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Abstract. We study order reconstruction (OR) solutions in the Beris-Edwards framework for
nematodynamics, for both passive and active nematic flows in a microfluidic channel. OR solutions
exhibit polydomains and domain walls, and as such, are of physical interest. We show that OR
solutions exist for passive flows with constant velocity and pressure, but only for specific boundary
conditions. We prove the existence of unique, symmetric and non-singular nematic profiles, for
boundary conditions that do not allow for OR solutions. We compute asymptotic expansions for OR-
type solutions for passive flows with non-constant velocity and pressure, and active flows, which shed
light into the internal structure of domain walls. The asymptotics are complemented by extensive
numerical studies that demonstrate the universality of OR-type structures in static and dynamic
scenarios.
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1. Introduction. Nematic liquid crystals (NLCs) are mesophases that combine
fluidity with the directionality of solids [14]. The molecules of NLCs tend to align along
certain locally preferred directions, leading to a degree of long-range orientational
order. This partial ordering results in direction-dependent physical properties that
render them suitable for a range of industrial applications, including their widespread
use in optical displays. When confined to thin planar cells or channels and in the
presence of fluid flow, applications of nematics are further extended, for example, to
optofluidic devices and guided micro-cargo transport through microfluidic networks
[12, 31]. These hydrodynamic applications are facilitated by the intrinsic coupling
between the fluidity and the NLC orientational ordering, leading to unusual and
exceptional mechanical and rheological properties [28].

Flow-induced deformation of nematic textures in confinement are ubiquitous, both
in passive systems where the hydrodynamics are driven by external agents, and also
in active systems. Active matter systems, composed of self-driven units, also ex-
hibit orientational ordering and collective motion, resulting in a wealth of intriguing
non-equilibrium properties [27]. We focus on passive and active nematodynamics
in microfluidic channels, with a view to model and analyse spatio-temporal pattern
formation and the stability of singular lines or domain walls in such channels.

We work with long, shallow three-dimensional microfluidic channels of width L,
in a reduced Beris-Edwards framework [4]. Our domain is effectively one-dimensional,
since we assume that structural details are invariant across the length and height of
the channel, and we work with a reduced Landau-de Gennes Q-tensor for the nematic
ordering. This reduced Q-tensor incorporates information about the nematic director,
n, and the degree of nematic ordering. The director n is parameterised by an angle,
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θ, which describes the in-plane alignment of the nematic molecules, and a scalar order
parameter, s, which measures the degree of orientational order about the director n.
We consider steady unidirectional flows, which, within the Beris-Edwards framework,
result in a system of non-linear, coupled differential equations for s, θ, and the fluid
velocity u. There are three dimensionless variables, two of which are related to the
nematic fluidity, and the third dimensionless parameter, L∗, is inversely proportional
to L2 and plays a key role in the stability of singular structures.

Our work is largely devoted to Order Reconstruction (OR) solutions (defined pre-
cisely in section 3). OR solutions are nematic profiles with distinct director polydo-
mains, separated by singular lines or singular surfaces, referred to as domain walls. OR
solutions are relevant for modelling chevron or zigzag patterns observed in pressure-
driven flows [1, 11], as well as in active nematics where aligned fibers confined in
narrow channels can be controlled to display a laminar flow [20]. OR solutions have
been studied in purely nematic systems, for example [23], [9] and [8]. Additionally, OR
solutions are not limited to purely nematic systems e.g. OR solutions exist in ferrone-
matic systems comprising magnetic nanoparticles in NLC media [13]. Generalized OR
solutions or OR-type solutions/instabilities (defined in section 4) are also observed
in smectics and cholesterics. For example, when a cell filled with a smectic-A liquid
crystal is cooled to the smectic-C phase, a similar chevron texture is observed and has
been the impetus of considerable experimental and theoretical interest [30, 25, 29].

We thus speculate that OR solutions are a universal property of partially ordered
systems, specifically systems with free energies that employ a Dirichlet energy density
and conflicting Dirichlet boundary conditions. For systems with constant velocity
and constant pressure in confined channels of any width, we prove that OR solutions
only exist for mutually orthogonal boundary conditions imposed on θ. This fact is
known, but we rediscover this fact with new arguments. For all other choices of
Dirichlet boundary conditions for θ, OR solutions do not exist and using geometric
and comparison principles, we prove the existence of a unique, symmetric and non-
singular (s, θ)-profile in these cases. For general flows with non-constant velocity and
pressure, in section 4, we work with large domains (L∗ → 0) and compute asymptotic
approximations for OR-type solutions, that exhibit a singular line or domain wall in
the channel centre, for both passive and active scenarios. Our asymptotic methods
are adapted from [7], where the authors investigate a chevron texture characterised
specifically by a ±π/4 jump in θ, using an Ericksen model for uniaxial NLCs with
variable degree of orientation. These asymptotic methods, now placed within the
Beris-Edwards framework, allow us to explicitly construct solutions characterised by
an isotropic line, with a jump discontinuity in the nematic director, which we refer to
as an OR-type solution. Though the director is not constant away from the isotropic
line, as in OR solutions, the isotropic or singular line captures OR-type behavior that
survives in nematodynamics. These OR-type solutions are also constructed for active
nematodynamics, by working in the reduced Beris-Edwards framework with additional
non-equilibrium active stresses [17], illustrating the universality of OR-type situations
in equilibrium and non-equilibrium scenarios.

We validate our asymptotics and confirm the existence of OR-type solutions for
passive and active nematodynamics (with non-constant pressure and flow), with ex-
tensive numerical experiments, for large and small values of L∗. In both settings,
we find OR-type solutions for all values of L∗, with mutually orthogonal Dirichlet
conditions for θ on the channel surfaces. OR-type solutions are stable for large L∗,
and unstable for small L∗. In fact, we observe multiple unstable OR-type solutions
for small values of L∗, highlighting the ubiquity of these singular solutions. Our
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asymptotic expansions serve as excellent initial conditions for numerically computing
different branches of OR-type solutions, characterised by different jumps in θ across
the singular lines, and the asymptotics agree well with the numerics. We conclude
that OR-type solutions are generic for certain classes of phenomenological models,
and whilst they are only observed for specific boundary conditions and they are only
stable in certain geometries, unstable OR-type solutions can be stabilised by external
controls and can certainly play a key role in switching and dynamical phenomena.

The paper is organised as follows. In section 2, we describe the Beris-Edwards
model, our geometry and the boundary conditions. In section 3, we study flows with
constant velocity and pressure, and identify conditions which allow and disallow OR
solutions, in terms of the boundary conditions. In section 4, we compute asymptotic
expansions for OR-type solutions with passive and active nematic flows for small
L∗/large channel widths, providing explicit limiting profiles in these cases. We then
supplement our analysis with detailed numerical experiments, to assess the accuracy
of the asymptotics, as well as illustrate the plethora of OR-type solutions in non-
equilibrium scenarios along with their non-OR counterparts. Some brief conclusions
and future perspectives are given in section 5.

2. Theory. We consider NLCs sandwiched inside a three dimensional channel,
Ω̃ = {(x, y, z) ∈ R3 : −D ≤ x ≤ D,−L ≤ y ≤ L, 0 ≤ z ≤ H} where L,D, and H
are the width, length and height of the channel, respectively, and we assume that
D � L. For a shallow channel as considered in this manuscript, structural properties
are invariant across the channel height and we therefore ignore the z-component and
restrict ourselves to a two-dimensional system in the xy-plane. Furthermore, since
D � L, it is reasonable to assume that the system is invariant in x, and structural
properties vary in the y-direction only, leaving us with an effectively one-dimensional
problem, for y ∈ [−L,L].

There are two macroscopic variables - the fluid velocity u, and a reduced Landau-
de Gennes (LdG) Q-tensor order parameter that measures the orientational ordering
of the NLC in the xy-plane (see [19, 32] for justification of reduced models). More
precisely, the reduced Q-tensor is a symmetric traceless 2 × 2 matrix i.e., Q ∈ S2 :=
{Q ∈M2×2 : Qij = Qji, Qii = 0}, which can be written as:

(2.1) Q = s

(
n⊗ n− I

2

)
.

Here, s is a scalar order parameter, n is the nematic director (a unit vector describing
the average direction of orientational ordering in the xy-plane), and I is the 2 × 2
identity matrix. Moreover, s can be interpreted as a measure of the degree of the
orientational order about n, so that the nodal sets of s (i.e., where s = 0) define
nematic defects in the xy-plane. As a consequence of (2.1), the two independent
components of Q are given by

(2.2) Q11 =
s

2
cos 2θ, Q12 =

s

2
sin 2θ,

when n = (cos θ, sin θ), and θ denotes the angle between n and the x-axis. Conversely,
applying basic trigonometric identities, we have the following relationships,

(2.3) s = 2
√
Q2

11 +Q2
12 and θ =

1

2
tan−1

(
Q12

Q11

)
.

We work within the Beris-Edwards framework for nematodynamics [4]. There
are three governing equations: an incompressibility constraint for u, an evolution
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equation for u (essentially the Navier–Stokes equation with an additional stress due
to the nematic ordering σ), and an evolution equation for Q which has an additional
stress induced by the fluid vorticity [28]. These equations are given below,

∇ · u = 0, ρ
Du

Dt
= −∇p+∇ · (µ(∇u + (∇u)T ) + σ),

DQ

Dt
= ζQ−Qζ +

1

γ
H.

Here ρ and µ are the fluid density and viscosity respectively, p is the hydrodynamic
pressure, ζ is the anti-symmetric part of the velocity gradient tensor and γ is the
rotational diffusion constant. The nematic stress is defined to be

σ = QH−HQ and H = κ∇2Q−AQ− C|Q|2Q,

where H is the molecular field related to the LdG free energy, κ is the nematic elasticity
constant, A < 0 is a temperature dependent constant, C > 0 is a material dependent
constant, and |Q| =

√
Tr(QTQ), is the Frobenius norm. Finally, we assume that all

quantities depend on y alone and work with a unidirectional channel flow, so that
u = (u(y), 0). The incompressibility constraint is automatically satisfied. To render
the equations nondimensional, we use the following scalings, as in [28],

y = Lỹ, t =
γL2

κ
t̃, u =

κ

γL
ũ, Q11 =

√
−2A

C
Q̃11, Q12 =

√
−2A

C
Q̃12, px =

µκ

γL3
p̃x,

and then drop the tilde for simplicity. Our rescaled domain is Ω = [−1, 1] and the
evolution equations become

∂Q11

∂t
= uyQ12 +Q11,yy +

1

L∗
Q11(1− 4(Q2

11 +Q2
12)),(2.4a)

∂Q12

∂t
= −uyQ11 +Q12,yy +

1

L∗
Q12(1− 4(Q2

11 +Q2
12)),(2.4b)

L1
∂u

∂t
= −px + uyy + 2L2(Q11Q12,yy −Q12Q11,yy)y,(2.4c)

where L1 = ρκ
µγ , L∗ = −κ

AL2 , and L2 = −2Aγ
Cµ = −2AEr∗

CEr are dimensionless parameters.

Here, Er is the Ericksen number and Er∗ = u0Lγ/κ is analogous to the Ericksen
number in terms of the rotational diffusion constant γ, rather than viscosity µ. We
interpret L∗ as a measure of the domain size i.e. it is the square of the ratio of two
length scales: the nematic correlation length, ξ =

√
−κ/A for A < 0 and the domain

size L, so that the L∗ → 0 limit is relevant for large channels or macroscopic domains.
The parameter, L2 is the product of the ratio of material and temperature-dependent
constants and the ratio of rotational to momentum diffusion [28]. Analytically, we
focus on the static problem. However, we use gradient flow methods to numerically
solve (2.4) in order to compute solutions of the static problem. We therefore fix
L1 = 1, and as such do not comment on its physical significance. The static governing
equations for (s, θ), can be obtained from (2.4) using (2.2):

syy = 4sθ2
y +

1

L∗
s(s2 − 1),(2.5a)

sθyy =
1

2
suy − 2syθy,(2.5b)

uyy = px − L2(s2θy)yy.(2.5c)
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The formulation in terms of (s, θ) gives informative insight into the solution profiles
and avoids some of the degeneracy conditions coded in the Q-formulation.

We work with Dirichlet conditions for (s, θ) as given below:

s(−1) = s(1) = 1,(2.6a)

θ(−1) = −ωπ, θ(1) = ωπ,(2.6b)

where ω ∈
[
− 1

2 ,
1
2

]
, is the winding number. This translates to the following boundary

conditions for Q:

(2.7) Q11(±1) =
1

2
cos(2ωπ), Q12(−1) = −1

2
sin(2ωπ), Q12(1) =

1

2
sin(2ωπ).

The boundary conditions in (2.6a) imply that the nematic molecules are perfectly
ordered on the bounding plates. We consider asymmetric Dirichlet boundary condi-
tions in (2.6b) for the angle θ. A potential issue follows from (2.3): the range of θ is
(−π4 ,

π
4 ), but our boundary conditions extend to ±π2 . However, we circumvent this

issue by using the function atan2(y, x) ∈ (−π, π], which returns the angle between
the line connecting the point (x, y) to the origin and the positive x axis.

y = −1

y = 1

y

x

θ = −ωπ

θ = ωπ

s = 1

s = 1

Fig. 1. Boundary conditions for s and θ.

For the flow field, we consider the typical no-slip boundary conditions, namely

u(−1) = u(1) = 0,(2.8)

and assume that the pressure p is uniform in the y-direction, hence it depends on x
only.

3. Passive flows with constant velocity and pressure. In this section, we
study nematic flows with constant velocity and pressure without additional activity.
This framework, though somewhat artificial, allows for OR solutions, although OR-
type solutions exist in more generic situations with non-constant flows (as we show in
subsequent sections). We work with both the Q- and (s, θ)-frameworks in this section.

We interpret OR solutions as solutions of (2.4) with polydomain structures: a
polydomain is a sub-domain with constant nematic director profiles, separated by
domain walls to account for jumps in the nematic director across polydomain bound-
aries. In the (s, θ)-formulation and our one-dimensional framework, OR solutions
correspond to a partition of the domain Ω = [−1, 1] into sub-domains, Ω =

∑n
j=1 Ωj ,

where each Ωj is a polydomain. The polydomains correspond to intervals with con-
stant θ (recall that θ is the orientation of n), and the domain wall is described by
a point with s = 0, to regularise the jump in θ between polydomains. In three-
dimensions (3D), the polydomains correspond to 3D cuboidal regions and the domain
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walls are singular surfaces in θ. OR-type solutions are simply interpreted as solutions
of (2.4) that have a non-empty nodal set for s or exhibit domain walls, without the
constraint of constant θ or the existence of polydomains. In the Q-framework, OR
solutions have a distinct but less obvious signatures. The domain walls correspond to
the nodal set of the Q-tensor order parameter, but polydomains are only compatible
with specific boundary conditions, as we show in the following results.

OR solutions are characterised by sub-intervals with constant θ, separated by
nodal points with s = 0. From (2.5b), constant θ implies constant fluid velocity u
and from (2.5c), constant pressure, p. Therefore, in order to study OR solutions,
we assume constant velocity and pressure to start with. As such, we let ′ denote
differentiation with respect to y in this section.

In this scenario the static version of (2.4a)-(2.4b) is

Q′′11 =
1

L∗
Q11(4(Q2

11 + 4Q2
12)− 1),(3.1a)

Q′′12 =
1

L∗
Q12(4(Q2

11 + 4Q2
12)− 1).(3.1b)

From these equations it follows that (2.4c) is satisfied. The equations (3.1a)-(3.1b)
are the Euler-Lagrange equations associated with the energy

FLG[Q11, Q12] =

∫
Ω

(
(Q′11)

2
+ (Q′12)

2
)

+
1

L∗
(Q2

11 +Q2
12)(2(Q2

11 +Q2
12)− 1) dy.

(3.2)

The admissible Q-tensors belong to the Sobolev space, W 1,2 ([−1, 1];S2), where S2 is
the space of symmetric and traceless 2× 2 matrices, subject to appropriately defined
boundary conditions (see (2.7)). The stable and physically observable configurations
correspond to local or global minimizers of (3.2), in the prescribed admissible space.

In the static case, with constant u and p, the corresponding equations for (s, θ)
can be deduced from (2.5a), (2.5b) :

s′′ = 4s(θ′)2 +
1

L∗
s(s2 − 1),(3.3a) (

s2θ′
)′

= 0, =⇒ s2θ′ = B,(3.3b)

whilst (2.5c) is automatically satisfied. In the above, B is a fixed constant of integra-
tion; in fact

(3.4) B = θ′(−1) = θ′(1).

When ω ≥ 0 and recalling the boundary conditions for θ, there exists a point y0

such that θ′(y0) ≥ 0, hence B ≥ 0, and θ′ ≥ 0 for all y ∈ [−1, 1]. Thus, we have

(3.5) − ωπ ≤ θ ≤ ωπ, ∀y ∈ [−1, 1] and ∀ω ∈
[
0,

1

2

]
.

Similar comments apply when ω ≤ 0, for which B ≤ 0, and θ′ ≤ 0 for all y ∈
[−1, 1]. If B = 0, we either have s = 0 or θ=constant almost everywhere, compatible
with the definition of an OR solution (unless ω = 0, and (s, θ) = (1, 0), which is
not an OR solution). Conversely, an OR solution, by definition, has B = 0 since
polydomain structures correspond to piecewise constant θ-profiles. In other words,
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if ω 6= 0, OR solutions exist if and only if B = 0. If B 6= 0, then OR solutions are
necessarily disallowed because a non-zero value of B implies that s 6= 0 on Ω. The
following results show that the choice of B is in turn dictated by ω, or the Dirichlet
boundary conditions, and this sheds beautiful insight into the how the boundary
datum manifests in the multiplicity and regularity of solutions. In what follows, we
let ε := 1

L∗ , so that ε ∝ L2 where L is the physical channel width.
Note that (3.3a) and (3.3b) are the Euler-Lagrange equations of the following

energy,

FLG[s, θ] =

∫
Ω

(
(s′)2

4
+ s2(θ′)2

)
+
εs2

4

(
s2

2
− 1

)
dy,(3.6)

but we only consider (s, θ) ∈ W 1,2 (Ω;R) and focus on smooth, classical solutions
of (3.3a) and (3.3b), subject to the boundary conditions in (2.6a)-(2.6b), and not
OR solutions. We first prove that OR solutions only exist for the special values,
ω = ± 1

4 , in the Q-framework. If ω = ± 1
4 , then B can be either zero or non-zero for

different solution branches, especially for small values of ε that admit multiple solution
branches. Once the correspondence between ω, B and OR solutions is established,
we proceed to prove several qualitative properties of the corresponding (s, θ)-profiles
which are of independent interest, followed by some asymptotic analysis and numerical
experiments (see supplementary material).

Theorem 3.1. For all ε ≥ 0, there exists a minimiser of the energy (3.2), in the
admissible space

(3.7) A =

{
Q ∈W 1,2 ([−1, 1];S2) ;Q11(±1) =

cos(2ωπ)

2
,

Q12(−1) = − sin 2ωπ

2
, Q12(1) =

sin 2ωπ

2

}
.

Moreover, the system (3.1) admits an analytic solution for all ε ≥ 0, in A. OR
solutions only exist for ω = ± 1

4 in (2.7).

Proof. The existence of an energy minimizer for (3.2) in A, is immediate from the
direct methods in the calculus of variations, for all ε and ω, and the minimizer is a
classical solution of the associated Euler-Lagrange equations (3.1), for all ε and ω. In
fact, using standard arguments in elliptic regularity, one can show that all solutions
of the system (3.1) are analytic [5].

The key observation is

(Q′12Q11 −Q′11Q12)
′

= Q′′12Q11 +Q′12Q
′
11 −Q′12Q

′
11 −Q12Q

′′
11 = 0,

and hence, Q′12Q11 −Q′11Q12 is a constant. In fact, using (2.3), we see that

(s2θ′)′ = 2(Q′′12Q11 −Q′′11Q12) = 0 =⇒ s2θ′ = 2(Q′12Q11 −Q′11Q12) = B,

where B is as in (2.5b). Now let B = 0 (so that OR solutions are possible), then

(3.8) Q′12Q11 = Q′11Q12 for all y ∈ [−1, 1].

There are two obvious solutions of (3.8) i.e. Q11 ≡ 0 (i.e., ω = ± 1
4 ), or Q12 ≡ 0 (i.e.,

ω = 0,± 1
2 ), everywhere on Ω.
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For the case Q12 ≡ 0 and ω = ± 1
2 , the Q Euler-Lagrange equations reduce to

(3.9)

{
Q′′11 = εQ11(4Q2

11 − 1),

Q11(−1) = − 1
2 , Q11(1) = − 1

2 .

This is essentially the ODE considered in equation (20) of [23]. Applying the argu-
ments in Lemma 5.4 of [23], the solution Q11 of (3.9) must satisfy Q′11(−1) = 0, or
Q′11 is always positive. However, the latter is not possible since we have symmet-
ric boundary conditions. Hence, when ω = ± 1

2 , the unique solution to (3.9) is the
constant solution (Q11, Q12) = (− 1

2 ,0). This corresponds to s = 1 everywhere in Ω,
inconsistent with an OR solution. The same arguments apply to the case Q12 ≡ 0 and
ω = 0. In this case the boundary conditions are Q11(±1) = 1

2 , and the corresponding
(s, θ) solution is simply, (s, θ) = (1, 0). Again, this is not an OR solution.

When Q11 ≡ 0 (ω = ± 1
4 ), the Q system becomes

(3.10)

{
Q′′12 = εQ12(4Q2

12 − 1),

Q12(−1) = − 1
2 , Q12(1) = 1

2 .

Applying the arguments in Lemma 5.4 of [23], we see (3.10) has a unique solution
which is odd and increasing, with a single zero at y = 0 - the centre of the channel.
This is an OR solution, since Q11 = 0 implies that θ is necessarily constant on either
side of y = 0 .

It remains to show that there are no solutions (Q11, Q12) of (3.1), which satisfy
(3.8), other than the possibilities considered above. To this end, we assume that
we have non-trivial solutions, Q11 and Q12 such that (3.8) holds. We recall that all
solution pairs, (Q11, Q12) of (3.1) are analytic and hence, can only have zeroes at
isolated interior points of Ω = [−1, 1]. This means that there exists a finite number
of intervals (−1, y1), . . . , (yn, 1), such that Q11 6= 0 and Q12 6= 0 in the interior of
these intervals, whilst either Q11(yi), Q12(yi), or both, equal zero at each intervals
end-points. We then have that

Q′12

Q12
=
Q′11

Q11
=⇒ |Q11| = ci|Q12| for y ∈ (yi−1, yi)

for constants ci > 0 and i = 1, . . . , n. Therefore, there exists an interval, (yi−1, yi),
for which Q11 and Q12 have the same, or opposite signs. Assume without loss of
generality (W.L.O.G.) Q11 and Q12 have the same sign, then the analytic function

f(y) := Q11(y)− ciQ12(y) = 0, for y ∈ (yi−1, yi).

Therefore, f(y) = 0 for all y ∈ [−1, 1]. Evaluating at y = ±1, we have

cos(2ωπ) = − sin(2ωπ)ci and cos(2ωπ) = sin(2ωπ)ci,

and this is only possible if cos(2ωπ) = 0 and sin(2ωπ)ci = 0, which implies ω = ± 1
4

and ci = 0. Hence, there are only three possibilities for ω = 0,± 1
4 ,±

1
2 that are

consistent with (3.8), of which OR solutions are only compatible with ω = ± 1
4 .

In what follows, we consider the solution profiles, (s, θ) of (3.3a) and (3.3b), from
which we can construct a solution of the system (3.1), using the definitions (2.2). The
first proposition below is adapted from results in [26], although some additional work
is needed to deal with the positivity of s. The proof is given in the supplementary
material.
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Theorem 3.2. (Maximum Principle) Let s and θ be solutions of (3.3a) and
(3.3b), where s is at least C1, then

(3.11) 0 < s ≤ 1 ∀y ∈ [−1, 1].

Proof. See supplementary material.

For the next batch of results, we omit the case B = 0 and focus on the (s, θ)-
profiles of non OR-solutions, which are necessarily smooth. We exploit this fact
to prove that there exists a unique solution pair, (s, θ) of (3.3), such that s has a
symmetric even profile about y = 0, for every B 6= 0.

Theorem 3.3. Any non-constant and non-OR solution, s, of the Euler-Lagrange
equations (3.3), has a single critical point which is necessarily a non-trivial global
minimum at some y∗ ∈ (−1, 1).

Proof. For clarity, we denote a specific solution of (3.3a) and (3.3b), by (ssol, θsol)
in this proof. Recall that for non-OR solutions, we necessarily have B = θ′(±1) 6= 0
and s 6= 0 anywhere. Using the definition of B in (3.3), we have

(3.12) s′′ =
4B2

s3
+ ε(s3 − s).

The right hand side of (3.12) is well defined and continuous for s ∈ (0, 1], and as such,
a solution, ssol, will be C2. In fact, the right hand side of (3.12) is smooth, hence any
solution, ssol, will be smooth.

The boundary conditions, s (±1) = 1, imply that a non-trivial solution has
s′sol(y

∗) = 0 for some y∗ ∈ [−1, 1], where s′ is defined as,

(3.13) s′ = ±

√(
−4B2s−2 + ε

(
s4

2
− s2

)
+A

)
.

Here, A is a constant of integration and A = 4B2 + ε
2 + s′(±1)2, hence, we must have

(3.14) A ≥ 4B2 +
ε

2
.

Since s′ is defined in terms of s and not y, solutions of s′ = 0 give us the extrema
of a solution ssol (i.e., maxima or minima), rather than the location of the critical
points on the y-axis. The condition s′ = 0 is equivalent to

(3.15) A = 4B2s−2 − ε
(
s4

2
− s2

)
.

Clearly if ε = 0, we can only have one extremum, namely s =
√

4B2

A , which in view

of the boundary conditions and maximum principle, must be a minimum. For ε > 0,
solving (3.15) is equivalent to computing the roots of f(s) = 0 where

(3.16) f(s) := s6 − 2s4 +
2A

ε
s2 − 8B2

ε
.

Firstly, note that f has a root for s ∈ (0, 1], since f(0) = −8B2

ε < 0 and f(1) =

−1 + 2A
ε −

8B2

ε ≥ 0, by (3.14). Differentiating (3.16), we obtain

df

ds
(s) = 6s5 − 8s3 +

4A

ε
s,
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and the critical points of f are given by

(3.17) s = 0, s± =

√√√√8±
√

64− 96A
ε

12
,

provided that A ≤ 2
3ε. There are now three cases to consider.

Case 1: If A > 2
3ε, f(s) has one critical point at s = 0, which is a negative global

minimum. Hence, f has one root in the range, s ∈ (0, 1].
Case 2: Let A = 2

3ε, so that the two critical points s± coincide. The point s = 0
is still a minimum of f(s) and the coefficient of s6 is positive (so f →∞ as s→∞),
so we deduce that s± is a stationary point of inflection (this can be checked via direct
computation). So again, f has one root for s ∈ (0, 1].

Case 3: Finally, let A < 2
3ε, so that s± are distinct critical points of f . The point,

s = 0, is still a minimum of f(s) and the coefficient of s6 is positive, so that there
are two possibilities: (a) s± are distinct saddle points, and since f is increasing for
s > 0, we see f has a single root for s ∈ (0, 1], or (b) s− is a local maximum and s+

is a local minimum of f(s). In the latter case, s = 0 is still a global minimum for
f(s), because f(s+) > f(0). Using this information, we can produce a sketch of f(s)
(shown in Figure 2), and there are 5 cases to consider for the number of roots of f .

In cases (i) and (v) of Figure 2, f has only one root for s ∈ (0, 1]. Next, in order
for the derivative s′sol to be real, the term under the square root in (3.13), has to be
non-negative. This requires that f(s) ≥ 0 for all s ∈ [c, 1], for some c > 0. Applying
this argument to cases (ii) and (iii) in Figure 2 by omitting regions with f(s) < 0, we
deduce that f has a single non-trivial root for s ∈ (0, 1].

For case (iv), we have two distinct roots in an interval such that f(s) ≥ 0, one of
which is s+, and the other root is labelled as s1. Recalling that s+ is also a solution
of f ′(s) = 0, we deduce that s+ is a repeated root of f . Then, f can be factorised as:

f(s) = (s− s+)2(s+ s+)2(s− s1)(s+ s1)

= s6 − (2s2
+ + s2

1)s4 + (s4
+ + 2s2

1s
2
+)s2 − s2

1s
4
+.(3.18)

Comparing the coefficient of s4 and s0 in (3.16), with (3.18), we have s2
1 = 2(1− s2

+)

and s2
1 = 8B2

εs4+
, which implies

(3.19) 4B2 + εs4
+(s2

+ − 1) = 0.

Comparing (3.12) with (3.19), we deduce that, s′′(s+) = 0. By the uniqueness theory
for Cauchy problems, this implies that ssol ≡ s+, which is inadmissible and this case
is excluded.

In cases 1, 2 and 3 we have demonstrated that ssol has a unique positive critical
value, which must be the minimum value, and in case 3, we have a lower bound for the
minimum value i.e. smin > s+. The unique minimum value is attained at a unique
interior point (if there were two interior minima at say y∗ and y∗∗, a non-constant
solution would exhibit a local maximum between the two minima, which is excluded
by a unique critical value for ssol). This completes the proof.

Theorem 3.4. For a given B = θ′(±1) 6= 0, the system (3.3), subject to the
boundary conditions (2.6), has a unique solution for a fixed ε and ω. Hence, for any
value of ω that does not permit OR solutions, the system (3.3) always has a unique
solution.
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Case 1 Case 2
Case 3 (b)

Fig. 2. The horizontal lines represent f(s) = 0.

Proof. Recall, for ω 6= 0, OR solutions exist if and only if B = 0. When ω = 0,
(3.3b) implies we must have B = 0, the proof of Theorem 3.2 (see supplementary
material) then shows the unique solution in W 1,2 is (s, θ) = (1, 0). Hence, for ω = 0,
we can only have non-uniqueness if an OR solution exists.

For B 6= 0, the system (3.3) can be written as

s′′ =
4B2

s3
+ εs(s2 − 1),(3.20a)

s2θ′ = B.(3.20b)

Throughout this proof we take B > 0, so that s 6= 0 and hence, the right hand side
of (3.20a) is analytic. The case B < 0 can be tackled in the same manner.

In the first step, we show that (3.20) has a unique solution for fixed B, ε and
ω. Assume for contradiction that (s1, θ1) and (s2, θ2) are distinct solutions pairs of
(3.20), which satisfy (2.6). As such, they must have distinct derivatives at y = −1
(otherwise they would satisfy the same Cauchy problem). Suppose W.L.O.G.

(3.21) s′1(−1) < s′2(−1) ≤ 0.

Since s1(1) = s2(1) = 1, there exists y0 = min{y > −1 : s1(y0) = s2(y0) := s0}.
Therefore, s1 < s2 for all y ∈ (−1, y0). Further, since s1 and s2 have one non-trivial
global minimum (Theorem 3.3), there are four possibilities for the location of y0: (i)
Case I: y0 = 1; (ii) Case II: y0 < min {α, β} where s1 attains its unique minimum at
y = α and s2 attains its unique minimum at y = β; (iii) Case III: α ≤ y0 ≤ β, or
β ≤ y0 ≤ α; and (iv) Case IV: y0 > max {α, β}. In case I, s1 < s2 implies θ′1 > θ′2
for all y ∈ (−1, 1), since both solution pairs satisfy (3.20b). Hence, θ1(y) − θ2(y)
is increasing, and cannot vanish at y = 1, contradicting the boundary condition at
y = 1.

For Case II, we have

s′2(y0) ≤ s′1(y0) < 0

so that

(s′2(−1))2 − (s′2(y0))2 < (s′1(−1))2 − (s′1(y0))2.
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Using (3.13), this is equivalent to

− 4B2 − ε

2
+A2 −

(
−4B2

s2
0

+ εs2
0

(
s2

0

2
− 1

)
+A2

)
<

− 4B2 − ε

2
+A1 −

(
−4B2

s2
0

+ εs2
0

(
s2

0

2
− 1

)
+A1

)
,

where A1 and A2 are constants of integration associated with s1 and s2 respectively,
and may not be equal. However, the left and right hand sides are in fact equal,
yielding the desired contradiction.

For Cases III and IV, there must exist another point of intersection, y = y1 ∈
(max {α, β} , 1], such that

(s1 − s2) (y1) = 0; (s1 − s2)
′
(y1) < 0

and
0 < s′1(y1) ≤ s′2(y1).

In this case, we can use

(s′2(−1))2 − (s′2(y1))2 < (s′1(−1))2 − (s′1(y1))2

to get the desired contradiction. We therefore conclude that for fixed B, ε and ω, the
solution of (3.3) is unique.

Next, we show the constant B, is unique for fixed ε and ω. We assume that there
exist two distinct solution pairs, (s1, θ1) and (s2, θ2), which by the first part of the
proof, are the unique solutions of

s′′1 =
4B2

1

s3
1

+ εs1(s2
1 − 1), s′′2 =

4B2
2

s3
2

+ εs2(s2
2 − 1)

and

s2
1θ
′
1 = B1, s2

2θ
′
2 = B2,

respectively, subject to (2.6), for the same value of ω. Let 0 < B1 ≤ B2. Using a
change of variable uk = 1 − sk ∈ [0, 1), for k = 1, 2 so that uk(±1) = 0, we can use
the method of sub- and supersolutions to deduce that

(3.22) s2 ≤ s1 for all y ∈ [−1, 1].

This implies

(3.23) θ′1 =
B1

s2
1

≤ B2

s2
2

= θ′2 ∀y ∈ [−1, 1].

If θ′1 < θ′2 anywhere, then θ1(1) = ωπ does not hold, hence we must have equality
i.e., θ′1 = θ′2. It therefore follows that B1s

2
2 = B2s

2
1, but the boundary conditions

necessitate that B1 = B2 := B and hence, s1 = s2 := s. Finally, integrating θ′1 =
B/s2, it follows that θ1 is unique and is given by

(3.24) θ1(y) = ωπ −
∫ 1

y

B

s2
dy, where B = 2ωπ

(∫ 1

−1

1

s2
dy

)−1

.

The preceding arguments show that θ1 = θ2 and the proof is complete.
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Theorem 3.5. For B = θ′(±1) 6= 0, the unique solution, (s, θ) of (3.3), has the
following symmetry properties:

s(y) = s(−y) θ(y) = −θ(−y)

for all y ∈ [−1, 1]. Then s has a unique non-trivial minimum at y = 0.

Proof. It can be readily checked that for B 6= 0 , the system of equations (3.3)
admits a solution pair, (s, θ) such that s is even, and θ is odd for y ∈ [−1, 1], compatible
with the boundary conditions. Combining this observation with the uniqueness result
for B 6= 0, the conclusion of the theorem follows.

The preceding results apply to non OR-solutions. OR solution-branches have been
studied in detail, in a one-dimensional setting, in the Q-framework [23]. Using the
arguments in [23], one can prove that for ω = ± 1

4 , OR solutions exist for all ε ≥ 0 and
are globally stable as ε → 0, but lose stability as ε increases. In particular, non-OR
solutions emerge as ε increases, for ω = ± 1

4 , and these non-OR solutions do not have
polydomain structures. More precisely, we can explicitly compute limiting profiles in
the ε → 0 an ε → ∞ limits. In the ε → 0 limit, relevant for nano-scale channels
(also see [21]), the limiting problem can be solved explicitly in the Q-framework and
the associated (s, θ) profiles are extracted using (2.3). Recall the system (3.1). From
the maximum principle, ||Q||L∞ is bounded independently of ε, and the system (3.1)
reduces to the Laplace equations in the ε→ 0 limit [15]:

Q′′11 = 0, Q′′12 = 0.

This limiting system, subject to (2.7), admits the unique solution

(3.25) Q11(y) =
1

2
cos(2ωπ), Q12(y) =

y

2
sin(2ωπ).

Substituting (3.25) into (2.3), we obtain the following limiting profiles for s and θ, in
the ε→ 0 limit:

s0,ω =

√
cos2(2ωπ) + y2 sin2(2ωπ),(3.26a)

θ0,ω =
1

2
atan2(y sin(2ωπ), cos(2ωπ)).(3.26b)

Using the explicit expressions above, one can easily verify that s0,ω has exactly one
critical point at y = 0, which is a global minimum. Further, s0,± 1

4
(0) = 0 and

s0,ω(0) > 0 for ω 6= ± 1
4 .

In the ε→∞ limit (relevant for micron-scale channels), the system (3.3) reduces
to (see [6] for rigorous arguments)

(3.27) s(s2 − 1) = 0, s2θy = B,

which, subject to the boundary conditions (2.6b), has the solution

(3.28) s(y) = 1, θ(y) = ωπy for all ω, including ω = ±1

4
.

This asymptotic analysis is complemented by additional calculations, as well as
numerical solutions of the Q-Euler-Lagrange equations (3.1a) and (3.1b) (along with
the corresponding (s, θ) profiles), in the supplementary material.
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4. Passive and Active flows. In this section, we compute asymptotic expan-
sions for OR-type solutions of the system (2.5), in the L∗ → 0 limit (ε → ∞ limit)
relevant to micron-scale channels. We consider conventional passive nematodynam-
ics and active nematodynamics (with additional active stresses generated by internal
activity), and generic scenarios with non-constant velocity and pressure. We follow
the asymptotic methods in [7], to construct OR-type solutions, strongly reminiscent
of chevron patterns seen in experiments [1, 11]. Recall an OR-type solution is simply
a solution of (2.5) with a non-empty nodal set for the scalar order parameter, such
that θ has a jump discontinuity at the zeroes of s. Unlike OR solutions, OR-type
solutions need not have polydomains with constant θ-profiles.

4.1. Asymptotics for OR-type solutions in passive nematodynamics, in
the L∗ → 0 limit. Consider the system of coupled equations, (2.5), in the L∗ → 0
limit. Motivated by the results of section 3, and for simplicity, we assume s attains a
single minimum at y = 0, s is even and θ is odd, throughout this section. The first
step is to calculate the flow gradient uy. We multiply (2.5b) by s2 so that

(4.1) (s2θy)y =
s2

2
uy.

Substituting (s2θy)y from (4.1) into (2.5c), we obtain

(4.2)

(
uy +

L2

2
s2uy

)
y

= px.

Both sides of (4.2) equal a constant, since the left hand side is independent of x, and
px is independent of y. Integrating (4.2), we find

(4.3) uy =
pxy

g(s)
+

B0

g(s)
,

where B0 is another constant and

(4.4) g(s) = 1 +
L2

2
s2 > 0, ∀s ∈ R.

Integrating (4.3), we have

(4.5) u(y) =

∫ y

−1

pxY

g(s(Y ))
+

B0

g(s(Y ))
dY,

since u(−1) = 0 from (2.8). Using the no-slip condition, u(1) = 0 and the fact that∫ 1

−1
Y

g(s(Y )) dY = 0, we see B0 = 0 so that the flow velocity is given by

(4.6) u(y) =

∫ y

−1

pxY

g(s(Y ))
dY,

and the corresponding velocity gradient is

(4.7) uy(y) =
pxy

g(s)
.

Following the method in [7], we seek the following asymptotic expansions for
(s, θ):

s(y) = S(y) + IS(λ) +O(L∗),(4.8a)

θ(y) = Θ(y) + IΘ(λ) +O(L∗),(4.8b)
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where S,Θ represent the outer solutions away from the jump point at y = 0, IS, IΘ
represent the inner solutions around y = 0, and λ is our inner variable. Substituting
these expansions into (2.5a) and (2.5b) yields

L∗Syy + L∗ISyy = 4L∗(S + IS)(Θy + IΘy)2 + (S + IS)((S + IS)2 − 1),(4.9a)

(S + IS)(Θyy + IΘyy) =
1

2
(S + IS)uy(y)− 2(Sy + ISy)(Θy + IΘy).(4.9b)

It is clear that (4.9a) is a singular problem in the L∗ → 0 limit, and as such we rescale
y and set

(4.10) λ =
y√
L∗
,

to be our inner variable.
The outer solution is simply the solution of (4.9a) and (4.9b), away from y = 0,

for L∗ = 0 and when internal contributions are ignored. In this case, (4.9a) reduces
to

S(S2 − 1) = 0,(4.11)

which implies

(4.12) S(y) = 1, for y ∈ [−1, 0) ∩ (0, 1]

is the outer solution. Here we have ignored the trivial solution S = 0, and S = −1,
as these solutions do not satisfy the boundary conditions.

Ignoring internal contributions, (4.9b) reduces to

(4.13) Θyy(y) =
1

2
uy(y) for y ∈ [−1, 0) ∩ (0, 1].

From the above, s = 1 for y ∈ [−1, 0) ∩ (0, 1], so integrating (4.7) and imposing the
no-slip boundary conditions (2.8), we obtain

u(y) =
px

2 + L2
(y2 − 1).(4.14)

We take u(0) = − px
2+L2

, consistent with the above expression. Solving for 0 < y ≤ 1,
we integrate (4.13) to obtain

Θy(y) =

∫ y

0

uy(Y )

2
dY + Θy(0+)

=⇒ Θy(y) =
u(y)− u(0)

2
+ Θy(0+).(4.15)

Similarly, for −1 ≤ y < 0, integrating (4.13) yields

Θy(y) =
u(y)− u(0)

2
+ Θy(0−).(4.16)

Since Θy(0±) is unknown, we enforce the following boundary conditions at y = 0
to give us an explicitly computable expression

Θ(0+) = ωπ − kπ

2
, k ∈ Z,(4.17a)

Θ(0−) = −ωπ +
kπ

2
, k ∈ Z.(4.17b)
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We now justify this jump condition. In the case of constant flow and pressure, OR
solutions jump by ±2ωπ, but OR-type solutions could have different jump conditions
across the domain walls, hence the inclusion of the kπ

2 term.
Substituting (4.14) into (4.15), integrating, and imposing the boundary condi-

tions, we have that

Θ(y) =
px

(2 + L2)

(
y3

6
− y

6

)
+
kπ

2
(y − 1) + ωπ for y ∈ (0, 1].(4.18)

Analogously, (4.16) yields

(4.19) Θ(y) =
px

(2 + L2)

(
y3

6
− y

6

)
+
kπ

2
(y + 1)− ωπ for y ∈ [−1, 0).

We now compute the inner solution. Substituting the inner variable (4.10), into
(4.9a) and (4.9b), they become

L∗Syy + ÏS = 4L∗(S + IS)

(
Θy +

˙IΘ√
L∗

)2

+ (S + IS)((S + IS)2 − 1),

(S + IS)(L∗Θyy + ¨IΘ) =
L∗

2
(S + IS)uy(λ

√
L∗)− 2L∗

(
Sy +

˙IS√
L∗

)(
Θy +

˙IΘ√
L∗

)
,

where (̇) denotes differentiation w.r.t λ. Letting L∗ → 0, we have that the leading
order equations are

ÏS = 4(S + IS)( ˙IΘ)2 + (S + IS)((S + IS)2 − 1),(4.20a)

(S + IS) ¨IΘ = −2 ˙IS ˙IΘ,(4.20b)

or equivalently, after recalling S = 1,

ÏS = 2IS + q1(IS, ˙IΘ),
¨IΘ = q2(IS, IṠ, ˙IΘ, ¨IΘ),

where q1, q2 represent the nonlinear terms of the equation. The linearised system is

ÏS = 2IS,(4.21a)

¨IΘ = 0,(4.21b)

subject to the boundary and matching conditions

lim
λ→±∞

IS(λ) = 0, IS(0) = smin − 1,(4.22a)

lim
λ→±∞

IΘ(λ) = 0,(4.22b)

where smin ∈ [0, 1], is the minimum value of s. We note that the second condition in
(4.22a) ensures s(0) = smin.

Using the conditions (4.22a), the general solution of (4.21a) is

(4.23) s(y) =

{
1 + (smin − 1)e

−
√

2 y√
L∗ for 0 ≤ y ≤ 1

1 + (smin − 1)e
√

2 y√
L∗ for −1 ≤ y ≤ 0.
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With IS determined, we calculate IΘ. Solving (4.21b) subject to the limiting condi-
tions (4.22b), it is clear that IΘ = 0. Hence,

θ(y) =


px

(2+L2)

(
y3

6 −
y
6

)
+ kπ

2 (y − 1) + ωπ for 0 < y ≤ 1

px
(2+L2)

(
y3

6 −
y
6

)
+ kπ

2 (y + 1)− ωπ for −1 ≤ y < 0.
(4.24)

The expressions, (4.23) and (4.24), are consistent with our definition of an OR-type
solution.

4.2. OR-type solutions for active nematodynamics, in the L∗ → 0 limit.
Next, we consider a system of uniaxial active nematics in a channel geometry i.e., a
system that is constantly driven out of equilibrium by internal stresses and activity
[18]. There are three dependent variables to solve for - the concentration, c, of active
particles; the fluid velocity u, and the nematic order parameter, Q. The corresponding
evolution equations are taken from [17, 16], with additional stresses from the self-
propelled motion of the active particles and the non-equilibrium intrinsic activity,
referred to as active stresses :

Dc

Dt
= ∇ ·

(
D∇c+ α1c

2(∇ ·Q)
)
,(4.25a)

∇ · u = 0, ρ
Du

Dt
= −∇p+∇ · (µ(∇u + (∇u)T ) + σ̃),(4.25b)

DQ

Dt
= λsW + ζQ−Qζ +

1

γ
H,(4.25c)

where W is the symmetric part of the velocity gradient tensor, α1 is an activity
parameter, and λ is the nematic alignment parameter. The stress tensor, σ̃ = σe+σa,
is the sum of an elastic stress due to nematic elasticity

(4.26) σe = −λsH + QH−HQ,

and an active stress defined by

(4.27) σa = α2c
2Q.

Here α2 is a second activity parameter, which describes extensile (contractile) stresses
exerted by the active particles when α2 < 0 (α2 > 0).

We again consider a one-dimensional static problem, with a unidirectional flow
in the x direction and take λ = 0. Then the evolution equations for Q are the
same as those considered in the passive case, hence, making it easier to adapt the
calculations in section 4.1 and draw comparisons between the passive and active cases.
The isotropic to nematic phase transition is driven by the concentration of active
particles and as such, we take A = κ(c∗ − c)/2 and C = κc, where c∗ =

√
3π/2L2 is

the critical concentration at which this transition occurs [18, 17]. As in the passive
case, we work with A < 0 i.e. with concentrations that favour nematic ordering.

The continuity equation (4.25a), follows from the fact that the total number of
active particles must remain constant [18]. This is compatible with constant concen-
tration, c, although solutions with constant concentration do not exist for α1 6= 0. As
in [10], we consider the case of constant concentration c, which is not unreasonable
for small values of α1 (see (4.25a), which can admit approximately constant solutions,
c(y) in the α1 → 0 limit), and do not consider the concentration equation, (4.25a),
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in this work. We nondimensionalise the system as before, but additionally scale c by
L−1. In terms of Q, the evolution equations are given by

∂Q11

∂t
= uyQ12 +Q11,yy +

1

L∗
Q11(1− 4(Q2

11 +Q2
12)),(4.28a)

∂Q12

∂t
= −uyQ11 +Q12,yy +

1

L∗
Q12(1− 4(Q2

11 +Q2
12)),(4.28b)

L1
∂u

∂t
= −px + uyy + 2L2(Q11Q12,yy −Q12Q11,yy)y + Γ(Q12c

2)y,(4.28c)

where Γ = α2γ
κµ

√
− 2A

C is a measure of activity. In the steady case, and in terms of

(s, θ), the system (4.28) reduces to

syy = 4sθ2
y +

s

L∗
(
s2 − 1

)
,(4.29a)

sθyy =
1

2
suy − 2syθy,(4.29b)

uyy = px − L2(s2θy)yy − Γ

(
c2s

2
sin(2θ)

)
y

.(4.29c)

Regarding boundary conditions, we impose the same boundary conditions on s, θ and
u, as in the passive case.

The equations, (4.29a) and (4.29b), are identical to the equations, (2.5a) and
(2.5b), respectively. Hence, the asymptotics in subsection 4.1 remain largely un-
changed, with differences coming from (4.29c), due to the additional active stress.
Substituting (4.1) into (4.29c), we obtain

(4.30)

(
uy +

L2

2
s2uy +

Γ

2
c2s sin(2θ)

)
y

= px.

Following the same steps as in subsection 4.1 to obtain equation (4.5), we compute

u(y) =

∫ y

−1

2pxY + 2B0 − Γc2s(Y ) sin(2θ(Y ))

2g(s(Y ))
dY,

where B0 is a constant and g is given by (4.4). Using u(1) = 0 and rearranging, we
see that

B0 =
−
∫ 1

−1
2pxY−Γc2s(Y ) sin(2θ(Y ))

2g(s(Y )) dY∫ 1

−1
g(s(Y ))−1dY

.

From our assumption that s is even and θ is odd, it follows that y
g(s) and s sin(2θ)

g(s) are

odd, and consequently, B0 = 0. Therefore, the flow velocity is given by

(4.31) u(y) =

∫ y

−1

2pxY − Γc2s(Y ) sin(2θ(Y ))

2g(s(Y ))
dY,

and the velocity gradient by

(4.32) uy(y) =
pxy

g(s(y))
− Γc2s(y) sin(2θ(y))

2g(s(y))
.
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Here, the active contribution is captured by the second term, assuming a constant
concentration c.

As (4.29a) and (4.29b) are identical to equations (2.5a) and (2.5b) respectively,
much of the calculations are the same as in subsection 4.1. In particular, we pose
asymptotic expansions as in (4.8a) and (4.8b), for s and θ respectively in the L∗ → 0
limit, which yields (4.9a) and (4.9b). In fact, the expression for s is given by (4.23), in
the active case too. We highlight the differences for the outer solution Θ as a result of
the velocity gradient (4.32). We again solve (4.13) and find an implicit representation
for Θ as given below:
(4.33)

Θ(y) =


∫ 1

y
u(0)−u(Y )

2 dY +
(
kπ
2 −

∫ 1

0
u(Y )−u(0)

2 dY
)

(y − 1) + ωπ, 0 < y ≤ 1∫ y
−1

u(Y )−u(0)
2 dY +

(
kπ
2 −

∫ 0

−1
u(Y )−u(0)

2 dY
)

(y + 1)− ωπ, −1 ≤ y < 0

where u(y) is given by (4.31). Moving to the inner solution IΘ, we need to solve
(4.21b), subject to the matching condition (4.22b). As before, we find IΘ = 0, and
our composite expansion for θ is just the outer solution presented above. We deduce
that OR-type solutions are still possible in an active setting, for the case λ = 0.

We now consider a simple case for which (4.33) can be solved explicitly. In (4.31),
we assume s = 1 and sin 2θ = 1 for −1 ≤ y < 0, and sin(2θ) = −1 for 0 < y ≤ 1
i.e., we assume an OR solution with θ = ∓π4 and ω = − 1

4 . Under these assumptions,
integrating (4.32) yields

(4.34) u(y) =

{
px

2+L2
(y2 − 1) + Γc2

2+L2
(y − 1), for 0 < y ≤ 1

px
2+L2

(y2 − 1)− Γc2

2+L2
(y + 1), for − 1 ≤ y < 0.

Substituting the above into (4.33), we find
(4.35)

θ(y) =


px

2+L2

(
y3

6 −
y
6

)
+ Γc2

2+L2
(y

2

4 −
y
4 ) + kπ

2 (y − 1) + ωπ, for 0 < y ≤ 1,

px
2+L2

(
y3

6 −
y
6

)
− Γc2

2+L2
(y

2

4 + y
4 ) + kπ

2 (y + 1)− ωπ for −1 ≤ y < 0.

We expect (4.34) and (4.35) to be good approximations to OR-type solutions with
ω = − 1

4 , in the limit of small Γ (small activity) and small pressure gradient, when
the outer solution is well approximated by an OR solution.

4.3. Numerical results. We solve the dynamical systems (2.4) and (4.28) with
finite element methods, and all simulations are performed using the open-source pack-
age FEniCS [24]. The details of the numerical methods are given in the supplementary
material. In the numerical results that follow, we extract the s profile from Q, using
(2.3). We also plot s/2 instead of s. We do this so that the Q and s-profiles fit nicely
on the same axis and in our error plots, we compare (4.23)×1/2 to s/2. Henceforth,
we will not make this distinction, and regard the plotted profiles as s.

4.3.1. Passive flows. We begin by investigating whether OR-type solutions
exist for the passive system (2.4) when L∗ is large (small ε), that is, for small nano-
scale channel domains. When ω = ± 1

4 and px = −1, we find profiles which are small
perturbations of the OR solutions found in section 3, for large L∗ with px = 0, i.e.,
the profile in (3.26) when ω = ± 1

4 (see Fig. 3). We regard these profiles as being
OR-type solutions although s(0) 6= 0 but s(0)� 1, as the director profile resembles a
polydomain structure and θ jumps around y = 0, to satisfy its boundary conditions.
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As |px| increases, we lose this approximate zero in s i.e., we lose the domain wall and
s→ 1 almost everywhere. It is also worth noting, that the director represents a splay
deformation when ω = − 1

4 , and a bend deformation when ω = 1
4 , which becomes

more pronounced as |px| increases.

px = -1 px = -20

(b) w = 1/4

(a) w = -1/4 px = -10

Fig. 3. The stable solutions of (2.4) for L∗ = ∞ (i.e., we remove the bulk contributions) and
L2 = 1e − 3. The values of px and ω, are indicated in the plots (the same comments apply to all
other figures where values are included in the plots).

We now proceed to study solutions of (2.4) in the L∗ → 0 limit, relevant for
micron-scale channel domains. We are interested in the stable equilibrium solutions
and the existence of OR-type solutions in this limit, and how well the OR-type so-
lutions are approximated by the asymptotic expansions in Section 4.1. As expected,
in Fig. 4 we find stable equilibria which satisfy s = 1 almost everywhere. We also
report unstable OR-type solutions in Fig. 5, when ω = − 1

4 . We again consider these
to be OR-type solutions despite s(0) 6= 0, since their behaviour is consistent with the
asymptotic expressions (4.23) and (4.24), and we also have approximate polydomain
structures. We also find these OR-type solutions for ω = 1

4 , but do not report them
as they are similar to the ω = − 1

4 case (the same is true in the next subsection).
In fact, ω = ± 1

4 are the only boundary conditions for which we have been able to
identify OR-type solutions (identical comments apply to the active case).

In Fig. 5, we present three distinct OR-type solutions which vary in their Q11

and Q12 profiles, or equivalently the rotation of θ between the bounding plates at
y = ±1. These numerical solutions are found by taking (4.23) (with smin = 0)
and (4.24) with different values of k (k = 0, 1, 2), as the initial condition in our
Newton solver. We conjecture that one could build a hierarchy of OR-type solutions
corresponding to arbitrary integer values of k in (4.17), or different jumps in θ at
y = 0 in (4.17), when ω = ± 1

4 . OR-type solutions are unstable, and we speculate that
the solutions corresponding to different values of k in (4.17) are unstable equilibria
with different Morse indices, where the Morse index is a measure of the instability of
an equilibrium point [22]. A higher value of k could correspond to a higher Morse
index or informally speaking, a more unstable equilibrium point with more directions
of instability. A further relevant observation is that according to the asymptotic
expansion (4.24), Q11(0±) = 0 and Q12(0±) = ± 1

2 , and hence the energy of the
domain wall does not depend strongly on k. The far-field behavior does depend on k in
(4.24), and we conjecture that this k-dependence generates the family of k-dependent
OR-type equilibrium solutions. We note that OR-type solutions generally do not
satisfy s(0) = 0, but typically exhibit polydomain structures in θ, or equivalently the
director n = (cos θ, sin θ). However, as L∗ decreases, we find s(0) → 0 for OR-type
solutions, for a fixed px (see Fig. 6).

To conclude this section on passive flows, we assess the accuracy of our asymptotic
expansions in section 4.1. In Fig. 7, we plot the error between the asymptotic
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px = -1 px = -20px = -10(a)
w = -1/4

w = 1/4
(b)

Fig. 4. Some example stable solutions of (2.4) for L∗ = 1e− 3 and L2 = 1e− 3.

expressions ((4.23) and (4.24)) and the corresponding numerical solutions of (2.4),
for the parameter values L∗ = 1e − 4, L2 = 1e − 3, px = −20 and ω = − 1

4 . More
precisely, we use these parameter values along with k = 1, 2, 3 in (4.24), and (4.23)
with smin = 0, to construct the asymptotic profiles. We then use these asymptotic
profiles as initial conditions to find the corresponding numerical solutions. Hence, we
have three comparison plots in Fig. 7, corresponding to k = 1, 2, 3 respectively. By
error, we refer to the difference between the asymptotic profile and the corresponding
numerical solution. We label the asymptotic profiles using the superscript 0, in the
L∗ → 0 limit, whilst a nonzero superscript identifies the numerical solution along with
the the value of L∗ used in the numerics (these comments also apply to the active
case in the next section). We find good agreement between the asymptotics and
numerics, especially for the s profiles, where any error is confined to a narrow interval
around y = 0 and does not exceed 0.07 in magnitude. Using (2.2), (4.23), and (4.24),
we construct the corresponding asymptotic profile Q0. Looking at the differences
between Q0 and the numerical solutions Q1e−4 (for k = 1, 2, 3), the error does not
exceed 0.06 in magnitude. This implies good agreement between the asymptotic and
numerically computed θ-profiles, at least for the parameter values under consideration.
While the fluid velocity u is not the focus of this work, we note that our asymptotic
profile (4.14), gives almost perfect agreement with the numerical solution for u.

Fig. 5. Three unstable OR-type solutions of (2.4) for L∗ = 1e− 3, L2 = 1e− 3, px = −1 and
ω = − 1

4
. The initial conditions used are (4.23) (with smin = 0) and (4.24) with k = 0, 1, 2 (from

left to right), along with the parameter values just stated.

Fig. 6. Plot of an OR-type solution for L∗ = 5e − 4, 3e − 4, 1e − 4 (from left to right). The
remaining parameter values are L2 = 1e − 3, px = −20 and ω = − 1

4
. The initial conditions used

are (4.23) (with smin = 0) and (4.24) with k = 2, along with the parameter values just stated.
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Fig. 7. Plot of Q1e−4 −Q0, s1e−4 − s0, and u1e−4 − u0. Here, Q0 is the asymptotic profile
given by (4.23) and (4.24) with, smin = 0, k = 1, 2, 3 (from left to right), L∗ = 1e− 4, L2 = 1e− 3,
px = −20 and ω = −1/4, whilst Q1e−4 denotes the corresponding numerical solution of (2.4). s0

is given by (4.23) and s1e−4 is extracted from Q1e−4. The numerical solutions are found by using
Q0 as the initial condition. Identical comments apply to u0 − u1e−4, where u0 is given by (4.14)
and u1e−4 is the numerical solution of (2.4).

(a) w= -1/4

(b) w= 1/4

Γ= 1 Γ= 5 Γ= 10

Fig. 8. The stable solutions of (4.28) for L∗ =∞ , L2 = 1e− 3, c =
√

2π and px = −1.

4.3.2. Active flows. As explained previously, we consider active flows with
constant concentration c, and take c > c∗. To this end, we fix c =

√
2π in the

following numerical experiments. For L∗ large (small nano-scale channel domains),
we find OR-type solutions when ω = ± 1

4 , and these are stable. In Fig. 8, we plot
these solutions when px = −1 and for three different values of Γ, which we recall is
proportional to the activity parameter α2. We only have s(0) ≈ 0 when Γ = 1, in
which case the director profile exhibits polydomain structures. As Γ increases, s(0)
increases and s → 1 almost everywhere, so that OR-type solutions are only possible
for small values of px and Γ. Increasing |px| for a fixed value of Γ, also drives s → 1
everywhere. Looking at Fig. 3 and 8 together, we notice that if Q11 is positive in the
interior, the nematic director has a splay deformation and if Q11 is negative in the
interior, the director has a bend deformation.

As in the passive case, we also find unstable OR-type solutions consistent with
the limiting asymptotic expression (4.23), along with a discontinuous θ profile as in
(4.33), for small values of L∗ that correspond to micron-scale channels. The stable
solutions have s ≈ 1 almost everywhere (see Fig. 9). In Fig. 10, we find unstable
OR-type solutions when L∗ = 1e− 3, L2 = 1e− 3 and ω = − 1

4 , for a range of values
of px and Γ. To numerically compute these solutions, we use the stated parameter
values in (4.23) (with smin = 0) and (4.35), along with k = 0, as our initial condition.
We only have s(0) ≈ 0 provided |px| and Γ are not too large, however, s(0)→ 0 in the
L∗ → 0 limit for fixed values of px and Γ. This illustrates the robustness of OR-type
solutions in an active setting. In Fig. 11, we plot three further distinct OR-type
solutions, obtained by taking (4.23) (with smin = 0) and (4.35) with k = 1, 2, 3, as
our initial condition. Hence, for the same reasons as in the passive case, we believe
there may be multiple unstable OR-type solutions, corresponding to different values
of k in (4.17).
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(a) w= -1/4

(b) w= 1/4

Γ= 1 Γ= 5 Γ= 10

Fig. 9. The stable solutions of (4.28) for L∗ = 1e− 3, L2 = 1e− 3, c =
√

2π and px = −1.

Γ = 1 Γ = 5 Γ = 10

px = -20

px = -10

px = 0

Fig. 10. Unstable OR-type solutions of (4.28), for L∗ = 1e − 3, L2 = 1e − 3, c =
√

2π and
ω = − 1

4
. The initial conditions used are (4.23) (with smin = 0) and (4.35) with k = 0.

By analogy with the passive case, we now compare the asymptotic expressions
(4.23), (4.34) and (4.35), with the numerical solutions. The error plots are given in
Fig. 12. Once again, there is good agreement between the limiting s-profile (4.23) and
the numerical solutions, where any error is confined to a small interval around y = 0.
There is also good agreement between the asymptotic and numerically computed θ-
profiles (coded in terms of Q11 and Q12) and flow profile u, provided |px|, Γ, or both,
are not too large. When |px| and Γ are large (say much greater than 1), the accuracy of
the asymptotics breaks down, especially for the u-profile. However, OR-type solutions
are still possible for large values of |px| and Γ, as elucidated by Fig. 10.

5. Conclusions. In this article, we have demonstrated the universality of OR-
type solutions in NLC-filled microfluidic channels. Section 3 focuses on the simple
and idealised case of constant flow and pressure to give some preliminary insight into
the more complex systems considered in section 4. We prove a series of results that
lead to the interesting and non-obvious conclusion, that the multiplicity of observable
equilibria depend on the boundary conditions. We employ a (s, θ)-formalism for the
NLC state, and impose Dirichlet conditions for (s, θ) coded in terms of ω, where ω is
a measure of the director rotation between the bounding plates y = ±1. We always
have a unique smooth solution in this framework provided an OR solution does not
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Fig. 11. Three unstable OR-type solutions of (4.28) for L∗ = 1e − 3, L2 = 1e − 3, px = −1,
Γ = 0.7 and ω = − 1

4
.

Γ = 0.5px = -5 Γ = 0.1px = -10Γ = 0.7px = -1

Fig. 12. Plot of Q1e−4 −Q0, s1e−4 − s0, and u1e−4 − u0. Here, Q0 is given by (4.23) and
(4.35) with, smin = 0, k = 0, c =

√
2π, L∗ = 1e− 4, L2 = 1e− 3, px and Γ as stated in the figure,

and ω = −1/4, whilst Q1e−4 is the numerical solution of (4.28), with the same parameter values.

exist (Theorem 3.4). Additionally, in the Q-framework for ω = ± 1
4 i.e., when the

boundary conditions are orthogonal to each other, OR solutions with polydomain
structures exist for all values of L∗ or ε, they are globally stable for large L∗ (small
ε), and there are multiple solutions for small values of L∗ (large ε) or large channel
geometries. In fact, for all three scenarios considered in this paper, we have found OR
and OR-type solutions to be compatible with ω = ± 1

4 only, or orthogonal boundary
conditions. We note that in Theorem 7 of [3], the author proves that minimizers of
an Oseen-Frank energy in three dimensions are unique for non-orthogonal boundary
conditions. This result is clearly different from ours, based on different arguments, but
has a similar physical flavour. As has been noted in [2] amongst others, orthogonal
boundary conditions allow for solutions in the Q-formalism (solutions of (3.1)) that
have a constant set of eigenvectors in space. These solutions, with a constant set of
eigenvectors, are precisely the OR solutions, which are disallowed for non-orthogonal
boundary conditions. Thus, whilst the conclusion of Theorem 3.1 is not surprising
on physical grounds, or by comparison with previous work for other continuum NLC
models, we recover the same result with a different set of arguments in the (s, θ)-
framework, which is of independent interest.

In section 4, we calculate useful asymptotic expansions for OR-type solutions in
the limit of large domains, for both passive and active nematics. The asymptotics are
validated by numerically computed OR-type solutions for small and large values of
L∗, using the asymptotic expansions as initial conditions. There is good agreement
between the asymptotics and the numerical solutions, and the asymptotics give good
insight into the internal structure of domain walls of OR-type solutions and the outer
far-field solutions. These techniques can be further embellished to include external
fields, other types of boundary conditions and more complex geometries too.

In section 4.3, the OR-type solutions are unstable for small L∗ or large channels.
However, they may still be observable and hence, physically relevant. Referring to the
experimental results in [1] for passive NLC-filled microfluidic channels, the authors
find disclination lines at the centre of a microfluidic channel filled with the liquid
crystal 5CB, with flow, and with and without an applied electric field. Moreover,
the authors are able to stabilise these disinclination lines by applying an electric
field. So, while the OR-type solutions are unstable mathematically, they can be
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stabilised or controlled/exploited for transport phenomena and cargo transport in
experiments. In the active case, there are similar experimental results in [20]. Here
the authors use an applied magnetic field to control an active nematic system (8CB
with a water based active gel), and find lanes of defect cores running parallel to the
channel walls. These defect cores and disclination lines can be modelled by OR-
type solutions, as we have studied in this paper. In general, we argue that unstable
solutions are of independent interest since they play crucial roles in the connectivity
of solution landscapes of complex systems [22]. Unstable solutions steer the dynamics
of a system and ultimately, dictate the selection of the steady state for multistable
systems (with multiple stable states). Hence, OR-type solutions are unstable for
large domains, but can influence non-equilibrium properties and can be stabilised for
tailor-made applications.

To conclude this article, we argue why OR-type solutions maybe universal in
variational theories, with free energies that employ a Dirichlet elastic energy for the
unknowns, e.g. y1 . . . yn for n ∈ N. Working in a one-dimensional setting, consider an
energy of the form

(5.1)

∫
Ω

y′1(x)2 + . . . y′n(x)2 +
1

L∗
h(y1, . . . yn)(x) dx,

subject to Dirichlet boundary conditions, for a material-dependent positive elastic
constant L∗. The function, h, models a bulk energy that only depends on y1, . . . , yn.
As L∗ → ∞, the limiting Euler-Lagrange equations admit unique solutions of the
form yj = ax + b, for constants a and b. For specific choices of Ω and asymmetric
boundary conditions, we can have domain walls at x = x∗ such that yj(x

∗) = 0 for
j = 1, . . . , n. Writing each yj = |yj |sgn(yj), the domain wall separates polydomains
with phases differentiated by different values of sgn(yj). Moreover, we believe this
argument can be extended to systems in two and three-dimensions.
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Supplementary materials. A Multi-Faceted Study of Nematic Order
Reconstruction in Microfluidic Channels.

1. Supplementary material for section 3 - Passive flows with constant
velocity and pressure. Here we present supplementary material for section 3 of the
main text. Any references to equations and Theorems not appearing in this document,
refer to equations and Theorems in the main text.

Theorem 1.1. (Maximum Principle) Let s and θ be solutions of (3.3a) and
(3.3b), where s is at least C1, then

(1.1) 0 < s ≤ 1 ∀y ∈ [−1, 1].

Proof. Let (s, θ) denote a solution pair of (3.3a) and (3.3b), and assume for
contradiction that s has a local minimum at ŷ, such that s(ŷ) ≤ 0. This implies
that B = 0 using (3.3b). If B = 0, then we must have either s = 0 everywhere or
a piecewise constant θ-profile. The first case is inadmissible and the second case is
simply an OR solution, determined by the ordinary differential equation:

(1.2) s′′ = εs(s2 − 1),

which can be integrated to obtain the scalar order parameter. Doing this, we find

(1.3) s′ = ±

√(
ε

(
s4

2
− s2

)
+A

)
.

Evaluating at s = 1, we see A ≥ ε
2 . At the minimum, s′(ŷ) = 0, hence

(1.4) s2(ŷ) = 1±
√

1− 2A

ε
,

which requires A ≤ ε
2 . Combining these inequalities yields A = ε

2 . We then have

s′ = ±
√
ε

2
(s2 − 1)2.

Fixing the sign in the above to be either positive or negative, we have a first order
ODE subject to the boundary condition s(−1) = 1, or s(1) = 1. In any case, s ≡ 1
is a solution, hence, by the Picard-Lindelöf Theorem, this is the unique solution and
this is clearly positive everywhere.

We prove that s ≤ 1 by a direct application of the maximum principle. Assume
that there exists a point y∗ ∈ [−1, 1] where s attains its maximum, and s(y∗) > 1
so that y∗ ∈ (−1, 1). The function s2 must also attain its maximum at the point
y∗ ∈ (−1, 1), so that (

s2
)′′

(y∗) ≤ 0.

Next, note that
(
s2
)′′

= 2(s′)2 + 2ss′′. We now multiply (3.3a) by s, and substitute
for s′′s in the resulting expression to obtain

(1.5)
1

2

(
s2
)′′

= (s′)2 + 4s2(θ′)2 + εs2(s2 − 1).

Using s(y∗) > 1, (1.5) implies that
(
s2
)′′

(y∗) > 0, which is a contradiction. Hence,
we conclude that s ≤ 1 ∀y ∈ [−1, 1].
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1.1. The ε→ 0 and ε→∞ limits.

Proposition 1.2. For ω 6= ± 1
4 , s0,ω has exactly one critical point at y = 0,

which is a non-trivial global minimum i.e. s0,ω(0) > 0. For ω = ± 1
4 , s has exactly

one minimum at y = 0 such that s0,± 1
4

(0) = 0.

Proof. It is clear from (3.26a) that s0,ω(−y) = s0,ω(y) and as such s0,ω is sym-
metric. We quickly note from (3.26a), that s = 1 when ω = 0,± 1

2 . Next, we consider
the cases ω 6= 0, ± 1

4 , ± 1
2 . Differentiating (3.26a), we have

s′0,ω(y) = ± y sin2(2ωπ)√
cos2(2ωπ) + y2 sin2(2ωπ)

= 0 =⇒ y = 0 since ω 6= 0,±1

2
.

Hence, the solution has one critical point at y = 0, which is a global minimum. Since
s(0) = cos(2ωπ), this minimum is non-trivial for ω 6= ± 1

4 .
Next, we briefly consider the case when ω = ± 1

4 . From (3.26a) we see that the
solution is given by

s0,± 1
4
(y) =

{
−y for y ∈ [−1, 0]

y for y ∈ [0, 1],

which clearly has a unique minimum value y = 0, and s0,± 1
4
(0) = 0. We have a domain

wall at s = 0, and θ0, 14
= −π4 for y < 0 and θ0, 14

= π
4 for y > 0. Analogous remarks

apply to ω = − 1
4 . In other words, there are polydomain structures with distinct

nematic directors, separated by a domain wall i.e. the unique limiting profile is an
OR solution, and hence globally stable in the ε→ 0 limit, for ω = ± 1

4 .

OR solutions are unstable in the ε→∞ limit, for ω = ± 1
4 [23]. However, we can

deduce the asymptotic profiles of OR solutions in this limit, since OR solutions exist
for all ε, when ω = ± 1

4 . To this end, we introduce the OR energy for ω = ± 1
4 and

Q11(y) ≡ 0 for all y ∈ [−1, 1]:

(1.6) E(Q12) :=

∫ 1

−1

(Q′12)
2

+ εQ2
12(2Q2

12 − 1), dy,

subject to the boundary conditions in (2.7). As ε → ∞, the minimizers of the OR
energy converge to the set BOR where

BOR =

{
(Q11, Q12) =

(
0,±1

2

)}
.

Focusing on ω = 1
4 and replicating arguments from [13], we deduce that OR solu-

tions, interpreted as minimizers of (1.6), converge in L1 ([−1, 1]), almost everywhere
to a map of the form

(1.7) Q∗ =

(
0,−1

2

)
χE1 +

(
0,

1

2

)
χE2 ,

where χ is the characteristic function of an interval, E1 = [−1, 0) and E2 = (0, 1], in
the ε→∞ limit.
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1.2. Numerical results. We solve the time-dependent equations (2.4) with con-
stant u, using gradient flow methods in Matlab. We use finite difference methods in
the spatial direction, with a step size of 1/50, and Euler’s method in the time direc-
tion. The solution is deemed to have converged when the norm of the gradient has
fallen below 10−6.

In Fig. 13, we fix ω = 1
4 and ε = 10, and demonstrate multiple solutions for

different initial conditions. The black curves label the OR solution, since s = 0 at
y = 0, and θ is discontinuous at y = 0. The red curves label smooth solutions with no
domain walls. However, for ε ≤ 3 (approximately) we only observe the OR solution.
In Fig. 14, we plot the (s, θ) profiles for ω = 1

8 , and for three different values of ε.
Using different initial conditions, we only find one solution profile for each value of ε,
consistent with Theorems 3.1 and 3.4. Finally, in Fig. 15, we take ε = 100 and see
if OR solutions do indeed converge to the limiting profile in (1.7), and the numerics
are indeed consistent with an almost piecewise constant profile for Q12, except for a
transition layer localised around y = 0.

(a) (b)

Fig. 13. Different types of (s, θ) profiles obtained by using different initial conditions. The
black curves are found by taking Q11 = 1

2
cos(2ωπ) and Q12 = 1

2
sin(2ωπ)y as the initial condition,

whilst the red curves are found by taking Q11 = 1
2

(y2 + 1) and Q12 = 1
2

sin(2ωπ)y as the initial

condition. The parameter values are ω = 1
4

and ε = 10.

Fig. 14. (s, θ) profiles obtained for different values of ε. For these values of ε, the initial
conditions Q11 = 1

2
cos(2ωπ) and Q12 = 1

2
sin(2ωπ)y, and Q11 = 1

2
(y2 + 1) and Q12 = 1

2
sin(2ωπ)y,

converge to the same solution. The parameter values are ω = 1
8

and ε := 1
L∗ as indicated in the

plot.

2. Numerical methods. Here we explain the numerical methods used in sec-
tion 4.3 of the main text. We write the dynamical systems in their weak formulation.
For example, the weak formulation of the complicated active system (4.28), is the
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Fig. 15. The only OR solution for ω = 1
4

and ε = 100. The corresponding director profile is
plotted on the right.

following:

∫ 1

−1

∂Q11

∂t
v1dy =

∫ 1

−1

uyQ12v1 −Q11,yv1y +
1

L∗
Q11(1− 4(Q2

11 +Q2
12))v1 dy,

(2.1a)

∫ 1

−1

∂Q12

∂t
v2dy =

∫ 1

−1

−uyQ11v2 −Q12,yv2y +
1

L∗
Q12(1− 4(Q2

11 +Q2
12))v2 dy,

(2.1b)

∫ 1

−1

∂u

∂t
v3dy =

∫ 1

−1

−pxv3 −
(
uy + 2L2(Q11Q12,yy −Q12Q11,yy) + Γ(Q12c

2)
)
v3y dy,

(2.1c)

for all v1, v2, v3 ∈ W 1,2
0 ([−1, 1]) with Dirichlet boundary conditions for (Q11, Q12)

and u, given in (2.7) and (2.8), respectively. We partition the domain [−1, 1] into a
uniform mesh with mesh size h = 1/256. Due to the third order partial derivatives
with respect to y in (4.28), Lagrange elements of order 2 are used for the spatial
discretization.

We also study the linear stability of the equilibrium solutions in (2.4) and (4.28).
The systems can be written as ∂x

∂t = F (x(t)). Let x0 denote an equilibrium point
i.e. F (x0) = 0, and let J(x0) = ∇F (x0) be the Jacobian matrix of F at x0. We
can then determine the stability of x0 by checking the sign of the largest real part
amongst all eigenvalues of J(x0). If the largest real part is negative (positive), then
the equilibrium point is stable (unstable).

For stable states of the system (2.4), we use the semi-implicit Euler method for
time discretization and the initial conditions

Q11 = cos(2ωπy)/2, Q12 = sin(2ωπy)/2, u = −px(1− y2)/2.(2.2)

For the unstable OR-type solutions, we assume that the partial derivatives with re-
spect to t are zero, and solve the passive or active flow systems using a Newton solver
with a linear LU solver at each iteration. Newton’s method strongly depends on the
initial condition, so we use the asymptotic expressions (4.23) and (4.24) as initial
conditions for the passive flow system, and (4.23) and (4.35) as initial conditions for
the active flow system with small Γ. In the active case, we perform an increasing Γ
sweep for the OR branch to obtain OR-type solutions for large Γ.
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