NACA RM L57E14

LLLL

i

RESEARCH MEMORANDUM

THE AERODYNAMIC CHARACTERISTICS OF A BODY IN THE
TWO-DIMENSIONAL FLOW FIELD OF A
CIRCULAR-ARC WING AT A MACH
NUMBER OF 2.01
By John P. Gapcynski and Harry W. Carlson

Langley Aeronautical Laboratory
Langley Field, Va.

P - PPWIRIn the meaning
D508, "!- trmmmnormnotwuchmm
(AT oy

NATIONAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE
FOR AERONAUTICS

WASHINGTON
Tuly 2, 1957

oy
e
2

Copy
RM LbHT7E14
. =
/ah" o %
- o
L= —
L=
—
=
I -

WN ‘94v) AUVHEIT HO3L

[Rrar T LETNL PP W WL T



1ECH LIBRARY KAFB, NM

EESEEN L

NATTONAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE FOR AFRONAUTICS 144813

NACA RM L5TE1h

RESFARCH MEMORANDUM

THE AERODYNAMIC CHARACTERTISTICS OF A BCDY IN THE
TWO-DIMENSIONAL FLOW FIELD OF A
CIRCULAR-ARC WING AT A MACH

NUMBER OF 2.01

By John P. Gapcynskl and Herry W. Carlson
SUMMARY

A pressure-~distribution investigation was conducted in the Langley
k- by h-foot supersonic pressure tunnel to determine the aerodynamic
characteristics of a body with a fineness ratio of 8 in the two-dimensionsl

flow field of an 8%-—percent-thick circular-arc wing of rectangular plan

form. Data were obtained for several wing-body positions at a Mach num-
ber of 2.01 and a Reynolds number of 3.k X 106 per foot.

Fairly good predictlons of the trend and order of magnitude of the
forces on the body due to the effect of the wing flow field were obtained
from slender-body theory. Shock-expansion methods as well as linear
theory were used to determine the wing-flow-field characteristics.
Although the accuracy of the results of total drag and the normesl-force
loading was lmproved with the use of the more exact flow-field predic-
tion, no appreciable improvement was noted in the results of total nor-
mal force and pitching moment.

Mo estimation was made of the total loads on the wing due to the
effect of the body. The lack:-of sufficient experimental data and the
unknown reflection charecteristics of the wing shocks from the body sur-
face precluded a rigorous analysis.

INTRODUCTION

-

The prediction of the aerodynamic characteristices of wings and
becdies in combination is difficult becasuse of the complex nature of the
interference effects which are involved. Two distinet problems are pre-
sented: TFirst, the determination of the flow field in which the body or
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wing surface is acting, and second, the determination of the character-
istics of these surfaces in this field. 1In attempting toc assess the
velidity of the use of existing theory in obtaining the characteristics
of a body or wing in a nonuniform field, it would be advantageous, at
first, to work with relatively simple flow fields. Imn this way, a much
more fundamental understanding of the wing-body problem masy be gained.

With thls purpose in mind, an investigation is being conducted in
the Langley 4- by L-foot supersonic pressure tunnel to determine the
" characteristics of bodies and wings in flow flelds with varying degrees
of complexity. The first phase of this investigation was reported in
reference 1, wherein the changes.Iin the aerodynamic characteristics of
a body were determined as the position of the body was varilied with
respect to a flat plate alined with the airstream. It was found theat
the prediction of the chord-force increments (due to interference
effects) and the prediction of the varilation and order of megnitude of
the normal-force increments was very good. These results were obtained
by the application of slender-~-body theory as outlined by Moskowitz in
reference 2.

The present report is concerned with the characteristics of a body
in the two-dimensional flow fileld of a circular-arc wing of rectangular
plan form. The effect of the body field on the wing 1s also considered,
although the anglysis in this case 1s not—extensive. Pressure measure-
ments on the body and the wing have been obtained for a renge of body
positions with respect to the wing, both in a chordwise and a vertical
(with respect to the chord plane) direction, and for wing angles of
attack of O° and 5°. Tests were made at a Mach number of 2.0l and a

Reynolds number of 3.4 x 106 per foot. The datae are compared with theo-
retical results.

SYMBOLS

ol mass density of air
' airspeed
a speed of sound in air
M Mech number, V/a

1 2
Q dynemic pressure, Epv .
P free~stresm static pressure _



NACA RM L5TELkL

H 9O

[¢]

m(g)

loca; static pressure

Py - P

pressure coefficilent,

increment in pressure coefficient due to the effect of an
interference field

=2 -1

local radius of body

length of body

wing chord length

body polar angle, deg (see fig. 1)

distance from apex of body measured along axls of symmetry

angle of attack of wing, deg

chordwise position of body nose with respect to wing midpoint
(positive when measured upstream)

vertical position of body nose with respect to wing chord plane
body cross-sectlonal area

distribution function

potential

distance normal to body axis

integration variable

perturbation velocity components of disturbance field

Body sectlon normal force
2qR

body~section normasl-force coefficient,

body normal-force coefficient (positive towards wing),
Body normal force

Smax .

— —_—
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Cm body pitching-moment coefficient (about apex of body),
Body pitching moment
QB
AC, interference increment in body pressure chord-force
coefficient, Body chord-force increment
Smax
ACN,W interference increment in wing normal-force coefficient
(vased on unit spen) Wing normal~force increment
. J
qQc
ACe ,w interference increment—in wing chord-force coefficient
(based on unit span) Wing chord-force coefficilent
2
qc
Subscrilpts:
max maximum
b body base

DESCRTPTION OF MODELS AND TESTS

The test setup is shown In figure 1. An 8%-percent=thick clrcular-

arc wing of rectanguler plan form was mounted from the tunnel side wall
on two sweptback struts. Three rows of pressure orifices (23 orifices
per row) were provided on the surface ofthe wing nearest the body. ILon-
gltudinal motion (chordwise) between the wing ard the body was accom-
plished by movement of the wing elong the tumnel side wall.

The fuselage model was & blunt-based parabolic body of revolution
with a length equal to that of +the wing chord and with a fineness ratio
of 8. The body was equipped with two rows (located 180° apart) of
static-pressure orifices. Each row contained 24 orifices. Provision
was made in the model sting for rolling the body about—its own axis so
that complete pressure coverage could be obtained. Lateral motion
between the body and the wing (Z direction, fig. 1) was obtained by
transletion of the body end sting.

Pressure measurements on the body and the wing were obtained for
the six chordwise and four vertical body-wing positlons shown on the
test grid in figure 1. Tests were made for a body angle-of attack of o°
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and wing angles of attack of o° and 5°. The test Mach number was 2.01

and the Reynolds number, 3.4 X lO6 per foot. Throughout the test, tran-
sition strips (No. 60 carborundum greins) were installed on both the
body and the wing.

Tunnel stagnation conditions were as follows: temperature, 110° F;
dewpoint, approximetely -35° F; and pressure, 14 pounds per square inch
absolute.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Presentation of Data

The besic deta obteined on the body and wing are presented in fig-
ures 2 and 3, respectively. The pressure-coefficient variation on the
body is presented as a function of the body station and radiael angle for
each of .the body-wing positions investigeted. The pressure-coefficient
varliation on the wing 1s presented as a function of the wing station for
the orifice rows indicated in filgure 1. In each case the data for a wing
angle of attack of 0° are presented in the upper portion of the' figure
and those for an angle of 5°, in the lower portion.

In order to aid in the interpretation of these data and to gain a
Pundemental understanding of the actual flow phenomena which are taking
place, the pressure distribution on the body meridian closest to the
wing (6 = 180°) and the distribution on the wing directly opposite the
body (Row 1) are shown in figure 4 for the six chordwise positions used
during the test. The vertlcal distance between the wing-chord plene and
the body center line in this case is 2.5 inches. The solld line on the
pressure-distrlbution plots represents the experimental interference-
free data. For reastns which are discussed subsequently, Mech lines are
used to establish the region of influence of the body, and the leading-
edge shock wave (determined from shock-expansion theory) is used to
indicate the influence of the wing. Although the multiple shock reflec-~
tions which are shown between the wing and the body in figure 4 are only
qualitative in nature, they do serve to identify the origin of the abrupt
changes in pressure which exist on the wing and the body.

It is of interest to note that at position X = 8 +the reflection
of the wing leading-edge shock from the body back on the wing produces
a pressure increase of the seme order of magnitude as the effect of the
body shock on the wing. Also, for chord position 3, X = L4, 1t is
apparent from the magnitude of the pressure increase on -the wing that
the reflected wing shock and the body shock have coalesced on the wing
surface. The pressure increase on the rearward portion of the body at
chord position 6, X = -8, is due to the reflection of the wing leading-
edge shock from the tunnel side wall. The presence of this reflected
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shock must, of necessity, invalidete the date at small values of 2 for
chord positions 5 and 6, that is, X = -4-and -8, respectively.

Anslysls

One of the initiasl problems which was encountered in the analysis
of the present wing-body problem was the accurate definition of the flow
field in which the body was acting. This problem becomes more acute as
the body is moved away from the wing, as may be seen from an examination

of figure 5., In this figure the flow-field boundaries of an 8%-—percent-

thick wing are shown. The experimental points which identify the leading-~
and trailing-edge shocks were determined from the body pressure distribu-
tions and, for the case of the leading-edge shock, are in good agreement
with the results obtained from shock-expansion methods. In contrast, 1t
may be noted that the wing flow field defined by Mach lines (1inear theory)
1s not-an adequate representation of actusl conditions. In order to illus-
trate the effect of these flow-field differences on the prediction of body
forces, comparisons between experiment and theory are made for each method
of flow~field definition. :

The predictions of the forces on the body in the wing flow field
were determined from slender~body theory. This development is presented
1n the sppendix and follows that given in reference 2. It is shown that
the 1ift of a body in a nonuniform flow field is a function of the buoyant
and upwash effects—of that fleld.

In the determinaetion of the buoyant forces, contour maps of the wing
pressure fleld were used. The body was superinmposed in this field (with
the assumption that the field was not disturbed. in any manner) and the
incremental pressures at the body surface were used to compute the inter-
ference increments in normal force, drag (chord force), and pitching
moment. The graphical method was used in anticipation of increased
accuracy in the normsl-force results, perticularly with respect to the
distribution of this force. Actually, the resulis obtained from equa-
tion (9) for the total buoysnt forces on the body were in excellent
agreement with those obteined graphically.

For the estimetion of drag, the aforementioned approach is similar
to that used in reference 3, except that in the present case the surface
pressures on the body were used rather than those which exist in the
location of the body center line. It was found in reference 1 that the
differences involved were negligible, and Inasmuch as surface pressures
hed to be determined for 1ift calculations, they were also used for the
drag results.
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The 1lift, or normal force, due to the upwash effects of the field
is shown in equation (7) to be dependent only on the upwash and cross-
sectional area st the base of the body. The appropriate values of
upwash were obtained from the contour plots of the wing flow field.
The distribution of this normal force was obtained from epplication of
equation (9) wilth the use of a center-line distribution of upwash.

Body Characteristics

The changes in the serodynamic characteristics of the body due to
the effect of the wing flow field are presented in figure 6 as functions
of the position of the body wilth respect to the wing. Inasmuch as the
experimental results in this figure are compared with en snalysis based
upon the linesrized wing flow field, the wing-body position is defined
by the parameter X + BZ. Thus, movement of the body along any Mach
line emsnating from the wing will result in & constant value of X + BZ.
As the body is moved into the wing flow field (from wing leading edge
to trailing edge) it is first subject to a negative, or favorable, chord-
force increment,; a negative normal forece tending to move the body away
from the wing, and a correspondlng positive moment about the nose. Fur-
ther movement of the body into the wing field results 1n a reversal of
each of these trends, the maximum values in this case occurring when the
body is completely immersed in the field (X + BZ = 6). As the body is
moved out of the field it 1s again subject to a reversal in the signs of
the forces and moment. In general, the. results for a wing angle of attack
of 5 are similar to those for 0°.

The experimental results in this Tigure are compared with the anal-
yeils based upon the linearized wing flow field. The dashed line in each
case represents that portion of the estimated overall force or moment
which is due to the buoyant effect of the fleld. The solid line repre-
sents the totsl estimated normel force and pitching moment and is obtained
by the addition of the increment due to the upwash of the field to the
buoyant value.

In generel, the prediction of the trend and order of magnitude of
the forces and moments is very good. It should be noted, however, that
the estimation of the ectual values at any particular wing-body position
may be subject to large error.

The effect of the discrepancies which exist between the actual and
the linearized flow fields is not readily sppsrent from the data except
for the verletion in drag. In this case, there is a notlceable shift
between the experimental and theoretical curves. In order to determine
the effect of the flow-field differences on the normal-force variation,
the distribution of loading over the body must be examined. For thls

purpose, the increments in pressure coefficients (8 = 0° and 180°)

COTTITHRLE
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due to the Interference effects of the wing and the normal-force distri-
butions along the body are presented in figure T for four representative
positions of-the body in the wing flow field. The positions were chosen
to 1llustrate the effects of leading=- and trailing-edge shock impingement
on the body, complete immersion of the body in the flow field, and the
effect of multiple reflectlons between the wing and the body. The dashed
line again represents-the magnitude of the buoyant effects of the field
and the so0lid line, the addition of the upwash effects to the buoyancy
results. Tt should be noted that an impulsive force (see appendix) must
be added to the results at-the intersection points of the wing leading-
and tralling~edge shocks with the body center line. The line of action
of this force is indicaeted by the arrow on the normal-force loading dis-
tributlions of figure 7.

From an examination of figure 7 it may be seen that the use of a
linearized field, In this case, resulted in a poor estimation of the
load distribution over the body. The effect of the difference in the
actual and predilcted flow flelds is readlly apparent in the point of
origin of the wing disturbance on the body. It should be noted, how=-
ever, that integration of the theoretlical load distributions msy give
results which are consistent with experimentsel data. This is particu-
larly true of the buoyancy results which form the larger part of the
normal force to which the body is subject.

The results which may be cbtalned with the use of a more accurate
representation of the flow field are shown in figure -8. Data are pre=-
sented for the four representative wing-body positions discussed previ-
ously; and comparisons are made with an analysis based on shock-expansion
methods of flow-field definition. The estimation of body pressures and
normal-force loadings is fairly good except in the region of—the lmpul-
sive loading. Further improvements mey be possible if additional refine-
ments to the flow field are mede. The pressure increments due to upwash
were determined from conditions along the body center line and thus do
not accurately define the conditlons at the body surface. Use of surface
upwash values might possibly have improved the agreement between resulis.
In eddition, more accurate values of the loading might-have been obteined
in some cases by a consideration of the multiple reflections of shock
waves between the body and wing. These applications are tedious, how-
ever, and do not sppear to be warranted.

The estimated total force end moment characteristics of the body,
based on shock-expansion flow~field calculations, are compared with the
experimental results in figure 9. Becesuse of the lack of data it is
difficult to determine whether the prediction of actual values of nor-
mal force and pitching moment—has been improved with the use of the more
exact flow-field calculations. The estimation of the trends of these
curves, however, does appear to be more accurate. This is particularly
true et the larger values of the wing-body seperation distance. The:
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prediction of the drag characteristics shows considerable improvement
in the sgreement with the experimental results.

With regard to the normal-force velues, it should be noted that
small opposing differences in the predictions of body pressures mey
result in substantial veriations in the Integrated values of body nor-
mal force. Thus, even though the estimation of body pressures mey be
fairly representative of the experimental results, no ilmprovement in
the total-force values msy be obtained.

Wing Cheracterilstics

The main emphasis of this report has been placed on the determina-
tion of the change in body characteristics due to the action of a non-
uniform flow field and, in this respect, the wing has served only as a
generator of this field. It is also of interest, however, to examlne
the effect of the body on the wing. The variastions in wing normal
force and chord force are presented in figures 10(a) and 10(b), respec-
tively, as functions of wing-body position. Because the amount of
experimental data obtained on the wing was limited, the results should
be regarded as qualitative in nature. In addition, data were obtained
only on the wing surface next to the body and, therefore, the results
for those positions where the wing is completely immersed in the body
field are not complete.

For body positions near the wing (small values of z), the inter-
ference increments in wing chord force (fig. 10(b)) are predominately
unfavorable. Movement of the body away from the wing, however, tends +to
reverse this condition. The normal-force results (fig. 10(a)) indicate
conditions of favorable 1ift interference except for forward body posi-
tions at small values of the wing-body separation distance. The resulis
at these forward body positions are not complete, however, inasmuch as
the effect of the body flow field on both sides of the wing is not knownm.

The most advantageous body-wing position for favorable interference
mist be determined from e consideraetion of both wing and body results.
For example, for resrward body positions at small values of =z, the wing
and body drag increments are negetive end the normal-force values are
positive and negative, respectively. Although this is a region of favor-
able drag Interference, it may not be a good reglion for favorable 1lift-
dreg ratios because of the negative normal-force increments on the body.

The prediction of the interference effects on the wing is a complex
problem for the present conflguration. In order to analyze this situa-
tion, wing-interference pressure increments are presented in figure 11
for four representative positions. The theoretlical curve represents the
pressures which would exist on a flat plate in the wing-chord plene and,
as such, is a first approximation to the wing surface pressures.

OFTRILRE,

Cral’® \
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It is readily apparent that sizable correctlons to the flow fileld
are necessary for dependable force predictions. It is eqguelly apparent,
however, that some of these corrections are not-simply defined.

Conslderable improvement in the pressure distributions may be pos-
sible wlth a more accurate definition of the body flow fleld and from s
determination of conditions at the wing surface rather then at the chord
plane. Several simplifying assumptions must be made, however, since a
rigorous analysis by three-dimensionsl characterlistics does not appear
to be warranted. It should elsc be noted that the reflection character-
istics of the wing leading-edge shock from the body are unknown. Inas-
much as the pressure rise from this source may be qulte large, the prob-
lem of muiltiple shock reflectlon cannot be ignored. In view of these
complexities, no attempt was made to predict the interference increments
in total wing forces.

CONCLUDING REMARKS

The changes in the aerodynamic characteristics of a blunt-based
parabolic body of revolution with a fineness ratio of 8 have beén deter-

mined in the two-dimensional flow field of an 8%-percentathick circular-

arc wing of rectanguler plan form. Dats were obtained at & Mach number

of 2.01, a Reynolds number of 3.4 x 106 per Toot, and at wing angles of
attack of 0° and 5°. The results were compared with theoretical values
obtained from the application of slender-body theory. Shock expansion,
as well as linear theory, was used to define the wing flow field.

Fairly good. predlctions of the trend and order of magnltude of the
forces on the body due to the presence of the wing flow fileld were pos-
sible with the application of slender-body theory. The use of shock-
expanslon methods in defining the wing flow field did not appreciably
Improve the sccuracy of the estimations of total body normal force and
pitching moment over those given by the use of linesrized methods. The
accuracy of the predictions of normsl-force loading and total drag, how-
ever, was dependent upon the method of flow-field definition, the results
obtained from shock-expansion theory being in better agreement with the
experimental data than those obtalned from linear theory.

No estimation was made of the total loads on the wing due to the
effect of the body. The lack of sufficilient experimental data and the
unknown reflection characteristics of the wing shocks from the body
surface precluded a rigorous analysis. The body effect on the wing




NACA RM I5TElh 11

mst be considered in any estimation of wing-body loads, however, inas-
much as positions for favorable body effects may not result in favoreble
overall lift-drsg ratios.

Langley Aeronautical Laboratory,
National Advisory Committee for Aeronautics,
Tengley Field, Va., April 2k, 1957.

GONFIDENTIAIJ{lzf
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PREDICTTON OF FORCES ON A BODY IN A NONUNIFORM FLOW FIELD

If a slender body of revolution at zero angle of attack in a uniform
supersonic stream of velocity V 1s subject to a small disturbance field
(4, ¥, W), the pressure which contributes to the 1lift of the body is
shown in reference 2 to be given by the expression

20, 2u (1)

The potential ¢ 1s that part of the total velocity potential (due
to the disturbance field) which contributes to 1ift and 1s dependent
only on the upwesh Ww. Thus, it may be seen that the 1lift of a body in
a disturbasnce fleld is a function of the upwash and bucyant effects of
that fileld.

The potential msy be written as

q):-

cos © f"'ﬁr m(g) (x - £)de (2)
0 ﬁk - 5)2 - per?

where the distribution function m(g), when related to the local cross-
flow (r — 0), is equal to the expression

n(t) = 2 (6%5) (3)

From edquations (1), (2), and (3), by using the approximation that the
body radius approaches 0, the lifting pressure due—to the upwash field
may be obtained as

2 cos 0 4 -
Cp,upwash = R E;(Rew) (%)

BB
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The 1ifting pressure due to the buoyant effect of the disturbance
field is shown in reference 2 to be given by the following expression

aw
Cp,buoyancy = %R cos © = (5)

Tt should be noted that this term results from an expansion of u
in a Taylor's series and a consideration of the irrotationality of the
flow.

The total normal-force coefficlent on the body mey then be expressed

oy = E;ix— LL [S(x)%(@:] + %]:S(X)g] dx (6)

where the first term under the integral sign represents the contribution
of the buoyant effect of the field to the 1ift, and the second term
represents the upwash portion. Equation (6) may thus be expressed as

oy = —S;—ix—- LL {S(X)d%(%):)dx + gz:}% (7)

In the derivation of this equation 1t was assumed that 1, W, and
their derivatives were continuous. If this is not the case, some care
must be used in evaluating the integrals of equation (6). If a discon-
tinuity in ¥ 1s assumed at x = X;, equation (6) becomes

as

oy = S_m‘i_ | /:l's 5L (B)ax + g2 j; f: S &(F)ax +

2 Jowe i s 7 oo

2 x1+5 = o L s
- 4a. W a
Smax f -8 ax [S(x)v]dx + Sox /;l+6 d—; S(X)% ax (8)
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(where & is & small increment 1In x) and on simplifying,

o= g2t [T seo@oe + L fefer + 8) - 7 - 9]

S(};l) [ir (xl+ 5) --%?(xl - 5)} + fL d-d; S(X)%dx (9)

x1+8

The terms in the first set of braces represent the buoyant contribution,
and those in the second set, the upwash contribution. It should be noted

that each contribution conteins an impulsive force |represented by the

S(x1) [ - '
term 7 w(&l + 5) - wéxl - 8)‘/ located at~the point of flow discon-

tinulty. It should also be noted that those terms which represent the
upwash contribution will integrate to the value given in equation (7),

o8, W '
that is, %o b, Therefore, that portion of the body normsl force due
max
to the upwash of the disturbance fleld is degpendent only upon the upwash
et the base and the base area even though a discontinuity exists in the
field.
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(a) X =12; Z = 1.5.

Figure 2.- Pressure-coefficient variation on the body for the various
wing~body positions investigated.
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Body station, -E-

(1) X=-8; 2 =2.5.

Figure 2.- Continued.
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Figure 10.- Concluded.
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