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This paper investigates the effects of nonlinear large deflection bending on the aerody-
namic performance and aeroelasticity of a high aspect ratio flexible wing. A nonlinear large
deflection theory is developed for aeroelasticity to account for large deflection bending. An
analysis is conducted to compare the nonlinear bending theory with the linear bending
theory. The results show that the nonlinear bending theory is length-preserving whereas
the linear bending theory causes a non-physical effect of lengthening of the wing structure
under the no axial load condition. A modified lifting line theory is developed to compute
the lift and drag coefficients of a wing structure undergoing a large bending deflection.
The lift and and drag coefficients are more accurately estimated by the nonlinear bending
theory due to its length-preserving property. The nonlinear bending theory yields a lower
lift and higher induced drag than the linear bending theory. The nonlinear large deflection
bending also can affect the structural dynamics of a high aspect ratio wing significantly.
Limit cycle oscillations are a nonlinear phenomenon which arises from geometric nonlin-
earity and other sources of nonlinearities. Large deflection can manifest itself in limit cycle
oscillations whereby linear flutter behaviors can result in an increase in the bending de-
flection up to a point where the geometric nonlinearity due to the large deflection begins
to set in that results in limit cycle oscillations.

I. Introduction

Modern aircraft are increasingly designed to be highly aerodynamically efficient in order to reduce the fuel
consumption, hence operating cost of modern airlines. To achieve this goal, the aircraft industry has been
adopting a high aspect ratio wing design with the composite construction in modern aircraft. Aircraft design
concepts that take advantage of wing flexibility to increase aerodynamic performance and maneuverability
have been investigated. By twisting a wing structure, an aerodynamic moment can be generated to enable an
aircraft to execute a maneuver in place of the use of traditional flight control surfaces. For example, a rolling
moment can be induced by twisting the left and right wings in the opposite direction. Similarly, a pitching
moment can be generated by twisting both wings in the same direction. Wing twisting or warping for flight
control is not a new concept and was used in the Wright Flyer in the 1903. The U.S. Air Force conducted
the Active Flexible Wing program in the 1980’s and 1990’s to explore the potential use of leading edge slats
and trailing edge flaps to increase the control effectiveness of F-16 aircraft for high speed maneuvers.! In the
2000’s, the Active Aeroelastic Wing research program also investigated a similar technology to induce wing
twist in order to improve roll maneuverability of a modified F/A-18 aircraft.? Wing shaping control concepts
for drag reduction are being studied by NASA to leverage wing flexibility for aerodynamic performance.*
By re-twisting a flexible wing and using variable camber aerodynamic flight control surfaces, aircraft wings
can have the mission-adaptive capability to optimize L/D throughout a flight envelope.® In recognition of
the role of aeroelasticity on aircraft performance and dynamics, NASA Advanced Air Transport Technology
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(AATT) project is conducting research in the area of Performance Adaptive Aeroelastic Wing (PAAW). This
research develops concepts such as the variable camber continuous trailing edge flap (VCCTEF) to enable
wing shaping control for aerodynamic performance and dynamics.3©

Nonlinear large deflections of lifting surfaces can interact with aerodynamic forces to create aeroelastic
coupling that can affect aircraft performance and dynamic stability. Understanding these effects can improve
the prediction of aircraft performance and provide an insight into how to design an aerodynamically efficient
high aspect ratio flexible wing. Limit cycle oscillations (LCO) are a nonlinear phenomenon which arises from
geometric nonlinearity and other sources of nonlinearities. Large deflection can manifest itself in limit cycle
oscillations whereby linear flutter behaviors can result in an increase in the bending deflection up to a point
where the geometric nonlinearity due to the large deflection begins to set in that could lead to LCO.

This paper develops large deflection theory and modified aeroelastic lifting line theory to examine the
effects of large deflection on aerodynamics. In addition, the paper will examine the dynamic response of a
flexible high aspect ratio wing to investigate the existence of LCO due to large deflection.

II. Nonlinear Large Bending Deflection Strain Analysis

To analyze the nonlinear large bending deflection effect, we perform a strain analysis. Toward that end,
consider an airfoil section on the left wing as shown in Fig. 1 undergoing a combined axial, bending, and
torsional displacement field. Let (x,y, z) be the undeformed coordinates of point Q on a wing airfoil section
in the reference frame D defined by unit vectors (dy,ds,d3). Let pg = #d; be a position vector along the
elastic axis. Then, point Q is defined by a position vector p = pg + q where q = yds + zd3 defines point Q
in the y — z plane from the elastic axis. Then, the undeformed local airfoil coordinates of point Q) are

y | | cosy —sinvy n (1)
z siny  cosvy £
where 7 and ¢ are local airfoil coordinates, and v is the wing section pre-twist angle, positive nose-down.!!:12
Differentiating y and z with respect to = gives
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Figure 1. Left Wing Reference Frame of Wing in Combined Bending-Torsion

Let © be a torsional twist angle about the z-axis, positive nose-down. Let W and V be flapwise and
chordwise bending deflections of point Q, respectively, and W is allowed to be large relative to V. Let U be
the axial displacement of point Q. Then, the displacement and rotation vectors due to the elastic deformation
can be expressed as

r=Ud; +Vds + Wds; (3)
¢ =0d; — sin ! Weds + V,ds (4)
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where the subscripts  and s denote the partial derivatives of W and V with respect to x and the arc length s.
Note that the term sin~' W, represents the rotation angle due to the large flapwise bending with respect to
the arc length. If W, is small, then the usual approximation sin~! W, ~ W, applies. Otherwise, W, = W,s,,

applies where
ds 2
Sx_—%_—\/l‘Fyg"‘Z%_—\/1+(92+32)(7) (5)

Let (x1,y1,21) be the deformed coordinates of point Q on the airfoil in the reference frame D and
p1 = 21d; + y1d2 + 2z1d3 be its position vector. Then the coordinates (x1,y1, z1) are computed as

pI=p+r+¢xq (6)
where
T x—|—U—ny—zsin_1 W
yi| = y+V —20 (7)
Z1 z+W—|—y@

Differentiating x1, y1, and z; with respect to x yields

X1,x 1 + U:I: - szz + Z’Y/V:c - Z\I//Vl%%f - y’yl Sin_l Wz
Yiz | = —z*y’ + Ve — 20, — yvl@ (8)
21, yy +sin W, +y0, — 270

W . . . .
Note that the term i represents the physical curvature of the nonlinear bending with a large
deflection. This term is consistent with the nonlinear bending curvature formula by Hodges.'® Other

w.

authors'®1® have used the curvature formula (ﬁ based on the elementary calculus which is sometimes
1+W2)2

w.

mistaken as the physical curvature of a beam as stated by Hodges.'® The curvature formula s can be

s

used in the undeformed coordinates whereas the curvature formula uwﬁ)g must be used in the deformed
+W2)2
coordinates which are impractical for implementation.
Neglecting the transverse shear effect, the longitudinal strain is computed as'?

dsy —d ©
e L (9)

ds Sy

where

_ 2 2 2
S,z = xl,a; + yl,w + zl,z

WesSa

s £ 2(y 4 2) Y Ou + (w10 — 1) (e +29) (21 —10)” (10)
- s

= \/sg 42U, — 2yVy, — 22
51,z is approximated by a Taylor series as

2 !/ 2 ’ 2
(1. — 1)+ (ym + 2y ) + (Zl,x -y )
2

Wsssw 2 2 4
Tﬂ/?—i—(y +2%)7 0.+

S

St,0 = Sg+Us—yVeg—2 +--- (11)

The slope of the twist angle 'y/ can play a significant role in structures with large twists such as turboma-
chinery blades. For aircraft wings, this effect is negligible and therefore can be neglected. Thus, for a small
wing twist angle slope, 7/ ~ 0 and s, ~ 1. Then W, = W, and W5 ~ W,,. Neglecting all the nonlinear
terms associated with the chordwise bending, the longitudinal strain is then obtained as

- Wea Lo L. 2 1o g2, 1o Wa
e—UgC—yVm—z(l—&-Ux)TW—i-gUw+§(sm Ww) +§(y +Z)®‘T+§z17W§
+ysin ' W,0, (12)
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Assuming that the neutral axis of a wing section passes through the elastic axis, then the axial force and
moments acting on a wing are evaluated as”

1 1 1 W2,
P, = /EedA = FAU, + §EA [Ui + (sinﬂ Wxﬂ + ZFI,,0%+ ZFEI (13)

2 PR I 17

WZE$

1- W2

M, =GJO, + /Ee (y* + 2°) ©,dA = {GJ + ElL,U, — (1+U,) EBy

Lot [0+ (s w4 LEBe? 4 Lep,Ver 4 pp 0,0
+§ TT |:U1: + (Sln Wz) :| + 5 1Y, + 5 5 W2 + 3Sll’l WI z ® (14)
147% 1 1 w2
M, = _/Eesz =(1+ UI)EIW%’;@ - §E32@§ — 5 EBsy _%3 (15)
W2

EB@2 EB
98 2 914/[/2

where FE is the Young’s modulus, G is the shear modulus, A is the tensile area, J is the torsional constant,
and B;, i =1,2,...,10 are defined as

M, = / EeydA = EI,,Vy, — EI.sin” ' W,0, (16)

~ Bl B r (y2 + 22)2
B, z (y* + 22)
Bs y(y? +2%)
B, Y2 (5 + 22)
Bs :/ 2 +2) | s (17)
Bg yz (y? + 22)
By Y2z
Bg 23
By yz?
L Bio | L y? |

For a rectangular wing box structure with the neutral axis in coincidence with the elastic axis, the
constants By, By, and By are generally much larger than the other constants B;, i # 1,4,5 and can be
approximated as

B, L

~ L 18
B4 A ImrIzz ( )
B5 Iaca: Iyy

Assuming that the nonlinear contributions of the chordwise bending deflection are small and neglecting
the cross-product inertia I, and the small constants B;, ¢ # 1,4, 5, then the following simplification can be
made:

M, = (GJ + P,r}) ©, (19)
W’E.’E
M, =EI,.,V,, — EI.sin ' W,0, (21)
where 7, = % is the radius of gyration.

Note that the signs of the moments are defined in the positive deflection sense such that

M = M,d, — Myds + M.d3 (22)
The resulting equilibrium equations are given by”
E P, | =—1 fy (23)
P, Iz
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M, P,W, — P.V, —m,

0
on | My | =| PWe-Potm, (24)
M, PV — Py, —m,
These equations become
oM, oM, oM, _
0 0
82My 0(P,W,)  0Omy
o2 ox - or f2=0 (26)
M,  0(P,V,) Om.
_ —f = 2
0z Oz + Ox fy=0 (27)
The resulting nonlinear equations are obtained as
5 1 2 ] 2 1 2 1 ng -
9 2
e [(GJ + Pur}) ©,] = —my, (29)
02 W, 0 (P, W) om
g2 |1+ Us) Bl —= ng o f: 4 =5, (30)
02 0 (P.Vy) am
Y E-[zz Tx E-[zz in~! 9z ) — —= % = - z 1
522 ( V sin”' W,0,) B fy o (31)

III. Inertial Force Analysis

The relative velocity of the air approaching a wing section includes the contribution from the wing elastic
deflection that results in changes in the local angle of attack. Since aerodynamic forces and moments are
dependent on the local angle of attack, the wing aeroelastic deflections will generate additional elastic forces
and moments. The local angle of attack depends on the relative approaching air velocity as well as the
rotation angle ¢ from Eq. (4). The relative air velocity in turn also depends on the deflection-induced
velocity. The velocity at point Q due to the aircraft velocity and angular velocity in the reference frame D
is computed as

vg = V+w xr = (uby +vby + wbs) + (pb1 + gbs + rbs) X (—z,b1 — y.b2 — z,bs)
= (U + 7Ya — qza) b; + (U —TZq +P2a) by + (U) +qTq — pya) bs
= x4dy + yed2 + 2¢d3 (32)

where (u,v,w) are the aircraft velocity components, (p, g, r) are aircraft angular velocity components in the
roll, pitch, and yaw axes, and (x4, Ya, 24) is the coordinate of point Q in the aircraft body-fixed reference
frame B relative to the aircraft CG (center of gravity) such that x, is positive when point Q is aft of the
aircraft CG, y, is positive when point Q is toward the left wing from the aircraft CG, and z, is positive
when point Q is above the aircraft CG.

The coordinate transformation between the reference frame B defined by the unit vectors (b1, b, bs)
and D is given by

b —sinAcosI” —cosA sinAsinI’ d;
by | = | —cosAcosT" sinA  cosAsinT ds (33)
bs —sinT 0 —cosT ds

where I' is the wing dihedral angle.
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Consider a trim problem when 8 = 0, p = ¢ = r = 0 for steady-state aerodynamics. For simplicity, we
assume ' = 0. Then,

Ty —usin A
ye | = | —ucosA (34)
Zt —w

The local velocity at point Q due to the aeroelastic deflections is obtained as

Wt

Tit z+ U —yVor — 2—F—2= ﬁ =

Ye | = yr + Vi — 20, (35)
ALt 2t + Wi + 4Oy

When the aircraft is trimmed, @ = w = 0. Then, the acceleration of point Q due to the aeroelastic
deflections is computed as

T1 4 | Ut — YVt — 2 zvjtxjvg
Yiee | = Vi — 204 (36)
ALt Wit + YOy
The inertial force is evaluated as
ffg T1,tt U — ecgvactt
== [ we [paa=—pa| W (37)
1 IR Wit + €cgOn

where e.q is the offset of the center of mass from the elastic axis (positive with the center of mass aft of the
elastic axis).

The inertial moment is evaluated as

mi Y2100 — 2Y1 e pAecgWit 4 plazOn

. W
m; - 7/ 2X1 ¢ pdA = — plyylit‘:[/ﬁ (38)
mlz —YT1,tt 7pAecgUtt + ,OIsz:ctt

The structural dynamic equations are now expressed as

9 - W o
o {EAU +1pa [U2 (sin™' W) ] + EIm®2 + EIy e } pA(Un — ecgVare) — fr - (39)
) ) a
% [(GJ + Pm?"k) @z} - pAechtt + pIxrett - mm (40)
2 |(1+U,) ElyW,, | 0(P.W,) 0 Wt o, 9my
@ /71 — Wg - o - _pA (th + ecg@tt) + % Plyy W f or (41)

am?
(*pAecgUtt +pIZZtht) + ;* a.’L’z (42)

0? . 1 0P V) 9
83)2 (EIszzx EI,,sin err) - T - 7PA‘/tt + %

IV. Aeroelastic Analysis

The forces and moments on the right hand side of Egs. (28) - (31) also include aerodynamic and gravity
forces and moments. In order to compute the aerodynamic forces and moments of a flexible wing structure,
static aeroelasticity must be considered.

Neglecting the rotation due to the chordwise bending and making the small angle assumption for O, the
velocity of point Q is transformed from the reference frame D to the airfoil local coordinate reference frame
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defined by (u,n,§) as follows:

" 1 0 —-w2 0 W, 14
vy | = 1 © 0 1 0 Y1
Ve 0 -6 1 —W, 0 1— W2 21t

T1tv/ 1-— Wg + Zl,th
= | 21 OWo +y1,s+ 21401 — W2 (43)

—21, We — 41,40 + 21,41/1 — W2

For a small angle of attack, the usual assumption of a = % is valid, but if the rotation angle due to

the flapwise bending is large, then some accuracy in the small angle of attack assumption may be suffered.
Therefore, the exact angle of attack definition o« = tan™! 2 is used. Then, the local aeroelastic angle of
attack on the airfoil section due to the velocity components v,, and v¢ defined with respect to the elastic axis

is Computed as
A’IJE ’DgA’UT,
_ = =5

e = tan™! % ~tan~! ? + 5"71“2 (44)
)
Un
where
Vg = —w (45)
Ave = — (—usin A + Uy — yV) Wy — (—ucos A+ V;) © + (—w + Wy + yOy) /1 — W2 +w (46)
Uy = —ucos A (47)
Avy = — (—usin A + Uy — yVit) OW, + Vi + (—w + Wi + yO,) ©4/1 — W2 (48)
Then,
o=t (005)
@ an ucos A
1 —(—usin A + Uy — yVup) Wy — (—ucos A+ V1) © + (—w + Wy +y0O;) /1 - W2 +w
1+ % —ucos A
L —w [— (—usin A + Uy — yVor) OWs + Vi + (—w + Wi + yO,) Oy/1 — W,ﬁ]
_ 49
1+ 215)227\ u? cos? A (49)

2
Using the Taylor series approximation of /1 — W2 ~ 1 — % and tan~! (1n¢) x fana (1 _ tan’a ) ~

cos A cos A 6 cos2 A

cos A cos A

2\ 2
— (1 + %2) {1 — ﬁ (1 + %2) } ~ 2 (1 — %2 tan? A), the local angle of attack can be expressed as

Qe = Oy + Qe (50)
where 2 a2 A
« a” tan
= 1—-— 51
U= os A ( 6 ) (51)
is the rigid angle of attack due to the aircraft velocity and
1- %) e
cos A — tan a® tanaW? Y ( - TI> t o WU, yWeVi
oe () cos? A + tan? « s v 2 Voo + Ve Vo

w2
cos A (1 ) )Wt cos A® +tana V;

" cos2 A + tan? Vo cos? A + tan? a Voo

(52)

is the elastic angle of attack due to the aeroelastic deflections. Note that the rigid angle of attack is defined
with respect to the elastic axis, hence the term cos A in the denominator. For a sweptback wing, the
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contribution of W, is negative, thus effectively reduces the total aeroelastic angle of attack. The bending
deflection thus creates an effective wash-out twist to reduce the local angle of attack for sweptback wings.
Consequently, the trim angle of attack must be increased in order to compensate for the wash-out twist.
Equation (52) for nonlinear large bending deflection should be contrasted with the following equation for
linear bending deflection.

YO, Wi
e = —tan AW, — O — — 53
o () an VoeocosA Vo cosA (53)
The aerodynamic and body forces and moments are given by
[ fe 1 [ cpgsccsin A cos A 1
Iy CDGooCCOS? A
fe _ choozc COS2A — pAg (54)
mo —CmQooC” cos” A + pAgec,
my Cm{ooC? sin A cos A
L mz ] L 0 |

where ¢ is the dynamic pressure, ¢ is the chord length, and g is the gravity acceleration.
The circulatory lift and pitching moment coefficients in the streamwise direction are computed from

cr, = leny + cn o + C (k) cp, ae (e cos A)] cos A (55)
Cm, = Cm,, + ¢ [cr,or + C (k) cp, ae (ec cos A)] cos A (56)
c
where C (k) is the Theodorsen’s function, k = 5% is the reduced frequency, cz, and cp, are the lift and

drag coefficients at zero angle of attack, cr,_ is the lift curve slope, k is the drag polar parameter, ¢, is
the pitching moment coeflicient at the aerodynamic center, e is the offset of the aerodynamic center from
the elastic axis (positive with the aerodynamic center forward of the elastic axis), and e, is the offset of the
three-quarter chord point from the elastic axis.

The non-circulatory lift and pitching moment coefficients in the streamwise direction are given by”

mecos A o (e, cos A)

= 57
Lne 2Veo ot (57)
¢ Oa, ?  Ja. em O (€n, cos )

e = —2 AN|—— 58

Cmne meosA 16 oy T 128V g0t | AV ot (58)

where § = 5 is the airfoil coordinate in the streamwise direction, and e, is the offset of the mid-chord
point from the elastic axis.

The drag coefficient can be approximated by a quadratic relationship as follows:
¢p, = cp, + ki (ep, +ecp,.) (59)

V. Effect of Large Deflection on Aerodynamics

Consider the case of static aeroelasticity of unswept wings for which f, = 0. The aeroelastic angle of
attack is reduced to

1 — tan a® tan aW?

1+ tan? o 2

For linear structures, the wing bending deflection has no effect on the wash-out twist for unswept wings.
In contrast, for nonlinear structures, the contribution of the wing bending to the wash-out twist is non-zero
due to the term W2, although this term is small. Nonetheless, this results in a bending-torsion aeroelastic
coupling even though the wings are unswept.

Since there is no applied axial force at the end of the cantilever wing, the axial displacement equation is
equal to zero

2 (60)

Q. =«

1 1 1 w2
P, = BAU, + 5 EA (U2 + (sin ' w)?] + 5 ELa2 + S Bl s =0 (61)
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Solving for U, from Eq. (61) yields

2 I I w2
14U, =4/1—(sin tW,) — 22@2 - ¥ __ox 62
+ \/ (sm ) A% Aoz (62)
Then, the nonlinear static aeroelastic equations become
0 1 — tan a© tan aW2 9
p (GJO,) + cr. ge0eC ( T tan? o 5 + @) = Cm, §ocC” — MYecq (63)
A 2 ’ 2
92 - 1-— (sm 1 Wm) —r202 — ijy l‘ivﬁ’/”f n 1 — tan a® tan aW? s
) T = c o0C
Ox? v 1— W2 Lo 1+ tan? o 2
=cL, gooc—mg (64)
9? . 1 — tan a® tan aW?2
32 (EI..Vyy — EI. sin ! W.0.) + (cp, + 2CD304) GooC < T tan’a 5 L+ @>

1 — tan @® tan aW? 2
- T _ Q) =cpgoc (65
Dz oot ( 1+ tan® o 2 ) ¢, Gooc (65)

where ¢, = cr, + cr,  is the rigid lift coefficient, cp, = cp, +cp,a+cp_, a? is the rigid drag coefficient,
and ¢, = Cm,, + cr, € is the rigid pitching moment coefficient about the elastic axis.
If the torsional twist is small relative to the flapwise bending slope, then the nonlinear static aeroelastic

equation for bending is expressed as

A 2 I w2,
0? EL.W 1— (sin™! ;)" — 4 Wz tan a2
— c c
g2 |y 1— W2 Lafoo

2+ tanta) e ()

A. Aeroelastic Lifting Line Theory

For the large deflection bending of the wing structure, a modified lifting line theory is used.!® The velocity
distribution induced by a trailing vortex at & = x( is given by the Biot-Savart law according to!”

dviii/Fmdlxr

dx 47r3 (67)

where I', = 49C is the lift circulation distribution, r = (20 — 2 + Uy — U)dy — (y) da + (Wo — W) d3, and
dl = dyds. This yields the following expression:

. (68)

dvi _ _/oo Iy[—(xo—2x+ Uy —U)dyds + Wdyd;]
0 473

Due to the axial displacement and bending effects, in addition to the induced downwash distribution, there
also exists an induced sidewash distribution. However, the total induced sidewash for the entire trailing edge
vortex sheet is zero due to the symmetry of the wing bending. Therefore, the remaining induced downwash
distribution is evaluated as
@7/00 Fx(xofl'ﬁ*Uo*U)dy . Fm(l'ofl’ﬂ’Uo*U) (69)
dr ER 2 2

Ty, [(xo—x+UO—U)2+y2+(WO—W)ﬂ2 Am [(wo—m+Uo—U) +(Wo—W)

o

where Uy and W) is the wing axial displacement and bending deflection at x = z.
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The total induced downwash at x = xzq is the integral of the induced downwash distribution which is
expressed as

wlo

I'y(xvgo—ax+Uy—U)dx
w; (zg) = —/ ( 5 ) 5 (70)
_%4W|:($0_$+UO_U) +(W0—W)}
The general lift circulation distribution is expressed as

where I',. and T', are the rigid and elastic components of the lift circulation distribution which are given by

1
r. = §Vooch7_ (72)
1 1 — tan a® tan aW?
I'.= -V, — £ -0 73
g " ootCLa ( 1+tan? 2 ) (73)

Therefore, the final expression for the total induced downwash is obtained as

s (20) = —/j (Tro+Tee)(@o—xz+Uy—U)dz (74)

s 4dm {(mo—x—&-Uo—U)z—ﬁ-(Wo—W)ﬂ

Thus, the induced angle of attack is not only a function of the lift distribution but also is a function of
the axial displacement, bending deflection, and torsional twist.

. N2
Consider a special case of the ideal elliptical lift distribution for which ', = T'g4/1 — (%ﬁ;m) where

# = z+U is the coordinate of the elastic axis for the deformed wing and U; = U (g) We use the coordinate
of the deformed wing to specify lift distribution to ensure that the solution is physical. Otherwise, the lift
circulation at x = :l:% does not exist since x € [—% - Uy, % + Ut]. Then, the downwash expression becomes

o

4Toz (1 + U,
Ww; ({E(]) - 7/ B = ( il ) +Fe,z

% 2 2z’ 2
b 1- (b+2Ut)

For a rigid wing, the ideal elliptical lift distribution produces a uniform induced downwash and the
minimum induced drag. The effect of the wing bending is to alter this uniform downwash for the ideal
elliptical lift distribution. As a result, the ideal elliptical lift distribution may not yield the minimum
induced drag due to the nonlinear large bending deflection.

(xog—x+Uy—U)dzx
A [(zo — 2+ Uy —U)2+(W0—W)2}

(75)

B. Example

As an example, consider a constant-section high aspect ratio wing with 1-ft chord and 30-ft span. The
cross section is a NACA 0012 with a wall thickness of 0.25 inches and a modulus of elasticity of 10 x 10°
psi for aluminum. The cross sectional area and the flapwise area moment of inertia are computed to be

A = 2kact,, and I = %k;c“q’tw (%)2 where k4 = 1.02032 and k; = 1.03716. The lift distribution is given
by I = 1004/1 — (%””)2 Ib/ft where | = poo Vool for po = 2.37756 x 1072 slug/ft3 and V., = 300 ft/sec

2m

1-MZ + 25
where AR = 30 is the aspect ratio. This yields a = 6.89°. Figure 2 shows the linear and nonlinear deﬂecti(?rfs
of the wing computed by applying the Galerkin method with 15 mode shapes to Eq. (66). Both the wing
tip bending deflections as predicted by the linear and nonlinear bending theories are in close agreement
The nonlinear bending theory yields a wing tip deflection of 3.0808 ft or 20.54% of the wing semi-span.
In comparison, the linear bending theory predicts a wing tip deflection of 3.230 ft or 21.5% of the wing
semi-span. Thus, the nonlinear bending theory predicts a smaller bending deflection than the linear bending
theory. This difference is due primarily to the aeroelastic contribution of the last term in the left hand
side of Eq. (66). The significant difference between the linear and nonlinear bending theories is the axial

corresponding to My, = 0.2687. The lift curve slope is estimated from the formula Cr,_, =
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displacement. For the linear bending theory, the axial displacement is exactly zero since there is no applied
axial force. On the other hand, the nonlinear bending theory predicts an axial displacement of -0.3620 ft
or -2.41% of the wing semi-span. As a result, the linear theory actually predicts an increase in the wing
length by 2.6% of the wing semi-span, whereas the nonlinear theory preserves the length of the wing. This
length-preserving property of the nonlinear bending theory in effect causes a reduction in the wing aspect
ratio, which leads to an increase in the induced drag and decrease in lift as compared to the linear bending
theory.

3.5 T T

2.5F

1.51

—— Linear Deflection
—— Nonlinear Deflection

0 5 10 15
x+U, ft

(=]

Figure 2. Linear and Nonlinear Bending Deflections

The length-preserving property of the nonlinear bending theory can be shown by examining Eq. (62)
and ignoring the terms ©2 and W2,. This leads to

Uy =1/1- (sinflwl.)Q—lz -

The change in length due to the nonlinear bending deflection is computed as

1
%:\/(1+Ux)2+wf:\/l+%zl (77)

which shows the length-preserving property of the nonlinear bending theory.
For the linear bending theory, the increase in length is computed as

L L
AL:/ (\/1+W3—1) dxz%/ W2dx (78)
0 0

Therefore, the linear bending theory yields a non-physical solution.
Also ignoring the term W2, in Eq. (66), the nonlinear static aeroelastic equation for bending can be

(sin™ ' W,)* ~ _%Wﬁ (76)

N | =

approximated by the Taylor series of sin™* W, ~ W, (1 + V[gf ) Then, the resulting equation is expressed
as
0? wi tan a2
—— |EL, W [ 1+ =2 || + 1. gooC————2— = CL.§ocC — M, 79
Ox? [ " ( 6 )] Lot 2 (14 tan’ @) Lrd g (79)
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Recognizing that W2 ~ 0, then Eq. (79) becomes

0? tan aW?2
= (BELyyWes) + CL, o€ anawy

522 ] = ¢L, (ooC — Mg (80)

2 (1 +tan? o
Thus, the difference in the bending deflection between the linear and nonlinear bending theories is due
to mostly the aeroelastic term in the left hand side which contributes positively to the wing stiffness. For
sweptback wings, truss-braced wings,'® and rotary wings, the effect of the axial tension P, can be a dominant
factor. Then, the significance of the nonlinear bending deflection can be much more pronounced.
Figure 3 is the plot of the induced angle of attack a; = ‘1/“00 due to the induced downwash over the wing
as computed by Eq. (75) which, for the constant chord and negligible torsional twist, is expressed as

njo

B 4Tz’ (1+U,) 1 tan oW, Wy, (xg—2x+Up—U)dx
wi (z0) = 5 gV T 2 2
AT 2! + tan® a 47r[(x0—x+U0—U) +(WO—W)}
b 1- b+2U;

(81)
Note that for the linear bending deflection, I'; , = 0 and U = 0. So, the induced downwash is computed
from the following equation:

i (o) = /3 Loz
A G|

(xo — x)dx (82)
(o —

2)? + (W — W)ﬂ

0-51 T T T T T
—— Linear Deflection
0.5} —— Nonlinear Deflection g
—— Nonlinear Deflection w/ Re—=Twist
0.49} — Rigid ;
0.48F ]
0.47F ]
[@2]
(0]
T 0.46fF g
&
0.45F 1
0.441 .
0.43 _l/\
0.42
0.41 1 1 1 1 1
-15 -10 -5 0 5 10 15

Figure 3. Induced Angles of Attack due to Bending Deflections

The rigid wing has a constant induced angle of attack for the ideal elliptical lift distribution whereas the
bending deflection causes the induced angle of attack to become non-uniform with the maximum value at the
mid-wing span. The linear deflection results in a lower induced angle of attack than the nonlinear deflection.
This is due to the difference in the wing span where for the nonlinear deflection there is a reduction in the
wing span which causes an increase in the induced downwash, hence induced angle of attack. The induced
angle of attack at the center of the wing is the greatest with the nonlinear deflection. The results illustrate
the significance of the effect of the nonlinear bending theory on the induced drag of a wing structure.
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The lift coeflicient is evaluated by taking into account of the wing bending deflection slope and the
shortening of the wing span due to the axial displacement according to

—1
CL = qOOS/ cos (sin™' W,) (1+ Usy) qOoS/g V1-W2(1+U,)dx (83)

where [ (xl) ==1004/1 — <b+2U,)
The induced drag coefficient is evaluated from the following equation:

b
1 [F o
Cp, = — Jz(x)oq(HUm)d:c (84)

2

Table 1 shows the lift and induced drag coefficients and the span efficiency factors € based on the aspect
ratio of the rigid wing for the linear deflection, nonlinear deflection, and rigid wing. The lift and drag
coeflicients are evaluated with the reduced wing span by 2U for the nonlinear bending deflection. It can be
seen that the effect of the nonlinear bending deflection is to reduce the lift coefficient and increase the drag
coeflicient which results in a decrease in the span efficiency due to the change in the wing span. It is noted
that the span efficiency factor can be greater than unity for non-planar wings as in the case with the linear
bending deflection.

[ ¢ | b [ e |
Linear Deflection 0.7166 | 0.005447 | 1.3958
Nonlinear Deflection 0.6846 | 0.005412 | 1.3422
Nonlinear Deflection with Re-Twist | 0.6978 | 0.005450 | 1.3587
Rigid Wing 0.7338 | 0.005716 1

Table 1. Lift and Drag Coefficients and Span Efficiency Factors

C. Nonlinear Static Aeroelastic Analysis of a Flexible Swept Wing

A coupled aerodynamic-nonlinear finite element model is constructed for a sub-scale wind tunnel model of
the Common Research Model (CRM)!? to be tested in 2017 in the University of Washington Aeronautical
Laboratory (UWAL) to validate a real-time adaptive drag optimization control strategy. This CRM model
is designed to have about 10% wing tip deflection to represent the current state of the art high aspect ratio
wings in modern transport aircraft such as the Boeing 777. The model is 85 inches in length with an elastic
axis sweep angle of 31.5° and includes six active two-segment VCCTEF control surfaces as shown in Fig.
4. These surfaces are driven by actuators for the real-time drag minimization control strategy. The flow
condition is at Mach 0.1162 and a dynamic pressure of 20 psf. The aerodynamic model is a wind tunnel
sub-scale model of a CRM wing to be tested in the UWAL in 2018 to demonstrate an active real-time drag
optimization control strategy.

The model is developed within a multidisciplinary coupled aerodynamic-nonlinear finite element analysis
framework as shown in Fig. 5. The framework consists of four computational modules: 1) NASA vortex-
lattice code VORLAX?? developed by Louis Miranda et al. with a pre-processor VORVIEW for providing a
graphical user interface (GUI) for model geometry handling, 2) 2D Euler CFD code MSES with an integral
boundary layer method developed by Mark Drela,?! 3) an in-house computational geometry code that manip-
ulates the model geometry deformation, and 4) an in-house nonlinear 3D beam finite-element analysis (FEA)
code with structural dynamics and aeroelasticity capabilities. The framework can compute the solution for
a specified lift coefficient input or angle of attack input. For each solution for lift matching, VORLAX itera-
tively computes the angle of attack to match the specified lift coefficient. Then, the solution is corrected for
the viscous and, if necessary, transonic flow effect with MSES which computes the lift and drag coefficients
for each wing station in the VORLAX model. This transonic and viscous correction method requires an
iteration loop between MSES and VORLAX. Once the corrections are made, VORLAX determines the new
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angle of attack iteratively to match the specified lift coefficient. At this point, the aerodynamic forces and
moments are computed and then passed to the FEA code. The FEA code computes the wing deflections and
then passes this deflection information to the computational geometry module which computes the geometry
of the model deformation. This updated geometry is then passed to VORVIEW for geometry processing.
The solution process is then repeated until the angle of attack converges to within a specified tolerance.

Figure 4. Common Research Model Sub-Scale Wind Tunnel Model in UWAL

Lift

Coefficient: .

C | Geometry Vorview/ _m_—’
VORLAX

Lift matching loop Lift matching loop

Estimate o Estimate o

Transonic and viscous correction loop

Aeroelastic loop

Figure 5. Coupled Aerodynamic-Nonlinear Finite Element Analysis Framework

The displacement matrix equation is nonlinear and can be solved for the static aeroelastic deflections by
any nonlinear root search methods. One iterative method is proposed as follows:

e For ¢ = 0, initialize U, (z) =0, V; () =0, W; (z) = 0, and ©; (x) = 0. Evaluate K;. Then, compute

x; = K;'F (85)

14 of 30

American Institute of Aeronautics and Astronautics



e Fori=1,2,...,n, evaluate U, (z), V; (z), W; (z), and ©; (z). Update K;. Then, iterate
x; =mx;_1 + (1 —m)K;'F (86)

with 0 < m < 1 until x; converges. Note that this algorithm will ensure numerical stability and
converge to the ’exact’ solution of Eq. (85) in the limit as n — co. Equation (86) essentially imposes
the stability condition on the unit circle. Otherwise, if Eq. (85) is used instead which corresponds to
m = 0, numerical stability issues sometimes may be encountered. A suitable value for m is usually in
the range between % and %

Figure 6 shows the convergence of the iterative nonlinear solution according to Eq. (86) for three values
of m = 0, %, % The wing tip deflection W; at the angle of attack of 7.616° is plotted as a function of
the iteration number. The results show that the solution converges the fastest with m = 0 after only two
iterations. As m increases, the convergence is slower. It is noted that in other situations where the nonlinear

effects are much more dominant, experiences support the use of a positive value for m between % and %

0.72 T T T

—m=0
—m=1/3

0.719} Tom=12]

0.718 1

ft

= 0.717

W

0.716

0.715

0.714 :
0 5 10 15 20

Iteration

Figure 6. CRM Sub-Scale Model Solution Convergence at o = 7.616°

Figure 7 shows the linear and nonlinear bending deflections of the CRM sub-scale model along the aircraft
pitch axis y computed for the angle of attack of 9.538°. The linear deflection at the wing tip is 10.17 inches
versus the nonlinear deflection of 10.11 inches. The wing length measured along the elastic axis is 99.69
inches. So the wing tip deflection is 10% of the wing length. The nonlinear deflection is only slightly smaller
than but essentially the same as the linear deflection.

Figure 8 shows the linear and nonlinear axial displacements of the CRM sub-scale model along the aircraft
pitch axis y. The linear theory predicts an axial displacement of 0.01456 inches at the wing tip whereas
the nonlinear theory predicts an axial displacement of -0.7124 inches. The axial extension with the linear
theory is due to the drag force component along the swept elastic axis. As expected, the axial displacement
computed by the linear theory is non-physical since it predicts a larger elongation of the wing than is possible.
The linear theory predicts an elongation of 0.8396 inches as compared to the nonlinear theory which predicts
an elongation of only 0.1136 inches due to the drag component along the elastic axis.
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Figure 7. CRM Sub-Scale Model Flapwise Bending Deflection at o = 9.538°
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Figure 8. CRM Sub-Scale Model Axial Displacement at oo = 9.538°

Figure 9 shows the linear and nonlinear chordwise bending deflections of the CRM sub-scale model along
the aircraft pitch axis y. As expected, the chordwise bending deflections are very small due to the much
larger chordwise bending stiffness and the small drag force component acting normal to the elastic axis.
Nonetheless, the difference between the linear and nonlinear bending theories is revealing. The nonlinear
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bending theory predicts a larger chordwise bending deflection but in the opposite direction than the linear
bending theory. This is due to the contribution of the nonlinear term sin~' W, 0, in Eq. (31) which causes
a negative contribution to the chordwise bending deflection.

15 T T T T T T T

_o} ]
—— Linear Deflection
— Nonlinear Deflection

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
y, ft

Figure 9. CRM Sub-Scale Model Chordwise Bending Deflection at o = 9.538°

0, deg

-0.6f 1
—— Linear Deflection
—— Nonlinear Deflection
_0-7 i i i i i i i
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

y, ft

Figure 10. CRM Sub-Scale Model Torsional Twist at o = 9.538°
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Figure 10 shows the linear and nonlinear torsional twists of the CRM sub-scale model along the aircraft
pitch axis y. Both the linear and nonlinear torsional twists are virtually the same. The nonlinear theory
predicts a smaller torsional twist than the linear theory due to the presence of the small axial tension caused
by the drag component along the elastic axis which acts to increase the torsional stiffness. This is observed
in the results which show that the nonlinear torsional twist at the wing tip of —0.5502° is slightly smaller
than the linear torsional twist of —0.5510°.

1.1 T T

0.9
0.8
;’4—-

0.7

0.6

0.5

—— Linear Deflection
—— Nonlinear Deflection
1

0.4
0.5 1 1.5 2

El ratio

Figure 11. CRM Sub-Scale Model Flapwise Bending Deflection vs. Bending Stiffness

Figure 11 shows the effect of the flapwise bending stiffness on the linear and nonlinear bending deflections
at the wing tip. The nonlinear bending deflection is generally smaller than the linear bending deflection,
but as the stiffness is reduced by 50%, the trend is reverse. As the stiffness increases, the nonlinear and
linear bending deflections appear to converge. This is expected because as the stiffness increases the bending
deflection decreases until it is small enough that the linear bending theory holds.

Figure 12 shows the lift curves of the CRM sub-scale model. The rigid wing produces more lift at a given
angle of attack than the flexible wing as expected. Both the linear and nonlinear bending deflections give
almost the same lift curves. On a closer look, the lift curve for the linear bending deflection is slightly higher
than that for the nonlinear bending deflection. This becomes more apparent in Fig. 13. As the wing becomes
stiffer, the difference in the lift coefficient between the nonlinear and linear bending deflection decreases.

Figure 14 shows the drag polar of the CRM sub-scale model. For the wind tunnel test, a jig shape
twist optimization has been conducted to determine the optimal jig-shape twist that minimizes the induced
drag for the CRM sub-scale model in its deflected state in the wind tunnel. As a result, at a fixed value of
the lift coefficient, the rigid wing produces a higher drag than the flexible wing. The linear and nonlinear
bending deflections both produce nearly identical drag coefficients. On a closer look, the drag coefficient for
the nonlinear bending deflection appears to be slightly smaller than that for the linear bending deflection
but not by much. At the angle of attack of 8°, the drag coefficients for the linear and nonlinear deflections
are 0.020560 and 0.020557, respectively. Figure 15 which shows that the drag coefficient for the nonlinear
bending deflection is lower than that for the linear bending deflection as the wing bending stiffness varies.
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Figure 12. CRM Sub-Scale Drag Model Lift Coefficient vs. Angle of Attack at M., = 0.1162
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Figure 13. CRM Sub-Scale Drag Model Lift Coefficient at a = 7.616° and M, = 0.1162 vs. Bending Stiffness
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Figure 15. CRM Sub-Scale Model Drag Polar

VI. Nonlinear Effect of Limit Cycle Oscillations

Consider the case of static aeroelasticity of unswept wings for which f, = 0. Neglecting the axial
displacement and chordwise bending contributions and making the assumption that tan «® ~ 0 and tan? o =~
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0, the aeroelastic angle of attack is expressed as

2

_tanonf_y(l_M;m)@t o (1—%3)1%

. _ S L . A 87
e (y) =~ - T (57)
The non-circulatory lift and pitching moment coefficients are then obtained as
1- %) o
mc em (1 =W, W) 0, ©m ( - z“”) tt W Wi W,
ClLy. = M —taIlOtWIng - ( Voo t) L VOO - @t + #
(1 — V[;T) th e W €m (1 — %) @tt o (1 — %) th -
- ~ —t o Waet — — -
Vo 2V, | e et Vo ' Vo (®8)
Tc (1 — V[;”) @t 7TC2 (1 — %) ett Tem . S €m (1 — Vg’") @tt
e S STV Ve Ve v | Ve
(1 — WTTQ) th T (02 + 32672n) (1 — V[;?) G)tt
+06; + e = V. em tan aW, Wy + 32V
W2
cW? Em (1 -3 ) Wi

The dynamics of the axial displacement are usually associated with higher frequencies than the dynamics

of the bending and torsion. Instead, U, is given by Eq. (76) and note that 1"'7[]‘;2 ~ 1. The dynamic

aeroelastic equations are then obtained as

82 0 W:vtt
922 (BElyyWey) = —pA (Wit + €cgOt) + I PInyVVQ + 1 — pAg

7tanaW§760(l_WTf>@t7@7 (l—VZf>Wt

+ qooCC (k) CL,

2 Voo Voo
2 2
(-, (1w,
+ qmﬁ —tan aW, Wy — v O, % (90)
w2
o t W2 €c 1— =2 @t
— (GJO,) = pAecgWit + plpeOu + my — pAgecy + qooceC (k) cr,, | — anolls _ ( 2 )
ox 2 Voo
w2 wy
o (1— 2)Wt N T2 . - +<C2+32€72n)(1_ 2)®tt
-0 --——7 o em tan aW,W,
Vo Toqy ¢ 32V
W2
W2 €m (1 — 2‘1) Wit
+ e T ) ot oy o

A. Weak-Form Aeroelastic Equations

The nonlinear partial differential equations are usually referred to as a strong form. A numerical solution
can be performed by converting the strong-form partial differential equations into weak-form differential
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equations by letting U (z,t) = N, (z)u(t), W (x,t) = Ny, (z)w (t), and O (z,t) = Ny (z) 0 (t). For the
Galerkin method, N, (x), N, (z), N, (), andNy (z) are the vectors of the mode shapes over the domain of
the solution = € [0, L], whereas for the finite element method they are the vectors of interpolation functions
over the domain of the solution for an element x € [0,{]. The vectors u(t), w (t), and 0 (t) represent the
generalized coordinates in the Galerkin method, or the nodal displacements including the bending slopes in
the finite element method. )

We use the Taylor series expansion of \/W ~ 1+ % Then, pre-multiplying Eqs. (28) to (31) by

N, (z), N} (z), N/, (), and N (), respectively, and integrating over the domain of the solution yield

2
/(N TEIny )wdwf /N pA( ww+ecgN90 dxf/N pIyy< Wx)Nw\'i/

WZ
t L
+/N$ (I, — pAg) dm—i—qoc/NIcC(k) cr. —%Nww— (V>N99 N,y6
W2 Wf
( 2)N da + /N € tanaW,N. v em(l_ 2)Nié Ny
————— N, W| dz + ¢ w —tanaW,N, W — ———~ —
Vo a W Vo 0 0
w2
—@N wldr (92)
Ve w

/ N, GJN,0dz = / N, pAecN,Wdz + / N, pl..NgOdz + / Ny (m, — pAgeey) dz

tanaW, ( m;) . ( m;)
+ oo /Ngce(] (k)cr, _TN“’W — ViNge — Nyb — Vinv'v dx

2 2 w2
wc? . (C Jr326m) ( 2 ) .. W2
+ ¢oo / NJ% em tan aW, N, w + 2V Ny + <€c 3 > Nyé

w2
em (1 - =

+ Ve >Nw\3\'f dx  (93)

The problem is cast as
M(W,)x+C(W,)x+K(W,)x=F (94)

+
where x = [ w! o' } ; M, C, and K are the nonlinear mass, damping, and stiffness matrices, respec-

tively; and F' is the force vector. The nonlinear global stiffness matrix and force vector are assembled from
the following elemental stiffness matrix and force vector:

m = [ My Mg ‘| (95)

cow koo

k — kww kw@ (97)
ko koo
N

I; (I — pAg)
[ —NJ (m, — pAgecy) 1 de (%)
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where )

GooC’ (1 - Vg) W2\
My, :/ DA+ NN +ply (1+ 22 ) NN, b da (99)
22 2
GooTC2 e (1 — V‘;f) .
my9 = / pAecg + 2V020 NwNGdI (100)
2
GooTTC2 e, (1 — VZT) T
my,, = / pAecg + 22 Ny Nydzx (101)
goomc? (% 4 32¢2)) <1 - M;f) -
mgy = / PLos + S NJ Nydz (102)
00 2 t ; ,
- / G [C o <1 _ W> NTN,, + mmWNgNw] iz (103)
Vo e 2 2
W2
o :/M Cyepee (1- 22 ) + T NI Nyda (104)
Voo o 2 2
50 W32 m b W, ’
Cow = / I —eC (k) ep,, (1- =5 ) NGN,, + " REENG N, | da (105)
Voo : 2 2
W2
2 TC | e — —g &
Cog = / Qo€ o0 (k) er. e (1 _ Wr) i M N, Nodz (106)
Voo o 2 2
1" 1" 50 C k/‘ t W;l: ’
Ky, = / [EjnywTNerq <C( )CQLQ ana NZNUJ} d (107)
Kyo = / GoocC (k) cp, N Nodz (108)
wceC (k t W, /
o = - [ OB e Wy (109)
koy = / [GJN;TN; — gooceC (k) cLQNJNg} dz (110)

Equation (94) is a complex-valued equation due to the Theodorsen’s complex-valued function C (k). It
can be expressed as follows:

Mx + [Co + C1C (k)] x+ [Ko + K1C (k)]x=F (111)
The Theodorsen’s function can be approximated by the R. T. Jones’ approximation method as follows:

_2 — —
Cl)x~CF)x= 28 Tasta, g0, @st05a (112)
52 + as5 + as 52 + ass5+ as

A 553 52 5 (2Vy 2V
C(k))'(?::C’(E)sx:OE)i +a1f +CL2$( Ve )x:0.5sx+a4(>x
5%+ ass+ as c c

ass + ag 2Voo
52 4+ az5 + as

>x (113)

Cc

where 5 = a; = 0.2808, as = 0.01365, az = 0.3455, and

sc
2V’

as = ap — 0.50,3 (114)
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as = 0.5a3 — ajaz + 0.5a3 (115)

ag = —ajas + 0.5a2a3 (116)
et 54 0.5
aqs .0a9
=27 U 117
4 §2+a3§+a2x (117)
PR L (118)
54+ azs + ao
Then,
i Wao . Wao\ > Wao\ . 2Wao\ 2
y+as (c )y—i—az (c) Yy =a4 (c) x + 0.5a2 <c) x (119)

2o 2V \ 2V . 2V \ 2
i+a3 (C>Z+a2 (C) Z = ay <C)X+a6 (C) X (120)

Equation (94) becomes
. . Wie Wi
Mx + (CO + 05C1) X + |:K0 4+ 0.5K; +ay (C) 01:| x+Kiy+ (C) Ciz=F (121)

The combined system of equations is now defined as

M, 5%, + CoX, + K,x, = F, (122)
T
where x, = | x" yT 2zl and
M 0 O
M,=| 0 I 0 (123)
0 0 I
Cy +0.5Cy 0 0
Co=| —as (B=)T a3(2=)1 0 (124)
—as (3321 0 az (¥3)1
Ko+ 0.5K; + a4 (2‘2"") C; K (2‘?@) C;
K, = ~0.5a5 (%/)21 ay (22)°1 0 (125)
s (25)°T 0w ()1
F
F.=| 0 (126)
0

B. Example

For the example in Section 5, the wing has the following properties: EI,, = 1.2665 x 10* 1b-ft>, GJ =
1.5880 x 10% 1b-ft2, pA = 0.2313 lb-sec?/ft2, pI,, = 0.0203 lb-sec?, e = 0.2435¢, e. = 0.2565¢, e, = 0.0065,
and ecg = 0. A 1% structural damping is assumed. A linear flutter analysis is performed for the cantilever
boundary condition. The solution is approximated by the Galerkin method using the first four modes of a
cantilever beam in bending and torsion. Figures16 and 17 show the frequency and damping of the wing as a
function of the equivalent airspeed. The wing flutters at an equivalent airspeed of 296 ft/sec due to the first
torsion (1T) mode at a frequency of 43.30 rad/sec exchanging energy with the first bending (1B) mode.
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Figure 17. Structural Damping Vs. Equivalent Airspeed

A time simulation of the linear structural dynamic response analysis is then conducted at an equivalent
airspeed of 300 ft/sec. The forcing function is a step change in the angle of attack by 0.1°. The linear
structural dynamic responses of the bending deflection and torsional twist at the wing tip grow exponentially
as shown in Figs. 18 and 19, respectively. Without accounting for structural failures due to the stress
exceedance of the strength of the material, the responses grow exponentially due to instability.
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Figure 18. Response of Wing Tip Bending Deflection with Linear Theory
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Figure 19. Response of Wing Tip Torsional Twist with Linear Theory

A nonlinear simulation due to the large deflection is performed next. Figures 20 and 21 show the nonlinear
structural dynamic responses of the bending deflection and torsional twist at the wing tip. The responses
shows a limit cycle oscillation (LCO) behavior after ¢ = 9 sec which limits the exponential growth of the
wing structural displacements. The The growth in the amplitudes of the bending deflection and torsional
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twist is no longer present. The LCOs occur at a slightly lower frequency of about 40.80 rad/sec which is

2
probably due to the increase in the nonlinear rotary inertia term pl, (1 + %) and the reduction in the

qmﬂ'c2 (1— M;z )
apparent mass term ———y>— in the bending mass. The solution is non-physical, however, because the

bending deflection and torsional twist exceed reasonable deflection limits. This indicates a structural failure
would occur before LCOs would set in.
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Figure 20. Response of Wing Tip Bending Deflection with Nonlinear Theory for a = 0.1°
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Figure 21. Response of Wing Tip Torsional Twist with Nonlinear Theory for o = 0.1°
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Figure 22. Response of Wing Tip Torsional Twist with Nonlinear Theory for a = 0.2°
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Figure 23. Response of Wing Tip Torsional Twist with Nonlinear Theory for a = 0.2°

Because of the nonlinear nature of the structural dynamics, the amplitude of the excitation can change
the LCO behavior drastically. To illustrate this, the forcing function is changed to a step input of 0.2° in
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the angle of attack. Figures 22 and 23 shows the LCO behaviors of the structural dynamic response of the
wing. The wing bending and torsion no longer exhibit a strong LCO behavior. The wing bending deflection
exhibits initial transient oscillations and then reaches a steady state response. The wing torsion also exhibits
a similar response with initial transient oscillations followed by a zero steady state response. The reduction
in the LCO amplitude could probably be due to the nonlinear aerodynamic damping.

VII. Conclusions

This paper presents a theory on nonlinear large deflection aeroelasticity. The nonlinear bending theory
properly accounts for the length preservation when the structure is not subject to axial loading. While
the linear bending theory predicts a similar bending deflection characteristic, it does not account correctly
for the axial displacement. As a result, the linear bending theory is not length-preserving. At smaller
bending deflections, the length-preserving property may not be significant, but when the bending deflection is
sufficiently large, the nonlinear bending theory predicts a reduction in the wing span whereas the linear theory
would fail to predict this effect. As a result, this could cause a significant effect on the wing aerodynamic
performance. A modified lifting line theory is developed to take into account the full deflection states of the
wing deformation. An analysis is conducted via an example of a high aspect ratio unswept wing to illustrate
the effect of nonlinear large deflection bending on aerodynamics based on the lifting line theory. The results
show that the nonlinear bending deflection causes a reduction in lift and span efficiency factor. The induced
downwash for the ideal elliptical lift distribution cannot remain uniform across the wing span due to the
bending deflection.

The nonlinear large deflection effect on dynamic aeroelasticity is also examined. Flutter is a linear
structural phenomenon which is due to the energy exchange between bending and torsion modes. As a
structure approaches a flutter, the amplitudes of bending and torsion increase rapidly until the large deflection
effect begins to set in to limit the amplitudes of the structural responses, thereby resulting in limit cycle
oscillations. One possible mechanism of LCOs among many is due to the effect of the wing bending slope
on the mass and damping of the structural dynamic modes.
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