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ABSTRACT: The effects of three triblock copolymers of poly[styrene-b-(ethylene-co-butylene)-b-styrene] (SEBS)

of different molecular weight (MW) on the morphology, tensile strength and thermal behavior of isotactic polypropyl-

ene/syndiotactic polystyrene (iPP/sPS, 80/20) blend are investigated. Morphology observation shows that both the me-

dium MW and the lower MW SEBS are more effective than the higher MW SEBS in compatibilizing the blends. Ten-

sile tests revels both the medium and low MW compatibilizer lead to a significant improvement in tensile strength,

while the higher MW compatibilizer is efficient in increasing the elongation at break of the blends. The localization

of compatibilizers in the blends is observed by mean of SEM and the correlation between the distribution of the com-

patibilizers and mechanical properties of the blends is evaluated. The mechanical properties of the iPP/sPS blends de-

pend on not only the interfacial activity of the compatibilizers but also the distribution of the compatibilizer in the

blend. Addition of the compatibilizers to the blend causes a remarkable decrease in the magnitude of the crystallization

peak of sPS at its usual Tc. Vicat softening points demonstrate that the heat resistance of iPP/sPS blend is much higher

than that of the pure iPP.
KEY WORDS Syndiotactic Polystyrene / Isotactic Polypropylene / Polymer Blend / Compatibi-

lization / Morphology /

Polymer blending has become an efficient way of
developing new materials with tailored properties
and improving some deficient performances of many
polymers. Isotactic polypropylene (iPP), one of the
most important and widely used thermoplastics, excel-
lent in processability, high in stiffness and strength, is
not high enough in heat-resistance to serve as engi-
neering plastics. Blending of iPP with engineering
thermoplastics has been an effective way to improve
the properties of iPP.1–4

Syndiotactic polystyrene (sPS) is a new semicrys-
talline polymer with a melting temperature of about
270 �C. Its high heat-resistance and modulus of elas-
ticity, excellent resistance to chemicals and relatively
fast crystallization rate make sPS a potential thermo-
plastic for a large number of applications in automo-
tive and electronic industries.5 It has gained increasing
academic and industrial interests since its first suc-
cessful synthesis using a metallocene catalyst as re-
ported by Ishihara.6 Despite these desirable properties,
a disadvantage of sPS is its inherent brittleness. Thus
the application of sPS might be found favorable pre-
dominantly in its blends with other polymers or com-

posites. Though polymeric blends based on sPS and
thermoplastic or elastomeric polymers have been re-
ported in patent literature,7–11 only a few research pa-
pers have been published.12–16 Polymers produced by
blending sPS and iPP are certainly an ideal combina-
tion to create new products with balanced properties
providing that the advantage of one component can
compensate the deficiencies of the other. Attempts
have been made to make use of sPS to modify other
polymers. In this work, we use minor amounts of
sPS to modify iPP, aiming at improving the heat-re-
sistance of the latter.
It is well established that simple blends of two im-

miscible polymers usually have large discrete dis-
persed phases and weak interfacial adhesion, resulting
in poor mechanical properties. A compatibilizer is
usually required, which reduces the interfacial tension
between the two phases, leading to a reduction in the
domain size and a finer dispersion of one phase in the
other, and enhances adhesion by coupling the phases
together and stabilizing the dispersed phase against
coalescence.17 The most desirable compatibilizer for
iPP/sPS blends would be a block copolymer contain-
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ing sPS and iPP blocks, but such a block copolymer
could hardly be realized due to limitation in polymer-
ization mechanisms.
Block copolymers, such as poly(styrene-b-buta-

diene-b-styrene) (SBS) and its hydrogenated analogue
(SEBS) have been demonstrated as effective compati-
bilizers for iPP/aPS blends.1,18–21 Studies have also
shown that sPS is miscible with atactic polystyrene
(aPS).22–25 Therefore, these copolymers are expected
to be compatibilizers for iPP/sPS blends.
In the present study, three triblock copolymers

(SEBS) with different molecular weights are chosen
to compatibilize iPP/sPS blends, their effects on the
morphology and mechanical properties of iPP/sPS
blends being examined as a function of copolymer
concentration.
The localization of a compatibilizer in a blend, de-

pending mainly on the molecular parameters of the
compatibilizer, is very important because it has much
influence on the mechanical properties of the blend.
TEM, though a powerful technique for examining
the localization of a compatibilizer in blends contain-
ing unsaturated components26–28 is impotent for
blends where all the components are saturated. In
the present study, obserbvation of the distribution of
compatibilizer is made on SEM examination of sol-
vent-extracted surfaces microtomed at low tempera-
ture, whereby the effects of the distribution of compa-
tibilizers on the mechanical properties of the blends
can be evaluated.29

It is well known that polymer blends having the
higher crystallization temperature component in finely
dispersed droplets sometimes exhibit the retard crys-
tallization,30,31 where the crystallization of the minor
component takes place in different steps depending
on undercooling conditions. This fractionated crystal-
lization of the minor component can also occur coin-
cidentally with the major phase in the so-called ‘‘si-
multaneous crystallization.’’32 In the present study,
the effect of the compatibilizers on the melting and
crystallization behavior of the blend components has
also been investigated.

EXPERIMENTAL

Materials
The iPP used in this study is product from Yanshan

Petrochemical Corp. (China), a sort of toughened poly-
propylene containing HDPE end-block, melt flow in-
dex MI = 2.0 (g/min) and HDPE content is 12wt%.
The sPS is Questra F2250 from Dow Chemical Co.,
Mw ¼ 25� 104, Mn ¼ 9� 104 (GPC). The triblock
copolymers SEBS are products of the Shell Chemical
Co., Kraton 1651, Kraton 1650, and Kraton 1652 (re-
ferred to as KH, KM and KL, respectively). The char-
acteristics of these copolymers are summarized in
Table I.

Blends Preparation
All the iPP/sPS = 80/20 (w/w) blends were pre-

pared by melt mixing in a 60mL batch Plastomill (tor-
que rheometer, Toyo Seiki Seisaku-sho, Ltd.), at
290 �C and 60 r.p.m. for 8min. The weight percentage
of the block copolymer in the blends is based on the
total weight of each blend (Table II). About 0.1%
by weight of Inganox 1010 antioxidant was added to
the blends. After mixing, the samples were compres-
sion molded into sheets with a Ya Don hydraulic press
at 290 �C and 10MPa for 5min and cooled to room

Table I. Materials used in the present study

Designation Source Molecular characteristics
PS

(%)

iPP (1330) Yanshan Petrochemical Corp. MI = 2.0 (g/10min) —

sPS, Questra F2250 Dow Chemical Co. Mw ¼ 25� 104, Mn ¼ 9� 104 —

Mnð�10�3Þ
PS block EB block

Kraton 1651 (KH) Shell Chemical Co. 29 116 32

Kraton 1650 (KM) Shell Chemical Co. 10.3 53.3 29

Kraton 1652 (KL) Shell Chemical Co. 7.0 37.5 32

Table II. Composition of PP/sPS* blends

Blend
Compatibilizer

code
content (wt%)

KH KM KL

P-1 — — —

P-2a 2 — —

P-4a 4 — —

P-8a 8 — —

P-2b — 2 —

P-4b — 4 —

P-8b — 8 —

P-2c — — 2

P-4c — — 4

P-8c — — 8

�PP/sPS = 80/20 (wt/wt)
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temperature. Tensile and morphologic specimens
were cut from the molded sheets.

Morphological Observation
A Hitachi S-570 scanning electron microscope was

used to observe the morphology of the blends and the
distribution of the compatibilizers in the blends. The
cryo-fractured surfaces were made by dipping the
mold-compressed samples in liquid nitrogen for more
than 10min, and then fractured. The plane surfaces of
each specimen used for observation of distribution of
the compatibilizers were prepared using a LKB Ultra-
tome microtome equipped with a glass knife. Samples
were held under approximately �100 �C under a
stream of liquid nitrogen to minimize surface defor-
mation. The samples were then explored to THF at
room temperature for a moderate time to dissolve
the copolymer phase at the surface of the specimens.
Both the cryogenically fractured and microtomed sur-
faces were coated with gold prior to SEM examina-
tion.

Mechanical Properties
Tensile tests were performed at room temperature

using dumbbell specimens (20� 4� 1mm) on an
Instron 1121 electronic testing instrument at a cross-
head speed of 20mm/min. Each tensile value reported
is the average of 10 to 12 tests.

Thermal Analysis
The melting and crystallization behavior of the

blend was studied using a Perkin-Elmer DSC-7 under
nitrogen atmosphere. To ensure comparable thermal
history, all specimens were first heated to 300 �C for
5min, then cooled to 50 �C and reheated to 300 �C,
all at a rate of 10 �C/min.

Vicat Softening Temperature
Vicat softening point of iPP/sPS blends were meas-

ured using a Perkin-Elmer TMA-7. The specimens
(2.5mm thick) were loaded with a static force of
100mN/mm2. The temperature was raised from 0 to
200 �C at a rate of 5 �C/min under a nitrogen atmos-
phere. The Vicat softening point was taken at a pene-
tration of 1mm.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Morphology of the Blends
The uncompatibilized iPP/sPS (80/20) blend

shows the typical morphology of an incompatible
blend with a very large domain size and smooth inter-
face. The size of dispersed sPS domain ranges from
ca. 1mm to 15 mm. Furthermore, many spherical holes
are observed, due to a very poor adhesion between the

two phases (Figure 1a).
Figure 1b–d shows the fracture surfaces of the

blends to which 4wt% of the three triblock copoly-
mers with different molecular weight (MW) have been
added. When the higher molecular weight triblock co-
polymer KH is used as the compatibilizer, the size of
sPS domain is decreased and a fine dispersion is ob-
tained. However, still many spherical holes are ob-
served, denoting no very strong interfacial adhesion
between the two phases (Figure 1b).
In contrast, the addition of KM and KL to the

blends can cause a significant reduction in sPS domain
sizes and much finer dispersion of the sPS microphas-
es. The interface between the iPP and sPS phase be-
come indistinguishable and it is difficult to distinguish
the sPS particles from the matrix. Fracturing of all the
sPS particles suggests a very strong interfacial adhe-
sion between the two phases (Figure 1c, 1d).
Thus, it is clear that the medium and the lower MW

triblock copolymer are more effective compatibilizers
for iPP/sPS blend than the higher MW KH. Such a re-
sult is in accord with previously results of Taha,33

where the same three triblock copolymers (Kraton
1651, 1650 and 1652) were used in compatibilizing
LDPE/aPS blends. The relatively poor compatibiliz-
ing ability of the higher MW copolymer KH is due
to the fact that the melt viscosity for KH is much high-
er than those of the two others (KM, KL) and the high
melt viscosity prevents KH from migrating effectively
into the interface. Another factor is that the higher
MW copolymer tends to form micelles more readily,34

which would decrease the compatibilizing effect.

Distribution of the Compatibilizers
Figure 2 shows SEM micrographs of the solvent-

etched microtomed surfaces of iPP/sPS blends com-
patibilized by varying amounts of the higher MW co-
polymer KH. Comparing with the SEM micrograph of
the un-etched microtomed surface of the blend
(Figure 3), the localization of the compatibilizer in
the blends can be displayed by voids remaining after
dissolving the compatibilizer phase with THF. When
2wt% KH had been added to the blend, part of the
KH was found to locate at the interface between the
sPS particles and the iPP matrix (shown by ring bands
around sPS particles), the rest dispersed in the iPP
phase as microdomains (as indicated by the tiny holes)
(Figure 2a).
On addition of more KH to the blend (4wt% and

8wt%), the part of KH locating at the interface as ring
bands remains with no significant change; the excess
copolymer, however, tends to distribute in the iPP ma-
trix to form micelles or micellar aggregation (Figure
2b, 2c). Unlike the distribution of KH in the blends,
majority of KM in the blend concentrate at the inter-
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face between the two phases at either lower or higher
copolymer content. Only a little was found to disperse
in the iPP matrix (Figure 4). Very similar distribution
of KL in the iPP/sPS blend was observed. It is worth
noticing that no void was observed in sPS dispersed
phases, indicating no compatibilizer locates in sPS
phases (Figure 5).

Tensile Properties of the Blends
Figure 6 shows the tensile properties of iPP/sPS

(80/20) blends modified by varying amounts of the
three SEBS copolymers. The uncompatibilized blend
exhibits relatively low strength due to the very poor
adhesion between sPS particles and the iPP matrix.
Addition of either KM or KL to the blend results in
significant improvements in the strength of the blends.
When KH is added, however, the strength of the
blends increases marginally only at a low KH content
(Figure 6a). The strength of polymer blends depends,
among other factors, on the morphology and on the in-
terfacial properties. Much finer dispersion of sPS in
iPP matrix and very strong interfacial adhesion is ob-

tained between the two phases in both KM and KL
compatibilized blends. The higher MW compatibiliz-
er, KH, however, has little effect on tensile strength
of the blends because of its relatively poor ability in
compatibilizing the blends. It is also noticed that the
blends with middle compatibilizer content show the
maximum value of strength. This result can be ex-
plained in the light of the following facts: When blend
contains moderated amount of compatibilizer, most of
the compatibilizer locates at the interfacial area,
which enhances the interfacial adhesion; however,
when more compatibilizer is added to the blend, only
part of them concentrate at the interface, the rest will
distribute in the iPP matrix in the form of micro-par-
ticles. Since the strength of this rubbery block copoly-
mer is much lower than either the PP matrix or the
dispersed sPS phase, the part that distributes in iPP
matrix causes a decrease in tensile strength of the
blends.
The elongation at break of iPP/sPS blends as a

function of the compatibilizer content is shown in Fig-
ure 6b. The unmodified iPP/sPS blend exhibits a very

Figure 1. SEM micrographs of fractured surface of iPP/sPS (80/20) blend compatibilized with 4wt% of various compatibilizers:

(a) None; (b) KH; (c) KM; (d) KL.
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low elongation at break, owing to the large size of the
dispersed sPS and the very weak interfacial adhesion
between the two phases. The elongation at break is
significantly improved on addition of 2wt% of the
KH to the blend and increases sharply with increasing
copolymer content. In contrast, the elongation at break
is little affected by the addition of either KM or KL.
The high toughness, attained in KH compatibilized

iPP/sPS blends, can be attributed to the distribution of
the compatibilizer in the blends. It has been shown
that only part of KH locates at the interface, the rest

dispersing in iPP phase in the form of microdomains.
The compatibilizer that disperses in the iPP matrix
acts as toughness modifier. In case of KM and KL,
there is no such an effect since almost all the copoly-
mers accumulate at the interfacial area. Other impor-
tant factors are probably a comparatively finer disper-
sion of sPS particles in iPP matrix and a relatively
weaker interfacial adhesion caused by KH.
Burau35 has shown that strong adhesion between

the HDPE matrix and the dispersed aPS produced
by SEBS copolymer has a negative effect on the duc-
tility of the HDPE/aPS (85/15) blend.
Figure 6c illustrates the effect of the quantity of the

three different block copolymers on the moduli of
iPP/sPS blends. Addition of copolymers to the blends
causes a decrease in modulus, decreasing with in-
creasing copolymer content, a phenomenon also ob-
served in other blends.36,37 The modulus of a blend de-
pends mainly on that of the blend components besides
the factor of interfacial adhesion. The copolymers
used here are all elastomers whose modulus are al-
most two orders of magnitude lower than that of the
blend components; hence, small increases in the
weight fraction of this phase could significantly re-
duce the moduli of the blends.
Using a series of crystalline and noncrystalline SEB

(SEBS) copolymers, whose EB block is either crystal-
line or rubbery, to modify LLDPE/aPS blends, Li38

found that the former caused an increase in modulus
of the blends, whereas the latter had an opposite ef-
fect. This result has been attributed to the different in-
terfacial structures formed by the two kinds of the co-
polymers. Crystalline copolymers would result in a
stronger interfacial adhesion than noncrystalline co-
polymers. Another factor, probably more important,
is that the crystalline copolymers have much higher
modulus than that of the noncrystalline, leading to
an increase in modulus of the blends. Heikens39 found
that elastomeric block copolymer HPB-b-PS copoly-

Figure 2. SEM micrographs of the solvent-etched micro-

tomed surfaces of iPP/sPS (80/20) blends compatibilized with

various amounts of KH: (a) 2wt%; (b) 4wt%; (c) 8wt%.

Figure 3. SEM micrograph of the unetched microtomed sur-

face of iPP/sPS (80/20) blends compatibilized with 4%wt KH.
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mer whose modulus is lower than the blend caused a
decrease in modulus of the blend, while the graft co-
polymers PS-g-PE whose moduli correspond to that of
the blend did not have this negative effect. This is an-
other evidence to support the above explanation.

Heat-resistance of the Blend
The object of blending iPP with sPS is to upgrade

the working temperature range of the blend. Vicat
softening points of the iPP/sPS (80/20) blends modi-
fied by varying amounts of the copolymers are pre-
sented in Table III. The Vicat softening point of virgin
iPP (PE-blocked) is only 135 �C while that of the iPP/

sPS (80/20) blend is about 160 �C, decreasing only
slightly with increasing compatibilizer content; the
heat-resistance of the blend is much higher than that
of the neat iPP. The value of softening temperature
is dependent not only on blend composition but also
on the morphology of a blend. The blends contain
4wt% KM and KL have the optimum morphology
(as has been shown above), so they display relatively
higher values of Vicat softening point than those of
others. In general, the blends compatibilized by differ-
ent copolymers exhibit roughly the same values of
softening point.

Figure 4. SEM micrographs of the solvent-etched micro-

tomed surfaces of iPP/sPS (80/20) blends compatibilized with

various amounts of KM: (a) 2wt%; (b) 4wt%; (c) 8wt%.

Figure 5. SEM micrographs of the solvent-etched micro-

tomed surfaces of iPP/sPS (80/20) blends compatibilized with

4wt% of different compatibilizers: (a) KH; (b) KM; (c) KL (Giv-

en in details).
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Thermal Analysis
The DSC crystallization and melting thermograms

of iPP/sPS blends compatibilized with varying
amounts of KH and KM copolymers are shown in
Figure 7 and Figure 8 with thermograms of neat
iPP, sPS and the uncompatibilized blends as refer-
ences. The iPP used in this study is virtually a copoly-
mer containing a short HDPE end-block. Therefore, it
shows two melting endothermic peaks on the heating

curve of the iPP. However, only one crystallization
exotherm at about 112 �C appeared on the crystalliza-
tion curve of the pure iPP. This indicates that the pres-
ence of HDPE-block in the iPP can retard the crystal-
lization of iPP, causing the two components
crystallize concurrently at about the same tempera-
ture. Same phenomena was also found in PP-rich
PP/HDPE blend.40

On the crystallization curves of iPP/sPS blends
with and without compatibilizers, the crystallization
peak at 112 �C is split into two peaks: the large one
at 115 �C for iPP and the smaller one at 111 �C for
PE block. The presence of sPS in the blends promotes
the crystallization of iPP block but has no significant
effect on the Tc of PE block. The similar behavior
was also observed in HDPE/sPS blends.12

It is worth noting that the crystallization peak of
sPS component, which is at about 235 �C, becomes
smaller on addition of compatibilizer KH, and its in-
tensity gradually decreasing with increments of KH,
as also reflected in the corresponding �Hc values
(Table IV). When the compatibilizer KM is added,
the crystallization peak of sPS component disappears
completely. Similar phenomenon has been observed
in compatibilized PP/PA6 blends.41 It is suggested
that the crystallization process of sPS separates into
two discrete steps: one at Tc of itself and the other
at that of iPP. With increasing the amount of compa-
tibilizers the sPS domains becomes smaller and lost
their composed character. This caused the reduction
of the usual high temperature crystallization peak of
sPS. The disappearance of the crystallization peak of
sPS at the usual Tc suggests that almost the whole
sPS crystallization took place coincidently at the usual
Tc for PP, in a process of concurrent crystallization. It
should be also point out that a very small part of sPS
probably crystallized at its usual temperature, which
could not be detected by DSC due to the low concen-
tration of sPS in the case of KM.
The occurrence of concurrent crystallization in a
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Figure 6. Effect of compatibilizers on tensile properties of

iPP/sPS (80/20) blends: (a) tensile strength; (b) elongation at

break; (c) modulus.

Table III. Vicat softening point of iPP, sPS and iPP/sPS/

SEBS� blends

Blend code
Vicat softening

point (�C)

iPP 135

sPS 254

P-1 159.5

P-2a 161

P-4a 160

P-8a 158.5

P-4b 163

P-4c 162.5

�PP/sPS = 80/20 (w/w)
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blend has been attributed mainly to the reduction of
particles sizes and a finer dispersion of the higher Tc
component in the matrix.31 The number of the usually
active nucleating heterogeneities is less than the num-
ber of the dispersed particles, and thus the dispersed
particles in the form of supercooled molten droplets
would not crystallize until the second-order nucleating
impurity comes into play, or when the homogeneous
nucleation begins. Such a simultaneous crystallization
phenomenon has been found in blend systems like

PA-6/PVDF, PBTP/PVDF,32 PP/PA-6,41,42 and PP/
PA-12.43

Table IV presents the DSC data of non-isothermal
crystallization and melting of uncompatibilized and
compatibilized iPP/sPS blends as well as that of pure
iPP and sPS. The melting points of iPP(PE block) stay
unchanged, while those of sPS are slightly depressed
by 1–2 �C compared to the plain sPS. Apparently
the sPS lamellar crystallites formed in the blends are
somewhat thinner than those formed in bulk. On
blending, the �Hf of iPP (PE block) increased signif-
icantly while that of sPS is lowered slightly. This sug-
gests that incorporation of sPS into iPP promote crys-
tallization of iPP (PE block). The drop in �Hf

(crystallinity) of sPS is obviously due to the presence
of sPS as dispersed particles in iPP matrix where the
crystallization ability of the former was suppressed.
The normalized crystallinity of both iPP (PE block)

Figure 7. DSC crystallization thermograms of iPP/sPS (80/

20) blends compatibilized with varying amounts of KH and

KM. Cooling rate: 10 �C/min.

Figure 8. DSC second heating thermograms of iPP/sPS (80/

20) blends compatibilized with varying amounts of KH and KM.

Heating rate: 10 �C/min.

Table IV. Thermal characterizations of sPS, iPP and iPP/sPS blends

Blend
Tm (�C) �Hf (J/g)

� Tc (
�C) �Hc (J/g)

�

code
iPP

sPS
iPP

sPS
iPP

sPS sPS
Peak1 Peak2 Peak1 Peak2 Peak1 Peak2

sPS 271.3 26.9 235.1 24.0

iPP 125.1 161.8 17.5 65.6 111.9

P-1 125.2 162.1 269.8 30.4 70.0 26.1 111.1 115.8 233.6 9.1

P-2a 124.2 161.1 268.8 28.4 68.6 25.4 110.4 115.7 234.0 5.1

P-4a 125.1 161.8 270.0 28.3 65.9 25.1 110.4 115.2 234.1 3.9

P-8a 124.3 160.9 268.4 27.9 61.9 23.9 110.4 114.8 234.6 2.2

P-2b 124.6 161.8 269.7 28.1 68.3 18.5 109.2 113.8

P-4b 124.5 161.5 269.8 26.8 65.9 18.8 109.6 114.8

P-8b 124.0 161.8 268.9 24.0 61.7 17.3 108.5 114.5

�Normalized data
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and sPS in the blend decreases on addition of incre-
ments of the compatibilizers. The decrease in crystal-
linity of iPP (PE block) in the compatibilized blend is
probably due to the penetration of the block copoly-
mers into the iPP phase in the interface area. The re-
markably reduced size and the finer dispersion of sPS
in the iPP matrix on addition of the compatibilizer re-
tard and suppress the crystallization of sPS. Alterna-
tively, the lowering of crystallinity of sPS may be
caused by the penetration of the compatibilizer from
the interface into the sPS domains.

CONCLUSIONS

The medium MW SEBS, KM, and the lower MW
SEBS, KL, are efficient in reducing the sPS domain
size and improving the interfacial adhesion in immis-
cible iPP/sPS blend, while the higher MW SEBS, KH,
exhibits a relatively poor compatibilization.
KH locates partly at the blend interface and partly

as dispersion in iPP phase in the form of microdo-
mains. By contrast, KM accumulates mainly at the
blend interface with little distribution in the iPP ma-
trix.
Both KM and KL result in a significant improve-

ment in tensile strength of the blends but has little ef-
fect on toughness. KH, though very effective in in-
creasing the elongation at break, exhibits little effect
on improving the strength of the blend. On addition
of the compatibilizers all the blends suffer from a de-
crease on modulus.
Mechanical properties of iPP/sPS blends depend,

besides the size of the dispersed sPS and the interfa-
cial adhesion between the two phases, also on the
compatibilizer content and its distribution in the
blend.
In all these blends, iPP block crystallizes at temper-

ature 3–4 �C higher than that of virgin iPP, while PE
block at its usual Tc. Addition up to 8wt% of KH
causes a steady decrease in intensity of the sPS crys-
tallization peak, while 2wt% KM can completely sup-
press the crystallization of sPS at its usual Tc and in-
duce the almost completely concurrent crystallization
of sPS and iPP at Tc of the iPP. Addition of compati-
bilizer to the blends causes a reduction in crystallinity
of both iPP and sPS.
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