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Abstract: Liquid food packages consist of various polymers films, which are bonded together with
Aluminum foil (Al-foil) using adhesion or by direct heat. The main aim of this research was to define
important material properties such as fracture toughness and some FE-simulation material model
parameters such as damage initiation, damage evolution, and the adhesion between Al-foil and
low-density polyethylene (LDPE) film. This investigation is based on both physical experiments
and FE simulations in ABAQUS with and without initial cracks of different lengths for comparison
purposes. The final FE model in ABAQUS was used to compare the numerical input parameters
in an extensive study with the ambition to investigate the materials’ parameters in cases with or
without adhesion between laminates. Finally, the relation between the theoretical and experimental
results for Al-foil using linear elastic fracture mechanics and modified strip yield model were shown,
and the fracture toughness was calculated for two different thicknesses of Al-foil.

Keywords: fracture toughness; aluminum foil; LDPE film; laminate; FE model

1. Introduction

Due to the continuous development of packaging industries, it has become possible
to buy well-stored food distributed from far away locations [1]. An important step is to
understand the mechanical and fracture properties of the packaging material. Packaging
materials generally comprise various layers of paperboard, polymers and aluminum foil
(Al-foil) [2]. Al-foil and the low-density polyethylene (LDPE) film are studied in this paper.
Paperboard together with these materials is broadly utilized as a material structure in
aseptic food packages. The Al-foil is utilized as a proficient barrier against oxygen and
light in food packages [3,4].

The final packaging material is exposed to diverse loading conditions during its
lifetime: forming, folding, filling, distribution, storage, handling, and eventually opening,
wasting and recycling by the consumer [5]. Al-foil is incapable of withstanding high local
strains like polymer film and the paper layers. Pre-cracks in the Al-foil can subsequently
spread into the polymer and the paper layers. Therefore, it is important to recognize the
individual and combined fracture behaviors of the Al-foil as well as its adhesion with LDPE
layers and their roles as contributors towards the laminated structure when creating an
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opening device mechanism [6,7]. In order to predict the impairment evolution within the
laminate, the fracture performance of the Al-foil and the LDPE are first studied distinctly.
Numerous studies of the fracture performance of specific packaging material layers, for
example, paperboard, are presented in [8-10]. To present the foundation for the study of Al-
foil and LDPE, pre-center cracked panels were exposed to in-plane tensile mode I loading
for further examination in this study. The bonds amongst the distinctive layers are allocated
similar strengths as the induced traction forces generated when the distinctive material
layers contract due to stress localization in the tensile tests, therefore leading to separation
of the two material layers locally. De-lamination and the level of adhesion are interesting
topics [11-16], which must be reviewed in the future. As pointed out in [17], mechanical
modeling of polymer materials is still in a relatively premature phase when compared
with the advances in metallic materials. A cell model has been developed and applied
to study the effect of voids on matrix yielding and localized plastic deformation [18,19].
The modified Dugdale model approach was developed to investigate the localized plastic
deformation of the single layer in addition to the laminate. The fracture behavior of the
Al-foil and LDPE laminate has also been reviewed in previous work in [11,12,20-22]. A
common opinion is the huge diversity of failure mechanisms in laminates of distinctive
structures. Diverse loading happens at the time during transportation that triggers the
opening phenomena of food packages [23]. Linear elastic fracture mechanics (LEFM),
Elastic Plastic Fracture mechanics (EPFM) and modified strip yield model theories were
used in the investigation of outcomes whilst loading components, response and fracture of
material [24].

The purpose of this work was to present the results of the mechanical and fracture
behaviors of the Al-foil and its adhesion with LDPE. These results will be used as input
to virtual material modeling for calculation of the different package properties. The aim
of the discussed approaches should be utilized to create a capable and potential tool
for decision making and package improvement with practical and analytical simulation
models. This article has three parts: a theoretical part, description of the fracture toughness
methods and established practices. It explains important fracture mechanics parameters
such as stress intensity factor K, J-integral, from the essential conception and meaning to
experimental assessment and test approaches. In Section 3, the material properties are
discussed. Experimental setup and experimental results are also presented in this section.
Section 4 describes the mechanical behavior of the pre-cracked material and laminates.
Analytical models were used to examine the experimental data in this section. The study
will hopefully lead to further understanding of each of the laminate parts and how they
contribute to crack development in the laminate. The differences in material behavior
between adhesion and cohesion will also be investigated to gain further understanding.

2. Theoretical Model
2.1. Fracture Mechanics

Some theoretical models of fracture mechanics from the literature were used to study
the breakage behavior of different materials. There are three different basic modes of
loading on a crack tip [25,26]. All the three modes have different stress intensity factors
at the crack, which is required to propagate the crack [27,28]. The stress intensity factors
describing different modes of fracture, Kj, Kjj and Kjjj, are given by Equations (1)-(3),
respectively, while oy is the stress caused by normal force, Txy and Ty, are the shear forces
along xy and yz planes, respectively.

ki = lim oy(x,0)v2mx 1)
x—0

kip = lim Ty (x,0)v2mx 2)
x—0

kIH = lim TyZ(X,O)\/ZTDC (3)
x—0
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The materials’” physical properties often depend on their direction or plane. In the case
of Al and LDPE, both materials are assumed to be isotropic because their properties remain
the same in all directions. The laminate in this work consists of Al-foil/ Adhesive/LDPE.
LDPE is, in reality, not linear, but under small strains it can be approximated by a linear
elastic material. It can also be considered to be isotropic. The adhesive layer is assumed to
have the same mechanical properties as LDPE [29].

By the theory of elasticity, the stress field near the crack tip is a function of the geometry
of the specimen location and loading. LEFM explains the stresses surrounding a crack tip,
which are given as follows [30]:

7ij (@)asr - 0 4)

K
V2mr
Here, “r” is the distance from the crack tip, “8” is the angle of the crack plane and “K”
is the stress intensity factor, where “i” and “j” are indices values 1 and 2 referring to the
Cartesian axes X; and X3, and are known as angular functions [30]. The stress intensity
factor “K” becomes equal to the fracture toughness at the start of crack growth. The LEFM

limiting stress can be mathematically expressed as:
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Here, the above notation is described as: a = half of crack length, o = stress at crack
growth (obtained from experiments), and K. = fracture toughness. When inelastic deforma-
tion n is small compared to the crack size, the LEFM theory is valid, which is called small
scale yielding (SSY) [31].

2.2. Model of Modified Strip Yield

The model of strip yield for a crack, using two elastic solutions given below, defines the
elastic plastic behavior, crack under remote tension and crack with closure stress at the tip.

The discontinuous displacement segment was assumed to model the strip yield plastic
zone. The initial crack length including the discontinuous displacement segment length is
2(a + 1), where “1” is the length at each end of the discontinuity, which are under equal stress
0p, and 2a is the crack length and length “1” is the plastic zone represented by nonlinear
behavior of materials shown in Figure 1 [32,33]. For calculating the yielding, in thin steel
sheets, Dugdale suggested the strip yield model, and later this model was used for a variety
of materials. The strip yield model is applicable to polymer materials.

n

| |
_ )LTJ

Figure 1. The strip yield model.

The relation between applied stress and crack length can be derived, as written below

o 2 K2
— = —arc cos |exp| ———
0y T 8aoy;

(6)
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Equation (6) is derived for infinite plates. To obtain reasonable results for the finite
plate, the correction factor @ from (9) is used to redefine (6), when a — W, is given by

o, 2 K?
— = —arc cos |exp| ———— 7
T} T [ p( 8a220} @

2.3. Fracture Toughness

Fracture toughness and the behavior of crack propagation mainly depend on the
material’s thickness [30,31]. The different values of K; will be produced for specimens
with different absolute sizes and standard proportions. This happens because the stress
on specimen thickness varies and it continues until the thickness exceeds some critical
dimension. After this, K; becomes relatively constant and this material property is known
as the plane-strain fracture toughness “Kjc” [34]. The load corresponding to defined
unstable crack propagation helps to compute fracture toughness. The stress intensity
factor, K, equals the fracture toughness during crack propagation. The stress for LEFM is
given by [30].

ke = ooy/7a X @(%) ®)

In the above expression, “o(” represents remote applied stress, “3” represents cor-
rection factor for center cracked specimen, “a” represents half the crack length, and “w”
represents half width of specimen. The geometric correction factor & for the center crack

specimen is

(2) - 1-0.0025% +0.006 (£)*

cos? (@)

Analytical relations for experimental stress vs. crack length are given by Equation below.

©)

_ P
Oexp = 2Bw (10)

“"_n
a

In Equation (10), “P” represents the applied force and “a” represents half of the crack
length. The specimen configuration used in Equation (10) are presented in Figure 2.

2h

Il
=

2W

Figure 2. Specimen configuration with a centered crack of length 2a [35].

2.4. Adhesion Behavior

The maximum force required to break the bond is defined as a measure of adhesion.
The measure of the strength of an adhesive bond across an interface is the amount of
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energy needed to break it, i.e., to separate two surfaces. Such a separation may involve
the breakage of chemical or van der Waals bonds, and the plastic deformation of one
or both of the materials on either side of the interface. The fraction of energy required
to break the bonds at the interface is a very small fraction of the total energy necessary
for the separation of the two surfaces in all cases where good adhesion is present [36,37].
Most of the mechanical work is used to deform, under stress, the material adjacent to the
interface. Therefore, the measured energy of adhesion will be dependent on the ability
of the interfacial bonds to sustain stress, as well as on the amount of plastic deformation
caused by the above-mentioned stress [38]. In many structures, the use of adhesives
is common. To explain the adhesive behavior, separation law can be used. Ty is the
maximum stress (damage Initiation in ABAQUS) that the adhesive can take and Jy;ax
(damage Evolution in ABAQUS) is the maximum separation of the bulk material before
the adhesive breaks and the bulk material is fully separated [27].

3. Experimental Study

The tensile tests were performed using an MTS Qtest100 machine with appropriate
clamps manufactured by MTS system corporation, Minneapolis, MN, USA presented in
Figure 3. The lower clamp is stationary and the upper one moves up to load the specimen
by prescribed displacement. A 2.5 KN load cell was used due to the weight of the clamper.
The specimen was placed between the grips and secured properly. The clamped specimen
was loaded and extended until it broke or reached a desired displacement. The test speed
was adjusted to 10 mm/min. The initial distance between grips was 230 mm.

Upper crosshead

Load cell

Upper clamp

Lower clamp

Handset

Figure 3. MTS machine at BTH lab.

3.1. Material Preparation

The LET/LDPE laminate was manufactured by spraying melted LDPE onto a PET
layer. The LDPE layer was extracted from PET with the help of an extruder, as shown in
Figure 4. Al foil, Al/LDPE (without adhesion) and Al/Adh/LDPE (with adhesion) were
prepared. A simple paper laminating machine was used to make Al bonded with LDPE.
The manual was studied, and it was observed that the machine operated at 120 centigrade.
Paper was placed on both sides of the lamina to protect the lamina from having direct
contact with the heated roller while laminating. A pre-center crack was introduced after
the layers had been laminated. The same procedure was followed for the preparation of
Al foil/ Adh/LDPE, except that paper gum was used as an adhesive between the layers
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and then a pre-center crack was introduced after laminating the layers. In all cases for Al
and LDPE, Al served as the master layer and LDPE as the slave layer. Both LDPE and Al
were assumed to have isotropic behavior in this work, although in practice the materials
are anisotropic.

LDPE

PET

Figure 4. Extrusion of test size LDPE layer from PET laminated with LDPE layers [35].

3.2. Design of Experiment

Sample Preparation: Half width W and height h from the center were measured
with the help of a scale. For each material, Al foil and laminated Al foil, at least five test
specimens of 95 mm x 230 mm size were prepared, as shown in Figure 5. The width of the
specimen (2 W equals 95 mm) was assumed to be infinite in comparison with the crack
length in order to remove the effect of finite size. A steel ruler and knife were utilized to
make the specimens and cracks. Taking the gripper of the MTS machine into consideration,
a height size greater than 230 mm specimen was used. Half crack length was made from
the center to both directions in order to ensure similar pre-crack tip shapes. While making
the specimen of Al foil, it should be taken into account that no pre-crack was introduced,
as Al foil is very sensitive to handle.

t111

-« 2W —2W

Figure 5. Specimen with center crack and without center crack.
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3.3. Experimental Testing for Data Collection

As the test began, the force vs. displacement graph was displayed continually. When
there was no pre-crack, the Al foil, Al/LDPE, and Al/Adh/LDPE tear around the lower
gripper or fail abruptly from the center; however, when there was a pre-crack, the crack
advanced down the width in all circumstances, following the centerline. To investigate
the influence of adhesion and crack propagation behavior through the lamina, Al/LDPE
and Al/Adh/LDPE specimens with initial cracks of various lengths were manually halted
at various displacements. The Al-foil utilized had a thickness of 9 microns, while the test
specimens were made of a 27-micron thick LDPE. The test cases are presented in Table 1.

Table 1. Test cases.

Sr. No Test Cases Crack Thickness (um) Dimensions
(mm X mm)
. With and
1 Al Foil without crack 9 230 x 95
Al Foil/LDPE/(w/0) With and
2 Adh without crack 36 230 x 95
3 Al Foil/Adh/LDPE With and 36 230 x 95

without crack

3.4. Experimental Results and Discussion
3.4.1. Case 1: Aluminum Foil

Both materials responded similarly in MD and CD because they are both isotropic. If
there was no crack in the aluminum foil, it suddenly failed or tore away from the bottom
clamp. As a result, LDPE behaved similarly. When both had pre-cracks, the crack spread
along the width of the crack, following the centerline. In the case of no crack, more force
was required to induce the fracture. As the length of the initial fracture grew longer, the
force required to propagate the crack decreased. At least five test samples of each case were
generated and tested, as discussed in Section 3.2. Only the greater displacement and force
findings are shown in the main text; the remaining results are presented in Appendix A.
The cumulative results of all specimens for Al foil with a crack length of 0 to 45 mm are
shown in Figure 6.

Al foil-95*230mm.(F vs D)

No Crack
2a=5mm |
2a=10mm |!
2a=15mm :
2a=20mm
2a=45mm

...........................

..........................

Force "F" (N)

N fecccccccpecccccccecccncccdeccccnns
b

Displacement "D" (mm)

Figure 6. Load vs. displacement of Al-foil (center cracked) of 0-45 mm for all specimens.
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As previously stated, for the calculation of mechanical characteristics and numerical
analysis of materials, only higher force and displacement values were taken into account
in all circumstances. With no crack, the highest displacement measured in Al-foil was
3.218 mm when the applied load reached 61.45 N. In the case of a 45 mm fracture length
case with a load of 14.47 N, the minimum extension was 0.16 mm. The findings reveal
that a greater force is required to propagate the crack when the crack length is shorter, and
that this force reduces as the crack length increases. For fracture lengths ranging from 0 to
45 mm, the results are reported in Figure 7 and Table 2. Experimental results for all the
specimens are presented in Appendix A, Figure Al.

Al foil-95*230mm,(F vs D)

Mo Crack
2a=5mm |
2a=10mm ||
2a=15mm |.
2a=20mm |
2a=45mm |

—————————————————————————————————————————————————————————

Force "F" (N)

0 i I I i I i i i I i
0 0.5 1 1.5 2 25 3 35 4 45 5
Displacement "D" (mm)

Figure 7. Load vs. displacement of Al foil (center cracked) of 0—45 mm.

Table 2. Load and displacement of fractured Al foil, thickness B of 9 um and dimensions of 230 mm x 95 mm.

Crack Length (2a) Maximum Load (F) Extension (D)

(mm) (N) (mm)

No Crack 61.45 3.218

5 44.64 0.606

10 38.62 0.523

15 34.99 0.458

20 25.88 0.38

45 14.47 0.16

3.4.2. Case 2: Aluminum Foil/LDPE (without Adhesion)

In the absence of adhesion, the Al-foil broke faster than the LDPE. As a result, LDPE
took longer to fail than Al-foil. This is due to the ductility of LDPE. In the presence of a
pre-crack, aluminum had a much lower maximum extension value than LDPE, but in the
absence of a crack, both materials failed near the lower clamp. With no crack introduced,
the maximum extension observed was 7.553 mm at a load of 53.8 N. However, when the
crack length was 20 mm and the peak load recorded was 31.1 N, the minimum extension
observed was 2.6 mm. Figure 8 and Table 3 show the maximum displacement and peak
values. Test results for all the specimens are reported in Appendix A, Figure A2.
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Al foil/LDPE-95"230mm,.(F vs D)

S I S ™ e e R B
: ' ; 1 : H 1 No Crack
S0 aasom |
45 - IVu A T A S fda [ 2a=10mm ||
: i : : : ' ' 2a=15mm

Force "F" (N)

0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20 22
Displacement "D" (mm)

Figure 8. Load vs. displacement of Al foil/LDPE with a center crack of 0-20 mm.

Table 3. Peak load and maximum displacement of fractured Al foil/LDPE, thickness B of 40 um and
dimensions of 230 mm x 95 mm.

Crack Length (2a) Maximum Load (F) Extension (D)
(mm) (N) (mm)
No Crack 53.8 7.553
5 50.46 3.792
10 40.26 2.7
15 42.51 3.666
20 31.1 2.6

The peak load value for the LDPE with the same specimen size and no crack was
recorded as 20.72 N, and the specimen extended 36 mm. The maximum extension observed
when the 5 mm crack was introduced was 30.12 mm, and the peak load was 18.6 N, as
shown in Figure 9. These values were used to calculate the other mechanical parameters,
which are = 8 MPa, E = 126.1 MPa, and KI = 0.75 MPa/m? [35]. These variables were then
used in the numerical analysis.

Comparing experimental and numerical resuits,LDPE-MD-oCrack82a=5mm
L I [ [

E=3

L

—Without Crack-Experimental Result
+ Without Crack-Numerical Result
|| —With Crack-Experimental Resuit
With Crack-Experimental Result

vt
oy + Nw'\.,w-,mw»wwwu. |
M /w“'\” ) * *‘\

A

.}«‘w'” \
r“"' "‘.

F)
Dispiacement mm)
Figure 9. Response of LDPE-MD-95 230 mm experimental and numerical results with crack
2a =5 mm and without crack.
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3.4.3. Case 3: Al-Foil/Adh/LDPE (with Adhesion)

When Al/Adh/LDPE was tested, the maximum load and extension observed were
44.61 N and 4.756 mm, respectively, when there was no crack. The maximum load was
23.59 N and the displacement was 0.653 mm for the initial crack of 20 mm. The single peak
in Figure 10 for each case depicts the behavior of materials in which both materials fail at
the same point due to a strong adhesion force between them, which causes them to act
as one material. Table 4 summarizes the results. Experimental results are presented in
Appendix A, Figure A3 for all the specimens.

Al foil/Adh/LDPE-95"230mm.(F vs D)
e L e et ettt

Mo Crack
2a=5mm .
2a=10mm |:
2a=15mm |}
2a=20mm |

Force "F" (N)

Displacement "D" (mm)

Figure 10. Load vs. displacement of Al foil/ Adh/LDPE for 0-20 mm (center cracked).

Table 4. Load and displacement of fractured Al foil/ Adh/LDPE, thickness B of 45 um and dimensions
of 230 mm x 95 mm.

Crack Length (2a) (mm) Maximum Load (F) (N) Extension (D) (mm)
No. Crack 44.61 4.756
5 38.04 1.653
10 30.07 0.863
15 28.24 0.334
20 23.59 0.653

3.4.4. Comparison between Case 2 and Case 3

Due to the ductility of LDPE, in case 2, the Al broke before the LDPE failed, as shown
in Figure 8. For cases with crack lengths ranging from 5 to 20 mm, Al broke before 6 mm,
while LDPE did not fail until 20 mm. In case 3, however, due to the strong adhesive
bonding between the materials, they acted as one and both broke at the same point, as
shown in Figure 10.

4. Numerical Simulation

A finite element simulation was carried out in simulation tool ABAQUS Explicit
6.10 by Dassault Systemes, Vélizy-Villacoublay, France [39] to understand the material
behavior clearly. The subsequent steps were followed to develop the exact tensile test
model carried out in Section 3. The following assumptions were made to conduct numerical
tests in ABAQUS 6.10. As the thickness is less, plane stress was considered. Shell elements
were considered and for polymers, a linear elastic, von Mises isotropic plastic material
model together with progressive damage was used as the material model. A trial-and-
error calibration of continuum material parameters and calibration of fracture material



Coatings 2021, 11, 1079

11 of 22

parameters were used for the modeling procedure to conduct the tensile test in ABAQUS
6.10/Explicit.

4.1. Material Parameters Calibration

The material properties are required in ABAQUS to model the tensile test for Al-foil
and LDPE. Experiment results are required to calibrate the data for numerical simulation.
Figure 7 depicts a force vs. displacement graph for an Al-foil with no crack. The blue plot
was chosen to calibrate the material’s properties.

First, the stress vs. strain plot from the experimental results was used to calculate
Young’s modulus, as shown in Figure 11.

x 10 Uniaxial Stress VS Strain

w

|.., X:0.000587 _.__._. :
/ ¥:3.335¢+007
. ;

:
:
] S S L — S L— R LR URN—
:
:
:

Uniaxial Stress (Pa)
=y
I

(3]
:
x
e
=
8.1
R
=
:
:
:
:
:
:
A
!
:
i
I

R S R R S R
0 0.002 0.004 0.006 0.008 001 0012 0014 0016 0018
Strain

Figure 11. Stress vs. strain graph.

Plasticity is the behavior of a material beyond its elastic limit, which can be calculated
using true stress vs. true strain experiments. Analytical methods can be used to calculate
true stress and strain. The resulting plot of true stress vs. true strain is shown in Figure 12.

x 107 True Stress VS True Strain
8 T T T T

y L :
[ X:0.01246 77777777 N
Y:7.3e+007

i X: 6.1666-006 :
3 ¥: 361964007 fovmemmemennn- ;

True Stress (Pa)
=S

P ENSRRSSSRN USRI SN SRS S W .

] L il TETTTTTEEEEEES EEEEEEEEEEER ST PEREES —

0 L I i I

-5 0 5 10 15 20
True Strain x10'3

Figure 12. True stress vs. true strain graph for continuum Al-foil.

4.2. Fracture Material Parameters Calibration

The following are the components that define the material: the behavior of material
under no damage; the behavior of material under damage (damage initiation (point D = 0));
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and the behavior of material after damage initiation (damage evolution (D = 0 to s?l). These
can be seen in Figure 13.

c |

Gyo—

G el €
Figure 13. Stress-strain curve under progressive damage degradation.

Damage initiation defines the point at which degradation of stiffness starts. Fracture
in a ductile polymer can be caused by two main processes. Nucleation, growth, and
coalescence of void cause ductile fracture. Shear band localization causes shear fracture.
The behavior of damage growth depends on these above two observations. In ductile
metals, the damage caused by nucleation, growth, and coalescence of voids can be predicted
by the initiation criterion model. The assumption made in this model is that the plastic
strain is a function of stress triaxiality and strain rate for the onset of damage. Damage
evolution defines the behavior of a material after damage initiation. It means that once
initiation is caused, it defines the rate of degradation of the material stiffness [40].

Figure 13 describe the stress—strain behavior of a material under damage, where,
E = Young’s Modulus, D = damage variable, 0, = yield stress when damage onset occurs

(atD=0), sgl = equivalent plastic strain at damage onset (at D = 0), sf[l = plastic strain when
failure occurs (at D = 1).

All numerical parameters were calibrated by experimental measurement. In Table 5,
fracture strains were calculated from the displacement response of the tensile test. As
pre-cracked samples were tested, we assumed the strain had fully localized around the
cracked surface. The stress triaxiality value was chosen in and of —5 and 5, which made
the fracture strain in the material constitutive stress triaxiality independent. Finally, the
displacement at failure, which is a FE-simulation material failure parameter, was calibrated
by inverse modeling of the force displacement curve from experiment.

Table 5. The ductile damage initiation damage evolution values for aluminum foil and LDPE.

Materials Fracture Strain S tr'ess. Strain Rate Dlsl?lacement at
Triaxiality Failure (mm)
. . 0.0001 -5 0
Aluminum Foil 0.0001 5 0 0.075
0.9 -5 0
LDPE 0.9 5 0 0.9

4.3. Numerical Results and Discussion

By using the Young Modulus equation and (Figure 11), the values within the elastic
limit help to calculate Young’s Modulus. For aluminum: Young’s Modulus (E) = 55.653 GPa,
Poisson’s ratio (v) = 0.3, thickness (t) = 9 microns. Similarly, Young’s modulus calculated
for LDPE was (E) = 126.1 Mpa.



Coatings 2021, 11, 1079

13 of 22

4.3.1. Aluminum Foil (No Crack)

Experiment results were used to calculate the material’s properties. Plasticity values
were calculated analytically based on the results. The results of both numerical and experi-
mental calculations are nearly identical. Figure 14 depicts the response of experimental
and numerical results. This leads us to the conclusion that the Al-foil can be modeled in
the finite element software ABAQUS plasticity values.

Al foil-95*230mm-No Crack,(F vs D)

Force "F" (N)

Experimental Result
Numerical Result

0 05 1 15 2 25 3 35 4 45 5
Displacement "D" (mm)

Figure 14. Force vs. displacement graph of aluminum foil (No Crack).

After calibrating fracture material parameters, they were compared with experi-
mental results when the Young’s modulus value of 55.63 GPa, and the plasticity values
(Appendix B, Table A1) were used; good results were obtained with the damage initiation
of 0.0001 and damage evolution of 0.075 mm presented in Table 5. The values of stress
triaxiality and strain rate remained fixed in this numerical simulation.

4.3.2. LDPE

The properties of LDPE used in the subsequent theoretical and experimental analysis
which are obtained from [35] are presented in Table 5 and Appendix B, Table A2.

4.3.3. Aluminum Foil (5 mm Crack)

All of the continuum and fractsure material parameters mentioned in Section 4.3.1,
such as Young’s modulus, plasticity, damage initiation, and damage evolution, remained
constant for the specimen with a crack length of 5 mm.

When the experimental and numerical results are compared, Figure 15, it is clear that
the material behavior is the same within the elastic limit, but there are some discrepancies
in the material behavior in the plastic region.

Al foil-95*230mm-2a=5mm.(F vs D)

T T T T T
H : i| —— Experimental Result
S R T TR Numerical Result

50 T

40
35 f-emeeee il :
30 }---o-fl- i

26 oo fh o femmeenns

Force "F" (N)

20--

15]--

0 0.2 04 0.6 0.8 1 12 14
Displacement "D" (mm)

Figure 15. Force vs. displacement of aluminum foil with 5 mm Crack.
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4.3.4. Aluminum Foil/LDPE Laminated (No Crack)

To simulate the ABAQUS model, all of the fracture material parameters such as
Young’s modulus, plasticity, damage initiation, and damage evolution for both Al-foil
and LDPE, as mentioned in Sections 4.3.1 and 4.3.2, respectively, were used. When the
experimental and numerical results are compared Figure 16, it is clear that the material
behavior in both cases differs to some extent.

Al foil/LDPE-95*230mm-Mo Crack,(F vs D)
80 T T T T T I I I
: : : : Experimental Result
(1] T _______ _____ _________ MNumerical Result |/

i

5
Displacement "D" (mm)
Figure 16. Force vs. displacement of aluminum foil/LDPE without crack.

5. Results and Discussion

Critical stresses were calculated for Al-foil with different crack lengths (5, 10, 15,
20, and 45 mm). The following fracture toughness graph was plotted using the LEFM,
Equation (5), the strip yield model, Equation (7), and the experimental results for the Al-foil,
which shows the normalized critical stresses vs. normalized crack length.

The strip yield model and LEFM’s theoretical calculations show a strong correlation
with the experimental data. As depicted in Figure 17, the Al-foil with a thickness of
9 microns has a fracture toughness of 6.39 MPa/ m? For the Al-foil with a thickness of
6.42 microns, the fracture toughness was calculated using mechanical parameters reported
in [23] was KC = 6.1 MPa/m?.

Al foil, Stress VS Crack Length

3 || T T T T I I I I
| Linear Elastic Fracture Mechanics
\ : : : Strip Yield Model
25 —ﬂ ————— v —————— 1 ——————— ------- —#— Experimental Result H

Figure 17. Fracture toughness graph.
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When the experimental and numerical findings for Al foil and Al/LDPE were exam-
ined Figure 18, it was discovered that the experimental and numerical results for Al foil
and Al foil/LDPE exhibited nearly the same behavior until the peak and then altered due
to LDPE. However, the results of material laminated in the Blekinge Institute of Technology
Lab were not the same as those discussed above. Due to the contact with PET and the
heated surface of the machine used for lamination, material properties may alter. Another
reason for this is because Al-foil failed first, followed by LDPE. This resulted in oscillation,
which influenced the material properties and results.

95*230mm-No Crack,(F vs D)
90 T T T T T T T T
: : : — Al-foil/LDPE Laminated (self) Exp.
Numerical Result (Tie-Constraint) H
—_— Al foil Only

R

Force "F" (N)

Displacement "D" (mm)
Figure 18. Comparison of experimental and numerical analysis.

When comparing the experimental results for Al foil/LDPE with no and full adhesion,
as shown in Figure 19, it was discovered that they showed the same behavior until peak
and then changed behavior because the material behaved as a different material with new
material parameters during full adhesion. This is due to the strong adhesive bonding
between the materials as presented in Figure 16.

Al foil & LDPE laminated-95*230mm-No Crack,(F vs D)
90 T T T T T T 1 1 1
I : I i | —— AIfoil/LDPE
s Rt feeeeees boeeeedennnnni-{ —— Al foil/Adh/LDPE

Force "F" (N)

Displacement "D" (mm)

Figure 19. Comparison of experimental results between Al foil/LDPE and Al/Adh/LDPE.

In the case of laminated Al-foil/LDPE (without adhesion), the material’s behavior in
numerical and physical tests is dynamic along the displacement, which could be due to a
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number of factors, including the fact that both materials were in contact with Polyethylene
Terephthalate (PET) to avoid burning and sticking of materials with paper. This may lead
to a change in the material’s properties. Second, both materials retained their properties,
so that Al-foil broke first, followed by LDPE, which is more ductile than Al-foil. The other
reason is that the Al-foil failed first, followed by the LDPE. This resulted in oscillation,
which influenced the material properties and results.

The failure occurred at the same force and displacement in both materials while
performing experiments on aluminum foil/ Adh/LDPE (full adhesion). Due to the strong
adhesive bonding between the materials, they behaved as if they were one material,
allowing us to conclude that the strong adhesion changes the material parameters.

6. Conclusions

o Different material properties were determined in this study by developing physical test
and FE modeling procedures. The experiments were carried out on Al-foil, aluminum
foil laminated with LDPE, with and without adhesion. Material parameters were
calibrated for use in the numerical test study. The design of experiment technique was
used to determine the material’s Young’s modulus, plasticity, damage initiation, and
damage evolution. For Al-foil, the theoretical result using LEFM and modified strip
yield model was showing a close relation with the obtained experimental results.

e  The fracture toughness K¢ obtained for the Al-foil with thickness of 9 microns was
6.39 MPam!/2. An earlier study on the same grade Al-foil reported the fracture
toughness K¢ = 6.1 MPam!/2 for thickness of 6.42 microns.

e  For the case of laminated Al-foil/LDPE (without adhesion), the behavior of the mate-
rial in the numerical and physical tests was dynamic along the displacement and there
may be number of reasons, such as the fact that Al-foil and LDPE were laminated by a
lamination machine and were in contact with PET to avoid the burning and sticking
of materials with paper. This may have caused the change in the material properties.

e  Failure of Al-foil before the LDPE in case of Al foil/LDPE (without adhesion) cause the
specimen oscillation, so vibration can also be a cause of change in material behavior
when analyzed numerically.

e Inthe case of Al foil/ Adh/LDPE, both materials broke at the same point so it can be
concluded that the strong adhesion force between laminates can change the properties
and the materials act as one.

This research can be expanded in the future to calculate the fracture toughness value
of laminated materials. Furthermore, the FE modeling strategy can be defined for ma-
terials with full adhesion. Under the microscope, bonded material delamination can be
defined and studied. Adhesives and their effects on the properties of bonded materials can
be studied.
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Appendix A
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Figure Al. Experimental results for aluminum foil. (a) F vs. D for 0 mm crack, (b) F vs. D for 5 mm crack, (c) F vs. D for

10 mm crack, (d) F vs. D for 15 mm crack, (e) F vs. D for 20 mm crack, (f) F vs. D for 40 mm crack.
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Al foil/LDPE-95*230mm-No Crack,(F vs D) Al foil/LDPE-35*230mm-2a=5mm,(F vs D)
T

Force "F" (N)
Force "F" (N)

i i
0 2 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20 2 8

Displacement "D" (mm) Displacement "D" (mm)

@) (b)

Al foil/LDPE-95*230mm-2a=10mm,(F Al foil/LDPE-95*230mm-2a=15mm, (F vs D)
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Figure A2. Experimental results for aluminum foil /LDPE. (a) F vs. D for 0 mm crack, (b) F vs. D for 5 mm crack, (c) F vs. D
for 10 mm crack, (d) F vs. D for 15 mm crack, (e) F vs. D for 20 mm crack.
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Appendix B

Table A1. Yield stress and plastic strain of aluminum foil.

Nos. Yield Stress (MPa) Plastic Strain

1 36.19 0

2 42.54 0.0001096
3 45.12 0.000211
4 48.13 0.0003004
5 51.16 0.0004633
6 54.11 0.0007017
7 57.38 0.001147
8 60.35 0.00182
9 62.95 0.003004
10 64.77 0.004132
11 66.56 0.005547
12 68.58 0.007468
13 70.63 0.009318
14 72.12 0.01117
15 73 0.01246

Table A2. Yield stress and plastic strain of LDPE.

Nos. Yield Stress (MPa) Plastic Strain
1 5.332 0
2 5.444 0.00134
3 5.68 0.0022
4 6 0.00427
5 6.16 0.00569
6 6.3 0.0065
7 6.459 0.0079
8 6.511 0.0083
9 6.62 0.0093
10 6.78 0.01107
11 6.90 0.0124
12 7.08 0.0147
13 7.14 0.0148
14 7.21 0.0164
15 7.328 0.0184
16 7.412 0.0193
17 7.553 0.0227
18 7.638 0.0246
19 7.80 0.0278
20 7.92 0.0313
21 8.02 0.0330
22 8.136 0.0365
23 8.26 0.04
24 8.35 0.0425
25 8.73 0.0696
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