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Abstract: Glass-fiber-reinforced polymer (GFRP) composites represent one of the most exploited
composites due to their outstanding mechanical properties, light weight and ease of manufacture.
However, one of the main limitations of GFRP composites is their weak inter-laminar properties. This
leads to resin delamination and loss of mechanical properties. Here, a model based on finite element
analysis (FEA) is introduced to predict the collective advantage that a GF surface modification
has on the inter-laminar properties in GFRP composites. The developed model is validated with
experimental pull-out tests performed on different samples. As such, modifications were introduced
using different surface coatings. Interfacial shear stress (IFSS) for each sample as a function of the
GF to polymer interphase was evaluated. Adhesion energy was found by assimilating the collected
data into the model. The FE model reported here is a time-efficient and low-cost tool for the precise
design of novel filler interphases in GFRP composites. This enables the further development of novel
composites addressing delamination issues and the extension of their use in novel applications.

Keywords: glass-fiber-reinforced polymers; interfacial shear stress (IFSS); finite element; pull-out
test; interphase; silica nanocrystals; graphene oxide nanosheets

1. Introduction

Glass fibers (GFs) are an ideal and affordable primary reinforcement material, provid-
ing high strength and mechanical stability to polymer [1,2], concrete [3] and orthodontic [4]
composites. However, one of the main limitations of GF-reinforced composites are their
weak inter-laminar properties, including delamination resistance and crack propagation at
the GF to polymer interphase [5]. These failures take place as a consequence of the poor
mechanical stability of the interphase due to a low bonding energy between the fiber and
the polymer matrix [6]. This issue has been partially addressed by developing different
surface modification strategies on GFs [7,8].

Nowadays, nano- and microengineering methods are widely exploited to modify
material properties providing different structures or textures [9,10]. In this regard, nanoma-
terials such as silica nanoparticles or graphene nanosheets have garnered much interest in
the last decade as potential fillers to combine with fibers in polymer matrices [11]. Nonethe-
less, an effective interphase design to modulate the filler to matrix interaction, as well as a
proper mechanical characterization of it, remains a challenge to be addressed [12].

Generally, resin–fiber interface modification using various structures is proposed
as one of the most appealing solutions. The material is usually a mesoporous structure
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produced on the GF surface. Some researchers have already demonstrated this concept
by growing different porous structures on top of GF with remarkable enhancement of the
mechanical properties of the polymer composites [8]. In the past, the improvement of
these mechanical properties was directly related to the morphology of the surface coating
grown on the GFs. Although the characterization of the properties of the fiber to matrix
interphase and interpenetrating region was not possible, sliding contact tests provided a
qualitative study of the adhesion energies for each coating. Nonetheless, these experiments
were carried out on top of modified glass substrates and not on GFs, which does not fit
with the real operating conditions.

A proper characterization of the interphase is crucial to evaluate the adhesion energy
and further the enhancement of the mechanical properties. Currently, this is achieved
by micromechanical tests such as single and bundled fiber pull-out tests, which facilitate
evaluation of the interfacial shear stress (IFSS) [13,14]. It is worth emphasizing that reported
analyses of failure regions on laminated composites have shown fiber bundles pulled
out from the specimen [15]. Thus, the failure mechanism in composites can be fairly
characterized by a fiber bundle pull-out test. In addition, the IFSS can be directly correlated
with adhesion energy between the fiber and matrix, thus providing a characterization of
the fiber to matrix interphase in GF-reinforced composites [16].

As discussed above, single and bundled fiber pull-out experiments provide the ut-
most proof for the mechanical characterization of a composite, yet this is a costly and
time-consuming process. In this regard, analytical tools and simulation models are useful
to validate experiments while providing additional information when designing a compos-
ite [17–19]. For instance, molecular dynamics simulations have been recently exploited to
study interfacial binding energy and failure behavior of GF/PEEK composites [20]. Simi-
larly, micromechanics-based constitutive models have been able to predict the viscoelastic
behaviors of particle-reinforced composites [21]. Those models, although being quite accu-
rate, require advanced modelling tools and long calculation times. In the last decade, finite
element analysis (FEA) has also been used to investigate interphase properties on GFRP
composites [22,23]. Since the failure of GFRP takes place without any apparent sign or little
evidence of material deformation, the understanding of debonding time with respect to
the critical design parameters is important. Recently, Heyer and coworkers demonstrated
the tremendous potential of FEA by developing an analytical model to predict the fatigue
life of GFRP composites [24].

Compared to other analytical tools, FEA is able to provide reasonably accurate results
in adequate calculation times [25]. For example, Lin and coworkers successfully simulated
fiber pull-out mechanisms and the effects in composites by exploiting FEA, while Wei et al.
were able to evaluate shear stress distribution across the interphase for the single pull-out
test [26,27]. In both works, cohesive zone modeling (CZM) was exploited to evaluate
the damage at the interphase and to evaluate fracture toughness; moreover, both studies
employed the cohesive damage model to simulate damage initiation in the interphase [28].

Despite the recent advances in FEA, its reliability and accuracy does depend on the
size and type of the mesh, boundary conditions and material models. Hence, it is difficult
to provide an accurate yet simple model. In particular, for GFRP, describing the properties
of the fiber to matrix interphase as a function of the surface coating in a simple model is
a rather challenging task [22]. On the other hand, a more accurate model leads to higher
computational times. This calls for the development of new models (based on parameters
such as adhesion, effective polymer to filler contact area, and interphase structure or texture)
that are able to extrapolate the influence of nanostructured coatings over the mechanical
properties of composites.

In the present work, FEA and pull-out experimental data were combined in order to
establish and validate a micromechanical model that provides the mechanical properties of
a GF-polymer interphase. Here, in a simplified assumption, GFs were assumed to have
homogenous regions, and their axial symmetry allowed for a simple 2D model. The GF to
polymer matrix interphase region was simulated as a cohesive zone consisting of cohesive
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elements with perfect bonding conditions, parametrized by a damage parameter. FEA was
combined with experimental results carried out on four different samples that had different
types of porous structures grown on top of the GF’s surface. Here, silica microporous
(SimGF), silica mesoporous (SiMGF), silica gel (SiGGF) and graphene gel (GGF) films
were prepared and examined. For all the GFRP composites, fiber bundle pull-out tests
were carried out to measure the cohesive surface energy through the evaluation of the
maximum pull-out load. These data were further exploited for FEA by applying a cyclic
corrective approach. The validation of FEA against experimental data was carried out
to investigate the GF to polymer matrix interphase properties of GFRP composites as a
function of GF surface morphology. In this study, structure properties such as pore size
and specific surface area were correlated with the GF to matrix adhesion energy. The IFSS
was directly compared to the specific surface area, thus providing key information on the
surface coating of fillers in reinforced polymer composites.

2. Experimental Section
2.1. Sample Preparation

Up to four different GFRP composites were prepared using GFs with up to four
different surface coatings. Silica microporous (SimGF), silica mesoporous (SiMGF), silica gel
(SiGGF) and graphene gel (GGF) films were developed. Details for the synthesis along with
the morphological characterization of the interfaces are described in the Supplementary
Material (Figure S1).

2.2. Fiber Bundle Pull-Out Test

Fiber bundle pull-out experiments were performed in a home-made set-up using
5 cm-long GF bundles. Samples were prepared by growing an epoxy drop on top of a
surface-modified GF bundle; specifically, a ca. 10 µL epoxy drop was placed at the bottom
of a vertically oriented plastic mold made of 2 inverse cones to form a 1400 µm spherical cap
(Figure S2a). A 5 cm GF bundle was then passed through the cones and partially immersed
in the epoxy spherical cap. The sample was left to dry for 24 h at room temperature.
Samples were characterized by a 100 µm radius GF bundle embedded ca. 700 µm into a
1400 µm epoxy spherical cap (hereafter epoxy cap). For the test, one of the ends of the
bundle was clamped to a load cell (Degraw 5 kg Load Cell). The epoxy cap was then placed
inside a steel holder attached to a software-controlled (Pewin32 Pro2) XY translation stage
(PI miCos linear stages PLS-85 with 10 mm range in both X and Y with RS422 encoders)
(Figure S2b–e). Before starting the experiment, the stage was slowly moved in order to
tighten the GF bundle so that it remained parallel with respect to the table. Then, the stage
was moved at a speed of 1mm/min and the displacement versus load curve was acquired.
Each point was calculated from the mean value of at least 20 measurements (Figure S3).
Before each pull-out test, the load cell was calibrated in order to avoid the hysteresis effect
during the experiments.

3. FE Model

The numerical model is validated using an FE model. The FE model is intended to
mimic the pull-out test for the GF-bundle-embedded epoxy. In this case, GFRP composite
models are symmetrical along their fiber axis, and thus an FEA 2D axisymmetric model
using ABAQUS is feasible. Here, to develop the FE model, the object was divided into
3 regions, namely, (I) the GF bundle (here, for the sake of simplicity, the GF bundle
was simulated as one homogenous fiber), (II) the matrix to fiber interphase and (III)
the epoxy drop (or polymer matrix) (see Figure 1). The experimental parameters were:
GF radius (100 µm), GF bundle embedded length (ca. 700 µm) and epoxy drop radius
(1400 µm). The thickness of the interphase was assumed to be 1 µm. For the simulations,
the properties were described as: E = 0.992 GPa and υ = 0.3 for the epoxy and E = 75 GPa
and υ = 0.2 for the GF bundle as reported elsewhere [17]. CAX4 elements (4-node bilinear
axisymmetric plane stress elements) were applied to reproduce the GF bundle. To simulate
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the cohesive behavior of the composite during the loading, the GF bundle–epoxy interphase
was modelled using COHAX4 elements (4-node axisymmetric cohesive elements) with
70 linear quadrilateral elements. In our study, we concluded that 70 elements converge best
and that more elements are proven to increase computational time without any meaningful
contribution to the results (Figure 1). The model was meshed in a way that meant the
displacement continuity must be satisfied under the border of two elements (conformity
condition of elements).
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Figure 1. 3D sketch of a GF bundle–epoxy cap (a), and the 2D sketch of the FE model for pull-out test
simulations (a,b). Gray areas represent the GF bundle while orange areas represent the epoxy cap.
The axial symmetry of the 3D GF bundle–epoxy model allows for FE simulations using a simplified
axisymmetric 2D model. The GF–epoxy interphase was simulated using cohesive elements at the
interphase (green frame in panel (c)).

The epoxy was modelled using the same elements employed for the GF bundle. The
fiber and matrix bundle had 9945 linear quadrilateral elements (Figure 1). The interphase re-
gion was treated as a cohesive junction where the Mode II fracture (N/mm) was calculated
and iterated to converge. The failure model was based on a CZM [29,30] with cohesive
elements monitored by the scalar stiffness degradation (SDEG) parameter, which ranges
from 0.0 to 1.0. The SDEG parameter stands for the damage evolution, and the failure
criterion is satisfied when SDEG is 1.0. Note that this accounts for the total damage caused
to the cohesive element and the subsequent crack formation [31]. Interfacial strength and
penalty stiffness values for the interphase (5 MPa and 109 N/mm3

, respectively) were
extracted from the literature to the maximum pull-out load measured in the pull-out test
(Figures S2–S4) [23,31–34]. Employing a systematic approach, the simulation outputs were
compared against the experimental data for all surface coatings. This approach is thought
to be useful in developing future modifications in material and composite engineering.

4. Result and Discussion

Previous studies showed that the filler-to-matrix interphase dominates the load trans-
fer efficiency for laminate composites [35]. In this study, FEA and experiments for pull-out
tests were combined to understand the influence that interphase properties have over the
mechanical behavior of GFRP composites. In particular, we examined different types of
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interphases on GF with different porosities, specific surface areas and chemical affinities
(see Figure S1).

As illustrated in Figure 2, our approach was divided into two main blocks. First, exper-
imental pull-out tests were carried out to calculate the maximum pull-out load (Figure 2,
entries 1 and 2, and Figure S3). As reported elsewhere [16], assuming a homogeneous
stress distribution along the interface, the IFSS can be calculated as [36]:

IFSS =
Fmax

A
(1)

where Fmax is maximum pull-out force and A is the embedded area of the bundled GFs in
the epoxy drop. Experimental pull-out tests were performed for all modified GFs as well
as for pristine GFs. The IFSS was calculated using an applied maximum force, evaluated
as the average value of 20 specimens (Figure S3), and a surface area of 0.44 mm2 (Table 1
and Figure 3).
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After evaluating the experimental applied maximum force (or maximum pull-out
loads) for each sample, these values were introduced into the FE model along with the
boundary conditions (entries 3 and 4 in Figure 2). In order to simulate the GF-to-epoxy
interphase, FE simulations were carried out using cohesive elements. As described above,
the design criterion for the damage at the interphases was simulated by defining a damage
initiation onset (based on strength criterion) and a damage parameter. For ABAQUS
code, the damage state of single elements is monitored by the SDEG parameter [37]. Note
that the debonding mechanism is assumed to take place at both sides of the interphase
(Figure 4a). Finally, the boundary conditions were set as follows: (i) elements cannot be
entirely damaged even if the initiation criterion is satisfied, and (ii) crack propagation
implies complete damage to the elements.
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Table 1. Summary of the thickness, BET surface area (see Supplementary Materials), maximum load, experimental IFSS
(Exp. IFSS), maximum shear stress and Mode II fracture for GFRP composites produced from: pristine (GF) and modified
(SimGF, SiMGF, SiGGF and GGF) GFs. Parenthesis values represent the percentage increase in the experimental IFSS for
modified GFs compared to pristine GFs. Data are plotted in Figure 3.

Type of
Coating

Coating
Thickness (nm)

BET
(m2/g) [8]

Pull-Out Test FEM Analysis

Max. Load (N) Exp. IFSS
(MPa)

Max Shear Stress
(IFSS) (MPa)

Mode II Fracture
(N/mm)

pristine GF 0 0.6 4.3 ± 0.1 9.8 ± 0.4 8.9 7.2

SimGF 100 4.8 4.7 ± 0.2 10.8 ± 0.5
(10%) 9.8 8.1

SiMGF 250 19.1 5.9 ± 0.1 13.6 ± 0.5
(38%) 12.3 10.5

SiGGF 256 10.7 5.0 ± 0.1 11.4 ± 0.6
(16%) 10.3 8.6

GGF 5000 0.85 4.6 ± 0.1 10.4 ± 0.6
(6%) 9.4 7.8
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Figure 3. (a) Summary of the specific surface area values calculated using the BET model for all 
samples; (b) Maximum load (red circles, left y axis) and maximum shear stress (blue triangles, right 
y axis) as a function of the specific surface area obtained from the pull-out test and FEA, respectively; 
(c) IFSS values as a function of the specific surface area for composites prepared with GFs (GF, red 
circles), silica-modified GFs (SimGF, SiMGF and SiGGF, blue squares) and GO-modified (GGF, 
green triangles). Full data points represent experimental IFSS values, while empty data points rep-
resent calculated IFSS (see Table 1); (d) Improvement (in %) over the IFSS value as a function of the 
specific surface area for silica (blue bars) and GO (green bars) modified GFs. 
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Figure 3. (a) Summary of the specific surface area values calculated using the BET model for all
samples; (b) Maximum load (red circles, left y axis) and maximum shear stress (blue triangles, right y
axis) as a function of the specific surface area obtained from the pull-out test and FEA, respectively;
(c) IFSS values as a function of the specific surface area for composites prepared with GFs (GF, red
circles), silica-modified GFs (SimGF, SiMGF and SiGGF, blue squares) and GO-modified (GGF, green
triangles). Full data points represent experimental IFSS values, while empty data points represent
calculated IFSS (see Table 1); (d) Improvement (in %) over the IFSS value as a function of the specific
surface area for silica (blue bars) and GO (green bars) modified GFs.

During the FEA, the interphase properties (i.e., Mode II fracture) were updated at
every cycle (entry 8, Figure 2) until the model converged (SDEG = 1). In other words, when
the condition was satisfied, the damage at the interface was considered and the Mode
II fracture and IFSS were delivered as outputs (entry 9, Figure 2). The results from the
FEA were compared with the experimental data (Table 1 and Figure 3c). Note that the
comparison between the experimental and calculated IFSS values validates the model.
Along with these data, a summary of the surface specification and mechanical properties is
presented in Table 1.
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test. (b–f) High magnification SEM images of failure regions for pristine GF, SimGF, SiMGF, SiGGF
and GGF samples. Debonding and physical interlocking areas are highlighted with circles and
rectangles, respectively.

As reported in Table 1, all composites produced with modified GF demonstrate
improvements in the experimental IFSS compared to those produced with pristine GF from
9.8 up to 13.6 MPa, which represents a 38% improvement (Table 1 and Figure 3d). The
same trend was observed for FEA with values in sound agreement with the experimental
data. For instance, 9.8 versus 8.9 MPa was recorded for pristine GF (for the pull-out test
and FEA, respectively) and 10.8 versus 9.8 MPa for SimGF (for the pull-out test and FEA,
respectively). The highest IFSS and maximum shear stress values were measured for
SiMGF, which shows the highest specific surface area. This trend allowed us to directly
correlate an increase in IFSS to the formation of the porous structure (Figure S1). However,
in this assumption, the morphology of the porous structure is not considered. Indeed,
this could play a key role in enhancing interlocking by the penetration of epoxy inside
interconnected pores.

In order to gain further insight into this trend, we closely compared the data measured
for SimGF and SiMGF. SiMGF was produced by growing mesoporous silica on the GF
surface using wet chemistry (Figure S1). These types of structures are supposed to provide
a higher specific surface area compared to the nanochannel surface assembly observed
for SimGF. In particular, the specific surface area increased from 4.8 to 19.1 m2/g (for
SimGF and SiMGF, respectively), which represents a ca. 400% increase. This significant
improvement over the fiber-specific surface area definitively contributed to a positive
enhancement of the adhesion between the GFs and epoxy. Nonetheless, the improvement
in the experimental IFSS for SiMGF compared to SimGF was of ca. 25% (10.8 versus
13.5 MPa for SimGF and SiMGF, respectively). FEA provides similar IFSS values for SimGF
and SiMGF (9.8 and 12.3 MPa, respectively) with the same deviation (25%).

Following the above reasoning, a gel structure was grown on the GF by means of
a sol–gel approach (SiGGF, Figure S1). Gels provide an interconnected porous network,
thus increasing the specific surface area while boosting interlocking between the GF and
the epoxy. In this work, GFs modified with a silica gel structure on top (SiGGF) were
characterized for lower specific surface areas compared to SiMGF (10.7 versus 19.1 m2/g
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for SiGGF and SiMGF, respectively). This could be ascribed partially to the collapse of
pores during the drying process [38]. As for the IFSS, SiGGF samples showed slightly
higher IFSS values compared to SimGF but lower values compared to SiMGF. This is in
agreement with the hypothesis of the close entanglement between specific surface area
and IFSS, but with some deviation: the IFSS values for SimGF and SiGGF were 10.8 and
11.4 MPa, respectively, while the specific surface areas were 4.8 and 10.7 m2/g, respectively.
This is a 108% improvement to specific surface area and a 5.5% improvement of IFSS. The
deviation between the improvements to the specific surface area (108%) compared to the
IFSS (5.5%) could be attributed to a poor adhesion of the coating film (gel) grown on top of
the GF surface. Finally, GFs were modified with a graphene gel coating (GGF, Figure S1).
For this sample, the lowest IFSS and specific surface area were measured and compared to
the other modified GF samples (0.8 m2/g and 10.4 MPa, respectively).

Experimental data were compared to values calculated from FEA. For all samples,
experimental and calculated IFSS values were in close agreement with a deviation of less
than 11%. This highlights the good correlation between the developed FE model and
pull-out experiments. The specific surface area and IFSS values observed could be ordered
as follows: BETSiMGF > BETSiGGF> BETGGF ≈ BETSimGF and IFSSSiMGF > IFSSSiGGF
> IFSSGGF≈ IFSSSimGF. Furthermore, the relation between the IFSS and specific surface
area followed a quasi-linear trend (Figure 3). Finally, the Mode II fracture increased as a
function of the specific surface area, showing a maximum value of 10.5 N/mm for SiMGF
samples. The increase in the Mode II fracture was of ca. 45%. For instance, composites
produced with SiMGF showed a Mode II fracture of 10.5 N/mm compared to 7.2 N/mm
when produced with pristine GF. From the above observations, we conclude that porous
surface coatings have a positive impact over the mechanical properties at the GF-to-epoxy
interphase of GFRP composites. In particular, the porous structure contributes to a more
homogenous load transfer, better physical interlocking and a decrease over the stress
accumulation at the interface.

The interfacial adhesion between GF bundles and the epoxy was qualitatively evalu-
ated by SEM (Figures 4, S5 and S6). Figure 4a shows a representative low-magnification
SEM image of a damage area after a pull-out test (dashed frame). A higher magnification
of the failure regions for each sample provides insight into the failure mechanism at the in-
terphase as a function of the surface modification (Figures 4b–e and S5). For instance, large,
detached areas were observed at the failure region for samples produced with pristine GF
and GGF (circles in Figure 4b,f) suggesting an inadequate GF–epoxy contact. This results in
a non-uniform load distribution and, hence, a stress concentration, which promotes surface
microcracks. This is potentially responsible for a decrease in the elastic properties at the
interphase, and thus, in firm agreement with the poor mechanical properties calculated for
GF and GGF composites (Table 1). For SimGF, SiMGF and SiGGF composites, a different
failure region was observed with areas showing that the epoxy matrix was well-embedded
into the GF surface modification (squares in Figure 4c–e). This enhancement of the contact
between GF and epoxy is likely attributed to an increase in the surface area and an en-
hancement of the physical interlocking for the GF coating. As such, load is homogenously
distributed along the interphase, thereby reducing stress concentration. Moreover, the
nanostructured coatings at the interphase could also limit crack propagation, acting as an
intermediate multi-structure sandwiched between the GF and the epoxy drop. This is in
firm agreement with the enhancement of the mechanical properties (Table 1).

5. Conclusions

In this work, FEA was combined with an experimental pull-out test to study the
mechanical properties at the filler-to-matrix interphase on GFRP composites. In particular,
we aimed to study the influence that a filler’s surface coating has on the mechanical
properties of the composites. On the one hand, porous silica- (SimGF, SiGMF and SiGGF)
and graphene-based (GGF) surface coatings were grown on top of GF. An epoxy drop
was then deposited onto the modified and pristine GF bundles to carry out the pull-out
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test. The IFSS values were calculated by extracting the maximum force from the force-
versus-displacement curves. SEM images of the damaged areas after the pull-out test were
taken to study the delamination mechanism. All data were compared with the specific
surface area measured for each sample. On the other hand, a 2D axisymmetric model
was developed to run FEA on the pull-out test. The model addressed the GF-to-epoxy
interphase properties by using cohesive elements with perfect bonding conditions. To
calculate the cohesive properties at the interphase, the maximum load measured by the pull-
out test was introduced in an iteration process that ran until the SDEG values converged
to one.

Experimental tests and FE simulations revealed that IFSS values increased as a func-
tion of the specific surface area with a maximum increase of 38% for SiMGF samples.
Notably, the deviation between the experimental and FEA data was found to be below
11%. This shows that the FE model developed here provides reliable results comparable
to experimental results. The trend reveals an increase in the specific surface area of the
filler-to-matrix interphase by means of a porous structure, leading to an improvement
in the mechanical properties at the interphase of GFRP composites. This improvement
facilitated better physical interlocking and a smoother load transfer along the interphase.
We also observed that an increase in specific surface area was necessary but not sufficient.
For instance, GGF samples showed poor mechanical properties compared to their silica-
coated counterparts with similar specific surface area (GGF compared to SimGF). This was
ascribed to a lower adhesion of the graphene surface coating to the GF surface as a result
of a lower chemical affinity.

The FE model reported here provides accurate technical information about the influ-
ence of the filler-to-matrix interphase structure on the mechanical properties of composites.
This represents a reliable and low-cost alternative for the development of advanced com-
posites by the rational design of its interphases. Furthermore, the model could also be
implemented for studying other interphases in material science or as an input for more
advanced simulations. This would allow us to address more sophisticated problems in
composite technology, requiring high computational times.

Supplementary Materials: The following are available online at https://www.mdpi.com/article/10
.3390/nano11102487/s1. Figure S1. SEM micrographs of SimGF, SiMGF, SiGGF and GGF. Figure S2.
Scheme of the sample preparation and the pull-out test set up. Figure S3. Schematic view of three
fracture modes along a crack. Figure S4. Force-displacement curves for pull-out tests carried out on
all samples. Figure S5. SEM images of a bundle GF embedded into an epoxy drop and top view of an
epoxy drop after pull-out test. Figure S6. Complete SEM characterization of the failure regions after
pull-out test for GF, SimGF, SiMGF, SiGGF, and GGF composites.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, M.J.G.P., H.S., E.P., A.C. and P.G.; methodology, M.J.G.P.,
A.C. and P.G.; software, M.J.G.P., E.P. and H.S.; investigation, M.J.G.P. and P.G.; supervision, H.S.,
A.C. and P.G.; writing—original draft preparation, M.J.G.P. and P.G.; writing—review and editing,
M.J.G.P., H.S., E.P., A.C. and P.G.; funding acquisition, H.S., A.C. and P.G. All authors have read and
agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research was funded by the Spanish government (MICIU) and the Catalan Agency of
Competitiveness (ACCIO) through the RTI2018-102006-J-I00, ENE2016-77798-C4-1-R and 2019-LLAV-
00051 projects.

Acknowledgments: P.G. acknowledges financial support from the Spanish government (MICIU)
through the Ramon y Cajal research program (RyC2019-028414-I). M.J.G.P. acknowledges financial
support from the Amirkabir University of Technology (Tehran polytechnic) and the Khuzestan
Gas Company.

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.

https://www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/nano11102487/s1
https://www.mdpi.com/article/10.3390/nano11102487/s1


Nanomaterials 2021, 11, 2487 10 of 11

References
1. Raju, A.; Shanmugaraja, M. Recent researches in fiber reinforced composite materials: A review. Mater. Today Proc. 2020, in press.

[CrossRef]
2. Morampudi, P.; Namala, K.K.; Gajjela, Y.K.; Barath, M.; Prudhvi, G. Review on glass fiber reinforced polymer composites. Mater.

Today Proc. 2021, 43, 314–319. [CrossRef]
3. Ferdous, W.; Manalo, A.; AlAjarmeh, O.; Mohammed, A.A.; Salih, C.; Yu, P.; Mehrinejad Khotbehsara, M.; Schubel, P. Static

behaviour of glass fibre reinforced novel composite sleepers for mainline railway track. Eng. Struct. 2021, 229, 111627. [CrossRef]
4. Sfondrini, M.F.; Vallittu, P.K.; Lassila, L.V.J.; Viola, A.; Gandini, P.; Scribante, A. Glass Fiber Reinforced Composite Orthodontic

Retainer: In Vitro Effect of Tooth Brushing on the Surface Wear and Mechanical Properties. Materials 2020, 13, 1028. [CrossRef]
5. De Luca, F.; Sernicola, G.; Shaffer, M.S.P.; Bismarck, A. “brick-and-Mortar” Nanostructured Interphase for Glass-Fiber-Reinforced

Polymer Composites. ACS Appl. Mater. Interfaces 2018, 10, 7352–7361. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
6. Prusty, R.K.; Rathore, D.K.; Ray, B.C. Evaluation of the role of functionalized CNT in glass fiber/epoxy composite at above- and

sub-zero temperatures: Emphasizing interfacial microstructures. Compos. Part A Appl. Sci. Manuf. 2017, 101, 215–226. [CrossRef]
7. Yang, G.; Park, M.; Park, S.J. Recent progresses of fabrication and characterization of fibers-reinforced composites: A review.

Compos. Commun. 2019, 14, 34–42. [CrossRef]
8. Parizi, M.J.G.; Shahverdi, H.; Roa, J.J.; Pipelzadeh, E.; Martinez, M.; Cabot, A.; Guardia, P. Improving Mechanical Properties of

Glass Fiber Reinforced Polymers through Silica-Based Surface Nanoengineering. ACS Appl. Polym. Mater. 2020, 2, 2667–2675.
[CrossRef]

9. Jeyakumar, R.; Ramamoorthi, R.; Balasubramanian, K. Mechanical and wear characteristics of glass fiber reinforced modified
epoxy nano composites—A review. Mater. Today Proc. 2021, 37, 901–907. [CrossRef]

10. Karger-Kocsis, J.; Mahmood, H.; Pegoretti, A. Recent advances in fiber/matrix interphase engineering for polymer composites.
Prog. Mater. Sci. 2015, 73, 1–43. [CrossRef]

11. Gu, H.; Ma, C.; Gu, J.; Guo, J.; Yan, X.; Huang, J.; Zhang, Q.; Guo, Z. An overview of multifunctional epoxy nanocomposites. J.
Mater. Chem. C 2016, 4, 5890–5906. [CrossRef]

12. Hernández-Pérez, A.; Avilés, F. Modeling the influence of interphase on the elastic properties of carbon nanotube composites.
Comput. Mater. Sci. 2010, 47, 926–933. [CrossRef]

13. Brodowsky, H.; Mäder, E. Investigation of Transcrystalline Interphases in Polypropylene/Glass Fiber Composites Using Microme-
chanical Tests. Fibers 2018, 6, 16. [CrossRef]

14. Tang, Z.; Jia, S.; Wang, F.; Bian, C.; Chen, Y.; Wang, Y.; Li, B. Highly Stretchable Core−Sheath Fibers via Wet-Spinning for Wearable
Strain Sensors. ACS Appl. Mater. 2018, 10, 6624–6635. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

15. Yang, B.; Tang, X.; Yang, K.; Xuan, F.Z.; Xiang, Y.; He, L.; Sha, J. Temperature effect on graphene-filled interface between
glass—carbon hybrid fibers and epoxy resin characterized by fiber-bundle pull-out test. J. Appl. Polym. Sci. 2018, 135, 46263.
[CrossRef]

16. Choi, N.; Park, J.; Kang, S. Quasi-Disk Type Microbond Pull-Out Test for Evaluating Fiber/Matrix Adhesion in Composites. J.
Compos. Mater. 2009, 43, 1663–1677. [CrossRef]

17. Shokrian, M.D.; Shelesh-nezhad, K.; Soudmand, B.H. 3D FE analysis of tensile behavior for co-PP / SGF composite by considering
interfacial debonding using CZM. J. Reinf. Plast. Compos. 2016, 35, 365–374. [CrossRef]

18. Kononova, O.; Lusis, V.; Galushchak, A.; Krasnikovs, A.; Macanovskis, A. 910. Numerical modeling of fiber pull-out microme-
chanics in concrete matrix composites. J. Vibroeng. 2012, 14, 1852–1861.

19. Reifsnider, K.L. Modelling of the interphase in polymer-matrix composite material systems. Composites 1994, 25, 461–469.
[CrossRef]

20. Pan, L.; Guo, H.; Zhong, L.; Wang, M.; Xue, P.; Yuan, X. Influence of surface-modified glass fibers on interfacial properties of
GF/PEEK composites using molecular dynamics. Comput. Mater. Sci. 2021, 188, 110216. [CrossRef]

21. Chang, M.; Kong, F.; Wang, Z. A chain model charactering the effect of interphase on electro-mechanical properties of particle
reinforced polymer. Compos. Part B Eng. 2020, 186, 107790. [CrossRef]

22. Parizi, M.J.G.; Shahverdi, H.; Mondali, M. FEM study on mechanical properties of nanocomposites reinforced by defective
graphene sheets. Polym. Compos. 2019, 40, E1084–E1093. [CrossRef]

23. Riaño, L.; Belec, L.; Chailan, J.F.; Joliff, Y. Effect of interphase region on the elastic behavior of unidirectional glass-fiber/epoxy
composites. Compos. Struct. 2018, 198, 109–116. [CrossRef]

24. Ferdous, W.; Manalo, A.; Peauril, J.; Salih, C.; Raghava Reddy, K.; Yu, P.; Schubel, P.; Heyer, T. Testing and modelling the
fatigue behaviour of GFRP composites—Effect of stress level, stress concentration and frequency. Eng. Sci. Technol. Int. J. 2020,
23, 1223–1232. [CrossRef]

25. Singh, D.K.; Vaidya, A.; Thomas, V.; Theodore, M.; Kore, S.; Vaidya, U. Finite Element Modeling of the Fiber-Matrix Interface in
Polymer Composites. J. Compos. Sci. 2020, 4, 58. [CrossRef]

26. Sun, W.; Lin, F. Computer Modeling and FEA Simulation for Composite Single Fiber Pull-Out. J. Thermoplast. Compos. Mater.
2001, 14, 327–343. [CrossRef]

27. Wei, G.F.; Liu, G.Y.; Xu, C.H.; Sun, X.Q. Finite Element Simulation of Perfect Bonding for Single Fiber Pull-Out Test. Adv. Mater.
Res. 2011, 418–420, 509–512. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1016/j.matpr.2020.02.141
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.matpr.2020.11.669
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.engstruct.2020.111627
http://doi.org/10.3390/MA13051028
http://doi.org/10.1021/acsami.7b16136
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29437376
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.compositesa.2017.06.020
http://doi.org/10.1016/J.COCO.2019.05.004
http://doi.org/10.1021/acsapm.0c00295
http://doi.org/10.1016/J.MATPR.2020.06.052
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.pmatsci.2015.02.003
http://doi.org/10.1039/C6TC01210H
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.commatsci.2009.11.025
http://doi.org/10.3390/fib6010016
http://doi.org/10.1021/acsami.7b18677
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29384359
http://doi.org/10.1002/app.46263
http://doi.org/10.1177/0021998309339636
http://doi.org/10.1177/0731684415622820
http://doi.org/10.1016/0010-4361(94)90170-8
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.commatsci.2020.110216
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.compositesb.2020.107790
http://doi.org/10.1002/pc.24871
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.compstruct.2018.05.039
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jestch.2020.01.001
http://doi.org/10.3390/jcs4020058
http://doi.org/10.1106/YKDM-PX8K-NF6Q-L7FK
http://doi.org/10.4028/www.scientific.net/AMR.418-420.509


Nanomaterials 2021, 11, 2487 11 of 11

28. Chandra, N. Evaluation of interfacial fracture toughness using cohesive zone model. Compos. Part A Appl. Sci. Manuf. 2002,
33, 1433–1447. [CrossRef]

29. Hosseini-Toudeshky, H.; Sheibanian, F.; Ovesy, H.R.; Goodarzi, M.S. Prediction of interlaminar fatigue damages in adhesively
bonded joints using mixed-mode strain based cohesive zone modeling. Theor. Appl. Fract. Mech. 2020, 106, 102480. [CrossRef]

30. Volokh, K.Y. Comparison between cohesive zone models. Commun. Numer. Methods Eng. 2004, 20, 845–856. [CrossRef]
31. Smith, M. ABAQUS/Standard User’s Manual, Version 6.9; Dassault Systèmes Simulia Corp: Providence, RI, USA, 2009.
32. Daudeville, L.; Allix, O.; Ladevèze, P. Delamination analysis by damage mechanics: Some applications. Compos. Eng. 1995,

5, 17–24. [CrossRef]
33. Camanho, P.; Davila, C.G. Mixed-Mode Decohesion Finite Elements in for the Simulation Composite of Delamination Materials; TM-2002-

21; NASA: Hampton, VA, USA, 2002; pp. 1–37.
34. Wypych, G. Microscopic mechanisms of damage caused by degradants. In Atlas of Material Damage; Elsevier: Amsterdam, The

Netherlands, 2017; pp. 113–305. ISBN 978-1-927885-25-3.
35. Harima, I.; Nakai, A.; Ohtani, A.; Hamada, H. Interfacial shear strength and mechanical properties of carbon fiber reinforced

polypropylene. Stud. Sci. Technol. 2016, 5, 163–168. [CrossRef]
36. Wang, H.; Zhang, X.; Duan, Y.; Meng, L. Experimental and Numerical Study of the Interfacial Shear Strength in Carbon

Fiber/Epoxy Resin Composite under Thermal Loads. Int. J. Polym. Sci. 2018, 2018, 1–8. [CrossRef]
37. Roberts, E.M.; Justusson, B.P.; Schaefer, J.D.; Wanthal, S.P. Improved benchmarking of cohesive elements in abaqus standard for

predicting disbond and delamination in composite structures. In AIAA Scitech 2021 Forum; the American Institute of Aeronautics
and Astronautics, Inc.: Reston, VA, USA, 2021; pp. 1–19. [CrossRef]

38. García-González, C.A.; Camino-Rey, M.C.; Alnaief, M.; Zetzl, C.; Smirnova, I. Supercritical drying of aerogels using CO2: Effect
of extraction time on the end material textural properties. J. Supercrit. Fluids 2012, 66, 297–306. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1016/S1359-835X(02)00173-2
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.tafmec.2020.102480
http://doi.org/10.1002/cnm.717
http://doi.org/10.1016/0961-9526(95)93976-3
http://doi.org/10.11425/sst.5.163
http://doi.org/10.1155/2018/3206817
http://doi.org/10.2514/6.2021-0444
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.supflu.2012.02.026

	Introduction 
	Experimental Section 
	Sample Preparation 
	Fiber Bundle Pull-Out Test 

	FE Model 
	Result and Discussion 
	Conclusions 
	References

