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Abstract: Methods used by different researchers to evaluate plant fibers’ (PFs) mechanical performance,
show great variance in results. In this work, 320 single kenaf fibers of gage lengths 10 and 20 mm were
tensile-tested using four speed levels (0.05; 0.5; 1 and 5 mm·min−1). Sixty-three other specimens were
also tested under three temperature levels (50, 100, and 150 ◦C). Mechanical characteristics, namely
Young’s modulus, tensile strength, and failure strain were determined. Estimation of the dispersion
on the data was performed using Weibull and Monte-Carlo statistics. Results showed a low scatter for
cross-head speeds of 0.05, 0.5, and 1 mm·min−1, compared to 5 mm·min−1 for the two gage lengths
used. Monte-Carlo average failure strength values were found to be close to the experimental values.
A drastic drop in the tensile strength was observed for the temperature of 150 ◦C for varying hold
times. The reported findings are likely to be used in the elaboration of a tensile test standard on PFs.

Keywords: plant fiber; mechanical properties; Weibull methods; Monte-Carlo simulation; mechanical
testing; heat treatment

1. Introduction

The use of plant fiber (PF) reinforced composites (PFRCs) in engineering applications has now
become very attractive [1–3]. The automotive, building, and construction industries place a great deal
of interest in these materials as they can be used for the design of structural members [4–7]. PFs are
viewed as excellent alternatives to synthetic ones from an environmental point of view, for their neutral
biodegradability and combustibility as well as for the non-release of harmful gases or solid residues [8].
Kenaf bast fibers, for instance, have been widely used as reinforcements for polymer matrices and
plasters due to their greater lengths of 1.5–3 m [9–12].

PF properties are considerably influenced by their hierarchic composite microstructure and their
suspected viscoelastic behavior. A good knowledge of their mechanical properties is therefore crucial
in applications such as reinforcement of structural members. Nonetheless, owing to their composite
and viscoelastic nature, the necessity arises to study the effect of cross-head speed and temperature on
the mechanical performance of PFs.

However, in the literature, the test speeds used for PFs characterization differ from one researcher
to another. Baley [13] used a speed of 1 mm·min−1 to characterize the mechanical properties of flax fibers.
Fan [14] applied a crosshead of 0.1 mm·min−1 to tensile test elementary hemp fibers. Wang et al. [15]
and Shahzad [16] used a cross-head speed of 0.5 mm·min−1 to determine the mechanical properties of
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bamboo and hemp fibers. Cissé [17] studied the hygro-mechanical behavior of hemp fiber and applied
a speed of 0.005 mm.s−1 to determine the mechanical properties of hemp fiber. Ntenga [18] determined
the mechanical properties of the Rhecktophyllum camerunense (RC) fiber using a cross-head speed
of 20 mm·min−1. Negoudi et al. [19] applied a speed of 15 mm·min−1 to the diss fiber. The wide
dispersion of the results observed by the same author and by many others, during quasi-static tensile
tests, is most often attributed to methods of characterization of mechanical properties.

In addition, the dispersion of the mechanical properties in quasi-static tensile materials as a
function of the gage lengths has been the subject of several studies [15,20–23]. These authors reported
on the decrease of mechanical properties with the gage length.

One of the most important factors is the cross-head speed. International testing standards [24] for
yarns and ropes provide a range of speeds that can be used for all natural fibers. As mentioned above,
PFs have a more complex microstructure and behavior [25] than synthetic fibers. Their mechanical
properties are obviously influenced by the cross-head speed during quasi-static tensile tests. To the
best of our knowledge, there exists no specific standard for PFs tensile tests. It is therefore important to
carry out more in-depth studies on the influences of cross-head speed on the mechanical properties
of PFs.

The effect of temperature on the mechanical performance of PFs in general and of kenaf fiber in
particular was investigated [11,17,21,26]. Furthermore, the regions of cultivation, climatic conditions,
and the age of the plants are, among others, factors that influence the mechanical properties of the plant
fiber. However, there is a large variability of the diameter along a single fiber, which causes a scatter
on the mechanical properties [27]. Thus, statistical approaches are essential to describe the wider
scatter of mechanical properties, particularly to estimate the variation of the probabilistic resistance of
kenaf fiber.

Recently, research studies using the Weibull distribution weakest link focused on the statistical
analysis of the tensile strength of PFs such as flax [20], wool [22], bamboo [15], and palm fiber [27]. Yet,
some studies have reported limitations of the two-parameter Weibull distribution as it fails to accurately
predict the large scattering effects on tensile strength [20,28]. In principle, Monte-Carlo methods (MCM)
can be used to solve any problem having a probabilistic interpretation. Monte-Carlo methods are mainly
used in three problems such as disordered materials, classes optimization, numerical integration, and
generating draws from a probability distribution. A number of interesting research works using MCM
can be found in the literature dealing with strength of composite materials [29–31] and temperature
distribution in a synthetic functional material behaviors [32]. To the best of our knowledge, little or no
attention has been given to combining the Weibull and MC statistics to characterize the strength of PFs.
Hence, this paper aims to compare the results obtained using the modified Weibull model and the
combined Weibull–Monte-Carlo method to estimate the strength of PFs. The reported findings are
likely to be used in the elaboration of a tensile test standard on plant fibers.

2. Experimental Methods

2.1. Cultivation and Extraction of Kenaf

The kenaf plant, or Hisbiscus cannabinus L., was harvested from an experimental private estate at
Karna Manga, District of Mbé, Adamawa Region (Cameroon), at an average temperature of 25 ◦C. The
kenaf plant was harvested in September, four months after cultivation. The fibers were chemically
extracted in a sodium hydroxide (NaOH) solution at 5% after 90 min of immersion at 95 ◦C. The fibers
were dried and cut to lengths of about 15 cm. They were abundantly washed with water and finally
rinsed in a solution of acetic acid (1%) for 10 min and in distilled water. The fibers were dried in an
oven at 40 ◦C for 48 h, the fiber/water ratio being equal to 1:20.



Fibers 2019, 7, 89 3 of 12

2.2. Materials

Hand-separated kenaf fiber bundles of two gage lengths (10 mm and 20 mm) were used. The
Kenaf fibers were eventually hand-mounted on a paper frame [16,33] as shown in Figure 1 to prepare
and prevent damage during testing of specimens. TCM Taiwan Technology Brand epoxy resin was
used to stick the fibers to the paper frame.
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2.3. Tensile Strength of Kenaf Fibers and Heat Treatment

Quasi-static tensile tests were carried out on a universal machine, LIYI 1066A, equipped with
a 500 N load cell, Type PST, accuracy class 0.05% F.S., controlled by proprietary software (TM2101)
that records ultimate stress results. The machine was calibrated as needed and its compliance was
determined before testing. Four cross-head speeds (0.05, 0.5, 1, and 5 mm·min−1) were used to carry out
tensile testing. Forty specimens were tested per length and per speed according to ASTM D3379-89 [24].
Outliers, namely specimens broken near the gripping tabs, were discarded. Twenty temperature and
hold time dependent test specimens were prepared as described for speed dependent ones. Three
temperatures levels (50, 100, and 150 ◦C) and three hold times (10, 30, and 60 min) were selected.
Temperatures and hold times were chosen following PFRCs processing conditions [7,34]. The fibers
were heated at prescribed temperatures and hold times, then cooled to room temperature before
testing. Tensile tests were performed under standard environmental conditions (24 ± 1 ◦C and RH50
± 1.5%). Scissor cuts were carefully made on both sides of the paper frame tabs at the mid-gage
(Figure 1) just before the start of the test. Averaged diameter values of the fibers were computed from
six-point measurements along the lengths as obtained with an Olympus CX43 optical microscope.
Only Young’s moduli of the fibers were estimated from a linear regression of the linear part at the end
of the stress/strain curve.

3. Statistical Analysis

3.1. Two-Parameters Weibull Distribution Model

Statistical analysis methods are essential to study the wide dispersion of mechanical properties
and to estimate the variation of the probabilistic failure strength of PFs. The two-parameter Weibull
distribution, known as the WSGT [22,27], is the most widely used [15,22,23,27], and is given by:

P f = 1− exp
[
−

V
V0

(
σ
σ0

)m]
(1)

where Pf is the probability of failure, σ is the failure strength, V is the volume of the fiber, V0 is the
standard volume, m is the shape parameter (Weibull modulus), and σ0 is the scale parameter.
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The WSGT [22,27] can be rewritten as:

Pf = 1− exp
[
−

(
V
V0

)α(
σ
σ0

)m]
0 ≺ α ≺ 1 (2)

where α is the Watson–Smith parameter introduced [22] to represent variations of the diameter.
Once the Weibull distribution parameters (m, σ0) are determined, the average value of the strength

is obtained by the following relation:

σ = σ0

(
L
L0

)−α
m

Γ
(
1 +

1
m

)
(3)

where Γ is the gamma function, and L0 is the reference length, generally normalized to 1 for mathematical
convenience. In addition, the variance of σ can be calculated as follows [35]:

σ2 = σ2
0

(
L
L0

)−2α
m

{
Γ
(
1 +

2
m

)
−

[
Γ
(
1 +

1
m

)]2}
. (4)

The development of Equation (2) can be found in references [15,21,22,27].
The parameter α is determined using the coefficient of variation CVD of the diameter, defined

as [22]:
ln(CVD) = α ln(L) + A + ε (5)

where L represents the gage length, A is a constant and ε stands for the random error.
The probability of failure Pf can be computed as average ranks as assigned to every measured

strength value, σfi, for every gage length and diameter, and approximated as follow:

Pf =
i

N + 1
(6)

where i is the ranks of strength points and N the total number of batches.

3.2. Monte-Carlo Simulation

To account for the great dispersion encountered in the determination of the rupture stress, the
Monte-Carlo simulation could be used. In practice this method is used to compare several mean values
of the strength. Hence, for a given gage length, say Li, and knowing the probability of failure Pf, the
rupture stress is given by Equation (7) derived from the modified Weibull model (Equation (2)) as:

σ = σ0

{(L0

L

)α
ln

(
1

1− Pf

)} 1
m

. (7)

The random failure strength σ can be obtained by generating a uniform random number Pf in the
interval [0,1]. A Matlab script was used herein to randomly produce 40 (as in the experiments) Pf values
in the interval [0,1], to estimate the ultimate stress. An average strength value was computed from
each set of 40 random numbers. After N number of simulations, the predicted strength was obtained
by applying the criteria of the smallest standard deviation. N = 100 simulations were conducted
accordingly. The tensile strength mean values used were estimated from modified the Weibull model
(Equation (3)). As recommended by Virk et al. [36], multiple data sets (MDSs) based on multiple
gage lengths and speed levels were used to account for accurate scaling predictions of the coupled
Weibull–Monte-Carlo fiber strength estimate.
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4. Results and Discussion

4.1. Influence of the Cross-Head Speed

In Figure 2 stress–strain curves are shown for each cross-head speed. As also reported in previous
work by Baley [13] stress–strain curves at different cross-head speeds exhibit a non-linear zone at the
very beginning, attributed to the reorientation of cellulose microfibrils about the axis of the fiber. The
following linear zone represents the elastic behavior domain of the fiber. The Young’s modulus needs
to be estimated in this zone. Young’s moduli of the fibers were estimated from a linear regression of
the linear part at the end of the stress–strain curve. It could be observed that the stress underwent a
linear increase with the strain until it reached its maximum value where rupture suddenly occurred.
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Figure 2. Tensile stress–strain curves for the four cross-head speeds at gage length 10 mm.

In addition, for the same gage length, a considerable effect of the cross-head speed on the fibers
was observed, characterized by variable strains. Two trends could be reported from the test results:
cross-head speeds 0.05, 0.5, and 1 mm·min−1 exhibited a bilinear behavior at the beginning of the
curve, marked by a two-slope pace, while the cross-head speed of 5 mm·min−1 had a non-linear
behavior, marked by a three-slope pace. Once again, the non-linear zone is often ascribed to the
reorientation of cellulose microfibrils about the axis of the fiber. However, it could also originate from
the viscous behavior of the fiber under tension. In fact, these assumptions were also confirmed by
coupled X-ray diffraction and micro-tensile tests on hemp fibers by Placet et al. [37], modelling works
by Charlet et al. [38] and Nilsson and Gustafsson [39] on flax and hemp fibers. Florent [40] suggested
that the non-linear zone could be explained by existing non preconstrained fibers in the bundle. Thus,
the stiffness of the observed bundle was characterized by a straightening of the fibers under tension.
Test data were fitted to various probabilistic models from the XLStat software for the determination
of mean values using the Kolmogorov Smirnov criteria that revealed the Log-normal distribution
function as the best fitting model. Table 1 summarizes the derived values (stress, strain, and Young’s
modulus), per cross-head speed and gage length.
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Table 1. Average values of mechanical properties of kenaf fibers at different cross-head speeds.

GL (mm) σU (MPa) εU (%) E (GPa) Speed
(mm·min−1)

10 813.47 ±41.57 1.46 ±0.065 59.44 ±2.94
0.0520 617.18 ±32.73 1.06 ±0.054 63.32 ±4.37

10 800.53 ±40.75 1.57 ±0.079 54.81 ±3.45
0.520 689.66 ±34.78 1.29 ±0.089 57.23 ±2.54

10 911.22 ±43.29 1.62 ±0.096 61.78 ±3.33
120 710.83 ±33.1 1.05 ±0.05 70.87 ±3.41

10 808.16 ±44.41 1.46 ±0.063 59.33 ±3.09
520 777.52 ±47.44 1.17 ±0.056 70.40 ±4.42

The results, as presented in Table 1, showed a large dispersion of the ultimate strength, the
modulus of elasticity, and the ultimate strain for the four cross-head speeds and the two gage lengths.
The highest value of the ultimate strength, 911.22 MPa, was obtained with the speed test of 1 mm·min−1

and a gage length of 10 mm. However, as can be noted from the bar graph in Figure 3 (a plot of the
data in Table 1), a significant effect of the test speed on the strength of PFs was manifested.
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The highest value of the tensile strength was reported for a test speed of 1 mm·min−1 at 10 mm
gage length. This value increased for all cross-head speeds at 20 mm gage length and was substantially
constant for cross-head speeds of 0.05 mm·min−1, 0.5 mm·min−1, and 5 mm·min−1 at 10 mm gage
length. This trend was observed for both gage lengths. The values of strain for the four cross-head
speeds were between 1.05 and 1.62%. These values were consistent with the literature [10,41,42].
However, it is worth noting that the lowest scatter was registered with the speed of 0.5 mm·min−1 for
the various properties and gage lengths.
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4.2. Temperature Dependence

Table 2 summarizes the mechanical properties that were determined. Fibers with gage lengths of
10 mm, previously brought to different temperatures, were loaded at a cross-head speed of 1 mm·min−1.
The results showed a slight scatter on the Young’s modulus and a wide scatter on the tensile strength
for the three temperature levels and ‘hold times’ considered. For instance, for temperatures below
100 ◦C with ’hold times’ of 10 to 30 min, the stiffness decreased from 61 to 32 GPa, whereas the stiffness
decreased to 23 GPa at 150 ◦C for a ’hold time’ of 60 min. The dehydration of the fibers was seemingly
responsible for the brittleness that occurred, which caused a drop in mechanical properties observed
for high temperature values. The fairly high values of the tensile strength of the fibers observed for
the three temperature levels was ascribable to the presence of crystalline cellulose, a major chemical
compound of kenaf material.

Table 2. Variation of mechanical properties as a function of temperature and temperature ‘hold
time (HT)’.

HTs (min) σ (MPa) ε (%) E (GPa) T (◦C)

10
793.2 ± 88.78 1.9 ± 0.26 36.02 ± 1.81 50
591.7 ± 83.71 1.8 ± 0.15 34.78 ± 3.36 100
329.1 ± 41.03 0.9 ± 0.14 28.5 ± 2.92 150

30
505.5 ± 62.54 1.6 ± 0.14 35.68 ± 2.62 50
495.7 ± 16.12 1.2 ± 0.07 31.70 ± 3.42 100
234.8 ± 51.20 0.8 ± 0.11 26.16 ± 4.226 150

60
477.2 ± 76.38 1.2 ± 0.39 25.27 ± 1.13 50
427.9 ± 60.39 1.01 ± 0.11 24.17 ± 3.69 100
214 ± 23.26 0.6 ± 0.10 23.41 ± 2.59 150

911.22 ± 43.29 1.62 ± 0.096 61.78 ± 3.33 24

Figure 4a–c, illustrate the scatter on the mechanical properties obtained from four temperature
levels. A drastic drop was observed for the strength and Young’s modulus for high temperatures
(mainly for 150 ◦C), whereas for the strain, a slight decrease was reported for intermediate temperatures
(50 and 100 ◦C). It appears that the exposure of fibers to high temperatures, followed by cooling at room
temperature, induced an increase in the level of depolymerization and a decrease in the strength [43],
as the fiber did not recover its initial mechanical properties. A drop in mechanical properties of flax
fiber after 150 ◦C was reported by Gourier [23]. According to the author, these changes may be caused
by thermal transition events within the chemical constituents (cellulose, hemicelluloses, lignin, and
pectin) of the plant cell wall. A decrease in strength and the degree of polymerization of flax and jute
fibers at temperatures above 170 ◦C was also reported by Gassan and Bledzki [43].

4.3. Two-Parameter Weibull Distribution Model

The data on mechanical properties, that is, average diameters and coefficient of variation per
gage length and cross-head speeds, are shown in Table 3. The relationship between the coefficient
of variation on diameter (CVD) and the gage lengths allowed determination of the parameter α =

0.246. As demonstrated by Zhang et al. [21], the value of α can be derived from the slope of the linear
regression line of ln(CVD) versus ln(L).
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Figures 4a–c, illustrate the scatter on the mechanical properties obtained from four temperature 
levels. A drastic drop was observed for the strength and Young’s modulus for high temperatures 
(mainly for 150 °C), whereas for the strain, a slight decrease was reported for intermediate 
temperatures (50 and 100 °C). It appears that the exposure of fibers to high temperatures, followed 
by cooling at room temperature, induced an increase in the level of depolymerization and a decrease 
in the strength [43], as the fiber did not recover its initial mechanical properties. A drop in mechanical 
properties of flax fiber after 150 °C was reported by Gourier [23]. According to the author, these 
changes may be caused by thermal transition events within the chemical constituents (cellulose, 
hemicelluloses, lignin, and pectin) of the plant cell wall. A decrease in strength and the degree of 
polymerization of flax and jute fibers at temperatures above 170 °C was also reported by Gassan and 
Bledzki [43].  
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Table 3. Estimated Weibull parameters per gage length and cross-head speed.

GL (mm) Mean
Diameter (µm) CVD (%) Weibull

Module m
Scale

Parameter σ0

Speed
(mm·min−1)

10 60 ± 1.8 7.2 3.49 904.46
0.0520 59 ± 2.1 8.6 3.40 689.04

10 60 ± 1.8 7.2 3.47 891.46
0.520 59 ± 2.1 8.6 3.51 765.74

10 60 ± 1.8 7.2 3.69 1010
120 59 ± 2.1 8.6 3.74 786.32

10 60 ± 1.8 7.2 3.23 902.7
520 59 ± 2.1 8.6 3.23 870.21

Figure 5 shows the Weibull fit of the tensile strength for the two gage lengths and four cross-head
speeds. The Weibull modulus is determined as the slope of the regression line of the Weibull fit shown
in Figure 5. As illustrated the linear regression of the failure strength at all gage lengths satisfactorily
fit the experimental data with the values of R2 ranging from 92.6% to 96.1%. The highest Weibull
modulus, 3.74, was obtained at gage lengths of 20 mm and at the crosshead speed of 1 mm·min−1,
also at gage length of 10 mm and at the crosshead speed of 1 mm·min−1. The smallest moduli were
observed at gage lengths of 10 mm and 20 mm for the cross-head speed of 5 mm·min−1. The estimated
Weibull moduli of tensile strength, as seen in Table 3, were quite consistent with the experiments.
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(a)                     (b) 

 
Figure 5. Weibull fit of the strength (a) at gage length 10 mm and (b) at gage length 20 mm.

4.4. Monte-Carlo Simulation Results of the Tensile Strength

Table 4 summarizes the average values of the tensile strength obtained from a Matlab script. From
Equation (7) the parameters estimated by the modified Weibull model (Table 3) were used to simulate
the average values of the tensile strength. Forty Pf random numbers were generated in the interval [0, 1]
and 100 simulations were implemented. The tensile strength mean values calculated were estimated
from a modified Weibull model (Equation (3)). The objective of this section is to compare the mean
tensile strength results obtained from both methods used herein.

Table 4. Average values of the simulated tensile strength from the estimated parameters of the
Weibull model.

GL
(mm)

σexp
(MPa)

σcal
(MPa)

σrand–σsimul
(MPa)

Speed
(mm·min−1)

10 813.47 ± 41.57 686.16 ± 34.23 771.54 ± 29.49
0.0520 617.18 ± 32.73 492.93 ± 25.13 546.22 ± 27.53

10 800.53 ± 40.75 674.9 ± 33.86 759.07 ± 31.81
0.520 689.66 ± 34.78 553.03 ± 27.38 608.10 ± 23.67

10 911.22 ± 43.29 776.16 ± 36.86 862.45 ± 32.02
120 710.83 ± 33.1 577.44 ± 27.02 643.80 ± 27.29

10 808.16 ± 44.41 673.25 ± 35.96 807.93 ± 36.22
520 777.52 ± 47.44 613.84 ± 32.74 735.48 ± 35.48

It was found that the modified Weibull model gave better results than the standard model [15,21,22]
in evaluating the strength distribution of fibers at different gage lengths. However, as Figure 6 shows,
experimental tests conducted on plant fibers exhibited the same trend as random Monte-Carlo
experiments. As shown in Figure 6 (a plot of the data in Table 4), the failure strength predicted by
the modified Weibull model combined with the Monte-Carlo simulation was more accurate than that
obtained by the single modified Weibull model.
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Figure 6: Experimental versus predicted average strength diagrams. (a) Tensile strengths at 0.05 
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Figure 6. Experimental versus predicted average strength diagrams. (a) Tensile strengths at 0.05
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strengths at 5 mm·min−1.

5. Conclusions

In this work, an evaluation of mechanical strength parameters and their temperature dependence
of kenaf fiber at different test speeds and gage lengths was achieved using the modified Weibull model
and modified Weibull model combined with the Monte-Carlo simulation. The statistics derived from
the experimental data indicated that the cross-head speeds of 0.05 mm·min−1, 0.5 mm·min−1, and 1
mm·min−1, depending on the two gage lengths (10 and 20 mm), caused less scatter of failure stress
of the fiber compared with the speed of 5 mm·min−1. The results obtained showed a decrease of the
tensile strength of kenaf fibers with the increase of the gage length for the different test speeds. The use
of the Monte-Carlo method combined with the Weibull statistical model permitted the estimation of
the failure strength values very close to the experimental data. The effect of temperature and ‘hold time’
showed a significant decrease of the tensile strength at high temperatures and durations. The results
obtained highlight the fact that PFs are very sensitive to temperature. Application of lessons learned
herein to other PFs in future studies would definitely allow researchers to define a better practice of
their tensile test.

Author Contributions: R.N. and S.S. designed the study and developed the theoretical framework. S.S. carried
out the testing and wrote up the first draft of text as part of his Ph.D. dissertation. R.N. devised the project
plan and supervised the research of S.S., T.B. and A.B. helped with interpreting the results and worked on the
manuscript. All of the authors discussed the results and commented on the manuscript.

Funding: This research received no external funding.

Acknowledgments: One of the authors wishes to thank M.M. Ndam Njoya Arouna and Dangbe Ezekiel from the
computer engineering department of the IUT, the University of Ngaoundere for their valuable and gracious help
in some mathematical aspects of this work.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.



Fibers 2019, 7, 89 11 of 12

References

1. Oksman, K.; Aitomäki, Y.; Mathew, A.P.; Siqueira, G.; Zhou, Q.; Butylina, S.; Tanpichai, S.; Zhou, X.;
Hooshmand, S. Review of the recent developments in cellulose nanocomposite processing. Compos. Part A
Appl. Sci. Manuf. 2016, 83, 2–18. [CrossRef]

2. Pickering, K.L.; Efendy, M.G.A.; Le, T.M. A review of recent developments in natural fiber composites and
their mechanical performance. Compos. Part A Appl. Sci. Manuf. 2016, 83, 98–112. [CrossRef]

3. Madhu, P.; Sanjay, M.R.; Senthamaraikannan, P.; Pradeep, S.; Saravanakumar, S.S.; Yogesha, B. A review
on synthesis and characterization of commercially available natural fibers: Part-I. J. Nat. Fibers 2018, 1–13.
[CrossRef]

4. Anuar, H.; Zuraida, A. Improvement in mechanical properties of reinforced thermoplastic elastomer
composite with kenaf bast fiber. Compos. Part B 2011, 42, 462–465. [CrossRef]

5. Akil, H.M.; Omar, M.F.; Mazuki, A.A.M.; Safiee, S.; Ishak, Z.A.M.; Bakar, A.A. Kenaf fiber reinforced
composites: A review. Mater. Des. 2011, 32, 4107–4121. [CrossRef]

6. Nishino, T.; Hirao, K.; Kotera, M.; Nakamae, K.; Inagaki, H. Kenaf reinforced biodegradable composite.
Compos. Sci. Technol. 2003, 63, 1281–1286. [CrossRef]

7. Shibata, S.; Cao, Y.; Fukumoto, I. Lightweight laminate composites made from kenaf and polypropylene
fibers. Polym. Test. 2006, 25, 142–148. [CrossRef]

8. Saaidia, A.; Bezazi, A.; Belbeh, A.; Zanache, N.; Scarpa, F. Characterization of Jute/Polyester Bio-Composites
by the Use of Weibull’s Statistical Method and Anova Analysis of Variance. In French Congress of Mechanics,
22nd ed.; AFM, Association Française de Mécanique: Besancon, France, 2015; pp. 1–8. Available online:
http://hdl.handle.net/2042/57504 (accessed on 20 September 2019).

9. Elsaid, A.; Dawood, M.; Seracino, R.; Bobko, C. Mechanical properties of kenaf fiber reinforced concrete.
Constr. Build. Mater. 2011, 25, 1991–2001. [CrossRef]

10. Bharath, V.R.R.; Ramnath, B.V.; Manoharan, N. Kenaf Fibre Reinforced Composites: A Review. ARPN J. Eng.
Applies Sci. 2015, 10, 5483–5485. [CrossRef]

11. Ochi, S. Mechanical properties of kenaf fibers and kenaf/PLA composites. Mech. Mater. 2008, 40, 446–452.
[CrossRef]

12. Salleh, F.M.; Hassan, A.; Yahya, R.; Azzahari, A.D. Effects of extrusion temperature on the rheological,
dynamic mechanical and tensile properties of kenaf fiber/HDPE composites. Compos. Part B Eng. 2014, 58,
259–266. [CrossRef]

13. Baley, C. Analysis of the flax fibers tensile behavior and analysis of the tensile stiffness increase. Compos. Part
A Appl. Sci. Manuf. 2002, 33, 939–948. [CrossRef]

14. Fan, M. Characterization and Performance of Elementary Hemp Fiber: Factors influencing Tensile Strength.
BioRessources 2010, 5, 2307–2322.

15. Wang, F.; Shao, J. Modified Weibull distribution for analyzing the tensile strength of bamboo fibers. Polymers
2014, 6, 3005–3018. [CrossRef]

16. Shahzad, A. A Study in Physical and Mechanical Properties of Hemp Fibers. Adv. Mater. Sci. Eng. 2013,
2013, 325085. [CrossRef]

17. Cisse, O. Characterization of the Hygro-Mechanical Behavior of Elementary Bast Fibers from Hemp.
Ph.D. Thesis, University of Franche-Comté, Besancon, France, 2014.

18. Ntenga, R. Multi-Scale Modeling and Characterization of the Elastic Anisotropy of Plant Fibers Used in
Reinforcing Composite Materials. Ph.D. Thesis, Blaise Pascal University, Auvergne, France, 2007.

19. Negoudi, A.; Sayah, K. Mechanical Behavior Study of Biosourced Composites. Master’s Thesis, University
Kasdi Merbah, Ouargla, Algeria, 2015.

20. Andersons, J.; Sparnin, š, E.; Joffe, R.; Wallström, L. Strength distribution of elementary flax fibers. Compos.
Sci. Technol. 2005, 65, 693–702. [CrossRef]

21. Xue, Y.; Du, Y.; Elder, S.; Wang, K.; Zhang, J. Temperature and loading rate effects on tensile properties of
kenaf bast fiber bundles and composites. Compos. Part B Eng. 2009, 40, 189–196. [CrossRef]

22. Zhang, Y.; Wang, X.; Pan, N.; Postle, R. Weibull analysis of the tensile behavior of fibers with geometrical
irregularities. J. Mater. Sci. 2002, 37, 1401–1406. [CrossRef]

23. Thomason, J.L. On the application of Weibull analysis to experimentally determined single fiber strength
distributions. Compos. Sci. Technol. 2013, 77, 74–80. [CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.compositesa.2015.10.041
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.compositesa.2015.08.038
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/15440478.2018.1453433
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.compositesb.2010.12.013
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.matdes.2011.04.008
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0266-3538(03)00099-X
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.polymertesting.2005.11.007
http://hdl.handle.net/2042/57504
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2010.11.052
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2014.11.043
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.mechmat.2007.10.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.compositesb.2013.10.068
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S1359-835X(02)00040-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/polym6123005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1155/2013/325085
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.compscitech.2004.10.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.compositesb.2008.11.009
http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/A:1014580814803
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.compscitech.2013.01.009


Fibers 2019, 7, 89 12 of 12

24. ASTM International. Standard Test Method for Tensile Strength and Young’s Modulus for High-Modulus
Single-Filament Materials; ASTM D3379-75 (1989) e1; ASTM International: West Conshohocken, PA, USA,
1975; pp. 1–5. Available online: WWW.astm.org (accessed on 20 September 2019). [CrossRef]

25. Béakou, A.; Ntenga, R. Structure, morphology and mechanical properties of Rhectophyllum camerunense
(RC) plant fiber. Part II: Computational homogenization of the anisotropic elastic properties. Comput. Mater.
Sci. 2011, 50, 1550–1558. [CrossRef]

26. Gourier, C.; Le Duigou, A.; Bourmaud, A.; Baley, C. Mechanical analysis of elementary flax fiber tensile
properties after different thermal cycles. Compos. Part A Appl. Sci. Manuf. 2014, 64, 159–166. [CrossRef]

27. Sia, C.V.; Nakai, Y.; Shiozawa, D.; Ohtani, H. Statistical Analysis of the Tensile Strength of Treated Oil Palm
Fiber by Utilisation of Weibull Distribution Model. Open J. Compos. Mater. 2014, 4, 72–77. [CrossRef]

28. Joffe, R.; Andersons, J. Modeling the Tensile Strength of Hemp Fibers and Short-Hemp-Fiber Reinforced
Composites. In Natural Filler and Fibre Composites: Development and Characterisation. WIT Transactions on
State of the Art in Science and Engineering; WIT Press: Southampton, UK, 2014; Volume 87, pp. 13–26. ISBN
9781784661472. [CrossRef]

29. Engelbrecht-wiggans, A.; Phoenix, S.L. Comparison of maximum likelihood approaches for analysis of
composite stress rupture data. J. Mater. Sci. 2016, 51, 6639–6661. [CrossRef]

30. Andersons, J.; Joffe, R.; Sparnins, E.; Weichert, D. Modeling the effect of reinforcement discontinuity on the
tensile strength of UD flax fiber composites. J. Mater. Sci. 2011, 46, 5104–5110. [CrossRef]

31. Ochiai, S.; Osamura, K. Monte-Carlo Simulation On Notched Strength of unidirectional boron/aluminium
composites. J. Mater. Sci. 1992, 27, 4061–4062. [CrossRef]

32. Xu, J.; Xing, W.; Wang, H.; Xu, W.; Ding, Q. Monte-Carlo simulation study of the halogenated MIL-47 (V)
frameworks: Influence of functionalization on H 2 S adsorption and separation properties. J. Mater. Sci.
2016, 51, 2307–2319. [CrossRef]

33. Ilankeeran, P.K.; Mohite, P.M.; Kamle, S. Axial Tensile Testing of Single Fibers. Mod. Mech. Eng. 2012, 2012,
151–156. [CrossRef]

34. Chin, C.W.; Yousif, B.F. Potential of kenaf fibers as reinforcement for tribological applications. Wear 2009,
267, 1550–1557. [CrossRef]

35. Li, X.; Wang, F. Effect of the statistical nature of fiber strength on the predictability of tensile properties of
polymer composites reinforced with bamboo fibers: Comparison of linear and power law Weibull models.
Polymers 2016, 8, 24. [CrossRef]

36. Singh, A.; Hall, W.; Summerscales, J. Composites: Part A Multiple Data Set (MDS) weak-link scaling analysis
of jute fibers. Compos. Part A 2009, 40, 1764–1771. [CrossRef]

37. Placet, V.; Bouali, A.; Garcin, C.; Cote, J.; Perre, P. Suivi Par Drx Des Réarrangements Microstructuraux
Induits Par Sollicitations Mécaniques Dans Les Fibers végétales Tirées DU Chanvre. In French Congress of
Mechanics, 20th ed.; AFM: Besancon, France, 2011; pp. 1–6. Available online: http://hdl.handle.net/2042/46471
(accessed on 20 September 2019).

38. Charlet, K.; Eve, S.; Jernot, J.P.; Gomina, M.; Breard, J. Procedia Engineering Tensile deformation of a flax
fiber. Procedia Eng. 2009, 1, 233–236. [CrossRef]

39. Nilsson, T.; Gustafsson, P.J. Influence of dislocations and plasticity on the tensile behavior of flax and hemp
fibers. Compos. Part A 2007, 38, 1722–1728. [CrossRef]

40. Ilczyszyn, F. Caractérisation Expérimentale ET Numérique DU Comportement Mécanique Des
Agro-Composites Renforcés Par Des Fibers DE Chanvre. Ph.D. Thesis, Université de Troyes, Troyes,
France, 2013.

41. Saba, N.; Paridah, M.T.; Jawaid, M. Mechanical properties of kenaf fiber reinforced polymer composite: A
review. Constr. Build. Mater. 2015, 76, 87–96. [CrossRef]

42. Nyström, B. Natural Fiber Composites: A Review. Engineering 2007, 15, 281–285.
43. Gassan, J.; Bledzki, A.K. Thermal Degradation of Flax and Jute Fibers. J. Appl. Polym. Sci. 2001, 82, 1417–1422.

[CrossRef]

© 2019 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access
article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution
(CC BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).

WWW.astm.org
http://dx.doi.org/10.1520/D3379-75R89E01
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.commatsci.2010.12.013
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.compositesa.2014.05.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.4236/ojcm.2014.41008
http://dx.doi.org/10.2495/978-1-78466-147-2/002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10853-016-9950-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10853-011-5440-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/BF01105105
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10853-015-9539-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.4236/mme.2012.24020
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.wear.2009.06.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/polym8010024
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.compositesa.2009.08.022
http://hdl.handle.net/2042/46471
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.proeng.2009.06.055
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.compositesa.2007.01.018
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2014.11.043
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/app.1979
http://creativecommons.org/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

	Introduction 
	Experimental Methods 
	Cultivation and Extraction of Kenaf 
	Materials 
	Tensile Strength of Kenaf Fibers and Heat Treatment 

	Statistical Analysis 
	Two-Parameters Weibull Distribution Model 
	Monte-Carlo Simulation 

	Results and Discussion 
	Influence of the Cross-Head Speed 
	Temperature Dependence 
	Two-Parameter Weibull Distribution Model 
	Monte-Carlo Simulation Results of the Tensile Strength 

	Conclusions 
	References

