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force distribution will be modified by the vortex pattern, and
the modification will be a function of the fin location in the
vortex pattern. If the forces on fins b and d are different,
then a resultant lift (side) force exists. In general, it has
been found that the resultant side force acts opposite to the
body magnus force. (The forementioned reasoning has
assumed a roll position where fins b and d are in the angle-
of-attack plane. Similar reasoning using all four fins can be
used at other roll positions.)

If 54 and n, are considered to be due only to the influence
of the wing-vortex pattern, then an additional term must be
added to Egs. (27) and (29) of Ref. 1 to account for the lift
(side) forces due to rotation of the fins. Also, when a fin is
immersed completely in the vortex pattern, its lift need not
be equal to the wing lift as stipulated in Eq. (32) of Ref. 1
[m(aa) = 1]. Itslift will be a function of the fin position in
the vortex pattern. Since the details of the wing-body vortex
or wake pattern have not been computed, it appears that the
fin forees cannot be computed easily.

During the past year a series of wind tunnel tests on a
finned spinning missile have been run in the Ballistic Re-
search Laboratories’ tunnels with the objective of obtaining
magnus forces and moments. This configuration does not
have wings, and the fins are the same diameter as the major
body diameter. The configuration depends on the body-fin
interference to produce the magnus forces and moments.
Sufficient room is not available here to describe these tests,
but the results have been published in Ref. 2.
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Reply by Author to A. S. Platou

Epwarp R. Benton*
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HE author of Ref. 1. wishes to thank Platou for his

instructive comments.? However, they do not basically
disagree with the original paper but rather lead to some higher-
order corrections to the theory. The main implication of
Ref. 2 is that the effects of roll rate were not properly ac-
counted for in Ref. 1 when the forces and moments on rotat-
ing wing and tail panels were dealt with. Actually, these
effects were considered, but they were found to be much
smaller than the main effects described.

In his second paragraph, Platou correctly points out that
the rotation of a wing panel produces a distribution of effec-
tive angle of attack that varies linearly with spanwise dis-
tance from the axis of rotation. The loading that accom-
panies this distribution is also proportional to roll rate, and
it must be added to that arising from wing stationary factors.
Consequently, there is a force and a moment “due to roll
rate.”” This was discussed in Sec. 5 of Ref. 1 (see pp. 1362
1363). The moment, of course, is just the well-known roll
damping moment. When it is added to the rolling moment
due to wing deflection, the total rolling moment on each
panel is found to be zero, as it must be under free spin condi-
tions (refer to last paragraph on p. 1362, Ref. 1).

The real point raised by Platou is that, even though the
rolling moment is zero, there is a net lift force on each wing
panel. This is correct, but, as implied in Ref. 1 (top of p.
1363), this net force is, to a first approximation, negligible.
In fact, it can be shown to be considerably smaller than either
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of the component forces (due to panel deflection and roll
rate), which make up the net panel force. References 3 and
4 imply that the spanwise centers of pressure for the forces
due to deflection and roll rate are at about 0.76 and 0.60 of
the exposed semispan, respectively. Together with the fact
that the net moment on each panel is zero, this implies that,
for the present missile, the net lift force is less than 1 of the
force due to panel deflection. Moreover, the net forces on
panels 2 and 4 are directed oppositely, so the total side force
is indeed small. This net side force is zero at a = 0, by sym-
metry. Furthermore, Fig. 4 of Ref. 1 shows that experi-
mentally, it remained zero for all « up to 8°. This further
confirms the belief that these net side forces on each panel
are considerably smaller than the primary forces dealt with.
Whereas such forces are unimportant for the wing-body com-
bination, a more accurate theory than that of Ref. 1 would
attempt to take into account the influence of these forees in
determining tail loads.

The rest of Platou’s comment is quite correet, but it applies
to a range of interest deliberately excluded from Ref. 1.
The tail interference factors used in Eqs. (27) and (29) of
Ref. 1 do not include the effects of roll rate. This should
involve no appreciable error so long as all four tail panels
mostly are immersed in the vortex wake. This condition
holds for the range of a between 0 and 8°, which is the only
range discussed in Ref. 1. For higher «, the forces and mo-
ments become nonlinear with angle of attack. Certainly,
one of the nonlinear effects to be expected is the one surmised
by Platou, which occurs when one panel experiences free-
stream conditions while the other one still is immersed in the
wake.

Finally, it should be pointed out that the condition ex-
pressed in Eq. (32) of Ref. 1 is not a stipulation, as stated in
Ref. 2, but rather an assumption of the theory which is
plausible (at least to the author), and whose ultimate justi-
fication is that it predicts results of the right magnitude.
Actually, as mentioned in the paragraph immediately follow-
ing Eq. (382), it is not assumed that the lift of one tail panel
is the same as on one wing panel but only that the total side
load developed on the two relevant tail panels is equal in
magnitude to the lift on one wing panel.
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Motion in a Soap Film
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Nomenclature
h = thickness
s = specific weight
T = surface tension
r,¢,& = coordinates
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