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Crack-induced changes in the aeroelastic boundaries of an unswept composite wing are investigated. The bending-
torsion couplings due to the unbalanced laminates and offset of the center of gravity are incorporated into the
equation of motion. The edge crack, modeled with the local flexibility concept, introduces additional boundary
conditions at the crack location. The fundamental modes of the intact and cracked beam are used in Galerkin’s
method, and the approximate solution for flutter and divergence speeds is obtained with steady and quasi-steady
aerodynamic forces applied. Changes in flutter and divergence speeds (with respect to the crack ratio and its location,
along with the fiber orientation) are compared. In many cases, the existence of an edge crack imposes detrimental
effects on the aeroelastic boundaries, although it may increase the flutter and/or divergence speed when fibers are
orientated at certain angles. The results may help composite wing designers in their aeroelastic tailoring and
structural engineers in designing damage prognosis tools to predict the health status of composite wing structures.

Nomenclature
a = crack width
b = beam width
Cy = lifting coefficient
c = beam thickness
El = bending stiffness parameter
GJ = torsional stiffness parameter
H(§) = transverse displacement
h(y,t) = transverse displacement of the reference axis
ce = polar mass moment of inertia per unit length about the
center of gravity
K = bending-torsion coupling parameter
L = lifting force, positive upward
l = beam length
I, = crack location
M = pitching moment, positive nose up
M(¢) = bending moment
m = mass per unit length
Sco = offset of the center of gravity
S(&) = shear force
T(¢¢) = torsional moment
U = speed of an incompressible air fluid
X, = reference axis location
®() = cross-sectional rotation
0 = fiber angle
A = nonzero constant
®() = twisting angle
¢(y,t) = twisting angle of the reference axis

Introduction

IBER-REINFORCED composite materials have been increas-
ingly used in airplane design with many advantages, such as the
high strength-to-weight and stiffness-to-weight ratios and the
anisotropic nature in favor of aeroelastic tailoring. Aeroelastic
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tailoring usually involves the design optimization of a lifting surface
to achieve desired aeroelastic responses, such as the maximizing of
flutter and divergence speeds and the improvement of lift and control
effectiveness. As one of the failure modes for the high-strength
materials, crack initiation and propagation due to the manufacturing
process or fatigue and impact loading during service has long been an
important topic in composite and fracture mechanics communities
[1]. It is also recognized that composite wing designers need to be
aware of possible damage conditions at the beginning of a design
involving the aeroelastic tailoring [2,3].

The current research was motivated by the fracture of composite
wings in some unmanned aerial vehicles (UAVs) deployed in the last
few years, such as the Predator [4]. The relative large wing span and
high aspect ratio are the usual design for the low-speed UAVs.
Surface cracks near the wing root are suspected as the main fracture
failure for the aircraft under cyclic loading during normal flight or
impact loading during maneuvering, taking off, and landing. It is of
great value to investigate the influence of cracks on aeroelastic
boundaries of a composite wing. Compared with vast research in
aeroelastic tailoring and fracture mechanics of composite materials,
the effects of damage on aeroelastic stabilities have been studied by
only a few researchers. Chen and Lin [5] used finite element methods
for the flutter characteristics of thin cracked panels. The existence of
an edge crack decreases the flutter speed. Kapania and Castel [6]
developed a one-dimensional finite element to study the aeroelastic
behavior of unsymmetric composite wings with and without
damage. The damage is modeled with a complete loss of stiffness for
certain plies. The effect of transverse shear and bending—stretching
coupling is considered. It is found that unsymmetry due to damage
could decrease flutter and divergence speeds for certain fiber angles.
Strganac and Kim [7] integrated a damage growth scheme to study
the aeroelastic behavior of damaged composite plates. Damage is
distributed in the form of matrix cracking in each ply, and a damage
parameter is formulated to represent the crack density. The
governing equations are solved in the time domain. With damage
growth, the flutter boundary is first reduced and then leveled off at a
certain damage level. The aeroelastic response depends also on the
distribution of damage. Bauchau et al. [8] also studied the effect of
matrix cracking on flutter characteristics of a composite wing. They
concluded that matrix damage does not have significant influence on
the flutter speed, but increases the amplitude of aeroelastic
oscillations significantly. Realizing that matrix cracking is limited to
cross-ply laminates in previous studies, Kim et al. [9] used finite
difference and finite element methods to investigate bilinear flutter
oscillations of damaged composite plates with angle-ply laminates.
Aeroelastic stability is degraded due to the matrix cracking. The
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degradation is further enhanced by the decrease of the bending—
torsion coupling level resulting from the matrix cracking. However,
the effect of an edge crack on the aeroelastic behavior of composite
wings has not been addressed to date.

In addition to a proper aerodynamic model, an accurate and
computationally effective model of the composite wing is
fundamental to secure reliable results in aeroelastic analysis.
Although finite element methods are powerful in many aspects, they
are most often too expensive to be coupled with other constrains to
provide similar level of details for the preliminary design phase, and
so a reduced analytical model is still desired to provide insights on
aeroelastic phenomena with the total number of states kept as low as
possible [10]. Itis quite common that one-dimensional beam models
with two independent variables (bending and torsion) are used as the
analytical method to study the basic aeroelastic phenomena [11,12].
Similarly, it is the most popular approach in the literature to model a
composite wing with a one-dimensional beam or box-beam model,
for instance, Stein and Housner [13], Weisshaar [14,15], and Lottati
[16]. Weisshaar and Foist [17] calculated the stiffness parameter of
bending and torsion, as well as the coupling term for two different
assumptions: zero chordwise moment and zero chordwise curvature
(chordwise rigidity). It is shown that the beam model characterized
by EI, GJ, and K is reasonably equivalent to the box-beam model
that is usually believed more accurate in modeling composite wings.
The beam model is widely used (e.g., Guo etal. [18]) in investigating
the effect of laminate layup on the flutter speed of a composite wing.
It should be noted, however, that two-dimensional thin-walled
models (or even one-dimensional box-beam models developed in the
last decades) can be very complicated, depending on whether one or
more considerations are given on the coupling effects between the
extension, in-plane and out-plane bending, twisting, warping of
cross section, shear deformation, and rotary inertia. For instance,
analytical thin-walled closed-section models of various complicities
were investigated by Rehfield et al. [19], Chandra et al. [20], Smith
and Chopra [21], and Dancila and Armanios [22]. On the other hand,
in the context of aeroelasticity, the aerodynamic loading can also be
modeled with increasingly more sophisticated effects based on
assumptions that may vary between two-dimensional incompres-
sible flow and three-dimensional unsteady flow. Therefore,
combining the structural model with the aerodynamic model to
solve the aeroelastic problem for an analytical solution could be very
challenging (e.g., Librescu and Song [23] and Qin et al. [24]).

For the aforementioned reasons, simple structural and
aerodynamic models are proposed in the present study to provide
insight on the primary effect of cracks on a composite wing. The one-
dimensional beam model presented by the authors earlier [25] in
investigating vibration characteristics of cracked composite beams is
selected as the basic elastic model of an aircraft composite wing. The
wing is assumed to be unswept, with a large aspect ratio and uniform
cross-section. The elastic coupling between bending and torsion
modes is introduced by the unbalanced laminates. In addition, the
offset of the center of gravity from the reference axis introduces an
inertial coupling between the two modes, as recognized in most wing
structures. The final equation of motion includes the coupling of both
types. Other elastic interactions (such as extension-bending

Fig. 1 A cantilever beam model for an unswept composite wing with an
edge crack.

coupling, warping of cross section, rotary inertia, and shear
deformation) are relatively less significant and are therefore
neglected. The edge crack introduces additional boundary conditions
at the crack location. The local flexibility matrix has the same
components as determined in [25]. Steady and quasi-steady
aerodynamic forces are assumed in calculating flutter and divergence
speeds, considering the fact that many UA Vs with slender composite
wings fly at relatively low speed. Unidirectional fiber orientation is
used to better understand the effect of material properties in
conjunction with the edge crack. The fundamental mode shapes of
both the intact and cracked beam are used in Galerkin’s method to
provide an approximate solution for flutter and divergence speeds.
Free vibration of the cracked composite wing is analyzed. Finally,
changes in the flutter/divergence speed (with respect to the crack
ratio, its location, and the fiber orientation) are presented.

Modeling a Cracked, Unswept Composite Wing

The unswept composite wing modeled by a cantilever beam with
uniform cross section is shown in Fig. 1, in which a transverse edge
crack has a uniform depth and a crack plane parallel to the x—z plane.
The 1-2 axes are the material’s principal axes in each ply and at an
angle of 6 with respect to the x—y axes. The fiber angle in each ply, as
well as the ply sequence, does not affect the formulation of the beam
model. However, without losing generality, it is assumed that the
fiber in each ply is orientated in the same direction, to investigate the
effect of material properties on the flutter/divergence speed in the
presence of the edge crack.

The bending stiffness parameter, the torsional stiffness parameter,
and the bending—torsion coupling parameter are formulated the same
way as in [25]. Once these parameters are obtained, free vibration of
the composite wing model with damping neglected becomes

Fho de  Ph 2
R e [l
ot Kgp Tt mae T =0

Pop Ph PP Ph
SIL Y Gy Sl SR N
GJ y? "V or Sy 972 0

EI
M

where I, = I, + mSgg and S, = mS,,. Note that with the inertia axis
parallel to the reference axis (the y axis) at a constant distance S,
Eq. (1) now includes the additional inertia coupling term containing
S, compared with the composite beam Eq. 13 in [25].

Appendix A provides the analytical solution for the transverse
displacement H(y) and twisting angle ®(y), along with the
expression for cross-sectional rotation, bending moment, shear
force, and torsional moment.

Let& = y/l and the edge crack be located at &, = 1./, as shown in
Fig. 1. The beam can be replaced with two intact beams connected at
the crack location. Let I'=[coshaé sinhaé cosBE sinfBE
cos yésin y€]”; the transverse displacement H(£) can then be
expressed as

H(§)

_ {Hl(é):[Al Ay Ay A As Al 0=¢£<é
Hy(§) =[A; Ay Ay Ay Ay Apll & <§=1
(2a)

and, accordingly, the twisting angle is

@(8)
:{q)l(’i:):[Bl B, By By Bs Bg]l' 0=&<§,
O,(5)=[B; By By By B Bpll & <&<1
(2b)
There are 12 unknowns in Eq. (2), because B|_j, are related to A;_j,

by the relationship in Eq. (A4). At the crack location & = &, the local
flexibility concept demands

Ml (Er) = MZ(EL) (33)
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S1(60) = $2(E.) (3b)

Ty(5) = T2 (8) (o)

Hy(5:) = Hi(8) + cn81(&) + a6 T (Ee) (3d)
0,(5) = 0,(&) + cauM; () (3e)
(€)= D1 (5) + ce2S1(5c) + cosT1(50) (36)

cn 0 ey
with [C] = 0 Cyq 0 s
e 0 cg

where Cre = Ce

The local flexibility matrix [C] is the same as expressed in Eq. 9 in
[25], with components given in Eq. 8 of the same reference. For a
cantilever wing, the fixed-free boundary conditions require that at the
fixed end, £ =0,

H;(0)=0 (4a)

®,(0)=0 (4b)

®,0)=0 (4c)
and at the freeend, £ = 1

My(1) =0 (4d)

I,(H) =0 (4f)

Substitution of Eq. (2) into Egs. (3) and (4) yields the characteristic
equation:

[AJA=0 5)

where

A =

(A1 Ay Ay Ay As Ag Ay Ag Ay Ay Ay Apll
and [A], the 12 x 12 characteristic matrix being a function of
frequency. Natural frequencies can be obtained by solving equations
det[A] = 0. Substituting each natural frequency back into Eq. (5)
yields the corresponding mode shape. Here, the bending-torsion
coupling is permanently present due to the inertial coupling, even
though the elastic coupling vanishes when fiber angle 6 =0 or
90 deg, as shown in [25].

Aeroelastic Stability of the Cracked Composite Wing

Because the flight speed is presumed to be low enough and little
vortex could be produced due to the low angle of attack and small
displacements, only incompressible flow is considered in this study
to formulate an aerodynamic model. It should be noted that a
subsonic or supersonic aerodynamic model shall be applied if the
composite wing is in high-speed airflow. Furthermore, the large
aspect ratio also justifies the use of two-dimensional strip theory.
Under these circumstances, the lifting force and pitching moment per

unit span by a quasi-steady aerodynamic model may be expressed as

[12]
pU?dC, 10 b (3 ¢
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where C; has the theoretical value dC; /d¢p = 2. If the effective
angle of attack contribution is neglected, the slightly less complex
counterparts by a steady aerodynamic model can be expressed as [20]

pU?dC,,

L=""%

1
b,  M=Lb (Z - Z) ©)

The equation of motion of the composite wing with aerodynamic
forces applied becomes
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Substituting Eq. (6) into Eq. (8) yields the governing equation with
quasi-steady aerodynamic forces as
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Substituting Eq. (7) into Eq. (8) reduces the governing equation for
steady aerodynamic forces to

gt K83¢+ 82h+s *¢
9y’ a1 e

Pa _Bh P h
oy o " SrpE MU =0

+ LU =0
(10)

The linear homogeneous Eqgs. (9) and (10) may have a solution in the
following form:

h(y.0)=Af(y)e™,  ¢(y.1) = Bg(y)e™ (11)

where A, B, and [ are complex constants, in general.

Because the flutter modes are not known at the beginning, an
approximate solution by Galerkin’s method is usually obtained by
assuming that the functions f(y) and g(y) are real and satisfy the
boundary conditions so that they can be taken as the fundamental
mode shapes of free vibration. Similarly, it is natural for the cracked
beam model to assume that f(y) and g(y) are the fundamental mode
shapes satisfying boundary conditions, not only at the ends, but also
at the crack location. The real functions f(y) and g(y) are now
piecewise continuous with a discontinuity at the crack location.
Because both f(y) and g(y) satisfy the boundary condition at the
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crack location, they carry most of the information related directly to
the presence of the crack. Meanwhile, because the aerodynamic
forces are derived from two-dimensional strip theory, they are
determined by the airfoil and angle of attack at each cross section; the
aerodynamic forces at one cross section do not affect the forces at
other cross sections. In other words, the discontinuity of f(y) and
g(y) does not affect the validation of the aerodynamic forces as given
in Egs. (6) or (7). In the following analysis, functions f(y) and g(y)
are taken as the fundamental bending and torsional mode shapes,
respectively. They are obtained during the free vibration analysis
presented in the last section. Note that f(y) and g(y) are not
decoupled bending and torsional mode shapes (as widely used in the
preliminary aeroelastic analysis of a wing structure), but coupled
mode shapes at the first natural frequency. Using coupled modes as
trial functions certainly provides more accurate solutions than the
decoupled modes in aeroelastic analysis [12].

Substituting Eq. (11) into Eq. (9) for the quasi-steady aerodynamic
model and eliminating e’ yields

A[EIf™ + f(mA* + L,AU)] + B[-Kg" + g(L,U* + S,A?

+ L,AU) =0
(12a)

AKSf" + f(S,02 — M AU)] + B[=GJg" — (MU — [\
+ MAU) =0
(12b)

Similarly, substituting Eq. (11) into Eq. (10) reduces Eq. (12) for
the steady aerodynamic model, as

A[EIf™ + Mmf] + B[-Kg" + A*S,g + L,U%g]=0  (13a)
A[=Kf" — A28, f1+ BIGJg" — A1,g + M U?g] =0  (13b)

The coupled bending and torsional mode shapes for the cracked
wing model can be expressed, respectively, as

_ A 0=y=1 _Jeay 0=<y=<li
f()_{fz(y) lo<y=<l’ ()_{gz(y) lo<y<lI
(14)

where f,(y), f2(3), £1(»), and g,(y) are all continuous within the
individual domain. Multiplying Eq. (12a) by f(y) and Eq. (12b) by
g(y) and integrating over [0, {] yields

Alay; + ¢ A + dy AU] + Blay, + by U? + ¢pA? +dp AU =0
Alay; + ¢ A* + dy AU] + Blay, + by U? 4 cp)? + dyphU] =0
(15)

where coefficients a,; to d,, are given in Appendix B. A nontrivial
solution of Eq. (15) requires that

det apy +C11)\,2+d11)xU alz+b12U2+C12)\,2+d12)\,U -0
asy + CZI)\.z + dm)\U an + bzzUz + sz)\z + dzz)\,U

or
A A+ BoUA + (B, + CLUHA? + (DU + F,U)A + D,
+FU*=0 (16)
Equation (16) can be further rewritten as
AgA* 4 ByA® 4+ CoA> + Dok + E; =0 (17)

Coefficients A, to F; in Eq. (16) and A, to E, in Eq. (17) are given in
Appendix B. For the steady aerodynamic model, Eq. (15) reduces to

Alay + ¢ A%+ Blay, + bpU? + ¢pA =0

Alay + 3 A?] + Blay, + by U? + cpA*] =0 4
such that the characteristic equation becomes
AM+ (B, +CUHA>+ D, +F,U*=0 (19)
that can be further rewritten as
AgAt + CoA> + Ey =0 (20)

Flutter/Divergence Speed by Quasi-Steady Aerodynamic Forces

The stability condition requires that all roots of Eq. (17) have
negative real parts. The necessary and sufficient condition is that the
coefficients A, By, Cy, Dy, and E,, and the Routh discriminant

R = B,CyD, — B3E, — D3A,

have the same sign [12]. Because A, = A, is always positive, the
stability condition becomes

B, >0, Cy >0, Dy >0, Ey>0 and R>0

@n

Because E, and R become zero before either B, C,y, or D, does with
increasing air speed, the stability condition can be further simplified
to evaluate the signs of E, and R. At the critical condition, Ey = 0
and/or R = 0.

1) If Ey =0, Eq. (17) has a root A =0, which results in the
divergence speed, as

D, _apay —ajan

U3, =——= (22)
¢ Fy  apby —ayby,
2) If R = 0, substitution of B, Cy, Dy, and E,, for R yields
U>(JU*+MU?> +N)=0 (23)

where J=B2C1F2_A|F%, M=B2C1D2_B%F1 +BleF2_
2A\D,F,, and N = B,B,D, — BD, — A, D3.

The solution U = 0 in Eq. (23) is trivial, because it only indicates
that the beam has a harmonic response in still air. The actual flutter
speed can be determined from Eq. (23) to be

, _ M 1 2
U = 27 + 27 M*—4JN (24)
where the smaller positive value corresponds to the critical flutter
speed.

In the cases that F; =0 or D,;/F, >0 in Eq. (22), or J =0 or
M*-4JN < 0 in Eq. (24), the stability condition can be determined
from the criterion (21) by calculating all coefficients in Eq. (17) with
a slightly increased air speed above zero. This may result in infinite
(or zero) divergence/flutter speed, indicating aerodynamically stable
(or unstable) motion in each situation. The flutter instability is
usually reached first in the design of an aircraft wing. However, in
some cases (such as when the fibers are orientated at a certain angle),
divergence can occur first; thus, divergence needs to be considered as
well.

Flutter/Divergence Speed by Steady Aerodynamic Forces
For nonzero Ay, Eq. (20) has a solution in the following form:

_—Co+ 3 —4AsE,

XZ
24,

(25)

Solving Eq. (20) for A? yields a pair of real or complex values,
depending on the sign of C3 — 4A,E,. Because the system has no
damping, as shown in the governing Eq. (10), a solution of & (y, )
and ¢(y, t) is stable only in the case that all values of A are purely real
and negative. A positive real value of A2 yields a positive real root of
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X in Eq. (20), whereas a complex value of A? yields that at least one
root of A has a positive real part; both indicate an unstable motion.
Meanwhile, it can be shown easily that Ay = A; is a positive
constant, not depending on air speed. Therefore, a stable solution
requires that the following coefficients must be all positive
simultaneously:

C, >0, E, >0, C2 —4AE, >0 (26)

When the air speed U increases from zero, Cy, E, and C3 — 4A,E,
must be all greater than zero for a stable motion. With the increasing
of U, it is obvious that either E, or C3 — 4AyE, will become zero
before C, does, if the system becomes unstable. Hence, it is only
required to check the signs of E, and C3 —4AE,. At the critical
speed, Ey = 0 or C} — 4A,E, = 0.

1) If Ey = 0, Eq. (20) has a root A = 0, which results in the same
divergence speed as in Eq. (22).

2) If C} — 4AE, = 0, substitution of Cy, Ay and E; in Eq. (20)
yields

RU*+ SU2+T =0 Q7

where R = C?, § =2(B,C, —2A,F,), and T = B? —4A,D,. The
flutter speed can then be determined from Eq. (27) to be

N 1
U =—==t—=VS>—4RT (28)

2R 2R

where the smaller positive value corresponds to the critical flutter
speed. Following the same procedure aforementioned to calculate
coefficients in Eq. (20) from the criterion (26) for cases that R = 0 or
S2-4RT <0 in Eq. (28), the stability condition can be finally
determined.

Results

The composite beam consists of several plies aligned in the same
direction. In each ply, the material is assumed orthotropic with
respect to its axes of symmetry. Material properties of each ply are
taken to be the same as in [25]. Although the three elastic parameters
EI, GJ, and K are calculated directly form the beam model, they are
equivalent to those obtained by a box-beam model and can be further
determined numerically or experimentally by a real composite wing
structure. Values from a real composite wing certainly benefit the
analysis, affecting the actual flutter/divergence speed. However, the
present research does not aim at an accurate calculation of either
flutter or divergence speed; instead, the focus is on the variation or
rate of variation in the presence of a surface crack and to establish
trends that could be useful in design. Therefore, the variation of
flutter and divergence speeds predicted by Galerkin’s method here
for an intact wing with respect to different fiber angles should be
treated as an estimate, rather than an accurate mapping. The model
geometry of the cantilever wing is taken to be length / = 1.0 m,
width b = 0.25 m, thickness ¢ = 0.02 m, and offset of the center of
gravity S, = 0.05 m.

Some Plots for the Wing Without Cracks

It may be of interest to first explore the variation of the three elastic
parameters, natural frequencies, and flutter/divergence speed with
respect to fiber angles for the beam without any cracks. Figure 2
illustrates the variation of EI, GJ, K, and W(=K/+/EI - GJ) for fiber
angles between 0 and 180 deg. Figure 3 shows the variation of the
first four natural frequencies for the same range of fiber angles.
Figure 4 is the plot of normalized flutter and divergence speeds for
steady aerodynamic forces; the same plot for quasi-steady
aerodynamic forces is shown in Fig. 5.

Figure 2 indicates the symmetry of E/ and GJ and antisymmetry
of K and W with respect to the fiber angle at 90 deg (or 0 deg), which
is expected as the same characteristics presented in [25]. The
symmetry of natural frequencies with respect to the fiber angle at
90 deg was first presented in [26] with a box-beam composite wing
and later indicated in [27]. However, the symmetric nature of natural
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frequencies for beams without the inertia coupling no longer exists
for the wing model including the inertia coupling, except for the very
first natural frequency, as shown in Fig. 3. The lowest mode is
predominantly controlled by the bending mode during the variation
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Fig. 4 Variation of flutter and divergence speeds with respect to fiber
angles (steady aeroforces).
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Fig. 5 Variation of flutter and divergence speeds with respect to fiber
angles (quasi-steady aeroforces).

of fiber angles. Plots of higher modes show the effect that either the
bending or torsional mode is no longer in the shape of a certain mode
but “distorted” to some extent, especially in the range that two
consecutive frequencies are close to each other. However, for the
variation of the lowest frequency, both the bending and torsional
modes bear the shape of its first mode. The lowest coupled bending
and torsional modes will be selected in the following analysis, for
both the intact and cracked beams.

In Figs. 4 and 5, V), and V. represent the divergence speed and
flutter speed, respectively, and Vy is a reference speed selected to
normalized V), and V.. Although the divergence speed is the same
for either steady or quasi-steady aerodynamic models, flutter speeds
predicted by the steady aerodynamics model are about 60% higher
than those by the quasi-steady aerodynamic model for fiber angles
less than 50 deg or greater than 149 deg and about 35% higher for
fiber angles between 50 and 94 deg. Flutter speeds predicted by the
steady aerodynamic model are much less conservative. Another
significant difference is that the quasi-steady aerodynamic model
predicts flutter instabilities for fiber angles between 94 and 149 deg,
with a severe instability around 97 deg, whereas the steady
aerodynamic model indicates no flutter for the same range of fiber
angles. Flutter speeds can be higher or lower than divergence speeds,
depending on the range of fiber angles; either speed can go to infinity
at a certain range of fiber angles. The same phenomena were also
observed by Cesnik et al. [10], who investigated variation of flutter
and divergence speeds of composite wing with box-beam models.
Moreover, changing the reference axis location or inertia axis
location significantly affects both divergence and flutter curves in the
way that the curves are not only shifted, but also “reshaped.” The
inertia axis ahead of the reference axis (with a negative S, value)
tends to improve aerodynamic stabilities by increasing both flutter
and divergence speeds for the same range of fiber angles, which is the
same phenomenon for conventional wing structures [28]. The
current research assumes that the reference axis is located in the
leading half-chord, with the distance to the leading edge as
x, = 0.45b, close to the centerline, and the inertia axis is 0.2b aft.
This is a reasonable assumption for a cantilever composite wing with
a large aspect ratio.

Effects of Crack Ratios and Fiber Angles

The edge crack reduces the stiffness of the composite wing such
that the global vibration modes are disturbed. The disturbance is not
equally exerted on the coupled bending mode or torsional mode, as
indicated in the case of no inertia coupling in [25]. A plot of the first
coupled bending and torsional modes (in terms of the crack ratio)
indicates that the bending mode is always disturbed more than the
torsional mode, due to the crack.
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0.4

To investigate the effects of cracks on the flutter/divergence speed
at different fiber angles, the following 9 fiber angles are selected: 10,
20, 30, 75,90, 110, 130, 146, and 155 deg. The selection is based on
the variation of flutter speed shown in Figs. 4 and 5. A fiber angle is
chosen for the range in which the flutter speed increases or decreases.
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Fig. 8 Variation of flutter speed with respect to the crack ratio (quasi-
steady aeroforces).
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Table 1 Elastic parameters and the first two natural frequencies of the intact wing

Fiber angle EI,N-m? GJ,N-m? ¥, N - m? First natural frequency, rad/s Second natural frequency, rad/s
0 =20deg 3635.2 7537.1 —0.054 69.8 429.1
0 = 146 deg 37223 11391.3 —0.132 70.5 435.9

For the crack located at £, = 0.2, the normalized divergence speed
with respect to the crack ratio is plotted in Fig. 6. Figures 7 and 8
illustrate the variation of flutter speeds. The corresponding speed in
the absence of the crack is selected as the reference speed V.

The divergence speed shown in Fig. 6 tends to increase with the
crack ratio increased for the fiber angles at 110 or 146 deg, whereas in
any other situations, the divergence speed decreases with the
increasing crack ratio. On the other hand, the flutter speed predicted
by the steady aerodynamic model tends to increase slightly for fiber
angles at 75 deg, with an increase—decrease variation for fiber angles
at 90 deg. At any other fiber angles, the speed decreases with the
increasing crack ratio. The flutter speed predicted by the quasi-steady
aerodynamic model, however, decreases with the increasing crack
ratio for most fiber angles. The rate of decrease is much higher for
smaller fiber angles. An increase is only observed for the fiber angles
at 130 and 146 deg, for which the steady aerodynamic model predicts
no flutter instability. Recall that due to the existence of inertia
coupling, mode shapes of the cracked beam are no longer symmetric
when the fiber angle is symmetric by the reference axis. The change
in divergence/flutter speed of the composite wing is now affected by
the interaction of the crack ratio, the elastic bending-torsion coupling
of the material, and the inertia bending-torsion coupling of the wing
structure.

The phenomenon that a crack tends to increase divergence/flutter
speeds at a certain range of fiber angles was also observed by Lin
et al. [29] who investigated the aeroelastic stabilities of a cracked
anisotropic panel. For a wing structure, the flutter instability usually
occurs when two consecutive frequencies coalesce or tend to
“merge” [11]. It is true that at any fiber angles and for a fixed crack
(both magnitude and location), solving Eq. (17) for the quasi-steady
aerodynamic model indicates that the first two critical frequencies
tend to merge with increasing airspeed. However, with the
directional stiffness changing with fiber angles, the presence of a
crack may cause changes in mode shapes such that certain critical
frequencies may be increased or remain unchanged, whereas other
critical frequencies may be decreased. In other words, there exists the
chance that a crack may result in two consecutive frequencies
separating from, rather than merging with, each other.

To illustrate the crack effects further, two fiber angles (20 and
146 deg) are selected in solving Eq. (17) for critical frequencies with
the quasi-steady aerodynamic model. When the wing has no cracks,
there is no significant difference between elastic parameters and the
first two natural frequencies for the two fiber angles, as shown in
Table 1. For the airspeed that is fixed at 100 m/s (below the
divergence and flutter speeds), Fig. 9 clearly indicates that with
increasing crack ratio, the two critical frequencies [obtained by
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Eq. (17)] tend to coalesce for fiber angles at 20 deg and separate for
fiber angles at 146 deg.

It should be noted that more rigorous modeling or experimental
verification may be needed to justify that divergence/flutter speeds of
acracked composite wing at certain fiber angles tend to increase with
an increasing crack ratio. Moreover, the cracked composite beam
model, as well as the cracked composite wing model herein, is valid
only for small cracks, because a larger crack may violate the
assumption that the system is linear and involves only small
displacements. Therefore, it is suggested that for a crack ratio larger
than 0.5, predictions shown in all related plots should not be relied on
for an accurate result.

Effects of Crack Locations and Fiber Angles

For the case in which the crack ratio is constant at a/b = 0.3,
effects of the dimensionless crack location are shown in Fig. 10 for
divergence speeds and Figs. 11 and 12 for flutter speeds.

For smaller fiber angles (6 = 10 or 20 deg) in which the bending
stiffness is low and the elastic coupling is weak, the lowest flutter and
divergence speeds are found near the root of the wing. For the fiber
angle larger than 30 deg, the overall variation in divergence speeds is
within the 5% range. When the crack location moves along the wing
span, the flutter speed predicted by the quasi-steady aerodynamic
model usually does not change monotonically with the crack
location. Whether a crack near the wing root reduces the flutter speed
more than the crack at other locations is certainly affected by the
elastic and inertia properties of the wing, and the question may not be
answered simply by “yes” or “no.” For a fixed crack ratio, the
decrease of divergence/flutter speed might be precluded by
implementing tailoring techniques. On the other hand, for certain
fiber angles, further research is needed to justify the possibility that
the shift of the crack location toward the composite wingtip can
actually be accompanied by a decay of divergence/flutter speeds.

Conclusions

The aeroelastic characteristics of an unswept composite wing with
an edge crack are investigated. The cracked wing is modeled by a
cracked composite cantilever developed in [25], with inertia
coupling terms included in the governing equations. The critical
flutter and divergence speeds are obtained by Galerkin’s method in
which the fundamental mode shapes of the cracked beam in free
vibration are used. The mode shapes satisfy all boundary conditions,
including those at the crack location, and thus carry most of the
information of the cracked beam for the final approximate solution.
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Fig. 9 Variation of the two critical frequencies with respect to the crack ratio at a constant airspeed.
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Both steady and quasi-steady aerodynamic forces are considered in
the analysis.

The divergence/flutter speed varies with the reference axis
location, the inertia axis location, fiber angles, and the crack ratio and
location. For the reference axis fixed in the leading half-chord with
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Fig. 12 Variation of flutter speed with respect to the crack location
(quasi-steady aeroforces).

the inertia axis aft, the divergence/flutter speed is more sensitive to
the stiffness orientation than to the crack itself. At certain fiber
angles, the presence of a crack tends to increase the flutter or
divergence speed, a similar phenomenon as observed by Lin et al.
[29]. The instability boundaries that are constant for an isotropic
wing become alternating with the varying fiber angles of a composite
wing, which is also observed by Lin et al. [30] for acomposite plate in
subsonic flow. The anisotropy of the composite wing introduces
many completely different phenomena in the aeroelastic instability.

The flutter speed tends to increase as the crack ratio increases at
certain fiber angles, which may need further investigation. However,
in most situations, the flutter speed decreases with the increasing
crack ratio, especially for that predicted by the quasi-steady
aerodynamic model. The rate of change is higher with smaller fiber
angles. Although an edge crack does not always reduce either flutter
or divergence speed, it does reduce the stability boundaries in most
cases, in terms of the stiffness orientation considered in the present
research. As to a crack of fixed magnitude, the lowest flutter speed is
observed when the crack approaches the root of the composite wing
with smaller fiber angles. However, both flutter and divergence
speeds experience variation with different crack locations, and the
magnitude of variation with respect to the crack location is relatively
small.

Once a crack is found on a composite wing, monitoring of the
crack growth could be more critical to determining the aeroelastic
stability of the wing, especially in the case for which the crack does
not result in a flutter speed drop, due to certain fiber orientation. But
in the case for which a crack does reduce the flutter speed, a fast drop
in flutter speed might result in a catastrophic failure by a small crack
that has not grown. When coupled with a crack-detection algorithm,
the connection presented here between crack properties and flutter
speed may be used as a damage prognosis tool to predict how the
system will behave under future loading.

Appendix A: Analytical Solution of Eq. (1)
Based on separation of variables h(y,t) = H(y)e™!, ¢(y, )=

®(y)e, Eq. (1) can be transferred to the eigenproblem
El-HY —K®" — o*(mH + S,®) =0

(Al
GJ- @' — KH" + o*(I,® + S,H) =0

where the primes or superscript numerals indicate differentiation
with respect to y. With & = y/land D = d(-)/ d§, eliminating either
H or ® in Eq. (A1) yields the auxiliary equation

(D® 4+ uD* — vD? — uvw)W =0 (A2)
where W = ® or H and

LEI- Po? b MG lo?
U=——"-""5F, =
EI-GJ—K? EI-GJ - K?

S2 K?
w= __y 1—
I,m EI-GJ
Because I, =1, +mS%, >0 and 0<K?/(EI-GJ)<1, it is
obvious that 0 < w < 1. Following the same procedure in [25],
Eq. (Al) can be solved with a general solution as
H(§) = A, cosha& + A, sinh aé + Az cos BE + A, sin BE
+ As cos y€ + Ag sin €
®(&) = B, coshaé + B, sinhaé + B; cos BE + B, sin &
+ Bscos Y€ + Bg sin y€

A3)

where



550 WANG AND INMAN

a = [2(q/3)"* cos(¢/3) — u/3]'"?
B =1{2(q/3)"/* cos|(m — ¢) /3] + u/3}'/
Y =12(q/3)"* cos|(rw + ¢) /3] + u/3}'?
with
g=v+u*/3
@ = cos™ {(27uvw — Yuv — 2u?) /[2(u? + 3v)*/?]}

and u, vand w are given in Eq. (A2). After an algebraic manipulation,
it can be shown that coefficients A;_4 and B,_4 are related by

By = (kyAy —myAp) /1, By = (k,A| —myAy) /1
By = (mpAs + kgA)) /I, By = (mgAy —ksA3)/l  (A4)
Bs = (m,As + k,Aq) /1, Bg = (m,Ag — k,As)/1
where
m, =—BS w’t,, k, = Kot,, mg=PS g
kg =Kptg,  m,=DPS %,  k, =Ky,
with
o Ela* — I'me? . EI* — I'mw’
T K-S0t T KR+ S0t
EIy* — Pmaw?

t, =
Y K2y6 + lﬁsgwét

Note that rather than the one-to-one relation in Eq. 15 of [25], two
coefficients in A,_¢ are now coupled with two coefficients in B;_g.
Substituting Eq. (A4) into Eq. (A3) yields the dimensionless
expression for the twisting angle:
@ (&) = [(ky sinh € — m, coshaé)A; + (k, coshaé
— mg sinh o)A, + (mg cos B — kg sin BE)As + (mg sin Bé
— kg cos BE)A, + (m,, cos y& — k,, sin y§)As + (m,, sin y§
— ky, cos y§)Agl/1 (A5)
At any cross section, the cross-sectional rotation, the bending

moment, the shear force, and the torsional moment with the
normalized coordinate £ become

B¢ = 1 dHS) ! —[A e sinh of 4+ A, coshaé — A B sin BE
+ Ayp cos B§ — Asy sin y§ + Agy cos y€] (A6)
Mé) = %dzgggg) - gidig) l;z] [(r, sinh af — n, cosha§)A,

+ (ry cosha€ — n, sinh &) A, + (ng cos & + ry sin BE)A;
+ (ng sin B& — rgcos BE)A, + (n, cos Y& + r,, sin yE)As

+ (n, sin y& — r, cos y£)Ag] (A7)
S =— %dﬂg—f) = ?I [(n, sinh o — r, coshaé)A,

+ a(n, coshaé — r, sinha€)A, + B(ngsin B
— rgcos BE)A; — B(ng cos BE + rg sin BE)A,
+ y(n, siny€ — r, cos y§)As — y(n, cos y&

+ r, sin y§)Ag]

(A8)

2
T =~ g+ g = (b cosha

+ g, sinhaé)A, — (p, sinhaé + g, cosha&)A, + (pgcos BE

— gpsin BE)A; + (pgsin BE + gg cos BE)A, + (p, cos yé
— g, siny&)As + (p, sin & + g, cos y£)Ag] (A9)

where

n; = i(Kk; — i - EI)/EI,
pi=i(iK—GJ-k)/GI, g =im,,

ri =iKm;/EI

where i = «, B, ory

Appendix B: Coefficients in Eqs. (15) to (20)
Coefficients a;; to d,, in Egs. (15) and (18) can be determined to

be
Lo -
an =E1( [Frenavs [ s, dy)
012——K(/0 gi'fi dY+/ szdJ’)
ay =K( f”’g.dy+/fé”gz )
a22=—GJ(LCg’{gldy+[ g/z/gzd)’)
I /
b12=Ll(/0 glfl‘b""[é’zfz@)

¢

1, 1

b22=_M](A g%dy—l—[g%dy)

.
Cll—m( f2dy+/f§dy)

0

fe 2
C22—](A grdy + gzd)’)

1. 1
C]Z_Sv(/(; gfldy+[ng2dy):62l

le
d11=L1(A fzd)"f‘/f%d)’)

lL
d12:L2( glfld)’+[ng2dY)

. /
d21=—M1(/(; flgldY+[fzgde)

2 ;
dzzz—Mz(A g%dy—f—[g%dy)

Here, coefficients d;; to d,, are applicable to the quasi-steady
aerodynamic model only; they need to be set to zero in deriving the
corresponding coefficients for the steady aerodynamic model. From
Eqgs. (15) and (18), coefficients A to F| in Eq. (16) and A to E; in
Eq. (17) can be determined to be

Al =cpiepn — €120, By =aycyn + apc —az ey — apcy,
By = c1dy + cppdyy — ¢31dyp — c1pdy,
Ci=bpcy +ddy — biycy — dipdy
Dy =ajap—apay
Dy = aydy + andy; — aydy, — appdy

Fy=ay by —ay by, Fy=bpd, —bpdy



WANG AND INMAN 551

and
A():A], B():BzU,
Dy = D,U + F,U3,

Cy =B, + C,U?
Ey=D, + F,U?
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