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Abstract

We monitor the evaporation of a volatile liquid (ethanol) from an inkjet-printed

liquid film, consisting of a mixture of ethanol and ethylene glycol. Interfero-

metric video imaging technology is used for recording 2D vapor concentration

profiles over the evaporating film. The vapor flow is reconstructed using numer-

ical simulations. In this way, we reconstruct the complete flow velocity profile,

and distinguish diffusive and convective gas transport flows, with quantitative

tracking of the transport balances. The convective flows are driven by the buoy-

ancy of the solvent vapor in the ambient air. In particular, we reconstruct the

evaporation process from the interface of the two-component liquid. We monitor

the evaporation flows, implement Raoult’s and Henry’s laws of vapor pressure

reduction, as well as evaporation resistivity. We observe the edge-enhancement

of evaporation flows at the wetting rims of the liquid film, and decompose the

vapor flows in the diffusive and the convective contribution. We demonstrate

how Langmuir’s evaporation resistivity can be identified using vapor pressure

profiles in the gas phase data and mass transfer balances.
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1 Introduction

Vapor flows over planar surfaces from evaporation of liquids or of volatile com-

ponents in mixtures or solutions are a key aspect of coating, printing and drying

technology: Solvent-based inks, dyes or varnishes are placed on foil or sheet in a

continuous or a sequence of repeating processes. The solvent fraction of gravure

printing inks, typically toluene or ethanol, contributes up to 80 % of the ink vol-

ume, and must be removed in the drying unit. Evaporation does not only imply

the transition of liquid matter to the gas state. It also changes the chemical

composition of the residual liquid film on the processed surface, and eventu-

ally induces secondary transport phenomena such as heat transfer, Marangoni

flows inside the liquid film and the displacement of pigments as described by

Maki & Kumar [17] and in the review of Craster & Matar [27]. Prominent is

the coffee stain effect, the formation of ‘outline’-patterns along the edges of the

liquid film, which has been studied by Hu & Larsen [11], or in liquid drops, as

has been studied by Deegan et al. [25][24][26]. The tears-of-wine phenomenon

on the walls of a drinking glass containing an alcoholic beverage also belongs

to this class, as has been pointed out by Vuilleumier et al. [28]. In gravure or

inkjet printing as it is described by Kipphan [12] and in the review of Kumar

[18], evaporation of organic solvents may trigger a complex chain of instabilities,

leading to fatal defects in the printed multilayer stacks such as in organic so-

lar cells and light emitting diodes [13][21]. Typically, diluted polymer solutions

must be processed and dried, frequently endowed with intricate constellations

of viscosity, surface tension, Marangoni numbers, solubilities, and evaporation

properties, as has been pointed out by Sauer et al. [29].

When liquid patterns with complex geometries are deposited on a solid sur-

face by, e.g., inkjet or gravure printing, volatile components of the liquid film

are not homogeneously evaporated over the liquid area. Rather, the evaporation

flow from the edges is enhanced compared to the center. The concentration of

the volatile component in the liquid film drops faster at the edges. This has

multiple effects for the solidification of dissolved or dispersed material, for the

wetting capabilities of the residual liquid film, and, by Marangoni effect, on its

overall structural stability. On the other hand, using liquid mixtures of deliber-

ate composition combined with appropriate conditions of the drying atmosphere,

Marangoni drag could also be employed as a tool in the design of novel printing

strategies as has been demonstrated by Hernandez-Sosa et al. [15], who sys-

tematically developed solvent mixtures for polymer inks, or by Davis et al. [6].

From this, it is evident that a concept for continuous monitoring of the vapor

flows in the drying atmosphere, and the reconstruction of diffusive as well as

convective transport could be extremely useful.

For this reason, we have developed a simulation-enhanced interferometric

imaging system of vapor concentration and flow. We used inkjet printing for de-
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positing a liquid film of a mixture of ethanol in ethylene glycol on an aluminium

plate, which was then placed in the coherent beam of light of a Michelson inter-

ferometer. The ethanol vapor slightly increases the optical refraction index over

that of pure air. This, in turn, shifts the phase of a coherent light beam passing

the atmosphere in a way which is proportional to the molar concentration of

the ethanol vapor. This causes an interference pattern which is detected by a

camera chip. A 2D section of the vapor concentration profile can thus be deter-

mined optically. After some image processing steps such as phase unwrapping

and a correction of optical border effects we obtained vapor concentration in the

gas atmosphere over the printed sample. With these data we calculated the loss

of residual ethanol from the liquid film over time, and thus obtained the initial

concentration as well. By numerical simulation of this setup, and by adjusting

boundary conditions with the measurement, we could reconstruct the complete

vapor and air transport including buoyancy-driven convection where the mass

density of pure ethanol vapor is 50 % over that of air at the same temperature

and pressure. The simulations thus allow us to distinguish diffusive and convec-

tive regimes in the vapor field. With this we obtained the physical parameters

which were inaccessible by the interferometric measurement itself.

Although the plain principle is fairly simple to demonstrate, and there are

deeper studies on evaporation of sessile liquid drops by Dehaeck et al. [7] and

by Shukla & Panigarhi [30], we had to face some challenges in order to obtain

really meaningful results and to match experiment and simulation in a reason-

able manner. Details on the measurement system have been presented by Braig

et al. [8] and [5]. In order to obtain enhanced resolution of the vapor concentra-

tion profile at the edges of the liquid film we inkjet-printed rectangular stripes

of the liquid mixture on the substrate plate such that the long edges of these

stripes were oriented parallel to the propagation direction of the light beam.

The complete edge of the liquid film is thus projected to one pixel in the image

obtained from the camera chip. Each 3D surfaces of equal vapor concentration

is mapped to an isobaric line in the 2D projection. We also corrected the errors

in the measured vapor profile which result from the ends of the rectangular films

where the laser beam has to enter and leave the vapor volume. This was done

by taking profiles from several such rectangles with increasing lengths so that

we could correct for the ‘finite-size’ effects. In this way we also avoided the

need of an Abel transform of our image data, which would have been necessary

if we had created a circular edge, as in the mentioned studies on sessile drops.

Another aspect concerned the liquid formulation. While Dehaeck et al. [7] con-

sidered fluorinated liquids, and Shukla & Panigarhi [30] focussed on evaporating

hydrocarbon drops, we used a mixture of ethanol and ethylene glycol which was

matched in viscosity and surface tension for deposition by an inkjet print head.

The detailed ink requirements for inkjet printability have been explained by

Martin et al. [20], and by Perelaer et al. [23]. This adaption was a crucial
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precondition for printing wetting patterns of arbitrary shapes.

The physical origin of the enhanced evaporation from the edges of the film is

essentially related to the feature that vapor transport is limited by the compar-

atively slow diffusion of the vapor molecules in the gas, driven by the gradient of

concentration. The vapor isobars in the gas phase close to the patterned surface

inherit the shape of the wetting pattern, including the sharp curvature at the

edges. Isobars are close together there, and the concentration gradient excep-

tionally strong. Moreover, vapor pressure close to the surface reflects the local

chemical potential of the volatile component at the surface. Chemical potential

is not constant, but depends on the ethanol concentration in the liquid, known

as Raoult’s effect. At larger distance from the surface, the gradients of vapor

concentration become small, and eventually convective transport in the air takes

over, induced by the buoyancy of the more dense ethanol vapor. We describe

this by the Schmidt number Sc and the Grashof number Gr, which represent

the relations between the convective and the diffusive transport coefficient, and

the buoyancy versus the viscous force, respectively.

Structure of this paper: After introducing the hydrodynamic concept and

the relevant properties of liquid mixtures in sections 2 and 2.1, we discuss our

approach to evaporation from the thermodynamical point of view in section 2.2.

Also the measurement technique for vapor concentration in the gas atmosphere

is explained there. The experimental setup by which we record the vapor distri-

bution is described in section 3. The method of simulation and how we match

this with the experimental data is shown in section 4. We also show here how ad-

ditional information can be obtained from simulation which is not immediately

accessible in the physical measurement. The results of our simulation-assisted

analysis are shown in section 5. In section6 we give an interpretation and dis-

cuss some particular features of the method. We finally present some further

options and open questions in section 7.
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2 Mathematical modelling

We describe the evaporation of the liquid film within a domain Ω which rep-

resents the gas phase. The boundaries of Ω are represented by ∂Ω defined as

∂Ω := {∂Ωwall ∪ ∂Ωair ∪ Σ}, where Σ ⊂ ∂Ω is a planar face, called the liquid

film, which imposes particular boundary conditions on the flow velocity and the

vapor concentration. In the remainder of ∂Ω, we impose homogeneous Neu-

mann and Dirichlet conditions which represent the interface to the dry part of

the solid wall which supports the liquid film, and the infinite gas reservoir which

is assumed to be ideally mixed. The closure of the domain, Ω, is defined in (1)

and all the subsets of the domain are as represented in Figure 1.

Σ∂Ωwall ∂Ωwall

Ω

∂Ωair
∂Ωair

∂Ωair

Figure 1: Schematic diagram of fluid in a domain Ω with a planar interface Σ

intersecting the solid boundary of the domain ∂Ωwall while, rest of the bound-

aries enclosing the fluid domain are denoted as ∂Ωair.

Ω := {Ω ∪ ∂Ωair ∪ ∂Ωwall ∪ Σ}. (1)

The gas in the domain Ω is a mixture of air and ethanol vapor, and characterized

by its mass density ρ, total pressure p, partial pressure pE of ethanol vapor, gas

flow velocity v, and the molar flux density JE of ethanol vapor. In contrast

to an atmosphere consisting of pure air, the transport of ethanol vapor in the

mixture is partly accomplished by diffusion, and we subsume both mechanisms

in the flux density JE. If there was no diffusion, one could write JE = M−1
E ρEv,

where the molar mass ME of ethanol appears just for reasons of convention. Due

to its finite mass density ρ, a vertical pressure gradient ρgnΣ acts on the gas,

where g is gravitational acceleration, and nΣ is the normal vector on Σ. By the

feature that the vapor pressure pE of ethanol is not constant in the gas domain,

and because the density of ethanol vapor is enhanced by 50 % over that of air

(at the same partial pressures and temperatures), gas density ρ will be slightly

different from the average density ρ0. We shall handle this using the Boussinesq

approximation and assume constant total pressure p, temperature T and mass
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density ρ0. Air, as the main component of the atmosphere, is composed of

several distinct partial gases. However, these are all ideal and non-condensing,

in contrast to the ethanol which may pass from the liquid to the vapor state.

As ethanol vapor supplants air from Ω, partial pressure of air is p − pE. Any

particular distinction of air composition beyond the ethanol fraction is thus

unnecessary.

It is useful to equivalently describe the gas phase composition in domain Ω

by the molar concentration cGE = nE/V = ρE/ME of the ethanol vapor, where

nE is the number of moles of evaporated ethanol distributed in a gas volume

V , ρE = MEpE/RT is the mass density of the ethanol in the evaporated state,

ME = 0.046 kg/mol is its molar mass, and R = 8.314 J/(molK) the universal

gas constant. Note that we take ME in units of kg/mol to make calculations

conform with SI standards.

The total mass, ethanol vapor mass and momentum transport equations

read

∂tρ+ div(ρv) = 0 t > 0, r ∈ Ω, (2)

∂tc
G
E + divJE = 0 t > 0, r ∈ Ω, (3)

∂tρv + div(ρv ⊗ v) = divS+ ρgnΣ t > 0, r ∈ Ω, (4)

where S is the stress tensor related to the shear tensor D and to the gas viscosity

η as follows:

S = −pI+ Svisc,

Svisc = 2ηD, D =
1

2

(
∇v + (∇v)T

)
.

The representation of the liquid film by Σ containing the condensed material

needs some clarification. As the film thickness is extremely small even compared

to any mesh size in the simulation, we assign all its parameters and dynamics

to the interface Σ, rather than to an extra volume domain bordered by Σ. In a

one-component liquid film, vapor pressure and surface tension would be the only

physical parameters, and even constant under isothermal conditions. Actually,

the liquid film is a mixture of ethanol and ethylene glycol. This mixture contains

variable molar fractions xL
E of ethanol, and 1−xL

E of ethylene glycol. Saturation

vapor pressure p
(sat)
E of ethanol as well as the surface tension depend on xL

E.

Raoult’s and Henry’s laws state that the saturation vapor pressure of the

volatile ethanol is reduced due to the dilution, and also surface tension is re-

lated to xL
E, which is the origin of a Marangoni effect in the evaporating film.

In the course of evaporation, xL
E and consequently p

(sat)
E will drop continuously.

Proliferation of ethanol vapor terminates when the reservoir is exhausted, and

the liquid film contains ethylene glycol only. This feature and its physical im-

plications will be discussed in section 2.1.
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The hydrodynamical model is completed by the boundary conditions at the

domain borders. At the interface Σ, which is at rest, we assume that

v|Σ = 0 . (5)

Regarding the ethanol vapor, we impose that

n∂Ωwall
· ∇cGE

∣∣
∂Ωwall

= 0 (6)

on the non-wetted part of the substrate. We also need to match the boundary

conditions of the ethanol concentrations cE and xL
E of the gas and the liquid

phase, respectively, see eq. (13). This particular physics is discussed in section

2.2.

2.1 Liquid film composition

The ethanol vapor in the gas phase is emanating from a liquid film of 50 µm

in thickness, which is, in the present case, a mixture of ethylene glycol and

ethanol. These two liquids are miscible to any molar ratio. The surface tension

depends on the molar ratio of the two components. As a consequence, a solutal

Marangoni effect occurs whenever there are local gradients of concentration at

the surface. We discuss this effect in detail, and show that the film represents

the limiting case of a very large Marangoni number. The particular effect of

concentrations on vapor pressure and evaporation is discussed later in section

2.2.

The surface tension of mixtures of ethanol and ethylene glycol has been stud-

ied in [1]. At 25oC surface tension of this mixture decreases from 48.6mN/m

at xL
E = 0 to 22.3mN/m at xL

E = 1 in a non-linear way. The solutal Marangoni

coefficient at xL
E = 0.18 is approximately σx = −0.48mN/(m · %) per per-

cent of molar ethanol concentration. The solutal Marangoni number Ma =

σxb∆xL
E/ηDL ∼ 106 of ethanol in ethylene glycol is very large, where DL ∼

3 ·10−9 m2/s is the diffusion coefficient of ethanol in ethylene glycol, b ∼ 3 ·10−3

m is the width of the liquid strip, and ∆xL
E the expected difference in molar

ethanol concentration over the liquid layer width. Peclet number PeL = bvm/DL

of transport in the liquid phase is approximately 1500, whereas one obtains

PeG = bvG/DE ∼ 10 in the gas phase, where vG is the average velocity of the

gas over Ω, and DE ∼ 1.0 · 10−5 m2/s the vapor diffusion coefficient from Ta-

ble 1. For this reason, we assume that ethanol-rich mixture with low surface

tension is continuously dragged towards ethanol-poor positions with higher sur-

face tension, and that the ethanol loss caused by evaporation is continuously

replenished. The velocity of this lateral flow inside the liquid film, even in

spite of the dominance of viscous friction in this film, which has a thickness of

only h ∼ 5 · 10−5 m, can be estimated as vm ∼ hσx∆xE/ηb ∼ 16mm/s, where

η ∼ 5 · 10−3 Pas is the viscosity of the mixture at relevant values of xL
E ∼ 0.18.
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vapor Diffusion coeff. Schmidt num.

DE [10−4 m2

s ] Sc = η/ρDE

water 0.25(a) 0.66

methanol 0.14(b) 1.14

ethanol 0.10(a) 1.5

acetone 0.124(a) –

n-octane 0.05(b) 3.2

n-decane 0.06(b) 2.7

benzene 0.08(b) 2.0

toluene 0.087(a) –

1,2-dichlorbenzene 0.069(a) –

O2 0.19(b) 0.84

He 0.71(b) 0.22

H2 0.78(b) 0.20

Table 1: Gas diffusion coefficients and Schmidt numbers in air, at 23 0C. (a):

GSI Environmental Inc. chemical database 2010. (b): [16].

The flow velocity is larger by more than one order of magnitude than the

ratio of liquid strip width b ∼ 3mm and observation time which is of order of 30

s. We therefore assume that ethanol concentration is kept almost constant over

the complete width b of the liquid film. Ethanol concentration is thus described

by one single global value xL
E(t) which depends on the age t of the liquid film.

Details of the experimental procedure and liquid film handling are explained in

section 3.

2.2 Evaporation from liquid mixtures

Material transport through the interface Σ between the liquid and the gas-like

state, as far as non-boiling situations are concerned, are usually described by

the equality of chemical potentials of the volatile component. Knowing the con-

centration gradients in the bordering phases, this is sufficient to close the evap-

oration problem. However, it appears that we have witnessed another effect,

known as evaporation resistance, which reduces the evaporation rates signifi-

cantly below the expected value. We shall explain this below.

Evaporation is a coexistence phenomenon of the liquid and the vapor phase

of the same molecular species, i.e., of ethanol in the present case. In thermal

equilibrium, and sufficiently close to it, the chemical potentials µG of the vapor,

and µL in the liquid, are continuous at the interface Σ. If there was no transport,

they ought to be constant throughout the entire domain Ω including the liquid

reservoir. In the present case we impose that µG < µL, at least in some distance

from the interface Σ. This continuously drags ethanol from the liquid bulk
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through the interface, either by diffusion or convection, and finally into the gas.

Due to the dilution of the ethanol by the non-volatile ethylene glycol, µL

is not a constant as in pure ethanol, but a function of the molar ethanol con-

centration xL
E in the mixture, where ethylene glycol contributes the fraction of

1− xL
E to the molar liquid quantity. The concentration xL

E of ethanol decreases

in time t, and eventually approaches 0 after a while. If this is a slow process,

and in particular slower than any molecular time scale, one may assume that

the chemical potential µL has a well-defined value at the interface Σ, and is

identical to the limiting value of µG at Σ. This feature may be accompanied by

normal gradients of chemical potentials into both phases, which represent the

diffusive flux densities.

However, already Langmuir & Schaefer [19] have recognized that this equi-

librium-related view can lead to a substantial overestimate of evaporation rates

from a liquid surface. The reason is the presence of traces of impurities which

are adsorbed on the interface, and which make the interface less permeable for

other molecules. This is the origin of evaporation resistivity. Forcing volatile

molecules to pass the interface creates a discontinuity of the chemical potential.

This discontinuity is proportional to the normal flux density through Σ. The

relevance of this evaporation resistivity at liquid-gas-interfaces has been eluci-

dated by Barnes [2], implicating the need to account for it in liquids with a

limited purity level, or if they are contaminated by extensive contact to solid

surfaces. The thermodynamic and continuum-related view on this phenomenon,

which we share here, has been elaborated by Bothe [4]. One important aim of

the present study is to find a method which can distinguish this non-equilibrium

phenomenon from equilibrium effects such as vapor pressure reduction or molec-

ular affinities in the liquid phase, as well as from those non-equilibrium features

which are localized at, e.g., the moving wetting line of the liquid film.

As a convention, we set the chemical potential µL
E of a liquid surface of the

pure evaporating agent to 0. As this interface is in local equilibrium with the

adjacent vapor phase where the agent has partial pressure p
(sat)
E (T ) at the given

temperature T , one finds that the chemical potential, in units of J/mol, is

µG
E = RT log

pE

p
(sat)
E (T )

. (7)

This could be equated with the boundary limiting value of µL
E of the chemical

potential of the ethanol in the liquid film in case of equilibrium.

The chemical potential of ethanol in the liquid phase is a function of molar

fractions. In a mixture of two non-interacting liquids with molar fractions xL
E

and 1 − xL
E, the chemical potential is reduced by RT log xL

E, which is Raoult’s

law. Due to the enthalpy of mixture of the two components, the concentration

xL
E has actually to be replaced by the activity AE ∼ H · xL

E, where H is Henry’s

coefficient. For the volatile component, one expects that H > 1. For the present
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case of ethanol in ethylene glycol at 0 ≤ xL
E ≤ 0.3, Gil et al [10] have obtained a

substantial value of H ≈ 3. This indicates that one should expect a pronounced

enrichment of ethanol vapor in the gas phase compared to the liquid solution.

This also implies a decrease of the chemical potential of ethanol to

µL
E,Henry = RT log(H xL

E). (8)

Note that this is negative in the limit of small ethanol concentration. This, how-

ever, is partly counteracted by the effect of evaporation resistivity of ethanol at

the liquid-gas-interface Σ, and due to a possible surfactant or impurity layer.

Illustrating this from the Boltzmann perspective to molecular transport, one

could consider this as an obstacle placed at the interface Σ, scattering an ap-

proaching molecule back into the liquid bulk. We describe it by an additional

bulk chemical potential localized in the liquid phase, namely

µL
E,s.r. = RT ΘΣ(r) logαE. (9)

ΘΣ is the Heavyside step function which equals 1 in the liquid, and 0 in the

gas phase. The parameter αE, with 0 < αE ≤ 1, could be interpreted as the

probability that the ethanol molecule passes the obstacle in a collision, rather

than being rejected. The gradient of the additional chemical potential does

not have impact on the flux densities in the bulk phases, but represents the

microscopic rebounce flux of ethanol at the obstacle: JE,s.r. ∼ −∇µE,s.r. ∼
nΣ δΣ(r) log αE, where δΣ(r) denotes the delta function supported on Σ, and

nΣ is the outward normal vector on the liquid film. The total chemical potential

of the liquid is

µL
E(r, t) = RT

(
log(H xL

E(t)) + ΘΣ(r) logαE

)
. (10)

The chemical potential of ethanol in the liquid film is

µL
E = RT log(H αE xL

E). (11)

The molar concentrations of ethanol in gas and in the liquid phases can be

related according to

xG
E

∣∣
Σ

= H αE xL
E

∣∣
Σ
. (12)

The respective density of ethanol in the vapor phase at pressure p
(sat)
E (T ) and

temperature T is

cGE
∣∣
Σ

=
H αE

V
(mol)
E

xL
E

∣∣
Σ
, (13)

where V
(mol)
E = RT/p

(sat)
E (T ) is the molar volume and p

(sat)
E (T ) is the vapor

saturation pressure of pure ethanol at temperature T . This is important to

note, because it allows us to cross-check the values of H, αE and the amount
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of evaporated ethanol xL
E(t), which is known from the initial preparation of the

liquid mixture. Concerning ethylene glycol, we neglect its evaporation because

its vapor pressure is very small compared to that of ethanol, see Table 3.

In the vapor phase, the chemical potential of ethanol vapor at partial pres-

sure pE = xG
ENAv/V

(mol)RT is reduced accordingly. However, there is no rele-

vant interaction between gas molecules, and there is no correction required by

a Henry constant. If one considers the transport of the vapor and its progress-

ing dilution between different points r ∈ Ω as a quasi-static change of state,

the chemical potential can be approximated by the space- and time-dependent

potential function

µG
E (r, t) = RT

(
log

pE(r, t)

p
(sat)
E (T )

+ log xG
E (t)

)
. (14)

The flux density JE of the vapor has contributions from convection and dif-

fusion, and commonly has the dimension of mol/m2s. The diffusion part is

−m̃E∇µE, and depends on the molecular mobility m̃E. Convective transport is

proportional to the flow velocity u and molar concentration cGE = xG
E/V

(mol),

where V (mol) = RT/p is the molar volume:

JE = cGE u − m̃E

V (mol)
xG
E (1− xG

E )∇µE

= cGE u − DE

V (mol)
(1− xG

E )∇xG
E

= cGE u − DE (1− xG
E )∇ cGE . (15)

We further obtain the gas diffusion coefficient DE = m̃ERT of ethanol in air,

given in units of m2/s.

The term xG
E (1−xG

E ) in the diffusion flux density represents the mass action

feature of diffusion as a phenomenon of stochastic molecular exchange of two

distinguishable species of molecules. Far apart from boiling, xG
E ≪ 1 is small,

and 1− xG
E can be replaced by unity. In the particular case of ethanol vapor in

an atmosphere of p = 103 hPa at 20oC, with the saturation pressure of ethanol

of 58 hPa, see Table 2, molar fraction is always in the range 0 ≤ xG
E ≤ 0.058.

By the continuity equation, the total vapor flow density JE has the property

that, with ∇ · u = 0,

∇ · JE = u · ∇cGE −DE∇2cGE = −∂tc
G
E . (16)

Thus we know the source strength ∇ · JE of the total evaporation flux density.

The amount of vapor which is released through Σ at some position r and

some time t into the gas domain Ω is given by the integral

q̇(r, t) = JE · nΣ [mol/m2s] (17)

= cGE nΣ · u − DE nΣ · ∇cGE (18)
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The first term on the r.h.s. vanishes because of the boundary conditions on

nΣ ·u = 0 at Σ. Thus, the evaporation flux density from the liquid film at Σ is

q̇(r, t) = −DE nΣ · ∇cGE . (19)

Thus one obtains the total loss of ethanol in the liquid film by integration across

Σ, yielding

ṁE(t) = −MEDE

∫
Σ

nΣ · ∇cGE do.

where the molar mass ME of the vapor was multiplied to the integral in order

to obtain the quantity in terms of mass units. Note that one does not require

to know ∇cGE for closing the boundary conditions of the gas diffusion problem

in Ω at Σ, because already cGE (r, t)
∣∣
Σ
is known from the measurement. Rather,

the gradient of concentration in the vapor enables the calculation of the loss

of ethanol in the liquid film. Provided that lateral flows in the liquid film can

be ignored, the local concentration of ethanol at position x at time t inside the

liquid film (Θ(r) = 1) can be obtained from

cLE(r, t) = cLE(r, 0) − 1

hfilm

t∫
0

1

|Σ|

∫
Σ

DE∇cGE (r, t′) · nΣdodt
′. (20)

where hfilm ∼ 5 · 10−5 m is the liquid film thickness, which we approximate by

its initial value.

2.3 Vapor concentration interferometry

Our interferometric measurement of the vapor concentration cE essentially ex-

ploits the small shifts of the refractive index n(cE) of the vapor-air mixture.

According to the Lorentz-Lorenz relation[3] the index is given by

n2 − 1 = 3 (RE − R(air)) c
G
E , (21)

where RE and R(air) are the specific molar refractivities of the respective mate-

rials, defined through the molecular polarizabilities α(mol) by RE = 1
3NAα(mol),

see table 2. For an atmosphere at 1, 001 hPa, 20oC, and 50% relative humidity,

saturated with ethanol vapor at 58 hPa of partial pressure, we expected that

the refractive index should be enhanced by ∆nmax = 3.04 · 10−5 compared to

pure air. The phase of a coherent wave of light with wavelength λ = 532 nm

which passed a distance of 2L = 120mm in this gas would be shifted by 6.85λ

compared to pure air. Thus, approximately seven interference fringes should

separate image regions of maximal vapor concentration from those with pure

air. This fits very well with our instrument calibration in section 3, see the

P1-curve in figure 4, where we indeed observe seven fringes in the L = 60mm
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Gas/Vapor Molar weight Sat.vap.pres. Molar refractivity

ME [kg/mol] p
(sat)
E [hPa] RE [10−6 m3/mol]

H2 0.002 – 2.04∗

N2 0.028 – 4.484∗

O2 0.032 – 4.065∗

CO2 0.044 – 6.690

water 0.018 23.4 3.782

methanol 0.032 129 8.14

ethanol 0.046 58 13.291

acetone 0.058 246 16.394

CHCl3 0.119 213 21.28

CS2 0.076 395 21.78

Table 2: Gas and vapor data at 20 oC, 1,013 hPa. Optical data measured at

λ = 589 nm (Na-D line) [14], [9]. ∗) for the binary molecule.

arrangement. A 12-bit digitalization of the camera signal with 4096 luminance

levels should yield a vapor pressure resolution not worse than 1.5Pa of ethanol.

In particular the phase shift from the vapor-air mixture is

Φ(x, y, t) =
3 (RE −R(air))

2λ

∫ 2L

0

cGE ({x, y, z}, t) dz, (22)

where L is the distance of the light beam to pass in the vapor, and r = {x, y, z}.
Note that in our experiment the beam must pass the vapor twice. We assume

that L ≫ λ. When this wave is superimposed with the parallel reference wave,

the z-integrated concentration cGE (r, t) at position ξ = (x, y) of the cross section

of the beam of light is mapped to the camera chip. The light intensity of the

interference pattern is

I(ξ) = I(bg)(ξ) + I(if)(ξ) cos (Φ(ξ) − κ · ξ) , (23)

κ = (κx, κy) are the vertical and horizontal tilting angles of the image plane

versus the wave front. Tilting is used to create a periodic carrier pattern of

parallel stripes with wave vector κ, which is phase-modulated by the physical

signal Φ(ξ) as is needed for further image processing. The absolute intensities

I(bg) and I(if) of the background and interference pattern were determined in

the empty vapor chamber. In order to extract Φ(ξ) from I(ξ), a phase unwrap-

ping algorithm has to be applied to the recorded interference pattern, restoring

the absolute phase from the 2π-periodic interference pattern. Details of this

algorithm are described in [8].

The properties of a selection of gases and vapors, as well as on their molecular

refraction, are given in Table 2.
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3 Experimental procedure

Our vapor concentration measurement was based on a Michelson interferome-

ter for coherent light phase shift measurement in the vapor atmosphere. The

setup is depicted in Figure 2. We restrict on the principal features of the setup,

and refer to Braig et al. [8] and in particlular to [5], where design features

of the experiment, image data processing, calibration, and the extraction of

the physical quasi-2D vapor concentration profile in the evaporation chamber

are described in detail. The laser beam from the Thorlabs CPS532-C2 laser

Figure 2: Left: principal Michelson interferometer setup with laser, beam split-

ter, CMOS camera chip, mirrors and object chamber. Right: CAD model. From

Braig. [5]

.

diode (light wavelength λ = 532 nm, light intensity P = 0.9mW was expanded

from 3.5 mm to a collimated beam of 42 mm in diameter. The beam was split

into two orthogonal secondary beams of equal intensities, using a cubic beam

splitter. One of these beams passed the evaporation zone, whereas the other

one served as the reference beam. The superimposed beams were recorded by a

monochromatic laser diagnosis 4.2 megapixel CMOS camera (Beamage 4M from

Gentec Electro Optics Inc., Canada; sensor size 11.3 mm, pixel resolution 5.5

µm, maximum frame rate 6.2 fps, buffer memory for 64 images), with a neutral

density filter N0.5 from the same manufacturer, but without any further lenses

in the optical path. The interferometer was assembled using the standard cage

system from Edmond Optics, and mounted on the bottom plate of the robot

cell as described below. In order to keep air convection small we placed the

whole equipment under a hermetically closed glass cube of approximately 1m

in size, and to delegated mechanical operation to an industrial robot arm ma-

nipulator. This also assured a reproducible transport of the evaporation source,

and avoided long-lasting air turbulences which could have been critical for our

particular experiment. Substrate positioning tolerance was 20 µm, i.e. substrate

surface position was reproducible on the camera image within a distance of four

camera pixels.

The evaporation samples, and in particular the thin liquid films from which
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the vapor emanates into the gas phase, were prepared using a Xaar inkjet print

head (Xaar 1003 GS6 from Xaar Plc, U.K., 1,000 nozzles, nozzle density 360 per

inch, drop volume 6 to 42 pL). The print head was driven using a head interface

board HIB-XR-1002/3 from Global Inkjet Systems, U.K.), which was controlled

by a print managing board PMB-C2 of the same manufacturer. Fluid supply

was achieved with a membrane pump PML 11458-NF 60 with BLDC option

from KNF Neuberger GmbH, Germany, and a particle filter SCF-3112-J100

from Pall Corp. US, which assured a continuous fluid supply free of possible

air contaminations. The membrane pump was controlled using two pressure

sensors from SSI Series, First Sensor AG, Germany, and a micro controler Teensy

3.6 (PJRC, US). This proved to be useful in order to maintain a constant ink

pressure in the printhead nozzles and reliable drop ejection over long time. Print

head programming was done using print server and Atlas software provided by

Global Inkjet Systems.

Property ethanol ethylene glycol

density g/cm3 0.78 1.11

molar mass g/mol 46 62

molar volume cm3/mol 59.0 55.9

sat. vap. pressure Pa 20oC 5,800 7.0

27oC 8,895 17.0

Table 3: General properties of the used fluids, at 20oC

As an evaporation agent adequate for inkjet printing we prepared a mixture

of ethanol (30wt.-% or xA = 0.366) and ethylene glycol (70wt.-%) (both tech-

nical purity, from Sigma Aldrich), see Table 3. Evaporation could be entirely

assigned to ethanol, whereas ethylene glycol is practically non-volatile, see the

vapor pressures in table 3. Due to the dilution of the ethanol in the liquid, also

the vapor concentration cGE of ethanol was smaller than that over a pure ethanol

film, and decreased even further as the molar concentration xL
E continuously de-

creased in time. For this reason it was not possible to assume that the ethanol

vapor pressure at the beginning of the interferometric measurement was still

equal to that of the freshly printed film. For control, we thus calculated the

actual ethanol vapor pressure and flux density at the liquid interface from the

interferometric data. Assuming Raoult’s law of vapor pressure reduction, we

estimated that the ethanol concentration at the start of the measurement was

roughly at 24wt.-% or xA = 0.278 of ethanol. This appeared to be reasonable

regarding of the very low thickness of the liquid film, the printing time and the

transport times of the sample from the print head to the interferometer.

The evaporation substrate was made from a massive quadratic aluminium

plate in order to prevent a temperature shift by evaporation enthalpy. Edge

length was 11 cm and thickness was 1 cm. The substrate was carefully cleaned
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and degreased by an isopropanol treatment. Starting the experiment, a sequen-

tial set of linear stripes of the fluid was deposited by the print head, with 3 mm

in width and 25 to 70 mm in length was deposited. Lateral pixel resolution was

360 dpi, and a printing velocity 40 mm/s. Twenty cycles of deposition where

subsequently performed. The volume of the drops ejected from the nozzles was

12 pL, roughly. This yielded a liquid layer thicknesses of nominally 50 µm,

which required 55 s of printing time, and disregarding a possible loss of ethanol

by evaporation. Temperature and ambient pressure inside the experiment con-

tainer were 27.1±0.5 oC and 1,001 hPa, respectively, and air humidity was 55

to 58 %. The prepared substrate was then moved to the observation position in

the interferometer beam such that the long edges of the rectangular stripes were

aligned parallel to the propagation direction of the beam. Interference intensity

was then recorded for 25 s, with a frame rate of 2.5 images per second. The

tilt angle of the mirror in the reference beam of the interferometer was adjusted

such that a parallel carrier fringe pattern with wave number κx = 9mm−1, see

eq. (23), appeared in the camera. By demodulating the region-of-interest in

Fourier space, typically 11× 11 mm in size, subsequent phase unwrapping and

edge correction, we obtained a continuous phase profile Φ(ξ) from each frame.

Such phase profiles were recorded from sequences of evaporation stripes of dif-

ferent lengths L, and were superimposed and compared with each other, pixel

by pixel. From this, the increase of phase shift per unit length of the printed

stripes was determined. In this way we could distinguish and remove the contri-

bution of the vapor emanating from the ends of the stripes, as this could have

distorted the 2D projection of the vapor profile. We thus could reconstruct the

signal contribution from the center section of the stripes, and calculate cGE (ξ, t)

from eq. (22), as the z-integral there was now trivial.

Figure 3a shows the recorded interference pattern in a section (3× 3 mm) of

the raw camera image (11×11 mm). The image was recorded in absence of any

vapor. The interference fringes can be controlled in distance and orientation by

means of the tilt angle κ. Images showing a well-defined vertical sequence of

interference patterns were preferred for algorithmic reasons of image processing.

Figure 3b displays the Fourier-transformed image, where the lines appear as

discrete points in wave vector space. Figure 3c was recorded in presence of

some ethanol vapor, showing a line pattern distorted by the phase shifts in

the vapor atmosphere. Correspondingly, the Fourier image Figure 3d shows

a broadening of the previous peaks. The information used for our analysis is

entirely contained in the intensity distribution in the vicinity of the intensity

points in the reference image, and possible error and edge refraction effects can

be corrected by subtracting the phase information.

Figure 4a shows the quasi-2D vapor distribution over the substrate, with all

imaging corrections applied. The three red dots in this image represent some

representative positions directly above, in short and in larger distance of the
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Figure 3: Optical interference patterns showing the phase-modulated carrier

wave. (a): without vapor, (c) with some vapor in the bottom region. (b) and

(d) show the respective Fourier representations. From Braig [5]
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liquid surface, where a sequence of phase shifts were recorded over rectangular

stripes of lengths between 25 and 70 mm. These concentrations are plotted

in Figure 4b. As expected, the phase shift increases linearly with the length

of the fields. However, the extrapolation of the fitting lines to zero length

exhibits a finite offset. This offset was interpreted as the contribution of the

end sections of the liquid layers to evaporation, and subtracted at any pixel

from our concentration profiles.
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4 Simulations

The computational setup of the problem is accomplished within the open source

finite volume method based framework OpenFOAM (git tag OpenFOAM-v2206)

[22]. We have modified a pre-existing solver within this framework called buoy-

antBoussinesqPimpleFoam. A constitutive equation for the buoyancy term in

the momentum equation is introduced in terms of the passive scalar, describing

the ethanol concentration, so that buoyancy-driven flow due to changes in the

concentration field can be accounted for. An overview of the governing equa-

tions within the computational domain along with the boundary conditions are

given below.

For an incompressible isothermal fluid in the domain Ω, the mass balance equa-

tion has the form

∇ · v = 0, (24)

where v (m) is the fluid velocity. The momentum balance is written as

∂v

∂t
+∇ · (v ⊗ v) = − 1

ρ0
(∇p− ρg) +∇ ·

(
ν
(
∇v + (∇v)T

))
, (25)

where ρ (Kg/m3) is the density of the fluid, ρ0 is the density of pure air and

ν = η/ρ0 (m2/s) is the kinematic viscosity of the fluid. The balance equation

for ethanol within the gas phase read as

∂cGE
∂t

+∇ · (cGE v)− DE ∇ cGE = 0, (26)

where DE (m2/s) is the diffusivity of ethanol inside the vapor phase A and cGE
(mol/m3) is the corresponding concentration of the vapor phase. The buoyancy

term
(

ρ
ρ0

)
in the momentum conservation equation is assumed to vary linearly

with the concentration and is written as

ρ(cGE )

ρ0
= 1 +

(ME −Mair)c
G
E

ρ0
, (27)

whereME andMair are the molar masses of ethanol and pure air. The derivation

of (27) is given in Appendix 8.1.

A mix of homogeneous and non-homogeneous boundary conditions are used

on the boundaries of the domain Ω defined in (1). The velocity at ∂Ω :=

{∂Ωwall ∪ ∂Ωair ∪ Σ} is determined by the no-slip condition

v
∣∣
∂Ω

= 0. (28)

The concentration at the boundaries of the domain depends on the type of

boundary and reads as

cGE
∣∣
Σ
=

Hmod

V
(mol)
E

xL
E, cGE

∣∣
∂Ωair

= 0,
∂cGE
∂y

∣∣∣∣
∂Ωwall

= 0, (29)
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where we have defined a modified Henry constant Hmod = αEH taking account

of the evaporation resistivity parameter αE. The new name is given by us for

the solver incorporating all the above equations and boundary conditions, is

henceforth called speciesBoussinesqPimpleFoam.

Since the experimental measurements in this work are done on a 2D plane, a

pseudo-2D computational setup is created to validate those measurements. The

computational domain is the same as in Figure 1 and has a unit cell thickness

in the direction perpendicular to the 2D plane. The length of the interface Σ is

3 mm and the total size of the simulation domain is 203 × 100 mm2. The ex-

perimental vapor field at the beginning of the measurement is used as the initial

vapor field at time zero of the simulation. As the experimental field is available

only in a region of 11 × 11 mm2, a linear extrapolation is applied to extend

the concentration field to the entire computational domain. To be consistent

with the boundary condition, we choose the linear extrapolation such that the

concentration vanishes at the outer boundary ∂Ωair. The initial experimental

vapor field is asymmetrical and, hence, even though the domain is symmetric

about the y axis at the centre of the interface boundary, the simulation is done

on the entire domain.

At the end of every time step, the concentration at the interface Σ is estimated

from the loss of moles of ethanol due to the diffusion of ethanol mass out of Σ.

The new reduced concentration is updated on Σ and used as initial concentra-

tion for the next time step. The reduced concentration at the end of every time

step is calculated as

cGE (t) =
p
(sat)
E

RT
Hmodx

L
E(t). (30)

The calculations are detailed in Appendix 8.2. The initial concentration at the

interface Σ, cGE (0) is calculated from the available experimental data and the

Hmod has to be determined. This is further explained with the results in section

5.2.

5 Results

5.1 Experimental

In this section, we present the principal results of the measured vapor concen-

trations in the evaporation process, the data which we needed to define the

boundary conditions for the simulation, and some additional experiments we

made to probe our model. First, we consider a sequence of vapor concentration

profile in a typical run of the experiment. The quasi-2D corrections as described

in section 3, see fig. 4, have already been applied.

Figure 5a–f shows the vapor concentration over a time interval of 22 s, with

vapor isobars added in a mutual distance of 0.2 mol/m3. Vapor concentration
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Figure 5: A sequence of six vapor concentration profiles cGE (ξ, t) over the liquid

film, taken over a time span from t = 0 to t = 22 s (a–f). The red dotted lines

are vapor isobars at 0.8 (inner), 0.6, 0.4, and 0.2 mol/m3 (outer). Figures (g–l)

display the normal vectors on the isobars. From Braig [5]

.
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cGE is of order of 0.9 mol/m3 close to the liquid surface, and drops with increasing

distance. With ongoing evaporation the isobars shrink, and vapor production

decreases until the ethanol in the liquid film is exhausted. Outside of the wetted

area, the isobars terminate at the dry surface, and their tangents intersect it

in normal direction. Diffusive vapor flow density is parallel with the substrate

surface here, whereas it is perpendicular over the liquid interface. The corre-

sponding normal vectors on the isobars are shown in the corresponding Figures

5g–l. This feature, of course, implies that the vector field of the vapor flow

density must have a singularity at the borders between wetted and dry surface.

0 2 4 6 8 10
height/(mm)

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

co
nc

en
tr

at
io

n/
(m

ol
m

−
3 )

a)

0.0 s
4.4 s
8.8 s
13.2 s
17.6 s
22.0 s

0 2 4 6 8 10
width/(mm)

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

co
nc

en
tr

at
io

n/
(m

ol
m

−
3 )

b)

0.0 s
4.4 s
8.8 s
13.2 s
17.6 s
22.0 s

Figure 6: Ethanol vapor concentration cGE as a function of distance y over the

substrate center (a), and across the substrate (x-direction) (b), at different time

steps of the evaporation process. The liquid film is located between the positions

4.5mm and 7.5mm. From Braig [5]

.

Fig. 6, Part a), shows the time evolution of vapor concentration profile over

the center of the liquid film. Vapor pressure drops rapidly with distance y,

and approaches an almost constant value for y > 6mm. Again, we observed

a general decrease of vapor pressure in time. The observation that the vapor

pressure is constant for y > 6mm indicates that vapor transport could not

be driven by diffusion anymore, but it appears plausible that buoyancy-driven

convection became more important here than diffusion.

Part b) of this plot displays the time evolution of the ethanol vapor concen-

tration xG
E (xc, y, t) over the center of the substrate at xc = 6mm, and the profile

xG
E (x, 0, t) immediately over the substrate plane. The borders of the liquid film

are located at x = 4.5mm and x = 7.5mm. Vapor concentration cGE shows a

clear maximum of almost 0.99mol/m3 for t = 0 at the center of the liquid film

(x = 6mm). This corresponds to a partial pressure of 2.47 hPa.

The vapor concentration measurement close to the interface, in combination

with the total amount of evaporated ethanol, leads us to the suspicion of an

evaporation resistance phenomenon. This is for the following reason. For a
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liquid film of pure ethanol we would have expected a concentration of 3.5mol/m3

here, or 8.895 hPa. However, we found 2.47 hPa only. One could attribute this

to vapor pressure reduction by the dilution of the ethanol. Using Raoult’s law

and assuming a concentration of 0.366 mol-% of ethanol in the liquid film, one

should have expected 1.28mol/m3 in the gas phase. However, Raoult’s law is

inapplicable for the mixture of ethanol and ethylene glycol. As we know from

[10], Raoult’s relation needs to be corrected by a considerable Henry coefficient

of order of 3.0 for this particular mixture. This would imply that the vapor

concentration is 3.84mol/m3 at the given ethanol concentration in the liquid

film. This value still disregards two effects: the loss of ethanol from the liquid

film prior to the beginning of the interferometric measurement, and a possible

evaporation resistance due to an adsorption layer on the liquid-air interface.

The initial loss of ethanol could be recognized by integration of the evaporation

flux over the measurement time. It was thus possible to distinguish the two

suspected effects from our data.

This measurement of the total evaporation flux was accomplished by inte-

gration of the normal gradient of vapor concentration ∂yc
G
E (x, y, t) in a close

proximity of y = 0.11mm to the interface Σ. We assumed that the vapor flow

close to the surface was diffusive, with neglegible convective contribution. As a

reference calculation, consider a stripe of fresh mixture, with 60× 3× 0.05 mm3

in size. We found that 1.36 mg of ethanol have evaporated from this film drying

the observed duration of the film. On the other hand, we know that 2.74 mg

of ethanol where deposited there by the print head. This ratio gives us the

evaporative ethanol loss prior to the start of the measurement.

We concluded that half of the ethanol had already disappeared before the

interferometric measurement started. This was to be expected regarding the

length of the printing process. Repeating the above calculation with the actual

ethanol quantity available, we would have had an initial ethanol vapor con-

centration of 1.93mol/m3, contrasting to the 0.99mol/m3 which we actually

observed. This inevitable implies that the chemical potential of the ethanol on

the vapor side of the interface was significantly lower than that in the liquid

phase.

We can also exclude a temperature drop across the interface as a possible

reason. Temperature drop was estimated not to exceed −1.0oC within measure-

ment time. This would explain not more than 5 % in relative vapor pressure

drop. For this reason we claim that an evaporation resistance on the liquid

interface was present as explained in the modeling section. Our data becomes

consistent if we assume a reduced interface penetration probability of about

αE ≈ 0.6 for an ethanol molecule colliding there, see eq. (9). A possible origin

of this effect will be discussed in the final section.

We shall now analyse the vapor concentration profile in lateral direction

over the substrate. One observes a maximum value at the center of the liquid
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film, whereas the vapor concentration drops to 80 % of that value at the rims.

This indicates that ethanol concentration in the liquid film was not constant as

well. This could be a consequence of the excess of evaporation expected at the

boundaries. This excess of evaporation was observed in both experiment and

in simulation, see figures 7 and 15. A further possible explanation is that the

complete Marangoni-driven replenishing of ethanol across the liquid film cannot

be fully effective. Outside the boundaries of the liquid film, vapor pressure drops

rapidly with increasing distance. At the end of the recording period at t = 22 s

the vapor pressure drops quite rapidly, indicating that almost all the ethanol is

gone. Fig. 7 shows the diffusive flux close to the substrate. Part a) is the in-
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Figure 7: Ethanol evaporation flux density for upright and upside down orien-

tations of the substrate in the interferometer. a): vapor flux density parallel to

the substrate, in a distance of 0.1mm; b) flow density normal to the substrate;

c) absolute value of the flux density across the substrate. From Braig [5]

.

plane component close to the substrate, b) the normal flow component, and c)

the absolute value, which gives an approximation of the total evaporation rate

per substrate area. This is based on the assumption that the vapor transport

close to the substrate is purely diffusive, and that convection could be neglected.

In order to probe this assumption, which is essential for our interpretation,

we repeated the experiment with the substrate face oriented downwards. This

should not have affected vapor diffusion, but an inverted direction of gravity
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should add a substantial driving force to the buoyancy-driven convection in the

gas phase.

Fig. 7, part c), shows the flow density profiles for the two substrate ori-

entations. The profiles are quite comparable in shape. We measured a total

evaporation rate of 9.3µmol/m2s for the normal substrate position, and only

8.8µmol/m2s for the inverted case which is even slightly smaller. Although the

discrepancy is close to the tolerances of the measurement, we agree that future

clarification on the detailed structure of the diffusion zone over the substrate

might bring new insight here.
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5.2 Simulation results

The simulation results are compared with mean values of concentration calcu-

lated from the experimentally measured data which have an interval of 0.4 s

between them. The concentration values at each of the pixels are averaged over

a length of 1mm along the interface, on either side of its symmetry axis and

just above the interface. The initial concentration for the simulation, cGE (0) is

chosen as this calculated mean value. Figure 8 shows the evolution of concentra-

tion at the interface and the value of the calculated modified Henry coefficient,

Hmod. The value of Hmod is found out by specifying the value for cGE (0) in

(30) and is thus used as a fitting parameter. The initial value of concentration,

cGE (0) = 0.960 mol/m3 also implies that about 9 weight % of ethanol moles are

lost initially and that is directly related to the pre-factor value of 0.7 seen in the

first equation of (35) in the Appendix 8.2. The corresponding diffusive flux from

simulations, calculated using Fick’s law on the discretised interface is shown in

Figure 9. These values are compared against the diffusive flux evaluated from

the experimental data at all the available time intervals. There is an initial fast

relaxation occurring in the simulation on the initial vapor field lasting for less

than 0.1 second. A closer look is provided in the inset in Figure 11 on this ini-

tial behaviour of the flux values. As the experimental concentration field which

is used as the initial field in the simulation is subject to measurement errors

and also does not extend to the full computational domain, such a fast initial

transient is to be expected. This converts the initial ’unphysical’ fields into

consistent concentration fields by leveling off deviation from local equilibrium.

The results in Figures 10 and 11 help to gain insight into the evolution of
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Figure 8: Evolution of concentration with an initial value of cGE (0) =

0.960 mol/m3 at the interface. This value is found to be the best fit start-

ing from the mean concentration of the first experimental measurement.
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Figure 9: Evolution of diffusive flux with an initial value of concentration

cGE (0) = 0.960 mol/m3 at the interface.

concentration and the diffusive flux at the film surface when the initial concen-

tration at the interface is varied. This is to understand the impact of variations

on the initial condition (cGE (0)) to account for the uncertainties in the first exper-

imental measurement. Of particular interest is the behavior of the flux values

in the initial few time steps, as seen for the curves with cGE (0) = 0.950 and

cGE (0) = 0.980 mol/m3. The influence of respective Hmod are dominant in the

initial time steps as well. Even though there are initial differences, towards the

end of the simulation time, the concentrations at the interface, as well as the

flux values, tend towards each other.
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Figure 10: Evolution of concentration at the interface in the gas phase with

time. Different initial concentrations around the first experimental value at

time t = 0 are chosen for which the modified Henry coefficient is calculated

according to equation (30).
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Figure 11: Evolution of diffusive fluxes out of the discretised interface compared

with the fluxes evaluated from experimental measurements.

28



0 5 10 15 20 25
time (seconds)

0.60

0.65

0.70

0.75

0.80

0.85

0.90

0.95

1.00
cG E

(t)
(m

ol
/m

3 )
cells on  = 8
cells on  = 16
cells on  = 32

(a) Concentration at the interface Σ

with time.

0 5 10 15 20 25
time (seconds)

0.4

0.5

0.6

0.7

0.8

0.9

1.0

flu
x 

(m
ol

/s
)

1e 6
cells on  = 8
cells on  = 16
cells on  = 32

(b) Diffusive flux out of the interface Σ

with time.

Figure 12: Mesh convergence study on the interface patch.

Figure 12 shows a convergence study on the simulation started with cGE (0) =

0.960 mol/m3. The number of cells discretising the interface is doubled and

the concentration and flux is found to be mesh independent. The initial non-

physical flux evolution is decreased by a small amount as seen by the length

of lines very close to time zero in Figure 12b. Using the field data from the

simulation with the 32 cells on the interface, a qualitative comparison between

the experimental and simulation vapor fields is provided in Figure 13. Three

different time instances are shown. In the experimental vapor field plots, the

asymmetry can be seen where the contours are pushed to the left side. This is

attributed to a free stream current in the experimental setup and disturbances

in the atmosphere due to the movement of the robotic arm which is used to

deposit the substrate in the measurement zone. In the simulations, there is a

clean interface and no external disturbances apart from smoothing of the initial

experimental vapor field input as the starting point for the simulations. So with

time, there is a symmetry in the vapor field simulations. All the iso-contours in

Figure 13 are plotted for values from 0.1...0.9 times the maximum value in the

experimental field at the respective times.

A verification is done for the flux calculated using Fick’s law in the simulations.

The procedure used to evaluate the flux from the experimental concentration

field is applied on the concentration field from the simulations. Since there is

no data available on the convection present in the experiments, we can only

evaluate the diffusive flux in a small region around the interface. The flux is

evaluated from the field data by integrating along the length of two vertical lines

1 mm on either side of the contact line and a horizontal line at same height of

1mm encompassing the interface. So in this region the diffusive flux evaluated

is exactly same as from Fick’s law on the discretised interface. The result

shown in Figure 14 is further used to provide deeper insights into the physics

at the wetting edges of the printed drop and of the vapor atmosphere. Figure
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(a) Experimental concentration at

time t = 4 s.

(b) Numerical concentration at time

t = 4 s.

(c) Experimental concentration at time

t = 14 s.

(d) Numerical concentration at time

t = 14 s.

(e) Experimental concentration at time

t = 20 s.

(f) Numerical concentration at time

t = 20 s.

Figure 13: Qualitative comparison of experimentally measured and simulated

vapor field with their iso-contours at different times.
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Figure 14: Verification of the diffusive flux from the simulations calculated using

Ficks’s law.

15 shows the diffusion flux at different heights above the interface. Wetting

edges dispel more diffusive flux into the atmosphere close to the interface. The

convective flux is zero in the immediate vicinity of the interface and constitutes

less than 10% of the diffusive flux but with increasing distance from the interface

convection starts to grow as seen in Figure 16. The convective flux values are

negative owing to the downward motion of the vapor towards the interface,

i.e., in the negative y direction. Owing to the structure of the flow inside

the simulation domain, the contribution of convection is more in the center

of the film. The interaction between the convective and diffusive fluxes in

the vapor field above the interface can be systematically studied using the rich

simulation data. The field data can be divided up into consecutive regions

of rectangles. The net fluxes in directions parallel and perpendicular to the

interface along these lines which make up the rectangles at different locations in

the domain reveal the strength of interactions between the different fluxes. The

rectangles fully encompass the interface. Figures 17a and 17b depict the different

lateral and vertical direction flux components at a vertical height of 1 mm above

and from the center of the interface. Diffusion dominates in both directions in

this vicinity. In Figure 17a, we see the point of crossover of the diffusive and

convective fluxes occur at a height of about 1mm from the interface. The sum

of fluxes in the region takes the shape of the diffusive flux. Moving further away

at a height of 4 mm from the interface, Figure 18 shows that the sum of fluxes

takes the shape of the dominating convective flux and the crossover regions of

the two fluxes can be further identified in Figure 18a.
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Figure 15: The diffusive flux in y direction is evaluated at different heights above

and close to the interface. The wetting edges are identified through the vertical

dashed lines where a jump in flux is observed.
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Figure 16: The convective flux in y direction is evaluated at different heights

above and close to the interface. The negative values indicate the downward

convective flow due to buoyancy.
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Figure 17: The net total, diffusive and convective fluxes perpendicular to the

interface at two distinct points at a length of 1 mm on either side of the contact

lines and parallel to the interface at a vertical height of 1 mm.
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Figure 18: The net total, diffusive and convective fluxes perpendicular to the

interface at two distinct points at a length of 4 mm on either side of the contact

lines and parallel to the interface at a vertical height of 4 mm.
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6 Discussion

In our study, we have presented a combined method for measurement of vapor

pressure distributions and simulation-based reconstruction of vapor flows, based

on the boundary conditions obtained from experimental data. In this way, we

could distinguish the diffusive vapor flow from the convective one which is driven

by the buoyancy effects of ethanol vapor which has a mass density that is 50 %

larger than that of air. We could also identify some points which call for closer

discussion and interpretation.

• Calculation of the vapor flux in the gas atmosphere, based on vapor con-

centration measurement, was possible with our setup. This is important

because we can check the mass balances of the evaporation process, and

predict the remaining concentrations of the volatile component in a liquid.

We also found that it is essential to distinguish between diffusive and con-

vective fluxes. This cannot be done by vapor pressure measurement alone,

but requires the reconstruction of the flow velocities by numerical means.

Evaporation of a relatively dense vapor eventually induces convection by

buoyancy effects, which changes the conditions of diffusion. This, in turn,

accelerates the evaporation fluxes.

• Evaporation from mixtures: By measuring the vapor pressure close to the

liquid gas interface, it is possible to determine the local concentration

of the volatile liquid component in the mixture. This yields important

information on the local composition of the liquid film, and, via a possible

Marangoni effect, on the internal liquid transport. We did not include this

in our simulations, but it has become apparent how this could be done in

the future.

• Edge enhancement of evaporation has been observed in experiment as well

as in simulation, and the local vapor concentration profile in the vicinity

of the edges of the liquid film could be resolved with good agreement. This

is a clear strength of our 2D approach to the topic. It is appealing to map

these profiles with more details models in the future.

• Reducing evaporation to 2D, however, raises a principal issue regarding

the relation of diffusion and convection. If the vapor transport was purely

diffusive, no physically meaningful steady-state of vapor transport could

be attained. Vapor pressure profile and flow density would essentially

depend on the boundary conditions in far distance, and this cannot be

related to observation, of course. The experiment, even though tailored

to 2D close to the evaporating liquid layer, finally becomes 3D in large

but finite distance, and thus achieves an asymptotic dilution of the va-

por. However, the diffusion law in 2D, namely −∆cGE ∼ δ(r), predicts
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that vapor concentration cGE (r) must decrease like cGE (r) ∼ log (r−1) with

distance r from the evaporation source at the origin, and not with r−1

as in 3D. Consequently, the 2D simulation cannot be matched with an

asymptotically vanishing vapor concentration at infinity without spoiling

the boundary conditions. In order to keep up vapor flux from the source

to an infinite sink in the 2D simulation, we required the instant tconv of

transition to convective vapor transport to occur within the simulation

time interval T . This creates the necessary asymptotic vapor dilution at

infinity. More precisely, it was required that t2conv < LΩ/DE, where LΩ

is the size of the simulation domain Ω. This cannot be guaranteed in ad-

vance, but depends on the dynamics that creates the convective flow from

the buoyancy forces of the evaporating material, i.e. diffusion timescale

(LΩ/DE)
1/2 in the simulated domain had to be larger than the timescale

of developing convection.

• Evaporation from a two-component liquid film requires, in principle, also

a modeling and simulation of the liquid film dynamics itself. Evaporation

would lead to the formation of concentration gradients in the liquid film,

which, in turn, could drive Marangoni flows and liquid-film-instabilities.

We have blanked out this feature, and applied a strongly simplified model

for the evaporating liquid film. It has become quite apparent that a more

dynamic model of liquid film behavior could offer principal improvements.

• Vapor pressure reduction: For the majority of liquid mixtures, vapor pres-

sure reduction of the volatile component is a feature which is not suffi-

ciently described by Raoult’s law. Rather, the correction by Henry’s law

appears substantial. However, this will only be successful for a limited

concentration range. In our case, we could restrict to small ethanol con-

centrations xL
E < 0.3 where this simple correction was feasible. If one is

interested in a larger range of concentrations, a more detailed model of

the vapor pressures appears to be advised.

• Evaporation resistivity is another mechanism which decreases the vapor

pressure in the gas atmosphere. We could uniquely distinguish it from a

possible effect of vapor pressure reduction by measuring the total amount

of evaporated material from measurement as well as from simulation, and

cross-comparison of the mass balances in the liquid film. The observa-

tion of an evaporation resistance implies that there is some contamination

or adsorption layer of impermeable material on the liquid-gas interface.

The measured vapor pressure (and thus the chemical potential) of the

volatile component close to the interface at some given evaporation flow

density (i.e. apart from thermal equilibrium) can be used to determine

the strength of the evaporation resistivity, provided that the chemical po-

tential of the component in the liquid film is known as well.
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• Particular physico-chemical aspects of surfaces: The question arises on the

nature of the observed impurities responsible for evaporation resistivity.

There are numerous possible reasons, such as silicone or tenside residuals

in the inkjet print system. However, it seems likely that in our particu-

lar experiment the aluminium substrate of the liquid film was the source

of contamination. This is because both contact area and time with the

ethanol mixture were very large. Moreover, it is known that aluminium

metal is not strictly inert with respect to ethanol, and that aluminium

ethoxide may form in presence of small traces of certain ions as, e.g., io-

dine [31]. This soluble salt could gather at the liquid-air interface and

accumulate to a more or less dense layer or skin of insoluble aluminium

hydroxide. This could tentatively explain the observed evaporation resis-

tance.

7 Conclusion

Understanding the physics of the gas atmosphere over an evaporating liquid

layer is a key feature of contemporary industrial production, and in particular

in large-scale printing and solvent-based coating technologies. The monitoring

of vapor concentrations, and the reconstruction of the flux profiles could foster

important progress towards a more efficient and resource-saving technology.

For economical and ecological reasons, the development favors the use of

water-compatible solvents, and strives for the replacement of hydrocarbon and

aromatic materials. One may be tempted to summarize that solvent-based

printing and coating processes tend to develop towards more polar materials,

replacing alcane derivatives and aromatic process liquids by water, ethanol,

isopropanol. This transition provides many challenges for the engineer, however,

there also arise new options for gas-phase process control, which we would like

to work out. One primary observation is that polar liquids and their vapors

have a molar refractivity which is superior to, e.g., alcanes or toluene by a

factor of three to four, and the optical contrast versus air is increased to an

even more sensible level. This forwards laser interferometric imaging methods

to a technological position that it did not have before.

Another important application is the monitoring of water vapor in a solvent-

based printing or coating process. Molar optical refraction of water (3.78 cm3/mol)

is slightly smaller than that of air (4.4 cm3/mol), and its optical contrast in the

interferometer is only 8 % of that of ethanol under equal conditions. Note that

the phase shift of water vapor in air obtained from eq. (22) has the opposite

sign. Nevertheless, interferometric water vapor imaging appears feasible with

an interferometer of moderately larger base length, or, with the setup used here

with reduced resolution of vapor concentration. Industrial drying processes of

water-based inks frequently apply heat to the surface, and the specific heat
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of evaporation is considerable larger than for any other liquid. Although the

molar refraction of gases and vapors is practically independent of temperature,

the tracking of gas flows by simulation is more challenging by the feature that

temperature and energy flows must be included as well.

Moreover, it was not by accident that we were interested in a 2D projection

of the evaporation process, as this is the natural constellation along a continuous

web-fed manufacturing line. Imaging and processing directions should, of course,

coincide. The laser interferometer then perceives a more or less steady-state sit-

uation over the possibly rapidly moving web, with all the diffusion-limited and

advection-driven vapor (and heat) transport phenomena. Our somewhat artifi-

cial restriction to evaporation from rectangular wetting stripes, with a cumber-

some correction strategy for the finite-length effects, becomes obsolete there. It

is also possible to employ our system in a non-isothermal environment. How-

ever, the primary quantity of imaging is not the partial vapor pressure but vapor

density, which is dependent on both local vapor pressure and temperature.

When designing our interferometric setup, we have taken particular care to

use optical and electronic components with good commercial availability, and

which also appear adequate to industrial standards. The only particular feature

is the robot platform, but this is due to our specific lab restrictions. One could

well imagine this with quite different machine concepts.
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ing dynamics of printed liquid films of organic semiconductor solutions in

OLED/OPV applications. Advanced Materials Technologies, 6(2):2000160,

September 2020.

[30] D Shukla and P K Panigarhi. Digital holographic interferometry investi-

gation of liquid hydrocarbon vapor cloud above a circular well. Applied

Optics, 59(19):5851–5863, 2020.

[31] R C Wilhoit, J R Burton, F-T Kuo, S-R Huang, and A Viquesnel. Prop-

erties of aluminium ethoxide. J. Inorg. Nucl. Chem., 24:851–861, 1962.

39



8 Appendix

8.1 Appendix 1

The mass density of a mixture of air with average molar mass of Mair =

0.028 kg/mol and ethanol vapor with ME = 0.046 kg/mol is a function of the

sums of their partial pressures, weighted with their molar masses. This is be-

cause their molar volume, according to the ideal gas equation, is the same at

given total atmospheric pressure ptot = 100, 100Pa and temperature T = 303K.

If the partial pressure of ethanol vapor is pE, the partial pressure of air must be

ptot − pE. From this, it follows:

ρ(cE) =
1

RT
(Mair(ptot − pE) + MEpE)

=
1

RT
(Mairptot + [ME − Mair] pE)

= ρ0 +
ME − Mair

RT
pE

with ρ0 = Mairptot/RT as the density of pure air at the respective temperature.

We know the upper bound of the saturated ethanol vapor concentration in

equilibrium with pure liquid ethanol which is 0 ≤ cE ≤ 3.53mol/m3 having a

partial pressure in 0 ≤ pE ≤ 8, 895Pa at 303K.

According to the ideal gas equation, applied to the (very diluted) ethanol vapor,

the molar concentration (mol/m3) is

cE =
pE
RT

.

This identity is independent of any evaporation features and other properties of

the liquid phase coexisting with the vapor. Thus one finds that

ρ(cE) = ρ0 + (ME −Mair) cE.

8.2 Appendix 2

To calculate the time dependent concentration of ethanol on the interface in the

gas phase, we start with re-writing equation (20) in terms of moles of ethanol

in the liquid phase varying with time nL
E(t). So (20) is rewritten as,

nL
E(t) = nL

E(0)−
1

hfilm

t∫
0

1

|Σ|

∫
Σ

DE∇cE (r, t′) · nΣdodt
′. (31)

To calculate the initial number of moles of the components in the mixture specif-

ically nL
E(0) , we assume that the components add up linearly to form the liquid
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mixture i.e.,

(mL
E(0), V

L
E (0)) + (mL

EG(0), V
L
EG(0)) = (mmix(0), Vmix(0)) (32)

where mL
E(0) and mL

EG(0) are mass fractions of ethanol and ethylene glycol at

time zero respectively and V L
E and V L

EG are the volume fractions of ethanol and

ethylene glycol respectively. The total mass in the liquid film is then mmix(0) =

mL
E(0)+mL

EG(0) and Vmix(0) = V L
E (0)+V L

EG(0) is the total volume of the liquid

mixture. Considering the values of the mass fractions of ethanol and ethylene

glycol initially in the mixture, the ratio of the respective volumes in the liquid

gives
V L
E (0)

V L
EG(0)

=
0.3

0.7

ρpureEG

ρpureE

:= λ0.

With the above definition, the volumes and correspondingly the mass of ethanol

and ethylene glycol in the printed liquid film can be estimated as,

V L
E (0) =

λ0

1 + λ0
Vmix(0),

mL
E(0) = ρpureE V L

E =
0.70ρpureE λ0

1 + λ0
Vmix(0)

(33)

for ethanol in the liquid. A pre-factor value of 0.70 in the above equation

indicates that certain amount of ethanol out of the 30 weight percent ethanol in

the mixture initially printed are lost before the beginning of the measurement

and correspondingly the simulation. This corresponds to 9 weight % ethanol

moles lost at beginning of measurement which is an approximation. Similarly,

the mass fraction of ethylene glycol in the printed liquid film is

V L
EG(0) =

1

1 + λ0
Vmix(0),

mL
EG(0) = ρpureEG V L

EG =
ρpureEG

1 + λ0
Vmix(0).

(34)

The number of moles of ethanol and ethylene glycol thus present can be calcu-

lated as,

nL
E(0) =

0.70ρpureE λ0

(1 + λ0)mL
E

Vmix(0),

nL
EG(0) =

ρpureEG

(1 + λ0)mL
EG

Vmix(0).

(35)

Together with equations (31) and (35), the initial concentration at t = 0 and

concentration at the interface with time t in the gas or vapor phase with time

can be calculated as,

cGE (t) =
1

RT
p
(sat)
E xG

E (t),

cGE (t) =
p
(sat)
E

RT
Hmodx

L
E(t),

(36)
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where xL
E(t) = nL

E(t)/(n
L
E(t) + nL

EG(t)) is the mole fraction of ethanol in the

liquid phase with time, xG
E (t) is the mole fraction of ethanol in the gas phase,

p
(sat)
E is the saturation pressure of pure ethanol, R is the universal gas constant,

T is the temperature and Hmod is the modified Henry coefficient which is a

product of evaporation resistivity factor αE and Henry coefficient H. Equation

(30) along with (31) is updated at the end of every time step while (35) is used

at the beginning of the simulation at time t = 0.
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