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Summary.—Methods are now available to calculate throughout the speed range the performance of all-moving
wing-tip controls on flat-plate wings in inviscid flow, neglecting the shock waves in the transonic regime. The theory,
with all its limitations, seems likely to predict in broad outline the main features of this type of control, and should
therefore be useful to designers who have hesitated to consider its adoption because of the lack on the one hand of
experimental data and on the other of a reasonable analytical approach to the aerodynamics of the problem.

In this report, therefore, the theory has been developed and assembled in such a way as to be directly applicable
to plan-forms, the spanwise sections of which consist of one segment only, and the case of half-delta controls on the
tips of delta wings has been studied in some detail. Much of the theory applies also to plan-forms the spanwise sections
of which consist, in part, of two or more segments, such as the swallow tail.

A numerical illustration for half-delta controls on a 60-deg delta wing has been used to compare with free-flight
transonic measurements of rolling moment and hinge moment. The agreement is as good as could be expected.

1. Introduction.—Some unpublished work has shown that a case can be made for the considera-
tion of all-moving wing-tip controls. An examination of the data reveals that while enough is
known about such controls to encourage their use, much needs to be done before sufficient data
exist to make the designer’s problem one to be tackled confidently. The accumulation of data
on the experimental side must necessarily take some considerable time, and so it is essential to
consider how far theoretical study of the problem can supplement the experimental work.

In the present paper a start is made by considering the particular case of a delta wing with
half-delta tip controls. The methods of calculation described are of general application, as indeed
are some of the results particularly for the sonic and supersonic speeds.

* R.A.E. Report Aero. 2499, received 6th November, 1953,



Available theory enables us to calculate, at any rate approximately, most of the aerodynamic
characteristics of interest. For all speed regimes, subsonic, supersonic, and transonic, the thick-
ness of the wing and control is neglected, and the flow assumed to be inviscid. Such sweeping
assumptions were considered justified because we are concerned here with the entire chordwise
load, the whole chord being moved, and thus the problem has more in common with that of the
two-dimensional lift and pitching moment than with that of the two-dimensional flap control.
Experience has shown that these two quantities are much less affected by section shape and
viscosity, than are the flap control characteristics. How far these hopes are realised is discussed
in the concluding paragraphs of the text, where a comparison of the theoretical results and some
experimental data is made throughout the Mach-number range. It should be noted that this
limited comparison is not conclusive, since a number of further assumptions, and approximations
are necessary to represent the conditions of the test. These are discussed in detail in Section 5.

For subsonic speeds the method of Multhopp is used, but alternative theories are mentioned
in Section 2.2, some of which give as much information but others give only the spanwise lift
distribution, and the quantities that can be derived therefrom. For all the subsonic theories
some method of fairing the discontinuous incidence must be formulated. A number of fairings

are considered and their merits briefly discussed. This is a problem to which further consideration
could profitably be given.

The transonic properties are calculated on the basis of an extension of the so-called slender-wing

theory, and the relevant analysis for a wing whose spanwise sections consist of one segment only
(Fig. 1a) is given in Section 3.

At supersonic speeds the solution is readily obtained, and the pressure distribution is given in
previous work. From these known results the local lift and pitching moment are obtained, as
well as the overalllift, rolling moment, and hinge moments.

2. Subsomic Theory.—2.1. Application of Multhopp’s Method to the Problem.—The problem of
the all-moving wing-tip control is in effect the problem of calculating the lift distribution of a
wing with (a) uniform incidence and (b) an incidence which is uniform and finite over the control
span, and zero elsewhere. The incidence in (b)) may be symmetrical or antisymmetrical. If we
are prepared to accept the approximation of the flat plate in inviscid flow the method of calculating
lift distribution due to Multhopp' is well suited to the problem as it deals directly with the two
quantities of most interest, namely, the sectional lift and the sectional pitching moment. The

sectional pitching moment is of course readily related to the hinge moment about any given
hinge.

In common with any other lifting-surface theory, that of Multhopp cannot strictly be applied
where there are discontinuities in incidence, and so some fairing of the incidence is advisable.
The problem of what form this fairing should take has been considered to some extent in the
present application, and the findings are noted in a later paragraph.

2.1.1. The scope of Multhopp’s method.—In its present form Multhopp’s method is designed to

give the sectional lift and moment over a wing, with a rough approximation to the chordwise
pressure distribution.

From a solution for the wing at uniform incidence, we can obtain the local lift-coefficient
slope (a,;) and the rate of change of the local pitching moment with incidence (m,,), and hence
the rate of change with incidence of the local hinge moment (4,,) if desired. A spanwise integra-
tion over the span of the control gives the overall value of b,.

Similarly from a solution with the control only at unit incidence we have the corresponding
derivatives with respect to control deflection, that is, a,;, #,,, and b,.
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From the two sets of derivatives we can obtain the derivative m,, the rate of change of the
pitching moment with respect to control deflection at constant lift coefficient, since

This derivative enters into the calculation of aeroelastic effects.

2.1.2. Methods of faiving the discontinuous incidence.—As indicated earlier, the theory does not
allow of discontinuity of incidence and some fairing to produce a continuous incidence distribution
is necessary, but the question naturally arises as to how this should be done, and the extent to
which different methods affect the results obtained. Multhopp suggests a method of fairing
which depends on the relative location of the end of the control and the nearest pivotal stations.
This method results in no fairing for a control ending halfway between two pivotal stations,
and so the process is not a gradual one as the span of the control changes.

A few solutions of the same configuration with various methods of fairing ranging from no fairing
(which means accepting the fairing implied by the interpolation functions which are a feature
of Multhopp’s method) to a fairing extending over the wing semi-span are given in Figs. 9 to 13
and 39. Examination of the results suggests that in the case of moving wing-tip control at any
rate this aspect of the problem needs further investigation.

The effect of the fairing on the calculated loading and aerodynamic centre is clearly
(a) reduced by increase of the number of spanwise pivotal stations
(b) most pronounced in the neighbourhood of the inboard end of the control.

It seems to become less important as the span ratio of the control approaches 50 per cent, but
in this connection it is necessary to note that the fairing is reflected in the loading as illustrated
by Fig. 138, and the curve in Fig. 39 marked ‘ fairing of NACA TN 2282°, which show an
increased load inboard of the control. The same feature is illustrated by a comparison of Figs.
10 and 12.

The above methods of fairing the incidence are arbitrary. A rather more logical method,
can be developed along the lines suggested by De Young in his use of Weissinger’s method for
finding the spanwise loading due to a control. The incidence is so arranged as to give agreement
of the approximate lifting-surface theory with an exact solution in the limiting case of a very
slender wing (4 —0). Work is proceeding on the limiting form of the Multhopp method, but
whilst it is possible to formulate the procedure for calculating the loading of a wing as the aspect
ratio approaches zero, it is not yet clear how far the Multhopp procedure is reliable in dealing
with the limiting case. It may be possible to discuss this aspect of the problem more fully in a
later note.

In the meantime some check on the degree of approximation involved by the fairing is obtained
by comparing results by different methods, and by calculation of the incidence corresponding to
the various solutions at points along the three-quarter chord-line.

2.2. Other Theoretical Methods.—Other lifting-surface theories®® can, of course, be applied to
the problem of the wing with an all-moving wing-tip control, and the procedure to be followed
in each case is fairly straightforward, apart from the incidence-fairing problem. Certain of these
theories only yield limited data, and of these the most highly developed is the application of
Weissinger’s 7-point method by De Young®®. He constructed charts for the influence functions
which greatly reduce the work involved. His method of fairing the incidence has been mentioned
above, but he calculates the incidence distribution for only a limited number of cases, although
in the Weissinger method the coefficients required in the limiting case of 4 — 0 (the 2,, coeffi-
cients in De Young’s notation) are independent of plan-form shape, and so the calculation can
be further pre-digested and put into chart form. It is necessary here to note that the slender-wing
theory as applied by De Young’ is probably valid only for wings which are uni-sectional spanwise.
Nevertheless, since additional calculations had to be made for the control-span ratios considered

3
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here, it is thought worthwhile collecting the data so obtained, and presenting the values of
y/& (G5 in De Young’s notation). The incidence distribution to be used in any specific example
for an outboard aileron can be obtained by substitution of (y/&) from these charts (Figs. 35 and
37) in the following equations of Weissinger’s theory :

Antisymmetrical
’ | Ve

—§~—10 4524(5)—% 6954(_5)
B2 (%)4—56568(%) 2(?;_) O ¢ )
@ _ ey Ve
= 15308(&_)—[—4 3296(5)/

Symmetrical
O3 __ . Y3y Ve 0. Yo
b= 10 4524(5) 38284(5) 02938(5)
% ., 73 s\ _ o 71
= 20720(§)+56568(5) 23888(5)
o y 'y (2)
e —1-8984 (g) 4 4 3296(§~) 1 7022(5)
W _ . 7 _a. 71 7
o 02242(5) 31548(§)+4<§)

The suffix here refers to the pivotal station in the Multhopp system, that is, numbering from the
centre section as zero (De Young follows Weissinger and numbers from the wing tip).

Having determined the faired-incidence distribution we can, by use of the charts prepared
in Refs. 4 and 5 for the influence functions, p,,, readily set up the system of four equations for

symmetric incidence, or three equations for the antisymmetric incidence (loading known to be
zero at the centre section).

These are
3

@, = 2 Pvnym v = OJ ]-: 2) 3
n=0or1
or 1,2,3

according to the type of incidence distribution. Solution of these equations yields the y distri-
bution, which is, of course, all that we can obtain from a Weissinger calculation. The results
for one aileron-wing combination are compared with the Multhopp solution in Fig. 39.

Additional points can be obtained by a process of Fourier interpolation, explained in Ref. 4
for antisymmetric loading, and in Ref. 6 for symmetric loading. Figs. 36, 38 give data additional
to the original references which are useful for the interpolation.

This method gives a quick and probably generally good approximation to the span loading,
the lift, and the rolling moment.

Another method, which yields the same data, albeit not with comparable accuracy, deserves
mention. It is an application by Sivells” of some lifting-line calculations due to Gdaliahu. Since
on the basis of these calculations we can establish equality of the lift and approximate equality
of the moment arising from a lift distribution due to twist, and a certain distribution derived
from that due to uniform incidence, we may assume that these distributions are themselves
approximately equal. This procedure yields simple relationships between the lift distribution
due to twist (symmetric and antisymmetric) and that due to uniform incidence.
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These are modified in Sivells’ paper to include approximately the effect of sweep, and are
further assumed to be improved by using the loading due to uniform incidence as determined
either experimentally or by lifting-surface theory.

Evidently the method is not directly applicable to a discontinuous twist distribution, such as
produced by deflection of a wing-tip control. To overcome this, Sivells suggests an arbitrary
elliptic fairing of the incidence extending over the wing semi-span. This he admits is completely
arbitrary and not necessarily the best. Comparison of results based on his method with those

based on the other methods used herein indicates that this fairing is not particularly successiul
(see Fig. 39).

The direct relationship of the twist and the loading makes the calculation too dependent on
the type of fairing used. It is perhapsa method that should be developed as a means of providing
quick estimates when the span loading due to uniform incidence is known.

2.3. Results—The calculations refer to three delta wings with all-moving half-delta wing-tip
controls. The table below indicates the scope of the calculations:

Wing aspect ratio Control span/wing span*
2-31 0-261
(equilateral triangle) 0-3354
1-848 0-261
0-3354
1-386 0-261
0-3354

The calculations are made for both symmetric and antisymmetric control deflection.

In addition, solutions are given for these three wings at incidence with controls undeflected,
and certain cases are repeated with different methods of fairing the incidence for the deflected
control condition.

The aspect ratios are so related that the results admit of two interpretations either as applying
to three wings in an incompressible inviscid fluid or as applying to the wing of aspect ratio 2-31
at the three Mach numbers, 0, 0:6 and 0-8.

To obtain any of the derivatives listed in Table 2 for a delta wing of aspect ratio 4 at a Mach
number of M we multiply the value of that derivative for the wing of aspect ratio A4/(1 — M?)
by the factor {4/(1 — M?*}~.

2.3.1. Overall results—From the basic data, the overall lift pitching moment about the wing
apex, and rolling moment can be calculated by the interpolation formulae of Multhopp. In
terms of y and p these quantities are

A4 e o |
C, =2 , COS ————— .. .. .. .. . .. 4
o om + 1 -—(m-—l)/Zy ¢ (WL + 1) ( )
nd? e 9, o
CM st ‘2(—m——°——-—|_1) _(m_l)/z(‘u,n-? — ynfnc/tl) COSW"T . . . . .. (5)

* These control-span ratios are dictated by the comparison we shall make later with the experimental results.
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These become for symmetrical loading :

%l [y, | P i
o g
Az =Dz %, i 7 1 2c .
Cﬂl = 7;;}__‘1_‘—1 I: : (lu'n _64 — ynénc/4) COS%—_Z—i —I— Q (/’LD -52 - ’yOEOc/Ll)] 3 .. (7)
with the rolling-moment coefficient,
A (m—1)/2 .
Cl——_ ﬂ%ﬁ 2}: V., S 20,1
nd DR . 2nn
:f(ﬂT) Z y"ﬂnmﬁ—}_——l' . . .. .. .. .. (8)

Since, of course, unit control deflection or incidence is always assumed, these are directly the
derivatives
oC oC, oC

L M
—— Oora ——ora ——Oor m
aa 15 ag 2 aa 1
oCy

s or M, , andﬁ or /.

The hinge moment derivatives 2C,/2a or b;, and 0C,/0& or b, are not so readily calculated.
The local hinge moment follows from the basic data, and an integration, which in the present
calculations was performed graphically, over the span of the control gives the overall value.

Thus
o\t (d
H_ZA(%—T)LOQ/<C:)6Z77, S (<)

where 4 is the distance between the local aerodynamic centre and the hinge line.

The hinge line assumed in the present calculations is at 0-635 of the root chord of the control,
and is dictated by the comparison which we shall make later in the paper with some experimental
results.

The results for the various configurations mentioned above are collected together in Tables 1
and 2, and illustrated by Figs. 2 to 15 and Figs. 31 to 33. A feature of the results which calls
for comment is the appreciable effect of the fairing of the incidence distribution (see earlier
remarks in Section 2.1). Another interesting result is that the hinge moment is of the same order
of magnitude for symmetrical and antisymmetrical control deflection.

The large positive values of b, (Fig. 33) arise because of the further forward location of the

local aerodynamic centre for the wing at incidence as the tip is approached as compared with
the control-deflected condition (¢f. Figs. 2 and 5).

If the results are interpreted as for a delta wing of aspect ratio 2-31 at various Mach numbers,
it is seen that as Mach number is increased the overall lift, and pitching moment approach their
sonic values, that is,

A

al—%-‘z— — 3’63
— m1_>2%41 = 4-83.

The control becomes more nearly balanced as the aerodynamic-centre locus moves aft on the
wing, making b, (Fig. 32) numerically small for this hinge position. The derivative b, (Fig. 33)
is also affected but not to such a marked degree. Figs. 32 and 33 also illustrate the low-speed
interpretation of the hinge-moment results.
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2.3.2. Lift distributions and aerodynamic-centve locations.—The spanwise lift distribution is
presented in the form of y, the non-dimensional circulation, of C,.¢/2b. This is not the most usual
form of presentation but has the advantage that it applies equally to the two interpretations of
the results, viz., different wings at zero Mach number or the same wing at different Mach numbers.

The local aerodynamic centre is given as a fraction of the local chord measured from the leading
edge of the chord, and this quantity is independent of the transformation to compressible flow.

For the wings at uniform incidence the results are presented in Figs. 2, 3 and 4. It is seen that
the spanwise loading approaches the elliptic loading of the sonic and supersonic solutions as the
Mach number approaches unity or on the low-speed interpretation of the results as the aspect
ratio approaches zero. Similarly the locus of the aerodynamic centre moves aft towards the
locus for sonic speeds, or zero aspect ratio.

In Figs. 5 to 15 the solutions in terms of y and the aerodynamic-centre locus are displayed for
various wing-tip control arrangements operated symmetrically and antisymmetrically. Fig. 9
gives the results for antisymmetric deflection of a half-delta wing-tip control of span ratio
0-261, fitted to a delta wing of aspect ratio 2-31 (M == 0). It demonstrates the extent to which
the method of fairing the incidence affects the solution by comparing a solution based on the
method of fairing proposed by Multhopp with the extreme case where no fairing was applied.
As is to be expected, the loading, and the aerodynamic-centre locus in the neighbourhood of the
inboard end of the control, are the most affected.

Figs. 14 and 15 show the effect of increasing the span ratio of the all-moving wing-tip control
from 0-261 to 0-335 on the delta wing of aspect ratio 2-31 at zero Mach number. Fig. 15 refers
to symmetric control deflection and Fig. 14 to antisymmetric deflection. An interesting feature
of both these figures is the very small effect of the increased span ratio on the aerodynamic centre
except near the inboard end of the control.

For the same wing at a Mach number of 0-6 or a delta wing of aspect ratio 1-848 at low speed,
we have the span loading and aerodynamic-centre locus shown in Figs. 5 to 8. Fig. 5 compares
results for antisymmetric deflection of the smaller span control with those for the previous
condition (i.e., 4 = 2-31; M = 0). It is seen that the effect of changing the Mach number by
0-6 or reducing the aspect ratio to 1-848 is small on both y and 4.

Similar remarks apply to the results for ¥ =08, 4 =2:31 or M =0, 4 = 1-386 (also
illustrated by Fig. 5).

Fig. 12 demonstrates the effect of fairing on the results for symmetric deflection of a control
of the larger span ratio (0-335), and suggests that for this span ratio the effect is not marked,
and is particularly small on the aerodynamic-centre locus.

The results for symmetric deflection of the larger span control at the three Mach numbers 0,
0-6, and 0-8 (or on the alternative interpretation for 4 = 2:31, 1-848 and 1-386) are compared
in Fig. 8. The relatively small differences in the values of both y and %, taken in conjunction
with the previous results for antisymmetrical deflection of the control, indicate that the effects
of compressibility (or low aspect ratio) on y and % are in the main confined to Mach numbers
near sonic (or aspect ratios near zero). If this is generally true, it represents a considerable saving
of labour because only few subsonic results are required. Indeed a reasonable approximation
could be obtained by taking the values of y and % at only one Mach number, and assuming that
these apply in the range of Mach number 0 to 0-8 (say), the appropriate factor being used when
these are converted into lift, pitching moment, etc.

2.3.3. Spanwise variation of the devivatives a,, a,, m, and m,—For certain reasons (Section 2.3.2),
it is convenient to present the results in the form of curves of y and 7%, but the interpretation of
these in terms of the delta wing of aspect ratio 2-31 at various Mach numbers is worth considering
in greater detail. Accordingly the results discussed in Section 2.3.2 have been converted into
the more familiar sectional derivatives, @,;, @,;, m,;, and m,, These are collected together

7



and presented in the form of a carpet plotting, together with the sonic and supersonic results
(see Figs. 25 to 30), to give an overall picture of the speed effect. The sonic values are obtained
in a manner similar to that used for the subsonic values, from the basic data of Figs. 16 and 17.

At supersonic speeds the sectional derivatives can be evaluated in a closed analytic form (equations
(37) to (50)).

3. Somic Theory.—For the sonic range (M ~ 1) we employ the linearized-potential theory as
outlined in Ref. 9. We have to solve first a two-dimensional problem in the (y,2) plane and
these  sectional ’ solutions, which contain x as a parameter, are afterwards connected, by means
of the boundary conditions on the wing, to form a solution of our three-dimensional problem
(slender-wing theory). At first we consider a wing with one aileron only. The case of a wing with
two ailerons, deflected either in the same or in opposite directions, is then dealt with by linear
combination of two such solutions.

3.1. Solution for One Aileron.—In this paper we consider only plan-forms, for which at the
chordwise station x the wing extends for — y,(x) < v << + y,(x) (see Fig. 1). The more general
type of wing (see Fig. 1b) can be dealt with by suitable extension of the theory of Ref. 9. The
aileron is defined by 0 << y,(x) < v < »,(x). Any more general aileron shape can be obtained
as a linear combination of solutions of the present type.

As has already become apparent in Ref. 9, it is not easy to derive the formulae for the pressure
distribution in a direct way from the two-dimensional Laplace equation and the boundary
conditions. For the sake of brevity we shall firstly state the solutions and show afterwards that
all necessary conditions are satisfied. The uniqueness of our solutions can be proved in a similar
way to that of Appendix I of Ref. 3, for the cases given there.

When using a similar notation as in Ref. 9, the pressure p and the enthalpy I can best be
written as (£ = aileron deflection):

pp_Vfszf—z:—5%@{%(%)15(%2)}. . .. . A .. (10)

The symbol # denotes the real part of the complex function
F=F3Z2), Z=1y+iz, .. . .. . . . .o (11)

so that (10) satisfies the Laplace equation in y and z as required. We choose F = 0 for all points
ahead of and behind the aileron and

_1r, V8= Zy + V(¥ — vV (¥ — 27
yiFZ) =~ [(Z Yo) log Vive = 7)

+\/(yzz—Zz)cos‘1§/—}°} gy

2
for all spanwise sections, which intersect the aileron, so that

dbr 17 v — 2y + A/ (9 — vV (¥ — 28 /(3" — 3
y log —
Az VYo — Z) ViyE — 2%

Z -1 yo}
— =1, .. . . .. .. . .. (13

V(e — 27 o Y (13)
The boundary conditions for |Z|— o are satisfied, since F(Z) and dF[dZ vanish there.
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From the Euler equation

o (1Y) a w
ACIEES A2
we find for the downwash — w/ V on the wing with (10) and (13):

(7). vl =l

as required, since
. dF) (4 Yo <V <Y,
QZ%Zyld_Z; =0 rj—yz <y <Y
(It can easily be seen that log (y, — y) = log|y, — ¥|— i= for points on the aileron (y, <y)

and log (y, — ) = log|y, — | for points on the wing outside the aileron.) The function F(Z)
vanishes for y, = ¥y, i.e., there is no disturbance in the pressure field ahead of the aileron.

\

The non-dimensional load coefficient ! for a uni-sectional wing with one deflected aileron is
according to (10) and (12):
41 a

I = — =47 2 (1 F (2o P O

since yo(x) and y,(x) are in general functions of x, the load consists of two terms:

45 dyo Y=Y + V(¥ — 3V (S — )
I(x, 1
4§dyl[ N Yo Vi
AJNITS AN ¥ A0 | [ LR .. (18
+ dx ©s yz+yz ( ylz)] V(y:—yY (16)

Since the second term tends to infinity for y — y,, this expression holds only if y = y,(x) describes
the leading edge of the wing, 7.e., for dy,Jdx > 0. According to the Kutta-]Joukowsky condition
the pressure must remain finite along the trailing edge. In order to achieve this we add for the
rear part of the wing (where dy,/dx << 0) in (10) the term

_1_')’0 W dll
Y1 \/(3’12 — 2% dx

Z 1\ dy, |
JM/ o Oy )m% .. .. (109)
which is a combination of the pressure funct1ons for the incidence case and the rolling-wing case
in Ref. 9. Since
dw_ 35 1
T dxV T 0z VR
still vanishes along the wing surface, all the boundary conditions are satisfied and the resulting
pressure distribution remains finite along the trailing edge. We obtain for dy,/dx < 0:

o Agdye, ¥ — e+ AV = 30V (v — )
Uxy) = —— 5-1og iy =] ZL L .. (16a)

Thus the flow is deflected through the angle & either along the line y = y,(x) or in passing
round the leading edge of the aileron. It follows this direction as long as

o (1
iz (7) =0

— fi—%(ylf"*) :%5

cos
dx




on the wing. Foran aileron, which is shaped as indicated in the adjoining figure (F1G. I (2)), we have

Y

no load on those parts of the wing which are either ahead of or behind
the aileron. Only the shaded parts are loaded. The pressure tends to
infinity along the leading edge KL of the aileron and is finite (or zero)
along its trailing edge LM. A weaker (logarithmic) infinity occurs
along the line KNM (y = y,(x)).

Since the load on the forward part of the wing (up to the line PL
where ¥y, = s) can also be written as in equation (15), this part of the
load can easily be integrated, in order to find its contribution to the lift
and the rolling moment due to a deflection of the aileron. The result
depends only on the value of the function F(Z) along the section PL
and is therefore independent of the particular aileron shape. An aileron
bounded by K'NM would produce the same lift and rolling moment
as an aileron KNM. Obviously this does not apply for the pitching
moment nor for an alteration of the line NM.

If yo(x) is constant for all points behind the line PL (F1cG. I (b)),
only the forward part of the wing with dy,/dx > 0 carries a load.
For such plan-forms (see figure), the lift and the rolling moment
depend only on the conditions along the line PL. The local lift

7t coefficient C,,, the lift C; and the rolling moment C, are functions

of the ratio PN/PL only.

The same applies for a delta wing and a cropped delta wing
(F16. 1 (¢)), provided that y, is constant for all sections behind PL,
so that the entire load is concentrated on the forward part of

L the wing.

x F1c. I (a).
N
M
« G 1)
> ¥
\
\\ K
—_— A
_____ AWy
//
« TG (o).
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3.2. Forces and Moments for One Aileron.—The forces and moments due to a deflection
of the aileron can now be obtained by integrating the load distribution /(x,y). We restrict
our attention to such plan-forms, for which y, = const in the rear part of the wing, where
dy,/dx << 0. Then we have no load on the réar part of the wing and the integration must be
extended over the front part, where dy,/dx > 0 up to the point, where y, = s = /2.

Thus we have for the rolling moment due to one aileron:

— 3oV [ [y axay = — %pV?SAbé”

ly dx dy
s3

:—s%pvzsm%f (ngy)) dy, .. .. .. (7
. -5 S y=5
where (c¢f. equation (15)):

— 2
nF, = aFy(y) L5 log Fy + \/(1 _57) cos*l%‘:

and
7Y = W+ V= 9V — )
Yilyo — ¥

Since according to Appendix II, Section 2

[ 5F ey = b — e,

we obtain for the derivative /;:

. lydxdy A Vot \ 22
e — dg” — ﬁ(1—?). L8

In order to obtain the pitching moment and the hinge moment it is convenient to calculate
first the force produced by the aileron deflection on the entire wing, on the aileron and on the
‘ complementary ’ aileron. This is the part of the wing on the other side, which is symmetric to
the aileron, but remains undeflected. The latter force is required in order to combine two solutions
for the case of two ailerons, which may be deflected either in the same or in opposite directions.

We integrate

—pV2”mxdy_ sz25/14”

— 1,754 sf(s—fi) dy
y=s

between the appropriate limits and obtain (¢f. Appendix II, Section 2) for the wing:

L dx dy

. 2

%:‘g[cos—l%—%ﬂJ(l—ys%)}; A € 12)
for the aileron: '

dCL__ A ___yO _’)’o 32_2 —1 Yo 1Yo Z:|

%_%[1 Yo g% J(I—Sz)cos ;—[—(cos ~S~) . (20)
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and for the complementary aileron:

ac, _ 4 [4X‘f1og S

et 5

ds 2

— (1 —%2-2) _ Z%J(l —ys‘f) cos 19
+ (cos”};")a} . .. .. . .. - .. (21)

The results (18) to (21) are proportional to the aspect ratio 4 of the wing. They depend only
on the ratio y,/s of the aileron span to the wing span at the maximum span y, == s as explained
above. The results are independent of the shape of the forward part of the wing and the aileron
(where dy,/dx > 0). But when considering the pitching moment or hinge moments, we have to
allow for the actual shape of the wing and the ailerons.

0

We consider only wing plan-forms with a stra1ght leading edge (y, = x cot 4) and a moving
wing tip (¥, -= const). Then we find for the pitching moment of the wing with respect to an
axis through the apex of the wing (¥ = 0):

%szffxldxdy: 1oV ScA ”"ld"dy

1,12 S ’ﬁdfyzFody
= 1oV ScAEJ‘C_dx o dx
or, when integrating by parts:

o cdx

dg
[dC, Af (fy,F dy) dyl} Atan 4, .. . (22)

where x/¢ has been expressed in terms of the aspect ratio, and y,,

T=Ntana. 0 ()

We use the last equation of Appendix II, Section 2 and find for the pitching-moment coefficient
of the wing, due to the deflection of one alleron

-1 Yo 35 yi‘ s + /(" — yoz)E
cos S — 27 \/(1 — 32) -+ & log o] J

de 2

dCy _ Atan 4 [dC A

AR s at o [ ) Wiog STV gy
L s s s s? Yol

This result holds for ‘ cropped * delta wings with a moving wing tip (4 = 4 cot A(1 — 4)/(1 4 2),
A = taper ratio).

It did not appear to be feasible to obtain a similar expression for the pitching moment of the
aileron and the ‘ complementary * aileron. Instead, the chordwise integration, as required by
(22), was carried out numerically, using the results of Appendix 1I for the spanwise integration.
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It may be pointed out, that the spanwise load distribution over a wing with deflected aileron
was calculated by De Young® by means of a different method, from which he obtained the forces
and rolling moments, but not the pitching moments or the hinge moments.

3.3. Results.—Fig. 16 shows the spanwise distribution of the local lift coefficient C,, for a
delta wing of aspect ratio A = 4 cot 4 and various positions (y,/s) of the aileron. The picture
represents the load for the case of two ailerons deflected either in the same or in opposite directions.
The corresponding positions of the local aerodynamic centre are shown in Fig. 17.

The overall forces and moments can be obtained as integrals over these spanwise distributions.
But we preferred the more convenient way for performing the integration as described in the
preceding section. Fig. 18 shows the rolling moment due to the deflection of two wing tips,
as a function of y,fs. The derivative /, can for 0-5 < y,/s << 0-9 be approximated by a linear
function of y,fs: .

—-z§=%[23/2_33§—°} R 05

(exact for y,/s = 1/4/2). Thus in the practically important range /; is a linear function of the
ratio flap span/wing span (1 — v,/s). The dependency of /; on the ratio flap area/wing area (which
equals (1 — y,/s)?) is more complicated. An increase in the area ratio produces a smaller increase
in /, than a corresponding increase in the span-ratio.

This shows that the relevant parameter describing the aileron efficiency is not the area of the
moving tip, but rather its span (1 — y,/s).

Since the damping in roll for a delta wing at sonic speeds is — /, = =4 /32, we have

fl 16 24 3/2
:ilﬁz 3;(1—‘3‘92‘)’ e (28)

which, according to the simple theory of roll, must be equal to p5/2V for a steady roll. Thus we
can determine the aileron deflection required to produce a certain roll.

In order to estimate the hinge moments we represént the magnitude and position of the force
on the aileron. Since the aileron angle is not always the same on both wing tips, we show in
Figs. 19 and 20 the effects for one deflected aileron. Fig. 19 shows the force

1dC, _n (iCijd) _nay

7T
A df o Q(dCLwing/da) - i&ll

for the deflected aileron, for the * complementary ’ aileron (i.e., the part of the wing on the other
side, which corresponds to the aileron and remains undeflected) and for the whole wing. The
position of these forces in terms of the aileron root chord (measured from the apex of the aileron)
1s represented in Fig. 20. Figs. 21 and 22 show the forces and their position for the case of two
ailerons deflected by the same angle & either in the same (elevator case) or in opposite directions.
These results are obtained by combining the results in Figs. 19 and 20. Fig. 22 shows that the
position of the force on the ailerons is always approximately 2/3 of the aileron root chord behind
the aileron apex, whereas the position of the force on the entire wing is in the elevator case a
little more forward. There is of course no resultant force in the aileron case, but only a couple.
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4. Supersonic Theory.—The results given here are based on the linearised inviscid flow theory,
and details of the calculations are given in the appendices, or in the references given therein.

Before quoting the expressions for the various aerodynamic characteristics it may be useful to
give a brief discussion of how deflection of an all-moving tip affects the loading of a wing.

Referring to the diagrams, where ODC is the control, and OB, OB’ the Mach lines from the
control apex, we note that only those parts of the wing which are shaded carry any load. It thus
follows that the geometry of that part of the wing lying ahead of the line OA (normal through O
to centre-line) plays no part in the derivatives with respect to control angle. When the speed is
reduced to sonic the Mach cone degenerates into the plane through AO and normal to the
flight direction.

In the special case of a delta wing with half-delta wing-tip control, which is the only configura-
tion considered in detail here, we have the disposition of load as shown in the accompanying
diagrams. The results which follow apply so long as there is no mutual interference of the port
and starboard controls, that is, provided OB cuts the centre-line at a point behind the trailing
edge of the root chord. The derivatives with respect to control angle apply with this restriction
to all wings with unswept trailing edges, but it is clear that the wing geometry plays a much
more important part in the derivatives with respect to incidence.

Fic. IT (@) Subsonic leading edge.

F1a. IT (h) Supersonic leading edge.

)
S
NanEaN
HN D
/ |
Fi1c. IT (c) Subsonic leading edge. Fi1c. IT (4) Supersonic leading edge.
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4.1. Overall Derivatives for Half-Delta Controls on a Delta Wing.—For the delta wing with
subsonic leading edges, we have for rate of change of the hinge moment with incidence, for an axis
parallel to the trailing edge,

4 1 . o
by = (1 — 5o)*E{+/(1 — ) |:(2§h — D{iz — 5o/ (1 — no®) — sin No}
_l—%imﬂog(l+\/,(7i—7702))_élfn_L(IZ__%Z)_l_%Sin_ln“H' .. .. (27

For notation, see Fig. 1, Appendix I, and list of symbols.

When the wing leading edge is supersonic we have for the same derivative,
8 A®
b= g (358~ =D

(B — D{(k + 1) — 3k&} (A—1)pA®
+ { 6%B — “gggrr— (k4 1)Bno — 3kés}

_VE—T)
Gnk? 2

12511(1 + 770) - (k + l)(l + 70 + 7702)%‘42

n — sin~* i) — ig%—-ﬁz——) Bred /(16 — A%B%,3)

VR —1) 4545 57, |4+ V(16 — £2A%) }
+ B g log e - (28)
Turning to the derivatives with respect to control angle we have:
Control with subsonic leading edge.
For a single control we have:
Lift:
_ 2
4 — 2(1 — n,) g/(ﬁ tan y) (29)
Pitching moment :
me= 2221 — (2 + ) (30)
3 Ig 0 . no . . . . .. .. . .
These relations imply symmetrical deflection of the two controls.
Hinge moment :
5 161/ 1
e () {\/k—l—l-i—k)tan VENE— &) .. .. .. (81)

for an axis at &,’c,, of the control root chord and parallel to the trailing edge. Since no interference

of the two controls is assumed, this applies to symmetrically or antisymmetrically deflected
controls.

Rolling moment: In derivative form this is, for two controls,

_ (L=’
J = — SﬂVk{o(3k+)+(k—1)}. 3
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Control with supersonic leading edge.

The corresponding values for the control with supersonic leading edge are:
Lift:

_ 21 — no* 33
Ay = 5 . .. .. .. . .. .. .. (83
Pitching moment :
4
m2:§ﬁ(1—n0)2(2+n0) . .. . .. .. oo (34)

Hinge moment:

__8 1 kgos—l(l/k)‘ 2 .
b2 — + . ’\/(kz ) (3 gh ) (35)
Rolling moment :
lo = — 2(1 — 77‘%;2770 +1) (two controls) . .. - .. .. (36)

4.2. Sectional Values of the Derivatives (Half-Delta Controls on a Delta Wing).—Performing the
necessary chordwise integration we obtain the sectional derivatives a,,, a,,, #,,, #,, from which
the locus of the aerodynamic centres is readily derived.

Wing and control with subsonic leading edge.

For the wing at incidence and control neutral we obtain:

Lift: |
A/(1 —
- %_w" AJ e

Pitching moment :

= g ey =y [V ) s (FEVEET) i o

Wing and control with supersonic leading edge.

Again for the wing at incidence and control neutral we get :
Lift:

@y =

A
T L1 eos

Pitching moment :

e oo G o

— A 9 . 1 _I_ \/(1 — P2 2)
SELIT e DV (o [77 V/(k* — 1) log (————W—i)

(1mw)my%éif2»+w§%%ﬁé%ﬂ] L 40)

2
Considering now the wing at zero incidence with control deflected, we have the derivatives with
respect to angle control.

J(_
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Control with subsonic leading edge.

Lift: '
Ag; = mﬁ%m l:tan V\/{(l —7')(1 4 kn')}
B S WAL ) — V(L — 7))
(1 + )’ log \/{(1 T H A 73
over the span of the control, 0 < #’ < 1, and
a“=¢ﬂl_ni(4_@[anww«1—nwu%—wv}
Moo |V L—1") — /(1 £ k)
(1 + ' log | Ve Vs ﬂ S 212

over that part of the fixed wing carrying induced load, i.e., for — 1/ <%’ < 0.

Pitching moment:

= it e [V = 100+ RO B+ (= )
4g3(L + A log | Y1 +jg7'?(f+‘§€()§*“')§} for0 <y’ <1, .. .. (43)

e 2 tan y ,

M= sy VA = (0 B Ea) 4 (1 )
(1 B log |V \/{_)77 1‘@5@"”“” for — 1k <n' <0. .. (44)

Control with supersonic leading edge.

Lift:
_ 4 tan y , a1 — k4
= =y () e )
'R — 1) log 1*‘/(]?77 Gl )ﬂ for 0 < 5’ < 1k L 45
4 tan y
= for 1/ <n' <1 .. .. .. .. .. .. 46
VE - 1) [k < | (46)
and for the fixed part of the wing affected by control deflection, — 1/& < 5’ < 0, we have:
. 4 tan y , =R
o= =D — 7)) [““’”COS B — 1)
, 1+ /(1 — &%)
5 2
A (B — 1og§ kln" H N 7 )

l
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Pitching moment :

o =2 -
'/ — 1) log 1%4(%‘.,-@?127)&
V= DY = )] for0 <y <1k (4
» :72(%?3”1) for e <n'<1,.. .. .. .. .. .. .. (49

—y'y/(k* — 1) log

Rl

T+~ 762?7'2)E

+n'\/(k2_1)\/(1_/ezn'2)} for — 1k <74’ <0. . 50)

The derivatives a,, and m,, are readily expressible in terms of the spanwise co-ordinate = y/s
by use of the relationship " = (n — 7,)/(1 — 70)-

As mentioned earlier, these sectional derivatives have been calculated for the special case of
an equilateral delta wing (4 = 2-31) with half-delta tip control of span ratios 0-261 and 0-335.
The results for the smaller span ratio are given in Fig. 25 to 30, which include the subsonic and
sonic results in a carpet plotting against M and 7.

A feature common to all these figures is the peak in the local derivative as sonic speed is
approached. This is particularly pronounced for the derivatives with respect to control angle
(Figs. 27 to 30), and more so for symmetrical control deflection. Another interesting point is
that the maximum value of a,(1 — %) (or the lift produced by control deflection), occurs at a

value of 4 very near to 0-85 for all Mach numbers, and for both symmetrical and anti-symmetrical
control deflection.

4.3. Local Aerodynamic Centres.—From the results of the preceding sections it is possible to
evaluate the position of the local aerodynamic centres. It is both interesting and instructive
to do this over the control span. The results for a delta wing of aspect ratio 2-31 with half-delta
control at supersonic speeds are given in Figs. 23 and 24, where they are compared with those at
subsonic speeds. These figures show the rearward movement of the local aerodynamic centre
(over all but the tip of the control) as the Mach number increases. There is a large rearward
shift between M — 0-8 and 1-0, a small recovery between M = 1-0 and 2-0, and a further shift
above M = 2-0 as the Mach cone crosses the leading edge, and more of the flow over the tip
portion becomes two-dimensional in character. This movement of the aerodynamic centres,
together with the changes in the loading of the tip control, are sufficient to cause a change in
sign of the hinge moment due to control deflection (see Fig. 32) for an axis at 0-635 of the control
root chord and parallel to the wing trailing edge. In this connection it is significant to note
that the largest shift occurs near the peak in the loading (see above). For close balance of the
control, whilst avoiding change of sign of b,, it is clear that an inclined hinge is more likely to be
successful. To exploit this particular advantage of the tip control further it may be better to
combine an inclined hinge line with a different control plan-form. Further calculations, followed
by experiment, are required to indicate suitable geometry.
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5. Comparison of Theoretical Results and Experiment—In Ref. 15 are described free-flight
rocket-model tests of a 60 deg swept-back delta wing with half-delta tip ailerons over a speed
range corresponding to M = 0-69 to 1-5, and covering an aileron angle range of 4 5 deg, at
zero wing incidence*. The quantities measured are rolling moments, hinge moments, and
damping-in-roll moments.

The model used in the investigation consisted of a sharp-nosed cylindrical body equipped with
a cruciform arrangement of 60-deg swept-back delta wings (see Figs. 31 and 32), and so is not
strictly comparable with the single wing arrangement of the theoretical investigation. In
comparing the calculated and measured characteristics of the tip control we must bear in mind
the interference effects of the body, and the damping wings. To these must be added the effect
of wing thickness, viscosity, and the gap at the root of the control when deflected. Some un-
published work by P. R. Owen on a cruciform wing-plus-body arrangement with all-moving
wings suggests that the interference effects reduce somewhat the control effectiveness. Wing
thickness and viscosity are also expected to cause some reduction, although for the 3 per cent
thick control these effects must be small. The gap at the control root must lead to some equalisa-
tion of pressure on the upper and lower surfaces of the control in the neighbourhood of its root
chord, and thus to a further reduction of lift and rolling moment. It is therefore not surprising
that the measured rolling moment (Fig. 31) is some 80 per cent of the theoretical value for the
wing-aileron arrangement considered (equations 8, 25, 54 and 65). Some fairing of the linearised
supersonic theory is necessary to produce a continuous curve through the sonic value of the rolling
moment, but the interpolated curve is plausible and the trends of the experimental results are
well reproduced.

Fig. 32 presents a comparison of measured and calculated hinge-moment characteristics.
The calculated values refer in the main to an axis at 0-635 of the control root chord. Ref. 15,
which gives results for three axis positions, one of which is at 0-640, became available only when
the calculations were complete. However, the change in the value of 5, on moving the hinge
aft by 0-005 of the control root chord is small, as is illustrated by the two theoretical curves
calculated only on the supersonic side. General considerations suggest that the change at subsonic
speed would be of the order of 20 per cent of that at supersonic speeds. This suggests that the
values for 0-635 control root chord hinge line are not reliable, and this is further confirmed by
an examination of the data from the later tests®, for different hinge-line locations (see Fig. 34).

A further point to bear in mind when assessing the value of the theoretical estimates is that
the measured b, is a mean of the control-angle range 0 to — 5 deg, and is accordingly not directly
comparable with the theoretical 4,. It is of interest to note that the hinge-moment curves are
rather non-linear.

Accepting the experimental curve for the 0-64 chord hinge line as the more reliable, we conclude
that the theoretical curve is in as close agreement as we can expect in view of the difference in
geometry and the limitations of the theory.

6. Conclusions.—The main conclusions to be drawn from the present investigation are as
follows :

(a) The linearised subsonic, sonic, and supersonic theories are adequate means for making
a comprehensive design study of the effects of wing and control plan-forms on the
all-moving wing-tip control.

(6) In the calculation of the subsonic spanwise loading due to control deflection, and such
quantities as are derived therefrom, e.g., rolling moment, a reduction in labour can
be effected with little loss of accuracy by use of simplified theory* *°.

* At the time when the present investigation was undertaken only unpublished data for hinge axis at 0-635 of the
control raot chord were available ; hence the choice of this axis position in the calculations.
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(¢) The linearised solution at sonic speeds seems practicable for any wing-aileron or elevator
combination.

(d) To improve the accuracy of the subsonic theory, a re-examination of the problem of the
fairing of discontinuity in the incidence distribution should be attempted.

(¢) One of the main advantages of the all-moving wing-tip control, namely, the possibility
of close aerodynamic balance of the control, will imply an inclined hinge line and/or
a special control plan-form.

(f) Some further calculations on the lines of the present investigation are desirable to sort
out promising control plan-forms before starting any systematic experimental work.
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LIST OF SYMBOLS

A Aspect ratio of wing = (25)*/S (— 4 tan y for delta wing)
. . H
Cu Hinge-moment coefficient = %PI/—Z'S&—Eg
C Lift coefficient = L overall
ok ) o %p Vs
_ AL sectional (C,,)
T ipVicdy (Cr
Cu Pitching-moment coefficient = lﬁjl‘/{ﬁ overall, about wing apex
2

aM . _
= 1V dy sectional, about the leading edge

C, Rolling-moment coefficient = Rollir:)gvggcs)men’;
H Hinge moment
I Enthalpy of the unit volume of the flow around the wing
L Lift
L, Lift produced on fixed part of wing by control deflection
L. Lift produced on control by control deflection
M Wing pitching moment
S Gross wing area
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LIST OF SYMBOLS—continued

Se Area of one control
vV Velocity of the undisturbed flow relative to the wing
); Cartesian co-ordinates with control apex as origin
X, Hinge-line location chordwise, measured from control apex
Z = y+iz
@y g, Ay Sectional and overall value of 9C;/%a
Ay, Ay Sectional and overall value of 9C,/0&
b Wing span = 2s
b, = 9Cyfoa
b, = 0Cy/o&
¢ Local wing chord
¢, Wing root chord
¢ Wing mean chord = §/2s
Ce Local control chord
Ce, Control root chord
Ce Control mean chord = gt e
Distance from hinge line to local aerodynamic centre
Local aerodynamic centre as fraction of chord measured from leading edge
kR = ptany = EE—Z
I = —%%72 = 4712 , non-dimensional load per unit area of the wing
m = My — My(asfa,)
Wy, My Sectional and overall values of 0Cy/%a
Wy g, Mg Sectional and overall values of 9C,,/0&
s Wing semi-span
t = gY/X
X
v Cartesian co-ordinate with wing apex as origin (see Fig. 1).
2
vy Value of y for wing leading edge
Ve Value of y for wing trailing edge
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LIST OF SYMBOLS—continued

Value of y at the inboard end of the control

Hinge-line co-ordinate with respect to wing apex
Co-ordinate of quarter-chord point at x#th pivotal station
Wing incidence

V(M — 1)

Circulation (non-dimensional lift per unit span) = ¢C;;/2b (Section 2) or
Semi-vertex angle of delta wing (Section 4 and Appendix 1)

y/s

Value of » at inboard end of the control
Span ratio of control = 1 — 7,

Y/(n,s). Non-dimensional form of Y

(Subsonic theory, Section 2). Pitching-moment coefficient per unit span
. 1 1
—_ -1 2 -1
(Section 4). Mach angle = tan 5= tan V=)
Control deflection
X]/ce,. Non-dimensional form of X

X, Jcs,. Distance of aerodynamic centre of force behind control apex in
terms of control root chord

Fucz

s Non-dimensional form of x,, .,

x;/c,. Non-dimensional form of x,
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APPENDIX I
Supersonic Theory

The usual linearised inviscid-flow theory is the basis of the calculations described in this section.
For most of the simple wing shapes the problem can be readily treated by use of the Busemann
conical theory, and we shall in particular be concerned with half-delta wing-tip controls fitted
to delta wings, although certain of the results are of much wider applicability.

We will begin by quoting results for some of the overall derivatives as these for the most part
have been derived previously by a number of authors™ ** 2,
I.1. Overall Derivatives.—Consider the delta wing at uniform incidence:

Waing with Subsonic Leading Edge—When the wing lies inside the Mach cone from its apex
the pressure difference across it is given by,

2
AP _ 4 tan’y Wy

o = By — By ftanty — ()
where £ = tan y/tan u
u = Mach angle
E = the complete elliptic integral of the second kind.

If we write
4aq

T EQ/(T— B}

u=xtanvy,

C

and

we may write 4 in the form,

Cu tan y
Ap = ———— " . .. .. .. .. .. o (1.2
]5 ,\/(%z _ yz) ( )
To find the hinge moment of the control we take moments, and integrate, thus,
H— _f f“Ap(x_xh)dxdy. ) )
Yo v ¥

Now

— fxt Ap(x — x,) dx = - Com (05, — u) du
. tany J,, /(#* — »7)
2

%
:CCOt?’g(%h_% /\/(%t —yz) —glog(%t+ \/;M;Z—yz)i,

since #, = x, tan y = y.

Thus
%,

H = Ccoty f l:(xh — 2) tan y4/(x,? tan® y — 3
%0

z %, tan x2tan®y — y°

~y10g§ (tany + /(¥ tany y)ﬂdy. (14
2 y

* The use of polar co-ordinates might yield a rather neater solution here but as some of the integrals are common

to this section and Section I.2, it is probably of not such advantage.
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This applies to controls which lie ahead of the Mach cone from the trailing edge of the control
root chord. We are here interested in the special case of the half-delta control, and for this
" x%,=¢, and so x,tany = ¢, tany = s. With these relations H becomes

S

H=CCO’EVLO[(xh—%)tany\/(sz_y) zlog s+ /(s —y)” dy
C( ¢\ {7s* _ Yo 2 2 1Yo
= L% Q) —4—-—§\/(s — Yo%) — 2sm E
C oty [’ 0 {8+ /(8" — 7 Y/ (8 — %) S
+5 [*3*1 y g PR H (1.5)

(see Appendix II).

If we write 7, = y,/s, and &, = %,/c,, then

°)C . 2 1 1 — p.2
H = %17 [(2§h - 1) 7}2— n0y/ (1 — 76"} — sin™? 7’/0! + g%’?os log( e \/7(70 o )) —%
—%’\/(l—noz)Jr%sin-lnoﬂ. S ¢ 1
From this we have
p =y H H
' aoc o %PVZSSESO‘ - %pvza (1 _ TIO)SSC 2
4 7
- 4326 A . "
= povl e (25— 1|5 w1 — 1) — sin”
2 ——
+ %5770210%(1 t ‘/7(71 — ’70>) _Z, ney/ (1 7o/ (1~ 2] 70/ (1 — 20°) 1 1sin™? %H .. . (17
But
sC__ gpVlasc,
A E{V/(1— &}
and
A=
C,
Thus
= A i 2 -1
bl'—(l _7]0>3E{’\/(1 kz)} [(251;'— 1)32—-?70’\/(1 -—’I’]o) — S ’I]OE
2 1 1 _ 02 (1] 1““‘ 02 . 1
—l—?—)inflog( _l—\/?(h 1 ))—%—iﬂ?iﬁ)—{—%sm— %H S .. (L.8)
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Wing with Supersonic Leading Edge—The calculation of the hinge moment for this case is
considerably more complicated because we need two pressure distributions, one for the region
between the leading edge and the Mach cone, and the other applying to the region behind the
Mach cone. For the first region (between leading edge and Mach cone) the pressure distribution

is given by " "
Py . Ftany
(@)I_V(ﬂztanzy—l)’ s e . - .. .. .. (1.9

where g = {/(M* — 1).

Behind the Mach cone we have, with &2 = § tan y,

(), = ey taey— oo () F oo (7)) - wo)

For the derivation of these results, see Refs. 10 and 11. These results apply for a range of trailing

edges, but we shall confine our attention to the delta wing with a half-delta control. For this
simple geometry the hinge moment is given by

H= f fyww( ) (%, — x) dx dy

¢y tan p
%f ft(@) agv — x)dvdy. .. .. .. .. (L1
Also ¥, =Y coty, x, = ¢,.
Therefore we can write,
o 4q tany ¥ cot g
"= V(Ftan Y — 1 [f fyLOty M x dx d’y
¢, tan g 1 ikﬂy _1( kﬂy)
e f f el (k +"‘“‘ﬁy) +oos™ (g )| o — ) dx dy]
4aq tan v [J“ 2| yeotn
R S S x —
VEZTD LT 2w,

cos™* ( ”f’"@_ﬁf) + cos™! (— —]Lﬁy)? (%, — %) dx dy]

fL tmﬂf
— By/}

4a”q ti]jjlj) l:(COt,u — coty) fs ;xhy — (_(Biﬁ% cot 7/) y g dy
70

R4S
Tl ) e () mina)]

= 23 \%/etzai ?1) [(3 — o) (cot p — cot y){8x, (s + o) — {cotp + cot ) (s* + syo + ¥%)}
L L G s R aea] ey
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Consider the integration with respect to x:

Cy 1 X —I— kﬁy _1 X — kﬂy
Lcw cos (k P ﬁy) + cos (kx — 5y) (%, — x) dx
_ % ' (% — kﬂy 1 (¥ + kﬂy c,
=% (kx — By) cos (M) + (kx 4 By) cos (kx T ﬂ&) oot npy
2 2\/(]32 — 1) 2 2,,2 (kx— ﬂy) -1 x—*— kﬁy
— | log {x + +/(x* — ﬁy)}—kT(Zﬁerk%— py) cos (kx— /33’)
+w+MWM%%ﬂMS%M+%
2k2 kx —|— ﬁy ycot p
_ | — ) (3 kA
— 1 g (2hw, — kx — By) cos ( ﬁy)

(kx + By) (LR
+ g (2hx, — kx + By) cos (kx + ﬂy)

[%

_ Ekgf (v A — 1) log {x + +/ (x* — %)}

By

3 — &
_ ﬁc_z.k_ﬁl) 2kx, — ke, — By) COS_I( — gi}/)

(ke, -+ By) - (R
+ g (Zhw — ke, + By) cos (kc, + ﬁy)

ok

e By @ — (b + 1)) — BF e — )10 |2 ENE =P 1

By

- Integrating this again with respect to y, we have
cytan p L (C — kﬁy) J‘C,»tanﬂ - <C, -+ kﬁy) €
J w o (=) ¥+ ke, + y) ¥
cp tan g . ¢, — kﬁy) J\c,tany . (Cr + kﬁy) ;
dy — cos a
Loym(m—wj’yoy ko, + py) ¥

[ e (______> S e

c, (th - Cr)
2

+ zﬁkxh

¢y tanp

_ \TK( - ﬁy {8k, — 1)ﬂy}xy=y0

— y* log

/32(]%2—— 1)1/2 ¢y tan p . ¢, + \/(6,2—— ﬁzyz) p
B2 f By ( v
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The first three terms are zero since the integrals within the brackets clearly cancel and we are
thus left with

a(k — 1 i
F(y) — 7(7 )ﬁ y{(k + 1) By — 3kx,}

6k

fk — 1)1/_2 b /P 2,,2 ¢, + \/(672 — ﬂzyz)
ﬁkz J‘yx}ro ﬁ y log ﬁy E d(ﬁy)
nlk — 1 ey /B
= DB+ 1)y — 3k
G Ve ﬂy e+ V/I(e? ah "‘““" aBy)
pR? [ log ( ﬁy yovo 3 f Vet — 52y2)J

m(k — 2 (b —
Fly) = W D otte + e, — 3h) — "E N pyin 1 1y, — 38

(k2 . 1)1/2 3y03
+——ﬁkg—— [ﬁ glog

Cr + \/(Crz - /323’02)%
BYo

— 5| Vet — B + ’51 =4

y=¥0

n(k — 1) ¢} k —
= ,,_._ék‘.ﬁ) %{(k + 1), — 3k} — L —Gh ﬁyoz{(k + 1) By — 3k}

VI — 1) T8
T [3

¢, +4/(c° — /323’02);
BYo

¢l

. c,y ¢, .
— E_Q o 56/0\/(0’2 . ﬁzyoz) + gSll’l 1 :33/0] '

r

Inserting in the expression for H we now have,

2 t
H= 3 \;C{kzagyl) [< — yo)(cot g — cot y){3x,(s + yo) — (cot u + cot »)(s* + svo + 0%}

(k— 1) (k—1)
62

+ _»g]?,* = { (k 4 1)c, — 8kx,} — By*{(k + 1) By, — 3kx,}

VR —=1) (= .1 By
TR (“z’"*sm 7,)

i3 3,, 8
\/(sz ) ﬁcyyu\/( — /32%2) + “(@J ﬁyo 10g

¢, + \/(/?;o— /32%2)” . (1.14)

We again write 4, = yo/s and &, = x,/c,.



Then using 4 = 4s/c,, the hinge moment in terms of these non-dimensional quantities is

I 2 age,® tan y

— 3VF 1) Flé (1 — no)(cot u — cot y) {3&,(1 + 7,)

A
— (oot + cot 7)(L + 1a + 1) |

(F — (k — 1)A°%8
T 6k ){(k + 1) — 3k — T 3847 {(& + 1)pno — 3kE,)

1 . (—1) 202A2
"1/“(75}?_)(?2_31“"1ﬂ”°)“venk2 & 04\/ (11—

,\/(kz . 1) 63?703A3 2,',}02A2
+ Y log[l—l—\/ H L1y
1

whence
b, = 0Cy[0a is

. 8 A 2
b= g — o |64 (1 — o cot u — cot p){126(1 +

- (COt_M =+ cot y){1 + 7o 4 76°) A4}

(B — D{(k + 1) — 8k&,} (b — 1)8A?
* { ] T T 384%% {(& 4 1) pno — 3k&}

RR—1) (= . B2 1 A
- V(Gnkz ) (Q_ sin” /3770) - %ﬁz__) /37709—6 2/ (16 — A*B%y,°)

VIR —1) ;s s 4 4+ /(16 — p*A%,")
+ oz B4 1°g§ FAn, H '

.. (L16)

Consider now the wing at zero incidence with the tip control deflected through an angle &

In what follows we shall assume that the wing geometry is such that the Mach cone from the
apex of the control does not intersect the wing root chord. The results therefore apply equally to
symmetrical and antisymmetrical control deflection.

Control with Subsonic Leading Edge.—When the Mach cone from the apex of the control lies
ahead of the leading edge of control the pressure difference produced by deflection of the control

is given by
dp 8 kR 1t
%_n—ﬁ(l+k)J(k_t) O<k<l, .. .. .. .. ..

zzvhe? k :) ftany, and ¢ = B(Y/X), X and Y being co-ordinates relative to the control apex
see Fig. 1).

This result, which can be derived on the basis of the conical flow theory, is taken from Ref. 11.
In the same paper the lift produced by this pressure distribution has been calculated.
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The lift over the control alone is

16q5cgk /2
B3

and that induced on the wing (¢.e., in region OBC of figure of section 4)

. 16q£c'52ki/? 7(1 —l—k b .
L”’_n/iz(lﬁ—k) — AR — (1 + k) tan ' y/k;. ..

Thus the total lift produced by one control is
Bg&c kP 8gqel” tan yk'/?
p? p '
In terms of a, for a pair of controls this is (symmetrical deflection is implied here)

1= 'k 41— 7)'y/(f tany)

L=- g V(L Ry tan™ R

(1o == PR A —
1y ﬁ B
The aerodynamic centre of the lift on the control is at the point defined by
; 3k — 1 e VE
T 2k + (1 + &) tan™" /R)
and
X == % CE ¥

since the pressure field is conical from the origin.

In the co-ordinates X, Y, this point is given by

2
X=g30,
and
v_ 205,[3k ~1 VE }
36 L 4 7 2vE+ (IR tan i v/E)

. (L.18)

.. (L19)

(1.20)

(L.21)

. (1.22)

(1.23)

¢e, may be replaced by (1 — #,)c, in these expressions. Together with the lift produced over the

control these enable us to determine the hinge moment about any axis position.
for an axis position at right angles to the root chord of the wing we have

27,3/2
H—— DSR4 Bt v (- DY
£y
In derivative form this becomes,
16]@1/2 1 9 p
by, = 1 k {vER 4 (1 4 k) tan™ /R}(} — &).

Pitching moment.

The aerodynamic centre of the total lift produced by the control is defined by

X =%, = §(1 — noc,
and
2 3k—1

Y: gCé-,, 4*
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. (1.24)

. (1.25)

. (1.26)



Combining this result with the equation for the total lift (I.20), we obtain the pitching moment
produced by one control,

M= 8q§5§2M

X {ce, + (¢, —ce,)} . - .. .. .. .. (1.27)

For symmetrical deflection of the two wing-tip controls we have in derivative form,

oC 8 k72
my= g =g L—mf@+m), .. ... (1)

the moment being referred to the apex of the wing.

Rolling moment.

From equation (I.26) and the expression for the total lift produced by the control (equation
(1.20)), we obtain in a similar way the rolling moment produced by antisymmetrical control
deflection.

In the usual derivative form this is, for a pair of controls,

(1—
384/

Some numerical values are plotted in Fig. 18. These results are valid only when the two Mach

cones from the control apex do not intersect, and the limit for a delta wing of aspect ratio 2-31
is indicated.

l = — W Bk 1) @k — D). .. .. .. .. .. (L29)

Control with Supersonic Leading Edge.—Again, from Ref. 11 we have in the generally narrow
region of the control ahead of the Mach cone the pressure distribution

ap 48k
¢ BNVE -1

and inside the Mach cone from the apex of the control,

E=ftany>1, .. .. .. .. .. (L30)

/Jp k (1 — Rt )
nvw_ncs(fjﬂ .. (131)
R>1, —1<t<1, and = gY/X.
For k=1,
Ap  4E 14¢
7—n—ﬁ (r;—t) .. .. . . .. . . (IBI@)

It is of interest to note that by superposition of two solutions it can be demonstrated that the
lift coefficient of the aileron based on the aileron area must have the two-dimensional value.
Detailed integration gives the two separate contributions.

Litt
The lift induced on the wing is
. 2q§ o [1 Rcos™ (1/k)
L="% JE—EVWiT] | )
The lift on the control alone is,
‘ 29 1, kcos™(1/k
I — ;&%[+ﬂvwiq1 .. (1.33)
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In addition, we get the total lift which, in coefficient form based on aileron area, has the two-
dimensional value

4¢ 4¢
Co= = = —5m— - .. . . .. .. .. .. (L34
= T var ) .
Thus, based on the wing area, we have for symmetrical deflection for a pair of controls,
41 — )
dz_\/(Mz—”jﬂ' .. .. .. .. .. .. .. .. (1.35)

As in the preceding case the aerodynamic centres of the above loads are readily established.
For the control lift the co-ordinates of the aerodynamic centre are,

X = 2c¢., = {1 — ny)c,

P V(1) |

3 B ay/ (kR — 1) + 2k cos™ (1/k)

_ 20, |k V(E — 1)
=38 12T ay/(F 1) + Zkoos (1j4)

Taken together with the lift produced on the control itself (equation (I.33)), these give the hinge
moment about any axis position. In particular for the axis perpendicular to the centre-line
we have

and

b . .. (1.36)

29¢ 1 kcos™(1/k)

H:——? C§,2kgé+7;m (%H_Eh')(:é:,,. . .. . . . . (137)
Or in derivative form,

o 8{l keosTH(LjR)) o

by — ﬁazkn\/(kz—-l)é(z N s 072

Pitching moment.

The co-ordinates of the aerodynamic centre of the total lift are

X = %057 = %(1 '— 7]0)01,
%ic  tany . . .. . .. . .. (1.38)
32% ~ 3

In terms of x, y, the co-ordinates are
1— ¢,
F—c 1 (?;17&)} =2+ )

and . .. .. . .. (I.38a)
V=S + Y:%tany(z’h—f‘ 1)

and
Y =

Thus the pitching moment produced by deflection of one control is (from equations (I1.38a) and
(1.34)):

3 ’
M:%zcgﬁk%(Z—!—no), O € K- <)
with reference to the apex of the wing.
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For symmetrical control deflection we have, for two controls,

o0C .
7%2:-5%=g%(1—n0)(2+n0). L (1.39)

Rolling moment.

Equations (1.34) and (I.38a) enable us to evaluate another interesting quantity, namely, the
rolling moment due to antisymmetrically deflected controls.

~ In derivative form this is given by the following relatively simple relation for a pair of ailerons,

2(1 — )20, + 1) 1.40

35 oo . .. . .. . .. (1.40)

Numerical results for M = 2-5 are shown in Fig. 18, with the same limitations as for equation
(L.29).

I, = —

1.2. Sectional Values of the Derivatives.—To give data corresponding to those given in the
other two sections of this note we now consider the local or sectional derivatives. This implies
an integration in the chordwise direction, which is a natural direction at subsonic speeds, but not
at supersonic speeds where the pressure distribution is composed of conical fields. Accordingly
some of the integration is tedious, and is mostly dealt with in Appendix II.

Wing and Control inside Mach Cone (Subsonic Leading Edge).—Wing at Incidence, Control
Neutral.—The pressure distribution is given in Section I.1 and the integrations for this case are
given in Ref. 14. Integrating we have for the lift

dL o
ZZ—&::J‘HAPCZ%
:ﬁ\%g——_w—}s\/(l-ﬁ). R ¢ 3

In derivative form this is

4s A
oz”(l—77)=E07\/(1——172):F\/(l—nz). . . .. .. (I.41a)
The sonic solution is obtained by making E - 1, and so is
a,,(1 — ) = A+/(1 — %) . .. . .. . .. . . (1.415)

Pitching moment,

This again can be readily deduced from the results of Ref. 14, and
ar_ ft Ap(x — x,) dx

dy ),
:‘%‘A’.taiyé\/(lz—"z)#%og(l+\/7(71_’72))—\/(1—nz)g. L. (L4y)
So that
=52 = 2 (3) s P 4+ o (R -] )
or in terms of aspect ratio
Ml = 1)* = e [V — 1) + ot log (FEXL=TN oy — ) (1as)
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Wing and Control with Supersonic Leading Edge.—Wing at Incidence, Control Neutral.—For the
region between the wing leading edge and the Mach cone we have the pressure distribution
given by equation (I.9), and behind the Mach cone we have that defined by equation (I.10).

Lift.

The sectional lift is given by a chordwise integration thus,

dL 3 cot s
zz’:f Ajbldx—}—f Apodi. .. .. (144
y E? ycot u
Now %, = y cot y, and y cot u = gy.
Thus,
‘ v cotse 4ag tan y
Apydx = “—s (cot u — cot y)y,
[, = i)
and

(IR | 5 G o) oo (e 5)

dag tan—yl) ’ (fx — py) cos™* (x — kﬂy)

= aka/ (R kx — By
+ (kx + By) cos™! (k t_kgi) )

by Appendix II, and on inserting the limits we have,

| 4P dx—:;;%w >3(’”“" ) cos™ (i —k%)

+ k
+ (ke + ) cos (T g) — apylk — 1)§ .

For a delta wing x, = ¢,, and so finally we get for this wing,

O = o [(he, — ) cos= () e, + ) o5 (7 55020)]

By ke, + By
4ag tan yc, _ (= nk2 (14 nk?)
~ A )[(1 weos |y z+ (1 4 ) cos | ( . (1.45)
In the derivative form this is
oy Atany T (1 — Rn) ) cog—t | (LT &) )
(L= ) = et [ = eos = o () cosm RSN (L4s)

which can be expressed in terms of the wing aspect ratio 4 by writing tany = A/4 and
= ftany = BA/4.

Pitching moment.

The pltchmg moment locally about the leading edge of the chord is given by

- f A]blxdx—{—f Apx du . .. .. . . .. . .. (1.47)



But
Ay 4ag tany [P
A xdxz————f x dx
J, 4 VE—1),,

2aqg t

_ Zogtany , , , 2 ~mt2
a = 1 PV ety
an
%y " 4egtany L (¥ + kpy (X RBYNL 4
N Apzx&ix—fﬁymgcos (kx—l—- ‘By) +COS (kx— ﬁy)gxdx
doqg t 2P/ (R — 1 2 2,2
:n\;?kzaiyl) M\/;z Dlog (= + /(" — 97}

5 = 69 oo (D) | (i—_ﬁéy)g X
By

T T (kx%— By kx — By
_ Megtany [FHA/(R* — 1) %+ /(2 — B
T a/ (B —1) [ 2 log ( By )
(R*x,* — B%%) %, + kpy o (% — RBYy
T Rx, 4 ﬂy) - cos (kx, — ﬁy)

For the particular case of the delta wing x, = ¢,, so that if we set y = s and note that s/c, = tan y
and that & = p tan y, we may write

fﬂy Apsr dx = %ﬁ(’;—ta}% [nzx/(kz — 1) log (1 + (1 — kznz))

_ ey 0]

cost (

ke
H 0 oo (g ) oo ()| =" ]

k(1 + )
Similarly, )

Ay 2aq tan y
Adpx dx = —Z—— ¢,"n*R* — 1) .
Lz ' ViE —1)

From which it follows that
dM _ 4agetany [ /(B — 1) log (1 + 4/(1 — k2772))

Ay " a/ = 1) o
(1— 2% ? 1 (L4 R a(l—=F (1.48
-+ 5 cOS (k(1+n))+cos (k(l——n))_ﬂ' .. .. {1.48)
In derivative form this is
_ac, 4 tan y . 14+ 4/(1 — B
My =5 = 71 — 9)%/ (B — 1) l}/ vk —1) log( kn )

(1 —n%) { o1 (L R R
-+ 5 gcos (k(l T 77)) + cos (k(l——n)) } . . .. (1.49)
This result can be expressed in terms of g and A4 if we use the relations 4 = 4tany and
k= ptany = pAJ4.

Turning now to the effect of control deflection we again consider the two speed regimes
separately.
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Control with Subsonic leading Edge—Wing at Zevo Incidence, Control Deflected through an
Angle &.—The pressure distribution is already given in the corresponding paragraph of Section
I.1 (equation (I.17)), and it remains to perform the necessary chordwise integrations.

Lift.

For the local or sectional lift over the control we have

dL A
= == ApdX
ay X, ?
o 8q§k3/2 X + /3Y
(1 + k) /eX — _ﬁ_Y
B _ X+ Y
_;(.ﬁ;.,..éﬂ)f JX thy Jax. . a0)
which by the 4th integral of Appendix 11,
8q¢ -
- n(ﬂ 7% )| VI 4 BY)(X — Y cot )

(vV(X + BY) — /(X — Y coty)
VX + BY) + /(X — Y coty)

- 9 (ﬂ —|_ cot V) lOg

=Y coty

_ }?(Fiqibt‘y) [\/{(X; + BY)(X, — Y cot y)}

V(X 4+ pY) — 4/(X, — ¥ cot y)u
V(X BY) £ 4/(X, = Yeoty)l

Y
— 5 (B + cot y) log

For the delta wing X, =¢,, .

In this case

n(ﬂtanVJrl) VI + k') — /(1 —7n)
9tan, 08 gva iy ) S| n')ﬂ : - (L51)
where ' = Y/s:, and so
fzi _ 7781(]{?’/3 [tan v/ {1 — 7/)(1 + ky'))
V{4 k') — /(1 — 7))
(1 4y tog |Vt =
In derivative form we thus have
as,(1 _77’):;;(‘“1_%"]) [al’ly\/{ (1 — 01+ kn")}
(1 By Tog | Y +j{’;',)(;+*/1% - "')H . (1.514)

By means of the transformation 4’ = (n — n,)/(1 — %,) we can express this in terms of %, the
non-dimensional spanwise distance from the wing root chord.
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For the part of the wing affected by control deflection the integration extends from the Mach
cone to the trailing edge of the wing, thus for this part of the wing

1, .. dL (%
—Egn <O’ ﬁ_— 1Y cot g APdX
. - 8gé X3 X+ pY
~ @(f 4 coty) fmm \/(X — Y cot y) ax
_ 8g¢ .
= sty VA — Y cot )X, + 57

V(X, — Yeoty) — /(X, +
V(X — Yeoty) + /(X +

Y pY)
— & (B + coty) log ﬁY)H .. (L52)

For the delta wing we set X, = ¢,,, and so obtain

7% = miins [fan o1+ b1 — ')
_n'(1+k)1ogz‘/( \/{’7_')77 Vik;k’”ﬂ, o (1.524)

which in derivative form is
! 8 ’ ’
@l = 1) = S [ Vi — 1)1+ A}

VI —17') — \/(1+kn')
T H (183

This also can be expressed in terms of 4 by use of the transformation given above.

— (1 + )y log

Pitching moment.

Taking moments about the leading edge and integrating chordwise we have, over the control

%’:fz Ap(X — X)) dX
Tﬁi’qi—ot’y‘)f (X — X)\/(X.Xt%%%})dx. L (154

Using the results of Appendix II, integrals 4 and 5, this can be written

iM 8q& V{X, + BY)(X, — Ycoty)}
o = st L ; PIA(X, + BY) + (X, — Y coty)}
V¥ 4 cot )ty (/(X, + BY) — 4/(X, — Y cot y)
R 1 bv(s gy 1 v/ i o | EETHNEP
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For delta wing with half-delta control X, = cé,, thus:

4 ’Ztan y(5+coty 3 1+ Fky') — \/(l—n')”
8 VI R') F /(T —7)
2q§0572 ’
= 2(F + coty) [\/{(1 + Fnp Y (L — ")+ En') + (1 —5")}
(1 + Ry log | VU +\£{?7,)(;%)//€()1}> = )H . 58

In derivative form this is
oC, 2

Moy = a:f = UT(/J) 1 cot ’}/)(1 - 77')'2’ ['\/{(1 + k’? (1 -7 )} ( -+ k"’/ ) + (1 - 77’)}
‘2 2100 | V(LT Fy) — /(1 —7)
01+ R log | VI BV | T (L.564)

This can in turn be expressed in terms of % if desired.
Lift is induced over part of the wing — 1/k << " < 0 and for this part of the span the local
pitching moment is given by
aM  xe
5=
where of course |Y | cotu = g|Y|.
This yields

ApX — X)dX, .. .. ...y

1Y cot g

2
a(f + coty)(1 —

-+ 5"*(1 + k)?log

7/’/"/21 famad

n,)z[v{(wkn (1 — 4" }(1 + &p) + (1 — "))

VI =) — /(1 + kn')ﬂ
; : .. .. .. .. (L.58
Vi 2T+ B (1:59)
Control with Supersonic Leading Edge-—Wing at Zevo Incidence, Control Deflected through an
Angle & —
Lift.
The pressure distribution is given in the corresponding paragraph of Section 1.1, and we have

for the sectional lift produced over the control by control deflection, using equations (1.30)
and (I1.31),

dL (¥ dg& k
I e ) f )
where X, = Y and ¢ = ,BY/X.

Xy .
dge K s*l(Jkt)dX, . (159)

The necessary integration has been performed in Appendix II, and it follows that, for
0 <9 <1k

O [ ) e (K
+5Y\/<Z’f—1>1og§Xf+\/<§1§—”2>H. o160
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Or in derivative form, for 0 < 4’ < 1/&,

_ 4 tan y o et [ — R
= = o )
+n'\/(k2—1)1ogjl+‘/(kln,“k2" )ﬂ L (1.60a)

where & = g tan y.

For sections lying ahead of the Mach cone we have simply
_ 4tany | ;1
ﬂ2l—m, 1>'}’] 215 .o . . .. .. .. .. (161)

For that part of the wing affected by control deflection, that is, — 1/& < »’ < 0, we have on
performing the required integration and after reducing to non-dimensional form,

- 4 tan y o =R
ST § R PV [y § [(1 ') cos k*‘—u—m%
£/ — 1) log | LT \é(lln’_l— il m . . (162)

All these derivatives can, of course, be expressed in terms of », the non-dimensional distance in
terms of wing semi-span.

Pitching moment.

Over the control itself the local pitching moment about the leading edge is given by

aM 49tk %o 4ok X {1 — Rt .

= =T le (X — X dn o+ g g fXO_ﬂycos ( o t) (X — X)) dX . (L63)
On inserting from Appendix II, with the limits of integration, we have, after collecting terms,

DE_tge kUK BV o (X RO

dy B AR —1) 2mk? kX, — BY

s Vi — 110 (L E VL= POV | B/ — 1yy(x2 — vy

 2ak® BY

2k e (X, —RBY

= G [(X, Y cot y)? cos (ka,—~ ﬂy)
— ¥* cot? p/(K* — 1) log (X +\/(?ﬁf§~ ﬁZYz))
+Ycoty\/(k2_1)\/(xt2_ﬁzyz)] O )

For delta wing, with half-delta control, X, = ¢,,, and Y cot y = 5’c;,. Thus for this combina-
tion, and for 0 < 5’ < 1/&,
aM  2q&ke ne 1
B = wpo ) [(1— 7 oos

1 — ey’ E
k(1 —7')
- kg"'z)) Lo/ (B — DA/l — kzn'ﬂ .. 1es)
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In derivative form this is

2 tan y 1 — kz’?'
Mt () [(1 — ) cos k I—7 )g
— oty — ) tog (FEVEL SR e — v —an] L. (Lese

which is expressible in terms of 5 for all previous derivatives.

In the region of the wing defined by — 1/ < 5’ < 0, where there is an induced lift behind
the Mach cone, we have merely the integral from X, = |Y | to the wing trailing edge thus,

aM v 49tk 1 — kt
”dy"'f,\oﬁwnﬁvk——l) cos™ (A_z)(x X)dxX. .. .. .. .. .. (168

Integration yields, for our special case,

aMm  2qéke. )} [(1 _'7 e gos 1 1 — k%' E
dy — apa/ (R — 1) / k(1 —7)
, 1 1 — k" o o e
N Hl)log( +\/k({77 i ”>)+77 VIR — 1)a/(1 — k2 } .. (L67)
or in derivative form,
o 72 tanl’,,_,,,, B 1 ”“,,k,z",,,
M )R ) [(1 1) cos” /(1 —7‘7')’2
14 V(l — k")

(k- 1) log ( el ) Lo/ — /(1 — /ezn'ﬂ L (168
This is again expressible in terms of 4 by means of the relation given earlier.
IFor those sections which are ahead of the Mach cone we have simply
Ztany e

Ter = k1)
for 1/l < %' < 1.

APPENDIX II
IL.1.1. Some Integrals Requived in the Supersonic Theory.

5 2 a2
f 32 log [3 + V(s y ):| dy .
%o y
Integrating by parts we have

vlogr-l-\/( 1“} 3f y\/ 7

_ﬂ_yﬂ_ S+\/ }’) 2 A2 ‘f'_1ys
=y log‘ Ve §+ tyr/(s y)—[—251n <

Yo

S+V(s _y0> _}_;%nj zVo\/S “yo)—gsul
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I1.1.2. J~cos—1 (Zx_—ﬁg) dx and fcos—]I (Zx_:-ﬂg) dx

With ¢, = By in the first integral and — By in the second, we may write both integrals in the

form,
f cos™t (x — kcl) dx
kx —c¢)

To integrate this put

% — ke, oyl — )
R ey O A T
so that
ax _ c(k* —1)
du (1 — ku)®

and the integrals become

R L du
Cl(k —_ 1) J‘ cOs™ %(l—rk‘hjz .
Integrating this by parts we have
s cos™ u 1 f du }
alf —1) [“{’ BT —Fa) TR T = /(1 — )
. s cos™' u dz
= afE —1) |+ R —Fw) TR f ViE—DE F 2= 1}}
with (1 — ku) = 1/z, so that finally we have
cos™ u (k" — 1)z +

log

b = 1) [+ 7y kV(kl v R 1]

which apart from constant terms can be written

; cos 1 Bk — u) 4+ R/ (it — D)a/(1 — 123)
alkt —1) + BT — m TR = )1°€§ 1 — Fu) H

or in terms of x,

1 x —ke)) ¢
7 (kx — ¢;) cos™! Ekx — Ci) + \/( log {x + V(% — o)},
since
kBl —u) kx
1 —ku
and

/(1 — u?) 1 J x — c1
1 (1 — ku) B—1 1
I1.1.8. The integrals

f % cos™? (an—kgi) dx and f x cos~t (Zx—:—k/%) dx

Again we write ¢, = gy and — gy respectively, so that both integrals can be considered in the
form,
fx cos™! (x - kcl) dx .
kx — ¢,
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We make the same substitution as in (2) and obtain

o}k — 1) f (cos™ u) (gi:klu))?* du

u
dit

_ Elz_(%k%l)‘z f cos~tud ((’1”__1—]%2)“2) + Clz(kzk— 1) f (lcoi_;m)z

The second integral is evaluated in (2), so we need only consider the first term.

parts we get
cos™ — 1)? du
T e

To evaluate the remaining integral consider the function

ci(RP — 1)?
2%

V{1 —w)
F="0 =k -
Then
df k(1 — o) u
du (I — ku)® — (1 — ku)y/(I — &)
. k—u
T (1= ku)/(1 — o)
k-1 1 1 1
o ( ko ) (1 — ku)’/(1 — u?) T (1 — ku)y/(1 — u?)”
Thus
du kA1 — u?) du
f(l ki (T — ) (1) (1 — ku) R — 1f(1 — ku)r/(1 — u¥)’

which in terms of x becomes (see (2)),

2 . 1 .
e — 1 VI =) — e s log (v v/ (8 — o))

Collecting terms, we have finally

fx cos ! (_’.C - kcl) dx
kx — ¢,

612”\/(]32

kx — ¢, 2k

apart from a constant term.

On inserting gy and — By for ¢, we have the two integrals required.
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Integrating by

op lo {x -+ /(% — )} + g—; (kx — ¢,) cos™ (Z - kcl)

X — ¢

g b — e)r cos (E 00 VA= Dy — o



T1.1.4. [JEESD) ax

Let
%2 — X + Cl
X — Cy’
then ' \
. €+ ¢
x——cz=(%12_‘: 12)
~ Then the integral is
u dx du
J v e

SIGRERRT Sk T

o ()

= u(¥ — ;) —
Or in terms of x it is

(C Ca)

Vil — e)x + o)} — log /e 7o) T e — <)
IL15. fXJ X+Cl
— 02
Let
u = %—i—g: )
so that

The integral becomes

V(E+ o) — V(% —c)
vV

qu@d%
du
To evaluate this we note _that
d {n 2l ax aX (X — )t
@32(){—02) E—XMW—CZM%_I—MZ
o ax ., (c1 + ¢,)?
= Xu% — —{— N — 1)
Thus
ax ., u . (¢ + ¢,) #— 1
qu% du_Q(X-—cz) + gu(X—cz)—— 5 log<%_'_1

(e + ¢)? au
B 2 f(%z — 1)?

This last integral is easily evaluated with the substitution
# = sec

f(uzd%)z:‘;i 1 g loe (g +})f
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Thus

uw -+ 1
(er + co) % 1 % — 1
T [%2 i T g108 (u—l— 1)}
T (e, - ¢ (e + €)(3c, — ¢)) 2 — 1
=g =)+ e 8 log (u i)

- (c1 + ¢2)(36s — ¢1) lo g\/(X + ) — V(X — )
VX o) F VX =)

8

11.2. Some Integrals Requived tn the Somic Theory.—Here we use the following abbreviations:

Fy— L[Y = Pi0g F, \/(1-._ 2
[ og -+ cos yl:|,
OO i A e e VA T LN A i
Yilye — v

Then the following integrals can be checked by differentiation:

1 2
ooy = o [ (v =3 @y + ) log i — (32 — " cos '

Vi

— (¥ =¥V (Y — YV (Y — ) — 2y — )PP cog‘”}

L

1 2 2 2 2 2 -1.0
Jyifivdy = 5 [ = 29*log Fu = V(5 = 3)v/0* = ) + /(3 — 57 cos 2
YoV (3 — 3’y — 7 COS_I%H :

!

1Y
-} cos %

They enable us to calculate forces and moments acting on the wing, on the aileron and the
¢ complementary ’ aileron (see Section).

For the calculation of the pitching moment on a wing with a moving tip (y, = const) and a
straight leading edge (y, = x cot 4, dx = tan 4 dy,), we require the integrals:

Lo o r AR S N DU N Yo\ Y0y,

O L R NI I
B N TN T R Vol
[23 35 9 'y, ?x/(lwy?)i

I AN e ]

L O _ LT gtYo g '
Safm( 7y13/zfody)ﬂ'fyz—67z {cos S 23,\/<1 »52)

s+ A/ — )]
+ -5 log BN ]
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TABLE 1

Low-Speed Results (M = 0)

Antisymmetrical g :
ymmetrical .
. Control control . Incidence
Wing span Method of deflection control deflection
aspect ratio fairing S— - - e
ratio sefs
—l b, b, a, — M, & —ny by
0-261 Multhopp 0-0788 | 0-0925 | 0-2257 | 0-2704 | 0-4371 | 2-422 | 2-854 | 1-002
unfaired .. 0-0622 ! 0-0686 | 00639 | 0-2005 | 0-3330
2-31 !
0-3354 | Multhopp 0-1124 | 0-1797 | 0-1961 | 0-4116 | 0-6480 ; 2-422 | 2-854 | 0-8515
0-261 Multhopp i 0-0680 [ 0-1143 | 0-1382 | 0-2391 | 0-3903 | 2-075 | 2-491 | 0-8038
unfaired .. 0-0542 | 0-0228 | 0-0033 | 0-1799 | 0-3004
1-848
0-3354 | Multhopp 0-0967 | 0-1174 | 0-1336 | 0-3661 ! 0-5822
unfaired .. 0-1077 | 0-1663 | 0-1823 | 0-4126 | 0-6529 | 2-075, 2-491 | 0-6847
0-261 Multhopp 0-0556 | 0-0714 | 0-0826 | 0-2034 | 0-3365 1-684 | 2-062 | 0-5906
elliptic fairing 0-0518 | 0-0536 | 0-0493 | 0-1858 | 0-3116
1-386
© 0-3354 | Multhopp 0-0783 | 0-0606 | 0-0781 1 0-3058 | 0-4951 1-684 | 2-082 | 0-4735
elliptic fairing 0-0852 | 0-0830 | 0-0840 | 0-3418 | 0-5459
TABLE 2
Wing of Aspect Ratio 2-31 at Various Mach Numbers
Antisymmeltrical Symmetrical Incid
‘ contro control deflection nciaence
M Method of deflection
ssfs fairing ‘[
—1 b, b, dy — Wy A — My by
0-261 Multhopp 0-0783 [ 0-1925 | 0-2257 | 0-2704 | 0-4371 | 2-422 | 2-854 | 1-002
unfaired .. 0-0622 | 0-0686 | 0-0639 | 0-2005 | 0-3330
0
0-3354 | Multhopp 0-1124 | 0-1797 | 0-1961 | 0-4116 | 0-6480 | 2-422 | 2-854 | 0-8515
0-261 Multhopp. .. | 0-8850 | 0-1429 | 0-1728 | 0-2988 | 0-4879 | 2-593 | 3-114 l 1-005
unfaired .. . | 0-0678 | 0-0285 | 0-0042 | 0-2249 | 0-3755
0-6 ‘ -
0-3354 | Multhopp 0-1208 | 0-1468 | 0-16870 | 0-4516 | 0-7278 | 2-503 | 3-114 | 0-8559
unfaired .. 0-1346 | 0-2079 | 0.-2278 | 0-5158 | 0-8161
0-261 Multhopp 0-0927 | 0-1190 | 0-1377 | 0-3389 | 0-5609 | 2-807 | 3-436 | 0-9843
elliptic fairing 0-0864 | 0-0893 | 0:0822 | 0-3097 ! 0-5194 |
0-8 ‘
0-3354 | Multhopp 0-1306 | 0-1010 | 0-1302 | 0-5096 | 0-8252 | 2-807 | 3-436 | 0-7892
elliptic fairing 0-1420 | 0-1384 { 0-1400 | 0-5696 | (-9098
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F1c. la. Anall-moving wing-tip control fitted to typical wings, the sections
of which consist of one segment only.
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Fic. 1b. An all-moving wing-tip control fitted to a wing, the spanwise
sections of which consist, in part, of two segments.

46



Ly

o3

02

o oz e B8 —%% To

(@) SPANWISE LIFT DISTRIBUTION,

o4

R

T/

o2

o2 o4 b =103 o8 1-0

Q
(B) POSITION OF AERODYNAMIC CENTRE.
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Fic. 5. Comparison of spanwise loading
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or for three delta wings (4 =2-31, 1-848,
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span ratio 0-261).
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at M = 0 fitted with controls of span ratio
0-261 deflected symmetrically.



©-20

RT3l W0 e
Acl-386 ; M=0
As2:31 1 M2 06
A=1'848 ; M=D

INBOARD END
OF CONTROL

0 3 GF q  O6 o8 0
©8 MULTHOPP FAIRING
OF INCIDENCE
\\\\\\ A=2~3|0E; M=0-8
‘\\:~<"A=I'BBG i M=0
06 < =231 M=o
\b‘ ATE3I T =06
% O\As B4R § M0
Ny
N
AF2:31 § M=D \\\\
!
-4 \}\
)
1
i
1 RN
o2 ! —
T
1
1
1o INBOARD END
I” oF CONTROL
1 ]
0 3 & n 56 o8 o

(72958)
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F1c. 16. Spanwise loadings due to symmetrical and antisym-
metrical deflection of controls of various span ratio, fitted to a
delta wing, at sonic speed.
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Fic. 17.  Aerodynamic-centre locus for symmetrical and anti-
symmetrical deflection of controls of various span ratio, fitted
to a delta wing, at sonic speed.
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F1c. 18. Variation of rolling moment with control span for
outboard controls at sonic and supersonic speeds.
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Fic. 22. Chordwise location of aerodynamic centres of the loads
on cach control and on total wing for symmetrical and antisym-
metrical deflection of the controls (Sonic speed).



9¢

Fic. 23. Drift of the acrodynamic-centre locus Fic. 24. Drift of the aerodynamic-centre locus
with increase of speed on control of span with increase of speed on a control of span
ratio 0-261 deflected antisymmetrically. ratio 0-261 deflected symmetrically.



2B
&0 Z
=0 /Z— —~—
—-‘f.{i \3 ~0'2 o ”
5 = REGETE
=<
~
a ()
10
05— -
o
o o2 o4 m 06 08 I'o
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o] °|4 0‘.8 M 2 IIG 2.0
re
ptt
0
o-9f
o8 —
o7t
~m, (- ,
bias \Q"Q. i
- RN N
N0 ~
\\ ~
o-4 N =02 NN L
~ A
N N
[ N od AN N
| e
o2 — A AN
~ N N
\\ h ~ \\ \\\\\\
~ o R P~ ~ \\\\
o] 2 e o —d e ! SN e Dme D=
. e . n=to
) 0-2 \1 04

F1G. 26. Variation of the local pitching moment due to incidence with spanwise
location and Mach number for a delta wing of aspect ratio 2-31.
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Fic. 27.

Variation of the local lift coefficient due to antisymmetrical control deflection with
spanwise location and Mach number for a delta wing, A =2-31, with controls of span
ratio 0-261.
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Fic. 28. Variation of the local lift coefficient due to symmetrical deflection of controls of span
ratio 0-261 with spanwise location and Mach number for a delta wing 4 =2-31.
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Fic. 29. Variation of the local pitching-moment coefficient with spanwise location and Mach
number for antisymmetrical deflection of controls of span ratio 0-261 fitted to a delta wing

of aspect ratio 2-31.
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F1c. 80. Variation of the local pitching-moment coefficient due to sym-
metrical deflection of controls of span ratio 0-261 with spanwise location
and Mach number for a delta wing 4 = 2-31.
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Fic. 36. Interpolation functions for uscin
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trol deflection).
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FiG. 37. Variation of span loading co-

efficients (/&) at the pivotal stations, for

A=>0 and symmetrical deflection, with
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