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Abstract: Natural fibers and their composites have attracted much attention due to the growing
energy crisis and environmental awareness. In this work, a natural lignocellulosic fiber was extracted
from cow dung waste and its potential use as reinforcing material in resin-based polymer composites
was evaluated. For this purpose, cow dung fiber-reinforced composites (CDFC) were fabricated,
and their mechanical and morphological properties were systematically investigated and compared
with corn stalk fiber composites (CSFC) and sisal fiber composites (SFC). The results showed that
the addition of cow dung fibers reduced the density of the polymer composites, increased the water
absorption, and enhanced the impact strength and shear strength. The highest impact and shear
strengths were obtained at 6 wt.% and 9 wt.% of fiber loading, respectively, which increased by
23.8% and 34.6% compared to the composite without the fibers. Further comparisons revealed that
at the same fiber addition level, the CDFC exhibited better mechanical properties than the CSFC;
notably, the CDFC-3 (adding 3 wt.% of fiber loading) had an impact strength closer to the SFC-3.
Furthermore, an SEM analysis suggested that the cow dung fibers exhibited a rough and crinkly
surface with more node structures, and presented good interfacial bonding with the composite matrix.
This work revealed that cow dung fibers are a promising candidate as reinforcement for resin-based
polymer composites, which promotes an alternative application for cow dung waste resources in the
automotive components field.

Keywords: polymer matrix composites; cow dung waste; natural fiber; mechanical properties;
interface performance

1. Introduction

The increasing energy crisis and environmental issues in recent years have prompted
global researchers to develop green and sustainable fiber-reinforced polymer composites
for the automotive, aircraft, and marine industries [1–3]. In general, the fibers used in
polymer composites for engineering applications mainly include synthetic fibers and
natural fibers. Synthetic fibers, such as carbon fiber and glass fiber, have the advantages of
being lightweight and high strength, and have excellent mechanical properties, corrosion
resistance, fatigue resistance, and so on, making synthetic fiber composites the main load-
bearing components in engineering fields. However, the preparation these synthetic fibers
has an adverse impact on the environment, and they are nonrenewable materials with high
costs. In recent years, natural fibers have gradually emerged as an attractive alternative
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to synthetic fibers with respect to their ecological and economic advantages [4–7]. In fact,
natural fibers, as typical renewable and eco-friendly materials, not only endow polymer
composites with biodegradability and nontoxicity, but also reduce their weight, have
significant cost benefits, and produce low carbon emissions [8–12]. The natural fibers used
in polymer composites are mainly derived from various plant fibers, including leaf, bast,
stalk, seed, grass, wood, etc. [13]. Recently, many efforts have been made by researchers
to develop and evaluate polymer composites reinforced with different plant fibers, such
as sisal, jute, bamboo, flax, corn stalk, coir, rattan, hemp, and betelnut fibers [14–19].
Intrinsically, these plant fibers, as lignocellulosic biomass, are mainly composed of cellulose,
hemicellulose, and lignin, which give them specific properties, such as relatively high
specific strength and stiffness [20,21].

Cow dung is a readily available biomass resource and is considered to contain a high
proportion of lignocellulosic material due to the special digestive action of cows [22,23].
As a kind of ruminant, a cow has a complex stomach consisting of four chambers: the
reticulum, rumen, omasum, and abomasum [24]. During digestion, the raw materials
are first roughly chewed and swallowed into the rumen chamber and reticulum chamber,
and the partly digested materials (cud) are then returned from the two chambers to the
mouth. After being rechewed and reswallowed, the materials finally enter the omasum
chamber and abomasum chamber, which squeeze out most of the moisture [25]. These
stomach chambers contain a series of microorganisms, such as bacteria, fungi, protozoa,
and trichomonas, which are capable of digesting plant fibers, especially hemicellulose
and pectin components, through enzymatic hydrolysis [22]. As a consequence, a large
percentage of cellulose is undigested and preserved in the cow dung [26,27].

Cows are the second most populous livestock in the world, with a population of about
1000 million in 2021 [22]. A mature cow generally produces about 15 kg of dung a day, and
it is estimated that the daily production of cow dung is up to approximately 15 million
tons [28]. However, the utilization of cow dung is insufficient, especially in China, where
more than 50% of cow dung is directly piled up around farms. Moreover, due to the slow
decomposition of cow dung and the release of harmful gases from the original feces, this
not only leads to the waste of renewable biomass resources but also causes pollution of soil,
water, and air [29]. In this respect, it is of great significance to effectively utilize cow dung
waste resources and convert them into value-added products.

In recent years, studies have focused on the recycling and utilization of cow dung
waste, including to sequester heavy metals from wastewater [30], to stabilize subgrade
soil [31], as a source for biogas production [32], composting [33], and low-cost thermal
insulation [34], as fermentation media for enzyme production [35], as a reductant for the
reduction roasting of iron ore slime [28], as a component in microbial safety control [36],
and so on. In addition, various researchers have used cow dung as a biofiller in composite
materials. Li et al. [22] introduced cow dung waste into cementitious composites and
characterized their mechanical and autogenous shrinkage properties. This work revealed
that the pretreated cow dung fibers increased the splitting tensile strength and compressive
strength and reduced the autogenous shrinkage of the composites. Vedrtnam [37] fabricated
a novel composite film using cow dung and polyvinyl alcohol for packaging applications.
It was found that adding 6% cow dung fibers improved the composite film’s flexural
and tensile strengths but reduced the thermal conductivity. However, so far, due to the
limitations of technology and capital, cow dung waste resources have not been applied on
a large scale. Therefore, more research is imperative to explore the potential applications of
cow dung waste.

Recently, the related literature has shown that natural lignocellulosic fibers can be
used as reinforcement materials in polymer composites [38–42]. Cow dung fibers belong
to the group of natural lignocellulosic fibers. Since most of the cows in China feed on
corn stalks, the cow dung fibers are somewhat similar to biologically treated corn stalk
fibers. Thus, in this study, an attempt is made to explore the reinforcement potential of
cow dung fibers in polymer matrix composites. For this purpose, the cow dung fibers were
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first separated from cow dung waste, and characterized for their morphological, physical,
and chemical properties. Then, the cow dung fiber-reinforced composites (CDFC) were
fabricated, and their mechanical behaviors, including density, water absorption, impact
strength, and shear strength, were investigated. In order to better evaluate the reinforcing
effect of cow dung fibers, the polymer composites reinforced with corn stalk fibers (CSFC)
and sisal fibers (SFC) were also prepared using the same process, and the performances
of these three polymer composites (CDFC, CSFC, and SFC) are compared and discussed.
In addition, the fracture surfaces of the polymer composites after mechanical testing were
determined and analyzed using a scanning electron microscope. The obtained results not
only promote an alternative application for cow dung waste resources but also provide a
sustainable reinforcement material for biopolymer composites.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Fiber Preparation

The cow dung used in the present work was collected from a local farm in Changchun,
China. The cows were fed on corn stalks as their staple food, resulting in a lot of stalk
fibers in the feces. In order to separate the solid fibers from the feces, the collected cow
dung was passed through 40-mesh and 60-mesh sieves in sequence under normal tap water
flow. The materials that did not pass through the 40-mesh sieve were rejected due to the
presence of large impurities, and the materials that passed through the 40-mesh sieve and
were retained on the 60-mesh sieve were selected as cow dung fibers for further treatment.
The schematic diagram of the preparation process of the cow dung fibers (CDF) and the
corresponding fiber length distribution are shown in Figure 1. These fiber samples were
treated with 2 wt.% NaOH solution for 40 min and then washed repeatedly with distilled
water until reaching a neutral pH value. After that, the fiber samples were dried at 70 ◦C
for at least 24 h using a vacuum drying oven (ZK350S, Tianjin, China). The corn stalks
used as cow feed were collected from a local farm in Changchun, China, and the sisal fibers
used for the comparison test were purchased from Zhanjiang Dongfang Sisal Group Co.,
Ltd., Zhanjiang, China. The corn stalk fibers (CSF) and sisal fibers (SF) were processed to a
fiber size similar to that of the CDF and were subjected to alkali treatment using the same
process as described above.Polymers 2022, 14, x FOR PEER REVIEW 4 of 17 
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2.2. Fiber Morphology Characterization

A scanning electron microscope (SEM, EVO-18, Zeiss, Germany) was used to observe
the surface morphology of the CDF, CSF, and SF and to evaluate their morphological
differences. The SEM analysis was carried out at a 15 kV accelerating voltage. Prior
to characterization, the fiber samples were gold-coated in a sputtering coater (SBC-12,
Zhongke Instruments, China) to enhance their surface conductivity.

2.3. X-ray Diffraction (XRD) Measurement

An X-ray diffractometer (D/max 2500pc, Rigaku, Japan) was used to determine the
cellulose structure and the degree of crystallinity of the CDF, CSF, and SF. The XRD analysis
was carried out at a 40 kV voltage and a 30 mA current. The XRD patterns of these fiber
samples were recorded in the 2θ angle range from 5◦ to 60◦ with a sampling pitch of 0.02◦.
The crystallinity index (CrI) of the fiber samples was determined by Equation (1), according
to the Segal empirical method [43].

CrI =
I200 − Iam

I200
× 100% (1)

where I200 and Iam are the intensity of the cellulose peak (at a 2θ angle of 22–23◦) and the
amorphous peak (at a 2θ angle of 18–19◦), respectively.

2.4. Fourier Transform Infrared Spectroscopy (FTIR) Measurement

A Fourier transform infrared spectrometer (Equinox 55, Bruker, Germany) was used
to investigate the functional groups present in the CDF, CSF, and SF and to characterize
their component changes. The FTIR spectra of these fiber samples were recorded at the
scanning wavenumber range from 400 cm−1 to 4000 cm−1 with a resolution of 4 cm−1.

2.5. Preparation of the Fiber-Reinforced Polymer Composites

The composition details of the prepared polymer composites are given in Table 1. The
composites containing cow dung fibers, corn stalk fibers, and sisal fibers were designated
as CDFC, CSFC, and SFC, respectively, and the composite without the addition of these
three fibers was used as the reference, designated as Ref. In this study, the fiber-reinforced
polymer composites were manufactured using the hot press molding technique. During
the manufacturing, the raw materials were thoroughly mixed in a paddle-type blender
(JF805R, Wanda Machinery, Changchun, China) for 10 min at room temperature, and
then the mixtures were hot-pressed in a thermocompressor (JFY50, Wanda Machinery,
Changchun, China) for 30 min at 165 ◦C and 40 MPa. After that, the obtained composites
were heat-treated in a heat-treatment oven (JF980B, Wanda Machinery, Changchun, China)
and were machine-cut to specific sizes for the following tests. The detailed preparation
process of the polymer composites was described in our previous work [16,40,44].

Table 1. The composition of the prepared polymer composites.

Ingredients (wt.%) Ref
CDFC CSFC SFC

3# 6# 9# 12# 3# 6# 9# 12# 3# 6# 9# 12#

Cow dung fibers 0 3 6 9 12 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Corn stalk fibers 0 0 0 0 0 3 6 9 12 0 0 0 0

Sisal fibers 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3 6 9 12
Barium sulfate 25 22 19 16 13 22 19 16 13 22 19 16 13

Parent formulation 1 75 75 75 75 75 75 75 75 75 75 75 75 75
1 The parent formulation included binder (phenolic resin 14 wt.%), modifiers (graphite 8 wt.%, antimony sulfide
3 wt.%, alumina 7 wt.%, zinc stearate 2 wt.%, porous iron powder 10 wt.%, petroleum coke 5 wt.%), fibrous
ingredients (compound mineral fibers 19 wt.%), and fillers (vermiculite powder 5 wt.%, friction powder 2 wt.%).
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2.6. Density Test

The density of the Ref, CDFC, CSFC, and SFC was determined by a precision electronic
balance (MP5002, Shanghai, China) based on the Archimedes method. The density (ρ)
values of these polymer composites were calculated according to Equation (2) [45].

ρ =
m1

m1 − m2
× ρw (2)

where m1 and m2 are the dry weight of the polymer composites in air and the soaked weight
in distilled water, respectively, and ρw is the density value of the distilled water (1 g·cm−3).

2.7. Water Absorption Test

The water absorption of the Ref, CDFC, CSFC, and SFC was measured according to
the standard GB/T 24508-2009 [46]. Prior to testing, the polymer composites were dried
in a vacuum drying oven at 70 ◦C to obtain a constant mass. Then, these composites
were submerged in distilled water at room temperature for 72 h. Next, the composites
were dried using tissue paper to remove water from the surface. Then, the composites
were immediately weighed, and the water absorption (WA) values were calculated by
Equation (3).

WA =
M1 − M0

M0
× 100% (3)

where M0 and M1 are the weight of the polymer composites before and after water immer-
sion, respectively.

2.8. Mechanical Test

The mechanical tests for the polymer composites in this study included an impact
strength test and shear strength test, according to the standards GB/T 33835-2017 and
GB/T 26739-2011, respectively. The impact strength of the Ref, CDFC, CSFC, and SFC was
carried out by an impact tester (XJ-40A, Shanghai, China) to assess the impact-resistance
properties and evaluate the overall composite toughness. The tested polymer composites
were prepared to a standard size of 55 mm × 6 mm × 4 mm. The shear strength was
measured by a universal testing machine (WAW-100, Guilin, China) to determine the ability
of these composites to resist shear loads, and the tests were performed at a crosshead speed
of 10 mm/min with a sample size of 20 mm × 20 mm × 10 mm. The average of five parallel
tests for each composite was taken as the final result.

2.9. Interfacial Morphology Analysis

The fracture surfaces of the tested polymer composites after the mechanical tests were
observed by using SEM under an accelerating voltage of 20 kV. Prior to SEM analysis, these
polymer composites were sputter-coated with a thin layer of gold.

2.10. Statistical Analysis

The statistical data in this paper were analyzed by the least significant difference (LSD)
method using the Origin software. LSD was mainly used to determine whether there
were significant differences among the different levels of one test factor and to compare
the averages of different levels. The mean and standard deviation of the test indicators
(including the density, water absorption, impact strength, and shear strength) were obtained
from five parallel tests.

3. Results and Discussion

The discussions in this section mainly consist of two parts: the properties of cow dung
fibers, including the SEM analysis, XRD analysis, and FTIR analysis, and the properties
of cow dung fiber-reinforced resin-based polymer composites, including density, water
absorption, impact strength, shear strength, and fracture surface analysis. To better evaluate
the reinforcement potential of cow dung fibers, we further compared cow dung fiber
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composites with corn stalk fiber composites and sisal fiber composites. The detailed results
and discussions are as follows.

3.1. SEM Analysis

The SEM micrographs of the CDF, CSF, and SF are shown in Figure 2. It can be clearly
seen that there were some morphological differences between these three fibers. The surface
of the CSF, as given in Figure 2a, was relatively smooth and even, with a regular structure.
The CDF presented a rough and crinkly surface texture (Figure 2b), due to the partial
removal of impurities, including hemicellulose and lignin, after the digestion treatment
by the cow stomach [29,47]. Moreover, more node structures were also observed on the
CDF surface. These features contribute to increasing mechanical interlocking, resulting in a
better interfacial interaction between the fibers and the composite matrix [16,48]. As for the
SF, as shown in Figure 2c, its surface appeared relatively dense and uneven, which was
mainly because the sisal fibers had a higher content of cellulose. Similar observations were
also found by Yan et al. [49].
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3.2. XRD Analysis

The diffraction patterns and CrI values of the CDF, CSF, and SF are shown in Figure 3
and Table 2, respectively. It can be observed from Figure 3 that the XRD patterns of CDF,
CSF, and SF were basically the same, and they presented the main and secondary diffraction
peaks at 2θ angles of around 22◦ and 16◦, corresponding to the cellulose crystallographic
plane and amorphous component reflection, respectively. This also indicated that the three
natural fibers in this study exhibited almost the same cellulose crystallites (type I), and
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no structural transformation occurred after the digestive treatment of the cow. Further,
comparing the crystallinity degrees of these fiber samples, as shown in Table 2, the CrI
value of CDF (57.69%) was higher than that of CSF (51.53%), which may be due to the
enzymatic hydrolysis of amorphous parts, including hemicellulose and lignin, during the
digestion process [24,47]. However, the relative crystallinity of the CDF was lower than
that of the SF (61.77%), owing to the higher cellulose content in sisal fibers, as reported in
the published literature [13].
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Table 2. Crystallinity characteristics of the fiber samples CDF, CSF, and SF.

Fiber Samples Peak Diffraction 2θ (◦) CrI (%)

CDF 15.90/22.32 57.69
CSF 16.07/22.16 51.53
SF 15.97/22.29 61.77

3.3. FTIR Analysis

The FTIR spectra of the CDF, CSF, and SF are shown in Figure 4. As observed from
Figure 4, the three fibers in this study exhibited similar patterns with notable bands, which
were characteristic of lignocellulosic fibers, but the intensity of some absorbance bands
differed in these fibers. The broad absorption peak at 3398 cm−1 in the CDF, 3385 cm−1

in the CSF, and 3417 cm−1 in the SF corresponded to the O–H stretching vibration of the
cellulose. The peak at 2914 cm−1 in the CDF, 2906 cm−1 in the CSF, and 2902 cm−1 in the
SF was related to the C–H stretching vibration of the CH and CH2 in the hemicellulose
and cellulose. The peak at 1732 cm−1 in the CSF was associated with the C=O stretching
vibration of the hemicellulose, and its absorbance was lower in the CDF and SF, indicating
the lower hemicellulose content in the cow dung fibers and sisal fibers compared to the corn
stalk fibers. The peak at 1604 cm−1 in the CSF belonged to the C=C stretching vibration of
the lignin, and the intensity of this peak decreased in the CDF due to the partial removal
of the lignin after cow digestion. It was even more reduced in the SF owing to less lignin
content in the sisal fibers. The peaks at 1506 cm−1 and 1419 cm−1 in the CDF, 1508 cm−1

and 1423 cm−1 in the CSF, and 1506 cm−1 and 1421 cm−1 in the SF were attributed to the
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benzene skeleton vibration of the lignin. The peak at 1242 cm−1 in the CDF, 1249 cm−1

in the CSF, and 1246 cm−1 in the SF was related to the C–O–C stretching vibration of
the cellulose, and the peak intensity was higher in the SF, followed by the CDF and CSF,
suggesting a higher cellulose content in the sisal fibers. The peak at 1037 cm−1 in the CDF,
1039 cm−1 in the CSF, and 1049 cm−1 in the SF was ascribed to the C–O stretching vibration
in the hemicellulose and cellulose. The peak at 896 cm−1 in the CDF, 894 cm−1 in the CSF,
and 896 cm−1 in the SF belonged to the β-glycosidic linkages between the monosaccharides.
The peak at 831 cm−1 in the CSF was due to the C–H stretching vibration out of the aromatic
phenyl ring plane in the lignin, which became weaker in the CDF and almost disappeared
in the SF; this also indicated that the lignin content of the cow dung fibers and sisal fibers
was lower than that of the corn stalk fibers [46,50–52].
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3.4. Density Analysis

The density results of the polymer composites Ref, CDFC, CSFC, and SFC are given
in Figure 5. As expected, all three types of fiber-reinforced polymer composites showed
lower densities compared to the Ref (2.35 g·cm−3), and as the fiber loading increased,
the densities of the corresponding composites decreased, indicating that the addition of
natural fibers had a positive effect on reducing the density of the composite systems [53].
Moreover, it can also be seen that, at the same fiber addition level, the density of the CDFC
was slightly higher than that of the CSFC but lower than that of the SFC. When adding
3–12 wt.% of fiber loading, the density values were 2.28–2.04 g·cm−3, 2.25–1.99 g·cm−3, and
2.29–2.09 g·cm−3, for the CDFC, CSFC, and SFC, respectively. This may be attributed to the
fact that the lower denser regions in natural fibers, such as hemicellulose and lignin, were
partially decomposed under the action of cow stomach microorganisms, which resulted in
a relatively increased density of the cow dung fibers as compared to the corn stalk fibers,
thereby leading to a higher density of the CDFC than the CSFC [54]. In addition, the
higher cellulose content in the sisal fibers contributed to the higher fiber density, which
explained why the SFC exhibited the largest density among these three fiber-reinforced
composites [50].
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3.5. Water Absorption Analysis

The water absorption of the polymer composites Ref, CDFC, CSFC, and SFC was
measured, and the corresponding test results are given in Figure 6. The water absorption
of the composites showed an increasing trend with the increase in fiber loading, where the
maximum water absorption was obtained at 12 wt.% fiber addition, i.e., 2.61%, 3.02%, and
2.39% for the CDFC, CSFC, and SFC, respectively, while the minimum was found to be 1.19%
for the composite Ref. This can be ascribed to the hydrophilic nature of the natural fibers;
in fact, the presence of hydroxyl groups was the major contributor to the water absorption
of the natural fibers, and when exposed to water, these free hydroxyl groups interacted
with water molecules and formed hydrogen bonds. As the fiber loading increased, the
amount of hydroxyl groups in the composite system increased, thus leading to an increase
in the water uptake ability of the fiber-reinforced composites [55,56]. Moreover, according
to Lou et al. [46], hemicellulose is considered to be the most hydrophilic component in
natural fibers, followed by lignin, and Adhikary et al. [57] also reported that the increased
crystallinity of natural fibers could reduce the water uptake of the fibrous composite, since
the crystalline regions in natural fibers were impermeable to the moisture. For this study, at
same fiber loading, the water adsorption of the composites with the CDF fibers was lower
than those with CSF fibers but higher than those with SF fibers, and this behavior can be
explained by the reasons mentioned above. This finding was consistent with the results
obtained from the XRD and FTIR analyses described in Sections 3.2 and 3.3.
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3.6. Impact Strength Property Analysis

The impact strength of the polymer composites at different fiber loading levels was
measured to evaluate and compare the effect of the reinforcing fibers (CDF, CSF, and
SF) on the impact-resistance properties of the composite systems. The obtained impact
strength results are given in Figure 7. As shown in Figure 7, the impact strength showed a
similar change trend with the addition of fibers for the CDFC, CSFC, and SFC; that is, it
increased with increasing fiber loading from 0 to 6 wt.%, but then decreased with a further
increase in fiber addition from 6 wt.% to 12 wt.%. Among the tested composites, CDFC-6,
CSFC-6, and SFC-6 exhibited the highest impact strength of 0.583 J·cm−2, 0.561 J·cm−2, and
0.616 J·cm−2, respectively, which were increased by 23.8%, 19.1%, and 30.8%, respectively,
compared to the composite Ref (0.471 J·cm−2); while the lowest impact strength was
observed at 12 wt.% of fiber loading, i.e., the CDFC-12, CSFC-12, and SFC-12, which were
even lower than the composite without fiber addition (Ref). This can be explained by the
fact that adding an appropriate content of fibers (i.e., 3 wt.% and 6 wt.% in this study)
into the composite systems promoted better interfacial bonding between the fibers and
composite matrix, which enabled effective stress transfer between them and limited the
further propagation of the impact-induced cracks, thereby resulting in an enhancement in
the impact strength. However, a higher fiber content (i.e., 9 wt.% and 12 wt.%) deteriorated
fiber–matrix interfacial bonding and increased the probability of fiber agglomeration,
leading to localized stress concentrations in the polymer composites, which required less
energy for crack generation and propagation. Similar observations were also reported by
Haque et al. [55] and Karmakar et al. [58].
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Further comparing the CDFC, CSFC, and SFC, it was found that the impact strength
of the CDFC was higher than that of the CSFC at all the fiber loadings, especially for the
9 wt.% loading, where it increased by 12.6%. This was mainly attributed to the rougher
surface of the cow dung fibers than the corn stalk fibers (Figure 2) and the consequent
enhanced interlocking action between the cow dung fibers and composite matrix. However,
the CDFC had lower impact strength values as compared to the SFC, which can be ascribed
to the comparatively lower crystalline cellulose content of the cow dung fibers compared
with the sisal fibers (Figure 3). It was interesting to note that the impact strength of these
two composites (CDFC-3 and SFC-3) was relatively close when the fiber loading was 3 wt.%.
The possible reason for this behavior was that the cow dung fibers with a crinkly and even
surface provided a good interfacial condition with the composite matrix, which to some
extent compensated for the limitation of the crystallinity degree of the fibers themselves,
with both factors significantly affecting the impact strength of the fiber-reinforced polymer
composites [56,59].

3.7. Shear Strength Property Analysis

The variation in the shear strength of the polymer composites CDFC, CSFC, and SFC
at different fiber loadings is illustrated in Figure 8. The inclusion of natural fibers had
a positive effect on the shear strength of the composite systems, and the trend in shear
strength for the CDFC, CSFC, and SFC was similar; that is, it first increased and then
decreased with the increase in the fiber loading. The highest shear strength was found
at 9 wt.% fiber addition, i.e., 18.3 MPa, 16.8 MPa, and 19.8 MPa for the CDFC-9, CSFC-9,
and SFC-9, respectively, which were increased by 34.6%, 23.5%, and 45.6% as compared to
the composite Ref. However, a further increase in the fiber loading to 12 wt.% caused a
decrease in the shear strength of the composites, although it was still slightly higher than
the composite without fiber addition. Such behavior was mainly due to the fibers sharing a
certain shear load and demanding a higher stress for crack development, but a too high
fiber loading negatively affected the fiber–matrix interfacial adhesion, thus limiting the
improvement in the shear strength of the polymer composites [56,59,60].
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A further comparison of the CDFC, CSFC, and SFC revealed that, at the same fiber
addition level, the CDFC exhibited better shear strength compared to the CSFC but was
poorer to varying degrees than the SFC. This observation was similar to the comparative
results of the impact strength. In fact, as reported, the strength of the composite systems
depended not only on the fiber–matrix interfacial bonding but also on the strength of the
fibers [27]. The behavior of the cow dung fiber composites (CDFC) with a moderate level
of shear strength can also be explained by the reasons mentioned in Section 3.6.

3.8. Fracture Surface Analysis

The fracture surfaces of the polymer composites CDFC, CSFC, and SFC after the impact
and shear tests were characterized using SEM to evaluate and compare the interfacial
bonding of the CDF, CSF, and SF to the composite matrix. Figure 9 shows the SEM images
of the impact fracture surfaces of CDFC-6, CSFC-6, and SFC-6 (the best performance in
their respective composites). For CSFC-6 (Figure 9a), the phenomenon of fiber pullout was
observed on the fracture surface, and the exposed fibers had a relatively smooth surface
with less resin debris attached, which indicated a weak interfacial adhesion between the
corn stalk fibers and the resin matrix. For the composite CDFC-6, as shown in Figure 9b,
the cow dung fibers were tightly embedded in the composite matrix and exhibited tearing
and fatigue fracture instead of pullout under the applied impact load, reflecting a strong
bonding quality at the fiber–matrix interface. In the case of the composite SFC-6 (Figure 9c),
cracks clearly occurred in the sisal fibers, which meant that the presence of the fibers
deflected the crack propagation path and dissipated more energy to resist the external
impact load; moreover, fiber breakage and pullout also appeared on the fracture surface,
but large amounts of resin matrix adhered to the fiber surface, revealing an acceptable
fiber–matrix interfacial adhesion condition. These observations were consistent with the
comparative results of the impact strength properties of these three fiber-reinforced polymer
composites.
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(a) CSFC-6, (b) CDFC-6, and (c) SFC-6.

Figure 10 illustrates the shear fracture surfaces of CDFC-9, CSFC-9, and SFC-9 (the
best performance in their respective composites). For CSFC-9, as shown in Figure 10a, the
corn stalk fibers were partially debonding and pulled out under the action of the shear
load, resulting in cavities left on the fracture surface. This feature suggested relatively
poor interfacial adhesion of corn stalk fibers to the composite matrix. For the composite
CDFC-9 (Figure 10b), a tight bonding was observed at the interface between the cow dung
fibers and resin matrix, which contributed to an efficient transfer of stress between them.
Moreover, fiber fracture and tearing were also observed rather than being pulled out from
the composite matrix, further implying superior fiber–matrix interfacial locking. As for
SFC-9 (Figure 10c), small gaps occurred at the sisal fiber–matrix interface zone, but when
the composite was subjected to shear loading, the fibers were still adhered in the matrix
while also exhibiting fiber tearing. It can also be clearly observed that the exposed sisal
fibers had a denser structure, which corresponded to the high crystallinity of sisal fibers
(Figure 3 and Table 2), and this feature also positively affected the mechanical properties of
the fiber-reinforced polymer composites [27,55]. These observations were consistent with
the comparative results of the shear strength properties.
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4. Conclusions

This work evaluated the potential use of the cow dung fibers as reinforcing material
in resin-based polymer composites. The mechanical and morphological properties of the
cow dung fiber composites were systematically investigated and compared with corn stalk
fiber composites and sisal fiber composites. The following conclusions can be drawn:

(1) The CDF presented a rough and crinkly surface with more node structures, and
their degree of crystallinity (57.69%) was higher than that of the CSF, but lower than that of
the SF;

(2) The addition of the CDF reduced the density of the polymer composites and
increased the water absorption. CDFC-12 had the lowest density (2.04 g·cm−3) and the
highest water absorption (2.61%);

(3) The incorporation of the CDF improved both the impact strength and shear strength
of the polymer composites. The highest impact and shear strengths (0.583 J·cm−2 and
18.3 MPa) were recorded at 6 wt.% and 9 wt.% of fiber loading, respectively;

(4) Comparative tests revealed that the CDFC exhibited better mechanical perfor-
mances than the CSFC under the same fiber content; CDFC-3 showed an impact strength
closer to that of SFC-3;

(5) Fracture surface analysis revealed that the CDF showed good interfacial bonding
with the composite matrix and presented tearing and fatigue fracture instead of pullout
under applied load.

The above results confirm that cow dung fibers can be effectively used as reinforcing
material in resin-based polymer composites, which provides an alternative application for
the utilization of cow dung waste resources.



Polymers 2022, 14, 5041 15 of 17

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, S.W. and M.G.; methodology, M.G. and J.Z. (Jiale Zhao);
validation, Q.W. and J.Z. (Jian Zhuang); formal analysis, M.G. and X.J.; investigation, S.W. and J.Z.
(Jiale Zhao); data curation, Q.W. and J.Z. (Jian Zhuang); writing—original draft preparation, S.W. and
M.G.; writing—review and editing, S.W., M.G., J.Z. (Jiale Zhao), Q.W., J.Z. (Jian Zhuang) and X.J.;
supervision, M.G. and J.Z. (Jiale Zhao); funding acquisition, M.G. and J.Z. (Jiale Zhao). All authors
have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This study was supported by the National Key Research and Development Project of China
(No. 2018YFA0703300), the Natural Science Foundation of China (Nos. 52105300 and 52075215),
the China Postdoctoral Science Foundation (No. 2020M670854), the Science and Technology Re-
search Project of Jilin Provincial Education Department (No. JJKH20221024KJ), and the Science and
Technology Development Plan Project of Jilin Province (Nos. 20200404008YY, 20200402008NC, and
20200201061JC).

Institutional Review Board Statement: Not applicable.

Data Availability Statement: Not applicable.

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

References
1. Lila, M.K.; Komal, U.K.; Singh, Y.; Singh, I. Extraction and characterization of munja fibers and its potential in the biocomposites.

J. Nat. Fibers 2022, 19, 2675–2693. [CrossRef]
2. Rashid, B.; Leman, Z.; Jawaid, M.; Ishak, M.R. Physicochemical and thermal properties of lignocellulosic fiber from sugar palm

fibers: Effect of treatment. Cellulose 2016, 23, 2905–2916. [CrossRef]
3. Singh, T.; Gangil, B.; Patnaik, A.; Biswas, D.; Fekete, G. Agriculture waste reinforced corn starch-based biocomposites: Effect

of rice husk/walnut shell on physicomechanical, biodegradable and thermal properties. Mater. Res. Express 2019, 6, 045702.
[CrossRef]

4. Singh, T.; Pruncu, C.I.; Gangil, B.; Singh, V.; Fekete, G. Comparative performance assessment of pineapple and Kevlar fibers
based friction composites. J. Mater. Res. Technol. 2020, 9, 1491–1499. [CrossRef]

5. Nagappan, S.; Subramani, S.P.; Palaniappan, S.K.; Mylsamy, B. Impact of alkali treatment and fiber length on mechanical
properties of new agro waste Lagenaria Siceraria fiber reinforced epoxy composites. J. Nat. Fibers 2022, 13, 6853–6864. [CrossRef]

6. Vedrtnam, A.; Gunwant, D. Improving fatigue behavior of cow-dung fiber reinforced epoxy composite using waste glass powder.
Mater. Res. Express 2019, 6, 105408. [CrossRef]

7. Bhuvaneshwaran, M.; Subramani, S.P.; Palaniappan, S.K.; Pal, S.K.; Balu, S. Natural cellulosic fiber from Coccinia Indica stem for
polymer composites: Extraction and characterization. J. Nat. Fibers 2021, 18, 644–652. [CrossRef]

8. Asyraf, M.R.M.; Ishak, M.R.; Syamsir, A.; Nurazzi, N.M.; Sabaruddin, F.A.; Shazleen, S.S.; Norrrahim, M.N.F.; Rafidah, M.; Ilyas,
R.A.; Abd Rashid, M.Z.; et al. Mechanical properties of oil palm fibre-reinforced polymer composites: A review. J. Mater. Res.
Technol. 2022, 17, 33–65. [CrossRef]

9. Luo, H.; Xiong, G.; Ma, C.; Chang, P.; Yao, F.; Zhu, Y.; Zhang, C.; Wan, Y. Mechanical and thermo-mechanical behaviors of
sizing-treated corn fiber/polylactide composites. Polym. Test. 2014, 39, 45–52. [CrossRef]

10. Deng, Y.; Paraskevas, D.; Tian, Y.; Acker, K.V.; Dewulf, W.; Duflou, J.R. Life cycle assessment of flax-fibre reinforced epoxidized
linseed oil composite with a flame retardant for electronic applications. J. Clean. Prod. 2016, 133, 427–438. [CrossRef]

11. Yadav, S.K.J.; Vedrtnam, A.; Gunwant, D. Experimental and numerical study on mechanical behavior and resistance to natural
weathering of sugarcane leave reinforced polymer composite. Constr. Build. Mater. 2020, 262, 120785. [CrossRef]

12. Alshahrani, H.; Prakash, V.R.A. Mechanical, thermal, viscoelastic and hydrophobicity behavior of complex grape stalk lignin and
bamboo fiber reinforced polyester composite. Int. J. Biol. Macromol. 2022, 223, 851–859. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

13. Ramesh, M.; Palanikumar, K.; Reddy, K.H. Plant fibre based bio-composites: Sustainable and renewable green materials. Renew.
Sustain. Energy Rev. 2017, 79, 558–584. [CrossRef]

14. Gehlen, G.S.; Neis, P.D.; Barros, L.Y.; Poletto, J.C.; Ferreira, N.F.; Amico, S.C. Tribological performance of eco-friendly friction
materials with rice husk. Wear 2022, 500, 204374. [CrossRef]

15. Nahar, S.; Khan, R.A.; Dey, K.; Sarker, B.; Das, A.K.; Ghoshal, S. Comparative studies of mechanical and interfacial properties
between jute and bamboo fiber-reinforced polypropylene-based composites. J. Thermoplast. Compos. Mater. 2012, 25, 15–32.
[CrossRef]

16. Ma, Y.; Wu, S.; Zhuang, J.; Tong, J.; Xiao, Y.; Qi, H. The Evaluation of Physio-Mechanical and Tribological Characterization of
Friction Composites Reinforced by Waste Corn Stalk. Materials 2018, 11, 901. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

17. Ma, Y.; Wu, S.; Tong, J.; Zhao, X.; Zhuang, J.; Liu, Y.; Qi, H. Tribological and mechanical behaviours of rattan-fibre-reinforced
friction materials under dry sliding conditions. Mater. Res. Express 2018, 5, 035101. [CrossRef]

18. Tran, L.Q.N.; Fuentes, C.A.; Dupont-Gillain, C.; Van Vuure, A.W.; Verpoest, I. Wetting analysis and surface characterisation of coir
fibres used as reinforcement for composites. Colloids Surf. A 2011, 377, 251–260. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1080/15440478.2020.1821287
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10570-016-1005-z
http://doi.org/10.1088/2053-1591/aafe45
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jmrt.2019.11.074
http://doi.org/10.1080/15440478.2021.1932681
http://doi.org/10.1088/2053-1591/ab3ac0
http://doi.org/10.1080/15440478.2019.1642826
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jmrt.2021.12.122
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.polymertesting.2014.07.014
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2016.05.172
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2020.120785
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijbiomac.2022.10.272
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/36343836
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.rser.2017.05.094
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.wear.2022.204374
http://doi.org/10.1177/0892705711404725
http://doi.org/10.3390/ma11060901
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29861490
http://doi.org/10.1088/2053-1591/aab4a7
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.colsurfa.2011.01.023


Polymers 2022, 14, 5041 16 of 17

19. Yousif, B.F.; Nirmal, U.; Wong, K.J. Three-body abrasion on wear and frictional performance of treated betelnut fibre reinforced
epoxy (T-BFRE) composite. Mater. Des. 2010, 31, 4514–4521. [CrossRef]

20. Megiatto, J.D.; Silva, C.G.; Rosa, D.S.; Frollini, E. Sisal chemically modified with lignins: Correlation between fibers and phenolic
composites properties. Polym. Degrad. Stab. 2008, 93, 1109–1121. [CrossRef]

21. Reddy, T.R.K.; Rao, T.S.; Suvarna, R.P. Studies on thermal characteristics of cow dung powder filled glass–polyester hybrid
composites. Compos. Part. B 2014, 56, 670–672. [CrossRef]

22. Li, K.; Yang, Z.; Zhang, Y.; Li, Y.; Lu, L.; Niu, D. Effect of pretreated cow dung fiber on mechanical and shrinkage properties of
cementitious composites. J. Clean. Prod. 2022, 348, 131374. [CrossRef]

23. Gupta, K.K.; Aneja, K.R.; Rana, D. Current status of cow dung as a bioresource for sustainable development. Bioresour. Bioprocess.
2016, 3, 28. [CrossRef]

24. Braun, U.; Krüger, S.; Hässig, M. Ultrasonographic examination of the reticulum, rumen, omasum and abomasum during the first
100 days of life in calves. Res. Vet. Sci. 2013, 95, 326–333. [CrossRef]

25. Fasake, V.; Dashora, K. Characterization and morphology of natural dung polymer for potential industrial application as
bio-based fillers. Polymers 2020, 12, 3030. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

26. Joblin, K.N.; Matsui, H.; Naylor, G.E.; Ushida, K. Degradation of fresh ryegrass by methanogenic co-cultures of ruminal fungi
grown in the presence or absence of Fibrobacter succinogenes. Curr. Microbiol. 2002, 45, 46–53. [CrossRef]

27. Khalid, M.; Ratnam, C.T.; Abdullah, L.C.; Walvekar, R.; Ching, Y.C.; Ketabchi, M.R. Mechanical and physical performance of cow
dung-based polypropylene biocomposites. Polym. Compos. 2018, 39, 288–296. [CrossRef]

28. Rath, S.S.; Rao, D.S.; Mishra, B.K. A novel approach for reduction roasting of iron ore slime using cow dung. Int. J. Miner. Process.
2016, 157, 216–226. [CrossRef]

29. Ma, Y.; Wu, S.; Zhuang, J.; Tong, J.; Qi, H. Tribological and physio-mechanical characterization of cow dung fibers reinforced
friction composites: An effective utilization of cow dung waste. Tribol. Int. 2019, 131, 200–211. [CrossRef]

30. Ojedokun, A.T.; Bello, O.S. Sequestering heavy metals from wastewater using cow dung. Water Resour. Ind. 2016, 13, 7–13.
[CrossRef]

31. Yadav, A.K.; Gaurav, K.; Kishor, R.; Suman, S.K. Stabilization of alluvial soil for subgrade using rice husk ash, sugarcane bagasse
ash and cow dung ash for rural roads. Int. J. Pavement. Res. Technol. 2017, 10, 254–261. [CrossRef]

32. Tasnim, F.; Iqbal, S.A.; Chowdhury, A.R. Biogas production from anaerobic co-digestion of cow manure with kitchen waste and
Water Hyacinth. Renew. Energy 2017, 109, 434–439. [CrossRef]

33. Zhang, L.; Sun, X. Using cow dung and spent coffee grounds to enhance the two-stage co-composting of green waste. Bioresour.
Technol. 2017, 245, 152–161. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

34. Bamogo, H.; Ouedraogo, M.; Sanou, I.; Ouedraogo, K.A.J.; Dao, K.; Aubert, J.E.; Millogo, Y. Improvement of water resistance and
thermal comfort of earth renders by cow dung: An ancestral practice of Burkina Faso. J. Cult. Herit. 2020, 46, 42–51. [CrossRef]

35. Vijayaraghavan, P.; Kalaiyarasi, M.; Vincent, S.G.P. Cow dung is an ideal fermentation medium for amylase production in
solid-state fermentation by Bacillus cereus. J. Genet. Eng. Biotechnol. 2015, 13, 111–117. [CrossRef]

36. Gong, C. Microbial safety control of compost material with cow dung by heat treatment. J. Environ. Sci. 2007, 19, 1014–1019.
[CrossRef]

37. Vedrtnam, A. Fabrication and characterization of cow dung-Polyvinyl Alcohol composite film. Compos. Commun. 2018, 8, 31–35.
[CrossRef]

38. Thakur, V.K.; Singha, A.S.; Thakur, M.K. Natural cellulosic polymers as potential reinforcement in composites: Physicochemical
and mechanical studies. Adv. Polym. Technol. 2013, 32, E427–E435. [CrossRef]

39. Wu, S.; Zhuang, J.; Wu, Q.; Qi, H.; Zhao, J.; Guo, M. Investigation of tribological, physicomechanical, and morphological
properties of resin-based friction materials reinforced with Agave americana waste. Mater. Res. Express 2021, 8, 075308. [CrossRef]

40. Wu, S.; Zhao, J.; Guo, M.; Zhuang, J.; Wu, Q. Effect of fiber shape on the tribological, mechanical, and morphological behaviors of
sisal fiber-reinforced resin-based friction materials: Helical, undulated, and straight shapes. Materials 2021, 14, 5410. [CrossRef]

41. Asyraf, M.R.M.; Ishak, M.R.; Norrrahim, M.N.F.; Nurazzi, N.M.; Shazleen, S.S.; Ilyas, R.A.; Rafidah, M.; Razman, M.R. Recent
advances of thermal properties of sugar palm lignocellulosic fibre reinforced polymer composites. Int. J. Biol. Macromol. 2021, 193,
1587–1599. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

42. Ilyas, R.A.; Zuhri, M.Y.M.; Norrrahim, M.N.F.; Misenan, M.S.M.; Jenol, M.A.; Samsudin, S.A.; Nurazzi, N.M.; Asyraf, M.R.M.;
Supian, A.B.M.; Bangar, S.P.; et al. Natural fiber-reinforced polycaprolactone green and hybrid biocomposites for various
advanced applications. Polymers 2022, 14, 182. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

43. Segal, L.; Creely, J.J.; Martin, A.E., Jr.; Conrad, C.M. An empirical method for estimating the degree of crystallinity of native
cellulose using the X-ray diffractometer. Text. Res. J. 1959, 29, 786–794. [CrossRef]

44. Ma, Y.; Wu, S.; Zhuang, J.; Tian, Y.; Qi, H.; Tong, J. The effect of lignin on the physicomechanical, tribological, and morphological
performance indicators of corn stalk fiber-reinforced friction materials. Mater. Res. Express 2019, 6, 105325. [CrossRef]

45. Liu, Y.; Xie, J.; Wu, N.; Wang, L.; Ma, Y.; Tong, J. Influence of silane treatment on the mechanical, tribological and morphological
properties of corn stalk fiber reinforced polymer composites. Tribol. Int. 2019, 131, 398–405. [CrossRef]

46. Luo, Z.; Li, P.; Cai, D.; Chen, Q.; Qin, P.; Tan, T.; Cao, H. Comparison of performances of corn fiber plastic composites made from
different parts of corn stalk. Ind. Crops Prod. 2017, 95, 521–527. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1016/j.matdes.2010.04.008
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.polymdegradstab.2008.03.011
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.compositesb.2013.08.059
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2022.131374
http://doi.org/10.1186/s40643-016-0105-9
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.rvsc.2013.03.019
http://doi.org/10.3390/polym12123030
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/33348857
http://doi.org/10.1007/s00284-001-0078-5
http://doi.org/10.1002/pc.23928
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.minpro.2016.11.015
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.triboint.2018.10.026
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.wri.2016.02.002
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijprt.2017.02.001
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.renene.2017.03.044
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.biortech.2017.08.147
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/28892685
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.culher.2020.04.009
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jgeb.2015.09.004
http://doi.org/10.1016/S1001-0742(07)60164-8
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.coco.2018.03.004
http://doi.org/10.1002/adv.21290
http://doi.org/10.1088/2053-1591/ac1448
http://doi.org/10.3390/ma14185410
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijbiomac.2021.10.221
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/34740691
http://doi.org/10.3390/polym14010182
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/35012203
http://doi.org/10.1177/004051755902901003
http://doi.org/10.1088/2053-1591/ab396b
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.triboint.2018.11.004
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.indcrop.2016.11.005


Polymers 2022, 14, 5041 17 of 17

47. Kim, D.S.; Myint, A.A.; Lee, H.W.; Yoon, J.; Lee, Y.W. Evaluation of hot compressed water pretreatment and enzymatic
saccharification of tulip tree sawdust using severity factors. Bioresour. Technol. 2013, 144, 460–466. [CrossRef]

48. Ghaffar, S.H.; Fan, M.; McVicar, B. Interfacial properties with bonding and failure mechanisms of wheat straw node and internode.
Compos. Part A 2017, 99, 102–112. [CrossRef]

49. Yan, L.; Kasal, B.; Huang, L. A review of recent research on the use of cellulosic fibres, their fibre fabric reinforced cementitious,
geo-polymer and polymer composites in civil engineering. Compos. Part. B 2016, 92, 94–132. [CrossRef]

50. Bekele, A.E.; Lemu, H.G.; Jiru, M.G. Experimental study of physical, chemical and mechanical properties of enset and sisal fibers.
Polym. Test. 2022, 106, 107453. [CrossRef]

51. Zhao, X.; Chen, J.; Chen, F.; Wang, X.; Zhu, Q.; Ao, Q. Surface characterization of corn stalk superfine powder studied by FTIR
and XRD. Colloids Surf. B 2013, 104, 207–212. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

52. Hu, J.; Jiang, B.; Wang, J.; Qiao, Y.; Zuo, T.; Sun, Y.; Jiang, X. Physicochemical characteristics and pyrolysis performance of corn
stalk torrefied in aqueous ammonia by microwave heating. Bioresour. Technol. 2019, 274, 83–88. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

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

54. Liu, Y.; Lv, X.; Bao, J.; Xie, J.; Tang, X.; Che, J.; Ma, Y.; Tong, J. Characterization of silane treated and untreated natural cellulosic
fibre from corn stalk waste as potential reinforcement in polymer composites. Carbohydr. Polym. 2019, 218, 179–187. [CrossRef]
[PubMed]

55. Haque, M.M.; Hasan, M.; Islam, M.S.; Ali, M.E. Physico-mechanical properties of chemically treated palm and coir fiber reinforced
polypropylene composites. Bioresour. Technol. 2009, 100, 4903–4906. [CrossRef]

56. Ranakoti, L.; Gangil, B.; Rajesh, P.K.; Singh, T.; Sharma, S.; Li, C.; Ilyas, R.A.; Mahmoud, O. Effect of surface treatment and fiber
loading on the physical, mechanical, sliding wear, and morphological characteristics of tasar silk fiber waste-epoxy composites
for multifaceted biomedical and engineering applications: Fabrication and characterizations. J. Mater. Res. Technol. 2022, 19,
2863–2876. [CrossRef]

57. Adhikary, K.B.; Pang, S.; Staiger, M.P. Long-term moisture absorption and thickness swelling behaviour of recycled thermoplastics
reinforced with Pinus radiata sawdust. Chem. Eng. J. 2008, 142, 190–198. [CrossRef]

58. Karmarkar, A.; Chauhan, S.S.; Modak, J.M.; Chanda, M. Mechanical properties of wood–fiber reinforced polypropylene compos-
ites: Effect of a novel compatibilizer with isocyanate functional group. Compos. Part A 2007, 38, 227–233. [CrossRef]

59. Vilay, V.; Mariatti, M.; Taib, R.M.; Todo, M. Effect of fiber surface treatment and fiber loading on the properties of bagasse
fiber–reinforced unsaturated polyester composites. Compos. Sci. Technol. 2008, 68, 631–638. [CrossRef]

60. Yusefi, M.; Khalid, M.; Yasin, F.M.; Abdullah, L.C.; Ketabchi, M.R.; Walvekar, R. Performance of cow dung reinforced biodegrad-
able poly (Lactic Acid) biocomposites for structural applications. J. Polym. Environ. 2018, 26, 474–486. [CrossRef]

http://doi.org/10.1016/j.biortech.2013.06.071
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.compositesa.2017.04.005
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.compositesb.2016.02.002
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.polymertesting.2021.107453
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.colsurfb.2012.12.003
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23314610
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.biortech.2018.11.076
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30500767
http://doi.org/10.1016/S0266-3538(03)00099-X
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.carbpol.2019.04.088
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31221319
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.biortech.2009.04.072
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.jmrt.2022.06.024
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.cej.2007.11.024
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.compositesa.2006.05.005
http://doi.org/10.1016/j.compscitech.2007.10.005
http://doi.org/10.1007/s10924-017-0963-z

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Fiber Preparation 
	Fiber Morphology Characterization 
	X-ray Diffraction (XRD) Measurement 
	Fourier Transform Infrared Spectroscopy (FTIR) Measurement 
	Preparation of the Fiber-Reinforced Polymer Composites 
	Density Test 
	Water Absorption Test 
	Mechanical Test 
	Interfacial Morphology Analysis 
	Statistical Analysis 

	Results and Discussion 
	SEM Analysis 
	XRD Analysis 
	FTIR Analysis 
	Density Analysis 
	Water Absorption Analysis 
	Impact Strength Property Analysis 
	Shear Strength Property Analysis 
	Fracture Surface Analysis 

	Conclusions 
	References

