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Abstract: Polyacrylonitrile (PAN) is one of the materials most often used for carbonization.
PAN nanofiber mats, created by electrospinning, are an especially interesting source to gain carbon
nanofibers. A well-known problem in this process is fixing the PAN nanofiber mats during the
stabilization process which is necessary to avoid contraction of the fibers, correlated with an undesired
increase in the diameter and undesired bending. Fixing this issue typically results in breaks in the
nanofiber mats if the tension is too high, or it is not strong enough to keep the fibers as straight as in
the original state. This article suggests a novel method to overcome this problem by electrospinning
on an aluminum substrate on which the nanofiber mat adheres rigidly, stabilizing the composite and
carbonizing afterwards either with or without the aluminum substrate to gain either a pure carbon
nanofiber mat or a metal/carbon composite.

Keywords: polyacrylonitrile; PAN; nanofiber mat; electrospinning; stabilization; dimension stability;
carbonization

1. Introduction

Electrospinning can be used to create nanofiber, e.g., from polyacrylonitrile (PAN) which is a
typical precursor of carbon nanofibers [1–3]. Such carbon nanofibers can be applied, e.g., to improve
the mechanical properties of plastic materials by forming a composite with a polymer or a resin,
the electrical properties of batteries and super-capacitors, etc. [4–7].

To gain carbon nanofibers, the first step is a stabilization process which is typically performed
in air, resulting in cyclization and thermally stable aromatic ladder polymer formation [8] which
increases the chemical and mechanical stability of the nanofiber mat and is essential before the
carbonization step. The whole stabilization process also includes dehydrogenation, aromatization,
oxidation, and crosslinking [9–11].
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In previous articles discussing the stabilization and subsequent carbonization of PAN
nanofiber mats, stabilization temperatures, and heating rates are strongly discussed. Fitzer et al.,
e.g., investigated different stabilization temperatures between 260 and 290 ◦C and heating rates up to
5 ◦C/min, showing that for the PAN they used a heating rate of 1 ◦C/min and a final temperature
of 270 ◦C resulted in maximum tensile strength of the final carbon fibers carbonized at 1350 ◦C [12].
On the contrary, Mathur et al. found that temperatures up to 300 ◦C were not sufficient for thermal
stabilization, but temperatures between 350 and 400 ◦C were needed to reach low hydrogen contents
and correspondingly only little tar formation during carbonization [13]. A completely different thermal
treatment was found ideal by Moon and Ferris. They suggested performing a first stabilization step
with a high heating rate of 5 ◦C/min up to 150 ◦C, followed by a first isothermal treatment for 2 h to
completely remove water and solvent. Afterwards, stabilization was carried further to 200 ◦C where a
second isothermal step followed for 2 h. Carbonization was even split in four steps with decreasing
heating rates up to a temperature of 1350 ◦C. In this way, the best ultimate strengths of the carbon
yarns were reached [14]. Mólnar et al. found different conversion temperatures for the completed
stabilization process, depending on the measurement method they applied. The color examination
revealed the lowest conversion temperature of approx. 195 ◦C, followed by the temperature based on
FTIR of 207 ◦C, while the DSSC indicated a conversion temperature of 244 ◦C. In all cases, the standard
deviations were found to be 34–56 ◦C; thus these conversion temperatures are not exact values [15].
Gu et al. examined the conductivity of carbon nanofibers, stabilized at different temperatures,
and found that while the morphology of the carbon nanofibers was desirable for a stabilization
temperature of 250 ◦C, a stabilization temperature of 270 ◦C resulted in fiber conglutinations which
were supportive for an increased conductivity [16]. Rafiei et al. found stabilization temperatures of
150–270 ◦C in combination with a heating rate below 2 ◦C/min ideal according to the stabilization
index and the aromatization index [17].

A problem which is less often mentioned, however, is the dimensional change of the nanofibers
during the stabilization process. On the one hand, conglutinations are formed which are sometimes
helpful [16] but in most cases undesired. Some publications show such conglutinations in the SEM
images without discussing them further [18,19] or describing how to overcome this problem by
changing solution and stabilization parameters [20]. On the other hand, shrinkage and bending of
fibers may occur if they are not fixed during the temperature treatment. Ma et al. stretched a bundle of
PAN nanofibers by knotting them together with a carbon fiber cord, tying them with a metal hook,
and tying the other cord with a displacement device to apply a programmed tension, in this way
stretching them by approximately a factor of 3 and afterwards stabilizing them at fixed length by
stretching them over a metal frame [21]. Wu et al. used hot-stretching during stabilization to gain an
elongation by a factor of 1.7, fixing one side of the sample on a frame and putting a defined weight
at the opposite side [22]. Xie et al. stretched the fibers in an oven by applying a weight at a middle
temperature of 140 ◦C up to different pre-defined drawing ratios, followed by stabilization at 250 ◦C
for 4 h under a constant load. Comparison between raw and drawn yarn showed an increase in
yarn and fiber uniformity after drawing as well as better fiber alignment, polymer chain orientation,
and corresponding tensile strength [23]. Ma et al. found that even the tension during carbonization
influenced the tensile strength and Young’s modulus, suggesting a moderate carbonization tension of
20 cN per nanofiber bundle [24].

These experiments are usually applied to nanofiber bundles and cannot be transferred to nanofiber
mats produced with needleless electrospinning. Such samples are either stabilized freely or fixed
during this process to avoid conglutinations and undesired morphological changes of the fibers.
Fixing the samples, however, is not easy. If only two opposite sides are fixed by a weight, e.g., the
other sides will shrink [25,26]. If all sides are fixed, the samples can break even at low heating rates
since the forces working on the nanofiber mat are not well distributed [27,28].

This article thus aims at suggesting a simple new approach to overcome this problem which at the
same time offers the possibility to create a novel metal–carbon composite. It should be mentioned that
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the mechanical properties of the single nanofibers, as well as the nanofiber mats, were not investigated.
The first is technologically quite demanding; the latter does not correspond to the planned application
of single carbon nanofibers in composites. Instead, the focus of the recent study is the development of
an increased stabilization method as well as a new method to create metal/carbon composites.

2. Materials and Methods

The electrospinning machine—Nanospider Lab (Elmarco, Liberec, Czech Republic), a needleless
electrospinning machine based on the wire technology—was used to create nanofiber mats. Spinning
parameters were as follows: high voltage 60 kV, current approx. 0.04 mA, electrode–substrate distance
240 mm, nozzle diameter 0.8 mm, carriage speed 50 mm/s, substrate speed 50 mm/min, relative
humidity 33%, and temperature 22.0 ◦C.

The spinning solution contained 15% PAN dissolved in DMSO (min 99.9%, purchased from
S3 chemicals, Bad Oeynhausen, Germany).

As a substrate, household aluminum foil (from Rewe, Bielefeld, Germany) was used. For comparison,
samples electrospun on the usual polypropylene (PP) substrate (from Elmarco) under identical
conditions are used.

Samples of the electrospun nanofiber mats were stabilized in a muffle furnace B150 (Nabertherm,
Lilienthal, Germany), approaching a typical stabilization temperature of 280 ◦C at a heating rate of
1 ◦C/min, followed by isothermal treatment at this maximum temperature for 1 h. The samples
electrospun on PP were separated from the substrates before stabilization (since PP melts below
stabilization temperature), while the samples electrospun on aluminum were not separated from their
substrates. For carbonization, a furnace CTF 12/TZF 12 (Carbolite Gero Ltd., Hope, UK) was used,
approaching temperatures of 500 ◦C or 800 ◦C, respectively, with a heating rate of 10 ◦C/min in a
nitrogen flow of 150 mL/min (STP), followed by isothermal treatment for 1 h.

Scanning electron microscopy (SEM) images were taken by a Zeiss 1450VPSE (Oberkochen,
Germany) with a resolution of 5 nm, using a nominal magnification of 5000×. Additionally, a confocal
laser scanning microscope (CLSM) VK-9700 by Keyence (Neu-Isenburg, Germany) was applied.
For Fourier-transform infrared (FTIR) spectroscopy, an Excalibur 3100 (Varian, Inc., Palo Alto, CA,
USA) was used. The software ImageJ 1.51j8 (from National Institutes of Health, Bethesda, MD, USA)
was applied to determine the nanofiber diameters from 50 fibers per sample.

3. Results

Figure 1 depicts PAN nanofiber mats, prepared during the same electrospinning process, on PP
and aluminum foil as substrates, respectively. On the aluminum foil, the nanofibers show a slightly
larger diameter, connected with fewer undesired beads. The latter are typically for PAN nanofiber
mats spun from DMSO with relatively low solid contents. Apparently, spinning on aluminum foil can
on the one hand reduce the beads, probably due to shaping the electric field in the spinning chamber
differently; on the other hand, the slightly thicker nanofibers may be unwanted. This shows that
spinning and solution parameters must be carefully adjusted to gain the desired morphology if the
substrate is changed. This parameter study will be performed in the near future.

Figure 2 shows the effect of stabilization on PAN nanofiber mats on both substrates. The nanofiber
mat produced on the usual PP substrate and stabilized purely (without the substrate) without fixing it
has strong conglutinations between the single fibers, the latter are clearly thicker than in the original
state. It should be mentioned that fixing the sample by weights significantly reduces the effect, but
cannot completely eliminate it [27,28].
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Figure 2. PAN nanofiber mats after stabilization: (a) electrospun on PP (substrate separated before
stabilization); (b) electrospun on aluminum foil (substrate not removed before stabilization).

The samples stabilized via adhering on the aluminum foil, however, have not changed their
morphology (Figure 2b). Apparently, this simple method can help increasing the formation of long,
straight stabilized PAN fibers.

The same result can also be found on a macroscopic scale. As shown in Figure 3, the nanofiber
mats electrospun on the usual PP substrate and on aluminum foil look very similar in their original
state (Figure 3a). After stabilization at 280 ◦C for 1 h (Figure 3b), the PAN nanofiber mat on aluminum
has the same dimensions as before. The unfixed pure PAN nanofiber mat has reduced its widths and
lengths by approximately a factor of 2 each. The fixed pure PAN nanofiber mat was broken during
stabilization; only the upper right corner remained under the weights, while the residual area shrank
stronger. This significant dimensional change can also be recognized by the colors of the samples after
stabilization—the brown color is much brighter for the PAN stabilized on aluminum, corresponding to
less PAN per area due to the dimensional stability.
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Such a strong adhesion between aluminum and polyacrylonitrile is usually not reported in the
scientific literature. Aluminum oxide membranes, for example, can be used as a template to create
PAN nanofibers by extrusion into this template and polymerizing in its nano-pores. In this case, the
template can be recycled by washing, suggesting that the adhesion is not very strong [29,30]. Similarly,
coating polyacrylonitrile and other polymers with aluminum resulted in condensation on the polymer
substrate, forming a uniform metal layer there, while metals like copper and nickel migrated into the
substrate [31]. Only by plasma polymerization of acrylonitrile gas is the adhesion of PAN layers on
aluminum reported in the literature [32].

On the other hand, the solvent DMSO cannot contribute to the adhesion between the nanofiber
mat and the aluminum substrate, either. Aluminum oxide (which forms a thin film on the surface of
the uncleaned aluminum foil) is known to be stable in organic solvents, including DMSO [33–36].

Finally, one process which is sometimes mentioned in the literature may be responsible
for the adhesion between both materials: for chemical vapor deposition coating of PAN with
aluminum, the formation of aluminum carbide was observed [37], a reaction which is more typical
for carbon/aluminum surfaces [38]. Another possible reaction—also typically only observed at high
temperatures—is the formation of aluminum nitride [39]. In order to investigate whether any of these
chemical reactions has occurred during electrospinning PAN on aluminum foil, FTIR investigations
were performed. Exemplary results are depicted in Figure 4. The graphs show the typical peaks of
pure and stabilized PAN in both cases, with an additionally increased absorbance for the smaller
wavenumbers, as it can be expected from the aluminum oxide underground.

As described in detail by Mólnar et al. [15] and Sabantina et al. [27], PAN shows several
characteristic peaks before stabilization, some of them from PAN and other from the different
copolymers used to improve the properties of the fibers such as methyl acrylate. At 2938 cm−1

and 1452 cm−1 as well as 1380 cm−1, peaks correlated with bending and stretching vibrations of CH2

are visible. The peak at 2240 cm−1 is attributed to the stretching of nitrile functional group C≡N.
The carbonyl (C=O) stretching peak can be recognized at 1732 cm−1. In the ranges of 1230–1250 cm−1

and 1050–1090 cm−1 peaks occur due to ester (C–O and C–O–C) vibrations of the co-monomers like
itaconic acid or methyl acrylate.

After stabilization, these peaks attributed to nitrile and carbonyl functional groups are mostly
vanished. Instead, C=N stretching vibrations at 1582 cm−1 and C=C stretching vibrations at 1660 cm−1

appear as a consequence of the cyclization–aromatization of the polymers. Additionally, the peak at
1360 cm−1 can be attributed to C–H bending and C–H2 wagging. Finally, the peak around 800 cm−1 is
related to aromatic C–H vibrations due to oxidative dehydrogenation aromatization. As a consequence
of the stabilization in oxidative atmosphere (air), oxygen cross-linking is formed between polymer
chains and an increase in the absorbance can be observed in Figure 4 in the ranges of 1230–1250 cm−1

and 1050–1090 cm−1 attributed to C–O and C–O–C vibrations, in the case of the spectra of the stabilized
fibers with respect to the electrospun ones.
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Comparing PAN electrospun on aluminum with the pure PAN nanofiber mat electrospun on PP,
no additional peaks are visible. Aluminum carbide should show peaks related to C–C and C=C in
the range between 1350 and 1700 cm−1 which are not visible here [40]. This, however, is not sufficient
to exclude the possibility that a thin layer of AlC is created along the interfacial surface. Aluminum
nitride only shows a peak around 550 cm−1 and would thus not be visible in our FTIR instrument.
The FTIR analysis cannot help in understanding the good adhesion between both materials in this
test series.

Carefully separating the PAN nanofiber mat from the aluminum substrate shows that the adhesion
between both materials is mostly of electrostatic nature, i.e., introduced by the electrospinning process
itself. Nevertheless, the fibers at the interface are chemically bonded to the aluminum foil and cannot
be separated without destroying the metal surface, as Figure 5 reveals. Apparently the adhesion
between both materials can be attributed to a strong electrostatic interaction in combination with a
chemical bonding of yet unknown nature.
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Subsequent, the stabilized samples were carbonized at 500 ◦C (Figure 6). In both cases,
the carbonized samples show morphologies very similar to those obtained after stabilization.
Afterwards, it is possible to separate the nanofiber mat and aluminum foil with any scraping tool,
if desired.
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before stabilization); (b) electrospun on aluminum foil (substrate not removed before stabilization
or carbonization).

Finally, the stabilized PAN nanofiber mats were carbonized at 800 ◦C (Figure 7). Since this
temperature is higher than the melting temperature of aluminum of approx. 660 ◦C, now both materials
start intermixing and forming a composite, as can be recognized in Figure 7b. This technological
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approach of composite production is, to the best of our knowledge, not yet found in the
scientific literature.
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Figure 7. PAN nanofiber mats after carbonization at 800 ◦C: (a) electrospun on PP (substrate separated
before stabilization); (b) electrospun on aluminum foil (substrate not removed before stabilization).

A strong adhesion between aluminum and PAN has also been reported for other technologies
in which both these materials were coated on each other in different ways. Carbon fibers were, e.g.,
coated with aluminum to create carbon/aluminum composites. Fibers along a fracture surface were
not found to be pulled out of the aluminum composite, indicating a good adhesion [41]. When mixing
short carbon fibers into liquid aluminum, their wettability was found poor [42]; thus, this new attempt
may give rise to an interesting method to produce carbon/aluminum composites.

To summarize the morphological changes during stabilization and carbonization, Figure 8 depicts
a quantitative comparison of all nanofiber diameters, measured in the SEM images on 50 fibers
per sample.

As already visible from the SEM images themselves, the diameters of the electrospun PAN
nanofibers on aluminum were significantly larger than those of the fibers spun on the PP nonwoven
(Figure 8a,b). The stabilization of PAN fibers (prepared on PP substrate) produces an increase in
the fiber diameter while the average nanofiber diameter on the aluminum foil stays constant (the
undesired conglutinations, as visible from the SEM images, were not taken into account for calculation
of this value, only clearly visible fibers) (Figure 8c,d). Carbonization at 500 ◦C (Figure 8e,f) or 800 ◦C
(Figure 8g,h) does not change the average diameters anymore, neither for the nanofiber mats spun on
PP nor for those stabilized and carbonized on aluminum. It should be mentioned that the standard
deviation—i.e., the distribution of the nanofiber diameters—is slightly larger for the nanofibers
prepared on the nonwoven PP after stabilization and carbonization.
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4. Discussion

Electrospinning PAN nanofiber mats on aluminum substrates was shown to offer a simple
possibility to overcome the problem of how to fix the nanofiber mats during the stabilization process,
which is indispensable for keeping unconglutinated, straight nanofibers. Additionally, at higher
carbonization temperatures, aluminum–carbon composites can be formed.

It should be mentioned that in the study reported here, this composite formation was neither
forced (e.g., by placing a weight on top during carbonization) nor investigated further since the
main aim was finding a solution for the problem of undesired fiber shrinkage and bending during
stabilization. Nevertheless, this effect results in many possible applications in the area of composites
and will be investigated further in the near future, especially with respect to composite formation
during carbonization and the mechanical properties of the resulting composites.



Polymers 2018, 10, 735 9 of 11

5. Patents

A patent is pending.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, L.S., M.K. and A.E.; Methodology, L.S., M.Á.R.-C., M.K., F.J.G.-M.,
J.J.T.-H. and A.E.; Validation, L.S., M.K., and A.E.; Formal Analysis, L.S., M.K. and A.E.; Investigation, A.M.,
L.S., M.Á.R.-C., M.K., F.J.G.-M., J.J.T.-H., F.B., M.S. and A.-L.V.; Writing—Original Draft Preparation, A.E.;
Writing—Review & Editing, L.S., M.Á.R.-C., J.R.M. and T.C.; Supervision, J.R.M. and T.C.

Funding: This research was partly funded by the Junta de Andalucía by financial support to the group TEP-184
and the Spanish Ministry of Economy and Competitiveness (MINECO) project CTQ2015-68654-R.

Acknowledgments: The authors acknowledge gratefully the program FH Basis of the German federal country
North Rhine-Westphalia for funding the Nanospider Lab.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References

1. Greiner, A.; Wendorff, J.H. Electrospinning: A fascinating method for the preparation of ultrathin fibers.
Angew. Chem. Int. Ed. 2007, 46, 5670–5703. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

2. Rahaman, M.S.A.; Ismail, A.F.; Mustafa, A. A review of heat treatment on polyacrylonitrile fiber.
Polym. Degrad. Stab. 2007, 92, 1421–1432. [CrossRef]

3. Sabantina, L.; Mirasol, J.R.; Cordero, T.; Finsterbusch, K.; Ehrmann, A. Investigation of Needleless
Electrospun PAN Nanofiber Mats. AIP Conf. Proc. 2018, 1952, 020085. [CrossRef]

4. Manoharan, M.P.; Sharma, A.; Desai, A.V.; Haque, M.A.; Bakis, C.E.; Wang, K.W. The interfacial strength
of carbon nanofiber epoxy composite using single fiber pullout experiments. Nanotechnology 2009, 20, 5.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

5. Ji, L.W.; Yao, Y.F.; Toprakci, O.; Lin, Z.; Liang, Y.Z.; Shi, Q.; Medfort, A.J.; Millns, C.R.; Zhang, X.W. Fabrication
of carbon nanofiber-driven electrodes from electrospun polyacrylonitrile/polypyrrole bicomponents for
high-performance rechargeable lithium-ion batteries. J. Power Sources 2010, 195, 2050–2056. [CrossRef]

6. Jung, H.R.; Lee, W.J. Preparation and characterization of Ni-Sn/carbon nanofibers composite anode for
lithium ion battery. J. Electrochem. Soc. 2011, 158, A644–A652. [CrossRef]

7. Liu, J.W.; Essner, J.; Li, J. Hybrid supercapacitor based on coaxially coated manganese oxide on vertically
aligned carbon nanofiber arrays. Chem. Mater. 2010, 22, 5022–5030. [CrossRef]

8. Chen, J.; Harrison, I. Modification of polyacrylonitrile (PAN) carbon fiber precursor via postspinning
plasticization and stretching in dimethyl formamide (DMF). Carbon 2002, 40, 25–45. [CrossRef]

9. Bashir, Z. A critical review of the stabilisation of polyacrylonitrile. Carbon 1991, 29, 1081–1090. [CrossRef]
10. Dalton, S.; Heatley, F.; Budd, P.M. Thermal stabilization of polyacrylonitrile fibres. Polymer 1999,

40, 5531–5543. [CrossRef]
11. Ismar, E.; Sezai Sarac, A. Oxidation of polyacrylonitrile nanofiber webs as a precursor for carbon nanofiber:

Aligned and non-aligned nanofibers. Polym. Bull. 2017, 75, 485–499. [CrossRef]
12. Fitzer, E.; Frohs, W.; Heine, M. Optimization of stabilization and carbonization treatment of PAN fibres and

structural characterization of the resulting carbon fibres. Carbon 1986, 24, 387–395. [CrossRef]
13. Mathur, R.; Bahl, O.; Mittal, J. A new approach to thermal stabilization of PAN fibres. Carbon 1992, 30, 657–663.

[CrossRef]
14. Moon, S.C.; Farris, R.J. Strong electrospun nanometer-diameter polyacrylonitrile carbon fiber yarns. Carbon

2009, 47, 2829–2839. [CrossRef]
15. Mólnar, K.; Szolnoki, B.; Toldy, A.; Vas, L.M. Thermochemical stabilization and analysis of continuously

electrospun nanofibers. J. Therm. Anal. Calorim. 2014, 117, 1123–1135. [CrossRef]
16. Gu, H.; Li, Y.W.; Li, N. Electrical Conductive and Structural Characterization of Electrospun Aligned Carbon

Nanofibers Membrane. Fibers Polym. 2015, 16, 2601–2608. [CrossRef]
17. Rafiei, S.; Noroozi, B.; Arbab, S.; Haghi, A.K. Characteristic Assessment of Stabilized Polyacrylonitrile

Nanowebs for the Production of Activated Carbon Nano-Sorbents. Chin. J. Polym. Sci. 2014, 32, 449–457.
[CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/anie.200604646
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17585397
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.polymdegradstab.2007.03.023
http://dx.doi.org/10.1063/1.5032047
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0957-4484/20/29/295701
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19567949
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jpowsour.2009.10.021
http://dx.doi.org/10.1149/1.3560433
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/cm101591p
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0008-6223(01)00050-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0008-6223(91)90024-D
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0032-3861(98)00778-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00289-017-2043-x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0008-6223(86)90257-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0008-6223(92)90185-Y
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.carbon.2009.06.027
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10973-014-3880-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s12221-015-5543-z
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10118-014-1410-4


Polymers 2018, 10, 735 10 of 11

18. Alarifi, I.M.; Alharbi, A.; Khan, W.S.; Swindle, A.; Asmatulu, R. Thermal, Electrical and Surface Hydrophobic
Properties of Electrospun Polyacrylonitrile Nanofibers for Structural Health Monitoring. Materials 2015,
8, 7017–7031. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

19. Arbab, S.; Teimoury, A.; Mirbaha, H.; Adolphe, D.C.; Noroozi, B.; Nourpanah, P. Optimum stabilization
processing parameters for polyacrylonitrile-based carbon nanofibers and their difference with carbon (micro)
fibers. Polym. Degrad. Stab. 2017, 142, 198–208. [CrossRef]

20. Dhakate, S.R.; Gupta, A.; Chaudhari, A.; Tawale, J.; Mathur, R.B. Morphology and thermal properties of
PAN copolymer based electrospun nanofibers. Synth. Met. 2011, 161, 411–419. [CrossRef]

21. Ma, S.; Liu, J.; Liu, Q.; Liang, J.Y.; Zhao, Y.; Fong, H. Investigation of structural conversion and size effect
from stretched bundle of electrospun polyacrylonitrile copolymer nanofibers during oxidative stabilization.
Mater. Des. 2016, 95, 387–397. [CrossRef]

22. Wu, S.; Zhang, F.; Yu, Y.H.; Li, P.; Yang, X.P.; Lu, J.G.; Rye, S.K. Preparation of PAN-based carbon nanofibers
by hot-stretching. Compos. Interfaces 2008, 15, 671–677. [CrossRef]

23. Xie, Z.; Niu, H.; Lin, T. Continuous polyacrylonitrile nanofiber yarns: Preparation and drydrawing treatment
for carbon nanofiber production. RSC Adv. 2015, 5, 15147–15153. [CrossRef]

24. Ma, S.; Liu, J.; Qu, M.; Wang, X.; Huang, R.; Liang, J. Effects of carbonization tension on the structural and
tensile properties of continuous bundles of highly aligned electrospun carbon nanofibers. Mater. Lett. 2016,
183, 369–373. [CrossRef]

25. Santos de Oliveira, M., Jr.; Manzolli Rodrigues, B.V.; Marcuzzo, J.S.; Guerrini, L.M.; Baldan, M.R.;
Rezende, M.C. A statistical approach to evaluate the oxidative process of electrospun polyacrylonitrile
ultrathin fibers. J. Appl. Polym. Sci. 2017, 134, 45458. [CrossRef]

26. Wu, M.; Wang, Q.Y.; Li, K.; Wu, Y.Q.; Liu, H.Q. Optimization of stabilization conditions for electrospun
polyacrylonitrile nanofibers. Polym. Degrad. Stab. 2012, 97, 1511–1519. [CrossRef]

27. Sabantina, L.; Klöcker, M.; Wortmann, M.; Rodrígues Mirasol, J.; Cordero, T.; Moritzer, E.; Finsterbusch, K.;
Ehrmann, A. Optimizing stabilization parameters for needleless-electrospun PAN nanofiber mats. J. Ind. Text.
2018, in press.

28. Sabantina, L.; Wehlage, D.; Klöcker, M.; Mamun, A.; Grothe, T.; Rodrígues Mirasol, J.; Cordero, T.;
Finsterbusch, K.; Ehrmann, A. Stabilization of electrospun PAN/gelatin nanofiber mats for carbonization.
J. Nanomater. 2018, in press.

29. Feng, L.; Li, S.H.; Zhai, J.; Song, Y.L.; Jiang, L.; Zhu, D.B. Template based synthesis of aligned polyacrylonitrile
nanofibers using a novel extrusion method. Synth. Met. 2003, 135–136, 817–818. [CrossRef]

30. Feng, L.; Li, S.H.; Zhai, J.; Song, Y.L.; Jiang, L.; Zhu, D.B. Super-hydrophobic surface of aligned
polyacrylonitrile nanofibers. Angew. Chem. Int. Ed. 2002, 41, 1221–1223. [CrossRef]

31. Bébin, P.; Prud’homme, R.E. Comparative XPS Study of Copper, Nickel, and Aluminum Coatings on Polymer
Surfaces. Chem. Mater. 2003, 15, 965–973. [CrossRef]

32. Hammermesh, C.L.; Crane, L.W. Adhesion of Plasma Polymer Films to Metal Substrates. J. Appl. Polym. Sci.
1978, 22, 2395–2396. [CrossRef]

33. Masuda, H.; Fukuda, K. Ordered Metal Nanohole Arrays Made by a Two-Step Replication of Honeycomb
Structures of Anodic Alumina. Science 1995, 268, 1466–1468. [CrossRef]

34. Li, F.; Zhang, L.; Metzger, R.M. On the growth of highly ordered pores in anodized aluminum oxide.
Chem. Mater. 1998, 10, 2470–2480. [CrossRef]

35. Ossensky, O.; Müller, F.; Gösele, U. Self-organized formation of hexagonal pore arrays in anodic alumina.
Appl. Phys. Lett. 1998, 72, 1173–1175. [CrossRef]

36. Yin, A.J.; Li, J.; Jian, W.; Bennett, A.J.; Xu, J.M. Fabrication of highly ordered metallic nanowire arrays by
electrodeposition. Appl. Phys. Lett. 2001, 79, 1039–1041. [CrossRef]

37. Suzuki, T. The compatibility of pitch-based carbon fibers with aluminum for the improvement of
aluminum-matrix composites. Compos. Sci. Technol. 1996, 56, 147–153. [CrossRef]

38. Warrier, S.G.; Blue, C.A.; Lin, R.Y. Control of interfaces in Al-C fibre composites. J. Mater. Sci. 1993,
28, 760–768. [CrossRef]

39. Jain, M.K.; Nadkarni, S.K.; Gesing, A. Process of Producing Aluminum and Titanium Nitrides.
Patent US5114695A, 14 April 1987.

http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/ma8105356
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28793615
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.polymdegradstab.2017.06.026
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.synthmet.2010.12.019
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.matdes.2016.01.134
http://dx.doi.org/10.1163/156855408786778311
http://dx.doi.org/10.1039/C4RA16247A
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.matlet.2016.07.144
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/app.45458
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.polymdegradstab.2012.05.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0379-6779(02)00909-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/1521-3773(20020402)41:7&lt;1221::AID-ANIE1221&gt;3.0.CO;2-G
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/cm020599x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/app.1978.070220830
http://dx.doi.org/10.1126/science.268.5216.1466
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/cm980163a
http://dx.doi.org/10.1063/1.121004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1063/1.1389765
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0266-3538(95)00138-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF01151253


Polymers 2018, 10, 735 11 of 11

40. Yate, L.; Caicedo, J.C.; Hurtado Macias, A.; Espinoza-Beltrán, F.J.; Zambrano, G. Composition and mechanical
properties of AlC, AlN and AlCN thin films obtained by r.f. magnetron sputtering. Surf. Coat. Technol. 2009,
203, 1904–1907. [CrossRef]

41. Ohsaki, T.; Yoshida, M.; Fukube, Y.; Nakamura, K. The properties of carbon fiber reinforced aluminum
composites formed by the ion-plating process and vacuum hot pressing. Thin Solid Films 1977, 45, 563–568.
[CrossRef]

42. Akbarzadeh, E.; Picas Barrachina, J.A.; Puig, M.B. Thixomixing as Novel Method for Fabrication Aluminum
Composite with Carbon and Alumina Fibers. Int. J. Chem. Mol. Nucl. Mater. Metall. Eng. 2015, 9, 822–826.

© 2018 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access
article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution
(CC BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.surfcoat.2009.01.023
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0040-6090(77)90247-4
http://creativecommons.org/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Results 
	Discussion 
	Patents 
	References

