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Abstract: The need for more sustainable adhesive formulations has presented the possibility of using
silane-based adhesives in the automotive industry. In this work, a dual-cure two-component silylated
polyurethane resin (SPUR) adhesive was tested in single-lap joints, to assess in-joint behaviour at
room temperature under quasi-static conditions for aluminium substrates. The effect of two different
overlap lengths, 25 and 50 mm, was also considered. A numerical model was built using cohesive
zone modelling in finite element software, to reproduce the mechanical behaviour of the joint. The
model was fed with data experimentally withdrawn from the first part of this paper. A triangular-
shaped cohesive zone model (CZM) law was chosen as the adhesive behaviour was highly elastic and
lacked yielding phenomena. The experimental results served as the base for the numerical validation,
allowing accurate CZM parameters to be successfully determined.

Keywords: SPUR; silylated polyurethane; CZM; flexible adhesive

1. Introduction

The advent of adhesive technology brought significant transformations in the realm
of mechanical joining [1]. In particular, the traditional practices of riveting and fastening
have been partially replaced by adhesive bonding or used in integrated methods in hy-
brid joints, which combine both approaches. The bonding of dissimilar materials in the
automotive industry was solved by implying novel adhesive technologies, which have
been increasing and developing to enhance structural components [2–4], along with their
durability [5–8]. Flexible adhesives have emerged as vital components within the auto-
motive industry [9–13], used in various applications such as sealants [14–17], structural
adhesives [18–20], and semi-structural elements. These advancements align with the over-
arching goal of developing lightweight designs and embracing a more environmentally
conscious philosophy [21,22]. Polyurethane adhesives are renowned for their mechanical
flexibility, making them particularly suitable for bonding composite substrates [23–28].
This leads to a reduced risk of delamination, a common failure mode in composite bonding
found, for instance, when using brittle and stiff adhesives such as epoxies [21]. This ad-
hesive family exhibits a lower elastic modulus and comparatively lower tensile strength;
however, it displays a significantly greater elongation capacity [29], generating lower trans-
verse strains in composite adherends. Furthermore, these levels of elastic deformation
positively contribute to achieving effective gaskets and sealing components, as well as
exceptional damping, impact, and fatigue properties [30,31].
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Silylated polyurethane resins (SPURs), which were used in the adhesive in this study,
are a particular group of polyurethane materials, which contain silane groups in the
polymer backbone [32–34]. Their curing relies on the hydrolysis/condensation of silane
groups, which form siloxane bonds as cross-linking sites. They can be formulated as a
one-part adhesive, which cures in the presence of a catalyst and moisture provided by
the ambient atmosphere. Alternatively, the adhesive can be formulated in two stages
for faster curing, with water provided in one of the stages [35]. Typically, these resins
do not contain free isocyanates and tend to have a lower toxicity than their traditional
polyurethane counterpart [36,37]. Silane-terminated polymers (STPs) have been used in
construction due to their enhanced weathering stability, adhesion on multiple substrates,
and satisfactory storage stability. In contrast, in the past two decades, STPs had limited use
in adhesives for transportation, where polyurethanes or silicone adhesives have dominated
in the applications of elastic bonding. However, due to the new environmental constraints,
there is a renewed interest in hybrid resins for adhesive applications in electrical vehicles.

To support the wider industrial use of these adhesives, it is important to develop
numerical models of the adhesive behaviour, properly validated through experimental
tests. Thus, having established a suitable material model, the same adhesive can be
modelled under different configurations, providing accurate failure prediction. Multiple
methods of adhesive failure prediction have been analytically developed [21]. Currently,
the finite element (FE) framework, combined with the cohesive zone method (CZM) as an
add-in, has become the benchmark for the simulation of damage growth [38], based on
traction separation laws. This methodology considers the stress–strain behaviour as well
as fracture mechanics for failure prediction. It is considered superior to other modelling
approaches such as the virtual crack closure technique (VCCT) or the linear elastic fracture
mechanics (LEFM), which possess more limitations [39].

Cohesive zone modelling is suitable for adhesive joints since it can predict damage
and failure with good accuracy in a predefined region. It simulates the elastic loading
until a peak load is reached, followed by the damage process through crack initiation
and propagation. The preferred damaging mode depends on the material behaviour or
interface [38,40]. The predefined law shape takes into consideration the tensile, shear, and
fracture toughness properties of the adhesive, establishing a failure and subsequent damage
path [38]. Campilho et al. [38] compared the behaviour of different cohesive shape laws
for brittle and ductile adhesives in single-lap joints (SLJs) with different overlap lengths
tested under tension. The triangular shape law is generally suitable for brittle and stiff
adhesives since it converges rapidly and does not consider large yielding. Furthermore,
it was concluded that the shape law effect could be negligible in these adhesives. On
the other hand, for ductile adhesives, the trapezoidal law is generally more accurate
than the triangular and exponential shapes. Pisavadia et al. [41] studied a trapezoidal
(trilinear) CZM shape and found that it was more suitable for the numerical validation
of a polyurethane adhesive. The property identification methodology was previously
performed in order to determine the mechanical adhesive properties and then establish
an association between the real and cohesive values. For the triangular shape law, the
elastic failure strength σf and shear failure strength τs correspond to the tension and shear
cohesive strengths t0

n and t0
s , respectively. The area of the cohesive law shape is determined

through the cohesive parameters Gc
n and Gc

s , which represent the critical energy release
rates in pure opening (mode I) and in-plane shear (mode II).

In this work, aluminium SLJs were tested with 25 mm and 50 mm adhesive overlap
lengths, under quasi-static conditions. CZM elements in ABAQUS® FE software 2021
(Dassault Systèmes, Suresnes, France) were used, following a triangular shape cohesive
law to simulate the adhesive. The numerical model reproduced similar geometries to those
used in the mechanical tests already performed, allowing for a direct comparison of the
experimental and numerical results. In previous works, trilinear CZM shape laws have
been used in polyurethane adhesives [21,30,38,40,41]; however, since the experimental
results of this work showed no yielding point in both tensile and shear tests, a simpler
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triangular shape cohesive law was found to be more effective. Thus, the aim is the numerical
simulation of the behaviour of a new SPUR formulation.

2. Materials

A two-component (2k) SPUR adhesive was mechanically characterised in Part 1 of
this paper using four different tests, namely the bulk test, following the NF T 76-142
French standard [42]; the thick adherend shear test (TAST) according to the ISO 11003-2
standard [43]; the double-cantilever beam test; and a mixed-mode configuration test [44].
Table 1 summarises the mechanical properties of the 2k adhesive. The critical energy release
rate in mode II was estimated from the mixed-mode fracture envelope output. All frac-
ture characterisation tests employed the compliance-based beam method (CBBM) [44–47].
Poisson’s ratio was determined using the digital image correlation (DIC) in the tensile bulk
specimens, where a shear modulus value of 3.59 MPa was found, considering the elastic
and shear modulus relation for isotropic materials [48]. The shear moduli presented in
Table 1 correspond to the values obtained from the TAST specimens, accounting for the dif-
ferent strain rates and different boundary conditions of both tensile and TAST experiments
obtained in the first part of this paper.

Table 1. The mechanical properties of the 2k SPUR.

Property Units 2k SPUR

Young’s modulus, E (MPa) 10.17 ± 0.96
Poisson’s ratio, ν (-) 0.418 ± 0.009

Tensile failure strength, σf (MPa) 4.16 ± 0.21
Tensile failure strain, εf (%) 41.1 ± 5.8

Shear modulus, G (MPa) 7.07 ± 1.53
Shear failure strength, τf (MPa) 5.47 ± 0.74

Shear failure strain, γf (%) 84.7 ± 11.5

Toughness in mode I, GIc (N/mm) 1.191 ± 0.055
Toughness in mode II, GIIc (N/mm) 4

3. Experimental Procedures
Aluminium SLJ

Anodised AL6060-T6 aluminium alloy substrates were used in this work to build the
SLJs. The adherend elastic properties of this material are displayed in Table 2, and the
general geometry of the aluminium joints manufactured is illustrated in Figure 1, where
the adhesive layer was set to be 0.5 mm thick with an overlap length of 25 or 50 mm.

Table 2. Mechanical properties for the anodised aluminium substrates.

Elastic Modulus, E Poisson’s Ratio, ν

(GPa) (-)

69 0.33
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69 0.33 

Figure 1. Aluminium SLJ geometry with a 25 mm overlap length.

SLJs were mounted in a steel mould [49], previously cleaned and coated with release
agent film (Figure 2). To control the specimen geometry, 3D-printed polymeric spacers
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were used, coated with release agent film to facilitate removal after adhesive curing. Since
the aluminium substrates were anodised, the surface was simply degreased with isopropyl
alcohol (IPA) before adhesive application. Figure 1 shows an image of the stage in which
the aluminium substrate SLJs with 25 mm overlaps were prepared.
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Following assembly, a set of lap shear test specimens was placed into a thermal
chamber with weights on top, to guarantee mould closure, and maintained at 50 ◦C for
24 h. After curing, the rig was opened, the joints were retrieved, and the extra adhesive
was removed from the overlap area. Alignment tabs of 25 × 25 mm were bonded to the
end of each adherend to reduce load misalignment and peel effect when testing [21].

4. Experimental Results

The SLJs were tested at a quasi-static constant crosshead rate of 1 mm/min at room
temperature (RT) in an Instron 3832 (Norwood, MA, USA) quasi-static machine equipped
with a 30 kN load cell. Figures 3 and 4 display the modes of failure for both 25 and 50 mm
overlap lengths, respectively.
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Cohesive failure occurred for all specimens with both overlap lengths. The failure did
not originate as a single crack along the overlap edges but led instead to the cracking of mul-
tiple sites throughout the thickness. Thus, the two-component formulation showed good
adhesion with the anodised aluminium substrates. Figure 5 shows the load–displacement
or P–δ curves, as well as the lap shear stress evolution, for both overlap lengths. The lap
shear stress values, when testing under different bonding areas, generally remained very
close, as a result of the large flexibility of the adhesive.
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Table 3 summarises the experimental results of the lap shear tests. The lap shear stress
values did not vary significantly between the two overlap lengths (Figure 6).

Table 3. The test results of aluminium SLJs.

Overlap Maximum Loading,
Fmax

Lap Shear Stress,
σlss

Extension at Fmax

(mm) (kN) (MPa) (mm)

25 4.04 ± 0.14 6.47 ± 0.23 1.230 ± 0.061
50 7.13 ± 0.71 5.70 ± 0.57 1.521 ± 0.147
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5. Numerical Modelling
5.1. Numerical Details

ABAQUS® FE software 2021 was used to perform a numerical analysis in which a
triangular shape CZM law was applied to cohesive adhesive layers. The adherents used
in the TAST, double-cantilever beam (DCB) test, and SLJ test procedures were modelled
following a linear elastic approach, using ABAQUS® CPS4R plane-strain elements with
reduced integration and hourglass control. The adhesive layer was modelled using COH2D
four-node cohesive elements, chosen due to their compatibility with the adherend selected
elements. A mesh refinement procedure was performed along the adhesive overlap lengths
using a double-bias parameter, allowing for an increase in mesh density at the overlap edges.
Unlike the bidimensional models, the three-dimensional bulk specimen used eight-node
hexahedron (C3D8R) 3D elements with reduced integration and hourglass control.

The chosen boundary conditions simulated the fixtures used in the experimental tests.
The bottom edge of the bulk specimen was fixed, and a displacement load was applied to
the opposite edge. This design was applied to both TAST and SLJ models, although in the
latter alignment, tabs were also added to the model geometry, as displayed in Figure 7.
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The lower hole of the DCB specimen was pinned, allowing for rotation along the
normal axis to the surface, with an induced displacement along the y axis for the upper hole,
as illustrated in Figure 8. Although a more dense and refined mesh over the total bonded
area ought to provide a smoother P–δ curve, a single-bias mesh from the crack tip until the
end of the specimen was found to provide similar results with less computational time.
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The elastic behaviour of cohesive zone models was simply defined as a linear cor-
relation between the maximum strength and the modulus: This applied to both tensile
(n) and shear (s) scenarios. The cohesive traction is determined as the stiffness matrix K
multiplied by the respective strains. The stiffness matrix contains the tensile and shear
stiffness parameters, where Knn = E and Kss = G. Since no tensile–shear mix was performed,
Kns = Ksn, and it was assumed to be null [38].

t = Kε ⇔
{

tn
ts

}
=

[
Knn Kns
Ksn Kss

]{
εn
εs

}
(1)

The damage criterion selected was a quadratic nominal stress formulation, which is
described using the following equation:(

tn

t0
n

)2
+

(
ts

t0
s

)2
= 1 (2)

The softening phenomenon occurs after the load peak is reached. For a triangular
shape law, the traction term is defined as follows:

tn = (1− dn)tu
n (3)

ts = (1− ds)tu
s (4)

where tu
n and tu

s are the instantaneous cohesive traction. The damage variables dn and ds
refer to tension (normal) and shear, respectively, and following the triangular shape law,
they are expressed as follows [38]:

dn,s =
δ

f
n,s
(
δn,s − δ0

n,s
)

δn,s

(
δ

f
n,s − δ0

n,s

) (5)

which is valid for both tension and shear components.
The definition of the damage criterion for traction–separation laws is based on an

energetic approach, where the critical energy release rate values for both mode I and mode
II are considered [21]. Thus, it is possible to extrapolate a mixed-mode fracture energy
relationship by combining the individual laws into a unified mixed-law formulation. In
one approach, the power law is used, which is described as follows:(

GI
GIc

)α

+

(
GI I
GI Ic

)α

= 1 (6)
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where the value for the α parameter chosen was equal to one, thus resulting in a linear
relationship. The estimated values were interpolated to plot the triangular shape laws in
Figure 9, used in the cohesive elements [40].
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The shear modulus value used in the model was the one determined using the thick
adherent shear test.

5.2. Numerical Validation

The tensile behaviour was assumed to follow a linear elastic behaviour, as the ma-
terial tensile properties did not present a yield point followed by a plateau. Figure 10
illustrates the tensile strength–displacement curve for a typical experimental run with the
numerical model.
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In the shear test, significant variations were observed in the experimental curves due
to the low adhesive stiffness. A satisfactory correlation was found by employing the same
triangular shape cohesive law, as shown in Figure 11.
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Figure 11. Numerical and experimental curve for the TAST.

In the experimental testing process of the SPUR DCB specimen, half of the samples
underwent a precracking process. The DCB specimens were subjected to the same quasi-
static rate, but the test was stopped when the P–δ curve reached a maximum, nucleating
a crack.

Then, those specimens were tested after the precracking stage was completed. The
previous study showed that the measurement of the critical energy release rate GIc does
not depend on whether the specimen undergoes precracking. The results of the numerical
study were compared with the experimental results for both the precracked and non-
precracked specimens. Figure 12 illustrates the damage evolution value of the cohesive
layer at a particular opening stage of the specimen, and Figure 13 displays the P–δ curve
for the numerical simulation and the precracked specimens. The R curves obtained with
the compliance beam-based method (CBBM) [45], for both numerical and experimental
conditions, are displayed in Figure 14.
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Figure 14. R curve computed using the CBBM for the numerical and experimental data modulus
values calculated using the thick adherend shear test and another one obtained by extrapolating the
value from the estimation of the Poisson’s ratio from the tensile test, using the outputs obtained with
DIC software (2019). The higher shear modulus value provided a more accurate result over the bulk
extrapolated value.

The analysed aluminium SLJs exhibited consistent testing results, with cohesive failure.
Figure 15 shows the experimental data with two numerical curves: one using the thick
adherend shear test and the other using the value obtained from the estimation of the
Poisson’s ratio from the tensile test, performed with the DIC software (2019).
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6. Conclusions

In this paper, a new two-component SPUR adhesive with epoxy resin was tested for
SLJs and numerically modelled using a triangular cohesive shape law in the ABAQUS® FE
software 2021. Numerical models for the tensile test, TAST, DCB test, and SLJ test were
also built in ABAQUS® FE software 2021, where the adhesive properties were validated,
allowing us to obtain a numerical curve in agreement with the experimental data. The bulk
specimen model used a linear elastic approach with which the maximum tensile stress
helped to define the failure criterion. On the other hand, in the TAST, DCB test, and SLJ
test, the adhesive cohesive properties were considered, and the shear modulus value was
determined in the TAST. In fact, the influence of the tensile modulus was negligible for all
three models, since the adhesive layer was much more constrained than in a tensile test
specimen. The following remarks summarise the key outcomes of this study:

• SLJs were manufactured using anodised aluminium substrates. The adhesive showed
good adhesion to the aluminium substrates, providing a lap shear strength of 6.47 MPa
in joints with a 25 mm overlap length.

• The triangular shape CZM law, commonly found to be suitable for brittle and stiff
adhesives, was nonetheless able to simulate the elastic behaviour of the 2k SPUR with
no yielding point. The material properties and the CZM law determined from this model
successfully simulated the in-joint behaviour of the adhesive under quasi-static conditions.

Author Contributions: Methodology, software, validation, data curation, writing—original draft
preparation, V.C.M.B.R.; methodology, validation, writing—review and editing, supervision, E.A.S.M.;
methodology, writing—review and editing, supervision, R.J.C.C.; conceptualisation, writing—review
and editing, M.Y.; conceptualisation, writing—review and editing, A.D.; writing—review and editing,
R.B.; conceptualisation, writing—review and editing, supervision, project administration, L.F.M.d.S.
All authors have read and agreed to the published version of the manuscript.

Funding: This research received no external funding.

Institutional Review Board Statement: Not applicable.

Informed Consent Statement: Not applicable.

Data Availability Statement: Not applicable.



Materials 2023, 16, 7022 12 of 13

Acknowledgments: The authors would like to acknowledge Momentive Performance Materials
Inc.® for providing adhesive, as well as INEGI and the Portuguese Foundation for Science and
Technology (FCT).

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References
1. Wake, W.C. Theories of adhesion and uses of adhesives: A review. Polymer 1978, 19, 291–308. [CrossRef]
2. Nonnenmann, T.; Beygi, R.; Carbas, R.J.; da Silva, L.F.; Öchsner, A. Feasibility study on hybrid weld-bonding between dissimilar

material for automotive industry. Int. J. Adhes. Adhes. 2023, 121, 103316. [CrossRef]
3. Dos Reis, M.; Marques, E.; Carbas, R.; da Silva, L. Functionally graded adherends in adhesive joints: An overview. J. Adv. Join.

Process. 2020, 2, 100033. [CrossRef]
4. Pethrick, R.A. Design and ageing of adhesives for structural adhesive bonding—A review. Proc. Inst. Mech. Eng. Part L J. Mater.

Des. Appl. 2015, 229, 349–379. [CrossRef]
5. Akhavan-Safar, A.; Bozchaloei, G.E.; Jalali, S.; Beygi, R.; Ayatollahi, M.R.; da Silva, L.F.M. Impact fatigue life of adhesively bonded

composite-steel joints enhanced with the bi-adhesive technique. Materials 2023, 16, 419. [CrossRef]
6. Akhavan-Safar, A.; Eisaabadi, B.G.; Jalali, S.; Beygi, R.; da Silva, L.F. Impact fatigue life improvement of bonded structures using

the bi-adhesive technique. Fatigue Fract. Eng. Mater. Struct. 2022, 45, 1379–1390. [CrossRef]
7. Boutar, Y.; Naïmi, S.; Mezlini, S.; Carbas, R.J.; da Silva, L.F.; Ali, M.B.S. Cyclic fatigue testing: Assessment of polyurethane

adhesive joints’ durability for bus structures’ aluminium assembly. J. Adv. Join. Process. 2021, 3, 100053. [CrossRef]
8. Machado, J.; Hayashi, A.; Nunes, P.; Marques, E.; Carbas, R.; Sato, C.; da Silva, L. Strain rate dependence of a crash resistant

adhesive as a function of temperature for the automotive industry. Proc. Inst. Mech. Eng. Part L J. Mater. Des. Appl. 2019, 233,
2189–2203. [CrossRef]

9. Lawley, E. A review of adhesives in the automotive industry today. Adhesion 1990, 14, 236–246.
10. Kreibich, U.T.; Marcantonio, A.F. New developments in structural adhesives for the automotive industry. J. Adhes. 1987, 22,

153–165. [CrossRef]
11. Alfano, M.; Morano, C.; Moroni, F.; Musiari, F.; Spennacchio, G.D.; Di Lonardo, D. Fracture toughness of structural adhesives for

the automotive industry. Procedia Struct. Integr. 2018, 8, 561–565. [CrossRef]
12. Bruckner, T.; Singewald, T.; Gruber, R.; Hader-Kregl, L.; Müller, M.; Kern, C.; Hafner, M.; Paulik, C. Influence of hollow glass

microspheres on 1K epoxy structural adhesive for the automotive industry. Int. J. Adhes. Adhes. 2023, 124, 103396. [CrossRef]
13. Cavezza, F.; Boehm, M.; Terryn, H.; Hauffman, T. A review on adhesively bonded aluminium joints in the automotive industry.

Metals 2020, 10, 730. [CrossRef]
14. Lavery, M. Sealants in the automotive industry. Int. J. Adhes. Adhes. 2002, 22, 443–445. [CrossRef]
15. Cognard, P. Handbook of Adhesives and Sealants: General Knowledge, Application of Adhesives, New Curing Techniques; Elsevier:

Amsterdam, The Netherlands, 2006.
16. Segura, D.M.; Nurse, A.D.; McCourt, A.; Phelps, R.; Segura, A. Chemistry of polyurethane adhesives and sealants. In Handbook of

Adhesives and Sealants; Elsevier Science Ltd.: Amsterdam, The Netherlands, 2005; Volume 1, pp. 101–162.
17. Harries, R.W. The Role of Sealants and Adhesives in the Automotive Industries. J. Elastoplast. 1970, 2, 23–29. [CrossRef]
18. Quini, J.G.; Marinucci, G. Polyurethane structural adhesives applied in automotive composite joints. Mater. Res. 2012, 15, 434–439.

[CrossRef]
19. Chae, G.-S.; Park, H.-W.; Lee, J.-H.; Shin, S. Comparative study on the impact wedge-peel performance of epoxy-based structural

adhesives modified with different toughening agents. Polymers 2020, 12, 1549. [CrossRef]
20. Harris, J.; Fay, P. Fatigue life evaluation of structural adhesives for automative applications. Int. J. Adhes. Adhes. 1992, 12, 9–18.

[CrossRef]
21. Da Silva, L.F.; Öchsner, A.; Adams, R.D. Handbook of Adhesion Technology; Springer Science & Business Media: Berlin/Heidelberg,

Germany, 2018.
22. Marques, E.A.S.; Carbas, R.J.C.; Akhavan-Safar, A.; Tenreiro, A.F.G.; da Silva, L.F.M. Structural Adhesive Bonding in Aerospace

Applications; Engebook: Porto, Portugal, 2022.
23. Strobech, C. Polyurethane adhesives. Constr. Build. Mater. 1990, 4, 214–217. [CrossRef]
24. Somarathna, H.M.C.C.; Raman, S.N.; Mohotti, D.; Mutalib, A.A.; Badri, K.H. The use of polyurethane for structural and

infrastructural engineering applications: A state-of-the-art review. Constr. Build. Mater. 2018, 190, 995–1014. [CrossRef]
25. Golling, F.E.; Pires, R.; Hecking, A.; Weikard, J.; Richter, F.; Danielmeier, K.; Dijkstra, D. Polyurethanes for coatings and

adhesives–chemistry and applications. Polym. Int. 2019, 68, 848–855. [CrossRef]
26. Das, A.; Mahanwar, P. A brief discussion on advances in polyurethane applications. Adv. Ind. Eng. Polym. Res. 2020, 3, 93–101.

[CrossRef]
27. Galvez, P.; Abenojar, J.; Martinez, M.A. Durability of steel-CFRP structural adhesive joints with polyurethane adhesives. Compos.

Part B Eng. 2019, 165, 1–9. [CrossRef]
28. Galvez, P.; Quesada, A.; Martinez, M.A.; Abenojar, J.; Boada, M.J.L.; Diaz, V. Study of the behaviour of adhesive joints of steel

with CFRP for its application in bus structures. Compos. Part B Eng. 2017, 129, 41–46. [CrossRef]

https://doi.org/10.1016/0032-3861(78)90223-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijadhadh.2022.103316
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jajp.2020.100033
https://doi.org/10.1177/1464420714522981
https://doi.org/10.3390/ma16010419
https://doi.org/10.1111/ffe.13666
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jajp.2021.100053
https://doi.org/10.1177/1464420719836914
https://doi.org/10.1080/00218468708074998
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.prostr.2017.12.055
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijadhadh.2023.103396
https://doi.org/10.3390/met10060730
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0143-7496(02)00026-X
https://doi.org/10.1177/009524437000200104
https://doi.org/10.1590/S1516-14392012005000042
https://doi.org/10.3390/polym12071549
https://doi.org/10.1016/0143-7496(92)90003-E
https://doi.org/10.1016/0950-0618(90)90042-Y
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.conbuildmat.2018.09.166
https://doi.org/10.1002/pi.5665
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aiepr.2020.07.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compositesb.2018.11.097
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compositesb.2017.07.018


Materials 2023, 16, 7022 13 of 13

29. Banea, M.D.; da Silva, L.F.M. Mechanical characterization of flexible adhesives. J. Adhes. 2009, 85, 261–285. [CrossRef]
30. Borges, C.S.P.; Akhavan-Safar, A.; Tsokanas, P.; Carbas, R.J.C.; Marques, E.A.S.; da Silva, L.F.M. From fundamental concepts to

recent developments in the adhesive bonding technology: A general view. Discov. Mech. Eng. 2023, 2, 8. [CrossRef]
31. Banea, M.D.; da Silva, L.F.M.; Campilho, R.D.S.G. The effect of adhesive thickness on the mechanical behavior of a structural

polyurethane adhesive. J. Adhes. 2015, 91, 331–346. [CrossRef]
32. Subramani, S.; Cheong, I.W.; Kim, J.H. Synthesis and characterizations of silylated polyurethane from methyl ethyl ketoxime-

blocked polyurethane dispersion. Eur. Polym. J. 2004, 40, 2745–2755. [CrossRef]
33. Nomura, Y.; Sato, S.; Mori, H.; Endo, T. Curing of silylated polyurethane with BF3-monoethylamine complex as moisture-curable

adhesives and their properties. J. Appl. Polym. Sci. 2007, 106, 3165–3170. [CrossRef]
34. Subramani, S.; Lee, J.M.; Cheong, I.W.; Kim, J.H. Synthesis and characterization of water-borne crosslinked silylated polyurethane

dispersions. J. Appl. Polym. Sci. 2005, 98, 620–631. [CrossRef]
35. Gadhave, R.V.; Gadhave, C.R.; Dhawale, P.V. Silane terminated prepolymers: An alternative to silicones and polyurethanes. Open

J. Polym. Chem. 2021, 11, 31–54. [CrossRef]
36. Xi, X.; Pizzi, A.; Delmotte, L. Isocyanate-free polyurethane coatings and adhesives from mono- and di-saccharides. Polymers 2018,

10, 402. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
37. Wang, X.; Kubish, S.D.; Briddell, B.J. Silylated Polyurethanes for Adhesives and Sealants with Improved Mechanical Properties.

U.S. Patent 6,498,210, 2002.
38. Campilho, R.D.; Banea, M.D.; Neto, J.A.B.P.; da Silva, L.F. Modelling adhesive joints with cohesive zone models: Effect of the

cohesive law shape of the adhesive layer. Int. J. Adhes. Adhes. 2013, 44, 48–56. [CrossRef]
39. Anderson, T.L. Fracture Mechanics—Fundamentals and Applications, 3rd ed.; Taylor Francis: Abingdon, UK, 2017.
40. Da Silva, L.F.M.; Campilho, R.D.; da Silva, L.F.; Campilho, R.D. Advances in Numerical Modelling of Adhesive Joints; Springer:

Berlin/Heidelberg, Germany, 2012.
41. Pisavadia, H.; Toussaint, G.; Dolez, P.; Hogan, J.D. Cohesive zone failure modeling of polymeric adhesives used in ceramic/metal

armor. Int. J. Impact Eng. 2022, 170, 104364. [CrossRef]
42. NF T 76-142; Méthode de Préparation de Plaques D’adhésifs Structuraux Pour la Réalisation D’éprouvettes D’essai de Car-

actérisation. Afnor EDITIONS: La Plaine Saint-Denis, France, 1988.
43. ISO 11003-2 1993 (E); Adhesives—Determination of Shear Behaviour of Structural Bonds, Part 2: Thick-Adherend Tensile-Test

Method. ISO: Geneva, Switzerland, 1993.
44. Costa, M.; Carbas, R.; Marques, E.; Viana, G.; da Silva, L. An apparatus for mixed-mode fracture characterization of adhesive

joints. Theor. Appl. Fract. Mech. 2017, 91, 94–102. [CrossRef]
45. Demoura, M.; Campilho, R.; Gonçalves, J. Crack equivalent concept applied to the fracture characterization of bonded joints

under pure mode i loading. Compos. Sci. Technol. 2008, 68, 2224–2230. [CrossRef]
46. De Moura, M.; Campilho, R.; Gonçalves, J. Pure mode ii fracture characterization of composite bonded joints. Int. J. Solids Struct.

2009, 46, 1589–1595. [CrossRef]
47. De Moura, M.; Gonçalves, J.; Chousal, J.; Campilho, R. Cohesive and continuum mixed-mode damage models applied to the

simulation of the mechanical behaviour of bonded joints. Int. J. Adhes. Adhes. 2008, 28, 419–426. [CrossRef]
48. Karpiesiuk, J. Young’s modulus and poisson’s ratio of polyurethane adhesive in lightweight floor system. Mod. Approaches Mater.

Sci. 2020, 2, 251–255. [CrossRef]
49. Saldanha, D.; Canto, C.; da Silva, L.; Carbas, R.; Chaves, F.; Nomura, K.; Ueda, T. Mechanical characterization of a high elongation

and high toughness epoxy adhesive. Int. J. Adhes. Adhes. 2013, 47, 91–98. [CrossRef]

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual
author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to
people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.

https://doi.org/10.1080/00218460902881808
https://doi.org/10.1007/s44245-023-00014-7
https://doi.org/10.1080/00218464.2014.903802
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.eurpolymj.2004.07.018
https://doi.org/10.1002/app.26809
https://doi.org/10.1002/app.22071
https://doi.org/10.4236/ojpchem.2021.113003
https://doi.org/10.3390/polym10040402
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/30966438
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijadhadh.2013.02.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijimpeng.2022.104364
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tafmec.2017.04.014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compscitech.2008.04.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijsolstr.2008.12.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijadhadh.2008.04.004
https://doi.org/10.32474/MAMS.2020.02.000139
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijadhadh.2013.08.001

	Introduction 
	Materials 
	Experimental Procedures 
	Experimental Results 
	Numerical Modelling 
	Numerical Details 
	Numerical Validation 

	Conclusions 
	References

