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ABSTRACT

Fréedericksz transitions in nematic liquid crystals are re-examined with a focus on differences
between systems with magnetic fields and those with electric fields. A magnetic field can be
treated as uniform in a liquid-crystal medium; while a nonuniform director field will in general
cause nonuniformity of the local electric field as well. Despite these differences, the widely held
view is that the formula for the threshold of local instability in an electric-field Fréedericksz
transition can be obtained from that for the magnetic-field transition in the same geometry by
simply replacing the magnetic parameters by their electric counterparts. However, it was shown
in [Arakelyan, Karayan, and Chilingaryan, Sov. Phys. Dokl., 29 (1984) 202–204] that in two of
the six classical electric-field Fréedericksz transitions, the local-instability threshold should be
strictly greater than that predicted by this magnetic-field analogy. Why this elevation of the
threshold occurs is carefully examined, and a simple test to determine when it can happen is
given. This “anomalous behavior” is not restricted to classical Fréedericksz transitions and is
shown to be present in certain layered systems (planar cholesterics, smectic A) and in certain
nematic systems that exhibit periodic instabilities.
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1. Introduction

Fréedericksz transitions are the most basic instability in the study of liquid crystals. In sim-
plest terms, a Fréedericksz transition occurs when an externally applied magnetic or electric
field reaches a strength that is sufficient to distort the uniform orientational equilibrium state
of a liquid-crystal sample, the ground-state configuration having been imposed by anchoring
conditions on confining substrates. Different orientations of the liquid-crystal ground state and
the external field give rise to different types of Fréedericksz transitions. This phenomenon has
been studied for decades in a large number of variations and is discussed in all the standard
texts—see [1–5], where references to the historical literature can also be found. Here we focus on
differences that can occur between magnetic-field and electric-field Fréedericksz transitions with
respect to local instability thresholds, differences that are little known and not well understood.

We consider the simplest liquid-crystal phase, an achiral uniaxial nematic, modeled at the
macroscopic level in terms of the continuum theory of Oseen, Zocher, and Frank. The free
energy of the system is expressed in terms of an integral functional of the nematic director
n, a unit-length vector field representing the average orientation of the distinguished axis of
the anisometric molecules in a fluid element at a point. Intermolecular forces encourage local
parallel alignment of n. In the uniaxial nematic phase, the material is transversely isotropic,
the magnetic and electric susceptibilities having one value for fields aligned parallel to n and
another value for fields perpendicular to it. If the anisotropy is positive (the susceptibility
parallel to n greater than that perpendicular to it), then the external field will exert a couple
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on n encouraging it to align parallel to the external field; while if the anisotropy is negative,
the field will encourage the director to orient perpendicular to the field.

Magnetic fields are influenced by the presence of a liquid-crystal medium. For the typical
parameter values of such materials, however, this influence is negligible. Thus a magnetic field
in a liquid crystal can be treated as a uniform external field. An electric field is influenced by
a liquid-crystal medium as well but with a much stronger coupling—we make this more precise
in the next section. The distinction between these two cases is discussed in [1, Sec. IV.1], [2,
Sec. 3.4.1], [3, Sec. 3.3], [4, Sec. 4.1], [5, Sec. 2.3], and [6, 7]. Thus the equilibrium state of a
liquid crystal subject to an electric field should be determined in a self-consistent way, with the
director field and the electric field treated as coupled state variables. In general this coupling
leads to inhomogeneity of the electric field and complicates the determination of equilibrium
fields and the assessment of their local stability properties.

While the differences between magnetic fields and electric fields in liquid crystals have been
appreciated for some time, the widely held view is that they only give rise to modest quantitative
differences but not to qualitative differences in the context of instabilities such as Fréedericksz
transitions. For example, in [1, Sec. IV.1] (referencing [8, 9]), [3, Sec. 3.3.1] (referencing [8]), and
[5, Sec. 3.5], it is asserted that electric-field Fréedericksz thresholds can be obtained from the for-
mulas for magnetic-field thresholds simply by substituting the electric parameters for the corre-
sponding magnetic parameters. In fact, this was borne out in [9] (recounted in [1, Sec. IV.1]) and
in [10] (recounted in [5, Sec. 3.5]) for the case of the electric-field splay-Fréedericksz transition,
and this has contributed to the almost universal acceptance of this “magnetic-field analogy.”

Contrary to the above, in [6] (a paper that is not very well known) it was shown that both
the electric-field bend-Fréedericksz transition with a positive dielectric anisotropy and the splay
transition with a negative anisotropy have instability thresholds that are strictly greater than
those predicted by simply replacing the magnetic parameters by their electric counterparts. We
confirmed this result in [7] and further showed that this effect is more general and is also “one
sided”: taking into account the coupling between the electric field and the director field can
elevate an electric-field-induced instability threshold or leave the threshold unchanged, but it
can never lower it. In [7] we also developed a simple criterion (based on problem geometry and
field orientations) to identify situations in which such a threshold-elevating effect would take
place. Details are provided in what follows.

The two Fréedericksz transitions mentioned above (the bend transition with a positive
anisotropy and the splay transition with a negative anisotropy) are closely related in their
modeling and are the only ones of the six classical electric-field transitions that exhibit this
anomalous behavior—the other four transitions follow the magnetic-field analogy. The purpose
of the present paper is to explain this and to illustrate how it fits into the framework of a
more general theory of electric-field-induced instabilities (as developed in [7]). Circumstances
that enable the electric-field transition to be first order emerge from the analysis as well. This
work was motivated by results of experiments reported in [11, 12] and related numerical in-
vestigations presented in [13]. In addition to these classical Fréedericksz transitions, certain
“generalized Fréedericksz transitions” exhibit this anomalous behavior—these include periodic
instabilities in certain nematic systems and in some layered systems (planar cholesteric and
smectic-A films)—and these are discussed as well.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, free energies that can be used to model the
magnetic-field and electric-field Fréedericksz transitions are given, and the differences between
them are discussed. The classical magnetic-field transitions are reviewed in Section 3, with the
local stability of equilibrium states studied from a variational point of view. The modeling of
the analogous electric-field transitions is considered in Section 4, pointing out the differences
among the cases that result from the different geometries. In Section 5, the electric-field bend-
Fréedericksz transition with positive dielectric anisotropy is carefully analyzed, and the formula
for the elevated local-instability threshold predicted in [6] is re-derived using a perturbation
expansion. A necessary condition for the local stability of an equilibrium director field and
coupled electric field in a general setting is given in Section 6. This condition provides a “litmus
test” for when an instability threshold will be altered and also illustrates why a threshold
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can only be elevated, not lowered. Applications to both classical and generalized Fréedericksz
transitions illustrating the utility of this test are discussed. In Section 7, results of experiments
reported in [11] are shown to be in qualitative agreement with predictions here. The main
findings are summarized in the concluding Section 8.

2. Free energies: electric fields versus magnetic fields

Equilibrium states of the systems we study are characterized as stationary points of appropriate
free-energy functionals. For magnetic fields generated by current-stabilized electromagnets or
electric fields produced by electrodes held at constant potential, the free energies have the
general forms

FH =

∫

Ω

(

We −
1

2
B ·H

)

dV, FE =

∫

Ω

(

We −
1

2
D ·E

)

dV,

where Ω is the region occupied by the liquid crystal. Here B is the magnetic induction, H the
magnetic field, D the electric displacement, E the electric field, andWe denotes the distortional
elasticity, which can be written in the form of the classical Frank formula

We =
K1

2
(divn)2 +

K2

2
(n · curln)2 +

K3

2
|n× curln|2 +K24

[

tr(∇n)2 − (divn)2
]

. (1)

See [4, Sec. 3.2] or [5, Sec. 2.2]. The elastic constants K1, K2, K3, and K24 are material and
temperature dependent. For a transversely isotropic medium in the linear regime, the magnetic
quantities can be taken in the form

B = µ0(M +H), M = χ(n)H , χ = χ⊥I+∆χ(n⊗ n), ∆χ := χ‖ − χ⊥,

where µ0 is the free-space permeability, M the magnetization, χ the susceptibility tensor,
and χ‖ and χ⊥ the susceptibilities parallel to n and perpendicular to n (with values in the
range |χ⊥|, |χ‖| ≈ 10−6–10−5 in SI units for liquid-crystal materials, [3, Sec. 3.2.1]). Using these
expressions, the equations of magnetostatics in the absence of any current density (curlH = 0,
divB = 0) guarantee the existence of a magnetic scalar potential ϕm that must satisfy

∆ϕm +
∆χ

1 + χ⊥

div
[(

∇ϕm · n
)

n
]

= 0, H = −∇ϕm.

For typical liquid crystals, ∆χ/(1 + χ⊥) ≈ 10−6 (see [3, Sec. 3.2.1]), and the term involving n

above is negligible—the magnetic field is uninfluenced by the director field to a high degree of
approximation.

The electric quantities for a medium such as ours have forms that are similar to those for
the magnetic quantities, though they are usually expressed in slightly different notation:

D = ε(n)E, ε = ε0
[

ε⊥I+ εa(n ⊗ n)
]

, εa := ε‖ − ε⊥, (2)

where ε0 is the free-space permittivity, ε the dielectric tensor, and ε‖ and ε⊥ the permittivities
parallel to n and perpendicular to n. Assuming there is no distribution of free charge, the equa-
tions of electrostatics (curlE = 0, divD = 0) guarantee the existence of an electric potential ϕ
that must satisfy (cf., [4, Eqn. (4.12)])

∆ϕ+
εa
ε⊥

div[(∇ϕ · n)n] = 0, E = −∇ϕ. (3)
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The difference here is that the factor εa/ε⊥ is O(1) for typical liquid-crystal materials, and
the term involving n above cannot be ignored—the liquid-crystal medium has a non-negligible
influence on the local electric field. As an example, the values of these different factors for the
material 5CB near 26◦C are given by

∆χ

1 + χ⊥

= 1.43 × 10−6,
εa
ε⊥

= 1.64,

using data given in [5, TableD.3].
While there are other ways to see this, the above makes it clear that for the systems that

are of interest to us, the magnetic field can be treated as uniform, unaffected by the medium
(a true external field), while the electric field should be viewed as coupled to the director field.
These modeling assumptions lead to

B ·H = χa(H · n)2 + const, χa := µ0∆χ, D ·E = ε(n)∇ϕ · ∇ϕ,

and the free energies for the magnetic field and electric field cases have the forms

FH [n] =

∫

Ω

[

We(n,∇n)−
1

2
χa(H · n)2

]

dV,

FE [n, ϕ] =

∫

Ω

[

We(n,∇n)−
1

2
ε(n)∇ϕ · ∇ϕ

]

dV.

(4)

Both χa and εa can be positive or negative.
Globally stable solutions for a system with a magnetic field satisfy

FH [n∗] = min
n

F [n],

subject to regularity assumptions, appropriate boundary conditions, and the pointwise con-
straint |n| = 1. The dielectric tensor ε is real, symmetric, and positive definite; so for a system
with an electric field, globally stable solution pairs are characterized by

FE [n
∗, ϕ∗] = min

n
max
ϕ

FE [n, ϕ],

subject to appropriate auxiliary conditions on both n and ϕ. We note that this “minimax”
problem can be written in an equivalent way as a constrained minimization problem:

FE [n
∗, ϕ∗] = min

n
FE [n, ϕ], subject to div[ε(n)∇ϕ] = 0.

The constraint, which results from the maximization of FE with respect to ϕ with a fixed
director field n, is equivalent to the electrostatic equation divD = 0 (another way of writing
(3)). In this setting, the electric potential field can be thought of as “slaved” to the director field,
uniquely determined for any given n on Ω. The problem for the globally stable solution in the
presence of an electric field can then be formulated in various ways: as a minimax problem for
n and ϕ, as a constrained minimization problem for n (with ϕ satisfying a partial differential
equation constraint), or in terms of a “least free energy principle” (in the sense that a globally
stable solution pair (n∗, ϕ∗) has the lowest free energy among all equilibrium pairs).

Most of the formulations in this section can be found in standard references. The Frank elas-
tic model is well established, well studied, and well presented in [2–5], as are the magnetic-field
Fréedericksz transitions. Some references take the approach that treating the electric field in a
liquid-crystal medium as uniform is a reasonable approximation, based upon the assumption
that εa/ε⊥ ≪ 1. This is how it is viewed in [4, Sec. 4.1], sometimes referred to in the literature
as “the magnetic approximation.” As we have seen, this assumption is not always valid. Other
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Figure 1. Geometries of the three classical Fréedericksz transitions in magnetic or electric fields (F = H or F = E)
for a material with a positive anisotropy (χa > 0 or εa > 0): “splay” (left, director constrained to x-z tilt plane), “twist”
(center, director constrained to x-y twist plane), “bend” (right, director constrained to x-z tilt plane).
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Figure 2. Geometries of classical Fréedericksz transitions in magnetic or electric fields (F = H or F = E) for materials
of negative anisotropy (χa < 0 or εa < 0): “splay” (left, director constrained to x-z tilt plane), “twist” (left, director
constrained to x-y twist plane), “bend” (right, director constrained to x-z tilt plane).

references acknowledge that a nonuniform director field can cause a nonuniform electric field,
but they maintain that Fréedericksz thresholds are not affected by this. This is the case in [1,
Sec. IV.1], [3, Sec. 3.3.1], and [5, Sec. 3.5]. Only in [2, Sec. 3.4.1] does one find mention of the
fact that the analogy between electric and magnetic fields breaks down “when the dielectric
anisotropy is very large,” allowing for a first-order electric-field Fréedericksz transition “in cer-
tain geometries” (referencing [6, 11, 14]). Nothing is said there about the formulas for the local
instability thresholds. We note that having a large dielectric anisotropy is a desirable feature of
a material for most applications of liquid crystals.

3. Magnetic-field Fréedericksz transitions

We summarize results for the classical magnetic-field Fréedericksz transitions from a variational
point of view, as found, for example, in [4, 5]. There are six cases: three corresponding to
materials with positive magnetic anisotropy (χa > 0), three for materials with χa < 0. The
geometries of the classical transitions (with either magnetic or electric fields) are depicted in
Figures 1 and 2 for reference. These illustrate the orientations of the ground-state director fields
and the external magnetic or electric fields, as well as the coordinate system to be used here. The
anchoring conditions are assumed to be infinitely strong and the lateral dimensions sufficiently
large compared to the cell gap d such that the director field can be assumed to be uniform
in those directions (a function of z only). In each case, the distortion of the director field is
assumed to be restricted to a plane: the x-z tilt plane for the splay and bend transitions, the
x-y twist plane for the twist transitions. The restriction of the director distortion to a plane
is a bit of an idealization, as some additional mechanism (such as an additional external field)
could be required to enforce this in some cases.

By virtue of the fact that the director field is assumed to be planar in each geometry, n can
be represented in terms of a single tilt or twist angle, and such a representation is convenient in
analyzing the classical Fréedericksz transitions. For more general liquid-crystal systems (and for
the more general theory of field-induced instabilities developed in [7]), the vector representation
of n is advantageous. An equilibrium director field for a system such as ours governed by a free
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energy FH of the form in (4) can be characterized as a solution of a system of Euler-Lagrange
equations

− div
(

∂We

∂∇n

)

+
∂We

∂n
= λn+ χa(H · n)H , in Ω,

subject to appropriate boundary conditions and the unit-length constraint |n| = 1 (which must
hold at each point in the domain Ω). A certain amount of regularity of n is also assumed. The
scalar field λ is a Lagrange-multiplier field associated with the unit-length constraint and is
given by

λ =
[

− div
(

∂We

∂∇n

)

+
∂We

∂n

]

· n− χa(H · n)2,

with the expression above evaluated at the equilibrium director field. Note that λ is a scalar
field ; though in simple cases, it could be a constant. In particular, λ is constant for the ground
states of all six of the basic Fréedericksz geometries, and λ = 0 for the three transitions with
χa > 0—this follows from the vanishing of the bracketed term above for any spatially uniform
vector field n (with We as in (1)) and the fact that H · n = 0 for the geometries with χa > 0
(those in Figure 1). These conditions hold as well for the analogous electric-field cases.

For an equilibrium director field n0 to be locally stable (metastable) in general, its free
energy should lie at the bottom of a well on the free-energy surface. This can be determined by
evaluating the free energy on admissible director fields close to n0. Such fields can be produced,
for example, in the form

nǫ =
n0 + ǫv

|n0 + ǫv|
,

as is used in [4, Sec. 3.5] and [15]. The fields nǫ are normalized so that |nǫ| = 1 on Ω (for any
v, with |ǫ| sufficiently small). The perturbative field v must also be such that nǫ satisfies the
boundary conditions that n must satisfy. In a general setting, these conditions could include
strong anchoring, weak anchoring, periodic boundary conditions, etc., and an account along
those lines is given in [7]. Here, for simplicity, we assume that n must satisfy strong anchoring

conditions on the entire boundary of Ω (denoted ∂Ω). Thus for nǫ to be admissible, v must
vanish on ∂Ω. Expanding for small ǫ gives

nǫ = n0 + ǫu+O(ǫ2), u = P(n0)v, P(n) := I− n⊗ n. (5)

The linear operator P(n) gives the projection transverse to n: P(n)v ⊥ n (cf., [4, Sec. 3.2]). If
λ0 is the Lagrange multiplier field associated with n0, then the expansion of the free energy of
nǫ can be expressed

FH [nǫ] = FH [n0] +
1

2
ǫ2
[

δ
2FH [n0](u)−

∫

Ω
λ0|u|

2 dV
]

+ o(ǫ2), (6)

with u = P(n0)v as above. Here δ
2FH denotes the second variation of the functional FH and

has the form

δ
2FH [n](v) =

∫

Ω

(

∂
2W

∂ni∂nk
vivk + 2

∂
2W

∂ni∂nk,l
vivk,l +

∂
2W

∂ni,j∂nk,l
vi,jvk,l

)

dV,

W =We −
1

2
χa(H · n)2.

A derivation of (6) can be found in [7]. A term of first order in ǫ is not present in (6) because of
the equilibrium conditions satisfied by n0 and λ0. The integral with the Lagrange-multiplier field
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λ0 compensates for the curvature of the constraint manifold |n0| = 1, which the perturbation u

enforces only to first order. The necessary condition for local stability of the equilibrium director
field n0, with associated Lagrange-multiplier field λ0, can then be expressed

δ
2FH [n0](u)−

∫

Ω
λ0|u|

2 dV ≥ 0, (7)

and this must hold for all smooth test fields u that are transverse to n0 (n0 · u = 0 on Ω) and
vanish on the boundary ∂Ω. This form of local stability assessment follows the approaches of
[15] and [16].

As an illustration, consider the case of the splay-Fréedericksz transition with χa < 0 (Figure 2
left). For this geometry,

n = nx(z)ex + nz(z)ez,

the free energy (per unit cross-sectional area) has the form

FH [n] =
1

2

∫ d

0

(

K1n
2
z,z +K3n

2
x,z − χaH

2n2x
)

dz,

and the equilibrium Euler-Lagrange system is given by

K3nx,zz +
(

χaH
2 + λ

)

nx = 0, K1nz,zz + λnz = 0, n2x + n2z = 1, 0 < z < d,

nx(0) = nx(d) = 1, nz(0) = nz(d) = 0.

The ground-state equilibrium solution of the above is given by

n0 = ex (nx = 1, nz = 0), λ0 = −χaH
2.

Boundary conditions with nx = −1 and a ground state of n0 = −ex would work equally well.
Test fields u in (7) must here be x-z planar and orthogonal to n0 on 0 < z < d, and they must
vanish at z = 0 and z = d. Thus they must be of the form

u = w(z)ez, w(0) = w(d) = 0.

The stability condition (7) then becomes

δ
2FH [n0](u)−

∫ d

0
λ0|u|

2 dz = K1

∫ d

0
w2
,z dz + χaH

2

∫ d

0
w2 dz ≥ 0,

which implies

−
χaH

2

K1
≤

∫ d

0 w
2
,z dz

∫ d

0 w
2 dz

,

and this must hold for all smooth functions w that vanish at z = 0 and z = d. The minimum
value of the expression on the right-hand side above over all such functions is given by

min
w(0)=w(d)=0

∫ d

0 w
2
,z dz

∫ d

0 w
2 dz

=
π2

d2
, attained by w = sin

πz

d
. (8)
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This can most readily be seen by using a modal expansion w =
∑

bn sin(nπz/d). The minimal
value and attaining function above represent the minimum eigenvalue and associated eigenfunc-
tion of the eigenvalue problem

d2w

dz2
+ λw = 0, w(0) = w(d) = 0.

It follows that in order for the ground state director field n0 = ±ex to be locally stable, the
strength of the magnetic field must satisfy

H ≤
π

d

√

K1

−χa
,

which is the correct instability threshold.
As modeled above, the local stability assessments for all six magnetic-field Fréedericksz

transitions reduce to similar inequalities and ultimately rest upon the minimum-eigenvalue
formula (8), giving the classical threshold formulas for the splay, twist, and bend transitions
(valid for both χa > 0 and χa < 0):

Hc =
π

d

√

Ki

|χa|
, i = 1, 2, 3.

See [1, Sec. IV.1], [2, Sec. 3.4.1], [3, Sec. 3.2.3], [4, Sec. 4.2], [5, Sec. 3.4.1]. Rather than appeal to
a general characterization of stability as in (7), most references analyze individual Fréedericksz
transitions by direct consideration of appropriate free energies (expressed in terms of angle
representations of n), using first integrals obtained from the associated Euler-Lagrange equa-
tions. The textbook analyses also go a bit further and show that the classical magnetic-field
Fréedericksz transitions are always second order, information that is not provided by (7). The
advantage of (6) and (7) for our purposes is the way that they generalize to electric-field-induced
instabilities, which are to follow. The example discussed above also illustrates the role that the
Lagrange-multiplier field associated with an equilibrium director field can play in the assessment
of the local stability of that director field.

4. Models of electric-field Fréedericksz transitions

Before discussing the characterization of local stability for equilibria with electric fields (gen-
eralizing (6) and (7)), we first illustrate the anomalous behavior of one of these transitions
by direct analysis of its Euler-Lagrange equations. For now we consider only materials with
εa > 0—results for materials with εa < 0 can be obtained directly from these by simple substi-
tutions of parameters. Thus we consider the three classical Fréedericksz geometries in Figure 1,
but with electric fields instead of magnetic fields. The electric fields are created by electrodes,
which in the case of the splay geometry (Figure 1 left) are on the top and bottom of the cell.
For the twist and bend geometries (Figure 1 center, right), the electric field needs to be in the
plane of the film, and so the electrodes must be placed on the left and right ends (across the
wide dimension of the cell). We refer to the first case as “cross plane” and the latter cases as
“in plane.” The two cases require somewhat different handling.

4.1. Cross-plane electric field

The electric-field splay-Fréedericksz transition was analyzed in [9] and [10] taking into account
the coupling between the director field and the electric field. The electric field is confined to
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the cell, with a potential difference V between the top and bottom electrodes. By assumption,
n = nx(z)ex + nz(z)ez and ϕ = ϕ(z). The relations E = −∇ϕ and divD = 0 then give

E = −ϕ,zez, Dz = const.

Using these together with ϕ(d) − ϕ(0) = V , one can deduce the constant value of Dz and a
non-local expression for E in terms of n (cf., [5, Eqns. (3.220) and (3.221)]):

Dz = −ε0V

[
∫ d

0

dz

ε⊥n2x + ε‖n2z

]

−1

, E = −V

[
∫ d

0

dz

ε⊥n2x + ε‖n2z

]

−1 1

ε⊥n2x + ε‖n2z
ez. (9)

These enable one to write the free energy FE for this system in the form of a reduced functional
of n only:

F [n] =
1

2

∫ d

0

(

K1n
2
z,z +K3n

2
x,z

)

dz −
1

2
ε0V

2

[
∫ d

0

dz

ε⊥n2x + ε‖n2z

]

−1

. (10)

The analyses of [9] and [10] were based upon studies of this functional and concluded that
the critical voltage at which the uniform horizontal ground state of the director field becomes
unstable is given by

Vc = π

√

K1

ε0εa

and that the transition is second order for any K1,K3 > 0 and ε‖ > ε⊥ > 0. This instability
follows the magnetic-field analogy:

Ec =
Vc
d

=
π

d

√

K1

ε0εa
↔ Hc =

π

d

√

K1

χa
.

The same results can be obtained by analyzing the free energy modeled as a functional of both
n and ϕ, which follows from the expression for FE in (4):

F [n, ϕ] =
1

2

∫ d

0

[

K1n
2
z,z +K3n

2
x,z − ε0

(

ε⊥n
2
x + ε‖n

2
z

)

ϕ2
,z

]

dz.

While this will now lead to a coupled set of equilibrium equations for n and ϕ, the model has
the advantage of being local, whereas the Euler-Lagrange equations associated with (10) above
are of integro-differential type (cf., [5, Eqn. (3.226)]).

4.2. In-plane electric field

The electric-field twist and bend geometries both involve an electric field oriented in the plane of
the film. This is an awkward geometry for experiments (electrodes on the wide ends of the cell),
as well as for modeling (the electric field extending above and below the cell). Assuming as before
that the cell gap is small compared to the lateral dimensions, boundary-layer theory suggests
that the director field and electric field can be well approximated by “outer solutions” of the
form n = n(z) and E = E(z) throughout most of the region plus boundary-layer corrections,
the influence of which is significant only in narrow regions adjacent to the lateral boundaries.
We shall thus model the systems with in-plane electric fields in terms of the outer solutions in
this asymptotic regime, as was also done in [6, 11, 17]. This modeling assumption was validated
to a degree by numerical experiments in [13, §4.3].
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We assume a simple experimental setup, with tall electrodes on the left and right ends and
with the regions above and below the cell consisting of stratified layers of homogeneous materials
(alignment layers, polarizers, glass substrates, air, etc.), all with horizontal interfaces. This is
the type of system that was used in the experiments reported in [11, 12]. Other experimental
setups are possible (interdigitated electrodes, electrode strips as spacers), but it does not appear
that they produce as uniform an electric field in the sample. Utilizing the assumptions n = n(z)
and E = E(z) in the basic electrostatic equations curlE = 0 and divD = 0, together with
interface conditions (Ex, Ey, Dz continuous) and far-field conditions as z → ±∞ (Ex = E0,
Ey = 0, Dz = 0), one obtains an expression for the electric field that is valid throughout the
entire region between the electrodes (inside the liquid-crystal cell, as well as in the extended
regions above and below it):

E = E0ex + Ez(z)ez, E0 := −V/l,

with Ez = 0 outside 0 ≤ z ≤ d. Here E0ex is the uniform electric field that one would have
if there were no inhomogeneity in the medium between the electrodes, with V the potential
difference between the electrodes and l the distance separating them.

Using the above expression for E in the relation Dz = 0 (with D as in (2)) gives

[

ε⊥

(

n2x + n2y
)

+ ε‖n
2
z

]

Ez + εanxnzE0 = 0,

which can be solved for Ez in 0 < z < d in both the twist and bend cases: in the twist case,

n = nxex + nyey ⇒ Ez = 0, (11a)

in the bend case,

n = nxex + nzez ⇒ Ez = −εaE0
nxnz

ε⊥n2x + ε‖n2z
. (11b)

It can be shown that the expressions for the electric field given above are precisely what one
obtains if one formulates the full coupled system for the director field n and electric potential ϕ
(as functions of x and z), rescales introducing the small parameter η := d/l (where d is the cell
gap and l the distance between the electrodes), forms the problems for the outer solutions n

and ϕ (by setting η = 0), and solves the resulting problem for ϕ in terms of n. The expression
for Ez in the bend case in (11b) is as found in [6].

Using the expressions for n and E in (11a) and (11b) above, one can write the electric-field
free energy FE in (4) for the twist and bend cases in the following forms:

F [n] =
1

2

∫ d

0

[

K2(nxny,z − nynx,z)
2 − ε0

(

ε‖n
2
x + ε⊥n

2
y

)

E2
0

]

dz (twist geometry), (12a)

F [n] =
1

2

∫ d

0

[

K1n
2
z,z +K3n

2
x,z − ε0

ε⊥ε‖

ε⊥n2x + ε‖n2z
E2

0

]

dz (bend geometry). (12b)

Thus, modeling the cases with in-plane electric fields in terms of the “outer solutions” (n = n(z),
E = E(z)) gives rise to reduced models F = F [n] that are local, in contrast to the non-local
reduced model that one obtains for the electric-field splay-Fréedericksz transition. The reality
of the matter is that the electric field at a point in Ω depends on the director field everywhere;
however, in this geometry and asymptotic regime, the non-local contribution only serves as a
small correction associated with the boundary-layer functions. The modeling of the electric field
here is essentially equivalent to that done in [6]. If one wishes to model the electric-field twist
and bend transitions in a way that is as close as possible to the way that the corresponding
magnetic-field transitions are modeled, then one is led to make the assumptions made here (i.e.,
n = n(z), E = E(z)).
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4.3. Discussion

The basic assumption that the width of the cell is much smaller than the lateral dimensions
is taken as a justification for assuming that equilibrium fields satisfy n = n(z) and E = E(z)
(to a good degree of approximation). This underlies the modeling for all three electric-field
Fréedericksz transitions, though it leads to different consequences in each case. In the splay
geometry (the only case with a cross-plane electric field), the assumed functional dependence
of n and E only on z enables one to derive the explicit formula for the electric field in terms

of the director field given in (9). This expression is non-local, because it depends on
∫ d

0 (ε⊥n
2
x +

ε‖n
2
z)

−1dz, but it leads to the reduced free-energy functional (10), which is amenable to analysis.
For the geometries with in-plane electric fields (twist and bend), the same assumptions

enable one to deduce explicit formulas for the electric field in terms of the director field that
are local—E(z) depends only on the value of n at the point z. In the twist case, the electric
field is in fact uniform throughout the strip between the electrodes (which are viewed as being
infinitely tall):

E = E0ex, −∞ < z <∞.

While in the bend case, the electric field is uniform outside the cell, but inhomogeneity of the
director field induces nonuniformity of the electric field inside the cell:

E = E0ex + Ez(z)ez, Ez = −εaE0
nxnz

ε⊥n2x + ε‖n2z
, 0 < z < d. (13)

In all three cases, the formulas for the electric fields in terms of the director fields enable one
to write the free energies as reduced functionals of n only: (10), (12a), and (12b).

It is not difficult to see why these three cases differ. In the splay geometry, the electrodes are
on the top and bottom, and the electric field is confined to the cell. The value of Dz is constant
across the cell but nonzero, by virtue of the surface charge densities on the electrodes—with a
charge density of σf on z = d and −σf on z = 0, we have Dz = −σf. To express this constant in

terms of n requires an integration
∫ d

0 dz and results in the non-local expression in (9).
The twist and bend geometries both involve in-plane electric fields, and in both cases, the

electric fields extend beyond the cell containing the liquid crystal to the whole region between the
vertical electrodes, −∞ < z <∞. For both cases, Dz is constant throughout this whole region,
and this constant is in fact zero, by virtue of the far-field conditions (E → E0ex, as z → ±∞).
The relation Dz = 0 can be solved for Ez in terms of n, resulting in the local expressions in
(11a) and (11b). In both the twist geometry and the bend geometry, the equilibrium electric
field is always uniform outside the cell, as well as inside the cell in the ground state: E = E0ex.
The equilibrium electric field maintains this same uniform structure in the cell for any twist

deformation, while bend distortions of the director cause the electric field in the cell to develop
inhomogeneity in the form (13). The reason why Ez = 0 in the cell for twist distortions but
Ez 6= 0 for bend distortions can be understood in terms of the different nature of the dielectric

polarization in the two cases.
There are two sources of contributions to the local electric field in the systems under con-

sideration here: free charges on the surface of the electrodes and induced polarization in the
dielectric medium. The electrodes are essentially accounted for in the horizontal component
E0ex, the uniform electric field that one would have if the medium were homogeneous. The
electric field associated with a polarization field P in a volume Ω is the same as the field that
would be created by an effective volume charge density ρP in Ω and surface charge density σP
on the boundary ∂Ω given by

ρP = − divP , σP = P · ν,

where ν is the outward unit normal on ∂Ω. Under our modeling assumptions (transversely
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isotropic material, linear dielectric regime), the induced polarization in the liquid-crystal layer
is given by

P = χe
⊥
E +∆χe(E · n)n, ∆χe := χe

‖
− χe

⊥
, (14)

where χe
‖
and χe

⊥
are the electric susceptibilities parallel to n and perpendicular to n. These

are related to the electric permittivities through D = ε0E + P and (2):

ε0ε⊥ = ε0 + χe
⊥
, ε0ε‖ = ε0 + χe

‖
, ε0εa = ∆χe. (15)

In the asymptotic regime of the outer solutions, P = P (z), and all interfaces are horizontal
(ν = ±ez). It follows that

ρP = −Pz,z, σP = ±Pz.

The z component of P is identically zero throughout the region between the electrodes exterior
to the cell. Thus, in order for a polarization field P in the liquid-crystal cell (in our asymptotic
regime) to produce an electric field, it must be such that Pz has a non-vanishing z derivative in
0 < z < d or Pz 6= 0 on z = 0+ or z = d−.

If we contrast twist distortions with bend distortions in our geometry (n = nx(z)ex+ny(z)ey
versus n = nx(z)ex+nz(z)ez), assuming for the moment a uniform electric field E = E0ex, we
obtain from (14)

P twist
z = 0, P bend

z = ∆χeE0nxnz, 0 < z < d.

Thus for twist distortions, ρP = 0 and σP = 0. Twist distortions give rise to changes in the x
and y components of P , but these are uniform in the x-y plane under our assumptions and do
not contribute to divP (Px,x = Py,y = 0). Even though the twist-distorted director field has a
nonzero z derivative, Pz is constant (zero) and does not. Thus a uniform electric field E = E0ex
is in electrostatic equilibrium with any twist configuration.

For bend distortions, nx = 0 on z = 0 and z = d; so σP = 0, as with twist distortions.
However,

P bend
z,z = ∆χeE0

∂

∂z
(nxnz) 6= 0,

by virtue of the variation of n in the z direction. Thus ρP 6= 0, and there is an associated effective

charge density, which would give rise to additional contributions to E. A uniform electric field
E = E0ex cannot be in equilibrium in a medium with such structure, which is why Ez 6= 0 is
needed in (13) for bend distortions. The proper, full expression for Pz in the bend case is given
by

P bend
z =

(

χe
⊥
n2x + χe

‖
n2z

)

Ez +∆χenxnzE0,

but we still have σP = 0, since P bend
z = 0 at z = 0 and z = d, due to the vanishing of both nx

and Ez on the boundaries of the cell:

Ez = −εaE0
nxnz

ε⊥n2x + ε‖n2z
, nx(0) = nx(d) = 0.

The fact that Ez 6= 0 in the case of bend distortions is entirely due to the effective space
charge from the induced polarization, which is absent in the case of twist distortions. Whether
Ez is positive or negative, it leads to an increased magnitude of the local electric field, E2 =
E2

0 +E
2
z > E2

0 , and it emerges as soon as n is perturbed from n0 (producing nx 6= 0 above). It is
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also the case that the additional electric-field component is in the z direction, which is aligning
and weakens the dielectric torque that is trying to rotate the director towards the horizontal.

The situation for electric-field Fréedericksz transitions with εa > 0 then is the following.
The splay transition is well analyzed in [9] and [10], and a good textbook account is given in [5,
Sec. 3.5]. The instability threshold follows the magnetic-field analogy, and the transition is sec-
ond order for all relevant parameter values. None of this is in question here. The twist transition
is modeled by the free energy (12a), and as discussed above, the equilibrium electric field remains
uniform for any twist distortions. Thus the analysis of the electric-field twist-Fréedericksz tran-
sition is completely aligned with that of the associated magnetic-field transition. One concludes
that the local instability threshold is

Ec =
π

d

√

K2

ε0εa

and that the transition is second order for any K2 > 0 and ε‖ > ε⊥ > 0. The magnetic-field
analogy again holds. The only case that requires further analysis is the electric-field bend-
Fréedericksz transition, which we take up next.

5. Analysis of the electric-field bend-Fréedericksz transition

The electric-field bend-Fréedericksz transition is modeled in terms of the free energy (12b),
which can be analyzed in various ways. Here we utilize a perturbation expansion to identify
and study the bifurcation at the point at which the uniform ground-state solution of the Euler-
Lagrange equations ceases to be locally stable. This type of analytical approach has been widely
used in the area of liquid crystals by Schiller (see the review article [18]) and others [19, 20].

We represent the director in terms of its tilt angle as

n = sin θ ex + cos θ ez, θ = θ(z),

for which the ground state corresponds to θ = 0. In terms of this representation, the free-energy
functional (12b) takes the form

F [θ] =
1

2

∫ d

0

[

(

K1 sin
2θ +K3 cos

2θ
)

θ2,z − ε0
ε⊥ε‖

ε⊥ sin2θ + ε‖ cos2θ
E2

0

]

dz.

We employ the following non-dimensionalization:

F̄ [θ̄] =
1

2

∫ π

0

[

(

1 + αK sin2θ̄
)

θ̄2,z̄ − γ
1

1− αε sin
2θ̄

]

dz̄

F̄ =
F

K3π/d
, z̄ =

πz

d
, θ̄(z̄) = θ(z)

αK :=
K1 −K3

K3
, αε :=

ε‖ − ε⊥

ε‖

, γ :=
ε0ε⊥E

2
0

K3π2/d2
.

(16)

The dimensionless parameters αK and αε represent the relative anisotropies of the elastic con-
stants and dielectric constants, while the coupling constant γ reflects the relative strength of
the electric field compared to distortional elasticity.

Equilibrium states are solutions of the associated Euler-Lagrange equation, which (after
dropping bars) is given by

d

dz

[

(

1 + αK sin2θ
)dθ

dz

]

+ sin θ cos θ

[

γαε

(1− αε sin
2θ)2

− αK

(dθ

dz

)2
]

= 0, θ(0) = θ(π) = 0. (17)
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The ground state θ = 0 is a solution for any values of αK , αε, and γ. We view γ as the control

parameter and wish to determine for what value of γ (given αK and αε) the ground state
becomes locally unstable and the nature of the branch of nonuniform equilibrium solutions that
bifurcates from the ground-state branch at that point. We parameterize the bifurcating branch
in terms of a parameter η and assume the validity of the expansions

θ(z; η) = η θ1(z) + η3 θ3(z) + · · ·

γ(η) = γ0 + γ2 η
2 + γ4 η

4 + · · ·
(18)

for small η (the ground state corresponding to η = 0). The assumed form (18) is based upon
problem symmetry: if the scalar field θ is a solution of (17), then so is −θ. There is no intrinsic
scale for the parameter η, and we find it convenient to normalize it via

w1

(dγ

dη

)2
+ w2

∫ π

0

(dθ

dη

)2
dz = const, (19)

using the values w1 = 6πα2
ε , w2 = 2, and const = π for convenience in what follows. The

parameter η can be viewed as a type of “pseudo arc-length” in γ-θ space. At the first three
orders, the normalization condition gives rise to constraints

O(1) : w2

∫ π

0
θ21 dz = const

O(η) : 0 = 0

O(η2) : 2w1γ
2
2 + 3w2

∫ π

0
θ1θ3 dz = 0.

Substituting the expansions for θ and γ into the Euler-Lagrange equation and boundary
conditions, we obtain at order O(η)

d2θ1
dz2

+ γ0αεθ1 = 0, θ1(0) = θ1(π) = 0,

for which the first nontrivial bifurcating solution is given by

γ0αε = 1, θ1 = c1,1 sin z,

with the constant c1,1 to be determined. Using this expression for θ1 in the normalization
condition at order O(1) gives

w2c
2
1,1

∫ π

0
sin2z dz = w2c

2
1,1

π

2
= const.

With our choices w2 = 2 and const = π, the above yields c1,1 = ±1. Choosing c1,1 = 1 determines
θ1 = sin z.

The problem for θ3 arises at order O(η3):

d2θ3
dz2

+ θ3 + a3,1 sin z + a3,3 sin 3z = 0, θ3(0) = θ3(π) = 0,

with

a3,1 =
1

2
[(3 + 2γ2)αε − αK − 1], a3,3 =

1

6
(3αK − 3αε + 1).
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Solvability requires that a3,1 = 0 (see [21, Ch. 15]), giving

γ2αε =
1

2
(αK − 3αε + 1).

The solution θ3 then becomes

θ3 = c3,1 sin z + c3,3 sin 3z, c3,3 =
1

48
(3αK − 3αε + 1), (20)

with c3,1 to be determined. Substituting the expressions for γ2, θ1, and θ3 into the normalization
condition at order O(η2) produces

w1

(αK − 3αε + 1

αε

)2
+ 3πw2c3,1 = 0,

which gives

c3,1 = −(αK − 3αε + 1)2 (21)

using our chosen weights w1 = 6πα2
ε and w2 = 2.

At this stage, we have all the information that we require. In terms of our dimensionless
variables, we have

θ = η sin z + η3(c3,1 sin z + c3,3 sin 3z) + · · ·

αεγ = 1 +
1

2
(αK − 3αε + 1)η2 + · · · ,

with c3,1 and c3,3 as given in (21) and (20). Our choice of weights in (19) has led to a normal-
ization in which the parameter η corresponds to the amplitude of the leading instability mode,
the longest-wavelength mode sin z̄. In terms of the original variables, the expansions read

θ = η sin
πz

d
+ η3

{

−
(K1

K3
− 3

εa
ε‖

)2
sin

πz

d

+
1

48

[

3
(K1

K3
−
εa
ε‖

)

− 2
]

sin
3πz

d

}

+ · · ·

E2
0 =

ε‖

ε⊥

π2

d2
K3

ε0εa

[

1 +
1

2

(K1

K3
− 3

εa
ε‖

)

η2 + · · ·
]

.

We see that the critical threshold here is elevated from that predicted by the magnetic-field
analogy:

Ec =
π

d

√

ε‖

ε⊥

√

K3

ε0εa
, with

ε‖

ε⊥

> 1 vs Ec =
π

d

√

K3

ε0εa
↔ Hc =

π

d

√

K3

χa
.

The sign of the coefficient in front of η2 in the expansion for E2
0 above indicates whether the

bifurcation is super-critical (positive coefficient) or sub-critical (negative coefficient). The former
case (K1/K3 − 3 εa/ε‖ > 0) is consistent with a second-order transition, while the latter would
be associated with a transition of first order.

The formulas above for the critical threshold and the crossover from first order to second
order agree with predictions in [6], where they were deduced in a different way. The question
of when a Fréedericksz transition can be first order has been well studied elsewhere—see [17]
and references contained therein. We note that the elevation of the threshold here is not small :
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Figure 3. Upper halves of bifurcation diagrams for electric-field bend-Fréedericksz transitions in terms of reduced units
as defined in (16). Maximum tilt angle θmax versus reduced electric field strength αεγ. Dashed line (locally unstable), solid
line (locally stable, metastable), heavy solid line (globally stable, minimum free energy). For all three figures, the relative
dielectric anisotropy is fixed at αε = 0.5. The relative anisotropy of the elastic constants varies as follows: αK = −0.5 (left,
first-order transition), 0.5 (center, crossover), 1.5 (right, second-order transition). The boxes on the horizontal axes are at
the location of the instability threshold predicted by the magnetic-field analogy (treating the electric field as uniform),
given by αεγ = 1− αε = 0.5 in these units.

using data from [5, TableD.3] for the liquid-crystal material 5CB near 26◦C, we have

ε‖ = 18.5, ε⊥ = 7 ⇒

√

ε‖

ε⊥

.
= 1.63,

a 63% increase. For the same material and temperature (with data from the same source), we
have K1 = 6.2 × 10−12 J/m and K3 = 8.2 × 10−12 J/m. With these material parameters, the
quantity K1/K3 − 3 εa/ε‖ = −1.1 < 0 ; so the transition should be first order, as was found in
experiments reported in [11, 12].

In Figure 3, the upper halves of bifurcation diagrams are plotted for three sets of dimen-
sionless parameters based upon numerical modeling of (17) using a numerical bifurcation pack-
age, as described in [13, Secs. 6.2 and 6.3]. The parameter values were chosen to illustrate the
crossover from a first-order transition to a second-order transition, which occurs at αK = 0.5
when αε = 0.5 (as in Figure 3). The phenomena of an elevated local instability threshold and
a first-order transition can be seen as related: the elevation of the threshold necessitates a sub-
critical bifurcation in order for the branch to reach distorted equilibrium configurations of the
director field that are locally stable for electric-field strengths of lesser amounts (for certain
combinations of material constants).

The natural question at this point is why the local-instability threshold is elevated for the
electric-field bend transition but not for the splay or twist transitions. A partial answer has
already been provided by the observation that the electric field remains uniform for twist dis-
tortions but develops inhomogeneity with bend distortions. This does not explain, however, why
this should lead to an elevation of the instability threshold—in the splay geometry, inhomogene-
ity of the electric field develops as well, but that does not lead to an elevation of the threshold.
An answer is provided by a careful development of a criterion for local stability of a coupled
director field and electric field, generalizing (6) and (7). This was done in a general setting in
[7] and is discussed next.

6. Electric-field-induced instabilities

Whether the coupling between the electric field and the director field will affect the threshold of
local instability depends on dielectric polarization, in particular on how the induced polarization
changes at a bifurcation from a branch of ground-state director configurations. We illustrate
this by presenting a necessary condition for local stability and showing how it correctly predicts
the behaviors that we have observed with the three basic electric-field Fréedericksz transitions.
Additional examples are given that evidence the broader applicability of the development, in-
cluding systems involving twisted nematics, planar cholesterics, smectic-A phases, and nematic
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films that exhibit periodic instabilities.

6.1. A necessary condition for local stability

As modeled by the free-energy functional FE in (4), a locally stable director field n will be a
local minimizer of FE [n, ϕ] subject to the constraints

|n| = 1 and div
[

ε(n)∇ϕ
]

= 0, on Ω,

plus appropriate boundary conditions on both n and ϕ. As such, a sufficiently smooth n must
necessarily satisfy the Euler-Lagrange equations

− div
(

∂We

∂∇n

)

+
∂We

∂n
= λn+ ε0εa(∇ϕ · n)∇ϕ, on Ω. (22)

In order to determine if an equilibrium pair (n0, ϕ0) is locally minimizing, we require an ex-
pression for FE [n, ϕ] for admissible pairs (n, ϕ) close to (n0, ϕ0), generalizing (6).

A perturbation of the director field n0 7→ n0+ ǫu will satisfy all the constraints on n to first
order in ǫ if u is transverse to n0 (n0·u = 0 on Ω) and satisfies homogeneous boundary conditions
on ∂Ω. We need to know under what conditions a perturbation (n0, ϕ0) 7→ (n0 + ǫu, ϕ0 + ǫψ)
will satisfy to first order the constraint on ϕ as well (namely div[ε(n)∇ϕ] = 0). To deduce this,
we use (2) to expand

ε(n0 + ǫu)∇(ϕ0 + ǫψ) = ε(n0)∇ϕ0 + ǫ
[

∆χe(n0 ⊗ u+ u⊗ n0)∇ϕ0 + ε(n0)∇ψ
]

+O(ǫ2).

Here we have also used ε0εa = ∆χe from (15) to express the above in terms of electric suscep-
tibilities. Since div[ε(n0)∇ϕ0] = 0 by assumption, in order for the constraint div[ε(n)∇ϕ] = 0
to be preserved at first order, ψ must satisfy

div[ε(n0)∇ψ] = divp0, on Ω, (23a)

where

p0 := ∆χe(n0 ⊗ u+ u⊗ n0)E0, E0 = −∇ϕ0. (23b)

As is the case with the director field and its perturbations, the field ψ must be such that
ϕ0 + ǫψ satisfies the boundary conditions that ϕ must satisfy. While more general conditions
are considered in [7], here we assume, for simplicity, that the electric potential ϕ is fixed on the
entire boundary ∂Ω, which implies that all such perturbative fields ψ must vanish on ∂Ω. Thus,
given an equilibrium pair (n0, ϕ0) and director perturbation n0 7→ n0 + ǫu, the associated
perturbation of the electric potential ϕ0 7→ ϕ0 + ǫψ must satisfy an electrostatic potential
problem consisting of (23a) plus homogeneous boundary conditions on ∂Ω.

The vector field p0 represents the first-order change in induced polarization associated with
the perturbation n0 7→ n0 + ǫu, and − divp0 acts as an effective volume charge density driving
ψ and the associated perturbation of the electric field E0 7→ E0 − ǫ∇ψ. The only solution of
div[ε(n0)∇ψ] = 0 satisfying ψ = 0 on ∂Ω is the zero solution, and we conclude that

ψ = 0 on Ω if and only if divp0 = 0 on Ω.

Thus if divp0 = 0 on Ω, then the constraint div[ε(n)∇ϕ] = 0 will be preserved to first order
under the perturbation n0 7→ n0+ǫu with an unperturbed electric field E0 = −∇ϕ0. Changes in
the director field cause changes in the electric field in general, but in the case divp0 = 0, these
changes come in at higher order. Making use of the information gleaned thus far, the following
is established in [7].
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Let (n0, ϕ0) be an equilibrium pair associated with FE in (4) as above, and let (nǫ, ϕǫ) be
an admissible pair perturbed from (n0, ϕ0) constructed in the form

nǫ =
n0 + ǫv

|n0 + ǫv|
, div

[

ε(nǫ)∇ϕǫ

]

= 0,

where v = 0 on ∂Ω and the potential ϕǫ satisfies the boundary conditions that ϕ must satisfy.
The free energy FE [nǫ, ϕǫ] admits the following expansion for small ǫ:

FE [nǫ, ϕǫ] = FE [n0, ϕ0]+
1

2
ǫ2
[

δ
2
nnFE [n0, ϕ0](u)+

∫

Ω
ε(n0)∇ψ ·∇ψ dV −

∫

Ω
λ0|u|

2 dV
]

+o(ǫ2),

where u = P(n0)v as in (5) and ψ solves the problem (23a) with ψ = 0 on ∂Ω. Here λ0 is
the Lagrange multiplier field associated with the solution n0 of (22), and δ

2
nnFE denotes the

second variation of FE with respect to n:

δ
2
nnFE [n, ϕ](v) =

∫

Ω

(

∂
2W

∂ni∂nk
vivk + 2

∂
2W

∂ni∂nk,l
vivk,l +

∂
2W

∂ni,j∂nk,l
vi,jvk,l

)

dV,

W =We −
1

2
ε(n)∇ϕ · ∇ϕ.

We conclude that in order for an equilibrium director field n0 with associated Lagrange mul-
tiplier field λ0 and coupled electric potential field ϕ0 to be locally stable, it must necessarily
satisfy

δ
2
nnFE [n0, ϕ0](u) +

∫

Ω
ε(n0)∇ψ · ∇ψ dV −

∫

Ω
λ0|u|

2 dV ≥ 0 (24)

for all test fields u that are transverse to n0 (n0 · u = 0 on Ω) and satisfy u = 0 on ∂Ω, with
the scalar field ψ (which depends on u) the solution of (23a) subject to ψ = 0 on ∂Ω.

The necessary condition above generalizes (7). The first and third terms in (24) are already
present in (7); while the second term is new. The integral involving λ0 is again associated with
the pointwise constraint |n| = 1. The second term is associated with the constraint on the
electric potential (div[ε(n)∇ϕ] = 0) and compensates for the fact that the perturbation ψ
preserves this only to first order. The perturbation of the electric potential, ψ, is slaved to the
perturbation of the director field, u, just as the electric potential ϕ is slaved to the director field
n. The dielectric tensor ε(n0) is positive definite; so the middle term in (24) is strictly positive

unless ∇ψ is identically zero on Ω. The presence of a positive second term in (24) increases
the energy barrier that must be overcome to destabilize the ground state, and it is this term
that causes the increase in the local-instability threshold. That this middle term is nonnegative
emerges in a natural way in the calculus of deriving (24) (see [7]); the nonnegativity can be
viewed as a consequence of the minimax nature of the problem. A perturbation of a ground
state director field will cause a change in the induced polarization in general; the discriminating
factor is whether this leads to a first-order or higher-order effect.

In an electric-field transition, then, there are two stabilizing influences: distortional elasticity
(which penalizes nonuniformity of the director field) and electrostatic energy (which penalizes
spontaneous additions to the electric field). The former is present in magnetic-field transitions;
the latter is not. The necessary condition for local stability (24) provides us with two useful
pieces of information. First, it shows us that the coupling between the electric field and the
director field can influence an instability threshold only if there exists a director perturbation u

for which divp0 is not identically zero on Ω, since this is the only way to obtain a ψ such that
∇ψ is not identically zero on Ω, and second, it shows us that the effect can only be to elevate

an instability threshold, never to lower it (since the middle term in (24) can only be positive or
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zero). The criterion involving div p0 provides a simple test for when the coupling between the
director field and the electric field can cause an elevated threshold, which we now demonstrate.

6.2. Application to classical electric-field Fréedericksz transitions

Our test for electric-field-induced transitions involves the first-order change in induced polar-
ization p0 in (23b) and is the following.

If div p0 = 0 on Ω for all admissible director variations u, then the instability threshold will not
be elevated and will conform to the magnetic-field analogy. If, however, there exists an admissible
variation u such that div p0 is not identically zero on Ω, then the instability threshold will be
elevated.

We show how this test can be applied to the electric-field splay, twist, and bend Fréedericksz
transitions (with εa > 0).

The splay geometry is illustrated in Figure 1 left, with the director field confined to the x-z
tilt plane (n = nx(z)ex + nz(z)ez). The ground-state director field n0, ground-state electric
field E0, and admissible director variations u are given by

n0 = ex, E0 = E0ez, u = w(z)ez,

where w is a sufficiently smooth function satisfying w(0) = w(d) = 0. In terms of these, p0 takes
the form

p0 = ∆χe(n0 ⊗ u+ u⊗ n0)E0 = ∆χe
[

(u ·E0)n0 + (n0 ·E0)u
]

= ∆χeE0w(z)ex,

and it follows that

divp0 = ∆χeE0
∂

∂x
w(z) = 0

for all such perturbations u. We conclude that the instability threshold should not be elevated,
which is consistent with the analyses in [9], [10], and [5, Sec. 3.5]. The twist geometry (Figure 1
center) yields a similar result:

n0 = ey, E0 = E0ex, u = v(z)ex

p0 = ∆χeE0v(z)ey ⇒ div p0 = ∆χeE0
∂

∂y
v(z) = 0.

Again, no elevation of the instability threshold is expected, consistent with our analysis in
Section 4.

Only in the case of the bend geometry (Figure 1 right) do we encounter a departure from
the script, for in that case,

n0 = ez, E0 = E0ex, u = u(z)ex

p0 = ∆χeE0u(z)ez ⇒ divp0 = ∆χeE0
∂

∂z
u(z) 6= 0.

In this case, the first-order change in the induced polarization is not divergence free for all
admissible u, and there will be corresponding positive middle terms in (24), which will lead to
an elevated instability threshold (as predicted in [6] and confirmed by our analysis in Section 5).
It is possible to use (24) to deduce the formula for the elevated threshold,

E2
c =

ε‖

ε⊥

π2

d2
K3

ε0εa
.
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See [7, Sec. 4.2].
In both the splay geometry and the bend geometry, inhomogeneity of the electric field is

brought about by the Fréedericksz transition. The difference between the two is that in the splay
geometry, this is a second-order effect, while in the bend geometry, it is first order. This can be
seen by a closer examination of the changes in polarization that are caused by the changes in
the director field at the onset of the instability, which we now show.

In the splay geometry, at the instability onset (with the electric field treated as uniform),
we have

E = E0 ez, n = cos θ ex + sin θ ez, θ = θ(z),

where θ is small and satisfies θ(0) = θ(d) = 0, the ground state n0 = ex corresponding to θ = 0.
From (14), the polarization is given by

P = χe
⊥
E0 ez +∆χeE0 sin θ(cos θ ex + sin θ ez),

so that P 0 = χe
⊥
E0 ez in the ground state, and the change at onset (for small θ) is

P − P 0 = ∆χeE0

[

θ(z)ex + θ(z)2ez +O(θ3)
]

.

Thus there is a first-order change in the ex component of P −P 0. All fields are assumed to be
uniform in x and y, however; so this does not affect divP . The change in the ez component is
second order in θ, and as a consequence, no change in the electric field is needed to preserve
divD = 0 to first order—a second-order change in E suffices to maintain divD = 0 at second
order.

In the bend geometry, on the other hand, we have

E = E0 ex, n = sin θ ex + cos θ ez,

giving

P = χe
⊥
E0 ex +∆χeE0 sin θ(sin θ ex + cos θ ez)

and

P − P 0 = ∆χeE0

[

θ(z)ez + θ(z)2ex +O(θ3)
]

.

The change in the ez component is now first order in θ (the same as p0 = ∆χeE0u(z)ez
previously), and a first-order change in E is required to maintain divD = 0.

Closely related to the electric-field bend-Fréedericksz transition with εa > 0 above is the
splay transition with εa < 0 (Figure 2 left), for which

E = E0 ex, n = cos θ ex + sin θ ez.

For this we have

P = χe
⊥
E0 ex +∆χeE0 cos θ(cos θ ex + sin θ ez),

which gives

P − P 0 = ∆χeE0

[

(cos2 θ − 1)ex + sin θ cos θ ez
]

= ∆χeE0

[

−θ(z)2ex + θ(z)ez +O(θ3)
]

,

and the first-order change in the ez component again necessitates a first-order correction in E

in order to maintain divD = 0. The distinction rests entirely on the relative orientations of the
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Figure 4. Other systems with instabilities induced by magnetic or electric fields (F = H or F = E): twisted nematic or
cholesteric (left, χa > 0 or εa > 0), smecticA (right, χa < 0 or εa < 0).

ground-state director field n0, the ground-state electric field E0, and the admissible variations
of the director field u (and the spatial dependencies of these).

6.3. Applications to generalized Fréedericksz transitions

In addition to the classical Fréedericksz transitions, there are other examples of field-induced in-
stabilities in liquid-crystal systems, which are sometimes referred to as “generalized Fréedericksz
transitions,” and the necessary condition for local stability (24) applies to them as well. It is also
the case that the coupling between a director field and an electric field is essentially the same
in any liquid-crystal phase; so while the criterion (24) and related ideas were developed in [7] in
the context of a nematic liquid crystal, it is expected that they remain valid for cholesteric and
smectic liquid crystals, for example. In this section, we consider some cases from these broader
areas.

6.3.1. Twisted nematics and cholesterics

Planar twisted configurations of the form in Figure 4 left can be realized with nematic liquid
crystals under the influence of boundary conditions or with cholesteric materials, for which such
twisting states are natural even in the absence of any boundary influence. Ground states for
director fields of the type pictured have the form

n0 = cos q0z ex + sin q0z ey.

It is known that for modest values of q0d, materials with positive anisotropy will, at a critical
field strength, undergo a transition of Fréedericksz type to a distorted configuration that remains
uniform in x and y but has a non-vanishing z component of the director. This basic, well-studied
instability underlies the functioning of the “Twisted Nematic Cell” (TNC) and “Supertwisted
Nematic” (STN) device, for which q0d = π/2 and 3π/2 respectively [5, Sec. 3.7]. The necessary
condition for local stability in (24) and associated test in Section 6.2 correctly indicate that
there should be no elevation of the local instability threshold in such systems when using an
electric field instead of magnetic field (with the magnetic parameters replaced by appropriate
electric parameters in the threshold formula). This can be seen as follows.

The ground-state electric field is E0 = E0ez, and admissible variations are of the form

u = u(z)ex + v(z)ey + w(z)ez, u(0) = u(d) = 0.

The requirement n0 ·u = 0 imposes a constraint on u and v, but this does not affect the analysis.
In terms of these fields, the first-order change in induced polarization (23b) is given by

p0 = ∆χe
[

(u ·E0)n0 + (n0 ·E0)u
]

= ∆χeE0w(z)(cos q0zex + sin q0zey),

which implies that divp0 = 0 for all such admissible perturbations, and we conclude that the
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magnetic approximation should apply. The switching threshold for such a twist configuration
in a magnetic field was derived in [22] and is recounted in [5, Sec. 3.7]. It was assumed in [23]
and other papers that the same formula but with electric parameters would give the threshold
in an electric field. The validity of this magnetic-field analogy was established in subsequent
analyses, including [24–26].

It is known that for larger values of q0d the transition discussed above is preceded (at a
lower field strength) by an instability to a configuration that is periodic or doubly periodic in
the x-y plane—a contemporary overview of this and related issues can be found in [27]. In that
case, the director perturbations u would have dependencies u = u(x, y, z), and the formula for
divp0 would become

divp0 = ∆χeE0

[

w,x(x, y, z) cos q0z + w,y(x, y, z) sin q0z
]

6= 0.

In such circumstances, the magnetic approximation would not apply, and the local-instability
threshold in an electric field would be elevated compared to that predicted by the magnetic-
field analogy. Periodic instabilities in planar cholesteric films are often discussed in terms of a
hydrodynamic instability caused by what is known as the “Carr-Helfrich mechanism”—see [1,
Sec. VIII.7], [2, Secs. 3.10.2 and 4.6.3], or [3, Sec. 6.3.3]. The discussion here just pertains to in-
stabilities of dielectric origin producing equilibrium periodic orientational configurations. These
are discussed, for example, in [2, Sec. 4.6.2] and [3, Sec. 6.2.2.3], and in [1, Sec. IV.2], one can
indeed find the suggestion of an elevated electric-field threshold for the case of “strong dielectric
anisotropy”—the elevating factor (based on an approximate, coarse-grained free energy) is given
there to be

√

(ε‖ + ε⊥)/(2ε⊥).

6.3.2. Smectic-A phases

A related periodic instability in a layered system is the Helfrich-Hurault effect in smectic-A
liquid crystals [1, Sec. IV.3], [2, Sec. 5.3.3], [3, Sec. 7.1.6], [5, Sec. 6.2]. This transition involves a
thin film of a smectic-A material of positive magnetic anisotropy in homeotropic alignment with
layers parallel to the plane of the film and an in-plane magnetic field, which induces undulations
of the layers at a critical field strength. The system was reconsidered in [28] with a cross-plane

electric field and a material of negative dielectric anisotropy. The analysis in that paper indicated
that the critical strength of the electric field should be strictly greater than that predicted by
the magnetic-field analogy, by a factor of

√

ε⊥/ε‖ (see [28, Eqns. (25) and (30)]). We show that
this is consistent with our theory.

Consider the system as depicted in Figure 4 right. The ground-state director field and electric
field are given by

n0 = ez, E0 = E0ez.

At a sufficiently strong electric field, the directors will want to distort from being parallel to E

(since εa < 0) causing the layers to develop a modulation in the x-y plane, with a wavelength
chosen by the system. The smectic layers are modeled as level surfaces of a layer function f ,
and the liquid-crystal director is the unit normal to the layers,

f(x, y, z) = const, n =
∇f

|∇f |
,

with the ground-state layers parallel to the x-y plane,

f0 = z ⇒ n0 =
∇f0
|∇f0|

= ez.

If we choose the x direction for the modulation and assume that the system remains uniform
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in the y direction, then the onset of undulations of the layers will take the form

fǫ = f0 + ǫg(x, z) = z + ǫg(x, z),

where g is periodic in x and vanishes at z = 0 and z = d. It follows that

∇fǫ = ez + ǫ(g,xex + g,zez) = n0 + ǫv

and

nǫ =
∇fǫ
|∇fǫ|

=
n0 + ǫv

|n0 + ǫv|
= n0 + ǫu+O(ǫ2), u = P(n0)v = g,xex.

Using these expressions for n0, E0, and u, we obtain

p0 = ∆χeE0g,x(x, z)ex ⇒ divp0 = ∆χeE0g,xx(x, z) 6= 0.

We see that the curvature of the undulating layers leads to a p0 that is not divergence free, and
our test predicts an elevated instability threshold to this modulated phase, consistent with the
analysis in [28]. We note that layer curvature enters the analysis of the Carr-Helfrich mechanism
in a similar way [2, Sec. 4.6.3, Eqn. (4.6.32)], [3, Sec. 6.3.3, Eqns. (6.83) and (6.84)].

A similar conclusion is reached for the case of an in-plane electric field with a material of
positive dielectric anisotropy (the electric-field version of the original Helfrich-Hurault instabil-
ity). The only difference in this case, compared to the case discussed above, is in the orientation
of the ground-state electric field. The ground-state director field, ground-state electric field, and
director perturbations (associated with the onset of the layer undulations) are now given by

n0 = ez, E0 = E0ex, u = g,x(x, z)ex,

from which we obtain

p0 = ∆χeE0g,x(x, z)ez ⇒ divp0 = ∆χeE0g,xz(x, z) 6= 0.

We conclude that for this system as well, one should observe an elevation of the instability
threshold compared to that predicted by the magnetic-field analogy.

6.3.3. Nematics with periodic instabilities

Nematic films are also known to develop in-plane orientational modulations under the influence
of magnetic or electric fields in certain circumstances. Two examples of this are the periodic
instability studied by Lonberg and Meyer in [29] and the “stripe phase” of Allender, Hornreich,
and Johnson [30]. Both of these involved magnetic fields and classical Fréedericksz geometries:
the splay geometry in the former case, the bend geometry in the latter. The experiment studied
in [29] used a polymeric material (characterized by elastic constants with a small K2 compared
to K1) and found that the ground-state solution became unstable at a magnetic field strength
below that of the classical splay-Fréedericksz transition to a configuration that was periodic
in the direction perpendicular to the plane of the ground-state director field and the applied
magnetic field. The “stripe phase” in [30], on the other hand, emerged via a secondary bifurcation
off the branch of classical solutions of the bend-Fréedericksz transition (at a higher magnetic
field strength) at a temperature near the nematic-to-smectic-A transition (characterized by K1

small compared to K3). One can question if the magnetic-field analogy would be valid in either
of these settings, were the experiments to be done with electric fields instead of magnetic fields.
We show that in the former case, the answer is “yes,” while in the latter case, it is “no.”
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The periodic instability of [29] is the more straightforward of the two. For this we have the
splay geometry (Figure 1 left) with an equilibrium configuration that is presumed to remain
uniform in x but develop a periodic modulation in y (in addition to the expected nonuniformity
in the direction of the applied field, the z direction). The ground-state director field n0, ground-
state electric field E0, and director perturbations u (which must satisfy n0 · u = 0) are given
by

n0 = ex, E0 = E0ez, u = v(y, z)ey + w(y, z)ez,

with v and w vanishing at z = 0 and z = d. Using these in (23b), we obtain

p0 = ∆χeE0w(y, z)ex ⇒ divp0 = 0.

Thus p0 is divergence free for all admissible director perturbations, and we conclude that the
magnetic approximation should be valid: if the experiment were to be done with an electric field
instead of a magnetic field, then the threshold of the instability to the modulated phase should
be correctly given by the formula from the magnetic-field analogy.

The analysis of the stripe phase is a little more complicated because of the fact that it
enters as a secondary bifurcation. Thus both the ground-state director field and the ground-
state electric field have already been distorted by the bend-Fréedericksz transition. In the bend
geometry of Figure 1 right, they would have the general forms

n0 = n0x(z)ex + n0z(z)ez, E0 = E0ex + Ez(z)ez,

as seen in Sections 4.2 and 5. The branch that bifurcates off of this is assumed to contain
equilibrium solutions that remain uniform in x but develop periodicity in y. The perturbation
onto this branch would thus have the general form

u = u(y, z)ex + v(y, z)ey +w(y, z)ez

and be subject to the constraints n0 ·u = 0 and u(·, 0) = u(·, d) = 0. In order to conclude that
the threshold for an electric-field-induced local instability should be elevated, it is sufficient to
find a single perturbation u such that the field p0 derived from n0, E0, and u is not divergence
free. For this, it is enough to consider the special case u = v(y, z)ey, which gives

p0 = ∆χe
[

n0x(z)E0 + n0z(z)Ez(z)
]

v(y, z)ey

and

divp0 = ∆χe
[

n0x(z)E0 + n0z(z)Ez(z)
] ∂

∂y
v(y, z) 6= 0.

Thus, in contrast to the periodic instability of [29], we conclude that in the case of an electric
field, the stripe-phase instability should exhibit an elevated threshold compared to that predicted
by the magnetic-field analogy.

It is difficult to verify these predictions concerning [29] and [30], as there are no explicit
formulas for the instability thresholds in either the magnetic-field or the electric-field cases
for either instability. In the former case, the ground state is uniform (and known), and the
instability enters with a finite period, but that period is not known a-priori—see [7, Sec. 3.3.2
and Supplementary Materials]. In the latter case, the ground state is nonuniform (and unknown),
and the instability enters with an infinite period.
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7. Comparison with experiment

The first experiments demonstrating a first-order transition with a static electric field in the
bend geometry were reported in [11]. While the focus of that work was on the first-order nature
of the transition, one can find evidence of an elevated local-instability threshold in the data
provided there. The experimental setup consisted of a cell with two glass substrates separated
by .5mm and sandwiched between two stainless steel electrodes (30.0mm x 12.5mm x 0.5mm)
separated by 3.3mm. This setup was chosen (in lieu of other alternatives) because it provided
a fairly uniform electric field in the sample.

Several different experiments and phenomena are reported in [11]. Many of the experiments
involved a combination of both an electric field and a magnetic field (differently oriented),
and in addition to regular Fréedericksz transitions, instabilities to modulated phases were also
observed. The data that is of use to us here is found in [11, Table II] and corresponds to a classical
electric-field Fréedericksz transition in the bend geometry with no additional magnetic field. The
material used was 5CB at a temperature of 33.4◦C. Based upon capacitance measurements,
the following hysteresis gap and first-order transition threshold (taken to be given by Vth =
(Vmin + Vmax)/2) were reported:

Vmin = 4.85V, Vth = 5.1V, Vmax = 5.35V. (25)

The voltage Vmax corresponds to the threshold at which the ground state becomes locally un-

stable (the main focus of our interest here).
In order to compare the results in this experiment with the modeling that we have discussed,

we require the values of the parameters K1, K3, ε‖, and ε⊥ for this material at this temperature,
not all of which are given in [11]—ε‖, ε⊥, and (K3 − K1)/K3 are given but not K1 and K3

individually. To remedy this, we have used the values for these four parameters for 5CB at
T = 33.4◦C obtained from the fitting formulas in [31]. These values are given by

K1 = 3.47 × 10−12 J/m, K3 = 4.22 × 10−12 J/m, ε‖ = 17.5, ε⊥ = 7.71.

From these we obtain the following values for the instability threshold predicted by the magnetic-
field analogy and the theoretical local-instability threshold for the outer asymptotic solution
studied in Section 5:

VH =
πl

d

√

K3

ε0εa
= 4.57V, V theor

max =
πl

d

√

ε‖

ε⊥

√

K3

ε0εa
= 6.89V.

We see that the local-instability threshold measured in the experiment (Vmax in (25)) is indeed
elevated compared to VH , though only by roughly 17% ((Vmax − VH)/VH

.
= 0.171), while the

theoretical threshold V theor
max is elevated by roughly 51% ((V theor

max − VH)/VH
.
= 0.508). Below we

suggest some factors that could contribute to this discrepancy.
There is no formula from which to calculate the voltage of the theoretical first-order tran-

sition, and the same is true for the width of the theoretical hysteresis gap. These must be
determined numerically, which we have done using the same numerical bifurcation package dis-
cussed in Section 5. Those numerical calculations produced the following values for the limit
point V theor

min (the lower limit of the hysteresis gap), the first-order transition threshold V theor
th

(free-energy crossover), and the bifurcation point V theor
max (the upper limit of the hysteresis gap):

V theor
min = 5.99V, V theor

th = 6.22V, V theor
max = 6.89V.

By comparison, the corresponding values measured in the experiment are given in (25) above.
As already noted, the ground-state local-instability thresholds Vmax and V theor

max are elevated
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from VH by roughly 17% and 51%, while the measured and theoretical hysteresis gaps differ by

∆V = 0.5V versus ∆V theor = 0.9V.

Several factors can be mentioned as potential contributors to the facts that the instability
threshold of the ground state measured in the experiment is not as elevated as theory predicts
and that the hysteresis gap is not as wide as theory predicts. The formulas and numerics
that have been developed here (following the original predictions in [6]) are based upon the
assumption that the cell gap is small compared to the width of the cell, the asymptotic regime
0 < d/l ≪ 1. However, the cell used in the experiments reported in [11] did not have such a small
aspect ratio: the actual cell dimensions were d = 0.5mm and l = 3.3mm, giving d/l

.
= 0.15.

For such a cell, it can be expected that the boundary influences are not negligible. It is also
the case that the cell used in the experiments was quite thick (500 µm) in comparison with the
typical thickness of cells used for experiments with liquid crystals (10–50 µm), which would lead
to larger fluctuations and poorer alignment. Thus a weak-anchoring potential would probably
be more realistic than the infinitely strong homeotropic anchoring assumed in our modeling,
and this would be expected to lead to some reduction of the instability threshold of the ground
state (from that of the strong-anchoring prediction). The large fluctuations would also tend
to shrink the measured width of the hysteresis gap (the co-existence region of the ground
state and the distorted director configuration), since fluctuations would drive the system to the
competing solution before reaching either theoretical limit. We can say that the theory that
we have discussed and the results of the experiment that we have examined are in qualitative
agreement: theory predicts an elevated instability threshold for the ground state and a first-order
phase transition, and both are observed in the experiment.

8. Conclusions

We have studied orientational transitions in nematic liquid crystals induced by magnetic fields
and electric fields, focusing on differences between the two. These differences stem from the
fact that magnetic fields can be treated as uniform external fields, unaffected by a liquid-
crystal medium, whereas an inhomogeneous director field will cause nonuniformity of an electric
field, in general. Because of this, magnetic-field-induced transitions are easier to analyze. The
most basic instabilities of this type are the classical Fréedericksz transitions, and the widely
held view is that the formula for the instability threshold for an electric-field Fréedericksz
transition can be obtained from that for the magnetic-field transition in the same geometry
by simply replacing the magnetic parameters by the corresponding electric parameters (the
so-called “magnetic-field analogy” or “magnetic approximation”). While this is the case for the
splay and twist transitions (with εa > 0), it was shown in [6] that in the case of the electric-
field bend-Fréedericksz transition, the local-instability threshold should be elevated from that
predicted by the magnetic-field analogy.

In [7] we studied the general problem of electric-field-induced instabilities in nematic systems,
confirmed the results of [6], and derived necessary conditions for the local stability of general
systems involving coupled director fields and electric fields. These results led to the development
of a simple test for when the coupling between a director field and an electric field could lead
to such an effect (altering a local-instability threshold), and they showed that the effect could
only be to elevate, never lower, such a threshold. These results have been reviewed here, where
it has been shown how the classical electric-field Fréedericksz transitions fit into the context of
this more general theory.

It is natural to assume the validity of the magnetic approximation in the setting of classical
Fréedericksz transitions. In all of those geometries, the ground-state director field is uniform; so
up to the point of the instability, the electric field is uniform as well—the magnetic-field analogy
is equivalent to modeling the electric field as always being uniform in the medium. In general,
the electric field will develop nonuniformity post transition, but the natural assumption would
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be that this would not affect the critical voltage at which the instability occurs. The mechanism
that underlies the threshold-elevating effect is related to the mutual influence of the director
field n and the electric field E and to changes in dielectric polarization that take place at the
onset of an electric-field-induced instability (P −P 0 as a function of δn). The reorientation of
the director field at a configurational transition will cause changes in the induced polarization
and, in general, changes in the local electric field. In certain geometries, these changes have an
effect on divP that is first order in δn, while in other geometries, the effect is higher order.
First-order effects elevate instability thresholds, while higher order effects do not—they only
produce quantitative differences post transition. We have explored these ideas in detail.

The issues are similar in spirit to flexoelectricity (polarization effects related to director
distortion), but no flexoelectric coefficients are involved. The effect is purely one of induced
polarization in a linear dielectric. The inclusion of flexoelectric terms in the free-energy density
affects some of the analysis and leads to additional contributions to the total polarization P

and to the right-hand side of (23a), but these do not alter the local-instability thresholds of the
classical electric-field Fréedericksz transitions, for example (see [7, Sec. 5.1]). The way in which
the elevation of an instability threshold is effected can be understood from the point of view
of energetics or from that of torque balance. From the energy point of view, the changes in the
electric field that take place at the onset of such an instability increase the magnitude of the
field and add to the electrostatic component of the free energy, which increases the barrier that
must be overcome to destabilize the ground-state director configuration. While from the force

point of view, the addition to the electric field caused by these changes is in the direction of
the ground-state director field and therefore is aligning and works against the dielectric torque
that is trying to rotate the ground-state director field.

Whether an electric-field Fréedericksz transition has an elevated threshold or not is not a
simple matter of in-plane versus cross-plane electric field: both the bend and twist transitions
have in-plane fields, yet the bend transition has an elevated threshold, while the twist transition
does not. Nor is it a simple matter of whether or not nonuniformity develops in the electric
field post transition: both the splay and bend transitions have nonuniform electric fields past
the instability threshold, yet the bend transition has an elevated threshold, while the splay
transition does not. The issue hinges on electrostatic equilibrium (divD = 0, D = ε(n)E). If
at the onset of an instability, divD = 0 is maintained to first order in δn with an unperturbed

ground-state electric field E = E0, then there will not be an elevated threshold. If, on the other
hand, a perturbation of the ground-state electric field is required to preserve divD = 0 to first
order in δn, then an elevation of the local instability threshold will occur. The phenomenon
occurs in more general systems than just classical Fréedericksz transitions.

A simple test to determine whether a transition will have an elevated local-instability thresh-
old or not was given in Section 6.2. This test depends on the ground-state director field, the
ground-state electric field, and the admissible director perturbations (all of which depend on
the geometry and symmetry assumptions of the particular system). This test was applied to
several electric-field-induced instabilities, including both classical and generalized Fréedericksz
transitions. A few of the identified electric-field transitions that manifest this “anomalous be-
havior” have already been analyzed, including the bend-Fréedericksz transition with εa > 0 [6],
the splay-Fréedericksz transition with εa < 0 [6], and the electric-field Helfrich-Hurault insta-
bility in smectic-A films with εa < 0 [28]. Other systems predicted by our theory and test to
have elevated thresholds, but which have not yet been analyzed (to the best of our knowledge),
include periodic instabilities in planar cholesteric films and the modulated “stripe phase” in
nematics. The test correctly predicts that there should be no elevation for the thresholds of
the other classical Fréedericksz transitions (splay transition with εa > 0, bend transition with
εa < 0, and twist transition with εa > 0 or εa < 0), as well as for twisted nematics with a
small number of twists (e.g., TNC or STN switching thresholds). It also predicts that the local-
instability threshold should not be elevated for the periodic instability studied in [29], though
this has not been analyzed either (as far as we know). We note that the test does not rely on
the ground-state director field and electric field being uniform, as evidenced by the applications
in Sections 6.3.1 and 6.3.3.
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In summary, in certain systems the nature of the coupling between the equilibrium liquid-
crystal director field and the electric field can cause an elevation of the threshold of local
instability compared to that predicted by the magnetic-field analogy. We have explored this
carefully and have explained why it happens and how to identify when it can happen. The effect
and analysis extend beyond classical Fréedericksz transitions in nematics to other configurations
(e.g., twisted nematics, secondary bifurcations in nematics), to other liquid crystal phases (e.g.,
cholesteric, smectic A), as well as to periodic instabilities. The analysis here was done using the
macroscopic continuum theory of Oseen, Zocher, and Frank, but the development should be
similar and the conclusions the same in the mesoscopic Landau-deGennes continuum theory.
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