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Abstract: This study evaluates the effectiveness of a silica preceramic polymer for joining and coating
Plasma Electrolytic Oxidated (PEO) aluminum components at temperatures below 200 ◦C. PEO
aluminum slabs were coated and joined with a silica precursor polymer (Durazane1800, Merck,
Darmstadt, Germany), both with and without the addition of 48 wt% silica nanoparticles, and cured
at 180 ◦C for 4 h in air. Thermogravimetric analysis assessed the curing process and thermal stability,
while X-ray diffraction confirmed the polymer’s conversion to amorphous silica after heating at
1200 ◦C. Resistance to humid environments was tested by soaking coated samples in tap water for
a week, with no mass variation observed. Mechanical testing through tensile mode and tensile
lap tests showed that adding 48 wt% silica nanoparticles significantly improved joint cohesion and
nearly quadrupled mechanical strength. Fracture surfaces were examined using Field Emission
Scanning Electron Microscopy, and composition analysis was performed with Energy Dispersion
X-ray Spectroscopy. Crack detection was conducted using Computer Tomography with an in situ
bending test setup to obtain the mechanical resistance of the PEO coating. The results indicate that
the silica preceramic polymer is suitable for joining and coating PEO aluminum components, with
silica nanoparticles enhancing mechanical strength and providing excellent thermal stability and
resistance to humidity.

Keywords: PEO; joining; coating; preceramic polymers; silica

1. Introduction

Plasma Electrolytic Oxidation (PEO) of aluminum components has garnered signif-
icant interest for a variety of applications, ranging from substituting steel to enhancing
electronic devices. Numerous studies in the literature have focused on optimizing the
Plasma Electrolytic Oxidation process on aluminum substrates, primarily due to the ad-
vantageous combination of aluminum’s low density and the high hardness of the alumina
coating [1,2]. This combination is particularly beneficial for components that require rapid
movement and are subject to wear.

Reducing the mass of moving parts results in increased movement speed, lower energy
consumption, and diminished friction losses. Applications of PEO aluminum components
include wear-resistant coatings for textiles, packaging, automotive parts, and molds, as well
as abrasion-resistant coatings for turbocharger wheels. They are also used for corrosion-
resistant coatings in transportation sectors such as automotive, marine, and aerospace
industries; engine components; plasma erosion-resistant coatings for microplasma genera-
tor components; and decorative coatings.
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In certain applications, the aforementioned PEO aluminum components require ap-
propriate joining and coating processes that must be performed at temperatures below
200 ◦C. This precaution is necessary to prevent distortion or delamination of the surface
layer, which can occur due to the mismatch in the thermal expansion coefficients between
the metal substrate and the oxide layer.

Silica is well known for its high-temperature resistance, mechanical strength, and
resistance to corrosion and wear, making it an excellent choice as a coating and joining
material. Silica, particularly in its glass form, is frequently used for sealing and joining com-
ponents. The typical procedure involves heating the glass above its softening temperature
to reduce its viscosity sufficiently, enabling its use as a high-temperature adhesive. How-
ever, the temperatures required to soften silica are unsuitable for most metals, especially
aluminum-based alloys.

Several alternatives exist for obtaining silica coatings at lower temperatures, such
as chemical and vapor deposition or sol-gel techniques [3–8]. While both chemical and
vapor deposition techniques necessitate expensive facilities, the sol-gel method offers a
cost-effective alternative. However, the processing time required to achieve high-quality
coatings through sol-gel can be extensive.

For low-temperature joining materials and technologies applicable to aluminum-
based components, organic adhesives emerge as promising candidates [9–11]. Despite their
advantages, these adhesives exhibit limited temperature resistance and thermal expansion
properties that are often unsuitable for applications requiring thermal stability. Additionally,
adhesives are sensitive to humidity [12,13], which can adversely affect the overall durability
and lifespan of the components.

Silica preceramic polymers present an intriguing alternative as coating and joining
materials for PEO (Plasma Electrolytic Oxidation) aluminum components. Their processing
time is significantly shorter than that required for the sol-gel process, and the technology
is less expensive than chemical and vapor deposition methods. Most importantly, these
polymers can be converted to silica at temperatures below 900 ◦C.

Preceramic polymers offer considerable flexibility: despite having a basic structure
composed of light elements such as C, H, O, N, and B, their structure can be modified to
achieve desired properties, such as enhanced mechanical and thermal characteristics, or
the introduction of new ones. Additionally, temperatures and process times (cross-linking
and pyrolysis) can be easily optimized. They can be produced with significant energy and
cost savings and superior properties compared to conventional ceramics [14,15].

Nonetheless, challenges must be addressed during polymer-to-ceramic conversion,
including shrinkage, residual porosity, and related defects, which can significantly reduce
the mechanical strength and elastic modulus of the resulting materials. One potential
solution is the incorporation of active or passive fillers and the careful optimization of heat
treatment protocols to minimize shrinkage [16–19].

“While the literature on silica preceramic polymers is abundant dating back to the
beginning of the last century [15,20,21] the use of these materials as joining and coating
materials for Plasma Electrolytic Oxidated (PEO) aluminum components has been not in-
vestigated yet, while multiple research works on other methodologies to join PEO materials
have been already published [22–25]”.

The aim of the present work is to study the suitability of a silica preceramic polymer
for joining and coating PEO aluminum components at temperatures below 200 ◦C, focusing
on the mechanical strength and environment resistance with or without the addition of
silica nanoparticles.

2. Materials and Methods

Plasma Electrolytic Oxidated (PEO) aluminum (Al in the text) slabs have been pro-
vided by Cambridge Nanolitic, Cambridge, UK, consisting of Al (20–70 µm coated) mea-
sured using eddy currents, as reported in [26], and thick alpha and gamma nano alumina
(crystallite size 30–80 nm) obtained via proprietary soft sparking PEO technology. The
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average grain size was derived using X-ray diffraction measurements, as reported in [26,27].
The treatment was conducted in a phosphate–silicate electrolyte maintained at room temper-
ature of 25 ◦C with the use of bipolar electrical pulses with 700 V amplitude and repetition
frequency of 2 KHz.

The selected polymer was a silica precursor polymer (Durazane1800, Merck, polymer
in the text [28]), cured at 180 ◦C for 4 h, in air, according to the available data sheet. It
is a liquid, low-viscous, solvent-free polysilazane resin, which looks like a colorless liq-
uid. Its density is 0.950–1.050 g/cm3 at 25 ◦C and its viscosity 10–40 cP at 20 ◦C [1]. It is
characterized by good adhesion, hardness, hydrophobicity, and barrier properties and it
is applicable to metal, glass, and ceramic substrates. For these reasons, Durazane 1800 is
suitable for industrial applications as a high-temperature coating in order to protect metals
from corrosion [29–31]. The polymer consists of a silicon and nitrogen backbone function-
alized with different side groups, usually hydrogen, methyl (CH3), and vinyl (CH=CH2)
groups, which contribute to crosslinking via vinyl polymerization [32,33]. Typically, curing
is performed using radical initiators, to allow a reduction in curing temperature or time,
but catalysts can be avoided, as it in this study, when curing is performed at 180 ◦C, 4 h, in
air, according to the polymer’s data sheet.

In order to verify the thermal stability of the cured polymer, thermogravimetric
analyses (TGA) were performed using NETZSCH STA 2500 Regulus apparatus (Selb,
Germany) equipped with a tailor-made, ultra-micro balance with a resolution of 0.03 µg.
The analysis was performed on the cured polymer in air flow (40 mL/min) with 10 ◦C/min
heating rate, up to 1200 ◦C, followed by free cooling.

X-ray diffraction (XRD) analysis was performed on the polymer treated at 1200 ◦C,
using an X’Pert Pro MRD diffractometer, with Cu Kα radiation (PANalytical X’Pert Pro,
Philips, Almelo, The Netherlands), and with the aid of X-Pert HighScore software v.5.1
(JCPDS database provided by PDF-4 ICDD, International Centre for Diffraction Data,
Newton Square, PA, USA).

PEO aluminum samples of 15 mm × 15 mm were cut (Brillant 220 cutting machine,
QATM, Mammelzen, Germany) from a larger slab and cleaned in an ultrasonic bath
(Proclean 4.5S, Ulsonix, Berlin, Germany) in ethanol (20 min, 40 ◦C), before being coated
by the polymer through a manual process. The polymer was also sandwiched between
two samples (PEO side) to obtain a joint of about 20 µm, with a pressure of about 5 kPa
applied to keep the sample in position during the process; all coated and joined samples
were then cured at 180 ◦C for 4 h in a furnace operating in air (Binder ED 23, Tuttlingen,
Germany), according to the polymer datasheet.

The resistance of the coated samples in the humid environment was preliminary
assessed by soaking them for 1 week in tap water at room temperature and measuring their
weight variation using an analytical balance (AR2140, OHAUS Europe GmbH, Nänikon,
Switzerland) with a resolution of 0.1 mg.

Joined samples were glued to steel cylinders using a two-component epoxy adhesive
(DP490) and tested in tensile mode at room temperature according to a modified ASTM
C633-01 [34] (on four samples) using a MTS Criterion model 43 machine (MTS Systems
Corporation, Eden Prairie, MN, USA) equipped with a 5 kN load cell. The configuration
used for the tensile test is reported in [35,36]. The cross-head speed was set to 0.5 mm/min
to cause fracturing under quasi-static conditions. The strength (ultimate tensile stress, UTS)
was calculated as

σ = F/A (1)

where F is the peak load and A is the joined area.
The cross sections of the joined samples and fracture surfaces after mechanical tests

were observed using FESEM and their composition was analyzed using EDS (JEOL JCM-
6000 PLUS, Tokyo, Japan, equipped with an Energy Dispersive X-ray Spectroscopy (EDS)
analyzer and FESEM-ZEISS Supra 40, Oberkochen, Germany, with EDS-SW9100 EDAX
detector, Pleasanton, CA, USA).
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Silica nanoparticles of up to 48 wt% (80 nm average diameter, Alfa Aesar, Haverhill,
MA, USA) were added to the polymer via manually stirring at room temperature, using
a metal rod in a graduated Eppendorf tube. The resulting material was highly viscous
and was cured at 180 ◦C for 4 h in air to obtain coatings and joints as described before. Its
thermal stability was tested via TGA up to 1200 ◦C.

Also, single-lap mechanical tests on joined samples were performed according to
ASTM D1002-10 [37], in triplicate.

Computer Tomography inspection with in situ bending test (IKTS-Fraunhofer Institute,
Dresden, Germany) was performed to measure the maximum resistance of the coating
under bending stress. Four different tomography reconstructions were performed, the
first one with no bending load and the other three with 95 N, 115 N, and 165 N bending
loads applied, respectively. The tomography parameters used were 150 kV and 50 µA,
with 1600 projections for each loading conditions. The reconstructed 3D volumes of
the investigated specimen were obtained by using the filtered back projection algorithm
through VG MAX 3.5 software (Volume Graphics GMbH, Heidelberg, Germany).

In order to calculate the stress on the coating during the bending test carried out
within the CT, similar tests were carried out using a Zwick Roell Z050 machine equipped
with 5 kN load cell. Specimen of 5.2 mm × 1.5 mm cross section were subjected to 4-point
bending test with a load span equal to 27.5 mm and a support span equal to 67.5 mm, i.e., at
the same conditions used during the in situ flexural test within the CT. The stress at which
the cracks appeared in the tomography can be calculated as

σ(fmax) = (M(t/2))/I (2)

where:

• σ(fmax) is the maximum flexural stress in the bar, occurring in the outer surface of
the bar;

• M is the bending moment developed between the loading pins;
• t is the thickness of the bar;
• I is the moment of inertia of the bar.

In order to detect the presence of cracks at different flexural loading conditions, FESEM
inspection were carried out on each sample (Tescan MIRA3, Brno, Czech Republic).

3. Results and Discussion

Figure 1 shows an optical and three FESEM micrographs at higher magnifications of
the aluminum slabs where the nanocrystalline structure of the PEO coating is clearly visible.

Before performing the TGA analysis up to 1200 ◦C, the effectiveness of the curing
process was verified: about 15 mg of cured polymer was put inside the crucible at an
initial temperature of 20 ◦C, which was kept constant for 5 min; then, a heating rate of
10 ◦C/min was used to reach the curing temperature of 180 ◦C, which was kept for 1 h.
A weight loss of 0.8% was observed when the temperature reached 180 ◦C, possibly due
to the degradation of non-crosslinked volatile oligomers. After that, there was a further
weight loss of 0.1%, followed by a weight increase of 0.3%. These two latter minor weight
changes are likely due to buoyancy effects caused by the low weight of the sample (a few
milligrams), making any conclusions about mass loss or gain speculative. Since the total
weight variation was less than 1%, the curing process was considered successful.

In order to test the thermal stability of the cured polymer, TGA-DTA analysis was
carried out and the results are shown in Figure 2. The overall weight loss are about 11%
and it was recorded between 450 ◦C and 600 ◦C, corresponding to the ceramic conversion
process. At about 800 ◦C, the conversion was completed, and the weight remained stable
up to 1200 ◦C.
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Figure 2. Combined graph of TGA/DTA curves of the cured polymer up to 1200 ◦C.

These results are consistent with the information found in the literature [27], in two fun-
damental steps were identified: the first in the temperature range 200–400 ◦C and the second
at 500–750 ◦C. In particular, at temperatures above 200 ◦C, there is a further radical polymer-
ization of residual vinyl groups. Up to 400 ◦C, further dehydrogenation and transamination
reactions occur, although the total mass loss is negligible, as can be seen from the flat TGA
curve in Figure 2.

Conversely, between 500 ◦C and 750 ◦C, a significant mass loss is associated with the
organic–inorganic transformation of the polymer into amorphous silica. This process is also
called ceramization and involves the decomposition and transformation of organic groups.
During this thermal treatment, known as thermolysis, the organic components undergo
significant chemical changes, breaking down and evolving into gaseous byproducts. As
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the temperature rises within this specified range, the preceramic materials undergo a series
of complex chemical reactions. These reactions promote the formation of strong covalent
bonds between the remaining elements, leading to the development of an amorphous
ceramic structure. This transformation results in the creation of amorphous covalent
ceramics (ACC) [38–41]. While a mass loss of 11.4% was measured between 400 ◦C and
800 ◦C, no further mass loss was measured up to the end of the test, at 1200 ◦C.

XRD analysis performed on the cured polymer treated at 1200 ◦C (Figure 3) confirms
the amorphous structure of the obtained material: once heated at 1200 ◦C, the polymer
appears colorless. Results in the literature, such as the study by [42], confirm that pyrolysis
at this temperature leads to the formation of an amorphous phase.
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Figure 3. XRD analysis on the cured polymer heated at 1200 ◦C showing the typical amorphous
silica halo.

Coated samples were obtained by manually depositing the polymer on the PEO side
of the samples, followed by the curing process at 180 ◦C for 4 h. Figure 4a shows the top
surface of the coating after curing; it is compact and shiny, except from some macro-cracks
on the right side, probably due to an excessive thickness; the good quality of the coating
is also confirmed via FESEM micrographs taken of the top surface (Figure 4b) and the
cross sections (Figure 4c,d). Evidence of a sound interface between PEO Al2O3 and cured
polymer is visible in Figure 4d.
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Joined samples were obtained by sandwiching the polymer between two samples
(PEO alumina side), as in Figure 5, which shows a schematic representation (a) and a
SEM polished cross section of a joined sample (b): residual porosity and cracks due to the
polymer evolution (weight loss and shrinkage) upon curing are visible.
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It is important to point out that in the case of the coating, the entire surface is available
for the elimination of volatile species during curing and the coating is compact and pore
free; conversely, in the joint, volatile species have only the perimeter to escape during
curing. Therefore, joints are more porous than coatings, although they were produced
under the same curing conditions.

Joined samples were tested in tensile mode according to a modified ASTM C633-01.
Figure 6 shows the tensile test set up (a) and the typical cohesive fracture surface of joined
samples after the tensile test (b). The joining material is present on both surfaces, typical of
a cohesive fracture, indicating a strong interface between the PEO alumina and the coating.
Figure 6c shows the stress–displacement diagrams recorded on the four joined samples
subjected to the tensile test. The fracture was typically brittle, as expected for silica-based
material, with an average tensile strength of 1.8 ± 0.3 MPa.

FESEM micrographs of the fracture surfaces after the tensile test are shown in Figure 7:
it is possible to distinguish the joining material from the PEO alumina, with the former
cracked and the latter smooth (Figure 7a). At higher magnification (Figure 7b), one can
observe that the joining material has some porosity and the PEO alumina shows the
nanocrystalline structure, already observed in Figure 1.

A punctual EDS analysis was performed in order to measure the elemental com-
position in different zones of the fracture surface. EDS of the joining material detected
the polymer’s main elements, i.e., Si, C, and O, with residual C associated with the non-
complete transformation to silica at 180 ◦C (Figure 3); conversely, the main elements
detected in the PEO alumina regions were, as expected: Al and O. While the PEO alumina
is clearly visible in some areas of the fracture surfaces, no bare aluminum is visible, con-
firming the interfacial strength of Al/PEO alumina, which is more intense than the cured
polymer/PEO alumina one.

In order to decrease porosity and increase the mechanical strength of the joints, an
increasing amount of silica nanoparticles were added to the polymer up to 48 wt%, which was
found to be the maximum amount that could be added under these experimental conditions.
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Figure 7. SEM results on the joined samples’ typical fracture surface after the tensile test (a) and at
higher magnification (b).
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As shown in Figure 8 the total weight loss is about 10%, slightly lower than what
was found without silica nanoparticles. The TGA curve is very similar to what was found
for the polymer without silica nanoparticles in Figure 3; however, for temperatures below
400 ◦C, there is a higher mass loss (2.2%) associated with the elimination of the most volatile
species, probably due to the presence of 48 wt% silica nanoparticles, which facilitate the
reaction and the gaseous products elimination path. A significant mass loss of 6% occurs
between 500 ◦C and 700 ◦C, corresponding to the conversion to amorphous silica.
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Figure 8. Combined graph of TGA/DTA curves of the cured polymer loaded with 48 wt% silica
nanoparticles up to 1200 ◦C.

Given the low melting temperature of the Al slabs used for this work, a complete trans-
formation to silica was not possible: however, the presence of 48 wt% of silica nanoparticles
improved the mechanical strength of the joints, as discussed below.

According to the literature, an improvement in terms of reduced porosity and increased
mechanical strength is expected when adding fillers to compensate for the shrinkage
during the curing of a preceramic polymer. The same curing procedure at 180 ◦C for
4 h in air was used for the preparation of coatings and joints with 48 wt% silica. Since
the addition of silica nanoparticles increased the polymer’s viscosity, it was much more
difficult to spread the material using the spatula to obtain a thin, uniform layer for the
manual deposition. The thicker coatings became significantly more cracked than those
produced without silica nanoparticles and they could be peeled off from the substrates
very easily: a better deposition process is going to be developed to obtain thinner coatings
with silica nanoparticles.

Figure 9 shows a FESEM top view of the coating with 48 wt% of silica nanoparti-
cles: some “clouds” corresponding to non-homogeneously dispersed silica nanoparticles
agglomerates can be seen; a better homogenization process should be tested to improve
the coating compositional uniformity when silica nanoparticles are added to the polymer.
Some studies are already present in the literature about increasing the uniformity of mixing
nanoparticles in the polymer [20,43,44]. The EDS analysis of the coating only reported
silicon, carbon, and oxygen as detected elements.

Conversely, the joints appear sound and resistant to cutting and polishing: Figure 10
shows a representative FESEM cross section of a joint, which is less porous than those
obtained using the pure polymer (Figure 5). Some residual porosity is still present, but the
higher magnification in Figure 10b shows a fairly good interface between PEO alumina
and the joining material.
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Figure 9. FESEM top view of the cured polymer coating with 48 wt% silica nanoparticles: “clouds”
due to non-optimal silica dispersion.
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Figure 10. SEM cross section of samples joined using the cured polymer loaded with 48 wt% silica
nanoparticles (a) and higher magnification of the interface PEO alumina and joining material (b).

Tensile tests on four of these joined samples gave an average tensile strength of
7.0 ± 0.6 MPa (Figure 11), which is almost four times the values obtained on joints produced
by using the polymer only.
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The fracture surfaces after tensile tests clearly show a cohesive fracture mode in
all samples (Figure 12a): loading the polymer with silica nanoparticles decreases the
joints porosity and increases their mechanical strength, this suggesting that the interface
joining material/PEO alumina is stronger than before, as is the cohesion of the joining
material. Figure 12 shows FESEM images of the fracture surfaces after tensile tests and the
compact structure of the joining material is well visible (Figure 12b), particularly at higher
magnification (Figure 12c,d). By comparing these results with those in Figure 7b, it is clear,
from a morphological point of view, that the addition of silica nanoparticles improved both
the cohesion and mechanical strength of the joints.
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Figure 12. Typical cohesive fracture surface after tensile test on samples joined using polymer loaded
with 48 wt% silica nanoparticles: visual appearance (a) and FESEM (b–d) of the joining material.

Given these promising results, these joints were further characterized using a tensile
single lap test, according to ASTM D1002-10 [37], as shown in Figure 13: a typical cohe-
sive fracture surface (b) was found on all samples, as reported for the tensile tests. The
average lap strength was 1.2 ± 0.3 MPa and the curves show the expected brittle behavior
(Figure 13c). The lower value measured for lap shear strength in tensile mode was due
to the presence of bending modes, which are absent when the measure is conducted as in
Figure 6.

In order to understand the mechanical resistance of the coatings better, Computed
Tomography with in situ bending tests was performed on the aluminum slabs coated with
the polymer and cured, as described above and by using the fixture shown in Figure 14a,
where the position of the supporting pins (A), loading pins (B), and CFRP rod (C), which
transfers the load, are highlighted.

The transversal sections of the reconstructed 3D volumes via CT-scan are reported in
Figure 14b and the sample after test is visible in Figure 14c: the first crack appearance on
the coating was observed at a bending load of 115 N. The measured bending stress on the
coating was 570 MPa.
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Figure 15 shows the cracks visible in the tomography reconstruction (b) and the FESEM
inspection of the same surface (c).
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Finally, the produced coatings were always characterized by outstanding resistance in
the humid environment, with the recorded weight loss after one week soaking in tap water
at room temperature always equal to zero.

4. Conclusions

The suitability of a silica preceramic polymer for joining and coating Plasma Elec-
trolytic Oxidated (PEO) aluminum components at temperatures below 200 ◦C was demon-
strated in this study.

The incorporation of a passive filler, specifically nanometric amorphous silica, enabled
effective control over the critical aspects of the crosslinking process, resulting in significant
enhancements in both joint morphology and mechanical strength. This advancement transi-
tioned the joint from one characterized by numerous voids and cracks to a much denser and
more compact structure, capable of achieving an average tensile strength of approximately
7 MPa, which is four times greater than that achieved using the pure polymer.

The bending stress at which the first crack appeared on the coating was notably
570 MPa, extending the potential applications of this coating to environments that require
substantial mechanical resistance.

The water resistance, preliminarily assessed by soaking the coated samples in tap
water for one week, yielded excellent results.

Further improvements in the mixing process for silica nanoparticles, as well as the
coating deposition, joining procedure, and thickness, are likely to enhance the mechanical
strength of the samples.

Finally, for applications requiring higher temperatures, this polymer presents itself as
an intriguing joining and coating material capable of producing pure amorphous silica at
approximately 800 ◦C.

This study explored the use of a silica preceramic polymer for joining and coating
Plasma Electrolytic Oxidated aluminum components and the resistance to humid envi-
ronments has been studied. The results suggest that this material, used as a joining or
coating material, has potential for broader applications, including components working in
harsh conditions. As a consequence, further investigations will address the behavior of this
material in several liquid media showing ranges of pH values. Moreover, in the future, the
influence of different wt% of silica nanoparticles will be further investigated.
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