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Abstract: Short fiber-reinforced thermoplastic polymers (SFRTPs) are commonly used in various
molding methods due to their high specific elasticity and strength. To evaluate the interfacial strength,
several determination methods have been proposed, including the interfacial shear strength (IFSS). In
previous research, an IFSS evaluation method based on the short beam shear method was proposed.
However, this method is only applicable to micrometer-sized fibers with high stiffness levels that are
not easily bent. When utilizing cellulose fiber, the interfacial shear strength (IFSS) results frequently
exhibit significant deviations. To tackle this issue, we suggest an enhanced experimental technique
that employs beam-shaped specimens with welding points based on the short beam shear test.
Furthermore, we conducted a three-dimensional analysis of the original method to determine the fiber
orientation angle and IFSS. The outcomes were compared with previously reported determinations.
The IFSS achieved through the novel method proposed in this paper exhibits high precision and
reliability, rendering it suitable for use with soft and flexible fibers.

Keywords: injection molding; interfacial shear strength; mechanical properties; short beam shear test;
short fiber-reinforced thermoplastics

1. Introduction

In recent years, environmental pollution has become an increasingly severe issue
worldwide. To address this issue, countries are emphasizing the weight reduction of
vehicles that predominantly use fossil fuels, such as automobiles and aircraft.

One approach to weight reduction is to use short fiber-reinforced thermoplastics
(SFRTPs), instead of metal, to make structural parts of thermoplastic composites. SFRTPs
have higher specific strength levels and specific rigidity than metals. In this context, staple
fibers are categorized as either inorganic or organic. Glass fiber [1] is a commonly used
inorganic fiber due to its excellent properties, including high strength, flexibility, stiffness,
and resistance to chemical damage. However, its recycling poses a challenge, necessitating
the search for a fibrous reinforced phase that can replace glass fiber [2]. The United Nations
prioritizes the use of environmentally friendly and recyclable composite materials in their
SDG-related projects. Therefore, organic natural fibers have gained a significant level of
attention. The development of new bio-composite materials is driven by several factors,
including the lower cost of natural fibers (which are currently priced at one-third or less of
the cost of glass fibers), weight reduction (as these fibers are half the weight of glass fibers),
and the ease of recycling (natural fiber composites are easier to recycle). Furthermore,
there is an increasing demand for environmentally friendly products [3]. In addition,
low-cost manufacturing processes, such as injection molding, can be used to produce these
components. The advantages of the injection molding method are its fast production speed,
high efficiency, automation of operation, and a wide range of applicable resins. Even fiber-
reinforced composite materials can achieve complex shapes and arbitrary size molding
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processes, and the products are precise in their size and easy to update. It can be used for
mass production and complex shape products. Injection molding is suitable for molding
processing fields such as mass production and complex shape products [4]. It is predicted
that the use of natural fibers in composite materials will continue to expand. However,
it should be noted that the tensile strength of natural fibers is lower than that of glass
fibers [5–7]. Therefore, it is crucial to improve the mechanical properties of natural fiber
composites. Various factors influence the mechanical properties of SFRTPs, such as tensile
strength and impact strength. These factors can be categorized as originating from materials
or the fiber–matrix interface. To evaluate the interfacial strength, interfacial shear strength
(IFSS) is considered a crucial factor [8]. Various methods have been proposed for IFSS
assessment, such as pull-out [9], push-out [10], fragmentation [11,12], and micro-droplet
techniques [13]. Evaluation methods for fiber and matrix interfaces often use specialized
samples, as shown in Figure 1. Pull-out, fragmentation, and micro-droplet methods are
used to examine a single fiber and matrix test piece. These models provide clear advantages
and can directly evaluate the interface. It is important to note that the test pieces required
for these evaluation methods are typically at the micron-level.
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Figure 1. Method for ascertaining interfacial shear strength. (a) Pull-out method [2]. (b) Push-out
method [3]. (c) Fragmentation method [5]. (d) Micro-droplet method [6].

Yunlong Li et al. reported the novel prediction methodology based on the interfacial
stress impedance effect of magnetic fibers (MFs) for the non-destructive and real-time
evaluation of temperature-dependent IFSS [14]. Through the impedance measurement
and corresponding IFSS micromechanical test, a correlation model between the IFSS of the
composite and the impedance of MFs is established. The IFSS at elevated temperatures
calculated by this model are consistent with the results of the micromechanical test by more
than 95% and allows for evaluating the IFSS of composites beyond the glass transition
point. However, it should be noted that this testing method can only be limited to specific
fiber structures and is not applicable to organic natural fibers. Wang et al. reported that the
IFSS was found to have an inverse relationship with the test temperature [15], and they also
found that the angle tilt has an impact on the interfacial strength test results. However, the
deviation range measured using a single fiber pull-out experiment is large, and the effect of
fiber volume fractions on interfacial strength is not considered. Yamaguchi et al. reported
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the effects of three maleic anhydride-modified polypropylene (MAPP) specimens with
different MA contents and crystallinities on the IFSSs of PP and carbon fibers (CFs), which
were investigated and compared through microdroplet tests [16]. It is demonstrated that
the chemical interactions and crystallinity changes at the interface can cause a significant
IFSS enhancement effect. Yu et al. [17], Wang et al. [18], and Ramaswamy et al. [19] reported
the effects of a carbon fiber surface’s composite interfacial property. These results indicate
that there is a positive correlation between the IFSS and mechanical properties. However,
the research on additives and fiber surface treatments has not achieved high-precision
interfacial strength that can establish quantitative models.

Majhi et al. reported a higher IFSS level between the cellulose fiber and the matrix
material, which is responsible for the higher strength of composites [20]. Their results
showed that the debonding load increases linearly with respect to the fiber’s embedded
length. This proves that the fiber volume fraction affects the evaluation results of IFSS, and
previous experiments have had difficulty controlling the fiber volume fraction. Falkenreck
et al. [21], Barrera-Fajardo et al. [22], and Liu et al. [23] reported the effects of a natural fiber
surface treatment on the mechanical properties of composites. These mechanical properties
include tensile strength, bending strength, and surface friction, and so on. From the above
literature, we have acknowledged that whether using inorganic glass fibers with higher
stiffness [24] or organic natural fibers with lower stiffness [13], the test only utilizes a single
fiber. The evaluation results for interfacial shear strength have a relatively high standard
deviation range. However, it is worth noting that the determination of IFSS for the same
fiber and matrix composition can have a wide range of deviation, especially when using
cellulose fibers, which result in large deviations in IFSS.

Although these results demonstrate a correlation between mechanical strength and
interfacial shear strength, the quantitative relationship between various performance pa-
rameters and the mechanical properties of composite materials is still relatively rare. It is
important to note that Kallel et al. reported a quantitative relationship between parameters
such as tensile strength and interfacial shear strength, fiber size, fiber tensile strength,
critical fiber length and matrix elasticity, etc. [25]. However, the IFSS evaluation results
with large deviations also lead to low accuracy in predicting tensile strength. Thus, it is
not feasible to create a quantitative model that can integrate the determination results,
strength, impact resistance, and other mechanical properties of SFRTPs. It can be seen that
an accurate IFSS evaluation method urgently needs to be clarified.

Based on previous research, we proposed the IFSS evaluation method using the short
beam shear method [26]. This method induces interlaminar shear failure by intentionally
narrowing the distance between the supporting points in a three-point bending test. It takes
advantage of the fact that higher shear stress occurs near the neutral plane than in a normal
three-point bending test. The specimen is a short beam that has been injection-molded
with discontinuous short fibers dispersed throughout. Near the neutral plane, the fibers
are strongly oriented perpendicular to the flow direction [27]. Due to this fiber orientation
characteristic, a small shear stress in the direction that is oriented at an angle close to parallel
to the loading direction can initiate interface slips. If this slip occurs, it is expected that the
stiffness of the specimen will drop discontinuously during the test. Based on this theory,
we propose a method for calculating IFSS by taking two rigid, discontinuous drop points.
The evaluation results of IFSS using short beam shear testing, as reported by our previous
research, can be used to determine the impact absorption model [28]. The quantitative
model is based on the impact energy absorption model of short glass fiber-reinforced
polyethylene (PP/GF). The models of fiber pullout and fiber interface debonding, both of
which are ways of absorbing impact energy, have a direct quantitative relationship with the
IFSS and interfacial strength. However, it is important to note that natural fibers may bend
or even become wound in injection-molded products [29]. When using natural fibers, the
bending of fibers in injection-molded products leads to the low applicability of this method.
This model needs further discussion and improvement. Therefore, it is necessary to further
improve the accuracy of interfacial measurements.
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This study discusses the addition of glass fibers and cellulose fibers to polypropylene
and polystyrene, respectively. We predict that adjusting for fiber orientation distribution
of the injection-molded short beam may improve measurement accuracy by ensuring the
fiber plane distribution at the welding point. The short beam shear test is applied to two
types of injection molding products: beam specimens (Beam) and beam specimens with
a welding point (Beam with Weld). The measurement accuracy of IFSS is improved by
controlling the injection flow path and using the plane distribution of welding points. The
propriety of this approach was verified by comparing the IFSS calculation results of Beam
and Beam with Weld. Furthermore, the fiber orientation angle was compared to the X-ray
CT analysis results of the injection-molded products, clarifying the characteristics of the
fiber orientation angle.

2. Materials and Sample Preparation
2.1. Materials

Polypropylene (PP, Novatec MA1B; Japan Polypropylene Corp., Tokyo, Japan) and
polystyrene (PS, Toyo Styrene GPPS G210C; Toyo Styrene Co., Ltd., Tokyo, Japan) were
used as matrices. As fibers, glass fibers (GFs, ECS 03 T351; Nippon Electric Glass Co., Ltd.,
Otsu, Japan) that were surface-modified with amino groups and hardwood cellulose fibers
(CLFs) were used.

2.2. Sample Preparation

The twin-screw extruder (IMC0-00; Imoto Machinery Co., Ltd., Kyoto, Japan) was
used to add the materials. GFs were melt-mixed at a temperature of 230 ◦C and a screw
speed of 60 rpm. CLFs were melt-mixed at a temperature of 200 ◦C and a screw speed of
60 rpm. The extruder had a 15 mm diameter screw, as shown in Figure 2, with a screw
length-to-diameter ratio of 25. The mixing ratios are shown in Table 1. The GF content was
fixed at 10wt%, and the CLF content was fixed at 12wt%. The 3 mm composite pellets were
produced by pelletizing the melt-kneaded strands using a cold-cut pelletizer (Toyo Seiki
Co., Ltd., Tokyo, Japan).
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Table 1. Mixing ratios under melt-mixing conditions.

Code Mixing Temp.
(◦C)

PP
(wt%)

PS
(wt%)

GF
(wt%)

CLF
(wt%)

PP/GF-10wt%
230

90 - 10 -
PS/GF-10wt% - 90 10 -

PP/CLF-12wt%
220

88 - - 12
PS/CLF-12wt% - 88 - 12

Two types of products were obtained by injection molding the composite material
pellets using a micro-electric injection molding machine (C, Mobile0813; Shinko Sellbic
Co., Ltd., Tokyo, Japan). Figure 3a displays the Beam specimens processed with a single
flow direction. Figure 3b displays the Beam with Weld specimens that were processed
by adjusting the flow path to form a weld in the center. The glass fiber (GF) content was
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adjusted to 10wt% by diluting the composite pellets with 10wt% fiber content composite
pellets, while the cellulose fiber (CLF) content was adjusted to 12wt% by using 12wt% fiber
content composite pellets directly. The machine utilizes a pre-plunger system with a 10 mm
diameter plunger and a mold clamping pressure of 29.4 kN. Table 2 presents the injection
molding conditions, and Figure 4 displays the dimensions of the resulting specimens. The
thickness of the molded product is 2 mm.
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Table 2. Injection molding conditions.

Parameter PP/GF-10wt% PS/GF-10wt% PP/CLF-12wt% PS/CLF-12wt%

Method Beam Beam with
Weld Beam Beam with

Weld Beam Beam with
Weld Beam Beam with

Weld
Injection temp. (◦C) 230 200
Mold temp. (◦C) 50 70 50 70 50
Injection speed (mm/s) 30 10 30 10 10
Holding pressure (MPa) 84 92 84 92
Injection time (s) 45 20 45 20
Cooling time (s) 15

3. Methods
3.1. The IFSS Determination Method

Figure 5 presents the IFSS determination method-specific implementation process.
The complete process from the load displacement curve obtained from the short beam
shear test to the calculation of IFSS results was demonstrated. The specific theory will be
explained in detail below.

The two types of specimens underwent a short beam shear test using a small universal
mechanical testing machine (MCT-2150; A&D Co., Ltd., Tokyo, Japan) in accordance with
ASTM D 2344M [30]. This test was conducted with a loading speed of 10 mm/min and a
span of 10 mm. The specimen was placed edgewise in the direction of the support point.
Figure 6 displays the shear stress diagram of the specimens. The shear stress, τ, was
calculated using Equation (1):

τ =
3P
4bh

(1)

where P denotes the load, b represents the specimen thickness, and h stands for the
specimen’s width. The rigidity was obtained from the differential results of the load–
displacement curve. To display the relationship between rigidity and shear stress more
intuitively, we produced a rigidity–shear stress curve. Figure 7 presents all examples of the
rigidity–shear stress curve of the specimens of two types.

However, when a three-point bending load is applied, a bending moment and shear
stress are generated at the loading plane. The shear stresses are conjugate, reaching their
maximum values on the neutral plane. In specimens of both types, high shear stress was
generated near the neutral plane by reducing the spun length, which induces slippage
at the interface. Furthermore, all rigidity–shear stress curves showed a discontinuous
decrease in stiffness that was observed at two points. For obliquely oriented fibers, the
interfacial slippage is regarded as occurring first in either the parallel or perpendicular
direction to the loading direction; then, it arises in the opposite direction as the level of
loading increases. Figure 8 presents the IFSS composite vector by the average shear stress
and fiber orientation angle. Under the dotted line in that figure, a low level of shear stress
is found where the rigidity reaches a discontinuous point—τ1; high shear stress is found
where the rigidity reaches a discontinuous point—τ2. The relation between τ1, τ2, and
IFSS is expressed by Equation (2):

IFSS =
τ1

cosθ
=

τ2

sinθ
(2)

where θ represents the fiber orientation angle of the GFs dispersed near the neutral plane.
From Equation (2), θ is expressed by Equation (3).

θ = tan−1 τ2

τ1
(3)
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The IFSS can be obtained by substituting the θ obtained in Equation (3) into Equation (2).
For this study, IFSS was calculated based on the method described above. The composition of
each composite and different specimens’ type have been tested 10 times, and multiple sets of
experiments were conducted to ensure the reproducibility of this experimental method.



Polymers 2024, 16, 883 8 of 23Polymers 2024, 16, 883 8 of 23 
 

 

  
(a) PP/GF-10wt%-Beam (b) PS/GF-10wt%-Beam 

  
(c) PP/GF-10wt%-Beam with Weld (d) PS/GF-10wt%-Beam with Weld 

  
(e) PP/CLF-12wt%-Beam (f) PS/CLF-12wt%-Beam 

  
(g) PP/CLF-12wt%-Beam with Weld (h) PS/CLF-12wt%-Beam with Weld 

Figure 7. Rigidity–shear stress curves of specimens of all types. Figure 7. Rigidity–shear stress curves of specimens of all types.



Polymers 2024, 16, 883 9 of 23Polymers 2024, 16, 883 9 of 23 
 

 

 

Figure 8. IFSS composite vector by average shear stress and fiber orientation angle. 

3.2. Fiber Orientation Measurement 

The fiber orientation corresponding to the core layer and weld point in the area sub-

jected to the Beam and Beam with Weld specimens was photographed using a microfocus 

X-ray CT system (ScanXmate-D225RSS270; Comscantecno Co., Ltd., Yokohama, Japan). 

The obtained fiber orientation photographs were used to ascertain the average fiber ori-

entation angle by choosing more than 250 fibers with respect to the core layer of the Beam 

specimens and the weld point of the Beam with Weld specimens using image analysis 

software (WinROOF ver.7.0.0; Mitani Corp., Fukui, Japan). 

4. Results and Discussion 

4.1. Comparison of IFSS Measurement Results of Two Types of Specimens 

Table 3 presents the results of IFSS determination and earlier findings for these spec-

imens, along with their percentages of deviation. The method section in this table indi-

cates that Beam-2D and Beam with Weld were calculated using the IFSS calculation 

method outlined in Section 3.1. The results showed that the IFSS findings obtained from 

the specimens were similar to those obtained using the pull-out method and micro-drop-

let method and were slightly lower than the results obtained using the fragmentation 

method. The overall determination results fall within the same range. However, the stand-

ard deviation percentages for the pull-out, micro-droplet, and fragmentation methods 

were larger than 18%. The percentage deviation of the Beam specimens was approxi-

mately 9–17%, while that of the Beam with Weld specimens was less than 5%. Compared 

to earlier results obtained using other methods, the percentage deviation of the two types 

of specimens showed a marked decline. At the same time, we can also see that the previous 

IFSS evaluation results are different from the evaluation results of this study. Especially 

in the single fiber pull-out experiments, a higher level of IFSS was generally obtained, 

while in the micro-droplet experiments, a lower level of IFSS was generally obtained. This 

deviation can be attributed to changes in fiber volume fraction, and Jing Wang et al. also 

reached this conclusion by burying fibers of different lengths in the same volume of resin 

[15].  

Table 3. IFSS determination results obtained using a new method and earlier results. 

Composite Material 
Fiber Content 

(wt%) 
Method 

IFSS 

(MPa) 
Deviation (%) Source 

PP/GF 

10 wt% Beam-2D 7.4 ± 0.7 9 This work 

10 wt% Beam-3D 7.3 ± 0.4 5 This work 

10 wt% Beam with Weld 7.3 ± 0.2 3 This work 

Single fiber Pull-out 6.8 ± 1.7 25 [9] 

7 wt% Push-out 11.8 ± 2.4 20 [10] 

Single fiber Fragmentation 9.5 ± 1.9 20 [11] 

Single fiber Micro-droplet 7.2 ± 1.3 18 [9] 

PS/GF 10 wt% Beam-2D 11.2 ± 1.1 10 This work 

Figure 8. IFSS composite vector by average shear stress and fiber orientation angle.

3.2. Fiber Orientation Measurement

The fiber orientation corresponding to the core layer and weld point in the area sub-
jected to the Beam and Beam with Weld specimens was photographed using a microfocus
X-ray CT system (ScanXmate-D225RSS270; Comscantecno Co., Ltd., Yokohama, Japan).
The obtained fiber orientation photographs were used to ascertain the average fiber orien-
tation angle by choosing more than 250 fibers with respect to the core layer of the Beam
specimens and the weld point of the Beam with Weld specimens using image analysis
software (WinROOF ver.7.0.0; Mitani Corp., Fukui, Japan).

4. Results and Discussion
4.1. Comparison of IFSS Measurement Results of Two Types of Specimens

Table 3 presents the results of IFSS determination and earlier findings for these speci-
mens, along with their percentages of deviation. The method section in this table indicates
that Beam-2D and Beam with Weld were calculated using the IFSS calculation method
outlined in Section 3.1. The results showed that the IFSS findings obtained from the speci-
mens were similar to those obtained using the pull-out method and micro-droplet method
and were slightly lower than the results obtained using the fragmentation method. The
overall determination results fall within the same range. However, the standard deviation
percentages for the pull-out, micro-droplet, and fragmentation methods were larger than
18%. The percentage deviation of the Beam specimens was approximately 9–17%, while that
of the Beam with Weld specimens was less than 5%. Compared to earlier results obtained
using other methods, the percentage deviation of the two types of specimens showed a
marked decline. At the same time, we can also see that the previous IFSS evaluation results
are different from the evaluation results of this study. Especially in the single fiber pull-out
experiments, a higher level of IFSS was generally obtained, while in the micro-droplet
experiments, a lower level of IFSS was generally obtained. This deviation can be attributed
to changes in fiber volume fraction, and Jing Wang et al. also reached this conclusion by
burying fibers of different lengths in the same volume of resin [15].

For injection-molded single flow direction SFRTP products, the majority of fibers
are oriented obliquely to the flow direction. Figure 9a,b show a GF orientation, while
Figure 9e,f show a CLF orientation to the core layer near the neutral plane. The white part
in the X-CT image is the fiber, and the black part is the matrix. Additionally, a weld was
formed in the center by adjusting the flow path. At the weld point, the fibers are oriented
vertically to the flow direction, resulting in a planar distribution of all fibers. Figure 9c,d
present the orientation of a GF fiber, while Figure 9g,h present the orientation of a CLF near
the neutral plane weld point.
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Table 3. IFSS determination results obtained using a new method and earlier results.

Composite
Material

Fiber Content
(wt%) Method IFSS

(MPa) Deviation (%) Source

PP/GF

10wt% Beam-2D 7.4 ± 0.7 9 This work
10wt% Beam-3D 7.3 ± 0.4 5 This work
10wt% Beam with Weld 7.3 ± 0.2 3 This work

Single fiber Pull-out 6.8 ± 1.7 25 [9]
7wt% Push-out 11.8 ± 2.4 20 [10]

Single fiber Fragmentation 9.5 ± 1.9 20 [11]
Single fiber Micro-droplet 7.2 ± 1.3 18 [9]

PS/GF

10wt% Beam-2D 11.2 ± 1.1 10 This work
10wt% Beam-3D 11.2 ± 0.4 4 This work
10wt% Beam with Weld 11.0 ± 0.2 2 This work

Single fiber Pull-out 12.8 ± 2.3 18 [10]
Single fiber Micro-droplet 11.7 ± 2.3 20 [9]

PP/CLF

12wt% Beam-2D 7.1 ± 1.0 14 This work
12wt% Beam-3D 7.0 ± 0.5 7 This work
12wt% Beam with Weld 6.9 ± 0.3 4 This work

Single fiber Fragmentation 6.3 ± 4.0 63 [31]
Single fiber Pull-out 9.1 ± 4.7 51 [31]
Single fiber Micro-droplet 6.1 ± 2.2 36 [32]

PS/CLF

12wt% Beam-2D 8.2 ± 1.4 17 This work
12wt% Beam-3D 7.8 ± 0.8 10 This work
12wt% Beam with Weld 7.6 ± 0.3 4 This work

Single fiber Micro-droplet 7.0 ± 2.0 29 [33]
Single fiber Fragmentation 10.2 ± 2.2 22 [34]

Figure 10 shows the distribution of fiber orientation angles measured from the X-ray
CT photograph. The dotted line in this figure represents the fiber orientation angle results
of the two types of specimens. The fiber orientation distribution and angle can be compared.
The angle of fiber orientation approaches the azimuth near the high distribution frequency
range. Additionally, the results are in complete agreement with those reported in the
research conducted by the author and colleagues [26], indicating that this angle is a common
orientation angle in these specimens.

Combined with the previously described results, it is clear that the Beam with Weld
specimens exhibit a lower percentage of deviation. This is primarily due to the weld point
generated by adjusting the injection path, resulting in a two-dimensional fiber dispersion
state. Figure 11 displays the three-dimensional view of the Beam with Weld specimen fiber
arrangement, as well as the two-dimensional images of the weld point and non-weld point.
In composite material compositions, fibers are dispersed in a two-dimensional plane at the
weld point. Additionally, fibers in non-weld points are angled towards the direction of
injection flow. For SFRTPs injection-molded products with a single flow direction, fibers
in the molded products are randomly oriented. Figure 12 displays the 3D view of the
beam specimen fiber arrangement and the 2D cross-sectional image of the injection-molded
products of SFRTPs with a single flow direction. The 3D view and cross-sectional 2D
image results show that the fibers in the core layer are dispersed in a triaxial-dimensional
direction. Therefore, the IFSS determination may lead to a greater deviation. Based on
these calculations and observations, the plane distribution of short fibers manufactured
by welding joints can effectively reduce the range of measurement deviation. Compared
to previous data, the interfacial shear strength of cellulose fibers is effectively reduced.
Additionally, this text effectively avoids the influence of an increased deviation range of
interfacial shear strength caused by factors such as uneven fiber radius and roughness of
the fiber surface.
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4.2. IFSS Triaxial Dimensional Orientation Angle Analytical Method

In Section 4.1, we discussed the reliability of using Beam with Weld specimens to
improve the accuracy of IFSS determination. The IFSS calculation results in Table 3 show
that the calculation results of Beam-2D are slightly larger than those of Beam with Weld.
The fiber exhibits a triaxial dimensional orientation in the unidirectional injection-molded
short beam specimens [35]. The Beam-2D model, outlined in Section 4.1, does not consider
the phenomenon of triaxial conjugation in the occurrence of shear stress. This numerical
deviation can be explained by the observation in Figure 12 that the fiber has a triaxial
dimensional fiber orientation. Figure 13 presents the IFSS composite vector by the average
shear stress and fiber orientation angle of the Beam specimens in a triaxial dimensional
orientation. As shown in this figure, the fiber is oriented triaxially within the neutral plane
area of the injection-molded product. In fact, the rigidity–shear stress curve of the Beam
specimens should exhibit three peak points. Figure 14 presents an example of the triaxial
dimensional analysis rigidity–shear stress curves. These curves show three peak points of
stress, from low to high. Combined with the stress analysis depicted in Figure 12, the first
peak point can be called τa, the second peak point τb, and the projection of IFSS in the plane
composed of the injection flow direction and normal direction as τ3D. τ3D is expressed by
Equation (4):

τ3D =
τa

sinφ
=

τb
cosφ

(4)

where φ represents the fiber orientation angle of the GF in the plane composed of the
injection flow direction and normal direction. From Equation (4), φ is expressed by
Equation (5) below.

φ = tan−1 τa

τb
(5)

τ3D can be calculated by substituting the obtained value of φ from Equation (5) into
Equation (4). Similarly, the angle of fiber projection in the direction of stress can be
calculated using the same method. Figure 15 shows the X-ray CT images of the Beam
specimens at the injection flow direction and the normal direction plane. The white part in
the X-CT image is the fiber, and the black part is the matrix. The line segment in Figure 15
represents the loading area of the Beam specimens in the neutral plane. The results showed
that the fiber near the skin layer was almost parallel to the injection flow direction, while
the fiber near the core layer presented a certain angle with the injection flow direction. The
fiber orientation angle distribution was evaluated by selecting over 250 fibers in the loading
area and measuring their frequency.

Figure 16 displays the measured fiber orientation angle distribution from the X-ray
CT image. This figure’s dotted line represents the fiber orientation angle results from
Equation (5). The comparison of the fiber orientation distribution and the fiber orientation
angle shows that the fiber orientation angle reaches the azimuth close to the high distribu-
tion frequency range. These results indicate that this φ represents a frequent orientation
angle of the GF in the plane composed of the injection flow direction and normal direction.
This implies that the τ3D calculated by this angle can be used to calculate the triaxial
dimensional IFSS. When combined with the stress analysis in Figure 12, the shear stress
that reaches the third time peak rigidity for the curve can be defined as τc. The relationship
between τ3D, τc, and IFSS is expressed by Equation (6):

IFSS =
τ3D

cosφ′ =
τc

sinφ′ (6)

where φ′ represents the fiber orientation angle of the GF in the plane of the triaxial dimen-
sional direction. From Equation (6), φ′ is expressed by Equation (7) below.

φ′ = tan−1 τc

τ3D
(7)
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The interfacial shear strength (IFSS) can be calculated by substituting the value of φ′

obtained in Equation (7) into Equation (6). Table 3 presents the results of IFSS determination
and earlier findings for these specimens, along with their percentages of deviation. The
method section in this table indicates that Beam-3D was calculated based on the triaxial
dimensional direction method. The results showed that the IFSS findings obtained from the
triaxial dimensional method are similar to those obtained using the pull-out method and
micro-droplet method. The results of the Beam-3D test are more similar to those of Beam
with Welds than Beam-2D, indicating that the triaxial dimensional direction of fibers should
be considered when using Beam specimens, particularly for those using cellulose fibers.
The deviation range was reduced by 7%. The IFSS calculation results of the PS/CLF-12wt%
Beam specimens differ from the test results of the Beam with Weld specimens by only
0.4 MPa, indicating a significant improvement in accuracy and reliability. However, the
calculation and curve value selection methods are relatively complex. For a simpler method
of obtaining the IFSS of a fiber with greater stiffness, it is recommended to use the two-point
method outlined in Section 3.1. The Beam-2D calculation method can obtain an IFSS with
higher accuracy than the micro-droplet and pull-out methods, even without considering the
triaxial stress state. For products with low fiber stiffness and easy bending during injection
molding, it is recommended to use the Beam with Weld method for IFSS evaluation.

4.3. Imperfections of the Short Beam Shearing Method Using the Beam with Weld Specimens

These results indicate that the short beam shear test using the Beam with Weld speci-
mens in this study is highly precise and stable, making it suitable for application to both
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inorganic and organic fibers. However, the rigidity–shear stress curve obtained using the
Beam with Weld specimens also reveals an obviously triaxial stress state. Figure 17 presents
the rigidity–shear stress curve for two stress states that occurred in the PP/CLF-12wt%
using the Beam with Weld specimens. The reasons for this result should be analyzed from
two aspects: the test specimen itself and the test operation. Due to the random distribu-
tion of fibers in the melt during injection molding, the position of the weld point in all
injection-molded products cannot be completely consistent. Additionally, the placement of
the specimen in the short beam shear test is artificial, and visual judgments cannot ensure
that the weld point is exactly in the position of the maximum average shear stress. The
above reasons can lead to the maximum average shear stress occurring at a location away
from the welding point during the actual loading process. In this study, eight out of ten
testing results of Beam with Weld specimens can be classified as plane stress. These results
indicate that while two stress states coexist, most of them belong to the plane stress state.
This indicates that using Beam with Weld specimens is an effective method for controlling
the plane stress state of fiber dispersion. In summary, it is necessary to analyze the fiber
orientation state based on the shape of the stiffness–shear stress curve and apply different
analytical methods for the 2D and 3D stress states.

Polymers 2024, 16, 883 20 of 23 
 

 

12wt% using the Beam with Weld specimens. The reasons for this result should be ana-

lyzed from two aspects: the test specimen itself and the test operation. Due to the random 

distribution of fibers in the melt during injection molding, the position of the weld point 

in all injection-molded products cannot be completely consistent. Additionally, the place-

ment of the specimen in the short beam shear test is artificial, and visual judgments cannot 

ensure that the weld point is exactly in the position of the maximum average shear stress. 

The above reasons can lead to the maximum average shear stress occurring at a location 

away from the welding point during the actual loading process. In this study, eight out 

of ten testing results of Beam with Weld specimens can be classified as plane stress. These 

results indicate that while two stress states coexist, most of them belong to the plane stress 

state. This indicates that using Beam with Weld specimens is an effective method for con-

trolling the plane stress state of fiber dispersion. In summary, it is necessary to analyze 

the fiber orientation state based on the shape of the stiffness–shear stress curve and apply 

different analytical methods for the 2D and 3D stress states. 

  

(a) Plane-stress state (b) Triaxial-stress state 

Figure 17. Different stress states in Beam with Weld specimens of PP/CLF-12wt%. 

5. Conclusions 

This study proposes the use of a Beam with Weld test method to improve the calcu-

lation of interfacial shear strength (IFSS) by the short beam shear test. The results demon-

strate that the short beam shear test using Beam with Weld specimens has high levels of 

precision and stability. Additionally, the IFSS calculation method of triaxial stress state 

analysis can also enhance the accuracy of calculation. 

• It is noteworthy that IFSS can be directly calculated from injection-molded short fi-

ber-reinforced thermoplastic polymers (SFRTPs). 

• The results indicate that the IFSS determination findings from Beam-2D, Beam-3D, 

and Beam with Weld, as well as previous research results, fell within the same range. 

• However, the percentage deviation (P.D.) from previous research results was larger 

than 18%, particularly when using cellulose fibers, where the P.D. was as high as 63%. 

On the other hand, when using the Beam-2D method, the P.D. was about 9–17%; 

when using the Beam-3D method, the P.D. was about 4–10%; and when using the 

Beam with Weld method, the P.D. was about 2–4%. 

• The fiber orientation angle obtained represents the orientation angle of high-fre-

quency fibers near the neutral plane of the core layer or loading area for Beam speci-

mens and near the neutral plane of the weld point for Beam with Weld specimens. 

Figure 17. Different stress states in Beam with Weld specimens of PP/CLF-12wt%.

5. Conclusions

This study proposes the use of a Beam with Weld test method to improve the calcula-
tion of interfacial shear strength (IFSS) by the short beam shear test. The results demonstrate
that the short beam shear test using Beam with Weld specimens has high levels of precision
and stability. Additionally, the IFSS calculation method of triaxial stress state analysis can
also enhance the accuracy of calculation.

• It is noteworthy that IFSS can be directly calculated from injection-molded short
fiber-reinforced thermoplastic polymers (SFRTPs).

• The results indicate that the IFSS determination findings from Beam-2D, Beam-3D,
and Beam with Weld, as well as previous research results, fell within the same range.

• However, the percentage deviation (P.D.) from previous research results was larger
than 18%, particularly when using cellulose fibers, where the P.D. was as high as 63%.
On the other hand, when using the Beam-2D method, the P.D. was about 9–17%; when
using the Beam-3D method, the P.D. was about 4–10%; and when using the Beam with
Weld method, the P.D. was about 2–4%.
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• The fiber orientation angle obtained represents the orientation angle of high-frequency
fibers near the neutral plane of the core layer or loading area for Beam specimens and
near the neutral plane of the weld point for Beam with Weld specimens.

• The analytical method for the rigidity–shear stress curve should depend on the fiber
orientation state where the maximum average shear stress occurs during the test.

• Using the Beam with Weld method is an effective way to control the plane stress state
of fiber dispersion.

This study has shown that the Beam with Weld method can improve the accuracy and
stability of IFSS measurements and can effectively measure the interfacial shear strength of
soft fibers, such as cellulose fibers. High-precision IFSS evaluations will provide an effective
path for establishing quantitative relationships between mechanical properties such as
tensile strength, bending strength, impact strength, and interfaces. The advantages of this
method include, but are not limited to, controllable fiber volume fractions, applicability to
multiple fibers or matrices, simple specimen fabrication, and simple experimental methods.
This will further expand on the research related to interfacial strength. At the same time,
we can anticipate the use of this method in short fiber-reinforced thermoplastics, including
nanofibers, which are appropriate for injection molding. The focus of future research will
be on the applicability of fibers and the impact of fiber volume fractions.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, Q.J. and T.T.; methodology, Q.J. and T.T.; validation, Q.J.;
investigation, Q.J.; resources, Q.J.; data curation, Q.J.; writing—original draft preparation, Q.J. and
T.T.; writing—review and editing, Q.J. and T.T.; supervision, T.T. and A.N.; project administration,
T.T. and A.N. All authors have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research was funded by the JST, the establishment of university fellowships towards
creating science technology innovation, grant number JPMJFS2104.

Institutional Review Board Statement: Not applicable.

Data Availability Statement: Data are contained within the article.

Acknowledgments: The X-ray CT images used for this study were taken at the Miyagi Prefectural
Industrial Technology Center.

Conflicts 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. Sathishkumar, T.; Satheeshkumar, S.; Naveen, J. Glass fiber-reinforced polymer composites—A review. J. Reinf. Plast. Compos.

2014, 33, 1258–1275. [CrossRef]
2. Meegan, J. Some of the challenges faced by the Composites Industry in its bid to become more sustainable. R. Soc. Chem. 2023, 1,

1737–1742. [CrossRef]
3. Faruk, O.; Bledzki, A.K.; Fink, H.-P.; Sain, M. Progress Report on Natural Fiber Reinforced Composites. Macromol. Mater. Eng.

2014, 299, 9–26. [CrossRef]
4. Lunetto, V.; Galati, M.; Settineri, L.; Iuliano, L. Sustainability in the manufacturing of composite materials: A literature review

and directions for future research. J. Manuf. Process. 2023, 85, 858–874. [CrossRef]
5. Elfaleh, I.; Abbassi, F.; Habibi, M.; Ahmad, F.; Guedri, M.; Nasri, M.; Garnier, C. A comprehensive review of natural fibers and

their composites: An eco-friendly alternative to conventional materials. Results Eng. 2023, 19, 101271. [CrossRef]
6. Tu, H.; Zhu, M.; Duan, B.; Zhang, L. Recent Progress in High-Strength and Robust Regenerated. Wood Nano-Mater. Nanotechnol.

2021, 33, 2000682.
7. Stelte, W.; Sanadi, A.R. Preparation and Characterization of Cellulose Nanofibers from Two Commercial Hardwood and Softwood

Pulps. Ind. Eng. Chem. Res. 2009, 48, 11211–11219. [CrossRef]
8. Chang, B.; Gu, J.; Long, Z.; Li, Z.; Ruan, S.; Shen, C. Effects of temperature and fiber orientation on the tensile behavior of short

carbon fiber reinforced PEEK composites. Polym. Compos. 2020, 42, 597–607. [CrossRef]
9. Zarges, J.C.; Kaufhold, C.; Feldmann, M.; Heim, H.P. Heim Single fiber pull-out test of regenerated cellulose fibers in polypropy-

lene. Energetic Eval. Compos. Part A 2018, 105, 19–27. [CrossRef]

https://doi.org/10.1177/0731684414530790
https://doi.org/10.1039/D3SU00200D
https://doi.org/10.1002/mame.201300008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jmapro.2022.12.020
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.rineng.2023.101271
https://doi.org/10.1021/ie9011672
https://doi.org/10.1002/pc.25850
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compositesa.2017.10.030


Polymers 2024, 16, 883 22 of 23

10. To, K.; Hiramoto, K.; Matsuda, Y.; Ogawa, J.; Moriwaki, K.; Hamada, H. Study on the Evaluation Methods of the Interfacial
Properties of Glass Fiber Reinforced Polypropylene. Seikei-Kakou 2015, 27, 434–439. [CrossRef]

11. Mahato, B.; Babarinde, V.O.; Abaimov, S.G.; Lomov, S.V.; Akhatov, I. Interface strength of glass fibers in polypropylene:
Dependence on the cooling rate and the degree of crystallinity. Polym. Compos. 2020, 41, 1310–1322. [CrossRef]

12. Irisawa, T.; Hashimoto, R.; Arai, M.; Tanabe, Y. The Suitability Evaluation of Aromatic Amorphous Thermoplastics as Matrix
Resin for CFRTP Having High Thermal Stability. J. Fiber Sci. Technol. 2017, 73, 61–66. [CrossRef]

13. Li, B.; Zhang, Y.; Wu, G. Thermoplastics reinforced by self-welded glass fibers: Effect of interfacial affinity on preferential
segregation. Polymer 2013, 54, 2440–2449. [CrossRef]

14. Li, Y.; Feng, T.; Wang, Y.; Zhu, Z.; Peng, H.X.; Xu, P.; Qin, F. Real-time evaluating tempera-ture-dependent interfacial shear
strength of thermoplastic composites based on stress impedance effect of magnetic fibers. Compos. Part A Appl. Sci. Manuf. 2024,
176, 107874. [CrossRef]

15. Wang, J.; Xu, S.; Xiong, X.; Lu, C.; Ren, R. Characterization of the effects of testing temperature on the interfacial shear strength of
fiber/resin single-filament-composite. Mater. Lett. 2023, 330, 133367. [CrossRef]

16. Yamaguchi, A.; Urushisaki, M.; Uematsu, H.; Sakaguchi, T.; Hashimoto, T. Effects of different types of maleic anhydride-modified
polypropylene on the interfacial shear strengths of carbon fiber-reinforced polypropylene composites. Polym. J. 2015, 55, 153–161.
[CrossRef]

17. Yu, L.; Wang, K.; Guan, Y.; Liu, Z.; Sun, M.; Zhao, Y. Effect of carbon fiber surface properties on carbon fiber/polyphenylene
sulfide composite interfacial property. Polym. Compos. 2023, 44, 2005–2015. [CrossRef]

18. Wang, S.; Wang, T.; Zhang, S.; Dong, Z.; Chevali, V.S.; Yang, Y.; Wang, G.; Wang, H. Enhancing fiber-matrix interface in carbon
fiber/poly ether ether ketone (CF/PEEK) composites by carbon nanotube rein-forcement of crystalline PEEK sizing. Compos. Part
B Eng. 2023, 251, 110470. [CrossRef]

19. Ramaswamy, K.; Modi, V.; Rao, P.S.; Martin, P.P.; McCarthy, C.T.; O’Higgins, R.M. An investiga-tion of the influence of matrix
properties and fibre–matrix interface behaviour on the mechanical performance of carbon fi-bre-reinforced PEKK and PEEK
composites. Compos. Part A Appl. Sci. Manuf. 2023, 165, 107359. [CrossRef]

20. Majhi, S.; Pradhan, S.; Prakash, V.; Acharya, S.K. Influence of alkali treatment on the interfacial shear strength of Agave lechuguilla
fiber and its significance as a reinforcing material in polymer composites for mechanical applications. Polym. Compos. 2023, 44,
3487–3499. [CrossRef]

21. Falkenreck, C.K.; Gemmeke, N.; Zarges, J.-C.; Heim, H.-P. Influence of Accelerated Aging on the Fiber-Matrix Adhesion of
Regenerated Cellulose Fiber-Reinforced Bio-Polyamide. Polymers 2023, 15, 1606. [CrossRef]

22. Barrera-Fajardo, I.; Rivero-Romero, O.; Unfried-Silgado, J. Investigation of the Effect of Chemical Treatment on the Properties of
Colombian Banana and Coir Fibers and Their Adhesion Behavior on Polylactic Acid and Unsaturated Poly-ester Matrices. Fibers
2024, 12, 6. [CrossRef]

23. Liu, Y.; Ma, Y. The Improvement of the Tribological Behaviour of Chemically Treated Abaca Fibre-Reinforced Polymer Composites.
Materials 2023, 16, 7588. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

24. Minty, R.F.; Yang, L.; Thomason, J.L. The dependence of interfacial shear strength on temperature and matrix chemistry in glass
fiber epoxy composites. Compos. Part A Appl. Sci. Manuf. 2023, 164, 107303. [CrossRef]

25. Kossentini Kallel, T.; Taktak, R.; Guermazi, N.; Mnif, N. Mechanical and structural properties of glass fi-ber-reinforced polypropy-
lene (PPGF) composites. Polym. Compos. 2018, 39, 3497–3508. [CrossRef]

26. Quan, J.; Takayama, T. Interfacial shear strength evaluation of short fiber reinforced polypropylene by short beam method. J. Jpn.
Soc. Compos. Mater. 2022, 48, 2–9. [CrossRef]

27. Shokri, P.; Bhatnagar, N. Effect of packing pressure on fiber orientation in injection molding of fiber-reinforced thermoplastics.
Polym. Compos. 2007, 28, 214–223. [CrossRef]

28. Jiang, Q.; Takayama, T.; Nishioka, A. Impact Energy Dissipation and Quantitative Models of Injection Molded Short Fiber-
Reinforced Thermoplastics. Polymers 2023, 15, 4297. [CrossRef]
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