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Preface

Thisbookprovides aunified, first‐principles treatmentof thephysics that gov‐
erns the design, behaviour, and operation of ships. It is intended for senior
undergraduate and early postgraduate students in naval architecture,marine
engineering, and ocean science, and assumes familiarity with single‐variable
calculus, introductorymechanics, and basic thermodynamics.

A ship is simultaneously a floating body governed by hydrostatics, a struc‐
tureunder load, avehiclemovingthroughaviscousfluid thatgenerateswaves,
a platform responding to thosewaves, and a thermodynamic system that con‐
verts fuel into thrust. No single branch of physics suffices; the naval architect
mustdrawonclassicalmechanics,fluiddynamics, thermodynamics, andtheir
couplings—often within the same design decision. This text treats each do‐
main in turn and, wherever possible, exposes the connections between them.

The organisation progresses from themechanics of rigid and floating bod‐
ies (Chapters 1–4), through fluid dynamics and seakeeping (Chapters 5–6), to
thermodynamics and propulsion (Chapters 7–8). Each chapter develops the
physics fromfirst principles, derives the key equations, and connects them to
maritime practice throughworked applications.

Vahit ÇALIŞIR
March 2026
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Chapter 1

Introduction to Physics in
Maritime Science

1.1 Introduction

The physics of buoyancy was understood by Archimedes around 220 BC, yet
nearly two thousand years elapsed before it was systematically applied to
the design of ships (Ferreiro, 2006). That delay was not for want of ships:
throughout those centuries vessels were built, lost, and rebuilt by the thou‐
sand. What wasmissing was the institutional will and the analytical tools to
translate physical law into engineering practice—a theme that runs through
every chapter of this book.
Five physical domains govern the marine environment—mechanics, the
physical and chemical properties of seawater, thermodynamics, electro‐
magnetic radiation, and acoustics—each bearing directly on vessel design,
operation, and safety (Dera, 1992). Decades of global casualty data confirm
the practical stakes: physics‐related failure modes, from structural collapse
to hydrodynamic instability, dominate maritime losses (Guedes Soares &
Santos, 2015).

This chapter surveys the physical principles that underpin maritime
engineering, traces their historical development from Archimedes to
Froude, and establishes the analytical framework and notation used in the
subsequent chapters.

1.2 Scientific Background

1.2.1 The Role of Physics inMaritime Engineering

Thephysics relevant tomaritimeengineering spans the full breadthof thedis‐
cipline. The thermodynamic equationof state for seawater links temperature,
salinity, andpressure todensity—aquantity thatdirectlydeterminesavessel’s
displacement and freeboard. Electromagnetic radiation governs both remote

1



Chapter 1. Introduction to Physics inMaritime Science

sensing of the ocean surface and the penetration of solar light into the water
column, drivingprimaryproductivity andheat storage. Soundpropagation in
seawaterprovides theonlypracticalmeansof long‐rangeunderwater commu‐
nication and detection (Dera, 1992).

Classical mechanics governs the motion and stability of the vessel itself:
Newton’s laws determine speed and acceleration, hydrostatics determ‐
ines floating position, and the balance of restoring and heeling moments
determines whether a vessel rights itself or capsizes (Chapters 2–4). Fluid dy‐
namics governs hull resistance, wave generation, and propeller performance
(Chapters 5–8). Structural mechanics determines whether the hull girder can
withstand the bending moments imposed by waves (see the Structural Mech‐
anics of Ships chapter of the companion volume). No single branch of physics
suffices; the maritime engineer must draw on mechanics, thermodynamics,
electromagnetism, and acoustics simultaneously.

Thesedomainsarecoupled rather than independent. The thermodynamic
state of seawater determines its density, which governs both the vessel’s
floating position and the speed of sound used for underwater detection;
wave loading drives structural stress, which accumulates as fatigue damage
over the vessel’s service life (Faltinsen, 1990); and hull resistance sets fuel
consumption, linking fluid dynamics to thermodynamic efficiency. The
resulting web of interactions, rather than any single physical principle, is
what distinguishes maritime engineering as a multidisciplinary field (Dera,
1992; Newman, 1977).

Figure 1.1: The five physical domains of the marine environment and their coupling.
Each domain interacts with the others through shared state variables: density links
thermodynamics to hydrostatics; wave loading connects fluid dynamics to structural
mechanics; and the speed of sound depends on the thermodynamic state of seawater.

2



1.2. Scientific Background

1.2.2 Historical Development ofMaritime Physics

The theoretical foundations of maritime physics were remarkably slow to de‐
velop. Ferreiro (2006) documented a striking paradox: Archimedes’ principle
of hydrostatics—that theweight of a floating body equals theweight of the dis‐
placed liquid—was established around 220 BC, yet it was not systematically
applied to ships for nearly two thousand years. For most of that period, Aris‐
totle’s qualitative notion that floating and sinking depended on the shape or
relative weight of a body dominated scientific thought, particularly in the Je‐
suit schools that educatedmost of Europe’s scientists. As late as 1611, Galileo
found it necessary to defend Archimedes’ principle in a public three‐day de‐
bate against proponents of Aristotle’s “shape theory.” Even the laws of hydro‐
staticpressuredevelopedbySimonStevinandBlaisePascal “foundnorealuse
in ship theory until the nineteenth century” (Ferreiro, 2006). The French Je‐
suitnaval instructorGeorgesFournierdeclared in 1643 that itwas “morally im‐
possible” to determine a vessel’s displacement precisely (Ferreiro, 2006). The
first practical demonstration that displacement could be calculated systemat‐
icallywasprovidedbyAnthonyDeane inhis 1670Doctrine ofNavalArchitecture,
in which he divided the hull into frame sections and computed the displaced
volume numerically (Ferreiro, 2006).

The effort to place ship design on a scientific footing began in earnest dur‐
ing the Scientific Revolution, driven not by academic curiosity but by milit‐
ary necessity. The pivotal figure was Jean‐Baptiste Colbert, France’s minister
of the navy from 1669 to 1683. In a letter dated 10 September 1678, Colbert
wrote that his intention was “to work to establish a theory on the subject of
the construction of vessels” so that each ship would be “assured … of carry‐
ing sail well, that the batteries will be well‐established, that it will fight well
… in a word, that it will be perfect.” Colbert believed that such a theory would
serve as a force multiplier, improving the fighting effectiveness of individual
Frenchwarships to compensate for France’s numerical inferiority against the
British and Dutch fleets (Ferreiro, 2006). To this end, he had already founded
the French Academy of Sciences in 1666 and created hydrography schools un‐
der Jesuit control in 1681. The Jesuit Paul Hoste, who occupied the mathem‐
atics chair at the Brest AcademyofNavyGuards, produced the first attempt at
a synthesis of naval architecturewith his Théorie de la construction des vaisseaux
in 1697 (Ferreiro, 2006).

IsaacNewton’s Principia (1687) introducedwhatwould become the domin‐
ant model of hydrodynamic resistance for over a century. Newton visualised
fluids as collections of hard particles that struck a moving body’s surface,
imparting an impulse proportional to ρv2 sin2θ, where ρ is the fluid density,
v is the velocity, and θ is the angle of incidence (Ferreiro, 2006). This “shock”
or impulsion theory, and the related problem of the “solid of least resist‐
ance,” shaped ship hydrodynamics throughout the eighteenth century (see
Chapter 5). Newton’s theory built upon earlier experimentalwork: Christiaan
Huygens had demonstrated in 1668–1669 that fluid resistance is proportional

3



Chapter 1. Introduction to Physics inMaritime Science

to the square of velocity, and Edmé Mariotte confirmed experimentally in
1681 that resistance is proportional to surface area, fluid density, and v2—the
first systematic use of the term “shock” for the action of fluids on solid
bodies (Ferreiro, 2006).

Themost consequential theoretical advance of this era was the invention
of the metacenter—the initial measure of a ship’s transverse stability (see
Chapter 4). Pierre Bouguer (1698–1766), justly called the “father of naval
architecture,” conceived this concept while serving on the ten‐year Geodesic
Mission to Peru, where the French Academy of Sciences was measuring the
shape of theEarth. Bouguer’sTraité du navire (1746)wasunprecedented: itwas
“the first work to provide a complete set of principles that governed scientific
naval architecture—hydrostatics, hydrodynamics, stability—and it was the
first to provide useful mathematical tools for the ship constructor” (Ferreiro,
2006). The metacenter became “the most important development of early
naval architecture” and remains “the only theory surviving to the present
day” (Ferreiro, 2006).

Leonhard Euler’s 1727 entry to the French Royal Academy’s competition
addressed the optimal placement of masts on a vessel. Euler went far bey‐
ond this earlywork: hismonumental Scientia Navalis (1749) developed general
equations for idealised fluid motion based on Newton’s laws, providing the
mathematical framework from which virtually all subsequent fluid models
descend. Euler’s career spanned fifty years, and his collected works fill over
one hundred volumes (Ferreiro, 2006). Together, Bouguer’s Traité du navire
and Euler’s Scientia Navalis constituted the twin pillars of rational naval archi‐
tecture.

Since Euler’s time, Daniel Bernoulli clarified the relationship between the
conservation ofmomentum (mv) and the conservation of vis viva (mv2), estab‐
lished fundamental rules of vector analysis for forces, andmodelled ship oscil‐
lation using the secondmoment of inertia (Ferreiro, 2006).

The historical record of catastrophic stability failures illustrates the
practical consequences of these theoretical developments. The Swedish
warship Vasa capsized in Stockholm harbour on 10 August 1628, less than
thirtyminutes after leaving thewharf, when a gust of wind heeled her to port
and open gun ports admitted water. The English Mary Rose had capsized in
nearly identical circumstances offPortsmouth on 19 July 1545,with the loss of
over five hundred men. Yet stability accidents were, paradoxically, relatively
rare: between 50 and 60 per cent of British warship losses during this period
resulted from navigational accidents rather than capsizing (Ferreiro, 2006).
It was ultimately the perception that French theoretical superiority in ship
design gave their constructors a decided advantage that spurred the forma‐
tion of the Society for the Improvement of Naval Architecture in Britain in
1791, “instigating an important series of experiments that would eventually
lead toWilliam Froude’s work in the 1870s” (Ferreiro, 2006).

William Froude’s experimental work in the 1870s established the founda‐
tions of modern ship hydrodynamics. Froude resolved the total resistance of

4



1.2. Scientific Background

a ship into frictional and residuary (wave‐making) components and demon‐
strated that geometrically similar hulls, tested at the same Froude number
V /

√
gL, produce the same non‐dimensional wave resistance (Rawson &

Tupper, 2001). This principle, known as Froude’s law of comparison, enabled
the tank‐testingmethodology that is still the standard forpredicting full‐scale
ship resistance frommodel experiments. Froude also investigated the rolling
of ships at sea, formulating the equation of unresisted rolling (see Chapter 6,
Section 6.3.1) and identifying the condition of synchronism between wave
encounter period and natural roll period as the primary cause of dangerous
rolling (Attwood, 1899).

Figure 1.2: Keymilestones in the development ofmaritime physics, fromArchimedes’
buoyancy principle (c. 220 BC) through the Scientific Revolution to Froude’s towing‐
tankmethodology (1870s). Thetwo‐thousand‐yeargapbetweentheoreticalknowledge
and systematic engineering application is a recurring theme of this history.

1.2.3 InterdisciplinaryNature ofMaritime Science

Maritime science draws on virtually every branch of physics. The physics
of the marine environment can be organised into five broad domains (Dera,
1992): (i) the physical processes governing ocean dynamics (forces, motion,
rotation), (ii) the physical and chemical properties of seawater as a medium,
(iii) the thermodynamics of seawater (equation of state, heat transfer, com‐
pressibility), (iv) the interaction of electromagnetic radiation with the ocean
(optics), and (v) the propagation of sound in seawater (acoustics). Each of
these domains intersectswith practicalmaritime operations: the equation of
state governs ship draft in waters of varying salinity (Chapter 3), ocean acous‐
tics underpins echo sounding and sonar (see the Acoustics and Underwater
Sound chapter of the companion volume), and the Coriolis effect shapes both
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weather systems (see theMarine Meteorology and Atmospheric Physics chapter
of the companion volume) and ocean currents (see the Physical Oceanography
chapter of the companion volume).

The present text is organised to reflect this interdisciplinary structure,
following a progression established in the standard references on naval
architecture (Lewis, 1988; Tupper, 2013). Chapters 2–4 develop the core
solid‐body and hydrostaticmechanics: Newton’s laws applied to shipmotion,
the statics of floating bodies, and the stability criteria that determinewhether
a vessel rights itself or capsizes. Chapters 5–6 treat the vessel’s hydrodynamic
environment: resistance and propulsion in calm water, the generation and
propagation of ocean waves, and the response of the hull to those waves at
sea. Chapter 7 addresses the thermodynamics of marine power plants and
seawater properties, while Chapter 8 develops the physics of converting
engine power into thrust. The companion volume turns to the broader
physical environment—electromagnetic navigation, atmospheric dynamics,
and the large‐scale physics of the ocean—and examines structural loading,
underwater acoustics, safety and risk, and the environmental physics of
maritime operations. Together, the two volumes cover the full range of
physics constituting themarine physical environment (Dera, 1992).

1.3 Theoretical Framework

1.3.1 Fundamental Physical Laws andMaritimeRelevance

Thephysical laws governingmaritime systemsoperate atmultiple levels sim‐
ultaneously. Four principles recur throughout the chapters that follow (for a
comprehensive introductiontothese foundational concepts, see (Hewittetal.,
2012)):

• Newton’s second law and force balance: At steady state the driving
force on a vessel must equal the total resistance of the water. This equi‐
libriumconditiondetermines speed; innon‐equilibriumconditions the
net force governs acceleration (Chapter 2) (Campbell, 2025).

• Conservation of momentum: The thrust delivered by a propeller
or sail equals the rate of momentum change imparted to the sur‐
rounding fluid. The same principle governs collision dynamics and jet
propulsion (Campbell, 2025).

• Structural equilibrium: Every structural member—hull girder, frames,
rudder stock—must satisfy rotational equilibrium under the applied
loads. The balance between the bending moment and the material’s
allowable stress determines the required scantlings (see the Structural
Mechanics of Ships chapter of the companion volume) (Campbell, 2025).
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• Dimensional similarity: The Buckingham π‐theorem guarantees that
the governingphysics canbe expressed in termsof a small number of di‐
mensionless parameters (Reynolds, Froude, and Euler numbers), estab‐
lishing the scaling laws that connect model tests to full‐scale perform‐
ance (Birk, 2019).

These four principles—force balance, momentum exchange, structural
equilibrium, and dimensional similarity—form the analytical framework
applied throughout this text.

1.3.2 Mathematical Tools andNotation

The quantitative treatment of maritime systems begins with the language of
kinematics—the mathematical description of motion. The fundamental kin‐
ematic quantities are successive timederivativesof position (Campbell, 2025).

The instantaneous velocity of an object is the time derivative of its position:
Equation 1.1—Velocity as time derivative of position:

v(t) =
d
dt
x(t) (1.1)

and the instantaneous acceleration is the time derivative of velocity (i.e. the
second derivative of position) (Campbell, 2025); for a concise treatment, see
(Fischer‐Cripps, 2014). These kinematic definitions recur in every dynamical
analysis that follows—from vessel acceleration and wave propagation to
propeller shaft dynamics.

Throughout this book, vector quantities (displacement, velocity, force)
are set in boldface (v, F) and scalar quantities (temperature, pressure, energy)
in italic (T , p, E). For marine vehicle dynamics, two coordinate frames are
used: an Earth‐fixed frame whose z‐axis points toward the centre of the
Earth, and a body‐fixed frame whose x‐axis points toward the bow. The six
degrees of freedom are labelled surge, sway, heave (translational) and roll,
pitch, yaw (rotational), following the convention established by the Society
of Naval Architects andMarine Engineers. These coordinate conventions are
developed formally in Chapter 2.

The SI unit system is used consistently; key derived units include the new‐
ton (N = kgms−2), the pascal (Pa = Nm−2), and thewatt (W = J s−1).

1.3.3 Dimensional Analysis and Scaling inMaritime Systems

Dimensional analysis is oneof themostpowerful tools inmaritimephysics. It
allows engineers to identify the keynon‐dimensional parameters that govern
physical phenomena and to establish scaling laws between models and full‐
scale vessels.

Applying the Buckingham π‐theorem to the ship resistance problem illus‐
trates the method (Birk, 2019): if the total resistance RT depends on n = 6
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Figure 1.3: The six degrees of freedom of a floating vessel. Translational motions
(surge, sway, heave) and rotational motions (roll, pitch, yaw) are defined relative to a
body‐fixed coordinate framewith origin at the centre of gravity,x‐axis toward the bow,
y‐axis to port, and z‐axis upward.

physical variables (density ρ, speed v, length L, viscosity µ, gravitational ac‐
celeration g, and pressure p) expressible in k = 3 fundamental dimensions
(mass, length, time—orequivalently force, length, time in theFLTsystemused
by Birk (2019)), thenm = n − k = 3 independent dimensionless parameters
govern the problem.

The three characteristic numbers that result are:

• Reynolds number Re = vL/ν, where ν = µ/ρ is the kinematic vis‐
cosity. The Reynolds number characterises the ratio of inertia forces to
viscous (friction) forces and governs the frictional resistance compon‐
ent (Birk, 2019).

• Froude numberFr = v/
√
gL, characterising the ratio of inertia forces

to gravity forces. The Froude number governs wave‐making resistance
and is the basis for the law of corresponding speeds used in model test‐
ing (Birk, 2019).

• Euler number Eu = p/( 12ρv
2), characterising the ratio of pressure

forces to inertia forces. In the context of propellers, the Euler number
relates to cavitation (Birk, 2019).

The total resistance coefficient is thus a function of all three parameters:
CT = f(Re, Fr, Eu) (Birk, 2019). Since it is physically impossible to match
bothRe andFr simultaneously atmodel scale (unless themodel is the same
size as the ship), the standard towing tank procedure tests at the correct
Froude number and corrects for the Reynolds number mismatch using the
ITTC‐57 friction line (Chapter 5) (Birk, 2019).

The power of dimensional analysis extends beyond resistance prediction.
An analysis of 96 sailboat models spanning displacements from hundreds to
tensof thousandsofkilogramsshowsthatkeygeometric ratios—beamtodraft,
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length to beam, and mast height to hull length—are independent of absolute
vessel size (Bejan et al., 2020). Themost intuitive of these is the beam‐to‐draft
ratio:

Equation 1.2—Beam‐to‐draft ratio:

Dx

Dy
∼ 2 (1.2)

Here Dx ≡ B (beam) and Dy ≡ T (draft) in the notation of Bejan et al.
(2020). This value follows from the balance between frontal (pressure) drag
and frictional (wetted‐surface)drag; thesame forcebalance constrains thehull
slenderness ratioL/B andthemast‐height‐to‐hull‐length ratioH/L (Bejanet
al., 2020). Thescale‐independenceof theseproportions is itself a consequence
of the dimensionless character of the governing parameters—a direct parallel
to theRe/Fr/Eu analysis above.

1.4 Applications inMaritime Systems

1.4.1 ShipDesign

Ship design proceeds not as a linear sequence but as an iterative cycle—the
so‐called design spiral—in which each physical discipline is revisited as the
design matures (Birk, 2019; Papanikolaou, 2014). An early choice of hull
length sets the operating Froude number and thereby the wave‐making
resistance; that resistance estimate feeds into the propulsion calculation,
which determines engine size and fuel capacity; the added weight alters dis‐
placement, which shifts the floating position and the stability margins; and
revised stability may in turn demand a different beam‐to‐draft ratio, sending
the designer back to the resistance estimate (Birk, 2019). Structural loads
set the scantlings of frames and plating at each iteration (see the Structural
Mechanics of Ships chapter of the companion volume). The physics of each
discipline thus enters the design not once but repeatedly, and an error in any
one loop propagates through all subsequent iterations.

The physics of propulsion determines how efficiently a vessel converts
engine power into forwardmotion. The propulsive coefficient—the ratio of ef‐
fective horsepower to indicated horsepower—decomposes into hull efficiency,
propeller efficiency, and mechanical efficiency; Froude’s Greyhound exper‐
iments measured a best‐case value of only 42%, confirming that over half
of the prime‐mover energy is dissipated before producing useful thrust (At‐
twood, 1899). The towing‐tankmethodology that connects thesemodel‐scale
measurements to full‐scale predictions is developed in Chapters 5 and 8.

1.4.2 Navigation and Communication

Underwater navigation and communication rely almost exclusively on acous‐
tics, because electromagnetic radiation is strongly attenuated in seawater.
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Figure 1.4: The ship design spiral. Each revolution revisits hull form, resistance,
propulsion, stability, and structural analysis with increasing precision. The physics
of each discipline enters the design repeatedly; an error in any one loop propagates
through all subsequent iterations.

Sound propagates at approximately 1500 ms−1 in seawater—roughly 4.4
times the speed in air (≈ 343ms−1)—and can travel hundreds of kilometres
within the deep sound channel (SOFAR channel) (Urick, 1983). This property
is exploited in echo sounding, side‐scan sonar, and acoustic Doppler current
profilers.

Surface navigation, by contrast, exploits electromagnetic radiation. Radar
operates in themicrowave band precisely because thesewavelengths propag‐
atewell through the atmosphere and are reflected by solid and liquid surfaces.
Satellite positioning (GNSS) uses L‐band signals that traverse the atmosphere
with minimal absorption. The choice of frequency band for each maritime
communication or sensing system is dictated by the physics of wave propaga‐
tion in the relevantmedium (Dera, 1992).

1.4.3 Safety and Environmental Protection

Global casualty statistics confirm the practical importance of physics in
maritime safety. A comprehensive global analysis of 10,841 serious shipping
casualties during 1990–2012, covering 602,998 cumulative ship‐years of
exposure across 13 ship types, revealed that hull and machinery damage
constitutes approximately 37% of all incidents, followed bywrecked/stranded
events (21%) and collisions (20%) (Guedes Soares & Santos, 2015). The total
losses amounted to 940 vessels and 6,569 lives, with general cargo ships
accounting for 52.3% of total losses. These statistics demonstrate that the
physics of structural failure, flooding,wave loading, and collisionmechanics—
developed in Chapter 4 and in the Structural Mechanics of Ships andMaritime
Safety and Risk Physics chapters of the companion volume—are of immediate
practical consequence.
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Physics contributes directly to maritime safety and environmental mon‐
itoring. The optical properties of seawater determine how quickly oil slicks,
suspendedsediments, andalgalbloomscanbedetected fromsatellites. Ocean
waters are classified into Jerlov types based on their spectral transmittance, a
framework nowused routinely in remote sensing algorithms (Dera, 1992).

The vertical density structure of the ocean, governed by the equation of
state (see Chapter 7), controls the stability of thewater column. A stable dens‐
ity stratification inhibits verticalmixing, trappingpollutantsnear the surface;
an unstable profile promotes overturning and dispersal. Predicting the fate of
contaminants discharged into the marine environment therefore requires a
quantitative grasp of these processes (Dera, 1992).

1.5 Discussion

The historical narrative developed in Section 1.2.2 reveals a recurring theme
in applied physics: fundamental knowledge, once available, is not auto‐
matically or rapidly translated into engineering practice. The Scientific
Revolution transformed ship design from an empirical craft into a physics‐
based discipline over the period 1600–1800, yet Archimedes’ principle had
been available for nearly two thousand years before it was systematically
applied to ships (Ferreiro, 2006). The critical catalysts were institutional—
Colbert’s academies, the Jesuit educational network, the prize systems of
learned societies—rather than purely intellectual. The metacenter, invented
by Bouguer in 1746, remains the foundational stability calculation in naval
architecture to this day, demonstrating that when theory and practice do
converge, the result can be extraordinarily durable (Ferreiro, 2006).

The five physical domains of themarine environment—mechanics, seawa‐
ter properties, thermodynamics, electromagnetic optics, and acoustics (Dera,
1992). The casualty statistics cited in Section 1.1 (Guedes Soares & Santos,
2015) confirm that deficiencies in any one domain—structural, hydrodynamic,
or navigational—carry severe consequences. The organisation of the present
text into four chapter groups (Section 1.2.3) mirrors this breadth, progressing
from solid‐body mechanics through fluid dynamics, the wider physical
environment, and finally structural integrity and safety.

The integrated engineering curriculum at the United States Naval
Academy provides contemporary validation of this physics‐centred organ‐
isation (United States Naval Academy, 2021). By structuring an entire naval
architecture programme around the successive application of hydrostatics,
resistance, propulsion, seakeeping, and structural analysis to the same
hull form, the USNA course demonstrates that a single physics framework
suffices to address the full range of ship performance problems. The laborat‐
ory exercises accompanying each topic close the loop between theory and
measurement, reinforcing the connection between analytical prediction
and physical observation that has been the hallmark of the post‐Scientific‐

11



Chapter 1. Introduction to Physics inMaritime Science

Revolution era (Ferreiro, 2006; United States Naval Academy, 2021).
The historical record and the modern casualty statistics converge on

a single conclusion: the gap between available physics and its effective
application to ships has narrowed dramatically since the eighteenth century,
but it has not closed. The failure modes that dominate global casualty
analyses—structural collapse, flooding, grounding—are precisely the phenom‐
ena for which the underlying physics is well understood and presented in
the chapters that follow (Guedes Soares & Santos, 2015). That such failures
continue to occur at scale suggests that the challenge today is less one of
fundamental knowledge than of its consistent, rigorous application across
the fleet.

1.6 Conclusion

Maritime engineering is applied physics. Themarine environment demands
simultaneous attention to mechanics, thermodynamics, electromagnetism,
and acoustics—five coupled domains whose interactions determine whether
a vessel floats safely, moves efficiently, and survives the loads imposed upon
it (Dera, 1992). History teaches that the availability of relevant physics is
necessary but not sufficient: Archimedes’ buoyancy principle waited nearly
two millennia before Bouguer’s metacenter (1746) and Euler’s fluid equa‐
tions (1749) finally placed ship design on a rational footing (Ferreiro, 2006).
When the translation from theory to practice did occur, the results proved
remarkably durable—themetacenter remains the standard measure of initial
stability to this day.

The analytical framework that emerged from this long evolution rests
on a small number of powerful ideas. Dimensional analysis reduces the
ship resistance problem to three governing parameters—Reynolds, Froude,
and Euler numbers—whose ratios encode the competition between viscous,
gravitational, and pressure forces (Birk, 2019). The same dimensionless
reasoning explains why vessel proportions are scale‐independent (Bejan
et al., 2020). These scaling laws underpin the towing‐tankmethodology that
still connects model experiments to full‐scale predictions, and they recur in
every quantitative chapter that follows.

The chapters ahead develop this physics in sequence: solid‐body mech‐
anics and hydrostatics first, then fluid dynamics and waves, followed by
thermodynamics and propulsion, and finally the broader physical environ‐
ment, structural integrity, and safety. Each topic builds on its predecessors,
so that the reader builds, chapter by chapter, the physical framework that
modern maritime engineering demands (United States Naval Academy,
2021).
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Chapter 2

ClassicalMechanics and Ship
Motion

2.1 Introduction

Classicalmechanics—the studyof forces,motion, andequilibrium—underpins
the quantitative analysis of maritime systems. Ship motion through water,
mooring loads, collision forces, and cargo handling all reduce to applications
of Newton’s laws.
The steady‐state speed of a sailing vessel follows from the equilibrium
between the aerodynamic force on the sail and the hydrodynamic drag on
the hull (Bejan et al., 2020). This application of Newton’s second law (at
equilibrium, net force equals zero) yields quantitative predictions of optimal
vessel geometry.

2.2 Scientific Background

2.2.1 Newton's Laws ofMotion inMaritime Context

Newton’s second law states that the net force on a body equals the product of
its mass and acceleration (Hewitt et al., 2012). For a vessel in steady‐statemo‐
tion (constant velocity), the acceleration is zero, and the law reduces to a force
balance: the sumof all forcesmust equal zero.

Applying this principle to a sailing vessel yields a particularly transparent
example (Bejan et al., 2020):

• Driving force: Thewindexerts anaerodynamicdrag forceFa on the sail,
which acts as the propulsive force.

• Resisting force: The water exerts a hydrodynamic drag force Fw on the
hull, opposing themotion.

At steady state:
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Equation 2.1—Force balance (Newton’s second law at equilibrium):

Fa = Fw (2.1)

This balance determines the steady‐state speedVw of the vessel for a given
wind speed Va and vessel geometry (Bejan et al., 2020). Newton’s third law is
also evident: the sail pushes the air backward (reaction), while the air pushes
the sail forward (action).

In the general (non‐equilibrium) case, the net external force produces an
acceleration proportional to the body’smass:

Equation 2.2—Newton’s second law (general form):

FNET = m a (2.2)

For a vessel accelerating from rest or decelerating during an emergency
stop, Equation 2.2 governs the time history of velocity. When themass of the
systemchanges—as in a rocket‐propelled lifeboat or a vessel burning fuel—the
more fundamental form F = dp/dtmust be used, where p is themomentum
(Section 2.3.3).

2.2.2 Kinematics of ShipMotion

Kinematics describesmotionwithout reference to its causes. Under constant
acceleration a, the velocity and position of a body evolve according to three
fundamental kinematic equations (Campbell, 2025):

Equation 2.3—Kinematic equations for constant acceleration:

vf = vi + a∆t

xf = xi + vi ∆t+ 1
2 a (∆t)

2

v 2
f = v 2

i + 2 a ·∆x

(2.3)

The first equation relates velocity to elapsed time; the second gives posi‐
tion as a function of time; the third eliminates time and links velocity directly
to displacement (Campbell, 2025).

In the maritime domain, these relations are essential for estimating stop‐
pingdistance. Consider avessel ofmassm travellingat speedvi that applies full
astern thrust producing a constant deceleration a. The distance to a complete
stop (vf = 0) follows from the third kinematic equation:

dstop =
v 2
i

2 |a|

For a laden tanker with vi = 8 ms−1 (approximately 15.5 knots) and
|a| ≈ 0.01ms−2, the stopping distance is roughly dstop ≈ 3200m, illustrating
why collision avoidance must begin well in advance. Similarly, the second
kinematic equation governs the approach trajectory during berthing, where
the pilot targets a specific contact speed at the fender line.
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2.2.3 Reference Frames and Coordinate Systems

Maritime dynamicsmust account for the fact that the Earth is a rotating refer‐
ence frame. An observer fixed to the Earth’s surface is in a non‐inertial frame
rotating with angular velocity ω = 7.292 × 10−5 rad s−1. This rotation intro‐
duces twopseudo‐forces into the equations ofmotion: the centripetal acceler‐
ation and the Coriolis acceleration (Dera, 1992).

The centripetal acceleration for a body at latitude φ on a sphere of radius
R is directed toward the rotation axis and hasmagnitude:

Equation 2.4—Centripetal acceleration:

ac = ω2R cosφ (2.4)

This acceleration is small (maximum ≈ 0.034ms−2 at the equator) and
is absorbed into the effective gravitational field. The Coriolis acceleration, by
contrast, acts onmoving bodies and is perpendicular to the velocity vector:

Equation 2.5—Coriolis force:

FC = −2m (ω × v) (2.5)

wherem is themass of the body andv is its velocity relative to theEarth (Dera,
1992). In the horizontal plane, the Coriolis force deflects moving objects to
the right in the Northern Hemisphere and to the left in the Southern Hemi‐
sphere. Although negligible for shipmanoeuvring at harbour scales, the Cori‐
olis effect governs ocean currents, atmospheric wind patterns, and the large‐
scale trajectoryofprojectiles—allofwhichare relevant tomaritimeoperations
(see Chapter 5 and theMarineMeteorology and Atmospheric Physics and Physical
Oceanography chapters of the companion volume).

2.2.4 Rotational Dynamics andAngularMomentum

Manymaritime phenomena—propeller torque reaction, rudder‐induced yaw,
roll oscillation—involve rotation rather than translation. The rotational ana‐
log of Newton’s second law connects the net torque on a body to its angular ac‐
celeration. The torque (or moment) produced by a force F applied at position
r from the axis of rotation is:

τ = r× F, |τ | = rF sinα,

where α is the angle between r and F. The moment of inertia of a rigid body
aboutagivenaxismeasures its resistance toangularacceleration, justasmass
measures resistance to linear acceleration:

I =
∑
i

mi r
2
i (discrete), I =

∫
r2 dm (continuous),

where ri is theperpendicular distance of eachmass element fromthe rotation
axis. For a ship, the moments of inertia Ix, Iy , Iz about the body‐fixed axes
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determine the vessel’s resistance to roll, pitch, and yaw respectively. These
are commonly expressed through the radius of gyration k as I = mk2; typical
values formerchantshipsarekxx ≈ 0.35–0.45B for roll andkyy ≈ 0.24–0.26L
for pitch (Attwood, 1899; Lewis, 1988).

Newton’s second law for rotation then takes the compact form:
Equation 2.6—Newton’s second law for rotation:∑

τ = I α (2.6)

where α = dω/dt is the angular acceleration; for a concise treatment, see
(Fischer‐Cripps, 2014). This is the rotational foundation upon which the six‐
DOF equations ofmotion (Section 2.3.2) are built.

The angularmomentum of a rigid body rotatingwith angular velocityω is:
Equation 2.7—Angularmomentum and its conservation:

L = I ω, and
dL
dt

=
∑

τ ext (2.7)

When no external torque acts (
∑

τ ext = 0), angular momentum is
conserved. This principle has immediate maritime applications. A spinning
propeller carries angular momentum Lp = Ip ωp; by Newton’s third law, the
engine torque that spins the propeller exerts an equal and opposite reaction
torque on the hull, causing a single‐screw vessel to heel slightly toward
the torque‐reaction side (Russell et al., 2015). Gyroscopic precession, which
couples pitch and yaw in vessels with large rotating machinery, also follows
from the vector form of Equation (2.7).

2.3 Theoretical Framework

2.3.1 Rigid BodyDynamics at Sea

A vessel can be modelled as a rigid body with six degrees of freedom: three
translational (surge, sway, heave) and three rotational (roll, pitch, yaw). While
a full six‐DOFtreatment requires the formalismdeveloped inSection2.3.2, the
simplest case—forwardmotion (surge) under force balance—is instructive.

For a sailing vessel in steady forward motion, the surge equation reduces
to the balance between the sail force Fa and the hull drag Fw. Equating the
aerodynamic drag on the sail, Fa ∼ CD(HL/2) 1

2ρaV
2
a , to the dominant

skin‐friction drag on the hull, Fw ∼ Cf (2Dy + Dx)L
1
2ρwV

2
w , and noting

that the geometric ratios Dx/Dy , H/L, and the density ratio ρa/ρw are
scale‐independent constants, the boat‐speed‐to‐wind‐speed ratio reduces
to (Bejan et al., 2020):

Equation 2.8— Speed ratio from force balance:

Vw
Va

∼
(
H

L

)1/2

(2.8)
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whereH is the mast height and L is the hull length. This result shows that
the speedof the vessel is directly linked to its geometric proportions—apurely
mechanical relationship.

For the horizontal‐planemanoeuvring problem, the three‐DOF equations
of motion coupling surge, sway, and yaw take the form (Guedes Soares & San‐
tos, 2015):

Equation 2.9—Three‐DOF shipmanoeuvring equations:

(m+ µ11) u̇− (m+ µ22) v r = XH +XP

(m+ µ22) v̇ + (m+ µ11)u r = YH + YP + YS

(I66 + µ66) ṙ = NH +NP +NS

(2.9)

wherem is the ship mass, µ11, µ22, µ66 are the added masses in surge, sway,
and yaw respectively, u, v, r are the surge velocity, sway velocity, and yaw rate,
I66 is the yawmoment of inertia, and the right‐hand side terms represent the
hull hydrodynamic forces (XH , YH ,NH ), propulsor forces (XP , YP ,NP ), and
skeg/appendage forces (YS ,NS ) (Guedes Soares & Santos, 2015).

These equations are coupled with the kinematic relations transforming
body‐fixed velocities to the Earth‐fixed frame (Guedes Soares & Santos, 2015):

Equation 2.10—Kinematic equations:

ξ̇ = u cosψ − v sinψ

η̇ = u sinψ + v cosψ

ψ̇ = r

(2.10)

where (ξ, η) are the ship coordinates in the Earth‐fixed frame and ψ is the
heading angle.

The added masses are estimated from the ship’s principal dimensions us‐
ing ellipsoidal approximations (Guedes Soares & Santos, 2015):

µ11 =

(
T

L

)2

m, µ22 = 2

(
T

B

)1/2

m, µ66 = 2

(
T

B

)1/2

I66

whereL,B, T are the ship length, breadth, and draught. This formulation ex‐
tends the one‐dimensional force balance of Equation 2.8 to the full horizontal‐
plane dynamics required formanoeuvring analysis.

The three‐DOF equations above govern horizontal‐plane motion. In
the general case, a marine vehicle simultaneously experiences forces and
moments in all six degrees of freedom—surge, sway, heave (translational)
and roll, pitch, yaw (rotational). The complete six‐DOF formulation, which
accounts for all coupling termsbetween translational and rotationalmotions,
is developed in Section 2.3.2 using the standard notation established by the
Society of Naval Architects andMarine Engineers (AlMakdah et al., 2019).
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2.3.2 Six Degrees of Freedomof ShipMotion

The general motion of a marine vehicle in three‐dimensional space involves
six independent modes: three translational—surge (fore‐and‐aft), sway (lat‐
eral), and heave (vertical)—and three rotational—roll (about the longitudinal
axis), pitch (about the transverse axis), and yaw (about the vertical axis). Fol‐
lowing the SNAME notation convention, the state of the vehicle is described
by three vectors (AlMakdah et al., 2019):

Figure 2.1: SNAME body‐fixed coordinate system and the six degrees of freedom of a
marine vehicle. Translational modes: surge (x), sway (y), heave (z). Rotational modes:
roll (ϕ), pitch (θ), yaw (ψ). Forces andmoments are resolved along the body‐fixed axes.

Equation 2.11— SNAME state vectors for six‐DOFmotion:

η =
[
x y z ϕ θ ψ

]T
,

ν =
[
u v w p q r

]T
,

τ =
[
X Y Z K M N

]T
,

(2.11)

whereη contains the position (x, y, z) and orientation (ϕ, θ, ψ) relative to the
Earth‐fixed frame, ν contains the linear velocities (u, v, w) and angular velo‐
cities (p, q, r) expressed in the body‐fixed frame, and τ contains the external
forces (X,Y, Z) andmoments (K,M,N) acting on the body in the body‐fixed
frame. Two reference frames are employed: anEarth‐fixed frame {S}with the
zS‐axis pointing toward the centre of the Earth, and a body‐fixed frame {B}
with the xB‐axis pointing toward the bow (AlMakdah et al., 2019).

The velocity transformation from the body‐fixed frame to the Earth‐fixed
frame is given by the kinematic relation (AlMakdah et al., 2019):

Equation 2.12— Six‐DOF kinematic transformation:

η̇ = J(η2)ν, (2.12)
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where J is a6×6block‐diagonal transformationmatrix composedof the linear
velocity transformation J1 and the angular velocity transformation J2:

J1 =

cψ cθ −sψ cϕ+ cψ sθ sϕ sψ sϕ+ cψ cϕ sθ
sψ cθ cψ cϕ+ sϕ sθ sψ −cψ sϕ+ sθ sψ cϕ
−sθ cθ sϕ cθ cϕ

 ,
J2 =

1 sϕ tθ cϕ tθ
0 cϕ −sϕ
0 sϕ/cθ cϕ/cθ

 ,
where s, c, and t denote sin, cos, and tan, respectively. Note that J2 is singular
when θ = ±90◦, a condition rarely encountered for surface ships but relev‐
ant for deeply pitching underwater vehicles. Equation (2.12) generalises the
three‐DOF kinematic relations in Equation (2.10) to include heave, roll, and
pitchmotions.

The six‐DOF dynamic equations of rigid body motion, derived from New‐
ton’s second law applied to a bodywith its centre of gravity at (xG, yG, zG) re‐
lative to the body‐fixed origin, are (AlMakdah et al., 2019):

Equation 2.13— Six‐DOF equations ofmotion:

m
[
u̇− vr + wq − xG(q

2 + r2) + yG(pq − ṙ) + zG(pr + q̇)
]
= X,

m
[
v̇ − wp+ ur − yG(r

2 + p2) + zG(qr − ṗ) + xG(qp+ ṙ)
]
= Y,

m
[
ẇ − uq + vp− zG(p

2 + q2) + xG(rp− q̇) + yG(rq + ṗ)
]
= Z,

Ixṗ+ (Iz − Iy)qr +m
[
yG(ẇ − uq + vp)− zG(v̇ − wp+ ur)

]
= K,

Iy q̇ + (Ix − Iz)rp+m
[
zG(u̇− vr + wq)− xG(ẇ − uq + vp)

]
=M,

Iz ṙ + (Iy − Ix)pq +m
[
xG(v̇ − wp+ ur)− yG(u̇− vr + wq)

]
= N,

(2.13)

where m is the vessel mass, Ix, Iy , Iz are the moments of inertia about the
body‐fixed axes, and the right‐hand side terms (X,Y, Z,K,M,N) represent
the total external forces andmoments. The coupling terms (e.g.,−vr + wq in
the surge equation) arise from the Coriolis and centripetal effects inherent in
the body‐fixed frame description; the terms involving xG, yG, zG account for
the offset between the body‐fixed origin and the centre of gravity (AlMakdah
et al., 2019).

These equations can bewritten compactly in vectorial form (AlMakdah et
al., 2019):

Equation 2.14—Vectorial form of the equations ofmotion:

MRB ν̇ + CRB(ν)ν = τRB , (2.14)

whereMRB is the 6 × 6 rigid body inertia matrix containingm, Ix, Iy , Iz and
the centre‐of‐gravity offsets, CRB(ν) is the matrix of Coriolis and centripetal
terms, and τRB is the total external force andmoment vector.

The total external forceactingonamarinevehicle canbedecomposed into
distinct physical contributions (AlMakdah et al., 2019; Newman, 1977):
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Equation 2.15—Decomposition of external forces:

τRB = τ hydrostatic + τ addedmass + τ drag + τ lift + τ propeller, (2.15)

where τ hydrostatic comprises the weight and buoyancy forces, τ addedmass ac‐
counts for the inertia of the surrounding fluid displaced by the accelerating
body, τ drag represents the skin friction and form drag, τ lift includes the
lift forces generated by appendages (fins, rudder, wings), and τ propeller is
the thrust force and torque from the propulsor. The hydrostatic forces and
moments, expressed in the body‐fixed frame, are (AlMakdah et al., 2019):

Xhs = −(W −B) sin θ,

Yhs = (W −B) cos θ sinϕ,

Zhs = (W −B) cos θ cosϕ,

whereW is theweight forceandB is thebuoyancy force. Fora surfacevessel in
static equilibrium(W = B), all translationalhydrostatic forcesvanish. Restor‐
ingmoments nevertheless arise because, when the vessel heels by an angleϕ,
the centre of buoyancy shifts laterally, creating a righting couple∆GM sinϕ
that opposes the heel (see Chapter 4).

This six‐DOF framework provides the mathematical basis for analysing
the complete motion of a marine vehicle, including the heave, roll, and pitch
coupling terms that are absent in the three‐DOF horizontal‐plane model of
Equation (2.9). The added mass, drag, and lift terms in Equation (2.15) are
further developed in Chapters 5 and 6.

2.3.3 Momentum, Impulse, and CollisionMechanics

Momentum transfer governs both propulsion and collision dynamics. In
the context of sail propulsion, the wind transfers momentum to the sail,
which propels the vessel. The rate of momentum transfer defines the driving
force (Bejan et al., 2020):

Fa ∼ CD · HL
2

· 1
2
ρa V

2
a

This is fundamentally amomentum‐change formulation: the force equals
the rate of change ofmomentumof the air deflected by the sail.

More formally, themomentum of a body ofmassmmovingwith velocity v
is:

Equation 2.16—Linearmomentum:

p = m v (2.16)

When a force acts over a time interval ∆t, the resulting change in
momentum is called the impulse:
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Equation 2.17— Impulse–momentum theorem:

J = Favg∆t = ∆p (2.17)

This result is directly applicable to ship collision analysis: when two ves‐
selsmake contact, the impact forcemultiplied by the contact duration equals
the change in momentum of each vessel. A longer contact time (as provided
by energy‐absorbing fenders) reduces the peak force for a given impulse, pro‐
tecting both the hull structure and the berth.

For a closed system—one with no net external force—Newton’s third law
guarantees that the totalmomentum is conserved (Campbell, 2025):

Equation 2.18—Conservation ofmomentum:∑
pi =

∑
pf (2.18)

In a head‐on collision between two vessels of masses m1 and m2 with
initial velocities v1i and v2i, the post‐collision velocities must satisfy
m1v1i + m2v2i = m1v1f + m2v2f . Coupled with energy considerations
(perfectly inelastic collisions absorb the maximum kinetic energy), this
framework provides the basis for collision damage assessment.

In real ship collisions, however, the effective mass of each vessel exceeds
its displacement because the surrounding water is also set in motion. This
added mass effect is captured by hydrodynamic coefficients µx (surge) and µy

(sway), so the effective mass becomesm(1 + µ) (Zhang, 1999). For a general
oblique collision at striking angle φ, the kinetic energy lost to structural de‐
formation can bewritten in closed form:

Equation 2.19—Collision energy loss:

∆Ecollision = E0

(
1− Dξ

Dξ +Dη

)
(2.19)

where E0 is the initial kinetic energy of the striking ship in the collision‐
normal direction, and Dξ , Dη are generalised mass terms that incorporate
the ship masses, added masses, moments of inertia, and the geometry of the
contact point (Zhang, 1999). This analytical framework—knownas the external
dynamics of ship collisions—makes no restrictions on ship size, impact velo‐
city, or striking angle, and it yields the energy budget that the ship structures
must absorb. The complementary internal mechanics determines how that
energy is distributed among structural failure modes such as plate cutting,
frame crushing, and membrane tension (see the Structural Mechanics of Ships
chapter of the companion volume).

The nature of the collision is characterised by the coefficient of restitution e,
defined for a one‐dimensional collision as:

e = −v1f − v2f
v1i − v2i

,
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wherev1i, v2i are the initial velocities andv1f , v2f thefinal velocities. Three re‐
gimes exist: perfectly elastic (e = 1, kinetic energy conserved), partially inelastic
(0 < e < 1), and perfectly inelastic (e = 0, bodies move together after impact).
Introducingthe reducedmassµr = m1m2/(m1+m2), thekineticenergydissip‐
ated in a one‐dimensional collision takes the compact form (Campbell, 2025):

Equation 2.20—Energy dissipated in a collision:

∆E = 1
2 µr v

2
rel (1− e2) (2.20)

where vrel = v1i − v2i is the relative approach velocity. Ship collisions are
nearly perfectly inelastic (e ≈ 0): the vessels typically remain in contact and
virtually all relative kinetic energy is absorbed by structural deformation. For
a 10 000‐ton vessel striking a 50 000‐ton vessel at 5 ms−1 (both initially sta‐
tionary in the transversedirection), the reducedmass isµr ≈ 8333 tonnesand
the energy absorbed is∆E ≈ 104MJ—equivalent to the detonation energy of
roughly 25 kg of TNT, which explains the severe structural damage observed
in evenmoderate‐speed collisions.

2.3.4 Friction andDrag Forces

Friction and drag are the primary forces opposing the motion of a vessel
through water. Two distinct contributions can be identified (Bejan et al.,
2020):

1. Formdrag (pressure drag): The frontal cross‐section of the submerged
hull (Dx × Dy , where Dx ≡ B is the beam and Dy ≡ T is the draft
in standard naval‐architecture notation) experiences a blunt‐body drag
proportional toCD ∼ 1.

2. Skin friction: Thewetted surface along thehull sides andbottomexper‐
iences tangential shear stress proportional toCf ∼ 10−2 for turbulent
flow.

The total drag force combines both:

Fw ∼
[
CDDxDy + Cf (Dx + 2Dy)L

] 1
2
ρw V

2
w

The two‐order‐of‐magnitude difference betweenCD andCf explains why
hullsareslender: reducingthe frontalarea (whichhas100×moredragperunit
area) ismore effective than reducing side area (Bejan et al., 2020).

Friction also governs several critical machine elements in the propulsion
chain. The coefficient of friction µ governs the behaviour of journal bearings,
thrust blocks, and clutch plates that are essential to the ship’s propulsion sys‐
tem. For a marine thrust block, the friction force Ff = µN between the col‐
lar and the bearing surface must be overcome by the engine, and the power
lost to friction is Pf = µNv, where v is the sliding velocity andN is the axial
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Figure 2.2: Drag decomposition for a submerged hull. Form drag acts on the frontal
cross‐section (Dx × Dy , CD ∼ 1) while skin friction acts along the wetted surface
(Cf ∼ 10−2). The two‐order‐of‐magnitude difference between the coefficients drives
hull slenderness.

thrust load (Russell et al., 2015). This frictional loss is one component of the
mechanical efficiency em that appears in thepropulsive coefficient (Chapter 8,
Equation 8.29).

2.3.5 Work, Energy, and Power inMarine Systems

The work–energy theorem states that the net work done on a body equals its
change in kinetic energy. In the context of a vessel operating in the Earth’s
gravitational field, potential energy plays a central role. The concept of geopo‐
tential accounts for the variation of gravitational acceleration with both latit‐
ude and depth (Dera, 1992):

Equation 2.21—Effective gravitational acceleration:

g(φ) = 9.780 318
(
1 + 5.302× 10−3 sin2 φ− 5.9× 10−6 sin2 2φ

)
[ms−2]

(2.21)
where φ is the geographic latitude (Dera, 1992). This expression includes the
combined effect of gravitational attraction and centripetal acceleration due
to Earth’s rotation. The value of g ranges from 9.780ms−2 at the equator to
9.832ms−2 at the poles.

The kinetic energy of a body is:
Equation 2.22—Kinetic energy:

K = 1
2 mv2 (2.22)

The work–energy theorem states that the total work done on a body by all
forces equals the change in its kinetic energy (Campbell, 2025):
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Equation 2.23—Work–energy theorem:

WTOT =
∑

W = ∆K (2.23)

For a vessel ofmassm at height z above the geoid, the gravitational poten‐
tial energy isEp = mg(φ) z, and the power—the rate atwhichwork is done—is
given by (Campbell, 2025):

Equation 2.24—Mechanical power:

P = F · v (2.24)

Thus the power required to maintain a speed Vw against a drag force Fw

is P = Fw · Vw, and the effective horsepower (EHP) of a vessel is precisely
this quantity. When computing hydrostatic pressures in the deep ocean, the
latitude‐dependent value of g must be used to obtain accurate results (Dera,
1992).

A force is conservative if the work it does depends only on the initial and
final positions, not on the path taken. Gravity is conservative: raising a cargo
container ofmassm throughaheighth stores a gravitational potential energy
U = mgh regardless of the crane’s trajectory. The totalmechanical energy of a
system is defined as:

Equation 2.25—Conservation ofmechanical energy:

Emech = K + U, ∆Emech =Wnc (2.25)

whereWnc is the work done by non‐conservative forces (drag, friction, struc‐
tural deformation). When only conservative forces act,Wnc = 0 andmechan‐
ical energy is conserved:Ki+Ui = Kf +Uf . In practice,maritime systemsal‐
ways involve non‐conservative forces. The energy dissipated by hull drag dur‐
ingavoyage, theenergyabsorbedby fendersduringberthing, andthecollision
energy loss of Equation (2.19) are all manifestations ofWnc < 0: mechanical
energy is converted irreversibly into heat and structural deformation. Equa‐
tion (2.25) thus unifies the work–energy theorem with potential energy and
provides the bookkeeping framework for all energy analyses in later chapters.

2.3.6 SimpleHarmonicMotion and ShipOscillations

Whenever a restoring force is proportional to displacement, the resultingmo‐
tion is simple harmonic. This condition arises throughoutmarine engineering:
the rightingmoment of a ship in roll, the elastic deflection of a propeller shaft,
and the oscillation of a moored vessel at its berth all produce restoring forces
that, for small displacements, vary linearlywith the displacement.

Consider a body of massm subject to a restoring force F = −kx, where k
is the stiffness (restoring‐force constant) and x is the displacement from equi‐
librium. Newton’s second law gives:
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Equation 2.26— Simple harmonic oscillator:

mẍ+ k x = 0 =⇒ ẍ+ ω 2
n x = 0 (2.26)

whereωn =
√
k/m is the natural frequency (rad s−1). The general solution is:

Equation 2.27— SHMgeneral solution:

x(t) = A cos(ωn t+ φ0), T =
2π

ωn
= 2π

√
m

k
(2.27)

where A is the amplitude, φ0 is the initial phase, and T is the nat‐
ural period (Campbell, 2025). The total energy of the oscillator is con‐
stant and exchanges periodically between kinetic and potential forms:
E = 1

2kA
2 = 1

2mω
2
nA

2.
Themost importantmaritimeapplicationofSHMisshiprolling. Forsmall

heel angles ϕ, the righting moment isMR = ∆GM sinϕ ≈ ∆GMϕ, where
∆ is the displacement and GM is themetacentric height. The roll equation of
motion becomes (Attwood, 1899):

Equation 2.28—Undamped roll equation:

Ixx ϕ̈+∆GMϕ = 0 =⇒ Troll =
2π kxx√
g GM

(2.28)

where Ixx = mk2xx is the roll moment of inertia and kxx is the transverse
radius of gyration (see Section 2.2.4). The roll period Troll is inversely propor‐
tional to

√
GM: avesselwith largeGMrollsquickly (shortperiod, “stiff”),while

one with small GM rolls slowly (long period, “tender”)—a critical indicator of
stability discussed fully in Chapter 4.

In reality, ship rolling is always damped: viscous friction from bilge keels,
skin friction, and vortex shedding dissipate energy from the roll motion. The
damped oscillator equation is:

Ixx ϕ̈+ b ϕ̇+∆GMϕ = 0,

where b is the damping coefficient. Defining the damping ratio ζ =
b/(2

√
Ixx ∆GM), three regimes appear: underdamped (ζ < 1, oscillat‐

ory decay), critically damped (ζ = 1, fastest return without oscillation), and
overdamped (ζ > 1, sluggish return). Actual ships are always underdamped
(ζ ≈ 0.01–0.10 for most hull forms), so the roll decays exponentially with
each cycle. Bilge keels increase ζ by a factor of 2–5 and are the simplest
passive anti‐roll device (Russell et al., 2015). The forced‐oscillation extension
of this equation, where the driving force comes from waves, is developed in
Chapter 6 (Faltinsen, 1990).
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2.4 Applications inMaritime Systems

2.4.1 Manoeuvring and Course‐Keeping

The fastest sailingboatsachievemaximumspeedwhensailing “upwind”with
sails pulled close to the hull centreline. As boat speed increases, the apparent
windvelocity (thevector sumof truewindandboatvelocity) increasesand the
apparentwindangle decreases. The sail is trimmed to alignwith the apparent
winddirection, generating lift. This interactionbetweenboat speed, apparent
wind angle, and sail trim is a direct application of vector mechanics (Bejan et
al., 2020).

Figure2.3: Apparentwind construction for a sailingvessel. Case 1: lowerboat speedS1

yields a larger apparentwindangleβ1. Case 2: higherboat speedS2 shifts theapparent
wind forward, reducingβ2 and requiring the sail tobe trimmedcloser to the centreline.

Rudder Force and Turning

When a rudder is placed at an angle θ to the ship’s centreline, the deflected
water stream exerts a normal pressure P on the rudder face. Attwood (1899)
gave the classical expression for this force:

Equation 2.29—Rudder normal pressure:

P = k Ar v
2 sin θ (2.29)

whereAr is therudderarea (m2),v is thespeedofwaterpast therudder (m s−1),
θ is the helm angle, and k ≈ 577Nm−2 s2 (converted from the original imper‐
ial value k = 1.12withAr in ft2 and v in ft s−1) (Attwood, 1899).1 The rudder

1Modern hydrodynamic practice replaces this empirical pressure formula with lift and drag
coefficients obtained from NACA‐section data: FL = 1

2
ρ v2 Ar CL(α), where α is the angle of

attack and CL is determined from foil theory or CFD. The classical formulation is retained here
for its historical and pedagogical value.
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area is typically expressed as a fraction of the longitudinal profile area: Ar =
LD/m, where L is the ship length, D the mean draught, andm ranges from
33 (where exceptional manoeuvring power is desired) to 60 (large liners) (At‐
twood, 1899).

This force, applied at the rudder, produces a turning couple P × dG cos θ
about the centre of gravity, where dG is the longitudinal distance from the
centre of gravity to the rudder (Attwood, 1899). Since the couple varies as
sin θ cos θ = 1

2 sin 2θ, the sine law would predict a maximum at θ = 45◦;
in practice, the usual maximum angle of 35◦ gives the best turning results
because the sine law overestimates the pressure at large angles (Attwood,
1899).

Once the rudder is set, the ship traces a spiral path that soon becomes
approximately circular. Attwood (1899) defined two key parameters: the
advance (distance fromhelm‐over to the pointwhere the heading has changed
by 90◦) and the tactical diameter (the perpendicular offset when the heading
has changed by 180◦). In comparative trials of cruisers of similar dimensions
(110×12m(360×40 ft), approximately 3000 tonnes), a triple‐screwshipwith
a propeller operating immediately ahead of the rudder achieved a tactical
diameter of 503 m (≈ 550 yards, or 4.6L), compared with 796 m (≈ 870 yards,
or 7.25L) for a twin‐screw shipwithout this arrangement—demonstrating the
decisive influence of thewater velocity past the rudder (Attwood, 1899).

The three factors that most influence turning are (a) the rudder pressure,
(b) the moment of resistance of the underwater body, and (c) the moment of
inertia of the vessel about a vertical axis through her centre of gravity (At‐
twood, 1899; Rawson & Tupper, 2001). Cutting away the deadwood aft greatly
reduces themoment of resistance at the stern (which is far from the pivoting
point), and the shipHMSArrogant, with two rudders and extensive deadwood
removal, achieved a remarkably small turning circle despite being 98 m
(≈ 320 ft) long (Attwood, 1899).

A ship in a steady turn heels outward due to centrifugal action. Attwood
(1899) gave the resulting heel angle as:

Equation 2.30—Heel anglewhen turning:

sinϕ = 0.088
V 2 d

RGM
(2.30)

where, in the original imperial formulation,V is speed in knots, d andR are in
feet, and GM is in feet; the constant 0.088 absorbs the conversion factors (At‐
twood, 1899). In SI units (m and ms−1) the dimensionally transparent form
is:

sinϕ =
V 2
SI dSI

g RSI GMSI

where g = 9.81ms−2; this follows directly from the centripetal‐acceleration‐
to‐restoring‐moment balance. A fast ship with a small turning circle and a
smallmetacentricheightwill thereforeheel considerablywhen turningat full
speed.
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Free BodyDiagramof a Turning Ship

Fuss (2023) developed a rigorous free bodydiagram (FBD) analysis of a ship ex‐
ecuting a steady circular turn, resolving the complete set of forces acting on
the hull. In a steady turn, the ship’s velocity vector V is tangent to the circu‐
lar path, but the ship’s centreline is offset from the velocity vector by the drift
angle β. This drift angle causes the hull to move obliquely through the water,
generating a hydrodynamic side force that—together with the rudder force—
provides the centripetal acceleration required for curvedmotion (Fuss, 2023).

TheFBD includes fourprincipal categoriesof forces (Fuss, 2023): (i) thepro‐
peller thrust T along the ship’s centreline; (ii) the hydrodynamic drag D op‐
posing thevelocity vector, further decomposed intohull drag and rudder drag;
(iii) the hydrodynamic side (lift) force Y perpendicular to the velocity vector,
generated by the hull and rudder operating at the drift angle; and (iv) the cent‐
ripetal forceFc = mV 2/R directed toward the centre of the turn. The equilib‐
rium conditions for a steady circular turn require that the sumof forces along
the velocity vector vanishes (thrust balances drag) and the sum of forces per‐
pendicular to the velocity vector equals the centripetal force (hydrodynamic
side force plus rudder lateral force provides the centripetal acceleration) (Fuss,
2023).

Figure 2.4: Free body diagram of a ship in a steady circular turn. The velocity vectorV
is tangent to the circular path, offset from the centreline by the drift angle β. Forces
shown: propeller thrustT , hull dragD, hydrodynamic side forceY , rudder lateral force,
and centripetal forcemV 2/R directed toward the turn centre.

Fuss (2023) proposed a dimensionless pleometric index:

PI =
V 2

g R

which compares the centripetal acceleration of the turning vessel to gravita‐
tional acceleration. This index provides a single scalar measure of turn sever‐
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ity: high values ofPI correspond to tight, high‐speed turns that impose large
lateral forces on the hull and cargo. The pleometric index thus connects the
kinematics of the turn (speed and radius) to the dynamics (forcemagnitudes)
through the same V 2/R dependence that appears in Equation (2.30) for the
heel angle (Fuss, 2023).

2.4.2 Cargo Loading andWeight Distribution

The total weight of the vessel determines its displacement, which in turn
fixes the displaced volume of waterDxDy L (Bejan et al., 2020). Any change
in cargo loading changes the displacement and therefore the draft Dy , with
direct implications for resistance (a deeper draft increases the wetted surface
and thus the skin‐friction drag of Section 2.3.4), stability (the metacentric
height GM that appeared in Equation 2.30 depends on the waterplane area
and the vertical position of the centre of gravity), and freeboard. The beam‐
to‐draft ratio (Dx/Dy ∼ 2) and length‐to‐beam ratio (L/Dx ≫ 1) remain as
physical optima regardless of the loading condition (Bejan et al., 2020). The
quantitative treatment of static stability and the effect of weight distribution
on the righting‐moment curve is developed in Chapter 4.

2.5 Discussion

The classical mechanics framework developed in this chapter—force balance,
momentum transfer, rotational dynamics, drag decomposition, and energy
methods—connects the governing equations to measurable vessel perform‐
ance. Even a simplified one‐dimensional force balance (sail thrust vs. hull
drag) yields predictions confirmed by data from 96 sailboat models (Bejan
et al., 2020). The agreement between theory and data persists even before
more complex effects (wave‐induced motions, unsteady flows, multi‐DOF
coupling) are introduced.

The extension from translational to rotational dynamics (Equations 2.6–
2.7) is required for anyvessel analysis beyond straight‐linemotion. The radius
of gyration kxx ≈ 0.35–0.45B for roll governs both the natural roll period and
the inertial resistance to wave‐induced moments; this single parameter con‐
nects themass distribution determined by the naval architect to the seakeep‐
ing performance experienced at sea.

The kinematic equations (Equation 2.3) and the impulse–momentum
theorem (Equation 2.17) extend this foundation to non‐equilibrium scen‐
arios. Stopping distances, collision impulses, and energy absorption all
follow from the same Newtonian principles applied here to the maritime
domain (Campbell, 2025). The coefficient of restitution framework (Equa‐
tion 2.20) quantifies the energy partitioning in ship collisions: a 10,000 t
vessel striking a 50,000 t vessel at 5m/s dissipates approximately 104MJ—
energy equivalent to roughly 25 kg of TNT (Zhang, 1999). The work–energy
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theorem (Equation 2.23), the power relation (Equation 2.24), and the conser‐
vation of mechanical energy (Equation 2.25) bridge the gap between force
analysis and the energetic demands of propulsion,which is developed further
in Chapter 8.

The rudder force analysis (Equation 2.29) illustrates how the sine law
for pressure, combined with the geometric relationship between the rudder
and the centre of gravity, governs the turning couple (Attwood, 1899). The
heel angle during turning (Equation 2.30) shows that course changes at high
speed carry stability implications—a direct coupling between translational
mechanics and rotational equilibrium. The comparative trial data (4.6L
vs. 7.25L tactical diameters) further demonstrates that the velocity of wa‐
ter past the rudder, not merely the ship speed, determines manoeuvring
performance. Fuss (2023) extended this turning analysis by constructing
a complete free body diagram of a ship in a steady circular turn, resolving
the force equilibrium into tangential (thrust vs. drag) and centripetal (hy‐
drodynamic side force provides mV 2/R) components. The drift angle β
and the pleometric index PI = V 2/(gR) that emerge from this analysis
provide a rigorous kinematic–dynamic framework that unifies the classical
rudder‐force approachwithmodernmanoeuvring theory.

The simple harmonicmotion analysis (Equations 2.26–2.28) reveals that a
ship’s natural roll period is fully determined by twoquantities: the transverse
radius of gyration and the metacentric height. The undamped roll equation
Troll = 2π kxx/

√
g ·GM provides an immediate, measurable diagnostic—a

vessel with an observed roll period of 12 s and knownGM can have its kxx in‐
ferred without a formal inclining experiment. Damping, primarily from bilge
keels, increases the damping ratio ζ by a factor of 2–5 and is essential for pre‐
venting resonance in beam seas.

Themarine engineering applications of friction and these oscillatory prin‐
ciples complement the force‐balance and drag decomposition framework by
connecting the same fundamental physics—Newton’s laws, energy conserva‐
tion, and oscillatory motion—to the mechanical systems (thrust blocks, bear‐
ings, shafting) that transmitpropulsivepower fromengine topropeller (Bejan
et al., 2020; Russell et al., 2015).

2.6 Conclusion

Classical mechanics provides the foundational framework for understand‐
ing ship motion. At the simplest level, a one‐dimensional force balance
between sail thrust and hull drag determines steady‐state speed, and the
two‐order‐of‐magnitude gap between form‐drag (CD ∼ 1) and skin‐friction
(Cf ∼ 10−2) coefficients explains why all efficient hulls are slender (Bejan
et al., 2020). When the vessel departs from steady state, Newton’s second
law—in both its translational and rotational forms—governs acceleration
and deceleration: the kinematic equations predict stopping distances, the
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impulse–momentum theorem quantifies collision forces, and the work–
energy theorem connects drag to propulsive power (Campbell, 2025). The
rotational analogue,

∑
τ = Iα, and the conservation of angular momentum

explain why single‐screw vessels heel under propeller torque reaction and
why gyroscopic effects couple pitch and yaw in high‐speed craft. At the
most general level, the SNAME six‐DOF formulation captures the coupled
translational and rotational dynamics of amarine vehicle in a single compact
equation, MRBν̇ + CRBν = τRB , from which all simpler models can be
recovered as special cases (AlMakdah et al., 2019).

The collision mechanics developed in this chapter—from Newtonian
impulse through the coefficient of restitution to closed‐form collision energy
loss expressions (Zhang, 1999)—quantify the enormous energies involved
when ships collide. Energy methods, codified in the conservation law
∆Emech = Wnc, provide the bridge between the force‐based and energy‐based
descriptions of ship performance, and the simple harmonic motion frame‐
work connects the same principles to the oscillatory behaviour of roll, pitch,
and heave that dominates seakeeping (Russell et al., 2015).

Manoeuvring analysis extends these principles to curved motion. The
classical rudder‐force expression and the resulting heel angle during a turn
demonstrate that course changes at speed carry direct stability implica‐
tions (Attwood, 1899). The free‐body‐diagram approach and the pleometric
index proposed by Fuss (2023) provide a modern, dimensionless frame‐
work for quantifying turn severity. Throughout, the same small set of
mechanical principles—force balance, momentum conservation, energy
conservation, rotational dynamics, and simple harmonic motion—reappears
in contexts ranging from sail propulsion to collision energy absorption to
ship rolling (Russell et al., 2015).

Two limitations apply. First, all drag and resistance expressions in this
chapter assume calm water and steady flow; the modifications required for
waves, currents, and unsteady motion are developed in Chapters 5 and 6.
Second, the added‐mass terms that appear in the manoeuvring equations
(Equation 2.9) and the six‐DOF formulation (Equation 2.15) are treated here
as given coefficients; their physical origin in the acceleration of surrounding
fluid is addressed in Chapter 5. With these caveats, theNewtonianmechanics
of this chapter provides the foundation for the hydrodynamic, structural, and
propulsive analyses that follow.
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Chapter 3

Fluid Statics and Buoyancy

3.1 Introduction

Fluid statics—the study of fluids at rest and the forces they exert on immersed
and floating bodies—is the oldest branch of maritime physics. The ability of
a vessel to float is the most basic requirement of any ship, and it is governed
entirely by the principles of hydrostatics.

Attwood (1899) opens his treatment of displacement with the found‐
ational statement of Archimedes’ principle applied to ships: “If a vessel
is floating in equilibrium in still water, the weight of water she displaces
must exactly equal the weight of the vessel herself with everything she has
on board.” This principle, established more than two thousand years ago,
remains the basis of all hydrostatic calculations (Hewitt et al., 2012; Tupper,
2013).

3.2 Scientific Background

3.2.1 Properties of Fluids

Thedensityof seawater is thesinglemost importantfluidproperty for shiphy‐
drostatics. Unlike fresh water, seawater density depends on three independ‐
ent state variables: temperature T , salinity S, and pressure p. The general dif‐
ferential equation of state (Chapter 7, Equation 7.1) expresses the fractional
change in specific volume as a linear combination of changes in these three
variables, governed by the thermal expansion coefficient kT , the saline con‐
traction coefficient kS , and the isothermal compressibility kp (Dera, 1992).

For practical calculations, the UNESCO International Equation of State
(EOS‐80) provides the operational polynomial (Chapter 7, Equation 7.9):

ρ(S, T, p) =
ρ(S, T, 0)

1− p /K(S, T, p)

Since 2010 the Thermodynamic Equation of Seawater (TEOS‐10), based on a
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Gibbs potential formulation, has replaced EOS‐80 as the international stand‐
ard (Dera, 1992); nonetheless, the numerical values relevant to ship hydrostat‐
ics change by less than 0.01%, so the traditional density values remain valid
for naval‐architectural calculations.

Typical surface seawater (S ≈ 35‰, T ≈ 15 ◦C) has a density of approx‐
imately1025 kgm−3,while freshwaterat4 ◦Creaches itsmaximumdensityof
999.97 kgm−3 (Dera, 1992). This density difference of approximately 2.5%has
direct implications for shipdraft and freeboardwhenavessel transitsbetween
seawater and freshwater.

3.2.2 Hydrostatic PressureDistribution

In a fluid at rest, pressure increaseswith depth due to theweight of the overly‐
ing fluid. The hydrostatic pressure at depth z below the free surface is gov‐
erned by the relation (Dera, 1992, Eq. 1.2.15):

Equation 3.1—Hydrostatic pressure:

p(z) = p0 +

∫ z

0

ρ(z′) g dz′ (3.1)

where p0 is the atmospheric pressure at the surface, ρ(z′) is the in situ dens‐
ity, and g is the gravitational acceleration. For a layer of constant density, this
reduces to p = p0 + ρ g z; for a concise treatment, see (Fischer‐Cripps, 2014).

In the deep ocean, the in situ density increases with depth due to
compressibility—even if temperature and salinity are constant—so the integ‐
ral in Equation 3.1 must account for ρ = ρ(S, T, p(z′)). At 1000m depth, the
hydrostatic pressure is approximately 100 bar (107 Pa), and compressibility
raises the density by roughly 5 kgm−3 comparedwith the surface value (Dera,
1992).

The gravitational acceleration g itself varies with latitude and altitude.
The apparent gravitational acceleration, including the centrifugal effect, is
(Dera, 1992, Eq. 1.2.7):

Equation 3.2—Apparent gravitational acceleration:

ga = g − ω2R cos2 φ (3.2)

whereω = 7.292×10−5 rad s−1 is theEarth’s angular velocity,R is theEarth’s
radius, andφ is the geographic latitude. The variation from g ≈ 9.78ms−2 at
the equator to g ≈ 9.83ms−2 at thepoles produces a correspondingvariation
in hydrostatic pressure (Dera, 1992, Eq. 1.2.7).

3.2.3 Pressure on Submerged Surfaces

Pressure is formally defined as the force per unit area (Campbell, 2025):
Equation 3.3—Pressure definition:

P =
F

A
(3.3)
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Figure 3.1: Hydrostatic pressure distribution in a water column. The gauge pressure
increases linearly with depth in constant‐density water (p = p0 + ρgz) and follows a
gently curving profile in compressible deep‐oceanwaterwhere density increaseswith
depth. At 10mdepth in seawater the gauge pressure is approximately 1 atm.

The SI unit of pressure is the Pascal (1 Pa = 1 N/m2). For an object sub‐
merged in a fluid of constant density ρ, the total pressure at depth d below
the free surface is the sum of the atmospheric pressure and the weight of the
overlying fluid column (Campbell, 2025):

Equation 3.4—Pressure at constant‐density depth:

Pd = P0 + ρ g d (3.4)

whereP0 = 1.01× 105 Pa is the standard atmospheric pressure.
Equation 3.4 is the constant‐density simplification of themore general in‐

tegral form (Equation3.1) (Dera, 1992). Atmoderatedepthswheredensity vari‐
ations are negligible, the linear relation is adequate: at d = 10m in seawa‐
ter (ρ ≈ 1025 kgm−3), the gauge pressure is approximately 1.005 × 105 Pa
≈ 1 atm.

ForasubmarinewindowofareaAatdepthd, thenet inward force isFNET =
ρ g dA, since the interior is maintained at atmospheric pressure (Campbell,
2025). At d = 8000 m with a circular window of 30 cm diameter, this force
reaches 5.7×106N—avalue that dictates theminimumthickness of viewport
glass and hull plating.

For a vessel’s hull, the pressure acts normal to each element of the wet‐
ted surface. For the complex curved surfaces of a ship hull, the net vertical
component of the hydrostatic pressure distribution integrates exactly to the
buoyant force (Equation 3.5), regardless of the hull shape—a consequence that
follows directly from the divergence theorem applied to a closed surface (At‐
twood, 1899; Newman, 1977). All horizontal pressure components cancel by
symmetry for the upright vessel.
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3.3 Theoretical Framework

3.3.1 Archimedes' Principle and Buoyancy

The fundamental principle of buoyancy states that a body immersed in a fluid
experiences an upward force equal to theweight of the fluid displaced (Camp‐
bell, 2025; Çengel & Boles, 2019). Introducing the density ρ = m/V , the buoy‐
ant force on a fully submerged body of volume V is:

Equation 3.5—Buoyant force (Archimedes’ principle):

FB = ρw Vdisp g (3.5)

whereρw is thefluiddensityandVdisp is thedisplacedvolume(Campbell, 2025).
For a floating body,FB = W and therefore only a fraction of the total volume
is submerged. The fraction submerged equals the ratio of the object’s average
density to the fluid density: Vdisp/Vtotal = ρobj/ρw (Campbell, 2025). A steel
vessel floats because its enclosed air spaces reduce the average density well
below that of seawater.

For a floating vessel, thismeans theweight of the vessel equals theweight
of thewater displaced by the submerged portion of the hull.

Bejan et al. (2020) applied this principle as a constraint in their optimisa‐
tion analysis: the displaced volume ofwaterDxDy L is fixed because it is dic‐
tated by the total weight of the boat. Specifically:

Equation 3.6—Buoyancy equilibrium:

W = ρw g ·DxDy L (3.6)

whereW is the total weight of the vessel, ρw is the water density, g is gravit‐
ational acceleration, Dx ≡ B is the beam, Dy ≡ T is the submerged depth
(draft), andL is the hull length (Bejan et al., 2020).

This constraint means that the three hull dimensions (Dx,Dy , L) cannot
be chosen independently. Fixing the displacement (and hence the displaced
volume) means that specifying two of the three dimensions determines the
third. The optimisation of hull shape for minimum drag therefore operates
under this buoyancy constraint.

3.3.2 Displacement andDraft

The relationship between displacement and draft is fundamental to naval
architecture. From the buoyancy equilibrium (Equation 3.6), the submerged
depthDy is:

Dy =
W

ρw g ·Dx L

Bejan et al. (2020) showed that for sailing vessels spanning displacements
from approximately 500 kg to over 51 000 kg, the beam‐to‐draft ratioDx/Dy
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remains approximately constant atDx/Dy ∼ 2. Thismeans that as displace‐
ment increases, both beam and draft increase proportionally, maintaining a
nearly round submerged cross‐section.

The empirical data from96 sailboatmodels confirmed this prediction: the
ratioDx/Dy showedno systematic dependence ondisplacement (Bejan et al.,
2020,Figure5). Thisscale‐independence isadirectconsequenceof thephysics
of drag minimisation under the buoyancy constraint. For powered commer‐
cial vessels, by contrast, beam‐to‐draft ratios are typically 2.5–4 and varywith
ship type, reflectingdifferentoperational requirements and resistance charac‐
teristics.

Figure 3.2: Cross‐section of a ship hull at thewaterline showing the beamDx and sub‐
merged depthDy (Dx ≈ 2Dy for sailing vessels). The centre of gravityG and centre of
buoyancyB aremarkedwith their respectiveweight and buoyancy force vectors.

3.3.3 Centre of Buoyancy and Centre of Gravity

The centre of buoyancy B is the centroid of the underwater volume of the
hull; the resultant buoyant force acts vertically upward through this point.
The vertical and longitudinal positions of B are computed by integrating
the sectional areas of the hull using Simpson’s rules (Attwood, 1899). For
numerical integration of hull offsets at equally spaced stations, Simpson’s
first rule (three‐ordinate parabolic approximation) gives the area as (Attwood,
1899; Lewis, 1988):

Equation 3.7— Simpson’s first rule:

A =
h

3

(
y1 + 4y2 + 2y3 + 4y4 + · · ·+ yn

)
(3.7)

where h is the common spacing between ordinates and y1, y2, . . . , yn are the
ordinate values (requiring an odd number of ordinates). This rule, which as‐
sumes a parabola of the second order through each group of three ordinates,
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is the standard method for computing waterplane areas, sectional areas, and
displacement volumes from the ship’s lines drawing (Attwood, 1899).

The vertical position of the centre of buoyancy above the keel is found by
taking moments of the waterplane areas about the keel and dividing by the
total displacement volume. An approximate rule attributed toMorrish gives
the height of the centre of buoyancy above the keel as (Attwood, 1899):

KB ≈ 1

3

(
5T

2
− ∇
Aw

)
where T is the mean draught, ∇ is the displacement volume, and Aw is the
waterplane area (Attwood, 1899).

Biran (2003) provides a systematic comparison of analytical approxima‐
tions for the vertical centre of buoyancy. In addition to the Morrish formula
above, the Normand approximation expresses the KB position as a function of
the block andwaterplane area coefficients:

KB

T
≈ 1

1 + CB/CW

where CB is the block coefficient and CW the waterplane area coeffi‐
cient (Biran, 2003). For wall‐sided vessels (CW = 1, CB = 1), this yields
KB/T = 0.5, recovering the exact result for a rectangular cross‐section.
For a prismatic hull with V‐shaped cross‐section (CB = 0.5, CW = 1), the
formula givesKB/T = 2/3, coinciding with the exact centroid position of
the triangular section at 2T/3 above the keel. For extreme hull forms with
very fine waterplanes (CW ≪ 1), the approximation loses accuracy and the
full numerical integration of hull offsets must be used (Biran, 2003). The
practical value of these formulae lies in rapid preliminary estimation ofKB
before the full numerical integration of the hull offsets is carried out.

The centre of gravity G is determined from the weight distribution, using
the same centre‐of‐mass formula (Equation 4.17 in Chapter 4). BothB andG
must lie on the same vertical line for the vessel to float upright without heel
or trim.

3.3.4 Tonnes per Centimetre Immersion (TPC)

The tonnes per centimetre immersion (TPC) quantifies how much the displace‐
ment changes for a unit change inmean draught (Attwood, 1899):

Equation 3.8—Tonnes per centimetre immersion:

TPC =
ρw Aw

100
(3.8)

where Aw is the waterplane area (in m2) and ρw is the water density in
tonnes per cubic metre (1.025 for salt water). Equivalently, in salt water,
TPC ≈ Aw/97.56 (Attwood, 1899). This coefficient is used routinely for
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loading and ballasting calculations: adding or removing a cargo weight w (in
tonnes) changes the mean draught by approximately w/TPC centimetres,
provided the change is small enough that the waterplane area does not
change significantly.

3.3.5 Coefficients of Form

The hull form of a vessel is characterised by coefficients that relate the actual
hull volume to idealised geometric shapes. Bejan et al. (2020) modelled the
hull as a rectangular prismwithdimensionsDx×Dy×L, which corresponds
to a block coefficient CB = 1 in the simplified analysis. Real vessels have
CB < 1 due to the curvature and taper of the hull form.

The block coefficient is defined as the ratio of the actual displaced volume
to the volume of the circumscribing rectangular prism:

CB =
∇

L×B × T

where∇ is the displaced volume,L the length between perpendiculars,B the
beam, andT thedraught. TheKatsoulis empirical formulahasbeenemployed
to estimate the block coefficient during the pre‐design stage (Guedes Soares&
Santos, 2015):

CB = k · f · L a ·B b · T c · V d

where V is the service speed and k, f , a, b, c, d are regression coefficients
determined from systematic series data (Guedes Soares & Santos, 2015). For
the three bulk carriers analysed (35,364–66,533 DWT), the resulting block
coefficients ranged from 0.76 to 0.82, values typical of full hull forms of cargo
vessels. The block coefficient directly determines the displaced volume
for given principal dimensions and hence, through Archimedes’ principle
(Equation 3.6), the displacement tonnage of the vessel.

Thesimplified rectangularmodelnonetheless captures theessential phys‐
ics: thedisplacedvolumeDxDy Ldetermines thebuoyancy,while the frontal
areaDxDy andwetted surface (Dx +2Dy)L determine the drag components.
The optimal ratios derived from this simplifiedmodel (Dx/Dy ∼ 2,L/Dx ≫
1) are confirmed by data from real hulls with varying CB values (Bejan et al.,
2020).

Additional hull form coefficients further characterise the hull geometry
(Attwood, 1899). Themidship section coefficientCM is the ratio of the immersed
midship section area to the circumscribing rectangle:

CM =
AM

B × T

with typical values ranging from0.85 (fine forms) to0.99 (full forms) (Attwood,
1899). The prismatic coefficient CP (also called the longitudinal coefficient)
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relates the displacement volume to the product of the midship section area
and thewaterline length:

CP =
∇

AM × L

SinceCB = CM × CP , the block coefficient can be decomposed into con‐
tributions from the fullness of the midship section and the longitudinal dis‐
tribution of volume. Representative values fromearly naval architecture: fast
steam yachts have CB ≈ 0.35–0.45, while full cargo steamers reach CB ≈
0.65–0.80 (Attwood, 1899).

Thewaterplane area coefficientCW measures the fullness of thewaterplane:

CW =
AW

L×B

whereAW is thewaterplanearea,L thewaterline length, andB thebeam(Rid‐
ley & Patterson, 2014). Typical values range from 0.67 for fine‐lined vessels to
0.92 for full‐form bulk carriers. The waterplane area coefficient directly gov‐
erns the tonnes per centimetre immersion (Equation 3.8) and the transverse
metacentric radius BM = IT /∇, since for most vessel forms the second
moment of area of the waterplane IT increases withCW (Ridley & Patterson,
2014). The coefficient CW therefore governs both loading calculations and
initial stability assessment.

Figure 3.3: Midship cross‐sections for four vessel types overlaid on their circumscrib‐
ing rectangles (B×T ): (a) fine‐formyacht (CB ≈ 0.40), (b) container ship (CB ≈ 0.60),
(c) general cargo vessel (CB ≈ 0.72), and (d) bulk carrier (CB ≈ 0.82). The shaded area
represents the actual immersed section.
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3.4 Applications inMaritime Systems

3.4.1 FreshWater Allowance andDockWater

When a vessel moves from salt water (ρsw = 1.025 t/m3) to fresh water
(ρfw = 1.000 t/m3), the hull must displace a larger volume to support the
same weight, causing the vessel to sink deeper. The fresh water allowance
(FWA)—the additional sinkage in centimetres—is (Attwood, 1899):

Equation 3.9—Freshwater allowance:

FWA =
W

TPCsw
× ρsw − ρfw

ρfw
≈ W

TPCsw
× 0.025 (3.9)

where W is the displacement in tonnes and TPCsw is the tonnes per cen‐
timetre in salt water (Attwood, 1899). The result is in centimetres; the
equivalent form FWAmm = W/(4 × TPCsw) is sometimes encountered
and gives the sinkage directly in millimetres. For intermediate dock water
densities, the allowance is proportioned linearly between zero (at salt water
density) and the full FWA (at freshwater density). This correction is essential
for safe loading: a vessel loaded to her summermark in a river portmust have
sufficient freeboard to prevent overloadingwhen she reaches the open sea.

Figure 3.4: International load line marks (Plimsoll mark) on a ship’s hull amidships.
The vertical series of draught marks—TF (tropical fresh), F (fresh water), T (tropical),
S (summer), W (winter), WNA (winter North Atlantic)—is referenced to the deck line.
The freshwater allowance (FWA) is the vertical distance between the S and Fmarks.

Worked Example. A general‐cargo vessel has the following particulars at
her summer load draught: waterplane area Aw = 3120m2, displacement
W = 14 500 t. Compute (a) the TPC in salt water at ρsw = 1.025 t/m3, (b) the
sinkage when an additional 120 t of cargo is loaded, and (c) the fresh‐water
allowance.
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1. TPC = ρsw Aw/100 = 1.025× 3120/100 = 31.98 t/cm.

2. Sinkage= 120/31.98 = 3.75 cm.

3. FWA = (W/TPCsw)× 0.025 = (14 500/31.98)× 0.025 = 11.33 cm.

The vessel therefore sinks approximately 11.3 cm deeper when transiting
from salt water to fresh water—nearly an order of magnitude larger than the
sinkage caused by 120 tonnes of additional cargo.

3.4.2 Numerical Integration ofHull Forms

The practical computation of displacement, centre of buoyancy, and water‐
plane properties from the hull lines drawing relies on systematic numerical
integration. The standard working method is the displacement sheet—a
tabular calculation using Simpson’s first rule (Equation 3.7) (Attwood, 1899).
The procedure involves:

1. Tabulating half‐breadths at each waterline and station from the body
plan.

2. Applying Simpson’s multipliers vertically (across waterlines) to obtain
each station’s immersed cross‐sectional area.

3. Applying Simpson’s multipliers horizontally (along the length) to
obtain the total displacement volume.

Simpson’s second rule (the three‐eighths rule) applies when the number of
intervals is amultiple of three (Attwood, 1899):

A =
3h

8

(
y1 + 3y2 + 3y3 + 2y4 + 3y5 + 3y6 + · · ·+ yn

)
and the five‐eight rule for estimating the area of an end strip when only three
ordinates are available:

Astrip =
h

12
(5y1 + 8y2 − y3)

These rules enable the naval architect to compute all hydrostatic properties—
displacement, TPC, centre of buoyancy, second moments of area—directly
from themeasured hull offsets (Attwood, 1899).

A complementary representation of the hull geometry is the Bonjean
curve, which plots the immersed cross‐sectional area of each station as a
function of draught. The construction and use of Bonjean curves is described
in the USNA EN400 course notes (United States Naval Academy, 2021): for
each of the ship’s stations, the half‐breadths are integrated vertically (using
Simpson’s rule) from the keel to each waterline, producing a curve of sec‐
tional area versus draught. The complete set of Bonjean curves allows the
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displacement and longitudinal centre of buoyancy to be computed for any
waterline—including trimmed and non‐level waterlines—by reading off each
station’s sectional area at the local draught and integrating longitudinally.
This capability is essential for trim calculations and for the evaluation of
longitudinal stability at arbitrary loading conditions.

3.4.3 Bilging and the Lost BuoyancyMethod

When a compartment is breached and open to the sea (bilged), it loses its ca‐
pacity to provide buoyancy. The standard approach is the lost buoyancymethod:
the flooded compartment is treated as if it were no longer part of the hull, and
thevesselmustsinktoadeeperdraughtuntil theremaining intactwaterplane
areaprovidessufficientbuoyancy tosupport theunchangeddisplacement (At‐
twood, 1899).

For a box‐shapedvessel of lengthL, beamB, andoriginal draughtT witha
central compartment of length l bilged, the new draught T ′ is found from (At‐
twood, 1899):

T ′ =
L×B × T

(L− l)×B
=
L× T

L− l

If the flooded compartment contains watertight structure occupying a
fractionµ of its volume (the permeability), then only the fraction (1− µ) is lost
to flooding, and the sinkage is correspondingly reduced (Attwood, 1899). The
lost buoyancymethod also reveals the change in the position of the centre of
buoyancy, which determines the residual stability of the damaged vessel (see
Chapter 4, Section 4.4.1). The probabilistic damage stability framework that
builds upon this deterministicmethod is discussed in theMaritime Safety and
Risk Physics chapter of the companion volume.

3.5 Discussion

The buoyancy constraintDxDy L = const plays a dual role in vessel design:
it ensures floatation, and it constrains the optimisation of hull shape formin‐
imum drag. Bejan et al. (2020) showed that this single constraint, combined
with the physics of form drag and skin friction, is sufficient to predict the
three fundamental aspect ratios of sailing vessels. This result demonstrates
that buoyancy physics alone, as the starting point of ship design, already
constrains themajor hull proportions.

The vertical stability of the water column surrounding a vessel also
depends on buoyancy physics. When a fluid parcel is displaced vertically
in a density‐stratified ocean, the restoring force produces oscillations at
the Brunt–Väisälä frequency (see the Physical Oceanography chapter of the
companion volume): N2 = −(g/ρ) dρ/dz (Dera, 1992). When N2 > 0, the
stratification is stable and vertical mixing is suppressed; this has practical
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implications for thedispersionof pollutants and thebehaviour of underwater
plumes from ship discharges.

The density of seawater itself varies with location and season (Chapter 7),
and this variationdirectly affects thedraft of a ship. The freshwater allowance
and dock water allowance are operational corrections derived from the buoy‐
ancy equation (Equation3.6)withdensity values computed fromtheUNESCO
equation of state (Dera, 1992).

The form coefficients have direct practical significance for marine engin‐
eering (Ridley&Patterson, 2014): the block coefficientCB determines the ves‐
sel’s deadweight capacity for given principal dimensions, the prismatic coef‐
ficientCP governs the longitudinal distribution of displacement volume and
hence thewave‐making resistance (Chapter 5), and thewaterplane area coeffi‐
cientCW controls thewaterplane inertia that governsbothTPCand the initial
metacentric radiusBM .

The analytical approximations for KB—including the Morrish and Nor‐
mand formulae—provide rapid preliminary estimates that are accurate to
within a few percent for conventional hull forms (Biran, 2003). The Bonjean
curvemethod (United States Naval Academy, 2021) extends the numerical in‐
tegration framework to arbitrary waterlines, enabling trim and longitudinal
stability calculations that the standard displacement sheet (which assumes a
level waterline) cannot directly address.

3.6 Conclusion

Fluid statics is the starting point for every other branch of naval architec‐
ture. The hydrostatic pressure distribution (Equation 3.1) and Archimedes’
principle (Equation 3.5) together determine the buoyant force on any floating
body,while thebuoyancy equilibriumrelationW = ρw g B T L (Equation 3.6)
constrains the three principal hull dimensions for a given displacement. The
present chapter has shown that these elementary relations, combined with
Simpson’s numerical integration rules and the hull form coefficientsCB ,CM ,
CP , andCW , suffice to compute displacement, draft, centre of buoyancy, and
tonnes per centimetre immersion for any conventional hull form.

Two results deserve emphasis. First, the buoyancy constraint is not
merely a floatation condition: it determines which combinations of beam,
draft, and length are physically accessible and therefore sets the stage for the
drag‐minimisation problem treated in Chapter 5. Second, the operational cor‐
rections that arise from density variation—fresh water allowance, dock water
allowance, and seasonal draft changes—are direct quantitative consequences
of the same constraint appliedwith theUNESCO equation of state.

Several questions remain open for subsequent chapters. The vertical
position of the centre of buoyancy relative to the centre of gravity determines
whether a vessel is initially stable, a topic developed in detail in Chapter 4.
Damage stability—the residual buoyancy and righting moment after com‐
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partment flooding—extends the lost buoyancy method introduced here into
the probabilistic framework presented in theMaritime Safety and Risk Physics
chapter of the companion volume. Finally, the Bonjean‐curve technique
introduced for static conditions provides the starting point for evaluating
hull girder loads in waves (see the Structural Mechanics of Ships chapter of the
companion volume), where the instantaneous waterline varies along the
ship’s length.
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Chapter 4

Ship Stability andHydrostatics

4.1 Introduction

Stability is arguably the most critical safety characteristic of any floating ves‐
sel. A vessel that cannot right itselfwhendisturbed by external forces—waves,
wind, cargo shift—will capsize. The physics of stability is therefore the physics
of survival at sea.
The importanceofhull geometry for stabilitymanifests as a strikingempirical
regularity. Bejan et al. (2020) analysed 96 sailboat models and found that the
ratio ofmaximumbeam to draft is approximately:

Equation 4.1—Beam‐to‐draft ratio:

Dx

Dy
≈ 2 (4.1)

whereDx ≡ B (beam) is themaximumwaterline beam andDy ≡ T (draft) is
themeandraft. This ratioholdsacross fourordersofmagnitude inboatmass—
from small dinghies to large ocean‐going yachts—suggesting that it is not an
arbitrary design choice but a consequence of physical optimisation.

Froma stability perspective, the beam‐to‐draft ratio is significant because
it determines thewaterplane areamoment of inertia relative to the displaced
volume. A wider beam (largerDx) increases the metacentric radius BM and
hence the transverse metacentric height GM, improving initial stability. A
deeper draft (largerDy) lowers the centre of buoyancy and increases form sta‐
bility. The near‐constant ratioDx/Dy ≈ 2 thus represents a balance between
these competing stability factors (Bejan et al., 2020).

4.2 Scientific Background

4.2.1 EquilibriumConditions for Floating Bodies

A floating body is in stable equilibrium when a small angular displacement
generates a restoring moment that returns the body to its upright position.
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Fromanevolutionaryoptimisationperspective, amongall possiblehull cross‐
sections, natural selection in design converges on the proportions that best
satisfy the equilibrium requirements (Bejan et al., 2020).

The beam‐to‐draft ratio Dx/Dy ≈ 2 is scale‐independent (Bejan et
al., 2020). This geometric similarity means that the hydrostatic stability
characteristics of the hull cross‐section are preserved regardless of vessel size.

The physics of stability is fundamentally the physics of rotational equilib‐
rium. The torque—the rotational analogueof force—is defined as theproduct of
the applied force and the perpendicular distance (lever arm) from the axis of
rotation (Campbell, 2025):

Equation 4.2—Torque:
τ = r F sin θ (4.2)

where r is the distance from the rotation axis to the point of force application,
F is the force magnitude, and θ is the angle between the force vector and the
lever arm (Campbell, 2025). The corresponding equation of motion for rota‐
tion is Newton’s second law in angular form: τNET = Iα, where I is the mo‐
ment of inertia andα is the angular acceleration (Campbell, 2025).

Forafloatingvessel, a smallheel angleθ displaces thecentreofbuoyancyB
laterally, creating a restoring torque about the centre of gravity G. Rotational
equilibrium(τNET = 0,α = 0) requires thatnonetmomentactson thevessel—
the condition of the upright position. Stability demands that any departure
from this equilibrium produces a restoring (opposite‐sign) torque that drives
the vessel back.

Attwood (1899) provides the classical derivation of themetacentric height.
When a vessel inclines through a small angle θ from the upright, the under‐
water volume remains constant but its shape changes: an “emerged wedge”
on the rising side is replaced by an “immersed wedge” on the descending
side. The centre of buoyancy shifts laterally from B to B′, and the vertical
through B′ intersects the centreline at a pointM—the transverse metacentre.
The three conditions of equilibrium are (Attwood, 1899):

1. IfG is belowM , the vessel is in stable equilibrium (the buoyancy couple
restores the upright).

2. IfG is aboveM , the vessel is in unstable equilibrium (the couple drives
the vessel farther from the upright).

3. IfG coincides withM , the vessel is in neutral equilibrium (no restoring
couple exists).

The distanceBM is obtained by considering the moment of transference
of the wedges. For a small heel angle θ, the half‐breadth of the waterplane at
any section is y, and themoment of the elemental wedge transfer is 2

3y
3 θ dx.

Integrating over the vessel length and dividing by the displaced volume ∇
gives (Attwood, 1899):
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Equation 4.3—Transversemetacentric radius:

BM =
IT
∇

(4.3)

where IT = 2
3

∫
y3 dx is the secondmoment of area (moment of inertia) of the

waterplane about its longitudinal centreline, and∇ is the volume of displace‐
ment (Attwood, 1899). This fundamental result links hull geometry directly
to initial stability: a wider waterplane (larger IT ) or a smaller displacement
volume raisesBM and hence increases themetacentric height.

4.2.2 Metacentre andMetacentric Height (GM)

Themetacentric heightGM is the vertical distance from the centre of gravityG
to the transversemetacentreM . It is computed from threemeasurable quant‐
ities (Attwood, 1899):

Equation 4.4—Metacentric height:

GM = KB +BM −KG (4.4)

whereK is the keel (baseline),KB is the vertical distance from the keel to the
centre of buoyancy, andKG is the vertical distance from the keel to the centre
of gravity (Figure 4.1). Since BM = IT /∇ (Equation 4.3), the metacentric
height is fully determined by the hull geometry and the vertical weight dis‐
tribution; for a concise treatment of equilibriumand centre‐of‐mass concepts,
see (Fischer‐Cripps, 2014).

Themetacentricheight is positivewhenM is aboveG (stable equilibrium)
and negative whenM is below G (unstable equilibrium). For conventional
merchant vessels, typical values of GM range from approximately 0.15m
(large passenger vessels, for comfort) to 2.0m or more (heavily loaded cargo
vessels). Sailing vessels typically haveGM values of 0.6m to 1.2m (Attwood,
1899; Tupper, 2013).

4.2.3 Righting Lever (GZ) andRightingMoment

When a vessel heels through a small angle θ, the arm of the restoring couple
is the perpendicular distance GZ from the centre of gravity to the vertical
through the displaced centre of buoyancy. For small angles—up to approx‐
imately 10–15◦ (Attwood, 1899)—where the metacentre remains effectively
stationary:

Equation 4.5— Small‐angle righting lever:

GZ = GM sin θ (4.5)

Themoment of statical stability—the restoring coupleactingon thevessel—is
therefore (Attwood, 1899):
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Figure 4.1: Midship cross‐section of a vessel heeled through a small angle θ. The
keelK , centre of buoyancy B, centre of gravity G, and transverse metacentreM are
marked along the vessel centreline. The distancesKB, BM = IT /∇,KG, and the
metacentric heightGM = KB + BM − KG are indicated. WhenM lies aboveG
(GM > 0), the buoyancy forceB′ andweightW form a restoring couple; whenM lies
belowG (GM < 0), the couple is capsizing.

Equation 4.6—Rightingmoment (small angle):

Mright =W ×GM sin θ (4.6)

whereW is the displacement weight. This is termed the metacentric method
and is the foundation of initial stability calculations. The righting moment
is directly proportional toGM : a vessel with a larger metacentric height pro‐
duces a stronger restoring couple for any given heel angle (Attwood, 1899).

4.3 Theoretical Framework

4.3.1 Initial Stability (Small‐Angle)

Initial stability describes the vessel’s response to small angular disturbances
fromtheuprightequilibrium. The restoringcapacity isquantifiedby the right‐
ing moment, which must exceed the heeling moment imposed by external
forces for the vessel to remain stable.

Huchet (2021) presented this equilibriumcondition in the context of a foil‐
ing catamaran (NACRA17),where theheelingmoment arises from the aerody‐
namic side force on the sails and the righting moment is provided by a com‐
bination of hull buoyancy distribution and crewweight placement. The static
transverse equilibrium requires:

Equation 4.7—Heelingmoment equilibrium:

RM ≥ HM (4.7)
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whereRM is the righting moment andHM is the heeling moment (Huchet,
2021). The rightingmoment has two principal contributions:

1. Hydrostatic righting moment: The transverse separation of the
centres of buoyancy of the two demihulls generates a restoring couple
when thevesselheels. For a catamaran, this component is largebecause
the hulls arewidely spaced.

2. Crew righting moment: The crew positions themselves on the wind‐
ward side—on a trapeze in the case of the NACRA 17—to create an addi‐
tional righting moment through the gravitational force acting at a lat‐
eral distance from the centreline.

The crew rightingmoment is:
Equation 4.8—Crew rightingmoment:

RMcrew = mcrew · g · dcrew (4.8)

wheremcrew is thecrewmass,g isgravitationalacceleration, anddcrew is the lat‐
eral distance of the crew’s centre of gravity from the vessel centreline (Huchet,
2021). On theNACRA 17, the crew uses a trapeze system tomaximise dcrew, ex‐
tending their body outboard of the hull to increase themoment arm.

The heeling moment is generated by the aerodynamic side force on the
sails acting at a height above thewater:

Equation 4.9—Heelingmoment from sail force:

HM = Fy · hCE (4.9)

whereFy is the total aerodynamic side force (see Chapter 8, Equation 8.19) and
hCE is the height of the centre of effort of the sail plan above the waterline
(Huchet, 2021).

WhenHM exceeds RM , the vessel heels progressively and may capsize.
For the NACRA 17, Huchet (2021) showed that different crewweight combina‐
tions (e.g., 130 kg vs 150 kg total crew mass) significantly affect the available
righting moment and hence the range of wind conditions in which the boat
can sail without excessive heel. Heavier crews produce a larger RMcrew, per‐
mitting sailing in strongerwinds before the stability limit is reached.

The metacentric method (Equation 4.6) provides the quantitative link
between the Huchet equilibrium condition (RM ≥ HM ) and hull geometry.
For a conventional displacement vessel (as opposed to the foiling catamaran),
the hydrostatic righting moment at small angles isW × GM sin θ (Attwood,
1899). Since GM = KB + BM − KG (Equation 4.4) and BM = IT /∇
(Equation 4.3), a designer can increase initial stability by widening the beam
(which raises IT ) or by lowering the centre of gravity (which reducesKG).

This is demonstrated with a simple example (Attwood, 1899): a box‐
shaped lighter 36.6m long, 9.1m in beam, floating at 3.05m draught has
IT = 1

12 × 36.6 × 9.13 = 2299m4 and∇ = 36.6 × 9.1 × 3.05 = 1015m3,
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givingBM = 2299/1015 = 2.27m. A trapezoidal cross‐section of the same
waterplane breadth but narrower base has a smaller displacement volume,
producing a largerBM and hence a higher metacentre position—illustrating
how cross‐sectional shape directly governs stability.

4.3.2 Large‐Angle Stability andGZ Curves

Beyond approximately 10–15◦ of heel, themetacentre is no longer stationary
and the small‐angle approximationGZ = GM sin θ breaks down. The gen‐
eral expression for the righting lever at any angle of heel θ is derived using
the moment of transference of the immersed and emerged wedges (Attwood,
1899):

Equation 4.10—Atwood’s formula for righting lever:

GZ =
v × hh′

∇
−BG sin θ (4.10)

where v is the volume of either wedge, hh′ is the horizontal distance between
the centres of gravity of the emerged and immersed wedges (measured paral‐
lel to the inclined waterline),∇ is the total displacement volume, and BG is
the vertical distance between the centre of buoyancy and the centre of gravity
in the upright condition (Attwood, 1899). This result—known historically as
Atwood’s formula—requires no assumption of small angles and is the basis of
all large‐angle stability calculations.

The curve of statical stability (or GZ curve) is constructed by computingGZ
from Equation 4.10 at a series of heel angles (Figure 4.2). Attwood (1899) illus‐
trates thiswith thecaseofHMSCaptain, forwhichthecalculated righting lever
reached a maximum of approximately 0.27m at 21◦ and vanished at 54◦—an
alarmingly small range of positive stability. In comparison, HMSMonarch, a
contemporary vessel, had a maximumGZ of 0.97m at 40◦ with a vanishing
angle of 70◦ (Attwood, 1899).

The key features of the GZ curve are:

• Initial slope: EqualsGM (in radians), confirming that themetacentric
height governs the initial stiffness.

• MaximumGZ: The largest righting lever the vessel can develop; occurs
typically between 30◦ and 70◦.

• Rangeofpositive stability: Theangle atwhichGZ returns to zero. Bey‐
ond this angle, the restoring couple vanishes and the vesselwill capsize
if heeled further.

• Area under the curve: Proportional to the dynamical stability (Sec‐
tion 4.3.3).

For vessels with vertical (or nearly vertical) sides in the neighbourhood
of the waterplane—the wall‐sided condition—an intermediate formula bridges
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Figure 4.2: Curve of statical stability (GZ curve) for two vessels with different stability
characteristics. The initial slope equalsGM , the peak locates themaximum righting
lever, and the vanishing angle marks the limit of positive stability. The shaded area
under each curve is proportional to the dynamical stability (Equation 4.14). A vessel
withmoderate peakGZ but wide range (solid line) may be safer than one with a high
peak but narrow range (dashed line).

the gapbetween the small‐anglemetacentricmethod and the fully generalAt‐
wood calculation. Rawson and Tupper (2001) present the wall‐sided formula
(alsoknownasScribanti’s formula),whichaccounts for thevertical shift of the
centre of buoyancy that becomes significant atmoderate heel angles:

Equation 4.11—Wall‐sided formula (Scribanti):

GZ = sinφ
[
GM + 1

2 BM tan2 φ
]

(4.11)

where φ is the heel angle (denoted θ in Sections 4.2.1–4.2.3; the symbol φ fol‐
lows the convention of Rawson and Tupper (2001)), GM is the metacentric
height, andBM is themetacentric radius (Rawson&Tupper, 2001). Lee (2019)
derives this result by decomposing the shift of the centre of buoyancy into ho‐
rizontal and vertical components: the horizontal shift∇ · X = IT tanφ and
the vertical shift∇ · Y = 1

2 IT tan2 φ. The additional 1
2 BM tan2 φ term cap‐

tures the vertical rise ofB that the small‐angle approximation neglects (Lee,
2019).

When free surfaces are present, the wall‐sided formula incorporates the
free surface correction directly (Lewis, 1988; Rawson& Tupper, 2001):

GZF = sinφ
[(
GM − ρℓ it

∇s

)
+

1

2

(
BM − ρℓ it

∇s

)
tan2 φ

]
where ρℓ is the liquid density, it is the second moment of area of the free sur‐
face, and∇s is the displacement volume (Rawson& Tupper, 2001).

An important consequence of the wall‐sided formula arises whenGM is
negative. SettingGZ = 0 in Equation 4.11 (excluding the trivial solutionφ =
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0) yields the angle of loll—the equilibriumheel angle atwhich the vessel settles
when initially unstable (Rawson& Tupper, 2001):

Equation 4.12—Angle of loll:

tan2 φloll =
−2GM

BM
(4.12)

This result is valid only when GM < 0 (since BM > 0 always). At the
angle of loll, the vessel reaches a new stable equilibrium where the positive
curvature of the 1

2 BM tan2 φ term compensates for the negative GM . The
vessel will loll to either port or starboard with equal probability, and any
attempt to correct the loll by loading weight on the high side will worsen the
condition—the correct response is to lower the centre of gravity (Rawson &
Tupper, 2001).

Ridley and Patterson (2014) emphasise that the practical response to
a vessel at her angle of loll is to fill double‐bottom tanks (lowering KG),
never to add weight on the high side or to transfer cargo—actions that
would increase KG and worsen the instability. For box‐shaped vessels, the
metacentric height can be rapidly estimated from principal dimensions as
GM0 ≈ B2/(12T ) − KG + T/2, whereB is beam and T is draught (Ridley
& Patterson, 2014). This approximation, derived from the exact expression
for the second moment of area of a rectangular waterplane (IT = LB3/12),
enables immediate assessment of whether a loading condition is likely to
produce negativeGM and hence a loll condition.

For practical stability assessment across all loading conditions, the cross
curvesof stability (orKN curves)provideageometry‐onlyrepresentationof the
hull’s righting capacity. Lee (2019) defines the leverKN such that:

Equation 4.13—Cross curves of stability:

GZ = KN −KG sinφ (4.13)

whereKN depends only on hull form and displacement, whileKG sinφ de‐
pends on the loading condition (Lee, 2019). Cross curves plotKN against dis‐
placement for fixed heel angles (typically 10◦, 20◦, 30◦, 40◦, 60◦, and 75◦), al‐
lowing rapid determination of the complete GZ curve for any loading condi‐
tion once the hull geometry is known. Lee (2019) describes cross curves as
“the most important single set of hydrostatic data for stability assessment,”
since they separate the hull geometry contribution from the weight distribu‐
tion, enabling the naval architect to evaluate stability for any combination of
cargo, fuel, and ballast.

4.3.3 Dynamic Stability

Dynamical stability is the work done in heeling a vessel from the upright to a
given angle θ. Since the rightingmoment at any intermediate angle ϕ isW ×
GZ(ϕ), the totalwork is the integral of thismomentover the angular displace‐
ment (Attwood, 1899):
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Equation 4.14—Dynamical stability:

Edyn =W

∫ θ

0

GZ(ϕ) dϕ (4.14)

Graphically, the dynamical stability at any angle equals the displacement
multiplied by the area under the GZ curve up to that angle. A heeling agent
(such aswind or awave)must supply energy at least equal toEdyn at the angle
of vanishing stability in order to capsize the vessel (Attwood, 1899). This en‐
ergy criterion is more physically meaningful than the static GZ value alone,
because a vessel with a moderate maximumGZ but a wide range of positive
stabilitymay be safer than onewith a large peakGZ over a narrow range.

The natural roll period of a vessel is directly related to its metacentric
height (Lee, 2019):

Equation 4.15—Roll natural period:

Tn =
2π k√
g GM

(4.15)

where k is the radius of gyration about the longitudinal (roll) axis, g is gravita‐
tional acceleration, andGM is themetacentric height (Lee, 2019). This result
follows from treating the vessel as a conservative system with the GZ curve
providing the restoring force: for small oscillations, the restoring moment is
∆ ·g ·GM ·φand the rotational inertia is∆ ·k2, givinga simpleharmonicoscil‐
latorwithperiodTn. Avesselwitha largeGM (“stiff”vessel) rollsquicklywith
a short period, while a vessel with a small GM (“tender” vessel) rolls slowly
with a long period (Lee, 2019). Typical roll periods range from 8 s to 15 s for
merchant vessels and 15 s to 25 s for large passenger ships.

The IMO weather criterion combines the concepts of dynamical stability
and roll period into a practical safety standard. Lee (2019) presents the
criterion as an energy balance: the vessel, initially heeled to a steady wind
angle φ0, is subjected to a gust that rolls it to windward by an angle φ1; as
it rolls back through the wind‐heel angle, it must not exceed the angle φ2

(limited by the vanishing angle or 50◦, or the angle of downflooding). The
criterion requires that the rightingenergy (areaA1 under theGZcurve fromφ1

to φ2) must exceed the heeling energy (areaA2 under the wind heeling lever
curve over the same range) (Lee, 2019):

A1 ≥ A2

This energy‐area comparison captures both the magnitude and the range of
the righting lever, providing amore comprehensive stability assessment than
any single‐point criterion based onGM ormaximumGZ alone (Lee, 2019).

4.3.4 Free Surface Effect

When a tank aboard a vessel is partially filledwith liquid, the liquid’s free sur‐
face shifts as the vessel heels, causing the liquid’s centre of gravity to move
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laterally. This produces the same effect as raising the vessel’s centre of gravity
and constitutes a reduction inmetacentric height (Figure 4.3). Attwood (1899)
derives this free surface correction by treating the liquid surface as a miniature
waterplane: when the vessel heels through a small angle θ, the liquid trans‐
fers from one side of the tank to the other in the samewedge geometry as the
external waterplane problem.

Bydirect analogywith thederivationofBM (Equation4.3), thevirtual rise
of the vessel’s centre of gravity due to a free surface is (Attwood, 1899):

Equation 4.16—Free surface correction:

GG1 =
i

∇
(4.16)

where i is the second moment of area of the liquid free surface about its own
longitudinal centreline, and∇ is the total volumeof displacement. The effect‐
ivemetacentric height is therefore reduced to:

GMeff = GM − i

∇

A crucial feature of this result is that the quantity of liquid in the tank does
notaffect the correction—only thegeometryof the free surfacematters. Asmall
amount of liquid with a large free surface area reduces stability more than a
large amount with a smaller free surface (Attwood, 1899). If the liquid has a
specific gravity ρℓ different from the surrounding water (ρw), the correction
becomes (Attwood, 1899):

GG1 =
ρℓ
ρw

· i
∇

This result provides the physical justification for standard shipboard prac‐
tices: keepingslacktankstoaminimum,pressinguporemptyingtanksrather
than leaving them partially filled, and subdividing wide tanks with longitud‐
inal baffles (which reduces i dramatically, since the second moment of area
scales as the cube of tank breadth).

A detailed derivation of this cubic dependence follows (Biran, 2003). For a
rectangular tank of breadth b and length l, the second moment of area of the
free surface about its centreline is i = l b3/12. If a longitudinal centre‐line
bulkheaddivides the tank into twoequalhalves, eachhalf hasbreadth b/2 and
moment of inertia l(b/2)3/12 = l b3/96; the total for both halves is l b3/48—
only one quarter of the undivided value (Biran, 2003). This dramatic reduc‐
tion explains why IMO regulations require longitudinal subdivision of large
ballast and cargo tanks: a single centre‐line bulkhead reduces the free surface
correctionby75%, and two longitudinal bulkheads reduce it byapproximately
89%. Biran (2003) further shows that the free surface effect is independent of
the vertical position of the tank and of the quantity of liquid, reinforcing the
counterintuitive result first noted byAttwood (1899).
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Figure 4.3: Free surface effect in a partially filled tank. (a)Upright condition: the liquid
surface is level and the tank’s centre of gravity is at g. (b) Heeled condition: the liquid
transfers to the low side, shifting the tank’s centre of gravity to g′ and producing a vir‐
tual riseGG1 = i/∇ in the vessel’s effective centre of gravity. (c) Longitudinal centre‐
line bulkhead: each half‐tank has breadth b/2, reducing the total free surfacemoment
from lb3/12 to lb3/48—a 75% reduction.

4.3.5 Effect of SuspendedWeights and Shifting Cargo

When cargo shifts laterally aboard a vessel, the centre of gravity moves, alter‐
ing the stability. The position of the centre of mass of a system of discrete
masses is (Campbell, 2025):

Equation 4.17—Centre ofmass:

xCOM =

∑
mi xi∑
mi

(4.17)

where mi and xi are the mass and position of each component (Campbell,
2025). This result generalises straightforwardly to two and three dimensions
by computing the centre independently along each Cartesian axis.

For a vessel of displacement∆with a cargo item of mass w shifted trans‐
versely by a distance d, the lateral shift in the overall centre of gravity is:

δ KGy =
w · d
∆

This shift reduces the effective righting lever by δ KGy cosϕ at any heel
angle ϕ, potentially converting a stable equilibrium into an unstable one if
the shift is large enough. Cargo securing therefore has a direct physical basis
in the centre‐of‐mass equation.

When a weight is suspended from a point (such as a crane or a derrick), it
behaves as though its entire mass were concentrated at the point of suspen‐
sion rather than at the weight’s actual position. This produces a virtual rise
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of the centre of gravity from the weight’s physical location to the suspension
point. Attwood (1899) explains that if aweightw is raisedbyadistancedabove
its original position, the overall centre of gravity of the vessel rises byw · d/W
(from Equation 4.17). If the weight is then suspended, any subsequent heel
causes the weight to swing to the low side of the vessel, effectively acting as
though G had risen to the suspension point. The practical consequence is a
reduction inGM equal tow ·dsusp/W , wheredsusp is thevertical distance from
theweight’s stowed position to the suspension point (Attwood, 1899).

4.3.6 Trim and Longitudinal Stability

Longitudinal stability governs the vessel’s resistance to changes in pitch (ro‐
tation about the transverse axis). For conventional displacement vessels, lon‐
gitudinal stability is generally much larger than transverse stability because
thewaterplane areamoment of inertia about the transverse axis is far greater
than about the longitudinal axis. However, for high‐speed and foiling vessels,
maintaining correct pitch trim is critical for performance and safety.

Huchet (2021) analysed the longitudinal equilibrium of the NACRA 17 foil‐
ing catamaran, where pitch stability is a primary design and operational con‐
cern. The longitudinal moment balance about the transom (or any reference
point) requires that the sumof allmoments in thevertical–longitudinal plane
equals zero for steady‐state sailing:

Equation 4.18—Longitudinalmoment equilibrium:∑
Mpitch = 0 (4.18)

The contributingmoments include (Huchet, 2021):

1. Weight moment: The total weight of the vessel (hull, rig, appendages,
crew) acting at the longitudinal centre of gravity (LCG).

2. Buoyancy/foil lift moment: The vertical forces from the demihulls
(buoyancy) and from the hydrofoils (lift), each acting at their respective
longitudinal positions.

3. Aerodynamic moment: The sail driving force and side force create a
pitching moment about the LCG through their point of application at
the centre of effort.

4. Crew position moment: The crew can shift their weight fore or aft to
adjust the longitudinal trim.

For the foiling NACRA 17, the crew position is a primary means of pitch
control. Moving the crew aft shifts the LCG aft, which raises the bows and re‐
duces the risk of pitch‐poling (nose‐diving). Moving the crew forward lowers
the bows, whichmay be desirable in light winds to reduce the wetted surface
area and resistance (Huchet, 2021).
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The surface‐piercing Z‐foils of theNACRA 17 provide a passive pitch stabil‐
isationmechanism: as thebowdrops (pitchdown), the forward foil submerges
deeper, increasing its wetted area and hence its lift force. This increased lift at
thebowactsasarestoringmoment, resisting furtherpitch‐downmotion. Con‐
versely, if the bow rises excessively, the forward foil emerges from the water,
reducing its lift and allowing the bow to drop back. This depth‐dependent lift
characteristic provides inherent heave and pitch stability without active con‐
trol (Huchet, 2021).

For conventional displacement vessels, the longitudinal metacentric
radius BML is derived by the same wedge‐transfer method used for the
transverse case, but applied to fore‐and‐aft inclinations (Attwood, 1899):

Equation 4.19—Longitudinalmetacentric radius:

BML =
IL
∇

(4.19)

where IL is the second moment of area of the waterplane about a transverse
axis through the centre of flotation F , and∇ is the displacement volume (At‐
twood, 1899). The longitudinal metacentric height is then GML = KB +
BML − KG. Because the waterplane is much longer than it is wide, IL ≫
IT , and consequentlyGML is typically one to two orders of magnitude larger
thanGM—explaining why ships are far more resistant to trim changes than
to heel.

The change of trim t (inmetres) produced by shifting aweightw through a
longitudinal distance d is (Attwood, 1899):

Equation 4.20—Change of trim:

t =
w × d

W ×GML
× L (4.20)

whereW is the totaldisplacementandL is the lengthbetweenperpendiculars.
Themoment to change trim one centimetre (MCT1cm) is themoment required to
produce a total trim change of 1 cm (Attwood, 1899):

Equation 4.21—Moment to change trim 1 cm:

MCT1cm =
W ×GML

100L
(4.21)

The trim change is distributed between the forward and after perpendicu‐
lars in inverse proportion to their distances from the centre of flotation. If the
centre of flotation is at distance la aft of amidships and lf forward:

∆daft =
laft
L
t, ∆dfwd =

lfwd
L

t

where laft and lfwd are the distances from the centre of flotation to the after and
forward perpendiculars respectively (Attwood, 1899).
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4.4 Applications inMaritime Systems

4.4.1 Damage Stability and Subdivision

Moderndamagestabilityassessmentemploysaprobabilistic frameworkman‐
dated by SOLAS Chapter II‐1, which replaced earlier deterministic rules. The
probabilistic approach accepts that the location, extent, and penetration of
hull damage are randomvariables and evaluates the vessel’s ability to survive
over the entire spectrumof feasible damage scenarios.

Guedes Soares and Santos (2015) describe the framework in which the
vessel must achieve an attained subdivision index A exceeding a required
index R (Papanikolaou, 2014). The attained index aggregates results from
three loading draughts:

Equation 4.22—Attained subdivision index:

A = 0.4As + 0.4Ap + 0.2Al (4.22)

whereAs,Ap, andAl are thepartial indicesat thedeepestsubdivisiondraught,
partial draught, and light service draught, respectively (Guedes Soares & San‐
tos, 2015). Eachpartial indexsums theproductsof theprobabilityof eachdam‐
age case pi and the corresponding survival factor si:

Equation 4.23—Partial subdivision index:

Ai =
∑
j

pi,j × si,j (4.23)

The probability factor pi,j is derived from the statistical distribution of col‐
lision damage extent (longitudinal position, length, and transverse penetra‐
tion depth), compiled from historical casualty data. The survival factor si,j ∈
[0, 1] quantifies the probability that the vessel will not capsize or sink after
flooding, based on the residual GZ curve—specifically the maximum righting
lever, the rangeofpositive stability, and theequilibriumheel angle in thedam‐
aged condition (Guedes Soares & Santos, 2015).

This framework represents a significant advance over deterministic dam‐
age stability rules, which evaluated only a prescribed set of damage extents
(typically one‐ or two‐compartment flooding). The probabilistic method
captures the full range of possible damage scenarios and their relative
likelihoods, providing a more realistic measure of the vessel’s survivability
(Figure 4.4) (Guedes Soares & Santos, 2015).

Sutulo and Guedes Soares (2023) report a complementary data‐driven
approach todamage consequenceassessment. Using random‐forestmachine‐
learning classifiers trained on thousands of damage stability calculations,
Sutulo and Guedes Soares (2023) showed that the residual GZ curve para‐
meters (maximum GZ, range of positive stability, equilibrium heel angle)
after flooding can be predicted with high accuracy from the damage loc‐
ation, extent, and initial loading condition—without repeating the full
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hydrostatic calculation for each new scenario. This approach enables
rapid screening of damage cases in the early design stage and provides a
statistical complement to the physics‐based probabilistic framework of
Equations (4.22)–(4.23) (Sutulo & Guedes Soares, 2023).

Before the probabilistic framework, deterministic damage stability calcu‐
lations used two classical methods. Attwood (1899) presents the lost buoyancy
method: when a compartment is bilged (opened to the sea), the buoyancy it
contributed is lost, and the vessel must sink to a deeper draught until the
remaining intact waterplane provides sufficient buoyancy to support the
unchanged displacement. The new draught is found by equating the original
displacement to the volume of the intact hull below the new waterline,
excluding the flooded compartment (Attwood, 1899).

The alternative added weight method treats the floodwater as an added
weight rather than a loss of buoyancy: the ingressedwater increases the total
displacement and shifts the centre of gravity, and the vessel settles to a new
equilibriumaccordingly. Bothmethods yield the samefinal draught and trim,
but the lost buoyancy method is computationally simpler for compartments
that are fully open to the sea, since it does not require calculating themass of
floodwater at each iteration (Attwood, 1899).

A detailed comparison of these two approaches is available in the lit‐
erature (Ridley & Patterson, 2014). In practice, the added weight method
becomes essential when the flooded compartment is above thewaterline (e.g.
a damaged superstructure space), since the lost buoyancy method applies
only to compartments below the waterline that contribute to the displace‐
ment volume. For a symmetrically flooded midships compartment, both
methods yield identical final draughts and residualGM ; the difference lies in
the calculation procedure and in the physical insight each provides. The lost
buoyancy method treats the ship as unchanged in weight and recalculates
the waterplane, while the added weight method tracks the progressive
increase in displacement and shift in the centre of gravity as floodwater
accumulates (Ridley & Patterson, 2014).

4.4.2 Inclining Experiment

The inclining experiment is the standard procedure for determining a vessel’s
metacentric height by direct measurement. Attwood (1899) describes the
method: a known weight w is moved transversely through a measured
distance d on the vessel’s deck, and the resulting heel angle θ is measured
(typically with a plumb line or pendulum of length l, for which tan θ = a/l
where a is the lateral deflection). From the small‐angle stability relation
(Equation 4.6):

Equation 4.24— Inclining experiment:

GM =
w × d

W × tan θ
(4.24)
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Figure 4.4: Comparison of intact and damaged GZ curves. The intact vessel (solid line)
has a larger maximum righting lever and wider range of positive stability. After mid‐
ships flooding (dashed line), the equilibrium heel angle shifts, the maximum GZ is
reduced, and the vanishing angle decreases. The shaded region between the curves
represents the loss of dynamical stability due to damage. The survival factor si,j in
theprobabilistic framework (Equation4.23) isdetermined fromtheresidual curvepara‐
meters: maximumGZ , range, and equilibriumheel angle.

whereW is the displacement at the time of the experiment (Attwood, 1899).
Attwood (1899) emphasises several precautions: the vessel should be in still
water,mooring linesshouldbeslack, freesurfacesmustbeminimised (or their
corrections applied), and theweightsmust bemoved simultaneously to avoid
transient effects. The experiment is typically carried out twice—moving the
weight toport and thentostarboard—andthe results areaveraged toeliminate
systematic errors.

The United States Naval Academy integrates the inclining experiment
into its engineering curriculum. United StatesNavalAcademy (2021) describe
laboratory exercises in which midshipmen conduct inclining experiments
on model hulls (including FFG‐7 frigate and DDG‐51 destroyer hull forms),
measuring pendulum deflections at multiple weight positions to construct
a data set from which GM is obtained by linear regression. The hands‐on
experience reinforces the physics: the measured GM from the inclining
experiment is compared with the calculated value from hydrostatic tables
(KB + BM − KG), and the agreement—or discrepancy—provides direct
insight into the sources of uncertainty (free surface corrections, weight
inventory accuracy, and environmental disturbances) (United States Naval
Academy, 2021).
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4.4.3 SecondGeneration IMO Intact Stability Criteria

The weather criterion discussed in Section 4.3.3 and the Rahola‐based empir‐
ical criteria together constitute the first generation of intact stability require‐
ments. Both are anchored in historical casualty data—the Rahola criterion in
GZ curve statistics fromvessels under 100m, theweather criterion inwindob‐
servationsup to the 1950s—andtheir applicability to contemporary ship types
(large container ships, cruise vessels, car carriers) cannot be straightforwardly
guaranteed. Spyrou et al. (2023) describe the Second Generation Intact Stability
Criteria (SGISC)developedat IMOover twodecades (2001–2020)andpublished
as InterimGuidelinesMSC.1/Circ.1627,whichadopt a fundamentallydifferent,
physics‐based approach.

The SGISC identify five distinct failure modes that can cause intact stabil‐
ity loss (Kristiansen, 2005; Spyrou et al., 2023):

1. Pure loss of stability. When a wave crest is near amidships, the water‐
plane area—particularly at the transomstern andbowflare—changes, re‐
ducing the instantaneousGZ . Athighspeed in followingseas thevessel
remains on the crest longer, prolonging the period of diminished restor‐
ingmoment.

2. Parametric roll. Periodic variation of the waterplane as successive
waves pass along the hull modulates the restoring term, exciting a
Mathieu‐type instability in roll (cf. Equation 6.38 in Chapter 6).

3. Surf‐riding and broaching‐to. In steep following seas a vessel may be
captured and accelerated by a wave (surf‐riding), losing directional con‐
trol and yawing violently (broaching),which canproduce capsizingheel
moments.

4. Dead ship condition. A disabled vessel drifting beam‐to in wind and
waves is subjected to a combined steady wind heeling lever and wave‐
induced roll excitation—the scenario addressed in less detail by the first‐
generationweather criterion.

5. Excessive acceleration. On vessels with very large GM (“stiff” ships),
the resulting short roll period produces lateral accelerations at elevated
decks that endanger crew safety and cargo securing.

For each failure mode, the SGISC employ a multi‐layered assessment
framework comprising three levels of escalating complexity (Spyrou et al.,
2023): Level 1 requires only simple algebraic checks that can be performed
by hand; Level 2 uses spreadsheet‐level vulnerability calculations with prob‐
abilistic inputs, including wave spectra and operational profiles; and Level 3
(direct stability assessment) demands time‐domain numerical simulations
or model experiments conducted in accordance with a detailed specification.
A vessel that passes at any level need not proceed to a higher one. For vessels
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that fail all three levels, operational measures—restricted routes, speed limita‐
tions, or real‐time stability monitoring—may be prescribed in lieu of design
modifications (Spyrou et al., 2023).

The physics‐based multi‐layered structure has two important con‐
sequences for the practice of stability assessment. First, the criteria are
applicable to novel hull forms without reliance on historical casualty stat‐
istics, since each level is derived from hydrodynamic principles rather
than empirical correlations. Second, the escalating cost of assessment is
incurred only by vessels whose simplified checks indicate potential vul‐
nerability, avoiding unnecessary computational burden on conventional
designs (Spyrou et al., 2023).

4.5 Discussion

The empirical finding thatDx/Dy ≈ 2 is remarkably constant across four or‐
ders ofmagnitude in displacement (Bejan et al., 2020) has a direct implication
for stability science: the stability requirements of a vessel do not change qual‐
itatively with scale. This geometric similarity is consistent with the physical
expectation that stabilityparameters—GM/B,GZ/B—aredimensionlessquant‐
ities that depend on shape rather than absolute size.

The near‐universal beam‐to‐draft ratio also suggests that stability optim‐
isation is not in conflict with other performance objectives (speed, seakeep‐
ing, cargo capacity) but rather represents a zone of compromise that has been
independently discovered by designers across centuries and vessel sizes.

The analysis of the NACRA 17 foiling catamaran by Huchet (2021) extends
thestabilitydiscussion intoa regimewherehydrostatic stabilityalone is insuf‐
ficient. For foiling vessels, the crew’s body weight becomes a critical stability
element: the righting moment provided by the crew on a trapeze (RMcrew =
mcrew · g · dcrew) is not a marginal correction but a primary contributor to the
total righting moment. Stability physics therefore extends beyond hull geo‐
metry and buoyancy distribution to include the dynamic positioning ofmass.

The pitch stability mechanism of the surface‐piercing Z‐foils—where foil
lift varies with immersion depth—illustrates a passive feedback control loop
governed by Archimedes‐like principles applied to hydrodynamic lift rather
than hydrostatic buoyancy. This represents a modern extension of classical
stability theory to high‐speed craft.

Attwood (1899) provides historical context for the relationship between
metacentric height and operational behaviour: vessels with excessively
large GM roll quickly and uncomfortably (“stiff” vessels), while those with
smallGM roll slowly but risk insufficient reserve stability (“tender” vessels).
The design challenge is to achieve ametacentric height that balances comfort,
safety, and operational capability across all loading conditions. This qualit‐
ative observation is quantified by the roll natural period Tn = 2πk/

√
g GM

(Equation 4.15): large GM shortens the period and produces accelerations
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that degrade crew performance and passenger comfort, while small GM
lengthens the period but reduces reserve stability (Lee, 2019).

The wall‐sided formulaGZ = sinφ[GM + 1
2 BM tan2 φ] (Equation 4.11)

provides a practical bridge between the small‐angle metacentric approxima‐
tion and the fully general Atwood calculation (Rawson & Tupper, 2001). Its
prediction of the angle of loll (Equation 4.12) for initially unstable vessels has
direct operational significance: a vessel that develops negativeGM through
improper loading will heel to a loll angle that the wall‐sided formula predicts
accurately formoderate heel. The cross curves of stability (Equation 4.13) sep‐
arate hull geometry from loading condition, enabling systematic evaluation
ofGZ for any combination of cargo, fuel, and ballast (Lee, 2019).

The probabilistic damage stability framework (Equations 4.22–4.23)
introduced by Guedes Soares and Santos (2015) marks a departure from de‐
terministic stability assessment. Rather than verifying survivability against
a small set of prescribed damage scenarios, the attained subdivision indexA
integrates over all feasible damage cases, weighted by their probability of
occurrence. This approach aligns stability regulations with the quantitative
risk assessment philosophy now adopted across the maritime safety frame‐
work (see also theMaritime Safety and Risk Physics chapter of the companion
volume). The machine‐learning extension by Sutulo and Guedes Soares
(2023), which uses random‐forest classifiers to predict residual GZ curve
parameters from damage descriptors, demonstrates that the probabilistic
framework can be accelerated by data‐driven surrogates while retaining
physical accuracy.

The detailed free surface treatment of Biran (2003)—showing the cubic de‐
pendenceofmomentof inertiaontankbreadthandtheconsequent75%reduc‐
tion from a single longitudinal centre‐line bulkhead—provides the quantitat‐
ive physics behind the IMO’s subdivision requirements for tanks. The inclin‐
ing experiment exercises described byUnited StatesNavalAcademy (2021) re‐
inforce this quantitative approach by demonstrating that the theoreticalGM
can be validated by direct measurement, closing the loop between design cal‐
culation and experimental verification.

Ridley and Patterson (2014) connect these analytical methods to marine
engineering practice by providing systematic worked examples of both the
lost buoyancy and added weight methods for damage stability, and by show‐
inghowthebox‐shapedvessel approximationGM0 ≈ B2/(12T )−KG+T/2
enables rapid assessmentofmetacentric height fromprincipal dimensions—a
calculation that remains essential for preliminary stability evaluation at the
design stage.

The Second Generation Intact Stability Criteria described by Spyrou et al.
(2023) extend this trend from damage stability to intact stability. Where the
first‐generation weather criterion (Section 4.3.3) relies on an energy‐balance
check calibrated against historical casualties, the SGISCderive their threshold
values from the hydrodynamicmechanisms of each failuremode. Pure loss of
stability and parametric roll, for example, are evaluated through waterplane
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variations computed for the actual hull in a realistic seaway, while surf‐riding
and broaching criteria follow from the nonlinear surge and yaw dynamics
in steep following seas. The multi‐layered framework (Level 1/2/3) mirrors
the proportionality principle already established in probabilistic damage
stability: simple checks suffice for conventional designs, and expensive time‐
domain simulations are reserved for vessels whose geometry or operational
profile places them near a vulnerability boundary. As Chapter 6 shows, the
parametric roll criterion is directly connected to theMathieu‐type instability
of ship roll in longitudinal seas.

4.6 Conclusion

Ship stability rests on the physics of rotational equilibrium: the torque τ =
rF sin θ and the condition τNET = 0 determine whether a displaced vessel re‐
turns to the upright. Themetacentric heightGM = KB + BM −KG, with
BM = IT /∇, provides the single most important index of initial stability; a
positiveGM ensuresa restoring rightingmomentW×GM sin θ at smallheel
angles (Attwood, 1899; Campbell, 2025). Thescale‐independentbeam‐to‐draft
ratioDx/Dy ≈ 2 observed across sailboat hulls (Bejan et al., 2020) illustrates
how the same geometric relationship governs stability from dinghies to dis‐
placementvessels,while the centre‐of‐mass equationxCOM =

∑
mixi/

∑
mi

links every cargomovement to a quantifiable shift inKG (Campbell, 2025).
Beyond 10–15◦ of heel the metacentre migrates and the small‐angle

approximation breaks down; Atwood’s formula (Equation 4.10) then sup‐
plies the righting lever from wedge geometry, and the wall‐sided formula
GZ = sinφ[GM + 1

2 BM tan2 φ] bridges the gap between the metacentric
approximation and the fully general calculation (Lee, 2019; Rawson&Tupper,
2001). The cross curves of stability (GZ = KN − KG sinφ) separate hull
geometry from loading condition, enabling systematic evaluation of GZ
for any combination of cargo and ballast (Lee, 2019). The roll natural period
Tn = 2πk/

√
g GM quantifies the trade‐off between stability reserve and

motion comfort: large GM produces rapid, uncomfortable rolling while
small GM produces gentle but potentially hazardous motions (Lee, 2019).
The free surface correctionGG1 = i/∇, which depends only on the geometry
of the liquid surface and scales as l b3/12 for a rectangular tank, demon‐
strates why a single centre‐line bulkhead reduces the correction by 75%
and why IMO regulations mandate longitudinal tank subdivision (Attwood,
1899; Biran, 2003). The longitudinal counterpart BML = IL/∇ and the
associated moment to change trim complete the static stability picture for
six‐degree‐of‐freedom loading assessment (Attwood, 1899).

The inclining experiment (GM = wd/(W tan θ)) closes the loop between
design calculation and physical verification; laboratory exercises on model
hulls—FFG‐7, DDG‐51—confirm that the experimentally determined GM
agrees with the hydrostatic tables and quantify the sources of measurement
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uncertainty (Attwood, 1899; United States Naval Academy, 2021). For the
NACRA 17 foiling catamaran, the equilibrium condition RM ≥ HM takes
a distinctive form: crew righting moment (RMcrew = mcrew · g · dcrew) is
the primary stability contribution, and the depth‐dependent lift of surface‐
piercing Z‐foils provides passive pitch stabilisation (Huchet, 2021). The
box‐shaped approximation GM0 ≈ B2/(12T ) − KG + T/2 enables rapid
preliminary assessment from principal dimensions alone, and the correct
response to a vessel at her angle of loll—lowering the centre of gravity, never
adding weight on the high side—follows directly from the physics of the
wall‐sided formula (Ridley & Patterson, 2014).

Modern stability regulation has moved from deterministic damage scen‐
arios to physics‐based probabilistic frameworks. The attained subdivision
indexA (Equations4.22–4.23) integrates survivabilityoverall feasibledamage
cases weighted by their probability of occurrence (Guedes Soares & Santos,
2015), and random‐forest classifiers trained on damage stability calculations
cannowpredict residual GZ curve parameters fromdamage descriptors, accel‐
erating the probabilistic frameworkwhile retaining physical accuracy (Sutulo
& Guedes Soares, 2023). The IMO weather criterion (A1 ≥ A2) formalises
dynamical stability as an energy balance under combined steady wind and
gust conditions (Lee, 2019). The Second Generation Intact Stability Criteria
extend this philosophy to five physics‐based failure modes—pure loss of
stability, parametric roll, surf‐riding/broaching, dead ship condition, and ex‐
cessive acceleration—using a three‐level assessment (algebraic, probabilistic
vulnerability, direct time‐domain simulation) that mirrors the proportion‐
ality principle already established for damage stability (Spyrou et al., 2023).
Together, these frameworks transform ship stability froma staticmetacentric
calculation into a comprehensive, risk‐informed discipline that links hull
geometry, loading condition, and the seaway environment within a unified
analytical structure.
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Chapter 5

FluidDynamics and Ship
Resistance

5.1 Introduction

The resistance experienced by a vessel moving through water is the funda‐
mental quantity that determines powering requirements, fuel consumption,
and ultimately the economic and environmental performance of the ship.
Ship resistance arises from the combined action of viscous shear, pressure
distribution, and wave generation, each governed by distinct physical
mechanisms.

A striking illustration of how resistance physics shapes vessel design is the
convergent evolution of sailing boats. Bejan et al. (2020) demonstrated that
the geometry of boats with sails—spanning displacements from 102 to 105 kg
and construction years from1899 to 2011—converges toward specific aspect ra‐
tios that minimise the total drag force for a given displacement. This conver‐
gence is not imposed by regulation or tradition; it emerges directly from the
physics of fluid resistance.

Attwood (1899) decomposed the total resistance of a powered ship into
three distinct physical contributions: (i) frictional resistance, arising from
the viscous shear stress along the wetted surface; (ii) eddy‐making resistance,
caused by flow separation at the stern and around appendages; and (iii) wave‐
making resistance, due to the energy radiated in the ship’s wave system. The
frictional component typically dominates at low speeds, while wave‐making
resistance grows rapidly athigher speeds andbecomes theprimary resistance
source near the critical hull speed (Attwood, 1899).
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5.2 Scientific Background

5.2.1 Fundamental Equations of FluidMotion

The dynamics of a fluid are governed by the conservation of mass (continuity
equation), the conservation of momentum (Navier–Stokes equations), and
the conservation of energy. For the ocean as a rotating fluid, Dera (1992)
presented the full equation of motion including Coriolis, pressure gradient,
viscous, and gravitational forces:

Equation 5.1—Navier–Stokes equation for ocean flow:

ρ

[
∂v
∂t

+ (v · ∇)v+ 2ω × v
]
= −∇p+ η∇2v+ ρ g+ Fi (5.1)

where ρ is the fluid density, v is the velocity vector, ω is the Earth’s angular
velocity, p is the pressure, η is the dynamic viscosity, g is the gravitational ac‐
celeration, and Fi represents additional body forces (Dera, 1992, Eq. 1.2.44).

The left‐hand side of Equation 5.1 contains the local acceleration (∂v/∂t),
the nonlinear advective acceleration ((v · ∇)v), and the Coriolis acceleration
(2ω×v) due to the Earth’s rotation. The right‐hand side contains the pressure
gradient force, viscous friction (η∇2v), gravity, and any externally imposed
forces; for a rigorousmathematical treatment, see (Burton &Noble, 2024).

The viscous friction term involves the dynamic viscosity η of seawater.
The molecular viscosity of water is reported as ηw ≈ 1.17 × 10−3Nsm−2

at 287K, with the volume (bulk) viscosity approximately η′w ≈ 2.8 ηw (Dera,
1992; Lewis, 1988).

For ship resistance problems, the Coriolis and gravitational body force
terms are typically negligible compared with the pressure gradient and vis‐
cous forces, and Equation 5.1 reduces to the classical Navier–Stokes equation.
However, for large‐scale ocean circulation (Chapter 12), the Coriolis and
hydrostatic pressure terms become dominant.

5.2.2 Bernoulli's Equation andApplications

The relationship between pressure and velocity in a fluid flow is funda‐
mental to understanding ship resistance. For the derivation and conceptual
treatment of Bernoulli’s equation, see (Hewitt et al., 2012); the practical con‐
sequence is directly relevant: as fluid accelerates around a hull, its pressure
decreases, and this pressure variation generates forces on the hull surface.

Bejan et al. (2020) applied this principle implicitly in their analysis of the
drag force on a sailing vessel’s hull. The frontal (blunt‐body) drag experienced
by the submerged hull cross‐section arises from the pressure difference
between the bow and stern, which is a direct consequence of Bernoulli’s
principle applied to the flowfield around the hull.

For an ideal (inviscid, incompressible, irrotational) flow, the conservation
of energy along a streamline yields Bernoulli’s equation: p + 1

2ρv
2 + ρgz =
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const, where p is the static pressure, v is the flow speed, and z is the eleva‐
tion. Attwood (1899) applies this principle — in the form of the energy bal‐
ancebetweenpressureheadandvelocityhead— to theflowarounda shiphull:
as water accelerates around the widest part of the hull, the pressure drops,
and at the bow and stern where the flow decelerates, the pressure rises. The
pressure differencebetween the stagnation zones (bow, stern) and the suction
zone (hull sides) produces a net fore‐and‐aft force that constitutes the wave‐
making and eddy‐making resistance components (Attwood, 1899).

5.2.3 Viscous Flow and the Boundary Layer

The origin of all fluid drag is the viscosity of the medium. Campbell (2025)
presents the general quadratic drag law for an objectmoving through a fluid:

Equation 5.2—Quadratic drag force:

Fd = b v2 (5.2)

where v is the speed of the object relative to the fluid and b is a constant that
dependson theobject’s shape, frontal area, and thefluidproperties (Campbell,
2025); for a concise treatment, see (Fischer‐Cripps, 2014). The drag always op‐
poses thedirectionofmotion. Whenabody fallsundergravity throughafluid,
the drag increases until it balances the gravitational force, at which point the
body reaches its terminal velocity:

Equation 5.3—Terminal velocity:

vt =

√
mg

b
(5.3)

wherem is theobject’smass (Campbell, 2025). Theterminalvelocityconcept is
directly analogous to the steady‐state condition of a vessel: when the propuls‐
ive thrust equals the total drag, the acceleration is zero and the vessel cruises
at constant speed. The constant b in Equation 5.2 absorbs the same physics
that Bejan’s naval‐architecture formulation separates into CD , Cf , reference
areas, and 1

2ρ.
Attwood (1899) presents the boundary layer concept in terms of the

frictional resistance law derived fromWilliam Froude’s experiments. Froude
towed planks of various lengths and surface roughnesses through water
at controlled speeds and found that the frictional resistance per unit area
follows the power law:

Equation 5.4—Froude’s frictional resistance:

Rf = f · S · V n (5.4)

where f is a friction coefficient that depends on the surface roughness and the
length of the surface,S is thewetted surface area,V is the speed, andn ranges
from approximately 1.83 (for long, smooth surfaces) to 2.16 (for short, rough
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surfaces) (Attwood, 1899). The decrease in f with increasing length reflects
the growth of the turbulent boundary layer: as the boundary layer thickens
along the hull, the velocity gradient at the wall decreases, reducing the local
shear stress (Figure 5.1). This length effect is the physical phenomenon cap‐
turedmore precisely by the Reynolds number dependence in the ITTC‐57 cor‐
relation (Equation 5.7).

Figure 5.1: Developmentof the turbulent boundary layer along a shiphull. Thebound‐
ary layer thickness δ grows from the bow toward the stern; the velocity profile trans‐
itions from laminar to turbulent within the first few percent of the waterline length.
The wall shear stress τw decreases with distance from the bow as the boundary layer
thickens, explaining the decrease in frictional resistance coefficient with increasing
Reynolds number captured by the ITTC‐57 correlation (Equation 5.7).

5.3 Theoretical Framework

5.3.1 Dimensional Analysis and Similarity

Dimensional analysis is the key to decomposing the total resistance of a ves‐
sel into its constituentcomponents. Bejanetal. (2020)employeddimensional
analysis to derive the optimal hull proportions for sailing vessels. Their ap‐
proachseparatedthedrag force intotwocontributions—frontal (pressure)drag
and skin friction—each characterised by distinct dimensionless coefficients:

• Drag coefficient CD ∼ 1: governs the frontal (blunt‐body) resistance
experienced by the submerged cross‐section of the hull.

• SkinfrictioncoefficientCf ∼ 10−2: governsthetangential shearstress
along thewetted surface of the hull in turbulent flow.

The ratio CD/Cf ∼ 100 is significant because it determines the optimal

74



5.3. Theoretical Framework

slenderness of the hull. This ratio appears directly in the predicted length‐to‐
beam ratio (Equation 5.23 below).

Attwood (1899) introduces the Froude number implicitly through the law
of corresponding speeds: when comparing geometrically similar ships of differ‐
ent sizes, the speeds must be proportional to the square root of their linear
dimensions for the wave patterns to be geometrically similar. This principle,
expressed as:

Equation 5.5—Law of corresponding speeds:

V1
V2

=

√
L1

L2
(5.5)

is the foundationof theFroudenumberFn = V /
√
gL,whichgoverns thewave‐

making resistance (Attwood, 1899; Newman, 1977). TheReynolds numberRe =
V L/ν governs the frictional resistance. Since it is impossible to match both
Fn andRe simultaneously at model scale (unless themodel is the same size
as the ship), the standard towing tank procedure is:

1. Test themodel at the correct Froude number (Fnmodel = Fnship).

2. Measure the total resistance of themodel.

3. Subtract the frictional resistance of themodel (computed fromthe ITTC‐
57 line at themodel Reynolds number).

4. The remainder is the residuary resistance, which scales geometrically:
RR,ship = RR,model × λ3, where λ is the scale ratio (Attwood, 1899).

5. Add the frictional resistance of the full‐scale ship (computed from the
ITTC‐57 line at the ship Reynolds number).

This procedure — Froude’s law of comparison — remains the basis of all model‐
to‐ship resistance extrapolation (Attwood, 1899; Carlton, 2012).

5.3.2 Frictional Resistance

Frictional resistance arises from the viscous shear stress acting along thewet‐
tedsurfaceof thehull. Bejanetal. (2020)accounted for this component in their
resistance formulationusingtheskin frictioncoefficientCf for turbulentflow,
with an order ofmagnitude ofCf ∼ 10−2.

In theirmodel, the frictionaldragcontributiontothetotalwater resistance
force is proportional to the wetted surface area of the hull sides and bottom.
For a hull of length L, beamDx ≡ B, and submerged depthDy ≡ T (draft),
the frictional component is:

Equation 5.6—Frictional drag contribution:

Ffriction ∼ Cf · (Dx + 2Dy) · L · 1
2
ρw V

2
w (5.6)
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where ρw is thewater density and Vw is the boat speed (Bejan et al., 2020).
This formulation shows that frictional resistance scales with wetted area

andwith the square of speed, as expected for turbulent skin friction.
A widely used engineering correlation for the flat‐plate skin friction coef‐

ficient in turbulent flow is the ITTC 1957model–ship correlation line. Huchet
(2021) employed this friction line in the resistance prediction of theNACRA 17
catamaran demihulls:

Equation 5.7— ITTC‐57 frictional resistance coefficient:

Cf =
0.075

(log10Re− 2)2
(5.7)

whereRe = V L/ν is the Reynolds number based on the waterline length L
and kinematic viscosity ν of the fluid, and V is the vessel speed (Huchet,
2021). This correlation provides the baseline frictional resistance coefficient
for a smooth flat plate in turbulent flow. It is the standard adopted by the
International Towing Tank Conference (ITTC) for decomposing model‐scale
and full‐scale resistance.

The ITTC‐57 line is not a theoretical derivation from first principles but
an empirical correlation that approximates the Schoenherr friction formula‐
tion inacomputationallyconvenientclosed form. Itswidespreadadoptionen‐
sures consistency in ship resistance prediction across different towing tanks
and research groups.

Inpractical shipdesign, thewettedsurfaceareaS is a critical input for com‐
puting frictional resistance. An empirical wetted surface formula used in res‐
istance estimation studies of small displacement vessels:

Equation 5.8—Wetted surface estimation (displacement vessels):

S = 3.223∇2/3 + 0.5402LD ∇1/3 (5.8)

where ∇ is the displaced volume in m3 and LD = 0.5(LBP + LWL) is the
displacement length. This formulation captures the dependence of wetted
area on both the volumetric displacement (through∇2/3) and the hull length
(through theLD ∇1/3 term) (Guedes Soares & Santos, 2015).

When extrapolating from model‐scale resistance tests to full‐scale per‐
formance, an allowance∆Cf is added to the frictional coefficient to account
for effects absent in the smooth‐model towing tank test. The following trial
allowances: hull roughness for all‐welded construction (∆Cf = 0.00035),
steering resistance (0.00004), bilge keel resistance (0.00004), and air res‐
istance (0.00008), yielding a total correlation allowance of approximately
∆Cf ≈ 0.00051 (Guedes Soares & Santos, 2015). These corrections are added
to the ITTC‐57 frictioncoefficient (Equation5.7)whencomputing the full‐scale
frictional resistance.

Themost reliablemethod for determining the hull form factor (1+ k)was
proposed by Prohaska (1966, as cited in Birk (2019)) and is recommended by
the ITTC. The method exploits the theoretical prediction that at low Froude
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numbers (Fr < 0.2), wave resistance growswith the fourth power ofFr (Birk,
2019):

Equation 5.9—Wave resistance at low Froude number:

CW ≈ αFr4 forFr < 0.2 (5.9)

where α is a constant. Substituting this approximation into the ITTC form‐
factor decomposition CTM = (1 + k)CFM + CW and dividing by the ITTC
friction coefficientCFM yields (Birk, 2019):

Equation 5.10—Prohaska’s linear relation:

CTM

CFM
= (1 + k) + α

Fr4

CFM
(5.10)

This has the form of a straight line y = b + αx, with y = CTM/CFM and
x = Fr4/CFM . Data points from low‐speedmodel tests (Fr ∈ [0.1, 0.2]) are
plotted in these coordinates; the y‐intercept of the best‐fit line gives the form
factor (1 + k) directly (Birk, 2019).

Birk (2019) notes several practical difficulties with the Prohaska method.
If the model speed is too low (Fr < 0.1), boundary layer relaminarisation or
flow separation may corrupt the data; if the speed is too high, wave breaking
invalidates theFr4 assumption. Vessels with high block coefficient, bulbous
bows, ordeeply submerged transomsareparticularly susceptible tononlinear
effects at the extremes of the data range. Careful observation of flow patterns
during towing is essential for selecting the appropriate data subset for the re‐
gression (Birk, 2019).

5.3.3 Wave‐Making Resistance

When a vessel moves through water, it generates a wave system. The wave‐
making phenomenon can be addressed through the concept of the transverse
bow wave: as the bow of a sailboat moves through the water, it produces a
transverse wave. A critical velocity exists at which the wavelength of this
transversewave equals thewaterline length of the hull:

Equation 5.11—Critical (hull) speed:

Vc ≈ 1.25
√
LWL (5.11)

where LWL is the waterline length in metres and Vc is in m/s (Bejan et al.,
2020).

At this critical velocity, the vessel becomes “trapped” in the trough of
its own wave, and further speed increase requires disproportionately more
power. This phenomenon effectively caps the speed of displacement‐mode
vessels. Exceptions include surfing on external waves or using hydrofoils to
lift the hull clear of thewater (Bejan et al., 2020).

Attwood (1899) describes thewavesystemgeneratedbyamoving ship: the
bow produces a diverging wave pattern that spreads outward and aft, while
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the sterngenerates a similar butweakerpattern. The effective horsepower (EHP)
required to overcome the total resistance is (Attwood, 1899):

Equation 5.12—Effective power:

PE = RT × V (5.12)

whereRT is the total resistance andV is the ship speed. Attwood (1899) notes
that at low speeds (V /

√
L < 0.5, in consistent units), the frictional resist‐

ance dominates and PE grows approximately as V 2.83. At higher speeds, the
wave‐making component grows rapidly — approximately as V 6 according to
Attwood’s empirical formulation —making it the dominant resistance source
near the hull speed (Figure 5.2).

A complementary approach to resistance estimation is the Admiralty coef‐
ficient, a classical tool for quick power prediction during preliminary design.
Ridley and Patterson (2014) present the Admiralty coefficientCA as:

Equation 5.13—Admiralty coefficient:

CA =
∆2/3 × V 3

Ps
(5.13)

where∆ is the displacement in tonnes, V is the ship speed in knots, and Ps

is the shaft power in kW (Ridley & Patterson, 2014). For geometrically sim‐
ilar vessels operating at similar Froude numbers, CA is approximately con‐
stant, enabling rapid estimation of the power required for a new design from
the knownperformance of a similar vessel. TheAdmiralty coefficientmethod
ismost reliable in thespeedrangewhere theresistance–speedrelationship fol‐
lows an approximate cube law; at speeds near the hull speed (Equation 5.11),
the rapid increase in wave‐making resistance invalidates the constant‐CA as‐
sumption (Ridley & Patterson, 2014).

5.3.4 Viscous Pressure Resistance (FormDrag)

The form drag component of resistance arises from the pressure distribution
around the submerged hull, modelled as the blunt‐body drag experienced by
the frontal cross‐section of the hull:

Equation 5.14—Frontal (form) drag contribution:

Fform ∼ CD ·Dx ·Dy ·
1

2
ρw V

2
w (5.14)

whereCD ∼ 1 is the drag coefficient for the blunt frontal areaDx ×Dy (Bejan
et al., 2020).

The distinction betweenCD ∼ 1 (formdrag) andCf ∼ 10−2 (friction drag)
is crucial: it means that the frontal area has approximately 100 times more
drag per unit area than the side surfaces. This disparity drives the optimisa‐
tion toward slender hull forms.
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Figure5.2: Schematicdecompositionof total ship resistance into itsprincipal compon‐
ents as a function of Froude number. At low speeds (Fn < 0.2), frictional resistance
dominates;wave‐making resistancegrows rapidlyathigher speedsandproducesapro‐
nounced hump near the critical hull speed Vc ≈ 1.25

√
LWL (Equation 5.11). The re‐

siduary resistanceCR is the difference between the total and the viscous component
(1 + k)CF (Equation 5.26). At supercritical speeds, wave resistance decreases as the
vessel transitions fromdisplacement to planingmode.

For hydrofoil appendages, the drag decomposition takes a more detailed
form. Huchet (2021) decomposed the total drag of a hydrofoil section into four
distinct physical contributions:

Equation 5.15—Hydrofoil total drag decomposition:

CD,total = CD,P + CD,i + CD,w + CD,spray (5.15)

where (Huchet, 2021):

• CD,P is theprofile (viscous)dragof the foil section, arising fromskin fric‐
tion and flow separation;

• CD,i is the induced drag due to the generation of lift (analogous to the
induced drag of a finitewing);

• CD,w is thewave‐making drag caused by the foil operating near the free
surface;

• CD,spray is the spray drag generated by water spray at the foil–free‐
surface junction.

Theprofiledrag is related to the frictioncoefficient through the formfactor.
For a hydrofoil section, the form factor accounts for the additional pressure
drag caused by the foil’s thickness distribution. Huchet (2021) used aHoerner‐
type form factor:
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Equation 5.16—Hydrofoil form factor:

(1 + k) = 1 + 2

(
t

c

)
+ 60

(
t

c

)4

(5.16)

where t/c is the thickness‐to‐chord ratio of the foil section and (1 + k) is the
form factor multiplier applied to the friction coefficient to obtain the profile
drag coefficient: CD,P = (1 + k) · Cf (Huchet, 2021).

The spray drag coefficient for a surface‐piercing hydrofoil was expressed
as:

Equation 5.17— Spray drag coefficient:

CD,spray = 0.009 + 0.013

(
t

c

)
(5.17)

This formulationshowsthat thicker foil sectionsgeneratemorespraydrag
due to the larger disturbance of the free surface at the foil–water intersection
(Huchet, 2021). The spray drag is a significant contributor for surface‐piercing
foils such as the Z‐foils of theNACRA 17 catamaran.

The induced drag coefficient follows from classical lifting‐line theory:

CD,i =
C2

L

π ·AR · e

where CL is the lift coefficient, AR is the aspect ratio of the foil, and e is the
Oswald efficiency factor. This relationship confirms that higher lift (required
for foiling flight) comes at the cost of increased induced drag.

5.3.5 Air Resistance andWind Forces

The aerodynamic force on a sail, which by extension illustrates the physics of
air resistance onmaritime vessels, can be formulated as (Bejan et al., 2020):

Equation 5.18—Aerodynamic force on sail:

Fa ∼ CD · HL
2

· 1
2
ρa V

2
a (5.18)

whereCD ∼ 1,H is themast height,L is the hull length (soHL/2 approxim‐
ates the sail area), ρa is the air density, and Va is thewind speed.

Thesamephysicsapplies totheaerodynamicdragonthesuperstructureof
any vessel: the force is proportional to the projected frontal area, the air dens‐
ity, the square of the relativewind speed, and a drag coefficient.

Furthermore, when a sailing vessel moves and the wind blows, the appar‐
entwind angle becomes smaller as boat speed increases. Atmaximumspeed,
the sails are pulled to the centreline of the boat as the apparent wind angle
approaches itsminimum (Bejan et al., 2020).
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For poweredmerchant vessels, the wind resistance on the superstructure
is quantified using the projected areamethodwithwind tunnel–derived coef‐
ficients (Rawson& Tupper, 2001):

Equation 5.19—Wind resistance on superstructure:

Rwind =
1

2
ρa Cr V

2
app

(
AT cos2 α+AL sin2 α

)
(5.19)

where ρa is the air density (≈1.22 kg/m3), Vapp is the apparent wind speed
(the vector sum of true wind and shipmotion),AT andAL are the transverse
and lateral projected areas of the above‐water hull and superstructure, α
is the apparent wind angle relative to the ship heading, and Cr is an em‐
pirical resistance coefficient (Rawson & Tupper, 2001). Wind tunnel tests
on merchant‐ship models give typical values of Cr in the range 0.8–1.0
for cargo vessels, 0.8–0.9 for passenger vessels, and 1.0–1.1 for tankers in
ballast (with large freeboard) (Rawson & Tupper, 2001). The wind speed
increases with height above the sea surface following the power‐law profile
V /V0 = (z/z0)

αw , where z0 = 10m is the standard reference height and
αw ≈ 0.12 over the open sea (Molland, 2008).

For beam winds (α ≈ 90◦), the lateral component of wind force be‐
comes the dominant concern, producing a heeling moment that reduces
stability (Chapter 4). At headwind angles, the longitudinal wind drag
adds directly to the hull resistance and must be accounted for in powering
calculations (Rawson& Tupper, 2001).

5.3.6 AddedResistance inWaves

When a vessel advances through a seaway, it experiences a mean resistance
increment above the calm‐water value. This added resistance in waves is a
second‐order hydrodynamic effect arising from the time‐averaged drift
forces of the wave–body interaction. Rawson and Tupper (2001) describe the
physical mechanism: the ship’s heave and pitch motions radiate energy into
the surrounding wave field, and the time‐averaged momentum flux of these
radiatedwaves produces a net retarding force.

The added resistance ismost significant when the encounter wave length
is comparable to the ship length (λ/Lpp ≈ 1), where theheave andpitchRAOs
are largest. At long waves (λ/Lpp ≫ 1), the ship follows the wave surface
with little relative motion and the added resistance is small; at short waves
(λ/Lpp ≪ 1), themotions are likewise small and the added resistance is dom‐
inated bywave reflection from the bow (Rawson& Tupper, 2001).

The non‐dimensional added resistance coefficient is defined as (elMoctar
et al., 2021):

Equation 5.20—Added resistance coefficient:

CAW =
RAW

ρ g ζ2AB
2/Lpp

(5.20)
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whereRAW is themean added resistance force, ζA is thewave amplitude,B is
the ship breadth, and Lpp is the length between perpendiculars (el Moctar et
al., 2021). The ITTC 1957 friction line (Equation 5.7) addresses calm‐water fric‐
tional resistance only; the added resistance must be superimposed to obtain
the total resistance in a seaway.

For a fully developed sea state, the mean added resistance in irregular
waves is obtainedby integrating the regular‐wave added resistance coefficient
over thewave energy spectrum (Rawson& Tupper, 2001):

RAW = 2

∫ ∞

0

CAW (ω)Sζ(ω) dω

where Sζ(ω) is the wave spectral density. For a typical merchant vessel in
head seas of sea state 6, the added resistance can increase total resistance
by 30–40%, causing a corresponding involuntary speed reduction even
at full engine power (Faltinsen, 1990; Rawson & Tupper, 2001). This has
direct consequences for voyage planning, fuel consumption, and schedule
reliability.

5.3.7 Total Resistance and Effective Power

The total water resistance on a hull is the sum of the frontal (form) drag and
the skin friction drag (Bejan et al., 2020):

Equation 5.21—Total water drag force:

Fw ∼
[
CD ·DxDy + Cf (Dx + 2Dy)L

]
· 1
2
ρw V

2
w (5.21)

The quantity in the square brackets depends on the two aspect ratios
Dx/Dy and Dx/L, subject to the constraint that the displaced volume
DxDy L is fixed (equal to the vessel’s total weight divided by the water
density).

Minimisingthedrag (i.e.,minimisingthebracketedquantitysubject tothe
volume constraint) yields the optimal hull proportions:

Equation 5.22—Optimal beam‐to‐draft ratio:

Dx

Dy
∼ 2 (5.22)

Equation 5.23—Optimal length‐to‐beam ratio:

L

Dx
∼
(
CD

2Cf

)1/2

≫ 1 (5.23)

With CD ∼ 1 and Cf ∼ 10−2, this gives L/Dx ∼ 7, meaning the hull
should be roughly seven times longer than it is wide (Bejan et al., 2020).

When these optimal ratios are applied, the resistance simplifies to:
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Equation 5.24—Optimised drag force:

Fw ∼ 3

(
2Cf

CD

)1/2

L2 · 1
2
ρw V

2
w (5.24)

The boat speed Vw is then determined by the balance between this optim‐
ised drag and the aerodynamic driving force Fa, yielding the mast‐to‐length
ratio (Bejan et al., 2020):

Equation 5.25—Height‐to‐length ratio:

H

L
∼
(
Vw
Va

)1/2

(5.25)

This result indicates that as the vessel aims for higher speeds (Vw ap‐
proaching Va), themast height should approach the hull length—a prediction
confirmed by empirical data from 96 sailboatmodels (Bejan et al., 2020).

In standard naval architecture practice, the total resistance of a powered
ship is decomposed not in terms of forces directly, but in terms of dimension‐
less resistance coefficients. Guedes Soares and Santos (2015) employ the ITTC
methodology inwhich the totalmodel resistance coefficient is expressed as:

Equation 5.26—Total resistance coefficient decomposition:

CTM = CF (1 + k) + CR (5.26)

whereCF is the ITTC‐57 frictional resistance coefficient (Equation 5.7), (1 + k)
is the form factor that accounts for the viscous pressure drag beyond the flat‐
plate friction, and CR is the residuary resistance coefficient (Guedes Soares
& Santos, 2015). The residuary resistance CR is dominated by wave‐making
effects at moderate‐to‐high Froude numbers but also contains contributions
from transom stern effects, eddy formation, and flow separation.

The corresponding total resistance force is then:

RT = CTM · 1
2 ρS V

2

whereS is thewettedsurfacearea (Equation5.8) andV is thevessel speed. The
effective power required to overcome this resistance isPE = RT × V .

United States Naval Academy (2021) present the full powering chain
that connects the effective power to the engine output. The effective
horsepower (EHP= PE ) must be augmented through several stages to
account for hull–propeller interaction, propeller losses, shaft‐line losses,
and engine margins. The sequence is: EHP → thrust horsepower (THP),
accounting for thrust deduction and wake fraction; THP → delivered
horsepower (DHP), incorporating thepropeller open‐water efficiency;DHP→
shaft horsepower (SHP), adding shaft bearing and seal losses; and SHP →
brake horsepower (BHP), including gearbox and generator loads (United
States Naval Academy, 2021). The ratio EHP/SHP—the propulsive coefficient—is
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typically 0.55–0.70 for conventional merchant vessels, meaning that 30–45%
of the engine power is dissipated in the hull–propeller–shaft‐line system
rather than in overcomingwater resistance. This powering chain is developed
further in Chapter 8.

This coefficient‐based decomposition is the foundationof the towing tank
methodology: the model is tested at the correct Froude number, the total
resistance is measured, frictional resistance is subtracted using the ITTC‐57
line, and the remainder (residuary resistance) is scaled to full size under the
assumption that CR is the same at model and ship scale (Guedes Soares &
Santos, 2015).

5.4 Applications inMaritime Systems

5.4.1 Hull FormOptimisation

The analysis of Bejan et al. (2020) provides a physics‐based template for hull
formoptimisation. The three predicted aspect ratios (Dx/Dy ∼ 2,L/Dx ≫ 1,
H/L ∼ 1), illustrated in Figure 5.3, were confirmed by empirical data from
96 sailboatmodels spanning displacements from approximately 500 kg (Ulti‐
mate 20) to over 51 000 kg (Swan 77). Remarkably, the aspect ratios showedno
systematic dependence on displacement, confirming scale‐independent geo‐
metric similarity.

The data also revealed that hull shape configurations (fin keel, long keel,
keel/centreboard, liftingkeel) andrig setups (fractional sloop,mastheadsloop,
cutter, yawl) varied, but the fundamental external proportions remained con‐
sistent across all designs (Bejan et al., 2020).

This universality suggests that any hull form optimisation procedure—
whether using computational fluid dynamics or towing tank testing—will
converge toward the same fundamental proportions dictated by drag minim‐
isation physics.

A complementary approach to hull form optimisation is the systematic
series method, in which model tests of parametrically varied hull forms
are condensed into regression equations. Guedes Soares and Santos (2015)
report the application of the Van Oortmerssen regression for estimating
the residuary resistance of small displacement vessels in the length range
15m to 75m. This method, developed from 970 data points covering 93
model tests, expresses the residuary resistance ratio RR/∆ as a function of
Froude number Fn, prismatic coefficient CP , length‐to‐beam ratio LD/B,
beam‐to‐draught ratioB/T , midship coefficientCM , and waterline entrance
angle, using a set of 48 regression coefficients (Guedes Soares & Santos, 2015).

For small craft with round‐bilge hull forms, Guedes Soares and Santos
(2015) also present the WUMTIA C‐factor method, which provides a direct
estimate of effective power through a single dimensionless performance
parameter:
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Equation 5.27—WUMTIA C‐factor for small craft power estimation:

CFAC =
V 3

30.1266 ∆ L PE
(5.27)

whereV is thevessel speed inm/s,∆ is thedisplacement intonnes,L is thewa‐
terline length inm, andPE is the effective power in kW (Guedes Soares & San‐
tos, 2015). This formulation, derived fromregressionanalysisof over 30 round‐
bilge hull models tested at the University of Southampton, encapsulates the
resistance characteristics of the hull into a single number that typically lies
between 50 and 70 at volume Froude numbers above 1.0.

Sutulo and Guedes Soares (2023) extend the hull form optimisation dis‐
cussion to two specialised operating environments. For vessels operating in
shallow or restricted waters, the wave‐making resistance increases markedly
as the depth Froude number Fnh = V /

√
g h approaches unity, because the

wave system transitions from subcritical to supercritical propagation; the res‐
ulting resistance hump can exceed the deep‐water value by a factor of two or
more (Sutulo & Guedes Soares, 2023). In polar waters, ice‐breaking capabil‐
ity imposes additional geometric constraints: the bow formmust be designed
to break, lift, and clear ice floes, requiring a hull entrance angle and stem pro‐
file that differ fundamentally from the finewaterline entrance angles optimal
for open‐water resistance. Sutulo and Guedes Soares (2023) present paramet‐
ric studies of polar transport vessel bow forms, showing how the competing
demands of ice resistance and open‐water resistance are reconciled through
multi‐objective optimisation. These specialised environments demonstrate
that while the fundamental physics of resistance (drag∝ V 2) remains univer‐
sal, the optimal hull geometry is sensitive to the operating boundary condi‐
tions.

5.4.2 Speed‐‐Power Prediction

The critical velocity formula Vc ≈ 1.25
√
LWL (Bejan et al., 2020) provides

a first‐order estimate of the maximum displacement‐mode speed of a vessel.
This is directly applicable to speed–power prediction: for a sailboat with awa‐
terline length of 10m, the critical velocity is approximately 3.95m/s (7.7 kn).
Exceeding this speed requires either surfing, planing, or foiling to escape the
bowwave trap.

The PerformanceHandicap Racing Fleet (PHRF) rating system, referenced
in the sailboat data of Bejan et al. (2020), provides empirical validation. The
fastest boats in the dataset (e.g., DK 46with PHRF =−30) achieve corrections
approximately 1.75 times faster than the slowest (e.g., Bullseye with PHRF =
360), demonstrating the wide range of performance within the design space
while still conforming to the same geometric proportions.
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Figure 5.3: Three orthogonal views of a generic sailing‐vessel hull illustrating the
optimal aspect ratios predicted by drag‐minimisation physics. Top view: waterline
length L and beam Dx with L/Dx ≈ 7. Front cross‐section: beam Dx and sub‐
merged draftDy withDx/Dy ≈ 2. Side profile: hull lengthL andmast heightH with
H/L ≈ 1. These proportions, derived from the balance between form drag (CD ∼ 1)
and skin friction (Cf ∼ 10−2), are confirmed across 96 sailboatmodels spanning four
orders ofmagnitude in displacement (Bejan et al., 2020).

5.4.3 Hull Fouling andResistance Penalties

Biological fouling of the hull surface—the accumulation of marine organisms
including slime, algae, barnacles, and tubeworms—increases the skin friction
dragbyaltering theeffective surface roughness. RawsonandTupper (2001) de‐
scribe themechanism: fouling organisms increase the equivalent sand‐grain
roughness height ks of the hull surface, which shifts the velocity profile in the
turbulent boundary layer and increases thewall shear stress.

The ITTC methodology accounts for hull roughness through the rough‐
ness allowance∆CF in the full‐scale resistance extrapolation (Equation 5.33).
For a new vessel with an anti‐fouling coating, Birk (2019) recommend
∆CF = 0.00035–0.0004. As fouling accumulates during service, the effective
roughness increases and∆CF grows.

Rawson and Tupper (2001) report that heavy fouling can increase the
frictional resistance by 25–40% after 12–18 months without cleaning, with a
corresponding speed loss of 1–2 knots at constant power or a fuel consump‐
tion increase of 10–15% at constant speed. These penalties are equivalent to
an increase in the boundary layermomentum thickness, which Equations 5.7
and 5.4 capture through the Reynolds‐number dependence of the friction
coefficient applied to the fouled surface.

The economic and environmental importance of fouling management—
through anti‐fouling coatings, hull cleaning schedules, and operational
speed profiles—follows directly from this resistance physics: even modest
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increases in ks produce measurable penalties in fuel consumption over an
ocean crossing (Rawson& Tupper, 2001).

5.4.4 CFDVerification andValidation for Resistance Prediction

The advent of Reynolds‐Averaged Navier–Stokes (RANS) solvers for ship
flows has enabled resistance prediction from first principles, but a rigorous
framework is needed to quantify the credibility of such predictions. Larsson
et al. (2003) reported the results of the Gothenburg 2000 Workshop, an
international benchmark exercise in which 20 groups applied 16 different
RANS codes to threemodern hull forms: the KRISO tanker KVLCC2 (full form,
CB = 0.81), the KRISO containership KCS (CB = 0.65), and the US Navy
combatant DTMB 5415 (CB = 0.506).

Verification andValidation Framework

The verification and validation (V&V)methodology adopted by the workshop
follows the procedures of the 22nd International Towing Tank Conference
(ITTC), based on the comprehensive formulation of Stern et al. (2001). The
simulation error δS is defined as the difference between a simulation resultS
and the truth T , decomposed into modelling and numerical contribu‐
tions (Larsson et al., 2003):

Equation 5.28— Simulation error decomposition:

δS = S − T = δSM + δSN (5.28)

where δSM is the modelling error (turbulence closure, boundary conditions,
domain simplifications) and δSN is the numerical error (discretisation, itera‐
tion, time‐stepping).

Verification is the process of estimating the simulation numerical uncer‐
taintyUSN . Thenumerical error is decomposed into contributions from itera‐
tion convergence, grid spacing, timestep, andotherparameters (Larssonet al.,
2003):

Equation 5.29— Simulation numerical uncertainty:

U2
SN = U2

I + U2
G + U2

T + U2
P (5.29)

where UI , UG, UT , and UP are the uncertainties due to iteration number,
grid size, time step, and other parameters, respectively. Of these, the grid
uncertainty UG typically dominates and is estimated through systematic
grid‐refinement studies using three ormore grids.

Validationassesses themodellinguncertaintyby comparingnumerical res‐
ults with benchmark experimental data. The comparison errorE is (Larsson
et al., 2003):

Equation 5.30—Comparison error:

E = D − S = δD − (δSM + δSN ) (5.30)
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where D is the experimental datum and δD its uncertainty. Validation is
achievedwhen |E| is smaller than the validation uncertaintyUV :

Equation 5.31—Validation uncertainty:

U2
V = U2

D + U2
SN (5.31)

where UD is the experimental uncertainty. If |E| < UV , the combination of
all errors is smaller than the uncertainty level and the simulation is validated
at that level. If UV ≪ |E|, the sign and magnitude ofE can guide modelling
improvements (Larsson et al., 2003).

BenchmarkResults andResistance PredictionAccuracy

The Gothenburg 2000 results revealed that the coefficient of variation of the
total resistance coefficient CT across the 20 participating codes was remark‐
ably consistent: 5.2% for KVLCC2, 5.1% for KCS, and 4.6% for DTMB 5415. How‐
ever, the scatter was much larger for the individual components: the coeffi‐
cient of variation for the pressure resistance CP ranged from 18% to 36%, re‐
flecting the greater sensitivity of the pressure‐driven flow at the stern to tur‐
bulencemodelling and grid resolution (Larsson et al., 2003).

Tenof the20groupsprovidedquantitativegrid‐uncertaintyestimates. For
those following the ITTC procedure, the average numerical uncertainty USN

was 2.9%S for KVLCC2, 2.3%S for KCS, and 3.6%S for DTMB 5415, whereS de‐
notes the finest‐grid solution. Four submissions achieved validation ofCT at
levels ranging from3%to15%, determinedbycomparing |E|againstUV (Equa‐
tion 5.31) (Larsson et al., 2003).

TurbulenceModelling and the Stern FlowProblem

A central finding of the workshop series—spanning 1980, 1990, 1994, and
2000—was the progressive improvement in predicting the stern viscous flow.
The boundary layer methods that dominated the 1980 workshop failed to
predict the velocity field near the propeller plane; by 2000, RANS methods
with two‐equation turbulence models (k–ω, k–ε) or Reynolds stress models
routinely captured the hook‐shaped axial velocity contours generated by the
bilge vortex of the full‐formKVLCC2 (Larsson et al., 2003).

The k–ω SSTmodel generally outperformed standard k–ε in sternflowpre‐
diction because the SST formulation activates the k–ωmodel in the near‐wall
regionwhileblendingtok–ε in the freestream,avoidingthesensitivityofpure
k–ε to inlet conditions. Reynolds stress models produced the best turbulent
kinetic energy profiles, but at greater computational cost and reduced solver
robustness. The average grid size grew from 8 × 104 points in 1990 to 7× 105

in 2000, yet none of the solutions achieved grid independence, and the work‐
shop recommended continued grid refinement (Larsson et al., 2003).

88



5.5. Discussion

FormFactor Scale Effect

A particularly significant finding concerned the form factor (1 + k). All full‐
scale RANSpredictions for KVLCC2 showed a substantial increase in the form
factor comparedwith themodel‐scale value: themean (1+ k) rose from0.247
(model scale,Re = 4.6×106) to0.378 (full scale,Re = 2.03×109)—an increase
of 53% (Larsson et al., 2003). This contradicts the standard ITTC extrapolation
procedure (Equation 5.33), which assumes a constant form factor between
model and ship scale. The physical explanation lies in the Reynolds‐number
dependence of the three‐dimensional boundary layer development at the
stern: at full scale the boundary layer is relatively thinner, the bilge vortex
weakens, and the pressure recovery pattern changes, all of which alter the
viscous pressure resistance component. This finding has important implic‐
ations for the accuracy of model‐to‐ship resistance extrapolation (Larsson
et al., 2003). The scatter in computed total resistance coefficients across the
participating codes is shown in Figure 5.4.

Figure 5.4: Comparison of computed and experimental total resistance coefficientCT

for the KVLCC2 hull form atmodel scale (Re = 4.6× 106). The scatter across 20 RANS
codes in theGothenburg 2000benchmarkwas approximately 5%,with themajority of
solutionswithin 2–3%of the experimental value. The largest discrepancies arise in the
pressure resistance component (up to 36%variation), reflecting the sensitivity of stern
flowprediction to turbulencemodelling and grid resolution (Larsson et al., 2003).

5.5 Discussion

The analysis presented in this chapter, based on Bejan et al. (2020), demon‐
strates that the physics of ship resistance imposes universal geometric con‐
straints on vessel design. The separation of total resistance into frontal drag
(CD) and frictional resistance (Cf ), combined with constrained optimisation,
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yields predictions that are confirmed by empirical data spanning over a cen‐
tury of sailboat design.

The ratio CD/Cf ∼ 100 is the fundamental driver of hull slenderness. If
skin friction were comparable to form drag, the optimal hull would be much
less elongated. Conversely, if skin friction were negligible, the optimal hull
would be infinitely slender. The actual ratio produces the moderate slender‐
ness (L/Dx ∼ 7) observed in practice.

The framework also explains why “the boat has been this way since an‐
tiquity” (Bejan et al., 2020, p. 2)—the physics of drag has not changed, and so
neither has the optimal response to it.

The ITTC‐57 friction correlation introduced from Huchet (2021) provides
the quantitative bridge between the order‐of‐magnitude estimates
of Bejan et al. (2020) and standard engineering practice. The form
Cf = 0.075/(log10Re− 2)2 gives a numerical value of the friction coefficient
as a function of Reynolds number, enabling actual resistance predictions
rather than scaling arguments alone.

The hydrofoil drag decomposition (Huchet, 2021) extends the res‐
istance framework to lifting surfaces—a regime not covered by the Be‐
jan et al. (2020) hull‐drag model. The four‐component decomposition
(CD,P +CD,i+CD,w+CD,spray) shows that foiling introduces additional drag
mechanisms (induced drag, spray drag) that are absent or negligible for con‐
ventional displacement hulls. The form factor (1+ k) = 1+2(t/c)+ 60(t/c)4

quantifies the penalty of foil thickness on viscous drag, while the spray drag
coefficientCD,spray = 0.009+0.013(t/c) captures the free‐surface interaction
unique to surface‐piercing foils.

Birk (2019) provides a comprehensive treatment of the resistance test
methodology based on the ITTC recommended procedures. A geometrically
similar model of the hull is towed at speeds corresponding to a range of
Froude numbers. The totalmodel resistanceRTM ismeasured and converted
to a non‐dimensional coefficientCTM = 2RTM/(ρSM v2M ), where SM is the
model wetted surface (Birk, 2019).

The ITTC form‐factor method decomposes the total resistance coefficient
as:

Equation 5.32— ITTC form‐factor decomposition (model scale):

CTM = (1 + k)CFM + CW (5.32)

whereCFM is evaluated from the ITTC‐57 correlation line (Equation 5.7) at the
modelReynoldsnumberReM = vM LOS,M/νM , and (1+k) is the form factor
determined by Prohaska’smethod (Equation 5.10). Thewave resistance coeffi‐
cientCW is assumed to be a function of Froudenumber alone and is the same
atmodel and full scale (Birk, 2019).

Extrapolation to full‐scale follows from the principle thatCW is invariant
betweenmodel and ship at the sameFroudenumber,while the frictional com‐
ponent changes due to the different Reynolds numbers:
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Equation 5.33—Full‐scale resistance extrapolation:

CTS = (1 + k)CFS + CW +∆CF (5.33)

where CFS is the ITTC‐57 friction coefficient at the ship Reynolds number
and ∆CF is the roughness allowance for surface condition (Birk, 2019).
This procedure—Froude’s hypothesis combined with the ITTC form‐factor
method—remains the standard framework for model‐to‐ship resistance
scaling used in towing tanksworldwide.

The systematic series approach (Guedes Soares & Santos, 2015) comple‐
ments the physics‐based drag minimisation of Bejan et al. (2020). While
the constructal theory of Bejan et al. (2020) predicts optimal proportions
from first principles, the regression methods (Van Oortmerssen, WUMTIA
C‐factor) provide quantitative resistance predictions for specific hull forms.
The resistance decomposition intoCF (1+k)+CR (Equation 5.26) is the prac‐
tical implementation of the frictional–pressure drag separation that Bejan
et al. (2020) represented byCf andCD . Guedes Soares and Santos (2015) also
demonstrate the application of Computational Fluid Dynamics (CFD) using
Reynolds‐Averaged Navier–Stokes (RANS) solvers for resistance prediction,
showing discrepancies within a few percent of towing tank results for well‐
validated cases—an approach increasingly used alongside, and eventually as
a complement to,model testing.

The Gothenburg 2000 benchmark results (Larsson et al., 2003) place this
claim in quantitative perspective. With CT scatter of approximately 5%
across 20 independent RANS codes and average numerical uncertainties
of USN ≈ 3–6%, the current generation of CFD methods provides resistance
estimates whose accuracy approaches that of towing tank experiments
(UD ≈ 1–2%). The V&V framework of Equations 5.28–5.31 provides the formal
criterion for judging this accuracy: validation is achieved only when the
comparison error |E| falls below the combined experimental and numerical
uncertaintyUV . Thefinding that the form factor (1+k) increases by over 50%
frommodel to full scale challenges the constant‐form‐factor assumption em‐
bedded in Equation 5.33 and suggests that RANS‐based full‐scale simulations
may ultimately provide more reliable powering predictions than traditional
extrapolation (Larsson et al., 2003).

The Admiralty coefficient method (Ridley & Patterson, 2014) comple‐
ments the ITTC form‐factor decomposition by providing a quick estimation
tool that requires only displacement, speed, and shaft power. While it lacks
the physical rigour of the CT = (1 + k)CF + CW decomposition, its sim‐
plicity makes it indispensable for preliminary design and for cross‐checking
detailed resistance calculations. The Admiralty coefficient is essentially a
dimensional‐analysis result: since RT ∼ ρV 2L2 and ∆ ∼ ρL3, it follows
that Ps = RTV ∼ ρV 3L2 ∼ ∆2/3V 3, which is the basis of the constant‐CA

assumption.
The full powering chain (United States Naval Academy, 2021)—from

effective horsepower through thrust, delivered, shaft, and brake horsepower—
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quantifies theprogressive energy losses between thewater resistance and the
prime mover. This cascade of efficiencies (hull, propeller, shaft, mechanical)
connects the resistance physics developed in this chapter to the propulsion
physics of Chapter 8 and provides the engineering framework within which
all resistance reductionmeasuresmust be evaluated.

The extension to shallow water by Sutulo and Guedes Soares (2023)—
where resistance can more than double as the depth Froude number
approaches unity—and to polar waters—where ice‐breaking constraints
fundamentally alter the optimal bow geometry—demonstrates that the uni‐
versal drag physics (F ∝ V 2)must be supplemented by environment‐specific
boundary conditions to obtain practical hull designs.

5.6 Conclusion

Ship resistance is governed by the interplay of three physical mechanisms—
viscous friction, pressure drag, and wave‐making—whose relative contribu‐
tions depend on hull geometry and speed. The general quadratic drag law
Fd = bv2 establishes the fundamental velocity dependence (Campbell, 2025),
and constrained optimisation of total drag under a fixed displacement yields
the three aspect ratios that characterise sailing‐vessel hulls: Dx/Dy ∼ 2,
L/Dx ∼ (CD/2Cf )

1/2 ≫ 1, and H/L ∼ (Vw/Va)
1/2 (Bejan et al., 2020).

These predictions, confirmed across 96 sailboat models spanning four orders
of magnitude in displacement, demonstrate that the physics of drag min‐
imisation imposes universal geometric constraints on vessel design. The
critical hull speed Vc ≈ 1.25

√
LWL caps the displacement‐mode speed of

any vessel, and exceeding it requires planing, surfing, or hydrofoil lift (Bejan
et al., 2020). The ITTC‐57 correlation Cf = 0.075/(log10Re − 2)2 (Huchet,
2021) provides the quantitative bridge between these scaling arguments
and engineering practice, while the hydrofoil drag decomposition into
profile, induced, wave, and spray components—with the Hoerner form
factor (1 + k) = 1 + 2(t/c) + 60(t/c)4—extends the framework to lifting
surfaces (Huchet, 2021).

The model‐to‐ship extrapolation methodology developed by the ITTC
separates the total resistance into a viscous component (1+k)CF and awave
resistanceCW that is assumed invariant betweenmodel and ship at the same
Froude number (Birk, 2019). The hull form factor (1 + k) is determined by
Prohaska’smethod at low Froude numbers (Fr < 0.2), and the full‐scale coef‐
ficient is obtained asCTS = (1+ k)CFS +CW +∆CF , where∆CF accounts
for hull roughness (Birk, 2019). The Admiralty coefficient CA = ∆2/3V 3/Ps

provides a complementary rapid estimation tool for preliminary design (Rid‐
ley & Patterson, 2014), while the full powering chain (EHP through THP, DHP,
SHP, and BHP) quantifies the progressive efficiency losses between water
resistance and the prime mover, with propulsive coefficients typically in the
range 0.55–0.70 (United States Naval Academy, 2021). The wind resistance
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formulation Rwind ∝ Cr V
2
app (AT cos2 α + AL sin2 α) (Rawson & Tupper,

2001) and the added resistance inwaves complete the external force inventory
for powering calculations in a seaway.

The Gothenburg 2000 CFD benchmark provides the quantitative stand‐
ard against which computational resistance predictions are judged. The
V&V framework decomposes simulation error into modelling and nu‐
merical contributions (δS = δSM + δSN ) and defines validation as
|E| < UV =

√
U2
D + U2

SN (Larsson et al., 2003). Across 20 RANS codes
and three hull forms, the coefficient of variation in total resistance was
approximately 5%, with numerical uncertainties of 2–6%. A particularly
significant finding was that the form factor (1 + k) increases by over 50%
from model to full scale for a VLCC hull (0.247 → 0.378), contradicting the
constant‐form‐factor assumption embedded in the standard ITTC extrapola‐
tion and suggesting that RANS‐based full‐scale simulations may ultimately
provide more reliable powering predictions (Larsson et al., 2003). The ex‐
tension of resistance physics to specialised environments—shallow water,
where wave‐making resistance doubles as Fnh → 1, and polar waters, where
ice‐breaking constraints alter the optimal bow geometry—demonstrates that
while the fundamental drag physics (F ∝ V 2) is universal, optimal hull form
is sensitive to the operating boundary conditions (Sutulo & Guedes Soares,
2023).
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Chapter 6

ShipMotions and Seakeeping

6.1 Introduction

Seakeepingdescribesavessel’sability tomaintainsafeandeffectiveoperation
in a seaway. The motions of a ship in waves—heave, pitch, roll, surge, sway,
and yaw—determine the structural loads on thehull, the comfort and safety of
the crew and passengers, the integrity of the cargo, and the operability of on‐
boardequipment. Thesemotionsarise fromthedynamic interactionbetween
thehull and the incidentwavefield, a problemthat requires the simultaneous
treatment of fluidmechanics and rigid‐body dynamics.

Hernández‐Fontes et al. (2020) demonstrated that the type and severity of
wave–structure interaction events, such as green water shipping on deck, de‐
pendsensitivelyonthesteepnessof the incomingwave (Section6.3.5). Guedes
Soares and Santos (2015) contributed the mathematical framework for com‐
puting the wave‐induced forces and motions through potential flow theory
and boundary elementmethods (Section 6.2.1).

6.2 Scientific Background

6.2.1 Ship Response as aDynamic System

The prediction of ship motions in waves requires the solution of a boundary‐
value problem (BVP) for the velocity potential of the fluid. Guedes Soares and
Santos (2015) formulate this problem under the assumption of potential flow
of an incompressible fluid about an oscillating floating body in the presence
of a free surface.

The velocity potential ϕ satisfies the Laplace equation throughout the
fluid domain (Newman, 1977):

Equation 7.1—Laplace equation in the fluid domain:

∇2ϕ = 0 (6.1)
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Figure 6.1: The six rigid‐body degrees of freedom of a floating vessel. Translational
modes—surge (x1, longitudinal), sway (x2, lateral), and heave (x3, vertical)—describe
displacements of the centre of gravity, while rotational modes—roll (x4, about the
longitudinal axis), pitch (x5, about the transverse axis), and yaw (x6, about the ver‐
tical axis)—describe angular orientations relative to the equilibrium waterplane. The
coupled interactions among these sixmodes are governed by the equations ofmotion
developed in Section6.2.3. Wavepropagationdirection, heading angleβ, and thebody‐
fixed coordinate system are indicated; the origin is located at the intersection of the
midship section, centreline plane, and calmwaterplane.

On the undisturbed free surface (z = 0), the linearised free‐surface condi‐
tion is (Guedes Soares & Santos, 2015):

Equation 7.2—Linearised free‐surface condition:

ϕz − ν ϕ = 0 on z = 0 (6.2)

where ν = ω2/g for infinite water depth, ω is the wave circular frequency,
and g is gravitational acceleration. On the body surface SB , the radiation and
scattering boundary conditions require that the normal velocity of the fluid
matches thenormal velocity of thebodyor scatters the incidentwave, respect‐
ively (Guedes Soares & Santos, 2015).

The BVP is solved numerically using a Green function integral equation
method. Guedes Soares and Santos (2015) express the radiation potential as:

Equation 7.3—Green function integral equation:

2π ϕk(x) +
∫∫

SB

ϕk(ξ)
∂G(x; ξ)
∂n

dS =

∫∫
SB

G(x; ξ)nk dS (6.3)

whereϕk is theunit‐amplitude radiationpotential formotionmodek,G(x; ξ)
is the free‐surface Green function representing the potential at pointx due to
a unit source at ξ, andnk is the generalised normal vector on the body bound‐
ary (Guedes Soares & Santos, 2015).
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The body surface is discretized into quadrilateral panels, each carrying
a uniform source distribution. The accuracy of the solution depends on
the panel density and distribution, with finer meshes required in regions
of strong geometric curvature (bow, stern) and near the waterline (Guedes
Soares & Santos, 2015).

6.2.2 Excitation Forces andMoments

The forces exciting a vessel in waves may be decomposed into two distinct
components. The Froude–Krylov force arises from the pressure field of the un‐
disturbed incident wave acting over the wetted hull surface; it depends only
on thewaveand thebodygeometry, not on thebody’s own radiatedwavefield.
The diffraction force accounts for the modification of the incident wave by the
presence of the hull. Together, these produce the total wave‐exciting force at
each oscillation frequency.

For wave lengths long compared with the vessel beam, the incident
pressure field varies slowly over the hull cross‐section, and the diffraction
correction is small. Attwood (1899) exploited this long‐wave assumption
when analysing the rolling of ships broadside to a regular wave train: the
buoyancy varies along the wave profile because the orbital motion of the
water particles produces centrifugal acceleration, reducing the virtual weight
at the crest and increasing it in the trough. The direction of the apparent
gravitational acceleration—the virtual upright—is everywhere perpendicular
to the wave surface, so that a small raft placed on the wave would orient its
mast along this virtual upright rather than the true vertical (Attwood, 1899).

The effective wave slope θ1 is the angle between the virtual upright and the
truevertical. For a sinusoidalwaveprofileofheightH and lengthLw, themax‐
imumwave slope is (Attwood, 1899):

θ1,max =
πH

Lw

Because the effective wave slope accounts for the reduction due to the ship’s
finite beam, it is always less steep than the geometric wave profile. This ef‐
fective slopeprovides theexcitation termin theclassical rollingequation (Sec‐
tion 6.3.1).

Quantitative Excitation Force Formulation

Geetal. (2026) express the totalwaveexcitation loadas thesumof theFroude–
Krylov force and the diffraction force:

Equation 7.4—Wave excitation decomposition:

FI = FK + FD (6.4)

where FI is the total wave excitation load, FK the Froude–Krylov force, and
FD the diffraction force. These components are evaluated as surface integrals
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of the relevant velocity potentials over the mean wetted body surface S0 (Ge
et al., 2026):

Equation 7.5—Froude–Krylov and diffraction force integrals:

FK = ρ iω

∫∫
S0

ϕ0 n dS, FD = ρ iω

∫∫
S0

ϕ7 n dS (6.5)

where ρ is the seawater density,ω thewave angular frequency,ϕ0 the incident
wave potential, ϕ7 the diffraction potential, and n the outward unit normal
on the body surface (Ge et al., 2026). The Froude–Krylov force represents the
pressure that the undisturbed wave field exerts directly on a stationary body,
whereas the diffraction force arises from changes in wave direction, shape,
and energy distribution caused by the obstruction and scattering effects of
the hull (Ge et al., 2026).

Radiation Forces: AddedMass andDamping Coefficients

The motion of the vessel itself generates waves in the surrounding fluid, pro‐
ducing reactive forces termed radiation forces. Thesemay be decomposed into
a component proportional to the body’s acceleration—the added mass—and a
component proportional to its velocity—the radiation damping (Ge et al., 2026).
Both quantities are independent of wave direction. The complex radiation
coefficient µjk is obtained from the radiation potential as (Ge et al., 2026):

Equation 7.6—Radiation coefficient (addedmass and damping):

µjk = ρ

∫∫
S0

ϕk nj dS = Ajk +
i

ω
Bjk (6.6)

whereAjk is the addedmass,Bjk the radiation damping, ϕk the radiation po‐
tential for motion mode k, and the subscripts j, k = 1, . . . , 6 correspond to
surge, sway, heave, roll, pitch, and yaw, respectively (Ge et al., 2026). The ad‐
ded mass represents the effective inertia of the fluid displaced by the body’s
oscillation, while the radiation damping quantifies the energy radiated away
as surface waves. For nondimensionalisation, the translational (j, k = 1, 2, 3)
and rotational (j, k = 4, 5, 6) coefficients are scaled as (Ge et al., 2026):

A∗
jk =

Ajk

m
, B∗

jk =
Bjk

mω
(j, k = 1, 2, 3)

A∗
jk =

Ajk

mD2
, B∗

jk =
Bjk

mD2ω
(j, k = 4, 5, 6)

where m is the body mass and D is the characteristic transverse dimen‐
sion (Ge et al., 2026). Numerical investigations of the DARPA SUBOFFmodel
demonstrate that as submergence depth increases beyond approximately
one hull diameter, the addedmass coefficients becomenearly independent of
wave frequency, converging to constant values, while the radiation damping
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coefficients approach zero—confirming the vanishing free‐surface influence
at depth (Ge et al., 2026).

An alternative approach to computing these coefficients, particularly eco‐
nomical for bodies of revolution, is the source distribution method. Ferdin‐
andeandKritis (1980) developeda computationprocedure for vertical axisym‐
metric floating bodies in heaving motion, inspired by the singularity distri‐
bution technique of Yeung and the finite‐distance radiation condition of Bai.
In contrast to the Green function method of Equation (6.3), in which sources
are distributed only over the wetted body surface, the source distribution ap‐
proach places sources over the entire boundary of the fluid region—including
the free surface, the radiation boundary at a finite radial distanceR′ (typically
five to six times the body radius), and the seabed. Although this extends the
number of boundary elements, the kernels of the resulting integral equations
are considerably simpler than those of the free‐surface Green function, redu‐
cing the per‐element computational cost (Ferdinande &Kritis, 1980).

For an axisymmetric body oscillating in heave, the velocity potential de‐
pends only on the radial and vertical coordinates, and the three‐dimensional
boundary can be discretized entirely within a meridional plane. Ferdinande
andKritis (1980)exploit thisaxial symmetrybysubdividingtheboundary into
co‐axial ring elements: horizontal surfaces (free surface, seabed, and any hori‐
zontal body surfaces) are divided into plane annular rings, vertical cylindrical
surfaces intoelementary co‐axial cylinders, andnon‐horizontal bodysurfaces
into elementary conical rings. The potential is taken as constant over each
ring, with its value assigned at a mid‐element reference point. The resulting
set of N linear equations for the N complex potentials ϕ(Ti) = ϕ1 + iϕ2
is solved directly, and the real and imaginary parts yield the added mass and
damping coefficient, respectively (Ferdinande & Kritis, 1980). The surface in‐
tegralsPij andQij overeach ringadmit analytical evaluation in the radial vari‐
able and are completed by Gauss–Legendre quadrature in the circumferential
direction, providingacombinedanalytical–numerical schemethatminimises
computation time (Ferdinande &Kritis, 1980).

For practical application, the added mass a and damping coefficient b
are expressed in nondimensional form scaled by the displacement
volume V (Ferdinande &Kritis, 1980):

Equation 7.7 — Nondimensional added mass and damping (volume scal‐
ing):

a∗ =
a

ρ V
, b∗ =

b

ρ V ω
(6.7)

where ρ is the fluid density, V the body’s volume displacement, and ω the
oscillation angular frequency. This volume‐based scaling is particularly
convenient for comparing bodies of different geometric proportions; for ver‐
tical circular cylinders, the single governing parameter is the draft‐to‐radius
ratio D/R, and the nondimensional frequency parameter ω2R/g serves as
the abscissa (Ferdinande &Kritis, 1980).

The accuracy of themethodwas verified againstHavelock’s classical exact
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solution for the heaving hemisphere in deepwater, computed numerically by
Porter. The nondimensional added mass and damping coefficient obtained
from the source distributionmethod agreed closely with the exact analytical
curves across the full frequency range (Ferdinande & Kritis, 1980). Experi‐
mental validation was performed in a purpose‐built 4m × 4m × 1m tank
using a Scotch‐yoke forced‐oscillation device. The exciting force was decom‐
posed into its in‐phase (inertial) and quadrature (dissipative) components
by an electro‐mechanical Fourier analyser employing a synchro‐resolver and
chopper‐stabilised integrators, after filtering out higher harmonics andmech‐
anical noise (Ferdinande & Kritis, 1980). For vertical circular cylinders with
D/R = 0.25, 0.50, 0.75, 1.0, 1.5, and 2.0, the experimental data confirmed the
computed coefficients over the tested frequency range, in both deep water
and restricted‐depth conditions (water‐depth‐to‐draft ratios h/D from ap‐
proximately 1.5 to infinity). Interpolation between the tabulatedD/R ratios
and water‐depth ratios enables estimation of the hydrodynamic coefficients
for any axisymmetric cylinder of practical interest (Ferdinande &Kritis, 1980).

AddedMass Tensor andKinetic Energy of the Fluid

The radiation coefficient of Equation (6.6) is amanifestation of amore general
concept: the added mass tensor. Korotkin (2009) develops the complete the‐
ory by considering a rigid body moving through an ideal, incompressible, in‐
finite fluid. Under these assumptions theflow is irrotational and described by
a velocity potentialϕ satisfying the Laplace equation∆ϕ = 0, with the imper‐
meability (water‐tightness) condition ∂ϕ/∂n

∣∣
S

= un on the body surface S
and the quiescence condition∇ϕ→ 0 as r → ∞ (Korotkin, 2009).

By decomposing the body velocity into translational components
(u1, u2, u3) along the coordinate axes and rotational components (u4, u5, u6)
about them, the potential is expressed as a linear superposition of six unit
potentials (Korotkin, 2009):

ϕ =

6∑
i=1

ui ϕi

where each ϕi satisfies the Laplace equation and the boundary condition for
unitvelocity inthe i‐thmode. Thetotalkineticenergyof thesurroundingfluid
is then (Korotkin, 2009):

Equation 7.8—Kinetic energy of fluid via addedmass tensor:

2T =

6∑
i=1

6∑
k=1

λik ui uk (6.8)

where the addedmass coefficients λik are defined by (Korotkin, 2009):
Equation 7.9—Addedmass tensor components:

λik = −ρ
∫∫

S

∂ϕi
∂n

ϕk dS (6.9)
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The tensor λik is symmetric (λik = λki), so of the 36 components only 21 are
independent. The diagonal terms λii are always positive, whereas the off‐
diagonal (cross‐coupling) terms may be positive, negative, or zero (Korotkin,
2009). The dimensions of the tensor components reflect the coupling they
represent: λik for i, k = 1, 2, 3 has dimension of mass, for i = 1,2,3 and
k = 4,5,6 it has dimension of static moment, and for i, k = 4, 5, 6 it has
dimension ofmoment of inertia (Korotkin, 2009).

The complete expression for the kinetic energy expands to (Korotkin,
2009):

2T = λ11u
2
1 + λ22u

2
2 + λ33u

2
3 + 2λ12u1u2 + 2λ13u1u3 + 2λ23u2u3

+ 2u1(λ14u4 + λ15u5 + λ16u6) + 2u2(λ24u4 + λ25u5 + λ26u6)

+ 2u3(λ34u4 + λ35u5 + λ36u6) + λ44u
2
4 + λ55u

2
5 + λ66u

2
6

+ 2λ45u4u5 + 2λ46u4u6 + 2λ56u5u6

This tensor structure directly underpins the addedmassmatrixAjk in the six‐
DOF equation of motion (Equation 6.18). When the body possesses geomet‐
ric symmetry, many off‐diagonal components vanish: a body with one plane
of symmetry reduces the 21 independent coefficients to 12; two planes reduce
them to 7; and three mutually perpendicular planes of symmetry—the ideal‐
ised ship hull with port–starboard, fore–aft, andwaterplane symmetry—yield
only the six diagonal terms (Korotkin, 2009).

Lewis FormMapping for Ship Sections

For practical computation of the sectional added masses that enter strip‐
theory seakeeping calculations, the cross‐section of each ship station must
be conformally mapped to a canonical shape. Korotkin (2009) describes
the Lewis form method, in which the ship‐frame contour in the physical
τ = y + iz plane is mapped to the exterior of the unit circle in the ζ‐plane by
the conformal transformation (Korotkin, 2009):

Equation 7.10—Lewis form conformalmapping:

τ =
T

1 + p+ q

[
(1 + p) ζ + q ζ−3

]
(6.10)

whereT is thehalf‐draft, andpand q are twoparameters that encode theshape
of the section. These parameters are determined from two geometric proper‐
ties of the actual ship frame: the fullness coefficient β = S/(BT ) (the ratio of
the section area S to the product of the beamB and draft T ), and the draft‐to‐
beam ratio 2T/B. Specifically (Korotkin, 2009):

1 + p+ q

1− p+ q
=

2T

B
, β =

π

4

1− p2 − 3q2

(1 + p+ q)2
2T

B

Tables of p and q for 0.5 ≤ β ≤ 1 and 0.2 ≤ 2T/B ≤ 10 are catalogued in the
hydrodynamic literature (Korotkin, 2009). Once p and q are known, the three
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characteristic flow functions w2(ζ), w3(ζ), w4(ζ)—corresponding to sway,
heave, and roll of the section—are obtained in closed form (Korotkin, 2009):

w2 = − iT

1 + p+ q

[
(1 + p) ζ−1 + q ζ−3

]
w3 = − T

1 + p+ q

[
(p− 1) ζ−1 + q ζ−3

]
w4 = − iT 2

(1 + p+ q)2
[
p(1 + q) ζ−2 + q ζ−4

]
fromwhich the sectional addedmasses λ22, λ33, λ24, and λ44 are evaluated by
contour integration of the real and imaginary parts (Korotkin, 2009).

Frequency‐Dependent AddedMasses on a Free Surface

When a ship oscillates at or near the free surface, the added masses become
functions of the oscillation frequency and differ markedly from their infinite‐
fluid values. The boundary condition on the undisturbed free surface (z = 0)
for periodic oscillations of circular frequency σ is (Korotkin, 2009):

Equation 7.11—Free‐surface boundary condition:

∂2ϕ

∂t2
+ g

∂ϕ

∂z

∣∣∣∣
z=0

= 0 (6.11)

which, for harmonic time dependence, reduces to ∂ϕ1/∂z − k0 ϕ1 = 0 on
z = 0, where k0 = σ2/g is the wave number (Korotkin, 2009). Two limiting
regimes are physically significant: when k0 → ∞ (high‐frequency or short‐
wave limit), the condition becomes ϕ

∣∣
z=0

= 0, identical to the impact bound‐
ary condition; when k0 → 0 (low‐frequency or long‐wave limit), it becomes
∂ϕ/∂z

∣∣
z=0

= 0, the rigid‐wall (ultra‐heavy fluid) condition (Korotkin, 2009).
In the latter case, the addedmasses equal half those of the duplicated hull (the
hull reflected about the waterplane) moving in an infinite fluid. The trans‐
itionbetween theseextremesgoverns the frequencydependenceof thehydro‐
dynamic coefficients used in seakeeping analysis.

The dimensionless sway, heave, sway–roll, and roll added masses (λ22,
λ33, λ24, λ44) of Lewis‐form ship frames are presented by Korotkin (2009)
as functions of the dimensionless frequency parameter Bσ2/(2g) = Bπ/λ,
whereB is the section beamandλ thewavelength. At low frequencies all four
coefficients approach the duplicated‐model values, while at high frequencies
they converge to the infinite‐fluid values. The transition is non‐monotonic
for some section shapes, with local maxima in the intermediate‐frequency
range that depend on the fullness coefficient β and the beam‐to‐draft
ratioB/(2T ) (Korotkin, 2009).
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Approximate Formulas forHull AddedMasses

For preliminary design estimates where Lewis‐form computations are not
yet warranted, Korotkin (2009) provides simplified engineering formulas
for the principal hull added masses of a complete ship. These are derived
from the method of an equivalent ellipsoid combined with empirical correc‐
tions (Korotkin, 2009):

Equation 7.12—Approximate hull addedmass (heave):

λ33 = ρ V

(
1.2 +

B

3T

)
(6.12)

Equation 7.13—Approximate hull addedmass (sway):

λ22 = ρ V

(
0.3 +

0.3T

B

)
(6.13)

where ρ is the fluid density, V the displacement volume, B the maximum
beam, and T the mean draft (Korotkin, 2009). These formulas show that the
heaveaddedmassexceeds thedisplacementmass for typical shipproportions
(B/(3T ) ≈ 1–2), confirming that the effective inertia in vertical oscillation
is several times the ship’s own mass. The sway added mass, by contrast, is
a smaller fraction of the displaced fluid mass, reflecting the more slender
waterplane aspect when viewed from the side. Although these expressions
are approximate, they provide a direct design check on the addedmass values
entering Equations (6.18) and (6.8) before detailed strip‐theory computations
are undertaken (Korotkin, 2009).

StripMethodAssembly of Sectional Quantities

The sectional added masses computed via the Lewis form mapping (Equa‐
tion 6.10) or by numerical panel methods are assembled into a global
seakeeping prediction by the strip method. el Moctar et al. (2021) describe
the procedure: for each transverse section at longitudinal coordinate x, the
two‐dimensional Rankine sourcemethod yields a complex 3 × 3 addedmass
matrix whose elements combine the real sectional added mass amn and the
damping dmn into a single complex coefficient (elMoctar et al., 2021):

Equation 7.14—Complex sectional addedmass:

āmn = amn +
dmn

i ωe
, m, n ∈ {2, 3, 4} (6.14)

whereωe is the encounter frequency (Equation 6.31) and the indices 2, 3, 4 cor‐
respond to sway, heave, and roll, respectively (el Moctar et al., 2021). The sec‐
tional force per unit length is then proportional to the section’s acceleration:
f̂ = Āω2

e ûx, where ûx is the local complexmotion amplitude (elMoctar et al.,
2021).
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For a ship advancing at speed U , the variation of section shape along the
hull introducesa longitudinalgradientof theaddedmassmatrix. Thesubstan‐
tial derivativeD/Dt = ∂/∂t − U ∂/∂x replaces the partial time derivative,
and the six‐dimensional complex radiation‐forcematrix is obtained by integ‐
rating the sectional contributions over the ship length (elMoctar et al., 2021):

Equation 7.15— Strip‐theory radiation‐forcematrix:

B =

∫
L

V
(
−iωe + U

d
dx

)
Ā(x)W dx (6.15)

whereV is the6×3 transformationmatrix convertingsectional toglobal forces
and moments, W the 3 × 6 matrix converting global motions to sectional
velocities, and the integration extends over the hull lengthL (elMoctar et al.,
2021). The forward‐speed term U dĀ/dx captures the rate of change of fluid
momentum as different sections pass through the same spatial location. At
stations where steady flow separation occurs (e.g. at a dry transom stern),
this derivative term must be suppressed to avoid unphysical force spikes (el
Moctar et al., 2021).

With the radiation‐force matrix B, the restoring matrix S, the mass mat‐
rixM, and the wave excitation vector F̂e, the six‐DOF equation of motion in
the frequency domain becomes (elMoctar et al., 2021):[

−ω2
e M− B+ S

](û
α̂

)
= F̂e

which is a direct frequency‐domain counterpart of the time‐domain formula‐
tion inEquation (6.18). Thesurgeaddedmass,whichcannotbe recovered from
transverse‐section data, is approximated by (elMoctar et al., 2021):

Equation 7.16— Surge addedmass (ellipsoid approximation):

a11 = ρ∇ · 0.774
(

∇
L3

)0.675
(6.16)

where ∇ is the displacement volume and L the hull length (el Moctar et al.,
2021). This empirical formula, derived fromaddedmasses of equivalent ellips‐
oids, is valid for hulls of arbitrary slenderness, from fine naval combatants to
full‐form tankers (elMoctar et al., 2021). Stripmethods remain theworkhorse
of routine seakeeping analysis because they require far less computational ef‐
fort than three‐dimensional panel codes or viscous CFD while delivering ac‐
curacy sufficient for themajority of design decisions, including operability as‐
sessments and structural load predictions in the early design spiral (elMoctar
et al., 2021).

6.2.3 Coupled Equations ofMotion

The most fundamental single degree‐of‐freedom equation governing ship
rollingwas derived byAttwood (1899) from the balance of the inertial reaction
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and the hydrostatic restoringmoment. For a vessel displaced through a small
angle θ from the upright, the equation of unresisted rolling in still water
is (Attwood, 1899):

Equation 7.17—Equation of unresisted rolling:

d2θ
dt2

+
g GM
k2

θ = 0 (6.17)

where g is the gravitational acceleration, GM is the transverse metacentric
height, and k is the radius of gyration of the vessel about the longitudinal axis
through its centre of gravity, defined by I = Wk2, with I the mass moment
of inertia and W the displacement (Attwood, 1899). This equation has the
samemathematical formas the simple harmonic oscillator (cf. Equation 6.27),
confirming that unresisted small‐angle rolling is simple harmonic motion;
for a concise treatment, see (Fischer‐Cripps, 2014).

For the complete problem of rolling among waves with resistance, the
single‐DOF equation generalises to (Attwood, 1899):

Wk2

g

d2θ
dt2

+R

(
dθ
dt

)
+W · GZ(θ) =W · GZwave(t)

whereR(θ̇) is themoment of the resistances to rolling (Section 6.3.2), GZ(θ) is
the righting lever, and the right‐hand side represents the wave‐exciting mo‐
ment expressed through the effectivewave slope (Attwood, 1899).

The single degree‐of‐freedom treatment generalises to the full six degrees
of freedom. Ge et al. (2026) present the coupled six‐DOF equation of shipmo‐
tion as:

Equation 7.18— Six‐DOF coupled equation ofmotion:

6∑
k=1

[
(Mjk +Ajk) ẍk + (Bjk +Be

jk) ẋk + Cjk xk
]
= FIj (6.18)

whereMjk is the rigid‐bodymassmatrix,Ajk the frequency‐dependentadded
mass matrix (Equation 6.6), Bjk the radiation damping matrix, Be

jk the vis‐
cous damping matrix, Cjk the hydrostatic restoring stiffness matrix, xk the
displacement in degree of freedom k, and FIj the wave excitation load (Equa‐
tion 6.4) in degree of freedom j (Ge et al., 2026). The subscripts j, k = 1, . . . , 6
correspond to surge, sway, heave, roll, pitch, and yaw.

The viscous damping matrix Be
jk retains non‐zero diagonal entries only

for heave, roll, and pitch—the degrees of freedom inwhich viscous effects con‐
tribute appreciably to energy dissipation (Ge et al., 2026):
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Equation 7.19—Viscous dampingmatrix:

Be
jk =


0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 Be

33 0 0 0
0 0 0 Be

44 0 0
0 0 0 0 Be

55 0
0 0 0 0 0 0

 (6.19)

The hydrostatic restoring stiffness matrix Cjk, which provides the
position‐dependent restoring forces and moments, takes the form (Ge et al.,
2026):

Equation 7.20—Restoring stiffnessmatrix:

Cjk =


0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 ρgAW 0 −ρgMW 0
0 0 0 ρg∇GMT 0 0
0 0 −ρgMW 0 ρg∇GML 0
0 0 0 0 0 0

 (6.20)

where AW is the waterplane area, MW the first moment of the waterplane
area,∇ the volumetric displacement, GMT the transversemetacentric height,
andGML the longitudinalmetacentricheight (Geetal., 2026). Thezeroentries
in the surge, sway, and yaw rows reflect the absence of hydrostatic restoring
forces for horizontal translations and rotation about the vertical axis. The off‐
diagonal termsC35 = C53 = −ρgMW couple heave and pitch whenever the
waterplane is not symmetric about themidship section.

The transversemetacentric height appearing inC44 is (Ge et al., 2026):
Equation 7.21—Transversemetacentric height:

GMT = BMT − BG (6.21)

where BMT is the transversemetacentric radius and BG the distance between
the centre of buoyancy and the centre of gravity (Ge et al., 2026). This expres‐
sion links the roll restoring stiffness directly to the vessel’s hydrostatic geo‐
metry.

Cross‐Coupling Effects

The six degrees of freedom of a floating body separate into three groups that
are uncoupled under linear theory: (i) surge alone; (ii) heave and pitch; and
(iii) sway, roll, and yaw (Ge et al., 2026). Within the third group, the coupling
between sway and roll is of particular practical importance because lateral
wave forces can drive significant roll amplitudes. Ge et al. (2026) quantified
this coupling through a parameter:
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Equation 7.22—Coupling effect parameter:

η =
RAOuncoupled − RAOcoupled

RAOcoupled
(6.22)

where RAOcoupled is the roll response amplitude operator with all six degrees
of freedom coupled, and RAOuncoupled is the roll response with no coupling
to other degrees of freedom. Numerical analysis of the SUBOFF model in
beam seas yielded η = 2.441 for on‐free‐surface conditions and η = 1.466
for near‐free‐surface conditions, demonstrating that the sway–roll coupling
effect is markedly stronger when the vessel operates on the free surface (Ge
et al., 2026). The practical implication is that releasing additional degrees
of freedom—particularly sway—helps to mitigate roll motion, because the
energy introduced by lateral wave loading is distributed among multiple
motionmodes rather than concentrated in roll alone (Ge et al., 2026).

Time‐Domain Convolution Formulation

The frequency‐domain equation of motion (Equation 6.18) assumes simple
harmonic motion and employs frequency‐dependent added mass Ajk(ω)
and radiation damping Bjk(ω). For problems involving transient excitation
or nonlinear external forces—such as moored ships subjected to harbour
oscillations (discussed in the Wave Mechanics and Ocean Waves chapter of
the companion volume)—a time‐domain formulation is required. Zheng
et al. (2022) adopt the convolution‐integral form of the six‐DOF equation of
motion:

Equation 7.23—Time‐domain convolution equation ofmotion:

6∑
k=1

{
(Mjk + ajk) ẍk(t) +

∫ t

0

ẋk(τ)Kjk(t− τ) dτ + Cjk xk(t)

}
= FD

j (t) + F nl
j (t), j = 1, . . . , 6 (6.23)

whereMjk and Cjk are the body’s inertia and hydrostatic restoring matrices,
respectively. The coefficient ajk = Ajk(ω → ∞) is the added mass
at infinite frequency, and Kjk(t) is the impulse response (retardation)
function obtained by inverse Fourier transformation of the frequency‐
dependent radiation dampingBjk(ω) (Zheng et al., 2022). The wave exciting
force FD

j (t)—comprising both Froude–Krylov and diffraction components
(Equations 6.4–6.5)—is computed via the Haskind relation from the incoming
wave field, whileF nl

j (t) represents all nonlinear external forces such as those
frommooring lines and fenders (Zheng et al., 2022).

The convolution integral captures thememory effect: the radiation force at
time t depends on the entire history of the body’s velocity. This is the time‐
domain equivalent of the frequency‐dependent radiation dampingBjk(ω) in
Equation 6.18. The separation of the added mass into the constant infinite‐
frequency component ajk and the memory kernelKjk(t) enables numerical
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integration using standard time‐stepping schemes (e.g., fourth‐order Runge–
Kutta) (Zheng et al., 2022).

Zheng et al. (2022) applied Equation (6.23) to a 6000 TEU container vessel
(LOA = 290m,B = 32.3m,draft= 13m,∇ = 80 115m3)moored inHamban‐
tota Port under seismic‐induced harbour oscillations. The long‐period ship
motions (T = 25–100 s) consist of two families: (i) natural modes of the moor‐
ing system,with natural oscillatory periods (NOPs) governed bymooring con‐
figuration and stiffness (∼ 50 s at 16 t pretension); and (ii) forced modes driven
by the harbour’s natural oscillation modes. When the NOP coincides with a
harbour oscillation period—achieved by reducing pretension from 16 t to 4 t,
shifting theNOPto∼70 s (close to theharbour’s thirdmodeat71 s)—theship’s
maximumdisplacement is amplified by approximately a factor of two (Zheng
et al., 2022). The forced ship motions are dominated by high‐order harbour
modes because the steep spatial gradients across the shiphull in thesemodes
generate the largest wave exciting forces (Zheng et al., 2022).

Impulse Response Functions and FluidMemory

Thecomputationof theretardation functions inEquation (6.23)proceeds from
the frequency‐domain radiation damping via the cosine transform (Ölmez &
Çakıcı, 2022):

Equation 7.24— Impulse response function from radiation damping:

Kjk(t) =
2

π

∫ ∞

0

Bjk(ω) cos(ωt) dω (6.24)

where Bjk(ω) is the frequency‐dependent radiation damping coefficient
obtained from the strip‐theory or panel‐method solution (Ölmez & Çakıcı,
2022). Equation (6.24) confirms that the memory kernel inherits its time‐
domain behaviour from the frequency structure of the radiation damping:
modes with broad‐band damping spectra produce rapidly decaying impulse
responses, while narrow‐band damping spectra yield oscillatory kernelswith
slow decay.

The infinite‐frequency added mass appearing in Equation (6.23) is simil‐
arly recovered from the frequency‐domain data as (Ölmez & Çakıcı, 2022):

Equation7.25—Infinite‐frequency addedmass fromKramers–Kronig rela‐
tion:

ajk = Ajk(ω) +
1

ω

∫ ∞

0

Kjk(τ) sin(ωτ) dτ (6.25)

whereAjk(ω) is the addedmass at anyfinite frequency (Ölmez&Çakıcı, 2022).
Equations (6.24) and (6.25) express the Kramers–Kronig‐type relations that
link the frequency‐dependent added mass and damping to each other and to
the time‐domain impulse response—a consequence of the causal nature of
the hydrodynamic radiation problem.
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In practice, the upper limit of the integral in Equation (6.24) is replaced by
a finite frequency cut‐off beyondwhichBjk(ω) is negligible, and the convolu‐
tion integral in Equation (6.23) is truncated at a fluidmemory time t1 beyond
whichKjk(t)hasdecayedtonegligiblevalues. McTaggart (1998), as citedbyÖl‐
mezandÇakıcı (2022), establishedpractical guidelines for the time‐domain in‐
tegration: the time step andmemory cut‐off time scalewith the vessel length
and gravitational acceleration as:

Equation 7.26—McTaggart fluidmemory time‐step rules:

∆t ≈ 0.05

√
L

g
, t1 ≈ 5

√
L

g
(6.26)

with the corresponding number of time steps in the memory window
n1 = t1/∆t ≈ 100 (Ölmez & Çakıcı, 2022). For the typical merchant vessel
lengths (L = 100–350m), Equation (6.26) yields time steps of ∆t ≈ 0.16–
0.30 s and memory times of t1 ≈ 16–30 s, ensuring that the convolution in‐
tegral in Equation (6.23) is resolvedwith sufficient temporal resolutionwhile
thememory kernel has decayed by at least three orders of magnitude (Ölmez
& Çakıcı, 2022).

6.3 Theoretical Framework

6.3.1 Response in RegularWaves

Themotions of a vessel in regular waves are characterised by their natural fre‐
quencies—the frequencies at which the vessel oscillates freely when displaced
fromequilibriumand released. The foundational treatment of oscillatorymo‐
tion and pendulum dynamics can be found in (Hewitt et al., 2012). Campbell
(2025) derives the natural frequency of a simple pendulum from Newton’s
second law in angular form (τNET = Iα), obtaining:

Equation 7.27—Pendulumnatural frequency:

ωpendulum =

√
g

l
(6.27)

where g is gravitational acceleration and l is the pendulum length (Campbell,
2025). This result is independent ofmass and amplitude (for small angles), de‐
pending only on the gravitational restoring force and the effective length.

A vessel rolling in calm water after being disturbed behaves as a com‐
pound pendulum: the gravitational restoring moment is proportional to
the metacentric height GM, and the resistance to angular acceleration is
given by the mass moment of inertia (including hydrodynamic added mass).
By analogy with Equation (6.27), the natural roll frequency takes the form

ωϕ ∝
√

∆GM/(Ixx +A44), where∆ is the displacement, Ixx is the dry roll
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inertia, and A44 is the added mass in roll. The natural roll period is then
Tϕ = 2π/ωϕ.

The general solution of Equation (6.17) yields the natural roll period (At‐
twood, 1899):

Equation 7.28—Natural roll period:

Tϕ = π

√
k2

g GM
(6.28)

whereTϕ is the single‐swingperiod (fromport extreme to starboard extreme),
k is the transverse radius of gyration, g is the gravitational acceleration, and
GM is the metacentric height (Attwood, 1899). The period is independent of
the amplitude of oscillation for small angles; this property is termed isochron‐
ous rolling and holds experimentally up to approximately 10◦–15◦ each side of
the vertical (Attwood, 1899).

Equation (6.28) reveals two design levers for controlling the roll period:
(i) increasing the radius of gyration k, for instance by distributing weight
towards the ship’s sides, lengthens the period; (ii) decreasing the meta‐
centric height GM also lengthens the period. A long roll period is desirable
for seakeeping because it reduces the likelihood of synchronism with the
encountered wave period. Attwood (1899) noted that heavily armoured
battleships (e.g. HMSMajestic, GM ≈ 1.07m, Tϕ ≈ 8 s) had long periods due
to their large moments of inertia from side armour, whereas small gunboats
with relatively large GM experienced rapid rolling with periods of only
2 s–4 s (Attwood, 1899).

RollingAmongWaves: Froude's Equation

When a ship lies broadside to a regularwave trainwhose half‐period isT1, the
effective wave slope varies sinusoidally with time. Attwood (1899) presents
Froude’s general equation for unresisted rolling amongwaves:

Equation 7.29—Froude’s equation for rolling amongwaves:

d2θ
dt2

+
π2

T 2
ϕ

θ =
π2

T 2
ϕ

θ1,max sin
π t

T1
(6.29)

where θ is the ship’s inclination from the true vertical, θ1,max is themaximum
effective wave slope, Tϕ is the still‐water roll period, and T1 is the half‐period
of thewave (Attwood, 1899).

Synchronism

The critical condition occurs when Tϕ = T1, i.e. the still‐water roll period
equals the half‐period of the encountered wave. In this state of synchronism,
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the solution of Equation (6.29) shows that the roll amplitude increases
by (Attwood, 1899):

∆θ =
π

2
θ1,max

for every half‐wave that passes, so that anunresisted ship in perfect synchron‐
ismmust inevitably capsize. Attwood (1899) illustrated thiswith the example
of HMSDevastation (Tϕ = 6.75 s): in synchronismwithwaves of 8◦ maximum
slope, the roll would increase by approximately 12.6◦ every half‐wave, reach‐
ing dangerous angleswithin oneminute (Attwood, 1899).

Three limiting cases emerge from the general solution (Attwood, 1899):

1. Synchronism (Tϕ = T1): unbounded roll growth at a rate of π
2 θ1,max per

half‐wave.

2. Quick ship (Tϕ ≪ T1): the vessel follows thewave slope like a raft, with
maximumheel equal to θ1,max.

3. Slow ship (Tϕ ≫ T1): the vessel remains nearly upright regardless of
wave steepness.

Case 3 explains the classical design recommendation to make the still‐water
period as long as possible (small GM) for seakeeping, even though such a ship
is “crank” (easily inclined by external forces) (Attwood, 1899).

ResponseAmplitudeOperator

The Response Amplitude Operator (RAO) quantifies the linear transfer function
betweenwave input and vesselmotion output. It is defined as the ratio of the
motion amplitude xk in degree of freedom k to the wave amplitude H , and
is obtained directly from the six‐DOF equation ofmotion (Equation 6.18). For
theparticular caseof roll in theuncoupledsingle‐DOF form, theRAOtakes the
explicit form (Ge et al., 2026):

Equation 7.30—Roll response amplitude operator:

RAOϕ =
|F 4

I |√[
−(M44 +A44)ω2 + C44

]2
+
[
(B44 +Be

44)ω
]2 (6.30)

whereM44 is the roll moment of inertia,A44 the roll addedmass,B44 the roll
radiation damping, Be

44 the roll viscous damping, C44 the roll restoring stiff‐
ness (C44 = ρg∇GMT , Equation 6.20), ω the wave angular frequency, and F 4

I

the roll wave excitation load (Ge et al., 2026).
Equation (6.30) reveals a non‐monotonic relationship between roll RAO

andrestoringstiffness: thedenominator reaches itsminimum—andhence the
RAOitsmaximum—whenC44 = (M44+A44)ω

2. Geetal. (2026) termthis con‐
ditionthe critical restoring stiffness. Whentheactual restoringstiffnessexceeds
this critical value, increasing the restoring stiffness further (for example, by re‐
ducing BG to increase GMT , Equation 6.21) reduces the roll RAO. In the wave
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frequency rangemost commonly encountered by ships and submarines (ω ≈
0.3 rad s−1 to 1.3 rad s−1), increasing the roll restoring stiffness was found to
reduce roll RAO for both on‐free‐surface and near‐free‐surface conditions (Ge
et al., 2026).

Figure 6.2: Typical Response Amplitude Operator (RAO) curves for heave, pitch, and
roll as functions of the non‐dimensional encounter frequency ωe/ωn. Each curve ex‐
hibitsa resonancepeaknear thenatural frequencyof the respectivemode; the rollRAO
peak is the sharpest because roll radiation damping is small and viscous damping (not
captured by potential‐flow theory) governs the peak amplitude. Increasing the restor‐
ing stiffness shifts the resonance to higher frequencies and, for roll in the typicalwave‐
frequency band, reduces the peak amplitude (Equation 6.30). The shaded region indic‐
ates the encounter‐frequency range corresponding to common ocean wave periods at
a representative forward speed.

Encounter Frequency and Forward Speed Effects

When a vessel advances at speed U through a wave field, the frequency at
which it encounters successive wave crests differs from the absolute wave
frequency. The encounter frequency is (Ge et al., 2026):

Equation 7.31—Encounter frequency:

ωe = ω − ω2 |U |
g

cosβ (6.31)

where ω is the wave angular frequency, U the forward speed, g the gravita‐
tional acceleration, and β the heading angle between the vessel’s advance dir‐
ection and the wave propagation direction (Ge et al., 2026). In head seas (β =
180◦), cosβ = −1 and the encounter frequency increases; in following seas
(β = 0◦), it decreases. In beam seas (β = 90◦), ωe = ω and forward speed has
no effect on the encounter frequency.
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Forward speed modifies the hydrodynamic behaviour in two principal
ways (Ge et al., 2026): (i) it shifts the peak frequencies of the added mass and
radiation damping coefficients, because these are evaluated at the encounter
frequency rather than the absolute wave frequency; and (ii) it alters the RAO
magnitudes and frequency distributions. Numerical analysis of the SUBOFF
model showed that surge and sway RAOs increase with forward speed, while
heave and pitch RAOs decrease—a trend that contrasts with conventional
surface ships due to the streamlined hull form of the submarine, which
generatesminimal wave‐making resistance and dynamic lift (Ge et al., 2026).

Spectral ResponseAnalysis in IrregularWaves

The RAO framework developed above for regular waves extends naturally to
irregular seas through the spectral analysismethod. When a vessel advances
through long‐crested irregular waves characterised by a wave energy spec‐
trumSζ(ωe), the response spectrumof any linear output quantity is obtained
by (Jiao et al., 2019):

Equation 7.32—Response spectrum in long‐crested irregular waves:

SR(ωe) =
∣∣H(ωe)

∣∣2 Sζ(ωe) (6.32)

where H(ωe) is the RAO evaluated at the encounter frequency and Sζ(ωe)
is the wave energy spectrum expressed in encounter‐frequency coordin‐
ates (Jiao et al., 2019). Equation (6.32) relates the frequency content of the
wave input to the frequency content of the ship response through a simple
multiplicative filter—the squaredmodulus of the transfer function.

The transformationof thewavespectrumfromabsolute frequencyω toen‐
counter frequency ωe involves the Jacobian of the frequency mapping (Equa‐
tion 6.31). Ölmez and Çakıcı (2022) give the encounter spectrum as:

Equation 7.33—Encounter wave spectrum transformation:

Sζ(ωe) =
Sζ(ω)∣∣1− 2ω U cosβ / g

∣∣ (6.33)

whereSζ(ω) is thewavespectruminabsolute frequencyand thedenominator
is the absolute value of dωe/dω (Ölmez & Çakıcı, 2022). In head seas (cosβ <
0), thedenominator exceedsunity and the spectral energydensity is reduced—
the spectrum is stretched over a wider encounter‐frequency band. In follow‐
ing seas (cosβ > 0), the denominator can approach zero when ω → g/(2U),
producingasingularity that reflects thephysical accumulationofwaveenergy
as the vessel speed approaches the group velocity of the incident waves. This
singularity has direct practical consequences: in following seas at moderate
speed, narrow‐band swells can produce encounter spectra with very high en‐
ergy density at the corresponding encounter frequency, significantly amplify‐
ing themotion response predicted by Equation (6.32) (Ölmez & Çakıcı, 2022).
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Realistic ocean waves, however, are short‐crested: their energy is dis‐
tributed over both frequency and propagation direction. The directional
wave spectrum is expressed as the product of a frequency spectrum and a
directional spreading function (Jiao et al., 2019):

Equation 7.34—Directional wave spectrum:

Sζζ(ω, θ) = Sζ(ω)D(ω, θ) (6.34)

where θ is the angle between a component wave direction and the dominant
wave direction, and D(ω, θ) is the directional spreading function satisfying∫ π/2

−π/2
D(ω, θ) dθ = 1 (Jiao et al., 2019). A widely used parametric form is the

cosine‐powermodel (Jiao et al., 2019):
Equation 7.35—Cosine‐power directional spreading function:

D(ω, θ) =
Γ(n/2 + 1)√
π Γ(n/2 + 1/2)

cosnθ, −π
2
≤ θ ≤ π

2
(6.35)

whereΓ(·)denotes theGamma functionandn is apositive integer controlling
the degree of directional concentration (Jiao et al., 2019). Large values of n
produce a narrow directional distribution approaching the long‐crested limit
(n → ∞), while small values (e.g. n = 1–2) represent broadly spread seas typ‐
ical of open‐ocean swell.

The ship response spectrum in short‐crested irregular waves is obtained
by a two‐dimensional spectral analysis that integrates the directional contri‐
butions (Jiao et al., 2019):

Equation 7.36—Response spectrum in short‐crested irregular waves:

SR(ωe, β0 + θ) =
∣∣H(ωe, β0 + θ)

∣∣2 Sζζ(ωe, θ) (6.36)

where β0 is the heading angle of the ship with respect to the dominant wave
direction (Jiao et al., 2019). The variance (zeroth spectral moment) of the re‐
sponse is then:

Equation 7.37—Variance from directional spectrum:

m0(β0) =

∫ π

−π

∫ ∞

0

SR(ωe, β0 + θ) dωe dθ (6.37)

and the single significant amplitude (SSA) follows from the Rayleigh distribu‐
tion as (Jiao et al., 2019):

Equation 7.38— Significant single amplitude:

A1/3 = 2
√
m0 (6.38)

Equations (6.32)–(6.38) constitute the complete framework for predicting
ship motion and load statistics in irregular seas. Equation (6.32) is the long‐
crested special case recovered when the spreading function degenerates to a
Dirac delta, andEquations (6.36)–(6.38) represent the general short‐crested for‐
mulation.
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Quantitative Effects of Directional Spreading

Comparative model tests and numerical predictions by Jiao et al. (2019) on
a 72,000‐tonne vessel (313 m overall length) quantified the systematic differ‐
ences between ship responses in long‐crested and short‐crested waves. Two
complementary experiments were conducted: a 1/50‐scale model in a labor‐
atory wave basin generating two‐dimensional long‐crested waves, and a 1/25
large‐scalemodel in realistic three‐dimensional short‐crested seawaves atBo‐
hai Bay, China (Jiao et al., 2019).

For head‐sea conditions, the ratio of the response SSA in short‐crested
waves to that in long‐crested waves under equivalent sea states was found
to lie between 0.714 and 0.906 for pitch, vertical bending moment (VBM)
amidships, and vertical shearing force (VSF), indicating that long‐crested
waves systematically over‐estimate these responses (Jiao et al., 2019). In
contrast, the same ratio for heave and vertical acceleration lay much closer
to unity (0.987–1.092), demonstrating that vertical translatory motions are
relatively insensitive to directional spreading (Jiao et al., 2019).

A systematic numerical investigation of the spreading exponent n = 1–8
in the directional function (Equation 6.35) revealed three distinct behavioural
groups (Jiao et al., 2019):

1. Roll motion is most sensitive to directional spreading. In head and fol‐
lowing seas, roll decreases rapidly with increasing n (narrower spread‐
ing), vanishing in the long‐crested limit. Conversely, in beam seas, roll
increases with n because the wave energy concentrates in the direction
ofmaximum roll excitation.

2. Vertical motions (pitch, heave, vertical acceleration) show only mild
sensitivity to n for all wave headings. The variation is typically less
than 10% across the full rangen = 1–8.

3. Sectional loads (VBM, VSF) increase with n in head and following
seas, with the long‐crested assumption (n → ∞) yielding conservative
structural design loads. In beam seas, however, short‐crested waves
produce larger sectional loads than long‐crestedwaves because oblique
wave components—absent in the long‐crested idealisation—generate
significant bending and shear.

For the commonly adopted spreading parameter n = 2, Jiao et al. (2019)
compiled comprehensive influence coefficients—the ratio of short‐crested to
long‐crested response SSA—across 13 heading angles from 0◦ (following seas)
to 180◦ (head seas). In head seas, these coefficients were approximately 0.84
for VBM, 0.96 for pitch, and 1.10 for heave. The most extreme deviations oc‐
curred inbeamseas (90◦),where theVBMratio reached2.85–2.96and thepitch
ratioexceeded7, reflecting thestrongexcitationofmotions thatwouldbezero
in long‐crested beamwaves by symmetry. These quantitative influence coef‐
ficients provide a practical tool for estimating short‐crested wave responses
from long‐crested calculations (Jiao et al., 2019).
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6.3.2 Roll Dynamics andDamping

Campbell (2025) establishes the general equation of rotational dynamics as
Newton’s second law in angular form:

Equation 7.39—Newton’s second law for rotation:

τNET = I α (6.39)

where I =
∑
mi r

2
i is themoment of inertia of the system about the rotation

axis andα is the angular acceleration (Campbell, 2025). The corresponding ro‐
tational kinetic energy is:

Equation 7.40—Rotational kinetic energy:

Krot =
1

2
I ω2 (6.40)

whereω is the angular velocity (Campbell, 2025).
ApplyingEquation (6.39) to vessel roll, thenet torque comprises: (i) thehy‐

drostatic restoring moment, proportional to GMsinϕ; (ii) the wave‐exciting
moment; and (iii) a damping moment that opposes the angular velocity. In
thesimplest linearised formthisyieldsadriven, dampedharmonicoscillator—
the samemathematical structureas themass–spring–dashpot systemtreated
by Campbell (2025) in the context of SHM.

The roll energy budget illustrates why damping is critical: at resonance,
the energy input fromthewave excitation is balanced solely by the energydis‐
sipated per cycle. From Equation (6.40), the peak roll kinetic energy scales
asK ∝ I ϕ̇2max; damping devices (bilge keels, anti‐roll tanks, stabiliser fins)
increase the energy dissipation rate, thereby reducing ϕ̇max and the roll amp‐
litude.

Attwood (1899) described an empirical approach developed by William
Froude for quantifying roll damping. By deliberately rolling ships in still
water and recording the successive angles reached on each swing—the curve of
declining angles—the rate at which roll energy is dissipated can be measured.
From these experiments, the angle lost per swing (the decrement) was found
to follow a two‐term law (Attwood, 1899):

Equation 7.41—Decremental equation for resisted rolling:

−dΦ
dn

= aΦ+ bΦ2 (6.41)

where Φ is the roll angle in degrees, n is the swing number, and a and b are
coefficients determined experimentally for each vessel (Attwood, 1899). The
first term (aΦ) arises from resistances whose moment is proportional to the
angular velocity—principally wave‐making by the rolling hull—while the
second term (bΦ2) arises from resistances whose moment is proportional to
the square of the angular velocity—principally the passage of bilge keels and
sharp hull features through thewater (Attwood, 1899).

Representative coefficients from rolling experiments on Royal Navy ves‐
sels include (Attwood, 1899):
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Vessel Tϕ (s) a b Condition

HMS Inconstant 8.0 0.035 0.0051 —
HMSRevenge — 0.014 0.0028 without bilge keels
HMSRevenge — 0.064 0.0028 with bilge keels

The dramatic increase in the a coefficient for HMS Revenge upon fitting bilge
keels (from0.014 to 0.064) demonstrates their effectiveness. In rolling experi‐
ments starting from 6◦, without bilge keels 45–50 swings were required to de‐
cay to 2◦, whereaswith bilge keels only 8 swingswere needed (Attwood, 1899).

When synchronism is combined with damping, the roll amplitude does
not grow without bound but reaches a steady state. The angle of steady
rollingΦs satisfies (Attwood, 1899):

π

2
θ1,max = aΦs + bΦ2

s

where the left‐hand side is the synchronism increment per half‐wave and the
right‐hand side is the decrement due to resistance. Physical factors that pre‐
vent capsizing in practice include: (a) departure from isochronous rolling at
large angles, (b) resistance increasing with amplitude, and (c) the improbabil‐
ity of a long succession of waves of precisely equal period (Attwood, 1899).

Frequency‐Dependent Coefficients fromPanelMethods

TheHess–Smith constant panelmethod (Ge et al., 2026) provides a systematic
procedure for computing the frequency‐dependent addedmass and radiation
damping coefficients from the boundary integral equation (Equation 6.3).
The mean wetted surface of the hull is divided into NP quadrilateral panels,
and both the velocity potential and the source strength are assumed constant
within each panel. The source distribution over the wetted surface yields the
velocity potential at any field point as (Ge et al., 2026):

Equation 7.42—Panelmethod source distribution:

ϕ(x) =
1

4π

NP∑
α=1

σαG(x,xα, ω)∆Sα (6.42)

where σα is the source strength, G(x,xα, ω) the free‐surface Green function,
xα the geometric centre of the αth panel, and ∆Sα its area (Ge et al., 2026).
The unknown source strengths are determined by applying the body surface
boundary condition at each panel collocation point, yielding a dense linear
system of dimensionNP . Once the velocity potentials are obtained for each
degree of freedom and wave frequency, the added mass and radiation damp‐
ing follow fromEquation (6.6).

Numerical convergence studies on the DARPA SUBOFF model showed
that thehydrodynamiccoefficientsare insensitive to furthermeshrefinement
once the panel count exceeds approximately 2560 elements; finermeshes (up
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Figure 6.3: Physical mechanisms of roll damping for a ship cross‐section oscillating
about the longitudinal axis. (a) Wave‐making damping: the rolling hull radiates sur‐
face waves that carry energy away from the vessel, producing the radiation damp‐
ing B44 captured by potential‐flow theory (Equation 6.6). (b) Vortex‐shedding damp‐
ing: alternating vortices detach from sharp bilge corners during each half‐cycle of roll,
creating low‐pressure (suction) zones that oppose the angular velocity; this viscous
mechanism corresponds to the quadratic term bΦ2 in Froude’s decremental equation
(Equation 6.41). (c) Bilge keel effect: flat plates projecting from the turn of the bilge
amplify the vortex‐sheddingmechanism and increase the effective lever arm r, produ‐
cing a decrement proportional to r3 (Equation 6.60). The Ikeda decomposition (Equa‐
tion 6.43) combines these contributions with frictional and hull‐lift components into
a total equivalent linearised roll damping coefficient.
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to 9360 elements) produced virtually identical results (Ge et al., 2026). The
computed frequency‐dependent behaviour reveals distinct physical trends:
at near‐free‐surface conditions, as the submergence depth increases, both
the addedmass and radiation damping in all six degrees of freedom decrease.
At large submergence depths, the added mass becomes nearly constant
(frequency‐independent) while the radiation damping approaches zero—the
body no longer radiates appreciable surface waves (Ge et al., 2026). Among
the six degrees of freedom, surge and roll exhibit the smallest addedmass and
radiation damping coefficients, because these motions involve the smallest
fluid‐volume perturbations, whereas sway, heave, pitch, and yaw produce
larger values owing to greater fluid displacement (Ge et al., 2026).

Viscous Roll Damping fromVortex Shedding

The panel methods discussed above operate within the assumption of
potential flow—inviscid, irrotational fluid—and therefore capture only the
wave‐making component of roll damping (the radiation dampingB44 in Equa‐
tion 6.6). However, roll motion is unique among the six degrees of freedom
in that viscous effects—flow separation at bilge corners, vortex generation,
and eddy formation—contribute a substantial fraction of the total damping.
Potential flow theories can introduce large errors for roll prediction because
they fail to account for these viscousmechanisms (Jung et al., 2013).

To capture viscous roll damping directly, Jung et al. (2013) employed
the Reynolds‐averaged Navier–Stokes (RANS) equations with the standard
k–ε turbulence model in a two‐dimensional numerical wave tank. The free
surface was tracked using the volume of fluid (VOF) method, and a sliding
mesh technique coupled the fluid solution with the rigid‐body equations
of motion of a rectangular floating structure (B = 0.3m, H = 0.1m).
The piston‐type wave generator produced regular waves at three periods:
Ts = 0.93 s (equal to the roll natural period Tn), Ts = 0.8 s (Ts < Tn), and
Ts = 1.2 s (Ts > Tn) (Jung et al., 2013).

The time histories of wave elevation and roll angle agreed well with the
experimental results for all three wave periods. The largest roll amplitude oc‐
curred at Ts = Tn = 0.93 s due to resonance, consistent with the synchron‐
ism condition described by Equation (6.29). The computed RAO—defined as
ϕ/(Aζk), the ratioof roll angle towaveslope—was inexcellentagreementwith
both the experimental data and linear potential theory at frequencies away
from resonance. At the natural frequency, however, the RAO predicted by lin‐
ear potential theorywas significantlymagnified compared to the CFD and ex‐
perimental values, because the potential theory includes only wave‐making
damping and omits the viscous contribution (Jung et al., 2013).

The physical mechanism of viscous roll damping was elucidated through
detailed analysis of the velocity field and vorticity contours around the
structure. At each bottom corner of the rectangular hull, the oscillatory
roll motion generated alternating positive (counterclockwise) and negat‐
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ive (clockwise) vortices that detached from the sharp edges and evolved over
successive phases of the roll cycle (Jung et al., 2013). When the wave period
equalled or was shorter than the natural period (Ts ≤ Tn), these corner
vortices created regions of low pressure (suction) on the body surface that
opposed the rollmotion—the suction at the leeward bottomcorner resisted the
counterclockwise roll in one half‐cycle, and the corresponding suction at the
seaward corner resisted the clockwise roll in the other. This viscous damping
mechanism reduced the steady‐state roll amplitude below the undamped
prediction, and it corresponds physically to the bΦ2 term in Froude’s decre‐
mental equation (Equation 6.41), which arises from resistances proportional
to the square of the angular velocity (Attwood, 1899; Jung et al., 2013).

At the longer wave period (Ts = 1.2 s > Tn), a qualitatively different vor‐
texevolutionmechanismwasobserved. Ontheseawardside, thevortexdevel‐
opment was governed primarily by the water level variation—the free surface
descended faster than the structure corner rotated—rather thanby the rollmo‐
tion itself (Jung et al., 2013). The resulting pressure distribution boosted rather
than damped the rollmotion at thiswave period. On the leeward side, the vor‐
tex evolution remained governed by the roll motion, as in the shorter‐period
cases. This asymmetry between seaward and leeward vortex mechanisms at
longer wave periods highlights the importance of resolving the full viscous
flow field when assessing roll behaviour outside the resonance region (Jung
et al., 2013).

The forces acting on the structure exhibited clear physical trends. The
horizontal force Fx was governed by the difference in wave elevations on the
seaward and leeward sides—effectively the hydrostatic pressure imbalance—
while the vertical force Fz followed the ascent and descent of the wave. Both
force components increased rapidly as the wave period exceeded the natural
period, because the longer waves carried greater energy and produced larger
free‐surface excursions around the structure (Jung et al., 2013).

Ikeda's Semi‐Empirical Roll DampingDecomposition

The viscous flow computations of Jung et al. (2013) resolve individual vor‐
tex structures but require considerable computational effort. For routine
seakeeping prediction, the semi‐empirical method of Ikeda et al. (1978),
as described by Ölmez and Çakıcı (2022), decomposes the total equivalent
linearised roll damping coefficient into five physically distinct components:

Equation 7.43— Ikeda roll damping decomposition:

B44 = BF +BW +BE +BBK +BL (6.43)

whereBF is the frictional component arising from the tangential shear stress
on the hull surface, BW is the wave‐making component due to radiative
energy loss (equivalent to the potential‐flow radiation damping in Equa‐
tion 6.6),BE is the eddy‐making component generated by flow separation at
bilge corners and other sharp hull features,BBK is the bilge keel component
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attributable to the drag and vortex shedding from bilge keels, and BL is the
hull lift component produced by the hydrodynamic lift force on the hull at
forward speed (Ölmez & Çakıcı, 2022).

Equation (6.43) provides the engineering framework that links the
empirical two‐term decrement law (Equation 6.41) to the first‐principles
vortex‐sheddingmechanism identified by Jung et al. (2013): the frictional and
wave‐making terms correspond to the linear decrement coefficient a, while
the eddy‐making and bilge keel terms—both governed by vortex shedding at
sharp hull features and proportional to the square of the angular velocity—
produce the quadratic decrement coefficient b. The lift component, which
vanishes at zero speed, is significant only for vessels underway and increases
with the square of forward speed (Ölmez & Çakıcı, 2022). Validation of the
YTUDEEP strip‐theory code against experimental data from seven AME CRC
hull forms at Froude numbers Fn = 0.285 and 0.57 confirmed that the Ikeda
decomposition, combined with the Salvesen strip theory, reproduces the
measured roll, heave, and pitchRAOswith accuracy sufficient for preliminary
design (Ölmez & Çakıcı, 2022). This five‐component decomposition remains
the standard in strip‐theory seakeeping codes, where each component is
evaluated from the vessel’s principal dimensions and bilge geometry using
empirical formulas calibrated against forced‐roll model tests (Ölmez & Çakıcı,
2022).

Single‐Degree‐of‐FreedomRollModelwithActive Fin Stabilisation

When the principal interest is roll dynamics and active control, the six‐DOF
coupled equation of motion (Equation 6.18) is often reduced to a single‐DOF
representation. Jimohetal. (2021) adopta 1DOFnonlinear rollmodel inwhich
the state vector x = [ϕ ϕ̇]⊤ comprises the roll angle ϕ and roll rate p = ϕ̇:

Equation 7.44— Single‐DOF nonlinear roll dynamics:

ϕ̈ = a1 ϕ+ a2 ϕ
3 + a3 ϕ̇+ a4 ϕ̇ |ϕ̇|+ b α+MW (6.44)

where α [rad] is the fin stabiliser steering angle (the control input), MW

is the wave‐induced moment per unit inertia, and the coefficients encode
the vessel’s roll dynamics (Jimoh et al., 2021). The first two terms represent
the nonlinear restoring moment: a1 = −Th/(IXX + JXX) provides the
linear restoring stiffness (proportional to the metacentric height h), and
a2 = Th/[ϕ2v(IXX + JXX)] introduces the cubic nonlinearity governed by
the flooding angle ϕv . The next two terms model roll damping: a3 ϕ̇ is the
linear damping (with contributions from wave‐making and added resistance
from the fins), and a4 ϕ̇|ϕ̇| is the nonlinear quadratic damping arising from
viscous effects at sharp hull features (Jimoh et al., 2021).

The roll moment of inertia including the hydrodynamic addedmass is es‐
timated from the vessel’s principal dimensions as (Jimoh et al., 2021):
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Equation 7.45—Roll inertia estimation:

IXX + JXX =
T B2

s

g

(
0.3085 + 0.0227

Bs

ds
− 0.00043

L

100

)2
(6.45)

where T [t] is the vessel displacement, Bs [m] the beam, ds [m] the draught,
L [m] the length between perpendiculars, and g [m s−2] the gravitational ac‐
celeration (Jimoh et al., 2021). This empirical formula enables roll dynamics
analysis when detailedmass distribution data are unavailable.

The linear damping coefficient DN and the nonlinear damping coeffi‐
cientDW are related to experimental coefficients n1 and n2 by (Jimoh et al.,
2021):

DN =
2n1
π

√
Th (IXX + JXX), DW =

3n2 (IXX + JXX)

4

These correspond directly to the two‐term damping law of Equation (6.41):
DN produces the lineardecrement (a coefficient) andDW yields thequadratic
decrement (b coefficient) (Attwood, 1899; Jimoh et al., 2021).

The fin stabiliser generates a controlmoment per unit inertia through the
hydrodynamic lift force acting on the fin surface (Jimoh et al., 2021):

Equation 7.46—Fin stabiliser controlmoment:

MC = −ρU
2Af lf C

α
L

IXX + JXX
α (6.46)

whereρ [kgm−3] is thewaterdensity,U [m s−1] the forwardspeed,Af [m2] the
fin planform area, lf [m] themoment arm from the roll axis to the fin, andCα

L

the rate of change of the lift coefficient with respect to the fin angle (Jimoh et
al., 2021). Equation (6.46) reveals the fundamental physics of fin stabilisation:
(i) thecontrolmoment isproportional toU2,makingfinstabilisersmosteffect‐
ive at high speed and poorly effective at low speed; (ii) themoment scales lin‐
earlywith fin areaAf andmoment arm lf , favouring large fins placed far from
the roll axis; and (iii) themoment is inversely proportional to the total roll in‐
ertia, soheavier vessels require largerfins for equivalent roll reduction (Jimoh
et al., 2021).

The wave‐induced disturbance MW is modelled as a stochastic process
characterised by the Pierson–Moskowitz spectrum (presented in the Wave
Mechanics and Ocean Waves chapter of the companion volume). Jimoh et al.
(2021) approximate the wave excitation by a second‐order transfer function
in state‐space form:

Equation 7.47—Wave disturbance state‐spacemodel:[
ḋ

ḋw

]
=

[
0 1

−ω2
0 −2ζwω0

] [
d
dw

]
+

[
0
kw

]
wn (6.47)

where ω0 [rad s−1] is the modal (peak) frequency of the wave spectrum, ζw is
a damping coefficient (typically ζw = 0.1), wn is zero‐mean Gaussian white
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noise, and kw = 2ζwω0σw with σw =
√
S(ω0) (Jimoh et al., 2021). The

wave‐induced disturbance entering Equation (6.44) is thenMW = dw. When
the vessel moves at forward speed U , the modal frequency is shifted to the
encounter frequency ωe = ω0 − (ω2

0/g)U cosβ (cf. Equation 6.31), where β is
the angle between the vessel heading andwave propagation direction (Jimoh
et al., 2021).

6.3.3 Response in Irregular Seas

When a vessel navigates in an irregular sea characterised by the short‐crested
wave spectrum S(ω, µ) = S(ω)D(µ) (as defined in the Wave Mechanics and
Ocean Waves chapter of the companion volume), the wave‐induced perturba‐
tion forcesvary randomly intime, andthevessel’smotionresponsebecomesa
stochastic process. The theoretical framework for predicting these responses
must connect the spectral description of the wave field to the dynamic equa‐
tions of the vessel.

State‐Space Formulation for Time‐Domain Response

Zhanget al. (2025) developeda three‐degree‐of‐freedom(heave, roll, pitch) per‐
turbationmodel for a vessel in constant‐velocity straight‐line navigation. By
combining the coupledequationofmotion (Equation6.18), thehydrodynamic
forces (inertial and viscous), and the restoring forces (Equation 6.20) with the
nonlinear Froude–Krylov forces computed over the instantaneouswetted sur‐
face, the second‐order perturbation equation is reduced to a first‐order state‐
space form (Zhang et al., 2025):

Equation 7.48— State‐space perturbation equation:

Ẋv = Av(Xv)Xv + Ev Wv(Xv, t) (6.48)

where Xv = (ξ3, ξ̇3)
⊤ ∈ R6 is the perturbation state vector comprising

the three‐DOF displacements ξ3 = (ξ3, ξ4, ξ5)
⊤ and their time derivat‐

ives (Zhang et al., 2025). The systemmatrix is (Zhang et al., 2025):
Equation 7.49—Perturbation systemmatrix:

Av(Xv) =

(
03×3 I3

(Mv3 −MhdI3)
−1Mre3 (Mv3 −MhdI3)

−1 (MhdD3 −Mci3)

)
(6.49)

where Mv3 is the vessel inertia matrix, MhdI3 the inertial hydrodynamic
(added mass) matrix, MhdD3 the viscous hydrodynamic matrix, Mci3 the
Coriolis–centrifugal matrix, andMre3 the restoring force matrix, all reduced
to the three active degrees of freedom (heave, roll, pitch) (Zhang et al., 2025).
The wave disturbance matrix Ev and the wave disturbance vectorWv(Xv, t)
transmit the Froude–Krylov forces into the perturbation dynamics (Zhang
et al., 2025):
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Equation 7.50—Wave disturbancematrix and vector:

Ev =

(
03×3

(Mv3 −MhdI3)
−1

)
, Wv(Xv, t) = MMNA3M⊤

MD(ξ3, t) (6.50)

where MMNA3 encodes the normal vectors and areas of the hull surface
mesh elements, andMMD(ξ3, t) is the mesh dynamic pressure matrix that
depends nonlinearly on both the vessel’s instantaneous perturbation state
and time (Zhanget al., 2025). BecauseAv dependsonXv through the restoring
force matrix (which varies with vessel attitude), and Wv depends on both
Xv and t, Equation (6.48) is a nonlinear, non‐stationary ordinary differential
equation thatmust be solved numerically (Zhang et al., 2025).

Statistical Characterisation of Vessel Response

The time‐domain solution of Equation (6.48) produces time histories of the
heave displacement ξ3(t), roll angle ξ4(t), and pitch angle ξ5(t). The statist‐
ical properties of these responses are characterised by two families of meas‐
ures (Zhang et al., 2025):

• Significant values (ξ3,1/3, ξ4,1/3, ξ5,1/3): the average of the absolute
values of the largest maxima and minima in the top one‐third of the
perturbation time series. These are themotion analogue of the signific‐
ant wave heightH1/3 and provide a single‐number indicator of motion
severity.

• Dominant angular frequencies (ωdξ3 , ωdξ4 , ωdξ5 ): determined by
performing a Fast Fourier Transform on the time series, computing
the single‐sided amplitude spectrum, and identifying the angular
frequency at which the spectral amplitude is maximum (Zhang et al.,
2025). The dominant frequency indicates the prevailing period of
the vessel’s oscillation, which depends on both the wave encounter
spectrum and the vessel’s natural frequencies.

Sensitivity of Response to Sea‐State Parameters

Zhang et al. (2025) conducted a global sensitivity analysis using the Sobol
variance‐decomposition method, performing 4800 time‐domain simula‐
tions of the KVLCC2 vessel (Lpp = 320m, CB = 0.81, Froude number
Fn = 0.142) across the full range of NorthAtlantic sea states 2–8, with four in‐
put parameters: significant wave heightH1/3 ∈ [0.3m, 11.5m], modal wave
period Tm ∈ [7.5 s, 16.4 s], principal wave encounter angle µe ∈ [0◦, 180◦],
andmean vessel speed Vva ∈ [0, 7.97ms−1] (≤15.5 knot).

The first‐order Sobol sensitivity indices revealed a clear hierarchy of influ‐
ence on the perturbation significant values (Zhang et al., 2025):
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1. Significant wave height H1/3: dominant influence on perturbation
amplitude (first‐order index S1 ≈ 0.38–0.48 for heave, roll, and pitch
significant values).

2. Modal period Tm: second‐largest influence (S1 ≈ 0.30–0.36).

3. Encounter angleµe: moderate influence (S1 ≈ 0.11–0.13).

4. Mean velocity Vva: negligible influence (S1 < 0.01).

For the dominant frequencies of the response, the hierarchy differs: the
modal period Tm becomes the most influential parameter (S1 ≈ 0.28–0.58),
followed by the encounter angle µe, while H1/3 and Vva have negligible
effects (Zhang et al., 2025). The total sensitivity indices confirm significant
interaction effects among the parameters: the sum of all total indices ex‐
ceeds unity, indicating that combined (higher‐order) effects—particularly
betweenH1/3 and Tm—contribute substantially to the variance of the vessel
response (Zhang et al., 2025).

Comparative analysis under sea state 4 conditions further revealed
non‐monotonic directional effects (Zhang et al., 2025): (i) heave amplitude
is greatest under beam seas, followed by following seas, and lowest under
head seas; (ii) the dominant frequencies of the three‐DOF perturbations
are highest under head seas and lowest under following seas, consistent
with the encounter frequency relation (Equation 6.31). These trends arise
because the KVLCC2’s waterline length exceeds the wavelengths of most
wave components at sea state 4,while the beam is smaller,making transverse
wave components more effective at exciting vertical motions (Zhang et al.,
2025).

6.3.4 Parametric Rolling

Parametric rolling is a dynamic instability in which roll motion is excited not
by a direct wave‐induced heelingmoment but by the periodic variation of the
vessel’s restoring armas it passes through successivewave crests and troughs.
The physical mechanism is as follows: in longitudinal seas (head or follow‐
ing), the encounter with successivewave crests and troughs causes thewater‐
plane area and its second moment to change cyclically, thereby modulating
themetacentric height GM and the restoring coefficientC44 at the encounter
frequency (Rawson& Tupper, 2001).

The equation governing roll in the presence of time‐varying restoring stiff‐
ness takes the form of a dampedMathieu equation (Rawson& Tupper, 2001):

Equation 7.51—DampedMathieu equation for parametric roll:

ϕ̈+ 2µ ϕ̇+ ω2
0

[
1− 2h cos(ωE t)

]
ϕ = 0 (6.51)

whereϕ is the roll angle,µ is the linear damping coefficient,ω0 =
√
g GM/k2xx

is the natural roll frequency in calm water (cf. Equation 6.17), ωE is the en‐
counter frequency (Equation 6.31), and h is the modulation depth—the ratio
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of the amplitude of the GM variation to the mean value GM (el Moctar et al.,
2021; Rawson& Tupper, 2001).

The most dangerous condition for parametric excitation occurs
when the encounter frequency is approximately twice the natural roll
frequency (Rawson& Tupper, 2001):

Equation 7.52—Principal parametric resonance condition:

ωE ≈ 2ω0 (6.52)

Under this condition, the wave encounter period is half the natural roll
period, so the ship experiences a restoring arm increase on each roll through
the upright and a restoring arm decrease at each extreme of roll—precisely
the phasing that pumps energy into the roll motion. Even modest GM
variations (h ≈ 0.1–0.2) can trigger large roll amplitudes if the damping µ is
insufficient (Rawson& Tupper, 2001).

The stability boundaries of Equation (6.51) are given by the Ince–Strutt
diagram: the roll is stable (bounded) formost combinations of (ωE/ω0, h)but
becomes unbounded in wedge‐shaped instability regions emanating from
ωE/ω0 = 2, 1, 2/3, . . . The width of each instability region increases with the
modulation depth h and narrows with increasing damping µ. For practical
purposes, only the principal region near ωE ≈ 2ω0 is of concern, because the
higher‐order regions are narrow and easily suppressed by ship damping (el
Moctar et al., 2021; Rawson& Tupper, 2001).

Vesselswith large bowflare and stern overhang—particularlymodern con‐
tainer ships and car carriers—are especially susceptible to parametric rolling
because thewaterplane shape changes strongly between the crest and trough
conditions, producing large values of h. The encounter frequency condition
(Equation 6.52) is typically met in head seas at moderate forward speed or in
following seas at low speed (Rawson& Tupper, 2001).

Vulnerability Assessment andOperationalMitigation

The SecondGeneration Intact Stability Criteria (SGISC) described in Chapter 4
(Section 4.4.3) provide a quantitative framework for evaluating susceptibility
to parametric rolling. In the Level 2 vulnerability check, a long‐term stabil‐
ity failure index C2 is computed by summing the wave‐weighted probability
of roll amplitudes exceeding a critical value (typically 25◦) across all combina‐
tions of Froude number and heading angle. A vessel is not vulnerable ifC2 ≤
0.025 (Spyrou et al., 2023).

The roll amplitude in each representative sea state is estimated using
Grim’s effective wave concept (Spyrou et al., 2023). The effective wave spec‐
trum is obtained from the incident directional spectrum S(ω, α) by the
transfer function:

Equation 7.53—Grim’s effectivewave spectrum for parametric roll assess‐
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Figure 6.4: Ince–Strutt stability diagram for theMathieu equation governing paramet‐
ric roll (Equation 6.54). The horizontal axis is the frequency‐ratio parameter p4 ≈
(ω0/ωE)

2; the vertical axis is the modulation depth q4 proportional to the amplitude
ofmetacentric height variation. Shadedwedge‐shaped tongues emanating from p4 =
0.25, 1, 2.25, . . . denote regions of unbounded roll growth (instability). The principal
tongue near p4 = 0.25 (ωE ≈ 2ω0, Equation 6.52) is the widest and most dangerous.
Dashed curves showhow increasing linear dampingµ/ω0 contracts the tonguebound‐
aries, with moderate damping (µ/ω0 ≈ 0.05) eliminating higher‐order instability re‐
gions entirely (Biran, 2003). The operating point of a specific vessel in a given sea state
is determined by the Grim effective‐wave spectrum (Equation 6.53).

ment:

Sηeff(ω,Lpp, α) =

 ω2

g Lpp cosχ′

sin
(
ω2

2g Lpp cosχ′)
π2 −

(
ω2

2g Lpp cosχ′
)2
2

S(ω, α) (6.53)

whereχ′ = χ−α,χ is the ship heading,α is the propagating direction of each
spectral component, andLpp is the length betweenperpendiculars. The signi‐
ficant effective wave heightHeff = 4.0

√
m0 withm0 =

∫∫
Sηeff dω dα charac‐

terises the amplitude of the waterplane modulation experienced by the hull.
Theroll response is thencomputed fromanuncouplednonlinear rollequation
with time‐varying restoringmoment in equivalent regularwaves determined
from this spectrum (Spyrou et al., 2023).

Case studies reported by Spyrou et al. (2023) illustrate the practical
consequences. A C11 class container ship (Lpp = 262m, B = 40m,
GM = 1.965m) failed both Level 2 checks (C1 = 0.437 > 0.06;
C2 = 0.026 > 0.025)—consistent with the historical record, as the ac‐
tual vessel experienced 40◦ parametric roll in the North Pacific in 1998. For
such vessels, operational measures offer an alternative to redesign: voyage
simulation demonstrated that optimal fuel‐consumption routes naturally
avoided the low‐Froude‐number conditions (Fn < 0.1) where parametric
rolling was predicted, reducing the risk without significant delay (Spyrou
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et al., 2023).
A complementary approach uses X‐band wave radar to measure the

directional wave spectrum in real time and feed it into the Grim effective‐
wave calculation on board (Spyrou et al., 2023). Validation on a RoPax vessel
showed that the simplified method, driven by radar‐measured spectra, re‐
produced the observed maximum roll angle with reasonable accuracy and
correctly identified that a 15◦ heading change would substantially reduce
the parametric roll response. This wave‐radar‐assisted operational guid‐
ance connects the physics‐based SGISC framework to real‐time shipboard
decision‐making (Spyrou et al., 2023).

Nonlinear Coupling Effects in Parametric Rolling

TheMathieuequation (Equation6.51) assumes that the roll restoringmoment
oscillates sinusoidally with the encounter frequency. To connect this phys‐
ical model to the classical stability analysis, the damped Mathieu equation
is reduced to its standard form by the substitution ϕa = ξ4 exp(µτ), where
τ = ωEt is the non‐dimensional time (Shi et al., 2024):

Equation 7.54— StandardMathieu equation for parametric roll stability:

d2ϕa
dτ2

+
(
p4 + q4 cos τ

)
ϕa = 0 (6.54)

where p4 = ∆GM0 / (ω
2
E I

′
xx) − µ2 is the ratio of the natural roll frequency

squared to the encounter frequency squared (diminished by the damping),
and q4 = ∆GMa / (ω

2
E I

′
xx)measures the amplitude of the restoring‐stiffness

modulation (Shi et al., 2024). Here ∆ is the displacement, GM0 the mean
metacentric height, GMa the amplitude of the metacentric height variation,
I ′xx the roll moment of inertia, and µ the linear damping coefficient. The
Ince–Strutt stability diagram in the (p4, q4) plane contains wedge‐shaped
instability tongues emanating from p4 = 0.25, 1, 2.25, . . . ; the principal
tongue near p4 ≈ 0.25 (ωE ≈ 2ω0, Equation 6.52) is the most dangerous
because itswidth increases rapidlywithmodulation depth q4 (Shi et al., 2024).

Shi et al. (2024) applied a fully nonlinear potential flow (FNPF) method to
simulate parametric rolling of the KRISO Container Ship (KCS, Lpp = 230m,
Cb = 0.6505) in head seas. Unlike the linear or weakly nonlinear potential
flowmethods discussed in Section 6.2.1, the FNPF approach solves the exact
free‐surface boundary conditions—the Zakharov kinematic and dynamic
equations—on the instantaneous wetted surface in the time domain, captur‐
ing the fully nonlinear interaction between large incident waves and hull
motions (Shi et al., 2024). The acceleration potential technique decomposes
the time derivative of the velocity potential into six modal potentials (one
per degree of freedom) and a residual, from which the instantaneous added
mass matrix is evaluated by pressure integration. This decomposition de‐
couples the acceleration–fluid‐force interdependence, enabling stable 6‐DOF
time‐domain integration (Shi et al., 2024).
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For the KCS without bilge keels at wave steepnesses H/λ = 0.02 and
wavelength‐to‐ship‐length ratios of λ/Lpp = 1.00 and 1.15, the FNPF
simulation reproduced the experimentally observed parametric roll with
amplitudes of 24◦ and 18.7◦, respectively, in close agreementwithmodel‐test
measurements (Shi et al., 2024). Three physical features emerged from the
nonlinear analysis that the linearisedMathieumodel (Equation 6.54) cannot
capture. First, cross‐DoF coupling: after the onset of parametric rolling, the
heave equilibrium position shifted slightly upward and a small bow trim
developed in the pitch equilibrium, demonstrating that large‐amplitude roll
pumps energy into the heave and pitchmodes. Second, the nonlinear restoring
moment computed from the instantaneouswetted surface exceeded theMath‐
ieu model’s sinusoidal approximation, exhibiting pronounced higher‐order
harmonic components due to hull fore–aft asymmetry—the flared stern of the
KCS produces a larger roll restoring coefficient in stern‐trim conditions than
the tapered bow does in bow‐trim conditions. Third, potential flowmethods
omit viscous roll damping; when supplemented by the empirical two‐term
damping law (Equation 6.41) with coefficients a = 0.0336 and b = 0.0067, the
FNPF simulation captured both the roll amplitude and phase with accuracy
comparable to URANS computations (Shi et al., 2024).

6.3.5 Slamming andGreenWater

Water shipping (green water) on the deck of marine structures is a recurring
problem in coastal, ocean, and offshore engineering, with direct implications
for operations and human safety. Hernández‐Fontes et al. (2020) conducted
systematic wet dam‐break experiments to investigate the patterns and ver‐
tical loads of shipping water events on a rectangular fixed structure. Their
workprovides adetailed classificationof greenwater event types as a function
of the steepness of the incoming bore.

Classification of ShippingWater Events

In the experiments of Hernández‐Fontes et al. (2020), four wet dam‐break
ratios (rd = h0/h1 = 0.7, 0.6, 0.5, and 0.4)were combinedwith two freeboards
(fb = 0.030m and 0.042m) to generate isolated shipping water events
on a fixed structure. The ratio h0/h1 = 0.8 did not produce significant
water shipping for either freeboard. High‐speed camera visualisation at
500 fps, synchronised with wave probes and a force balance, allowed detailed
characterisation of the shippingwater patterns.

Three types of shipping water events were identified, defined principally
by the size of the air cavity formed at the bow edge and the angle of the flow
crest during the initial stages of water invasion (Hernández‐Fontes et al.,
2020):

1. Dam‐break type (DB): Obtained with the lowest bore steepness (ε ≈
0.12, rd ≈ 0.7). After the water level reached the deck, a small jet in‐
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vaded the deck followed by the bulk of the water. No air cavity formed
at the bow. The crest angles were obtuse (125◦ < θ < 165◦) during the
initial shipping stages. This event produced the lowest vertical loads.

2. Plunging‐dam‐break with small cavity (PDBSC):Obtained withmod‐
erate bore steepness (ε ≈ 0.21–0.33, rd ≈ 0.6–0.5). A small plunging
wavereachedthedeckandencapsulatedasmall amountofair, forminga
cavityat thebowedge. Thecavitywas initiallyalmostcircularbutunder‐
went anisotropic compression as the shipped water weight increased,
until it was trapped by the flow and collapsed. Forward and backward
jets formed during cavity closure. The crest angleswere sharper than in
the DB type (106◦ < θ < 158◦) (Hernández‐Fontes et al., 2020).

3. Plunging‐dam‐break with large cavity (PDBLC): Obtained with the
highest bore steepness (ε ≈ 0.55, rd ≈ 0.4). A large air cavity formed
at the bow edge, extending horizontally to approximately one‐third of
the deck length. Themaximumwater elevation on the deck developed
a forward‐pointing horn shape. Large upstream and downstream
jets formed almost at the end of the deck, and the shipping flow im‐
pacted the vertical wall directly. This was the most severe event type
(Hernández‐Fontes et al., 2020).

This classification extends the earlier work of Greco et al. (2007), as cited
in Hernández‐Fontes et al. (2020), who identified dam‐break (DB), plunging‐
dam‐break (PDB), and hammer‐fist (HF) event types using regularwaves. The
PDBLC event differs from the HF event principally by the formation of a large
air cavity that was not reported in the latter.

Cavity Formation and Steepness Dependence

As bore steepness increased from ε ≈ 0.21 to ε ≈ 0.55, the cavity area (non‐
dimensionalised as Acav/L

2, where L is the deck length) increased for both
freeboards. The cavity aspect ratio zcav/xcav decreased with increasing steep‐
ness, meaning that steeper bores producedmore semi‐elliptical cavities with
a greater horizontal extent, whereas longer (less steep) bores produced arc‐
like cavities (Hernández‐Fontes et al., 2020). The cavity compression process
during PDBSC events was described as analogous to the flip‐through cavity
evolution on a vertical wall: an initially circular cavity deforms isotropically,
then anisotropically as a forward jet propagates along the deck surface, until
trapping and collapse (Hernández‐Fontes et al., 2020).

Freeboard Exceedance

The non‐dimensional maximum freeboard exceedance h∗em at the bow in‐
creased with bore height h∗w, with an approximately linear relationship for
low andmoderate steepness cases (ε ≤ 0.33). For the steepest bore (ε ≈ 0.55),
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the relationship deviated from linearity, attributed to the steep flow pattern
and the formation of the sharp flow crest at nearly right angles when the
maximum freeboard exceedance was attained (Hernández‐Fontes et al.,
2020). For the higher freeboard experiments, bores with a partially broken
front were observed for h0/h1 = 0.6 and 0.5, causing particular features in
the initial shipping stages.

Vertical Loads onDeck: Forward and BackflowLoading

Hernández‐Fontes et al. (2020) measured the quasi‐static vertical loads over
the deck of the structure using a force balance of four S‐type axial load cells,
sampled at 500Hz with a 100Hz low‐pass filter. They defined two loading
phases:

• Forward loads: Generated by water propagating from the beginning of
thedeck to the stage atwhich it reachedmaximumdisplacementon the
vertical wall during run‐up.

• Backflow loads: Generated after the wall run‐up maximum, including
loads caused bywater returning to the reservoir.

The non‐dimensional vertical forcewas defined as:
Equation 7.55—Non‐dimensional vertical force on deck:

F ∗ =
F

ρ g h1 L2
(6.55)

where F is themeasured vertical force, ρ = 1000 kgm−3 is the water density,
g = 9.81ms−2 is gravitational acceleration, h1 is the upstream water depth,
andL = 0.195m is the structure length (Hernández‐Fontes et al., 2020).

Themeanmaximumforward loads increasedsignificantlywithboresteep‐
ness:

Table 6.1: Mean maximum forward loads by shipping water event type (Hernández‐
Fontes et al., 2020).

Event type Bore steepness ε Meanmax.F ∗ (M1)

DB 0.12 ≈ 0.082
PDBSC (rd ≈ 0.6) 0.21 ≈ 0.24
PDBSC (rd ≈ 0.5) 0.33 ≈ 0.424
PDBLC (rd ≈ 0.4) 0.55 ≈ 0.529

The forward peak load for the PDBLC event was approximately 6.4 times
larger than for the DB event. The PDBSC events showed intermediate load‐
ing,with the peak load increasing by approximately 176%and 517% relative to
themoderate andmild events, respectively, for the ε ≈ 0.33 case (Hernández‐
Fontes et al., 2020).
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A key finding was the significance of backflow loading. The ratio of
backflow peak (M2) to forward peak (M1) was between 0.64 and 0.86 for
all cases, indicating that backflow loads are of the same order as forward
loads (Hernández‐Fontes et al., 2020). For the DB, PDBSC, and moderate
PDBSC cases, the load time series showed progressive forward loading, a
first peak (M1), a decay, and then a second peak (M2) due to backflow. In the
PDBLC case, however, the forward loading increased more rapidly, and the
subsequent run‐downproduced an almost constant loading period due to the
largewatermass over the deck.

The impact pressure generated when the ship’s bow re‐enters the water
after emergence—slamming—is governed by the relative velocity between the
hull and the free surfaceand the localhull geometry (Faltinsen, 1990). Rawson
and Tupper (2001) present the slamming pressure as:

Equation 7.56— Slamming impact pressure:

p = 1
2 ρ ṙ

2 F (β) (6.56)

where ρ is thewater density, ṙ is the relative velocity between the hull section
and the water surface, and F (β) is a function of the local deadrise angle β
of the hull section (Rawson & Tupper, 2001). Sections with small deadrise
(flat bottom) produce the highest impact pressures because the added mass
changes rapidlyduringwater entry. For awedge‐shaped section,F (β) → π/β
as β → 0, showing that perfectly flat sections (β = 0) would experience in‐
finite pressure—the physical reason why all ship sections maintain some
minimumdeadrise angle in the fore body.

The probability that slamming occurs in a given sea state depends on
two simultaneous conditions being satisfied: the bowmust emerge from the
water, and the relative velocity at re‐entry must exceed a threshold value.
Rawson and Tupper (2001) express the probability of a slam as:

Equation 7.57— Slamming probability:

Pr(slam) = exp
(
−
T 2
bow

2m0r

)
(6.57)

where Tbow is the draught at the fore perpendicular and m0r is the variance
(zeroth spectralmoment) of the relative verticalmotion at the bow (Rawson&
Tupper, 2001). Similarly, theprobabilityof deckwetnessat thebowis (Rawson
& Tupper, 2001):

Equation 7.58—Deckwetness probability:

Pr(wetness) = exp
(
− F 2

b

2m0r

)
(6.58)

whereFb is the freeboard at the location of interest. Equations (6.57) and (6.58)
follow from the Rayleigh distribution of peak amplitudes in a narrow‐band
Gaussian process. They show that slamming and wetness become exponen‐
tially less probable as draught and freeboard increase relative to the motion
variance—a direct design guide for bow geometry.
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6.3.6 AddedResistance inWaves

When a vessel advances through a seaway, it experiences a mean resistance
incrementabove its calm‐watervalue. Thisadded resistance inwavesarises from
the second‐order (time‐averaged) drift forces generated by the interaction of
the hull with the wave field. el Moctar et al. (2021) derive themean drift force
by time‐averaging the second‐order pressure forces over onewave period.

The total drift force is decomposed into two contributions (elMoctar et al.,
2021). The first arises from the integration of the first‐ and second‐order pres‐
sures over themeanwetted surface:

Equation 7.59—Drift force frompressure integration:

FA =
∑
panels

[
p2 n0 + p1 n1 + p0 n2

]
(6.59)

where p0, p1, and p2 are the zeroth‐, first‐, and second‐order pressures, n0, n1,
and n2 are the corresponding panel normal vectors, and the overbar denotes
the time average (el Moctar et al., 2021). The second contribution arises from
the variable waterline: the oscillation of the wave surface relative to the hull
adds a line‐integral term along the instantaneous waterline intersection (el
Moctar et al., 2021).

Themean longitudinal drift forceFx is non‐dimensionalised as the added
resistancecoefficientCAW (Equation5.20 inChapter5),whichpeakswhenthe
wave length is comparable to the ship length (λ/L ≈ 1) and the radiatedwave
energy isgreatest (elMoctaretal., 2021). Thepractical consequence is involun‐
tary speed reduction: the propulsion systemmust overcomeboth calm‐water
resistance and the time‐averagedwave drift force, with the fuel‐consumption
and schedule implications discussed in Section 5.3.6.

6.4 Applications inMaritime Systems

6.4.1 Seakeeping Criteria andOperability

The seakeeping performance of a vessel is assessed against quantitative lim‐
iting criteria that define the boundary between acceptable and unacceptable
operatingconditions. RawsonandTupper (2001)present theprincipal criteria
used in naval architecture practice:

1. Vertical acceleration. The RMS vertical acceleration at the bridge or
cargo spaces must not exceed a threshold (typically 0.2 g for crew com‐
fort, 0.1 g for passenger vessels). The vertical acceleration at any point
along the ship is a combination of heave and pitch contributions and in‐
creases toward the extremities (Rawson& Tupper, 2001).

2. Slamming frequency. From Equation (6.57), the probability of a slam
per wave encounter is computed for each sea state and heading. The

133



Chapter 6. ShipMotions and Seakeeping

limiting criterion is typically 3–5 slamsper 100waveencounters former‐
chant ships (Rawson& Tupper, 2001).

3. Deck wetness. From Equation (6.58), the frequency of green water on
deck must remain below a specified limit—usually 5% of wave encoun‐
ters at the bow (Rawson& Tupper, 2001).

4. Propeller emergence. The propeller should not emerge above the free
surface by more than one‐quarter of its diameter, as this causes racing,
loadfluctuations, andpotential cavitationdamage. The criterion is that
the depthof the propeller tipT0−D/4 shouldnot be exceeded (Rawson
& Tupper, 2001).

5. Motion sickness incidence (MSI). The percentage of unacclimatised
persons who become seasick within a given exposure period depends
on the vertical acceleration level and its frequency. The MSI increases
sharply when the acceleration frequency is near 0.17Hz (≈ 6 s period),
corresponding to the peak of human vestibular sensitivity. Rawson
and Tupper (2001) report a subjective motion measure of the form
SM = A(f) a1.43, whereA(f) is a frequency‐dependentweighting and
a is the acceleration amplitude.

For each combination of sea state, heading, and speed, the motion spec‐
trum is computed from the RAO (Equation 6.30) and the wave spectrum. The
spectral moments yield the RMS values of each criterion quantity. The set of
speed–heading combinations at which all criteria are satisfied defines the op‐
erability index—the fraction of a given mission profile during which the vessel
canperform its intended function (Lewis, 1988;Molland, 2008; Rawson&Tup‐
per, 2001).

6.4.2 Hull FormDesign for Seakeeping

The dominant hull form parameters affecting seakeeping performance are
the length‐to‐beam ratio L/B, the block coefficient Cb, the bow flare angle,
and the hull section shape at the fore body (Molland, 2008; Rawson & Tupper,
2001).

Rawson and Tupper (2001) identify the following design trends:

• Length. Longer shipshave lowernatural frequencies inheave andpitch
(both scale as 1/

√
L) and experience reduced motions relative to their

length. The ratio of ship length towave lengthL/λ directly controls the
RAO: whenL/λ > 1, the ship spans more than one wavelength and in‐
dividual wave effects tend to cancel.

• Block coefficient. Finer hull forms (lower Cb) generally exhibit smal‐
ler heave and pitchmotions because thewaterplane area changesmore
gradually as the ship moves through waves. However, fine forms may
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also reduce damping, potentially increasing roll in beam seas (Rawson
& Tupper, 2001).

• Bowflare. Increased bow flare enlarges the waterplane area as the bow
immerses, providing a nonlinear restoring force that limits pitch amp‐
litude. However, large flare also amplifies slamming pressures (Equa‐
tion 6.56) because it reduces the effective deadrise angle of the impact‐
ing section (Rawson& Tupper, 2001).

• Beam‐to‐draught ratio. A larger B/T ratio increases the metacentric
height and stiffens the roll response, reducing the natural roll period.
While this improves roll stability limits, it may bring the natural
roll period closer to common encounter frequencies, increasing roll
amplitudes (Molland, 2008; Rawson& Tupper, 2001).

6.4.3 Motion Stabilisation Systems

Bilge Keels

The most common passive roll‐damping device is the bilge keel—a flat plate
projecting from the hull along the turn of the bilge. Attwood (1899) analysed
the physics of bilge keel damping bymodelling each keel as a flat surfacemov‐
ing through water, using data from Froude’s experiments with an oscillating
flat board. The resistance offered by a bilge keel depends on the square of the
relative velocity between the keel and thewater, and the resulting decrement
contribution is (Attwood, 1899):

Equation 7.60—Bilge keel decrement:

∆ΦBK =
8

3

cA r3

I
Φ2 (6.60)

where c is the coefficient of normal pressure at unit velocity, A is the area of
onesideof thebilgekeels, r is themean leverarmfromthecentreofoscillation
tothebilgekeel, I is themomentof inertiaof thevessel (withI =Wk2/g), and
Φ is the roll angle (Attwood, 1899).

Equation (6.60) reveals several important design principles: (i) the decre‐
ment increases linearlywithkeelareaA; (ii) it increasesas thecubeof the lever
armr, so thatkeelsplaced far fromtheroll axis (i.e. at thebilge rather thannear
the keel) are most effective; (iii) the decrement varies inversely with the ves‐
sel’s moment of inertia, so bilge keels are proportionally less effective on ves‐
sels with large I ; and (iv) the decrement increases with the square of the roll
angle, meaning bilge keels are most effective at large amplitudes—precisely
when they aremost needed (Attwood, 1899).

The pressure‐risemechanism at the bilge keel was further investigated by
Professor Bryan (I.N.A., 1900), as discussed by Attwood (1899): when the hull
rotates, the flow at the sharp bilge corner must decelerate and change direc‐
tion, producing a local pressure rise on both the upstream and downstream
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faces of the keel. The resulting forces create a restoringmoment that opposes
the rolling motion, and the effect is more pronounced for sharper bilge sec‐
tions than for rounded ones (Attwood, 1899).

Attwood (1899) also noted that bilge keels add slightly to the roll period—
approximately 5% in the case of HMS Revenge—because the entrained water
increases the effective moment of inertia. Forward motion of the vessel into
undisturbed water further enhances the resistance to rolling, so bilge keel ef‐
fectiveness improveswhen the vessel is underway (Attwood, 1899).

Active Fin Stabilisers

Active fin stabilisers employ controllable hydrofoils mounted at the bilge to
generate anti‐rolling moments. The control moment produced by each fin
(Equation 6.46) is proportional to the square of the forward speed, the fin
planformarea, and the lift‐curve slope, providingadirectphysicalmechanism
to counteract wave‐induced roll (Jimoh et al., 2021).

The physical constraints on fin stabiliser operation are set by the max‐
imum mechanical angle αmax (typically ±30◦) and the maximum angular
rate of the fin actuator (∼ 25 ◦ s−1). Exceeding the effective angle of attack
leads to dynamic stall, sharply reducing lift and potentially amplifying roll
rather than reducing it (Jimoh et al., 2021). These actuator limitations have
important practical consequences: control strategies that do not account for
magnitude and rate saturation may produce roll amplification instead of the
intended reduction (Jimoh et al., 2021).

Jimoh et al. (2021) quantified fin stabiliser performance under sea state 5
conditions (Hs = 3.5m) foravesselwithdesignspeedof7.7ms−1 (≈15knot),
examining three encounter directions and two forward speeds. Table 6.2 sum‐
marises the roll reduction achievedby the constrainedfin stabiliser under rep‐
resentative sailing conditions.

Table 6.2: Roll angle reduction by active fin stabiliser under sea state 5 (Hs = 3.5m)
with fin angle constraint±30◦ and rate constraint 25 ◦ s−1 (Jimoh et al., 2021).

Sea condition Speed [ms−1] (kn) Open‐loopRMS Roll reduction

Beam seas (β = 90◦) 7.7 (15) 2.08◦ 63.7%
Beam seas (β = 90◦) 5.1 (10) 2.12◦ 52.2%
Quartering seas (β = 45◦) 7.7 (15) 3.39◦ 74.4%
Quartering seas (β = 45◦) 5.1 (10) 3.22◦ 66.8%
Bow seas (β = 135◦) 7.7 (15) 1.00◦ 53.0%
Bow seas (β = 135◦) 5.1 (10) 1.46◦ 39.0%

Several physical trends emerge from these data (Jimoh et al., 2021). First,
fin stabiliser efficacy decreases with forward speed—reducing from 7.7ms−1

to 5.1ms−1 (15 to 10 knot) consistently lowers the roll reduction across all
encounter angles—confirming that the U2 dependence of the fin moment
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(Equation 6.46) is the governing factor. Second, the greatest absolute roll
reduction occurs in quartering seas (β = 45◦), where the open‐loop roll
is most severe and the fin has sufficient dynamic range to counteract the
disturbances. Third, in bow seas (β = 135◦), the open‐loop roll is smallest
owing to the high encounter frequency, and the fin provides proportionally
less reduction—particularly at reduced speed. Fourth, compensation for the
rate of change of wave‐induced disturbances, in addition to their magnitude,
yields significantly improved stabilisation compared tomethods that address
only disturbancemagnitude (Jimoh et al., 2021).

Beyond active fins, two additional categories of roll stabilisation devices
address scenarios where fin systems are impractical. Rawson and Tupper
(2001) classify these as passive and active tank systems, and gyroscopic
stabilisers.

Anti‐roll tanks. Passive tank stabilisers exploit the inertia of water
sloshing inside athwartship tanks to generate a moment opposing the roll
motion. In the flume (U‐tube) tank configuration, water flows through a duct
connecting two wing tanks; internal baffles regulate the flow rate so that
the liquid transfer is approximately 90◦ out of phase with the roll motion,
producing maximum damping at the tuned frequency (Rawson & Tupper,
2001). The tank natural period is adjusted to match the ship’s roll period by
varying the duct cross‐section and baffle geometry. el Moctar et al. (2021)
describe the mathematical treatment: the lowest eigenfrequency of the
sloshingmotionmust be similar to the roll eigenfrequency, and the sloshing
force is incorporated as an additionalmatrix in the coupledmotion equations.
For shallow‐water tanks, el Moctar et al. (2021) solve the two‐dimensional
momentum conservation on a Cartesian grid using the Glimm method to
handle flow speeds exceeding the surge velocity

√
gh, where h is the water

depth in the tank.
Free‐surface tank systems operate on the same principle but without the

connecting duct: the liquid surface in awide, shallow tank shifts as the vessel
rolls, providing a counter‐moment. The tuning is achieved by controlling the
liquid depth, since the sloshing period depends on the tank breadth and fill
level (Rawson&Tupper, 2001). Bothflume and free‐surface tanks are effective
at zero speed—a critical advantage over fin stabilisers—making them suitable
for vessels that spend extended periods at anchor or at low speed (Rawson &
Tupper, 2001).

Gyroscopic stabilisers. A large flywheel spinning at high angular velo‐
city possesses considerable angular momentum. When the vessel rolls, the
precession of the gyroscope generates a torque that opposes the roll motion.
Rawson and Tupper (2001) note that gyroscopic stabilisers were common
in the early twentieth century, particularly on smaller vessels and yachts,
but their high weight‐to‐effectiveness ratio and the mechanical complexity
of the bearing systems led to their displacement by fin stabilisers for most
commercial applications. Modern variants employing high‐speed flywheels
in vacuum enclosures have revived interest in gyroscopic stabilisation for
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mega‐yachts and patrol vessels, where zero‐speed performance is required
without the free‐surface effects associated with tank systems (Rawson &
Tupper, 2001).

6.4.4 Weather Routing andVoyageOptimisation

Seakeeping predictions provide the quantitative basis for weather routing—
the selection of an optimal route and speed profile that minimises voyage
time, fuel consumption, or structural loading while satisfying seakeeping
criteria. Rawson and Tupper (2001) describe the methodology in which the
added resistance in waves (Equation 5.20) is computed for each candidate
route segment using the forecast wave spectrum and the vessel’s RAO. The
speed–power relationship in waves is then determined by subtracting the
added resistance from the available thrust, yielding the achievable speed on
each route leg.

The route optimisation problem is formulated as the minimisation of
a cost function (e.g. voyage time or fuel consumption) subject to the con‐
straint that the seakeeping criteria of Section 6.4.1 are not violated along
any route segment (Molland, 2008; Rawson & Tupper, 2001). The operability
constraints ensure that the vessel does not enter sea‐state–heading combin‐
ations where slamming frequency, deck wetness, or vertical acceleration
exceed their limits. This methodology, combined with numerical weather
prediction, provides significant fuel savings—typically 3–5% on trans‐oceanic
routes—and reduces the risk of heavy‐weather damage (Rawson & Tupper,
2001).

6.5 Discussion

Thepotentialflowformulation (Equations6.1–6.3)provides the foundation for
linear seakeeping analysis. Guedes Soares andSantos (2015) demonstrate two
complementary approaches built on this foundation.

First, the frequency‐domain panel code approach discretizes the hull
surface into quadrilateral panels and solves the Green function integral
equation (Equation 6.3) for the radiation and diffraction potentials at each
wave frequency. Amesh convergence study on a shuttle tanker (Lpp = 264m)
showed that the hydrodynamic coefficients and motion amplitudes are sens‐
itive to panel size, particularly in the bow and stern regions where geometric
curvature is greatest. The convergence criterion adopted—panel diagonal
length less than 1/6of the shortestwave length—provides apractical guideline
formesh generation (Guedes Soares & Santos, 2015).

Second, the three‐dimensional Numerical Wave Tank (NWT) approach
solves the fullynonlinear free‐surfaceboundary‐valueproblemin the timedo‐
main using a boundary integral equationmethod. Guedes Soares and Santos
(2015) verified thisNWTagainst second‐order Stokeswave theory and against
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experimental data for aWigley hull (L = 1.025m,B = 0.513m, T = 0.1m)
in head seas. The heave and pitch motions computed by the nonlinear NWT
showed closer agreement with experimental measurements than the linear
time‐domain solution, particularly for wave‐length‐to‐ship‐length ratios of
1.0 and 1.5 (Guedes Soares & Santos, 2015).

A further advance beyond the linear panel code and NWT is the fully
nonlinear potential flow (FNPF) method. Shi et al. (2024) developed an
FNPF approach based on a spectral coupled boundary element method
that solves the Zakharov free‐surface boundary conditions on the evolving
instantaneous wetted surface in the time domain. By decomposing the time
derivative of the velocity potential into sixmodal acceleration potentials and
a residual, the addedmassmatrix is obtained by pressure integration and the
6‐DOF equation of motion is decoupled from the fluid‐force calculation—an
acceleration‐potential technique that generalises the frequency‐domain
addedmass concept (Equation 6.6) to the fully nonlinear regime. The spectral
layer reduces the far‐field boundary element problem to a high‐order spectral
solve with O(N logN) complexity, enabling FNPF simulations of the KCS
container ship (Lpp = 230m, Fn = 0.26) in less than one minute per wave
period—two to three orders of magnitude faster than URANS while still
capturing the nonlinear effects of large incident waves on the instantaneous
wetted surface andmotion response. Heave and pitch RAOs predicted by this
method agreed well with experimental data and CFD results across a range
of wavelength‐to‐ship‐length ratios; for large waves (H = 4.8m), the peak
heave RAO decreased by approximately 5% compared to the small‐amplitude
limit (H = 0.4m), an effect attributable to the nonlinear changes in wetted
surface geometry that are inaccessible to linear theory (Shi et al., 2024).

For bodies of revolution, Ferdinande and Kritis (1980) demonstrated
that a source distribution method with co‐axial ring discretization provides
an economical alternative to the full panel code. By exploiting axial sym‐
metry, the three‐dimensional boundary‐value problem reduces to a set of
integrals in a single meridional plane, yielding the heave added mass and
damping coefficient (Equation 6.7) with considerably less computational
effort. The method agreed with Havelock’s exact analytical solution for
the hemisphere and with experimental forced‐oscillation data for vertical
circular cylinders across a range of draft‐to‐radius ratios (D/R = 0.25–2) and
water depths. Where the panel code requires O(N2) operations on the full
three‐dimensional surface mesh, the symmetric ring representation reduces
the unknowns to the number of meridional segments, making parametric
studies over many geometric variants tractable even on modest computing
resources (Ferdinande &Kritis, 1980).

The theoretical foundation for all these numerical methods is the added
mass tensor of Korotkin (2009), whose kinetic energy formulation (Equa‐
tion 6.8) shows that the fluid inertia associated with an arbitrarily moving
body is completely characterised by 21 independent coefficients. The diag‐
onal added masses are always positive, so the effective inertia in each mode
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always exceeds the rigid‐body value. The Lewis form conformal mapping
(Equation 6.10) provides an efficient analytical pathway from the geometric
parameters of an actual ship frame—fullness coefficient β and draft‐to‐beam
ratio—to the sectional addedmasses that enter strip‐theory calculations. The
free‐surface boundary condition (Equation 6.11) introduces a frequency de‐
pendence absent in infinite‐fluid theory: at low frequencies the addedmasses
approach the duplicated‐hull values, while at high frequencies they revert
to infinite‐fluid values, with a non‐monotonic transition that depends on
section shape. The approximate hull formulas (Equations 6.12–6.13) provide
a rapid design check: for typical merchant‐ship proportions (B/T ≈ 3–4),
the heave addedmass λ33 is roughly 2–2.5 times the displaced fluidmass ρV ,
confirming that vertical oscillation engages substantially more fluid inertia
than the static displacement alone (Korotkin, 2009).

These numerical methods extend the analytical framework of the ship‐
ping water experiments (Section 6.3.5): while Hernández‐Fontes et al. (2020)
provided direct physical measurements of wave–structure interaction loads,
the panel code and NWT approaches enable prediction of motions and loads
for arbitrary hull geometries and sea states.

The time‐domain convolution formulation (Equation 6.23) extends these
methods to problems where nonlinear external forces preclude frequency‐
domain treatment. For moored ships, the restoring forces from mooring
lines and fenders enter through F nl

j (t) and may exhibit nonlinear load–
displacement characteristics that depend on the instantaneous positions
of the attachment points. Zheng et al. (2022) demonstrated that when
harbour oscillations generated by seismic ground motion force a moored
ship at periods close to the natural oscillatory period of the mooring system,
resonant amplification of approximately two times occurs. This finding has
direct implications for mooring system design in seismically active regions:
the natural periods of the mooring system should be separated from the
dominant harbour oscillation periods to avoid resonance (Zheng et al., 2022).

Acomplementaryperspective isprovidedbyviscousCFDmethods. While
the panel code andNWT approaches are confined to potential flow, Jung et al.
(2013) demonstrated that RANS‐based simulations with the VOF method
and a sliding mesh technique reproduce both the wave elevation and the roll
angle of a rectangular floating structure to good accuracy across multiple
wave periods. Crucially, the computedRAOmatched the experimental values
near resonance—where linear potential theory overestimates the response by
a largemargin because it omits viscous damping (Section 6.3.2). The resolved
vorticity field revealed that the viscous damping arises from alternating
vortex shedding at the bottom corners of the hull, with the pressure footprint
of these vortices directly opposing the roll motion when Ts ≤ Tn (Jung et al.,
2013). This finding connects the empirical two‐term damping law (Equa‐
tion 6.41) to first‐principles fluidmechanics: the bΦ2 decrement corresponds
to the vortex‐induced suction forces at sharp hull features.

Sutulo and Guedes Soares (2023) extend the RANS‐based motion ana‐
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lysis to full‐scale operational scenarios. The contributions in that volume
include systematic RANS predictions of wave‐induced motions for ships at
forward speed, demonstrating that the viscous effects captured by RANS—
particularly flow separation around bilge keels and hull appendages—resolve
the overprediction of roll amplitude inherent in potential‐flow strip the‐
ory. Additionally, semi‐empirical roll damping models calibrated against
free‐decay tests and roll derivative databases provide practitioners with
computationally tractable alternatives to full RANS simulation for each sea
state (Sutulo & Guedes Soares, 2023). These contributions reinforce the find‐
ing of Jung et al. (2013) that viscous damping, not wave‐radiation damping,
governs the peak roll response near resonance.

Biran (2003) provides a rigorous textbook derivation of theMathieu equa‐
tion for parametric rolling, starting from the time‐dependent metacentric
height and arriving at the Ince–Strutt stability diagram through Floquet
theory. The textbook treatment explicitly derives the instability boundary as
a function of the modulation depth h and the damping ratio µ/ω0, showing
that evenmoderate damping (µ/ω0 ≈ 0.05) contracts the principal instability
tongue substantially and eliminates the higher‐order tongues entirely (Biran,
2003). This analytical result complements the numerical FNPF simulations
of Shi et al. (2024) and the operational vulnerability assessments of Spyrou
et al. (2023) by providing closed‐form expressions for the stability boundaries
that can be evaluatedwithout computational resources.

The seakeeping laboratory exercises at the United States Naval
Academy (United States Naval Academy, 2021) demonstrate the practical
application of the encounter frequency concept (Equation 6.31). Midshipmen
observemodel hulls in a wave channel andmeasure the roll, heave, and pitch
responses as a function of heading angle and model speed, directly verifying
the ωe = ω − (ω2U/g) cosβ relationship and identifying the synchronism
condition at which roll amplitudes are maximised (United States Naval
Academy, 2021). This hands‐on verification of the theoretical framework is a
powerful pedagogical complement to the mathematical analysis presented
in this chapter.

The comparative analysis of the DARPA SUBOFF model reveals that two
distinct hydrodynamic mechanisms govern the intensification of motion
responses near the free surface (Ge et al., 2026): first, the substantial reduc‐
tion of wave radiation damping as the body approaches the surface reduces
motion stability; second, the amplified Froude–Krylov forces at decreasing
submergence depth inject greater excitation energy. The net effect is that
all six degrees of freedom exhibit progressively more violent motions as the
vehicle moves closer to the free surface, with the added mass coefficients
becoming frequency‐independent and the radiation damping approaching
zero once the submergence depth exceeds approximately one hull diameter
(h∗ > 1D). The practical consequence is an operational imperative: the
transition through the near‐surface zone during submarine deployment and
recovery should be completed as rapidly as possible tominimise exposure to
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the amplified motion regime. Furthermore, the forward‐speed behaviour of
the streamlined SUBOFF hull differs qualitatively from surface ships—heave
andpitchRAOsdecreasewith increasing speed rather than increase—because
the submarine generates minimal wave‐making resistance and dynamic
lift (Ge et al., 2026). This discrepancy demonstrates the need for submarine‐
specific hydrodynamic models rather than direct application of surface‐ship
methodologies.

The strip method described by el Moctar et al. (2021) connects the sec‐
tional added masses of Korotkin (2009) to the global six‐DOF equation of
motion (Equation 6.18). By combining the real added mass and damping
of each transverse section into a single complex coefficient (Equation 6.14)
and integrating these quantities over the hull length via the radiation‐force
matrix (Equation 6.15), the strip method transforms local two‐dimensional
hydrodynamic data into a complete frequency‐domain seakeeping prediction
with forward‐speed corrections. The substantial‐derivative formulation
D/Dt = ∂/∂t − U ∂/∂x ensures that the longitudinal variation of hull
geometry and the convective transport of fluid momentum are properly cap‐
tured. The surge added mass, inaccessible from transverse‐section analysis,
is recovered through the ellipsoid approximation of Equation 6.16. Despite
its simplifying assumptions—two‐dimensional flow, neglect of longitudinal
disturbance components, and the ϕxx error inherent in applying the two‐
dimensional Laplace equation toa three‐dimensional body—the stripmethod
has remained the standard engineering tool for seakeeping assessment since
the pioneeringwork of Korvin‐Kroukovski in the 1950s, with typical accuracy
sufficient for operability assessments and structural load prediction in the
preliminary design spiral (elMoctar et al., 2021).

Ölmez and Çakıcı (2022) provide a comprehensive theoretical manual for
a practical implementation of this strip‐theory framework—the YTU DEEP
ship motion program. Their treatment addresses three aspects absent
from the preceding analysis. First, the Ikeda roll damping decomposition
(Equation 6.43) provides the standard engineering method for estimating
the viscous roll damping that neither potential‐flow panel methods nor the
strip‐theory radiation calculation can capture; each of the five components is
evaluated from hull principal dimensions and bilge geometry, avoiding the
computational cost of the RANS simulations required by Jung et al. (2013).
Second, the impulse response function computation (Equation 6.24) and the
McTaggart time‐step rules (Equation 6.26) supply the practical link between
the frequency‐domain hydrodynamic data—produced by Equations (6.14)–
(6.15)—and the time‐domain convolution equation (Equation 6.23): the
memory kernel is obtained via a cosine transform of the radiation damping,
and the integrationparameters scalewith the simplephysical quantity

√
L/g.

Third, the encounter spectrum transformation (Equation 6.33) supplies the
Jacobian thatmaps thewave spectrum fromabsolute to encounter frequency,
quantifying the spectral energy amplification in following seas that can drive
unexpectedly large motions. Validation of the code against the AME CRC
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model‐test series (sevenhull formsatFn = 0.285and0.57) confirmedthat the
combined framework—Salvesen strip theory, Lewis sectional hydrodynamics,
and Ikeda roll damping—reproduces measured RAOs with accuracy consist‐
ent with the state of the art for strip‐theory predictions (Ölmez & Çakıcı,
2022).

The vulnerability assessment framework for parametric rolling intro‐
duced by the SGISC (Spyrou et al., 2023) connects the Mathieu‐equation
description (Equation 6.51) to regulatory practice. The Grim effective‐wave
spectrum (Equation 6.53) quantifies the actual modulation amplitude that
a particular hull experiences in a given sea state, replacing the idealised
monochromatic modulation depth h with a spectral measure that accounts
for directional spreading and wavelength–hull‐lengthmismatch. The Level 2
indices C1 and C2 then translate this into a probabilistic statement about
lifetime exposure byweighting across all realistic combinations of significant
wave height, zero‐crossing period, and heading. Where the Ince–Strutt
diagram (Section 6.3.4) predicts instability for a single frequency ratio, the
SGISC Level 2 check integrates over the full scatter table to answer the
engineering question: how often will this vessel encounter conditions inside
the instability tongue? The wave‐radar‐assisted operational guidance adds a
real‐time dimension—onboardmeasurement of the directional spectrumand
instant evaluation of the simplified roll model—enabling masters to adjust
heading by as little as 15◦ to move the encounter conditions outside the
parametric roll zone (Spyrou et al., 2023).

6.6 Conclusion

The prediction of ship motions in waves rests on the potential‐flow
boundary‐value problem for the velocity potential about an oscillating
hull (Equations 6.1–6.3), solved numerically by Green function integral
equations (Guedes Soares & Santos, 2015) or by the Hess–Smith panel
method (Ge et al., 2026). The resulting hydrodynamic forces decompose into
Froude–Krylov and diffraction excitation components (Equations 6.4–6.5)
and frequency‐dependent radiation forces characterised by the added mass
tensor and radiationdamping (Equations 6.6–6.9). The symmetric 6×6 added
mass tensor λik, whose 21 independent components encode the kinetic
energy of the surrounding fluid (Korotkin, 2009), is evaluated economically
for ship sections through the Lewis form conformal mapping (Equation 6.10)
and assembled into a global prediction by the strip method (Equations 6.14–
6.16) (el Moctar et al., 2021). Approximate hull formulas confirm that the
heaveaddedmass exceeds thedisplacedfluidmassbya factor of roughly2–2.5
for typical merchant‐ship proportions (Korotkin, 2009), and the free‐surface
boundary condition (Equation 6.11) introduces a non‐monotonic frequency
dependence absent in infinite‐fluid theory.

The six‐DOF coupled equation of motion (Equation 6.18), incorporating
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the viscous damping and restoring stiffness matrices (Equations 6.19–6.20),
provides the complete framework for predicting vessel responses (Ge et al.,
2026). The natural roll period (Equation 6.28) depends onmetacentric height
and radius of gyration (Attwood, 1899), and synchronism between this period
and the wave half‐period drives unbounded roll growth in the absence of
damping—a critical condition quantified by Froude’s classical equation
(Equation 6.29). Roll damping is governed by both wave‐making and vis‐
cous mechanisms: the empirical two‐term decremental law (Equation 6.41)
captures the combined linear and quadratic damping (Attwood, 1899), the
Ikeda decomposition (Equation 6.43) separates the five physical sources for
strip‐theory codes (Ölmez & Çakıcı, 2022), and RANS‐based CFD resolves
the individual vortex‐shedding events at sharp hull corners that produce
the viscous contribution potential flow methods cannot capture (Jung et al.,
2013). Active fin stabilisers (Equation 6.46) achieve 39–74% roll reduction at
sea state 5 with efficacy scaling as the square of forward speed (Jimoh et al.,
2021),while passivebilgekeels reduce thenumberof decay swings from45–50
to only 8 (Attwood, 1899).

Extension to irregular seas proceeds through the spectral response
framework (Equations 6.32–6.38): the response spectrum is the product of
the squared RAO and the wave energy spectrum, with directional spreading
quantified by the cosine‐power model (Jiao et al., 2019). Comparative experi‐
ments show that long‐crested waves overestimate head‐sea vertical bending
moments by 10–29% relative to short‐crested seas, while the encounter spec‐
trum transformation (Equation 6.33) reveals a singularity in following seas
that can amplify motion responses when the vessel speed approaches the
group velocity (Ölmez & Çakıcı, 2022). For transient or nonlinear problems,
the time‐domain convolution formulation (Equation6.23) replaces frequency‐
dependent radiation damping with amemory‐effect integral whose kernel is
obtained by cosine transform of the damping (Equation 6.24), with practical
time‐step and memory cut‐off rules scaling as

√
L/g (Ölmez & Çakıcı, 2022;

Zheng et al., 2022). Global sensitivity analysis of KVLCC2 simulations con‐
firms that perturbation amplitude is dominated by significant wave height
(S1 ≈ 0.38–0.48) andmodal period (S1 ≈ 0.30–0.36), whilemean vessel speed
has negligible influence (Zhang et al., 2025).

Parametric rolling, driven by periodic variation of the metacentric height
in longitudinal seas, is governed by the damped Mathieu equation (Equa‐
tion 6.51) with the principal resonance condition ωE ≈ 2ω0 (Equation 6.52).
Fully nonlinear potential flow simulations of the KCS container ship capture
cross‐DoF coupling, nonlinear restoring moments, and roll amplitudes
matchingmodel‐testmeasurements (Shi et al., 2024), while the SGISC Level 2
vulnerability framework quantifies lifetime exposure through the Grim
effective‐wave spectrum (Equation 6.53) (Spyrou et al., 2023). For greenwater
and slamming, the classification of shipping water events into dam‐break,
small‐cavity, and large‐cavity types shows that vertical deck loads increase by
up to a factor of 6.4 with bore steepness, and backflow loads are of the same
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order as forward loads (Hernández‐Fontes et al., 2020). These theoretical and
computational tools—from Froude’s nineteenth‐century rolling experiments
through strip theory and fully nonlinear potential flow to RANS‐based vis‐
cous simulations—collectively provide the quantitative basis for operability
assessment, hull form optimisation, and weather routing in contemporary
naval architecture (Molland, 2008; Rawson& Tupper, 2001).
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Chapter 7

Thermodynamics inMarine
Engineering

7.1 Introduction

Thermodynamics pervades every aspect of marine science and engineering.
Beyond powering ship propulsion systems through heat engine cycles, ther‐
modynamic principles govern the physical properties of seawater itself—its
density, compressibility, and thermal behaviour—which in turn determine
ocean circulation, acoustic propagation, and the vertical stability of the
water column. As Dera (1992) emphasised, seawater is a complex thermody‐
namic system whose state is fully described by three independent variables:
temperature T , salinityS, and pressure p.

The equation of state—the functional relationship ρ = ρ(S, T, p) linking
density to these three state variables—is the central thermodynamic tool in
marine physics. Its accurate formulation is essential for computing hydro‐
static pressure, buoyancy forces, sound speed, and geostrophic currents. This
chapter establishes the thermodynamic foundations, beginning with the
classical laws and proceeding to the equation of state for seawater.

The historical evolution of marine propulsion is fundamentally a story
of steadily improving thermodynamic conversion. The transition from sail
to steam in the early nineteenth century represented the first application of
heat engine technology to shipping: reciprocating steam engines burning
coal drove paddle wheels and, later, screw propellers through increasingly
sophisticated compound and triple‐expansion cycles (Molland, 2008). Each
successive engine generation exploited higher boiler pressures and addi‐
tional expansion stages to extract more work from the same fuel input, a
direct application of the Carnot principle (Section 7.3.2). The introduction of
the compression‐ignition diesel engine to marine service in the early twen‐
tieth century marked a fundamental thermodynamic shift: by eliminating
the external boiler and achieving higher compression ratios, the diesel cycle
offered superior thermal efficiency (Woodyard, 2009). Modern low‐speed
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two‐stroke crosshead diesel engines, achieving brake thermal efficiencies
approaching 55%, represent the culmination of over a century of incremental
optimisation of this cycle (Molland, 2008). Parallel developments in gas
turbine propulsion (the open Brayton cycle) have found application in naval
combatants and fast ferries, while hybrid arrangements—combining diesel
and gas turbine drives—seek to optimise cycle efficiency across the full
operational envelope (Molland, 2008).

7.2 Scientific Background

7.2.1 Zeroth and First Lawof Thermodynamics

The zeroth lawof thermodynamics establishes the concept of thermal equilib‐
rium: if two systems are each in thermal equilibriumwith a third, they are in
equilibrium with each other. This seemingly elementary principle provides
the physical basis for temperaturemeasurement—a prerequisite for all ocean‐
ographic observations.

Thefirst lawof thermodynamics expresses conservationof energy (Çengel
& Boles, 2019; Hewitt et al., 2012). For a parcel of seawater, the internal energy
changes through heat exchange and pressure–volume work. The thermody‐
namic state of seawater is more complex than that of an ideal gas because it
depends on three independent variables: temperature T , salinity S, and hy‐
drostatic pressure p (Dera, 1992).

Dera (1992) presented the general differential equation of state for seawa‐
ter in terms of the specific volumeα = 1/ρ:

Equation 8.1—General differential equation of state:

dα
α0

= kT dT − kS dS − kp dp (7.1)

where α is the specific volume, α0 is a reference specific volume, and kT , kS ,
and kp are dimensionless coefficients that characterise the response of seawa‐
ter to changes in each state variable (Dera, 1992, Eq. 3.1.4).

The three coefficients in Equation 7.1 are defined as follows.
Equation 8.2—Thermal expansion coefficient:

kT =
1

α

(
∂α

∂T

)
S,p

(7.2)

The thermal expansion coefficient kT quantifies the fractional increase in
specific volumeper unit rise in temperature at constant salinity and pressure.
For typical oceanic conditions, kT ranges from approximately 50 × 10−6 K−1

near the freezing point to 300× 10−6 K−1 inwarm surfacewaters (Dera, 1992,
Eq. 3.1.6).
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Equation 8.3— Saline contraction coefficient:

kS = − 1

α

(
∂α

∂S

)
T,p

(7.3)

The saline contraction coefficient kS describes the fractional decrease in spe‐
cific volume (increase in density) per unit increase in salinity. The negative
sign in the definition ensures that kS is positive, since increasing salinity al‐
ways increases density (Dera, 1992, Eq. 3.1.7).

Equation 8.4— Isothermal compressibility:

kp = − 1

α

(
∂α

∂p

)
T,S

(7.4)

The isothermal compressibilitykpmeasures the fractionaldecrease inspecific
volumeperunit increase inpressureat constant temperatureandsalinity. For
seawater, kp is of order 4 × 10−10 Pa−1, reflecting the low compressibility of
liquidwater (Dera, 1992, Eq. 3.1.8).

Together, these three coefficients completely characterise the linearised
thermodynamic responseof seawater to infinitesimal changes in its statevari‐
ables. The nonlinear dependence of kT , kS , and kp on T , S, and p—and, crit‐
ically, their cross‐dependencies—necessitates the polynomial empirical equa‐
tions of state discussed below.

7.2.2 Second Lawof Thermodynamics

The second law of thermodynamics introduces the concept of entropy and
establishes the directionality of natural processes: heat flows spontaneously
from higher to lower temperature. For seawater, the second law has a
particularly important consequence in the form of adiabatic processes.

In itsmost general form, the first lawmay bewritten as (Campbell, 2025)
Equation 8.12—First law of thermodynamics (general form):

∆Eth = Q+W (7.5)

where∆Eth is the change in thermal (internal) energy of the system,Q is the
heat added to the system (positive if energy enters, negative if it leaves), and
W is the work done on the systemwith the same sign convention (Campbell,
2025, Eq. 5.11). This compact statement—that the change in a system’s internal
energy equals the sumofheat andwork inputs—underlies all thermodynamic
analysis in marine engineering, from seawater properties to propulsion
cycles.

When a water parcel sinks in the ocean, the increasing hydrostatic pres‐
sure compresses it adiabatically (without heat exchange with the surround‐
ings). This compression raises the temperature of the parcel even though no
heat has been added. Dera (1992) derived the adiabatic temperature change
using the Kelvin formula:
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Equation 8.5—Adiabatic lapse rate in seawater (Kelvin formula):(
∂T

∂p

)
σ

=
kT · T
Cp,S

(7.6)

where the subscript σ denotes an isentropic (adiabatic) process, kT is the
thermal expansion coefficient (Equation 7.2), T is the absolute temperature,
and Cp,S is the specific heat capacity at constant pressure and salinity (Dera,
1992, Eq. 3.3.3).

In the open ocean, this adiabatic gradient is approximately 0.11K per
1000m depth (Dera, 1992, Eq. 3.3.6). Although seemingly small, this system‐
aticwarmingmust be removed beforewater temperatures at different depths
can be meaningfully compared. This motivates the concept of potential
temperature:

Equation 8.6—Potential temperature:

θ = T − δT (7.7)

where θ is the potential temperature, T is the in situ temperature, and δT is
the cumulative adiabatic warming that would occur if the water parcel were
brought from its in situ pressure to the surface reference pressure (Dera, 1992,
Eq. 3.3.7). The correction δT is obtained by integrating Equation 7.6 from the
in situ pressure to atmospheric pressure.

Potential temperature is the standard variable used to identify and trace
water masses in the ocean. Two water parcels with the same potential tem‐
perature and salinity but at different depths belong to the same water mass,
having beenmodified only by adiabatic compression during their descent.

The statistical interpretation of entropy provides the most fundamental
formulation of the second law. Campbell (2025) showed that an isolated sys‐
tem ofM particles, each assignable to one of two states, has 2M microstates
grouped into macrostates whose multiplicities follow the binomial coeffi‐
cient. Themacrostate corresponding to themost probable configuration—the
one with the greatest number of microstates—is the equilibrium state. As
the number of particlesM → ∞, the probability of observing a significant
departure from this most probable macrostate becomes vanishingly small
(Campbell, 2025, Sec. 5.8). This is the microscopic origin of the macroscopic
irreversibility observed in allmarine thermodynamic systems.

7.2.3 Third Law andAbsolute Temperature

The third law of thermodynamics states that the entropy of a perfect crys‐
talline substance approaches zero as the absolute temperature approaches
zero (Çengel & Boles, 2019). While no marine system operates at absolute
zero, the third law provides the reference point for the absolute entropy scale
and is essential for evaluating entropy changes in thermodynamic cycles.
The absolute temperature scale (kelvin) that follows from the third law is
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Figure 7.1: Vertical temperature profile in a typical mid‐latitude open ocean. The
in‐situ temperature T (solid blue) decreases rapidly through the thermocline (100–
1000 m) and then increases slightly at depth due to adiabatic compression (≈ 0.11K
per 1000m). Thepotential temperatureθ (dashed red) removes this adiabaticwarming
(Equation 7.6), revealing the true thermal identity of deepwatermasses (Dera, 1992).

the scale used in all efficiency calculations, including the Carnot expression
(Equation 7.16).

The practical relevance of low‐temperature thermodynamics tomaritime
operations centres on the transport of cryogenic cargoes, most notably
liquefied natural gas (LNG). LNG is stored at approximately −162 ◦C (111K)
at near‐atmospheric pressure. At these temperatures, the thermodynamic
properties of methane differ markedly from ideal‐gas behaviour, and the
enthalpy of vaporisation (≈ 510 kJ kg−1) governs the boil‐off rate that must
be managed by the cargo containment and re‐liquefaction systems (Mol‐
land, 2008). The design of cargo tank insulation is a heat transfer problem
(Section 7.3.5) in which the steady‐state heat leak Q̇ from the ambient hull
structure atTH ≈ 300K to the cargo atTC ≈ 111Kdrives the continuous gen‐
eration of boil‐off gas (BOG). The second law requires that any re‐liquefaction
plantmust supply at least

Wmin = QC

(
TH
TC

− 1

)
(7.8)

of work to reject the absorbed heat, with actual re‐liquefaction systems con‐
suming several times this minimum due to compressor irreversibilities and
heat exchanger approach temperatures (Çengel & Boles, 2019).
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7.3 Theoretical Framework

7.3.1 Equation of State for Seawater

The practical application of the thermodynamic principles described in Sec‐
tion 7.2 requires an accurate empirical equation of state. Dera (1992) presen‐
ted theUNESCO International Equation of State for Seawater (EOS‐80), which
represents the culmination of decades of laboratorymeasurements:

Equation 8.7—UNESCO International Equation of State (EOS‐80):

ρ(S, T, p) =
ρ(S, T, 0)

1− p /K(S, T, p)
(7.9)

where ρ(S, T, 0) is the density at atmospheric pressure andK(S, T, p) is the
secant bulkmodulus (Dera, 1992, Eq. 3.5.23).

The density at atmospheric pressure is itself a polynomial in S and T , ref‐
erenced to the density of StandardMeanOceanWater (SMOW):

Equation 8.8—Density of StandardMeanOceanWater:

ρSMOW = a0 + a1T + a2T
2 + a3T

3 + a4T
4 + a5T

5 (7.10)

with coefficientsa0 = 999.842 594, a1 = 6.793 952×10−2, a2 = −9.095 290×
10−3, a3 = 1.001 685 × 10−4, a4 = −1.120 083 × 10−6, a5 = 6.536 332 ×
10−9, valid for 0–40 ◦C at 101 325Pa, yielding density in kgm−3 (Dera, 1992,
Eq. 3.5.22).

The density at atmospheric pressure incorporating salinity is (Dera, 1992,
Eq. 3.5.25):

ρ(S, T, 0) = ρSMOW +B(T )S + C(T )S3/2 + d0 S
2 (7.11)

where B(T ) and C(T ) are polynomials in temperature and d0 = 4.8314 ×
10−4.

The secant bulk modulus K(S, T, p) in Equation 7.9 is expressed as a
second‐order polynomial in pressure:

K(S, T, p) = K(S, T, 0) +A(S, T ) p+B(S, T ) p2 (7.12)

withK(S, T, 0),A, andB each being polynomials inS andT whose full coeffi‐
cients are tabulated by Dera (1992, Eqs. 3.5.26–3.5.29). The EOS‐80 system has
a stated accuracy of approximately±0.009 kgm−3 over the full oceanic range
of temperature, salinity, and pressure.

For convenience and compact notation, oceanographers use the abbrevi‐
ated density (sigma‐T):

σT =

(
ρ(S, T, 0)

ρw(4 ◦C, 0)
− 1

)
× 1000 (7.13)

where typical ocean values fall in the rangeσT ≈ 24–28 (Dera, 1992, Eq. 3.5.16).
This notation avoids quoting cumbersome density values near 1025 kgm−3.
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Figure 7.2: Temperature–salinity diagram with σT density contours computed from
the UNESCO EOS‐80 (Equation 7.9). Characteristic water mass positions are marked:
Antarctic Intermediate Water (AAIW), North Atlantic Deep Water (NADW), Medi‐
terranean Water, tropical surface water, and subpolar surface water. The nonlinear
curvature of the density contours reflects the temperature‐dependent thermal expan‐
sion coefficient kT (Equation 7.2) (Dera, 1992).

7.3.2 Thermodynamic Cycles forMarine Propulsion

All marine heat engines—whether diesel, gas turbine, or steam—operate by
cycling a working fluid through a sequence of thermodynamic processes.
Campbell (2025) classified the four fundamental processes that compose
every practical cycle (see also Çengel & Boles, 2019):

• Isobaric (∆P = 0): pressure is held constant; workW = −P ∆V and
heatQ = nCP ∆T .

• Isochoric (∆V = 0): volume is held constant; workW = 0 and heat
Q = nCV ∆T .

• Isothermal (∆T = 0): temperature is held constant; work W =
−nRT ln(Vf/Vi) and the first law requiresQ = −W .

• Adiabatic (Q = 0): noheat transfer; thepressureandvolumeare related
by

Equation 8.13—Adiabatic relation for an ideal gas:

P1V
γ
1 = P2V

γ
2 (7.14)

where γ = CP /CV is the adiabatic exponent (γ = 7/5 = 1.4 for diatomic
gases such as air) (Campbell, 2025, Eq. 5.21). The corresponding temperature–
volume relation is T1V

γ−1
1 = T2V

γ−1
2 (Campbell, 2025, Eq. 5.22).
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In any complete thermodynamic cycle the working fluid returns to its ini‐
tial state, so the net change in internal energy is zero (∆Eth,cycle = 0). The first
law then requires that the network produced equals the net heat absorbed. A
heat engine operating between a hot reservoir at temperature TH and a cold
reservoir atTC takes inheatQH , rejectsheatQC , andproducesnetworkW =
QH −QC (Campbell, 2025, Ex. 5.4). The thermal efficiency is

Equation 8.14—Thermal efficiency of a heat engine:

η =
W

QH
= 1− QC

QH
(7.15)

The second law of thermodynamics places an upper bound on this
efficiency. Campbell (2025) derived the Carnot limit:

Equation 8.15—Carnot efficiency limit:

η ≤ 1− TC
TH

(7.16)

whereTC andTH are the absolute temperatures of the cold andhot reservoirs,
respectively, and equality holds only in the idealised, reversible (and there‐
fore unattainable) limit (Campbell, 2025, Eq. 5.38). For a marine diesel engine
with combustion gases at TH ≈ 2000 K rejecting heat to seawater cooling
at TC ≈ 300 K, the Carnot limit gives ηmax = 1 − 300/2000 = 0.85. Ac‐
tual two‐stroke marine diesel engines achieve thermal efficiencies of approx‐
imately 0.50–0.55, reflecting irreversibilities due to friction, finite‐rate heat
transfer, and incomplete combustion.

For heat pump applications—relevant to on‐board refrigeration, HVAC,
and cargo cooling—the coefficient of performance (COP) replaces efficiency as
the figure ofmerit:

Equation 8.16—MaximumCOP for cooling:

COPcooling =
QC

W
≤ TC
TH − TC

(7.17)

and the corresponding limit for heating is COPheating ≤ TH/(TH −TC) (Camp‐
bell, 2025, Eqs. 5.41, 5.44).

7.3.3 MarineDiesel Engine Thermodynamics

The marine diesel engine is the dominant prime mover for commercial
shipping, and its thermodynamics is governed by the compression–ignition
cycle (Harrington, 1992; Heywood, 1988). Molland (2008) provides a compre‐
hensive treatment ofmodernmarine diesel engine technology.

Low‐speed two‐stroke engines operate at 55–250 rpm with bore diamet‐
ers of 260–1080mm and stroke‐to‐bore ratios up to 4.4:1, directly coupled to
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Figure 7.3: Pressure–volume diagram of the ideal Diesel (compression‐ignition) cycle
with compression ratio r = 16 and cutoff ratio rc = 2.0. The cycle consists of isen‐
tropic compression (1→2), constant‐pressure heat addition (2→3), isentropic expan‐
sion (3→4), and constant‐volumeheat rejection (4→1). The ideal thermal efficiency of
56% compareswith the Carnot limit of 85% and actualmarine diesel efficiencies of 50–
55% (Campbell, 2025; Çengel & Boles, 2019).

Figure 7.4: Approximate energy balance of a modern large‐bore two‐stroke marine
diesel engine. Of the total fuel energy input, approximately 50–55% is converted to
shaft work, 25% is rejected as exhaust gas enthalpy, 15% is removed by jacket cooling
water, and the remainder is lost to radiation, friction, and auxiliary loads (Molland,
2008). The exhaust and cooling losses represent the thermodynamic irreversibilities
that prevent the engine from reaching the Carnot limit (Equation 7.16).
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the propeller without a reduction gearbox. Molland (2008) reports that mod‐
ern low‐speed two‐stroke engines achieve amean effective pressure (MEP) ex‐
ceeding 20 bar andmaximum cylinder pressures up to 180 bar on research en‐
gines. The brake specific fuel consumption (BSFC) of the most efficient large‐
bore models has been reduced to as low as 154 g/kWh—a thermal efficiency
of approximately 54%, the highest of any reciprocating heat engine (Molland,
2008).

Medium‐speed four‐stroke engines (400–1000 rpm, bore 200–640mm)
are used either via a reduction gearbox for propulsion or as genset drives for
diesel‐electric propulsion. They offer greater power density and installation
flexibility than low‐speedengines, at thecostof somewhathigher specific fuel
consumption (Molland, 2008).

All modern marine diesel engines employ constant‐pressure turbocharging:
exhaust gas drives a turbocharger that compresses the scavenging air to
2.5–4.5 bar, significantly increasing the mass of air available for combustion
in each cycle (Woodyard, 2009). In two‐stroke engines, the standard scav‐
enging arrangement is uniflow scavenging via a single exhaust valve in the
cylinder head, which produces themost efficient gas exchange withminimal
short‐circuiting (Molland, 2008). When the turbocharger produces surplus
energy beyondwhat is needed for scavenging air compression, the excess can
drive a power gas turbine (Turbo Compound System), recovering additional
mechanical energy that would otherwise be wasted in the exhaust (Molland,
2008).

Electronic engine control has enabled variable injection timing (VIT) and
variable exhaust valve closing, which maintain a constant maximum firing
pressure across the load range. This allows the engine to operate at optimum
thermal efficiency at partial loads, rather than only at the design point (Mol‐
land, 2008). The exhaust temperature serves as a practical performance
limit: Molland (2008) notes that “the economical limit is reached shortly after
the exhaust temperature begins to curve upwards,” indicating that further
increases inMEP or turbocharger pressure ratio yield diminishing returns in
efficiency.

For NOx emission reduction, the primary methods include delayed
injection timing, water injection into the combustion chamber, exhaust gas
recirculation (EGR), and selective catalytic reduction (SCR) in the exhaust
stream (Molland, 2008). Thesemeasures involvedirect thermodynamic trade‐
offs: delayed injection reduces peak combustion temperature (loweringNOx)
but also reduces cycle efficiency, while SCR recovers the efficiency penalty by
treating emissions after the cylinder rather than during combustion.

7.3.4 Gas TurbineMarine Propulsion

Gas turbines operate on the open Brayton cycle and are employed in naval
vessels and fast ferrieswherehighpower‐to‐weight ratio is essential. Molland
(2008) describes combined arrangements—CODAG (combined diesel and gas),
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CODLAG (combined diesel‐electric and gas), and CODEG (combined diesel‐
electric and gas‐electric)—in which the gas turbine provides boost power for
high‐speed operation while diesel engines handle cruise‐speed propulsion.
This hybrid approach exploits the high specific power of gas turbines at full
loadwhile avoiding their poor part‐load fuel economy (Molland, 2008).

7.3.5 Heat TransferMechanisms

The rate at which heat is exchanged between a marine system and its sur‐
roundingsdependson the temperaturedifference and thematerial properties
involved. Campbell (2025) defined the specific heat capacity of amaterial as

Equation 8.17— Specific heat and heat transfer:

Q = mc∆T (7.18)

wherem is the mass, c is the specific heat capacity in J kg−1 K−1, and∆T is
the temperature change (Campbell, 2025, Eq. 5.32); for a concise treatment, see
(Fischer‐Cripps, 2014). The rate of heat transfer througha solidmaterial is gov‐
erned by Fourier’s law, Q̇ = −kAdT/dx, while convective heat transfer from
a surface to a fluid obeys Newton’s law of cooling, Q̇ = hA (Ts − T∞); both
mechanisms are essential to the design of marine heat exchangers, engine
cooling jackets, and cargo tank insulation (Incropera et al., 2007). For liquid
water, c = 4.19 × 103 J kg−1 K−1—the highest specific heat of any common
substance,whichmakesseawateranexceptionallyeffective thermal reservoir
and coolant (Campbell, 2025, Table 5.3). This property is exploited in every
marine heat exchanger: seawater circulated through engine cooling jackets
absorbs large quantities of waste heat with onlymodest temperature rises.

In a closed systemwhere nomechanical work is done, conservation of en‐
ergy requires

∑
Q = 0, meaning the heat lost by one componentmust equal

the heat gained by another (Campbell, 2025, Eq. 5.33). This calorimetric prin‐
ciple underlies the thermal balance calculations for marine cooling circuits,
cargo tank heating systems, and ballast water thermalmanagement.

The three fundamental modes of heat transfer—conduction, convection,
and radiation—each play distinct roles in marine thermal systems (Incropera
et al., 2007).

Conduction is governed by Fourier’s law, which states that the heat flux
through a solid is proportional to the negative temperature gradient:

Q̇cond = −k A dT
dx

(7.19)

where k is the thermal conductivity of the material (Wm−1 K−1), A is the
cross‐sectional area normal to the heat flow, and dT/dx is the temperature
gradient (Incropera et al., 2007). In marine applications, conduction determ‐
ines the heat loss through hull plating, the thermal resistance of cargo tank
insulation, and the temperature distributionwithin engine cylinderwalls.

157



Chapter 7. Thermodynamics inMarine Engineering

Convection describes heat transfer between a solid surface and an adja‐
centmoving fluid. Newton’s law of cooling expresses the convective heat flux
as

Q̇conv = hA (Ts − T∞) (7.20)

where h is the convection heat transfer coefficient (Wm−2 K−1), Ts is the sur‐
face temperature, andT∞ is the bulkfluid temperature (Incropera et al., 2007).
The value of h depends on the flow regime: for forced convection in seawater
cooling circuits, typical values range from500 to10 000Wm−2 K−1, whilenat‐
ural convection in air yields h ≈ 5–25Wm−2 K−1 (Incropera et al., 2007). The
high convection coefficients achievable with seawater make it an exception‐
ally effective coolant formarine diesel engines.

Radiation transfers energy through electromagnetic waves and requires
no intervening medium. The maximum rate at which a surface can emit
thermal radiation is given by the Stefan–Boltzmann law:

Q̇rad = ε σ AT 4
s (7.21)

where ε is the surface emissivity (0 ≤ ε ≤ 1), σ = 5.670 × 10−8Wm−2 K−4

is the Stefan–Boltzmann constant, and Ts is the absolute surface temperat‐
ure (Incropera et al., 2007). The net radiative exchange between two surfaces
at temperaturesT1 andT2 isproportional to (T 4

1 −T 4
2 ). Radiation is thedomin‐

ant heat transfer mode in combustion chambers at peak flame temperatures,
where it accounts for a substantial fraction of total in‐cylinder heat transfer in
marine diesel engines (Heywood, 1988).

In practice, marine heat exchangers—used for engine cooling, lubricating
oil cooling, and freshwater generation—combine conduction through metal
tubewallswith forcedconvectiononboth theseawater andservice‐fluid sides.
The overall heat transfer coefficientU for a flat‐walled exchanger is

1

U
=

1

hi
+
tw
kw

+
1

ho
(7.22)

where hi and ho are the inner and outer convection coefficients, and tw and
kw are the wall thickness and thermal conductivity, respectively (Incropera
et al., 2007). Fouling of the seawater‐side surface by biological growth or
mineral deposits increases the thermal resistance and can significantly
reduce heat exchanger effectiveness, necessitating periodic cleaning or the
use of anti‐fouling coatings (Molland, 2008).

7.3.6 Refrigeration andHVAC Systems

Refrigeration and air conditioning are essential auxiliary systems aboard vir‐
tually all commercial and naval vessels. Cargo refrigerationmaintains perish‐
able goods at controlled temperatures during transit, while HVAC (heating,
ventilation, and air conditioning) ensures habitable conditions for crew in all
climatic zones.
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Figure 7.5: The three fundamental modes of heat transfer and their governing laws.
Conduction (Fourier’s law, Equation 7.19) transfers heat through solid materials; con‐
vection (Newton’s law of cooling, Equation 7.20) transfers heat between a surface and
amoving fluid; radiation (Stefan–Boltzmann law, Equation 7.21) transfers heat via elec‐
tromagnetic emission. In amarine diesel engine, all threemodes act simultaneously:
conduction through the cylinder liner, forced convection from coolant circuits, and ra‐
diation from combustion gases (Heywood, 1988; Incropera et al., 2007).

Thevapour‐compressionrefrigerationcycle is the thermodynamicbasisof
nearly all marine refrigeration and air conditioning plant. The cycle operates
by circulating a refrigerant through four processes (Çengel & Boles, 2019):

1. Compression (1 → 2): the compressor raises the low‐pressure refri‐
gerant vapour to a high‐pressure superheated state, requiring work
inputWin.

2. Condensation (2 → 3): thehigh‐pressure vapour rejectsheatQH to the
seawater cooling circuit and condenses to a high‐pressure liquid.

3. Expansion (3 → 4): the liquid passes through an expansion valve, un‐
dergoing an irreversible throttling process that reduces its pressure and
temperature.

4. Evaporation (4 → 1): the low‐pressure liquid–vapourmixture absorbs
heat QL from the refrigerated space (cargo hold or air handling unit),
evaporating completely before returning to the compressor.

Theperformanceof the cycle ismeasuredby the coefficient of performance for
cooling, COP = QL/Win (cf. Equation 7.17). Practical marine refrigeration sys‐
tems achieve COP values of 2–4, depending on the evaporating and condens‐
ing temperatures (Çengel & Boles, 2019).

For cargo refrigeration on container ships and reefer vessels, the refri‐
gerant circuit must maintain evaporator temperatures as low as −30 ◦C for
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Figure 7.6: Pressure–enthalpy (P –h) diagramof the ideal vapour‐compression refriger‐
ation cycle. The four processes are: isentropic compression (1→2), constant‐pressure
heat rejection (2→3), isenthalpic throttling (3→4), and constant‐pressure heat absorp‐
tion (4→1). The shaded area under the saturation dome represents the two‐phase
liquid–vapour region. Marine systems reject heat QH to seawater at the condenser
and absorb heat QL from the cargo hold or air handling unit at the evaporator (Çen‐
gel & Boles, 2019).

frozen cargo, while the condenser rejects heat to seawater that may be as
warm as 32 ◦C in tropical waters (Molland, 2008). This wide temperature lift
reduces the COP (Equation 7.17) and increases the compressor power required
per unit of cooling capacity. Two‐stage compression with intercooling is
often employed for deep‐frozen cargo to improve cycle efficiency at large
pressure ratios (Çengel & Boles, 2019).

For accommodation HVAC, the thermodynamic loads include sensible
heating or cooling and dehumidification. In warm, humid climates the
air conditioning system must remove both sensible heat (temperature
reduction) and latent heat (moisture condensation). The energy required to
condense moisture from air is determined by the latent heat of vaporisation
of water (≈ 2450 kJ kg−1 at 20 ◦C) (Çengel & Boles, 2019).

7.4 Applications inMaritime Systems

7.4.1 WasteHeat Recovery Systems

The energy balance of a modern marine diesel engine (Figure 7.4) shows that
approximately 45–50% of the fuel energy is rejected as waste heat: roughly
25% in the exhaust gas stream and 15% to the jacket cooling water, with the
remainder lost to radiation, charge air cooling, and lubricating oil (Molland,
2008). Waste heat recovery (WHR) systems aim to convert a portion of these
thermal losses back into useful work or heating duty.
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The most widespreadWHR device is the exhaust gas economiser, a heat ex‐
changer fitted in the exhaust duct that generates steam from the enthalpy of
the flue gas. The steam produced (typically at 7–10 bar) can supply the ship’s
steam services—fuel oil heating, cargo tank heating, freshwater generation—
or drive a steamturbine for additional electrical power (Woodyard, 2009). The
thermodynamic limit on this recovery is set by theminimum stack temperat‐
ure: the exhaust gas must not be cooled below the acid dew point (≈ 120 ◦C
for heavy fuel oil combustion products) to prevent corrosive condensation of
sulphuric acid on the heat exchanger surfaces (Woodyard, 2009).

When the turbocharger produces more shaft work than needed to
compress the scavenging air, the surplus energy can drive a power turbine
connected to the ship’s electrical generator through a gearbox. This turbo
compound system extracts mechanical energy from the exhaust stream be‐
fore it enters the economiser, thereby cascading the heat recovery in order
of decreasing temperature and increasing entropy—consistent with the
second‐law principle that work should be extracted at the highest available
temperature (Molland, 2008).

For lower‐temperature heat sources, the organic Rankine cycle (ORC)
replaces water with an organic working fluid whose lower boiling point
allows it to generate vapour from heat sources at moderate temperatures.
An ORC system recovering heat from the jacket cooling water and the charge
air cooler can improve the overall plant efficiency by several percentage
points (Molland, 2008).

Figure 7.7: Schematic of a combinedwaste heat recovery system for a large two‐stroke
marine diesel engine. Exhaust gas first drives the turbocharger and (if surplus energy
is available) a power gas turbine, then passes through an exhaust gas economiser that
generates steam. A separate organicRankine cycle (ORC) recovers low‐gradeheat from
the jacket cooling water. The recovered energy supplements the ship’s electrical gen‐
eration (Molland, 2008;Woodyard, 2009).
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7.4.2 LNG and Cryogenic Cargo Thermodynamics

The transport of liquefied natural gas (LNG) presents the most demanding
cryogenic engineering challenge in commercial shipping. Natural gas, com‐
posed primarily ofmethane (CH4), liquefies at approximately−162 ◦C (111K)
at atmospheric pressure, reducing its volume by a factor of roughly 600
relative to the gaseous state (Molland, 2008). The thermodynamic implica‐
tions of maintaining cargo at this temperature aboard a vessel operating in
ambient conditions of 300Kare governed by the heat transfer and second‐law
principles developed in Sections 7.3.5 and 7.2.2.

Despite extensive thermal insulation, a continuous heat leak Q̇ from the
environment to the cargo is inevitable. This heat input supplies the latent
heat of vaporisation and generates boil‐off gas (BOG) at a rate

ṁBOG =
Q̇

hfg
(7.23)

wherehfg ≈ 510 kJ kg−1 is the latentheatofvaporisationofLNGat itsboiling
point (Çengel & Boles, 2019).

The BOGmust be managed to control tank pressure. Two thermodynam‐
ically distinct strategies are employed (Molland, 2008):

• BOG as fuel: The boil‐off gas is routed to themain boilers (in steam tur‐
bineLNGcarriers) or to dual‐fuel diesel engines, converting the thermal
loss into propulsive energy.

• Re‐liquefaction: A refrigeration plant re‐condenses the BOG and
returns it to the cargo tanks. The minimum work required for re‐
liquefaction is bounded by Equation 7.8; actual systems consume
several times this thermodynamic minimum due to compressor and
heat exchanger irreversibilities (Çengel & Boles, 2019).

The cargo containment system must simultaneously provide thermal
insulation (to limit Q̇), structural integrity against sloshing loads, and gas‐
tightness. The two principal designs—the membrane system (using thin
corrugated metal sheets backed by rigid insulation) and the independent
spherical tank (Moss‐type)—reflect different engineering compromises
between thermal performance and structural design (Molland, 2008).

7.4.3 ExergyAnalysis and Thermodynamic Efficiency

The first‐law efficiency (Equation 7.15) measures the fraction of heat input
converted to work, but it does not distinguish between high‐quality and low‐
quality energy. Exergy analysis (also called availability analysis) provides amore
discriminatingmeasurebyaccounting for thequality—or “workpotential”—of
each energy stream relative to the environment (Çengel & Boles, 2019).
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The exergy of a thermodynamic stream is defined as the maximum use‐
ful work obtainable when the system is brought to equilibrium with the sur‐
rounding environment (the “dead state” at T0, P0). For a steady‐flow stream,
the specific flow exergy is (Çengel & Boles, 2019)

ψ = (h− h0)− T0(s− s0) +
1
2V

2 + gz (7.24)

wherehandsare thespecificenthalpyandentropyof thestream,h0 ands0 are
the corresponding dead‐state values, V is the velocity, and z is the elevation.

The exergy destruction in any irreversible process is directly proportional
to the entropy generated:

Ẋdest = T0 Ṡgen (7.25)

which is known as the Gouy–Stodola theorem (Çengel & Boles, 2019). This
expression quantifies the thermodynamic cost of every irreversibility in the
marine power plant: friction in bearings, temperature differences in heat
exchangers, mixing of streams at different temperatures, and throttling
across valves each generate entropy and destroy exergy.

Applying exergy analysis to the marine diesel engine reveals that the
largest single source of exergy destruction is the combustion process itself,
which accounts for a substantial fraction of the fuel exergy input due to
the irreversible mixing and chemical reaction at finite temperature differ‐
ences (Heywood, 1988). The jacket cooling water, by contrast, carries heat
at only 80–90 ◦C—close to the dead‐state temperature—and therefore has
low specific exergy despite its substantial first‐law energy content (Çengel &
Boles, 2019).

The second‐law efficiency (or exergetic efficiency) of a marine power plant is
defined as the ratio of useful work output to the exergy of the fuel input:

ηII =
Ẇnet

Ẋfuel
(7.26)

The thermodynamic reasoning behind energy efficiency regulations for
shipping—which aim to reduce the exergy destruction per unit of transport
work—is developed from these principles; the regulatory framework itself
(EEDI, EEXI, CII) and compliance pathways are treated in the Environmental
Physics inMaritime Operations chapter of the companion volume.

7.4.4 Fire Thermodynamics on Ships

Fire aboard a vessel is a thermodynamic event: it involves the rapid, exo‐
thermic oxidation of fuel in which chemical energy is converted to thermal
energy. The fire triangle—fuel, oxidiser (oxygen), and heat (ignition energy)—
defines the three necessary conditions; removing any one extinguishes the
fire.
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The energy released by combustion is quantified by the enthalpy of reac‐
tion∆Hr . For a hydrocarbon fuel of composition CxHy undergoing complete
combustion:

CxHy +
(
x+ y

4

)
O2 −→ xCO2 +

y
2 H2O+ |∆Hr| (7.27)

The heat release rate (HRR), Q̇fire = ṁf ×∆Hc × χ, where ṁf is the fuel mass
loss rate, ∆Hc is the effective heat of combustion, and χ is the combustion
efficiency, governs the thermal severity of a fire (Çengel & Boles, 2019).

The adiabatic flame temperature is the maximum temperature achievable
when all combustion enthalpy heats the products without heat loss. For stoi‐
chiometric combustion of a hydrocarbon in air this temperature reaches ap‐
proximately 2200–2500K (Çengel & Boles, 2019). Actual flame temperatures
aboard ship are lower due to radiative heat loss (Equation 7.21) and excess air
dilution.

Fire suppression exploits the same thermodynamic principles in reverse:

• Water mist and sprinkler systems remove heat from the fire plume
by evaporating water droplets. The latent heat of vaporisation of water
(≈ 2260 kJ kg−1 at 100 ◦C) makes water an exceptionally effective heat‐
extraction agent (Campbell, 2025).

• CO2 and inert gas systems suppress combustion by displacing oxygen
below the limiting concentration required to sustain the reaction.

The fundamental thermodynamics of fire—heat release, flame temperature,
and heat extraction—are developed from these principles; fire safety engin‐
eering (detection systems, CFD zone models, and structural fire response)
is treated in the Maritime Safety and Risk Physics chapter of the companion
volume.

7.5 Discussion

The thermodynamic framework established in this chapter—particularly the
equation of state (Equations 7.9–7.12) and the concept of potential temper‐
ature (Equation 7.7)—underpins the analysis in several subsequent chapters.
The density of seawater, determined by the EOS‐80 polynomial system,
directly governs hydrostatic pressure (Chapter 3), drives thermohaline cir‐
culation, and governs acoustic propagation speed. The adiabatic lapse rate
(Equation 7.6) is required for interpreting deep‐ocean temperature data.

ThethermodynamiccycleanalysisofSection7.3.2demonstratesthatevery
marine power plant is ultimately bounded by the Carnot limit (Equation 7.16).
The gap between actual marine diesel efficiency (≈ 0.50–0.55) and the theor‐
etical maximum (≈ 0.85) represents the combined effect of mechanical fric‐
tion, finite‐rate heat transfer across cylinder walls, incomplete combustion,
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and auxiliary power consumption. Understanding where in the thermody‐
namic cycle these irreversibilities arise is the first step toward the waste heat
recovery systems discussed in Section 7.4.1, which seek to extract useful work
from the energy rejected inQC (Campbell, 2025).

The fundamental challenge for future marine propulsion lies in the
thermodynamic conversion step itself. A conventional heat engine must
always reject waste heat at TC (the seawater temperature), and thus its
efficiency is bounded by the Carnot limit (Equation 7.16). Electrochemical
conversion—specifically fuel cells—offers an alternative pathway that by‐
passes the Carnot constraint: by converting chemical energy directly to
electrical energy without combustion, fuel cells can in principle achieve
higher efficiencies than any heat engine operating between the same tem‐
perature limits (Çengel & Boles, 2019). The thermodynamic analysis of these
emerging energy conversion pathways, and their integration with marine
propulsion and auxiliary systems, represents an active area of development
whose outcomeswill shape the next generation ofmarine power plants.

7.6 Conclusion

This chapter has demonstrated that thermodynamics provides the quantit‐
ative framework for both the physical oceanography of seawater and the full
spectrum ofmarine engineering thermal systems. The thermodynamic state
of seawater is fully described by three independent variables—temperatureT ,
salinity S, and pressure p (Dera, 1992)—and the general differential equation
of state (Equation 7.1) introduces the three fundamental response coefficients:
thermal expansion kT , saline contraction kS , and isothermal compress‐
ibility kp. The UNESCO EOS‐80 (Equation 7.9) provides the operational
polynomial equation of state with an accuracy of ±0.009 kgm−3 over the
full oceanic range, while the concept of potential temperature θ (Equa‐
tion 7.7)—necessitated by the adiabatic warming of approximately 0.11K per
1000m depth—enables meaningful comparison of water masses at different
pressures.

On the engineering side, every marine power plant is bounded by the
Carnot efficiency limit (Equation 7.16). Modern low‐speed two‐strokemarine
diesel engines achieve brake specific fuel consumption as low as 154 g/kWh—
a thermal efficiency of approximately 54%—through constant‐pressure
turbocharging, uniflow scavenging, and electronic control of injection timing
and exhaust valve closing (Molland, 2008). The exergy analysis (Section 7.4.3)
reveals that the dominant source of thermodynamic loss is combustion irre‐
versibility rather than mechanical friction, directing future efficiency efforts
toward waste heat recovery systems (Section 7.4.1) and alternative energy
conversion pathways. The three modes of heat transfer—conduction, con‐
vection, and radiation (Section 7.3.5)—govern the design of heat exchangers,
engine cooling systems, cargo tank insulation, and fire suppression, while
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the vapour‐compression cycle (Section 7.3.6) underpins refrigeration and
HVAC systems essential to cargo integrity and crew habitability. The ther‐
modynamic principles established here connect directly to the Environmental
Physics in Maritime Operations chapter of the companion volume, where the
efficiency of thermodynamic conversion determines the carbon intensity of
shipping operations.
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Chapter 8

Marine Propulsion Physics

8.1 Introduction

Marine propulsion is the process of generating thrust to move a vessel
through water (Harrington, 1992). Whether the energy source is wind,
fossil fuel, nuclear power, or battery electricity, the fundamental physics
is the same: momentum must be transferred to the vessel to overcome
hydrodynamic resistance.

The oldest form of marine propulsion—the sail—remains one of the most
instructive for understanding propulsion physics. Bejan et al. (2020) showed
that the force balance between sail thrust and hull drag governs vessel speed,
and that the optimal sail‐to‐hull proportions are predictable from first prin‐
ciples. This analysis introduces the principles underlying all forms of marine
propulsion.

8.2 Scientific Background

8.2.1 Fundamentals of Thrust Generation

Thrust is generated by changing themomentum of a working fluid. For a sail‐
ing vessel, the working fluid is air; for a propeller‐driven vessel, it is water. In
both cases, the thrust force equals the rate ofmomentum change imparted to
the fluid (Carlton, 2012).

Bejan et al. (2020) formulated the thrust force on a sail as:
Equation 9.1—Aerodynamic thrust from sail:

Fa ∼ CD · HL
2

· 1
2
ρa V

2
a (8.1)

whereCD ∼ 1 is the drag coefficient,H is themast height,L is thehull length
(soHL/2 is the sail area), ρa is the air density, and Va is thewind speed.

This equation embodies themomentum‐transfer principle: the sail inter‐
cepts a stream of air, deflects it, and thereby extracts momentum. The force
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is proportional to the sail area (the cross‐section of the intercepted air stream)
and to the dynamic pressure 1

2ρa V
2
a (themomentumflux per unit area).

The same principle applies to modern propulsors—propellers, water jets,
and thrusters—where the working fluid is water rather than air, and the mo‐
mentum change is generated by rotating blades or accelerating awater jet.

8.2.2 Propeller Geometry and Terminology

A marine propeller converts the rotational motion of the engine shaft into
thrust. The fundamental quantity in this conversion is torque—the rotational
analogue of force. Campbell (2025) defines torque as:

Equation 9.11—Torque:

τ = r F sin θ (8.2)

where r is the radial distance from the rotation axis (shaft centreline),F is the
applied force, and θ is the angle between the force vector and the radial dir‐
ection (Campbell, 2025). Each blade element at radius r exerts a tangential
hydrodynamic force on the water; by Newton’s third law, the water exerts an
equal and opposite tangential force on the blade, and the integral of r dF over
the blade span yields the total propeller torqueQ.

The rate atwhich the shaft delivers energy to the propeller is the rotational
power (Campbell, 2025):

Equation 9.12— Shaft power:

Pshaft = τ ω = 2π nQ (8.3)

where ω is the angular velocity and n = ω/(2π) is the rotational speed in re‐
volutions per second (Campbell, 2025); for a concise treatment, see (Fischer‐
Cripps, 2014). This expression links the engine output (torque at a given rota‐
tional speed) to the hydrodynamic load (propeller torqueQ) and is the funda‐
mental energy‐transfer equation for all shaft‐driven propulsion systems.

The fundamental geometric parameter of a screw propeller is the pitchP—
the distance the driving face would advance in one revolution if working in a
solid nut. The pitch ratio p = P/D, whereD is the propeller diameter, char‐
acterises the helical form of the blade. The speed of screw is defined asN · P
whereN is the rotational speed in revolutions per minute, representing the
theoretical advance per unit time in the absence of slip (Attwood, 1899).

The projected blade area Ap is the area of all blades projected onto a plane
perpendicular to the shaft axis. For the Admiralty pattern blade (whose
developed outline is an ellipse with semi‐major axis equal to the propeller
radius), the relationship between developed and projected area is (Attwood,
1899):

Adev = Ap

√
1 + 0.425 p2
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Typical values of theprojected‐area‐to‐disc‐area ratio range from0.33 for large
naval vesselswith reciprocatingmachinery to 0.4–0.56 for turbine‐driven ves‐
sels, the larger values being necessary to avoid cavitation at high rotational
speeds (Attwood, 1899).

The most widely used systematic propeller series is the Wageningen
B‐series, developed at MARIN (Maritime Research Institute Netherlands).
Birk (2019) describes the B‐series as a family of fixed‐pitch propellers char‐
acterised by blade number Z (2–7), expanded area ratio AE/A0 (0.30–1.05),
and pitch–diameter ratio P/D. Their open‐water performance—thrust coef‐
ficient KT , torque coefficient KQ, and efficiency ηO—has been condensed
into polynomial expressions by Oosterveld and van Oossanen (1975, as cited
in Birk (2019)), enabling rapid computation for any combination of design
parameters.

For propeller design, Birk (2019) employs the Bu2‐chart method. A
shortened thrust loading coefficient CS = KT /J

2 is computed from the
required thrust, advance speed, and propeller diameter. The fourth root
4
√
CS is entered into theBu2‐chart, where its intersectionwith the optimum‐

efficiency curve yields the pitch–diameter ratio, advance coefficient J , and
maximumachievable open‐water efficiency ηO (Birk, 2019).

To ensure that the propeller does not suffer excessive cavitation, themin‐
imum required blade area is estimated using Keller’s formula (Birk, 2019):

Equation 9.25—Keller’s expanded area ratio:(
AE

A0

)
req

=
(1.3 + 0.3Z)Treq
(p0 − pv)D2

+K (8.4)

whereZ is the blade number,Treq is the required thrust, p0 = pA+ ρgh0 is the
total static pressure at the shaft centreline, pv is the vapour pressure,D is the
propeller diameter, andK is a constantdependingon thevessel type (K = 0.2
for single‐screwmerchant ships) (Birk, 2019). If theKeller check indicates that
a larger blade area is needed, the designer selects a higher AE/A0 chart and
repeats the optimisation (Birk, 2019).

8.2.3 FlowField Around a Propeller

The flow field around a marine propeller is governed by the same potential
flow theory used for seakeeping (Chapter 6). Guedes Soares and Santos (2015)
describe theBoundaryElementMethod (BEM) forpropeller analysis, inwhich
the blade surfaces and hub are discretized into quadrilateral panels, each car‐
rying adistributionof sources anddipoles. Thevelocitypotential satisfies the
Laplace equation (∇2ϕ = 0) throughout thefluid domain,withboundary con‐
ditions imposedonthebladesurfaces (kinematic condition)andat infinity (ra‐
diation/decay condition).

For a propeller operating in open water (uniform inflow), the BEM solves
for the pressure distribution on the blade surfaces at each advance ratio. The
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Figure8.1: Faceviewofa four‐bladedmarinepropellershowingthekeygeometricpara‐
meters: overall diameterD, hub diameter dh, radial coordinate r, and direction of rota‐
tion. The blade outline illustrates the expanded area with moderate skew character‐
istic ofWageningen B‐series propellers.

method captures the three‐dimensional flow features—including radial flow,
tip vortex roll‐up, and blade loading distribution—that govern propulsive
performance (Guedes Soares & Santos, 2015). However, as a potential flow
method, the BEM cannot capture viscous phenomena such as leading‐edge
vortex effects,whichbecome significant for highly skewedpropellers (Guedes
Soares & Santos, 2015).

RANS Formulation for Viscous Propeller Flows

The limitations of potential‐flow methods motivate the use of the Reynolds‐
Averaged Navier–Stokes (RANS) equations for propeller wake analysis. Pêgo
(2007) appliedRANS‐based computational fluid dynamics to the studyof ship
propulsion systems, demonstrating that viscous effects—particularly in the
swirling wake downstream of the propeller—require turbulence modelling
beyond the Boussinesq approximation.

For an incompressible, isothermal flow (appropriate for ship andpropeller
flows), the instantaneousvelocityfieldUi is decomposed intoa time‐averaged
(mean) component U i and a fluctuating component u′i via the Reynolds de‐
composition Ui = U i + u′i (Pêgo, 2007). Substituting this decomposition
into the continuity and Navier–Stokes equations and time‐averaging yields
the RANS continuity equation:

Equation 9.39—RANS continuity:

∂U i

∂xi
= 0 (8.5)

and the RANSmomentum equations:
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Equation 9.40—RANSmomentum:

U j
∂U i

∂xj
= −1

ρ

∂P

∂xi
+ ν

∂2U i

∂xj ∂xj
−
∂ u′i u

′
j

∂xj
(8.6)

whereP is themean pressure, ν is the kinematic viscosity, and−ρ u′i u′j is the
Reynolds stress tensor (Pêgo, 2007). This symmetric tensor introduces six ad‐
ditional unknowns to the four equations (one continuity, three momentum),
creating the closure problem of turbulencemodelling: there are ten unknowns
but only four governing equations (Pêgo, 2007).

Eddy‐viscosity models (e.g. the k–εmodel) close the system by assuming
that theReynoldsstress tensor isproportional to themeanstrain rate through
a scalar eddy viscosity:

Equation 9.41—Boussinesq hypothesis:

−u′i u′j = νt

(
∂U i

∂xj
+
∂U j

∂xi

)
− 2

3
k δij (8.7)

where νt is the eddy viscosity, k = 1
2u

′
i u

′
i is the turbulent kinetic energy, and

δij is the Kronecker delta (Pêgo, 2007). While these models are robust and
computationally economical, Pêgo (2007) demonstrated through comparison
with laserDoppler anemometry (LDA)measurements that they fail to predict
the highly anisotropic turbulence in propeller wakes—particularly the swirl‐
dominated flow downstream of rotating blades. The implicit assumption of
local isotropy inherent intheBoussinesqapproximation is inadequate for this
class of flows (Pêgo, 2007).

To address this deficiency, Pêgo (2007) employed full Reynolds stress
transport models—the SSG model (Speziale, Sarkar and Gatski) and the
Anisotropy‐Invariant Reynolds Stress Model (AIRSM)—which solve a differ‐
ential transport equation for each component of u′i u

′
j individually. Both

models correctly captured the spreading rate and mean velocity profiles
of propeller‐like swirling flows, with no significant difference in accuracy
between them. The AIRSM, based on the invariant map theory of Lum‐
ley and Newman and requiring less empirical input, represents a more
physically grounded approach to turbulence closure for marine propulsion
applications (Pêgo, 2007).

8.2.4 MomentumTheory (Actuator Disk)

The momentum theory of propulsion treats the propulsor as an idealised
device that imparts a change in momentum to the working fluid. For a sail,
Bejan et al. (2020) showed that the aerodynamic force (Equation 8.1) must be
balanced against the hydrodynamic drag (the hull resistance), yielding the
steady‐state speed ratio:
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Equation 9.2— Speed ratio:

H

L
∼
(
Vw
Va

)1/2

(8.8)

This result has a clear physical interpretation: to achieve a boat speed (Vw)
comparable to thewind speed (Va), themast heightHmust approach thehull
lengthL. In the language of propulsion efficiency, thismeans the “propulsor”
(sail) must be appropriately sized relative to the “hull” (resistance source).

When the optimal hull proportions are imposed (Section 5.3.7), the driv‐
ing force and resistance force can be balanced to yield the complete perform‐
ance relationship. The formula governing performance evolution is (Bejan et
al., 2020):

Equation 9.3—Mast slenderness (structural–propulsive coupling):

d

H
∼
(
ρa V

2
a

σ

)1/3(
Va
Vw

)2/3

(8.9)

where d is themast diameter, σ is the allowable stress of themastmaterial, ρa
is air density, and Va, Vw are wind and boat speeds respectively (Bejan et al.,
2020).

This equation reveals an important propulsion–structure coupling: a
strongermastmaterial (largerσ) permits a thinnermast (smaller d/H), which
reduces dead weight, decreases the submerged hull volume, reduces drag,
andultimately increases boat speed. Thus,material science advances directly
improve propulsive performance (Bejan et al., 2020).

The momentum theory can be formalised for a screw propeller through
the actuator disk concept, first developed by Rankine and extended by
R. E. Froude. Birk (2019) presents the complete derivation, in which the
propeller is replaced by an infinitesimally thin disk of area A0 = πD2/4
that imparts a uniform pressure jump ∆p to the fluid passing through it,
producing a thrust:

Equation 9.18—Actuator disk thrust:

T = A0 ∆p (8.10)

A fixed control volume is drawn around the disk. Fluid enters at the ad‐
vance velocity vA and exits the slipstream at a higher velocity v3 = vA(1 + b),
where b > 0 is the fractional velocity increase (Birk, 2019). The fluid is as‐
sumed inviscid, incompressible, and in steady flow, and the race boundary is
treated as a stream surface.

Applying conservation of momentum and mass to the control volume,
Birk (2019) showed that the thrust equals the rate of change of axial mo‐
mentum:

Equation 9.19—Thrust frommomentum:

T = bQ2 vA (8.11)
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where Q2 = ρ vA(1 + a)A0 is the mass flow rate through the disk and a is
the axial induction factor at the disk plane (Birk, 2019). Applying Bernoulli’s
equationbetween the inlet and thedisk (upstreamside), andbetween thedisk
(downstream side) and the outlet, Birk (2019) derived the fundamental result:

Equation 9.20—Axial induction relation:

a =
b

2
(8.12)

Thismeans that half of the total velocity increase in the slipstreamoccurs
upstreamof thedisk. Thethrustandmassflowmaythenbeexpressedentirely
in terms of vA, b, andA0 (Birk, 2019):

T = 1
2 ρ v

2
A (2b+ b2)A0 (8.13)

The ideal (or jet) efficiencyof theactuatordisk isdefinedas the ratioofuseful
thrust powerPT = T vA to the total kinetic energy added to the flow per unit
time (Birk, 2019):

Equation 9.22— Ideal propulsive efficiency:

ηTJ =
T vA

T vA
(
1 + b

2

) =
2

2 + b
(8.14)

Maximumefficiency is approached as b→ 0, but thrust also vanishes, so a
compromise is required. For a given thrust, increasing the disk areaA0 (larger
propeller diameter) permits a smaller b, yielding higher efficiency (Birk, 2019).
This is the theoretical basis for the naval architect’s rule that the largest pro‐
peller that can be fitted should be selected.

The relationship between efficiency and loading is expressed through the
thrust loading coefficient (Birk, 2019):

Equation 9.23—Thrust loading coefficient:

CTh =
T

1
2 ρ v

2
AA0

= 2b+ b2 (8.15)

Solving the quadratic b2 + 2b − CTh = 0 for the physically meaningful
root (b > 0) andsubstituting intoEquation8.14yields theclassical result (Birk,
2019):

Equation 9.24—Efficiency vs. thrust loading:

ηTJ =
2

1 +
√
1 + CTh

(8.16)

Equation 8.16 establishes that a lightly loaded propeller (CTh ≪ 1) ap‐
proaches unity efficiency, while a heavily loaded propeller (CTh ≫ 1, as in
bollardpull conditions)hasmarkedly reducedefficiency. Most shippropellers
operatewithCTh ∼ 1 (Birk, 2019).
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The sail force model can be developed further by resolving the aerody‐
namic forces into components alignedwith the vessel’s course. Huchet (2021)
presented a complete sail force model for the NACRA 17 catamaran, building
on the fundamental principle that a sail generates both lift (perpendicular to
the apparentwind) and drag (parallel to the apparentwind).

The relationship between the true wind and the apparent wind is funda‐
mental to all sail propulsionanalysis. Thewind triangledefines the apparent
wind angle (AWA) and apparentwind speed (AWS) from the vector sumof the
truewind and the vessel’s velocity vector:

Equation 9.4—Apparentwind angle:

βAW = arctan
(

VTW sinβTW

VTW cosβTW + Vb

)
(8.17)

where βTW is the true wind angle (relative to the vessel heading), VTW is the
true wind speed, and Vb is the boat speed (Huchet, 2021). The apparent wind
speed is:

VAW =
√

(VTW sinβTW )2 + (VTW cosβTW + Vb)2

As the boat speed increases, the apparent wind shifts forward (smaller
βAW ) and increases in magnitude (VAW > VTW when sailing downwind).
This is consistentwith the observation of Bejan et al. (2020) that atmaximum
speed, the sails are trimmed close to the centreline.

The sail generates aerodynamic lift L and dragD relative to the apparent
wind direction. These forces are resolved into components parallel and per‐
pendicular to the vessel’s course (Huchet, 2021):

Equation 9.5—Driving force (along course):

Fx = L sinβAW −D cosβAW (8.18)

Equation 9.6— Side force (perpendicular to course):

Fy = L cosβAW +D sinβAW (8.19)

where L = 1
2 ρa V

2
AW Asail CL andD = 1

2 ρa V
2
AW Asail CD , with CL and CD

being the sail lift anddrag coefficients as functionsof theapparentwindangle,
obtained fromORC (OffshoreRacingCongress) sail aerodynamicdata (Huchet,
2021).

The driving force Fx is the component that accelerates the vessel; the
side force Fy is the component that causes heeling and leeway. The balance
Fx = Rtotal (total hydrodynamic resistance) determines the equilibrium
speed, while the balance of Fy against the lateral hydrodynamic force on the
hull and appendages determines the leeway angle.

For theNACRA 17, the heelingmoment generated byFy must be balanced
by the righting moment (see Chapter 4, Equation 4.7), which establishes the
coupling between the propulsion system (sails) and the stability system (hull
geometry and crewweight) (Huchet, 2021).
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8.2.5 Blade Element Theory

Blade element theory (BET) treats each radial section of a propeller blade as a
two‐dimensional aerofoil operating in a local flow field determined by the ad‐
vance velocity and the rotational velocity at that radius. Rawson and Tupper
(2001) derive the elemental forces on a blade strip of width dr at radius r:

Equation 9.31—Elemental thrust fromblade element:

dT = dL cosβi − dD sinβi (8.20)

Equation 9.32—Elemental torque fromblade element:

dQ =
(
dL sinβi + dD cosβi

)
r (8.21)

where dL and dD are the lift and drag forces on the element, and βi is the hy‐
drodynamic pitch angle—the angle between the resultant inflow velocity and
theplaneof rotation (Rawson&Tupper, 2001). The resultant inflowvelocityat
each element is VR =

√
V 2
a + (2πnr)2, where Va is the advance velocity and

n is the rotational speed. The lift and drag are:

dL = 1
2 ρ V

2
R cCL dr, dD = 1

2 ρ V
2
R cCD dr

where c is the local chord length and CL, CD are the section lift and drag
coefficients, which depend on the local angle of attack α = θg − βi (the
difference between the geometric pitch angle and the hydrodynamic pitch
angle) (Rawson& Tupper, 2001).

The total thrust and torque are obtained by integrating Equations (8.20)
and (8.21) over the blade span from the hub radius rh to the tip radiusR, and
multiplying by the number of blades z (Rawson& Tupper, 2001).

8.2.6 Combined Blade ElementMomentumTheory (BEMT)

Blade element momentum theory combines the momentum theory of Sec‐
tion8.2.1with theblade element theoryof Section8.2.5 by equating the thrust
and torque from the two approaches at each radial station. Rawson and Tup‐
per (2001) show that the momentum balance for an annular stream tube of
width dr at radius r yields:

Equation 9.33—Axialmomentumbalance:

dT = 4π ρ r V 2
a (1 + a) a dr (8.22)

wherea is theaxial inflowfactorat radiusr (Rawson&Tupper, 2001). Equating
thiswiththebladeelementthrust (Equation8.20) forz bladesgivesanimplicit
equation for a at each radius. Similarly, the tangential momentum balance
yields an equation for the tangential inflow factor a′. The coupled system is
solved iteratively: an initial guess for a and a′ determines βi, from which CL

andCD are obtained; the blade element forces are then computed and used to
update the inflow factors until convergence (Rawson& Tupper, 2001).
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BEMTprovides the radial distribution of loading along the blade, which is
essential for structural design and cavitation assessment. The optimum load‐
ing distribution—that which maximises efficiency for a given total thrust—is
the Goldstein distribution, inwhich each blade section operates at a constant
ratio of lift to drag (Rawson& Tupper, 2001).

8.2.7 Propeller OpenWater Characteristics

The performance of a marine propeller is characterised by three non‐
dimensional coefficients as functions of the advance coefficient J . Guedes
Soares and Santos (2015) define the relative differences between rigid and
flexible propeller performance as:

Equation 9.8—Relative thrust coefficient difference:

∆KT =
KT,rigid −KT,flexible

KT,rigid
× 100% (8.23)

Equation 9.9—Relative torque coefficient difference:

∆KQ =
KQ,rigid −KQ,flexible

KQ,rigid
× 100% (8.24)

whereKT andKQ are the thrust and torque coefficients, respectively, and the
subscripts “rigid” and “flexible” denote the rigid‐blade and deformed‐blade
performance (Guedes Soares & Santos, 2015).

Theopenwaterefficiency isη0 = (J/2π)×(KT /KQ),whereJ = Va/(nD)
is the advance coefficient,Va the advance speed,n the rotational speed, andD
the propeller diameter.

A BEM–FEM coupled analysis of the four NSRDC propellers (4381–4384),
which differ only in skew angle, showed that the hydro‐elastic response is
strongly influenced by skew. The structural equilibrium for the flexible blade
is (Guedes Soares & Santos, 2015):

Equation 9.10—Hydro‐elastic equilibrium:

K · u = fh(u) + fce (8.25)

whereK is the structural stiffnessmatrix,u thedisplacement vector, fh(u) the
hydrodynamic force vector (which depends on the deformed geometry), and
fce the centrifugal force vector (Guedes Soares& Santos, 2015). The coupling is
solved iteratively: theBEMcomputeshydrodynamic pressures on the current
blade geometry, the FEMcomputes the resulting deformations, and the blade
geometry is updated until convergence.

Highly skewedpropellers showedthe largest relative change in thrust coef‐
ficient ∆KT due to flexibility, because the movement of the hydrodynamic
load centre toward the trailing edge at high advance ratios creates a large de‐
pitchingmoment on the skewed blade (Guedes Soares & Santos, 2015).
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Figure 8.2: Open‐water propeller characteristics for a Wageningen B4‐70 type pro‐
peller: thrust coefficientKT , torque coefficient 10KQ, and open‐water efficiency ηO
as functions of the advance coefficient J = Va/(nD). The design point at J = 0.65
corresponds to themaximumefficiency operating condition.

8.2.8 Behind‐Hull Performance

A propeller working behind a hull operates in a flow field that differs funda‐
mentally from uniform open‐water conditions. Attwood (1899) identified
three key phenomena that govern behind‐hull performance: the wake, the
augmentation of resistance, and the resulting hull efficiency.

Wake Fraction

The frictionof thewater on thehull creates a boundary layer that is carried aft,
so that at the stern there exists a belt of water with a forward velocity. This
body of water is the frictional wake. Attwood (1899) expressed the wake speed
asa fractionw of theshipspeedV , so that thespeedof advanceof thepropeller
through thewater is:

Equation 9.13— Speed of advance (wake fraction):

Va = (1− w)V (8.26)

where w is the wake fraction and V is the ship speed (Attwood, 1899). A
single‐screw vessel benefits more from the wake than a twin‐screw vessel,
because the wake velocity is greater near the centreline of the hull (Attwood,
1899). Representative wake fractions based on Luke’s investigations (I.N.A.,
1910), as cited byAttwood (1899), are:

wtwin ≈ 0.20 + 0.55CB , wsingle ≈ 0.05 + 0.50CB

whereCB is the block coefficient.
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Thrust Deduction

The action of the propeller at the stern interferes with the natural closing‐in
of the stream lines, causing an augmentation of the hull resistance. Rather
than treating this as an increased resistance, Attwood (1899) expressed it as a
reduction in the effective thrust:

Equation 9.14—Thrust deduction:

R = T (1− t) (8.27)

where T is the total propeller thrust, R is the hull resistance (without
propeller), and t is the thrust deduction fraction (Attwood, 1899). For a
single‐screw ship, the thrust deduction is greater than for a twin‐screw ship
because the propeller is closer to the hull centreline where the stream‐line
disturbance is strongest (Attwood, 1899).

Hull Efficiency

The useful work done by the ship isR × V ; the work done by the propeller is
T × Va. The ratio of these is the hull efficiency (Attwood, 1899):

Equation 9.15—Hull efficiency:

ηH =
R× V

T × Va
=

1− t

1− w
(8.28)

The usual value assumed for hull efficiency is approximately unity, the gain
dueto thewakebeing roughlybalancedbythe lossdue to thrustdeduction (At‐
twood, 1899).

Ridley and Patterson (2014) provide representative numerical values
that illustrate the magnitudes involved. For a typical single‐screw cargo
vessel: w ≈ 0.30, t ≈ 0.20, giving ηH = (1 − 0.20)/(1 − 0.30) = 1.14—a
hull efficiency greater than unity, meaning the hull–propeller interaction
is beneficial overall. For a twin‐screw vessel: w ≈ 0.10, t ≈ 0.12, giving
ηH = (1 − 0.12)/(1 − 0.10) = 0.98—slightly below unity, reflecting the
weaker wake and relatively greater thrust deduction of the twin‐screw
arrangement (Ridley & Patterson, 2014).

Propulsive Coefficient

The overall efficiency of the propulsion system—the ratio of effective horse‐
power (EHP) to indicated horse‐power (IHP)—is the propulsive coefficient. At‐
twood (1899) decomposed it as:

Equation 9.16—Propulsive coefficient:

EHP
IHP

=
1− t

1− w
× ep × em (8.29)
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where ep is the propeller efficiency (ratio of propeller useful work to shaft
work) and em is the mechanical efficiency of the engine (ratio of shaft
horse‐power to indicated horse‐power) (Attwood, 1899). For typical values
of em = 0.85, ep = 0.65, w = 0.15, and t = 0.15, the propulsive coefficient
is approximately 55% (Attwood, 1899). In Froude’s towing experiments on
HMS Greyhound, the best propulsive coefficient measured was only 42%,
meaning that 58% of the engine power was lost to wake effects, propeller
inefficiency, andmechanical friction (Attwood, 1899).

Slip

The difference between the theoretical screw speed and its actual speed of ad‐
vance through thewater is the slip. The true slip ratio is (Attwood, 1899):

Equation 9.17— Slip ratio:

s =
NP − Va × 6080

60

NP
(8.30)

whereN is revolutions per minute, P is the pitch in feet, and Va is the speed
of advance in knots (Attwood, 1899). In SI‐consistent units (P in metres, Va
in m s−1, n in revolutions per second), the slip ratio simplifies to s = 1 −
Va/(nP ). Since the wake speed is not generally known in practice, the appar‐
ent slip is commonly used instead, with the ship speed V substituted for Va.
Because Va < V , the true slip is always greater than the apparent slip. Negat‐
ive apparent slip has been recorded when the sternward velocity of the water
from the propeller is less than the forward speed of the wake; however, negat‐
ive true slip is physically impossible, as it would imply thrust without stern‐
wardmomentum transfer (Attwood, 1899).

Thevibrationandnoise characteristics arising frompropeller operation in
a non‐uniformwake are treated in Section 8.2.10.

8.2.9 Cavitation Physics

Cavitation occurs when the local pressure on the suction (forward) face of a
propeller blade falls below the vapour pressure of seawater, causing the wa‐
ter to separate from the blade surface and leave a vapour‐filled cavity (Carlton,
2012; Newman, 1977). Attwood (1899) described the mechanism: “The water
will not follow up at the back of the blades of the propeller if the thrust is too
great and if the velocity of the blades is sufficiently high. This causes a loss of
thrust‐producing power, and is termed cavitation.”

To avoid cavitation, Attwood (1899) reported two practical criteria from
contemporary investigators:

• The limit of thrust pressure should be approximately 6.9 kPa (1 lb/in2)
for every 5.08ms−1 (1000 ft/min) of circumferential blade‐tip velocity
(Speakman, Scottish Inst. E. & S., 1905, as cited in Attwood (1899)).
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Figure 8.3: Schematic of hull–propeller interaction showing the wake fraction w and
thrust deduction factor t. The ship moves at speed V , but due to the boundary‐layer
wake the propeller advance velocity is Va = (1 − w)V (Equation 8.26). The propeller
thrustT ispartiallyabsorbedbyaugmentedhull resistance, so thatR = T (1−t) (Equa‐
tion 8.27). The hull efficiency ηH = (1 − t)/(1 − w) quantifies the net benefit of this
interaction.

• The maximum average thrust should not exceed 77.6 kPa (11.25 lb/in2)
of projected blade area at 0.305m (12 in) tip immersion, with an addi‐
tional 5.2 kPa (0.75 lb/in2) for each additional 0.305m (foot) of immer‐
sion (Barnaby, as cited in Attwood (1899)).

These criteria explain why turbine‐driven vessels, which operate at much
higher rotational speeds than reciprocating‐engine ships, require propellers
with larger projected blade area ratios (0.4–0.56 versus 0.33 for reciprocating
machinery) and smaller diameters to keep the blade‐tip velocity within
acceptable limits (Attwood, 1899).

A quantitative criterion for cavitation assessment is provided by the
Burrill cavitation chart (Birk, 2019). The propeller cavitation number is
defined as:

Equation 9.26—Burrill cavitation number:

σb =
p0 − pv
1
2 ρ v

2
1

(8.31)

where p0 = pA + ρgh0 is the total static pressure at the shaft centreline, pv
is the vapour pressure of seawater (approximately 1671Pa at 15 ◦C), and v1 =√
v2A + (0.7π nD)2 is a simplified velocity at the 0.7R blade section, combin‐

ing the advance speed and circumferential velocity (Birk, 2019).
The Burrill chart plots the maximum permissible thrust loading coeffi‐

cient τc against σb for specified percentages of back cavitation. For the 5%
back cavitation limit commonly adopted for merchant vessels, Birk (2019)
provides the regression:
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Equation 9.27—Burrill 5% cavitation limit:

τc = 0.715σ0.184
b − 0.437 (8.32)

The required projected blade area is then (Birk, 2019):

AP,req =
Tprop

1
2 ρ v

2
1 τc

(8.33)

Projected area is converted to expanded area via Taylor’s formula
AP = (1.067− 0.229P/D)AD , withAE ≈ AD for propellers withmoderate
rake (Birk, 2019). If the required expanded area ratio exceeds the initial design
value, the designer must iterate using a B‐series chart with higher AE/A0,
accepting a small reduction in open‐water efficiency (Birk, 2019).

Beyond sheet and tip vortex cavitation, the hub vortex constitutes a
third cavitation mechanism that is particularly challenging to predict. The
concentrated vorticity shed from the blade roots coalesces into a single
vortex filament along the hub axis, and the attendant pressure depression
can sustain a continuous tubular cavity that extends well downstream of
the propeller. Sutulo and Guedes Soares (2023) present a computational
study using a coupled RANS–BEM approach in which the boundary element
method provides the blade loading while the viscous solver resolves the
hub vortex structure. The results show that hub vortex cavitation inception
correlates primarilywith blade root circulation and hub diameter ratio rather
than with the back‐cavitation parameters captured by the Burrill criterion
(Equation 8.31), highlighting the need for dedicated inception checks at the
hub in addition to the blade‐section analysis.

8.2.10 Propeller‐InducedVibration andNoise

Amarine propeller operating in thenon‐uniformwake behind a ship hull pro‐
duces periodically varying forces that constitute the primary source of hull
vibration and underwater radiated noise. The physics of this excitation in‐
volves both mechanical and hydrodynamic mechanisms (CFD 2003: Computa‐
tional Fluid Dynamics Technology in Ship Hydrodynamics, 2003).

Blade‐Rate Excitation

The wake field behind a hull is non‐axisymmetric: the axial inflow velocity
varies with angular position due to the boundary layer, shaft brackets, and
other appendages. As each blade sweeps through this non‐uniform inflow,
the angle of attack—and hence the hydrodynamic loading—changes cyclically.
For a propeller with z blades rotating at n revolutions per second, the funda‐
mental excitation frequency is the blade‐rate frequency:

Equation 9.29—Blade‐rate frequency:

fz = z · n (8.34)
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where fz is in hertz (CFD 2003: Computational Fluid Dynamics Technology in Ship
Hydrodynamics, 2003). The resulting hull excitation contains harmonics at fz ,
2fz , 3fz , etc. The amplitude of each harmonic depends on thewake harmonic
content: if the spatial Fourier decomposition of the wake contains a strong
zth‐order component, the blade‐rate force harmonicwill be dominant.

For the typical case of a four‐bladed propeller rotating at n = 2 s−1

(120 rpm), the blade‐rate frequency is fz = 4 × 2 = 8Hz. This low‐frequency
excitation falls within the range that can excite structural resonances in the
hull, superstructure, andmachinery foundations.

Hull Surface Pressure Fluctuations

Thefluctuatingblade loadingradiatespressurefluctuations tothehull surface
above thepropeller. These are characterisedby thenon‐dimensional pressure
coefficient:

Equation 9.30—Propeller‐induced pressure coefficient:

Kp =
∆p

ρn2D2
(8.35)

where∆p is the peak‐to‐peak pressure fluctuation amplitude at the hull sur‐
face, ρ is thewater density,n is the rotational speed, andD is thepropeller dia‐
meter (CFD 2003: Computational Fluid Dynamics Technology in Ship Hydrodynam‐
ics, 2003). ThemagnitudeofKp decreases rapidlywith increasingtipclearance
(the distance between the blade tip and the hull), making the propeller–hull
clearance a critical design parameter for vibration control.

CFD 2003: Computational Fluid Dynamics Technology in Ship Hydrodynamics
(2003) demonstrated that boundary element methods can predict the un‐
steady propeller blade loading—including thrust coefficient KT and torque
coefficient KQ harmonics—by solving Green’s identity on the blade surface
with the effective wake as inflow. The computational approach decomposes
the total flow into a potential (irrotational) part treated by the boundary
element method and a rotational part treated by a finite‐volume Euler or
RANS solver.

Cavitation‐InducedVibration andNoise

When the propeller operates above the cavitation inception threshold (Sec‐
tion 8.2.9), the unsteady growth and collapse of vapour cavities on the blade
surfaceproducepressurefluctuations that canbeanorderofmagnitude larger
than those fromnon‐cavitating blade loading. The cavity volume changes cyc‐
lically at the blade‐rate frequency, and the rapid collapse of cavitationbubbles
generates broadband noise extending to high frequencies.

CFD 2003: Computational Fluid Dynamics Technology in Ship Hydrodynamics
(2003)modelled the cavity dynamics by imposing the condition that the pres‐
sureonthecavity surfaceequals thevapourpressurepv ,while thecavity thick‐
ness evolves according to a kinematic boundary condition that couples the
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rate of change of cavity thickness to the local flow velocity components on
thebladesurface. Thepredictedcavityextents—includingsheet cavitation, tip
vortexcavitation, anddevelopedcavitationonductedpropellersandrudders—
determine the amplitude of the cavitation‐induced pressure pulses.

The practical consequence is that even a small amount of cavitation
can transform the vibration signature from the discrete blade‐rate tonal
excitation of a non‐cavitating propeller to a combination of intense tonal and
broadband excitation. This is why the Burrill cavitation check (Equation 8.31)
is an essential step in propeller design: maintaining σb above the inception
threshold not only preserves blade material but also controls vibration and
noise (Birk, 2019; CFD 2003: Computational Fluid Dynamics Technology in Ship
Hydrodynamics, 2003).

8.3 Applications inMaritime Systems

8.3.1 Propeller Selection andDesign

The systematic propeller selection procedure combines the B‐series charts
of Section 8.2.2 with the behind‐hull interaction coefficients of Section 8.2.8.
Rawson and Tupper (2001) describe the complete design sequence:

1. From the effective power PE and the hull–propeller interaction factors
(w, t, ηR), compute the required propeller thrust Treq = RT /(1 − t) and
the advance speed Va = (1− w)V .

2. Enter the thrust coefficient KT = Treq/(ρn
2D4) or the shortened

thrust loading coefficient CS = KT /J
2 into the appropriate B‐series

chart for the selected blade number and area ratio (Birk, 2019).

3. Read off the optimum pitch–diameter ratio P/D, the advance coeffi‐
cient J , and the open‐water efficiency ηO .

4. Verify cavitation using the Burrill criterion (Equation 8.31); if insuffi‐
cient blade area, increaseAE/A0 and repeat (Birk, 2019).

5. Check thepropulsive coefficient PC = ηH ×ηO×ηR (Equation 8.29) and
determine the required brake power (Rawson& Tupper, 2001).

This iterative procedure—chart selection, optimisation, cavitation check,
area adjustment—converges within two to three iterations to a final propeller
specification that balances efficiency against cavitation risk (Birk, 2019;
Rawson& Tupper, 2001).

8.3.2 Controllable Pitch Propellers (CPP)

A controllable pitch propeller allows the blade pitch angle to be varied dur‐
ing operation, enabling thrust reversal and optimal loading at different ves‐
sel speeds without changing the shaft rotational speed. Rawson and Tupper
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(2001) explain the physics: by rotating each blade about its spindle axis, the
geometric pitch angle θg is changed,which alters the angle of attackα at every
radial station and hence the thrust and torque produced.

The principal advantage of CPP is operational flexibility: the engine can
run at constant speed (optimal for fuel efficiency and auxiliary power gener‐
ation), while the pitch is adjusted to match the required thrust at each oper‐
ating condition—manoeuvring, free running, towing, or crash stop (Molland,
2008; Rawson & Tupper, 2001). The disadvantage is mechanical complexity:
the hub must accommodate the blade‐turning mechanism, which increases
the hub diameter ratio and reduces the effective blade area near the root,mar‐
ginally reducing peak efficiency compared with a fixed‐pitch propeller of the
same diameter and blade number (Rawson& Tupper, 2001).

8.3.3 Azimuth Thrusters and Podded Propulsion

Azimuth thrusters and podded propulsion systemsmount the propeller on a
unit that can rotate through 360◦ about a vertical axis, providing thrust in any
horizontal direction without the need for a rudder. Molland (2008) describe
the physics: the propeller is driven by an electric motor housed in a stream‐
lined pod beneath the hull, with power delivered through a vertical shaft or,
inmodern designs, directly by an electricmotorwithin the pod.

The hydrodynamic advantage of podded propulsion is the elimination
of the rudder and its associated drag, together with the ability to direct
the propeller slipstream in any direction for manoeuvring. The wake field
entering a podded propeller is more uniform than that of a conventional
stern arrangement because the pod is located in relatively undisturbed
flow (Molland, 2008). This uniform inflow reduces unsteady blade loading
and hence propeller‐induced vibration (cf. Equation 8.34).

The principal applications are cruise ships, icebreakers, and offshore
vessels where manoeuvrability is paramount. For dynamic positioning op‐
erations, azimuth thrusters provide the thrust vectors required to maintain
station against wind, waves, and current without forward motion (Molland,
2008).

Contra‐Rotating Propellers andWake Efficiency

Pod drives can be further enhanced by employing contra‐rotating propellers—
a tandem arrangement in which the front and rear propellers rotate in oppos‐
ite directions on a common axis. Pêgo (2007) conducted a systematic experi‐
mental investigation of twenty‐four pod drive models in the water tunnel fa‐
cility at LSTM‐Erlangen, varying the distance between propeller planes and
the ratioof rotational frequenciesn2/n1 between the rear and frontpropellers.
Co‐rotating and contra‐rotating pairs (three‐bladed,D = 250mm)were com‐
pared using a dedicated three‐component water tunnel balance to measure
thrust and torque independently for each propeller (Pêgo, 2007).
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The key finding was that contra‐rotating propellers achieved an overall
increase of approximately 8% in system efficiency comparedwith co‐rotating
configurations (Pêgo, 2007). The physicalmechanismwas confirmed through
two‐component laser Doppler anemometry (LDA) measurements at three
axial stations downstream of the rear propeller plane (x/D1 = 1, 5, and 10):
the contra‐rotating arrangement produced substantially less residual swirl in
the wake, with the counter‐rotation of the rear propeller recovering most of
the tangentialmomentumimpartedby the frontpropeller (Pêgo, 2007). In the
co‐rotating case, by contrast, the maximum tangential velocity component
reached half of the axial velocity component, representing significant energy
lost to swirl (Pêgo, 2007).

The LDA measurements further revealed that the torque loading was
unequally distributed between the front and rear propellers. For co‐rotating
pods, the rear propeller torque varied little with advance ratio J , while the
front propeller experienced accentuated variations. For contra‐rotating pods,
the frequency ratio n2/n1 strongly influenced the rear propeller loading
(increasing with n2/n1) while affecting the front propeller only margin‐
ally (Pêgo, 2007). The wake of contra‐rotating propellers was also found to be
more homogeneous, with the cyclic flow variations decaying over a shorter
distance than in the co‐rotating case (Pêgo, 2007).

Analysis of the Reynolds stress distributions (three normal stresses and
five of the six Reynolds stress components) confirmed that the flow in both
propeller wakes was highly anisotropic. Plotting the scalar invariants IIa
and IIIa of the anisotropy tensor aij on the Lumley–Newman invariant map
showed that the turbulence state lay close to the axisymmetric limiting state,
supporting the use of full Reynolds stress models (Section 8.2.3) rather than
isotropic eddy‐viscosity closures for computational prediction of propeller
wake flows (Pêgo, 2007).

8.3.4 Alternative Propulsion Systems

Sail propulsion, the oldest formofmarine propulsion, remains a subject of en‐
gineering interest both historically and formodernwind‐assisted propulsion
concepts. Bejan et al. (2020) showed that the physics of sail propulsion is gov‐
ernedby the aerodynamic force on the sail area (HL/2), the ratio ρw/ρa ∼ 103

(water‐to‐air density), and the balance between form drag (CD ∼ 1) and skin
friction (Cf ∼ 10−2).

The fastest monohull sailboats achieve maximum speeds with a single
mast and 2–3 sails. The velocity is limited by the transverse bowwave (critical
speed Vc ≈ 1.25

√
LWL), unless the vessel can surf external waves or use

hydrofoils (Bejan et al., 2020).
Theapparentwindphenomenonhasdirect implications for sail design: as

boatspeed increases, theapparentwindangledecreases, andthesailsmustbe
trimmed closer to the centreline. At the limit, the sail operates as an aerofoil
generating lift rather than simply capturing drag (Bejan et al., 2020).
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Huchet (2021) extended the sail propulsion analysis with two additional
components that affect the total aerodynamic force budget:

Windage: The hull, rig, and crew above the waterline experience aerody‐
namic drag that opposes forwardmotion. This windage force ismodelled as:

Equation 9.7—Windage drag:

Fwindage =
1

2
ρa V

2
AW Aref CD,windage (8.36)

whereAref is the projected frontal area of thehull, rig, and crewexposed to the
apparent wind, and CD,windage is the windage drag coefficient (Huchet, 2021).
Unlike thesail force,windagealwaysopposesmotion; it is aparasiticdrag that
reduces the net driving force available for propulsion.

Flat depowering: When the sail force exceeds the vessel’s stability limit
(i.e., whenHM > RM ), the crewmust depower the sails. Huchet (2021)mod‐
elled this through a flat depowering parameter fflat (0 < fflat ≤ 1), which re‐
duces the effective sail lift:

CL,eff = fflat · CL

Setting fflat < 1 reduces the driving force and,more importantly, the heel‐
ing moment, allowing the vessel to sail in conditions that would otherwise
cause capsize. This parameter represents the physical actions of easing the
mainsheet, twisting the sail, or reefing (Huchet, 2021).

Velocity Prediction Program (VPP): The overall methodology used by
Huchet (2021) to predict NACRA 17 performance is a VPP: an iterative solver
that finds the equilibrium boat speed and heel angle by simultaneously satis‐
fying the force balance in the longitudinal direction (Fx = Rtotal + Fwindage)
and the moment balance in the transverse direction (RM ≥ HM ). The VPP
approach is the standard tool for performance prediction of sailing vessels
and provides the quantitative link between aerodynamic models (Chapter 8),
resistancemodels (Chapter 5), and stabilitymodels (Chapter 4).

Flettner rotors exploit the Magnus effect to generate a propulsive force
fromwind. Whenavertical cylinderof radiusR is spunatangularvelocityω in
a crossflow of velocity V∞, the asymmetric velocity field produces a pressure
difference that results in anet lift forceperpendicular to thewinddirection. In
thepotential‐flow idealisation, the lift per unit spanof the rotating cylinder is
given by the Kutta–Joukowski theorem:

L′ = ρa V∞ Γ, Γ = 2π R2 ω (8.37)

where Γ is the circulation induced by the spinning surface, ρa is the air
density, and L′ is the lift per unit length (Carlton, 2012). In practice, viscous
effects and three‐dimensional end losses reduce the achievable lift below the
ideal prediction, but the lift coefficients remain several times higher than
those achievable by conventional sails or aerofoils, making Flettner rotors
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attractive aswind‐assisted propulsion devices formerchant vessels on routes
with favourable beamor quarteringwinds (Carlton, 2012;Molland, 2008).

Oar propulsion is among the oldest forms of marine propulsion, yet the
complex, unsteady hydrodynamics of a rowing oar blade were not systemat‐
ically investigated until recently. Grift et al. (2021) presented the first time‐
resolved flowfieldmeasurements around a realistic rowing oar blademoving
along a realistic path through water, obtained through particle image veloci‐
metry (PIV) at the Delft University of Technology. The oar blade kinematics
were captured during actual on‐water rowing (a men’s coxless four at stand‐
ard pace) and then reproduced at 1:2 scale using a four‐degree‐of‐freedom ro‐
bot arm in a laboratory tank, enabling simultaneous PIV and force measure‐
ments.

Theoarbladepath results fromthesuperpositionof theboat’s forwardmo‐
tion and the pivoting rotation of the oar. During the drive phase (from “catch”
to “release”), the oar angle sweeps from θ ≈ −50◦ to θ ≈ +30◦, and the blade
tip traces a looping path spanning approximately 1m2, with a typical “slip”
(the distance the blade travels against the boat’s direction) of about one blade
width (Grift et al., 2021). The resulting accelerations and decelerations reach
up to 10ms−2, producing Reynolds numbersRe = ρLref Vref/µ in the range
O(105)–O(106), where Lref =

√
la · lb is derived from the blade width la and

height lb, and Vref is the mean blade tip velocity during the drive (Grift et al.,
2021).

The hydrodynamic force on the oar blade can be decomposed in two
ways (Grift et al., 2021): (i) into a propulsive componentFx (in the direction of
boatmotion) and a non‐propulsive componentFy (perpendicular), or (ii) into
liftFL and dragFD relative to the blade’s instantaneous direction ofmotion:

Fx = Fn cos θ − Ft sin θ, Fy = Fn sin θ + Ft cos θ, (8.38)

FL = Fn cosα− Ft sinα, FD = Fn sinα+ Ft cosα, (8.39)

where Fn and Ft are the measured normal and tangential force components
on the blade, θ is the oar angle, andα is the angle of attack (Grift et al., 2021).

The total propulsive impulse generated during a single drive is the time
integral of the propulsive force: Jx =

∫ trelease
tcatch

Fx(t) dt. Grift et al. (2021) defined
twoperformancemetrics. The impulse efficiency ηJ quantifies the alignment of
the generated impulsewith the propulsive direction:

Equation 9.37— Impulse efficiency of rowing propulsion:

ηJ =
Jx
|J|
, 0 < ηJ ≤ 1, (8.40)

where |J| is the magnitude of the total impulse vector. An impulse efficiency
ofηJ = 1 indicates thatall generated impulse isdirectedalong theboat’sdirec‐
tionof travel (Grift et al., 2021). The energetic efficiency ηE is the ratioof propuls‐
ive impulse to total energy (work) expended during the drive:
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Equation 9.38—Energetic efficiency of rowing propulsion:

ηE =
Jx
E
, E =

∫ trelease

tcatch

P (t) dt, (8.41)

where P (t) = F(t) · V(t) +M(t) θ̇(t) is the instantaneous power, including
both translational and rotational contributions (Grift et al., 2021). Thismetric
has dimensions of sm−1 (reciprocal velocity).

The PIV measurements revealed three distinct flow phases during the
drive (Grift et al., 2021). (1) In the first phase (t∗ < 0.33, where t∗ is a di‐
mensionless time normalised by the drive duration), a leading‐edge vortex
(LEV) forms at the blade tip and a vortex sheet develops at the trailing edge,
generating lift that contributes to propulsion—analogous to LEV‐based lift
enhancement observed in insect and bird flight. (2) In the middle phase
(t∗ ≈ 0.60), the blade moves approximately normal to its surface; drag dom‐
inates propulsion and is enhanced by the low‐pressure zone of the trailing
vortical structure (the evolved LEV). (3) Near the release (t∗ ≈ 0.89), the blade
decelerates and a second large vortex forms, creating—together with the
earlier LEV—a counter‐rotating vortex pair that produces a jet‐like structure
whose orientation corresponds to the direction of the generated impulse. For
the standard oar configuration, lift contributed 40% and drag 60% of the total
propulsive impulse, independent of the velocity scaling factor κ (Grift et al.,
2021).

A key practical finding was that the standard oar blade attachment
(β = 0◦, where β is the blade angle relative to the oar shaft) yields a subop‐
timal impulse efficiency of ηJ = 0.84, meaning that 16% of the impulse is
directed perpendicular to the boat’smotion. By rotating the blade to β = 15◦,
the impulse efficiency increased to ηJ ≈ 1.0 (a 19% improvement) and the
energetic efficiency increased by approximately 20% (Grift et al., 2021). The
authors estimated that this blade angle change could increase on‐water
propulsion by 5–9.5%, a substantial margin in competitive rowing where
finish‐time differences are typically less than one second over a six‐minute
race. Importantly, the force measurements scaled with V 2

ref ∼ κ2 and the
general flow pattern was independent of velocity scaling for κ ≥ 0.50 (corres‐
ponding to Re ≥ 0.82 × 105), confirming Reynolds‐independent scaling in
the turbulent regime (Grift et al., 2021).

Wave energy conversion represents an alternative approach to marine
energy: rather than propelling a vessel, a Wave Energy Converter (WEC)
extracts power from the ocean wave field for electricity generation at off‐
shore or island sites. Pozzi et al. (2018) describe the PendulumWave Energy
Converter (PeWEC), a floating device in which a pendulum enclosed within
a sealed hull oscillates in response to the hull’s wave‐induced pitch motion.
The relative rotation of the pendulum drives an electrical generator acting as
a Power Take Off (PTO). The PTO torque is modelled as a linear damper with
coefficient c, and the coupled dynamics of the hull (surge, heave, pitch) and
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the internal pendulumare formulated via the Lagrangianof the system (Pozzi
et al., 2018).

A key design principle for WECs is resonance tuning: maximum power
extraction occurs when the undamped natural frequency of the device
matches the dominant frequency of the incoming wave (Pozzi et al., 2018).
For the PeWEC prototype (L = 3m,R = 1.5m,mb = 3176 kg,mp = 410 kg),
the design wave period was 2.2 s, corresponding to the most energetic sea
state at the Pantelleria Island site in theMediterranean Sea (Pozzi et al., 2018).
The coupling between the hull and the internal pendulum introduces two
resonance peaks, broadening the band of wave periods over which efficient
energy extraction is possible.

The overall efficiency of a WEC is quantified by the Relative Capture
Width (RCW):

Equation 9.36—Relative CaptureWidth:

RCW =
P̄ε

Pw ·W
(8.42)

where P̄ε is the time‐averaged extracted power,Pw is the wave power density
(power per unit crest width, in Wm−1), and W is the device width (Pozzi
et al., 2018). Experimental tank testing of a 1:12 scale PeWEC prototype at the
INSEANwave basin achieved RCW ≈ 50% in regular waves and RCW ≈ 47%
in irregular waves representative of the Pantelleria site (Pozzi et al., 2018).
The PTO damping coefficient governs the power extraction: at the design
wave period, increasing the PTO damping coefficient from 40Nms rad−1 to
600Nms rad−1 monotonically increased the extracted power (Pozzi et al.,
2018).

The hydrodynamic model of the floating hull is based on Cummins’ time‐
domain equation (Equation 6.23), with the convolution integral representing
the radiationmemory effect. Pozzi et al. (2018) found that a nonlinear viscous
damping correction of the form Fvis = β δ̇ |δ̇| (where β is an empirical coeffi‐
cient identified from experimental data) was necessary to achieve acceptable
agreement betweennumerical and experimental results near the pitch reson‐
ance period. This quadratic damping supplements the linear potential‐flow
radiation damping, which underestimates energy dissipation at largemotion
amplitudes (Pozzi et al., 2018). With this correction, the average relative er‐
ror between model and experiment was within 12% for all primary physical
quantities (Pozzi et al., 2018).

Water jet propulsion generates thrust by accelerating a stream of water
through a nozzle. Molland (2008) describe the operating principle: water is
drawn in through an inlet in thehull bottom, accelerated by an impeller (axial
or mixed‐flow pump), and expelled through a nozzle at the stern. The thrust
is governed by themomentum equation:

Equation 9.34—Water jet thrust:

T = ṁ (Vj − Vs) (8.43)
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where ṁ is the mass flow rate, Vj is the jet exit velocity, and Vs is the ship
speed (Molland, 2008). The jet velocity ratioVj/Vs determines the propulsive
efficiency: higher ratios produce more thrust but lower efficiency, following
the same momentum theory trade‐off as for conventional propellers (Mol‐
land, 2008). Water jets are preferred for high‐speed craft (V > 15.4ms−1,
approximately 30 kn) where conventional propellers suffer cavitation,
and for vessels operating in shallow water where propeller immersion is
insufficient (Molland, 2008).

The Voith–Schneider propeller (VSP) is a cycloidal propulsion system
in which vertical blades protrude below the hull and rotate about a vertical
axis while simultaneously oscillating about their own axes. Molland (2008)
explain that this kinematics produces a thrust vector that can be directed
through 360◦ by adjusting the blade oscillation phase, providing combined
propulsion and steering without a rudder. The VSP is used primarily on tugs,
ferries, and mine countermeasures vessels where high manoeuvrability at
low speed is essential (Molland, 2008).

8.3.5 Propulsive Efficiency and Energy SavingDevices

The overall propulsive efficiency from engine to hull is decomposed as (cf.
Equation 8.29) (Rawson& Tupper, 2001):

Equation 9.35—Overall propulsive efficiency:

ηD = ηH × ηO × ηR × ηS (8.44)

where ηH = (1 − t)/(1 − w) is the hull efficiency (Equation 8.28), ηO is the
propeller open‐water efficiency, ηR is the relative rotative efficiency (the ratio
ofpropellerefficiencybehindthehull to that inopenwater), andηS is theshaft
transmission efficiency (≈ 0.97–0.99) (Rawson& Tupper, 2001).

Typical values for a single‐screwmerchant vessel are: ηH ≈ 1.0–1.2, ηO ≈
0.55–0.70, ηR ≈ 1.0–1.05, giving ηD ≈ 0.55–0.75 (Rawson&Tupper, 2001). En‐
ergy saving devices—pre‐swirl stators, post‐swirl fins, boss cap fins, and wake
equalising ducts—improve ηD bymodifying the wake field or recovering rota‐
tional energy from the propeller slipstream, typically providing 3–8% fuel sav‐
ings under favourable conditions (Molland, 2008).

8.4 Discussion

The sail propulsion analysis of Bejan et al. (2020) demonstrates that the
fundamental physics of propulsion—momentum transfer, force balance, and
structural constraints—applies universally across all propulsion technologies.
The key parameters that govern performance are the ratio of propulsive force
to resistance force, the structural capacity of the propulsion system, and the
density ratio of theworking fluids.
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Figure 8.4: Propulsive coefficient breakdown showing the sequential energy conver‐
sion stages from engine brake horsepower (BHP) to effective horsepower (EHP). The
overall propulsive efficiency ηD = ηS × ηO × ηR × ηH ≈ 0.74 represents the fraction
of prime‐mover power converted to useful thrust power (Equation 8.44).

The historical evolution of sailing vessels (from single‐mast Egyptian gal‐
leys to multi‐mast Napoleonic ships and back to single‐mast modern racers)
shows that internal complexity changes while the fundamental external
proportions—which are dictated by propulsion physics—remain constant
(Bejan et al., 2020).

The detailed sail force model of Huchet (2021) complements the scaling
analysis of Bejan et al. (2020) by providing the force‐resolution framework
needed for quantitative performance prediction. The decomposition of the
aero force into driving force (Fx = L sinβAW − D cosβAW ) and side force
(Fy = L cosβAW + D sinβAW ) establishes the direct link between sail aero‐
dynamics and vessel dynamics: Fx determines speed while Fy determines
heel and leeway.

The wind triangle formulation shows that at small apparent wind angles
(close‐hauled sailing), the driving force is dominated by the lift component
L sinβAW , confirming that efficient upwind sailing requires the sail to func‐
tion as a lifting aerofoil—not a drag device. This is the quantitative basis for
the observation byBejan et al. (2020) that the sails are pulled to the centreline
at high speeds.

The windage model and flat depowering parameter (Huchet, 2021) intro‐
duce the practical constraints that limit the idealised performance predicted
by scaling theory. Windage is an ever‐present parasitic loss that grows with
boat speed (via the apparent wind), while depowering represents the neces‐
sary sacrifice of propulsive force to maintain stability. Together, they define
the operational envelope of a sailing vessel.

The propulsive coefficient framework of Attwood (1899) (Equation 8.29)
provides a systematic decomposition of the power losses in a ship propulsion
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system. Of the total indicated power, a fraction em reaches the propeller shaft;
of this, a fraction ep is converted to useful propeller work; and the hull effi‐
ciency (1− t)/(1−w) accounts for the interactionbetweenpropeller andhull.
Froude’sGreyhound experiments demonstrated that in the best case only 42%
of the engine power was usefully employed, and even modern vessels with
fine lines achieve only approximately 50% propulsive efficiency (Attwood,
1899). This energy audit—from engine cylinder, through shaft, to propeller, to
hull—remains the basis of all propulsive efficiency analyses.

The rowing propulsion study of Grift et al. (2021) extends the propulsion
analysis into the domain of unsteady, human‐powered hydrodynamics.
While themomentum theory for propellers assumes a steady or quasi‐steady
flow, the oar blade operates in a fundamentally unsteady regime: the blade
accelerates rapidly after the catch, sweeps through a complex curved path,
and decelerates before the release. The identification by Grift et al. (2021) that
leading‐edge vortices—a mechanism well characterised in insect and bird
flight—contribute 40% of the propulsive impulse in rowing demonstrates
that unsteady lift generation is not confined to biological locomotion but
also governs human‐powered marine propulsion. The impulse efficiency ηJ
(Equation 8.40) and energetic efficiency ηE (Equation 8.41) provide com‐
plementary metrics to the propulsive coefficient ηD (Equation 8.44): ηJ
captures the directional quality of momentum transfer, while ηE captures
the cost per unit propulsion. The finding that a 15◦ blade angle increases
ηJ from 0.84 to 1.0 illustrates that even for a propulsion mode as ancient
as rowing, physics‐based optimisation can yield substantial performance
improvements.

The wake fraction and thrust deduction (Equations 8.26–8.27) establish a
key design trade‐off: a single‐screw arrangement benefits from a larger wake
(higherw, hence lower approach velocity and higher apparent propeller load‐
ing) but suffers greater thrust deduction (higher t) than a twin‐screw arrange‐
ment. When (1−t)/(1−w) ≈ 1, the twoeffectsapproximately cancel, and the
hull efficiency is near unity (Attwood, 1899). The numerical examples from
Ridley and Patterson (2014) confirm this trade‐off quantitatively: ηH = 1.14
for a single‐screw vessel (where the large wake fraction outweighs the thrust
deduction) versus ηH = 0.98 for a twin‐screw vessel, demonstrating that the
net benefit of the hull–propeller interaction is configuration‐dependent.

The Wageningen B‐series design chart methodology provides a system‐
atic, iterative approach to propeller selection. Birk (2019) demonstrates the
complete design process through a worked example for a container vessel.
The procedure begins by computing the shortened thrust loading coefficient
CS = KT /J

2 = Treq/(ρ v
2
AD

2) from the service‐condition resistance (with
appropriate margin), the thrust deduction factor, and the wake‐corrected
advance speed (Birk, 2019).

The Bu2‐chart is entered with 4
√
CS , and the optimum open‐water self‐

propulsion point is read off at the intersectionwith the ηO,opt curve. However,
Birk (2019) notes that the optimum propeller for the behind‐hull condition,
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where the inflow is non‐uniform due to the wake, typically operates at a
slightly higher advance coefficient. A reduction of 1–5% in 1/J is applied (3%
being typical for vessels with normal hull lines), which shifts the operating
point above the optimum line and requires a corresponding increase in
pitch–diameter ratio to restore the required thrust. The resulting loss in
open‐water efficiency is small but serves as a safety margin against further
efficiency degradation due to hull fouling during service (Birk, 2019).

After the initial design, the Burrill cavitation check (Equations 8.31–8.33)
determines whether the blade area is sufficient. If not, the design is repeated
with a higherAE/A0 chart. This iterative process—chart selection, optimisa‐
tion, cavitation check, area adjustment—converges within two to three iter‐
ations to a final propeller specification (diameter, pitch ratio, blade area ra‐
tio, and rotational speed) that balances efficiency against cavitation risk (Birk,
2019).

The analysis of propeller‐induced vibration and noise (Section 8.2.10)
reveals that propeller design must satisfy not only efficiency and cavitation
criteria but also vibration constraints. The blade‐rate frequency fz = z · n
(Equation 8.34) determines the fundamental excitation frequency, while the
hull surface pressure coefficient Kp (Equation 8.35) quantifies the pressure
fluctuation transmitted to the hull. Boundary element and RANS methods,
as demonstrated in the RINACFD 2003 proceedings (CFD 2003: Computational
Fluid Dynamics Technology in Ship Hydrodynamics, 2003), provide the com‐
putational tools to predict unsteady blade loading and cavitation‐induced
pressure pulses—information that is essential for meeting vibration comfort
and underwater noise standards.

The RANS formulation introduced by Pêgo (2007) provides the viscous‐
flow complement to the potential‐flow BEM analysis of Guedes Soares
and Santos (2015). While the BEM captures inviscid blade loading and tip
vortex roll‐up, it cannot model the turbulent wake that governs downstream
interactions—particularly the swirl recovery that makes contra‐rotating
propellers superior to co‐rotating arrangements. The RANS momentum
equation (Equation 8.6) and its closure through Reynolds stress transport
models (rather than the Boussinesq eddy‐viscosity approximation of Equa‐
tion 8.7) are essential for predicting the anisotropic turbulence state observed
in propeller wakes, where the flow lies near the axisymmetric limit of the
Lumley–Newman invariant map (Pêgo, 2007). The experimental finding
that contra‐rotating pod drives achieve approximately 8% higher system
efficiency than co‐rotating configurations—confirmed by LDA‐measured re‐
ductions in residual swirl at x/D1 = 1, 5, and 10 downstream—quantifies the
energy recovery mechanism that underpins modern pod drive design (Pêgo,
2007).

The wave energy conversion results of Pozzi et al. (2018) demonstrate
that the same hydrodynamic principles governing shipmotions (Chapter 6)—
added mass, radiation damping, and Cummins’ convolution formulation—
also govern the energy extraction capability of floatingWECs. The resonance
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tuning principle—matching the device’s natural frequency to the dominant
wave frequency—is the direct analogue of the seakeeping problem in which
resonance amplifies motion (and thus must often be avoided for ships but
deliberately exploited for energy converters). The Relative Capture Width
(Equation 8.42) provides a physics‐based efficiency metric analogous to
the propulsive efficiency ηD (Equation 8.44): both quantify the fraction
of available energy that is usefully converted. The necessity of nonlinear
viscous damping corrections near resonance confirms a general finding in
marine hydrodynamics: linear potential‐flow theory underestimates energy
dissipation at largemotion amplitudes, regardless of whether the objective is
motion prediction or power extraction (Pozzi et al., 2018).

The edited volume of Sutulo and Guedes Soares (2023) extends the pro‐
peller design toolkit in three directions. First, systematic parametric studies
of propeller cup geometry—a small curvature applied to the trailing edge
of each blade—demonstrate that cup increases the effective pitch locally at
the blade tip, shifting the open‐water efficiency curve and expanding the
cavitation‐free operating envelope without increasing blade area. Second,
a coupled RANS–BEM investigation of hub vortex cavitation shows that
the concentrated root vortex can sustain a continuous tubular cavity down‐
stream of the propeller hub, an inception mechanism not captured by the
blade‐section Burrill criterion (Equation 8.31). Third, a shaft‐line vibration
study couples the torsional dynamics of the propulsion shafting with the
hydrodynamic torque fluctuations at blade‐rate frequency (Equation 8.34),
revealing that shaft whirl resonances can amplify hull vibration beyond the
levels predicted by the propeller pressure‐coefficient analysis alone (Sutulo &
Guedes Soares, 2023).

The engineering course notes of United States Naval Academy (2021)
complement the theoretical propulsive‐coefficient derivation (Equation 8.44)
with a practical pedagogical framework. The USNA treatment traces each
watt of engine brake power through the shaft transmission (ηS ≈ 0.97–0.99),
open‐water propeller (ηO), relative rotative (ηR), and hull interaction (ηH )
stages, reinforcing Froude’s observation that over half of the prime‐mover
energy is dissipated before useful thrust is produced. Laboratory exercises
on model propeller testing and propulsive‐coefficient measurement provide
students with hands‐on experience of the behind‐hull correction factors (w,
t, ηR) that distinguish open‐water from self‐propulsion performance (United
States Naval Academy, 2021).

8.5 Conclusion

All forms of marine propulsion rest on a single principle: thrust requires mo‐
mentum transfer to a working fluid. For sails, the aerodynamic force scales
with sail area and the square of wind speed (Equation 8.1), and the optimal
mast‐height‐to‐hull‐length ratio H/L ∼ (Vw/Va)

1/2 couples propulsive
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sizing to vessel geometry (Bejan et al., 2020). The wind‐triangle formula‐
tion (Equation 8.17) and the resolution of sail force into driving and side
components (Equations 8.18–8.19) establish the quantitative link between
aerodynamics, speed, and heel (Huchet, 2021). These same momentum‐
transfer fundamentals extend to mechanical propulsors, where torque
τ = rF sin θ and rotational powerP = τω (Equations 8.2–8.3) connect engine
output to hydrodynamic loading (Campbell, 2025).

The actuator‐diskmomentumtheory (Equations 8.10–8.16) yields the clas‐
sical ideal efficiency ηTJ = 2/(1 +

√
1 + CTh), demonstrating that larger,

lightly loaded propellers are inherently more efficient (Birk, 2019). Blade ele‐
ment momentum theory refines this by accounting for the radial load distri‐
bution,while theWageningenB‐seriescharts,Keller’sexpanded‐area formula
(Equation 8.4), and Burrill’s cavitation criterion (Equations 8.31–8.32) provide
a systematic iterative design methodology. Behind the hull, the wake frac‐
tion reduces the advance speed to Va = (1 − w)V (Equation 8.26) and the
thrust deduction absorbs part of the propeller output asR = T (1 − t) (Equa‐
tion 8.27); the resulting hull efficiency ηH = (1 − t)/(1 − w) is configuration‐
dependent, with typical values of 1.14 for single‐screw and0.98 for twin‐screw
arrangements (Attwood, 1899; Ridley & Patterson, 2014). The full propulsive‐
coefficient chain ηD = ηH × ηO × ηR × ηS (Equation 8.44) confirms that
over half of prime‐mover energy is dissipated before producing useful thrust—
afinding first quantified by Froude’sGreyhound experiments at 42% (Attwood,
1899; United States Naval Academy, 2021).

Propeller‐induced vibration at blade‐rate frequency fz = z · n (Equa‐
tion 8.34) and the associated hull‐surface pressure fluctuations characterised
by Kp (Equation 8.35) impose additional design constraints beyond effi‐
ciency and cavitation (CFD 2003: Computational Fluid Dynamics Technology
in Ship Hydrodynamics, 2003). Cavitation amplifies these pressure pulses by
an order of magnitude, which confirms the need for the Burrill check for
vibration and noise control as well as blade integrity (Birk, 2019; CFD 2003:
Computational Fluid Dynamics Technology in Ship Hydrodynamics, 2003). At the
computational level, the RANS formulation (Equations 8.5–8.7) reveals that
propeller wakes are highly anisotropic, lying near the axisymmetric limit on
the Lumley–Newman invariant map; full Reynolds stress transport models
(SSG orAIRSM) are therefore required in place of isotropic eddy‐viscosity clos‐
ures (Pêgo, 2007). This viscous‐flow framework confirms that contra‐rotating
pod drives recover tangential wake momentum, achieving approximately
8% higher system efficiency than co‐rotating configurations (Pêgo, 2007).
Advanced topics—propeller cup geometry, hub‐vortex cavitation inception,
and shaft‐line torsional dynamics—extend the design toolkit beyond classical
blade‐section analysis (Sutulo & Guedes Soares, 2023).

Alternative propulsion modes obey the same physics. In rowing, the
oar blade generates thrust through unsteady lift (40%) and drag (60%), with
leading‐edge vortices enhancing lift analogously to insect flight; optimising
thebladeattachmentangle fromβ = 0◦ to15◦ raises the impulseefficiencyηJ
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(Equation 8.40) from 0.84 to 1.0 (Grift et al., 2021). Wave energy converters
exploit resonance tuning to maximise power extraction, achieving Relat‐
ive Capture Widths of approximately 47–50% in Mediterranean sea states
(Equation 8.42) (Pozzi et al., 2018). Whether the propulsor is a sail, a screw, an
oar, or a pendulum oscillator, the governing framework remains consistent:
the balance between momentum flux, resistance, and structural constraints
determines the achievable efficiency envelope.
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List of Abbreviations

Abbreviation Definition

AWA ApparentWindAngle
AWS ApparentWind Speed
BEM Boundary ElementMethod
BHP BrakeHorsepower
BOG Boil‐Off Gas
BSFC Brake Specific Fuel Consumption
CFD Computational Fluid Dynamics
CII Carbon Intensity Indicator
CODAG CombinedDiesel and Gas
CODEG CombinedDiesel‐Electric and Gas‐Electric
CODLAG CombinedDiesel‐Electric and Gas
COP Coefficient of Performance
CPP Controllable Pitch Propeller
DHP DeliveredHorsepower
DOF Degrees of Freedom
DTMB David TaylorModel Basin
DWT Deadweight Tonnage
EEDI Energy Efficiency Design Index
EEXI Energy Efficiency Existing Ship Index
EGR Exhaust Gas Recirculation
EHP EffectiveHorsepower
EOS‐80 UNESCO International Equation of State of Seawater

(1980)
FEM Finite ElementMethod
FNPF Fully Nonlinear Potential Flow
FWA FreshWater Allowance
GNSS Global Navigation Satellite System
HVAC Heating, Ventilation, andAir Conditioning
IMO InternationalMaritimeOrganization
ITTC International Towing Tank Conference
ITTC‐57 ITTC 1957Model–Ship Correlation Line
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Abbreviation Definition

KCS KRISO Containership
KRISO Korea Research Institute of Ships and Ocean Engineer‐

ing
KVLCC2 KRISOVery Large Crude Carrier 2
LCG Longitudinal Centre of Gravity
LNG LiquefiedNatural Gas
MCT1cm Moment to Change TrimOne Centimetre
MEP Mean Effective Pressure
NOP Natural Oscillatory Period
NWT NumericalWave Tank
ORC Organic Rankine Cycle; also Offshore Racing Congress
PeWEC PendulumWave Energy Converter
PTO Power Take‐Off
RANS Reynolds‐AveragedNavier–Stokes
RAO Response Amplitude Operator
RCW Relative CaptureWidth
SCR Selective Catalytic Reduction
SGISC Second Generation Intact Stability Criteria
SHM SimpleHarmonicMotion
SHP Shaft Horsepower
SMOW StandardMeanOceanWater
SNAME Society of Naval Architects andMarine Engineers
SOFAR Sound Fixing and Ranging
SOLAS Safety of Life at Sea
SSA Single Significant Amplitude
TEOS‐10 Thermodynamic Equation of Seawater (2010)
THP Thrust Horsepower
TPC Tonnes Per Centimetre Immersion
URANS Unsteady Reynolds‐AveragedNavier–Stokes
USNA United States Naval Academy
V&V Verification andValidation
VBM Vertical BendingMoment
VIT Variable Injection Timing
VOF Volume of Fluid
VPP Velocity Prediction Program
VSF Vertical Shearing Force
WEC Wave Energy Converter

200



Glossary

Addedmass
Effective inertia of surrounding fluid that must be accelerated together
with a floating body; enters the equations of motion as a frequency‐
dependent virtual increase in the body’smassmatrix.

Admiralty coefficient
Empirical index CA = ∆2/3 V 3/Ps relating displacement, speed, and
shaft power; used for rapid power estimation in preliminary ship design.

Advance coefficient (J )
Dimensionless ratio of propeller advance speed to tip speed: J =
Va/(nD); the primary independent variable in open‐water propeller
performance charts.

Angle of loll
Equilibrium heel angle at which an initially unstable vessel (GM < 0)
finds a new balance due to second‐order righting‐moment recovery;
ϕloll =

√
−2GM/BM for awall‐sided hull.

Apparentwind
Vector sum of the true wind velocity and the vessel’s own velocity; the
wind actually experienced on board, governing sail forces and aerody‐
namic loading.

Archimedes’ principle
The buoyant force on a submerged or floating body equals the weight of
the fluid it displaces.

Bernoulli’s equation
Energyconservationalongastreamline insteady, inviscid, incompressible
flow: p+ 1

2ρv
2 + ρgz = const.

Bilge keel
Flat‐plate longitudinal fin fitted at the turn of the bilge to increase roll
damping through enhanced vortex shedding.
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Blade element theory
Method of computing propeller thrust and torque by treating each radial
blade section as a two‐dimensional aerofoil in local flow and integrating
the sectional forces over the span.

Block coefficient (CB)
Ratio of the hull’s displaced volume to the product of waterline length,
beam, and draught: CB = ∇/(L × B × T ); a primary measure of hull
fullness.

Bonjean curve
Plot of immersed cross‐sectional area versus draught at each transverse
station along the hull; enables displacement and centre‐of‐buoyancy cal‐
culations for anywaterline.

Boundary layer
Thin region adjacent to the hull surface in which the flow velocity rises
from zero at thewall to the free‐stream value; its thickness and state (lam‐
inar or turbulent) govern frictional resistance.

Brayton cycle
Open gas‐turbine thermodynamic cycle consisting of isentropic compres‐
sion, constant‐pressure heat addition, and isentropic expansion; used in
naval and fast‐ferry propulsion.

Broaching
Loss of directional control in following or quartering seas when wave‐
induced yawmoments overcome rudder authority, potentially leading to
capsize.

Buoyancy
Upward force exerted on a body by the surrounding fluid, equal to the
weight of fluid displaced by the body.

Carnot efficiency
Maximum thermodynamic efficiency attainable between two temperat‐
ure reservoirs: ηCarnot = 1− TC/TH ; an upper bound for all heat engines.

Cavitation
Formation and collapse of vapour‐filled cavities on propeller blade
surfaces when the local pressure falls below the vapour pressure of
seawater.

Centre of buoyancy (B)
Geometric centroid of the underwater hull volume; the point through
which the resultant buoyant force acts.
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Centre of gravity (G)
Point throughwhich the totalweightof thevessel acts; itsverticalposition
relative to themetacentre determines initial stability.

Coefficients of form
Set of dimensionless shape ratios—block (CB), midship (CM ), prismatic
(CP ), and waterplane (CW )—that characterise hull geometry relative to
idealised prismatic shapes.

Cross curves of stability
Familyof curvesgiving the leverKN asa functionofdisplacementatfixed
heel angles; they separate hull geometry from the loading condition and
enable rapid GZ computation for anyKG.

Damping
Energy dissipation opposing oscillatory motion; in ship dynamics it
comprises radiation damping (energy lost to radiated waves) and viscous
damping (vortex shedding, skin friction, eddymaking).

Dead ship condition
Stability failure mode in which the vessel drifts beam‐on to wind and
waves without propulsion or steering; one of the five Second Generation
Intact Stability failuremodes.

Design spiral
Iterative ship design process in which hull form, resistance, propulsion,
stability, and structural analysis are refined through successive loops of in‐
creasing precision.

Diesel cycle
Compression‐ignition thermodynamic cycle with constant‐pressure com‐
bustion; the predominant power cycle in marine propulsion, achieving
thermal efficiencies exceeding 50%.

Diffraction force
Component of wave excitation arising from the scattering of incident
waves by the hull; supplements the Froude–Krylov force to give the total
wave‐exciting force.

Displacement
Total weight of water displaced by the hull, equal to the vessel’s weight at
static equilibrium; equivalently,∆ = ρ g∇.

Drift angle
Angle between the ship’s centreline and its velocity vector during a turnor
under lateral environmental forces.
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Dynamical stability
Work required to heel the vessel from one angle to another; proportional
to the area under the GZ curve between those angles.

Encounter frequency
Frequency at which a moving vessel meets successive wave crests: ωe =
ω − (ω2 V cosβ)/g, where β is the heading angle relative to thewaves.

Exergy
Maximumusefulwork extractable from a thermodynamic flow stream re‐
lative to the dead‐state environment: Eflow = (h− h0)− T0(s− s0).

Flettner rotor
Spinning vertical cylinder that generates aerodynamic lift via theMagnus
effect; used as awind‐assisted propulsion device.

Form factor (1 + k)
Multiplier applied to the flat‐plate friction coefficient to account for three‐
dimensional viscous‐pressure (form) drag on the actual hull shape.

Free surface effect
Reduction of effective metacentric height caused by the lateral shift of li‐
quid in partially filled tanks during heel; the correction GG1 = i/∇ de‐
pends on tank geometry, not liquid quantity.

Freeboard
Vertical distance fromthewaterline to themaindeck edge; determines the
reserve buoyancy available before the deck becomes immersed.

Freshwater allowance
Additional sinkage when a vessel moves from salt water to fresh water;
FWA ≈W/(4× TPCsw) inmillimetres.

Frictional resistance
Component of hull resistance arising from viscous shear stress along the
wetted surface; proportional to wetted area, dynamic pressure, and the
skin‐friction coefficient.

Froude number (Fn)
Dimensionless ratioV /

√
gLof inertial to gravitational forces; governs the

scaling of wave‐making resistance betweenmodel and full scale.

Froude–Krylov force
Component of wave excitation computed from the undisturbed incident‐
wave pressure field acting on the hull surface; assumes the hull does not
scatter thewave.
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Froude’s law of comparison
Principle that geometrically similar hulls at the same Froude number pro‐
duce identicalnon‐dimensionalwaveresistance; the foundationof towing‐
tankmethodology.

GZ curve
Plot of righting lever versus heel angle; the primary tool for assessing
transverse stability, yielding initial slope (≈ GM), peak righting lever, and
vanishing angle.

Hull efficiency (ηH )
Ratio (1 − t)/(1 − w); accounts for the combined effect of wake fraction
and thrust deduction on propulsive performance; often exceeds unity for
well‐designed single‐screw vessels.

Hull speed
Critical speed at which the bow and stern wave systems constructively in‐
terfere, producing a steep rise in wave‐making resistance; approximately
Vc ≈ 1.25

√
L (knots,L in feet) or Fn ≈ 0.4.

Hydrostatic pressure
Pressure due to the weight of overlying fluid: p = p0 + ρ g z for constant
density; the fundamental loading in ship hydrostatics.

ITTC‐57 friction line
Standard empirical formulaCf = 0.075/(log10 Re − 2)2 used to compute
the flat‐plate frictional resistance and to extrapolate model‐test data to
ship scale.

Keel (K)
Longitudinal structural backbone at the bottom of the hull; the reference
baseline fromwhich vertical stability measurements (KB,KG,KM ) are
taken.

Lewis form
Conformal‐mapping representation of ship cross‐sections that enables
closed‐form computation of sectional addedmass and radiation damping
for strip‐theory seakeeping analysis.

Load line (Plimsollmark)
Markings on the hull amidships indicating the maximum permissible
draught in various water density and seasonal conditions (TF, F, T, S, W,
WNA).

Magnus effect
Lateral forcegeneratedwhenarotatingcylindermoves throughafluid; the
physical basis of Flettner‐rotor wind‐assisted propulsion.
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Metacentre (M )
Point atwhich the line of actionof the buoyant force intersects the vessel’s
centreline during a small heel; its position aboveG determines initial sta‐
bility.

Metacentric height (GM)
Vertical distance fromthe centreof gravity to themetacentre: GM = KB+
BM −KG; the primarymeasure of initial transverse stability.

Metacentric radius (BM)
Distance from the centre of buoyancy to the metacentre: BM = IT /∇,
where IT is thesecondmomentof thewaterplaneareaabout its centreline.

Midship coefficient (CM )
Ratioof the immersedmidshipsectionarea to its circumscribing rectangle
B × T ; indicates fullness of themidship section.

Moment to change trimone centimetre
Longitudinal couple required to alter the total trim by one centimetre:
MCT1cm =W × GML/(100L).

Navier–Stokes equations
Fundamental equations governing viscous fluidmotion; combine conser‐
vationofmass,momentum, andenergywithaconstitutive relation for the
viscous stress tensor.

Natural roll period
Period of free roll oscillation in still water: Tϕ = 2π kxx/

√
g GM; a short

period indicates a stiff shipwith large GM.

Open‐water efficiency (ηO)
Propeller efficiencymeasured in uniform inflowwithout hull interaction:
ratio of thrust power (T × Va) to shaft power (2π nQ).

Parametric roll
Dynamic instability in which periodic variation of the waterplane area
(and thus GM) in head or following seas excites large roll amplitudes; the
principal resonance condition isωE ≈ 2ω0.

Permeability
Fraction of a flooded compartment volume actually occupied bywater, ac‐
counting for structure,machinery, and cargo; used in damage stability cal‐
culations.

Potential temperature
In‐situ temperature corrected for adiabatic compression; obtained by re‐
moving thepressure‐dependentwarming (≈ 0.11Kper 1000mdepth), en‐
ablingmeaningful comparison of watermasses at different depths.
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Prismatic coefficient (CP )
Ratioofdisplacedvolumetotheproductofmidshipsectionareaandwater‐
line length; indicates how volume is distributed longitudinally along the
hull.

Propulsive coefficient (ηD)
Overall efficiency from engine brake power to effective thrust power, com‐
bining shafting, open‐water, relative‐rotative, and hull efficiencies: typic‐
ally 0.55–0.70 formerchant vessels.

Residuary resistance
Difference between total resistance and frictional resistance; dominated
by wave‐making at moderate‐to‐high Froude numbers and scaled from
model to ship via Froude’s law.

Resistance decomposition
Partition of total resistance into frictional and residuary (primarily wave‐
making) components:CT = (1+k)CF+CW ; the foundationof themodel‐
to‐ship extrapolationmethod.

Reynolds number (Re)
Dimensionless ratio V L/ν of inertial to viscous forces; determines
whether the boundary layer is laminar or turbulent and governs frictional
resistance.

Righting lever (GZ)
Horizontal distance between the lines of action of weight and buoyancy
when the vessel is heeled; the moment arm that generates the restoring
couple.

Rightingmoment
Restoring couple tending to return a heeled vessel to the upright: MR =
W × GZ.

Roll damping
Energy dissipation opposing roll motion; comprises wave‐radiation,
bilge‐keel vortex‐shedding, hull skin‐friction, eddy‐making, and lift
components.

Scribanti’s formula
Wall‐sided approximation for the righting lever at large angles:
GZ = sinϕ [GM+ 1

2 BM tan2 ϕ].

Seakeeping
A vessel’s ability to operate safely and effectively in a seaway; quantified
bymotion amplitudes, accelerations, slamming, deckwetness, and added
resistance inwaves.
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Significantwave height (Hs)
Standard statistical measure of sea severity; equals four times the square
root of the zeroth spectral moment of the wave energy spectrum: Hs =
4
√
m0.

Simpson’s rule
Numerical integration method using parabolic interpolation between
equally spaced ordinates; the standard technique for computing areas,
volumes, andmoments of ship hull forms.

Skin friction coefficient (Cf )
Dimensionless measure of viscous shear stress on the hull surface;
depends on Reynolds number and surface roughness.

Surf‐riding
Capture of the vessel by a following wave, accelerating it beyond its self‐
propelled speed; a precursor to broaching and a recognised intact stability
failuremode.

Tactical diameter
Perpendicular distance from the original track to the vessel’s position
when heading has changed by 180◦ during a steady turn; a keymeasure of
manoeuvrability.

Thermal efficiency (ηth)
Ratioofnetworkoutput toheat input in a thermodynamic cycle; bounded
above by the Carnot efficiency.

Thrust coefficient (KT )
Non‐dimensional propeller thrust:KT = T/(ρn2D4); plotted against ad‐
vance coefficient J in open‐water diagrams.

Thrust deduction (t)
Fraction of propeller thrust absorbed by the augmented hull resistance
caused by the propeller’s suction effect at the stern: R = T (1− t).

Tonnes per centimetre immersion (TPC)
Displacement weight increase per one‐centimetre increase in mean
draught: TPC = ρw Aw/100; used for loading and ballasting calculations.

Torque coefficient (KQ)
Non‐dimensional propeller torque: KQ = Q/(ρn2D5); plotted as 10KQ

alongsideKT and ηO in open‐water diagrams.

Towing tank
Experimental facility inwhichscalemodelsare towedat controlledspeeds
to measure resistance, propulsion characteristics, and seakeeping beha‐
viour.
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Trim
Difference between the draughts at the forward and aft perpendiculars;
positive trim by the stern indicates deeper draught aft.

Vanishing angle
Heel angle at which the GZ curve crosses zero from positive to negative;
beyond this angle the restoring moment reverses and the vessel will cap‐
size if unaided.

Wake fraction (w)
Fraction of ship speed lost at the propeller plane due to the hull boundary
layer: Va = (1−w)V ; typically estimatedasw ≈ 0.50CB+0.05 for single‐
screw vessels.

Waterplane area coefficient (CW )
Ratio of waterplane area toL× B; governs the tonnes‐per‐centimetre im‐
mersion and, through the second moment of waterplane area, the meta‐
centric radius.

Wave‐making resistance
Component of hull resistance due to energy radiated in the bow and stern
wave systems; dominant at highFroudenumbers and scaling as Fn4 in the
low‐speed regime.

Wave energy spectrum
Distribution ofwave energy across frequency,S(ω); characterises an irreg‐
ular sea state and serves as the input to spectral seakeeping analysis.

Weather criterion (IMO)
Intact stability regulation requiring the areaunder the righting‐armcurve
(dynamical stability) to equal or exceed the area under the wind heeling‐
lever curve during a combined steady‐wind and gust scenario.

Wetted surface
Total area of the hull in contact with water; the primary geometric input
for frictional resistance calculation.
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