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Living organisms can demonstrate highly adaptable and sophisticated responses using ‘memory’
resulting from repeated exposure to external conditions or ‘training’. However, realizing similar
adaptability in mechanical responses in inanimate, physical materials presents an outstanding chal-
lenge in several fields, including soft matter, materials science, and in the domain of soft robotics, to
name a few. Our study focuses on disordered solids, which are model systems that resemble gran-
ular matter, foam and other disordered, soft solids. Here, combining bulk rheology, in-situ optical
imaging, and numerical simulations, we demonstrate how training via cyclic shear can encode mem-
ories that tunes the yield point in a unique way and over unprecedented ranges. Our study reveals
that such tunability is intricately linked to the plasticity, non-affine deformations, and formation of
shear bands. Remarkably, our numerical simulations illustrates that systems with identical internal
energies, prepared via different protocols (mechanical or thermal), can display markedly different
rheological responses, indicating that energy alone does not determine mechanical behaviour. More-
over, while the yield strain increases with training amplitude, the material simultaneously softens,
contrasting with the thermal case where both quantities increase monotonically with increasing
annealing. Our results open up possibilities for memory-induced tuning of mechanical response in
trainable amorphous matter, independently or in combination with thermal annealing, far beyond

the material-feature space achievable via the latter alone.

INTRODUCTION

Disordered solids are found everywhere in our daily
lives and have important scientific and industrial appli-
cations [IH5]. Examples range from soft materials such as
pastes, gels, foams, and emulsions, to structural materi-
als like silica glass, concrete, asphalt, and compressed
soils. Despite their diverse origins and compositions,
these systems share a common character: their behav-
ior, be it dynamical or mechanical, depends strongly on
how they were produced and how they have been treated
subsequently [6HI3]. This inherent ‘preparation history’
dependence often makes their attributes challenging to
understand, predict and control [9], 171 13} [14] for desired
applications.

A central feature of their mechanical response is the ex-
istence of a yield point, at which the material transitions
from an elastic, solid-like state, that stores energy in elas-
tic deformations, to a flowing, liquid like one [9] T5HIS],
where stored energy is dissipated through plastic rear-
rangements of its constituents. Therefore a yield point
is a critical threshold that defines the maximum load
that a material can sustain before it begins to deform
irreversibly. In many contexts, a change in this thresh-
old can have severe consequences. For instance, soils
that appear stable under everyday conditions can, be-
yond certain stresses, lose their ability to support load
and collapse catastrophically [19] 20]; thus shifting the
yield point upward in such cases can significantly im-
prove resistance to mechanical failure. Conversely, low-
ering the yield point can be desirable in processes where
ease of flow and reshaping are required [2IH23]. Other
salient aspects of the mechanical response of such disor-

dered solids include material elasticity, characterized by
different elastic moduli and the degree of brittleness.

While changes in the shear modulus modify the stiff-
ness landscape that a disordered system explores before
plasticity sets in [24H26], variations in brittleness de-
termine whether failure occurs abruptly through rapid
fracture or gradually via distributed plastic rearrange-
ments [9, 14, 27]. Understanding and controlling these
properties are therefore of paramount importance for de-
signing materials that meet specific performance require-
ments [9, 28H30]. However, designing materials with
a prescribed chemical composition that simultaneously
realize targeted yield strength, bulk modulus, and brit-
tleness remains a fundamental challenge [28, BIH33].
The difficulty is especially pronounced in bulk amorphous
solids, where the vast configurational space and intrinsic
structural disorder impede direct control over mechanical
response.

On the other hand, as indicated earlier, disordered
solids are also known to exhibit a rich family of mem-
ory effects [I0, 34, B8], in particular in the context of
mechanical training [8], [36H42]. For example, when cycli-
cally sheared at a fixed strain amplitude, a disordered
solid can evolve toward a reversible steady state in which
particle rearrangements become minimal. During a sub-
sequent readout, the mean-squared displacement shows
a pronounced dip at the training amplitude, demonstrat-
ing the ability of the material to remember previously
applied deformation amplitude. One question therefore
naturally arises, can we control the response of a dis-
ordered material by encoding mechanical memory, in
spirit of Wolf’s law [43]? In other words can we cre-
ate mechanical metamaterials, where different arrange-
ment of particles (for an identical composition), facili-
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Figure 1. Training induced tunability of the yield point in model glasses. (a) Schematic of the shear strain perturbation
protocol applied to an amorphous solid during training and read-out: black lines represent the training cycles where strain is
varied in an asymmetric cycle: 0 — 41 — 0. After N training cycles, a uniform strain is applied (shown in red) for read-out,
which exceeds yr. The corresponding 3D representations of the un-sheared and sheared configurations from our particle based
simulations are shown in (b) and (c) respectively. Stress-strain response of untrained and trained systems during readout in
experiments (d) and simulations (e). Here we have used x-y component of the stress tensor and subtracted out any pre-stress
in the system. In both cases, untrained systems show ductile yielding, while trained systems show more brittle-like yielding,
occurring just beyond the training amplitude . This tunability of the yield point can be observed more clearly in the
normalized differential shear modulus (G/Go; see text for the definition) during readout in experiments (f) and simulations
(g). (h) The yield strain vy (see the SI section S1 for the method of identifying the yield point) shows a one-to-one correlation
with the applied vr over a wide range, both in experiments and simulations. For the experimental data the mean and error
bars are computed from three independent samples.

tated via mechanical training, can have desired rheolog- response, such as brittle yielding, is closely tied to catas-

ical response? [44] [45] trophic collective particle rearrangements manifested via
In this work, we show through experiments on col- shear bands.

loidal glasses and particle based molecular dynamics Our findings further demonstrate that such variations

simulations, that cyclic shear or mechanical annealing in mechanical response are not solely dictated by the
(MA), offers a precise and unique way to control the changes in the material’s internal energy. By contrast-
yield point over an unprecedented range of strain ampli- ing MA and TA, we show that states with identical in-
tudes. While conventional thermal annealing (TA) typ- ternal energy, when accessed through distinct annealing
ically drives a material toward progressively more rigid protocols, can exhibit strikingly different yielding behav-
and brittle state, MA produces a qualitatively different ior. Moreover, the combined use of thermal and mechan-
outcome: with increasing shear amplitude during train-  ical annealing offer versatile routes to the material design
ing, the yield point tends to shift towards a predeter- space that is fundamentally unattainable through ther-
mined strain, while the material softens and the degree mal treatment alone. These synergistic mixed-annealing
of brittleness changes in a non-monotonic way. In addi- strategies thus opens up new possibilities for engineering
tion, in situ imaging and particle-based simulations re- functional materials.

veal that this training-induced shift in the yield point

is accompanied by a pronounced increase in microscopic

non-affine displacements once the system is strained be-

yond the training amplitude, indicating that the bulk



RESULTS

Tuning yield point via cyclic shear perturbation

In our experiments, we study a model colloidal amor-
phous solid composed of colloidal (PNIPAM: poly(N-
isopropylacrylamide)) particles dispersed in an aque-
ous medium. We perform rheological measurements in
which both the training and the readout involve con-
trolled shear strain perturbations. Detailed descriptions
of the sample preparation, experimental setup, and per-
turbation protocol are provided in the Methods section.
To complement our experiments we carry out simula-
tions of a bi-disperse dense assembly of soft harmonic
spheres [46H51] and subject them to either athermal
quasi-static shear [I5] 16, 52] or thermal annealing [9],
depending on the required protocol. Full details of both
simulation protocols are provided in the Methods section.

Fig. a) shows a schematic of the memory encoding
protocol deployed via asymmetric oscillatory shear per-
turbation, where triangular strain pulses (0 — v — 0)
are applied over N cycles both in experiments and in
particle based simulations. To investigate whether mem-
ory has been successfully encoded or not, we apply a
uniform shear strain as a readout protocol. A typical un-
strained and a strained configuration (from 3d particle
based simulations) are shown in Fig. [[{b) and Fig. [[jc),
respectively.

We observe that the rheological response of the trained
system during the readout differs markedly from that of
the untrained sample. While the untrained system fails
to exhibit a pronounced linear regime in the stress—strain
curve and shows a ductile or smooth yielding from the be-
ginning, the trained sample displays a strengthened lin-
ear response, which becomes longer with increasing train-
ing amplitude, as shown in Fig. [Ifd). This strengthening
arises from particle rearrangements driven by a process
akin to random organization [53H57], wherein repeated
cyclic deformation leads to progressively lower configura-
tional potential energy—effectively functioning as a form
of mechanical annealing (MA). The yielding behavior of
the trained sample also shows sharper (or brittle) na-
ture, which is strikingly different from the untrained one.
Remarkably, our simulations based on a minimal model
of amorphous solid, show a very similar stress strain re-
sponse (see Fig. [I[e) for comparison) as our experimental
findings.

The impact of the training is more pronounced in the
differential modulus, computed from the stress strain
response, measured during the readout. As shown in
Fig. f ), systems trained within a broad range of ampli-
tudes exhibit a sharp drop in the normalized differential
modulus (where the differential modulus G = do/dy is
normalized by its initial value Gp) right at the train-
ing strain yp. This indicates that the system has re-

tained a mechanical memory of the training amplitude,
and yields precisely when that same strain is reached
during readout. The mechanical response overall reflects
the emergence of a well-defined elastic regime, bounded
by a trainable and reproducible yield point. For the sys-
tems trained at amplitudes beyond this suitable window
of training, the sharpness of the differential modulus re-
sponse begins to degrade. The drop in G/G( becomes
less rapid, signaling a loss of correspondence between
training and yielding. Instead of exhibiting a well-defined
threshold, the system in this case yields more gradually,
progressively loosing the memory of the training ampli-
tude. The corresponding response of the modulus G
in simulations, during uniform shear readout are shown
in Fig. g). Our particle based simulations reproduce
key features observed in the experiments, including the
training-dependent shift in the yield point and the sharp
drop in the differential modulus.

The yield points 7y, identified from the G/Gy vs.
v data (shown in Fig. [I(f) and Fig. [{g)), are plot-
ted against the applied shear strain or training ampli-
tudes 1 in Fig. h). The method used to determine
vy is detailed in the SI section S1. Notably, the yield
point closely follows the applied training amplitude over
a broad range—up to yp ~ 0.3 in experiments and
yr ~ 0.2 in simulations—demonstrating a robust and
tunable link between the training via oscillatory shear
and the mechanical yielding. This direct correlation en-
ables precise control over the yielding point across nearly
one order of magnitude in strain amplitude, a level of
tunability that is unprecedented to the best of our knowl-
edge. Importantly, such a correlation between 1 and vy
does not depend on the specific form of cyclic shear used;
the phenomenon persists even under a symmetric shear
protocol (0 = vy — 0 — —yp — 0) (see the SI section
S2).

Emergence of enhanced non-affinity in cyclic shear
beyond respective training amplitudes:

As shown in the previous section, cyclic shear strain
perturbations allow the yield point of the material to be
tuned, with yielding occurring just beyond the respective
training amplitude 7. To examine whether this bulk re-
sponse correlates with underlying microscopic dynamics,
we perform in situ boundary imaging during the readout
phase. Captured images are analyzed using Particle Im-
age Velocimetry (PIV) to extract the experimental veloc-
ity field. By subtracting the corresponding affine part, we
compute the non-affine displacement field A(z,y), where
x and y correspond to the flow and velocity gradient di-
rections, respectively (details are provided in the Meth-
ods section).

To quantify the dependence of non-affinity on train-
ing amplitude and readout strain, we define the relative
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Figure 2. Emergence of non-affine motion during readout and shear banding. (a) Relative non-affinity Ais plotted
as a color map during the readout phase for various training amplitudes yr. For all values of 1 the increase in relative non-
affinity begins predominantly when the applied strain v goes beyond the training amplitude vt (the red dashed line indicates
v = ~yr). (b)—(d) Experimental non-affinity maps for a system trained at 4y = 0.10 are shown at different points along the
readout:(b) at v = 0.05 (below v, marked by a diamond), (c) at v = 0.11 (just beyond 7, marked by a square), and (d) at
v = 0.16 (well beyond 1, marked by a circle). These maps visually capture the growth in non-affinity when the system is
strained beyond the training amplitude. (e) Relative non-affinity A during readout from simulations for a system trained at
~vr = 0.10, showing a similar onset of increase beyond the training amplitude. (f)—(h) Non-affinity maps from particle based
simulations, corresponding to the strain values v = 0.05,7 = 0.11, and v = 0.16, provide a scenario similar to the one observed

experimentally.

measure A = (A/Aj —1), where A is the spatial average
of A(x,y) over the entire field of view in the z-y plane,
and Ay is the mean baseline non-affinity at the beginning
of the readout. Fig. a) shows that A increases signifi-
cantly beyond 1 over the whole training range, indicat-
ing that macroscopic yielding is accompanied by the on-
set of enhanced non-affine dynamics (the evolution of the
unnormalized mean non-affinity A is provided in the SI
section S3). This correlation suggests that the training-
induced shift in the yield point is not only a bulk feature,
but reflects underlying changes in the local/microscopic
rearrangements that emerge once the system is strained
beyond the training amplitude.

Fig. (b)-[2(d) show the spatial maps of non-affinity
during readout for an experimental trained system with
~vr = 0.10. The maps correspond to: (b) v = 0.05 (di-
amond; below ~r), (¢) v = 0.11 (square; around ~r),
(d) v = 0.16 (circle; well beyond ~r). These maps il-
lustrate the growth of non-affinity in the displacement
as the system is strained progressively until the training
amplitude. Non-affinity maps for other values of y are
provided in the SI section S4. We observe that such pro-
nounced non-affinity can lead to the emergence of shear
bands. These bands indicate regions where plastic re-

arrangements accumulate, producing large deformation
and flow, that coexist with comparatively undeformed
surrounding regions. Such localization represents a dis-
tinct mode of post-yield deformation, in which the bulk
plastic response is carried predominantly by narrow zones
of intense particle rearrangement rather than being dis-
tributed uniformly throughout the material [5866]. No-
tably, the onset of shear bands is not simultaneous with
the initial macroscopic yield but tends to occur at slightly
higher strains during the post-yield regime. Similar ob-
servations have been made in simulations, where Fig. e)
shows the evolution of a similar non-affine measurement
A during readout for yr = 0.10, clearly illustrating the
rapid increase in non-affine displacement following yield-
ing. This quantity A is the average value of absolute
displacement per particle (after subtracting the affine
displacement from the shear deformation). Fig. 2[f) to
h) present the corresponding non-affine displacement
maps for the simulations, at the same strain values as
in the experiments, clearly highlighting the increase in
non-affinity beyond 1. More importantly, these maps
also reveal the formation of shear bands, demonstrating
that localized deformation emerges in both simulations
and experiments after the system yields.
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Figure 3. Comparison of thermal and mechanical annealing. (a) Schematic of a rugged energy landscape, where the
arrows represent annealing protocols achieved via mechanical and thermal means. (b) Total potential energy of the inherent
structures (Fis) of thermally annealed systems as a function of inverse temperature (left, blue shaded region) and mechanically
annealed systems as a function of shear amplitude (right, red shaded region); here both 7" and ~r controls the degree of
annealing in respective cases. For TA, Eis changes monotonically whereas, for MA we see a non-monotonic evolution of Fis.
(c) Readout response (blue, light red and dark red represents the thermally annealed system, mechanically annealed system
with yr = 0.04 and vyt = 0.22, respectively) under uniform shear for the three equi-energy (marked by a horizontal dashed
grey dashed line in (b) sub-figure) configurations. Inset shows differential modulus corresponding to the stress—strain curves,
highlighting distinct yielding behavior among these systems. For (d)—(f) blue diamond symbols represent TA data (from the
Ref. [9] extracted using PlotDigitizer software), red squares represent data from our experiments, and circles correspond to
data from our MD simulations for MA. (d) Yield strain vy, shows for TA only a mild increase in vy while MA offers a broad
tunability of the yield point across a wide range of yr. (e) Normalized shear modulus G (see the SI section S1 for details) shows
an increasing trend with thermal annealing whereas mechanical annealing seem to make the material softer. (f) Normalized
brittleness (see the SI section S1 for details) exhibits peak brittleness at intermediate training amplitudes for MA, whereas TA
shows a monotonic increase in brittleness. In all panels, red and blue dashed lines are guides to the eye for mechanical and
thermal annealing trends, respectively.

perturbation. Comparison reveals that such mechanical
annealing (MA) are not as efficient [I1], [14] as the ther-
mal annealing (TA). The question we raise is, are these
approaches (MA and TA) drive a poorly annealed system

Internal energy alone does not dictate mechanical
properties of amorphous solids:

So far, through both bulk rheological measurements

and microscopic non-affinity quantification, we have es-
tablished that yielding in trained systems consistently
occurs near the respective training amplitude. We now
turn to explore the underlying energetic aspects of the
system using simulations, since direct measurement of
internal energy is not feasible in experiments.

It has been noted earlier that such oscillatory shear
perturbation can anneal the system and take it to lower
energy states. Therefore such protocols can also be con-
sidered as a annealing protocol facilitated by mechanical

to similar regions in the energy landscape? This question
has been schemtically depicted in Fig. [3(a). In Fig. [3(b)
(right panel), we plot the potential energy of the sys-
tem after the completion of mechanical annealing across
a range of training amplitudes. With increasing training
amplitude, the system undergoes mechanical annealing,
which initially lowers the energy by guiding it into pro-
gressively more stable configurations. However, beyond
a certain amplitude, the energy begins to rise again from
the optimum. A nontrivial observation emerges here: al-
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Figure 4. Material property tuning through thermo-mechanical annealing.

(a) Protocol for thermo-mechanical

annealing, where sequences of thermal annealing (TA) and mechanical annealing (MA) were applied before a uniform shear
readout. (b) Initial shear modulus Go from simulations for TA (blue diamonds) and MA (red circles) shows stark difference in
trends. Combined TA-MA sequences (green squares) reach states inaccessible to either TA or MA alone. (c¢) Yield stress oy
versus Young’s modulus E for various disordered materials are digitized from the Ref. [67] (open symbols), and the slope of the
black line indicates the proposed universal yield strain 2.9%. Our experimental results (solid red squares) and simulation results
(solid red circles for MA and solid blue diamonds for TA) are overlaid. (d) Zoomed in view of (c), highlighting that mechanically
annealed data points deviate from the dashed line along the vertical direction, indicating that mechanical annealing can defy
universal mechanical response of known disordered materials. Data for the untrained systems are shown as solid black squares

(experiment) and solid black circles (simulation).

though the energy changes non-monotonically with train-
ing amplitude (y1), the yielding point remains sharply
dependent on the training amplitude. This suggests that
internal energy alone can not govern the yielding point
of such trained material.

To further probe this idea, we also independently im-
plemented a thermal annealing protocol designed to re-
duce the potential energy of the system without applying
cyclic shear. Details of this procedure are provided in
the Methods section. The left panel of Fig. b) shows
that thermal annealing indeed produces configurations
with lower energy—consistent with the existing litera-
ture [I1} [14]. However, as shown in Fig. Bfc), the stress
versus strain and differential modulus curves for two me-
chanically annealed configurations and one thermally an-
nealed configuration, all of which have comparable inter-

nal (potential) energy, have very different mechanical re-
sponse during readout. For example, despite their similar
energetic states, the three samples seem to have different
shear modulus (G) and yield at different strain ampli-
tudes (see also the inset of Fig. [3[c) for the shear mod-
ulus G). This clearly demonstrates that internal energy
alone does not determine the yielding behavior, and me-
chanical training imprints additional structural memory
that is not accessible through energy minimization via
thermal annealing.



Thermal and mechanical annealing control
mechanical response in very different ways

In the previous section, we showed that systems pre-
pared by thermal and mechanical annealing can have sim-
ilar potential energy but can respond very differently to
external deformation. We now explore how these two
protocols independently influence different aspects of me-
chanical response of disordered solids and highlight their
distinct roles in controlling shear response and their even-
tual mechanical failure aka yielding.

In Fig. d)7 we compare the evolution of the yield
strain under thermal and mechanical annealing protocols.
The blue data points correspond to thermally annealed
systems from a previous study [9], where the study ex-
plored a wide range of annealing states accessed combin-
ing thermal treatment as well as SWAP algorithm [68].
In contrast, the red symbols represent our experimen-
tal and simulation data under mechanical annealing. We
find that mechanical annealing enables tunability of the
yield point over a wide range of perturbation amplitudes,
whereas thermal annealing results in only modest shifts
in the yield point, even under very high annealing condi-
tions.

In Fig. e)7 we present and compare the normalized
linear shear modulus G of the systems prepared by ther-
mal annealing (from the Ref. [9]) and mechanical anneal-
ing (from our experiments and MD simulations). The
normalization is done with the most poorly annealed sys-
tem in each case. Details of the linear modulus calcula-
tions are provided in the SI section S1. Interestingly,
while mechanical annealing shifts the material’s failure
point to higher strains, it simultaneously leads to progres-
sive softening as the training amplitude increases. This
behavior is in contrast to thermal annealing, where the
material show only a weak dependence of the yield strain
on thermal annealing but becomes increasingly rigid with
higher degree of annealing. These findings highlight that
mechanical annealing enables access to a fundamentally
different state of rigidity, offering opportunities for de-
signing soft materials with tunable compliance and fail-
ure thresholds. This aspect will be discussed in some
more details in the next section.

We further quantify the brittleness of the yielding tran-
sition by calculating the slope of the G/G( versus v curve
beyond the yield point for each case. The detailed cal-
culation is provided in the SI section S1. Since the abso-
lute values of the post-yield slopes differ significantly be-
tween thermally and mechanically annealed systems, we
normalize each slope by the respective maximum value
attained in that annealing protocol, to allow for a di-
rect comparison. The resulting normalized brittleness,
denoted as m, is plotted in Fig. (f) For thermally an-
nealed systems, brittleness increases monotonically with
the degree of annealing. In contrast, mechanically an-
nealed systems exhibit a non-monotonic trend, with max-

imum brittleness occurring at an intermediate training
amplitude vy ~ 0.18. Interestingly, this brittleness seems
to be negetively correlated (see the SI section S6 for de-
tails) with the potential energy of the mechanically an-
nealed systems, the maximum brittleness coincides with
the lowest internal energy. We also see a similar trend
in the thermal annealing from our simulation (see the
ST section S5), yet the data suggests energy alone can
not determine the brittleness which reaffirm the ideas
described in the previous section.

Role of hybrid annealing in tuning the mechanical
properties

From the previous section, we find that thermal and
mechanical annealing modify the mechanical response of
the system in fundamentally different ways. Thermal an-
nealing only leads to a small increase in yield strain, while
a pronounced enhancement of the linear shear modulus
and brittleness. In contrast, mechanical annealing has
very different effect: it significantly increases the yield
point over a wide range, reduces the shear modulus with
increasing training amplitude and brittleness changes in
a non-monotonic way.

Because these two protocols tune different aspects of
the mechanical response, we hypothesize that their com-
bination can provide a powerful yet previously unex-
plored route to control the properties of the material into
regimes that are inaccessible using either method alone.

To prove this hypothesis, we apply a thermo-
mechanical annealing sequence followed by a uniform
shear readout, as illustrated in Fig. a). The resulting
responses, shown by filled green symbols in Fig. b), oc-
cupy a region of mechanical behavior that is inaccessible
to either thermal (shaded blue) or mechanical (shaded
red) annealing alone. This demonstrates that combining
the two protocols enables access to previously unattain-
able combinations of shear modulus Gy and yield strain
~vy. Note that this is just one of the possibilities of the
combination of MA & TA that we explored; optimiza-
tion and control in such mixed protocol space is yet to
be achieved.

To place our results in the broader context of yielding
in disordered materials, we superimpose our measure-
ments of the yield stress oy and Young’s modulus
E onto the universal Ashby chart (reported in the
Ref. [67]) that contains most of the naturally occurring
or synthetic materials, as shown in Fig. c) and covers
an enormous range, almost 15 orders of magnitude
in Young’s modulus. The procedures used to extract
E and measure oy are detailed in the SI section S7.
Consistent with the universal behavior of disordered
solids, our untrained samples lie close to the established
yield-strain line. Our data on thermal annealing also
shows the same trend (see blue diamonds in Fig. [ffc)



and (d)). Strikingly, however, the effect of mechanical
annealing is fundamentally different from the variations
typically produced through changes in preparation or
composition. As the training amplitude is increased, our
data shift predominantly vertically in the oy—F plane,
as shown in Fig. (d), rather than sliding along the
universal line. This vertical evolution highlights a key
outcome of our study: cyclic-shear enables precise and
continuous control of mechanical response and opens up
uncharted feature space in such trainable, disordered,
mechanical metamaterials.

DISCUSSIONS

Our results demonstrate that mechanical annealing
(MA), realized through cyclic shear, provides a powerful
and unconventional means of tuning the yielding proper-
ties of amorphous solids. Unlike conventional thermal an-
nealing (TA), which generally promotes increased rigidity
and progressively solid-like behavior, MA enables a far
more richer scenario—yield point changes across a broad
range of strain amplitudes while simultaneously produc-
ing material softening and a non-monotonic change in
brittleness. This counterintuitive combination under-
scores the fundamentally distinct nature of mechanical
training protocols relative to thermal treatment in tun-
ing material properties. To our knowledge, no previously
reported conditioning or training protocol enables such
broad and systematic control of the yield point in strain
space. This yielding scenario serves almost as a mechani-
cal analogue of a quote by Friedrich Nietzsche “Was mich
nicht umbringt, macht mich starker” or “What does not
kill me makes me stronger”. Our results highlight the
utility of MA as a powerful tool, not only to encode a
robust memory but also to achieve customizable mechan-
ical response in trainable amorphous matter.

In addition to contrasting MA and TA individually, our
results suggest that combining the two protocols offers an
even more powerful design strategy. While TA strength-
ens rigidity by increasing the elastic modulus, MA pri-
marily enables targeted control of the yield point. We
showed evidence that together, they can be used to pro-
duce materials that are both stronger (higher modulus)
and more resistant to yielding (a significantly higher yield
point), or alternatively, materials with tailored trade-offs
between rigidity and flow-ability. Control over this du-
ality highlights a new degree of freedom in the design
principle of amorphous solids and soft meta-materials [4].

Such an approach also opens a broad research avenue:
the possibility of engineering disordered systems through
multi-step training protocols that couple thermal and
mechanical routes in a strategic combination. This may
allow programmable pathways [69] for tuning elasticity,
plasticity, and flow across scales, with implications rang-
ing from structural glasses and colloids to metallic alloys
and biological materials. Overall our work reconfirms the

idea that the yielding and rigidity of amorphous solids
are not fixed intrinsic properties, but tunable outcomes
of preparation history—offering a versatile framework for
designing adaptive, multi-functional materials.
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METHODS
Experiments
Sample preparation

We synthesize poly(N-isopropylacrylamide) (PNI-
PAM) particles using a one-pot free radical polymeriza-
tion method[70]. After synthesis, microgel suspensions
are purified through multiple cycles of centrifugation, de-
cantation, and redispersion. The synthesized PNIPAM
particles are characterized using dynamic light scatter-
ing (DLS) and scanning electron microscopy (SEM). Af-
ter the final centrifugation step, the sediment is dried
in an oven, crushed into a fine powder, and stored for
subsequent sample preparation.

At 25°C, the particles exhibit a mean hydrodynamic
diameter dp = 0.63 £ 0.057 um, with a volume phase
transition temperature (VPTT) of approximately 33°C.

For experimental use, dried PNIPAM particles are re-
dispersed in Milli-Q water at various weight fractions
(wt%), defined as the ratio of the dried particles’ weight
to the total weight of the suspension. All the rheologi-
cal experiments are performed at 25°C. A finite elastic
modulus G’ in the linear regime (elastic modulus G’ is
greater than the viscous modulus G”') is observed from
8 wt% onward, while training-induced yielding behavior
becomes evident from 11 wt%. The data presented in
this study are based on a 20 wt% aqueous suspension of
PNIPAM particles.

As the experiments are conducted at 25°C, lower than
the volume phase transition temperature (VPTT) of the
PNIPAM particles, the particles remain in a swollen
state[T1H73]. The density of the particles is close to that
of [T4] [75], making the suspension nearly optically trans-
parent. To enhance light scattering for imaging purposes,
1 wt% polystyrene particles (diameter approximately 3
um) are added to the suspension.

FExperimental setup

Rheological measurements were performed using a
stress-controlled MCR 702 rheometer (Anton Paar, Graz,
Austria) equipped with sandblasted cone-plate geome-
tries. The cone has a diameter of 25 mm, an angle
of 2° and a truncation height of 106 pm. A Peltier-
controlled bottom plate was used to maintain the tem-
perature at 25°C throughout the measurements. The
sandblasted surfaces minimize wall slippage during shear
experiments.

For in situ boundary imaging, the optical setup is inte-
grated with the rheometer operated in a separate motor-
transducer mode, where the shear is applied to the bot-
tom plate and the cone remains fixed. During rheological

measurements, the sample boundary is illuminated using
an LED light source (Dolan-Jenner Industries), and scat-
tered light is collected in the flow—gradient plane using
a CCD camera (Lumenera) equipped with a 10x long
working distance objective (Mitutoyo). The boundary
images are processed to extract the flow field using Par-
ticle Image Velocimetry (PIV). PIV analysis is carried
out in MATLAB using the mPIV toolbox developed by
Nobuhito et al.(available at: https://www.mathworks.
com/matlabcentral/fileexchange/2411-mpiv).

Perturbation protocol

Cyclic shear strain deformations are applied to train
the system, followed by a uniform shear readout to probe
its mechanical response. The training protocol follows a
triangular waveform in strain, varying from 0 — v — 0,
with a constant shear rate magnitude of 0.01 s=!. This
implies a forward strain rate of +0.01 s~} and a reverse
rate of —0.01 s~! during each half-cycle. The training
amplitude is varied from yr = 0.02 to vy = 0.4. In all
cases, b0 training cycles are applied, which is sufficient
for the system to reach a steady state prior to the readout
phase.

Non-affinity quantification

To quantify non-affine displacements|76], we first mea-
sure the experimental velocity field vg(z,y) from in
situ boundary imaging using Particle Image Velocimetry
(PIV). We focus on the absolute value of the x compo-
nent of the velocity field v%(z,y), which lies along the
direction of imposed shear.

To construct the affine flow field v4(y), we average the
experimental flow field along the x direction at the top
(y = d) and bottom (y = 0):

L,
(vp(d)s = Li /0 vp(, d) dz

L,
(wp(0))y = Li /0 vp(,0) dz

where L, is the extent of the field of view along the z
direction (flow direction).

Using these two boundary values, we define the affine
velocity field as a linear interpolation between the top
and bottom planes:

<<UE(d)>9C ; <UE(0)>3”> Y+ (ve(0))s

va(y) =

Note that v4(y) depends only on y, consistent with an
ideal affine shear field.


https://www.mathworks.com/matlabcentral/fileexchange/2411-mpiv
https://www.mathworks.com/matlabcentral/fileexchange/2411-mpiv

Finally, the local non-affinity at each point A(z,y) is
quantified as:

A(az,y) _ |UA(y)v;&§(xvy)|

Here, y is the velocity gradient direction, with shear ap-
plied from bottom to top. The field A(z,y) serves as
a local measure of non-affine rearrangements within the
material.

During the readout, images are captured at a frame
rate of 1 frame per second (1 fps). Non-affine maps are
generated by analyzing pairs of consecutive images. Since
the shear rate during readout is 0.01 s~ 1, the non-affine
field is computed over a strain increment of Ay = 0.01.

The mean non-affinity A is calculated from each non-
affine map as:

o 1 Lo L,
A-Sen-r [ | Awwdya
aliy

Lo Ly _
Ty RS TP
L.Ly Jo 0 va (y)

where L, and L, are the dimensions of the field of view
in the flow and velocity-gradient directions, respectively.

For all experiments, we also compute the initial mean
non-affinity value, Ag, which represents the baseline non-
affinity the system starts with during readout. Ay is ob-
tained by averaging A over the strain range up to approx-
imately v = y1/2. The relative increase in non-affinity
for each case is then quantified as:

A=R/Ay 1)

Molecular Dynamics Simulations

We perform two types of molecular dynamics (MD)
simulations: athermal and thermal. Below, we describe
each of them in detail.

Athermal simulation

In our athermal simulations, we consider a 50:50 bi-
disperse mixture of spherical particles with diameters o
and 1.40. All quantities are expressed in reduced units,
with ¢ = 1 (the diameter of the smaller particle), e = 1
(the interaction energy scale), and particle mass m = 1,
setting the units of length, energy, and mass, respectively.
The corresponding time unit is 7 = vo2/e. Particles
interact via a purely repulsive harmonic potential:

V(r) = K(ro—7r)*H(ro — 1), (1)

where K = 1 is the stiffness constant which sets the
energy scale €, r is the center-to-center distance between
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two particles, and rg = R; + R; is the sum of their radii.
The Heaviside function H(...) is used to indicate that
the interaction is only active when particles overlap i.e.
r < rg. The system is enclosed in a three-dimensional
cubic box with periodic boundary conditions applied in
all directions.

We begin with an energy-minimized configuration at
a target packing fraction ¢ = ¢y, and apply athermal
quasistatic shear (AQS) by incrementally shearing the
system in the xy plane - corresponding to flow in the z-
direction and gradient in the y-direction — in small strain
steps Ay = 1073, followed by energy minimization after
each step. This process is continued up to a total shear
strain ~yr.

Then, we reverse the strain direction, applying shear
steps of —A~ and minimizing after each step until the
system returns to the original simulation box. This com-
plete back-and-forth shear cycle is repeated 200 times for
each training amplitude 7.

Finally, we perform a readout by shearing the trained
configuration again in the original direction, but now ex-
tending to much larger total strains. This allows us to
observe the onset of yielding and determine the critical
strain beyond which irreversible deformation occurs.

Thermal Simulation

In our thermal annealing simulations, we use the same
bidisperse system as in the athermal case, but here
we assign initial particle velocities drawn from a Gaus-
sian distribution corresponding to a reduced temperature
T = 0.1. The system evolves under the velocity-Verlet al-
gorithm in an NVT ensemble, with a Berendsen thermo-
stat maintaining temperature control. We gradually cool
the system from 7" = 0.026 down to 7" = 0.002 in steps
of AT = 0.002. Each temperature step is simulated for
200,000 MD steps to ensure proper equilibration. After
reaching the final temperature, we perform energy mini-
mization using the conjugate gradient method to obtain
a mechanically stable configuration. Here, temperature
T is expressed in reduced units where kg = 1 and the
energy scale € is set by the interaction stiffness K = 1.
Therefore, T corresponds to kgT'/e.
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