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Abstract: The interface between the reinforcement and surrounding matrix in a fibrous composite is
decisive and critical for maintaining component performance, durability, and mechanical structure
properties for load coupling assessment, especially for highly flexible composite materials. The clear
trend towards tailored solutions reveals that an in-depth knowledge on surface treating methods
to enhance the fiber–matrix interfacial interaction and adhesion properties for an optimized load
transfer needs to be ensured. This research aims to quantify the effect of several surface treatments
for glass fibers applied in endless fiber-reinforced elastomers with pronounced high deformations.
Due to this, the glass fiber surface is directly modified with selected sizings, using a wet chemical
treatment, and characterized according to chemical and mechanical aspects. For this purpose, the
interfacial adhesion performance between fibers and the surrounding matrix material is investigated
by a modified fiber pull-out device. The results clearly show that an optimized surface treatment
improves the interface strength and chemical bonding significantly. The fiber pull-out test confirms
that an optimized fiber–matrix interface can be enhanced up to 85% compared to standard surface
modifications, which distinctly provides the basis of enhanced performances on the component level.
These findings were validated by chemical analysis methods and corresponding optical damage
analysis.

Keywords: fiber-reinforced elastomers; fiber–matrix interface; surface modification; chemical sizing;
fiber bundle pull-out test

1. Introduction

Flexible composites combine reinforcing fibers with elastomeric matrix resulting in
good mechanical properties and stability but still maintain a flexible structure. Completely
new applications for those advanced composite material classes considering supplementary
biomimetic approaches [1] could be found, e.g., in the field of medical engineering to
generate artificial muscles [2], exoskeletons for rehabilitation [3] or aeroelastic skin-like
wings [4,5]. To ensure sufficient mechanical performance for these materials and to avoid
unwanted stress concentrations [6,7], efficient load transfer between fibers and the matrix [8]
as well as excellent fiber–matrix adhesion are required [9,10]. Thus, in-depth knowledge
and quantitative investigations of the interface properties [11,12] are essential, which are
resulting from the decisive impact due to targeted surface modifications [10] but also from
the characteristics of the combined individual components themselves [13,14]. Test methods
to study the fiber–matrix interface have been designed for the single fiber (micro scale), fiber
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bundle (meso scale) and laminate level (macro scale). The single-fiber- and fiber-bundle-level
tests provide data that are well related to the interfacial properties [10–12,15,16], whereas the
data obtained from the laminate level testing are sensitive, e.g., to fiber directions [17]
and other laminate processing-related factors [8,18]. To ensure sufficient performance at
component level, which is known to consist of a large number of threads and therefore
includes numerous boundary conditions [19], it is important to investigate the material
behavior at bundle level as a representative volume unit and to define the global structural
behavior accordingly [20,21]. In relation to this, a direct correlation between the micro and
meso scale tests with the macroscopic composite parts is not feasible [8,22]. The considered
methods to investigate the interface properties for composites are mainly carried out with
single fiber or fiber bundle tests like the well-known single-fiber push-out test [23,24],
single-fiber pull-out test [25,26] and fiber bundle pull-out (FBPO) test [15,27]. Nevertheless,
there is still no consistent design or standardization for the interface characterization, and,
therefore, comparability between various test setups is only possible within a limited range.
Hence, the essential material data obtained from these tests need to be validated [10,14].

Regarding the different test devices, FBPO testing generally provides the potential
to conduct measurements faster, easier and with less complexity to estimate the fiber–
matrix adhesion with more realistic failure modes (e.g., statistical fiber distribution or
fiber–fiber interaction) than the single fiber tests, which, however, require more sensi-
tive handling [8,14] as well as expensive special test equipment [28,29]. In addition, the
FBPO tests are significantly influenced by several factors such as (i) the complex stress
distribution in a fiber bundle [21,30], (ii) fiber–fiber interaction [29] with more real failure
modes [14,31] or (iii) the presence of statistically distributed filaments inside the fiber
bundle [32,33]. Due to the variable cross-section areas inside a fiber bundle, these as-
pects influence the interlaminar shear strength [19,34], and, therefore, the results can be
considered more reliable for performance predictions on laminate lay-ups [19]. Previous
research was conducted focusing on the verification of a modified FBPO test device for
a more precise interface characterization so that even fiber-reinforced elastomers can be
handled adequately due to their distinct flexible performance [35]. Moreover, this study
revealed that, besides the right choice of the fiber–matrix combination, the sizing on the
fibers has a strong impact on the bearable load coupling and further on the composite per-
formance [15,19]. Apart from the common function of stabilization of the pure fibers due to
storage, processing or environmental influences [36], the sizing poses the unique possibility
to chemically bond materials with completely different properties and can therefore act
as a link to achieve an optimum adhesion at the fiber–matrix interface area [13,37–39].
This knowledge provides the opportunity to combine controversial materials. In this con-
text, other researchers already have reported problems with an inadequate fiber–elastomer
adhesion and demonstrated that the understanding of fiber sizing and fiber–rubber adhe-
sion is essential to produce high-quality specimens and reliable results for further technical
applications [40–42]. For example, conventional glass fibers (GF) are typically coated with
a silane-based sizing mixture, which is chosen mostly due to economic aspects to generate
a widespread usage in industry for several thermoset applications [37]. Subsequently,
this treatment obtained a good adhesion, e.g., to polyurethane matrix but compared to that
offering a negative effect on the adhesion with silicone rubber, which confirms the use of
an appropriate primer [43]. Sufficient wetting of the fibers by the matrix material as well as
good adhesion between the surface sizing and polymer-based matrix are required to ensure
good mechanical performance in terms of load bearing in composite materials [44–46].
Several studies report on the essential influence of the fiber surface treatment, since a
tailored adhesive fiber–matrix bonding emphasizes significant differences in the static and
dynamic mechanical properties of a composite [47,48]. As such, this strongly influences the
force transmission and load coupling between reinforcing structures and their surrounding
matrix material [49]. Based on this knowledge, a custom-made surface modification is
crucial to achieve an optimized performance of the composite depending on the require-
ments and material combination. Established surface modification methods for glass fibers
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include plasma techniques [50] and chemical approaches such as coating or covalent at-
tachment of selected functional coupling agents [51]. In particular, silanization reactions
proved to be an ideal method for tailoring surfaces of glass fibers [52]. Previous studies
conducted on FBPO tests have already demonstrated that the removal of the fiber treatment
that originated from the supplier (more specialized for thermoset application) leads to a
distinct improvement in adhesive strength [35]. This research was carried out with the
aim of understanding the effect of different sizing and their impact on the fiber–elastomer
adhesion as well as on the specific setting of the mechanical properties demonstrated
by a fiber pull-out method. In this context, a modified FBPO test setup is presented to
enable the characterization of the adhesion behavior in the interface in a fiber-reinforced
elastomer. Moreover, the data recording reveals similar measurement sensitivity compared
to tests on composite samples, which was proven in previous conducted studies focusing
on the influence of fiber orientation and adhesion properties on tailored fiber-reinforced
elastomers [34]. Based on this knowledge, it is obvious that pull-out tests on single fibers
are indispensable especially for the detailed analysis in the microstructure. Hence, the in-
terface characterization is focused primarily on the main research problem at model scale,
and, therefore, unnecessary disruptive factors can be successfully eliminated. However,
to predict the interface performance for composite components [48], single fiber tests show
an overly high measurement sensitivity, and, thus, experiments on fiber bundles reveal
more realistic results [14]. Regarding the advice of a customized fiber surface treatment
for optimized fiber matrix adhesion, various silane-based coatings were applied to the
same fiber–matrix material combination to demonstrate this impact on the mechanical
properties as well as on the further composite performance. Accordingly, different chemical
and optical analysis were carried out additionally to prove the modified surface quality.
Moreover, an optimized surface modification for flexible composite materials is presented
for a tailored load transferability between fiber and elastomeric matrix, which is further
important for the load coupling mechanism in flexible composites [19,20].

Thus, the main focus of this study is the feasibility and repeatability of the modified
FBPO test to detect the specific bonding properties of fiber–matrix interfaces related to
the chemical surface treatments and to provide a qualitative investigation method with
an appropriate measurement sensitivity. Therefore, the reliability and proof of the surface
modification procedure is determined by the bonding of the immobilized silane groups to
the fiber surface and by the covalent reaction with corresponding verification tests, such as
zeta potential analysis and X-ray photoelectron spectroscopy (XPS). For a complete survey,
a standard industrial surface coating and the pure fiber surface (cleaned and decoated)
are analyzed in addition. Subsequently, the interfacial bonding strength, an important
parameter, is investigated, where the maximum required force for debonding combined
with the pull-out behavior represents the basic performance of the mechanical proprieties.
Therefore, the adhesion between the fiber bundles with tailored surface conditions and
the elastomeric matrix was investigated with the FBPO test setup as a corresponding
verification test. Accompanying optical damage analysis provides a visual confirmation of
the failure mode. Overall, this study provides a successful evaluation of reliable material
data regarding the fiber–matrix interface performance for subsequent simulations [53] and
enables customized data for numerical models on elastic bodies with specific reinforcement
structures [19,54]. Furthermore, this can be exploited for several other material clusters
based on the requirements of the individual components in the composite. In adaption
to this aspect combined with a systematic scaling from micro- to macro-mechanical prop-
erties, the profound findings regarding the adhesive fiber–matrix strength resulting in
an optimized load coupling in the composite yield the basis for promising approaches,
such as tension-twist coupling in fiber-reinforced elastomers [55] for novel smart compos-
ite material applications, such as aeroelastic spoilers, flaps or aileron in the aircraft and
automotive sectors.
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2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Materials and Chemicals

For the experiments, commercial E-type GF reinforcement provided by CS Interglas
AG (Erbach, Germany) with the standardized warp yarn classification EC9-68 × 5 t0 from
a single batch and with a 2/2 twill weave was used. The reinforcing structure with an area
weight of 220 g/m2 ± 5% and an area bundle distribution of 50/50 in the 0◦/90◦ direction
was coated with a standard industrial silane-based surface treatment FK144 with a twine
thickness of about 68 tex, respectively. The mean diameter of the filament is indicated
with approximately 10 µm. Regarding the mechanical properties of the pure reinforcing
structure, tensile tests according to the ASTM D2256 [56] were already conducted in
detail in previous research focusing on the influence of fiber orientation and adhesion
properties of tailored fiber-reinforced elastomers [57]. Pneumatically driven grips with a
mandrel shape were considered to ensure good clamping without causing clamp-induced
damages among the fixed fiber parts considering a preload of 1 N to ensure identical initial
test conditions.

As matrix material, Elastosil RT601 A/B as a polydimethylsiloxane (PDMS) obtained
from Wacker Chemie AG (Munich, Germany) was chosen for preparing the bundle pull-
out specimens. This PDMS is a vinyl-terminated hyperelastic two-component cast system
(the prepolymer, part A and crosslinking system, part B) to analyze the impact on the
pull-out behavior due to hyperelasticity (highly flexible elastomers). The polyaddition
reaction of PDMS via platinum catalyst involves a hydrosilylation reaction between vinyl-
terminated difunctional Si–O groups (part A) and the methylhydrosilane-dimethylsiloxane
crosslinker (part B). This hydrosilylation process involves the addition of a silane group
to the double bond of the difunctional Si–O group to result in a hyperelastic crosslinked
polymer network [58].

Due to the typical inorganic structure as well as organic groups comprising silox-
ane units, PDMS represents a suitable intermediate position between inorganic and or-
ganic compounds. Apart from the high heat, weathering, ozone resistance or good low-
temperature flexibility, unfilled PDMS reveals further essential properties due to its low
side-chain branching and high free volume within the polymer chains. In this context, by
exploiting these structure properties, the higher bonding energy of PDMS in combination
with GF can lead to beneficial interface adhesion, which subsequently influences the flexi-
ble composite properties, especially for load coupling effects in a specific manner. Hence,
these promising findings can be further enhanced by optimized chemical modifications
of the fiber surface to investigate the influence and its effects on the fiber–matrix bonding
by a tailored fiber surface treatment in more detail. Regarding the technical datasheet,
the PDMS with a mixing ration 9:1 (part A: part B) has a density of 1.02 g/cm3 and a
viscosity of the mixed product (uncured) of 3500 mPas (at room temperature). The pot
lifetime was indicated with about 90 min at 23 ◦C and a hardness of 35 Shore A. Based on
the manufacturer’s recommendations, the elastomeric matrix was produced following the
respective mixing ratio, including an intermediate pre-degassing vacuum step to avoid
air bubbles, followed by a final curing step at 70 ◦C for 60 min in an air-circulating drying
oven. For the experimental study on the mechanical performance of these hyperelastic
matrices, tests according to the ISO 37 [59] with type 2 specimens were carried out in
previous research [57].

Overall, three different chemical silane-based treatments were considered for tai-
lored GF surface modifications and implemented in the specially developed treatment
procedure. The used chemicals for this procedure were anhydrous toluene, anhydrous
ethanol and 30 wt.% hydrogen peroxide purchased from VWR International LLC (Radnor,
PA, USA), including 96 wt.% sulfuric acid and 30 wt.% ammonium hydroxide solution,
which were obtained from Carl Roth GmbH + Co. KG (Karlsruhe, Germany). In terms of the
three different silanes, 3-aminopropyltriethoxysilane (APTES), (1H,1H,2H,2H-perfluoro-1-
octyl)triethoxysilane (FOTES) and vinyltriethoxysilane (VTES) were provided by Sigma-
Aldrich, Inc. (Missouri, MO, USA). All chemicals were applied without any further
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purifications. For the intermediate washing sequences, deionized water was used over the
entire treatment procedure. All of the different fiber surface conditions are listed in Table 1,
including a clear labelling also adapted in the further sections.

Table 1. Different surface modifications of glass fibers prior to and after desizing, and attached
organo-silane treatments with respective labels.

Surface Modification Feature Label

1 commercial sizing FK144 sized
2 piranha treatment desized
3 vinyltriethoxysilane VTES
4 3-aminopropyltriethoxysilane APTES

5 1H,1H,2H,2H-perfluoro-1-
octyl)triethoxysilane FOTES

2.2. Desizing Procedure of the Glass Fibers

The treated commercial GF from the supplier contained an organic-based sizing,
which was removed by a three-step cleaning method comprising two separate cleaning
phases, desizing and activation. In the first step, a part of the coating was removed by
placing the extracted GF bundles in the acidic peroxymonosulfuric acid (colloquially also
called as piranha solution) consisting of four equivalents of 96 wt.% sulfuric acid (H2SO4)
and one equivalent of 30 wt.% aqueous hydrogen peroxide (H2O2), in which the fiber
bundles were leached and treated for 30 min. After this treatment, the fibers were taken
from the acidic piranha solution and repeatedly rinsed with deionized water straight
afterwards. In the second step, the cleaned GF were exposed to basic piranha solution
comprising one equivalent of 30 wt.% ammonium hydroxide solution (NH4OH) and one
equivalent of 30 wt.% aqueous H2O2, where the fibers were treated for 20 min at 60 ◦C.
Once again, the fibers were repeatedly rinsed with deionized water. For the activation,
the purified fiber bundles were wetted with anhydrous ethanol (C2H5OH) and finally dried
for 60 min at 120 ◦C in an air-circulating drying oven. All processing steps were carried
out at standard atmosphere conditions according to DIN EN ISO 291 (20 ◦C, 50% r.h.) [60].

2.3. Fiber Surface Modification

For the tailored surface modification step, several cleaned and activated fiber bundles
were leached and treated with three different silane-based solutions separately. The solu-
tions consisted either of 1 wt.% solution of FOTES or VTES in anhydrous toluene or 1 wt.%
solution of APTES in anhydrous ethanol. Each fiber bundle was treated for 240 min at
60 ◦C in the respective silane solution followed by the washing step with the corresponding
anhydrous solvent (used at the treatment procedure) for three times repeatedly. In the
final step, the surface modified fibers were dried for 60 min at 120 ◦C in an air-circulating
drying oven.

2.4. Sample Preparation

In this work, FBPO specimens were prepared for the analysis on tailored fiber–matrix
bonding. The modified FBPO test benefits from a fast, easy and economic test condition
with a more realistic failure mechanism e.g., statistical filament–matrix distribution, fiber–
fiber friction or a more realistic interfacial shear strength distribution. The verification
of this presented test setup was described and investigated in detail in another study
focusing on a modified FBPO method for the characterization of fiber-reinforced hyper-
elastic elastomers [35]. For this purpose, a novel specimen manufacturing tool [35] was
designed, which had to fulfill the main requirements of (i) an exact fiber bundle positioning
in the center of the surrounding matrix material to avoid negative effects caused by tilting
or asymmetrical stress distributions along the specimen thickness; (ii) fixing of the fiber
bundles, avoiding any pre-damage; (iii) straight placing of the fiber bundle without gen-
erating tensile stresses; and (iv) good sealing, especially in the transition region between
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the embedded and non-embedded fiber bundle due to creep and adhesion forces in fiber
bundle direction causing impaired data recording and errors in the results. The handling
and assembly design with the main components are schematically illustrated in Figure 1a.
Generally, the tool consists of two parts, where part A contains a corpus with narrow slots
for the bundles with a defined recess for the cast matrix system. Subsequently, seals have
to be implemented on both sides next to the recess to ensure an exact fiber positioning
as well as leakage prevention due to the impregnation process. Part B is designed in a
movable way with the purpose of aligning the placed fiber bundles in a straight manner.
Regarding the surrounding matrix part, all specimens have the exact same geometry with a
width w of 10 mm, a thickness b of 8 mm and a length l of 10 mm, where l is equal with the
embedded length le for the impregnated fiber bundle part (see Figure 1b). Regarding the
sample preparation of the FBPO samples, after the casting step of the non-crosslinked
prepolymer, the same manufacturing concept was implemented as before, producing the
pure elastomeric matrix materials.

2.5. Test Setup and Measurement Procedure

The FBPO tests were performed on a universal testing machine (5500 Series, Instron
GmbH, Darmstadt, Germany) using a 100 N load cell, a gauge length of 50 mm and
a constant pull-out speed of 1 mm/min. Five reproducible tests per setting within the
test plan were conducted to obtain sufficient data for a reasonable statistical evaluation.
Moreover, a combination of the ASTM D2256 [56] standard for the fiber bundle (using the
same mandrel shaped grips for the pure fiber bundle) with a modified specimen holder (for
the surrounding matrix) was implemented, which is depicted in Figure 2a. This holder [35]
was specially designed to accommodate the possibility to test with a conventional testing
machine (see Figure 2b).

Due to the pronounced flexible behavior of the FBPO specimens with the hyperelastic
matrix, further challenges in the test procedure emerged: (i) Clamping of the surrounding
matrix has to be avoided to prevent further stresses caused by the grips from resulting
in fiber breakage. These stresses would be transmitted through the elastomeric matrix
and onward into the embedded fiber bundle. Despite this, (ii) no slippage is permitted
to occur, as this could seriously impair the data recording. Since the hyperelastic matrix
material is prone to micro surface defects that could cause tilting or twisting, (iii) lateral
surfaces have to be considered for the specimen holder. These additional surfaces provide
guidance regarding the specimen front surfaces parallel aligned to the inner sides of the
modified holder. However, this support is only required at the initial state (until the
preload is reached) of each experiment, whilst no contact between the sample and the
holder is present, and, thus, sufficient space is available. Hence, the elastic matrix can
deform without any additional stresses that could negatively influence the experiment.
The FBPO specimens were placed deformation-free inside the specimen holder. To ensure
the same testing conditions at initial state and to minimize negative effects e.g., fiber stretch
or tilting, a preload of 1 N applied at 1 mm/min was considered. According to the results
and the data interpretation, the fiber–matrix adhesion at the interface was determined by
recording the load–displacement value, where the maximum occurred load Fmax was set
as the significant value for the required pull-out force Fmax,pull. For the crucial debonding
(indicated by the followed load drop signal), the fiber bundle was loaded until detachment
from the surrounding matrix in the interface area emerged, and it was then pulled out
completely (followed by the friction-induced pull-out phase).
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The FBPO test emphasizes a fiber-loaded configuration resulting in a fiber orientation
perpendicular to the matrix surface so that only shear stresses in the fiber–matrix interface
is achieved. As discussed in some studies, the elastic deformation energy that is probably
released can lead to an initiated step-wise crack growth perpendicular to the longitudinal
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loading direction (in fiber orientation), which emits during the debonding process [9,12,61]
and is schematically explained in Figure 2b. Due to the high elastic behavior especially for
PDMS, a cone (see Figure 2c) at the end of the embedded fiber bundle within the sample is
clearly observable, whilst the adhesive fiber–matrix bonding to the surrounding matrix
is still maintained. Figure 2c shows that the separation mechanism is indicated by the
refraction of the light. As expected, the crack initiation begins at the top of the embedded
area, whilst only the matrix surface is in contact with the sample holder.

2.6. Surface Characterization

Zeta potential analysis was carried out with the “SurPASS” electrokinetic analyzer
(Anton Paar GmbH, Graz, Austria). In general, the streaming potential method was chosen
to measure the zeta potential of modified GF in 1mM KCl, whereby the analysis started
from the natural pH level to lower acidic values by increasing the titration media up to
50 mM HCl or to higher pH values by increasing it up to 50 mM NaOH with an autotitration
unit (RTU, Anton Paar KG, Graz, Austria). The chemical surface analysis of glass fibers
was carried out by XPS with a K-Alpha X-ray Photoelectron Spectrometer (Thermo Fisher
Scientific Inc., Erlangen, Germany) equipped with a Al-Kα X-ray source (hν = 1486.6 eV).
The survey scan was performed with a pass energy of 200 eV and an energy resolution of
1.0 eV. The pass energy amounted to 10 eV (for narrow resolution spectra) with an energy
step size of 0.1. The peaks were fitted according to the Gaussian–Lorentzian mixed function
considering a Shirley background correction with the provided software of the supplier
(Data Analysis Software—Thermo Avantage v5.906, Thermo Scientific, Vienna, Austria).

2.7. Optical Damage Analysis

Supplementary optical damage analysis was carried out via light microscope (Axio-
scope 7, Carl Zeiss GmbH, Graz, Austria) to support the comparability and interpretation
of the performed FBPO tests. Due to the high elasticity of the elastomeric matrix mate-
rial and the above-mentioned crack growth process, a camera system (Prosilica GT 6600,
Allied Vision Technologies GmbH, Stadtroda, Germany) was additionally employed for
all FPBO tests to improve the correlation of the recorded data of the material behavior
during the pull-out with the optical-supported debonding failure process. Subsequently,
the following calculation and interpretation of the results were conducted more accurately,
which enabled a reliable performance prediction of the adhesive fiber–matrix bonding
influenced by different interface modifications.

3. Results and Discussion

In previous work, promising and reliable results were achieved using the modified
FBPO test setup method for the investigation of different fiber–matrix material combina-
tions [35]. Based on these findings, the emphasis in the following study is on the mea-
surement sensitivity of the modified FBPO test setup towards surface sizings. Therefore,
fiber surfaces with varying chemical surface composition were created whilst a constant
fiber (GF) matrix (PDMS) combination was applied. With this approach, the influence
of controlled surface modifications on the pull-out behavior could be studied in detail.
To achieve a tailored adhesion between the glass fibers and the surrounding elastomeric
matrix, functional organo-silanes comprising vinyl-, amino- or perfluoro-groups were
attached to the fiber surface. Modified GF were obtained with varying surface polarity and
chemical functionality, which are expected to distinctively affect the bond strength at the
fiber–matrix interface. The applicability of the FBPO test setup was assessed to determine
the adhesion strength as a function of the attached silane and to gain a deeper insight into
the mechanical properties of fiber–matrix interfaces.

3.1. Surface Characterization

Zeta potential measurements were carried out to investigate the change in the surface
charges of GF prior to and after the modification procedure (see Figure 3). Commercially
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available fibers were used with a proprietary sizing, which was removed by a treatment
with acidic and basic piranha solution. The results reveal an isoelectric point (IEP) of the
GF with the treatment from supplier (prior the desizing step) of about 3.8, indicating the
presence of weak basic groups [62]. After the desizing and activation of GF with acidic
and basic piranha solution, the IEP shifts to a lower value of about 2.4 [37]. This can be
explained by the presence of a high number of acidic silanol moieties of the inorganic GF,
which become dominant after the successful removal of the organic sizing during the acidic
and basic piranha treatment. Along with the removal of the sizing, the silanol groups
were activated on the surface for the subsequent immobilization of the organo-silanes [63].
Figure 3 shows negative zeta potential values, which are characteristic for GF surfaces,
since the acidic groups on the surface are fully separated in the basic pH range, resulting in
negative potential surface charges [64,65].
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Regarding the zeta potential of the modified fibers, the results reveal that the attach-
ment of the perfluorinated silane (FOTES) slightly shifts the IEP to a lower pH value of
about 2.2 compared to the IEP of 2.4 of the desized fibers [66]. This result indicates the
change in the surface chemistry of GF since FOTES shifts the IEP values towards the acidic
region and can lead to a superhydrophobic surface with a significantly low surface en-
ergy [67,68]. For the surface modification with the vinyl-functional silane (VTES) a higher
IEP of about 2.8 is observed, which is explained by the conversion of acidic silanol groups
and the attachment of non-charged and neutral vinyl groups [69]. In contrast to that, the im-
mobilization of organo-silanes with basic amino groups (APTES) significantly increases the
pH value of the surface with an indicated IEP of about 9.9 [70]. At low pH values, the amino
groups become protonated, whilst an increase in pH causes deprotonation and adsorption
of OH− ions, which leads to a negative surface charge in the high pH range [64]. Generally,
for all zeta potential results, it should be noted that specimens from fibers possess a higher
measurement sensitivity due to their larger surfaces compared to planar samples [71].
Consequently, the small difference between the zeta potential measurements of FOTES,
VTES modified fibers and desized fibers in particular was considered as significant.

Moreover, the changes in the chemical surface composition of the modified glass
fibers were evidenced by XPS analysis. The detected elements are summarized in Table 2,
where all results are referred to the surface composition with the unit in atom-%.
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Table 2. Chemical surface composition of glass fibers prior to and after desizing and attachment of
functional organo-silanes in atom-%.

Sized Desized VTES APTES FOTES

Si 9.4 20.3 11.9 21.4 14.2
C 58.0 33.2 61.8 40.2 25.4
O 32.6 46.5 26.3 35.2 32.3
F - - - - 28.1
N - - - 3.2 -

On the surface of the desized GF, C signals corresponding to various carbon species
(e.g., C–C, C–O and C=O) are still detectable in the XPS spectrum (Figure 4). The results
suggest that the desizing process was not able to fully remove the organic sizing. However,
the desizing of the GF leads to a significant increase in the Si and O content compared to the
commercially available sized GF, and the formed silanol groups can be exploited as reactive
anchor groups for the subsequent coupling of functional organo-silanes. In particular, the
attachment of APTES is confirmed by the appearance of the N signal at about 401.6 eV [72],
whilst the coupling of FOTES is related to the appearance of the F signal in the characteristic
bonding energy region at about 689.7 eV [73]. The comparison of the high resolution C 1s
spectra for GF with different surface modifications is given in Figure 4.
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Figure 4. High resolution C 1s spectra of the glass fiber surface prior to and after desizing (acidic and
basic piranha treatment) and subsequent modification with functional organo-silanes.

The GF sized by the supplier shows two components of the C 1s spectrum related
to C–O at 286.2 eV and C=O at 288.0 eV. After the acidic and basic piranha treatment,
both characteristic signals for CO2 impurities could be observed at 285.5 and 288.1 eV
(C–O to C=O ratio of 1 to 0.9). The results confirm that the carbon signal detected in the
desized GF is indeed from physisorbed CO2 and not related to residues of the organic
sizing. The attachment of VTES is associated with an increase in the carbon content on
the surface as reported in Table 2, which can be explained by the C–C and C=C bonds
(285.0 eV) present in the structure of the organo-silane. In contrast, the APTES-modified GF
comprise some CO2 impurities and additional signals for C–C bond at 284.6 eV and C–N
bond, which was overlapping with the signal for the C–O bond at 286.4 eV [72,74]. For the
FOTES modified GF, the results revealed two characteristic signals for the CF2 group at
292.0 eV and the CF3 group at 294.1 eV [73].
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3.2. Characterization of Fiber–Matrix Interaction

Concerning the pull-out behavior of modified fiber–matrix interfaces versus the max-
imum bearable load Fmax,pull, the results of GF incorporated within a PDMS matrix are
graphically compared in Figure 5. As expected, the attached functional groups of FOTES
gave the lowest adhesion strength with a maximum force of about 2.5 N due to the hy-
drophobic nature of perfluorinated surfaces and absence of any chemical interactions
(e.g., covalent bonds, H-bonds or ionic interactions). Thus, fiber–matrix interactions were
successfully impaired and further physical or other chemical bonding reactions were con-
siderably hindered [67]. The treatment with APTES reveals a clearly lower maximum
pull-out forces of about 6.7 N compared to the commercially sized fibers from the supplier
with a Fmax,pull of about 14.5 N. This can be explained by the weaker bonding energy
of amino groups with the PDMS matrix, and, therefore, this leads to less compatibility,
especially in the fiber–matrix interaction [70], which can be clearly observed in Figure 5.
However, it can be seen that the removal of the commercial sizing with piranha solution
improves the fiber–matrix interface performance significantly, and the maximum pull-out
force Fmax,pull amounts to 20.5 N (approximately 40%) compared to commercial sized
fibers. We assume that this improved adhesion performance is related to the presence of
ketone groups from the oxidized sizing residues, which are known to undergo catalyzed
hydrosilylation with Si-H bonds [75]. Thus, a direct coupling of the oxidized residues of
the sizing with the PDMS matrix (which is a two-component system containing activated
Si–H) is obtained, leading to an enhanced pull-out force. In relation to this, the results
for VTES-treated GF reveal the highest adhesion strength between the fiber bundles and
the surrounding matrix, indicated by the high required maximum pull-out force of about
27.1 N (approximately 85%) compared to commercially available sized fibers from the
supplier. During the hydrosilylation process of the PDMS with the vinyl-terminated silanes,
the modified glass fiber surface via VTES additionally reacts with the methylhydrosilane
groups of the crosslinker, which leads to good covalent bonding between the GF and the
PDMS matrix [58]. This effect can be enhanced by using higher processing temperatures
during the sample manufacturing process of about 70 ◦C, where the bonding of the vinyl
groups during the curing steps via platinum catalyst co-reacts and can be proceed more
easily. It is evident that results of the FBPO test with the commercial sizing from the sup-
plier reveal an intermediate position compared with all other treated GF-PDMS samples.
A reason for this is that those sizings are usually a mixture of various chemicals typically
for a broader range of composite application with emphasis on different specifications,
such as the economical aspect for large production units, mostly thermoset-based prod-
ucts and medium adhesion to different resin systems [37]. In general, a direct correlation
between the tailored silane-treated fibers and the fibers with a commercial sizing should
be considered carefully, since the commercial fibers may also contain film-building agents
and other components that are responsible for a homogeneous wetting of the fiber surface.
Therefore, additional mixed interactions occur, since the influence of chemical interactions
due to covalent bonds as well as physical effects, such as polar or non-polar effects or
adhesive interactions, are involved.

As an overview, the results of the FBPO tests versus influence of different surface-
treated GF are summarized in Table 3 to examine the measurement sensitivity and corre-
sponding pull-out behavior related to the maximum bearable force Fmax,pull.
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Figure 5. Force–displacement curve determined from the FBPO test on glass fiber (GF) bundles with
the polydimethylsiloxane (PDMS) matrix for different fiber surface modifications.

Table 3. Maximum pull-out force Fmax,pull from FBPO tests for different surface-treated GF bundles
combined with the PDMS matrix.

Surface
Treatment

Sized
(Supplier)

Desized
(Piranha
Solution)

VTES APTES FOTES

max. pull-out
force Fmax,pull, N 14.5 ± 1.8 20.5 ± 2.4 27.1 ± 2.9 6.7 ± 1.1 2.5 ± 0.5

In this context, the FBPO test setup proved to be concise, and significant results with
an indicated reasonable standard deviation were obtained. Thus, a reliable data interpre-
tation can be carried out, which is listed in Table 3. Despite various influencing factors,
such as the statistical fiber distribution inside the bundle or occurring fiber–fiber friction
during the pull-out process, a more realistic failure behavior, especially with an accompa-
nying preliminary analysis of suitable surface modifications depending on the application,
can be achieved. Furthermore, it is proven that even with a lower interface adhesion, e.g.,
with FOTES or APTES modifications, a clear difference in pull-out performance can be
observed, which confirms the valid assessment of the FBPO test setup.

Besides the results obtained from the FBPO test, the accompanying optical damage
analysis provides further information about the pull-out performance and fracture surfaces,
which show good agreement with both analysis methods, the zeta potential and FBPO
tests. As illustrated in Figure 6a, the optimized interface adhesion of VTES-modified fibers
corresponds to the resulting damage surface. It is evident that the complete GF bundle is
encapsulated with PDMS, which indicates that the adhesive fiber–matrix bonding is higher
than the strength of the matrix. The resulting fracture surface is located near the interface
inside the pure PDMS, where the stress concentration of the already deformed elastomer
is maximized. Moreover, this effect can be further obtained for desized GF, revealing an
adequate fiber–matrix adhesion due to the formed covalent bonds between GF and siloxane
monomers of PDMS, which is visible in Figure 6b. In contrast to this, PDMS residues can
be barely depicted on the fracture surface of APTES modified GF. This can be explained
by the high surface polarity of the amino groups compared to hydrophobic PDMS matrix
leading to lower chemical interactions between the treated GF with PDMS (see Figure 6c).
Figure 6d shows an example of an original GF bundle (before PDMS wetting) and with the
corresponding surface sizing from the supplier.
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4. Conclusions

In this study, the surface of glass fibers was modified by immobilizing selected organo-
silanes to investigate the influence of the chemical surface composition on the fiber–matrix
interface and further on the load coupling. Since the research interest in “smart materials”
is permanently growing, elastomeric matrix materials with high flexibility and reinforced
with stiff glass fibers (GF), in particular with silicone as matrix material, were studied exclu-
sively in this work. Moreover, the emphasis was placed on the assessment and validation
of the measurement sensitivity of the modified fiber bundle pull-out device induced by
different fiber surface conditions. Three organo-silanes were specifically chosen to create
different fiber surface energies, whilst the fiber–matrix material combination was kept
constant for all experiments. The modification and desizing of GF were confirmed by zeta
potential tests, indicating a clear shift of the corresponding isoelectric point (IEP) from
3.8 to 2.4 at the desized state in the first step and an IEP of about 9.9, 2.2 or 2.8 with the
specific surface modifications in the following step. XPS measurements confirmed the
changes of the chemical surface composition by the appearance of characteristic signals
for N and F and the associated changes in the C 1s spectra. Through zeta potential and
XPS measurements, the FBPO test and optical damage analysis, the results reveal that
the fiber–matrix interface performance was significantly improved using a vinylsilane-
based surface modification, since the maximum bearable load was enhanced from about
14.5 to 27.1 N (85% higher values) compared to the commercially treated fibers from the
supplier. This study on FBPO tests achieved that for the same fiber–elastomer material
combination including different surface coatings, significant changes in the adhesion and
fiber matrix bonding were observed. In this context, the modified FBPO test proved a clear
intended difference between the results of the fluoro- and aminosilane-based modifications,
which emphasizes the verification of measurement sensitivity and sufficient reproducibility.
The attached functionalities were additionally compared with optical damage analysis,
which correlates with the results of the pull-out performance, and they were in good
agreement with the corresponding mechanical behavior caused by the tailored surface
treatments. Thus, an optimized interface adhesion of vinylsilane-modified fibers corre-
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sponds to the resulting damage surface, demonstrating an unaffected fiber–matrix interface
during debonding and failure Overall, the results demonstrated that the fiber–matrix
adhesion was adequately achieved and controlled by a suitable surface modification of
the glass fibers. Therefore, besides the choice of single material components (matrix or
reinforcing material), an optimized fiber–matrix interface significantly contributes to the
load coupling between fibers and the surrounding matrix and further in the performance of
composite applications. Based on this research, the important findings concerning tailored
fiber surfaces for optimized fiber–matrix interfaces is a crucial part in ongoing studies
focusing on load coupling mechanisms triggered in flexible composites. Further studies are
in progress to investigate the dependence of optimized interfacial adhesion properties and
their impact on the cyclic behavior related to the structure–property interactions. Moreover,
these findings provide more precise material parameters which are implemented in accom-
panying ongoing simulation models for fiber-reinforced elastomers to generate accurate
material behavior of composites with distinct flexibility.

Author Contributions: Literature research, investigation, formal analysis, writing—original draft
preparation, J.B.; conceptualization, methodology, J.B., B.M.; visualization J.B., B.M., T.G. and B.S.;
test conduction J.B., B.M., I.M. and T.G; validation, writing—review and editing, J.B., B.M., I.M.,
S.S. and B.S.; supervision, project administration B.S., S.S., P.F.F. and G.P. All authors have read and
agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research was funded by the Federal Ministry for Climate Action, Environment, Energy,
Mobility, Innovation and Technology and the Federal Ministry for Digital and Economic Affairs
under grant numbers of 854178 and 21647053.

Acknowledgments: This research work was performed at the Polymer Competence Center Leoben
GmbH (PCCL, Austria) and within the COMET-modul “Polymers4Hydrogen” within the framework
of the COMET-program of the Federal Ministry for Climate Action, Environment, Energy, Mobility,
Innovation and Technology and the Federal Ministry for Digital and Economic Affairs, with con-
tributions by the Department of Polymer Engineering and Science (Montanuniversitaet Leoben).
The PCCL is funded by the Austrian Government and the State Government of Styria.

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

References
1. Kim, S.; Laschi, C.; Trimmer, B. Soft robotics: A bioinspired evolution in robotics. Trends Biotechnol. 2013, 31, 287–294. [CrossRef]
2. Connolly, F.; Walsh, C.J.; Bertoldi, K. Automatic design of fiber-reinforced soft actuators for trajectory matching. Proc. Natl. Acad.

Sci. USA 2017, 114, 51–56. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
3. Lu, T.; Shi, Z.; Shi, Q.; Wang, T.J. Bioinspired bicipital muscle with fiber-constrained dielectric elastomer actuator. Extrem. Mech.

Lett. 2016, 6, 75–81. [CrossRef]
4. Peel, L.D.; Mejia, J.; Narvaez, B.; Thompson, K.; Lingala, M. Development of a Simple Morphing Wing Using Elastomeric

Composites as Skins and Actuators. J. Mech. Des. 2009, 131, 91003. [CrossRef]
5. Debiasi, M.T.; Chan, W.L.; Jadhav, S. Measurements of a Symmetric Wing Morphed by Macro Fiber Composite Actuators.

In Proceedings of the 54th Aerospace Science Meeting, San Diego, CA, USA, 4–8 January 2016. [CrossRef]
6. 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] [PubMed]
7. Gohs, U.; Mueller, M.T.; Zschech, C.; Zhandarov, S. Enhanced Interfacial Shear Strength and Critical Energy Release Rate in Single

Glass Fiber-Crosslinked Polypropylene Model Microcomposites. Materials 2018, 11, 2552. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
8. Koschmieder, M. Verarbeitung und Eigenschaften von Faserverbundkunststoffen mit Elastomermatrix. Ph.D. Thesis, Rheinisch-

Westfälischen Technischen Hochschule Aachen, Aachen, Germany, 2000.
9. Kalinka, G.; Neumann, B. Bestimmung von Interface-Festigkeit oder Trennarbeit mit dem Pull-out-Versuch: Kassel, Germany.

2005. Available online: https://opus4.kobv.de/opus4-bam/frontdoor/index/index/docId/6085 (accessed on 2 December 2020).
10. Kim, J.-K.; Mai, Y.-W. Engineered Interfaces in Fiber Reinforced Composites, 1st ed.; Elesvier Science Ltd.: Oxford, UK, 1998;

ISBN 0-08-042695-6.
11. Piggott, M.R. Why interface testing by single-fibre methods can be misleading. Compos. Sci. Technol. 1997, 57, 965–974. [CrossRef]
12. Zhandarov, S. Characterization of fiber/matrix interface strength: Applicability of different tests, approaches and parameters.

Compos. Sci. Technol. 2005, 65, 149–160. [CrossRef]
13. Shakun, A.; Sarlin, E.; Vuorinen, J. Material-related losses of natural rubber composites with surface-modified nanodiamonds.

J. Appl. Polym. Sci. 2019, 137, 48629. [CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.tibtech.2013.03.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1073/pnas.1615140114
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/27994133
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.eml.2015.12.008
http://dx.doi.org/10.1115/1.3159043
http://dx.doi.org/10.2514/6.2016-1565
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/am201757v
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/22391332
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/ma11122552
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30558269
https://opus4.kobv.de/opus4-bam/frontdoor/index/index/docId/6085
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0266-3538(97)00036-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.compscitech.2004.07.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/app.48629


Polymers 2021, 13, 36 15 of 17

14. Hoffmann, J. Characterization of Fibre Reinforced Elastomers for Shape Morphing Structural Surfaces. Ph.D. Thesis, Technical
University of Munich, Munich, Germany, 2012.

15. Zhou, J.; Li, Y.; Li, N.; Hao, X.; Liu, C. Interfacial shear strength of microwave processed carbon fiber/epoxy composites
characterized by an improved fiber-bundle pull-out test. Compos. Sci. Technol. 2016, 133, 173–183. [CrossRef]

16. Kim, B.W.; Nairn, J.A. Observations of Fiber Fracture and Interfacial Debonding Phenomena Using the Fragmentation Test in
Single Fiber Composites. J. Compos. Mater. 2016, 36, 1825–1858. [CrossRef]

17. Cordin, M.; Bechtold, T.; Pham, T. Effect of fibre orientation on the mechanical properties of polypropylene–lyocell composites.
Cellulose 2018, 25, 7197–7210. [CrossRef]

18. Berthold, U. Beitrag zur Thermoformung Gewebeverstärkter Thermoplaste Mittels Elastischer Stempel. Ph.D. Thesis, Technische
Universität Chemnitz, Chemnitz, Germany, 2001.

19. Cherif, C. Textile Werkstoffe für den Leichtbau. Techniken-Verfahren-Materialien-Eigenschaften; Springer: Berlin, Germany, 2011;
ISBN 978-3-642-17992-1.

20. Mansouri, M.R.; Fuchs, P.F.; Criscione, J.C.; Schrittesser, B.; Beter, J. The contribution of mechanical interactions to the constitutive
modeling of fiber-reinforced elastomers. Eur. J. Mech. A Solid 2020, 104081. [CrossRef]

21. Domnanovich, A.; Peterlik, H.; Kromp, K. Determination of interface parameters for carbon/carbon composites by the fibre-
bundle pull-out test. Compos. Sci. Technol. 1996, 56, 1017–1029. [CrossRef]

22. Schulz, E.; Kalinka, G.; Auersch, W. Effect of transcrystallization in carbon fiber reinforced poly(p-phenylene sulfide) composites
on the interfacial shear strength investigated with the single fiber pull-out test. J. Macromol. Sci. Part B 2006, 35, 527–546.
[CrossRef]

23. Kerans, R.J.; Parthasarathy, T.A. Theoretical Analysis of the Fiber Pullout and Pushout Tests. J. Am. Ceram. Soc. 1991, 74,
1585–1596. [CrossRef]

24. Kalinka, G.; Leistner, A.; Hampe, A. Characterisation of the fibre/matrix interface in reinforced polymers by the push-in technique.
Compos. Sci. Technol. 1997, 57, 845–851. [CrossRef]

25. Sørensen, B.F.; Lilholt, H. Fiber pull-out test and single fiber fragmentation test—Analysis and modelling. IOP Conf. Ser. Mater.
Sci. Eng. 2016, 139, 012009. [CrossRef]

26. DiFrancia, C.; Ward, T.C.; Claus, R.O. The single-fibre pull-out test: Review and Interpretation. Compos. Part A 1996, 27, 597–612.
[CrossRef]

27. Brandstetter, J.; Peterlik, H.; Kromp, K.; Weiss, R. A new fibre-bundle pull-out test to determine interface properties of a 2D-woven
carbon/carbon composite. Compos. Sci. Technol. 2003, 63, 653–660. [CrossRef]

28. von Essen, M.; Sarlin, E.; Tanhuanpää, O.; Kakkonen, M.; Laurikainen, P.; Hoikkanen, M.; Haakana, R.; Vuorinen, J.; Kallio,
P. Automated high-throughput microbond tester for interfacial shear strength studies. In Proceedings of the SAMPE Europe
Conference, Stuttgart, Germany, 13–16 November 2017; ISBN 978-90-821727-7-5.

29. Hampe, A.; Kalinka, G.; Meretz, S.; Schulz, E. An advanced equipment for single-fibre pull-out test designed to monitor the
fracture process. Composites 1995, 26, 40–46. [CrossRef]

30. Desarmot, G.; Favre, J. Advances in pull-out testing and data analysis. Compos. Sci. Technol. 1991, 42, 151–187. [CrossRef]
31. Palola, S.; Sarlin, E.; Kolahgar Azari, S.; Koutsos, V.; Vuorinen, J. Microwave induced hierarchical nanostructures on aramid fibers

and their influence on adhesion properties in a rubber matrix. Appl. Surf. Sci. 2017, 410, 145–153. [CrossRef]
32. Viel, Q.; Esposito, A.; Saiter, J.-M.; Santulli, C.; Turner, J. Interfacial Characterization by Pull-Out Test of Bamboo Fibers Embedded

in Poly(Lactic Acid). Fibers 2018, 6, 7. [CrossRef]
33. Zarges, J.-C.; Kaufhold, C.; Feldmann, M.; Heim, H.-P. Single fiber pull-out test of regenerated cellulose fibers in polypropylene:

An energetic evaluation. Compos. Part A 2018, 105, 19–27. [CrossRef]
34. Beter, J.; Schrittesser, B.; Meier, G.; Fuchs, P.F.; Pinter, G. Influence of Fiber Orientation and Adhesion Properties on Tailored

Fiber-reinforced Elastomers. Appl. Compos. Mater. 2020, 149–164. [CrossRef]
35. Beter, J.; Schrittesser, B.; Maroh, B.; Sarlin, E.; Fuchs, P.F.; Pinter, G. Comparison and Impact of Different Fiber Debond Techniques

on Fiber Reinforced Flexible Composites. Polymers 2020, 12, 472. [CrossRef]
36. Neitzel, M.; Mitschang, P.; Breuer, U. Handbuch Verbundwerkstoffe: Werkstoffe, Verarbeitung, Anwendung, 2nd ed.; Carl Hanser

Verlag: Munich, Germany, 2014; ISBN 978-3-446-43696-1.
37. Sahin, M.; Schlögl, S.; Kalinka, G.; Wang, J.; Kaynak, B.; Mühlbacher, I.; Ziegler, W.; Kern, W.; Grützmacher, H. Tailoring the

interfaces in glass fiber-reinforced photopolymer composites. Polymer 2018, 141, 221–231. [CrossRef]
38. Kanerva, M.; Korkiakoski, S.; Lahtonen, K.; Jokinen, J.; Sarlin, E.; Palola, S.; Iyer, A.; Laurikainen, P.; Liu, X.W.; Raappana, M.;

et al. DLC-treated aramid-fibre composites: Tailoring nanoscale-coating for macroscale performance. Compos. Sci. Technol. 2019,
171, 62–69. [CrossRef]

39. Zhang, D.; He, M.; Qin, S.; Yu, J. Effect of fiber length and dispersion on properties of long glass fiber reinforced thermoplastic
composites based on poly(butylene terephthalate). RSC Adv. 2017, 7, 15439–15454. [CrossRef]

40. Zhamu, A.; Zhong, W.H.; Stone, J.J. Experimental study on adhesion property of UHMWPE fiber/nano-epoxy by fiber bundle
pull-out tests. Compos. Sci. Technol. 2006, 66, 2736–2742. [CrossRef]

41. Liu, M.H.; Li, R.; Wang, G.; Hou, Z.Y.; Huang, B. Morphology and dynamic mechanical properties of long glass fiber-reinforced
polyamide 6 composites. J. Therm. Anal. Calorim. 2016, 126, 1281–1288. [CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.compscitech.2016.07.033
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0021998302036015243
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10570-018-2079-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.euromechsol.2020.104081
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0266-3538(96)00060-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00222349608220393
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1151-2916.1991.tb07144.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0266-3538(96)00159-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1757-899X/139/1/012009
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/1359-835X(95)00069-E
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0266-3538(02)00250-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0010-4361(94)P3628-E
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0266-3538(91)90016-I
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.apsusc.2017.03.070
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/fib6010007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.compositesa.2017.10.030
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10443-020-09802-w
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/polym12020472
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.polymer.2018.03.020
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.compscitech.2018.11.043
http://dx.doi.org/10.1039/C7RA00686A
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.compscitech.2006.03.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10973-016-5601-9


Polymers 2021, 13, 36 16 of 17

42. Vleugels, N. Short Fibre-Reinforced Elastomeric Composites: Fundamental Routes towards Improvement of the Interfacial
Interaction of Short-Cut Aramid Fibres in a SBR Compound, to Improve Friction and Wear Properties. Ph.D. Thesis, University of
Twente, Enschede, The Netherlands, 2017.

43. Peel, L. Fabrication and Mechanics of Fiber-Reinforced Elastomers. Doctoral Thesis, Brigham Young University, Brigham, UT,
USA, 1998.

44. Sideridou, I.D.; Karabela, M.M. Effect of the structure of silane-coupling agent on dynamic mechanical properties of dental
resin-nanocomposites. J. Appl. Polym. Sci. 2008, 110, 507–516. [CrossRef]

45. Wilson, K.S.; Allen, A.J.; Washburn, N.R.; Antonucci, J.M. Interphase effects in dental nanocomposites investigated by small-angle
neutron scattering. J. Biomed. Mater. Res. A 2007, 81, 113–123. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

46. Wilson, K.S.; Antonucci, J.M. Interphase structure-property relationships in thermoset dimethacrylate nanocomposites.
Dent. Mater. 2006, 22, 995–1001. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

47. Lung, C.Y.K.; Matinlinna, J.P. Aspects of silane coupling agents and surface conditioning in dentistry: An overview. Dent. Mater.
2012, 28, 467–477. [CrossRef]

48. Liao, M.; Yang, Y.; Hamada, H. Mechanical performance of glass woven fabric composite: Effect of different surface treatment
agents. Compos. Part B 2016, 86, 17–26. [CrossRef]

49. Calabrò, R. Mechanical characterization of elastomers under quasi-static and dynamic biaxial loading conditions. Ph.D. Thesis,
Politecnico di Milano, Milan, Italy, 2013.

50. Lim, K.-B.; Lee, D.-C. Surface modification of glass and glass fibres by plasma surface treatment. Surf. Interface Anal. 2004, 36,
254–258. [CrossRef]

51. Liu, Z.; Zhang, L.; Yu, E.; Ying, Z.; Zhang, Y.; Liu, X.; Eli, W. Modification of Glass Fiber Surface and Glass Fiber Reinforced
Polymer Composites Challenges and Opportunities: From Organic Chemistry Perspective. Curr. Org. Chem. 2015, 19, 991–1010.
[CrossRef]

52. Plueddemann, E.P. Silane Coupling Agents, 2nd ed.; Springer: Boston, MA, USA, 1991; ISBN 978-1-4899-2070-6.
53. Mansouri, M.; Fuchs, P.F.; Schuecker, C. Hyperelastic modeling of woven structures undergoing large deformations. In Proceed-

ings of the 18th European Conference on Composite Materials ECCM18, Athen, Greece, 24–28 June 2018.
54. Muliana, A.; Rajagopal, K.R.; Tscharnuter, D.; Schrittesser, B.; Saccomandi, G. Determining material properties of natural rubber

using fewer material moduli in virtue ofa novel constitutive approach for elastic bodies. Rubber Chem. Technol. 2018, 91, 375–389.
[CrossRef]

55. Beter, J.; Schrittesser, B.; Meier, G.; Lechner, B.; Mansouri, M.; Fuchs, P.F.; Pinter, G. The Tension-Twist Coupling Mechanism in
Flexible Composites: A Systematic Study Based on Tailored Laminate Structures Using a Novel Test Device. Polymers 2020, 12,
2780. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

56. American Society for Testing and Materials. ASTM D2256-02: 2015: Test Method for Tensile Properties of Yarns by the Single-Strand
Method; American Society for Testing and Materials: West Conshohocken, PA, USA, 2015.

57. Beter, J.; Schrittesser, B.; Fuchs, P.F. Investigation of adhesion properties in load coupling applications for flexible composites.
Mater. Today Proc. 2020. [CrossRef]

58. Roth, L.E.; Vallés, E.M.; Villar, M.A. Bulk hydrosilylation reaction of poly(dimethylsiloxane) chains catalyzed by a platinum
salt: Effect of the initial concentration of reactive groups on the final extent of reaction. J. Polym. Sci. A Polym. Chem. 2003, 41,
1099–1106. [CrossRef]

59. International Organization for Standardization. ISO 37: 2011-12: Rubber, Vulcanized or Thermoplastic—Determination of Tensile
Stress-Strain Properties; International Organization for Standardization: Geneva, Switzerland, 2011.

60. International Organization for Standardization. ISO 291:2008-08: Plastics—Standard Atmospheres for Conditioning and Testing;
International Organization for Standardization: Berlin, Germany, 2008.

61. Zhandarov, S.; Mäder, E. Analysis of a pull-out test with real specimen geometry. Part I: Matrix droplet in the shape of a spherical
segment. J. Adhes. Sci. Technol. 2013, 27, 430–465. [CrossRef]

62. Jacobasch, H.-J. Surface phenomena at polymers. Makromol. Chem. Macromol. Symp. 1993, 75, 99–113. [CrossRef]
63. Cras, J.J.; Rowe-Taitt, C.A.; Nivens, D.A.; Ligler, F.S. Comparison of chemical cleaning methods of glass in preparation for

silanization. Biosens. Bioelectron. 1999, 14, 683–688. [CrossRef]
64. Bismarck, A.; Boccaccini, A.R.; Egia-Ajuriagojeaskoa, E.; Hülsenberg, D.; Leutbecher, T. Surface characterization of glass fibers

made from silicate waste: Zeta-potential and contact angle measurements. J. Mater. Sci. 2004, 39, 401–412. [CrossRef]
65. Mittal, K.L. Silanes and Other Coupling Agents, 4th ed.; CRC Press: Boca Raton, FL, USA, 2007; ISBN 978-9-04-742001-9.
66. Wang, D.; Goel, V.; Oleschuk, R.D.; Horton, J.H. Surface modification of poly(dimethylsiloxane) with a perfluorinated alkoxysilane

for selectivity toward fluorous tagged peptides. Langmuir 2008, 24, 1080–1086. [CrossRef]
67. Sedai, B.R.; Khatiwada, B.K.; Mortazavian, H.; Blum, F.D. Development of superhydrophobicity in fluorosilane-treated diatoma-

ceous earth polymer coatings. Appl. Surf. Sci. 2016, 386, 178–186. [CrossRef]
68. Pazokifard, S.; Mirabedini, S.M.; Esfandeh, M.; Farrokhpay, S. Fluoroalkylsilane treatment of TiO2 nanoparticles in difference pH

values: Characterization and mechanism. Adv. Powder Technol. 2012, 23, 428–436. [CrossRef]
69. Liu, J.; Wu, S.; Zou, M.; Zheng, X.; Cai, Z. Surface modification of silica and its compounding with polydimethylsiloxane matrix:

Interaction of modified silica filler with PDMS. Iran. Polym. J. 2012, 21, 583–589. [CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/app.28726
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/jbm.a.30975
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17111405
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.dental.2005.11.022
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/16368131
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.dental.2012.02.009
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.compositesb.2015.08.084
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/sia.1682
http://dx.doi.org/10.2174/138527281911150610100914
http://dx.doi.org/10.5254/RCT.18.81675
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/polym12122780
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33255503
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.matpr.2020.01.181
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/pola.10649
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/01694243.2012.715730
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/masy.19930750110
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0956-5663(99)00043-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/B:JMSC.0000011493.26161.a6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/la702038t
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.apsusc.2016.06.009
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.apt.2012.02.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s13726-012-0062-x


Polymers 2021, 13, 36 17 of 17

70. Goscianska, J.; Olejnik, A.; Nowak, I. APTES-functionalized mesoporous silica as a vehicle for antipyrine—Adsorption and
release studies. Colloids Surf. A Physicochem. Eng. Asp. 2017, 533, 187–196. [CrossRef]

71. Stamm, M. Polymer Surfaces and Interfaces. In Characterization, Modification and Applications, 1st ed.; Springer: Berlin/Heidelberg,
Germany, 2008; ISBN 978-3-540-73864-0.
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