enhanced reactivity may
have a common origin to that of aerial microdroplets. At the same time, oil-water emulsion droplets
all have the same charge whereas aerial droplets can have either sign of charge. Thus, reactivity
in emulsions may be limited to certain types of redox reactions compared to aerial microdroplets
prepared by ESI or gas nebulization. In either case there is enhanced redox reactivity in droplet
preparations that create charged droplets relative to neutral droplets.

4.3 Interfacial Electric Fields

Like electrostatic preorganization known to occur in enzymes219–222, microdroplets also have an
organized water structure at their interfaces. that depends on how the droplet is prepared (charged
or uncharged), what type of water interface is formed (air, oils, or solid surfaces), and what types
of surface sensitive adsorbants accumulate at the interface. Thus measured electric fields can be
regarded as a unified and quantitative gauge of how these many molecular interactions integrate
at formed water interfaces as demonstrated in Figure 7a.221,223 There are net field strengths of
10 to 100 MV/cm that arise from intermolecular interactions at the molecular surfaces, as well
as much larger fields originating from the large potential gradients inside the electron density of
molecules224,225. We are typically interested in the former for understanding chemical reactivity
since reactant molecules cannot overlap strongly with the internal electron density of other molecules.
Mechanistically, if the electric field is parallel to a reaction coordinate axis, the electric field will
promote ionization along the bond226 and consequently reduce the energy required for the bond to
break. Thus, electric fields have been put forth as an explanation for a wide array of accelerated
reactions in enzymes227, synthetic catalysts228,229, electrocatalytic surfaces221, and most recently
for microdroplet chemistry.48

Water, with its large dipole moment, generates large electric fields. While molecules in bulk
water can experience large fields of around 100 - 300 MV/cm230, rotational averaging creates fields
that are very short-ranged and short-lived such that projections along reacting bonds are largely
very rare events. However at the interfaces formed by water the reactant molecules can experience
electric fields that are more persistent both in direction and in time. Hence there is great interest
in estimating the surface field strengths experienced by reactant solutes that might drive chemical
reactivity. In 2020, Xiong et. al.47 used the rhodamine 800 probe to image the electric field at the
surface of a water-in-oil emulsion using stimulated Raman excited fluorescence (SREF) (Figure 7b).
They found that the frequency of the probe’s nitrile group, which is sensitive and calibrated to the
local electric field, was shifted at the interface by 5 cm−1, which corresponds to a field strength of
≈ 10 MV/cm (Figure 7c). Likewise, Hao et al.48 examined the cumulative charge density, surface
potential, and electric fields for a water nanodroplet, quantities experienced by the OH vibrational
stretches at the interface relative to bulk (Figure 7d). They found that the mean electric field
at the interface is close to ≈ 10 MV/cm, in agreement with the SREF experiment. This average
electric field value is likely too small to drive chemical reactions even with perfect alignment along
a breaking bond, which requires at least another order of magnitude in field strength. But the soft
interface can fluctuate to create a Lorentzian spread of field values that would certainly be large
enough to influence reactivity with reasonably high probability as seen in Figure 7e.48,226,231.
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Figure 7: Electric fields measured at water interfaces. (a) Stimulated Raman excited fluorescence (SREF)
imaging of water microdroplets in oil. (b), the frequency of the nitrile stretch of rhodamine 800 at the
interface of a water-in-oil emulsion and in the bulk. (c) cumulative charge density as simulated with a
reactive force, ReaxFF/C-GeM232, for the air-water interface of nanodroplets showing fluctuations over
the nm lengthscale. (d) Lorentzian distribution of electric fields evaluated at the air-water interface using
ReaxFF/C-GeM. Adapted with permission from references47,48.
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The presence of net charge of an air/water droplet or oil-water emulsion can lead to a greater
surface potential and electric field, but also manifests as electric fields that are longer-ranged and
extend over the entirety of the microdroplet as shown by Chamberlayne and Zare.46. Microdroplets
in emulsion systems also carry a charge, which can increase the strength of electric fields for these
hydrophobic-water interfacial systems as well. In a well-cited study, the surface charge density
(which must be sufficient to stabilize the emulsion) is obtained by measuring the size of the emulsion
droplets by electroacoustics and the quantity of NaOH required to keep the pH constant during
homogenization.130 Hence, the measured pH of the solution drops so that the surface charge density
of negative ions can be measured by titration.130,233 For hexadecane, the net surface charge density
is approximately -4.6 µC/cm−2 at neutral pH. Application of Gauss’ law for a 125 nm droplet using
this experimentally derived charge density estimate yields an electric field of ≈55 MV/cm at the
surface of oil-water emulsions. In the SCRS spectra described in Section 260, we estimated the
electric field at the interface due to the zeta potential in an oil-in-water emulsion to be around 40-90
MV/cm, which is substantially larger than the values reported at uncharged interfaces. We thus
suspect that fields that arise due to microdroplet charge play a more important role in accelerating
microdroplet chemistry than the fields inherent to uncharged water interfaces.

5 Conclusions
Water microdroplets show promise in enabling a diverse array of reactions, many of which are
quite unfavorable in a homogeneous phase, and providing a "clean" synthesis platform that is
being explored for the ability to extend them to the industrial scale. To achieve this requires that
we confront the complexity of aqueous microdroplets, which is underscored by deficiencies in our
understanding of water/hydrophobic interfaces in general. In this perspective we have reviewed this
understanding, emphasizing insights from recent work while also highlighting areas of disagreement.

One aspect of microdroplets that we are confident is relevant for their reactivity is their
charge. Recent work of ours and others demonstrates that charge can dramatically change
the reaction thermodynamics, making unfavorable reactions favorable, although further work is
needed to establish the origin of the charge. Therefore, experiments able to explicitly connect
the zeta potential and interfacial electric fields to specific molecular species will be tremendously
insightful. Additionally, both experimental and theoretical insights into the mechanisms of contact
electrification at liquid-gas, liquid-liquid, and liquid-solid interfaces are needed to tell the complete
story of microdroplet reactivity. To this end, UV-vis spectroscopy of oil-water emulsions could
help elucidate the presence or absence of radical anions produced by sonication since hemi-bonded
systems tend to have intense UV-vis absorption bands between 200-400nm. The importance
of contact electrification for microdroplet reactivity is that the kinetic energy of molecules is
transformed into large charge separations. In this sense, contact electrification can be thought
of as the original source of energy which is used to drive the myriad reactions we have discussed
above. Therefore, elucidating the mechanisms of contact electrification involving liquids is critical
for designing efficient reactions in charged microdroplets.

Throughout this perspective, we have argued that there are fundamental similarities between
sprayed microdroplets and oil-water emulsions. This argument has been made on the grounds that
each system has regions of net-negative and net-positive charge and these charged regions should
alter the thermodynamics of chemical reactions in fundamentally similar ways. For these reasons,
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we also expect that there are both experimental and theoretical connections to be made between
microdroplet chemistry and the chemistry which occurs at electrochemical interfaces.46,221

It should also be emphasized that theoretical models such as Gouy-Chapman234,235 or theory
for dielectric saturation236–239 starts with the assumption of system neutrality that is violated by
the preparations that create charged droplets, preparations that exhibit the greatest level of rate
accelerations. Reformed theoretical models of this kind would allow the effect of excess charge
on thermodynamics and electronic structure to be studied routinely while also providing insights
into ion distribution in charged systems. Additionally, hydroxyl radicals are centrally important in
many reactions which occur in aqueous microdroplets, but there are few reactive models of H3O+,
OH– , and relevant radical species, that are currently available.240,241 Microdroplets are thus an
excellent motivation for the development of new reactive force fields.242

We have summarized the diverse and fascinating chemistry which occurs in microdroplets and
the mechanisms by which these reactions are thought to occur. In neutral systems, we believe
that a complex combination of interfacial electric fields, partial solvation, gas-phase absorption,
and concentration enhancements are all mechanistically relevant. Many of the most interesting
applications of microdroplets involve accelerating redox chemistry. For such reactions, we argue
that excess charge is the key variable. This excess charge can be dispersed throughout the system,
as with sprayed droplets, or concentrated in a specific region as with the electric double layer
stabilizing oil-water emulsions.
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Abstract

A wide variety of reactions are reported to be dramatically accelerated in water microdroplets,
opening the possibility that they may become as a general platform for chemical synthesis.
Fully utilizing (typically aqueous) microdroplets for accelerating chemical reactions requires
understanding how microdroplet chemistry differs from that in bulk on a fundamental level,
and here we provide our perspective on recent progress to this end. Due to the high surface-
to-volume ratio of microdroplets, the water interface is frequently implicated in its reactivity.
We discuss recent insights into the nature of water-hydrophobic interfaces, including the
spectroscopic measurements of water-in-oil emulsions, which differ from that of planar water-
air interfaces. We particularly highlight the role of droplet charge, which appears key to
understanding how certain reactions, like the formation of hydrogen peroxide and reduced
transition metal complexes, are thermodynamically possible in microdroplets. We discuss
specific mechanisms proposed for microdroplet acceleration, highlighting how many of them
are interrelated such as charged droplets and electric fields. Lastly, we emphasize opportunities
for theoretical advances in the field generally, and to suggest experiments which would greatly
enhance our understanding of this fascinating and emerging subject.

1 Introduction
Many organic and redox reactions are reported to occur significantly faster in water microdroplets
than found in the bulk liquid phase. Although “on-water” reactions? ? and reactivity in atmospheric
aerosols? have been studied for longer, the first reports on reactivity in laboratory-prepared
microdroplets appeared only within the past two decades? ? ? . In early studies, which were
largely concerned with microdroplets prepared through electrospray ionization (ESI)? ? , many
types of organic reactions were found to be accelerated? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? , indicating that
microdroplets may be generally useful vessels for organic synthesis. Subsequently, acceleration was
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also reported in similar systems, including water-in-oil emulsions? ? , thin films? ? ? , and levitated
droplets? ? ? ? ? ? . Especially interesting is the wide variety of redox chemistry reported to occur
in microdroplets? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? , including the reduction of various metals? ? and the oxidation of
water into hydrogen peroxide? ? ? ? . Intriguingly, many of these reactions are thermodynamically
unfavorable in bulk water.

However, explaining microdroplet reactivity has proven challenging, with the inherent complexity
of the multiphase system leading to many plausible mechanisms for rate acceleration? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? .
Due to the high surface-to-volume ratio of the microdroplets, most agree that the interface plays a
key role. Problematically, many aspects of water interfaces that are relevant for reactivity, such as
their acidity or basicity? , have themselves proven challenging to understand? . Another important,
but perhaps less appreciated, feature of microdroplets is their charge? ? ? ? , which is extremely
relevant for reaction kinetics and thermodynamics? .

Here we provide our perspective on the underlying reasons for chemical reactivity of microdroplets
and related systems like thin films or water emulsions. We begin by reviewing the experimental
landscape for creating droplets, measuring their reactivity, and provide a brief catalogue of reactions
that have been reported to be accelerated in droplets relative to the bulk phase. Next we discuss the
current understanding of water/hydrophobic interfaces, highlighting areas of contention that may
be relevant for microdroplet reactivity, like the recent attempts to spectroscopically characterize
emulsion interfaces or test spontaneous formation of H2O2. We also discuss the adsorption of organic
molecules and ions to interfaces, and stress the importance of the strength of interfacial adsorption
that dictates the thermodynamics of reactions in uncharged droplets. We next emphasize the role of
droplet charge that can substantially alter the reaction thermodynamics of microdroplets, especially
for redox reactions, since the presence of both positively and negatively charged droplets likely
explains the simultaneous reduction and oxidation potential of microdroplets. Finally, we critically
assess contributions from other proposed mechanisms, but also highlighting their interconnectivity.
For example the presence of electric fields at formed hydrophobic-water interfaces that can be
regarded as a unified and quantitative gauge of many interactions, including whether or not a droplet
is charged. We conclude our perspective on remaining open questions in regards microdroplet
reactivity, with suggestions on future experimental and theoretical studies that would bring about
further advances in this fascinating subject.

2 Preparing Microdroplets
Water microdroplets have been prepared Figure 1 shows some of the different experimental techniques
and conditions used for creating microdroplets. To draw out these distinctions more specifically, we
discuss the primary methods for microdroplet formation: 1) electrospray ionization? , 2) ultrasonic
humidifcation,? ? 3) gas nebulization,? ? ? , 4) water condensation from the vapor,? ? , and 5)
oil-water emulsions? ? . We take each of the microdroplet preparations in turn to describe at a
high-level how the technique leads to generation of droplets, and their observed properties, as it will
be important to connect their features to observed reactive chemistry, if any. We acknowledge that
levitated droplets and thin films are alternative preparations for observing accelerated reactivity,
but we do not discuss them extensively here.

Electrospray Ionization: In electrospray ionization (ESI) experiments, droplets are generated
by applying a high voltage to a liquid which produces charged aerosols. These charged particles have
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been shown to undergo unique chemistry which differs dramatically from the aqueous phase? ? ?

and has recently been reviewed.? These methods yield air-water interfaces and highly charged
environments which yield a very reactive microdroplet. The rates of many acid- and base-catalyzed
reactions in positively- and negatively charged microdroplets, respectively, are found to be ac-
celerated compared to the bulk solution rates.? However the underlying mechanisms underlying
accelerated reaction rates in ESI experiments are thought to be complicated by multi-phase kinetics,
and droplets created by ESI may not be a representative of the air-water interface.?

Ultrasonic Humidification. Ultrasonic humidification uses a device which mechanically
sonicates water at ∼1-2 MHz, producing a fine mist above the water bath. This mist is then allowed
to condense onto a hydrophobic substrate resulting in microdroplets as small as ∼1 µm in diameter.
It is noteworthy that this same microdroplet formation technique used in the Mishra? and Zare?

groups lead to the same level of ∼ 1 µM H2O2 concentration, and above the detection limit of the
experiments. This preparation of droplets create an air-water interface and evidence shows that
they too are charged.

Figure 1: Different ways of producing microdroplets. Gentle heating and water condensation? , gas
nebulization? , sonication? , and electrospray ionization and related techniques.? Thin films can be
produced through dropcasting.? Levitated droplets include Leidenfrost? ? droplets and acoustically
levitated? droplets. Water emulsion typically involve water dispersed in hydrophobic solution? , or
vice-versa? .

Nguyen and Nguyen argue that ultrasonication results in cavitation of water and these cavities
facilitate the production of reactive species such as OH•, H•, HO2

•, and possibly other radicals
which eventually combine to form H2O2.? In support of this argument, Nguyen demonstrates
that doping the microdroplets with ions known to prefer the interior of a microdroplet, such as
SCN– , quenches H2O2 formation, as does the addition of HCl. Indeed, many highly unfavorable
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reactions have been observed to occur during cavitation.? These experiments seem to indicate that
sonication drives reactions via a totally different pathway which is dependent on the formation of
cavities inside the droplet as opposed to being a surface active process.

Gas Nebulization. Gas nebulization generates droplets by flowing a gas or mixture of gases
into a stream of water which breaks up the water into a fine mist with an air-water interface. The size
of the droplets can be loosely controlled by varying the flow rate of the nebulizing gases (Figure 1).
Recent work by Zhou et al. observed the formation of both pyridyl anions and hydroxypyridine in a
spray of a water/pyridine mixture using gas nebulization.? From these observations they speculate
that it is the availability of free electrons and oxidative species such as OH- that can simultaneously
reduce and oxidize pyridine.? Gao et al.? using gas nebulization and mass spectrometry, showed
that the Dakin and Baeyer-Villiger reactions proceed without the addition of peroxides that are
known to be required catalysts in the bulk aqueous phase. Finally, spontaneous reduction of several
organic molecules was found to occur in microdroplets prepared by gas nebulization? : pyruvate to
lactate, lipoic acid to dihydrolipoic acid, fumarate to succinate, and oxaloacetate to malate. Lee
speculated that the source of electrons are OH– species that may more readily give up an electron
at the air-water interface.? Gas nebulization also is thought to create charged droplets through
contact electrification? ? , a topic which we discuss in detail below.

Water Condensation. The most benign process for creating microdroplets is condensation of
water onto cold surfaces from vapor produced by heating water to between 50-70 ◦C. Although
Lee et al. originally reported fairly high concentrations of H2O2 formation by this process, more
recent work by Gallo et al. showed no detectable presence of H2O2 under these microdroplet
generation conditions.? The lack of measurable reactivity relative to the other droplet methods
may be because this methods produce much larger droplets, when there is a known size dependence
for reactivity of 1 µm in droplet diameter, and this evaporative process does not create enough
droplets of this smaller size. Another compelling argument against observing reactivity under these
conditions is it does not create charged microdroplets.

Oil-water emulsions. All of the above droplet generation techniques create primarily an
air-water interface, whereas oil-water emulsions have an interface involving an oil phase with
molecular features of a soft fluctuating environment. Oil-water emulsions also accelerate reactions
such as imine synthesis? It is well known from electrophoresis experiments that under an applied
electric field oil droplets move due to the fact that they carry charge, forces that arise at the
slip plane that defines the region of the zeta potential, although the origin of this charge is not
fully understood. We consider the evidence on whether air-water and oil-water emulsions are to
be generically referred to as "hydrophobic-water" interfaces, emphasizing their common features,
or whether they are in fact dissimilar in important ways that may give rise to different droplet
behavior in regard chemical reactivity.

3 The Nature of the Hydrophobic-Water Interface

3.1 Planar Hydrophobic-Water Interfaces

A unifying characteristic of water microdroplets is their large interface with air or other hy-
drophobic interfaces such as oil-water emulsions.? ? ? ? . The nano- to mesoscopic length scales
of water-hydrophobic interfaces necessitate the use of advanced experimental techniques to char-
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acterize them.? Sum frequency generation spectroscopy (SFG) collected in either homodyne or
heterodyne variants? ? ? ? has proven extremely useful in this regard due to its surface-selective
nature? ? ? ? ? ? . When applied to water-hydrophobic interfaces, heterodyne-detected SFG (HD-
SFG) offers the key advantage of the sign indicating whether the transition dipole is pointing
towards the bulk water phase (negative values) or the other phase (positive values). In Figure 2
we show heterodyne-detected SFG (HD-SFG) spectra collected by Strazdaite et al.? under the
ssp-polarization at (a) D2O/air and (b) D2O/hexane interfaces.

Figure 2: The heterodyne-collected SFG spectra of (a) air-water interface and b) an oil-water interface.
Adapted with permission from ref?

Inspection of the D2O/air spectra shown in Figure 2a yields several insights. One is the presence
of a positive peak around 2700 cm−1 (3700 cm−1 in H2O), which has been attributed to the presence
of nonbonded DH-stretches pointing towards the vapor phase? . Because they are not participating
in hydrogen bonds, they are commonly denoted as “free” or “dangling” stretches. Second is the
presence of a broad negative feature around 2500 cm−1 (3400 cm−1 in H2O). This feature has
been attributed to the DH-stretches of waters that are still participating in the hydrogen bonding
network of water but have been perturbed by the presence of the interface. The negative sign
implies that their net dipole is oriented towards the bulk phase. While SFG spectra do not show
the relative location of these waters at the interface, these can be analyzed by comparison with
molecular dynamics (MD) simulations. In agreement with experiment, the simulations reveal that
many interfacial waters have a free OH, while waters further in the bulk (by a few Å) tend to
point towards the bulk phase.? ? . Lastly, we note that a positive feature in the SFG at lower
wavelengths (below 2350 cm−1 in Figure 2a, below 3200 cm−1 in H2O) was later shown to be an
experimental artifact.? ?

Surprisingly, the SFG obtained for water/oil interfaces, which are relevant for microdroplets in
water-in-oil emulsions, are quite different than that of the air-water interface. We show the HD-SFG
spectra of Strazdaite et al.? in Figure 2b. As in the water/air spectra, there is generally a free OH
feature, although it is redshifted by ≈ 30− 40 cm−1. This shift has been attributed to interactions
between the oil and the water? ? , in part because the red shift resembles that for waters in the
vicinity of alcohols like butanol? . Strikingly, the sign of the hydrogen-bonded OH stretch is now
positive, indicating that the net dipole moment in the hydrogen-bound region now points away
from the bulk water phase, which sharply contrasts with the water/air interface. Similar results
were found at the interface of water with a hydrophobic octadecyltrichlorosilane monolayer? ? ? ,
indicating that the change in sign may be general for oily interfaces, although other work attributes
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it to the charge of the oily substrate? . The hydrogen-bonded region is also more intense, which
Strazdaite et al.? interpreted to mean the hydrogen bonding network is more ordered. We also
note that SFG spectra of oil-water interfaces may be subject to issues to like partial wetting? ? ,
leading to disagreements among SFG experiments for water-hydrophobic interfaces.

4 Reactivity at Uncharged Water-Air Interfaces

4.1 Enhancd interfacial concentration

Perhaps the most straightforward contribution to reactivity at water interfaces is an enhanced
interfacial concentration. If the reagents adsorb to the interface, their local concentration will
increase, yielding more reagent collisions and a faster reaction rate. The interfacial region occupies a
large fraction of a microdroplet’s volume, making this effect much more prominent in microdroplets
than in bulk. As system size decreases, the interfacial region occupies a larger fraction of the
droplet, so this mechanism is will be especially relevant in small microdroplets. Furthermore, in
non-stoichiometric reactions, interfacial concentration can change the equilibrium concentrations of
species. The effect can be understood by considering an equilibrium constant in a reaction where
two reactants A and B combine to form the product C:

Kb
eq =

[C]

[B][A]
(1)

where [i] denotes the concentration of component i. If the concentration is increased, the equilibrium
concentration of the product must increase more rapidly than the the reagent concentration. This
effect holds anytime the products outnumber the reactants. Conversely, if products outnumber the
reactants, reactants will be favored. Again, the relatively large interfacial volume in microdroplets
can make this effect quite substantial.

The reagents must adsorb to the interface for this mechanism to be relevant. Many reactions
reported to be accelerated in microdroplets involve organic species which, famously, are poorly soluble
in water. However, they generally adsorb quite strongly to water/hydrophobic interfaces? ? ? ? .
Of course, the degree of surface adsorption varies strongly from molecule to molecule? , since
well-stabilized molecules as reflected in their solvation energy in bulk water have less impetus for
the interface.? One measure of interfacial propensity is the Gibb’s adsorption isotherm, in which
interfacial concentration can be inferred from surface tension measurements. The Gibb’s adsorption
isotherm indicates even molecules that are quite soluble in water, like small alcohols and acids? ,
also partition substantially to the interface as seen in experiments and MD simulations.? ? ? . As the
alkane chain of simple alcohols grow longer, their interfacial propensity also increases substantially? ,
which can give rise to complex interfaces such as reverse micelles or lipid bilayer organizations.

Only multi-reagent reactions are expected to be accelerated by this mechanisms, and indeed,
they appear to more likely to be accelerated.? ? In one example, Qiu et al.? examine several
unimolecular and bimolecular reactions, finding that only the bimolecular ones were accelerated
in microdroplets. The imine synthesis reaction examined by Fallah-Araghi et al.? provides a
another lucid example.? . Specifically, they examined the bimolecular reaction of an amine and an
aldehyde into a fluorescent imine in a water-in-oil emulsion. In bulk, Keq for this reaction is quite
low and little product is formed, as shown in Figure 10a. In contrast, more product is formed in
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emulsion droplet, with the measured Keq (when measured in terms of concentrations) increasing
with decreasing droplet radius, as shown in Figure 10b. Furthermore, by considering the forwards
and backwards rate coefficients, they were able infer that the change in Keq was related to the
destabilization of the reactants.

Figure 3: The thermodynamics and kinetics of imine synthesis inside a water-in-oil emulsion. In a), the
product concentration with time is shown. Emulsion droplet systems are given by their volumes in pL. In
b) the effective equilibrium concentrations are shown as a function of radius ratio. In c), estimated changes
to the free energy profile are shown. Adapted with permission from reference? .

4.2 Altered solvation environments

The solvation environment of a species determines their relative relative stability in solution.
The interface will significantly perturb a molecule’s solvation environment, which can lead to
significantly perturbed reaction kinetics and thermodynamics. Importantly, changes to the reaction
thermodynamics are reflected in the surface affinities of reactants and products. Specifically, if the
interfacial adsorption free energies of different species differ by ∆µads, equilibrium concentrations
at the interface will differ by e−β∆µads .

Likewise, the solvation environment of a reaction’s transition state can be stabilizing or desta-
bilizing, leading to increased or decreased reaction kinetics. One proposed mechanism is partial
solvation? ? , which relies on the observation that many reactions are ≈ 1010 faster in the gas
phase than in aqueous phase.? ? The solvation state at the interface may be intermediate between
the unsolvated gas phase and the fully solvated aqueous phases, and thus reaction rates may
lie somewhere in between the bulk phase values. Such large differences have been attributed to
destabilization of the transition state in the liquid phase? . Qiu et al.? attributed their observation
that only bimolecular reactions are accelerated because these reactions have more charge-disperse
transition states, which are more stable at the interface than in the bulk. Of course, the accel-
eration of bimolecular reactions is also expected from an increased interfacial concentration, so
it is challenging to distinguish the importance of partial solvation from an enhanced interfacial
concentration. Due to the microscopic nature of this mechanism, simulations can help distinguish
between different possibilities. To this end, Narendra et al.? used MD simulations to investigate
hydrazone formation from phenylhydrazine and indoline-2,3-dione, finding a reaction path at the
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interface with a significantly lower barrier than in the bulk, indicating that partial solvation may
play a large role in that reaction.

Other proposed mechanisms pertain to molecular orientation at the interface. Unlike in bulk,
many molecules adopt specific orientations at the interface? ? , which certainly influences their
reactivity. Most notably, surfactants orient their hydrophillic groups toward the water phase? .
Zhou et al.? found that rhodamine 6G adopts specific orientations at interfaces? ; Xiong et al.?
later found the same behavior for several other water-soluble probes. Such behavior likely influences
the reaction pathway that the molecules can take, as found by Narendi et al.? in their simulations.

4.3 Interfacial Electric Fields

Electric fields are known to significantly accelerate reactions.? ? Specifically, if the electric field
is parallel to the reaction axis, the electric field will promote ionization along the bond? and
consequently reduce the energy required for the bond to break. In addition to externally applied
electric fields, molecules can generate electric fields themselves. Water, with its large dipole moment,
generates particularly large electric fields. Intriguingly, both experiment and simulation indicate
that electric fields are stronger at the water-hydrophobic interfaces. While molecules in bulk water
can experience very short-ranged fields around 100 - 300 MV/cm? , their orientations undergo
rotational averaging whereas interfacial electric fields are persistent in their perpendicular direction
to the air-water surface. In 2020 Xiong et. al.? used rhodamine 800 probe to study the electric
field at the surface of a water-in-oil emulsion using SREF (Figure ). They found that the frequency
of probe’s nitrile group, which is sensitive and calibrated to the local electric field, was shifted at the
interface by 5 cm−1, which corresponds to a field strength of ≈ 10 MV/cm. Likewise, Hao et al.?
examined the electric field experienced by the OH vibrational stretches at the interface relative to
bulk, as illustrated in Figure 7b. They found that the average electric field at the interface is close
to ≈ 10 MV/cm, in agreement with the SREF experiment. Futhermore, Hao et al.? found that
field strengths could fluctuate to much larger values, which should be most relevant for reactivity.

a) b) 

Figure 4: Electric fields measured at water interfaces. In a), we show the frequency of the nitrile stretch
of rhodamine 800 at the interface of a water-in-oil emulsion and in the bulk. In b) we show the distribution
of electric fields measured in bulk and at the interface in of a microdroplet in simulations using the
reaxff-CGEM model? for water. Adapted with permission from references? ? .
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We emphasize that he distinction as to whether a microdroplet is charged or
uncharged is not necessary to define since the electric field can be regarded as a unified
and quantitative gauge of many interactions occurring between water molecules in the
bulk and at formed hydrophobic-water interfaces.? ?

Figure 5: Electric fields as proxies for molecular interactions. Adapted with permission from references? .

5 Charged Water Droplets

5.1 Influence on Reactivity

Some reactions reported in microdroplets appear to defy thermodynamic constraints. For example,
the production of hydrogen peroxide from water:

H2O(ℓ) −−⇀↽−− 1

2
H2O2(aq) +

1

2
H2(g) (2)

has an equilibrium constant < e−40, but µm concentrations have been observed to form in water
microdroplets.? ? Considering that hydrogen peroxide has a binding affinity to water/air interfaces
around -1 kcal/mol? ? ? , its formation clearly depends on factors beyond the thermodynamics of
air/water interfaces. This point is further demonstrated by the fact that the amount of H2O2 formed
in microdroplets varies depending upon how the microdroplets are made. As shown in Figure 6,
Musskopf et. al.? found that the H2O2 concentration in microdroplets formed from condensing
water vapor depended upon whether the vapor was generated from an ultrasonic humidifier or by
gentle heating. Only the droplets generated from the ultrasonic humidifier showed H2O2 above the
detection limits of their analyzer, as shown in Figure 6. Another study found substantially higher
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concentrations using an ultrasonic mist maker? . These conflicting observations made the initial
reports of hydroxide peroxide formation in microdroplets quite controversial.? ? ? ? ?

Figure 6: The formation of H2O2 in droplets generated from condensing water vapor. “Heat” indicates
that the the vapor was generated by heating bulk water. “Hum” indicates that the vapor was generated
using an ultrasonic humidifier. “Phob” indicates that the water was condensed on a hydrophobic surface,
while “Phil” indicates that the water was condensed on a hydrophillic surface. Adadpted from? .

However, many other thermodynamically unfavorable redox reactions have also been reported,
as summarized in the reviews Jin et al.? and Vannoy et. al.? These include the reduction of the
pyridal anion? , which is thought to very unstable under normal conditions? . Various metals? ?

are also reduced, yielding the formation of various complexes and even nanomaterials? . These
provide clear evidence of the redox properties of water microdroplets.

One immediately relevant property of microdroplets for redox chemistry is their charge. The
ESI experiment itself, for which the largest rate accelerations have been reported? ? , relies directly
on the production of highly charged droplets? . However, droplets can acquire charge in other
situations, and it even appears that producing uncharged water microdroplets may be the exception.
For example, water streams are known to spontaneously acquire charge? . Various levitated
droplets? ? also spontaneously acquire a charge, and even pipetting is capable of producing a
charge? ? . As with gas bubbles and oil emulsions in water, the fundamental mechanism behind
the charging of air-water droplets is unclear. It is likely related to contact electrification? ? , but
the mechanism of contact electrification is itself uncertain? ? , a topic which we return to below.

Importantly, regardless of the charge’s origin, charged environments substantially alter the
thermodynamics of redox reactions. Negatively charged ions are destabilized in negatively charged
environments, while positively charged ions will be destabilized in positively charged environments.
We recently demonstrated this? by computing the vertical ionization energies (vertical electron
affinities) of hydroxide (hydronium) in small nanodroplets that had excess hydroxide (hydronium).
We found that the energies shifted substantially, with the magnitude of the shift closely matching
an unscreened Coloumb’s law, as shown in Figure 7a. This correspondence indicates that the
destabilization stems from interaction between like-charged ions. Analogous modifications of the
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hydration enthalpies of each ion were observed thereby providing a direct connection to the reaction
thermodynamics.

a) b)

Figure 7: The destabilization of OH− and H3O+. In a), the blue points give the VIE energies for
OH−. The yellow points give the VEA energies for H3O+ In b) we show a proposed mechanism for how
charged droplets are formed and for how redox chemistry occurs. Larger volumes of water separate into
smaller microdroplets, for which the amount of OH− and H3O+ is not evenly divided. Electrons are
then destabilized within the negative droplets but stabilized within the positive droplets. Adapted with
permission from reference? .

Both negatively charged and positively charged droplets are present in water sprays? ? ? . In
our work? we showed that, for physically realizable droplet charges, the transfer of an electron
from OH− in a negatively charged environment to a H+ in a positively charge environment became
spontaneous. We illustrate this process in Figure 7b under the assumption that the negative and
positive charges are due to excess OH− and H3O+, respectively. It stands to reason that other
unfavorable redox reactions may also become favorable under such conditions, although specifics
of the process are still being investigated. In 2023, Lin et al.? proposed that much of the charge
transfer occured during the initial separation of the liquid into positively and negatively charged
droplets. Solid-liquid contact electrification before the water droplets have been sprayed may also
be relevant.? ?

Droplet charges likely impact reactivity in other ways as well. Due to observed reactivity, the
water interface has been called both “a superacid” ? ? , and a “superbase” ? ? ? . For clarity, we note
that the pH is defined as the logarithm of the activity of H+, so the pH at the interface necessarily
equals the value in bulk? . Nonetheless, the concentration of H+ or OH− may be enriched at the
surface, which is what is usually meant when the interface is called more acidic or basic than
bulk. As described in Section 3.3, there is little evidence for hydronium or hydroxide adsorption at
planar water/air interfaces but much implied evidence for oil-water emulsions. However, in charged
air-water systems, the charges are likely concentrated at the edges of droplets to minimize the
potential energy.? ? ? ? Thus the surface may be enriched in H3O+ in positively charged systems and
enriched in OH− in negatively charged systems? . Consequently, while uncharged planar air-water
interfaces may not behave like superacids or superbases, the interfaces of charged microdroplets
might. The experimental preparations described in Section 2 show that the droplets
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prepared by heating and cooling have no charge and are completely unremarkable in
regards exhibiting any unusual chemical reactivity.

For these reasons we think that microdroplet charge is frequently the critical variable in
microdroplet reactivity. Further evidence comes from the fact that rate acceleration is frequently
highest in ESI and related methods? , for which the droplets are more charged. In one experiment,
Banerjee et al.? actually varied the charge of the droplets by adjusting the voltage in ESI, finding
that larger charges results in greater reactivity.

Enhanced reactivity has also been reported in water emulsions, although they are less explored.
Specifically, hydrogen peroxide may form spontaneously in water droplets dispersed in another
phase? , and the droplets may be generally useful for electrochemical reactions? . Considering that
emulsion droplets behave as if they carry a charge, as discussed in section 2.2 (although the presence
of a double layer complicates simple interpretations), their enhanced reactivity may be similar
to that of aerial microdroplets. Furthermore, although this is more speculative, their interfaces
may be enriched in hydronium or hydroxide. One key difference is the lack of both negatively and
positively charged droplets in the same emulsion; instead all droplets in an emulsion have the same
charge. Thus reactivity in emulsions may be limited relative to aerial microdroplets prepared by
ESI or gas nebulization but enhanced relative to neutral droplets.

5.2 Ifluence of charge

5.3 Contact Electrification

One of the main explanations for how charge accumulates in sprayed droplets and throughout
the emulsification process is contact electrification, (CE) which is also referred to as triboelectrifi-
cation.? ? ? CE is the name given to the generic observation that charge be exchanged between
two materials in contact, leaving both with a net charge. CE has been observed to occur in
all combinations of gas, liquid, and solid contacts? . Unfortunately, the theory of CE remains
incomplete and poorly understood. There are three viable hypotheses as to the source of the
charge accumulated on the contacting materials, all of which have experimental support in certain
situations. Below, we briefly summarize the three points of view and their relevance to microdroplet
chemistry before describing experimental observables that could jkjclarify the picture most relevant
to microdroplet chemistry.

The first proposed mechanism of charge separation in CE is electron transfer. There is significant
experimental evidence that electron transfer is the dominant mechanism of CE in the case of solid-
solid contacts involving metals.? ? ? ? Solid-solid CE of metals is arguably the simplest case to
consider since the distribution of electronic states will be approximately continuous (i.e. there
is a band structure) and the atoms are fixed in place so ion transfer is basically ruled out by
construction. Electron transfer is undoubtedly the dominant source of charge in most solid-solid CE
since the process can be reversed by elevating the temperature to induce thermionic emission.? ? ? ?

Thermionic emission can then be used to infer the potential experienced by the electrons trapped
in surface states. There is also direct evidence of the CE process between a gas and levitated liquid
droplet in which the levitated droplet accumulates a positive charge.? This observation is likely
attributable to electron transfer since the amount of charge separation can be modulated by the
presence of a charged solid surface. That is, the air is able to carry the excess charge between the
levitated droplet and the charged solid. This strongly implies an electron transfer mechanism since
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the solid surface and air will be able to stably accommodate electrons but not molecular ions.
A natural second possibility for CE is the transfer of atomic or molecular ions between the

contacting materials. This mechanism is supported by experiments measuring the current induced
by repeatedly dropping water onto pre-neutralized hydrophilic surfaces? and collision of glass
beads in humid environments.? In essence, materials coated with water induce the formation of an
electric double layer of OH– and H+ originating in the water. Surface-active groups on the material
are expected to play a role in forming this double layer. As an example, surface-active hydroxyl
groups can be deprotonated by contact with water. When the water is removed by heating, the
surface-active groups often remain deprotonated.? Alternatively, as contact between the material
and water is broken, some of the ions in the double layer can remain bound to the material rather
than the droplet. That is to say, the wettability of the material should determine the ease with
which a portion of the double layer is left behind. In fact, it is observed that CE by ion transfer
is highly sensitive to the contact angle of water with the solid material and the free energy of
adsorption of H3O+ and OH– to the material interface.? ?

The third proposed mechanism of CE is that mechanically contacting materials results in the
production of radicals? ? ? ? ? (so-called mechano-radicals) and it is these radicals which stabilize
atomic or molecular ions at the material surface. The radicals themselves can also be ionic species.
It has been argued that certain experiments capable of distinguishing electron transfer from ion
transfer in metal-metal and metal-dielectric contacts are incapable of discerning the relevant
mechanism in dielectric-dielectric material contacts.? ? Because of this, experiments arguing for
the role of anion-radical pairs at the surface of dielectrics study the chemistry one would expect
to be driven by each mechanism and find evidence that electron transfer alone is insufficient to
explain the observed chemistry.? ? ?

The plausibility of radicals stabilized by ions is supported by theoretical calculations demonstrat-
ing that both cation-radical and anion-radical adducts form hemi-bonds of strength between 40-80
kcal/mol.? The ion-radical mechanism is supported by experiments showing that the chemistry
driven by statically charged polymers differs if the polymer is charged by an electron beam or if
it is charged by mechanical contact.? The same experiments showed that the sign of the charge
does not determine the chemistry as one would expect if the presence or absence of electrons
explained the charge. Instead, positive, negative, and even net-neutral polymers which have been
mechanically deformed can all quench fluorescent radical probes. Recently, many experiments have
focused on understanding the mechanism of CE between two polymeric materials or a liquid and a
polymer.? A definitive mechanism is not available. Many experiments suggest that mechanical
contact between polymers produce radicals via heterolytic bond cleavage.? ? ? These radicals can
subsequently associate with ions resulting in surface charging mass transfer. This complicated
arrangement of electrons, radicals, and ions has been dubbed a hybrid layer? , in contrast to the
usual electric double layer consisting of just aqueous ions.

In our view, any of the three mechanisms could be relevant to microdroplet chemistry, broadly
defined. For instance, it seems quite probable that the charging of water droplets produced by
nebulization? ? can occur both from electron transfer and from mass transfer due to asymmetric
partitioning of incipient OH– and H3O+ as the droplets are formed. On the other hand, charge-
stabilized oil/water emulsions produced by sonication may undergo processes similar to the charging
of polymers in which bonds are broken, ultimately resulting in the formation of ion-radicals. It
is already known that H• and OH• are produced during sonication.? Considering the seeming
importance of charge to the enhanced reactivity of microdroplets, we think it is critically important
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that the charging mechanisms be better understood. To this end, UV-vis spectroscopy of oil-water
emulsions could help elucidate the presence or absence of mechano-anions since hemi-bonded
systems tend to have intense UV-vis absorption bands between 250-400nm.

5.4 Interfaces of Oil-Water Emulsions

Similar to that observed for aerial microdroplets, water-based emulsions and gas bubbles in water
also display accelerated reactivity.? ? With their much greater interfacial area relative to planar
interfaces, emulsions have long been viewed as part of the paradigm of water-hydrophobic interfaces.
And yet the dissimilar behavior of water/air and water/oil emulsions using SFG indicates that their
interfaces behave differently. This raises the possibility that the latter has a net charge.

Within the theory of electrophoresis? , motion of a droplet in an applied electric field is attributed
to ions of a specific charge preferentially adsorbing to the droplet’s surface. In the absence of an
applied field, the adsorbed ion’s charge causes a second layer of ions of opposite charge to also
congregate near the adsorbed ion surface that gives rise to a double layer with an electric potential
gradient. When a field is applied the oil droplets gravitate towards one of the electrodes, driven
by a charge imbalance of net adsorbed ions in the inner layer that exceeds the ions of opposite
charge in the diffuse outer layer. All ions that move with the droplet are thought to be within the
“slip plane” of the droplet, and the so-called zeta potential is defined as the potential at the slip
plane. In the absence of a surfactant, a stable emulsion requires a finite zeta potential above 30-40
meV, otherwise the droplets would aggregate. The close similarity between the zeta potentials of
gas bubbles and oil droplets indicates that their interfaces are quite similar? . Intriguingly, Yang
et al.? found that the SFG spectra of the water/oil interface is quite sensitive to pH, with large
changes observable between pH of 5 and 12, providing further evidence that water/air and water/oil
interfaces may be fundamentally different because of the presence of a zeta potential.

Spectroscopic studies of the water/oil emulsions have attempted to provide a molecular under-
standing of the zeta potential. In 2021, Pullanchery et al.? performed vibrational sum frequency
scattering (VSFS) of hexadecane droplets in waters. The resulting spectrum is shown in Figure 8a,
and its comparison with the SFG spectrum of a water/air interface. In 2024, we, in collaboration
with Shi et al.? , used the Raman multivariate curve resolution technique (Raman-MCR)? to
obtain the solute-correlated (SC) Raman spectra of the same hexadecane in water emulsion, which
reflects changes in the behavior of waters close to the emulsion surface with the spectra shown in
Figure 8b.

Interestingly, the lower frequency parts of the SFS and SC spectra differ significantly. In the
SFS spectra, the lower frequency region of the spectrum have increased in intensity relative to the
water/air interface. In the SC Raman spectra, the opposite has occurred, in that the prominent
shoulder at lower frequencies in the spectrum of bulk water (not shown) has vanished. Considering
that the lower frequency shoulder is typically associated with the degree of ordering in the hydrogen
bonding network? ? ? (although its specific origin is more likely Fermi Resonance? ? ), the SFS and
SC spectra yield opposite conclusions as to degree of order at the interface. This discrepancy may
be related to SFS’s greater sensitivity to water orientation and Raman-MCR’s greater sensitivity to
hydrogen bonding strength. The theoretical simplicity of Raman-MCR confers the key advantage
that one can compute an equivalent spectrum in simulation. Our simulations showed that the
shoulder’s disappearance in the SC spectrum is related to weaker hydrogen bonding at the interface
(which shifts the Fermi peak off-resonance).?
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Figure 8: Spectra of hexadecane in water emulsions. In a), we show the sum frequency scattering spectra
for emulsion in blue and the spectra of an air/water interface in red. In b), we show the solute-correlated
Raman spectra of the emulsion. The blue line shows the spectra, while the green and red gaussians show
its decomposition into two peaks. Adapted with permission from references? ? .

The spectra displayed in Figure 8 closely resemble each other in the higher frequency range.
Specifically, there is no free OH peak at 2750 (3700) cm−1 in either spectrum of the emulsion
interface. However, in both cases, there is a new shoulder at higher frequencies in the hydrogen-
bonded region. In the solute-correlated spectra, the overall spectrum is decomposed into two
Gaussian distributions to better emphasise the new shoulder. We and Pullanchery et al.? agree
that the shoulder is likely a free OH-peak that has been red-shifted due to interaction with the
oil. We also agree that the shift is related to the zeta potential of the oil droplets, albeit through
different mechanisms.

In our work we found that, agnostical of the zeta potential’s origin, we could theoretically
reproduce the shift by incorporating an additional electric field of ∼60 MV/cm coming from the
oil in our calculation, consistent with a zeta potential of 40 meV. The fact that air? ? ? and
oil droplets? ? dispersed in water migrate towards a positive electrode in an electric field, one
possibility is that there is well-bound hydroxide accumulation at the water-oil interface? , with
an imbalance or more diffuse layer of compensating hydronium ions, as the origin of the zeta
potential.? In contrast, Pullanchery et al.? , and others previously? ? ? ? have proposed that the
zeta potential of water emulsions results from charge transfer between water molecules (and between
water and oil molecules in the case of oil-in-water emulsions). In this scenario, many waters on
the surface of the droplet each transfer a small fraction of their electron density to the droplet.
In air-in-water emulsions, the charge is transferred to waters at the edge of the air droplets; in
oil-in-water emulsions, the charge is transferred to oil molecules. Indeed, an accumulation of charge
is observable in MD simulations.? ? ?

However, we find the latter explanation unsatisfactory because it implies an unphysical slip
plane. As mentioned above, charges (usually assumed to be ions) on one side of the slip plane
are thought to move with the droplets, while charges are the other side are not. Although an
individual water may share a small fraction of its electron density with the droplet, that fraction of
electron density is still bound to the water and not the droplet, and thus moves with the water
instead of the droplet. The alternative, that small fractions of electron density are bound to the
droplet, is distinctly nonphysical because it requires the slip plane to be within individual electrons.
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And yet the former hypothesis suffers from the disagreement in the experimental literature as to
surface acidity or basicity, with more recent studies favoring hydronium, not hydroxide, to be more
strongly absorbed at the interface. Finally, many dismiss the idea that there are any inherent
molecular interactions involving water and oil, but instead are simply the result of impurities.
This last argument seems the least satisfying for explaining why chemical reactivity is observed in
oil-water emulsions.

5.5 Interfacial Adsorption of Organic and Ionic Species

Many reactions reported to be accelerated in microdroplets involve organic reagents and products.
Famously, many organic molecules are poorly soluble in water, and thus they adsorb quite strongly
to water/hydrophobic interfaces? ? ? ? , which has large implications for their reactivity in droplets.
The concentration profile of benzene and anthracene in terms of the potential of mean force (PMF),
which is analogous to the free energy of adsorption, shows that both species are most concentrated
at the interface.? . In fact anthracene with its greater hydrophobic surface adsorbs more strongly
than benzene, such that its concentration is 600 times greater at the interface than in bulk water.
The preference of organic molecules for the water-hydrophobic interface can be understood as a
manifestation of the hydrophobic effect, i.e. that while organic molecules interact favorably with
water molecules through dispersion interactions, their presence in the bulk phase interferes with the
highly favorable interactions between water molecules themselves such that they segregate toward
the surface.

Of course, the degree of surface adsorption varies strongly from molecule to molecule? , since
well-stabilized molecules as reflected in their solvation energy in bulk water have less impetus for
the interface.? But the Gibb’s adsorption isotherm indicates even molecules that are quite soluble
in water, like small alcohols and acids? , also partition to the interface as seen in experiments
and MD simulations.? ? ? . As the alkane chain of simple alcohols grow longer, their interfacial
propensity also increases substantially? , which can give rise to complex interfaces such as reverse
micelles or lipid bilayer organizations.

The interfacial behavior of ions has also been investigated. Early theoretical considerations
indicated that they should be repelled from the water-air interface? ? . Specifically, charged particles
close to the interface between a high dieletric constant material (like water) and a low dielectric
material (like a gas or oil phase) are expected to experience an "image charge repulsion" from
the interface, where the ion experiences a force as if a like-charged ion were on the opposite side
of the interface. In simpler terms, this can be understood by considering the fact that ions have
strong, long-ranged interactions with water that are interrupted at the interface. However, both
experimental and simulation efforts, of which there are many,? ? ? ? ? ? ? indicate that the situation
is more complicated. As before, the surface excess of ions can be estimated with the Gibb’s
adsorption isotherm? , which shows that many salts are indeed repelled from the surface, but some
large singly-charged anions also preferentially adsorbed at the interface. But the degree of surface
adsorption for such ions is not excessive; for example, low-weight alcohols like methanol, which are
not known for their surface propensity, adsorb more strongly than these simple ions? .

Of great interest are the special roles that hydronium and hydroxide and electrons play in
microdroplets, and their relative preferences for the hydrophobic-water interface or bulk phase.? As
water can self-ionize into hydroxide and hydronium, the movement of oil droplets in water towards
a positive electrode has historically been attributed to hydroxide adsorbing to the oily interface.?
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This mechanism is inline with the pH-dependence of the zeta potential? ? , whose magnitude is
reduced as the pH declines (approaching 0 around a pH of 2-4), and the fact that solution pH drops
when forming emulsion droplets? . Other interfacial behavior also points towards a negatively
charged interface.? ? From the pH-dependence of the zeta potential, Marinova et al.? estimated
the binding strength of hydroxide to be ∼15 kcal/mol. Several theoretical explanations exist to
justify hydroxide’s propensity for the interface, such as its amphiphilic nature? or its reduction of
water’s dielectric constant, which decreases dipolar fluctuations? .

Figure 9: The adsorption of hydronium and hydroxide to the water/air interfaces. Adapted with permission
from reference .

In contrast, other measurements show that hydroxide does not adsorb to water/interfaces, or does
so weakly. The Gibb’s adsorption isotherm, which is a general method for computing surface excess
from surface tension data, indicates that hydroxide is lightly repelled from water/air interfaces.?
Additionally, SFG spectra suggest that hydronium is more prevalent at the interface, but with
the caveat that SFG is more sensitive to acids then bases.? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? . Together this has been
interpreted to mean that H+ is more surface-active, which agrees with the surface tension data.?
Furthermore, most MD simulations find (depending upon the model employed) that hydronium is at
the outermost interface of air-water systems,? ? whereas hydroxide has no preferential adsorption
to interfaces? ? ? ? ? ? or only adsorbs weakly? ? ? . However preferential hydronium absorption
at the interface of oil-water emulsions is inconsistent with the zeta potential measurements as
patiently pointed out by Beattie and co-workers? , and the origin of the zeta potential remains an
unresolved and open question.

Like the debate on the surface propensity of the molecular ions, where the electron resides
in interfacial water systems is also controversial.? ? ? ? The fully solvated electron itself is a
notoriously difficult species to describe accurately and has been the subject of wide theoretical? ? ?

and experimental? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? interest. In particular, much effort has gone into determining the
vertical binding energy (VBE) of the solvated electron, which is typically measured using ultrafast
UV photoelectron spectroscopy. The VBE of the bulk aqueous electron, e–

aq(b), was originally
reported to be around 3.3 eV? , but has since been corrected to 3.77± 0.1 eV after kinetic energy
loss due to inelastic scattering was accounted for? ? . It is known that e–

aq is the only aqueous anion
with a positive entropy of hydration? , of ∆S◦

hyd. = 118±20 J/mol/ K◦.
The extrapolation from very small water cluster experiments? to larger clusters? have deter-

mined that electrons can bind at the aqueous surface. In fact the earlier work of the Neumark
group in the VBE assignment of a surface bound state of large water clusters (up to 200 waters)
appears to extrapolate well to a VBE for surface-bound e–

aq(s), of ∼1.6 eV determined by Sieferman
and co-workers.? However recent work by Jordan and co-workers although very?

The concept of partial solvation? ? relies on the observation that many reactions are ≈ 1010

faster in the gas phase than in the aqueous phase.? ? The solvation state at the interface may be
intermediate between the unsolvated gas phase and the fully solvated aqueous phases, and thus
reaction rates may lie somewhere in between the bulk phase values; as described in section 3, the
solvation state is likely different at the interface. Discerning stabilization of the transition state,
which has been proposed to explain the deceleration in the liquid phase? , is more challenging. Qiu
et al.? attributed their observation that only bimolecular reactions are accelerated because these
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reactions have more charge-disperse transition states, which are more stabilized at the interface than
in the bulk. Of course, the acceleration of bimolecular reactions is also expected from an increased
interfacial concentration, so its challenging to distinguish the importance of partial solvation
from absorption thermodynamics. Because its an atomic-scale mechanism, simulations can help
distinguish between different possibilities. To this end, Narendra et al.? used MD simulations to
investigate hydrazone formation from phenylhydrazine and indoline-2,3-dione, finding a reaction
path at the interface that had a significantly lower barrier than in the bulk, indicating that partial
solvation may in fact play a large role in that reaction.

Other explanations point to factors beyond the properties of the microdroplets. One possibility
is that some chemical reactivity is occurring in the gas phase between reactants that have desorbed
from the microdroplets. Jacobs et. el.? investigated the production of sugar phosphates, which
is reported to be accelerated in microdroplets, finding that the reaction occurred even when the
reactants were in separate solutions, and thus concluded that gas-phase reactivity cannot be
neglected. Similar conclusions were drawn by Gallo et al.? for a different reaction, and hence
gas-phase reactivity can be the dominant contribution to accelerated reactivity in some cases.

Another possibility is that the droplets are evaporating over the course of the experiment, thus
concentrating the reactants and accelerating the reaction. While evaporation likely occurs, it is
difficult to ascertain its relevance. In one set of experiments, Lai et al.? found that changing the
distance that the droplets must travel to the detector had a limited effect on the reaction profile,
indicating that limited evaporative concentration of reactants was occurring. On the other hand,
when studying a reaction in which the reagents had limited surface propensity, Chen et al.? found
that solvent evaporation dramatically influenced reaction rate.

Reaction thermodynamics provides a clarifying lens through which to understand microdroplet
reactivity? ? ? , since in an uncharged system the largest perturbation to the reaction thermody-
namics is the interface. In a reacting system with an interface, equilibrium will be reached when 1)
the ratio of product to reactant activities equals the equilibrium constant and 2) the activity of each
species is equal at the interface and in the bulk. Concentrations at the interface may be different
from bulk at the same activity. Specifically, at low concentration, the interface concentration
will change by e−βµads , where µads is the free energy of surface adsorption. Consequently, if the
adsorption free energies of reactants and products in unimolecular reaction differ by ∆µads, their
relative concentrations at the interface will differ from the bulk by e−β∆µads . Importantly, in
unimolecular reactions where both reactants and products have the same surface propensity, there
will be no change in their relative concentrations. Likewise, changes in their relative concentration,
such as the formation of a species that is thermodynamically unfavorable in bulk, implies that one
species must be adsorbing more strongly than the other.

Non-stoichiometric reactions differ due to the well-known dependence of the equilibrium con-
centrations on reaction volume. If reactant species outnumber product species (or vice-versa), the
product (reactant) concentration will increase with the available volume. Increased adsorption to
the interface will increase local concentration; thus, the relative concentrations can change even
if reactants and products adsorb with similar affinity, unlike in unimolecular reactions. Impor-
tantly, smaller droplets will have a greater surface-to-volume ratio, and thus, when reactant species
outnumber reactant species, greater product formation.

The imine synthesis reaction examined by Fallah-Araghi et al.? is a lucid example of this
mechanism, thus it has also been the focus of other theoretical treatments? . They examined the
bimolecular reaction of an amine and an aldehyde to yield a fluorescent imine in a water-in-oil
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emulsion. All species had similar surface propensities. In bulk, Keq for this reaction is quite low
and little product is formed, as shown in Figure 10a. In contrast, more product is formed in the
emulsion droplet, with the measured Keq (when measured in terms of concentrations) increasing
with decreasing droplet radius, as shown in Figure 10b.

a) b)

Figure 10: The thermodynamics and kinetics of imine synthesis inside a water-in-oil emulsion. In a),
the product concentration with time is shown. Emulsion droplet systems are given by their volumes in
pL. In b) the effective equilibrium concentrations are shown as a function of radius ratio. Adapted with
permission from reference? .

We note that the excellent work of Rovelli et al.? explicitly attempted to distinguish between
several of these mechanisms using numerical models, finding that gas-phase absorption and droplet
evaporation are all relevant, as well as droplet charge which we consider next.

6 Interfacial Electric Fields
Electric fields are known to significantly accelerate reactions.? ? Specifically, if the electric field
is parallel to the reaction axis, the electric field will promote ionization along the bond? and
consequently reduce the energy required for the bond to break. In addition to externally applied
electric fields, molecules can generate electric fields themselves. Water, with its large dipole moment,
generates particularly large electric fields. The field experienced by aqueous solutes depends on the
behavior of the solvation waters, so its possible that the disruption of water ordering at the interface,
as discussed in section 2, substantially alters the electric fields experienced by the reactants. Thus
electric fields have been put forth as explanation for a wide array of accelerated reactions in enzymes,
surfaces, and most recently for microdroplet chemistry. We emphasize that he distinction as to
whether a microdroplet is charged or uncharged is not necessary to define since the electric field
can be regarded as a unified and quantitative gauge of many interactions occurring between water
molecules in the bulk and at formed hydrophobic-water interfaces.? ?
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Figure 11: Electric fields as proxies for molecular interactions. Adapted with permission from references? .

Both experiment and simulation indicate that electric fields are stronger at the hydrophobic-
water interface. While molecules in bulk water can experience very short-ranged fields around 100 -
300 MV/cm? , their orientations undergo rotational averaging whereas interfacial electric fields
are persistent in their perpendicular direction to the air-water surface. In 2020 Xiong et. al.?
used rhodamine 800 probe to study the electric field at the surface of a water-in-oil emulsion using
SREF (Figure ). They found that the frequency of probe’s nitrile group, which is sensitive and
calibrated to the local electric field, was shifted at the interface by 5 cm−1, which corresponds to a
field strength of ≈ 10 MV/cm. Likewise, Hao et al.? examined the electric field experienced by the
OH vibrational stretches at the interface relative to bulk, as illustrated in Figure 7b. They found
that the average electric field at the interface is close to ≈ 10 MV/cm, in agreement with the SREF
experiment, but more importantly the soft interface can fluctuate to create a distribution of field
strengths with high probability that would certainly be large enough to influence reactivity.? ? . In
general, the primary role of the electric field is to reduce the barrier for reaction in a microdroplet? ,
in which the electric field and its fluctuation are largest at the water-hydrophobic interface.?

20



a) b) 

Figure 12: Electric fields measured at water interfaces. In a), we show the frequency of the nitrile
stretch of rhodamine 800 at the interface of a water-in-oil emulsion and in the bulk. In b) we show the
distribution of electric fields measured in bulk and at the interface in of a microdroplet in simulations using
the reaxff-CGEM model? for water. Adapted with permission from references? ? .

Furthermore, the presence of charge can lead to much longer-ranged fields extending over the
entirety of the microdroplet, as shown by Chamberlayne et al.? , which leads to a greater surface
potential. Microdroplets in emulsion systems also behave as if they are carrying a charge, which
can increase the strength of electric fields. In a recent work? , we estimated the electric field at the
interface due to the zeta potential in an oil-in-water emulsion to be around 30-70 MV/cm, which is
substantially larger than the values reported at uncharged interfaces. discuss pH expts that are
consistent with 60 MV/cm We thus suspect that fields due to microdroplet charge play a more
important role in accelerating microdroplet chemistry than the fields inherent to uncharged water
interfaces.

7 Conclusions
Water microdroplets show promise in enabling a diverse array of reactions. Many of these reactions
are quite unfavorable and may, outside of microdroplets, require other hazardous chemicals to
complete. Water is abundant and distinctly nonhazardous, and thus the microdroplets provide
a “clean” synthesis method. Water microdroplets are also complex systems, and thus pinning
down the mechanism of reaction acceleration is challenging. The challenge is underscored by
deficiencies in our understanding of water/hydrophobic interfaces. Here we have reviewed this
understanding, emphasizing insights from recent work but also highlighting areas of disagreement,
like the unexplained zeta potential of water emulsions. One aspect of microdroplets that we are
confident is relevant for their reactivity is their charge. Recent work of ours and others demonstrates
that charge can dramatically change the reaction thermodynamics, making unfavorable reactions
favorable, although further work is needed to establish the nature of the charge. In summarizing
recent work and reviewing open questions, we hope to bring the promise of microdroplet reactivity
closer to fruition.

zeta potentials, connection to electric fields, etc

21



To us, droplet charge is especially important because it can explain the altered thermodynamics
in microdroplets.

Throughout this perspective, we have made the argument that there are fundamental similarities
between sprayed microdroplets and oil-water emulsions. This argument has been made on the
grounds that each situation has regions of net-negative and net-positive charge and these charged
regions should alter the thermodynamics of chemical reactions in fundamentally similar ways. Note
that this argument is independent of how these charged regions are formed. As an example, it
has been observed that forming oil-water emulsions results in the production of both H• and OH•

radicals as measured by electron paramagnetic resonance.? It is not clear if the charged droplets
produced by gas nebulization? require electron transfer or if the charging process can be understood
by simply partitioning H+ and OH– ions unevenly between the fragmented droplets.

Some experiments which could be useful. Perhaps do some calculations on the oil
radical hydroxide binding affinity.

Also implicated in microdroplet reactivity are interfacial electric fields, which may differ from
bulk due to the orientational ordering induced by the interface, as discussed in Section 2.1.
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