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SUMMARY

A flight investigation has been conducted by means of rocket models
of a swept-wing fighter-type airplane to determine drag coefficients,
longitudinal and lateral stability derivatives, effects of aeroelasticity
on rolling effectiveness, and the effect of the engine jet exhaust on the
trim characteristics over the Mach number range from 0.5 to 1.9.

The jet-engine simulator caused a decrease in trim angle of attack
of approximately 1.27° and a decrease in trim-1ift coefficient of 0.0T7.
A positive increment in pressure coefficient was caused by the jet on the
side and bottom of the fuselage. As the distance downstream of the jet
exit increased, the increment on the bottom of the fuselage increased,
whereas the increments on the side decreased to a negative peak.

The drag rise begins at a Mach number of 0.90. The minimum-drag
ceefficient (including base and internal drag) has a value of 0.02 at
a Mach number of 0.87, an increase to 0.070 at a Mach number of 1.1 and
then a gradual increase to a value of 0.0T4 at a Mach number of 1.83.

There was a reduction in static longitudinal stability at the higher
1lift coefficients at subsonic speeds. Dynamic longitudinal stability was
indicated throughout the speed range.

The horizontal tail was an effective control throughout the speed
range. The dihedral effect was adequate. The roll damping was nearly
constant through the speed range and agreed with some theoretical values.
The aeroelastic losses in rolling effectiveness varied from about 6 percent
at 35,000 feet to about 27 percent at sea level at a Mach number of 0.5
and from asbout 20 percent at 35,000 feet to about 84 percent at sea level

at a Mach number of 1l.2.
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INTRODUCTTION

As a result of the current interest in airplanes that fly at super-
sonic speeds, the Pilotless Aircraft Research Division of the Langley
Aeronautical Laboratory has conducted an investigation to determine some
of the aerodynamic characteristics of a twin-engine, swept-wing, fighter-
type airplane by utilization of the rocket-propelled-model technique.

The primary purposes of this investigation were to determine drag
coefficients, longitudinal and lateral stability derivatives, effects
of aeroelasticity on the rolling effectiveness, and the effect of the
engine jet exhaust on the trim characteristics, since the engine exits
are located below and well forward of the all-movable horizontal stabi-
lizer and tail.

This paper surmarizes the flight-test results obtained from the six
models used to determine the desired aerodynamic information over the
Mach number range from 0.5 to 1.9.

SYMBOLS
A cross-sectional area, sq ft
Ao jet exit area, sq in.
a total damping factor
az/g longitudinal-accelerometer reading
an/g normal-accelerometer reading
at/g transverse-accelerometer reading
b wing span, ft
@ mean aerodynamic chord, ft
Ce chord-force coefficient, positive in a rearward direction,
81 W 1
g Sw 4
CD drag coefficient, Cy sin a + Cg cos a
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base-drag coefficient, base area

internal-drag coefficient

minimum-drag coefficient

Hinge moment

hinge-moment coefficient, -
aStCt

1ift coefficient, Cy cos o - C, sin «

1ift coefficient for minimum drag coefficient

D,min

pitching-moment coefficient about center of gravity

pitching-moment coefficient about center of gravity at zero
angle of attack and horizontal-tail deflection

'y ch/a(§§>, per radian

<

ch/BCigv, per radian

C

M
a

pitch-damping derivative

normal-force coefficient, positive toward top of model from
model center line, ol
g Sy a

incremental change in pressure coefficient due to power-on,

Cp,power-on K Cp,power—off

Py ~Ee
q

pressure coefficient,

coefficient of rolling moment due to rolling velocity,
oCy

0y

per radian

<
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coefficient of rolling moment due to yawing velocity,

BCZ

(&%)

, per radian

coefficient of rolling moment due to sideslip,

oC

Z, per radian

coefficient of yawing moment due to rolling velocity,

oC

a(%)

, per radian

coefficient of yawing moment due to yawing velocity,

aC
e s PEX radien

=)

coefficient of yawing moment due to sideslip,

oC,
, per radian

B

coefficient of yawing moment due to sideslipping velocity,

——TE-, per radian
b
5[ BB
2V
side-force coefficient

coefficient of side force due to sideslip,

thrust, 1b

acceleration due to gravity, 32.2 ft/se02

oC

Y, per radian

moment of inertia about body roll axis, slug-ft2

moment of inertia about body pitch axis, slug-ft°

morent of inertia about body yaw axis, slug-ft2

product of inertia, slug—ft2
length, ft

Mach number
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M exit Mach number
- m mass of model, slugs
m' static test couple applied at O.9h5b/2 in a plane parallel to

the model center line and perpendicular to the wing chord
plane, in-1b

12 period of short-period oscillation, sec; or test load applied
at station 26.38 measured along the 48.0T7-percent chord line
in figure 44, 1b

P rolling angular velocity, radian/sec

P, free-stream static pressure, lb/sq ft

Pe jet exit static pressure, lb/sq TG

P, local static pressure, 1lb/sq ft

Py, average base static pressure, 1b/sq ft

EE wing-tip helix angle, radians

2v

} q dynamic pressure, 1b/sq ft

R Reynolds number

16 yawing angular velocity, radians/sec; or in figure 6 radius of
equivalent body of revolution, ft

S wing area including intercept, sq ft

L free-stream static temperature, °r

r t e N seeC
tl/2 time to damp to one-half amplitude, sec
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\' velocity, ft/sec

X eqiuivalent lateral velocity, ft/sec

W weight of model, 1b

W mass flow through duct, slugs/sec

W mass of air flowing through a stream tube of area equal to the
inlet-cowl area under free-stream conditions, slugs/sec

X station (measured from nose), ft

a angle of attack of fuselage reference line (at model center
of gravity), deg

. da

A = ———

Sifeo) dit

B angle of sideslip, deg

i flight-path angle, measured with respect to a horizontal plane,
radians

Ye specific heat ratio at jet exit

o) horizontal-tail deflection, positive trailing edge down, deg;
or in figure 44 deflection of U4B8.07-percent chord line of wing
resulting from applied load P, in.

=3 deflection of each aileron measured in a plane perpendicular to
the aileron hinge line, deg

5/P flexural-stiffness parameter in./lb

€ inclination of principal axis, deg

e’ wing angle of twist in a plane parallel to the model center line
and perpendicular to the wing chord plane, radians

6 angle between fuselage center line and horizontal, radians

6'/m' torsional-stiffness parameter, radians/in-lb

o) air density, slugs/cu £t

roll angle, radians
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@ fraction of rigid-wing rolling effectiveness retained by the
flexible wing
1l =~ ¢' fractional loss in rolling effectiveness
s angle of yaw, radians
w frequency of the Dutch roll oscillation, radians/sec
Q phase angle of side-force coefficient to angle of sideslip,
CY radians unless otherwise noted
Q phase angle of roll rate to angle of sideslip, radians unless
P otherwise noted
Subscripts:
% wing
t tail
N ] ) oCy, oCp
Derivatives are expressed in this manner: C; = —<73 Bl = e i
= da ) 0%

and. so forth.

A dot over a symbol indicates the first derivative with respect
to time, and two dots indicate the second derivative with respect to
time.

The symbol | ‘ represents the absolute magnitude of the amplitude
of a quantity and is always taken to be positive.

All the measured quantities and aerodynamic derivatives are referred
to the system of body axes which assumes the X-axis corresponds to the
fuselage reference line. (See figs 1)

DESCRIPTION OF MODELS

Model A

The fuselage of model A was constructed of steel bulkheads with
plastic hatches and wooden fairings forming the contoured body lines.
Both the wing and the horizontal tail had swept plan forms. The wing
thickness varied from 6.67 percent chord at the root to 5.7l percent
chord at the tip. The airfoil sections were NACA 65A007 and NACA 65A006
airfoils modified by extending the chord 5 percent forward of the
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16.04-percent-chord line and adding 1.67 percent positive camber. There
was 1° of positive incidence between the wing and the model center line.
The horizontal stabilizer was fixed at a deflection of -1.2°., Duralumin .
plates and mahogany fillers made up the wing panels, and stall plates were
located at about TO percent of each semispan. Two pulse rockets were
installed forward of the canopy to disturb the model in pitch. The model
was essentially the same as that shown in figure 1 with the exception of
the wing root inlets which were faired over on model A to facilitate
installation of the rocket-motor simulator in the engine ducts which was
used to simulate the jet exhaust characteristics of the turbojet engines.
These faired inlets can be seen in the photographs shown as figure 2.

Simulation of jet exhaust was accomplished by use of two solid-
propellant rocket motors designed according to the method of reference 1.
The simulator shown in figure 3 was installed inside the engine ducts.
The ducts terminated external to and under the fuselage. The final angle
on the curved boattails of the engine ducts was about 25°. The simulator
installation was designed to simulate the Pratt & Whitney J57 engine
exhaust characteristics at maximum rated power (sonic exit, afterburner
on) at a Mach number of 1.5 and an altitude of 35,000 feet. The simulator
flight-test performance data corrected to an altitude of 35,000 feet and
full scale by the method of reference 1 are presented in table I with the
J57 design values for comparison.

A sketch showing the orifice locations where the flight pressure =
measurements were taken is presented as figure k4.

Model B

The overall construction of model B was essentially the same as
that of model A with the exception of the pulsed horizontal stabilizer
and the internal ducting. A three-view drawing is shown in figure 1
and a photograph as figure 5. The area distribution and equivalent body
of revolution are shown in figure 6. This information is included for
pressure-drag correlation at a Mach number of 1.0.

The horizontal stabilizer was solid duralumin and operated in abrupt

moverients between angles of approximately -2° and -7°. Operation was
achieved by a hydraulically actuated piston. A motor-driven cam operating
an electric solenoid was used to control the flow of the hydraulic fluid
to the piston and to insure proper timing of the pulsing operation.

Hinge rnoments were measured by means of a deflection beam attached
between the push rod of the control system and the torque rod which
actuated the horizontal stabilizer. Deflection in the beam was propor- 3
tional to the moment in the torque rod which changed the inductance in
the instrument.
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The wing root inlet was unswept and incorporated a boundary-layer
bleed. Internal ducting consisted of two separate ducts running through
the model with a minimum cross section near each duct exit. A total-
pressure rake was mounted slightly forward of this minimum section to
obtain data to be used in the calculation of internal drag at supersonic
Mach numbers. A fairing was installed in each duct in order to duplicate
the location and cross-sectional area of the engines and accessory
housings. The internal ducting did not duplicate that of the full-scale
airplane; however, the exit-to-entrance area ratio was such as to regulate
the mass flow to approximate the engine requirements at supersonic speeds.
Since the afterburner base of the model did not duplicate that of the
full-scale airplane, it was necessary to determine the base drag of the
model. Six manifold static-pressure tubes were used to determine the
average static-pressure variation over the flat base of one of the after-
burners. The model contained no sustainer rocket motor.

Model C

The constructional and geometrical characteristics of model C were
essentially the same as model B with the exception of the horizontal
stabilizer which was fixed at a deflection of -0.4° to trim model C at
a low positive 1lift coefficient. The model was disturbed laterally by
six small rockets, mounted in the nose, whose thrust produced a short
lateral acceleration. The timing of these pulses placed two of them in
the supersonic speed range and the remainder in the transonic and high
subsonic ranges.

The geometric and mass characteristics of models A, B, and C are
given in tables II and III, respectively.

Models D, E, and F

Models D, E, and F consisted of 1lO-percent-scaled reproductions of
the assumed full-scale airplane wing mounted on pointed cylindrical bodies
9 inches in diameter with a cruciform arrangement of delta tail fins.

The basic model wings (not including wing fillet area which is achieved
by a trailing-edge chord-extension at the root) had an aspect ratio of
4,281 and a taper ratio of 0.284 and were swept back 36.84° at the
20-percent-chord line. A photograph of one of the models and a dimen-
sioned sketch are shown in figures 7 and 8, respectively.

The models were tested with a fixed aileron deflection. The wing
of model D was of very stiff construction with an aileron deflection
of 259, The wings of models E and F, on which the ailerons were deflected
15° and 250, respectively, approximated the scaled-down stiffness char-
acteristics of the full-scale airplane wing.
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INSTRUMENTATTON

A telemeter which transmitted time histories of the primary data
as the models traversed the Mach number range was installed in models A,
B, and C. For models D, E, and F spinsondes were used to obtain the pri-
mary data, which were rolling velocity.

A rawinsonde released at the time of firing recorded the free-stream
temperature and static pressure over the altitude range covered by each
test. The velocity and position in space of the models were determined
by a CW Doppler radar set and a radar tracking unit.

TESTS

Simulator Ground Tests

Three static firings of the sustainer motor for model A were made,
and thrust, chamber pressure, and exit static pressure were measured.
These tests were used to show that proper simulation would be achieved;
they also served to calibrate the variation of exit-static pressure with

chamber pressure. This calibration enabled calculation of thrust in
flight.

Flight Tests

Flight tests of the models were conducted at the Langley Pilotless
Aircraft Research Station at Wallops Island, Va. The models were accel-
erated to their maximum Mach numbers, which corresponded to about
M = 2.0 for models A, B, and C and about M = 1.2 for models D, E,
and F, by means of booster rocket motors which separated upon cessation
of thrusting. A photograph of model B prior to launching is shown as
figure 9. The Reynolds number range covered by the tests is given in
figure 10. The data presented herein were obtained during the coasting
phase of flight, with the exception of model A for which power-on data
were obtained at M = 1.5. The ratio of jet static pressure to free-

stream static pressure for the power-on portion of the flight varied
from 3.5 to 4.0 as shown in figure 11.

feprmiing §
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ANATYSTS

Longitudinal Stability

Free oscillations of model B were created by pulsing the horizontal
tail in an approximate square-wave motion which resulted in changes in
normal acceleration, angle of attack, and hinge moment. The longitudinal-
stability analysis of these oscillations is based on two degrees of free-
dom in pitch. The basic equations of motion used in the analysis are as

follows:

V(8 - o) =<CLa°° 4 cLﬁa) qs

¢ ; 2. 1
IYG = (Cma? e Cm. 57 @ i Cmq oV 0 + GmSS)ch

In order to simplify the analysis and to permit the determination
of equations for the more important aerodynamic derivatives a number of
assumptions are necessary. It is assumed that during the time interval
over which each calculation is made the following conditions exist: The
forward velocity is constant and the aerodynamic forces and moments vary
linearly with the variables a, 8, and 6. In the appendixes of ref-
erences 2 and 3 can be found a more detailed discussion of the methods
used in reducing the data from a flight time history to the parameters
presented in this paper and the assumptions made in and the limitations

of the test technique.

Some of the control characteristics and damping data obtained from
this test are incomplete between Mach numbers of 0.80 and 1.07 because
the conditions of damped oscillations and linear variation of aerodynamic
forces and moments with angle of attack discussed in references 2 and 3

are not satisfied in this speed range.

Corrections for model pitching and yawing velocities by the method
described in reference L4 were made to the air-flow indicators to obtain
angles of attack and angles of sideslip. All coefficients, with the
exception of hinge moments (which were based on the total horizontal-tail
area) and pressure coefficients, were computed based on the theoretical
wing area (fillet area excluded), and all angles were measured relative
to the fuselage reference line. (See fig. 1.)



The total pitching-moment coefficients were calculated by the fol-
lowing equations:

Iy6 e A B
= — + g — - ——
‘n = B, [(Cmq Cma) “Jev (Cmq7> oV

The angular acceleration in pitch was obtained from the following
relation:

5 .a _ aF + &)

g at

The quantity & was obtained by differentiating the measured o curve and
the quantity Yy was calculated from the measured accelerations at the model
center of gravity.

A choking section and a total-pressure rake installed in the duct
exit made it possible to determine mass-flow ratio and internal drag
based on free-stream and duct-exit conditions. (See ref. 5.) The inter-
nal drag presented herein was calculated in the following manner:

i e "
by aSy [W(V Vexit) - Pexit (pexit i pc)}

Calibration of the variation of exit static pressure with chamber
pressure in static tests enabled calculation of the thrust in flight by
use of the following equation:

3 2
F = peAe(‘feMe + 1) - Dohe

Comparison of the vacuum impulse (the first term of the preceding
equation integrated over the burning time) in the static tests with that
in flight indicated a total impulse of approximately 10 percent more in
flight. The impulse variation in three static tests was less than
3 percent; thus, an adjustment of the flight chamber pressure data was
indicated. The measured chamber pressure was proportionally adjusted
and the resulting thrust used in conjunction with the accelerometer meas-
urements to determine the power-on drag coefficient. The power-on 1ift
coefficients were also corrected to a zero thrust condition.

Lateral Stability

Throughout the test, model C executed a continuous lateral motion
which showed little damping; thus the time to damp to one-half amplitude
was considered infinite. Oscillations of small amplitudes were also
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present in the traces of angle-of-attack and 1ift coefficient, which
indicated inertia coupling between longitudinal and lateral motions.
Although the effects of the lateral motion on the longitudinal motion
were important in producing or modifying the longitudinal motion, the
longitudinal motion produced a secondary effect on the lateral motion
which was within the accuracy of the lateral stability measurements.

On this basis the computations were based on the following equations for
three degrees of freedom:

Side force:

Rolling moment:

I L b

War. RE p rb
LS e S O R, =L e e s TN
s T TS N < Ly 1[;) 2v

Yawing moment:

AL ik
Z . XZ . pb rb P
z CB'Cnpév'(Cnr'Cng)‘eV'o

W
In the side-force equation the gravity terms a§(¢ cos © + | sin 6)

have been omitted. This assumption is valid for rocket-propelled models
since the models have low wing loadings and are flown through rather dense
air at high speeds so that the values of the gravity terms are very small.
Also, in the lateral-force equation all the aerodynamic terms are combined
into one term referred to as CY or the total lateral force. ,This assump-

tion is valid since the total lateral force was measured by a transverse
accelerometer and includes the contributions of rolling angular velocity,
yawing angular velocity, and sideslip angle. It was further assumed that
CY was equal to CYBB- In the rolling-moment and yawing-moment equa-

tions, the assumption has been made that B = -r in order that the
yawing- and sideslipping-velocity derivatives may be combined to reduce
the number of unknown aerodynamic terms.

The lateral equations of motion written in the form to analyze the
data by the vector method are given in figure 12. More detailed discus-
sions of the application of the time vector may be found in references 6,
7, and 8. The time vectors, such as the example given in Eigure 12 for
one solution, constitute a three-degree-of-freedom analysis by using basic
motional information such as the representative curves of the variation
of side-force coefficient with angle of sideslip. The primary vectorial

*
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data necessary for the analysis and obtained from the flight time his-
tory are as follows: the Dutch roll frequency, the damping factor, the
undamped natural circular frequency, the phase difference between the
roll rate and the angle-of-sideslip oscillations, and the amplitude ratio
of the rate of roll to angle of sideslip. The phase angles include cor-
rections required by the frequency response characteristics of the roll
rate gyro.

The method allows the determination of two derivatives in each degree
of freedom, whereas the third must be otherwise determined. The cross
derivatives Cy and Cn were assigned two values to show the effect

e p
of selecting them as the derivatives not found in the analysis. A more
complete discussion on the evaluation of this test technique is given in
reference 8.

The frequency of the Dutch roll motion was also used to compute
Cn by the following equation, which was written for one degree of free-

B
dom in yaw:
ik
c g a@
nB qSb

and the difference in CnB shown by the two methods is a measure of the

effect of neglecting the product of inertia terms. The inclination of
the principal axis, measured to be -4.2°, was used to compute the product
of inertia.

ACCURACY

The estimated probable errors in the basic quantities measured are
shown in table IV. The stability derivatives presented in this paper
are dependent upon some or all of these measured quantities. An analysis
by the methods of references 6 and 8 of the probable errors in some of
the derivatives due to the probable errors quoted in table IV indicates
the following errors at M = 1.7 and M = 0.85:

Mach number

LT U5

CL, PEEEETIG . e IR R o PR i T 0 e o & T S IR 12 +5
CD’ percent o s s o o e @ @ e wde e s e L el e lie eliieiiel el el EER NG 7




Dol Tt ets  ameienditis ol o

0o’ San S Sal L REERsiEe ee loilel § 3
R et _ I e i
Mach number
1 R o Y
CY SAPENCETIETT 6 e e Lo e & det Lof et i Mo Tor bR e LR N +5
Cns and CZB, DEFCETIE o o o o et 15 ol AR S L e +8
Cos PEXCEOL vy o' s iy @ v s @ & e Rl vkl o e g SURERE 4 Elere
Cni - Cné, PEHCEIIG| ot 461 o s & ' o e 5 5 et te e e e e e Rk SRR EL i io) £25

The pb/2V data for models D, E, and F have not been corrected for
the effects of rolling moment of inertia. Reference 9 shows this cor-
rection to be small except in the transonic region, where rolling accel-
erations become large. For this reason, the accuracy limits in the tran-
sonic region (0.88 < M < 1.00) are about *20 percent, whereas at subsonic
and supersonic speeds the accuracy is about %10 percent.

Base- and internal-drag data were obtained from pressure measurements
and therefore have different possible errors than the drag values based
on acceleration measurements. The maximum possible errors in both of
these quantities due to instrument inaccuracy would be so small that they
would not change any three-decimal-place drag values used.

It is believed that the data presented in this report provide a good
indication of the variation of the stability derivatives with Mach number
and the absolute values of these derivatives are at least as accurate or
better than indicated above.

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

Lift and Trim Characteristics

Lift.- Coefficients are based on total wing area, excluding wing
fillet area, as shown in figure 1. Lift characteristics as a function
of angle of attack for some representative Mach numbers are given in
figure 13(a). These values of CL represent the range covered at the

indicated Mach numbers. The variation of C;, with a 1is essentially
lineartover'the CL and M range covered by the tests with the excep-

tion of M = 0.86 where an abrupt break occurs at Cy, = 0.75. Values

of lift-curve slope CL taken over the linear portion of these plots
a

are presented in figure 13(b).
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The power-on and power-off values of C obtained from model A in

Ly,

addition to unpublished tunnel results are presented for comparative pur-
poses with the results obtained from model B. Data presenting the varia-
tion of CL with o from model A are limited in both 1lift range covered

and quantity since the primary purpose of the investigation was to deter-
mine the effect of the engine jet exhaust on the drag and trim character-
istics of the configuration. The data from model A indicate that there
might have been some reduction in power-off CLa due to fairing over the
inlets; however, in general, the agreement between the three sources is
considered good. There are no unusual variations or trends in lift-curve
slope over the Mach number range covered.

The flight time history of normal acceleration showed the presence
of high-frequency oscillations as the model pitched to the higher 1ift
coefficients below M = 0.93. These oscillations are believed to repre-
sent the buffet-intensity rise, which occurred at about = 0.59 at

M=0.93 and Cy = 0.65 at M = 0.86 with the maximum amplitude being
ACL ~ 0.1l. As a result of the high frequency of the oscillations

(115 cps) and since obtaining buffet information was not a primary purpose
of this test, the minimum amplitude of ACy; which can be obtained from
the instrumentation used is 0.03.

Trim.- The effect of power on the trim-l1ift coefficient and angle
of attack is shown in figure 14. The measured trim angle of attack with
respect to the fuselage reference line is presented for both the power-on
and the power-off portions of the flight. The values of power-on trim-
1ift coefficient were obtained by correcting the measured-1lift coeffi-
cients for the thrust component along the 1ift axis. Power-on produced
a decrease in trim angle of attack of approximately 1.1° and a trim-lift-
coefficient decrease of about 0.06 at a Mach number of about 1.5. The
model thrust axis was below the center of gravity producing a pitch-up
moment, thus alleviating to some extent the pitch-down effect induced
by the jet exhaust. With the thrust axis through the center of gravity
the model change in trim with power on would have been slightly greater.
The decrease in trim angle of attack corrected to thrust through the
center of gravity was approximately 1.270 with a decrease in trim-1ift
coefficient of approximately 0.072. During power-on, burning of the pro-
pellant caused a gradual shift in the center-of-gravity location. The
power-off data for the rest of the flight are for a center-of-gravity

location of 17.8 percent c.

The jet-off pressure coefficients for the various orifice locations
shown in figure 4 are presented in figure 15. The discontinuity and
temporary increase in several of the coefficients at a Mach number of
about 1.5 are believed to have been caused by intermittent burning of
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propellant remnants. Orifice number 8 (horizontal stabilizer) is omitted
at high Mach nunbers due to the fact that this pressure varied with angle
of attack and since it was measured intermittently it was impossible to
get a complete time history. None of the other pressures appeared to be
influenced by changes in angle of attack encountered.

Figure 16 shows the incremental change in pressure coefficient caused
by the jet exhaust (ACP = Cp,power-on - Cp,power-off) for the power-on

portion of the flight. Measurements prior to power-on were used for
Cp,power-off' In figure 16(a) a general increase in pressure along the

bottom of the fuselage is indicated with the most forward orifice showing
little change and the most rearward orifice showing the greatest increase.

Pressure coefficients on the side of the fuselage (fig. 16(b)) indi-
cated that power-on caused an increase near the jet and a gradual decrease
to a high negative change approximately two jet diameters to the rear of
the jet exit. The base annulus pressures were increased considerably but
the portion of the annulus inboard showed about 35 percent less increase
than the outboard portion of the annulus (fig. 16(c)). This effect is
believed to be caused by the influence of the fuselage—tail-pipe juncture
in the vicinity of the base. Power-on produced an approximate change in
pressure coefficient ACP = 0.11 for orifice number 8 (horizontal sta-

bilizer) but it is not possible to determine what the change would have
been with no angle-of-attack change. The small range of the ratio of
jet-exit static pressure to free-stream static pressure (fig. 11) encoun-
tered in flight precludes the determination of the effect of pressure
ratio on any of the data presented; however, it is noted that several of
the incremental changes follow the same trend as the pressure ratio.

Drag

Basic drag.- The basic drag data from model B are presented in the
form of lift-drag curves in figure 17. These curves are for various Mach
numbers and 1lift ranges and the drag values include both internal and base
drag. The mass-flow ratios at which the tests were conducted are given
in figure 18.

Minimum drag.- The variations of the 1ift coefficient for minimum
drag, (CL)CD,min and the minimum-drag coefficient CD,min as determined

from the lift-drag curves of figure 17 are presented as a function of Mach
nunber in figures 19 and 20. The values of Cp 4p include both internal
J

and base drag. Values of CD,i and CD,b are also presented in fig-
ure 20. At the higher horizontal-tail deflections the model did not

oscillate to minimum drag.
B
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Between M = 0.82 and M = 0.87, is constant at about

CD,min
0.020. The drag rise occurs at M = 0.90 (the Mach number at which
dCD
—= = 0.10) and at M = 1.10,
dM

continues to increase gradually with Mach number and at M = 1.83 has
a value of Cp 3, = 0.07k.

CD,min has a value of 0.070. The drag

Base drag.- The base-drag data were obtained from the base-pressure
survey taken on the exit of the afterburner on model B. The base-drag
coefficient varied from about 0.001 at subsonic speeds to about 0.002 at
supersonic speeds.

Internal drag.- The values of internal-drag coefficient determined
from model B and presented in figure 20 are nearly a constant value of
0.005 from M = 1.01 to M = 1.84. No subsonic values could be obtained
since the duct became unchoked below M = 1.0; however, other tests have
shown the internal-drag level remains about the same at subsonic and
supersonic speeds for cases where the variation in mass-flow ratio is
small.

Jet effects on drag.- The variation of power-on and power-off drag
coefficients with time at Cp = O0.11 1is shown in figure 21. The power-

off data were obtained just previous to simulator firing and cannot be
directly compared with the drag data discussed from model B in the pre-
ceding paragraphs since the inlets were faired over on model A. The
power-off data presented in figure 21 are corrected to zero base drag,

and during power-on the base-drag coefficient was negligible. This drag
comparison is not the difference in the airplane drag power-off and
power-on, but shows the effect of the jet exhaust on the external drag.
The power-off total-drag coefficient would be greater by the base-drag
coefficient and also would involve a change in inlet drag from a low inlet
drag at maximum mass flow to a high inlet drag at zero mass flow.

The data indicate that the power-on drag coefficient is equal to or
as much as 10 percent less than the power-off drag coefficient. This
variation is believed to be due to inaccuracies in the determination of
thrust. The average power-on drag is less than power-off, but the incre-
ment is within the accuracy of the data.

Longitudinal Stability

Static.- The static-longitudinal-stability characteristics of the
configuration with open ducts, model B, are shown in figures 22 to 24,
A1l moment data were taken about the center-of-gravity location at

0.169c.
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Some representative curves of pitching-moment coefficient Cp as
a function of Cp for various tail deflections and Mach numbers are pre-
sented in figure 22. At Mach numbers above 1.09 the curves presented in
figure 22(a) are linear for the C1, range covered; however, at M = 1.09
there is a slight change in pitching-moment slope at Cp, = 0.05. Fig-
ure 22(b) shows that at M = 0.94 and M = 0.95 there is a change in
slope beginning at Cp, = 0.10. The curve at M = 0.85 shows an almost
linear variation of C, with Cj in the 1lift range from Cp, = 0.56 to
the point where an abrupt change in slope occurs at Cgp = 0.83. These
pitching-moment curves at the subsonic Mach numbers, where a large 1lift
range was covered, indicates a reduction in stability at the higher 1ift
coefficients. The measured periods P of the short-period longitudinal
oscillations resulting from the abrupt control movement are given in fig-
ure 23. These values were used to calculate the longitudinal stability
parameter Cma by the following relation:

¥ 2 2
B 0.693
Crngy aSCy | P2 +(tl/2 )

The values of Cma in conjunction with CLQ were used to compute

aerodynamic-center values for comparison with those obtained from the
slopes of the pitching-moment curves which are shown in figure 24, The
slopes of the pitching-moment curves were taken over the linear portion
of the curves (fig. 22). The aerodynamic center moved from a location
of 62 percent mean aerodynamic chord at M = 0.88 to its most rearward
location of 85 percent mean aerodynamic chord at about M = 1.40 and
then decreased to a value of 8l percent mean aerodynamic chord at

M=1.72.

The aerodynamic-center location was obtained at several isolated
times from the flight time history of model A. These data are plotted
in figure 24 for comparison. The data in general show good agreement
with those from model B, but because of the scatter of the data it is
felt that the effect of the jet exhaust on the center of pressure should
not be interpreted from these data.

Basic pitching moment.- The basic pitching-moment coefficient C,

o
at zero tail deflection and zero angle of attack is shown in figure 25.
The wing of the model had 1° of positive incidence relative to the model
center line, which was used as the reference in this test. Since most
of the tunnel data used the wing as the reference, figure 25 shows Cmo

computed by using a = 0° relative to the wing as well as to the model
center line. Unpublished wind-tunnel data are plotted for comparison
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and the agreement is good at supersonic speeds. A value of Cmo was

computed at M = 0.88 by using rocket-model values of C and Cr,

ey,
and unpublished wind-tunnel values of control effectiveness. The agree-
ment between this value of Cmo and the tunnel value at M = 0.90 1is
good.

Values of Cmo calculated for 0° wing angle of attack vary from
0.076 at M = 1.06 to 0.048 at M = 1.77.

Damping in pitch.- The damping-in-pitch characteristics are given
by the parameters tl/2 and Cmq + Cm& which are presented in figures 26

and 27, respectively. These parameters were determined from an analysis
of the rate of decay of the transient short-period oscillations resulting
from abrupt horizontal-tail movements. Figure 27 shows a decrease in
pitch damping between M = 0.90 and 1.02 followed by a gradual increase
to M = 1.40 and a more rapid increase between M = 1.40 and M = 1.75.
Pitch-damping data from the rocket test of a model having a horizontal
tail of aspect ratio 4.33 (ref. 10) show the same general variation of
Cmq + Cm& with Mach number. The configuration tested in this investiga-

tion was dynamically stable without any unusually large reductions in
damping in pitch over the speed range covered.

The horizontal stabilizer, however, did not remain at a fixed angle
but oscillated about a mean trim line in phase with a as a result of
the high hinge moments at supersonic speeds. The maximum A® of this
oscillation was in the order of 0.50 with an average value of about 0.250.
The static derivatives were corrected for this effect; however, no dynamic
corrections were made for this effect.

Longitudinal control effectiveness.- The effectiveness of the all-
movable horizontal tail of aspect ratio 3.30 in producing 1lift and pitching
moments is given in figures 28 and 29. The 1lift coefficient per degree
of tail deflection CL6 has a value of 0.0105 at about M = 1.05 and

decreases gradually with increase in Mach number until at M = 1.70 the
value of CL6 is 0.0070. Pitching-moment effectiveness Cm6 varies

from -0.036 at M = 1.00 to a value of -0.023 at M = 1.70.

Two other longitudinal-control effectiveness parameters, the change
in trim angle of attack per degree of tail deflection AQ/AS and the
rate of change in trim-1ift coefficient with tail deflection AC AD, are

presented as functions of Mach number in figures 30 and 51, respectively.
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The horizontal tail is an effective pitch control throughout the

Mach number range covered. All the effectiveness parameters show gradual

variations with Mach number.

Hinge moments.- The hinge-moment characteristics of the horizontal
tail in the form of the variation of hinge-moment coefficient with angle
of attack Cp and the variation of hinge-moment coefficient with tail

(o4

deflection Ch6 are given in figures 32 and 33. The parameter ChOL

was obtained from the linear portion of plots of Cp against « (approxi-
mately 0° to 4°) and Ch8 was determined by the method discussed in

reference 2. The horizontal tail was hinged at 26.5 percent of the tail
mean aerodynamic chord and had an unswept hinge line. Figure %2 shows
that Cp varies from a value of 0.0020 at M = 0.82 +to Cha = -0.0075

at M =1.55 andat M= 1.72 had a value of -0.0055. Figure 35 shows
a steady decrease in Ch6 from -0.0170 at M = 1.07 to Ch6 = -0.0073

at M= 1.70.

Lateral Stability

The lateral derivatives obtained from model C, with the exception
of the rolling-effectiveness parameter pb/2V, are all presented as groups
of data points. The results give a visual estimation of the accuracy of
determining each derivative. Also shown are the effects of neglecting
the cross derivatives and the product-of-inertia terms, as explained in
the "Analysis" section. Two sections of the time history which show
some of the quantities measured and the lack of damping of the B oscil-
lation are shown in figure 34. The vectorial data necessary to obtain
the lateral stability derivatives by the time-vector method are presented
in the following figures: variation of side-force coefficient with angle
of sideslip at various Mach numbers (figs. 35 and 36), the Dutch roll
frequency (fig. 37), the phase difference between the roll rate and the
angle-of-sideslip oscillations and between the side-force coefficient
and the angle-of-sideslip oscillations (fig. 38), and the amplitude ratio
of the rate of roll to angle of sideslip (fig. 39).

Static.- The dihedral-effect derivative CZB (fig. 40) shows little
change in value with change of Cl and indicates the dihedral effect
3

was adequate.

The static lateral stability CnB (fig. 41) is shown for the two

methods of computation and for the change in C, . The values of Cp

based on a one-degree-of-freedom analysis of the periods are slightly
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different from those found by the vector computations. The difference
is a measure of the effect of neglecting the product-of-inertia terms.
The change in Cnp has a negligible effect on CnB.

Dynamic.- The roll-demping derivative Clp is presented in figure 42,
where the apparent scatter is mainly a result of the variation of

in figure 38. Theoretical values are shown as computed from references 1l
and 12. The roll damping remained near the same level throughout the
speed range and agreed with the theoretical values.

Presented in figure 43 is the dynamic-lateral-stability derivative
Cnr - Cné which shows a greater effect of the change in Cnp' The deriv-

ative Cnr - Cné remains negative throughout the speed range, but the

model motion showed little damping. The reason for little or no damping
observed in the model motion was the result of large roll coupling due
to the relatively large product of inertia. For the angle of attack of
this test the out-of-phase yawing moment contributed by the product-of-
inertia term is of opposite sign and larger magnitude than that contrib-
uted by Cp - cné (see fig. 12).

Effect of aeroelasticity on pb/2V.- The stiffness characteristics

of the wings of models D, E, and F are compared with the scaled-down
stiffness characteristics of the assumed full-scale airplane wing in
figure U4k,

The variation of the rolling-effectiveness parameter pb/2V with
Mach number is shown in figure 45. These pb/2V values have been cor-
rected by the method of reference 135 for the small wing and tail incidence
angles resulting from construction tolerances. Included in figure 45 is
the rigid-wing rolling effectiveness which was estimated by cross plotting
the data for 25° aileron deflection against 6'/m' and making a straight
line extrapolation to 6'/m' = O.

Flexible-wing rolling effectiveness at sea level and 35,000 feet was
estimated from the data for 25° aileron deflection by assuming that the
loss in rolling effectiveness 1 - ¢' is proportional to the dynamic
pressure q. The variation of 1 - ¢' and q with Mach number for the
flexible-wing model with 250 aileron deflection at test altitudes is
shown in figure 46. Estimated flexible-wing rolling effectiveness at
sea level and 35,000 feet is compared with estimated rigid-wing rolling
effectiveness in figure 47. Figure 47 shows that the loss in rolling
effectiveness due to aeroelasticity varied from about 6 percent at
35,000 feet to about Z( percent at sea level at a Mach number of 0.5
and from sbout 20 percent at 35,000 feet to about 84 percent at sea level
at a Mach number of 1l.2.

Ve om

-
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CONCLUSIONS

Results from the flight tests of models of a fighter-type airplane
in the Mach number M range from 0.5 to 1.9 indicate the following con-
clusions:

1. The jet-engine simulator caused a decrease in trim angle of attack
of approximately 1.270 and a decrease in trim-lift coefficient of 0.07.

2. The pressure coefficient for the base annulus was increased, but
the increase was smaller on the portion of the annulus adjacent to the

fuselage.

3, Pressure coefficients on the side and bottom of the fuselage
indicated a positive increment near the jet exit. As the distance down-
stream of the jet exit increased, the increment on the bottom of the fuse-
lage increased, whereas the increments on the side decreased to a negative
peak.

4, The drag rise begins at M = 0.90. The minimum-drag coefficient
(including base and internal drag) has a value of 0.02 at M = 0.87, an
increase to 0.070 at M = 1.1, and then a gradual increase to a value
of OL.0T4 at M = 1.83.

5. The static longitudinal stebility is reduced at the higher 1ift
coefficients at subsonic speeds.

6. The aerodynamic-center location is at 62.0 percent mean aero-
dynamic chord at M = 0.88 and reaches its most rearward position of 85.0
percent mean aerodynamic chord at M = e =4

7. The pitch-damping parameters indicated that the configuration
possessed dynamic longitudinal stability without any unusually large
reductions over the speed range covered.

8. Variation of horizontal-tail effectiveness with Mach number from
1.00 to 1.70 was gradual and the tail remained an effective control for
producing forces and moments throughout the speed range.

9. The pitching-moment coefficient at 0° wing angle of attack and
0° tail deflection decreases from a positive value of 0.076 at a Mach
number of 1.06 to 0.048 at a Mach number of 1.77.

10. The roll damping remained near the same level throughout the
speed range tested and agreed well with some theoretical values.

11. There was an adequate dihedral effect.

=y
g
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12. The cross derivatives Cnp and Clr were not determined, but

their effects on the other derivatives were shown to be small.

15. The loss in rolling effectiveness due to aeroelasticity varied
from about 6 percent at 35,000 feet to about 27 percent at sea level at
M = 0.5 and from about 20 percent at 35,000 feet to about 84 percent at

sea level at M = 1.2,

Langley Aeronautical Laboratory,
National Advisory Committee for Aeronautics,
Langley Field, Va., October 31, 1956.
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TABLE T

COMPARISON BETWEEN PERFORMANCES OF SIMULATOR

AND PRATT & WHITNEY J57 TURBOJET ENGINE

[Simulator performance corrected to full scale and

altitude of 355,000 feet; all data for one engin%]

Rocket simulator

Turbojet
design

Specific heat ratio

Jet thrust, 1b .
lb/sec o o

condition), sq ft

Jet exit area (afterburner

Average Jjet gross weight flow,

Jet stagnation temperature, °F abs .

Ratio of jet stagnation to free-
stream static pressure .

4,000
1.25

Be3 t0 Tul
15,200 to 15,900

120

5.99

3,200
i 25

iei®
15,600

22

596
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TABLE II

PHYSICAL CHARACTERISTICS OF MODELS A, B, AND C &

Wing:
Ares; (theoreticall); 89 £bl o o tel sl o ol 1o ole slie oo s e e
S PAN G e e e el el e e e e T e R e o e e
Aspect ratio . . . . . 400000000 oo 00500
Mean aerodynamic chord, ft GO D O g S Da G0 GG o
Taper ratlo « « ¢ « » . 300 00 0 ogo D00 agGn o
Sweepback of leading edge, deg ol (ol s el s e e eie g SSRGS
Sweepback of trailing edge, deg . . e e o o s o o
Incidence angle (with respect to model center line), deg .
Dihedral angle, deg « o o« o o . o i) ol NeiMariie el 's: e iial kqiire
8Root thickness (theoretical), percent @5l o 6 0o 0 0 GO C
anipithickness, percent: chord s s ‘sl s o = o o oo o o o o a5

s
] OO O NP0

.

Horizontal tail:
TotalRarea,Bedldtt N i R ol e e el el e e Tl e e e e e SISO bl

SPan, B e e e o e el el e s e el el o o o s e e 1.97
Aspect ratio . « o . & e e e R o s e e e Ao eI s 3.30
Mean aerodynamic chord, ft o willsl s e e sl eiele e ol S 0.62
Taper ratio « « « « & 50 0 GO0 OGS Go 6 g 0.46
Sweepback of leading edge, deg S0 000 GO GO0 B oo g o BRED

Sweepback of tralling edge, deg « o o s s o 6 o o s s o o o 20.93

Dihedral  angles; deg il o v o o o o o . s e enelehte e o or 26350

Root alrfoll sectlion v s o o o o o e o e el s NACA 65A007 (modified)

Tip airfoil section « « « « o o « o « « « o« « NACA 65A006 (modified)

Tail length (25 percent wing mean aerodynamic chord to .
25 percent tail mean aerodynamic chord) « « « o « « o o o & 3.69

Fuselage:

WEsley, 588 0 0 0,0 60 08 0606000000 5038600 6 8.38
Width(maximum),f‘b...u................. 0.96
Height (maximmm), £ o ¢ o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o 0.88
Maximum cross-sectional area, q £t « « o« « o o « o o o o o o 0.66

bDucts (one side):
Inletiares, 5q 5 s sl s 5 s as s o e el GRS R N O SOEDS
IR IR dEn 0 oG 00 O 5 0 00 000 000 o000 s o B
Area at compressor face (excluding area blocked
by, accessory housing), £q Tt e e ¢ © s ol s s sile el oiie e ke 0002

Vertical tail:
Area above fuselage (dorsal excluded), 58 £t « o o o « « o Ll
Syt S o6 000 G000 O OG0 500008080 0dos 6 g0 0.94
Mean aerodynamic chord (theoretical) HE 5o e 6 oGS0 oo 1.46
Aspect ratio (theoretical) « « o « o o o o o o o o o o o o « 0.66
Sweepback angle at leading edge, deg8 « « o + o o o o o o o & 52.00
Sweepback angle at trailing edge, deg « « « « « « « s o « o« o 16.60
Root, alrfoll sectIon o s s . s s s e o . o o siis e e NACA 65A007
THipledrRoldf section e o s ol s ohis o o o s s e et laleite MENAGRARGCEHROOT:

8Root and tip airfoil sections are NACA 65A007 and 65A006, respec- .
tively, modified by extending the chord 5 percent forward of the 16.04-
percent-chord line and adding 1.67 percent positive camber.

PDucts were faired over on model A.
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WEIGHT AND BALANCE DATA FOR MODELS A, B, AND C

TABLE IIT

29

Moment of inertia,
k ] s Center-of -gravity P
Madel Weight, | Wing loading, position, slug-ft
1b 1b/sq £t Petecnt -
Ix | v Iz,
Rocket fuel included in model
A 489.75 89.3 21,2 SRR [ W J
Models without rocket fuel
A | 455.81 79.3 17aB0 e | SO el
B 405.25 70.5 16.90 === | 54.95 | =----
8¢ | 379.4%0 66.0 17.30 3.57 | 46.30 | 47.78

8nclination of principal axis was -4.2°.




L] L] L]

e : .: : e o . e o o e o o e o o

e o ee o ee o L] e o L] . oo o o

e o e o e o L] L] (] . :
ee eoe ¢ e o

30 m NACA RM L56K19

TABLE IV
ESTIMATED ACCURACIES OF VARIOUS MEASURED QUANTITIES

Ekll increments may be positive or negatiwg

Estimated accuracy at -
Model Quantity
M=1.7 M = 0.85
A, B, C M, percent 1150 2
D, h, B M, percent | = ----- 1.0
A, B, C g, percent 2.0 9.0
D, E, F q, percent | @ ----- 3.0
A, B, C W, percent 5 o
A, B, C Iy, percent Si0) Do
A, B, € Iy, percent 2.0 2.0
A, B, C I,, percent 250 2.0
Bg i percent 8.0 8.0
X7,
A, B, C a, deg ) >
By B, deg 8] )
B o, deg .2 2
B Prlsee .005 -10
C ’% , percent 3.0 3.0
g
C ‘EIJL-, percent 2.0 2:0
p
€ w, percent 2155 2L
(©; Qp, deg 5.0 560)

8primarily due to estimated accuracy of principal axis inclination

(1/27).
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Figure 1.- Three-view drawing of models B and C. Model A is essentially similar except for wing
root inlets, which were faired for installation of rocket-motor simulator. Broken lines indi-
cate plan form of theoretical wing. All dimensions are in inches.
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(a) Side view.
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(b) Top view.

Figure 2.- Photographs of model A.
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Figure 4.- Pictorial layout of orifice locations.
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Figure T7.- Photograph of typical model D, E, and F.

L-87108.1

=
5
=
2
=
Ul
o)
@
O

Le



Q¢

145.00°
<€ 52%5 l
— - - _— W
l
R 9.00 diam
o .
o |26.8L
‘ L—22.25
—T
=
Q
.20c (original plan form) hinge line e
.72¢ (original plan form) §
= 8l:..50 S,
g
Figure 8.- Sketch of configurations D, E, and F. All dimensions are in inches. \\e)



. 39

NACA RM L56K19 5 . o e s L Se R,

" k) By
iy M, ¢

# o
& W i o
L %N* : N
. R

LR ol RN 0 W

L-86652.1
Figure 9.- Photograph of model-booster combination on launcher.




)4'0 se see » ece o .‘: NACA RM L56IG.9
Z0) 53 lO6
18
16 /
Model C— L/
1y v
A
//L—Model B
e /

v Power on
1 L/
////// ::;f FModel A
6 /'//‘j/f]EE
Models D, E, and F—7 %’
=

L o7

"z

7T

> /ﬁ
0
A5 5 S 9 o 195 1Leis AReT 1.9

Figure 10.- Reynolds number variation with Mach number for all tests.




Pe/n, o | i i1 :

F H H HHHHHHH
H 8 lamnanamns ann HHH
H ] F H
H HHHH H H HHHE
H H
H HHHH HHHH
PR 5 HHHH \

1
=
]
)
Ll
=
o
1
| :
1 1 1
¥
]
1
f
T
=
"
)
L]
1
'—l
HHH
1

8.0 8.0 8.8 9.2 9.6 10,0 10,4 10.8 11.2 11.6

t, sec

Figure 1l.- Variation of ratio of jet-exit static pressure to free-stream static pressure with
time for power-on portion of flight. Model A.

6T39GT WY VOVN

TH



NACA RM L56K19

L]

L

L]

L)

|

L]
e o
LA N ]
LN
L]
eees e

42 ee ...:..::
_Ieyl
8]
_m_VIﬂa
qS|BI
l
l
t
l
l
I
l
,l
Y .

asS Al

B direction

Sideforc.e equuti‘on: :
mvIB, mvI¥l _myidl _lod _
gslgl “ as |8l gsipl” 1Bl

Figure 12.- Typical vector solution; body-axis system.

i




5 L

. . e o o000 o o000 oo
e o o L ] e o e o e o
e o oo L] o e o L] L] o oo e oo 9@
* o o o L ] o0 . e o o o o L
20 LN ] e o000 o o oo oo * o ® eeo0 oo

Rolling-moment equation:

I 1$l_ xz 1¥] _¢, b Wl_¢, b Il ¢ —g
q'gbIEI qSb | B3| erVIBI [PZV|B| e

Figure 12.- Continued.



Ly

|y
qSb|B|
Yawing-moment equation
Iz ¥ _Ixzl$l _¢ Llil_(c Cn )Ll_\ﬂ
aSb [B] aSb|Bl ~ "P2vig T T "R2vigl

Figure 12.- Concluded.

o (Cnr—C

NACA RM L56K19

b W
82V 8|




M=1.73 1.67

3 4 ) 6 7
0 0 0 0
1.56 1.48 1.43 1.34
a

(a) Lift coefficient as a function of

Figure 13.- Lift characteristics

angle of attack.

of model B.

6TIOGT WM YOVN

o



CL

Hi
i
ey
i
i
]
£
53

i il
Hi
]
g
Bl
i
&
B
#
o
B
i
B
5
&
B
i
#
Bl
i

0 d 0 0 0 0 0o 0

.88 0 .97 .00 1.09  1.14 119 1.23

(a) Concluded.

Figure 13%.- Continued.

I

A R

LN ]
* o

=
(@)

6TI9CT WM VOVN




CLa.’ per deg

k)

.10

.08

08 L

.04 [

.02

O Rocket model B

{ Power off model A

§ Power on mcdel A

A Unpublished tunnel results

.8 9 1.0 1l 1.2 153 1.4 1.5 186 15T 1.8

M

(b) Variation of lift-curve slope with Mach number.

Figure 1%.- Concluded.

6TI9CT W VOVN

Ly




3

T T 5 T T
i HHE i i
T T s HEHH 2
1] l;uj | B ES1 EaEieee i EEECH
| i Center of gravity it giased inceddaced HH T H
HHEH TR i 17.8 percent & - Power—of £ HHEH T H
2 TS ] HHHHTHH e .
] A fass! £a8 ] g . Center of gravity
32 et H it ; pass ecestER Aiff 21,2 percent ¢
=} FH H HHHHH
B .1 a4 REEEEE HESEEE AN T HH
S i : HiHHH Power-on—HHHHHHH
H H : HHHHHH HHEH
0 [ 8 HHHHH H HHH

50
Ht FHHHH it HEHHH g
} & 2° HH £ i N power-of £ :
o, i
g i iRt faeed ettt i
o
13 R -
- i
2 Power-on 2
0 H
1.0 1.1 l.2 1.3 1.k 18D 196 1L 1.8 1.9
M

(b) Trim angle of attack.

Figure 1k4.- Power-on and power-off variation of trim conditions with Mach number.

=
(@0)

6TI9GT W VOVN




|
| NACA RM L56m9 :'. : %0 o %0 o see oo )-l-9
| ® ¢ o0 o ) o 0" e Sie [ * 3
| Saeire . . ese Sl AR CYSCIORE S0 50
®0e o0 2020 o 0 e o0 s o : :.. :.e
& i T
TS H
i
CpyH ]
-el HH f
: c H il i iii
Cp ! Py HHHE 2 i
: i i T‘ ;Cph': f sz
‘ -.2 — + ~ : i
| L L . ;
i it i i i i
3 T i i s i i :
1.0 Tl Te2 13 1. e 1.6 1.7 1.8 1.9
M
(a) Orifices 1, 2, 3, and 4 (bottom of fuselage).
0 T T HT : s s T
HHE £ HEHH R H 1
£ N
-l crrrree
o cp6
Cp ;
e
Gt
: 25
i H i : i
1.0 o (5 12 1.3 1. 1.5 1.6 1.7 1.8 1.9
M
(b) Orifices 5, 6, and 7 (side of fuselage) .
0 - - - —
i f i i : i i
: b T i i
T : $
ca B : f
: H c
P10
Cp i { SST8 I ﬁi“
3 H ey - H -
3 H =
-2 352t 112 < Cp9.;
i Cpa :
i
-3 ! T 2 HHH
1.0 1.1 1.2 1.3 1.k 1.5 1.6 1.7 1.8 1.9

(¢) Orifices 8, 9, and 10 (horizontal stabilizer and nacelle base).

5.~ Power-off pressure-coefficient variation with Mach number.

]

- Rigure 1




50 .

R Eﬂ'lmliimlﬂ!‘mﬂmi"lﬂllim"Hl’fﬂmﬁmﬂllmllmm R A
liiiliﬂiil S A A A A A !!ﬂlltﬂilfggthﬂ i
i fﬂ!iillmﬂmllllli’ !mﬁiﬁi!t!mii!dlﬂﬁﬁlhmﬁmtﬂﬁxfllmﬂmﬂ i
!!H!lii ii «mmﬂnm P
T Acp) dRalIH _..f..mniﬁifnﬁnﬁmniskmmimﬁx
._ggg m!n “H“;gﬁa&‘ﬁmﬁgﬁﬁgg%ﬂ Rnﬁumﬁim
i ximnmim mﬂ ﬁlﬁﬁﬂ"ﬂﬂmn

i

3554 R3S R B

'iﬁiiiﬁ"ﬁi‘lﬁiliﬁqiﬁii*‘g‘i’ﬂ

i
e . -

i
ummmv&g i

ACp o

i il e
i i IIﬂiiﬁlllﬂsliﬁﬁxi;&ﬁiﬂﬂ% ;x:limngm“giim%ég. i
.hﬁ;lﬂuii,iﬁii‘hﬁﬂﬁlﬁ&li&li&éﬂidn,M;ﬁdiﬂitﬁﬁnﬁdﬁ&!ﬂxﬁllﬁnﬂllﬁ‘ﬁ’&miﬁﬁx%ﬁ

8.0 8. 8.8 9.2 9.6 10.0 10.4 10.8 n.2 11.6

t, sec

(a) Orifices 1, 2, 3, and 4 (bottom of fuselage).

i

mﬂll!ﬂlﬁllllﬁm{mﬁﬁﬂ!ﬂﬁﬁ i
e R A

mnnmmnmmlnﬂm-n
i HEE A
I mmmmm illmll!lﬂllﬂmﬂ
- imnm s
nmnmlma!nmu'aumuuummmmmnmmﬂmumn i
i Ac' T R A
lﬁ!lfgllﬁiﬂ ii’iiﬁﬂilmmlli}ilmnﬁ‘aﬂ nﬁ'ﬁllll‘i;limmﬂlﬁlﬁlllg{@ﬂ!ﬁl&ll@ﬂmlﬂﬂﬂﬂ umumummnnmnm
S R AR e i nnmmmmnullmmmmuumnmm'!“!!'!' L
zmuﬂzmmI;mummvu...sm:;ﬁmmmflmmmmmlmmmnmmmsmnmmlmmnmmmﬂ A
i e R R mmumnulmnmmmmmmmmmmmnmnnmm [T
m.ﬁﬁﬂmﬁmnmmmimnmmnmmhmmumnmumnmm i
&ﬁlkﬁﬂ%ﬂéﬂmmﬁ ﬁnmltunlmmlngm%m

Hﬂ iR i
mmﬂmmmmmmmﬂm A

° [
L
!Eﬂlmi}&‘ﬂ i‘i'ﬁfi uﬁmaummmm 11 gmm% ummmmmmmmmmmmnnn lliii

O
e e

s

T Mpg L R

mmmﬂmﬂ mlmmm i “ﬁ

ﬂ
RmmIﬂﬂ&!ﬂﬂﬂiﬂlﬂﬁ;&lﬁﬂi‘ilii%ﬂ%!ﬁ:ﬂ!,!'ﬂiﬁ‘iiﬁ@& E?E i.ﬁ!i!!ﬁﬁi

.ﬂg!
Eﬂll&&lllﬂlﬁmlﬂilm i
Bﬁllﬂﬂ T i
III!B!!!!ﬂEEIliiﬂEJ§§§..

(c) Orifices 8, 9, and 10 (horizontal stabilizer and base).

Figure 16.- Variation with time of the incremental change in pressure
coefficient due to power effects.

| e,




J

tefrom

icien

t with lift coeff

rcilen

)

a

(

Drag coefficient includes internal and base drag.

o=l
"\
LR X ] 3 T
® L4 HH
LXK XN ) HiH
S oq
* o o H O i
eeaoe H o HH
10
. i
. ° ]
® e o
L]
L]
e o
.
LR .
L]
oo
one .
L]
L]
eece
.
e o o
LERE X X
0o
. ° -
20000
g EH or T2 N HHi
i H R G = B i
+ H B — A T
O O ! |
; s s oS EEE S G i
d
\O (@} (@] (@] (@] N (=)
o $)
—
<
2
=

Figure 17.- Variation of drag coeff

model B.



NACA RM L56K19

52

)

b
dgure 1

Concluded.

F




20

eeoo
. L]
e o o
LA X XN )
LN ]

®soece

NACA RM L56K19

t — et
- ,w T T _ T
| |
I (==
1 T FIE
T
[ | |
51 B0 m [
[ Hil i R
1 | S 8
[EiE] _ 1 1T © (3} 1=l 111
BN | =
T T 1 p="3 Lo} e} N T T N 1
1 ] SN i
—+ _ i B —— M M t .
S I i
s [ =
[ ] . N ] 1]
T 1] T T O O & B
Seeie _ i ! =
@ 1 T T T T T t ,r
t I , e
S ! % - : mo
= i 0, H 1 T =t - 4
(=i T , S e
| | M N HEE
| = [ [EREEEEE
Lﬁ (ST TR T A S
I i & |
BEEEEEE O [Eilml 11 il
=l Bl 11 o e
A E i v i 4 aiiihes
1 | . T
[ |
i ! —t et : —
! ! I th [ !
T 1 1 —- T AT
W T 1 T T T T
, 1 e = S B R S :
|EEE: A8 iEaaRaEaaRsEEanES
HEPY EEIN |
I 8 | IO I 6 |
A Q N S I 2
! ! | | |
- + t 1 H—+t++11+ - . +
B ,ﬁ.:mHé-L.,. IHEE EEE@EE
| | | ! |
T T i T | T
= b ”_;wT%¥; i) |55 1O SOE R LGS 155, 150 il ) =5 ¢
a\rerlHﬁJtl R I T e Sl
o e o o i | T +— +|4 1+t AL
: ml, ¢ ‘.ATWT R [ EE R | 1Ll
o HD ! |
IFONEEEEES R - - SN i R
R ' ra 11— +
1 ST T B (O | (SO T I (R +—+ - T +
bzl Al e e 1 A
- e
QV] (e8] s o
. © °
—
O
=
=
1 L4

2«0

1.8

1.6

L.li

Yoe

1.0

Figure 18.- Duct mass-flow ratio.



/
\CL) GD,mfln

Cb

.02

1.8 1.9

(includes CD,b

O Cp,min
i Cp,1;6 = -1°)

3

5

OCp,1

L it

0T

(o]
i
==
—
(0]
—
.
©

Figure 20.- Drag coefficient as a function of Mach number (from model B).

e

69T WY VOVN



NACA RM L56K19

-
1
o
n
i
-
t
it
H O £
=
=il u:
| - 1 nm
Mo HE
B = I !
Sik T Saas
& S T s EgEEEEEEue sEEEsaREEE HEE, HT
B o4 T O T H
B @ H [ e aaas aaannanas HoT
G | 1 T | s H B T
1 1T i T
0 & HHBEHH © 5 T 1
[ 1 nEEEE T T I 1 T
v “ M W - 1 I!‘Juol’ o __ -
T 8 e PR «
H ooy H HH H T
- - = .tvuq
" 1 HHH Y auamm
o 2 44 -4
S e e :
r BHas aEamananasnanasansasanananass isaas 1
T sas b - : e
Sgssass: H 58 o 1 H
: 2 HH i
. jzazaman ma: 1 = sama:
SEassass T T :
] HHH 88
HHHHH H ,
818 I T T
sEsaazsana: B mdh
B FrT fﬂfum:ﬁ T
BEasammamasaan: e
B = i uaas ! e
s is BuRaudassamssEsas aa:
T 1
HEEHH
- o +
SEEEEEE 508 3NS5 B sEseEmEs R
T as gaEn
A . T RS
HH 1 ag M:
e aeas sasaa anats An!
HH HHHHHHH
o ) -
H HEEEEEE IS AN SEN!
gEdSaia dEeEE s e e e ,
O T o 1
=T I B EEEEE E iEas
. AT T Fit _vuﬁw
Y B i
FEREEE HHEH : Siassanss:
223
-+ Siistisniiiianis: !
4 HHH -
je man = H ne 1
HE HHEHH FEHHE HHH
HH HHHHHH HHHH
= . . T mmszsussguasss
H i HHH 1 i
g s T H H ] H
11 8 I ] s8 e xw -
HHH N I 1 T I 1 I
= @ O =
o o o m
L] . . .
-

10.L4 10.8 5 - 11.6

10.0

t,sec

8.8

8.4

8.0

ient of 0,011,

ie
shown for comparison.

i + with time for a 1lift coeff

icien

Power-off external drag coefficient for Cp = 0.11

Figure 21.- The variation of power-on drag coeff



12

.08

.04

-.04

-.08 [

-9k

0 il 2 .3 -4 5 .6 A
0 0 0 0 0
M=1.0 1.05 1.23 1.09 1.43 1.67
CL

(a) M2 1.0.

Figure 22.- Variation of pitching-moment coefficient with 1ift coefficient. Center of gravity
at 0.169c; model B.

95

=
=
:
&
E



M = 0.85

(b) M < 1.0.

Figure 22.- Concluded.

6TI9GT WY WOVN

N
=3



NACA RM L56K19

58

g TOPOW *UOT}BITTOSO TBUTPNFTSUOT 2Y3 JO POTISd -*¢Z 2an3Td

N

T

T

HE

2es ‘potaed




Aerodynamic-center location, percent ¢

=
3
=
S
100 o)
it T T T ¥ T s T T THE T T mEzzuszan T
il }i}%r ]l i ; T T i s
T IC HTT HHHHH HiH . : i i peass aza ey ua: e xQ; \O
80 I ‘ : SR 3 R i sl
i 41 111 4 A HHETH | t : HHHHHH ' :
it i A AL : i A it ,
EI “ i H i H HH H ; i i ' $ ‘ ” i ®ocee
H - a8izk g i i i i i) ®
60 ki ¥ T t HE H HHHEH ! XX
i f t ;; E ) ®ecee
i HHFHH f i O Rocket model B Tl oS o
S : O Calculated from period model B (fig. 23) i
: g . ] Power off model A e
40 | HEHTH SIS H Power on model A { )
: ! — i ; : T g i T e e cee
g “ § HH H SEEESEE:fEsiisaiiias 1 H
HEH il § st s i i .o
HHHE L]
20 HE tH H HiH : H H H ma H H —_:_ HH 1 QO
{4 i H " H 8 " sugs e o
8 H L]
: - H H ;
£ R i HHHHH TR tH i £ H
O LA X NN
.8 .9 1.0 il 152 153 1.4 115.3] 156 i 1.8 1.9 scoee
M T
LA N N N
nd L NN N
e
Figure 24.- Aerodynamic-center location. P
. .
LN ]

65



.08

.04

— Rocket-model test
O Calculated with rocket-model data
A Unpublished tunnel data (“wing = 00)

Figure 25.- Basic pitching-moment coefficient.

o
(@)

6TI9GCT WM VOVN



61

*d TOPOW ‘opn3TTdwe JTey o3 dwrep O3 SWTL] -°9g SINI3TJ

.'... E . . .
eveoe O G°T 7T EA 3T = Ol 6 8
0
1
uns N.
1 H =
! i = |
i i Mo 2 |
i i "
%
g
(o))
g
O
0\
= 9
<
=
=



*g Topou mwmw.m.o ' £3TARIS JO J93ud) *adjaweed Surdurep-yolTd -°LZ SJNITJ

o
d
\O
[
-
E
3
=

N

uetpRI J8d "?UIQ + bmo

62




6TI9ST W VOVN

C1,.» per deg

.8 9 1.0 il 1.2 1.3 1.4 1.5 1.6 157 123 153 e %S
M * .

Figure 28.- Control 1lift effectiveness. Model B. coe

1.5 1.6 157/ 1.8
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Figure Uh.- Stiffness characteristics o
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Figure 45.- Variation of rolling effectiveness parameter pb/2V with
Mach number.
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Figure 46.- Variation with Mach number of q and 1 - ¢' for the flexible-
wing model with 25° aileron deflection.
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Figure 47.- Comparison of rolling effectiveness of the flexible wing at

sea level and 35,000 feet with rigid-wing rolling effectiveness.
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