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A new method based on strip and slender-body theories has been developed to predict the aerodynamic roll and
wing-induced Magnus coefficients of cruciform-tailed missiles at high angles of attack. The method is applicable over
the Mach number range, up to large angles of attack at arbitrary bank angles, providing analytical expressions of the
nonlinear rolling moments: roll damping, roll driving, induced roll moments, and additional coupling terms. The
analytical expressions fit the form of the Maple-Synge expansion and the degree of nonlinearity shown by

experimental results.

Nomenclature
Cr = F/(gS,), force coefficient
Cl = L/(¢S,D), roll-moment coefficient
Cy = N/(¢S,), normal-force coefficient
Cnew = angle-of-attack coefficient of the wing-alone normal
force
Cy = Fy/(¢S,), side-force coefficient
D = reference length, missile diameter
F, = force along Y axis, side force
F, = force along Z axis
L = roll moment
N = —F_, normal force
)4 = roll rate
q = dynamic pressure
Su = wing area (two panels)
Vv = speed of missile
V., = component of speed normal to missile axis
o7 = fin cant deflection
0 = bank angle
Subscripts
sbt = slender-body theory
wb = wing in presence of body

L

HE performance of unguided cruciform-tailed missiles

critically depends on the ability to reduce dispersion due to
slight configurational asymmetries by spinning at a low-amplitude
motion. Design spin rates are kept low in order to avoid Magnus
instability, sometimes favoring the occurrence of roll-yaw coupling
by the action of induced roll moments. The missile fails to reach its
design rolling velocity that remains locked to the pitch frequency [1],
occasionally resulting in high-amplitude motions. The prediction of
the rolling motion at high angles of attack is critical to understand the
flight performance of unguided cruciform configurations. This paper
presents a new application of the strip and slender-body theories that
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provides analytical expressions of the nonlinear rolling moments:
roll-damping moment, roll-driving moment, induced roll moment,
and coupling terms. Additionally, fin contribution to Magnus
characteristics can be obtained. The method is based on the wing-
alone lifting capabilities obtained from experimental databases or
aerodynamic codes at the Mach number of interest. The fin span
loading of the slender-body theory [2] (SBT) provides the in-
terference functions that determine the effective angle-of-attack
distribution along the wing span. In this way, the effective angle of
attack seen by the fin strips, and the wing-alone lifting capabilities are
used to calculate the rolling derivatives induced by the wing-normal
forces in the presence of the body. The nonlinear rolling derivatives
are expressed as power series of the effective angle of attack seen by
the strips. In addition to this central hypothesis and the assumptions
underlying the strip and the SBT, the present method is a steady-state
nonviscous method (with the exception of the wing-alone viscous
effects). The roll damping and the Magnus side force due to the body
are assumed to be negligible, and the loads on the panels are
calculated in the absence of body vortex shedding. Comparison of
the method to a reduced set of experimental results shows reasonable
agreement up to moderate angles of attack, although additional wing-
alone, and the corresponding wing-body, data are required for further
validation.

II. Description of the Method

In this work, the angle of attack is defined by § = sine =V, /V,
where V is the velocity of the missile, V,, is the component of V
normal to the missile axis, and « is the angle between this axis and the
velocity direction. Given a cruciform configuration in the 4 position
(panel geometry depicted in Fig. 1), the wing-alone normal-force
coefficient in the absence of the body, calculated by strip theory, is

2

Cr. = —
Nw Sw

b
/ CNawO(SC(y) dy (1)

The coefficient Cyq, is the slope of the panel-normal-force curve
at an angle of attack in the linear range. The factor 2 takes account of
the opposite horizontal panel. Equation (1) does not include tip
effects. If the wing is placed on a body of revolution of diameter D,
the wing-normal-force coefficient in the presence of the body is now

Cyug =

2 (b 2 b
o [ Crned)c &y = - [ Cuanadh1c0) 8y
(@3

in which the effective angle of attack seen by the strips 6(y) = 8h(y)
varies spanwise due to the upwash field of the body. Equation (2) can
be rewritten as
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Fig. 1 Panel geometry.

2 b
_/ CNawOSF(y) dy

wJa

Cyuwp =

where F(y) = h(y)c(y) can be considered the modified (due to the
presence of the body) normal-force-generating capability of the strip
situated at station y at the unperturbed angle of attack §. F(y) can be

made nondimensional f(y) = %V), giving

2 b
CNwB = S_/ CNmU()Sf(y)D dy (3)

By comparison with Eq. (2), §f(y) is the effective angle of attack
seen by the strips of a rectangular wing of constant chord D that
generates, station by station, the same normal force as the original
wing. The normal force developed by the wing in the presence of the
body of Eq. (3) is independent of the exact shape of the wing panels.
To obtain a form of f(y), the SBT [2] can be used, and Eq. (3) then
takes the form

2 b
CNwBsht = S_/ CNotwOsbt Sf(y)sth dy

w

2 b 2\ 2 2\ 271/2
== 48[(194—%) —(y+a—)} dy @)
wla y

where Cyguosoe = 27(b — a)?/S,,. The integrand is the SBT span
loading, which is independent of the exact shape of the wing panels.
From this expression, we obtain

4 a?\2 a2\ 2712
FOge = [S) |:(b + ;) - (y + ;) ] ()

By assuming f(y) = f () Eq. (3) gives
CNwB = KwCNawOS (6)

where

4 b a\?2 a2\ 27172
Kw:n(b—a)Z“(“?) _(”7)] v o

K, is the wing interference factor of the SBT. Unlike Eq. (1), Eq. (3)
includes tip effects if the interference function is taken as
FOY=F3gr

A reasonable extension of Egs. (3) or (6) into the nonlinear range
of angles of attack is

2 b
CNwB =< (CNosz(S + CNoth(83 + CNozw485 + o )f(y)D dy
= KwCNw (8)

The linear behavior of Eq. (6), accurate enough at low angles of
attack, is replaced in Eq. (8) by the experimental or calculated wing-
alone normal-force coefficient Cy,, at the angle of attack §.
Equation (8) implicitly assumes that the interference function f(y)
and K, are unaffected by the angle of attack, requiring empirical
corrections in other methods [3]. The approach taken in the present
work is based on the assumption that the expansion of Eq. (8) should

be made in terms of the effective angle of attack §f(y) seen by the
strips. According to this assumption,

 (Crantl3F O] + Craualdf O)F

+ CN(xw4[8f(y)]5 + - }D dy (9)

Since the horizontal panel-normal force is an odd function of the
angle of attack, only odd powers of the effective angle of attack are
used, making Eq. (9) applicable to negative angles of attack. It is
implicitly assumed that the wing panels have no camber, so the
normal force at a negative angle of attack is the negative of that at the
same positive angle.

If the configuration is now banked in the positive direction an
angle @, as depicted in Fig. 2, the unperturbed angle of attack seen by
the strips on panel 2 is 6 cos ¢, and the normal-force coefficient
generated at low angles of attack by panel 2, projected in the
crossflow direction indicated by §, is

C =—
NwB S

cosqp [ .
Cuanty =52 [ Cunmabeos ) + gO)3singlddy (10

where the effective angle of attack seen by the strips on panel 2 is
dcos ¢[f(y) + g(y)ésing]. The pattern of interference in Eq. (10)
was taken from the SBT [2].

As before, Eq. (10) can be particularized for the SBT, and g(y) can
be approximated by g(v)gy,, Where

4‘/5[)’4 _ a4]3/2

m[f:(lﬁl,k) +F(y. k)] (D)

2 =

F is the elliptic integral of the first kind, and

cosy, = b(y* —a?) cos i, = b(y* + a?)

AT 2Ty + )
@ O+ a?)? a0 02— a?)?
200" +a")’ 2(y* + a*)

The extension of Eq. (10) into the nonlinear range is, according to
the previous assumption,

cosqp [P .
Cuany =3 [ (Cruodcos el ) + gdsing]

+ Crauwn8*cos’g[f (y) + g(y)8 sin g
+ Crauwa8cos’g[f (y) + g(y)8sing + ---}D dy (12)

Equation (12) can be rewritten as

)
Cyup) = €08 (,0/ {Cnaod cosg[f + gdsing]

+ Cypa83cos’g[f + g8 sin g
+ Crou8cos’g[f + g8singP + ---}dr (13)
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Fig. 2 Banked configuration.
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Fig. 3 'Wing on body-normal force at + position (Mach 0.1).
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Fig. 4 'Wing on body-normal force at + and x positions (Mach 0.1).

where the subscript w, indicating wing-alone coefficients, was
removed, f(y) and g(y) were replaced by f and g, respectively, and
dr = (D/Sy)dy in order to abbreviate the expression.

III. Wing-Normal Force in the Presence of the Body
The calculation of the normal-force coefficient generated by the

four panels is developed in Appendix A up to seventh order. The
result given by Eq. (A2) is
Crvup = 28{ChagW'® + ;Crea W35
+ §BCna W' + 5Cya W)
+ &(50C yoa W30 4 35C s W) 5
+ cos 4@ Crpa W82 — 2(B3C 0 a W' — Cpoa W) 84
— 16(10C g W3 — TCyos W7)5°]

+ cos S‘P[—é(lOCNMWSZO — Crnas W)L} (14)
c 4 = exp.(+)
N — fitting
3 .
2 .
(3
1 |
¢ exp.(x)
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The expression of Eq. (14) fits the in-plane Maple-Synge [4]
expansion for the normal force [Eq. (B6) of Appendix B]. The out-of-
plane component is presented in Eq. (A3). Equation (14) gives the
analytical form of the terms as functions of the wing-alone
coefficients and the weighting factors W™ introduced in Eq. (A1) of
Appendix A. The weighting factors give the influence of each of the
wing-alone coefficients on the global coefficient. They depend only
on the a/b ratio and the wing AR, and their evaluation is performed
numerically. The values of the weighting factors appearing in this
work are listed in Appendix C for ready use. Equation (14) is
theoretically applicable up to large angles of attack at any Mach
number, because the Mach number dependency enters through the
wing-alone normal-force coefficients. For the cruciform configura-
tion in the + attitude, Eq. (14) simply gives

Cruwsir) = 28(Crao W' + Cgy W3082

+ Crgs W8 £ Cryge W55) (15)
where 2W'% = K, is the SBT wing-body interference factor. In the
x attitude, Eq. (14) gives

CNu)B(x) = ZS[CNM)WIOO + %CND(2W30082
+ (Cu W 4 300 W28 + (oW + ICyoa WH2)5°]
(16)

Reference [35] offers experimental wing on body-normal-force
coefficients of a cruciform configuration (a/b = 0.25and AR = 1.5)
in the + and x attitudes, at Mach number 0.1, that can be compared
with the predictions provided by the present method. Figure 3 depicts
the experimental wing on the body-normal-force coefficient in the +
position, together with the least-squares fitting of the experimental
values, up to an angle of attack above the wing vortex breakdown.

The coefficients of the least-squares polynomial are the products
of Eq. (15) for the + attitude: 2CyaoW'%, 2C 0 W30, 2C 0 W,
and 2CyuW’®. Upon calculation of the weighting factors
(Appendix C), an estimate of the wing-alone coefficients is
obtained. From the wing-alone coefficients and the weighting factors
of Eq. (16), the wing on the body-normal-force coefficient at the x
attitude can be obtained. Figure 4 depicts the experimental result
corresponding to the X position and the estimate provided by
Eq. (16), together with the curves of Fig. 3.

Figure 5 presents the comparison between experimental results
and the estimates of Eq. (16) for the configuration of [3] (pp. 237—
239) with an a/b = 0.5 and AR = 0.5. It is apparent from the figure
that the method overestimates the roll-orientation dependency of this
configuration at Mach = 2.

If an assumption regarding the body carryover load is made, for
example,

Crnuws/ Cnpw = Cyws/ Cnsuwliinear

and an estimate of the body-alone normal force at the angle of attack
is available, the present method might be an alternative to calculate

3
c = exp.(+)
N — fitting
2, ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,
1 4 ____
4 exp.(x)
- estimate
0 T T T
0 10 20 30 40
o
b) Mach 2.0

Fig. 5 'Wing on body-normal force at + and x positions.
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the normal force of cruciform configurations. However, the true
aim of this work is the nonlinear roll derivatives of cruciform
configurations, for which only the wing-normal-force components in
the presence of the body are relevant. In addition, the theoretical
methods to predict the roll derivatives are very limited (see the
exhaustive survey made by Moore and Moore [6] concerning the roll-
damping coefficient). Also, Magnus force will be addressed in
Sec. V.

IV. Nonlinear Rolling Moments

The roll moment given by the span load distribution is de-
rived in Appendix D. Equations (D1-D10) give the components
corresponding to an independent term and terms in 8, p, 8 p, 82, p?,
8;p?, 8%p, 8%, and p? that fit the corresponding Maple-Synge [4]
expansion [Egs. (B11) and (B12) of Appendix B]. The independent
term is the induced roll moment, the term in &; is the linear roll-
driving moment, the term in p is the linear roll-damping moment, and
the term in p? is the cubic roll-damping moment.

To assess the performance of the nonlinear rolling derivatives
estimates developed in Appendix D, the method will be compared
with the empirical correlation of Eastman [7] for cruciform
configurations and subsequently extended by Mikhail [8] to
wraparound, offset, and arbitrary number of fins. This correlation
gives the ratio between the linear roll damping and the roll-driving
coefficients at all regimes:

Clp/clﬁ»,- = _2]5(yz/D)

where C;, = 9C,/d(pD/2V), and y, is the distance between the
body axis and the area center of one panel. According to the present
method, at low angles of attack (Appendix D),

Cip/Cis, = —2(4CNgo W2 JAC g W) = —2(W!02/W101)

where the factor 2 was included to make this ratio comparable to the
Eastman’s ratio [7], because the definition of linear damping in this
work is C;, = dC,/d(pD/V). The two involved weighting factors
only depend on the a/b ratio (Appendix C). Both expressions can be
applied to the cruciform configurations, depicted in Fig. 6. The
correlation of Eastman gives (A = a/b) 1) the rectangular wing,

Ve (I+A)
C,,,/C,,;T:—Z.lSB:—Z.IS 4k
and 2) the triangular wing,
Ve (I+22)
C,/Cis, = —2.155 = —2.IST

Figure 7 presents the Eastman’s correlation results [7] for
rectangular and triangular wings vs A, together with the estimate
given by the present method that is independent of the planform
shape of the wing.

In addition to the former linear application, the present method can
be used to investigate the nonlinear behavior of the induced roll
moment for cruciform configurations at low velocities [9,10].

_____________ ]

Fig. 6 Cruciform configurations.
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Fig. 7 Roll-damping-to-roll-driving ratio.

As schematically depicted in Fig. 8, at roll position ¢ = 22.5° and
low angles of attack, the roll moment is negative, changing sign at an
angle of attack of «* ~ 13—15°. According to the present method, the
induced roll moment at ¢ = 22.5° (Appendix D), up to moderate
angles of attack, can be represented by the following sixth-order
polynomial:

Cy(ind.) = (—3Cyea W' — 3Cyy, WH1162) 8% (17)

The estimate provided by this expression can be compared with
the experimental results for the basic finner given in [11]. This rocket
has rectangular fins with a/b = 0.33 and AR = 2. Figure 9a presents
the experimental [12] normal-force coefficient of a rectangular wing
of AR =2 at low velocities, together with the least-squares fitting,
to obtain the wing-alone coefficients. Figure 9b presents the
experimental [11] results of the induced roll moment together with
the estimate provided by the method. The angle of attack at which the
estimate changes sign is 10°. The present method predicts a similar
behavior at any Mach number, as long as Cy,, is positive and Cyq
negative (AR < 2).

Figure 10b presents the comparison between the roll-damping
coefficient estimates and the experimental values given in [6] for the
basic finner at two supersonic Mach numbers. The APO5 code [13]
was used to set the value of Cy,o. The coefficient Cy,, was obtained
by fitting the wing-alone data provided by code, as shown in Fig. 10a.
The cubic component given by Eq. (D4) was disregarded, since
(- %)3 is negligible at supersonic speeds.

Finally, the method will be applied to the experimental results
given in [14], obtained again for the basic finner at low speeds.
According to the experiment, the steady-state spin of the rocket, with
and without fin cant, as the angle of attack increases is schematically
depicted in Fig. 11.

For the case of no-fin cant, the steady-state spin is zero, up to an
angle of attack where breakout occurs. From this point, the rocket
spins at an increasing rate in the positive or negative directions. The
dual spin rates are nearly equal at a given angle of attack. If the fins
are canted in the positive direction, the breakout also occurs in the
positive direction. At higher angles of attack, the breakout can take
place in either direction. According to the present model, when the

Cli

a*
\ o

Fig. 8 Induced roll moment.
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Fig. 9 Basic finner wing-alone normal-force and induced roll-moment coefficients.
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Fig. 10 Basic finner normal-force and roll-damping moment coefficients.

Equation (20) takes into account the zero average value of the
circular components in the wind tunnel. From Eq. (20), (pD/V) =
+./[—f1(8)]/[f~(8)] implies the two symmetric rates of equilibrium
starting at the angle of attack, where [f(8)]/[f>(6)] < O.

The experimental behavior of the rocket when the fin cant is zero is
adequately described by the present model by assuming that the
solution for p = 0 becomes unstable for angles of attack greater than

o that of the breakout. The numerical application of the method to this
case has been carried out using, again, the wing-alone normal-force
curve of Fig. 10. The wing-alone normal coefficients defining the
curve of Fig. 10 and the weighting factors calculated for the basic
finner provide the coefficients of the polynomials f,(8) and f,(6).
The result obtained with polynomials up to the fourth order in § is

Fig. 11 Steady-state spin vs angle of attack. depicted in Fig. 12, qualitatively reproducing the experimental

behavior. The angle of attack where breakout occurs is o ~ 10°.
The experimental behavior of the basic finner can also be

fin cant is zero, the steady-state spin (C; = 0) is the result of the explained by the bifurcation theory. The roll-moment equation,
equilibrium between the induced roll component of Eq. (D3), the
linear damping component of Eq. (D2), and the cubic damping . pD pD\?
component of Eq. (D4): Ip= quD[(— 7)f1 4+ (— 7) f2(5)i| 21
C,= Cy(ind.) + C,(p) + C,(p?) =0 (18)
Possible solutions of Eq. (18) occur when 0.2 1
pD/V |
p =0 — C,(ind.) = [sin4ph,(§) + sin 8¢ph,(5)] ‘
= sin4g[h, (8) + 2 cos 4ph,(8)] = 0 (19) R Y A T
Equation (19) yields the following: i
1)sindp =0 V § implies that the equilibrium for p = 0 occurs 0 I T
in the + or the X position |
2) cosde = [h;(8)]/[2h,(5)] implies a possible equilibrium for 3? 45 6
p = 0 at large angles of attack, and )Y SR N
pD pDY? |
p#0—C(p)+C(p’) = _(T)fl(s) - (7) f2(8) =0 -0,2 ‘
o

(20) Fig. 12 Steady-state spin vs angle of attack with zero fin cant.
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can be rewritten as

P P[_fl (S)quDZ] _p [fz(S)quDz
IV I,V

] = PA(§) — P*B(5)
(22)

where P = 22.1f, now, the changes x = P[B(8)]'"/* and T = #[B(8)]'/
are made, Eq. (22) becomes

X =r(§)x—x3 (23)

where r(8) = A(8)/[B(8)]"/?, and the prime denotes the derivation
with respect to 7. Equation (23) is the normal form of the supercritical
pitchfork bifurcation that behaves like the experimental result for the
rocket without fin cant. As long as r(8) is negative [f, () positive and
f»(8) negative], the only stable solution is the horizontal axis
(x = P = p = 0). The bifurcation (breakout) occurs when r(8) =0
[A(8) = f,(8) = 0]. For positive values of r(8) [f,(5) and f,(5)
negative], the horizontal axis becomes unstable, and two stable
symmetric branches depart from the bifurcation point. A fin cant
different from zero can be considered an imperfection parameter [15]
that breaks the symmetry. If a small fin cant deflection is considered
in the present model, the terms in 82, §;p2, 82 p, and 83 of nonzero
average can be disregarded. The remaining term in §; is the
imperfection parameter that makes the system behave as depicted in
Fig. 13. The usual pitchfork for no-fin cant disconnects into two
pieces. The upper piece is made of stable solutions, whereas the
lower piece has stable and unstable branches. The system will usually
follow the upper branch as the angle of attack increases, unless alarge
disturbance makes the stable points of the lower branch accessible.

V. Magnus Side Force

The Magnus force coefficient generated by the four panels in the
presence of the body is given by Eq. (E1) of Appendix (E):

pD 9
Cyp = (7) [2CN040W0118 + 5 CNa2W2“53

3 25
+ (_ CNu2WO31 + Z CNa4w4ll)85

4
75 15
+ E Chos wBlgT 4 a Chvas Wost 59j| (24)
| -- unstable
— stable

Fig. 13 Steady-state spin vs angle of attack with fin cant.
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Fig. 15 Magnus side force vs angle of attack (Mach = 0.9).

Assuming that the body Magnus force is negligible [16], the
estimate provided by the previous expression can be compared with
an experimental result. Reference [17] presents several wind-tunnel
results for the basic finner rocket at Mach number 0.9. Unfortunately,
the report does not include the wing-alone normal-force coefficients
at this Mach number, so they must be extrapolated from the full-
normal force and an estimate of the body-alone normal-force curves
depicted in Fig. 14.

The curves of Fig. 14 are the least-squares fittings of the ex-
perimental data. The difference between the curves is the sum of
the wing-body and body-wing components: Cy — Cyp = Cyyp+
Cypw- Assuming that the ratio between the wing-body and the body-
wing components is equal to the linear ratio (Cuyup/Cnpw=
Cruws/ Cnuwliinear)> the wing-alone coefficients are obtained, and the
Magnus side force can be estimated. Figure 15 presents the
experimental results of [17] and the estimate given by the present
method. The estimate follows the experimental trend and values up to
18° of the angle of attack.

If the Magnus side force is assumed to be applied on the centroid of
the wing area, an estimate of the Magnus moment coefficient, with
respect to the center of gravity of the rocket, can also be obtained.

VI. Conclusions

This paper presents a strip-SBT application to high incidences to
predict the rolling characteristics of cruciform-tailed missiles for
which theoretical methods are limited. The SBT, derived from
linearized potential theory and, therefore, limited to small angles of
attack, does not give accurate estimates in the high-angle-of-attack
range, butit s the point of departure for consistent extensions into the
nonlinear range of the angles of attack [18,19]. The present approach
uses the pattern of interference of the SBT to find the effective angle
of attack atevery fin station allowing, after expansion in power series,
the calculation of the nonlinear rolling derivatives. The resulting
rolling derivatives, in addition to the SBT a/b ratio dependence, are
functions of the Mach number, AR, and angle of attack. The
consistent set of analytical expressions obtained from the method fits
the form of the Maple-Synge [4] expansion that is based on the
symmetry properties of cruciform configurations and provides a
theoretical framework to qualitatively explain the rolling behavior of

4 ‘ ‘
Cre e fitting :

T * exp. 7777:7 7777777777777 L
. /
e
0 ‘ 1 ‘

0 6 12 18 24

Fig. 14 Normal-force coefficients vs angle of attack (Mach = 0.9).
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these configurations [14,20,21]. Regarding its predictive accuracy,
direct application of the method through the use of the wing-alone
normal-force coefficients obtained by fitting experimental curves is
highly dependent on the order of the polynomial used. The best
results are usually obtained with the lowest-order polynomial that
reasonably represents the nonlinearity of the derivative in the angle-
of-attack range of interest (i.e., case of Fig. 10). Better results are
obtained when an experimental result is used to extrapolate the
behavior of the configuration at a different roll position (i.e., cases of
Figs. 4 and 5).

The method is also the only alternative to extrapolate wind-tunnel
determinations of rolling derivatives (performed with freedom in roll
only) to steady-state free-flight conditions (Appendix D). In addition,
the loads on the panels are calculated in the absence of body vortex
shedding, making its applicability questionable, particularly at
subsonic and transonic Mach numbers for angles of attack greater
than 25°, where the separation becomes asymmetric. In general
terms, the comparison of the method to the set of experimental results
contained in this work shows reasonable agreement up to moderate
angles of attack. However, additional wing-alone, and the cor-
responding wing-body, data are required for further validation to
assess the range of applicability of the method.

Appendix A: Wing-Normal-Force Derivation

The normal-force coefficient generated by the four panels up to the
seventh order in §, projected in the crossflow direction indicated by §
(Fig. Al), is

b
Cruaty = e0s¢{ Cunocosg [[1f + sdsinglar
b
+ CND(2520053<,0/ [f + g8sing]dr
b
+ CN,J484cos5<p/ [f + g6singp dr
b
+ CND(686<:057<p/ [f + g8sing] dr}
b
Cyuwpay = 8cos (p{CMO cos (p/ [f — g8sing]dr
b
+ CNO,2820053<p/ [f — g8sing]Pdr
b
+ CNMS“cosS(p/ [f — gsing] dr
b
+ CNa656cos7<p/ [f — g6sing] dr}
. . b
Cupz) = 0sin ‘P{CNao sm(p/ [f + g8cosg]dr
b
+ CNa2523in3<p/ [f + g8cosg]* dr
b
+ CNu434sin5g0/ [f + gbcos ] dr
b
+ CNuﬁé(’sin7(p/ [f + g8cos¢] dr}
b
Cyypqy = dsin ¢{CNQO sin<p/ [f — g8 cosg]dr
b
+ CNQZSZSin%o/ [f — g8cos ]’ dr
b
+ CNa484sin5<p/ [f — g§cosg]’ dr

b
+ CNO,(,SGsin7¢/ [f — gbcos ]’ dr}

i 24

Fig. A1 Wing-normal-force coefficient.

For convenience, the following weighting factors are introduced:

anl_ bfn mfY !
= 1"\ p dr (A1)

Summing up the contributions of the four panels in each of the
wing-alone normal-force coefficients,

b
Crrao — 28 / fdr =250
b
Crar — 268 [Sz(sin“(p + COS4(,0)/ fidr
b
+ 38*(sin*@cosg + cos*psin?g) / fg* dr}
3 1 300 3 120 ¢2
=26 7 (3 + cos4p)W-" 4 §(1 — cosdp)W'=§

1
Cras — 28| = (5 + 3 cos 4g) W30
8

+ % (5 — 4 cos4g — cos 8¢)W32°82:|

1
Chos — 2687 P (35 + 28 cos 4¢ + cos 8¢)W7°°]

The global wing-normal-force coefficient in the presence of the
body is, finally,
Cyug = 25{CNa0W]OO + 431CN012"VsOO(32
+ HBCha W' + 5Cyy WP0)5*
+ 4(50Cyas W + 35C o6 W'*)8°
+ o8 49[EC N WP — 3(B3C o W' — Cpea W) 5
— L (10CyGs WP = Ty W) 5]
+ €08 8¢[—Z(10C N W30 — Ciyo W) 51} (A2)

The normal-force coefficient generated by the four panels,
projected in the direction of the Y axis of Fig. A1, is the out-of-plane
side-force coefficient, which also fits the corresponding Maple—
Synge [4] expansion [Eq. (B7) of Appendix B:

Cy,p = sin 4¢[%CN02W3°°83 + Creu W38

+ 16(10C s W20 + TCpros W) 8]
+ 5in 8¢[—35(10C ey W32 — Cos W™)48] (A3)
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Appendix B: Maple-Synge Expansion

For the case of a symmetric cruciform missile, the in-plane normal
force and the static restoring moment are not only functions of the
angle of attack but are also dependent on the roll orientation . In
addition, the lack of complete axial symmetry introduced by the
presence of the fins causes a roll-orientation-dependent side moment
and its corresponding side force. Wind-tunnel tests of typical missile
configurations [23,24] have shown these side forces and moments to
be reasonably described by harmonic functions of the roll-orientation
angle. Maple and Synge [4] have shown that symmetry con-
siderations place restrictions on the functional form of the force-and-
moment expansion. We can express the force and the roll moment as
power series of the complex angle of attack and its conjugate:

F=F,+iF,=F —iN= Z.fi_/(v’ P, ST)S’E_’

L= Zlij(V,p,ST)éiS_j B

where § = de is the complex angle of attack, and the coefficients f;
and /;; are complex functions of the speed of the missile V, the roll
rate p, and the fin cant 6. Because L is areal variable, /;; = l_ji. TheV
dependency is generally accounted for through the Mach number not
considered here. The rotational symmetry of a cruciform con-
figuration requires that only the following terms are possible up to the
eighth order:

F = f1ok + f28E + fuf + f508 + [EE + f146E"

+ faOE + fiaE'E + f2582E + [
L= lo + 11EE + LygE* + 1828 + InuE* + 15,65 + 15,68

+ 15EE + Igof® + 18 + LE'E + L8 + g€ (B2)
We can further break f;; and /;; down into real and imaginary parts.

The mirror symmetry requires them to be even or odd functions in p
and 87, resulting in

fo=r0+ifys =10 + il (B3)

The superscript (E) stands for an even function of p and the
superscript (O) for an odd function. If we expand those functions as
power series of p and §;, we can write

4
f f110+f112(pé)) +f114(%) + -

ful +ft/3(pD) +ft15(pVD) + e

pD pDY
15 = lij107 + lijzo (7) + - LSy + Ljoadt + -

p pD
+ll/2l( V) 5T+11/12 82

pD\?
15 = Lijoo + Lijo (7) +

+ ll/]l p 8T + 11/22( ) 82 (B4)

o+ Ljond7 + LijoaST + -+

In the preceding coefficients, the subscripts indicate the powers of
£, & pD/V, and &y, respectively. The force coefficients f;; are
assumed to be independent of §7. In the force expansion of Eq. (B2),
the roll-dependent terms can be regarded as Magnus terms. The
remaining terms, which correspond to coefficients f;y, yield the
following expansion:

F = (fi00 + f2108” + fo3007€ ™ + fs008*e™ + f1508*
+ f1408* €™ 4 f108%€™ + f4308° + fas080e™
+ for8°e ) (BS)

Introducing the angle of attack & = i§ (Fig. 2), the complex force F
can be broken down into the normal and side forces:

F. /8§ =—=N/8= fio + f2100" + f3208* + fu306°
+ cos 49{f0306” + (f1a0 + f500)8* + (fas0 + fo10)5°}
+ cos 8¢{ f706°} (B6)

F,/§= sin4@{f0308* + (f1a0 — F3500)8* + (F2s0 — f610)8°}
+ sin 8¢{f(708°} (B7)

In a similar manner, the Magnus terms can be separated into
normal and side contributions. If quadratic and higher powers of roll
rate are disregarded, the following expansion is obtained:

D
- pr/(pvé) = o +f2'152 +f32154 ‘{‘f43156

+ cos 4¢{f316% + (fia1 + fs00)8* + (fasi + f611)8°}
+ cos 8¢{ f716°} (B3)

D .
Np/(pvé) = sin4¢{f3:8* + (f141 — f501)*

+ (fast — f611)8%} + sin8p{f(7,8°} (B9)

For the roll moment, by combining the roll expressions of
Egs. (B2) and (B3) and the equality [;; = [;;,

L=1I5+ 108+ 158
+2(I$)8* + 18, 8°
—2(15,8* +

+198° + 19,88
+19,8%) cos 4¢ + 215,88 cos 8¢
1£,8° + 1£,8%) sin 4¢p — 21588 sin 8¢ (B10)

Introducing the expansion given by Eq. (B4), independent terms
and terms in p and §; can be found. Following, terms up to the eighth
order are summarized:

1) For odd products of p and §; (i + j odd),

L = loo;; + 1138 + L8 + 13358 + Ly 8°
+ 2(l40i8* + Is1;j8° + lgp;;8°) cos 4g
+ 2(180,'1'88) CoS 8(p (Bll)

2) For independent terms and even products of p and §; (i + j
even),

L= _2(140”‘84 + 15”-/‘86 + 162,"/'88) sin 4(p — 2(180”58) sin SQD
(B12)

Appendix C: Weighting Factors

The analytical expressions of the aerodynamic derivatives
provided by the present method are functions of the wing-alone
normal-force coefficients and the weighting factors, defined by
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Table C1 Weighting factors.

A 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.9
w'® 53 x%x107! 5.8 x 107! 6.2 x 107! 6.7 x 107! 7.2 x 107! 7.7 x 107! 8.3 x 107! 8.8 x 107! 9.4 x 10!
w3  6.2x 10! 1.6 x 10! 6.7 x 10° 3.5 % 10° 1.9 x 10° 1.0 x 10° 52x1070  21x107"  50x1072
w'?0 1.6 x 102 4.4 x 10! 1.9 x 10! 9.5 x 10° 4.8 x 10° 2.2 % 10° 8.6 x 10! 2.4 x 107! 2.9 x 1072
w®  8.1x10° 4.7 x 10 8.0 x 10! 2.0 x 10! 5.6 x 10° 1.6 x 10° 36x1070  58x102  3.0x1073
w2 1.7 x 10 1.1 x 103 1.9 x 10? 4.6 x 10! 1.2 x 10! 2.7 x 10° 48x107"  51x102  13x107?
w’ 1.1 x 10° 1.5 x 10* 1.0x 103 1.2 x 102 1.8 x 10 2.5 % 10° 2.7 x 107! 1.6 x 102 1.9 x 1074
wo!! 2.6 x 10° 1.6 x 10° 1.2 x10° 1.0 x 10° 9.1x 107! 8.0 x 107! 6.8 x 107! 5.6x 107! 3.9x 107!
w22 x 102 3.2 x 10! 1.0 x 10! 4.2 % 10° 1.9 x 10° 8.6x107!  3.4x107! 1.1 x 107! 1.7 x 1072
wB 9.1 x10? 1.3 x 10? 4.3 x 10! 1.7 x 10! 7.2 % 10° 2.8 x10° 9.0x 107" 2.0x107! 1.6 x 1072
w23 x 10 8.0 x 102 1.0 x 10? 2.1 x 10! 4.8 x 10° 1.1 x 10° 21x107" 25x10%  88x10*
w?! 8.2 x 10* 29x% 103 3.8 x 10% 7.3 % 10! 1.6 x 10! 3.0 x 10° 4.5x% 107! 3.8x1072 6.8x10™*
wo! 3.5 % 10° 1.3 x 10* 1.7 x 103 3.2 x 102 6.3 x 10! 1.1x 10! 1.4 x 10° 83x1072  8.0x10™*
w'! 1.3 x 10° 77x 1070 61x1070  54x1070  51x1070 49x107' 49x107' 49x107" 49x 107!
w3! 1.2 x 102 1.8 x 10! 5.9 x 10° 2.6 x 10° 1.3 x 10° 63x107"  29x107! 1.2x107"  2.6x1072
w2 43 x10? 6.4 x 10! 2.0 x 10! 8.2 x 10° 3.6 x 10° 1.5 x 10° 53x 107! 1.4 x 107! 1.5 x 102
w>! 1.4 x 10* 4.9 x 102 6.6 x 10! 1.4 x 10! 3.6 x 10° 92x107"  20x10"  31x102 1.5x1073
w32 42x10* 1.5x 103 1.9 x 10? 3.7 x 10! 8.3 x 10° 1.7 x 10° 29x 107" 29x102  72x107*
w’! 1.8 x 10° 1.5 x 10* 8.0 x 102 8.3 x 10! 1.1 x 10! 1.4 % 10° 1.5x107"  88x103% 98x107°
w'! 1.7 x 10° 6.0 x 10* 7.8 x 102 1.5 % 102 3.1 x 10! 5.7 x 10° 7.7 % 107! 54x1072  72x107*
w3 4.5 x 10° 3.6 x 10* 2.0 % 10° 1.9 x 10? 2.1 x 10! 2.3 % 10° 1.7 x 107! 6.7 x 1073 3.6 x107°
w2 39x10° 1.2 x 10° 6.6 x 107! 4.7 % 107! 3.7x 107! 3.2x 107! 2.9 x 107! 2.7 x 107! 2.6x 107!
w2 3.1 x10? 2.4 % 10! 5.6 x 10° 2.0 x 10° 85x 107" 39x10"! 1.7x107"  63x10%  1.4x107?
w2 13x10° 1.0 x 10? 2.3 x 10! 7.3 x 10° 2.7 % 10° 1.0 x 10° 32x107" 79x10%  83x1073
w2 32x10* 5.9 x 102 5.8 x 10! 1.0 x 10! 2.3 x 10° 5.5%x 107! 1.1x 107! 1.7x102  8.0x10™*
w2 12x10° 2.1 x 103 2.0 x 10? 3.1 x 10! 6.1 x 10° 1.1 x10° 1.7 x 107! 1.6x1072  3.8x10™*
w?  3.6x10° 1.6 x 10* 6.6 x 102 5.8 x 10! 6.9 x 10° 84x107"  80x102 46x107% 50x10°°
w*?  5.1x10° 9.5x 103 8.7 x 102 1.3 x 10? 2.4 % 10 3.9 x 10° 4.7 x 107! 31x10%2  38x10*
w2 1.2 %107 5.2 % 10* 1.9 x 103 1.5 x 102 1.5 x 10’ 1.5 x 10° 1.0x 107! 3.7x 1073 1.9 x 1073
wo!! 2.7 x 10° 2.2 % 104 1.2x10° 1.1 x 10? 1.4 x 10 1.6 x 10° 1.3x 107! 6.4x1073  49x107°
w3 2.9 x 10° 5.8 x 10! 6.4 x 10° 1.4 x 10° 43 %x 107! 1.5 x 107! 5.0 x 1072 1.9 x 102 3.7x 1073
w?  1.5x10* 3.0 x 102 3.2 x 10! 6.3 x 10° 1.7 x 10° 4.7 x 107! 1.2x107"  26x10%  24x1073
w®*  24x10° 1.2x10° 5.5 % 10! 6.3 x 10° 1.1 x 10° 2.0x 107! 30x102  48x107% 21x10™*
w?  1.1x10° 53x 103 2.4 x 102 2.4 % 10! 3.4 x10° 50x107"  6.0x102  51x103 1.0x107*
w™  22x107 2.7 x 10* 5.5 x 10? 3.2 x 10! 2.9 x 10° 3.0 x 10! 20102 13x10% 13x10°°
w* 5.7 x10° 2.7 x 10* 1.2x10° 1.1 x 10? 1.4 x 10! 1.8 x 10° 1.8x 10! 1.0x1072  1.0x10™*
w?  9.5x107 1.1 x 10° 2.1 x 103 1.1 x 10? 7.9 x 10° 6.1x107"  3.0x10% 1.1x1023 53x10°
w* 45x 108 52x10° 9.6 x 10° 4.6 x 10* 3.0 x 10! 2.0 x 10° 9.0x102  20x10% 47x10°°
wO! 3.5% 10° 1.3 x 10* 1.7 x 103 3.2 x 102 6.3 x 10! 1.1x 10! 1.4 x10° 83x102 8.0x10™*
whl 8.3 x10° 7.2 x 10* 3.8 x 103 3.5 x 102 3.8 x 10! 3.7 x 10° 26x107"  82x10%  32x10°°
w®  29x10° 2.2 x 102 5.0 x 10" 1.6 x 10! 5.6 x 10° 1.9 x 10° 5.6 x 107! 1.2x107"  8.8x1073
w2 5.8 x 104 1.1 x 103 1.0 x 10? 1.7 x 10! 3.4 % 10° 7.0 x 107! 1.2 x 107! 1.4 x 1072 4.6 x 1074
w2 6.2x10° 2.8 x 104 1.1 x103 8.6 x 10! 9.2 x 10° 9.7x107"  80x102 35x103 25x10°5
w’? 1.1 x 10° 2.1 x 10* 1.9 x 10° 2.9 x 10% 4.9 % 10! 7.6 x 10° 8.5x 107! 47x1072  43x10™*
w2 23 x107 1.0 x 10° 3.8 x 10° 2.9 x 102 2.8 x 10! 2.5 % 10° 1.5x107"  46x10°%  1.7x107°
w033 1.0 x 10* 3.9 x 102 5.9 x 10! 1.5 x 10! 4.5 % 10° 1.3 x 10° 3.5x%x 107! 6.7x1072  47x1073
w 1.6x10° 1.5x 103 1.0 x 10? 1.4 x 10! 2.4 % 10° 45x107"  7.0x102  77x107%  24x10*
w3 1.6 x 107 3.7 x 10* 1.0 x 103 6.8 x 10! 6.3 x 10° 6.1x107"  40x102  19x103 13x10°5
w’  3.8x10° 3.6 x 10* 2.3 %103 2.7 x 102 3.9 x 10! 5.3 x 10° 53x1070 27x10%  23x10*
w? 6.6 x 107 1.5x10° 4.1 %103 2.5 x 102 2.0 x 10! 1.6 x 10° 9.0x 102  26x10%  9.0x10°°
w® 9.1 x10? 3.5x 10! 5.8 x 10° 1.6 x 10° 6.0x 107! 2.4 x 107! 1.0 x 107! 34x107%2  7.0x1073
w'?®  44x10° 1.7 x 102 2.6 x 10! 6.7 x 10° 2.1 x10° 6.8x107"  20x107"  45x102  44x1073
w®  8.2x10* 7.9 x 102 5.5 x 10! 7.9 x 10° 1.6 x 10° 33x1070 6.0x102  89x103  4.1x107*
w??  3.5x10° 3.3x 103 2.1 x 10% 2.7 x 10 4.5 % 10° 7.5%x 107! 1.0x107" 9.1 x10° 20x10™*
w® 8.4 x10° 2 x 104 5.8 x 102 4.2 % 10! 4.5 % 10° 50x 1070 40x102  25x103 2.6x107°
w's 1.7 x 10° 1.6 x 10* 1.0 x 10° 1.2 x 10? 1.8 x 10! 2.7 x 10° 2.9 x 107! 1.8x 102 20x10™*
wB 3.2x107 7.4 x 10* 2.0x 103 1.3 x 10? 1.0 x 10! 94x107"  60x102% 20x103 1.0x1075
w* 1.4x108 3.2x10° 8.5 x 103 5.1 x 10? 4.0 x 10! 2.9 x 10° 1.5x107"  35x10%  89x10°¢
w*? 4.6x107 2.1 x 103 7.8 x 10° 5.9 x 102 5.3 x 10! 4.4 %100 25%x1070 62x102  1.6x107°
w3 1.6 x 107 1.4 x 10° 7.4 %10 6.8 x 10? 7.1 x 10! 6.6 x 10° 4.1x107! 1.1x1072  3.1x107°
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an[_/ fn m( ) dr
/h 4 |:( 2 2 aZ 27n/2
Lezelta 6T
a CNochsth b y

qm (2)%[),4 _ a4]3m/2

- - - F s k F R k/ m

ART Yl | V10 E 2 )
22n+(5/2)m

= m o n+m n+m-+I1—1
AR"Cyl oD Sy

2\ 2 2\ 27 n/2 [v4 3m/2
S5) - O3 T
< [F(r. K) + F (. k')]m} dy

The preceding expression implies

Wﬂml = )Lz 2 2)\2 +2 ’
ARn+2m 12(5/2)m n+m(1 _k) A

/2 __113m/2
(4z + 1) ] [16Z 1] Y [F(y k) + F(yy, k)] }dz;

D
2b

! Ddy
S,

_ _a
Z_1)’ b

The weighting factors for AR = 1 (w") can be evaluated as a
function of A only and are listed in Table C1. For arbitrary AR, the
corresponding weighting factor is

nml — o nml n+2m—1
wrml = ynml JAR

Appendix D: Roll Derivatives

If the four panels are deflected to generate a positive rolling
moment (Fig. D1), the ratio of the unperturbed normal velocity to
missile velocity on the strips of panel 2 is

% =5cos<p—8r—|—p7y=8005<p—A

The differential roll-moment coefficient generated by two strips
situated at distance y from the body center on panels 2 and 4 is:

dCipp_gy = pdr{—Cpuold cos ¢ — A](f + gésing)
— Cyaal8cos o — AP (f + gésing)®
— Craldcos o — AP(f + g8sin @)’ — Cpyeld cos o — A
X (f + g8sing)’} + dr{Cpyold cos ¢ + A](f — gdsing)
+ CraalScos ¢ + AP (f — gésing)’ + Cypaldcos g + AP
x (f — g8sing)’ + Cygeldcos ¢ + AJ(f — gdsing)’}

Fig. D1 Rolling moment.

Similarly, for panels 3 and 1,

dC5_1y = £dr{Cpeold sin g + A](f + gbcos )
+ Creal8sing + AP(f + g8cos ¢)® + Crpaldsing + AP
X (f + 8808 9)’ + Cyaeldsing + AJ(f + gécos ¢)7}
+ $dr{—Cyyold sing — AJ(f — gécos ¢)
— Cyeal8sing — AP(f — g8 cos ¢)® — Cyaul8sing — AP
X (f — g8cos @)’ — Cyuldsing — A (f — gScos p)’}

Summing up the contributions in each of the wing-alone normal-
force coefficients,

Croo — (F)drafA;
Crnox — (HAr{4f*A° + 618> A5
— 6f2g sin @ cos p(cos’p — sin’@)§* + 63 AS?
+ 36 g>sin’pcos?pAs*
— 63 sin ¢ cos p(sin’p — cos?g) A%84]
= (H)Ar[4f A% + 6fg>A38* —3f g sin4ps* + 6f° A§
+2fg*(1 — cos dp) AS* + 3g° sindpA%§%]
Chos — ()dr[—3 2g3(2sin4¢ — sin 8¢)8?
+20°A38 +50F3g2(1 — cos4(p)A354
+ 21 g*(1 — cos 49) A38® — 2¢5(2sin 4 — sin 8p) A2S°
—2f*gsindpA?8* + 3f3(3 + cos 4p) AS*
+ 213> (1 — cos 4p) AS® + 31 g*(3 — 4 cos 4¢ + cos 8¢p) AS®]
Chos = (3)dr[—5/%g(14 sin4¢ + sin 8p)S®
— 2173 + cos4p) A3* + B3f5e2(1 — cos 4g) A35°
+ 13513¢*3(1 — 4 cos4g + cos 8p) A35®
— T 0g sindpA286 — B2 1463 (2 sin 4 — sin 8¢p) A%S®
+2f7g(5 + 3 cos 4p) A?6* + 3/ (3 + cos 4p) AS*
+213¢*(1 — cos 4p) AS® + 31 ¢*(3 — 4 cos 4¢ + cos 8p) AS°
+ L f3¢%(5 — 4 cos 4p — cos 8p)]

4gsindps® — =

Only powers of A, up to A3, were retained, taking into
account that A is smaller than the large values of §, at which the
previous expressions can theoretically be applied. If, now, A is
replaced by 8y — £, the preceding sums give raise to independent
terms and terms in &7, p, 8;p, 8%, p?, §;p?, 82p, &3, and p3. The
independent term is the induced roll moment, the term in §; is
the linear roll-driving moment, the term in p is the linear roll-
damping moment, and the term in p? is the cubic roll-damping
moment. The integration along the span yields the aforemen-
tioned roll-moment components that fit the corresponding Maple—
Synge [4] expansion [Eqs. (B11) and (B12) of Appendix B] and
are listed next:

Linear roll-driving moment:

Ci(87) = 87{4CnooW'"" + 6Cy,, W' 5
+ GCnax W' + SCoys W)8*
+ FCnas W' 4 2 Cyo W)
+ BCnas W + B Ches W)
+ cos 4g[(—3C N W' 4 3Ca W) 8*
+ (—%CNMW}z] + ZATICNaszI)‘SG
— W + K W)
+ cos 8¢[(BCos W — EICye W28} (D1)
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Linear roll-damping moment:

Cp) = (=P AC W' 4 6C W2
+ GCrnaa W' + S Cyas W*)5*

+ BCh W2 + BCyg W58

+ B W™ + B5Cy o W)

+ o8 4¢[(—3C N W'? + 3Cy,y W*2)5*

+ (—FCas W32 + HCyo W2)8°

— (BCas W + 10, WS2) 8]

+ 08 8¢[(53Cwas W' — FCvas W8]} (D2)

Induced roll moment:

Cy(ind.) = {sin4@[—3Cy,, W'18* — 3Cy,a W18
— GCnas W' + 5Cnas WO'1) 6]
+ 510 8¢ (F5Cnaa W' — $5Cnas WO )]} (D3)

Cubic roll-damping moment:

Ci(P?) = (=52 {4CNaa W™ 4 (6Cya W' + 20C y0q W82
+ (50C W 4 105C, WT)5¢

4 ECyas W' + BECy s W50 4 (B s W58

+ 08 4¢[(—=50C yuqg W32 + BCps W) 54

— (BCya W™ + 50, s W86 — (125C,06 W) 5]

+ c0s 8¢[(53Cvas W) 8]} (D4)

C,(8%) = 87{sin4g[GChepy W' — 25Cyy,, W*1)8*
_ (lg_7cNa6W6”)56 + (%CNMWOSI 735C W4%1)58]
+ sin S(p[(_%CNDMWOSl 735CN0¢6W431)88]} (D3)

C/(8rp) = 28T(_%){Sin 4§0[(%CNa2W032 —25Cy, W412)54
— (Cyag WO + (s WO = TEC, 6 W)
+ 5in 8¢[(—:Crnaa W2 + F2Cpus W) 8]} (D6)

C(pH) = (ﬁ)z{sin 4g0[(3CNa2W033 — 25C o WA13) 84

( TC s WO'?)80 + (gCNa4W053 7%5CNM)W43%)58]
+ sin 8¢[ —ECNMWOS3 + 7%5CN(16W433)68]} (D7)
CI(STPZ) = 38T(%)2{4CN012W303
+ (6C Ny W' + 20C y oy W39) 82
+ (50C e W + 1B Co W8
+ (%CN(MWM} + G—SCMWS”) 56 + (3675CNa6W343) 8

+ €08 4@[(—=50C gy W32 + 2C s W) 8
_ (ECNO( W143 ECNa W523)56 _ (%CND,6W343)88]
+ €08 8¢[(1233C v, W) 85} (D8)

Fig. D2 Circular motion.

C1(5 p) = 38% ){4CNa2 w30
+ (6C 2 W22 + 20C s W) 52
+ (50Cua W22 + 15Cos W2)5
+ (?CNoAWMZ + 735CN0( W522)86 4 (3675CNa6W342) 58
+ o8 4¢[(—50C s W32 + %CN%WWZ)S“
- (éCNa Wi 4 Eszate W322)§° — (%Cmm W342)8%]
+ c0s 8¢[(53°Cvus W) 8]} D9)

Ci(87) = & {4CMW301 + (6Cxaa W' 4 20C o W52
105
+ (SOCN W32 4 _CNa6W7m)6

25 735
+ ( CNa4Wl4I + _CNot6W52|>8

3675 341 8
+( 7 CrnaeW™ )8

35
+ cos 4(,0[(7 Cras W' — SOCNMW”‘)S“

25 735
( CrasWH + 22 CNa6W52')56

1225
_ ( Chre 6W341)58i|

—|—cos890|:( iis CNO,6W3‘“)5 ]} (D10)

The expressions of the preceding roll-moment components can be
easily extended to higher orders in the wing-alone coefficients and
powers of § and A. According to Fig. D2, é = ¢r + A. Since
A+ @=090° then ¢ =w=p— ¢, where w is the circular yaw
frequency. In lunar motion, A=—-¢=0=>w=p and
¢ = constant. For the wind-tunnel case, with freedom only in roll.
[11]w =0 = p = ¢.Inthelast case, the contribution of the terms in
sin4ke and cos 4kg (k = 1, 2) to the roll moment is zero in average;
therefore, the terms of the form p/ sin 4k¢ and p/ cos 4ke (j = 1, 2,
3) cannot be detected in wind-tunnel tests, because their
contributions are always null (whenp = 0 or p # 0) but can have
influence in free-flight conditions.

Appendix E: Magnus Side-Force Derivation

The Magnus force generated by the wing in the presence of
the body has in-plane components of nonzero average in
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(pD/V)?, (pD/V)*, - - that can be disregarded in comparison with
the in-plane gross components (Sec. III). Assuming that the
configuration is rolling at rate p, the calculation of the out-of- plane
forces is as follows:

b
Cyypp) = sin ¢{CN[10/ [f + gésing][§cos g + py/V]dr
b
+ Crea / [f + g8singP[Scosp + py/VP dr + - }
. b .
Cyuwpy = sin <P{CNao / [f — g8sing|[dcosp — py/V]dr
b
+ Cra / [f — g8singP[§cosp — py/V] dr + }
h .
Crunty == c0s9{ Cuw 111 + sbcosellssing = py/Viar
h .
+ o [[1f + adcos PlBsing = py/VP ar -}
b .
Crunty = =c050{ Cuw 17 = sdcos lsing + py/V)ar

b
+Cuua [ 17— gbeos @PBsing + py/ VP ar + }

The partial sums in the wing-alone normal-force coefficients up to
Cos are

CNa0—>28/ g——d —28(‘/)W011

Chz = [665sm geos’p(sine + cos’y) / 3P 4,
+ 3683sin2(pc0s2<p/ fzgﬂ
3 py
— 1868 sin ¢ cos p(cos?g — sin (p)/ fg? (V) dr:|
cosdp\ [t ., py
=|68(-——= 3PY
[ (8 8 ) / &£y &

1 cosdep) [? py
(L _ 2
+ 366 (8 )/ g v dr

8

I Py
_ 3
186 4sm4go/ fg? (V) dr]
_ (PP (9 311 4 3 csyoni
—(V)(ZSW +45W

in which the circular terms were disregarded, assuming freedom only
in roll. Similarly,

CNM_)(%)(%SSWMI +Z_§§7W231 —l—é—iSQWOSl)

and the Magnus side force is, finally,

Cyp = ED2Cygo WIS + LCa W1
+ (%CNQZWOSI —+ ZATSCNMW“I)SS
+ BCy g WHIST 4 Cy, WOS1 8] &1

If a roll deflection is considered in the calculation, the Magnus
force due to fin cant can also be found [25,26].
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