
materials

Article

Shrinkage Optimization in Talc- and
Glass-Fiber-Reinforced Polypropylene Composites

Youngjae Ryu , Joo Seong Sohn , Byung Chul Kweon and Sung Woon Cha *

Department of Mechanical Engineering, Yonsei University, Seoul 03722, Korea; yjryu1027@yonsei.ac.kr (Y.R.);
ssamjjang87@yonsei.ac.kr (J.S.S.); kwonb@yonsei.ac.kr (B.C.K.)
* Correspondence: swcha@yonsei.ac.kr; Tel.: +82-2-2123-4811

Received: 8 February 2019; Accepted: 4 March 2019; Published: 6 March 2019
����������
�������

Abstract: The shrinkage of reinforced polymer composites in injection molding varies, depending
on the properties of the reinforcing agent. Therefore, the study of optimal reinforcement conditions,
to minimize shrinkage when talc and glass fibers (GF) (which are commonly used as reinforcements)
are incorporated into polypropylene (PP), is required. In this study, we investigated the effect of
reinforcement factors, such as reinforcement type, reinforcement content, and reinforcement particle
size, on the shrinkage, and optimized these factors to minimize the shrinkage of the PP composites.
We measured the shrinkage of injection-molded samples, and, based on the measured values, the
optimal conditions were obtained through analysis of variance (ANOVA), the Taguchi method, and
regression analysis. It was found that reinforcement type had the largest influence on shrinkage
among the three factors, followed by reinforcement content. In contrast, the reinforcement size was not
significant, compared to the other two factors. If the reinforcement size was set as an uncontrollable
factor, the optimum condition for minimizing directional shrinkage was the incorporation of 20 wt %
GF and that for differential shrinkage was the incorporation of 20 wt % talc. In addition, a shrinkage
prediction method was proposed, in which two reinforcing agents were incorporated into PP, for the
optimization of various dependent variables. The results of this study are expected to provide
answers about which reinforcement agent should be selected and incorporated to minimize the
shrinkage of PP composites.

Keywords: shrinkage; talc; glass fiber; polypropylene; injection molding; ANOVA; the Taguchi
method; regression analysis

1. Introduction

Injection molding is used in the production of complex plastic products [1–3]. In the case of
plastics, in this process, molten resin is injected into a mold and is then left to cool and solidify
into the final plastic product. During this process, the cooling in mold causes shrinkage, and the
product is reduced in size, compared to the mold dimensions. This phenomenon occurs as a result
of the difference in the cooling rate at the surface of the product and that of the interior [4]. If an
injection-molded part experiences a large direction-dependent shrinkage deviation, its dimensional
stability is seriously affected. This might also cause warpage in this part. Therefore, various studies
have been conducted to reduce such shrinkage and warpage problems [5–9].

Zafar et al. applied a microcellular foaming process to reduce linear and volumetric shrinkage
of the injection-molded parts [5]. The authors used acetal copolymer as a material, and by applying
the foaming process, they were able to reduce the shrinkage and weight of the injection-molded
samples. Jin et al. carried out a finite element analysis to predict the residual stress and distortion in
smartphone baseplates manufactured by die-casting and injection-molding processes [6]. The results
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of the finite element analyses were compared with the actual experimental values, and it was found
that the thickness of the plate caused an uneven residual stress, which, in turn, created local distortions.
Bensingh et al. analyzed the volumetric shrinkage and deflection in an injection-molded Bi-aspheric
lens, using a computer numerical simulation [7]. Polycarbonate was used as the material, and the
optimal injection-molding process conditions to minimize volumetric shrinkage were identified.
In addition, experiments with the optimal process parameters were carried out, and it was found that
the injection-molded Bi-aspheric lens had a shallow and steep surface profile accuracy.

Direction-dependent shrinkage deviation was more varied, when a reinforcing agent was
incorporated into a polymer, thus forming a polymer composite, compared to that of the polymer
alone. In particular, a reinforcing agent with a high aspect ratio exhibits a large shrinkage deviation,
according to the direction in which it aligns with the flow of the polymer [10]. As a result, shrinkage
in the direction parallel to that of the polymer flow (that is, the flow direction (FD)) is different from
that in the direction perpendicular to that of polymer flow (that is, the transverse direction (TD)).
Depending on the reinforcement type, polymer composites exhibit different shrinkage tendencies,
so the choice of reinforcement is very important. Therefore, many studies have been conducted to
confirm the shrinkage of reinforced polymers [11–16]. For example, Juraeva et al. predicted the
mechanical properties and volumetric shrinkage of injection-molded automobile components [12].
They investigated various polymer composites compounded from six types of base materials
(polyoxymethylene, polyamide, polyphthalamide, polyphenylene, and polyetherimide) and two types
of reinforcements (glass and carbon fibers), which were simulated to obtain the optimum volumetric
shrinkage, tensile strength, and flexural strength, among other factors. In addition, Cadena-Perez et al.
measured the shrinkage and warpage of the glass-fiber-reinforced polypropylene (PP), as a function of
the compatibilizers used in the injection molding [13]. They confirmed that the shrinkage and warpage
were reduced by increasing the content of the compatibilizing agents.

Many studies have been carried out on the shrinkage of polymer composites containing only
one reinforcing agent to date, but there is a lack of research into the differences in the shrinkage of
reinforced polymer composites, depending on the type of reinforcement used in injection molding.
Therefore, in this study, we aimed to investigate how shrinkage changes with the reinforcement type,
reinforcement content, and reinforcement size, when talc and glass fiber (GF) are incorporated with
the base material, PP. Talc and GF are commonly used reinforcements in industry and are worthy of
analysis. PP is worthy of analysis as a semi-crystalline polymer resin that has a thermal behavior that is
different from that of amorphous polymers [17–21]. We compared the variation in the shrinkage trends
at different locations in the injection-molded parts. This is because the shrinkage tendencies of talc-
and GF-reinforced PP composites, in different regions, have not been extensively studied. In addition,
optimization using the Taguchi method, which sets the reinforcement particle size as a noise factor,
and regression analysis as a function of the reinforcement content, are new approaches that have not
been reported before.

For this purpose, talc-reinforced PP and GF-reinforced PP were injection-molded under different
conditions, and the differences in the shrinkage in the FD and TD, as well as shrinkage deviation
between directions, were measured. On the basis of the experimental results, the optimal conditions
for shrinkage prevention were identified through analysis of variance (ANOVA), the Taguchi method,
and regression analysis. In particular, in this study, the particle size of the reinforcing agent was
set as an uncontrollable factor (noise factor in the Taguchi method). This was expected to provide
robust conditions for factors that are not precisely controlled, such as the particle size, in the actual
injection-molding process. It was expected that this study would provide accurate guidelines for
minimizing shrinkage in the injection molding of polymer composites.
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2. Materials and Methods

2.1. Materials

PP supplied by Hanwha Total (Seoul, Korea) was used as the base material. Two types of talc
(Hanwha Total, Seoul, Korea) were used as a reinforcing material. Talc is a thin plate-like reinforcing
agent [22,23]. The average particle sizes (D50) of the two types of talc were 5.2 and 1.8 µm (denoted big and
small, respectively). Each type had a specific gravity of 2.7. In addition, two types of GF (Owens Corning,
Toledo, Ohio, America) were used as reinforcing materials. GF is an elongated thread-like reinforcing
agent [24,25]. The average nominal diameters of the two types of GF were 13 and 10 µm (denoted big
and small, respectively), and the chop lengths were both 4.3 mm. In addition, the specific gravities were
both 2.6. In accordance with the reinforcement factors, the base material and the reinforcing agents were
compounded, using a twin-screw extruder (TEK 25, SMPLATEK, Ansan, Korea) to produce talc-reinforced
PP composites (PP/T) and glass-fiber-reinforced PP composites (PP/GF).

2.2. Sample Preparation

The test specimen for shrinkage was prepared in the shape of a thin rectangle of dimensions
150 mm × 100 mm × 1.8 mm. Test samples (parts) were injection molded with a 120-ton injection
molding machine (WOOJIN SELEX-E120, Chungcheong, Korea). The injection temperature was
200 ◦C and the mold temperature was 40 ◦C. The injection pressure was 8 MPa. In addition,
the holding pressure was 6.4 MPa (80% of the injection pressure) and the back pressure was 2 MPa.
The injection speed was 40 mm/s, and the rotation speed of the injection molding screw was 60 rpm.
The cooling time of the test samples was 40 s. More than seven samples were injection-molded, for each
experimental condition.

2.3. Shrinkage Measurements

Forty-eight hours after injection molding, the shrinkage was calculated by measuring the length
of the test specimen. The lengths of seven samples were measured for each experimental condition,
using Vernier calipers, and the maximum and minimum values were excluded. The shrinkage was
calculated by measuring the lengths of five test samples at each condition, and the shrinkage was
determined as follows:

Shrinkage (%) =
lmold − lpart

lmold
∗ 100, (1)

where lmold represents the mold length and lpart represents the part length. Locations where
shrinkage was measured and averaged on the test specimen are shown in Figure 1. There were
two shrinkage measurement locations for the FD (red line in Figure 1) and TD (blue line in Figure 1).
Differential shrinkage, which represents the deviation of the shrinkage between flow and transverse
directions, was calculated using Equation (2).

Differential shrinkage (%) = /Shrinkage in FD− Shrinkage in TD/ (2)
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2.4. Distribution of Reinforcements

We confirmed the distribution of the reinforcements (talc and GF) in the base material, PP, using
X-ray micro-computed tomography (Micro-CT). Using Micro-CT (Bruker Co., Billerical, Skyscan
1272, Massachusetts, United States), we captured cross-sectional images of the skin-core structure,
to examine the distribution of the reinforcements and their orientation in PP.

2.5. Design of Experiments

The experiments were designed to find the optimal type and content of reinforcement that
would minimize shrinkage. There were three factor types in the experiment. The type and content
of the reinforcement were controllable factors, whereas the size of the reinforcement was set as an
uncontrollable noise factor (Table 1). In this study, we conducted experiments on all conditions,
in random order (Table 2). The shrinkage in the FD and TD, as well as the differential shrinkage,
were compared at each condition.

Table 1. Factors and levels of the experiments.

Level
Controllable Factor Noise Factor

Reinforcement Type Reinforcement Content (wt %) Reinforcement Size

1 Talc 5 Big
2 Glass fiber 10 Small
3 15
4 20
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Table 2. Experimental conditions.

Number Reinforcement Type Reinforcement Content (wt %) Reinforcement Size

1 - 0 -
2 Talc 5 Big
3 Talc 5 Small
4 Talc 10 Big
5 Talc 10 Small
6 Talc 15 Big
7 Talc 15 Small
8 Talc 20 Big
9 Talc 20 Small

10 Glass fiber 5 Big
11 Glass fiber 5 Small
12 Glass fiber 10 Big
13 Glass fiber 10 Small
14 Glass fiber 15 Big
15 Glass fiber 15 Small
16 Glass fiber 20 Big
17 Glass fiber 20 Small

2.6. Optimization Methods

From the experimental results, ANOVA, the Taguchi method, and regression analysis were
applied to find the optimum conditions for preventing the shrinkage in the FD and TD, as well as the
differential shrinkage.

ANOVA is a method to identify which factors are more influential among others. The dispersion
of the characteristic values is expressed as a sum of squares and is divided by the number of degrees
of freedom of each error, and the variance calculated by each factor is compared with the variance of
the error [26].

The Taguchi method is a method for finding a robust optimal condition from the noise factors,
which cannot be controlled by adjusting the level of the controllable factors. This robust condition can
be calculated from the high signal-to-noise (S/N) ratio. A smaller shrinkage in the FD and TD, and a
smaller differential shrinkage indicate better values; the corresponding S/N ratio equation is shown in
Equation (3) [27].

S/N ratio (dB) = −10log10

n

∑
i=1

y2
i

n
(3)

Here, n is the number of replications and y is the experimental value.
Regression analysis is an analytical method that determines the correlation between several

independent variables and dependent variables. A model showing the correlation between variables
can be obtained by statistical methods and can be used to predict untested experimental conditions [28].

3. Results and Discussion

3.1. Effect of the Reinforcement on Shrinkage

We measured and analyzed the shrinkage in three directions, upon the incorporation of talc and GF
into PP, in which the reinforcement size factor was small. Figures 2 and 3 show the shrinkage tendencies
in FD and TD. The shrinkage was reduced with the addition of both talc and GF. The shrinkage of PP
decreased in all directions, as the content of both talc and GF increased. Therefore, it was reasonable to
add talc or GF, to reduce the shrinkage of PP. The reason for this was that both types of reinforcement
had a lower coefficient of thermal expansion than the polymer matrix [10].

In particular, the addition of GF significantly reduced the shrinkage of PP in the two directions,
compared with the addition of talc. The shrinkages of PP/T were 1.257% and 1.216% (FD and TD),
and the shrinkages of PP/GF were 0.277% and 0.462% (FD and TD), at a reinforcement content of 20
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wt %. It could be seen that the shrinkages of PP/T were about 4.54 times (FD) and 2.63 times (TD)
higher than those of PP/GF. Therefore, the incorporation of GF into PP was more effective than the
incorporation of talc, for minimizing shrinkage.

The shrinkage of PP/GF was reduced sharply at a GF content of 5 wt %, but the shrinkage of
PP/T showed a relatively slight reduction at a talc content of 5 wt %. When the reinforcement content
was 5 wt %, the shrinkage of PP/T decreased by 0.006% (FD) and 0.016% (TD), compared to that of
PP alone, but the shrinkage of PP/GF decreased by 0.967% (FD) and 0.606% (TD), compared to that
of PP. If the shrinkage of PP by the incorporation of a small amount of reinforcement (5 wt %) was
required, GF was more useful than talc. This was expected because GF (5 × 10−6 1/C) had a lower
thermal expansion coefficient than talc (10−5 1/C) [29].
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The shrinkage in the thickness direction decreased when the reinforcements were incorporated,
as compared to when no reinforcement was added. However, no constant trend was observed with the
increasing reinforcement content (Figure 4), indicating that the shrinkage in the thickness direction was
not significantly affected by the reinforcement content. Since the reinforcements were oriented close to
the FD, and the thickness was much smaller than the dimensions of the FD and TD, the minimization of
shrinkage in the thickness direction, upon the addition of reinforcement, was insignificant. In addition,
the shrinkage in the thickness direction (more than 4%) was much larger than the shrinkage in the
FD or TD as a whole. This trend was similar to that observed in other studies on the shrinkage of
PP [30,31].
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The differential shrinkage of PP/GF was about five times larger than that of PP/T, on average
(Figure 5). When talc was incorporated, the differential shrinkage was similar to that of PP without
reinforcement. The differential shrinkage of PP with no incorporated reinforcement was 0.063%, and the
differential shrinkages of PP/T were from 0.041% (at 20 wt %) to 0.073% (at 5 wt %). The base material,
PP, itself underwent anisotropic shrinkage (high differential shrinkage), and this could be improved
by incorporating talc. PP is a semicrystalline polymer and is different from the amorphous polymers,
which undergo isotropic shrinkage. Semicrystalline polymers show a sharp melting transition during
melting and partial crystallization, during cooling [10,20]. As the crystallization progressed, forming a
regular lattice chain, the volume of PP reduced sharply. Therefore, the shrinkage of PP became larger
as the crystallized portions increased. On the other hand, when GF was incorporated, the differential
shrinkage was much higher than that of PP without reinforcement. The differential shrinkages of
PP/GF were 0.186% (at 20 wt %) to 0.321% (at 15 wt %).

In other words, as the content of talc increased, the shrinkage of PP/T decreased, similarly, in both
directions (Figure 6). The shrinkage of PP/T decreased by 0.111% (FD) and 0.105% (TD), on average,
for every 5 wt % increase in talc content. On the other hand, the shrinkage of PP/GF in the FD,
decreased more than that in the TD, as the GF contents increased (Figure 7). The shrinkage of PP/GF
decreased by 0.356% (FD) and 0.294% (TD), on average, for every 5 wt % increase in GF content.

As the differential shrinkage increased, warpage of the injection molded parts occurred, so it was
best to minimize the differential shrinkage. Compared with talc, GF minimized the shrinkage to a
greater extent, but the effect on the differential shrinkage was rather worse. Therefore, considering
warpage, talc was a better choice than GF (Figure 8). This was because the GF had a relatively higher
aspect ratio than talc, which made it easier to align along the FD. The shrinkage in FD was greatly
reduced if the orientation of GF was close to FD. However, since there was no remarkable reduction in
shrinkage in the TD, a differential shrinkage occurred between the directions, and this worsened as the
aspect ratio increased [32,33].
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3.2. Shrinkage as a Function of Location

We confirmed the tendency of shrinkage as a function of the measurement location, when talc and
GF were incorporated into PP, where the reinforcement size factor was small. As shown in Figures 9
and 10, the shrinkages on the left and right sides of the FD and bottom (near the gate) and top (far from
the gate) of the TD were compared (the geometric measurement locations are shown in Figure 1). As a
whole, the addition of the reinforcement increased the shrinkage difference. In addition, the difference
in shrinkage (by position) in the TD was larger than that in the FD. The shrinkage measurement
positions in the FD were isotropic from the gate and exhibited a comparably similar reinforcement
orientation. However, the shrinkage measurement positions in the TD were at different distances from
the gate and exhibited a different reinforcement orientation.

In the FD, PP/T, and PP/GF showed a similar shrinkage in the left and right positions, but the
shrinkage difference of PP/GF was smaller than that of PP/T. The average shrinkage difference of
PP/T was 0.123%, while that of PP/GF was 0.022%. GF, with a high aspect ratio, was more uniformly
orientated in the FD and exhibited a more uniform distribution, relative to the randomly oriented talc.

In the TD, PP/T showed a similar shrinkage on the bottom and top, although the shrinkage of
PP/GF at the two positions were different. The average shrinkage difference of PP/T was 0.165%,
while that of PP/GF was 0.259%. It could be seen that the shrinkage difference of PP/GF was larger
than that of PP/T, which could be attributed to the orientation of GF.
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3.3. Distribution of Reinforcement

We have investigated the different shrinkage trends of PP/T and PP/GF that was caused by
the reinforcement orientation. For this, we examined the reinforcement distributions by Micro-CT
(Figures 11–13). The reinforcement content was 20 wt %, and the size was small in this measurement.
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It is clear from Figure 11 that all the talc in the cross-sections of PP/T were randomly distributed.
There was no uniform distribution that appeared in the flow direction, transverse direction, and
thickness direction.

On the other hand, GF in the cross-sections of PP/GF was very distinctly oriented (Figure 12).
In particular, glass fibers exhibited different orientations in the skin layers near the surface of the
sample and in the core inside it (Figure 13). The skin layers were divided into (i) skin layers without
the core of the skin layers and (ii) a core skin layer. GF in the layers showed different orientations.
They were randomly oriented in the skin layers, except in the core of the skin layers, where they were
oriented parallel to the flow direction in the core of the skin layer. In the core, which is the central
layer of the sample, they were oriented perpendicular to the flow direction. The orientation of GF
was constant along each direction and the layers, and it was analyzed that this orientation caused a
significant differential shrinkage between the FD and the TD. This fiber orientation in the injection
mold was similar to that observed in other studies [34,35].



Materials 2019, 12, 764 12 of 20

Materials 2019, 12, x FOR PEER REVIEW 11 of 20 

 

It is clear from Figure 11 that all the talc in the cross-sections of PP/T were randomly distributed. 
There was no uniform distribution that appeared in the flow direction, transverse direction, and 
thickness direction. 

On the other hand, GF in the cross-sections of PP/GF was very distinctly oriented (Figure 12). In 
particular, glass fibers exhibited different orientations in the skin layers near the surface of the sample 
and in the core inside it (Figure 13). The skin layers were divided into (i) skin layers without the core 
of the skin layers and (ii) a core skin layer. GF in the layers showed different orientations. They were 
randomly oriented in the skin layers, except in the core of the skin layers, where they were oriented 
parallel to the flow direction in the core of the skin layer. In the core, which is the central layer of the 
sample, they were oriented perpendicular to the flow direction. The orientation of GF was constant 
along each direction and the layers, and it was analyzed that this orientation caused a significant 
differential shrinkage between the FD and the TD. This fiber orientation in the injection mold was 
similar to that observed in other studies [34,35]. 

 

 
Figure 13. Orientation of glass fiber in PP in the different layers: (a) side and (c) top. 

3.4. Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) 

One-way ANOVA was performed for the three factors (reinforcement type, reinforcement 
content, and reinforcement size) and the three outcomes (shrinkages in the FD and TD, and the 

Figure 13. Orientation of glass fiber in PP in the different layers: (a) side and (c) top.

3.4. Analysis of Variance (ANOVA)

One-way ANOVA was performed for the three factors (reinforcement type, reinforcement content,
and reinforcement size) and the three outcomes (shrinkages in the FD and TD, and the differential
shrinkage) of the reinforcements. The number of replications was five. F-tests were conducted to
determine whether the mean values for each level of the factor were the same or not. If the p-value of a
factor was less than 0.05, the factor could be assumed to be significant.

Table 3 shows the ANOVA results for the shrinkage in the FD. In the case of the reinforcement
factor, the p-value was 0, which was the most significant factor among the three. In addition, the content
and size of reinforcement were not significant factors because the p-values were greater than 0.05.
The ANOVA results for shrinkage in the TD showed that the reinforcement factor (p-value: 0) was
the most significant factor (Table 4). The reinforcement content was the next most important factor
(p-value: 0.005), and the reinforcement size was not a significant factor.

The ANOVA results for differential shrinkage are shown in Table 5. The p-value of the
reinforcement factor was 0, making it the most significant factor for differential shrinkage. The other
two factors were relatively insignificant (p-values: 0.290 and 0.567).

The analysis results for the three shrinkage values indicated that the type of reinforcement was
the most significant factor (average p-value: 0). The next most significant factor was the reinforcement
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content, but the influence was not significant, compared to the effect of the reinforcement type. Finally,
the reinforcement size was found to be an insignificant factor, overall. Therefore, to improve the
shrinkage of PP, the factors should be considered in the order of reinforcement type and reinforcement
content. The reinforcement size does not require consideration unless there is a large difference
between the size of the particles.

Table 3. One-way ANOVA of shrinkage in the flow direction.

Factor Degrees of Freedom Sum of Squares Mean Square F-Ratio (%) p-Value

Reinforcement type 1 22.197 22.197 919.82 0.000
Reinforcement content 3 1.678 0.5593 1.90 0.137
Reinforcement size 1 0.0026 0.0026 0.01 0.927

Table 4. One-way ANOVA of shrinkage in the transverse direction.

Factor Degrees of Freedom Sum of Squares Mean Square F-Ratio (%) p-Value

Reinforcement type 1 10.866 10.866 366.91 0.000
Reinforcement content 3 2.036 0.6788 4.63 0.005
Reinforcement size 1 0.0237 0.0237 0.14 0.709

Table 5. One-way ANOVA of differential shrinkage.

Factor Degrees of Freedom Sum of Squares Mean Square F-Ratio (%) p-Value

Reinforcement type 1 0.8248 0.8248 423.83 0.000
Reinforcement content 3 0.04670 0.01557 1.27 0.290
Reinforcement size 1 0.004117 0.004117 0.33 0.567

Two-way ANOVA was performed to examine how the two variables (reinforcement type and
reinforcement content) affected shrinkage and whether there was any interaction between these factors.

First, the influence of the factors on the shrinkage in the FD and TD was analyzed, and the order or
influence was reinforcement type, reinforcement content, and interaction between reinforcement type
and reinforcement content. As the p-values of all three factors were less than 0.05, the factors were all
significant for shrinkage in the FD and TD (Tables 6 and 7). However, the p-values of the factors were
all close to zero; thus, the importance of the factors could be identified by the difference in the value
of the F-ratios. The influence of each of the three factors was very different, based on F-ratio values.
The F-ratios of the reinforcement type factor were 9652.18% (FD) and 3827.91% (TD), those of the
reinforcement content factor were 243.19% (FD) and 239.12% (TD), and those of the interaction between
reinforcement type and reinforcement content were 5.64% (FD) and 8.13% (TD). This difference could
be confirmed by comparing the main effects (Figures 14 and 15).

Next, the influence of the three factors on differential shrinkage was confirmed in the order
of reinforcement type, reinforcement content, and the interaction between reinforcement type and
reinforcement content. As the p-values of the three factors were less than 0.05, all factors were
significant for differential shrinkage (Table 8). The F-ratio of each factor showed that influence of
the reinforcement type was overwhelming, but the effect of the reinforcement content was relatively
small, compared to the effect on the shrinkage in the FD and TD. The F-ratio of the reinforcement
factor was 708.69%, that of the reinforcement content factor was 13.37%, and that of the interaction
between the reinforcement type and reinforcement content was 6.10%. This meant that the variation
in the differential shrinkage was not large and did not depend on the reinforcement content. Thus,
differential shrinkage could not be controlled by varying the reinforcement content. This difference in
influence could also be seen from the main effect comparison (Figure 16).

Finally, we examined the interaction between the reinforcement type and reinforcement content
for the three outcomes. The magnitude of the interaction was readily apparent in the interaction
plot (Figure 17). In the interaction plot, a small interaction is indicated by parallel lines, whereas
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intersecting lines indicate a large interaction [36]. The interaction plots were almost parallel, so the
interaction between factors was low.

Table 6. Two-way ANOVA of shrinkage in the flow direction.

Factor Degrees of Freedom Sum of Squares Mean Square F-Ratio (%) p-Value

Reinforcement type 1 22.197 22.197 9652.18 0.000
Reinforcement content 3 1.6778 0.5593 243.19 0.000
Reinforcement
typexcontent 3 0.0389 0.0130 5.64 0.002
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Table 7. Two-way ANOVA for shrinkage in the transverse direction.

Factor Degrees of Freedom Sum of Squares Mean Square F-Ratio (%) p-Value

Reinforcement type 1 10.866 10.866 3827.91 0.000
Reinforcement content 3 2.0363 0.6788 239.12 0.000
Reinforcement
typexcontent 3 0.0693 0.0231 8.13 0.000
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Table 8. Two-way ANOVA of differential shrinkage.

Factor Degrees of Freedom Sum of Squares Mean Square F-Ratio (%) p-Value

Reinforcement type 1 0.8249 0.8249 708.69 0.000
Reinforcement content 3 0.0467 0.01557 13.37 0.000
Reinforcement
typexcontent 3 0.0213 0.0071 6.10 0.001
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3.5. The Taguchi Method

The optimal conditions for the controllable factors for shrinkage were analyzed by the Taguchi
method. The controllable factors were the reinforcement type (A) and the reinforcement content (B).
The noise factor was the reinforcement size (N). The levels of the factors were 2 for A (talc and GF),
4 for B (5, 10, 15, and 20 wt %), and 2 for N (big and small size).

The optimum conditions were calculated, based on the condition that the S/N ratio was high.
Tables 9–11 show all shrinkage values and S/N ratios for each noise factor. In the case of shrinkage
in the FD and TD, it was found that the optimum condition was obtained when 20 wt % of GF was
incorporated into the PP. The S/N ratios of shrinkage in FD and TD were the largest (11.358 dB
(FD) and 6.621 dB (TD)) at condition number 8 with 20 wt % incorporated GF. On the other hand,
differential shrinkage was found to be optimum when 20 wt % of talc was incorporated into the PP.
The S/N ratio of differential shrinkage was the largest (26.755 dB) at condition number 4, with 20 wt %
talc incorporated.

These results suggest that GF was a better reinforcing agent than talc, for the reduction
of directional shrinkage, whereas talc was a better reinforcement than GF, for the reduction of
differential shrinkage.
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Table 9. Signal-to-noise (S/N) ratio of shrinkage in the flow direction.

No. A B (wt %) Shrinkage (%) S/N Ratio (dB)

1 Talc 5
N1 1.664 1.618 1.644 1.587 1.598 −4.394N2 1.705 1.700 1.654 1.700 1.710

2 Talc 10
N1 1.592 1.577 1.577 1.582 1.592 −3.835N2 1.526 1.516 1.526 1.547 1.511

3 Talc 15
N1 1.414 1.373 1.419 1.414 1.399 −3.021N2 1.419 1.444 1.434 1.439 1.404

4 Talc 20
N1 1.296 1.317 1.307 1.296 1.327 −2.164N2 1.251 1.256 1.251 1.261 1.266

5 GF 5
N1 0.531 0.531 0.618 0.541 0.597

3.684N2 0.740 0.730 0.750 0.740 0.704

6 GF 10
N1 0.541 0.500 0.556 0.531 0.536

6.374N2 0.434 0.393 0.398 0.413 0.459

7 GF 15
N1 0.286 0.265 0.286 0.311 0.271

10.351N2 0.316 0.316 0.296 0.332 0.347

8 GF 20
N1 0.271 0.276 0.260 0.260 0.250

11.358N2 0.260 0.306 0.281 0.281 0.255

Table 10. S/N ratio of shrinkage in the transverse direction.

No. A B (wt %) Shrinkage (%) S/N Ratio (dB)

1 Talc 5
N1 1.595 1.551 1.572 1.545 1.551 −4.041N2 1.602 1.595 1.636 1.639 1.633

2 Talc 10
N1 1.511 1.507 1.507 1.507 1.511 −3.489N2 1.470 1.460 1.497 1.487 1.484

3 Talc 15
N1 1.328 1.328 1.345 1.355 1.352 −2.668N2 1.379 1.386 1.372 1.386 1.362

4 Talc 20
N1 1.264 1.254 1.264 1.261 1.264 −1.861N2 1.210 1.213 1.230 1.200 1.227

5 GF 5
N1 0.848 0.852 0.865 0.845 0.875

0.463N2 1.034 1.021 1.048 1.031 1.021

6 GF 10
N1 0.821 0.818 0.804 0.794 0.825

2.252N2 0.737 0.696 0.710 0.754 0.744

7 GF 15
N1 0.510 0.453 0.470 0.446 0.460

4.997N2 0.629 0.632 0.673 0.652 0.629

8 GF 20
N1 0.466 0.466 0.480 0.470 0.470

6.621N2 0.450 0.483 0.463 0.443 0.473

Table 11. S/N ratio of differential shrinkage.

No. A B (wt %) Shrinkage (%) S/N Ratio (dB)

1 Talc 5
N1 0.069 0.067 0.072 0.043 0.046

23.038N2 0.103 0.104 0.018 0.060 0.077

2 Talc 10
N1 0.082 0.070 0.070 0.075 0.082

23.958N2 0.056 0.056 0.029 0.059 0.027

3 Talc 15
N1 0.086 0.045 0.074 0.058 0.047

24.676N2 0.040 0.059 0.062 0.054 0.042

4 Talc 20
N1 0.032 0.063 0.043 0.036 0.063

26.755N2 0.040 0.042 0.020 0.061 0.039

5 GF 5
N1 0.318 0.321 0.248 0.304 0.278

10.559N2 0.294 0.291 0.297 0.291 0.316

6 GF 10
N1 0.280 0.318 0.248 0.263 0.289

10.600N2 0.303 0.303 0.312 0.340 0.284

7 GF 15
N1 0.225 0.188 0.184 0.135 0.189

11.576N2 0.312 0.316 0.377 0.321 0.282

8 GF 20
N1 0.196 0.191 0.220 0.210 0.220

14.092N2 0.189 0.177 0.182 0.162 0.218
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3.6. Regression Analysis

According to the above analysis, if we want to minimize shrinkage in the FD and TD, we can
incorporate as much GF as possible, and, if we want to minimize differential shrinkage, we can
incorporate as much talc as possible. However, if we want to minimize both directional shrinkages
and the differential shrinkage, both reinforcing agents must be added.

To find the optimum mixed reinforcing conditions, regression analysis was performed with
the reinforcement content as a variable. For the regression analysis, only the small size reinforcing
agents were used. Regression equations for the shrinkage of PP/T in the FD and TD and those of
PP/GF in the FD and TD were calculated as a function of the reinforcement content. The experimental
values of PP/T showed a good fit with the linear regression model, and the experimental values of
PP/GF showed a high fitness with the exponential non-linear regression model (Figures 18 and 19).
The regression equation for the PP composite, reinforced with talc and GF, was as follows:

S‖ =
wtalc
wtotal

S‖talc +
wGF

wtotal
S‖GF, (4)

S⊥ =
wtalc
wtotal

S⊥talc +
wGF

wtotal
S⊥GF. (5)

where S‖ is the total shrinkage in the FD, and S⊥ is the total shrinkage in the FD. S‖talc and S⊥talc

are the shrinkage regression equations for PP/T in the FD and TD. S‖GF and S⊥GF are the shrinkage
regression equations for PP/GF in the FD and TD. In addition, wtalc and wGF represent the content of
incorporated talc and GF, and wtotal is the total reinforcement content (wtotal > 0).

In industry, there are restrictions on the optimal conditions for various factors. For example, in a
case where the reinforcement content is limited to 20 wt %, the shrinkage in the FD and TD should
be 1.2 % or less, and the differential shrinkage should be 0.1 % or less, the incorporation of one kind
of reinforcement, such as talc or GF, will be unsatisfactory. However, the addition of 11 wt % of talc
and 9 wt % of GF, can satisfy the required condition (Table 12). As another example, if the shrinkage
in the FD and TD was 1% or less, the differential shrinkage should have been 0.15% or less, and the
total reinforcing agent content should not have exceeded 20 wt %; again, this condition could not be
achieved with a single reinforcing agent. However, the addition of 7 wt % of talc and 13 wt % of GF
into the PP, could achieve this value. In this way, we could predict optimal conditions for various
dependent variables, using the regression model.
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Table 12. Shrinkage prediction by regression analysis.

No. Talc (wt %) GF (wt %) Shrinkage in FD
(%)

Shrinkage in TD
(%)

Differential Shrinkage
(%)

1 20 0 1.290 1.245 0.045
2 19 1 1.308 1.274 0.034
3 18 2 1.313 1.292 0.021
4 17 3 1.307 1.300 0.006
5 16 4 1.290 1.300 0.009
6 15 5 1.265 1.291 0.026
7 14 6 1.231 1.274 0.043
8 13 7 1.190 1.249 0.059
9 12 8 1.142 1.218 0.076

10 11 9 1.089 1.181 0.092
11 10 10 1.030 1.137 0.108
12 9 11 0.965 1.088 0.123
13 8 12 0.897 1.034 0.137
14 7 13 0.824 0.974 0.150
15 6 14 0.747 0.910 0.163
16 5 15 0.667 0.842 0.175
17 4 16 0.583 0.769 0.186
18 3 17 0.497 0.693 0.196
19 2 18 0.407 0.612 0.205
20 1 19 0.315 0.528 0.214
21 0 20 0.220 0.441 0.221

4. Conclusions

In this study, we investigated the optimal reinforcement factors to minimize the shrinkage of
talc- and GF-reinforced PP composites, after injection molding. The reinforcement factors were
reinforcement type (talc and GF), reinforcement content (0, 5, 10, 15, and 20 wt %), and reinforcement
size (big and small). The type and content of the reinforcement were controllable variables, and
reinforcement size was set as an uncontrollable variable. The samples for all experimental conditions
were injection-molded to measure the differential shrinkage, as well as the shrinkages in the flow
direction, transverse direction, and thickness direction. In addition, the shrinkage of PP/T and
PP/GF, at different measurement locations and the distribution of reinforcements in the samples,
were confirmed. For the measured shrinkage results, optimal conditions were obtained by applying
ANOVA, the Taguchi method, and regression analysis. It was confirmed that the reinforcement type
was the most influential factor of reinforcement type, reinforcement content, and reinforcement size.
Of these factors, the reinforcement size was found to be relatively insignificant, compared to the other
factors. Therefore, when a reinforcing agent was incorporated into PP to minimize the shrinkage
of PP, the factors should be considered in order of reinforcement type, reinforcement content, and
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reinforcement size. The optimum condition with minimum shrinkage in the FD and TD for the noise
factor were found to be 20 wt % of GF, and the optimal condition with minimum differential shrinkage
was found to be 20 wt % of talc. Finally, regression analysis models were prepared to identify the
conditions where the shrinkage in the FD and TD, as well as the differential shrinkage, satisfy specified
values, simultaneously. It is expected that this study will be helpful for understanding the optimum
reinforcement factors to minimize the shrinkage of PP composites.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, Y.R.; methodology, B.C.K.; software, Y.R.; formal analysis,
Y.R.; investigation, Y.R.; resources, B.C.K.; data curation, J.S.S.; writing—original draft preparation, Y.R.;
writing—review and editing, J.S.S.; visualization, Y.R.; supervision, S.W.C.; project administration, S.W.C.; funding
acquisition, S.W.C.

Funding: This research was funded by Korea Institute for Advancement of Technology, grant number P0005775
and the APC was funded by Korea Institute for Advancement of Technology.

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

References

1. Thomas, S.; Weimin, Y. Advances in Polymer Processing: From Macro- to Nano-Scales; Elsevier:
New York, NY, USA, 2009.

2. Illig. A low cost route to high precision plastic mouldings. Mater. Des. 1990, 11, 43–44. [CrossRef]
3. Goodship, V.; Middleton, B.; Cherrington, R. Design and Manufacture of Plastic Components for

Multifunctionality: Structural Composites, Injection Molding, and 3D Printing; William Andrew:
Norwich, NY, USA, 2015; pp. 1–218.

4. Zheng, R.; Tanner, R.I.; Fan, X.J. Injection Molding: Integration of Theory and Modeling Methods, 1st ed.; Springer:
Berlin/Heidelberg, Germany, 2011.

5. Zafar, R.; Lee, K.S.; Kim, H.B.; Jeon, B.J.; Cha, S.W. Effect of Increased Weight Reduction on Shrinkage of
Injection-Molded Parts Using Microcellular Foaming Process. Polym.-Plast. Technol. Eng. 2008, 47, 1187–1192.
[CrossRef]

6. Jin, K.; Kim, T.; Kim, N.; Kim, B. Process chain analysis of the dimensional integrity in a metal-insert polymer
smart phone baseplate—From die casting to polymer injection molding. J. Mech. Sci. Technol. 2015, 29,
1703–1713. [CrossRef]

7. Bensingh, R.J.; Boopathy, S.R.; Jebaraj, C. Minimization of variation in volumetric shrinkage and deflection
on injection molding of Bi-aspheric lens using numerical simulation. J. Mech. Sci. Technol. 2016, 30, 5143–5152.
[CrossRef]

8. Oliaei, E.; Heidari, B.S.; Davachi, S.M.; Bahrami, M.; Davoodi, S.; Hejazi, I.; Seyfi, J. Warpage and
Shrinkage Optimization of Injection-Molded Plastic Spoon Parts for Biodegradable Polymers Using Taguchi,
ANOVA and Artificial Neural Network Methods. J. Mater. Sci. Technol. 2016, 32, 710–720. [CrossRef]

9. Dobrovszky, K.; Ronkay, F. Effects of Phase Inversion on Molding Shrinkage, Mechanical, and Burning
Properties of Injection-molded PET/HDPE and PS/HDPE Polymer Blends. Polym.-Plast. Technol. Eng. 2017,
56, 1147–1157. [CrossRef]

10. Fischer, J.M. 4—Causes of Molded-Part Variation: Material. In Handbook of Molded Part Shrinkage and Warpage,
2nd ed.; William Andrew Publishing: Boston, FL, USA, 2013; pp. 25–50. [CrossRef]

11. Kc, B.; Faruk, O.; Agnelli, J.A.M.; Leao, A.L.; Tjong, J.; Sain, M. Sisal-Glass Fiber Hybrid Biocomposite:
Optimization of Injection Molding Parameters Using Taguchi method for Reducing Shrinkage. Compos. Part
A Appl. Sci. Manuf. 2016, 83, 152–159. [CrossRef]

12. Juraeva, M.; Ryu, K.J.; Noh, S.H.; Song, D.J. Lightweight material for the speed reducer housing of a car
chassis. J. Mech. Sci. Technol. 2017, 31, 3219–3224. [CrossRef]

13. Cadena-Perez, A.M.; Yañez-Flores, I.; Sanchez-Valdes, S.; Rodriguez-Fernandez, O.S.; Fernandez-Tavizon, S.;
de Valle, L.F.R.; Lozano-Ramirez, T.; Martinez-Colunga, J.G.; Sanchez-Cuevas, J.L. Shrinkage reduction and
morphological characterization of PP reinforced with glass fiber and nanoclay using functionalized PP as
compatibilizer. Int. J. Mater. Form. 2017, 10, 233–240. [CrossRef]

14. Masato, D.; Rathore, J.; Sorgato, M.; Carmignato, S.; Lucchetta, G. Analysis of the shrinkage of
injection-molded fiber-reinforced thin-wall parts. Mater. Des. 2017, 132, 496–504. [CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0261-3069(90)90089-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/03602550802392019
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s12206-015-0343-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s12206-016-1032-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jmst.2016.05.010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/03602559.2016.1255752
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/B978-1-4557-2597-7.00004-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.compositesa.2015.10.034
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s12206-017-0611-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s12289-015-1272-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.matdes.2017.07.032


Materials 2019, 12, 764 20 of 20

15. Gong, G.; Chen, J.C. Develop Fuzzy Logic Inference System to Predict Carbon Fiber-Reinforced
Polypropylene Hybrid Composite’s Shrinkage. Int. J. Plast. Technol. 2018, 22, 262–274. [CrossRef]

16. Kim, H.K.; Sohn, J.S.; Ryu, Y.; Kim, S.W.; Cha, S.W. Warpage eduction of glass Fiber Reinforced Plastic Using
Microcellular Foaming Process Applied Injection Molding. Polymers 2019, 11, 360. [CrossRef]

17. De Santis, F.; Pantani, R.; Speranza, V.; Titomanlio, G. Analysis of shrinkage development of a semicrystalline
polymer during injection molding. Ind. Eng. Chem. Res. 2010, 49, 2469–2476. [CrossRef]

18. Rudolph, N.M.; Osswald, T.A.; Ehrenstein, G.W. Influence of Pressure on Volume, Temperature and
Crystallization of Thermoplastics During Polymer Processing. Int. Polym. Process. 2011, 26, 239–248.
[CrossRef]

19. Liparoti, S.; Speranza, V.; Sorrentino, A.; Titomanlio, G. Mechanical properties distribution within
polypropylene injection molded samples: Effect of mold temperature under uneven thermal conditions.
Polymers 2017, 9, 585. [CrossRef]

20. Abasalizadeh, M.; Hasanzadeh, R.; Mohamadian, Z.; Azdast, T.; Rostami, M. Experimental Study to Optimize
Shrinkage Behavior of Semi-Crystalline and Amorphous Thermoplastics. Iran. J. Mater. Sci. Eng. 2018, 15,
41–51. [CrossRef]

21. Wieme, T.; Duan, L.; Mys, N.; Cardon, L.; D’Hooge, D.R. Effect of matrix and graphite filler on thermal
conductivity of industrially feasible injection molded thermoplastic composites. Polymers 2019, 11, 87.
[CrossRef]

22. Gilbert, M. Brydson’s Plastics Materials: Eighth Edition; William Andrew: Norwich, NY, USA, 2016; pp. 1–859.
23. Xanthos, M. Functional Fillers for Plastics; John Wiley & Sons: Hoboken, NJ, USA, 2010. [CrossRef]
24. Rosato, D.; Rosato, D. Reinforced Plastics Handbook; Elsevier Advanced Technology: Kidlington, UK, 2005.

[CrossRef]
25. Kutz, M. Applied Plastics Engineering Handbook; William Andrew: Norwich, NY, USA, 2011. [CrossRef]
26. Armstrong, R.A.; Eperjesi, F.; Gilmartin, B. The application of analysis of variance (ANOVA) to different

experimental designs in optometry. Ophthalmic Physiol. Opt. 2002, 22, 248–256. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
27. Mehat, N.M.; Kamaruddin, S. Quality control and design optimisation of plastic product using Taguchi

method: A comprehensive review. Int. J. Plast. Technol. 2012, 16, 194–209. [CrossRef]
28. Freedman, D.A. Statistical Models: Theory and Practice; Cambridge University Press: Cambridge, UK, 2009;

pp. 1–442. [CrossRef]
29. Database in Software ‘Autodesk Moldflow Insight’. Available online: https://www.autodesk.com/

products/moldflow/overview (accessed on 24 January 2019).
30. Kwon, K.; Isayev, A.I.; Kim, K.H.; Van Sweden, C. Theoretical and Experimental Studies of Anisotropic

Shrinkage in Injection Moldings of Semicrystalline Polymers. Polym. Eng. Sci. 2006, 46, 712–728. [CrossRef]
31. Xu, Y.J.; Yang, W.; Xie, B.H.; Liu, Z.Y.; Yang, M.B. Effect of Injection Parameters and Addition of Nanoscale

Materials on the Shrinkage of Polypropylene Copolymer. J. Macromol. Sci. Part B: Phys. 2009, 48, 573–586.
[CrossRef]

32. Michii, T.; Seto, M.; Yamabe, M.; Kubota, Y.; Aoki, G.; Ohtsuka, H. Study on Warpage Behavior and Filler
Orientation during Injection Molding. Int. Polym. Process. 2008, 23, 419–429. [CrossRef]

33. Ausias, G.; Bourmaud, A.; Coroller, G.; Baley, C. Study of the Fibre Morphology Stability in
Polypropylene-Flax Composites. Polym. Degrad. Stab. 2013, 98, 1216–1224. [CrossRef]

34. Kantz, M.R.; Newman, H.D., Jr.; Stigale, F.H. The Skin-Core Morphology and Structure–Property
Relationships in Injection-Molded Polypropylene. J. Appl. Polym. Sci. 1972, 16, 1249–1260. [CrossRef]

35. Launay, A.; Maitournam, M.H.; Marco, Y.; Raoult, I. Multiaxial Fatigue Models for Short Glass
Fiber Reinforced Polyamide—Part I: Nonlinear Anisotropic Constitutive Behavior for Cyclic Response.
Int. J. Fatigue 2013, 47, 382–389. [CrossRef]

36. Interpret the Key Results for Interaction Plot. Available online: https://support.minitab.com/en-us/
minitab/18/help-and-how-to/modeling-statistics/anova/how-to/interaction-plot/interpret-the-results/
key-results (accessed on 24 January 2019).

© 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/).

http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s12588-018-9223-x
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/polym11020360
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/ie901316p
http://dx.doi.org/10.3139/217.2417
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/polym9110585
http://dx.doi.org/10.22068/ijmse.15.4.41
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/polym11010087
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/9783527629848
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/B978-1-85617-450-3.X5000-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/C2010-0-67336-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1046/j.1475-1313.2002.00020.x
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/12090640
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s12588-012-9037-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511815867
https://www.autodesk.com/products/moldflow/overview
https://www.autodesk.com/products/moldflow/overview
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/pen.20546
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00222340902837741
http://dx.doi.org/10.3139/217.0064
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.polymdegradstab.2013.03.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/app.1972.070160516
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijfatigue.2012.03.012
https://support.minitab.com/en-us/minitab/18/help-and-how-to/modeling-statistics/anova/how-to/interaction-plot/interpret-the-results/key-results
https://support.minitab.com/en-us/minitab/18/help-and-how-to/modeling-statistics/anova/how-to/interaction-plot/interpret-the-results/key-results
https://support.minitab.com/en-us/minitab/18/help-and-how-to/modeling-statistics/anova/how-to/interaction-plot/interpret-the-results/key-results
http://creativecommons.org/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Materials 
	Sample Preparation 
	Shrinkage Measurements 
	Distribution of Reinforcements 
	Design of Experiments 
	Optimization Methods 

	Results and Discussion 
	Effect of the Reinforcement on Shrinkage 
	Shrinkage as a Function of Location 
	Distribution of Reinforcement 
	Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) 
	The Taguchi Method 
	Regression Analysis 

	Conclusions 
	References

