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Abstract

Slippery covalently attached liquid surfaces (SCALS) are a family of nanothin polymer layers with

remarkably low static droplet friction, characterised by a low contact angle hysteresis (CAH< 5◦),

which makes them ideally suited to self-cleaning, water harvesting, and anti-fouling applications.

Recently, a Goldilocks zone of lowest CAH has been identified for polydimethyl siloxane (PDMS)

SCALS of intermediate thickness (3.5 nm), yet, molecular-level insights are missing to reveal the

underlying physical mechanism of this elusive, slippery optimum. In this work, the agreement

between coarse-grained molecular dynamics simulations and atomic force microscopy data shows

that nanoscale defects, as well as deformation for thicker layers, are key to explaining the existence

of this ‘just right’ regime. At low thickness values, insufficient substrate coverage gives rise to

chemical patchiness; at large thickness values, two features appear: 1) a waviness forms on the

surface of the liquid layer due to a previously overlooked lateral microphase separation occurring

in polydisperse brushes, and 2) layer deformation due to the contact line is larger than in thinner

layers. The most pronounced slippery behaviour occurs for smooth PDMS layers that do not

exhibit nanoscale waviness. The converging insights from molecular simulations, experiments,

and a contact angle hysteresis theory provide design guidelines for tethered polymer layers with

ultra-low contact angle hysteresis.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Slippery Covalently Attached Liquid Surfaces (SCALS) are an emerging class of materials

consisting of chemically attached liquid polymer chains (i.e. glass transition temperature

Tg below ambient) [1, 2]. SCALS exhibit exceptional properties, such as easy droplet shed-

ding, self-cleaning, ice-shedding, and anti-biofouling, often equivalent to lubricant-infused

[3] and superhydrophobic surfaces [4]. SCALS are regarded as more robust than other super-

wettability surfaces [5], as their performance does not rely on a specific surface texture or an

easily depleted infused liquid lubricant [2]. To date, the most promising SCALS are made of

polydimethylsiloxane (PDMS), which is non-toxic, FDA approved, and harmlessly degrades

in environmental conditions, and therefore is applicable in a wide range of contexts, from

medical devices to atmospheric water capture. SCALS are timely eco-friendly coatings that

could replace some perfluorinated ‘forever chemicals’ in anti-fouling [6–9].

The exceptional performance of SCALS is quantified by measuring contact angle hys-

teresis (CAH, the difference between advancing and receding contact angle), which is pro-

portional to droplet static friction [10] and correlates well with desirable properties such as

anti-fouling and anti-scaling [1]. The extremely low CAH (≈ 1◦), and the corresponding

high performance possible with SCALS, superior to alkyl self-assembled monolayers [11], is

attributed to their ‘liquid like’ nature.

SCALS belong to the broader family of end-tethered polymer layers, which, at high

grafting density, form polymer brushes. The defining feature of SCALS is that the tethered

polymers are in a liquid state and hence do not require solvation to be effective. This is in

contrast to traditional polymer brushes; for example, polyethylene oxide brushes are only

expected to be antifouling when hydrated. As shown schematically in Fig. 1a, the structure

and behaviour of tethered polymers is often explained by a single parameter: the reduced

grafting density, Σ, which is a measure of the degree of chain crowding [12]:

Σ = σπR2
g , (1)

where Rg is the average radius of gyration of the grafted polymers (dependent on molecular

weight and solvent quality) and σ is the grafting density (grafting points per unit area,

gps/nm2). Σ < 1 corresponds to a sparse (pancake/mushroom) regime, while Σ ≫ 1

corresponds to a dense (brush) regime.
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FIG. 1. Combined simulation and experimental study of CALS a) CALS consist of end-

tethered PDMS chains, which can be defined by their grafting density σ and average chain length

N . Reduced grafting density, Σ, is a powerful predictor of slippery performance. b) Example

of a simulated system, which predicts that long chain, polydisperse CALS form wavy structures.

c) Meniscus force mapping can distinguish the liquid layer from the underlying solid surface. d)

Schematic illustrating the literature trend and identifying the mechanisms responsible: i) CAH

of thin layers is dominated by chemically heterogeneity, best described by Σ; ii) the lowest CAH

is obtained for smooth layers without waviness and deformation; iii)-iv) CAH of thick layers is

dominated by layer deformation, which tends to scale with thickness. At all thickness values, poly-

dispersity increases CAH by increasing layer waviness (iii). Monodisperse, high density layers are

expected to have low CAH at all thickness values, but they have not been produced experimentally.
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Extensive literature has identified a ‘Goldilocks zone’ of lowest CAH at intermediate layer

thickness and/or molecular weight, as schematically shown by the parabolic trend in Fig. 1d.

[2, 13–19]. The shaded region around the parabola shows that, both within and between

studies, apparently similar PDMS layers (in thickness, composition, contact angle) have

different CAH values; extremes between 1◦ (corresponding to slippery surfaces) and 15◦ (non-

slippery, hence referred to as CALS) have been reported [1, 2, 16]. The molecular origins

of these drastic performance differences are only beginning to be understood. Recently

Gresham et al. demonstrated that Σ is a good predictor for the Goldilocks region for

SCALS prepared with different methods, with minimum CAH obtained around Σ = 2 [19].

From this summary of the state of the art, two outstanding questions emerge:

1. What causes the widely-observed parabolic trend and corresponding Goldilocks zone?

2. Why do otherwise identical PDMS layers exhibit different CAH?

In this work coarse-grained molecular dynamics (CG-MD) simulations, informed by ex-

perimentally measured physicochemical parameters (chain length, polydispersity, grafting

density) [19], were used to address these two questions. Key findings from the simulations

are shown in Fig. 1d: i) low Σ CALS are chemically heterogeneous, with patches of the

substrate exposed, while iii) in thicker layers, polydispersity induces nanoscale lateral wavi-

ness. Low CAH surfaces are ii) chemically uniform and smooth. These simulation features

were experimentally observed by adapting atomic force microscopy meniscus force mapping

(MFM) to these nano-thin PDMS layers (Fig. 1c). Simulations found that thick layers

deform at the droplet three-phase contact line (iv). This deformation has recently been

identified as a potential cause of hysteresis in such layers [16], with comparisons made to

wetting on macroscopically soft surfaces (i.e., cross-linked PDMS gels) [9]. By applying sim-

ple wetting models to the simulated structures, mechanistic explanations for the questions

posed above are offered.

II. RESULTS

The key strength of this work is the combination and close agreement between simula-

tions and experiments, with key layer properties shown in Table I. Using CG-MD, grafted
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PDMS layers characterised by different chain length (N), chain length distribution (poly-

dispersity, PDI) and grafting density (σ) were simulated in vacuum and in water, which

are both poor solvents for PDMS. A CG force field specific for PDMS was used, which al-

lowed modelling of realistic PDMS behaviour [20]. PDMS molecules were grafted to a flat,

silica-like substrate [21], and allowed to equilibrate from the fully elongated configuration.

Different realisations of chain lengths and grafting points were simulated. The chain length

distribution in simulations mimicked that measured in experiments (see Fig. S1). Simulated

layers named P1, P2, and P3 in Table I correspond to low, intermediate and high values

of average polymer repeat units (N), respectively, and are polydisperse (PDI = 1.3-1.35).

For all N , a range of experimentally relevant grafting densities were simulated (Table I).

System P2, of intermediate thickness and chain length, corresponds to the SCALS with the

lowest CAH (2.7◦) as previously reported [19], while systems P1 and P3 are not slippery

in experiments. Three monodisperse layers, M50, M100, and M300 (PDMS chains with 50,

100, and 300 monomers) were also simulated for comparison, as shown in the Supplementary

information and in Fig. S2 and Fig. S3.
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TABLE I. Structural parameters of grafted PDMS layers studied in this work in both simulations

and experiments: N = average number of repeat units in the polymer chains, PDI = chain poly-

dispersity, σ = grafting density and d =layer thickness. Simulated layers P1 - P3 are informed by

experimental parameters and are polydisperse, while layers M50 - M300 are idealised and monodis-

perse. Sim. small and Sim. big refer to simulation base areas of 50x10 and 80x80 nm2, respectively.

Sample N PDI σ, gps/nm2 d, nm

P1

Sim. small
15 1.3

0.1/0.2/0.3/0.6/1.0 0.8±1/0.9±0.2/1.0±0.2/1.3±0.2/2.1±0.2

Sim. big 0.3 0.9±0.2

Exp.† 8/NA 1.4/NA 0.9/NA 0.9/1.1

P2

Sim. small
88 1.3

0.1/0.2/0.3/0.6/1.0 1.9±0.4/2.6±0.4/3.7±0.5/6.8±0.2/11.7±0.3

Sim. big 0.3 3.5±0.5

Exp. (3 nm) † 32/88 1.1/1.3 0.75/0.26 3.1/2.9

Exp. (5 nm) † 91/- 1.1/- 0.51/- 5.94/-

P3

Sim. small
308 1.35

0.1/0.2/0.3 4±1/8±1/12±2

Sim. big 0.3 12.0±0.8

Exp.† 142/308 2.3/1.4 0.44/0.21 8.1/8.1

M50 Sim. small 50 1 0.1/0.2/0.3/0.6/1.0 1.4±0.5/1.8±0.5/2.2±0.7/4.0±0.5/6.5±0.3

M100 Sim. small 100 1 0.1/0.2/0.3/0.6/1.0 2.0±0.8/3±1/4.0±0.2/7.8±0.3/12.9±0.4

M300 Sim. small 300 1 0.1/0.2/0.3 4.0±0.5/7.9±0.3/11.6±0.3

† For experimental systems, two values are reported, respectively: measured by (reflectometry + numerical

self-consistent field theory)/(measured by ellipsometry + single-molecule force spectroscopy).

Experimental values shown here are obtained from [19].
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FIG. 2. Surface topography of PDMS CALS: (a) predicted by MD and (b) measured by

MFM, for increasing Σ (Table I). (b.i) MFM image of unmodified silicon wafer (non-zero jump-in

due to humidity). (c) Peak adhesion maps from MFM. P1, the low Σ PDMS layer, has a chemically

heterogeneous surface, with peak adhesion values between that of silica (c.i) and that of thicker

PDMS layers (c.iii). (d) Parameters derived from panels a-c, plotted as a function of Σ: (d.i) area

of silica accessible to the contacting liquid divided by the projected surface area, (d.ii) area of

PDMS accessible to the contacting liquid divided by the projected surface area, and (d.iii) RMS

roughness of the PDMS layers. Colour corresponds to N and σ; markers denote values derived

from 50× 10 nm2 MD boxes (□), 80× 80 nm2 MD boxes (⋄), and AFM images (×).

7



The experimental PDMS layers were prepared using the synthetic method of Krumpfer

and McCarthy [14]. Highly detailed data on layer structure was obtained from previous

work by Gresham et al. [19], as shown in Table I. CAH was assessed by adding/withdrawing

volume from a water droplet quasi-statically and measuring the advancing/receding contact

angle. New experimental data consists of AFM maps of topography and adhesion force for

the grafted PDMS layers. The Bruker Multimode Peakforce Imaging AFM mode was used to

produce force–distance curves at every point of the scanned area. From the force-distance

curves, meniscus force measurements (MFM) were taken: the position of the jump-in at

which the liquid meniscus touches the AFM tip was extracted using a custom script, and

this allowed to reconstruct the nanoscale topography of the liquid layer [22]. A similar

approach has been developed by Zhou et al. [16]. Peakforce imaging was used as it was

challenging to accurately track the surface of these liquid layers with conventional tapping-

mode AFM, as discussed further in Supplementary Information.

A. Chemical and topographical nanoscale defects in grafted surfaces

The CALS topography produced by MD simulations and measured by MFM are pre-

sented in Fig. 2, and show experiment and simulation in excellent agreement. Broadly, both

simulation and experiments featured chemically heterogeneous layers at low Σ (Fig. 2a.i,

b.ii), which transitioned into chemically homogeneous layers at intermediate Σ (Fig. 2a.ii,

b.iii, b.iv). As Σ increased further, the surfaces remained chemically homogeneous, but

an unexpected topographical waviness of low aspect ratio emerged in both simulations and

experiments (Fig. 2a.iii, b.v). Simulations show that such waviness is always in full contact

with water. The trends observed in the presented images are supported by additional sim-

ulations, summarised in Fig. 2d. Figure 2d.i shows that at Σ < 2 the area of the substrate

accessible to the contacting liquid (Asub) is a significant fraction of the entire projected sur-

face area (A), indicative of a chemically heterogeneous surface. At higher Σ values, Fig. 2d.ii

demonstrates that the surface area of the PDMS layer (APDMS) exceeded that of the planar

substrate, corresponding to the appearance of waviness. The formation and growth of these

wave-like features is also captured by the increase in RMS roughness (Rq) with Σ observed

in Fig. 2d.iii. Results derived from simulations (colored markers) match those measured

experimentally (grey crosses), both in absolute terms and in the trends observed.
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A detailed comparison of simulated and experimental results in Fig. 2 is provided here,

starting at low Σ and proceeding to higher values. The simulated low chain length surface

(P1) was patchy at σ values below 0.6 gps/nm2, with large fractions of the bare substrate

(between 70 and 15%, shown in black in Fig. 2a.i) exposed to the contacting liquid (blue

data points in Fig. 2d). As expected, the exposed substrate area decreased with increasing

grafting density, with full coverage only reached at the highest σ = 1 gps/nm2. Overall,

the P1 surface showed strong chemical heterogeneity in simulations, but the patches of bare

silica could not be resolved by AFM due to their small size. However, adhesion of the AFM

tip to the surface could be used as a proxy of exposed substrate; Fig. 2c shows that the thin

PDMS layer in P1 (c.ii) had intermediate adhesion (≈ 3.2 nN) between that of an uncoated

silica native oxide layer (c.i, ≈ 4.5 nN) and that of a thicker PDMS layer (c.iii, ≈ 2 nN).

From these measurements, a coverage of 50% is approximated and plotted in Fig. 2d.i as

a grey cross. Maps of the peak adhesion value for P1 (Fig. 2c.ii) were more heterogeneous

than those for thicker PDMS layers (Fig. 2c.iii), supporting the presence of the chemical

defects seen in the computation.

The simulated intermediate chain length surface (P2) showed lower chemical heterogene-

ity than P1, with a significant fraction of exposed substrate observed only at the lowest

grafting density, σ = 0.1 nm−2 (Fig. 2d.i). Surprisingly, the layer topography was not en-

tirely smooth even for full substrate coverage, as might have been expected for a liquid

interface. Instead, the emergence of waviness was observed, with an amplitude on the scale

of 1 nm and a wavelength of approximately 20 nm (Fig. 2a.ii). These features became more

pronounced as layer thickness increased further. For the high chain length surface (P3) in

Fig. 2a.iii, the waviness had an amplitude of ≈ 5 nm and wavelength around 50 nm, and was

observed at all grafting density values studied, leading to an increase of APDMS/A above 1

and to a growing Rq (Fig. 2d.ii and d.iii). AFM maps of comparable surfaces confirmed this

surface topography (Fig. 2b.iii), although, for layers with comparable thicknesses and/or Σ,

the wavy features observed experimentally had larger wavelength and slightly lower ampli-

tude than in simulations. Still, the overall trend remained remarkably close, with waviness

size increasing as Σ increased.

9



The waviness observed here is a static feature, both in simulations and experiments,

and as such cannot be rationalised as capillary waves, as have been observed at liquid-air

interfaces. Further investigation of the origin of these features (discussed below) confirm

they are expected to be static. Furthermore, the MFM technique enables the simultaneous

determination of the substrate and layer topography, which allowed us to exclude that

substrate topography is at the origin of the wave-like features observed. Furthermore, maps

of the maximum adhesion force became uniform as Σ increased (Fig. 2c.iii), indicating that

the higher Σ layers were chemically homogeneous.

The waviness predicted by MD simulations and revealed by MFM is the most unexpected

element of Fig. 2. Because the polymers are above their Tg (Tg< −100◦C for PDMS) and

grafted relatively sparsely, it has been argued that the layer would self-smooth on all length

scales,[23] as would be observed for a true liquid interface. However, these tethered-liquid

polymer layers are shown to be heterogeneous both in terms of their chemistry (at Σ < 2)

and of their topography (Σ > 2). From this observation two questions arise: what is the

origin of these features, and can they explain the Goldilocks minimum in CAH observed

across the literature? Both questions are discussed in turn in the following sections.

B. Polydispersity induces waviness

The nanoscale waviness observed for polydisperse cases is reminiscent of the phenomenol-

ogy of microphase separation, common in block copolymers and mixed polymer brushes

[24–26]. However, to the best of our knowledge, this microphase separation has not been

previously reported for liquid-like grafted polymers of a single monomer type. Below, these

features are shown to be due to polymer segregation based on chain length, which occurs

both vertically and laterally. While these segregation modes are inexorably linked, ver-

tical separation will be discussed first, as it has previously been predicted by theoretical

approaches, before turning to the more novel lateral separation of homopolymers.

Vertical phase separation can be clearly seen in the histograms adorning the side of

Fig. 3a and b, which shows the segregation of chains based on their contour length. Short

chains coil close to the substrate (even though their contour length is sufficient for them

to extend throughout the layer; compare colorbar and y-axes scale), intermediate chains

are relatively stretched and dispersed throughout the layer, and longer chains stretch to
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FIG. 3. Waviness is caused by length-wise segregation of chains: a,b) cross-sectional pro-

files of P2 and P3 layers (σ = 0.3 nm−2), with chains colored according to contour length. Different

chain length fractions segregate to form wavy features; vertical chain segregation is captured by

the accompanying histogram, which compares favorably to theoretical results (Fig. S4) [27]. Com-

parable monodisperse layers (M100 and M300, respectively) do not develop waves; their surfaces

are plotted as dashed lines. c) Conformations of different length chains in b, showing the flower

structure of long chains (red). The Rg of chains in the flower regime (red circle) is not large enough

to cover the whole surface, hence the emergence of waviness.

the top of the layer (Fig. 3c), where their apical segments coil in flower-like aggregates.

This partitioning of longer chains to the brush-solvent interface (named flower-stem) is

predicted by numerical self-consistent field theory (nSCFT) [27–29], a mean-field technique

that successfully described polymer brush behaviour in a number of contexts [19, 30–32]. de

Vos and Leermakers [27] model the structure of a polydisperse brush with nSCFT and plot

the volume fractions of polymers with different lengths, which nicely match the histograms

in Fig. 3a and b (see Fig. S4); fundamental work on bi-disperse brushes also report similar
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phenomena [33–35]. The excellent agreement between the vertical phase separation predicted

by our simulation and nSCFT support our subsequent observation of lateral separation.

Figure 3b shows that the vertical and lateral segregation are linked: longer chains con-

centrate at the bulge of the waves, medium chains at the troughs, and shorter chains at the

bottom of the layer. This behaviour can be rationalised by considering a bidisperse brush,

in which the longer polymers extend past the shorter polymers (the stem) and spread into

a flat (the crown) aggregate. In the same way, in polydisperse systems, chains sufficiently

longer than the average coil over the rest of the layer as the effective chain crowding de-

creases far from the substrate. The characteristic size of the bumps is determined by the

gyration radius of the ‘flower’ segments of the longer chains Rg,f above the average brush

thickness [34] (Fig. 3c). If the number of flower structures is not sufficient to entirely cover

the surface, i.e., if the reduced grafting density of flowers Nf × R2
g,f/A < 1, then surface

waviness must emerge.

Given the mechanism behind waviness, both the amplitude and the wavelength of the

features in Fig. 2 are expected to depend on Rg,f and thus to increase with increasing mean

chain length. For instance, in P3, chains have lengths ranging up to ca. 500 nm with an

average of 300 nm, while for P2 the maximum is only 125 nm, with an average of 90 nm.

Additionally, going from P1 to P3 a progressive stretching of the PDMS layer is observed in

the middle of the layer, while the top of the layer is coiled (Fig. 3c). Monodisperse brushes

do not develop the waviness predicted for their polydisperse counterparts (smooth surfaces

plotted in Fig. 3a, b as dashed lines).

In summary, Fig. 3 shows that the emergence of waviness in sufficiently thick, polydisperse

PDMS layers is related to the way in which chains of different length self-organise in the

layer.

C. Making sense of contact angle hysteresis

It is well established that both chemical defects (as in P1, Fig. 2) and topographical

roughness (the waviness most pronounced in P3, Fig. 2) result in CAH [36, 37]. As the

P2 sample, which corresponds to the lowest CAH experimental sample, appears to have no

chemical defects (compared to P1) and less waviness (compared to P3), it is tempting to use

these features to answer the two questions posed in the introduction. To do so quantitatively,
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a simple theory linking chemical defects and waviness to CAH is presented below.

The classical model for static CAH by Joanny and de Gennes [36] and its extensions

relate CAH to the number of defects and to the energy dissipated by a defect in an advanc-

ing/receding cycle [36, 38, 39]. The nanoscale defects present in CALS can collectively give

rise to hysteresis, because each of them may exert a small pulling (upon receding) or pushing

force (upon advancing) on the liquid front. Following the model of Ref. [40] for nanoscale

defects (both chemical and topographical) in the dilute regime, the energy dissipated by

defects during an hysteresis cycle is estimated from their wetting free-energy weighted by

the area fraction they occupy, see Supplementary Information for details:

CAH ≡ (cos θr − cos θa) ≈ (θa − θr) sin θe

=
1

2

Asub

A
|(cos θPDMS − cos θsub)|+

1

2

APDMS − (A− Asub)

A
|cos θPDMS| (2)

where θr and θa are the receding and advancing contact angles, the equilibrium contact

angle is defined as θe = (θa + θr)/2, Asub is the surface area occupied by chemical defects,

APDMS is the total PDMS area accessible to the contacting liquid, and A is the projected

area of the substrate. θsub and θPDMS are the values of the Young contact angle on the

bare substrate (silica) and on a flat PDMS layer, respectively. The factor 1/2 is due to the

assumption that the maximum force a defect can exert on the liquid front, and thus the dis-

sipated energy, coincides, on average, with the defect being half covered by the liquid. The

approximation in Eq. 2, CAH≈ (θa − θr) sin θe, is valid for small CAH [10]; for hydrophobic

equilibrium contact angles, as PDMS for which θe = 105◦ [21], the expression further reduces

to CAH≈ θa − θr. Eq. (2) takes into account both the effect of chemical defects, charac-

terised by the wetting contrast (cos θPDMS − cos θsub) with area fraction Asub/A (introduced

in Fig. 2d), and of topographical ones, which result in an excess area APDMS − (A − Asub)

compared to the flat silica surface. This excess area is related to APDMS/A shown in Fig. 2d.

Eq. 2 is an approximate model relating defect wetting energy to CAH, distinct from the

usual Cassie-like models that are concerned with the equilibrium contact angle.

Figure 4a shows an overview of literature data and serves as a reminder of the two

questions posed in the introduction. Figure 4b highlights the important observation that, for

any layer, polydispersity increases the CAH by 1-4 ◦. This effect may explain the discrepancy

in the results in the literature. Using the current synthetic methods, the molecular weight
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FIG. 4. Emergence of CAH: a) Contact angle hysteresis as a function of thickness for select

literature reports [1], showing the general trend of CAH vs thickness in CALS. b) CAH for a range

of polydisperse and monodisperse surfaces as calculated from simulations via Eq. 2; polydispersity

increases the CAH by 1-4 ◦, and as such could explain variation observed in literature for layers

of a similar thickness. CAH as a function of c) layer thickness and d) reduced grafting density,

as obtained from experiments [19] (•), and MD simulations (□, ⋄) through the use of Eq. 2.

Chemical defects explain the general CAH trend for low-Σ layers, but the waviness is not sufficient

to explain the CAH of high-Σ layers. Instead, deformation of the PDMS layer around a droplet

is likely responsible for the steep increase in CAH at high Σ. e) Simulations of the three-phase

contact line show that the (slippery) P2 layer deforms less than the (f) thick P3 layer around a

droplet. The local slope of the surface changes by (approximately) 15◦ and 22◦ for P2 and P3,

respectively, accounting for increased CAH in P3 [41]. g) Work done on a retracting AFM tip (here

termed the meniscus work, left axis) and normalised meniscus work (divided by the circumference

of the tip in contact with the layer, right axis) as a function of the PDMS layer thickness, due to

deformation of the liquid meniscus upon retraction of the AFM tip.

and polydispersity of grafted PDMS chains increase together [19], and while layer thickness

is a useful proxy for chain length, most published reports do not quantify polydispersity.

Therefore the variability in published reports on CALS could be a consequence of poor
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control of polydispersity. Secondly, as described below, polydisperse chains are likely to be

more deformable than monodisperse ones, further increasing their CAH.

Figure 4c,d shows CAH computed from Eq. 2 for the simulated systems (modelled CAH),

alongside experimental values, plotted against layer thickness d and reduced grafting density

Σ. The model predicts the steep decline in CAH at low Σ (and thickness) seen in exper-

iments, with near quantitative agreement when θsub is set to 31◦. For both experiments

and simulations, the CAH minimum (≈ 1.5◦) occurs in the same range of parameter values

(d = 3− 6 nm or Σ = 1.5− 3). In both c) and d), the minimum in CAH corresponds to the

P2 surface that was shown to have the lowest incidence of chemical defects and waviness.

However, experimental and modelled values deviate at higher Σ values, with the model in

Eq. 2 predicting a rather small increase in CAH due to waviness.

One possible source of this discrepancy is that Eq. 2 assumes rigid topographical defects,

whereas the wavy PDMS layer is deformable. Deformable surfaces are known to increase

CAH as compared to their rigid counterparts because the ‘ridge’ pulled up by capillary

forces around the droplet acts as an additional defect [16, 41–43]. While the effect of ridge

formation on the dynamic CAH has been investigated [18, 23], the mechanism is not as well

established for static contact line friction. The shear modulus of brushes should increase as

µ ∝ 1/N [44, 45], so it is expected that µ(P3) < µ(P2) < µ(P1). Our simulations with an

explicit three-phase contact line around a droplet show that the ridge pulled up is larger for

P3 than for P2 (Fig. 4e,f), consistent with prior work on a thin monodisperse brush [46].

Further simulations of the equilibrated three-phase contact line were conducted for monodis-

perse layers, revealing that the ridges on monodisperse surfaces exhibit greater symmetry

and reduced angularity (Fig. S5). This indicates that a contact line likely experiences less

effective pinning in monodisperse layers and, consequently, reduced CAH. Experimentally,

the work done by the PDMS meniscus on a retracting AFM tip (hence called meniscus work,

measured by integrating the force vs. separation profile [16]), was used as a proxy for the

energy required to deform the layer at the three-phase contact line. The average meniscus

work measured in our AFM experiments increases with layer thickness, even when correcting

for the effect of contact-line length (Fig. 4g). If the effect of layer deformation on CAH was

exclusively geometric, as postulated in Ref. [41] following Gibbs pinning criterion [47], the

additional CAH due to deformation would be significantly higher for P3 than for P2, as the

edge angle is 25◦ and 13◦, respectively (Fig. 4e,f). Therefore, a significant increase in CAH
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is expected as the thickness and thus the deformation of the PDMS layer increases: this fea-

ture could thus account for the increased CAH seen in experiments beyond the Goldilocks

zone and will be investigated quantitatively in an upcoming work.

Overall, multiple phenomena explain the Goldilocks zone defining SCALS, as summarised

in Fig. 1d. Chemical defects cause the high CAH generally seen at low thicknesses; Σ is the

appropriate parameter to distinguish the chemically heterogeneous patchy regime from the

brush one [19], i.e., the emergence of chemical defects. On the other hand, layer deformation

accounts for the increase in CAH observed at higher thickness; this mechanism has very

recently been suggested by others [9, 16]. For a given Σ, the deformation (and hence CAH)

of the layer should correlate with N [44]. Finally, polydispersity was seen to increase the

predicted CAH via an increase in layer roughness across CALS of all thicknesses. Hence,

polydispersity could reasonably account for the range of CAH reported in literature for

ostensibly similar layers. Moreover, the flower-like coils induced by polydispersity consist

only of long chains, and hence will be more deformable than the rest of the layer. MD also

predicts that layers in the limit of high Σ and low polydispersity should also exhibit low

hysteresis, regardless of thickness. These layers are most similar to conventional (tightly

packed) self-assembled monolayers. To date, they have not been prepared experimentally.

The explanation of static CAH in terms of the nanoscale features of the grafted sur-

face accounts for some of the important static properties of SCALS, including their water

repellency and low droplet adhesion. However, dynamical properties of SCALS, including

lubrication and fouling reduction [1], are not discussed here. Such properties may be related

to the mobility of the layer [19], which cannot be probed directly in this static model. For

example, the diffusion of a probe particle could be significantly affected by chemically or

topographically heterogeneous surfaces, as reported by fluorescence correlation spectroscopy

measurements [16, 19]. The anomalous diffusion, however, could be another indirect effect

of layer homogeneity rather being the cause of the optimal range of Σ.

III. CONCLUSIONS

In this work, a multiscale approach combining simulations, experiments, and wetting

models was used to connect the molecular composition of grafted PDMS layers to their

nanoscale surface topography and to their macroscopic properties, in particular, to contact
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angle hysteresis. The mechanism underpinning the Goldilocks zone of SCALS was clarified,

i.e., the occurrence of SCALS behaviour in an intermediate range of layer thickness (3−6 nm)

and reduced grafting density (Σ ≈ 2). On thinner grafted polymer layers, increased pinning

of droplet contact line is due to chemical defects, corresponding to exposed patches of the

hydrophilic substrate, as the short chain molecules incompletely cover the substrate. On

thicker layers, increased pinning occurs due layer deformation. For all uniform layers, poly-

mer dispersity leads to the emergence of previously overlooked nanoscale surface waviness,

which we confirm here by both experiments and simulations. This surface waviness can ex-

plain the range of CAH reported in literature for layers of similar thicknesses. These results,

summarised in Fig. 1d, provide design principles for SCALS: the layer must uniformly coat

the substrate (‘just right’ Σ), minimise deformation (‘just right’ layer thickness) and have

low polydispersity. Conducting MD simulations informed by experimental parameters leads

to sophisticated insights that would be impossible with a single approach in isolation.

IV. METHODS

A. Simulations

Coarse grained simulations were conducted using GROMACS 2023.3 [48] and interac-

tions were modeled using the most recent MARTINI force field (MARTINI 3 [49]). The

PDMS chain model is described in Cambiaso et al. [20]. The simulated systems consist of

a hydrophilic substrate (θY ∼ 75◦), representing the chemical state of a silica surface with

an intermediate number of silanol groups [21, 50]. The PDMS chains are bonded at random

sites, and only one chain can occupy each site. Initially, the chains are in stretched upright

positions, then relaxed by steepest descent energy minimization. For each system, a simu-

lation is carried out in vacuum, using an NVT ensemble, until the PDMS layer reaches a

stable average thickness and density profile. For the cases in which the chains are very long,

this process can take a simulation time in the order of µs. A synoptic view of the thick-

ness of the simulated PDMS layers is reported in Fig. S2. Substrates of 50 × 10 nm2 were

simulated at different grafting density and producing three realization for each chain length

distribution, while larger 80 × 80 nm2 MD boxes allowed only for a single representative

simulation for P1, P2, and P3. After equilibration in vacuum, the system is solvated and
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equilibrated again for at least 50 ns (100 ns for the biggest systems), with a mobile piston

added to impose a pressure of 1 atm. The water beads are composed of a mixture of 3 bead

sizes, a procedure to avoid artificial ordering of water beads near other surfaces and freezing

at room temperature [51].

The length distributions of the polymers in the simulated layers were modelled on experi-

mental distributions obtained by Atomic Force Microscopy (AFM) in Single Molecule Force

Microscopy (SMFM) mode [19]. As customary, the polydispersity of polymers is quantified

through the Schulz-Zimm distribution:

f(N) =
kkNk−1e−kN

Γ(k)
(3)

where N is the chain length, Γ(k) is the gamma function of k, and k is a parameter related

to the polydispersity index (PDI) through PDI = 1 + 1/k. We sampled the Schulz-Zimm

distribution using 3 sets of PDI and average chain length N to simulate samples P1, P2, and

P3. The PDI and N are directly obtained from a fit of the Schulz-Zimm [52, 53] function to

the experimental distribution. The actual length distributions after sampling is reported in

Fig. S1. The procedure for calculating surface areas is explained in details in Supplementary

information and Fig. S6

B. Experiments

The PDMS brushes imaged by AFM were prepared via the approach of Krumpfer and

McCarthy [14], following the method documented in our recent work [19]. Briefly, a few

droplets of pure linear PDMS (silicone oil) of different viscosities (P1: 20 cSt, P2: 50 cSt /

350 cSt, and P3: 10 kcSt) were pipetted onto SEMI prime grade silicon wafers (0.675 mm

thick, N-type, resistivity 1-20 Ω, orientation < 100 >). PDMS was allowed to spread across

the wafer, before the wafers were placed into an oven and stored at 100 °C for 24 hours.

PDMS layers were washed with copious amounts of toluene, ethanol, and water, before being

soaked in toluene for at least an hour to ensure complete removal of untethered polymer.

AFM measurements (Bruker Multimode 8 AFM with a Nanoscope 5 controller were

conducted with Bruker FMV-A tips, which were measured to have a spring constant of

approximately 3 N/m. The Peakforce imaging mode was used to record a 256 by 256 array

of force curves over a square area of side either 500 or 1000 nm (pixel length of 2 or 4 nm).
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The Peakforce setpoint was 5 nN, Peakforce frequency 2000 Hz, and scan rate 0.8 Hz. The

Peakforce amplitude, which controls the length of the force curve, was adjusted between

30 and 60 nm for each sample, to minimise ringing and ensure an adequate baseline was

captured before the tip encountered the surface. Generally, thicker layers required a higher

Peakforce amplitude. All measurements were conducted on a clean sample in air.

Peakforce mapping produced 65,536 force curves, which were processed in a custom

Python script which identified points 1-6 depicted in Fig. S7-S11 to produce maps of a

range of parameters. Briefly, Peakforce files from the Multimode 8 were imported using the

Bruker Nanoscope Python module. Jump-in points were found by interpolating the sepa-

ration value where the approach curve reached 50% of the maximum adhesion force value.

Maximum adhesion was taken as the 95% force percentile in the retraction curve. Fur-

ther description, alongside the code required for the analysis, is supplied in Supplementary

Information. The current version of this code is maintained on a Github repository.
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Fig. S1. Chain length distributions. The length distribution of simulated chains (histogram)

compared to the Schulz-Zimm distribution obtained from experiments in [8] (line) for a) P1, b) P2

and c) P3 samples, in the 0.1-1.0 gps/nm2 grafting density range.

I. SIMULATIONS

A. Simulations details

CG-MD simulations of polydisperse PDMS layers were conducted by modelling interactions

with the most recent MARTINI force field (MARTINI 3 [1]) in which, on average, two to

four heavy atoms and associated hydrogens are mapped into one CG bead. This framework

enables the computation of systems larger than those accessible to all-atom models and for

longer times, with an overall speedup of at least two orders of magnitude [2], while maintain-

ing sufficient chemical and spatial resolution. Given its underlying building block principle,

the MARTINI force field has been widely used for simulating polymeric systems[3, 4], in-

cluding grafted polymers[5, 6]. This approach allowed to simulate for long times sufficiently

large surface areas grafted with chemically realistic PDMS [7] molecules, while scanning a

number of relevant constructive and environmental parameters. The simulations were car-
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ried at grafting densities σ=0.1, 0.2, 0.3, 0.6, and 1.0 gps/nm2. Systematic simulations were

performed for smaller domains of size 10 nm by 50 nm, using three replicas at each grafting

density, to take into account different arrangements of the PDMS layers. Large individual

P1, P2, and P3 surfaces of size 80 nm by 80 nm were also simulated.

The average layer thickness d was determined by dividing the systems into a 2D grid with

a resolution of 1 nm2. The highest atom position within each grid cell was identified, and

the arithmetic average of these positions was calculated. Results for both polydisperse and

monodisperse layers are presented in Fig. S2.

Volume fractions along a given coordinate are valuable for visualizing the packing of a

grafted layer and the shape of its interface with a solvent. As shown in Fig. S3, the volume

fractions of PDMS layers in water become more defined as the grafting density increases.

Monodisperse layers exhibit a box-shaped volume fraction, indicating a flat interface with

water, while polydisperse layers display curved volume fractions, reflecting their irregular

surfaces. This contrast is particularly evident when comparing M300 and P3, as P3 features

a wavy surface.
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Fig. S2. Layer Thickness: average layer thickness d of simulated PDMS layers. Mean layer

thickness of PDMS chains with a) polydisperse and b) monodisperse chain length distribution. The

average layer thickness is primarily influenced by the mean length of the composing chains. At an

intermediate grafting density (0.3 gps/nm2), the PDMS density during 1 ns of a MD trajectory

reveals that (c) P2 and (d) P3 surfaces exhibit a wavy morphology, while (e) M100 and (f) M300

surfaces are relatively flatter, despite having similar average thickness. The P2 surface shows

shorter wavelengths and smaller bump heights compared to P3, resembling a monodisperse layer.
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Fig. S3. PDMS volume fraction from simulations: volume fractions of polydisperse (P1, P2,

P3) and monodisperse layers (M50, M100, M300) in water were analyzed over a grafting density

range of 0.1-0.3 gps/nm2. For the polydisperse cases, volume fractions were averaged across three

different realizations, while in the monodisperse cases, a single system was simulated for each chain

length and grafting density. In monodisperse samples, the volume fraction assumes a box-like shape

once there is sufficient material to form a fully covered surface. Conversely, polydisperse samples

exhibit a gradual decrease in volume fraction, reflecting the irregularity of their surface.
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B. Vertical phase separation

As discussed in the main paper, the vertical segregation of chains by length in this work

(Figure 3) is very similar to that produced by the numerical self-consistent field theory of de

Vos and Leermakers [9]. For ease of comparison, the distributions of different chain fractions

from our work and that of de Vos are plotted together in Figure S4. The profiles of de Vos

are for a polydisperse brush in a good solvent.
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Fig. S4. Vertical phase separation: vertical segregation of polymer chains by length, as pre-

dicted by the (a) MARTINI coarse-grained molecular-dynamics used here (Figure 3), and (b) the

numerical self-consistent field theory of de Vos and Leermakers [9]. Both approaches predict that

longer chains segregate to the layer periphery, and shorter chains concentrate at the base of the

layer. The distributions given by de Vos are for a swollen layer (i.e., polymer in a good solvent —

χ = 0), while those from the current work are for a collapsed layer (i.e., in poor solvent).
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Reduced grafting density

The reduced grafting density Σ, as defined in Eq. 1 of the main text, can be written for

unsolvated polymers as (see Gresham et al.[8] for the derivation):

Σ = σk

(
NMm

ρ

)2/3

, (S.1)

where k is a constant equal to π
(

3
4πNA

)2/3

and σ, N , Mm and ρ are the grafting density,

average monomer number of the chains, molecular mass and density. For simulated samples,

ρ was calculated using the double cubic lattice method[10], as implemented in the SASA

tool from GROMACS.
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Substrate deformation

Fig. S5 shows the deformation of two polydisperse (P2 and P3) and two monodisperse

(M100 and M300) substrates, quantified by the angle formed between the local orientation

of the surface before and after equilibration with water. The polydisperse P3 exhibit the

most pronounced ridge formation, resulting in a significant change of local curvature in

comparison with other samples. This is indicative of stronger contact line pinning and

greater surface deformation, which correlates with higher contact angle hysteresis (CAH)

[11]. In contrast, the monodisperse surfaces (M100 and M300), as well as the polydisperse

P2, display a ridge formation that is more symmetrical, resulting in a smaller deformation

angle, suggesting that these surfaces experience weaker pinning and, possibly, lower energy

dissipation in comparison with P3.

Fig. S5. Deformation of the PDMS layer at the three-phase contact line for (a) P2, (b) P3, (c)

M100 and (d) M300 substrates. Insets are provided for monodisperse layers for direct comparison

with Fig. 4; as in Fig. 4 average values are reported in the inset.

C. Asub and APDMS calculation

The marching cubes algorithm[12], as implemented in the scikit image library[13], was used

to calculate the surface area of the PDMS layers APDMS. It works by dividing the atom

coordinates into a grid of cubes and determining the intersection of a desired isosurface

9



Fig. S6. Reconstruction of the PDMS surface: Surfaces reconstruction using marching cubes

algorithm. a) P1 realization, rich in chemical defects. b) P2 realization, with approximately flat

surface. c) P3 realization, with accentuated waviness.

with each cube, creating triangles that approximate the surface topography. Asub is then

calculated as the base area A minus the projected area of the PDMS surface onto the plane

parallel to the substrate surface. Figure S6 shows 3 surfaces reconstructed by coloring the

many triangles that compose the surface, where the sum of all triangles’ areas is APDMS.
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II. MODELLING

A. Hysteresis induced by nanodefects

In order to connect the characteristics of nanoscale defects and macroscopic contact angle

hysteresis (CAH), we build upon the framework developed in Ref. [14]. There, the free-energy

profile connected with the advancement or retreat of a liquid front across nanoscale defects

of chemical or topographical nature was computed. Classical density functional simulations

showed that, at such small sizes, the free-energy profile is typically sigmoidal, accounting

for either advancing or receding defects, depending on their nature (e.g., chemical defects

more hydrophobic than the substrate or more hydrophilic, respectively). Such nanoscale

defects can withstand some external force coming from an external pressure or from the

unbalanced Young force γ(cos θapp − cos θY ) of a droplet having an apparent contact angle

θapp different from the Young contact angle θY of the undefected surface. The maximum

(minimum) value of such defect force is dictated by the inflection point in the free-energy

profile for the advancing/receding process; after this spinodal point is reached, the liquid

front jumps beyond the defect and the deformations of the triple line are relaxed [14].

While capturing the detailed shape of the liquid front and accounting for subnanoscale

defects require microscopic calculations, an estimate of the free-energy jump δΩdef = Ωwet−
Ωdry for overcoming an individual defect can be supplied by macroscopic capillarity. For a

chemical defect this reads:

δΩchem = γ(cos θY − cos θdef)Adef

where γ is the liquid-vapor surface tension, θY and θdef the Young contact angles character-

izing the undefected surface and the defect, respectively, and Adef is the area of the defect.

Similarly, for a topographical defect, one has:

δΩtop = −γ cos θYAexc

where Aexc is the excess area of the defect associated to topographic roughness, i.e., the

additional area as compared to the undefected surface. The previous expressions are used in

the main text, assuming that the undefected surface coincides with a perfectly flat PDMS
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layer (θY = θPDMS) and that chemical defects have the wetting characteristics of the silica

substrate (θdef = θsub = 75◦).

The second step in the CAH theory was recognizing that it is possible to estimate the force

exerted by a dilute random distribution of defects on a macroscopic triple line, e.g., that

of a droplet, from the characteristics of individual defects [15]. In order to do this, one

integrates the forces coming individual defects at all relative distances between the defect

and the unperturbed triple line, taking into account only the stable positions of the triple

line, i.e., before the spinodal jumps [14]. This leads to the following expression for the

unbalanced Young force acting on the macroscopic triple line:

γ(cos θapp − cos θY ) = −n(Ωmax − Ωmin)

where n is the surface density of defects and the subscripts max and min denote the free

energies computed at the maximum and minimum stable position of the triple line, respec-

tively. Using the expression above for the advancing and receding processes, one obtains

cos θr − cos θa = n
|δΩdef

sp |
γ

where the free energy dissipated when the triple line jumps across each advancing or receding

defect, |δΩdef
sp |, is calculated at the spinodal, i.e., at the configuration of the triple line where

the maximum or minimum force is attained before the triple line snaps beyond the defect.

The expression above allows one to compute CAH given the defect characteristics and their

surface density.

The dissipated energy |δΩdef
sp | should be calculated at the inflection point in the free-energy

profile. In the main text, since we do not have an explicit calculation of such quantity

for each defect, we simply assume that the free-energy profile is a sigmoidal function with

height δΩdef such that the inflection point is simply achieved at the midpoint and |δΩdef
sp | ≈

|δΩdef |/2. Furthermore, since we only have defects of chemical or topographical nature, the

integration over all defects of each kind simply corresponds to summing over the areas in

which the substrate is exposed, Adef = Asub, for chemical defects and over the excess areas

for topographical ones, Aexc = APDMS− (A−Asub). The latter expression takes into account

the fact that chemical and topographical defects can coexist, in which case the excess area

should be computed with respect to only the portion of the projected surface which is covered
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by PDMS, (A− Asub).
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III. EXPERIMENTS

A. Imaging CALS with atomic force microscopy

The meniscus force mapping (MFM) approach described in the work allows for the quanti-

tative and reproducible imaging of tethered liquid surfaces. The primary reasons why MFM

was used instead of conventional tapping-mode atomic force microscopy is that tracking the

surface of a thin liquid layer with tapping mode proved to be difficult on the available instru-

mentation. In short, the range of ‘tapping force’ (increased either through decreasing the

set point or increasing the drive amplitude) required to adequately track the surface of the

liquid layer is narrow. If the tapping force is too low, the tip no longer tracks the surface, if it

is too high, the tip instead tracks the silicon substrate. Consequently, it difficult to track the

liquid surface, with the tracked surface often switching mid-image as in Figure S7 without

a change in scan parameters. Further complicating matters, both the silicon substrate and

PDMS surface can be exceptionally smooth, which makes differentiating the two surfaces

difficult during imaging. As such, we found that the MFM technique was much more robust

than tapping mode.

Additional reasons MFM was used over tapping mode included the ability to measure both

the thickness of the liquid layer and variations in tip-layer adhesion. Furthermore, the Bruker

Peakforce mode allowed for force maps to be acquired at approximately the same rate as

conventional tapping mode on the same instrument (approximately 5 minutes an image).
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Fig. S7. Tapping mode AFM: 5 µm tapping mode atomic force microscope scan of a 4 nm thick

PDMS CALS taken on an Asylum MFP 3D. During the scan, the tip transitioned from tracking the

PDMS surface (top) to tracking the silica substrate (bottom). When tracking the PDMS surface,

the texture appears similar to the wavy surfaces observed in Figure 2.
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B. Complete output for AFM measurements

Additional data extracted from meniscus force measurements for the surfaces shown in

Figure 2 are presented in Figures S8 to S14. For each surface, 500 and 1000 nm scans are

provided. In each figure, maps of a number of parameters are produced:

Topography: The silica substrate topography as defined by the z-position at which the

force equals to the peakforce (here 5 nN). The substrate is indicated in the force

curves by shaded grey regions.

Retract max adhesion force: The maximum force exerted on the cantilever upon tip

retraction, indicated by the horizontal red line. This is used as a measure of chemical

heterogeneity in Figure 2c. These measurements were taken consecutively using the

same AFM tip, so a direct comparison of the adhesion values is valid.

Jump-in: The point at which the cantilever begins to feel meniscus attraction to the sample,

indicated by the vertical light-blue line. The jump-in point is taken to correspond to

the surface of the tethered-liquid surface. To produce the images in Figure 2b, the

jump-in point is added to the substrate topography.

Jump-off: The point at which the cantilever ceases to interact with the substrate, indicated

by the dark blue line. It has been taken to be proportional to polymer molecular weight

in other work [16].

Work of attraction: The integral of the approach curve between the points of jump-in

and net-repulsion.

Work of adhesion: The integral of the retract curve between the points of jump-in and

net-repulsion. The work of adhesion is used in Fig. 4e as a proxy for the energy

required for meniscus formation.

Start of net repulsion (approach): separation at which the force acting on the can-

tilever becomes repulsive (positive) on approach. Values should be close to zero; values

far from zero either indicate an elastic substrate or a problem with the measurement

(e.g., poorly calibrated optical sensitivity).

Start of net repulsion (retract): separation at which the force acting on the cantilever
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becomes repulsive (positive) on retract.
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Fig. S8. Meniscus force measurements for sample P1 (1 nm thick), 500 nm scan
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Fig. S9. Meniscus force measurements for sample P1 (1 nm thick), 1000 nm scan
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Fig. S10. Meniscus force measurements for sample P2 (3 nm thick), 500 nm scan
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Fig. S11. Meniscus force measurements for sample P2 (3 nm), 1000 nm scan
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Fig. S12. Meniscus force measurements for sample P2 (5 nm thick), 500 nm scan
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Fig. S13. Meniscus force measurements for sample P3 (8 nm thick), 500 nm scan
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Fig. S14. Meniscus force measurements for sample P3 (8 nm thick), 1000 nm scan
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C. Code used to process PeakForce data

The code used to process the PeakForce data into the images presented in Fig. 2b and Fig. S8-

S14 is presented below. The code is also hosted on GitHub (github.com/igresh/AFMtools),

alongside additional functions to assist in data visualisation.

The code reads a Bruker PeakForce files (with extension .pfc) via the PeakForceImport func-

tion, which produces a numpy binary of the force curve data, a numpy binary of the image

provided by the AFM (termed ‘topography’ below) and a .csv file of relevant metadata.

These output files are saved in a folder in the output directory; the folder shares the name

of the original .pfc file. The force curves provided in the .pfc file have already been converted

to force vs. separation curves, with zero separation being defined as the point at which the

peakforce was reached. This means that all values calculated from the force curves are

relative to the substrate; the substrate topography is also provided in the .pfc file.

These initial output files are then processed by the processForceMap function, which calcu-

lates the parameters below. Where colours are given in parentheses, they correspond to the

lines in the force relevant force curves of Fig. S8-S14.

• Maximum attractive (i.e., negative) force on approach

• Maximum attractive (i.e., negative) force on retract (red)

• Jump-in point on approach, interpreted as the start of the liquid layer (light blue)

• Pull-off point on retract (dark blue)

• Point of net repulsion on approach (light orange)

• Point of net repulsion on retract (dark orange)

• ‘Work of attraction’, via the integral of the force vs. displacement curve between the

points of jump-in and net repulsion on approach.

• Work of adhesion, via the integral of the force vs. displacement curve between the

points of pull-off and net repulsion on retract.
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Imports and helper functions� �
1 import numpy as np

2 import os

3 import csv

4 import copy

5 from scipy . signal import savgol_filter

6

7 from nanoscope import files

8 from nanoscope . constants import FORCE , METRIC , VOLTS , PLT_kwargs , RAW

9

10 import sys

11 import ForceCurveFuncs

12 import ImageFuncs

13

14 def save_array ( data , name , directory , savecsv=True ) :

15 np . save ( f’{directory }/{ name}.npy’ , data )

16 if savecsv :

17 np . savetxt ( f’{directory }/{ name}.csv’ , data , delimiter=’,’ )

18

19 def get_bounds (A , B ) :

20 bmin = np . min ( [ np . mean ( A ) - np . std ( A ) , np . mean ( B ) - np . std ( B ) ] )

21 bmax = np . max ( [ np . mean ( A ) + np . std ( A ) , np . mean ( B ) + np . std ( B ) ] )

22 return bmin , bmax� �
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Opening .pfc files� �
1 def PeakforceImport ( Filename , output_dir=’./ Output ’ ) :

2 """

3 Uses the nanoscope module (provided by bruker) to open the peakforce data files.

4

5 Creates a new directory in the output_dir folder using the name of the peakforce

6 file. The directory contains the following files:

7 - image.npy (numpy binary) the raw image from the ’image channel ’.

8 A NxN array containing the topography (height) of the substrate , where N

9 is the scan size

10

11 - qnmcurves.npy (numpy binary) the force curves for the image.

12 A NxNxYx2 array where N is the scan size and Y is the number of datapoints

13 in each force curve.

14

15 - values.csv (csv file) Relevant imaging parameters.

16 """

17 arr = [ ]

18

19 if not os . path . exists ( output_dir ) :

20 print ( ’Creating output directory ...’ )

21 os . mkdir ( output_dir )

22

23 name = ’.’ . join ( os . path . basename ( Filename ) . split ( ’.’ ) [ : - 1 ] )

24 print ( name )

25

26 if not os . path . exists ( f’{output_dir }/{ name}’ ) :

27 os . mkdir ( f’{output_dir }/{ name}’ )

28

29 with files . PeakforceCaptureFile ( Filename ) as file :

30 image_channel = file . image_channel

31 fv_image , ax_properties = image_channel . create_image ( METRIC )

32

33 spl = image_channel . samples_per_line

34 lines = image_channel . number_of_lines

35

36 fc_channel = file . force_curves_channel

37 fv_pixels = fc_channel . number_of_force_curves

38

39 for pix_idx in range ( fv_pixels ) :

40 fz_plot_bl , _ = fc_channel . create_force_z_plot ( pix_idx , FORCE )

41 fs_plot_bl = fc_channel . compute_separation ( fz_plot_bl , FORCE )

42

43 arr . append ( [ fs_plot_bl . trace . x ,

44 fs_plot_bl . trace . y ,

45 fs_plot_bl . retrace . x ,
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46 fs_plot_bl . retrace . y ] )

47

48 values_of_interest = {’image scan size’ : image_channel . scan_size ,

49 ’image scan size unit’ : image_channel . scan_size_unit ,

50 ’image line number ’ : image_channel . number_of_lines ,

51 ’samples per line’ : image_channel . samples_per_line ,

52 ’spring constant ’ : image_channel . spring_constant ,

53 ’optical sensitivity?’ : image_channel . z_scale_in_sw_units}
54

55 arr = np . array ( arr , dtype=np . float16 )

56

57 np . save ( f’{output_dir }/{ name}/ qnmcurves ’ , arr )

58 save_array ( data=fv_image , name=’image’ , directory=f’{output_dir }/{ name}’ )

59

60 with open ( f’{output_dir }/{ name}/ values.csv’ , ’w’ , newline="" , encoding=’utf -8’ ) as f :

61 writer = csv . DictWriter (f , fieldnames=values_of_interest . keys ( ) )

62 writer . writeheader ( )

63 writer . writerow ( values_of_interest )� �
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Processing force curves� �
1 def processForceMap ( direc ) :

2 with open ( f’{direc}/ values.csv’ , "r" , encoding=’utf -8’ ) as infile :

3 reader = csv . DictReader ( infile )

4

5 for row in reader :

6 val_dict = row

7

8 scan_size = float ( val_dict [ ’image scan size’ ] )

9 scan_unit = val_dict [ ’image scan size unit’ ]

10

11 arr = np . load ( f’{direc}/ qnmcurves.npy’ )

12

13 ExtendsForce = copy . deepcopy ( arr [ : , 0 : 2 ] )

14 RetractsForce = copy . deepcopy ( arr [ : , 2 : 4 ] )

15

16 baseline_av = np . average ( ExtendsForce [ : , 1 , : 5 0 ] , axis=1)

17 points_per_line = int ( np . sqrt ( len ( arr ) ) )

18

19 ExtendsForce [ : , 1 ] = ( ExtendsForce [ : , 1 ] . T - baseline_av . T ) . T

20 RetractsForce [ : , 1 ] = ( RetractsForce [ : , 1 ] . T - baseline_av . T ) . T

21

22 ExtendsForce [ : , 1 ] = ExtendsForce [ : , 1 , : : - 1 ]

23 ExtendsForce [ : , 0 ] = ExtendsForce [ : , 0 , : : - 1 ]

24

25

26 sav_params = {’window_length ’ : 5 , ’polyorder ’ : 1}
27 ExtendsForce [ : , 1 ] = savgol_filter ( ExtendsForce [ : , 1 ] , ∗∗ sav_params )

28 RetractsForce [ : , 1 ] = savgol_filter ( RetractsForce [ : , 1 ] , ∗∗ sav_params )

29

30

31 jump_in = [ ]

32 pull_off = [ ]

33 wadh_in = [ ]

34 wadh_off = [ ]

35 rep_on = [ ]

36 rep_off = [ ]

37

38 for idx , [ EF , RF ] in enumerate ( zip ( ExtendsForce , RetractsForce ) ) :

39 # Calculate jump in

40 mask = EF [1]< np . min ( EF [ 1 , : 5 0 ] ) ∗0 .5

41 mask [ 7 0 : ] = False

42 if np . sum ( mask )==0:

43 jump_in . append (0 )

44 else :

45 jump_in . append ( np . quantile ( EF [ 0 ] [ mask ] , q=0.98) )
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46

47 # Calculate work of attraction

48 mask = EF [ 0 ] < jump_in [ - 1]+10

49 newEF = np . copy ( EF )

50 newEF [ 1 ] [ newEF [1]>0]=0

51

52 if np . sum ( mask )==0:

53 wadh_in . append (0 )

54 else :

55 wadh = np . trapz ( newEF [ 1 ] , newEF [ 0 ] )

56 if not wadh == np . inf :

57 wadh_in . append ( wadh )

58 else :

59 print ( ’inf’ )

60 wadh_in . append (0 )

61

62

63 # Calculate the location of repulsive onset

64 mask = np . logical_and ( EF [ 0 ] < jump_in [ - 1 ] , EF [1 ]>0)

65

66 if np . sum ( mask )==0:

67 rep_on . append (0 )

68 else :

69 idx_at_int = np . argwhere ( mask ) [ - 1 ] [ 0 ]

70 intercept = np . interp ( x=0, xp=EF [ 1 , idx_at_int : idx_at_int+2] , fp=EF [ 0 , idx_at_int

: idx_at_int+2])

71 rep_on . append ( intercept )

72

73

74 # calculate the point of pull -off

75 mask = RF [1]< np . min ( RF [ 1 , : 5 0 ] ) ∗0 .5

76 mask [ 7 0 : ] = False

77 if np . sum ( mask )==0:

78 pull_off . append (0 )

79 else :

80 pull_off . append ( np . quantile ( RF [ 0 ] [ mask ] , q=0.98) )

81

82

83 # Calculate work of adhesion

84 mask = RF [ 0 ] < pull_off [ - 1]+10

85 newRF = np . copy ( RF )

86 newRF [ 1 ] [ newRF [1]>0]=0

87

88 if np . sum ( mask )==0:

89 wadh_off . append (0 )

90 else :
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91 wadh = np . trapz ( newRF [ 1 ] , newRF [ 0 ] )

92 if not wadh == np . inf :

93 wadh_off . append ( wadh )

94 else :

95 print ( ’inf’ )

96 wadh_off . append (0 )

97

98

99 # Calculate the location of repulsive offset

100 mask = np . logical_and ( RF [ 0 ] < pull_off [ - 1 ] , RF [1 ]>0)

101 if np . sum ( mask )==0:

102 rep_off . append (0 )

103 else :

104 idx_at_int = np . argwhere ( mask ) [ - 1 ] [ 0 ]

105 intercept = np . interp ( x=0, xp=EF [ 1 , idx_at_int : idx_at_int+2] , fp=EF [ 0 , idx_at_int

: idx_at_int+2])

106 rep_off . append ( intercept )

107

108

109 jump_in = np . array ( jump_in , dtype=np . float64 )

110 pull_off = np . array ( pull_off , dtype=np . float64 )

111 wadh_in = - 1e - 9 ∗ np . array ( wadh_in , dtype=np . float64 ) # report value in nJ

112 wadh_off = - 1e - 9 ∗ np . array ( wadh_off , dtype=np . float64 ) # report value in nJ

113 rep_on = np . array ( rep_on , dtype=np . float64 )

114 rep_off = np . array ( rep_off , dtype=np . float64 )

115

116

117 ExtendsForce = np . reshape ( ExtendsForce , ( points_per_line , points_per_line , 2 , - 1) )

118 RetractsForce = np . reshape ( RetractsForce , ( points_per_line , points_per_line , 2 , - 1) )

119

120

121 ExtendsAdh = - np . min ( ExtendsForce , axis=3) [ : , : , 1 ]

122 RetractsAdh = - np . min ( RetractsForce , axis=3) [ : , : , 1 ]

123 wadh_in_arr = np . squeeze ( np . reshape ( wadh_in , ( points_per_line , points_per_line , - 1) ) )

124 wadh_off_arr = np . squeeze ( np . reshape ( wadh_off , ( points_per_line , points_per_line , - 1) ) )

125 jump_in_arr = np . squeeze ( np . reshape ( jump_in , ( points_per_line , points_per_line , - 1) ) )

126 pull_off_arr = np . squeeze ( np . reshape ( pull_off , ( points_per_line , points_per_line , - 1) ) )

127 rep_on_arr = np . squeeze ( np . reshape ( rep_on , ( points_per_line , points_per_line , - 1) ) )

128 rep_off_arr = np . squeeze ( np . reshape ( rep_off , ( points_per_line , points_per_line , - 1) ) )

129

130 save_array ( data=ExtendsAdh , name=’extends_adhesion ’ , directory=direc )

131 save_array ( data=RetractsAdh , name=’retracts_adhesion ’ , directory=direc )

132 save_array ( data=wadh_in_arr , name=’work_of_attraction ’ , directory=direc )

133 save_array ( data=wadh_off_arr , name=’work_of_adhesion ’ , directory=direc )

134 save_array ( data=jump_in_arr , name=’jump_in ’ , directory=direc )

135 save_array ( data=pull_off_arr , name=’jump_off ’ , directory=direc )
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136 save_array ( data=rep_on_arr , name=’net_repulsion_in ’ , directory=direc )

137 save_array ( data=rep_off_arr , name=’net_repulsion_off ’ , directory=direc )

138

139 save_array ( data=ExtendsForce , name=’extend_force_curves ’ , directory=direc , savecsv=

False )

140 save_array ( data=RetractsForce , name=’retract_force_curves ’ , directory=direc , savecsv=

False )� �
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H. Abdizadeh, B. M. Bruininks, T. A. Wassenaar, et al., Martini 3: a general purpose force

field for coarse-grained molecular dynamics, Nat. Methods 18, 382 (2021).

[2] D. H. de Jong, S. Baoukina, H. I. Ingólfsson, and S. J. Marrink, Martini straight: Boosting

performance using a shorter cutoff and gpus, Comput. Phys. Commun. 199, 1 (2016).
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