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Abstract: We prepare a liquid crystal elastomer (LCE) with a spatially patterned liquid crystal director
field from an all-acrylate LCE. Mechanical deformations of this material lead to a complex and
spatially varying deformation with localised body rotations, shears and extensions. Together, these
dictate the evolved shape of the deformed film. Using polarising microscopy, we map the local
rotation of the liquid crystal director in Eulerian and Lagrangian frames and use these to determine
rules for programming complex, stress-induced mechanical shape deformations of LCEs. Moreover,
by applying a recently developed empirical model for the mechanical behaviour of our LCE, we
predict the non-uniform stress distributions in our material. These results show the promise of
empirical approaches to modelling the anisotropic and nonlinear mechanical responses of LCEs
which will be important as the community moves toward realising real-world, LCE-based devices.

Keywords: liquid crystal elastomers; empirical model; polymers; liquid crystals;
mechanical properties

1. Introduction

From skin to tree branches, many biological tissues exploit anisotropy and gradients in mechanical
properties in order to achieve functionality [1–4]. In skin, the patterning of mechanical anisotropy
allows the minimization of stresses when deformed through movement or the action of external
forces [5]. In addition, softwood trees also use gradients in anisotropy in order to influence the bending
direction of a growing branch [4,6,7].

By taking inspiration from nature, the performance and functionality of next generation robotics
and biomedical devices could be improved by employing synthetic materials that mimic the gradients
in mechanical properties and anisotropy of biological structures. Thanks to their inherent and spatially
programmable anisotropy, Liquid Crystal Elastomers (LCEs) offer great promise for next generation
bioinspired mechanical devices.

Nematic LCEs (the simplest type of LCEs) can be thought of as crosslinked rubber networks that
are templated with anisotropic uniaxial order by the nematic phase of the constituent mesogenic groups.
Compared to typical isotropic polymers and elastomers, nematic LCEs possess anisotropic polymer
conformations which result in anisotropic mechanical properties and shape actuation behaviours [8].
The magnitude of the material anisotropy is dictated by the magnitude of the underlying nematic order.
The special case of a LCE in its isotropic phase corresponds to a conventional elastomer with a spherical,
isotropic rubber polymer conformation. For a nematic LCE, the coupling between polymer and
nematic anisotropy enables the active shape actuation behaviour for which LCEs are most celebrated.
However, this anisotropy also results in an anisotropic elastic modulus, load curve non-linearity and
even negative Poisson’s ratio behaviour [9–14].
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By spatially controlling the principal direction of LCE anisotropy—known as the
“director”—mechanical properties can be spatially programmed [11]. Over the years numerous
techniques for spatially controlling the director orientation in liquid crystalline systems have been
developed [11,15–22]. For LCEs, the techniques of photoalignment and, more recently, 3D printing
have proved the most powerful techniques in terms of resolution of director alignment and ease
of use. In the majority of examples of LCEs programmed with complex director patterns, the aim
has been to develop stimuli responsive shape actuators—particularly systems that change shape in
response to external thermal, optical and electric fields. However, despite the promise LCEs show for
creating bioinspired mechanical devices, we know of only two studies that consider the stress-induced
mechanical properties and deformations of director patterned LCEs [11,23].

The first, published by Ware et al. in 2016, showed that complex director geometries can generate
complex stress-induced mechanical deformations [11]. Despite the exciting results, the authors did not
discuss in detail how the complex geometries were generated, how the director profile evolved during
the deformation, and how the local stress distribution evolved with strain. The second, published by
Godman et al. in 2017, focused on reporting a new LCE chemistry—photopolymerising a thiol-acrylate
network via chain transfer [23]. The authors briefly discussed how a narrow film of LCE patterned in
discrete blocks with director orientations between 90◦ and 0◦ (relative to the stress axis) preferentially
undergoes deformation in the regions of greater initial director angle (as one intuitively expects
of LCEs).

While both studies clearly demonstrated the power of controlling stress-induced mechanical
deformations by localised patterning of the liquid crystal director, fundamental studies of the mechanics
of these complex deformations were not undertaken. In designing and developing real-world devices,
it will be important to understand and model how strains applied to complexly aligned LCE devices
result in localised stresses, shears, rotations and deformations. A significant milestone would be the
development of material models that enable the accurate simulation of such devices.

One of the barriers to understanding the deformations of director patterned LCEs is the inherent
complexity of the anisotropic and non-linear mechanical behaviour of LCEs—for which a complete
theoretical description does not yet exist. However, we recently reported an empirical model capable
of predicting the tensile mechanical response of an acrylate-based LCE for a wide range of director
configurations. Here, we study in detail the stress-induced mechanical deformation of a LCE prepared
with a complex alignment that reflects a circular geometry. By studying how the magnitude of director
rotation varies spatially, we deduce rules for how stress-induced complex shape deformations can
be programmed via spatial patterning of the liquid crystal director. Moreover, by applying our
empirical model, we can make a prediction of how stresses distribute themselves in the system studied.
Our results demonstrate the promise of empirical approaches to model the non-trivial mechanical
behaviours of LCEs. We envisage our results aiding the development of material models for simulation
of LCE devices under strain and being applied to designing director profiles for LCE devices prepared
via new manufacturing techniques such as Direct-Ink-Writing 3D printing [22,24–26].

2. Materials and Methods

2.1. Sample Preparation

The circularly aligned LCE was prepared using an all-acrylate LCE, as previously described [12].
A LCE monomer precursor was formed from 15 mol% 6-(4-cyano-biphenyl-4′-yloxy)hexyl acrylate
(A6OCB CAS: 89823-23-4), 21 mol% 2-Ethylhexyl acrylate (EHA, CAS: 103-11-7), 7 mol%
1,4-Bis-[4-(6-acryloyloxyhex-yloxy)benzoyloxy]-2-methylbenzene (RM82, CAS: 125248-71-7), 56 mol%
4′-hexyloxybiphenyl (6OCB, CAS: 41424-11-7) and 1.6 mol% of the photoinitiator methyl benzoylformate
(MBF, CAS: 15206-55-0). 6OCB is a non-reactive liquid crystal used to broaden the nematic phase range
of the LCE precursor prior to polymerisation. A6OCB, 6OCB and RM82 were purchased from Synthon
Chemical GmbH (Bitterfeld-Wolfen, Germany). EHA and MBF were purchased from Sigma Aldrich
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(Gillingham, UK). All chemicals were used as received without further purification. The chemical
structures of each component are shown in Figure 1a.
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Figure 1. (a) Diagrams of the chemicals used in this work. (b) Films of complex alignment are prepared
by cutting a strip from the circularly aligned LCE away from the central +1 defect. If the cut included
the defect, then the director orientation would largely be close to ~90◦ across the whole film.

The LCE precursor was filled at 40 ◦C (in the isotropic phase, TNI = 36 ◦C) into a liquid crystal cell
formed from one glass and one 100 µm thick Melinex® substrates, separated with strips of 100 µm
thick spacer film [12]. The flexible Melinex® substrate was chosen to aid opening of the cell following
polymerisation. Prior to filling the cell, the substrates were coated with a poly(vinyl alcohol) alignment
layer which was rubbed circularly, as illustrated in Figure S1, using a velvet cloth and a spin coater
(substrate spun at 1500 rpm). The centres of the alignment pattern on each substrate were aligned to
within 10 microns using registration marks.

Upon filling, the cells were cooled to ambient temperature and left for half an hour for alignment
of the nematic phase. The reactive components of the precursor mixture were then polymerised using
a fluorescent UV light source of 2.5 mW·cm−2 intensity and exposure time of 2 h (to ensure complete
polymerisation of reactive components). Post polymerisation, 6OCB and any unreacted components
were washed from the final LCE by swelling the film slightly in a solution of dicholoromethane:methanol
in a 1:3 ratio for 2 h. The film was then dried at 60 ◦C overnight.

The removal of the unreactive nematic solvent, 6OCB, from the polymerised LCE caused the LCE
to anisotropically deswell, i.e., the film de-swelled to a greater degree in the direction perpendicular to
the director than parallel to the director. As the LCE’s director orientation followed concentric circles
centred on a +1 defect, this anisotropic deswelling caused the film’s radius to contract by a greater
fraction than the circumference thus creating a saddle-like geometry. As such, the final sample studied
here, an 18 × 2 mm2 strip cut away from the central +1 defect (illustrated in Figure 1b), had a slight
buckle which was flattened out by the first strain step of mechanical testing. Cutting the strip slightly
away from the +1 defect not only gave a sample with a non-trivial alignment geometry, but doing
so also minimised the effects that the unavoidable, but small uncertainty in registration of the cell
substrates had on the director pattern. The initial width of the cut film was measured in four places,
the average of which was 2.00 ± 0.03 mm. The film thickness varied linearly from 74 µm at one end to
84 µm at the other end (measured with a 1 µm accuracy micrometer). This small variation in thickness
was an artefact of the fabrication technique.

2.2. Mechanical Testing

The aligned LCE film was mechanically tested using bespoke apparatus (built in-house, see Ref. [12]
and accompanying Supplementary Materials) consisting of a temperature controlled micro-tensile
enclosure which allowed the sample to be studied via transmitted white light and between crossed
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polarisers [12,13]. Sample photographs were captured using a 0.7×magnification lens and a 2048 × 2048
pixel camera system that together gave a pixel resolution of 7.9 µm. The clamped sample had an
unstrained length of 13.7 mm and was extended in strain steps of 0.5 mm. Figure 1b illustrates the
coordinate set used in this paper where strains are applied along the x axis and the xy plane is viewed
using the camera. Throughout testing, the sample was maintained at 23 ± 1 ◦C.

After each strain step, the sample was allowed to stress relax for two minutes prior to any
data being taken. Following stress relaxation, a load cell reading was taken and the sample was
photographed once via transmitted white light and 36 times between crossed polarisers (polarisers
rotated by 10◦ between photographs). The crossed polarising photographs were used to spatially map
the local director orientation as described below.

A global engineering stress load curve (that determines the stresses using the initial, i.e., unstrained,
cross sectional sample area irrespective of its change with strain) was generated using the average
initial cross-sectional area (width = 2.00 ± 0.03 mm, thickness = 79 ± 5 µm), the load cell reading at
each strain step and strains measured via the separation of the sample clamps.

2.3. Localised Strain Mapping

From each of the transmitted white light photographs, the pixel coordinates of small particles
(synthesis artefacts common in LCEs) embedded within the film were measured. Localised strains
were determined at each strain step from the relative x-axis separation of pairs of particles. In order
to maximise the accuracy of the measured localised strains, pairs of features were chosen such that
they had similar y coordinates, i.e., their separation vector lay almost parallel with strain (x) axis (see
coordinate system in Figure 1b). Ideally, localised strain measurements would have been measured
choosing features with as small as possible initial separations. However, as the position of a given
particle could be typically determined to within 3 px, a minimum separation of 45 px was required for
acceptable errors in strain measurement.

2.4. Localised Director Mapping

From the 36 crossed polarising photographs of the sample taken at each strain step, the local
director orientation across the sample could be mapped in both the Eulerian (laboratory) and Lagrangian
(sample) frames. The light transmitted by a birefringent material that is rotated between crossed
polarisers takes the form of

I = I0sin2
(

2π× (φ− a)
180

)
+ b, (1)

where φ is the angle (in degrees) between the polariser and the strain (x) axis (by our definition), a is
the angle (in degrees) between the director and strain axis, and I0 and b are constants related to the
intensity of light and polarisers’ efficiency. Fitting Equation (1) (I against φ) to the localised intensity
measured from the crossed polarising photographs therefore allows the determination (at the measured
point) of a—the angle of the director relative to the straining axis. Given the four-fold degeneracy of
Equation (1) and the fact that for the director orientation (denoted

⇀
n ),

⇀
n = −

⇀
n , the fitted value of a

either corresponds to the director angle relative to the strain axis or the same angle +90◦. We deduced
the correct value of a from our knowledge of the initial alignment geometry instilled by the rubbed cell
substrates, together with the assumption that the rotation of the local director with strain is continuous.

To deduce the localised director in the Eulerian frame at each strain step, the transmitted intensity
was determined from the average brightness of 19 × 19 pixel regions of interest centred on the vertices
of a 40× 40 pixel grid laid across the sample (Figure S2). The fitted values were first corrected to account
for the degeneracy described above. Any remaining anomalous values (i.e., those discontinuous with
respect to values from the neighbouring vertices) were corrected using the average director angles
from the neighbouring vertices.

To understand the LCE’s localised deformation behaviour we needed to determine the localised
director rotation with respect to the Lagrangian (sample) frame. The tracked particles provided, for
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each strain step, Lagrangian frame coordinates on which to measure the average transmitted intensities
and fit to using Equation (1). We determined the correct values of the director orientation (a) at each
location by using the director orientation previously determined at the nearest Eulerian frame vertex
as the initial value of the fitted parameter. The localised director rotations in the Lagrangian frame
were then calculated from the difference between the measured director rotation at each strain step
and that measured in the unstrained state.

2.5. Empirical Model Used for Analysis

For the LCE used in this study, we recently described an empirical model that accurately describes
the uniaxial tension deformation behaviour of the LCE when stressed at initial angles, θi, of between
15◦ and 70◦ relative to the initial director orientation [14]. We found that, in these cases, the true
stress—strain load curves (which take into account the change in cross sectional area with strain) take
the form of:

σT = σE · [1 + ∆(ε)] = A · log
(

1 + c[εi + ∆(ε)]
1− d[εi + ∆(ε)]

·
1− dεi
1 + cεi

)
, (2)

where,

εi =
α− θi
β

(3)

In these equations, σT is the expected true stress (in MPa), σE is the applied engineering stress, ∆(ε) is
the applied strain, θi is the initial angle between the applied strain and the director orientation and A,
c, d, α and β are material-specific constants, deduced by fitting, given in Table 1 (taken from [14]).

Table 1. Parameters from the previously described empirical model, used in Equations (2)–(4).

Constant Value

A 4.39 MPa
c 0.426
d 0.444
α 60.5◦

β 27.6◦

Using this model, we also found that the magnitude of director rotation, ∆θ, is directly proportional
to ∆(ε) via,

∆θ = β · ∆(ε) (4)

Here, we apply the equations deduced from this empirical model to the observed deformations in
order to infer the localised stress distributions within the film as it is strained.

3. Results

In this section, we first present the raw data, with a brief discussion of some intuitively deduced
behaviours, before subsequent analysis steps and deeper discussions that explore the deformation
behaviour in greater detail.

3.1. Photographs of Sample Deformation

The sample was extended by 14 steps (of 0.5 mm) from its unstrained state before the film tore
at one of the clamps. Figure 2 shows photographs of the sample at every other strain step. The first
column of images shows the sample as seen via transmitted white light. These photographs show
that the sample deforms inhomogeneously. The region which has deformed the least (herein referred
to as the “prominence region”—shaded in red in Figure 3) corresponds to the stiffest part of the film.
Overall, the film shape morphs from a rectangular to a complex shape, where the lower edge (as shown
in the photographs) remains relatively straight while the top edge adopts a highly curved profile.
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Figure 3. Trajectories of tracked featured with strain overlaid on top of the sample in (a) the unstrained
and (b) the maximally strained states. The initial positions of the tracked particles in each strain state
are illustrated by the solid circles. The trajectories and images and have been displaced such that they
centre on the middle of the prominence region, making the localised deformation in this region clear.
The red (blue) shaded regions correspond to the “prominence” (“uniform”) region.

3.2. Localised Strains via Tracked Features

Figure 3 shows the trajectories of all the tracked particles overlaid onto the images of the film in
both the unstrained and maximally states. The trajectories have been plotted with respect to the centre
of the prominence region as this region of the film shows the most interesting shape evolution with
strain. Figure 3 clearly shows that in the prominence region there is a large transverse displacement,
indicating that the region is undergoing shear. To either side of the prominence region the particles
have divergent and bending trajectories, implying that these regions are undergoing both shear and
body rotations. Comparatively, on the far-right hand side of the film, the particles are moving in a
uniform and parallel manner. Thus, in this region the film is primarily undergoing a linear strain with
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minimal shear. From now on, the far-right region of the film will be referred to as the “uniform” region
(shaded blue in Figure 3) to reflect the deduced deformation behaviour.

3.3. Eulerian Frame Director Rotations

Figure 4a shows the Eulerian frame director mappings for every second strain step of the LCE.
The heat map representation was chosen to visibly illustrate the spatial variation in director orientation
at each strain step. The figure clearly shows that, in the uniform region, there is a large rotation of
the director from angles (relative to the strain axis) of >45◦ to angles <45◦ between the unstrained
and maximally strained states. In addition, as one should intuitively expect, the director orientation
across the prominence region is largely parallel to the applied strain axis. As Figure 5 shows, this
configuration corresponds to the stiffest LCE mechanical response [14].
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of the director stressed at 2◦, 39◦ and 88◦ to the initial director orientation, θi. Full data sets can be
seen in Ref. [14]. These illustrative curves illustrate the variation in stiffness depending on the relative
orientation of the director and strain.
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3.4. Lagrangian Frame Director Rotations

Figure 4b shows, for every other strain step, heat maps for the Lagrangian frame director rotation.
This representation quantifies the magnitude of local director rotation. The heat map was generated by
interpolating the director rotations measured at the site of each tracked particle. By comparing with
the initial director orientation map for the unstrained LCE shown in Figure 4a, we see that at up to
a global strain of 0.3, the film region undergoing the greatest magnitude of director rotation is that
which began with θi~45◦ (we define θi as a local value of the director angle in the unstrained film).
For global strains greater than 0.3, the regions of greater θi begin to undergo greater magnitudes of
director rotation. Our observation for the low strain behaviour is consistent with our previous results
which have shown that the present LCE has its lowest initial modulus for θi = 45◦ [14]. Moreover, we
have previously shown from Bladon, Warner and Terentjev theory that θi = 45◦ corresponds to the θi
for which there is the greatest initial “rate” of director rotation with strain [27]. While the director in
the θi~45◦ region initially rotates fastest, the regions of θi > 45◦ have a greater capacity for rotation
and so ultimately undergo greater magnitudes of rotation.

4. Analysis and Discussion

In the following analysis we first use our results to understand how spatial director programming
can be used to program complex stress-induced mechanical shape deformations of LCEs. We then
apply our empirical model that describes uniaxial deformations of the present LCE to the deformation
of this non-trivially aligned sample. Our aim is to use the model to generate realistic predictions of the
localised stress distribution across the sample.

4.1. Designing Mechanical Deformations

The heat maps of Figure 4a show that to the left of the prominence region, the director rotates
anticlockwise, while to the right it rotates clockwise. At the centre of the prominence region, there
is zero director rotation as the director is already lying parallel to the applied stress axis. Replotting
the deformation trajectories from Figure 3a over the unstrained sample’s director orientation map
(Figure 6) shows that the result of these opposite senses of rotation is the transverse movement of the
prominence region along the y axis. By comparison, in the uniform region, where there is only a single
sense of director rotation, the deformation trajectories show that the sample undergoes minimal shear
and instead predominantly deforms via a linear strain parallel to the applied strain axis.
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By comparing the shape changes observed by Ware et al. (illustrated in Figure 7) with the present
system we can learn how curvatures and shapes can be controlled and generated via patterning of
the director.
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The transverse deformations seen here are similar to those reported by Ware et al. who studied
the deformation of a film of LCE prepared with the domains of director orientation alternating between
±45◦ relative to the strain axis (Figure 7) [11]. Although Ware et al. did not monitor the director
orientation with strain, they deduced that the transverse shears that occurred and the zig-zag shape that
evolved (Figure 7) were a result of the counter-rotation of the director between neighbouring domains.

Aside from the presence of transverse shearing, the shapes evolved by the Ware et al. sample and
our own show several differences.

Firstly, the shape deformation reported here has a smooth, curved profile along its length and the
width varies along the sample length. By comparison, the film of Ware et al. has straight edges which
turn sharply, and the film width is constant along the sample length.

In addition, we observe that the evolved shape profiles of the top and bottom edges of the present
sample differ from each other significantly. By comparison, the top and bottom edges of Ware et al.’s
sample show identical profiles. Part of this difference is due to the variations in initial (magnitude of)
director angle along the length of our sample. However, our ability to generate edges with different
shape profiles stems from the fact that the director angle across a given section of the width varies
by typically ~15◦, whereas in Ware et al.’s film, the director is constant across any given width. We
believe this reflects a spatially varying difference in the ability to generate transverse strains across a
given width section—resulting in different profiles for the top and bottom edges. The degree to which
these shape profiles differ between the top and bottom edges changes along the length of our LCE
strip. The most dramatic shape profile difference is seen in the prominence region, while the uniform
region shows almost identical shape profiles. We note that although the variation in director angle
across any given film width section (aside from the centre of the prominence region) is typically ~15◦

(Figure 4a), the typical variation in sinθi across the film width in the prominence and uniform regions
differs significantly. In the prominence region (∆(sinθi)~sin30◦–sin15◦~0.24), which is more than twice
of that in the uniform region (∆(sinθi)~sin75◦–sin60◦~0.10).

From the observations and analysis of this paper, we can deduce that there are two key contributions
to the evolution of strain-induced complex mechanical deformations—both of which depend on the
initial director orientation. Firstly, patterning of the director results in spatial patterning of the non-linear
mechanical response, which in turn generates complex shapes through non-uniform deformations.
Secondly, patterning of director orientation also patterns the magnitude of local director rotation,
which in turn generates complex shape changes through localised body rotations. The first of these
effects can, to some extent, be achieved in other polymeric systems by utilising gradients in crosslink
density. However, without the anisotropy present in LCEs, the local tensile response in such examples
is clearly influenced by the crosslink density alone—the overall shapes of the local load curves in such
systems are the same [28].

We propose that the effects of patterned modulus and director orientations together generate
complex strain-induced mechanical deformations that can be summarised by the qualitative design
rules given below. These are based upon the results of this study and our previous work studying this
same LCE material [12–14].

Firstly, deformations transverse to the applied strain axis can be generated by body rotations
of opposite sense by placing in series (relative to the applied strain axis) regions of opposite initial
director orientation (i.e., ±θ). The magnitude of the transverse deformation increases as the inclination
of the director angle relative to the strain axis increases from 0◦ (parallel to the axis of applied strain),
as the capacity for director rotation increases. However, for our LCE we note that, at initial director
angles close to 90◦ (perpendicular to the axis of applied strain), the elastic deformation of the polymer
conformation dominates the rotation of the anisotropic polymer conformation [12–14]. We hypothesise
that this would diminish the magnitude of the localised body rotations and hence the magnitude of the
generated transverse displacement.

Secondly, curvature in the top edge of the stress-induced shape profile of the LCE strip considered
here can be controlled by gradients in the director orientation (which in turn cause gradients in the
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non-linear elastic response). If the gradient in director modulus is parallel to the applied strain axis,
then this causes a stress-induced curved shape profile in the direction parallel to the applied strain axis.
Given the anisotropy in the mechanical behaviour, this necessitates the evolution of a non-uniform
film width—i.e., inhomogeneous strains parallel and perpendicular to the applied strain axis.

Lastly, by considering again the deformation described by Ware et al.—i.e., a complex shape
with transverse displacements, but with a uniform deformation due to a uniform magnitude of initial
director orientation—we learn that we can confine curvatures of the stress-induced shape to the
discontinuities of defect lines.

4.2. Global Engineering Load Curve

Despite the spatially dependent sample deformation, the engineering stress load curve is also
interesting to study. Figure 8 shows the engineering stress tensile load curve for the deformed sample
using the global strain, i.e., the strain measured using the sample clamp separation. The solid line of
Figure 8 plots the model engineering stress load curve (Equation (2)) using an initial director angle
of 53◦—the average value of θi for the unstrained sample. The curve is remarkably similar to the
experimental data, despite the fact that the director profile across the present sample is far from
uniform. Thus, crude approximations of the overall film’s behaviour can be made from considering the
average director angle across a sample of this LCE. In device considerations, this would be useful when
constraints on the engineering stress or overall strain possible are known. The dashed plot in Figure 8
shows Equation (2) fitted to the data using the initial director angle as a free parameter. The resultant
fitted angle of θi = 46◦ represents the best approximation of the film’s behaviour when modelled as a
film of constant director orientation.
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4.3. Predictions of the Localised Stress Distribution

While we can measure localised strains from the relative separation of tracked features, we cannot
use these in conjunction with our load cell readings to deduce the localised stress distribution. Doing
so would require the assumption that there is an even stress distribution across the cross-sectional
widths at each point across the sample’s length—a generally invalid assumption given the spatial
varying director (and hence modulus) distribution. Moreover, to deduce the localised true stress, one
would need to employ an assumption of constant volume to calculate the cross-sectional area at a
given strain step. This would be extremely difficult as local deformations are a combination of the
local tensile and shear deformations.
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We can, however, use our previously developed empirical model to predict the localised stress
distribution. Using the locally measured initial director angles and Equation (2), we can generate
predicted localised true stress load curves across the sample. Then, by using locally measured strains
(particle pairs shown in Figure 9a) we can use these predicted load curves to calculate localised stresses.
Figure S4 shows, for locations corresponding to each feature pair, predictions of the true stress load
curves deduced using the initial director angle measured at the halfway point between the pairs
of tracked features. For comparison, we also plot true stress load curves measured using load cell
readings and the locally measured strains (see the Supplementary Materials for further details). While
in the uniform region, the measured load curves agree well with the model, in the prominence region
there is significant disagreement—a result of the assumptions needed to generate the experimental
load curves as described above.
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Figure 9. (a) Map of pairs of tracked features between which localised strains are measured for use in
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Previously, we showed that our empirical model was valid for initial director angles of between
15◦ and 70 ◦. Here, all the tracked feature pairs except pair D satisfy this limitation (initial and final
average director angles for feature pair D of 15.2◦ and 5.78◦, respectively). Feature pair D is, however,
included as to provide some insight into the stress within the centre of the prominence region.

Figure 9b shows the prediction of the localised stress distribution generated for the last strain step
using our empirical model and the locally measured strains. The interpolated heatmap shows that, in
general, lower stresses are found in the prominence region compared to the uniform region. This is
intuitive as the uniform region has undergone the greatest strain and therefore the greatest reduction
in cross sectional area. Within the prominence region, the stress distribution varies between the upper
and lower edges of the sample, with the lowest stresses found on the top edge of the sample either side
of the prominence region centre. Such a distribution is expected as either side of the prominence centre
the initial director angle varies from ~40◦ to ~5◦ from the top to bottom sample edges (Figure 9b).
As the LCE shows a significantly stiffer response for director angles of 5◦ compared to 40◦, it is plausible
that stresses would be concentrated through the lower edge of the sample prominence region [14].
In the uniform region, the stress distribution is comparatively even despite there still being a varying
director profile. This is accounted for the by the fact that the initial elastic modulus of the present
material is comparatively uniform for director angles of between 40◦ and 90◦—the range of director
angles found within the uniform region.

The empirical model has evidently provided an intuitive and useful insight into the stress
distributions across the complexly aligned LCE. We could generate stress distributions with increased
accuracy if more data points were available on which to base the interpolation. This could be achieved
using techniques such as Digital Image Correlation. From our empirical model we found that the
magnitude of director rotation was directly proportional to the expected strain (Equation (4)). This
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relationship could therefore be used to infer strains from single points measured in the Eulerian
frame—providing at least twice the number of data points to the method employed above. However,
Figure S5 shows that, by the last strain step, the localised strains determined using Equation (4) were
consistently overpredicted by a strain of 0.2 compared those directly measured and shown in Figure 9a.
The reason for this is unknown, although we would suggest the coupling of director rotations and
non-uniform stress distribution is likely to be a contributing factor.

5. Conclusions

In this paper we have sought to understand and demonstrate programmed stress-induced shape
deformations and stress localisations in LCEs prepared with complex director profiles. Using simple
methods, we have performed the most comprehensive analysis of the deformation geometry and
localised director rotation behaviour of a non-trivially aligned LCE with a director profile reflecting a
circular alignment pattern.

By comparing the evolved shape profile observed here with those reported by Ware et al., we have
shown that the stress-induced deformation behaviour of complexly aligned LCEs follows relatively
simple, intuitive, qualitative design rules. Further, by using our empirical model to develop a picture
of how stresses are localised across the deformed sample, we have seen how non-uniform director
profiles can be used to localise areas of stress in strained LCE devices. While our predictions of the
localised stress reflect intuitive expectations, the approach is limited by the fact that we cannot generate
predictions of local stress in the centre of the prominence region as the initial director there is ≤15◦.
Despite this restriction, the results demonstrate that the model can be used effectively to understand
the complex mechanical deformations of director patterned LCEs.

This study has shown that the complicated stress-induced mechanical deformations of LCEs can
be understood using intuitive design rules and empirical models. We suggest that these qualitative
design rules and empirical approaches could aid the future development of material models of LCEs.
In turn, these could enable the design and simulation of LCE-based mechanical devices via simulation
techniques such as Finite Element Analysis.

Supplementary Materials: The following are available online at http://www.mdpi.com/2073-4352/10/4/315/s1,
Figure S1: Circular alignment generation, Figure S2: Example grid overlay for measuring the local director.
Figure S3: Localised load curves, Figure S4: Comparing model and actual local director rotations.
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