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Abstract A new discrete cohesive zone model (DCZM) is presented for modeling the inter-
face behavior of adhesive-bonded thin laminates and sandwich panels. The proposed model
treats the interface as a spring element and the adherent as a beam element. The use of
the preceding assumptions facilitates the simplification of the computational framework re-
ducing the problem from a 2D to 1D, thereby relaxing the requirements of maintaining
the aspect ratio of elements in the finite element mesh. For thin laminates, the constitutive
relation of the adhesive is represented by a bi-linear traction-separation law, whereas for
sandwich panels, an exponential law is employed to model the adhesive behavior. In order
to validate the proposed model for thin laminates, simulations of three established fracture
tests: the double cantilever beam (DCB), an end notch flexure (ENF) beam, and mixed-mode
beam (MMB) have been undertaken. Additionally, for the sandwich panel, two experiments
documented in the literature have been simulated for assessing the efficacy of the mod-
elling. One experiment has a mode-I interface failure and the other one a mode-II interface
failure between the core and skin. It has been observed that the model is not sensitive to
either the element size or the load step size. The results have been compared with reported
(benchmark) numerical, analytical, and experimental findings. The proposed methodology
for thin laminates offers a significant reduction in the computational effort (reduced num-
ber of unknown degrees of freedom compared to existing methods) with no compromise on
the accuracy of the predictions. Specifically, it reduces the unknown degrees of freedom by
more than 25% compared to the corresponding mesh used in existing continuum cohesive
zone model (CCZM) approaches. The Newton-Raphson solver can achieve quick conver-
gence and no line search feature is required. The proposed algorithm is easy to implement
on any computational platform.
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1 Introduction

Composite constructions have acquired universal recognition in the automobile, aerospace,
marine, and sustainable energy industries. Composites provide many advantages over bulk
metal, such as a high strength and stiffness-to-weight ratio, low cost, thermal insulation, and
durability. Laminate and sandwich panels are prevalent composite structures that are exten-
sively used in engineering applications to fulfill essential requirements owing to its enhanced
bending stiffness, in-plane stiffness, and strength. Fracture in composite laminates and sand-
wich structures is one of the interesting areas that has been explored by many researchers
over the past few decades. In composite laminates, common types of failure include the
breakage of the matrix and fibers, debonding of fibers from the matrix, and delamination be-
tween lamina [1], whereas for sandwich panels, common types of failure include wrinkling
of the skin, shear failure of the core, failure or yielding of the skin, and delamination of the
skin from the core [2]. Delamination of both, lamina in the case of laminate and skin from
the core in the case of a sandwich panel can be seen as a fracture mechanics problem.

Linear Elastic Fracture Mechanics (LEFM), as introduced by Griffith [3], is a promising
theory for analyzing the fracture mechanics of structures. To enhance the generality of the
theory, the principles of LEFM are integrated with the Finite Element Method (FEM) in sit-
uations where analytical solutions are difficult [4,3]. The Extended Finite Element Method
(XFEM) emerges as a notable numerical technique, enriching the finite element space with
discontinuous functions to accurately capture the local mechanical behavior around the
crack tip [6]. Additionally, the application of XFEM allows for the investigation of the nor-
mal direction of the fracture surface under various failure modes in laminate composites [7].
Furthermore, XFEM is employed to model the delamination phenomenon between lami-
nae [8], [9], [10]. However, XFEM is constrained to situations where a pre-existing crack
in the body is present, and it does not simulate the crack nucleation phenomenon, primarily
because the LEFM theory does not deal with crack initiation. Additionally, due to compu-
tational costs, XFEM elements are typically utilized only in regions where the crack path is
known in advance. Cohesive zone model(CZM) is one of the efficient model that overcome
all the above mentioned limitation.

The foundation of CZM can be traced to the Barenblatt-Dugdale (BD) model that was ini-
tially developed for steel [[11/]]. A process zone ahead of the crack tip is considered in the BD
model, where stress is limited by material yield strength, resulting in a plastic strip of con-
stant stress ahead of the intended crack path [12,(13,114,15]. Later the idea of the BD model
has been extended towards concrete, to model the formation and growth of cracks. Instead
of defining a yield strength in the process zone, a cohesive degradation law that defines ma-
terial strength degradation as the strain ahead of crack tip advances is proposed [16,17,18].
The cohesive degradation law, commonly known as the Traction Separation Law (TSL) is
a material property, and its shape is generally dependent on whether the material is ductile
or brittle [19]. The CZM is strongly dependent on the length scale parameter(L.) that is a
function of elastic modulus, Fracture toughness, and cohesive strength. Hence, for accurate
results the mesh size is desired to be smaller than the L.. However, in the present work, L.
doesn’t play a role on mesh size.

The CZM model, known for its ease of implementation, finds applications in simulating
various mechanical systems. In laminated composites, the delamination between two lam-
inae is modeled using a zero thickness eight-noded isoparametric plain-strain continuum
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element at the interface [20]. However, this approach incurs significant computational costs,
requiring a path-following technique like the arc length method for convergence [21/]. De-
pending on the system, the stiffness matrix may contain off-diagonal terms. Maintaining
aspect ratio becomes challenging as the separation distance leading to softening behavior
is considerably smaller than the element size of the adherent. This approach is commonly
known as the Continuum Cohesive Zone Model (CCZM). Commercial software such as
ABAQUS [22] and ANSY'S provides the capability to implement CCZM when the adherent
thickness is minimal compared to its other dimensions, and achieving convergence is chal-
lenging due to a large number of degrees of freedom [20]. Moreover, the model has been
advanced to address various issues. For instance, the interface between fibers and matrix in
SiC/Ti composites under off-axis loading conditions is successfully modeled [23]. A similar
approach is then applied to simulate the peeling test in steel-polymer composites [24]. Fiber
bridging plays a crucial role in the delamination process of fiber composites. To incorporate
the impact of fiber bridging, a two-bilinear cohesive zone model (CZM) is utilized, where
one segment represents matrix fracture, and another segment delineates the fiber bridging
phenomenon [23]. Additionally, CZM has proven effective in laminates for simulating inter-
laminar damage mechanisms [26]. Similar kind of delamination failures can be easily seen
in sandwich panels.

A sandwich panel is composed of three components: the top skin, core, and bottom skin.
These components are securely joined together using an adhesive bond. One of the primary
modes of failure in a sandwich panel is interface failure, also referred to as delamination,
which occurs between the core and skin layers [2].The pioneering work conducted by [27]
involved the experimental investigation of mode-I debonding failure between the skin and
core of a sandwich panel. The study revealed that the crack propagation from the interface
to the core can occur, and this phenomenon is influenced by the core’s density. [27] also re-
ported a critical load at which the crack propagates steadily within the interface. During the
experiment, the specimen was unloaded and reloaded after each finite crack growth incre-
ment. The debonding experiment of a Cracked Sandwich Beam (CSB) specimen subjected
to three-point bending was conducted by [28]. The CSB specimen featured a pre-existing
delamination crack located at the interface between the top skin and core near the support of
the beam. Under applied loading, the crack predominantly propagated due to shear, resulting
in a mode-II type failure.

[29] introduced an advanced higher order beam theory that incorporates the compressibility
of the soft core in the transverse direction. The developed theory considers the transverse
displacement of the core as second order with respect to the transverse coordinate, while
the in-plane displacement of the core is modeled as third order. The skin, on the other hand,
is represented using the Timoshenko beam theory. This theory, known as “extended high-
order sandwich panel theory” (EHSAPT), was successfully applied by [29], demonstrating
its capability to provide results in good agreement with existing elasticity findings reported
in the literature. They assume a perfect bond between skin and core. [30] proposed CCZM
model to simulate the interface failure between the skin and core of a sandwich panel. While
their model primarily focuses on mode-I loading conditions, it is important to note that other
CCZM-based delamination models are also available in the literature [31/], [32], [33]. How-
ever, CCZM is computationally expensive and some theories are specific to mode-I kind of
loading condition. [29] developed a finite element based EHSAPT but the interfaces are
assumed to be perfect. [34] has presented a nonlinear model for addressing the problem
of interface crack propagation between the core and skin. However, their model involves a
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set of 26 coupled ordinary differential equations (ODEs), making it challenging to solve.
To tackle this complexity, they employed finite difference methods to numerically solve the
coupled equations.

As an alternate approach to overcome mesh dependency and convergence issue of CCZM,
the discrete cohesive zone model(DCZM), has been developed [33, [36, 37]. Instead of a
zero-thickness continuum element, a zero-thickness rod type (or zero-thickness spring) has
been used to model the interface. The properties of non-linear springs were developed based
on the shape of the TSL and the mesh size of the adherent. The main idea is to concentrate
the continuum properties of the interface on point-wise properties. DCZM is independent of
mesh size and not sensitive to the loading increment [36,/37]. The laminate thickness is usu-
ally significantly less than the other length, so the CCZM methodology is computationally
expensive. These kinds of laminate composites are also bending dominant so modeling them
as a continuum 2d element is not ideal. A de-lamination model for shell elements has been
developed to overcome this issue. It consists of a cohesive zone model for degrading adhe-
sive forces and an adhesive penalty contact formulation for initially connecting shells [38].
Standard problems like DCB, ENF, and MMB specimens were solved using this technique,
significantly reducing the computational cost.

In the present work, the proposed DCZM has two major differences compared to the for-
mulation discussed in [36]. First, in [36] and [37] the adherent is modeled as a plain stress
or strain element, while in the present formulation, the adherent is modeled as a beam ele-
ment. Second, in the present model, the stiffness of springs is independent of the interface’s
thickness. In [3€] the stiffness of springs is related to the thickness of the interface, which
is subjective to choose, as the basic assumption in that study states that the thickness of the
interface is zero.

For the thin laminates, the present methodology is implemented for standard mode-I, mode-
II, and mix-mode problems. Comparison is made with previous work and existing analytical
solutions. A bi-linear TSL is used. The proposed model is also scale-able with respect to the
mesh size, as shown subsequently. As a result, for thin laminates the proposed model can
greatly reduce the number of unknown degrees of freedom.

In the specific context of a sandwich beam, we have developed a novel finite element model
that is based on the Extended High-Order Sandwich Panel Theory (EHSAPT). The pro-
posed model effectively captures the interface between the core and the skin by employing
a traction-separation law (TSL) proposed by [39]. Our proposed model is capable of simu-
lating two distinct loading conditions: mode-I and mode-II. The primary objective of these
simulations is to gain valuable insights into the behavior and performance of the sandwich
beam under both loading scenarios. The methodology is straightforward to implement and
can be programmed using any open-source language. For this particular study, MATLAB
has been utilized.
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2 Methodology

2.1 Composite laminates

A bi-linear spring is used in both longitude and transverse directions to model the inter-
face(adhesive) between the two laminae. The adherent laminae are modeled as an ’Euler-

Bernoulli’ beam element with the degrees of freedom(U, Uy, 6). Figure[[ldepicts the mesh-
ing of the assembly in the material configuration.

® FEM nodes

upper beam

bilinear
- cohesive
springs

lower beam

Fig. 1 Meshing of assembly in un-deformed configuration

As shown in figure [Tl the bottom surface of the upper beam is bonded with the top surface
of the lower beam. As shown in figure [2| the contact points of the springs are labeled M
and S| and the relative displacement of these two points in the longitudinal and transverse
directions determines the force in these springs.

U", Uy, Uy, and U; are the displacement component of node M and S along the axis 1 and
2 as shown in figure 2l While 8% and 63 are the rotations of corresponding normal of node
M and S about axis 3. The relative displacement component along 1 and 2 axis between M|
and S| is given by

oU, =U)"—Uj —1,,05" — 1,65 (1a)
U, =Uy"—-U; (1b)
where 2t,, and 2¢; are the thickness of master and slave beams. Forces developed in springs
also depend upon the material properties of the interface. As shown in figure [l triangular

traction separation law defines the material properties of the interface. The energy required
to create a new surface is given as

1

Glc = 56060 (23-)
1
Gie = 5%k (2b)

Gy and Gy are material properties measured by performing experiments [40]. Gy, is typ-
ically measured with a D.C.B specimen, Gy is measured with an E.N.F test, and mixed-
mode fracture studies are performed with the M.M.B device. Inferring from Newton’s third
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Fig. 2 deformed configuration of beam assembly
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Fig. 3 Traction separation law for Mode-1 and Mode-II

law, the forces at M| and S| would be equal and opposite. The maximum stress that the in-
terface can take in mode I and II is a material parameter given as o, and 7.. So the maximum
force in each spring in terms of ©,, 7, and mesh parameters is given as

F;. =o.AaB (3a)
Fjje = 1. AaB (3b)

B: the thickness of beam along direction 3
Aa : mesh size of beam element

upon using (3) the initial linear stiffness of springs can be computed in terms of o, and
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%-
AaB
Ky = 22 (4a)
5
AaB
Ky = 24 (4b)
Ye

On using equations (1) and (4) forces can be written in terms of unknown d.o.fs(U;,Us, 6).
These forces are equal and opposite at M; and Sj.

F" = K;18U; (5a)
F'=K;0U; (5b)
The forces from M; and S| were transferred to the relevant nodes on the neutral axis of

beams at M and S as shown in figure 2. The moment generated at the nodes as a result of
force transmission is given by

MY = —K; 86Uty (6a)
M% = —K;; 60Ut (6b)

Finite element formulation has been implemented and the connection matrix that defines the
interface between the corresponding nodes of two beams is given by

Ky 0 —Kyty —Kyp 0 —Kpyt| (U} F
0 K 0 0 -k 0 Us F
—Kpjt; 0 K]]tsz Kjtg 0 Kyt 93S _ M; o)
—Kiy 0 Kt Ky 0 Kyty uy "
0 -K 0 o K o ||ur Ep
—Kutw 0 —Kptsty —Kutw 0 —Kyts| | 65 Mz

The analysis is carried out using the Newton-Raphson iteration approach. From the previous
converged time step the relative displacement between M and S (8U; and 8U5) is calcu-
lated. Let’s consider mode-I case

If U, < O.(undamaged state) the stiffness of spring, damage and energy release rate for
the next time step is given as

o.AaB
=2 ®)
di=0 )
Gr=0 (10)
if 8, < 86U, < Oy (partially damaged)
o.BAa
Ki=—7F7——7— 11
I (60 —0.) (11)
dl —1_ 50(5111 - 5U2) (12)

5U(8,— 0.
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S8.0UxK;d,
G, = ORI (13)
2
if 8U, > 8,,(fully damaged)
K;=0 (14)
di=1 (15)
G; =Gy, (16)

similar, equations have also been used for the Mode-II condition. For the Mixed Mode case,
Griffith’s criteria are used,
G + S >1
Gie G
Once this criterion is achieved the stiffness K; and Kj; is set equal to zero, this implies the
advancement of the crack.

a7

The normal displacement gap(6U>) at the interface may become negative in the E.N.F and
M.M.B specimens. To avoid a non-physical phenomenon of overlapping of the upper and
lower beam, a contact condition is used

F" = K.8U,H(—8U,) (18)

where H: Heaviside function.
k. : a spring coefficient with larger value.

2.2 Sandwich panel

Consider a sandwich panel consisting of three layers: a top skin, a core, and a bottom skin.
The core is bonded to the skins using a zero thickness adhesive, as illustrated in Figure [ In
order to model the interfacial debonding between the top skin and the core, a finite element
formulation is proposed. For the purpose of this formulation, let’s consider a sandwich beam
where the top skin, core, and bottom skin are discretized using an equal number of two noded
beam elements.

top skin
x UT -~ hT
s zero thickness
ZI W' he adhesive
x, U
A core
z°,W° - he
"—b zerod%hickness
x, U - h adhesive
2°,W°
< L y T~ bottom skin

Fig. 4 Structure of a sandwich panel

As shown in Figure [ it is required that the nodes of the beam elements in the top skin,
core, and bottom skin lie on the same vertical line. In this formulation, we assume that
only the interface between the top skin and the core is susceptible to failure. The interface
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between the core and the bottom skin is also treated as an adhesive interface, but failure
is not allowed in this specific formulation. It should be noted that the formulation can be
extended to include a different number of layers, and each interface can be permitted to
fail. However, in order to validate the formulation against existing experimental data in the
literature, we restrict the failure analysis to the top interface only.

.
L]

-
Lo

Fig. 5 meshing of a sandwich panel

Consider the ¢ element of the top skin, core, and bottom skin, where each element consists
of the ' and (e + 1) nodes. The displacement of the top and bottom skin in the transverse
and axial directions can be expressed as:

Wix,z) = w'(x) (19)

Ul(x,z) = ul (x) —2'6"(x) (20)

o

where i = T, b refers to the top and bottom skin, respectively.

The core is modeled using a higher order beam element, where the axial and transverse
displacement are approximated using Taylor’s series expansion. The assumed displacement
expressions are as follows:

U (3,2°) = ug () +2u§ (%) + ()05 (x) + ()5 (x) 2D

W (x,25) = w (3) + 28 (x) + ()P w5 () 22)

Under static loading conditions, the assembly will deform, leading to the opening of inter-
faces between the top skin and core, as depicted in Figure
The displacement jump over the ¢/ node of the top skin and core can be defined as:

n'er

AT = i — U+ (h)Pus = (0w ]+ =

23)
AT =t — hwie + (k€)W —w] (24)

whereAST® represent the displacement jump at the ¢/ node in the axial direction, and AST
denote the displacement jump in the transverse direction.
Similarly, displacement jumps for core and bottom skin at e/ node can also be written as
b b, WO 2 3
A =ul + 2e —ul’ —hu§® — (h°)“us? — (h°) u’ (25)

AL = wh = —Rowse — (Pt 26)
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Fig. 6 Opening of interfaces at the ¢’ node

wb
Te

ub
Te

Fig. 7 development of internal traction at the interfaces of ¢ node

The traction resulting from the displacement jump is modeled using the Needleman cohesive
zone model [39]. As shown in Figure [7] internal tractions are developed at the interfaces.
Specifically, the traction developed at the interface between the top skin and core can be
expressed as:

2 cTAcTe AcTe AcTe AcTe 2 b L
"= ? e\ T s )| — =7 — | 57 o @n
(60 ) 60 60 60 2
2
r_ (chAcTe Ac?e AcTe bwLe
W= (- (%) )% &

where:

T“T represents the traction developed in the interface of the top skin and core along the
x-direction at the ¢/ node.

T*T represents the traction developed in the interface of the top skin and core along the
z-direction at the ¢’ node.

¢ denotes the work of separation per unit area of the interface between the top skin
and core.



Title Suppressed Due to Excessive Length 11

ST represents the characteristic length scale parameter of the interface between the top
skin and core.

b,, denotes the width of the beam.

L, represents the length of the beam element.

Since we do not allow damage to occur at the interface between the core and bottom
skin, the traction developed at the /" node of that interface can be given as:

_ 20PAL by, L,

T =T _—u 2
© e 2 &
chcbe b L
wa — ¢ w whe 30
CTEr 2 o

where:

Te’”’ represents the traction developed in the interface of the core and bottom skin along
the x-direction at the ' node.

T*" represents the traction developed in the interface of the core and bottom skin along
the z-direction at the ¢ node.

@°? denotes the work of separation per unit area of the interface between the core and
bottom skin.

8¢P represents the characteristic length scale parameter of the interface between the core
and bottom skin.
Considering that each element of the top skin, core, and bottom skin is stacked on top of each
other, we can construct a comprising ¢/ element of sandwich beam. This element provides
information about the displacement jump between the e and (e + 1) nodes when the top
skin is subjected to a specific boundary condition. In the Appendix, we have derived the
stiffness matrix for the higher order beam element used to model the core. Considering
Figure [6l we can now formulate the residue force vector for the ¢/ element of the upper
skin.

ARTe — {[ kel kg el } { (a5 }_{ {T }3 }_{{FZ’”%H}

Klesnyel3es ey einlaa ] La" 0 ) UTL bsa [ UF F3a
3D
The displacement and force quantities associated with the ¢ node of the top skin and core

are denoted by ﬁ3T :f) and TeTM, respectively. These quantities represent the axial force,

transverse force, and bending moment resulting from the interface jump between the top
skin and core at the ¢/ node of the top skin. They can be expressed as:

t
Il ={nr 17— (pTel +1T)} (32)

similar expression holds for (e + 1) node. By observing Figure 8, we can visualize the
force balance of the core. The residue force vector for the ¢ element of the core assembly
can be given as:

ARCE —

Koo K el } { (@)}, }7 {{{T?c}7*1 } 33)

(G ty 757 Koy oy | LD Y0 T 1 s
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where {Tf}7, is defined as:

Teub TeuT
Teubhc _TeuThc
Teub (hc)Z TeuT (hc)Z
(T h = { BP0 6 =4 =T (1 (4
Tewb TewT
Tewb he _TewT he
Tewb(hc)Z TewT (hc)Z
similarly, the residue vector for the bottom skin of the e’ element can be expressed as
ARbe _ [klcf,e]3*3 [ki(e_,_])]S*S { {ﬁb(e)}3*1 }7{ {Teb}3*1 } (35)
(Ko 1),e)343 [k?e+l),(e+l)]3*3_ ety {10, }3a
where,
Tb — ub wb n wb b ub ! 36
{Thsa=-1,0 -1 -5 (16 +T") (36)
Taking the residues of top skin, core and bottom skin, rearranging them as shown below:
AR=[K]{U}—{T}-{F} (37)
where
LA 0 0 K’ 0 0 1
[ e,e]3*3 [ e,(e+1)]3*3
0 [kz,e]7*7 ) 0 0 [ke (e+1)}7*7 ) 0
=], 0 0 lke.e)343 0 0 (K (e 1)]3+3
[k(e+l),€]3*3 0 0 [k(e+l),(e+l)]3*3 ) 0 0
0 [k<e+1)ﬁe]7*7 0 0 [k(e+1)ﬁ(e+l)]7*7 0
|0 0 ke el33 0 0 [kl(’e+l),(e+l)]3*3_
(38)
{aT(}3,
{ﬁc(e) }7*]
{2795,
{U} = {ﬁT(e+l)}3*1 (39)
{ﬁc(eJrl) }7*]
{uAb(e+1)}3*1
{7 }3a1
{Te;}7*1
{T;}341
T) = ¢ (40)
{7} {T) 1}
J{LT{;H {7*1
T | 341
e+1J3
using this residue vector tangent stiffness matrix for this sandwich element is given as
JAR
Kiune = —— 41
tang a {U} ( )

The residue and tangent stiffness matrix for each sandwich element can be calculated by
following the formulation provided earlier. Once the residue and tangent stiffness matrices
are obtained for each sandwich element, the full problem can be solved using the Newton-
Raphson method.
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3 Results and discussion

The proposed methodology was assessed by analyzing three common fracture test configu-
rations: the D.C.B (Mode - I), E.N.F (Mode - ITI) and M.M.B (Mixed Mode). For all finite ele-
ment modelling, Euler-Bernoulli beam elements are used. Figure 4 depicts the experimental
setup for a D.C.B specimen. At point A, displacement is prescribed in the y-direction, and
the corresponding reaction has been evaluated. The dimensions are length (2L) = 150mm,
Width(b) = 25mm, initial crack length(a) = 35mm, height(h) =2.25mm young’s modulus(E)
= 33.5N/mm?. Using experimental data the cohesive law parameters has been found by
Leo [41]. For adhesive a bi-linear traction separation law is used with properties o, =
1.93N /mm?, §,, = 0.6839mm, and Gj. = 0.66N /mm.

Yy
/ x
4 Adhesive b .
Interface /
A
:;k
Th
< 2L
—a—>

Fig. 8 Setup of D.C.B specimen

Newton-Rapson technique is used with a displacement increment of 0.1mm in each step,
with a convergence criterion of 10~ in force norm.

Figure [0 shows the comparison of the experimental and numerical simulation results. It can
be seen that the reaction displacement plot obtained by the proposed methodology is in close
agreement with the experimental findings. The relative displacement of the interface contact
nodes is calculated using the displacement and rotation of each node from the previously
converged time step. Depending on the equations (6)-(14) the stiffness and energy release
rate are chosen for the next load step.

Since the displacement of any node in the X direction is negligible, for D.C.B simulation,
stiffness in the mode-II direction is taken 100 times of mode-I stiffness, and G- > Gy is

also taken.

Figure shows the mesh convergence study for the D.C.B specimen. it can be seen that
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Fig. 9 Comparison of simulation and experimental result [41] of D.C.B specimen
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Fig. 10 Mesh convergence study for D.C.B specimen

20

the convergence is achieved with 100 elements on each beam. If the same problem is to be
solved by the DCZM proposed by [33], adherent would have meshed with a 2-D plane stress
element. The degree of freedom will be huge for a thin beam or laminate, but the proposed
model overcomes this issue. As a result, the computational cost reduces from 8 unknowns
in linear 2-D element to 6 unknowns in linear beam element.

Figure [[1] shows the end notch flexure (E.N.F) specimen setup, a three-point bending test
with an initial crack length(a) at one end from the support. Since in three-point bending, the
shear force is constant from support to the loading point, and shear stress is maximum at the
middle of the beam. Hence, the crack will only advance due to shear stress, which ensures
the Mode-II fracture. At point A, displacement is prescribed, and the reaction at the same
location is evaluated.
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Adhesive b
Interface /
A In
it
< 2L >
—a—>

Fig. 11 Setup of a E.N.F specimen

A model with the same properties as a reference is chosen to validate the proposed scheme.The
dimension of specimen is given as length (2L) = 100mm, Width(b) = 1mm, initial crack
length(a) = 30mm, height(h) =1.5mm, young’s modulus(E) = 135300N /mmz. The proper-
ties of adhesive is given as Gy = 4N /mm, T, = 5TN /mm?, and ¥, = 1077,

160
140 - ]
120 / ? 1
4
’
Z 100 /,’ .
= ’ ==
£ 80r i PR
g i = - -Analytical linear
& 60 i N Analytical delamination a<L
7 =" . . .
4 il ---Analytical delamination a>L
40 —=Mi et al.(1998)
............ —Present model
200 S e )
0 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40

Displacement(mm)

Fig. 12 Reaction force for E.N.F specimen along with results by Y.Mi et al. [1&]

Figure [12| compares the numerical simulation of [18]. and the present work. Results are
also in close agreement with the analytical results obtained from fracture mechanics. [18].
used 2-d elements to model the interface, which is computationally demanding and has a
more stringent convergence requirement. The present work solves the same problem with
the same accuracy, as shown in fig.6 with 606 unknown d.o.fs only. Current work also accu-
rately captures bending behavior, as in a 2-d element, reduced integration is needed.
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Fig. 13 Mesh convergence study for E.N.F specimen

The mesh convergence study for the E.N.F specimen is given in figurdI3] and the Newton
Rapson approach requires a minimum of 80 elements to achieve convergence. The results
with 100 elements and 200 elements overlap each other, as seen in Figure [[3] As a result, it
is possible to conclude that 100 elements are adequate to solve this problem.

140
130} .
-
120 P |
110+ P P 4
100 o .
"
90 - - i

-
80 P
70 - / ---Euler Bernoulli element

60 - -
500 / ----- Timoshenko element

///
40+ /\ = A
o/ 8
20+ // 4
10 7/ L L L ]
0 5 10 15 20 25 30 35 40
Displacement(mm)

Reaction(N)

Fig. 14 Comparison of Euler bernoulli and Timoshenko element

Since Mode-II problems always involve shear stress, Figure [[4 compares simulations from
the Timoshenko beam and Euler-Bernoulli beam elements. Figure [I4] shows both elements
show an almost similar result, in case shear force is more dominant, Timoshenko beam can
also be used.
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For the mixed-mode analyses, the experimental setup of [42], as shown in figure [[1] has
been simulated. By adjusting the load position on the lever(c), a wide range of G;/Gj; ratios
can be achieved. The value of c is taken as 41.5mm to achieve G;/Gy; = 1. While simulating
the ratio of G;/Gj; is related to the displacement boundary conditions given at points A and
B, when this ratio equals unity, it means in each time increment, the displacement at both
the points is increased by an equal amount but in the opposite direction. This ratio governs
which mode is dominating while failure.

Fig. 15 Setup of a M.M.B specimen

The model has following dimensions length (2L) = 100mm, Width(b) = 1mm, initial crack
length(a) = 30mm, height(h) =1.5mm, young’s modulus(E) = 135300N/ mm?, and ¢ = 41.5mm.
Properties of adhesive for both modes are taken the same as above D.C.B and E.N.F speci-
men.

Figure [16] shows the reaction plot at point A against the applied displacement at the same
point. As shown in figure [[6] the results have been validated with the analytical findings of
[18]. Figure [[7]shows the mesh convergence study for the M.M.B specimen. It can be seen
that even with 100 elements, satisfactory results are possible.

Two cases of interfacial crack propagation are simulated for a sandwich panel. In both sim-
ulations, the failure of the interface between the top skin and core is allowed. The first case
replicates an experiment conducted by Prasad and Carlson (1994) using a Double Cantilever
Beam (D.C.B) specimen subjected to Mode-I fracture. In the second case, an End-Notched
Flexure (E.N.F) specimen is considered, following an experiment performed by Rinker et
al. (2011), where failure is primarily influenced by a mode-II loading condition. The objec-
tive is to compare the accuracy of the proposed model with the experimental data available
in the literature and evaluate its capability to describe the debonding failure mechanism in
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Fig. 16 Reaction force for M.M.B specimen along with analytical results by [18]
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Fig. 17 Mesh convergence plot for M.M.B simulations

sandwich panels. The goal is to assess the model’s performance and its ability to capture the
behavior observed in the experimental studies.

Figure [I8lillustrates the configuration of a sandwich D.C.B panel. The top and bottom skins
are composed of aluminum, while the core material is polymethacrylimide (type R90.400).
In the modeling of this problem, the interface between the top skin and core is divided
into three regions. The first two regions(I & II as shown in figure represent the pre-
delaminated area, and they are separated by a support structure as depicted in figure Itis
assumed that there is full bonding between the core and bottom skin along the entire length
of the panel. In modeling, we consider that there is no contact between the top skin and core
in the first and second regions. This assumption accounts for the absence of adhesive inter-
action or contact between these components in those specific areas. The Young’s modulus
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Fig. 18 D.C.B setup of a sandwich beam (a) geometry (b) cross-section

and Poisson’s ratio for the skin are considered as 70,000 MPa and 0.33, respectively. As for
the core, the Young’s modulus is taken as 420 MPa, and the Poisson’s ratio is 0.25. The work
of separation for both the interfaces is taken as 7 = ¢ =550 J /m? and §¢7 = 85 = 0.12
mm.
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Fig. 19 Comparison of simulation and experimental result of D.C.B sandwich specimen

Figure [[9illustrates the comparison between the experimental data and the results obtained
from the present model. It is evident that the present model accurately predicts the behavior
of the system, as the results closely align with the experimental findings.

Lastly, we conduct a simulation of an E.N.F sandwich specimen based on the experi-
ment conducted by Rinker et al. (2011). Figure depicts the setup and geometry of the
specimen, which is subjected to a three-point bending loading configuration. The central
applied load is distributed over a length of 10 mm. The pre-cracked interface is allowed to
propagate due to shear forces, resulting in a mode-II failure of the interface. The sandwich
panel is divided into six zones, with the first and second zones separated by a support, rep-



20 Himanshu, Ananth Ramaswamy

resenting the pre-delaminated region of the specimen. In this problem, contact between the
pre-delaminated region and the underlying core occurs when the load is applied. To prevent
interpenetration between the top skin and the core, the contact condition described by equa-
tion (18) is utilized.

25, 75 170,10 245 25
I I IV \ \

qmmd
F ] 2.25
t 1

Pre-cracked region
257

P—
V4 250

550

(a) (b)

Fig. 20 CSB setup of a sandwich beam (a) geometry (b) cross-section

The top and bottom skin is made up of CFRP composite laminates of arrangement [(445,0, —45)3];.
The material properties of laminates is given as Ey, = 13500 MPa, E,; = 9750 MPa, V,; =

0.28. The core is made up of Core is taken as E¢ = 105 MPa, G° =42 MPa and v¢ =
0.25.The interface properties for top and bottom interface is also same and taken as @7 =

@ =385 J/m? and 8T = 8 = 0.2 mm.
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0 1 2 3 4 5 6
Displacement(mm)

<

Fig. 21 Comparison of simulation and experimental result of CSB specimen

Figure [21] shows the present model predict very close result with the experimental data
available in the literature.
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4 Summary and Conclusion

A novel beam-based discrete cohesive zone model has been developed and its capabili-
ties in simulating the initiation and propagation of cracks has been evaluated. The pro-
posed methodology has been validated through benchmark simulations, including the Dou-
ble Cantilever Beam (D.C.B), End Notched Flexure beam (E.N.F), and Mixed Mode Bend-
ing (M.M.B) tests. The obtained results have been compared with the corresponding findings
reported in the literature, confirming the accuracy and reliability of the model. In contrast
to the cohesive zone models previously reported in the literature, which treat adherents as
continuum elements in both 2D and 3D configurations, the present approach addresses the
concern of mesh quality and refinement, particularly for thin laminates. By employing the
current scheme, computationally expensive techniques for thin laminates are circumvented.
Moreover, the current formulation facilitates the accurate representation of bending behav-
ior, which can be challenging to capture using 2D continuum elements.

Furthermore, the model has been extended to encompass a three-layer sandwich panel,
consisting of a top skin, core, and bottom skin. Considering that the core undergoes shear
deformation while the skins primarily experiences bending forces due to their distant loca-
tion from the neutral axis, a higher order beam element is utilized to model the core, whereas
the Timoshenko element is employed for the skins. The failure at the interface between the
core and skins is thoroughly investigated, and the obtained results are validated against ex-
perimental data from the literature.

Thus, this work presents a beam-based discrete cohesive zone model that offers a com-
prehensive analysis of the interface failure in both thin laminates and sandwich panels with
computational efficacy and accuracy.

Appendix

Consider a rectangular cross section beam of length (L) , width (b) and height (24°). The
axial and transverse displacement of beam is approximated using Taylor’s series expansion.
For axial displacement first four terms of Taylor’s expansion are considered whereas for
transverse displacement first three terms are considered.

TITTTrf/ITﬂTﬂ\
hC
% A
hc
y v
Z
< L > < b >
(a) (b)

Fig. 22 (a) geometric representation of beam with applied load (b) cross section of beam



22 Himanshu, Ananth Ramaswamy

U (x,2°) = () + 205 () + ()05 (x) + ()5 (x) (A.D)
W (x,2) = we (x) + 2w (x) + () w5 (x) (A2)

Displacement along width direction is taken as 0. Upon using linear strain displacement
relationship the components of strain tensor can be evaluated and are given as

AU (x,z°)

B = g = U () s+ (2 s (A3)
oW (x,z° : N e
& = % =wi+ (2 )wh (A4)
U (x,z°) oW (x,z¢
o= Iy TWINE) _ (4w ) 4225 4 ) + (2306 +0Ee) (AS)

Yo =Y =&, =0 (A.6)

Assuming the beam is made up of isotropic linear elastic material so the constitutive rela-
tionship can be given as:

Oxx A A 0 Exx
Oy ¢ = |A21An O & (A7)
Tyz 0 0 Az (%

For this beam the potential energy is given as
n=u-v (A.8)

U: internal strain energy
V: external work done
and from principle of stationary potential energy

SIT=8U—-8V=0 (A.9)

SU = / (GuBEn + 086, + T8 )dV (A.10)
|4

Upon using (A.3) - (A.6), the each term of (A.10) can be expanded as

L L L L
/GXX5SXXdV:/ Nxx5uz,xdx+/ Mxx5u‘1',xdx+/ Mxx15u§,xdx+/ My 0uS , dx

1% 0 0 0 0
(A.11)

L L
/ 6..8¢.dV — / R Swidx+2 / M, SwSdx (A.12)
\%4 0 0

. L L L

[ medmeaV = [ Vi@ #8000+ [ Vier (2605 + 6wt + [ Vi385 + 85
(A.13)

where these stress resultant can be calculated upon performing integral across the cross

section as

Ny = / OwdA (A.14)
A

My = / 2 GdA (A.15)
A
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My = /A (z)*0udA (A.16)
Mo = /A ()’ 0dA (A.17)
R.= /A 0..dA (A.18)
M. = /A £0..dA (A.19)
Vi, = /A TydA (A.20)
Vi = /A T dA (A.21)
Vio = /A (2°)*1.dA (A.22)

upon using (A.7), (A.3) - (A.6) and (A.14) - (A.22) the stress resultants can be represented
as
6 =Dg (A.23)

where,
_ t
0= {Nxx My My Meo Ry 2My Ve Via szZ} (A.24)

_ . . . : . : : : X . . N
Sz{uf),x Ui, Uy Uy W) W5 uiH+wh 2uh +wi 3u§+w§,x} (A.25)

[AjJA 0 Apl 0 ApA 0 0 0 0
0 Ayl 0 Al 0 2ApI O 0 0
Ayl 0 Al 0 ApA O 0 0 0
0 AL 0 ApL 0 245 O 0 0
D= |AyA 0 Anl 0 AxA 0 0 0 0 (A.26)

0 2401 0 2An; O 4A53 0O 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 ApA 0 Al

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 Agl O
L 0 0 0 0 0 0 ApA O A3311_

where
h(‘ h(‘ hC
A=b2K)  I=b / (©)P2d* L =b / (@) d b= / (&)0dz (A.27)
7,1(,‘ 7h(‘ 7h(‘
Hence, the internal strain energy can be represented as
L L
U= / 58 Gdx = / 52 Dedx (A28)
0 0
As shown in fig p donates the force per unit length acting on the upper face of the beam i.e.,

at z° = —h°. p contains two component of force p,(x) and p,(x) one in transverse and other
in axial direction. Therefore the work done by external forces can be given as

L
8V = / p'8ifdx (A.29)
0
where,
p={pu —puh puh)? —pu(h)? py —puh° pw(h")z}t (A.30)

~C c c c c c c c\!
oil —5{u0 ui us u§ wg wi w§ (A31)
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Finite element formulation

Let the beam is discretized into n number of 2 noded linear elements. Then the interpolation
of displacement in ¢’ element from the neighbouring nodal displacement of ¢’ and (e+1)""
node is given as

=[N, {066}14*1 (A.32)
[N] = [M[ll77  Na[l]7.7] (A33)
. 2@
(e} = { {;{;(HI]JLL} (A34)

where N and N, are the Lagrange linear interpolation functions. u(¢) and u(¢*!) are the
values of it at e/ and (e + 1) nodes and T is the identity matrix.
Further the strain resultants can also be represented in terms of displacements as

& =Li" = BU“ (A.35)
where, B = LN
400000 07
X
0400000
d
0070000
000<L000
L=]100000O0T1P0 (A.36)
000O0O0OO0T1
d
0100 4% (3 0
0020040
L0 00300 %1,
hence for one element the internal strain energy is given by
SU= / (8U“)'[B'DB|{U*} dx (A.37)
Le
the work done by external force on this particular element is given as
8V = / SUN' pdx (A.38)
Le
Hence for arbitrary U from variational principle
KU =F°¢ (A.39)
the element stiffness matrix and external force vector is given as
K¢= [ B'DBdx (A.40)
Le
F‘= | N'pdx (A.41)

Le
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