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Abstract

Single fiber fragmentation technique was used to evaluate the change of interfacial
properties by degradation of fiber tensile strength in the fiber reinforced composites. The
influences of fiber tensile strength on the interfacial properties have been evaluated by the
fragmentation specimens(weak fiber samples) of glass fiber/epoxy resin that was made
using the pre-degraded glass fiber in distilled water at 80C for specified periods. The
effects of the immersion time on the interfacial properties in the distilled water at 80°C also
have been evaluated by the fragmentation specimens(original fiber samples) of glass
fiber/epoxy resin that was made using the received glass fiber.

As the result, the tensile strength of glass fiber was decreased with the increasing of
the treatment time in the distilled water at 80C and the interfacial shear strength was
independent of the change of the glass fiber strength in the single fiber fragmentation test.
But in the durability test using the single fiber fragmentation specimen, interfacial shear
strength decreased with the increasing of the immersion time in distilled water at 80C.
And it turned out that the evaluating of interfacial shear strength using original fiber
tensile strength was valuable in the durability test for the water environment by the single
fiber fragmentation technique.
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