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Gibbs’s monumental article on the Equilibrium of Heterogeneous Substances contains paradoxical sentence
stating that, for a crystallite in equilibrium with a fluid, the chemical potential of the solid will not be equal to
that of the fluid if the surface free-energy density differs from the mechanical surface-tension. How can this
be? After all, in chemical equilibrium the chemical potential of any species should be the same throughout
the system.

This “Second Gibbs Paradox” has intrigued many authors. In the present paper I sketch my interpretation
of the approach of Gibbs, and that of Mullins (J. Chem. Phys, 81, 1436–1442, 1984), which accounts for
the possibility of vacancies and interstitials. I argue that a consistent treatment of point defects in a critical
nucleus is essential for clarifying the meaning of the chemical potential of the nucleus. My paper lacks the
rigor of Gibbs or Mullins, but will hopefully be more accessible for scientists who think primarily in terms of
atoms and molecules. In my attempt, I am motivated by a quote that is sometimes attributed to Paul Valéry:
“The glass must be absolutely transparent for one to perceive the mud at the bottom.”

I. PREAMBLE

The style of writing of J. Willard Gibbs was concise.
So much so that in 1892 Rayleigh wrote to Gibbs, asking
him to write an extended version of his famous paper on
the Equilibrium of Heterogeneous Substances1, because
“...[it] is too condensed and too difficult for most, I might say
all, readers.” 2. Gibbs never wrote the didactical paper
that Rayleigh wanted: he had other things on his mind –
something he called ”Statistical Mechanics” (published
ten years later3) of which he said: I do not know that I
shall have anything particularly new in substance... As
Gibbs never returned to his work of the 1870’s, some
of the more striking things that Gibbs wrote about the
equilibrium between crystals and fluids have attracted
less attention than they deserve. In the present article,
I discuss a topic that Gibbs touched upon: the equilib-
rium between a small crystal and a fluid (we would now
call a small crystal in unstable equilibrium with a fluid a
critical nucleus). I will sketch both the approach of Gibbs,
and that of Mullins4, which accounts for the possibility
of vacancies and interstitials, and I hope to resolve the
paradox.

II. THE CHEMICAL POTENTIAL

The introduction of the concept of the chemical po-
tential ranks among the most important contributions
of Gibbs to science. Gibbs called this quantity simply
the potential or, in cases where there could be confusion
with the electrical of gravitational potential, the intrinsic
potential of a species (see ref. 1 – paragraph below Eqn.
234).

The term chemical potential was apparently coined by
the rather opinionated (co-)founder of the Journal of
Physical Chemistry (1896), Wilder D Bancroft (see refs. 5
and 6). Bancroft was a student of Ostwald and van ’t

Hoff, and the Journal of Physical Chemistry was proba-
bly inspired by the Zeitschrift für Physikalische Chemie
(1887) created by Ostwald, van ’t Hoff and Arrhenius.
Bancroft corresponded with Gibbs, and he had high
hopes that the chemical potential would have a transfor-
mative impact on all of Chemistry: “So far as I can see
at present, our only hope of converting organic chemistry, for
instance, into a rational science lies in the development and
application of the idea of the chemical potential.” (quoted
in ref. 5). It is my personal opinion [DF] that the use of
the adjective “chemical” for the intrinsic potential was at
best moderately successful in exciting synthetic organic
chemists, yet it limited the popularity of the concept
among some of the more parochial students in Physics.

III. INTRODUCTION

Gibbs was well aware of the fact that the correct de-
scription of the mechano-chemical equilibrium between
a crystalline solid and a fluid containing the same com-
ponent requires much care1, much more, it seemed, than
the description of equilibrium between two coexisting
fluid phases. However, in his writings on the subject,
Gibbs left out any sentence or even word that he con-
sidered redundant. The result is that some passages in
Gibbs’s ”Equilibrium of Heterogeneous Substances” are
not very transparent to mere mortals. This is true in
particular for Gibbs’s description of the equilibrium be-
tween crystals and fluids. A consequence of Gibbs ex-
treme conciseness is that it took a long time before the
implications of some of his findings were spelled out
by other authors. In this context, a key role was played
by the continuum mechanics community, including au-
thors as such Cahn and Larché7–10, and Mullins4. More
recently, the consequences of Gibbs’s insights for the
simulation of crystal nucleation were considered, but
not fully resolved11–13.
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The present paper contains one result that is “new”,
in the sense that, in the literature, I have not been able to
find my “particle-based” discussion of the chemical po-
tential of a crystal nucleus. Most other results described
below can be found in the literature (see e.g., 14). My
argument is hopefully helpful for people who, like me,
believe that all material properties should follow from
the atomic hypothesis, rather than from a continuum-
mechanics description. Larché and Cahn used such a
continuum-mechanics approach to explain why there is
no problem with the chemical potential of a crystal nu-
cleus8–10. If “understanding” means “being able to ex-
plain a physical phenomenon at a birthday party” (not
recommended), then I never fully understood the theory
of refs.8–10.

To set the problem, I go back to the work of Gibbs1

and Mullins4 in order to clarify why the correct descrip-
tion of the coexistence between a fluid and a small crys-
tallite is such a minefield. Part of the problem for mod-
ern readers is that Gibbs tried to avoid the concept of a
chemical potential for the individual components inside
a solid, as he assumed that there was no mass transport
in a solid, writing: ”...it will be more in accordance with
our method hitherto, if we consider the solid to have only a
single independently variable component of which the nature
is represented by the solid itself.” In modern language: the
composition of a multi-component solid, once formed,
is fixed. It cannot respond to the change in temper-
ature or chemical potential, except by depositing new
solid material with the correct composition, replacing
the original solid, which is dissolved. Gibbs makes this
explicit as follows: ”...the temperature and pressure and the
([DF] chemical) potentials for all the actual components of
the solid must have a constant value in the solid at the sur-
face where it meets the fluid. This sentence is prescient, as
is usual with Gibbs. Its meaning will hopefully become
more clear at the end of section IV D.

Yet, since the discovery of vacancies and interstitials
in equilibrium solids, we know that mass transport in
solids is possible (although not necessarily simple15),
and hence there should be no problem defining the
chemical potential of a species inside a solid – be it that
Gibbs’s point still holds that regrowth rather than diffu-
sion is usually the fastest way to change the composition
of a solid. Yet, as we shall see in Sec. IV D, defining the
chemical potential inside a crystal nucleus requires the
existence of point defects. If Gibbs had been aware of
the possibility of point defects in equilibrium crystals,
he would have resolved the chemical potential paradox
that I will discuss in section IV B 150 years ago.

IV. THE CRITICAL CRYSTAL NUCLEUS

The following discussion is based on the original
derivation of Gibbs, leading to his Eqn. 661 in ref. 1 . I
am well aware that “simplifying” what Gibbs wrote, al-
most inevitably leads to errors: these then are mine, not

those of Gibbs. There is also a real difference: Gibbs as-
sumed that the effect of the difference between surface
free-energy density and surface stress (see below), can
be ignored in practice. I do not make this assumption,
because there are cases where the difference is impor-
tant.

First a disclaimer: to my knowledge, Gibbs never
used the word crystal nucleus, nor did he mention the
process of nucleation. However, in the theoretical
framework that he presents in the section on “Surface
of Discontinuity between Solids and Fluids” of ref. 1, he
describes the very object that we would now call the crit-
ical crystal nucleus.

A. Accretion/dissolution and deformation

A B C

FIG. 1. A crystallite (A) can expand either through expansion
(B) or through accretion (C). In the case of expansion, the num-
ber of lattice sites remains the same, but the lattice spacing
changes. In the case of accretion, new lattice sites are added.

When a small crystallite grows due to accretion, the
curvature of its surface changes, but otherwise, its phys-
ical properties remain unchanged – apart from small
curvature corrections that I will briefly mention later. In
contrast (see Figure 1), if a crystallite expands or con-
tracts at a constant number of lattice sites, the structure
of its surface is deformed and work has to be performed
against the surface stress t (see below). We denote the
surface free-energy density by σ. For fluids, σ = t, be-
cause a fluid droplet can create/remove surface when
it is deformed (for instance, when a spherical droplet
is made ellipsoidal). In contrast, if a solid is deformed
without changing the arrangements of its lattice points,
it will strain its surface, but cannot renew it. The impor-
tance of treating the number of lattice sites as an inde-
pendent thermodynamic variable is discussed refs. 16–
19
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B. Virtual volume change

Let us first focus on an infinitesimal change ∆V in
the size of a spherical crystal due to the addition (or re-
moval) of matter from the fluid (i.e., accretion or dissolu-
tion). The case of a faceted crystal is more complicated,
but not conceptually different. We assume for conve-
nience that ∆V is positive. Then the surface area A of
the crystallite increases with ∆V . For a spherical crystal
with radius r, we have:

∆V = 4πr2dr, (1)

and

∆A= 8πrdr=
2∆V

r
. (2)

The change in surface free energy is then

∆Fsurface =
2σ

r
∆V. (3)

Actually, the situation is more subtle than that, as σ de-
pends on the radius of curvature:

σ(r)≈ σ∞+
C1

r
+

C2

r2
, (4)

where σ∞ is the surface free-energy-density of a flat sur-
face. Eqn. 4 implicitly contains all terms of the Helfrich
Hamiltonian20, that is: the radius of spontaneous curva-
ture of the surface, its bending stiffness, and its Gaussian
stiffness (see ref. 21).

Then

Fsurface = 4πr2σ(r) = 4πr2σ∞+4πrC1+4πC2, (5)

and the change of Fs due to the addition (“accretion”) or
removal (”dissolution”) of a solid volume ∆V is:

∆Fs =

(
2σ∞
r

+
C1

r2

)
∆V. (6)

Note, that this free energy variation is different from
what we get if we change the volume of the solid at con-
stant number of particles, i.e., by elastic deformation. In
that case, we stretch/compress not only the bulk, but
also the surface, and hence we have to account for the
change of σ∞,C1 and C2 with this surface distortion. In
what follows, I shall mostly ignore the curvature depen-
dence of σ, not because it is irrelevant, but because it
complicates, yet does not change, the main conclusions
below. With this simplification, consider what happens
to the total Helmholtz free energy of the system if we
change the volume of the crystal by accretion. Let us
first consider the contribution of the solid. We denote
the bulk free-energy density of the solid by fsolid; it is
a function of the crystal density and the temperature.
Then the free-energy change of the crystallite, including
the change in surface free energy due to accretion is:

∆Fsolid =

[
fsolid +

2σ

r

]
∆Vsolid. (7)

From now on, I focus on the one-component case. Next
consider the fluid, which behaves like a large reservoir.
Its free energy changes because of the volume change of
the solid, and because the growing solid removes parti-
cles from the fluid. Then

∆Ffluid = µfluid∆Nfluid −Pfluid∆Vfluid

= µfluid∆Nfluid +Pfluid∆Vsolid, (8)

where, in the second line I have used the fact that
∆Vfluid =−∆Vsolid. However,

∆Nfluid =−∆Nsolid =−ρsolid∆Vsolid, (9)

where ρsolid is the number density of the solid. Note
that the condition ∆Nfluid =−∆Nsolid implies that Eqn. 9
only holds for a nucleus bounded by the Gibbs equimolar
surface. Note that if Gibbs would have chosen another
dividing surface with a non-zero superficial density Γ ,
then the relation between ∆Nfluid and ∆Nsolid would
have been of the form

∆Nfluid =−∆Nsolid −(2/r)Γ∆Vsolid. (10)

Clearly, in the present case the equimolar dividing sur-
face is simpler, certainly for a one-component system.
Using Eqn. 9, we then have:

∆Ffluid = −µfluidρsolid∆Vsolid +Pfluid∆Vsolid

= [−µfluidρsolid +Pfluid]∆Vsolid. (11)

Now we add the changes of the solid and fluid free en-
ergies:

∆Ftotal =

[
fsolid +

2σ

r
−µfluidρsolid +Pfluid

]
∆Vsolid. (12)

Note how Gibbs has cunningly avoided introducing the
chemical potential of the solid. When the crystallite is
in equilibrium with the fluid (possibly unstable equilib-
rium, as in the case of a critical nucleus), we must have
∆Ftotal = 0, and hence,

µfluid =
fsolid +Pfluid +

2σ
rc

ρsolid
, (13)

where rc is the radius of the critical nucleus, i.e., the
nucleus that is in unstable equilibrium with the fluid.
Eqn.13 almost looks familiar: the chemical potential of
a fluid in equilibrium with a crystal of radius r is the
same as the chemical potential that the solid would have
if it experiences a Laplace pressure equal to 2σ/r – ex-
cept that, as we shall see below, the pressure inside the
nucleus is not equal to 2σ/r and hence eqn. 13 does not
describe the chemical potential of a bulk solid at the tem-
perature and pressure that prevail inside the crystal nu-
cleus.

To see this, let us consider the Gibbs free energy of a
bulk solid. It is

G(B) = F+PsolidV, (14)
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where we have added the superscript (B) to indicate
that this relation holds for a bulk material (but not nec-
essarily for a small cluster). As dG(B) = µ

(B)
soliddN at con-

stant Psolid and T , G(B) =Nµ
(B)
solid.22 Hence

µ
(B)
solid =

fsolid +Psolid

ρsolid
. (15)

But what is Psolid? It is easiest to use the fact that, in
equilibrium, we must have

0 =

(
∂Fsolid +Ffluid +σA

∂Vsolid

)
N,T

= Pfluid −Psolid +

(
∂σA

∂Vsolid

)
N,T

. (16)

Hence,

Psolid = Pfluid +

(
∂σA

∂Vsolid

)
N,T

(17)

= Pfluid +σ

(
∂A

∂Vsolid

)
N,T

+A

(
∂σ

∂Vsolid

)
N,T

= Pfluid +
2σ

r
+

2A

r

(
∂σ

∂A

)
N,T

≡ Pfluid +
2t

r
.

In the last term of this equation, we have defined the
surface stress t:

t≡ σ+A

(
∂σ

∂A

)
N,T

. (18)

For the solid, we therefore have an extra term in the
Laplace pressure:

2A

r

(
∂σ

∂A

)
N,T

. (19)

Most crystals are not very compressible, in which case
the effect of 2A

r

(
∂σ
∂A

)
N,T

, the extra term in the Laplace
pressure, on the density of the solid is negligible. How-
ever, for very compressible solids (e.g., solids close to
a solid-solid critical point11), the effect can be large. It
can even change the sign of the Laplace pressure (see
also 13). For the present discussion of the equilibrium
between a crystallite and a fluid, this extra term has
counter-intuitive consequences, as combining Eqns. 13
and 15 seems to imply that the chemical potential of
solid and fluid at coexistence are not equal:

µ
(B)
solid =

fsolid +Pfluid +
2σ
r + 2A

r

(
∂σ
∂A

)
N,T

ρsolid

= µfluid +
2(t−σ)/r

ρsolid
, (20)

where, as before, the superscript B on the chemical po-
tential of the solid indicates that this is the chemical po-
tential that a bulk solid would have if it would be at

the same temperature and pressure as the inside of the
nucleus. Interestingly (but not surprisingly), Gibbs al-
ready hints at the result expressed by Eqn. 20, writing
(in my “translation”): if the surface free-energy density dif-
fers notably from the true (“mechanical”) surface-tension, the
chemical potential of the solid will not be equal to that of the
fluid, unless the curvature of the surface vanishes.23 Actually,
Gibbs considers the case of the equilibrium between a
fluid and an isotropically-stressed amorphous solid, pre-
sumably a glass. But that opens a whole new can of
worms24.

The inequality between the chemical potentials of a
bulk solid at the Laplace pressure of the crystal nucleus,
and that of the fluid at coexistence has given rise to
much Angst. However, there is no real problem with
the expression for the nucleation barrier, as the condi-
tion for equilibrium has been derived from the Second
Law of Thermodynamics, in the form stating that the
free energy of the system as a whole is at an extremum
(minimum) when solid and fluid are in equilibrium at
constant total volume and temperature.

From Eqns. 12 and 13 we can derive the expression for
the barrier of an isotropic (“spherical”) crystallite. First,
I note that the free energy cost of creating a critical nu-
cleus with volume Vc = (4π/3)r3c is

∆Fcritical =

∫Vc

0

[
fsolid +

2σ

r
−µfluidρsolid +P

]
dVsolid.

(21)
Using Eqn. 13, we can write

ρsolidµfluid − fsolid −P =
2σ

rc
, (22)

and hence

∆Fcritical = −
2σ

rc
Vc+

∫Vc

0

2σ

r
dVsolid

= −
8πσ

3
r2c+4πσr2c

=
σAc

3
, (23)

where Ac is the equimolar dividing surface area of the
critical nucleus. Below, we will derive an expression for
the barrier height in terms of the surface of tension.

The equilibrium condition for a crystal nucleus in con-
tact with a fluid, can also be expressed in terms of the
grand-canonical density. Such a description was used
by Mullins4, and has the advantage that it provides a
natural choice for the dividing surface between fluid
and crystal. Reading Mullins’ original derivation is
complicated by the fact that it contains typos in some
crucial equations. However, as the approach is very in-
teresting, I give my own summary below (and I apolo-
gize a priori for my own typos).
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C. Mullins route

Unlike the better-known derivations of the nucleation
barrier and the critical nucleus size, Mullins deriva-
tion4 starts from the observation that in equilibrium, the
Grand Potential Ω of a system consisting of a (crystal)
nucleus and its parent phase must be at an extremum,
where the superscript tot indicates the tot(al) system.

Ωtot = Etot −TStot −µiN
tot
i , (24)

where, as before, Etot,Stot and Ntot
i denote the total

energy, total entropy and total number of particles of
species i, and µi is the imposed chemical potential. In
Eqn. 24, I have used the Einstein summation convention
for repeated indices. However, in what follows I will fo-
cus on the one-component case. The condition for (un-
stable) equilibrium is that any small variation in the size
and composition of the nucleus will increase the total
grand potential: (

δΩtot)
T,V tot,{Ntot

i }
= 0. (25)

The total volume of the system is equal to the sum of
the volume of the crystal nucleus Vc and the remaining
(fluid) volume V liq = V tot−Vc. In other words, I assume
(again following Gibbs) that the surface of the nucleus
occupies no volume – but it is not the equimolar surface.
However, the surface (denoted by A) does contribute to
the total grand potential:

Ωtot =Ωcryst +Ωliq +Ωsurf. (26)

Note that all Ω’s depend on the intensive variables T
and µi, and on either the volume or the area of the
nucleus. Importantly, using the grand potential makes
it immediately clear that the chemical potential is the
same throughout the system: unlike Gibbs, Mullins had
no qualms about attributing chemical potentials to the
species in a solid. And they both agreed that the chemi-
cal potential of species i adsorbed in the surface is equal
to that in the bulk fluid.

In what follows, I assume that the crystal nucleus
is spherical. Its volume is therefore Vcryst = (4π/3)r3,
where the radius r will be fixed later.

It is convenient to define intensive grand-canonical en-
ergy densities for the crystal and fluid:

ωcryst ≡Ωcryst/Vcryst =
Ωcryst

(4/3)πr3
. (27)

and

ωliq ≡Ωliq/(V tot −Vcryst). (28)

Importantly, the approach of Mullins does not assume
that νi, the number of particles of species i per crystal
unit cell, is fixed. In other words: the crystal phase may
contain vacancies or interstitials. We denote the number

of unit cells in the crystal by NL. The number of particles
per unit cell, νi, is not fixed. Therefore the number of
particles in a crystal may vary either due to a change
in the number of unit cells, or due to a change in the
number of particles per unit cell:

dN
cryst
i =NLdνi+νidNL. (29)

Similarly, the energy of the crystal may vary either due
to a change in the energy per unit cell, or due to a change
in the number of unit cells:

dEcryst =NLde+edNL, (30)

where e denotes the energy per unit cell. And finally, the
variation of the in the volume of the crystal is the sum
of the changes to to the number of unit cells, and in the
volume v per unit cell. Therefore:

dVcryst = vdNL+NLdv (31)

This decomposition is crucial for what follows. We now
consider a variation in the grand-canonical potential of
the system at constant µi and T , making use of the fact
that the grand potential of a homogeneous fluid phase
satisfies:

dΩliq =−PliqdV liq−SliqdT +N
liq
i dµi =−PliqdV liq. (32)

The variation in Ωcryst is a bit more subtle. We start from
the expression for the variation of, e, the energy per unit
cell of a system, as a function of the entropy, volume and
number of particles per unit cell ( s, v and νi):

de= Tds−Pdv+µidνi. (33)

However, we cannot write a similar expression for Ecryst,
because of its explicit dependence on NL. Using the fact
that NLds=dScryst − sdNL, NLdv=dVcryst − vdNL and
NLdνi=dN

cryst
i −νidNL, we can rewrite Eqn. 30 as

dEcryst =
(
TdScryst −PcrystdVcryst+µidN

cryst
i

)
+

(
e−Ts−µiνi+Pcrystv

)
dNL, (34)

which follows from the explicit expression for de
(Eqn. 33), and the expressions for dScryst, dVcryst and
dN

cryst
i above Eqn. 34. Note that e − Ts − µiνi =

Ωcryst/NL. We can then write the variation of the grand
potential of the crystal as:

dΩcryst = dEcryst −TdScryst +µidN
cryst
i (35)

= −PcrystdVcryst +(Ωcryst/NL+Pcrystv)dNL.

The condition for (unstable) equilibrium is then:

dΩtot = −PcrystdVcryst +(Ωcryst/NL+Pcrystv)dNL

− PliqdV liq +dΩsurf = 0. (36)
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Our next step is to derive an expression for the radius
of the critical nucleus. At this stage, the expression
dVcryst= NLdv+ vdNL (eqn. 31) becomes important be-
cause it expresses the fact that there are two ways to
change size of a nucleus: either by changing the vol-
ume v of the unit cell, while keeping NL, the number
of lattice points, fixed, or by changing NL at constant
v. It is convenient to consider these two scenarios sep-
arately. When a crystal nucleus grows, we are adding
lattice sites, i.e., we are changing NL, and when a crys-
tal grows/shrinks at constant number of lattice sites, we
are changing v.

We will consider these two scenarios separately. First
I consider the case that v is fixed, and NL can vary.

1. Fixed unit-cell volume

In that case,

dΩtot = ωcrystdVcryst +ωliqdV liq +

(
∂Ωsurf

∂Vcryst

)
dVcryst

=

(
ωcryst −ωliq +

(
∂Aωsurf

∂Vcryst

))
dVcryst, (37)

where I have used the fact that dV liq = −dVcryst and
that, at constant µ,T,v, ωcryst and ωliq are constant, and
Aωsurf depends only on the radius r of the nucleus. As
we have kept v fixed, dVcryst = vdNL, and hence Eqn. 37
can be written as (

∂Ωtot

∂NL

)
≡ µlat = 0, (38)

where we have defined µlat as the “chemical potential”
of the lattice sites. As the number of lattice sites is not
conserved, µlat should be zero ... and it is.

We can now compute the free-energy cost W of mak-
ing a nucleus with radius r by integrating Eqn. 37 from
r= 0 to the radius r.

W =
(
ωcryst −ωliq

)
Vcryst +Aωsurf (39)

=
(
ωcryst +Pliq

)
Vcryst +Aωsurf.

We note that the choice of the radius dividing surface is
still unspecified. To proceed, I note that, at the top of the
nucleation barrier, we must have(

∂W

∂Vcryst

)
=

(
ωcryst −ωliq

)
(40)

+ (2/r)

(
ωsurf +(r/2)

(
∂ωsurf

∂r

))
= 0.

Until now, we have not specified how we define the ra-
dius of the critical nucleus, r∗. A convenient (but not
unique) choice is to impose the condition(

∂ωsurf

∂r

)
r∗

= 0, (41)

where it should be stressed that the derivative is take at
constant v. Then(

∂W

∂Vcryst

)
=
(
ωcryst −ωliq

)
+

2ωsurf

r
= 0, (42)

and hence

ωsurf = (r/2)(ωliq −ωcryst). (43)

Inserting ωsurf in Eqn. 39, we get

r∗ =

(
(3W/2π)

ωliq −ωcryst

)1/3

(44)

Defining the area of the critical nucleus as A∗, and using
the familiar notation ωsurf ≡ σ we then get

W =
σA∗

3
, (45)

which is Gibbs’s famous result.
Note that Eqn. 45 for the nucleation barrier looks the

same as Eqn. 23. However, the meaning is different, be-
cause in one case, A and σ refer to the surface of tension,
and in the other to the equimolar surface. Of course,
the barrier height itself does not depend on our choice
of dividing surface. To reconcile the two expressions,
we must account for curvature corrections to the sur-
face free energy. If we take the curvature dependence of
the surface free energy into account in Eqn. 23, we get
(approximately):

∆Fcritical =

(
2σ∞
rec

+
C1

(rec)
2

)
Ve
c

+

∫Ve
c

0

(
2σ∞
r

+
C1

r2

)
dVsolid +4πC2

=
σ∞Ae

c

3

(
1+

2C1

recσ∞
)
+4πC2 , (46)

where σ∞ denotes the free-energy density of a flat sur-
face, the superscript e refers to the equimolar surface,
and the subscript c refers to the critical nucleus. The
curvature-related coefficients C1 and C2 have been de-
fined in Eqn. 4. Of course, the height of the nucle-
ation barrier does not depend on the choice of the di-
viding surface. We can also express eqn. 46 also in
terms of the radius of the surface of tension, using δ ≡
requimolar−rtension. Note that in this “macroscopic” (ther-
modynamic) description, the term with C2 appears be-
cause, even though it does not influence the variation
of Fs with V , it is zero in the absence of a nucleus, and
non-zero as soon as a nucleus appears (see refs. 25 and
26).

Many modern texts on homogeneous nucleation em-
ploy expressions for the nucleation barrier involving the
chemical potential difference between solid and fluid.
As should be clear from the discussion in the previous
sections, it is dangerous to make use of this chemical po-
tential difference in the context of crystal nucleation.
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2. Fixed number of lattice sites

At fixed NL and variable v, we start from Eqn. 36,
written as:

dΩtot =
(
−Pcryst +Pliq

)
dVcryst +dΩsurf = 0, (47)

where

dVcryst =NLdv. (48)

This is the volume change is due to expansion or com-
pression of the lattice, whilst the volume change at con-
stant v is due to accretion/dissolution. From Eqn. 47 it
follows that(

Pcryst −Pliq
)
=

2

r

(
σ+(3v/2)

(
∂σ

∂v

))
. (49)

As before, I define the surface tension t as

t≡ σ+(3v/2)
(
∂σ

∂v

)
. (50)

Note that the surface tension includes a term dσ/dv: this
term did not appear in Eqn. 41, because there I consid-
ered the variation of σ with r at constant v. The result is
that for crystals, the surface tension t is not equal to the
surface free-energy density σ, and the difference may be
large11,12. Eqn. 49 shows that the ”Laplace” pressure of
a crystal inside a fluid contains a term that depends on
the stretching/compression of the surface, which is why
the pressure inside a crystal nucleus is not simply 2σ/r.

It is interesting to compare the above results with
those for fluid droplets. It is usually argued (as I did
above) that σ= t for planar fluid-fluid interfaces. But for
small droplets, life is not that simple: Buff27 has given
an explicit statistical-mechanical expression for the sur-
face tension of spherical droplets containing particles
that interact through pair potentials. Buff defined the
location of the “mechanical surface of stress” in terms
of an integral over the tangential part of the (Irving-
Kirkwood) stress tensor, arriving at an expression that
is analogous to Gibbs definition of the equimolar di-
viding surface (but not quite as, unlike the density, the
stress tensor is not uniquely defined). Buff’s expression
for the “mechanical” surface tension of fluid-fluid inter-
faces has been used by ten Wolde et al.25, who found that
this “mechanical surface of stress” did not coincide with
the thermodynamic surface of tension – not even for a
fluid! It is for this reason that I wrote in the beginning of
this article that the correct description of the mechano-
chemical equilibrium between a crystalline solid and a
fluid only seemed to require much more care than the
description of equilibrium between two coexisting fluid
phases.

For crystals, the same stress-tensor integration should
yield t, not σ. If, in the spirit of Gibbs, we could assume

that the surface stress is localized in a mathematical
spherical surfaces (the “surface of mechanical stress”),
which need not be the same as the thermodynamic sur-
face of tension, then the Laplace pressure inside a crystal
should be given by(

Pcryst −Pliq
)
≡ 2t

rstress
, (51)

which defines rstress, the radius of the surface of mechan-
ical stress. One problem with this definition is that, un-
like particle density, the microscopic stress tensor is not
uniquely defined. This ambiguity has no consequences
for the prediction of the surface tension of a planar sur-
face28, but for curved surfaces different choices for the
form of the stress tensor result in different predictions
of t, and therefore for rstress, the radius of this surface of
stress. Moreover, rstress is in general different from both
the radius of the equimolar dividing surface, and that
of the (thermodynamic) surface of tension. The fact that
ref. 25 found that the surface of tension and the surface
of stress do not coincide for small fluid droplets sup-
ports an earlier theoretical prediction by Blokhuis and
Bedeaux21 that, even for fluid droplets, we should dis-
tinguish between surface stress and surface tension.

This observation may not be all that surprising be-
cause, once droplets are no longer large compared with
the range of the oscillations in the radial distribution
function, the surface of a fluid droplet is to some ex-
tent structured, and expanding/compressing the sur-
face may change this structure.

As rstress is not uniquely defined, one might as well
choose it equal to the radius of the surface of (thermo-
dynamic) tension. Only in that case is it meaningful to
compare the surface free-energy density σ and the sur-
face stress t. Implicitly, this approach was followed in
the thermodynamic treatment of σ and t.

D. Vacancies and the chemical potential inside a
nucleus

The advantage of the Mullins approach is that it fol-
lows the Grand-Canonical route and hence, by construc-
tion, chemical equilibrium of every species is imposed
throughout the system. However, and this has been the
source of much confusion29, the chemical potential of a
bulk solid at the temperature and pressure prevailing in-
side the nucleus, is not equal to the chemical potential of
the fluid phase (see Eqn. 20). So, how can this be?

Before going into more detail, I should point out that
in finite systems, the thermodynamic relation between
the chemical potential and the pressure is no longer the
standard Gibbs-Duhem equation Ndµ= VdP (for a one-
component system). Rather, as Hill has shown30,31, for
small systems there is an additional term in the “Hill-
Gibbs-Duhem” equation due to the “sub-division en-
ergy”. So, at the level of Hill’s thermodynamics, there
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is no problem – but it would be useful to gain a more
detailed understanding how, in small, but not even very
small12 crystals, the chemical potential can “uncouple”
from the pressure.

A crucial observation is that, in a statistical mechani-
cal description of crystals at finite temperature, the ex-
istence of point defects (vacancies and interstitials), is
unavoidable. To see this, consider a solid with M lattice
sites at constant chemical potential. I focus on a one-
component solid, because that is good enough for the
argument. We can write the grand partition function of
this crystal:

Ξsolid =

∞∑
N=0

QM(N,V,T)eβµN

≈
M∑

N=0

QM(N,V,T)eβµN, (52)

where QM(N,V,T) is the canonical partition function of
a crystal with N particles distributed over M lattice sites.
In the second line of Eqn. 52, I have ignored interstitials
and multiple occupancy of lattice cells, which is almost
always justified (but not essential for the argument). If
we define the number of vacancies as n≡M−N, we can
write

Ξsolid = eβµM
M∑

n=0

QM(n,V,T)e−βµn (53)

In what follows, I will assume (again for simplicity) that
the vacancy concentration is very low, and the interac-
tion between vacancies can be ignored. This assumption
may not always be correct, but the more general case
of interacting vacancies, while straightforward, is less
transparent. Now, if we express QM(n,V,T) in terms of
the free energy to create n non-interacting vacancies:

QM(n,V,T)

QM(0,V,T)
≡
(
M

n

)
e−βnfv(V,T) , (54)

where fv(V,T) denotes the free-energy cost to create a
single vacancy. Now we can write Eqn. 53 as

Ξsolid = QM(0,V,T)eβµM
M∑

n=0

(
M

n

)
e−βn(fv(V,T)+µ)

= QM(0,V,T)eβµM
(
1+e−β(fv(V,T)+µ)

)M
.(55)

Note that the free-energy cost of creating a single va-
cancy at a specific lattice site in the crystal is equal and
opposite to the free-energy cost of adding a particle if
there were a vacancy at that location18,32). In a perfect,
defect-free crystal, there are no vacancies where particles
can be inserted. Establishing chemical equilibrium be-
tween a reservoir and a crystal requires a non-vanishing
concentration of vacancies. But once vacancies are pos-
sible, there is no problem with the chemical potential

of the particles inside the crystal: it is simply equal
to the chemical potential of the reservoir. It is impor-
tant to notice that it is immaterial that the Laplace pres-
sure is equal to 2t/r rather than 2σ/r: the only thing
that matters is that the crystal is in equilibrium with the
reservoir. This is a somewhat counterintuitive observa-
tion. To clarify it, consider a thought experiment where
we have a crystallite of surfactant molecules on an air-
water interface (the “‘thought” experiment could also be
a simulation33). In equilibrium, this quasi-2D crystallite
will contain some vacancies. We also consider that there
is a finite equilibrium concentration of the surfactants in
the water and/or the air – but let us just consider free
surfactants in solution. The presence of vacancies in the
surfactant crystals makes it possible to establish equilib-
rium between the dissolved surfactants and those in the
crystal phase, no matter what the equilibrium vacancy
concentration is, as long as it is non-zero. Normally, this
equilibration will be slow as it required diffusion in the
crystalline solid, but in our 2D surfactant crystal, equi-
libration can be reached through the third dimension,
without passing through the circumference of the crys-
tal that traces the crystal-fluid interface, although that
route of equilibration is also possible.

Changing the Laplace pressure in the 2D crystal will
change the equilibrium concentration of vacancies, but
not the equality of chemical potential between crystal-
lite and free surfactants. Addition of particles at the
boundary of the crystal is different: when particles are
added on surface of a crystal, they do so by increasing
the number of lattice sites. In equilibrium, the rate of
particle addition and removal balance. This means that
the chemical potential of particles in the surface layer
mut have the same chemical potential as those in the
fluid. Due to the vacancy-mediated mobility of parti-
cles in the crystal, the chemical potential inside of a crys-
tallite will (eventually) equilibrate with the surface, and
therefor with the fluid.

This observation is probably what Gibbs meant when
he wrote: ”...the temperature and pressure and the potentials
for all the actual components of the solid must have a con-
stant value in the solid at the surface where it meets the fluid.
In fact, when describing multi-component systems, for
which there is a net surface excess for all but one of the
components, Gibbs explicitly states that the excess com-
ponents in the dividing surface have the same chemical
potential as in the bulk fluid (ref. 1, Eqn. 508). But that
chemical potential is not the same as the reversible work
needed to add a particle from the fluid to a bulk crystal
at the temperature and pressure that prevail inside the
nucleus.

In experiments, the vacancy concentration can differ
– unintentionally or intentionally – from its equilibrium
value. This has consequences for the chemical potential
of the molecules in the solid. To see this, consider the
variation of the Gibbs free energy of a bulk crystal with
NL lattice sites as:

dG=−SdT +VdP+µidNi+µLdNL, (56)
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where, as before, we have defined µL as the “chemical
potential” of the lattice sites. Of course, in a defect-free
lattice, NL is linearly related to Ni, but if the occupancy
of lattice sites can vary, NL is an independent thermody-
namic variable. In equilibrium, lattice sites can be cre-
ated or deleted at no free-energy cost, and hence µL=0.
But in a metastable crystal with a non-equilibrium value
of NL, the corresponding value of µL ̸= 0. In a simula-
tion, we can determine the value of Ni/NL for which
µL=0 (see e.g., 16). Even if µL ̸= 0, i.e., there are too
few or too many vacancies, we can still compute µi

by Widom’s particle-insertion method, provided the va-
cancy concentration is non-zero. However, the value
of µ thus “measured” will deviate from the equilibrium
value. Of course, in a Grand-Canonical simulation, the
average concentration of vacancies, and thereby µ will
regress to its equilibrium value.

E. Measuring the effect of surface stress

Gibbs assumed that, for real materials, one could ig-
nore the effect of the difference between surface free-
energy density (σ) and surface stress (t). There are,
however, cases where the difference is important. In
2020, Montero de Hijes and Vega reported careful sim-
ulations that showed that the Laplace pressure inside a
critical nucleus of a hard-sphere crystal is indeed nega-
tive12, whereas the surface free-energy density is neces-
sarily positive. An earlier, but less quantitative observa-
tion by Cacciuto and Frenkel for a system of hard col-
loids with short-ranged attraction11 had also found that
the Laplace pressure in small crystallites of this system
could be negative, so much so that the density of small
nuclei was less than that of larger nuclei. So, what was
unobservable in Gibbs’s time, is now observable in sim-
ulations.

V. POSSIBLE EXPERIMENTS?

It would seem difficult to measure in real experiments
the effect of surface stress on the properties of a solid in-
side a small crystallite in contact with a fluid, because
small crystallites are always unstable: if they are smaller
than the critical nucleus they dissolve, and if they are
larger they grow to form a bulk crystal - critical nuclei
are in unstable equilibrium, meaning that they only sur-
vive until a fluctuation pushes them to grow or disap-
pear.

Surprisingly, it is possible to prepare stable critical nu-
clei. One strategy is useful for simulations, but less so
for experiment: it involves preparing a nucleus in a fi-
nite volume of the parent phase (see e.g., 34). When the
nucleus grows, it consumes material in solution until the
concentration of the solution has decreased to the point
where growing a larger nucleus no longer lowers the to-
tal free energy of the system. Clearly, the size of the re-

sulting stable nucleus depends on the initial volume of
the parent phase. This approach is feasible in simula-
tions, but much less so in experiments on microscopic
nuclei (may be in microfluidic droplets).

There is however another possibility: one can prepare
a crystallite in a cylindrical pore or in a slit. In supersatu-
rated solutions, the crystallite in the pore grows until its
radius of curvature has decreased (!) to the value of the
critical radius at that supersaturation of the solution35.
Then the fluid-exposed part of the nucleus behaves just
like a critical nucleus. For a crystallite growing out of
a pore, Eqn. 3, which relates the excess volume ∆V to
the excess surface area ∆A of the nucleus with respect to
the original flat-topped cylindrical crystallite still holds.
Hence, the entire analysis relating the surface stress to
the Laplace pressure still applies (for more details, see
ref. 35). Therefore, growing a crystallite that ”wets” a
cylindrical pore, but not the top surface of the flat sub-
strate, makes it possible to create part of a stable critical
nucleus. One can then measure the lattice spacing inside
such a nucleus and deduce the Laplace pressure. I am
unaware of publications reporting such experiments.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

This paper has a few takeaway messages.

• The first message, although “obvious”, is highly
non-trivial: yes, the chemical potential inside a crit-
ical nucleus is equal to that of the fluid parent phase
with which it is in unstable equilibrium, meaning that
the two are in “osmotic” equilibrium, i.e., the condition
where there is no spontaneous mass flux between fluid
and crystallite.

• This “obvious” result is non-trivial because if a
macroscopic (bulk) crystal were kept at the pres-
sure Pbulk coex+2t/r that prevails well-inside a crit-
ical nucleus, it would not have the same chemi-
cal potential as the particles in the critical nucleus.
The reason is precisely that chemical potential in-
side a crystal is set by the chemical potential at its
surface, where (as Gibbs pointed out) it is equal to
that of the adjacent fluid, which can be viewed as a
grand-canonical reservoir at constant chemical po-
tential. At a pressure Pbulk coex + 2t/r, the chemi-
cal potential in the fluid would not result in coex-
istence with the critical nucleus, because that re-
quires a fluid pressure Pbulk coex +2σ/r. I am well-
aware that this result is counter-intuitive, because,
the lattice spacing of the bulk crystal and the core
of the crystal nucleus are the same at a pressure
Pbulk coex +2t/r.

• If the fluid-solid surface free-energy density σ
would be equal to the surface tension t, the
chemical-potential paradox would go away. But
for crystals, the surface free-energy density is, in
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general, not equal to the surface tension. In con-
trast, for fluids, σ and t are expected to be the
same. But this seems no longer true for droplets
with a radius that is not much larger than the size
of the constituent particles25.

• Only due the presence of a (small) equilibrium
concentration of vacancies can the equilibrium be-
tween a crystal nucleus and fluid be established.

• hopefully, the conclusions of this paper can be
tested in experiment – but it will not be easy.
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