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Introducing nanorods into a polymeric matrix can enhance the physical and mechanical properties of the
resulting material. In this paper, we focus on understanding the dispersion and orientation patterns of
nanorods in an unentangled polymer melt, particularly as a function of nanorod concentration, using Molecular
Dynamics (MD) simulations. The system is comprised of flexible polymer chains and multi-thread nanorods
that are equilibrated in the NPT ensemble. All interactions are purely repulsive except for those between
polymers and rods. Results with attractive versus repulsive polymer-rod interactions are compared and
contrasted. The concentration of rods has a direct impact on the phase behaviour of the system. At lower
concentrations rods phase separate into nematic clusters, while at higher concentrations more isotropic and
less structured rod configurations are observed. A detailed examination of the conformation of the polymer
chains near the rod surface shows extension of the chains along the director of the rods (especially within
clusters). The dispersion and orientation of the nanorods is a result of the competition between depletion
entropic forces responsible for the formation of rod clusters, the enthalpic effects that improve mixing of rods

and polymer, and entropic losses of polymers interpenetrating rod clusters.

I. INTRODUCTION

Mixtures of anisotropic fillers, especially nanofibres
(NFs) and nanotubes (NTs) in polymer matrices have
shown a great potential to produce high performance
materials and therefore have received a lot of attention
from scientific and engineering communities™™Y. On top
of the intrinsic properties of the nanorods, their distribu-
tion and orientation in the polymer matrix, interaction
with the matrix, and aspect ratio play a crucial role in
the overall performance of the materiall X4, Larger as-
pect ratio of the nanofillers is known to increase the ef-
ficiency of the polymer nanocomposite!®4 and previous
computational works have studied the effect of nanorod
length™1  However, in this study, we have polymer
chains and nanorods with fixed lengths in all simulations
and instead turn our focus to the effect of concentra-
tion on dispersion patterns of nanorods in a system with
polymer-rod attractions.

One of the main barriers in enhancing properties
of polymeric materials through adding NTs or NFs is
the formation of aggregates which leads to problems
such as non-uniform stress distribution and slippage 218,
In spite of the development of preparation and pro-
cessing techniques such as in situ polymerization and
surface modification that have been successful in pro-
moting better dispersion of nanorods in a polymer
matrixCHAEIN6 - there is a need for a deeper under-
standing of the underlying physics that leads to the
observed phase behaviour in nanorod-polymer systems.
As a result, it has been under an extensive examina-
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tion both theoretically??3U and computationallyt231H39|

Savenko and Dijkstra conducted Monte Carlo simulations
of a polymer-nanorod system using an effective Hamilto-
nian that accounted for the effect of the polymer matrix
implicitly®2. In this study, the polymers were assumed
to be noninteracting but excluded from the surface of the
rods by a distance equal to their radius of gyration. Their
results showed rod packing, and formation of nematic ag-
gregates. Although understanding nonabsorbing systems
provide a great insight into depletion effects, they are not
common in practical applications due to a high number
of aggregates and poorer performance.

Surface treatments like functionality or adding siz-
ing agents not only results in more uniform dispersion
of nanorods but also improves the interfacial interac-
tions between the rods and the polymer matrix which is
critical for achieving good mechanical propertieg 03|
Stronger interfacial adhesion facilitates the stress trans-
fer from the matrix to the nanorods thus improving the
interfacial shear stress (IFSS) strength and performance
of the nanocomposite?¥ 48, Therefore, it is interesting
and useful to investigate polymer nanocomposite (PNCs)
systems with attractive polymer-rod interactions. By
means of Monte Carlo (MC) and Molecular Dynamics
(MD) simulations, Toepperwein et al. studied a system of
nanorods in an entangled polymer matrix where all inter-
actions(i.e. rod-rod, polymer-polymer, and rod-polymer)
were attractivél®. They used stronger polymer-nanorod
interactions to mimic a more realistic system and ex-
amined the effects of particle size, aspect ratio and vol-
ume fraction. They observed a well-dispersed mixture
for shorter rods while the 16-mer rods phase separated to
aligned aggregates. Our results, for an unentangled melt
and 16-mer rods, manifest similar patterns of highly-
ordered rod clusters. Another interesting observation by
Toepperwein et al., which is observed in our simulation
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as well, was the presence of polymer chains between the
rods within the clusters despite their packed structure.

In a molecular dynamics study, Gao et al. investigated
the effect of inter-component interaction strength, tem-
perature, filler concentration, cross-linking density, ex-
ternal shear, aspect ratio, and nanorod grafting on the
dispersion patterns and kinetic$33. For a system in which
the polymers were attracted to both rods and polymers,
and rods repelled rods, they found that there exists an
optimum moderate polymer-rod attraction strength that
promotes good dispersion. They categorized the driver of
aggregate formation to be polymer-bridging (single poly-
mers attached to two or more rods) or direct agregation
(entropic depletion-like effect). Their simulations showed
that lower nanorod loading provides better filler distri-
bution. However, as will be shown later, our simulations
predict higher isotropy and lower order in the system as
more nanorods are packed into the system.

In a recent article, Lu, Wu, and Jayaraman conducted
MD simulations on polymer-rod nanocomposites with ho-
mogeneous and patchy surface to understand the effect
of nanorod design on final PNC morphology=8. In this
study, the polymer-polymer, and polymer-nanorod inter-
actions were purely repulsive while the nanorods inter-
acted with an attractive potential. For short nanorods,
they observed percolated nanorod structure for the sys-
tem with patchy rods whereas the simple nanorods phase-
separated to a cluster. In the case of long nanorods, both
designs exhibited formation of ordered aggregates, either
finite-sized or percolating. They also looked into the con-
formation of polymers at the nanorod interface where
they discovered that although the average radius of gy-
ration (Rg) of the polymers remained the same as that
of a pure melt, the interfacial chains stretched out and
expanded. We will also examine the interfacial behaviour
of polymer chains for a system with polymer-nanorod at-
tractions.

High- and ultrahigh-density (>50%) polymer
nanocomposites have been less studied due to the
practical difficulties in their production. = However,
recently several methods have been implemented to
overcome some of these barriers®™5I It has also
been shown that high- and ultrahigh-density polymer
nanocomposites exhibit exceptional properties such as
improved toughness®Zand have potential to be used in
energy storage and conversion devices". Therefore,
they are of high interest. Since both lower and higher
concentrations are practically relevant, it is important to
understand the impact of concentration on the properties
of a polymer-nanorod composite system and discover
any possible behaviour changes from lower to higher
concentrations. Hence, in this work we study the effect
of concentration on the phase behaviour of a polymer-
nanorod melt over a wide range of concentrations up to
0.44 particle fractions.

The dispersion patterns of nanorods in a pool of at-
tracting polymer chains is a less explored field and is
the focus of this paper. To get a better idea of what

is driving the phase behavior in the system we contrast
our results with those of a system with purely repul-
sive nanorod-polymer interactions but otherwise identi-
cal. Using molecular dynamics, we simulated a polymer-
nanorod melt where all interactions were repulsive except
for polymer-rod and looked at the dispersion and orienta-
tion of rods as well as the conformation of polymer chains
at the rod interface. In the next section, we go over the
simulation setup and details. Section [[T]] is dedicated to
results and discussion where we first describe the disper-
sion patterns of the rods by means of auto-correlation of
a number density, and rod-rod distances and then delve
into orientational behaviour of the nanocomposite melt.
We sum up the paper by pointing out the main findings
in section [[V]

(c)

FIG. 1. An example of polymer chain is shown in (a) while (b)
shows a lateral view of a nanorod. A random initial configura-
tion shown in (c) (before energy minimization), is generated using
moltemplate package for each realization. The nanorods are shown
in cyan(green) and the polymer chains are shown as purple lines.
The VMD software was used for this visualizationd®2,

1. MODEL AND SIMULATION METHOD

In this work, we adopt a coarse-grained approach to
model the polymer-nanorod mixture. The melt is com-
prised of a mix of polymer chains and rigid nanorods.
Each polymer molecule is composed of n, = 32 consec-



utive beads (monomers) connected via Finitely Extensi-
ble Non-linear Elastic (FENE) bonds (cf. Fig.[la). The
Kremer-Grest FENE potential
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is used to implement all the bonded interactions neces-
sary for the monomer inter-connectivity®®. The first term
on the RHS is attractive in nature with K = 30e,0~2 be-
ing the effective elastic constant where ¢, = 1.0e and

€= "ﬂrz is the Lennard-Jones energy constant. Here, m
is the Lennard-Jones(LJ) unit mass, o is the LJ length
scale, and 7 is the LJ time scale. Ry = 1.50 is the max-
imum bond extension in any direction. On the other
hand, the second term on the RHS represents the re-
pulsive portion of the potential with the cut-off length
re = 2/65, at the minimum if the LJ potential, en-
forced through the Heaviside function H(z). This form
of potential also eliminates nonphysical bond crossings®?.
The excluded volume of the polymer chains is imple-
mented through a repulsive 12 —6 LJ potential similar to
the one used for the FENE bonds between the polymer
beads. The interaction cutoff of the polymer-polymer in-
teractions is also set to rp, = 21/65 and the strength
is €pp = 1.0e. Interactions between the polymers and
rods are also of a 12 — 6 LJ potential form with strength
€rp = 1.0e. However, the cutoff length for these interac-
tions is set to ., = 2.50 creating attraction between the
polymer chains and the nanorods. To help understand
the effect of attractive forces, we compare our results to
systems that are identical except for lacking the attrac-
tive part of the potential by setting r,, = 21/64 (and
adding a constant shift so that they are zero at the cut-
off).

The rigid rods in our system consist of four individ-
ual threads (sub-rods) which are assembled in a helical
pattern as shown in Fig[Th] Each thread is comprised
of n, = 16 point particles (monomers) of mass m and
diameter o where m and ¢ are the LJ unit mass and
length, respectively. The monomers are interconnected
along the backbone via the FENE bonds described in
Eq. [1] and rigidity of the rods is ensured by a harmonic
angle potential U}, for every monomer triad

1
U, = —iKRf In

Up = k(0 —6)* (2)

where &k = 1000 (LJ units) is the spring constant, 6
is the angle formed by a triad at any given time dur-
ing the simulation and 6, is its equilibrium value. A
rigid conformation is obtained by penalizing any bend-
ing of the rods by setting 6y = 180° during the en-
ergy minimization step. However, at equilibration and
production stages, each rod is treated as a rigid body
to reduce computational cost of the simulation without
compromising the physics. The diameter and length of

the rods are respectively D =~ 2.350 and L =~ 13.350
giving them an aspect ratio of about 5.5. Atoms are
spaced approximately 1.15¢0 along the rod and 0.85¢ be-
tween atoms in neighboring threads. The multi-thread
design of the nanorods is different from most previous
studies where single thread nanorods!2%3oH384456160 1]
low nanotubes®2  or smooth (sphero)cylinders were
used?®6364  This gives the nanorods a new surface
roughness, which has been shown to play a role in
the phase behaviour of polymer-nanorod composites®?.
Moreover, the multi-threaded nanorods are incommensu-
rate with the polymers (where the typical atomic spacing
is around 1.350) eliminating possible artificial adhesion
at the surface®®®’, This makes the multi-threaded design
a good candidate for further studies of fibre pullout and
interfacial slippage. All the simulations are done using
the open source package LAMMPS®S. The details of the
simulation and equilibration procedures are discussed in
the next subsection.

One of the main objectives of the present work is to
investigate the effect of nanorod inclusion on the confor-
mation of the polymer chains in the melt, especially the
chains at the interface of the nanorods. As a measure
of the shape and size of the polymers, we calculated the
radius of gyration tensor R, of a chain from the particle
coordinates as

n
1 P
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where R? is the element of the tensor R? on the ath
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row and th column, M is the total mass of the chain, n,

is the number of beads in the chain, and m; is the mass
of the 7th bead. The 7; , represents the position of the
ith bead in a = z,y, z direction and similarly, the r; 5 is
the position of the ith bead in 8 = x, ¥, z direction. The
Teom 1S the position of the centre of mass of the polymer
chain. Then the |R,| was found by

Rl = \/AT+ 23 + A3 (4)

where ); is the ith eigenvalue of the gyration tensor. A
set of 10 realizations of a pure melt, at the same tem-
perature and pressure as the production runs examined
in the results section, are run and the average radius of
gyration of the polymer is measured to be Ry =~ 3¢0. This
value is used as a reference throughout the paper.

A fixed number of polymer chains N, = 1000 is used
across realizations whereas the total number of rigid rods
N, in the melt is varied in order to achieve different con-
centrations of nanofillers. We quantify the concentration
of the rods ¢, by simply taking the ratio of the total num-
ber of rod monomers to the total number of particles N

number of rod beads 4-N,)n,

- total number of beads N

where n, = 32, n, = 16, N, = 1000, N = N,n, + (4 -
N,)n,, 60 < N, < 500, and 0.1 < ¢ < 0.5.




Lastly, to improve results statistically, for each value of
¢¢, 10 independent realizations were carried out and the
results were averaged over the realizations. Throughout
the paper, all quantities are presented in dimensionless
LJ units.

A. Equilibration procedure

The simulation is started from a random initial con-
figuration (see Fig generated using the moltemplate

package®?. Following the procedure i, a soft interac-
tion of the form
U:A[1+cos (”)] for r < re (6)
Te

is then applied between all the components where r. is
the cut-off length. The potential amplitude A is linearly
increased from 0 to 100e over 10007. This allows for
the overlapping particles to rearrange themselves with-
out making the simulation unstable. At this point, the
molecules are at a reasonable separations to be able to
turn on the LJ interactions (and the soft potential U is
turned off). As the last step before equilibration, the box
(system) is relaxed.

The equilibration procedure consists of 4 stages as
shown in Fig. [2h. We start off the equilibration with a
short NVT run where a Langevin thermostat is applied to
keep the temperature at 7' = 1 in all subsequent steps. In
the next step, we turn on a Berendsen barostat at the tar-
get pressure of P = 0.25 and let the system evolve under
the NPT ensemble for 1 million steps. Then the system is
compressed by increasing the pressure stepwise in three
more steps up to the final P = 1. The packing density
of the mixture is defined as d, = o2l Volume of particles
and the final pressure is chosen to achieve a melt-like
packing density of 0.3 < d,, < 0.5°U87 The system is
run at P =1 and T = 1 for 9 million steps (or 19 mil-
lion steps for the highest concentration) before the pro-
duction. This careful stepwise protocol ensures that the
mixture does not get trapped in a kinetically favourable
state. To confirm that the system is in true equilibrium,
we monitored the thermodynamic parameters as well as
the root-mean-squared-displacement (RMSD). In Fig.
(b), the total energy, volume, and mass density of the
system at the last stage of equilibration and the produc-
tion for a typical system at ¢. = 0.44 are illustrated.
The values of these thermodynamic variables are levelled
off and fluctuating around a mean value by the end of
equilibration and during production. As the equilibra-
tion time increases with concentration, especially when
nanorod-polymer attractions are at play, here, we only
present the data for the highest concentration.

The structural equilibration of polymeric systems is
a slower process compared to relaxation of thermody-
namic variables®. Therefore, we also measured the root-
mean-squared-displacement of the particles as a function
of time to make sure that the polymers and the rods move
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reasonable distances during equilibration™ . Fig. [2| (c)
shows the evolution of the RMSD for the nanorods and
polymers. As can be seen, both the rods and the poly-
mers move multiple Ry, the average radius of gyration
of a polymer in the pure melt, during the process vali-
dating the fact that the system is not stuck in a glassy
state. We should mention that the particle RMSD is dif-
ferent from the RMSD of the centre of mass (COM). This
takes into account the rotational motion of the molecules
as well as the COM displacement which are both cru-
cial to the equilibration process. However, we tracked
the RMSD of the centre of mass of the constituents to
make sure that the rotational motion is not taking over in
the above graphs. The RMSD of COM for the rods and
the polymers are plotted in Fig. (a) in the Appendix
demonstrating they also move several Ry.

To investigate the effect of attractive interactions on
the phase behaviour of the nanorod-polymer melt, we
compare some of the results for our system to a system
with all repulsive interactions. The all-repulsive system is
equilibrated following the same protocol as the attractive
system. Similar to Fig. 2] in Fig. [[4)of the Appendix, the
evolution of the thermodynamic variables and particle
RMSD at the highest concentration ¢, = 0.44 are shown.
The RMSD of centre of mass for the all-repulsive case is
presented in Fig. [15] (b).

In addition to the equilibration procedure described
above, we also tested equilibration procedures involving
parallel tempering (with up to 8 replicas) and just letting
systems evolve for much longer time periods. The final
states found were the same to those described here but
did not find those states any faster than the procedure
described above.

I1l. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
A. Dispersion and phase Separation

Rigid rods and nano particles have long been known
to have poor dispersion in polymer melts. However
achieving optimal dispersion of the rods throughout the
melt is extremely important when considering the me-
chanical and structural properties of the resulting ma-
terial. As mentioned earlier, chemically treating the
surfaces of the rigid rods has shown to improve dis-
persion as it boosts their interactions with the polymer
matrix 220747 Therefore, due to their practical rele-
vance, we mainly focus on a system of nanorod-polymer
composite in which the polymer-rod interactions are at-
tractive while all other interactions are hard-core repul-
sive. To understand the effect of the attractive polymer-
rod interaction, the results are compared and contrasted
with systems that have purely repulsive polymer-rod in-
teractions but are otherwise identical.

In Fig. [3] we present snapshots of our system at the
lowest concentration, i.e. ¢, = 0.1, as it equilibrates.
Fig. (a) shows the system at an initial stage of the
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FIG. 2. The equilibration scheme is shown in (a).
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(b) shows the total energy, volume, and mass density during the last stage of

equilibration and the production for a system of ¢. = 0.44. In (c), the RMSD for the nanorods and polymers as a function of time are
demonstrated. The value of the RMSD is normalized by the pure melt average radius of gyration Rp.

equilibration. As can be seen, the system starts out in a
fairly random configuration with a lot of empty space be-
tween the components (lower packing density and larger
box size). Fig. |3 (b) shows the system after 2.5 million
timesteps at P = 0.5. We can see the early stages of
the agglomeration of rods with a few clusters of rods ap-
pearing. Fig. [3| (¢) depicts a later stage when 5 million
timesteps elapsed and at P = 0.75. As can be seen, the
evolution of clusters continues and the shape of the clus-
ters changes. Fig. [3| (d) shows the system at P = 1.0
and packing density d, = 0.33 after 20 million steps.
We can see that distinct aggregates are formed and some
regions are filled with only polymers (at lower concen-
trations). This phase separation has been observed in
experiments?#34 a5 well. In most previous computational
studies where formation of such clusters were studied,
an attractive interaction between rods were at pla
However, the formation of such clusters in a system with
rod-rod repulsive forces suggests the significance of en-
tropic effects in this phenomenon.

To quantitatively investigate the phase separation vi-
sually observed in the simulations, we divide the system
into voxels and in each voxel we compute an order pa-
rameter related to the number density difference defined
as

Pn —Tn
Pn =

DPn +Tn (7)
where p,, is the number of polymer monomers and r,, the
number of rod monomers in the voxel.

To examine the ordering in the system it is useful to
look at various spatial correlation functions. Most stud-
ies examine the radial distribution function g(r) (a mass-
density correlation function). Some of the correlation
functions we examine are similar, namely the density
autocorrelation and rod-rod centre of mass correlation
functions, but we will also analyze orientational correla-
tion functions to provide a complete picture of the spa-
tial correlation of the system. First, the auto-correlation
function of the density-difference characterizes the distri-
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FIG. 3. A nanorod-polymer melt with nanorod concentration
¢ = 0.1 and nanorod-polymer interaction strength e, = 1. As
the system evolves, the (a) initial random configuration at P = 0
progress to phase separate and form (d) distinct rod aggregates
after equilibration at P = 1. (b) and (c) show intermediate stages
at P = 0.5 and P = 0.75 respectively. The considerable change in
the system configuration is partial evidence of full equilibration of
the system. (d) shows the final configuration of the system after
9 x 109 equilibration steps and 10® production steps. The matrix
polymer chains are shown as purple dots for illustration purposes.

bution of particles inside the simulation box. The auto-
correlation function for p,, is

(0n(0).p0(r)) = (pn)’
(P2)

and is found using Fast Fourier Transforms, and the
Wiener-Khinchin theorem™. Fig. a) shows the C,,(r)
as a function of radial distance from the reference point
(r = 0). Since we have a periodic boundary condition,
we only plot the function for one octant of the simulation
box. The 3D distribution obtained from the calculations
is mapped onto the radial distance by averaging all the
discrete values of the C,,(r) within distance r and r+dr,
where 0r = 2.50, and assigning the mean value to the
point at 7.

At lower concentrations, C,, drops from 1 at low 7 and
becomes negative beyond a characteristic length rg. In
Fig. b), the characteristic length r¢ corresponding to
the zero-crossing of C,, as a function of the concentration
is illustrated. We observe an overall decrease in C,, as
we increase the concentration of rods which is reflected in
ro going down as concentration goes up. From the defi-
nition of p,, the decrease at higher concentrations shows

Cpp(r) = (8)

that the correlation between the composition of voxels
decreases as function of concentration which implies that
the polymers and the rods are becoming better mixed in
systems with higher rod concentrations.

Another important indicator of the structure of the
system is the distance of nanorods from each other in the
melt. In Fig. @(a), we show the probability of finding the
centre of mass of the nanorods at a distance Ar from each
other. By increasing this shell radius to include larger
distances, the number of rods within the shell increases
just due to the larger volume. Therefore, we normalize
the probability by the volume of the shell. Similar to g(r)
graphs, peaks in the rod-rod distance plot show spatial
order in the system. As can be seen, the graphs show a
first peak around 3.150 at all concentrations which corre-
sponds to the distance between neighbouring rods. Since
this value is larger than the direct contact distance of two
rods, this shows that polymers interpenetrate the space
between the rods. Polymers between the rods were also
observed directly in snapshots of the system configura-
tions, such as the one shown in Fig. [.

Moreover, in Fig. [6a), the peaks slowly diminish as
the concentration goes up which implies there is less or-
der at higher concentrations. The system becoming more
mixed is also manifested in the average volume of the
system. In Fig. @(b), we see the average volume versus
concentration. The volume initially grows linearly, but
beyond ¢. =~ 0.25, as the system becomes less ordered
(particularly the rods), the rate of growth increases. This
is likely related to the well-known fact that a system of
orientationally disordered rods require more volume than
orientationally ordered rods at equilibrium. The orien-
tation of rods and the corresponding order of the system
will be discussed in greater depth in the next section.

To provide a better picture of the processes responsi-
ble for the above results, we compare the result of our
system (with rod-polymer attractive interactions) to a
system with all repulsive interactions. Fig. El(a) shows
the C,,(r) for a system with repulsive forces between all
components. Compared to Fig. (a), the graphs cross
C,p(r) = 0 at larger distances and we do not observe as
significant a decrease in the zero-crossing as concentra-
tion increases. As a matter of fact, while the correlation
curves are first decrease with concentration, they go up
again beyond ¢, = 0.27. The slower drop of C,, suggests
that neighbouring voxels contain similar type of atoms.
In other words, the rods and polymers are more fully
phase separated. This is also observed from direct visu-
alizations. Fig. [7] (c) shows snapshots of an all-repulsive
system at a concentration of ¢. = 0.44. A full phase
separation is observed for the all-repulsive system.

The lack of any attractive forces implies the phase sep-
aration for the system with all purely repulsive forces
is entirely driven by entropic effects (excluded volume)
similar to depletion forces seen in systems of spheri-
cal colloids of two different sizes”#80.  This type of
depletion-induced phase separation is also observed in
mixtures of nanorods in non- or weakly-adsorbing poly-
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FIG. 4. Snapshots of the rod-polymer system at concentrations (a) ¢ = 0.1, (b) ¢c = 0.2, (c) ¢ = 0.33, and (d)¢. = 0.44 are shown.
Initially, increasing the concentration of the rods results in the growth of the size of the clusters, but further increase breaks the clusters
up and makes the system more uniformly mixed. This is attributed to the interplay of entropic and enthalpic effects.
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FIG. 5. (a) shows the auto-correlation function of the number

density difference p,, as a function of radial distance from the origin
for selected concentrations while (b) shows the intercept of the
auto-correlation function with Cp,(r) = 0 axis as a function of
concentration.
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In contrast, the rods in the corresponding system with
attractive rod-polymer interactions are better dispersed
in the polymer melt as shown in Fig. d). In order to
increase their contact surface with the rods, the polymers
break up the large clusters of rods into smaller ones as
well as penetrate into the space between rods within the
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FIG. 6. In (a), probability density function is shown for the pair-
wise distance between the centre of mass of the rigid rods in the
melt. (b) shows the average volume of the system as a function
of the concentration. The patterns in (a), and (b) suggest that
the melt becomes more mixed and less ordered at concentrations
higher than ¢. ~ 0.25.

clusters. This becomes more evident if we compare the
rod-rod centre of mass results for the repulsive and at-
tractive cases. Similar to Fig. [6] (a), Fig. [fb) shows the
probability density of rod-rod centre of mass distance.
The maximum probability happens at a distance close to
the diameter of the rods Ar =~ 2.35¢ which means the
rods directly touch within a cluster for the repulsive sys-
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FIG. 7. The auto-correlation function of the number density (a),
and the rod-rod centre of mass distance (b) for a system with all-
repulsive interactions are illustrated. In (c), a system at ¢. = 0.44
with repulsive interactions between all components is visualized.
(a)-(c) show both quantitatively and visually that rods aggregate
via direct contact in the fully repulsive system. Regardless of the
rod concentration, all the rods phase separate into a single cluster
in this case.

tem while for the system with rod-polymer attractions,
the first peak happens at a larger distance which sug-
gests that polymers are present between the rods within
a cluster. One might interpret this as polymers gluing the
rods together and therefore determine formation of clus-
ter to be energetically driver®339. However, as shown
by the C,,(r) graphs, introducing the rod-polymer at-
traction splits the larger clusters into smaller ones and
does not promote formation of clusters. Although the
polymers are present within clusters (polymer-bridged),
polymer-bridging does not seem to be the source of ag-
gregation at the specific interaction strengths studied in
this work. The details of the effect of the rod-polymer at-
traction strength on the phase behaviour will be studied
in a future work.

The difference in the behaviour of the fully repulsive
system and attractive system can be interpreted as fol-
lows. The phase separation of the polymers and the rods
in the repulsive system is an entropic process and since
there is no other processes to compete with, increasing
the number of rods does not alter the behaviour of the
system significantly. However, in the presence of the rod-
polymer attractive interactions, the enthalpic effect that
tries to increase the contact surface of rods and poly-
mers competes with the entropic effect pushing the sys-
tem away from phase separation, and formation of clus-
ters. As a result, increasing the number of rods steers the
attractive system towards a more mixed configuration as
it boosts the energetic interactions.

Another interesting result illustrated in Fig. is
the orientation of rods within the aggregates. As can
be seen, the rods within a cluster align laterally and
in parallel. In other words, they form a nematic phase
within each cluster. The formation of a nematic phase of
nanorods in solutions of polymers has been mentioned in
the literaturé2?8l and is the topic of the next section.

B. Orientation and Order
1. Rod clusters

In the previous section, we observed that the nanorods
tend to phase separate into clusters that visually seem
to have nematic order. In this section, we further inves-
tigate this possible ordering and phase behaviour. We
start with an examination of the orientational order of
the rods as a function of their position. An orientational
correlation C,.,. can be defined as

Crr (|Ar]) = (|€] (r) - €](r + Ar)[) 9)

where é] and é] are the end-to-end vectors of the ith
and jth nanorods and Ar = |Ar| is the distance between
the centre of mass of the nanorods. The value of C,., is
1 for a fully orientationally ordered state and 0.5 for an
isotropic state.

Fig. [§ shows C,, as a function of Ar for a range of
concentrations for the attractive system (a) and repulsive
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FIG. 8. Orientational correlation between different rigid rod direc-
tors. (a) and (b) are the attractive and repulsive cases, respectively.
The nearby rods align in the same direction which results in values
close to 1 in low Ar for both cases, but this value decreases as Ar
increases more gradually in the attractive case. The concentration
seems to have small to nothing impact on the C), pattern in the
all repulsive system.

system (b). In both systems, the neighbouring rods at
short distances are very correlated and C., takes values
near one. However, moving away from a reference rod,
the orientational correlation between the rod and other
rods fades away and C,,. decreases. At lower concentra-
tions, this decay is slower in the presence of the attractive
forces while in the all-repulsive system, C.,. stays near 1
before a sharp drop at Ar ~ 8¢. Moreover, we can see
a shift towards smaller C,, values as the concentration
of rods increases in the attractive system. This is on
par with what we have already seen in Fig. [6} the or-
der of the nanocomposite melt diminishes somewhat as
the concentration of the rods increases. In contrast, the
concentration doesn’t seem to have much effect on the
orientational correlation of the all-repulsive system.

To further investigate the order of the system, we look
at the order parameter tensor @ and its eigenvalues. The
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FIG. 9. The order paramter (g) as a function of rod concentration
is depicted. For the attractive system (solid cirles) we see a distinct
decreasing pattern in the value of (¢). For the all-repulsive system
(diamonds), the decreasing pattern is similarly observed, but it is
not as monotonic and distinct. Values for the all-repulsive system
have been shifted right by 0.01 to make them easier to distinguish
from the values for attractive system.

Q is a traceless tensor defined as

Qop = <éaéﬂ — :135a5> (10)
where ¢é is the unit vector (along the length) of a rod,
a, = x,y, z, and the angle brackets denote the expec-
tation value over all rods®2. The eigenvalues of this ma-
trix shows the order along the corresponding eigenvector.
The average value of the largest eigenvalue {(q) over sev-
eral realizations is plotted as a function of concentration
in Fig. [0 where the attractive and repulsive cases are
represented by circles and diamonds, respectively. One
more time, we see that the overall order of the nanocom-
posite decreases as a function of concentration. Although
this decrease is observed in both (a) and (b), it is more
pronounced in the attractive case (a change from lowest
to highest concentrations of around 0.3 for the attractive
case versus 0.15 for the all-replusive).

Although (g) shows the order along the global direc-
tor (corresponding eigenvector), it does not provide a lot
of information on the uni- or bi-axiality of the system
and a look at the other eigenvalues of tensor Qo is nec-
essary. We use a pair of order parameters (s1,s2) as

defined in®384

S1=4q1 — Qs
S2 =(¢2 — (3

where ¢3 < g2 < q1 = q are the eigenvalues of the Q-
tensor. Based on definition, the eigenvalues take val-
ues on the interval [_71, %} which in turn translates to
s1,82 € [—1,1]. However, since we have the condition
g3 < ¢ < qu = q, all the points lie in the region
s1, 82 € [0,1]. Therefore, we only show this region of the
s1 — so triangle. In Fig. the order parameter pairs

are plotted for different concentrations. The origin (0,0)



corresponds to the isotropic state, the dashed-lines rep-
resent uniaxial states, the rest show biaxial states. The
boundaries of the triangle (black solid lines) are physi-
cally impossible states. In Fig. a), for the attractive
system, we see a monotonic decrease in the value of s;
as the function of concentration and the points move to-
wards the origin as the concentration is increased. Simi-
lar to {(g), the decrease in $1 as a function of concentration
is again about half as much over the range of concentra-
tions studied for the all-repulsive system compared to the
system with attractive rod-polymer interactions.
Comparing Fig. (a) and (b), we can also see that
overall, the attractive system has a more uniaxial order
(the points are closer to the z-axis or the dashed-line).
This agrees with what we have seen in Fig. [§] where C,.,.
of the attractive system in Fig. [§|(a) shows deeper valleys
compared to C,,. of the all-repulsive case in Fig. [§] (b).

1.0

0.8 q

0.6

S2

0.4 4

0.2 4

0.0 -

(b)

FIG. 10. The eigenvalues of the order parameter Q are plotted in
s1 — s2 space. (a) shows the system with rod-polymer attrations
and (b) shows the all-repulsive system. The isotropic state is at
the origin (0, 0), the dashed-lines represent uniaxial states, and the
rest of the region inside the triangle corresponds to biaxial states.

To summarize, at low concentrations, the system with
attractive interactions has more orientational order and
correlations over a longer range than the all-repulsive sys-
tem. This appears to be due to the presence of ribbon-like
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configurations of orientationally aligned rods stretching
across the system (cf. Fig. [fh) in the attractive case
whereas the rods are in more of a compact clump in the
repulsive case. At intermediate concentrations, the rib-
bons break up into clusters which are internally orienta-
tionally aligned and with sizes similar to those seen in
the repulsive case (cf. Fig. . The size of these clus-
ters seems related to that of the rod length (the corre-
lations in Fig. drop at a length scale that is almost
exactly half of the rod length). This seems likely to be
due to the fact, apparent in the snapshots (cf. Fig.
and Fig. @)7 that the rods do not just orient with their
neighbour but also form layer-like clusters where the rod
centers-of-mass line up in a plane with their long axis
oriented normal to the plane. Within the layer, the rods
form close-packed structures. However, the orientation
and layering of neighboring clusters are not correlated.
As such, as we add slightly more rods we primarily just
add new clusters so the decay of the order parameter
at intermediate concentrations is primarily due to aver-
aging over more clusters. At high concentrations, the
orientational order for the all-repulsive system starts to
level off, and perhaps even start to increase (cf. Fig. E[)
At the same time, the all-repulsive system starts to pick
up some small longer range correlations in orientational
order (Cy, > 0.5 in Figlgp). i.e. as we pack in more
rods the all-repulsive system starts to gain some true
long range liquid crystal-like ordering. In contrast, the
system with attractive interactions becomes more orien-
tationally isotropic as we increase the number of rods.
As we saw in the previous subsection, the attractive sys-
tem also becomes more mixed as we increase the num-
ber of rods whereas the all-repulsive system fully phase
separated into a single clump of rods separate from the
polymer melt. This suggests that the interfacial poly-
mers play a role in this difference in behaviour between
the attractive and all-repulsive rod-polymer systems.

2. Interfacial polymers

The phase separation of rods, and nematic ordering
within the aggregates, has important ramifications for
the nanocomposite’s mechanical properties. However,
another factor that plays a determining role in under-
standing the mechanics of fracture of polymer-nanorod
composites is the behaviour of polymer chains at the
polymer-nanorod interface. Unlike nanorod dispersion
patterns, the interfacial behaviour has not been studied
significantly in the literature which is the motivation for
the work in this section. In their recent article, Lu et.
al found that the polymer chains near nanorod surfaces
take on more extended conformations while the chains
far away behave like chains in a pure melt3%, Our simu-
lations tell a similar story.

In a polymer melt, the radius of gyration of individ-
ual chains are distributed in a Gaussian distribution with
mean Ry. We measure the radius of gyration of the poly-



mer chains within a distance of 50 from the surface of
rods ("nearby”) and compare them to those in a melt
(polymers far from the rods are still in the polymer melt
phase so are distributed nearly identical to those in a pure
melt). The difference in probability density of the radius
of gyration for nearby chains from pure melt is shown for
all concentrations in Fig. [TT] If we look at the difference
between the probability densities for polymers near rods
and the pure melt for the attractive polymer-rod inter-
actions, as shown in Fig. a), we see a clear pattern
where AP is negative for Rg/Ro < 1 and positive for
Ri/Ro > 1. This can be interpreted as near-rod poly-
mers have fewer compact (Rg < Rp) and more expanded
(Rg > Rp) chains. We also observe a longer tail in Fig.
111b) which means there are polymers that are extended
up to twice their pure melt conformation. The system
with purely repulsive interactions shows completely op-
posite behavior (cf. Fig. [IIp). In this case, near-rod
polymers have more compact (Rg < Rp) and fewer ex-
panded (Rg > Ry) chains.

Note that while both of these case involve polymers
nearby rods, we have seen earlier that in the attractive
case these polymers completely interpenetrate the rod
clusters whereas in the repulsive case these polymers are
at the interfacial surface between a melt-like region of
polymers and a single big cluster of rods (with no poly-
mer interpenetration). In other words, in the repulsive
case the near-rod polymers are effectively experiencing
the effect of a hard wall that they cannot penetrate and
so if we think of the polymer configuration as a random
walk, when this walk ”hits” the wall (formed by the clus-
ter of rods) it is just reflected back into the melt. These
reflections result in the observed more compact configu-
rations seen here and in most other polymer melts near
hard walls®3.,

By contrast, the presence of the rods in the melt re-
sults in stretching of polymer chains for the attractive
system. However, we have not yet addressed the direc-
tion in which the polymers stretch. The chains can ex-
tend along the length of the rods or perpendicular to
the direction of clusters. Therefore it is interesting to
see if there is also some kind of orientational correlation
between the rods and polymers. To measure this, we
defined a rod-polymer correlation function such that

Crp (|Ar]) = (|€] (r) - &](r + Ar)]) (13)

where é] and &% are the director of the ith rod and the
end-to-end vector of the jth polymer and Ar = |Ar| is
the distance between the centre of mass of the rod and
polymer. Fig. shows the values of this correlation
parameter at different concentrations.

As can be seen, for all concentrations in the attrac-
tive case shown in Fig. [[2h, polymers near rods are most
elongated along the rod and the correlation decays as the
distance increases. An interesting feature of this plot is
the behaviour of ., as a function of concentration. The
overall correlation goes up as the concentration increases

11

0.010
0.005 A
o  0.000
~
(s}
x
& -0.005
<
—0.010 - ¢.=0.1 - ¢.=0.33
$c=02  —#— ¢.=0.41
—o— $.=027 —W— $.=0.44
-0.015 . . - - -
05 1.0 15 2.0 2.5
Rg/Ro
(a)
—o— ¢.=0.1 - ¢.=0.33
—— $c=02  —— $.=0.41
0.02 4 —— ¢.=027 W $.=0.44
=) _
o 001
=<
(s}
&«
&  0.00
<
~0.01
—0.02 - . i , . .
0.5 1.0 15 2.0 2.5
Rg/Ro
(b)

FIG. 11. (a) depicts the difference of probability densities of the
normalized radius of gyration of the near polymer chains and the
pure melt in the original system while (b) shows the same quantity
in the all-repulsive one.

up to ¢, =~ 0.3 and then declines. By fitting an exponen-
tial, we have defined a length scale ¢,., which is plotted in
the inset as a function of concentration. The /., inclines
at the beginning which corresponds to growth of cluster
size and reaches a peak around ¢. = 0.3. This agrees
with what we have already seen in the previous sections.
The initial rise in the number of rods results in larger or-
dered clusters where polymers sneak in between the rods
and stretch along the director of the cluster. However,
further increase in the number of rods leads to a less or-
dered system, particularly in the rod orientations, with
an abundance of rod surfaces for the polymers to interact
with. Therefore, the polymer chains show less preference
to align with any specific rod.

The correlations for the repulsive case, Fig. [[2p, are
much lower in magnitude and are shorter range, drop-
ping sharply to 0.5 at fixed distance similar to what is
seen for the rod-rod correlations in Fig. As noted
above, these polymers are at the surface of a rod cluster
that, due to the rod-rod correlations, forms a corrugated
surface. It would appear that these polymers have a small
tendency to follow these corrugations which results in the
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FIG. 12. Orientational correlation Crp between director of rods
and polymers’ end-to-end vector are shown for (a) the original sys-
tem and (b) the all-repulsive system. The inset in (a) shows the
length scale £;p as a function of concentration.

observed C, correlations, which just die off at distances
where the rods that form these corrugations are no longer
correlated.

Lastly in this section, we look at the orientation of
polymers with respect to each other by introducing a
polymer-polymer segmental correlation function like the
ones defined for rod-rod and rod-polymer

Cpp (|AT]) = (|&7(r) - &](r + AT)]) (14)
where e; and e; are the end-to-end vectors of the ith
and jth polymer segments and Ar = |Ar| is the distance
between the centre of mass of the segments. Here, we
show the results for segments of length 16 beads (half of
a polymer length). In Fig. a), the relative orienta-
tional correlation, ACy, = Cpp — Cpp,,..,, is shown for
the attractive system. While this is typically quite small
implying there is only a slight tendency for polymers to
align, it is clearly nonzero. At lower concentrations, the
behaviour is very close to the melt. However, as more
rods are added to the system, AC), increases and the
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polymers are more orientationally correlated. This is be-
cause the polymers that are aligned with a certain rod
are aligned with each other. This becomes even more
obvious when AC,, is scaled by the concentration ¢. as
illustrated in Fig. (b) As can be seen, the scaled cor-
relation functions collapse implying that the increase in
the correlation is a direct result of increase in the number
of rods.
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FIG. 13. The relative orientational correlation parameter ACp, =
Cpp — Cpp,,01: as a function of the polymer-polymer pairwise dis-
tance Arpp. (a) shows the relative orientational correlation ACpy,
for the original system while (b) shows the scaled relative orienta-
tional correlation ACpp/¢pc for the same system. (c) shows ACy,
for the all-repulsive system (not scaled).

In contrast, for the all-repulsive system shown in Fig.
C), the increase in the number of rods does not affect



AC,,, by much and its value only fluctuates around zero.
This agrees with what we have seen so far: the rods in
the all-repulsive system aggregate into a big cluster with
no polymers in between, i.e. direct contact. Therefore,
due to lack of contact with the polymers, they cannot
alter the conformation of the polymers. This being said,
we see some positive values at smaller distances. This
is attributed to the polymers at the surface of the large
cluster.

An interesting comparison can be made to work by
Gorkunov and Osipov®® who looked at adding nanoparti-
cles into a liquid crystal matrix. They found that adding
isotropic nanoparticles into the liquid crystal dilutes the
liquid crystal and lowers order of the system and con-
sequently, the nematic-isotropic transition temperature.
On the other hand, they found that anisotropic parti-
cles mimic their nematic host, aligning with the liquid
crystal, and as a result improving the nematic ordering
of the system. We see a similar effect here: In the ab-
sence of polymer-nanorod attractive forces, the polymer
chains form random walk blobs (see Fig[T1b) and effec-
tively, play the role of the isotropic nanoparticles in a
pool of nanorods. However, when the attractive interac-
tions are present, the polymers attempt to increase their
contact surface with the rods. As a result, they take
on more elongated conformations (see Fig[lTa)) and like
anisotropic nanoparticles, they reinforce the nematic or-
dering of the nanorods. This is reflected in the difference
between (g) for attractive and repulsive cases in Fig. @

There is one caveat in this comparison.  Single
molecule nanoparticles only have degrees of freedom asso-
ciated with translation and rotation, but polymer chains
have significantly more degrees of freedom (they can
change shape). Although aligning with the rods can be
favourable, the polymer pays the cost in loss of conforma-
tional entropy. At lower concentrations, the population
of elongated chains is low enough that the ordering ef-
fects can easily compensate for it. However, by adding
considerable number of rods, the conformational entropy
decreases deeply and drives the system towards a less or-
dered configuration. As a result, we see a change of trend
as the concentration goes up and (q) of the attractive sys-
tem becomes less than that of the all-repulsive system for
high ¢..

IV. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

The dispersion and orientation patterns of nanorods
in polymer melts with either attractive or repulsive rod-
polymer interactions has been examined as a function of
the rod concentration. We see three competing effects:
i) entropy of the rods; ii) energetic interactions between
the rods and polymers and; iii) entropy of the polymers.
The all-repulsive interaction system completely phase
separates at all rod concentrations whereas the system
with attractive polymer-rod interactions does not. This
strongly implicates the role of entropy, in the form of the
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depletion effect (related to the free volume per particle),
as the main driver of phase separation in the system.

The attractive polymer-rod interactions set up a com-
petition between entropic and enthalpic effects (as this
is a constant pressure system it is more appropriate to
discuss in terms of enthalpy than energy). Since the
strength of the enthalpic effects are proportional to the
number of rods in the system, the dispersion patterns
show direct correlation with the rod concentration. At
lower concentrations, entropic processes are dominant
and ordered clusters of nanorods are created. However,
due to the presence of the attractive forces, the rods do
not completely phase separate and polymers interpene-
trate between the rods of a cluster. At higher concen-
trations, the energetic effects become significant and the
dispersion of the rods improves with the overall cluster
size diminishing with concentration. The polymer inter-
penetration between the rods is typically referred to as
”polymer bridging” and, at least at very strong polymer-
rod interactions, is often argued to create an effective
rod-rod attraction leading to the formation of rod clus-
ters. As mentioned above, this does not appear to be the
case here as the phase separation seems entirely entrop-
ically driven at the strength of polymer-rod interaction
we have studied here.

The orientational ordering of the rods also appears to
be strongly affected by a competition between entropy
of the rods and entropy of the polymers. In all systems,
the global orientational order of the rods decreases as the
concentration of rods increases. However, In the system
with repulsive rod-polymer interactions at low concen-
trations there is no long-range correlations in the rod
orientations implying that the observed system averaged
orientational order is primarily a function of having a
limited number of oriented clusters and as we add more
rods to the system the number of uncorrelated clusters
increases hence lowering the average orientional order.
However, at the highest concentrations of rods we do
start to see weak long-range correlations in the rod orien-
tations implying true orientional order may start to set
in at these concentrations. The polymers in the repul-
sive interaction system show no orientational order and
are somewhat compacted at the boundary between the
rod phase and polymer melt phase. Such compaction
is consistent with the depletion effect being responsible
for the full phase separation seen in that system. as the
concentraion of rods increases, attractive rod-polymer in-
teractions, the long range orientional order of the rods
decreases as the concentration of rods increases. In con-
trast, the system with attractive rod-polymer interac-
tions shows true long range orientational order at low
concentrations of rods. As the concentration of rods in-
creases these clusters break up and the orientional order
decreases to the point where, at the highest concentra-
tions, there is no long range correlations between rod
orientations. In the system with attractive interactions
the polymers close to and interpenetrating rod clusters
are streched out and oriented along the rods. As a re-



sult, increased rod ordering, while entropically favorable
for the rods, would result in a considerable loss of entropy
for the polymers in the system which prevents the long
range orientional order at high rod concentrations. This
competition between the entropy of the rods and that of
the polymers seems to be a under appreciated facet of
these systems.
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Appendix A: Equilibration

The equilibration of the all-repulsive system, like the
original simulations, consists of 5 stages:

1. 10 steps of NVT at T = 1.0 and low packing den-
sity

2. 108 steps of NPT at 7 = 1.0 and P = 0.25
3. 2 x 108 steps of NPT at T = 1.0 and P = 0.5
4. 2 x 10° steps of NPT at T = 1.0 and P = .75

5. 14 x 10° (or 24 x 10° for ¢, = 0.44) steps of NPT
at T=1.0and P=1.0

The final pressure is chosen to achieve a system with
a melt-like packing density of 0.3 < d, < 0.5. The
analysis is done based on the last 5 x 10° steps (produc-
tion). The reported results are averaged over at least
11 uncorrelated configurations for each realization. Fig.
[[4] presents the thermodynamic and the particle Root-
Mean-Squared-Displacement (RMSD) for a all-repulsive
system at the highest concentration ¢, = 0.44. As can
be seen, the thermodynamic parameters are reasonably
constant and stable for the last 5 x 105 timesteps which
shows that the system has at least reached a steady state.
The RMSD for both the polymers and the rods takes val-
ues of a several times the average radius of gyration of
polymers in pure melt Ry implying that the system is not
stuck in a local minima and is truly equilibrated.

The RMSD’s shown in Fig. and are particle
RMSD and take into account the rotational motion of
the molecules. We also track the RMSD of centre of
mass (COM) of the molecules to further ensure that the
nanorods and the polymers move at least a couple of Ry
before production. We show the RMSD of COM for the
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polymers and the nanorods in Fig. (a) for the original
system and in Fig. (b) for the all-repulsive system.
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