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Abstract

Magnetorheological fluids (MRF) are smaraterials of increasing interest due to their great versatility in mechanical and
mechatronic systems. As main rheological features, MRFs must present low viscosity in the absence of magnetie field (0.1
1.0 Pa.s) and high yield stress (500 kPa) whemagnetized, in order to optimize the magnetorheological effect. Such
properties, in turn, are directly influenced by the composition, volume fraction, size, and size distribution (polydispersity
the particles, the latter being an important piece inrntpeovement of these main properties. In this context, the present work
aims to analyze, through experiments and simulations, the influence of polydispersity on the maximum packing fraction, on
the yield stress under field (eatate) and on the plasticsgiosity in the absence of field (effate) of concentrated MRB €

48.5 vol.%). Three blends of carbonyl iron powder in polyalphaolefin oil were prepared. These blends have the same mode,
but different polydispersity indexes, ranging from 0.46 to 1.4pa%ate simulations show that the random close packing
fraction increases from about 68% to 80% as the polydispersity index increases over this rangetdikeymid stress, in

turn, is raised from 30 £ 0.5 kPa to 42 + 2 kP& @57 T) and the offtate plastic viscosity, is reduced from 4.8 Pa.s to 0.5
Pa.s. Widening the size distributions, as is well known in the literature, increases packing efficiency and reducesitthe visco
of concentrated dispersions, but beyond that, it proved to be a wiapl® increase the magnetorheological effect of
concentrated MRF. The Brouwers model, which considers the void fraction in suspensions of particles with lognormal
distribution, was proposed as a possible hypothesis to explain the increase in yielthskeessagnetic field.
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1. Introduction

In 1948, at the US National Bureau of Standards, Jacob Rabinow described a magnetizable fluid with tunable rheologica
properties, creating@mpletely new field of study for both rheology and rheometry: magnetorheblogy.

Magnetorheological fluids (MRF) stand out as a type of smart materials that, when exposed to an external magnetic field
undergo a rapid and reversible transition from theid state to a quasblid state, modifying important rheological properties,
such as viscoelasticity, plastic viscosity, yield stress, among Gthers.

Such transition, the scalled magnetorheological efféctmakes MRF extremely versatile materialspessally in
mechanical systems that need vibration or torque control, such as dampers, brakes, andtIntatdition, recent research
indicates that magnetorheological fluids are also viable options irpnégision polishing robotic§ (mechatroits), and even
in the construction of devices for biomedical applications such as actuators in upper limb rehabditdtioovel hydraulic
actuation systems in surgerigés

This versatility is directly linked to the practicality of the magnetorheolbgiffact: the magnetization of the suspended
particles allows one to easily control the material's viscosity. With the application of an external magnetic fieldjneach iro
particle quickly becomes a dipole, interacting with adjacent ones. Such attrattirgeiions generate chdike structures,
aligned in the direction of the field, as illustrated in Figure®11!
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Figurel - The magnetorheological effect, where the imposed magnetic
is vertical (parallel to the chains of particles) in the rgjtie image.

These structures create resistance to flow, strengthening the suspension and, effectively, increasingitits viscos
Furthermore, the ability of these chdike structures to withstandto a certain extent applied stresses is an extremely
important factor for the applicability of MRFs in mechanical systems. It is also worth mentioning that the strength of these
structures is strictly related to the magnitude of the dipolar interactions, which is influenced by the magnetic fighd streng
concentration, magnetic properties, and shape of the utilized pattiéfes.

The composition of magnetorheological fluidsleracterized by simplicity: there is a dispersed solid phase, in the form of
magnetizable particles (tipically up to 50% of the volume), with a usual size-6fl0.lum and a carrier liquid. For solfgthase
formulation, ferrimagnetic materials (magnetitled chromium dioxide) and ferromagnetic materials (iron and carbonyl iron
powder) can be used, with carbonyl iron powder being the most common choice due to its high magnetization saturation. A:
for the carrier liquid, typical options include mineral cggetable oils, synthetic or silicone oils, polyesters, polyethers,
hydrocarbons, water, and ionic liquid$>3“The liquid must have a wide operable temperature r&(gd0 to +150 °C, at
least), be chemically inert (nesorrosive and nomneactive)in relation to the iron powder and other materials, and, preferably,
be nontoxic.

To avoid agglomeration and sedimentation of the suspended particles, as well as controlling viscosity, many patents als
include surfactants and thixotropic additives irithcomposition. It is clear, therefore, that the formulation of an MRF is
extremely dependent on the desired applicatiéis!?

Over the last few decades, much research has been carried out to improve the quality of the prepared MRF, as well as
optimize the magnetorheological effect under different conditions. As ideal properties, a MRF should have low viscosity in the
absence of field (offtate), high viscosity in the presence of field-gvate), and high yield stress, when magnetiZéd!®

In this context, many studies indicate that size and size distribution of particles are important factors in the maoipulation
these properties!215]t is well established in the literature that the viscosity of concentrated suspensions or emutshmns ca
significantly reduced by employing mixtures of particle sizes, be they bidisperse, tridisperse, or even polydisperse. Based o
this, two parameters are key: a) the ratio of particle sizes, and b) the proportion in quantity between classes ofea fiven s
the case of dispersions where the suspended phase has the same modal (or median) size, it is also widely recognized that
broader the size distribution used, the lower the viscosity of the suspension for the same volumé®faction.

However, br most suspensions (including ERF and MRF), this effect is only evident in fractions well above 20 vol%, and
the more concentrated the suspension, the more pronounced the effect is. With that in mind, the advantage of usinggpolydispel
mixtures in the dvelopment of these fluids should be clear: as the MR or ER effect under field increases with the volume
fraction, the more concentrated the fluid, the greater yield stress will be, under an applied field. On the other ladswl, it is
known that the viscsity of any dispersion increases dramatically with the volume fraction and this effect is even more
pronounced with the use of finer particles. Therefore, one must carefully adjust the particle size distribution assendbe ab
of an applied field, theiscosity should be as low as possible, to maximize the MR effect. For-fieddypield stress, however,
it is still controversial whether there is an advantage in using distributions with a wide range of sizes (high valogardf sta
deviation or polyispersity indexes PDI).

In this context, this work aims to demonstrate how blends of particles with the same mode, but different degrees of
polydispersity, allow one to obtain magnetorheological fluids with greater random close packing, letgee geld stresses,
and lower offstate viscosities. At first, a literature review is performed, followed by a brief discussion about particle size
distributions. Then, the methodology of the experiments and simulations are given, succeeded by a discusgiesuttt
Finally, the work is concluded and proposals for future research are presented.



2. Literature review

In the literature, numerous studies indicate that size and size distribfifparticles are important factors to control the
central properties of magnetorheological fluids. However, atepth analysis of published papers reveals that these results
are, for the most part, conflicting and, therefore, a recap of their main smmdus necessary.

Among these papers, Ota and Miyam@taorking with simulations of cubic particles with only two sizes (size ratios = 1:1,
1:2,2:3,3:4and 45) in ERFwith= 20 vol %, ¢ othre ERFucdnsistingtothoaly the sdme parsoigves the
largest static yield stress” . In this case, however, in addition to
concentration being moderate, the effect of polydispersity was not included in the simulations.

Lemaireet al?® experimemally investigated, in a streg®ntrolled rheometer with parallel plates and modified to apply
magnetic fields, two magnetorheological systems: one based on polystyrene microspheres with magnetite inclusions, dispers
in water, and another based on drspe glass microspheres in an aqueous ferrofluid. This material, called an Inverse Ferrofluid
(IFF), consists of a dispersion of nramagnetic micrometric particles in a ferroflifitin the first case, polydisperse particles
in a volumetric concentrationf @nly 5 vol% were used, and, in the second case, almost monodisperse (45 + 5 pm) and
polydisperse (5 50 pum) glass spheres were compared, in a concentiatid@® vol%. The applied magnetic field was modest:
only 750 0Oe (H = 60 hekaathom)statediFor a field iHs= 78000®,t tlee xdifference between the
monodisperse and the polydisperse samples is not detectable within the precision of our measutements

Wanget al??evaluated, through simulations, ER fluids prepared with three haactions: 16 vol%, 24 vol%, and 31
vol%. Assuming a normal (Gaussian) distribution for the particles, with a standard deyiatidhe range of 0 to 3.0, the
aut hor s c o fhekheal gress df theafluid is féund to decrease with the ircoddise variance of the Gaussian
distribution of particle sizes!... From figure 2 of their work, it is clearl
values of shear stress.

Similar to Wang’' s wor k, b wles withstwoulifferent gizes, Moeiyal>mvalnated, thoyme r s e
simulations, ER fluids with concentrations of 11 vol%, 20 vol%, and 30 vol%. In this scenario, the particles had a diameter o
1.9 or 3.8 um (size rat i o Atamputer sanuldtiontbased oa aipoihtadipote approximation d e
for the interaction between particles was carried out. When small and large particles, with a diameter ratio of 1:2, @gre mix
in equal numbers of particles, chdike clusters consisting of boslizes of particles were formed. The shear stress and the
response time of the binary size system were close to those of the uniform size system when the total volume fraadtisn of part
was kept constant” .

de Gangt al?4, in turn, experimentally stigld dispersions of silica nanoparticles in a ferrofluid (IFF), in two concentrations:
¢ = 5.7 vol% and 18 vol%. In this context, the nanoparticles had sizes of 53 nm, 84 nm, 138 nm, or 189 nm and, in addition tc

studying the effects of particle size, thatteors also mentionthespal | ed “si ze variance”. Ho w
obtain the silica particles (Stober method) is well known for generating almost perfect monodisperse particles, with size
variations so small that they can be considerednggl bl e. The aut hor s Ourmbasureménts madicate c o n

that the influence of particle size @] and—[ is very weak if there is any. These measurements were not accurate enough
to give decisive information on the influence of the polydispersity on the rheological properties, but they sugg@st that
and— [ decrease with increasing polydispersity .

Seeet al?, in turn, investigated the effect of mixtures of different particle sizes on the response of electrorheological fluids
based on sulfonated polystyreo@divinyl benzene (ion exchange resin) and silicone oil, in uniform shear flow. By using
particles with sizes of 15 um and 50 um, the authors claimedihith e concentrati on in both s
particles were spherical in shape and highly monodi spe
Considering the typal density values of these materials and the concentration of 10% by mass, a volumetricffragtién
vol% can be inferredlhis study, therefore, focused on bidisperse ERFs with a particle size ratio of 3:10. However, as in the
study from de Gans, ndttg can be inferred about the effect of the width of a unimodal distribution. The authors also stated:
i...the highest electrorheological ef fect occuand farther,wi t h
thatt A The pol ydi speerrtsiictclye si zes <clearly influences the el
However, as already mentioned, this system is bimodal and, therefore, different from a unimodal distribution with a high
standard deviation.

Trendler and Bose studied, experimentally, MRF prepared through mixtures of carbonyl iron particles whose size
distribution is lognormal. Fine particles, with an average size of 1.8 um, and coarse particles, with an average size of 6.8 um,
were used during preparatiom this case, unlike Sest al. (2002), the authors utilized two size distributions with equal
dispersity, that is, Span =¢@d- dig)/dso = 1.2. It is also worth noting that all mixtures had a volume fraétior80 vol%. From
their work with bidisperse mixtures, the authors concluded th#fR suspensi ons with special



particles have higher shear stresses undeandthafimhgniebset df &
without field derived from oscillation experiments rises with the number of fine particles. However, at low field ste&gths (
mT), the behavior is reversed and, at high field strengths (600 mT), no noticeable differences between the MR swihensions
different particle size distributions could be observed. The results demonstrate the complex mechanisms of the partile struc
formation in MR suspensions. 0

SaldivarGuerreroet al?’, working, experimentally, with inverse ferrofluids (IFF: polysine particles dispersed in a
ferrofluid), evaluated 3 classes of particles: a) monodisperse, with an average size of 11 um, normalized polydisgdssity and
— dig)/dso = 0.143, b) monodisperse, with an average size of 3 um anéd ¢ko)/dso = 0.186 ad c) polydisperse, with a size
range between 0.56 and 4.5 um angh (ddio)/dso = 0.873. In this work, loghormal size distributions were used and the
volumetric fractiond = 17.5 vol%, 25 vol%, and 30 vol% were investigated. In this context, the autbocluded that:
Ai... the G6 of the higher concentrated pol ydinsdp e¢ditagh f“Il.ui
fields, the poisoning effect may be r espon s tothe neonotdigperset h e
ones 'T.h goisoning effe€ct menti oned by t he aut hoTheeffectahateaslydi$perse particlese v i
might weaken the chains, as observed for higher values of the magnetic field, has recently been prediatetical gtadies
for a bidisperse model ferr of | (UK an Eonidbdevbaeshconfiemrednie wholedufam i s c
dynamics simulations for chain formation in standard ferrofltids.( Wang 2§.nd Hol m

Tac®®, when investigating the physical mechanism to reduce the viscosity of dispersions, conducted experiments with iron
nanoparticles with a diameter between 35 and 40 nm (typical of ferrofluid particles) dispersed in silicone oil, at @toncentr
of %o= 9 vol%. The author concluded thdt: T h e (tokredycing the viscosity of dispersions)that the maximum volume
fraction to be available for the suspended particles in the suspension increases with the particle size and the pglydispersit
theparticle size distributin. o .

Ekwebelam and Sék in turn, experimentally studied the effects of particle size distributions on the magnetorheological
response of inverse ferrofluids prepared by mixtures of two spherical monodisperse particles: PMMA (fine, with an average
size of 4.6 umand PE ( coarse, with an average size of 80 um). Such particles were dispersed in a ferrofluid (Ferrotec type
EFH1), keeping the total volume fraction constantat 30 vol%. Using oscillatory shear flow, the authors prepared five
different mixtures:1) 100:0 (fine particles only), 2) 75:25, 3) 50:50, 4) 25:75 and 5) 0:100 (coarse particles only). In this
context, the autthhoe sGéc oanncd u@de mddul:i “were dependent on t
small particles, withthe i ghest st orage modul us o c cur r.iAlthgughfthis papér bogersmo n c
a relatively high concentration, equivalent to most commercial MR fluids, it also did not involve rsiodé distributions
that differ only by the staraatd deviation values.

The work of Chiriac and Stoidhwas, possibly, the first to experimentally focus on normal (Gaussian) size distributions
with the same mean size and different variances, in magnetorheology. In practice, this means that thede anghoise
bidisperse particles or any other mixtures that resulted in bimodal PSDs. Working with iron powders in the size range of 20
60 um, the authors used sieves to fractionate these powders and then created distributions with controlled hisfograms.
preparing 3 different samples of MRF with a fixed volume fractfoa (0 vol%) and maintaining the average size of 36 um
for the three formulations, but with different variance%< 0.2, 1.0 or 5.0), the authors conclude that: . . Hi gshresges y i e |
were obtained in the case of MR fluids with the narrower particle size distributions compared to the MR fluids comprising
particles with broader particles size distributions. In this respect, particles with narrower size distribution couldbetdrto
performances of the MR fluid under a magnetic field. Nevertheless, the effect of particles size distribution on the
magnetorheological fluids is still controversial, and the mechanism by which the particles size distribution influenekes the y
st ess is not fully understood. o

Tand, in turn, experimentally studied MRF using micrometric iron particles-8fin and 45 um in a volumetric
concentratiorf ranging between 3543 vol%. From all the papers published until 2011, this was the firsesept results of
a bimodal fluid withf above 40 vol% (that is, a concentrated MRF). The particles followedrologal PSD, as shown in the
figure 1 of this paper, but the width of the distributions was not reported. The author concludesVhat: ladditiom ef small
particles to a suitable concentration, the vi sandthaifit mw of
the same maxi mum packing, the yield stress can be dr ama:



Juande Vicente's research groupdgnetic Soft Matter Group, F2N2Lalsranada University) has systematically
investigated the effects of polydispersity on magnetorheology. Their first work on this subject seems to be from Segovia
Gutierrezet al3, where theauthors compared the results of Brownian dynamics simulations with MRF experiments with a
volumetric fractionf = 5 vol%. In this context, the authors utilized carbonyl iron powder (HQ, BASF SE) with a size of 0.9 +
0.3 pm, describing it through a lewrmal PSD. Among many conclusions, the authors pointed oufitflath e mono di s
system crystallizes, while tieo | ydi sper si ty ef Hosvever,inted siudy,sthere was e varaton in the o .
standard deviation of the particle sizes.

Sherman and Werelgymodified their code from previous simulations to investigate the effects of the standatibdevia
from log-normal size distributions on MRF performance. This was done by simulating a typical commercial volumetric fraction,
f = 30 vol%, with carrier liquid viscosity of 0.1 Pa.s and keeping the mean sizeayais um, over a wide range of stardia
deviation valuesq : =0, 0.001, 0.0025, 0.005, 0.01, 0.025, 0.05, 0.1, 0.2 e 0.3). In this paper, bimodal (or bidisperse) mixtures
were not utilized, and the authors concluded fida s ed on t hese simul ati on rstebstiod t s,
has a substantial effect on the structure and performance of magnetorheological fluids, so that accuracy of simulation code:
may i mprove when realistic pAlthoughthéirevork haz beougihti vauablei conttitos, o n s
especially by simulating MR fluids similar to those used in commercial and industrial applications, their results did not sho
any obvious advantages or disadvantages, such as a considerable increasestatbeymid stress.

Sarkar and Hirait experimentally studied mixtures of two sizes of iron particles (MRF) at three concentratiorgs:
vol%, 18 vol%, and 36 vol%. The particles used in the experiments were carbonyl iron powder and reduced iron powder
(Al drich #12310) ,ngtbthe autho®s9T ea nnde, a na csciozred iand st asnidzaerdd pdaervtii
di stributions are 9.27 em and 4.63 em respeestiizedal yparTh
di stributions are 12 0e I8yAnalyzing thenntbrptiolegy 6fhe powdens leySpM, the authiors also
addthat AThe scanning el ectron micr ossciozpeed ppheorttoigerlaepshds .ar.e s
The fdiazgad particleso aryepeofi rfolna ke rsth acp ee. nihbyefae rifed paskidde nto r e
to estimate a relative standard deviat®fA 0.5 for the carbonyl iron particles asd® 0.46 to the flakeshaped particles.
Finally, the authors concluded thaitAt modemr ate dMRedd ui di madepafrtiilcaege perf

l ow volume fractions of iron particl es esoinzpeadr epda rttoi cMRe sfol
sized particleso. At modertatcd evwo IMRme | furi adcst iparo vii ndiex & ch es ib:
With the increase in volume fraction of iron partial es,

performance compared t o -sizedparMR |fel sudi dasnze afinl aairgtei td e Ddmal | |

FernandeZl oledancet al¢, continuing the work from Prof. Juan de Vicente's research group (Granada University), used
simulations to explore the effect of polydispersity in magnetorheologyebiiegly, instead of the welklnown lognormal
size distribution, which is commonly used to describe carbonyl iron powders, these authors chose to use the Schulm distributi
(SchulZ”), which was developed to describe molar mass distributions of polyers volumetric concentrations were
investigated: 10 vol% and 20 vol%, which were also associated with two conditions of polydisgersitst(monodisperse)
andn  1& (polydisperse). In this scenariojs the standard deviation of the distribution. It is also worth mentioning that the
magnetic field strengths evaluated in this work were H = 1 kA/m, 5.04 kA/m, and 10.2 kA/m, that is: weak to moderate fields.
Throughout the work, the authors summed up vezl} the interest in this topic by askingj:é woul d i deal |l y mon
fluids have better MR performance than their pbheyaso sper
concludeeA From (shear) stress g muwyield strasaes aree determiset], saandi rceog@msdare d y
constructed. ... In polydisperse MR fluids, the number of connections is larger than in the monodisperse case, but, as a
average, interparticle links are much weaker because of the topological limitatEudthermorefi Over al | , t hi s w
that using monodisperse particles in the formulation of conventional MR fluids would not have any major effect in the yield
stress nor the high shear behavior. o

Also, from Juan de Vicente's research grouphges the most complete and detailed study on the effect of polydispersity
so far is the work of Ruitopezet al® In their work, a wide range of standard deviatianswWas evaluated, not only through
simulations but also experimentally (frans 0.38 ton = 0.76). Assuming a legormal distribution for the magnetorheological
fluids, the authors applied a strong magnetic field (H = 885 kA/m), a value that is very close to the saturation ofrtyle carbo
iron powders used in the preparation of the MRF.his tontext, the reason for so many studies involving the effect of
polydispersity on MRF is very well summarized by the authfors:. . pol ydi sperse MR f | usgtadles i nl
viscosity than monodisperse MR fluids due to the differerticfmipacking characteristics; larger packing fractions are



achieved with polydisperse systems. This means that using polydisperse MR fluids, the particle volume fraction caetbe increas
without increasing the oftate viscosity, hence developing alarge MR  eFinéllg in the PRI range studied by the authors,
itisconcludedthafi ét he effect of the polydispersity on the andi el d
alsothati Anal ysi s resul ts o ndthelpaticleradiat distdbuten fenttionsshog that increasing the n
level of polydispersity of the MR system leads to a smaller average number of particles per cluster, but a higher psitking den
of the particl eldowéversonedsieod note ¢hat theé wolsimetic feaction studied by their simulations and
rheological experiments wdis= 10 vol%. This is a concentration that cannot be considered a diluted MRF but also does not
approximate the concentrations which are used in commercialeviRes.



Table 1- Works on the effects of polydispersity on ERF or MRF over the last years.

. istributi . . D
Author /Year Phi Distribution . Applied Field | d.oes .
Fluid Type type, Sigma Range - Expenmgntal / Intensity polydispersity
Ref. # (vol.%) Bidisperse? Simulation / strengthen the
. . i Exp + Sim? ?
Size Range Xp im (Ho/ Eo) MR effect?
Manuelet al Log-normal 0.44
(This work), 2022 Experimental °
MRF 48.5 . 0.67 No and Simulatioh B°057T Yes
N.A - /um
o 1.06
i é alight but
N nonsignificant
RUIZ—ngngI al., MRF Log-normal No increase of the
-~ 10 0.38-0.76 Experimental yield stress is
(38] cip moilllcone 0.4-8nmm PDI = 1.63 to and Simulation 885 kA/m found for the
3.31 highest
polydispersities.
Aéthe ef
i polydispersity is
Fernandez only relevant at
Toledancet al., Up to Schulz the transition
2015 MRF 20 0.2 No Simulation 1.0,5.04,10.2 | regime between
1.0 £ 0.5mMm kA/m magnetostatic to
[36] hydrodynamic
control of the
suspension
structyd
MRF,
. Log-normal
Carbonyl iron 9 05 (CIP
Sarkar & Hirani, powder, and 5 (CIP) Yes
2015 9.3 £ 4.6mMm
Iron reduced 18 121 + 56 (Small and Experimental | 0-152.4 kA/m No
[35] powder, 36 *>6mm 0.46 (12310) Largeparticles
Aldrich # ’ exp. Study.)
12310
Sherman & AéPSD h
Log-normal *M= -
Wereley, 2013 MRE 30 9 0.0-03 K A/:]OO substantial effect
_ ’ ’ No Simulation on the structure
Dso=4nmm
[34] - and performance
(Magnetization) of MR fI
SegoviaGutiérrez MRE Log-normal No
etal., 2013 5 (experiments) 0.05 No Experimental (Based on Fig.
CIP and Simulation 12 of these
[33] 0.9+0.3um 0-350 kA/m authors).
Tang, 2011 Log-normal
MRF 35-43 N.A. Yes Experimental Unknown Yes
[ 2-3; 45mM P (N.A)
Chiriac & Stoian, MRF Normal 045, No
2009 : (Gaussian)
sp_herlcal Fe 10 Lo, No Experimental 0—256 kA/m (Based on Fig. 4
[32] particles (Mesh 36 £ 24 ym of these authors)
325) et 2.24 '
Ekwebelan and IFF: NA Experimental:
See, 2007 30 - N.A Yes No
Ferrofluid, 4.6 80 o Oscillatory *B=054T
[31] PPMA and PE 05 o0 shear flow




AThe va

fmaxé€ al s
Tao 2007 MRF and ERF 9 N.A. N.A. No Experimental in_creases_ with
increasing
[30] 30-40 nm B=0.15Tor pol ydi sg
0.38T
Log-normal (doo — dho)/dso =
. IFF 17.5,
SaldivarGuerrero Monodisperse: 3 0.143,
etal., 2006 PS 25, and 11nm Mono and . No
. . . Experimental 1-274 KA/m
[27] mlcr_opartlcles ) . 0.186, Polydisperse
in FF 30 Polydisperse:
1.08mMm 0.873
Aéat hi
strengths (600
Log-normal mT), no
Trendler & Bose, MRE noticeable
2005 30 Dso= 1.8 and differences
clp 6.7mMm (doo — d10)/ds0 = Yes Experimental 0, 200, 600 mT between the
[26] 1.2 MRS with
different PSD
could be
observsg
Seeet al., 2002 N.A. Ek_\/?r‘r:ri.s
[25] ERF 8 15 and 5Qm N-A. Yes Experimental Yes
(a.c. electric
field, 50 Hz)
IFF
N.A.
FF: magnetite
nanoparticles 53+2
de Gan®t al., stabilized by 57
2000 oleic acid 84x2
dispersed in or # No Experimental 31, 77,245 No
) 138+1 kA/m
[24] decalin, 18
IFF: Silica 1895
nanopatrticles in (nm)
FF.
Mori N.A. _
ori et al., 1999 11, Yes E=0.75,1, 15,
ERF 20, 1.9:3.8 um N.A. %o=1:2 Simulation 2.0and 2.5 No
[23] 30 R (Diameter ratio) kv/mm
Wanget al., 1997 16, Gaussian
ERF 0.0-3.0 No Simulation Unknown No
[22] 24, 0.5¢ %o¢1.5 (N.A)
31
MRF or IFF
N.A.
Lemaireet al., PS spheres with 5 <0.10
1995 . Fe3_04 . 2)0.5,08,1pum (monodisperse)
inclusions in No Experimental 7.96, 9.15, 59.7 No
water b) 45 +5 pm kA/m
[20] 20
Glass spheres ir| ¢) 5—50 um
FF
N.A.
Ota & Miyamoto, ERF 20 NA No
1994 . ) 1:1, 1:2, 2:3, o Yes Simulation E =2 kV/mm
Cubic particles o
34,45
[19]

* Our simulations involved computing the random close packing volume frd@ion) through the standard deviation of eali$tribution and using it as an

approximation of the maximum packing fractiét ( ).

#The authors claim values of variance, but silica prepared by the Stéber method is well known to produce monodispesse particle



From the works indicated in Table 1, the results can be summarized as follows: some of the cited authors, such as Rui:
Lopezet al3® worked experimentally with a very intense magnetic field, very close to the magnetic saturation, but with a
concentratiorof magnetic material ranging from low to moderate (10 vol%). Thus, even though they explored an extensive
range of the polydispersity index (PDI) and molecular dynamics simulations corroborated their results, one should not
extrapolate their conclusionsrfconcentrations far above 10 vol%. Other authors, such as FerfEmiddanoet al26, did not
analyze MRF with magnetic fields greater than 10.2 kA/m (a relatively low intensity), despite having carried out simulations
with MRF slightly more concentrade(up to 20 vol%). Furthermore, experimental results of rheometry were not presented in
this work.

Other authors investigated mixtures of two or more particle sizes, especiallyd¢hiesbbidisperse formulations. It has
been known since the work of Fat? that using mixtures of bimodal, trimodal, or tetramodal particles can substantially reduce
the relative viscosity of any concentrated suspension, increasing its concentration. However, this effect is only relevant fo
volume fractions greater than 861% and particle size ratios of 1:5 (small:large), at least. This effect, commonly called the
“Farris effect"”, becomes increasingly | arge at concentr
increasing the magnetorheological effander an applied field. In this regard, Foi$tpioneered (to the best of our knowledge)

in patenting MRF based on bimodal mixtures.

However, the studies involving bidisperse mixtures did not focus on centering the particle size distributionsharound t
same mode, varying only the standard deviation (width) of these distributions. In some experimental studies, such as the on
from Sarkar and Hirafi, Tand, Ekwebellan and Sée Trendler and B6$& and Seet al?®, where MRF (or ERF) based on
bidisperse mixtures were investigated, only Tang and Sarkar slightly exceeded a volumetric%@cBBwol%. Moriet al 23,

Wanget al??, and Ota and Miyamot® in turn, published simulation results with bidisperse ERF but without experimental
results. h addition to not investigating the fluids experimentally, the authors did not s3ga86€ vol%, and the size ratios
between the particles did not exceed the proportion of 1:2.

SaldivarGuerreroet al?” and de Ganst al?* experimentally investigateidverse ferrofluids (IFF) using magnetic fields
of up to 245 kA/m, a value that is very close to what we used in our work. In the article by S@laéveero et al., the authors
studied a polydispersity range (measured through the Span = 0.873), dndha fraction of PS microspheres dispersed in
ferrofluid was characterized, up to 30 vol%. The results were obtained in oscillatory mode with amplitude sweeps, and the
authors concluded that, i n the case,whichweakényahd redoces tleealus a mj
of the elastic modulus. However, in the paper by de Gangtttlaé use of nanometric Stober silica dispersed in a ferrofluid
cannot be considered a study of the effect of polydispefigity, our point of viewasthe variance between the four size classes
of the used silica is very small (as one can see in Table 1 from their paper).

Tacd®, in turn, described how an increase in polydispersity generates an increase in the maximum packing fraction and
consequently, aduction in the relative viscosity of MRF or ERF. But, in his article, the magnetic field was applied to iron
nanoparticles dispersed in pump oil, that is, a ferrofluid. As the concentration of particles was low (only 9 vol%J)tthé effe
the magnetidield did not generate efield yield stress but temporarily reduced the viscosity of the dispersion. In other words,

a “negative” MR effect was generated, which caused a r e

Works such as those by Sherman and Wett(simulations), 8goviaGutiérrezet al3 (experimental and simulations),
Chiriac and Stoia®3 (experimental), and Lemaimt al?° (experimental) evaluated polydisperse MRF (and IFF) with sigma
values up to 2.24 and under magnetic fields up to 350 kA/m (that is, mottehatgn intensity). However, the concentration
of iron particles did not exceed 30 vol%.

Therefore, it is clear how the results presented by the literature (summarized in Table 1) are conflicting, and, in this
scenario, the need for further studies becomadent. Aiming to offer another perspective, the present work is, to the best of
our knowledge, the first to evaluate experimentally the effect of polydispersity in MRF with higher volumetric concentrations
of carbonyl iron powder, maintaining the samede and varying only the polydispersity. This work also appears to be the first
study to demonstrate both an increase in yield stress under a magnetic field and a reduction in the viscosity in tbé absence
field by increasing the polydispersity.



3. Theoretical background
3.1 Polydispersity and Particle Size Distributions (PSD)

By analyzing particulate materials in detail, especially dense suspensions, one can easily see that they are seldo
monodisperse, that is, their particles rarely have all the same size. Mostinighthese particles will have different sizes and
shapes, being, therefore, polydisperse, as illustrated in Figure 2. Such variations in size can be easily describattyy freque
distributions, the s@alled particle size distributions (PSB)°
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Figure 2 - Monodisperse and polydisperse particles.

A particle size distribution (shown in Figure 3) is a probability density function that expresses, in detail, the polydispersity
of the analyzed material, that is, how different the particle sizes in that system are. Usualyrntagdistributions are used
ard along with important mathematical tools, such as mode, mean, median and standard deviation, these variations in partic
sizes can be studied and quantiftéé?

A key piece in the optimization of MRF properties, particle size distributions are chitisaleral areas of science and
engineering, often appearing in soil and aerosol analysis, mining and even in the food M&wdyyers and resifs paint$*
and drug® are directly influenced by the size, quantity, and morphology of their particles

When analyzing a patrticle size distribution, several statistical parameters may be used. Among them, the polydispersity
index| is the one that stands out the most: a direct measure of polydispersity, the higher the valtre ajreater the
discrepacy in particle sizes. Its definition is presented béldfv
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where'Yis the particle radiugly O _ 'Y 0 'Y Q'¥s the ath moment ofy, ¥Y 'Y oYOand&¥Y O _YY 0 'YQ'Y



Density

0 10 20
Random Variable x

Figure 3 - Particle size distributions (gaussian): the greater the width of the distribi
the greater the value of the polydispersity index

It is worth noting that the polydispersity index takes many different forms in science and statistics, and this is dye to man
existing frequency distributions. However, its meaning is always the same: a measure of the spread of a variable around tf

meant’

As for the width of the distribution, one can use another important parameter, the span, to &h#tyze it

(2

YN we

whereO s the partite size corresponding to the'™®percentileO is the size of the #0percentile and , the median size.
The span is directly related to variations in particle sizes and works similarly to the polydispersity index: the highg, its
the greatethe polydispersity of the studied material.

The shape of a particle size distribution, in turn, is generally determined by the skéWamedsby the kurtosi®,
respectively. Their definitions are given bef&#?
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In general, the skewness measures the distortion of a frequency distribution, that is, how much it deviates from symmetry
positive values indicate a larger fraction of small particles, negative skewness indicates a larger fraction of largegpatticles
S = 0 indicates a symmetric distributitt°



Kurtosis, in turn, is commonly interpreted as a measure of peakednesgive pasile generates distributions with higher
peaks and larger tails, while negative values generate more flattened curves, with smafiét tails.

3.2 Lognormal distributions

Although several probability density functions (PDF) can be used to describe variations in particle sizes, most of the

encountered data in the literature are skewed, which is common when the mean values @ietlippositive, and with wide

variances. In this context, to properly represent a PSD, the usewdioml distributions (illustrated in Figure 4) is common
practice??#?
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Figure 4 - A log-normal distribution ina) linear scale and b) logarithmic sca

As one can see, unlike the symmetrical normal distributionsndomal distributions are asymmetric with 1@ The
di stribution’

S main propgd¥®ies are summari zed

in Tabl e

Table 2— Properties of a logormal distribution

Parameters Random Variabléy Mean () of & & and Standard
Deviation(, ) of & &b
Range m e H, 7
[N \ -
PDE 0 Y Qwn C_ I o w1
o m
Mean 0o Q -
Mode DéQ® Q
Median Q@ Q
Variance OOk Q 8Q P
Coefficient of
Variation ) o
(Polydispersity)
Skewness Y 0 ¢ Q p
Kurtosis b Q cQ fs10) o




Thus, onecan see how legormal distributions are a viable model for studying the polydispersity of particulate materials.
However, when preparing MRF based on carbonyl iron powders, it is necessary to differentiate which mixtures are bimodal
(with two main partiak sizes) and which are unimodal (with only one predominant particle size). The definitions presented
throughout this section hold only for unimodal distributions.

It is important to emphasize that bimodal blends are a traditional an@stelilished wayfdncreasing the concentration
of dispersed solids. By using different size classes, it is possible to maintain or even reduce the relative viscesignfier th
volume fraction under certain conditions. As examples of works involving bimodal mixturesyveite Trendler and BidSe
(see Figure 1 of their paper) and the US Patent by F8igfégures 7 and 8 of their patent).

As for unimodal blends, the patent by Kintz and ForePraseimonstrates the effect of increasing the polydispersity of a
size distibution and the advantages of such an approach (see Figures 2 to 9 of their patent). How8panpitesented in
this patent does not exceed 2.683, a relatively low value.

Combined with the conflicting results presented in the literature and aimioffetoa new perspective on particle size
distribution influence on MRF's properties, this work prepares three concentrated%4xdi5(vol%) with different degrees
of polydispersity but centered around the same mode. Three blends of carbonyl irom faeedebed by logormal
distributions) will be dispersed in polyalphaolefin oil, totaling 48.5 vol%. Its rheology will then be analyzed and glismntifie
the presence and absence of an external magnetic field.

4. Experimental
4.1 Materials

To prepare the magnetorheological fluids, carbonyl iron powder (BASF SE) was used as a solid phase, in three differen
grades: 1, 2, and 3. To obtain an effectively polydisperse fluid, different blends were prepared by mixing the adequate amoun
of each pwder, totaling 150 g. The size distributions were obtained througlatmbe laser light scattering (LALLS: Malvern
Mastersizer Micro). The carrier liquid was a polyalphaolefin oil (Durasyn PAO 162, INEOS) used together with thixotropic
additives (organowdified clays) and polymeric dispersants. The amounts of powder used to prepare each blend are shown ir
Table 3:

Table 3— The amounts of each powder used to prepare the blends.

Blends Powder1 Powder2 Powder3 Total (g)

@) (@) ©)
A 0 150 0 150
B 25 100 25 150
C 50 50 50 150

4.2 Preparation of the MRF

The MRFs were prepared based on previous work from lerardi and Bothbaispersing the appropriate amounts of
each powder, shown in Table 3, in PAQtotaling 48.5% by volume. Mixtures A, B, and C were then homogenized with an
IKA Ultra Turrax T-18 mechanical disperser, followed by the addition of the thixotropic adslaive further homogenization.
The amounts of carrier liquid and additives (dispersant and thixotropic) were maintained during each preparation, following a

recipe that is similar to formulation #12tal’hThe leasontbs P a
maintaining the amounts of all other components during the MRF formulation was precisely to isolate the effect of
polydispersity on the viscosity response in thentindashe’ 1n

formulation, it would be difficult to attribute any results to the polydispersity.



4.3 Rheometry

After preparing the MRF, each sample was submitted to tests in the Antonfaeica MCR 301 rheometer, from the
Rheology Laboratory of the Federal University of Itajubd, at a temperature T = 25 °C. Shear stress ramps under applked magnet
field, and shear rate ramps without field were performed, to analyze the effects of polydispersity ontéte yield stress
and on the offstate plastic viscosity, respectivetjhe magnetic flux density was B 0.57 Tesla. The magnetic induction was
estimated, considering the relative permeabitity= 7.8. See the appendix 2 for more details. (H field was measured in air,
without any MRF sample between the plates, #270 kA/m *)

Yield stress measurements were performed at three intervals: firstly, the rheometer was operated for 1 minute, at a she
rate of 5 ¢, to erase the rheological history of the sample. Thempltite was stopped (without rotation, zero shear rate) for
30 seconds, and the electric current was increased, at a logarithmic rate, from 20 mA to 2 A. Finally, a linear shaapstress
was performed for 400 seconds (100 Pa/s, 1 second per point),GrkRazo 60 kPa.

The offstate viscosity curves, in turn, were obtained through a linear ramp (100 points, measured at 6 seconds intervals)
with the shear rate ranging from-0000 s'. All the data were treated with the RheofSl(&nton Paar) and Origfh(Microcal)
software.

4.4 Sedimentation and stability

Two experiments were performed to evaluate the stability against sedimentation: first, about 15 ml of each MRF sample
were placed in test tubes to sediment at rest, under normal gravity. Then, rapieeviubes daily and visually throughout a
month, the height of the sediment was measured. The sedimentation was considered complete when there was no further chai
in the height of the sediment after three successive readings. This is one of theaysuatlevaluating the stability of an MRF
when it comes to sedimentatieff?

In addition, an instrumental analysis was performed with the aid of the Turbiscan Lab equipment (Formulaction, Toulouse,
France). Each sample was subjected to backscattemageihflight [ = 850 nm) for two weeks, and their destabilization
kinetics were analyzed. During the first 24 hours, each reading was taken every 10 minutes, and after that, one reading w:
taken once a week. After the samples finished sedimenting, tinddis€an Stability Indexes (TSI) were calculated.

4.5 Simulations

Following the rheological characterization, the random close packing volume fractions were calculated with the help of
two algorithms: a) SpherePack1D (available at https://sourceforgeajetis/spherepackld/), which is based on the work of
Farr and Groét and Far?* and b) a random close packing algorithm based on the computational methods of Xu,
Bl awzdzi ewi fzand Desmbnd @rid Weelst

5. Results and discussiorexperimental
5.1Polydispersity of the carbonyl iron powders

From the data obtained by leangle laser light scattering (LALLS), it was possible to construehtmgnal particle size
distributions and cumulative distributions for each powder, illustrate&igures 5 and 6. In this context, cumulative
distributions (CDF) are useful because, sometimes, the data at the tails of a particle size distribution can showtimahe statis
noise. By using these cumulative curves, one can avoid losing any inforfffation

* The magnetorheological cell used to carry out the measurements was one of the first commercial versions of the rheometel
manufacturer, and it is not possible to measure the B field in the ideal way, with the Hall effect probe and the MRF sample
simultaneously. The only possible estimate of the value of the magnetic field was measured with the gap empty, in air,
without MRF between the cell plates.



74
.89 pm
6 -
5 Fine —1
] Medium —— 2
4 20m 208 Coarse | ——3
®7] /™
° / FAEEA
3+ / \
2 ,’l '\‘II
/ Fo \
04 / 11.023 pm N —
T T T !
0.1 1 10 100 1000

Size (um)
Figure 5 - Particle size distributions of each carbonyl iron powc
96,00 -

99,5 4
98 +

id
By
By
»y
my

90 4

g\c“ 70 1
B 504
o 304
104
Fine v 1
2 3 Medium 2
0,5 v Coarse A 3
v
‘m
0,014 Am

T
01 1 10 100
Size (um)

Figure 6 - Cumulative frequency curves of each carbonyl i
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An initial analysis of Figure 5 reveals that the sizes range from 500 nm to 300 um and that the PSD are predominantly
unimodal and polydisperse, except for powder 1, whose distribution is bimodal. The prevailing sizes, corresponding to the
geometric modes of these distributions, are 6.89 um for powder 2 and 20.68 um for powder 3. Powder 1, in turn, has twc
modes: 2.0 umrad 11.93 pm.

One can also note that powder 3 has greater polydispersity since the width of its distribution is the largest among the three
Powder 2, in turn, has less polydispersity, because of the smaller width. This trend can be confirmed by #ueatyrmdative
distributions in Figure 6: in these curves, the median is easily identified by drawing a horizontal line at 50%. Praraptly, it
also be seen that the geometric modes are the same as in the probability density functions (PDF) anid¢hanidpessare

maintained.

Polydispersity, in turn, can be analyzed through the slope: on a logarithmic scale, the lower the slope of a CDF, the greate
the polydispersity of that systefthin magnetorheology, this was confirmed by the work of Kattal5°, where the span and
R? of 9 cumulative curves were analyzed and quantified. As expected, greater polydispersity values were associated with lowe
slope values. Therefore, curve 3 shows greater polydispersity, and curve 1, the smallest, reitetr@inthdbserved in Figure
5. It is also worth mentioning that curves 1 and 3 are not perfectly straight and this is due to distortions preseRSiD:their
curve 1 is bimodal and curve 3 is slightly skewed to the right.



5.2Polydispersity of the blends

After mixing the powders, according to the amounts indicated in Table 3, the distributions became even more polydisperse
The loghormal particle size distribution of each blend is illustrated in Figure 7:

Size (pm)

Figure 7 - Particle size distributions of each blend.

One can immediately notice that the distributions have the same geometric mode since all the peaks are centered on t
same value, at ~ 7 um. With that in mind, it can be inferred that the only differenoeshdéhe MRF are their particle size
distributions. It can also be said that blend C has the highest polydispersity, due to its greater width, while blehé A has t
smallest.

The cumulative distributions shown in Figure 8a reiterate these observati@nsmaill curves intersect, indicating that
the geometric mode is common to all three distributions. Furthermore, in the region between 10% and 90%, one can notice th
the slope of curve C is the smallest, that is, it is more polydisperse than thewttiersurve A, with the greatest slope, is the
least polydisperse. The span of each curve, expressed in Figure 8a, corroborates this.
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Through equation 5, it is possible to constructhogmal cumulative curves, used to determine the value of the standard
deviation, of each blend and to calculate their ghgpersity indexe§ Q p):

8|}]_Qoor] — a &

®)

Such cumulative curves are shown in Figure 8b, and the polydispersity indexes are shown in Table 4. Again, one can se
that blend A is the least polydisperse, and blend C is the most polydisperse, which corroborates the previous statements.
5.3 Magnetorheology

Through the rheometer, it was possible to quantitatiwv
constructing flow curves and viscosity curves {gtfite) which are illustrated in Figures 9 and 10.
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Figure 9 - Off-state flow curves of each

Figure 10 - Viscosity curves (offtate) of each MRF
MRF.

Figure 9 depicts the oftate flow curves of the threeagnetorheological fluids, allowing one to obtain thestdite plastic
viscosities for each one.

At sufficiently high shear rates, the behavior of each MRF can be described, in a very simplified way, by the Bingham
modef"C

tot -rRt ot ©)

wheret is the shear stress, is the yield stress; is the plastic viscosity andis the shear rate.



Through equation 6, one can see that this model shows a linear behaviot sar@d— are constants and it can be
concluded, therefore, that the slope of each curve corresponds to the apparent viscosities of the fluids. Usually, it is
recommended tplot the flow curves in a log x log scale but, in this case, a linear x linear scale better demonstrates the
differences in the slope values. One can, of course, question whether Bingham's model is valid, but the reductiortiof the plas
viscosity with anincrease in polydispersity is evident.

It can also be noted that lower relative viscosities are associated with wider size distributions, due to an increase ir
polydispersity and to different packing characteristics of their parfitlgsis behavior is wll documented in the literature and
can be explained, among several existing models, by the Kimegherty equatiof:

S, ™

wheret , _is the relative viscosityt is the intrinsic viscosity, is the volume fracdon and” u 4 is the maximum packing
fraction.

By analyzing the curves in Figure 10, one can also observe a significant drop in viscosity through an increase in the shee
rate. This norNewtonian behavior, the smlled sheathinning, is typical of cloidal suspensions and is expected for
magnetorheological fluids in the absence of an applied magnetié fiéld.

It is also possible to notice a significant drop in viscosity with the widening of the PSD: fluid A, which has a narrower
distribution, haghe greater viscosity, while fluid C has the lowest.

Finally, the onstate yield stresses of each MRF can be obtained from figures 11, 12, and 13:
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Table 4— Statistical parameters and rheological properties of each MRF

a ) Off-State Plastic  Yield Stress @
i I o
Blend R? (Std. Dev.) Span (PDI) Viscosity (Pa.s) B°057T
(kPa)
A 0.99995 0.440 £ 0.002 1.143 0.46 4.8 30.0+0.5
B 0.99918 0.670 £ 0.009 2.133 0.75 1.2 35+1
C 0.99972 1.061 +0.008 3.672 1.44 0.5 42 +2

In a yield stress curve, the sudden change of several orders of magnitude in the shear rate value, frorfistbiout 10
above ~5 3 signals the point at which the applied stress was sufficiently Is#vge\Y) to break the structuring of the material,
causing it to flow ¢ 8 ). This value corresponds to the yield stress itself and represents, in a magnetorheological fluid
under field, the point at which the chdike structures break!'-61t is also worth mentioning that the measurements were
made in triplicate.

As the rheometer operates in controlled shear stress mode (CSS) and the shear stress is below tks yaltestieere
is a lot of noise in the shear rate. However, when the shear stress becomes greater than the yield stress, the noise tend:
decrease. The (on) yield stress and the (off) plastic viscosity values are summarized in Table 4, alondevistatiitical
parameters of the legormal distributions. Promptly, one can see that the yield stress grows significantly with an increase in
polydispersity: fluid C, which has the widest particle size distribution, has the highest yield stress,uichife fith the
narrowest distribution, has the smallest.

6. Results and discussion: simulations

During the study of particulate materials, the maximum packing fractiop, is one of the most relevant parameters to
explain the reduction in viscositgs expressed in Equation 7. However, it is not a-defihed parameter, and its value depends
both on the spatial distribution of the elements and on the flow hiStbryhis paper, since the particles are spherical and well
lubricated, the value of s 1 ,can be approximated by the random close packing volume fré?dtiq;r\: jand, therefore, all the
simulations will deal with the value ofy

6.1Rod distribution algorithm (1D)

Using the program SpherePack1D (availablettgis://sourceforge.net/projects/spherepackld/), it was possible to calculate
the maximum random close packing fractiéa ( ) of each MRF through a distribution of diameters (rod distribution), which
is described in Faf By employing the values dhe standard deviations in Table 4, it was found tha%the of each fluid
is: 69.6% (fluid A), 74.0% (fluid B), and 81.2% (fluid C).

6.2Random close packing algorithm (3D)

We conjecture that our efftate viscosity results may be explainable bysasring the random close packing value for
each particle size distribution. That is, all of our samples are at a fixed volume fraction of 48.5%, and this can bé tompare
the random close packing volume fraction which should depend on the partiaéssibaitions.

To determine the random close packing volume fraction for our three particle size distributions, we follow the
computational methods €u, Bl awz dzi e W andDesmand cind @WedtE® Briefly, we start by taking the
experimentdl/ determined particle size distribution (in other words, the data shown in Figs. 7 and 8a) and generating N random
particle radii consistent with the desired particle size distributie.randomly place these N particles in a large cubical box
with periodic boundary conditions, with the box size chosen so that the starting volume fraction is 1% (or 0.1% if the ratio of
largest particle radius to smallest is larger than 50).



Starting from this initial condition, we gradually increase the size of allgtestin small steps and move particles that
overlap until we reach a close packed state. Specifically, at each size increase step, we expand the particles bythaiktiplying
radi i by 1 + ¢, so that t he part ifa the ovevdll zaale. thiparticular,thet i o
polydispersity, skewness, and kurtosis remain unchanged. After an expansion step, we then examine all particles that a
touching another particle. We treat each particle as a soft particle with an interactitiapttat is equal to the square of the
overlap of each particle pair. That is, this potential goes smoothly to zero at the separation gistguedea the sum of the
two particle radii (R+ R); and the potential increases as 4RR, - rj)? when particles overlap. We consider overlapping
particles in random order, moving an individual particle via two conjugate gradient steps to minimize the interaction energy,
hopefully to zero. For any particles not in contact with any other particlanowe them a small random step (if that does not
cause any new overlaps). This random step facilitates finding dense packings. When the total system energy is reduced belc
a numerical tolerance, the next expansion step is tried.

At some point, the totalystem energy cannot be reduced below the chosen tolerance. The program then reverts to a lower
volume fraction, reduces the expansion factor ¢, and tF
seems to be possible. At this poitite computation slightly decreases the size of all particles (by a uniform multiplicative
factor) so that the energy is strictly zero, which is to say that no particles are overlapping at all, and this deterfinaks th
random close packing state foetN particles.

We then repeat this process many times for N = 300, 400, 800, and 1600; each repetition is with a new set of N randon
particle sizes drawn from the desired particle size distribution. For each N, we then compute the mean observeldbsandom
packing volume fraction. Following the work of Desmond and Wi&ek& note that the mean volume fraction grows linearly
withN*3, t hus allowing us to extrapolate to the N - o | imit

For a perfectly monodisperse packing, this algorithm yiéds = 63.6 + 0.1%, in good agreement with prior
observations. For our experimentally measured patrticle size distributions, W& find 67.3 + 0.2% (fluid A)%e =71.4
+ 5.7% (fluid B), andke = 79.6 = 5.0% (fluid C). The significantly larger uncertainties for fluids B and C are due to the
difficulty in adequately sampling such broad particle size distributions. That being said, clearly the more polydisperse size
distributions can be packed lrger values for their random close packing volume fractidms is quite consistent with our
observation that these samples have lowestaite viscositiesessentially, they have more free volume to rearrange and flow,
as (at constant volume fraati@8.5%) they are farther from their maximum possible volume fractions.

The following table compares the random close packing volume fractions calculated by each algorithm:

Table 5— A comparisa between the values calculated by the rod distribution algorithm (1D, Farr antf)@radtthe random close packing algorithm (3D,
Desmond and Weef&.

MRF " 4 £ (D) " 4 £|(3D)
A 69.6% 67.3+0.2%
B 74.0% 71.4+£5.7%
C 81.2% 79.6+5.0%

It is worth mentioning that, although the values calculated by the algorithms are slightly different, the trend presented by
both is the same: an increase in the maximum random close packing fraction with an increasing polydispersigizaf each
blend. Through these results, it is possible to explain the reduction in the viscosity of each MRF.



7. The effect of polydispersity on the suspensionbés stability:

7.1Sedimentation Ratio

Stability is a term that can be confusing when it comasadgnetorheology. Unlike ferrofluids, colloidal dispersions of
nanometric particles that, when adequately prepared, are stable in terms of particle coagulation, magnetorheologieal fluids a
classified as noBrownian dispersions since the most common raeused during preparation are carbonyl iron powders,
with typical sizes between-120 um. Therefore, they tend not to be stable against settling.

However, we do not refer to colloidal stability, that is, the aggregation of individual particles ig, flakerather the
stability of two phases with very different densities: a dense phase of micrometri¢ irop () ¢Qifh ) and a phase of
synthetic, low polarity liquid (polyalphaolefin oil with a density of 796 k§){rm very low concentrations (abolitvol%), one
could use the classical Stokes’' ewedofsspheresinNewioniandlgds:r i be t h

0 _— 8

Where g is the acceleration of gravityt he densi ties of the solid phase (s) an
diameter and- is the viscosity of the surrounding fluid.

However, we have a very high concentration of solid partiédes (1@ Yy)uv, and t he most signi fic
equation, in this case, is the-salled "hindered settling" since the particles start to collide. In addition, there's also
polydisgersity, which affects packing efficiency. Although there are theoretical models that attempt to correct the Stokes
equation with hindered settling, few models include the effect of polydispersity.

In this context, the stabilities of each suspension camakyzed visually: according to the procedures described in Section
4.4, immediately after preparing the samples, the MRF were transferred to transparent, cylindrical test tubes (innexfdiameter
14 mm and height of 104 mm) and the boundary between thmesat and the oil phase was recorded over time, every 24
hours. The sedimentation ratio (S.R.) was then computed as:

"BY8 pTT ()]

Figure 14 illustrates the sedimentation of the three blends according to the procedure described in section 4:



T T T T T
1004 = -
-
— '
R o5 “a §
o llIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIIII
® *
— El
& ale,
= 904 a "0000cccccccccccce |
s A
[~ A,
2 A
E AA
© A,
$ 85 AAAAAAAAAAL |
A
e B
A C
80 T T T T T
0 7 14 21 28
Time (days)

Figure 14- The sedimentation ratio as a funetiof time for the three MR
visually measured through the sediment height method. The test tube
under rest, at normal gravity and room temperature (20 £ 5 °C).

From Figure 14, one can see that: 1) while blend A took less than a week (6 dagehtthe end of its sedimentation,
blends B and C took about two and three weeks, respectively. The sedimentation of blend B took up to 15 days, while that ©
blend C took 20 days. 2) The sedimentation ratio decreases by increasing polydispersitygténettgrepolydispersity, the
greater the height of the oil layer (supernatant). This was already expected since broader particle size distributi@aeshow g
maximum packing fractions, as their particles are more compacted, reducing the height ofits&jifiee final sediment
ratios were 94.2%, 90.4%, and 85.6% for blends A, B, and C, respectively.

Thus, the experiment confirms, at least qualitatively, the order of magnitdtlte o{RCP)predicted by the simulations

from Farf® and Week¥: the geater the maximum packing fraction, the more compact the sediment and, thus, the smaller its
volume.

It is also worth noting that the sedimentation curves can be divided into five distinct regions: 1) the first 24 hours, where
it is impossible to notice fferences between the three mixtures, and the particles begin to sediment individually, forming a
network of flocs. 2) the interval between the second and fourth days, where the sediment/liquid interface (mudline) moves a
an almost constant rate, with tliecs settling at the same speed. In this interval, the three mixtures show nearly identical
settling behavior, and the slope of this region can be treated as the sedimentation rate. For blend A, this rate was 0.48%/d¢
and for blends B and C, 0.54%/dand 0.7%/day, respectively. 3) the fifth day, where A already differentiates itself from the
others and stops its sedimentation. 4) the interval between the fifth and the seventh day, where mixtures B and Gheemain at t
same level of sedimentation andrsta differentiate, continuing to settle until almost three weeks. 5) the 6th, 15th, and 20th
day for blends A, B, and C, respectively, where the sedimentation ends, and any changes are no lonfer visible.

The volume of sediment in the final region il@a Terminal Sediment Volume (TSV). It can be interpreted as the fraction
of the initial volume that is present in the sediménit.The following expression can be used to compute the TSV:

Y'Y G Yo — (10)



Where%ois the volume fraction of solids (48.5 vol% for all mixtur€g), is the height of the column when settling began,

'O o isthe height after settling is complete, &&rina is the sedimentation ratio after the height of the sediment is stable.
The TSV values were, therefore, 0.515 for blend A, 0.536 for blend B, and 0.567 for blend C. As expected, with the higher
polydispersity, the more compact the sediment and higher the value of TSV.

7.2 Destabilization kineticsTSI (global)

Another valuable way to analyze sedimentation is by using the Turbiscan equipment (Formulaction France) and their so
called Turbiscan Stabilityndex (TSI)?” This index measures the colloidal stability of dispersions and emulsions through
transmitted or backscattered infrared light () v &t §).”® Many authors have already used this type of analysis to assess the
stability of MR fluids against sedimentation, such as Kim and @ Hdonget al®, Cveket al8!

The destabilization kinetics of the three samples can be easily compared throughth& ©TSbr di ng t o t he
operaton manud: i These kinetics are based on the following comp
previous one, on the selected height, and dividing the result by the total selected height in duthén ta esult which does
not depend on the quant it Mathematicplly, the TStcan be expréestedasme asur i ng

"Y"Y"OB S $ (11)

Where H is the total height of the sample in the test tubd, andig the result of each measurement (vertical optical transmitted
or backscattered light) from the Turbiscan. The user defines theé er val s, which can be adju
software.

Also, according to the manufacturer, one can classify the stability of dispersions through the TSI values, as shown in Table
6:82

Table 6— Stability grades according to the Turbiscaneiad

TSI Value 0-0.5 0.5-1.0 1.0-3.0 3.0-10.0 >10.0

Stability Grade
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Figure 15a—The TSI (global) as a function of time, measured du Figure 15b- The TSI (global) as a function of time,
the first 24 hours. Readings were taken each 10 minutes. measured after the first 24 hours.

From Figure 15a, we can see that, at the beginning of the test, there is no difference in stability for the 3 MRF samples
and all of them would be graded A+ (TSI < 0.5). Bierasix hours, these samples start to differentiate: samples B and C are
graded A (0.5 < TSI < 1.0), and sample A, after 18 hours, is graded B (TSI > 1.0).

However, from Figure 15b, one can see that the destabilization kinetics differs significantthefiiest day: fluid A,
after two weeks of sedimentation, is graded B (TSI < 3.0), while samples B and C are graded C (3.0 < TSI < 10.0). After 15
days, sample C would likely change to grade D (TSI > 10.0).

Although the stability test with Turbiscan isryesensitive and detects changes at the top of the test tubes and in the middle
and bottom, the TSI values confirm the same trend observed during the sedimentation tests: sample A stops sedimenting mc
quickly than the other samples. Furthermore, the ghsuin its TSI values are negligible after eight days. On the other hand,
samples B and C continue to change their TSI values, with sample C being the least kinetically stable.

However, one must take care: although sample C (the most polydisperse) digrgetie most and showed more
pronounced destabilization kinetics, it is not possible to conclude that this sample is the worst when it comes tdilégtispersi
For that, redispersibility tests were also performed, and the results are shown in theenfguiematerial.

8. On-state yield stress and void fraction

To explain the increase in the yield stress under magnetic field, the Brouwers®ncadebe used. Considering the
maximum packing fraction of each blendy 4 , one can define the void fractienas:

* p %o (12)
As thedata from the PSD are lagprmally distributed, the legormal void fraction «(J J) according to the Brouwers

model, is given by:

. ., M (13)



Where,, ‘Q is the geometric standard deviatien, is the singlesized void fraction of the considered particle shapg and
is the gradient in void fraction in the limit of a monosized system to ecomgponent system. It is worth noting that beth
andf are physically defined constants and depend only on particle shape and the type of packing.

Rearranging equations 12 ab8, one can obtain the lawrmal maximum packing fractidio

%o p oo, Y (14)
It is also worth remembering th#i %o %o

From equation 13, it is clear that the dogrmal void fraction is strictly related to the standard deviation of the size
distributions: by increasing the standard deviation (polydsggrof the blends, the void fraction between the particles
decreases, and the maximum packing fraction increases. This could be used to explain the performance gaistatiethe on
yield stress: a reduction in the void fraction could potentially strexmgthe chaidike structures, increasing the yield stress
and, therefore, increasing its resistance to break and flow.

To the best of our knowledge, the presented results are unprecedented and contradicts what has been commonly report
in the magnetorheodgy literature, so far. From the data, it can be seen that it is possible to optimize the main properties of a
concentrated MRF (low offtate viscosity and high estate yield stress) by increasing the polydispersity of the dispersed solid
phase. Furtherare, these results point to the need for more studies on the influence of PSD in concentrated magnetorheologica
fluids and pave the way to the formulation of MRF with a more pronounced magnetorheological effect, further improving their
applicability in mehanical systems.

This work aimed to demonstrate that polydispersity, described by size distributions of micrometric carbonyl iron particles
with the same mode of ~ 7 um, but different distribution widths, influences the maximum packing of these gdartlukes.
context, three blends with the same volume fraction of 48.5 vol% were prepared; their difference was essentially ottly the wid
of the size histograms. Due to an increase in maximum packing, the shear viscosity in the absence of a magnetdufield i
by increasing polydispersity, as expected. In addition, contrary to what is often reported in the literature, we obs#rged tha
increase in polydispersity also increases the MR effect under an applied magnetiatiettbn Burr® 0.57 T with the gap
filled with the MRF,at the controlled shear stress ramp test. Although it was not our objective to evaluate the effect of
polydispersity on these MRF formulations' stability (or redispersibility), the results of these tests areeséstef.
(Redispersibility as supplementary material). The redispersibility of the samples was measured after 30 days at rest unde
normal gravity (natural sedimentation). For more details on this essay, we recommend the reference Gomés. (euSousa
tests unequivocally demonstrate that increasing polydispersity improves the redispersibility.

9. Conclusion

Among the many challenges encountered during the development of an MRF, the optimization of its main rheological
properties (offstate viscosity andn-state yield stress) proves to be crucial and one of the several ways to do this is by adjusting
the polydispersity. In this work, magnetorheological fluids whose size distributions showed the same magda)(but
different degrees of polydispersity(= 0.46,» | = 0.75, and . = 1.44) were prepared and investigated through experiments
and simulations. By critically analyzing the data, it was observed that the widening of the size distributions caussmbkan incr
in the random close packing volenfractions (from 69.6% to 81.2% in the 1D case and from 67.3 £ 0.2% to 79.6 £ 5.0 % in
the 3D case) which, in turn, generates a decrease of about 90% (from 4.8 Pa.s to 0.5 Pa.s)statbelaftic viscosity and
an increase of 40% (from 30.0 + 0.5 42 + 2 kPa) in the estate yield stress of the prepared fluids. The increase in the
on-state yield stress could be assigned to a decrease in the void fractions, which strengthenslike stnagtures of the
MRF. These results show that, contrémywhat the literature often reports, it is possible to optimize the magnetorheological
effect by increasing the polydispersity of the solid phase and point to thdaremdre studies on the influence of PSD in
concentrated magnetorheological fluils a proposal for future works, further experiments are suggested, to investigate
whether the observed trend applies to other smart materials, such as magnetorheological gels and electrorheological fluids,
addition to magnetorheological fluids with diffatematerials and volume fractions. It is also suggested an evaluation of the
effects of skewness and kurtosis on different size distributions of concentrated MRFs.



Acknowledgements

JGFM acknowledges Coordenacdo de Aperfeicoamento de Pessoal de NivarS@Q#RES) by his scholarship. He also
deeply thanks Emory University (Atlant a, GA) for the op
group. This material is based upon work supported by the National Science Foundation amie¥dGICBET1804186

(ERW). AJFB acknowledges: FAPEMIG Grants: APQ82417 and PGI0007620 (Brazil), as well as Fundacién Carolina
(Spain) by the postdoc fell oWlspiaw al Mo Ri0l2i0dad The mredfpe ¢
Wilton S. Dias with simulations is very appreciatétk also are in debt to Dr. Farr for his kind help with his simulation code.

We greatly appreciate the help and goodwill of the company DAFRATEC, SBC Brazil, Mr. Dario Bonna Junior, and Mr.
Claudemir José Pap, who very kindly allowed us to analyze our samples on the Turbiscan Lab. We thank and acknowledge
the reviewers for their corrections.

References

[1] Rabinow J. The magnetic fluid clutch. Transactions of the American Institute of Electrical Engli9d@&;6.7(2):1308.315.

[2] De Vicente J, Klingenberg D, Hidalgbdlvarez R. Magnetorheological fluids: a revieSoft Matter. 2011;7(8):3703710.

[3] Olabi A.G, Grunwald A. Design and application of magreteological fluid. Materials & Design. 2007;28(10):265@64.

[4] Tang H. Patrticle size polydispersity of the rheological properties in magnetorheological fluids. Science China Pénfséoscsland
Astronomy. 2011;54(7):1258262.

[5] LopezLopez M, Kuzhir P, Meunier A, Bossis G. Synthesis and magnetorheology of suspensions of subizécranbalt particles
with tunable particle size. Journal of Physics: Condensed Matter. 2010;22(32):324106.

[6] Carlson J. D, Jolly M. R. MR fluid, foam and elastomer devices. Mechatronics. 2006)15§8569.

[7] Cao J, Li J, Nie M, Zhu P, Zhao C, ZhangtAl A novel surface polishing method and its fundamental performance iffinéira
polishing of wafer. Thénternational Journal of Advanced Manufacturing Technology. 2019;105:2933.

[8] Jiang N, Sun S, Ouyang Y, Xu M, Li W, Zhang S. A highly adaptive magnetorheological fluid robotic leg for efficiesttiabrre
locomotion. Smart Materials and Structur2816;25(9):095019.

[9] El Wahed A, Balkhoyor L. The performance of a smart-batksocket actuator applied to upper limb rehabilitation. Journal of
Intelligent Material Systems and Structures. 2018;29(13):28PP.

[10]EI Wahed A. A novel hydraulic acition system utilizing magnetorheological fluids for sirptet laparoscopic surgery applications.
Materials. 2020;13(6):1380.

[11] Park B. J, Fang F. F, Choi H. Magnetorheology: materials and
application. Soft Matter. 2010;6(21):5246.

[12] Anupama A, Kumaran V, Sahoo B. Effect of magnetic dipolar interactions and size dispersity on the origin of steady state
magnetomechanical response in bidisp&tseZn ferrite spherical particle based magnetorheological fluids. New Journal of
Chemistry. 2019;43(25):996%979.

[13] Gomes de Sousa, Sara R. and Bombard, Antoni o J.ologeal: *“ Red
f | u;iindMagnetorheological Materials and their Applications, Edited by: Choi, SBok@nd Li, Weihua; IETF The Institution of
Engineering and Technology, London UK; 2019; p{i81 ISBN: 9781785617706.

[14] GuerrereSanchez C, Lar€eniceros T, JimeneReg al ad o E, Rasa M, Schubert U. Magnet or |
Advanced Materials. 2007;19(13):174347.

[15] Shah K, Choi S. The fieldependent rheological properties of magnetorheological fluids featuringigiateon particles. Frotiers in
Materials. 2014;1:6.

[16] Morillas J, de Vicente J. Magnetorheology: a review. Soft Matter. 2020;16(42)98324

[17] Pednekar S, Chun J, Morris J. Bidisperse and polydisperse suspension rheology at large solid fraction. Journgyof Rheolo
2018;62(2):51%526.

[18] Farris R. Prediction of the viscosity of multimodal suspensions from unimodal viscosity data. Transactions of thef Riweiogy.
1968;12(2):281301.

[19] Ota M, Miyamoto T. Optimum patrticle size distribution of an electrddgtoal fluid. Journal of Applied Physics. 1994;76(9):5528
5532.

[20] Lemaire E, Meunier A, Bossis G, Liu J, Felt D, Bashtovet Bl Influence of the particle size on the rheology of magnetorheological
fluids. Journal of Rheology. 1995;39(5):101020.

[21] Ramos J, Klingenberg D, Hidalgilvarez R, de Vicente J. Steady shear magnetorheology of inverse ferrofluids. Journal of Rheology.
2011;55(1):127152.

[22] Wang Z, Zhifang L, Ruibao T. Influence of the size distribution of particles on the viscoaymepty of an electrorheological fluid.
Chinese Physics Letters. 1997;14(2)-1151.

[23] Mori Y, Tsunamotdl, Nakayama H. Computer simulation of electrorheological fluids in the binary system of particle size.
International Journal of Modern Physics B. 1999;13(14n16)-11%27 .

[24] de Gans B, Duin N, van den Ende D, Melleindhe influence of particle size on the magnetorheological properties of an inverse



ferrofluid. The Journal of Chemical Physics. 2000;113(5):20322.

[25] See H, Kawai A, Ikazaki F. The effect of mixing particles of different size on the electroricablegponse under steady shear flow.
Rheologica Acta. 2002;41{3):55-60.

[26] Trendler A, Bose H. Influence of particle size on the rheological properties of magnetorheological suspensiorisnkitdmanal
of Modern Physics B. 2005;19(07n09):141422.

[27] SaldivarGuerrero R, Richter R, Rehberg I, Aksel N, Heymann L, Rodrigigemandez O. Viscoelasticity of morend polydisperse
inverse ferrofluids. The Journal of Chemical Physics. 2006;125(8):084907.

[28] Kantorovich S. Electronic structurecamagnetic properties of GaMompounds. Journal of Magnetism and Magnetic Materials.
2003;258259:471473.

[29] Wang Z, Holm C. Structure and magnetic properties of polydisperse ferrofluids: A molecular dynamics study. Physical Review E.
2003;68(4):041401

[30] Tao R. The physical mechanism to reduce viscosity of liquid suspensions. International Journal of Modern Physics B.
2007;21(28n29):4764773.

[31] Ekwebelam C, See H. Using oscillatory shear to probe the effects of bidispersity in inverse ferddfeg Australia Rheology
Journal. Korea Australia Rheology Journal. 2007;19(1%35

[32] Chiriac H, Stoian G. Influence of the particles size and size distribution on the magnetorheological fluids Pi&ketties.
Transactions on Magnetics. 2009;45(240494051.

[33] SegoviaGutiérrez J, de Vicente J, Hidalgdvarez R, Puertas A. Brownian dynamics simulations in magnetorheology and
comparison with experiments. Soft Matter. 2013;9(29):6970.

[34] Sherman S, Wereley N. Effect of particle size distrdoutin chain structures in magnetorheological fluids. IEEE Transactions on
Magnetics. 2013;49(7):3438433.

[35] Sarkar C, Hirani H. Effect of particle size on shear stress of magnetorheological fluids. Smart Science. 201533(2):65

[36] Fernanded oledaro J, RuizLopez J, HidalgeAlvarez R, de Vicente J. Simulations of polydisperse magnetorheological fluids: a
structural and kinetic investigation. Journal of Rheology. 2015;59(2%485

[37] Schulz G. Uber die kinetik der kettenpolymerisationen. V. Zlitk fiir Physikalische Chemie. 1939;43B(1):26.

[38] RuizL6pez J, Wang Z, Fernand@pledano J, Hidalg@\lvarez R, de Vicente J. Stanp rheometry of highly polydisperse
magnetorheological fluids: experiments and simulations. Rheologica Acta. 2(R)&285-256.

[39] Foister R. Magnetorheological Fluids. United States Patent 5,667,715, 1997.

[40] Allen T. Particle size measurement: powder sampling and particle size measurement. 5th ed. London: Chapman & Hall; 1997.

[41] Yu A, Standish N. A study of p#cle size distributions. Powder Technology. 1990;62(2):108.

[42] Limpert E, Stahel W, Abbt M. Legormal distributions across the sciences: keys and clues. BioScience. 2001;54252341

[43] Ferrari J, Castilhos F, Aradjo P, Sayer C. Modeling glarsize distribution in heterogeneous polymerization systems using
multimodal lognormal function. Brazilian Journal of Chemical Engineering. 2016;33(3}7%9

[44] Brosseau L, Fang C, Snyder C, Cohen B. Particle size distribution of automobile pmst syaplied Occupational and
Environmental Hygiene. 1992;7(9):661.2.

[45] Brittain H. G. Solidstate analysis. In: Ahuja S, Scypinski S, editors. Handbook of Modern Pharmaceutical Analysis. Elsevier; 2001. p.
57-84.

[46] Desmond K. W, Weeks E. R. Influence of particle size distribution on random close packing of spheres. Physical Review E.
2014;90(2):022204.

[47] Polakowski C, Sochan A, Bieganowski A, Ryzak M, Foldényi R, Téth J. Influence of the sand particlershapele size
distribution measured by laser diffraction method. International Agrophysics. 2014;28{2p095

[48] Adi H, Larson I, Stewart P. Use of milling and wet sieving to produce narrow particle size distributions of lactdsgdnad@n the
sub-sieve range. Powder Technology. 2007;173Y95-99.

[49] Hopkins K, Weeks D. Tests for normality and measures of skewness and kurtosis: Their Place in Research Reporional Bddcat
Psychological Measurement. 1990;50(4)-72B.

[50] Blanca M,Arnau J, LopeMontiel D, Bono R, Bendayan R. Skewness and kurtosis in real data samples. Methodology. 201-3;9(2):78
84.

[51] DecCarlo L. On the meaning and use of kurtosis. Psychological Methods. 1997;2@)7292

[52] Peacock B, Hastings N, Evans M, FeslC. Statistical distributions. 4th ed. Hoboken: John Wiley & Sons, Inc; 2011.

[53] Crow E, Shimizu K. Lognormal distributions: theory and applications. New York: Marcel Dekker; 1988.

[54] Sinharay S. Continuous probability distributions. In: Peters@aRer E, McGaw B, editors. International Encyclopedia of Education.
3rd ed. Elsevier; 2010. p. 982.

[55] Kintz K, Forehand T. MR fluid for increasing the output of a magnetorheological fluid damper. United States Pat&1196E886
2005.

[56] lerardiR, Bombard A. Offstate viscosity and yield stress optimization of magnie¢mlogical fluids: A mixture design of
experiments approach. Journal of Physics: Conference Series. 2009;149(1):012037.

[57] Oetter G, Laun M, Pfister J, Lochtman R, Lippert G, MelaMagnetorheological liquid. United States Patent 7,959,822 B2, 2011.

[58] Kumar Kariganaur A, Kumar H, Arun M. Effect of temperature on sedimentation stability and flow characteristics of
magnetorheological fluids with damper as the performance analysenal of Magnetism and Magnetic Materials. 2022;555:169342.



[59] Wang G, Zhao D, Ma Y, Zhang Z, Che H, Mu J et al. Synthesis of calcium ferrite nanocrystal clusters for magnetaitfeotbgic
with enhanced sedimentation stability. Powder Techno®@y7;322:4753.

[60] Mrlik M, Sedlacik M, Pavlinek V, Bazant P, Saha P, Peer P et al. Synthesis and magnetorheological characteristiodilaf,rib
polypyrrolecoated carbonyl iron suspensions under oscillatory shear. Journal of Applied Polymer. 2€28r¥28(5):297-2982.

[61] Cheng H, Wang J, Zhang Q, Wereley N. Preparation of composite magnetic particles and agueous magnetorheoloicerfluids.
Materials and Structures. 2009;18:085009.

[62] LegayDésesquelles F, PrurBbch B, VignesAdler M. Sedimentation of metallic particles in oils and emulsions. Colloids and
Surfaces A: Physicochemical and Engineering Aspects. 1993:88:75

[63] Farr R, Groot R. Close packing density of polydisperse hard spheres. The Journal of Chemical Physics. 20024204.

[64] Farr R. Random close packing fractions of lognormal distributions of hard spheres. Powder Technology. 20134245:28

[ 65] Xu N, Bl awzdziewicz J, O Hern C. Random cl ose. packing r e
2005;71(6):061306.

[66] Desmond K W, Weeks E. R. Random close packing of disks and spheres in confined geometries. Physical Review E.
2009;80(5):051305.

[67] Newman M. Power laws, Pareto distributions and Zipf's law. Contemporary Physics. 2005;46§5):323

[68] Yefimov N, Neikov O. Powder characterization and testing. In: Yefimov N, Neikov O, Naboychenko S, editors. Handbwek of N
Ferrous Metal Powders: Technologies and Applications. 2nd ed. Elsevier; 20462.p. 3

[69] Kintz K, Forehand T. MR Fluiddir increasing the output of a magnetorheological fluid device. United States Patent 7,087,184 B2,
2006.

[70] Macosko C. Rheology: principles, measurements, and applications-Wildy 1994.

[ 71] Krieger |, Dougherty T.nsAspansoosobrigid spherdfarmsactionsofrthe Basityod ni an f |
Rheology. 1959;3(1):13152.

[72] Mezger T. The rheology handbook, 4th Ed.; Vincentz Network; Hare@armany; 2014.

[73] Coussot P. Introduction to the rheology of complex fluids. In: Rbodsed. by. Understanding the rheology of concrete: A volume in
Woodhead Publishing Series in Civil and Structural Engineering. Woodhead Publishing; 2022. p. 3

[74] Koka V, Papachristodoulou G, Trass O. Settling stability of coal slurries prepavest byinding in the szego mill. The Canadian
Journal of Chemical Engineering. 1985;63(4)530.

[75] Morillas J, Bombard A, de Vicente J. Preparation and characterization of magnetorheological fluids by dispersion of carbonyl iron
microparticles in PAO/bctanol. Smart Materials and Structures. 2015;25(1):015023.

[76] Kesavan S. Formulation of stable costthanbsuspensions using coal liquids. Fuel Science and Technology International.
1986;4(2):191206.

[77] Luo M, Qi X, Ren T, Huang Y, Keller A, Wang H et al. Heteroaggregation of CeO2 and TiO2 engineered nanoparticigizote
phase: Application of turbtan stability index and fluorescence excitatonission matrix (EEM) spectra. Colloids and Surfaces A:
Physicochemical and Engineering Aspects. 2017;533:9

[78] Mengual O, Meunier G, Cayré |, Puech K, Snabre P. TURBISCAN MA 2000: multiple lightrsaatieeasurement for concentrated
emulsion and suspension instability analysis. Talanta. 1999;50(2%B15

[ 79] Kim H, Choi H. Enhanced magnetorheol ogi cal respoactoms of ¢
on Magnetics2022;58(2):15.

[80] Dong Y, Esmaeilnezhad E, Choi H. Ceshkell structured magnetimly(diphenylamine) microspheres and their tunable dual
response under magnetic and electric fields. Langmuir. 2021;37(7)22298

[81] Cvek M, Mrlik M, Moucka R, Sedlzk M. A systematical study of the overall influence of carbon allotrope additives on performance,
stability and redispersibility of magnetorheological fluids. Colloids and Surfaces A: Physicochemical and Engineering284j@cts
543:8392.

[82] Turbiscan Lab User Guide. Toulouse: Formulaction; 2018.

[83] Brouwers H. Packing fraction of particles with lognormal size distribution. Physical Review E. 2014;89(5):052211.

[84] Wollny K, Lauger J and Huck S. Magneto Sweef New Method for Characterizing theid¢oelastic Properties of Magneto
Rheological Fluids. Appl. Rheol. 2002; 12(1)-25. DOI: 10.1515/ar#20020003.

[85] Laun H. M., Schmidt G, Gabriel C and Kieburg C, Reliable pfaltde MRF magnetorheometry based on validated radial magnetic
flux densiy profile simulations. Rheol. Acta 2008; 47:164959. DOI 10.1007/s0039308-03050.



