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Abstract: Nanocarbon 2024 aluminum composites with 0.5 vol. % and 1 vol. % of graphene
nanoplatelets and 1 vol. % and 2 vol. % of activated nanocarbon were manufactured through
induction casting. The effect of the reinforcements and heat treatment on the performance of the
composites was examined. Analysis of the microstructure of the composites before heat treatment
suggested the homogeneous dispersion of reinforcements and the absence of secondary carbide or
oxide phases. The presence of carbon nanoparticles had a significant impact on the microstructural
characteristics of the matrix. This behavior was further enhanced after the heat treatment. The
mechanical and damping properties were evaluated with the uniaxial compression test, micro
Vickers hardness test, and dynamic mechanical analysis. The yield strength and ultimate strength
were improved up to 28% (1 vol. % of graphene nanoplatelets) and 45% (0.5 vol. % of graphene
nanoplatelets), respectively, compared to the as-cast 2024 aluminum. Similarly, compared to the heat-
treated 2024 aluminum, the composites increased up to 56% (0.5 vol. % of graphene nanoplatelets)
and 57% (0.5 vol. % of graphene nanoplatelets) in yield strength and ultimate strength, respectively.
Likewise, the hardness of the samples was up to 33% (1 vol. % of graphene nanoplatelets) higher than
that of the as-cast 2024 aluminum, and up to 31% (2 vol. % of activated nanocarbon) with respect to
the heat-treated 2024 aluminum. The damping properties of the nanocarbon–aluminum composites
were determined at variable temperatures and strain amplitudes. The results indicate that damping
properties improved for the composites without heat treatment. As a result, it is demonstrated that
using small volume fractions of nanocarbon allotropes enhanced the mechanical properties for both
with- and without-heat treatment with a limited loss of plastic deformation before failure for the 2024
aluminum matrix.

Keywords: 2024 aluminum composites; heat treatment; nanocarbon allotropes; damping properties

1. Introduction

Within the whole family of aluminum alloys, 2024 aluminum is well known because
of its high strength and fatigue resistance. Aluminum matrix composites have emerged
as an alternative in the search for stronger and lighter 2024 aluminum for the aerospace
and automobile industries. Aluminum matrix composites have excelled because of their
outstanding mechanical, structural, and corrosion properties [1–7]. Studies on composites
based on 2024 aluminum matrix composites have increased in number in recent decades,
with promising results [8–13]. For instance, Jiang et al. [14] increased the yield and ultimate
strength of 2024 aluminum matrix composites after using 5 vol. % of Al2O3 as reinforcement.
Their results were attributed to the uniform dispersion of the reinforcement nanoparticles
and the high dislocation density. Also, Yuan et al. [15] utilized high-entropy alloy particles
of CoCrFeMnNi as reinforcement for 2024 aluminum. The study revealed that the formation
of a diffusion layer increased the hardness of the composite because of the new phase
formation at the interface of the high-entropy alloy particle and aluminum alloy matrix.
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Xie et al. obtained 2024 aluminum matrix composites with 0.8 vol. % of nanodiamond
particles, wherein the reinforcement was homogeneously dispersed by applying a surface
modification procedure, also resulting in an enhanced ultimate tensile strength of up to
more than 40% compared to conventional 2024 aluminum [16].

Similarly, heat treatment has demonstrated a high influence on the performance of
aluminum composites. Zhang et al. [17] used 1.5 wt. % of Al2O3 to reinforce aluminum
alloy matrix composites with T6 heat treatment. In that work, the materials presented an
enhanced hardness compared to untreated composites, because of phase transformations.
Likewise, Mistry et al. [18] published a study on the behavior of heat-treated aluminum
matrix composites after being combined with Si3N4 particles by a stir-casting method. These
materials presented improved hardness, flexural strength, and tensile strength at 8 wt. %.
However, higher volume fractions had a negative impact on the mechanical properties due
to a clustering tendency of Si3N4 particles and a weak interface. Hanizam et al. [19] utilized
a liquid method to obtain carbon nanotube aluminum alloy matrix composites subjected
to T6 heat treatment. Enhanced ultimate tensile strength and hardness were attributed to
load transfer strengthening and improved wettability. However, this was limited to 1 wt. %
of carbon nanotube reinforcement. Lakshmikanthan et al. [20] assessed the tribological
properties of aluminum matrix composites reinforced with silicon carbide. After T6 heat
treatment, the materials presented the formation of secondary phases of Mg2Si, which
contributed to the increase in the wear and mechanical properties of the composites.

Aluminum composites also have the potential to boost the damping properties of
pristine aluminum alloys. In this regard, Rojas et al. [21] studied the viscoelastic response
of SiC aluminum matrix composites. In that report, they obtained materials with higher
damping friction produced by hindering the sliding of dislocations of the matrix, typically
occurring at the grain boundary, due to the localization of reinforcements in these specific
zones. Hu et al. [22] also investigated the damping behavior of aluminum matrix compos-
ites with 20 vol. % of TiNi and variable volume fractions of silicon carbide, finding that
phase transformations of TiNi at high temperatures can increase the damping properties
of these materials. However, the mechanisms behind heat-treated 2024 aluminum matrix
composites with simultaneous improved damping and mechanical properties remained
little explored, limiting their industrial implementation.

Based on this, this work aimed to establish the manufacturing conditions required
to obtain 2024 aluminum matrix composites with superior mechanical properties and
enhanced damping properties after the introduction of small volume fractions of activated
nanocarbon and graphene nanoplatelets by studying their structural evolution, mechanical
performance, and damping performance before and after heat treatment.

2. Materials and Methods
2.1. Composites Preparation

Activated nanocarbon (<100 nm, 95%) and graphene nanoplatelets (99.5%) were
purchased from US Research Nanomaterials, Inc. (Houston, TX, USA). 2024 aluminum
with the following composition was utilized: Al = 90.75–94.7%, Cr = 0–0.1%, Cu = 3.8–4.9%,
Fe = 0–0.5%, Mg = 1.2–1.8%, Mn = 0.3–0.9%, Si = 0–0.5%, Ti = 0–0.15%, Zn = 0–0.25%. The
nanocarbon 2024 aluminum composites were prepared via the induction casting method.
Corresponding amounts of 2024 aluminum were introduced into a SiC crucible, which
was placed inside an induction furnace (RDO Model DuraPower, 10 kW, 20–80 kHz, 220 V,
3-Phase) (Washington, NJ, USA) under an argon atmosphere. The system was heated up to
750 ◦C, and once the alloy was completely melted, corresponding amounts of activated
nanocarbon and graphene nanoplatelets were introduced into the crucible. The system
was maintained at 750 ◦C for 30 min. After that, the composite was poured into a cast iron
mold to solidify. Selected samples were subjected to T4 heat treatment. First, the samples
were heated up to 495 ◦C for 70 min, followed by an immediate quenching in water at
30 ◦C. After this, the composites were naturally aged. The denomination of the samples
after manufacturing is shown in Table 1.
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Table 1. Nominal composition of the samples.

Denomination Composition

2024 2024 aluminum without any reinforcement
24Ac1 2024 aluminum reinforced with 1 vol. % of activated nanocarbon
24Ac2 2024 aluminum reinforced with 2 vol. % of activated nanocarbon

24Gn0.5 2024 aluminum reinforced with 0.5 vol. % of graphene nanoplatelets
24Gn1 2024 aluminum reinforced with 1 vol. % of graphene nanoplatelets

2024-HT 2024 aluminum without any reinforcement and heat treatment

24Ac1-HT 2024 aluminum reinforced with 1 vol. % of activated nanocarbon and
heat treatment

24Ac2-HT 2024 aluminum reinforced with 2 vol. % of activated nanocarbon and
heat treatment

24Gn0.5-HT 2024 aluminum reinforced with 0.5 vol. % of graphene nanoplatelets
and heat treatment

24Gn1-HT 2024 aluminum reinforced with 1 vol. % of graphene nanoplatelets
and heat treatment

2.2. Structural Characterization

All the samples were ground with abrasive papers (80 to 1200) and polished with
an alumina suspension. The microstructures, distribution of reinforcements, and fracture
surfaces were observed with scanning electron microscopy (Quanta FEG 450) (Waltham,
MA, USA) coupled with energy-dispersive X-ray spectroscopy (EDS) (Concord, MA, USA).
The XRD analysis was performed with Cu radiation (λ = 1.5405 Å) with a voltage of 30 KV
and between 10 and 90 degrees, using a Rigaku D/Max-B diffractometer (The Woodlands,
TX, USA). Density was calculated employing the Archimedes principle in distilled water.

2.3. Mechanical Characterization

Uniaxial compressive tests were performed in an MTS Insight 30 kN standard length
machine (Eden Prairie, MN, USA) following the ASTM E9 [23] for samples with a 2:1 height-
to-width ratio (3 tests per sample). The average yield strength and the ultimate strength
of the materials were obtained from the stress–strain diagrams. A total of 10 indentations
per sample were used to obtain the hardness of the materials with an HMV-G31 DT micro
Vickers tester from Shimadzu Scientific Instruments, Inc. (Pittsburgh, PA, USA) equipped
with a diamond indenter. A load of 1.961 N for 15 s was employed each time.

2.4. Dynamic Mechanical Analysis

Damping properties were assessed with dynamic mechanical analysis (Discover DMA
850) (New Castle, DE, USA), using a single cantilever configuration, from room temperature
to 400 ◦C at 10 Hz, and a heating rate of 5 ◦C min−1 in a Nitrogen atmosphere. The samples
were also tested against a strain amplitude between 1 × 10−3 to 0.1%.

3. Results and Discussion
3.1. Structural Characterization

Figure 1 shows the results of the XRD characterization of the nanocarbon 2024 alu-
minum matrix composites. The typical phases of aluminum and CuAl2 of the metal matrix
can be seen, before and after heat treatment, and without any reinforcement. Introducing
either activated nanocarbon or graphene nanoplatelets did not alter the presence and forma-
tion of these two phases. Therefore, the peaks located at 38.4◦, 44.7◦, 65.3◦, and 78.5◦ were
attributed to the planes (1 1 1), (2 0 0), (2 2 0), and (3 1 1) of aluminum, respectively [24].
The peaks at 20.7◦, 29.3◦, 44.3◦, and 47.3◦ were ascribed to the phase CuAl2 with the planes
(1 1 0), (2 0 0), (1 1 2), and (1 3 0), respectively [14]. Similarly, no peaks were associated
with carbon or carbide structures. The intensity of the peaks varies due to the occurrence
of preferential orientation. The crystallite sizes of the composites were determined with
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Equation (1) to distinguish between the influence of nanoparticles and heat treatment on
the microstructural behavior of the materials.

D =
0.9λ

β cos θ
(1)

where λ = 1.5405 Å, D is crystallite size, θ is the diffraction angle, and β is Full Width at
Half Maximum (FWHM).
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Figure 1. XRD patterns of the nanocarbon 2024 aluminum composites with and without heat treatment.

According to these results, the crystallite size of the materials decreased for both
carbon nanoparticles as a function of the volume fraction, and the heat treatment improved
this tendency. So, the crystallite sizes of the samples 2024, 2024-HT, 24AC1, and 24GN1
were 37.1, 32.2, 24.1, and 24.7 nm, respectively. This indicates the effect that these nanocar-
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bon reinforcements have on the refinement of the composite structures compared to the
original matrix and the heat treatment without any reinforcement, by following the grain re-
finement strengthening mechanism generated by the increase in the dislocation density [25].
Similarly, the crystallite sizes of the heat-treated samples 24AC1-HT and 24GN1-HT were
23.3 and 22.5 nm, respectively.

Figure 2 shows the SEM images of the as-cast composites 2024, 24GN0.5, 24GN1,
24AC1, and 24AC2. The carbon nanoparticle fillers presented a homogenous distribution
in the composite microstructure. Energy-dispersive X-ray spectroscopy (EDS) images of the
as-cast composites revealed that the reinforcement/matrix interface comprises only carbon
nanoparticles of graphene nanoplatelets and activated nanocarbon, and 2024 aluminum,
without the formation of intermediate phases such as Al4C3, following the XRD results
shown above. With EDS, some bright zones rich in copper and magnesium were also
detected all over the surface, typical for the composition of this aluminum alloy [26,27].
Similarly, the images of the samples after heat treatment are shown in Figure 3, in which
the presence of precipitates was also evident, but without altering the dispersion tendency
shown by the nanocarbon reinforcements in the as-cast composites. It was also confirmed
that the carbon allotropes did not only react with aluminum to form carbide phases but
also did not react with the alloy elements to form phases that could alter the formation of
the typically expected precipitates for this 2024 aluminum. This differs from some other
reports in which the reinforcement, even at a low volume fraction, (i.e., 2 vol. % of TiC)
reacted with the main elements of the alloy (i.e., Si) to form secondary phases (Al3TiSixCy),
which had an adverse effect for the thermal stability of the reinforcement and the optimal
strength and plastic deformation of the composite [28].

3.2. Mechanical Characterization

Representative strain–stress curves of the composites before and after heat treatment are
displayed in Figure 4a,b. Figure 4c,d shows the compressive properties of the as-cast and
heat-treated materials reinforced with activated nanocarbon and graphene nanoplatelets. The
samples presented higher values for yield strength and ultimate strength. The yield strength
of the as-cast composites was 27% and 28% higher than that of unreinforced 2024 aluminum
for the composites 24AC2 and 24GN1, respectively. Heat treatment also increased the yield
strength by 26% compared to the pure 2024 aluminum without heat treatment. Similarly, the
heat-treated composites 24AC1-HT and 24GN0.5-HT obtained a yield strength of 28% and
56%, respectively, higher than that of the heat-treated 2024 aluminum. Likewise, the ultimate
strength of the as-cast materials increased by 45% and 41% for the samples 24GN0.5 and
24AC2, respectively, compared to the as-cast 2024 aluminum. Moreover, compared to the
heat-treated 2024 aluminum, the composites 24AC2-HT and 24GN0.5-HT increased by 52%
and 57%, respectively. These yield and ultimate strength values decreased with the amount of
graphene nanoplatelets due to a higher tendency to agglomerate and a larger porosity when
inside the composites [5]. In addition, these values increased after heat treatment due to the
formation and presence of precipitates, which limited the movement of dislocations, increased
the dislocation density, and increased the strain hardening [29].

The micro Vickers hardness results for the composites as a function of the nanocarbon
fraction and before and after the heat treatment are shown in Figure 4e. First, the hardness of
the as-cast composites increased with the addition of both activated nanocarbon and graphene
nanoplatelets. The hardness increased by 27% and 31% for the samples 24AC1 and 24AC2,
respectively, whereas it was boosted by 26% and 33% for the samples 24GN0.5 and 24GN1,
respectively, compared to the un-reinforced 2024 aluminum. After heat treatment, the samples
continued to increase in hardness. The composites presented an enhancement of 17% and
31% for the materials 24AC1-HT and 24AC2-HT, as well as 28% and 21% for the materials
24GN0.5-HT and 24GN1-HT compared to the heat-treated 2024 aluminum. As mentioned
above, heat treatment led to the formation of small precipitates, mainly of CuAl2, which
increased the internal stresses and the dislocation density around them and limited the plastic
deformation [30].
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Figure 4. Representative stress–strain diagrams of (a) the nanocarbon 2024 aluminum composites,
(b) the nanocarbon 2024-HT aluminum composites, and the average (c) yield strength, (d) ultimate
strength, and (e) hardness of the nanocarbon 2024 aluminum composites and the nanocarbon 2024-HT
aluminum composites.

3.3. Dynamic Mechanical Analysis Results

The DMA for the composites before and after heat treatment are shown in Figure 5. The
tan delta vs. temperature curves for the as-cast materials show that the damping capacity
of the composites increased at low temperatures after introducing the carbon nanoparticle
fillers, as shown in Figure 5a. This behavior remained almost unchanged in the temperature
range of 25 ◦C to 200 ◦C. This tendency changed at higher temperatures, in which the
damping capacities increased at a higher rate. Damping occurs mainly by three mechanisms:
the intrinsic damping properties of the reinforcement, matrix/reinforcement interface, and
dislocations [31–33]. This improvement in damping properties has been associated with an
effective transfer of the inherent high damping capacities of the nanocarbon reinforcements
and the movement and friction of the dislocations at low temperatures, complemented by
an enhanced energy dissipation capacity at the metal/nanocarbon interfaces and energy-
activated grain boundary damping at high temperatures [34]. As shown in Figure 5b, the
damping capacity of the materials after the heat treatment was reduced mainly because
of the reduction in dislocation density after the solution and aging treatments, showing
that the post-processing heat treatment reduces the damping properties of the nanocarbon-
reinforced 2024 aluminum composites. Likewise, Figure 5c,d shows that the internal
friction of the composites increased with the increase in strain amplitude before and after
heat treatment. As the materials follow the damping dislocation mechanism, a higher
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amount of dislocation slipping was carried out in the composites with the increasing strain
amplitude [35]. Therefore, the higher the strain amplitude, the higher the capacity of the
composites to dissipate strain energy. As happened with the samples tested as a function of
the temperature, the damping behavior of the composites relied on the dislocation density
and the effect of the heat treatment on the matrix.
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3.4. Density Results

Figure 6 displays the relative density, porosity, and specific strength of the composites
with and without heat treatment. It shows that the density of the samples decreased with
the volume fraction of the reinforcements due to the lower density of activated nanocarbon
and graphene nanoplatelets. The relative density of the materials, in Figure 6a, was closer
to the theoretical values for these compositions, calculated with Equation (2). This differs
from other reinforcements, such as high-entropy alloys [36], and TiO2 [37], in which the
density of the composites increased with the volume fraction of the reinforcement com-
pared to the base matrix. Likewise, the porosity of the composites was determined using
Equation (3), which shows that it increased with the incorporation of carbon nanoparticles
as a consequence of the manufacturing method, and it influenced the relative density of the
composites as the volume fraction of reinforcements was changing.

ρc = Vmρm + Vrρr (2)

where ρm and ρr are the density of the matrix and reinforcement, respectively, and Vr and
Vm are the volume fraction of the reinforcement and matrix, respectively.

Porosity (%) =
ρt − ρe

ρt
× 100% (3)

where ρt is the theoretical density of the composite and ρe is the experimental density of
the composites.
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The specific strength of these composites before and after heat treatment was also cal-
culated, as shown in Figure 6c. It increased with the incorporation of activated nanocarbon
and graphene nanoplatelets, and this resulted in higher values for the heat-treated samples.
Therefore, the specific strength increased with the volume fraction of activated nanocarbon
but decreased with the volume fraction of graphene nanoplatelets, following the tendencies
observed for the yield strength, ultimate strength, and hardness of the samples.

3.5. Fracture Surface Characterization

The fractured surfaces of the representative compression test samples with 0.5 vol. %
and 1 vol. % of graphene nanoplatelets and 1 vol. % and 2 vol. % of activated nanocarbon
before and after the heat treatment can be observed in Figure 7 and Figure 8, respectively.
The SEM micrographs of all the samples presented a large number of dimples and ridges
of different sizes as well as little presence of flat planes inside the composites after the
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compressive loading process, which is the result of the nucleation, growth, and propagation
of cracks near the micropores and interfaces inside the composites. In addition, signs of
de-bonding and pulling-out of carbonaceous particles as a consequence of the mechanical
bonding between matrix and reinforcements can be seen. This behavior agreed with the
results presented in Figure 4 about the limited loss of elongation in the composites, typical
of the ductile failure mechanism, due to the small size of the reinforcement and their
good distribution inside the matrix. This differs from the results for solid manufacturing
processes, in which the presence of dimples, ridges, and total elongation is reduced with
the increasing introduction of reinforcements [38].

Nanomaterials 2024, 14, x FOR PEER REVIEW 11 of 15 
 

 

3.5. Fracture Surface Characterization 
The fractured surfaces of the representative compression test samples with 0.5 vol. % 

and 1 vol. % of graphene nanoplatelets and 1 vol. % and 2 vol. % of activated nanocarbon 
before and after the heat treatment can be observed in Figure 7 and Figure 8, respectively. 
The SEM micrographs of all the samples presented a large number of dimples and ridges 
of different sizes as well as little presence of flat planes inside the composites after the 
compressive loading process, which is the result of the nucleation, growth, and propaga-
tion of cracks near the micropores and interfaces inside the composites. In addition, signs 
of de-bonding and pulling-out of carbonaceous particles as a consequence of the mechan-
ical bonding between matrix and reinforcements can be seen. This behavior agreed with 
the results presented in Figure 4 about the limited loss of elongation in the composites, 
typical of the ductile failure mechanism, due to the small size of the reinforcement and 
their good distribution inside the matrix. This differs from the results for solid manufac-
turing processes, in which the presence of dimples, ridges, and total elongation is reduced 
with the increasing introduction of reinforcements [38]. 

 
Figure 7. SEM of the samples 2024, 24AC1, 24AC2, 24GN0.5, and 24GN after fracture. Figure 7. SEM of the samples 2024, 24AC1, 24AC2, 24GN0.5, and 24GN after fracture.



Nanomaterials 2024, 14, 1342 12 of 14Nanomaterials 2024, 14, x FOR PEER REVIEW 12 of 15 
 

 

 
Figure 8. SEM of the samples 2024-HT, 24AC1-HT, 24AC2-HT, 24GN0.5-HT, and 24GN-HT after 
fracture. 

4. Conclusions 
2024 aluminum composites reinforced with small volume fractions of activated 

nanocarbon and graphene nanoplatelets were successfully obtained by the induction cast-
ing process. The effect of reinforcement and heat treatment on the microstructure, me-
chanical properties, and damping behavior was assessed. The as-cast materials presented 
a good distribution of the carbon nanoparticles without evidencing the reaction between 
matrix and reinforcement to form interfacial phases. The characterization with XRD con-
firmed the effect of small volume fractions of the reinforcements on the refinement of the 

Figure 8. SEM of the samples 2024-HT, 24AC1-HT, 24AC2-HT, 24GN0.5-HT, and 24GN-HT after fracture.

4. Conclusions

2024 aluminum composites reinforced with small volume fractions of activated nanocar-
bon and graphene nanoplatelets were successfully obtained by the induction casting process.
The effect of reinforcement and heat treatment on the microstructure, mechanical properties,
and damping behavior was assessed. The as-cast materials presented a good distribution
of the carbon nanoparticles without evidencing the reaction between matrix and reinforce-
ment to form interfacial phases. The characterization with XRD confirmed the effect of
small volume fractions of the reinforcements on the refinement of the matrix microstructure.
The yield strength increased by a maximum of 28% for the sample 24GN1, and the ultimate
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strength increased by a maximum of 45% for the sample 24GN0.5 compared to the as-cast
2024 aluminum. The enhancement of the heat-treated samples was superior for the sample
24GN0.5-HT, which presented a yield strength and ultimate strength of 56% and 57%,
respectively, higher than those of the heat-treated 2024 aluminum. Likewise, the maximum
values for hardness for the samples without heat treatment were obtained for the composi-
tion 24GN1, which was 33% higher than the as-cast 2024 aluminum. In turn, the hardness
of the sample 24AC2-HT presented the biggest increment of 31% regarding the heat-treated
2024 aluminum. Nanocarbon allotropes and heat treatment also influenced the damping
behavior. The damping properties of the as-cast composites were enhanced by the intrinsic
damping properties of carbon nanoparticles, damping of dislocations, and the internal fric-
tion of both grain boundaries and interfaces of the composites as a function of temperature
and strain amplitude. The heat treatment reduced dislocation density, which decreased
the contribution of carbon nanoparticles and precipitates on the damping behavior. As
a result, it has been demonstrated that carbon allotrope reinforcements, matrix structure,
and manufacturing conditions can be tailored to obtain 2024 aluminum composites with
enhanced mechanical and damping properties for industrial use.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, resources, supervision, project administration, writing—
original draft preparation, funding acquisition, writing—review and editing, S.N.; methodology,
formal analysis, investigation, writing—original draft preparation, W.R.-P. All authors have read and
agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This work is partially supported by the National Science Foundation Engineering Research
Initiation grant number 2138459.

Data Availability Statement: The original contributions presented in the study are included within
the article; further inquiries can be directed to the corresponding author.

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

References
1. Singh, J.; Chauhan, A. Characterization of hybrid aluminum matrix composites for advanced applications—A review. J. Mater.

Res. Technol. 2016, 5, 159–169. [CrossRef]
2. Shao, M.H.; Fu, Y.; Hu, R.G.; Lin, C.J. A study on pitting corrosion of aluminum alloy 2024-T3 by scanning microreference

electrode technique. Mater. Sci. Eng. A 2003, 344, 323–327. [CrossRef]
3. Staszczyk, A.; Sawicki, J.; Adamczyk-Cieslak, B. A Study of Second-Phase Precipitates and Dispersoid Particles in 2024 Aluminum

Alloy after Different Aging Treatments. Materials 2019, 12, 4168. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
4. Rativa-Parada, W.; Nilufar, S. Nanocarbon-Infused Metal Matrix Composites: A Review. JOM 2023, 75, 4009–4023. [CrossRef]
5. Pourmand, N.S.; Asgharzadeh, H. Aluminum Matrix Composites Reinforced with Graphene: A Review on Production, Mi-

crostructure, and Properties. Crit. Rev. Solid State Mater. Sci. 2020, 45, 289–337. [CrossRef]
6. Sirikumara, H.I.; Rativa-Parada, W.; Karunanithy, R.; Sivakumar, P.; Nilufar, S.; Jayasekera, T. Atomic composition/configuration

dependent bulk moduli of Al-C composites. Aip Adv. 2022, 12, 115008. [CrossRef]
7. Rativa-Parada, W.; Sirikumara, H.I.; Karunanithy, R.; Sivakumar, P.; Jayasekera, T.; Nilufar, S. Effect of Nanocarbon on the

Structural and Mechanical Properties of 6061 Aluminum Composites by Powder Metallurgy. Nanomaterials 2023, 13, 2917.
[CrossRef] [PubMed]

8. Su, H.; Gao, W.L.; Feng, Z.H.; Lu, Z. Processing, microstructure and tensile properties of nano-sized Al2O3 particle reinforced
aluminum matrix composites. Mater. Des. 2012, 36, 590–596. [CrossRef]

9. Hao, S.M.; Xie, J.P. Tensile properties and strengthening mechanisms of SiCp-reinforced aluminum matrix composites as a
function of relative particle size ratio. J. Mater. Res. 2013, 28, 2047–2055. [CrossRef]

10. Shin, S.E.; Ko, Y.J.; Bae, D.H. Mechanical and thermal properties of nanocarbon-reinforced aluminum matrix composites at
elevated temperatures. Compos. Part B Eng. 2016, 106, 66–73. [CrossRef]

11. Chen, G.; Chang, X.S.; Zhang, J.X.; Jin, Y.; Sun, C.; Chen, Q.; Zhao, Z.D. Microstructures and Mechanical Properties of In-Situ
Al3Ti/2024 Aluminum Matrix Composites Fabricated by Ultrasonic Treatment and Subsequent Squeeze Casting. Met. Mater. Int.
2020, 26, 1574–1584. [CrossRef]

12. Shin, S.E.; Bae, D.H. Deformation behavior of aluminum alloy matrix composites reinforced with few-layer graphene. Compos.
Part A Appl. Sci. Manuf. 2015, 78, 42–47. [CrossRef]

13. Aydin, F. Investigation of Elevated Temperature Wear Behavior of Al 2024-BN Composites using Statistical Techniques. J. Mater.
Eng. Perform. 2021, 30, 8560–8578. [CrossRef]

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jmrt.2015.05.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0921-5093(02)00445-8
https://doi.org/10.3390/ma12244168
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31842250
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11837-023-05905-4
https://doi.org/10.1080/10408436.2019.1632792
https://doi.org/10.1063/5.0117900
https://doi.org/10.3390/nano13222917
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/37999271
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.matdes.2011.11.064
https://doi.org/10.1557/jmr.2013.202
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compositesb.2016.09.017
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12540-019-00396-y
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compositesa.2015.08.001
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11665-021-06011-9


Nanomaterials 2024, 14, 1342 14 of 14

14. Jiang, J.F.; Xiao, G.F.; Che, C.J.; Wang, Y. Microstructure, Mechanical Properties and Wear Behavior of the Rheoformed 2024
Aluminum Matrix Composite Component Reinforced by Al2O3 Nanoparticles. Metals 2018, 8, 460. [CrossRef]

15. Yuan, Z.W.; Tian, W.B.; Li, F.G.; Fu, Q.Q.; Hu, Y.B.; Wang, X.G. Microstructure and properties of high-entropy alloy reinforced
aluminum matrix composites by spark plasma sintering. J. Alloys Compd. 2019, 806, 901–908. [CrossRef]

16. Xie, K.; Cai, B.; Zhang, G.P.; Shi, Y.J.; Li, M.J.; Huang, H.; Huang, J.J.; Zhou, W.W.; Liu, Z.X. High-strength Al matrix composites
reinforced with uniformly dispersed nanodiamonds. J. Alloys Compd. 2022, 898, 162917. [CrossRef]

17. Zhang, P.X.; Yan, H.; Liu, W.; Zou, X.L.; Tang, B.B. Effect of T6 Heat Treatment on Microstructure and Hardness of Nanosized
Al2O3 Reinforced 7075 Aluminum Matrix Composites. Metals 2019, 9, 44. [CrossRef]

18. Mistry, J.M.; Gohil, P.P. Experimental investigations on wear and friction behaviour of Si3N4p reinforced heat-treated aluminium
matrix composites produced using electromagnetic stir casting process. Compos. Part B Eng. 2019, 161, 190–204. [CrossRef]

19. Hanizam, H.; Salleh, M.S.; Omar, M.Z.; Sulong, A. Optimisation of mechanical stir casting parameters for fabrication of carbon
nanotubes-aluminium alloy composite through Taguchi method. J. Mater. Res. Technol. 2019, 8, 2223–2231. [CrossRef]

20. Lakshmikanthan, A.; Prabhu, T.R.; Babu, U.S.; Koppad, P.G.; Gupta, M.; Krishna, M.; Bontha, S. The effect of heat treatment on
the mechanical and tribological properties of dual size SiC reinforced A357 matrix composites. J. Mater. Res. Technol. 2020, 9,
6434–6452. [CrossRef]

21. Rojas, J.I.; Siva, B.V.; Sahoo, K.L.; Crespo, D. Viscoelastic behavior of a novel aluminum metal matrix composite and comparison
with pure aluminum, aluminum alloys, and a composite made of Al-Mg-Si alloy reinforced with SiC particles. J. Alloys Compd.
2018, 744, 445–452. [CrossRef]

22. Hu, J.; Wu, G.H.; Zhang, Q.; Gou, H.S. Mechanical properties and damping capacity of SiCp/TiNif/Al composite with different
volume fraction of SiC particle. Compos. Part B Eng. 2014, 66, 400–406. [CrossRef]

23. ASTM E9-09; Standard Test Methods of Compression Testing of Metallic Materials at Room Temperature. ASTM: West Con-
shohocken, PA, USA, 2018; pp. 1–9.

24. Zhao, B.Y.; Cai, Q.Z.; Cheng, J.F.; Yang, S.F.; Chen, F. Microstructure and properties of as-cast Al-4.5Cu-1.5Mg alloy refined with
Ti-supported TiC nanoparticles via ultrasonic-assisted addition. Mater. Sci. Eng. A 2019, 765, 138271. [CrossRef]

25. Prosviryakov, A.; Bazlov, A.; Pozdniakov, A.; Emelina, N. Low-Cost Mechanically Alloyed Copper-Based Composite Reinforced
with Silicate Glass Particles for Thermal Applications. JOM 2019, 71, 995–1001. [CrossRef]

26. Li, M.X.; Yang, W.K.; Tian, X.L.; Chen, L.W.; Hou, H.; Zhao, Y.H. Precipitation and refining of Al2Cu in graphene nanoplatelets
reinforced 2024 Al composites. Mater. Charact. 2023, 200, 112854. [CrossRef]

27. Zhou, Y.; Lin, M.; Liu, C.Z.; Wang, L.; Chen, H.; Dan, C.Y.; Ma, S.M.; Chen, Z.; Wang, H.W. Enhancing mechanical properties
of uniformly distributed nano TiB/2024 Al composite rolling sheet by pre-stretch aging. J. Alloys Compd. 2022, 913, 165172.
[CrossRef]

28. Pan, S.H.; Yuan, J.; Jin, K.Y.; Murali, N.; Gladstein, A.; Zeng, Y.X.; Taub, A.; Li, X.C. Influence of Mg on reaction and properties of
Al-Si/TiC nanocomposites. Mater. Sci. Eng. A 2022, 840, 142992. [CrossRef]

29. Ertugrul, O.; He, T.B.; Shahid, R.N.; Scudino, S. Effect of heat treatment on microstructure and mechanical properties of Al 2024
matrix composites reinforced with Ni60Nb40 metallic glass particles. J. Alloys Compd. 2019, 808, 151732. [CrossRef]

30. Choi, H.J.; Min, B.H.; Shin, J.H.; Bae, D.H. Strengthening in nanostructured 2024 aluminum alloy and its composites containing
carbon nanotubes. Compos. Part A Appl. Sci. Manuf. 2011, 42, 1438–1444. [CrossRef]

31. Wang, Y.B.; Jiang, H.J.; Liu, C.Y.; Huang, H.F.; Wei, L.L.; Qin, F.C. Influence of Al particle layer on damping behavior of
Alp/7075Al composites fabricated by hot rolling. J. Alloys Compd. 2021, 882, 160763. [CrossRef]

32. Ding, C.Y.; Jiang, H.J.; Qin, H.B.; Liu, C.Y.; Wei, L.L.; Liu, S.H.; Huang, H.F. Investigation of phase transition, mechanical
properties, and damping behavior of NiTip/6061Al laminar composites. J. Alloys Compd. 2023, 967, 171785. [CrossRef]

33. Reddy, M.P.; Manakari, V.; Parande, G.; Ubaid, F.; Shakoor, R.A.; Mohamed, A.M.A.; Gupta, M. Enhancing compressive, tensile,
thermal and damping response of pure Al using BN nanoparticles. J. Alloys Compd. 2018, 762, 398–408. [CrossRef]

34. Wang, F.; Li, L.; Jiang, X.L.; Tang, H.S.; Wang, X.L.; Hu, Y.J. High damping and modulus of aluminum matrix composites
reinforced with carbon nanotube skeleton inspired by diamond lattice. Compos. Struct. 2023, 323, 117451. [CrossRef]

35. Zhang, H.; Gu, M. Internal friction behavior in SiC particulate reinforced aluminum metal matrix composite in thermal cycling.
J. Alloys Compd. 2006, 426, 247–252. [CrossRef]

36. Kumar, K.P.; Krishna, M.G.; Rao, J.B.; Bhargava, N.R.M.R. Fabrication and characterization of 2024 aluminium—High entropy
alloy composites. J. Alloys Compd. 2015, 640, 421–427. [CrossRef]

37. Shin, J.H.; Choi, H.J.; Bae, D.H. The structure and properties of 2024 aluminum composites reinforced with TiO2 nanoparticles.
Mater. Sci. Eng. A 2014, 607, 605–610. [CrossRef]

38. Hong, S.J.; Kim, H.M.; Huh, D.; Suryanarayana, C.; Chun, B.S. Effect of clustering on the mechanical properties of SiC particulate-
reinforced aluminum alloy 2024 metal matrix composites. Mater. Sci. Eng. A 2003, 347, 198–204. [CrossRef]

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual
author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to
people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.

https://doi.org/10.3390/met8060460
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jallcom.2019.07.185
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jallcom.2021.162917
https://doi.org/10.3390/met9010044
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compositesb.2018.10.074
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jmrt.2019.02.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jmrt.2020.04.027
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jallcom.2018.02.103
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compositesb.2014.06.013
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.msea.2019.138271
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11837-018-3275-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.matchar.2023.112854
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jallcom.2022.165172
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.msea.2022.142992
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jallcom.2019.151732
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compositesa.2011.06.008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jallcom.2021.160763
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jallcom.2023.171785
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jallcom.2018.05.205
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compstruct.2023.117451
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jallcom.2005.12.121
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jallcom.2015.03.093
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.msea.2014.04.038
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0921-5093(02)00593-2

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Composites Preparation 
	Structural Characterization 
	Mechanical Characterization 
	Dynamic Mechanical Analysis 

	Results and Discussion 
	Structural Characterization 
	Mechanical Characterization 
	Dynamic Mechanical Analysis Results 
	Density Results 
	Fracture Surface Characterization 

	Conclusions 
	References

