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Micro- and nanogels are widely used to stabilise emulsions and simultaneously implement their re-
sponsiveness to the external stimuli. One of the factors that improves the emulsion stability is the
nanogel softness. Here, we study how the softest nanogels that can be synthesised with precipitation
polymerisation of N-isopropylacrylamide (NIPAM), the ultra-low crosslinked (ULC) nanogels, sta-
bilise oil-in-water emulsions. We show that ULC nanogels can efficiently stabilise emulsions already
at low mass concentrations. These emulsions are resistant to droplet flocculation, stable against
coalescence, and can be easily broken upon an increase in temperature. The resistance to floccu-
lation of the ULC-stabilised emulsion droplets is similar to the one of emulsions stabilised by linear
pNIPAM. In contrast, the stability against coalescence and the temperature-responsiveness closely
resemble the one of emulsions stabilised by regularly crosslinked pNIPAM nanogels. The reason for
this combination of properties is that ULC nanogels can be thought of as colloids in between flexible
macromolecules and particles. As a polymer, ULC nanogels can efficiently stretch at the interface
and cover it uniformly. As a regularly crosslinked nanogel particle, ULC nanogels protect emulsion
droplets against coalescence by providing a steric barrier and rapidly respond to changes in external
stimuli thus breaking the emulsion. This polymer-particle duality of ULC nanogels can be exploited
to improve the properties of emulsions for various applications, for example in heterogeneous catalysis
or in food science.

1 Introduction
Nanogels are soft and deformable colloidal polymer networks that
are swollen by a good solvent1. Depending on the monomer
used during the synthesis, nanogels can respond to external
stimuli by changing their swelling state1,2. The most common
temperature-responsive nanogels are based on poly(N-isopropyl-
acrylamide) (pNIPAM) and synthesised by precipitation polymeri-
sation3. They collapse in water above 32 ◦C4. This temperature
is known as volume phase transition temperature, VPTT.

Due to high interfacial activity, pNIPAM nanogels have shown
a great potential as emulsion stabiliser5–7. Indeed, they adsorb
spontaneously at interfaces since they strongly reduce the sur-
face tension8,9. The main advantage over hard particles is that
the stimuli-responsiveness of nanogels is preserved when they
are confined at interfaces10–12. Therefore, the resulting ‘smart’
emulsions can be broken on demand by increasing the tempera-
ture5–7,13 or by changing the pH if charged monomers have been
incorporated into the nanogel14–16. It is possible to make emul-
sions responsive to the presence of specific molecules, for exam-
ple saccharides17, by fine-tuning the chemistry of the nanogels.
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In agreement with the Finkle rule18, emulsions stabilised with
micro- and nanogels are mostly of the oil-in-water type5, how-
ever, water-in-oil emulsions can be prepared as well by either
using a polar oil that can swell the nanogels16,19 or adding hy-
drophobic nanoparticles as co-stabiliser20.

Another key difference with respect to hard particles is that
nanogels deform and stretch upon adsorption to minimize the
contact area between the two phases1,21–26. Typically, nanogels
synthesised with precipitation polymerisation of pNIPAM have a
more crosslinked core surrounded by a fuzzy shell composed of
dangling polymer chains4. This structure is the result of the faster
reaction rate of the crosslinker with respect to the monomer.
As a consequence of this architecture, nanogels adopt a ‘fried-
egg’ structure once adsorbed at interfaces27. The core deforms
slightly and the dangling chains stretch and form a thin flat
corona around the core10,11,22,28.

A considerable effort has been devoted to understand how
the properties of single nanogels, in particular their deforma-
bility and internal architecture, are linked to the stability of
the emulsions21–23,29–31. The most important factors identified
are nanogel size, deformability, and charge. Small nanogels
are known to be better emulsion stabilisers, because they pro-
vide more uniform coverage of emulsion droplets30. Similarly,
charged nanogels tend to produce more stable emulsions15,16,21,
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however the exact stabilizing mechanism is still debated22,32–34.
In contrast, it is well-understood that softer and more deformable
nanogels show faster adsorption kinetics to the interface35,
stretch more once adsorbed36, and ensure higher elasticity of the
interface32,37. The combination of these properties makes soft
micro- and nanogels more efficient emulsion stabilisers23,38.

The softest pNIPAM-based nanogels that can be obtained
via precipitation polymerisation are the so-called ultra-low
crosslinked (ULC) nanogels27,39. They are synthesised without
any crosslinking agent40. A few crosslinks form by a hydro-
gen abstraction reaction at the tertiary carbon of the isopropyl
group40,41. ULC nanogels show much higher compressibility
and deformability compared to crosslinked nanogels42,43 and can
spread more efficiently at interfaces44–47.

When highly stretched under 2D confinement, ULC nanogels
show a combination of polymer-like and particle-like properties
depending on their concentration in the monolayer46. At low
concentrations, adsorbed ULC nanogels produce a uniform cov-
erage of the interface as linear polymer and are indistinguishable
from each other. In contrast, once concentration rises, the indi-
vidual particles become distinguishable again and arrange in a
disordered monolayer46. The absence of ordering of the mono-
layer is due to the spreading of these nanogels at the interface
that dramatically increases their size polydispersity, which sup-
presses the crystallisation. Neutron reflectivity has been used to
probe the responsiveness of ULC nanogel at the interface, reveal-
ing that they extend in the water phase where they remain ther-
moresponsive. Furthermore, it has been observed that they ex-
tend in the hydrophobic phase only for few nanometers with a
contact angle that is practically zero48. Also in this case, their
behaviour in the water phase is characteristic of nanogels, while
ULC nanogels resemble linear polymers on the interface and in
the hydrophobic phase. The emergence of such a polymer-particle
duality, combined with strong temperature-responsiveness, make
ULC nanogels interesting candidates for stabilisation of ‘smart’
emulsions.

In this contribution, we use pNIPAM-based ULC nanogels to ob-
tain temperature-sensitive water-in-oil emulsions with n-decane
as a model oil. Flocculation state, stability, and temperature-
sensitivity of ULC-stabilised emulsions are compared with those
of emulsions stabilised by regularly BIS-crosslinked nanogels and
linear pNIPAM. We estimate the packing density of ULC nanogels
at the surface of emulsion droplets and correlate it to the 2D
compression states reported in the literature for identical ULC
nanogels46. The results show that ULC nanogels combine the
properties of linear polymers and regular nanogels as emulsion
stabiliser. They produce thermoresponsive oil-in-water emulsions
with non-flocculated droplets, good storage stability, and instan-
taneous temperature response.

2 Materials and Methods

2.1 Materials

N-isopropylacrylamide (99%, Acros Organics), N,N’-
methylenebisacrylamide (99%, Sigma-Aldrich), potassium
persulfate (≥ 99%, Merck), and sodium dodecyl sulfate (≥ 99%,

Merck) were used as received. n-Decane (≥ 99%, Merck)
was filtered three times through basic aluminum oxide (90
standardised, Merck) prior to use. Ultrapure water (Astacus2,
membraPure GmbH, Germany) with a resistivity of 18.2
MOhm·cm was used.

2.2 Synthesis

The ULC nanogels were synthesised by precipitation polymerisa-
tion of N-isopropylacrylamide (NIPAM) following a previously re-
ported procedure46. Briefly, 2.3747 g of NIPAM and 0.1083 g
of sodium dodecyl sulfate (SDS) were dissolved in 295 mL of
double-distilled water filtered through a 0.2 µm regenerated cel-
lulose membrane filter. The solution was heated to 70 ◦C and
purged by nitrogen flow for 1 h under stirring at 100 rpm. Simul-
taneously, 0.1263 g of potassium persulfate (KPS) was dissolved
in 5 mL double-distilled filtered water and purged with nitrogen.
The degassed KPS solution was then injected into the monomer
solution at 70 ◦C and the reaction was allowed to proceed for
4 h under constant stirring. After cooling down, the solution was
purified by threefold ultra-centrifugation at 50,000 rpm and re-
dispersion in fresh double-distilled water. The purified nanogels
were freeze-dried for storage.

Regular nanogels with 2.5 mol% N,N’-methylenebisacrylamide
(BIS) crosslinker were synthesised similarly. First, 9.0518 g of
NIPAM, 0.3164 g of BIS and 0.0751 g of SDS were dissolved in
395 mL of filtered double-distilled water. The solution was heated
to 60 ◦C and purged by nitrogen flow for 1 h under stirring at
300 rpm. Simultaneously, 0.1688 g of KPS was dissolved in 5 mL
double-distilled filtered water and purged with nitrogen. The de-
gassed KPS solution was then injected into the monomer solution
at 60 ◦C and the reaction was allowed to proceed for 4 h under
constant stirring. After cooling down, the solution was purified by
threefold ultra-centrifugation at 30,000 rpm and redispersion in
fresh double-distilled water. The purified nanogels were freeze-
dried for storage.

Synthesis of regular nanogels with 1 mol% of BIS crosslinker
has been reported elsewhere46. These nanogels also contain
1 mol% of a co-monomer N-(3-aminopropyl)acrylamide (APMH),
which gives them a slight positive charge at neutral pH due to pro-
tonation of the amino groups. Combination of a low crosslinker
content and presence of ionizable groups makes these nanogels
efficient emulsion stabilisers and, therefore, a good reference sys-
tem. Furthermore, primary amine groups of APMH can be used
for functionalisation with fluorescent dyes.

The linear pNIPAM was synthesised by reversible
addition-fragmentation chain transfer (RAFT) poly-
merisation using 10.022 g NIPAM, 0.0144 g of 2-
(phenylethylthiocarbonothioylthio)-2-methylpropanoic acid
(PETAc) as chain transfer agent (CTA), and 0.0025 g of 4,4’-
azobis(4-cyanovaleric acid) (ACVA) as initiator. The reaction was
carried out in ethanol. The ethanol was chilled and degassed
with argon for at least 30 minutes. The CTA, the iniator, and
NIPAM were placed in a round-bottom flask. After addition
of the ethanol (≈ 15 mL), the reaction mixture was cooled in
an ice bath and degassed again for a least 30 minutes. The
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reaction was started by placing the round-bottom flask into
a pre-heated, 70◦C hot oil bath. The reaction was quenched
after ≈ 12 hours by addition of cold chloroform. Under reduced
pressure, the mixture was concentrated, taken up with as little
dichloromethane as possible, and precipitated in cold diethyl
ether with vigorous stirring. Lyophilisation was carried out for
storage.

2.3 Characterisation of nanogels and of polymer in solution

The hydrodynamic radii of nanogels suspended in water (refrac-
tive index n(λ0) = 1.33), Rh, as a function of temperature, T ,
were obtained using dynamic light scattering (DLS). The tem-
perature was controlled by a thermal bath filled with toluene
to match the refractive index of glass. A laser with a wave-
length in vacuum λ0 = 633 nm was used, and the scattering vec-
tor, q = 4πn/λ0 sin(θ/2), was changed using scattering angles, θ ,
between 30◦ and 110◦ with steps of 10◦. The intensity auto-
correlation functions were analysed with second order cumulant
method49 to obtain decay rates, Γ=D0q2, for each q. The average
diffusion coefficient, D0, was obtained from a linear regression of
Γ vs. q2. The value of D0 was used to calculate the hydrodynamic
radius with the Stokes-Einstein equation: Rh = kbT/(6πηD0),
where η is the viscosity of water at the temperature T .

The molecular weight of the nanogels was obtained by combin-
ing viscometry measurements and dynamic light scattering50. It
has been shown that this method also holds for ULC nanogels42.
The viscosities of nanogel suspensions at different concentrations
were determined by measuring the time of fall, t, in an Ubbelohde
viscometer immersed in a water bath at 20.0± 0.1 ◦C. Kinematic
viscosity is calculated as ν =Ct, where C is the capillary constant.
From ν , the dynamic viscosity is obtained as η = νρs = Ctρs,
where ρs is the density of water.

The molecular weight of linear pNIPAM was measured by
static light scattering using a Zimm plot51. Samples with con-
centrations between 0.4 and 1.5 mg/mL were measured by a
SLS-Systemtechnik GmbH instrument equipped with a red laser
(λ = 640 nm) and a toluene bath at T = 20 ◦C. The varia-
tion of the refractive index with pNIPAM concentration used
was dn/dc = 0.162 mL/g52. Scattering intensity was measured
at angles between 30◦ and 150◦ with steps of 5◦. Molecular
weight and the second virial coefficient of linear pNIPAM are
Mw = (1.9±0.5) ·105 g/mol and A2 = (1.3±0.1) ·10−3 mol·mL/g2.

2.4 Preparation of emulsions and characterisation of the
droplet size

Emulsions were prepared by mixing an aqueous solution of
nanogels (or linear polymer) and n-decane at an oil-to-water vol-
ume ratio of 30/70 unless stated otherwise. Homogenisation was
performed with the Ultra-Turrax T-25 equipped with a 10-mm
head at 10,000 rpm for 1 min. To test temperature-responsiveness
of the emulsions, the creamed layer of an emulsion was collected
and placed in test tube immersed in a water bath at T = 40 ◦C.

Droplet sizes of the emulsions were measured using an in-
verted optical microscope (Motic AE2000) equipped with a dig-
ital camera (0.65x, Point Grey Flea 3). A droplet of 16 µL was

deposited on the microscope slide and observed without any
constraint. Therefore, the sample thickness can be estimated
in few mm and the observation was performed in the bulk of
the emulsion to ensure that the droplets were not compressed.
Temperature-controlled measurements were performed using a
Nikon Eclipse TE300 inverted optical microscope (in bright-field
mode) equipped with a custom-designed incubation chamber
(Okolab) and a digital camera (PCO Edge 4.2).

The mean droplet diameter was calculated as the Sauter mean
diameter, D3,2

53:

D3,2 =
∑i NiD3

i

∑i NiD2
i

(1)

where Ni is the number of droplets with diameter Di and vol-
ume Vi. The Sauter mean diameter corresponds to the diameter
of a droplet with the same volume-to-surface ratio as the emul-
sion53. It adequately describes the mean droplet diameter of
the emulsions, as illustrated by droplet size distributions in Fig-
ure 2(b).

The polydispersity index of the emulsions, P, was calculated
according to Arditty et al.54:

P =
∑i

Vi
Di
|D3,2−Di|

D3,2 ∑i
Vi
Di

(2)

For each sample, at least 600 droplets were measured to deter-
mine the Sauter mean diameter and the polydispersity index of
the emulsion.

2.5 Packing density of nanogels at the oil-water interface

To calculate the packing density of the nanogels at the surface of
oil droplets, we used a method reported by Destribats et al. for
emulsions undergoing limited coalescence23,29,55. Briefly, the to-
tal surface area of the emulsion, Stot , is related to the mean Sauter
diameter by Stot = 6Voil/D3,2. The centre-to-centre or nearest-
neighbour distance, dnn, can be calculated by Stot = nadsπd2

nn/4τ,
where nads is the number of nanogels adsorbed at the oil-water
interface, and τ the two-dimensional area fraction occupied by
the adsorbed nanogels.

By combining the two previous equations, one obtains:

1
D3,2

=
nadsπd2

nn
24τVoil

(3)

Previously reported results of cryogenic scanning electron mi-
croscopy (cryo-SEM)21–23,55 show that BIS-crosslinked microgels
adopt a hexagonal close packing at a droplet surface (τ = 0.91).
However, ULC nanogels tend to form disordered monolayers on
flat interfaces46, so we can assume τ = 0.82, which corresponds
to a random packing of disks in two dimensions56.

To calculate the number of adsorbed nanogels, nads, static light
scattering measurements were performed on nanogel suspensions
before and after emulsification. In the latter case, an emulsion
was allowed to cream and the lower (aqueous) phase was col-
lected and filtered through 0.45 µm syringe filter prior to mea-
surement. The measurements were performed on the SLS setup
described above using a laser with wavelength λ = 407 nm. An-
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Table 1 Hydrodynamic radii, Rh, in the swollen and collapsed state and
calculated molar masses, Mw, of pNIPAM nanogels and linear pNIPAM
used in the present study.

Sample R20◦C
h [nm] R50◦C

h [nm] Mw [g·mol-1]
linear pNIPAM 8.1±0.2 – (1.9±0.5) ·105

ULC 134±1 43.2±0.5 (1.25±0.08) ·108

1 mol% BIS 208±1 69.1±0.2 (6.8±0.3) ·108

2.5 mol% BIS 149±3 68.6±0.9 (6.0±0.5) ·108

gles between 20◦ and 150◦ with a step of 5◦ were probed. The
difference between scattering intensity at q→ 0 before (Ib(0)) and
after (Ia(0)) emulsification is used to calculate nads as follows:

nads = ntot
Ib(0)− Ia(0)

Ib(0)
(4)

where ntot is the total number of nanogels in suspension be-
fore the emulsification (calculated from the weight concentra-
tion). Here, the contribution of the second virial coefficient to
the scattering intensity is neglected, since the nanogel concentra-
tion c→ 0. To determine the values of I(q→ 0), the q-dependent
scattering intensity was fitted with the fuzzy-sphere model4 and
the intensity was extrapolated to q→ 0.

3 Results and Discussion
3.1 Emulsion preparation and breaking on-demand
The values of the hydrodynamic radius of the pNIPAM nanogels
in the swollen (20 ◦C) and collapsed state (50 ◦C) are listed in
Table 1. The swelling curves of the nanogels are plotted in Fig-
ure S1. In the case of linear pNIPAM, Rh could only be measured
below the lower critical solution temperature (LCST=31◦C). The
suspension turned turbid above it and strong aggregation was ob-
served by DLS, as expected for aqueous solutions of linear pNI-
PAM57.

Mixing of linear pNIPAM, ULC or BIS-crosslinked nanogels with
n-decane and homogenising with an Ultra-Turrax resulted in oil-
in-water emulsions. Immediately after preparation, the emulsions
underwent creaming due to both a large difference in density
between n-decane and water and the large droplet size. In the
case of linear polymer, ULC nanogels, and 1 mol% BIS nanogels,
the creaming of oil droplets was reversible by agitation, whereas
2.5 mol% BIS nanogels produced strongly flocculated emulsion
droplets that could not be redispersed by shaking the vial.

Figures 1(a) to 1(d) show some optical microscopy images and
visual appearance (insets) of emulsions stabilised by linear pNI-
PAM, ULC nanogels, and 1 mol% crosslinked nanogels. Individual
droplets were only observed in the case of linear pNIPAM and ULC
nanogels, Figs. 1(a) and 1(b). In contrast, the droplets of emul-
sions stabilised by BIS-crosslinked nanogels formed clusters or ag-
gregates, Fig. 1(c) and Fig. 1(d). The flocculation of emulsion
droplets changes dramatically with increasing crosslinker con-
tent. For 1 mol% BIS nanogels, individual emulsion droplets coex-
isted with small droplet clusters, Fig. 1(c), while for 2.5 mol% BIS
nanogels, formation of large aggregates of polydisperse droplets
was observed, Fig. 1(d). This observation agrees with a previ-
ous report by Destribats et al. that the flocculation of emulsions
stabilised with uncharged pNIPAM microgels increases for higher

crosslinker content29. The adhesion between oil droplets that
leads to the observed flocculation is related to the uniformity of
the adsorption layer29,58, which is discussed in more detail in
the next section. So, similar to linear pNIPAM and unlike BIS-
crosslinked nanogels, ULC nanogels produce oil-in-water emul-
sions without any droplet flocculation.

At all concentrations of ULC nanogels where emulsions could
be obtained, even as low as C = 0.008 wt%, individual non-
flocculated droplets were observed. Remarkably, this property
was retained when the volume fraction of oil was increased up
to 70 vol%, Figure S4. This makes ULC nanogels potentially in-
teresting for production of high-internal-phase emulsions59.

Figure 2(a) shows the average droplet size, D3,2 defined ac-
cording to Eq. 1, of emulsions stabilised by ULC nanogels (orange
circles), linear pNIPAM (black squares), and 1% BIS nanogels
(blue triangles). The error bars correspond to size polydisper-
sity defined according to Eq. 2. The average droplet size and
polydispersity of emulsions stabilised with ULC nanogels decrease
with their concentration before reaching a plateau above approxi-
mately 0.03 wt%. Examples of droplet size distributions for emul-
sions prepared at 0.010 wt%, 0.025 wt%, and 0.040 wt% of ULC
nanogels are shown in Figure 2(b). The vertical lines correspond
to the Sauter mean diameter of the emulsions, D3,2. The optical
micrographs of the emulsions corresponding to these size distri-
butions are shown in Figures 2(c), 2(d), and 2(e).

The decrease of droplet size with nanogel concentration, shown
in Figure 2(a), is similar to the one observed during limited co-
alescence in Pickering54 and microgel-stabilised23 emulsions. It
occurs when the amount of particles is not sufficient to completely
cover the interface of the emulsion droplets or complete coverage
cannot be achieved on the timescale of droplet formation. Coales-
cence of such poorly stabilised droplets reduces the total surface
area until a sufficient coverage is provided. The Sauter mean di-
ameter of the droplets then becomes inversely proportional to the
number of stabilising particles54. Notably, emulsions stabilised
by linear pNIPAM do not show such behaviour.

Figures 1(e) to 1(h) show series of snapshots taken from the
emulsions upon heating to T = 40 ◦C. All obtained emulsions
could be broken on-demand by increasing the temperature above
the VPTT of the nanogels or the LCST of the polymer. How-
ever, only the emulsions stabilised by the ULC, Fig. 1(f), and BIS-
crosslinked nanogels, Fig. 1(g) and Fig. 1(h), responded rapidly
to temperature change (within 2-3 min). The emulsion stabilised
by the linear pNIPAM, Fig. 1(e), phase separated on longer time-
scales (within 20-40 min).

A more detailed investigation of the temperature response of
the emulsions was performed using optical microscopy by increas-
ing the temperature in two-degree increments. Microscopy im-
ages of the emulsions at selected temperatures are shown in Fig-
ure 3. In emulsions stabilised by linear pNIPAM, Figs. 3(a) to 3(c),
only a few coalescence events could be observed upon heating up
to 41 ◦C. In contrast, in emulsions stabilised by both ULC and BIS-
crosslinked nanogels, strong and rapid coalescence occurred right
after the VPTT was crossed. The destabilisation temperature was
34± 1 ◦C for ULC nanogels, Figs. 3(d) to 3(f), and 36± 1 ◦C for
1 mol% BIS nanogels, Figs. 3(g) to 3(i), while their VPTT from
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e f g

d

h

Fig. 1 (a)-(d) Optical micrographs of emulsions stabilised with linear pNIPAM (a), ULC nanogels (b), 1 mol% BIS nanogels (c), and 2.5 mol% BIS
nanogels (d). Scale bars are 200 µm. Insets show the photographs of the corresponding emulsions. (e)-(h) Snapshots that show emulsion breaking
upon heating to T = 40 ◦C for emulsions stabilised with linear pNIPAM (e), ULC nanogels (f), 1 mol% BIS nanogels (g), 2.5 mol% BIS nanogels (h).
Time between the first and last snapshot are 10 min for linear pNIPAM (e), 2 min for ULC nanogels (f) and 1 mol% BIS nanogels (g), 3 min for
2.5 mol% BIS nanogels (h).

DLS are 31±1 and 33±1 ◦C, respectively (see Figure S1).

Thus, temperature-responsive behaviour of emulsions sta-
bilised by ULC nanogels is similar to that of other nanogel- or
microgel-stabilised emulsions, rather than linear pNIPAM.

To rationalise this, we can consider the recent literature that
studied the architecture of linear pNIPAM, ULC nanogels, and reg-
ular nanogels in the direction orthogonal to the interface48,60–62.
Neutron reflectometry experiments show that linear pNIPAM and
ULC nanogels protrude only a few nanometers into the hydropho-
bic phase and their contact angle is zero, both above and below
the VPTT48,60. In contrast, regular nanogels protrude for tens
of nanometers into air or non-polar oils, such as decane, with a
contact angle of few degrees48,62. However, even in this case,
the temperature has no effect on the protrusion of the regular
nanogels in the hydrophobic phase48. On the aqueous side of
the interface, the main difference between linear pNIPAM and
nanogels is the significant protrusion of the nanogels into the wa-
ter phase. For both ULC and regular microgels, the extent into
the water phase was determined to be in the range of their hy-
drodynamic radius48,62. In contrast, linear pNIPAM is completely
flattened and adsorbed onto the interface60. When the tempera-
ture passes the LCST of pNIPAM, the chains of the linear polymer
arrange at the surface. An increase in the thickness of the mono-
layer from ≈ 2 to ≈ 12 nm was observed when the temperature
was increased60. The small thickness of the layer implies that
only a small amount of material needs to be rearranged onto the
interface. In contrast, for both the regular and ULC nanogels,
there is a significant amount of polymer that collapses onto the
interface. The protrusion of the nanogels in water changes from
≈ 160 and ≈ 220 nm below their VPTT to ≈ 90 and ≈ 140 nm
above it for ULC and regular nanogels, respectively48. This mass
of polymer must re-arrange onto an already partially occupied in-
terface leading to stresses that introduce instability in the mono-
layer and lead to the breaking of the emulsion droplets.

Storage stability of emulsions was also markedly different for

linear pNIPAM and pNIPAM nanogels. For instance, emulsions
prepared at low concentrations (below ' 0.03 wt% or 3 · 1018

nanogels per m3 of decane) undergo significant phase separation
within a few days after preparation. In contrast, higher concen-
trations of ULC nanogels provided stability for more than two
weeks. Below c' 0.008 wt% of ULC nanogels, no stable emulsion
could be obtained.

Figure 4 shows the appearance of two emulsions prepared at
0.012 wt% and 0.040 wt% ULC nanogels at different times after
preparation. Gradual phase separation of the emulsions is indi-
cated by the thinning of the upper (creamed) layer of the emul-
sion and by the appearance of a layer of decane above it. In the
case of 0.012 wt% of ULC nanogels, significant phase separation
is already seen after one day, and the emulsion is almost com-
pletely broken after two weeks. At 0.040 wt% of ULC nanogels,
phase separation occurs much slower than for the 0.012 wt%,
and its onset can only be seen after two weeks. The reason for
this difference is likely that fewer coalescence events are needed
for bigger droplets (0.012 wt%) to phase separate, compared to
smaller droplets (0.040 wt%).

In comparison to the ULC nanogels, we found that emulsions
prepared using linear pNIPAM remain stable only within one day.
Despite a high surface activity63,64, linear pNIPAM provides only
limited protection against coalescence that ultimately leads to
phase separation. In contrast, BIS-crosslinked nanogels produce
very stable emulsions. For example, emulsions stabilised with
2.5 mol% BIS nanogels, despite their flocculated state, show no
signs of phase separation for several months.

The equilibrium interfacial tension (IFT) between n-decane and
the aqueous solutions of both linear pNIPAM and nanogels was
γ = 18± 1 mN/m, as measured by the pendant drop method.
Furthermore, as shown by the values of interfacial dilatational
moduli E ′ and E ′′ measured by the oscillating drop method and
plotted in Figure S6(b), linear pNIPAM, ULC nanogels, and BIS-
crosslinked nanogels have comparable E ′ and E ′′ values in a wide
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Fig. 2 (a) Average Sauter diameter of emulsion droplets vs. weight con-
centration of stabiliser: linear pNIPAM (black squares), ULC nanogels
(orange circles), or 1% BIS nanogels (blue triangles). The error bars rep-
resent the polydispersity according to Equation 2. (b) Surface-weighted
size distributions of emulsions stabilised with ULC nanogels at 0.010 wt%
(circles), 0.025 wt% (squares), 0.040 wt% (triangles). Vertical lines cor-
respond to the average Sauter diameters of the respective emulsions.
(c-e) Optical micrographs of emulsions stabilised by ULC nanogels at
0.010 wt% (c), 0.025 wt% (d), and 0.040 wt% (e). Scale bar is 200 µm.

range of surface pressures, and the response of the interface to de-
formation is mainly elastic E ′ > E ′′. This means that the observed
differences in stability of emulsions against coalescence at room
temperature do not result from different viscoelastic properties of
the interface.

Instead, we propose that the stability is provided by the
swelling of the nanogels perpendicular to the interface, which
creates steric repulsion between the droplet surfaces and prevents
coalescence. Indeed, neutron reflectivity measurements48,61 and
computer simulations11,48 showed that both BIS-crosslinked and
ULC nanogels swell strongly towards the aqueous phase with dan-
gling polymer chains extending far from the interface. Further-
more, recent colloidal probe AFM measurements showed the ex-
istence of a repulsive force at several hundred nanometers away
from a nanogel-covered air-water interface below the VPTT12. In
contrast, linear pNIPAM spreads at the interface, and the loops
and tails of the polymer chains can extend only a few nanometers
away from the interface, as shown by neutron reflectometry60,65

and ellipsometry measurements63,66,67.

3.2 Estimation of packing density of ULC nanogels at the
surface of emulsion droplets

The thickness of the polymeric protective layer on the emul-
sion droplets is correlated with packing density of nanogels: The
higher the density, the more the nanogels protrude into the aque-
ous phase28,32,46,55. For ULC nanogels, 2D packing density also
determines the transition between polymer-like and particle-like
behaviour46.

For a series of emulsions with different ULC nanogel concentra-
tions, we estimated the number of nanogels at the interface. The
calculated number of adsorbed ULC nanogels versus their total
number in suspension is plotted in Figure 5(a). The dashed line
in the figure corresponds to the case when all nanogels would
be adsorbed. As can be seen from the figure, even at the low-
est concentrations of ULC nanogels in bulk, only ' 60% of them
participate in the emulsion stabilisation, whereas at lower con-
centrations no stable emulsion could be obtained. The fact that
the points deviate more from the dashed line indicates that the
fraction of adsorbed nanogels gradually decreases with increasing
their concentration in bulk. This result shows that ULC nanogels
must be always in excess with respect to the interfacial area cre-
ated during the homogenisation.

By combining the Sauter mean droplet diameter, D3,2, obtained
from optical microscopy, and the results from light scattering
shown in Fig. 5(a), we observe a linear dependence of 1/D3,2

on the number of adsorbed microgels, Fig. 5(b). This means
that for all the emulsions, the packing density of nanogels is con-
stant independently of the nanogel concentration in bulk. This
typically happens as a result of limited coalescence of emulsion
droplets23,54,68. The fit of the data in Fig. 5(b) with Equation 3
(solid line) allows us to determine dnn that is the only free param-
eter. As can be seen, the point at the highest nads/Voil does not
follow the linear trend, which was also reported in other stud-
ies69,70. Indeed, the approximation of Equation 3 is not valid
for such high concentrations, because emulsion droplets are al-
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Fig. 3 Optical micrographs of emulsions stabilised by linear pNIPAM (a-c), ULC nanogels (d-f), and 1 mol% BIS nanogels (g-i) at selected temperatures
(shown in the Figure). Scale bar is 70 µm.
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Fig. 4 Photographs of emulsions stabilised with 0.012 wt% of ULC
nanogels (top row) and 0.040 wt% of ULC nanogels (bottom row) at
different times after preparation.

ready sufficiently covered by nanogels during formation and do
not undergo limited coalescence. Consequently, the packing den-
sity of nanogels at the droplet surface can be dependent on their
concentration in bulk. Therefore, the last point in Figure 5(b) is
excluded from the fit.

We obtain dnn = 276± 7 nm, which is very close to their hy-
drodynamic diameter in bulk (2Rh = 268± 4 nm). For compari-
son, the fully stretched size of a ULC nanogel on a flat oil-water
interface at low surface pressures can reach 2.3 times its hydro-
dynamic diameter46. This means that at the surface of emulsion
droplets, ULC nanogels form a densely packed layer where their
spreading is limited by neighbours.

The ULC nanogels used in this study were synthesised follow-
ing the same protocol, have the identical hydrodynamic size,
swelling behaviour, and viscometry conversion constant as the
ones studied at a flat decane-water interface in a previously pub-
lished paper46. This means they have an identical softness and
phase behaviour compared to the ULC nanogel we studied pre-
viously1,39,42,43,46,71. Consequently, we can directly compare the
nearest-neighbour distance between ULC nanogels at the droplet
surface to the dnn between ULC nanogels of Ref.46. Figure S7
shows the values of the nearest neighbor distance in the mono-
layer as a function of the measured surface pressure, Π. Now,
the dnn = 276± 7 nm we estimate between the nanogels at the
droplet’s surface corresponds to a Π ' 31 mN·m-1. This Π corre-
sponds to the beginning of the high-surface-pressure plateau on
the reported compression isotherm46. In this region, the nanogels
are strongly compressed, while the roughness of the monolayer is
still small46, i.e. a dense monolayer with a uniform height profile
was observed. Being compressed by neighbours, ULC nanogels
are forced to protrude more into the aqueous phase10,12,46 pro-
viding a better steric barrier around emulsion droplets. Further-
more, the part of the micro- and nanogels that protrudes into the
aqueous phase retains its temperature-responsive behaviour and
can deswell above the VPTT10,48,62, which destabilises the emul-

sion.
The uniform coverage of oil droplets by ULC nanogels is also in

good agreement with the resistance of the respective emulsions
against droplet flocculation. The latter depends on the uniformity
of nanogel monolayer: Individual nanogels that protrude into the
aqueous phase are likely to adsorb at two interfaces simultane-
ously and form ‘bridges’, which control the adhesion between
droplets29,58,72. Therefore, the more uniform height profile the
monolayer has, the less likely is the adhesion and flocculation
of oil droplets. In contrast to ULC nanogels studied here, BIS-
crosslinked nano- or microgels can provide sufficient stabilisation
of emulsions against coalescence already at low packing densi-
ties, where dnn is significantly larger than the hydrodynamic di-
ameter21,23,68. In this case, non-uniform monolayers of nanogels
can form and lead to flocculation of droplets, despite their good
stability against coalescence.

4 Conclusion
In this study, we report the performance of ultra-low crosslinked
nanogels as stabilisers for oil-in-water emulsions. Emulsions re-
alised using ULC nanogels combine the good stability and instan-
taneous temperature-response characteristic of emulsions sta-
bilised by harder microgels with resistance to flocculation char-
acteristic of emulsions stabilised by linear polymer. The inter-
facial viscoelasticity of linear pNIPAM, ULC, and BIS-crosslinked
nanogels is very similar and, therefore, cannot be the reason for
the different properties of the emulsions. In contrast, the extreme
softness of the ULC microgels39 makes them very stretchable and
able to cover the surface uniformly as a linear polymer46. At
the same time, unlike linear polymer these nanogels possess a
crosslinked network, which can protrude into the aqueous phase
of the emulsion46,48 and provide a steric barrier and a strong re-
sponse to the variation of temperature48. The interplay between
these two aspects is responsible for the mixed properties of the
emulsions, in between the one stabilised by polymer and by reg-
ularly crosslinked nanogels.

This idea is supported by the estimation of the average nearest-
neighbor distance between ULC nanogels on the droplet. The
value we find is consistent with the distance between ULC
nanogels where a transition from polymer-like behaviour to a
more particle-like behaviour is reported46. In this condition, the
monolayer has a homogeneous height profile that prevents adhe-
sion and flocculation of droplets. Furthermore, the ULC nanogels
protrude sufficiently into the aqueous phase to provide a protec-
tive barrier against coalescence.

We believe that the results reported here could help to bet-
ter understand the relationship between the softness of micro-
or nanogels and their performance as emulsion stabilisers. Here
however we have to specify which definition of softness is the
most important in the context of nanogel as emulsion stabiliser.
Indeed, even if softness is a common concept, it can be defined in
different ways that are quantified by simple parameters related to
the particle characteristic lengths and elastic moduli1. The rele-
vant definitions of softness for this study are: Swelling capability
(SD), energetic cost for deformation (SE), and deformation upon
adsorption (Sint). For all the definitions of these parameters we
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Fig. 5 (a) Number of adsorbed ULC nanogels determined by light scattering vs. total number of ULC nanogels used for emulsification. Dashed
line corresponds to 100% of nanogels adsorbed. (b) Inverse Sauter mean diameter vs. number of adsorbed nanogels. Solid line shows the fit with
Equation 3.

refer to Ref.1. In general, a larger value of one of this parameter
corresponds to a softer object.

The values of SD for the ULC and 1 mol% crosslinked nanogels
are approximately 3, i.e. these two nanogels have a comparable
softness defined as swelling capability. Nevertheless, their soft-
ness defined as energetic cost to pay for deforming the particle is
quite different. For the ULC nanogels the value of SE is ≥ 10−5

while for the 1 mol% crosslinked nanogels SE ≈ 10−6 1. This
means that in terms of energetic costs associated to particle defor-
mation, the ULC nanogels are softer than the 1 mol% crosslinked
nanogels. Regarding the definition of softness as deformation
upon adsorption, the ULC nanogels have a value of Sint ≈ 3.31,46.
For the 1 mol% crosslinked nanogels, we can look at the values
reported in the literature for particles with comparable swelling
ratio and Young’s modulus as the one used in Ref.32. The value
of Sint for those nanogels is approximately 1.332. Therefore, also
in terms of softness defined as capability to deform under adsorp-
tion, the ULC nanogels are softer than nano- or microgels synthe-
sised with 1 mol% crosslinker.

From this quantitative analysis emerges the idea that to achieve
the polymer-to-particle duality responsible of the peculiar be-
haviour of the ULC as emulsion stabiliser, the most important as-
pects of softness are the energetic costs associated with the parti-
cle deformation, SE , and the particle capability to spread upon ad-
sorption, Sint . Therefore, the properties of nanoparticles that want
to reproduce the properties reported here must be tailored to have
similar values of SE and Sint . This can be achieved using nanogels
based on proteins and polysaccarides73–75. For instance, even
if phytoglycogen nanoparticles have a SD = 176,77, i.e. they are
hard in term of swelling, they have a very high SE ≈ 7 · 10−4 78.
We think that such a system might show comparable properties
to the ULC nanogels once used to stabilise emulsions. Further-
more, given their peculiar properties, ULC nanogels and parti-
cles with similar softness are a suitable candidate for smart emul-

sions in heterogeneous catalysis79, as well as high-internal phase
emulsions for various applications59, as they can produce non-
flocculated, stable, and responsive emulsions with high volume
fractions of oil already at low weight fractions of nanogels.

Note
All the data used for this paper have been deposited in the
RADAR4Chem database under DOI: 10.22000/678.
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I. DYNAMIC LIGHT SCATTERING

Swelling curves of the ULC nanogels and nanogels
that have been synthesised adding 1 and 2.5 mol% of
crosslinker (BIS) are shown in Figure S1. The volume
phase transition that leads to a dramatic decrease in
size occurs at 31-32 ◦C for ULC and 2.5 mol% BIS
nanogels and at 33 ◦C for 1 mol% BIS nanogels. The
shift of VPTT in the latter case is due to the presence of
comonomer APMH, which can decrease the hydrophobic
hydration of pNIPAM [1]. All radii in Figure S1 are nor-
malized to the collapsed state (T = 50 ◦C), so that the
swelling degree is readily available from the curves. The
exact values of swollen and collapsed hydrodynamic radii
of the nanogels can be found in Table I.

FIG. S1: Hydrodynamic radii normalised to the
collapsed state as a function of temperature for ULC

nanogels (orange squares), 1 mol% BIS nanogels (blue
circles), and 2.5 mol% BIS nanogels (green triangles).

Swelling equilibrium of neutral nanogels results from
the balance between the free energies due to the polymer-
solvent mixing and due to the elastic energy of the net-
work [2]. The higher amount of crosslinker agent used
during the synthesis results in higher stiffness of the
network [3], whereas the mixing contribution depends
only on the Flory solvency parameter [4, 5] of pNI-
PAM in water. Therefore, 2.5 mol% BIS nanogels swell
much less below the VPTT with respect to 1 mol%
BIS and ULC nanogels. Interestingly, 1 mol% and
ULC nanogels show almost identical swelling degrees de-
fined as Rh(20◦C)/Rh(50◦C). This means that the two

nanogels have comparable softness as a result of a very
few crosslinks within the network [3, 6]. However, 1 mol%
BIS nanogels have been reported to have a more pro-
nounced core-corona structure [7] because of higher re-
activity of the crosslinker [8], whereas the ULC nanogels
have a more homogeneous internal structure as revealed
by small-angle neutron scattering [7] and atomic force mi-
croscopy in force volume mode measurements [9]. This
structural difference results in a higher deformability of
ULC nanogels and a peculiar disk-like shape upon ad-
sorption at interfaces [9].

II. STATIC LIGHT SCATTERING

Figure S2 shows the Zimm plot [10] for linear pNIPAM,
from which the molecular weight, Mw = (1.9 ± 0.5) ·
105 g/mol, and the second virial coefficient, A2 = (1.3±
0.1) · 10−3 mol·mL/g2, were determined.

FIG. S2: Zimm plot from static light scattering of linear
pNIPAM.

III. CAPILLARY VISCOMETRY

Dynamic viscosity of a suspension of spherical par-
ticles in dilute conditions is connected to their volume
fraction, φ, by the Einstein-Batchelor equation: η/ηs =
1 + 2.5φ + 5.9φ2, where ηs is the viscosity of water. In
case of soft particles like nanogels that can deswell and
deform, the generalised volume fraction, ζ, is commonly
used instead of φ [11–13]. The generalised volume frac-
tion expresses the volume occupied by the particles in
solution assuming that their volume is the fully-swollen
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state and is proportional to the weight fraction, c:

ζ =
Nvsw
Vtot

≈ ρsvsw
ρpolvdry

· mpol

mtot
= k · c (S1)

where N is the number of nanogels in suspension, Vtot is
the total volume of the suspension, mtot is the total mass
of the suspension, vsw and vdry are the volumes of a fully-
swollen and dry nanogel particle, respectively, ρpol and
ρs are the densities of polymer and solvent, respectively,
and k is the conversion constant.

At low concentrations, φ = ζ that gives:
η

ηs
= 1 + 2.5(kc) + 5.9(kc)2 (S2)

Figure S3 shows the relative viscosities ηr = η/ηs vs. c
of ULC and BIS-crosslinked nanogels in suspension. The
smaller the crosslinker content, the steeper the relative
viscosity increases with concentration. ULC nanogels
have the steepest increase since for the same amount of
mass they occupy the most volume. The data were fit-
ted with Equation S2 to obtain the conversion constants,
k = 48± 2, 33± 1, and 13.9± 0.2 for ULC, 1 mol% BIS,
and 2.5 mol% BIS nanogels, respectively.

FIG. S3: Relative viscosity of nanogel suspensions as a
function of concentration: ULC nanogels (orange
squares), 1 mol% BIS microgels (blue circles), and

2.5 mol% BIS microgels (green triangles). Solid lines
are fits with the Equation S2.

IV. MOLECULAR WEIGHT OF NANOGELS

Molecular weights of the nanogels, Mw, were calculated
by combining the DLS and viscometry data as reported
previously [12, 14]. In brief, by definition we can write
Mw = NAρpolvdry. The volume of a dry nanogel, vdry,
can be calculated from the viscometry conversion con-
stant, k, according to the Equation S1, which gives:

Mw = NA
ρsvsw
k

(S3)

where NA is the Avogadro’s number and vsw is the vol-
ume of a swollen nanogel that is measured directly by
DLS at 20 ◦C (vsw = 4

3πR
3
h). The molecular weights

calculated in this study are listed in Table I of the main
text and confirm that the ULC nanogels are the lightest.

V. EMULSION PREPARATION AND
STABILITY

A. Variation of oil volume fraction in emulsions
stabilised by ULC nanogels

FIG. S4: (a) Photographs of emulsions stabilised by
ULC nanogels as a function of n-decane volume

fraction: (left to right) 30 vol%, 50 vol%, 70 vol%.
(b-d) Corresponding optical micrographs (in the same

order). Scale bar is 200 µm.

Emulsions stabilised with ULC nanogels were pre-
pared at different volume fractions of n-decane (30 vol%,
50 vol%, and 70 vol%), while the concentration of ULC
nanogels was kept constant (0.020 wt%). Creaming was
observed at 30 and 50 vol% of decane, while at 70 vol%
the emulsion remained homogeneous during storage (Fig-
ure S4 (a)). In all three cases, the emulsions flowed freely
when the vial was tilted, i.e. no plug-flow was observed.
Optical microscopy revealed no signs of droplet adhesion
and flocculation, as can be seen in Figure S4 (b-d). The
average size of the droplets did not depend significantly
on the volume fraction of oil, which indicates that the
concentration of ULC nanogels, rather than their num-
ber per unit volume of oil, determines the properties of
the emulsion.
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B. Flocculation of emulsion droplets for
BIS-crosslinked nanogels

FIG. S5: Optical micrograph of emulsions stabilized by
2.5 mol% BIS nanogels at 0.06 wt% (a) and 3 wt% (b).

Scale bar is 200 µm.

Unlike the ULC-nanogel-stabilized emulsions, emul-
sions stabilized with harder nanogels at low concentra-
tions, in particular with 2.5 mol% BIS nanogels, consist
of small strongly flocculated oil droplets, as can be seen
in Figure S5 (a). However, this can be overcome by in-
creasing the concentration of 2.5 mol% BIS nanogels to
3 wt%. In this case, big individual droplets were observed
with no signs of flocculation.

The strong adhesion between droplets that results
in flocculation has been explained in the literature by
‘bridging’ of adjacent droplets by nano- or microgels ad-
sorbing at two interfaces simultaneously [15, 16]. This re-
quires individual nanogels to protrude significantly from
the surface into the aqueous phase [15]. However, the
more the packing density of nano- or microgels at the
droplet surface, the more their coronas are compressed
and cores approach each other resulting in a more uni-
form layer that prevents such ‘bridging’ events. Higher
packing densities, and consequently less flocculation, can
be achieved by either increasing emulsification tempera-
ture [15] or microgel concentration [17]. The advantage
of using ULC nanogels to stabilise emulsions is that al-
ready at low weight concentrations uniform coverage can
be achieved.

C. Interfacial tension and dilatational rheology

To better understand the difference in emulsion-
stabilising properties between linear pNIPAM, ULC
nanogels, and BIS-crosslinked nanogels, we measured the
interfacial dilatational moduli, E′ and E′′, of the n-
decane drop immersed in the respective aqueous solutions
at T = 20 ◦C. First, we checked that spontaneous adsorp-
tion of nanogels leads to a decrease of interfacial tension
(IFT), which was measured by the pendant drop method
using a drop shape analyser Krüss DSA-100S. A drop of
n-decane (V = 18 µL) was created in an aqueous solu-

FIG. S6: (a) Interfacial tension between n-decane and
an aqueous solution of linear pNIPAM (black squares),
ULC nanogels (orange circles), 1% BIS nanogels (blue
triangles), 2.5% BIS nanogels (green diamonds). (b)

Dilatational moduli E′ (filled symbols) and E′′ (empty
symbols) of the n-decane/water interface at T = 20 ◦C
as a function of surface pressure Π for linear pNIPAM

(black squares), ULC nanogels (orange circles), 1% BIS
nanogels (blue triangles), 2.5% BIS nanogels (green

diamonds).

tion of nanogels or polymer and its shape was recorded
as a function of time. Drop shapes were fitted with the
Young-Laplace equation to obtain the interfacial tension
using the Krüss Advance software. The IFT reached its
equilibrium value γ = 18± 1 mN/m for both linear pNI-
PAM and nanogels independently of concentration. Fig-
ure S6(a) shows the IFT as a function of time at a fixed
concentration c = 0.005 wt%. Adsorption kinetics slow
down with increasing crosslinker content in agreement
with previous studies [18, 19]. However, 1 mol% BIS
nanogels do not follow this trend and adsorb faster com-
pared to ULC nanogels at the same weight concentration.
This fact is surprising, because 1 mol% BIS nanogels have
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both higher molecular weight (consequently, lower num-
ber density in solution) and higher hydrodynamic radius
compared to ULC nanogels (Table I). A possible explana-
tion is the slight positive charge of these nanogels, which
are electrostatically attracted to a negatively charged in-
terface [20].

The viscoelastic properties of the interface were mea-
sured as a function of IFT or, equivalently, surface pres-
sure of the monolayer Π(t) = γ0 − γ(t). The response
of the interface is described by the complex dilatational
modulus E∗ = dγ/d lnA = E′+ iE′′. The real and imag-
inary parts, corresponding to the storage and loss di-
latational moduli, were calculated as E′ = |E| cos δ and
E′′ = |E| sin δ, respectively, where δ is the phase angle
between area A and interfacial tension γ. Frequency was
set to f = 0.2 Hz and oscillation amplitudes were within
the linear viscoelastic regime. The values of E′ and E′′

are shown in Figure S6(b).

The values of the elastic modulus, E′, of linear pNI-
PAM and all studied nanogels have similar values and
follow a similar dependence on surface pressures with a
maximum at Π ' 15− 20 mN/m. The values of the loss
modulus, E′′, were also similar for all systems and were
always less than the elastic moduli, indicating a primar-
ily elastic response of all monolayers. We note that the

observed trends are in qualitative agreement with simi-
lar measurements of bigger pNIPAM microgels [21] and
linear pNIPAM [22].

VI. CORRELATION BETWEEN 2D
COMPRESSION STATES AND PACKING

DENSITY OF ULC NANOGELS IN EMULSION

Figure S7 shows the nearest-neighbour distances
vs. the surface pressure in Langmuir monolayers of ULC
nanogels measured using gradient Langmuir-Blodgett de-
position and AFM visualisation by Scotti et al. [7]. Dur-
ing the deposition, the barriers of the Langmuir trough
were constantly moving and decreasing the total surface
area of the trough. Therefore, nanogels at different com-
pression states, corresponding to different surface pres-
sures Π, were transferred onto the substrate in a sin-
gle deposition experiment. The nearest-neighbour dis-
tance at different Π was calculated from AFM images
in dry state, since it has been shown that the struc-
ture of the monolayer is preserved during drying [23, 24].
The solid line in Fig. S7 corresponds to the nearest-
neighbour distance between ULC nanogels in emulsions,
dnn = 276 ± 7 nm, calculated in this work. The dashed
line shows the hydrodynamic diameter of ULC nanogels
in solution for comparison.
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