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Abstract: In this paper, the structure and properties of transparent films composed of bisphenol-A
polycarbonate (PC) and a commercially available copolyester, poly(1,4-cyclohexanedimethanol-co-
2,2,4,4-tetramethyl-1,3-cyclobutanediol-co-terephthalate) (CPE), were studied. Both PC and CPE films
are known to be transparent with good mechanical toughness. It was found that PC/CPE (50/50)
showed miscibility in both the molten and solid states, indicating that there is a high possibility
for the blend system to be miscible in the whole blend ratios. Because of the miscibility, the blend
films showed no light scattering originating from phase separation. The mechanical properties of
the films, such as Young’s modulus, yield stress, and strain at break, were determined by the blend
ratio, and the glass transition temperature increased with the PC content, which corresponded well
with the values predicted by the Fox equation. These results demonstrate that the thermal and
mechanical properties of the films can only be controlled by the blend ratio. Since these transparent
films showed excellent mechanical toughness irrespective of the blend ratios, they can be employed
in various applications.

Keywords: polymer blend; transparent film; polycarbonate; polyester

1. Introduction

Polycarbonate (PC) derived from bisphenol-A is one of the most successful trans-
parent plastics because of its excellent impact resistance, transparency, and heat resis-
tance [1–3]. However, PC has disadvantages in flowability due to its high glass transition
temperature Tg and poor surface hardness. Therefore, PC is often mixed with another
polymer species, such as acrylonitrile–butadiene–styrene (ABS) terpolymers [4–7], methyl
methacrylate–butadiene–styrene (MBS) terpolymers [4,5], poly(lactic acid) [4,8–10], and
polypropylene [4,11,12], in industry. These polymer blends always lose their transparency
because of phase separation. It is known that poly(methyl methacrylate) (PMMA) with
a low molecular weight can be miscible with PC and provides good flowability with
enhanced scratch resistance [13–16], although the blends show phase separation at high
temperatures, i.e., beyond lower critical solution temperatures (LCSTs) and under high
pressure [17]. Once phase separation occurs, the blends become opaque due to the huge
difference in the refractive index. Moreover, mechanical toughness, one of the most attrac-
tive properties of PC, decreases with the PMMA content, because low-molecular-weight
PMMA dilutes the entanglement density of PC.

Blending with polyesters is another approach to enhancing flowability. PC is known
to be immiscible with most conventional polyesters, including poly(ethylene terephthalate)
(PET) [18], although Nassar et al. reported that PET-rich blends are miscible [19]. In many
cases, however, blends of PC and polyester are opaque due to light scattering originating
from the phase-separated structure. Therefore, in a previous study, a glycidyl compound, as
a reactive compatibilizer, was mixed to improve transparency [20–22]. It is usually difficult
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to use such reactive blends in film applications because optically heterogeneous particles
called “fish-eyes” often appear due to localized excess reactions. The transesterification
reaction, which is enhanced by adding a tin compound as a catalyst [23–25], has also been
employed to prepare a transparent blend film. Although the transesterification reaction
can be inhibited by the addition of a phosphite compound, the molecular weight after the
reaction is usually very low, leading to poor mechanical toughness.

Meanwhile, poly(1,4-cyclohexanedimethylene terephthalate) and poly(1,4-cyclohexan-
edimethylene-co-terephthalate-co-isophthalate) have been found to be miscible with PC,
even without reactive mixing [26]. Moreover, blends of PC and poly(ethylene terephthalate-
co-1,4-dimethyl cyclohexane terephthalate) have an upper critical solution temperature
(UCST)-type phase diagram [27]. These reports should be noted because no chemical
reaction is necessary in the system, which makes application in industry easier. Recently, a
new type of copolyester named TritanTM has become commercially available from Eastman
Chemical Company [28]. It shows good flowability and impact resistance. Furthermore,
its heat resistance is relatively good, although PC shows better heat resistance. Since this
copolyester contains a large amount of cyclohexanedimethylene, there is a possibility that
it is miscible with PC.

Here, we investigated the miscibility of binary blends of PC and poly(1,4-cyclohexaned-
imethanol-co-2,2,4,4-tetramethyl-1,3-cyclobutanediol-co-terephthalate) at various blend
ratios. Moreover, the transparency, viscoelastic properties, and mechanical properties of
the films were examined. Recently, a large number of studies have been conducted in the
field of functional polymer films [29–33]. We hope that the results of the present research
will lead to significant findings in the future.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Materials

A commercially available PC (Iupilon S3000, Mitsubishi Engineering-Plastics Corp.,
Tokyo, Japan) was employed. The number- and weight-average molecular weights of PC,
evaluated by size exclusion chromatography (Acquity APC System, Waters Corp., Milford,
MA, USA) with polystyrene standards, were Mn = 2.0 × 104 and Mw = 4.2 × 104, respec-
tively. Furthermore, a commercially available copolyester (CPE), poly(1,4-cyclohexanedime-
thanol-co-2,2,4,4-tetramethyl-1,3-cyclobutanediol-co-terephthalate), produced by the East-
man Chemical Company (Kingsport, TN, USA) as TritanTM, was another polymer used in
this study. The average molecular weights of CPE were evaluated by size exclusion chro-
matography (GPC-104, Shoko Science Co., Ltd., Yokohama, Japan) with PMMA standards,
and they were found to be Mn = 5.7 × 103 and Mw = 1.3 × 104. The monomer composi-
tion in CPE, determined by 13C-nuclear magnetic resonance, was as follows: 52.8 mol%
of terephthalic acid, 36.7 mol% of 1,4-cyclohexanedimethanol, and 10.5 mol% of 2,2,4,4-
tetramethyl-1,3-cyclobutanediol.

2.2. Sample Preparation

After vacuum drying at 80 ◦C for 4 h, melt blending was performed using an internal
mixer (HAAKE PolyLab OS, Thermo Fisher Scientific Inc., Waltham, MA, USA). The mixing
was carried out at 260 ◦C for 3 min, with a blade rotation speed of 100 rpm. The weight
fractions of CPE were 0, 10, 20, 50, 80, 90, and 100 wt%.

The obtained mixtures were compressed into flat films with various thicknesses using
a compression molding machine (MH10, Imoto Machinery Co., Ltd., Kyoto, Japan) after
vacuum drying at 80 ◦C for 4 h. The samples were melted for 4 min with slight pressure
at 260 ◦C, followed by an applied pressure of 10 MPa for 30 s. Subsequently, the samples
were quenched at 25 ◦C.
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2.3. Measurements

The transparency of the films with 80 µm thickness was evaluated using a UV–vis
spectrometer (UV-2700, Shimadzu Corp., Tokyo, Japan). The light transmittance was
measured from 300 to 800 nm at 25 ◦C.

The wavelength dispersion of the refractive index was evaluated with an Abbe refrac-
tometer (DR-M2, Atago Co., Ltd., Tokyo, Japan) at 25 ◦C using compression-molded films.
As a contact liquid, α-bromonaphthalene was employed.

Blend morphology was observed using a transmittance electron microscope (TEM; S-
4800 Type II, Hitachi High-Tech Corp., Tokyo, Japan) at an accelerated voltage of 30 kV using
an ultra-thin slice of 80 µm of PC/CPE (50/50) after staining with ruthenium tetroxide.

The temperature dependence of the dynamic tensile modulus in the solid state was
measured using a dynamic mechanical analyzer (RSA-G2, TA instruments, New Castle,
DE, USA). The applied frequency was 10 Hz, and the temperature range was from −150 ◦C
to 200 ◦C, with a heating rate of 3 ◦C/min. Rectangular specimens with 600 µm thickness
were cut out from the compression-molded films. The measurement was performed one
time for each sample because of its good reproducibility.

The angular frequency dependence of the oscillatory shear modulus in the molten
state was measured using a cone-and-plate rheometer (MCR301, Anton Paar Co., Ltd.,
Graz, Austria) under a nitrogen atmosphere at various temperatures.

Tensile tests were performed at 25 ◦C using a universal testing machine (Autograph
AG-X, Shimadzu Corp., Tokyo, Japan). Dumbbell-shaped test pieces with 2 mm thickness
were cut from the films obtained by compression molding. The initial distance between
chucks was 60 mm. All tests were performed at a crosshead speed of 50 mm/min.

3. Results and Discussion
3.1. Transparency of the Films

Figure 1 shows the refractive indices n of the films of pure PC and CPE as a function
of wavelength λ. PC showed a high refractive index as previously reported [34]. Moreover,
CPE also showed high values, which is attributed to the terephthalate unit being used as
acid. However, there remains a difference in the refractive index between PC and CPE in
the wide range of wavelength. Because of the refractive index difference, the blend films
must be opaque once phase separation occurs [35].
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Figure 1. Wavelength dispersion of refractive index n (λ) for PC and CPE. The solid and dotted lines
represent the calculated values using the Sellmeier equation.
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The wavelength dispersion of the refractive index is generally expressed by the Sell-
meier equation [36],

n(λ) = A +
B

λ2 − λab
2 (1)

where λab is the wavelength of a strong vibrational absorption peak in the ultraviolet region,
and A and B are the Sellmeier coefficients. The lines in the figure denote the calculated
values following Equation (1). The experimental data demonstrated that both PC and CPE
exhibited a similar wavelength dispersion of the refractive index. This result indicates that
the absorption peaks are located at a similar wavelength [37]. Based on the fitting curves
using Equation (1), the peak was located at around 290 nm.

The light transmittance of the films with 80 µm thickness is shown in Figure 2 with
optical photographs. The light transmittances of pure PC and CPE were around 88% and
90%, respectively, at 589 nm. Since both pure polymers have almost no light scattering or
absorption, the transmittance is mainly determined by the surface reflection given by the
following equation [38]:

Rre f =

(
n f ilm − nair

n f ilm + nair

)2

(2)

where Rref is the reflectivity, and nfilm and nair are the refractive indices of the film and
air (≈1), respectively. The slightly high values of the light transmittance of CPE must be
attributed to the low reflectivity.
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3.2. Morphology Observation 

Figure 2. (a) Wavelength dispersion of light transmittance of the films with (b) optical photographs
of PC, CPE, and their blend films.

Furthermore, it should be noted that the blend films were transparent, which was
confirmed from the photographs. The light transmittance was between that of the pure PC
and CPE films. As previously mentioned, the refractive index difference between PC and
CPE results in light scattering once phase separation occurs [35]. Therefore, these results
suggest that the blends were in the miscible state.

It was also found from the figure that the light transmittance for all films greatly
decreased with a decrease in the wavelength at around 350 nm. Since λab was almost the
same for PC and CPE, this is a reasonable result.
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3.2. Morphology Observation

A TEM image of PC/CPE (50/50) is shown in Figure 3. The sample was stained with
ruthenium trioxide before observation. It was found that there was no phase-separated
structure in the blend. Considering the uncertainty of an appropriate staining condition,
however, we cannot conclude that the blend is miscible only from the image. Therefore, we
further examined the miscibility by measuring the linear viscoelastic properties in both the
solid and molten states.
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3.3. Viscoelasticity in the Solid State

Figure 4 shows the temperature dependence of the tensile storage modulus E′ and
the loss modulus E′ ′ at 10 Hz. All films exhibited a typical viscoelastic behavior of amor-
phous polymers.
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As can be seen in the figure, E′ showed a slight decrease in the β relaxation region
from −150 to 25 ◦C, ascribed to the local motion [39–43], which is sometimes called γ

relaxation for PC. Correspondingly, E′ ′ had a broad peak due to β relaxation. The peak
temperature of pure CPE was around −60 ◦C, whereas that of PC was about −90 ◦C. It is
interesting to note that the peak temperature of the PC-rich blend, i.e., PC/CPE (80/20),
was almost the same as that of pure CPE, although the peak height was low. The peak area
of E′ ′ at the β relaxation, i.e., relaxation strength, increased with an increase in the CPE
content. Because of the large relaxation strength, the modulus decrease around β relaxation
became prominent with an increase in the CPE content. As a result, the E′ values beyond
the β relaxation decreased with an increase in the CPE content, as illustrated in Figure 5.
Obviously, the E′ values at room temperature (25 ◦C) decreased monotonically with the
CPE content.
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The glass-to-rubber transition, i.e., α relaxation, was clearly detected for all sample
films with a single sharp peak of E′ ′, irrespective of the blend ratio. It is well known that
the peak width represents the distribution of the relaxation time and, thus, becomes broad
once the concentration fluctuation occurs in the system. Therefore, this result demonstrates
that PC and CPE were miscible in the experimental blend ratios. In the high temperature
range of the rheological transition region, the slope of the E′ curves decreased again. For
example, PC showed a different slope in E′ at around 165 ◦C, and CPE had the same trend at
130 ◦C. This is reasonable because the rubbery region should be detected after the transition
region. The E′ values at the lowest temperature in the rubbery region seemed to slightly
decrease with an increase in the CPE content, e.g., 10 MPa for pure PC and 5 MPa for pure
CPE. This could be attributed to the low entanglement molecular weight Me of PC, which
was reported to be 1330–1780 [44,45]. A low Me leads to a high rubbery plateau modulus
GN

0. Poly(ethylene terephthalate) is also known to have a low Me (1170–1450) [44,45].
Although CPE contains ethylene terephthalate unit, the diol components must give a high
Me of CPE as compared with PC. In fact, Asai et al. revealed that a polyester comprising
1,4-cyclohexanedimethanol has a high Me [46].
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The peak temperature of α relaxation was assigned as the glass transition temperature
Tg in this study and plotted against the CPE content in Figure 6. The line in the figure
represents the predicted values calculated from the Fox equation [47].

1
Tg(blend)

=
w1

Tg−1
+

w2

Tg−2
(3)

where wi and Tgi are the weight fraction and Tg of the i-th component, respectively.
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It is obvious that the experimental values of the blends corresponded well with those
of the predicted ones. That is, Tg of a blend can be controlled by the blend ratio.

3.4. Viscoelasticity in the Molten State

Figure 7 shows the master curves of the angular frequency dependence of the shear
storage moduli G′ and loss moduli G”. The reference temperature Tr is 250 ◦C. It was
found that both G′ and G” of pure CPE were slightly higher than those of pure PC. The
slopes of the G′ curves were approximately 2, not only for pure polymers, such as PC
and CPE, but also for PC/CPE (50/50). It is well known that a contribution of interfacial
tension appears in linear viscoelastic properties for a polymer blend with a phase-separated
structure [48,49]. In particular, G′ in the low-frequency region is quite sensitive to prolonged
relaxation ascribed to phase separation in general. In the present results, however, G′ of
the blend did not show any shoulder. This result strongly supports that PC and CPE were
miscible in the molten state.

Since the rheological terminal region was detected for both PC and CPE, the zero-shear
viscosity η0, steady-state compliance Je

0, and weight-average relaxation time τW were
calculated using the following relations:

η0 = lim
ω→0

G′′

ω
(4)

J0
e = lim

ω→0

G′
G′′2

(5)



Polymers 2022, 14, 4146 8 of 12

τW = η0 J0
e (6)
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These values were summarized as follows; η0 = 1.6 × 103 Pa s, Je
0 = 4.2 × 10−6 Pa−1,

and τW = 6.5× 10−3 s for PC; η0 = 2.2× 103 Pa s, Je
0 = 8.1× 10−6 Pa−1, and τW = 1.8 × 10−2 s

for CPE; and η0 = 1.8 × 103 Pa s, Je
0 = 8.9 × 10−6 Pa−1, and τW = 1.6 × 10−2 s for PC/CPE

(50/50). It was found that η0 of PC/CPE (50/50) was between those of the individual pure
components, although Je

0 of PC/CPE (50/50) was almost the same as that of pure CPE and
higher than that of pure PC. A slightly high value of Je

0 of the blend can be explained by the
broad distribution of the relaxation time. As is well known, these rheological parameters
can be described by the relaxation spectra H(τ) as follows:

η0 =

∞∫
−∞

H(τ) τ d ln τ (7)

J0
e =

∞∫
−∞

H(τ) τ2 d ln τ(
∞∫
−∞

H(τ) τ d ln τ

)2 (8)

Therefore, Je
0 is determined by the relaxation time distribution. In particular, a long

relaxation time mechanism greatly affects the value [50,51], and for a linear polymer, the
molecular weight distribution decides it.

According to the classical theory [52], Je
0 of a monodispersed polymer is inversely

proportional to GN
0. Assuming that PC and CPE have the same relaxation time distribution,

GN
0 of PC is almost twice as high as that of pure CPE. This prediction is not accurate when

the relaxation time distribution, i.e., molecular weight distribution, has even a small level
of experimental errors. However, it qualitatively agreed with the result in Figure 4, i.e., the
difference in the E′ values at the lowest temperature in the rubbery region. Considering a
significantly low Me value of PC, this result indicates that Me of CPE is also relatively low.

Furthermore, Figure 7 demonstrates that the time-superposition principle was appli-
cable to PC/CPE (50/50), indicating that the phase separation did not take place in the
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measurement temperature range, i.e., from 230 to 280 ◦C. Furthermore, the flow activation
energies were calculated by the Arrhenius plot of the horizontal shift factor aT. They were
111.4 kJ/mol for PC, 109.8 kJ/mol for CPE, and 110.6 kJ/mol for PC/CPE (50/50). The
flow activation energy, i.e., the temperature sensitivity of the rheological properties, was
not so different for all samples.

3.5. Mechanical Properties of the Films

Figure 8 shows the tensile stress–strain curves of the films, in which both stress
and strain are nominal values. It was found that the PC and CPE films showed ductile
behavior, demonstrating that they exhibited good mechanical toughness as previously
reported [20,27]. It is well known that the mechanical toughness of PC is attributed to its
molecular characteristics [53]. PC has a low Me and a low characteristic ratio. When Me
is low, the polymer shows a high critical stress for crazing. Furthermore, a low critical
stress for shear yielding is expected when the characteristic ratio is low. Therefore, PC
tends to dominantly show shear yielding, leading to ductile behavior. The good mechanical
toughness of CPE must also be attributed to a relatively low Me.
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Figure 8. Stress–strain curves of the films.

Young’s modulus, yield stress, strain at break, ultimate stress, and fracture energy, (i.e.,
the area of a stress–strain curve), are summarized in Figure 9 with experimental error bars.
The initial modulus decreased with the CPE content, which corresponded with the tensile
storage modulus E′ at 25 ◦C, shown in Figure 5. The yield stress also decreased with the
CPE content. In contrast, the strain at break increased with the CPE content. Regarding the
ultimate stress and fracture energy, there was no specific trend. This is plausible because
these values were almost similar for PC and CPE.

It can be concluded that the mechanical properties of the blend films are intermediate
between those of individual pure polymer films. Moreover, it should be noted that all
blend films exhibit good mechanical toughness with excellent transparency. Considering
that PC shows poor flowability at injection molding, the blends can be applicable to a
large injection-molded product because of the viscosity drop in a mold [15,54,55]. When
the shear viscosity greatly decreases, it becomes possible for PC to add fillers in order to
enhance the modulus and surface hardness [56]. This will expand applications. Moreover,
PC has other problems [1–3], such as high birefringence, anti-solvent resistance, and scratch
resistance. These properties should be examined for the blends in the near future to identify
appropriate applications.
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4. Conclusions

A new type of transparent copolyester, CPE, which is commercially available, was
found to be miscible with PC irrespective of its blend ratios in both the solid and molten
states. Because the blend films did not show phase separation, they were transparent.
Moreover, their Tg’s can be predicted by the Fox equation. The mechanical properties of the
blend films were also determined by the blend ratio; i.e., Young’s modulus and yield stress
decreased with the CPE content, while the strain at break increased with the CPE content.
It was suggested that Me of CPE is relatively low, leading to good mechanical toughness.
As a result, all blend films, including pure CPE, exhibited good mechanical toughness.

These results demonstrate that a new type of transparent glassy polymer film with
high mechanical toughness can be prepared by the melt blending of PC and CPE with
no chemical reaction. Because the melt viscosity and Tg can be easily controlled, various
processing operations are available for the blends. Moreover, the thermal and mechanical
properties of the films are only adjustable by the blend ratio. This must be a great benefit
for various applications.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, H.H.; data curation, H.H. and T.K.; formal analysis, H.H.;
investigation, H.H.; methodology, H.H. and T.K.; validation, H.H. and M.Y.; writing—original draft,
H.H.; writing—review and editing, H.H. and M.Y. All authors have read and agreed to the published
version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research received no external funding.

Institutional Review Board Statement: Not applicable.

Informed Consent Statement: Not applicable.

Data Availability Statement: Not available.

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



Polymers 2022, 14, 4146 11 of 12

References
1. Grigo, U.; Kircher, K.; Muller, P.R. Polycarbonate. In Engineering Thermoplastics; Bottenbruch, L., Ed.; Hanser: Munich, Germany,

1996; Chapter 3.
2. Legrand, D.G.; Bendler, J.T. Handbook of Polycarbonate: Science and Technology; Marcel Dekker: New York, NY, USA, 2000.
3. Kyriacos, D. Polycarbonates. In Brydson’s Plastics Materials, 8th ed.; Gilbert, M., Ed.; Elsevier: Amsterdam, The Netherlands, 2017;

Chapter 17.
4. Utracki, L.A. Commercial Polymer Blends; Chapman & Hall: London, UK, 1998.
5. Greco, R.; Sorrentino, A. Polycarbonate/ABS blends: A literature review. Adv. Polym. Technol. 1994, 13, 249–258. [CrossRef]
6. Hashima, K.; Nishitsuji, S.; Inoue, T. Structure-properties of super-tough PLA alloy with excellent heat resistance. Polymer 2010,

51, 3934–3939. [CrossRef]
7. Hentari, F.; Barhoumi, N.; Khlifi, K. Characterization of the surface properties and adhesion behavior of electroplated PC/ABS

using nano-indentation and scratch tests. J. Adhes. Sci. Technol. 2022, in press. [CrossRef]
8. Kanzawa, T.; Tokumitsu, K. Mechanical properties and morphological changes of poly(lactic acid)/polycarbonate/poly(butylene

adipate-co-terephthalate) blend through reactive processing. J. Appl. Polym. Sci. 2011, 121, 2908–2918. [CrossRef]
9. Phuong, V.T.; Coltelli, M.-B.; Cinelli, P.; Cifelli, M.; Verstichel, S.; Lazzeri, A. Compatibilization and property enhancement of

poly(lactic acid)/polycarbonate blends through triacetin-mediated interchange reactions in the melt. Polymer 2014, 55, 4498–4513.
[CrossRef]

10. Tejada-Oliveros, R.; Gomez-Caturla, J.; Sanchez-Nacher, L.; Montanes, N.; Quiles-Carrillo, L. Improved toughness of polylactide
by binary blends with polycarbonate with glycidyl and maleic anhydride-based compatibilizers. Macromol. Mater. Eng. 2021,
306, 2100480. [CrossRef]

11. Matsumoto, K.; Nagai, M.; Hamakawa, K.; Nishitsuji, S.; Inoue, T. Design of a super-ductile polypropylene/polycarbonate blend
with high heat resistance by using reactive plasticizer. J. Appl. Polym. Sci. 2013, 129, 443–448. [CrossRef]

12. Jasinska-Walc, L.; Bouyahyi, M.; Kruszynski, J.; Tercjak, A.; Rozanski, A.; Troisi, E.M.; Liu, Y.; Yang, L.; Ivashkiv, O.; Sienkiewicz,
M.; et al. Preparation of well-compatibilized PP/PC blends and foams thereof. ACS Appl. Polym. Mater. 2021, 3, 5509–5516.
[CrossRef]

13. Kim, W.N.; Burns, C.M. Blends of polycarbonate and poly(methyl methacrylate) and the determination of the polymer-polymer
interaction parameter of the two polymers. Macromolecules 1987, 20, 1876–1882. [CrossRef]

14. Butzbach, G.D.; Wendorff, J.H. Polycarbonate-poly(methyl methacrylate) blends: The role of molecular interactions on miscibility
and antiplasticization. Polymer 1991, 32, 1155–1159. [CrossRef]

15. Sako, T.; Nobukawa, S.; Yamaguchi, M. Surface localization of poly(methyl methacrylate) in a miscible blend with polycarbonate.
Polym. J. 2015, 47, 576–579. [CrossRef]

16. Moonprasith, N.; Date, J.; Sako, T.; Kida, T.; Hiraoka, T.; Yamaguchi, M. Segregation behavior of miscible PC/PMMA blends
during injection molding. Materials 2022, 15, 2994. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

17. Yamaguchi, M.; Nakamura, K.; Kimura, T.; Moonprasith, N.; Kida, T.; Tsubouchi, K.; Narita, T.; Hiraoka, T. Complicated structure
change during capillary extrusion of binary blends of polycarbonate and poly (methyl methacrylate). Materials 2022, 15, 2783.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

18. Wiwattananukul, R.; Hachiya, Y.; Nobukawa, S.; Yamaguchi, M. Selective localization of carbon nanotubes in PC/PET blends.
Polym. Comp. 2017, 38, 1103–1111. [CrossRef]

19. Nassar, T.R.; Paul, D.R.; Barlow, J.W. Polyester-polycarbonate blends. II. Poly(ethylene terephthalate). J. Appl. Polym. Sci. 1979, 23,
85–99. [CrossRef]

20. Xue, M.L.; Yu, Y.L.; Sheng, J.; Chuah, H.H.; Geng, C.H. Compatibilization of poly(trimethylene terephthalate)/polycarbonate
blends by epoxy. Part 1. Miscibility and morphology. J. Macromol. Sci. Part B Phys. 2005, 44, 317–329. [CrossRef]

21. Yuryev, Y.; Mohanty, A.K.; Misra, M. Novel super-toughened bio-based blend from polycarbonate and poly(lactic acid) for
durable applications. RSC Adv. 2016, 6, 105094–105104. [CrossRef]

22. Hoeks, T.; Goossens, J.; Vermeulen, H.; Shaikh, A.A.G. Improved chemical resistance of transparent bisphenol A polycarbonate
materials. Polym. Eng. Sci. 2022, 62, 1377–1385. [CrossRef]

23. Wilkinson, A.N.; Cole, D.; Tattum, S.B. The effects of transesterification on structure development in PC-PBT blends. Polym. Bull.
1995, 35, 751–757. [CrossRef]

24. Marchese, P.; Celli, A.; Fiorini, M. Influence of the activity of transesterification catalysts on the phase behavior of PC-PET blends.
Macromol. Chem. Phys. 2002, 203, 695–704. [CrossRef]

25. Ganguly, A.; Channe, P.; Jha, R.; Mitra, S.; Saha, S. Review on transesterification in polycarbonate–poly(butylene terephthalate)
blend. Polym. Eng. Sci. 2021, 61, 650–661. [CrossRef]

26. Nassar, T.R.; Paul, D.R.; Barlow, J.W. Polyester-polycarbonate blends. III. Polyesters based on 1,4-cyclohexanedimethanol/terephthalic
acid/isophthalic acid. J. Appl. Polym. Sci. 1979, 23, 575–587.

27. Kim, L.U.; Jeon, M.Y.; Kim, C.K.; Kum, C.G. Polycarbonate/Copolyester Blends Having Optical-Grade Clarity and Their Upper
Critical Solution Temperature Type Phase Behavior. Ind. Eng. Chem. Res. 2006, 45, 8921–8925. [CrossRef]

28. Lim, H.C.A. Thermoplastic polyesters. In Brydson’s Plastics Materials, 8th ed.; Gilbert, M., Ed.; Elsevier: Amsterdam, The Nether-
lands, 2017; Chapter 20.

http://doi.org/10.1002/adv.1994.060130401
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.polymer.2010.06.045
http://doi.org/10.1080/01694243.2022.2089317
http://doi.org/10.1002/app.33916
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.polymer.2014.06.070
http://doi.org/10.1002/mame.202100480
http://doi.org/10.1002/app.38764
http://doi.org/10.1021/acsapm.1c00813
http://doi.org/10.1021/ma00174a030
http://doi.org/10.1016/0032-3861(91)90215-5
http://doi.org/10.1038/pj.2015.37
http://doi.org/10.3390/ma15092994
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/35591328
http://doi.org/10.3390/ma15082783
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/35454475
http://doi.org/10.1002/pc.23672
http://doi.org/10.1002/app.1979.070230108
http://doi.org/10.1081/MB-200056627
http://doi.org/10.1039/C6RA21208E
http://doi.org/10.1002/pen.25928
http://doi.org/10.1007/BF00294959
http://doi.org/10.1002/1521-3935(20020301)203:4&lt;695::AID-MACP695&gt;3.0.CO;2-C
http://doi.org/10.1002/pen.25652
http://doi.org/10.1021/ie061000w


Polymers 2022, 14, 4146 12 of 12

29. Cavallaro, G.; Lazzara, G.; Milioto, S. Sustainable nanocomposites based on halloysite nanotubes and pectin/polyethylene glycol
blend. Polym. Degrad. Stab. 2013, 98, 2529–2536. [CrossRef]

30. Suderman, N.; Isa, M.I.N.; Sarbon, N.M. The effect of plasticizers on the functional properties of biodegradable gelatin-based film:
A review. Food Biosci. 2018, 24, 111–119. [CrossRef]

31. Tan, X.M.; Rodrigue, D. A review on porous polymeric membrane preparation. Part I: Production techniques with polysulfone
and poly (vinylidene fluoride). Polymers 2019, 11, 1160. [CrossRef]

32. Tan, D.Q. Review of polymer-based nanodielectric exploration and film scale-up for advanced capacitors. Adv. Func. Mater. 2020,
30, 1808567. [CrossRef]

33. Nonkrathok, W.; Trongsatitkul, T.; Suppakarn, N. Role of maleic anhydride-grafted poly(lactic acid) in improving shape memory
properties of thermoresponsive poly(ethylene glycol) and poly(lactic acid) blends. Polymers 2022, 14, 3923. [CrossRef]

34. Seferis, J.C. Refractive indices of polymers. In Polymer Handbook, VI/571; Brandrup, J., Immergut, E.H., Grulke, E.A., Eds.; Wiley:
Hoboken, NJ, USA, 1999.

35. Takahashi, S.; Okada, H.; Nobukawa, S.; Yamaguchi, M. Optical properties of polymer blends composed of poly(methyl
methacrylate) and ethylene-vinyl acetate copolymer. Eur. Polym. J. 2012, 48, 974–980. [CrossRef]

36. Kuhn, W.; Grün, F. Beziehungen zwishen elastischen konstanten und dehnungsdoppelbrechung hochelastischer stoffe. Kolloid-
Zeitschrift 1942, 101, 248–271. [CrossRef]

37. Yamaguchi, M.; Okada, K.; Mohd Edeerozey, A.M.; Shiroyama, Y.; Iwasaki, T.; Okamoto, K. Extraordinary wavelength dispersion
of orientation birefringence for cellulose esters. Macromolecules 2009, 42, 9034–9040. [CrossRef]

38. Born, M.; Wolf, E. Principles of Optics, 7th ed.; Cambridge University Press: Cambridge, UK, 1999; p. 22.
39. Wimberger-Friedl, R.; Hut, M.G.T.; Schoo, H.F.M. Chain stiffness of copolycarbonates containing a spiro linkage. Macromolecules

1996, 29, 5453–5458. [CrossRef]
40. Chen, L.P.; Yee, A.F.; Goets, J.M.; Scharfer, J. Macomolecules, molecular structure effects on the secondary relaxation and impact

strength of a series of polyester copolymer glasses. Macromolecules 1998, 31, 5371–5382. [CrossRef]
41. Alegria, A.; Mitxelena, O.; Colmenero, J. On the molecular motions originating from the dielectric γ-relaxation of bisphenol-A

polycarbonate. Macromolecules 2006, 39, 2691–2699. [CrossRef]
42. Weldeghiorghis, T.; Singh, M.; Schaefer, J. Molecular basis of secondary relaxation in stiff-chain glassy polymers. J. Chem. Phys.

2022, 157, 044901. [CrossRef]
43. Miyagawa, A.; Ayerdurai, V.; Nobukawa, S.; Yamaguchi, M. Viscoelastic properties of poly(methyl methacrylate) with high glass

transition temperature by lithium salt addition. J. Polym. Sci. Part B Polym. Phys. 2016, 54, 2388–2394. [CrossRef]
44. Wu, S. Predicting chain conformation and entanglement of polymers from chemical structure. Polym. Eng. Sci. 1992, 32, 823–830.

[CrossRef]
45. Fetters, L.J.; Lohse, D.J.; Richter, D.; Witten, T.A.; Zirkel, A. Connection between polymer molecular weight, density, chain

dimensions, and melt viscoelastic properties. Macromolecules 1994, 27, 4639–4647. [CrossRef]
46. Asai, S.; Okabe, N.; Sumita, M.; Miyasaka, K. Molecular examination of fracture toughness of amorphous polyesters as a function

of copolymerization component. Polymer 1991, 32, 2400–2405. [CrossRef]
47. Fox, T.G. Influence of diluent and of copolymer composition on the glass temperature of a polymer system. Bull. Am. Phys. Soc.

1956, 1, 123–127.
48. Graebling, D.; Muller, R. Rheological behavior of polydimethylsiloxane/polyoxyethylene blends in the melt. Emulsion model of

two viscoelastic liquids. J. Rheol. 1990, 34, 193–206. [CrossRef]
49. Palierne, J.F. Linear rheology of viscoelastic emulsions with interfacial tension. Rheol. Acta 1990, 29, 204–214. [CrossRef]
50. Mills, N.J. Elasticity of polydimethylsiloxane melts. Nature 1968, 219, 1249–1250. [CrossRef]
51. Agarwal, P.K. A relationship between steady state shear compliance and molecular weight distribution. Macromolecules 1979, 12,

342–344. [CrossRef]
52. Auhl, D.; Ramirez, J.; Likhtman, A.E. Linear and nonlinear shear flow behavior of monodisperse polyisoprene melts with a large

range of molecular weights. J. Rheol. 2008, 52, 801–835. [CrossRef]
53. Wu, S. Chain structure, phase morphology, and toughness relationships in polymers and blends. Polym. Eng. Sci. 1990, 30,

753–761. [CrossRef]
54. Tanaka, Y.; Sako, T.; Hiraoka, T.; Yamaguchi, M.; Yamaguchi, M. Effect of morphology on shear viscosity for binary blends of

polycarbonate and polystyrene. J. Appl. Polym. Sci. 2020, 137, 49516. [CrossRef]
55. Sako, T.; Date, J.; Hagi, M.; Hiraoka, T.; Matsuoka, S.; Yamaguchi, M. Anomalous viscosity decrease of polycarbonate by addition

of polystyrene. Polymer 2019, 170, 135–141. [CrossRef]
56. Yoon, H.; Okamoto, K.; Umishita, K.; Yamaguchi, M. Development of conductive network of multi-walled carbon nanotubes in

polycarbonate melt. Polym. Comp. 2011, 32, 97–102. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1016/j.polymdegradstab.2013.09.012
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.fbio.2018.06.006
http://doi.org/10.3390/polym11071160
http://doi.org/10.1002/adfm.201808567
http://doi.org/10.3390/polym14183923
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.eurpolymj.2012.02.009
http://doi.org/10.1007/BF01793684
http://doi.org/10.1021/ma901676j
http://doi.org/10.1021/ma951227v
http://doi.org/10.1021/ma971671t
http://doi.org/10.1021/ma0520545
http://doi.org/10.1063/5.0087132
http://doi.org/10.1002/polb.24227
http://doi.org/10.1002/pen.760321209
http://doi.org/10.1021/ma00095a001
http://doi.org/10.1016/0032-3861(91)90081-S
http://doi.org/10.1122/1.550123
http://doi.org/10.1007/BF01331356
http://doi.org/10.1038/2191249a0
http://doi.org/10.1021/ma60068a039
http://doi.org/10.1122/1.2890780
http://doi.org/10.1002/pen.760301302
http://doi.org/10.1002/app.49516
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.polymer.2019.03.015
http://doi.org/10.1002/pc.21024

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Materials 
	Sample Preparation 
	Measurements 

	Results and Discussion 
	Transparency of the Films 
	Morphology Observation 
	Viscoelasticity in the Solid State 
	Viscoelasticity in the Molten State 
	Mechanical Properties of the Films 

	Conclusions 
	References

