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Abstract

Ceramic/metal composites have many attractive properties and great potential for applications.
Interfacial fracture properties of different layered composites are important in material integrity.
Therefore, evaluation of fracture toughness at interface is required in essence. In this study, the
mechanical characteristics for interface of ceramic/metal composites were investigated by indentation test
of micro-hardness method. Apparent interfacial toughness of TBC system could be determined with a
relation between the applied load and the length of the crack formed at the interface by indentation test.
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Table 1 Specification of specimens
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Fig. 2 Principle of the interface indentation test
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Table 2 Results of apparent interface toughness

FGM 1 FGM 2 Duplex
P. (N) 15.39 17.61 9.31
ac (4m) 39.03 41.09 31.19

Hs (MPa) 344.39 381.43 294.30
Hc (MPa) 611.79 611.05 611.54
Es (GPa) 150.40 150.40 150.40

Ec (GPa) 121.40 121.40 121.40
(E/H)"™ 17.98 17.31 19.12
Ke (Wom'™) 17.02 17.36 15.33
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Fig. 6 Geometrical schematization of an indent
at the surface
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P. (N) 15.39 8.49 5.82 3.88 17.61 8.38 6.45 3.57
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