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G&&esive damage and defect analysis of sc O spaired composite by
c odi-and cohesive zone model

combining extended finite element met}
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) and cohesive zone model(CZM) were combine Oﬁestif

tes, which could describe the debonding between co tte’and adhe-
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Abstract: The extended finite element meth
gate the adhesive layer of scarf-repaired
adhesive at the same time. The numerical strength shows/good agreement
with test results. Both the inte @-G ect and inner defect were taken into consideration %ﬂuences of defect
length and defect locatio w1 zed. The results indicate that the structure withfect is more dangerous

than that with interface de ;-: t under the same condition. The structure strength @ is influenced by both the de-

sive layer and the crack propagation in\th
O

mainly associated with the average shear stress level of adhesive orresponding region. At last, parameter

study was performed to investigate the influence of the interfﬁ% ear strength.
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