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Experimental Demonstration of the In� uence of Wing
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An experimental demonstration is presented of the in� uence and the effectiveness of tiltrotor wing couplings
in postponing whirl–� utter instability in forward � ight. The experimental setup is based on a small-scale model
where the wing supplies a coupled elastic support but does not introduce any aerodynamiccontribution.The elastic
deformation of the beam has been measured using a system of strain gauges at its root. Stability characteristics
were calculated based on the recorded time history of the system response to an external abrupt disturbance.
Beamwise bending–chordwise bending couplings were created by tilting the wing structure, whereas beamwise
bending–twist couplings were introduced by changing the nacelle length. Both types of the wing coupling effects
were found in� uential. The results indicate that adequate exploiting of wing coupling effects has the potential to
signi� cantly improve the stability characteristics of coupled rotor–wing systems.

Introduction

W HIRL–FLUTTER instability characteristics of wing–rotor
systems are known to be important contributors to the � ight

envelope constraint of high-speed tiltrotors when operating in the
airplane mode. This instability phenomenon is substantiallydiffer-
ent from � xed–wing aircraft � utter and is mainly derived by the
coupling between the elastic wing deformationand the rotor, which
is (typically) connected to the wing tip. The literature contains a
wide spectrum of theoretical and experimental studies of the asso-
ciatedphenomena,and the referencescited in what followsrepresent
well the research effort that has been invested in understandingand
controlling whirl–� utter instability phenomena over the last four
decades.

The evolution and the aeromechanical characteristicsof tiltrotor
aircraft have been discussed in numerous reviews.1 ¡ 6 Therefore,
without any attempt to thoroughly review the related research doc-
umentation, it is convenient to classify the reported studies into a
few categories.References7–11 representtheclassicalanalysesthat
were aimed toward the basic understanding of the speci� c charac-
teristics of whirl–� utter instability.Analytic simulations and corre-
lations with experimental data are reported in Refs. 2 and 12–21.
These models are based on a vast range of simplifying assump-
tions, although, in general, it may be stated that most of the effort
has been devoted to the rotor system analysis and tailoring, while
only relatively simple models for the wing were utilized. Flight test
data are reported in Refs. 22–25, whereas Refs. 26–30 are mainly
focused on hover ground tests or wind-tunnel tests of full-scale or
reduced-scale rotors.

The present study is focused on the role of the wing struc-
ture and its in� uence on whirl–� utter instability characteristics.
References 31–33 discussed the importance and impact of wing
structure and wing weight on tiltrotor design. It may be shown
that wing weight is primarily driven by the whirl–� utter stability
safety margin (see Ref. 34). Moreover, recent studies reported in
Ref. 18–20, and 35–37 have indicated that the introductionof struc-
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tural couplingsinto thewing degreesof freedommay be exploitedto
postponewhirl–� utter instability.Active controlmethodologiesthat
are aimed at reducing the undesired effects of the coupling between
the rotor aerodynamic loads and the wing’s structural dynamics for
stability augmentation and vibration suppression are discussed in
Refs. 38 and 39.

Because of various design requirements and constraints,
currently, tiltrotor wing–rotor systems contain some structural cou-
plings that may have a signi� cant in� uenceon their stability charac-
teristics. Reference 19 discusses one speci� c example of beamwise
bending–twist coupling that has an adverse in� uence on the sta-
bility of a full-scale tiltrotor con� guration. Hence, the study was
focused on the reduction of this coupling effect by means of intro-
ducing composite-induced beamwise bending– twist coupling into
the wing structure.

Reference 37 presents the results of much more fundamental re-
search in this direction. The study has shown that aerodynamic-
induced couplings are the primary source for whirl–� utter insta-
bility and that the magnitude of these couplings is on the order
of typical composite-inducedcouplings. The study was based on a
generic composite beam model that due to its simpli� ed geometry
enabled the derivationof the involvedcomposite-inducedstructural
couplings in closed-formexpressionsand opened the way to careful
examination of their effects. The results of this study have shown
that the elastic couplings within the wing structure in� uence the
aerodynamic instability effects and that using available composite
materials it is possibleto create strong enoughelastic couplingsthat
will reduce the amount of the overall coupling magnitude and will,
therefore, contribute to the system stability.

Evidently, the literature does not contain suf� cient experimental
data regardingthe classicalwhirl–� utter instabilityphenomena,and
certainly the whole issue of wing coupling is only at its initial steps.
To obtain adequate experimental data in this area, one is forced to
acquirea relativelycomplex (and expensive) experimentalsetupthat
will be able to simulate different types of coupled wing structures.

Within the effort reported in the present paper, an experimental
studyhasbeencarriedout to demonstratethe feasibilityof tailoringa
coupledelastic wing that will substantiallymodify the whirl–� utter
instabilitycharacteristicsof the wing/rotorsystemsin forward� ight.
The experimental setup is based on a small-scale two-bladed rotor
that is connected to an elastic wing structure. The wing lacks any
aerodynamicfairing and, therefore,wing aerodynamicsdo not play
any role in thepresentstudy (besidesa small amountof aerodynamic
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disturbance that is contributed by the blocking effect of the wing
structure). The rotor/wing system undergoes an incoming � ow, and
the blade pitch angle is set to produce windmilling rotation. Thus,
in the present system, there are only two sources of damping. The
� rst source is the structural damping in the wing structure, whereas
the second source is the aerodynamic damping that is provided by
the rotor.

The experimental setup that has been used for the present study
provides a control on the magnitude of the main two types of
wing couplings,namely, the beamwise bending–chordwisebending
(BB–CB) coupling and the beamwise bending– twist (BB–T) cou-
pling. The � rst coupling mechanism is obtained by tilting the wing
structure, whereas the BB–T coupling is obtained by adjusting the
nacelle length as will be described in the next section.

It should be emphasized again that the main objective of the
present study is the demonstration of the wing coupling in� uence
on the wing-rotor system stability in forward � ight. Therefore, no
attempt has been made to establish consistent and adequate scaling
rules (e.g., see Ref. 28) for a speci� c full-size con� guration.

Review of Wing Coupling Effects
Before the descriptionof the presentexperimentalsetup, the issue

of wing couplingeffects deserves some discussionand clari� cation.
In general, there are a few different sources for wing couplings that
should be classi� ed to clarify the whole picture. One way to look at
these wing couplings is to categorize them into the following four
groups.

Loads-Induced Couplings

The coupling effects in this group are induced by some compo-
nents of the loads directly or through effective arms that are cre-
ated by their points or lines of application. One clear example of
such effect is the coupling created by the offset between the wing
shear center and the rotor hub, which may induce torsionalmoment
when bending force is applied. Although this is a linear � rst-order
effect, there are similar minor nonlineareffects,where due to geom-
etry effects (elasticdeformation included), certain loadsmay induce
deformation in various directions that effectivelycreate coupled re-
sponse of the wing. The couplingeffects in this groupare, therefore,
characterized by them all being induced as a result of loads, and,
therefore, phase differences between the coupled degrees of free-
dom are possible. From a mathematical formulation point of view,
these couplings modify the mass and the damping (in addition to
the stiffness matrix) of the wing and, therefore, may be considered
as dynamic couplings.

Kinematic-Induced Couplings

This category contains the structural coupling effects. The most
common example of coupling in this category is the case of ini-
tially twistedwing which induceBB–CB couplings,that is, between
beamwise bending and chordwise bending. Different designs may
induceadditionalsimilar couplingeffects that aredrivenby the kine-
matics of the structure. From a mathematical formulation point of
view, kinematic induced couplingsmodify only the stiffness matrix
of the beam and, therefore, may be considered as static couplings.
In other words, the motion which is transferred from one degree of
freedomto the other (coupled) degreeof freedomcontainsno phase.

Composite-Induced Couplings

In this category, the coupling source is the fundamental coupling
in the material level. Obviously, the use of composite materials
does not necessarily imply that elastic couplings are introduced
(see Ref. 33). However, it is well known that orthotropiccomposite
laminas that are not balanced (namely, the material directionsdo not
coincidewith the wing axis) induce couplingbetween normal strain
and shear stress and between shear strain and normal stress. In the
structurallevel, these couplingsmay be exploited to tailor couplings
between the wing transverse bending deformation components and
its elastic twist. This method of introducing composite coupling
effects into wing structures has been discussed and demonstrated

in Refs. 19, 35, and 37. Similar to the earlier discussed kinematic-
inducedcoupling,composite-inducedcouplingsmay be considered
as static couplings.

Active-Control-Induced Couplings

In this category,which is only in its � rst conceptualstages as yet,
active-controlloads are introducedto couplecertain degreesof free-
dom of the wing (e.g., see Ref. 38). The wing motion in this case is
sensed by adequate sensors.The signals of these sensors are used to
producea command for certainactuatorsthatmay activateor modify
the response of other degrees of freedom. The technology of smart
structures may be adopted for introducing couplings of this type.

Experimental Setup
The experimental setup is shown in Figs. 1a and 1b and consists

of a cantileverwing structureof length l = 0.42 m and a two–bladed
rotor of a diameter 2R =0.5 m connectedto its tip. Figure 1a shows
the system setup. The wing structure may be tilted at an arbitrary
angle, which determines the level of the transverse BB–CB cou-
pling within the wing structure. In all cases, the rotor axis remains
horizontal, that is, parallel to the freestream velocity. The nacelle
length d, namely, the distance between the rotor hub and the wing
elastic axis may also be adjustedand may, therefore, supply various
BB–T couplings. The beam root region is equipped with a strain-
gauge system that allows clear separation between the three main
wing displacementcomponents,namely, the beamwisebending,the
edgewise bending, and the twist.

The peripheral instrumentation consists of data acquisition de-
vices that allow simultaneousrecordingof the time history response
of the three components of the wing deformation. Acquisition rate
was set to be equal to 200 Hz, which is more than an order of
magnitude higher then typical frequenciesof the presentwing/rotor
system.

Note, again, that unlike more complex experimental procedures,
the simplicityof the present experimentalsetup allows a wide range
of parametricstudy that may evenpenetrateinto the unstableregion.

Wing Couplings

Figure 2 presents a scheme of the wing tip cross section, the ro-
tor shaft, and the rotor rotation plane. As shown, the wing is tilted
at an angle h , while the shaft remains horizontal. In what follows,
the vertical z direction will be denoted as the beamwise direction,
whereas the horizontal y direction will be denoted as the chordwise
direction. The wing structure is based on a uniform double-spar
structure with three ribs (see Fig. 1a). This structure may be char-
acterized by a uniform distribution of stiffness EIb for bending per-
pendicular to the wing chord direction, EIc for bending in the wing
chorddirection,and GJ for the torsional rigidity.Thus, for h = 0, no
structural couplings are induced. Note that the pro� le-shaped ribs
do not affect the characteristics.

Introducing a nonzero wing tilt angle h modi� es the described
wing characteristics.When a vertical force Fz is applied at the shear
center of the wing tip cross section, the tip is de� ected in both y and
z directions.Simple structuralconsiderationsshow that this BB–CB
coupling may be expressed as

v

w
=

sin h cos h [1 ¡ (EIb /EIc)]
sin2 h [1 ¡ (EIb /EIc)] ¡ 1

(1)

Similarly, when a horizontal force Fy is applied at the shear center
of the wing tip cross section, the tip is de� ected in both y and z
directions, which constitute the following edgewise BB–CB cou-
pling:

w

v
=

sin h cos h [1 ¡ (EIb /EIc)]
cos2 h [1 ¡ (EIb /EIc)] ¡ 1

(2)

As shown by Eqs. (1) and (2), for given values of EIb and EIc ,
the angle h may be used to create different BB–CB couplings. In
addition, also note that the region of low tilt angle h is character-
ized by low effective beamwise bending stiffness and high effective
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Fig. 1a General view of the experimental setup.

Fig. 1b Experimental setup in stationary and rotating states.

Fig. 2 Scheme of the wing tip cross section, the rotor shaft, and the
rotor rotation plane.

Fig. 3 Calculated wing BB–CB coupling magnitudes as a function of
the wing tilt angle.

edgewise bending stiffness, whereas the region of high tilt angle is
characterizedby high beamwisebendingstiffnessand low edgewise
bending stiffness.

Figure 3 presents the BB–CB coupling as a function of the wing
tilt angle h for variousratiosofEIb / EIc . It is shownthat substantially
coupledwings may be obtainedby the presentmethodology.For the
actual wing structure of the experimental setup, EIb /EIc = 0.42.

Based on the notation presented in Fig. 2, the BB–T coupling,
namely, the amountof twist angle that is obtainedper unit beamwise
de� ection at the tip, may be written in the static case as

D u

w / l
= 3

d

l
(EIb / GJ)

cos2 h + sin2 h (EIb / EIc)
(3)

As shown, the magnitude of BB–T coupling depends on the two
independent parameters of this study, namely h and d / l. The pre-
ceding expression emerges from that, on one hand, the induced
moment varies linearly with the nacelle length d , but on the other
hand, the bending stiffnessis a functionof the wing tilt angle h . This
variation is shown in Fig. 4. Similar to Fig. 3, it is shown that the
presentexperimentalmethodologyprovidescoverageof vast values
of wing couplings.For the actual wing structureof the experimental
setup, EIb /GJ =0.95.

For the sake of clarity, it should be emphasized that the BB–T
couplingexpressionre� ects only the static portionof this couplings,
which in generalmay be classi� ed as “loads-inducedcoupling”(see
earlier discussion). This is because this coupling emerges from a
beamwise force that creates a torsional moment at the wing shear
center. Therefore, all force components, namely, components that
are also proportional to the time derivatives of u and w , should be
considered. The most generic way to express this coupling is by
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Fig. 4 Calculated wing BB–T couplingmagnitudesas a function of the
wing tilt angle, d/R = 0.2.

expressing the additional torsional moment that is induced by the
beamwise forces D M as

D M (t) = F(t) ¢ d (4)

By taking into account the dynamics of the torsional moment and
that F contains time derivativesof w , it becomes clear that D u and
w may be of differentphase in contrast with the v and w values that
have to appearin phasein theBB–CB coupling[seeEqs. (1) and (2)].

Note that the composite-inducedelastic couplings that were dis-
cussed in Refs. 19 and 37 are all inherent couplingswithin the wing
structureand, therefore,aremore comparableto theearlierdiscussed
BB–CB couplings.

Data Reduction

Typically, the recorded time history response of the wing-rotor
system consists of a transient response and a vibratory steady-state
response.The transientresponseis due to the abrupt forcing that has
been externally applied to examine the stability characteristics.The
steady-state vibratory motion is a result of the imperfection of the
experimentalsetup and mainly due to the aerodynamicdisturbances
that are contributedby the blocking effect of the wing structure that
occurs over a thin portion of the azimuthal travel of the blades.
Thus, to simplify the analysis, the vibratory time response of each
one of the associateddegrees of freedom may be approximated us-
ing a second-orderdynamic responseof a single-degree-of-freedom
system, for example, x(t ), as

x(t ) = x0e ¡ f x 0t cos( x t ¡ } 0) + xD cos( x t ¡ } D ) (5)

where x0 is the transient amplitude at time zero and xD and } 0

are the steady-state vibratory amplitude and phase, respectively.
Also, x is the mode frequency and f is its damping coef� cients
[ x = x 0

p
(1 ¡ f 2)]. Note that, in fact, all wing modes are excited

by the abrupt forcing at the tip; however, it may be shown that the
� rst (low-frequency) modes are the most important and in� uential
for stability analysis. This behavior will be clearly shown by the
high-frequency response that is modulated on the low-frequency
signature of the dominant mode.

The transient signature was analyzed using standard exponen-
tial decay analysis. Reference 40 presents a determination of the
XV-15 tiltrotor con� guration aeroelastic modes from � ight data
with frequency-domain methods and provides a discussion of the
various analysis methods. In the present study, the response fre-
quency was � rst estimated using fast Fourier transform technique,
which has been applied to both the transient and the steady vibra-
tory regions of the response. Once the frequency was determined,
the damping coef� cient was evaluated using the ratio of the re-
sponse peaks at two different peak points, for example, the peak
points at the end of the nth and the mth periods, namely, the times
tn

»=2 p n / x 0 + t0 and tm
»=2 p m / x 0 + t0 , respectively,where m > n

and t0 is a constant. Based on Eq. (5), the damping coef� cient in
this case is estimated as

f = [1/2 p (m ¡ n)] log(xn / xm ) (6)

Wing Coupling Effectiveness

As already mentioned, the present study was carried out for two
independentcoupling parameters. The � rst parameter was the wing
tilt angle h that has been swept from 0 to 90 deg in steps of 15 deg,
whereas the second independentparameterwas the nacelle length d
that has been assigned to three discrete values of d / R =0.19, 0.30,
and 0.42 (see Fig. 2). Three freestream velocity magnitudes were
tested.

Figures 5a–5c present some typical time history responses of a
relativelyhighlydampedcon� gurationwhere h =15degandd / R =
0.42. The response is presented with a time shift that ensures that

a)

b)

c)

Fig. 5 Highly damped case typical signals: a) chordwise response, b)
beamwise response, and c) twist response.
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t = 0 occurs at the maximal absolute response amplitude, whereas
zero amplitude is de� ned as the time-averaged response at the
steady-state region, that is, the time average of the response after
more then 5 s. All values are normalized and presented as percents
of the already given maximal absolute response amplitude. In addi-
tion to the experimentalsignals, Figs. 5a–5c also contain calculated
envelopes of decay for various damping coef� cient. Even without
the described formal estimation of the damping, it is clear that in
this sample response the damping ratio is about 8%.

For obvious reasons, operation of the experimental setup in un-
stablevibratoryregion for extendedperiodshas been avoided.How-
ever, becauseof the relatively low amount of energy that is stored in
the present experimental model, safety margins were reached only
for cases that were very close to instability. For illustration, Fig. 6
presents one case of very low, virtually zero, damping, where it is
evident that the response envelope consists of horizontal lines.

Figures7a–7cpresent thewing dampingas a functionits tilt angle
for the three values of forward � ight velocity. As shown in the case
of V =2.3 m/s (see Fig. 7a), a clear trend of decreasing damping
for increasing values of h is observed for the low nacelle lengths,
whereas for the case of high nacelle length, the damping recovers
for high values of h . The results, therefore, indicate that the BB–CB
coupling has an adverse effect on stability, and in general, the BB–

T coupling has a similar effect. For the case of V =3.5 m/s (see
Fig. 7b), the BB–T coupling has a negative effect, whereas the BB–

CB coupling has a positive effect at high values of h . For the case
of V = 4.6 m/s (see Fig. 7c), in general, the BB–T coupling has a

Fig. 6 Beamwise bending signal of an undamped case.

Fig. 7a Wing damping as a function of the wing tilt angle for low
forward � ight velocity.

Fig. 7b Wing damping as a function of the wing tilt angle for medium
forward � ight velocity.

Fig. 7c Wing damping as a function of the wing tilt angle for high
forward � ight velocity.

negative effect, whereas the BB–CB coupling effect has an adverse
effect as well, and in fact, all cases above h =45 deg are unstable.

Therefore,it is clearthat elasticcouplings(whichmay beachieved
by a wide range of different means) are highly in� uential. A clear
representative point is the case of h = 15 deg at V = 4.6 m/s
(Fig. 7c). As shown, increasing the BB–T coupling from the case
of d / R =0.19 to the case of d / R =0.42 results in the damping
decreasing from 10 to 0%. According to Fig. 4 and Eq. (3), the cor-
responding BB–T coupling values in this case are u l / (w ) =0.65
for d / R = 0.19 and u l / (w) = 1.4 for d / R = 0.42. This � nding co-
incides with the results of Ref. 19, where composite-inducedcou-
plings were used to lessen the instability contributed by similar
BB–T coupling effects.

Conclusions
An experimentalmethodology for studying the in� uence of wing

couplings on the stability characteristicsof wing-rotor systems has
been offered. Mainly, it is suggested to introduce elastic couplings
by tilting the wing structure and varying the nacelle lengths.

The study described is based on a small-scale model of a wing-
rotor system. Thus, in light of the well known dif� culties to scale
correctly the structuraldynamics and the effective aeroelasticprop-
erties, the present analysis serves only as a demonstrator for the as-
sociatedphenomena.However, it is expectedthat the present simple
experimental methodology will also serve as a reference for corre-
lating analyticmodels that feature wing structuralelastic couplings.
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Such a correlation may contribute to the prediction quality of full-
scale con� gurations as well.

In general, wing couplings were found to be very in� uential. It
may be concluded that wing couplingsmay be exploited in two dif-
ferent ways. First, because currently variousdesign constraints lead
to tiltrotor con� gurations that include couplings of adverse in� u-
ence, introducingadditionaloppositecouplingsmay lessen these ef-
fectssigni� cantlyandcontributeto the stabilitycharacteristicsof the
entire wing-rotor system. Second, in light of the discussed possibil-
ities to tailor the wing structure of new designs in various manners,
the present results contribute additional evidence of the potentialof
this method to augment wing–rotor stability in forward � ight.
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