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Results of a supersonic flutter investigation of three low-aspect-
ratio control surfaces are presented in this paper. Two controls were
all-movable but the third had a fixed cutout. The test was conducted
in the low Mach number test section of the Langley Unitary Plan wind
tunnel. The Mach number range was 1.49 to 2.87. Various ratios of
uncoupled bending frequency to uncoupled pitching frequency were used.
Some of the models tested had a mass balance. Results show that flutter
may be eliminated or the dynamic pressure at flutter may be increased
by the use of mass balance. It was also found that the lowest flutter
dynamic pressures were obtained when the ratio of the uncoupled bending
frequency to the uncoupled pitching frequency was near 1. Some calcula-
tions using piston theory are presented and compared with experiment.

INTRODUCTION

Flutter of control surfaces has long been a problem of concern to
the aircraft designer. In the past, for subsonic flight, certain flut-
ter variables have been found to be important. Procedures for over-
coming or preventing control-surface flutter, such as mass-balancing,
control of stiffnesses, or control of frequency ratios, have been devel-
oped. As flight speeds become higher, the problem arises as to whether
or not these same flutter-prevention procedures are applicable for
supersonic flight. In the absence of proven calculation procedures and
experience on a large variety of configurations for supersonic flight,
proposed control surfaces for high-speed vehicles must usually be

tested for flutter.
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Three elevator plan forms which were being considered for a high-
speed ground-to-air missile have been tested in the lLangley Unitary Plan
wind tunnel over the Mach number range from 1.49 to 2.87 to determine
their flutter characteristics and to evaluate the relative merits of
the plan forms. Mass-balancing as a possible flutter alleviator on
an all-movable control was investigated by using two types of balance
weights - a weighted boom and a weighted leading edge. Several ratios
of uncoupled bending frequency to uncoupled pitching frequency were
also investigated by varying the pitching restraint of a simulated
actuator.

Flutter calculations have been made on one of the plan forms for
comparison with experiment. The structural portion of the flutter anal-
ysis was handled by using both coupled and uncoupled vibration modes.
Piston theory was chosen from several theories to give the aerodynamic
input because of its simplicity and inclusion of airfoil-thickness terms.
Structural damping is included in some of the calculations. It may be
noted that a summary of some of the results for the control configura-
tions given herein was included in the survey study given in reference 1.

SYMBOLS
a speed of sound, fps
b one-half chord, ft
Fh bending-mode deflection along rotation axis
Fg pitching-mode deflection
f frequency, cps
g structural-damping coefficient
Ie mass momegt of inertia per unit length about axis of rotation,
slug-1Tt
ft
1 total semispan along hinge axis, ft
M Mach number
m mass of control per unit lengthaw§lugs/ft
e

i
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q dynamic pressure, EQV , lb/sq ft
Se static unbalance of wing per unit length about axis of

rotation, positive rearward of center of gravity, EEE%%EE
\4 velocity, fps
1 distance from root of control along hinge axis, fraction of

span
i ratio of mass of control to mass of air contained in cone

determined by control, Mass of control

1 2
plx f b dy
0

o) air density, slugs/cu ft
w circular frequency, radians/sec
Subscripts:
c calculated
e experimental
f value at flutter
h uncoupled bending
0 uncoupled pitching
T reference mean aerodynamic chord
1 first coupled mode
2 second coupled mode
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APPARATUS AND. MODELS

Apparatus

The investigation was conducted in the low Mach number test section
of the Langley Unitary Plan wind tunnel. This tunnel is a variable-
pressure, continuous, return-flow type. The test section is 4 feet square
and approximately 7 feet in length. The nozzle leading to the test sec-
tion is of the asymmetric sliding-block type. The Mach number can be
varied continuously through a range from approximately 1.49 to 2.87.

A drawing illustrating the test setup is shown in figure 1.
Boundary-layer effects were minimized by projecting the model outside
the boundary layer with a fixed strut. The supporting mechanism of the
models was mounted on a removable turntable located in the tunnel wall.
A torgque tube operating in low-friction bearings was mounted to the ele-
vator surface and passed through the tumnel wall. The models were '
restrained in pitch by a spring that was instrumented with a strain gage.
This system allowed the pitching freguency of the model to be varied.
The entire mounting mechanism was housed in a pressure-sealed container.
A photograph of a model installed in the test section is shown in

figure 2.

Both low- and high-~speed cameras recorded elevator flutter. The
motion pictures aided in determining the flutter modes. A high-speed
camera operated at 2,000 frames per second, and another camera operated
at 180 frames per second.

Models

Configuration.- Three low-aspect-ratio half-scale elevator plan
forms were tested. Two control plan forms were all-movable but the
third control had a fixed cutout. Details of these models are shown in
figure 3, and the geometric characteristics are given in table I.
Photographs of the models are presented in figure 4. All plan forms
had circular-arc airfoil sections, modified over the truncated portion
of the plan forms to have a blunt trailing edge. Strain gages were
located on all models at the positions shown in figure 3 for flutter-
frequency determination. These strain gages were mounted intermally
on ribs and spars.

Plan-form 1 was a 5-percent-thick, spindle-mounted, all-movable
control surface whose axis of rotation was at the 38-percent mean-
aerodynamic-chord station. In addition to the basic control, two
types of mass-balancing were provided for this model. One balance was

JEEDEESEEEE S M
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a weighted leading edge which increased the weight of the control by
20 percent. The second type of balance weight was boom-mounted (see
figs. 3(a) and 4(a)) at the 60-percent-span station. The added weight

when the boom was used, including the boom, was about 18% percent of

the basic model weight.

Plan-form 2 was also spindle-mounted but its axis of rotation was at
the 45-percent mean-aerodynamic-chord station. Thickness varied linearly

from 6 percent at the root to about 3% percent at the tip. The basic

elevator was designed to have as little mass unbalance about the hinge
line as possible. One variation that was studied on the model was a
heavy leading edge on the outboard 48 percent span of the control, as
shown in figure 3(b). This increased the model weight by about 7 percent.

Plan-form 3 was mounted on a hinge tube carried by a fixed stub
which was 25 percent of the total surface area. The control hinge line
was at the L2-percent mean-aerodynamic-chord station, and the model was
3 percent thick.

Construction.- The structure of all models was similar to that of
full-scale control surfaces. Plan-forms 1 and 2 had conventional rib
and spar construction with duralumin skin. Their steel spindles were
supported by two needle bearings. Plan-form 3 was of duralumin-honeycomb
construction with duralumin skin. This control rotated in two ball
bearings which were attached to the spar of the fixed stub. On all
models the pitching restraint of an actuator was simulated by springs
attached at the location shown in figure 3. These springs could be
changed to vary the pitching frequency. The bending frequency was
determined by the spindle or stub spar and remained essentially constant.

Physical parameters.- The mass parameters of the models studied are
given in table II. The listed weights do not include the part of the
spindie which is outside the surface, nor do they include the pitch
spring. The calculated mass, static-unbalance, and moment-of-inertia
distributions for plan-form 2 are given in table IIT.

The vibration modes and frequencies were investigated on the models,
prior to installation in the tunnel, by using an electromagnetic shaker
and small accelerometers. Mode shapes were found on most of the models
by exciting the model at a resonant frequency and measuring displacements
with the accelerometers. Coupled modes and frequencies were found with
the model unrestrained except for the pitch spring. Uncoupled modes and
frequencies were found by restraining the model to lock out unwanted
response. Uncoupled pitching was found by holding the model on its pitch
axis near the tip, and uncoupled bending was found by clamping the model
at the root, off the hinge line.
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Measured coupled and uncougled~modes for two uncoupled-frequency
ratios on plan-form 2 are given in table IV and figure 5. As this table
and figure show, most of the pitching deflection was pure rotation with
small amounts of twist in the surface. The bending deflection had large
components of both elastic deformation of the surface and flapping about
the root. Structural-damping coefficients were determined from the decre-
ment of free vibrations in still air at the frequency of the mode of
interest.

TEST TECHNIQUES

Models were mounted in the test section at zero angle of attack.
After mounting, the pretest procedure consisted of a brief resonant
vibration test to check the pitching and bending frequencies of the
models.

- Test results were obtained by operating the tunnel at a constant
Mach number and increasing the stagnation pressure until flutter was
obtained or the maximum tunnel operating conditions were reached. If
the model fluttered, stagnation pressure was reduced until flutter
ceased.

During the test program, it was found that the dynamic pressure at
the end of flutter was often much less, by as much as 50 percent, than
the dynamic pressure at the start of flutter. Thus, two test points
were obtained - one when flutter was initiated and another when flutter
stopped. It was found that flutter could be started at lower dynamic
pressures if turbulence were introduced into the airstream by opening an
air inbleed valve upstream from the test section. The implications of
this procedure are discussed in a later section.

The start or stop of flutter was determined by observing an oscil-
loscope on which bending and pitching strain-gage signals were displayed
on the horizontal and vertical axes, respectively. At flutter, the ampli-
tude increased rapidly and the frequency from both gages became the same;
thus, an elliptical pattern was given on the oscilloscope. Time his-
tories of the pitching and bending strain-gage signals were then recorded
on high-speed oscillographs.

The tunnel-data recording system was used to obtain Mach number,
dynamic pressure, and stagnation temperature when flutter started, when
it stopped, or when maximum dynamic pressure was reached if no flutter
occurred during the test.
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ANATYSTS

Flutter-speed calculations were made on plan-form 2 for comparison
with experiment. The equations of motion of the system were derived in
reference 2; however, supersonic aerodynamic coefficients must be used
herein. The first two measured vibration modes and frequencies, both
coupled and uncoupled, were used in the analysis. These mode shapes,
for two frequency ratios, are given in table IV. The distributed mass,
static-unbalance, and moment-of-inertia properties needed in the calcula-
tion are given in table III. The oscillatory aerodynamic forces used
in this analysis were obtained from piston theory (ref. 3) which has
been presented for use at very high Mach numbers and low reduced fre-
quencies. This aerodynamic theory permits the inclusion of nonlinear
effects of airfoil shape and thickness in the flutter analysis. For
some cases, the measured value of structural damping in each mode was
included in the calculations.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Experimental Results

The test-program results are shown chronologically in table V.
This table shows the model frequencies and the test-section conditions
either at flutter or at the maximum dynamic pressure 1f no flutter was
obtained. For most of the tests when flutter was obtained, the test-
section conditions are listed for %oth starting and stopping flutter.
r®o

The stiffness-altitude parameter Y

Jﬁ' is also given at flutter or

at the maximum dynamic pressure.

As mentioned previously, it was found on some tests that the dynamic
pressure at the end of flutter was as much as 50 percent less than the
dynamic pressure at the start of flutter. This is shown in figure 6
where dynamic pressure at both the beginning and the end of flutter is
plotted against Mach number for plan-form 2 with a frequency ratio
of 1.02. When testing in the second mode of tunnel operation
(2.2 $ M £ 2.87) which has a higher level of turbulence, flutter was
found to begin much closer to the dynamic pressure where the flutter
stopped than when testing at lower Mach numbers. This indicated the
possibility that introducing some artificial turbulence into the air-
stream might produce results that are more consistent. Consequently, on
all tests after test 20, turbulence was induced in the airstream by
bleeding in alr upstream of the test section.

—
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With the flow upset in this manner, flutter could be started at
much lower dynamic pressures than previously. This may have been due to
nonlinearities in the system such as free play, nonlinear springs, non-
linear Camping due to bearing supports (sometimes known as stiction),
and so forth. However, experience with bearing supports has shown that
their damping characteristics very often are highly nonlinear, and this
factor probably accounts for the dependence of the system on turbulence
level to initiate flutter.

Correlation was good for the end of flutter on tests both with and
without turbulent flow at the same Mach number (for example, tests 18
and 22 in table V). For this reason, and since it is desirable to be
conservative in predicting flutter, the flutter boundary is interpreted
as being the dynamic pressure at which flutter stops.

Plan-form 1.~ Only one flutter point was found with plan-form 1.
This one point (test 7) was at a Mach number of 2.21 and occurred at
the extreme upper limit of dynamic pressure available. The model stiff-
ness gave an uncoupled-frequency ratio of 1.12, the frequency ratio
nearest 1 which was tried on this configuration. When a heavy leading
edge was added, increasing the model weight by 20 percent and changing
the frequency ratio to 1.16 eliminated the flutter point as shown by
test 51 in table V.

Plan-form 2.~ As shown in figure 7, flutter was obtained on plan-
form 2 between Mach numbers of 1.49 to 2.80. For a ratio of uncoupled
bending frequency to uncoupled pitching frequency of 1.02, flutter
points were determined over this entire Mach number range and an indi-
cation of constant dynamic-pressure flutter was found at the higher
Mach numbers. At frequency ratios of 0.91 and 1.41, flutter was found
only over part of the Mach number range; and at a frequency ratio of 0.82
(see table V) no flutter was found within the operating limits of the
tunnel. The trend of the flutter boundary with Mach number is different
for the various frequency ratios, and the dynamic pressure at flutter is
mich lower when the frequency ratio is near 1.

A mass balance of about T percent of the basic-control weight was
distributed over the outboard 48 percent span of the leading edge of
the model. This distribution changed the uncoupled-frequency ratio
from 1.02 to 0.95. The test results are shown in figure 7 and indicate
that dynamic pressure at flutter is at least doubled by adding the bal-
ance weight. The flutter boundary is similar to the boundary for the
unbalanced model with a frequency ratio of 0.91. Thus, the improvement
in flutter characteristics with mass balance can be attributed to the
frequency-ratio change as well as to the center-of-gravity shift. A
similarly balanced model with a frequency ratio of 0.89 would not flut-
ter at the maximum dynamic pressure available.
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The variation of the ratio of flutter frequency to uncoupled pitching
frequency with Mach number is shown in figure 8 for the various mass
and frequency-ratio combinations on plan~form 2. In general, the flutter
frequency falls between the uncoupled frequencies. An indication of the
makeup of the flutter mode was obtained from high-speed motion pictures.
The flutter mode for frequency ratios of 1.02 and 1.41 consisted of
bending coupled with pitch. For a frequency ratio of 0.91, as well as
for the mass-balanced case with a frequency ratio of 0.95, the flutter
mode was predominately bending.

Plan-form 3.- Only a limited number of tests were conducted on
plan-form 35, but the few data points obtained are shown in figure O.
Two flutter points were fouund at an uncoupled-frequency ratio of 1.00
on plan-form 3. A very mild flutter, predominately elevator rotation,
occurred at the top dynamic pressure available at a Mach number of 2.80.
A very violent flutter was found at a Mach number of 2.21. A violent-
flutter point was also found when the frequency ratio was 0.88 at a Mach
number of 1.61. No flutter points at much higher dynamic pressures were
found at Mach numbers of 1.61 and 2.21 for an uncoupled-frequency ratio
of 1.16. This would indicate that keeping the bending frequency above
the pitching frequency would be beneficial in this range of frequency
ratios. Divergence was too rapid on the violent-flutter cases for motion
pilctures to be taken to determine the flutter modes.

Calculations

The results of flutter calculations on plan-form 2 at a frequency
ratio of 1.02 are shown in figures 10 and 11. These calculations, which
were made by use of piston theory with the effect of thickness included,
used both coupled and uncoupled measured modes with both zero damping
and measured damping in each mode. The flutter frequency calculated by
use of all four procedures was within 5 percent of the experimental
value, as shown in figure 10 where the ratio of calculated flutter fre-
guency to experimental flutter frequency is plotted against Mach number.
The ratio of calculated flutter velocity to experimental flutter velocity
plotted against Mach number, shown in figure 11, varied considerably
with the calculation procedure. Coupled modes used with zero structural
damping gave the best results - within 3 percent of experiment. The
other methods gave results which were off by as much as 45 percent. The
addition of damping increased the calculated flutter velocity by a large
amount.

It should be noted that the center of gravity for this plan form
is very near the axis of rotation. The uncoupled-mode analysis is
probably more sensitive to errors in this distance; thus, the coupled-
mode analysis is the preferred method.
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The coupled-mode, zero-structural-damping calculation for plan-
form 2 at a frequency ratio of 1.02 is repeated in figure 12 as the
stiffness-altitude parameter plotted against Mach number and is compared
with experimental data points. Also shown in the figure are the results
of a similar calculation on plan-form 2 at a frequency ratio of 1.41.
The calculations at a frequency ratio of 1.41 do not show the same good
agreement with experiment as those at a frequency ratio of 1.02.

These calculations have been made by using piston theory. The
effects of airfoil shape and thickness have been included in the calcula-
tions presented. The calculations were also made for zero thickness,
and very little effect was found for the frequency ratios near 1. The
thickness trends with frequency ratio were the same as those pointed out
in reference k.

SUMMARY OF RESULTS

From a supersonic flutter investigation of three low-aspect-ratio
control surfaces, the following results were obtained:

1. The single flutter point found on plan-form 1 was eliminated
by adding a distributed mass balance along the leading edge of the con-
trol. This mass balance increased the basic-control weight by 20 percent.

2. Plan-form 2 fluttered at lower dynamic pressures when the ratio
of uncoupled bending frequency to uncoupled pitching frequency was near 1.
The flutter dynamic pressure was at least doubled for all Mach numbers
when the frequency ratio was changed from 1.02 to 0.82, 0.91, or 1.4l.
The flutter boundaries for three frequency ratios all showed different
trends with Mach number.

3. A mass balance of 7 percent of the elevator weight, distributed
over the outboard 48 percent span of the leading edge, at least doubled
the dynamic pressure at flutter on one stiffness configuration for plan-
form 2. This improvement in flutter characteristics may be due to the
change in frequency ratio as well as to the shift of the center of
gravity.

4. Plan~-form 3 exhibited violent, destructive flutter. The largest
flutter margins on this plan form were obtained when the uncoupled bending
frequency was above the uncoupled pitching frequency.

5. Calculations using piston theory gave good agreement with experi-
ment on plan-form 2 with a frequency ratio of 1.02 when either uncoupled

PUNEEC e
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modes with structural damping or coupled modes without damping were used.
Calculated results at a frequency ratio of 1.41 deviated considerably
from experiment.

Langley Aeronautical Laboratory,

National Advisory Committee for Aeronsutics,

Langley Field, Va., February 10, 1958.
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TABLE T
GEOMETRIC CHARACTERISTICS OF MODELS
. . Hinge line,
Total Ratio of fixed Mean Panel| fraction of}Thickness,
Plan surface area |aerodynamic
area, aspect|mean aero- fraction
form to movable- chord, , .
sq ft ratio dynamic of chord
surface area ft
chord
1] 3.10 0 2.16 1.06 0.38 0.05
2] 2.88 0 1.63 1.62 45 .06 to .035
3 | 3.28 25 2.04 1.00 b2 .03




TABLE IT

MODEL MASS DATA®

Center °fD§r:"1W Pitch Flapping | Product of
Plan Mass-balance Total |Balance| Boom |Distance) “S3%M°C| inertia | inmertie inertia
form Model confleuration weight,|weight, |weight, from g; hinge about about center|about center
gur 1b 1b 1b root, ne hinge line,| of gravity,| of gravity,
£t line, 2 2 2
£t 1b-ft 1b-ft 1b-ft
(a None 5.78 0.45 0.088 1.5 1.08 0.456
Jb |Boom-mounted balence 6.85 0.88 0.21 .5k Ol 2.13 1.43 .021
1 velght
Lc Heavy leading edge 7.03 .51 .02 2.31 1.60 .133
(a None 7.40 .56 .009 1.15 2.66
b None 7.32 ST .002 1.09 2.72
2
¢ | Heavy leading edge T.91 .50 .63 .016 1.21 3.32
d | Beavy leading edge 7-75 5k .64 .023 1.16 3.32
a None 6.63 .59 .158 2.08 2.38 .905
3
b None 6.67 .62 157 2.02 1.52 .908
She welghts do not include the torsion spring or any portion of the spindle outside the surface. The prod-

uet of inertia is calculated.

All other data are measured.
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TABLE IIT

COMPUTED DISTRIBUTED MASS, STATIC UNBAILANCE, AND MOMENT

OF INERTTIA OF PLAN-FORM 2 WITHOUT MASS BAILANCE

I,
S 8
Span interval, m, 8’

fraction of span | slugs/ft | slug-ft | slug-ft°

ft ft
0 to 0.055 0.4262 0.00854% 0.0615
.055 to .167 .3096 .00618 .0hk2
167 to  .278 L0732 .00097 L0117
278 to .389 .1138 .00151 .0182
.389 to .500 L0867 .00188 .0142
.500 to .611 .0399 .00096 .00654
611 to .T22 L0613 .00158 .00976
722 to  .833 .0455 .00175 .00675
.833 to .94 .0294 .00129 .00468
94k to 1.0 .0135 .00069 .00226
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MEASURED MODE SHAPES FOR PLAN-FORM 2

ﬂ‘

TABLE IV

WITHOUT MASS BALANCE

(2) Uncoupled modes

fra::];:ion wh/ Yo © 102 wh/we e
of span |Fp, fy = T0 cps |Fg, f5 = 68.5 cps [ Fy, £, = T2 cps|Fg, fy = 51 cps
0 0.088 1.000 0.072 1.000
.2 .149 1.041 137 1.005
A . 268 1.045 264 .963
.6 51 1.1k sk .908
.8 .695 .81 .698 841
1.0 1.000 .632 1.000 CTTL
(b) Coupled modes for “’h/‘”e = 1.02
fra;l;;ion Fhl Fel th F92
of span £, = 61 cps £ 72 cps
o 0.0k1 0.0712 0.015 -0.0599
.2 <117 L0748 .072 -.0643
A .213 L0743 JATh ~-.0652
.6 .379 .0706 Sk -.0601
.8 .628 .0653 -599 -.0450
1.0 1.000 .0590 1.000 -.01kk
{c) Coupled modes for ush /me = 1.4
fra::]{‘.ion Fhl Fel Fh2 F92
of span £, =45 cps T, = 69 cps
0 0.186 0.435 0.045 ~0.0050
.2 A3 .40 143 -.0051
4 .685 <392 .287 -.0057
.6 .83k .382 k67 -.0068
.8 93k .378 .T00 -.0086
1.0 1.000 3TT 1.000 -.0113

Smim—
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TABLE V.- COMPILATION OF TEST RESULTS

Plan Pitching s v p b .

Test {popm[Model frecclgcsency, :% My /Cslq £t ﬁ’; slugs /’cu e | W ra.  vit w—z Remarks

1 b 51.1 1.30| 1.61] 2,038.7[1,591| 0.001611 {2k.1| 1.72

2 b 51.1 1.30| 2.21{ 2,281.8}{1,914 .001246 | 31.1| 2.24

3 1 b 51.1 1.30| 2.80] 1,42k.0]2,122 .000632 | 61.4] 3.59 No flutter
4 a 60.5 1.52| 1.60| 2,097.2{1,579 .001682 | 19.4] 1.8k

5 a 60.5 1.52| 2.20| 2,570.6]1,989 .001300 | 25.1] 2.28

6 88.4 1.12]| 1.60| 2,089.9{1,579 .001682 | 19.5 No flutter
7 88.4 1.12] 2.21} 2,620.0(1,907 L0014k | 22.7] 3.31 1.23Flutter at maximum

{ 1 tunnel. conditions

8 & 88.4 |1.12]| 2.80| 1,451.9]|2,119| .000647 | 50.6| 5.65 No flutter
9 51.0 1.76| 2.21| 2,586.4[1,906 .00142k | 23.0f 1.93 No flutter
10 51.0 1.76] 1.60| 2,075.%[1,579 .001664 | 19.6| 1.56 No flutter
11(a) 1.59 368.711,571 .000299 1.00] Flutter begins
11(1v) 1.59 303.0{1,571 .000245 J25k.6] 5.65 Flutter stops
H(a)l - 68 1.02| 10 866.3{1,671 .000620 1.03| Flutter begins
14(b) 8 -2 . 1.68 ho2.711,629 00030k  |205.9) 5.19 Flutter stops
15(a) 2.80 781.0{2,119 .000348 1.00{ Flutter begins
15(b) 2.80 770.5[2,119 .000343 182.1| 6.26 Flutter stops
16 (91.8 0.82] 1.60| 2,115.4[1,579 .001696 | 36.8] 2.89 No flutter
17(a) 68.5 1.02f 1.k9 h75.2(1,498 .000k423 1.01]{ Flutter begins
17(v) 2 a {68.5 1.02} 1.kg 311.8/1,498 .000278 |[225.0] 5.22 Flutter stops
18(a) 68.5 1.02| 1.60 816.0(1,582 .000652 — 1.03| Flutter begins
18(1b) 68.5 1.02| 1.60 371.6f1,584 .000296 j211.1] 5.15 Flutter stops
19(a) 1.91} 1,11k.211,769 .000718 1.03| Flutter begins
19(b) 1.90 488.3|1, 764 .00031% |199.2] 5.34 Flutter stops
20(a)l| o a 68.5 |1.02| J2-00| 1,258.41,817 .000763 1.03| Flutter begins
20(b)‘ 1.99| 506.8{1,81%  .000%08 lpo3.0| 5.48 Flutter stops
21(a) 2.21 687.2{ 1,926 .000371 1.00{ Flutter begins
21(b)| 2.21 608.4]1,913 .000332 {188.0} 5.55 Flutter stops
22(a) [68.5 1.60 4s1.7]1,582 .000361 1.00| Flutter begins
22(b) [68.5 1.60 364.3]1,578 .000293 [213.6f 5.21 Flutter stops
a3(a)l , a | J67-8L |1.00]/)2.60] 731.8[2,065 .000%43 1.00] Flutter begins
23(b)| 167.8 : 2.60 646.0[ 2,065 .000303 [206.4| 6.27 Flutter stops
2h(a) 67.8 2.%0 688.1] 1,992 .000347 1.00{ Flutter begins
2k(v) 67.8 2.40 623.8| 1,992 .00031% [198.9f 5.90 Flutter stops
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TABLE V.- COMPILATION OF TEST RESULTS - Concluded

Pitehing
[Plan qds \L P, ®
Tast popm|Model rreg:;.zncy, ;’; M by Joq tt| fps folugs Jeu £3 n bI:JB \fﬁ a'?f; Remarks
25Ea; 67.8 h.o2| 2,80 68.9(2,119{ 0.000311 1.00| Flutter begins
25(D &r.8 |02 2.80] 650.0{2,119| .000290 |215.2| 6.7% Flutter stops
26 2| o | Jor.8 .82| 2.20|2,628,1(1,989 | .001329 | k7.0 3.56 No flutter
7 50,7 [ 1.6 | 2,065.1|1,586 00064 | 8.1 L.63 %o flutter
géa; 50,9 Llaj 2.2 1,338.1 1,90k | .co0876 1.5%| Flutter begins
b 50,9 [Lh1} 2.2 1, 2.4 1,90k .000823 { 5.9 2.63 Flutter stope
59 2 (50.9 1.1 | 2.00 2,457.7{%, 807 .001k93% | 41.9] L1.86 ¥o flutter
30 2 50.2 1,41 2.8} 1,557.2|2,119 L0006k | 96.3] 3.38 No flutter
31 3 s | {70 1.16] 1.61]2,103.1}1,50 L001665 | 22,81 2,17 No flutter
%2 3 0.8 [L.16] 2.821]2,638.611,012 LO0Lhsl | 26,3] 2.66 No flutter
3% 3 (9.6 .88 1.61]1,020,7|1,5%0 .000808 | 67.1) %.04 .75 Explosive flutber
{lost model)
%5 3 b 85.h  |1.00]| 2.50| 83k.1|2,0%1 L00040h | 9k Tl 6.36 Ko flutter
36 % b 83.h  lr.00| 2.80]| 1,kk3.2]2;13% .00063% | 60.5] 5.h1 Mild flutter
57 3 b 8.4 |1.00| 2.21]1,661.711,918| .000903 | 42.k| 3.99 |1.12|Explosive flutter
(1ost model)
%5 1 & 89,2 (1,11 1.60|2,129.5{1,586] .O0160% | 19.3 e.gz No flutter
359 1 a 8.2 |1.11| 2.20]2,598.0{1,997] .001303 | 25.1] 3. No flutter
Mﬁa{ 1.60| 872.2|1,501| .000689 .93| Flutter begins
ho(b 1.61| 785.011,501| .000620 |107.91 3.79 Fluiter stops
tl 1 651 . 2.20| 2,666.5 1,927 .001532 50,0 2.52 No flutter
2(a e . . 1. 1,153.2(1 . . Flutter beging
1!-2{1:} 1.3 110%.1 11%62 38 |101.6] 3.50 o Flutser stops
k3 2.10| 2,614.%]1,883 L001hTs | hsuk| 2.k2 No flutter (lost model]
’ when power failed)
i a 6.8 B 2.87| 68B8%.8(2,138 000387 |168.9| 5.77 ¥o flutter
i a 64,8 80| 1.60|1,726.6[1,500] .001365 | W7.9| 2.31 No flutter
MEE}& 2 b T6.5 91| 1.60] 1,107,578 | 000889 .0k| Flutter begins
Wb b 76.5 91| 160 25,2|1,578]  .0007h3 | 83.3] 3.63 Flutter stops
48 J b 6.5 01| 1,90 2,k2.1]|1, 757 .002563 | 29.6 2,67 No flutter
@%a; 2 b 76.5 LOL| 1.80] 1,848.4|1,608( .001283 95| Flutter begins
ho( b 2 b 6.5 91| 1.80] 1,654,1|1,603% . 00115k E}.T 3.05 Flutter stops
150 2 b T6.5 SL| 2.20] 2,600.7|1,9% 001361 | b5,5] 2.92 ¥o flutter
51, 1 c Th.2  [1.26] 2.20| 2,644,611, .001338 | 29.8] 3.0k No flubter
50 1 e e L 1.61§ 1,940.6]1, 001546 | 25.7] 2.60 ¥o flutter
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Pressure—sealed container —\

Flow

Turntable

/- Needle bearings

NN N NN N N NN NNT
Strut
Torque tube
Spring
Test model
Test section
1| NI | PR | ) 11 J1 1l i

Window:y n a
\‘ Cameras

Figure 1.- Model and apparatus setup.
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NACA RM I58B20 SN ——_ 19

Plon-form 3

1-58-121
Figure 2.- Photograph of a model mounted in the test section of the
Langley Unitary Plan wind tunnel.




Strain gage m
Dimensions in inches

/
b -2l

Pitching axis 7
/
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46.0° /

.

i3.10 —»

14.60 ——»

21.76

Sfrut ——/

<
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il L Qe
/4 0.2 ' H l
/i ¥ - ‘ 1
' —+{2.5 & )
18.79 ——————»¢— 7.0 —» 2
3545 ¢

(a) Plan-form 1.

Figure 3.- Sketch of flutter models.
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o A
Strain gage m e
Dimensions in inches
Mass balance *
A
! 3
) Ty
Pitching axis » W\
o
e 23.7 o
19.8 —+1 e—0.5
B
Spring l Tﬁ
attachment
L__.| »
7o)
0.2 .
4 | - l v
f -~ f
_ 257 530 )
26.68 > |
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(b) Plan-form 2.

Figure 3.- Continued.
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Strain gage mwm
Dimensions in inches

Hinge line

Spring
attachment

0.125

k-a30+ ' k—— 12,10 —
— 6.7 —le 1420 ——
= 33.35

—>
—»
15.71

21

< 400 8.43
8.70

(¢) Plan-form 3.

Figure 3.- Concluded.
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(2) Plan-form 1 with a boom-mounted balance weight. L-97073

\ Figure 4.- Photographs of test models.
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(v) Plan-form 2.

Figure 4.- Continued.
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(¢) Plan-form 3.

Figure 4.- Concluded.
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26 NACA RM 158B20
.2
..’_’_—_:\ - \\
I.O el ~ \\
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o 7 _— Fh ’fh = 70 | 02
' / —-—Fg,fg = 685
-
= --—Fg,fg = 51
0 .2 4 6 8 1.0

7 fraction of span

(a) Uncoupled bending- and pitching-mode shapes.

Figure 5.- Measured mode shapes for plan-form 2 at two frequency ratios.
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(b) First coupled mode shapes at two frequency ratios.

Figure 5.- Continued.
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(c) Second coupled mode shapes at two frequency ratios.

Figure 5.- Concluded.

P gz v

e s




NACA RM 158B20 SN 29

P 2,800
0  Flutter starts
; O  Flutter stops pd
2,400 /
//
/ 1
2,000
Tunnel operational
limits
- //
1,600
)
—
q, Ib/sq ft
0
£,200
]
800 IJ'L /5] ~
# L/()’e/ﬁf
400 /é/grv
|
l
o 10 1.5 2.0 25 30

| M

Figure 6.- Variation of dynamic pressure with Mach number for beginning
and stopping of flutter for plan-form 2 with oy, /(ne = 1.02.




- Ny NACA RM 158B20

2,800 Flutter No flutter wy /Wy
o) 1.02 (
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Figure T7.- Variation of dynamic pressure at flutter with Mach number for
plan-form 2 at three frequency ratios and with mass balance added at
one frequency ratio.
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NACA RM 158820 - 31
‘
| 1.8
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Flgure 8 - Variation of ratio of flutter frequency to uncoupled pitchlng
- frequency with Mach number for plan-form 2.
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Figure 9.- Variation of dynamic pressure at flutter with Mach number for
plan-form 3.
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.3
| g =0 }
— -— g,=.066,92=.05I Coupled modes
T }U led d
.- ,=019,g,=.045 [ ~rcoupee modes
1.2
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We/We _ _
1.0 — —1 —+ e
\ ___‘//’
9
.8
L
M

Figure 10.- Ratio of calculated flutter frequency to experimental flutter
frequency plotted against Mach number for plan-form 2 with
wh/we = 1.02 Dby use of piston theory which includes thickness.
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Figure 11.- Ratio of calculated flutter speed to experimental flutter
speed plotted against Mach number for plan-form 2 with wh/a)e = 1.02
by use of piston theory which includes thickness. :
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2.0

NACA RM L58B20

s -3 35
Q Aag”D
"1 SCalculated flutter
O boundary
N
0
Calculated flutter
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N
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Figure 12.- Stiffness-altitude parameter plotted. against Mach number for
two frequency ratios on plan-form 2; comparison of experiment and
coupled-mode calculations by use of zero structural damping and pis-
ton theory which includes thickness.
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