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Refined Structural Model for Thin- and Thick-Walled

Composite Rotor Blades

Sung Nam Jung,* V. T. Nagaraj,” and Inderjit Chopra*
University of Maryland, College Park, Maryland 20742

A refined structural model based on a mixed force and displacement method is proposed for the analysis of
composite rotor blades with elastic couplings. The present formulation allows the modeling of either open-section
or closed-section blades of arbitrary section shape, stacking sequence, and end restraint effects. The theory accounts
for the effect of elastic couplings, shell wall thickness, section warping, warping restraint, and transverse shear
deformations. A semicomplementary energy functional is used to derive, in a variationally consistent manner, the
beam force-displacement relations. Bending and torsion related warpings and shear correction factors are obtained
in closed form as part of the analysis. The resulting first-order shear deformation theory (Timoshenko) describes
the beam kinematics in terms of the axial, flap and lag bending, flap and lag shear, twist, and torsion-warping
deformations. The theory is validated against experimental data and other finite element results for graphite-epoxy
composite beams of various cross sections such as I sections, box sections, and two-cell airfoils. Good correlation
is achieved for all of the test examples. The influence of wall thickness and transverse shear on the static beam
response is also investigated. Wall thickness effects are shown to become significant when the thickness-to-depth
ratio of the beam reaches around 20%. The slenderness ratio has a significant effect on the transverse shear
behavior of the beam, especially for beams with low slenderness ratios. It is also shown that the layup angle has a

nonnegligible effect on the transverse shear behavior of the beam.

Nomenclature
a = local shell radius of curvature
E, Ex» = Young’s moduli in principal directions
Sfes fys Joo fus fy = shear flow components
Gi» = shear modulus
8> 82 8w = shear correction coefficients
= length of the blade
M., M, M, = moment resultants for the shell segment
My, M, = beam bending moments
M, = warping moment
my, m;, m, = applied distributed moments
N = axial force of beam
Nyn, Ny, = transverse shear stress resultants
for the shell
N.y, Ny, Ny = membrane stress resultants for the shell
segment
n = distributed axial force
qy,9; = external transverse shear forces
T = total torque
T, = St. Venant twisting moment
T, = Vlasov bimoment
t, = external twisting moment
u,v,w = beam displacements
U, v, v, = shell displacements
Vy, V. = transverse shear forces
X,s,n = coordinate systems for shell wall
X, ¥,2 = undeformed beam coordinates
By, B: cross-sectional rotations for the beam
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transverse shear strains for the shell

yX" ’ yxn =

Vay» Vaz = transverse shear strains for the beam
Exxs Essv Vs = membrane strains for the shell
Kyx s Ksgy Kys = curvatures

Vi2 = Poisson’s ratio in principal plane
¢ = elastic twist deformation
Subscripts

K = 9J/ds

X = d/ox

Superscript

T = transpose

I. Introduction

D URING the past decade, there has been a phenomenal growth
in research activities to develop a methodology to analyze
composite tailored rotor blades. These range from simple analyt-
ical models to detailed finite element methods. These studies have
led to a better understandingof the structural behavior of composite
rotor blades and to the importance of nonclassical effects such as
out-of-plane warping, warping restraint, and transverse shear on the
behavior of composite blades. Jung et al.! made an assessment of
the currenttechniques of modeling compositerotor blades and iden-
tified, among others, the need for a comprehensive general compo-
site blade analysisthatincludessuch features as elastic couplings,or
the variationof stress across shell wall thickness that will be applica-
ble to beams having open or closed multicell generic cross sections.
Such a model should also be capable of modeling cross-sectional
warping due to bending and torsion.

Composite rotor blades are, in general, built-up structures made
of different materials for the skin and spar and may have honey-
comb/structural foam fillers for maintainingthe airfoil shape, along
with leading-edge erosion caps, a provision for antiicing, and bal-
ance weights. Main rotor blades are normally of closed single- or
multicelled cross sections and are thin walled, except near the root
where they become thick walled. Because of their relatively smaller
chords, tail rotor blades may need to be analyzed as thick-walled
structures. The flex beams of bearingless main rotors are often of
open cross section such as solid rectangular, I-section, or cruciform-
section beams. Apart from the possibility of using different mate-
rials such as glass, graphite, and Kevlar®, various layup schemes



106 JUNG, NAGARAJ, AND CHOPRA

can be used for the constructionof the rotor blades to improve their
performance. In spite of the variety of construction features, it is
possible to characterizerotor blades as thin/thick-walled beams us-
ing classical lamination theory to model the structural behavior of
the skin, spars, and other load carrying members. Common to both
thin-walled and thick-walled blade analysis is the need to properly
model the local behavior of the shell wall in relation to the global
deformation of the blade. The wall undergoes both in-plane and
out-of-plane deformations (warpings) in response to applied exter-
nal loading. It is important to model these warpings consistently to
obtain accurate results for the beam response.

To capture these nonclassical effects for a composite blade, two
approaches are possible. The first class includes cross-sectional fi-
nite element analysis such as variational asymptotical beam sec-
tional analysis (VABS)? that can model complex geometry and
non-uniformity of a cross section. The second class, like that in the
present paper, includes analytical models that are simple and can
be used to provide physical insight into the relationship between
the various effects. Typically, finite element models are especially
useful for detailed stress analysis whereas analytical models can be
useful in preliminary design and optimization studies.

The modeling of rotor blades can be formulated through ei-
ther a displacement or a force method. The displacement method,
also called the stiffness method, has been used by, among oth-
ers, Rehfield,’ Rehfield et al., Smith and Chopra,’> and Chandra
and Chopra®” This formulation is based on suitable approxima-
tions to the displacement field of the shell wall. The assumed dis-
placement field is used to compute the strain energy and the beam
cross-sectionalstiffness relations; equations of motion are obtained
through energy principles. Except for simple cross sections, there
is no easy method to decide on the correct distribution of warpings.
For example, torsion-related warping was assumed to be the same
as that for an isotropic beam by Rehfield.* This was modified to in-
clude contour variationof the shear modulus by Smith and Chopra.’
In the force method, also called the flexibility method, the assumed
direct stress field in the shell wall is used to obtain the distribu-
tion of the shear stress, and the related warpings are obtained from
the equilibrium equations of the shell wall. The flexibility method
providesa systematic method of determiningthe warping functions.
This method was used by Mansfield and Sobey,8 Libove,” and, more
recently, by Johnson et al.!® for thin-walled composite beams with
closed profiles.

Berdichevsky et al.!! and Badir et al.'?> used the variational-
asymptotic approach in which the displacement approximations
were refined in an iterative manner. They applied their method to an-
alyze thin-walled composite beams of both closed'! and open cross
sections.!> Murakami et al.’* proposed a Timoshenko-type beam
theory based on a mixed variational principle and the use of Reiss-
ner’s semicomplimentary energy function. They applied the theory
to the problem of an anisotropic beam with rectangular solid cross
section. The distribution of shear stresses was generated as part of
the solution.

Volovoi and Hodges'* presented an asymptotically correct, lin-
ear theory for thin-walled prismatic beams made of generally
anisotropic materials. Their theory is applicable to beams of open
or closed profiles and included the influence of the shell bending
strain measures to obtain analytical formulas for the 4 x 4 cross-
sectional stiffness matrix. The four strain measures used are axial,
two bending, and torsion. They showed the importance of including
the inplane (hoop) bending moment for a certain class of composite
beams.

The present analysis uses a combination of the force and dis-
placement methods and is a unified analysisapplicableto composite
blades of uniform cross section that may have open or closed pro-
files. The influence of thickness of the shell wall, thatis, bending and
shear deformations, is included in the analysis. The resulting first-
order (Timoshenko) shear deformation theory describes the beam
kinematics in terms of the axial, flap and lag bending, flap and lag
shear, torsion, and torsion-warping deformations.

The present analysis has a number of features common with the
theory of Volovoiand Hodges.!* Both theoriesare applicableto com-
posite beams with open or closed profiles and with elastic couplings.

In addition, the present theory 1) includes influence of the thickness
of the shell wall including shear deformation (Reissner-Mindlin)
effects; 2) is a combination of the displacement and the force for-
mulations in which the displacement formulation is used to obtain
direct strains, whereas the shear related terms are obtained from the
equationsofequilibriumof the shell wall; 3) does not use asymptotic
argumentsto delete any terms; and 4) derives analytical expressions
for the Timoshenko shear correction factors. The resulting first-
order (Timoshenko) shear deformation theory describes the beam
kinematics in terms of the axial, flap and lag bending, flap and lag
shear, torsion, and torsion-warping deformations.

II. Theoretical Formulation

Figure 1a shows the geometry and generalized forces for a com-
posite blade with an arbitrary cross section. Two systems of coor-
dinate axes are used: an orthogonal Cartesian coordinate system,
x, y, and z, for the blade, where x is the reference axis of the blade
and y and z are the transverse coordinates of the cross section, and
a curvilinearcoordinate system, x, s, and n, for the shell wall of the
section, where s is a contour coordinate measured along the middle
surface of the shell wall and where 7 is normal to this contour co-
ordinate. Figure 1b shows the stress resultants, moment resultants,
and transverse shear forces acting on a general shell segment of the
blade.

A. Kinematics
The global deformations of the beam are U, V, and W along
the x, y, and z axes, and ¢ is the twist about the x axis. The local
shell deformations are u, v;, and v, along the x, s, and n directions,
respectively. When the transverse shear deformations are allowed,
the local deformations at an arbitrary point on the shell wall can be
expressed as
w=u’+niy,, v =v +ny,, v =v, (1)
In Eq. (1), u% v?, and v¥ represent the deformations at the mid-
plane of the shell and ¥, and ¥, represent rotations of the normals
to the midplane about the s and x axes, respectively. The strain-
displacement and curvature-displacement relations for the wall of

z, W

vV

General Shell
Segment

Fig.1a Geometry and coordinate systems of a blade.

Fig.1b Shell forces and mo-
ments.
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a cylindrical shell of arbitrary geometry are given by'>

u®,
Exx '
Ess v?.x + (US/H)
Vxs = u?‘. + U?.x (23-)
yxn Ur(z].x + wx
Vsn
Ur(z].x + ¢~"
Kxx wx.x
Kss = wx K (2b)
Kxs wx.x + wx.x

InEq. (2), a is the local shell radius of curvature. The shell midplane
displacements can be obtained in terms of the beam displacements
and rotations as

W =Vy, + Wz, +ré

Y, =¢ (3a)

The shell rotation and v, can be obtained by equating the shear
strain y,, from the beam kinematics to its value from the shell
deformation:

Us = VZ.X - Wyx - qd’»

Yo = Van — US_X (3b)

InEq. (3b), yx, and y, representthe shear strain of the blade and are
related to B, and B, (the rotations of the blade cross section about
the y and z axes, respectively) as

ﬁy = Vxz — W,, ﬁz = Vxy — Vs 4)

From Egs. (1-3), the strains in the shell wall can be obtained as

Yin = Yo + UZ_X = Yyl = VazYos»

Exx = M?X, Vxs = M?‘_ + V.xy.x + Wiz, + re..

Kyxx = Yxnx — Ur(z)_xx = ﬁz.xz.x - ﬁy.xy.x + 90«
- U,(,]_x_\\ + ¢.x = 2¢x + (l/a)(ﬁzyx + ﬁyZ.x - r¢.x)
(5)

In Eq. (5), the axial displacement u® has not yet been determined.
This consists of 1) axial displacementof the beam, 2) axial warping
dueto bending, 3) axial warping due to torsion,and 4) axial warping
due to transverseshear. To obtain a first approximationto u°, we use
the definition of shear strain. In terms of the global blade strains,
the shear strain y,, is

Kxs = Vxn,s

Ves = VxyY.s + VxzZs (6)

From Eq. (2a), the shear strain is also given in terms of the displace-
ments by

Ves = u?‘- + V.xy.x + W.xz.x +ré, 7

Equating Egs. (6) and (7) and integrating from s = 0 to s, we obtain
the first approximation for u° as

W =U+yB. + 2B, — @ ®)

where the sectorial area o is defined as

@:/‘rds (8a)
0

With the relation in Eq. (8a), the strain-displacement relations in
Eq. (5) can be written as

e = U+ 2By +YBx — 0P oy
Voo = U+ Vv, + Woz, +1é,
Kxx = BexZs = ByaYs + 4P ax
Ko =2¢ .+ (1/a) By + Byzs —réd )
Ve =1 + V2o =Wy, —qo., ©)

The strain-displacement relations of Eq. (9) form the basis of the
displacement method for thin/thick-walled beams.

B. Constitutive Relations
The general constitutiverelations for the shell wall of the section
can be written as'®

N,y Ay Ap Ag By By, By [
N, Ap Axn Ay By By By Ess
Ny Ag Az Ags Bis By B Vis
= (10a)
M, By By, Bis Di D Dy Kxx
M, By By By Dy Dy Dy Kss
M, _B16 By Bss Dis Dy Des Kxs
N;, A A n
N, Ays  Ass Yin
where A;;, B;;, and D;; are laminate stiffnesses for extension,

extension-bending coupling, and bending, respectively. Note that,
although the notations for the elastic constants in Eqs. (10a)
and (10Db) are those used in classical lamination theory for shells,
their values depend on the initial local shell curvature. It is assumed
that the hoop stress flow N, and the shear flow N, are negligibly
small. In the present method, we treat the strain measures €, Ky,
and k,; as known and derive expressions for the shear flow N,
and the hoop moment M;, in terms of these quantities using the
equations of equilibriumof an element of the shell wall. We use the
conditions that Ny, =0 and N;,, = 0 to express &, and y;, in terms
of the other strain measures and then write Eqs. (10a) and (10b) in
a semi-inverted form as

Nxx Ans Ank And) Any Anr Exx
Mxx Ank Amk Amd) Amy Amr Kxx
M. = And) Amd) Ad)d) Ad)y Ad)r Kxs (1 la)
Vs —Any —Aw —Ayy Ay Ay Ny,
Kss _Anr _Amr _Ad)r Ayr Arr Mm'
Nuw =AYV (11b)

C. Derivation of the Cross-Sectional Stiffness Relations
It is convenient to use a modified form of Reissner’s semicom-
plimentary energy function ¢r (Ref. 13)

D = 1(Aneed, + 24,0Kexbrr + 2AupK0sEax + 24, N, E0
+2A, M e + Ayir, + 24,5k ks + 24,k N
+2A, k0 My, + Aggic? + 244,16, Ny + 244,00 My,

— Ay, N% =24, N M, — A, M2) (12)

With this definition, we have

8d>R =N 8d>R _ aq)R _

9e.. = Nxx» I XX s = My
od od od

X = Nyns u = ~Vxs» X = —Kss (13)
0 Yin d Nx.\\ 9 Mm

To obtainthe stiffness matrix relating beam forces to beam displace-
ments we use

1
8 // (q)R + VXXNX.\\ + KXXMX.\') dsdx =0 (14)
0vC

where [ is the length of the blade. By the use of Egs. (2a) and (2b),
Eq. (14) results in the equilibrium equations of an element of the
shell wall and the constraint conditions
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Nixy + Ny =0 (15a)
Ny =0 (15b)
M+ Mys— Ny =0 (15¢)
My, + M =0 (15d)
Ny =0 (15¢)

Vis — U — Vi =0 (150)
Kegg = Yss =0 (15g)

D. Determination of N,; and M,

Equation(15a) shows that N, consistsof a constantpartand apart
that depends on the s integral of N, .. Equations (15¢) and (15d)
show that M, has a constant part, a part that varies linearly with s,
and a part that depends on the s integral of M, . Hence, we can
write

Nx.\\ = NE\ - / (A/llgxx.x + Bl/(,Kx.\\.x) ds (163)
0
Mg, = Mg + yM}, + M}, — / (Blgrr.x + Dighys ) ds - (16b)
0

To obtain the four unknowns N°, M° , M;;, and M?, we use the

following conditions of continuity of the shell wall displacements.
For each cell of a closed multicell cross section'*

?ﬁ Vas ds = %(“.x +yVatz,Witred)ds=240p, (17a)
% Ky ds =0 (17b)
?ﬁ Vi ds =0 (17¢)
%zkﬂ. ds=0 (17d)

If we substitutethe valuesfor y,, and k,, from Eq. (11a)intoEq. (17),

we can solve for N% , M° M7, and M:,:
NO
M,
M:’: = g} + [FI{ds} (18)
M;TS
where
{qb}T = |-UX ﬁy_x ﬁz.x ¢.x ¢.xxJ (19)

With Eq. (18), the shear flow and the hoop moment, Eq. (16), can
be expressed as

N, =N’ +N!

xs? M"S = Mxos + M&'ls (20)
N° and M? depend on g;, whereas N\ and M/ dependon g,,,.
Volovoi and Hodges14 use the constraint conditions of Eq. (17) to-
gether with Lagrange multipliers in the strain energy expression.
NO M. M, and M in Eq. (18) correspond to the Lagrange
multipliers obtained by them. Based on asymptotic arguments, they
discard ¢, for closed profiles and also discard the terms corre-
sponding to the derivatives of g,. In Eq. (18), the first part that is
dependenton the stain measures can be thoughtof as the active part
of the shear flow. The second partis dependenton the applied forces
and can be thought as the reactive shear flow.

In the present method, all of the terms are retained in
Eq. (18), and Eq. (14) is used to identify the cross-sectional stress
resultants as

MZ
n
z
Contour
Fig. 2 Generalized beam
forces and moments.
0 Pole Vy N —IPVIPY
‘A/T lv Y
X/ z
"4 A
N
N = / N, ds (21a)
C
M)’ = /[Nxxz - Mxxy.x] ds (21b)
C
M, = /[Nxxy + M,z ]ds (21¢)
C
Ma) = /[_er&) + Mqu] ds (21d)
C
T, = /[ZMX_\\]ds (21e)
C
v, = / [Nisys + Nz 5] ds 210
C
Vz = /[Nxxz.x - any.x]ds (21g)
C

where N is axial force; M, and M, are bending moments aboutthe y
and z directions, respectively; V, and V., are transverse shear forces;
T, is the St. Venant twisting moment; and M,, is a Vlasov bimoment
(Fig. 2). When Egs. (9) and (11) are inserted into Eq. (21), the first
five equations of Eq. (21) can be written as

N

M,

M. ¢ ={F} = [Cl{gs} + [D}gs.c} (22)

T

Mﬂ)
In Eq. (22), [C] is a symmetric (5 X 5) cross-sectionalstiffness ma-
trix and representsthe idealizationof the beam at an Euler-Bernoulli
level for bending and Vlasov for torsion. The elements of the ma-
trix [D] are functions of the shear flow N, and the hoop moment
M, and also the derivatives of the strain measures. To obtain the
equivalent of a Timoshenko (first-order shear deformation) theory
for the blade, we consider a cantilever blade loaded at the tip with

shear forces V, and V.. Differentiating Eq. (22) with respect to x,
we obtain

{F ) ={F}=10 V. V, 0 0]" =[Clgy.} (23)
or
{@y.} = [CT"{F} (24)

From the last two equations (21) we can obtain the force vector {F} }
as

{F,} = [El{q} (25)
where {¢q} is the generalized displacement vector defined as

{q}T = |_Ux Vxy  Vaz ¢.x ﬁy.x ﬁz.x ¢.xxJ (26)

From Egs. (22), (24), and (25), we obtain the 7 x 7 cross-sectional
stiffness matrix

{F} =[Kl{q} 27)
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where the generalized force vector { F'} is given by
{(FYY=[N V, V., T M, M, M, (27a)

The 7 x 7 stiffness matrix [15] of Eq. (27) represents the beam stiff-
ness matrix at a Timoshenko level and includes the influence of the
wall thickness. For thin-walled blades with closed cross sections,
this stiffnessmatrix consistsof two parts: The firstis the 5 x 5 matrix
that is equivalent to an Euler-Bernoulli approximation for bending
and Vlasov for torsion, and the second part representsthe correction
due to the reactive shear forces.

E. Comparison with Other Theories

To compare the present theory with other formulations, we first
consider the 5 x 5 [C] matrix in Eq. (23). This matrix is symmetric
and, in general, fully populated. The beam idealization corresponds
to Euler-Bernoulli for bending and Vlasov for torsion. For closed-
cross-section beams, Volovoi and Hodges'* obtain a 4 x 4 cross-
sectional stiffness matrix, because they include only St.Venant tor-
sion for these cross sections. Their method is similar to the present
method, and the results obtained by the two methods are identical at
this level of approximation. For composite beams with open cross
section, Badir et al.'? have derived similar expressions.They include
terms arising from the N°, term in Eq. (18) and neglect the correc-
tion due to N, using an asymptotic argument. For beams of closed
cross section, Berdichevsky et al.!! have derived the corresponding
4 x 4 stiffness matrix that neglected the warping restraint effects,
and they do not include the thickness terms in their analysis. They
also neglect the correction due to N, using asymptotic arguments.
Given these differences, the stiffness matrices derived by Badir et
al.!? for open cross sections and Berdichevsky et al.'! for closed
cross sections are contained in the terms obtained in the present
paper.

Chandra and Chopra®’ have extended the Vlasov theory to com-
positebeams of bothopen and closedcross sectionsusinga displace-
ment formulation. For both types of cross sections, their model rep-
resents a Timoshenko-type theory with the shear correction factor
set to unity. The stiffness matrix derived by Chandra and Chopra’
is of the order (9 x 9) because they include y, ., and y;. . as in-
dependent variables in their formulation. Although these are not
specifically included in the (7 x 7) stiffness matrix, their influence
is included in the derivation of the shear flows through the use of
the equilibrium equations [Eq. (15)] by eliminating y,, .. In addi-
tion, Chandra and Chopra’ used the zero in-plane strain assumption
for the constitutive relations, whereas in the present paper the zero
in-plane stress condition is used. After these factors are accounted
for, the [ K] matrix of the present paper agrees with that obtained
by Chandra and Chopra®’ for both open- and closed-cross-section
blades. Also, the shear related terms of the present paper agree with
the correspondingterms of Ref. 6 when the shear correction factors
are set to unity.

III. Finite Element Analysis
The finite element equations are derived through the application
of the stationary potential energy theorem. The potential energy of
the beam undergoingextension, flap and lag bending, shear, torsion,
and warping deformation can be expressed as

1 1
M= %/ () {F)dx — %/ (@) {f.) dx (28)
0 0

where {F} is the generalized force vector [Eq. (27a)], {q} is the
corresponding deformations [Eq. (26)], and { f..} is the generalized
load vector that is defined as

(fY = g q. t, my m; m,] (29)

The componentsof { f, } are generalizedload intensitiesof the beam.
Inserting Eq. (27) into Eq. (28) and applyinga variational statement,
8I1=0, yields

1 1
an:/ {aq}f[k]{q}dx—/ 8¢} {f.}dx =0 (30)
0 0

Three different types of interpolation functions are introduced to
describe the behavior of the beam. For the axial displacement U,
a four-node Lagrangian representationis used. The cross-sectional
rotations B, and B, and the transverse deformations Vand W are
interpolatedusinga three-node Lagrangianshape function. For twist
deformation ¢ and its derivative ¢ ,, a two-node Hermite shape
function is employed to satisfy the C! continuity at each extremity
of an element. These yield a total of 20 degrees of freedom for each
finite element that can describe extension, bending, torsion, and
shear deformations. Introducing this finite element representation
into the energy expression [Eq. (30)], we obtain the following set
of finite element beam equations:

[K1{g,} = {F) (3D

where [K] and {F,} are the finite element system of stiffness matrix
and load vector, respectively, and {g,} is the generalized displace-
ment vector for the beam.

IV. Comparisons

Validation studies are performed by comparing the present nu-
merical results with available experimental data and other anal-
ysis results for several different cross-sectional shapes and ma-
terial distributions. The examples include single-cell box-section,
I-section, and two-cell airfoil-section blades with bending-torsion
and extension-torsion couplings.

A. Box Beams: 1

Volovoi and Hodges' presented results for the torsional stiff-
ness of box beams with the following dimensions: outer width of
25.21 mm (0.953 in.) and outer height of 13.46 mm (0.53 in.) with
a uniform wall thickness of 0.76 mm (0.03 in.). Two types of layups
were consideredfor the walls. For the antisymmetricbeam, the right
and upper wallhad a [05 /—65] layup, whereas the left and lower wall
had a layup of [—6;/6;]. For the symmetric beam, the right and left
walls had a [65/—6;] layup, whereas the upper and lower walls had
a layup of [—65/6;]. For both beams, there is very little coupling
between beam bending and torsion. Each wall has a balanced layup
and there is no coupling between the membrane strains ., and y,;.
An important coupling is that between the hoop moment M, and
the shear strain y,.

For the antisymmetric beam, Fig. 3 shows a comparison of the
torsionalstiffness obtainedby differentmethods. The results labeled
Berdichevskyetal.!! are taken from Volovoietal.'* and are based on
the variational asymptotic method of Ref. 11. Berdichevskyet al.!!

510
410* - -
N L i
<
£
:
2 310 .
£
.‘! - -
=
o 4
= 210' _
=
°
wn - -
Y 4
2 / —&— Present Theory
110° |7 --&--Volovoi et al. [2000] a
4 -Fl— Berdichevski et al. [1992] T3
-—— NASTRAN 2D
- ------ NASTRAN 3D .
0 1 1 | | 1
0 15 30 45 60 75 90

Ply Orientation Angle (deg)

Fig. 3 Variation of torsional stiffness for a locally antisymmetric box
beam with fiber layup: right and upper walls [63/— 63], left and lower
walls [— 03/03].
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ignored the influence of thickness for closed cross section beams
based on asymptotic arguments, and the estimates obtained by this
method give overestimates of the torsional stiffness. Figure 3 also
shows the results obtained by the present method and by Volovoi
and Hodges.'* There is very little difference between the two sets
of results. Shown in Fig. 3 are also torsional stiffnesses calculated
using the MSC/NASTRAN. Results labeled 2-D NASTRAN were
obtainedusing 360 CQUAD4 (four-noded) plate elements,and those
labeled3-DNASTRAN were obtainedusing 14,440 CHEXA (eight-
noded) elements. It is seen that there is good agreement between all
of the results.

For the symmetric beam, similar results are shown in Fig. 4. For
this beam also, the results obtained by the present method agree
well with those obtained by Volovoi and Hodges' and with the
present NASTRAN results. Figure 5 shows the torsional stiffness
as a function of the fiber layup angle for a locally symmetric beam
with the same dimensions but with all of the walls having layups of
[65/—65]. The results of the present method show good correlations
with with the present NASTRAN results.
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Table1 Geometry and material properties
of AS4/3501-6 graphite-epoxy box beams

(B1 and B3)
Parameter Value
E 141.9 GPa (20.59 x 10° psi)
Ex 9.78 GPa (1.42 x 10° psi)
G, 6.13 GPa (0.89 x 10° psi)
VI2 0.42
Ply thickness 0.127 mm (0.005 in.)
Outer width 24.21 mm (0.953 in.)
Outer depth 13.64 mm (0.537 in.)

Beam length 762 mm (30 in.)

Table2 Geometry and material properties
of T300/5208 graphite-epoxy box beam (B2)

Parameter Value

Ey 146.8 GPa (21.3 x 10° psi)
Ex 11.02 GPa (1.6 x 10° psi)
Gy 6.20 GPa (0.9 x 10° psi)
V12 0.42

Ply thickness 0.127 mm (0.005 in.)
Outer width 33.53 mm (1.32in.)
Outer depth 16.76 mm (0.66 in.)

These results show that, for certain layups, it is important to in-
clude wall thickness effects in the analysis, even for beams with
closed profiles.

B. BoxBeams: 2

Three different composite box beams were considered. The first
beam (B1) has composite ply layups of [ 15]¢ for each wall of the box
section. This layup yields an antisymmetric configuration with re-
spectto beam axis. The second beam (B2) has composite ply layups
of [(20/—70),/—70/20]; for each wall of the box section. The beams
(B1 and B2) show extension-torsion (K;4) and bending-shear (K,
and Kj6) couplings. The third beam (B3) has symmetric (mirror
image) layups of [15], for top and bottom walls and [15/—15]; for
side walls and shows bending-torsion (K45 and K4¢) and extension—
shear (K, and K,3) couplings. For beams B1 and B3, the mate-
rial is AS4/3501-6 graphite-epoxy, and the properties are given in
Table 1. The geometry and material propertiesof beam B2 are given
in Table 2. All of the three box beams consideredare clamped at the
root and free at the tip.

Table 3 shows a comparison of the nonzero stiffness coeffi-
cients obtained for the antisymmetric beam (B1) obtained from
nonhomogeneousanisotropic beam section analysis (NABSA) and
VABS. The NABSA and VABS results are taken from Popescu and
Hodges.!"” NABSA is a detailed finite element beam model based on
the work of Giavotto et al.'® and VABS also used a detailed cross-
sectional finite element analysis based on the variationalasymptotic
method of Cesnik and Hodges.? For the predictions of stiffness val-
ues with NABSA, a 216-element mesh with eight nodes per ele-
ment was used, whereas VABS results were generated using 360
eight-node isoparametric elements for a total of 1200 nodes and
3600 degrees of freedom. Results using the present method were
obtained in an analytic manner by evaluating cross-sectional con-
tour integrals. The present results agree very well with those of
NABSA with a maximum difference of 3.8% between the two re-
sults. The results from VABS underestimatethe bending stiffnesses
by 17.5and 21.7%, respectively. The shear (both direct and coupled)
stiffnesses are underestimated by between 43 and 47%. Also pre-
sented in Table 3 are results communicated by Hodges in a private
communication on 2 October 2000, derived using the most recent
version of VABS. These results were generatedusing 286 six-noded
elements for a total of 672 nodes (2016 degrees of freedom). Com-
pared with the results of Ref. 17, the results for the torsional stiffness
are improved, but the large differencesbetween the shear stiffnesses
and the bending-shear coupling stiffnesses still remain. As will be
shown later, these stiffnesses influence the bending displacements
and are more important for beams of low slendernessratio.
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Table 3 Comparison of stiffness coefficients for the antisymmetric box beam (B1)

Stiffness NABSA!7  Present (%) VABS!7 (%)*  VABS' (%)

Ky x 107 (extension) 0.1438  0.1431(0.5) 0.1445 (—0.5) 0.1432(0.4)
Kia X 100, o 0.1075  0.1064 (1.0) 0.1090 (—1.4) 0.1060 (1.4)
K22 X 100, hear) 0.9018  0.9089(—0.8)  0.5038(44.0) 0.5113(43.1)
K5 X 100y, vendinglag sheary ~ —0-3204  —0.5391(=3.6)  —0.2949(43.0)  —0.2951(43.3)
K33 X 1000 hear) 03932 0.3822(2.8) 0.2099 (46.0) 0.2132(45.8)
K36 X 100, pending-ap sheary ~ —0-3637  —=0.5605(0.6)  —0.2984(47.1)  —0.2989 (47.0)
Kaa x 100 o 0.1678  0.1662(1.0) 0.1719(=2.4)  0.1689(-0.6)
Kss X 1000, venay 0.6622  0.6873(—3.8)  0.5462(17.5) 0.5513 (16.7)
Ko6 X 100, hena) 0.1726  0.1728(-0.1)  0.1352(21.7) 0.1365 (20.9)

3Values in parentheses denote percentage difference with respect to NABSA values and are defined as 100 x
(NABSA-method)/NABSA. A positive value indicates that the method underestimates the values, and a negative
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value indicates an overestimate.

Table 4 Comparison of flexibility coefficients
for the antisymmetric box beam (B2)

Berdichevsky
Flexibility values NABSA VABS  etal.!'(%) Present (%)
Sext(S11 x 109) 1.439 1431 1.449(+0.7) 1.443(+0.3)
Sext-tor (S14 x 10%)  —4.178 —4.225 —4.301(+2.9) —4.269 (+2.1)
Stor (Saz x 10°) 3.121  3.172  3.236(+3.6)  3.228(+3.3)
Shap(Sss x 10°%) 1.837 1.837 1.886(+2.6) 1.877(+2.1)
Stag (Se6 x 10%) 6.143  6.194 6.345(4+3.2) 6.334(4+3.0)
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Fig.6 Comparison of flapwise displacements for the extension-torsion
coupled box beam (B1) under a unit tip bending load.

Table 4 shows a comparison of cross-sectional flexibilities for
box beam B2. Also included are values from Berdichevsky et al.!!
Comparing with NABSA values, the presentresults in Table 4 show
slightly better correlation for all of the flexibility values than those
of Berdichevsky et al.!! This is due to the inclusion of thickness
effects and the terms that were neglected by Berdichevsky et al.!!
This correlation in sectional properties of beam B2 resulted in the
excellent agreement between the present beam results and those of
NABSA for the flapwise static beam deflections, as shown in Fig. 6.
The two predictions are almost identical.

The variation of twist angle along the length of the extension-
torsion coupled beam (B1) that is subjected to unit tip torque is
shown in Fig. 7. Experimental data from Chandra and Chopra®
are presented for comparison. Six beam finite elements were used
for the present calculation. The correlation between the present ap-
proach with the experimentalresults is shown to be good. Figures 8
and 9 show the comparison of results for the bending slope variation
and the bending induced twist distribution along the beam span for
the symmetric layup box beam (B3) under a unit tip bending load.
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Fig.7 Comparison of twist distribution for the extension-torsion cou-
pled box beam (B1) under a unit tip torque.
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Fig. 8 Comparison of bending slope for the bending-torsion coupled
box beam (B3) under a unit tip bending load.

This beam has bending-torsion and extension-shear couplings. Ex-
perimental data from Chandra and Chopra'® are also presented. The
results of a closed-form solution similar to Ref. 20 are also shown
in Figs. 8 and 9; these show good correlation with the present finite
element results. In general, the predictions of the present analysis
are in good agreement with experimental results. Disparity of cor-
relation for the induced twist distribution (Fig. 9) near the beam tip
may be due to boundary constraints imposed on the tested beams.
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Fig. 9 Comparison of twist distribution for the bending-torsion cou-
pled box beam (B3) under a unit tip torque.

2.5 I
H Experiment [1990]
Il O Present Mixed 7 ]
B Smith & Chopra[1991]
) NASTRAN (2D)

Effective Torsional Stiffness (x 10° Ib-in’)

[1s], [30], [45],
Ply Angles (degrees)

Fig.10 Comparison of effective torsional stiffness for bending-torsion
coupled box beams.

Figures 10 and 11 show comparisons of the effective torsional
and bending stiffnesses for bending-torsion coupled beams similar
to blade B3 for three fiber angles. Shown are the results derived from
experiment,’”” Smith and Chopra,’ the present method, and values
calculatedusing MSC/NASTRAN two-dimensionalplate elements.
To generate the finite element results, 720 elements with 745 nodes
and3531degreesof freedomwere used. Figures 12 and 13 show sim-
ilar comparisons for the effective bending and torsional stiffnesses
for extension-torsion coupled box beams similar to beam B1. The
results from the present method agree well with NASTRAN results.

C. IBeam

The I beams tested by Chandraand Chopra® are used for validation
studies. The material properties of these beams are givenin Table 1.
The beam has a length of 762 mm (30 in.) with a 25.4 x 12.7 mm
(1 x 0.5 in.) section. The beam is clamped at its root and warping
restrained at both the root and loading tip. The fabrication tech-
niques and testing procedures are described in detail in Ref. 6.
Figure 14 shows the layup configuration for the bending-torsion
coupled I beams. The I section has a symmetric layup with respect
to beam elastic axis and is composed of top and bottom flanges with
a layup of [(0/90),/(90/0)/15,]; and a web with [0/90],,.
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Fig.11 Comparison of effective bending stiffness for bending-torsion
coupled box beams
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Fig.12 Comparisonof effective bending stiffness for extension-torsion
coupled box beams

Figure 15 presents the bending slope distribution along the beam
span for the bending-torsion coupled I beam under a unit tip bend-
ing load using the present mixed method and the stiffness method.
The displacement method used to calculate the stiffnesses follows
Smith and Chopra,’ but it uses the constitutive relations given by
Eq. (11). As can be seen in Fig. 15, the current predictions with
mixed formulation show better correlation with experimental data.
The stiffness-based approach underestimates bending slope of the
beam. Figure 16 presents the bending-induced twist distribution
alongthe beam spanfor the same beamundera unittip bendingload.
Itis surprisingthat the stiffnessmethod shows better correlationwith
the test data than the mixed method. The warping restraintimposed
at the beam tip in analysis may be too restrictive and result in an
overestimate of the torsional stiffness of the beam. Figure 17 shows
the twist distribution along the beam subjected to unit tip torque.
The present results of using a mixed formulation show a somewhat
better correlation with experimentalresults. This is due to the higher
accuracy in estimating bending, warping, and torsion stiffnesses in
the present mixed formulation. Again, the overall estimations are
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Fig. 16 Comparison of bending-induced twist distribution for the
bending-torsion coupled I beam under a unit tip bending load; flanges
[(0/90)2/(90/0)/15,]17 and web [(0/90)];.
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Fig. 18 Schematic of two-cell blade section.

poor near the beam tip, and this may be a result of imposed warping
restraint there.

D. Two-Cell Blades

Figure 18 shows the cross section of the two-cell blade tested by
Chandraand Chopra.2® The blade is clamped at one end and warping
restrained at both ends (¢'|,—o =¢’|.—; =0). The geometry of the
blade and the mechanical material properties are given in Table 5.
The airfoil blade section consists of both D spar and web with a
layup of [0/6]5 and skin with layup of [#/—0]. The composite ply
orientation angle is varied from 0 to 90 deg.

Figure 19 shows the comparison results of the tip bending slope
as a function of ply orientation angle under unit tip bending load.
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Table 5 Geometry and material properties
of a graphite-epoxy composite blade

Parameter Value

Ey 131 GPa (19 x 10° psi)
Exn 9.3 GPa (1.35 x 10° psi)
Gz 5.86 GPa (0.85 x 10° psi)
V12 0.40

Ply thickness 0.127 mm (0.005 in.)
Airfoil NACA 0012
Length 711.2 mm (28 in.)
Chord 76.2 mm (3 in.)
Airfoil thickness 9.144 mm (0.36 in.)

0.03 T T T
W Experiment [1992]
Bl Mixed Method
0.025 | [ stifiness Method 7
E)
= 0.02 - B
jo]
o
o
%]
o 0.015 | B
£
kel
c
&
o 0.01 - E
'_
0.005 B
0 1 1 1 Ll

0 15 30 45
Composite Ply Angle

Fig.19 Comparison of tip bending slope for extension-torsion coupled
blades under a unit tip bending load.
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bending-torsion coupled box beams under a unit tip bending load.

The present results with mixed formulation are seen to give better
correlation with experimental results compared with those obtained
from the stiffness formulation. The correlationbetween analysis and
experimentsis within 5%. The influence of the layup on the bending
flexibility is substantial, namely, about a 250% increase in bending
slope at the tip compared to the baseline uncoupled layup.

E. Thickness Effect
Figures 20 and 21 show the influence of wall thickness on the
bending and twist deformations, respectively, for bending-torsion
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Fig. 21 Effects of wall thickness on the tip twist for bending-torsion
coupled box beams under a unit tip torque.

coupled composite box beams under unit tip bending load. The re-
sults obtained by using both thick-walled and thin-walled approxi-
mationsare presented.In the thin-walledformulation,the membrane
assumption is used for the shell wall, whereas in the thick-walled
formulation, the bending behavior of the shell wall is also included.
For this configuration, the layup for top and bottom flanges of the
boxbeamis[30]g,, and that forside flangesis [30/—30]3, . The layer
parameter n is varied as 1, 3, 5, and 8. When the layer parameter
reaches 8, the total number of layers is 48. At this layer number, the
thickness-to-depthratio of the sectionbecomes 0.45. The thickness-
to-depth ratio of the box section is defined as the ratio of the wall
thicknessdividedby the outer depth of the section (¢ /2h). As can be
seen in figs. 20 and 21, wall thickness effects become larger as the
wall thicknessincreases, and the errors due to neglect of wall thick-
ness effects become significant when the thickness-to-depth ratio
passes at or above 0.2. At this ratio, the error is around 10%. As
expected, the assumption of a thin wall underestimates stiffnesses.
Note that the error is larger for the twist response (Fig. 21) than for
the bending response (Fig. 20). This is due to the dominant role of
Ay, in the torsional stiffness (Css), which is varied as a function
of cubic of wall thickness, whereas in the bending stiffness (C, or
C33), the primary componentis A, and this is varied as a function
of wall thickness itself. The induced beam response due to the elas-
tic coupling of composites is similar to the direct beam response
and is not presented.

F. Transverse Shear Effect

The influence of transverse shear deformation is twofold: the
direct transverse shear effect and transverse-shear-relatedcoupling
effect. The direct transverse shear effect is controlled both by the
slendernessratio of the beam and its cross-sectionaldetails, whereas
the effect of transverse-shear-relaed couplingsis controlled by only
the cross-sectional details.

Figure 22 shows the influence of the bending-shear coupling on
the predicted flapwise tip displacement of extension-torsion cou-
pled composite box beams under unit tip bending load. For the
calculation, each of the four walls of the box section has a layup of
[0/6]; and the ply angle 6 is varied from O to 90 deg. The bending-
shearcouplinghas anegligibleinfluence on the bendingbehaviorfor
this specific beam with a slendernessratio of 56. The effect of layup
angle change on the transverse shear behavior of this beam is shown
to be insignificant. In Fig. 23, the percentageerrorin the flapwise tip
displacementas a result of neglecting the effect of transverse shear
for beam B1 ([15]4) is plotted as a function of the slenderness ratio
of the box beam. The percentage error is defined as |Wy, — Wy |/

Wip x 100, where Wy, and Wl?p are flapwise tip displacements
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Fig.22 Effects of transverse shear on the flapwise tip displacement of
extension-torsion coupled box beams; [0/0]3 and I/2h = 56.
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Fig. 24 Effects of transverse shear on the flapwise tip displacement of
extension-torsion coupled I beams; flanges [(0/90),/(90/0)/0; 17 and web
[(0/90); ], I/2h = 56.
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Fig.23 Percentage error in flapwise tip displacement due to the neglect
of transverse shear for the extension-torsion coupled box beam (B1).

obtained with and without transverse-shearcouplings, respectively.
As is shown in Fig. 16, the slenderness ratio has a significant in-
fluence on the bending behavior of the beam. For beams with a
slenderness ratio of 20, the percentage error between the two pre-
dictions is less than 5%, whereas for beams with a slendernessratio
of 5, this value becomes as high as 43%. Figure 24 shows the influ-
ence of bending-shear coupling on the flapwise tip displacementof
composite] beamsunderunit tip bendingload. The I beam has layup
of top and bottom flanges with [(0/90),/(90/0) /6,17 and web with
[(0/90),]s. The slenderness ratio of the beam is 56. The effects
of bending-shear couplings on the bending response of I beams
are more significant than those of box beams, as can be seen in
this plot: For beams with a 15-deg layup, the percentage error is
3.1%. This is due to thicker walls used in the I section than in
the box section. Again, the change of ply angle on the transverse
shear behavior of the beam is small. Figure 25 shows the percent-
age error in flapwise tip displacement calculated with and without
bending-shear couplings for the open-sectionl beam with a flange
layup of [(0/90),/(90/0)/15,]r. Again, the slenderness ratio of
the beam has a large effect on the prediction of beam bending re-
sponse. For the I beam with slenderness ratio of 20, the error due
to neglecting the bending-shear couplings is within 8%. However,
when the slenderness ratio of the beam is five, the error exceeds
60%.

Slenderness Ratio (I/2h)

Fig.25 Percentage error in flapwise tip displacement due to the neglect
of transverse shear for the extension-torsion coupled I beam; flanges
[(0/90),/(90/0)/15;1r and web [(0/90);];.

V. Summary

A refined structural model applicable to both thick- and thin-
walled composite blades, which can have either an open or closed
profile with either a single- or multiple-cell section, has been de-
veloped. The model includes the influence of the thickness of the
shell wall and accounts for the nonuniform distribution of the shear
strains across the section. Extensive validation studies have been
performed to correlate the present results against experimental test
data and other detailed finite element results for graphite-epoxy
composite beams of various cross sections such as I sections, box
sections, and two-cell airfoil sections. Plate and three-dimensional
elements of MSC/NASTRAN were used for some specific beams to
generate additional results. Good correlations were achieved for all
of the bending-torsion and extension-torsion coupled beams and
blades.

For certain layups, it is important to include the influence of wall
bending stiffeness in the analysis and to consider wall thickness.
The wall thickness effects are shown to become significant when
the thickness-to-depthratio of the beam reaches around 20%. At
this ratio, the error is around 10%. It is shown that the thickness
effecton the twist responseis more pronouncedthan for the bending
response.

The transverse shear deformationis shown to influence the struc-
tural behavior of the coupled beams in terms of the slenderness
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ratio and layup configuration of the beam. The slendernessratio has
a significant effect on the transverse shear behavior of the beam.
The effects are larger for beams with low slenderness ratios. For
beams with a slendernessratio of 20, the error due to the neglect of
transverse shear is less than 5% for the box beam and less than 8%
for the open-section beam, whereas for beams with a slenderness
ratio of 5, the errors become 43 % for the box beam and exceed 60%
for the I beam. It is shown that the layup angle has a nonnegligible
effect on the transverse shear behavior of the beam.
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