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Loadiﬁg Rate Effect on Interlaminar Fracture
Toughness of Carbon/Epoxy Composite

Young-Jin Yum® and Hee You™*

ABSTRACT

Fracture test was performed for the Carbon/Epoxy DCB(Double Cantilever Beam) specimens
to investigate the effect of loading rate on the interlaminar fracture toughness of composite
laminate. New technique was proposed from which many crack propagation lengths could be
measured in one specimen during high rate test. Fracture toughness showed little change up
to 2 mm/sec of loading rate, however, 40% increase above 20 mm/sec.

It was shown that nonlinear beam analysis was possible from the relationship of displacement
and crack length and that conventional linear analysis underestimated the fracture toughness
to the amount of 12%. Critical crack propagation speed was found to be 25mm/sec from the
change of fracture toughness for crack propagation speeds.
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specimen
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Fig.2. Load—displacement graph for DCB specimen
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