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PREFACE

In recent years the great many persons who have become actively
connected with missile science and engineering have had to rely princi-
pally on technical journals and papers for aerodynamic information.
The literature in missile aerodynamics is extensive and in many respects
complete, but an over-all view of the field is reserved to those few spe-
cialists familiar with the hundreds of excellent technical papers available.
However, a large group of persons who would find such an over-all view
useful in the performance of their duties cannot, for one reason or another,
review the numerous technical papers. It is principally for this group
that the present volume has been written. The book attempts to
present a rational and unified account of the principal results of missile
aerodynamics. .

A missile is described by Webster as a weapon or object capable of
being thrown, hurled, or projected so as to strike a distant object. One
distinction between a missile and an airplane is that, unlike an airplane,
a missile is usually expendable in the accomplishment of its mission.
From a configurational point of view, the distinction is frequently made
that a missile is more slender than an airplane and tends to possess smaller
wings in proportion to its body. These distinctions are, however, sub-
ject to many exceptions. In fact, the configurational distinctions
between missiles and airplanes seem to narrow as the operational speeds
increase. Therefore much of the missile aerodynamics contained herein
will be directly applicable to airplanes.

Since this book draws on a large number of technical papers for much
of its content, it is important that the policy with regard to credit for
technical material be clear. The author would like to quote original
sources in all cases. Such a course of action is, however, impractical
because original sources are often impossible to ascertain, or not readily
available. Thus the references to technical papers herein are those most
convenient from the standpoints of availability or pedagogical usefulness,
or simply those most familiar to the author.

The book attempts to present a rational account of the principal sub-
jects of missile aerodynamics. It further attempts to present adequate
mathematical treatment of the subjects for use in design. The alterna-
tive approach, of compiling a handbook of missile design data, was not

it



viii PREFACE

attempted for several reasons in addition to the author’s natural dis-
inclinations. TFirst, the wide range of missile configurations and their
continuous evolution render it difficult to specify design data of general
utility. Second, design data are often classified.

The author has been influenced in his choice of subject matter by con-
sideration of his special competencies. However, in the interests of com-
pleteness, he has included many subjects in which he has no particular
competence. Many subjectsare treated extensively from a mathematical
point of view, but many other subjects of equal importance are either not
amenable to mathematical treatment or are imperfectly understood.
Nevertheless the author has chosen to treat such subjects qualitatively,
even though such treatment may not enhance the elegance of the book.
The emphasis in the main is on supersonic speeds, although much mate-
rial applicable to subsonic speeds is included. Such emphasis is con-
sistent with the facts that missiles fly mostly at supersonic speeds and
that many excellent books on subsonic aerodynamics are already avail-
able. Though certain subjects have been included in the interests of
completeness, no claim for completeness is made. The sin of omission is
considered preferable to inadequate treatment of more material.

Readers frequently wonder what motivates the author in his arrange-
ment of material. The first chapter is purely introductory in character,
and the second chapter collects together for convenient use many of the
results used repeatedly in subsequent chapters. The third chapter
treats the subject of slender-body theory which the author considers the
backbone of missile aerodynamics. Slender-body theory has the great
advantage that it is mathematically tractable for a very wide range of
missile configurations. In Chaps. 4 to 8, inclusive, an attempt is made
to present missile aerodynamics in an orderly building up of a missile
from its component parts, the body alone, the wing panels, the tail, and
the control surfaces. Since the aerodynamics of a tail behind the wings
of a missile depends on the flow field of the wing-body combination, such
flow fields are discussed in Chap. 6 before the discussion of wing-body-tail
combinations in Chap. 7. The final two chapters of the book treat the
important subjects of drag and stability derivatives. The nature of
aerodynamic drag makes desirable a separate chapter devoted to drag.
The chapter on stability derivatives attempts to treat all forces and
moments on a missile (other than drag) from a general and unified point
of view.

The author would like to acknowledge the many contributions made
by others to the book. Professors Holt Ashley, J. C. Hunsaker, and
Arthur Bryson reviewed parts of the manuseript and made a number of
helpful suggestions. I should like to thank those members of the staff of
the Ames Laboratory of the National Advisory Committee for Aeronautics,
Dean Chapman, Max Heaslet, Robert T. Jones, Morris Rubesin, Murray
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Tobak, and Milton Van Dyke, who willingly reviewed those parts of the
book of particular interest to them. Also, the author would like to pay
tribute to those members of the staff of the 1- by 3-foot supersonic wind
tunnel branch with whom he has worked in the field of missile aerodynamics
for many years, and particularly to Wallace Davis, branch chief. These
co-workers of the author include Wallace Davis, Elliott Katzen, Richard
Spahr, William Pitts, Leland Jorgensen, George Kaattari, Frederick
Goodwin, and others. The exacting job of preparing the final manuscript
was faithfully undertaken by Virginia Stalder. H. Guyford Stever has
been very kind in seeking out the book for his series and in lending general
encouragement and advice to the author. In conclusion, the author
would like to acknowledge his debt to the National Advisory Committee
for Aeronautics, in whose laboratory much of the knowledge in this book

was originated, and without whose cooperation this book would not have
been possible.

Jack N. Nielsen
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

One purpose of this chapter is to point out some of the differences
between airplanes and missiles by virtue of which missile aerodynamics
embraces subjects not formerly of great interest in airplane aerodynamics.
Another purpose is to collect in one place for ready reference many of the
symbols, definitions, and conventions used throughout the book.

1-1. Missile Aerodynamics versus Airplane Aerodynamics

One of the principal differences between missiles and airplanes is that
the former are usually expendable, and consequently are usually unin-
habited. For this reason increased ranges of speed, altitude, and
maneuvering accelerations have been opened up to missile designers, and
these increased ranges have brought with them new aerodynamic prob-
lems. For instance, the higher allowable altitudes and maneuvering
accelerations permit operation in the nonlinear range of high angles of
attack. A missile may be ground-launched or air-launched and in conse-
quence can undergo large longitudinal accelerations, can utilize very high
wing loadings, and can dispense with landing gear. In the absence of a
pilot the missile can sometimes be permitted to roll and thereby to intro-
duce new dynamic stability phenomena. The problem of guiding the
missile without a pilot introduces considerable complexity into the
missile guidance system. The combination of an automatic guidance
system and the air frame acting together introduces problems in stability
and control not previously encountered. Many missiles tend to be
slender, and many utilize more than the usual two wing panels. These
trends have brought about the importance of slender-body theory and
cruciform aerodynamics for missiles.

1-2. Classification of Missiles

Missiles can be classified on the basis of points of launching and
impact, type of guidance system, trajectory, propulsive system, trim and
control device, etc. An important classification on the basis of points of
launching and impaect is given in Table 1-1.

Another source of distinction among missiles is the guidance system.

In a command system the missile and the target are continuously tracked
1



2 MISSILE AERODYNAMICS

from one or more vantage points, and the necessary path for the missile
to intercept the target is computed and relayed to the missile by some
means such as radio. A beam-riding misstle contains a guidance system
to constrain it to a beam. The beam is usually a radar illuminating the
target so that, if the missile stays in the beam, it will move toward the
target. A homing missile has a seeker, which sees the target and gives
the necessary directions to the missile to intercept the target. The
homing missile can be subdivided into classes having active, semiactive,
and passive guidance systems. In the active class the missile illuminates
the target and receives the reflected signals. In the semiactive class the
missile receives reflected signals from a target illuminated by means
external to the missile. The passive type of guidance system depends on a
receiver in the missile sensitive to the radiation of the target itself.

TaBLe 1-1. CLASSIFICATION OF MISSILES

AAM Air-to-air missile
ASM Air-to-surface missile
AUM Air-to-underwater missile
SAM Surface-to-air missile
SSM Surface-to-surface missile
UUM Underwater-to-underwater missile

Another method of classifying missiles is with regard to the type of
trajectory taken by the missile. A ballistic missile follows the usual
ballistic trajectory of a hurled object. A glide missile is launched at a
steep angle to an altitude depending on the range, and then glides down
on the target. A skip missile is launched to an altitude where the atmos-
phere is very rare, and then skips along on the atmospheric shell.

On the basis of propulsive systems missiles fall into the categories of
turbojet, ram-jet, rocket, ete. If the missile receives a short burst of power
that rapidly accelerates it to top speed and then glides to its target, it is a
boost-glide missile. Sometimes a missile is termed single-stage, double-
stage, etc., depending on the number of stages of its propulsive system.

Further differentiation among missiles can be made on the basis of trim
and control devices. A canard missile has a small forward lifting surface
that can be used for either trim or control similar to a tail-first airplane.
A missile controlled by deflecting the wing surfaces is termed a wing-
control missile, and one controlled by deflecting the tail surfaces is termed
a tail-control missile. It is to be noted that these definitions depend on
which set of lifting surfaces is taken as the wing and which is taken as the
tail. Tor missiles with two sets of lifting surfaces, we will specify the
wing to be the main lifting surfaces and the tail to be the balancing sur-
faces, a distinction maintained throughout the book. 1In a cruciform
missile, sets of controls at right angles permit the missile to turn immedi-
ately in any plane without the necessity of its banking. On the other
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hand a bank-to-turn missile, like an airplane, banks into the turn to bring
the normal acceleration vector as close to the vertical plane of symmetry
as possible. ’

1-3. Axes; Angle of Bank and Included Angle

Of the two general systems of axes used in the present book, the second
system does not appear until the final chapter. The first system, shortly
to be described, is one well adapted for use with the theory of /cmn‘plé.\'
variables and, as such, is useful in slender-body theory. Thue second axis
system is the NACA standard used in such fields as stability derivatives
and dynamic stability. It is deseribed in detail in the final chapter. It
would simplify matters if one set of axes were used in place of the tw@
sets.  Consideration was given to defining such a compromise set of
axes, but the idea was discarded because the
net effect would probably be to add another Tz
system, where too many systems already
exist.  Also, a single system of axes repré-
sents too great a departure from usage in
the technical literature.

The basic set of axes used in the first nine
chapters is a set of body axes x, y, and z fixed \
i the missile with minor notational differ- ’
ences for various missile positions. The z ’
axis is positive rearward and coincides with S
the longitudinal missile axis. The y axis is
positive to the right, facing forward, and
lies‘in the horizontal plane of symmetry when one exists. The 2 axis is
positive vertically upward and lies in the vertical plane of symmetry if one
exists. Thex,y, and z axes shown in Tig. 1-1 form a right-handed S‘lvstem.

The b.ody axes x, ¥, z take on all the possible orientations a missile can
assume in a uniform air stream. The angles which conveniently specify
the orientation of a missile with respect to its flight direction depend on
the use to which such angles are to be put. For the purposes of this
.book a set of angles a. and ¢ are convenient. Consider a missile mounted
in a wind tunnel on a sting coincident with the prolongation of its longi-
tudinal axis. Let the missile be aligned parallel to the wind veloecity
.\Vith the wing panels in the zero bank attitude. Denote the body axes
in this initial position by %, §, and z Now rotate (pitch) the missile
about the § axis by an angle @, as shown in Iig. 1-2, so that z and 2
occupy the positions «’ and z’.  The angle a, will be termed the included
angle and is the angle included between the missile’s longitudinal axis'and
tf‘xe free-stream velocity. Now let the missile be rotated in a clockwise
f‘ht‘ection facing forward about the 2’ axis so that 4’ and 2/ go into y and 2.
I'he axes are related by the following equations:

F1a. 1-1. Body axes.
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2 = Zcosa. — Zsin o,

y o
2 = Zsina, + Zco8 a;

(1-1)

<

X = T cosa, — Z8in a,
y = § cos ¢ — &sin a.8in ¢ — Z oS o sin ¢ (1-2)
z = f§jsin ¢ 4 & sin o, €08 ¢ -+ Z COS o €OS @

From Eq. (1-2) the direction cosines between the &, §, Z and the z, ¥, 2
axes can be readily found (Table 1-2). It is important to note that the

(b)
Fra. 1-2. Axis conventions for pitch and bank. (a) Pitch about 7; (b) bank about z'.

angle o, must be applied to the missile before ¢ is applied for the above
direction cosines to be valid. Thus, the pitch and bank operations are
not commutative. In particular, if the missile is first banked about & and

TaBLE 1-2. DirectioN CosiNEs OF Bopy AXES FOR
COMBINED a. AND ¢ DISPLACEMENTS

z g z
z coS ac 0 — sin e
y — 5in e Sin ¢ cos ¢ — COS a. Sin ¢
z sin a, COS ¢ sin ¢ COS a COS ¢

then pitched about §, the 7 axis will remain perpendicular to the air
stream. In other words, the missile will remain in a position of zero
sideslip.

1-4. Angles of Attack and Sideslip

The angles of attack and sideslip are defined here as purely kinematic
quantities depending only on velocity ratios. As such, they measure

INTRODUCTION 5

velocity components along the body axes of the missile. Let the air-
stream velocity relative to the missile center of gravity be Vo with com-
ponents u, v, and w along z, y, and z, respectively. As defined, u, », and
w are flow velocities, and —u, —v, and —w are velocities of the center of
gravity with respect to the air stream. -
The angles of attack and sideslip have RN
been defined in at least three ways. ;
The small angle definitions are ;

A =2 -

a

The sine definitions are

. w . —v
sin a, = v, sin B, = . (1-4)

The tangent definitions are

w —-v
tan o = Py tan g = “u (1-5)  pre. 13. Angles of attack and sideslip.

The subscripts s and ¢ are used to differentiate between the sine and the
tangent definitions. A graphic interpretation of the angles a,, 8., o, and
B: is shown in Fig. 1-3. Note that a positive sideslip angle occurs
when the air stream approaches from the right facing forward. For
small angles, the angles of attack and sideslip do not depend on which
definition is used. For large angles, it is necessary to know which defini-
tions have been adopted. Frequently, the sine definition is used for one
quantity and the tangent definition for another.

It is a simple matter to relate the angles of attack and sideslip to the
included angle and angle of bank. With the aid of Table 1-1, we have

]

u = Vycos (£,x) = Vocos a,
v = Vocos (F,y) = —Vosin a,sin ¢ (1-6)
w = Vycos (£2) = Vysin a, cos ¢

For given values of a, and ¢, the values of «, and 8, are expressed by

sin @, = sin a, oS ¢

sin B; = sin o, sin ¢ (1-7)

Conversely, the values of «. and ¢ necessary to yield «, and 8, are given by

sin? a, = sin? a, + sin? 3,
sin B, (1-8)
8in «,

tan ¢

For the tangent definitions, a set of relationships exist similar to Egs.
(1-7) and (1-8):
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. = S N
tan a; = tan «. cp ¢ (1-9)
tan B; = tan a, s ¢
tan? o, = tan® o; + tan?B:
tan B; (1-10)
tan ¢ = ———
¢ tan oy

For small values of the included angle a,, both Eqgs. (1-7) and (1-9) yield

a = ., COoS ¢

. 1-11
B8 =asineg ( )

This relationship has wide use in cruciform aerodynamics. It does not
matter what the angle ¢ is, so long as «, is small. It is noteworthy that
Egs. (1-8) and (1-10) would be used to set a sting-mounted model in a
wind tunnel to previously sclected values of a, Bs, or of o, B

Tlustrative Example

Find the value of o, Bs, oz, and 8 for an included angle of 30° and a bank
angle of 25°.
From Eq. (1-7)

sin a; = sin a. cos ¢ = 0.500(0.906) = 0.453

a, = 27°
sin 8, = sin o, sin ¢ = (0.500)(0.423) = 0.212
B, = 12.3°

From Eq. (1-9)
tan ey = tan a, cos ¢ = (0.5774)(0.906) = 0.523

oy = 27.60
tan 8; = tan . sin ¢ = (0.5774)(0.423) = 0.244
Bt = 13.70

1-5. Glossary of Special Terms

Many special terms occur repeatedly in missile aerodynamics. Some
of these terms are now listed for ready reference.

Body axes: a set of cartesian axes fixed in the missile and parallel to the
axes of symmetry of the missile if such symmetry axes exist

Crossflow plane: a plane normal to the free-stream velocity

Cruciform wing: four similar wing panels mounted together at a com-
mon chord and displaced one from the next by =/2 radians of arc

Fineness ratio: ratio of body length to body diameter (calibers)

Horizontal plane of symmetry: the horizontal plane in which the lower
half of the missile is the mirror image of the upper half

Included angle: angle between free-stream velocity and missile longi-
tudinal axis

INTRODUCTION 7

Interdigitation angle: angle between the plane of a lifting surface and
the plane of another tandem lifting surface

Normal plane: a plane normal to the missile longitudinal axis

Subsonic leading edge: a leading edge such that the component of the
free-stream Mach number normal to the edge is less than one

Supersonic leading edge: a leading edge such that the component of the
free-stream Mach number normal to the edge is greater than one

Symmetrical wing: a wing possessing a horizontal plane of symmetry

Tangent ogive: a missile nose having constant radius of curvature in all
planes through the longitudinal axis from the apex to the circular cylinder
to which it is tangent

Trefftz plane: a fictitious crossflow plane infinitely far behind a missile
or lifting surface to which the trailing vortex system extends without
viscous dissipation

Vertical plane of symmetry: the vertical plane in which the left half of
the missile is the mirror image of the right half

Wing panels: those parts of the main missile lifting surfaces exterior to
the body

SYMBOLS

Vo free-stream velocity

X, Y, 2 missile body axes; a, # 0, ¢ # 0
T, 7,z missile body axes; a, = 0, ¢ = 0
2,y 2 missile body axes; a. # 0, ¢ =0

@ angle of attack

a, included angle

3 angle of sideslip

As, Be sine definitions of angles of attack and sideslip

ay, B tangent definitions of angles of attack and sideslip
@ angle of bank

REFERENCE

1. Warren, C. H. E.: The Definitions of the Angles of Incidence and of Sideslip,
RAE Tech. Note Aero. 2178, August, 1952.



CHAPTER 2

SOME FORMULAS COMMONLY USED
IN MISSILE AERODYNAMICS

The primary purpose of this chapter is to collect together for ready
reference certain formulas of theoretical aerodynamics and mathematics
commonly used in missile aerodynamics. These formulas are derived in
detail and discussed in other works, and their rederivations here will not
be attempted. Since repeated use is made of the formulas throughout
the book, they are collected together in a single chapter for convenience,
and to obviate repeated explanation of the formulas and notation. The
formulas include the potential equation and Bernoulli’s equation in their
nonlinear and linearized forms. A listing and classification of the
principal theories used in the book is provided. Some common aero-
dynamic formulas are included for line pressure sources, rectangular and
triangular wings, and simple sweep theory. With regard to mathemat-
ical formulas, a list is given of conformal mappings used in the book,
together with a list of the complex potentials of the flows to be used.
The terminology and notation of elliptic integrals is also included.

2-1. Nonlinear Potential Equation

The common partial differential equation underlying the velocity fields
of nearly all flows considered in this book is the potential equation. The
potential equation is the partial differential equation for the velocity
potential ¢. The velocity potential is a scalar function of position and
time, from which the flow velocities can be obtained by differentiation.
For a discussion of the velocity potential, the reader is referred to Liep-
mann and Puckett.' A number of conditions determine the actual form
of the potential equation used in any particular case. Some of these
conditions are (1) whether the fluid is compressible or incompressible,
(2) the coordinate system used, (3) the velocity of the coordinate system
with respect to the fluid far away, (4) whether the equation is linearized
or retained in its nonlinear form, and (5) the basic flow about which the
equation is linearized.

For the first case consider a compressible fluid stationary at infinity.
Let the cartesian axes £, , ¢ (Fig. 2-1) be a set of axes fixed in the fluid.
The pressure and density for the compressible fluid are related through

* Superior numbers refer to items in the bibliographies at the ends of chapters.
8
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P _(eY
P (pw) (2-1)

v being the ratio of the specific heats.
Let & be the potential function. The full nonlinear equation? for @ is

2
et == (q>, + M“;z—"“q"z)] (@t + By + Br1)

= 0o + (27 + Dy?Pyy + Br7Prp) + 2(0 PPy + PPy
+ q)n{q)nq)i’) + 2((1)54)57 + &, Py, + (I)Iq)r-r) (2‘2)
The symbol 7 represents time and ¢, is the speed of sound in the undis-
turbed air at «. Equation (2-2) can be considered as the nonlinear
equation governing the pattern of the flow about a missile flying through
still air as it would appear to an observer fixed on the ground. In many

z

the isentropic law

I4 Axes fixed
5y in fluid

Axes fixed
in missile

Flight Path

F1c. 2-1. Axes fixed in fluid and axes fixed in missile for uniform translation.

cases of interest in the theory of missile aerodynamics, the fluid velocity
at infinity can be considered parallel and uniform, and the missile can be
considered stationary with respect to the observer. It is now shown that
the form of Eq. (2-2) is unchanged in this new frame of reference.

With reference to Fig. 2-1, let &, %, and Z be axes fixed in the missile
at time ¢ with & parallel to the uniform velocity V, of the fluid at infinity
as seen from the missile center of gravity. Also, choose the & axis of the
£9,¢,7 system parallel to . To obtain the potential equation for the
&, ¥, Z axes with the fluid in uniform motion at infinity, we first convert
the flow as seen by a ground observer from the £%,0,7 system to the
%,7,2,t system with the fluid still stationary at infinity. Then we super-
impose a velocity V, along the positive £ axis to obtain the flow we seek.
The transformation equations are

T=¢t+ Vo

J=1

-y @3)
t=r
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A new equation for & is then obtained in terms &, 7, Z, {. Superimposing
the velocity Vo along the positive & axis changes the flow pattern and
changes the potential ® into the new potential ¢ in accordance with

¢ =Va+ e (2-4)

¢ + &y + ¢
2 2

(¢zz + dyg + ¢3) = ou + (P20 + $iibgs + PPdz)
+ 2(p:dpydey + PrbzPazz 4+ ¢pprdgz) + 2(pzpz + yPm + :pz)  (2-5)

A comparison of Igs. (2-2) and (2-5) reveals the additional term
(v — 1)V¢*/2 in the latter equation. A simple physical interpretation of
this difference can be given. In Eq. (2-2), ¢, is the speed of sound of the
fluid at rest with respect to the &7,¢ system. In the &,7,Z system, ¢,, BOW
corresponds to the speed of sound in fluid with velocity Vo. The speed of
sound in fluid at rest in the &,7,Z system, denoted by cg, is given by

The operations when carried out yield for ¢
-1
[c; + Y1 —Ve-G-D (d)t +

cs? = ¢ + ’Y_g_l Ve (2-6)

With this physical interpretation, Eq. (2-5) now is completely similar to
1q. (2-2). Infact, the first factor in each equation is nothing more than
the square of the local speed of sound.

2-92. Linearization of Potential Equation

To linearize the potential equation, Eq. (2-5), we must reduce all terms
greater than first order in the product of the potential and its derivatives
to terms of first order or less. At the onset it should be stated that there
are a number of ways of carrying out the linearization, and the correct
way, if any, depends on the problem at hand. Inany particular case the
solution to a linearized problem should be examined to see if it fulfills the
assumptions of the linearization. A particular way of linearizing the
potential equation, which has proved particularly useful to the aero-
dynamicist, is to consider small changes in the velocity field from a uni-
form flow parallel to the Z axis of speed Vo. The velocity components
are then

bs=Vo+ad ¢p=0 $:=10 (2-7)
where %, 7, and % are small perturbation velocities. With the possible
exception of limited regions such as stagnation regions, our first assump-
tion is that the perturbation velocities are small compared to Vo so that

u v W
—1/—0! V—o’ V—O - 0(6) <1 (2-8)
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h,l, this equation the symbol O(e) stands for ““of the order of maenitude of
e’ In contra§t to its more precise mathematical meaning tﬁe symbol
has tl}e appli"oxnnate physical meaning in the present conneciién th}wt the
vel.omty ratios have numerical values of a magnitude Ir;uch le@s( th“ .
unity. I.n the neighborhoods where the perturbation velocities tug H .
the solutions of the linear equation for small perturbation Vel(')citiés(crge’
not kk))e 1ccurate, but, if these regions are limited in extent and numi)era 111‘;
1c:lng e'e oped that the solutions will be representative of the flow in t’he
' In connfac'tion with Eq. (2-8) we have also assumed that the perturb

tion velocities are of comparable magnitudes. If, as is frequentl t}?_
case, the lateral extent of the region of inﬂuencé of the b?)d . tle\
potential field is approximately the same length as the lonyit(:lr:i' 1(l
extent., then,.on the average, the gradients of the potential \\'i{l;l bel’?}‘ll

same in .a1.1 directions, and @, , and % will be of comparail)le magnitud ;
The validity of this assumption must be adjudged for the j:rti l<e;
problem at hand. The velocity components are then of ordersp o

bz = I70[1 + O(é)] ¢17 = O(E.V()) ¢: = 0(6['70) (2_9)

:f the lateral and l()‘ngitudinal extents of the region of influence of the
)ody on tbe potentml field are characterized by length L, the second
spatial derivatives of the potential are of order ,

,
b2z, bep, ez, Py, bz P2z = O (%—0) (2-10)

We
o now need some measure of the orders of magnitude of the time
erivatives of the potential. Tirst, since

¢ — Vit = *  dx )
e -11
we obtain / ( )

\0‘}\' c.onside':r tl}e body to be undergoing some unsteady motion such as
periodie 950111&’510115 characterized by frequency n per unit time. The
perturbation potential will change 2n times per unit time so that .

¢)t = 0(6 V()L’Il)

Let us introduce the number of cycles per body length of travel

=V, (2-13)

y € S O }113 f q y p
1 llell m t/ rm f t requenc ar aIIlel (574 the tlIIle del 1V (lt/l ves are i
()]dels l)’ “Iag]ll‘l](]e ’ °
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¢ = O(exVo?)
_ ex2V e

bu = O( T > (2-14)

Vo2
ber, 91,0 = O (é-%ﬂ)

"The foregoing results permit us readily to determine the order of magni-
tude of all terms in Eq. (2-5) and to discard those of second and third
order in e. The resulting equation will be valid for all values of x not
greater than order of magnitude unity or, specifically, if

xe K 1 (2-15)

The linearized equation is

(Cs2 - ‘Y—‘%‘—l V02> Vip = du + Volds + 2V ods (2'16)

In terms of the free-stream speed of sound

. -1
cot = cgt — Z"_Q_w Vo2

and the free-stream Mach number

,
My = 2 (2-17)
0
Equation (2-16) becomes
" 1 M,
¢s:(1 — Mo®) + ¢z + ¢z = e Gu + 2 o it (2-18)

This equation is the essential equation of linear aerodynamics.

9.3. Bernoulli’s Equation; Pressure Coefficient as a Power Series in

Velocity Components
Bernoulli’s equation for the compressible unsteady potential flow
fluid whose density is a function only of the pressure is in the £n,{,7

system:

of a

%+@+§=cm (2-19)

where @ = @+ o2+ 2

Some interpretation of the above form of Bernoulli’s equation is interest-
ing. In that form, it holds for each point in the unsteady flow for all
The function C has the same value at all points in the flow at any
particular time, but its value can change with time. However, if the
flow at any point (such as at infinity) does not change with time, then C is
constant with time also. Bernoulli’s equation can be thought of as a rela-
tionship between the pressure field of the flow and the velocity field.

times.
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é l(;us(,2 lfl g; 18 l;r;o“'n 1;01* ;L gi_lven flow, the pressure can be calculated from
. (2-19). r a steady flow with the pressure i
Eq. (2-1), Bernoulli’s equation becomes g and density related by
Y PLC_ Y _Pr @
Yy—1p 2”‘7_1;4--2— (2-20)
\{ri};(; quintlt.;les with no subscripts are for any general point, while those
th iu SCI.‘lptS R refer to quantities at some reference cond’ition / ‘
o Slsriiir;z;ladt }tlheory, Bernoulli’s equation is generally used to obtain an
) " the pressure coefficient in terms of the veloci ‘
Xpres: pressu L ocity components
zct(,) vf,ﬁ w along. the Z, §, z axes. For this purpose we define the ;)ressur;
efficient P in terms of certain reference quantities

— P DPr
YoprVR? (2-21)

vh
i»elﬁl(;?t ;);:),f ;;;}:,»l, a%nd VtR are usually taken as the pressure, density, and
e free stream (po,p0,V0) in the 7,7,2 i ’
' ,9,2,t coordinate system or

:):;tg;;,sVo ’II‘I; tltl): ;,n;if system for complete analogy betweenythe t\V(IJ
Sy . obtain the power series for P in veloci

 the ty components 1 S
perform the expansion in the & 0 " e

7,{,7 system and then transf

2,y,2,t system.  With the subscr’i i e Lo e

: pt « referring to the conditi i
the &n,{,7 system, integration of Eq. (2-19) yiglds encition at e

Y P

7 q—2 — Y poc
TR PR R iy (2-22)

where ® and q are taken as ze infini
ro at infinity. Wi f
and the Mach number relationship g i the help of Fo- (-1

s _ Vs
M, =~ (2-23)

M 2
P’Y o _ oy - 1 q2 v (y—1)

2= = 1= (S 4e) T - (2-24)
Expansion of Eq. (2-24) yields the power series

P =P~ Ps _ /2 + @ 2
= —% /2 T ) ¢%/2 + &,\?
.V e (HE)

2 2 3
+ M 0 (q—/v—f"i’) (2-25)
where O desi )
coe?gi o g&gnates order of magnitude. This series gives the pressure
1ent in powers of the derivatives of ® in the &,¢,r system |

To 5 t,7,2
Coeﬂqc(;g:t\/ﬁrt E}}? (2-25) to the &,7,2,t system, we note that the pressure
as the same value and same physical significance in both sys-
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The only difference is the
and ¢, must now be
With these notational
z,t system which in

14
tems since it is based on conditio.ns at infinity.
notational one that the subseript ® for pﬁ Pors
changed to 0. In particular M, is now :h "
changes, we now introduce the potent}al ¢ in the 2,9,
accordance with Egs. (2-3) and (2-4) is

‘1’(5»77,(;7') = d’(j - ‘70t7 gy 27 t) - V@ (2'26)
For the derivatives of ® we thus obtain
— J-,‘ — -‘" “ o
is = i' 0 &, = (¢ — Vo) Ve + ¢4 (2-27)
n 7
&, = ¢z

If we further let @, o, and @ be the perturbation velocities parallel to the
W : » ¥

%, §, and Z axes, we have
B2 4 @, 4 B = @+ 7% + 0? (2-28)
aVo + o

¢ =
q)‘r

I

We thus interpret Eq. (2-25) as
— _p_:_ll‘.) == ;') <lij_f)ii£ + aVo + ¢t)
T LpoVor Ve 2 4 2
s (1/+’f Chavet é) +

+ Ty 5
«o that as a final result we have
ou 29, @M — 1) -7 o
S A R
M 21 f third order in e (2-29)
+ 77—274 (¢ + 20V )¢ + terms O

C . . ms
ential equation 1s linearized, the square ter

B e he sigr for instance, in slender-body theory.

Eq. (2-29) can be significant as,

9-4. Classification of Various Theories Used in Succeeding Chapters

Results from a number of aerodyna
ing chapters. The theories to be use
follows:

(1) Potential or nonpotential N—

Mach-number range of applicabl ity . ‘ .
g)% Diﬁensionality of flow; i.e., t\V'o—d}mensxonal, axially symmetric
(4) Shape of physical boundaries considered

All the theories we will consider are potential the(?rles w
of the Newtonian theory [Eq. (9-50)] and the viscous

mn

mie theories are utilized in succeed-
d differ in a number of respects as

ith the exception
crossflow theory
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(Sec. 4-6).  With regard to the Mach-number range of applicability we
will be concerned principally with theories valid in the supersonic speed
range, although various of these theories are valid at subsonic speeds also.
We will be interested in theories that apply to two-dimensional flows,
axially symmetric flows, and three-dimensional flows. As for the shape
of the physical boundaries, such shapes as planar surfaces, bodies of
revolution, airfoils, ete., are encountered in classifying the various
theories. Only steady flows are considered.

TABLE 2-1. CLASSIFICATION OF AERODYNAMIC THEORIEs Usep N TeXT

: P i
Theory Potential . Fl?w . Typical : Speed l Class
dimensionality shapes . range i
| —

Ackeret Yes Two-dimensional Airfoils i]ll >1 . 4

Busemann Yes Two-dimensional Airfoils M >1: A

Shock-expansion | Yes Two-dimensional Airfoils M >1 A

Method of char- | Yes Two-dimensional, | Airfoils and [ a1 > 1 A
acteristics | axially symmetric i bodies of revo- '

‘ " lution

Strip I Usually : Two-dimensional Three-dimen- "Any M |, B
! ‘ | sional : '

Simple sweep Usually  Two-dimensional |Swept wing and Any M | B
a . swept cylinders ' ;

Supersonic wing | Yes ‘ Three-dimensional | Wings M>11 C

Conical flow Yes i Three-dimensional | Wings, cones a>1 cC
; ‘ usually |

Supersonic Yes | Three-dimensional | Wings built of : M>1 C
lifting line ; i horseshoe ! !
! i vortices i

Quasi-cylinder ' Yes | Three-dimensional - Quasi-cylinders . 1/ > 1 LoC
| ; i © usually 5

Slender body Yes 1 Threc-dimensional | ““Slender ' bodies * Any 3/ C

Newtonian | No ; Three-dimensional ‘ Any shape Any M D
impact ‘ i 3 ] |

Viscous crossflow| No 1 Three-dimensional ; Slender bodies l Any M I D

A listing of the theories to be considered is given in Table 2-1. The
theories are classified in classes 4, B, C, and D. The first three classes
are essentially potential theories but D is not. Class 4 is a class of
essentially two-dimensional theories; class B is the class of two-dimen-
sional theories applied to three-dimensional shapes, and class C is a class
of essentially three-dimensional theories.

The theories of class A are arranged in order of increasing exactitude.
The first three theories have been treated in a form suitable for engineer-
ing calculations.® The Ackeret theory embraces solutions of Eq. (2-18)
specialized to two dimensions

(Mo> = 1)¢pzz — ¢z =0 (2-30)
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and gives pressure coetficients linear in the f-low-deﬁecylon a}x:g(l:; . ;vl;:
Busemann theory is an application of the equatmng of. obllllqug Sw (21 e aes
and Prandtl-Meyer flow expanded &‘1;1 a [;(():K;rl s;a;;e;i lﬁ; ; feor ot -
" grmitoirzh;ji??j éi:cfr(;%. Tfle use of the equations o.f obliqug
:l(izckm\iaves and of Prandtl-Meyer flow in their full a(fmfacg :; t;;:;zn
shock-expansion theory. Calculation by the methg)ld ) nsd oc(;1 arts[;’4 o
theory can conveniently be made by means of .ta' es abaSicauy o
described by Sauer,® the method of chqractemstzc:s is b el ey
i jonal graphical method for solving two-dm}ensm. or axially
dlmensto"na o%en‘rial flows. Though its use in three dimensions 1 not pr
S?Tlﬁf :)1: IzheOI'étical grounds, the graphical pro.cedures a{;e not‘(rzlolr)l;
f/:niont to earry out. In many instances the graphical procedures ca

1 i ch cases the method
omatic computing techniques. In sue
lapted to wutomatic €M is not too time-consuming for common en-

gineering use. Not the least (')f its many
uses is as a standard of comparison for less
accurate but more rapid methods, 1.e., Sec.
’ %I"he theories of class B are two-dimen-
sional methods applied dires:tly to three-
dimensional shapes. In stfzp t_heory any
three-dimensional shape is sliced into .strlps
by a series of parallel planes usually in t‘h'e
streamwise direction (Fig. 2-2). The pri-
mary assumption is that.the ﬁf)W in es.mh
= strip is two-dimensional with no {nteractlon
Section A4 between strips. To each strip is then ap-
F1g. 2-2. Strip theory. plied any two—dimensiona? theory oxt: e:?n
two-dimensional data. Simple sweep theory is a spe(';lal fo:n;yc;inz ;:)
theory applied normal to the leading edge of swept wings O
Tt is ° Onsglered ;ntiS:rf-ozf-Zl.endepbody theory, the t?leories. of c}ass thali
i e th(? ex’1011011)ependent space coordinates in their pa,rtm} dlffei'en ia
111V01‘{e : 1ee(Conical flow theory can be put into a form .w1th ondy t\zro
'equatlortlis. t variables.) For slender-body theory, the. 'thrd coor n;i e,
- oo d?stance is manifest in the boundary cf)ndltlons r.ati)ler ‘ iﬁ
'Str?c?:g;sriial differéntial equation. Supfarsomc wmgstheory 1s base
tclllle linearized steady potential flow equation Eq. (2-1 ).

(Mo — V)pzz — ¢35 — ¢ = 0 .

ren.” In supersonic wing theory, the
o the ne, the planc of the wing.
lanforms for both lifting

%
/

(2-31)

and is discussed by Jones d Coly b ]
boundary conditions are applied n the 2 —,-0 pla
Solutions are known for many different wing p
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and nonlifting wings. Supersonic wing theory for lifting surfaces (no
thickness) is termed supersonic lifting-surface theory, and some results for
triangular and rectangular supersonic lifting surfaces are included in
Sec. 2-6.  Conical flow theory is a special form of linearized theory applica-
ble to problems in which the flow quantities are constant along any line
emanating from an apex. The supersonic flow over a cone or a triangular
lifting surface are well-known examples of conical flow. The Jones’s line
pressure source described in Sec. 2-5 is another example. Lagerstrom?
has listed a large number of conical flows. The utility of conical flow
theory lies in the large number of wing flow fields that can be constructed
by superimposing conical flow fields with different apex positions.
The counterpart at supersonic speeds of the Prandtl lifting-line theory
will be termed supersonic lifting-line theory. The essential difference is
that supersonic horseshoe vortices are used (Sec. 6-3) instead of subsonic
horseshoe vortices. In this method, the lifting surface is replaced by one
or more horseshoe vortices. In the process, the details of the flow in the
vicinity of the wing are lost, but simplicity is gained in trying to calculate
the flow field at distances remote from the wing. The calculation of
downwash and sidewash velocities at distances remote from the wing is
tractable only in a few cases with the full accuracy of supersonie wing
theory.  Again in the calculation of the flow field associated with wing-
body combinations, the use of lifting-line theory is tractable where the
full linearized theory is not. Quasi-cylindrical theory at supersonic
speeds is analogous to supersonic wing theory in that both utilize the same
partial differential equations, but in the former the boundary conditions
are applied on a cylindrical surface, rather than the z = 0 plane as in the
latter. In this connection the cylinder is any closed surface generated by
a line moving parallel to a given line. Many lifting surfaces can be so
generated.  Herein we confine our applications of quasi-cvlindrical
theory to cylinders that are essentially circular.®
The remaining theory of class ¢ (slender-body theory, about which we
will have much to say) is particularly adapted to slender bodies such as
many missiles. This theory, described in detail in Chap. 3, is based on
solutions to Laplace’s equations in two dimensions with the streamwise
coordinate being manifest through the boundary conditions. The
occurrence of Laplace’s equation renders slender-body theory particularly
amenable to mathematical treatment and makes its application to three-
dimensional bodies tractable in many cases of interest. The theories of
class D are not potential theories and are discussed in Secs. 4-6 and 9-5.

2-5. Line Pressure Source

As an example of a conical flow solution, we have the line pressure
source of R. T. Jones,® which is useful in problems of controls, drag, etc.
The general features of the flow are readily shown. Consider the infinite
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triangular cone shown in Fig. 2-3. Such a cone is the boundary formed
by placing a line pressure source along the leading cdge. The pressure
coefficient for a subsonic leading edge is

26 cosh™! u
r(tan? A — B?)”
tan A/B — Btanv

P

I

k= [(tan A tan » — 1)? + (2/2)*(tan® A — BY))* (2-32)
and for a supersonic leading edge is
—1
P —RP_ 20005 K (2-33)

x(B? — tan? \)*

Here the designation RP denotes the real part of the inverse cosine or
inverse hyperbolic cosine. The equations show that the pressure coeffi-
cients depend only on tan », y/x and z/x quantities, which are constant
along rays from the origin. The
pressure field is therefore conical.
The wedge and pressure field are
symmetrical above and below the
z = 0 plane.

The pressure field shown in Fig.
9-4 is that for a wedge with a sub-
sonic leading edge. The pressure
coefficient is zero along the left
Mach line, increasing as we move
from left to right. At the leading
. . S edge, the pressure coefficient is the-
;ff;rz;i'nglﬁmte wedge or infinite trian-  otieqlly infinite. To the right of

the leading edge, the pressure again
falls from infinity to zero at the Mach line. The infinity can be viewed as
high positive pressure corresponding to stagnation pressure. A wedge
with a supersonic leading edge has a conical flow field of the type shown
in Fig. 2-5. The distinctive feature is the region of constant pressure
between the leading edge and the Mach line. By superimposing line pres-
sure sources and sinks, a number of symmetrical wings of widely varying
planform can be built up.

2-6. Aerodynamic Characteristics of Rectangular and Triangular Lifting
Surfaces on the Basis of Supersonic Wing Theory

In contrast to the symmetrical pressure fields of symmetrical wings at
zero angle of attack, the pressure fields of lifting surfaces are asymmetri-
cal; that is, the pressure changes sign between the upper and lower sur-
faces. Since we will deal extensively with lifting pressure fields, it is
desirable to set up notation and terminology for loading coeflicient, span
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Py
15
y
My=+2
-1
______ Mach line 1.0
' y/x
- 1.0
8.5
X

~1.0
Fia. 2-4. Thickness pressure distribution on infinite wedge with subsonic leading edge.

Mo=+2
P/51

-10

F{G. 2-5. Thickness pressure distribution on infinite wedge with supersonic leading
edge.
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loading, ete. By the loading coefficient of a wing or body, we mean the
difference between the pressure coefficient at corresponding points on the
upper and lower surfaces.

AP = P+ — P~ (2-34)

The superscript plus (+) refers to the impact pressures of the lower
surface, while minus (—) refers to the suction pressures of the upper
surface. The distribution of AP over the surface is called the loading dis-
tribution. The section lift coefficient is the average over the local chord of
the loading coeflicient
o=1 / “ AP dx (2-35)
C Jie
The span-load distribution is the distribution across the wing span of the
product of the local chord and the section lift coefficient cc;. The center
of pressure is the position at which all the lift of a wing panel can be con-
centrated for the purpose of calcu-
lating moments.
Let us now summarize some of
the results of supersonic wing the-
ory for triangular wings. For tri-

e _Machline  angular lifting surfaces with subsonic
leading edges (I'ig. 2-6) the lift-curve
slope has been determined by

Stewart,!! to be

dCy 27 tan w
‘da  E(1 — B*tan?w)¥# (2-36)

-4

x where E is the complete elliptic in-

o . . tegral of the second kind of modu-
F1a. 2-6. Notation for triangular wings. lus (I — B? tan? o)* (see Sec. 2-9)

i
\
|
\
\
\
|
\
\
\
\

The lifting pressure distribution is constant along rays from the apex

_ 4o tan w
T (1 — tan? y/tan? w)2E

AP (2-37)
The lifting pressure field is conical with respect to the apex, and the
pressures are infinite at the leading edges. The span-load distribution is
elliptical for triangular wings with subsonic leading edges.

tan? y\%
cer = (cc)o (1 - :) (2-38)
The span loading at the root chord (cci)o is
(eeo = 2XrfE0 e 2-39)

FORMULAS COMMONLY USED IN MISSILE AERODYNAMICS 21

Because the flow is conical, each triangular element from the apex has its
center of pressure at two-thirds the distance from the apex to the base.
All triangular elements have their center of pressure at the two-thirds
root-chord axial distance and so, therefore, does the wing. The lateral
position of the center of pressure for an elliptical span loading is at the
4/3m semispan position.

The triangular lifting surface with supersonic leading edges also has
simple aerodynamic properties. First, its lift-curve slope is the same as
that of an infinite two-dimensional airfoil

dcs _ 4
i (2-40)

The loading distribution is conical and can be calculated directly from the
results for line pressure sources in the preceding section since the upper
and lower surfaces are independent. The slope 7 is simply replaced by «
in Eq. (2-33).  On this basis with a line source along each leading edge
we have for the wing loading

AP = e (. ¢ne/B— Btany
7(B? — ctn? w)’ |1 — tan »/tan w|

_,ctnw/B + Btan v .
+ cos 1 4 tan v/tan w (2-41)

Flquation (2-41) yields a constant loading in the region between the Mach
lines and the leading edges
AP = ta

(BZ — ¢tn? w)}é (2-42)

For the region between the Mach lines, manipulation of Eq. (2-41) yields

4a 2 . ctn® w/B? — ctn? w tan? v\’
AP = ——— 1 — Zsin :
(B? — ctn? w)*® [ - ( 1 — tan? v ctn® w ) ]

(2-43)
The span loading in this case is not elliptical as for the lifting surface with
subsonic leading edges but has a linear variation over the outboard sec-

tion and a different variation between the Mach lines. For the linear
part, we have with reference to Fig. 2-7

cor — 4a(8, — y) ctn w Sm
! (B% — ctn? w)* B tan
and, over the inboard section,!?
4o
(B2tan? w — 1)%
Sty sin—? yB? tan? w + s,
(8= + y)B tan w

_<_ [yl S Sm (2_44)

cCp =

1 . _,yB*tan?w — 8
Sm — (8m — y) sin™! g e m
[ + T ( y) sin ($» — y)B tan w

<y < (245
] O—y"Btanw (2-45)
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The center of pressure is still at the two-thirds root-chord axial location
since the lifting pressure field is conical.

Turning now to the aerodynamic characteristics of rectangular lifting
surfaces at supersonic speeds, we must differentiate several different cases,
depending on the effective aspect ratio BA. For BA > 2 the tip Mach
waves do not intersect, for 1 < BA < 2 the tip Mach waves intersect

z tanw=13 ME=2

-10
Fre. 2-7. Loading distribution along trailing edge, and span-load distribution for
triangular wing with supersonic leading edges.

each other but do not intersect the wing tips, and for 14 < BA < 1 the
tip Mach waves intersect the wing tips only once. The lift-curve slope
for cases 1 and 2 (Fig. 2-8) has the same analytical form.

dC, 4. 1 o A
“&Z’E(l 2.~_BA> BA > 1 (2-46)

For case 3 the lift-curve slope is
dCr _ 4 1 I r o, 1
do = 7B [(2 m) sin~' BA + (BA — 2) cosh BA
_1_ — RB2ANY 1
+<1+BA>(1 B2A?) 13 < BA L1

For cases 1, 2, and 3, characteristic regions I, IT, and I1I are specified.
The analytic form of the loading is different in each of the three regions.
In region I there is no influence of the wing tips, and the loading coeffi-
cient has the two-dimensional value

ta

AP = 3 (2-47)
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The loading distribution within region II is conical from the extremities
of the leading edges as calculated by Busemann.!? For the right region,
we have with reference to Fig. 2-8

4 —1 —_
AP, =t [1 _ [1 __cos™! (1 — 2B tan 01)], (218

B T

The loading is written here as the two-dimensional loading minus a decre-
ment due to the wing tip. The decrement due to the wing tips is shown

N / y
Norf ? I )
_/(\f . />\<
I~ ! 7 I
\\ l //
Ve
(a) xys—c/B
N Ve
N\ I Ve
N /
N s,
oI N, 1
®) i
N1,/
NI
7N
I
N //
(©) >

Fia. 2-8. Cases for rectangular wings. (a) Case 1, BA > 2; (b)case 2,1 < BA < 2:
() case 3, 14 < BA < 1. ' a

in' the loading diagram of Fig. 2-9. In region III, the influence of both
wing tips is felt so that both decrements apply

4o '1 [ cos~! (1 — 2B tan 6)
BT

APIII =
.

_ [1 _cos™' (1 — 2B tan 02)]} (2-49)

™

Span-loading results are now given for the case of BA > 2 so that only
the influence of one tip is felt over the length of any chord:

4ac, Cr .
=0T 0<y<s— % (2-50)
(cc) = 4%“ {l cos-1 [1 _2B(s —y)
™ C

+g[B(s_—__zQ _ B (s_—_—_y)*"]”; (2-51)

T 4 (4
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The second equation gives the span loading in the tip regions, and the
slope of the over-all span loading is shown in Fig. 2-9. The distance
behind the wing leading edges of the center of pressure is

11— 2/3B4
31— 1/2BA

T
¢

1< BA (2-52)

Fic. 2-9. Loading distribution at trailing edge, and span-load distribution for rec-
tangular wing.

2-T7. Simple Sweep Theory

For swept cylinders or swept wings, simple sweep theory offers an easy
method of obtaining the flow field in many instances. Consider a swept
wing of infinite span as shown in Fig. 2-10. Let the free-stream Mach
number M, be resolved into a component M, parallel to the leading edge
and a component M, perpendicular to it. The first thing to note is that
the velocity component parallel to the leading edge does not influence the
flow as viewed in planes perpendicular to the leading edge. The only
role of 3, is to move the row of particles in one plane into the next as
shown in Fig. 2-10. The flow in the normal planes thus depends only
on the angle of attack and Mach number in the plane. In particular, if
M, is subsonic, the pressure distribution is typically subsonic in the
normal planes even though M, may be supersonic. For further details
the reader is referred to Jones.®

Hlustrative Example

As an example in the use of simple sweep theory, consider the determi-
nation of the pressure distribution in the neighborhood of the leading edge
of a triangular wing with supersonic leading edges. The use of simple
sweep theory in this connection can be simply seen from Fig. 2-10, where
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the upstream Mach cone from point @ of the triangular wing intersects
precisely the same planform area as if the triangular wing were part of an
infinite wing. The answer on the basis of simple sweep theory will there-
fore be exact to the order of linear
theory.

For the wing we have

M, = Mgcos A

V.= Vycos A (2-53)

The angle of attack by definition is

—w
Vo

where —w is the uniform downwash
over the planform. The correspond-
ing definition for the angle of attack in
the normal direction is
—w @ 9_r

S S
since the downwash ~w is unchanged.
By a direct application of Ackeret’s
two-dimensional theory the pressure
coefficient is

P = po_ 2o (®)
Gn B, Fic. 2-10. Simple sweep theory with
o application to triangular wing with

(2-55) supersonic leading edges. (a) Infinite

swept wing; (b) triangular wing.
whe?e B, is (M,* — 1), Equation (2-55) is valid between the wing
leading edges and the Mach lines. Referring the pressure coefficient to
o rather than ¢, yields

T cosA(M2cosA — 1)%

P = P — Do — 2a
Qo (B? — tan? A)%
The result of Eq. (2-56) for the pressure coeflicient is in accord with Eq.
(2-42) for the loading coeflicient since w = #/2 — A. The lift-curve slope

of an infinite swept wing varies with sweepback angle in the same way as
the pressure coefficient in Eq. (2-56).

(2-56)

2-8. Conformal Mapping; Notation; Listings of Mapping and Flows

We will have occasion to use conformal mapping to a considerable
extent, so that it becomes desirable to gather together for ready reference
the notations and formulas to be used. This section is not intended to
be an introduction to the subject such as, for instance, Milne-Thompson’s
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discussion.’* Conformal mapping is useful for finding incompressible
potential flow about various missile cross sections from the known flow
about other sections. The plane in which the flow is to be found is called
the physical plane of the complex variable 3 = y + 2. The plane in
which the flow is known will be termed the transformed plane with com-
plex variable ¢ = £ + 7. An example of the two planes is shown in
Fig. 2-11 for a missile at angle of attack a. and zero bank angle.

3 plane o plane
n
y £
[%e. P,
(a) (b)

Fra. 2-11. Notation for (a) physical and (b) transformed planes.

The transformation equation is the relationship connecting the complex
variables 3 and ¢. The transformation written in the following form

o =0(3) (2-57)

can be interpreted to mean that any point in the 3 plane can be trans-
formed into a corresponding point in the o plane. Likewise the inverse
relationship

3 = 3(0) (2-58)

can be interpreted to mean that any point in the ¢ plane can be trans-
formed into a corresponding point in the 3 plane. The transformations
we use will be ones causing no distortion of the planes at infinity. In such
cases the transformation can be written

o =3+ 25;— (2-59)
n=1

s=a+z’§—: (2-60)

n=1

The constants ¢, or k, may be complex. Several transtormations which
we will use are listed in Table 2-2.
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Tswo-dimensional incompressible flows are described analytically by
the two functions of a real variable, the potential function and the stream
function, or by a single funetion of a complex variable, the complex poten-
tial. 'The complex potential W (3) is

W) =¢+ (2-61)

[n accordance with TFig. 2-11 the velocity components parallel to the ¥
and z axes are denoted » and w, respectively, while the radial and tan-
gential velocity components are v, and ve. The v and w velocity com-

TaBLE 2-2. CoNFORMAL TRANSFORMATIONS WITH FIELD AT INFINITY
UNDISTORTED IN TRANSFORMATION

4. Circle into an ellipse:

2a |
3 plane

o = 1l + G — a® + b))

B. Circle into planar midwing and body combination:
1

o

o plane 3 plane
a2
A=2To=8+§
a_ 1 PN (2 4 1o
s 3~2(s+3)(7'0+d
2

+
_1 a? (3 +a¥/3)? ]%
gt 3) * [ A? !

LA AV (o o) e
(2+2) 2 [(3) G+ <]

+ upper half space
— lower half space
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TaBLE 2-2. CONFORMAL TRANSFORMATIONS WITH FIELD AT INFINITY
UNDISTORTED IN TRANSFORMATION (Confinued)

C. Circle into planar wing:

7
z
m I
£ -8 +s ¥y
o plane 3 plane
s = 2rp
s?
y=o+
” 3 32 )}é
n st

+ upper half space
— lower half space

ﬂ/ =y — W

d3

Q?Z:%:p (2-62)
dy 9z

0¢ _ —9¢ _

0z ay

while the components v, and v, are given by

%V&K — (o, — f)e
p, = LO¥_ 99 (2-63)
T r e ar
_ % _10¢
Vo= T 5 T T o6

The flow corresponding to any analytic function W(3) can bfa constructed
by splitting 1V into real and imaginary parts and investigating the shape
of the streamlines given by ¢ = constant. . .

The complex potential W (3) for flow associated w1.th a given shape
in the 3 plane can be transformed into a corresponding flow in the o
plane by employing the transformations of Table ‘2—2: The comp'lex
potential in the o plane, W1(s), is formed in accordance with the following
relationship

Wi(o) = Wile(3)) = W(Q) (2-64)
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If the velocities in the 3 plane are » and w and if those in the ¢ plane are
v1 and wi, then

o = W ay
1T W=y T dy do

. .. d . d . d
vl——zwlz(v-zw)d—j=(v—zw)‘£ exp(zargd—j) (2-65)

The conjugate complex velocity, v — ¢w, is thus magnified in the trans-
formation by the factor |d3/do| and rotated by the angle arg (d3/do).
By making the transformation equations of the same form as Eq. (2-60),
the value of d3/de is unity for 3 — « and ¢ — «, and the arg (d3/do) is
zero under the same conditions. The flow field at infinity is thus undis-
torted. If the flow past a body By in a parallel stream is known, the flow
past a body B: in a parallel stream is obtained by use of Eq. (2-64)
through the transformation of the type given by Eq. (2-59), which con-
verts By into B,. In the present case the flow velocities are considered
tangent to fixed surface boundaries, and Eq. (2-65) insures that this
tangency condition is maintained during the transformation. Another
case arises for bodies whose shapes are functions of time. Some of the
complex potentials we will use are listed in Table 2-3.

TaBLe 2-3. CoMPLEX PorexTIiAL: FOR VARIOUS FLows

A. Circular cylinder in uniform flow:

)

)

252i¢
Wile) = —iVeiv (o’ — M)

[

Xo
4

B. Uniformly expanding circle:

Wi(e) = rov- log o
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TaBLE 2-3. CoMPLEX POTENTIALS FOR Various Frows (Continued)

C. Exzpanding ellipse of constant a/b ratio:

7
ib
’ 2 — g2 4 bH)¥
Wl(a)=2§logq+(ﬂ S
T
S = wab

o £

D. Ellipse in uniform flow:

7
b
T ¢ F (0 —a? + b))
%

14

E. Planar midwing and body combination:

A
—s v Ts £ Wie) = —iVo [(o’ +%2)2 - (s +%Z 2]&@

—i (a 4 b)?
o = = [l e ko - )

¢ = (a2 — e e
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2-9. Elliptic Integrals

We shall have oceasion to use elliptic integrals a number of times, so
it is desirable to define notation and usage. The elliptic integrals of
the first kind F(k,¢) and of the second kind E(k,¢) are defined as definite
integrals

N & dz o [sinTte dx
Fk,¢) = ﬁ) (1 — k?sin?z)¥ /(; (1 — x2)%(1 — Lk2)¥ )
¢ sin"le /1 — L2p2\}¢ (2'66)
E(k,0) / (1 — ksin?2)tdz = / (42> dx
Jo 0 1 —x

'The angle ¢, which will usually lie between 0 and =/2, is termed the ampli-
tude, and the parameter k is termed the modulus. The elliptic integrals
are functions of amplitude and modulus only. If the amplitude is7/2, we
call the elliptic integrals complete, and use the notation

K(k) =F (k g)
E(k) = E <l;, g)

Thus if the amplitude is not specified, it is assumed to be /2, and the

elliptic integral is complete. Tables of the elliptic integrals can be found
in Byrd and Friedman.!®

Il

SYMBOLS
A aspect ratio
B (M2 — 1)%
¢ local wing chord
a velocity of sound in free stream in &, 7, Z system
r seetion lift coefficient
Cu complex constant
Cr root, chord
€, velocity of sound at infinity in £, system
Cg velocity of sound at stagnation point in &,7,Z system
(cer)o span loading at root chord
¢ function depending only on r
Cr lift coeflicient based on wing planform area
K elliptic integral of second kind
F elliptic integral of first kind
k modulus of elliptic integral
k., complex constant
K complete elliptic integral of first kind
le leading edge

L characteristic length
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Mach number normal to leading edge
free-stream Mach number in Z,7,Z system
Vo/cw

cycles per second

static pressure

free-stream static pressure in I,7,Z system
static pressure at infinity in &,7,{ system
pressure coeflicient

pressure coeflicient on impact surface

pressure coeflicient on suction surface

loading coefficient

magnitude of velocity

free-stream dynamic pressure, 2400V o*
component of go normal to leading edge

polar coordinates; y = r cos 8,z = rsin @
subscript, at reference condition

real part of

maximum semispan of triangular wing

time in %,7,Z system

trailing edge

velocities along Z, ¥, and Z axes

velocities along y and z axes

velocities along ¢ and n axes

radial and tangential velocities in y,z plane
free-stream velocity

complex potential in 3 plane

complex potential in ¢ plane

body axes for triangular and rectangular wings
streamwise distance to wing center of pressure
Fig. 2-1

complex variable, y -+ 4z

angle of attack

angle of attack in plane normal to leading edge
ratio of specific heats

half angle of wedge

polar angle in y,z plane

sweep angle of leading edge

tan~! (y/x)

mass density of fluid

mass density of free-stream fluid in 7,2 system
mass density of fluid at infinity in £3,{ system
Fig. 2-1

complex variable of physical plane, £ + 17
time in £,7,¢ system
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® velocity potential in Z,7,Z system; also amplitude of elliptic
integral

velocity potential in £,7,¢ system
frequency parameter

stream function

semiapex angle of triangular wing

£ & X D
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CHAPTER 3

SLENDER-BODY THEORY AT SUPERSONIC
AND SUBSONIC SPEEDS

The principal purpose of this chapter is to derive a number of general
formulas for slender bodies at subsonic and supersonic speeds having
application to a wide range of slender missiles. The formulas yield
pressure coefficients, forces including drag, and moments for such con-
figurations as slender bodies of revolution, bodies of noncircular cross
section, wing-body ecombinations, and wing-body-tail combinations.
The basic results of this chapter are applied to nonslender missiles in sub-
sequent chapters.

Slender-body theory is greatly simplified if only bodies of revolution
are taken into consideration. Then the mathematical analysis can pro-
ceed along the intuitive lines of sources and doublets. The first part of
this chapter including Secs. 3-1 and 3-2 considers the problems of deter-
mining the potentials for slender bodies of revolution. It also serves as
an introduction to the theory for bodies of noncircular section, the
analysis of which is not so direct. The second part of the chapter, Secs.
3-4 to 3-11, is concerned with the more general analysis based principally
on the methods of G. N. Ward.! The analysis for bodies of revolution
suggests certain procedures used in the general analysis. The third part
of the chapter is concerned with slender configurations at subsonic speeds.
No results for specific configurations are considered here, but this subject
is reserved for later chapters. The emphasis is on the mathematical
methods and general formulas. Therefore, the reader who would avail
himself of specific results can pass lightly over the mathematics herein,
particularly the Laplace and Fourier transform theories. The theory of
this chapter is limited in application to that range of angle of attack of a
slender missile over which its aerodynamic characteristics are essentially
linear. It isfurther limited to steady flow in the missile reference system.

SLENDER BODIES OF REVOLUTION

3-1. Slender Bodies of Revolution at Zero Angle of Attack at Supersonic
Speeds; Sources
In the study of bodies of revolution let us denote the potential at zero

angle of attack, the thickness potential, by ¢; and that due to angle of
34
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attack ¢.. To obtain a solution for the potential ¢; of a slender body of
revolution, it is convenient first to set up the potential to the full accuracy
of linear theory, and then to specialize the general results to slender
bodies of revolution. The basis for the linear theory potential is Eq.
(2-18) for steady flow expressed in cylindrical coordinates (Fig. 3-1)
3¢ 9%¢ | 13 , 13%

M2 — 1122 (224 299, 9@

(M — 1) dx? (61"2 Tra T 72 602> =0 (3-1)
wherein B2 = M? — 1. The potential for a body of revolution at zero
angle of attack is constructed from axially symmetric solutions of Tq.

(3-1), solutions not dependent on 6. Some axially symmetric solutions
of Eq. (3-1) are

x
= s
¢s, = RP cosh Br

1
as may be verified directly by differentiation. The second solution is the
& derivative of the first solution. It is easy to see that ¢, and ¢4 also
satisfy Eq. (3-1) so that x and 6 derivatives of solutions are also solutions.
The solution ¢,, is sometimes termed the supersonic source with center at
the origin because of its obvious similarity to the potential for an incom-
pressible source, 1/(x? + r?)*,

It is intuitively obvious that a body of revolution in a uniform flow can
be constructed by adding sources and sinks in just the right strengths
along the axis of the body. Let the source strength per unit length
along the = axis be f(¢). The continuous distribution of sources (and
sinks) represented by f(£) can be summed by integration to yield their

combined potentials.
B L (GF .

o | e 39
The sources used are of the ¢,, type, and the limits of integration are pur-
posely not specified. The limits are established on the basis of certain
arguments explainable with the help of ¥ig. 3-1. The Mach cone from
point P will intersect the x axis at a distance x — Br downstream from
the origin. Downstream of this intersection no source can influence
point P since the region of influence of a source is confined to its down-
stream Mach cone. The upper limit is therefore + — Br. The sources
start at = 0 in the present case, and f(¢) = 0if £ < 0. Therefore any
lower limit equal to zero or less is possible. We therefore write

x— Br
& = ﬁ f(&) d¢ 34)

¢., = RP (3-2)

(@ = &° — B

It is to be noted that a potential Vx due to the uniform flow is additive to
$: to obtain the total potential.
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The source strength distribution f(£) must be determined from th_e
shape of the body. To the accuracy required here the boundary condi-
tion yields with reference to Fig. 3-1

dp/or _ v, _dro _ S'(z) (3-5)

Ve Vo dx 2wro

The quantity S(z) is the cross-sectional area of the body of revolution.
To utilize this boundary condition we must determine d¢:/ar from Eq.

N\
~Mach cone

\
N
z 2 P(x,7,0) P
7/ 2 4
v, % 7 0
Y ,// ?"o
x & Y
x—Br Br —
X

Fic. 3-1. Axes and notation for body of revolution at zero incidence.
(3-4). Assume that f(0) is zero, and rewrite Eq. (3-4) as

9 z—Br . xr — E 3.6

oo o [ @ e T fas (3-6)

For a “slender body,” the body radius is small compared to x, and the

quantity (x — £)/Br is large except for a limited interval near the upper

limit, which we can neglect. The inverse hyperbolic cosine can then be
expanded ’

cosh™! "L———Erg = log 2———(903—1_ £) + o (3-7)

For a slender body, Eq. (3-6) therefore assumes the form

e ' N Br .
¢ = o= /(; f(&) log (z — ) d axﬁ) §(&) log - dt (3-8)
o 19 (3-9)

from which i ”

From Eq. (3-3) the source strength is directly related to the body shape
S, AC) 3-10
fo) = — =5 (3-10)

and the potential from Eq. (3-8) is then

6 8@ Br_ 1o [ , "
.t AT RGN
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For purposes of physical interpretation, separate ¢. into a part depend-
ent on 7 and a part independent of r.

¢ S

v, - T

S’ B 19 (%,
0@ = + 5 0g 5 - L2 s top e - pax 312)

;(1:;) log r + ¢g(x)

With reference to Fig. 3-2 the thickness potential is the sum of a part
which depends on the position in the crossflow plane A A, and a part
which has the same value for every point in the plane. The part of ¢,
depending on r is precisely the potential function for an incompressible
source flow in the crossflow plane. The flow velocities in the crossflow
plane depend only on this term since g(x) has the same value all over the

2 A 1A v,
_/4'
\ x
\
Ls-A A Section AA

F1a. 3-2. Source flow in crossflow plane of body of revolution.

plane. The g(x) term can, however, influence the pressure coefficient,
which depends principally on d¢:/dz. To obtain the function g(x), it
was necessary to specialize the full linear theory potential to a slender
body of revolution. We will consider next the effect of angle of attack,
which is additive to that of thickness in a simple way. The question of
pressure coefficients and forces is left until later.

3-2. Slender Bodies of Revolution at Angle of Attack at Supersonic
Speed; Doublets

The axis system and the body of revolution at angle of attack are
oriented with respect to the uniform flows as shown in Fig. 3-3. The
component of velocity Vo cos a. along x causes ¢; as discussed in Sec. 3-1,

z

z ™A
Mx)f ;
- (B

V5 *Véac

&

A

Section A4
Fra. 3-3. Incompressible crossflow around body of revolution at angle of attack.
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and the component of the flow velocity Voa. along z causes the potential
component ¢. now to be evaluated. Just as ¢; was constructed by dis-
tributing sources along the body axis, 50 ¢« is constructed by superimpos-
ing dipoles along the axis. First consider the dipoles formed from the
axially symmetric solutions of Eq. (3-2). The dipoleis formed by placing
a sink directly above a source of equal magnitude and letting the source
approach the sink, while keeping the product of the magnitude and dis-
tance between source and sink a constant. This physical process is
mathematically equivalent to taking the derivative of the source solutions
with respect to z. The constant multiplying the solution, the so-called

dipole strength, is of no concern at this point; only the analytical form of’

the dipoles is of interest: For the two source solutions of Eq. (3-2) we
have the two corresponding dipole solutions:

x sin 6 rsin 6 (3-13)

vt i e = RP e e

$a, = RP

Consider now a superposition of dipoles along the body axis. If d(&)
were the dipole strength per unit length, we could form a dipole potential
similarly as the source potential was formed from ¢., solutions.

: . d(§) dg
¢o = 7SN 0§ fo (=5 — B (3-14)

Unfortunately this integral is infinite because of the 3/2 power infinity at
the upper limit. Though the singularity is mathematically tractable by
the use of the concept of the finite part of an integral,® we will avoid the
singularity by other means. Specifically we will obtain a potential by
superimposing dipoles of the ¢4, type in strength h(£) for unit length along
the body axis, and then taking the x derivative of the sum which is itself
a dipole-type solution.

“ T r 9z

sin § 9 s=Br  p(t)(z — £) dE
—__‘ﬁ) [(x — &) — B¥* (3-15)

For a slender body of revolution, = >> Br, and Eq. (3-15) takes on the
simple form

¢ = 220 h(a) (3-16)

The function A(z) is now to be determined in terms of the boundary
condition involving angle of attack. The potential of the uniform flow is
Voaez. The condition of no radial flow in the crossflow plane at the body
surface due to angle of attack yields

2 (et Veaz) = 0 (3-17)
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with the result that
h(z) = Voadre® (3-18)

The potential of a slender body of revolution due to angle of attack is
thus simply
sin

bo = Vo(xc?'oz (3-19)

The physical interpretation of the potential ¢, is that of an incom-
pressible two-dimensional doublet in the crossflow plane. There is no
additive function such as g(z) in Eq. (3-12) for the potential due to
thickness. The entire potential due to angle of attack could have been
constructed by considering the flow in each crossflow plane to be incom-
pressible. In fact, a simplified slender-body theory based on this pro-
cedure is described in the next section.

3-3. Slender-body Theory for Angle of Attack

The distinguishing characteristics of flow about slender bodies was dis-
cussed by Munk in his early work on the aerodynamics of airship hulls.?
In this work he laid down the basis of Munk’s airship theory which has
subsequently been extended into what is now known as slender-body

2 P
<
Crossflow
plane

@‘\
% —_— T x 5

O

theory. Consider a slender body, not necessarily a body of revolution,
flying through still air at a speed V,, at Mach number M,, and at an
angle of attack «, and passing through a plane fixed in the fluid. The
flow as viewed in the plane is nonsteady as the body passes through it.
If, however, the plane is fixed in the missile, the flow will appear steady.
Let the %,7,Z axis system be oriented as shown in Fig. 3-4 with the Z axis
parallel to Vo, and let the crossflow plane correspond to & equal a con-
s‘lulant. The flow about the missile is governed by Eq. (2-31) for linear
theory

F1g. 3-4. Axes used in slender-body theory.

B — oy — o =0 (3-20)

If .the body is sufficiently slender (or if the Mach number is close to
unity), the first term of the equation is negligible, so that we have

¢ + ¢z =0 (3-21)
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For an observer fixed with respect to the body, the flow in any plane
normal to the i axis is thus the steady incompressible flow based on
boundary conditions in that plane. It is independent of the crossflow in
all other planes. An example of the incompressible flow in a normal
plane is shown in Fig. 3-3. The normal plane will be defined as the plane
normal to the body axis. The planes & = constant are crossflow planes.
For small angles of attack, the flow patterns in the normal plane and
crossflow plane can be considered identical for slender bodies.

The foregoing simplified analysis of the flow about a slender body is
generally applicable to the calculation of the potential due to angle of
attack as we have seen in the preceding section. However, it is not ade-
quate for obtaining the potential due to thickness existing at zero angle
of attack. The mathematical reason for this inadequacy is readily
apparent. In descending from three variables in Eq. (3-20) to two vari-
ables in Eq. (3-21), we eliminated the possibility of determining explicitly
the dependence of the potential on . Tor instance, any solution to Eq.
(3-21) is still a solution if a function of Z is added to it. Furthermore the
addition of a function # will not change the velocities in the crossflow
plane. Such a function of & does, however, change the axial velocity,
and therefore the pressure coefficient, which depends principally on this
velocity. It turns out that the function of Z is different for subsonic
and for supersonic speeds. This feature is the essential difference
between slender-body theory at subsonic and at supersonic speeds, as we
shall subsequently see.

SLENDER BODIES OF GENERAL CROSS SECTION
AT SUPERSONIC SPEEDS

3-4. Solution of Potential Equation by the Method of Ward

In the ensuing sections it is our purpose to derive the principal
formulas of slender-body theory for supersonic speeds following the
method of Ward.! Some attempt will be made to maintain mathemat-
ical rigor and to carry order-of-magnitude estimations of the terms
neglected in the analysis. The essential method of the analysis is to find
a general solution for the wave equation of linear theory, and to select
those terms out of the general solution that remain under the assumption
of a slender body. In this way all terms that should appear in slender-
body theory are found explicitly.

The body is assumed pointed at the front end, and is either pointed or
blunt at the rear end. The body length is taken to be unity, and the
maximum radial dimension is {. The angle between the free-stream
direction and planes tangent to the body should be small, as well as the
rate of change of this angle with streamwise distance. The assumptions
assure that there are no discontinuities in the streamwise slope, and hence
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no singularities in ¢. If one requires no singularity in local pressurc
which depends principally on the axial derivative of ¢, he must imposei
the additional requirement of no discontinuities in streamwise curvature.
If d is the maximum diameter of any cross section, the curvature in the
crossflow plane at any point on the body where it convexes outward
should be O(1/d). No such restriction is necessary for points where the
body is convex inward as in a wing-body juncture. The foregoing restric-
tions simply assure that the perturbation velocities due to the body are
small compared to the free stream. At a sharp leading edge, the curva-
ture is convex outward and certainly of much greater ordeyr than 1/d.
The slender-body theory gives infinite perturbation velocities and pressure
coeflicients at such points so that the estimates of the orders of magnitude
of the terms neglected in slender-body theory become invalid. Certain
gross terms such as lift and possibly drag may, nevertheless, be accurate
to the order of magnitude indicated in the following form’ulas Thus
while the local pressure coeflicient is physically untenable, it is 'conﬁneci
to a restricted region, and its net influence on gross forces can be negli-
gible. The order of magnitude of the remainder terms in the equations
for the physical quantities due to the approximations of the analysis will
be given in terms of the maximum radial dimension, which is assumed
small compared to unity (I = 1), and which is designated t.
. Let ¢ be the perturbation velocity potential for unit free-stream veloc-
?t.y with the system of axes shown in Fig. 3-1.  The perturbation veloc-
ities are then

_ 09 - _ 0¢ .9

@= 3 v=5§ w=a—(§ (3-22)

Equation (2-18) specialized to steady flow forms the basis of the present
analysis:

¢35 + ¢z — B¢z = 0 B* = My — 1 (3-23)
In the ?,nalysis which follows we seek a general solution of Eq. (3-23), and
then pick out the terms of an expansion of the general solution appr,opri—
ate to a slender body. For supersonic flow the mathematical tool con-

Venignt for doing this is the Laplace transform theory. Let us first
rewrite Eq. (3-23) in terms of cylindrical coordinates

1 1
¢rr + 7 ¢r + ﬁ P00 — B2¢i;i =0 (3-24)

The transformation we will use converts the potential ¢(Z,r,0) into a
transformed potential ®(p,r,8) by means of the Laplace operator L.

Lle@r0)] = [" e76(2,,0) ds (3-25)
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With reference to Churchill,*

] <3}

Ll = @, .
Lido) = @ (3-26)
Lide] = p* — pd(0+,7,0) — $:(0%,r,0)

Since in supersonic flow there is no influence of the body for Z less than
zero and since ¢ is continuous, we have that ®(0%,r,0) is zero. Also we

may assume that %%f (0+,7,6) is zero on the basis of the following physical

argument. If %?J (0+,7,6) jumps discontinuously crossing Z = 0, we can
make it continuous by an infinitesimal fairing of the body without sig-
nificantly influencing the jump. On this basis we take (OJr 7,0) as zero.
The physical argument is not actually required, and the mathematical
treatment with g—i (0+,r,6) not zero will give the same final results as

proved by Fraenkel.® 'The transformation of Eq. (3-24) is thus
d,, + — ‘b + <I’gg = B2p2q) (3-27)

A solution of Eq. (3-27) can casily be found by the method of the separa-
tion of variables in the form

o

b = 2 [C.(p) sin nf 4+ D.(p) cos nd]I.(Bpr)

n=0

©

+ z [E.(p) sin nd + F.(p) cos nf]K.(Bpr) (3-28)
0

The functions C,(p), D.(p), ete., can be considered constant so far as
Eq. (3-27) is concerned. Actually they are arbitrary functions of p
chosen so as to satisfy the boundary conditions. The funetions I,
and K, are modified Bessel functions of the first and second kinds,
respectively. For large arguments they have the following asymptotic

behaviors:
Bpr

€
In(Bpr) ~ (27err) %
¥
K.(Bpr) ~ (Z gm) oBm (3-30)

The dominant term of the inverse transform of the I, function represents
upstream waves increasing exponentially in strength along upstream
Mach waves, Z + Br = constant. The K.(Bpr) functions, on the other

(3-29)
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hand, represent downstream waves attenuating exponentially along the
downstream Mach waves, & — Br = constant. It is clear that we are
thus interested only in the K,(Bpr) functions except for possible rare
cases. For only the K,(Bpr) function Eq. (3-28) can be written into the
following compact form by combining the sin n8 and cos n8 by means of
arbitrary phase angles 8,(p):

@ = Aup)Ko(Bpr) + ) A.(p)K.(Bpr) cos [nd + 5,()]  (3-31)
n=1

The next step in the analysis is to find the special form of Eq. (3-31)
appropriate to slender configurations. A slender configuration is one
characterized by the fact that its » dimensions are small compared to its
& dimensions. We therefore seek a form of Eq. (3-31) valid for small
values of r.  The questions which then arise are: In what region will the
new form be valid, and how large an error occurs in ¢ as compared with &
from Eq. (3-31)? To obtain the form of Eq. (3-31) for small », we note
the following expansions of the Bessel functions for small values of r
(v is Euler’s constant):

Ko(Bpr) = ('y + log B ) (1 4+ 0@
K:(Bpr) = B?p— [l + 00*log )] (3-32)
K.(Bpr) = (= D! 5 ) (;}5)" (1 + 0@%)]

The dominant terms in 7 therefore yield

by = — (7 + log Bj”) Ao(p)

1 E: 2
+ = — !

2 (n 1)'<Bzo

n=1

We use the subscript zero to denote the value of ® for small ». The frac-
tional error in &, is at most O(r? log r) and, if the K, term is missing, then
the error is O(r?). Inspection of Eq. (3-33) shows that the series con-
verges if r is greater than some value ri.  The series converges external
to a cylinder enclosing the body as shown in Fig. 3-5. The series will
l{sually not converge inside this eylinder and does not represent the solu-
tlon at the body surface. It must be continued inside the cylinder by the
process of analytical continuation. Since r; is some dimension of the
same order of magnitude as ¢, the fractional error in &, is O(¢% log ).

To establish the potential ¢, in the 3 plane, we must take the inverse
transform of Eq. (3-33) term by term. TI'or this purpose denote the

) A.(p)r— cos (n6 + 6,) (3-33)
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inverse transforms of the various terms in the equation as

ao(Z) = L~'[— Ao(p)]

bo(Z) = L [— (v + log %l’> Ao(p)] (3-34)

The inverse transform of Eq. (3-33) is then

* * o3 F
0 = aolog r + bo + 2 a,* cos nor—l; b.* sin no (3-35)

It is clear that ¢ is the real part of the function W (3) of a complex vari-
able of 3 = ret?

¢o = RP W (3) 5 = re (3-36)
W(3) = aolog + bo + 2 ‘:— (3-37)
n=1

What we have shown is that ¢, is a solution of Laplace’s equation in
the crossflow planes, & equal to a constant. The function bo() is the

S; plane, x=1

Fic. 3-5. Cylindrical control surface enclosing slender body.

function left indeterminate in the simplified treatment of slender-body
theory in Sec. 3-3.  In the form of Eq. (3-35) the series converges outside
a cylinder of radius r; enclosing the body. Although the series converges
for large values of r, it does not follow that it represents the flow about a
slender body for large values of 7. This is apparent when we recall that
Eq. (3-33) was established by extracting from Lq. (3-31) for the full
linearized theory those terms dominant for small values of . Slender-
body theory is accurate, therefore, only in the field near the body. To
obtain solutions for slender bodies for distances far from the body it is
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necessary to retain the full linearized equation. The slender-body poten-
tial ¢o has the fractional error in the form (¢ — ¢0)/¢ of order 2 log t.

3-b6. Boundary Conditions; Accuracy of Velocity Components

First let us consider the matter of boundary conditions and then turn
our attention to the accuracy of the velocity components compared with
those for the full linearized theory. Consider contours €y and Cs in the
crossflow planes corresponding to Z and # + dz with the body as shown in
Iig. 3-6.  Let the normal and the tangent to the contour in the crossflow
plane be » and 7, respectively. Consider a streamwise plane containing »

z

®i

Frc. 3-6. Boundary conditions in streamwise plane through slender body.

shown with section lining in I'ig. 3-6. The plane is normal to r and inter-
sects an element of length dl of the body surface between C; and C;.  Let
n be the outward normal tor and dl. Thus 7 is the normal to the surface
and lies in the streamwise plane. In the streamwise plane the exact
condition of flow tangency is

Vol 4+ 3¢/9%) _ Vod¢/dv
dz - dv

. 1) do\ dv
(6]} _— = + — ) -
dv <1 3.73) dz (3-38)

The quantity dv/dz is the streamwise slope of the body surface. Since by
hypothesis dv/dz is O(t), we have from Eq. (3-38) that the velocity normal
.to the body in the crossflow plane is O(t). With the assumptions regard-
ing the streamwise body slopes and the curvature of the body cross sec-
tions, the velocity at the body surface will not deviate from the free-
stream direction by an angle greater than O(¢). Since the magnitude of
the velocity is of the order unity by hypothesis, the velocities in the cross-
flow plane normal to and tangential to the body contour are both O(t).
'I.‘herefore in Eq. (3-37) |dW/d3] is O(t). If each term in the dIV/d3 equa-
tion is of like magnitude, then

Qg = 0(t2) a, = 0(tn+2)
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Since differentiation with respect to Z does not change order of magnitude,
we have from Eq. (3-35) for the order of magnitude of the perturbation
velocities (assuming by is not a dominant term in d¢/9%)
9% _ o 99 _ 99 _ ~
P i O(i* log 1) 5 o) 35 O(1) (3-39)
and for the potential
¢ = O(ttlog?)

Let us now linearize the boundary condition, Eq. (3-38), and estimate .

the order of the error introduced thereby. Let us also consider the errors
due to the use of ¢, rather than ¢ associated with the complete linearized
equation. We will then be able to tell which of the two simplifications
actually controls the accuracy of slender-body theory.

Linearizing Eq. (3-38) yields simply

9 _ D1 4 0@ log O]
dv dZ (3-40)
9¢ _ dv 3 '
Eal = + O log t)
TFor ¢o we will use the linearized boundary condition
gy _ dv
FI: (3-41)
Now the error due to use of ¢¢ for ¢ was shown to be
¢ = ¢o + O(t* log? 1) (3-42)

The error in axial velocity is the same since derivation by & does not
change the order of magnitude

99 _ %o

— 990 1002
%" o7 + O(ttlog? t)

The error in the crossflow veloeity components is

%? = %’ + O3 log t)

ai ag (3-43)
7% _ 999 3

53 £ + Ot log t)

since the fractional error in the velocity components is the same as the
fractional error in ¢, (as Ward has proved). It is seen that the error due
to linearizing the boundary condition equation, Eq. (3-40), is the same as
the error due to the use of ¢ for ¢, Eq. (3-43), so that the two simplifica-
tions are compatible.
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3-6. Determination of a¢(%) and bo(%)

It is possible to obtain the values of a,(%) and b¢(Z) in Eq. (3-35) from
the distribution of the body cross-sectional area along the body axis
regardless of the cross-sectional shape. The higher-order coefficients @, (%)
depend on the shape. The a,log r term corresponds to source flow in the
crossflow plane and is zero if the body cross section is not changing size.
To evaluate ay consider the contour K shown in TFig. 3-7. From the

z 4

L4 Section A4
F1i. 3-7. Contour for evaluation of a¢(Z).

integral of the outflow across K

3o , [ o (a, na,
K—ng— A F;nd@-—- A 7.n+10(’5”0 ryde
1

n=

= 2may (3-44)

Now invoke the linearized boundary condition (Eq. 3-41) and reevaluate
the contour integral about K:

(9(150 © Oy d 1 g = .

¢K-5;dr = sdr = = dvdr = S'@) (3-45)
Here 8'(Z) is the cross-sectional area in the crossflow plane. The final

result for ao(Z) is

S'(&)
27

ap(Z) = (3-46)

The function bo(£) is uniform in any cross-sectional plane and yields

nothing to the crossflow velocity components. It does contribute to the
pressure coefficient but not to the loading. Now from Eq. (3-34)

@) = =L = 1 [ A log B | G
The use of the convolution theorem* yields

) 1 z
bo(@) = = [S’(a‘:) 1og§ - ﬁ log (F — £)8"(£) dg] (3-48)
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where we have made usc of the condition for a pointed body S'(0) = 0.
It is seen that bo(Z) depends on Mach number.

3-7. Pressure Coefficient

With the magnitudes of the velocity components known, it is a simple
matter to formulate the pressure coefficient from Eq. (2-29). For unit
V4, the pressure coefficient, including quadratic terms in the perturbation
velocity components, is

P = —2a — (#* + w?) + @(Me? — 1) (3-19)

If we ignore the last term, the error is O(* log?t). Let us express the
pressure coefficient with respect to velocity components u, v, and w along
the body axes z, y, z displaced from the axes , 7, 2 by pitch angle «, and
bank angle ¢ (Ilig. 1-2). I'rom Table 1-1 the velocity components 4, 7,
and w are related to u, v, w by

= U — Vo, SIN @ + Wa, COS ¢

= pcos e+ wsin ¢ (3-50)
= —Ua, — V8N ¢ + W Cos ¢

o &

Direct substitution into Eq. (3-49) yields
P = —2(u — va, sin ¢ + wa, cos ¢) — (@* + w?) + O@* log?t) (3-51)
where we have discarded the terms u2a.?, uva, sin ¢, and wwa, cos ¢ as

terms of higher order than ¢4 log?t if . is O(f). In terms of the angle of
attack « and the angle of sideslip 8, we have

P = —2(u — v8 + wa) — (0 + w?) (3-52)
[t is probably important to note that the superposition principle does not
necessarily hold for pressure coefficient in slender-body theory. The
principle of superposition has been retained for the potential, however.
3-8. Lift, Sideforce, Pitching Moment, and Yawing Moment

The lift Z and sideforce ¥ can be evaluated by taking the rate of change
of momentum in the z and § directions through a control surface of the
type shown in Fig. 3-5. The net transfer of momentum in the vertical
direction through the cylinder r = r; and the base plane area S; 1s

Y S Y YT SR 29\ 3%

7 = [SZ (pI/ 02 or 9z + P sin 0) dASz /,;, pV02 (1 + afﬁ) 95 dSs
(3-53)

and in the lateral direction

;o 29699
Y ﬁz<pV0 3 37 + pcos 8)dS:

' dp\ ¢ 5 F 4
- /&pw (1 +6—j>5—§d83 (3-54)
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It is convenient to form the complex force

F=Y 447
so that

F pO¢ [ d¢ D —
—————— == — | - == p ¢
o~ 2 /s [po or (6@ t 02) + ( 20 ) ew] a5

. P dp\ (d¢ .0¢

The pressure coefficient is equal in magnitude to the percentage change in
absolute pressure, namely, O(i?log t). By the isentropic relationship,
the percentage change in density is the same magnitude so that

p
o= L+ 0@logy) (3-56)

Also we have the relationship

dW 3¢ .0¢

4y oy ' -
AW _as . as (550
dz a7 ‘ez

These relationships reduce Eq. (3-55) to

r I dW ¥
— = -2 2Pt 599 AW dWY\ .
@ /:gz ar dz ot _/;z (26h1‘"0 + dy 7{) ¢ dsS;

¢ Ao .9¢
2 [Sa <517 + 1 ~a—;) dS; + O(t*log?t) (3-58)

E is i(nt-erest?ng to note that the variation of density does not enter into
q. (3-58) since the variation represents in part the error term. The

l'- . N ] ] 1] ] ] S t 2 t ’
I St teI m 18 Sllnp y anale y tO es’s the()r 1. T
are Sllo wn 11 l‘ Ig 3-0’ € he contours C a,lld L

-~ 9o | . I . .
/sa(agj + z¥> dS; = —1 560 do(dg + 7d2) + ¢ 961( bo(dg + 7 dZ)
. 2%
= 950 bod — [) bor1e’? df

_ . 2r . ‘1
= -1 950 $ods — -/; r1e%% 6 %di’ (3-59)

0
If we substitute Eq. (3-59) into Eq. (3-58), we have

F 1 f2 T T
Zo o _ (00 dW AW dIW
7o ¢ 950 o s .[3 A (2 o dz  dy dz ew) r1af dz

+ O(t5log?t) (3-60)



50 MISSILE ALRODYNAMICS

7 9o AW aW
The terms o 4z ds
decrease as 1/r or faster as r approaches «. As a result the double
integral is zero in the limit. Thus

are all velocities in the crossflow plane, which

)

Sl —2i95 b0 di + O(t5 log? 1) (3-61)
o ¢
The contour C is the outline of the base intended to pass around any
singular points that may occur on the body surface. It is noted that the
force depends only on the line integral of the potential around the base.
Since ¢, depends (except for a constant) only on the base configuration
and angle of attack, we have the simple result that the force depends only
on the base characteristics and is independent of the forward shape
of the body. The formation of vortices behind the position of maximum
span can modify this result for wing-body combinations.

If 3, is the center of area of the base, the complex force ' can be ex-
pressed as in the following form (derived in Appendix A at the end of the
chapter):

QE — tray + 28 (D3, (1) + 2S(D)3,/(1) + O logzt)  (3-62)
0

If 3o = Jo + % (3-63)

the forces become

Y RP a4 287, + 2800 B 1 0@ log? b
m dx (3-64)
(IZ — 1rIP a, + 28'(1)z, + 28(1) %’ 1+ Ot log? 1)

0 X

The quantity ¥ is the sideforce, and Z is the lift.

To obtain the moment we can write Eq. (3-62) for the force at any axial
distance and integrate the local loading times & to obtain the moments.
Thus, if M; is the moment about the 7 axis (positive when Z moves
toward #) and M; is the moment about the Z axis (positive when & moves
toward 7), we have

M = My + iMs

Il

z/ EF'(Z) dx
0

1EF(z) — 1 /i F'(¢) d¢ (3-65)
0

i

1

0 47!‘7:(1‘(1) - 4:7!‘1ﬁ ay dz
+ 2[8"(1)3,(1) + S(1)3/(1) — S(1)35(1)] + 0(t8 log*t)  (3-66)

M)

li
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Thus for the entire slender body

M, = —4x IP (a)) + 4r IP fo‘ a, di
— 21IP [S"(1)3,(1) + S(1)3,"(1) — S(1)3,(1)]
. (3-67)
M[; = 4= RP (a,) — 47 RP fo ay dz

+ 2RP [S'(1)3,(1) + S(1)3,'(1) — S(1)3,(1)]
The quantity 3y is the pitching moment, and M; is minus the yawing
moment.
3-9. Drag Force

The drag formula of slender-body theory is a widely used result which
for special types of slender bodies exhibits elegant mathematical proper-
ties. In the derivation of the drag formula, use is made of a cylindrical
control surface as shown in Fig. 3-5. It is casy to set up the drag force
in terms of pressure and momentum transfer.

1= / (po + pol7 0% dS; — / pV e’ <1 + é?) 9¢ A
S S ax J or

- + oV¢? 1—}—6¢2dg g .
s | PP 3= ) |48 — psS) (3-68)

The symbol pp stands for the static pressure acting on the base. To
simplify Eq. (3-68) we introduce the conservation of mass.

. L 99 . A
I’ D — — Ay — : —_— A\' = 3~
/S]pn 0 dS /Szpuar S, fsapu<1+af)dsg 0 (3-69)

By multiplying Eq. (3-69) by 7o and subtracting it from Eq. (3-68) some
simplification is achieved within the framework of exactness.

D = / Po dSl - / p"v[]2 ~6—‘? _8';95’ S;_,
I8 8o ar or

., 00 0¢ , r
_ /Sa [p + Pl 0 E (1 + 55)] dbg —_ pBS(l) (3_70)

"This result is now further simplified by assuming that the density is uni-
form, and the resulting error is recorded in the error term with the help
of Iiq. (3-56). Also, the static pressure is eliminated by means of
Bernoulli’s equation, Eq. (3-49), which in cylindrical coordinates is

Popo_ p_ g8 [(300) | 1 (380Y" :
o P 26:Z [(67“) +;—2(W):|+O(i,“log 1) (3-71)

With these approximations, Eq. (3-70) now becomes

D do I dpa\2 , 1 :
2o o[ 90990 g 90 1 (9o
o /b ar oz T 9[( ar> +r'~’<é)0> ]dss

— PpS(1) + O(t* log? ) (3-72)
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where Pp is the base-pressure coefficient. From the results of Appendix
B at the end of the chapter, Eq. (3-72) takes the form

1 ; d
Q = —47r/(; aoho dE + 2mas(1)bo(l) — ¢C ¢o%d’r

Go
— PpS(1) + 0@ log? t)

1
47 ﬁ (lolbo d:l_? b 271'(10(1)b0(1) —_ FﬁC ¢0 %}dT
— PsS(1) + O(t8log?t) (3-73)

Il

The drag can now be evaluated since the values of a, and by are given
explicitly by Eqs. (3-46) and (3-48). We obtain

qo ~7r],/10g|

This is the Ward drag formula for a slender body. It is interesting to
note that the drag represented by the first two terms depends only on the
axial distribution of the body cross-sectional area and is independent of
cross-sectional shape. The second two terms depend on the slope of the
body cross section at the base only. We will investigate the various
terms of this drag formula at considerable length in Sec. 9-3.

Two important classes of slender bodies result in considerable simpli-
fication of Eq. (3-74). These classes occur when the base is pointed or
when the body is tangent to the cylindrical extension of its base. In both
instances the drag formula reduces to the symmetrical form

SS9 de ds BRAtY / log (0 e

- gﬁ 05 ‘9"5“ dr — PuS(1) + O(t*log?t)  (3-74)

10tD S”(S)S (&) deds + O log? t) — PeS(1) (3-75)
) 27T ls —

Minimum drag bodies are derived on the basis of this result in Sec. 9-5.

3-10. Drag Due to Lift

The following treatment is good not only for supersonic speeds but also
for subsonic speeds, as we will subsequently show. When a body
develops lift, it develops a wake of one kind or another. A lifting surface
usually develops a well-defined vortex wake. In this case the contour C
must be enlarged to enclose the vortices as shown in Fig. 3-86. Another
kind of wake arises when flow separates from a surface under angle of
attack as shown in Fig. 3-8a. We imagine a dead water region to form
in the separation region which is then enclosed by vortex sheets. The
wake can then be considered a solid body extension and the contour
deformed to enclose the dead water region. The force acting on the body
enlarged to include the dead water will be the same as that on the solid
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boundaries of the body since the resultant force on the dead water region
is zero.

An inspection of Eq. (3-74) reveals that the drag represented by the
first two terms is independent of the lift, depending as it does only on the
axial distribution of body cross-sectional area. Thus the drag due to lift
is to be found in the integral about C, neglecting any changes in the base-
pressure coefficient due to changes in angle of attack. To evaluate the
drag due to lift we must inspect this integral under the conditions of no

£ Lift

(6)

Fic. 3-8. Separated or vortex flows requiring distortion of contour of integration.
(@) Body; (b) Wing-body combination.

lift and of lift. Let the potential ¢ be composed of a part ¢oo at zero lift
and a part ¢o due to lift

do = ¢oo + dun (3-76)

The integral about the contour C of the base becomes

3¢0 _ ddoo ddor
56 ¢0 = ‘¢C o0 £ dr + 5604)00 3y dr +
ddoo dPn .
950 fo1 52 dr + 360 b ot dr (3-T7)

The first integral is not part of the drag due to lift. The second and
third integrals are coupling terms between the potential at lift and zero
lift, while the fourth integral is a “pure’’ lifting effect. The derivative
9¢01/dv in accordance with the boundary condition, Eq. (3-41), represents
the change in the streamwise slope of the body surface due to angle of
attack « if the angle of attack is arbitrarily taken to be zero at zero lift.
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With reference to Fig. 3-6 the potential ¢o must produce a velocity
normal to the body sufficient to offset the component of the free-stream
velocity normal to the body. Thus

ddn

= —acos (v,2) (3-78)
dv

where cos (v,2) is the direction cosine of » with respect to the 2 axis. The
second integral then becomes

a _
950 oo »—jyﬂ dr = —a 560 oo €08 (v,7) dr = a gfjo boodf =0 (3-79)
The second integral is zero because of Eq. (3-61) since the lift 1s zero for
#0o. The third integral is zero by the analysis of Appendix C at the end

of the chapter. The drag due to lift is therefore all due to the fourth
integral, which by Kqg. (3-78) becomes

a ~ .
¢C o1 31):1 dr = « 960 bo1 df (3-80)
Again Eq. (3-61) shows that the lift is

Z=-2 ;;SC o1 (3-81)

The drag due to lift for constant base pressure is now
_ %7 6¢01
D~ Dy=352~= 56

where D, is the drag at zero lift. We can put Eq. (3-74) into the follow-
ing form for lift

(3-82)

D = Do+ 5 Z + APpS(1) + 0(t° log* 1) (3-83)

where APp is the change in base-pressure coeflicient due to angle of attack.

The physical significance of Eq. (3-82) is that the lift creates a drag
«Z /2 rather than aZ, which would be expected for a flat plate. Thus the
resultant force on a slender configuration due to angle of attack is inclined
backward at an angle a/2 from the normal to the free-stream direction.

3-11. Formula Explicitly Exhibiting Dependence of Drag on
Mach Number

Let us divide the drag given by Eq. (3-74) into parts dependent on and
independent of Mach number. Examination of Eq. (3-74) shows directly
that any part of the drag dependent on M, must occur as a result of the
contour integral about C. To obtain this part, let us write

$o — bo = ¢* (3-84)
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The discussion following Eq. (3-37) and Eqgs. (3-46) and (3-48) shows that
all the dependence of ¢o on M, enters through by, so that ¢* is independent
of M, Also by is uniform in the plane of C. Thus dbo/dv is zero, and
the contour integral can be written

060 4y 200 04" ;
560 60 22 dr = b ¢C 20 r + 5{50 #* 22 dr (3-85)

The first integral is readily evaluated by means of Eq. (3-45)

6¢o

b() d’r = 27|'a()(1)b0(].)

Introducing these relationships into Eq. (3-74) yields the desired drag
equation.

D _ -8

qu 5 log 5 — PrS(1)

+ 5= / / IOgl
= 8'(1)

" AL *i_ 6 2 _
ﬁ log = 5(8) ds §>C¢ P 4r + 0@ logh ) (3-86)

g S7(5)87(8) di ds

The first two terms depend on Mach number. If the base is pointed,
S’(1) is zero, and the first term is zero as well as the base pressure. The
drag on the basis of slender-body theory is then independent of Mach
number (neglecting separation over the base). If the base is tangent to
its own cylindrical extension, S’(1) is zero, and the only effect of Mach
number on drag is through its influence on base pressure. The potential
¢* in the equation is just that potential which would be obtained by
applying Laplace’s equation to the flow in the crossflow plane as described
n See. 3-3.

SLENDER BODIES OF GENERAL CROSS SECTION
AT SUBSONIC SPEEDS

3-12. Solution of the Potential Equation

The treatment by Ward of supersonic slender-body theory has its
counterpart for subsonic flow. Mathematically, the diffcrence is one of
using Fourier transforms instead of Laplace transforms. Actually, the
entire difference between the subsonic and supersonic cases enters through
the by term. Thus all results derived for the supersonic case not depend-
ing explicitly on bo are unchanged for subsonic speeds. Let us now
find the operational solution to the potential equation, Eq. (3-24), on
the basis of Fourier transforms. Consider the Fourier operator F and
the inverse Fourier operator F~! defined by the following pair of reciprocal
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relationships: .
Fw@wn=f ¢ §(3r,0) d& = Blwy0)

—

F1o(wrf)] = = [ cb(or,) do = 6@n8)  (3-87)
277 —w

Note the use of the complex Fourier transform and the placement of the
2r factor. Integration by parts establishes the following transforms for
% derivatives of ¢:

0¢ — piTw
5] e

a0
— 1wd

—_—0

, (3-88)
] 62¢ — pifw ad) te A piTw +e —_ 2
Fl:a£2:|~e A 1we qb!_w w?P
If we can invoke the boundary conditions
B+ ) = g(— =) = 0
¢ _0¢ _ (3-89)
0% (+0) =2 (=) =0
Eq. (3-24) becomes
re 100 1R L
arr Tror T raer T UV (3-90)
Br=1— Mg

Again, as in the case of supersonic flow, a suitable general solution of
Eq. (3-90) for the present purpose can be obtained by separation of vari-
ables. In fact, the solution is of the following form in complete analogy
to Eq. (3-28):

& = E K(Bowr)[En(w) sin n8 + Fa(w) cos nb)
n=0

+ I.(Bowr)[Cr{w) sin nf + D,(w) cos nd] (3-91)
The value of » ranges from — « to 4 «, and the arbitrary functions,
Cn(w), Da(w), ete., are to be suitably chosen so that (1) the behavior of ¢
is not divergent as r — «, and (2) ¢ is real. The requirement that ¢ is
not divergent as r — « transforms to the requirement that ® not be
divergent as r — w«, since the transformation does not involve r. We
must discuss separately the cases for positive » and negative w. For
positive w, we have already seen that I.(Bwr) varies as e, and is not
admissible on aceount of the first condition. Thus

Culw) = Dy(w) =0 w=>0 (3-92)

For negative values of w, we must make use of the relationship between
Bessel functions of negative and positive arguments.
K.(—z) = (—1)"K,(2) — #il.(x)

[ (=2) = (=D)"L(2) (3-93)
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The sin n8 part of the solution then becomes

En(-——w)Kn(—Bowr) + Co(—w) [.(— Bowr)
= B (—w)[(—1)"K(Bowr) — wil.(Bowr)]
4+ Cu(—w)(— D)1 (Bowr) (3-94)

The [.(Bowr) terms must have zero coefficient if the behavior asr — o is
not to be divergent. This behavior is assured if

=il (—w) + (—1)"Ca(—w) =0 (3-95)
We are then left with the solution

Eo(=w)K.(—Bowr) + Co(—0)I(— Bewr)
= F.(—)(—1)"K,.(Bowr) (3-96)

If the coefficients of K,(Bowr) are chosen to be new functions as follows,

B.(w) = E.(w) w>0
Bu(w) = (—1)"Ea(—w) <0
Anle) = Falw) 0> 0 (3-97)

A (w) = (—1)F(—w) w <0

the general solution of Eq. (3-91) with the correct behavior can be
expressed as

¢ = K (Bo|w|7)[Ba(w) sin n8 + A.(w) cos nf] (3-98)
n=0

7=

It should be noted that Eq. (3-97) does not place any condition on A,(w)
and B, (w) since F,(w) and F,(w) arc quite arbitrary. The second condi-
tion that ¢ be real can be simply satisfied by choosing

Ap(—w) = fin(w)

Bu(—w) = Bu(w) (3-99)

Equation (3-98) is the solution in the transformed plane of the full
linearized equation which is appropriate for subsonic speeds. The value
of ¢ it gives will become small as r — « and will extend upstream and
downstream. The problem now is to extract from the full linearized
solution that special solution suitable for slender configurations. The
problem is solved in exactly the same manner as for the supersonic case:
by expanding & as given by Eq. {3-98) in a series valid for small r, and
retaining the dominant terms. In fact, the expansions for ¢ areidentical
in form

a,*(Z) cos nd -+ b,*(&) sin nd
Tn

¢ = ao(E) log r + bo(Z) + E (3-100)
n=1

but the coefficients are now determined as inverse Fourier transforms
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rather than inverse Laplace transforms.

ao(®) = —F7[Ao(w)]
Bolw\

bo(j) = —F! [’Y + lOg T] Ao(w) (3-101)
The only term that can differ from that for the supersonic case is bo(Z).
The rest of the terms in ¢ are solutions to Laplace’s equation in the cross-
flow plane and are uniquely determined by the boundary condition in the
crossflow plane regardless of the Mach number.

3-13. Determination of ao(Z) and bo(Z)

The value of a¢(Z) in this case is precisely the same as for supersonic
speeds since the part of ¢ involving ao is independent of Mach number.
Thus

ao(@) = S;(f) (3-102)

The function bo(&) is obtained from Eq. (3-101) on a purely operational
basis

bo#) = + (7 + log %) an(®) — F{Aow) log lof]  (3-103)

The inverse transform of a product of transforms can be obtained by
means of the convolution integral

FGWH@)] = [ 77 g(ohtz — ) ds (3-104)

To insure the existence of the separate transforms let

G(w) = wAo(w)

Hiw) = logw|w| (3-105)
so that g(x) = —1ia) (&)
1 [Tloglwl .
and h(z) = 5y /_w —e dw
y S o |
- / 108 10} 1 wi deo (3-106)
T J0O w
With the help of Erdélyi et al.®
h(i)=§(7+loga§) £>0
; (3-107)
h(z) = —§(v+log|£l) F<0
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Finally with the help of Eq. (3-94)
B 1 /2
@) = o) log 5 = 3 [a¢(0)log (6 — 9 s

1 [,
3 [ 0o 106 (6 - 2 dt — 5040 g
— Yau(1) log (1 — %) (3-108)
3-14. Drag Formula for Subsonic Speeds; d’Alembert’s Paradox

The drag force for subsonic speeds will be developed from Eq. (3-73).
Though we have developed the formulas for subsonic slender-body theory
on the basis of a possible blunt base, S(1) # 0, such a body will not fulfill
the requirements of slenderness. A blunt base in subsonic flow can send
strong upstream signals, which it cannot do in supersonic flow because of
the rule of forbidden signals. As a consequence we must now assume
that S’(1) and S(1) are both zero; that is, the base is pointed. With
S'(1) = 0, bo(Z) becomes [for S(z) continuous and S’(0) = 0]

bo(@) = ao(2) log %’ - % ﬁ 4 (8) log (7 — £) dt

1 1
+1 f ad(9) log (¢ — 7) di  (3-109)
By Eq. (3-73) the drag is then

D - Flog PSP — SO
-+ ﬁ 's(@) ﬁ) "S(8) log (¢ — B de ds
+ %r ﬂS"(@ ﬁl S”(¢) log (£ — %) dt dz — 560 ¢o%dr
— PuS(1) + O(ts log?t)  (3-110)
or 5; - -4, ¢>oaa—d:]dr + 0t log? {) (3-111)

Noting the next to last equation of Appendix B which follows, we have

with ao(1) equal to zero
D

2
Slender—body theory thus yields d’Alembert’s paradox in subsonic flow as
it should.

SYMBOLS
ao(Z) coefficient of log term in expansion for ¢
A.(p) arbitrary function of p
a(Z) coefficients in expansion for W (3)

A.(w)  arbitrary function of
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coefficient in expansion for ¢o

(Mg — 1)%

(1 — M)*%

arbitrary function of @

drag force

drag force at zero lift

source strength per unit £ distance

Y +iZ

Fourier transform operator, and inverse Fourier transform
operator

dipole strength per unit ¢ distance

modified Bessel functions of first and second kinds

Laplace transform operator, and inverse transform operator

My + iM;

free-stream Mach number

moment about § axis, pitching moment

moment about Z axis, negative yawing moment

static pressure, variable of Laplace transform

free-stream static pressure

base static pressure

pressure coefficient, (p — po)/qo

base-pressure coeflicient

free-stream dynamic pressure

radius vector in 7, Z plane (also in y,z plane in Secs. 3-1 and
3-2)

local body radius

radius of eylindrical control surface, Fig. 3-5

real part of a complex function

area of slender configuration in crossflow plane

maximum radial dimension of slender configuration

perturbation velocity components along , y, 2

perturbation velocity components along Z, 4, Z

radial velocity component

free-stream velocity

complex potential, ¢ +

conjugate complex potential, ¢ —

principal body axes, Iig. 3-1

body axes for a, = 0 and ¢ = 0, Fig. 3-4

7 coordinate of centroid of S(Z)

sideforce along 7 axis

z coordinate of centroid of S(&)

force along Z axis, lift

7+ 2

U + 12
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a angle of attack, o, cos ¢

Qe included angle between body axis and free-stream velocity
8 angle of sideslip, a. sin ¢

y Euler’s constant, 0.5772

8,(D) phase angle

6 polar angle in &, 7, Z coordinates

v normal to body contour in crossflow plane

£ variable of integration

p local mass density

Po free-stream mass density

T tangent to body contour in erossflow plane

¢ general potential solution of Eq. (3-24)

@ angle of bank

do approximation to ¢ valid for slender configurations
ba potential for a doublet

o potential for a source, an axially symmetric potential

&(p,r,0) Laplace transform of ¢

®(w,r,d) Fourier exponential transform of ¢
d, transform of ¢

w variable of the Fourier transform
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APPENDIX 3A

In Sec. 3-8, the complex force, F = ¥ + iZ, was put into the following
form:

F .
=2 560 éody + Ot log? £) (3A-1)

0

It is possible to find a somewhat more appropriate form for calculative



62 MISSILE AERODYNAMICS

purposes by replacing ¢o by W — o
oy b, Wy — 2, vods (3A-2)

Some care must be taken in connection with Eq. (3A-2) because the
expansion for W(3), Eq. (3-37), contains a logarithmic term which is not
single-valued

®

W) = aology +bo+ ) aw™ (3A-3)

n=1

To make the W (3) function single-valued, we put a cut in the 3 plane from
30 to o as shown in Fig. 3-9, and the argument of the logarithm increases

Cut

K

F1G. 3-9. Distortion of contour in cut 3 plane.

by 2#% every time 3 crosses the cut. Now the contour C encloses the
cross section of the body base but indents any singular points of W(3) as
shown. The nature of the series in the expansion for W(3) is such that it
converges if |3| is greater than the largest value associated with any
singular point. The series for W (3) will not converge on all of C, and so
we expand the contour to K’ on which Eq. (3A-3) is convergent. Then

960de K,Wd3=¢K,<aglog3+bo+2%>d3
nw=1

ao(2rize) + 2mwiay (3A-4)

i

li

Note that the value of the integral depends on where the cut starts. We
will get a compensating term from the other integral.
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For this second integral, integration by parts yields
Séctﬁod& = [Ya3le — 95 3o

= 3ol c-Sé&—d‘r (3A-5)

- O _ 3%s _ dv
since Pl vl (3A-6)

We have the geometric integrals giving area and moment of area

SW) = b, L dr = Wile (8A-T)
d dv
7z BSD] =P 3 = dr (3A-8)
The integral thus becomes
b veds = S W30 — S (W3(D) = 3" (DSW) (34-9)

Finally from Eq. (3A-2) there is obtained

= dray(1) + 28'(1)3,(1) + 23'(1)S(1) (3A-10)

APPENDIX 3B

We now evaluate the two integrals of Eq. (3-72)

_ [ 9%09%
]*—/% ar o R

b0\ 1 [dd0\: (8B-1)
- 9PoY” 2 (9P J
e [ GE) R () o
With reference to Fig. 3-5
_ p 300090, g
I = / dx/ L3 a7 do (3B-2)
o
Now ¢ = aologr 4 by + E @, 08 nﬂ;i; 0," sin nf (3B-3)
n=1

s0 that (neglecting the sin n6 terms)

1 27 y *
L= [ dz [ (o M COSMEN (o log 1+ by’
0 0 ry rymt

m=1

@

™
n E @ cosnB) 8
r

1
27 / (aoaol 10g 71 + aobo') dz (3B"4)
0

It
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The same result is obtained with the sin n8 terms. Let us operate on I,
by Stokes’s theorem to convert it from an integral over Ss to integrals
about C, its inner boundary, and K, its outer boundary.

JIGR) <2 G) ]

- _55 ¢0a¢0 dr + / 4:0——7'1 8 (3B-5)

2n 27
/ qso%)rl de = f rl<a0 log r1 + bo
Jo ar 0

4 an* cos nf\ fao man,* cos mé 0
ry T1m+1

21 (ao? log 71 + aobo)
< 2 a¢0
2r(ac® log r1 -+ aobo) — §6c $o o dr (3B-6)

I,

I

Thus 1,

il

APPENDIX 3C

The integral to evaluate is that of Eq. (3-77)

_ oo
1= 5150 fo1 o dr (3C-1)

where the contour C is shown in Fig. 3-5. We can subtract the integral
of Eq. (3-79) from I since it is zero

_ ddoo , Ior
I = ¢C do1 3 dr ¢C oo 3y dr (3C-2)

Consider the contours C and K enclosing S, and apply Green’s theorem
to area Ss,

I = qg (dm Obw _ $o0 6;:1) dr

+ /S» (p01V2hoo — G0aVi¢01) dSs  (3C-3)

Here V? is the Laplace operator, and ¢¢ and ¢q; are solutions of Laplace’s

equation. Hence,
1 =§ﬁ (¢01 90 ¢ooa"’°‘) dr (3C-4)

Since the integral has been transposed to the contour K, we can use the
expansion for ¢go and ¢o; which converge on K but not on ¢. On K the
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expansions for ¢ and ¢o have the form (neglecting sin 28 terms)

e

$oo = clogr + co + 29%7_3(_9
" (3C-5)
o = Z El_’LE%Ln_B
r
n=1

where ¢, co, ¢a, and d, are constants. The form of the integrand then
becomes

ad ] d
do1—— ¢00 — oo ¢01 = T Ch :_Zcodl cos 6
1

+ oy L 0+0< )+0<1"5—3“> (3C-6)

27 9
I = /0 <¢‘01 ""’“ — $oo a"’“) d6 =0 (l‘)f—il> (3C-7)
1

Since / does not depend on r; because the drag cannot depend on the
radius 7, of the control surface, we can let r; approach <.

-0 <log rl>
T (3C-8)

=0 asr, — ©




CHAPTER 4

AERODYNAMICS OF BODIES; VORTICES

In the present and ensuing chapters we will be concerned with applica-
tion of the general results of the preceding chapter to various types of
configurations such as bodies, wing-body combinations, and wing-body-
tail combinations. Conecurrently, it will be our purpose to investigate
how departures from slenderness modify the slender-body results, as well
as how viscosity introduces additional effects, some of which can be
treated by extensions of slender-body theory. In the first half of the
chapter inviscid slender-body theory is applied to bodies of circular and
elliptical cross section. Also, the theory of quasi-cylindrical bodies of
nearly circular cross section is treated. No discussion is included of non-
linear theory or of nonslender bodies, since for zero angle of attack these
subjects are considered in Sec. 9-4 in connection with drag.

The appearance at high angles of attack of vortices on the leeward side
of slender bodies constitutes one of the most important single causes of
the breakdown of inviseid slender-body theory. However, in one sense
the slender-body theory has not failed at all, but rather the slender-body
model must be generalized. In fact, if discrete vortices are introduced
into the slender-body model to account for the effects of viscosity, it is
not difficult to extend slender-body theory to include the vortex effects.
This is the principal purpose of the second half of the chapter. Results
will be obtained for slender configurations with panels present.

INVISCID FLOW

4-1. Lift and Moment of Slender Bodies of Revolution

In Secs. 3-1 and 3-2, the potentials were derived for slender bodies of
revolution at zero angle of attack, and at angle of attack by introducing
the assumption of slenderness into the solutions based on the full linear-
ized theory of supersonic flow. The potential for a slender body of
revolution due to angle of attack, Eq. (3-19), is independent of Mach
number, so that the distributions of lift and sideforce along the body are
also independent of Mach number. ILet us use the general formula,
Eq. (3-62), to calculate the forces and moments on a slender body of
revolution. The body is taken oriented with respect to the Z, 7, Z axes as
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in Fig. 3-4 at angle of attack a.. Its centroid then lies along the line
3 = —tat. Since S(Z) and 3,(Z) are known, it remains only to deter-
mine a; in Eq. (3-62) to obtain the forces. Although only the potential
due to angle of attack creates lift or sideforce for a body of revolution, the
coefficient a; arises as a result of both angle of attack and thickness
because of compensating terms in Eq. (3-62). We can, however, ignore
bo(z) in Eq. (3-47) since it has no contribution to a;.

The complex potential for a slender body of revolution consists of the
part We(3) existing at zero angle of attack plus a part W.(3) due to angle
of attack. The part at zero angle of attack is the sum of b¢(Z) and a
logarithmic term proportional to the rate of body expansion. With
reference to Table 2-3, the equation for W,(3) with due regard for shift in
origin is

Wi(3) = bo(Z) + rvrlog (3 — 30)

= 5@ + 2P 1og - 3, (+-1)

where 7, is the local body radius. From Table 2-3 the complex potential
for angle of attack suitably modified for shift in origin is

Wa(s) = —iVeas [(s —3) - f&g] (4-2)

The entire complex potential with Vi, = 1 is

W) = bo(z) + S,z(f) [logg + log (1 - %)]

. 742
- [(3 — %) — m]

Expansion of this equation yields the coefficient a1(Z) of the 3~! term:

0y = — W@ 4 e
2
8@ L 8®
g or ) T (4'3)

All the necessary quantities are now at hand for evaluating ¥ and Z from
Lg. (3-62):

T iZ = -2800/@) = 2iaS(@)
g0 Qo _
Y_ 0 Z _ 20.8(Z)
qo qo
The lift per unit axial distance along the span of a cone-cylinder has
bpen calculated by Eq. (4-4) and is shown in Fig. 4-1a. A similar calcula-~
tl_On has been made for a parabolic-arc body and is shown in Fig. 4-1b.
Since S’(i) is linear in & for a cone, the lift distribution is linear as shown.

(4-4)
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Behind the shoulder of the body where S’(Z) falls discontinuously to zero,
the lift distribution also falls to zero on the basis of theory. Unless the
body is very slender, some measurable lift would intuitively be expected
to be carried over past the shoulder, and in practice such is the case.
The second example exhibits equal areas of positive and negative lift.
The net lift on the basis of Eq. (4-4) is zero for this case in inviscid flow,
since the base area is zero. The body boundary layer will usually not

4r
(dL/d%)
"‘cqo""oz
1
0 0.5 x
o )
o, - -
B ()
(a)
6 —
4+
oL
(dL/d:‘c)2 0
acqorro
-2k
—4}
il |
|
)

e
aM\-_l_/

(0)

Fie. 4-1. Lift distributions for slender bodies of revolution. (a) Cone-cylinder; (b)
parabolic body.

stay attached up to the point for a body of revolution at angle of attack,
and, if it did, it would give the point an effective base area by virtue of
the displacement thickness of the boundary layer. In either circum-
stance some lift would be expected from the body.

The lift coefficient with the base area as reference area for a body of
unit length is

——s = 20 (4-5)

Slender-body theory thus yields the simple result that the lift-curve slope
of a slender body of revolution is two based on its base area.

/
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Consider now the center of pressure of a slender body of revolution.
Since the lift per unit length is proportional to S’(Z), the center of pressure
is a distance Z,, behind the body vertex as given by

1
fo 28'(z) di Vel y R —
B =T s =1 (0 A T
/0 8'(z) dz P,
Vol. is the volume of the body of unit
length, and 7z is the radius of its base.

[llustrative Example

Caleulate the center of pressure for Fia. 4-2. Coordinates of tangent ogive.

a tangent ogive as a function of its caliber, the length of the ogive in
diameters of the base.

With reference to Fig. 4-2, the equation for the local radius of the ogive
comes from the equation for a circle

r+ (B = o)l + (L — ) = R
with R = LA ra
27‘3

Introduce the nondimensional parameters

I
z* = = =

,
B =z K=3;

r¥ = calibers

and express the value of r* in terms of these parameters

o* = —(4K? — 1) + [4K? — 1) + 16K%*(2 — z*)]#
2

(4-7)
The volume of the ogive is
Vol. = wrs’L /0‘ ¥ dg* (4-8)

If we introduce the value of »* from Eq. (4-7) into Eq. (4-8), carry out the
integration, and substitute into Eq. (4-6), we obtain the desired result

iy _ . [8K* | (4K® — 1)?
7, =1 [T T3
@K - DEKF 1) 4K )
16K sin”! ey (49

The center-of-pressure positions in decimal parts of the total body length
calculated by this formula are presented in Table 4-1.  According to the
slender-body theory, there is relatively little shift in center of pressure
with change in caliber K for a tangent ogive. The lower value of K to
which the theory is valid depends to some extent on the Mach number.




70 MISSILE AERODYNAMICS

TaBLE 4-1. CENTER OF PRESSURE OF TANGENT OGIVE FROM SLENDER-BODY THEORY

K 2 3 3.5 4 6 8 10

Zep/L 0.457 0.462 0.464 0.464 0.465 0.466 0.466

Only in the limiting value of a hemisphere, for which K = 14, is the
center of pressure invariably at the geometric center for all Mach num-
bers. The foregoing formula does not, of course, apply to such a blunt
ogive as a hemisphere.

4-2, Pressure Distribution and Loading of Slender Bodies of Revolution;
Circular Cones

In the foregoing section on gross forces of bodies of revolution, the
I, ¥, Z axes were used, but in this section on pressure coefficients it is more

z z

By
=
<

%

Vo sin [o 2%

Vo cos o
Fic. 4-3. Axis conventions.

convenient to use the z, y, 2 body axes. In the crossflow planes the body
cross sections of a body of revolution at angle of attack are ellipses rather
than circles as in the preceding section. The fractional change in the
major and minor axes of the ellipse from the radius of the circle is O(a.?)
and can be ignored in the computation of forces and moments. How-
ever, the pressure coefficient involves quadratic terms in the velocity
components, and it is not clear that the difference between the cireles
and ellipses can be ignored. However, this question is circumvented
because it is convenient to use normal planes rather than crossflow planes,
so that we have simple potential problems for circular boundaries. To
obtain the potential we can use the principle of superposition. With
reference to Fig. 4-3 we can calculate the perturbation potential ¢, due to
the component of velocity Vg cos a, along the body axis and a potential
¢a due to Vo sin a, normal to the body axis, and thereby obtain the total
perturbation potential

¢ = ¢+ ¢a (4-10)

No question of bank angle arises for bodies of revolution, and the pressure
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coefficient depends only on «., which we will simply write as o with the
bank angle zero.

To obtain the pressure coefficient we can utilize Eq. (3-52) in terms of
velocity ecomponents u, v, and w along the body axes. Both ¢: and ¢,
produce velocity components which are linearly superposable. However,
the corresponding pressure coefficients P, and P, are not generally super-
posable because of the quadratic terms in the velocity components.
However, for bodies of revolution the superposition of P; and P, can be
demonstrated, as will now be done. Let w,, v;, and w; be the perturbation
veloeity components associated with ¢, and let ua, v., and w, be those
associated with ¢.. If the superscript plus refers to the lower surface
and minus to the upper, then from Eq. (3-52) we have for ¢,

Pt = —2ut — [(0N)? + (wh)?]

4-11
Pr = —2ur = [(00) + ()] #-11)
For ¢. we have a comparable set of pressure coefficients
+ = —9u.t +y — +)2 +)2
Pa u(”a + awq ) [(vcz ) + (wa ) ] (4_12)

Po = —2(ua + awa™) — [(0a7)? + (wa)?

For the combined effects of ¢. and ¢. with the velocity components addi-
tive, the pressure coefficients are

Pho = Pit + Pt — 2(watot + wotwt + aw®)

Pt:-a = Ptm + Pa_ - 2(1)‘!"2)," + Wo™ W™ + C(wg_) (4-1(})

The last term in each instance ean be considered as arising from coupling
between ¢; and ¢.. For a body of revolution the velocity vector v, + fw:
in the normal plane is normal to the body surface. The perturbation
velocity in the normal plane due to ¢ is v, + twa, while the total velocity
tangential to the body is v, + ‘w, + ta. Since the two velocities are
perpendicular to each other, their dot product is zero.

s + 1wy) » Ve + 1Wa + @) = VW + WWs + aw; =0 (4-14)

This proves that the coupling terms in Eq. (4-13) are zero. The pressure
coefficients P; and P, can therefore be separately calculated and then
added.

The absence of coupling terms in the loading coefficient can also be
demonstrated. The loading coefficient is

AP = P, — P,
= P,t — P,~
— 2w twt — wemwe + votott — vav + awt — awe”)  (4-15)

The coupling term in this instance can be simplified by the obvious sym-
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metry properties resulting from the horizontal plane of symmetry of the ‘

body of revolution.

ut = u vt = v wit = —we

(4-16
ua+ = —Ua va+ = —Va wa+ = We )

The coupling term becomes

(Watwit — Wamwi + Vet — 00T + awt — awy)
= 2w, w + v.tot 4 awt)  (4-17)

Since this is the same coupling term that oecurred for the pressure coeffi-
cient, it is zero. Thus to obtain the loading coefficient we need only
caleulate (Pot — Pa).

Having proved the principle of superposition for the pressure coefficient
and loading coefficient, let us consider calculating ¢ and P, first. The
function ¢, is found as the real part of W,(3) obtained from Egs. (3-37),
(3-46), and (3-48) for the free-stream velocity Vo cos « along the body
axis (taken as unity).

Wi(3) = bo(Z) + ao(Z) log s

4o = 58 (4-18)
2
1 . B % = n
bo = 5= | S(@) log 5 — | log (z — §87(¢) dk
2 0
For a circular cone (Fig. 4-4) the values of ao and b are
dy = w2a':
bo = 0¥ logE2 — w¥E(logz — 1) (4-19)
The real part of Wy(3) then gives the potential
1. Br -
¢ = ' log—2— — wix(logi — 1) (4-20)
with velocity components
u = w?log Br
2%
v = ruo °58 (4-21)

sin 6
Wy = Tow ———
o

The pressure coefficient from Eq. (4-11) is

P, = —2w?log % - ! (4-22)
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The thickness pressure coefficients for circular cones as determined
from this equation are compared with the values in Fig. 4-4. The Taylor
and Maccoll! values are accurate to the order of the full nonlinear poten-
tial theory. Fortunately, the range of validity of slender-body theory is
broader in other cases than in the present connection. For bodies of
revolution a large number of approximate methods of varying degrees of
accuracy are available for calculating P,. These methods are discussed

in See. 9-4.
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F1G. 4-4. Thickness pressure coeflicients for circular cones.
The separate effects of angle of attack are now considered. The per-

turbation velocity potential ¢, due to the crossflow velocity V sin « has
already been given in Sec. 3-2 for Vo = 1.

pa = ar2 T2 (4-23)
The velocity components associated with ¢, are
Uqg = 20T dr, sin §
“ Sdr 7
sin 26
va = —ar? T (4-24)
, COs 20
We = ary® ——;

r?

On the body surface, r = r,, the pressure coefficient by Eq. (4-12) is

P, = —4«a i:{f sin § — a?(2 cos 20 + 1) (4-25)

d
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The body of revolution need not be a cone. An examination of the
pressure coefficient shows in the first place a term proportional to the
product of angle of attack and rate of body expansion. The term is odd
in 6, thereby producing a body loading. In the second place we have a
term proportional to «?, and even in §. Though this term influences the
pressure coefficient, it produces no body loading. A body loading is thus
developed only under the combined action of body expansion and angle
attack. For a cone of semiapex angle of the same order of magnitude as
a, the contributions of both terms to the pressure coefficient P. are
significant.

4-3. Slender Bodies of Elliptical Cross Section; Elliptical Cones

As an example in the application of slender-body theory to non-
circular bodies, consider the forces, moments, velocity components, and

N
]

y

(W

-
F1c. 4-5. Axis conventions and notation for elliptical bodies.

pressure coefficients of bodies with elliptical cross sections. TFirst, con-
sider gross forces and moments, and then velocity components and pres-
sure coeflicients. The aerodynamic characteristics of noncircular bodies
depend on two independent variables: the included angle a,, and the bank
angle ¢, as shown in Fig. 4-5. Zero angle of bank is taken to correspond
to a vertical position of the major axis. Slender bodies of elliptical
cross section have been treated by Kahane and Solarski? and by I'raenkel.3

The general analysis is made for the body and axes as shown in Fig.
4-5. The z, y, z and 2', ¥/, 2’ standards conform to those of Fig. 1-2.
The complex variable 3 is ¥’ + 42’ in this section. Resolve the velocity
Vo into a component Vo cos a, parallel to 2" and a component 17, sin a.
normal to z’. Let the complex potentials for the perturbation velocities
be W.(3) and W,.(3). Then the total complex potential is

W) = W.G) + Wa@s)

The question of coupling between thickness and angle of attack will not
be examined in detail for elliptical bodies as it was for bodies of revolution.
Instead we proceed directly to the calculation of the gross forces and
moments depending on W,(3).
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The complex force ¥ + ¢Z given by Eq. (3-62) requires a knowledge of
Wa(3), the perturbation complex potential for the flow about a banked
ellipse due to angle of attack. With reference to Table 2-3, the complex
potential is

_ oV e e (@b
e L

E=3— 30 o = —iad ¢t = (az - bz)e—zw

Expansion of W.(3) readily yields a,, the coefficient of the 3~! term

. iVoa,,
(@r)a = — 2

[c2 — (a + b)? (4-27)

Now Eq. (3-62) has a term depending on S’(1)3,(1) which for bodies of
revolution is canceled by the contribution of W,(;) to a,.. Ior elliptical
bodies with S’(1) = 0 or with constant a/b ratio approaching the base,
it will be shown that similar cancellation occurs. Therefore, in these
cases we have

FQ1 Y +iZ . :
% - :;1 = ire — (@ — bY)e~¥ + (a + b)* — 2ab] (4-28)
The lift Z and sideforce ¥ are then given by
1 = —2ma.(a® — b?) sin ¢ cos ¢
q% (4-29)
q— = 2rac(a®sin? ¢ + b? cos %)
0

To show the cancellation of the 8’(1)3,(1) term when S’(1) is not equal
to zero but a/b is uniform approaching the base, consider the case of an
expanding ellipse of constant a/b ratio for a. = 0 and ¢ = 0 as given in
Table 2-3.

W) = ba(e) + 2 1o AT G L ZIYE ()
T 2
The major axis is vertical, as shown in Fig. 4-6. To convert this complex
potential to the case a. not equal to zero, we must substitute 3 — 3, for ;.
To take into account the effect of bank angle, we must then substitute
(3 — 35)e* for (3 — 3,). Thus for a, and ¢ both not zero

Wie) = bue) + 25 10g 156 — 1) + 516 — 30
+ (a? — b¥e~e]¥ L (4-31)

Expansion of W,(3) yields the coefficient of the 37! term

—8'(@")3

o (4-32)

(@) =
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This term cancels the S’(1)3,(1) term of Eq. (3-62), so that Eqgs. (4-28)
and (4-29) are valid for elliptical bodies of uniform a/b ratio approaching
the base.

We can derive simple results for the moments of slender bodies of
elliptical cross section under the restriction that the body cross sections
are all of uniform a/b ratio. To do this we use Eq. (3-66) and carry out

z

Fig. 4-6. Elliptical cone at zero angle of attack.

the integration. The uniform a/b ratio permits us to write

ai(z) = (a)e + (a1): = _Tz:-f % [(1 - Z—:) e~y
S'(z")

b\? ' ; ’
(1 + E) ]S(w) + 9y (+iax’) (4-33)
The integral with respect to 2’ of a; then yields simple integrals in terms
of the body volume, regardless of the body shape, because a/b is constant.
The moments are given then simply as

M; = —2ra.(a® sin® ¢ 4 b? cos® o) [1 - %] (4-34)
M; = —2ra.(a* — b?%) sin p cos ¢ [1 - SY((;—I)] (4—35?

Here a and b are the semiaxes of the base section for a body of unit length
with base area S(1). It is noted that the pitching moment is My and the
yawing moment is — M.
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The pressure coefficients P, and P, will be separately evaluated without
regard for possible coupling effects. Since the angle of bank will not
influence the value of Py, let the angle of bank be zero as in Fig. 4-6. The
velocities v,” and w,” along the ¥’ and 2’ axis can be evaluated directly from
Eq. (4-30), but the velocity . along z’ requires a knowledge of bo(z").
TFrom Eq. (3-48), bo(z") for an elliptical cone is

B b "'
bo(z’) = be logg ~ 52[) log £ d¢ (4-36)
Herve € is the semiapex angle of the cone in the plane of the major axis.

Actual evaluation of be(x’) is unnecessary since it will be differentiated by
2’ to obtain u/. The velocity perturbation components are

fi

d
u/ RP Y (W:(3)]
d (4-37)
v —w = P [W.(3)]

The carrying out of the integrations yields the velocity components,
which can conveniently be expressed in terms of the angle § illustrated in
Fig. 4-6. It is to be noted that the angle é is not the polar angle of the
ellipse.

ol = abe cos &
T afcos?s + bPsin? b
. b2% sin 6
T @ cost 5 + bisin® b (4-38)
(b/a)et(a/b — 1)[(a/b) cos* & — sin? §]

P S
, 1 (a/b)? cos® § + sin? §

w, =

+

The angle § is such that

!

y = bcosd

/!

2 = asin (4-39)

The pressure coefficient due to thickness is easily found since the velocity
components are specified
B(a +b) b e(b/a)?

2 J
4z’ 2e a T (b/a)? sin? § 4 cos? §

P, = -2 g €? log (4-40)

Let us now turn our attention to the determination of the velocity
components and pressure coefficient due to angle of attack. For this
purpose the complex potential of Eq. (4-26) is to be used, and neither a.
nor ¢ is taken as zero as it was for the thickness calculations. We will
be concerned with the velocity components along the 2/, ', 2z’ axes due to
angle of attack, namely, u,’, v/, and w,’. It is convenient to use those
axes because the body cross sections are true ellipses normal to the 2’ axes
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(Fig. 4-5). Then we do not have to be concerned with any distortions of
the body cross sections from true elliptical shapes. The appropriate form
of Bernoulli’s equation for the computation of the pressure coefficient for
the z/, ¥/, 2’ system is

Pa = —Q(ua’ + ac'wa’) - [(v“')2 + (wa/)z] (4'41)

The lifting pressure coefficient depends on the rate of expansion of the
major and minor axes. In this development, the case of constant ratio
of minor to major axis will be taken. Some latitude in the shape of the
body is retained in that it need not be conical.

The velocity components have been calculated from Eq. (4-26) by
means of the formulas

us' = RP ———M’Z;f,(“
- 4-42
R (0> 42

The actual operations are lengthy, and the velocity components come
out in somewhat cumbersome form.

da [ —a?sin ¢ cos § + b?cos ¢ sin §

- 0 4_4
Ya (1 t )dl ( a? cos® & + b?sin? & (4-43)
ot = a.(a + b)(asin? ¢ — b cos® ¢) sin § cos &

« a® cos? 6+b°sm26

as{a + b)(a cos? § — bsin® 8) sin ¢ cos ¢
+ a?cos® s + b2sin® (4-44)
w = —a.(asin? ¢ — b cos? ¢)(a cos? & — b sin® §)
« a?cos?d + b?sin?é
+ as(a + b)?sin ¢ cos ¢ sin 6 cos &
a?cos? 6 + b%sin? §

The pressure coefficient due to angle of attack calculated from Eq. (4-41)
is also cumbersome:

(4-45)

(1 + ) > (a?sin ¢ cos & — b? cos ¢ sin 8)

a®cos®> § + b¥sin? 8

a(a? — b?) cos 26 — (a + b)? cos (2¢ — 26) — 2ab]
+ 2(a? cos? § + b*sin? §) o
The angle 8 is measured from the minor axis, as shown in Fig. 4-6, even
when the ellipse is banked.

We have neglected any questions of coupling between P, and P, for
elliptical bodies. Just as in the case of bodies of revolution, this coupling
is zero for elliptical cones. The thickness pressure distribution for an
elliptical cone is shown in Fig. 4-7. The pressure coeflicient is greatest
at the end of the major axis, as would be expected.

Pa=

(4-46)
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As a final subject under the general heading of elliptical bodies, the drag
of an elliptical cone will be evaluated

= b 2m
008l boamt Mo at zero angle of attack by direct
integration of the pressure over the
surface area. With reference to
0.06F Fig. 4-8, the drag D, of an elliptical
cone can be written
N D, A
' ooal = ¢ Psar (@47)
where P, is given by Eq. (4-40).
0.021- '
| 1 It
0 1 2 3
h
Fig. 4- 7 Thickness pressure distribution Fia. 4-8. Notation for elliptical cone.

for elliptical cone.
The values of N and dr are given in terms of é as illustrated in Fig. 4-6.
ab

B (b* sin? 6 + a® cos® §)* (4-48)
= (b?sin? & + a®sin? 8)* do

E\fah.lation of the drag integral yields the drag coefficient (Cp). for the
elliptical cone with the base areas as reference area:
D, b Be(1 +b/a) b,

— D~ 2 . S S A S
qmrab 2a610g 4 a

(Cp). = (4-49)

The angle e is the semiapex angle in the plane of the major axis.

Hllustrative Example:

Compare the drag coefficient of circular and elliptical cones of equal
base area and length. Let the semiapex angle of the circular cone be w,

and let its drag coeflicient be (Cp).. Its drag coefficient from Eq. (4-49)
is

(Cp)e = —2w?log % - w? (4-50)
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The angles w and ¢ are related for equal base area and length

b
w? = — e
a

The difference in drag coefficients then becomes

(Cp)e — (Cp)e = 2w log QL%M (4-51)

Slender-body theory thus yields the interesting result that the drag of an
elliptical cone is less than that of a

0.10 l circular cone by an amount inde-
0.08 a_1o pendent of Mach number. The

. b drag coefficient increment given by
&S 006 Eq. (4-51) is shown in Fig. 4-9 for
1 /% various values of w and a/b. As
) 0.04 7 a/b increases, the elliptical cone

4 .o

he 0.02 é _~ becomes more winglike and has
' Z /// lower drag compared with that of
L.é . the equivalent circular cone. The

0 5 foregoing results must beinterpreted

in the light that slender-body theory
is valid only for small semiapex
angles. Also, the surface area of
the elliptical cone is greater than that of the equivalent circular cone and
therefore causes greater skin friction.

w, deg
Fic. 4-9. Wave drag of circular cones
versus elliptical cones.

4-4. Quasi-cylindrical Bodies

One class of bodies not generally included within the scope of slender-
body theory is that class of bodies the surfaces of which lie everywhere

Fig. 4-10. Axes and notation for quasi-cylindrical bodies.

close to a cylinder. The cylinder need not be circular in the general case
of a quasi-cylindrical body. We will, however, confine our attention tc
quasi-cylinders, which lie everywhere close to a circular cylinder as in Fig,
4-10. Let the surface be defined by the local radius R which is both &
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function of x and 6
R = R(z,0)

We shall be concerned with the slope of the surface in the streamwise
direction d /dx, which can be expanded in a Fourier series as follows, with
coefficients which are functions of z:

% = Z fa(@) cos ng (4-52)
n=0

Only cosine terms are retained on the assumption of a horizontal plane of
symmetry. The mean surface to which the quasi-cylinder is close is the
surface » = a, as shown. The problem to be solved is to calculate the
pressure coeflicient in the flow due to the quasi-cylinder. Tor this pur-
pose the full linearized theory of supersonic flow is used, and the boundary
conditlon represented by Eq. (4-52) is applied on the r = a cylinder.

The method of solution follows, in principle, the Laplace transform
treatment of the wave equation, which is the basis of the slender-body
theory of Ward (Sec. 3-4). The potential ¢ is the solution of the wave
equation in cylindrical coordinates (we assume that 3,* = 2 during the
derivation)

1 1
b + > o + = 08 — ¢z = 0 (4-53)
Under the Laplace transform operation
L(¢) = & = /0” P2 (x.r.0) dr (4-54)
Eq. (4-53) becomes
1 1 N
q)rr + '; q)r + ;5 (1)00 = 77'4) (4-55)
on the assumption that
¢(0*,r,0) = 0
¢ . _ (4-56)
. 0t,r,8) =0

Tf.le solution to Eq. (4-55) of interest here is that given by Eq. (3-31) con-
taining Bessel functions. However, the Bessel functions K.(pr) are the
only ones that should be retained, as discussed in Sec. 3-4.

The solution of Eq. (4-55) then is

0

® = z Cn(p) K n(pr) cos nb (4-57)

n=40

Where Ca(p) are functions of p to be chosen to satisfy the boundary condi-
tions.  The boundary condition to be satisfied is that the flow velocity at
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the quasi-cylinder be tangent to its surface. The actual calculation is
made at the eylinder » = a. Thus

(6_4_’[‘;’___:)7% = % = an(x) cos né (4-58)
n=0
Let Lifu@)] = Ful®) (4-59)

and evaluate C.(p) in Eq. (4-57) by means of the boundary condition to
obtain

VOFn(p)

Co(p) = — 577~ 4-60
— 7 !{n(pr)
so that P =V z cos n8 F.(p) bKMn’(pa) (4-61)
n=0
We are interested in obtaining the pressure coefficient as follows,
_ ‘2(3(1)/8.’15) _ j 1 ~
P = V. = T, L=(p®) (4-62)

where L' denotes taking the inverse Laplace transform. Before taking
the inverse transform, let us write Eq. (4-61) as

- p-DK 1 1
pb = Vy E cos nf Fo(p)e—?C—V [(Lﬁ(#)f—) + m) - 7—;;] (4-63)

n=0

where we have let @ = 1 without any loss in generality. The technique
now employed is to split the expression into two parts, one dependent of
the boundary conditions as represented by F.(p), and the other independ-
ent of the boundary conditions, as follows:

Lifu(x — 7 4+ D) = Fa(p)ere? (4-64)
LW a(z,)] = ere=> 51%%% + ri% (4-65)

The part independent of the boundary conditions represented by Eq.
(4-65) has been made the basis for the definition of a set of characteristic
functions W,(x,”). Assuming that these functions are known, we can
write the inversion of Eq. (4-63) by the convolution theorem that gives
the inverse transform of a product of transforms. We thereby obtain
the pressure coefficient from Eq. (4-62) as

w©

_ 2 fulx — Br + Ba) 1 [e-BriBe x T
P = B 2 l (r/a)% F&L I (&) (Ba a
0

§r \
+1 - Ba E) dé] cosnd (4-66,
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This result has been written for cylinders of any average radius for any
SUPErsONIc Mach number. The equation can be used to calculate the
pressure coefficient of any quasi-eylinder of nearly circular cross section
as specified by Eq. (4-52). The W.(z,r) functions required for the calcu-
lation have been tabulated elsewhere.* The caleulation is made by
numerical or graphical integration. In the reference the physical sig-
nificance of the W, (x,r) functions is discussed. They represent down-
stream pressure waves associated with a sudden ramp on the body
surface.

[Nustrative Example

To show how LEq. (4-66) might be used, let us calculate the pressure
distribution on an axially symmetric bump onh a circular cylinder as

Fig. 4-11. Circular eylinder with axially symmetric bump.

shown in Fig. 4-11. The equation of the bump is taken to be

R =a++a‘—”<1 —ﬁ)
¢ ¢
9 4-
d_{E:,t§<l_£ﬁ> 0<e<L e (4-67)
dx ¢ c
= 0 c<x
From Eq. (4-52) the f.(x) functions are
fo(x)=4fz(1—%?) 0<a<e
4-68
=0 c<Lz ( )
fn(x) =0 n>0

Only one term remains in the summation of Eq. (4-66) for the pressure
coeflicient:
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42[1 _2(x—Br+Ba)]

[
(r/a)*

1 [e+—Br+Ba 5 2f x 7 &
~ Ba Jo 45( ‘7)‘“(?& at! Ba’a>d5

0<z<c (4-69)

The pressure coefficient on the body has been calculated for several values
of B, and the results are expressed in the form of BP/7 in Fig. 4-12. The
symbol 7 indicates the initial ramp angle as shown in Fig. 4-11. Of
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Fra. 4-12. Pressure distribution on ecircular cylinder with axially symmetric bump.

interest is the fact that pressure coefficient always starts off with a value
of 2r/B. Such a value corresponds precisely to the Ackeret value, the
value to be expected for the full linearized theory and two-dimensional
flow. Since the flow is essentially two-dimensional to start, the result i
to be expected. However, as the flow continues downstream, it sees part
of the bump in its forward Mach cone as curved rather than on a flat sur-
face. If the bump had remained flat, we would continue to have only the
first term of Eq. (4-69). The second term thus represents the influence of
the curvature of the surface on which the bump is fitted. In this sens¢
the second term represents three-dimensional influences. If M, is large,
the second term is small. Such a result is in accordance with the facl
that the upstream Mach cone has a narrow field of view and cannot ‘“see”
much curvature of the body. As B approaches infinity, the upstrean
Mach cone “sees” only a planar strip of body so that the calculated
pressure coefficient has the local two-dimensional value everywhere.
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VORTICES

4-p. Positions and Strengths of Body Vortices

The subject of this second half of the chapter is body vortices. The
appearance of vortices in the flow can cause significant departures
between experiment and inviscid slender-body theory. One of the most
direct ways of illustrating the effects of vortices is to examine the pressure
distribution around a body of revolution at high angles of attack. Such

O.ZL'
o |< a ] (5—e-0
0.1+ ¢
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B, -01f °
|
~02F
—0.3k
\Slender~body
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~04+-
—9|O° -éO° —3[0" 0° 30° 60° 90°

6, deg
F16. 4-13. Pressure distributions around body of revolution; comparison of theory and
experiment.

a pressure distribution taken from Perkins and Jorgensen® is shown in
Fig. 4-13. In this figure the experimental pressure distribution is com-
pared with the theoretical distribution predicted by invisecid slender-body
theory, Eq. (4-25). According to slender-body theory, the pressure dis-
tribution on a nonexpanding body section is symmetric above and below
the horizontal plane of symmetry ; that is, the positive pressure existing on
the windward face of the body is also recovered on the leeward face of the
body. An examination of the data points reveals that no such pressure
recovery appears. In fact, somewhere near the side edge of the body the
pressure change ceases, and a fairly uniform pressure level exists over the
top of the body. The lack of pressure recovery is ascribed to the body
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boundary layer, which separates from the body with the resultant forma-
tion of a “dead water region” of more or less uniform pressure on the
leeward side of the body. The boundary layer itself rolls up into vortices.
Let us now examine the vortex formation in greater detail.

The general features of flow separation on bodies of revolution at
supersonic speed have been studied by Jorgensen and Perkins,® Raney,’

E\ %
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Fic. 4-14. Crossflow vortices of body of revolution.
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F1a. 4-15. Location of vortex separation for body of revolution.

and others. These features are illustrated in Fig. 4-14.  As the boundary
layer flows from the underside of the body around to the leeward side, it
separates along a line of separation shown on the body. After separating,
the boundary layer continues as vortex filaments, which rise above the
body and curl up into strong body vortices on each side of the body. As
the body vortices proceed downstream, more vortex filaments originating
at the separation lines feed into the cores and increase their strengths.
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One of the pertinent questions is: At what distance x5 behind the body
apex do the body vortices first form? The distance will depend strongly
on the angle of attack; but, since the controlling phenomenon is boundary-
layer separation under pressure gradients, the Reynolds number and
Mach number are also involved, as indeed is the shape of the body itself.
Some data exist® for the dependence of x5 on «,. These data are repro-
duced in Fig. 4-15 for an ogive-cylinder combination at a Mach number of
2. At the higher angles of attack, the vortices tend to originate at the
body shoulder. This is reasonable, since the expansion of the body in
front, of the shoulder tends to thin out the boundary layer and inhibit
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Fic. 4-16. Nondimensional vortex strengths for bodies of revolution.

separation. The precise location of vortex formation could not be ascer-
tained, but rather a region of vortex formation was obtained.

It is possible to obtain a nondimensional correlation of the strength and
position of the body vortex cores as a function of z and «. on the basis of
certain plausible arguments. Consider the body vortices as seen in
planes normal to the body axis. Assume that the change in the pattern
of the flow with changes in z is analogous to the change in the flow pattern
about a two-dimensional cylinder with time if it is impulsively moved
hormal to itself at velocity V,. If zero time corresponds to the distance
g, then time and distance are related by

Vat

Qe

r—zs= Vo= (4-70)

The nondimensional parameter which characterizes the impulsive low N
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F1a. 4-17. Vortex positions for bodies of revolution. (a) Lateral location; (b) vertical
location.
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is
Vat
N = —a’—‘— (4-71)

By analogy the corresponding dimensionless number for our case is
y S

o — s)
N = _,_a_s_ (4-72)

If the analogy is correct, then the vortex strengths and positions in non-
dimensional form should correlate on the basis of N alone for different
values of 2 and a..

The analogy has been tested,? using data from Jorgensen and Perkins,®
and Raney.” The measure of the nondimensional vortex strength is
T'/2xVeaa,. This parameter is shown as a function of N in Fig. 4-16. A
rough correlation exists. It must be remembered that correlation is
hampered by experimental difficulties of measuring I'. The vortex posi-
tions are simply specified by the nondimensional quantities yo/a and
zo/a. These quantities are correlated as functions of N in Fig. 4-17, and
the correlation is considered fairly good.

4-6. Forces and Moments Due to Body Vortices; Allen’s
Crossflow Theory

Since the body vortices can significantly influence the pressure dis-
tribution, they will have large effects on the body forces and moments in
certain cases. It is our purpose now to present the theory of Allen for
such effects. The theory is based on the concept of the crossflow drag
coefficient (cq)e. If dN,/dx is the normal force per unit length (viscous
crossforce per unit length) developed normal to an infinite cylinder of
radius @ at angle of attack a., then the crossflow drag coefficient is so
defined that

I~ ()20 gua? (#-73)

The crossflow drag coefficients of a number of different cylinders have
been measured and are reported by Lindsey.?

By adding the viscous crossforce N, directly to the lift developed by a
slender body on the basis of slender-body theory, one has the basic results
of Allen’s crossflow theory.’® The total normal force or lift, since no dis-
tinetion will be made between lift and normal force here, is then given per
unit length by

dN

i 2qoa, %?; + (ca)cgo2ac? (4-74)

where S is the body cross-sectional area. Integration then gives the
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total body normal force
N = 2ga.Sp + (€2)cqoce*Sc (4-75)

where Sp is the body base area, and S¢ the body planform area subject to
viscous crossflow. The area S¢ is behind the body cross section corre-
sponding to xs (as given by Fig. 4-15, for instance). The tacit assump-
tion in the integration of Eq. (4-74) is that (cs). is uniform along the body
length. There is some evidence that (c.). is not uniform,'* but an average
value of (cs). has been assumed. It is clear that the pitching moment
can easily be calculated since Eq. (4-74) gives the body normal force
distribution.
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F1a. 4-18. Comparison of measured and predicted hody acrodynamic characteristics.

The lift coefficient and center of pressure of a body of revolution have
been calculated on the basis of slender-body theory and of Allen’s cross-
flow theory. The calculated values are compared to experimental values
in Fig. 4-18. The actual body is of very high fineness ratio, and the
viscous crossforce for such a body is much greater than the lift predicted
by slender-body theory. The large rearward shift of the center of pres-
sure with increase in angle of attack is noteworthy. Generally speaking,
the lift predicted by slender-body theory acts on the expanding sections
of the body in front of the vortex separation region, and the viscous cross-
force acts behind the region of vortex separation. As the angle of attack
increases, the viscous crossforce increases approximately as o,2, while the
slender-body lift increases as a.. The rearward shift of the center of
pressure 1s the result.
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4-7. Motion of Symmetrical Pair of Crossflow Vortices in Presence of
Circular Cylinder

Many problems of interest in missile aerodynamics require a detailed
knowledge of the vortex flow due to bodies or lifting surfaces. In this
section we will explore the behavior of a symmetrical vortex pattern of
two vortices in the presence of a circular cylinder. As pictured in Fig.
4-14, the vorticity is moving along the + plane
feeding sheets into the corcs at all
times. If we neglect any influence
of the feeding sheets in comparison
with that of the cores, then we can -3,®
idealize the flow model as shown in
Fig. 4-19. Two external vortices
occur with equal vortex strength but
opposite rotation, and with the vortex
strengths changing with time. Inside
the body are located two image
vortices to insure that the body sur-
face is a streamline. The right image
vortex has the opposite sense of rota- Vo,
tion of the right external vortex but T
the same magnitude; with a similar Fre. 4-19. Sy.mmetrical' vortex pair in
result, for the left vortices. If the ex- Presence of circular cylinder.
ternal right vortex has position 3o, then the image vortex must be located
by the method of reciprocal radii, namely, so that

Locus of
Fopp! points

r
/f’) Bo=Yo +i2

2
0

where 3, is the coordinate of the image vortex. The complex potential for
a vortex of strength T’ counterclockwise at position 3 is

71—102‘; (3 — 30)
T

The complex potential for the model of Fig. 4-19, including potential
crossflow and four vortices, is

WG = ¢+ y .
: a ir (s—sos+agao]
— - =), — 51 2 2 4-77)
W (3 s)a or [(s TG — ]
A number of interesting special cases of the general case will now be
explored. o
One question which might be asked is whether there exist combinations
of vortex positions and strengths for which the resultant velocities at the

I

il
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external vortices are zero. Such a question was studied by Foppl.:2
The velocity vo — 7w of the right vortex is given by

. . d T
Vo — TWo = hma« [W(&) + Z—log G — 30)]
30 3 2

. . a? N 1
= [_"V""“(l + &—2> + '27r<s i
1

1
— — 4-78
+3—az/80 3+a2/80>] (4-78)
The resultant velocities at the vortex are
- —2(12‘/0(1514’020 L 2o . 20(7'02 - az)
AR 7o 2 | ro2 — a®  (ro® — a?)? + 4a?yq?
2 2 . 2
wo = a.Vo [1 n EM] (4-79)
To
+ Iy 1 ¥ Yo(re* + a*)
27 2y0 1P — a? ' (ro? — a?)? + 4a’yo?
where 30 = Yo + 120 = Teef (4-80)

The condition that vy — 1w, be zero leads to the condition, after eliminat-
ing the vortex strength,

(330 — @®)® = 3030(30 + 30)* (4-81)
After reduction to polar form, this equality yields
2

Ty — % = 2r; cos 0 (4-82)

The subscript f has been used to denote the equilibrium or IF'6ppl positions
and strengths. The vortex strength I'; corresponding to ry is

r, _ @f— a0+ d)
27TVQOZC 7_!5

(4-83)

See Milne-Thompson!* for details of the derivation. The locus of the
equilibrium positions given by IEq. (4-82) is shown in Fig. 4-19. For
equilibrium positions far from the body the vortex strength is large, the
strength increasing in accordance with Eq. (4-83). One thing to remem-
ber is that, though the equilibrium positions are points of zero flow veloc-
ity, they are not stagnation points of the crossflow in the usual sense,
since the flow velocity changes discontinuously from infinity to zero as
the points are approached from any direction.

Another relationship of interest is that between the vortex strength
and vortex position when there is to be a stagnation point in the crossflow
on the body at the point specified by 3, = aei®. The total velocity in the
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crossflow plane is

aw o @\ _ir( 1 1
‘zi—z——— ’LaCVO<1+32>+2W(3+20+3—a2/20

1 1
Th— 3+ a’/so> (4-84)

Iror zero velocity on the body at 3,

L L+ a/s? (4-85)

2 Vooe 1 + 1 B 1 _ 1
3+ 30 | 3 — @230 s — B0 3 T+ @%/30

Manipulation of Eq. (4-85) and the requirement that T is real yields

r
2V ot
_ [Y(ro + a¥/ro) — acos (60 — 8,)][24(ro + a*/ro) + a cos (6 + 6,)]
- 14(ro — a?/ro) cos 8o

(4-86)

For a given vortex strength I and stagnation point, Eq. (4-86) will yield a
curve on which the vortex must be located.

The actual streamlines in the crossflow plane of the vortices depend on
how the vortex strength varies with time. Actually to consider variable
strength of the vortices without including the feeding sheet leads to a
physically inconsistent model. One important case for which the vortex
streamlines can be found analytically is that for constant vortex strength.
If the function ¢, is the stream function of the vortex streamline, then

Wy L O
dy, = 390 dyo + oz dzg
= Vo dZo — Wy dyo
= [P (1)() -— l’LU()) d&o
Thus ¢, = IP f (v0 — wo) dio (4-87)

The integration with the aid of Eq. (4-79) yields

2y a? B T Yo(re? — a?)? .88
Yo = o (1 - m) IV oot log [(702 — a®)? + 4a%q? (4-88)

= constant

The constant is to be evaluated from the knowledge of one point on a
particular vortex path. A different set of streamlines occurs for each
value of the nondimensional vortex strength I'/4rVoac.. For a value of
this parameter of unity, the vortex streamlines have the general pattern
shown in Fig. 4-20. Vortices near the body move downward against the



94 MISSILE AERODYNAMICS

flow, and those far from the body move with the flow. The Foppl posi-
tion for the given value of the nondimensional vortex strength is included
in the figure. A region of circulatory flow exists about the ¥6ppl point.
The asymptotic lateral positions of the vortices at infinity v, shown in
Fig. 4-20 can be obtained implicitly from Eq. (4-88) as follows:

2o T _ 2y ol r yilyd — a?)
- log ¥ = p (1 y—2> 57V log Ve T (4-89)

For the general case in which the vortex strength is changing with time,
. an analytical solution for the vortex
i path scems not to be generally
possible. In fact, a stream func-
tion for the vortex path in the usual
sense does not exist for this case.
To obtain the paths we must inte-
grate Eq. (4-79) numerically, using
small time increments. Another
problem which is also analytically
intractible except in special cases is
: : the determination of the positions
yo and z, as functions of the time.
S N P To obtain such relationships the
4tV a_ a . -

following equations must be solved.

TN Asymptotes
!
I

w

N
T

0" ¢

} Voo,

L= / dyo / dzo
Fia. 4-20. Paths of symmetrical vortex voyo,20) wo(Yo,20)
pair in presence of circular cylinder. (4-90)

The functions vo and w, are to be taken from Eq. (4-79). For the special
case of Vo = 0 and two symmetrical vortices as shown in Ilg. 4-19,
Sacks,!® has determined the time explicitly from Eq. (4-90).

4-8. Motion of Vortices in Presence of a Noncircular
Slender Configuration

Let us consider a pair of vortices not necessarily of equal strength in
the presence of a noncircular slender configuration as shown in Fig. 4-21.
The number of vortices considered is of no importance since the method
is valid for any number of vortices. The external vortices induce veloci-
ties normal to the body and panels. Single image vortices of the type
considered in connection with circular cross sections will not be adequate
in this case. In fact, a complicated image system is required. For this
reason it is easier to transform the body cross section into & circular one
for which the image system is known, and then to relate the vortex
velocity in the 3 plane to that in the o plane (Fig. 4-21).

Let W (o) be the complex potential for the complete flow in the o plane.
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With reference to Table 2-3 we have

. . 72 . 1T o — o3
; — V —18 2i6
W (o) LYo (6 P ) 2r lo o — 1.2/
AR o — Og
o log p—— Y (4-91)

Let the transformation equations between the 3 and o planes leaving the
flow at infinity unaltered be

o = d(3) 3 = 3(0) (4-92)

The complex potential for the flow in the physical plane is now W(a(3)).

3=y+iz o=f+iy

z

er B

I3, % w
\ | -
Yy
Voo,
(4

FiG. 4-21. Transformation of missile cross section into circle.

The vortices are transformed as vortices. Look now at the velocity
v1 — 1wy of the vortex at 31 in the physical plane.

Ly d iy e
o= o = lim 5 [ W) + 520k G =50 | 08

The velocity of the vortex in the ¢ plane is denoted by p, — ¢
P — ’qu = limdi [IV(O’) + %10g (0' - Gl)J (4-94)

If we were concerned with the flow velocities at any point other than the
vortices, the velocities would be related simply by do/dj in the usual
fashion of potential theory. However, the fact that the complex poten-
tials for the vortices in the 3 and ¢ planes do not transform the same way
as W(s) modifies the usual rule.

To relate the vortex velocities in the two planes let us rewrite Eq.
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(4-93) as
o = oy = lim 5 | W) -+ 2 log 0 = o) | 2
+lim &[S og = 30 — o @ — o0 | @99
or v1 — 1wy = (p1 — 1q1) <%;>3=31 + 3122(% (%: log 03 : j—i) (4-96)

The logarithmic term can be evaluated by differentiating and using the
Taylor expansion.

c=oitor’G—3) + % G-+ 06— (497

The Taylor expansion required is

g — 0y e 1/d%
“\d& AL - 0@ — 31)2 (4-98
3= R (d3>3=31+2(d32)3=31 (3 —3) +0G—3)?* (4-98)

The limit is then simply

. d 3~ & 1 d%/d3? 1 d%/do?
1 5 5 = - = = — 4-
I log = = = 3 W/ by T 2 (DA, Y
The vortex velocity in the physical plane is now
e .\ do il d?/d3? )
vy — 1wy = (p1 — 1q1) £ - I do/ds l&=31 (4-100)

The term involving the second derivative arises as an addition to the first
term which would be anticipated if the vortex velocities transformed in
the same manner as ordinary flow velocities.

The calculation of v; — 7w for the vortices in the presence of a general
cross section will usually proceed streamwise step by step in a numerical
solution. The initial vortex positions and strengths Ty, 31, T's, and 3, are
given. The positions 3; and 3, are transformed into ¢; and ¢;. Then the
velocity of the vortex in the transformed plane, py — g1, is computed by
the method of Sec. 4-7. The vortex velocity in the physical plane is
calculated from Eq. (4-100). The change in vortex position is then
obtained by assuming the vortex velocities uniform over the time or dis-
tance interval chosen for the calculation. The cycle is repeated in a
step-by-step calculation to establish the vortex paths. The vortex path
in the o plane is not the transformation of that in the 3 plane. Variations
in body cross section and in vortex strength are easily accounted for in a
step-by-step calculation.

4-9. Lift and Sideforce on Slender Configuration Due to Free Vortices

If free vortices follow their natural streamlines in flowing past a slender
configuration, the lift and sideforce due to the vortices can be established
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simply in terms of the vortex strengths and positions. Since a method
for calculating vortex paths was described in the previous section for a
slender configuration of general cross section, the possibility is at hand of
determining the lift and sideforce distributions along such a missile. It
is the purpose of this section to derive the necessary formulas in terms of
vortex strengths and positions. Consider a single free vortex of strength
T, developed by a vortex generator (Fig. 4-22), or any other means such
as body vortex separation. The vortex is free to follow the general flow
past the winged part of the configuration. Before starting the derivation

wl

T1a. 4-22. Control areas for calculating forces and moments due to free vortices.

of the formula, it is desirable to determine the magnitudes of the lateral
velocities due to the vortex, and then to compare them with the magni-
tude of the velocities without vortices.

The complex potential due to a vortex of strength I'y at 31 is

W) = %:1 log (3 — 31) (4-101)

and the lateral velocity components are given by

i} . dW, —1Iy

1)1——’L’LU1=W—2—W‘(3_—§‘17 (4:102)
The bars on #; and 1, indicate that the velocity components are along the
7 and z axes. Equation (4-102) will yield the magnitude of the lateral
velocities if the magnitude of T is known. In this matter we must dis-
tinguish between wing-induced vortices and body-induced vortices. If
the vortex is body-induced, then with reference to Fig. 4-16

s _ o (21) (4-103)

27V oac, a
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where [ is the body length. For unit body length
= = 0(a?) (4-104)

Since the angle of attack is O(t), and the lateral dimensions such as
(3 — 31) are also O(t), we find that 7, — 40, is O(t) for Vo = 1. Here ¢ is
the maximum radial dimension of the slender configuration of unit length.
For a vortex induced by a wing of semispan s, at angle of attack «., Eq.
(6-21) gives

Ty

7o = 2aus (4-105)

Since the body is slender, s, is O(t) just as «,. Equations (4-104) and
(4-105) show that the vortex strength is of the same magnitude for a
slender configuration whether body-induced or wing-induced. Thus, for
Vo = 1 both types of vortices produce lateral velocities O(t) just as the
lateral velocities without vortices. What this means is that we can use
the order-of-magnitude estimates of Chap. 3 in developing formulas for
lift and sideforce due to vortices.

With reference to Eq. (3-58) and Fig. 4-22, the generalized force
Y +iZ is

Y +4Z
Go

o[ LT v amy
= —2 /gz - & ds. + s, <2¢az +_7&* W) e? dS,
oy

-9 —
Ss d&

dS; + O(t5 log?t) (4-106)

To evaluate the forces requires a knowledge of the complex potential W,
without vortices and W, due to the vortices. The complex potential has
the general form

Wo = aclog g + be + 2 l;—: (4-107)
n=1
and the complex potential due to the vortex plus its image is
—1Ty
Wi =-—5—log 3 = 31) + Wiz (4-108)

Actually, the precise form of W.(3) is hard to write down in the plane
unless the cross section is some simple shape like a circle. It is easier to
transform the missile cross section into a cirele of radius r, in the ¢ plane,
while leaving the field at infinity undisturbed. The transformations
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between 3 and ¢ under these circumstances have the forms

m dn
a=s+2§;, b=+ ) — (4-109)
m=1 n=1

We can now write the complex potential W, in the ¢ plane explicitly

i T — o1

Wi6() = 5o log

(4-110)

g — o3
See Fig. 4-23.

To make the complex potential single-valued, we must put cuts into
the planes. First, in W(3) there is the log 3 term which is indeterminate

z
T T T~ 1
~ ~
7
/ \\
/
/ r \K
/ \
/ \
I \
| I -
\ 3 RS ;Y ¢
s

3 plane o plane
F1a. 4-23. Cuts and contours of integration.

to multiples of 2z7. The logarithm term arises because of sources within
the body cross section. Thus a source cut must extend from some point
within the body to infinity as shown in Fig. 4-23. So long as no path
crosses over the cut, the Wy(3) function will be single-valued. If any
path crosses the cut, then W(3) must be increased or decreased by 2wia,
depending on which direction the cut is crossed. If S'(&) is zero, no
logarithmic term occurs in Wo(3). Two logarithms appear in the term
Wi(3). Actually, a vortex cut from o, to ¢y will render W,(3) single-valued.
It can easily be shown that 1 is continuous crossing the cut but that ¢,
has the value —I'/2 on the right side of the cut and I'/2 on the left side.

Examine now the integral over S; given in Eq. (4-106). The area Ssis
enclosed by the contour QQ'MNP'PQ, which has been chosen to cross
over no cuts. Let the contour K be the outer circle of radius rq, let Cy be
that part of the contour next to the body, let C; be the contour consisting
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of segments QQ’ and P’P, and let Cs be the contour segment MN. The
whole internal contour from @ to P is denoted by C, and

= Co+ C1 + Cs (4-111)

Applying Green’s theorem to the area S; yields

/;"38* 3—L¢ ¢d3—7,95 ¢ dj (4-112)

The contour integral about K can be simply rewritten as

b 0ds =2/ 950 a_rlewd(?d:c (4-113)

and then introduced into Eq. (4-106) to yield

Y +iZ
Go

= —2@56 ¢ d}

Lo0dl AW AW N
/f <Ed3 ) doaz (@-114)

Now ¥ -+ 3Z cannot depend on r, and, since the first integral is independ-
ent of r1, so must the double integral be. The integrand of the double
integral is O(1/71) so that the integral approaches zero as r;— o with or
without vortices present. We now have
Y+ iZ
go
What has been achieved is that the quadratic integrand of the double
integral has disappeared, and the contributions to Y + iZ are linear in
W. Thus,if Y, + ¢Z, is the contribution due to the vortex, an expression
for this quantity can be written down immediately
Y, + iZ,
Qo
The integral around C of W, can be distorted to K since Wi(3) is an
analytic function in S;, and K can be transformed into K, in the ¢ plane.

= =2 sd; = —2i b, Wds - 2, ¥ d; (4-115)

Y 560 Wids — 2 Sﬁc 1 ds (4-116)

bW ds = W@ ds = . WiGe) Bds  (4117)

where K, is in a large contour into which K is transformed in the ¢ plane.

The expansions
dy 1
o140 ()

Wi(3(0)) = g;l o1 — 03) < ) + O( ) (4-118)
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permit the contour integral easily to be evaluated by the residue theorem

96 Wi@3) d3y = 2w (21‘ ) (o1 — a;) = —T1(o1 — o) (4-119)

The integral around C of ¢, is zero because ¥ is constant on Cp and is con-
tinuous across the cuts bracketed by the contours Cy and Co.
Equations (4-116) and (4-119) thus yield the final result

Y, +iZ,

Go

= 2’1:1‘1((71 - 0'-;) (4—120)

If vy — o, is the point y1¢® in the ¢ plane, the sideforce and lift are then

Y, —2T' 1 (1 - ———2) sin 6y
qo 12

é = 2P1'Yl (1 - ——2‘) cos 61
qo Y1

These simple formulas provide a means of calculating the forces due to the
vortices up to any axial position in terms of the vortex positions and
strengths. However, their use presupposes a knowledge of the vortex
positions. Such knowledge is obtained by a step-by-step calculation of
the type described in the previous section. The effects of many vortices
may be found from Eq. (4-121) by superposition. Any coupling between
the vortex effects enters through mutual interference between vortex
paths. It isinteresting to note that, if the contribution to a; of W1(3) had
been introduced into Eq. (3-62) derived on the basis of no vortices,
exactly the vortex contributions found here would have arisen. Sacks!®
makes an equivalent statement. Also, Eq. (4-121) is obviously applicable
to the determination of the force between any two crossflow planes due to
one or more vortices, whether they originate on the missile or not.

il

(4-121)

4-10. Rolling Moment of Slender Configuration Due to Free Vortices

It is possible to derive a formula for the rolling moment developed by
free vortices passing a slender configuration in terms of quantities in the
plane of the base analogous to the lift and sideforce formulas of the pre-
ceding section. For convenience consider the same circumstances as
those prevailing in Figs. 4-22 and 4-23, except that in Fig. 4-23 transform
the body cross section so that the center of the circle falls on the origin in
the ¢ plane. The pressure forces on control surfaces S; and Sz do not
contribute to the rolling moment. Only the transport of tangential
momentum across areas Sz and S; can cause rolling moment, and, of these,
It turns out that only S; has a contribution. The rolling moment L/ is

= £V [ pdes dSe+ Vot [ (1 + ¢)40dSs  (4-122)
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with positive L’ taken in the negative 6 sense, Z— 3. Division by ¢, and
the use of the density relationship, Eq. (3-56), yields

LI

Ee o /S b0 dSs + 2 /S 60dSs+ 0@ logt)  (4-123)
To show that the integral over S. contributes nothing to the rolling
moment, rewrite the integral as

[, #otease = [V az [ 600, do (4-124)

The general form of the potential function including vortex effects can be
written in the following form convergent on a contour K enclosing the
vortices

¢ = aolog r + bo + z an cos nf + b, sin né (4-125)
n=1

rn

The source cut in this case is of no importance since ¢ is continuous across
the source cut. The vortex cut is important for that part of ¢ due to
vortices. On S, the values of ¢y and ¢, can be calculated by differentia-
tion of Eq. (4-125). If the values of ¢, and ¢, are substituted into Eq.
(4-124) and the integrations carried out, it is found that the integral is
Zero.

Consider now the contribution of the area S;. At this point let us
confine our attention only to that part of the rolling moment due to the
vortex. This is now possible because the remaining integral in Eq.
(4-123) is linear in ¢. While the rolling moment due to the vortex can
be evaluated in terms of the vortex position in the base plane, all com-
ponents of the flow will influence this position. The surface integral
over S3 is taken over the area within the dashed contour in Fig. 4-23.
The area integral is converted to contour integrals by means of Green’s

theorem
/ ¢pdSs = 1/ ¢d(r?) — ! ¢d(r?) (4-126)
Ss 2 Je 2 |k

The contour C' is composed of the part Cy in proximity with the body, the
part Ci composed of segments PP’ and Q’Q about the source cut, and the
part Cy comprising segment MN about the vortex cut. The integral
around K is zero since r is a constant. The stream function ¢, due to the
vortex and its image has a constant value on Cy and is continuous across
(1 and C,, so that

b td(r) = 0 (4-127)

Thus, the integral over S; for the part of ¢, due to the vortex can be
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written

dé1 1 . 5y - 1 3 -
/S 208, = 3 eb, (b1 + 0AG = 5P, WD) (@-128)

The evaluation of the contour integral cannot be made directly by the
residue calculus because the integrand is not analytic. Let us transform
the contour C in the 3 plane into a circle of radius r. in the o plane with 3,
at the origin.

S - =o+ E & o) (4-129)
n=1

The field at infinity suffers a finite translation only. The coefficients d,
are usually complex, and the function f(s) can usually be written in finite
form for most cases of interest.

The integral about C can be broken up into two convenient parts with
the aid of the following identity:

3 = (3 - 30)(3 — 3 + (303 + 303) — 40do (4'130,)
With the following notation

I

1 .
5 e Wi®dG3 + 33)

| (4-131)
5 Pe W16 — )G — %)

I,

i

we see that I, is the contribution when 3, = 0, and I, is the additional
contribution when 3, is not equal to zero.

/ 148, = I + I (4-132)

Confine the analysis to the evaluation of I, for the present. The integral
I can be written

L= 4y o Wi dy + 20 P, Wi6) d (4-133)
Also, since ¢, is constant on C, and continuous across the cuts
b ¥rdy = P vrde =0 (4-134)
and 7, can be written
I, = y,RP 950 W) d3 + 2, IP ¢C Wi(3) d (4-135)

The contour C can be transformed into the ¢ plane and then enlarged into
a large circular contour D, centered on the origin and enclosing the body
and vortex cut. We can then expand the integrand in a series in ¢ and
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integrate term by term. In the ¢ plane the complex potential is

Wia(@)) = 5o llog (6 — o0) = log (o — a3

(4-136)
F10; = T2
The expansion valid on D is
4 _ T (o) _ iyEal -
- £[51E) 3] o
n=1 n=1
Thus
. R\ VEAYRNTAY
b, Wiae) ds = 5 [2 o (:) 2 n (z) J
n=1 n=1

0

dm 9Q\
(1 ~ z ;’fm) do  (4-138)

m=1

Since only the o=! term contributes to the integral

b, Wi3(0) di = —T(o1 = o) (4-139)
The value I, is thus
I, = — Ty, RP (61 — 03) + 2, IP (01 — 07)] (4-140)
From Eq. (4-120) )
o1 — 1 = 2% — i2qy—0”1, (4-141)
so that I = — (Z-z"qyo" - %) (4-142)

The evaluation of I, requires different treatment from that of I,. Itis
first decomposed into integrals over Cy and C; since the source at C; is of
no concern here.

-l / WidG — 3G — &) + 5 / WG — )G — 3)
Co C2
(4-143)

The integral along the vortex cut is easily evaluated since ¢ = —TI'/2 on
the right side and I'/2 on the left.

%/C Wi®dG — 3)G — 3) = — g— (31 = 3l* = [32r — 3l?

= g (M2 — Axd) (4-144)
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The integral around Cj is transformed into an integral about C¢', |o| = 7,
in the ¢ plane. In the ¢ plane generally

G = 3G — 3) = f(@)f(o) (4-145)
and on Cy in particular

6= 6 =3 = f7 () (4-146)

By using the series of Eq. (4-129) we can expand the product in a Laurent

series
= - i” “‘,2 7171 m
(3 - 30)(3 - 3;1) = <0' + E( ><'—o_— + 2 (7‘0_;7;>
1

- Fn lo] = r. (4-147)

n= o

The coefficients &k, turn out to be

©

dnd .
k, = 2 ”;;:’" n positive
€

m=—t (4-148)
Aol :
k_n = . Zn n negative
m= -1
with d_y =1 do =0 dn =0 m < 1 (4-149)

We shall confine our attention to those cases wherein the series converges
on (¢, although its derivatives are of no concern.
The integral around Cy’ now becomes on integration by parts

5 Do, WG — 3G — 1)

- __M’ _2560'

F'rom the series expansion for (3 — 3,)(3 — 3,) and that for dW,/de

d;V1=£<1+1+12<1> +EE<‘£>> (4-151)
o 2T g o1 =) a1 g 7

— 303 — 3 dW1  (4-150)

direct integration yields

! T
§ /;D, W1(3)d(3 - 30)(3 h 30) = - § Au?

S(ens 25 e Sinr)

n=1

+_
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and
r fon
Ip= — g (M2 — Ay?) 5] ‘i(lﬁo — M%) + 2 s + 2
n=1 n=

wherein we have made use of the relationship

k_n = kar, 2 (4-154)

f";} (4-153)
g1

The final result for the rolling moment is

L

= +2([1 + [2)
qdo

0

7 - Y F ]\"n II\:n
I i + ‘I/l (ko — N2 + v E < -+ [‘7}") (4-155)
0

o 01

n=

where V¢ is no longer unity. It should be remembered that this result
contains any moment due to the vortex generator (Fig. 4-22).  The roll-
ing moment between two crossflow planes can be found by differencing as
shown in the following example.

Tlustrative Example

Calculate the rolling moment due to a free vortex of strength I'; as it
passes a triangular wing as shown in Fig. 4-24.
This example is a case wherein the series are finite. The rolling

x=c plane ¢ plane
Fic. 4-24. Free vortex passing triangular wing.
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moment is given from Eq. (4-155) as

L) -
q() G0 ) gmc Qo / z=0

The transformation taking the wing cross section into a circle with center
at the origin is

The values of the coefficients d, not identically zero are
d,=1 dy = 1.’
From Eq. (4-148) the values of %, not zcro are
ko =1 ko = 2r,2 ko = 1.t
As a result the rolling moment is

L 1
Go Vo

Tiretf 1
@ — ) + ( - H)+%|gor2

Vo \o.2 ~

The quantity 31 is not independent of 30. In fact, 3; is determined from
the initial position 3o by a step-by-step calculation of the vortex path.

SYMBOLS
a mean radius of quasi-cylinder
a, b major and minor axes of ellipse
ao(z) coefficient of log term in ¢ expansion
a coeflicient of ¥ term in ¢ expansion
(a1)q part of a; due to angle of attack
an coefficient of 7= term in ¢ expansion
(@), part of a; due to thickness
bo additive function of Z in ¢ expansion
B (Mo — 1)
¢ length of bump in circular body
(ca). crossflow drag coefficient
Cm coeflicients in expansion for ¢
c? (a2 — b2)e2ie
(Cp), drag coefficient of circular cone
(Cp), drag coeflicient of elliptical cone
CL lift coefficient
Cu(p) functions of p
d body diameter
da coeflicient in expansion for 3
D, drag of elliptical cone
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fa(z)
F.(p)
1P

Kn

L, L
LI

M,
M;
Ms

n,m
N
N,
o(t)

Po
P1—

P,

P+, P-

Sm

Sa, S3
Ss

U, ¥V, W
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functions of z specifying shape of quasi-cylindrical body

Laplace transform of f(z)

imaginary part

caliber of tangent ogive

modified Bessel function of second kind

length of slender configuration

length of tangent ogive

Laplace transform operator, and inverse transform operator

rolling moment about Z axis

free-stream Mach number

moment about 7 axis, pitching moment

moment about Z axis, yawing moment

number of Fourier component of quasi-cylindrical body

summation indices

dimensionless number for viscous crossflow; also normal force

normal force due to viscous crossflow

order of magnitude of ¢ in physical sense

variable of plane of Laplace transform; local static pressure

free-stream static pressure

complex conjugate velocity of vortex I'y in ¢ plane

pressure coefficient, (p — po)/qo

pressure coefficient due to angle of attack

pressure coefficient due to thickness (a. = 0)

pressure coefficients on impact and leeward surfaces

loading coefficient, P+ — P~

free-stream dynamic pressure

polar coordinates

radius position of right external vortex of a symmetrical pair

radius of control surface

radius of base of body of revolution

radius of circle in ¢ plane

vortex polar coordinates in Foppl equilibrium condition

local radius of body of revolution

r/rg for tangent ogive .

radius of curvature of tangent ogive; local radius of quasi-
eylindrical body

maximum semispan of wing panel

body cross-sectional area

control surfaces, Fig. 4-22

base area of slender body

body planform area subject to viscous crossflow

maximum lateral dimension of slender configuration for unit
length; time

perturbation velocity components along z, ¥, and z

Uty Uty (N

ua, Ua, Wy
w, v, w
Vo — 1Wo

S w1
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perturbation velocity components due to thickness

perturbation velocity components due to angle of attack

perturbation velocity components along z’, ¥/, and 2’

complex conjugate velocity of right external vortex of a sym-
metrical pair

complex conjugate velocity of vortex Ty in j plane

free-stream velocity

velocity of flow normal to eylinder

volume

complex potential, ¢ + 7y

complex potential due to vortex I';

complex potential due to image system of vortex T';

complex potential at zero angle of attack

complex potential due to angle of attack

axis systems described in Sec. 1-3

axial distance to vortex separation points of body

axis systems described in Sec. 1-3

z/L

axis systems described in Sec. 1-3

axial distance to center of pressure

position of right external vortex of a symmetrical pair

value of yo when zo = 0

value of yo when zg = o

forces along ¥ and 2

forces due to vortex

forces along 7 and 2

y + 12

external position of right vortex of a symmetrical pair

position of vortex I'y

position of centroid of body cross section

internal position of right image vortex of a symmetrical pair

position of separation point on body surface

included angle between free-stream direction and body axis

radial distance to vortex I'; in ¢ plane

vortex strength

strength of wing circulation at root chord

strength of vortices

vortex strength of Foppl equilibrium position

strength of body vortices

polar angle in construction of ellipse, Fig. 4-6; also height of
bump on cylinder, Fig. 4-11

polar angle of vortex I'y in ¢ plane

semiapex angle of elliptical cone in plane of major axis

variable of integration; also z — z,
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po free-stream density

6 polar angle in 3 plane

fo polar angle of right external vortex of symmetrical pair

O polar angle of stagnation point on body

A an elliptical distance, Fig. 4-8

M 31 — 3l

A l3p — 30, Fig. 4-23

a variable of transformed plane

o1, 08 positions of vortices I'; and T's in o plane

oy position of image vortex for I';

T distance along tangent direction to body cross section; also
ramp angle

¢ velocity potential

® Laplace transform of ¢

¥ stream function for complete flow

/. stream function for vortex path

w semiapex angle of circular cone
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CHAPTER 5

WING-BODY INTERFERENCE

The purpose of this chapter is to present methods for predicting the:
aerodynamic characteristics of configurations formed by the addition Ofl
lifting surfaces to a body. The lifting surfaces can be wing panels ‘
empennage panels, ete., and will be termed panels for short. The prlmary‘
focus here is on planar and cruciform wing-body combinations. By a:
planar wing-body combination we mean one with two wing panels, usually
of the same shape and size, symmetrically disposed to the left and right,
sides of the missile. By a cruciform combination, we mean one with four
panels of equal size and shape, disposed around the missile 90° apart.:
Configurations built up by the addition of panels of unequal size as in;
an empennage are treated in Chap. 10. Traditionally in airplane designig
the aerodynamic characteristics of the wing-body combination have been!
viewed as dominated by the wing as though the body were not there. !
For subsonic air frames where wing spans are usually large compared td'
the body diameter, the traditional assumption can be defended. How-:
ever, the use of very small wings in comparison to the body dlameter,J
which characterizes many missile designs, requires a different approach.;
The point of view is taken that neither the panels nor the body necessarily.
have a dominant influence on the aerodynamic characteristics of the wing-
body combination. Rather, the over-all characteristics result from the:
body and wing acting together with mutual interference between each.
other.

The chapter starts in Sec. 5-1 with an enumeration of the various!
definitions and notations, and then in Secs. 5-2 and 5-3 takes up the sub-
The load-'
{
In Sec. 5-4 the characteristics of banked:

ject of planar wing-body combinations for zero bank angle.
ings, lifts, and centers of pressure are determined for the pressure fields
acting on the panel and body.
cruciform combinations are investigated. The influence of the angle of,
bank of the interference between panels is treated in Sec. 5-5 for both:
planar and eruciform configurations. In Sec. 5-6 the results are summa-;
rized for a complete wing-body configuration. The question of the
application of these results to nonslender configurations and a calculative;
example illustrating the theoretical methods are the subjects of Sec. 5-7.]

Finally, the chapter concludes with a discussion of a simplified vortex
112
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model of a wing-body combination useful for such purposes as ealculating
the flow field about the wing-body combination.

p-1. Definitions; Notation

For purposes of wing-body interference, the wing alone will be taken to
be the exposed wing panels joined together so that no part of the wing
alone is blanketed by the body. Thus, when the exposed wing panels dis-
appear, so does the wing alone. The body alone is the wing-body com-
bination less the wing panels. Actually the precise definitions would

o

Forebody
or nose

AN

Winged
section

Afterbody

Fig. 5-1. Sections of wing-body combination.

require a specification of how the panels are parted from the body, but we
will forego this refinement. The interference can be specified once the
wing-alone and body-alone definitions are specified. The interference
for any quantity is the difference between the quantity for the complete
wing-body combination less the sum of the quantities for the wing alone
and the body alone. For instance—the interference potential would be

¢ = ¢¢ — (¢w + ¢B) (5-1)

where the subscripts 7, C, W, and B refer, respectively, to interference,
combination, wing alone, and body alone. If the wing-alone definition is
changed, it is clear that the interference will change since the character-
istics of the complete combination are independent of how the wing alone
is defined. The interference potential can influence part or all of the
body or wing. The values of ¢; at the body surface account for the effect
of the wing on the body, and the values of ¢; at the wing surface account
for the effect of the body on the wing,

The various sections of a wing-body combination are illustrated in Fig.
_5-1. For convenience, the various sections of the body are subdivided
Into the forebody in front of the wing panels, the winged section of the body
W%th the wing panels, and the afterbody behind the trailing edge of the
wing panels.
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Two sets of axes are of importance in so far as forces and moments ard“;
concerned. The axes 2/, y’, 2/ correspond to the principal body axes oﬂ
symmetry for ¢ = 0 but «, not equal to zero. The axes z, y, z are thg_:f
principal body axes under all combinations of ¢ and a.. The forces on:
the body due to the wing or on the complete configuration will generally.
be referred to the 2/, 2" system. The force along 2’ is the lift L; the force:
C along ¥’ is the cross-wind force; and the moment about %’ is the pitching
moment. We will also be interested in the panel forces which, for ¢ not:

equal to zero, are not conveniently
z z specified with respect to 2, ¥’, 2’ axes..
c With reference to Fig. 5-2, the panel
L /fCz normal force coefficient is denoted
[ / (Cz)r (no panel deflection). The
pane!l hinge-moment coefficient is:
denoted C;, and the hinge line is
m taken normal to the body axis at the
~ y  samelocation asthe pitching-moment

G @ reference axis.
Before consideration of the appli-
y cation of slender-body theory to
Voo, wing-body interference, it is probably

well to mention that wing-body inter-
ference problems can in certain in-
stances be solved by full linear:
theory. For rectangular wings and;
circular bodies, for instance, the
formal boundary-value problem presented by the fulllinear theory has been:
solved.! Also, another solution for part of the interference field is given
by Morikawa.2 However, these methods are generally too complex for:
actual engineering use, but they do serve as useful yardsticks for evalu-
ating more approximate but simpler engineering methods. One such
method is the essential subject matter of this chapter. A general survey
of the subject of wing-body interference has been presented by Lawrence
and Flax.3

F1c. 5-2. Foree and moment coefficients
for panels and complete configuration.

5-2. Planar Wing and Body Interference

The utility of slender-body theory is never better exemplified than in
its application to wing-body interference. From it we can derive the
loading coefficients, span-load distribution, lift, and moment of a slender
wing-body combination, as well as the components of these quantities
acting on the panel and the body. Consider a planar wing and body
combination at zero angle of bank as shown in Fig. 5-3, for which the
perturbation complex potential will now be constructed. Let the body
radius @ and the semispan s be functions of z. The complex potential
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can be separated into two parts: W.(3) due to thickness, which exists at
sero angle of attack, and W.(3) due to angle of attack. The part of the
perturbation complex potential due to angle of attack is easily found from

Table 2-3.

W = —iVea || (s +5) = s+ 2)]" 3] &2

The complex potential due to thickness is precisely that due to the body
of revolution taken to be the body alone. Thus the entire perturbation
complex potential for unit Vy is

2\* 2\27]4
wG) =bo($)+a%log3——iac{[<g+%> ﬁ<s+%>] _%] 53

Since the wing panels have no thickness, they have no contribution to

W.(3).

o -s s y
R ~< U
T Voo,
Fic. 5-3. Planar wing and body combination at zero angle of bank.

The velocity components entering the loading coefficients differ for the
wing and body. The velocity components ua, va, Ws are those due to
Wa(3) with 17 of unity and « of unity. Correspondingly we have w, v
w, due to W,(3). The superseript + indicates the lower impact surface,
and — the upper suction surface. The loading on the body is not influ-
enced by thickness effects as discussed in connection with Eq. (4-15).
Thus from Eq. (4-12)

AaPYygwy = (P* — P7)sam)
= —2a(u.t + awst — U — awa") (5-4)

The symmetry properties of the missile yield
u’a+ = —Ua wa+ = Wa
80 th&t (Al))B(W) = —4aua+ (5-5)
For the wing panel in the presence of the body, we have from Eq. (3-52)
AP)wey = (Pfa + Prows
= —2ou,t + wt + (ewst + wit)al
+ 2laua + o + (awe + wi)al
— [0 + avat)? + (wit + awa®)?
+ (v + ave)? + (W + awa)? (5-6)
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which for the following symmetries in the velocity components for the
wing
ut =y vt o= v wt = —w

UaT = — U~ Vat = —0, Wot = Wy~ = —1 (5-7)
vields (AP)wpy = —4ou,t — 4avgtost (5-8)

We note that the wing loading has a quadratic form while the body load-
ing does not.

The velocity components needed to obtain the loading coefficients can
be obtained simply from Eq. (5-3). Tor the body we obtain

da a? ds a? ada
~—(1+cos20)+< )[%<1—?)+2§%]

[(s + a%/s)* — 4a? cos? 0]*
2a sin 20 sin 0
o= ]
" = [ F a¥/s)? — 4a? cos? O] (5-9)

—2a sin 26 cos 6

Ut = — -

+ —3
Wea [(s + a%/s)? — 4a? cos? §]'* L
a da
vt = o cos 8 wit = T sin @

For the wing the perturbation velocity components are

a(i2) ()[40 )

+

e G F a/m= (1 + a2y

ot = y(l — at/y*) (5-10)
T s+t = (0 + /)

wet = —1 z‘t*:gt—lg wt =0
¢ ' ydz

where we have assumed that the wing has no thickness in calculating the
thickness velocity components. The loadings as obtained for the velocity
components are

) i %Y
(AP)B(W) = [(1 F az/sz)z _ 4?/2/3 }1
a* da
(535 g-o1)) e
(APYw = do

(A + a¥/st) — (y3/s)(1 + a?/y")]*

a*\ ds |, ada a? a?\?
e

It is noted that the loadings on both wing and body depend on the expan-
sion rate of both wing semispan and body radius. It is interesting to
compare the loading for body cross sections of identical shape but for
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da/dx = 0and da/dx ## 0. Such a comparison is made in Fig. 5-4, which
shows loadings on a combination of a triangular wing and a circular
cylinder, and a combination of a triangular wing and a cone. The influ-
ence of body expansion on the shape of the loadings is not important in
this case.

These loadings with da/dx = 0 are the same as those obtained by
Lennertz as a solution to a problem of minimum induced drag. The
problem, one of subsonic flow, is based on Trefftz plane methods. The
vortex wake is assumed to retain the general shape of the body in end

10 | |
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FiG. 5-4. Pressure differences at trailing edges of slender wing-body combinations.

view in moving backward to the so-called Trefftz plane. Here the cri-
terion of minimum drag is that the vortex wake move downward undis-
torted. Mathematically the problem is to solve the Laplace equation for
the cross section of the wake moving downward with uniform speed.
It is mathematically equivalent to the present problem with no body
expansion. The details of the solution are given by Durand.4
Consider now the total lift of the wing-body combination as given by

Eq. (3-64). Let s, be the maximum span of the combination, and let @
be the accompanying body radius. Then the lift up to this axial station
comes out to be

L¢ a? at

E) = 2mras,?® (l — Q + 8—,”4) (6-13)
The lift includes that developed by the missile forebody. Actually, the
total lift of the combination is given by Eq. (5-13), independent of the
shape of the combination in front of the axial position for sm, or of the
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shape of the wing panels behind this axial position. The loadings given
by Egs. (5-11) and (5-12) do depend on the planform through ds/dz, but
the total integrated lift does not. If the trailing edge of the panel is
normal to the flow at the axial position for s, then no question of lift due
to additional wing area behind this position arises. However, even if
wing area with s < s, does occur behind this position, no increased lift
oceurs on the basis of slender-body theory. The reason for this behavior
y is discussed in Sec. 7-1. Actually,
the trailing-vortex system from the
panel trailing edge induces down-
- wash on the area, which just offsets
7 1 the angle of attack. The precise

L
\
\
\
J#\
y
\
le- 2 >

% role of the body expansion is not so
clear. If the body is expanding up

:\J to the axial position for s., then Eq.
(5-13) 1s correct. Body contrac-
tion aft of this position may influ-
ence the total combination lift, but
a consideration of this problem is

beyond the scope of the present work. In fact, we shall assume that the

afterbody is a circular eylinder in our succeeding discussion of wing-body
interference.

Fre. 5-5. Triangular wing and body
combination.

5-3. Division of Lift between Wing and Body; Panel Center of Pressure

It is of interest to see how the total combination lift is distributed
between the panels and the body. For this purpose, assume that the
body is a circular cylinder so that we have no body expansion term.
Also, for purposes of definiteness, assume that the wing is triangular,
although this assumption will shortly be relaxed. With reference to Fig.
5-5 the lift on the panel is

LW(B) B - Sm ’ 's,,‘/mne' (]_ — 0,4/84) dx
o= 4o tan e ] dy wane (L F a¥/sh) — y2/s2 (1 + ad/yh]%
(5-14)

One integration yields (one panel)

Ly, S a2\ a?\2 1%
*—-——qo - = 4o /:1 [(Srn + a) - (y + -y*) :| dy (5—15)

The integrand gives the shape of the span loading. The span loading is
very closely elliptical, as discussed in connection with Table 6-1. Though
the integration has been carried out for a panel of triangular planform, the
span loading is independent of the exact shape of the panel for a slender
configuration. What follows is therefore valid for panels of general plan-
form, The total lift on the wing panels is conveniently expressed as a
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fraction of the lift developed by the wing alone Lw:
Ly _ ora(s, — a)? (5-16)
o

The lift ratio is denoted by Kw, and the value as found from Egs. (5-15)
and (5-16) is

L
Kyw = Z‘(:)
1 ra— 1\ NI\ -
:ro\—l)Z[é( ) >+< Y )S‘“ Nl
_ 2 - 1)
)
N = on (5-17)
a

The lift ratio is a function solely of a/sn.

*
TaBLE 5-1. SLENDER-BODY PARAMETERS FOR LoapiNGg DUE TO Pircu

‘ v ! _

a | fa P (% j Ja— @
b i Ky i KB - : o . ) —
Smo | v C\er Jwan o Jron L Smo @

|

|
e b i,_

i

500(14) | 0.424(4/37)

0 | 1.000 0 0.667(25) | 0 :
0.1 | 1.077 , 0.133  0.657 0.521 L0421
02 ! 1.162 = 0.278 & 0.650 L 0.542 ' 0.419
0.3 | 1.253  0.437  0.647 | 0.563 | 0.418
0.4 . 1.340  0.611  0.646 . 0.581 L 0.417
0.5 | 1430  0.800  0.647 | 0.598 L 0.417
0.6 | 1.555 1.005  0.650 I 0.613 L 0.416
0.7  1.663 1,227 0.654 0.628 [ 0.418
0.8 | 1.774 1,467 0.658 ©0. 64 0,420
0.9 | 1.887 1,795 0.662 0651  + 0.422
1.0 | 2.000 2.000 0.667(24) 0.667(%3) 0. 424(4/37)

i
* The accuracy of the tabulated results is estimated to be +0.002.
t Triangular panel.

An analogous lift ratio to Kw also serves to specify the lift on the body
due to the wing:

K; = %‘i;ﬂ (5-18)
The lift on the body due to the wing is easily evaluated since
Leawy = Le — Lwsy — Ln (5-19)
where the lift on the missile nose Ly is given by
Ly _ 2raa? (5-20)

Go
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The value of Kp turns out to be

Sim

Ks = <1 + 2>2 — Ky (5-21)

so that Kp and Ky are both functions solely of a/s. They are given in
Table 5-1, and plotted versus a/s,, in Fig. 5-6.

The values of Kz and Ky shown in Fig. 5-6 reveal some of the salient
gross facts about wing-body interference. At a value of a/8, of zero, the
value of Ky is unity because of the way in which Ky has been defined,
and K is zero because there is no body. However, at the upper limit of
a/sw of unity, the panels are very small and are effectively mounted on an

2.0 : : ! infinite reflection plane. From the
| ' potential ¢. given by Eq. (3-19) it is

16 L7/ | easy to see that the body produces a
/ ‘ local angle of attack along its side edge

ol LT of 2a, since the velocity here is twice the
L~ Kw i velocity of the main flow normal to the
o8b— I | % ! body. The wing panels therefore de-
Ky | velop twice as much lift as they would

04 / | at angle of attack « so that Ky is 2.
{ ‘ Thus, interference of the body on the

| wing through upwash has increased the

0 02 04 , 06 08 10 panel lift to twice its usual value. As

S a rough rule of thumb, Fig. 5-6 shows

Ili‘fItGa s55-060.i ;txg:rfe;;incg lift ratios for  that the fractional increase in wing

with pitch. panel lift due to body upwash is a/sp.

The parameter a/s,, is thus the primary measure of the importance of
interference on lift.

The nature of the lift on the body due to the wing panels represented
by Ky is of interest. Actually, the Lift is entirely transferred or “carried
over” onto the body from the wing. The wing is the primary generator
f)f the lift, and certain of the lift is carried over onto the body because of
1ts proximity to the wing panel. For a very small panel and a very large
body that prevails as a/s,, approaches unity, there is a large expanse of
body to “catch” the lift generated by the wing. This area accounts for
the fact that the body “catches’” as much lift as acts on the wing panels
themselves, as a/s, becomes unity. The application of the ratios Ky
and Kp to nonslender configuration is shown in Sec. 5-7.

In addition to the division of lift between body and panels, the center
qf pressure of the panel is of some interest. The center of pressure of the
lift on the body due to the wing is significantly influenced by afterbody
length and is discussed in Sec. 5-6 where afterbody effects are considered.
The.a l.ateral center of pressure is denoted by (§a)w(s), and the longitudinal
position by (Z.)w ) measured behind the leading edge of the wing-body
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juncture. Since the shape of the span loading is given by the integrand
of Eq. (5-15), it is easy to write down the expression for (Fu)ws:

f:“ [(sm + @*/sm)* — (y + a*/y)* Pty dy

Gadwany = “Fo (5-22)
[ (sm + a2/ = (v + a2/y)" dy

yielding

gd — 2 2 —_ )\2 — -
(E)m» = R = T O F DO = A = DE®)

+ O+ D+ DER) + A — D] (5-23)
where K(k) and E(k) are complete elliptic integrals of modulus k.

A — 1\

k= (m) (5-24)
The values of (§« — @)w)/(s» — a) depend solely on a/s,, and are given
in Table 5-1. The lateral center of pressure does not depart significantly
from the value of 4/3r that is obtained for an elliptical span loading.
This result, independent of wing planform, really shows that wing-body
interference does not influence the lateral center of pressure appreciably.
It can easily be shown that the streamwise center-of-pressure position
is definitely not independent of panel planform, as is the lateral position.
For instance, to the extent that slender-body theory can be applied to a
rectangular wing panel, slender-body theory would place its center of
pressure on the leading edge. It is worthwhile calculating the center-of-
pressure location for a triangular wing to see what effect interference has
on the location as far as its axial position is concerned. The values of
(Zo/cr)wes) have been calculated from the loading of the panel as given by
Eq. (3-12). The calculation is not reproduced here, but the values are
given in Table 5-1. Actually, the variation in the value of (Za/c/)ws
from the value of two-thirds for the wing alone is very small for triangular
panels. In fact, the effect of interference on both the lateral and longi-
tudinal center-of-pressure positious can be neglected for most purposes on

the basis of slender-body theory.

6-4. Cruciform Wing and Body Interference

The load distribution and the lift and cross-wind forces will be calcu-
lated for a cruciform wing-body combination formed of a flat-plate wing
and a circular body. Actually, the vertical panels can possess a semispan
t(x) different from the horizontal panels, which have semispan s(z). As
shown in Fig. 5-7, the configuration is pitched through . and banked by
angle ¢, so that the combination is at angle of attack & = a. cos ¢ and at
angle of sideslip 8 = . sin ¢. The fact we shall use to establish the flow
is that the flow field due to « will be unaltered by the presence of the
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vertical panels, and that due to 8 will be unaltered by the horizontal
panels. As a result, we need only compound two flow fields for a planar
wing-body combination at right angles to obtain that for a cruciform con-
figuration. This addition follows from the fact that potential functions
and flows can be added linearly in slender-body theory. We must, how-
ever, perform an analysis to see what happens to the pressure coefficient,

under these circumstances.
To study the pressure coefficient, let us consider the total potential
function for the perturbation velocities

# / z to be composed as follows,
& = ¢+ ada + Bop

¢
/ v where ¢, and ¢z are the perturbation

potentials for unit velocities in the «
) and 8 direction of Fig. 5-7. Then the
perturbation velocities are of the form

2 e U = u + auq + Bug  (5-25)

> The form of the pressure coefficient
—t Vo8 equation appropriate to the present
¢ Ve problem is

P= —-2(u-+ aw — Bv) — (v + w?)
(5-26)

Fie. 5-7. Axis systems for cruciform  where the velocity perturbation com-
géissffp under combined pitch and  hont are along the 7, y, z axes. Let

us now apply Eq. (5-26) to calculating
the loading on the right horizontal panel given by P+ — P~ or (AP)p.
The perturbation velocity components possess the following symmetry
properties and boundary values for the wing panel (with panels of no
thickness):

uﬁ = Uz Ug+ = VU w¢+ = —Wf = 0
Ut = — U VT = — V4~ w,t = w,m = —1 (5-27)
ugt = ug vgt = vg wgt = —wg” =0
From these values it is easily established that
(AP)p = —dou,t — 4o, v + 4aBv, (1 — vgt) (5-28)

The first two terms correspond precisely to those for a planar configura-
tion as given by Eq. (5-8) for ¢ = 0. The loading of the cruciform con-
figuration is thus the same as the planar configuration for ¢ = 0. For
¢ not equal to zero an additional term arises: a term proportional to af.
This third term represents the effect of bank angle on the panel loading.
Its nature is discussed in the next section for both plane and cruciform
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configurations, and it is termed the o8 coupling term. Note that it is
asymmetrical from left to right.

The velocity components involved in the panel loading, u.*, vt, and
v+, have already been given in Egs. (5-9) and (5-10). The remaining
velocity component vgt can be obtained from Eq. (5-3) by appropriately
interchanging » and w.

o —@/0(L — a'/y")
8T+ a Ny + @O+ at/yh)]

The complete loading for the right horizontal panel is now

a*\ ds ada a’ a?\?
taccos e l(l “—>d—+d—[2<— -1) +<1 -9 )
(A + a*/sh) — (¥¥/s1)(1 + a*/yH)]*
4(y/s)(y/H (A — a*/y*) .2 sin ¢ cos ¢ (5-30)

at y? at\ | ( a4> LU—z< cﬁ)]“
[(”?)‘Eﬁ(”«?)] (i) 5 (5

Because of the second term the normal force on the right panel is increased
as it moves downward with positive ¢, and the upgoing left panel loses
the same amount of normal force. It is clear that the loading can be
obtained on any panel from Eq. (5-30) by changing bank angle or inter-
changing s and i.

A similar analysis of the loading can be carried out for the body.
However, the boundary conditions for the body result in different rela-
tionships for the velocity components than for the wing panels. With
the symmetry properties of Eq. (5-27) (but not the boundary values), the
loading on the body becomes

(AP)pawy = —4aut — 4a(w + vatot + watwet)
— 4afB(wst — vot + vatvgt + watwgt)  (5-31)

5+ 1 (5-29)

(AP)p =

+

The second term is zero since the velocity in the crossflow plane
due to thickness v, + sw, is perpendicular to the velocity due to «,
[avet + ta(l 4+ w,)].  The first term exists at all bank angles and is the
same term given by Eq. (5-5) for a planar wing. The third term is the
coupling term for the body loading analogous to that for the panels. The
velocity components v,* and w.* occurring in the coupling term are given
by Eq. (5-9) as for a planar configuration. The velocity components vg*
and wgt are easily obtained from symmetry considerations from the
results for »,+ and wat.

_ 2a sin 0 sin 26 +1
[(t + a?/t)? — 4a®sin? 6]**
2a sin 20 cos @
[ + a%/t)? — 4a? sin? g]%

2),3+ =
(5-32)

’w,s+ =
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The body loading is

4a, cos ¢ [(1—§) 1+ 29 <1+£§_2§>%J
(AP)B(W) = [(1 + 2/82)2 — 4y2/82]1/2 i

64(y/s)(y/H) (1 — y*/a®) e’ cos ¢ sin ¢

a2\’ y? 14 a?\? y?
[(““?2) -4k [(1—;;) e

The body loading contains in the first term a part proportional to rate of
body expansion and a part proportional to rate of change of wing semi-
span. However, neither of these quantities influences the loading associ-
ated with combined pitch and sideslip.

With regard to the total forces on a cruciform configuration, it has been
noted that the coupling term proportional to a8 caused as much increase
in loading on the right panel for positive ¢ as it caused decrease on the
left panel. Likewise, the coupling term in Eq. (5-33) causes a similar
situation with respect to the right and left halves of the body. In conse-
quence the coupling terms produce no net lift but only cause an asym-
metrical loading. The total force on the configuration can be caleulated
by adding the forces due to two planar configurations at right angles just
as the flow can be similarly constructed. This is true since the gross
forces are independent of the coupling terms. Thus, the force Z along
the z axis is from Eq. (5-13)

+ (5-33)

, X (5-34)
Y = 2t (1 )
The lift in the 2’ direction (Fig. 5-7) is
L =Zcose — YVsine
which for a true cruciform configuration, s, = t., becomes
L = 2ra.s,? (1 — s—n + ) (5-35)

and the cross-wind force along the y’ axisis zero. It is seen that changing
the bank orientation for a constant value of a, does not change the lift
force, nor does it develop any cross-wind force. Thus, as the missile
rolls, it will continue to develop lift in the plane defined by the relative
wind and the missile axis. This characteristic, an important property of
the cruciform configuration, is also true of the triform configuration.

The aerodynamics of slender cruciform configurations have been
studied by Spreiter and Sacks.5
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5-6. Effect of Angle of Bank on Triangular Panel Characteristics;

Panel-Panel Interference

For a cruciform or planar wing-body combination, banking the mis-
sile in a positive direction introduces an additional loading on the right panel
proportional to o8, and subtracts a like loading from the left panel. The
amount of asymmetric panel loading so produced is given for planar and
cruciform configurations by the third term of Eq. (5-28). For cruciform
configurations, the loading is given explicitly by the second term of Eq.
(5-30). It is the purpose of this section to evaluate the asymmetrical
panel normal forces due to bank angle. The difference in the results for
the planar and cruciform configurations is an illustration of panel-panel
interference.

Counsider now the second term in Eq. (5-30) for the loading and desig-
nate it by P,.
4a,? sin ¢ cos ¢(8* — 1)

P, = 32(r? — 8%) (822 — 1) (5-36)
2 2
with ;= 2—2 5 = %5 (5-37)

With the notation of Fig. 5-5, the total normal force on the right panel
due to P, is

AZp
qo—tane/ dy/ P,ds

_ @la?sin ¢ cos ¢ /("m/")’ (82 — 1) s
1

tan e 8%

(sm/a)* % dr
[ G —E O3
The integration with respect to r yields elliptic integrals

A7 20 2 & 3 (sm/a@)® (§2 — 1)3%
AZy _ % singcos ¢ / Ot k) + F@ak)lds (5-30)

7o - tan e 2%6°
wherein
g _ Geafa)(6 = 1) sl
OS¥1 = (oia — DR F T a@E D (-40)
oo Bo/OOED G
CoS Yo = (sn2/a® + 1)5% 2(62 + 1)

A further integration to obtain the panel normal force appears formidable,
and the evaluation has actually been performed numerically. The
normal force Zp is conveniently made nondimensional in such a way that
it is specified by a lift ratio K, depending only on sn/a.

AZp tan e
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Here Zp is the normal force on the panel as a part of the wing alone at
angle of attack a.

Zr _ r(s. — q)
% (S — a)? (5-42)

Equations (5-38), (5-41), and (5-42) give

1 (sm/a)® (§2 — 1)3
Ke = o7a =19 f O i W) + P s (5-43)

for a cruciform wing-body combination.
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F1c. 5-8. Interference lift ratios for loading associated with bank angle,

For a planar wing-body combination the expression for K, can be deter-
mined in the same fashion as for a cruciform ecombination. The loading
coefficient due to a8 is obtained from the second term of Eq. (5-30) with

= a. The equation for K, is

K, 2 /wm/w (6 — 1)(8* — 1)
1

" w(sa/a — 1)? 5
2/q2 14
tanh—! (%_lja) b (5-44)

The values of K, are tabulated in Table 5-2 for ready use and are
plotted in Fig. 5-8. The difference in K, between the planar and cruci-
form cases is associated with a form of panel-panel interference. In Eq.
(5-28) it is seen that the force associated with K, depends on a coupling
between the sidewash velocities v, and v5 due to angles of attack and side-
slip. The presence of the vertical panels between the horizontal panels
in the cruciform apparently has the gross effect of diminishing the
coupling and reducing the value of K,. In the illustrative example
which follows, the nature of K, for a triangular wing will be explained,
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but first let us consider the center of pressure of the loading associated
with K.

The centers of pressure associated with the K, loadings of planar and
cruciform combinations with triangular wings have been calculated
numerically and are listed in Table 5-2. The centers of pressure so

TABLE 5-2. SLENDER-BODY PARAMETERS FOR Loaping Durk 1O BANK;
TRIANGULAR PANELS*

Planar Cruciform
il b, | T |
ok, (_> | ez | <_> e =
{ P\ w0 smo—a ! ¢ Jwis Sm — a
i i B
0 0.637(2/7) | 0.667(2%) | 0.524(x/6), 0.382 0.667(23) | 0.556
0.1 0.687 0.667 0.518 0.447 | 0.654 0.532
0.2 0.681 0.677 0.531 0.490 | 0.660 0.530
0.3 0.649 0.688 0.546 0.508 | 0.673 0.540
0.4 0.597 0.699 0.560 0.502 | 0.687 0.554
0.5 0.529 0.709 1 0.575 0.471 0.700 0.569
0.6 0.447 0.719 ‘ 0.588 0.417 0.714 0.585
0.7 0.352 0.729 0.601 0.342 | 0.725 0.598
0.8 0.246 0.736 0.614 0.244 0.734 0.612
0.9 0.128 0.744 0.616 0.127 0.743 0.625
1.0 0 0.750(341) | 0.637(2/x) 0 0.750(34) | 0.637(2/x)

* The accuracy of the tabulated results is estimated to be +0.002.

calculated are useful for predicting the variation with bank angle of the
rolling moments and root bending moments as well as the panel hinge
moments. Comparison of Tables 5-1 and 5-2 shows that the migration
of panel center-of-pressure position with a/s,, is much greater for the K,
panel force than for the Kw panel force. No integrated results are pre-
sented for the loading on the body which is asymmetrical with respect to
the vertical plane of symmetry. It is clear that the body loading has no
net effect on body normal force, rolling moment, or pitching moment.

Hlustrative Example

Let us examine the variation of the force on the panel of a triangular
wing as it sideslips at constant angle of attack. Calculate the fractional
change in the panel force, and compare it with the change computed on
the basis of slender-body theory using K,.

With regard to Fig. 5-9 consider a triangular wing with no thickness of
semiapex angle ¢, at angle of attack o« and angle of sideslip 8. The
pressure of distribution on the wing is conical with respect to the apex,
and the loading of the right panel is greater on the average than that of
the left panel for positive sideslip. The change in the panel force with
sideslip can be calculated on the basis of linear theory from the results of
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x
F1e. 5-9. Triangular lifting surface at combined pitch and sideslip.
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Fra. 5-10. Change in loading of panel of triangular wing due to sideslip.

A. L. Jones and A. Alksne.® The results for the pressure distribution
have been integrated to obtain the panel normal force coefficient (Cz)p.
Let (ACz)p be the change in force coefficient due to changing the angle of
sideslip for 0 to 8. Then (ACz/Cz)p is the fractional change in panel
force due to sideslip. Normalize the sideslip angle by forming the param-
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cter tan B/tane. Then, for a value of the parameter of unity, the left
side edge is streamwise. The values for the triangular wings are shown
in Fig. 5-10 for two different conditions. For tan e = 0.5 and M, = 2.0,
the right edge becomes supersonic for a few degrees of sideslip. Actually
the force gained by the left panel is not precisely counteracted by the
force lost by the left panel, but the balance is nearly precise.

Let us now apply the K, factor to calculate the panel force on the basis
of slender-body theory. From LEq. (5-41) the force coefficient ratio is

(ACz) _ BK, (5-15)

Cz /p tane

Letl us substitute tan 8 for 8 so that

<A0z> K tan 8 (5-46)
»

—C_z ?tan e

The meaning of K, is now clear since it is the slope of the curve shown in
Fig. 5-10.  For a planar wing Table 5-2 yields a value of K, of 2/x. The
straight line shown in this figure has this slope and therefore represents
slender-body theory. It is surprising that slender-body theory fits the
results of linear theory so well when the large semiapex angles and angles
of sideslip are considered.

5-6. Summary of Results; Afterbody Effects

The previous results apply as derived to slender planar and cruciform
wing-body combinations. It is the purpose of this section to gather
together the results into a compact form for application to actual missiles.
The formulas are illustrated by application to a cruciform missile under a
banked condition in the next section. Before summarizing the results,
let us note that the panel forces and moments are not all referred to the
same axes as the forces and moments of the other components. The two
axis systems and the corresponding notations are given in Fig. 5-2. For
simplicity, the hinge axis of the panel is assumed to have the same longi-
tudinal position as the center of moments. Transfer of hinge moments to
any other axis can easily be made. The results for the right panel apply
to all panels since the bank angle is arbitrary.

Planar Configuration

Forces and moments of right panel:

Cyx)p = Kw <l d—%) a, Cos ¢ + K, (l dCL) a2 sin ¢ cos ¢
w

2 da tan e\2 da Jw
(Cy)p = —Kw (%%%E)W@ac COS ¢
K, (1dCL\ @olww -
Ea,Te(?, 7o )W'*lr—ac sin g cos ¢ (5-47)
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1dC o
(Chp = —Kw (i —d—j‘)wgy—-)l——r—‘z—m o, COS ¢

K, (1dCy (To)w s g o
tan e <§ E)W T % sin ¢ COS ¢

Forces and moments on body due to wing:
. daC
(Cr)swy = Ks <-(-]——I> a, cos? ¢
X Jw

(Ce)pwy = K <d—CL)W o, sin ¢ cos ¢

do (5-48)
(Co)powy = — Kz ACr)  Eopaw) a. cos? ¢
da Jw I,
(C)pawy =0
Forces and moments of complete configuration:
(Cr)e = (Co)xv + (Cr)sw) + Kw (%g£> a. cos? ¢
a fw
(Ce)e = (Colxw + (Ceypowmy + Kw (ggé> a. sin ¢ cos ¢
da Jw (5-49)
. e Lo
(Cm)e = (Co)xy + (Cr)pary — Kw (_d%>w (96_)1@9 a €0s? ¢
¥ ({C '—a 7 (B
(CI)C = —Kw <7&£)W -(-g—)frﬂp—) e COS ¢
Cruciform Configuration
Forces and moments on right panel:
(Cz)p
(&3]
(C)Hp Same analytical form as Eq. (5-47)
Forces and moments on body due to wing:
(Cr)ewn = Ksp (%gé) e
a Jw
Cpwy =0 (5-50)
(Co)swy = —K3» dCy M‘Dac
da Jw I
Cheay = 0
Forces and moments on complete configuration:
ac
(Co)e = (o) + (K + Kw) (d—L> o
a Jw
(Ce)e =0
1
_ [K5(Za)powy + Kw(Za)wm] (dCL (5-51)
(Cm)C’ = (an)N - l W Wac

(e =0
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The quantities due to the missile nose can be calculated by any method
applicable to bodies alone.

The results for the over-all forces and moments on the cruciform missile
show several interesting properties. First, the resultant force is inde-
pendent of bank angle in magnitude and direction, being always in the
plane of a.. Second, the rolling moments of the individual panels add up
to zero. These two factors produce an air frame, the characteristics of
which are independent of bank attitude in contrast to a planar wing-body
combination. The technological importance of the cruciform configura-
tion is associated in part with this result.

Before discussing the application of the foregoing formulas to an actual
nonslender case, let us be concerned
with the values of the lift ratios and
centers of pressure to be used in the A ’
theory as givenin Tables 5-1 and 5-2. o~ o7
Actually three lift ratios are con- D

e NN D s

cerned: K,, Kw,and Kz. Thevalues //J/x\_(/(\ SN 1)
of Kw and K3 as derived do not de- = -
pend on the wing planform although
K, does. Nevertheless, as a first ap-
proximation to the a8 coupling term, .
it is believed that K, can be used for giﬁg ,f’(;ll:(') d;‘,[jr ansference of lift from
panels other than triangular. With

regard to the panel center of pressure, the values of Z, and . are very
close to the values for the wing alone for the triangular panels considered
in the derivation. Actually, the value of §. does not depend on the
planform and should apply to panels other than triangular. For panels
other than triangular, it is recommended that the center of pressure of
the wing alone be used for Z,, since wing-body interference has little effect
on panel center of pressure for a triangular panel. For rectangular
panels some linear theory calculations are given by Pitts et al.® to show
the effect of wing-body interference on z, for a rectangular panel. At
worst, interference causes a few per cent forward shift. The values of
the center of lift on the body due to the wing are open to some criticism
when calculated by slender-body theory in certain instances. Let us now
consider afterbody effects from the point of view of Kz and (Z.) sow).

For slender configurations, the length of the body behind the wing
should not have an important effect on the body lift or center of pressure.
However, for nonslender configurations, the existence of an afterbody
can have a large influence on the values of Kg or (Zo)savy. In slender-
body theory it is assumed that the loading on the body due to the wing
carries straight across the body diameter along A A as shown in Fig. 5-11.
Actually the pressure waves travel around the body and follow the
helices intersecting the parallel generators of the body at the Mach angle.

—»%Ba
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The pressures on the body are thus transferred a distance downstream
anywhere from zero at the juncture to #Ba/2 on the top of the body.
The importance of this effect depends among other things on afterbody
length and Mach number. Behind the Mach helices from the wing trail-
ing edge, the wave system from the trailing edge causes a decrease in
afterbody loading. A swept trailing edge further complicates the prob-
lem. An approximate model for calculating the loading and center of
pressure on the body is shown in Fig. 5-12. The body is assumed to be
planar and to act at zero angle of attack to “catch” the lift developed by

Lift catching area; o =0

fan'm Ay
777 % G
a 1l 7
, “w » Yw
(@) ()

Fig. 5-12. Planar models for calculating afterbody effects. (a) No afterbody; (b)
afterbody.

the wing. If no afterbody is present, the loading on the body is inte-
grated only over the region in front of the trailing edge. However, if the
trailing-edge Mach waves intersect on the afterbody, the region in front
of the waves is considered to be effective in lift.

The pressure field due to either panel is considered to be the pressure
field of the isolated panel. With reference to the coordinate system of
Fig. 5-12, the pressure field for a supersonic edge is (Eq. 2-33)

. 2awm _,&/B + mBy ~
P = T OmiB? — Ty ¢ ——— (5-52)

and for a subsonic edge? is

_ daw(Bm)* (§/B — p\#
~ 7B(mB + 1) \ m¢ + 9

In the application of these fields to the wing-body combination, it has
been assumed that the Mach wave from the leading edge of the wing tip
falls behind the trailing edge of the wing-body juncture. This assump-

tion, which insures that no tip effects fall on the lift-catching areas, leads
to the condition

(5-53)

BA(1+>\)<1+%1§>Z4

The values of Kp and (Z./c,)zw, calculated on the basis of the planar
models are shown in Figs. 5-13 and 5-14. Tt is apparent that the effect
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Frc. 5-13. Values of Kp based on planar model. (a) No afterbody: (b) afterbody



134 MISSILE AERODYNAMICS

of the afterbody depends principally on the value of the parameter
2Ba/c,. For large values of the parameter the large lifting-catching area
behind the wing trailing edge causes larger values of Kz and more rear-
ward positions of the center of pressure. The importance of afterbody
effects increases with Mach number if the afterbody is sufficiently long so
that more afterbody area falls in front of the trailing-edge Mach helices.
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Fre. 5-14. Values of (%a/c.)paw) based on planar model. (a) No afterbody; ()
afterbody.

5-7. Application to Nonslender Configurations; Calculative Example

The results for the forces and moments summarized in the previous
section depended on the quantities read from either Tables 5-1 and 5-2 or
Figs. 5-13 and 5-14. However, it is noteworthy that the forces and
moments, with the exception of those due to the missile nose, are all pro-
portional to the lift-curve slope of the wing alone. The theory was
deliberately set up in this fashion; that is, all interference lifts were
normalized by the lift of the wing alone. As long as the wing-body com-
binations are slender, the formulas apply without much question. But,
if the wing-body combinations are not slender, can the theory be applied
with any confidence? It turns out that the answer is yes for the following
reasons. It is reasonable that the ratio of the interference lift to the
wing-alone lift will be better predicted for nonslender configurations than
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the absolute magnitude of the interference lift itself. In fact, if it is
assumed that lift ratios and centers of pressure are accurately predicted by
slender-body theory, then the foregoing formulas apply directly to non-
slender configurations, provided an accurate value of the lift-curve slope
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Fic. 5-15. Comparison of theory and experiment for triangular wing and body

combinations.
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Fig. 5-16. Dimensions of model used in calculative example.

of the wing alone for the nonslender wing is used. (For this lift-curve
slope, either the value from the linear theory or an experimental val.ue
will do.) The proof of the assumption lies in being able to predict
accurately the measured lift and moments of wing-body combinations by
the method. Actually, the method has been tested successfully for large
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numbers of wing-body combinations at subsonic and supersonic speeds. s
In Fig. 5-15 a favorable comparison is made between the predictions of
the formulas and the measured characteristics of a systematic series of
triangular wing-body combinations varying from slender to nonslender.
These data are those of Nielsen, Katzen, and Tang.?

Calculative Example:

Calculate the forces and moments of the right panel, the body in the
presence of the wing, and the complete configuration for a wing-body com-
bination with the dimensions shown in Fig. 5-16. Take o, = 0.3 radian,
o = 22.5° M, = 2.0. This is the configuration studied by Spahr.10

As a first step, let us evaluate the quantities occurring in the formulas
as given by Eqs. (5-47), (5-50), and (5-51). From the dimensions, we
have

a 0.75
s T 278 = 0.27
Table 5-1 then gives
Ky =1.23 Kg =0.39
(-”-) = 0.648 (‘”—) = 0.556
Cr JW(B) Cr JB(W)
Ya =& _ 418 Ju = 1.586
Sm — @

For the loading due to o8 coupling, Table 5-2 gives

K,=050 Y29 _ o537
Sm — Q

<§f) = 0.669 g, = 1.914
Cr JW(B)
Since the centers of pressure are given already in distance behind the
leading edge of the wing-body juncture, let the pitching-moment reference
axis be located there. Let the reference length be the wing-body junc-
ture chord, and take the reference area as the wing-alone area.

Since there is some question about the adequacy of the slender-body
theory for (Z.)z(w) when afterbodies are present, let us determine this
factor from Fig. 5-14. The two parameters required for doing this are

1% =
2Ba _ 2(3)*(0.75) . 0.65
Cr 4

Bm = 3% tan e = 3%(0.5) = 0.866

(x-) ~ 085
Cr ] B(W)

The figure then gives
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a value considerably greater than the slender-body value of 0.556. The
final quantity required to evaluate the forces and moments is the lift-
curve slope of the wing alone. Trom Eq. (2-36)

aCy _ 27 tan e
(%)W T E[(1 — B:m®)¥
(1 — Bxm®)% = 0.5 sin—! 0.5 = 30°
E(30°) = 1.4675

dly, 2r(0.5) _ ,
v e = 2.14 d
(da >w L4675 ~ >l perradian

Let us now evaluate the force and moment coefficients for the right wing
panel as given by Eq. (5-47).

(C2)p = (1.23) 2# (0.3)(0.924)
0.50 /2.14 o o
+ 525 (7> (0.3)2(0.924)(0.383) = 0.399
Cop = —(1.23) ?:2111 (0.648)(0.3)(0.924)
0.50 /2.14 . .
~ (ﬁ) (T) (0.669)(0.3)2(0.924) (0.383) = —0.258
(C)p = —(1.23) —2—21—4 (1%89) (0.3)(0.924)

0.50 (2.14) 1914 ., ~
_ 214N 1914 ) 51200.924)(0.383) = —0.160
0.50(2) 1 (0.3)%(0.924)(0.383)

The coefficients for any other panel can be calculated as if the right-hand
panel had been rotated by angle ¢ into its position.

The force and moments for the body in the presence of the wing are
given by Eq. (5-50).

(Cr)powy = 0.39(2.14)(0.3)
= 0.25
(Ca)powy = —0.39(2.14)(0.85)(0.3)
—0.212
(CC)B(W) = (CI)B(W) =0

The forees on the complete wing-body combination are given by Eq.
(5-51).

(Crye = (Cp)x + (0.39 + 1.23)(2.14)(0.3)

= (Co)y + 1.04
Co)e =0 N
(Co)e = (Co)x — [0.39(0.85) + 1.23(0.648)](2.14)(0.3) = (C..)x — 0.725
Che =0
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5-8. Simplified Vortex Model of Wing-Body Combination

A simplified vortex model of a wing-body combination is useful for
many purposes, and such a model is illustrated by Fig. 5-17. Consider
the circulation distribution across the wing panels shown in the figure.
The actual shape of the distribution is given by the integrand of the
integral in Eq. (5-15). If T'yis the circulation at the wing-body juncture,

(T

Section A4 Section BB
Fra. 5-17. Simplified vortex model of slender wing-body combination.
then
A 292 _ gt 2 2%
{ — [(Sm y a )(Sm Y )] (5_54)
Iy y(sm? — a*)

The trailing vorticity is proportional to the slope of the circulation dis-
tribution curve and is distributed continuously across the wing span,
being concentrated toward the wing tips. According to the discussion of
Sec. 6-2, the trailing vorticity soon rolls up into a concentrated vortex
near the center of gravity of the vortex sheet. The center of vorticity
for the present circulation distribution, which is nearly elliptical, lies
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very close to w/4 of the panel semispan from the wing-body juncture.
Sec Table 6-1. Assume therefore that the external wing panels are
replaced by a bound vortex in the panel plus a trailing vortex on each side
as shown in Fig. 5-17. The presence of the circular afterbody requires
an image vortex system to cancel the velocity normal to the body induced
by the external vortices. Or, from another point of view, the bound
vortex in the wing has to be terminated inside the body in some fashion.
In so far as the flow in each crossflow plane ean be considered independent
of that in other crossflow planes, as in slender-body theory, we can satisfy
the body boundary condition by the introduction of the image trailing
vortices as shown. The image vortices must be so located that
a? -

ry = —7:) (0-55)
It is possible to complete the vortices by extending them forward to form
horseshoe vortices as shown in the figure.

It is to be pointed out that the foregoing model is not accurate in the
immediate neighborhood of the wing because many vortex lines lie on the
wing surface. Nevertheless, the model accurately predicted the division
of lift between wing and body. Since we have replaced the wing-body
combination by a pair of horseshoe vortices, we have a uniform loading
along the part of the vortex normal to the stream, the so-called lift-
ing line. The load per unit spanwise distance of a lifting line in poV o'y,
and the lift on the body is represented by the length of the line inside
the body, and similarly for the lift on the wing. Thus

2
Lo = ZPOVOFO <yv - a_)

2 4
= qo2ra <l - :9% + sa—,,,“) Sm? (5-56)
It will be recognized that this equation is a special case of Eq. (4-121).
The vortex strength is

— (1"/2)&1/’087",2(1 - a?/st + a4/8m4)

Iy v = ay. (5-57)
The ratio of the lift on the body to that on the wing panel is
Lpw, _ Kz
LW(B) KW
—_— 2
R Rl (5-58)
Yo — @

The values of Kz/Kw obtained from the simplified model are compared
with the corresponding values from slender-body theory for several
values of the radius-semispan ratio in Table 5-3. These values are based
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on the value of (y, — a)/(s» — @) of n/4. It is interesting that the
approximate model predicts a division of lift between body and wing very
close to that of slender-body theory.

Behind the trailing edge, vortices roll up and follow the streamline
given implicitly by Eq. (4-88). Actually there is developed a load on the
afterbody because of the motions of the vortices. The actual load can
be calculated by Eq. (4-121). As the vortices pass along the body in the

TaBLE 5-3. VaLuks o¥ Kg/Kw

a/sm o o2 ! o+ ! 056 0.8 | 1.0
[ [ A
| |
Slender-body theory 0 0.239 ’ 0.454 1 0.646 0.826 ! 1.0
Vortex model 0 0.242 | 0.459 i 0.656 0.837 i 1.0

downstream direction, their lateral spacing decreases. It can readily be
seen from Eq. (4-121) that the afterbody loading is then downward,
that is, negative. The problem of afterbody loading for a symmetri-
cal vortex pair in the presence of a circular cylinder was studied by
Lagerstrom and Graham.!!

SYMBOLS
a body radius
a body radius occurring with s,
A aspect ratio of wing alone
bo(x) function of = oceurring in complex potential
B (Mo — 1)%
cr chord at wing-body juncture
C cross-wind force, Fig. 5-2
Ce cross-wind force coefficient, Fig. 5-2
Cy hinge-moment coefficient of wing panel, Fig. 5-2
o rolling-moment coeflicient
dC/da  lift-curve slope per radian
CL lift coeflicient, Fig. 5-2
Cn pitching-moment coefficient, Fig. 5-2
Cz Z force coefficient, Fig. 5-2
E complete elliptic integral of second kind
k modulus of elliptic integral
K complementary modulus, (1 — k)"
K complete elliptic integral of first kind
Kz ratio of lift on body in presence of wing to lift of wing alone,
e =0
Ky ratio of lift of wing panels in presence of body to lift of wing

alone, ¢ = 0

K,

b
L
m
]‘[ 0
P
P
P,

Pt
P-
AP
o
To
T

8
Sm
{

tm

U, v, W

U, Vg, Wy
Uay Voy We

Ug, Ug, Wg

Vo

W,

W,

T, Y, 2
‘,1.” y/, z/

Z'fx’ gcx
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lift ratio specifying additional wing load due to sideslip at con-
stant angle of attack

reference length

lift force in plane of Vo and missile longitudinal axis

tangent of wing semiapex angle

free-stream Mach number

local static pressure

pressure coefficient, (p — po)/qo

additional pressure coefficient due to sideslip at constant
angle of attack

pressure on impact surface (positive a)

pressure on suction surface (positive «)

P+ — p-

free-stream dynamic pressure

radial distance to external vortex

radial distance to image vortex

local semispan of right wing panel

maximum semispan of right wing panel

local semispan of vertical panel

maximum semispan of vertical panel

perturbation velocity components along z, y, and z, respec-
tively, for unit V,

perturbation velocity component at @ = 8 = 0 for unit V,

perturbation velocity components due to angle of attack for
unit ¥V, and unit «

perturbation velocity components due to angle of sideslip
for unit V, and unit g8

free-stream velocity

complex potential at « = 0

complex potential due to angle of attack

missile axes of symmetry

missile axes of symmetry for angle of attack with ¢ = 0,
Fig. 5-2

coordinates of center of pressure for loading due to angle of
attack

coordinates of center of pressure of additional loading due to
sideslip at constant angle of attack

lateral position of concentrated vortex

forces along y and z axes

y + 12

angle of attack, a. cos ¢

included angle between Vo and missile longitudinal axis

wing angle of attack

angle of sideslip, a. sin ¢
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Ty value of T at wing-body juncture
T'(y) circulation distribution

8 y/a?

€ semiapex angle of wing alone

0 polar angle

A sm/a; also panel taper ratio

T s2/a?

£ 1 Fig. 5-12

&i interference potential

& potential due to thickness, « = 0
o potential due to angle of attack
o5 potential due to angle of sideslip

¢ angle of bank
Y1, Yo Eq. (5-40)

Subscripts :

B body alone

B(W) body in presence of wing panels

C complete configuration

N missile nose or forebody

P wing panel

w wing alone formed by joining exposed wing panels together
W (B) wing panels in presence of body
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CHAPTER 0

DOWNWASH, SIDEWASH, AND THE WAKE

In this chapter we will be concerned with methods for predicting the
streamline directions behind a lifting surface, alone or in combination
with a body. This knowledge is necessary for the determination of the
aerodynamic characteristics of any aerodynamic shape, such as a tail,
immersed in the flow. For this purpose the direction of the streamlines

Frg. 6-1. Wind axes and sidewash at the trailing edge of the wing.

will be specified with respect to the system of wind axes shown in Fig.
6-1. Let the components of the streamline velocity V with respect to
the missile be 4, 7, and w along the positive axes of Z, §, and Z, respectively.
Then the downwash angle € and the sidewash angle ¢ are defined to be

o —0
€ = — arctanﬁ == v
_ _ (6-1)
aresin Y i
¢ = ar RPN
V V

These definitions based on the local streamline velocity are to be com-
pared with the tangent definition of the angle of attack and the sine
144
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definition of the angle of sideslip in Sec. 1-4, based on the free-stream
velocity. Thus the angles of downwash and sidewash for the streamline
velocity have the opposite sign conventions of the angles of attack and
sideslip for V. The term wake is used in reference to the regions of vor-
ticity or the vortex sheet associated with flow behind an aerodynamic
shape.

6-1. Vortex Model Representing Slender Wing with Trailing Edge
Normal to Flow

Consider the sidewash velocities at the trailing edge of a slender wing,
as shown in Fig. 6-1. The ¥ axis is aligned in the V, direction, and the
wing as drawn shows no angle of attack because « is assumed small. et
the potential on the bottom surface be ¢+ and that on the top surface be
¢~ so that the positive sidewash velocities on the bottom and top are
d¢t/07 and d¢—/d7. Consider an enlarged section of the trailing edge.
The cirewdation T around the contour is defined to be

I = 96 q: ds (6-2)

where ¢, 1s the veloeity component tangent to the contour, and the line
integral is taken in the counterclockwise sense. The quantity T is then
taken as the measure of the strength of all vortex lines threading through
the contour. In evaluating the circulation, let us for the moment ignore
the presence of any shock waves. Then we can evaluate the circulation
around the contour as follows:

6T s = 11 62 ooy = — 8_(1); i
a9y
oot (6-3)
61‘34 = —1 62 5F4] = —a-?'i— 6g
- . dot 0o\ .- .
hus 0934 = (5(% - “(%7) oy (6-4)

Since d¢* /a7 is positive as shown, and d¢—/a7 is negative, the circulation
will be positive corresponding to a counterclockwise vortex. Let us
define the potential difference as the positive quantity

Ao = ¢7 — ¢* (6-5)
%0 that dr(;vly_fi“ - Q(%};ﬂu (6-6)

or the trailing-vortex strength per unit span is the negative slope of the
potential-difference curve. Alternatively,

0T = —5(Ad)ee (6-7)

or the total vortex strength trailing back from the trailing edge between
any two spanwise points is equal to the negative of the change in potential
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difference across the trailing edge between the two points. Thus, from
a knowledge of the velocity potential at the wing trailing edge, the
strength of the vortex lines leaving the edge can be directly calculated.
From the simple preceding result the vortex model of the flow at the
wing trailing edge can be constructed, and such a vortex model is shown
in T'ig. 6-2. The potential difference at the trailing edge produces a
trailing-vortex sheet, the strength of which is dT'/dy per unit span given
by Eq. (6-6). The tendency of the vortex strength per unit span to
approach infinity at the side edges of the sheet is noteworthy. The vor-
tex lines do not terminate at the wing trailing edge but can be considered

F1G. 6-2. Vortex system representing wing.

to lie in the wing surface as shown. These bound vortex lines can be
shown to lie along contours of constant potential difference. The fact
that these lines do not lie along the quarter-chord line is the only differ-
ence between the foregoing model and that of simple lifting-line theory.
Modifications of simple lifting-line theory to account in part for this differ-
ence have, of course, been made in an effort to adapt lifting-line theory to
lower aspect ratios.® The exact positions of the vortex lines on the
planform of the wing will have an influence on the downwash and side-
wash fields right behind the trailing edge, but their influence is apprecia-
ble only a short distance downstream, as will subsequently be shown.

Consider now a mathematical determination of the vortex strengths at
the trailing edge of the wing in Fig. 6-2. The complex potential for the
slender flat-plate wing on the basis of Table 2-3 is

WG = ¢+ i = bo(F) — iaVo(3* — so8)* (6-8)

in any crossflow plane with the local semispan equal to so. The potential
at the trailing edge on the upper surface is

¢~ = bo(0) + aVo(sa® — 77)* (6-9).

DOWNWASH, SIDEWASH, AND THE WAKE 147

and on the lower surface

¢t = bo(0) — aVo(sn® — §5)* (6-10)
so that
A¢lc = 2aI’70(Sm2 - ??2)” (6-11)
The strength of the trailing-vortex sheet per unit span is
dI‘ a(A¢)te 7 g »
bR AC ) 2L S — -12
di 5 - 2 = (6-12)

The vortex strength per unit span exhibits square-root singularities at
the side edges of the vortex sheet. Only the part of ¢ asymmetrical with
respect to Z can contribute to the potential difference at the trailing edge:
that is, the part due to angle of attack or camber. Within the framework

b

Mach cone

Obtique shocks

x

Fic. 6-3. Circulation contour with trailing shock waves.

of slender-body theory the shape of the planform does not affect the
potential difference at a trailing edge normal to the stream, and therefore
has no effect on the trailing-vortex strengths. It is to be noted that the
potential difference can differ from the span loading if the square terms of
Bernoulli’s equation contribute to the span loading.

No particular attention has been paid to the shock-wave system at the
trailing edge of the wing. Figure 6-3 illustrates the state of affairs for an
edge normal to the air stream. The contour of integration 1234 of Fig.
6-1 for evaluating the circulation is repeated. Although the contour
straddles the two plane shock waves as shown, the contributions of sides
12 and 34 to the circulation still vanish as in the original derivation.
Also, if the sides 23 and 41 are brought down between the shock waves,
the circulation will still be the same, since the velocities along 23 and 41,
being tangential to the shock fronts, will remain unaltered passing
through them.

Although the simple case of a trailing edge normal to the flow was
assumed in the derivation, this restriction can be relaxed. Consider the
trailing edge at an angle of sideslip 8 as in Fig. 6-4. The velocity can be
broken down into a component 17, cos 8 perpendicular to the trailing
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edge, which produces a potential ¢, and a component V, sin 8 parallel tg
the trailing edge, which produces a potential ¢s. It is clear that ¢s will
produce a potential which has the same value at corresponding points on
the top and bottom surfaces and which therefore adds nothing to Ady,
However, in the calculation of A¢;, the appropriate free-stream velocity
and angle of attack normal to the trailing edge must be used. The
sidewash velocity V' sin 8, when superimposed on the flow due to @a, Will
straighten out the vortex lines in the free-stream direction, as shown in
Fig. 6-4.

mws g

Ty sin 8

F1c. 6-4. Vortex system representing slender wing with sideslip.

6-2. Rolling Up of the Vortex Sheet behind a Slender Wing

In the preceding section the circulation distribution at the trailing edge
of a wing was determined, and now we consider what happens as the
vortex sheet leaves the trailing edge and moves downstream. Two
slender-body solutions exist for the shape of the downstream sheet. The
first solution is that proposed by Jones,* and subsequently treated also
by Ward (Ref. 1 of Chap. 3); the second solution is that of Westwater.?
In the Jones-Ward solution two linearized conditions are used: first, that
the velocity is tangential to the vortex sheet on both sides, and second,
that the pressure is continuous through the sheet, as calculated by the
linearized Bernoulli equation. The consequence of these two assump-
tions is that the vortex lines are straight and parallel, as in lifting-line
theory. If the two conditions above are not linearized, then the Jones-
Ward solution is modified in two aspects. In the first place, the vortex
lines are no longer straight and parallel, but a more serious difficulty
arises. The infinite velocities at the outer edges of the vortex sheets
give a finite force tending to tear the sheet apart, whereas no such force
arose with the linearized Bernoulli equation. As a consequence of this
force, the sheet, instead of tearing apart immediately, starts to roll up at
the edge. A more detailed discussion of this phenomenon is given by
Ward.1s

Let us now turn to the work of Westwater. As the vortices stream
backward, they induce velocities on each other in such a manner that the
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center of the sheet is depressed relative to the outer edges which roll up.
If the usual assumption of slender-body theory is made that the flow in
each crossflow plane is independent of that in others, a simple calculation
can be performed to see how the sheet rolls up. With reference to Fig.
6-5, the magnitude of the velocity induced on one vortex by another, say
the velocity induced on vortex 2 by vortex 1, is

ry
van = 27r

(6-13)

the velocity acts normal to the radius vector joining the vortices. West-
water? has calculated the rolling up of the vortex sheet due to an elliptical
potential difference at the wing trailing
edge. In his calculations, Westwater re-
placed the continuous vortex sheet by 20
vortices of equal strength, and computed
their mutual interactions by means of [q.
(6-13). Having calculated the velocities of
the vortices in a given crossflow plane, he
was able to determine their new positions in L

a crossflow plane a short distance down- v 26"; Mutual induction be.
stream. By continuing this step—by-s?ep t\z'((;n -p'ai} of t‘wo—dimensional
process, he was able to calculate the rolling  yortices.

up of the vortex sheet for the elliptical case.

The results of Westwater’s calculations are illustrated in Fig. 6-6.

The edge of the vortex sheet starts to curl up by virtue of vortices
moving along the sheet toward the edges on each side. At the same time
the center of the sheet moves downward. The vortex sheet tends to roll
up into a concentrated vortex on each side, with a lateral spacing between
vortices somewhat less than the wing span. For an elliptical loading,
the vortex sheet can thus be approximately represented by a pair of con-
centrated vortices for sufficiently large distances behind the wing trailing
edge. It should be borne in mind, however, that a potential difference
at the trailing edge of other than elliptical shape ean produce a different
type of vortex system. See Fig. 6-21.

It is desirable to know at what distance behind the wing trailing edge
the vortex sheet is “essentially rolled up.” Mathematically, the vortex
sheet approached a completely rolled-up condition only in an asymptotic
sense and never achieves it. Thus, some arbitrary criterion must be
specified to indicate when the sheet can be said to be rolled up. Kaden,!
using a particular model and a particular mathematical eriterion, has
established the following distance for the sheet to roll up for elliptical
distributions,

e=0283p (6-14)
s
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where b is the wing span and A the aspect ratio. The form of this equa-

tion can be established on the basis of similarity arguments. The

distance to roll up e, or any other significant downstream distance, is

directly proportional to some linear dimension of the wing and to the

free-stream velocity, and is inversely proportional to the magnitude of
Y4

—— — Vortex lines

N Trailing edge of wing

Fic. 6-6. Shape of vortex sheet associated with elliptical potential distribution accord-
ing to Westwater.

the velocities induced by the vortex system.

e bf"’ (6-15)

The induced velocities vary directly as the vortex strength and inversely
as the vortex span b,.

. bb;"“ (6-16)
The vortex strength is related to the lift by
L= poVonv (6-17)
2 2 7 2
Thus ¢ et 6bn pol S (6-18)

Since b, is a constant fraction of b for a given shape of potential difference
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curve, we can write

e A

2 = —_— -1

7 k o (6-19)
where k& depends on the shape of the curve. According to Spreiter and
Sacks,® the distance e given by Kaden’s formula seems to be low.

For purposes of computing the downwash and sidewash velocities

behind a lifting configuration, it is sometimes not critical or even impor-
tant whether the vortex sheet is flat or rolled up, as we will see in the next
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Fic. 6-7. Horseshoe vortex representing elliptical potential distribution.

chapter. Under such circumstances a precise knowledge of how far
behind the trailing edge the vortex sheet is rolled up is not required.
From a qualitative picture of the vortex wake behind the wing, let us
proceed to the calculation of the strength and lateral position of the
rolled-up vortex pair associated with an elliptical potential-difference
distribution. Consider first the strength of the vortices T'c. With
reference to Fig. 6-7, the potential difference at the trailing edge is

(Ad)e = 2aVo(sn? — §)» (6-20)

Since the spanwise rate of change of bound vortex strength is the same as
the rate for (A¢)., the total strength of all trailing vortices across the
semispan is equal to (A¢)e at the root chord. Thus

To= (A¢)e atg=0 (6-21)
Ty = 2aV s,
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It is also possible to relate T'o to the span-load distribution in those
cases where the span loading and potential-difference distributions are
similar. A suffictent condition for this to be true is that the pressure
coefficient be given by

—2¢:* —2¢:~
+ = - = o,
P Ve P Ve (6-22)
The loading is
- —4¢:t o
Pt — P~ = AP = (6-23)
Vo
and the span loading at any spanwise distance is
te ¢
(cer) = / AP dz = ; (A)e (6-24)
le 0

where ¢ is the local chord and ¢; the section lift coefficient. From Egs.
(6-21) and (6-24) the desired relationship is obtained.
|4 -
Ty = 7" (cer)g=o (6-25)
Let us now turn our attention to the lateral positions of the vortices.
To this end we use the Kutta-Joukowski law. Tor a horseshoe vortex
of strength T'; the lift associated with the vortex is poVoI'; per unit span
of the bound portion. This lift for one horseshoe vortex is

L; = 2poV oI'ijs (6-26)

For a collection of n horseshoe vortices that represent a trailing-vortex
sheet the total lift is a constant. The sum of I';j; over all the vortices
must be a constant independent of distance behind the trailing edge.

2 T'j; = constant (6-27)
i=1

It is thus clear that the “lateral center of gravity’’ of the vortex sheet on
each side of the streamwise axis does not change because of the rolling
up of the sheet, nor does it depend on how many vortices the sheet forms.
For our model of one vortex for each half of the sheet, we obtain the lateral
center of gravity of the fully rolled-up vortex.

- . i=1 n
Yoo = PO (b 28)

Since the strength of the trailing vortices is dT'/d§ per unit span, we get,
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with the aid of Eq. (6-12), letting n — o,

8m ~ (i—I:d_
_ Do Y _2av, e grdg
ycg 110 FO 0 (Sm2 — gz)%
2aV oSy T8m

o TSm _ T .
or Joo = T i 7 5 (6-30)

(6-29)

With the vortex strength and position determined by Liqs. (6-21) and
(6-30), we can calculate the angle at which the vortices move downward
because of their mutual induction. The downward velocity on the
center line due to one vortex is I'o/277.,, so that the angle § (Fig. 6-7) is

Ty 8«

=l = -31
8 4’.7!"/70?7cg (6 3 )

Ex
6-3. Calculation of Induced Velocities of Trailing-vortex System

I'rom the trailing-vortex system the induced velocities in crossflow
planes behind the wing can be calculated by several methods, including

|
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F1e. 6-8. Vortex line segment of Biot-Savart law.

those of two-dimensional incompressible vortices and supersonic horse-
shoe vortices. It is of interest to compare these two methods. The
induced velocities due to two-dimensional incompressible vortices,
which we will generally use, are given by the Biot-Savart law. With
reference to Fig. 6-8, the induced velocity ¢p at point P due to a vortex
line of finite length is

T
== e—— _ 2
ar = g (cos y1 + cos va) (6-32)
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For an infinite line vortex, the induced velocity patterns are similar in al]
crossflow planes and may be calculated by

dp = 5— (6-33)

The downwash —® and the sidewash # are easily obtained by resolving
the velocity g¢p perpendicular to

2 =D the radius vector r into components
} I/V downward and to the right. Thus
z
1 1 1 - r ?Jv - g
NS g

11 <1\ ¢
0 1y \ = - F(Egv - g)- _
// ZW[ISy';? —_yi + (zv - 2) ] (6'34)

b= —
2mr 7

-1 / \ - - F(zv - 2)
2nl(7. — 9)* + (2, — 2)Y]

-2 \

The contours of constant downwash
-1 _@ and sidewash for an incompressible
/27 ' infinite line vortex are shown in
Fig. 6-9. The use of the infinite
line vortex for calculating the in-
duced velocity field in the crossflow
planes is compatible with the use of

\ slender-body theory.

N

A
Y

If the vortex system representing

the flow behind the trailing edge is

\\ § known to the accuracy of linear

- 3 theory, then the supersonic horseshoe

-2 -1 0 1 2 wvortex of linear theory can be used

y to calculate the induced velocity

Fic. 6-9. Contours of constant down- field. Let us now turn to this sub-

wash and sidewash associated with ject. TFor a horseshoe vortex the
infinite line vortex in streamwise .

direction. downwash at a point depends on

the region of influence in which it

lies.'? With reference to Fig. 6-10, in the Mach forecone from point 4,

an observer sees the bound vortex as if it were of infinite aspect or two-

dimensional. The downwash in the region occupied by A accordingly is

zero, as in two-dimensional supersonic flow. Point B sees one trailing

vortex and has downwash

- —Ti(s, — PIF* — BXf — s)* — 2B
T 2(s, — 9 + 2@ - B2)[@* — By — s.)? — BE"

%

(6-35)
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For a point such as C which sees both trailing vortices, the downwash is

o —Ta(s, — §)[&* — B — 5)* — 2B%7

YT @ =B (s — 9)° + 2 - B — 5)° — BFI”
TZ(s, + 9)[32 — BX§ + s.)2 — 2B%7]

T %@ = BE)((e + 9 + B = B F st = BEgn 039
For large values of x we obtain

(s = 0+ 2 20l(s +9)° + 2]

This crossflow plane at infinity, the so-called T'reffiz plane, has a down-
stream pattern identical with that given by IIq. (6-34) for vortices located

~ AN
N7
~ o = g

- — -~ —

Fic. 6-10. Regions of influence of supersonic horseshoe vortex.

at g, = +s,, 2, = 0. Thus, at distances far downstream, the supersonic
horseshoe vortex gives a downwash field identical with that obtained
from two-dimensional incompressible vortices.

The foregoing behavior suggests that, at some definite distance behind
the trailing edge, the downwash, as calculated by supersonic horseshoe
vortices and by the incompressible two-dimensional vortices, should
be practically identical. Figure 6-11 compares the downwash on
the & axis behind a lifting line on the basis of the two methods of
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calculation just described. At a distance Z/Bs, of about 2.5 behind the
bound vortex (lifting line) the difference between the downwash cal-
culated by the two methods is about 8 per cent. Let us interpret this
distance in terms of chord lengths behind the trailing edge for a rectangu-
lar wing with the lifting line located at the midchord. For an effective
aspect ratio BA of 2, this downstream distance for Z/Bs, of 2.5 would be
about two chord lengths, and, for an effective aspect ratio of unity, the
distance would be about three-fourths of a chord length. It is clear that,
for low effective aspect ratios that characterize slender configurations, the

Slender-body theory\

1.0
|
08 -~
ﬁupersonic horseshoe
(@ 0.6 /
T/xs,
% 04
0.2
0 1 2 3 4

x/Bs,
F1c. 6-11. Comparison of downwash calculated by supersonic horseshoe-vortex theory
and slender-body theory.

difference between downwash calculated by the two methods is small for
reasonably large distances behind the wing trailing edge.

6-4. Vortex Model of Planar Wing and Body Combination

The same principles used to construct a vortex model of the flow behind
a wing alone can be extended to wing-body combinations. The only
additional ingredient is the set of image vortices occasioned by the pres-
ence of the body. Let us first construct the trailing-vortex system associ-
ated with the wing panels. For this purpose let us use Eq. (5-3), and
consider the wing panel for which § = 7. For the potential at the panel
trailing edge, we obtain

2\ 2 2\ 2%
dwm = Vo bo(fl)+a%10g?}ia[<so+z—o) ‘*(?7"‘%)] }
(6-38)

The plus sign refers to the upper surface, and the minus sign to the lower.

DOWNWASH, SIDEWASH, AND THE WAKE 157

The potential difference at the panel trailing edge is thus

2\ 2 o\ 27 ¥
(Ad)e = ¢~ — ¢t = 2aV, [(s,,.-{—g—m) —(g_;.%):l

= 200 (ou1g — a)(ant — g (6-39)

The trailing vortices are of strength dI'/dg per unit span as given by Eq.
(6-6)
dP d(A¢)te
i a7 (6-40)
Several points of interest arise in connection with the distribution of the
potential difference across the wing

panel. The distribution is given by 1.0~

I _ A¢ 08 \\a’s'"

Ty (A¢)s=a {1

_ [(sw?G® — a4)(3m2 - gz)]}é , |E,0.6 05

== g(sm2 — QQ) (6‘41) g \

The distribution depends only on the § 04

radius-semispan ratio a/s., and the

fraction exposed semispan 02 ‘
7 — a)/(sm — a)

.. . . 0 02 04 06 08 1.0
It is in fact insensitive to a/s,, as 5o

shown by Fig. 6-12. For a/s, of sm—a

zero, the distribution is precisely Fic. 6-12. Potential-difference distri-

elliptical as for the wing-alone case bution at trailing edge of wing in com-
%1 bination with body according to slender-

Eq. (6-11). For a/s. approaching thody theory.

unity, the wing panel is effectively

mounted on a vertical reflection plane, so that in this limit the distribution

is again elliptical. The assumption of an elliptical distribution for all

values of a/sn is a good approximation. The shape of the distribution

is tabulated as a funection of a/s,, in Table 6-1.

An additional point of interest is that on the basis of slender-body
theory the potential difference at the panel trailing edge is independent
of the rate of body expansion. This result is a consequence of the fact
that the potential due to the body expansion is symmetrical above and
below the horizontal plane of symmetry, and thus can add nothing to
the potential difference at the trailing edge. The span-load distribution
at the wing trailing edge is known to be affected by the rate of body
expansion. In this instance, therefore, the potential difference and the
span loading at the panel trailing edge are different.

Having now established the strength of the trailing-vortex sheet
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TaBLE 6-1. NONDIMENSIONAL CIRCULATION DISTRIBUTION OF WING PANEL, I'/T

a/$m

0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9 1.0

0.0 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
0.2 0.980 0.969 0.966 0.966 0.968 0.970 0.972 0.974 0.976 0.978 0.980
0.4 0.917 0.897 0.887 0.884 0.886 0.889 0.894 0.900 0.906 0.911 0.917
0.5 0.866 0.843 0.832 0.827 0.828 0.832 0.837 0.844 0.851 0.859 0.866
0.6 0.800 0.776 0.762 0.757 0.756 0.760 0.766 0.773 0.782 0.791 0.800
0.7 0.714 0.690 0.676 0.669 0.668 0.671 0.677 0.685 0.694¢ 0.704 0.714
0.8 0.600 0.578 0.565 0.558 0.556 0.558 0.563 0.571 0.580 0.589 0.600
0.85 0.527 0.507 0.494 0.488 0.486 0.488 0.492 0.499 0.507 0.517 0.527
0.90 0.436 0.419 0.408 0.402 0.400 0.402 0.406 0.411 0.419 0.427 0.436
0.92 0392 0376 0.366 0.361 0.359 0.360 0.364 0.369 0.376 0.384 0.392
0.94 0.341 0.328 0.319 0.314 0.312 0.313 0.316 0.321 0.327 0.334 0.341
0.96 0.280 0.269 0.261 0.257 0.256 0.257 0.259 0.263 0.268 0.274 0.280
098 0.199 0.191 0.186 0.182 0.182 0.182 0.184 0.187 0.190 0.194 0.199
0.99 0.141 0.135 0.131 0.129 0.129 0.129 0.130 0.132 0.135 0.138 0.141
1.00 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

———— 10.785 0.769 0.760 0.757 0.757 0.759 0.763 0.768 0.774 0.780 0.785

directly behind the panel trailing edge, we are ready to consider the effect
of the body. The vortices due to the body cannot form in the same
manner as those due to the wing because of the absence of a well-defined
trailing edge. The body imposes the condition that crossflow have zero
velocity normal to the body. This condition can be satisfied by intro-
ducing an image vortex inside the body for each external vortex. The
image vortex is placed on the radius vector to the external vortex a dis-
tance a?/r from the axis. It has the opposite sense of rotation of the
external vortex. Let us now prove that the velocity induced normal to
the body by the combined actions of the external and image vortices is
Z€ro.

The velocities induced at any point on the circle by the external and
image vortices as shown in Fig. 6-13 are

r r

= —_——— = o 2
U1 27\ vz 2w, (6-42)
The outward velocity normal to the body is
—T (—cos 8, , cos b
= — -4
U= o ( T n ) (6-43)

The geometric relationships of the figure based on the similarity of tri-
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angles OIP and EOP include

A1 To cos b A\
= = -44
A2 a cos B2 Az (6-44)

It is thus clear that
v, =0 (6-45)

The application of the boundary condition in this fashion is consistent
with the slender-body assumption of the independence of the flow in
the various crossflow planes. Near the wing trailing edge the assumption
is only approximate, as discussed in Sec. 6-3.

Fic. 6-13. External vortex with internal image vortex.

So far we have established the distribution of the strengths of the panel
trailing-vortex sheet and of the image sheet. Let us replace the continu-
ous sheet by a finite number of trailing vortices, starting with the panel
sheet. We have at our disposal the number, strength, and spacing of the
vortices. The latter two quantities are not independent, but must be
chosen so that, for the panel, the sum of the strengths of the vortices
equals the circulation at the wing-body juncture,

Y ri=Ty (6-46)

t=1]

where 7 is the number of external vortices per wing panel. Another
condition is that the lateral ““center of gravity’’ of the panel vortex sheet
must be constant, as discussed in connection with Eq. (6-27). For a
panel mounted on a body, the lift of the panel is po¥ oI's per unit of exposed
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semispan. Since the system of a finite set of vortices must represent the
same panel lift as the continuous distribution, we have the lateral center-
of-gravity condition

n

- 0 —
Y N@ - o = [ G- adr
i=1
= area under panel circulation eurve (6-47)

or Ve = 1= = constant (6-48)

The manner in which the two conditions Eqs. (6-46) and (6-47) can be
satisfied for the case of n = 2 is illustrated in Fig. 6-14. The first condi-
tion is obviously satisfied by the construction. The second condition is

r
Yy —
N e,
o . cAN
. I,
1 F
B*——*El\
1 Az
1 Aj
!
} A4$ I‘1
|
Ty Iy I Is Iy Ty i L ’
Vi c ISl 20 #] Y
O ’.) ~ Y A -/ ‘JG 5/'
—— ¥ —a —

A=A, As=4,

Fic. 6-14 Vortex mode] utilizing two external vortices per panel.

satisfied by making the crosshatched areas equal as shown. Then the
areas BCDE and BFGA will add up to the area under the circulation
curve for the panel. This fitting can be done graphically, or the spacings
can be calculated analytically if the theoretical shape of the circulation
curve is known. Having established Ty, Ts, 71, and 7., we can readily
supply the remaining vortex strengths and positions. In fact, the
strengths are

I's = —I‘g Ty = —Fl T's = Iy Tg = T,
P7 = —I‘z Fg = —Fl (6‘49)

The po§itions are given for the more general case where the vortices may
not lie initially on the horizontal plane of symmetry, as for a high wing
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condition or a banked condition. If the coordinates of the vortices 1
and 2 are given by 71, Z1, and s, 32, then the positions of the other vortices

are

g (127—1 3 0221
3 = Ty 3 = — 5 T =%
712+ 2.2 712 + 2,7
- CLQY—'Q _ (1222
Ys = -5 = 24 = = (6-50)
Fo? + 257 7o + 222
Us = —Ya P = —UYs 1= —Y2 Ys = — U
Zs = Z4 Ze = Z3 Zr = 2o 2y = 2

For Fig. 6-14 we have Z, = 2z, = 0. Having thus constructed a system
of vortices to represent the wing-body combination, we can now calculate
the downstream paths of the vortices.

Before a calculation of the downstream paths, it is necessary to set up a
system of downstream wind and body axes. Let the origin of the wind

Fic. 6-15. Wind and body axes.

axes and the body axes coincide at the trailing-edge station of the wing,
as shown in Fig. 6-15. Let z, 7, and 2 be wind axes and 2', 3/, and 2’ be
body axes. Then, for reasonably small values of «, we have

&

I:
Yy =
2 =2+ af

(6-51)

<2

To trace the paths of the vortices downstream, we must calculate
the downwash and sidewash velocities induced on each vortex by the
other external and image vortices, as well as the velocities induced by
the body crossflow. For the body crossflow the downwash and sidewash
angles at any point §, Z are

—Be _ _ g2 P

Vo @ + 2'%)* (6-52)
P _ _zaaz,__g_z,_...
Vo 7 + %)

The downwash angle —;)/ Vo induced on vortex j by 7 and the cor-
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responding sidewash angle are, from Eq. (6-34),

—wie _ T b — G
Vo 27TVO (g] - g;zz + _(5;,' - 2¢)2 (6-53)
viey _ L z, — %
Vo 20Ve (@ — 7%+ & — 2)°
The total downwash and sidewash angles of vortex j are then
4n
o w i’”_ _ Wie
i A Z Ve
i=1
o (6-54)
_ b P Viti)
TV TV T 2 Vo
i

The summation is over the 4n vortices forming the external and image
systems of each wing panel with the exception of the vortex in question,
vortex j.

From Eq. (6-54) the velocity at any vortex location in any crossflow
plane can be determined. Starting with the vortex strengths and posi-
tions at the wing trailing edge, we can calculate the initial angles of down-
wash and sidewash for each of the n external vortices of one wing panel.
The changes in lateral and vertical positions Ay and Az of these vortices
in a short downstream distance AZ are

A7 = o(AZ)
Az = —¢(AT)

Il

(6-55)

for each of the n external vortices corresponding to one wing panel. The
new positions of the image vortices are calculated with the help of Eq.
(6-50). The process is again repeated for the new crossflow plane a
distance A% downstream, and the path of the vortex thus constructed
in a step-by-step fashion.

[lustrative Example

As an example to fix some of the foregoing ideas, let us calculate the
strengths and positions of the vortices representing the configuration of
Fig. 6-16, and then make the initial caleulation of the directions of the
downstream vortex path.

The following data are given:

4 =3 2

f
=]
(2]
S
I
3]

a = 0.1 radian n=1 a=1
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The .body radius is taken as unity so that the other dimensions can be
considered as multiples of the body radius. We consider the simplest
case of one vortex per wing panel.

A, Initial vortex strengths and positions by slender-body theory [from
Eqs. (6-39) and (6-46)]:

Fo _ a(sz - G/2)
27V oa TSml

Ty _sn _ a\ea _ (1.667 — 0.600)«
2rVa a  Sm)T T

_ 1.067«a
T

Iy _ ' _ 1.067«
27rVo(l 21I'V()(1 - ™

FQ = —Fl F3 = Pl F4 = —F1

Since we have_ only one vortex per wing panel, it must lie at the lateral
c.ent(?r of grav1t?’ of the vortex sheet 7. Since the circulation distribu-
tion is nearly elliptical, this lateral distance is about at 7/4 or 0.785 of the

—_f—_ *:-—— s “l;’_ _______ .

——i &

F1a. 6-16. Configuration of example calculation.

exposed semispan. The precise value from Table 6-1 is 0.763, but let us
use the more approximate value.

oo = + 7 . 4— .

Foe = 71 = 1.000 + 0.785(0.667) = 1.525
__a? _ 1
Ya 7 Yo = 1525 — 0.656
Ja = —¥2 Jo= —1

B. Initial downwash and sidewash angles: The downwash and sidewash
al?gles of vortex 1 are given by Eq. (6-54). At the trailing edge of the
wing panel, we have

=z, = 0;

01

-

N

o)

I
o O

™
N
|

[\
o«
|
[
B
If
-
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Thus for vortex 1

€) _ —1X(1.5250 — 0% | 1067 1
o)t (1.523% + 09)2 7 | 1.525 — 0.656

B 1 + 1
1.525 — (—0.656) ' 1.525 — (—L1.525)
= —0.430 + 0.317 = —0.083 radian = —4.8°

0'1=0

The initial downwash angle of the vortex is negative, indicating that
it is inclined above the free-stream direction. This is a result of the
relatively large body, the upwash of which more than offsets the down-
wash induced by the other vortices. The initial sidewash is zero since
the vortices all lie on a horizontal line. To continue the process, we
determine the new values of §; and Z, a short distance downstream by Eq.
(6-55) for an arbitrarily chosen increment Az, We relocate the image
vortex, and repeat the calculation. The scecond step will give a nonzero
sidewash angle. Whether the size of the chosen downstream increment
A% is sufficiently small can be determined by inspecting the calculated
path.

C. Calculation of tnitial vortex strength by method of Sec. 5-3: According
to Eq. (6-25) the circulation at the root chord of the triangular wing
formed by joining the exposed wing panels together is

T _ (ccr) g=o0
2eVea ) w 4ra

16(tan w)sa/A
E(1 — B?tan?w)”

where from Eq. (2-39),

(ce)g=0 =

and where w = semiapex angle
B2 = Mg — 1
s = wing semispan
E = complete elliptic integral of the second kind

il

A = wing aspect ratio
. _16(26)(0.667) (34)a
and (ccr)mo = E(1 = 356)%
2.667«
= 3003 = 244«

T 2440 0.6lc
2nVoa w 47w T or

In Sec. 5-3 it was shown that the lift on the wing panels is greater by 2
multiplicative factor Kw than the lift on the wing alone. If we neglect
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the small difference in the shape of the panel potential distribution and
the elliptical distribution of the wing alone, then we can multiply the
circulation of the wing alone by Kw to obtain that for the panels of the

wing-body combination
r T
(27TV0(1>W(13) KW (ZWVo(l)W
Kw = 1.555  (Table 5-1)
T 1.555(0.61)a _ 0.95«
27TV0(1 W(B)

I

™ ™

It is to be noted that this value of 0.95a/x is slightly lower than the
value of 1.067a/x calculated by slender-body theory. This result might
be expected since slender-body theory is known to overpredict the lift
of wings alone. See Fig. 5-15. This latter procedure of determining
vortex strength is definitely to be preferred to the slender-body method
for large aspect ratios. In fact, if a more accurate determination of the
potential difference at the panel trailing edge is known than that based
on slender-body theory, it should be used in determining the initial vortex
strengths.

Slender-body theory, or any linear potential theory for that matter,
yields a simple result for the effects of roll angle on the vorticity distribu-
tion along the panel trailing edge. Under the combined effects of pitch
and roll, the crossflow velocity can be
resolved into components Voa. cos ¢
normal to the plane of the wing and
Voa, sin ¢ parallel to it, asin Fig. 6-17.

The velocity component parallel to the
plane of the wing produces no potential
difference across the wing. Only the
normal velocity component produces a ¥
potential difference at the panel trail- ¢
ing edge, a difference which is the

V8

Voo,
@%a

.

z

same at corresponding points on each

panel. The vortex pattern is thus

symmetrical since the potentials due

to the normal and parallel velocity

components are additive. This is not

to say that the load on each panel is

the same; in fact, the downgoing panel Fic. 6-17. Angle of attack and angle
carries more load than the upgoing zil(s)ﬁf;l'lp components of crosaflow
panel. The example is another one

where the span loading and potential distributions are not similar,
because the loading includes a coupling effect between the two poten-
tials caused by the squared terms of Bernoulli’s equation.



166 MISSILE AERODYNAMICS

6-6. Factors Influencing Vortex Paths and Wake Shape behind Panels
of Planar Wing and Body Combinations

From the calculation procedure of the preceding section, a number of
interesting results have been obtained concerning the characteristics of
the vortex paths and wake shape behind the panels of a wing-body

|’

F1a. 6-18. Paths of vortices behind panel of wing-body combination; a/s, = 0.6.

combination. Let us first consider the paths of the vortices used in the
preceding example. The actual paths as computed in accordance with
the sample calculation are shown in Fig. 6-18. The vortex lines leaving
the trailing edge have an upwash com-
ponent. The associated upward mo-
tion carries it out of the high upwash
] field close to the body to a lower upwash
\ field above. As a consequence the
\ iﬁmﬁgﬁp vortex path acquires a component of
\ downwash velocity—but always lies

\ above the extended chord plane. The
vortex moves continuously inward to-
ward an asymptotic spacing given by
¥ Eq. (4-89). Let us observe the vortex
paths in the crossflow plane. It is

possible to calculate these paths from

Fia. 6-19. Streamline and vortex  [q. (4-88). It is of interest to note
f;ltl};df;r crossflow: past a cirewlar p 4 gho paths in the crossflow plane do
not depend on angle of attack. The

slope of the paths in the crossflow plane is ¢/o, which by Eqgs. (6-52)
to (6-54) is independent of « since T increases linearly with «. Thus a
calculation for a specific angle of attack can be utilized for all angles of
attack and needs to be done only once. A vortex path calculated by the

2
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step-by-step method is compared in Fig. 6-19 with the crossflow stream-
line for flow past a cylinder.

The factors determining the vortex paths in the crossflow plane are the
parameters I'/2rV,a and yi/a, where V, is the crossflow velocity, and
y1 is the vortex spanwise location on the horizontal plane of symmetry.
The paths for various values of T'/2xV .a are shown in Fig. 6-20. For a

© Foppl point

F1a. 6-20. Vortex paths in crossflow past a circular cylinder.

value of the vortex parameter of zero, the paths are simply the stream-
lines for potential flow past a circular e¢ylinder. The paths for a vortex
parameter of infinity correspond to the motion of a pair of vortices in the
presence of a cylinder in still air. They move downward in two straight
parallel paths with no body present, but their paths are bulged out by
the presence of the cylinder.? For finite nonzero values of the vortex
parameter there are stationary points on each side of the cylinder. The
stationary points not on the axis correspond to ‘“ Féppl points’ as given
by Eqs. (4-82) and (4-83). The stationary points on the axis mark the
lateral boundaries, outside of which the vortices move upward as for the
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zero case, and inside of which the vortices move downward as for the
infinite case. Other parameters which can have an effect on the type of
vortex motion behind the panels of a wing-body combination include the
number of vortices into which the vortex sheet rolls up, the cross-sec-
tional shape of the body, and variations of vortex strength with axial
position.
Turning now to the vortex shape, we pass from a model of one vortex
per panel to one of many vortices per panel. A step-by-step calculation
made with about 10 vortices per panel
r will give a good idea of the manner in
which the wake rolls up. Such calcula-
tions have been performed by Rogers,*
where the wake shape behind a wing-
body combination of

A =24 and a/s, = 0.2

is compared with the wake shape caleu-
lated by Westwater for an elliptical dis-

2

Fie. 6-21. Effect of circulation
distribution on wake shape.

r
much alike in the two cases. The cri-
| gree of accuracy to the wake behind the
/
r that the shape of the circulation distri-
\J tribution must roll up in the same man-
somewhere on the span will probably form two vortices of unequal

tribution of potential difference at the

trailing edge. The wake shapes are very

terion for the rate of rolling up of the

vortex sheet behind wings given by Eq.

(6-14) can be applied with the same de-

Triangular y  panels of wing-body combinations, pro-

vided the parameter a/s,, is not too large.

It should be borne in mind, however,

bution is important in determining wake

shape. The manner in which the shape

of the curve affects the shape of the vor-

tex wake is shown qualitatively by Fig.

6-21. The elliptical circulation distribu-

y  tion rolls up into a single vortex in the

well-known manner. A triangular dis-

ner at both ends, and will eventually

form two vortices rotating in the same

direction. A distribution for which the circulation is a maximum

strength, rotating in opposite directions, The shape of the circulation

distribution thus has an effect on the number of vortices into which the
wake rolls up, and their direction of rotation.
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6-6. Factors Influencing Downwash Field behind Panels of Planar Wing

and Body Combinations

One purpose of determining the vortex paths and wake shapes behind
wing panels is to obtain the downwash and sidewash fields. Consider
the downwash distribution across the span of a hypothetical tail surface
located on the horizontal plane of symmetry a distance of 10 body radii
behind the panel trailing edge. One question of interest is how important
the contributions of the body crossflow, the external vortices, and the
image vortices are to the downwash at the tail surface. In this connec-
tion let us evaluate the contribution of these items to the downwash for
the following example.

Ilustrative Example

a
A =24 — = 0.6 a = 5°
8"1
For this case the step-by-step calculation gives the vortex strengths
and positions:

T 0.95«

m:T Iy = —T, I's =1, I's= -1
¥ = 1.39 z, = 0.044 2z’ = 0.919
_ a%jj; - , a2/
= —— 5 = 0.501 22 = —; — = 0.330
A TEE AN ' P4 e 33
273 = '—'501 23/ = 0330
Js = —1.39 24 = 0.92

The downwash will be caleulated at the point 7 = 2, 2/ =0. The
downwash at this point caleulated from Eq. (6-54) is, for the various
components:

Body crossflow:

€y - _pp 2200 1
als rFon: - T4
Vortex 1:
e . 1.392 — 2.000 P
<&)1 = 095 302 — 2.000): + (0919)7 ~ 0192
Vortex 2:
¢ 3 0.500 — 2.000 3
<&>2 = —0%5 (0500 — 2.000)> + (0.33077] — 2-192
Vortex 3:
¢ —0.500 — 2.000
<E>3 = 0.95 7[(—0.500 — 2.000)% + (0.330)7 —0.119
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Vortex 4:
€ —1.392 — 2.000
-] = —0.95 - = 0.083
L)4 0.95 —=1393 = 2.000)* + (0.919)] ~ °08

The downwash due to the external vortices is

[0+ o

The downwash due to the image vortices is

NOROIRE

The downwash distributions across the horizontal plane of symmetry
are shown in Fig. 6-22. The contributions of the external and image

IR
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F1c. 6-22. Components of downwash on horizontal plane of symmetry 10 radii behind
wing panel; A = 24, Mo = 2, a/sm = 0.6.

vortices in this case are largely compensating, and the total downwash
field is dominated by the body upwash. This result is typical of com-
binations with large ratios of body radius to combination semispan, since
the body is then important in comparison to the panels. Figure 6-23 is
presented for the same conditions as Fig. 6-22, except that a/s. is 0.2
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rather than 0.6. It is clear that here the wing vortices dominate the
downwash field as might be expected.

One question that arises is: How accurate is the downwash field calcu-
lated by a model based on one vortex per wing panel, in comparison with
one based on many vortices per panel? The answer to this question
depends on several factors, one of which is the use to which the downwash
is to be put. If it is to be used to calculate the gross tail load, then its
average effect on the tail is important, and the precise shape of the down-
wash variation across the tail is of secondary concern. Here one vortex
will usually give sufficiently precise answers in many practical cases.

-6

e Y "
\ U/
4 - ~
\/Body crossflow /
~2 - /
g N !
< "~ _/_
= ——d . —
g 0 —— e
= - .
= ,ri X
z 7| “lmage vortices ,
a 7
2 7
, .
/ ) .
L<W|ng vortices /
4 ~C /
6 [~
0 1 2 4 5 6

Fic. 6-23. Components of downwash on horizontal plane of symmetry 10 radii behind
wing panel; A = 24, My = 2, a/sn = 0.2.

Also, if the vortex sheet is essentially rolled up into one vortex—as for
an elliptical eirculation distribution—then a model using one vortex per
wing panel is a good one, being in good accord with the physical facts.
On the other hand, if the sheet rolls up into two vortices—as for a tri-
angular distribution—then a model using two vortices per wing panel
would give a good representation. In cases where the precise distribu-
tion of downwash across the tail panel is important, a scheme using many
vortices per panel will be required.

6-7. Cruciform Arrangements

In this section we will discuss the application of the step-by-step pro-
cedure to the calculation of vortex paths behind cruciform configurations
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and in addition will present an analytical solution for a vortex system
representing a cruciform wing arrangement. The section discusses wake
shapes and “leapfrogging.”

The step-by-step calculative process presented in connection with
planar wing-body combinations can be readily adapted to cruciform
arrangements, provided the initial vortex positions and strengths are
specified. The procedure is adaptable to any bank angle, ratio of vertical
to horizontal spans, ratio of body radius to configuration semispan,
numbers and positions of vortices, subject only to the usual conditions on
the sum of the vortex strengths and lateral center of gravity. To calcu-
late the vortex strengths and positions, eonsider the model shown in Fig.

z

F16. 6-24. Vortex mode! of cruciform wing-body arrangement.

6-24. It should be noted that y’ and 2’ are the body axes for zero roll
angle. The crossflow velocity is broken into a component Va normal to
the “horizontal” panels and a component V8 normal to the “vertical”’
panels. The potential produced by Va will be different on the upper
and lower sides of the horizontal surfaces, and will thus cause a potential
difference between them. The potential produced by V8, on the
other hand, is the same on the upper and lower sides of the horizontal
panels. Since the potentials due to Vea and V8 are additive in linear
potential theory, it is clear that only the velocity component Ve pro-
duces potential difference across the horizontal panels, while V8 pro-
duces potential difference across the vertical panels. In the computation
of the potential difference across the wing panels, the horizontal and
vertical panels can thus be treated as planar configurations acting at
their own angles of attack. The circulation distributions of Table 6-1
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are directly applicable to cruciform arrangements. If we desire to use a
model based on a single vortex per wing panel, then the vortex strengths
can be calculated from Eq. (6-39).

sz — a?

S (6-56)

2__a2

I, = —Pz = 2V0ac COS ¢

bm

Fg = '—F4 = 2V00£C Sin "]

m

The lateral positions at the trailing edge given with reference to the y’,2’
coordinate system (Iig. 6-24) are

I

' = =y = [a + %E—:% (8m — a)J COS ¢
" (6-57)

yy = —y = [a + %Lz_g (tm — a)] sin ¢

The parameters involving y,, can be obtained from Table 6-1. With the
initial vortex strengths and positions now determined for a model of one
vortex per panel, we can carry out the step-by-step calculation. This

’

2
4 1
>
3 2
- 2%, -

Fia. 6-25. Initial vortex positions for cruciform wing; ¢ = 45°.

model is sufficiently accurate for most downwash and sidewash determi-
nations. For ¢ = 45° and panels of equal span, the vortex strengths will
all be the same.

An analytical solution due to Spreiter and Sacks® is known for the
vortex paths for four equal vortices associated with an equal-span cruci-
form wing arrangement for a roll angle of 45°, as illustrated in Fig. 6-25.
The conditions for this case are

a=0 Sm = lm ¢ = 45° You _ T
Sm 4
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If the lateral position of vortex 1 at the trailing edge is denoted by yd',
then
y o T ]
s = I (6-58)
Let the parameter yi', specifying the lateral position of vortex 1 at any
downstream position, be given by

’ 2
dintr =1 -3 (% - 1) (6-59)
Yo

where 7 = x/2 corresponds to the trailing edge, and greater values of =
correspond to positions behind the trailing edge. The downstream dis-
tance d corresponding to the lateral position yi' is '
d wA
= = o | —1.0834 + 164 E (14, 1) — 4F (14, 7)
Yo 4CL
sin 7 cos T

T = 1 sin? r)”] (6-60)
where F and E are incomplete elliptic integrals of the first and second
kinds, and Cy/ is the Z’ force coefficient based on the area of one set of
wing panels, the force being in the combined plane z'z’.  The correspond-
ing vertical position of vortex 1is

’ y % '
2 _ 414675 — EG%,0) + sin r(cos 7+ 3%) |, 2 d Cof

w7 31 — Wsmin® | wyd A (6-61)

The lateral position of vortex 2 is given by the condition that the lateral
center of gravity of vortices 1 and 2 remain unchanged.

Yy = 2yd — y1' (6-62)
and the vertical position by the condition

o — 2/\? _ Byr'/yd = 35/yd)* = 1 (6-63)
2y’ 15 (yr [yo)? — yi'/yd +1

Tlustrative Example

To show how the vortex positions can be calculated in a particular
instance, consider the problem of determining the downstream distance
and vortex positions for which vortex 1 has decreased its y’ to 80 per cent
of its value at the trailing edge.

U

= 0.555 %;’- = 0.2775

Yo _ T _
fljo ’ Sm (2) "

’.g_‘_ = (0.8)(0.555) = 0.444

?
yr _ o8 L=
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From Eq. (6-59)

sin?r = 1 — 3(0.8 — 1.0)2 = 0.880
sin 7 = 0.938 cost = —0.347
7 = 110°20/

In preparation for calculating the downstream position, we note that

E(lg,7) = 2E (14, 7/2) — E(Q4, 7 — ) = (2)(1.467) — 1.158

= 1.776
F(l4,7) = 2K(}4) — F(34, 7 — ) = 2(1.686) — 1.280
= 2.090

From Eq. (6-60) the downstream position is
d CL/ 7l'3 < «
= [—1.083 + 184(1.776) — 4(2.000) — 2-938(=0.317)
20 (1 — 24(0.88)]*

3.04(0.2775) = 0.84

o R

.
4

The vertical position of vortex 1 from Eq. (6-61) is

z . 0.938(1.732 — 0
= 44(1.467 — 1. : 347) | 2

2 14
s—‘— = 2.256(0.555) = 1.251

The vertical position of vortex 2 from Eq. (6-63) is

(21, ot 22/)2 _ 3(08) — §é(08)2 -1

s 15(0.8) — 0.8 + 1
2 — 2y _
T = 092
2'2, . ;
o = 2:256 — 2(0.92) = 0.416
2 7
S_Zm = 0.416(0.555) = 0.230

The lateral positi
ity i P on of vortex 2 from the constancy the lateral center of

_ 2y0/ y ’
22 =20 s—‘ = 1.110 — 0.444 = 0.666
The vortex paths as calculated from the analytical solution are shown

;Tz)f‘tl.g. 6-26 together with the pattern in the crossflow plane. The upper
rtices tend to pass downward and inward between the two lower
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vortices and to “leapfrog.” If the leapfrog distance is taken as that when
all four vortices are in the same horizontal plane, Eq. (6-60) yields the
relationship for d;.

d, _ 4.664

Sm CL/

(6-64)

This result is the same form as that of Eq. (6-14) for the distance for an

elliptical vortex sheet to roll up, according to Kaden. Such a form would -

0.8 —yli 1
T
<\\\ 'V
Y1
0
2.0
/
L~
16 » /// /
P v
sm
. | /
’ e
//
08— %
/ /|
04 '/
/ 4 1
Q 1P
° N\ /,/
0.4 : 2
V7

0 0.4 0.8 1.2 1.6 20 2.4
cid
A
F1c. 6-26. Vortex positions behind panels of cruciform wing; ¢ = 45°,

be expected on the basis of the previous dimensional reasoning. For the
distance to roll up, the constant is 0.56, so that this distance is about one-
eighth the distance to leapfrog.

So far we have concerned ourselves with models based on one vortex
per panel. Some calculations by Spreiter and Sacks® of 10 vortices per
panel of a cruciform wing arrangement give some insight into the shape
of the vortex sheet. For panels of equal span and for ¢ = 45°, the wake

DOWNWASH, SIDEWASH, AND THE WAKE 177

shapes are shown in Fig. 6-27 for several distances behind the trailing
edge. The vortex sheets curl up into two wakes similar to those observed
hehind wings with elliptical span loading. The upper vortices move
inward and downward with respect to the outer vortices, which move out-
ward and upward with respect to the wing axis. The upper vortices in
approaching one another are accelerated downward between the lower
vortices and produce the so-called ““leapfrogging.”’
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Fra. 6-27. Wake shapes behind a cruciform wing; ¢ = 45°.

Series solutions for vortex paths ecan be developed that provide suffi-
cient accuracy for many missile applications, as for example, those of
Alksne.?

SYMBOLS
a radius of body
A aspect ratio of wing alone, or wing alone formed by two oppos-
ing wing panels
b span of wing alone
bo function of & occurring in W (3)



u, 9, w
U1, V2

Va1

Vo
V.

IZJB, 71_?0
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span of horseshoe vortex

(Mo* — 1)%

wing chord at arbitrary spanwise station

section lift coeflicient at arbitrary spanwise station

lift coefficient

coefficient for force along 2’ axis

distance behind trailing edge of cruciform wing

value of d for “leapfrogging”

distance behind trailing edge that vortex sheet is ‘‘ completely”’
rolled up

elliptic integral of second kind

elliptic integral of first kind

summation indices for several vortices

numerical constant depending on shape of span-load distribu-
tion

lift ratio given in Table 5-1

lift force

free-stream Mach number

number of external vortices per wing panel replacing span-load
distribution

pressure coefficient (p — po)/qo

pressure coefficient on lower surface

pressure coefficient on upper surface

loading coefficient P+ — P~

free-stream dynamic pressure

induced velocity due to segment of vortex line

component of flow velocity tangent to circulation contour

distance between two vortices

local semispan of wing alone

maximum semispan of wing alone or wing-body combination

area of wing alone

flow velocities along &, 7, and z, respectively

magnitudes of velocities induced by external vortex and image
vortex, respectively, at surface of circular body

velocity induced at vortex 2 by vortex 1

velocity induced by vortex system

velocity induced normal to circular body by external vortex
and its image vortex

values of 7 and @ due to potential crossflow around a circular
cylinder

local flow velocity along streamline

free-stream velocity

Vo sin a,, crossflow velocity

values of 1 at points B and C

w3)

Z, Y, 2
x/7 y/, z/
i? :177 2
Yo'

Yer
Yi
oy 2o

¢
Pa

b

¢)‘f

pe
¢W( B)
A

w
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complex potential, ¢ + @

missile axes of symmetry for a, # 0 and ¢ = 0

missile axes of symmetry for e, % 0 and ¢ = 0

missile axes of symmetry for « = 0 and ¢ = 0

lateral position of vortex 1 at trailing edge in 2’, y’, 2’ coordi-
nates (cruciform wing)

lateral position of vortex 1 at stations behind trailing edge
(cruciform wing)

lateral center of gravity of right half of trailing-vortex sheet

lateral position of ¢th vortex

values of 7 and z for infinite line vortex in streamwise direction

g+ iz

angle of attack

included angle

angle of sideslip

see Fig. 6-8

vortex strength of circulation, positive counterclockwise

magnitude of circulation at wing-body juncture or root chord
of wing alone

vortex strength of ith vortex

strength of trailing vorticity per unit span

angle from # axis to plane of vortex sheet, positive downward

downwash angle

see Fig. 6-13

see Fig. 6-13
free-stream density

sidewash angle

parameter specifying distance of vortex behind trailing edge of
cruciform wing

angle of bank

potential due to V, cos 8, Fig. 6-4

potential due to Vsin 8, Fig. 6-4

potential on lower surface

potential on upper surface

potential of wing panel in presence of body

(¢~ — ¢*) at trailing edge of wing

semiapex angle of triangular wing
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CHAPTER 7

WING-TAIL INTERFERENCE

While the present chapter is entitled wing-tail interference, it could
equally well have been entitled lifting-surface, vortex interference. Vor-
tices passing close to a lifting surface can cause significant changes in the
aerodynamic characteristics of the surface. An important example is the
loss of tail effectiveness, which results from wing vortices which pass in
close proximity to the tail. Figure 7-1 pictures the physical situation

A

Sp > SW

Fia. 7-1. Flat vortex sheet intersecting tailplane.

that gives rise to such wing-tail interference. Consider first the complete
configuration minus the wing panels. The tail panels will then develop
lift that can be calculated by the wing-body interference methods of
Chap. 5. Now add the wing panels to the configuration. The addition
of these surfaces causes a general downwash field in the region of the tail
panels, and thereby reduces their lifting effectiveness. The loss of tail
lift can be directly ascribed to the modification of the flow field produced
by the vortices shed by the wing panels together with their images inside
the body. It is clear that any vortices, regardless of their origin, will in
passing close to the tail produce interference effects similar to those pro-
181
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duced by wing vortices. In particular, the vortices originating near the
body nose at high angles of attack will produce such effects.

Methods for calculating the nonuniform flow field behind the panels of
a wing-body combination have been described in Chap. 6. The next
problem is to determine the reaction of the tail section to the nonuniform
flow field. The simple case wherein the wing wake is considered to be a
flat vortex sheet is treated in Sec. 7-1, and the reaction of the tail section
is calculated. In Secs. 7-2 and 7-3 we pass to the case of a completely
rolled-up vortex sheet and determine the loading and tail effectiveness on
the basis of slender-body theory. The idea of a tail interference factor is
developed in Sec. 7-4, and its application to engineering calculation of
tail loads is considered in Sec. 7-5. In Sec. 7-6, we consider some useful
results based on reverse-flow theorems for determining tail loads in a non-
uniform stream and the division of load between tail panels and body.
In Sec. 7-7, the subject of shock-expansion interference is considered.

7-1. Wing-Tail Interference; Flat Vortex Sheet

The simplified mode! of the flat vortex sheet to represent the wing wake

can be utilized to illustrate the important features of wing-tail interfer-
ence and to provide a useful quantitative measure of tail effectiveness.
Tor a sufficiently slender wing-body combination, Ward! finds that for
an afterbody of constant diameter the vortex sheet is flat and coplanar
with the wing. Under these conditions the flow behind the wings will be
parallel to the tail chord for the midwing and midtail configuration
shown in Fig. 7-1. The tail sections within a semispan equal to that of
the wing will thus carry no lift. The vortex sheet can, in fact, be thought
of as an extension of the wing surface to the tail to form a single panel of
wing and tail (ABCDE) for the case when the tail span is greater than
the wing span. This simple result was pointed out by Morikawa.? In
accordance with this result, the lift of the wing-body-tail combination
including nose lift on the basis of Eq. (5-13) is (¢ = constant)

. 2 4
Lowr _ o o0 <1 S 2_4) _ Lo (7-1)
Gox Sr” St
when sy > sw. The lift for the wing-body combination is
) 2 1
Lew _ s (1 -4 ﬁ_4> (7-2)
Jox Sw Sw

and the lift of the body alone is

Ly _ 2ra? (7-3)

Jox

A convenient measure of the degree of severity of the wing-tail inter-
fereuce is the tail effectiveness. The tail effectiveness is defined as the
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ratio of the lift developed by adding the tail to the wing-body combina-
tion to that developed by adding the tail to the body alone.

- Lmwr — Lpw 7-4
M= o — Lg (7-4)

The tail effectiveness is thus a measure of how much the tail lift has been
reduced by interference from the wing panels. If wing-tail interference
does not reduce the tail lift, n, is unity. If, however, the tail lift is
entirely canceled by interference, nr is zero. While the tail effectiveness

SpzSw
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Frc. 7-2. Tail effectiveness for flat vortex sheet.

has been defined on the basis of lift, it is clear that a similar effectiveness

can be defined for pitching moment. The moment effectiveness will

differ slightly from the lift effectiveness, since the tail center of pressure

will in general not be the same with wing-tail interference as without it.
For the case sy > sw the tall effectiveness is

Q= a/s?)srt/a? — (1 — a?/sw?)sw?/a? ]
nr = (1 — a¥/s7?)(sr%/a?) (7-5)

For the case sy > sp the vortex sheet from the wing passes through the
plane of the tail for the present model. Since vortex lines follow stream-
lines, the tail is at zero angle of attack locally and generates no lift. For

this case, then,
nr =0 (7-6)
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When the tail span is less than the wing span, the tail is thus totally
ineffective. How the tail efficiency for the present model actually
depends on the parameters a/sr and a/sw is shown in Fig. 7-2.

The foregoing calculations of tail efficiency are based on a model of the
vortex wake which is not fully representative of a missile on several
grounds. In the first place, the vortex sheet is not flat but has rolled up
at least in part by the time it has reached the tail. Second, the vortex
generally lies closer to the free-stream direction than the extended chord
plane, as shown by Fig. 6-18 and by many schlieren photographs. Thus
for positive angles of attack the wing vortices will generally lie above an
inline tail and thereby produce less adverse interference.

7-2. Pressure Loading on Tail Section Due to Discrete Vortices in Plane
of Tail

The fully rolled-up wing vortex sheet represents a model of the wing
wake that can be considered the opposite extreme of the flat vortex wake.
For the vortices in the plane of the tail we will now derive a solution for
the tail pressure loading based on slender-body theory. The model for

V, €os a

- L — b Ee——

R
I
R R
+

¢a+V 4

a

F1a. 7-3. Discrete line vortices intersecting tailplane.

which the solution is obtained is shown in Fig. 7-3. This model is decom-
posed into a tail-body combination acting at angle of attack a without
vortices, and one acting at « = 0 with vortices. In this decomposition
we note that the angles of attack of tail and body add up to « and the
free-stream velocities add up to V, acting at angle of attack «. With
regard to the vortex itself, it can be replaced by a small solid cylindrical
boundary. The circulation around this small boundary is zero for ¢, and
produces no effect on the flow; but for ¢y the circulation is taken as T.
Since the vortex is specified to lie in the plane of the tail, it must be held
in position by a force. Because the potentials ¢. and ¢y are applied to
the same physical boundaries and obey the same linear differential equa-
tion, they can be added to obtain the potential for the complete combina-'
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tion at angle of attack o« including the vortices. But it is not obvious
that the loading coefficients are additive, even if the potentials are,
because of the usual squared terms in Bernoulli’s equation. The velocity
components in the z, y, and z directions have simple symmetry for the
vortices lying in the plane of the wing, and it is shown in Appendix A at
the end of the chapter that the square terms do not contribute to the
joading under these circumstances. Thus the loading coeflicients associ-
ated with ¢, and ¢y are additive. If P+ and P~ denote the pressure
coefficients on the lower and upper surfaces, respectively, then

S P
o O
4 9 D
APy = Pyt — Py~ = — Ve oz (¢v)
AP. v = AP, + APy (7-8)

-isappropriate-at this tinee to specify more-preeisely- the-limitntions-
of the solution arising from the fact that the vortices are assumed to lie
in the plane of the tail. If the vortices attempt to move vertically out of
the plane of the tail, it is necessary to apply lateral forces parallel to the y
axis to keep them in the plane. Thus, if the vortices are free to move
laterally in the plane of the tail, there will be no change in the Z force or
loading due to constraining them to lie in the plane.

Let us now turn to the problem of determining ¢y and APy. Consider
the cross section of the actual tail in the ; plane with a pair of symmet-
rically disposed vortices of equal but opposite strength, as shown in Fig.
7-4. Because the external vortices produce velocity normal to both body
and panels, a fairly complicated image system must be put inside the
cross section to ecancel the normal velocity. Image vortices at the

_inverse points inside the body will satisfy this requirement for the body

but not for the panels. Images will thus be required which satisfy the
panel normal velocity condition without at the same time violating the
normal velocity condition for the body. A simple means of determining
this image system is to transform the tail cross section into the unit
cirele for which the image system is known. The required transforma-

tion is
a? 1 a’ 1
8+;=§(3+;)(0+;> (7-9)
Solving the transformation for o yields
1 a’ G+ae/p | ]® _
=g (3+9) £ |25 (7-10)
2
where A=s +% (7-11)
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The plus sign is to be taken for the top surface and the minus sign for the
lower surface. The points 1, 2, 3, and 4 are shown in the two planes.

The image system in the ¢ plane is obtained in the usual manner by
introducing images inside the circle. The complex potential due to the
complete vortex system is with reference to Eq. (4-77)

Wy = ¢y + Yy = — % log EZ _T_ ;Z;EZ i— 1;;:;
T (¢ = 1/a) — (oy — 1/av)
2 8 (s = 1/0) + (ov — 1/av)

In the transformation back to the 3 plane, symmetrical external vortices
appear, together with the necessary internal images. This transforma-

I

(7-12)

% plane ¢ plane

N
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Fia. 7-4. Transformation of tail cross section into unit circle.

tion is accomplished with the aid of the following equation which refers to
the upper surface

1[G+ a¥y)? *
o’—;——2[~»~7ﬁ— — 1] (7-13)

The potential in the 3 plane depends on whether the vortex span is less
than or greater than the local tail span.
Case 1: sy < 8

The two cases arising in the present solution are illustrated in Fig. 7-17.
In case 1, the vortex is inboard of the leading edge of the tail panel, so

WING-TAIL INTERFERENCE 187

that sy < s. In the ¢ plane the external vortices lie outside the unit
circle just opposite their images. If the external vortices actually move
onto the circle, they are identically canceled by their images. The com-
plex potential thus becomes identically zero. To show this mathemat-
ically, let oy lie on the unit circle. Then it is easy to see that

oy — —1— == <6'V - ;) (7—14)
gy

As a result Eq. (7-12) yields

Wy =¢v+ vy =0 (7-15)
Case 2: sy > 8
A. Tail panels: Instead of Eq. (7-13) for oy — 1/0y we now have
1 (sy + a?/sy)? &
"V“E=2[V—A?—V"“l (7-16)

The logarithm is now a complex quantity, and the complex potential
possesses a real part,

r m
— tan—t! —
T n

I

v~

_ (SV + (12/81/)2 b

n= | -] 7
Tt e/

”‘P @??mJ

wherein positive roots are to be taken and the value of tan—! (m/n) ranges
between 0 and /2.
B. Body: On the body we have

2\ 1é
- — % s (1 ~ %) (7-18)

and the potential is

_ I [Gv+a¥sy)? — (s + a?/s)? |#
¢y~ = _tan 1[ G a7 =iy ] (7-19)

We now pass to the determination of the loading coefficient APy.

49, 4f8, _ds, 9, _ dsy
APV*WEE((#V)—-ITQ[&(QSV)C_lz-*—aSV(d)V)dZB

3 _da ane
+ £y (¢v™) a‘i] (7-20)
Loading coefficients can thus be associated with the rate of change of

Panel semispan, with lateral movement of the vortices, and with changes
In body radius. We consider only the first two effects. For the panels
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the loading coeflicient is

—4T'  (s/a + a/s)(1 — a?/s?) ds/dw

= 7V (sv/a + a/sv)? = (s/a + a/s)T*
1
[(s/a + a/$)* — (y/a + a/y)*)”*
4T (sy/a + a/sy)(1 — a¥/sy?) dsy/dx
Ve [(sv/a + a/sv)* — (y/a + a/y)’]
|letoir - watolay [
(sv/a + a/sv)* — (s/a + a/s)?

APy

_+_

and for the body

_ —4I' (s/a + a/s)(1 — a?/s?) ds/dx
T aVea [(s/a + a/s)? — 4y?/a?*
1
[(sv/a + a/sv)? — (s/a + a/s)*]*
4r' (sy/a + a/sy)(1 — a*/sy?) dsy/dx
wVoa [(sv/a + a/sv)? — 4y*/a¥]
(s/a + a/s)? — 4y*/a? ¥ g
[(Sv/a + a/sv)? — (s/a + a./8)2] (7-22)

The loading given by these expressions is illustrated in Fig. 7-5 for tri-
angular panels. It is noteworthy that the loading associated with posi-

APy

+

P
I+

I'/Va (ﬁl’.)

T

AN R

F1a. 7-5. Types of loadings associated with discrete vortices in plane of tail.
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tive ds/dx is negative, and that associated with positive dsy/da is positive.

Significant differences exist in the shape of the two loadings.

7-3. Lift on Tail Section and Tail Efficiency for Discrete Vortices in
Plane of Tail

Having determined the potential and loading on tail and body for dis-
crete vortices lying in the plane of the tail, we are now in a position to
determine the tail lift and effectiveness. It will also be interesting to
compare the tail effectiveness for a fully rolled-up sheet with that for a
flat sheet. The tail lifts for the panels and the body can conveniently be
set up in terms of the potentials given by Eqs. (7-15), (7-17), and (7-19).
With reference to Fig. 7-4, the lift on the tail panels due to the vortex is

8T te
Lra, 2/ / APy dz dy
o a le

= - % /;ST[(¢V+)te — (¢v*)ul dy

Correspondingly the lift on the body due to the vortex is

a le
Loy, _ o / / APy da dy
qo 0 Jie

— 3, [} ot = Gl (r-23)
0 Jo

In the foregoing formulas one integration has essentially been performed
by passing to the potential, and it remains for us to perform another
integration. We will confine our attentions to the case where the vortex
intersects the tail, sy < sy.

Consider the potential field acting on the tail panels. With reference
to Fig. 7-4 we have the potential at the leading edge

(ovH)ie
(pv) =

- = s < sy
(7-24)

!
(=

8§ > 8y

The lift on the panels is thus

LT(B)V _ _8_ “sv _ _E o _4Pa _S_V _ -
% T T T, [O ( 2)]‘”* W(a 1) (7-25)

For the body, the “leading edge’ is taken as the diameter joining the
leading edges of the tail-body junctures. From Egs. (7-15) and (7-19)
we have

sv/ar — ar/sy
2(1 — y*/ar?)%

(ovH)ie
(¢’V+)tt

- —i—tan—1 sy < 8 (7-26)

0
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The lift on the body is thus

Lyay, _ _ 8T [ n=1 sv/ar — ar/sy.
qo Vo Jo 2(1 — y*/ar®*
4Tar ar
= e e —_— -2
v (i-%) @20

The shapes of the span loadings given by (¢v*)w — (¢vT)ie are illustrated

Vortex
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Fic. 7-6. Span loadings associated with straight-line vortices in plane of tail.

in Fig. 7-6 for the trailing edge taken at various streamwise positions.
The total loss of lift due to the vortex is

Ly _ Lrwyy + Lsay, _ _ 4T <S—" —~ 95) (7-28)
qo o Voar  sv

The tail effectiveness can now be determined with the aid of the following
equation:
1 —qp = ——-T‘L" (7-29)
LBT - B

By apparent-mass methods (Sec. 10-8), it is easy to show that

WING-TAIL INTERFERENCE 191

2\ 2
LBT - LB = 21!’87'29'0(1 (1 —_ %:‘2> (7'30)

so that the tail effectiveness is

_ (sr/ar — ar/sr)* — (2T/maV ) (sv/ar — ar/sv) -
T (s2/ar — ar/sr)? (7-31)

The foregoing result for the tail efficiency is in terms of vortex strength
and position as parameters, and it is of no particular importance how the
vortices arise. However, when the vortices arise by virtue of the wing
panels, the tail effectiveness can be expressed solely in terms of the dimen-
<sions of the wing-body-tail combination. Based on the vortex model of

Fia. 7-7. Model of wing vortices impinging on tail.
Fig. 7-7, the vortex strength is equal to the circulation at the wing-body
juncture given by Eq. (6-39).
I _sw o (7-32)

Another relationship between the lifts and vortex strength based on
slender-body theory and lifting-line theory is

Gocx qocx sw?

The foregoing equation yields the relationship between wing span and
vortex span

aw Sw

Sy _aw _ I(ﬂ — _a_W) (7-34)

The tail effectiveness can now be expressed in two alternate forms

= (sv/ar — ar/sr)* — (sw/aw — aw/sw)* sy < 8r
(sr/a — a/sr)? (7-35)
T = (sr/ar — ar/sr)? — (16/7%)(sv/aw — aw/sv)’
(sr/ar — ar/sr)?

sy < S8t

n
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It is interesting to compare the tail effectiveness for the present case,
Eq. (7-35), with that calculated for a flat vortex sheet, Eq. (7-3). Alge-
braically, the expressions are identical, but the flat-sheet case was derived
on the basis that sw < sy, whereas the present case holds for sy < sp.
The minimum tail effectiveness is O for the flat-sheet case and —0.62 for
the present case. As the vortex sheet rolls up, more vorticity is concen-
trated inboard where it can intersect the tail panel. Thus, the lower
minimum tail effectiveness results for the rolled-up vortex case.

Wing-tail interference is usually most adverse for a vortex of fized
strength when the vortex lies in the plane of the tail panels. TFor a com-
bination with the wing and tail mounted centrally on the fuselage, wing
deflection can produce a vortex in the plane of the tail. If, however, the
tail is above the wing, this condition will prevail at some positive angle of
attack. For a midwing-midtail combination with no wing incidence, the
vortex strength will be very small for the small values of « for which the
vortex lies nearly in the plane of the wing. The interference will be most
adverse for some positive angle of attack (for which the vortex does not
lie in the plane of the wing), because the vortex strength increases with
angle of attack. The case of the vortices not lying in the plane of the
wing will subsequently be discussed in connection with the tail interfer-
ence factor.

7-4. Tail Interference Factor

The interference produced by a vortex on a lifting surface depends on
the strength of the vortex and its position relative to the lifting surface.
It seems desirable to set up a nondimensional measure of this interference
which depends on vortex position but which is independent of vortex
strength. Tail effectiveness depends on vortex strength and is thus not
such a measure. Therefore, let us consider a quantity called the tasl
interference factor ip. Now for a fixed vortex position the local induced
velocities at the lifting surface will be proportional to the vortex strength.
They will produce effective twist and camber of the surface proportional
to vortex strength. Thus, for a vortex of fixed position the lift on the
lifting surface is proportional to the product of the vortex strength and
lift-curve slope of the lifting surface. Let the strength be expressed in
the nondimensional form T'/Vl, where [, is a reference length. Let the
lift per degree of the tail alone be written Lr/«a. The lift on the tail sec-
tion due to the fixed vortex is then

P Lr
Vol, [s4

Lyry «

(7-36)

1t is convenient for our purposes to use a reference length based on tail
dimensions, namely, 2r(sr — ar). The constant of proportionality in
Eq. (7-36) is then defined as the tail interference factor 7p.
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. r Ly
Love = or o ior —ar) @ (7-87)
or iT - LBTV/LT (7-38)

T/2xVa(sr — ar)

It should be mentioned that Lgr, is usually negative so that 77 is negative.
The tail interference factor can be interpreted as the ratio of two non-
dimensional quantities, the first of which is a lift ratio and the second a

T r

c ‘ 3% D —
(T g
2.0«1.'[,:0 / \/
7k _
16 / y }6// \\\‘
ol AL
(isz) / //// -10 \\\
Tos / 1// // \\ AN

/
s DNE N

/% m NEER
0.4 A & N
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(S—)T
F1a. 7-8. Chart of tail interference factor based on strip theory; Az = 0, (a/s)r = 0.2.

nondimensional vortex strength. The appearance of a lift ratio has the
effect that, even if the particular theory used to obtain ir is known to pre-
dict the lift incorrectly, still it may be suitable for evaluating iz since it
may predict the lift ratio correctly. It will be recalled that the use of this
stratagem in predicting Kw and K g by slender-body theory led to prac-
tical interference calculations for nonslender configurations.

The tail interference factor can be calculated by such methods as
slender-body theory, strip theory, and reverse-flow methods. A particu-
larly simple method for calculating 7r is through the use of strip theory,
and it has the flexibility of not being dependent on Mach number. A set
of 4p charts based on strip theory?® has been drawn up for various values of
the parameters (a/s)r and tail taper ratio Ap. A typical chart from this
group is shown in Fig. 7-8. It is to be noted that the chart is for a pair of
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equal and opposite external vortices symmetrically disposed with respect
to the vertical plane of symmetry, and that the chart is similar in all four
quadrants. The magnitude of ir is greatest near the tip of the tail panels.
Thus, care should be taken in design to keep strong vortices from entering
the region of the tip of the tail panels.

Hlustrative Example

Calculate on the basis of slender-body theory the relationship between
the tail effectiveness and the tail interference factor for the vortex model
shown in Fig. 7-7. The definition of tail effectiveness gives

1 — = ﬂ,
T T L —Ls
From Eq. (7-30)

LBT _ LB = 27I'STZQ()C¥ (1 _— f—)

and from Eq. (7-37)
. T
Lowe = 00 (or = ar

5 (27 (s — ar)?qo

These relationships give the tail effectiveness

PST2

U S Vea(or — an)(or T ar)? (7-39)

1—9r=—

Since ir is independent of T, the tail effectiveness depends on T. When
the vortex strength can be expressed in terms of wing dimensions as for
the present case using Eq. (7-32)

2rVoa(sr — ar) N w(sy — ar)

T aw(sw/aw —_ aw/SW) (7_40)

The tail interference factor is

(sr — ar)(sr + ar)?
awsr*(sw/aw — aw/sw)

ir = —a(l — ar) (7-41)

7-6. Calculation of Tail Lift Due to Wing Vortices

The tail interference factor discussed in the preceding section simplifies
the calculation of tail lifts. Let us set up the necessary equations for
calculating the tail lift for a planar missile (or a cruciform missile at zero
bank angle) due to wing vortices. Consider one vortex per wing panel.
This vortex strength is obtained by equating the lift on the wing panels
calculated by use of Ky to the lift as calculated by lifting-line theory.
On the basis of the wing-body interference methods of Chap. 5, using
Kw, we obtain

Lwp = Kw(Cra)wSwqoa (7-42)
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Likewise the lift of the panels based on the lifting-line model of Fig. 5-17
is
Ly = 2pVolo(yr — aw) (7-43)

where yv is the lateral position of the wing vortex, and T'yis the circulation
strength at the wing-body juncture. Thus we have the vortex strength

_ Vo(aKw)(Cra)wSw

4(yv — aw)
When this vortex strength is introduced into Eq. (7-37), the lift on the
tail section due to the wing vortices takes the form

I = aKW(CLa)W(CLa)TSWSTQO
BTv " 8x(sr — ar)(yv — aw)

Ty

(7-44)

(7-45)

We convert to lift coefficient form on the basis of a reference area Skg.

LBTV -3 KW(CLa)W(CLa)T(ST — aT)SW/‘SR

C — =
(Cren)v ¢Sz T 2r Ar(yv — aw)

(7-46)

The angle of attack is in radians, and the lift-curve slopes are per radian.

To make engineering calculations using Eq. (7-46) requires a knowledge
of the vortex position at the tail section. The factor iz depends on such
information. Let (yv/s)r and (2v/s)r be the lateral and vertical positions
of the vortex associated with the right tail panel in the crossflow plane
through the centroid of area of the tail panels. These quantities can be
determined in several ways. First, the positions can be determined by
the step-by-step procedure described in the preceding chapter. Such a
procedure is lengthy, and some simplifying assumption is usually war-
ranted. Thus, we come to the second method based on the assumption
that the vortices trail back in the streamwise direction from the wing
trailing edge. To demonstrate the use of Eq. (7-46) and the simplifying
assumption, let us perform a sample calculation.

Llustrative Example

With reference to the wing-body-tail combination of Fig. 7-9, calculate
the lift on the tail section due to the wing vortices and the corresponding
tail effectiveness for the conditions My = 2, & = 5°, and 8 = 0.

As a first step let us ascertain the vortex lateral and vertical locations in
the crossflow plane at the centroid of the tail panels. The lateral position
at the wing trailing edge for a single vortex per panel is obtained with the

help of Table 6-1.
a 0.5625
(§>W = 281z ~ 02

(?’"—"“>W =0.76  Table 6-1

Sm — Q
(yv)w = 0.5625 + 0.76(2.25) = 2.27
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We neglect any lateral motion of the vortex which is assumed to trail back
in a streamwise direction. Thus

Yv _ 2.27 _
(?)T = 1siz = 1

"The vertical height at the wing trailing edge is 0, and the tail centroid is

T
A e e
2.812 j
J‘ 45° ; 51 1812
- - IR A R
RN
375 1, 2.25 —}«— 3.16
9.16 1.25 |—
105

Q
‘l i
S
t
|
l

Fic. 7-9. Wing-body-tail combination of illustrative example.

3.99 units behind the trailing edge of the wing measured parallel to the
body axis. Thus
(zv)r = 3.99 tan 5° = 0.348

o) 0348
(?>T = 1812 ~ 019
The value of A7 is 0, and of (a/s)ris0.31. Actually, ¢r is a slowly varying
function of Az and of (a/s)r for small values of (a/s»)r. For instance, the
value of iz for A\p = 0, (a/s)r = 0.2, from Fig. 7-8, is —1.85, and for

(a/s)r = 0.4 from Pittset al.?is —1.75. Let us use a value of iz = —1.8.
Turning now to the other quantities in Eq. (7-46) we obtain

Kw = 1.16 Table 5-1

Since the leading edges of the wing and tail panels are supersonic for
M, = 2, the lift-curve slopes of the wing alone and tail alone are equal to
the two-dimensional lift-curve slope

(Cra)w = (CLa)r = Ol = 1)% ~ 3% =~ 2.31 per radian
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Taking the reference area as Sw, we now have all the quantities necessary
for evaluating the lift increment on the tail section due to the vortices.

—18 (5/57.3)1.16(2.31)%(1.812 — 0.561)(1)

(Crpr)v 2r(4)(2.27 — 0.56)

i

= —0.029

We now consider the tail effectiveness. Based on the wing-alone area
as a reference area, the tail-body combination and the body alone have
lift-curve slopes of 0.0282 and 0.0069 per degree, respectively, calculated
by the method of Chap. 5. The tail effectiveness is

=~ (Crep)v 0.029 _
L= = oy = (G~ 5(0.0282 — 0.0060) ~ O
nr = 073

The tail effectiveness has been reduced 27 per cent as a result of the
adverse effect of wing-tail interference.

Let us examine the Jift and moment curves for the example configura-
tion as presented in Fig. 7-10. The effect of wing-tail interference on the
lift is not large, which is not surprising in view of the fact the wing is much
larger than the tail. The effect on
pitching moment, however, is con- 061 _ n¢ wing-tail interference /%
siderable, because of the large “le- ——— With interference i
ver arm’’ of the tail. The moment 04l e
curve is now nonlinear, and the com- ’ i
bination becomes more stable as the 74
angle of attack increases, although 02+ Va
wing-tail interference decreases the ¢
static margin by about 3 per cent of
the combination length at « = 0° 0 2 3 12 16

Let us consider the nonlinearity
exhibited by the moment curve in
greater detail. As the angle of at-
tack increases, the vortex strength ™
increases linearly. If the vortex po- -0.04
sition remained fixed with respect to
the tail, the adverse effect of interfer- 0.08
ence would also be proportional to FI.G. 7-10. Calculated lift and moment
and the moment-curve slope would curves of example configuration.
be constant. However, as the tail
moves down with increasing angle of attack, it moves away from the
vortex, which trails back streamwise from the wing trailing edge. The
lift on the tail due to the vortex is thus less than proportional to «, as
exhibited by the difference between the two moment curves in Fig. 7-10.
The net effect is an increase in stability —dC,./da as a increases.
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It would be inferred from the foregoing argument that, if the tail
approaches the vortex as a increased, there would result a decrease in
stability. Such an effect would in fact occur for a high tail position as
illustrated in Fig. 7-11. After the tail passes through the vortex and
starts moving away from it, the stability would again increase as illus-
trated. It should be noted that this effect can also oceur for a cruciform

%

[+2 +
-
\§___,._-\\
\
C \

~—— No wing-tail interference
-== With interference
F16. 7-11. Effect of tail height on moment curve of complete configuration.

tail interdigitated with respect to the wing panels. The upper panels of
the tail will move toward the wing wake as « increases and exhibit the
typical high-tail nonlinearity in the moment curve.

7-6. Use of Reverse-flow Method for Calculating Aerodynamic Forces
on Tail Section in Nonuniform Flow

We have considered methods for calculating the aerodynamie forces on
tail sections based on slender-body theory and on strip theory. Another
powerful method for this purpose is to be found in the reverse-flow theo-
rems of linearized theory. These theorems are based on an application of
Green’s theorem to second-order partial differential equations with cer-
tain mathematical symmetries. We forego the pleasure of reproducing
the elegant derivation of the reverse-flow theorem we will use, but refer
the reader to Heaslet and Lomax® instead. We will be particularly
interested in the reversibility theorem involving pressure coefficients and
angle of attack. Consider a tail-body combination consisting of circular
cylinder and flat panels inclined at such small angles to the flow direction
that the boundary condition of no flow normal to the solid boundaries can
be applied on surfaces parallel to the flow direction. Let the combina-
tion in direct flow (Iig. 7-12) have local pressure coefficient P; and local
angle of attack a;. Let the corresponding quantities at the same point in
reverse flow be P; and a.. Then the particular reverse-flow theorem
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germane to our purpose is

//SB+ST Py dS = f/,g,+5,, Pz dS (7-47)

Here the quantities P, as are measured at the same point as the quantities
P1, a1. Because all surfaces are taken in the streamwise direction, Eq.
(7-47) applies equally to flows obeying Laplace’s equation at subsonic
speeds and to flows obeying the wave equation at supersonic speeds.
Let us now consider how the theorem is used to determine the aero-
dynamic forces on the tail in the nonuniform field produced by a vortex.
Consider the tail panels to be at zero incidence, and let body and tail be

I
bon—o 4
=

¢1,a1,P1 ¢2'°‘2'P2
Direct flow Reverse flow
Frg. 7-12. Configuration in direct and reverse flow.

I N W I S
] ] N

A = B +
F16. 7-13. Decomposition of twisted tail configuration into components.

e
—

n
&

at angle of attack ap. The vortex system external to the body will pro-
duce velocities normal to the wing and body. The velocities normal to
the body are canceled by introducing image vortices in the usual manner.
The vortex system and its images then produce angle of attack oy on the
tail panels. The tail panels can be considered to be cambered and
twisted to conform to ay. If ay depends only on lateral position and
does not vary chordwise, then the tail panels are only twisted but not
cambered. The final configuration thus has the body at angle of attack
ap and the tail panels effectively at angle of attack ap + av as shown in
Fig. 7-13. The configuration is decomposed into two configurations B
and C. The lift of configuration C is that due to the vortex, and it will
now be calculated using reverse-flow methods.

Let us take for the conditions of direct flow the boundary conditions
shown for configuration C of Fig. 7-13.

a1=0 OnSB

xd1 = ay on ST (7“48)
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Take as the boundary conditions for reverse flow unit incidence of the tail
panels as shown in Fig. 7-14.

ag =0 on S

Qg = 1 on ST (7-49)

A direct application of the reverse-flow theorem, Eq. (7-47), yields

[ [STPldST = [ [ST Paay dSr (7-50)

Since the first integral of the preceding equation represents the force on
one surface of the tail panels due to the vortex, we have

Lrwy _ / /S Paay dSy (7-51)

Let the angle of attack due to the vortex ay be one of pure twist. Then
integration with respect to x yields

é%%}_)_!' = 2 /"T av(CCz)z dy (7-52)
te

where (ccr)e = 2 / Pydx (7-53)
le

The quantity (cc;): is the span loading due to unit incidence of the tail
panels. Equation (7-52) can be given the interpretation of integration
across the span of the local angle of attack with (cc;): as weighting factor.

= N
= 8 ap=0 — y ag=0 Jg
~_ L

B Py, (cep)z
Direct flow Reverse flow

Fic. 7-14. Special configuration in direct and reverse flow.

Thus, if the span loading is known in reverse flow for a tail-body combina-
tion for unit tail incidence, then it is possible to determine the gross lift on
the tail panels due to the vortex. It should be noted that the simplifica-
tion of caleulation achieved by the use of the reverse-flow theorem is
made possible because we desire to obtain a gross force. No details con-
cerning the span loading on the tail panels due to the vortex are given.

It must not be forgotten that the body will carry lift which is trans-
ferred to it by the tail panels, and we now proceed to a consideration of
this problem. Tor the reverse-flow condition, let us take

az = 1 on Sp

a3 = 0 on ST (7-54)
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and retain the same direct-flow conditions. A direct application of Eq.
(7-47) yields

/[% P,dSz = .//Sr Piay dSr (7-55)

where P; is the pressure coefficient due to unit angle of attack of the
hody with ar = 0. Performing an integration with respect to z yields

Ll’q@ = 2 / f Psay dSp = 2 / ! (cc))sav dy (7-56)
0 . Sr a

The lift on the body due to the vortex can thus be calculated using strip
integration with (cc;); as weighting factor. We can obtain the total lift
in one integration if we assume that both body and tail are at unit inci-
dence in reverse flow

Qg = 1 on SB <

oy = 1 on ST ‘_07)

and let (cc¢;)q be the corresponding span loading

Lz, + Lpayy _ Lgr,
qo qo

It is possible to evaluate the moment by considering the reverse-flow
condition

=2 / " (cenay dy (7-58)

a5 = T on Sp and Sy (7-59)
A direct application of Eq. (7-50) yields
Mpgr, o
Mer, = // PixdS = 2/ (cer)say dy (7-60)
qo S48t a
Likewise, if the reverse-flow conditions are taken to be
ag = Y on Sp (7-61)
then the rolling moment due to the vortex is
L-qﬂz - / [S PydS =2 / " (cer)oav dy (7-62)
(] T a

7-7. Shock-expansion Interference

If the emphasis on wing-tail interference due to vortices has created the
impression that other types of wing-tail interference do not exist, such an
impression is unintentional. For a missile employing a horizontal tail
above the wing, another type of interference is quite possible, namely,
interference due to the action of the wing shock-expansion field on the
tail. If the Mach number is sufficiently high, a horizontal tail in line
with the wing can also fall within the wing shock-expansion field at angle
of attack. An approximate analysis of shock-expansion interference is
to be found in Nielsen and Kaattari.”
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Let us now briefly consider the qualitative aspects of shock-expansion
interference of the wing on the tail. Consider the high-tail missile shown
in Fig. 7-15 for « = 5° and @ = 20°. The shock-expansion field shown is
that of the wing on the assumption of a two-dimensional flow field. At
a = 5° the tail is shown partially between the expansion fan from the
leading edge and the shock wave from the trailing edge. Note the path
of the streamline going through the expansion fan. It is approximately
parallel to the wing chord. If the tail is set parallel to the wing chord,
the tail will be essentially at zero angle of attack with respect to the local
flow direction. As a result it will develop very little nose-down moment.
The tail effectiveness is thus nearly zero.

Expansion fan .
/0, Trailing-edge
Pyl shock wave

Streamline  / A
’——*‘/’/T//
S
e
- - - /4
S L///

Q1
°

&<

20° VO\ Z /
Fra. 7-15. Interference of wing shock-expansion field on tail.

If the angle of attack is now increased to 20°, the situation is altered
greatly. As the angle of attack changes, it is a property of the shock-
expansion field that the trailing-edge shock wave remains nearly fixed in
direction with respect to the free-stream velocity. The tail therefore
moves beneath the shock wave. Here the flow direction is very closely
in the free-stream direction so that the tail has recovered almost all its
effectiveness. There is some slight loss due to changes in Mach number
and dynamic pressure resulting from the entropy increase through the
shock wave.

From the preceding description of the flow changes at the tail due to
the wing shock-expansion field, it is possible to see qualitatively the influ-
ence of the interference on the contribution of the tail to the pitching
moment (AC,.)y. With reference to Tig. 7-16, the values of (AC,,)r for
nr = 0 and 5y = 1 are shown as a function of @. For a = 5° the tail
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effectiveness is near zero, and for @ = 20° near unity. The correspond-
ing curve is sketched qualitatively on the figure. If the missile were in
trim at « = 5°, the interference in this case would have a stabilizing effect
for increases in angle of attack.

+

(AC,)r
ﬂT"o

=1

1 L. |

0 5 10 15 20
o, deg
F1g. 7-16. Tail pitching-moment contribution with shock-expansion interference.

One fact that is clear from the discussion is that shock-expansion inter-
ference can be sensitive to Mach number. This characteristic differenti-
ates it from wing-tail interference due to wing vortices.

SYMBOLS

a radius of circular cylinder

ar radius of circular body at tail

aw radius of circular body at wing

A s + a?/s

Ap aspect ratio of surface formed by joining tail panels together

¢ local chord of wing or tail panel

i section lift coefficient

(ccr) span loading

(cer)a span loading due to unit incidence of tail panels in reverse
flow

(ccr)s span loading due to unit incidence of body with tail panels
at zero angle of attack in reverse flow

(cer)a span loading due to unit incidence of tail-body combination
in reverse flow

(ce)s span loading for tail-body combination in reverse flow
cambered so that the angle of attack equals z

(ccr)s span loading for tail-body combination in reverse flow

twisted so that the angle of attack equals y
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Cr
CLa
Cn
Tt’p
Ky

le
L
L /
M
Mo

P,, Pj, etc.

Pt
p-
AP

9o

Sr
Sy
Sw
SB
Sk
Sr
Sw

", n, w
)
Wy
x? y’ z
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lift coefficient

lift-curve slope

pitching moment about y axis

tail interference factor

wing-body interference lift ratio

reference length

leading edge

lift force

rolling moment about body longitudinal axis

pitching moment about y axis

free-stream Mach number

pressure coefficients associated with {ecr)s, (cc1)s, ete.

pressure coefficient on lower surface

pressure coefficient on upper surface

Pt — P~

free-stream dynamic pressure

local semispan of wing-body or tail-body combination

semispan of horizontal tail in combination with body

semispan of vortex

semispan of wing in combination with body

area of body planform in empennage

reference area (arbitrary)

area of horizontal tail panels

area of wing panels

trailing edge

components of flow velocity along @, y, and z axes

velocity in crossflow plane at vortex location

free-stream velocity

complex potential due to vortices

system of axes lying in planes of symmetry of the missile
with the origin on the body axis at the location of the
leading edge of the tail-body juncture, ¥ig. 7-1

coordinates of vortex associated with right tail panel

Y+ 1z

angle of attack

angles of attack associated with (ccr)e, (ccr)s, - - -

angle of attack produced at given spanwise position by
vortex system

angle of sideslip

vortex strength, circulation

strength of bound vorticity at wing-body juncture

tail effectiveness

tail taper ratio

free-stream density

av
ba
v + Wy

Subscripts :

B
B(T)
BT
BW
BWT
T
T(B)
'[7

W

o
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complex variable of transformed plane in which empennage
cross section is a unit circle, Fig. 7-4

position of right external vortex in ¢ plane

potential of tail-body combination in absence of vortices

Wy, complex potential due to vortex system

body alone

body section influenced by presence of horizontal tail
body-tail combination; empennage

body-wing combination

body-wing-tail combination

surface formed by joining horizontal tail panels together
tail panels in presence of body

due to vortices

wing alone

due to angle of attack
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APPENDIX 7A. PRESSURE COEFFICIENT FOR COMBINED INFLUENCES

OF ANGLE OF ATTACK AND VORTICES

For the body coordinates used in the present analysis, the pressure
coefficient is given by Eq. (3-52) with « = «, and ¢ = 0,

P = —2u+ aw) — (0 + w?) (7TA-1)
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where u, v, and w are the perturbation velocities along z, y, and z for unit
free-stream velocity. The vortex patterns in the ¢ plane for case 1,
sy < s, and for case 2, sy > s, are shown in Fig. 7-17. For case 1, we can
immediately conclude that there is no loading due to the vortices. This
result follows from the fact that the image vortex is as far inside the
circle as the external vortex is outside, so that, when the external vortex
approaches the circle in the limit, the two vortices annihilate each other

3 plane o plane

(a)

yplane o plane

()

Fig. 7-17. Vortices in plane of tail panels. (a) Case 1, 8. < s; (b) case 2, 8, > s.

in pairs. This result, of course, also follows from the fact that ¢v is zero
if sy < s as given by Eq. (7-15). We need now be concerned only with
case 2.

For the tail panel in case 2 the velocity components have the following
properties for the vortex in the z = 0 plane:

f“a‘f‘ = — Uy uV-f' = _UV_
Vet = —0, vyt = —vy~ (7A-2)
Wt = W™ = —a wyt = wy— =0

The pressure coefficient on the impact surface Pf,, for the combined
effects of angle of attack and vortices is

Pi .y, = —2(ust + uyt — a?) — (0t + vv*)? — (—a)? (7A-3)
and for the suction surface

wy = —2(—ut — upyt — a?) — (—v.t — )2 — (—a)? (TA-4)
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The loading coeflicient is therefore
AP = P{,y — Poiy = —4uat — dup* (7A-5)

1t follows that the panel loadings due to angle of attack and due to the
vortices are additive and do not involve the squared terms in Bernoulli’s
equation.

On the body the velocity components have the following symmetries
and properties:

Uat = — U™ uyt = —uy”
Vat = —Va” oyt = —vy~ (7A-6)
Wat = Wo™ wyt = wy~

(va* + wat + t@)||(wyt + wyt)
On the body the pressure on the impact surface P}, for the combined
effects of angle of attack and vortices is
Piyy = —2[u.t + urt + e{wat + wy))
— (Wat 4+ vv*)? — (wot + wyh)?  (TA-T)
Similarly
Py = =2[—ust — uvt + a(w.t + wyt)]
— (=gt — opt)? — (wat 4+ wyt)? (TA-8)
The loading is thus
AP = Pf , — Pz = —4(uat + uyt) (7TA-9)

Again, for the body, the loadings due to angle of attack and to the vortices
are additive and do not involve the square terms in Bernoulli’s equation.



CHAPTER 8

AERODYNAMIC CONTROLS

The choice of controls to effect changes in the angles of attack, sideslip,
and bank of a missile is a problem of great importance to the missile
designer. This choice must take into account a large number of con-
siderations such as the altitude, attitude, and speed of the missile; avail-
able positions and space for controls and control actuators; and type of
guidance system. A wide variety of missile controls exists, and others
are being invented all the time. A complete discussion of all control
types is thus not possible and probably would not be desirable. How-
ever, we can consider a few common types that make up a large fraction
of the controls that occur in practice. It is the primary purpose of this
chapter to show how various theoretical methods can be used to predict
the aerodynamic characteristics of some of these common types. The
title of the chapter indicates that we will confine our attention to controls
that depend primarily on the surrounding atmosphere for their opera-
tion, in contradistinction to reaction controls needed for flight outside
the earth’s atmosphere.

Tt is of interest to note in a general way the role that theory plays in
the prediction of control characteristics. The theory to be used depends
on the type of control, the quantity to be calculated, and the ranges of
angles of attack and control deflection, as well as the Mach number.
For controls such as all-movable ones, which can produce significant
interference fields on the body, slender-body theory offers a powerful
means of analysis, particularly when coupled with reverse-flow theorems.
For types of controls where interference effects are not usually important,
such as many trailing-edge controls, the extensive results of supersonic
wing theory are available. Our general attack on problems of control-
characteristic prediction is first to calculate the linear characteristics on
the basis of linear theory. However, the large control deflections called
for in many maneuvering missiles introduce a number of nonlinearities.
The next step in our general attack is to consider the modification of the
linear characteristics in the light of the nonlinearities. Some of the non-
linearities can be calculated, but for others all we can hope to do is to
determine their qualitative effects.

Our first consideration will be to classify the types of missile controls
(not completely), and then to specify certain conventions regarding con-
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trol d'eﬂections, control effectiveness, ete. We then discuss the charac-
teristics of all-movable controls for planar and cruciform configurations
in Secs. 8-2 and 8-3, respectively, illustrating therein severalcmethods
hasefi on slender-body theory. In Sec. 8-4 various types of couplings are
(z()lislfiered that can occur between control functions; such as roll induced
by pxtc.h control. The general subject of trailing-edge controls is dis-
cus‘sed in Sec. 8-5. Trailing-edge controls cover such a wide range, for
v&"hl(}}.l such extensive results are available, that the treatment of the,sec—
tion 1s to classify the results in a general way, and to refer to original
sources for full details.

The results through Sec. 8-5 are based on linear theory; therefore, in
S.ec. 8-6, we consider a number of important nonlinearities. One ;;ar—
ticular control characteristic which can be handled only to a limited
degree by theory is hinge moment. Some discussion of this general
probI'em is contained in Sec. 8-7.  An important constant of a missile is
the tl.me it takes to respond to a sudden change in control setting. A
glmphﬁed analysis of the missile response to a step input in pitch contr(;l
is presented in Sec. 8-8.  On the basis of this analysis, the effect of alti-
tude on missile response is indicated.

8-1. Types of Controls; Conventions

. Mal.ly ty.'peg of controls are available to the missile designer. The
toll.owmg hs:t is by no means exhaustive and includes many types with
which we will not be directly concerned. (Sce Fig. 8-1.)

All-movable panels Nose controls

All-pr%ovable tip controls Shock-interference controls
Trailing-edge controls Jet controls

Canard controls Air-jet spoilers

No unanimity of opinion prevails with regard to the definitions of
conjcrol types; in fact, the technical literature contains many inconsist-
encies. Furthermore, the control types are not mutually exclusive.
One of the principal controls with which we will be concerned is the all-
M(_)vable panel or all-movable control. By this we mean an entire wing or
tail panel free to rotate about a lateral axis (which may be swept). By
an all-movable tip control is meant an outboard section of a wing or tail
panel free to rotate about a lateral axis. A trazling-edge control is a rear-
an*d section of a wing or tail panel free to rotate about a lateral axis
Wlt.h the control trailing edge forming all or part of the panel trailing edge!
It is clear from the foregoing definitions that a eontrol could be an alli
movable tip control and a trailing-edge control at the same time.

A possible basis of control classification is the control location with
refe}'ence to the missile center of gravity. If the controls are located well
behind the center of gravity, as for conventional aircraft, then the term
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tail control applies. If, however, the controls are placed forward of the
center of gravity, the term canard control applies. When the control is
mounted on the main lifting surface near the center of gravity, the term
wing control applies.

A number of control types with which we are not particularly con-
cerned are, nevertheless, of interest. A nose control is one mounted on
the nose of the missile and may comprise all or part of the nose. A
shock interference control is a type designed for using interference pressure
fields to produce control. It is so located that it throws a pressure field

4b-

O \{/ 3
(@) ()

L

AL\
VN

Frc. 8-1. Common types of missile controls. (a) All-movable; (b) all-movable tip;
(¢) trailing edge; (d) canard.

DY

<[>

onto some adjacent surface. A type of control particularly useful at
extreme altitudes is the jet control. Actually, this type includes the
reaction jet, which depends on the reaction of the jet for its effectiveness,
and the jet vane, which depends on deflecting a propulsive jet for its effec-
tiveness. Another interesting type of control is the air-jet spoiler.
With this, jets of air are ejected more or less normal to a surface to cause
changes in the external air flow which augment the reaction of the jets.

It is desirable for the purposes of this book to standardize notation and
sign convention for control deflection angles and control effectiveness.
Let us consider a horizontal reference plane, which is the horizontal plane
through the missile axis for zero bank angle, and corresponds to the hori-
zontal plane of symmetry when one exists. The vertical reference plane

is a plane through the missile axis normal to the horizontal reference .
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plane, and corresponds to the vertical plane of symmetry. Now, with
reference to Fig. 8-2, let the control deflection angles for the right and
left horizontal controls looking forward be 8, and 8., respectively. These
angles are measured between the horizontal reference plane and the chord
plane of the controls (assuming no camber) in a plane parallel to the
vertical reference plane. Trailing edge down is taken to be positive so
that negative pitching moment is produced for tail control. ILet the con-
trol angles for the upper and lower vertical controls be §; and 84, respec-
tively. The angles are measured between the vertical reference plane
and the chord plane of the controls in a plane parallel to the horizontal

N I

e
N

1 §+
[P 1
5,

F1c. 8-2. Positive deflection angles. Top left, side view; center left, top view; hottom,
end view.

reference plane. Positive values of §; and 84 correspond to a movement,
of the trailing edges of the controls to the right so that a positive yawing
moment is produced for tail control. These conventions with regard to
control deflection angle hold equally for all-movable controls, all-movable
tip controls, and trailing-edge controls.

Let us specify precisely what we mean by pitch control, yaw control,
and roll control. Let the control deflections &, and &8, not necessarily
equal, of the horizontal panels be resolved into pitch deflection 8, and
roll deflection 8, defined as follows:

5. = 81 + 8
¢ 2
5 — o, 8-1)

ba 3



212 MISSILE AERODYNAMICS
If the deflections of the controls are equal in magnitude and sign so that
63 == 51 == 52

we have piich control as shown in Fig. 8-3. 1If, on the other hand, the
deflections are of equal magnitude but

5o opposite sign so that
6a = 61 = —62

we have roll control with the horizontal

Bom 6>\ controls. Now let the control deflections

8; and &4 of the vertical controls be de-
composed into yawing deflections 6, and

(@ rolling deflections &, as follows:
61=6>/ 5, = 85 + 84
! 2
(8-2)
5 a b = B0
¢ 2
52=—6>\ If the deflections of the vertical controls
are of equal magnitude and sign so that
b

Fic. 8-3. (a) Pitch control and O = 05 = b

() roll control with horizontal

controls. we have yaw control as shown in Fig. 8-4.

But, if the deflections are of equal mag-
nitude but opposite sign so that

Ba/ = 63 = —64

we have roll conirol with the vertical controls.

Let us now consider what we mean by the pitching and rolling effec-
tiveness of the horizontal controls. The prtching effectiveness is measured
by the rate of change of pitching-moment coefficient C, with pitch
control.

Pitching effectiveness = %C;"' (8-3)

The rolling effectiveness of the horizontal controls is measured similarly on
the basis of rolling-moment coefficient C.
Rolling effectiveness = %—% (8-4)
The parameter 8C,./8. is normally negative with tail control and positive
with canard control. The paramecter 9C;/d8, is usually negative. A
change in sign of the control effectiveness is known as control reversal.
Consider now the yawing and rolling effectiveness of the vertical
panels. The yawing effectiveness is measured by the rate of change ofi%
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yawing moment with yaw control.

Yawing effectiveness == %(;" (8-5)

The rolling effectiveness is measured in the same manner for the hori-
zontal controls.

Rolling effectiveness = (%C-l (8-6)
The sign of the yawing effectiveness is usually opposite to that of the
pitching effectiveness. The sign of the rolling effectiveness for both

horizontal and vertical panels should be negative. The use of canard

(a)

AN
Féﬁ ey
N

®)

F1G. 8-4. (a) Yaw control and (b) roll control with vertical controls.

controls for roll control tends to give a positive value of 8C;/38, because
of interference effects of the main lifting surface. It is clear that effec-
tiveness derivatives can be defined on the basis of forces as well as
moments, but we will not be concerned with such derivatives. When
there is a coupling or ‘“cross talk’’ between two controls, then certain
cross-coupling derivatives can be defined. While we will not make precise
definitions of cross-coupling derivatives, we will consider their qualitative
behavior in some detail.

8-2. All-movable Controls for Planar Configurations

The all-movable control used in canard, wing, or tail control applica-
tions is an important type of missile control. One reason for its impor-
tance is the simple method it provides for obtaining a control of large area
for fast response at high altitudes. In the ensuing analysis of the proper-
ties of the all-movable control, we will approach the problem of the
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pitching effectiveness by constructing the crossflow potential and apply-
ing slender-body theory to obtain detailed loadings. This approach
demonstrates certain tricks in constructing the potential. The approach
to the problem of rolling effectiveness will be along the lines of reverse-
flow theorems and slender-body theory, to show the great simplification
oceurring in the analysis when only gross quantities are determined in
contrast to detailed loadings.

Let us calculate the pitching effectiveness of all-movable controls
mounted on a body to produce a planar configuration as shown in Fig.

yplane
s plane
¥ _T
# a=39 Sm
£ NN
=0 0 x
a=9,

Fic. 8-5. Crossflow plane and transformed plane for pitch control of planar con-
figuration.

8-5. Although this calculation will be made on the basis of slender-body
theory, it will be extended to nonslender configurations using the same
general methods of wing-body interference described in Chap. 5. Let us
focus attention on the crossflow plane, the 3 plane, and construct the
potential for the flow. Since the control panels are deflected to angles
8., and the body is at zero angle of attack, the boundary conditions are

%:"BGVO —s<y<a and a<y<s forz =0

% _ o

or r=a (87
=0 m-——»oo

The potential must be continuous throughout the flow field except for
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possible singular points on the boundary where ¢, or ¢, may be singular.
If a solution could be found producing a local velocity normal to the panel,
and zero velocity normal to the panel and body everywhere else, the solu-
tion could be used to construct the potential for any arbitrary variation
of normal velocity across the span of the control. The usual doublet
does not satisfy these conditions, but a doubletlike solution having such
properties can be constructed. Let us first transform the cross section of
the missile in the 3 plane into the unit circle by an application of Eq.
(7-13) as shown in Fig. 8-5. Now introduce a source and sink on the
surface of the unit circle into which the panel is transformed as shown in
the figure. The family of circles passing through the source and sink
form the streamlines of their combined flow. In particular, the unit
circle is a streamline so that no flow is induced normal to it. Let us now
transform the flow in the o plane back to the 3 plane. In the transforma-
tion the source and sink are brought into close proximity, forming a
doubletlike solution. In the transformation, the property of no flow
normal to the solid boundaries is preserved, with the exception of the
point where the source and sink come into confluence. At this point the
doubletlike solution, henceforth called a doublet, produces a velocity
normal to the panel surface and continuous through it. Our next step is
to determine this local normal velocity in terms of the doublet strength.

Let the strength of the source and sink in the o plane be of magnitude
26,V o dy, where dy is the element of control span at the doublet location y.
The complex potential in the ¢ plane is then

— eiB
Wale) = — W: &y log Z—° (8-8)

o —e#

where ¢#® and e~ are points in the ¢ plane where the sink and source are
placed. For a point ¢ = ¢ on the unit circle the complex potential can
be written

Ve = 0ul0) + (@) = — VoW [10g (2= 088 4 45| 89)

21 —cos (© + B)

Since ¥, is constant on the unit circle, it isa streamline, as formerly stated.
The potential on the unit circle is

5.V o dy cos 3 — cos O )
x 98T _Gos @ + ) (8-10)

Now in the transformation the source strength has remained unaltered.
Half the fluid due to the source flows upward through the span element of
width dy at velocity w(y) into the sink. Applying the equation of con-
tinuity locally, we thus obtain

$a(0) = —

- 68V0 dy
- aeVO (8'11)

w(y) dy
or w(y)

i
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Now our boundary conditions call for w(y) to be — 8.V, so that the poten-
tial for a veloecity — 68,V at points y and —y on the control panels is

cos 3 — cos O
1 —cos(®+8)

+10glcos;3 + cos© ]dy

8©) + duler — 0) = =20 [log

+ cos (6 — B)
Since the panels are at a uniform deflection angle, we can carry out the

integration across the panel span to obtain the potential for the entire
flow as follows:

_ B=vy _
6(0) = f:VoA [log cos 8 — cos O

1—cos(®+§)
+ log %] dy (8-12)
where % = colsy [cos B + (cos? B — cos? y)*] (8-13)
and cos y = S—f%T/g =a (8-14)

The integration is tedious, as the final answer for the potential shows.
For the top surface of the wing the potential according to a solution of
Gaynor J. Adams is

7 2 _ g 2\¥
dwm = l:}é { —4r; tanh™! (31 Y1 )

82 — ry?
gl s — 1./12 }é
4yy tanh~1 | 22 (22
+ 4yi tan [yl (312 — 7‘12>

+ 27(s)® — 2 (1 + 7% cos™! :—1)' (8-15)

. a?
wherein 81 =8+ -
aZ
1=y + v - (8-16)
ry = 2a

Equation (8-15) is also given by Dugan and Hikido.2

Having determined the potential, we can obtain the forces and loadings
on the panels due to deflecting the panels. It is convenient first to con-
sider the lifts on the panels and the body, before considering the loading
distributions. To specify these lifts, we introduce two new lift ratios
kw and k3 analogous to the two lift ratios Kw and K5 defined in Chap. 5.
If Ly s is the lift on the panels due to its own deflection and L is the
lift on the wing alone formed by joining the two panels together (awy = &),
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then the ratio kw is defined as

ICW = LWJZ ap = 0 ag = 0. (8-17)
Lw
The subseript W applies equally to all-movable canard or tail panels as
to wing panels. An analogous ratio % is defined for the lift Ly, carried
over onto the body as a result of the panel deflection:

kp = EB G20 ay =5, (8-18)

Ly
To evaluate kw we must find the loading on the panel. The loading is
given by Eq. (8-30). This loading Is integrated across one panel and
doubled to obtain Lw. With reference to Fig. 8-5, the lift is given by

8m —

Ly _ g / e / (A—P> dy (8-19)
905e 0 a 53 W (B)
With the aid of the value for
Ly = 2qoder(sn — a)? (8-20)

the value of kw obtained by integrating Eq. (8-19) is

1 =2 (N 4+ 1\? P e N L L |
kw = s {Z <~)\—> +W[W—-1)J sin 1;\2 1

a4+ 1) , (412 [ A1\
Ty oD TR\
AN41 . -1 8 A 1/
B ¢ W e Ve Sl e  EAL }
\ = m (8-21)

a

If the loading is integrated over the body and the lift ratio ks is formed,
there is obtained

, 2 L=2\r 1 =2\ (A4 1)
kB:r(l—x)z[( A >?4Z+ o T e ]
s M T ke (8-22)
T e

As a matter of interest, this equation coupled with Eq. (5-17) yields a
simple relationship among three important lift ratios:

Kw = kw + ks (8-23)

Let us examine these lift ratios to obtain an over-all idea of the gross lift
forces due to panel deflection. The values of kw and ks are shown as a
function of a/s, in Fig. 8-6. It is of interest to note that kw is not much
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less than unity for all values of a/s,. What this means is that ali-
movable panels in the presence of a body for all practical purposes develop
almost as much lift as the wing

1.0 formed by joining them together.
(Some discussion of the effect of

08 gaps at the body-control junctures
will subsequently be given.) The

< 06 lift ratio &k for the body shows an
i almost linear variation with a/s,,.
= 04 In fact, a simple rule of thumb is
that the fractional part of the panel

0.2 lift carried over onto the body is
equal to a/s, for all-movable con-

trols. The values of kw and kg are
listed in Table 8-1 for general use.
$m It is again noted i ing that th
Fra. 8-6. Lift ratios for symmetrical 1 s nnb nlpadSS;ng atlt §Se
deflection of all-movable panels on cir- V21U Can be applied to nons enaer
cular cylindrical body. configurations on the same basis as
Kw and Kp.
The lift coefficient for the complete configuration due to control deflec-
tion (L¢)s can be expressed simply in terms of kyw and kg for tail control.

B

(Le)s = Lwy + Laary = qodSw(Cra)w(kw + ks) (8-24)

However, for wing control or canard control there will usually be wing or
tail surfaces in the wake of the control. In such cases a loss of lift effec-
tiveness will occur that can be calculated using the wing-tail interference
methods of Chap. 7. Let us now consider the pitching effectiveness.

TaABLE 8-1. NONDIMENSIONAL RATIOS FOR SYMMETRICAL DEFLECTION
OF ALL-MOVABLE WINGs MounNTED oN CIRcuLAR Bopy

a ks Kp z *
Sm Kw kw ks kw Kw ¢ ) wB)
0 1.000 1.000 0 0 0 0.667
0.1 1.077 0.963 0.114 0.118 0.123 0.669
0.2 1.162 0.944 0.218 0.231 0.239 0.668
0.3 1.253 0.936 0.317 0.338 0.349 0.666
0.4 1.349 0.935 0.414 0.442 0.454 0.665
0.5 1.450 0.940 0.510 0.542 0.551 0.664
0.6 1.555 0.948 0.607 0.641 0.646 0.663
0.7 1.663 0.958 0.705 0.736 0.737 0.664
0.8 1.774 0.971 0.803 0.827 0.827 0.666
0.9 1.887 0.985 0.902 0.916 0.915 0.667
1.0 2.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 0.667

* Triangular panel.

AERODYNAMIC CONTROLS 219

To obtain the pitching effectiveness of an all-movable control (or its
hinge moment) requires a knowledge of the center of pressure of the lift
due to the panel deflection as well as a knowledge of the lift itself. We
are free to calculate the center of pressure by integration of the loading
distribution given by Egs. (8-30) and (8-31). Unfortunately, such an
integration will yield different results for each planform of the panel.
The panel center of pressure has been calculated for a triangular panel,
but only the final results are reproduced herein. The center-of-pressure
position of the control panel is given in fractional parts of the chord at the
panel-body juncture ¢, measured behind the leading edge of the juncture.
These values of (Z/c¢,)ws) are listed in Table 8-1. The interesting fact is
noted from these results that, because of panel-body interference, the
center of pressure of the panel in the presence of the body has not been
changed by more than 0.005¢, from its wing-alone value of 0.667¢,. On
the basis of this result, we might surmise that the wing-alone center of
pressure is a good approximation to the center of pressure of the panel in
the presence of the body. This is so, and we shall assume below that

Evin, =€) 62
Cr W(B) CrJw

(It should be remembered here that the wing alone as used here refers to
the wing formed by joining the two all-movable panels together.) Tor
the reasons discussed in Sec. 5-6, the center of pressure of the lift on the
body due to the control panels cannot be accurately calculated using
slender-body theory. Actually, the center of pressure of the body lift
resulting from the panel is not sensitive to the precise shape of the span-
load distribution of the panel, and will be nearly the same whether the
lift is developed by angle of attack or by panel deflection. It is, however,
sensitive to afterbody length and Mach number. On the basis of these
facts we may write approximately

B
Cr B(W); Cr] B(W),

The pitching effectiveness for tail control can now be written

9C,, _ kwl@/c)w — @/cr)el + ksl(@/c)nome — (B/¢0)el
%, L./cs

(Cr)w
(8-27)

where [, is the reference length for pitching moment, and (z/c,)., gives the
position of the missile center of gravity. For canard or wing control it is
necessary to consider also the increment in pitching moment due to inter-
ference associated with the control wake.

We have purposely avoided any discussion of the loading distribution
due to panel deflection until now, to avoid breaking up the foregoing dis-
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cussions of the lift and pitching effectivenesses. However, we now apply
Bernoulli’s equation including quadratic terms to the calculation of the
loading coefficients. Let ut, v*, and w* be the perturbation velocities on
the lower surface of the control panels due to deflection &, and let u—, v~

7

ale
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Fic. 8-7. Loading coefficient at trailing edge of various configurations employing tri-
angular panels.

and w— be the corresponding values for the upper surface. Then, neglect-
ing coupling effects due to any other perturbation velocities (which we
shall discuss later), we have

Ap _ 420 —wh) | )P = 00T @) = W) g g
qo VO V02

The symmetry properties of the velocity components yield the loading
coeflicient

Ap = 22 (8-29)
Vo

From the potential for the panel, Eq. (8-15), the panel loading coefficient

is found to be
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@AP)wwm _ 2 st — a* 7 + 2 cos™Y2a/(s% + a?/s)]
Th AT GFayer- ey &30
Similarly for the body loading coefficient, it can be shown that
4 __ a4 —1 2
(AP)pw) _ gtan .S a*m 4+ 2 cos™Y2a/(s + a?/s)] (8-31)

% s (s + a?/s)? — 4y?]*

It is interesting to compare the loading coefficients at the trailing edge of
the control panel due to unit angle of attack and unit deflection angle.
This is done in Fig. 8-7 for a body with triangular panels. Also included
for comparison is the loading coefficient distribution for the wing alone.
As might be surmised, the loading due to angle of attack is greater than
that due to the wing alone, while that due to panel deflection is less.
Qualitatively the loading distributions are similar, aside from the obvious
fact that the wing alone has no body loading.

N

\a%=—5,

(a) b
F1c. 8-8. Direct and reverse flows for calculating rolling effectiveness of planar con-
figurations. (a) Case 1; (b) case 2.

In the treatment of the pitching effectiveness of all-movable controls,
we have used a straightforward application of slender-body theory. The
amount of work involved is, however, considerable. To calculate the
rolling effectiveness by the same method would lead to complicated
elliptic integrals as seen in Adams and Dugan.! We shall forego such a
calculation and confine ourselves to reverse-flow methods. We shall
apply reverse-flow methods to the calculation of the rolling effectiveness
of panels with straight trailing edges. The configurations in direct and
reverse flow germane to such a calculation are shown in Fig. 8-8. The
reverse-flow theorem, Eq. (7-47), gives

[, Prow.aSw = [[ Praw,asw (8-32)

where P; and P, are the panel loading coefficients for cases 1 and 2,
respectively. For case 1, the rolling moment L’ is

_— !’_ = // PuydSw = 2 // Py dSw (8-33)
Qo Sw Se
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We have chosen aw, such that

aw, =¥ 3 (8-34)

2 P
5‘/—‘-‘/0 /L; PlaW, dy = 2aa /:[SP ﬁd&gwr (8-35)

If we denote the span-load distribution for case 2 by (cc)2, we obtain for
the rolling moment

so that

L (001)2 _an
2aa/p/v dy (8-36)

This result can be interpreted as a relationship between the rolling effec-
tiveness of an all-movable wing and the span loading associated with the
damping in roll of a planar wing and body combination in reverse flow.
In examining this reverse-flow case, we note that the maximum span is at
the leading edge, so that in accordance with slender-body theory all the
load is concentrated along the leading edge. The span loading for the
rolling combination from Heaslet and Spreiter?® is

9 9 g 4 Y
e (1 2o ) (o ) [ - 0 (- )]
+ 2 (y — %2>2 cosh™? (y? + a®)(s* = az); (8-37)

™ (y* — a)(s* + a?)

This result introduced into Eq. (8-36) yields the rolling moment due to
differential deflection 8.. If the rolling effectiveness parameter is taken
to be

Ll
(s, = q08aSw(25m)
_ R S Rl T g
then C)s, = SmSWﬁ 2/ Vs dy (8-38)

The result for the rolling effectiveness based on the exposed panel areas
as reference area and the total span of the combination as reference
length is

(H 1 2 . 2A A2
- _2(1_)\)2‘[<1+—cos 1)\2+1)(1——+)\4)2

23 \ L LM
—3—W(1—>\)]F(¢L)+ <——2>\ +§)

(1+7~2rcos 11+)\2)E(¢k) +—(1 — %)

83 2A\ R _ AN
+ Er—l()gxu——l + § (1 — A3 (1 + —cos 1 T )‘2)} (8-39)
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wherein
A= A= 4_____(8'"8— )
" 1 v (8-40)
= gin~! o = —_— ¥
¢ = sin N Ek=(0—2\Y
For the extreme values of (C;);, we have
1
—(Cs, = 57 A=0
A
GW (8-41)
(C)s, = (1) A A=1

To illustrate the rolling-effectiveness properties of all-movable controls
the values of (C});, as determined from Eq. (8-39) are plotted in Fig. 8-9

06 //w

-9, +3,
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L~
7 |
25,
!
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F1c. 89. Rolling effectiveness of };‘Ianar all-movable controls.

against a/s». It is seen that the same control panels mounted on a body
of large diameter produce nearly four times the rolling effectiveness as
the same panels acting on a very small body. There are two reasons for
this behavior: panel-panel interference and outboard movement of the
lateral center of pressure. Consider the influence of panel-panel interfer-
ence for a/s, = 0. If a vertical reflection plane were placed between the
two panels they would act independently as half of a wing. The rolling
effectiveness due to forces on the two panels under these conditions would
correspond to a value of 14 for (C1)s,/A. Removal of the reflection plane
reduces this value to (Testing a semispan model on a reflection plate
would give a rolling effectiveness too great by a factor of 2.) As the
panels are spread apart, the adverse effect of the panel-panel interference
largely disappears. The second effect is the obvious one that the panel
lifts are concentrated at a greater per cent semispan as a/s,, increases.
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Several points need mentioning before ending this discussion of rolling
effectiveness. Figure 8-9 as it stands applies directly to tail control. It
also applies to wing control and canard control, with the important
proviso that the interference effects due to the control wake be also con-
idered. These effects are usually such that the surfaces behind the con-
trols tend to produce roll in opposition to that developed by the controls
themselves. For canard control the reverse roll can be large enough to
produce control reversal. As a result, canard controls are not well-
suited to roll control. It should be noted that, on the basis of slender-
body theory, the derivation of the rolling effectiveness applies equally to
a full-span trailing-edge control as to an all-movable control. This is a
direct consequence of the fact that the loading of the control in reverse
flow is all concentrated at the leading edge. This result applies, of course,
only to very slender configurations. In the use of Fig. 8-9 a correction
should be applied to these values, to account for the fact that slender-body
theory overpredicts force coefficients for nonslender configurations. For
this reason the results of Fig. 8-9 should be scaled down in the ratio of the
lift-curve slopes of the wing alone, as calculated by supersonic wing theory
and slender-body theory. This ratio for triangular wings is

(Crour 1

R L. BA L4

(CLO,)SBT E (Sk) (8-42)
=.pA BA=z4

wherein E(k) is the complete elliptic integral of the second kind of
modulus
2735
k= [1 - (iﬁ) ] (8-43)

Let us calculate the pitching effectiveness and the rolling effectiveness
of the wing-body-tail combination treated in the illustrative example of
Sec. 7-5 if the tail panels are used as all-movable controls at M, = 2.
Let the center of gravity be a distance 3.95 length units in front of the
Jeading edge of the tail-body juncture from which all distances are meas-
ured. Let us first calculate the pitching effectiveness using Hq. (8-27).

Since
a 0.5625
(?efn)T = 1812 03!

TIlustrative Example

Table 8-1 yields
kr = 0.936 ks = 0.327

The subsecript T is used instead of W in this example since we are con-
sidering tail control, not wing control. The tail center of pressure is, for
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all practical purposes, at the two-thirds root chord at the juncture so that

(i) = 0.67
CrJT

The center of pressure of body lift can, on the basis of Eq. (8-26), be taken
from Table 5-1. This slender-body value will be sufficiently accurate

since there is no afterbody
(’£> = 0.56
Cr/B(Ta

If we take the reference length I, to be the mean aerodynamic chord of
the wing panels and take (Cp)r from the former illustrative example,
Eq. (8-27) yields

_0Cn _ [0.936(0.67 + 3.95/1.25) + 0.327(0.56 4 3.95/1.25)]2.31
33, 1.5/1.25
= 9.24 per radian

For the rolling effectiveness, slender-body theory (Fig. 8-9) yields
(Cos. _ _
Ay = 0.34

With A7 = 4 and B = 1.732, Eq. (8-42) gives a factor

8 8
#BA  7(4)(1.732)

= 0.367

to be applied to the rolling effectiveness. Therefore, we have
(Ch)s, = 4(—0.34)0.367 = —0.50 per radian

8-3. All-movable Controls for Cruciform Configurations

The results for pitching effectiveness of planar configurations can be
applied unchanged to cruciform configurations if we neglect the panel-
panel interference terms that arise because of the square terms in Ber-
noulli’s equation. However, we cannot apply the rolling-effectiveness
results for planar configurations directly to cruciforms since the panel-
panel interference in this case is associated with the linear terms of
Bernoulli’s equation. In the next section the qualitative effects of
coupling due to the quadratic terms will be discussed, but in this section,
as in the previous one, we neglect such effects. Let us start with a dis-
cussion of pitching effectiveness.

Consider the eruciform configuration with all-movable controls shown
in Fig. 8-10 under angles of pitch and sideslip. If . is the included angle
in the plane of the body axis and free-stream direction, then the angles of
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attack and sideslip are obtained by the decomposition

@ = a,C08 ¢

B = a.sin¢ (8-44)
The effectiveness in pitch in the « plane can then be calculated directly
from Eq. (8-27) without any regard for the sideslip velocity. Again a
calculation of the yaw effectiveness can be

made based on 8 without any regard for a.
1t is interesting to note the resultant forces
due to certain combinations of pitch econtrol
and yaw control for cruciform configurations.
Consider the pitch control of a cruciform
configuration at zero bank angle. If both
horizontal panels are deflected to 8, a force F
results in the vertical plane. If now the
configuration is rolled to 45° and all four
panels are deflected to 8, a force (2)*F will
be developed in the vertical plane due to the
controls. As a result, the pitch effectiveness
8 in the vertical plane has been significantly
F16. 8-10. Combined pitchand  increased. Therefore, to obtain the largest
yaw control of eruciform con-  force in response to a command for accelera-

figuration. . . . ..

tion in a given plane, a missile must roll to a
bank angle of 45° with respect to the plane, and then deflect all four
panels. Since the missile has such a low inertia in roll compared to that
in pitch, such a maneuver can result in fast pitch control. However, we
should not lose sight of the fact that one of the characteristic features of
a cruciform arrangement is its ability to perform a maneuver in any

plane without banking. Let us now turn to the subject of roll control.

Panel-panel interference produces such sizable modifications to the

rolling effectiveness of cruciform arrangements that the rolling-effective-
ness results for planar configurations are inapplicable. The nature of
this interference is made clear by an examination of the general features
of the flow in the crossflow plane of the panels as shown in Fig. 8-11.
For pitch control of the horizontal panels, the flow symmetry about the
vertical panels is such as to produce no sideforce. However, when
aileron deflections are applied to obtain roll control, the figure shows how
positive pressure is created on one side of the vertical panels and negative
pressure on the other. It is to be noted that the resulting rolling moment
always opposes the rolling moment called for by the control deflection.
Therefore, this panel-panel interference phenomenon is termed reverse
roll. It is possible to calculate the magnitude of the reverse roll by
applying the first method of Sec. 8-2 and superimposing solutions of the
type given by Eq. (8-10). In fact, this is precisely the method used by
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Adams and Dugan' to solve this problem. The actual mathematics
Jeads to elliptic integrals of a complex nature so that only the final results
will be considered here. The rolling-effectiveness parameters (C1)s, based
on the area of the two deflected panels as reference area and the total
span 2s, as reference length are shown in Fig. 8-12 as a function of a/sm.
The contribution of the horizontal panels to direct roll and the contribu-
tion of the vertical panels to reverse roll are both shown. At a value of
zero for a/s, the horizontal panels produce a value —(Ci)s,/A of 0.28,
while the vertical panels produce a value of —0.15. As a result, a value
of about 0.13 is obtained for a cruciform as compared to a value of ¢ for
a planar arrangement. However, the use of the vertical panels for roll

(b)
Fi6. 8-11. Induced flow and direction of panel forces due to (a) pitch control and (b)
roll control of horizontal control panels.

control, as well as the horizontal panels, increases the potential rolling
effectiveness of a cruciform configuration compared to that of a planar
one. If the rolling-effectiveness parameters of Figs. 8-9 and 8-12 are
compared, it is clear that, for large values of a/sm, the adverse effects of
panel-panel interference in producing reverse roll are small, so that planar
and cruciform arrangements have essentially the same rolling effective-
ness for the horizontal panels.

Again it should be noted that for panels of large aspect ratio the results
of Fig. 8-12, which are based on slender-body theory, should be scaled
down by the factors given by Eq. (8-42). Bleviss® has calculated the
rolling effectiveness of all-movable triangular panels in planar and cruci-
form arrangement on the basis of supersonic wing theory for the case of
supersonic leading edges. For arrangements having small bodies and
large panels these results can be used.
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Fia. 8-12. Rolling effectiveness of cruciform all-movable controls.

8-4. Coupling Effects in All-movable Controls

In the preceding sections, the discussion of the control effectiveness of
planar and cruciform missiles equipped with all-movable controls was
based on the linearized Bernoulli equation. Since the quadratic terms of
Bernoulli’s equation are significant in slender-body theory, we can, using
this theory, deduce information in addition to that already presented.
Coupling effects fall into the category of such information. An example
of a coupling effect would be the rolling moment developed by a missile
with planar all-movable wings due to sideslip of the missile at a fixed
angle of attack. Such a rolling moment is produced by an interaction or
coupling between angles of attack and sideslip, and is proportional to the
product B. The coupling effects between o and 8 in wing-body inter-
ference were discussed in Seec. 5-5. Coupling effects associated with con-
trols are studied, using methods analogous to those of that section. In
this section we will consider the types of coupling that can occur among
the effects of thickness, angle of attack, angle of sideslip, symmetrical
deflection of the horizontal panels, and differential deflection of the hori-
zontal panels. It will be possible to classify completely the types of
coupling that ocecur, and to derive formulas for evaluating the couplings.

With reference to Fig. 8-13, consider the free-stream velocity Vo
inclined at angle o, to the body axis. Let the component of V, parallel
to the body axis produce perturbation potential ¢,. Let the velocity
Ve, normal to the missile longitudinal axis be resolved into components
Voa and Vo8 as shown, and let ¢, and ¢ be the perturbation potentials
for unit velocities in the two directions. Furthermore, let ¢;, and ¢;, be
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the potentials for unit symmetrical and unit asymmetrical deflections of
the horizontal panels. The total perturbation velocity for unit V4 can
then be written

b = ¢ + aAPa + 6¢B -+ 6e¢5, + 5a¢5r, (8'45)

In terms of perturbation velocities along the ¥’ and 2z’ axes the pressure
coefficient is

P — Do _ d¢ a¢\ _ [ 9oY’ (LAY -
® —2<6_x T 5) [(fw) * (62'> (8-46)

With respect to the body axis system z, y, z the pressure coeflicient is given

P—Po_ _o(39 9 _ o sin ¢ 22
— = 2(6x+ac005¢62 acsm¢ay>

[y ) o

It is on the basis of this equation that we evaluate the coupling effects.
To study the coupling effects we will put the velocity components into
Eq. (8-47) and form the local pressure difference across the horizontal and

Zg
Vo8

Fic. 8-13. Cruciform missile under combined pitch and bank.

vertical panels. The symmetry properties of the velocity components
and the panel boundary conditions simplify the resultant loading con-
siderably. Let us designate the velocity components and pressure on the
lower side of the horizontal panels by a plus superscript, and the same
quantities on the upper surface by a minus superscript. The panel
boundary conditions and the symmetry properties of the velocity com-
ponents then yield

ut = u Ut = —ua” Ut = ugm oy, = —uy = —ug
vt = o Vgt = — 0, vgt = vg” v, = —5, v = —ug
wt = —wo wet = wa wgt = wgm Wi = wy, Wi, = Wi
=(flf>+ =1 =0 - -1 3
dx
(8-48)



230 MISSILE AERODYNAMICS

The upper sign of ws, refers to the right panel, and the lo“fer sign to the
left panel. The panel section has been assumed symmetrical. For the
lower surfaces of the horizontal panels, the velocity components are

ut = ugt 4+ omat + Bugt + douf + d.ug
vt = ot + avet 4 Bugt + savf, + 8avif (8-49)

+
w+=<gz-> — a — 8, F ba

and, for the upper surfaces of the horizontal panels, the componeunts are

w- = wt — augt + Bugt — S, — du145,
v o= ot —dav:+ 4 Bugt — 8uf — Bavs) (8-50)
w- = —<-—Z> —a— 8. T b

dx

The pressure coefficient for the lower surfaces is

mnt — .
pt =P Po _ —2(ut + awt cos ¢ — awt sin @)

a0 ~ (@) + (wH7  (8-51)

with & similar expression for the upper surfaces. The loading on the
horizontal panels is given by

(Pt — P g = —4dau," — 48245, — 4815

d +
o () ] s () ]

— daw ot + 48(1 — vgHavet + 48(1 — vgt) o5,
+ 48(1 — vg") dauvi,  (8-52)

An examination of this result reveals that the first three terms are linear
terms representing the direct effects of angle of attack, pitch control, and
roll control. However, the last six terms are coupling terms. Before we
explore the nature of these coupling terms, let us find the loading for the
vertical panels. .

For the vertical panels denote the right side as the plus side and the
left side as the minus side. The velocity components possess the follow-
ing properties:

— — —_ F = —Uur
wt = us Ut = U UFT = U uf, = Uz Uz
— J— + =
vt = —u Vet = Vo vgt = vg vf, = Vs, v, = 5,
+
= dy =0 =1 =0 = 0
dx
- = -+ — T
wet = Wi Wt = W~  WpT = —wWg wy, = wy, wy, = —W;

(8-53
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By methods similar to those for the horizontal panels, it can be shown
that the loading on the vertical panels is

(Pt — P7) = —4Bugt — 48,ui — 4Bwgtwi — 48.wiwet
~ 4aBwst(l + wat) — 4ada(wi)(1 + waot)
— 48wfBwst — 4dwidwy  (8-54)

The first two terms represent the direct effects of sideslip and of roll con-
trol using the horizontal panels. The 8, term represents, in fact, the
reverse roll of the vertical panels due to the panel-panel interference
illustrated in Fig. 8-11. Again we have six coupling terms. The
couplings for the horizontal and vertical
panels are summarized in the boxes of
Fig. 8-14.

From the foregoing coupling terms for
the horizontal and vertical panels, we can «
determine the qualitative nature of all
the cross-coupling terms. Let us consider [ 5 3
these under the categories of no control, &> H | 0 |V.H | f
pitch control, and roll control. Under
the category of no control we have o
coupling and a pair of couplings due to Fic. 8-14. Types of coupling be-
af and Bf. It will be remembered that ::‘;‘ie;agg’szontal and vertical con-
the subject of o8 coupling was treated )
both qualitatively and quantitatively for planar and cruciform configu-
rations in Sec. 5-5. The ot coupling for the horizontal panels produces
a force along the axis of z as follows:

<G| Qlew
P,

va| 8

o~ VH|V |H | V]oO

Zay « —dowgtot (8-55)

Actually, an integration over the panel must be performed to evaluate
Za. For the right panel »,* is positive, and for the left panel negative.
For the right panel »;+ can be positive or negative, but for the left panel it
has the opposite sign. Thus Z. is symmetrical about the zz plane. It is
shown as positive for both planar and cruciform configurations in Fig.
8-15, which summarizes, in simple form, the types of forces developed by
the panels as a result of the various couplings. The argument for Vg,
coupling is analogous to that for Z.. coupling.

The use of pitch control with the horizontal panels induces ¢, and 83,
couplings which are also illustrated in Fig. 8-15. Consider first 3,
coupling for the horizontal panels. The Z force corresponds to a coupling

15, 4 € g. t

The Zy;, force can be positive or negative, but it is symmetrical left to
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right since (dz/dxz)* is the same at corresponding points on each panel and
v, and v+ both change signs together. The force is shown as positive in
the figure. There is no t3, coupling for the vertical panels of the cruci-
form configuration. The B8, coupling produces a Z force on the hori-

zontal panels.
Zg,;, S 46(1 ad v,g“")éevgt (8-57)

Since vg* is negative for both panels, whereas vf; is positive for the right
panel and negative for the left, Zg,
changes sign from the right to the left

panel and produces a rolling moment.
>\O\Z<-ﬂ The above discussion is valid for both

planar and cruciform configurations,
but the magnitude of Zgs;, will be dif-

t-3, B3,

a~-t, 8-t a-f

Y, s

- ey, Zg-s,

(b
Fic. 8-15. Qualitative effects of Fic. 8-16. Qualitative effects of coupling
coupling on panel forces for (a) no on panel forces for roll control.
control and (b) pitch control.

ferent for each. The vertical panels of the cruciform configuration pro-

duce a Y force
Ygs, = 4B88wiws® (8-58)

In this relationship account has been taken of the fact that a positive load-
ing produces a negative ¥ force. Now, as shown in Fig. 8-11, wy; is nega-
tive for both vertical panels, whereas wg™ is positive for the upper panel
but negative for the lower one. The result is that a negative rolling
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moment is developed by the vertical panels. It can thus be said that the
use of pitch control under conditions of sideslip produces a negative roll-
ing moment for both planar and cruciform configurations.

We now consider the coupling effects that can develop when the hori-
zontal panels are used as ailerons. Couplings involving 3., a8, 88,, and
8.0, can occur. The last coupling can, of course, be considered under
pitch control. The qualitative natures of these coupling terms are
illustrated in Fig. 8-16. The 8, coupling involves a term as follows:

Zs w45, | + (BY — por 8-59
15, ol T\ 7 Vils), (‘ )

The upper sign of (dz/dz)* refers to the right panel, and the lower sign to
the left panel. The symmetry of the velocity products is such that the
force is asymmetrical, producing a rolling moment. For the vertical
panels the {8, coupling term is

Y, o« dd.whwet (8-60)

The asymmetry of w, between the bottom and top panel has the effect of
producing a rolling moment. The net effect of {3, coupling is thus to
modify the rolling effectiveness.

With regard to the 88, coupling, only the deflected panels of the planar
of cruciform configurations are involved. The coupling term is

Zgs, < 4B(1 — vg*)darsh; (8-61)

Tor both panels vg* is negative and vf; is positive, so that upward forces
are developed on both. The net effect of 85, coupling is to produce pitch
control with the application of roll control for planar or cruciform
configurations.

While 88, coupling affects only the horizontal panels, ad, coupling
affects only the vertical panels as follows:

Ve, « dadawi(l + wat) (8-62)

Since wj: is negative for both panels while w.* is positive, the result is a
negative Y force for both panels. The application of roll control thus
results in yaw control for a cruciform configuration through 88, coupling.
The coupling introduced through the simultaneous application of pitch
and roll control produces sideforce on the vertical panels of a cruciform
configuration in a similar fashion as ad. coupling. The coupling term

Yis, « 48:wiidawf, (8-63)

has the same symmetry properties as Y.
In summary, roll control in planar configurations is influenced through
coupling terms by a modification of the rolling effectiveness and the
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appearance of pitch control. For cruciform configurations the same
effects occur, but yaw control is also introduced. While the foregoing
results have been derived from a consideration of panel forces alone, they
are qualitatively true when a body is present. For instance, if the panel
forces are symmetrical left to right or top to bottom, the lift carried over
onto the body is such that the body forces possess the same direction and
symmetry as the panel forces. When the panel forces are asymmetrical,
the lift carried over is such that the body develops no resultant force.
No quantitative change in the rolling moment can result from body forces.
It should be noted that we here consider deflection of the horizontal panels
only, and that the use of vertical panels for yaw or roll control introduces
new coupling effects. These can be analyzed in the same manner as
those for the horizontal panels. For panels of large aspect ratio to which
slender-body theory does not apply directly, it is to be anticipated that the
coupling effects may be significantly different from those just disecussed.

8-5. Trailing-edge Controls

We have considered at some length the characteristics of all-movable
controls, and now we take up trailing-edge controls: that is, controls free to
rotate about a lateral axis, and forming all or part of the panel trailing
edge. Various types of trailing-edge controls are illustrated in Tig. 8-17.
An examination of these types shows that the all-movable control can be
considered a trailing-edge control under our definition. However, our
concern in this section is primarily for those controls which form only a
fractional part of the panel surface. A number of theoretical approaches
have been used to estimate the aerodynamic characteristics of trailing-
edge controls. If the control characteristics are not substantially affected
by wing-body interference, then the extensive results of supersonic wing
theory are available. For those controls where wing-body interference
has an important influence on the aerodynamic characteristics, reverse-
flow theorems, combined with slender-body theory, provide a powerful
theoretical tool, as we have seen for all-movable controls. For controls
of high aspect ratio, simple sweep theory provides a useful theoretical
approach. Because the geometric parameters characterizing trailing-
edge controls are numerous, large numbers of specialized results and
design charts are to be found in the literature. It is clearly impractical
to reproduce these results, but it will be our objective to classify the types
of results available and to rely on the original references for details.

We now consider that class of trailing-edge controls to which the
extensive results of supersonic wing theory can be applied. Among the
early papers devoted to supersonic controls are those of Frick? and
Lagerstrom and Graham.!' To illustrate how supersonic wing theory
can be applied to controls, let us consider the approach of Frick, whose
work is based on a combination of the line-source solutions of R. T.
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Jones,® and the lift-cancellation technique of Lagerstrom.® The line
source (Sec. 2-5) is a solution for linearized supersonic flow which pro-
duces a change in flow direction across any line along which it is placed.
A line source will produce a wedge, the leading edge of which is coincident
with the line source (which may be swept). A line sink will cause the
diverging flow of a wedge to converge if placed, for instance, at the ridge
line of a double-wedge wing. The plane containing the line source and
lying in the free-stream direction is a plane of symmetry of the flow.

_
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AN
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Inboard Outboard Full spa:
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Inboard Outboard Full span
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o \ I \< S <{{ 3
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(e)

f*l(;. 8-17. Types of trailing-edge controls. (a) Constant chord; (b) constant taper;
{c) others.

Now the flow produced by deflecting a control is not symmetrical about
the plane of the control. However, to the extent that one surface of the
control does not communicate pressure pulses to the other surface of the
control, we can use the symmetrical line-source and sink solutions of
J ones to represent the flow due to the control. We simply take the solu-
tion for the line source or sink and give the pressure field a positive or
n.egative sign, in accordance with the deflection of the control and the
side under consideration. TFor those areas of the control surface affected
by pressure communication between the top and bottom of the control,
the pressure field so constructed will be incorrect. The corrections to
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the pressure fields acting on such areas are obtained by the lift-cancella-
tion technique. . o .
To fix ideas, consider the case of & control with a supersonic hmge line
as shown in Fig. 8-18. A line sink placed along the hinge line will pro-
duce a deflection & of the flow crossing the hinge line if t.he streng.tvh of the
sink is suitably chosen. The resultant pressure field will be conical frf)m
point A; that is, the pressure will be uniform along eac.h ray emanating
from A. The pressure remains constant between the hinge line and the
Mach line at a value corresponding to simple sweep theory (Sec. 2-7).
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Fia. 8-18. Typical pressure distributions associated with flap-type controls utilizing
(@) supersonic and (b) subsonic hinge lines for My = 2.

Behind the Mach line, the pressure starts an asymptotic .approach back
to free-stream pressure. With a subsonic hinge line, a dlffgrent. type of
pressure distribution prevails, as shown in the ﬁg_ure.. Thej infinite pres-
sure at the hinge line corresponds to a pressure Whlch_ in real}ty has' a large
but finite magnitude. It represents an integrable singularity which con-
tributes a finite amount to the normal force acting on the surface. T}le
pressure fields calculated from line sources and sinks apply to the.entlre
surface of controls similar to that pictured in Yig. 8-19a. For this con-
trol there is no pressure communication between its upper and lower
surfaces around the wing tip or wing trailing edge, and there is no pressure
field from the control on the opposite wing panel. No corrections by the
lift-cancellation technique are thus required. It should be no"fed that
part of the pressure field, due to control deflection, is “caught” by the

AERODYNAMIC CONTROLS 237

wing. It has been assumed that the effects of pressure communication
through control-surface gaps are negligible.

Let us now consider controls affected, at least in part, by pressure com-
munication between upper and lower surfaces. Such a control is the
one with a subsonic hinge line shown in Fig. 8-19b. The pressure field
due to a line sink along the hinge line OC extending indefinitely to the
right will act as indicated in the previous figure. Since the pressure field
due to the line sink has been taken
as positive on one side of the control
and negative on the other, a pressure
difference will act in the area out-
board of the tip. Such a pressure

difference cannot be supported with- g \/\:K/
out a solid surface. The correspond- . /\ N
ing lift will alter the pressure field (@)

on the wing and control behind the
Mach line AB. Lagerstrom® shows
how to construct the necessary pres-
sure fields to cancel the lift of an
outboard tip sector of the present
kind.

Another case requiring use of the
lift-cancellation technique is shown
in Fig. 8-19¢c. Here both the hinge
line and trailing edge are subsonic.
A line sink is introduced at the hinge
line to deflect the flow downward
through the angle &, and a line source  Fio. 8-19. Some cases encountered in
is placed along the trailing edge to using the lift-cancellation technique.

. . (a) No lift eancellation; (b) tip sector;
straighten the flow out in the free- (c) trailing-edge sector.
stream direction. Both the line
source and sink produce lift in the trailing-edge sector. The cancellation
of this lift will influence the pressure distribution behind the line O’A’.
Cohen!® has studied the application of lift cancellation to such sectors.
Multiple reflections AB, BC, CD, etc., make application of the lift-can-
cellation technique to the tip of the control impractical. Reverse-flow
techniques offer a means of overcoming this difficulty.

Some of the sources of control-surface formulas and design charts based
on supersonic wing theory are now considered. For triangular tip con-
trols, the analytical results of Lagerstrom and Graham!!? are available.
Various combinations of supersonic and subsonic leading edges and hinge
lines are considered. Goin!? has studied a wide class of trailing-edge con-
trols, the characteristics of which depend on control planform and Mach
number independent of wing planform. A sufficient set of assumptions
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for this to be the case is

(1) Supersonic control leading and trailing edges.

(2) Streamwise tips.

(3) The control extending to the wing tip or located sufficiently far
inboard so that the outmost Mach cone of the control does not intersect
the wing tip.

(4) The innermost control Mach cone does not intersect the wing root
chord.

Extensive charts and tables for such controls have been presented by
Goin.® The characteristies of trailing-edge controls on triangular wings
have been extensively studied by Tucker.141¢

In all the above references, few, if any, analytical results accurate to
the order of linear theory are available for control surfaces with subsonie
trailing edges. The difficulty associated with obtaining such solutions is

[ l
a=0 17T S a=1
I = T R B N PSR
L 3 L )
a=0 a=1
5
(a) )

Fic. 8-20. Direct and reverse flows for calculating lift effectiveness of all-movable tip
controls. (a) Case 1; (b) case 2.

‘due to the multiple-reflection phenomena shown in Fig. 8-19¢. However,

with the use of reverse-flow methods, closed analytical results for gross
control forces and moments can be obtained. Frost!” has used such
methods to obtain the lift effectiveness of trailing-edge controls mounted
on swept pointed wings and swept tapered wings for both subsonic and
supersonic trailing edges. The methods are also applicable to other
control surfaces and to pitching and rolling effectivenesses.

While supersonic wing theory is a valuable tool for many trailing-edge
controls, it is of limited usefulness when appreciable interference exists
between control and body. Tor this class of controls the combined use
of slender-body theory and reverse-flow theorems presents a more useful
tool, particularly for a trailing edge of no sweep. Let us consider the
cases shown in Fig. 8-20. The trailing-edge control is supposed to occupy
the trailing edge of the wing between s; and s, its precise planform being
otherwise unimportant. With reference to Eq. (7-47) the reverse-flow
theorem for the particular circumstance here is

./ Lr (%)z 88y = [ [ss+sW (%%)1 d8 (8-64)

AERODYNAMIC CONTROLS 239

where Sp is the total control-surface area, Sy the wing area, and Sz the
body area. Since the lift is concentrated at the leading edge in the
reverse flow, we can write for the total lift on the missile due to the

control
Ap Ap
—= 1] dS = — :
20 //@s-&-Sw <Qo>1 2o //S’F (QO)z 643

= 2q0d / "’ (ccr)ady (8-65)

Lp

i}

i

The span loading (cc;)s for the wing-body combination in reverse flow is
the.same as that for a rectangular wing of span s, mounted on a body of
radius a for unit angle of attack. This span loading from Eq. (6-39) is

_ 2(A¢)e _ 4(sny? — a)¥(sa? — yH¥

(cci)s V. ol (8-66)
We can express the lift due to the control as
LF 8 Sm (Sm2y2 — a4 1o sz — 2%
_8 )*( i) dy (8-67)

qod  Sm /s y

The integration yields the desired result.

b gl (1 Y (5 ey, s
706 4 Sm® Sm?  Spt T st

+2 (1 + 8144) gin—t L= 28:%/8n® + @/sn

2 1 — a'/spt

@ . (A4 a/sn)(sP/sa%) — 2a%/sa*
+ sz sm (1 — 0,4/8",4) (8«;2/-5'm2) jl (8-68)

The foregoing result can be used to illustrate how the lift effectiveness
of the control depends on the ratio of the body radius and wing semispan
'?md on the lateral position of the control on the wing. To illustrate these
interesting effects, let us consider the ratio of the lift due to the control to
the lift of a wing alone formed by joining the two controls together,
assuming that the controls have streamwise edges as shown in Fig. 8-21.
I't is interesting to note that the controls can develop several times the
hft. of the isolated wing. For a very large body-radius-wing-semispan
ratio, the ratio Ly/Lw approaches 2. For this case the control has a lift
Lw acting on it and induces another Ly on the body. This result indi-
cates the importance the body can play in increasing control lift effective-
ness by acting as a “lift catcher.” For the condition s; = a we have an
all-movable control for which the ratio Lr/Lw is kw plus kz. For s; > a
we have tip controls. As the value of s;/a is increased for a constant
value of a/ss, the lift effectiveness increases. This behavior illustrates
the inherent effectiveness of tip controls. Their good effectiveness is
associated with the large wing area that exists to ‘“catch’ the lift devel-
oped by a tip control.
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With regard to inboard trailing-edge flaps, their effectiveness can be
calculated from the results of Fig. 8-21, by considering the control to be
the difference between two outboard controls extending to the wing tip.
Though the rolling effectiveness of trailing-edge controls can be evaluated
by using the slender-body theory and reverse-flow theorems, we will not
carry out the general calculation here. We observe only that the case
s; = a for planar configurations is treated in Sec. 8-2. The method can
be applied to partial-span trailing-edge controls.

2.5
_\\
0.75
—1
20— 5 "
Ly /
Ly
|50
\ s;=a
15 >//
S;
| 025
1.0
0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0

a

—
Sm

Trg. 8-21. Lift effectiveness of all-movable tip controls with unswept trailing edges.

As a final subject in trailing-edge controls, let us consider the simple
effects of sweep on control effectiveness, using two-dimensional theory.
Such an analysis applies to trailing-edge controls of large aspect ratio.
Now, with reference to Fig. 8-22 let the sweep of the control hinge line be
variable, but let the deflection of the control 8 in the streamwise direction
be constant as the sweep angle varies. Let the subscript 0 refer to the
condition of no sweep, and let the subscript n refer to conditions taken
normal to the control hinge line when swept but supersonic. The simple
sweep theory (Sec. 2-7) yields the result

L‘L{L _ qn <6n) (CLa)n (8_69)1

Lo ¢o\do/ (Cra)o
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Now the following relationships are valid

gn = @ocCOSZ A
5, = do (8-70)
cos A

where A is the sweep angle of the hinge line. The two-dimensional lift
curve slopes are
4
(M2 — 1)
4
(M2 — 1)*

(CLm) 6 =
(8-71)
(Cra)n =

The result of introducing the foregoing relationships into Eq. (8-69) is

_ Lo(l‘{oz - 1)}é
L = (Mo? — 1/cos? A)* (8-72)

fl‘hus, .if t}}e control hinge line is swept while a constant control deflection
is maintained in the streamwise direction, the lift effectiveness will

Wing

Fra. 8-22. Simple sweep theory for trailing-edge controls.

ecrease. It is, however, necessary to avoid boundary-layer separation
t.o realize this effectiveness. Equation (8-72) is singular when the hinge
line is sonic; that is, when M, cos A is unity. Physically, this corresponds
to a detachment of the shock from the control hinge line. Actually,
because of wing and control thickness, the hinge line must be somewhat
supersonic to avoid shock detachment. The precise limits can be
calculated by the shock-expansion theory given in the Ames supersonic
handbook.2°
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8-6. Some Nonlinear Effects in Aerodynamic Control

A number of nonlinear phenomena appear in the characteristics of
aerodynamic controls, and theory is only partially successful in account-
ing for these effects. A knowledge of the nonlinearities is a useful guide
in the judicious use of the theoretical results presented in the preceding
sections of this chapter. Most controls possess gaps at their inboard side
edges, their hinge lines, or elsewhere. Under certain conditions such gaps

can produce nonlinear behavior of the

control. There is a tendency to use

“Q large control deflections for missiles
required to maneuver at high alti-
tudes. This tendency accounts for
the importance of a number of non-
! linearities. First, there is a tendency
for the control characteristics to de-
part from linearity if the control is at
: a large angle of attack. The effects
¢ are termed higher-order effects of angle

a of attack and control deflection. The
extreme angles also act to produce an
08 m interaction between the control bound-

' l\\%=0 ary layer and the outer flow, which

. 06 r can cause separation of the flow on the

% control. In addition, the use of ex-
3 0.4 _{0.0025 treme control angles of attack natu-
~ . .
3 e A rally brings up the subject of the max-
0.2 imum lift capabilities of controls.

'1 Let us start our discussion of non-
6 (2 04 06 08 10 linearities with gap effects. One gap
N occurring in all-movable controls is

sm
Fic. 8-23. Effect of gaps on span load-
ing of wing-body combination; no
viscosity.

the gap at the wing-body juncture.
For small angles the effect of such a
gap is amenable to theoretical treat-

ment on the basis of slender-body
theory. In fact, Dugan and Hikido? have treated this problem, as has
Mirels® also. Although these treatments neglect the effects of viscosity,
which is probably of overriding importance for small gaps, they are,
nevertheless, of considerable interest as standards by which the impor-
tance of viscosity is to be judged. The qualitative effects of a gap at
the wing-body juncture are shown in Fig. 8-23. For the slightest gap,
inviscid fluid theory requires that the span loading in the juncture fall
to zero as shown. As a result, the smallest gap will produce a substan-
tial loss of lift effectiveness on the basis of inviscid fluid theory. How-
ever, it is known that, with such gaps, large losses of lift effectiveness
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do not occur in real fluids because of the effects of viscosity. Only when
the gap width is large will the results of inviscid theory be valid.

Yet another type of gap occurs in the use of all-movable controls. For
extreme deflections the forward or aft part of the control may pass above
or below the body in side view, as shown in Fig. 8-24. TFor such gaps the
results of the previous investigators are clearly not applicable. The posi-
tive pressures existing beneath the control leading edge can produce a
download on the body, and the negative
pressures above the trailing edge can pro-
duce an upload. The net result will be a /I

large couple.

The so-called higher-order effects of angles L _ &
of attack and deflection or of thickness can \
produce departures of the control character- \l
istics from linear theory at moderate angles. r
A general theory of higher-order effects for 4_"\
wings of low to moderate aspect ratios has
not been developed. However, for controls & - %
of sufficiently large aspect ratio to be con- Fiec. 8-24. Gaps associated
sidered two-dimensional, the effects of higher Wit large defiections of all-
order can be calculated by Busemann’s movable controls.
second-order theory and by shock-expansion theory. In fact, Goin,!?
and the Ames staff?* have considered such application of Busemann’s
theory. As an example of the use of this theory, let us consider the modi-
ﬁcqtion as the result of section thickness to the lift effectiveness of a
trailing-edge control of symmetrical section such as that shown in Fig.
8_—‘25. The Busemann second-order theory gives for the pressure coeffi-
clents of the upper and lower surfaces

P~ = —=Ci(8 — 8) + Cao(s — 6)2
P+ = €43+ 0) + 020 + )° ®-73)
where § = dz,
dx
_— 2
1 = Woz—:_——l—)—}é (8"74:)
= (v + DM — 4(Mo2 — 1)
: 2(M o — 1)?
The control lift coefficient based on the flap chord is
1 ¢
o= z”(P‘*—P ) dx
= oeis  2083(n = 1) (875)
cC — Ty

Despite the fact that the pressure coefficients are nonlinear in the angle 5,
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Xy

c

Fi1g. 8-25. Blunt trailing-edge control with symmetrical section.

Eq. (8-73), the lift due to the control is linear in 6. For very large deflec-
tions approaching the shock detachment angle, the lift would depart
from linearity, as a calculation by shock-expansion theory will readily
show. What Eq. (8-75) does show is that the lift developed by the con-
trol is dependent on its thickness distribution.

Tlustrative Example

Calculate the lift effectiveness for the following example:

Mo=154 “#_-08 ™ _o05
c c
Biconvex airfoil section:
2 -
C! = (Tm = 1.708
¢ 4 __ 2
0, = 2.4(1.54) 4(1.54 1) — 2199

2(1.54% — 1)?

The thickness distribution is given by

so that <£> =
C/H

Now from Eq. (8-75) the ratio of the lift of the control to the lift with zero
thickness is

|
e
(@]
=~

SaF

It
@
o
(Y]
[\

Ci -1 - gg _,_,(t/C)H
(er)e—o Ci1 — (z/c)n
o 2129(032)

~ 1.708(0.20)

0.801

The moderate thickness of the present control thus causes a loss of lift
effectiveness of 20 per cent at all angles of deflection. Results for bicon-
vex sections with various hinge-line positions have been presented by
Goin,!? and results for general airfoil sections are presented in the Ames
supersonic handbook.2°
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An important viscous phenomenon occurring with all-movable and
trailing-edge controls is the separation of the flow over the control that
can result from so-called boundary-layer-shock-wave interaction. The
interaction involved 1is, in reality, one between the boundary layer and
the outer flow. Some fundamental work of Chapman, Kuehn, and
Larson,?' among others, provides quantitative information for estimating
when boundary-layer separation will occur. One of the significant condi-
tions influencing the type of boundary-layer separation is the location of
the transition point relative to the points of separation and reattachment.
For “purely laminar’’ separation the transition point is downstream of
the reattachment point, and for “purely turbulent’’ separation the transi-
tion point is upstream of the separation point. An intermediate type of

My>1

T, transition
S, separation
R, reattachment

Fia. 8-26. Separation of supersonic turbulent boundary layer on trailing-edge control

separation occurs when the transition point is between the separation and
reattachment points. We will concern ourselves only with the purely
turbulent type shown qualitatively for the control in Fig. 8-26. Separa-
tion has taken place on both surfaces of the control as a result of the
pressure rise occurring downstream of the separation point. The pres-
sure distributions just before separation and some time after are both
sketched in Fig. 8-26. Just before separation the relatively sharp step in
the pressure distribution predicted for a wedge by supersonic shock theory
is manifest. If the control is now deflected to a slightly greater angle,
the sharp step changes into a gradual rise across the region of separated
flow. In front of the separation point, the pressure rises to its first
plateau value of (Ap),.. above po, and then rises sharply to its final value
at the reattachment point. Chapman et al.?! have presented data for the
pressure rise (AP)i., Necessary to bring about a condition of incipient
separation, and the corresponding flap deflection angle can readily be
calculated. The pressure rises to bring about incipient separation
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together with the corresponding flap deflection angles are given in Fig,
8-27. 1In applying these data one should keep in mind that they refer to
a sharp change in slope as for a wedge. If the deflection of the flow ig
achieved by means of a fairing with a gradual curvature, high pressure
rises may be obtained before separation.

As a final topic in nonlinearities let us consider the maximum lifting
capabilities of controls, particularly all-movable controls. Some indica-
tion of the maximum lift capabilities of all-movable controls can be
obtained by examining data on the
maximum lift coefficients of wings
20 alone at supersonic speeds as pre-
L sented by Gallagher and Mueller.?8
The typical lift and drag curves
for wings at supersonic speeds are

‘;" 10°-
© “«
B shown in Fig. 8-28. The super-

sonic wing does not develop a stall

°°1 ’ 2‘ ‘ '3 L “1 in the wusual subsonic sense but
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Fia. 8-27. Control deflection and pres- Fic. 8-28. Maximum lift characteristics of
sure ratio for incipient separation of triangular wing at supersonic speed.
supersonic turbulent boundary layer.

continues to develop lift up to angles of attack of about 40 or 45°
The falling off of the lift thereafter is not abrupt. Now, if the wing
of Fig. 828 were an all-movable control, it would probably develop
its maximum lift at a body angle of attack plus angle of deflection of some-
what less than 40° since body upwash would tend to increase the aero-
dynamic angle of attack above the geometric angle of attack. Also, gap
effects of the type illustrated in Fig. 8-24 may well influence the geometric
angle of attack of the control at which maximum lift is developed when
the lift acting on the body is considered. One of the interesting findings
of Gallagher and Mueller is that the triangular, rectangular, sweptback,
and trapezoidal wings tested by them at Mach numbers between 1.55 and
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2.32 all had maximum lift coefficients in the range 1.05 + 0.05 at an angle
of attack close to 40°. The wings had aspect ratios ranging upward from
1.37.

8-7. Notes on Estimating Hinge Moments

We have deferred consideration of hinge-moment coefficients to a
separate section because of the special nature of these coefficients. It is
often contended that calculations of hinge moments are not reliable
because of the frequent nonlinear variation of hinge-moment coeflicient
with control deflection and angle of attack. Much can, however, be
done to estimate or explain hinge moments. Two characteristics usually
sought are linear dependence of hinge moment on such parameters as
control deflection and angle of attack, and low values of the hinge-
moment coefficient. These two requirements can be mutually contra-
dictory. Consider a hinge line located a large distance from the center of
pressure of a control. The nonlinearities due to movement of the center
of pressure will be masked by the large moment arm, but the hinge-
moment coefficients will be large. Now locate the hinge line through the
center of pressure. The small migrations of the center of pressure will
cause large nonlinearities in the hinge-moment coeflicient which now is
small. Thus, for a closely balanced control, it will be difficult to predict
accurately the nonlinear hinge moments of the control, but this difficulty
is alleviated by the small magnitudes of the hinge moments.

Let us consider estimating the hinge moments of an all-movable trian-
gular control. The important quantity to determine in this respect is the
center-of-pressure position of the control panel. Our general approach
is to assume as a first approximation that the center of pressure acts at
the same position as for a lifting surface with the wing-alone planform.
Then we apply corrections to this position to account for control-body
interference and for control-section effects. The corrections due to con-
trol-body interference effects associated with changes in « can be assessed
from the values in Table 5-1. This table shows that the shift is a maxi-
mum of about 2 per cent of the root chord. The corrections in center-of-
pressure position due to the interference between control and body
accompanying control déflection are given in Table 8-1, where a maxi-
mum correction of less than about 1 per cent of the root chord is indicated.
The change in the control section center-of-pressure position due to thick-
ness can be readily estimated by the Busemann second-order theory
described in the preceding section. The thickness correction can amount
to 3 or 4 per cent of the root chord, and it is applied to the control by
strip theory. On the basis of these considerations, we then have the
following procedure for estimating the hinge moment. Calculate the
lifts due to angle of attack and control deflection by the methods of Secs.
5-6 and 8-2. Assume that the lift due to angle of attack acts at the
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center of pressure of the wing alone, corrected for thickness effects and
for interference effects by Table 5-1. Assume that the lift due to control
deflection acts at the center of pressure of the wing alone (no thickness),
corrected for thickness effects and for interference effects by Table 8-1.
The hinge moment is then the combined moment due to the lifts for angle
of attack and deflection angle. After discussing the hinge moments of
all-movable rectangular controls, we will consider a calculative example
for a triangular control.

It is clear that the general approach just discussed is applicable in
principle to all-movable controls of many planforms. In practice, the
applicability of the method depends on the availability of the necessary
theoretical data. For rectangular all-movable controls, slender-body
theory gives the obviously inaccurate result that the lift of the control is
all concentrated at its leading edge. Thus, slender-body theory gives no
basis for estimating the shifts in panel center of pressure due to interfer-
ence. For rectangular panels, results based on linear theory® are avail-
able for the effect of control deflection on lift and center of pressure.
For low aspect ratios they show as much as 4 per cent shift in center
of pressure as against 2 per cent for triangular controls. Rectan-
gular all-movable controls will thus show larger effects of interference on
center-of-pressure position than triangular controls, and we are in a posi-
tion to calculate this shift for control deflection (but not for angle of
attack).

Tlustrative Example

As an illustrative example, let us estimate the hinge-moment coefficient
for the all-movable triangular control shown in Fig. 8-29. Assume a
biconvex section 5 per cent thick in the streamwise direction. The
hinge-moment coefficient based on the control area and its mean aero-
dynamic chord ¢ is

o[- @)+ @], -()) o

All quantities refer to the panel in the presence of the body, the subscript
a denoting quantities associated with body angle of attack, and § quan-
tities associated with control deflection. ILet 1, be 2, @ be 0.1 radian,
and & be 0.2 radian. The lift coefficients associated with @ and § are

(CL)a = Kwa(CLa)w
(CL)B = kW5<CLa)W
Since the triangular wing formed by the two panels has a supersonic edge,

4
(CLa)W = m = 2.31
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From Tables 5-1 and 8-1 we have
Kw = 1.21 kw = 0.94

Turning now to the centers of pressure for « and 8, we note that the
wing alone has its center of pressure at the two-thirds root chord for no
thickness. Let us now evaluate the shift in center of pressure due to
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Frc. 8-29. Calculative example for hinge-moment coefficient.

thickness, using the Busemann second-order theory of the previous sec-
tion. On the basis of the Ames supersonic handbook,?® the section lift

and moment coefficients are

Cp = 2C10l + 19§C2(hl2 - th) (8-77)
(em)ss = 25C1(l — hy) + 35Csa(hy + hy) (8-78)

where ¢, is taken about the midchord, and h; and h, are the distances
shown in Fig. 8-29. The center-of-pressure position for the symmetrical
biconvex section is thus

1 g (em)u _ _z_g?t

27 ¢ e 3Cic

1_2_ 2(LA67y 05 — 0,042 ke
2 ¢ 3\1.155/) o

As a result of thickness, the center of pressure of each streamwise section
of the control has been shifted forward by 0.042 of the local chord on a
strip-theory basis. For the wing alone as a whole the thickness has
moved the center of pressure forward an amount 0.042¢. Thus, the
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center-of-pressure position corrected for thickness is
2200428 = 0.667 — 0.028 = 0.639
¢ 3 Cr

Let us now apply the corrections due to control-body interference. For
angle of attack we have from Table 5-1

(55—> 0667 -0
Cr W(B) Sm

0.648 Sﬂ = 0.25

m

For control deflection we have from Table 8-1

(£> —~ 0667 -0
Cr /W (B)

Sm
=0667 2 -02

Applying the shifts given by these results, we have

<Ci> = 0.639 — (0.667 — 0.648) — 0.620

(;) = 0.639 — (0.667 — 0.667) = 0.639

r)é

We now have all the quantities necessary to estimate Cj for the hinge line

through the centroid.

Chr = 35(2.31)[0.1(1.21)(0.667 — 0.620) + 0.2(0.94)(0.667 — 0.639)]
= 0.038

8-8. Change in Missile Attitude Due to Impulsive Pitch Control;
Altitude Effects

An important quantity in missile control is the rapidity with which a
missile changes attitude in response to an impulsive application of control
deflection. From the change in attitude the necessary normal force is
derived to change the missile flight path direction. Let us consider a
missile flying along approximately level in equilibrium, and let the deflec-
tion of the pitch control be impulsively changed. We will determine the
change in angle of attack of the missile as a function of time due to the
control change on the basis of a simplified analysis. The essential fea-
tures of the simplified analysis are that the missile is assumed to respond
in pitch like a two-degree-of-freedom harmonic oscillator with damping
and an impulsive forcing function. It is physically tenable that the
pitching behavior of the missile can be closely approximated by such a
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system. It is possible for any particular missile to evaluate the stability
derivatives, and to see if these equations can be simplified to an approxi-
mate one-degree-of-freedom second-order equation for the angle of
attack. One of the pertinent assumptions is that the changes in flight
speed are negligible. Since significant changes in flight speed occur only
in a time of the same order of the phughoid period, and since we are con-
cerned with times of the order of the short period (which for a missile is
very much less than the phughoid period), this assumption is almost
always warranted. We also assume that the missile is stiff, and that the
control forces are developed in times small comparable to the short
period. In writing the equation of motion, we consider the missile
inertia, the damping, the spring constant, and the forcing function.

In Appendix A at the end of the chapter the equation of motion govern-
ing the angle of attack is derived:

K27,

mKp2a — (55— + Ms+ M,)a — (M, —
Vo

MJZN
mv;;> a = M(3) (8-80)

In this equation m is the mass of the missile, and K, is the radius of gyra-
tion about the y axis through the center of gravity. The various deriva-
tives such as M, are simply partial derivatives, i.e., M /dq. The term
M (8) represents the moment contributed by the pitch control and is a
function of time. In particular we will take M (8) equal to zero for ¢ less
than zero, and constant for ¢ greater than zero. Ignore M ,Z,/mV, in
comparison with M, for simplicity, even though the assumption is not
necessary.

1t is now our purpose to put Eq. (8-80) into coefficient form, and then
to reduce it to a specialized form in terms of natural frequency and damp-
ing parameter. The derivatives with respect to w are simply expressed
in terms of Cr, and C,, for the complete missile as follows:

Zo = —Cr (qoSk) (8-81)
M, = +Cu,(qoSkl,) (8-82)

(Note that the Z force is downward in accordance with the usual practice
in dynamic stability.)
The derivatives Ci, and C,,; are defined in Chap. 10 as follows:

aC,, _0C,
Cre = a2V O a(ad,/2V o)
so that for the present case
2
(M + M) = (Cry + Cug) 255 (8-83)
2V,

When the foregoing three equations are used, the equation of motion
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becomes
. QOSR _ QOSer2
[o4 + [CLa (Vvom) (qu + Cm&) (ZVQmK—:,Z)] o

qoSrlr)  _ qoSrl:
- C. (mez) a = C (mK 5(6)  (8-84)

Introducing the natural frequency w, and damping parameter ¢ as follows,

_ qoSrls ;
w2 = Con, <me2> (8-85)
[CL,/ Vo — (Cm, + Cu)li?/2V K lqeSr/m

— 2[ — Cma(QOSHZr,/mez)]% (8‘86)
and the final missile angle of attack
Cn
a* = 057 (8-87)
we can write Eq. (8-84) in the common form for dynamical analysis
& + 20wpd + wala = a¥w,2H (1) (8-88)

where H(t), the variation of § with time, is a unit step function in the

present case.
The solution of Eq. (8-88) will be given subject to the initial conditions

a(0) =0 a(0) =0 (8-89)

The form of the solution depends on whether { < 1 or { > 1. For
¢ < 1, less than critical damping, there is obtained

I _ ey -90
= 1 = e cos [wa(l — 2% — v] (8-90)
with v =sin'¢

TFor ¢ > 1 the solution is

o ] ot h 2 1) 4 ] (8-91)
o =T g i e = Dy
with v = cosh™'

Let us examine the missile to see how it attains its final pitch attitude
for suberitical and supercritical damping. The solutions can conven-
iently be plotted in the form shown in Fig. 8-30. For no damping, the
missile overshoots its equilibrium value of a* and performs a steady
periodic oscillation of amplitude a* about a mean value of a* As the
damping is increased, the missile takes somewhat longer to reach its equi-
librium value, but the overshoot is less. As { becomes greater than
unity, the approach to a* is asymptotic from below with no overshoot.

In the foregoing analysis we have considered only the missile angle of
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attack. It is possible to determine the variation of w and 6 with time
from Eqgs. (8A-1) and (8A-3).

One of the consequences that can be derived from the solutions of Egs.
(8-90) and (8-91) is the deterioration of the missile response rate as the
altitude increases. Let us consider the effect of altitude on missile
response rate for unit control deflection for a constant Mach number.
We first observe that the natural frequency of the missile varies as the
square root of the dynamic pressure. Also, { will vary in the same
manner if we neglect the change in V, with altitude for constant Mach
number, an approximation sufficiently accurate for our present purpose.

w,t, sec

Fig. 8-30. Change in attitude of missile due to sudden application of pitch control.

We will now proceed to calculate the time to reach «* as a function of
altitude for the following numerical values at sea level.

(wn)o = 2 cycles per second
§0 = 0.6

Subscript 0 refers to sea level, and no subscript indicates any altitude.

We have
$o _ (wa)o (%)Vz <M02P0>%’ (po)” )
So_ fenlo _ (T0)™ _ (200 = (R 8-92
'y Wy q M2p P ( )

If 7* is the time for the missile attitude to attain «*, then from Eq. (8-90)
there is obtained

_w/2 4 sintt¢ )
PR (e Ok (5:99)
The following tabulation indicates the effect of altitude on 7* for the
values of (w,)s and o above.

h, ft (p/po)* wn ¢ r*
0 1.000 | 2.000 | 0.600 | 1.37
30,000 0.545 1.090 | 0.327 | 1.85
50,000 0.338 0.676 0.203 2.67
100,000 0.103 0.206 0.062 7.94
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The reduction of missile response rate at high altitudes can be overcome
in part by the use of big controls and large control deflections.

Ce,
(CL)ay (C1)s

(Cradm (Crado

Cm

(dz/dx)*+
E(¢,k)
F

F(¢,k)

SYMBOLS

radius of circular body

aspect ratio of two control panels joined together

aspect ratio of horizontal tail panels joined together

(M — 1%

local chord of flap

section lift coeflicient

root chord, chord at juncture of control and body

mean aerodynamic chord of control

span loading of rolling body with control panel at zero
deflection in reverse flow

constants in Busemann second-order theory, Eq.
(8-74)

hinge-moment coefficient, (hinge moment/gqoSzl.)

rolling-moment coefficient, (rolling moment/qoSzl,)

lift coefficient, (lift/q¢Sr)

lift-curve slope

lift coefficients associated with angle of attack and
control deflection, respectively

two-dimensional lift-curve slopes based on normal
Mach number and free-stream Mach number,
respectively

pitching-moment coefficient,

pitching moment
q OS R lr

aC.,,
a(gl,/2V )
aCn
a(al,/2V o)
yawing-moment coefficient,

yawing moment
QOSer
slope of upper surface of control with respect to chord
line
incomplete elliptic integral of second kind of ampli-
tude ¢ and modulus %
force developed in vertical plane by cruciform missile
with horizontal panels deflected an amount &
incomplete elliptic integral of first kind of amplitude
¢ and modulus &

Po

Ap

P

Py

AP
(AP)incip

AERODYNAMIC CONTROLS 255

trailing-edge thickness of control

maximum thickness of lower control surface measured
from chord line

maximum thickness of upper control surface measured
from chord line

Heaviside unit step function

(1 — A9%; also modulus of elliptic integral

lift ratio; ratio of lift on body due to control deflection
to lift of control alone

lift ratio; ratio of lift on tail control in presence of
body to lift of control alone

lift ratio; ratio of lift on wing control in presence of
body to lift of control alone

body lift interference ratio, Table 5-1

wing panel lift interference ratio, Table 5-1

radius of gyration of missile about lateral y axis
through center of gravity

reference length

lift force

lift due to control for two-dimensional flow based on
conditions in streamwise direction

lift on body in presence of wing-control panels

lift of complete missile

total lift of missile due to control deflection

lift due to control for two-dimensional flow based on
conditions normal to hinge line

lift on control panel in presence of body

rolling moment about missile longitudinal axis, posi-
tive right wing downward

mass of missile

pitching moment

free-stream Mach number

Mach number based on flow normal to hinge line

aM/aq

oM /ow

aM /3

rolling velocity about missile longitudinal axis, posi-
tive right wing down; also local static pressure

free-stream static pressure; also pressure at sea level

P — Do

pressure coefficient, Ap/qo

pressure coefficient of horizontal control panel

difference in pressure coefficients

see Fig. 8-26
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Se
Sr

Sk
Sw
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do
81,89,03,04

ba
de
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see Fig. 8-26

missile angular velocity about y axis

free-stream dynamic pressure

dynamic pressure based on flow velocity normal to
hinge line

radial distance from z axis

local semispan of control

semispan of inner edge of tip control

maximum semispan of control

planform area of body

planform area of controls

planform area of one panel

reference area

planform area of entire wing panels including controls

local thickness of airfoil section

airfoil thickness at hinge line

maximum thickness of airfoil section

perturbation velocity components along z, y, and
z axes

free-stream velocity

see u, v, W

complex potential of doublet

value of x for hinge axis, Fig. 8-25

principal axes of symmetry of missile, Fig. 8-5

principal axes of symmetry for a, with ¢ = 0, Fig.
8-13

center-of-pressure location

forces along y and z axes

z coordinate of upper surface of control

AZ/dw

Y+ iz

angle of attack

angle of attack of body

included angle between V, and missile longitudinal
axis

angle of attack of all-movable control

final missile angle of attack after impulsive pitch
control

angle of sideslip

general symbol for control deflection

deflection of control measured in free-stream direction

control deflections of horizontal and vertical all-
movable controls, Fig. 8-2

(61 — 82)/2

(81 + 82)/2
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b’ (865 — 84)/2

5, (8; + 84)/2

8 deflection of control measured normal to control hinge
line

€ semiapex angle of triangular wing formed from two

triangular controls

¢ damping parameter, Eq. (8-86)

$o value of { at sea level

6 pitch angle of missile (§ = q)

A a/Sm

A sweep angle of hinge line

o plane in which missile cross section transforms into
unit circle

7 a/sn; also dummy variable for time

¥ time for missile to attain a* with impulsive control
action

¢ velocity potential

) angle of bank

ba velocity potential for doublet

bay Pg, D5, G5, ¢ velocity potentials associated with «, 8, 8., 6., and {,
respectively

Yu stream function for doublet

@ natural frequency of missile, Eq. (8-85)

z natural frequency at sea level

Subscripts :

B body

B(W) body in presence of wing

cg center of gravity

c complete combination

H hinge line

¢ associated with airfoil thickness

114 wing alone or wing panels

W(B) wing panels in presence of body

a associated with angle of attack

B associated with angle of sideslip

) associated with control deflection

+

impact surface
suction surface
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APPENDIX 8A. EQUATIONS OF MOTION FOR MISSILE
WITH PITCH CONTROL

Consider a missile flying straight and level essentially at zero angle of
attack as shown in Fig. 8-31. Apply pitch control to the missile so that it
acquires angular velocity about the lateral axis through its center of

0<<1

F1c. 8-31. Missile undergoing impulsive pitch control.

gravity and develops a velocity w of the center of gravity along the
z axis positive in the downward direction. Let the inclination of the
longitudinal axis to the horizontal be 8. As a result of 6 and of w, the
missile undergoes a change in angle of attack a given by

a=0+—2 (8A-1)
[i]

and a=0-+ T/— (8A—2)
[}

Assume for simplicity that the lift on the missile depends principally on «
and is independent of @ and &. Then

b = ©Z/3a)a

pos (8A-3)

where Z is the negative of the lift force, and m is the mass of the missile.
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The relationship between & and ¢ is the equation for translation of the
center of gravity in the vertical direction.

Zaa
mVo

« =6+

(8A-4)

Let us now write the equation of motion for rotation about the center of
gravity.

The moment acting on the missile due to the control action will result
from changes in «, 6, &, and control deflection 3.

M = Mo + Mao + Mg6 + M(5) (8A-5)

The quantity M (8) is the time-dependent moment due to variable control
deflection 6. The term M .« is the moment associated with static stabil-
ity. The moments Msa and M40 are damping moments and are due
principally to the tail. These moments are precisely those due to M4 and
M, (¢ = 6) discussed in Sec. 10-11. The equation for the rotation about
the center of gravity is now
mKz20 — M =0
mK 20 — aMy — M — aM, = M(9) (8A-6)

Here K, is the radius of gyration of the missile about the lateral axis
through the center of gravity. Equations (8A-4) and (8A-G) together
give the motion of the missile. We can readily replace 6 and § in Eq.
(8A-6) through the use of Iiq. (8A-4) to obtain

. K, Z. ;
mK % + ( -, — M,,-) o — (Ma - ZZ"?) o« = M(5)
0

(8A-7)

The term M;Z, will be ignored in comparison with the M, term. Had we
ignored the vertical motion of the center of gravity, we would have a
equal to 6, and the Z. terms would disappear from Eq. (8A-7).

A more sophisticated derivation of Eq. (8A-7) is to be found in Tobak
and Allen® considering also changes in forward speed.

CHAPTER 9

DRAG

The supersonic drag of projectiles has occupied the attention of ballis-
ticians for many years and achieved importance even before the airplane.
In recent years the supersonic airplane and missile have brought about
widespread interest in and extensive enlargement of our knowledge of
aerodynamic drag at supersonic speeds. Though great progress has been
made, it can safely be said that succeeding years will see further extensive
additions to our knowledge of aerodynamic drag at high speeds. In this
chapter we will present some of the important results that have been
obtained, with a particular view to their usefulness to missile engineers
and scientists,

Of the forces and moments acting on a missile, the drag force is
most influenced by the viscosity of the medium in which the missile is
traveling. It is therefore not surprising that the drag force is also the
most difficult to predict or to measure accurately. The theoretical tools
used to predict drag must take into account viscosity, and as such they
are quite apart from the methods of potential flow usually used to predict
the other forces and the moments. Tt is therefore fitting that we should
devote a special chapter to the study of drag.

In Sec. 9-1 a number of ways are discussed for subdividing the total
drag of a missile into components. One scheme gives as the components
of the total drag the pressure drag exclusive of base drag, the base drag, and
the viscous drag or the skin friction. The chapter is broken down into
these three main sections. In Sec. 9-2 we consider the analytical proper-
ties of drag curves, and describe the basic aerodynamic parameters speci-
fying the drag curves.

The subject of the pressure drag exclusive of base drag, or pressure
foredrag, is started with a discussion of Ward’s drag formula for slender
bodies in Sec. 9-3. The pressure foredrag of bodies of given shape, not
necessarily slender, is considered in Sec. 9-4, followed in Sec. 9-5 by a
treatment of methods for shaping bodies to achieve least pressure fore-
drag. The pressure foredrag of wings alone is the subject of Sec. 9-6, and
that of wing-body combinations of given shape is the subject of Sec. 9-7.
Methods for minimizing the pressure drag of wing-body combinations at
zero angle of attack are considered in Sec. 9-8, particularly area rule

261
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methods. In Sec. 9-9 we take up methods for the minimization of the
pressure drag due to lift of wings and wing-body combinations.

The second important component of the missile drag, namely, base drag,
is considered in Sec. 9-10, where the general physical features of flow at g
blunt base are described. The physical basis for the correlation of base-
pressure measurements is laid in Sec. 9-11, preparatory to a presentation
of base-pressure correlations in Sec. 9-12. A number of variables also
influencing base pressure are discussed in Sec. 9-13.

The third and final component of the missile drag, namely, skin fric-
tion, is described in its general aspects in Sec. 9-14.  Engineering methods
for calculating purely laminar skin friction and purely turbulent skin
friction for flat plates are presented in Secs. 9-15 and 9-16, respectively.
The chapter concludes with some comments on factors influencing skin
friction such as transition and the departure from a flat plate.

9-1. General Nature of Drag Forces; Components of Drag

Of the several significant methods for separating the drag into com-
ponent parts, the simplest is probably that arising naturally from a con-
sideration of whether the drag is caused by forces acting normal to the

L
n

<

D
Fic. 9-1. Aerodynamic body subject to normal and tangential stresses.

missile surface or forces acting tangential to it. The drag arising from
the pressure forces acting normal to the missile surface is known as
pressure drag, and that arising from the tangential forces of skin friction
acting on the surface by virtue of viscosity is called viscous drag or skin
friction. With reference to Fig. 9-1, the drag due to pressure p at the
missile surface is

Dp = — / /Smpcos (1n,Vo) dSn (9-1)

where cos (n,V,) is the cosine of the angle between Vo and the outward
normal to the missile surface. The surface S, comprises the total area
of the missile including the base area. If the base contains a jet, the
surface is taken straight across the jet exit from the missile. The inte-
gral of the pressure over the internal surfaces containing the jet is taken
as the propulsive force.

If 7 is the local skin friction per unit area due to viscosity, then the
viscous drag is

Dy = / f L7 cos (1,Vo) dS, 9-2)
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where cos (£,V ) is the cosine of the angle between V', and the tangent to
the missile surface in the 7 direction. Note that ¢ and 7 are in the same
direction.

The drag can also be separated into the components of foredrag and
base drag. The foredrag is that part of the total drag acting on the
missile surface exclusive of the base area. It contains significant amounts
of pressure drag and viscous drag. The base drag, on the other hand, is
almost wholly pressure drag. As a consequence the total missile drag can
now be subdivided into pressure foredrag, base drag, and viscous drag. 1t
is convenient to consider these quantities as distinet quantities which
can be added together to obtain the total missile drag. Though these
quantities are distinet one from another that is not to say that they are
independent of one another. For instance, the condition of the boundary
layer, laminar or turbulent, which specifies the viscous drag also sig-
nificantly influences the base drag.

The first component of missile drag, pressure foredrag, is amenable to
analysis by potential theory in those cases wherein the boundary layer
does not separate and cause large alterations in the pressure distribution.
(Even with boundary-layer separation, potential flow frequently plays a
role in determining the pressure distribution.) The slender-body theory
of drag has been well developed for complete configurations, and linear
theory has been extensively applied to supersonic wings. For bodies
alone, theories of greater accuracy than linear theory are available in the
form of the second-order theory of Van Dyke,’s and the method of charac-
teristics. It is not surprising, in view of the fact that pressure foredrag
is amenable to analysis by the highly developed methods of potential
theory, that much work has been successfully directed toward minimizing
pressure foredrag.

The second component of total missile drag, base drag, is determined
by considerations of potential flow and of viscosity. The so-called dead
water region behind the base of a missile has a static pressure, which
depends on how the outer flow closes in behind the missile, and how the
boundary layer from the base mixes with the dead water and the outer
flow. Although much theoretical work has been done on the problem of
base pressure, its engineering determination is still dependent prineipally
on correlations of systematic experimental data. The base pressure is
also influenced by any boattailing in front of the missile base, by the
proximity of tail fins to the base, etc.

The final component of total missile drag, the viscous drag or skin fric-
tion, is difficult to predict or measure accurately. This difficulty stems,
in part, from the incomplete understanding of where the boundary layer
turns from laminar to turbulent in flight. Even if the transition point in
flight were known, it would be hard to measure the skin friction in the
wind tunnel for this known transition location, because of unknown
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amounts of wave drag caused by the mechanism for fixing transition.
The transition location depends on Reynolds number, Mach number,
pressure distribution, turbulence level, heat-transfer rate, surface rough-
ness, sound level, and other factors which, to understate the case, are
imperfectly understood. The point of view we adopt is that, given the
transition point, the skin friction can be calculated by methods to be
described.

So far we have considered two distinet schemes for subdividing the
total missile drag and the relationship between the schemes. Yet
another method arises naturally in the application of ““control-surface”
methods for evaluating drag as illustrated in Fig. 9-2. The decomposi-
tion results in the components of wave drag and wake drag. The drag
associated with the momentum transfer through the control surface Ss,

Shock Expansion

Se

S

Fia. 9-2. Missile at supersonie speeds enclosed by cylindrical control surface.

as S1, Sa, and S; all move infinitely far away from the missile, is called the
wave drag. The drag associated with the net momentum transfer through
surfaces S; and S; is termed the wake drag. The wake drag in the general
case of a viscous fluid wiil represent in part the skin-friction drag because
of mixing in the wake between the boundary layer and the inviscid flow.
However, in certain theories such as slender-body theory and linear
theory, there is no viscous wake, and the wake drag is due entirely to
creation of vortices with kinetic energy. For this case of no skin friction
the wake drag is all vortez drag. Thus, on the basis of inviscid fluid
theory the entire drag is pressure drag composed of wave drag and vortex
drag. This particular decomposition is of great importance when we
come to the problem of minimizing the drag due to lift of wings and wing-
body combinations. Let us now examine the nature of the wave drag
and wake drag more closely.

Figure 9-2 shows waves from the body passing through control surface
Sq, which is parallel to the free-stream direction, and carrying momentum
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outward through the surface. The momentum transport per unit time
is sometimes called the wave drag, although other definitions of wave
drag will shortly be mentioned. The particular usefulness of this defini-
tion depends on the possibility of evaluating the momentum by some
theoretical means. If the evaluation is made on the basis of slender-body
theory, the control-surface radius must be kept small, since slender-body
theory is valid only in the immediate neighborhood of the body. If the
control-surface radius were permitted to approach infinity in slender-body
theory, the wave drag would become infinite. For this reason the radius
in the derivation of Ward’s drag formula (Sec. 3-9) was kept small
although arbitrary. If the wave drag is evaluated on the basis of linear
theory, the radius of the control surface can approach infinity, and the
wave drag will remain finite. From a broader point of view than the
foregoing theoretical one, the wave drag is associated with the energy
necessary continuously to form the wave system of the missile as it moves
at supersonic speeds. In this context the wave drag is really wave-
making drag similar to that of a ship. From yet another point of view,
wave drag represents the entropy increase of the fluid passing through
the shock waves of the missile. It can be calculated in principle if the
shapes and strengths of all the shock waves are known, by integrating
along all the waves to obtain the total increase in entropy.

The net momentum change per unit time for control areas S; and S;
represents viscous drag of the boundary layer, kinetic energy of vortices
generated by lift, and possibly base drag, although some of this appears
in the wave drag, too. Tor blunt-base bodies or wings, these three com-
ponents are inextricably combined within the limitations of our present
knowledge of the flow fields behind such bodies or wings. The wake drag
in such cases has no particular significance. However, for missiles with
sharp bases and trailing edges, the wake drag is meaningful under certain
circumstances. Assume that for such a missile, symmetrical about a
horizontal plane, the boundary layer remains attached and does not pro-
duce any appreciable alteration in the wave system from that for an
inviseid fluid. At zero angle of attack the total drag then consists of the
so-called zero wave drag and wake drag which is purely viscous drag.
However, consider the drag due to lift occurring as a result of an increase
in angle of attack. This will consist first of additional wave drag due to
an alteration in the strengths and shape of the wave system. It will also
consist of an additional drag in the wake associated with vortices appear-
ing there because of the lift.

9-2. Analytical Properties of Drag Curves

Tor the purposes of predicting drag and of analyzing experimental drag
curves, it is desirable to have a standard set of parameters and symbols
which define a drag curve. A drag curve, or drag poler as it is sometimes
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called, is a plot of drag coefficient versus lift coefficient. On the basis of
linear theory, the drag curve is a parabola. A parabolic drag curve
together with certain standard symbols appertaining thereto is shown in
Fig. 9-3. The minimum ordinate Cp, is called the minimum drag coeffi-
cient and the corresponding lift coefficient Cr, is called the lift coefficient
for minimum drag. The tangent to the parabola from the origin (of
which there are two) specifies the optimum lift coefficient Cro,.. At the

Cp

CL

\
G

Fia. 9-3. Drag polar and forces acting on aerodynamic body.

optimum lift coefficient the value of C/Cp is termed the mazimum Uift-
drag ratio and is frequently written (L/D),....

Experimental drag curves are frequently well approximated by parab-
olas. The drag curve can then be represented by the equation

Cp — Cp, = k(CL — C1,)? (9-3)

The factor k is called the drag-rise factor, and its value can be obtained
experimentally by plotting Cp — Cp, versus (Cr — C,)% If the drag
data plotted in this manner fall on a straight line, the drag curve is
parabolic, and the slope of the line is the drag-rise factor. Although
many experimental drag curves are closely parabolic, the parabolicity
should be tested in each instance. The term drag-rise factor for k follows
the usage of Vincenti®® and others. It should not be confused with the
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frequently used term drag rise, which refers to the increase in the mini-
mum drag coefficient in the transonic region above its value for incom-
pressible flow (at the same Reynolds number). The drag coefficient
increment above that for minimum drag Cp, is written Cp, as given by

Cp, = Cp — Cp, (9-4)

and is mathematically equivalent to induced drag at subsonic speeds.
The lift coefficient above that for minimum drag Cy, is written ACL as
given by

AC, = Cp — Oy, (9-5)

The drag-rise factor from Lq. (9-3) then has the form
_ CD,' >
o ACL? (9-6)

and will be henceforth written in this fashion. For a parabolic drag
curve, the value of Cy,,, is found to be

19
CLOP: = (CL02 + C'D—;(/If_zﬂ()f) (9-7)

The corresponding maximum lift-drag ratio is

L 1
(1—)>ma.\ B 2(CL0pt - CLo) (CD.'/ACL2)
_ O+ [Cr? + Cp,/(Cp,/ACLYPE
2Ch,

(9-8)

It is clear that the drag curve, the optimum lift coefficient, and the maxi-
mum lift-drag ratio are completely determined by Cp,, Cy,, and Cp,/AC 2
For a missile with a horizontal plane of symmetry, the values of Cr,,, and
(L/ D) ox are simply

. Cp, 15
Cram = (ED/A—C (9-9)
L 1 1 14 ‘
<'5>m S 2 [mﬂ (9-10)

Let us examine the quantities which determine the drag-rise factor,
namely, pressure drag due to lift, leading-edge thrust, and skin friction
variations due to angle of attack. For this purpose consider the force
acting on the symmetrical wing shown in Fig. 9-3. First, the chord-force
coefficient in the absence of leading-edge thrust and skin friction is
denoted by C4. The leading-edge thrust?” is due to suction pressures
arising from the high flow velocities around the leading edge in certain
cases to be discussed later (Sec. 9-6). It is convenient to specify this
thrust as a fraction u of the drag of a flat plate at angle of attack a and
lift coefficient C; that is, in coefficient form the leading-edge thrust is
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uCra. If the average skin-friction coefficient, based on the same refer-
ence quantities as the other coefficients, is cr, for the upper surface and cg,
for the lower surface, the total chord-force coefficient is

CC = CA - /J.CLa + CF, + Cr, (9-11)

Let the subscript zero stand for zero angle of attack for the symmetric
wing shown here. Then

Ccn = CAn + (cFu)O + (ch)D (9-12)

We will now form the drag-rise factor. The drag coefficient is exactly

CD = CN sin « + CC COS (9-13) :

We may substitute the lift coefficient for the normal force coefficient, and
the error will be only of the order o®. Thus

Cp = O sin a + Cg¢ eos a + O(a?) (9-14)

Forming the drag-rise factor from Egs. (9-11), (9-12), and (9-14), we
obtain
Co, _C’D——CDO_l—u_i_CA—C/{D
ACL? CL? 7 ClLa Cr?
+ (er, + Cr) C— Q(CFu + cro (9-15)
L

An examination of Eq. (9-15) for the drag-rise factor reveals three terms,
each representing a distinct physical phenomenon. The first term is the
dominant term, and the latter two terms are usually neglected. The
first term is essentially the pressure drag due to lift, which appears partly
in the wave system of the wing, and partly in the vortex wake as described
previously. It is inversely proportional to the lift-curve slope, and
increases directly as the leading-edge thrust decreases. For a wing with
supersonic leading edges, u is theoretically zero; but, for a triangular
wing of very low aspect ratio or a slender body of revolution, u is theo-
retically 0.5. The second term is a change in chord pressure force exclu-
sive of leading-edge thrust. It can arise, for instance, by second-order
pressures proportional to the product of thickness and angle of attack.
Alternatively, it might arise as a result of boundary-layer separation
induced by angle of attack. The third factor represents the change in
skin friction with angle of attack. It can arise from changes in the transi-
tion points on the lower and upper wing surfaces as the angle of attack
changes. It further depends on changes in density and velocity at the
outer edge of the wing boundary layer, changes that can become sig-
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nificant at high Mach numbers corresponding to hypersonic flight. Also,
any difference in temperature between the upper and lower surfaces as a
result of aerodynamic heating, radiation, ete., can enter the third factor
in a manner discussed in Secs. 9-15 and 9-16.

PRESSURE FOREDRAG

9-3. Pressure Foredrag of Slender Bodies of Given Shape;
Drag Due to Lift
The great analytical simplification of aerodynamic problems brought
about by slender-body theory applies to drag problems equally as well as
to those of lift and sideforce. In fact, the drag formula of Ward derived

2y

c

A <> L——» S(1)=0; S(1)=0
! x=1

; |
x=0 x=1

F1c. 9-4. Notation for use in drag formula of Ward.

- S(1)+0;,S'(1)=0

In Sec. 3-9 allows considerable insight into the drag of slender bodies
Including an understanding of the nature of the various components".
which go to make up the total pressure foredrag. Accordingly, we will
apply the drag formula of Ward to a series of bodies of increasing com-
Plt_%xity to show how various components of the drag of a slender body
arise. With reference to Fig. 9-4 the complete drag formula of Ward can
be written for a pointed body as

Q _ 1 ! ! 17 17 1
S [ 1 3¢
- [) S(E)IOgr_Eldﬁ—Sﬁcd’a‘ydd
— PeS(1) + O(tt log?t) (9-16)
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8'(z) |
where ao = o
‘ 8 (9-17)
7 _ 1 P z 1 — d ]
=g | S@ 18] - M58 - pa
. - A, cosnd + B, sin né ) '
and ¢ = aglogr + bo + Z p (9-18)
n=1 .

The coefficients ao, bo, An, and B, are real functions of z, and_t is the
reciprocal of the body fineness ratio. The slender-body potential ¢ for

S(1)40, S'(1)+0
z
r
c 0
y
r=r
x=1 o
(@)
1:
L

x c r Yy

_1*
I
=
(6)

x=1
F1c. 9-5. Nonaxisymmetric slender body at zero angle of attack and at angle of attack;
circular base. (a) o = 0; (b) « > 0.
unit free-stream velocity can always be put into the form of Eq. (9-18),
and we will examine specific examples in the following four cases. Of the
several cases of a body of revolution at zero angle of attack, perhaps the
body pointed at both ends is most simple.

Case 1: Body Pointed at Both Ends .
For case 1 shown in Fig. 9-4 the body is pointed at both ends. This
condition is sufficient to make S(0) = §'(0) = 8(1) = 8'(1) = 0. Asa
result the entire drag is given by
1
D_ L [" gr@)sm(e) log dz di (9-19)
go 2r Jo Jo |37 - E|
This result will subsequently be used to derive the' Sear-Haack body of
least wave drag subject to certain conditions. Since the body has 8

y

N

x=1

plane
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sharp base, it will have no wake (in an inviscid fluid), and all the drag will
arise as a result of wave formation by the body. For this reason the drag
represented by Eq. (9-19) is wave drag. It is clearly independent of
Mach number.

Case 2: Body with Cylindrical Base at Zero Angle of Attack

By a body with a cylindrical base we mean one which would have no
discontinuities in streamwise slope if the base were prolonged by a cylin-
drical extension. See Fig. 9-4. For this case we have S'(1) = 0. Also,
since d¢/dv is the velocity component normal to the body in a plane
normal to the body axis, this quantity will be zero at the base. Equation
(9-16) therefore reduces to

1 1
&130 - % A ﬁ S”()S (£) log Ix—_l_gldg dr — PsS(1)  (9-20)
The drag in this case consists of wave drag, as in case 1, plus a base drag,.
The prediction of base drag is beyond the realm of slender-body theory.
The discussion of base drag in the second main part of this chapter shows
it to be Mach-number-dependent. Thus, while the drag of a pointed
body is independent of Mach number, that of a body with a blunt base
varies with Mach number. We will subsequently derive the shape of the
Kérmén ogive, which is the body with a eylindrical base possessing the
least pressure foredrag at zero angle of attack on the basis of slender-body
theory.

Case 3: General Body with Circular Base at Zero Angle of Attack

For a general body with a circular base we have that neither S(1) nor
8’(1) is zero. Let the body furthermore possess horizontal and vertical
planes of symmetry. (The restrictions are imposed merely so that we
may obtain a simple analytical answer, and they are easily relaxed by
transforming the base section into a circle.) The streamwise slope of the
body surface at the base dr/dz will not be zero at the body base as in the
previous case, but will vary with angular position around the body as
shown in Fig. 9-5a. It is interesting to see how the slanting sides contrib-
ute to the drag. For this purpose, let us expand dr/dz at the body base in
a Fourier series. By virtue of the symmetry properties of the base, we
have with reference to Fig. 9-5

dr

dx

where fo, f3, etc., are dimensionless. Since ¢ in Eq. (9-18) is for unit free-
stream velocity, the radial velocity at z = 1 is

= fo+ facos20 + facos46 + - - - (9-21)

z=1

o

9¢ _dr _ao z nA, cos né + nB, sin nd

T dr . To™ L

(9-22)
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with the result that

Ri¢!
ao = fore = 2(7r)
4, =0 n odd
A, = — furo™™: n even (9-23)
n
bo(1) = L [ 5(1) 1og 2 — / log (1 — HS”(®) dz]
N 2o 2 Jo
B,=0

The first two integrals of Eq. (9-16) both contribute to the drag, as well as
the contour integral, which becomes

"2 ro2ntl cos 2n6
0 _ E: fanto cos
¢C ¢ b—(l/é dtT = /0 <(1() 10g To + b() 4-—————27”'02"
’ n=1

<@ + z fom cOS 2m0> rodf (9-24)
To
m=1

The result of evaluating the integral is

; Bré (o
S{)C oS g—j) do = 2wa¢(aclogre + bo) — %1 (9-25)

n=1

The total drag is

D _ 1 ! ! Q17 1 1 1 dz d
2% [} 57870 tog L ot

! 1 1 ., . Br
+ 50 Miog (1 — 870 s — 5 191 log

fiure® _ 9-26
+ 7 E o PsS(1) (9-26)
n=1

Examination of this result is instructive. Let us interpret each term
of the drag physically. For this purpose assume that (1) the body has 8
tangent-cylindrical base, (2) it has atmospheric b.ase pressure, and (3). 111;
is axially symmetric, and then relax the assumptions one by one. W}t
all three assumptions the only term in the drag is the first term, WI.HCh
represents principally the wave-making drag of the head wave. (Sm;:e
the base pressure is atmospheric and the body pressure is also close);
atmospheric at the base, there is no trailing wave within the scope ©
inviscid fluid theory.) Relax assumption (1) by letting the body have
boattail. The second and third terms are not now zero. Because of the
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boattail, the flow toward the base has an inward radial velocity. This
flow must be straightened out approximately into the free-stream direc-
tion for atmospheric base pressure by a conical shock wave. The second
and third terms represent the drag associated with this trailing shock
wave or the boattail drag. Let us now relax assumptions (1) and (2).
The flow behind the base will no longer be approximately in the free-
stream direction, but will converge toward a point behind the base. The
location of this point is determined by a complicated mixing process
between the outer potential flow, the discharged boundary-layer air, and
the air in the dead water region. The analysis of this problem is the
subject of that part of the chapter entitled “Base Drag.” In any event,
the trailing shock wave is now not dependent on inviscid considerations
alone, but has an intensity determined also by the viscous process behind
the base. The trailing shock-wave system therefore represents fractions
of boattail drag and base drag. Finally, let us relax the assumption of
axial symmetry so that the drag represented by the summation is not
zero. Actually, this term can be interpreted as a drag due to kinetic
energy of the wake being laid down by the body. The flow leaving the
base has local inward and outward radial velocity due to the cos 2n6 terms
forn = 1 or greater, which average out to zero around the body. Never-
theless, the kinetic energy being discharged into the wake by these radial
velocities is not zero on the average and represents a positive drag.

Case 4: Drag Due to Lift of General Body with Circular Base

By a general body with a circular base we mean one which is also
pointed but which otherwise is general within the scope of slender-body
theory. The complex potential for such a body with reference to Fig.
9-5b 1s

W) = aolog (3 — 3) + bo + E o (9-27)
g (% - Su)
If the coordinate system is changed from ¥,z to r,0 with the new origin,
the potential will still have the same form since

3= 30 = re (9-28)

Now an inspection of the terms of Eq. (9-16) shows that drag due to lift
must appear either in the contour integral around C or in the base drag
term. Therefore, ignoring any change in the base pressure, the pressure
foredrag due to lift can be evaluated by that part of the contour integral
about € due to the angle of attack « at the base. (If the angle of attack
at the base is zero, the lift is also zero, independent of the slope of the
body in front of the base ) Let the potential at the base crossflow plane
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be comprised of a part for zero angle of attack plus a part due to angle

of attack
¢ = ¢g + da (9-29)

The boundary condition for the potential due to angle of attack is

9«| - _yging (9-30)
ar lr=ro

so that ¢, is of the form

_ B sin a
b = —
The constant B is readily evaluated with the result

2
= a—:—o— sin 6 (9-31)

The total drag due to the contour integral 1s

D— 2 ad) _ 2m i -2
%——950 ¢(~977‘0d0— Toﬁ) (¢°+¢a)6r(¢°+¢")d0 (9-32)

and that part due to angle of attack (or lift) is

D\ _ [ (g 80e 000, 2
(a)a —Toﬁ <¢0_3;+¢a 67‘+¢“ E)r)de

= mro*a?

|

Since the lift is

- = 27r7‘02a

qo

(2) _ 1L, (9-33)
qo/ « 2qo

This result, derived in detail here for a body with cylindrical base, was
derived in Sec. 3-10 for a slender body with a base of arbitrary shape.

The interesting fact shown by Eq. (9-33) is that the drag due to lift of a
slender body is just one-half that for a flat plate. Since the drag due to
lift is proportional to the rearward inclination of the resultant force vector
from the normal to the stream direction, the resultant force is inclined
rearward at angle a/2 for a slender body. In this respect of theorx, a
body of revolution is equivalent to a very low-aspect-ratio triangular wing
with full leading-edge suction.

we have

Viscous Crossflow

The pressure foredrag for a slender body at zero angle of attack or 9:1
incidence has been calculated on the basis of slender-body theory. Addi-
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tional drag due to lift can be incurred by a slender body or a nonslender
body because of viscous crossflow of the type discussed in Sec. 4-6. This
drag acts through pressure forces accompanying boundary-layer separa-
tion and vortex formation and is not due to skin-friction forces. Actu-
ally, the pressure forces arising as a result of crossflow are the basis of
the definition of the crossflow drag coefficient ¢ ,, as discussed in Sec. 4-6.
The drag due to viscous crossflow is taken as the force normal to the body
axis due to crossflow times the angle of attack. For a cylinder this rela-
tionship is exact. Thus, if S. is the planform area of the body subject to
viscous crossflow and cg, is the crossflow drag coeflicient, then the drag due
to viscous crossflow D, is

D, = ¢4.q02%S. (9-34)

Viscous crossflow introduces a cubic dependence of the drag on angle
attack. Therefore, the drag curve for a body will not be parabolic above
the angle of attack for the onset of viscous crossflow.

Another factor acts to change the parabolic shape of the drag curve of
a body, namely, changes in transition point with angle of attack. Sup-
pose the transition point is near the body base at zero angle of attack.
Increase in angle of attack will cause the transition point to move forward
and may induce separation and vortex formation. The change in skin
friction with angle of attack will depend on how fast the transition point
moves forward, and how vortex formation influences the skin friction in
separated flow. Formally, these influences can be considered as changes
in the drag-rise factor through the third term in Eq. (9-15).

9-4. Pressure Foredrag of Nonslender Missile Noses at Zero
Angle of Attack

In the previous section the emphasis was on missile bodies of high fine-
ness ratio.  For zero angle of attack, missile noses of low fineness ratio
can be handled with relative ease because of the simple nonlinear theories
that have been developed. We will discuss these nonlinear theories in
their general aspects since a detailed consideration of the half dozen or so
methods available would be unduly lengthy.

One of the early studies of the drag of missile noses at supersonic speeds
is that of Taylor and Maccoll,? who calculated the pressure coefficients of
cones using the full nonlinear potential equation. Extensive tables of
fiow around cones are available in an MIT report,* and convenient charts
for cones are to be found in an Ames report.® While cone results are of
intrinsic value in themselves, perhaps they have still greater value as a
standard against which the accuracy of many approximate theories for
conical and nonconical noses may be gauged. The pressure field of a
cone depends on two independent parameters: the cone semiapex angle
and the Mach number. It would be useful if the pressure field depended
strongly on some combination of these two parameters as independent
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variables, and weakly on any other independent variable. Such a com-
bination of parameters K, called the hypersonic similarity parameter, has
been advanced by Tsien® for slender pointed bodies in high-speed flow.
The hypersonic similarity parameter is the ratio of the free-stream Mach
number to the body fineness ratio.
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F16. 9-6. Drag coefficients of cones at supersonic speeds.

The hypersonic stmilarity law applies to a family of bodies which are
related one to the other by uniform expansion or contraction of the axial
or radial dimensions. The bodies need not be axially symmetric. Cor-
responding points for two such bodies are points which go one into the
other when the bodies are brought into coincidence by expansion or con-
traction. Let the pressures at two such points be measured by the
following ratio (p — ps)/po, involving the local static pressure p and the
free-stream static pressure po. The hypersonic similarity law then states
that the pressure ratios (p — po)/po at corresponding points for two
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bodies of the same family differing in fineness ratio will be equal if the
Mach numbers for the two bodies are so chosen that the similarity param-
eter K remains unchanged. Since we are interested in drag, let us see
what the implication of the hypersonic similarity law is for drag. For a
cone the drag coefficient based on the base area is equal to the usual
pressure coefficient

Cp = P~ PoPo P Po (Z Afoz)_l (9-35)

Po qo Po 2

As a result the similarity law predicts that the parameter 3 ¢*Cp is a func-
tion only of K as the Mach number and fineness ratio are independently
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Fic. 9-7. Correlation of drag coefficients of cones at supersonic speeds by hypersonic
similarity parameter.
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varied. We have a convenient set of data for cones to substantiate this
hypothesis.

In Fig. 9-6, the drag coefficients of cones are shown as a function of
Mach number M, and cone semiapex angle 8. These drag coefficients
are correlated on the basis of the hypersonic similarity parameter in Fig.
9-7. TFor cone angles up to about 8 = 30°, the correlation is good for
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Mach numbers to 8 or 10 except at the lower ends of the individual curves,
As the Mach number approaches the Mach number of shock detachment
from above, the individual curve for values of 8 < 30 turn upward away
from the mean correlation curve. For large cone angles, 8 > 30°) the
hypersonic similarity parameter does not correlate the drag coefficients
well. This departure from correlation is associated with approach of the
shock wave to the cone surface itself. Ehret, Rossow, and Stevens” have
studied the problem of correlating ogive as well as cone pressure coefli-
cients on the basis of the hypersonic similarity parameter, and have deter-
mined the ranges of Mach number and fineness ratio over which the vertex
pressure coefficients can be correlated within +5 per cent. As a rough
rule of thumb, it can be said that the fineness ratio must be 2 or greater,
and the Mach number 1.5 or greater. However, as the fineness ratio
becomes large, the Mach number may approach unity.

For cones the nose wave is straight, and the entropy change across the
wave is uniform along the wave. For an ogive, however, the curvature
of the body behind the apex generates expansion wavelets, which move
along the Mach directions and cause the nose wave to curve backward.
As a result there is an entropy gradient along the nose wave. Account
must be taken of this entropy gradient and wave curvature if accurate
pressure coefficients or drag coefficients are to be obtained at large values
of the hypersonic similarity parameter. Rossow® has investigated the
influence of the entropy gradient, which gives rise to the so-called rotation
term, on the drag coefficients and pressure coefficients of ogives. For an
ogive with a similarity parameter of 2 he finds a 30 per cent increase in
drag due to the rotation term. Rossow’s drag correlation curve for
ogives based on the hypersonic similarity rule is given in Fig. 9-8, where
it is compared with that for cones.

The pressure distribution and drag of a nonslender missile nose can be
calculated accurately by the method of characteristics. This method,
however, suffers from being too time-consuming for general engineering
use. Therefore, a number of shorter methods for accomplishing the same
purpose have been advanced. Let us discuss and compare the shorter
methods listed as follows:

(1) Method of von Kdrmédn and Moore*
(2) Newtonian theory

(3) Van Dyke’s second-order method*®
(4) Tangent-cone method 1

(5) Tangent-cone method 2

(6) Conical shock-expansion theory?!?

The method of von K4rmén and Moore is one of linearized theory for
bodies of revolution. It is based on a step-by-step numerical determina-
tion of the source distribution along an axis necessary to shape the body-
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The second-order theory of Van Dyke has been developed to the point of
a calculative technique using tables and a calculating form. The tangent-
cone methods are rules of thumb: Method 1 simply states that the pres-
sure coefficient at any point on a body of revolution corresponds to that
of a cone having a semiapex angle equal to the angle between the body
axis and the tangent to the body at the point. Method 2 is slightly more
sophisticated than method 1; it assumes that the local Mach number is
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Fic. 9-8. Correlation curves for drag of cones and tangent ogives on basis of hypersonic
similarity parameter.

given by the tangent cone. This local Mach number is then used,
together with the known loss in stagnation pressure through the shock
wave at the apex, to establish the local static pressure. The conical
shock-expansion theory is a calculative method developed by Eggers and
Savin?® for large values of the hypersonic similarity parameter. With
the exception of Newtonian theory, the foregoing methods apply prin-
cipally to bodies of revolution, although several of the other methods can
formally be applied to other bodies.

A comparative study of the accuracy of the foregoing methods has been
made by Ehret.!* The accuracy of the methods was assessed by compar-
ing the predictions of the approximate theories with the accurate calcula-
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tions by the method of characteristics for the pressure drag of cones,
ogives, and a Sears-Haack body with a pointed nose. The general
results of the study are summarized in Fig. 9-9. In the first place it is
seen that the Kdrmén and Moore theory applies at values of the simi-
larity parameters below unity, as would be expected for a linearized
theory. The error of Van Dyke’s second-order theory also increases as
the similarity parameter increases, but the error is generally only about
one-third that of the linearized theory. In contrast to these two methods,
Newtonian theory, tangent-cone method 1, and conical shock-expansion
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Fre. 9-9. Accuracy of various methods for estimating pressure drag of nonslender
missile noses at zero angle of attack.

theory increase in accuracy as the hypersonic similarity parameter
increases. It is interesting to note that tangent-cone method 2, which
appears more sophisticated than method 1, is more accurate only for
similarity parameters less than about 1.2. These results of Ehret serve
as a good guide to the choice of a method for the calculation of the drag
of a nonslender missile nose in any particular case.

9-5. Shape of Bodies of Revolution for Least Pressure Foredrag at Zero
Angle of Attack

We have concerned ourselves at some length with the direct problem of
finding the pressure foredrag of a missile nose of prescribed shape. Con-
siderations of aerodynamic efficiency require solutions to the indirect
problem of finding the shape of the body for least pressure foredrag for
certain prescribed constraints such as fixed length, fixed volume, fixed
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base area, fixed angle of attack, etc. Bodies of revolution of least pres-
sure foredrag include such bodies as the Kdrmdn ogive, the Sears-Haack
body, Newtonian bodies, etc. 1t is interesting that problems of least pres-
sure foredrag of bodies of revolution are much older than the airplane
and were, in fact, studied by Newton himself."” Furthermore, such
problems have long been popular with mathematicians, like Todhunter,
gkilled in the calculus of variations.™

Such bodies of least pressure foredrag as the above-named bodies are
frequently termed bodies of minimum wave drag. An understanding of
this term is predicated on two considerations. First, the use of the
adjective minimum in this connection is not to be confused with the use
of the adjective minimum in reference to Cp,, the minimum drag, as
shown in Fig. 9-3. Second, the wave drag is equivalent to the pressure
foredrag, which is in actuality minimized, only under special circum-
stances. These circumstances are that the fluid be inviscid and that the
base pressure be free-stream pressure. This equivalence of pressure fore-
drag and wave drag is discussed in Sec. 9-3 for slender bodies. For these
reasons we shall term so-called bodies of minimum wave drag, such as the
Kérmén ogive, bodies of least pressure foredrag.

The Sears-Haack body and the Kdrmén ogive are bodies of least pressure
foredrag derivable on the basis of slender-body theory. The method we
will use to derive the bodies is one mentioned by von Kérmdn.? It is
based on an analogy between the computation of the induced drag of a
lifting line of arbitrary span loading and the pressure foredrag of a slender
body at zero lift with an arbitrary distribution of area along its length.
Consider now slender bodies of the types considered in cases 1 and 2 in
Sec. 9-3. The pressure foredrag of such bodies is given by

D_.
qo

_ 2i ]Z /l S"(2)S (&) log | — &| dE da (9-36)
T J0 0

We are now taking the body to have length [ rather than unit length.
Since the bodies have pointed noses, and either pointed or cylindrical
bases,

S'(0) = 8(0) =8 =0 (9-37)
The variables » and ¢ are changed to 8 and ¢.
= 15(1 + cos 0)

(9-38)

4
[ =
ZE = 15(1 4 cos ¢)

The values of 8 and ¢ equal to zero refer to the base of the missile as shown
in Fig. 9-10, whereas the values of = correspond to the pointed nose.
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Our first objective is to obtain an expression for the drag integral of
Eq. (9-36) in terms of certain Fourier coefficients which specify the area
distribution of a slender body. By
the area distribution is meant the
variation of the body cross-sectional
area along the length of its axis.
The area distribution, or rather its
axial derivative, can be expanded in a
sine series convergent in the intervals
0<<7rand0<L o<

\ S'(z) = El by sin n6
"= (9-39)

l < .
x=0 x=1 S'(§) = 7l z b, sin n¢
§=m 6=0 n=1

Fia. 9-10. Notation for use in minimiz-

ing pressure foredrag of slender hodies
at zero angle of attack.

S'(x)

Ii

The first integration to obtain the
drag is denoted ¢(z)

glx) = /Ol S”7(g) log | — & d& = =¥ 2 b, cos né (9-40)
n=1

The drag can now be evaluated.

272 L
é—) = % ﬁ <2 mb,, sin m@) (E b, cos nB) de
0
m=1 n

=1

£

3
_T 4‘ 2 by (9-41)

n=1

3

Thus, we have a simple result for the pressure foredrag of a slender body
subject to the conditions of Eq. (9-37). Its similarity to the formula for
induced drag at subsonic speeds is apparent.

The next objective is to determine the body cross-sectional area dis-
tribution and the body volume in terms of the values of b,, preparatory to
determining bodies of least pressurc foredrag. The area distribution is
obtained from an integration of Eq. (9-39) subject to the conditions of
Eq. (9-37). The resulting area distribution is

_ _ sin 26 sin (n + 1)
S(8) = 5 {ln(vr 6+ —5 >+ 2 b, [m’hTf_ﬂ

_sin <n—_1>9]} (9-42)

n—1
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and the body volume is
273
Vol. = ’igi (bl - %) (9-43)

Bodies of minimum wave drag can now be formed for certain restric-
tions on length, area, and volume by joint consideration of Eqs. (9-41),
(9-42), and (9-43). This is the approach used by Sears'® in his derivation
of the Sears-Haack body independently derived by Haack.’” If we desire
to have a body of nonzero volume we must keep either b; or b, nonzero.
Let us explore the case of by % 0 but all other b, equal to zero. We have
then

p, — — 16 Vol.
P w3
7 i3
S(6) = 16 \%lﬁsm 0

(9-44)

2%
S@) = ook [1 - (1 - 2%) ]

2

This body is symmetrical about the midpoint of its axis, being pointed at
both ends. This is the Sears-Haack body, which is the body of least
pressure foredrag (drag) for zero base area and a given length and volume.
Since we have specified zero base area, we must have by equal to zero. To
have a body with any volume we must have a nonzero value of b; given
by Eq. (9-44). The values of b; and b, are thus uniquely fixed by the
prescribed conditions. The only other question that now arises is
whether inclusion of any other of the b, terms can reduce the drag.
Equation (9-41) answers this question firmly in the negative. As a
result the Sears-Haack body is the one and only body for least pressure
foredrag under the prescribed conditions. Its drag is simply

2
2 _ 128 Vol.2 (9-45)

qo - w4

and the drag coefficient based on the maximum cross-section area is

_ 24 Vol.

Co = =5

(9-46)

This simple result is typical of solutions to problems of least pressure fore-
drag. It indicates the desirability of spreading the volume over as long
an axial distance as possible. The area distribution of the Sears-Haack
body is given in Table 9-1.
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TaBLE 9-1. CoorDINATES OF BopiEs oF LEast Wave Drac

r/a
Sears- | Kdrmén Three- Newtonian bodiesf
2/l Haack* | ogivet quarter-

¥ power body | l/a =3 l/a =5

0 0 0 0 0.0073 0.00165
0.02 0.089 0.069 0.053 0.060 0.055
0.04 0.148 0.116 0.089 0.099 0.091
0.06 0.199 0.156 0.121 0.129 0.123
0.08 0.245 0.194 0.150 0.159 0.153
0.10 0.288 0.228 0.178 0.186 0.181
0.20 0.465 0.377 0.299 0.305 0.300
0.30 0.609 0.502 0.405 0.412 0.407
0.40 0.715 0.611 0.503 0.509 0.505
0.50 0.806 0.707 0.595 0.599 0.596
0.60 0.877 0.791 0.682 0.685 0.682
0.70 0.932 0.865 0.765 0.767 0.765
0.80 0.970 0.926 0.846 0.847 0.846
0.90 0.992 0.974 0.924 0.925 0.924
1.00 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000

* Given volume and length 2{; maximum radius a.
t Given base radius a and length /; tangent-cylindrical base.
1 Given base radius a and length 1.

The second body of least pressure foredrag is obtained by letting b1 be
nonzero and all other values of b, be zero. The various quantities then
turn out to be

b — 4S(1) 8 Vol
L= " 972 T 273

S”(ll) ml (9-47)
S(0) ==~ (r -0+ 14 sin 26)

This body is the Kdrmdn ogive, which has the least pressure foredrag for a
given length and a cylindrical base of given area. Because the base area
and length are prescribed, the value of by is uniquely determined. If b
were not zero, the drag would be increased by Eq. (9-41) and the volume
changed by Eq. (9-43). Any other nonzero values of b, would increase
the drag without changing the volume. The drag of the body is

D _ 16 Vol.2 _ 48%()

2= -48
Go wl* i (9 )
and the drag coefficient based on the base area is
_8Vol. _ 480 49
Cp = 3l (0-49)
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A comparison of Eqgs. (9-45) and (9-48) reveals that the pressure foredrag
of a Kdrmén ogive is only one-eighth the pressure foredrag of the Sears-
Haack body of the same volume and length. This large difference
between the two bodies is in part counteracted by the base drag of the
Kérmdn ogive. The area distribution of the Kédrméan ogive is given in
Table 9-1.

Ilustrative Example

Compare the pressure foredrag of a Kdrmén ogive of 5 calibers with the
Sears-Haack body of comparable length and volume. If the base-
pressure coeflicient of the Kdrmdn ogive is —0.2, how do the total
pressure drags compare?

For a Kdrmén ogive of 5 calibers, the base radius is 1 if the length is 10,
so that 8(I) = =. By Eq. (9-48) the pressure foredrag is

D 472
and the pressure foredrag coefficient based on the base area by Eq. (9-49)
is

4
Cp = 71092 0.04
The volume from Eq. (9-47) is
Vol. = % = o

For a Sears-Haack body of length 10 and volume 57, Eq. (9-45) gives
the pressure foredrag as

D _ 128(5r)?

70 - w10y = 1.005

The pressure foredrag of the Kdrmén ogive is thus one-eighth that of the
Sears-Haack body, as previously mentioned. Now for a base drag coeffi-
cient of —0.2 the Kérmdn ogive has five times as much base drag as
pressure foredrag. Therefore, the total pressure drag for the Kdrmén
ogive is three-quarters that for the Sears-Haack body.

While bodies of least pressure foredrag are readily derivable on the
basis of slender-body theory, the question arises whether similar hodies
cannot be derived on the basis of other theories. Actually, such bodies
can be found on the basis of Newtonian impact theory, which gives the
following simple expression for the local pressure coefficient:

P = 2sin?§ (9-50)

Here § is the angle between the tangent to the body in the streamwise
direction and the streamwise direction itself. HEggers, Dennis, and
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Resnikoff!2 have studied Newtonian bodies of least pressure foredrag, and
the reader is referred to their paper as well as the book of Todhunter!! for
the mathematical details. The integrals of drag, volume, and surface
area of bodies of revolution can easily be evaluated in terms of the equa-
tion for the shape of the body. Subject to restraints on base area, length,
volume, or surface area, and subject to certain other mathematical condi-
tions, the drag integral can be minimized by the calculus of variations to
yield the shape for least pressure foredrag. Five bodies are given by
Eggers et al.!? for different combinations of restraints.

Of the various Newtonian shapes the one of particular interest here is
that for prescribed body length and base area, since it is directly com-
parable to the Kdrman ogive. (We could just as well have specified
length and base area for the ogive.) Actually, the Newtonian body for
given length and base area is flat-nosed. Its shape is given in parametric

1.0

0.8 Karman ogive
A

, 06
— \\\ . _Z_ _
‘ 0.4r Newtonian body (a -3)

0.2

~w

Fi1c. 9-11. Comparison of shape of Kdrmén ogive with that of Newtonian body of
least pressure foredrag.

form by Eggers et al.,'2 and the shape coordinates are given in Table 9-1
for two fineness ratios. The bluntness for a fineness ratio of 5 is 0.16 per
cent of the base diameter, and for a fineness ratio of 3 the bluntness is
0.73 per cent. The bluntness of the nose is judged to have only a small
local aerodynamic effect on pressure drag, as long as the fineness ratio
does not get much below 3. The actual shape of the Newtonian bodies is
approximated closely enough for most purposes by a three-quarter power

body.
C-(5) n-u (9-51)

a

The shape ordinates for the three-quarter power body are also given in
Table 9-1, where they can be compared with those of the Newtonian
bodies to show the closeness of fit.

A comparison of the Newtonian body of least pressure drag for a given
length and base area and the Kdrmdn ogive is made in Fig. 9-11. First,
it should be noted that the condition S’(I) = 0 used in deriving the
Kérmén body was not involved for the Newtonian body. As a result
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the X4rmén ogive is somewhat fuller than the Newtonian body. Never-
theless, the two shapes are not greatly different from each other. This
result tends to suggest that the shape for least pressure foredrag for pre-
scribed conditions may not be sensitive to the actual physical law used to
obtain the pressure coefficient. As a consequence, a shape found to be
optimum on the basis of a particular physical law might be expected to be
pearly optimum under aerodynamic conditions where the physical law is
known to be grossly inadequate.

The question naturally arises whether the pressure foredrag calculated
by Newtonian theory is accurate, assuming that the shape is indeed
optimum. It has been found!? that Newtonian impact theory generally
gives pressure foredrags which are too low when compared to the experi-
mental foredrags corrected for skin friction. In lieu of accurate absolute
drags, it might be asked whether Newtonian impact theory predicts
accurately the ratio of the drag of a Newtonian body to that of a cone.
This question was investigated by Eggers et al.'? for bodies of the type
given by Eq. (9-51). For n = 0.75 it was found that the ratio is indeed
accurately predicted. For n = 0.6 the error appears to be about 10 per
cent in the ratio, and increases rapidly as n decreases further. As a rule
of thumb, one would compute the ratio by impact theory and multiply
the ratio by the known pressure foredrag coefficient of a cone to get
accurate pressure foredrag coefficients for Newtonian bodies of prescribed
length and base area. For the low values of n some improvement in pre-
diction of pressure foredrag coefficient can be achieved by the special
methods of Eggers et al.!?

The final question we consider in the comparison of the Newtonian
body and the Kdrm4n ogive is: Which has the lower drag? Jorgensen!?
has used Van Dyke’s second-order theory to compute the drag of the
Newtonian body and the Kdrmén ogive for a fineness ratio of 3 for
M, = 1.5, 2.0, and 3.0. It might be expected that a particular body
would show lower drag in that region where its theoretical basis is known
to be superior. Actually, the Newtonian shape exhibited generally
lower calculated drags, but the differences appear not to be significant.
Jorgensen also proposes some empirical shapes which have slightly lower
caleulated pressure foredrag than either the Kdrmdn or Newtonian
shapes.

9-6. Pressure Drag of Wings Alone

An extensive literature has been built up on the subject of the pressure
drag of wings at supersonic speeds, mainly on the basis of supersonic wing
theory. The pressure drag of a wing alone at supersonic speeds can be
considered to be the result of thickness drag and camber drag that occur at
zero lift and of drag due to lift. To obtain an insight into these various
components of the total pressure drag of a wing, it is useful to examine
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the two-dimensional pressure drag of airfoils. For this purpose let us
imagine an airfoil with camber and thickness distribution at zero angle of

Mean camber line

a=0 a>0
Fra. 9-12. Notation used in specifying thickness and camber distributions.

attack as shown in Fig. 9-12. The chord is the line joining the leading
and trailing edges. The thickness distribution is

) = 2. — 2 (9-52)

and the camber distribution is

M) =2T2 a=0 (9-53)
At angle of attack the camber distribution is
5z) = 2 ;r 2 g (9-54)

For combined effects of angle of attack, camber, and thickness, the
coordinates of the upper and lower airfoil surfaces are given by

zu:zc+2+‘ét
; (9-55)
a=z+tzi—-3

According to two-dimensional supersonic airfoil theory the pressure coeffi-
cients on the upper surface P, and the lower surface P; are

_ 2(dzy/dx) 2 dz, 1dt
Pu= e —1)% ~ G - 1>“2< + + W) (9-56)
P o= —2(dzi/dx) —2 dz, + dz 1di
PR M DR T M - 1) 2 ds
and the increments in drag for the top and bottom surfaces are
dD, = P. ‘(% g0 d2
(9-57)

dDz=‘- —"Pz'(‘id—;Qde
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The total drag per unit chordwise length is

dD.+D) 4 de | d2\' | 1(dt
& (M = D)% [(dx + ax> T <d> ] (9-58)

At zero angle of attack the drag per unit chord is

dD.+ D) g a2\ | 1[dr\?
& = (I =) [(%) + Z(Ez;) ] (9-59)

Tlustrative example

Determine the thickness and camber drags of a double-wedge airfoil of
maximum thickness ¢, at the mid-

chord if one side is flat. Compare ¢
with the drag of a symmetrical double- /\ b
wedge airfoil with the same thickness | . 1
distribution. 1 '
With reference to Fig. 9-13 the (@)
values of dt/dx and dz/dz for the flat-
side double-wedge airfoil are i
dt 2t C tm
— =17 <z <
dz ¢ O=sws 2 . 1
— 2ty ¢ !
= 5 <z <Zc¢ (b)
dz 1 di Fic. 9-13. (@) Cambered and (b) un-
gz _ 10t 0<z<e¢ cambered double-wedge airfoils of
dx 2dx - identical thickness distribution.

We can thus write from Eq. (9-59)

D.+D 4 dz\t | 1 (dry:
gc 9T Mg = )% | \dx 1\dzx

The components of ¢4 due to camber and thickness are thus

4 tn\?
Cdowrs = (N o7 = 1Y% (—c—> due to camber

2
Cq = (FM?il—‘W (%") due to thickness

Thus, both camber and thickness cause equal increments in drag at zero
angle of attack.

For the symmetrical double-wedge airfoil the thickness distribution is
the same as for the flat-bottom airfoil, so that its thickness drag coefficient
is the same. However, its camber drag is zero. As a result, the use of
camber in this particular instance has doubled the drag at zero angle of
attack of the airfoil.
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The foregoing consideration of the components of the drag of a two-:

dimensional supersonic airfoil leads to results that are true also for wings.
First, the introduction of camber leads to additional drag at zero lift or
angle of attack. In fact, any departure from a horizontal plane of sym-
metry produces the same result. However, what is also important is the
“coupling’’ between the drags due to thickness, camber, and angle of
attack. Let us rewrite Kq. (9-58) as

d g o odz (dB\* | 1(dt\e
dz (Dot D) = <M02—1)%[°‘2 2“d—x+(d—x> +z<dx>] (9-60)

It is noted that the thickness distribution produces a drag of its own, inde-
pendent of the camber and angle of attack. However, the drag associ-
ated with angle of attack and camber are not independent in the sense
that they are superposable like the drag due to thickness. Many wings
of interest in missile aerodynamics are symmetrical, and we will consider
such wings for the time being. Later we will return to camber when we
discuss cambering and twisting of wings to reduce drag due to lift.

For a symmetrical wing at zero lift the drag coefficient depends on the
wing planform, the wing section, and the Mach number. ~Calculation of
the wing drag requires integration of the pressure distribution over the
wing. The resultant expressions for the drag coefficient on the basis of
supersonic wing theory are usually unwieldy, frequently filling a page.
It is thus desirable to have the drag coefficients made up in chart form
for easy use. References 22 to 25 are examples of papers containing such
charts for a wide range of wing planform, and many others exist. To
reduce the number of charts, it is usual to present the drag results in
generalized form. Consider, for instance, the frequent case of a wing
with straight leading and trailing edges, streamwise tips, and a uniform
wing section. The drag results for such a wing can be presented in a form
generalized for Mach number, thickness ratio, and planform by giving
BCp/7? as a function of B4, \, and 8 ctn Ar..  The symbol r denotes the
thickness ratio of the wing section. Other sets of geometric parameters
besides the above three can be used to specify the planform. An example
of charts of the thickness drag of symmetrical wings is shown in Fig. 9-14
as taken from Puckett and Stewart.?s Although drag charts are avail-
able for a large number of wings, the range of wing planforms and sections
of possible interest is much larger. Some progress has been made toward
developing rapid computing schemes for calculating the thickness drag of
wings of arbitrary section. The work of Grant and Cooper,?! for instance,
permits a rapid determination of thickness drag for arrow wings of arbi-
trary section for a wide range of leading-edge and trailing-edge sweep
angles. It should be mentioned that the pressure drag of a symmetrical
wing at zero angle of attack is all wave drag on the basis of supersonic
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wing theory. Such pressure drag is therefore frequently termed the
minimum wave drag of the wing.

Since the pressure drag of wings alone has been widely studied by super-
sonic wing theory, it is of interest to know how well such drag estimates
agree with experiment. A decisive comparison between theory and
experiment is not usually possible from force measurements, because the
experimental drag coeflicients contain an amount of skin friction which
must be estimated. If the location of transition is accurately known or
if transition is fixed by a device of known drag, then the skin friction can

e

2 1/2
-1
72
N
T

Cp(M,

1 Il 1 1 -

0 0.4 0.8 1.2 1.6 2.0
(ME-1)V2 tan

Fm. 9-14. Pressure drag at zero angle of attack for arrow wing on basis of supersonic
wing theory.

usually be estimated with fair accuracy. Katzen and Kaattari?® have
made a systematic comparison between the measured and theoretical
drag coefficients at zero lift of a series of triangular wings with double-
wedge airfoil sections with the maximum thickness of 8 per cent at the
midchord. Their calculated drags, obtained by adding the estimated
skin friction to the pressure drag from supersonic wing theory, were gen-
crally greater than the experimental drags. There is reason to suspect
that the drag estimated by supersonic wing theory might be high under
certain conditions. An examination of the drag curves of Fig. 9-14
reveals a cusped peak in the drag curve when the leading edge, the line of
maximum thickness, or the trailing edge becomes sonic. For the condi-
tion of a sonic leading edge, the shock would not be attached as assumed
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in supersonic wing theory, so that the theory is not valid in the neighbor-
hood of the cusped peaks. It is also physically improbable that the
experimental drag data would attempt to form a cusped peak; the data of
Katzen and Kaattari exhibit no such tendency. Thus, while the experi-
mental and theoretical drags may be in good accord away from the cusps,
the experiment should pass beneath the cusps themselves. The charts of
Puckett and Stewart?® show particularly high and sharp cusps for arrow
wings of double-wedge section with the maximum thickness well forward.
The theory would be particularly suspect in the region of such cusps.
Let us now turn from pressure drag at zero lift to the drag due to lift
for a wing. As we have already discussed, the drag due to lift contains
significant amounts of wave drag and vortex drag. The drag due to lift
is specified by the drag-rise factor and the lift coefficient as discussed in
Sec. 9-2.  For a symmetrical wing
Cp — Cp, = Ac—é)L-z CL? (9-61)
where the drag-rise factor, neglecting viscous effects and coupling pres-
sures due to combining thickness and angle of attack, is from Eq. (9-15)
Cp. 1 —wu
A2 T 0L, (6-62)
The factor u is the leading-edge suction factor which measures the per
cent reduction in drag due to lift below the flat-plate value of «C;. For
wings with supersonic leading edges, the leading-edge suction factor is
zero because of the impossibility of leading-edge suction at least in the
mathematical theory. Thus, the drag due to lift follows directly from
Egs. (9-61) and (9-62). For wings with subsonic leading edges the
mathematical theory, described by Heaslet and Lomax,?” gives a leading-
edge thrust from suction pressures. For a triangular wing the leading-
edge suction factor u for subsonic leading edges is
(1 — Btan® w)#
- 2E
where « is the semiapex angle, and E is the complete elliptic integral of
the second kind with modulus (1 — 82 tan? ). The foregoing result
can also be used to obtain p for arrow wings with supersonic trailing
edges. In such cases the leading edge of the arrow wing does not “know”
what the sweep of the supersonic trailing edge is. As a result we can
calculate the leading-edge thrust as though the wing were triangular.
The physical force will be unchanged by sweeping the trailing edge as long
as it remains supersonic. The only question is one of changes in reference
area.
While the leading-edge thrust has a definite value in the mathematical
theory, the physical realization of the thrust depends on the shape of the

a

(9-63)
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leading edge. Sharp leading edges which cause flow separation cause a
loss of significant fractions of the leading-edge thrust. If rounding the
leading edge will delay separation, some increase in leading-edge thrust
can be expected. If separation is the result of a large upwash angle at
the leading edge, such as exists at the tips of sweptback wings at high
angles of attack, then the use of camber to turn the nose into the upflow
can increase the leading-edge thrust.

Tlustrative Example

Determine the values of Cp,, g, Cp,/ACL?, (L/D)msx, and Cy_, for a tri-
angular wing with a double-wedge section having its 8 per cent thickness
at the midchord. Let the wing aspect ratio be 2, the Mach number 1.5,
and let the average skin-friction coeflicient for the wing be 0.002.

The pressure drag of the wing at « = 0 can be obtained directly from
the charts of Puckett?? in the form 8Cp/7% = 4.2. Since the skin friction
acts on both sides of the wing, the minimum drag coefficient is

Cp, = 0.0240 4 2(0.002) = 0.028

To obtain the drag-rise factor from Eqs. (9-62) and (9-63), we require
the lift-curve slope which for a triangular wing is

_ 27 tan w
« E(1 — B2tan? w)¥%

Cr

where w = wing semiapex angle
E = elliptic integral of second kind of modulus (1 — B2 tan? w)?®
Btanw = 1.119(13) = 0.559
sin~! (1 — 0.5592)% = 56°

E = 1.249
Thus
Cr, = gir(z(LS) = 2.52 per radian
— (32 2 2 — 5502) %2
-4 ﬁzjt;n o -4 1.02239 =~ 0332

The lift-drag ratio and optimum lift coefficient from Egs. (9-9) and (9-10)
then are

Co,  \*
(CL) e = <CWDL /ADCL2> = 0.325

L 1 CD, ¥ .
(5).. = 3(coags) " - 58
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9-7. Pressure Foredrag of Wing-Body Combinations of Given Shape
at Zero Angle of Attack

We have essentially a problem of wing-body interference in trying to
calculate the pressure foredrag of wing-body combinations of given shape.
For slender wing-body combinations there is the drag formula of Ward,
which in practice does not differentiate significantly between bodies and
wing-body combinations, as we will see in greater detail in the next sec-
tion. For certain nonslender configurations with the panels mounted on
quasi-cylindrical body sections, there are methods exact to the order of
linear theory. By a quasicylindrical body section we mean a body sec-
tion that is closely cylindrical. We will later be concerned with body
sections which lie close to circular cylinders.

C 3+q

8 & * = 8 ’ ]
W

Fic. 9-15. Methods of superposing wing and body to form a wing-body combination.

There are several ways in which a wing-body combination can be
formed from a wing alone or a body alone. Two such methods are shown
in Fig. 9-15. 1In the first method the body is added directly to the wing,
blanketing it in part. The effect of the body on the wing is thus to reduce
the drag by submerging a large part of the wing within the body. Thus,
the interference appears favorable. However, if the wing span gets small
approaching the body diameter, the exposed panels bear little resemblance
to the wing alone. If the wing span is less than the body diameter, the
process is meaningless. A second method having closer correspondence
to a real wing-body combination, particularly for small wing panels, is
also shown in Fig. 9-15. The wing alone is the two panels joined together.
In the formation of the wing-body combination, the two panels are drawn
apart a distance equal to the body diameter, and the body is inserted
between them. We will adopt this second method of forming a wing-
body combination and take the wing alone as the two panels joined
together. This procedure also has the advantage of a simple rule of
thumb as we will see.

By the wing-body interference we mean the difference between ’?he
drag of the wing-body combination and the sum of the drags of the wing
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alone and the body alone. The wing-body interference is composed in
part of the change in drag of the panels due to the addition of the body
and in part of the change in body drag due to addition of the panels.
Thus, the total combination drag has four components:

D¢ = Dg + Dw + Dwwpy + Dpw,

Dg = drag of body alone

Dw = drag of wing alone (9-64)
Dwsy = drag of wing due to presence of body

Dy = drag of body due to presence of wing

The components Dw s, and Dpawy are due to the pressure field of the
interference potential ¢; as discussed in Sec. 5-1. The component Dw (s
is the change in drag of the wing panel by virtue of the difference in its
position in the wing alone and its position in the wing-body combination.
It is the result of two moves; first, separating the two halves of the wing
alone a distance apart equal to the body diameter, and then inserting
the body between the two panels. The component Dgw, can be thought
of as the change in drag of the body due to bringing up two wing panels
from infinity and attaching them to the body.

For a symmetrical wing mounted on a body section of nearly circular
cylindrical shape—a so-called circular quasi-cylinder—the drag of the
wing-body combination can be accurately calculated within the scope of
linear theory by the W-function method described by Nielsen®® and dis-
cussed in Sec. 4-4. This method makes use of a special function W,.(x,r)
in a numerical solution of the problem. The method is useful as a stand-
ard against which approximate but simple methods can be checked. One
such simple rule of thumb is to assume that Dy g is zero. The basis for
this rule is a series of calculations performed by Katzen and Kaattari on
the drag of triangular panels of a wide range of sizes and aspect ratio
mounted on a circular body. The method used by the investigators is
that of Nielsen and Matteson,?® a forerunner of the more refined W-func-
tion method mentioned above. The investigators found that, for panels
small compared to the body, the interference drag Dw s, could be a sub-
stantial percentage of the panel drag but a negligible percentage of the
combination drag. For large panels, the interference drag is a negligible
percentage of the panel drag. From the physical point of view this
means that the panel mounted on a body of revolution acts as if it were
mounted on a vertical reflection plane, or as if it were mounted in the
wing alone with the other panel present. It is to be emphasized that the
rule of thumb is not applicable to panels mounted on expanding bodies or
contracting bodies which develop longitudinal pressure gradients. In
such cases a correction should be made for longitudinal pressure gradients
by assuming the panels to act in the pressure field of the body alone.
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Let us take up the question of estimating Dpw). For the frequent
case in which the body is cylindrical, Dsw) is zero. If the body is quasi-
cylindrical, the value of Dsqw, accurate to the order of linear theory can
be calculated by the afore-mentioned W-funetion method. For a case
where the body is not even approximately a circular quasi-cylinder, a
first approximation to Dpewy can be obtained by assuming that the body
is acting in the pressure field of the wing alone as given by supersonic wing
theory.

9-8. Wings and Wing-Body Combinations of Least Pressure Foredrag
at Zero Angle of Attack

The problem of shaping a wing or wing-body eombination of least
pressure foredrag has received much attention. Historically the search
for wings of low drag at subsonic speeds has been a long and fascinating
story, and long strides have been taken down a similar road at supersonic
speeds. It is true that for many missiles the wing pressure drag may not
be an important part of the total drag. And for other missiles the drag
may be of no importance in the particular tasks for which the missiles
were designed. Nevertheless, a large group of missiles exists for which
the wing wave drag is important, and the group will become larger as the
aerodynamic design of missiles is refined. The growing importance of
drag minimization for missiles or for airplanes cannot be doubted.

We will first consider ways of minimizing the pressure foredrag of wings
alone and then discuss Jones’s criterion. Next we will consider the ques-
tion of minimizing the drag of slender wing-body combinations by Ward’s
formula, and show how it prepared the stage for Whitcomb’s discovery of
the NACA area rule. In this connection the early contributions of the
following authors to the area rule are recognized: Hayes,* Graham,%
Oswatitsch and Keune,®® and Legendre.®® The theoretical extension of
the NACA area rule to higher supersonic speeds into the supersonic area
rule will be discussed.  Also, the importance of body cross-sectional shape
at high supersonic Mach numbers will be pointed out.

At the onset it must be stated that the minimization of the drag of a
wing or wing-body combination can be accomplished under various
restrictions, as discussed in connection with bodies. If no restrictions
are placed on the wing, for instance, its drag coefficient can be made as
small as desired. This can be accomplished by making the wing very
thin or by sweeping the wing behind the Mach cone and increasing its
aspect ratio. General ways of reducing thickness drag under no restric-
tions are useful, particularly for suggesting new design trends. If we
invoke the restrictions that the wing planform be fixed and that the wing
thickness distribution contain a specified volume, then the Jones criterion
for minimum thickness drag specifies the distribution of thickness over the
planform. This criterion® says that the thickness distribution will be
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optimum if the pressure gradient in the combined flow field is constant.
Tet us explain this criterion for the particular wing shown in Fig. 9-16.
Let the pressure distribution along the section shown be Py for forward
flight and Pg for reverse flight. The longitudinal perturbation velocity
in the combined flow field is the algebraic sum of the longitudinal per-
turbation velocities. However, the pressure P¢ in the combined flow
field is the difference of the pressures Pr — Pg. If this difference has a
uniform slope dP¢/dx over the wing
planform, then the thickness distri-
bution is that for minimum thick-
ness drag. The Jones criterion can
in the direct sense be thought of as a
test to see if a proposed thickness
distribution gives the least thickness

drag. For instance, it is known that Fr
a biconvex parabolic-arc airfoil has Forward Y
- . . . . D—
a linear pressure distribution in two-
dimensional supersonic flow. It
thus fulfills Jones’s criterion and has P P
R

the least thickness drag for a given

volume. In another sense the Jones - mse
criterion can be used to determine
the optimum thickness distribution.
This Jones has done for a wing of
elliptic planform.*:4? The general Fie. 9-16. Example illustrating Jones’s
problem of optimizing planform for criterion. for minimum thickness drag
minimum thickness drag is difficult i(:)rluz:neg: wven wing planform and wing
toformulate mathematically. How-

ever, for no restrictions, a planform swept behind the Mach line and of
infinite aspect ratio will have zero thickness drag.

IFor slender wing-body combinations, solutions for the area distribution
for least pressure foredrag, or for minimum thickness drag in this case,
can be found by using the drag formula of Ward if this drag formula is
valid for wing-body combinations. In Ward’s original article one of the
assumptions was that the curvature must be order 1/d at all points where
the body cross section is convex outward, and d is the maximum diameter
of the section. For wing leading edges the curvature is generally much
larger, and it is not clear that the theory applies. However, Ward dis-
cusses the reasonableness of relaxing the assumption in the special case of
a “flat laminar wing of small aspect ratio with highly sweptback leading
edges.” Also, he points out that the wing can come from the body at a
ﬁ.nite angle without the necessity of introducing further approximations
(into slender-body theory). Nevertheless, either it was not realized that
slender-body theory could give significant results for the effect of wing
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thickness on the thickness drag of wing-body combinations, or else the
technological implications of such an application were not realized.
Otherwise, the theory already discussed in Sec. 9-5 would have been
applied to wing-body combinations, and the NACA area rule would have

Body Wing-body Equivalent
alone combination body

o

o
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0.016}
Cp,
0.012}
0.008+ _‘b—o«f\
0.004 ! . I ‘ > L
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,/ \\\\\\\
0.012}- /o~
/
/ / ™~
ACp, 0.008} // /
/
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Fi1g. 9-17. Experimental results illustrating equivalent-hody concept of Whitcomb.

had birth in theory rather than experiment. The experimental dis-
covery of the NACA area rule by Whitcomb brought about the realiza-
tion that the slender-body drag formula applied to wing-body combina-~
tions near sonic speed.

Whitcomb?? enunciated his well-known NACA area rule. Whitcomb
was testing wing-body combinations in a slotted-throat wind tunnel near
a Mach number of unity. He observed the shocks standing normal to
the flow by schlieren pictures. He made the observation that the body
of revolution and the wing-body combination having the same axial dis-
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tribution of cross-sectional area had essentially the same shock-wave
patterns. On the basis that the pressure drag is represented by the shock
waves of the schlieren pictures, Whitcomb concluded that the drag of a
slender wing-body combination was equal to that of the equivalent body
of revolution. The equivalent body of revolution is that body of revolu-
tion having the same area distribution as the wing-body combination.
An experimental verification of the equality of drag between a wing-body
combination and its equivalent body of revolution is shown in Fig. 9-17.
The comparison is based on drag rise, ACp,, which is the drag coefficient
minus the constant valve at low subsonic speeds.

Once an experimental verification was made of the NACA area rule,
its theoretical basis in the drag formula of Ward and the earlier work of
Hayes,*® as well as the work of
others, was recognized. It was
now possible to design wing-body
combinations of least thicknessdrag
using the known results for a Sears-
Haack body or a K4rmén ogive.
For instance, to design a minimum
drag wing-body combination near a
Mach number of unity for a com-
bination of zero base area and of
given length and volume, the area
distribution of the wing-body com-
bination should be that for the
equivalent  Sears-Haack body.
One way in which this can be ac- Section AA
complished is to start with a full Frc.9-18. Indentation of body to minimize
Sears-Haack body as shown in Fig. Pressure (g at, sero angle of attack
9-18. Then in the region of the
wing-body juncture, remove as much cross section from the body in any
crossflow plane as the wing contains. The wing-body combination will
then have the same thickness drag as the Sears-Haack body.

Another use of Whitcomb’s equivalent-body concept is its application
for determining the thickness drag of a configuration which is not opti-
mum. To do this the configuration should be sliced by crossflow planes
of the kind shown in Fig. 9-18 and the cross-sectional area intercepted by
the planes determined. This procedure will establish the cross-sectional
area S(x) as a function of axial distance. The coefficients b, in the
Fourier series for S’(z) can then be determined numerically and the drag
calculated from Eq. (9-41). If () is not zero, the additional terms
exhibited by Eq. (9-16) must be included.

Any rule as general as the NACA area rule must have its limitations.
Since the rule is shown to have a theoretical basis in slender-body theory,

—A
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it might be expected to be subject to the same kind of limitations as that
theory. The rule is most accurate for slender configurations lying near
the center of the Mach cone. For a Mach number of unity, the rule
works well even for wings with unswept leading edges. If the leading
edges are highly swept, then the rule will hold into the supersonic Mach-
number range, since the configuration will be near the center of the Mach
cone from the wing-body juncture. However, for a fixed configuration
there will be an upper limit in Mach number, beyond which the NACA
area rule cannot be accurately applied. A scheme to raise the upper
limit to which the equivalent-body concept extends has been advanced
by Whitcomb and Jones. The scheme will be termed the supersonic area
rule. Actually the connections in
which we will use the rule will be
one of area only. In a more accu-
rate sense, the rule is one of source
strength rather than area, but its use
in this connection is beyond our con-
templated scope.

The supersonic area rule utilizes
fairly simple geometric construction
as described by Jones®! and Lomax
and Heaslet.?® The cutting planes
are no longer crossflow planes as in

2~ By cos 8 —Bzsinf=x,

Fra. 9-19. Oblique tangent plane char-
acterized by the parameters zo and 6.
planes tangent to Mach cones as

shown in Fig. 9-19. The plane shown in the figure depends on the z
intercept xo and the line of tangency on the cone corresponding to the
angle 8. The equation of the oblique plane shown is

z — Bycos @ — Bzsin § = Xo (9-65)

The oblique plane corresponding to Zo and 0 will intercept an area S(z0,0)

from the wing-body combination as shown in Fig. 9-20. Let Sa(x0,0) be

the projection of this area on any crossflow plane normal to the axis;

then

Su(@o,0) = ﬁ}? S(@o,0) (9-66)

The drag due to thickness of the combination is then

D 1 27 1 1 1 ;
/ [—2— f / S.7/(5,8)8,"(8,6) - log \x—z\dxds]de 9-67)
0 T JO 0

0 2

The analogy to the first term of the drag formula of Ward, Eq. (9-16), -

is clear. For any value of ¢ the inner double integral gives the drag ij
the equivalent body of revolution for that value of 6. The drag of the:
equivalent bodies is then averaged over 6. For a Mach number of unity,

the NACA area rule, but are oblique

Sn(x,8) and S(z,0) are the same, and there is no variation with respect to
9. We therefore get the first term of Eq. (9-16) again. The fgrmulf
Eq: (9—f37) is limited to the case 8’(l) = 0, a pointed base or a tangen‘:
cyhndrlcal base. The application of the supersonic area rule to any but
simple configurations involves a large amount of work, and is fre u)(:,ntl
best accomplished numerically. , ! Y
As applied in the previous paragraph the supersonic area rule is a
.slende.r—body rule. Its application as a source strength rule has been
investigated by Lomax.3® Briefly, an oblique-plane construction can be
us.ed to determine the axial distribution of sources equivalent to a given
w1.ng—l.)ody combination from a drag point of view. Also, the axial dis-
tributions for higher-order solutions such as quadripoles’ are obtained

Oblique plane

Fra. 9-20. Oblique cutting planes as used in the supersonic area rule.

Sgb;ec.t to certain constraints, the axial distributions are modified to
Minimize the drag. 'Thelll the body shape is calculated. This later step
1)8 us.ually very labf)rlous if the full accuracy of linear theory is retained
; }lllet ls’;l can be :mphﬁed by descendipg to slender-body theory to calculaté
e ape. n'other method of ¥n1n1mizing the thickness drag of wing-
o 'y.comblna,tmns, not necessarily slender, has been used by Nielsen,3*
utlhzm'g quasi—cylindrical theory. The difficulty of finding the boéy
Sbape is 01r‘cumv.ented by applying the body boundary conditions on a
Zi}rcul?mfr ;yllnfle}" in the usua,.l fashion of quasi-cylindrical theory. How-
ir, i ‘t e minimum drag wing-body combination does not have a quasi-
¢ylindrieal body, an accurate solution will not be obtained. Perhaps the
power of Fhese two met'hods lies in their ability to handle changes in body
Cr(is-§ectlon shape which are not significant in the supersonic area rule.
incorrln H?It)or}’zantbrespect. in which the supersonic area rule, Eq. (9-67), is
e plete has been pointed out by Lomax and Heaslet.? Specifically,
ere exists a resultant force on the oblique area cut from the missile
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by any oblique plane of the supersonic area rule (Fig. 9-20) and acting in
that plane, then the rule must be modified to include the effect of this
force. The modification of the rule is easily made since the resultant
force on the oblique area has the effect of changing the oblique area used
in the supersonic area rule in a simple way. The mathematical details
of this extension of the supersonic area rule together with several examples
are given by Lomax and Heaslet.?®

9-9. Minimizing Pressure Drag of Wings and Wing-Body Combinations
beyond That Due to Thickness

A number of investigators have probed methods for reducing the drag
due to lift of wings alone at supersonic speeds. Such methods include
changes in planform and the use of camber and twist. It is useful to
approach the subject of wing-body combinations of least drag due to lift
in two independent steps at the risk of some possible loss in generality.
In the first step we consider minimizing the drag (exclusive of thickness
drag) of the main lifting member, the wing alone, and in the second step
we take up the problem of adding useful volume in the form of a body.
The first main item on the agenda 1s a discussion of the components of the
drag of a lifting surface, vortex drag and wave drag, and the lower bounds
for each component. Next we inquire into the methods for achieving
low drag through choices of planform and camber and twist. The next
item involves the application of the general principles to lifting surfaces
of triangular or arrow planform, and the final subject is the addition of
useful volume to the wing in an efficient manner.

The two main components of the drag of a lifting surface are the vortex
drag and the wave drag. In general, a lifting surface discharges a trail-
ing-vortex system, and the kinetic energy per unit streamwise length of
the system is equal to a drag force. Also, as the surface changes angle of
attack, the shock-wave configuration changes with the shocks becoming
stronger. The result is an increase of wave drag. The minimization of
these two components of the drag requires certain changes in planform,
and for a fixed planform requires camber and twist. However, before we
look at the separate components, let us examine Jones’s criterion for
least drag due to lift of a lifting surface similar to his eriterion for least
thickness drag. It is convenient to illustrate the criterion in this instance
in the same way we did for the thickness drag. Consider a lifting surface

as shown in Fig. 9-21. Let us suppose that a given distribution of Lift
over the planform is the optimum distribution yielding least drag due to
lift. (In specifying any distribution of lift over a planform we supposé
it to be the result of angle of attack, camber, and twist of the planform.)
The Jones eriterion is simply a test of whether this supposed optimum dis-
tribution is in fact optimum. Let the shape of the lifting surface in
section A A to support the given load distribution correspond to a down-
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wgsh velocity wr along the section for forward flight. Similarly, let the
wing reverse flight direction, maintaining the same lift distributio,n Let
the downwash along section A4 be . °
wr to support the lift distribution in ,"\Mach wave
reverse flow. If the sum of the A
downwash velocities wr + wg is con-
stant over the wing planform, then
the lift distribution is optimum.
The Jones criterion is a test of a lift
distribution which for a given plan-
form and total lift allegedly is opti-
mum. The ecriterion does not tell
how to find the optimum lift distri-
bution, nor does it guarantee the Fo—rw
existence of such a distribution. 4
Let us now consider lower bounds
on the vortex drag and the wave drag
separately, turning first to the vortex
drag. At subsonic speeds the drag A
due to lift is solely vortex drag. On |
the basis of lifting-line theory, the
drag due to lift depends only on the A
shapfa .of the span-load distribution Fie. 9-21. Example illustratin J: )
and is mdependent of how the load is critgriqn for minimum drag dﬁe t(l)lel?f:
di‘stributed chordwise. In fact, the {Zﬁ liflt}frég surface of given planfortn and
mlni.m.um drag of a lifting surface R
or‘hf't,mg line for subsonic flow is achieved when the span loading i
elliptical and is given by the well-known formula °F

( Ch, ) > 1

ACE). 274 (9-68)
I'he reason for recounting the situation at subsonic speeds is that it is
unchanged at supersonic speeds. It will be recalled that the vortex dra‘
can bg determined by considering the trailing-vortex system to trail back{%
yvard in a rectilinear fashion to infinity, that is, to a region beyond the
}nﬁuence of the bound vortices. The kinetic energy of the vortex system
is efva,lu.ated, using incompressible potential theory in the crossflow plane
at infinity, th.e so-called Trefftz plane. At supersonic speed precisely the
same theoretical model is used. The horseshoe vortices making up the
tralhng—yortex system are supersonic horseshoe vortices. By the time
the Trefftz plane is reached, the flow field corresponds to that at the
center of the lifting-surface Mach cone. At the center of the Mach cone
the velocity field is independent of Mach number. In fact, at the Treﬁté
plane the velocity field created by supersonic horseshoe V(’)rtices is iden-
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tical with that created by incompressible horseshoe vortices of equal
strength and shape. These considerations expl:ftin' why the vortex drag
associated with a given span-load distribution is independent of Mach
number and why streamwise loading as such does not influence the vortex
nly the wave drag.

drigetb 1111‘53 Onow};’v examine theglower bound established by Jones®” for the
wave drag of a lifting surface carrying a specified lift. The wave drag for
a given lift is bounded as follows:

Dyve > Mg =1 L (9-69)
- 2 7!'(]()l2

Here T is a characteristic mean-squared length of the surface depending
on planform and Mach number and given by

1.1 / el g (9-70)
Exlo WOP

The interpretation of (6) can readily be made with the help of Figs. 9-19
and 9-22. Fix the value of 6, and thereby specify a series of parallel

z

x—Bycosb=x,

Fic. 9-22. Method of determining I(6).

planes with z, as the distinguishing parameter. Let the first plane,
which is just tangent to the wing planform, correspond to zo = . In
the zy plane the equation of the trace of this plane is from Eq. (9-65)

x — Bycosf =z (9-71)
The corresponding plane moving upstream from behind the wing has the
trace
z — Bycos b = x, (9-72)
The value of I(6) is
(0 = z. — m (9-73)

If the lifting surface were a line in the streamwise direction, then l(?)
would be the length of the line for all 8. To put Eq. (9—.69.) on the ba§1S
of a drag-rise factor, let us introduce some characteristic streamwise
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length [y of the configuration such as wing mean aerodynamic chord, body
length, etc., and define a factor K*

S~
=)
(S

K* =

(9-74)

o~
o

If the coefficients are based on a reference area Sg, then we have the
wave drag-rise factor of the lifting surface bounded as follows:

CD{ * M02 -1 SR
(A(*) = B = I (9-75)

The meaning of the present lower bound should be made clear. It is
the bound attained if the wing is elliptically loaded when viewed from any
direction. In particular, the span loading and streamwise loading will
both be elliptical. To approach or achieve the lower bound for a given
planform requires optimization of camber and twist. For a given plan-
form it is not necessarily attainable. For instance, consider a triangular
lifting surface with sonic leading edges. From Eq. (9-68) such a surface

has a value of {—13 (A%—I)Z) of V4w and a value of % (f%) of 0.087 by
L~ Jvor L™ ] wave

Eq. (9-79). The value of % A—%’—'—,_, is thus 0.166 in contrast to an exact
L

lower bound of 0.222 calculated by Germain,® specifically for a triangular
planform with sonic leading edges. Thus such a planform does not
approach the Jones bound as closely as some other planform might.

Having established lower bounds on vortex drag and wave drag of the
lifting surface, we are in a position to examine the possible effect of plan-
form change on these drag components. An examination of Eq. (9-68)
brings to mind the well-known fact that minimization of vortex drag
requires a large aspect ratio, and this requirement is unchanged at super-
sonic speeds. Now in Eq. (9-73), for “wave drag-rise factor,” we can
change K* to a certain extent, but we have infinite control over Sg/lo2
The quantity l,2/Sr is what Jones has termed a “longitudinal aspect
ratio.”” To minimize the wave drag-rise factor we must maximize the
longitudinal aspect ratio. By yawing a rectangular wing behind the
Mach line and decreasing its chord, the value of the drag-rise factor in
Eq. (9-68) or (9-75) can be reduced to as low a value as desired. How-
ever, if this operation is carried out subject to the constraint that a con-
stant lift be carried, the chord can be decreased only to a certain point
before the boundary layer of the wing will surely separate. Viscosity
thus provides the factor which limits the reduction in drag-rise factor
obtainable through change in planform.

Suppose that an acceptable planform has been found and that we are
now faced with the problem of trying to attain the lower bounds of vortex
and wave drag-rise factors given by Egs. (9-68) and (9-75). Generally
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speaking, no specific design can be carried out to insure that both minima
will be attained. We do, however, have recourse to the Jones criterion to
see whether a proposed design is optimum. Considera flat lifting surface
as the first approximation. Usually a flat surface will not have an
elliptical span loading to insure minimum vortex drag in accordance with
Eq. (9-68). (The triangular wing with subsonic leading edges is the
well-known exception.) To obtain an elliptical span loading we will have
to twist and/or camber the surface. There will probably be a number of
ways in which this can be accomplished, and out of the number it is
hoped that one fulfills Jones’s criterion. A practical way of testing
how close a given lifting-surface design is to optimum is to evaluate
Cp,/ACL? and compare it with the sum of lower bounds of (Cp,/ACL?)ver
and (Cp./ACLY) ... A specific design for a given design lift coefficient
consists of cambering and twisting the surface to obtain a given lift dis-
tribution, or of computing the lift distribution resulting from a given
camber and twist. In any event, knowing the lift distribution and the
camber and twist, all at the design lift coefficient, permits an evaluation
of Cp,/AC.? for the lifting surface at the design point. The Cp /ACL? of
the design can be compared with the lower bound to assess the excellence
of the design at the design point. At this time it is well to recall in con-
nection with Eq. (9-60) that the total wing drag is due to thickness,
camber, and angle of attack. At the design point the sum of the drags
due to camber and angle of attack equals that of the lifting surface and is
determined by the preceding procedure, although the individual com-
ponents are not determined. The wing drag is then the drag of the lifting
surface plus the thickness drag since the thickness drag is not coupled
with that due to camber or angle of attack. We thus know the lift-drag
ratio of the wing at the design lift coefficient. Since we have minimized
the drag at fixed lift, it is clear that we have maximized the lift-drag ratio
for the design lift coefficient. We have not determined the complete
drag curve, however, since it takes one other point besides Cp at the
design Cy, to establish the drag parabola.

Triangular Lifting Surfaces

Let us now examine the lower bounds on the vortex drag and wave drag
of a triangular lifting surface. ~First, with regard to vortex drag, it will
be recalled that the span-load distribution is elliptical for minimum
vortex drag, and that for a triangular wing with subsonic leading edges
the span loading is elliptical. The vortex drag is already a minimum, and
(Cp./ACLY) o is given by Eq. (9-68). This component of the drag is
plotted against wing aspect ratio in Fig. 9-23, where it is labeled ‘‘ optimum
vortex drag.”

It is of interest now to try to establish the lower bound of the wave
drag as given by Egs. (9-70) and (9-75). The traces of the Mach cones
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which establish {(8) are shown in Fig. 9-24 for § = 0, =/2, and 7. Itis
easy to show that
1(6) = ¢(1 + mcos )
BA

s 8 tan (9-76)

Because of the symmetry of the problem, the value of K* given in Eq.
(9-74) is

et 4 [T sin? 0

which yields

471 T 2 1 — m\¥#
¥ = - - P — " ~
K* = p [m 29m? + mz(l - mz)% tan (1 ¥ m) ] (9 78)

The lower bound of the wave drag of the lifting surface based on the plan-
form area as reference area is from Eq. (9-75)

Cp. K*
(W)m =5 Bm (9-79)
This lower bound has been added to that for vortex drag in Fig. 9-23
where it is labeled “optimum wave drag.”

The question naturally arises how close to the lower bound known tri-
angular wing solutions come. First, consider the flat triangular lifting
surface with no leading-edge section. In accordance with Eq. (9-15) the
drag-rise factor is then merely the reciprocal of the lift-curve slope.

Cp 1 BE(w/2, k) )
e T = PEAT/S B =1— m? 9-80
AT T (. 2rm K m (9-80)
With leading-edge suction the drag-rise factor from Egs. (9-15) and (9-63)
is
Co _L—u_[,_ (L—ms]pE i
ACLZ o CLGI,* - [1 2E 2mm (9 81)

The drag-rise factor includes both vortex and wave drag. The values
of Cp/ACL? for both cases are shown in Fig. 9-23 for comparison with
the lower bound. The flat triangular wing is fairly far above the
lower bound. At low aspect ratios the wing with leading-edge suction
approaches the lower bound. For 84 = 4 the leading edge is sonic, and
leading-edge suction is zero. The use of camber and twist offers some
gain if a solution with the drag of the lower bound can be found. At low
aspect ratios the drag is almost entirely vortex drag, which is already
optimum. The use of camber and twist therefore does not offer much
potential gain at low aspect ratios.

To achieve the lower bound requires a triangular lifting surface fulfill-
ing the Jones criterion for minimum drag of a lifting surface carrying &
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given total lift. Several efforts to achieve this lower bound have been
made. S. H. Tsien®® has attempted to obtain the least drag within the
limitation of a conical lifting surface. His results are interesting. For
instance, he finds that, with full leading-edge suction, there are negligible
benefits of camber and twist compared to those of a flat wing. On the
other hand, with no leading-edge suction, camber and twist can bring the
drag down to that of the flat lifting surface with full leading-edge suction.
This latter result is important if the required camber and twist also allevi-
ate leading-edge separation, which acts to invalidate the theory for a
flat triangular surface. However, it is clear that the absolute minimum
drag for a given lift is not necessarily found within the limitations of
conical lifting surfaces. In fact, Cohen,* using a different approach,
has achieved a lower drag than Tsien. She superimposes a number of
known solutions for cambered and twisted triangular wings in a search
for the surface of optimum camber and twist. Whether such a scheme
will be successful depends on whether a linear combination of known
solutions can approximate closely the solution for the optimum shape.
An a priori answer to this question would be difficult to give. However,
as noted in connection with Eq. (9-75), the lower bound of % A%DL‘Z
triangular wings has been found by Germain.®® His value of 0.222 for a
sonic leading edge is closely approached by the wings of Cohen. The
lower value of 0.166 on the basis of Egs. (9-68) and (9-75) only shows that
it is not possible to camber and twist a triangular lifting surface with
sonic leading edges so that the loading is elliptical when viewed from any
direction.

for

Arrow Lifting Surfaces

One of the efficient types of planforms indicated in the discussion
following Eq. (9-75) is the wing of large aspect ratio with subsonic leading
edges—one maximizing “lateral”” and “longitudinal’’ aspect ratios simul-
taneously. One class of planforms falling in this general category is
arrow wings with subsonic leading edges. Let us examine the lower
bounds of vortex and wave drag for the class of arrow wings formed by
cutting out part of a triangular wing as shown in Fig. 9-25. Let the wing
trailing edge remain supersonic. If the arrow wing is cambered and
twisted to support an elliptical span loading, then its vortex drag-rise
factor is given by Eq. (9-68). If the subscript A refers to the arrow wing
formed from a triangular wing denoted by subscript 7', then

Aa = %T' (9-82)
so that
Cp, 3 Co, -
(ACLz)‘.ord =a <A0L2)V0F1 (9-83)
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It is clear that cutting away the triangular wing does not alter the value
of 1% used to calculate the lower bound for wave drag. The lower bound
by Eq. (9-75) is then simply proportional to planform area Sg. Therefore

Cp, —a Cp,
ACL2 waved N ACL2 waver

Let us see how these lower bounds compare with the drag-rise factors for
a flat-arrow wing with and without leading-edge suction.

Investigations which concern triangular wings are applicable in many
instances to arrow wings. In particular, the value of Cp /AC.? for a flat
lifting surface of arrow planform with a supersonic trailing edge can be
obtained from the observation that the leading-edge thrust is the same
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1 ]
0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.3 1.0
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Frc. 9-25. Drag due to lift of arrow-shaped lifting surfaces.

as that for a triangular wing having the same leading edges. If the sub-
script A is used to denote an arrow wing, and 7 is the triangular wing
with the same leading edges, the drag of the flat-arrow wing is

DA = aLA - T = aLA - p.aLT (9-84:)

where T is the leading-edge thrust and u is the leading-edge suction factor
for the triangular wing. With reference to Fig. 9-25 for the definition of
a, the drag-rise factor for the arrow wing is

Cp;, _ 1 ur (dCr/da)
AC: ~ (dCr/da)a [ T a (dCi/da)Z] (9-85)

We thus require only the lift-curve slope of the arrow wing and the values
of u and dCp/da for the triangular wing in order to obtain the drag-rise
factor for the flat-arrow wing with leading-edge suction.

The sum of the lower bounds for vortex drag and wave drag are shown
in Fig. 9-25 as a function of leading-edge sweep angle for the particular
family of arrow wings with @ = 0.5. Also shown is the drag-rise factor
for the lifting surface calculated from Eq. (9-85) with and without lead-
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ing-edge suction. Large gains are indicated if through the use of camber
and twist the lower bound can be closely approached. It is to be noted
that the drag-rise factor for the arrow planform is potentially lower than
that for the triangular wing by the factor a. As the factor a approaches
zero, so does the drag-rise factor corresponding to the sum of the optimum
vortex and wave drags. The arrow wing is approaching oblique panels
of infinite aspect ratio swept behind the Mach waves. Although the
lower bound can in principle be made arbitrarily small for such wings,
the mechanism of viscosity is a limiting factor. If the total lift is fixed,
the wing loading goes up as the chord goes down. At some point the
loading is so great that boundary-layer separation must occur, limiting
any further reduction in drag for a constant lift through reductions in a.
Tucker* has presented an engineering method for approximating the
optimum camber and twist for arrow wings. The use of optimum camber
and twist can have a beneficial effect in controlling boundary-layer
separation since the tips are usually washed out to avoid high tip loadings.

Addition of Usable Volume

We have in reality confined ourselves so far to lifting surfaces with no
volume. The addition of volume in the form of symmetrical wing thick-
ness can easily be made, since the drag due to such thickness is additive
to that of the lifting surface and is not coupled to it. The drag of the
lifting surface is therefore increased by the thickness drag of the wing
alone, and the lift is unaltered. The lift-drag ratio is reduced.

Now what we would like to do is add volume without reducing the lift-
drag ratios of the lifting surface. One interesting approach to this
problem has been proposed by Ferri.#* If a wedge is mounted on the
lower wing surface, the positive pressure field due to the wedge can be
utilized to produce interference lift on the under surface of the wing.
The lift-drag ratio can thus be greater than it would be if the volume were
added as a symmetrical body.

If the volume is added in the form of a body of revolution, the body
upwash will have the same effect as introduction of twist into the wing.
If the wing alone already has optimum twist, it will no longer be optimum
in the presence of the body. The span loading for least vortex drag of
the wing-body combination is that given by slender-body theory (see
ref. 4, Chap. 5). This span loading is closely elliptical, as shown in
Table 6-1.

BASE DRAG

9-10. Physical Features of Flow at a Blunt Base; Types of Flow

The second general component of the total drag of a missile, the base
drag, is not amenable to analysis solely by potential theory because it is
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controlied largely by interaction between the boundary layer leaving the
blunt base and the external flow. Also, the theory of such interactions is
far from complete, so that we must rely for engineering calculations on
semiempirical correlations of base-pressure measurements. We will be
concerned with two-dimensional airfoils and bodies of revolution.

The physical model of the viscous flow in the neighborhood of a blunt
base is sketched in Fig. 9-26. Directly behind the base is a circulating
region of fluid known as the dead water region of pressure py. Enclosing
the dead water region is the boundary. layer from the blunt base, and
enclosing the boundary layer is the outer potential flow. As the bound-
ary layer leaves the base, it mixes with air from the dead water region and
the outer flow, and increases in thickness. The boundary layer con-
verges toward a point on the centerline known as the reattachment point
and straightens out in the streamwise direction further downstream.

R

Fic. 9-26. Theoretical model of flow behind a blunt ba;e.

Three main types of flow in the region of the base have been discussed
by Chapman, Kuehn, and Larson.** These are the purely laminar type,
the transitional type, and the purely turbulent type. The basis for the
classification is the location of the transition point relative to the bound-
ary-layer separation point at the body base and the reattachment point.
If the transition point is downstream of the reattachment point and does
not influence the base pressure, the purely laminar type prevails. If the
transition point lies between the separation point and the reattachment
point, the transitional type prevails. If the transition point lies upstream
of the separation point so that the boundary layer at the base is turbulent,
the fully turbulent type prevails.

The purely laminar type is characterized by the fact that the base
pressure is independent of Reynolds number for very thin boundary-layer
thickness at the separation point. This type, which occurs at very low
Reynolds numbers, can be treated analytically for § = 0 as discussed by
Chapman et al.** The transitional type is not frequently encountered
at low supersonic Mach numbers. However, with the increased stability
of the boundary layer accompanying increases in Mach number,* and
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with a premium on laminar boundary layers at high speeds to reduce
skin friction and aerodynamic heating, its engineering importance is
bound to increase. The transitional type is plagued by the general lack
of understanding concerning the factors controlling the location of the
transition point, and for this reason is the most difficult to treat both
theoretically and experimentally. The purely turbulent type is very
important from the engineering point of view, and fortunately is amenable
to semiempirical treatment. Some selected references on transition and
separation are given at the end of the chapter.

9-11. Basis for Correlation of Base-pressure Measurements

A number of variables are known to influence base pressure. The
following list includes several of the important variables.

(1) Type of flow: laminar, transitional, or turbulent

(2) Flow dimensionality: two-dimensional or axially symmetric
(3) Angle of attack

(4) Body shape, particularly base configuration

(5) Mach number

(6) Reynolds number

(7) Heating and cooling of body

At the present time the first two variables are considered to be specified
by the problem at hand, and they must be independently varied in experi-
ments. For the time being and until Sec. 9-13, consider the angle of
attack to be zero, and ignore heating and cooling effects. Within those
limitations, variables (4), (5), and (6) will now be treated in the manner
of Chapman,® as used by him to correlate extensive base-pressure
measurements.

With reference to Fig. 9-26, let us postulate how the base pressure is
determined. TFirst, the general pressure level in the outer flow enclosing
the boundary layer and the dead water region has a direct influence on
the base pressure. The pressure change from the outer flow to the base
depends on the mixing process between the boundary layer and the air on
each side of it. This process depends on the boundary-layer thickness 8
just before separation, and also on the velocity and density profiles of
the boundary layer at separation. On the basis of this hypothesis, the
body shape is important in two ways. The configuration at the base will
be important in determining the average pressure and Mach number of
the outer inviscid flow enclosing the boundary layer and dead water
region. The general body shape will also be significant to the extent that
it controls the boundary-layer thickness at the base through the pressure
distribution. The Reynolds number based on body length will also influ-
ence the boundary-layer thickness. The Mach number will be significant
(1) through the influence it exerts on the average pressure of the outer
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flow enclosing the boundary layer and dead water region, (2) through itg
effect on the density and velocity profiles of the boundary layer at separa-
tion, and (3) through the influence it may have on the mixing process
between the boundary layer and the air on each side of it. Let us now
see how variables (4), (5), and (6) might be treated on the basis of the
foregoing hypothesis.

It is possible to eliminate base configuration as a variable in the experi-
mental correlation of the base-pressure measurements if we calculate its
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Fic. 9-27. Method of evaluating p’ together with some specific values.
influence on the mean pressure of the outer flow, using inviscid fluid
theory, and refer the base pressure to the calculated mean value in all
measurements. (By base configuration we mean the shape of the body
in front of the base as far forward as it can significantly influence the base
pressure, and in particular we think of the boattail angle § shown in Fig.
9-26.) We, thus, need some pressure representative of the mean pressure
of the outer flow. Chapman?®® has used a quantity p’ for this purpose,
defined to be the average surface pressure that would prevail over the
length of the dead water region if the body were prolonged by a hypo-
thetical cylindrical extension. The model for calculating p’ is shown in
Fig. 9-27 for a cone and cone-cylinder together with some values of p’
based on the theory of characteristics. The value of p’ is taken one diam-
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eter behind the base. The base pressure p, is now formed into the ratio
py/P’, which can be used to correlate experimental measurements of base
pressure for different base configurations into a single correlation curve.
The procedure to account for the influence of base configuration on base
pressure is thus broken down into two steps in accordance with the
following equation:

’

The first factor p’/po is calculated for the particular base configuration
under consideration by inviscid flow theory. The second factor is taken
from experimental correlation curves of a form shortly to be discussed.

Some remarks on the caleulation of p’ and its influence on base pressure
are convenient at this point. For bodies of revolution at supersonic
speeds the base configuration for three or four diameters in front of the
base can influence p’. If the body is cylindrical for three or four diam-
eters we can take p’ equal to po. More specifically, the cylindrical length
should be several multiples of the diameter times (Mo* — 1)*%. It is a
property of two-dimensional supersonic inviscid flow that the static
pressure directly behind the airfoil is free-stream static pressure. We
thus have p’ equal to po for two-dimensional airfoils. What this means
is that there is no boattail effect on the base pressure of blunt trailing-
edge airfoils. One possible exception is detached flow at low Mach
numbers. Actually, boattail angle can be varied on a body of revolution
to reduce the total drag. Increasing the boattail angle will increase the
pressure drag of the body in front of the base. However, it can raise
p’ above free-stream pressure, so that the base drag decreases. The
least total drag usually occurs for nonzero boattail angle.

Turning now to variable (5), the Mach number, it is not immediately
evident which number we should choose since the Mach number can
potentially influence the base pressure in at least three ways, as pre-
viously mentioned. If the effect of Mach number were principally felt
through its influence on the mixing process, then the average Mach
number of the outer flow over the mixing length would be a useful one for
correlation purposes. A Mach number that has proved helpful in cor-
relating data is M’, corresponding to the pressure p’. This Mach number,
which is used henceforth, also helps to eliminate the effect of base con-
figuration on the Mach number over the wake region in the same way that
p’ minimizes the effect of base configuration on the mean pressure of the
outer flow over this region.

The final variable which we are considering, the Reynolds number,
exerts its primary influence for a constant type of flow, i.e., laminar,
transitional, or turbulent, through its effect on 8/h. To be sure, the
boundary-layer thickness & of the boundary layer just at separation is
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dependent also on Mach number and on over-all body shape. As for the
Mach number, we retain it as a parameter in the correlation of base-
pressure measurements, but we neglect any influence the body shape
through pressure gradients may exert on the thickness of the boundary
layer at separation. For a fixed value of M’ we thus have that the
boundary-layer thickness depends on the Reynolds number as for a flat
plate. For a laminar boundary layer of length L

8

2 « (Re) ¥ (9-87)
where Re is the Reynolds number based on length L. For a turbulent
boundary layer

% « (Re)~* (9-88)

This completes the discussion of how the three variables—body shape,
Mach number, and Reynolds number—determine the average pressure
of the outer flow, the ratio of boundary-layer thickness to base height at
separation, and the density and velocity profiles—three parameters
which in the hypothesis determine base pressure.

We are now in a position to write the form of the correlation equation
for variables (1), (5), and (6) with variables (1), (2), (3), and (7) held con-
stant. In fact, a correlation in the following form is indicated on the
basis of the preceding discussion:

gi; - f(M', 2) (9-89)

The functional relationship indicates that the ratio ps,/p’ should be a
unique function of 8/k for constant values of M’. Tt is frequently con-
venient in engineering practice to use the Reynolds number in lieu of the
boundary-layer thickness. On this basis the correlation has the follow-
ing analytical form for laminar boundary layers at separation,

pe_ g, L -
v fi (J[ . Re%> (9-90)
and the next form for turbulent boundary layer at separation,

L
7;—’,’ = fo (M’, W) (9-91)

The subseripts on fi and f» are merely used to indicate that the functions
differ from f of Eq. (9-89) and from each other. The validity of the
hypothesis leading to the form of the correlation is, of course, to be
judged by the accuracy with which it correlates data from systematic
tests.
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With correlation curves of the functional forms given by Eqgs. (9-90)
and (9-91) we can calculate the base pressure in two steps in accordance
with Eq. (9-86). The first parameter p’/p, is calculated from inviscid
flow theory. The second factor p,/p’ is obtained from correlation curves
of the type just discussed.

9-12. Correlation of Base-pressure Measurements for
Blunt-trailing-edge Airfoils and Blunt-base Bodies of Revolution

Systematic base-pressure measurements have been made by a number
of investigators. TFor bodies of revolution, those of Chapman®® are fairly
extensive for Mach numbers up to 2, covering as they do the fully turbu-
lent case and the transitional case. For blunt-trailing-edge airfoils the
data of Chapman, Wimbrow, and Kester®! are available for both cases
for Mach numbers up to 3.1, and the data of Syvertson and Gloria*® are
available for the transitional case for Mach numbers from 2.7 to 5.0.
Before presenting correlation of these and other data let us note the
difference in symbols between airfoils and bodies. The base pressure for
airfoils is referred to po, and for bodies to p’, in accordance with the dis-
cussion of the previous secticn. The Mach number of correlation is M,
for the airfoils and M’ for the bodies. The over-all length is the chord ¢
for the airfoils and length L for the bodies. The common symbol & is the
trailing-edge thickness for the airfoils and the base diameter for the
bodies of revolution. The base drag is proportional to 1 — ps/po. Cor-
relation curves of base pressures are presented in Figs. (9-28) to (9-32),
inclusively, for use in engineering calculations.

In discussing the correlation curves, let us first consider the fully turbu-
lent case and then the transitional case. Under each case let us first
discuss airfoils, and then bodies of revolution. The discussion of airfoils
for the fully turbulent case revolves around Eq. (9-91). First, consider
the influence of Mach number as the basic strong effect on base pressure.
This basic effect would be manifest by a correlation of data for wings with
thin boundary layers at the trailing edge since we would not expect much
dependence of base pressure on §/h for thin boundary layers. Such a
correlation is presented in Fig. 9-28. Functionally, this curve can be
thought of with reference to Eq. (9-91) as

%E = f2(M,,0) (9-92)
A large decrease in base pressure accompanies increases in Mach number,
in accordance with the attempt of the base pressure to approach a
vacuum. The basic effect of Mach number can conceivably be caused
by changes in the shape of the boundary-layer density and velocity pro-
files at separation, by changes in the mixing process behind the airfoil,
etc. The second factor appears to be more important than the first.
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We can imagine the changes in base pressure, superimposed on top of
the basic Mach-number effect, as the boundary layer changes from thin
to thick. The changes are represented by the variations of ps/po with
the boundary-layer thickness parameter, ¢/h Re*, shown in Fig. 9-29.
For the two lower Mach numbers the influence of the boundary-layer
thickness on the base pressure is not large. In fact, the over-all change in
base pressure is small when we consider that the airfoil boundary-layer
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thickness becomes as great as or greater than the trailing-edge thickness.
At the Mach number of 3.1, the variation of base pressure with boundary-
layer thickness is, however, larger than for 1.5 and 2.0

An examination of the correlation curves for bodies of revolution with
fully turbulent boundary layers shown in Figs. 9-30 and 9-31 reveals the
same qualitative effects of Mach number on base pressure for bodies as
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Fra. 9-30. Base-pressure correlation for bodies of revolution with relatively thin
turbulent boundary layers.

for airfoils. However, the base pressure is generally higher than for air-
foils at the same Mach number. This means that it is harder to maintain
an ‘“axially symmetric vacuum” than a “two-dimensional vacuum.”
The variation of the base pressure with boundary-layer thickness shown
by Fig. 9-31 is nil. One reason for this might be that the base diameter
for a body of revolution is much greater than the boundary-layer thick-
ness; that is, the ratio 8/h is certainly much smaller for a body of revolu-
tion than for an airfoil, as evidenced by the range of ¢/h Re*® for airfoils
in Fig. 9-29 compared to L/h Re* for bodies of revolution in Fig. 9-31.
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While the fully turbulent case is important in engineering missile
applications, the transitional case is important for high speeds where heat
transfer dictates a laminar boundary layer. In addition, increases in
Mach number under certain circumstances have a stabilizing effect on the
laminar boundary layer. See, for instance, the work of Czarnecki and
Sinclair.#” They found that cooling a parabolic body of revolution below
the equilibrium temperature increased the length of laminar flow, and at
high Mach numbers such cooling is mandatory for preserving the strength
of missile structure. From the same sources previously mentioned,
mean base-pressure correlation curves are presented in Fig. 9-32 for the
transitional case. Before a discussion of the curves, a word of caution is
necessary concerning their use. In the transitional case the base pressure
is strongly influenced by the distance of the transition point behind the
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F1c. 9-31. Effect of Reynolds number on base pressure of bodies of revolution with
turbulent boundary layers.

base. As a result, any of the numerous factors that can change the loca-
tion of the transition point becomes a primary variable influencing base
pressure. In the wind tunnel where these results were measured, the
location of transition turned out to be dependent primarily on M’ and
6/h. Happily then, the base-pressure data correlated on the basis of
these two variables. In applications where other than the two foregoing
variables can influence transition location, the correlations of Fig. 9-32
are only a first approximation. In the transitional case, the base pressure
varies between the limits of base pressure for the purely laminar case,
when the transition point is near the reattachment point, and base pres-
sure for the turbulent case, when the transition point is near the separa-
tion point. These limits remain unchanged when new variables other
than M’ and §/h influence transition, but the path between the limits
is altered.

For the two-dimensional case the base pressure shows a rapid rise as
the correlating parameter ¢/h Re’t increases. For small Reynolds num-
bers and large values of the correlating parameter the transition point is
near the reattachment point, and the base pressure has the high value
characteristic of the wholly laminar case.
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The Reynolds number can be increased up to a critical value without
moving the transition point. However, further increases in the Reynolds
number cause the transition point to move toward the base and bring
about the large depression noted in the base pressure. For bodies of
revolution a similar result is observed. In this instance the base pressure
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[16. 9-32. Base-pressure correlations for (a) airfoils and (b) bodies of revolution with
boundary layers turning turbulent behind the base.

decreases gradually as the Reynolds number is increased. The funda-
mental differences between the effect of Reynolds number for airfoils and
bodies of revolution in the transitional case may be related to fundamental
differences in the transition process in two-dimensional and axially sym-
nmetric flows.

9-13. Other Variables Influencing Base Pressure

Because we can discuss only qualitatively the influences of angle of
attack, tail fins, and heating or cooling on base pressure, we have deferred
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consideration of these variables until now. First, for the variation of
airfoil base pressure with angle of attack, data are available from Chap-
man et al.®®  For the purely turbulent case, little variation in base pres-
sure occurs up to 5° angle of attack, the limit of the tests, for Mach
numbers of 1.5 and 3.1. Changes in angle of attack can conceivably
influence the base pressure through changes in p’ or . However, it is a
property of two-dimensional supersonic flow that p’ is not sensitive to
angle of attack. Also, for a turbulent boundary layer, pressure gradients
would not be expected to change the boundary-layer thickness at the
wing trailing edge appreciably for an angle of attack of 5°. These results
explain the small changes in base pressure with angle of attack. If for
higher angles of attack the trailing-edge shock wave should succeed in
separating the upper boundary layer ahead of the trailing edge, the entire
model shown in Fig. 9-26 will be altered, and changes in base pressure
could result.

In contrast to its influence for the fully turbulent case, angle of attack
can induce large changes in base pressure for the transitional case. If the
transition point remains close to the reattachment point, it might be
anticipated that the base pressure will remain constant. As a matter of
observation the base pressure in some instances remains constant up to a
small angle of attack, and then suddenly jumps to a higher value at a
sharply defined angle of attack. If the angle is now decreased, the base
pressure will again fall suddenly but sometimes with hysteresis. The
phenomenon can be explained by a sudden shift in the transition point
from a location near reattachment point to a position near the base.
Such transition phenomena are, however, beyond the scope of engineering
prediction at this time.

For bodies of revolution with a turbulent boundary layer, there is a
gradual decrease in base pressure as the angle of attack increases. The
decrease for a given change in angle of attack will become smaller as the
Mach number increases because the limiting pressure of zero is being
approached.

Some systematic tests on the influence of tail fins on base pressure for
the fully turbulent case have been presented by Spahr and Dickey.*
Tail fins change the general pressure level in the region of the outer flow
around the dead water region but not in an axially symmetric fashion.
It might be expected that their influence can be qualitatively treated like
that of boattail, by taking into account the wing thickness pressure dis-
tribution. For the particular rectangular tail panels of Spahr and
Dickey, negative pressure was induced behind the body base by the tail
thickness pressure distribution when the trailing edge was at the base of
the body. As a result, a large increase in the base drag occurred. Mov-
ing the tail forward about 1 chord length at M, = 1.5 and 2.0 eliminated
the increase in base drag. By control of the airfoil section and the plan-
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form of the tail panels to induce positive pressure increments at the base,
drag reduction can in principle be realized.

Heating or cooling of the boundary layer by heat transfer from the
wing or body can affect the base pressure in a predictable manner. If
heat is transferred from the body to the boundary layer, for instance by
heating a test model, the boundary-layer temperature and speed of sound
will be increased, and its Mach number will be lowered. With reference
to Fig. 9-28, it is seen that the base pressure p, will thus tend to rise. If
the boundary layer is cooled by absorbing heat in the wing or body, the
opposite effect will occur. Kurzweg?® presents some systematic measure-
ments for the effects of heat and cooling on base pressure of cone-cylinder
combinations for Mach numbers from 2.5 to 5.0. He finds, as predicted,
that addition of heat from the body to the air does increase the base
pressure over that for no heat transfer, and cooling of the air by the body
decreases the base pressure. In high-speed flight it will be necessary to
cool the wing or body, that is, to lower the boundary-layer temperature
below that for the adiabatic case, so that a decrease in base pressure will
occur. Changes in boundary-layer thickness and changes in density and
velocity profiles can also contribute to the net effect of heating or cooling
on base pressure.

SKIN FRICTION

9-14. General Considerations of Skin Friction at Supersonic Speeds

The third general component of the drag is the skin friction. By the
skin friction r we mean the shearing force per unit area acting tangentially
to a surface in motion relative to the viscous fluid adjacent to it. Skin
friction and base drag, both being manifestations of viscosity, have much
in common. For instance, we distinguish the same three cases for skin
friction as for base pressure: laminar, transitional, and turbulent. The
problems of skin friction and heat transfer in high-speed boundary layers
are inseparable because the differential equations governing the boundary-
layer velocity and temperature gradients are strongly coupled. It is a
simple matter to determine the heat-transfer coefficient from the skin-
friction coefficient if Reynolds analogy applies as it frequently does.
However, we will not consider any heat-transfer calculations but will con-
fine the discussion to drag. First, we describe the fundamental bound-
ary-layer phenomena underlying skin friction in high-speed boundary
layers, together with common terms used in that connection. We next
present the ‘“mean-enthalpy method” for calculating laminar skin fric-
tion illustrated by a calculative example, and then take up the same sub-
ject matter in connection with turbulent skin friction. Finally, we con-
sider such matters as boundary layers with transition and application of
flat-plate results to bodies of revolution.
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The notation and units for the calculation of skin friction of high-speed
boundary layers can be confusing since heat transfer and skin friction are
simultaneously involved. Since this is the only part of the book where
such notation is used, it seems desirable to list the notation together with
an engineering set of units at this point.

SYMBOLS FOR SKIN FRICTION

CF local skin-friction coefficient, Eq. (9-101)

Cp specific heat of air at constant pressure, Btu/(lb)(°R)

Cr average skin-friction coefficient over interval 0 to z

D¢ drag of cone due to skin friction, lb

Dp drag of flat plate due to skin friction, 1b

g acceleration due to gravity of earth, 32.2 ft/sec?

h enthalpy of air, Btu/lb

he, h., he enthalpy of air at temperatures T, T, Ts, respectively, Btu/lb

hi zero of enthalpy scale, internal energy of perfect gas at absolute
7ero

he enthalpy corresponding to stagnation temperature (and pres-

sure), Btu/lb
J mechanical equivalent of heat, 778 ft-1b/Btu
k thermal conductivity of air, Btu/(ft)(sec)(°R)
L length of boundary-layer run on cone, ft
M, free-stream Mach number
P static pressure, 1b/ft?

Pr Prandtl number, guc,/k

Qo free-stream dynamic pressure, 1b/ft?

r recovery factor for temperature, (T'r — T0)/(T's — Ty)
Th recovery factor for enthalpy, (h, — he)/(hs — ho)
R gas constant for air, 1718 ft2/(sec?)(°R)

Re Reynolds number Vopz/u

8 distance along slant surface of cone, ft

S. cone area, ft?

T static temperature, °R

Ty free-stream static temperature, °R

T; 491.7°R

Tr recovery temperature of insulated surface, °R
Ts free-stream total (stagnation) temperature, °R
T, total temperature, °R

Tw wall static temperature, °R

T* reference static temperature, °R

u velocity parallel to plate, ft/sec

Vo free-stream velocity, ft/sec

x,y plate coordinates, Fig. 9-33, ft
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Y, ¥ ratio of specific heat at constant pressure to that at constant
volume, average value between temperatures T, and Tg
when barred

) boundary-layer thickness, ft

€ semiapex angle of cone, degrees

6 momentum thickness of boundary layer, ft

© absolute viscosity, slugs/(ft)(sec)

wi 3.58 X 10-% slug/(sec) (ft), reference viscosity used in Fig. 9-34

for 491.7°R and atmospheric pressure

v kinematic viscosity, ft2/sec

o mass density of air, slugs/ft?

T skin friction, 1b/ft?

Te skin friction with compressible flow (with aerodvnamic heat-
ing), 1b/ft?

T4 skin friction with incompressible flow (no acrodynamic heat-
ing), 1b/ft?

7 average skin friction between 0 and z

Superscripts and Subscripts:

0 referring to free-stream conditions or evaluated at T as wo, po,
Vo, Yo

w evaluated at T'w as hw, vw, pw, or at wall as 7w

* evaluated at T* as Re*, Pr*, p*, ¢,*, u*, h*

In the following sections we consider boundary layers which are purely
laminar, transitional, and purely turbulent. Some preliminary knowledge
on the part of the reader concerning boundary layers is assumed. Certain
of the physical concepts and definitions pertaining to boundary layers are
common to all three cases. It is our purpose to discuss at this time such
of these as we shall require. To this end Fig. 9-33 has been constructed,
showing in its upper part the boundary layer formed on a flat plate
mounted at zero incidence as in a wind tunnel with a free stream of uni-
form velocity, temperature, and Mach number. The first quantity
which describes the boundary layer is its thickness é§ as a function of z.
No sharp outer edge of the boundary layer can be discerned, so that some
arbitrary definition is necessary. One such definition states that the
thickness § of the boundary layer corresponds to that position where the
velocity parallel to the plate has reached 99 per cent of the free-stream
velocity. The velocity u parallel to the plate can then be expressed in

nondimensional form.
u Y AN 9-93

The function f describes the velocity profile shown in the figure. For a
low-speed laminar boundary layer we have an approximately parabolic
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velocity profile. For turbulent flow n = 14 at low Reynolds numbers
and n = 14 at high Reynolds numbers except for a laminar sublayer.
Corresponding to the velocity profile there is also a static temperature
profile as well as a total temperature profile. The static temperature is the
temperature a thermometer would register if moving along with the local
fluid velocity; the total temperature is the temperature of the fluid if
brought to rest with respect to the plate with no energy transfer. If the
velocity parallel to the plate at any position in the boundary layer is

y

Transitional

Turbulent

<

ot

u

Vo Tor TZ
(@) (b)
Fia. 9-33. (a) Velocity and (b) temperature profiles in high-speed boundary layer of
insulated plate.

represented by u, then the total temperature and static temperature are
related by
uZ

T,=T+ %7 (9-94)
Here ¢, is the specific heat at constant pressure at its average value
between T and T,. In cases where the specific heat ¢, is too variable to
be replaced conveniently by its average value (although this can in
principle always be done), we can say that the total and static tempera-
tures are related through their corresponding enthalpies (a function only
of pressure and temperature)
u2

ht=h+§‘—]

(9-95)
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The total temperature corresponds to that enthalpy which the local fluid
mass would have if it were brought to rest with respect to the plate with-
out any net change in work or energy such as viscous work, heat conduc-
tion, or radiation crossing the surface that contains it.

Consider now the case of an insulated plate. As the viscous layers
shear one over the other, they do mechanical work on the layers between
them and the plate. Since the plate is insulated, the temperature of the
inner layers is thereby raised. To maintain an energy balance, the
energy supplied to the inner layers by viscous work must be conducted
outward again by heat conduction. It is clear that the temperature of
the insulated plate will rise until the heat transferred outward from the
inner layers is in balance with the viscous work done on them. The plate
equilibrium temperature is called the recovery temperature. Let us
examine the static temperature variation through the boundary layer
during this physical process. At the wall we have no heat transfer, so
that 87 /9y is zero as shown in Fig. 9-33. However, away from the wall
the static temperature falls in the outward direction, and the heat conduec-
tion is away from the plate. Near the edge of the boundary layer the
gradient is again small, since the shearing force is small, together with
the rate work is being done on the fluid between the edge of the boundary
layer and the flat plate.

The total temperature profile across the boundary layer of the insulated
plate is of interest. At the wall the static and total temperatures are
equal and have the common value called the recovery temperature.
Since T'; is a measure of the total energy per unit mass of fluid, it must
have an average value across the boundary layer equal to T, the free-
stream total temperature. As a consequence there are regions in the
boundary layer where T is greater than the free-stream stagnation tem-
peratures. For the insulated plate we have 07,/dy is zero at the plate
(as well as 87/dy) by direct application of Eq. (9-94) with v = 0 at the
wall.

The idea of recovery temperature has been explained. For air the
recovery temperature lies somewhere between Toand Ts. Such behavior
is typical of a fluid having a Prandtl number less than unity. The
recovery factor r is a quantity used to specify the recovery temperature

TR - TO
T= 5o, (9-96)
The recovery factor is thus a measure of how close the recovery tempera-
ture approaches the free-stream stagnation temperature. It is frequently
convenient to define a recovery factor based on enthalpy
ke — by

Ty = h\_:‘_}l—g (9'97)
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This factor is convenient when the specific heat is varying rapidly with
temperature over the range of interest, as when dissociation or ionization
oceurs.

Before considering how the temperature variation through the bound-
ary layer affects the skin friction, let us consider what happens when the
plate temperature isnot Tz If, by means of internal cooling of the plate,
its temperature is dropped below T, there will be heat conduction to the
plate. The slope of the static temperature profile at the wall will not be
zero, as shown in Fig. 9-33, but will be positive. Also, the average value
of T through the boundary layer will be lower. The same comments
apply to T.. We will consider skin friction under circumstances of cool-
ing and heating of the plate with the plate temperature Tw less than or
greater than the recovery temperature Tz.

Until now we have made no distinction between the flat plate in the
wind tunnel and a flat plate flying through still air. So far as the present
analytical representation of the temperature and velocity profiles is con-
cerned, there is no essential difference. However, there are certain
differences as far as energy transfer is concerned. 1In the wind tunnel,
air in a reservoir at stagnation temperature Tg is expanded to some
velocity Vo and a static temperature T, less than Ts. The free-stream
air in motion does work on the boundary layer of the plate, and thereby
raises the boundary-layer static temperature. The static temperature
difference between the boundary layer and the free stream conducts heat
back into the free stream. In flight in still air at static temperature T\,
the plate moves through the still air at high speed. In so doing, the plate
does work on the boundary layer, raising its static temperature. The
static temperature difference between the boundary layer and the free
stream sets up heat conduction into the free stream. The direction of
heat conduction is still the same. However, in the wind tunnel the work
to heat the boundary layer comes out of the free-stream flow, but in
flight the work comes from the plate.

Let us now examine how the temperature and velocity profiles enter
into determination of the skin friction. The skin friction is related to
the velocity gradient for small gradients through the absolute viscosity by
definition

ou
T kg (9-98)
We assume that p does not depend on the gradient du/dy for the magni-
tudes of the gradients we are considering. The absolute viscosity u is
dependent only on 7, but through division by density it becomes the
kinematic viscosity » which is dependent on temperature and pressure.

v=u/p (9-99)
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By applying Eq. (9-98) at the wall to obtain the skin friction there, we
have
u

W = pw <_8_y>w (9-100)

The value of uw depends on the temperature at the wall, and the value of
(0u/9y)w depends on the velocity profile.

It is interesting to see how aerodynamic heating influences skin friction
through opposing effects in the two terms of Eq. (9-100). What is
meant by the effect of aerodynamic heating on skin friction? Let the
free-stream flow conditions approaching an insulated nonradiating plate
be fixed for the discussion. If we ignore aerodynamic heating, the plate
will not heat up. The skin friction can then be caleculated from incom-
pressible-flow theory or correlations strictly valid for M = 0. However,
if we consider aerodynamic heating, the plate will heat up. The skin
friction must then be calculated by a method which accounts for the fact
that the Mach number is not essentially zero, and the calculated skin
friction will be lower than for no aerodynamic heating. This reduction in
7w is what we term the effect of aerodynamic heating on skin friction.
Specifically, the increased plate temperature has the direct effect of
increasing puw in Eq. (9-100), and thereby increasing rw. However, the
increased boundary-layer temperatures have a diminishing influence on
(0u/dy)w, which is conveniently thought of as a Reynolds-number effect.
The increased temperatures reduce the densities and increase the vis-
cosities in the constant-pressure boundary layer of the plate. The result-
ing decrease in Reynolds number is known to increase the boundary-layer
thickness & for both laminar and turbulent boundary layers. Since
(0u/dy)w is inversely proportional to §, aerodynamic heating has brought
about a decrease in (du/dy)w. In fact, this influence of aerodynamic
heating on (du/dy)w more than offsets the increase in pw, so that 7w is
reduced.

If we know the velocity profile and the surface temperature, we can
calculate the skin friction from Eq. (9-100). More frequently the skin
friction is obtained from experimental correlations of the skin-friction
coefficient. The local skin-friction coefficient is defined by

r
CFr = T3 9-101
r }ép*Vﬁ ( )
where p* is the density evaluated at some convenient reference tempera-
ture. For incompressible flow, p* is taken as the free-stream density
po. We define also the local Reynolds number based on the distance x
from the plate leading edge and a reference temperature 7*.
7 *
Re* — ‘;ﬁp (9-102)
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The Prandtl number based on 7'* is

%, %
Pr* = -‘”‘k,‘i*’ (9-103)
Sometimes the average skin friction 7 between 0 and z is desired ‘rather

than the local values. An average skin-friction coefficient based on 7 can
be defined

Cp =

60V gt (9-104)

=

For low-speed flow, T* is usually free-stream temperature. Determining
a proper value for T* in high-speed boundary layers is a problem we will
discuss shortly.

9-15. Laminar Skin Friction, Mean-enthalpy Method

The general mechanisms whereby aerodynamic heating influences skin
friction have been conveyed in the previous section, and in this section an
engineering method will be discussed for the calculation of laminar skin
friction. Several methods are to be found in the literature for the calcula-
tion of heat transfer and skin friction in high-speed boundary layers, nota-
bly the mean-enthalpy method used by Rubesin and J ohnson,** and sub-
sequently by Eckert.>> The mean-enthalpy method, applied by Rubesin
and Johnson to laminar boundary layers, was applied to turbulent bound-
ary layers by Sommer and Short.®8 The essential point of these methods
1s to find some reference temperature which will give the skin friction of
the high-speed boundary layer if used to evaluate the temperature-
dependent quantities in the well-known solution for incompressible
laminar boundary layers on a flat plate (Blasius solution). If such a
reference temperature can be specified, the problem of the high-speed
laminar layer is reduced to an equivalent low-speed problem. We are
in the fortunate position of being able to test any particular scheme for
finding such a reference temperature. Numerical solutions are available
for laminar boundary layers which take into account all the temperature-
dependent physical properties such as ¢, k, and u. Comparison of any
prospective engineering method for calculating laminar skin friction of
high-speed boundary layers with the exact numerical theory discloses the
accuracy of such a method. On the other hand, exact solutions can also
be used to determine what reference temperature would give the high-
speed laminar skin friction if used in the low-speed theory.

The temperature profile in a high-speed boundary layer is dependent
on the free-stream temperature T, the plate temperature Tw, and the
free-stream Mach number M, Let us replace the free-stream Mach
number by an independent temperature parameter, the stagnation tem-
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perature T's of the free-stream flow

Ts = T, (1 + 7 g 1 M02> (9-105)

Eckert gives two methods of determining the reference temperature 7'* in
terms of these three independent temperatures: T, T'w, and Ts. The
first method is useful when the variation in specific heat ¢, is not large.
In this case KEckert gives the following empirical result for T*.

A Y — 1 1
T* = To + O5(TW _— To) + 0227'(Ts — T())

The temperature recovery factor » depends on the Prandtl number Pr*
evaluated at T*.
r = (Pr¥)* (9-107)

The Prandtl number is not sensitive to 7*. To obtain T*, first assume a
value of T* obtain r from Eq. (9-107), and compute a new value from
Tiq. (9-106). The second method for obtaining 7* based on enthalpy
has essentially the same form as the first method.

h* = ho + 0.5(hw — ho) + 0.22r,,(h; — ho) (9-108)

The enthalpy recovery factor 7, is also given by Eq. (9-107). If the
specific heat ¢, is constant, the two methods give identical results. For
rapidly changing ¢, as in a dissociating boundary layer, the second
method is preferable.

The definitions of the skin-friction coefficient and Reynolds number,
Eqgs. (9-101) and (9-102), have been presented in such a fashion that the
skin friction can be calculated once the reference temperature 7% is

known.
0.664 Voxo*\~%
crp = (*——'—Re*)% = 0.664( PE:

(9-109)
_ p*V 2
Tw = Cr 5

To carry out the calculation we need the values of g, &, and Pr as a func-
tion of temperature. The value of p is given with sufficient accuracy for
undissociated air by the gas law.

P

where B = 1718 for the units of p, p, and 7 given in the list of symbols in
the previous section. Small plots of the temperature-dependent physical
quantities are given in Fig. 9-34 for ordinary engineering calculations.
For precise calculations the tables of Hilsenrath et al.5” are available.
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The reference values for Fig. 9-34 are
3.58 X 1077 slug/(sec)(ft)

Mi =

T, = 491.7°R

R = 1718 ft2/(sec?)(°R) (9-111)
h; = internal energy of perfect gas at temperature

of absolute zero

Hlustrative Example

Determine the reference temperature 7*, the recovery temperature Tg,
and the local skin-friction coefficient (laminar) a distance 1.0 ft behind the
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/// #ﬁ
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Fia. 9-34. Variation with temperature of certain physical constants for air.

leading edge of an insulated plate in a stream of static temperature 400°R,
a Mach number of 3, and a pressure of 500 1b/ft2. Use the constant
specific-heat method. Neglect radiation.

As a trial value of T* use 800°R. Irom Fig. 9-34 Pr* is 0.684, and

from Eq. (9-107)
r = (0.684)% = 0.827

Using a value of ¥ = 1.4, we obtain for the stagnation temperature by

Eq. (9-105)
400 (1 + 1'42_ 132>

= 1120°R

Ts

It

The recovery temperature by Eq. (9-96) is
Te=To+ r(Ts — To)
= 400 + (1120 — 400)(0.827)
= 995°R
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We can now check the assumed value of T* by Eq. (9-106). For an
insulated plate Tw = T, neglecting radiation,

T* = 400 + 0.5(995 — 400) + 0.22(0.827)(1120 — 400)
= 829°R

The values of T* could be further improved by repeating the process with
T* = 829°R as a trial value. The change in Pr* with T* is not large
enough to warrant another approximation in this instance.

Let us now calculate the skin friction and skin-friction coefficients for
v = 1.0 ft with the help of Eq. (9-109). To obtain cr we need V, p*, and

u*.  Since the speed of sound is (YRT)*, we have

Vo =(yoRTo)%M,
Vo = [1.403(1718)400]%(3) = 2950 ft/sec

The gas law, Eq. (9-110), yields

«_ P _ 500 ‘
PT = fE T 1718(329) — 0.000351 slug/ft?

The viscosity ratio from Fig. 9-34 is 1.46

£ =146
Mi
p* = 1.46(3.58 X 10~7)

i

5.22 X 1077 slug/(ft)(sec)
The Reynolds number based on the reference temperature is

_ Verp* _ 2950(1.0)(3.51)10~

u* 5.22 X 1077
= 1.98 X 108

Re*

The local skin-friction coefficient is

cr = 0.664(Re*)~* = 0.664(1.98)—(10-%)
= 0.00047

The skin friction is

;= (4.7 X 107%)(2950)2(3.51 X 10—¢)
2

= (.72 1b/ft?

It is of interest to see how much the influence of T'* on the skin friction
is. For no aerodynamic heating, but for the same V, the value of T*
would have been 400°R rather than 829°R. Let us call =, the skin friction
taking in account aerodynamic heating, and let 7, be the skin friction
totally ignoring it. Thus, 7; corresponds to T* = 400°R, and 7, cor-
responds to T* = 829°R. If the quantities ¥ and z are held constant,
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we see from Eq. (9-109) that

Tw o« (u¥p*)*
b3
T* =400 £ =085
i
%
T* = 829 “7 = 1.46

For constant pressure p* is inversely proportional to 7*; thus

re _ (146)* (100
. \0.85 829
= (0.91

Actually, there is not much change in skin friction at M = 3 due to aero-
dynamic heating—a decrease of 9 per cent. If the viscosity increased
directly with temperature, then the decrease of p with temperature
increase would directly offset the tendency for the viscosity to increase
the skin friction. That the laminar skin friction decreases slightly as the
Mach number increases can be ascribed to the fact that the rate of change
of viscosity with absolute temperature is slightly less than linear. For
turbulent skin friction we will find a different state of affairs.

9-16. Turbulent Skin Friction

How aerodynamic heating changes the skin friction for a turbulent
boundary layer cannot be investigated along the same theoretical lines as
for a laminar boundary layer. The difference arises in the fact that,
whereas the physical processes in laminar boundary layers are well repre-
sented by the Navier-Stokes equations, the physical aspects of turbulent
boundary layers are not well understood. We must therefore check
engineering methods for calculating turbulent skin friction against experi-
ment since we have no exact solutions. One of the first things to try
might be the process that has been described in the previous section
for laminar skin friction. This Eckert has done and has checked the
results against experiment. His conclusion is that the general process for

calculating laminar skin friction applies to turbulent skin friction with

the sole change that the recovery factor now is
r = (Pr¥)¥ (9-112)

The local skin friction for turbulent flow on the basis of the Schulz-

Grunow formula is
0.370

= (logro Re*)2584

and the average skin-friction coefficient is given by the relationship of
Prandtl-Schlichting

Cr

(9-113)

0.455

TR e - 4
(logw Re*)z.ss (9 11 )

Cr
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Tlustrative Example

Recalculate the example of the preceding section for a turbulent bound-
ary layer.

As in the preceding example, let the trial value of T* be 800°R. The
recovery factor from Eq. (9-112) is

= (Pr*)** = (0.684)* = 0.881
The value of the recovery temperature is from Eq. (9-96)

Tr

400 + 0.881(1120 — 400)
= 1035°R

The recovery temperature of 1035°R for the turbulent layer compares
with 995°R for the laminar layer. The reference temperature now is

T* = 400 + 0.5(1035 — 400) + 0.22(0.881)(1120 — 400)
= 857°R

A further approximation will not be attempted.
To obtain ¢r we must obtain z* and p*. From Fig. 9-34, we have

K =150
Mg
p* = 1.50(3.58)10~7

5.37 X 107 slug/(ft) (sec)
From the gas law

500
p* = T718(857) = 3.39 X 10~*slug/ft?

2950(1.0) (3.39) 10+
Re* = 5f37°)>(<31309_),10 — 1.86 X 10°

The local skin-friction coefficient by Eq. (9-113) is

_ 0.370
(6.270)2-5%4
= 0.00322

Cr

The skin friction by Eq. (9-109) is

_0.00322(3.39 X 10-4)(2.950)* X 10°
2

4.75 1b/ft?

It is of interest to see how much the skin friction has been changed as a
result of aerodynamic heating. We therefore calculate the skin friction
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as if the reference temperature were 400°R. Then

% = 0.85
¥ = 0.85(3.58 X 10~7) = 3.04 X 107 slug/(ft)(sec)

pr = 17%(20%)) = 7.28 X 10~ slug/ft?

2950(1.0)(7.28 X 107%)

* - 6
Re 3.04 X 107 7.05 X 10
0.370
0.00257(7.28 X 107)(2.95)210°
—— 5
= 8.10 lb/ft?
The ratio of skin friction with and without aerodynamic heating is
. 4795 o _on
;; = m = (.587

In this instance the skin friction of the turbulent layer has been reduced
over 40 per cent as the result of aerodynamic heating, compared with
only about 10 per cent for laminar

1.0 flow under the same conditions.
\ The general effect of aerodynamic
08 N Ty="Ty heating on skin friction is of interest.
06 J The Mach number is the primary
n variable, but the air temperature
" 0.4 \\ and plate temperature also enter as
parameters. For a given air tem-
0.2 ~ T — perature and a plate of fixed thermal
i B insulation, we can plot 7./7; against

0 T 2 3 4 5 6 Mo With regard to the thermal

M, insulation, let us take the case of

Fia. 9-35. Effect of Mach number on & perfectly insulated nonradiating

the local skin-friction coefficient of an  plate. The variation in 7./m is

insulated flat plate in air at room stag- shown versus Mo in Fig. 9-35 for
nation temperatures. X I 0 g

ordinary air temperatures. The

very considerable decrease in skin friction due to aerodynamic heating

for a turbulent boundary layer is noteworthy. This decrease is much

greater than for a laminar layer. Data confirming the general trend
shown by this curve are to be found in Chapman and Kester.®

9-17. Other Variables Influencing Skin Friction

The methods of computing skin friction covered in the two previous
sections apply to flat plates with no pressure gradients and at uniform
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temp(.era-ture with completely laminar or completely turbulent flow. In
pra'ctlce, 1t is necessary to apply flat-plate results to wings and bodies, to
regions of nonuniform pressure and temperature, and to boundary layers
that are partially laminar and partially turbulent. Let us first consider
boundary layers that are neither totally laminar nor totally turbulent.
Determining the location of the transition zone is one of the obstacles
to successful prediction of skin friction of a missile under flight conditions.
A few observations can be made concerning transition for particular

i ‘
4 B ‘\'\ i
; Leading-edge sources ‘

\
| R I+I1
2 \‘ -
\ /
—4r W o
Ridge-ine sinks

—-6F
—-glL

Fm. 9-36. Pressure distribution due to thickness on double-wedge triangular wing
with subsonic ridge line.

bodies and wings, at least as observed in a particular wind tunnel.
Because these results illustrate principles, they are of interest here.
Some studies of transition have been made in connection with triangular
wings of double-wedge section using the liquid-film technique as described
by Vincenti.®® One case is illustrated in Fig. 9-36 for the wing at zero
angle of attack. The question to be investigated is whether the thickness
pressure distribution has sharp rises which might induce transition. The
thickness pressure distribution for double-wedge wings can easily be con-
structed by adding the pressure distribution for a pair of leading-edge
sources to that for a pair of ridge-line sinks of the Jones type (Sec. 2-5).
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Two cases are differentiated; case 1 of Fig. 9-36 for subsonic ridge lines,
and case 2 for supersonic ridge lines. The total pressure distribution
I + II for subsonic ridge lines shows a rapid increase in pressure directly
behind the ridge line. 'This pressure rise was found®® to induce transition
at the ridge line. For a supersonic ridge line the pressure rise is delayed
to the Mach lines associated with the ridge lines, and transition occurs
further back on the wing. The drag measurements confirmed greater
laminar flow area for case 2. Under conditions of angle of attack, the
lifting pressure distribution further complicates the problem.

Pressure distribution
on top of body
AN

R |~

N
7/
N

. - - - € ,_/J.\_
% S SN
0 ¢ N

> N\
N ]
Plane shock wave- N Mach helix

Frc. 9-37. Mach waves and helices due to rectangular wing panels of wing-body
combination.

Wind-tunnel tests also show that positive pressure waves arising from
the leading edge of a wing-body juncture can cause transition on the body.
The boundary-layer conditions on the top and the bottom of a body in the
neighborhood of a rectangular wing centrally mounted on the body have
been reported by Pitts et al.%¢ The general leading-edge wave pattern
for such a wing-body combination is shown in Fig. 9-37. The combina-
tion at zero angle of attack produces a positive wave intersecting the
body in a pair of Mach helices. The pressure distribution at the top of
the body is shown to have a sharp pressure rise at the intersection of th.e
helices which tends to induce transition. If the body angle of attack 18
increased, the pressure rise may be replaced by the pressure decrease of a
Prandtl-Meyer fan. In this event transition would be inhibited.
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Having discussed several specific examples of how pressure distribution
fixes the transition zone, let us now consider the problem of calculating
the skin friction if the location of the transition zone is known and if the
zone is of small breadth. With reference to Fig. 9-38, the skin friction
up to the transition point T can be calculated on the basis of a laminar
boundary layer. However, beyond T the results for the purely turbulent
boundary layer cannot be applied directly, since the turbulent boundary
layer starts with finite rather than zero thickness. Some scheme is
required for joining the laminar results to the turbulent results. This
can be accomplished in several ways. It is assumed that the state of the
turbulent boundary layer right after transition is the same as if the bound-
ary layer had been purely turbulent from some virtual origin. The origin
is located on the basis that the total skin friction up to point 7' is the same

0

{urbulent
“\‘\‘\3( //
\2 7
7/
/
Y L6 o/ T
Y Tt 7 7777 777 77
Ax — *
xC, i
F /i,—-——- Turbulent
F—— Ax **]
Laminar
0,0’ x

F16. 9-38. Example illustrating method of locating virtual origin of turbulent boundary
layer for transition on flat plate; narrow transition zone.

for a purely turbulent boundary layer originating at O’ as for a purely
laminar boundary layer originating at 0. Such a condition is equivalent
to equal momentum thickness 6 of the laminar and turbulent boundary
layers at transition. The equivalence is easily seen from the equality
between the average skin-friction coefficient ér between 0 and z, and the
momentum thickness at distance .

Cr =

SR

Locating the virtual origin O’ requires only methods for calculating the
skin-friction coefficient for purely laminar flow and purely turbulent flow,
methods presented in the preceding two sections. The method of locat-
ing the virtual origin is illustrated graphically in Fig. 9-38. Curves of
xCp are constructed as functions of x, using the method for purely turbu-
lent and purely laminar boundary layers, and the distance is Az deter-
mined as shown.
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We now consider the problem of the application of flat-plate skin frie-
tion to a nonplanar configuration such as a body of revolution. The
usual general method is used, namely, the laminar boundary-layer equa-
tions are solved for a flat plate and body of revolution and are compared.
This procedure has been applied by Mangler®! to a cone, as well as by
Hantsche and Wendt.5? In the first case the cone acts in a pressure field
higher than free-stream pressure, so that the reference quantities just
outside the boundary layer are different from those of a flat plate in the
same stream. This difference is taken into account by a simple change
in reference quantities for the skin friction. Perhaps the essential differ-

- ence between the cone and the flat
a
;

5o, plate is that the boundary layer is

7 spread out as it progresses downstream.
- 0 . .

r l Thinning the boundary layer tends to

/ ~  increase the velocity gradients through
/\ it, and thereby to increase the skin
L\/ friction. Thetheoretical analysesshow

that the local skin-friction coefficient
on a cone is 3’ greater than the
Fre. 9-39. Notation for evaluating |gcal skin-friction coefficients on a flat
laminar skin friction on cone.

plate for the same boundary-layer
length. Another way of stating the same result is that the local skin-fric-
tion coefficient for a cone corresponds to those for a flat plate at one-third
the Reynolds number. This result applies solely to laminar flow.

Hlustrative Example

Compare the total laminar skin-friction drag of a cone with that of a
flat plate of equal area and of a length equal to the slant height of the
cone for the same dynamic pressure outside the boundary layer. See
Fig. 9-39.

The local skin-friction coefficient for the cone is

_ 3%5(0.664)
T Re®

where the local Reynolds number is

Re = Vopos

Ho

The drag of the cone due to skin friction is
D¢ = cos e ./Sc crgo dSe

with the differential area dS¢
dS¢ = 2nr ds
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The skin-friction drag of the cone is
D¢ _ 4 0.6647L? sin € cos ¢
g0 3% (VopoL/mo)*

The average skin-friction coefficient for the plate is twice the local value
for the Reynolds number based on length L.

e = 2(0.664)
" (VopoL /o) *
As a result the total skin-friction drag for the plate Dp is
213 2(0.664)7L2 sin €

qo B (VOPOL/#O)}é

The ratio of cone skin-friction drag to ‘‘equivalent-plate” skin-friction
drag is

% = %cow = 1.15 cos e
In words, the total laminar skin-friction drag of a slender cone is 15 per
cent greater than the plate of equal area and of length equal to the cone
slant height. It is clear that other ‘“‘equivalent plates’” can be set up
which will give different percentages.

To conclude our discussion of the application of flat-plate skin-friction
data to nonplanar bodies, let us consider the turbulent boundary layer
for cones and some results for circular cylinders. Van Driest®® finds that
the local skin-friction coefficients on cones with turbulent boundary
layers correspond to those for a flat plate at half the local Reynolds
number, rather than one-third the local Reynolds number as for a laminar
layer. Eckert®® concludes that the skin-friction coefficients for flat
plates can be applied directly to cylinders provided the ratio of boundary-
layer displacement thickness to cylinder radius does not exceed 0.01 or
0.02.

The influence of nonuniform surface temperature on the skin-frietion
and heat transfer for laminar flow over a flat plate has been treated by
several authors, notably Chapman and Rubesin.

SYMBOLS
o coefficient of log term in Eq. (9-18)
A aspect ratio of wing
Ay aspect ratio of arrow wing
A,, Bn coefficients in Iq. (9-18)
Ap aspect ratio of triangular wing
be coefficient in Eq. (9-18)

bn Fourier coefficients in Eq. (9-39)
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chord of two-dimensional airfoil

section drag coefficient of two-dimensional airfoil

crossflow drag coefficient, Eq. (9-34)

camber drag coefficient

skin-friction coefficient, Eq. (9-101)

chord-force coefficient in absence of leading-edge thrust
and skin friction

value of Cyat @ = 0

chord-foree coefficient including leading-edge thrust and
skin friction

value of C¢ at a = 0

drag coefficient

minimum drag coeflicient

“induced”” drag, Cp — Cp,

drag-rise factor

drag-rise factors due to vortex drag and wave drag

lift coefficient

lift coefficient for minimum drag

lift coefficient for maximum lift-drag ratio

CrL —~ Cy,

normal-foree coefficient

maximum diameter of body cross section

drag force

drag of body alone

drag of body in presence of wing

crossflow drag force

drag of complete configuration

pressure drag

viscous drag

drag of wing alone

drag of wing panels in presence of body

wave drag

elliptic integral of second kind

Fourier coeflicients in Eq. (9-21)

quantity given by Eq. (9-40)

trailing-edge thickness; base diameter

drag-rise factor Cp,/ACL2; also modulus of elliptic integral

hypersonic similarity parameter, M, divided by fineness
ratio

lo?/12

length of body

characteristic streamwise length of configuration

length given by Eq. (9-73)

&
(L/D)1aax
Ly

m

My
M’

o

S1, S, S;

T

Vo
Vol.
W)
”T’ y’ z

£y

Ly
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mean-squared length given by Eq. (9-70)

lift force; also length of boundary-layer run

maximum lift-drag ratio

lift of arrow wing

lift of triangular wing

B tan w for triangular wing

free-stream Mach number

reference Mach number used to correlate base-pressure
data

outward normal to missile surface; also exponent specify-
ing body shape

static pressure

free-stream static pressure

base static pressure

reference pressure used to correlate base-pressure data

base-pressure coefficient, (p, — po) /qo

Pp — Pp

pressure coeflicient for direct flow

pressure coefficient for reverse flow

free-stream dynamic pressure

radial distance from body longitudinal axis

radius of base of body of revolution

cross-sectional area of body

surfaces of control area enclosing missile

planform area subject to crossflow

surface area of missile

projection on crossflow plane of body cross-sectional area
intercepted by oblique plane

reference area

reciprocal of body fineness ratio; also tangent to missile
surface in the 7 direction; also thickness of airfoil
section

maximum thickness of airfoil section

leading-edge thrust

free-stream velocity

volume

complex potential of body

principal missile axes, streamwise, y positive to right,
2 positive upward

coordinate of intersection of oblique plane with z axis

least value of z, for which oblique plane intersects wing
planform

greatest value of o for which oblique plane intersects
wing planform
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2e see Eq. (9-55)

Zu, 21 distances of upper and lower airfoil surfaces, respectively,
measured from chord joining leading and trailing edges

z see Eq. (9-53)

3 y + 1z

30 3 coordinate of centroid of base of body

a angle of attack

8 (Mg — 1)%

b) tangent to body surface in streamwise direction; bound-
ary-layer displacement thickness

6 polar angle in crossflow plane with # = 0 plane horizontal

6,¢ angular parameters used in Eq. (9-38)

A taper ratio of wing

Az sweep angle of wing leading edge

n leading-edge suction factor defined by Eq. (9-11)

Mr value of u for triangular wing

v outward normal to base contour in crossflow plane

£ dummy variable of integration

v tangent to body surface in crossflow plane of base

T skin friction; also wing thickness ratio

¢ potential function

oo potential function for crossflow plane of base at zero angle
of attack

b potential function for crossflow plane of hase due to
angle of attack

w semiapex angle of triangular wing

Subscripts:

l lower surface of missile

U upper surface of missile

REFERENCES

1. Brown, Clinton E.: Aerodynamics of Bodies at High Speeds, sec. B in “Aero-
dynamic Components of Aircraft at High Speeds,” vol. VII of “High-speed Aero-
dynamics and Jet Propulsion,” Princeton University Press, Princeton, 1957.

2. von Kdrmén, Theodore: On the Foundations of High-speed Aerodynamics,
sec. A, p. 12, in ““General Theory of High-speed Aerodynamics,” vol. VI of ‘‘High-
ige%d Aerodynamics and Jet Propulsion,” Princeton University Press, Princeton,

56.

3. von Kdrmén, Theodore: The Problem of Resistance in Compressible Fluids,
Atti V convegno fondazione Alessandro Volta, Rome, 1935.

4. Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Department of Electrical Engineering:
‘““Tables of Supersonic Flow around Cones,” by the Staff of the Computing Section,
C;;l’;er of Analysis, under direction of Zdenek Kopal, MIT Tech. Rept. 1, Cambridge,
1 .

6. Taylor, G. I, and J. W. Maccoll: Proc. Roy. Soc. London A, vol. 139, pp. 278~
311, 1933.

DRAG 345

6. Ames Research Staff: Equations, Tables, and Charts for Compressible Flow,
NACA Tech. Repts. 1135, 1953.

7. Ehret, D. M., V. J. Rossow, and V. I. Stevens: An Analysis of the Applicability
of the Hypersonic Similarity Law to the Study of Flow about Bodies of Revolution
at Zero Angle of Attack, NACA Tech. Notes 2250, December, 1950.

8. Rossow, V. J.: Applicability of the Hypersonic Similarity Rule to Pressure
Distributions Which Include the Effects of Rotation for Bodies of Revolution at
Zero Angle of Attack, NACA Tech. Notes 2399, June, 1951.

9. Tsien, Hsue-Shen: Similarity Laws of Hypersonic Flow, J. Math. and Phys.,
vol. 25, no. 3, 1946.

10. Newton, Sir Isaac: “Principia,” “Motte’s Translation Revised,” pp. 657-661,
University of California Press, Berkeley, 1946.

11. Todhunter, I.: ‘“Researches in the Calculus of Variations,” pp. 167-173,
reprint, Stechert-Hafner, Inc., New York, 1924

12. Eggers, A. J., Jr., M. M. Resnikoff, and D. H. Dennis: Bodies of Revolution for
Minimum Drag at High Supersonic Airspeeds, NACA Tech. Repts. 1306, 1958.

18. Jorgensen, L. H.: Nose Shapes for Minimum Pressure Drag at Supersonie
Mach Numbers, J. Aeronaut. Sci., vol. 21, no. 4, pp. 276-279, Readers’ Forum, 1954.

14. Ehret, Dorris M.: Accuracy of Approximate Methods for Predicting Pressures
on Pointed Nonlifting Bodies of Revolution in Supersonic Flow, NACA Tech. Notes
2764, August, 1952.

16. Van Dyke, Milton D.: Practical Calculation of Second Order Supersonic Flow
past Nonlifting Bodies of Revolution, NACA Tech. Notes 2744, 1952.

16. Ferri, Antonio: “Elements of Aerodynamics of Supersonic Flow,” The Mac-
millan Company, New York, 1949.

17. Haack, W.: Geschossenformen kleinsten Wellenwiderstandes, Ber. Lilienthal-
Ges. Luftfahrt, vol. 139.

18. Sears, William R.: On Projectiles of Minimum Wave Drag, Quart. Appl. Math.,
vol. 14, no. 4, 1947.

19. Eggers, A. J., Jr., and Raymond C. Savin: Approximate Methods for Calcu-
lating the Flow about Nonlifting Bodies of Revolution at High Supersonic Airspeeds,
NACA Tech. Notes 2579, 1951.

20. von Kirmén, Theodore, and Norton B. Moore: Resistance of Slender Bodies
Moving with Supersonic Velocities with Special Reference to Projectiles, Trans.
ASME, vol. 54, no. 23, pp. 303-310, 1932.

21. Grant, Frederick C., and Morton Cooper: Tables for the Computation of
Wave Drag of Arrow Wings of Arbitrary Airfoil Section, NACA Tech. Notes 3185,
June, 1954.

22. Puckett, Allen E.: Supersonic Wave Drag of Thin Airfoils, J. Aeronaut. Sci.,
vol. 13, no. 9, pp. 475-484, 1946.

28. Laurence, T.: Charts of the Wave Drag of Wings at Zero Lift, RAE Tech. Note
Aero. 2139, revised, November, 1952.

24. Nielsen, Jack N.: Effect of Aspect Ratio and Taper on the Pressure Drag at
Supersonic Speeds of Unswept Wings at Zero Lift, NA CA Tech. Notes 1487,
November, 1947.

96. Puckett, A. E., and H. T. Stewart: Aerodynamic Performance of Delta Wings at
Supersonic Speeds, J. Aeronaut. Sci., vol. 14, no. 10, pp. 567-578, 1947.

26. Katzen, E. D., and G. E. Kaattari: Drag Interference between a Pointed Cylin-
drical Body and Triangular Wings of Various Aspect Ratios at Mach Numbers of
1.50 and 2.02, NACA Tech. Notes 3794, November, 1956.

27. Heaslet, Max A., and Harvard Lomax: Supersonic and Transonic Small Per-
turbation Theory, sec. D, pp. 219-221, in “General Theory of High-speed Aero-
dynamies,” vol. VI of “High-speed Aerodynamics and Jet Propulsion,’”’ Princeton
University Press, Princeton, 1954.



346 MISSILE AERODYNAMICS

28. Nielsen, Jack N.: Quasi-cylindrical Theory of Wing-Body Interference at
Supersonic Speeds and Comparison with Experiment, NACA Tech. Repts. 1252, 1955,

29. Nielsen, Jack N., and Frederick H. Matteson: Calculative Method for Estimat-
ing the Interference Pressure Field at Zero Lift on a Symmetrical Swept-back Wing
Mounted on a Circular Cylindrical Body, NACA Research Mem. A9E19, 1949.

30. Lomax, Harvard, and Max A. Heaslet: Recent Developments in the Theory of
Wing-Body Wave Drag, J. Aeronaut. Sci., vol. 23, no. 12, pp. 1061-1074, 1956,

31. Jones, Robert T.: Theory of Wing-Body Drag at Supersonic Speeds, NACA
Tech. Repts. 1284, 1956.

32. Whitcomb, Richard T.: A Study of the Zero-lift Drag-rise Characteristics of
Wing-Body Combinations near the Speed of Sound, NACA Tech. Repts. 1273,
1956.

33. Lomax, Harvard: Nonlifting Wing-Body Combinations with Certain Geometric
Restraints Having Minimum Wave Drag at Low Supersonic Speeds, NACA Tech.
Repts. 1297, 1957.

34. Nielsen, Jack N.: General Theory of Wave-drag Reduction for Combinations
Employing Quasicylindrical Bodies with an Application to Swept Wing and Body
Combinations, NACA Tech. Notes 3722, 1956.

86. Jones, Robert T.: The Minimum Drag of Thin Wings in Frictionless Flow, J.
Aeronaut. Sct., vol. 18, no. 2, pp. 75-81, 1951.

86. Jones, Robert T.: Theoretical Determination of the Minimum Drag of Airfoils
at Supersonic Speeds, J. Aeronaut. Sci., vol. 19, no. 12, pp. 813-822, 1952.

37. Jones, Robert T.: Minimum Wave Drag for Arbitrary Arrangements of Wings
and Bodies, NACA Tech. Repts. 1335, 1957.

38. Tsien, S. H.: The Supersonic Conical Wing of Minimum Drag, J. Aeronaut. Sci.,
vol. 22, no. 12, pp. 805-817, 1955.

39. Cohen, Doris: The Warping of Triangular Wings for Minimum Drag at Super-
sonic Speeds, J. Aeronaut. Sci., vol. 24, no. 1, pp. 67-68, Readers’ Forum, 1957.

40. Tucker, Warren A.: A Method for the Design of Sweptback Wings Warped to
Produce Specific Flight Characteristics at Supersonic Speeds, NACA Tech. Repts.,
1226, 1955.

41. Ferri, Antonio: On the Use of Interfering Flow Fields for the Reduction of Drag
at Supersonic Speeds, J. Aeronaut. Sci., vol. 24, no. 1, pp. 1-18, 1957.

42. Jones, Robert T., and Doris Cohen: Aerodynamics of Wings at High Speeds,
sec. A, pp. 221-223, in ‘““ Aerodynamic Components of Aircraft at High Speeds,” vol.
VII of ‘“High-speed Aerodynamics and Jet Propulsion,”” Princeton University Press,
Princeton, 1957.

43. Hayes, Wallace D.: Linearized Supersonic Flow, North Am. Aviation Rept.
AL-222, June 18, 1947.

44, Chapman, Dean R., Donald M. Kuehn, and Howard K. Larson: Investigation
of Separated Flows in Supersonic and Subsonic Streams with Emphasis on the Effect
of Transition, NACA Tech. Notes 3869, March, 1957.

46. Spahr, J. Richard, and Robert R. Dickey: Effect of Tail Surfaces on the Base
Drag of a Body of Revolution at Mach Numbers of 1.5 and 2.0, NACA Tech. Notes
2360, April, 1951.

46. Kurzweg, H. H.: The Base Pressure Measurements of Heated, Cooled, and
Boat-tailed Models at Mach Numbers 1.5 to 5.0, U.S. Naval Ordnance Lab. Sympostum
on Aeroballistics, University of Texas, Nov. 16-17, 1950.

47. Czarnecki, K. R., and Archibald R. Sinclair: An Investigation of the Effects of
Heat Transfer on Boundary-layer Transition on a Parabolic Body of Revolution
(NACA RM-10) at a Mach Number of 1.61, NACA Tech. Repts. 1240, 1955.

48. Bogdonoff, Seymour M.: A Preliminary Study of Reynolds Number Effects on
Base Pressure at M = 2.95, Princeton Aeronaui. Eng. Lab. Rept. 182, June 12,
1950.

DRAG 347

49. Syvertson, Clarence A., and Hermilo R. Gloria: An Experimental Investigation
of the Zero-lift-drag Characteristics of Symmetrical Blunt-trailing-edge Airfoils at
Mach Numbers from 2.7 to 5.0, NACA Research Mem. A53B02, April, 1953.

50. Chapman, Dean R.: An Analysis of Base Pressures at Supersonic Velocities and
Comparison with Experiment, NACA Tech. Repts. 1051, 1951.

51. Chapman, Dean R., William R. Wimbrow, and Robert H. Kester: Experi-
mental Investigation of Base Pressure on Blunt-trailing-edge Wings at Supersonic
Velocities, NACA Tech. Repts. 1109, 1952.

52. Reller, John O., and Frank M. Hamaker: An Experimental Investigation of the
Base Pressure Characteristics of Nonlifting Bodies of Revolution at Mach Numbers
from 2.73 to 4.98, NACA Tech. Notes 3393, 1955.

53. Korst, H. H.: A Theory of Base Pressure in Transonic and Supersonic Flow,
J. Appl. Mechanics, December, 1956,

64. Rubesin, M. W., and H. A. Johnson: A Critical Review of Skin-friction and
Heat-transfer Solutions of the Laminar Boundary Layer of a Flat Plate, Trans.
ASME, vol. 71, no. 4, pp. 385-388, 1949,

55. Eckert, Ernst R. G.: Survey of Heat Transfer at High Speeds, WA DC Tech.
Rept. 54-70, Wright-Patterson Air Force Base, Ohio.

66. Eckert, Ernst R. G.: Engineering Relations for Friction and Heat Transfer to
Supersonic High Velocity Flow, J. Aeronaut. Sct., vol. 22, no. 8, pp. 385-387, Readers’
Forum, 1955.

67. Hilsenrath, Joseph, et al.: Tables of the Thermal Properties of Gases, Natl. Bur.
Standards Circ. 564, November, 1955.

68. Chapman, Dean R., and Robert H. Kester: Measurements of Turbulent Skin
Friction on Cylinders in Axial Flow at Subsonic and Supersonic Velocities, J. Aeronaut.
Sci., vol. 20, no. 7, pp. 441-448, 1953.

59. Vincenti, Walter G.: Comparison between Theory and Experiment for Wings
at Supersonic Speeds, NACA Tech. Repts. 1033, 1951.

60. Pitts, William C., Jack N. Nielsen, and Maurice P. Gionfriddo: Comparison
between Theory and Experiment for Interference Pressure Field between Wing and
Body at Supersonic Speeds, NACA Tech. Notes 3128, 1954.

61. Mangler, W.: Boundary Layers on Bodies of Revolution in Symmetrical Flow,
Aerodynamische Versuchsanstalt Gottingen, E. V., Rept. 45-A-17, as translated by M. S.
Medvedeff, Goodyear Aircraft Corp., Akron, Ohio, Mar. 6, 1946.

62. Hantsche, W., and H. Wendt: The Laminar Boundary Layer and Circular Cone
at Zero Incidence in a Supersonic Stream, Brit. M AP Rept. and Transl. 276, 1946.

63. Van Driest, E. R.: Turbulent Boundary Layer on a Cone in Supersonic Flow at
Zero Angle of Attack, J. Aeronaut. Sci., vol. 19, no. 1, pp. 55-57, 1952.

64. Chapman, D. R.,, and M. W. Rubesin: Temperature and Velocity Profiles in
the Compressible Laminar Boundary Layer with Arbitrary Distribution of Surface
Temperature, J. Aeronaut. Sci., vol. 16, no. 9, pp. 547-565, 1949.

65. Germain, P.: Sur le Minimum de trainée d’une aile de forme en plan donnée,
Compt. rend., vol. 244, pp. 1135-1138, Feb. 25, 1957.

66. Sommer, S. C,, and B. J. Short: Free-flight Measurements of Turbulent Bound-
ary-layer Skin Friction in the Presence of Severe Aerodynamic Heating at Mach
Numbers from 2.8 to 7.0, NACA Tech. Notes 3391, March, 1955.

67. Graham, Ernest W.: The Pressure on a Slender Body of Non-uniform Cross-
sectional Shape in Axial Supersonic Flow, Douglas Aircraft Co. Rept. SM 13346-A,
July 20, 1949.

68. Oswatitsch, K., and F. Keune: Aequivalenzsatz, Ahnlichkeitssitze fir schall-
nahe Geschwindigkeiten und Widerstand nicht angestellter Koérper kleiner Spann-
weite, Z. angew. Math. u. Phys., Zurich, vol. 6, 1955.

69. Legendre, Robert: “Limite sonique de la résistance d’ondes d’un aeronef,”’
Compt. rend., vol. 236, pp. 2480-2479, June 29, 1953.



348 MISSILE AERODYNAMICS

Transition

70. Jones, Robert A.: An Experimental Study at 2 Mach Number of 3 of the Effect
of Turbulence Level and Sandpaper-type Roughness on Transition on a Flat Plate,
NASA Mem. 2-9-L, March, 1959.

71. Locktenbert, B. H.: Transition in a Separated Laminar Boundary Layer, ARC
19,007, FM 2495, January, 1957.

72. Jack, John R., Richard J. Wisniewski, and N. 8. Diaconis: Effects of Extreme
Surface Cooling on Boundary Layer Transition, NACA Tech. Notes 4094, 1957,

73. Jack, John R., and N. 8. Diaconis: Variation of Boundary Layer Transition
with Heat Transfer on Two Bodies of Revolution at a Mach Number of 3.12, NACA
Tech. Notes 3562, 1955.

74. Czarnecki, K. R., and Archibald R. Sinclair: An Extension of the Effects of
Heat Transfer on Boundary Layer Transition on a Parabolic Body of Revolution
(NACA RM-10) at a Mach Number of 1.61, NACA Tech. Notes 3166, 1954.

76. Jedlicka, James R., Max E. Wilkins, and Alvin Seiff: Experimental Determina-
tion of Boundary Layer Transition on a Body of Revolution at M = 3.5, NACA Tech.
Notes 3342, 1954.

76. Diaconis, N. 8., Richard J. Wisniewski, and John R. Jack: Heat Transfer and

Boundary Layer Transition on Two Blunt Bodies at Mach Number 3.12, NACA-

Tech. Notes 4099, 1957.

Separation

77. Chapman, Dean R., Donald M. Kuehn, and Howard K. Larson: Investigation
of Separated Flows in Supersonic and Subsonic Streams with Emphasis on the Effects
of Transition, NACA Tech. Notes 3869, 1957.

78. Kuehn, Donald M.: Experimental Investigation of the Pressure Rise Required
for the Incipient Separation of Turbulent Boundary Layers in Two-dimensional
Supersonic Flow, NASA Mem. 1-21-59A, February, 1959.

79. Czarnecki, K. R., and Archibald R. Sinclair: A Note on the Effect of Heat
Transfer on Peak Pressure Rise Associated with Separation of Turbulent Boundary
Layer on a Body of Revolution (NACA RM-10) at a Mach Number of 1.61, NACA
Tech. Notes 3997, April, 1957.

80. Gadd, . E.,, D. W. Holder, and J. D. Regan: An Experimental Investigation of
the Interaction between Shock Waves and Boundary Layer, Proc. Roy. Soc. London A,
vol. 226, no. 1165, pp. 227-253, 1954.

81. Hakkinen, R. J., I. Greber, L. Trilling, and S. S. Abarbanel: The Interaction of
an Oblique Shock Wave with a Laminar Boundary Layer, NASA Mem. 2-18-59W,
March, 1959.

82. Gadd, G. E.: The Effects of Convex Surface Curvature on Boundary Layer
Separation in Supersonic Flow, 4 RC 18,038, F M 2335, November, 1955.

83. Holder, D. W., and G. E. Gadd: The Interaction between Shock Waves and
Boundary Layer and Its Relation to Base Pressure in Supersonic Flow, Natl. Phys.
Lab. Symposium on Boundary Layer Effecis in Aerodynamics, Paper 8, Teddington,
England, April, 1955.

84, Vas, I.E, and S. M. Bogdonoff: Interaction of a Turbulent Boundary Layer
with a Step at M = 3.85, Princeton Univ. Dept. Aeronaul. Eng. Rept. 295, April, 1955.

85. Bogdonoff, Seymour M.: Some Experimental Studies of the Separation of
Supersonic Turbulent Boundary Layers, Princeton Univ. Dept. Aeronaut. Eng. Eept.
336, June, 1955,

CHAPTER 10

STABILITY DERIVATIVES

In the previous chapters of the book we have been concerned mainly
with the aerodynamics of component parts of the missile and particular
types of interference between components. In this chapter we take the
broad point of view and consider all forces and moments as functions of
all linear and angular velocities. The rates of change of any force or
moment coefficient with respect to linear or angular velocity components
of the missile or time derivatives thereof are called stability derivatives.
Stability derivatives are in reality partial derivatives; they can be of any
degree and include any number of the velocity components as independ-
ent variables as well as time. These stability derivatives are the usual
aerodynamic inputs in dynamical analyses. Again, the feature that
probably distinguishes this chapter from previous ones is the general
approach of treating all stability derivatives rather than the specialized
approach of treating a few derivatives intensively that characterizes
earlier chapters.

Before embarking on general methods of evaluating stability deriva-
tives, we must give careful consideration to notation and to reference
quantities. It is to be noted that the axis system to be used will repre-
sent a departure from the previous usage in earlier chapters in accordance
with the discussion in Sec. 10-1. Section 10-2 is concerned with the
general nature of aerodynamic forces and the assumptions which lead to
the concept of a stability derivative. In Secs. 10-3 and 10-4 the powerful
Maple-Synge method is brought into play systematically to extract as
much information as possible on stability derivatives from the rotational
and mirror symmetries of the missile. The Bryson analysis is used in
Sec. 10-5 to show how most of the stability derivatives for certain classes
of slender missiles can be calculated by means of apparent mass coeffi-
cients, and the analysis is applied to a slender triangular wing in See.
10-6. General methods of evaluating apparent mass quantities using
complex variable theory are considered in Sec. 10-7, and a table of appar-
ent masses is compiled in Table 10-3. A number of illustrative examples
to explain the use of the table of apparent masses are given in Sees. 10-8
and 10-9. In Sec. 10-10 the variations with aspect ratio of the stability
derivatives of a triangular wing are discussed. The information con-

sidered up to this point deals largely with missiles having no empennage
349
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behind the wing. When the empennage lies behind the wing, the fore-
going methods and others can be used to determine the empennage con-
tribution to the stability derivatives. These matters are discussed in
Sec. 10-11 and are illustrated by a calculative example.

10-1. Reference Axes; Notation

Perhaps the first problem arising in the study of stability derivatives
is the choice of a system of reference axes. This choice is not an obvious
one since the systems used in stability analyses include body axes, wind
axes, stability axes, Eulerian axes, and pseudo-Eulerian axes, and no one
set of axes will meet all requirements. From the point of view of nota-
tional uniformity, it would be desirable to retain the same set of axes used
in the previous chapters. However, this procedure would lead to a sys-
tem with the positive longitudinal axis rearward and the positive vertical
axis upward in direct opposition to most of the foregoing systems of axes.
Also, for such an axis system, the usual positive directions of ¢, ¢, 6 and
P, ¢, r would not correspond to the positive right-hand rotations of the
system. For these and other reasons, it was decided to standardize the
reference axes for stability derivatives to a set of body axes coinciding in direc-
tion with the principal axes of inertia of the missile. (Any axis of sym-
metry will be a principal axis of inertia.) The positive directions are
taken as shown in Fig. 10-1. This choice of reference axes allows us to
invoke directly the symmetry properties of the missile in studying their
effects on the stability derivatives without an intermediate transforma-
tion from one system of axes to another. Once the stability derivatives
have been determined with respect to a standard system of body axes,
they can, however, be transferred at will to any other axis system. It
should be borne in mind that a system of axes fixed in the body also has
the advantage in dynamical analysis that the moments of inertia are not
functions of time.

With reference to Fig. 10-1, the reference axes X, ¥, Z constitute a set
of axes fixed in the missile with its origin coinciding with the missile
center of gravity. The capital letters are used so that no confusion with
the axes z, y, z need arise. The components along X, Y, and Z of the
missile force, moment, translational velocity of the missile center of
gravity, and its angular displacement are given in Fig. 10-1 in symbol and
sign. The positive moment directions, angular velocities, and angular
displacements all correspond to positive rotations by the right-hand rule
for the positive axis directions. The translational velocity components
of the missile center of mass, u, v, and w, are not to be confused with the
components of the local fluid velocity along x, ¥, and z as used, for instance,
in Eq. (6-1). :

The angular displacements 6, ¢, and ¢ are to be given special attention.
They are to be differentiated strictly from the angles of attack, sideslip,
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and bank as defined in Sec. 1-4. The angles of attack and sideslip have a
kinematic definition based on the components of the free-stream velocity
along the body axes of the missile. The angular displacements 6, ¥, and
¢, on the other hand, are used to measure the missile attziude with respect
to a fixed set of axes, and in no way require motion of the missile relative
to the surrounding air for their definition. Let Xo, ¥y, and Z, be sta-
tionary axes fixed in space, and consider a missile moving with respect to
these fixed axes. Let us now describe one of many possible ways of
specifying the angular position of the missile at any particular instant of

Axes Moments about axis Angles Velocities
5?;:; Posi-
. . Sym- .~ | Desig- | Sym- | tive Desig- | Sym- | Lin- | Angu-
Designation bol a%I8 | Lation bol direc- | nation | bol | ear lar
tion

Longitudinal X X | Roll L Y—-Z | Roll @ u P
Lateral Y Y | Piteh M Z— X | Pitch 6 v q
Normal Z VA Yaw N X—>Y |Yaw Do w r

F16. 10-1. Standard conventions and symbols.

time. We shall do this by successively yawing, pitching, and rolling the
Xy, Yo, Z, axes until they coincide in direction with the axes X, Y, and Z
fixed in the missile as shown in Fig. 10-2. The angles of yaw, pitch, and
roll, ¢, 8, and ¢, then describe uniquely the missile attitude. First, yaw
the missile by an angular displacement y around 0Z, so that X, goes into
X, and Yointo Y1, Then pitch the missile by an angle 8 about the OY
axis so that X; moves to X; and Zy to Z;. Finally, roll the missile by
angle ¢ around the OX, axis (or OX axis) so that the point Y. moves to
Y and Z,to Z. It is to be noted that the angles ¢, 8, and ¢ are not about
mutually perpendicular axes. The operations of yaw, pitch, and roll are
always to be performed in that order since angular displacements do not
follow the ordinary law of vector addition but, in fact, follow a noncom-



F16. 10-2. System of angular displacements.
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(@) Yaw about OZ, by y; (b) pitch

about OY, by 6; (c) roll about OX, by ¢; (d) composite diagram.

mutative law.

Under the foregoing system the direction cosines of the

final missile body axes X, V, and Z to the fixed axes Xo, Yo, and Z, are

given by the Table 10-1.

The angles of yaw, pitch, and roll are thus a

TaBrE 10-1. DirecTioNn CosINES oF Bopy AXES

N Fixed
axes
Body 0X, 0Y, 0z,
axes
00X cos 6 cos ¥ cos 6 sin ¥ — sin 6
. — ¢0s ¢ Siny -+ | cos ¢ cos ¢ + .
0D . ~ . . . sin ¢ cos 6
SIN @ 8N 6 ¢os ¥ | sin ¢ sin 6 sin ¢
07 (sin @ sin Y + — sin ¢ cos ¥ + coS  cos 0

i cos ¢ sin 6 cos ¢

cos ¢ sin 0 sin ¢

system of three angular displacements that specify the angular orienta-

tion of any missile in space with reference to a fixed set of axes.

As such,

these angles are pure geometric quantities independent of the kinematics

of the missile.

For small values of 6, ¢, and ¢, these quantities can be
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considered as taken about the missile body axes. Under these circum-
stances the direction cosines become those shown in Table 10-2.
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TaBLE 10-2. DireEctioN CoSINES 0oF Bopy AXES FOR SMALL
ANGULAR DISPLACEMENTS

Fixed
Bo dyg‘i 0X, | oY, | 0z,
axes
0x 1 ¥ -0
oY —y¢ 1 @
0z 9 —0 1

10-2. General Nature of Aerodynamic Forces; Stability Derivatives

The forces and moments acting on a missile result mainly from the
missile propulsive system, gravitational attraction, and from the reaction
of the air on the missile as a result of its motion. (This is not to say that
other types of forces cannot be involved.) In this chapter we are con-
cerned only with the reaction of the air on the missile by virtue of its
motion. Consider a missile which has been flying for some time in air
which is at rest at great distances from the missile. The forces on the
missile at any particular instant depend in general on the entire history
of its motion in the air. This result is generally true for subsonic veloc-
ities since the missile wake can be ‘“‘felt’’ by the missile from all points in
the wake at all times. At supersonic speeds, the pressure disturbances
from any point are confined to its downstream Mach cone. As a conse-
quence, in steady supersonic flow only a small length of the wake can
influence the missile. The functional dependence of any particular force
or moment on the complete dynamical history of the missile can be written

F = flu(®), v(®), w(®), p(0), ¢(®), r(1)] (10-1)

Obviously the dependence of the force on the complete history of the
motion is too complicated a relationship to be of much use in analysis.
We must therefore simplify the relationship on the basis of some plausible
assumption. By suitably restricting the types of missile motion, we can
accomplish such a simplification. The forces on a missile resulting from
a sudden change in angle of attack would depend on the past history of
the motion for a definite period after the sudden change. The forces
acting on a missile which is undergoing sinusoidal oscillations of high fre-
(uency will certainly depend on more than the instantaneous dynamical
state of the missile. The aerodynamic forces associated with boundary-
layer separation such as hysteresis in lift near maximum lift certainly
depend on more than just the instantaneous values of u, v, w, p, ¢, and 7.
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A missile becoming rapidly hot as a result of aerodynamic heating
develops forces which depend on the history of its motion. However,
for missile motions which take place sufficiently slowly and for which
effects of heating and viscosity are not significant, it is reasonable to
assume that the missile forces and moments depend primarily on the
instantaneous dynamical state specified by the linear and angular velocity
components. (If we were also to include the linear and angular accelera-
tion components, we could also take into account in part the immediate
past history of the missile to the degree of approximation that u, 9, w, p, ¢,
and # are independent variables in Taylor series for the forces and
moments.) Let us formulate the consequences of the simplifying assump-
tion mathematically. Let X, Y, Z, L, M, N be the components of the
missile force and moment corresponding to a dynamical state described
by u, v, w, p, ¢, and r. Under the assumption that the force and moment
components depend only on the instantaneous values of u, », w, p, g,
and r, we can write more specifically than Eq. (10-1) that

X = X(u;v)w)p’%r) (10'2)

with similar equations for the other components. If further we assume
that the function given in Eq. (10-2) is analytic—for instance, there are
no hysteresis effects that make it double-valued—we can then expand it
in a Taylor series about some point we,vo,We,Po,g0,70. Let us expand
about the point (0,0,0,0,0,0) so that

X = z Tijkimn (Wo,00,Wa, Do, qo,70) Wi Pt gmr"
iklmn=0,1,2, ... (10-3)
Up = Vo = Wo = Po= Qo =7¢ =0

where Zijuma is in general a function which depends on wo,ve,wo,po,q0,70 but
which is a constant in the present case. By the theory of Taylor expan-
sions, it is known that the function Zijum» is related to the partial deriva-
tive 0x’/duidvidwtap'dgrdrs where g = ¢ +j5+ k 4+ 1+ m + n. This
partial derivative is called a stability derivative with the possible applica-
tion of a multiplicative constant depending on the exact definition of the
stability derivative. It isthus clear why the stability derivative depends
on the particular values of po, go, o, %o, vo, and wo for its value. Let us
write out just the constant and first-degree terms of the general expansion
of Eq. (10-3) about the point ue,ve,w0,P0,g0, and ro.

X = 17000000(uo,vo,wo,po,(IO,?‘o) + xlooooo(u - uo) + iIJowooo(U - Uo)
-+ Z‘oowoo(w - ’wo) -+ xooowo(p - po) -+ xoooom(q - 90)
+ zoo0001(r — 10) (10‘4)
1.4

oX 0X oX oX oX
X = Xo+ 5o but+ G0+ gndw+ o dp s+ (10-5)
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We have six derivatives in X including terms of first degree in the general
expansion, and we obtain six more each for Y, Z, L, M, and N. Of these
36 derivatives, those due to the components of the linear velocity, u, v,
and w, are termed resistance derivatives.

Xu Yu Zu Lu M. N.
X, Y, Z, L. M, N,
Xo Yo Zy L M, N,

The 18 derivatives depending on components of the angular velocity are
termed rotary derivatives.

X, Y, Z, L, M, N,
X, Y, Z, L, M, N,
XT Yr Zr LT AIT Nr

If we had included the independent variables %, 9, w, p, ¢, and # in the
general expansion given by Eq. (10-3), we would have obtained 36 more
acceleration derivatives including terms of first degree. Of these accelera-
tion derivatives, experience has shown that certain ones can be important.
The ones with which we will be concerned include

Zs, Ma, Y, Ni

By including terms of degree higher than the first, higher-order derivatives
without limit can be generated. Certain derivatives of this kind with
which we will be concerned include

La57 Lam LSP’ ]vﬂtp

Again the assumptions underlying stability derivatives as they are used
in practice are that the missile forces and moments depend only on the
instantaneous values of u, v, w, p, ¢, » and possible @ and ¢, and that the
functional relationship between forces (and moments) and these independ-
ent variables is a Taylor series. It must also be borne in mind that the
stability derivative is a function which depends on particular values of
Uo, Vo, Wo, Do, o, To, Wo, and ¥ for its value. Luckily, however, the func-
tional dependence is usually simple.

The stability derivatives as defined above are dimensional, and some
consistent scheme of making them nondimensional must now be intro-
duced. A reference area is needed as well as a reference length. It is
frequent practice to use different reference lengths for different purposes.
For instance, pitching-moment coefficient is usually based on the wing
mean aerodynamic chord whereas rolling-moment coefficient is usually
based on the wing span. For the purpose of general treatments, it is
desirable to use only one reference length X and one reference area Sk.
Conversion to other reference quantities can readily be made for specific
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cases. If qo is the free-stream dynamic pressure, the force coeficients
are taken to be

X Y Z
Cy = p o= o = "
X ([OSR Cs (]oSR Ce QOSR (10 6)
and the moment coeflicients are taken to be
M N L
'm = n = To N C = —a -
¢ (ZOSR)\ qOSR)\ y q()SR)\ (10 7)

The velocity components %, v, and w are made nondimensional by division
by V, yielding u/V, and the angles of attack and sideslip.

PR _w
Vo V. YTV,

The approximations to the angles of attack and sideslip « and 8 as given
by Eq. (10-8) are valid only if « and g are small compared to unity, as dis-
cussed in Sec. 1-4, but this range will be wide enough for the purposes of
this chapter, which is based almost exclusively on linear theory. The
angular velocities are made nondimensional as follows:

PN gh TN
2V, 2V, 2V,

The use of the factor 2 makes pA/2V, the helix angle of the wing tips in
case \ is the wing span. The accelerations may also be nondimensional-
ized as follows:

A i B WA GN PAZ GA? A2

2V 2V 2V,  2Ve 2V, 2V 2Vr 2V
(The use of the factor 2 in the acceleration derivatives is convenient
because combinations such as M, + M, occur in many problems.)
We have completely nondimensionalized the force, moments, velocities,
and accelerations. Let us now specify the notation for the resistance
stability derivatives in terms of the nondimensional component parts.

(10-8)

Cy, = 5(?;—;0) Cy, = %’ Cy, = 886;;
oty e G
Con, = gﬁ?%ﬁ) Crmg = % Crug = afé'!
Cn = oms C= 2 =T
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The notation used for the rotary stability derivatives is

Oy = Cx o _9Cx o 8Cx
» — 3(pr/2V ) « 7 a(gn/2V0) T a(rn/2V)
v — aCy Cv = aCy Cv = aCy
e T a(ph/2V ) Yo ™ 3(gh/2V ) Yr T 9(n/2V o)
0, = 0Cy Cp = —. aC; O, = aCy i
7r 7 9(pa/2V0) Za — 3(gn/2V ) 2 T 9(rn/2V )
Y C, = oG ¢, = G
T 9(pa/2V0) e 7 9(qA/2V ) T 9(rN/2V )
oo 0w 3w
e 3(ph/2V0) ™ 9(gh/2V0) ™ 3(rN/2V )
O, = _9Cu C, = 90, C, = aC,
"2 T 3(ph/2V ) " 9(gh/2V ) T (rN/2V )
The notation used for the acceleration derivatives is
Cx, =ﬂ_ Cxs =___k Cx. =w'aC—X
d(ar/2V o) F o B(BN/2V ) P (par/2V )
Cy_=_a_C_Y_ Cy.=6701’ Cy,____ac_”___
¢ 9(aN/2Vy) © o a(en/2V ) PoaN/2V )
Cy. = _9Cz Cpe = 90z Cy. = __9Cz
& 3(aN/2V ) FaBN/2V ) P a(pN/2V Y
Cl_z_agl__ Cl.=_acl_ Cl_z__ﬂ_
¢ 9(ar/2Vg) 7 a(BN2V0) P a(par/2Ve?)
o __ 9Cn o . 9Ch o - 9Cw
mE T (ah/2V o) " (BN/2V ) 5T 9(pAZ/2V o?)
Coy= 20 o= g 0.
d(ar/2Vo) ? o 9(BN/2V ) P 9(pN/2V )

with ¢ and 7 derivatives similar.

The higher-order derivatives are specified in the same manner as the
derivatives of first degree:

9%Cy

3 A(PAL/2V %)
We will sometimes call the resistance derivatives, which depend on the
translational velocity components u, v, and w, together with the rotary
derivatives, which depend on the angular velocity components p, ¢, and r,
jointly the velocity stability derivatives in contrast to the acceleration stabel-
ity derwatives.

A number of the derivatives have special importance or special names:

Cr,; = (10-9)

Static stability:

Crg static longitudinal stability
Chg directional stability; weathercock stability
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Damping derivatives:

Congs Cmg damping in pitch
Cayy Cns damping in yaw
damping in roll

Dihedral effect:
—C

The significance of C, and C,,is that they are the ““spring constants’’ for
pitching and yawing motions and largely determine the natural fre-
quencies of the modes. For stability, C', is negative, and (', is positive.
The damping derivatives act effectively as the ‘“damper” in a spring-
mass-damper system and control the rate at which oscillations are
damped. The reasons for two terms for damping in pitch and yaw are
discussed in Sec. 10-10. The dihedral effect is a measure of the rolling
moment developed by the missile as a result of sideslip. If the rolling
moment is positive (right wing down) for negative sideslip, the dihedral
effect is “stable,” and the missile rolls into the turn.

10-3. Properties of Stability Derivatives Resulting from Missile
Symmetries; Maple-Synge Analysis for Cruciform Missiles

Before we concern ourselves with methods for evaluating stability
derivatives, it is desirable to deduce what general information we can
concerning stability derivatives from the symmetry properties of the
missile. However, the reader who is interested at this time only in final
results can go to Sec. 10-5, in which the apparent-mass method of evalu-
ating stability derivatives is treated. The elegant Maple-Synge analy-
sis? systematically deduces the consequences of the several types of
symmetry possessed by missiles, and it is the basis of this section. As
pointed out in the previous section, the stability derivatives depend for
their values on the values of u, v, w, p, ¢, and ». We will consider several
important cases in this connection.

Case 1: Roll and pitch u# 0 w0 p#0 v=qgq=r=0
Case 2: Pitch and no roll u#x0 w#0 p=0 v=¢g=r=20
Case 3: Roll and no pitch u# 0 w=0 p#0 v=¢q=r=0
Case 4: No roll and no pitch u#z0 w=0 p=0 v=¢gq=7r=0

Two distinet types of symmetry are important in so far as stability
derivatives are concerned: rotattonal symmetry and marror symmetry.
The rotational symmetry has been specified in terms of covering opera-
tions. If by rotation through a particular angle about its longitudinal
axis a missile can be brought from one orientation to another indistin-
guishable from the first, a covering operation is said to have been per-
formed. If by successive rotations in the amount of 2x/n radians the

form missile and one with four planes
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missile undergoes a succession of covering operations, it is said by Maple
and Synge to possess n-gonal symmetry. Mirror symmetry, on the other
hand, isintuitively apparent. When

we say a missile possesses a vertical | N\
plane of symmetry, we mean that it O;ml M\ o>
possesses mirror symmetry from one

side of the plane to the other; that

is, the missile part to the left of the

plane is the mirror image of the
missile part to the right of the plane.

Missiles frequently possess several n=3 n=4
planes of mirror symmetry. In Fig.
10-3 missiles possessing 1-, 2-; 3-, (a)

and 4-gonal symmetry but no
mirror symmetry are contrasted with l
missiles possessing 1-, 2-, 3-, and —‘@—-— -- a -
4-gonal symmetry and also mirror n=1 n=2
symmetry. We shall call a missile |

having three planes of mirror sym-
metry and 3-gonal symmetry a tri-

\ —--Plane of mirror

symmetry
of mirror symmetry and 4-gonal
symmetry a cruciform missile. The

. Y
two symmetry properties together

vield general information on the Fic 10-3. Examples of missile sym-
Ivtical P bili deri metries. (a¢) N-gonal symmetry, no
3.1134 ytical tform o 'sta ll'ty er%Va‘ mirror symmetry; (b) N-gonal and
tives, and also specify which deriva- mirror symmetries.
tives are necessarily zero.
In the analysis which follows it is convenient to specify certain complex

combinations of quantities as follows:

F =741y T =N +:iM
F=Z-3%Yy T=N-iM
v=w+ w w=r+1q (10-10)
= w - @ =1r—1q

The symbols are those specified by Fig. 10-1. The first assumption in
the analysis is one concerning the general nature of the aerodynamic
forces. In accordance with the preceding section and within its limita-
tions we assume that the aerodynamic forces and moments of the missile
depend only on u, v, w, p, ¢, and . We further assume that these forces
and moments are given by a Taylor series in v, w, ¢, and r with the coeffi-
cients functions depending on % and p. Since the coefficients are func-
tions of u and p, we have lost no generality in comparison with Eq. (10-3).
Also any quadratic or cubic dependence of forces and moments on v or p
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can be considered without involving terms of second and third degree in
the general expansion. In terms of the complex quantities we thus have

F=2+3iY = Z Fiina(w,p) visioskis
ikl
T =N +iM = Etijk;(u,p)v"ﬁiwk&:’
15kl (10_11)
X = ZIijkg(u,p)vfﬁfwkél
ijkl
L = zl,‘jkz(%,p) vipiwkat
i3k
The coefficients fiju, tijr, Tijit, Liju are complex-valued functions of » and p.
In Appendix A at the end of the chapter, the consequences of rotational
and mirror symmetry are systematically deduced in so far as the coeffi-
cients in Eq. (10-11) are concerned. We will concern ourselves with the
results here, and refer the interested reader to Appendix A at the end of
the chapter for the mathematical details.
From Eqgs. (10A-24) and (10A-25) the general terms of the series for the
drag and rolling moment are
X = 2o + ifule® + ) + 2000 (wr + @) + 20(8 (wg — vr)
+ z{fho(w? + v?) + terms of fourth degree (10-12)
L= 1h + U31(g* + ) + 208 (wr + @) + 2035, (qw — vr)
+ 1 Qpo(w? + v2) + terms of fourth degree (10-13)
Here the coefficients are functions of w and p. The superscript (E)
denotes that the function is even in p and the superscript (0) denotes an
odd function in p. Similarly, we have results for the forces ¥ and Z.
Z = f§Qor — F8eq + fBow — fiQow
Y = fifior + I + I@ow + B
The expansions for N and M are analogous to those for Z and Y, respec-
tively, with the superseripts (£) and (0) interchanged.
N = 8o — ti310q + #how — tifoew
M = i§ior + tiflog + 5w + tiGhev
The expansions for ¥, Z, M, and N contain no terms of second degree.
Equations (10-12) to (10-15) inclusive give the Maple-Synge expan-
sions for all six forces and moments in powers of w, », ¢, and r with coeffi-
cients which are functions of % and p. The stability derivatives are
formed by differentiating the forces and moments with respect to u, v, w,
D, ¢, and r.  When the roll rate is zero, the following relationships help to
reduce the number of stability derivatives which are nonzero.

(10-14)

(10-15)

e =UR ==t =0 ifp=0 )
3] J d a3 . 10-16
%ﬁﬁﬁ’z:%l%:%iﬁ)z=£t§ﬂ’z=0 if p=20 (
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The derivatives which exist for the four cases are summarized in Fig.
10-4.

It is interesting to determine the number of independent stability
derivatives for each of the four cases listed in Fig. 10-4. However,

X Y Z L M N X Y Z L MN

u 0 0 0
vio 0 0 ojo|o
w w 0 0 0
p PO 0 0
q q 0 0 0
Lo rio 0 0

(a) (6)

XY Z L M N X Y Z L M

u 0|0 0|0 u ojojofofo
vio0 0 vio 010
w( 0 0 w|0}|0 0
p 00 0]0 P{O0l0O]O 0
q9 0 g({0y0 0 0
ro 0 rlo 0(o0]o0

() (d)

F1a. 10-4. Zero stability derivatives for cruciform and triform missiles. (a) Case 1:
uF0w#0,p=0v=qg=r=0;0case2:u #0,w#0,p=0v=q¢g=r=0;
()case 3: u # 0, w=0,p#0, v =¢g=r=0; (d) case &:u 0, w =0, p =0,
v=g=r=0.

before doing so, let us note that certain equalities prevail among the
derivatives by virtue of Egs. (10-14) and (10-15), namely,

Z1=Yq Zqz_Yr Zw=Yv sz_Y‘w

N.-M, N.—-M N,=M N, =-u, 107

{
I

When these equalities are taken into consideration, it is clear that, of
the 34 nonzero derivatives, for case 1, 26 are independent; for case 2,
13 are independent; for case 3, 12; and, for case 4, only 6. Since the total
number of derivatives without considerations of symmetry is 36, a large
reduction in the number has been made by means of the Maple-Synge
analysis. While the analysis establishes which derivatives are zero by
virtue of symmetry, other derivatives may be zero by virtue of special
aerodynamic reasons. We will consider methods for evaluating the
stability derivatives later, but will first carry out the Maple-Synge
analysis for missiles with 2- and 3-gonal symmetry and mirror symmetry.
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10-4. Maple-Synge Analysis for Triform Missiles and Other Missiles

It is interesting to examine the results of the Maple-Synge analysis for
missiles with 3-gonal and 2-gonal symmetry as well as mirror symmetry.
The actual analyses for these two cases are carried out in Appendix B at
the end of the chapter. Only the results of the analyses will be discussed
in this section.

The triform missile presents an interesting case in comparison with g
cruciform missile. The expansions for Y, Z, M, and N given by Egs.
(10B-3) to (10B-6), inclusive, are to be compared with Eqs. (10-14) and

XY Z L MN XY Z L M N

u u 0 0 0
v v|0 0 0
w w 0 0 0
p PO 0 0
q q 0 0 0
r rio 0 0
(@) (b)
XY Z L MN XY L M N
u 00 ofo u 0 0)j0]0
vi 0 0 v|o 010
wlo 0 wio|o 0 0
p 0|0 0|0 pPl0|O0]|O 0|0
a1 0 910140 0 0
r|o rto 01010
() @

Fia. 10-5. Zero stability derivatives for missile with 2-gonal and mirror symmetries.
(@) Case 1: u #0, w0, p #0,v=q=7r=0; (b)) case 2: u #0, w =0, p =0,
v=¢g=r=0;()case 3:u 0, w=0,p#0,v=qg=r=0; (d) case 4: u # 0,
w=0,p=0v=qg=7r=0.

(10-15), which give the corresponding quantities for a cruciform missile.
It turns out that the first-degree terms in each case are identical in form,
but the triform missile has many terms of second degree where the cruci-
form missile has none. For the triform missile the X and L forces are
given by Egs. (10B-9) and (10B-10). These results compared with those
for cruciform missiles given by Eqgs. (10-12) and (10-13) reveal that the
forms of the equation are identical for the two cases through terms of
second degree.

With the series for the forces and moments explicitly determined, we
can now obtain the stability derivatives by direct differentiation with
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respect to u, v, w, p, ¢, and r. The differentiations will not be carried out.
However, the derivatives which are not identically zero from symmetry
conditions are precisely those listed in Fig. 10-4 for eruciform missiles.
It also turns out that the eight equalities between stability derivatives
for a cruciform missile given by Eq. (10-17) are also true for cases 3 and 4
for a triform missile. It is to be noted that, even though the triform
missile has many of the stability derivative properties of a cruciform
missile, the numerical values of its stability derivatives are generally
different from those of a cruciform missile.

The general Maple-Synge expansions for Y, Z, M, N, X, and L are
derived in Appendix B at the end of the chapter for a missile with 2-gonal
symmetry and mirror symmetry. The stability derivatives based on the
results are summarized in Fig. 10-5. It is interesting to compare the
derivatives which are zero for the present case with those which are zero
for the cruciform-triform case, as listed in Fig. 10-4. For case 1, X, and
L, are not zero in the present circumstances; and, for case 2, L, is not zero.
For cases 3 and 4, the derivatives which are zero by virtue of symmetry
are identical for missiles with 2-gonal and mirror symmetry, for triform
missiles, and for cruciform missiles.

All derivatives listed in cases 1 and 2 are not independent. In fact,
the following equalities hold for these cases:

. 9 9
Zuzw——(Zu) Arp:’U)&)(Nw)

o ; (10-18)
Y, = wb}) (Y.) M, = wo (M)
For case 1 the additional equalities hold:
Zy=waZs)  Ne=uwl (N
p (10-19)

3 F)
Yi=wo(Y.) M,= w5 (M)

10-5. General Expression for Stability Derivatives in Terms of Inertia
Coefficients; Method of Bryson

Hitherto we have been concerned only with the general properties of
stability derivatives derivable from the symmetry properties of the
missile. Now we will be concerned with methods for actual evaluation of
the derivatives. A number of approaches for evaluating the derivatives
are possible for slender configurations. There is the direct approach
used by Nonweiler! of determining the potential, calculating the pressure
distribution by Bernoulli’s equation, and integrating the pressure dis-
tribution to obtain the force or moment concerned. If the square terms
in Bernoulli’s equation are included, the integrations can become very
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complicated in many cases, i.e., Sec. 5-5. Also, special account must be
taken of leading-edge suction. A second method used by Ward and
extended by Sacks? considers the gross forces and moments evaluated
from a consideration of the pressures acting on the control surface enclos-
ing the missile, together with the momentum flux through the surface.
This second method makes extensive use of residue theory and COI.lfOI‘ma,l
mapping, giving the stability derivatives in terms of t%le cqefﬁmen.ts of
the Laurent series for transforming the missile cross sections into a circle.
A third approach which will be used here is the apparent—mass method
used by Bryson.* This method is a direct one if the apparent-.mass
coefficients of the missile cross section are known. It automatically
takes into account effects of leading-edge suction.

™~

Fic. 10-6. Missile type readily amenable to analysis by apparent-mass methods.

Before embarking on the method of apparent masses or method of inertial
coefficients as we will variously term it, let us consider the general‘ class of
configurations to which the method applies. General}y speaking, the
wing wake must not influence the empennage, or the tail wake must nf)t
influence the wing for a canard missile. Missiles of the type s'hown in
Fig. 10-6 are readily handled by apparent-n.lass methods. The influence
of wing wake on the empennage is treated in Chap. 7 and in Sec. 10-11.
It is probably important to realize that the method of apparent masses
gives stability derivatives, not gross forces or moments. If the f(_)rce. or
moment in question is zero when v, w, p, g, or ris zero, then the derlv.atlve
with respect to any one of these independent variables also .automatlcally
gives the forces or moment for nonzero values of these Vgrlaples. How-
ever, this would not be true, for instance, for lift or pltcbu.lg moment
associated with wing camber or wing twist. In such cases it 18 prc?babl_y
better to calculate the force or moment acting when v, w, p, g, or r 18 zero
by special methods rather than the apparent-mass methods.. .

Bryson’s method of apparent masses is based on cert.aln resul?s of
Lamb* which will be quoted here without proof. Consider a missile
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moving through an infinite expanse of fluid stationary at infinity, and let
the system of body axes X, Y, Z have its origin fixed at the center of
gravity of the missile as shown in Fig. 10-7. Consider a crossflow plane
fixed in the fluid perpendicular to the X axis. The potential in this plane
depends (except for a funetion of X, See. 3-4, which cannot influence the
stability derivatives considered herein) only on the normal velocities of
the missile cross section in the plane at the instant under consideration.
Let & 7, and ¢ be parallel to X, Y, and Z, and let v; and v; be the linear
velocities of the missile cross section in the plane along the 4 and ¢ axes,
respectively. Also designate the angular velocity of the missile cross

7

Crossflow plane fixed
in fluid

Fia. 10-7. Coordinate systems for apparent-mass analysis.

section about the ¢ axis as p. If we designate the potentials due to unit

values of v1, vs, and p as ¢1, ¢s, and s, respectively, we have for the com-
plete potential

¢ = v1d1 + V22 + D3 (10-20)

(We are neglecting any influence of the log term proportional to the rate
of change of missile cross-sectional area. Its influence on the stability
derivatives is nil for a missile with a horizontal or vertical plane of sym-
metry except in so far as the drag is concerned.) The kinetic energy of

the fluid per unit length along £ can be expressed by the well-known
integrals

¢

= —14 k.

T Yoo 95 ¢®am ds

where the contour C is the periphery of the missile cross section in the
crossflow plane, and = is the outward normal. The kinetic energy can
be expressed with the help of Eq. (10-20) as
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¢ b1 a¢1d +v1v256 ¢1 a¢2 ds
vl(xp)#s ¢1%d +v1v296 5, 921 6¢1
Sﬁ ¢23¢>2d +?)2()\p)¢ 6y 288 3¢3 ds
v,()\p) 96 8 221 ¢9¢1 s + 2P ”2(7\20) (}6 b 3¢2 ds

Ow) é¢_s -
+ 30 5{50 93 St ds  (10-21)

pSR

The reference length A has been introduced together with a reference area
Sz The nine integrals are called the inertia coefficients of the cross sec-
tion, and are given the notation A4 in accordance with the following

array:

Ay A
{Azl Ay Ags
A'{l A32 Ao3 6¢
1 13¢>1 L 3¢2 3
1 a¢1 _1_ 6¢2 L _"’%ds (10-22)
1S—za§6c¢2—ds Sz 95 )\S 56 & |
} a¢1 ad)o ad’s \
HS oo >\S3¢ %3 VS $e 5

It is of interest to note a reciprocal relationship for inertial coefficients.
This relationship is based on the particular form of Green’s® theorem
valid for potential functions ¢1, ¢», and ¢z which follows:

6. ¢16¢]d ¢, o 3¢zd (10-23)

h h
Thus, we have 4, = A, (10-24)

and the kinetic energy of the fluid per unit length becomes
T = 15oSpvi2A 11 + v2Aes + (Xp)2A33 =+ 20we A 12 + 21)1()\1))[11';
2p R[ 1 B ’ + 202()\]))A25 (10—25)

It is convenient at this point to relate the velocities vy an‘d v2 to linear and

angular velocities v, w, ¢, and r, but with the substitution of « and B a8

independent variables for » and w. Thus, we obtain
n=0v+rX=8Ve+rX (10-26)
vy =w — qX = aVo — ¢X

The power of the method now is that the forces and moments Y, Z, L, M,

and N can be simply determined by differentiation of the kinetic energy
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given by Eq. (10-25). (We are not including the thrust force X, because
the method of apparent masses is not suited to its determination.) The
formulas for obtaining the force dY/dX and dZ/dX per unit axial dis-
tance and the rolling moment dL/dX per unit axial distance are taken
from Lamb,* and are presented in their particular form for the present
application without proof.

vy 4 aT T

dX = T dt P50

dz d(oT aT .
X~ @ (a) ~ P (10-27)
dL  d a1 4,07 T

X~ " @ o o,

The differentiation is in the fixed crossﬂow plane, and the total derivative
d/dt must reflect the changing coordinate X, of the crossflow plane with
time. Thus
d dX. a ] v ]
di ~ at dt 9X ot ' 'aX

If we carry out the differentiations indicated by Eq. (10-27), we obtain
the forces and rolling moment per unit length.

% = —‘pSR[Allijl + Ami)z + AIS(AP)]

(10-28)

+ PSRV() 5%( [Aul)l + A12?12 + 4413(7\1))]
iz + PSRP[AmUl + Aas + A?a()\p)] (10-29)
ix = —pSe[A1s01 + Aosde + A2(Ap)]

+ pSrV, [A1901 + Asws + A2(Ap)]
i — pSeplA1ws + Awws + A(Ap)]  (10-30)

iv = — pSeMA i + Assis + Azs(Ap)]

X

+ AoSeV o~ aX (A1 + Aogvs + Ass(Ap)]

+ pSrva[ A1y + Asws + A13(Ap)]
— pSrvi[A1gw1 + Asaws + Ass(Ap)]  (10-31)

Since the axial distributions of sideforce ¥, normal force —Z, and roll-
ing moment L are known along the body, direct integrations from missile
base to missile apex will yield the Y, Z, L, and M and N. Let us first put
Egs. (10-29), (10-30), and (10-31) into appropriate nondimensional form
by dividing all forces by pV¢%Sr/2 and all moments by pV 2Sz\/2, where
Sk and A are the reference area and reference length, respectively. We
also introduce the parameters a, 8, Ap/2V,, Ag/2V,, and Ar/2V ¢ as the
independent variables. By these means we obtain



dCy

dX/N ~

dC,

dax/N -
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a6 +o ) <3 (7))

an[(28) (28 - 1]+ )
sanfo= 3B ramn
EAESEN

[o- ()5 ()] o
a8 o) 330

+2d(—)‘§m |A11[3+2(2V)X]
L))
+ s [a _2
ool ) -G T+ 30

)
e Vaa) X[ gz
+ Au [(2V0> + “(W) < Ve
X
A

[ X [ X

+ 41 oz—2(~q—>\w %

2V, X |
X F M\ X
-2 3+2(2v0)x_ {Am B +2 z‘:)x]
ANX) . Ap -34
‘l‘Azz[ —2(m)K]+ZAﬂ<2 0)} (10-34)
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We will now obtain the specific formulas for the derivatives of Cy, Cg,
Ci, Cu, and C, by a, B, pA/2V, N\g/2Vy, and rA/2V —25 derivativesin all.
Considering first the derivatives of Cy, we obtain from Eq. (10-32)

dCYa )\Vo dA12
10,00 DR <2V02) 20y T <2V0) A
dCYﬂ ) )\V dAll
Ay~ (zvog) T2 T (W}) A
sty e (3)
axy T taxopy TP 2N ey,
q Ap
e [ (7)] + 164 (W)
dCy, d X >\p>
axm = i [A” (Kﬂ - 8<2_Vo

s = ey 40 (5)] + 3 (32) (2)

To obtain the gross forces and moments, it is necessary to integrate from
the missile base at X, on the negative X axis (Fig. 10-7) to X, at the
missile apex. We denote the value of the inertial coefficients at the missile
base by a bar as in A1, As, ete.  We furthermore indicate X integrals of
the inertial coefficients A,; as follows:

(X/M)n

B{j = / Aij d (g)
(X/N)o A
(X/Na

Cy = / As (3() d <)—() (10-36)
(X/N)s A A
(X/Nn X\t /X

Di; = A (2Y d(2

’ [X/m ’(k) <>‘>

In terms of Ay, By, and Cy; the integration of Eq. (10-35) yields

(10-35)

A
Cy, = —4 (2;,7") B — 241, + 4 (W ) Bs,

A Ap
Cyg = 4(2;{;})311 2A11+4<2V>Bn
Cy, = —4415 + 4aBss + 48B1, + 16 (2)\53 > By

(10-37)
- s<2v)cn+8<”>0m
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; AV = (X A
In similar fashion the derivatives for Cz and C; can be obtained, and only Conp = 4 (2V00> Ca + 2 [322 + Ao <~>\—)b] + 4 (2—50) C1e
the results are quoted here.

(;I‘,“) Cio + 2 [Bm + Ay (X) } +4 (——*;’) Cu
- Ap
Cz, = —4 (;\1}7 2> Bgy — 244, — 4 (2V ) B

[323 + An (f) ] + 4aCy; + 48C1 + 16 ( Ap ) s

Q
<
n

Q
H]
Il

» 2V,
_ _ - B (10-40)
C2 = 4(2V )B” 2 4(27’) N 8(2‘,>Dl,+8< ;:)Dn
0
Cz = —4Aq — 4aBi; — 46B11 — 16 <§-I7~) B _/X\? )\p
o) s()e e
2V 2Vs Cop = 4] A (Z) + 0| +8 Du
X A " A ] 2V
Czq = 4A,, (3\—)1; + 8 Q—V()) Ciz AV - X A
X )\ CYna = —4: <2L’ 2) 012 - 2 B12 + A12 (Y) :l + 4 (“2*4> 022
Gz = —4du (7\) - 8<2—p0 Cu )\VO ] X b A 0
b Y A < 4 P Y
(/nﬂ = —4 <2‘7002) Cll -2 _Bll + All (K)b] + 4 (é’ff‘(‘)) C 12
’ _ - (X
Ch, = —4 (é%) By — 2445 4 4aBi2 4 28(B1y — B C., = —4 !:Blii + Az (X)b:l + 4aCy + 48C1.
0 (10-41)
AD Ag
L))o () o ()-8 (28) e ()
_ - [X\? AD
Cp=—4 <2VV0>\) Biz — 2441 + 2a(B1y — Bas) — 48Ba. Cog =4 [Aw (—)\—)b + 012] 8 (ZV ) Dy,
- /X\?
A —
— 4 <2V0> By — (—QTQO) (Cu — C») — 8 (2V ) Cis Cn, = —4 [An (—X)b + 011] + 8< > Dy,
T Ag _ Equations (10-37) to (10-41) inclusive give 25 velocity derivatives in terms
= - — 48B —8—0,—8( )C (10-39) q ' )
Gy 4 + dabh Fla (QVO) Y 2Ve) ¥ of the inertia coeflicients which can be obtained from the apparent-mass
X o coefficients presented in Table 10-3. By use of these formulas we can
G, = 44 (A) — 8alis — 4B(Cin — Cw) — 8 < ) Cis systematically calculate the stability derivatives for slender missiles typi-
fied by that pictured in Fig. 10-6. It is of interest to note that the damp-
+ 16 <2V > Dy, — 8 <zv> (Dy = D2) ing-in-roll derivative C, is the only one involving A, and Ag; is fre-

quently the most difficult inertia coefficient to obtain.

A
C, = —44y (X) + 4a(Cy — Cas) — 88C1 — <l> Cas

TasLE 10-3. APPARENT Mass COEFFICIENTS
- - D
- 8(31:) 0 - o) = 16 (57) P T

myy = 0
The pitching-moment and yawing-moment derivatives are obtained' l?y Zi: jg
taking the moment of the Cz and Cy distributions about the origin b b
of the X, Y, Z axes, which was taken at the center of gravity of the Moy = =~
missile. Mag = 0
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TasLe 10-3. AprarEnT Mass CoErFriciENTS (Continued)

B. Circle:
my = Wpag
mye = 0 g
myz = 0
Maoa = Tpa:!
Moy = 0
M3z = 0
C. Ellipse:
myy = 'rrpG2 —T
My = 0
miz = 0 2b
Mgy = mwpb* ‘
Moz == 0 2 —
_ wp(a? — b?)? f a
M3z = —‘——'—'—8
D. Planar midwing, circular body:
myy = 1rpa2
my =0 @
My = 1]
2 1
7”L22=1rp82(l—‘:_2+g: ‘ ‘
Moz = 0 l 2s l
M3z — I%s_ ifa=0
4 2
M3z = % {[(1 + R?)? tan—! T}"‘ + 2R(1 — R)(R* — 6R2 + 1) mn—:}_%
— =R + R¥(1 — Rz)z} where R = 2

r.

. Cruciform wing, circular body:

a* | at
my = Wpsz(l —ata

miz = 0
miz = 0
a® | al
Mgy = mps?{ 1 — = + —
P 8¢ s1
Moz = 0
2pst .
Maz = el ifa =20
w

ma3: Fig. 10-16 if a0
Midtail empennage with cizcular body:

() () 2 ()
2 [( 45 () () AT

My = 0 a 51
mia: See Ref. 13.

a?  at
2 _a ., e
wps (1 o +84 |

Mag =90

3
0

2s
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TasLE 10-3. ApraRENT Mass CoEFFICIENTS (Continued)

G. Multifinned body, three or more fins:
My = m

mpe = 0

myz; = 0

Maez = 0

mszz = 0.533ps4 n =3 a =0
L]

M3y = Zs! n =4 a=90

T

4

M3z = w;;s n = « a =10

H. Regular inscribed polygon:
my = Moz = 0.654mpa’
= 0.787rpa®
= 0.8237rpa’
= 0.8677pa?

233
[}
o o W

I. Tangent-tail empennage, circular body:

a?
= 2 - — +
My = 2mp {c 2 3(\ + sin A)

2
My = 2mp {c2 — % — - .
2 3(A + sin A)

mys = 0
mez = 0
where
a 1f.._ (XA N [
Pt {smh (2 tan 2) + tan
e T
@ X -+sinx
t T
o 4 Y- B
2 a M + tan! __sinx
hifec + 1 h/c — cos A
l_;; _ T
a PN sin A
f/c - + tan™ f/c + cos A

Z
(o)
J. Midtail empennage, elliptical body:
myy = mp(dc? — k? — 2ab — b?)

27 (a
po= 8= b(s? + a* — b?))®
a—>5
_h+/
4 2
f12,2 = k? + [Tl"_’ + ‘(a4:: Z)) ]

The = Y% [tie + (b2 — a® 4+ b2)¥]
Mg = 0
myz = 0

22
nl ‘n
sepst | [ LE /0] _ L (

4¢? sin A cos? (A/2)

4¢? sin A cos? (A/2)

n sides
. .A  3\cos? ()\/2)] ot _ 2}
[smzrz T T L sna +2(r c?)
[} - Do 2]}
] A sin A

(2) tan? ]}

= “_'—Tb)z [s2(a? + b?) + Z2ab%(a — b) — 2abs(s* — a? + bH)H]

2s
T—
t —

lzb

__i__.

___L
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Certain acceleration derivatives also follow easily from Eqgs. (10-32),

(10-33), and (10-34).

With & derivatives given by

9. 90
da  9(an/2Vy)

and B, p, 4, 7, and V, derivatives given by BN/2V, pAZ/2V o2, GA2/2V 2,

iNZ/2V 2, VoN/2V 2,

Coiry =

Cong

Cy =

q

Cn g 0

Cg =

Cos

10-6. Stability Derivatives of Slender Flat Triangular Wing

we obtain

= “‘401312 - 4,3311

§ = _4B11

= 4Cy,
= —4aB,; — 4881,

5 = _4Bl2

= 4Cy
= *411323 - 46313

; = —4Bq3

= 4Cy;

4aCy + 48C1s
= 4C),
—4Dss

= —4aC;, — 48CH
—4C
= 4D,

Cy- =

a

Cy,

P

Cys
Czs

Cz, =

P

C,p =

—4By,
= —4Bj;
= —4(y
== —4322
—4Bgs
= —4(C,

= "4323
= —4By;

.= —4Cy;

= 4C,,
= 4C,;
4Dy,

I

= —4(C
= —4013
—4Dn

(10-42)

(10-43)

(10-44)

(10-45)

(10-46)

Since triangular wings are of particular importance to missiles, they
present an appropriate means of illustrating the power of the method of

F1c. 10-8. Axes and notation for slender triangular wing.
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inertia coefficients for evaluating stability derivatives. In fact, we will
now systematically deduce the velocity stability derivatives for a slender
flat triangular wing, using Eqgs. (10-37) to (10-41). The derivatives of
the drag force or those relating to axial velocity u are not given.
Consider the slender triangular wing shown in Fig. 10-8. Let the
center of moments be at the centroid of wing area, let the wing planform
be the reference area, and let the

total wing span b, be the reference 43;8

length )\ of the equations of the pre-

vious section. The inertia coefficients -
A;; are evaluated using Eq. (10-22)

wherein ¢1, ¢2, and ¢; are due to unit §

velocities vy, vo, and p, as indicated (a) ,
. ~ . . Schematic
in Fig. 10-9. Since v; of the wing bt o streamline
produces no flow, we have ¢ = 0. b == O =~

Tt immediately follows that o\ X

Ay =Ap = Ay =0 (10-47) ¢¢:’;J¢ z_\’/ ?
$

The potential ¢, is that for unit v.
of the wing or unit angle of attack. (b)
It is well known that the potential

distribution across the span of a Pp=t Py=—
slender triangular wing is elliptical,’ c
and that its lift-curve slope is 2, S —

based on the area of a circle of diam- 4,¢f + ¢¢f_
eter equal to the span b, These W= Pp=+

facts are sufficient to establish that () .
Fie. 10-9. Signs of potentials and
gr= (=% (10449)

their normal derivatives for various
unit  velocities. (a) Unit velocity

where the plus sign refers to the along », ¢1; (b) unit velocity along ¢,

upper surface, and the negative sign ¢1; (¢) unit rolling velocity, ¢s.

to the lower surface. Also d¢s/3n = +1 on the lower surface, and —1

on the upper surface. Thus, at the trailing edge (see Fig. 10-9),

_ _ 1 3¢2 _ 4 Sm 14
Age = —S;?SC ¢2-‘—9}?d8—— ——S; R [—(Sm2—'772) 1dn
whm?
= IS, (10-49)

The coefficient A 33 is determined with the help of the potential for unit p
taken from Lamb:?

¢ = E1gn(s* — p?) (10-50)

The signs are chosen in accordance with ¥ig. 10-9. Thus, at the trailing

edge
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o 1 39s
A= = G P o s
4 8m
=~ o [ (il = ) dn
_ whbat
= 12850 (10-51)

The only independent inertia coefficient left, 4, is zero, as the signs of
¢2 and d¢3/dn given in Fig. 10-9 readily show. The complete matrix of
inertia coeflicients is

f-{u 1‘112 Am 0 0 0

- - — b 2
Ap Ay A4 0 Tm
| g A 48y 0 (10-52)
- - - b 4
A Az A _Tm
‘ 31 32 33 0 0 128812)\2

In addition to the inertial coefficients A.; we need certain of their
integrals given by Eqs. (10-36). These quantities are easily found to be

Bu = ¢
Cor = — oot
364
o (10-53)
D2 = yg540
- A
A22 = 71214

These quantities enable us to write down the 25 velocity derivatives
directly from Eqgs. (10-37) to (10-41).

s/ bm
Cyo, = 237 ZZ)T’O
C’ﬂ =0
27 | 2w qb
Cy = "= A S -
Y, 3 + 94 2V, (10-54)
v 2r pba
Y« T 94 2V,
Cy, =
o, _ A 27 b,V
KOl
Cld =
Czp = (10-55)
-2
Czq = **3—7"'
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- T T o
G = =3 * 5437,
C, = -2 _ T b
T T3 T 942V,
A
C, = — 2_2 (10-56)
_ _ 7B 321 rbm
Ci, = — 94 T 1354227,
0, = X4 32"’_‘1_1)_'2
T 94 T 135422V,
7 baV
Cna = ~ gd 27y
Crg = 0
C,,,p =0 (10-57)
w
Cmq = - 371
Cp =0
_ _ T Pbn
Coa = =~ 94 97,
Cog = 0
_ _ o 321 gbn
" T T 9A 135422V, (10-58)
0 - — 32 p_bﬂ
" T T 135422V,
Co =0

The foregoing derivatives include a number of kinds of forces and
moments: static, damping, Magnus, etc. Some discussion of these types
of forces and moments will be given in See. 10-10 when we examine the
effect of aspect ratio on the foregoing results. The noteworthy feature of
the foregoing analysis is the powerful manner in which it yields results.
It is known that dihedral introduced geometrically into the wing can have
an important influence on certain of the foregoing derivatives. Ribner
and Malvestuto!® have included the effects of geometric dihedral in their
study of the stability derivatives of slender triangular wings. The
appearance of the aspect ratio in the denominator of certain of the sta-
bility derivatives is due to the particular choice of reference area and
length in this case, and does not indicate that the derivatives are particu-
larly important for low aspect ratios.

The acceleration derivatives can be easily written from Egs. (10-42) to
(10-46) inclusive. The only new coefficient appearing is Bis, which is
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found to be

Bs; (10-59)

- _T_
~ 320

Of the 30 acceleration derivatives given by the equations, only the follow-
ing seven are not zero.

2« 2r ™
Covy= =7y Ca=—7F  Cu=-gy
Cry = — o (10-60)
80
T ™ 167
Coig= =92 O™ =51 Omi= " q354

It is interesting to interpret the results for the derivatives of C,, and Cz
with respect to «, ¢, &, ¢, and V, in terms of the center of pressure of the
forces involved. Dividing C by 7 yields the center-of-pressure position
in fractions of the reference length from the wing centroid (two-thirds

root chord position). Converting these results to fractions of the root-

chord ¢, we obtain

e (-

: 12 10-61
D _ 8 /% 1 (10-61
¢ /s 15 c /v, 12

The minus signs indicate that the centers of pressure are behind the
centroids in each case, except the center of pressure associated with a,
which is at the centroid. Increasing aspect ratio to the point where the
triangular wing is no longer slender will cause certain of the centers of
pressure to move, as discussed in Sec. 10-10.

It is also of interest to compare the zero and nonzero terms as deter-
mined in this section with the zero and nonzero derivatives given in Fig.
10-5, which applies to a triangular wing. It will be seen that all the zero
terms deduced on the basis of the Maple-Synge analysis do in fact turn
out to be zero. However, a large number of additional terms are also
zero, by virtue of the particular aerodynamic properties of a slender tri-
angular wing.

|

10-7. General Method of Evaluating Inertia Coefficients
and Apparent Masses

Several methods are available for evaluating the inertia coefficients.
There is, first, the method of evaluating directly the integrals given by
Eq. (10-22), which was utilized in the preceding section in determining
the apparent-mass coefficients for a triangular wing. However, a more
powerful method exists based on the theory of residues. This requires
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only a knowledge of the transformation that maps the missile cross section
conformally onto a circle of radius ¢, with no distortion at infinity. From
this method we can find the inertia coefficients without any difficulty
except when they may require summing an intractable infinite series.
It has been used by a number of authors, including Ward,® Bryson,!
Summers,*! and Sacks.2 The treatment of Bryson is the basis of this
section. It is our primary purpose here to derive simple formulas for
the apparent-mass coefficients in terms of the transformation which
turns the missile cross section into the circle of radius ¢. The reader
who is content with the apparent-mass results of Table 10-3 may proceed
to those results directly. In Eq. (10-22) we have already defined the
tnertia coefficients in terms of the potentials ¢1, ¢35, and é; for two trans-
lations and one rotation of a given missile cross section. We now define
the apparent-mass coefficients as

0%,

ids 4,5 =1,2

o .3 (10-62)

Mij = My = —Pfﬁ o5
¢

The apparent-mass coefficients so defined are usually called “additional”’
apparent-mass coeflicients since they induce on a body in a fluid dynam-
ical effects additional to those due to the mass of the body itself. Because
such a distinction is unnecessary for our purposes, we shall dispense with
the adjective “additional.” The apparent-mass coefficients do not actu-
ally have the dimensions of mass, but have dimensions that are readily
apparent from their relationships to the truly nondimensional inertia
coefficients.

_ My 4. = = M2 — M2
All - pS}z 1112 {121 pSR A22 pSR
Ay = Ay = gg—; Agy = Ay = ;’f—gl (10-63)
— _Mss
Agy = oAESR

The quantities N and Sg are the reference length and area, respectively.
Although the quantities m;; do not have the dimensions of mass, we will
call them apparent masses for short. It might be asked why a table of
apparent masses rather than dimensionless inertia coefficients is being
presented. The reason is that the inertia coefficients depend on reference
quantities A and Sz which are not usually properties of the cross section
whereas the apparent-mass coefficients do not depend on A and Sg.

It is well now to consider the crossflow plane 3 of a given missile cross
section, as shown in Fig. 10-10, together with the transformed plane ¢ in
which the missile becomes a circle of radius ¢. Because we require the
flow fields at infinity in the physical plane to be undistorted in the trans-



380 MISSILE AERODYNAMICS

¥ plane ¢ plane

(@)

r+dr r

(c)
Fie. 10-10. Notation in determination of apparent-mass coefficients. (a) Physical
plane; (b) transformed plane; (¢) boundary conditions for ¢;.

formed plane, the general mapping of the 3 plane into the ¢ plane is given
by

P+ E i (10-64)

Let us now examine the normal derivatives of ¢1, ¢2, and ¢3 on the bound-
ary C in the physical plane, as shown in Fig. 10-10. Since ¢1 corresponds
to unit velocity along y, we have

091 d

2
5, = Cos (ny) = — (10-65)

where cos (n,y) is the cosine of the angle between n and the y axis. Simi-
larly, for ¢, we have for unit vertical velocity

A2 _ oo - % )
Gy = 0os (nz) = Is (10-66)
Also, for unit angular velocity we have
dps ! d7 _larr o 1d(R) y
an = oS (nt) = T T T 5 T T 5 ds (10-67)

(Note that p is now taken positive when y rotates to z since we are using
the axes x, ¥, z rather than X, ¥, and Z in this derivation.) The strata-
gem now brought into play to allow the use of residue theory is to form
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complex combinations of the apparent masses as follows:

mu + ima = —p #50 é1 (Bdn +1 6¢2> s

i b, b1ds = ip P, (W — i) dy

2 <a¢1 " a¢>2> a (10-68)
i py drds = ip, (Wa— ide) ds

My + ima = —p fﬁc 3 <a¢1 + i a¢2>

ip P, duds = ip b, (s — i) ds

The apparent mass ma; has its own special formula with the help of Eq.
(10-67):

ni = —p by 0| = M| 26, im0 G000

I

I

Miz -+ 1Ma2

I

It is clear that the integrals with the exception of that for mj; have
analytic integrands to which the theory of residues is applicable. The
parts of the integrals involving the stream function can be expressed in
terms of the geometric properties of the missile cross section. Integrating
by parts

botids = b dew) — P, 3 db. (10-70)
and using the Cauchy-Riemann equation
lij a
W_g (10-71)
we obtain
- _ 99 ;
bovids = P dawd) — b 35 ds (10-72)

For the motions involved here ¢ is a single-valued continuous function
on the boundary so that the perfect differential d(3/.) is zero taken around
the boundary. We thus have with the help of Eqgs. (10-65), (10-66), and
(10-67)

Yidy = —gﬁcadz = —S8¢
o ds —56 sdy = —iSe (10-73)

Yy dy = 56 3d(33) = —135¢

where S¢ is the cross-sectional area, and 3, is the complex coordinate of
the centroid of the missile cross section. The part of the integrals of
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Egs. (10-68) and (10-69) involving the complex potentials W.(3) will be
evaluated in the { plane by the use of residue theory. To do this we must
determine the expansions for Wy, W,, W, valid in the region exterior to
the circle in the ¢ plane and isolate the coefficient of the ! term.

First we will derive the expansions for W1 and W, which are similar,
and then the expansion for W3 If W(3) is the complex potential for the
flow in the 3 plane for translation of the body with unit velocity along the
positive y axis with the fluid stationary at infinity, then W.(3) — 3
describes the flow for the body stationary with the flow velocity at

U]
z
1 1
B ~~—
- ——
Y e £
¢ plane

tplane ¢ plane
F1a. 10-11. Further notation for use in determination of apparent-mass coefficients.

infinity in the negative y direction with unit speed, as shown in Fig. 10-11.
The complex potential for the flow in the ¢ plane is formed by making the
substitution § = 3(¢) into W1(3) — 3 so that

Imm»wm=—6+% (1074)

where we have equated the transformed complex potential to the known
complex potential for flow past a circular cylinder. With the help of
Eq. (10-64) we have the final result for W1(;(¢))
2
mmm=—%+23 (10-75)
n=0

The same technique serves to determine the complex potential for unit
velocity in the upward direction

mmm=ﬂpww4§=—€—i2% (10-76)

STABILITY DERIVATIVES 383

To obtain W3(3(¢)) we make use of a clever result given by Milne-
Thompson?®® for two-dimensional motion of an arbitrary body translating
and rotating in an infinite fluid with no circulation. The function 24 on
the circular cylinder into which the body is transformed by Eq. (10-64) is
called the boundary function. The function 2¢¢; has the value obtained
from Eqs. (10-67) and (10-71) on the boundary of the circle

2005 = —i(33) (10-77)
According to Milne-Thompson if this boundary function can be expanded

into a series of positive powers of { and a series of negative powers, the
complex potential is equal to the series of negative powers of ¢.

(10-78)

so that Qs = —if(O)f <C?_2> (10-79)

on the circle. In accordance with the result of Milne-Thompson,
Ws(3(¢)) is the series of negative powers extracted from Eq. (10-79),
which series we will denote as PP, the principal part. Thus

_ 2
W) = —iPP[ﬂOf<%)]
. b, .
n=1
where b, = z a”*:'nd" a, = 1 n= —1 .
M= 1 ¢* a_, =0 n> 1 (10-81)

Having now determined the series expansions for Wy, W, and W, we
can now return to the evaluation of Eq. (10-68). Since the term of
degree {~!is the only one contributing to the integrals of W, we have by
Cauchy’s theorem of residues

fﬁ W ds
56 Wady = 2ri(—iay — ic?) (10-82)

FﬁW‘sd&

27['7,.((11 - 62)

2m1(—1b1)
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The results for the apparent masses from Eq. (10-68) are now, with the
help of Eqgs. (10-73) and (10-82),

mit + imm = 7:p[27r’1:(a1 — 02) + lSc]
Mi2 + imgg = ip[21r(a1 + 62) - Scl (10-83)
Mag + Moz = 1p[2wb1 — 3.S¢]

These results give a simple means of evaluating all the apparent masses
of the missile cross section except mss, if the transformation of the missile
cross section into the circle of radius ¢ is known. It is to be noted that
all the quantities in Eq. (10-83) are then known. However, b is an
infinite series given by Eq. (10-81), which may or may not be readily
summed.

The immediately preceding equation gives general formulas for all
apparent masses except ms;. This apparent mass requires the following
special treatment for its evaluation because it is represented by a non-
analytic integral.

ma = §b, Wad@) — i P sy (10-84)

Now, integrating by parts, we have
, . .0 =
b ved) = §, dwsp) — b, 550 ds (10-85)

and from Eq. (10-67)

b vsd) = b, ) + 3P, GG =0 (10-80)

so that we are left with

mes = & 560 Wad(3) (10-87)

The stratagem for evaluating this nonanalytic integral is to find some
function analytic outside the circle, which is numerically equal to 33 on
the cirele. By substituting this analytic expression for 33 into the inte-
grand, we do not change the numerical value of the integral, but we do
make it analytic so that it becomes amenable to treatment by the calculus
of residues. The key then is the analytic expression equal to 33 on the
circle ¢’ (Fig. 10-11). On C’ we have
(¢
)

JOIC) =167

(EAEE o

Caot
Il

3
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with a,=d., =1
. b ,
or 33 & on C (10-89)

where b, is given by Eq. (10-81). We then have found the desired
analytic function. Making use of Egs. (10-80) and (10-89), we find that
Eq. (10-87) becomes

ip
M3s = *—5¢

o

< by Mby,
COE m oo

c
n=1 m=—w
Only for those terms with m = —n do we get a contribution so that
P o .
Mgy = — § (27['7,) z nb,,b_,i (10—91)
n=1

However, it can be seen from Eq. (10-81) that

b, = % (10-92)
The final result for ms; is
nb.b,
M3z = mp z oon (10—93)

The results for the apparent masses are now collected.

mu = 27rp [62 - g—;: - R(al)
Mz = Mmay = —2wpl(ay)

May = 2mp [02 - %‘ + R(al)}
T

Mz = Ma = —2mpl (b1 - 3¢ %) (10-94)
Se¢

Moz = 21rpR (bl — §c }ﬁ)

nb,b
M3z = TP E c;nn

THlusirative Example

Calculate the apparent masses and inertia coefficients for a slender tri-
angular wing.
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The transformation that takes the line of span b, in the 3 plane into
the cirele of radius ¢ in the ¢ plane is

- ¢ _ bn? _ n
3 s“+§ §+16§‘ (+le,,l

where we have identified the transformation with Eq. (10-64). The
values of the coefficients a, determine all the apparent masses in accord-
ance with Eq. (10-94). These coeflicients are

bm?
@ = T5
a1 =1 Eq. (10-81)
Ao = Qg = A3 = Ag = =~ = =0

The coefficients b, from Eq. (10-81) are

bo = b1 = 0

bt

256

Forming the apparent masses from Eq. (10-94), we get

2 2
m11=27rp<%%—0——b1l6>=

bz = a1d102 =

My = 0

_ b2 bt | bt
Mo 21rp<16 4+ 0 + 16) L]
miz — 0
Moz = 0

B ot \2 [ 16\2  mpbt
ma = 2mp (m) <m> St

The nonzero coefficients from Eq. (10-63) are

b 2

Ay = M2z Om”

7 o8 4S5k
A33 _ msa3 7I'bm4

on2Sr  128\2S;

These results for Az, and A3 are in accordance with the values given in
Egs. (10-49) and (10-51) and obtained by different means.

10-8. Table of Apparent Masses with Application to the Stability
Derivatives of Cruciform Triangular Wings

The apparent-mass coefficients are known for a large number of typical
missile eross sections in whole or in part. The apparent masses for a
number of such eross sections have been collected and are presented in
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Table 10-3. A number of interesting and useful points arise in connec-
{ion with the table. Perhaps the first point of interest is that the coefli-
cients mqy and ma, for an ellipse, be it the special case of a circle or «
straight line, depend only on the span normal to the direction of motion.
For a multifinned body of three or more equally spaced equal-span fins,
myy and mae are equal.  If for any cross section the coefficients mu and
mas are equal, then the coefficients for translation in all directions in the
plane are equal. A circle has a greater
apparent mass than any regular in-
scribed polygon. For a cross section
with a vertical plane of symmetry the
coefficients mis and me; are zero. Lor
a horizontal plane of mirror symmetry
mas and mys are zero.

To illustrate the use of the table,
let us apply it to the calculation of the
stability derivatives of the slender
cruciform missile shown in Fig. 10-12.
In the next section we will consider a
number of other examples. Let the
reference area Sy be the wing plan-

v T

form area L4bc, and let the reference | _l_

The origin of the system of axes is
taken a distance X, behind the wing
apex. The stability derivatives are i, 10-12. Slender cruciform wing.
given in terms of the inertia coeffi-

cients A, in Eqs. (10-37) to (10-41), inclusive. The inertia coeflicients are
obtained from the following apparent-mass coefficients from Table 10-3:

length A be the maximum span b. X l;
|
1
|

M1 = Moy = mps?
2pst =
M3y = ps (10-95)

L
Miz = Mz = Ma3z = 0

The nonzero inertia coefficients are thus

mi1 'II'S2
A= Agy = 28 = T2
11 22 oSn Sh
ms; 28
oA Se  wb2Sk

(10-96)
Agg =

The integrals of the inertia coefficients B, C1u1, and Du given by Eq.

(10-36) are required:
(X /b X
By = / And (3) (10-97)
(X /b
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With reference to the notation of Fig. 10-12,

with the result that

Similarly,

= C?‘.’.

D11 = Do

= Tt (Xa = XV
11 SR c
By = B =
1 1
=350+ ) -1
r |2
_Tz[a

where A is the aspect ratio.

() w507

The foregoing results apply to any position of the origin of the body

axes. Let us take the origin at the wing centroid of area so that

The coefficients then become

X,
C
“111 - [Tl)
= A
Bll = B?-
011 = (722
Dll = DQ?,

(10-98)

It will be noted that these coefficients are simply related to those for a

triangular wing with the exception of Ajs.

derivatives follow immediately.

27r pb
2V0
T
2

27

:—a—|—

3
2r pb
94 2V,
27
3

2 bV

2V02
2r gb
94 2V,

The results for the stability

(10-99)
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Czp= —5A = %" 21’1—‘2‘;
Czg = = 2'; 2;;1;
Czp = — 5B+ 92;1’ 2’5 (10-100)
Cz, = 922 2le7)0
C,=Cy=0C,=0C,=0
o - — 2_11 (10-101)
Cor = = G773
Cos = = g5 37,
Cy = = 37;1
Cou = = g3,
Cor = 51 372
Cop = — »9% a— 1%?225%% (10-103)
C,, = — oom b
K 135422V,
Cop = = 34

This example illustrates the utility of Table 10-3 for evaluating stability
derivatives. The effect of adding a round or elliptical body to a cruci-
form wing can be readily determined.

Let us see how the results obtained above correspond to the forces and
moments arising out of the Maple-Synge analysis. With references to
Fig. 10-4 it can be seen that the following derivatives are zero besides
those predicted to be zero on the basis of the Maple-Synge analysis:
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Case 1: Mo, Ng, Ly, Ly, Lo, Z,, M,
Case 2: M,, Ng, L,

Case 3: M, Ng

Case 4: M4, Ng

The flerivatives M, and Ng are zero because of the conical flow field
associated with a cruciform wing and the particular choice of moment
center (at the wing centroid).

Y Z L M N
[2 T
-FA 0
T
8 —§A 0
p _A
2n
q -2z _r
3 34
2T
r = -
3 34
(a)
Y Z L M
a ﬁ(ﬂ) = (pb
3 \2, "9A(§Vo)
B - i”(ﬂ) _m (Db
3\21; 94\2v,
2w 2m
p 2T o - - -
3 3 P o4 P 94 %
(b)
Y Z L M N
P ﬂ'(ﬂ_b_) Z_W(Lb_) 327 (10 | =327/ gb
94\2V, 94\2V, 135A2(214,> 135A2(2—Vo)
q gz(.zi) —32m pb
%A\ 2V, 135A2(i>
r ﬂ(ﬂ) 327 [ pb
94\2V, 135A2(2Vo)
(c)

Fie. 10-13. Classes of derivatives for slender cruciform wing. (a) ‘“Ordinary’’; (b)
Magnus; and (¢) gyroscopic derivatives.

It is informative to try to classify the various types of forces and
moments arising for the cruciform wing. The classification is divided
into Magnus terms, gyroscopic terms, and other terms. By Magnus forces
and moments we mean those forces and moments developing as a result
of roll at angle of attack or at angle of sideslip. Such terms here are pro-
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portional to 8p or ap and are listed in Fig. 10-13. It is easy to show that
the Magnus forces in this case act a distance ¢/12 behind the wing eentroid.

The second class of forces and moments are gyroscopic. A gyroscopic
force or moment is taken to be one proportional to the product of two of
the three angular velocities: p, ¢, and 7. For instance, the term

0y = 27 70 Pb
7T 9A 2V, 2V,

gives rise to two of the derivatives shown in Fig. 10-13. A missile rotat-
ing about two axes will tend to act like a gyroscope, as a result of the
gyroscopic terms. It can readily be shown that the gyroscopic forces
act a distance 81 5¢ behind the centroid of wing area in a position off the
wing planform.

The other aerodynamic terms listed in Fig. 10-13 are the static terms in
piteh, Z, and M., and the static terms in sideslip, Y5 and Ns. Likewise
we have the damping terms due to pitching velocity, Z, and M, and those
due to yawing velocity, ¥, and N, It can be seen that the damping
forces act a distance ¢/4 behind the wing centroid. The term L, is the
damping in roll. Certain miscellaneous terms associated with bV o/2V 2
are due to axial acceleration of the missile.

10-9. Further Examples of the Use of Apparent-mass Table

A number of stability derivative problems involving complicated
interference effects can frequently be solved, using the apparent-mass
coefficients of Table 10-3. The examples selected here are just a few of
many possible. As a first example let us determine the lift-curve slope
of a cruciform wing and body combination.

Example 1

The lift in the plane of the body axis and the wind direction will now be

determined, using Table 10-3. The included angle ., between the body

axis and the wind direction, and the angle of bank ¢ are both considered

arbitrary. From Egs. (10-37) and (10-38) and Fig. 10-15
Cz = _ZA_QQ Cyz = —2/1_22010 COS ¢

a

_ - 10-104
Cyﬂ = —2A11 Cy = —2A11ac sin %] ( )

Let us take the lift equal to the normal force to the degree of approxima-
tion of this calculation:

CL= —Cysing — Czcos o
= 2a, (A1 sin? ¢ + Ass cos? @)
= QOtC/In
since Ap = Ay
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The value of 4,; from Table 10-3 is

pSe  pSe PERRIPY
so that
2 2 2 4
Cr = 7;—'% <1 -5+ ‘;—4> . (10-105)

This result is to be compared with Eq. (5-35), with which it is in agree-
ment. We note that the lift-curve slope does not depend on ¢ for a
slender cruciform wing-body combination, nor does it depend on the pre-
cise planform of the wings. It depends only on the missile cross section
at the maximum span.

Ezxzample 2

Consider a missile of n equally spaced equal-span fins as shown in con-
figuration G of Table 10-3. Let us calculate how the damping in roll G,
1s affected by the number of fins.
With reference to Eq. (10-39), we

I
p
/\/ see that, for a =8 =¢=7r=0,

3 — we have
), ) \ Czp = —4A4;;

©1,), N\ Since (', is directly proportional to
Ay, and since we can let the refer-
1 ence area and length be constant
— as n changes, we can write

4 : :

0 025 050 075 100 (Cr)n_ (mss)n
1 (Cr)2 (mas)e

F16. 10-14. Effect of number of fins on  This ratio has been calculated from
damping in roll. . . .

the numerical results given in Table
10-3 and the results are shown in Fig. 10-14. It is seen that the addition
of fins to a missile adds to the damping in roll at a decreasing rate, as
would be expected. The influence of the body is treated in the next
example.

(10-106)

Lzxample 3

Consider a planar or cruciform missile of fixed span, and permit the
body radius to vary. Let us determine how the damping in roll is
affected by changes in body radius a, as shown in Fig. 10-15. According
to Iq. (10-39), the damping in roll is

rA

- A
Ci, = —4As + 4aB1; — 89%—0 Cis — 48By; — 8'2-V—0 Cos

STABILITY DERIVATIVES 393

Since both planar and cruciform missiles considered have horizontal and
vertical planes of symmetry, the follow-
ing inertia coefficients are zero, L\

A12= A13= A23=0

and we are left with /_ g
~s +3

-8

Clp = '—41‘133 \\ Y
If we base (i, on total span and total % e
panel area, including that blanketed by
the body, the reference quantities will ps
be constant as body radius varies. We +s
can then write z B

F1c. 10-15. Crossflow plane at wing
trailing edges of slender cruciform

¢ m
LA 8 (10-107)  ieq
(Clp)a=0 (mSS)a=0 missile.
Known values of ms3 can be used in this equation to obtain the change
in damping, or known values of (', can be used to obtain ms;.  Numer-

1.2 T
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F1a. 10-16. Effect of body radius on damping in roll for fixed span.

ical results are available for C;, for both the planar and cruciform cases
given by Adams and Dugan.?” Analytical results are given for the planar
case by Lomax and Heaslet.?® These results, plotted in Fig. 10-16 as a
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function of a/s, can be thought of as yielding damping-in-roll coefficients
or apparent-mass coefficients. In any event, it is clear that the addition
of a body with a value of a/s up to 0.4 causes very little change in the
damping in roll. Actually the angle of attack on the inboard stations is
relatively ineffective compared to that on the outboard stations. The
loss of effectiveness due to blanketing of the inboard stations by the body
can therefore be casily compensated by favorable interference of the body
on the wing panels. The small difference between the ratios for planar
and for cruciform wings is notable.

Further Example

The effect of interference among the various parts of an empennage,
fuselage, horizontal tail, upper vertical tail, and ventral fin on the stabil-
ity derivative C,; is treated in Sec. 10-11, on the basis of the apparent-
mass coefficients of Table 10-3.

10-10. Effect of Aspect Ratio on Stability Derivatives
of Triangular Wings

Although slender-body theory proves to be a powerful tool for calculat-
ing the stability derivatives of many types of missile configurations, it
must be used with discretion when the configurations are not slender, as
we have pointed out in several connections already. The first-order
effects of departures from slenderness are primarily a function of the
effective aspect ratio BA, and slender-body theory is in a sense the theory
for BA = 0. The first-order effects of BA for wings are well approxi-
mated by supersonic wing theory. It is thus clear that a comparison of
the stability derivatives of slender-body theory with those of supersonic
wing theory for triangular wings will give much insight into the applica-
tion of slender-body theory to the prediction of the stability derivatives of
nonslender complete missile configurations. This comparison will now
be made with the help of the results for the stability derivatives of tri-
angular wings on the basis of supersonic wing theory as collected by Rib-
ner and Malvestuto.?® The comparison will bring to light significant
phenomena not predicted by slender-body theory. For the purpose of
the discussion, it is convenient to consider the stability derivatives in the
following natural groupings:

Static stability: Cry Cygy Cogy Cug

Roll damping: Ci,

Pitch damping: Congr Cgy Cryy Ciy
Dihedral effect: —Cly

Magnus forces: Cyaps Cra,

T'he reference area 1s taken as the wing planform area, and the reference iength
is taken as the wing span. If the semiapex angle of the wing is w, then the
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primary independent variable for the discussion, the effective aspect
ratio, is
BA = 4Btanw
B = (Ms— 1%

Static Stability Derivatives

The results of slender-body theory and of supersonic wing theory?® for
the variation with BA of €, and Cn, are as follows:

Slender-body theory:

Cr, = 4
C,. =0 (10-108)
Supersonic wing theory:
A
CLa = _171'__'._ BA < 4
245 /2, ) (10-109)
= —B“, BA > 4
Cn, = 0; BA > 4 or B4 < 4
2
where k2=1— <%> (10-110)

The ratio of Cy, calculated by supersonic wing theory to that calculated
by slender-body theory is designated as C7_ and is plotted in Fig. 10-17
against BA. It is clear that the slender-body theory is about 35 per cent
in error for BA = 4 where the leading edge becomes sonic. The results
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Fi1c. 10-17. Effect of aspect ratio on stability derivatives of triangular wing.
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for C.,, for both theories are identically zero. (The wing centroid is the
moment center.) This result is a straightforward result of the fact that
both theories must give conical flow fields and conical pressure fields for g
conical configuration. (See Sec. 2-4.)

The lateral derivatives Cy, and C.,, are zero for a flat triangular wing
on the basis of slender-body theory. It is clear that the normal forces on
the wing can have no components along the lateral body axis. Any side
forces or yawing moments must therefore result from forces on the side
edges of the wing, so-called leading-edge suction forces arising from the
high flow velocities around a sharp leading edge.’® An asymmetric side-
slip condition is necessary to produce Cy or C., which can occur only if
a and 8 are both not zero. For triangular wings with supersonic leading
edges, these forces are zero because of the absence of leading-edge suction.
[The leading-edge pressure coefficients corresponding to oblique shock-
expansion theory are applied in a plane normal to the leading edge.)
The extent to which leading-edge suction produces Cy and C, for tri-
angular wings with subsonic leading edges depends to a considerable
degree on the physical condition of the leading edges. The sharp leading
edge of the theory on which infinite suction pressure acts is a mathe-
matical idealization. Only by some degree of leading-edge rounding will
any appreciable fraction of the upper theoretical limit be achieved.

Damping in Roll

The values of C1, on the basis of supersonic wing theory have been given
by Brown and Adams.!6

Slender-body theory:

— 74
Clp = —372—‘ (10—111)
Supersonic wing theory:
—wAk?
C), = S— . BA <4
T I6[( F BOE@/2 k) = (1 — FYKH)] (10-112)
1
Clp = — 3B BA > 4

The ratio of C1, calculated by supersonic wing theory to that calculated
by slender-body theory is designated CY, and is plotted against B4 in
Fig. 10-17. It is clear that the effect of BA on C1, is less than on Cy,.
The value of C?, can be assumed to apply well to wing-body combinations
up to values of a/s of about 0.4, on the basis of Fig. 10-16. The
values of €y, are given by Brown and Heinke," from wind-tunnel tests of
triangular wings mounted on a body of revolution for several supersonic
Mach numbers. These values have been normalized by the theoretical
value for BA = 0 given by slender-body theory, and are presented as a
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function of BA in Fig. 10-18. The general variation with BA of the
damping in roll is the same theoretically and experimentally, and the
agreement between experiment and theory is fair on an absolute basis.
The difference is greatest in the region of BA = 4 where the leading edge
becomes sonic. It is known that the disagreement of Ct, on the basis of
theory and of experiment is similar to that shown?s in Fig. 10-18. For
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F1c. 10-18. Comparison between experiment and theory for damping in roll of tri-
angular wings.

(L, the disagreement around BA = 4 is known to result from the tran-
sonic=tyne. flaw. resnlting fram. the, sanic, wleaitsy wormal o Wi roaiinngy
edge of the wing, and undoubtedly similar effects prevail for C;,,.

Damping in Pitch

The damping-in-pitch derivatives are bothersome, in that they inelude
the combined effects of & and ¢, and the effects of these two independent
variables have quite different behavior with changing BA. To obtain a
proper understanding of the term Cr, Cm,, Ciry, and C,, it is vital to
understand the differences in the types of motion characterized by the
two conditions @ = 0, ¢ # 0, and & = 0, ¢ = 0. To illustrate these two
types of motion, Fig. 10-19 has been prepared. The angle 6 as shown is
the angle between a fized direction and the wing chord, and « is the angle
between the instantaneous flight direction and the wing chord. The
instantaneous flight direction is the instantaneous direction of the velocity
of the center of gravity. Consider now uniform motion with g constant
and & = 0. This is seen clearly to be characterized by perfect loops in a
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vertical plane, since § = ¢ is a constant
and « is also constant, so that & = 0.
The second type of uniform motion char-
acterized by ¢ = 0 and & = constant
corresponds to a wing of fixed attitude
undergoing a uniform vertical accelera-
tion as if freely falling. If one of the
foregoing cases of uniform motion pre-
vails, then the appropriate stability deriv-
ative applies.

A type of motion which prevails prob-
ably more frequently than the former
examples of uniform motion is sinusoidal
pitching oscillation, which is a combina-
tion of the two former motions. Several
types of sinusoidal motion are illustrated
in Fig. 10-20. In case 1, the missile
axis is always aligned in the flight direc-

(0) tion, so that « = 0 and ¢ is sinusoidal.
Fig. 10-19. Types of uniform mo-  Jp ¢ase 2, the missile axis has a constant
tion involved in damping in pitch. . . . . L. R
(@) & = 0,q = constant; (b) ¢ = 0, direction in space while & is varying
& = constant. sinusoidally as a result of changes in
vertical velocity. In case 3, the flight

Wing chord

B e ]
u=constm

w=gt

f"-\ ~
. <
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_—-'*
"’ >~ >
/, \\
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s —ts
(b)

——— ,/_%_7/,( — SN -
(c)

_____ Flight path —»- Missile axis

Fic. 10-20. Types of sinusoidal pitching motions. (a) & =0, ¢ = 8 = sin wf; ()
a=snw,q=0=0;()g =a =sin wl.

STABILITY DERIVATIVES 399

path is essentially straight while the missile axis is changing direc-
tion around it in a sinusoidal manner. It is clear that 6 and « are both
equal and in phase such that & = 6 = ¢. The significant damping
derivatives are in this case (Cry + C1,) and (Crny + Ch,).

Let us inspect the effects of BA on Cr, and €y, first. These results are
available in the work of Miles,!” as well as results for .

Slender-body theory:

U
Cr, =5
. (10-113)
Cra = 34
Supersonic wing theory:
o, 2 3k? B 2
L= 3|2k = DE@/2, k) + (1 — k»Kk) E@@/2, k) (10-114)
O, = —mk? for BA < 4 _
m = 3A[@R = DE + (1 — k] P4 S
Cr,=0
_ 16 (10-115)
Cmq = m for BA > 4

These results are based on the wing span as reference length, and are for
rotation about the wing centroid which coincides with the center of
moments. Different positions of the center of rotation and center of
moments are discussed subsequently. The ratios of Cz, and Cn, on the
basis of supersonic wing theory to those on the basis of slender-body
theory are designated C7_and C'f;q, and are presented as a function of BA
in Fig. 10-17. TFor small values of BA the force Cr, acts a distance c¢/4
behind the wing centroid. For BA > 4 the value of (' is zero; the
value of C,, , however, is not zero but negative. As a result, the center of
pressure has moved an infinite distance behind the wing. Thus, Cn, will
have a stabilizing influence for any axis of rotation in front of the 11/12
root-chord position for all BA values.
Let us inspect the effects of BA on Cr; and Co,.

Slender-body theory:

[

Cr, = -3’—’
' (10-116)
(o p—
mE 9
Supersonic wing theory:
c,. — _21[ 3k*(B? + 1) . (2B2+3)]
Le = 3Bt (2k* — DE@/2, k) + 1 — kO)K(k) E(x/2, k) (10-117)

— 2 2 2
Coy = F 3k2(B* + 1) 25 +3] for BA < 4

9B24 [(2k2—1)E+(1—k2)K - E
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—16
A
338“1 (10-118)
Cm& = W fOI' BA > 4

The values of C7, and Cr., do not depend solely on the parameter B4, as
do Cr, and C,, , but rather on both B and A. The values of these param-
eters are shown in Fig. 10-21 as a function of BA for B = 1. The values
of Cf, and C7,, have the same numerical values, a fact indicating a uniform

center of pressure for & motion in

1.2 distinct contrast to ¢ motion. As

previously mentioned, this center

0.8 of pressure occurs a distance c¢/12

. B=-1 behind the centroid. Thus, aslong
CL‘; 0.4

as C7, is positive, Cpy will tend to

or . . .
damp & motions for rotations about

mi 0 N axes in front of the three-fourths
0.4 \\ root-chord position behind the wing

] apex. However, as shown in Fig.
-08 10-21, for some value of A4 depend-

BA ing on B, the value of Cy, be(;qn'les

F1c. 10-21. Variation with aspect ratio of negatwfa ?,nd therefore de:stz.zblhzmg

certain pitch damping derivatives of tri- for positions of the axis in front

angular wings. of the three-fourths root-chord
position.

For changes in center of rotation the values of Cr, and C,, will be
altered in a manner different from the usual moment axis transformation,
because the downwash distribution along the wing will be substantially
altered. Let C7 ., 7., C7, ., be values of these derivatives for given
centers of rotation and moments which may be different. Let Cy,, Crmg,
Cr,and Cy, . be the values for a new center of moments a distance I, behind
the old center of moments, and for a new center of rotation a distance L
behind the old center of rotation. The quantities are related as follows:

CL& = CL&
Cug = Chy + 201,
, ! (10-119)
Cr, = Cp, — 201, 5
’ ’ ZE Y ll ¢ ll l2
C’"q = C,,, - 2Cmax + (/qu‘ - ZXX CL,,

The quantity X is the reference length, and the factor 2 is a result of the
fact that the derivatives are based on ¢A\/2V, and &\/2V, It is to be
noted that the & derivatives transform exactly as « derivatives as,
indeed, also do the ¢ derivatives if I, is zero. However, with a change in
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the center of ¢ rotation, the redistribution of downwash along the wing
chord introduces the terms proportional to ..

Dihedral Effect

The dihedral effect —Cj, is the negative of the rolling moment due to
sideslip. If the missile is in a positive sideslip attitude with the wind-
ward side on the right, facing forward, and if the rolling moment is nega-
tive, tending to roll the missile into a left turn with the left wing moving

—0.020 Slender-body theory
~ —~
\..\\ Unear
-0.015 ==l teo,
T~
<
-0.010
—-0.005
c T
I "
a |
: |
0.005 t .
”’
0.010 =1
o Leading edge sonic <
for B=5°
0.015 i
0 1 2 3 4 5 6
A

F16. 10-22. Rolling moment due to sideslip of triangular wings; M,* = 2.

downward, then the dihedral effect is stabilizing or positive. Thus Cig
negative is stabilizing. The value of C; has been determined for a large
number of wing planforms on the basis of supersonic wing theory by
Jones, Spreiter, and Alksne.’® For angle of sideslip greater than zero,
there is an asymmetry in the sweep of the leading edges, and hence of the
wing planform, as viewed in the streamwise direction. This change in
planform is significant in supersonic wing theory, and in effect causes the
dependence of C; on 8 for a fixed value of « to be slightly nonlinear.
Actually, as long as either leading edge does not change from subsonic to
supersonic, or conversely, as a result of sideslip, the dependence of C; on 8
can be taken as linear. It is apparent that the value of Cy,, besides
depending on Mach number and aspect ratio, will also depend on sideslip
angle 8.
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Figure 10-22 has been prepared to show the qualitative dependence of
Cig for a triangular wing on A for M? = 2. Up to the point where the
leading edge becomes sonic, slender-body theory gives a fair estimate of
the dihedral effect. However, when the leading edge of the wing becomes
sonic, BA approximately equal to 4, the dihedral effect changes from
stable to unstable. The two circles on the curve show the precise values
of aspect ratio for which the leading edges are sonic for a sideslip angle of
5°. The effects of thickness will influence the value of A for which the
leading-edge shock wave detaches.

The rolling moment due to yawing velocity can also be calculated on
the basis of supersonic wing theory.!®

Slender-body theory:
€, = = (10-120)

Supersonic wing theory:

¢, — T+ 94%/16)a

T AR R/2 F) (10-121)

Magnus Forces

By Magnus forces we mean the force Cy developing as the result of
rolling velocity at angle of attack (or C as a result of roll at sideslip) and
proportional to ap. At angle of attack « it is clear that no force can
develop along the lateral body axis as a result of pressure forces normal
to the wing planform. Any side force or yawing moment must arise as a
result of leading-edge suction forces. An analysis of the ideal leading-
edge suction forces' yields the following results for the Magnus forces:

Slender-body theory:

Crop = 2
e (10-122)
Crgp = 94
Supersonic wing theory:
Cy = 47k? -
e 3E@m/2, B)[(k* + DE@/2, k) — (1 — EH)K(k)] (10-123)

c. —2rk*(A/16 + 1/94)
"o T Bk + 1DE — (1 — k)K]
The value of Cy,, as given by this equation decreases continuously with
BA as shown in Fig. 10-17 to a value of zero at BA = 4. For BA > 4
there is no leading-edge suction, so that Cy,, and C,,, are both zero.

10-11. Contribution of the Empennage to Certain Stability Derivatives;
Empennage Interference Effects

Up to this point in the present chapter, we have concerned ourselves
with the stability of what are called tailless configurations. This is not to
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say that the configuration has no tail. We mean by a tailless missile one
for which the stabilizing and control surfaces are contained entirely, or
for the most part, between the crossflow planes that bracket the wing.
This definition is a functional one, in order to separate missiles into one
class, which can be wholly treated by apparent-mass methods, and the
opposite class, which requires a consideration of wing-tail interference as
described in Chap. 7. For a missile which consists essentially of a winged
part plus an empennage in tandem, the contributions of the separate
parts to the stability derivatives can be calculated by the foregoing
methods. But, in addition, account must be taken of the wing-tail
interference. In this section we will be concerned with wing-tail inter-
ference phenomena not treated in Chap. 7, and with interference effects
between the various parts of the empennage. The empennage is com-
prised of body, a horizontal tail, an upper vertical tail, and a lower vertical
tail or ventral fin. As in the preceding section, it is convenient to con-
sider the derivatives in the following natural groups:

Static stability: Cry Crgy Cygy Crg
Damping in roll: C,

Pitch damping: Cryy Cgy Crgy Crg
Yaw damping: Cy,, Cn,, Cys, Cug

Static Stability Derivatives

The static stability derivatives of the empennage are influenced by
interference between the various parts of the empennage, and between
body and wing vortices and the empennage. In so far as €y, and C,,, are
concerned, both these influences have already been treated at some length
for the condition of zero sideslip. In principle, the values of Cy; and C,,
could be similarly treated, except for the fact that the upper and lower
vertical tails differ in size and shape, unlike the left and right horizontal
tail panels. (The cruciform missile is a notable exception.) In this sec-
tion we confine our attention to the effects of 8, and consider successively
the empennage interference effects and the body and wing vortices. Itis
desirable to have a generalized scheme for analyzing the special empen-
nage interference effects arising from the inequality of upper and lower
vertical tail spans. The scheme we will now outline is based on slender-
body theory and is generalized to nonslender missiles. It applies equally
to low, mid, or high horizontal tail positions and is valid over that range
of « and B for which the empennage sideforce and yawing-moment charac-
teristics are linear,

The general scheme for analyzing empennage interference effects is
based on systematically building up the empennage from its component
parts, as shown in Fig. 10-23. Starting first with the quantity on the
left side of the equation, the sideforce on the body is subtracted from the
sideforce represented by the cross section BHUL since the sideforce on
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the body alone is developed essentially on the body nose and does not
represent a contribution of the empennage. The notation is as follows:

B body alone

H horizontal tail alone

U upper tail alone

L lower tail alone

E empennage (BHUL — B)

The first term on the right side of the equation in Fig. 10-23 represents
the effect on the sideforce of adding the horizontal tail to the body, and
the second and third terms represent the effects of adding successively
the upper vertical tail and then the lower vertical tail. These three
terms are to be “‘normalized” into sideforce ratios that can be applied to
nonslender configurations. It is logical to normalize the sideforce due to
the addition of any given component by the sideforce of the component,

0" T o OO D

BHUL - B = (BH - By + (BHU - BH) + (BHUL- BHU)
F16. 10-23. Decomposition of empennage.

itself calculated on the same basis. Any tendency of the means of
caleulation to underpredict or overpredict would be minimized by the
formation of such a ratio. Furthermore, by proper choice of the defini-
tions of the components alone, the ratios can be given the direct physical
significance of interference effects. Let us now write the equation for
the sideforce on the basis of the build-up shown in Fig. 10-23, and then
form the sideforce ratios.

Ye = Ypnvr — Yo = (Ypu — Y5) + (Yeuw — Yin)
4+ (Ysuvr — Yaav)

- Z{HI — V3 Ypuv — Yau
() e (P o) o

Y -Y
+< BHULYL BHU> Y. (10-124)

It is to be noted that the sideforce due to the addition of the horizontal
tail to the body has been normalized by the sideforce of the body alone,
rather than that of the horizontal tail which is zero. The above scheme
for the sideforce applies equally to any other forces or moments due to
Phe empennage, although a different order of build-up might be desirable
in some cases. We have not yet defined precisely what we mean by the
various components. The body alone is a pointed body of revolution with
the same base cross section as the body cross section at the empennage
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location. The upper tail alone corresponds to the upper tail panel
mounted on a perfect reflection plane; that is, the sideforce due to the
upper tail alone is one half the sideforce on a surface composed of two
panels similar to the upper tail panel. A corresponding definition holds
for the lower vertical tail alone or the ventral fin. The horizontal tail
alone is the wing formed by joining the horizontal tail panels together.

The three sideforce ratios shown in parenthesis in Eq. (10-124) are
given the following notation, and at the same time are specified in terms
of apparent mass ratios

_ Ypu — Y _ (m1)pr — (Mmi)s ~

(Kuw)e = Yo = WP (10-125)
. Ypnu — Yu _ (my)puy — (M) pa

(Kiv = Yo = o (10-126)
_ Ypuvr — Yenu _ (m1) prvr — (mu) sy

(K1) = Y = Mz (10-127)

These sideforce ratios are analogous to the lift ratios Kz and Kw used in
Chap. 5 to specify the lift interference of wing-body combinations. We
can now write the final result for the empennage sideforce and yawing
moment.

(CYg)E = (Cyﬁ)B(Kll)B + (CYH)U(KII)U + (CYﬁ)L(I(u)L (10'128)

l)v(Cys)E
(Cogle = — '(——“‘—)V( )

: (10-129)

The quantity (L.)v is the distance between the center of moments and
the center of pressure of the sideforce on the empennage. It is interesting
to interpret each term of Eq. (10-128) physically. The ratio (Ku)z
shows how much the sideforce on the body is increased (or decreased) by
the addition of the horizontal tail. The ratio (K11)r shows how much the
sideforce of the BH combination is increased by the addition of the upper
vertical tail in multiples of the upper vertical tail mounted on a reflection
plane. It thus includes any increase in force on the upper tail due to the
sidewash effects of BH, and it includes any sideforce on BH generated by
the upper tail. The factor (K11), has the same general interpretation as
(K1)v. However, now the sidewash effects over the ventral fin can be
enhanced by the action of the upper vertical tail, and the sideforce gener-
ated by the ventral fin can conceivably be caught in part by the upper
vertical tail. The physical significance of these quantities has been
further discussed by Nielsen and Kaattari,?? as well as their application to
the effects of ventral fins on directional stability. The subsequent
example shows the application of the analysis to a cruciform empennage.
In Egs. (10-128) and (10-129) the values (Cy;) 5, (Crs)u, and (Cyg)r are to
be obtained from experiment or the most accurate available theory.
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Up to this point we have been concerned with the effects of sideslip
only for that range of angles of attack and sideslip for which nonlinear
effects of vortices or other causes are unimportant. For large enough
angles of attack or sideslip, however, vortices discharged by the wing or
body, or both, will produce significant nonlinear effects. In principle
these vortex effects can be treated in essentially the same manner as they
were treated in Chap. 7 for wing-tail interference at zero sideslip. How-
ever, the qualitative effects of sideslip are
different from those of pitch, and so a
qualitative discussion of the effects of
sideslip should prove useful. The princi-
pal qualitative difference due to the addi-
tion of sideslip is illustrated by Fig. 10-24.
The body and wing vortices have been
displaced laterally with respect to the tail,
F1a. 10-24. Body and wing vor- 50 that no symmetry exists about a vertical
;;iezogb;gzg“g;cﬁfairgﬁfé’;ii‘? plane. The displacgment laterally of the

vortices is due principally to the facts that
the wing vortices are discharged by the wing essentially in the streamwise
direction, and the trailing-edge shock wave tends to align the body vor-
tices in the streamwise direction. The body vortex farther from the
upper vertical tail is stabilizing, tending to increase the directional
stability, but the body vortex nearer the tail has a dominant destabilizing
effect. Nielsen and Kaattari?® have discussed methods for calculating
Cyg and Cg, including body and wing vortex effects. A brief résumé of
this discussion is now given.

The calculation of the effects of the wing and body vortices on Cy, and
Cng proceeds from a knowledge of their strengths and positions at the
empennage. The theoretical basis for determining the wing vortex
strengths and positions has been covered in Chap. 6, and similar informa-
tion for the body vortices can be obtained with the help of Chap. 4. It
is essential to include the effects of image vortices inside the body if com-
pletely erroneous results are to be avoided. The external and internal
vortices induce velocities normal to the horizontal tail and upper and
lower vertical tails, which vary spanwise but not chordwise if calculated
by the method of Sec. 6-4. These normal induced velocities can be
interpreted as twisting the horizontal tail, and the upper and lower
vertical tails. The resulting forces can be estimated by a strip-theory
integration across the individual surfaces. Although such a strip-theory
method neglects panel-panel interference, such interference can be
accounted for by the more sophisticated methods of reverse flow dis-
cussed in Sec. 7-6. When the vortices are very close to the surfaces of
the empennage, they will undergo large lateral movements as a result of
their images in the empennage. A strong coupling will then be intro-
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duced between the effect of the vortices on the empennage and the effect
of the empennage on the vortices. This strong coupling can be accounted
for by the method of Sec. 4-9. However, it should be borne in mind that
the boundary layer will tend to diminish this strong coupling, and that
secondary vortices induced at sharp exterior corners may tend further to
modify the coupling. .

Up to this point we have considered the effects of sideslip and pltch to
be independent, in so far as our discussion was concerned. Any coupling
between angles of attack and sideslip should produce a term in Cr, and
(., proportional to B or a term in Cy, and Cg proportional to a. A.n
examination of Egs. (10-37) to (10-40) reveals no such terms arising in
the apparent-mass method. Therefore coupling of the type considered
does not occur for slender missiles obeying slender-body theory. How-
ever, for extremes in angles of attack and sideslip, ¢. or Magh—number
effects proportional to the product of frequently appear. Their calcula-
tion in some cases can be made on the basis of shock-expansion theory.
Coupling between « and § also arises in the effects of wing and body
vortices on the empennage, since both the vortex strength and the
lateral displacements of the vortices depend on a and 8.

Damping in Roll

The damping-in-roll derivative Cy, is unique in thatit1is the sole de.riv%-
tive requiring a knowledge of the apparent-mass coefficient mas, Whl.ch is
usually more difficult to obtain than the other coefficients. We Wll.l be
occupied with the quantitative interference effects between thg various
parts of the empennage which have an influence on C;,, but will confine
our consideration of wing-tail interference to a few qualitative remarks.
As a starting point the equation for the roll-damping derivative based on
slender-body theory, Eq. (10-39), is given

Ctp = —41133 + 4aBy; — 8 Q% Cis — 48B2s — 827‘_1)}0 Cas  (10-130)
For a conventional empennage with a vertical plane of symmetry, we
have
Al‘l = A23 = 0
with the result that .
Cl = —4A43 + 4aB;;

P

Thus we have a damping-in-roll derivative which varies with angle of
attack. However, if the empennage has also a horizontal plane of mirror
symmetry, then By is zero and the term proportional to angle of attack
disappears. Let us confine our discussion henceforth to Ci, at zero angle
of attack. '

A study of empennage interference effects on C;, can be conYenlently
carried out using the same general method for Cyz and Cag.  With refer-
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ence to Fig. 10-23, we can write an equation for damping in roll similar to
Eq. (10-124) for sideforce.

(C)z = [(C)sr — (C) 8]l + ((C))mw — (Cr,) ]
+ UC)prrur ~ (Co)pay) (10-131)

In this case we are taking the horizontal tail alone H' to include the tail
area blanketed by the body, and not to be just the surface formed by the
exposed panels.  This shift in definition of the tail alone from our hitherto
invariable practice is particularly convenient for the study of C; , and is
used in this connection only. ’

In normalizing the contributions to the damping in roll of the successive
additions of H’, U, and L to the empennage, we divide by the damping in
roll of H’, U, and L alone, respectively, thereby specifying three damping-
in-roll ratios

_ (Cr)sm — (Ci,)5 _ (msg)pw — (mys)p

(Kss)m Cym — (10.132)
e = (CIP)BHQZ;U(CZJBH, = (ory = (madait (10,135
(s = O = o

] (m%)BH,l&;)L(m%)BH’U (10-134)

The damping-in-roll derivative of the empennage is
(Clp)E = (K33)H'(Clp)H' + (KBB)U(CIP)U + (K33)L(Clp)L (10-135)

These equations permit the calculation of the damping in roll in so far as
the apparent-mass coefficients msg; are available. The ratios (Kg3)z,
(K3s)v, and (K3;), have the same physical interpretations with respect to
damping in roll as the K, coefficients have for directional stability. This
particular method of calculating C1, is instructive when the spans of the
upper and lower vertical tails are unequal since it shows the relative
effectiveness of the two surfaces. However, for a cruciform empennage
or any empennage with a horizontal plane of symmetry, the relative effec-
tiveness of the upper and lower vertical tails may be of no great concern.
In this case a detailed decomposition of the interference effects by the
foregoing method would be unnecessary, and more direct methods such
as those in Sec. 10-9 may be preferable. A collection of data on C, for
triform empennages is given by Stone.2° ’
The interference effects of wing and body vortices on (. of the empen-
nage differ. The rolling wing lays down a vortex whichpthereafter has
little tendency to rotate, and, as the vortex moves essentially streamwise
from wing to tail, the tail rolls with respect to the vortex. The angular
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phase difference due to such motion is directly proportional to p. From a
knowledge of the vortex strengths, which differ from side to side unless
a = 0, and their positions, an estimate of their effects on Ci, can be made.
The body vortices remain fixed in direction if they are not entrained by
the wing flow field, and the time average of the forces developed by the
empennage rotating through them will depend on the precise vortex
configuration that obtains. Because of body roll and boundary-layer
effects, it seems probable that vortices of different strengths and radial
locations may be generated, so that the time average of the empennage
rolling moment is not zero. Also interaction between the body vortices
and the rolling wing field can complicate the phenomenon.

Damping in Pitch (and Yaw)

In the past it has been the usual practice to assume that the contribu-
tion of the empennage to the damping in pitch overrides that of other
sources which are neglected.?* This

. . .. q
assumption is usually justified when M
the centers of gravity and of mo-
ments are much closer to the wing )

. Flight
center of pressure than to the tail path
center of pressure. In this analysis
we will assume arbitrary positions of
the centers of moments and of grav-

ity and see how the damping depends | leg Iy
on the actual positions of these ' !
quantities. First, let usstudy damp- b L,

ing due to ¢, and then that due to a.
Consider a missile with the center
of moments distinct from the center Wing Center Center Tail
of gravity, which moves in a circular ~ centroid of of centroid
. o\ . . moments gravity
path, as shown in Fig. 10-25, with

a = 0 and ¢ = constant. Such mo- /ﬂ/t/m

tion could be obtained on the end of
a whirling arm. There is no down-

wash field (that due to wing thick- W

ness is neglected) due to angle of Vertical v'elocity.distributi'on . .
attack, since a =-0. However, .be— 5 111?1;01?'251’110?;;‘;%4'3’1 combination in
cause of the rotation of ¢, there is a

distribution of vertical velocity of the air along the missile, as shown in
Fig. 10-25. The upward velocity of the air at the horizontal tail is
approximately ¢(l;)n. The local angle of attack due to the ¢ motion at
the horizontal tail is thus

(Aa)y = Q(i;go)” (10-136)
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neglecting any downwash at the tail resulting from wing lift due to gq.
The increase in lift of the empennage resulting from (Aa)y is

dC\* qu q(le)n
ACL) g = | 5= ) = =52 10-1

(ACL)E <da >E o Vo ( 37)
where the asterisk indicates that the lift-curve slope of the empennage is
to be evaluated at the Mach number existing at the horizontal tail loca-
tion. The dynamic pressure ¢y is that prevailing at the horizontal tail.
The contribution of the empennage to Cr, and Cy  of the missile is thus

~ o (9" 4 (s
(Cr)e = 2( o )E qo( ZT>H (10-138)
_ o (2CL\* v (L) (len
(Cunpe = 2( T >F q0< h)ﬂ( 3 >H (10-139)
Similarly for the wing we have
o (dCe [
(CLq)W bl 2 (%)W < ZT>W (10—140)

(CrJw = —2 (%%)W (ZT)W (%")W (10-141)

where we have assumed that the dynamic pressure at the wing location is
essentially free-stream dynamic pressure. The total contribution of
wing and empennage to the pitch damping is thus

— o\ ar (L) (L
dCL lcg lcm
—2 ( da >W <Tr>W (l_r>W (10-142)

One point should be noted in connection with this equation. We have
agssumed in Fig. 10-25 that the missile is fixed to the rotating arm at its
center of gravity. 'This is in accordance with the general notion that the
velocity of a missile is specified by the translational velocity of the missile
center of gravity, plus an additional velocity determined from the missile
angular velocity and the radius vector measured from the center of grav-
ity. However, the missile could be attached to the whirling arm at some
point other than the center of gravity, but this case has been precluded in
the derivation.

Equation (10-142) is of interest because it displays the roles of the wing
and empennage as well as the roles of the center of gravity and center of
moments in pitch damping. For flight of a missile, the center of moments
and center of gravity are taken to be coincident. If the center of gravity
is sufficiently close to the wing center of pressure (due to ¢), it is clear
that the tail contribution to C,,, outweighs that of the wing. However, if
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the wing and tail lifts are not of greatly different magnitude, the center of
gravity might not lie sufficiently close to the wing center of pressure for
the contribution of the tail to C,., to be of overriding importance.

A simplified analysis can also be used to calculate the contribution of
the empennage to Crzy and C,;. The motion corresponding to constant ¢
with ¢ = 0 is shown in Fig. 10-26. The motion in question is that of a
wing-empennage moving downward with constant acceleration and no
angular velocity. Thus, unlike the case of C,,, no question of the center
of rotation (gravity) position arises in the determination of C,; The
essential concept which makes possible the simplified analysis is the
so-called downwash lag concept. It is assumed that the downwash field
of the wing at the empennage lags the wing angle of attack by the time it
takes the wake to travel from the wing to the empennage. It is further
assumed that the downwash field at the empennage is the steady-state

Wing vortex sheet

:\\///"'—‘—_ = f
v Wing centrond\\ -7 Tail centroid .. h
A . P N i
e T —— e
ly
w=at w=at

F1a. 10-26. Wing-tail combination in uniform & motion.

downwash field corresponding to the angle of attack of the wing specified
by the first assumption. (As the figure shows, the empennage has moved
downward with respect to the wing vortex sheet a distance h.) If the wing
angle of attack changes by an amount Aaw, the change in angle of attack
of the horizontal tail is

d
Aoy = — (i),, Aaw (10-143)
By the downwash lag concept
Aay = — »‘“I_fﬁ (10-144)
0
with the result that
_ aly (de
Bayy = P! ( da)ﬂ (10-145)

The horizontal tail length I, will subsequently be specified. The lift
developed by the empennage as a result of Aay is

ACL\* qu aly [ de .
AC = ———— —_— e -
(ACL)g ( o )E o Vo ( da),, (10-146)
. o dCL\* qH de Iy -
or (CL&)E - 2 (7&_)5 50— <d—-a)H Tr (10-14()
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The contribution of the empennage to Cn, is

= o (90 an (de\ ln (L !
(Coug)e = 2( T >E - < da)H A (lr>g (10-148)

Because we have used a simplified analysis based on steady-flow quan-
tities to analyze a complicated unsteady-flow process, the precise defini-
tion of the tail length {; has been lost. Tobak?? has shed some light on
this matter using his unsteady-flow analysis based on the indicial-fune-
tion method. Tobak finds that the downwash lag concept is essentially
correct, but depends for its accuracy on the proper choice of Iy. The
proper choice turns out to be approximately the length from wing centroid
to tail centroid. The distance from the tail centroid to the center of
rotation is not involved, since rotations are not involved in pure &
motions, as we have noted. The values of Cry and Cr, of Martin et al.??
are in accord with the simplified analysis only if the above choice is
made for the tail length.

The damping-in-yaw derivatives corresponding to those for pitch are

— 9 (%Y v (le
(Cy)e = —2 ( B )E 0 <l7~)1'
(Coye = +2 (207 q—V<L> (l—m>
d8 Je ¢\ L. )v \ l: J¥v
dCy\* gv (do\ v (10-149)
(Cra)s = 2(_X> QZ<’_ v
dg Jr qo\dB/)v I

e — (405 @ (47 by (L
((IHB)E B 2( dag >E Qo (d,3>v [ (l'r )v

The asterisk now applies to slopes evaluated at the Mach number pre-
vailing on the upper and lower vertical tails, and the subscript V indicates
mean quantities over the upper and lower vertical tails. The quantity
do/dB is treated in Chap. 6. The total damping in yaw for sinusoidal
oscillations is C, — Chg, in contrast to the quantity C, + Co, for damp-
ing of sinusoidal pitching oscillations.

Hlustrative Example

Let us calculate the contributions of a cruciform empennage to the
derivatives Cy;, Cug, C,y Cryy Oy, Crgy and Cy for the example missile of
Fig. 7-9.  The center of moments is taken at the missile center of gravity
at the two-thirds chord location of the wing-body juncture. Let M, = 2,
a = 5% and B = 0°. The reference area is taken to be the exposed wing
area, and the reference length is the mean aerodynamic chord of the
exposed wing panels. Body or wing vortex effects are to be disregarded,
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@
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BHU !

BHUL

F1a. 10-27. Components in build-up of cruciform empennage.

so that the quantities calculated apply only to the range of « and 8 over
which they are linear.

(a) CYﬁ; Cnﬁ:

The static derivative Cz, due to the empennage was calculated in Sec.
7-5, using a method different from that to be used here to calculate Cryg
and Cn;.  For a cruciform empennage, we have

CYﬁ = _Ci,a
Cug = —Chp,
The first step in the present procedure is to evaluate the interference
factors (Ku1)g, (K1)u, and (K1) given by Eqgs. (10-125), (10-126), and
(10-127).  To do this, we must utilize the apparent mass results of Table
10-3 with the notation of Fig. 10-27.
(mu)p = mpa® = 0.316mp
(mu)sa = mpa? = 0.3167p
a4

(1 -2+ E) = 3.00mp
2 2 2 £\ %
(mu)pry = in (1 + %3)[— (1 + %2) + 2% <l + %) ] = 1.568mp

— )2
(mn)U g =

|
B
©
@

(mu)BHUL

i
3
=
~—~
@
S
N
/
e
EN |
9
3

f
@
~
i
B
©
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The desired interference factors are now

0.316 — 0.316
(K = =g375 =0
. 1568 — 0.316 _
3.000 — 1.568 o
(K = " = 1832

We note that the addition of the lower vertical panel to the empennage
with the other three panels present develops about 15 per cent more side-
force than the addition of the upper vertical panel to the empennage with
only the horizontal panels present. Since the upper vertical tail and
lower vertical tail correspond to one-half of whole wings, their sideforce

curve slopes are

(Cyglv = (Crgh = —2(Crn

The horizontal tail alone is a triangular wing with supersonic leading
edges, so that it has the two-dimensional lift-curve slope based on its own
area. Thus, based on the exposed wing area as reference area Sk,

-1 4 S
(Crgv = (Crpz = —@mg{f

1 4 /1.25\? .
Thus from Eq. (10-128)
(Cyg)r = 1.602(—0.356) + 1.832(—0.356)
= —1.221 per radian

The tail length is taken as that between the centroids of the wing and tail

panels.
()v = 15(2.25) + 3.16 + 25(1.25) = 4.74
1) = 24(cHw = 1.50

Thus from Eq. (10-129)

4,74 .
(Crgle = — 150 (—1.221) = 3.86 per radian

Tt is noted in passing that these values of Cyg and Cuy do not include
hody or wing vortex interference.

(b) Clpl

The previous derivatives Cy, and Cn; were calculated by accounting for
all interference effects arising in a step-by-step composition of the empen-
nage. Although Eqs. (10-132) to (10-135) provided for an analogous
calculation for €y, we will use an alternate method. From Fig. 10-14 we
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see th:at the addition of vertical panels to the horizontal tail increases the
damping in roll in the ratio 1.625 to 1. Here we are keeping the spa;n of
?,ll panels constant and letting the body radius vary, in particular becom-
ing zero in this instance. Now let the body radius grow to a value yield-
ing q/ s = 0.31, and Fig. 10-16 shows another 2 per cent increase in damp-
ing in roll. Thus, if (C,)m is the damping-in-roll derivative for the
horizontal tail including the part blanketed by the body, we have

(Ch,)e = 1.625(1.02)(C)
On the basis of Eq. (10-112), the tail-alone damping in roll is
Crw = —L5(My® — 1)* = —0.1925

Based on the wing area and wing span, the value of (), Yur 18
y2

(€)= —(0.1925)

1.812 (1.8_1_2

2
2.812 “2.25) = —0.080

The damping in roll for the complete empennage is thus
(Clp)p, = 1.625(1.02)(—0.080) = —0.133
(C) CLq, Cmq, CL&, Cmdi

The damping-in-pitch derivative ¢ r, from Eq. (10-138) is

dCL\* l
C N e AN
(Cre =2 < da >E 7 (lr >H

the a§terisk denoting that the empennage contribution to the lift-curve
sl(?pe is to be evaluated at the Mach number prevailing at the horizontal
tall. We will assume that this Mach number is the same as the free-
stream Mach number, and that the dynamic pressure at the tail qu is the
same as the free-stream dynamic pressure. Since the distance to the
center of gravity has already been evaluated as 4.74 and

dc
(Tof)E = ~(Cypz = 1.221

the value of (C; ) g is

(Cr)s = 201.221)(1) <‘1*:—gg) - 772

'(I‘(/Iyle )cepter of moments being coincident with the center of gravity
mo/E 18 ’

(Cape = —17.72 (%) = —24.4

FIere the d@rivz?tive 1s based on the mean aerodynamic chord of the wing
¢w, the derivative being with respect to ¢éw/2V,.
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The derivatives (Cr,)r and (Cny)e are given by Egs. (10-147) and

(10-148) as
dCr\* qn lg [ de
(CL&)E 2 <_d—&—>E q—o- l_r (E&)H
Lo
(Cas = =2 ()
r JH

where Iy is the distance from wing centroid to tail centroid. The value
of (de/do)n is obtained from the illustrative example of Sec. 7-5. Since,
in the absence of Mach number and dynamic pressure changes from the
free-stream value at the tail position, the horizontal tail effectiveness is

o (de
= da”

we can readily determine (de/da) g from the fact that 9y = 0.73.  There-

fore,
de
<%>H = .27

The values of the & derivatives now are

2(1.221)(1) <4_73‘> (0.27) = 2.08

il

(Cro)e 1.50

4.74 .
(Cug)s = —2.08 (1—5-(5> = —6.59
Again the derivative is with respect to aéw/2V,. The damping-in-yaw
derivatives follow readily from Eq. (10-149).
SYMBOLS OTHER THAN STABILITY DERIVATIVES

The following symbols do not include those for the stability derivatives
since these are fully described in Seec. 10-2.

a radius of body at wing trailing edges of cruciform missile
(Fig. 10-15); radius of body of a cruciform empennage
(Fig. 10-27)

n complex coefficient in mapping function taking missile

cross section into circle of radius ¢
aspect ratio of wing alone or wing panels joined together
inertial coefficient of missile cross section; ¢,j = 1, 2, 3
value of inertial coefficients at missile base
span of cruciform wing
span of planar wing
complex coefficients associated with expansion for Ws(3)
(Mg — 1)%

=
N

S Y S

& 5
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By see Eq. (10-36)

c root chord of triangular wing; radius of circle into which
missile cross section is mapped

Ci; see Eq. (10-36)

Cr, lift-curve slope

(Cr)*, (Cm,)*, ete. ratio of lift-curve slope on basis of supersonic wing
theory to that based on slender-body theory
Ul Cul, te.  values before change in center of moments and center of

rotation

(dCr/da)g* lift-curve slope of empennage evaluated at local Mach
number of horizontal tail surfaces

(dCy/dB)g* sideforce curve slope evaluated at local Mach number of
vertical empennage surfaces

Cog moment-curve slope

Cx, Cy, Cz, Cy, Cy, Cy force coefficients for X, ¥, Z, L, M, and N

D degree of term in expansion for stability derivative in
Maple-Synge analysis

ngj see Eq (10-36)

E elliptic integral of second kind

Feine complex-valued function of v and p occurring as coeffi-
cients in Taylor expansion of Maple-Synge analysis

T, £ even and odd real functions of p

EAN AR real and imaginary parts of fi;.

F Z + iY; also incomplete elliptic integral of first kind

F’ value of F after rotation about X axis through 2r/n
radians

g t+j+k+l+m4n

0,7, k, { exponents in Eq. (10-11)

I imaginary part of a complex-valued function

k modulus of elliptic integral, (1 — B2A42/16)'*

K complete elliptic integral of first kind

(Ku)s, (K11, (Ku)v  sideforce ratios defined by Egs. (10-125), (10-126),
and (10-127)
(Ksa)w, (Kss)1, (Ka3)y rolling-moment ratios defined by Eqgs. (10-132),
(10-133), and (10-134)

Iy distance of new center of moments behind old center of
moments

lo distance of new center of rotation behind old center of
rotation

log distance from centroid (wing or tail) to missile center of
gravity, Fig. 10-25

lom distance from centroid (wing or tail) to center of moments,
Fig. 10-25

L reference length
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L M,N
LI
m, n

p,qr
pl

P, Q
qo

[5:4

U, v, W
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positive moments about X, ¥, and Z

value of L after rotation about X axis by 27/n radians

integers in Maple-Synge analysis

apparent-mass coefficients defined by Eq. (10-62) 7,7 =
1,2,3

free-stream Mach number

outward normal to missile cross section in crossflow plane;
also number defining degree of missile rotational sym-
metry, Fig. 10-3

angular velocities X, Y, and Z

value of p after rotation about X axis by 2r/n radians

integers in Maple-Synge analysis; P =7+ k, Q@ =7 + {

free-stream dynamic pressure

dynamic pressure at horizontal tail

real part of a complex-valued function

distance measured along contour of missile cross section
in crossflow plane; also local semispan of triangular
wing, planar wing-body combination, and cruciform
wing-body combination

maximum semispan of triangular wing

cross-sectional area of missile

exposed area of horizontal tail

reference area

time

N + iM ; also kinetic energy of flow per unit length along
X axis of missile

value of T after rotation about X axis through 2w/n
radians

linear velocity components of missile center of mass along
X, Y, and Z axes

Ug, Vo, Wo, Po, Qo, 7o values of w, v, w, p, ¢, and r about which general

Taylor series for X is expanded; Eq. (10-3)

Ury Upy Wy, Dry ¢ry 7o values of u, v, w, p, ¢, and r after transformation of

U1y V2
Vo

Wi, Wy, Wi
T, Y, %

Tijkimn

X, Y, 7

Xo, Yo, Zo

mirror symmetry in Maple-Synge analysis

velocity components of missile cross section along 7 and
¢ axes, respectively, I'ig. 10-8

free-stream velocity

o1+ W, ¢2 + W, bz + W

set of axes illustrated in Figs. 10-10 and 10-11, z positive
rearward along missile longitudinal axis

39X /out 9v’ dwropt agmorr; g =1+ Jj+ kE+ 1+ m+n

set of axes fixed in missile, I'ig. 10-1; also set of force
components acting on missile along X, Y, and Z.
(Context reveals which definition applies.)

positions of X, Y, Z for zero pitch, yaw, and roll

Aay

Aaw

B
((l(:/da)]{

§

nH
0’ ‘//’ (4

14

V/

&, ¢

p
da/dB

@

¢

o1, @2, @3
¥

¥, Yo, s
¥i

@

(0/
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positions of X, Y, Z after yaw about 0Z,

positions of X, Y, Z after yaw about OZ, and then pitch
about 0Y,

value of X force accompanying ug, ¥, Wo, o, Go, and 7o

value of X at missile base

X coordinate of fixed cross-sectional plane through which
missile is passing, Fig. 10-7

value of X at missile apex

values of X, YV, Z after mirror reflection

X coordinate after rotation about X axis by 2r/n radians;
X' =X

X coordinate of center of pressure

y+ iz

value of j at centroid of missile cross section

angle of attack

angle between missile longitudinal axis and free-stream
veloeity

change in local angle of attack at horizontal tail

change in local angle of attack at wing

angle of sideslip

rate of change of downwash angle at tail with wing angle
of attack

£ 4 in; complex variable of plane in which missile cross
section is circle of radius ¢

vertical axis in { plane; also lateral coordinate in crossflow
plane of Fig. 10-8

effectiveness of horizontal tail

angles of pitch, yaw, and roll describing missile attitude,
Fig. 10-2

general reference length used in defining stability deriva-
tives

w + 1w

o

axes parallel to X, ¥, and Z and fixed to crossflow plane
through which missile is passing, Fig. 10-7

free-stream density

rate of change of sidewash angle with angle of sideslip

angle of roll

potential function

potential functions due to unit values of vy, v5, and p

angle of yaw; also stream function

stream functions corresponding to ¢1, ¢, and ¢s

Y1, Yo, OF Y3

r -+ g

we™ie
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Subscripts :

B due to body or due to addition of body

E empennage

H horizontal tail panels

H' horizontal tail including area blanketed by body
L lower vertical tail

r quantity after mirror reflection

U upper vertical tail

w wing
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APPENDIX 10A. MAPLE-SYNGE ANALYSIS FOR CRUCIFORM MISSILE

In this appendix we will deduce the effects of rotational and mirror
symmetry on the stability derivatives of a cruciform missile. Consider
now a missile possessing n-gonal symmetry, and let it undergo a rotation
through an angle

2r
Under this rotation the physical forces and moments do not change;
that is, they are invariants of the transformation. Let the original sys-
tem of notation given by Eq. (10-10) apply to the missile before rotation,
and let the same symbols with primes refer to the same physical quanti-
ties described now in terms of the new coordinates. Thus,
! —_ ~ip /4 o Vo~ ’ — T o
F’ Fc”‘ T’ Te X/ X~' L, L (10A-2)
y = pe'® u =u w' = weTH p =P
Now, if these primed quantities are substituted into Eq. (10-11), we must
obtain an equality. Furthermore the functions fiju, tixi, Tijm, and Ly
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remain unchanged since only the independent variables v, w, ¢, and r were
varied in the transformation. Carrying out this substitution, we obtain

. % . . - . o\ . > . : -
e Z,f,-,;kz('ix,p)vlﬂfw"w‘e‘“"“—J’f’“‘” = zjf,kz(u,,p)vli’wkwl

ikl 17kl
e z tijra (U, p) Vi ot ate e imith—l) = 2 Liim(u,p) virwt et
ikl ikl .
N o (10A-3)
zxij/cz(u,p)V‘ﬁ’wkw‘e‘“"(“l‘*’”‘” = E T (U, p) Vi wEe!
ikl 7kl
E li,-k;(u,p) Vil-/jwkc_dl€4i¢({_j+k_l) = Z l,~ju(u,p) Viplwk et
ik ikl

To preserve the equality for arbitrary values of », 7, «, and & we must
have, for F and T,

exp[i(%”)(l b=kt =1
so that
i1—j+k—I01—1=mn m=20, +1, +2, . . . (10A-4)
In a like manner we obtain, for X and L,
t—J7+k—101=mn m=20

Equations (10A-4) and (10A-5) must be satisfied by missiles possessing
n-gonal symmetry.

Let us now consider a systematic scheme for investigating the terms of
Eq. (10-11) term by term to see if their retentions are compatible with
Egs. (10A-4) and (10A-3). We are interested in the degree D of the
terms and the symmetry number n of the missile. Let us introduce
numbers P and @

P=134+k Q=7+ (10A-6)
which are determined by D and n as follows,
P+Q=0D P—Q=mn+1 (10A-7)

for the fiji and t;x terms. Likewise, the coefficient i and Lijy are gov-
erned by

P+@Q=2D P—Q=mn (10A-8)
Equations (10A-7) and (10A-8) can be considered selection rules for pick-

ing those terms of degree D in Eq. (10-11), the retention of which is com-
patible with n-gonal symmetry of the missile.
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To illustrate the use of the selection rules let us apply them to ascertain
admissible terms in the expansions for the forces and moments of a cruci-
form missile, n = 4. Itisconvenient
to construet a PQ diagram, in which
P is abscissa and Q is ordinate. Only
positive values of P and @ are ad-
missible because of analyticity. The
PQ diagram for n = 4 is shown in
Fig. 10-28, where the sets of straight
lines corresponding to Eq. (10A-7) are
shown. Where the curves intersect
at integral values of the coordinates,
allowable values of P and Q are found.
For instance, no intersection is found

for terms of degree D = 0, and only Fand T
the intersection P = 1,Q = Oisfound @ e —1 o
for terms of first degree. The terms 6 70 =TT l«(’
of first degree are then found from 5k - —7'—”1'"—{‘— |
the following sets of values of ¢, j, &, e, | 1 |
and 1, yielding P = 1 and @ = 0: 4R l‘}l\é“ A
! ) !
= = - N - N
P 1k Q Ol ai 7N TN | —i —i >
7 J 2k — - NN
1 0 0 0 < ! NN I‘“
|
0o 1 0 0 R I RO

The terms in question are fioor and
f()olow, as well as tio00v and too100. No

second-degree terms appear, but terms e 1098, P d'X and L . "
of third degree arise in the set of _'* ™ Q diagrams for cruciiorm
values P =0, Q@ =3, and P = 2,
Q = 1. Again the sets of values of ¢. j, k, and [ are
P=0 Q=3 P =2 Q=1
) k J 1 i k J {
0 0 0 3 2 0 0 1
0 0 1 2 2 0 1
0 0 2 1 1 1 0 1
0 0 3 0 1 1 1 0
0 2 0 1
0 2 1

The general expansion for the force F can now be written up to but not
including terms of fifth degree

F = fio00v + foorow + fooos@® =+ fo10298? + fooor??@ + Foz009®
+ fo001v%3 + fer009?7 + fronvww + finoviw
+ foomw?® + forzobw? + terms of fifth degree (10A-9)
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A similar expansion exists for T. The PQ diagram for the force X and
the rolling moment L is included in Fig. 10-28. The series obtained from
this diagram has terms as follows:

X = Zoooo + Tooniwd + T1001vd + ZTo110Pw + Tiroovd
+ terms of fourth degree (10A-10)

Since there are potentially 1 term for D = 0, 4 terms for D = 1, 10 terms
for D = 2, 20 terms for D = 3, ete., we should have many terms in the
above expansion for F, but rotational symmetry has reduced the number
to 12.  There are potentially 35 terms in the expression for X including
forms of third degree, and through rotational symmetry we have reduced
the number to 5.

Having deduced the general consequences of rotational symmetry, let
us now turn our attention to mirror symmetry. The positive conven-
tions of the axes, forces, moments, etc., were given in Fig. 10-1, and these

B,

()

F1a. 10-29. Positive conventions involved in mirror symmetry (a) before and (b) after
reflection.

conventions are again repeated in part in Fig. 10-29. We will take the
plane of mirror symmetry to be the XZ plane. Let the Y axis be reflected
in the plane to obtain the new axis ¥,. The reflected axis system is thus

X =X, Y = -7, Z =1, (10A-11)

It is important now to define positive quantities in the new system in the
same general manner as in the old system. Thus the linear velocity
components and the forces are positive along the positive X r Yo, and Z,
axes. Positive directions of the angular velocities and moments cor-
respond to cyclic rotation of the aves. 1t X, — Y,, then r, is positive; and,

if Z, — X, then ¢, is positive, and similarly for the moments. We thus
obtain

Uy = U D= —p X, =X L,=—L
v, = —p g =gq V.= -Y M, =M (10A-12)
w, = W Ty = —7 Z, =7 N, = —-N

It is to be noted that the positive vectors for the angular velocities and
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moments do not necessarily correspond to positive axis di.rections because
X,,Y.,Z, is not a right-handed system of axes as X,Y,Z is.
The set of variables given by Eq. (10-10) now becomes

F,=2,+iY,=Z—i¥ =F :
T,=N,+iM,= —N+iM=-T

V= Wy F W =W — W =P (10A-13)
by = Wy — W, = W -+ W =v

W =T+l = —r+1g= —0w

G =T, —i¢gy= —T — 1 = —®

We now assume that the forces and moments can be expressed in the new
coordinates in precisely the same form as in Eq. (1.0A~‘3?) a.nd that the
functions fiu, L, Tir, a0d L are the identical functions in either system
of coordinates. Thus

F, = Efijkl(ur,pr) R RIRRIAR
ok (10A-14)
,1’1 = 2 tijkl(ur,pr) Vrii’rjwrk‘:)r[
i
We already know that F, = F and 7, = —T, so that

fijkl(ur,pr) V'ril_’rjwrk‘l’rl =

S‘ ﬂjkz(u,p) PividFw!
L

i ikl (10A-15)
- E Liir (e, Pr) Vi 0 00t = E L (u,p) viviake!
iR i3l
or from Eq. (10A-13)
zfijkl(u,—‘P)iiVi(—@)k(—w)l = zfijkl(u,p) vviake!
i ikl (10A-16)
= 3 b, =) (=@ (—w)t = ) T, p) Pt
S R

For the equalities given by Eq. (10A-16) to be true we must have

fiu(u,—p) = (—1)’°+lﬂ-]-k_z(u,p)
tig(u,—p) = — (= 1)"u(u,p)

Now we must further break fi;i; and #;:; down into even and odd functions

of the rolling veloeity p, and into real and imaginary parts.

seript (R) stands for real and (I) for imaginary, we write

S = Fif +

o)
tfh

— R Y4
b = 150 + ik

Substitution into Eq. (10A-17) gives

13kl

(10A-17)

If the super-

(10A-18)

B(u,—p) + FEu,—p) = (= D*fEu,p) — iffh(wp)]
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It follows that f{f) and f{), must be even or odd functions in p according as
k 4+ lis odd or even.

(k + l)even (k + l)odd
Heveninp  fif) odd in p
ffyoddinp  ff evenin p

Here let the superseript (O) stand for an odd function of p and the super-
script (E) for an even function; then

fim = 8 + if9, k + [ even
Jim =R+ k4 1odd
If we complete similar analyses for T,, X,, and L,, we obtain the following

set of relationships for the odd or even nature of the real and imaginary
parts of the functions:

(10A-19)

kE + 1 even:
Tim = f0 + Wil
— ye (O
Lk = Tl + @l (10A-20)
b = 1O 4 (1B
iikl 13kl 17kl
_ (2] )
L = U3 + i)
k4 1odd:
— (4] (B
fijkl = fi(jk)l + 4 ;!jk)z
.. — [23) yp(E)
B = T o+ Ui (10A-21)

Lijrn = t,(ﬁ)l + Zt,(]OL>1

i = I + il
We are now in a position to determine the expansions for the force and
moment coefficients in real rather than in complex form. The analysis
will be carried out for the four cases listed at the beginning of Sec. 10-3
up to and including terms of second degree. With reference to
Eq. (10A-10) for X, we now have

X = Zoooo + Zoor1(r? 4+ ¢%) + Tr00:(w + ) (r — iq)
+ zoo(w — w)(r + 1q) + Ziioo(w? + v?)
+ terms of fourth degree (10A-22)

Since X must be real, the functions ;i have the properties

Toooo = T§Fho

—_ E
Toonr = Toh;

Troo1 = %y + iy, (10A-23)
Towo = QG — i),
Ti00 = i}y
From these properties the real form of X becomes
X = 2o + 268:(¢* + ) + 229, (wr + qv)
+ 2253, (wg — vr) + 2Fh(w? + 02)
+ terms of fourth degree (10A-24)
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We can write an expression for the rolling moment L from Eq. (10A-24)
by observing that the expansion of L is of the same form as that for X,
see Eq. (10A-10), but that the superscripts (£) and (0) must be reversed.

L = I + IZ.(g® + r?) + 208 (wr + v)
+ 260 (qw — vr) + KQpo(w? + %)
+ terms of fourth degree (10A-25)

The equations for X and L as given above are the complete Taylor expan-
sions for these forces for a cruciform configuration up to and inecluding
terms of second degree (there are no terms of third degree) about the
pointw = v = ¢ = r = 0. The coeflicients depend on the linear velocity
along the missile longitudinal axis and the roll rate or spin about it.

The expansions for F and 7' given by Eq. (10A-9) are separable into
real and imaginary parts to yield Y, Z, M, and N.

F =27+ = (fifle + fil)r + 19 .
+ (180 + #fiG0) (w + )
+ terms of third degree (10A-26)
so that
Z = f(()gior - f(()g{oq + fi%‘())o’w - fi]((i())o” (10A—27)
Y = fiflor + f§0q + fifew + fifiew
Similarly for M and N we obtain

M
N

i

tf)%’loT + tE)FG'foq + t(l}é"%ow + t(lt()){)ov (10A—28)
tior — teq + thow — v

APPENDIX 10B. MAPLE-SYNGE ANALYSIS FOR TRIFORM
MISSILES AND OTHER MISSILES

Let us now consider the triform missile and construct first the PQ dia-
gram for complex force F and complex moment 7' in accordance with the
selection rule, Eq. (10A-4). The P diagram is shown in Fig. 10-30.
There is no term of degree zero. The terms of degree unity correspond
to the values P = 1, @ = 0.

P = Q=0

i i
0

0
1

D o o

0 0

The terms of degree two correspond to P = 0, @ = 2.

P =0 Q=2
% k 7 l
0 0 0 2
0 0 2 0
0 0 1 1
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Thus the expansions for F and T for terms up to and including those of
second degree are

F = foorw 4 fro00v + foo020? + foz009® + for0196

+ terms of third degree (10B-1)
T = toorow + fi000v + too02@® + fo2009® + Loj0196

=+ terms of third degree (10B-2)

In accordance with Egs. (10A-20) and (10A-21), the complex terms fin
and {1 can be decomposed into real and imaginary parts that are either

@ N
s, Q
SR a1
! } | } 1&
| i
4R— Iy A Bty et |
I O\'\ { i {
| | f
& INT 1 { I e
PY NI _'___;__lx
< ! ! | i
NN NN
IRg |
| | | i |

0 1 2 3 4 5 P
Xand L
Fre. 10-30. PQ diagram for triform missile.

odd or even functions of p. When the analysis is carried out and F and T
separated into their component parts, we obtain

Y = fifiow + fifdev + fEler + fi%0q + Fi0:(r? — ¢2)
= 2ffoerg + fGo(w? — v2) — 2fFqwv
+ fotdi(wr — vg) — f§2 (wg + )
=+ terms of third degree (10B-3)
Z = fiflow — 600 + fiQor — Ji6loq + 553 (r? — q%)
+ 2/580orq + fio(w? — v?) + 2f{Qwv
+ fif(wr — vg) + fi,(wg + vr)
+ terms of third degree (10B-4)
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M = tBaw + v + tiler + t651eq + UE(w? — v?)
— 2tGhowv + tiR(r? — %) — 2hrg + i3 (wr — vg)
— t§(wq + vr) + terms of third degree (10B-5)
N = Q3w — ti§ior + tfler — th0q + 120 (w® — v%)
+ 2twr + 100 (r* — @) + 2tiGrq + i (wr — vg)
+ 19 (wg 4 vr) + terms of third degree (10B-6)

These equations for a triform missile are to be compared with Egs.
(10-14) and (10-15) for a cruciform missile. The significant difference is
that the cruciform missile expansions contain no terms of second degree
whereas those for the triform contain many such terms.

Turning now to the expansions for the thrust force and rolling moment
X and L of a triform missile, we construct the PQ diagram in accordance
with the selection rule, Eq. (10A-5). The PQ diagram is shown in Fig.
10-30. A single term of degree zero appears

P=0 Q=0
7 k J l
0 0 0 0

The terms of degree two correspond to P = 1, @ = 1.

P=1 Q=1
7 k J {
0 1 0 1
0 1 1 0
1 0 0 1
1 0 1 0

The general expansions for X and L are thus

X

L0000 1 To0110@ + Ti001¥@ + Toi10Pw + Tijoo¥¥

-+ terms of third degree (10B-7)
L = loooo + looriwe + Ligorrw + lonnobw 4 lieery
+ terms of third degree (10B-8)

I

Because X and L are real, the following equalities must hold:

i = —aif Qo = zdhe = 0
%1 = o %, =0 55 =0
(100%)1 = lf)(ﬁo IR0 =0
l§€31 = la‘i}io l%’il =0

The final real expansions for X and L are

X = 2§ + 2z (wr + qv) + 221G, (wg — vr)

+ 2@o(w? 4 v2) + z(8), (r? + ¢*) + terms of third degree (10B-9)
L = Ui + 2088 (wr + qv) + 263, (wg — vr)

+ §bo(w? + v2) + I, (r? 4+ ¢*) + terms of third degree (10B-10)
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These equations for X and L are to be compared with Eqs. (10-12) and
(10-13) for a cruciform missile. It is seen that the expansions are iden-

tical through terms of second degree.

Let us round out the analysis by consideration of missiles of 2-gonal
and mirror symmetries. The PQ diagrams based on the selection rules
Eqgs. (10A-4) and (10A-5), are given in Fig. 10-31. Inspection of this)
figure reveals that the expansions for F and T contain terms of odd degree

5 & T S
VA At
s
KA A
3 I O\\: : =\
=3NS AL~ —A%
K
2@ NN
SN
TN N LAY
| | ! | i
o~ 1 2 3 4 5 P

Xand L

F16. 10-31. PQ diagram for missile with 2-gonal and mirrer symmetries.

only (as. fc?r a cr}miform missile), in contrast to the expansions for a tri-
form missile which contain terms of all but degree zero. For terms of
first degree we have the conditions P = 1, Q = 0, and P = 0, Q =

P =

1 Q=0 P=0 Q=1
vk i 1 ik i
0 1 0 0 o 0 1
1 0 0 o0 0 1 0 0

The expansions for F and T in complex form are

F = fio00v + for009 + foorow + foonr@ + terms of third degree
T = tio00v + tor00? + foorow + toons® + terms of third degree

(10B-11)
(10B-12)
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When the complex-valued functions fiu and ¢ are split into real and
imaginary parts which are either odd or even functions of p, we obtain,
for Y, Z, M, and N,

= (f§%h + fiGa)w + (fiEo — f6T3)v + (f%o — fi%)e
+ (f$B, + fiBo)r + terms of third degree (10B-13)

7 = (fo + fifiow + (f6%00 — [Sho)v + (f66d — fiflo)a
+ (f @y + f$30)r + terms of third degree (10B-14)

M = (o + tflow + (tQho — tho0)v + (865 — th%00)a
+ (6@ + £%0)r + terms of third degree (10B-15)
N = (%0 + tiGow + (to — tBov + (& — i)

4+ (B, + tE)r + terms of third degree (10B-16)

Consider now the thrust force X and the rolling moment L, all possible
terms of zero and second degree appearing in the PQ diagram of Fig.
10-31. For the terms of second degree, we have

P=2 Q=0 P=1 Q=1 P=0 Q=2

ik § 1 i kGl ik § 1

2 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 o 2 0 0

1 0 1 0 0o 1 1 0 o 1 o0 1

0o 0 2 0 10 0 1 o 0 0 2
o o 1 1

The complex expansions for X and L are thus

X = Zoooo + Toonwe + Z1001¥® + Lo110¥w + Zio0v? + Toozow?

4 Za000¥? + Tror0ve + Tooo2e® + Zozoo?? + Tor017@
+ terms of fourth degree (10B-17)
L = loooo + loouwc_v -+ l1001V&> + lonof’w + l1100V17 + loozow2
+ Logoor? + liorovw + Loooa®® + lozoa?® + loronve
+ terms of fourth degree (10B-18)

When the relationships among the functions Ziu and liju are taken into
account, the real expansions for X and L are

X = xifh + (@i + 2o + aifdow?
+ (@b — oo — v + (@il — B — 28 q”
+ (6l + 288 + aifl)r? + 2(xilhe — Li2h0)Tq
+ 2(xi2h — ¥iGho)rw + 2268, (wg + ) — 22 o(wr — vq)
+ 28, (wg — vr) + 220 (wr + vq)
+ terms of fourth degree (10B-19)
L = 1% + Qb0 + U + 1h)w? + (1Ghe — Ubo — 1i2ho)?”
+ (% — 1% — Ih)q* + (1% + 1% + + I52)7r?
+ 208, — lorg + 2(165 — lzono)wv + 200 (wg + vr)
+ 2@ (wq — vr) + 208, (wr + vg) — 2hon(wr + vg)
+ terms of fourth degree (10B-20)

The derivatives with respect to u, v, w, p, ¢, and r have been determined,
and those which are zero are shown in Fig. 10-5 for four cases.
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Acceleration stability derivatives, 355,

general formulas in terms of apparent
masses, 374
slender triangular wing, 377, 378
Ackeret theory, classification, 15
description, 15, 16
swept wings, 25
Addition of volume at angle of attack,
lifting surface of minimum drag, 311
Aerodynamic controls, prediction tech-
niques, general approach, 208
Aerodynamic heating, effect, on laminar
skin friction, 330-334
on turbulent skin friction, 334-336
physies, 326-330
Afterbody effects, planar wing-body com-
binations, 118, 131-134, 140
Air-jet spoilers, definition, 210
Airfoils, base-pressure correlation, 317-

(See also Base-drag correlation)
Airplanes versus missiles, 1
All-movable controls, coupling effects,

228-234
boundary conditions, 229, 230
coupling, no control, 231
pitch controls, 231-233
roll control, 233, 234
loading coefficient, for horizontal
panels, 230
for vertical panels, 231
summary of results, 232
symmetry properties of velocity
components, 229, 230
types of couplings, 228, 231
cruciform configurations, 225-227
pitching effectiveness, 225, 226
maximizing pitch control, 226
panel-panel interference, 226, 227
rolling effectiveness, 226-228
characteristics feature of cruci-
form arrangements, 226
effect of radius-semispan ratio,
227, 228
numerical results, 228
panel-panel interference, 226, 227
reverse roll, 226
planar configurations, 213-225
loading distribution due to control
deflection, 220, 221
body loading coeflicient, 221

All-movable controls, planar configu-
rations, loading distribution
due to control defleetion, numer-
ical example, 220

panel loading cocflicient, 221
pitching effectiveness, 214-219, 224,
225
body forces, 216-218
boundary conditions, 214
calculative example, 224, 225
center of pressure, 219
configuration lift, 218
doublet solutions, 215, 216
panel forces, 216-218
potential function, 216
rolling effectiveness, 221-225
analytical solution, 222
calculative example, 224, 225
nonslender configurations, 224
numerical values, 223
physical explanation, 223
reverse-flow methods, 221, 222
reverse roll, 224
All-movable tip controls, definition, 209
lift effectiveness, 239
numerical values of effectiveness, 240
Allen’s crossflow theory, center of pres-
sure, 89, 90
lift force, 89, 90
Angle, of attack, effect on base pressure,

sine definition, 5
small angle definition, 5
tangent definition, 5
of bank, 3, 4
of sideslip, 4-6
sine definition, 5, 6
small angle definition, 5
tangent definition, 5, 6
Angle-of-attack drag, supersonic airfoils,
290
Angular displacements, pitch, 350-353
roll, 350-353
yaw, 350-353
Apparent mass, boundary conditions for,

circle, 372

coordinate system, 365

cruciform wing, circular body, 372
definition, 379

ellipse, 372

437



438 MISSILE AERODYNAMICS

Apparent mass, examples in use of tables,

387-389, 391-393
damping in roll, cruciform missile,
392, 393
multifinned missile, 392
planar missile, 392, 393
lift of cruciform missile, 391, 392
general formnulas, acceleration deriva-
tives, 374
velocity derivatives, 369-371
general method, derivatives, 364371
for evaluation, 378-386
inertia coefficients, definition, 366
line, 371
midtail empennage, circular body, 372
elliptical body, 373
multifinned body, three or more fins,
373
notation in theory, 380, 382
planar midwing, circular body, 372
regular inscribed polygon, 373
slender cruciform wing, 386-388
slender triangular wing, 385386
table, 371-374
tangent-tail empennage, circular body,
Arrow lifting surfaces, minimum drag at
angle of attack, 309-311
boundary-layer limitations, 311
drag-rise factor, 309, 310
numerical values, 310
Arrow wings, pressure drag, 291, 292
leading-edge suction factor, 292
zero angle of attack, 291
Aspect ratio of triangular wing, effect on
stability derivatives, 395-402
damping, in pitch, 397-401
in roll, 396, 397
dihedral effect, 401, 402
Magnus forces, 394, 402
rolling moment due to yaw, 402
static stability, 395, 396
Average skin friction, flat plate, turbu-
lent flow, 334
Axes, body, general types, 3, 4, 6
pressure coefficient in, 48
stability derivatives, 350-353

Base drag, 261-263, 311-323
Base-drag correlation, 312-323
airfoils, 317-322
effect, of Mach number, 318
of Reynolds number, 318, 321
transitional case, 320-322
turbulent case, 317, 318, 322
bodies of revolution, 317-323
effeet, of Mach number, 319
of Reynolds number, 320, 321
transitional case, 321
turbulent case, 319, 320, 322
cone-cylinder combination, 323
correlation equation, 316, 317
theoretical model of flow, 312

Base-drag correlation, variables influ-
encing, angle of attack, 322
base configuration, 314
boattail angle, 314, 315
heating and cooling, 323
Mach number, 315, 316
Reynolds number, 315, 316, 318
tailfins, 322
Bernoulli’s equation, 12-14
compressible flow, steady, 13
unsteady, 12
linearized form, 14
Besscl functions, modified, 42, 43, 56, 57
Biot-Savart law, 153
Blunt base, flow behind, 312, 313
theoretical model of flow, 312
types of flow, 312, 313
Blunt leading edges, leading-edge suc-
tion, 293
Boattail angle, 314, 315
Bodies, of least pressure foredrag, 280~
287

of minimum wave drag (see Kirmdn
ogive; Newtonian body of least
pressure foredrag; Sears-Haack
body)
Body of revolution, base-pressure corre-
lation, 317-321
(See also Basc-drag correlation)
linear theory, 34-49
angle of attack, 37-39
zero, 34-37
(See also Slender body of revolution)
Body alone, definition, 113
in empennage, definition, 403, 404
Body axes (see Axes)
Body vortices, 89-107, 406-409
body of general cross-section, 94-107
lift and sideforce due to, 96-101
motion of vortex pair in presence of,
94-96
rolling moment due to, 101-107
body of revolution, 85~94
center of pressure, 89, 90
forces due to, 89, 9
location of vortex separation, 86
motion of pair in presence of circu-
lar cylinder, 91-94
positions and strengths, 85-89
coupling effects between, 101
magnitude compared to wing vortices,
b
tailless configuration, 406—409
damping in roll, 408, 409
static stability derivatives, 406, 407
Bound vortices, 146
Boundary function, 383
Boundary-layer thickness, 316
Boundary layers, flat plate, 325-330
static temperature profile, 326
total pressure profile, 326
types, 325, 326
velocity profile, 325, 326
(See also Skin friction)
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Bump on cireular cylinder, pressure dis-
tribution, 83, 84 )
Busemann second-order theory, classi-
fication, 1516
description
hinge-I;nom,ent coefficients, 247-250
section thickness effects on control
effectiveness, 243, 244

Calculative example (see Illustrative
examples) i o

Calculus of variations, use in drag mini-
mization, 281, 286 o

Camber drag, supersonic airfoils, 288,

Canard control, definition, 210
Cauchy-Riemann equation, 381
Center of pressure, definition, 20
rectangular wing, 24
slender body of revolution, 69
tangent ogive, 69, 70
triangular wing, 21, 22,378
Characteristic functions, quasi-cylindri-
cal bodies, 82, 83
Circle, apparent mass, 372 )
Circular cylinder, motion of vortex pair
in presence, 91-94
Circulation, 145
Circulation distribution, effect on wake
shape, 168
Classifications of missiles, control sur-
faces, 2
environment, 2
guidance system, 1, 2
propulsion system, 2
trajectory, 2
trim and control, 2
Combined flow field, 297
Comparison between experiment and
theory, damping in roll of triangu-
lar wings, 397 .
lift, and center of pressure of ogive-
cylinder combination, 90
of planar wing-body combination,
135, 136 )
pressure distribution on body of
revolution, 85
Complex potential, 27-30
circular cylinder in uniform flow, 29
definition, 27 )
ellipse, banked with respect to lateral
axis, 30 ] )
of constant a/b ratio, expanding,
0

in uniform flow, 30 ]
planar midwing and body combina-
tion, 30, 115 .
uniformly expanding circle, 29
Cone-cylinder combinations, base pres-
sure, 323
lift carry-over, 68
lift distribution by slender-body
theory, 68
vortex positions, 88

Cone-cylinder combinations, vortex
strengths, 87
Cones, equivalent flat plate, 341
laminar skin friction, 340, 341
supersonic pressure foredrag, 276-278
turbulent skin friction, 341
Conformal mapping, 25-30
circle, into ellipse, 27
into planar midwing and body
combination, 27
into planar wing, 28
general formulas, 25-30
table, 27, 28 ) )
Conical flow theory, classification, 15
description, 17
Conical shock-expansion theory, drag of
nonslender noses, 278-280
Control deflection, sign conventions, 211
Control reversal, definition, 212
Control surfaces, bank-to-turn, 3
cruciform, 2
““Control surface’”” drag method, 264
Convolution theorem, 47 )
Cooling, effect on transition point, 320
and heating, effect on base pressure,
323
Correlation equations, base pressure,
316, 317
Coupling effects, in all-movable controls,
228234 o
angle of attack and angle of sideslip,
125-129, 131 _ '
panel loading, for cruciform wing-
body combinations, 123, 175,
176
for planar wing-body combina-
tions, 126, 127
angle of attack and thickness, 115,
116, 122, 123 . ‘
body loading, for cruciform wing-
body combinations, 123
for planar wing-body combina-
tions, 115, 116 )
panel loading, for cruciform wing-
body combinations, 122, 123
for planar wing-body combina-
tions, 115, 116
drag of wings alone, 288-290
potential, lift versus no lift for slender
body, 53
pressure coefficient, angle of attack
and vortices in tail plane, 205-207
slender bodies, angle of attack and
thickness, 71, 72, 78
body expansion and angle of attack,
74
lift and sideforce, vortices in pres-
ence of body, 101
Covering operations, 358
Cross-coupling derivatives, 213
“Cross-talk’” in aerodynamic controls,
213
Cross-wind force, definition, 114
Crossflow drag coefficient, definition, 89
uniformity, 90



440 MISSILE AERODYNAMICS

Crossflow planes, body of revolution, 40
definition, 6, 40
Crossflow vortices (see Body vortices)
Cruciform empennage, stability deriva-
tives, illustrative example, 412-416
Crucéfs)im missile, damping in roll, 392~
lift and sideforce, 391, 392
mirror symmetry, 359
rotational symmetry, 359
stability derivatives, 358-362, 386—
392, 421-427
zero, 361
Cruciform wing, circular body, apparent
mass, 372
definition, 6
slender, apparent mass, 386-388
stability derivatives, gyroscopic,
390-391
Magnus, 390, 391
static, 388, 389
vortex model, 173-177
analytical solution, 173, 174
calculative example, 174~177
leapfrogging, 176
vortex positions, 175, 176
shape of wake, 45° bank, 177
vortex position, 45° bank, 177
Cruciform wing-body combination, defi-
nition, 112
interference, 121-124, 130
calculative example, 135-137
coupling between thickness and
angle of attack, 122, 123
forces, 124, 130
effect of bank angle on, 124, 130
loading, 123, 124
body, 124
panels, 123
moments, 130
potential function, 122
velocity components, 123
vortex model (see Cruciform wing)
Cusps, drag curves, 291, 292
Cuts, logarithmic, 62
source, 99
vortex, 99
Cylinders, turbulent skin friction, 341

D’Alembert’s paradox, 59
Damping, in pitch, cruciform empennage,
415, 416
taiil&ss cruciform configuration, 409
triangular wing, 399-401
effect of aspect ratio, 399-401
slender-body theory, 399-401
supersonic wing theory, 399-401
types of pitching motion, 397-399
in roll, cruciform empennage, 414, 415
taiilggs cruciform configuration, 407~

Damping, 91171 roll, triangular wing, 396,
3

comparison between theory and
experiment, 397
effect of aspect ratio, 397
slender-body theory, 396, 397
] supersonic wing theory, 396, 397
in yaw, cruciform empennage, 416
tailless cruciform configuration, 412
Damping derivatives, definition, 358
Dam%)_u)lg parameter of missile, definition,
52
effect of altitude, 253
subcritical, 252
supercritical, 252
Deadwater region, 86, 263, 312
slender body, 52, 53
Dihedral effect, definition, 358
triangular wing, 401, 402
effect of aspect ratio, 401, 402
linear theory, 401, 402
slender-body theory, 401, 402
Diss(;%iilted boundary layer, skin friction
Dougléa-\vedge airfoil, supersonic drag,
9

’

Double-wedge wing, transition, 337
Doublets, 37, 38
Downwash angle, definition, 144
Downwash lag concept, 411
Drag, slender bodies, due to lift, 52-54
formulas for, general, 52
showing Mach-number depend-
ence, 54, 55
simplified, 52
subsonie, 59
supersonic, 51-55
Ward’s, 51, 52
Drag components for complete missile,
261-265, 269-341
base drag, 261, 311-323
pressure foredrag, 261, 269-311
skin friction, 261, 323-341
wave drag and wake drag, 264
Dragzg\;rve, analytical properties, 265-
drag polar, 265, 266
rag-rise factor, 266
lift coefficient for minimum drag, 266
maximum lift-drag ratio, 266, 267
minimum drag coefficient, 266
optimum lift coefficient, 266, 267
Drag interfcrence, definition, 294
Drag polar, definition, 265, 266
Drag-rise factor, definition, 266
effec%é)é‘ leading-edge suction on, 267,
liftin3g %urfaces of minimum drag, 308~
1

arrow, 309, 310
triangular, 308

lower bounds on, 303-306
wing-body vortex drag, 303-306
wing-body wave drag, 303-306
wing vortex drag, 303-306
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Drag-rise factor, lower bounds on, wing
wave drag, 303-306
physical interpretation, 268, 269

Effective aspect ratio, 22
Lllipse, apparent mass, 372
Elliptical integrals, amplitude, 31
complete, 31
modulus, 31
Elliptical potential distribution, 150-151
horseshoe vortex representation, 151
wake shape for, 150
Empennage, stability derivatives, 392,
402-416
(See also Tailless configuration)
Entropy gradients, drag of tangent ogive,
278

Environment classification of missiles,
AAM, 2
ASM, 2
AUM, 2
SAM, 2
SSM, 2
UUM, 2
Equation, of linear aerodynamics, 12
of motion, missile, impulsive pitch
control, 251, 259, 260
Equivalent-body concept, 298, 299

Favorable interference, supersonic “lift
catching,” 311
Feeding sheet in body-vortex theory, 91
Fineness ratio, 6
Flat plate, boundary layer, 325-330
Flat vortex sheet (see Wing-tail inter-
ference)
Foppl points, 92, 94
vortex strength for, 92
Fourier transforms, slender-body theory,
55-58
Free vortices, slender configurations, 96—
107
lift and sideforce, 96-101
rolling moment, 101-107
triangular wing, rolling moment, 106,
107

Frequency parameter, 11

Gaps, all-movable controls, 242, 243
large deflections, 243
small deflections, 242, 243
Glossary of special terms, 6, 7
Guidance-system types, 1-3
beam-riding, 2
command, 1
homing, 2
active, 2
passive, 2
semiactive, 2
Gyroscopic stability derivatives, slender
cruciform wing, 390, 391

Heating and cooling effect on base pres-
sure, 323
Helix angles, 356
Higher-order effects, all-movable con-
trols, 243-247
angle of attack, 246, 247
control deflection, 245, 246
control section thickness, 243, 244
Higher-order stability derivatives, 355
Hinge-moment coeflicient, Busemann
second-order theory, 247-250
calculative example, 248-250
center of pressure shift, 248
estimation, 247-250
general approach, 247
Horizontal plane of symmetry, defini-
tion, 6
Horizontal reference plane, definition,
210
Horizontal tail, definition, 403, 408
Horseshoe vortex, incompressible, 139,
151
representation of elliptical poten-
tial distribution, 151
supersonie, 154-156
versus incompressible horseshoe
vortex, 156
regions of influence, 155
Trefftz planc flow, 155
velocities, 154
Hypersonic similarity law, 276
Hypersonic similarity parameter, 276-
279

Illustrative examples, angle of attack
and of bank, 6
apparent-mass coefficients of slender
triangular wing, 385, 386
center of pressure of tangent ogive,

69, 70
downwash field behind planar wing
and body combination, 169-171
drag comparison between Scars-Haack
body and Kdrmin ogive, 285
drag-curve parameters for double-
wedge triangular wings, 293
forces on tail seetion of planar wing-
body combination, wing-tail inter-
ference, 195-197
hinge-moment coefficient of all-mov-
“able triangular control, 248-250
laminar skin friction, cone, 3:40-341
on flat plate with aerodynamic
heating, 332-334
panel foreces under combined angles of
attack and sideslip, triangular
wings, 127-129
pitching and rolling effectiveness of
all-movable controls, planar con-
figuration, 224, 225
pressure distributions due to bump on
circular cylinder, 83, 8¢
rolling moment of triangular wing,
free vortices, 106, 107
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Illustrative examples, section thickness
effects on control lift effectiveness,
244
simple sweep theory, triangular wing
with supersonic edges, 24, 25
stability derivative contributions of
cruciform empennage, 412-416
tail interference factors for discrete
vortices in plane of tail panels,
194
thickness drag and camber drag,
double-wedge airfoil, 289
turbulent skin friction on flat plate
with aerodynamic heating, 335,
336
vortex model for planar wing-body
combination, 162-165
vortex paths for cruciform wing at
45° bank, 174-177
wing-body interference, planar wing-
body combination, 136, 137
Impulsive pitch control, damping
parameter, 252
effect of altitude on, 253
response rate, 253
equation of motion, derivation, 259,
260
nondimensional, 252
selution to, suberitical damping, 252
supercritical damping, 252
natural frequency, 252
Included angle, definition, 3, 6
Interdigitation angle, definition, 7
Interference effects, favorable, 311
nonslender wing-hody combination,
134-137
static stability derivatives, 403-406
tailless configuration, damping in roli,
407-409
(See also Afterbody effects; Cruciform
wing-body combination; specific
types of interference)
Interference factor, tail, 192-194
Interference potential, definition, 113
Isentropic law, 9

Jet control, definition, 210
Jet vane, definition, 210
Jones’s criterion, least drag due to lift,
302-306
minimum thickness drag, 296, 297
Jones’s line pressure source, 17-19, 235
236, 337, 338

H

Kérmdn ogive, 281, 284287, 299
area distribution, 284
comparison, with Newtonian body,
286, 287
with Sears-Haack body, 285
coordinates, 284
drag coefficient, 284
shapg 8compared. to Newtonian body,
286

Kérmadn ogive, volume, 284
Kutta-Joukowski law, 152

Laminar base flow, definition, 312
(See also Base-drag correlation)
Laminar skin friction, 330-334
Laplace transforms, slender-body theory
41-44
Leading-edge sources, Jones-type, 337
Leading-edge thrust (suction), effect of,
on drag-rise factor, 267, 268
effect on, of leading-edge bluntness,
293
of trailing-edge sweep, 292
triangular-wing formula, 292
“Leapfrogging,” 172, 176, 177
Lift, general formula for slender bodies,
48-50
slender bodies of revolution, 66-68
Lift-cancellation technique, trailing-
edge controls, 235-237
Lift “carryover,” 131
cone-cylinder body, 68
Lift coefficient for minimum drag,
definition, 266
Lift ratios, all-movable controls, body
lift ratio kg, 217, 218
panel lift ratio k,, 217, 218
wing-body combination, body lift
ratio Kp, 119, 120, 131-133
panel lift ratio kw, 119, 120, 131
panel-sideslip lift ratio, Ky, 125-129
Lifting surfaces, cruciform, 2
Line, apparent mass, 371 .
Line pressure source, subsonie, 17-19
supersonie, 17-19
trailing-edge controls, 235, 236
Loading coefficient, definition, 20
Loading distribution, definition, 20
Local skin-friction coefficient, definition,
329
laminar, 333, 334
turbulent, 334, 335
Longitudinal aspect ratio, definition, 305
Lower hound on drag-rise factors, wings
and wing-body combinations,
vortex drag, 303-306
wave drag, 303-306
Lower vertical tail, 403, 405

)

Magnus stability derivatives, slender
cruciform wing, 390, 391
triangular wing, 395, 402
slender-body theory, 402
supersonic wing theory, 395, 402
Maple-Synge analysis, cruciform mis-
sile, 358-362, 421-427
general method, 358
triform and other missiles, 362, 363,
427-431
Maximum lift cocflicient, supersonic
speeds, triangular wings, 246
wings of other planforms, 246, 247
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Maximum lift-drag ratio, definition, 266
Mecan-enthalpy method, laminar skin
friction, 331-334
first, 331
second, 332
turbulent skin friction, 334-336
Method, of apparent masses, 364-374
(See also Apparent mass)
of characteristics, classification, 15
description, 16
of inertia coefficients, 364-374 )
Midtail empennage, apparent mass, cir-
cular body, 372
elliptical body, 373 )
Minimum drag coefficient, definition, 266
wings alone, 291
Mirror symmetry, 358
Missile attitude, pitch, 350-353
roll, 350-353
yaw, 350-353
Missiles versus airplanes, 1
Modulus of elliptical integral, 31
Moment, slender body of revolution, 69
tangent ogive, 69, 70 .
(See also specific configurations)
Multifinned body, damping in roll, 392
with three or more fins, apparent mass,
373
Munk’s airship theory, 39

N-gonal symmetry, 359
NACA area rule, discovery, 298, 299
equivalent-body concept, 298, 299
Kérmdn ogive, 299
limitations, 299, 300
Sears-Haack body, 299 o
Natural frequency of missile, definition,
252
effect of altitude on, 253
Newtonian body of least pressure fore-
drag, accuracy of drag prediction, 287
bluntness of nose, 286 )
comparison with Kdrmdn ogive, drag,

shape, 286
coordinates, 284
shape, 286
Newtonian impact theory, 15, 285
drag of nonslender bodies, 278, 280
Nonlinearities, aerodynamic controls,
242-247 )
boundary-layer separation, laminar,

245
turbulent, 245 )
deflection for incipient separation,
246
gap effects, 242, 243
higher-order cffects of angle of
attack and control deflection, 242,
245-247 .
maximum lifting capabilities, effect
of planform, 246, 247 o
section thickness influence on lifting
effectiveness, 243, 244

Nonlinearities, wing-tail interference,
effect of tail height, 197, 198, 202,
203
shock-expansion interference, high
tails, 202, 203
static stability, planar wing-body
combinations with high tail, 197,
198
Nonslender wing-body combination,
interference effects, 134-137
calculative example, 135-137
Normal plane, definition, 7, 40
Nose control, definition, 210
Notation, skin friction, 324, 325
stability derivatives, angles, 351
axes, 351
forces, 351
moments, 351
velocities, 351

Ogive-cylinder body, vortex positions, 88
with vortex separation, center of pres-
sure, 90
lift, 90
location, 86
pressure distribution, 85
vortex strengths, 87
Optimum lift coefficient, definition, 266
Order-of-magnitude symbol, physical
meaning, 11

Panel-panel interference, effcet on panel
loading, 126, 127
cruciform configuration, 126, 127
planar configuration, 126, 127
panel center of pressure, 127
rolling effectiveness of cruciform
arrangements, 226-228
triangular wing alone, 127-129
Parabolic arec body, slender, lift distribu-
tion, 68
Physical model, blunt base flow, 312
Physical plane, definition, 26
Physical properties of air, enthalpy, 332
Prandtl number, 332
specific heat, 332
variation with temperature, 332
viscosity, 332
Pitch control, coupling between cruci-
form all-movable controls, 228-234
definition, 211, 212
impulsive, equation of motion for, 259,
260
maximizing, for cruciform arrange-
ments, 226
Pitch damping, cffect, of &, 411, 412
of ¢, 410
Pitching effectiveness, definition, 212
Pitching moment, reverse-flow methods,
wing-tail interference, 201
Pitching-moment formula, slender
bodies, 48-51
Planar configurations (see All-movable
controls)
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Planar midwing, circular body, apparent
mass, 372
Planar missile, damping in roll, 392-394
Planar wing-body combination, defini-
tion, 112
downwash field, calculative example,
169-171
choice of number of vortices per
panel, 171
effe(_:]t of radius-semispan ratio, 170,
171
static stability (see Tail forces and
moments due to wing vortices)
vortex model (see Slender planar wing-
body vortex model)
vortex paths and wake shapes, 166-168
effect of body on, 167
effect of circulation distribution on
wake shape, 168
elliptical, 168
triangular, 168
Foppl points, 92, 167
paths, 91-01, 166, 167
Planar wing-body interference, 114-121
afterbody effects, 118, 123-134, 140
body lift, 118-120, 130, 139, 140
center of pressure, body, 134
complex potential, 115
coupling between thickness and angle
of attack, 115, 116
lift, carryover to body, 120
complete configuration, 117, 130
lift ratios, Ks, 119, 120
Ky, 119, 120
loading coefficient, body, 116, 117
wing, 116, 117
moments, 130
panel lateral center of pressure, 119,
121
panel lift, 118-120, 129, 139, 140
rule of thumb for lift, 120
simplified vortex model, 138-140
span loading, 118
velocity components, body, 116
panel, 116
Potential difference, versus span loading,
157, 165
trailing edge of slender wings, 145, 146
Potential equation, choice of form, 8
compressible flow, linear unsteady,
10-12
nonlinear steady, 8-10
cylindrical coordinates, 35, 41, 42
Potential function, compressible flow, 9
Prandtl-Sehlichting equation, 334
Pressure coefficient, definition, 13
in slender-body theory, body axcs, 48
vortex—angle of attack coupling in
plane of tail, 205-207
Pressure drag, components, base drag,
63

foredrag, 263
defining integral, 262
definition, 262
wings alone, arrow, 291

Pressure drag, wings alone, camber drag,
287-290
comparison between experiment
and theory, 291
coupling among effects of angle of
attack, camber, thickness, 288-290
cusps in drag curves, 291, 292
drag charts, 290
leading-edge suction, 292, 293
minimum wave drag, definition, 291
separation, 293
thickness drag, 287-290
wings and wing-body combinations of
least drag at angle of attack,
302-311
addition of volume, 311
arrow lifting surfaces, 309-311
camber and twist, 305, 306
design considerations, 306
drag-rise factor, vortex drag, 303
wave drag, 304, 305
Jones’s critcrion for least wave drag,
302, 303
triangular lifting surfaces, 306-309
Pressure foredrag, bodies of least drag at
zero angle of attack (see Kdrmén
ogive; Newtonian body; Sears-
Haack body)
definition, 263
nonslender bodies, conical noses,
275-280
correlation by hypersonic similarity
parameter, 276-279
range of applicability of prediction
methods, 279, 280
tangent ogive, 278, 279
theories for drag, 278, 279
conical shock-cxpansion, 278, 279
Newtonian, 278
tangent-cone methods, 1 and 2,
278, 279
Van Dyke second-order, 278, 279
von Kdrmdn and Moore, 278
slender bodies of given shape, 269-275
with circular base, 271, 272
with cylindrical base, 271
drag due to lift, circular base, 273-
274
drag formula of Ward, 51, 52, 269
pointed at both ends, 270, 271
wing-body combinations at zero angle
of attack, 204-296
drag components, 295
drag interference, first and second
definitions, 294
quasi-cylindrical body, 295
rule of thumb, 295
Principal part, 383
Propulsion systems, missiles, 2

Quasi-cylindrical bodies, 80-84
axes, 80
boundary conditions, 81
characteristic funetions for circular
hodies, 82, 83
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Quasi-cylindrical bodies, illustrative
example, 83, 84
notation, 80
potential function, 81, 82
pressure coefficient, 82
Quasi-cylindrical theory, classification, 15
description, 17, 80-84
Quasi-cylindrical wing-body drag, super-
sonic, 295

Reaction jet, definition, 210
Reattachment point, 312
Recovery factor, definition, 327
flat plate, laminar flow, 331
turbulent flow, 334
Recovery temperature, definition, 327
Rectangular wings, acrodynamic charac-
teristics, 22-24
aspect ratio, classification by, 23
effective, 22
center of pressure, 24
lift-curve slope, 22
lift distribution, 22, 23
span loading, 23
Reference area, stability derivatives, 355
Reference axes, stability derivatives, 350
slender triangular wing, 374, 375
Reference length, stability derivatives,

5
Regular inseribed polygon, apparent
mass, 373
Resistance stability derivatives, 355, 356
Response rate of missile pitch control,
253
effect of altitude on, 253
Reverse-flow methods, all-movable con-
trols, rolling effectiveness of planar
configurations, 221-224
trailing-edge controls, pitching effec-
tiveness of planar configurations,
238-240
wing-tail interference, 198-201
(See also Tail forces and moments
due to wing vortices)
Reverse roll, definition, 224
pancl-panel interference, 226, 227
Ridge-line sinks, Jones type, 337
Roll control, coupling between all-mova-
ble cruciform controls, 228-234
definition, 211, 212
Rolling effectiveness, of all-movable con-
trols, 221-224, 226-228
cruciform arrangements, 226-228
planar arrangements, 221-224
definition, 212, 213
Rolling moment, due to wing-tail inter-
ference, reverse-flow methods, 201
due to yaw, triangular wing, 402
slender-body theory, 402
supersonic wing theory, 402
triangular wing, free vortices, 106, 107
Rolling up of vortex sheet, slender wing,
148-153
elliptical potential distribution, 150
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Rolling up of vortex sheet, ‘“fully-rolled-
up’’ condition, 149-151
horseshoe vortex, 151
lateral position of vortices, 152
shape of sheet, 150
tearing of edges, 148
vortex strength, 151, 152
Rotary stability derivatives, 355, 357
Rotational symmetry, 358
Rule of thumb, 120, 295
wing-body combinations, drag, 295
lift interference, 120

Schulz-Grunow equation, 334
Sears-Haack body, 270, 280-284, 299
area distribution, 282
comparison with Kdrmdn ogive, 285
coordinates, 284
drag coeflicient, 281-283
volume, 283
Section lift coefficient, 20
Selection rule, Maple-Synge analysis,
422
Separation, boundary-layer, 245-246
incipient, 245, 246
induced by control deflection, 245,
246
laminar versus turbulent, 245
plateau pressure, 245
drag effcets on wings alone, 293
of vortices from body of revolution,
85-89
Shock-expansion interference, effect of
Mach number, 203
high-tail, planar wing-body combina-
tion, 202, 203
physical explanation, 201, 202
pitching-moment nonlincarity, 203
Shock-expansion theory, classification,

description, 16
Shock-interference control, definition,
210

Sideforce formula, slender bodies, 48-50

Sidewash angle, definition, 144

Sign conventions, control deflection, 211

Simple sweep theory, classification, 15
description, 24, 25
trailing-edge controls, 240, 241

Singularities, line pressure source, 18
logarithmic, 62
slender-body theory, 41
trailing-edge control, subsonic hinge

line, 236

Sinks (see Sources and sinks)

Skin friction, 261-263, 323-341
average value in turbulent flow, 334
calculative example for flat plate,

332-336
laminar flow, 332-334
turbulent flow, 335, 336
cones, 340, 341
cylinders, 341
laminar, 330-334
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Skin friction, local skin-friction coeffi-
cient, 329, 333, 334
definition, 329
laminar, 333
turbulent, 334
nonuniform surface temperature, 341
notation, 324, 325
relation to velocity profile, 328
transition effect on, 337-339
turbulent, 334-336
variables influencing, 336-340
wind tunnel versus free flight, 328
wing-body combinations, 338
Slender body of revolution, 66-74
center of pressure, 69
complex potential, 67
coupling between pressures due to
%ickness and angle of attack, 71

lift, 66-68

lift-curve slope, 68

loading, 70-74

moment, 69

pressure coefficients, 70-74
Slender-body theory, classification, 15

range7,3of validity for circular cones,

y

subsonie, 55-59

boundary conditions, 56

d’Alembert’s paradox, 59

drag formula, 59

evaluation of coefficients in potential
function series, 58, 59

series solution for potential equa-
tion, 57

use of Fourier transforms, 55-58

supersonic, 40-55

accuracy of velocity components, 46

assumptions underlying, 40, 41

body of revolution at angle of attack,
39, 40

boundary conditions, 45, 46

differences between subsonic and
supersonie, 40

evaluation of coefficients in series for
potential function, 47, 48

linearization of boundary conditions,

method of Ward, 40

order of magnitude of velocity com-
ponents, 46

reg4i2n of validity of series solution,

series form, complex potential, 44
potential functions, 44
(See also Slender circular cones; Slender
elliptical cones; Slender planar wing-
body vortex model; Slender triangu-
lar wings; Slender-wing vortex
model)
Slender circular cones, 72, 73, 79, 80
comparison, between drags of circular
and elliptical cones, 79, 80
between slender-body theory and
exact theory, 73

Slender circular cones, pressure coeffi-
cient due, to angle of attack, 73
to thickness, 72, 73
Slender elliptical cones, 74-80
axis conventions, 74
comparison between drags of circular
and elliptical cones, 79, 80
drag, 79
lift, 75
moments, 75
notation, 74, 79
pressure coefficient due, to angle of
attack, 78
to thickness, 77
sideforce, 75
Slender planar wing-body vortex model,
156-166
center of gravity, 159, 160
circulation distribution, 157, 158
table, 158
illustrative example, 162—164
effect of bank angle, 165
initial downwash and sidewash
_ angles, 163, 164
Initial vortex positions, 163
. Initial vortex strengths, 163—165
lmage vortices, 158-161, 163
induced velocities, 161, 162
two-vortices-per-panel model, 160, 161
vortex path, 162
vortex strengths, 157, 159
Slender triangular wings, 394-402
damping, in pitch, 399-401
in roll, 396, 397
dihedral effect, 401, 402
Magnus forces, 402
rolling moment due to yaw, 402
static stability derivatives, 395, 396
Slender-wing vortex model, 145-148
bound vortices, 146
circulation 145
effect, of shock waves, 147
of trailing-edge sweep, 148
potential difference, 145, 146
trailing-vortex strength, 145
Slender-wing vortex sheet (see Rolling up
of vortex sheet)
Source cut, 99
Sources and sinks, body of revolution,
. 356-37
line pressure source, 17, 18
relation between source strength and
body shape, 36
Span-load distribution, definition, 20
elliptical, 20
Span loading versus potential difference,
157, 165
Speed of sound, 10
Spring constant, missile, 358
Stability derivatives, complete empen-
nage, 402-416
cruciform empennage, 412-416
cruciform missiles, 358-362, 421-427
cruciform triangular wing, 386-391
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Stability derivative, cruciform wing-
body combination, 391, 392
definitions, 354
inertial coeflicients, Bryson method,
363-374
multifinned empennage, 392
reference axes, 350-353
slender triangular wing, 374-378, 385,
386
triangular wings, effect of aspect ratio,
394-402
triform and other missiles, 362-363,
427-431
various types, 355-358
Stability derivatives, types, 355—-358
acceleration, 355, 357
higher-order, 355
resistance, 355, 356
rotary, 3565, 357
static (see Static stability deriva-
tives)
velocity, 357
Stagnation point, vortices in crossflow
past circular cylinder, 92, 93
Stagnation temperature formula, 330,

Static stability, of planar wing-body-tail
combinations (see Tail forces and
moments due to wing vortices)

of wing-body-tail combinations, high
tails, 202, 203
shock-expansion theory, 203
Static stability derivatives, 357
cruciform empennage, 413, 414
tailless configuration, 403—406 )
triangular wing, effect of aspect ratio
on, 395, 396
slender-body theory, 395, 396
supersonic wing theory, 395, 396

Static temperature profile, boundary
layer, 326

Strip theory, classification, 15

description, 16
Subsonic leading edge, definition, 7
Supersonic area rule, 296, 300-302
constructural procedure, 300, 301
drag formula, 300
limitations, 301, 302
body shape, 301
source—strength rule, 300

Supersonic leading edge, definition, 7

Supersonic lifting-line theory, classifica-
tion, 15

description, 17
Supersonie lifting-surface theory, 17
Supersonic wing theory, classification, 15
description, 16, 17
rolling effectiveness of all-movable
controls, 227 o
trailing-edge control characteristics,
234-238 ‘
triangular-wing stability derivatives,
395-402
damping, in pitch, 399-401
in roll, 396, 397

Supersonic wing theory, triangular-wing
stability derivatives, dihedral
effect, 401, 402
Magnus forces, 402
rolling moment due to yaw, 402
static stability derivatives, 395, 396
Symmetrical wing, definition, 7

Tables, apparent-mass coeflicients,
371-374
center of pressure of tangent ogive, 70
classification, of aerodynamic theorics
used in text, 15
of missiles, 2
complex potentials for various flows,
29, 30
conformal transformations, 27, 28
coordinates of bodies of least wave
drag, 284
direction cosines of body axes, com-
bined pitch and bank, 4
small pitch and yaw displacements,
353
stability analysis, 352
nondimensional circulation distribu-
tion of wing panels, 158
nondimensional ratios for symmetrical
deflection of all-movable controls
mounted on circular body, 218
slender-body parameters for loading
due, to bank, 127
to pitch, 119
standard conventions and symbols for
stability derivatives, 351
values of Kp/Kw, 140
Tail control, definition, 210
Tail effectiveness, definition, 182, 183
Tail fins, effect on base pressure, 322
Tail forces and moments due to wing
vortices, 194-198
calculative example, planar wing-body-
tail combination, 195-198
effect of tail height, 198
lift-curve nonlinearity, 197
moment-curve nonlinearity, 197,
198
tail effectiveness, 197
tail lift, 196, 197
vortex positions, 195, 196
calculative method, 194, 195
reverse-flow methods, 199-201
basic theorem, 199
boundary conditions, 200
lift, on body, 201
on tail panels, 200
pitching moment, 201
rolling moment, 201
Tail interference factor, definition, 192,
193
evaluation for diserete vortices in
plane of tail panels, 194
methods for calculation, 193
typical chart, 193
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“Tailless” configuration, definition, 403
stability derivatives, damping in
pitch, 409-412
downwash lag concept, 411
due to &, 411, 412
due to ¢, 410
wing-tail configuration, 409-412
damping in roll, 407-409
body vortex effeets, 408, 409
interference effects, 407, 108
wing vortex effects, 408, 10U
illustrative example, cruciform em-
pennage, 412—116
damping, in pitch, 415, 416
in roll, 414, 415
in yaw, 416
sideforce and yawing moment due
to yaw, 413, 414
parts, 403-405
body, 403, 404
horizontal tail (fin), 403, 408
lower vertical tail (fin), 403, 405
upper vertical tail (fin), 403, 405
ventral fin, 405
static, 403—407
body vortex effects, 406, 407
interference effects, 403-406
weathercock stability, 405
wing vortex effects, 406, 407
Tangent cone methods 1 and 2, drag of
nonslender noses, 278-280
Tangent ogive, definition, 7
drag by hypersonic similarity, 278, 279
effect of rotation term, 278
slender, center of pressure, 69, 70
Tangent-tail empennage, circular body,
apparent mass, 373
Theories classification, 14-17
Ackeret, 15
Busemann, 15
conical flow, 15
method of characteristies, 15
Newtonian impact, 15
quasi-cylinder, 15
shock-expansion, 15
simple sweep, 15
slender body, 15
strip, 15
supersonic lifting line, 15
supersonic wing, 15
Theory of residues, use in apparent-mass
theory, 378, 379, 383
Thickness drag, supersonic airfoil, 288,
289
Total temperature, definition, 326
Total-temperature profiles in boundary
layers, 326
Trailing-edge controls, 234-241
analytical approach to, 234
definition, 209
design chart references, 237, 238
effect of sweep on lift effectiveness,
241
lift-cancellation techniques of analysis,
235-237

Trailing-edge controls, lift effectiveness
for tip controls, 238-240
effgc% of radius-semispan ratio, 239,
4
line source-sink analysis, 235, 236
numerical results, 240
reverse-flow methods, 238-240
shock detachment from hinge line, 241
simple-sweep theory, 240, 241
subsonic hinge-line pressure singu-
larity, 236
tip sector effects, 237
trailing-edge sector effects, 237
Trailing vortices (see Slender-wing vortex
model)
Trajectory types, ballistic, 2
glide, 2
skip, 2
Transformed plane, definition, 26
Transition, double-wedge wing, 337, 338
wing-body combination, 338
Transitional base flow, 312
(See also Base-drag correlation)
Transitional location, drag due to
viscous crossflow, 275
effect on viscous drag, 263, 264
factors determining, 264
Trefftz plane, definition, 7
horseshoe vortex, 155, 303
Triangular lifting surface, minimum drag
at angle of attack, 306-309
attempts to achieve lower bound,
309
drag-rise factor, 308
lower bound on wave drag, 308
numerical values, 307
optimum vortex drag, 306, 307
Triangular wing, acceleration derivatives,
slender wing, 377, 378
aerodynamic characteristics by linear
theory, 18-22
subsonic leading edges, 20, 21
center of pressure, 21
lift-curve slope, 20
lift distribution, 20
span-load distribution, 20
supersonic leading edges, 21, 22
center of pressure, 22
lift-curve slope, 21
lift distribution, 21
span-load distribution, 21
apparent masses, 385, 386
double-wedge airfoil section, drag-
curve parameters, 293
rolling moment, free vortices, 106, 107
stability derivatives, 374-378, 385, 386,
394-402
(See also Triangular wing stability
derivatives)
velocity derivatives, slender wing,
374-377
Triangular wing stability derivatives,
damping, in pitch, 397-401
slender-body theory, 399-401
supersonic wing theory, 399-401
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I'riangular wing stability derivatives,
damping, in pitch, types of pitch-
ing oscillation, 397-399
in roll, 396, 397
slender-body theory, 396
supersonic wing theory, 396, 397
dihedral effect, 401, 402
slender-body theory, 401, 402
supersonic wing theory, 401, 402
leading-edge suction, 396, 402
Magnus forces, 402
roll due to yaw, 402
slender-body theory, 402
supersonic wing theory, 402
static stability, 395, 396
slender-body theory, 395
supersonic wing theory, 395
Triform missiles, mirror symmetry, 359
rotational symmetry, 359
stability derivatives, 362, 363, 427-431
zero stability derivatives, 361, 362
Trim and control means, canard, 2
tail control, 2
wing control, 2
Turbulent base flow, 312
(See also Base-drag correlation)
Turbulent boundary layer, virtual origin,
339
Two-dimensional incompressible vortices,
153-156
Two-dimensional supersonic airfoil
theory, drag of wings alone, 288-290
Types of controls, air-jet spoilers, 210
all-movable, 209
all-movable tip, 209
canard, 210
jet, 210
jet vane, 210
nose, 210
reaction jet, 210
shock-interference, 210
tail, 210
trailing-cdge, 209
wing, 210

Upper vertical tail, definition, 403, 405

Van Dyke’s second-order theory, 263,
278-280, 287
drag of nonslender noses, 278-280, 287
Velocity profiles, boundary layer on flat
plate, 325, 326
Velocity stability derivatives, general
formula based on apparent masses,
369-371
slender flat triangular wing, 374-377
Ventral fin, 405
Vertical plane of symmetry, definition,
210, 211
Virtual origin, turbulent boundary layer,
339

Viscosity limitation on drag-rise factors,
305

Viscous crossflow, effect on body drag,
274, 275
theory, 15, 85-107
Viscous drag (see Skin friction)
Volume, drag due to, lifting surfaces, 311
von Kdrmdn and Moore method, drag of
nonslender noses, 278, 280
Vortex cut, 99
Vortex drag, definition, 264
Vortex-induced velocities, calculation,
153-156
supersonic horseshoe vortex, 154-156
two-dimensional incompressible
vortices, 153, 154, 156
Vortex model, cruciform wing, 173-177
cruciform wing-body combination, 172,
planar wing-body combination,
138-140, 156-166
slender wing, 145-148
trailing edge normal to flow, 145-147
trailing-edge-swept, 148
Vortex pair, mutual indication between,
49

in presence, of circular cylinder, 91-94
asymptotic spacing, 94
complex potential, 91
Foppl positions, 92
paths, 93, 94
stagnation points in body cross-
flow plane, 92, 93
of noncircular body, 94-96
complex potential, 94, 95
paths, 96
transformation, to circular cross-
section, 95
velocity, 96
Vortex paths, pair in presence, of circular
cylinder, 93, 94
of noneircular body, 96
planar wing-body combination,
166-168
series mecthod of calculation, 177
variable vortex strength, 96
Vortex sheet, body of revolution, 52, 53
rolling up (see Rolling up of vortex
sheet)
Vortex strength, planar wing-body com-
bination, 139
tralling vortices, 145
Vortices, horseshoe, 139
supersonie, 154-156
two-dimensional incompressible, 1563
(See also Body vortices)

W function, supersonic drag of quasi-
cylindrical wing-bodies, 295
Wake, definition, 145
Wake drag, definition, 264
Wake shape, cruciform wing at 45° bank,
177
effect of circulation distribution, 168
planar wing-body combination, 168
Ward’s drag formula, 52
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Wave drag, definition, 264
Wave-drag-rise factor, wings or wing-
body combinations, 305
Wave-making drag, 265
Weathercock stability, definition, 357
Wing alone, definition, 113
pressure drag (see Pressure drag)
supersonic drag, lower bounds, 303-306
vortex drag, 303-3006
wave drag, 303-306
Wing-body combinations, components,
afterbody, 113
forebody, 113
winged section, 113
drag at supersonic speeds, lower
bound, on vortex drag, 303-306
on wake drag, 303-306
minimum pressure drag, due to angle
of attack, 302-306
at zero angle of attack, 269-311
(See also Kdrmén ogive; NACA
area rule; Sears-Haack body;
Supersonic area rule)
transition, 338
Wing-body interference, 112-143
Wing control, definition, 210
Wing pancl, definition, 7
Wing-tail combination in tandem, damp-
ing in pitch, 409-412
Wing-tail interference, discrete vortices
in plane of tail, 184-192
lift on tail section, 189-192
body, 189, 190
comparison with flat sheet, 192
effect on tail height, 192
span loadings, 190
tail effectiveness, 190-192
tail panels, 189, 190
loading on tail sections, 184-189
body complex potential, 186, 187
body loadings, 188
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Wing-tail interference, loading on tail
sections, boundary conditions,
184
loading conventions, 185
panel complex potential, 186, 187
panel loading, 188
transformation of tail cross-section
into unit circle, 185
types, 188
flat vortex sheet, 182-184
intersection with tail panels, 181
shortcomings of flat-sheet model, 184
simplified model, 182
tail effectiveness, 182-184
definition, 182, 183
numerical value, 183
tail span greater than wing span,
183
tail span less than wing span, 183
physical explanation, 181-182
Wing types, cruciform, 6
Wing vortex effects, tailless configura-
tion, 406—409
damping in roll, 408, 409
static stability, 406, 407
Wing vortex strength compared to body
vortex strength, 97, 98

Yaw control, definition, 212, 213

Yawing effectiveness, definition, 212, 213

Yawing-moment formula, slender-body
48-51

Zero stability derivatives, cruciform mis-
sile, 361
slender, 390
triform missile, 361, 362
2-gonal missile with mirror symmetry,

Zero wave drag, 265



