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A bstract

W e study theoretically situationsw here com petition arisesbetween an interdi usion pro—
cess and a cross-linking chem ical reaction at interfaces between pieces of the sam e polym er
m aterial. An exam ple of such a situation is cbservable in the form ation of latex In s, where,
In the presence of a crosslinking additive, colloidalpolym er particles initially in suspension
com e at contact as the solvent evaporates, and, optin ally, coalesce into a continuous coating.
W e considered the low cross-link density situation in a previouspaper @A radian, A .; Raphael,
E .; de Gennes, P G .M acrom okcuks 2000, 33, 9444), and presented a sin ple control pa—
ram eter that determ nes the nalstate ofthe interface. In the present article, w ith the help
of sin ple scaling argum ents, we extend our description to higher cross-link densities. W e
provide predictions for the strength of the Interface In di erent favorable and unfavorable
regin es, and discuss how it can be optim ized.

1 Introduction

T he purpose of this article is to present a theoretical approach of situations where both inter-
di usion and chem ical crosslinking occur at the Interface between two polym er pieces put In
contact at a tem perature above their glass transition . Such situations are rather com m onplace in
polym er processing. M ore precisely, ourm ain m otivation lies in the form ation of latex ooatings;i
these contain m any such Interfaces (of m esoscopic din ensions), and the issue of sin ultaneous
Interdi usion and crossIinking between ad pcent polym er particles is crucial for the nalprop-
erties of the product. A s shallbe seen, our theoretical description rem ains rather generic, and
should thus, in addition to latex coatings, be of som e relevance in other related contexts, like

the form ation ofa M acroscopic) jpint between two pieces of rubber.
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Figure 1: Fom ation ofa latex coating (in the absence ofan extermal cross-linker agent). (@) T he
nitial colloidal dispersion. (o) T he particles form a void-free array upon solvent evaporation.
(c) N eighbouring particles coalesce, and the initial boundaries faint gradually. (d) U tin ately,
the initial granular structure hasbeen lost, and the In is continuous.

The form ation steps of latex coatings can be summ arized as jbﬂows;.]: (see Figure 1). A
colloidal dispersion of polym er particles in water is applied onto a substrate. A s the water
evaporates, the particles com e into contact, and deform to create a void—free array of polyhedral
cells. W hen good contacts are form ed, neighboring particles start to coalesce, ie. chain interdif-
fusion takes place at the m icroscopic sca]e,léf:.i until, nally, the initial interfaces have \healed"
com pltely. It is also quite usual to add a cross-linker agent into the system (directly n the
Initial dispersed state),:é':é w ith the m ain goal of Imn proving the buk properties of the m aterial.
However, the introduction of a crosslinker brings along di culties: at the interfaces between
neighboring cells, a com petition w ill arise between the interdi usion process and the chem ical
cross-linking reaction, as they w ill both proceed In parallel. The reason for this fact is sim —
pl: since the m cbility of polym er chains in the entangled state is drastically reduced by chain
branching, the crosslinking slow s interdi usion down. Therefore, the addition of cross-linker
Into the form ulation, by preventing the healing of the interfaces, and even any coalescence at
all, m ay som etim es prove m ore harm il than bene cial. The central issue in this respect is to
control the tin Ing of the chem ical reaction.

In a previous paper,E_La. w e addressed this issue and proposed a controlparam eter , related to
the physico-cheam ical properties of the polym er and the cross-linker. W e also discussed two lin —
iting regin es, nam ely the favorable \slow reaction” regin e and the unfavorable \fast+eaction"
regin e, and com puted the nalstate of coalescence in the In In each oftham . O ur study had
however a strong lim iation: i assum ed a very low cross-linker concentration in the system , of
the order of one cross-linker m olecule per chain. O bviously, practical situations are m uch m ore



varied | iIn applications, there is often a m uch higher crossIink density in the nalm aterial.
T he present article is ain ed at extending our description by including this feature. In order to
clarify asmuch as possibl the physical content ofthe theory, we w illdevelop an approach based
m ainly on scaling argum ents.

Our point of view in this article w ill be that, when a particular application is Intended for
the m aterial under consideration, one is led to goecify requirem ents on the buk properties of
the m aterdial. Now, In a quite general fashion, these buk properties are m ainly controlled by
the naldensity of cross-links present in the m aterial. A s a consequence, the speci cations on
the buk properties In pose, in tum, that a given density of cross-links m ust be ncorporated in
them aterial. In what follow s, we w ill thus work w ith the assum ption that the cross-link density
has been xed to a given value beforehand (for \extemal" reasons) and is a given param eter
of the problm . M ore precisely, we w ill use the num ber of m onom ers between cross-links N .
(inversely proportional to the density) as a given param eter. W e w ill then provide estim ates of
the interfacial energy G under this constraint on N ., and see how i can be optin ized. In other
words, we could say that we try to optin ize the interface strength (and all related properties of
the m aterial) at given bulk characteristics.

In order to explain this approach of the problem on a m ore concrete basis, we can invoke
again the context of latex coatings. Exam ples of \buk related" properties are given by the
Y oung m_odu]us of the coating, the surface hardness, or the extent of swelling In the presence of
so]vent."ll: E xperin entally, these properties are m ainly detem jned by the density of cross-links
in the m aterial, and are enhanced as this density increasest 1 For the Young m odulus E , the
relation is n fact wellknown from the classical theory of rubber elasticity: E kT=(Nca ),
where kT is the them al energy, a the polym er unit m onom er) size and N . the num ber of
units bemeen crosslinks. On the other hand, there is another set of properties, like the Jm
thoughness i the tensile s&ength i the resistance to scratching and solvent appJJcann,- = or
the In hom ogeneity and aspect, that are rather related to the state of the interfaces. Such
\interface related" properties are strongly dependent on the extent of coalescence nside the Im,
or, equivalently, on the strength of the interfaces (the stronger the interfaces, the better these
properties).

W e will assum e in the rest of this paper that the coalescence and interface strength, which
determm ine the lkvel of the interface properties, are fairly well re ected by the value of the
interfacial adhesion energy G between two neighboring particles of the coating. P redictions on
this interfacial energy in di erent regin es constitute the m ain goal of this work.

The article is organized as follows. In section 2, we derive for a given distance between
crosslinks N ., and with the help of very sin pl scaling argum ents, the control param eter
that detem ines the nal state of the In . W e also com pute In portant quantities lke the
Interpenetration length and the surface density of crossing chains. In section 3, we estin ate the
Interfacialenergy G in di erent regin es. F'inally, in section 4, we discuss our resuls and present



further perspectives of study.

2 A scaling approach to the interdi usion/cross-linking com pe—
tition

In this section, we present sim ple scaling argum ents describing the interdi usion/crossdinking
com petition at polym erpolym er Interfaces. Let us rst describe m ore precisely the physical
system under consideration.

2.1 D escription of the system

In the context of lJatex coatings, severalkind of system s are possible: m xtures of particles of the
sam e or of di erent polym ers (either m iscble or Imm iscibl), reaction through functionalized
groups on the chains or by addition of a separate cross-linker m olecule, etc. A s In our previous
study, we w ill here rem ain w ith one of the sin plest system s of experin ental relevance, that is
to say, hom ogeneous particles of the sam e polym er, and cross-linking by addiion of an extemal
cheam ical reagent. (@A brief discussion of other system s is given in section 4.3 of ref. _-l-g ) In
the systam chosen, all interfaces are identical, and we focus on the evolution of one of them
| which am ounts to studying the general problem of the com petition of interdi usion and
\extemal" cross-inking at a sym m etric polym er/polym er interface.

Let us thus assum e that at t = 0, two pieces of the sam e polym er m aterial (for instance,
two particles from a latex digpersion) are put into contact at a tem perature above the glass
transition, form ing an interface that w illbe taken to be planar. The polym er pieces are m ade
ofa xed initial network, plus a volum e concentration ¢ of free chains which willbe abl to
di use across the interface). T he free chains are assum ed to be linear and m onodisperse in the
nitial state (pefore the cross-linking reaction starts). In order to rem ain close to experin ental
situations, the chains are taken as statistical copolym ersoftwo di erentunisA and A *, ofwhich
only A* may bind wih the crossdinker. A s a consequence of this chain structure, a quantiy
that will naturally prove of im portance is A, the initial volum e concentration of A *-sites in
the system . The total num ber of units per chain isN , with N greater than the entanglem ent
threshod N,/ 100 (entangled state).

T he crosslinker agent, X , isbifiinctional, and wem ay split the cross1inking reaction in two
stages. The rst one is the binding of an X m okcul to an A *-site bome by a polym er chain
P., and can be wrtten asP1A*+X ! P,A*{X . The second step is the e ective crosslinking
reaction, between a polym er chain P, bearing an A *X -site, and an A * on another chain P, ie.
PA*{X + A*P, ! P{A*{X{A*P,.The rststep isquitea fast one, as i involves the di usion
of anall X molculs. The seoond step, a reaction between two m acrom olecules, w ill on the
contrary be the lin iting one. T hus, In the follow ing, we w ill consider the kinetics of the second
stage only, and take for granted that at t= 0, the rst step is com pleted. A s explained already,



the num ber of m onom ers between crosslinks N, (reached when the crosslinking reaction is
com plted) is xed, and, we naturally suppose N . N (@I chains are branched and form a
network at the end).

Fnally, we consider free, unreacted, chains to be m cbile, In contrast w ith chains that have
been sub Ect to branching at som e timne (due to the crosslinking reaction), which are from
that tine on considered to be xed at the location of occurrence of the reaction. Such a
sin pli cation is not unreasonable, sihce i is known thalt the reptation m otion of a branched
ob Ect is exponentially slower than that of a linear one:'ﬁ

2.2 The controlparam eter

Follow ing the tracks of our previous work,"-lé we here derive a param eter , called the control
param eter, which characterizes the nal state of the Interface (once all chains have reacted and
are inm obilized). T he idea is rather straightforward: the in portant param eter of the problam
is given by the com parison of the rate of the interdi usion with the rate of the cross1inking
reaction. Thus, we de ne as the ratio between the typical interdi usion tine T 4; and the

typical reaction tim € Typeac, that is
Tai

@

Treac
T here are ocbviously two lin its: when the reaction ismuch faster than the nterdi usion (\fast-
reaction" regim e), the chains are locked in place before any signi cant coalescence can occur.
W hen the reaction is slow enough (\slow -reaction" regin e), the interface heals com pletely before
the reaction freezes the system .

The Interdi usion tin e Ty4; isthetim e needed to healcom plktely the Initial nterface between
the pieces in contact, in the absence of reaction. Such a healing occurs when interfacial chains
on either side have traveled a distance com parabl to i'l:.eJr ow n size inside the neighboring piece
of polym er.:é{:j Referring to the theory of reptatjon,'i—f':}é the tin e needed for a chain to travel
over its own size is the so-called reptation tin e Ty, = (N 3N ., Where  isam icroscopic tin e
typical of m olecular agitation). Thus we deduce that

Tas * Tep = oN N, @)

W e now need to estin ate the typical reaction tim € Tyeac. Q Uite Ntuitively, we de ne this
tin e as the tin e required to cbserve one reaction per chain in the system . From a scaling law
point of view , after this typical tim e, every chain in the systam hasundergone branching at least
once and is xed in position: the nalstate ofthe Im isreached. To evaluate T pac, et us Ollow
one A *X group on a given chain, chosen at random , and think in term s ofa lattice m odel. E very

o tin e intervals, this A *X group jum ps onto a new site on the lattice, neighboring the one it
occupied during the previous tin e interval. From this new location, the A *X is In position to
react with allthe A * Iying w ithin a \capture distance" b, which are, roughly, A0b3 n num ber.



However, only a fraction of these \collisions" inside the capture sohere are e cient In giving a

true reaction: this is re ected in the valie of Q, de ned as the reactivity of the cross-linker,
which gives the probability of e ective reaction between two partners per unit tin e spent in
collision (that is, as long as their distance is less than the capture radius). Then, as between
two Jumpsthe A*X sopumsa time ( on each location, the actual num ber of reactions at each
location is Q (A Ob3 (for one A *X group). Rem embering that each chain contains a number
N =N . of A *X groups, we deduce that the waiting tin € Tyeac Necessary to reach a num ber ofone
reaction per chain is given by the relation N =N )Q (A Ob3 (Tyeac= 0) = 1. From that, we ocbtain

N. 1
N QA b’
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T he preceding expression show s that the cheam ical reaction is all the faster as the crosslinker
is concentrated, the chains are long, the cross-linker is reactive and the concentration in sites
capable of binding to the crosslinker is high.

T he above estin ates of the characteristic tin es nally yield the expression of the control

param eter
Ty N4
= a_ Q oA Ob3
Treac N eN C

which will serve as a basis for the rest of the articlk.
For a given system , thetwo tines Tgq; and Tyesc should nom ally be experin entally m easur—

@)

able (and thus the num erical value of could be known in practice). T he di usion tin e would
be easy to detemm Ine, aswe know from quZ that Ty; is close to Trp - A s fOr the reaction tin e
T reac, the unknow n quantities are the m icroscopic reactiviy Q and the capture radiisb. T hese
can be obtained by m onitoring the rate of the crosslinking reaction A*X + AX* ' A*XA*, and
by extracting out the value oftl}e corresponding reaction constant, k £2 0 ne can then m ake use
of the physicochem ical relation?d k = Qb’ to com pute directly the valie of Tyenc from eq.3 (the
other quantities appearing in the equation being easily m easured by other m eans).

W e also note that this fomula for is the generalization of the one derived In the low
cross-linker lim it in ref. -_l-(_ii (which is retrieved by having N ¢ as large asallowed, ie. N.’ N ).

2.3 Interpenetration length and crossing chains density

In section 3, we w ill com pute Interfacial adhesion energies that represent the strength of the
Interface(s). In the process, as explained there, we w illneed to know two quantities, which are
the iInterpenetration length (the length overw hich the two polym erpieces form ing the pint have
m ixed), and the crossing density (the density of chains crossing the interface per unit area), at
the end of the Interface evolution. W e now give a scaling derivation of these quantities.

In a way that is consistent w ith the previous derivation of the control param eter , the
scaling argum ent presented here sim pli es the kinetics of the chem ical reaction as llow s: as
Iong asthe tin e t is less than the reaction tin e Ty, the reaction doesnot occur, and all initially



free chains rem ain free. T hen, the reaction occurs precisely at t= Tpac, and after that tim e, all
chains are xed, m eaning that the nalstate ofthe In is reached. (M ore re ned calculations
validating this scaling approach can be found in ref. :_I(_i) .

Let us start with the Interpenetration length, which is the average thidkness that chains
from c>_n_e_§jde of the interface achieve to lnvade inside the other side. W e know from reptation
theory'-}7 28 = that, in the entangled state, each chain undergoes a one-din ensionaldi usion inside
a contorted "tube" representing the topological constraints in posed by the other chains. T hus,
in a tin e t, a chain travels a curvilinear distance S (t) £72 inside the tube. To this contorted
distance corregponds a linear, \as the crow ies", distance L (t), which can be shown to be
proportional to the square root of S (t) (because the tube shape is a random walk). W ith the

appropriate physical constants, the interpenetration length L (t) at tine t can bew rji:ten:.a{:z
S
L)’ aS®’ RoETw) ~ (1) ®)

where a is the m onom er size, R is the G aussian size of the chains Ry = aN ™), and Trep Is
the reptation tine (Typ " Tgi , SeC eq.:g) . Thus, when the reaction at t = Typac brings an end
to di usion, the nal interpenetration length is

- R
L ha1” Ro (TreaczTrep)l ‘r Til ( 1) (6)

and the corresponding contorted distance, really traveled by the chain units along the tube, is
S pa’ Liparma (1) )

W e keep these equations for fiirtheruse, and now tum to the com putation ofthe density of
the chains that have crossed the interface (perunit area of surface). To nd them selves beyond
the Interface at tin e t = Tyeae, these chains were allnecessarily not farther than a distance L 41
from the interface, at t = 0. A ssum ing that the initial volum e concentration of free chains |
is unifom ly distrbuted inside the m ater:lal;?l' we deduce that the surface density of crossing
chains is

" oL nar 1) @)

To conclude this section, we should caution that, as indicated, the previous equations are

actually valid (and will be used) only for 1, that is in the slow reaction regine. W hen

1, a saturation occurs (for exam ple, n the crossing density ), because the rate to which
polym er dqajr_ls enter the interface becom es equal to the rate to which those already present
there leave it.?é H owever, we do not need to enter into these details, as it is possble to com pute
the adhesion energy at 1 w ithout further know ledge.

3 D1 erent regin es for the interfacial adhesion energy

W e arenow in a position to com pute the interfacial adhesion energy, which we consider asa fair
Indicator of the extent of coalescence and the strength developed at the interface. W e rem ind
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Figure 2: Exam ples of connector chains. Chains \a" and \b" are tethered only on one side of

the Interface by chem icalbonds (represented by black dots). At the fracture opening, they will
be pulled out of the other side. Chain \c" is tethered on both sides, and thus w illhave to break

(scission) .

the reader that these quantities are in portant notably in the context of latex coatings, where
they have a strong im pact on m any properties).

3.1 A Dbrief rem inder on scission and extraction

The Interfacial adhesion energy is the energy one has to provide to open a fracture at the
Interface between the two polym er pieces at contact (@t the end of the interface evolution).
Because of visoo-elastic dissipation, this energy generally depends on the rate at which the
fracture is propagated. W e shall here focus on the quasistatic energy G, ie. when the rate
approaches zero. T he energy cost In this lin it has two contrbutions (in elastom ers). O ne is the
classicalD upre’swork, valid forallm aterials (ncluding those m ade of short m olecules), and due
to van der W aals interactions. This is a constant o set term that we w illhenceforth om it. The
other contrbution is speci c to polym ers, and com es from the fact that som e polym er chains
(\connectors") m ay cross the interface and extend over both sides, thereby strengthening the
pint. This connector contribution iself nds an origin In two distinct processes taking place
at the opening of the fracture: chain scission (rupture of chem icalbonds) and chain extraction
(connectors are dragged out of the surrounding m atrix). At zero-detachm ent rate, whether a
given interfacial chain will undergo pulkout or scission depends on whether it is chem ically
tethered, respectively, on one or both sides of the interface F igure 2).

T heoreticalm Qdels are available forboth chain scission and extraction. In the case of scission,
Lake and T hom aé}é found

G cission © Uo™n 9)

where U is of the order of a typical chem ical bond energy (denoted U ), ~ is the density of



connectors per unit area of nterface, and n is the num ber of m onom ers under load along each
connector. T he physical origin of this expression is that, to rupture a chain between two cross—
link points, each m onom er between these points m ust be put under load and brought close to
the breakage threshold. Hence, to bring a chain to scission, we have to provide an energy U to
all the » m onom ers between the anchorage points. For further use, we note that, in our case,
the num ber of m onom ers under load is naturally xed by the separation between cross-links, so
that we haven’ N (for scission).

W e should also In m ediately point out to avoid later confuision, that the connector density ~
is not necessarily equal to the crossing density given in eqg. {j:, w hich concems polym er chains
wih N units: forinstance, a chain ofN unitsthat crosses the interface brings (from the adhesion
point of view ) several connectorsm ade ofn / N unis. This distinction w illbe in portant to
obtain a correct estim ation of the adhesion energy in som e cases.

In the situation of chain extraction, R aphaeland de G ennei6 found a very sim ilar form ula:

G extraction | Uo™nt 10)

where ~ is the density of connectors to be pulled out, n the length to be extracted, but this
tim e, the factor Uy giving the energy scalke is a van der W aals bond energy U,,. Despite the
analogy w ith eq.:fj, the physics is quite di erent: when a chain is extracted, it is exposed to air
(Interfacial cost) and extended (entropy loss). At room tem perature, both contrbutions to the
energy are of the sam e order: U, perm onom er.

In m ixed situationsw here during the fracture process, som e chains are extracted w hile others
are broken, we will sin ply assum e that the two types of dissppation are additive. H owever, in
such Instances, the adhesion energy G is then often dom inated by the chem ical part, because
U =U, " 100.

3.2 Estin ation of the interfacial energy G

W ih the above m odels, we m ay now estin ate the interfacial adhesion energy G in di erent
regin es. A s announced earlier, we w ill distinguish two regin es depending on the value of the
control param eter : the slow —reaction regim e ( 1) and the fastreaction regine ( 1).
(It w ill also appear that the fastreaction regin e is itself divided In two sub-regin es.) W e here
present calculations, and defer a physical discussion of our ndings to the next section.

W e start with the slow reaction regin e: the reaction is much slower than the interdi u-
sion process, which m eans that the interface has tim e to heal com pletely before the chains are
stitched. In other words, the Interface is allowed to reach the equilbrium state (relative to the
Interdi usion process), and, ideally, it is no di erent from any other plane drawn inside the
buk of the m aterial. Thus, it is natural that the adhesion energy of the interface becom es In
this situation equal to the tear energy of the buk (ie., the tear energy of a network with a
cross-link separation N ). In F igure 3, chain \a" illustrates a typical con guration of interfacial



interface a

Figure 3: Typical conform ations of interfacial chains. Chain \a" is typical of the slow —reaction
regim e, w ith amm s of com parable size on both sides of the interface. Chain \b" corregpoonds to
the st sub-—regin e of the fastreaction regin e, w th only a an all portion of the chain nserted
beyond the interface, and w ill have to rupture at the opening of a fracture. Chain \c" depicts
the situation in the second sub-regin €, w here the inserted portions are even an aller. T his chain
w ill rather be extracted from beyond the interface.

chains In this regin e. W hen a fracture is opened, one w ill have to break (chem ically) all these
chains that cross the fracture plane, and we can use the Lake and Thom as formula (gg. :_9),
w ih a length of the connectors nn / N, to estin ate the adhesion energy. The chains that
cross the Interface (@nd undergo scission) lie inside a G aussian radius ap N_c from the fracture,
and as the num ber of chains of length N, is 1=N ca3) per unit volum e, we deduce that we have
~7 ap N. 1=@.a’) " 1=FN_ca2) broken connectors perunit area. T hus, the adhesion energy
issinply 9.9
UoP — ,

G’ N¢' Gpax ( < 1;N <N ;) 11)

a2
which isthe highest possible value in them aterdial @t xed N ) and is independent of the value
of the control param eter . W e note that eq. 11 refers to values of < 1. W emay also say

that, ifallthe param eters otherthan N are xed in the expression of (eg. {], this corresponds
equivalently to having N Iess than a certain threshold N1 Which we shall com pute explicitly
later on).

Let usnow consider the adhesion energy in the fast-reaction regin e: here, the interface has
been frozen In an outofequilbriim state. In average, chains did not have m uch tim e to di use
across the boundary, and the inserted portions are shorter than in the previous slow —reaction
regin e (@ sketch of a typical chain at the Interface in the fastreaction regim e is provided by
the chain labeled \b" In Figure 3). Agan, there is scission, and the length of the connectors
that willbe broken at the fracture opening is stilln ’ N .. The density of chains crossing the

10



Interface is not at equilbrium , and has the value ' (L pa1, @s given by eqlf% However, we
should be carefiil at this point: as announoced earlier, this crossing density  is not the density
of actual connectors ~. The crossing density represents the num ber of chains of length N
that cross the interface, but, once the cross-links are form ed, each of these chains is actually
divided into N =N . segm ents of N . m onom ers, and thus gives birth to several connectors of
length N .. To take this fact Into acoount, it can be shown that the crossing density must
be muliplied by a factor equalto L 1= (ap N.) to gize the actual connector density ~ (see
the A ppendix for a detailed calculation): in com puting the adhesion energy, we m ust thus use
~" L narE (ap N.) ’ LGal o=(ap N .). E stin ating tl_n? nitial volum e density of free chains
roughly as o’ 1= a®) withi a num er:icalpreﬁctor),?% we nd nally

1

G " UgNc~' Gmaxﬂ

1< < ,;N71<N <Ny) 12)

W e see that now the energy displays an inverse dependence n  , and dropsas Increases.

H owever, as Indicated, the previous equation isvalid in a lin ited range, eitherin ( < 2),
orinN (N < Nj) (thecriticalvalies , and N, w illbegiven shortly). T he reason for this isthat
ifthe reaction becom es really very fast com pared to the interdi usion (@s orN increases), the
portions of interfacial chains that are allow ed to penetrate into the other side ofthe interface are
extrem ely short, and becom e shorter than N .. In such conditions, as exem pli ed by chain \c" in
Figure 3, these portions have aln ost no chance to be cross-linked on both sides of the boundary,
and should be rather extracted at the opening ofa fracture, In plying that wem ust now consider
a sub-regin e ofthe fastreaction regin e w here chain extraction predom inates inside the adhesion
energy (eq.-'_l-g) . The length n to be pulled out is of the order of the curvilinear length inserted
beyond the Interface, ie. '’ S a=a ' LGal= 2 (eq.ff.) . The density of connectors here has
no com plications: there is only one chaln end to be extracted per crossing chain, and so each
crossing chains m akes one connector. (Som e chains m ay have Inserted both ends beyond the
Interface, but this is probably unin portant.) T he connector density is thus sinply ~’ oL a1
(eq.:g), and alogether, the energy w rites, using eq-'_l-g

L? Uo

L 1
G’ Up—~' —N'7
a

SN (> N > Ny 13)

T he Inverse dependence of G In  in this sub-regin e becom es m ore pronounced.

W e now have, wih egs. -'}-14', -'_].-_2 and :_[1_3,, a oom plkte estin ation of the interfacial adhesion
energies In the whole range ofthe param eter. T he critical values of m arking the transitions
between the various regines are: = 1 = 1 where we crossover from the slow—to the fast-
reaction regine, and = , where, Inside the fast+eaction regin e, we sw itch from a scission—
dom inated sub-regin e to an extraction-dom inated one.

Thevalie of , iseasy to detem ine, sihce the corresponding transition betw een sub-regin es
is characterized by the fact that the number of m onom ers inserted beyond the interface by
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Figure 4: Schem atic plot of the adhesion energy G throughout di erent regim es (see text), as
a function of the control param eter or of the chain length N (in situations where it is the
only free param eter). Note that valuesN < N . are not considered as they do not result in the

form ation of a m acroscopic network (gel).

Interfacial chains is equal to the num ber of m onom ers between crosslinks, ie. LGal=a2 = N..
Since L na1’ Ro= ™ (eq.%), we deduce that
- X i (14)
2 N

A temately, we can also think ofthese critical values as critical values on the chain length
N , ifw ithin our given system , the chain length is the only free param eter (@1l the other param —
eters entering the expression of given in eg. 4: are xed with known values). T he crossover
from slow —to fastreaction regin e setsa rst critical length N 1, which is determ ined by w riting
that = 1 explicitly in termm s of all the param eters of the system (eg. {D:

NN,
N;{= — 15)
Q (AL

A second critical length, corresponding to = 5, and found in the sam e way, can also be

com puted:
N 1=2
N, = & (16)
Q oA PN

A scheam atic plot of the evolution of the adhesion energy throughout the di erent regim es is
shown In Figure 4 (and w illbe discussed further in the next section).
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4 D iscussion

4.1 Commentson the results of the m odel

In the previous section, we found several regin es or the nal state of the Interface: the slow —
reaction regin e, and the fastreaction regin e W ith, for the latter, two sub-regin es). W e transi
from one regin e to another by changing the value of in the system , that is to say by changing
the respective rates of the Interdi usion and the cross-1inking reaction. A special case thatm ay
have practical applications is one where all the param eters characterizing the system are xed,
except for the chain length N . T he transitions then occur for two critical valuesN; and N 5.

T he resuls of the com putations of the preceding section can be sum m arized as ollow s (see
Figure4).Foramall ( < 1) orshortchains N < N 1), the interface is granted enough tim e to
reach equilbrium before the reaction occurs. T he interfacial strength is in this case m axim um ,
wih Guax ’ Uop N =a?, and is equalto the (ideal) buk strength. W hen or N is increased
1< < 42;N1<N < N,),weentera regimn e (fastreaction regim €) w here the reaction occurs
earlier, and does not allow for fiullequilbration: the interfacial energy starts decreasing (eq.i2)
and displays an Inverse dependence on and N of the form G 1=2 N ? . Fiall, if
we Increase or N further ( > 2;N > Ny), the drop in the adhesion becom es even m ore
pronounced (eq.13): G Ni=2 3= N =2,

On a practical standpoint, our conclusion is that for an optim ized adhesion, ie., optin ized
Interfacerelated properties, we need (as expected) to place the system into the slow —reaction
regin e by a proper choice of the essential param eters involved In  (or by a proper choice of N
if N is the only adjistable param eter). If, for som e reason, such a proper set of values of the
param eters is not accessible experin entally (for exam ple, because the cross-link concentration
hasbeen chosen very high, and N . isthusvery am all), we have predictions for the loss in interface
energy that should be expected (fastreaction regim e).

At this point, i m ight be appropriate to give a num erical exam ple. A typical value for the
critical chain length N; (oelow which wewant to operate) with No = 100,N.= 500,Q0 o= 10 7,
Aob3 ’ A0a3 = 01 (ie.oneA * site every ten polym er units) is found to be (eq.-'_il.-ﬁ): N, = 4700
units (@ reasonable number). In this case, when N < N, wih Uy = 300kdJ/mol= 3:1&V per
monom er and a = 5A, the adhesion energy am ounts to G ax = 45J/m 2.

T his value for the adhesion energy is not a very large one, but it must be kept in m ind
that this is really the lowerbound of cbservable energies, since it corregponds to a zero-velociy
fracture propagation. In practice, m uch higher valies are reached | hopefiilly, our estin ations
provide nevertheless usefiil guidelines tow ard the m ost advantageous situations.

42 Themarginalcase N.’ N

W e have worked until now with the assum ption that the cross1ink density, and, accordingly,
N ., are determm Ined by the requirem ents on the bulk properties, and we optin ized the interface
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strength under this constraint. W hat happens if the constraint can be relieved, and we are
allowed to choose N . freely? Suppose that we still want to enhance the interfacial properties:
once we have placed ourselves Into the slow reaction regin e, with an adhesion energy G '
Uop N .=a?, it iseasily seen that G willincrease only ifwe increase N ., ie. have a Iooser netw ork
w ith less cross-links. Ifwe really do not care m uch about the consequences on the buk strength,
we can reduce the cross-link density to the lowest possble value, ie. two crosslinks per chain
N.= 05N ): we shallcallthis Iim t where N ’ N, the \m arginal case". (Thism argihal case
was the one we studied in ref. dd.) In the slow reaction regine, when N ’ N, the adhesion
energy (see eq:_l-gl) becomes G / UoN ?=a?, and is now an increasig finction of the chain
length N . However, if the chain length is increased too mudch, we f2ll into the fastreaction
regin e again (sihce increases too). There is, however, a m nor change as com pared to the
\usual" fastreaction regin e describbed in the previous section: the critical chain lengths N;
and N ; here collapse one onto the other, so that the rst sub-regin e (scission) disappears, and
we enter directly into the second (extraction-dom nated) sub-regin e, which can be show n:lq to
behave ke G N ™.

Thewhole evolution ofG vs.chain length in thism arghal regim e is sum m arized in F igure 5.
As can be seen, there is an optinum in the curve at the transition between the slow - and
fastregin e. In our approach, this optin um energy is predicted to be the m axinum attanabl
adhesion energy In the system @When all constraints on the bulk properties are released). T he
optimum chain length N ¢ is found by ketting = 1,

N, 1=3
N T — @7
opt Q OA Ob3
and the optin um energy is then sim ply
1=2
Gopt  UoN e =a’ 18)

W e should caution, however, that the ormulee 17 and 1§ are based on extrapoltions near
= 1 of the resuls found at 1 or 1, and should therefore be regarded as tentative.

W emay again give a num erical exam pl. For No = 100, Q o= 10 ?, and Aob3 = 01, we
have N oo = 10000 units. W ith Up = 300kJ/mol= 3:1eV permonomer and a = 5A, the
corresponding energy is G ope = 200J/m Z,

W e close this section by em phasizing that this \m arginal" regim e is not very realistic for
latex coatings, where a high level of cross1inking is usually desired. But it m ay be applicable
to certain types of low cross-link adhesives.

4.3 Concluding rem arks and further perspectives

T he approach to the com petition of interdi usion and cross-linking at interfaces presented in
this article rem ains clearly very simpli ed, and we certainly do not hope to provide a fully
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Figure 5: Scheam atic plot of the adhesion energy G vs. the chain length N in the m arginal case
N’ N .

quantitative description of the com plexity inherent to real system s. Rather, the goal of this
work was to try to extract the essential param eters of such system s, and see how they combine
together in goveming the dynam ics (inside the param eter ) or In determ Ining the nalstate of
the interface (inside the adhesion energy G ).

W e should em phasize that the value of the controlparameter ' Q (A Ob3N = N N o) can
In pratice bem odi ed by m any m eans: In section 4, we focused on the rok of the chain length
N , but this m ight not be the m ost relevant proocedure from an industrial point of view . O ne
oould also change the ratio between \active" A *—sites and \passive" A —sites along polym er chains

(thus a ecting the concentration A (), or change tenper_a_mre which would a ect both Q and

0). Indeed, In a recent experin entalwork on latex Im 3,23; Li et al studied (using uorescence
techniques) how the extent of coalescence betw een neighboring particles varied w hen the relative
rates of nterdi usion and reaction were changed, either by way of tem perature, or by adding
an acid-catalyst that prom oted the cross-linking reaction (ie. in our lJanguage, Increased Q). It
is reasonable to think that this kind of system s would probably provide a direct and powerfil
approach to test the validity of ourm odel.

To conclude this article, we w ish to present now a list of som e rem aining issues, which, in
our view , would have to be understood and included into a com prehensive theory.

To start w ith, let us recall that we restricted the study to the case of a sym m etric interface
w ith two identical polym ers facing each other. T here are however m any other possbilities we
refer the reader to section 43 of ref.il( for the corresponding discussion) .

O ne uncertain point is related to m aterials w ith a very high degree of crosslinking, like m any
Industrial Jatex coatings, where the distance between cross-links becom es signi cantly sm aller
than the distance between entanglem ents (N . N¢): asofnow, it isnot clear to usw hether our
approach can be safely extrapolated to such siuations, and ifnot, how it should be am ended.
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A mapr issue is also to understand all these situations which have as a comm on feature
to disgplay inhom ogeneities, as they are in fact ubiquitous In practice. For instance, in latex
In s, the stability ofthe iniial colloidal dispersion is ensured by coating the individualpolym er
particles w ith a layer of a surfactant or a charged polym er. But these surface layers, at the:c;m e
w hen the particles com e into contact, m ay signi cantly a ect the Interdi usion dynam ics.22 A
closely related di culty arises when the polym er particles them selves are structured, wih a
core and a shell that offen have very di erent properties (for exam ple a di erent T 4). Another
exam pl where Inhom ogeneities are crucial is ound in the fom ation of a m acroscopic pint
between two elastom ers: a frequent com plication is the fom ation of an \interphase", ie. a
region (som etim es airly broad) around the original interface, w here the propertiesofthem aterial
present signi cant gradjentséé Q uite often, this feature originates In a non-uniform distrdbution
of the cross1inking agent in the initial situation (for exam ple, m ore abundant at one side of the
interface), which then di uses W ith non-uniform concentration) tow ards the interface. A 1l the
Interfacial evolution and the nalproperties becom e then quite di erent.

A nother unsolved problem arises w hen the cross-links are not perm anent, and have a certain
ability to unfasten over long tim escales. T hey m ay then m igrate inside the m aterial and m odify
the properties of the m aterdial In the buk and at the interfaces.

Chain length polydispersity should also play a role in the com petition between interdi usion
and crosslinking. There m ight be iInteresting e ects, due to the rapid di usion of an aller
chains towards the interface: these m ight form a \crust" upon cross-linking and considerably
m odify later di usion of higherm olecular weights ﬁ:actjons.éq H owever, at present, we still lack
experin ents on carefully controlled system s (for exam ple, w ith bin odal sam ples containing a
m xture of an all and long m olecules) to draw sound conclusions.

Finally, an Interesting line of thought for future work would be to explore analogies (@nd
possble trangpositions) of the approach presented here to situations w here phase separation l_
rather than coalescence | com petes w ith cross1inking, as in them oset-them oplastic blends#?
T hese m aterials are cbtained from an iniially hom ogeneous m ixture of the them oplastic poly—
mer wih the them oset precursor. The latter is subm itted to a cure, and as the reaction
proceeds, the m xture usually destabilizes: a phase separation starts, and enters into com peti-
tion w ith the crosslinking reaction, which reduces chain m obility through branching processes.
W e hope to investigate this agpect in the future.
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A ppendix. C om putation of the connector density ~

In this appendix, we present an estin ation ofthe densiy of connectors per unit area of interface
~, which was used to estin ate the adhesion energy given In eq. il.é_: for the fastreaction regin e
(m ore precisely, In the scission-dom nated subregimedelm ited by 1 < < 5, or, equivalently,
byN{ < N < Njy).

In order to m ake a correct estin ation of the connector densiy, we must consider In som e
detail the spatial confom ation of the chains lying at the interface. Initially (ie., at t= 0),
the interfacial chains are contorted because they are not allowed to cross the Interface and have
to \re ect" on it. O nce the contact between neighbouring polym er pieces has been m ade, they
start to relax tow ards theirequilbrium G aussian confom ations (thereby crossing theboundary) .
However, in the fastreaction regin e under consideration here, these chains have tin e to relax
only partially: only the chain portions that could escape from the initial, \re ected" reptation
tube, are nally really able to cross the interface. In average, these relaxed portions have a
contour length given by S a1 (9. ff.), and contain a number p ofmonomersp ’ S .=a ’
LGal=a2 . M oreover, because of their random shape, each of the relaxed portion crosses the
Interface several tin es (@and not just once as represented, for the sake of pictorial clarity, on
Figures 2 and 3). As a consequence, when the reaction occurs and divides all chains into
segm ents of N . m onom ers, a given chain near the interface can, through its relaxed portions,

nd itself w ith several such segm ents bridging the Interface. In other words, a given chain m ay
contribbute, after reaction, to several connectors for the adhesion, and this is why the density
of chains crossing the interface (eg. :g) di ers from the density of connectors ~which is nvoled
In the Lake and Thom as form ula for the adhesion energy G (eg. :gi) .

W e thus have to nd out which relation holds between and ~, and, for that purposs,
the question that m ust be answered is the follow Ing: considering a relaxed chain portion W ith
p’ LGal=a2 m onom ers) which crosses the interface, how m any connectorsofrn ’/ N . m onom ers
does it provide after reaction?

T he m ost convenient m ethod is to divide the polym er chains into \blobs", which each cor-
resgpond to a chain segm ent ofN . m onom ers. Such blobshave a (G aussian) radiusRy, = aN §=2 .
W e may now think on the scale of blobs: all relaxed chain portions, with p m onom ers, are
seen asm ade w ith p=N . blobs. The idea to nd the num ber of connectors is then sinple: we
Jook at the spatial conform ation of each chain portion (ofblobs), and count how m any blobs
Intersect the interface. Each of these blobs bridges the interface, and, accordingly, m ust count
for one connector. Now, counting the number of such intersections is possble at the scaling
law level: it can be shown that ifwe cut through a random walk of g linksw ith a virtual plane
fpassing through the origin of the wak), that plane is intersected an average of g2 tines. In
our case, each relaxed portion of nterfacial chain contains p=N . blobs, and therefore Intersects
the Interface =N )~ tin es. T hus, each interfacial chain, through its relaxed portion, provides
(=N )= connectors.
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T he density of connectors ~ is then sim ply obtained from the interfacial chain density as
= =N o)™ . Substituting w ith the v?)he p’ LGal=a2, we nally nd that the densiy
of connectors ~ is given by ~’ L ,.=@ N),which was precisely the formula used in the
m ain text to establish eq.dd.
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