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Abstract: Graphene-based fillers possess exceptional properties that encourage researchers toward
their incorporation in glass–epoxy (GE) polymer composites. Regarding the mechanical and wear
properties of glass–epoxy composites, the effect of graphene oxide (GO) reinforced in glass–epoxy
was examined. A decrease in tensile modulus and increase in tensile strength was reported for 1 wt. %
of GO. A shift in glass transition temperature Tg was observed with the addition of GO. The cross-link
density and storage modulus of the composite decreased with the addition of GO. The decrease in
dissipation energy and wear rate was reported with the increase in GO concentration. A simple one-
dimensional damage model of nonlinear nature was developed to capture the stress–strain behavior
of the unfilled and filled glass–epoxy composite. Tensile modulus E, Weibull scale parameter σo, and
Weibull shape parameter β were considered to develop the model. Finally, to understand the failure
mechanisms in GO-filled composites, a scanning electron microscopic (SEM) examination was carried
out for tensile fractured composites.

Keywords: mechanical properties; graphene oxide; polymer matrix composites; constitutive modeling

1. Introduction

Materials manufactured with epoxy-based content provide excellent mechanical, elec-
trical, and thermal properties [1–3]. Furthermore, adding inorganic fillers to improve the
properties of epoxy-based materials has become a common practice [4–6]. Recent studies
propose that the addition of graphene oxide would be a probable reinforcement for polymer
composites due to less manufacturing cost and enormously high aspect ratio leading to
improved mechanical, electrical, and thermal properties [6–14]. The addition of 5 wt. % of
graphene oxide (GO) leads to a significant enhancement in the shear strength of carbon
fiber–epoxy composites [15].

The incorporation of 0.5 wt. % thermally reduced Graphene Oxide (TrGO) in the
polymer matrix leads to a significant improvement in fracture strength [16]. Graphene
oxide (GO) and reduced graphene oxides (rGO) are incorporated in composites to increase
visible light absorption [17–19]. Furthermore, the addition of 2 g/m2 of GO results in a
remarkable improvement in the fracture toughness of carbon fiber-reinforced polymer
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(CFRP) composite [20]. An increment of 55% is observed in residual compressive strength
during the post-impact analysis of glass fiber–epoxy composites with the incorporation
of 0.3% TrGO [21]. Nevertheless, an increment of only 19% is observed with the same
TrGO content in carbon fiber–epoxy composites. The hydrogen barrier mechanism is im-
proved because of GO reinforcement in the polymer composite [22]. The study of polymer
composites has shown that the incorporation of fillers improves their strength, but sev-
eral limitations, namely low degradation temperature, brittleness, and non-homogeneous
crystallization influence the general capability of the polymer composite [22–24].

The inclusion of graphene nanoparticles considerably increases the composite’s ten-
sile strength and fracture toughness. On the contrary, a significant reduction in fracture
toughness is observed with the addition of a large concentration of graphene nanoparticles
(greater than one) in the composite [25]. The influence of graphite as filler material on the
tribological and mechanical failure in fiber-reinforced carbon-based epoxy composites was
previously investigated. Mechanical properties such as shear modulus, elastic modulus,
and flexural strength were enhanced with the addition of graphite in the polymer com-
posite. In addition, sliding wear behavior was enhanced with the integration of graphite
in the polymer composite [26]. The effect of graphene nano pellets on the mechanical
characterization of Basalt–epoxy composites was also studied. The graphene nano pellet
concentration varied from 0.1 to 0.3 wt. %. Nonetheless, the mechanical strength of the
polymer composite was significantly improved with the addition of 0.1 wt. % graphene
nano pellets [27].

According to an investigation of the mechanical response of glass–epoxy composite
laminates covered with graphene particles, the mechanical behavior of graphene-coated
fiber-reinforced composites is better than that of uncoated fibers [28]. Nevertheless, for
glass–epoxy composites, comprehensive evidence on the precise quantity of graphene as
filler material and its effect on tensile, dynamic, and wear behavior is subjected to discus-
sion. With this perspective, the current study was conducted to comprehend the mechanical
behavior of glass–epoxy composites with the addition of graphene oxide. Furthermore,
a simple one-dimensional nonlinear mathematical model using Weibull distribution is
proposed to capture the nonlinear stress–strain response of the GO–GE composite. The
authors comprehend that this study will enhance the application of graphene oxide in
glass–epoxy composites. In addition, the mathematical model proposed will minimize de-
pendence on mechanical testing by approximately predicting stress with distinct graphene
oxide concentrations.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Sample Preparation

In this investigation, individual composite laminate was fabricated with the rein-
forcement of a uni-directional (UD) E-glass mat of 220 GSM (grams per square meter).
Commercially available Lapox L-12 resin and K-6 as a hardener/catalyst were used in the
ratio of 10:1. Natural flake graphite with 85% carbon purity was utilized to synthesize
graphene. Furthermore, pre-oxidation treatment was carried out using the modified Hum-
mer method [4]. The dispersion of nanoparticles is one of the key parameters to enhance
the mechanical properties. The uniform dispersion of GO without agglomeration was
achieved using ultrasonication followed by a magnetic stirrer with a speed of 1500 rpm for
30 min [29]. A hardener was added during the post-stirring process. The gel time of the
epoxy and hardener was 45 min. According to [30,31], with a magnetic stirrer, the agglom-
eration of double-layered hydroxide nanoparticles cannot be completely broken. This is
because the magnetic stirrer’s input energy is insufficient to separate all the agglomerate
particles into individual particles. Therefore, for easy mold release, an extended 838 mold
release agent was applied to avoid surface damage.

Two different concentrations of GO, 0.5 wt. % and 1 wt. %, were mixed with epoxy
using a magnetic stirrer to achieve uniform dispersion of GO in epoxy. The hand lay-up
technique was adopted to manufacture the composite laminates. Initially, the mold surface
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was treated with a mold-releasing agent to avoid the fabricated composite sticking to the
surface. A uni-directional glass mat was placed on the mold, and resin was applied over
the mat. Subsequently, a hand roller was used to maintain the uniform dispersion of the
matrix. Finally, the fabricated laminate was cured at room temperature for 24 h. All test
samples were cut in fiber running direction (0-deg). A wheel cutter with a diamond tip
was utilized at high speed to cut typical specimens from the laminates for the mechanical
characterization of the composites.

2.2. Testing of Composites

Dynamic mechanical analysis (DMA) was conducted on TA Q-800 instruments work-
ing in three-point bending mode with a 1 Hz frequency of oscillation and ±1 modulus
precision. The test was run at a 3 ◦C/min rate from room temperature to 165 ◦C. DMA
tests are individual measurements with an isothermal stability of ±1 ◦C. The tan δ res-
olution and tan δ sensitivity of TA Q-800 are 0.00001 and 0.0001, respectively. Tensile
tests were conducted following ASTM D3039 at room temperature, utilizing an Instron
uniaxial testing machine assembled with a 400 kN load cell. The test was conducted with a
crosshead speed of 2 mm/min in displacement control mode. Rectangular specimens of
250 mm × 25 mm × 4 mm were cut for the tensile test. A wear test was conducted with the
aid of a pin-on-disc experimental setup with a speed of 240 rpm and 10 N load for 17 min.
The dimensions of the specimens were determined according to ASTM G99, demonstrating
a rectangular size of 30 mm × 10 mm × 4 mm. A set of five samples was utilized for
each test.

3. Results and Discussion
3.1. Thermomechanical Analysis

The influence of graphene oxide loading in glass–epoxy composites was investigated
using DMA, quantifying the loss modulus, storage modulus (G), damping factor (tan δ),
and glass transition temperature (Tg), as shown in Figure 1. In Figure 1b, at 1% GO, the
values (179.52, 120.15) correspond to the (x, y) coordinates representing the temperature
and storage modulus. The loss and storage modulus values in Table 1 are listed based on ex-
periments on the wt. % of GO in glass-epoxy composites. The sudden decrease in the value
of storage modulus, which occurs around 60–70 ◦C for all curves, is shown in Figure 1a.
This relates to the end of the glassy region for highly cross-linked thermoset polymers.

The cross-link density of the GE composite with different GO concentrations was
determined using Equation (1) as (represented in Table 1):

ρ =
G

3RT
, (1)

where ρ is cross-link density in mol/cm3, G refers to storage modulus in MPa in the rubbery
plateau region, R is the universal gas constant (8.3145 J/K mol), and T is the temperature
in rubbery plateau region in Kelvin at Tg + 50.

As observed in Figure 1d, a declining trend in Tg is reported when graphene oxide
is added to the glass–epoxy matrix. A high magnitude of peak in tan δ is observed for
0.5 wt. % GO and 1 wt. % GO in comparison with the unfilled material. The shift in the
peaks of 0.5 wt. % and 1 wt. % GO correlates with the reduction in Tg. Moreover, this
behavior indicates that a rise in the loss modulus shows the enhanced energy dissipation
ability of the composites [32]. As shown in Figure 1c, the amalgamation of GO into GE
composite causes the height of the loss modulus to rise and shift to the left. This denotes the
viscoelastic effect at the GO–epoxy contact site, which results in energy dissipation [33,34].
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Figure 1. Storage modulus (a), storage modulus (rescaled) showing Tg + 50 (b), loss modulus (c), and
tan δ (d) as a function of temperature.

Table 1. DMA parameters and cross-link densities of unfilled and GO-filled GE Composites.

Sample Tg (◦C) Storage Modulus (MPa) Loss Modulus (MPa) Cross-Link Density (×10−2 mol/cm3)

GE–Unfilled 82 1451.72 662.93 3.22
0.5% GO 77 681.08 666.94 1.96
1% GO 72 427.49 413.63 1.08

In addition, a comparable decreasing trend was observed in the storage modulus with
the addition of GO. The estimation of the corresponding cross-link density was carried
out at a temperature of Tg + 50, as illustrated in Figure 1b. Compared to the decrease in
Tg, there was a sharp reduction in cross-link density of up to 39% with the addition of
0.5 wt. % GO and 67% with 1 wt. % GO (see Table 1). Therefore, the stiffness of the polymer
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was strongly affected by its molecular mobility. The decrease in cross-link density increased
molecular mobility, decreasing the GO–GE composite’s stiffness. Furthermore, the shift in
Tg was the consequence of molecular mobility modification induced by the addition of GO.

The addition of GO reduced the cross-link density and increased molecular mobility.
This decrease in molecular mobility can be attributed to a decrease in Tg. Higher values of
cross-linking density correspond to a higher storage modulus. Thus, the highly cross-linked
polymer had a much higher storage modulus demonstrating high stiffness and close-fitting
network structure, whereas the polymer with lower cross-linked density demonstrated a
lower storage modulus [35].

3.2. Tensile Test

Figure 2 illustrates the effect of GO on the tensile stress–strain behavior of GE compos-
ites at ambient temperature. The dispersion of different amounts of GO in the GE matrix
is illustrated in Figure 3. The tensile properties, such as strength, modulus, toughness,
and percentage elongation at the break of the materials, are reported in Figures 4–6. The
tensile modulus was reduced by 15.7% with the addition of 0.5 wt. % GO and by 19%
with the addition of 1 wt. % GO [see Figure 4]. The tensile modulus results correlate with
the storage modulus, which reduces due to the addition of GO. The tensile strength was
enhanced by 22.7% with the addition of 0.5 wt. % GO and by 16.7% with the addition
of 1 wt. %GO compared to the unfilled GE composite. The higher strength of 0.5 wt. %
and 1 wt. % GO encapsulated GE composite could be attributed to the mutual implication
of two mechanisms: (i) improved interfacial union at the modified matrix–fiber interface
due to enhanced wettability and (ii) improved strength of the matrix due to alteration by
GO [15].
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Figure 2. Tensile stress–strain response of GE composite with various GO concentrations.
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Figure 3. Schematic representation of dispersion of GO particles in the GE matrix: (a) GE matrix
without filler, (b) 0.5 wt. % GO, and (c) 1 wt. % GO.
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Figure 4. Tensile modulus and tensile strength of polymer composite with varying GO concentration.
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The successful transmission of stress from the epoxy matrix to GO along the GO–epoxy
contact is responsible for matrix reinforcement. To maximize the application of the effective
tensile strength, the load between the matrix to GO should be transferred to the highest
potential of the polymer composite. Improving the performance of GO-enhanced epoxy is
based on (i) the total interfacial area of GO–epoxy and (ii) the interfacial bonding strength
of GO–epoxy. The interfacial bond strength of the GO–epoxy composite depends on the dif-
ferent types of interactions, namely physical, chemical, and mechanical, between graphene
oxide and epoxy. Furthermore, the characteristics of composite laminate are determined by
the molecular structure of both GO and epoxy components. Nevertheless, the interfacial
area between GO and epoxy significantly affects the mechanical behavior of GE composites
incorporated with different GO concentrations. In the polymer composite, GO shows a
remarkably high explicit surface area, which finally modulates into an enormously high
interfacial area of GO–epoxy. The existence of a comprehensive interfacial area enables the
impartation of stress from epoxy to GO and, consequently, results in higher mechanical
strength of the modified matrix.

Fillers, such as graphene, exhibit a remarkably large surface area. It should be noted
that the total volume change in the interfacial polymer zone is considerable at a low GO
(0.5 wt. % in this case) concentration. Figure 3a represents the GE matrix without any filler.
From Figure 3b, it is observed that at 0.5 wt. % GO concentration, the GO particles are
isolated and dispersed in the glass–epoxy matrix, giving rise to a considerably enormous
GO–epoxy interfacial area, which correspondingly renders more effective transmission of
stress from the matrix to GO. This is accountable for enhancing the tensile strength of 0.5
and 1 wt. % GO–GE composites compared to the unfilled GE composite. The increment
in tensile strength of the composites can be correlated to the two-phase system, as shown
in Figure 3, and the reduction in cross-link density refers to Table 1 with the addition of
GO [36]. Furthermore, the tensile modulus decreased with the incorporation of 0.5 wt. %
and 1 wt. % GO, as shown in Figure 4. This decrease correlates with the decrease in the
storage modulus of the GO–GE composite, as shown in Table 1.

The toughness of GO–GE composites was estimated using the area under the stress–
strain curve and the full width half maximum (FWHM) method, as shown in Figure 5. Filler
distribution is related to the toughness of the composites. The decline in toughness and %
elongation at break at 0.5 wt. % GO, Figure 6, may be due to non-homogeneous particle
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distribution in the GE matrix [36]. This correlates to the high loss modulus observed for
0.5 wt. % GO discussed in Section 3.1 (see Figure 1c, Table 1). The results show that the
toughness of the GO–GE composite (Figure 6) was enhanced with an increase in GO content
(for 1 wt.% GO) due to high particle interaction and homogeneous dispersion, as shown in
Figure 3c.

3.3. Wear Test

The coefficient of friction in GE composites as a function of GO concentration is
shown in Figure 7. The results show a rise in friction coefficient with an increase in the
filler concentration. The growth in the coefficient of friction may be attributed to the GO
particle concentration, which is expelled during the sliding test from the epoxy surface [37].
The composites’ wear rate decreased with an increase in GO concentration, as shown in
Figure 8. Particle concentration had a considerable impact on the design of the composites
as it influenced the wear rate. There was a sharp decrease in wear rate with the inclusion of
0.5 wt. % and 1 wt. % GO in the GE matrix. A 50% and 64.3% reduction in wear rate was
reported with the inclusion of 0.5 wt. % and 1 wt. % GO, respectively.
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The composite’s dissipated energy was calculated using Archard’s model [38] given by:

V = k
SN
H

, (2)

where S refers to the sliding distance, N represents the normal load, k is the dimensionless
wear constant, and H represents the hardness of the softer material. The loss in volume
is directly proportional to the amount of work carried out by the frictional force in the
material [38]. The coulomb law of friction is represented by Equation (3):

F = µN, (3)

where F is the friction force, N is the normal load, and µ is the coefficient of friction. The
normal force is the load applied during the pin-on-disc experiment substituted in Newtons.
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F is the frictional force obtained from the experiment. Using the Coulomb law of friction
(Equation (3)) and Archard’s model (Equation (2)), a relation pertaining to the friction force
and wear volume, as represented in Equation (4), was obtained. This corresponds to the
dissipation of energy in the system.

V = FS
(

k
µH

)
. (4)
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Amongst the investigated composites, the dissipation energy for the 1 wt. % GO–GE
composite was significantly low, as shown in Figure 9. As the concentration of GO particles
was increased, graphene reacted with the epoxy group and formed functional graphene
leading to a reduction in wear rate. By inhibiting graphene from stacking, the amino group
of epoxy resin aided in the functionalization process. This resulted in a composite epoxy–
graphene structure that was evenly distributed [31]. Consequently, the glass–GO–epoxy
composite was competent in transmitting the load across the contact area equally, resulting
in a decrease in wear rate. This facilitated the better dispersion of the graphene–epoxy
composite structure (Figure 3). A high amount of decrement corresponding to 48.5% and
56.7% reduction in dissipation energy was observed with the inclusion of 0.5 wt. % and
1 wt.% GO. Thus, the composite structure was competent in transferring the load equally
through the contact area and consequently led to a reduction in wear rate. The dissipation
energy of the system may be directly related to tribological properties such as the friction
coefficient and wear rate. The modification in the structure of the polymer composite
occurred due to the inclusion of GO in the GE composites, which resulted in the decrease
in wear rate. This modification can be primarily accredited to the homogeneous dispersion
of GO nanoparticles in the GE matrix (see Figure 3). From the results obtained, it is evident
that the inclusion of GO in the GE matrix has a considerable effect on the surface behavior
and mechanical characteristics of the composite. The study was limited to the addition
of 1 wt. % GO oxide due to agglomeration and the reduction in fracture properties of the
polymer composites.



Materials 2022, 15, 8545 10 of 15

Materials 2022, 15, x FOR PEER REVIEW 10 of 15 
 

 

corresponding to 48.5% and 56.7% reduction in dissipation energy was observed with the 
inclusion of 0.5 wt. % and 1 wt.% GO. Thus, the composite structure was competent in 
transferring the load equally through the contact area and consequently led to a reduction 
in wear rate. The dissipation energy of the system may be directly related to tribological 
properties such as the friction coefficient and wear rate. The modification in the structure 
of the polymer composite occurred due to the inclusion of GO in the GE composites, 
which resulted in the decrease in wear rate. This modification can be primarily accredited 
to the homogeneous dispersion of GO nanoparticles in the GE matrix (see Figure 3). From 
the results obtained, it is evident that the inclusion of GO in the GE matrix has a consid-
erable effect on the surface behavior and mechanical characteristics of the composite. The 
study was limited to the addition of 1 wt. % GO oxide due to agglomeration and the re-
duction in fracture properties of the polymer composites. 

 
Figure 9. Dissipation energy for varying GO content. 

3.4. Modeling the Effect of Graphene Oxide Loading on the Stress–Strain Response 
In view of capturing the impact of graphene oxide loading on the macroscopic stress–

strain behavior of glass–epoxy composites, a simple classical damage mechanics-based 
model was adopted. In this context, the stress–strain relationship is provided by the fol-
lowing equation [39–43]. 𝜎 = 𝐸𝜀 1 − 𝑑 , (5) 

where 𝑑  represents the damage factor and 𝐸  is the tensile elastic modulus. Subse-
quently, a Weibull function is used to describe the damage in fiber-reinforced particulate 
composites provided by: 𝑑 = 𝐼 𝐸𝜀 = 1 − exp − 𝐸𝜀𝜎 , (6) 

where 𝐼 represents the cumulative probability of failure, 𝛽 represents the Weibull shape 
parameter, and σo is the Weibull scale parameter. Higher values of 𝜎  correspond to 
higher strength in the material, and lower values of 𝛽 correspond to a high degree of 
scattering in the performance of the material. Substituting Equation (6) into Equation (5), 
we obtain the subsequent stress–strain relationship: 𝜎 = 𝐸𝜀 exp − 𝐸𝜀𝜎 . (7) 

3000 4000 5000 6000 7000 8000 9000
20

40

60

80

100

120

140

160

180

1% GO

0.5% GO

Vo
lu

m
e 

(m
m

3 )

Dissipation Energy (J)

Equation y = a + b*x
Plot Volume

Weight No Weighting

Intercept -14.91855 ± 9.
40107

Slope 0.01885 ± 0.00
163

Pearson's r 0.99626
R-Square (COD) 0.99254
Adj. R-Square 0.98507

Unfilled

Figure 9. Dissipation energy for varying GO content.

3.4. Modeling the Effect of Graphene Oxide Loading on the Stress–Strain Response

In view of capturing the impact of graphene oxide loading on the macroscopic stress–
strain behavior of glass–epoxy composites, a simple classical damage mechanics-based
model was adopted. In this context, the stress–strain relationship is provided by the
following equation [39–43].

σ = Eε(1 − d), (5)

where d represents the damage factor and E is the tensile elastic modulus. Subsequently, a
Weibull function is used to describe the damage in fiber-reinforced particulate composites
provided by:

d = I(Eε) = 1 − exp

[
−
(

Eε

σo

)β
]

, (6)

where I represents the cumulative probability of failure, β represents the Weibull shape
parameter, and σo is the Weibull scale parameter. Higher values of σo correspond to higher
strength in the material, and lower values of β correspond to a high degree of scattering in
the performance of the material. Substituting Equation (6) into Equation (5), we obtain the
subsequent stress–strain relationship:

σ = Eε exp

[
−
(

Eε

σo

)β
]

. (7)

By applying the natural logarithm twice to Equation (7), we obtain:

ln
[

ln
(

Eε

σ

)]
= β ln(Eε)− β ln(σo). (8)

Equation (8) signifies the equation of a straight line which is determined by the
Weibull coordinate system. The measurement of the slope and intercept of the straight line
determines the Weibull parameters β and σo. The Weibull graphs of experimental data for
unfilled and filled GE composite are shown in Figure 10.
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From Figure 10, it is observed that the linear curve fitting of the Weibull model is not
possible for the complete set of experimental results. It should be noted that for constitutive
modeling the tensile modulus is computed at 20% strain in order to cover a larger spectrum.
For the higher values of ln (Eε), the linear curve does not fit with the experimental results.
As a result, the shape and scale parameters of the GE composite vary as a function of GO
content, as shown in Figure 11. The critical examination of Figure 11 shows that the scale
parameter σo manifests a comparable tendency to that of tensile behavior with increasing
GO content. On the other hand, there is a sharp decrease in shape parameters with the
inclusion of 0.5 wt. % of GO, and a slight increase is observed with the further inclusion
of GO content. This correlates with the trend in toughness and % elongation at break, as
observed in Figure 6. The lower value of β corresponds to a large degree of scattering in the
behavior of the material, which is observed with the large standard deviation in Figure 11.

A comparable trend of shape parameters was observed for carbon nanotubes embed-
ded in GE composites due to the variable carbon nanotube content [44]. Similarly, it has
been described that a reduction in the value of the shape parameter was observed due
to carbon nanotube addition into the carbon–epoxy composite [40]. Nevertheless, with
the increase in carbon nanofiber loading, an increasing trend of shape parameters and,
therefore, a decline in the degree of scattering in the strength was monitored for carbon
nanofiber implanted GE composites [39]. The simulated results were plotted using the
values of the shape and scale parameters, and the experimental findings were contrasted
with the results, as shown in Figure 12. It can be observed that there is a large amount of
variation in the simulated and experimental results, which is due to the large scatter in the
shape parameter.
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3.5. Fractography

Analysis of the failure mechanisms in the GO-filled glass–epoxy composite using
SEM images of tensile fracture surfaces is shown in Figure 13. An uneven and rough
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fracture surface with significant defects, such as flaws and porosity in 0.5 wt. % GO-filled
composite, is observed in Figure 13a, which indicates a brittle fracture and leads to lower
tensile properties. This nature of fracture morphology agrees with the experimental results,
as displayed in Figure 12. By adding 1 wt. % GO in epoxy, large plastic deformation of
the matrix with fiber imprints and smooth fracture surface was observed in Figure 13b.
Therefore, the addition of 1 wt. % GO improved the tensile strength of the composite with
respect to the 0.5 wt. % GO addition in epoxy. This enhancement of tensile strength is in
accordance with the tensile test results, as depicted in Figure 12.

Figure 13. SEM micrographs for tensile test fractured specimen (a) 0.5% GO (left) and (b) 1% GO
(right) GE composites.

4. Conclusions

The effect of various GO concentrations on the macroscopic mechanical behavior of
GE composites was investigated. DMA analysis showed a shift in Tg with the increase in
GO composition. The cross-link density of the polymer decreased sharply with the addition
of 0.5 wt. % GO, whereas at 1 wt. % GO, the amount of reduction in cross-link density
was comparable to 0.5 wt. % GO. The rise in the weight percentage of GO, the polymer’s
storage, and tensile modulus displayed a similar decreasing trend. The strength of the
composite increased with the addition of GO, and was verified with morphological studies
using SEM images. The dissipation energy and wear rate decreased significantly with the
increase in GO concentration. Furthermore, in this study, the tensile modulus, Weibull
shape parameter, and Weibull scale parameter were described to develop a constitutive
model of nonlinear stress–strain behavior of unfilled and filled GE composites. Overall,
the Weibull scale and shape parameters were expressed as linear weight functions of
GO content. Large scatter in the Weibull shape parameter resulted in a large variation
in experimental and simulated results. The structure of the composite was found to be
dependent on GO concentration. The one-dimensional model can be used as a preliminary
tool to assess stress–strain properties prior to experimental testing. The GO-filled glass
epoxy composite can be used where the material is exposed under elevated temperature
with mechanical loading and to retain the dimension and integrity of structural components
at elevated temperatures.
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3. Adin, M.Ş.; Kılıçkap, E. Strength of double-reinforced adhesive joints. Mater. Test. 2021, 63, 176–181. [CrossRef]
4. Zheng, Y.; Ning, R. Effects of nanoparticles SiO2 on the performance of nanocomposites. Mater. Lett. 2003, 57, 2940–2944.

[CrossRef]
5. Gouda, P.S.; Jawali, D.; Kulkarni, R.; Kurbet, S.; Jawali, A.D. Effects of multi walled carbon nanotubes and graphene on the

mechanical properties of hybrid polymer composites. Adv. Mater. Lett. 2013, 4, 261–270. [CrossRef]
6. Adin, H.; Adin, M. Effect of particles on tensile and bending properties of jute epoxy composites. Mater. Test. 2022, 64, 401–411.

[CrossRef]
7. Cheng, X.; Yokozeki, T.; Wu, L.; Wang, H.; Zhang, J.; Koyanagi, J.; Weng, Z.; Sun, Q.-F. Electrical conductivity and interlaminar

shear strength enhancement of carbon fiber reinforced polymers through synergetic effect between graphene oxide and polyaniline.
Compos. Part A Appl. Sci. Manuf. 2016, 90, 243–249. [CrossRef]

8. Moriche, R.; Sánchez, M.; Jiménez-Suárez, A.; Prolongo, S.; Ureña, A. Electrically conductive functionalized-GNP/epoxy based
composites: From nanocomposite to multiscale glass fibre composite material. Compos. Part B Eng. 2016, 98, 49–55. [CrossRef]

9. Song, P.; Cao, Z.; Cai, Y.; Zhao, L.; Fang, Z.; Fu, S. Fabrication of exfoliated graphene-based polypropylene nanocomposites with
enhanced mechanical and thermal properties. Polymer 2011, 52, 4001–4010. [CrossRef]

10. Jiang, S.; Li, Q.; Wang, J.; He, Z.; Zhao, Y.; Kang, M. Multiscale graphene oxide–carbon fiber reinforcements for advanced
polyurethane composites. Compos. Part A Appl. Sci. Manuf. 2016, 87, 1–9. [CrossRef]

11. Hou, W.; Gao, Y.; Wang, J.; Blackwood, D.J.; Teo, S. Recent advances and future perspectives for graphene oxide reinforced epoxy
resins. Mater. Today Commun. 2020, 23, 100883. [CrossRef]

12. Qu, C.-B.; Huang, Y.; Li, F.; Xiao, H.-M.; Liu, Y.; Feng, Q.-P.; Huang, G.-W.; Li, N.; Fu, S.-Y. Enhanced cryogenic mechanical
properties of carbon fiber reinforced epoxy composites by introducing graphene oxide. Compos. Commun. 2020, 22, 100480.
[CrossRef]

13. Gouda, P.S.; Chatterjee, V.; Barhai, P.K.; GB, V.K. Fracture toughness of glass epoxy laminates using carbon nano particles and
ETBN rubber. Mater. Perform. Charact. 2017, 6, 20170027. [CrossRef]

14. Gumgol, U.; Umarfarooq, M.A.; Huddar, D.; Vastrad, J.V.; Wilkinson, A.; Gouda, P.S.S. Influence of kenaf and go on interlaminar
radial stresses in glass/epoxy l-bend laminates. SN Appl. Sci. 2018, 1, 93. [CrossRef]

15. Zhang, X.; Fan, X.; Yan, C.; Li, H.; Zhu, Y.; Li, X.; Yu, L. Interfacial microstructure and properties of carbon fiber composites
modified with graphene oxide. ACS Appl. Mater. Interfaces 2012, 4, 1543–1552. [CrossRef]

16. Chandrasekaran, S.; Sato, N.; Tölle, F.; Mülhaupt, R.; Fiedler, B.; Schulte, K. Fracture toughness and failure mechanism of
graphene based epoxy composites. Compos. Sci. Technol. 2014, 97, 90–99. [CrossRef]

17. Karthikeyan, S.; Ahmed, K.; Osatiashtiani, A.; Lee, A.F.; Wilson, K.; Sasaki, K.; Coulson, B.; Swansborough-Aston, W.; Douthwaite,
R.E.; Li, W. Pompon Dahlia-like Cu2O/rGO nanostructures for visible light photocatalytic H2 production and 4-chlorophenol
degradation. ChemCatChem 2020, 12, 1699–1709. [CrossRef]

18. Jo, W.-K.; Kumar, S.; Isaacs, M.A.; Lee, A.F.; Karthikeyan, S. Cobalt promoted TiO2/GO for the photocatalytic degradation of
oxytetracycline and Congo Red. Appl. Catal. B Environ. 2017, 201, 159–168. [CrossRef]

19. Priyadharsan, A.; Vasanthakumar, V.; Karthikeyan, S.; Raj, V.; Shanavas, S.; Anbarasan, P.M. Multi-functional properties of ternary
CeO2/SnO2/rGO nanocomposites: Visible light driven photocatalyst and heavy metal removal. J. Photochem. Photobiol. A Chem.
2017, 346, 32–45. [CrossRef]

20. Ning, H.; Li, J.; Hu, N.; Yan, C.; Liu, Y.; Wu, L.; Liu, F.; Zhang, J. Interlaminar mechanical properties of carbon fiber reinforced
plastic laminates modified with graphene oxide interleaf. Carbon 2015, 91, 224–233. [CrossRef]

21. Mannov, E.; Schmutzler, H.; Chandrasekaran, S.; Viets, C.; Buschhorn, S.; Tölle, F.; Mülhaupt, R.; Schulte, K. Improvement
of compressive strength after impact in fibre reinforced polymer composites by matrix modification with thermally reduced
graphene oxide. Compos. Sci. Technol. 2013, 87, 36–41. [CrossRef]

22. Zhang, M.C.; Guo, B.H.; Xu, J. A Review on Polymer Crystallization Theories. Crystals 2017, 7, 4. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1016/S0266-3538(03)00028-9
http://doi.org/10.1515/mt-2020-0024
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0167-577X(02)01401-5
http://doi.org/10.5185/amlett.2012.9419
http://doi.org/10.1515/mt-2021-2038
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.compositesa.2016.07.015
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.compositesb.2016.04.081
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.polymer.2011.06.045
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.compositesa.2016.04.004
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.mtcomm.2019.100883
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.coco.2020.100480
http://doi.org/10.1520/MPC20170027
http://doi.org/10.1007/s42452-018-0108-6
http://doi.org/10.1021/am201757v
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.compscitech.2014.03.014
http://doi.org/10.1002/cctc.201902048
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.apcatb.2016.08.022
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jphotochem.2017.05.030
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.carbon.2015.04.054
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.compscitech.2013.07.019
http://doi.org/10.3390/cryst7010004


Materials 2022, 15, 8545 15 of 15

23. Mercier, J.P. Nucleation in polymer crystallization: A physical or a chemical mechanism? Polym. Eng. Sci. 1990, 30, 270–278.
[CrossRef]

24. Low, Y.J.; Andriyana, A.; Ang, B.C.; Abidin, N.I.Z. Bioresorbable and degradable behaviors ofPGA: Current state and future
prospects. Polym. Eng. Sci. 2020, 60, 2657–2675. [CrossRef]

25. Alexopoulos, N.D.; Paragkamian, Z.; Poulin, P.; Kourkoulis, S.K. Fracture related mechanical properties of low and high graphene
reinforcement of epoxy nanocomposites. Compos. Sci. Technol. 2017, 150, 194–204. [CrossRef]

26. Baptista, R.; Mendão, A.; Rodrigues, F.; Figueiredo-Pina, C.G.; Guedes, M.; Marat-Mendes, R. Effect of high graphite filler contents
on the mechanical and tribological failure behavior of epoxy matrix composites. Theor. Appl. Fract. Mech. 2016, 85, 113–124.
[CrossRef]

27. Bulut, M. Mechanical characterization of Basalt/epoxy composite laminates containing graphene nanopellets. Compos. Part B Eng.
2017, 122, 71–78. [CrossRef]

28. Mahmood, H.; Vanzetti, L.; Bersani, M.; Pegoretti, A. Mechanical properties and strain monitoring of glass-epoxy composites
with graphene-coated fibers. Compos. Part A Appl. Sci. Manuf. 2018, 107, 112–123. [CrossRef]

29. Ghadge, R.R.; Prakash, S.; Ganorkar, S.A. Experimental investigations on fatigue life enhancement of composite (e-glass/epoxy)
single lap joint with graphene oxide modified adhesive. Mater. Res. Express 2021, 8, 025202. [CrossRef]

30. Teanmetawong, S.; Chantaramanee, T.; Lhosupasirirat, S.; Wongariyakawee, A.; Srikhirin, T. A Comparison Study of Magnetic
Stirrer and Sonicator Technique to Disperse 1% Span20 Treated Layered Double Hydroxides (LDHs). In IOP Conference Series:
Materials Science and Engineering; IOP Publishing: Incheon, Republic of Korea, 2019; Volume 654, p. 012005. [CrossRef]

31. Sumitomo, S.; Koizumi, H.; Uddin, A.; Kato, Y. Comparison of dispersion behavior of agglomerated particles in liquid between
ultrasonic irradiation and mechanical stirring. Ultrason. Sonochemistry 2018, 40, 822–831. [CrossRef]

32. Feng, H.; Wang, X.; Wu, D. Fabrication of spirocyclic phosphazene epoxy-based nanocomposites with graphene via exfoliation of
graphite platelets and thermal curing for enhancement of mechanical and conductive properties. Ind. Eng. Chem. Res. 2013, 52,
10160–10171. [CrossRef]

33. Gojny, F.H.; Schulte, K. Functionalisation effect on the thermo-mechanical behaviour of multi-wall carbon nanotube/epoxy-
composites. Compos. Sci. Technol. 2004, 64, 2303–2308. [CrossRef]

34. Prolongo, S.; Gude, M.; Ureña, A. Improving the flexural and thermomechanical properties of amino-functionalized carbon
nanotube/epoxy composites by using a pre-curing treatment. Compos. Sci. Technol. 2011, 71, 765–771. [CrossRef]

35. Geethamma, V.G.; Kalaprasad, G.; Groeninckx, G.; Thomas, S. Dynamic mechanical behavior of short coir fiber reinforced natural
rubber composites. Compos. Part A Appl. Sci. Manuf. 2005, 36, 1499–1506. [CrossRef]

36. Shah, A.H.; Li, X.; Xu, X.; Dayo, A.Q.; Liu, W.-B.; Bai, J.; Wang, J. Evaluation of mechanical and thermal properties of modified
epoxy resin by using acacia catechu particles. Mater. Chem. Phys. 2019, 225, 239–246. [CrossRef]

37. Upadhyay, R.; Kumar, A. Epoxy-graphene-MoS2 composites with improved tribological behavior under dry sliding contact.
Tribol. Int. 2019, 130, 106–118. [CrossRef]

38. Ramalho, A.; Miranda, J.C. The relationship between wear and dissipated energy in sliding systems. Wear 2006, 260, 361–367.
[CrossRef]

39. Pervin, F.; Zhou, Y.; Rangari, V.K.; Jeelani, S. Testing and evaluation on the thermal and mechanical properties of carbon nano
fiber reinforced SC-15 epoxy. Mater. Sci. Eng. A 2005, 405, 246–253. [CrossRef]

40. Zhou, Y.; Pervin, F.; Lewis, L.; Jeelani, S. Fabrication and characterization of carbon/epoxy composites mixed with multi-walled
carbon nanotubes. Mater. Sci. Eng. A 2008, 475, 157–165. [CrossRef]

41. Prusty, R.K.; Ghosh, S.K.; Rathore, D.K.; Ray, B.C. Reinforcement effect of graphene oxide in glass fibre/epoxy composites at
in-situ elevated temperature environments: An emphasis on graphene oxide content. Compos. Part A Appl. Sci. Manuf. 2017, 95,
40–53. [CrossRef]

42. Wong, D.; Andriyana, A.; Ang, B.C.; Verron, E. Surface morphology and mechanical response of randomly oriented electrospun
nanofibrous membrane. Polym. Test. 2016, 53, 108–115. [CrossRef]

43. Andriyana, A.; Loo, M.S.; Chagnon, G.; Verron, E.; Ch’ng, S.Y. Modeling the Mullins effect in elastomers swollen by palm
biodiesel. Int. J. Eng. Sci. 2015, 95, 1–22. [CrossRef]

44. Rathore, D.K.; Prusty, R.K.; Kumar, D.S.; Ray, B.C. Mechanical performance of CNT-filled glass fiber/epoxy composite in in-situ
elevated temperature environments emphasizing the role of CNT content. Compos. Part A Appl. Sci. Manuf. 2016, 84, 364–376.
[CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1002/pen.760300504
http://doi.org/10.1002/pen.25508
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.compscitech.2017.07.030
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.tafmec.2016.08.013
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.compositesb.2017.04.013
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.compositesa.2017.12.023
http://doi.org/10.1088/2053-1591/abe31f
http://doi.org/10.1088/1757-899x/654/1/012005
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ultsonch.2017.08.023
http://doi.org/10.1021/ie400483x
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.compscitech.2004.01.024
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.compscitech.2011.01.028
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.compositesa.2005.03.004
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.matchemphys.2018.12.063
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.triboint.2018.09.016
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.wear.2005.02.121
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.msea.2005.06.012
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.msea.2007.04.043
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.compositesa.2017.01.001
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.polymertesting.2016.05.020
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijengsci.2015.06.005
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.compositesa.2016.02.020

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Sample Preparation 
	Testing of Composites 

	Results and Discussion 
	Thermomechanical Analysis 
	Tensile Test 
	Wear Test 
	Modeling the Effect of Graphene Oxide Loading on the Stress–Strain Response 
	Fractography 

	Conclusions 
	References

