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Since the exact solution to von Kirman’s large deflection equations is unknown, the Ray-
leigh-Ritz approximation to Hamilton’s variational principle is used to investigate nonlinear
panel flutter. Solution to this problem is given for 1) random excitation and linear aerody-
namic loading, and 2) nonlinear aerodynamic loading alone. For 1, the limit-cycle oscillation
is determined by representing the modal amplitudes by a Fourier series and applying the
Galerkin averaging for the temporal solution. The existence of a limit cycle is determined by
investigating the stability of small perturbations about the limit cycle solution. Random
excitation provided by a known pressure with spatial and temporal random variation is intro-
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duced and treated.
nonlinear piston theory is examined.

equations in time is derived for the modal amplitude.
from given initial conditions to provide the panel motion versus time.

For 2, a two-dimensional panel with aerodynamic loads obtained from
A coupled ‘set of quasi-linear second order differential

These equations are then integrated
The importance of

various nonlinear aerodynamic terms is assessed and the implication of the significant terms
with respect to panel stability and posteritical response is discussed.

Nomenclature

aerodynamic pressure, lb/in.2

modal amplitudes for in-plane displacement

modal amplitude of panel oscillation

harmonic of modal amplitude

state-space vector of initial values for modal amplitudes
and velocities

flexural stiffness D = Eh%/12(1 — »*)(in.-1b)

Young’s modulus, 1b/in.2

total energy

Airy stress function, 1b

running spring constant for in-plane restraint spring

airstream Mach number

applied longitudinal axial load, 1b/in.

applied spanwise load, 1b/in.

speed of airstream, mph

plate length, in.

plate width, in.

panel thickness, in.

applied pressure, Ib/in.2

static pressure, 1b/in.?

modal random pressure, 1b/in.?

airstream dynamic pressure ¢ = %poUs? 1b/in.?

time variable, sec

longitudinal wave length for plate « = #/a

in-plane restraint parameter

(M? — 1)'2 compressibility correction factor

aerodynamic mass ratio

gas constant for air (v, = 1.4)

limit cycle modal phase difference

damping parameter x = (y\/M )12

dynamic pressure parameter, 1b/in.?

deformation aspect ratio for a plate p = ja/b

panel density, Ib/in.3

airstream density, 1b/in.?

midsurface extensional stress in longitudinal direction,
1b/in.2
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oym = midsurface extensional stress in spanwise direction, 1b/
in.?

T2ym = midsurface shearing strain

T+ = time variable, sec

v = Poisson ratio

w = frequency of oscillation, rad/sec

I. Introduction

ANEL flutter differs from wing flutter in two significant

ways: 1) the airflow is only on one side of the panel, and
2) the nature of the panel flutter is generally not as catas-
trophic as wing flutter. As predicted by linear theory the
amplitude of response to any initial disturbance rapidly de-
cays, but on the unstable side the amplitude of oscillation in-
creases without bound. In actual practice, panel flutter is
characterized by the fact that the amplitude of panel oscilla-
tion is limited by the nonlinear interaction of in-plane stresses
and transverse deformation. This suggests that skin panels
could safely exist for long periods of exposure to conditions
beyond the linear flutter boundaries. Accordingly, the the-
oretical problem of predicting the response (and ultimately the
stresses) in nonlinear aeroelastic systems is receiving in-
creased attention with the aim of developing criteria for a
fatigue-based structural synthesis.

At the present time there is still in many cases poor correla-
tion between experimental and theoretical flutter prediction.
Where it is in error the theoretical prediction of panel flutter
has been overly conservative. This fact is demonstrated by
flight vehicles that have flown successfully with skin thick-
nesses smaller than those recommended for flutter safety.
Because of the complexity of panel flutter, most theoretical
studies make use of simplifying assumptions. However, these
assumptions are usually so restrictive that the theoretical
model does not accurately represent realistic conditions. The
disagreement between theoretical and experimental flutter
prediction can be attributed in part to the following: 1) im-
precise idealization of all the complicated panel support con-
ditions that can occur (the neglect of nonlinear midplane ten-
sile stresses is assumed to be the major result of this over-
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idealization); 2) neglect of boundary-layer effects, particu-
larly panel excitation by turbulence; and 3) use of a linear
aerodynamic theory.

II. Equations for Panel Oscillation

Consider the isotropic, thin-walled plate shown in Fig. 1.
It is exposed to a supersonic airstream on one side only and
also subjected to longitudinal and spanwise axial loads, a
static pressure difference, and a transverse random pressure
of known spatial and temporal distribution. It is assumed
that the large oscillations of the plate in the presence of mid-
surface forces are governed by von Karman’s large deflection
equations.! These equations are

by — 4 (SE 2 o OF D, % o)
Jy? Ox? 0xdy dxdy oz? oy?
¥ o*w “ oM o
NG+ o 55 = elay) + 4 = oS0 + o (D

and
V4F = E[(0%w/0xdy)? — (d%w/dx2)0%w/Oy?] (2)

where w is the panel deflection and pr is a transverse random
pressure. The aerodynamic pressure loading A, resulting
from plate deformation, will be assumed to be given by linear
piston theory.

= (2¢/B0) [ow/ox + (M* — 2)/(M* — 1)(1/U=)ow/0t]
3

Generally, nonlinear panel flutter is investigated by solving
Egs. (1, 2, and 3) with Galerkin’s method. Although
Galerkin’s method is one of the most widely used approximate
methods for panel flutter prediction, there are some doubts
about the applicability of the method with all the complex
boundary conditions that can occur in practice. It therefore
appears advisable to investigate the panel flutter problem
with a true variational principle. The Rayleigh-Ritz ap-
proximation to Hamilton’s variational prineiple will be em-
ployed to accomplish this reinvestigation. The assumed
transverse deformation is given by

w(zyt) = E Z Con(®)en(y) om(z) 4
=1 n=
where M and N are chosen large enough to adequately repre-
sent the deformation, w. A two mode approximation for a
simply supported plate is

w(z,y,t) = R[Ci(®) sin(mz/a) + C(t) sin(2mx/a)] sin(swy/b)
(5)

where j identifies the spanwise mode. This two mode ap-
proximation is not accurate enough to insure quantitative
convergence of solutions but promotes computation ease and
demonstrates the general method. The inclusion of more
modes will be accomplished in a later section of this paper.
Substituting Eq. (5) into Eq. (2) yields a partial differential
equation from which the stress function ¥ can be determined

Now the midplane stresses resulting from large oscillation of
the plate can be determined from the definition of the Airy
stress function. With midplane tensile stresses thus deter-
mined it is possible to use Hamilton’s variational principle to
obtain the transverse equation of plate motion rather than
solving Eq. (1) with the aid of Galerkin’s averaging method.
Hamilton’s prineiple is given as

2] t2
aj; (T—U—V)dt+j; SW.di = 0 1)

where & indicates admissible variations in the degrees of free-
dom characterizing the state of deformation. T is the kinetic
energy, U is the strain energy, V is the potential of all applied
conservative loads and W, is virtual work of all unconserva-
tive loads.

The strain energy due to both midplane stresses and bend-
ing stresses is

U“*f f [(oom + oym)? — 2(1 + ») X

a aQw a2w 2
(GamOym — Taym®Ydady +§ f f [(W) + (W) +
2
e (a > ) ]dxdy ®

The transverse kinetic energy due to a plate oscillation is

o e [ (20)
-5 L 3 () s ®
The potential energy of the applied conservative loads (due

to applied midplane forces, static pressure differential and
random pressures) is

¥ a (o[ 0em — voym  1fOw\?
- ij:) fo [—‘E—— - 2(ax> ]dxdy +
¢ [ [P ]oum = roem _ 10w 2]
Ny fo .fo [ I 2<by> daedy -
a b a b
oo [ [ windy + [ [ pateydudedy (10)

The virtual work of the applied nonconservative forces (aero-
dynamic pressure induced by plate deformation) can be de-
termined for each of the virtual displacements 8C; and 8C,

_ a b R . ‘7_15[{
Wey = fo j:) Ah sinaz sin 5 8C\dxdy (1)

_ a b . s M
Wee, = fo fo Ah sin2az sin 5 8Cydxdy  (12)

Hamilton’s variational principle is satisfied with respeet to
the degrees of freedom C,(f) and Cs(f). The resulting equa-
tions of motion are

2 ac
‘ZTC; + (—M) —‘ + (My + NiCs2 + QC:HC; —

N o= B = ()il e (D
3 Jm?
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III. Determination of Limit-Cycle Oscillation

Equations (13) and (14) represent a coupled set of second-
order, nonlinear, ordinary differential equations for the deter-
mination of the time history of the modal amplitudes. With
these equations the nature of the plate motion can be studied
for different values of dynamic pressure, Mach number, struc-
tural damping, static pressure, random pressure and applied
midplane forces. An approximate technique will be used to
solve Egs. (13) and (14). This technique was first used by
Kiissner? in his study of nonlinear wing flutter.

Temporarily, the effect of the random pressure resulting
from the turbulent boundary layer over the plate will-be
neglected. Experiments have shown that the flutter motion
of flat plates above the linear stability boundary is a limit-
cycle oscillation. It will therefore be assumed that each of
the modal amplitudes can be represented as a finite Fourier
series

N .
Cn(T) — Z Ceiror
r=—N

n =12 (15)

?

It should be noted that C,(,, = C,*, the conjugate complex
of Crs.

Equation (15) is substituted into Eqs. (13) and (14), which
results in two nonlinear algebraic equations, NL,, = 0; m =
1,2. The Galerkin averaging technique is then applied to
these two nonlinear equations over one period of oscillation.

o0,
OCm

This procedure yields the following system of nonlinear
algebraic equations:

21/w
fo NLnA(Cy,,Cor,w) dr =0 mu,r = 1,2 (16)

N N
[—r2w? 4+ kirw + M,]Cy + Z Z (N1C1,Cre +
s=—N t=—N
QOZSCZt)Cl(r—s—t) - 8—>\ Cy, = % [1 — (—=1)1pe
3 T

r=29012...N (17)

N N
[—riw? + xirw + M;]Cs + Z Z (NoC2:Cos
s=—N t=—N

QC1,.C1)Co sty + 5?%\ Cir =0 r=2012 ... N (18)
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Fig.2 Static modal deflection at panel 34 chord vs dynamic
pressure parameter.

It should be noted that

. psifr =0
w=0ifr = 0 and p. {0 $r 0
Here one is concerned with a steady-state oscillatory
domain and the initial phase of the motion is nonessential.
This means that the imaginary part of one of the harmonics of
the complex modal amplitudes can be arbitrarily equated to
zero. Thus only 4N + 2 real constants need be determined
from Eqgs. (17) and (18).

Static Deflection

The static deflections are determined from Eqs. (17) and
(18) with the time dependent modal amplitudes equated to
zero. This yields a set of nonlinear algebraic equations
studied by Fralich®:

(M; + NiCy?® + QCx%%Cro — (8N/3)Cs =
@/m)l — (=Dilp, (19)
(Ms + NoCx® + QCrH)Con + (8N/8)Cp = 0 (20)

The static configurations of the panel in the presence of an
airstream are found from Egs. (19) and (20) for various values
of the statie pressure parameter p,, and the dynamic pressure
parameter . A typical case was considered and the results
are shown in Fig. 2. The effect of the aerodynamic forces on
the static deflection is evident from this figure. When X is
zero the aerodynamic forces acting on the plate vanish and
the stable static configuration is determined. As X is in-
creased, the aerodynamic forces increase which tend to de-
crease the static deflection of the plate. This decrease of
plate deflection is continued and at Acrir the aerodynamic
forces cause a sudden flattening of the panel which, for any
increase in A, represents the stable static configuration about
which the flutter motion will be observed.

Limit-Cycle Oscillation

The only stable static configuration of the plate occurring
at values of A greater than Acgrir is the flat plate. Thus for
the flutter motion, the zero harmonic of each of the Fourier
series representing the modal amplitudes is zero. This isused
in rewriting Eqs. (17) and (18) to obtain equations from which
the harmonics of the modal amplitudes for a limit-cycle oscil-
lation can be obtained

N N
[~72w? 4 Kkirw + M,1C + Z Z [(N1C1:*Cre* +

s=1 t=1
QCQS*CN*)CI<1‘+3+£) + 2(N1013*Cll + QC23*CZ£)CI(T+S—I) +

8\
(N1C1SC1¢ + QChC?t)Cl(r—s—t) - 5

5 Cor =0 (21)
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Fig. 3 Panel limit cycle amplitudes at 3{ chord point vs
dynamic pressure parameter for various values of com-
pressive end load.

N N
[—=7r%w? + kirw + M,)Ce -+ Z E [(NoCas*Cat* +

s=1 t=1

chs*clt*)02(1+s+t) + 2(N202s*02t + QCU*CU)CQ(H-&—!) +
(NQC%C% + chsclt)CZ(r—s—t) + '8"3A Clr =0 (22)

Since flutter experiments have shown the motion of the
plate to be approximately sinusoidal it is only necessary to use
very few terms from the Fourier series to represent the limit-
cycle oscillation. Equations (21) and (22) were solved for
the modal harmonies when N was selected to be three. Modal
harmonics greater than three were neglected and a parameter
study of the effects of aerodynamic damping, applied mid-
plane loads and dynamic pressure on the modal harmonics
Crr and frequency of oscillation w was conducted. A plate
with stiffness and geometric properties typical of those found
in aerospace applications was selected and the calculations
were performed to obtain information about the limit-cycle
motion. The results of these calculations are shown in Fig. 3
and are representative of most of the cases considered during
this investigation.

Various points within the ‘“limit cycle oscillation” region of
the linear stability diagram, Fig. 4, were investigated using
one, two and three harmonics. It was found that one har-
monic gave an accurate representation of the modal ampli-
tudes over the limit cycle oscillation region with the exception
of a region designated as ‘“‘periodic but not simple harmonic.”
Outside of this “not simple harmonic’’ region, the error in-
curred in representing C; and C, by neglecting harmonics be-
yond the first was calculated to be less than 1%. Thus to a
very good approximation the modal amplitudes of the limit
cycle oscillation can be expressed as

Ci()) = A cos(wzit + ez1) (23)

Co(t) = B cos(wzt) (24)
where A, B, wz, e can be calculated from Eqgs. (21) and (22).

Stability of Limit Cycle

Within the “periodic but not simple harmonic” region there
is some disagreement between the limit cyecle prediced by the
method outlined above and that given by Dowell.t A stabil-
ity study of the predicted steady state limit cycle was accom-
plished to investigate the above disagreement. Each modal
amplitude of the previously determined limit-cycle amplitude
is perturbed by a small amount

Ca(®) = Car(t) + Crp(t) n =12 (25)

where C, 1 is the modal amplitude of the limit-cycle oscillation
determined from Eqs. (23) and (24). C,, is the small per-
turbation and satisfies Cyp < Cr.

The relations given by Eq. (25) are substituted into Eqs.
(18) and (14). The approximate solutions given by Egs.
(23) and (24) are assumed to satisfy Eqs. (21) and (22) ex-
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actly, and only linear terms in the perturbation amplitudes
are retained to study small oscillations about the limit eycle.
This produces a coupled set of differential equations of the
Mathieu type

d201P dClP + {

3N, A?
@ T a

M+

[1 + cos2wit —

2
2er SiIlet] 4+ in [1 + OOS2th]l C1p +

{@;‘—B [1 + cos2wit — €z sinZth] - 83)\}0219 =0 (26)
d2Cop  dCsp 3N,A?
P P + {M2 + 5 [1 + cos2wzt] +
2
%4—‘ [1 + GOSZth _ 26L sinth]} C2P +
{?Q—I;—E [1 + cos2wit — er sin2wyt] + SE)\} Cirp=0 (27)

These equations are integrated numerically to obtain the
time history of the modal amplitudes of the perturbed motion.
The stability of the limit-cycle oseillation can then be deter-
mined. If the amplitude of the perturbed oscillation returns
to zero or a constant small magnitude, then the limit-cycle
oscillation is stable. If the amplitude of the perturbed oseil-
lation becomes unbounded then the limit-cyecle oscillation is
unstable. Two points from the limit cycle oscillation region
of Fig. 4 were selected for stability study as being representa-
tive of all points in that region. Time histories of the per-
turbed motion about the limit-cycle oscillation for these two
points are presented in Figs. 5 and 6. Figure 5 presents a
case where the limit-cycle is stable and Fig. 6 depicts a case
where the limit cycle is unstable. The case shown in Fig. 6 is
representative of the unstable limit-cycles occurring within
the not simple harmonic region of Fig. 4.

If the motion about the limit cycle is unstable, the steady
state limit cycle predicted by Eqs. (23) and (24) will not exist.
It was assumed, a priori, that a steady-state limit cycle could
be obtained; but within the not simple harmonic region, this
assumption is false. Therefore, a time history of the osecilla-
tion including all transient motion is required to study the
actual motion within this region.

It is speculated that the plate motion within this question-
able region can be explained by the following. The plate
selects first a static configuration about which a limit cycle
motion occurs; but as time progresses, small disturbances
within the system cause the panel to jump to a new static
configuration about which a new limit cycle motion occurs.
This means that there exist at least two static configurations,
with equal strain energy levels, which the plate selects with a
given period. A possible cause of the plate jumping from one
static configuration to another is the nonlinear behavior of the
interaction of the buckling and flutter phenomena neglected
here.

LIMIT CYCLE OSCILLATION
APPROXIMATELY SIMPLE

30042 ARMONIC MOTION

—
-
P

-~ PERIODIC BUT

200 -4

A-Dynamic Pressure

FLAT AND = '
I
STABLE p~ NOT SIMPLE HARMONIC
100 4
BUCKLED BUT DYNAMICALLY STABLE
0 T A T T
0 1 2 3 4

N,~Applied Axial Load
Fig. 4 Classical flutter and buckling stability diagram.
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IV. Plate Response to Random Pressure Loading

An oscillating plate in an airstream is usually subjected to
random pressure loads from the turbulent boundary layer
causing a random forced response of the plate. The random
pressure loading neglected in Eqgs. (17) and (18) will now be
included to determine this additional response. Following
MeClure® and Fung,® we represent the aerodynamic pressure as

p(x,y,w,t) = pD(wyt) + pDB(nyrw:t) + pR(x,y,t) (28)

where pp is the incremental aerodynamic pressure induced by
the panel deformation without boundary layer effects, pps is
the boundary layer effect on the pressure induced by panel
deformation, and pz is the random pressure representing the
random fluctuations of the turbulent boundary layer. Here
pr is distributed both spatially and temporally to represent
the random fluctuations of turbulence. The pressure cor-
relation functions are adapted from those given by Tack and
Lambert.”

(pa,tplett)) = wL.p%g(Ly, )o@ — a* — vr)e— 1 (29)

where the symbols are defined in Ref. 7. Since Eq. (29) is a
phenomenological pressure field, it will be assumed that the
plate deformation has no effect upon the form of the pressure
correlation function, but the experimental constants should
be determined from flexible plate measurements. Here, ppp
will be neglected because of the following:

1) McClure® has shown the effect of the boundary layer on
the stability boundary of a plate is only critical at low super-
sonic Mach numbers, and the effect of the boundary layer
vanished as the Mach number approached and exceeded
(2)2.  The present study is not applicable at this low super-
sonic Mach number unless an aerodynamic theory other than
piston theory is selected and the boundary effect included in
the manner of Olson.?

2) Olson® has shown for a finite plate undergoing only
streamwise bending, that piston theory is an approximate
representation of boundary-layer results at freestream Mach
numbers greater than two. In this section, a flat plate under-
going streamwise bending only will be selected as the struc-
tural model used to determine the random response of a panel
with turbulent boundary layer.

Because of the preceding arguments, pps was neglected,
pp was given by piston theory, and pr was given by Eq. (29).
This means that the pressure fluctuations can be separated
into those due to panel deformation and those due to the
turbulent boundary layer.

Supercritical Response

The supereritical response is the panel response after the
onset of the flutter motion. An investigation of the panel
response occurring before the onset of the flutter motion is con-
tained in Ref. 9. The panel motion is considered to be com-
posed of a previously determined flutter motion and a small
random response about the flutter motion. The modal
amplitudes can be represented as

Crn = Cnr + Crr where Crz < Cur, n=12 (30
%81 R0 A=300
04 L. .3
% M =0l X =5aQ
2 % o 20 30 40
a Time
2 o o \/\l JANAN! | )|
<
3lc ~02
-04
-06

Fig. 5 Time history of the perturbed motion about a
stable limit cycle.
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where €,z are the modal amplitudes of the limit cycle oscilla-
tion determined previously from Egs. (23) and (24) and C..z
are the modal amplitudes of the random response.

The equations governing panel motion in the supercritical
region, with effects of the turbulent boundary layer, are ob-
tained from Egs. (13) and (14) with p, zero and piz and poz
nonzero. Relations (30) are used to reduce Eqs. (13) and
(14) (after linearizing with respect to C.z) to a coupled set of
linear nonhomogeneous differential equations for the modal
random response

2,
ASLI ‘-Zg—j T My + 3NCi? + QCur?Chn +

dr?
8\
[QC2LC}L — -3"] Cor = Pz (31)
2
d CZR K dC2R + [M2 + 3N2C2L2 + QCIL2]CQR +
dr dr
8\
|:Q02L01L + —3‘] Cir = P2r (32)

It is desired to determine the modal mean-square responses
about a previously defined flutter motion. The previous sec-
tions indicate that the limit-cyele oscillation is approximately
sinusodial and given by Eqs. (23) and (24). The expression
previously determined for the limit-cycle oscillation is sub-
stituted into Eqs. (31) and (32) yielding the following panel
random response equations:

2
@Ci K dCix + [P1 + p1 c082w7]Cir +
dr? dr
[Ry + r1 c052wi7]Cor = piz  (33)
d:C dc.
PR L k2 L [Py 4 po 0082017 )Chr +
dr? dr

[Ry + 75 082027 ]Cin = P (34)

This is a coupled set of nonhomogeneous differential equations
of the Mathieu type.

Equations (33) and (34) are transformed by the following
Fourier transformation:

Cur(¥) = f_: Cur(r)e~dr n=12 (35

The transformed equations for the modal amplitudes are
(=72 + w7 + pelCir + (/2 [Cia(§ — 201)] + BnCrr +
(rn/2) [Crr(¥ — 201) + Cur(¥ + 201)] = pw(y) km =
1,2k =m (36)
The relation
T =y 2nwrn =012 ..., 0 0< vy <20, 37)

is substituted into Eqs. (36) and one obtains the system of
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linear algebraic equations shown in the matrix equation (38). the mean squared modal response as
Equation (38) represents an infinite set of linear algebraic 1 po
equations, from which the modal amplitudes C1z and Csx can 0» = 5 f . So(w)dw (42)

be determined for particular transformed forcing functions
por(¥). This infinite matrix equation must be reduced to
finite size before solutions can be obtained. Equation (38)
will yield approximate solutions if it is assumed that the
transformed modal response, C,z(¥), is zero when ¥ > 2Nwp.
The validity of this assumption is enforced by specifying N
large enough so that the contribution of C.z(7y), when ¥ >
2N wr, is negligible. The matrix size of Eq. (38) can thus be
reduced to a finite number and solutions of this resulting
finite matrix equation can be calculated, at particular values
of 4. The entire range of ¥ may be specified from Eq. (37)
by varying <o, between zero and 2wr. The approximate
finite matrix equation obtained from Eq. (38) is inverted and
the modal response curve, to a known forcing function, cal-
culated over all values of 7.

Two example problems, demonstrating the above method,
are described in Ref. 9 for deterministic foreing functions piz.
However, for the problem considered herein (i.e., effect of the
boundary layer), the forcing function is known only in a
probabilistic sense so further analysis is necessary. The
matrix Eq. (38) is symbolically

C(vo — 2Nw) P(yo — 2nw)
A (70;20) C (’Yo) = P (’Yo) (39
C(vo + 2Nw) P(vo + 2Nw)

Now positive v, can be replaced by negative v,, the matrix
[A(—10)] rearranged to form [B(—+,)] and the resulting
matrix equation inverted to determine the response

C(— Yo + 2Nw) “P(— i -I— 2Nw)
C’( ’Yo) = P( ’Yo)
C(—w — 2Nw) p(—w — 2Nw)
(40)

The spectral density of the cross correlation of the response
is calculated from

[Se(v0;2w)] = [A(70;260) 172 [Sp(¥0;20) 1 [B(—v0;2) ] 7"

B(—v0;2w)

(41)

where [S,(vo;2w)] is determined from the known distribution
of pressure for the turbulent boundary layer. This eross cor-
relation function for modal response allows one to determine

YV Nonlinear Aerodynamic Loading

Consider now an isotropic, thin, two-dimensional panel, or
plate column. This system can be viewed as the two-dimen-
sional counterpart of the system illustrated in Fig. 1, but with
infinite panel span. In addition, there is an in-plane restraint
spring at the edge X = a with spring constant K per unit
length along the span. Hamilton’s principle, as stated in
Eq. (7), will be used to derive the equations of motion.

The transverse kinetic energy of the panel is given by

h e [Ow\?
= "?0 (E) dx (43)

The potential energy reads

a Eh [ou |, 1/fow\?*]?
o{m[a—ﬁ‘(a)]*

D (a "’) } de + N.h(By + Br) + = Ktho (44)

U+V =3

ox?

B will respent the end displacement resulting when N, is
applied, and B, will represent the subsequent in-plane end
displacement.

The panel displacements u and w are approximated by the
following modal series:

w(z,l) = h{Br + Bo(t)]z + % hBn(t) sinmaz  (45)

w(z,t) = E hC.,.(t) sinmazx (46)

m=1

The virtual work of the applied aerodynamic loads

W = fo ® Ah siomoawzdCrdz, m=1,2,... N (47)

Here the aerodynamic loading 4 is approximated by the linear
piston-theory terms from Eq. (3) plus two additional second-
order piston-theory terms

2 b 1 ow

2g | ow n

M Ua ot

(Ya 4; 1)1'1[(%;)2 L2

A =

2 ow bw

U, oz ot } (48
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The two nonlinear terms in this expression have been found to
be the ones most important for parameter ranges anywhere
near those found in practice. Sinee hypersonic speeds are of
interest here, M > 1, some coefficients have also been simpli-
fied by making use of this assumption.

Equations (45) and (46) are used to substitute for v and w
in the expressions for potential energy, and virtual work.
Application of Hamilton’s principle, Eq. (7), then produces
the equations of motion. The variation with respect to Bz
(assuming all C,, = 0) gives

—N. — [ER?/a(l — v®)]Br = 0 (49)
while the variation with respect to By yields

EWBz + By _

—N. ~ KhB, — ol — o9
T2Eh? N
o rEn 200 9
Tl — m§=1 m2C,, 0 (50)

The final in-plane equilibrium equation is obtained from the
coefficient of

Eh [ wm?h mrh2f NN
2 Vz[ L B+ <=Zl e, +
i+i=m
N N
23 3 ijC'iCj>} —0 D)
i=.1 Aj=1
i—j=m

A considerably more complicated transverse equilibrium
equation, resulting from varying with respect to the C,,
completes the set. Equations (49-51) are then used to
eliminate all of the modal amplitudes except the C,, in this
equation. After cancellation of terms and rearrangement in
terms of dimensionless variables and parameters, this equa-
tion becomes

1dCn | 1 3 ¥
— —m2 2 - ’ 220 .
2 et + 5m (m N)Cpn 4 5 m2a’C,, i;zza 2 4+
¥ omill — (~1)n+i] 1 dC,
NI T E T Gty
(e = Dam ) b g § Gl = @2 = j9[L = (ZD)mits]
¢ e St = @ —5)m — G )Y

13
(. ('Ya+1)7r }j y yo. EZQJ
o, + Yot UT KMG[Z > ic: S+

i=1 j=1
iti=m

JoX/ . dc. . dC;

m=12 - N (52

With initial C, and their first derivatives specified, these
equations can be integrated numerically by computer to pro-
duce the panel motion versus time. The piston-theory aero-
dynamic terms permit this, since they are valid for transient
motion. This approach follows that of Dowell,* who derived
similar equations, but did not consider nonlinear aerodynamic
loading.

The number of independent parameters in Eqgs. (62) can be

further reduced by use of a transformation proposed by
Dowell*

Cn(r) = (a/)72C(7) (53)

Rewriting Eqs. (52) in terms of the @, produces equations
where the in-plane restraint parameter o’ appears only with
Mh/a in the combination Mh/a(a’)¥2. This new parameter
can be viewed as a measure of the relative importance of the
nonlinear aerodynamic terms in the equations of motion.
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Fig. 7 Maximum absolute value of W/h at x/a = 3{ vs
dynamie-pressure parameter A.

There are two nonlinear mechanisms at work: one, the non-
linear interaction between in-plane panel stresses and trans-
verse deformation, which provides a stabilizing influence on
the panel motion in that it acts to restrain further deforma-
tion; the other, the nonlinear aerodynamic loading, which is
destablizing in that it acts to increase any deformation. It
is the interplay between these two mechanisms that dis-
tinguishes panel flutter at hypersonic speeds from that at
supersonic speeds. However, it is emphasized that the addi-
tion of higher-order aerodynamic nonlinearities will, in gen-
eral, prevent combining o’ and M#/a into a single parameter.
Hence the panel motion can be represented as follows:

w(x,t) = [h/(al)lllen[x/a;T; CO)NZ))\:XM'Y‘Z:’Y/M;
Mh/a(a')V2]  (54)

Here C, represents the initial state-space vector, whose 2N
components are the initial values of the modal amplitudes and
their derivatives with respect to 7. This vector will not
always govern the asymptotic behavior of w; an instance
where this does oceur will be discussed below.

Effect of Aerodynamic Nonlinearities
on Posteritical Response

Suppose now that some C, is chosen, the other parameters
are fixed, and Eqgs. (52) are integrated to give a time history
of the panel motion. If the panel is stable, the motion will
subside with time; if it is unstable, the initial transient will be
followed by a stable limit cycle (exceptions to this have been
discussed previously). Let us first consider values of A and
N. that place the panel on the unstable side of the linear
stability boundary. In this case, the amplitude, frequency,
and form of the limit cycle are independent of Co. Such a
limit cyele would also be observed if the nonlinear aerody-
namic terms were left out, but it would be expected to be dif-
ferent. These differences are illustrated in Fig. 7, which plots
the maxima of the limit cycle at 2 = 0.75a¢ vs \. Other
parameters used are N, = 0, v/M = 0.01, Mh/a = 0.05,
a’ = 1.0,and N = 6. With linear aerodynamic loading, the
panel moves as far into the flow as it does into the cavity;
with nonlinear aerodynamic loading, the peak into the flow
(++w) is reduced, while the peak into the cavity (—w) is in-
creased in magnpitude. The limit-cycle frequency is un-
affected by the nonlinear aerodynamic loading. Hence the
primary effect is to introduce a bias to the panel motion into
the cavity. This bias comes from the nonlinear aerodynamic
term proportional to (dw/dx)2, which produces an overpres-
sure, tending to push the panel into the cavity, for any execur-
sion of the panel from its flat undisturbed state. The effect
of reducing the in-plane restraint is depicted in Fig. 8, which
plots the same maxima in Fig. 7 vs o’ for A = 550. The
other parameters are the same as used for Fig. 7. The afore-
mentioned bias to the panel motion is seen to increase with
decreasing «’, but the overall changes are not severe. Fur-
thermore, the panel stresses, which are of primary interest,
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are affected even less. Stress distributions in the panel were
calculated at various instants in the time histories; the maxi-
mum stresses with nonlinear aerodynamic loading were at
most 5% greater than those calculated from the corresponding
time histories with linear aerodynamic loading.

Effect of Aerodynamic Nonlinearities on Stability

It is known from studies of simpler systems with nonlinear
nonconservative applied loads' that the stability of such
systems is governed also by the initial conditions. That is, a
system can be stable for small initial disturbances, but un-
stable for larger ones. For the panel, this means that ampli-
tude-sensitive regions of instability can be found in a parame-
ter domain that would be stable one on the basis of a theory
with linear aerodynamic loading. 1t would be a formidable,
if not impossible task to exhibit analytically the dependence
of this region on Cy, which for N = 6 has 12 components.
Reference 10 suggests a simplification of this problem by cal-
culating a total energy of the system such that any combina-
tion of the components of Cy producing a greater energy will
result in unstable motion. For a first step, it was decided to
examine the stability of the panel to an initial disturbance of
fixed total energy E,, with the contribution to F, from each
component of C; also specified.

Equation (44) for the total energy was rewritten in terms of
the modal amplitudes. The in-plane equilibrium equations
were used to eliminate the in-plane modal amplitudes in favor
of t(llle C.n, and the resultant expression, in dimensionless form,
reads

= (U 4 V)/Dh*ra® = 1/4 E (dc'”> +

3/8a’ Z 2 m2n?C2Ca? + 1/4 Z mi(m? — N.)C?
m=1 n=1
(55)

A value for Eo of 17507* was chosen; this energy level is
roughly comparable to the energy levels in the panel during
flutter motion near but on the unstable side of the linear sta-
bility boundary. It was further decided, purely arbitrarily,
to set all the components of Cy equal to zero except for C1(0)
= —C5(0). A stability boundary for initial conditions given
in this manner is plotted in Fig. 9 and compared with the
linear stability boundary. Other parameters are N = 6,
v/M = 0.01, Mh/a(a)¥? = 0.158 (say, Mh/a = 0.05, o’
= 0.1). Thisstability boundary was obtained by fixing A and
N. and integrating Eqs. (52) with initial conditions calculated
as just deseribed.

VI. Concluding Remarks

The Rayleigh-Ritz approximation to Hamilton’s vari-
ational principle was used to reduce von Karman’s large de-
flection Egs. (1) and (2) to a coupled set of ordinary differen-
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Fig. 9 Comparison of linear and nonlinear stability
boundaries.

tial Egs. (13) and (14). The Rayleigh-Ritz approximation
assumes satisfaction of only the plate geometric boundary con-
ditions while the Galerkin approximation assumes satisfaction
of both geometric and forced boundary conditions. Thus,
use of the Rayleigh-Ritz method will allow consideration of
plate flutter problems with all the complex boundary condi-
tions encountered in actual practice. Equations (13) and
(14) were then reduced to a set of nonlinear algebraic Eqs.
(17) and (18) with the Galerkin method applied over the tem-
poral variable. If this method is used, then an unsteady aero-
dynamic theory based on the assumption of simple harmonie
motion may be selected to represent the aerodynamic pres-
sure. The aerodynamie theories of simple harmonic motion
are well developed while those of non-simple harmonic motion
are nonexistent or, at best, expressed in a numerical form.
The above methods have been used with the analysis of a thin
circular cylindrical shell as described in Ref. 9.

In connection with the hypersonic panel-flutter problem, it
is evident that accurately representing the degree of in-plane
restraint is the key to determining whether or not amplitude
sensitive instability will be of practical importance. Clearly,
Mh/a is not likely to be anywhere close to unity, so the value
of a’ must be smaller than unity in order for nonlinear aero-
dynamic terms to have an effect. (The value of &’ ranges
from unity, for K = «, to zero, for K = 0). At the present
time, parametrie studies are in progress, in order to determine
changes in the nonlinear boundary of Fig. 9 due to variations
in y/M, Mh/a(a)V?, E,, and the model content of E,.
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