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We use the first-order shear deformation plate theory (FSDT) to analyze stresses in two layers bonded
together with an adhesive as recommended by the ASTM D3165 standard, except that we also include a
void within the adhesive. Depending upon the number of notches and voids, the specimen is divided
into several regions. Assuming that a plane strain state of deformation prevails in the specimen, we
write the balance of forces and moments for each section and impose the continuity of displacements,
forces and moments at the interfaces between the adjoining sections. By taking the Laplace transform
of the resulting ordinary differential equations we get a system of simultaneous linear algebraic
equations that can be easily solved. The inverse transform of the solution of the algebraic equations
provides stresses and displacements in the adhesive and the substrates, which are found to agree well
with those obtained by the finite element method (FEM). It is also found that the order of the stress
singularity at the corner of the free surface of the adhesive and the substrate, and the strain energy
release rate computed from the solution of the problem with the FSDT agree well with those
determined from the solution of the problem by the FEM. We note that the computational effort
required to analyze the problem with the FSDT is considerably less than that needed to solve the

problem by the FEM.

© 2011 Elsevier Ltd. All rights reserved.

1. Introduction

Adhesive-bonded joints are increasingly being used in aero-
space and automotive industries due to the ease with which they
can be formed. Like other joints, e.g. bolted joints, one of the
issues in adhesive-bonded joints is the prediction of failure
mechanisms. Two major failure mechanisms widely reported in
adhesive-bonded joints are interfacial and cohesive fractures
[1-6]. The interfacial fracture refers to the separation of the
adhesive from the substrate at the interface between the two
possibly due to either the normal or the shear stress or their
suitable combination exceeding the bond strength between the
adhesive and the substrate. The cohesive failure refers to the
failure of the adhesive at a point within the adhesive. Either
defects at the adhesive/substrate interface or poor bonding
between the two materials or cracks initiating at the site of the
stress singularity may result in the interfacial failure.

An often used criterion for crack initiation is the critical strain
energy release rate (SERR), i.e., a crack is assumed to initiate when
the SERR reaches a material-dependent critical value. For an
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adhesive-bonded joint, the critical value of the SERR will depend
upon the materials of the substrate and the adhesive. The order of
stress singularity at the corner of the free surfaces of the substrate
and the adhesive depends upon the elastic constants of the two
materials generally through Dundurs’ parameters [7]. One can
ascertain the order of the stress singularity and stresses in the
substrate and the adhesive by using the finite element method
(FEM) but it is computationally very expensive since the FE mesh
required to accurately compute the stress singularity needs to be
extremely fine.

Under general loading the interfacial failure is a mixed-mode
process that may include one or more of the three failure modes,
namely, the crack opening mode I, the shearing mode II, and the
tearing mode III. One thus needs to ascertain the effective SERR
that incorporates all three failure modes.

Adhesively bonded joints have been studied, amongst others, by
Goland and Reissner [8], Erdogan and Ratwani [9], and Hart-Smith
[10]. There is enormous literature on the analysis of adhesive-
bonded joints; we refer the reader to review papers by Kutscha [11],
Kutscha and Hofer [12], Matthews et al. [13], Vinson [14], da Silva
et al. [15], and Zhao et al. [16]. Tsai and Morton [17] compared
results from a two-dimensional (2-D) geometrically nonlinear FE
analysis with those from the analytical solutions. Yang and Pang [18]
have analytically found stresses in adhesive-bonded single-lap
joints. Huang et al. [19] and Yang et al. [20] have investigated the
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Nomenclature N¢, Q., M. equivalent crack-tip axial and transverse forces, and
bending moment
P applied tensile load per unit width, N/m ks shear correction factor
u, x-displacement for ith substrate, mm hY, ht  thickness of upper and lower substrates, mm
ugY, ug- upper and lower substrates mid-plane x-displace- w work done to open the crack, ]
ment, mm Oz adhesive shear stress, Pa
ug adhesive x-displacement, mm 0z adhesive normal stress, Pa
'V, it upper and lower substrates angles of rotation of the n adhesive thickness, mm
transverse normal about the y;-axis for ith substrate, a initial crack length, mm
rad b virtual crack extension length, mm
ul z-displacement field for ith substrate, mm L current crack length, mm
udY, ut upper and lower substrates mid-plane z-displace- Lo total overlap length without a crack and a void, mm
ment, mm L, notch length of ASTM D3165 specimen, mm
ud adhesive z-displacement, mm L, void length, mm
&l €Ly, Vi, strain components for ith substrate, mm/mm Gi mode I strain energy release rate, J/m?
&, e, v%, adhesive strain components, mm/mm Gn mode II strain energy release rate, J/m?
Ni axial force per unit width for ith substrate, N/m Gr total strain energy release rate, J/m*
M, bending moment per unit width for ith substrate, f _ mode-mixity parameter
Nm/m o, f Dundurs’ parameters
Qi transverse shear force per unit width for ith substrate,
N/m

problem by assuming the adhesive material to be elastic-plastic and
considered asymmetry of the substrates and the effects of transverse
shear deformation. Krueger [21] used the virtual crack closure
technique (VCCT) and the FEM to determine the SERR. Davidson
et al. [22] used the classical plate theory and the VCCT to find SERR
for delamination of a composite plate. Kim and Kong [23] as well as
Lou and Tong [24] have used the classical beam (or plate) theory to
calculate the SERR. Yang et al. [25] included transverse shear
deformation of the plate, studied behavior of single-lap joints with
interfacial crack and calculated the SERR. A comparative study of the
analytical models can be found in a review paper by da Silva
et al. [26]. Other works that used the VCCT to determine the SERR
include those of Wang et al. [27], Wei et al. [28], and Crocombe
et al. [29]. Contour integrals to compute the SERR have been
employed, amongst others, by Fernlund et al. [30], Chadegani
et al. [31], and Chen et al. [32]. Yang et al. [25,33] studied the effect
of an interfacial crack in adhesive-bonded joints with composite
substrates. In these studies the adhesive-bonded joint is assumed to
have no flaws and voids (or gaps).

The effects of flaws and voids in adhesive-bonded joints have
been studied, amongst others, by Hart-Smith [34], Kan and
Ratwani [35], and Rossettos and Zang [36]. They used a shear-
lag model where the substrates support the axial load and the
adhesive is deformed primarily in shear. It should be noted that
this model is appropriate when the applied loads do not cause
bending of the joint. Rossettos et al. [37] adopted a modified
shear-lag model by Rossettos and Shishesaz [38] assuming a
quadratic distribution of the axial displacement in the adhesive.
Olia and Rossetos [39] presented an analytical solution for a
simple lap-joint with a void considering the effect of bending in
their formulation of the problem. Lang and Mallick [40] studied

Notch

the effect of a void in a single-lap joint with spew fillets using the
FEM. de Moura et al. [41] evaluated the influence of strip defects
on the mechanical behavior of composite bonded joints using the
FEM and including interfacial decohesion based on a mixed-mode
damage initiation and growth law. You et al. [42] employed the
FEM to investigate the effect of a void on the stress distribution in
an adhesive-bonded double-lap joint.

Here we use the first-order shear deformation theory (FSDT) to
analyze stresses and displacements in an adhesive-bonded joint
with an interfacial crack and a void; the void represents a region
where there is no adhesive present between the two substrates.
We assume that both the adhesive and the substrates are made of
linear elastic, isotropic, and homogeneous materials. It is shown
that the FSDT provides good values of the order of stress
singularity and the SERR. Since this method is computationally
inexpensive it can be used to conduct parametric studies, and to
select between various preliminary designs of joints. The selected
few designs can be further analyzed and narrowed down by using
the FEM. Of course, there is no substitute for experimentally
insuring that the proposed designs will work in practice.

2. Formulation of the problem

We study plane strain infinitesimal deformations of an ASTM
D3165 standard specimen [43] composed of four metallic sub-
strate segments bonded by thin layers of adhesive as shown
in Fig. 1. We use rectangular Cartesian coordinates to describe
deformations of the upper substrates of thickness hV and the
lower substrates of thickness h' joined by the adhesive layer of
thickness 7. The tensile load per unit width (the dimension
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Fig. 1. ASTM D3165 geometry including an interfacial crack and a void.
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Fig. 2. Discretizaion of the specimen into subregions.
perpendicular to the plane of the paper), P, is applied along the ol,=Cimi, 30)

x-axis to the right end of the single lap-joint specimen that is held
fixed at the left end. Because of the notches present in the upper
and the lower substrates the adhesive is mostly deformed in
shear. We assume that during use an interfacial crack of length L.
has developed right after the first notch as shown in Fig. 1, and
there is a void where no adhesive exists between the two
substrates. The void could form either because the adhesive at
the location of the void has evaporated or there was a manufac-
turing defect that went undetected. The location and the length of
the void are varied to evaluate their effects on the performance of
the lap-joint. A simplifying assumption is that prior to the
application of the load P, the two substrates and the adhesive
are stress free.

Assuming that the thickness hY of the upper substrate, the
thickness h! of the lower substrate, and the thickness # of the
adhesive are small as compared to their lengths and widths, we
use the FSDT to describe deformations of the substrates and the
adhesive. Starting from the left edge surface we divide the body
into eight regions depicted in Fig. 2. Thus each substrate is
divided into seven parts shown in Fig. 2. The number of regions
into which the specimen is divided depends upon the number of
notches, the number of initial cracks, and the number of voids
present. For each region we write equations of equilibrium for the
upper substrate, the adhesive, and the lower substrate.

2.1. Equations for a substrate

For each substrate S; (i=1, 2,..., 14) we use local rectangular
Cartesian coordinates (x;y;z;) with the origin at the midpoint of
the left edge of the substrate. In the FSDT displacements u, and u,
in substrate S; are approximated by

Ux(X;,2i) = Ug(X;) +Zitp (x;) (1a)

Uz(X;,2i) = Ug(X;) (1b)

where the superscript “o” represents the quantity associated with
the mid-plane and  is related to the rotation of the transverse
normal about the y;-axis. Egs. (1a) and (1b) give the following
expressions for the infinitesimal strains in substrate S;

o o Oz _ dug(x;) +z,dw(xi)

X 6Xi - dXi ! dX,' (23)
i ou(X,zi)

€z = az; =0 (2b)
. : : : : 0 .

g = eiZi) | ouXiZi) _ dUz(x) ) 20)

Xz OXi 0z; dX,‘

Assuming that the material of substrate S; is linear elastic,
stresses Oy, 0z, and —ay, in S; are given by

O-j(x = C; 1 g;x + Céz’g;z (33)

0L, = Coytl+ Ch3el, (3b)

where Cj; ,C5>, Ci3, and Ci, are elastic constants for the material
of S;. The resultan; normal and shear forces N;, Qi and the
bending moment M, per unit width of S; are given by

N = / gl dz; (4a)
Qi =k / oidz; (4b)
M)i,z /Z,'GLXCIZI' (4C)

where the integration is over the thickness of the substrate S; and
ks is the shear correction factor.

2.2. Equations for the adhesive
We presume that the adhesive, if present between the upper
and the lower substrates, is perfectly bonded to them. Further-

more, because of the small thickness # of the adhesive, the strain
components at a point in the adhesive are approximated by

ai _ d oU hY iv,,, oL ht il
2‘qxx_ d_X, |:ux (Xi)_Tlp (X1)+ux (X)) + jlp (Xi):| (53

“ai_<l oUy,,. hv iu,, oLy, ht il ,,.
Vaz = 1 {ux (&)—71// (X)) —uy (x,)—T// (x,)}

1 [dugV(x;) | dugt(x;)
5 |: dXi dXi (Sb)
e = % [u2Y (x;)-ud (x)] (5¢)

where superscripts U and L signify, respectively, quantities for the
upper and the lower substrates, and the superscript “a” stands for
the adhesive. It is known that the last term on the right hand side
of Eq. (5b) has negligible effect, (see Ref. [39]), and the inclusion
of this term often makes it hard to solve the problem. Since
we use symbolic software, the retention of this term poses
no difficulty, and mitigates the need to make one additional
assumption.

Assuming that the adhesive material is linear elastic and
isotropic, the axial stress oy in the adhesive is negligible, the
normal (peel) and the shear stresses in the adhesive are given by

0% = 6;2 et f§3 &g (6a)
O'g = 634%(2 (6b)

In view of the small thickness # of the adhesive, stresses and
strains in it are taken to be functions of x; only.
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2.3. Equilibrium equations

In order to derive equilibrium equations we draw a free-body
diagram of an element of length Ax; of the substrate S;; e.g.,
see Fig. 3.

The balance of forces and moments for the element of the
upper substrate gives

iU )
df;j =—0%; (7a)
dmiv O RU

dx},»’ =+ 5 0% (7b)
d iU i

o 70

We write similar equations for the lower substrate. Boundary
conditions for the upper substrate are

¥ =0,QY=0M}=0, ata traction-free vertical surface ~ (8a)
ud¥ =0,u?V =0,M;Y =0, at the left edge of the specimen  (8b)
NY =P/2,u?V =0,M}Y =0, at the right loaded vertical surface

(80

at the traction-free bottom horizontal surface
(8d)

ai __ ai __
0y, =0,05,=0,

We impose the following boundary conditions on edges of the
lower substrate.

udt =0,Q =0,MiF =0, at the left edge of the specimen (9a)

N =P/2,Q" =0,Mj- =0, at the right loaded vertical surface

(9b)

Because of St. Venant’s principle boundary conditions at the left
edge of the specimen will have a little effect on the stress field in
regions other than region 1.

The continuity conditions at the vertical interface between
segments i and i+ 1 of the upper substrate are

N)i(U — N)((iJr])U'Q;U — QélJrl)U MIU M(l+l)U (1 Oa)
iv A'T' | iU iU
M, M,+ M,
. iU iU
Tu N Upper N.+AN,
Iiw ——— substrate _—
-I- it iU iv
Q. + Q.+7Q.
+ iL iL
M, M,+ M,
T il iL iL
it N, Lotver N,+AN,
; substrate
l ;

Fig. 3. Free-body diagram and sign convention.

iU i+1HU iU i+1)U ,/,iU i+ 1)U
ugr :u2(1+ ) ,ugz :ug(H— ) ,w =!//( ) (10b)

2.4. Solution technique

Combining Eqs. (1)-(7), we get second-order linear ordinary
differential equations (ODEs) in terms of the generalized displa-
cements u2V, Y'Y, ud¥ ugL e and ug™. Equilibrium equations for
the lower and the upper substrates are related with each other
through ¢% and ¢% appearing in Egs. (7a)-(7c). Equations for
segments i and i+ 1 are related through the equations expressing
the continuity of surface tractions and displacements across the
common vertical interface between them; e.g., see Egs. (10a)
and (10b).

For the specimen divided into 8 regions or 14 segments
exhibited in Fig. 2, there will be 42 coupled second-order ODEs.
Here we take the generalized displacements and their first-order
derivatives with respect to x as unknowns. Thus we need to
simultaneously solve 84 linear coupled first-order ODEs under the
pertinent boundary conditions. We take the Laplace transform of
these equations to get a system of linear algebraic equations,
which are simultaneously solved for the unknowns. The inverse
Laplace transform of these unknowns provides the generalized
displacements from which stresses and strains are computed at
any point of the specimen. The processes of taking the Laplace
transform followed by taking the inverse Laplace transform are
performed using the software MAPLE. Governing equations for
each segment are solved first and then continuity and boundary
conditions are used to evaluate the constants of integration.

3. Strain energy release rate calculation
In linear elastic fracture mechanics (LEFM) a crack is assumed

to propagate when the SERR at the crack-tip attains a critical
value. Here we assume that there exists a crack of length L.=a at

L,
] —

|
{4

|-
] b

Fig. 4. ASTM D3165 specimen with an initial interfacial crack of length a, shown
with dashed line, and a virtual crack extension of length b.

Adhesive
-/

Newe crack tip
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1) —=] f— ) —=]

Fig. 5. Left: stresses on the top surface near the crack tip; right: equivalent forces
and bending moment at the crack tip.

the adhesive/lower substrate interface immediately after the first
notch and find the value of the SERR by two methods.

In order to compute the SERR by using the VCCT, we consider a
virtual crack extension through length b from point C to point C;
e.g., see Fig. 4.

Prior to the crack extension, the overlap area between points C
and C adheres and there are in general non-zero normal and
tangential tractions at the interface between the adhesive and the
substrate.

These tractions on the interface CC, shown in Fig. 5, are related
to the equivalent crack-tip forces and bending moment N Q., and
M. as follows:

b
Ne=— / %7 dx; (11a)
Jo
b
Q= / o dx; (11b)
JO
b
M, = / 097 x7dx7 (11c)
0]

Stresses ¢%7 and ¢%/ are obtained from the solution of the

single-lap joint problem prior to the virtual extension of the
crack-tip.

During the virtual extension of the crack-tip from point C to
point C, the material point at C is assumed to split into two points
A and B. In order to close the virtual crack, crack-tip forces and
moments are applied at points A and B to move them back to their
original locations. The work, W, required to close the virtual crack
is given by

W = JNc@B—u) + Mc(p® —y™) + Qeub —ud) (12)

where it has been tacitly assumed that N., M. and Q. vary linearly
with (uf—uf), (yB—y?), and (uB—u?), respectively. Values of
u?, ub, etc. are found by solving the single-lap joint problem with
the overlap length L, in Fig. 2 replaced by L;—L. and using the
following relations:

hU
UE:ug4|x3:Lgfb_<7+n)w4‘xs=’-3*b (13a)
WB = lP4|x3 =1I3-b (13b)
UE = uﬂxz =L3-b (130
hL
u;‘:ugs‘&:Ls—b+7w5|X3:L3*b (13d)

VA= — b (13e)

U =13y, — 1, b (13f)

We note that W also equals the energy released during the
virtual extension of the crack through distance b. Thus for unit
width of the specimen in the y-direction, the SERR is given by

Gr=G+Gy (14a)
where
1
Gr = 55 Mc(W—t )+ Qe —u3)] (14b)
Gi = o N )] (140)
zb X X
The mode-mixity parameter, f3, is defined as
—tan-1(S1
f=tan ( G (15)

For pure mode I failure, f=0, and f=m/2 for pure mode II
failure.

4. Solution of the problem by the FEM

In order to ascertain the accuracy of results obtained by using
the FSDT, we compare them with those obtained by using the
commercial FE software ABAQUS [44]. The FE meshes for the two
substrates and the adhesive are successively refined till the
solution has converged as determined by comparing the com-
puted order of singularity in the shear stress at the adhesive/
substrate interface with its analytical value. The order of stress
singularity depends upon Dundurs’ parameters whose values
depend upon the elastic constants of the two adjoining materials.
The problem has been analyzed, amongst others, by Bogy and
Wang [45]. Referring the reader to Qian and Akisanya [46] for
details, we merely mention that equations of elastostatics for the
two materials are solved in the neighborhood of point A shown in
Fig. 6 with perfect bonding conditions imposed on the interface.

Denoting the shear moduli and Poisson’s ratios of the two
materials by subscripts 1 and 2, the order of stress singularity is

Fig. 6. Schematic sketch of the contact between two bodies.
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Fig. 7. On log-log scale, variation of the shear and the normal stresses with the
distance from the corner.

given by [46]

o(r-1+p) ifpeR
o[(r~1+<cos(nlogr)),(r-1+¢sin(ylogr))] ifpeC
%=1 odlogr) if no zero occurs in 0 < Re(p) < 1

but%:Oatp:l
(16)

where p=¢+in is a root of the following characteristic equation.

D(@,B,01,02,p) = [(@—P)*p? sin(01)> —(1—B)* sin(p01)°]
x[(1+B)? sin(p0-)* —(@—B)*p? sin(02)*]
+@ = Dsin(p(n—0,))*[2@—P)*p* sin(0,)
+2(1=F)sin(p0:)sin(pl)— @ —1)sin(p(m—02)*] = 0
17)

Angles 0; and 0, are defined in Fig. 6, and Dundurs’ parameters
o and f are given by

—_ Gimy—Gym
*= Gy + Gomy (18a)
4 Gi(my—2)—Gy(my—2)

- 18b
d Gimy +Gymy (18b)
G E; 4(1-v;) for plane strain s s

T 204w a&;  forplane stress =1, (180¢)

As pointed out by Weissberg and Arcan [47] one needs a very
fine FE mesh to accurately compute the stress singularity at the
corner where free surfaces of the adhesive and the substrate
intersect. The FE mesh was successively refined till a converged
value of the order of stress singularity was achieved. In the
neighborhood of the free edge the FE mesh was refined to three
orders of magnitude more than that used for the rest of
the region. For the aluminum substrate and the epoxy polymer
adhesive, the computed value of the order of the singularity in the
shear stress oy, at the interface equals 0.321 (see Fig. 7) which
compares well with the analytical value of 0.322. We note that
the computed order of the stress singularity in the normal stress
is 0.396 whereas that in the analytical solution is 0.321. To
calculate a converged value of the SERR, the FE mesh was refined
so that the element height in the adhesive equaled #/15 while
that in the substrate equaled hV/40. The aspect ratio of a FE was
taken to be 3.

5. Results for sample problems

In order to compute numerical results we consider substrates
made of 2024-T3 aluminum [6] (Es=73 GPa, v4=0.33) bonded
together with a 0.1 mm thick FM-73 [6] epoxy adhesive
(Eqan=1.64 GPa, veqn=0.35). We set the shear correction factor
ks=5/6, L,=50.8 mm even though this value of ks was proposed
for thin monolithic plates/beams, the notch-size L,=1.6 mm
(see Fig. 1) and the lengths L, and Lg of substrates outside the
overlap (see Fig. 2) equal to 25.4 mm. The length, L,, of the void
is varied. Unless otherwise noted results are computed for
hV=h'=1.6 mm.

We compute results for two configurations—one shown
in Fig. 1 and the other in which there is no right notch; these
two configurations are referred to as the double-notch and the
single-notch, respectively.

For the single-notch and the double-notch specimens we have
plotted in Figs. 8 and 9, respectively, the variation with the
distance from the crack-tip of the shear and the normal stresses
in the adhesive obtained from the solution of the problem by
using the FSDT and the FEM. The two sets of results are very close
to each other. At points away from the crack-tip the maximum
difference between the normal and the shear stresses computed

a
50
45 - . = FE-wl/o void
a0l e FE-w void (L,/L,=1/4)
-=== FSDT-w/o void
= 35 . - = . FSDT-w void (L,/L,=1/4)
§‘ 50 1
~ 30 - Overlap configuration
g a 5 40 I w/o void
S BPK £ . B .03, 0.25,0.72
a \.' E 30 {\
- 20 \ E 26
s i %
w157 ‘\\'- u i
L 10 2 e
10 ) \\\ [ 0.0E+00 2.5E-03 5.0E-03 T7.5E-03 1.0E-02
\\ :\. Normalized distance from the crack-tip (x»/L,)
51 '“113‘— Void
0 e .
0.0E+00 5.0E-02 1.0E-01 1.5E-01 2.0E-01
Normalized distance from the crack-tip (x+/L,)
b
95 = + « FE-wlovoid
------ FE-w void (L,/L,=1/4)
85 ---- FSDT-w/o void
- - - FSDT-wvoid (L,/L,=1/4)
75 o
3 65 z 8 1‘-!:. |
E | é 75 ‘ Overlap configuration
o PP 30 /o void
S 45 1;, a2 B ).03,0.25, 0.72
= g
) 3 4
E 35 : 35
E 25 3 %
(=] 0.E+00 3.E-03 5.E-03 8.E-03 1.E-02
=z 15 i ized distance from the crack-tip (x+/L.,)
51a |¢— Void
4 === — i
-50. )0\,’@ . 0.05 0.10 0.15 0.po
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Normalized distance from the crack-tip (x-/L,)

Fig. 8. Comparison of the adhesive (a) shear and (b) normal stress distributions
within the overlap area for the single-notch specimen; the inset labeled overlap
configuration lists values of Li/L,, L,/Lo, (Lo—Li—Ly)/Lo.



A. Chadegani, R.C. Batra / International Journal of Adhesion & Adhesives 31 (2011) 455-465 461

a
45
40 =+ = FE-wl/o void
- FE- w void (L,/L,=1/2)
35 Il ===* FSDT-w/o void
= — = FSDT- wvoid (L/L,=1/2) j
a 30 \ 50
: ! |
g.— 25 "l % Overlap configuration :
$ “ g w/o void :
9 20 l iof M 0.1, 0.5, 0.4 :’
- '. g 30 T -
7] . - .
= 15 - \ = :
g *| w 20 :
£ 10 1 :
wn . 10 = M
5 i' 0.E+00 2.E-02 4E-02 6.E-02 B8.E-02 1E-0 .,',
~ Normalized distance from the crack-tip (x./£.) .‘,"
0 ;\;-..I__ Bl AL /
je——— Void —
5
0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
b Normalized distance from the crack-tip (x-/L,)
60
= * = FE- wlo void
S0 FE- w void (L,/Ls=1/2)
==== FSDT-w/o void
— 40 = =+ FSDT-w void (L,/L=1/2)
E 55 |
E 50
= 30 Fa Overlap configuration
3 ?w ¥ w/o void
2 2 i W 0.1,05,0.4
v i Js
E 25
£ 10 o
i i 0.E+00 3E03 SE-03 8E-03 1.E-02
2 0 Normalized distance from the crack-tip (x-1.,)
ouﬂ':, fi 02 0.4 0.6 X 3 i
-10 ‘\f e Void — \
v /
-20

Normalized distance from the crack-tip (x-/L,)

Fig. 9. Comparison of the adhesive (a) shear and (b) normal stress distributions
within the overlap area for the double-notch specimen; the inset labeled overlap
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by the two methods equals 8% and 6%, respectively. Hence the
FSDT formulation can be used to compute reliable values of
stresses and strains for several preliminary designs. Subsequently,
for a few selected designs, the accuracy of computed results can
be improved by using the FEM and employing an appropriately
refined FE mesh. The singularities in the shear and the normal
stresses from the FSDT results could not be captured, whereas the
corresponding values of the orders of the stress singularity from
the solution by the FEM are 0.32 and 0.4, respectively. For the
FSDT, stress distributions in the adhesive were computed using
Eqgs. (5) and (6). The large values of the tensile normal stress near
the free edge between the adhesive and the substrate imply that
the two will start separating there. We note that the stress
singularity at the corner is due to our using the linear elasticity
theory. Had we considered material and geometric nonlinearities,
we would have obtained finite values of stresses at the edge but
the computational cost would have increased considerably. The
normal stress at the interface is tensile for 0 < x;/L4 < 0.01.
Results exhibited in Figs. 8 and 9 also reveal that the presence
of the void of normalized length L,/L,=1/4 and L,/L,=1/2 in
single-notch and double-notch specimens, respectively, does not
affect much the stress distribution near the free edge of the
adhesive/substrate interface. However, at the corners of the free

edges of the adhesive adjoining the void and the substrate, the
shear stress rapidly drops to zero. The normal stress in the
vicinity of the crack tip is tensile; it becomes compressive as
one goes away from the crack tip implying that the adhesive and

a 5
= = = = Upper substrate-w/o void
o b seseses Lower substrate-w/o void
E 4 \.\ —— - =Upper substrate-(L /L =1/4)
— \ = = =Lower substrate-(L /L =1/4)
= \,
& Ay
s 3 ey
- ~
L - -
x 2 =
] P
= 7~
© ’
- / Overlap configuration
a 1 ) I /o void
dlé / B .03, 0.25, 0.72
/
0 T v v
0.00 0.05 0.10 0.15 0.20
Normalized distance from the crack-tip (x/L,)
b 20
/“‘\
15 \\ = = = = Upper substrate-w/o void
I LU L Lower substrate-w/o void
E‘ , \ — - — Upper substrate-(L /L =1/4)
a: 10 {, \ = = =Lowersubstrate-(L /L =1/4)
g .| \
O 5 l‘ b
5 %
(]
- ~
s 0 . e -
Q Lot
e 0.p0 0.05,.4‘ 0.10 0.15 0.po
£ S /
S : ’
- !
2 10 i / :
@ . Overlap configuration
o t ,f /o void
15 §\ / B .03, 0.25,0.72
\ 7/
~.
-20
Normalized distance from the crack-tip (x,/L,)
(] 4
= = =« Upper substrate-w/o void
- '-\ «sessee | ower substrate-w/o void
5 3 \ — ++ = Upper substrate-(L /L ,=1/4)
g \ = = =Lowersubstrate-(L J/L,=1/4)
E \.\
o=
EE 2 \
-g = \ Overlap configuration
g e \ I v /0 void
o x N W m— .03, 0.25,0.72
c 1 N
= %
= N
8 g
o e
0 "/ T -
0.p0~ 0.05 0.10 0.15 0.po
-1

Normalized distance from the crack-tip (x/L,)

Fig. 10. Comparison of the resultant (a) axial force, (b) shear force, and (c) bending
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Ly/L,=1/4; the inset labeled overlap configuration lists values of L;/L,, L,/Lo,
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the adherend are in contact with each other, and then it gradually
goes to zero near the void tip. Unless one uses a very fine mesh,
the traction boundary conditions are approximately satisfied in
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Fig. 11. Comparison of the resultant (a) axial force, (b) shear force, and (c) bending
moment for a double-notch specimen (i) without void and (ii) with void having
Ly/L,=1/2; the inset labeled overlap configuration lists values of Li/L,, L,/Lo,
(LU*Li*Lv)/LO'

the analysis of the problem by the FEM. Here we have not used a
very fine mesh near the void tip resulting in the traction boundary
conditions near the void tip being not well satisfied. The plate
theory is an idealization of the 3-D elasticity theory and cannot be
expected to satisfy point-wise boundary conditions. In order to
see how the void affects the resultant axial and shear forces
transmitted through the specimen, we have plotted their varia-
tions along the x-axis as well as that of the bending moment in
Figs. (10a-c) and (11a-c) for the single-notch and the double-
notch specimens, respectively. It is clear that the presence of the
void does not change the force transmitted through the specimen
implying that it does not affect the load carrying capacity of the
joint. We note that some of the results exhibited in Figs. 8-11

Table 1
Comparison of crack-tip forces and bending moment.

FEM FSDT
Q. (N) 73.84 71.19
N, (N) 69.84 67.35
M. (N mm) 222 2.40
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Fig. 12. For single-notch specimen with different void location and length,
comparison of (a) total SERR and (b) the mode-mixity parameter computed from
results of the FSDT and the FE-VCCT; the inset labeled overlap configuration lists
values of Li/L,, L,,[Lo, (Lo—Li—L,)/L,.



A. Chadegani, R.C. Batra / International Journal of Adhesion & Adhesives 31 (2011) 455-465 463

have been obtained by Hart-Smith [10,34] by using a shear lag
model. These are included here for the sake of completeness and
to show that our approach also gives results close to those derived
by Hart-Smith.

For a case with substrate thickness hY=h'=1.6 mm, the
equivalent crack-tip forces and bending moment found from
the results of the FSDT and the FE simulations are compared in
Table 1.

For different overlap configurations, we have plotted in
Figs. 12 and 13 the total SERR and the mode-mixity parameter
computed by using Eqgs. (12) and (13). The configurations studied
have different values of (L;/Lo, L,/Lo, (Lo—L;—L,)/L,), which repre-
sent the effect of the void location and its length. We refer the
reader to Fig. 1 for definitions of L,, L;, and L,,. It is clear that for a
given overlap configuration number (horizontal axis) the total
SERR (the mode-mixity parameter) computed from the results of
the FSDT is about 1% (2.4%) less than that obtained from the
solution of the problem by the FEM. Thus the use of the FSDT to
analyze the adhesive joint provides very good values of the SERR
with a rather modest computational effort as compared to that
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Fig. 13. For double-notch specimen with different void location and length,
comparison of (a) total SERR and (b) the mode-mixity parameter computed from
results of the FSDT and the FE-VCCT; the inset labeled overlap configuration lists
values of Li/L,, L,[Lo, (Lo—L;i—L,)/L,.
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Fig. 14. Effect of substrate thickness on the total SERR for (a) single-notch and
(b) double-notch specimens with different void location and size; the inset labeled
overlap configuration lists values of Li/L,, L,/Lo, (Lo—Li—Ly)/Lo.

required for the FEM. Whereas the mode-mixity parameter is
essentially the same for all configurations including the one
without the void the SERR depends upon the configuration. For
the configurations studied, the maximum value of the SERR
differs from the minimum value of the SERR by about 3.5%
implying that the presence of the void and where it is located
does not affect much the load carrying capacity of the joint.
However, it is very likely that the presence of a void would have a
noticeable effect for a ductile adhesive, which will deform
plastically in the overlap region. As also pointed out by Pires
et al. [48] using a compliant adhesive diminishes stress concen-
trations and the joint strength is higher than that for a stiff
adhesive.

For different void lengths and locations we have compared in
Fig. 14 the effect of the substrate thickness on the total SERR for
single- and double-notch specimens. It can be observed that
doubling the thickness of the substrate does not change the
mode-mixity parameter but reduces the SERR by about 50%. For
hV=h!=3.2 mm, we have plotted in Fig. 15 the mode-mixity
parameter for different overlap lengths. It is clear that the
presence of the right notch does not change the mode-mixity
parameter but increases the SERR by about 4%.
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Fig. 15. Comparison of the mode-mixity parameter for (a) single-notch and
(b) double-notch with different void location and size; the inset labeled overlap
configuration lists values of Li/L,, L,/Lo, (Lo—L;—L,)/Lo.

6. Conclusions

We have used the first-order shear deformation plate theory
(FSDT) to analyze infinitesimal deformations of an adhesive-
bonded lap joint specimen conforming to the ASTM D3165
specifications, and have considered the effect of a void. It is
found that values of the strain energy release rate (SERR) and the
mode-mixity parameter f found from results of the FSDT differ
by less than 4% from the corresponding values computed from
the solution of the problem by the finite element method.
Furthermore, the presence of a void and where it is located have
minimal effects on values of the SERR and fS.

Thus the FSDT can be used to analyze adhesive-bonded lap
joints. The presence of the void of reasonable length does not
deteriorate much the load carrying capacity of the joint.
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