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Abstract: Nanofiber mats can be electrospun by different techniques, usually subdivided into needle-
based and needleless. The latter allow for producing large-area nanofiber mats, e.g., with a width of
50 cm and lengths of several meters, if electrospinning proceeds for several hours, depending on the
required thickness. Even spinning smaller samples, however, raises the question of homogeneity,
especially if defined mechanical properties or a defined thickness is required, e.g., for filtration
purposes. Very often, only the inner parts of such electrospun nanofiber mats are used to avoid too
high variation of the nanofiber mat thickness. For this study, we used wire-based electrospinning to
prepare nanofiber mats with slightly varying spinning parameters. We report investigations of the
thickness and mass per unit area, measured on different positions of needleless electrospun nanofiber
mats. Martindale abrasion tests on different positions are added as a measure of the mechanical
properties. All nanofiber mats show unexpectedly strong variations of thickness, mass per unit area,
and porosity, as calculated from the apparent density of the membranes. The thickness especially
varied by nearly one order of magnitude within one sample, while the apparent density, as the most
uniform parameter, still showed variations by more than a factor of two within one sample. This
shows that even for apparently highly homogeneous areas of such nanofiber mats, variations cannot
be neglected for all potential applications.

Keywords: poly(acrylonitrile) (PAN); needleless electrospinning; atomic force microscopy (AFM);
density; Martindale cycles; layer thickness; areal weight

1. Introduction

Electrospinning is a common technique to produce nanofiber mats with dimensions
between a few square centimeters and several square decimeters for diverse applications,
such as energy harvesting, sensing, biotechnology, or filtration [1–4]. In the first developed
needle-based electrospinning process, a polymer solution or melt is pressed through a
spinneret inside a strong electric field, so that a so-called Taylor cone is formed at the tip of
the capillary from which a jet arises [5]. Being dragged to the counter-electrode, the solvent
is evaporated from the polymer solution, so that nanofibers with typical diameters of some
ten to some hundred nanometers are placed on a substrate covering the counter-electrode.
This needle-based technique is usually applied to prepare smaller areas of such nanofibrous
membranes [5]. Larger areas can be produced with the different needleless techniques
which have been developed since, e.g., spinning from a roller, a porous tube, a wire, ball or
disk [6–8]. Amongst the needleless techniques, diverse electrode shapes have been tested
to replace the single needle of the needle-based systems, such as wires, cylinders, disks or
others [9–11].

Amongst the most important parameters of nanofiber mats prepared from a single
polymer, such as poly(acrylonitrile) (PAN), the thickness of the nanofibers, the porosity and
pore size distribution of the mat, and the macroscopic membrane thickness can be men-
tioned [12]. It is well known that the electric field can influence these parameters [13–15], so

Nanomaterials 2023, 13, 2507. https://doi.org/10.3390/nano13182507 https://www.mdpi.com/journal/nanomaterials

https://doi.org/10.3390/nano13182507
https://doi.org/10.3390/nano13182507
https://creativecommons.org/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://www.mdpi.com/journal/nanomaterials
https://www.mdpi.com
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8398-1809
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8959-6677
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0695-3905
https://doi.org/10.3390/nano13182507
https://www.mdpi.com/journal/nanomaterials
https://www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/nano13182507?type=check_update&version=1


Nanomaterials 2023, 13, 2507 2 of 11

that it can be expected that large nanofibrous membranes spun in a needleless process will
have other physical properties at the borders, compared to the middle. Nevertheless, these
variations along large nanofiber mats are only scarcely reported in the literature [10,16–19].

In a previous study, we discussed the dependence of the nanofiber diameter mea-
surements on the choice of micrographs [20], which is why this study concentrates on
measuring the macroscopic parameters nanofiber mat thickness, mass per unit area, poros-
ity, and abrasion resistance. The nanofiber mat thickness strongly influences not only
its mechanical stability, but is also highly important for applications in filtration [21–23],
biomedicine [24–26], and others. The mass per unit area, also called areal weight [27–29],
as well as the porosity, which can be measured as an apparent density of the nanofibrous
membrane [30–32], are also important macroscopic parameters for diverse applications of
nanofiber mats in the areas of filtration, biotechnology, energy materials, and others.

Our investigations show for the first time quantitatively the variations of these pa-
rameters for optically homogenous, needleless electrospun nanofiber mats with different
spinning durations and thus allow discussing the potential variation of the aforementioned
macroscopic parameters along such nanofibrous membranes.

2. Materials and Methods

Spinning solutions were produced from 16% PAN (X-Pan, copolymer with 6% methyl
methacrylate, from Dralon, Dormagen, Germany) dissolved in dimethyl sulfoxide (DMSO,
min 99.9%, S3 Chemicals, Bad Oeynhausen, Germany) by vigorously stirring at room tem-
perature for 2 h. Electrospinning was performed in the wire-based machine “Nanospider
Lab” (Elmarco, Liberec, Czech Republic) on a polypropylene (PP) nonwoven with the
spinning parameters presented in Table 1. These parameters were varied to ensure proper
electrospinning at the given environmental conditions.

Table 1. Spinning parameters for the samples prepared in this study.

Parameter Sample 1 Sample 2 Sample 3 Sample 4

Temperature 20.3 ◦C 22.4 ◦C 26.0 ◦C 25.3 ◦C
Rel. humidity 33% 33% 31% 31%

Voltage 58 kV 60 kV 61 kV 53 kV
Current 0.022 mA 0.032 mA 0.045 kA 0.024 kA

Carriage speed 100 mm/s 100 mm/s 100 mm/s 90 mm/s
Substrate speed 2 mm/min 2 mm/min 0 mm/s 2 mm/min
Nozzle diameter 0.8 mm 0.8 mm 0.8 mm 0.8 mm

Duration 68 min 54 min 45 min 62 min

It must be mentioned that the first two parameters, temperature and relative humid-
ity, could not be fully controlled due to working in a non-air-conditioned environment.
While the temperature can only be modified by waiting until a desired value is reached
(which was not possible in summertime, when this study was performed), the relative
humidity is reduced by using dry compressed air. Naturally, this value decreases with
increasing temperature.

Next, the voltage was set by increasing it to a value where electrospinning starts
and then slowly decreasing it again to avoid the formation of “cotton candy”, i.e., fibrous
connections between both electrodes. While we tried to keep this parameter constant during
the study, the different environmental conditions led to different necessities regarding the
applied voltage. The current is measured, not controlled, and depends especially on voltage
and relative humidity.

The substrate speed was maintained at a low value, with the exception of sample 3
where the influence of a static substrate was tested. Finally, the spinning duration was set
as long as possible until either the spinning solution was nearly empty, by this reducing
the polymer flow, or the formation of “cotton candy” started.
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The spinning parameters are thus not equal for all samples, but had to be adopted to
the respective situation, as it is common practice in electrospinning.

The surface morphology was investigated by an atomic force microscope (AFM)
FlexAFM (Nanosurf, Liestal, Switzerland) with a Tap 190AI-G cantilever in the dynamic
mode. Approach parameters were optimized for the respective surfaces (setpoint 55%,
P-gain 550, I-gain 1000 and D-gain 0 or 100).

The nanofiber mat thickness was measured with a J-40-T digital thickness gauge for
textiles and nonwovens (Wolf-Messtechnik GmbH, Freiberg, Germany) according to ISO
5084 [33]. This standard describes measuring the distance between the base plate on which
the sample is placed and a parallel circular presser-foot which exerts a defined pressure on
the fabric under examination. An analytical balance VWR LA Classic (VWR International
GmbH, Darmstadt, Germany) was used to measure the sample masses. Both measurements
were performed on the pure nanofiber mats without substrates.

The apparent density was calculated from the measured mass, thickness and area of
the samples, by dividing the mass by the sample volume. The porosity was calculated by
the ratio of the apparent density and the literature value of the bulk density of PAN. A
Martindale abrasion tester was applied to investigate the abrasion fastness of the samples.

To examine the homogeneity of the samples, the inner (20 cm)2 of each specimen
were cut into 4 × 4 squares of area (5 cm)2 and labeled according to their positions to
enable position-dependent comparison. For sample 1, the largest area seemed optically
homogeneous, which is why here an area of width 20 cm and height 25 cm was subdivided
into 4 × 5 squares. Figure 1 shows a sketch of the investigated area. All 16 (in case of sample
1: 20) marked squares have dimensions of (5 cm)2 and are labeled to enable mapping of the
measured values to the original positions.
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Figure 1. Schematic of the area under investigation (for samples 2–4; for sample 1 an additional row
of 4 squares was added). The white nanofiber mat is spun on the light-blue PP nonwoven, where the
spinning area is restricted at the top and bottom by the borders of the PP substrate, and at the left
and right side by the geometry of the spinning chamber and the substrate speed. The left and right
borders are usually thinner due to the decreasing electric field in these areas.

3. Results and Discussion

AFM images were taken on 3–5 arbitrarily chosen positions per sample. Figure 2
depicts typical surface structures found for each sample. All images show fibers with
low fiber orientation and similar diameters, as could be expected due to the identical
spinning solutions and similar spinning parameters [10]. Some positions on the samples
revealed beads (e.g., visible in Figure 2a), which are well known to occur when electro-
spinning is performed at relatively high humidity, as was the case for the samples under
investigation here.
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Figure 2. Atomic force microscopy (AFM) images of samples (a) 1, (b) 2, (c) 3, and (d) 4.

Next, the position-dependent thicknesses are depicted in Figure 3. Firstly, it is visible
that sample 2 is generally thinner than the others, although the spinning duration was not
much shorter than the value of samples 1 and 4. On the other hand, sample 3—whose
substrate was not transported during electrospinning and was thus longer spun at the
same position—is not significantly thicker than the others. These observations show that
even with similar spinning and environmental parameters, the resulting nanofiber mat
properties can strongly differ and should always be measured.
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Figure 3. Color-coded thickness values (green for thickest, red for thinnest samples) in mm of the
samples 1–4 (a–d).

Within each nanofiber mat, there are also unexpectedly high variations of the mem-
brane thickness visible. Especially for all nanofiber mats spun with moving substrate
(samples 1, 2 and 4), the lengthwise variation (here visible along the rows) is much higher
than expected, often showing deviations by a factor of 2 or even higher. Similarly, the
variations along the columns are partly very strong, although only an intermediate area of
20–25 cm height was taken into account, as compared to the full membrane height of 50 cm.
This again shows the low reproducibility of the nanofiber mat thickness even in the center
part of the electrospun membrane.

It must be mentioned that these large deviations, partly by nearly one order of mag-
nitude between the thickest and the thinnest part of the nanofiber mat, are unexpected.
Generally, it could be expected that along the left and right border (Figure 1), the nanofiber
mat should become thinner since the electric field is weaker further away from the wire
electrodes in the middle. However, these borders, where the nanofiber mats were visibly
thinner, were not taken into account, but only the middle area which optically seemed to
be homogeneous.
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One possible explanation could be that the naturally occurring inhomogeneities during
spinning the first layers, based on jets from polymer solution starting at arbitrary wire
positions and landing on arbitrary positions on the substrate, would not level out during
spinning for longer durations, but rather intensify. This would be the case if the dielectric
constants of the PP substrate and the PAN nanofibers differed strongly, as has been shown
in previous investigations [15]. However, the dielectric constant of PAN (~3 [34]) and of PP
(~2 [15]) are quite similar, so that this explanation is not valid.

Instead, the electric field distribution along the substrate area must be considered.
Indeed, Forward and Rutledge calculated the angular-dependent electric field distribution
for a wire-based electrospinning system and found a strong angle-dependence [35]. In our
electrospinning system with an electrode–substrate distance of 240 mm and the borders
of the examined area being 100 mm away from the middle for the static case (Figure 1),
resulting in a maximum angle of approx. 23◦. For this angle, Forward and Rutledge
calculated a reduction in the electric field for an applied voltage of 30 kV from approx.
70 kV/cm to approx. 40 kV/cm, i.e., nearly a reduction by a factor of 2. While the modeled
geometry does not fit perfectly, this estimation already shows that larger deviations than
originally assumed can be expected here.

Furthermore, it should be mentioned that in case of the moving substrates, there may
be an additional time-dependence of the spinning flow, which can shift the maximum
thickness away from the middle of the whole electrospun area. Here, however, a difference
between left and right border is mostly visible in sample 3 which was spun on a static
substrate. A possible explanation for this finding is that the middle of the sample, which
was optically determined by the apparently thickest area between the visibly thinner
borders, was not perfectly met. Another potential explanation is given by unobserved
strands of “cotton candy”, i.e., nanofibrous connections between both electrodes, which
may have formed near the beginning of the spinning process. Such “cotton candy” strands
can be released from the spinning electrode and completely placed on the substrate, where
it would no longer be visible after the full spinning duration. This procedure can take less
than the (here) usually 5 min between optical inspections of the spinning process and thus
happen without observation.

Besides the thickness, the masses per unit area were measured. The results are depicted
in Figure 4. Here, samples 1, 2 and 4 show column-wise relatively consistent values, while
the values again differ strongly along the rows. In all samples, the middle parts show
higher masses per unit area, indicating that only a small area around the spinning wire
position may show approximately homogeneous areal weights.
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The apparent density, calculated as the measured mass divided by the measured
volume of the specimens, is shown in Figure 5. This value is, on the one side, more
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homogeneous within each specimen than the previous parameters. On the other hand, not
only the thinnest mat shows the largest apparent densities, but within each membrane,
a tendency is visible that thicker parts show a lower apparent density. This finding may
be correlated with the modification of the electric field in the spinning chamber by the
dielectric properties of the already spun nanofibers [14]. On the other hand, it is possible
that the apparent density is reduced by unobserved strands of “cotton candy” on the
substrate or on the first nanofiber layers, as explained above.
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To investigate whether this correlation is real, Figure 6 depicts the apparent density
vs. the thickness and vs. the mass per unit area, respectively. Indeed, Figure 6a shows
an approximately antiproportional correlation which can well be fitted by 1/x curves.
Figure 6b, however, does not reveal any correlation between apparent density and mass
per unit area (areal weight). Nevertheless, all data points can be found in a lower left
triangle, i.e., there are no data points with large areal weight and large apparent density at
the same time.
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The density of bulk PAN is 1.184 g/cm3, allowing for calculating the porosity of the
samples, which is given in Figure 7. While for the thinnest mat (sample 2, Figure 7b),
values between approx. 69% and 84% porosity are found, the thicker mats show porosity
values of up to more than 96%. It should be mentioned that, as discussed before, a gradient
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of the porosity can be assumed, with lower values in the first layers of nanofibers and
higher porosity in the subsequent layers. Nevertheless, even for the thinnest membranes,
high values of more than 2/3 pore volume inside the overall nanofiber mat volume are
measured. Using the same simple measurement method via the apparent density, other
researchers found porosity values around 63–90% [36–38], which is similar to the values
reported here.
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Finally, Martindale abrasion tests were performed. The values in Figure 8 depict the
number of Martindale cycles after which the first hole was visible. It should be mentioned
that according to the state of the optically detected damage after a certain number of
Martindale cycles, the next optical inspection was performed after 5, 10 or 15 further cycles,
since optical examination after each single cycle is technically challenging.
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Here again, large differences within a single nanofiber mat are visible. It should be
mentioned that values of some ten Martindale abrasion cycles or even more than 100 cycles,
as visible for one position in sample 4, are unexpectedly high. Usually, nanofibers spun
on different substrates could be expected to be abraded after few abrasion cycles [39,40].
These nanofibrous coatings, however, are usually very thin, e.g., electrospun for only
8–30 min [39,40], as opposed to the nanofiber mats used here. During the Martindale tests
it could be observed that the nanofibers were peeled off the membrane layer by layer, so
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that thicker nanofiber mats with higher areal weight should indeed be able to withstand
the Martindale abrasion test longer.

Comparing these values with the spatial distributions of thickness, mass per unit
area, apparent density and porosity, respectively, suggests a correlation of the number of
Martindale cycles with the specimen thickness. For a quantitative investigation of potential
correlations, Figure 9 shows the number of Martindale cycles before destroying the sample
vs. the aforementioned sample parameters.

Nanomaterials 2023, 13, x FOR PEER REVIEW 8 of 11 
 

 

tests it could be observed that the nanofibers were peeled off the membrane layer by 

layer, so that thicker nanofiber mats with higher areal weight should indeed be able to 

withstand the Martindale abrasion test longer. 

Comparing these values with the spatial distributions of thickness, mass per unit 

area, apparent density and porosity, respectively, suggests a correlation of the number of 

Martindale cycles with the specimen thickness. For a quantitative investigation of poten-

tial correlations, Figure 9 shows the number of Martindale cycles before destroying the 

sample vs. the aforementioned sample parameters. 

As assumed before, a tendency of more Martindale cycles for thicker membranes 

(Figure 9a), as well as for nanofiber mats with higher mass per unit area (Figure 9b), is 

visible. The three outliers belong to sample 3 (on the lower right side of Figure 9a,b) may 

be due to cotton candy-like agglomerations in the sample which can occur during elec-

trospinning, especially if the substrate is not moving at all. Such agglomerations would 

only increase the thickness in a small area, leading to an unreliable thickness value in 

Figure 9a, and would make the sample more prone to breaking upon abrasion. This ex-

planation also fits the finding that these three values belong to small apparent densities 

and high porosities (Figure 9c,d), corresponding to an erroneously high thickness meas-

urement. 

While the trend to showing a positive correlation between Martindale cycles and 

thickness or areal weight, respectively, was expected, no such correlation is visible for the 

comparison of the Martindale cycles with the apparent density and the porosity, respec-

tively (Figure 9c,d). It can only be stated that abrasion-resistant samples with high numbers 

of Martindale cycles do not have a high apparent density or low porosity, respectively. 

  
(a) (b) 

  
(c) (d) 

Figure 9. Correlations between the number of Martindale cycles before destroying the sample and
(a) the membrane thickness; (b) the mass per unit area (here abbreviated as areal weight); (c) the
apparent density; and (d) the porosity of the specimens.

As assumed before, a tendency of more Martindale cycles for thicker membranes
(Figure 9a), as well as for nanofiber mats with higher mass per unit area (Figure 9b), is
visible. The three outliers belong to sample 3 (on the lower right side of Figure 9a,b) may
be due to cotton candy-like agglomerations in the sample which can occur during electro-
spinning, especially if the substrate is not moving at all. Such agglomerations would only
increase the thickness in a small area, leading to an unreliable thickness value in Figure 9a,
and would make the sample more prone to breaking upon abrasion. This explanation
also fits the finding that these three values belong to small apparent densities and high
porosities (Figure 9c,d), corresponding to an erroneously high thickness measurement.

While the trend to showing a positive correlation between Martindale cycles and
thickness or areal weight, respectively, was expected, no such correlation is visible for the
comparison of the Martindale cycles with the apparent density and the porosity, respectively
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(Figure 9c,d). It can only be stated that abrasion-resistant samples with high numbers of
Martindale cycles do not have a high apparent density or low porosity, respectively.

4. Conclusions

The homogeneity of electrospun poly(acrylonitrile) (PAN) nanofiber mats was investi-
gated in terms of their thickness, mass per unit area, apparent density, porosity, and number
of Martindale cycles necessary to produce a hole in the sample. Correlations were found
between the apparent density and the inverse sample thickness, between the number of
Martindale cycles and thickness, as well as mass per unit area.

Thickness and areal weight especially varied strongly within each nanofiber mat,
although only the optically homogeneous inner parts of the electrospun samples were
investigated. These findings show that applications of nanofibrous membranes need clear
specifications of suitable parameter ranges, and that neither taking all specimens for a
certain investigation from the same sample, nor spinning several samples under similar
conditions, will ensure reliable, homogeneous physical parameters of the investigated
nanofiber mats.

In the future, tensile tests should be added, as their results are not only based on the
parameters examined here, but also on the fiber–fiber friction which partly depends on the
evaporation of the solvent before the nanofibers are placed on the substrate. In addition, a
systematic evaluation of the effect of the substrate speed, which was only changed from
slowly moving to being static here, must be added, since a larger substrate speed may
result in leveling out inhomogeneities due to the modifications of the electric field around
the wire position.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, T.S., I.K. and A.E.; methodology, M.D., C.D. and A.E.;
formal analysis, A.E.; investigation, E.M.; writing—original draft preparation, A.E.; writing—review
and editing, all authors; visualization, E.M. and A.E. All authors have read and agreed to the
published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This project was supported by the cooperation between Polytechnic University of Tirana
and Bielefeld University of Applied Sciences and Arts under the ERASMUS+ program KA 107—
Project No. 2020-1-DE-01-KA107-005571. The APC was funded by Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft
(DFG, German Research Foundation)—490988677—and Bielefeld University of Applied Sciences
and Arts.

Data Availability Statement: All relevant data produced in this study are presented in this paper.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest. The funders had no role in the design
of the study; in the collection, analyses, or interpretation of data; in the writing of the manuscript; or
in the decision to publish the results.

References
1. He, X.Y.; Shi, J.; Hao, Y.N.; He, M.T.; Cai, J.X.; Qin, X.H.; Wang, L.M.; Yu, J.Y. Highly stretchable, durable, and breathable

thermoelectric fabrics for human body energy harvesting and sensing. Carbon Energy 2022, 4, 621–632. [CrossRef]
2. He, X.Y.; Gu, J.T.; Hao, Y.N.; Zheng, M.R.; Wang, L.M.; Yu, J.Y.; Qin, X.H. Continuous manufacture of stretchable and integratable

thermoelectric nanofiber yarn for human body energy harvesting and self-powered motion detection. Chem. Eng. J. 2022,
450, 137937. [CrossRef]

3. Yalcinkaya, F. A review on advanced nanofiber technology for membrane distillation. J. Eng. Fibers Fabr. 2019, 14, 1558925018824901.
[CrossRef]

4. Mamun, A.; Blachowicz, T.; Sabantina, L. Electrospun Nanofiber Mats for Filtering Applications—Technology, Structure and
Materials. Polymers 2021, 13, 1368. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

5. Keirouz, A.; Wang, Z.; Reddy, V.S.; Nagy, Z.K.; Vass, P.; Buzgo, M.; Ramakrishna, S.; Radacsi, N. The History of Electrospinning:
Past, Present, and Future Developments. Adv. Mater. Technol. 2023, 8, 2201723. [CrossRef]

6. Zhou, F.-L.; Gong, R.-H.; Porat, I. Needle and needleless electrospinning for nanofibers. J. Appl. Polym. Sci. 2010, 115, 2591–2598.
[CrossRef]

7. Yu, M.; Dong, R.-H.; Yu, G.F.; You, M.-H.; Ning, X.; Long, Y.-Z. Recent Advances in Needleless Electrospinning of Ultrathin Fibers:
From Academia to Industrial Production. Macromol Mater. Eng. 2017, 302, 1700002. [CrossRef]

https://doi.org/10.1002/cey2.186
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cej.2022.137937
https://doi.org/10.1177/1558925018824901
https://doi.org/10.3390/polym13091368
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33922156
https://doi.org/10.1002/admt.202201723
https://doi.org/10.1002/app.31282
https://doi.org/10.1002/mame.201700002


Nanomaterials 2023, 13, 2507 10 of 11

8. Li, Y.; Zhu, J.D.; Cheng, H.; Li, G.Y.; Cho, H.J.; Jiang, M.J.; Gao, Q.; Zhang, X.W. Developments of Advanced Electrospinning
Techniques: A Critical Review. Adv. Mater. Technol. 2021, 6, 2100410. [CrossRef]

9. Niu, H.T.; Lin, T.; Wang, X.G. Needleless electrospinning. I. A comparison of cylinder and disk nozzles. J. Appl. Polym. Sci. 2009,
114, 3524–3530. [CrossRef]

10. Sabantina, L.; Rodríguez Mirasol, J.; Cordero, T.; Finsterbusch, K.; Ehrmann, A. Investigation of needleless electrospun PAN
nanofiber mats. AIP Conf. Proc. 2018, 1952, 020085.

11. Wei, L.; Sun, R.J.; Liu, C.K.; Xiong, J.; Qin, X.H. Mass production of nanofibers from needleless electrospinning by a novel annular
spinneret. Mater. Des. 2019, 179, 107885. [CrossRef]

12. Langwald, S.V.; Ehrmann, A.; Sabantina, L. Measuring physical properties of electrospun nanofiber mats for different biomedical
applications. Membranes 2023, 13, 488. [CrossRef]

13. Niu, H.T.; Wang, X.G.; Lin, T. Needleless electrospinning: Influences of fibre generator geometry. J. Text. Inst. 2012, 103, 787–794.
[CrossRef]

14. Hellert, C.; Storck, J.L.; Grothe, T.; Kaltschmidt, B.; Hütten, A.; Ehrmann, A. Positioning and aligning electrospun PAN fibers by
conductive and dielectric substrate patterns. Macromol. Symp. 2021, 395, 2000213. [CrossRef]

15. SalehHudin, H.S.; Mohamad, E.N.; Afifi, A.M.; Mahadi, W.N.L.W. Simulation and experimental study of parameters in multiple-
nozzle electrospinning: Effects of voltage and nozzle configuration on the electric field and electrospun jet attributes. J. Manufact.
Proc. 2023, 85, 544–555. [CrossRef]

16. Kostakova, E.K.; Meszaros, L.; Maskova, G.; Blazkova, L.; Turcsan, T.; Lukas, D. Crystallinity of Electrospun and Centrifugal
Spun Polycaprolactone Fibers: A Comparative Study. J. Nanomater. 2017, 2017, 8952390. [CrossRef]

17. Wortmann, M.; Frese, N.; Sabantina, L.; Petkau, R.; Kinzel, F.; Gölzhäuser, A.; Moritzer, E.; Hüsgen, B.; Ehrmann, A. New
Polymers for Needleless Electrospinning from Low-Toxic Solvents. Nanomaterials 2019, 9, 52. [CrossRef]

18. Molnár, K. Shear-aided annular needleless electrospinning. Mater. Res. Express 2019, 6, 075304. [CrossRef]
19. Matulevicius, J.; Kliucininkas, L.; Martuzevicius, D.; Krugly, E.; Tichonovas, M.; Baltruaitis, J. Design and Characterization of

Electrospun Polyamide Nanofiber Media for Air Filtration Applications. J. Nanomater. 2014, 2014, 859656. [CrossRef]
20. Wortmann, M.; Layland, A.S.; Frese, N.; Kahmann, U.; Grothe, T.; Storck, J.L.; Blachowicz, T.; Grzybowski, J.; Hüsgen, B.;

Ehrmann, A. On the reliability of highly magnified micrographs for structural analysis in materials science. Sci. Rep. 2020,
10, 14708. [CrossRef]

21. Li, J.; Gao, F.; Liu, L.Q.; Zhang, Z. Needleless electro-spun nanofibers used for filtration of small particles. Express Polym. Lett.
2013, 7, 683–689. [CrossRef]

22. Wang, L.; Zhang, C.B.; Gao, F.; Pan, G. Needleless electrospinning for scaled-up production of ultrafine chitosan hybrid nano
fibers used for air filtration. RSC Adv. 2016, 6, 105988–105995. [CrossRef]

23. Wang, Z.; Crandall, C.; Sahadevan, R.; Menkhaus, T.J.; Fong, H. Microfiltration performance of electrospun nanofiber membranes
with varied fiber diameters and different membrane porosities and thicknesses. Polymer 2017, 114, 64–72. [CrossRef]

24. Sirc, J.; Kubinova, S.; Hobzova, R.; Stranska, D.; Kozlik, P.; Bosakova, Z.; Marekova, D.; Holan, V.; Sykova, E.; Michalek, J.
Controlled gentamicin release from multi-layered electrospun nanofibrous structures of various thicknesses. Internat. J. Nanomed.
2012, 7, 5315–5325. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

25. Maver, T.; Kurecic, M.; Pivec, T.; Maver, U.; Gradisnik, L.; Gasparic, P.; Kaker, B.; Bratusa, A.; Hribernik, S.; Kleinschek, K.S.
Needleless electrospun carboxymethyl cellulose/polyethylene oxide mats with medicinal plant extracts for advanced wound
care applications. Cellulose 2020, 27, 4487–4508. [CrossRef]

26. Erdal, M.S.; Güngör, S. Electrospun Nanofibers as Carriers in Dermal Drug Delivery. In Nanopharmaceuticals: Principles and
Applications Vol. 3; Yata, V., Ranjan, S., Dasgupta, N., Lichtfouse, E., Eds.; Springer: Cham, Switzerland, 2020; pp. 139–163.

27. Beckermann, G.W.; Pickering, K.L. Mode I and Mode II interlaminar fracture toughness of composite laminates interleaved with
electrospun nanofibre veils. Compos. A Appl. Sci. Manufact. 2015, 72, 11–21. [CrossRef]

28. Zhou, Z.P.; Lin, W.; Wu, X.-F. Electrospinning ultrathin continuous cellulose acetate fibers for high-flux water filtration. Colloids
Surf. A Physicochem. Eng. Asp. 2016, 494, 21–29. [CrossRef]

29. Karabulut, F.N.H.; Höfler, G.; Chand, N.A.; Beckermann, G.W. Electrospun Nanofibre Filtration Media to Protect against Biological
or Nonbiological Airborne Particles. Polymers 2021, 13, 3257. [CrossRef]

30. Hemalatha, R.G.; Ganayee, M.A.; Pradeep, T. Electrospun Nanofiber Mats as “Smart Surfaces” for Desorption Electrospray
Ionization Mass Spectrometry (DESI MS)-Based Analysis and Imprint Imaging. Anal. Chem. 2016, 88, 5710–5717. [CrossRef]

31. Li, Y.F.; Li, Q.H.; Tan, Z.C. A review of electrospun nanofiber-based separators for rechargeable lithium-ion batteries. J. Power
Sources 2019, 443, 227262. [CrossRef]

32. Patil, N.A.; Gore, P.M.; Prakash, N.J.; Govindaraj, P.; Yadav, R.; Verma, V.; Shanmugarajan, D.; Patil, S.; Kore, A.; Kandasub-
ramanian, B. Needleless electrospun phytochemicals encapsulated nanofibre based 3-ply biodegradable mask for combating
COVID-19 pandemic. Chem. Eng. J. 2021, 416, 129152. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

33. ISO 5084; Textiles—Determination of Thickness of Textiles and Textile Products. ISO Publishing: Geneve, Switzerland, 1996.
34. Khan, W.S.; Asmatulu, R.; Eltabey, M.M. Dielectric Properties of Electrospun PVP and PAN Nanocomposite Fibers at Various

Temperatures. J. Nanotechnol. Eng. Med. 2010, 1, 041017. [CrossRef]
35. Forward, K.M.; Rutledge, G.C. Free surface electrospinning from a wire electrode. Chem. Eng. J. 2012, 183, 492–503. [CrossRef]

https://doi.org/10.1002/admt.202100410
https://doi.org/10.1002/app.30891
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.matdes.2019.107885
https://doi.org/10.3390/membranes13050488
https://doi.org/10.1080/00405000.2011.608498
https://doi.org/10.1002/masy.202000213
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jmapro.2022.11.051
https://doi.org/10.1155/2017/8952390
https://doi.org/10.3390/nano9010052
https://doi.org/10.1088/2053-1591/ab11fd
https://doi.org/10.1155/2014/859656
https://doi.org/10.1038/s41598-020-71682-8
https://doi.org/10.3144/expresspolymlett.2013.65
https://doi.org/10.1039/C6RA24557A
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.polymer.2017.02.084
https://doi.org/10.2147/IJN.S35781
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23071393
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10570-020-03079-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compositesa.2015.01.028
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.colsurfa.2015.11.074
https://doi.org/10.3390/polym13193257
https://doi.org/10.1021/acs.analchem.5b04520
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jpowsour.2019.227262
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cej.2021.129152
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33654455
https://doi.org/10.1115/1.4002533
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cej.2011.12.045


Nanomaterials 2023, 13, 2507 11 of 11

36. Khataei, S.; Al-Musawi, M.H.; Asadi, K.; Ramezani, S.; Abbasian, M.; Ghorbani, M. Effect of molecular weight and content of
polyvinylpyrrolidone on cell proliferation, loading capacity and properties of electrospun green tea essential oil-incorporated
polyamide-6/polyvinylpyrrolidone nanofibers. J. Drug Deliv. Sci. Technol. 2023, 82, 104310. [CrossRef]

37. Zadeh, Z.E.; Solouk, A.; Shafieian, M.; Nazarpak, M.H. Electrospun polyurethane/carbon nanotube composites with different
amounts of carbon nanotubes and almost the same fiber diameter for biomedical applications. Mater. Sci. Eng. C 2021, 118, 111403.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

38. He, W.; Ma, Z.W.; Yong, T.; Teo, W.E.; Ramakrishna, S. Fabrication of collagen-coated biodegradable polymer nanofiber mesh and
its potential for endothelial cells growth. Biomaterials 2005, 26, 7606–7615. [CrossRef]

39. Kozior, T.; Trabelsi, M.; Mamun, A.; Sabantina, L.; Ehrmann, A. Stabilization of Electrospun Nanofiber Mats Used for Filters by
3D Printing. Polymers 2019, 11, 1618. [CrossRef]

40. Kozior, T.; Mamun, A.; Trabelsi, M.; Wortmann, M.; Sabantina, L.; Ehrmann, A. Electrospinning on 3D Printed Polymers for
Mechanically Stabilized Filter Composites. Polymers 2019, 11, 2034. [CrossRef]

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual
author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to
people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jddst.2023.104310
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.msec.2020.111403
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33255006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biomaterials.2005.05.049
https://doi.org/10.3390/polym11101618
https://doi.org/10.3390/polym11122034

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Results and Discussion 
	Conclusions 
	References

