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Introduction

The durability of bonded joints using pressure-sensitive adhesives (PSAs) depends on interfacial failure mechanisms. This work investigates
fracture behaviour through Double Cantilever Beam (DCB) and peel tests performed on acrylic PSAs under controlled conditions. The objective is
to assess the transferability of the fracture characterization between DCB and peel geometries.

Materials & Methods Numerical results and validation

* Adhesive C: acrylic, , h =0.3 mm, vacuum-bonded,; Numerical results
* Adhesive D: rubber-based, h = 0.5 mm, high-pressure bonded;
* Peel tests conducted (PSA C) at 30°, 60°, 90°, 120°, 150°, 180°;
e DCB tests performed to extract Mode | cohesive law via direct

The CZM model reproduced experimental trends with good
agreement in overall load and deformation values (Fig. 3).
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Figure 3 — Numerical vs. experimental load-displacement curves for DCB specimens

- Slight load recovery observed at 180 for Adhesive C. that were used to assess the transferability of the model.
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Figure 2 — Additional energy fraction (G — G.)/Gs) as a function of peel angle, for v Unified characterization protocol suitable for electronics, medical,
Adhesive C (red) and Adhesive D (yellow). and transport industries.
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