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This paper attempts to get a physical insight into the sonochemical emulsion copolymerization using
butyl acrylate (BA) and methyl methacrylate (MMA) as model monomers at low to moderate ultrasound
intensity. The principal physical mechanism underlying beneficial effects of ultrasound on emulsion
polymerization system is cavitation, which affects the system in both chemical (i.e. generation of radicals
that can initiate/propagate polymerization process) as well as physical (i.e. emulsification of reaction
mixture) way. By taking dual approach of coupling experiments with simulations of cavitation bubble
dynamics, we have tried to justify the trends in experiments results. The role of cavitation in the present

Keywords: . > o ! - T cavital
SO}rllochemistry study is found to be only physical. Quite interestingly, the chemical effect of cavitation is found to have no
Cavitation role to play. Reactivity ratios of both monomers for applied experimental conditions have been found to

be less than 1, which hints at moderately alternating behavior of copolymerization. Theoretically
calculated copolymer composition using the reactivity ratios of copolymers matched well with experi-
mental values. The copolymer composition for all monomer feed ratios is rich in MMA, due to higher
reactivity of MMA than BA. The molecular weight of the copolymer reduced with greater fraction of MMA
in the reaction mixture. This effect is attributed to nature of termination of the BA (i.e., combination) and

Emulsion polymerization

MMA (i.e., disproportionation) monomer radicals.

© 2010 Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.

1. Introduction

Beneficial effect of ultrasound on polymerization and copoly-
merization reactions is known for more than half a century. Distinct
merits of the sonochemical route for emulsion polymerization
include faster polymerization at lower bulk liquid temperatures
offering control over polydispersity, tacticity and molecular weight of
the product. In some cases, ultrasound irradiation also eliminates
need of chemical initiator and co-stabilizer [1,2]. Sonochemical
polymerization was first reported in the 1950s by Lindstrom and
Lamm [3] and Henglein [4,5]. Past couple of decades has seen
extensive research in this area and voluminous literature on study of
sonochemical polymerization of variety of monomers such as methyl
methacrylate, butyl acrylate, vinyl acetate and styrene have been
published [6—17]. Copolymerization of various monomers has also
been studied with application of ultrasound. Zheng et al. [18] have
studied ultrasonically initiated emulsion copolymerization of styrene
and a cationic polymerizable surfactant (methacryloxyethyl dodecy-
dimethyl ammonium bromide, C(12)N(+)) to prepare high purity
copolymer nanolatex. Bradley et al. [19] have studied ultrasonically

* Corresponding author. Fax: +91 361 258 2291.
E-mail address: vmoholkar@iitg.ac.in (V.S. Moholkar).

0032-3861/$ — see front matter © 2010 Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.
doi:10.1016/j.polymer.2010.05.011

initiated batch miniemulsion copolymerization of MMA and BA with
different monomer ratios. They have also attempted to predict the
composition of the resulting copolymer with model TRISEPS
(Trimonomeric Seeded Emulsion Polymerization Simulation).
Fujiwara and Izutsu [20] have studied mechanochemical block
copolymerization in heterogeneous systems of poly(vinyl chloride)
with vinyl acetate by ultrasonic irradiation at 60 °C. Zhang et al. [21]
have studied ultrasonically irradiated emulsion copolymerization of
styrene and surfmer in presence of a polymeric surfactant. Yin and
Chen [22] have studied the polymerization mechanism of ultrasoni-
cally initiated emulsifier—free emulsion copolymerization of BA and
acrylamide (AM). Yan et al. [23] have studied synthesis of copolymer
of styrene with acrylic acid by random emulsion copolymerization
under ultrasonic irradiation without any volatile organic solvent or
emulsifier. Other major contributions in the area of sonochemical
copolymerization include those of Isayev [24], Bahattab and Stoffer
[25], Bahattab et al. [26], Liu et al. [27], Koda et al. [28], Fujiwara et al.
[29], Chen et al. [30] and Price et al. [31].

The reaction mixture in emulsion copolymerization is essentially
a liquid—liquid heterogeneous system. Influence of ultrasound on
such systems is of both physical and chemical nature. It needs to be
mentioned that ultrasound manifests its effects through phenom-
enon of cavitation, which is nucleation, growth and transient collapse
of tiny air/vapor bubbles which is driven by the pressure variation in
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the bulk liquid medium during passage of ultrasound waves [32,33].
The principal physical effect of cavitation phenomenon is formation
of fine emulsion of the two liquids as a consequence of intense
microturbulence and shock waves generated during radial motion of
cavitation bubble. Typical size of droplets in this emulsion ranges
between 50 and 500 nm as revealed by various studies mentioned
above. Formation of such fine emulsion creates enormous interfacial
area for reaction due to which the kinetics of polymerization shows
significant acceleration. Principal chemical effect of cavitation is
generation of radicals such as He, ‘OH, HO*; and O [34,35]. These
radicals are generated due to dissociation of vapor molecules
entrapped in the cavitation bubble during extreme conditions of
temperature and pressure (~500 bar and 5000 K) reached at its
transient adiabatic collapse [36—39]. These radicals can react with
the monomer molecules to generate monomer radicals that can
initiate, propagate and terminate polymerization reaction.

Most of the earlier studies in sonochemical copolymerization
[18—31] are of experimental nature and little attempt is devoted to
correlate the characteristic features of the copolymerization to
cavitation bubble dynamics, which is the principal physical
phenomenon underlying physical and chemical effects of ultra-
sound. In our previous paper [40], we attempted to establish the
physical mechanism of emulsion homo-polymerization. In this
paper, we extend our analysis to copolymerization system. Our
approach is similar to our previous study [40], i.e. coupling exper-
imental results to the simulations of cavitation bubble dynamics
using a mathematical model. We have chosen copolymerization of
BA and MMA as the model system.

The kinetics of monomer radical formation in sonochemical
polymerization depends on concentration of monomer molecules
and (instantaneous) concentration of the radicals generated from
cavitation bubble collapse. We use the word “instantaneous”, as the
radicals are extremely unstable entities and they react immediately
after being released into the medium with cavitation bubble collapse,
without diffusing away from the location of bubble collapse. There-
fore, the rate of formation of monomer radicals (in other words, the
“helpful” utilization of cavitation radicals towards formation of
monomer radicals) also depends on probability of interaction
between the monomer molecules and radicals. If the concentration
of radicals is very high, the droplets are likely to be “spot polymer-
ized” by set of radicals inducing and terminating polymerization
reaction [17,18]. In addition, as noted earlier, radial motion of
cavitation bubble also gives rise to emulsification due to convection
created in the medium due to microturbulence and shock waves.

In this study, we try to assess the relative influence of the
physical effect (emulsification) and chemical effect (radical gener-
ation) of the cavitation bubbles on the outcome of copolymeriza-
tion process, i.e. molar ratio of two monomers in the copolymer,
and molecular weight and polydispersity of the copolymer. We
choose three experimental parameters for the assessment, viz.
presence or absence of external initiator, ratio of monomers in the
reaction mixture and use of sparge gases (argon and nitrogen)
during sonication. The rationale underlying choice of these
parameters will be explained in subsequent sections. The mathe-
matical model used in this study can quantitatively predict the
amount of radical generation and the magnitudes of micro-
turbulence and shock waves generated by single cavitation bubble
of either argon or nitrogen.

2. Experimental
2.1. Experimental setup

The reactions were carried out in a jacketed reactor made of
borosilicate glass (a schematic of the setup has been given in our

previous paper [40]). The dimensions of the reactors were:
height = 120 mm, diameter = 50 mm, inner diameter of
jacket = 62 mm and glass thickness = 2 mm. In order to avoid rise
in temperature of the reaction mixture during sonication (as the
polymerization progresses), cooling water was circulated in the
reactor jacket. The sonication of the reaction mixtures was
accomplished by a microprocessor based and programmable
ultrasonic processor (Sonics and Materials Inc., Model VCX 500).
This processor had a frequency of 20 kHz with maximum power
output of 500 W. The processor has variable power output control,
which was set at 20% during experiments, resulting in net
consumption of 100 W power during sonication. It needs to be
mentioned that this value corresponds to the theoretical maximum
ultrasound intensity. The actual ultrasound intensity in the
medium was calibrated using calorimetry [41]. For a theoretical
intensity of 100 W, the sonicator probe produced an ultrasound
wave with pressure amplitude of 1.5 bar (for greater details on
calorimetric determination of ultrasound intensity in the medium
and pressure amplitude of ultrasound wave, please refer to
Appendix A). Ultrasound pressure amplitude of 1.5 bar corresponds
to the actual ultrasound intensity (delivered to the medium) of
0.8 W/cm?. In addition the processor was equipped with facility of
automatic amplitude compensation, due to which the power
delivered to the medium stays constant during experiments. The
sonicator probe of this processor was made of special titanium alloy
and had a tip diameter of 13 mm. The time of the sonication could
also be precisely controlled through the processor.

2.2. Experimental procedure

Synthesis grade monomers, viz. MMA and BA, were procured
from Loba—Chemie. Prior to polymerization, the inhibitor in the
monomers was removed by passing them through column of
neutral alumina. The mesh size of the neutral alumina was
70—230 mesh. The two monomers were mixed in required
proportions before transferring to the reactor. In any typical
experiment, the reaction mixture comprised of monomers (7.5 g
total), ammonium persulfate (0.4 g) as the initiator, surfactant SDS
(0.5 g), and water (67.5 g, Millipore, Elix 3) as the bulk medium for
emulsion. Exact composition of the reaction mixtures in various
experiments is given in Table 1. The surface tension of water after
addition of surfactant (below CMC level) was measured using
a tensiometer (Make: Kruus; Model: K9—Mk1) with Dunoy ring
method as 0.057 N m~ . Other properties of water such as viscosity,
density and vapor pressure, however, remain practically unaffected
with addition of SDS. Two gases, viz. argon and nitrogen, were used
for purging the reaction mixture. Prior to sonication, the reaction

Table 1
Composition of the reaction mixture in different experiments.

Weight ratio of monomers  Actual quantity of monomer Molar ratio of

(M1/M3)w added (g) monomers
M1 Mz (MI/MZ)m

Experiments with sparging of argon

1:4 1.5 6 0.32

2:3 3 4.5 0.85

4:1 6 1.5 5.12

Experiments with sparging of nitrogen

1:4 1.5 6 0.32

2:3 3 4.5 0.85

4:1 6 1.5 5.12

M; — Monomer 1 (MMA or MMA); M, — Monomer 2 (BA).

In addition to the above, reaction mixture in each experiment comprised of 67.5 mL
water (as solvent), 0.5 g SDS (as surfactant) and 0.4 g ammonium persulfate (as
initiator). Experiments were also conducted with above reaction mixtures except
addition of the external initiator.
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mixture was purged with required gas for 45 min so as to remove
dissolved oxygen. Thereafter, the gas stream was removed from the
emulsion and was passed over the surface of the liquid mixture.
Sparging of the reaction mixture with either argon or nitrogen
leaves a large number of suspended bubbles of the gas in the
medium, which could form nuclei for cavitation events. The radial
motions of cavitation bubbles of argon and nitrogen have different
character. The cavitation intensity (i.e. temperature and pressure
peak reached in the bubble at the transient collapse) generated by
the bubbles of argon (a monatomic gas) is much higher than
nitrogen, which is a diatomic gas.

The polymerization reaction was initiated by subjecting the
reaction mixture to cycles of continuous sonication for 10 min, with
5 min pauses between sonication periods. Initial temperature of
reaction mixture was 25 °C. Due to periodic sonication cycle and
the immersion of the reaction vessel in an ice/water bath, the
variation in temperature of the reaction mixture during sonication
was +5 °C.

In addition to these experiments, we have conducted two
supplementary experiments as follows: (1) Experiment with
ultrasound irradiation of the reaction mixture without addition of
the external initiator (with other composition of reaction mixture
remaining the same); (2) Experiment with addition of initiator to
reaction mixture, which was agitated (250 rpm) using a magnetic
stirrer at room temperature. As explained in the subsequent
sections, the first supplementary experiment was aimed at
assessing the role of radicals generated from cavitation bubbles (i.e.
the chemical effect of cavitation) on the polymerization process,
while the second supplementary experiment was aimed at
assessing the physical effect of cavitation bubbles.

After completion of 60 min of sonication, the polymerization
was terminated with addition of a pinch of hydroquinone to reac-
tion mixture. A small aliquot (~5 mL) of the reaction mixture was
taken out for the determination of conversion of monomers. Small
coagulum of polymer attached to the tip of the sonicator probe was
carefully removed with a spatula, and was mixed with reaction
mixture. The reaction mixture was left for cooling thereafter in the
refrigerator for at least 24 h. Next, the latex samples were dried. In
order to remove the surfactant, the dried latex samples were dis-
solved in THF and precipitated by addition of water. The precipi-
tated samples were again dried and weighed. The conversion of the
monomers achieved during 60 min of sonication was determined
using a simple method described by Bradley and Grieser [12] (for
greater details on this refer to Appendix A). All experiments were
conducted in duplicate to ensure reproducibility of the results.

2.3. Analysis of the polymerization product

The dried latex samples were analyzed with NMR to determine
the copolymer composition and with Gel Permeation Chromato-
graph (GPC) to determine molecular weight of copolymer formed.
More details of these techniques are as follows:

NMR Analysis: NMR spectra of the copolymer latex samples
were obtained using Varian 400 MHz FTNMR spectrometer with
integrator using 20 mg of copolymer samples dissolved in 1 mL of
CDCls. From the NMR spectra of copolymer MMA—BA, the peak due
to the —O—CHj; protons in (MMA) was resolved from —O—CHy— in
(BA). The monomer compositions of the copolymers were calcu-
lated from the ratios of the areas under those peaks as measured by
the integral curves, the areas being proportional to the number of
protons contributing to the peaks [42].

| —OCH;— « 2 (number of BA units in chain)
[ —OCH3 = 3 (number of MMA units in chain)

in which [ —OCH; and | —OCH3 are integrals of —O—CH,— and
—O—CH3 peaks respectively. If X is the molar ratio MMA/BA in
copolymer, then: [ —OCH,—/[ —OCH3 = 2/(3X)

Molecular weight analysis: The GPC analysis was performed on
Waters 2410 instrument with ultrastyragel 100 A 7.8 x 300 mm
waters column employing polystyrene as internal standard and
THF as effluent.

Determination of reactivity ratios: The conventional first-order
Markov or termination model of copolymerization gives the rela-
tion between monomer ratio in the reaction mixture ([M;]/[M2]),
ratio of two monomer units in copolymer (d[M;]/d[M>]) and the
reactivities of two monomers (r; and r,) as follows [43]:

diMq] _ [Mq] (r1[Mi] + [M2]) 1)
diMz]  [My] ([Mi] +r2[M2])

The above equation assumes that the reactivity ratio of the prop-
agating species is dependent only on the monomer unit at the end
of the chain. Fineman and Roos [44] rearranged above equation as:

G = rF—r (2)

where G = X(Y — 1)/Y, F = X?|Y, X = [M1]/[M2] and Y = d[M;]/d[M2].
Plot of variable G against F yields a straight line with slope r; and
intercept r,. For our analysis we ascribe subscript 1 to MMA and
subscript 2 to BA.

3. Mathematical model for cavitation bubble dynamics

Ultrasound manifests its physical and chemical effects through
phenomenon of cavitation. Passage of ultrasound through liquid
creates sinusoidal variation in the bulk pressure. Cavitation
essentially means nucleation, growth and transient collapse of
small gas bubbles (in the size range of few microns) under the
influence of time variant bulk pressure in the liquid. The nuclei for
cavitation phenomena are small air pockets trapped in the solid
boundaries in the medium such as the walls of the reactor or the
surface of the sonicator probe [45].

3.1. Limitations of the mathematical models

The approach of mathematical modeling for estimation of the
physical and chemical effect of cavitation also has certain limita-
tions, which we outline here. All of the chemical systems in practice
are essentially multibubble systems where the gross physical and
chemical effect is a result of collective oscillations and collapse of
millions of cavitation bubbles. It is estimated that water under
normal conditions could have bubble population in the range
10°—107 per cm® [46]. With such large population of cavitation
bubbles, it is rather obvious that strong interaction would exist
among them. Although a few authors have attempted to model
multibubble systems [47], a rigorous mathematical model that
takes into account the entire physics of the multibubble system
(including other physical phenomena such as bubble—bubble
coalescence, clustering and rectified diffusion, which slow accu-
mulation or dissolution of gas in the cavitation bubble) has not
been developed so far. Moreover, an accurate estimation of the
bubble population in the medium is also extremely difficult.

Single bubble models, however, can qualitatively describe all
characteristic (both physical and chemical) features of multibubble
systems, as demonstrated by many previous authors [41,48—51].
We believe that single bubble model is sufficient in the context of
the present study where we try to form link between the physics
and chemistry of the sonochemical emulsion polymerization
system.
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Table 2(A)

Summarization of the bubble dynamics formulation.
Variable Equation
1a. Radius of the bubble (R) Equation 1%: (] _ dR/df> R d’R ) (1 _ dR/dt
1b. Bubble wall velocity (dR/dt) c dez 2 3c

Other parameters:
Internal pressure in the bubble: P —

1

PL

L dR/dt 20

R pLR

Att=0R=R,
and dR/dt = 0.

)& - ("o

Ntot(t) kT

' AR (6) — h3)/3]
Pressure in bulk liquid medium: P; = Py — P4sin(27ft)

)

2. Number of water molecules in Equation 2:
the bubble (N,,) dNw _ yp2p 8Cw|  _4opapy (Cwk = Gw
dt Wor =R w ldiff
Other parameters:

Att=0,Ny,=0

Instantaneous diffusive penetration depth: lyj = min(y/RDw/|dR/dt|, R/T)

3. Heat transfer through bubble (Q) Equation 3:
dQ
de

Other parameters:

— 4nr2L <~ anr2afo =T,
or l[h

Att=0,Q=0

Thermal diffusion length: Iy, = min(y/Rk/|dR/dt|, R/T)

4. Temperature of the bubble (T) Equation 4:

Att=0,T=T,

CymixdT/dt = dQ/dt — P;dV/dt + (hw — Uw)dNw/dt

Other parameters:

Mixture heat capacity: Cy mix = >_ CvilN
Molecular properties of water:
Enthalpy: hy = 4kT, 5

Internal energy: ;; _ n (
w = NwkT (3 + g
= exp(

Heat capacity (Ar): Cy = 3kNp/2
Heat capacity of other species (i = No/H,0

0;/T
0;/T) — 1

)

) Ci = Nik(fi/2 + 5 ((&/T)zexpwim/(exp(ei/r) - 1)2))

R — radius of the bubble; dR/dt — bubble wall velocity; ¢ — velocity of sound in bulk liquid medium; p; — density of the liquid; » — kinematic viscosity of liquid; ¢ — surface
tension of liquid; A — thermal conductivity of bubble contents; x — thermal diffusivity of bubble contents; § — characteristic vibrational temperature(s) of the species;
N,y — number of water molecules in the bubble; t — time, D,, — diffusion coefficient of water vapor; C,, — concentration of water molecules in the bubble; C,r — concentration
of water molecules at the bubble wall or gas—liquid interface; Q — heat conducted across bubble wall; T — temperature of the bubble contents; T, — ambient (or bulk liquid
medium) temperature; k — Bolzmann constant; Na, — number of Ar molecules in the bubble; f; — translational and rotational degrees of freedom; Cy; — heat capacity at
constant volume; Ny — total number of molecules (gas + vapor) in the bubble; h — van der Waal’s hard core radius; P, — ambient (bulk) pressure in liquid; Py — pressure

amplitude of ultrasound wave; f — frequency of ultrasound wave.

4 Equation (1) can be split into two simultaneous equations by a simple substitution: dR/dt = s.

3.2. Diffusion limited model

Modeling of the radical generation by cavitation bubbles is an
active area of research for past two decades and various authors have
addressed the matter with different approaches [36—38,46,52—57].

For our purpose, we use the diffusion limited model of Toegel
et al. [57], which has been described extensively in previous papers
from our group [40,41,51,58]. Hence, we describe herewith only
main features of the model. Essential equations and thermody-
namic data of this model have been summarized in Tables 2(A)
and (B). For greater details, the reader is referred to the papers
mentioned above as well as the original paper [57]. The main
components of the model (consisting of set of 4 simultaneous
ordinary differential equations as initial value problem) are follows:

(1) Keller—Miksis equation for the radial motion of the bubble
[59-61].

(2) Equation for the diffusive flux of water vapor and heat
conduction through bubble wall. The transport parameters for

Table 2(B)
Thermodynamic properties of various species.?

Species  Degrees of freedom Lennard—Jones force Characteristic
(translational + constants vibrational
rotational) (f;) 7 (1019 m) ek (K) temperatures 6 (K)

N> 5 3.68 92 3350

H,0 6 2.65 380 2295, 5255, 5400

Ar 3 3.42 124 —

@ Data taken from [62,64,74].

the heat and mass transfer (thermal conductivity and diffusion
coefficient) are determined using Chapman—Enskog theory
using Lennard—Jones 12—6 potential at the bulk temperature of
the liquid medium [62—65]. Thermal and diffusive penetration
depths are estimated using dimensional analysis.

(3) Overall energy balance treating the cavitation bubble as an
open system.

The monomers added to water have finite solubility. Thus, these
monomers (or solutes in water) can also evaporate into the bubble
during the expansion phase of radial motion of bubble. However,
for reasons stated later in this section, we have ignored this evap-
oration. This model also ignores the diffusion of gases across the
bubble wall as the time scale for the diffusion of gases is much
higher than the time scale for the radial motion of bubble. From the
numerical solution of bubble dynamics model that gives time
history of bubble radius (R), bubble wall velocity (dR/dt) and
acceleration (d?R/dt?), the convection generated by the cavitation
bubble can be estimated. In a homogeneous medium, the principal
contribution to the convection is by microturbulence (oscillatory

Table 2(C)
Quantification of convection generated by cavitation bubble [32,33].

dr
dt
Paw (r,t) = p dZVb

4mr de2

Parameter Equation

2
Viurb (1, 8) = R
2

1. Microturbulence

2. Shock waves R

drR\? _d’R
- o 2(at) +*ae)

F
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velocity field generated in the close vicinity of the bubble due to
rapid motion of the bubble wall) and shock waves (wave generated
in the bulk liquid due to sudden reflection of the fluid elements
converging towards the bubble wall during radial motion, when the
bubble wall comes to a sudden halt at the point of minimum
compression). Table 2(C) describes formulae for these two
phenomena. It could be inferred from these formulae that magni-
tudes of both shock waves and microturbulence vary inversely with
r, i.e. the distance from the bubble wall [32,33,66]. Thus, the
intensity of the convection induced by the cavitation bubble is
rather “local”, i.e. it is the highest in the close vicinity of the bubble,
and diminishes very rapidly away from it.

3.3. Quantification of physical effect (convection) of cavitation
bubble dynamics

The principal physical effect of cavitation bubble dynamics is
generation of convection in the medium. However, this convection
is of different kind. Various physical phenomena, such as micro-
turbulence, shock waves and microjets, related to radial motion of
cavitation bubble contribute to this convection. Each of these
phenomena has a distinct character and they also differ widely in
the magnitude.

3.4. Numerical solution

The set of four ODEs described in Table 2(A) can be solved
simultaneously using Runge—Kutta adaptive step size method [67].
Simulations have been performed for two kinds of bubbles, viz.
nitrogen and argon. The condition for bubble collapse is taken as
the first compression after an initial expansion [38]. Four important
parameters required for the simulation of bubble dynamics equa-
tion are frequency (f) and pressure amplitude (Pa) of ultrasound,
partial pressures of solvent (Py) and solutes (Pga and Pyva) at the
bubble interface (on which the extent of evaporation of the solvent,
i.e. water, and solutes, i.e. monomers, in the bubble depends) and
the equilibrium bubble radius (R,).

Frequency: The frequency of the ultrasound was taken as 20 kHz —
same as the frequency of the ultrasound processor used in the
experiments.

Pressure amplitude: As explained in Appendix A, the pressure
amplitude of the ultrasound wave generated by the sonicator probe
was determined calorimetrically as 1.5 bar [41]. The ultrasound
wave generated at the sonicator probe tip undergoes attenuation as
it propagates through the medium. The attenuation is due to
viscous and thermal dissipation and scattering/absorption of sound
waves due to bubbles [68]. For exact estimation or measurement of
the local pressure amplitude (at any point in the reaction mixture
away from sonicator probe tip), very small dimension or needle
kind of hydrophones are needed, which were not available with us.
With this limitation, we have assumed a typical or representative
value for attenuation of the sound wave as 15%. The average
amplitude of the ultrasound wave prevalent in the reaction
mixture, is thus, P, = 1.25 bar, and this value has been used in the
numerical simulations. With extensive simulations of the bubble
dynamics model (not included in this manuscript), we have
ascertained that any other choice of value for Py (for example
1.3 bar or 1.2 bar etc.) makes only minor quantitative changes to the
simulations results. These values do not alter the trends observed in
simulation results.

Equilibrium bubble radius: The equilibrium radius of the bubbles
is difficult to estimate. Moreover, it continuously keeps on changing
due to various phenomena such as clustering and fragmentation of
bubbles during radial motion and rectified diffusion [69,70].
Therefore, in bubble dynamics formulations, this quantity is used as

a parameter. We have set the equilibrium size of bubbles at 10 um
for simulation as a representative value.

Evaporation of the solvent and solutes in the bubble: The liquid
medium in the present study comprises of water with two solutes
(viz. the BA and MMA monomers) dissolved in it. All of these
evaporate and diffuse into the bubble. However, the extent of
evaporation depends on the partial pressure of these components
at the bubble wall. The diffusion of these molecules depends on
the driving force, which is the difference in the partial pressure at
the bubble wall and at the bubble core. We qualitatively assess the
extent of evaporation of each of the components. The vapor
pressure of water (Py), methyl methacrylate (Pymma) and butyl
acrylate (Pypa) (in pure form)is given by following Antoine type
expressions:

10° 3816.44
Puw = ﬁexp(18.3036 - m) 3)
Pypa = 105 x 10(442683-1658.03/(T—45.561)) )
Pypva = 105 x 10(4:34032-1299.069/(T-46.183)) 5)

As mentioned in Experimental section, the temperature of the reac-
tion mixture was 25 + 5 °C during experiments. As a conservative
estimate, we assume T = 30 °C (or 303.16 K) for calculation of vapor
pressure of each of the components as: Py, = 4167 Pa; P,ga = 978 Pa
and Pymma = 6250 Pa. We now need to calculate the partial pressure.

The solubilities of the two monomers are as follows:
BA = 0.002 g mL~! and MMA = 0.015 g mL\. As stated in
Experimental section, the total reaction mixture comprised of
67.5 mL water and a total of 7.5 g of monomers in certain propor-
tions (1:4, 2:3 and 4:1). As both monomers are sparingly soluble in
water, we assume that solubility of one monomer is not affected in
presence of other. Thus, in 67.5 mL water, the total solubility of each
monomer is: BA = 0.135 g and MMA = 1.0125 g. The quantity of
each monomer added to water in any of the experiment is more
than these values (refer to Table 1 for composition of reaction
mixtures). Thus, it is reasonable to assume that water is saturated
with the monomers in each experiment. With this, the total mole
fraction of each of the component in the reaction mixture can be
easily determined as follows:

(1) Water = 67.5 g or 3.75 gmoles. Mole fraction (x,y) = 0.99703

(2) MMA = 10125 g or 0.01011 gmoles. Mole fraction
(Xmma) = 2.688 x 103

(3)BA = 0135 g or
(xga) = 2.8 x 1074

0.0010533 gmoles. Mole fraction

Once again, on the basis that both monomers are sparingly
soluble in water, the partial pressures of each component could be
calculated by product of the mole fraction of the component and its
vapor pressure in pure form. Thus, the partial pressures are:

(1) Water: Py = xw x Pyw = 0.99703 x 4167 = 4155 Pa
(2) BA: Ppa = Xpa x Pypa = 2.8 x 1074 x 978 = 0.2738 Pa
(3) MMA: PvMA = XMMA X PV,MMA = 2.688 x 1073 x 6250 = 16.8 Pa

On the basis of the partial pressures of various components at
the bubble interface, it can be perceived that extent of evaporation
of water will be far higher (at least 2 to 3 orders of magnitude) than
that of any of the two monomers. The bubble contents at any time
during the radial motion will thus be dominated by the water vapor.
The peak temperature reached during transient collapse will also
be determined by the water vapor content of the bubble. For these
reasons, we have ignored the evaporation of monomer molecules
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into the bubble during its radial motion. While calculating the
composition of the bubble at the time of collapse, we assume that
thermodynamic equilibrium is attained. This assumption is based
on the relative magnitudes of bubble collapse time scale (~107% s
[38]) and time scale of various radical reactions (~10~1°s[51]). The
equilibrium composition of the bubble contents at the conditions
of transient collapse was calculated using software FACTSAGE,
which uses the free-energy minimization algorithm proposed by
Eriksson [71].

4. Results and discussion

A sonochemical system has complex mechanism with physics
and chemistry strongly interwoven. The principal physical effect of
ultrasound is cavitation, which causes energy concentration that
has several physical and chemical manifestations. Both of these
could possibly affect the net outcome of copolymerization process.
Our attempt in this study is to explore the physical mechanism of
the sonochemical emulsion copolymerization of the process. An
important parameter in copolymerization process that affects the
yield and composition of the copolymer is reactivity ratio of the
monomers. This parameter determines the type of copolymeriza-
tion behavior. Ideal copolymerization occurs when the product of
reactivity ratio of the two monomers (denoted as r; and r3) is unity.
In this case the propagating species (with any of the monomer unit
at the end of the chain) shows same preference for adding any of
the two monomers. Moreover, if r{ = r, = 1, the two monomers
have equal reactivities towards propagating species with either M
(monomer 1) or M, (monomer 2) at the terminal end, and the
copolymer composition is same as the monomer feed in the
reaction mixture with random placement of two monomers along
copolymer chain. When the reactivities of the two monomers are
different (r; >1&ry; <1orr; <1&r, > 1), one of the monomers is
more reactive than the other towards propagating species and the
resulting copolymer is richer with more reactive monomer with
random placement. When neither r; nor r, is greater than 1,
alternating copolymerization occurs. Under ideal case, when
r1 = r, = 0, extreme alternating behavior results and copolymer
comprises of two monomer units in equimolar amounts in non-
random, alternating arrangement. In this situation the ratio of two
monomer units in copolymer is 1 for all feed compositions of
monomers. Under practical situation, moderate alternating
behavior is seen when both r{ and r; are very small (yet non-zero),
and the product rq,, < 1. For such a case, the copolymerization
composition tends towards alternation but not perfectly. If r{ > ry,
the copolymer still contains greater fraction of first monomer, as
the propagating species preferentially adds the first monomer. The
most important (and advantageous) consequence of r3, r; < 1 is that
large range of feed compositions yield copolymers containing
sizeable amount of both monomers.

With this preamble, we first present the experimental results
followed by results of simulations of cavitation bubble dynamics.
Later, we try to correlate the two, and try to establish link between
the cavitation physics and polymer chemistry.

4.1. Experimental results

As noted in Section 2, experiments were done in two categories,
viz. with and without addition of the external initiator (ammonium
persulfate). No reaction occurred in absence of external initiator.
Similarly, no polymerization was seen at room temperature in the
mechanically stirred reaction mixture with externally added
initiator.

For the experiments with ultrasound irradiation using reaction
mixtures with externally added initiator, representative NMR

spectra of copolymers obtained in experiments with argon-sparged
and nitrogen-sparged reaction mixtures are depicted in Figs.1 and 2,
respectively. The plot of equation (1) (variable G against F) for
determination of the reactivity ratios of the two monomers is given
in Fig. 3. The compositions of copolymers for argon and nitrogen
sparged reaction mixtures along with the reactivities of the two
monomers are given in Table 3(A), while the summary of the GPC
characterization (i.e. weight and chain-average molecular weights
of the copolymers and the polydispersity of the copolymers) is given
in Table 3(B). Also given in Table 3(A) are the theoretical values of
copolymer composition (calculated using Equation (1)) using the
reactivity ratios determined with Equation (2). From these results,
we identify three peculiar features of copolymer composition:

1. Overall conversion of monomers in 60 min of sonication is
same for argon as well as nitrogen sparged mixtures for any
given ratio of monomers in the reaction mixture.

2. For monomer weight ratios (MMA:BA) of 1:4 and 2:3, the
molar composition of MMA in copolymer (0.81 and 1.3
respectively for argon sparged solutions and 0.61 and 1.34
respectively for nitrogen sparged solutions) is much higher
than in the reaction mixture as monomer (0.32 and 0.85
respectively for weight of 1:4 and 2:3).

3. For monomer weight ratio of 4:1 (MMA:BA), however, the
molar composition of MMA in copolymer (2.5 for argon
sparged solution and 2.42 for nitrogen sparged solution) is
lower than that in reaction mixture (5.12). Nonetheless, the
copolymer is still dominated by MMA, as indicated by molar
compositions of MMA in copolymer greater than 1.

4. The sparge gas has only marginal to negligible effect on copol-
ymer composition. Essentially same composition of copolymer
(in terms of MMA:BA molar ratio) is seen for all compositions of
the reaction mixtures (in terms of weight ratio of the mono-
mers) for both argon and nitrogen sparged solutions.

5. The polydispersity of the copolymer is 1, which essentially
indicates uniform polymerization (i.e. all polymer change have
essentially same length). The reactivity ratio of MMA as well as
BA is less than 1 for both argon and nitrogen sparged reaction
mixtures. The theoretically calculated and experimentally
determined copolymer compositions match reasonably well
(+£10—15%).

4.2. Simulation results

Fig. 4 depicts representative simulation of the radical motion of
10 micron nitrogen bubble. The summary of entire simulations is
given in Table 4. From these results, we identify the following
characteristic features:

1. The cavitation intensity of an argon bubble, indicated by the
temperature peak attended at the transient collapse, is much
higher than nitrogen bubble. The temperature peak (Tpax) for
argon bubble is 3922 K while that for nitrogen bubble is 2476 K.

2. Consequently, the total production of various radicals (H, *OH,
HO3 and O°) per bubble for argon (3.4485 x 10° radicals) is also
higher than nitrogen (6.7419 x 107 radicals).

3. Although the microturbulence velocities from the two types of
bubble are similar (viz. 6.039 mm s~! for argon and
7.066 mm s~ for nitrogen), the magnitude of the shock wave
generated by nitrogen bubble (2.5 bar) is somewhat higher
than argon bubble (1.4 bar).

4. The temperature peaks at transient collapse seen for both
bubbles are lesser than those reported in literature (5000 K
[39,72]). We attribute this to lower surface tension of water due
to addition of SDS.
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Fig. 1. NMR analysis of polymer samples synthesized with monomer ratio of 1:4 and argon sparging. (A) Complete spectrum; (B) Resolved spectrum for the —O—CH,— (6 = 4.1) and
—0—CHs— (6 = 3.6) peaks.

4.3. Analysis

We now try to correlate the experimental and simulation results
to deduce the exact nature of influence of ultrasound on the

copolymerization system. However, prior to the main analysis, we
would like to point out a basic difference in the nature of poly-
merization of BA and MMA molecules. The termination of BA
radical occurs by combination reaction:
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(] (]
—Mga i + —Mgp ;= Mpa iy

—Mgpi + —Mymiaj = — Mummai = + — Mummaj

while, termination of the MMA radical occurs by disproportionation The saturated monomer molecule can further react with initiator
with generation of an unsaturated and a saturated monomer molecule. radical to generate MMA radical:
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Fig. 3. Plot of Eq. (1) (variable G against F) for determination of reactivities of two
monomers. The slope of the regression line gives ryua while the y-intercept gives rga.

—Mmmaj + R = — Myima

where R* is the radical generated either from decomposition of the
external initiator or radicals generated through dissociation of
solvent molecules inside the bubble at the extreme conditions
reached during transient collapse of cavitation bubbles.

e The preliminary reaction prior to commencement of poly-
merization is formation of monomer radicals from monomer
molecules (—M):

~M+R— —M°

Depending on the number of monomer molecules and number of
radicals, the limiting reactant is determined. If population of —M
molecules is much higher than Re, the limiting reactant are the
radicals. For monomer (MMA:BA) weight ratio of 1:4 and 2:3, the
population of BA molecules is higher than MMA, while for weight
ratio of 4:1, population of MMA molecules dominate.

e No polymerization reaction seen in absence of external initi-
ator indicates no role of radicals generated from cavitation
bubbles (or the chemical effect of cavitation) in the polymeri-
zation process. This conclusion is further corroborated by the
observation that copolymer composition obtained for argon
and nitrogen sparge gases is essentially the same; although the
extent of radical production by argon and nitrogen bubbles
differs widely. This essentially indicates that radicals generated
from cavitation bubbles are not utilized for polymerization due
to mass transfer limitations (mentioned in Section 1.1). It is
likely that these radicals simply recombine after being released
into the bulk medium. With this, the principle role of ultra-
sound and cavitation in the copolymerization is physical one,
i.e. formation of fine emulsion of monomer and water.

Table 3(A)

Composition of copolymers in various experiments and reactivity ratios of monomers.

e No polymerization seen in the experiment at room tempera-
ture with addition of initiator in a mechanically stirred reaction
mixture is a consequence of the fact that no thermal decom-
position of the initiator occurred at room temperature, which
would generate the radicals that would initiate polymerization.
In presence of externally added initiator and ultrasound
irradiation, the polymerization reaction occurred at room
temperature. This result is dissimilar to conventional poly-
merization process in which the reaction mixture needs to be
heated for dissociation of initiator to generate radicals for
initiation of polymerization. We would attribute this discrep-
ancy to the decomposition of external initiator at the
bubble—bulk interfacial region. It was noted in Section 1 that
the bubble interior reaches upto 5000 K and 500 bar during the
adiabatic transient collapse. At this moment, the thin shell of
bulk liquid medium surrounding the bubble also gets heated to
few hundred °C and several bars. If an external initiator is
present in the medium, it can undergo thermal decomposition
at the bubble interface, generating radicals that could initiate
the polymerization reaction. It should be categorically
mentioned that the condition of higher temperature and
pressure (either inside or outside the bubble) are highly
localized (for example the shell of liquid surrounding the
bubble that gets heated during transient collapse is only a few
microns thick). The bulk conditions in the liquid medium are
still ambient (1 atm and 25—30 °C). Thus, the role of cavitation
phenomenon in the copolymerization process is of physical
nature. We would also like to mention that this result is rather
contradictory to the results of our earlier study [40] with single
monomer, in which polymerization was seen without external
initiator. Comparing this result with those from other groups,
we find that Landfester [73] has used ultrasound only for
agitation with external initiator being added to polymerization
mixture. On the contrary, Bradley et al. [19] have reported
sonochemical copolymerization of BA and MMA without
addition of an external initiator.

The ratio of MMA:BA in copolymer is higher than in the reaction
mixture (or in the monomer form) for weight ratios of 1:4 and
2:3. However, for 4:1 weight ratio, the ratio of MMA:BA in
copolymer is lesser than in the reaction mixture. We explain this
on the basis of differences in reactivity of monomers and the
limiting reactant. As the radicals responsible for initiation and
propagation of polymerization were generated from externally
added initiator, and as the quantity of external initiator added to
reaction was same in all experiments, it is reasonable to assume
that amount of initiator radicals converting monomer molecules
into a radical was constant in all experiments.

For the weight ratio of 1:4, 2:3 and 4:1, the actual amount of
MMA monomer used in the reaction mixture was 1.5, 3 and 6 g
respectively. This would correspond to 0.015, 0.03 and 0.06 g mol
respectively. On the other hand, the actual amount of BA used in the

MMA:BA weight ratio Molar ratio of monomers

Molar composition of copolymer

Molar composition of copolymer Total conversion Reactivity ratios

(MMA:BA) (MMA:BA) experimental (MMA:BA) calculated
Results for argon sparged solutions
1:4 0.32 0.81 0.66 63% rvma = 0.2408
2:3 0.85 13 0.97 85% rga = 0.2036
4:1 5.12 25 2.15 82%
Results for nitrogen sparged solutions
1:4 0.32 0.61 0.88 58% vma = 0.2848
2:3 0.85 1.34 1.14 81% rga = 0.0755
4:1 5.12 2.42 242 85%

M,, — weight average molecular weight.
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Table 3(B)

Results of molecular weight determination of copolymer by GPC.?

S. Kanmuri, V.S. Moholkar / Polymer 51 (2010) 3249—3261

Weight ratio of monomers My My Polydispersity
(MMA:BA) (Mw/Mh)

1:4 24,495 24,479 1.00067

2:3 23,233 23,132 1.004395

4:1 16,975 15,514 1.094170

M,;, — number average molecular weight.
@ Results for argon sparged reaction mixture.

reaction mixture for the same weight ratios is 6, 4.5 and 1.5 g
respectively, which corresponds to 0.0468, 0.0351 and 0.0117 g mol
respectively. These moles multiplied by the Avogadro number
would give the number of molecules of each monomer in the
reaction mixture.

The amount of initiator, i.e. ammonium persulfate, added to the
reaction mixture for all experiments was 0.4 g, which corresponds to
1.754 x 10~3 mol. Ammonium persulfate decomposes as follows to
yield sulfate ion-radicals, which initiate the polymerization reaction:

(NHy4),S,05 =2NHj + S;0%~
S,02~ —2°0S03

Thus, per mole of ammonium persulfate, 2 mol of initiator radicals
are generated. Thus, in all experiments the net amount of initiator
radicals would be 3.508 x 10~3, which is smaller than moles of any
monomer for any weight ratio. Therefore, for the reaction between
monomer molecules and initiator radicals to generate monomer
radicals, it is the initiator radical which would be the limiting
reactant. These initiator radicals are competitively consumed by
molecules of both monomers. However, consumption of initiator
radicals by MMA is higher due to its higher reactivity (propagation
rate constant of 650 L mol~! s~!) than BA (propagation rate
constant of 200 L mol~! s71) [25]. As a result, the quantity of MMA
monomer radicals in the reaction mixture that undergo polymeri-
zation is higher than BA monomer radicals. Thus, the copolymer is
dominated by the MMA.

For the weight ratio of 1:4 and 2:3, the number of moles of
monomer MMA in reaction mixture is smaller than BA. However,
due to higher reactivity of MMA, the fraction of MMA monomer
molecules ending up in copolymer is higher than that of BA
monomer molecules. As a consequence, the molar ratio of MMA in
copolymer is higher than in reaction mixture for the monomer
weight ratio of 1:4 and 2:3. For the weight ratio of 4:1, however, the
population of MMA monomer molecules is much higher than BA
monomer molecules. Therefore, the fraction of MMA molecules
that get converted to monomer radicals and undergo polymeriza-
tion to end up in copolymer is relatively lesser than the fraction of
BA monomer molecules that undergo polymerization. Therefore,
the molar ratio of MMA in copolymer is smaller than in the reaction
mixture. Nonetheless, the total number of MMA monomer units in
the copolymer is still higher than the BA monomer units, and
hence, the molar ratio of MMA:BA in the copolymer (2.52) is greater
than 1. This indicates that the copolymer is dominated by MMA for
all weight ratios of monomers in the reaction mixture.

e The molecular weight of the copolymer reduces as the
fraction of MMA in the reaction mixture (or monomer form)
increases. We attribute this to the nature of termination of
MMA and BA radicals. As noted earlier, termination of the two
BA monomer radicals occurs by process of combination,
which results in the formation of a larger molecule with
higher molecular weight. Moreover, the termination of a BA
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Fig. 4. Simulation results for radial motion of 10 micron nitrogen bubble. Time history
of (A) normalized bubble radius (R/R,); (B) temperature inside the bubble; (C) number
of water molecules inside the bubble and (D) pressure inside the bubble. Simulation of
radial motion of 10 micron nitrogen bubble. Convection generated in the medium due
to (E) microturbulence and (F) shock or acoustic waves.

monomer radical by a MMA monomer radical also occurs by
combination, which results in formation of higher molecular
weight product. On the other hand, termination of two
monomer radicals of MMA occurs by disproportionation
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Table 4
Results of simulations of cavitation bubble dynamics.
Parameter Bubble type
Argon Nitrogen

(A) Conditions at transient collapse of the cavitation bubble
Tmax (K) 3922 2476
Prnax (bar) 739.4 1531
Nw 2.04E + 010 2.01E + 010
Viury (Mm s™') 6.039 7.066
Paw (bar) 14 2.5
Species Equilibrium composition (mole fraction)**

Argon bubble Nitrogen bubble
(B) Equilibrium composition of the bubble contents at transient collapse
H,0 6.6491 E — 01 1.4587 E — 01
H, 1.2955E — 01 1.3826 E — 03
OH 1.1261 E — 01 4.6365 E — 04
H 3.7580 E — 02 2.1368 E — 05
0, 3.6420 E — 02 2.0255E - 04
(0] 1.8321 E — 02 4.6470 E — 06
HO, 5.3602 E — 04 =
H,0, 7.0935 E — 05 =
N, — 85131 E — 01
NO = 74693 E — 04
N.O = 1.5224 E — 06
Net yield of O°, H*, HO3 3.4485E + 09 6.7419E + 07

and *OH radicals

** Species with equilibrium mole fraction less than 10~ have been ignored.

Tmax — temperature peak reached in the bubble at transient collapse; Pyax — pres-
sure peak reached in the bubble at transient collapse; N,, — number of water vapor
molecules trapped in the bubble at transient first collapse; Vi, —microturbulence
velocity generated by the cavitation bubbles (calculated as the average of the
positive velocity, i.e. directed away from the bubble center and negative velocity, i.e.
directed towards the bubble center); Paw — pressure amplitude of the acoustic or
shock wave emitted by the bubble.

that results in formation of saturated and an unsaturated
monomer molecule. Thus, the net molecular weight of
product remains unchanged, and such termination does not
contribute to polymerization. The net outcome is that the rise
in molecular weight is limited. The polydispersity of the
copolymer is practically 1 for all monomer weight ratios, and
thus, the polymerization is uniform.

e The most interesting result of our study is that the reactivities
of both monomers (rvva and rga) are less than 1. This essen-
tially means, per the preamble given earlier, that copolymeri-
zation process has alternating character. This result is in
disagreement with earlier studies on sonochemical copoly-
merization of BA and MMA by Bradley et al. [19] and Bahattab
et al. [25,26], which have reported rya values of 2.55 and 3.66
respectively. The values of rga reported in these papers (0.36 by
Bradley et al. [19] and 0.72 by Bahattab et al. [25,26]) are also
higher than this study. We would like to ponder over possible
causes leading to this effect. In the first place, the ultrasound
intensity employed in this study (0.8 W/cm?) is much smaller
than used in earlier studies (7—9 W/cm?). Therefore, the type of
cavitation prevailing in the medium is of different kind. For low
to moderate intensities (as used in this study), the cavitation is
mostly gaseous type, i.e. the nuclei for cavitation are provided
by the gas pockets trapped in the solid boundaries of the
medium. On the other hand, for high ultrasound intensities as
employed by Bradley et al. [19] and Bahattab et al. [25,26],
vaporous cavitation (bubbles generated from local vaporization
of liquid) also occurs in the medium. Radical generation from
vaporous cavitation is much higher than gaseous one. There-
fore, the net production of radicals in the medium in studies
mentioned above is expected to be much higher than the
present case, leading to higher reactivity of monomers. The

probability of radical-monomer interaction (resulting in
generation of monomeric radicals) in such situations is also
higher and it is perhaps for these reasons that Bradley et al. [19]
could achieve copolymerization without addition of external
initiator.

Another possible reason for the discrepancy between our results
with those reported in previous literature is the gas sparging
protocol during copolymerization. In the copolymerization exper-
iments of Bahattab et al. [25,26] and Bradley et al. [19], argon was
passed through the reaction mixture during sonication, while in the
present study the reaction mixture was purged with gas (either
argon or nitrogen) prior to sonication. This procedure strips out all
dissolved oxygen and leaves small gas bubbles in the medium that
could provide nuclei for cavitation events. No gas was sparged
through reaction mixture during sonication. Sparging of gas
(especially monatomic gas such as argon) during sonication sharply
increases the population of cavitation nuclei in the medium, and
hence, the net production of radicals through transient collapse
(T.G. Leighton, personal communication). As against this, the
population of cavitation bubbles, and hence, the production rate
of radicals through cavitation in our experiments is expected to
be much lesser than those of Bahattab et al. [25,26] and Bradley
et al. [19].

To summarize, the reactivity ratios of BA and MMA observed in
the present study, viz. ryva = 0.2408 & rga = 0.2036 for argon
sparged solutions, and ryva = 0.2848 and rga = 0.0755 for nitrogen
sparged solutions, are significantly different than those reported in
previous literature, viz. rga = 0.36 & ryma = 2.55 by Bradley et al.
[19] and rga = 0.72 & ryma = 3.66 by Bahattab et al. [25,26].
We attribute this discrepancy to the difference in radical produc-
tion rate in the medium through transient collapse of cavitation
bubbles — either due to difference in the ultrasound intensity or gas
sparging protocol or both.

5. Conclusion

The present study tries to get, at least qualitatively, physical
insight into the sonochemical copolymerization process using
MMA and BA as model monomers. The experimental results have
been coupled to simulations of cavitation bubble dynamics. The
concurrent analysis of experimental and simulations results have
brought forward several important aspects of sonochemical copo-
lymerization process for low to moderate ultrasound intensities,
which have been summarized below:

(1) The role of cavitation in the present study is found to be only of
physical nature in that it creates emulsification of the reaction
mixture and decomposition of external initiator occurs in the
thin layer of liquid surrounding the bubble that gets heated to
few hundred degrees during transient collapse of the bubble.
No role of radicals generated from cavitation bubbles is seen in
the copolymerization process.

(2) The reactivity ratios of both monomers have been found to be
less than 1 indicating that copolymerization behavior is
moderate alternating.

(3) The composition of copolymer is different than that in the
monomer feed (or in the reaction mixture). For MMA:BA
weight ratio of 1:4 and 2:3, the MMA content of copolymer is
higher than in the monomer reaction mixture, while for weight
ratio of 4:1, opposite result is obtained. This is attributed to
limiting reactant (among radicals generated from cavitation
bubbles and monomer molecules) and higher reactivity ratio of
MMA than BA.
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(4) The molecular weight of copolymer is found to reduce with
greater fraction of MMA in the monomer feed. This is essen-
tially a consequence of nature of termination of the monomers
of BA (i.e. combination) and MMA (i.e. disproportionation).
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Appendix A

1. Calorimetric determination of ultrasound intensity and pressure
amplitude in reaction mixture

In any ultrasound reactor (either probe type or bath type), actual
ultrasound energy delivered to the medium is different from the
power setting of the equipment. This is mainly a result of mismatch
of electrical impedance and the specific acoustic impedance of the
medium (given as product of density of the medium and the sonic
velocity in the medium). An easy yet effective method of deter-
mination of the actual ultrasound power input to the medium is
calorimetry. This method is based on the assumption that all of the
energy delivered to the reaction medium is dissipated as heat. We
have described this method in one of our earlier papers [41], but for
the convenience of the reader we reproduce here.

100 mL water (Millipore, Model: Elix 3) was sonicated in a glass
beaker for 10 min with power control knob of sonicator set at 20%
of maximum power (500 W), which corresponds to a theoretical
power input of 100 W. For 10 min of sonication the temperature of
water increased by 1.5 °C. This would mean that the actual rate of
energy input to the system was:

mcpAT 0.1 x 4180 x 1.5 J01slle 1045 W

t 600

The tip of ultrasound horn had a diameter of 13 mm, and thus, the
acoustic intensity is calculated as: I= Actual power (W)/Area of
horn tip (m?)=1.045/r/4 (13x103)> =7873 W/m? or 0.7873 W/
cm?(=0.8 W/cm?).

The relation between acoustic intensity and acoustic pressure
amplitude is given as: I = PZ/2pc, where p is the density of the
medium (i.e. water) and c is the speed of sound in the medium.
With substitution of p = 1000 kg/m> and ¢ = 1481 m/s, the acoustic
pressure amplitude is calculated as:

Py = \/2Ipc = V2 x 7873 x 1481 x 1000 = 1.527 x 105
Pa = 1.527 bar=1.5 bar.

2. Method of Bradley and Grieser [12] for determination of monomer
conversion

Small aliquot of reaction mixture (~5 mL) was removed after
completion of sonication and addition of the inhibitor. This sample
was dried in ambient air (at temperature of 30 °C) for about 4—5 h,
which left behind only polymer and surfactant, after evaporation of
water and unreacted monomer. Assuming that the sample was
homogeneous (i.e. with same concentration of unreacted monomer

and surfactant as in bulk reaction mixture), correction was made for
the weight of surfactant in the sample, thereby giving the weight of
polymer (per volume of sample). The weight of polymer in reaction
mixture was estimated by multiplying the weight of polymer in
sample by the volume ratio of reaction mixture and the sample, i.e.
by a factor given as (volume of reaction mixture/volume of sample).
To this, weight of the polymer attached to the sonicator probe tip
(removed using a spatula) is added to yield the total weight of
polymer formed in the reaction. The overall conversion of mono-
mer is obtained by dividing the total weight of polymer by the total
initial weight of monomers in the reaction mixture.

Supplementary data

Supplementary data associated with this article can be found in
the on-line version, at doi:10.1016/j.polymer.2010.05.011.
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