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Spectral analysis of a coupled bending-torsion

beam energy harvester: asymptotic results

Chris Vales∗

Abstract. This work is concerned with the spectral analysis of a piezoelectric energy

harvesting model based on a coupled bending-torsion beam. After building the prob-

lem’s operator setting and showing that the governing operator is nonselfadjoint with

a purely discrete spectrum, we derive an asymptotic approximation of its spectrum.

In doing so, we also prove that the addition of energy harvesting can be viewed as a

weak perturbation of the underlying beam dynamics, in the sense that no piezoelectric

parameters appear in the spectral approximation’s first two orders of magnitude. We

conclude by outlining future work based on numerical simulations.

Keywords. Coupled bending-torsion beam, nonselfadjoint operator, discrete spectrum,

asymptotic approximation, weak perturbation.

1 Introduction

A piezoelectric energy harvester is a device that utilizes the properties of piezoelectric mate-
rials to convert mechanical strain energy into electric energy. The harvesting of mechanical
vibration energy is currently considered for the making of self powered microelectronic de-
vices and remote sensors [24, 20, 11], with applications in areas such as health monitoring
[18] and distributed sensor networks [23].

In this work we consider a piezoelectric harvester extracting energy from the vibration of
a coupled bending-torsion beam. Such coupled vibration naturally occurs when the beam’s
cross section has at most one plane of symmetry, such as in the vibration of aircraft wings,
turbomachinery blading, and bridges [5, 12]. It can also occur by our breaking a beam’s cross
sectional symmetry on purpose, which has been shown to increase the amount of harvested
power compared to purely bending vibration [1, 2].

We consider a uniform cantilever beam with its left end fixed and its right end free.
The beam’s cross section is assumed to have only one plane of symmetry, which causes the
coupling of the bending and torsion motions. A piezoelectric material layer is attached onto
the top face of the beam throughout its length. Perfectly conducting electrodes at the top
and bottom faces of the layer connect it to a resistance load, thereby closing an electric
circuit. The layer is attached so that it harvests energy from the normal beam strain due
to bending, not the shear strain due to torsion.

The modeled quantities are the beam’s vertical centerline displacement w(t, x), the twist
angle of its cross sections θ(t, x), and the generated electric voltage v(t), where t ≥ 0 denotes
time and x ∈ [0, L] space. Using dot and prime to denote differentiation with respect to
time and space respectively, the complete electromechanical model reads

mẅ + Sθ̈ + Ew′′′′ = 0,

Jθ̈ + Sẅ −Gθ′′ = 0,

Cpv̇ +
1

R
v + CDẇ′(t, L) = 0,

(1)
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with boundary conditions

w(t, 0) = w′(t, 0) = 0,

θ(t, 0) = 0,

w′′′(t, L) = 0,

Ew′′(t, L) + k1ẇ
′(t, L) + CIv = 0,

Gθ′(t, L) + k2θ̇(t, L) = 0

(2)

and initial conditions

w(0, x) = w0(x), ẇ(0, x) = w1(x),

θ(0, x) = θ0(x), θ̇(0, x) = θ1(x),

v(0) = v0.

The first two equations of (1) model the bending and torsion vibration motions respectively,
whereas the third equation models the electric circuit. In the mechanical equations, m
denotes mass per unit length, J polar mass moment per unit volume, S the coupling constant
with units of mass, E and G the bending and torsion rigidity respectively. In the electric
equation, Cp is the piezoelectric layer’s internal capacitance, R the load resistance, and
CD < 0 the direct (or forward) piezoelectric coupling coefficient [13].

In the boundary conditions (2), constant CI > 0 is the inverse (or backward) piezoelectric
coupling coefficient. The terms involving positive constants k1 and k2 model vibration con-
trol mechanisms through strain-actuated damping and are independent of the piezoelectric
layer [4, 5].

In this work we derive an asymptotic approximation of the spectrum of the operator
governing the model’s dynamics. Moreover, we show that the addition of piezoelectric en-
ergy harvesting can be considered a weak perturbation of the underlying beam dynamics,
in the sense that no piezoelectric parameters appear in the first two orders of magnitude of
the spectral approximation. Our motivation for pursuing this line of research is to facili-
tate the study of the geometric properties of the governing operator’s set of eigenvectors—
particularly completeness, minimality, and the Riesz basis property.

Asymptotic spectral investigations have been made in the past for various beams and
associated piezoelectric energy harvesters. These include works on the Euler-Bernoulli beam
[8, 9] and associated energy harvester [29, 30]; the Rayleigh beam [22, 28]; the Timoshenko
beam [10, 14, 15, 16, 25, 26] and associated energy harvester [31]; the coupled bending-
torsion beam [12, 7, 4, 5, 32]. Among other results, the Riesz basis property has been
proven for models based on the Euler-Bernoulli beam [30], the Rayleigh beam [22, 28] and
the Timoshenko beam [25, 26].

The present work is based on the analysis of the coupled bending-torsion beam initiated
in [5, 32] and is an effort to improve some aspects of it and refine its results. More specifi-
cally, we extend the considered model by adding energy harvesting and study its effect on
the underlying beam dynamics. We provide a detailed construction of the problem’s opera-
tor setting, identifying sufficient parameter conditions for its well-posedness. Additionally,
we refine the asymptotic analysis by including higher order terms and by studying the lim-
itations of the employed methodology. In particular, we show that the derived asymptotic
approximation is valid for an infinite subset of the governing operator’s spectrum, but not
necessarily for the whole spectrum as claimed in [5, 32]. Finally, we propose numerical
simulations that will be used to supplement the derived asymptotic results.

In Section 2 we build the operator setting of the problem and describe the governing
operator’s spectrum. The main results are presented in Section 3 and proven in Section 4,
followed by a discussion in Section 5. Appendix A contains proofs omitted in the main text.
More detailed proofs for all results in this work can be found in [33].
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2 Operator setting

We define vector

f := (f0(t, x), f1(t, x), f2(t, x), f3(t, x), f4(t)) := (w, ẇ, θ, θ̇, v),

with smooth and complex valued component functions. Assuming that S < m and S < J ,
the model equations (1) are written as

ḟ = iAf, (3)

with governing operator

A :=




0 −i 0 0 0

i
EJ

D

d4

dx4
0 i

GS

D

d2

dx2
0 0

0 0 0 −i 0

−i
ES

D

d4

dx4
0 −i

Gm

D

d2

dx2
0 0

0 −i
CD

Cp
δ′L 0 0 i

1

CpR




, (4)

where D := mJ−S2 > 0, δ′Lg := −g′(t, L), and time t is from now on treated as a parameter.
To define the appropriate domain for operator A, we consider space

H̃ := {fi ∈ C∞([0, L]), f4 ∈ C, i = 0, . . . , 3 : f0(0) = 0, f ′

0(0) = 0, f2(0) = 0} .

and the following inner product, based on the system’s mechanical and electric energy,

〈f, g〉 := 1

2

∫ L

0

[Ef ′′

0 ḡ
′′

0 +mf1ḡ1 +Gf ′

2ḡ
′

2 + Jf3ḡ3 + S (f1ḡ3 + f3ḡ1)] dx+
1

2
Cpf4ḡ4, (5)

with f , g ∈ H̃ and bars denoting complex conjugation.

Lemma 2.1. The functional 〈·, ·〉 : H̃ × H̃ → C of (5) forms an inner product in H̃.

Proof. See Appendix A.

Lemma 2.2. Let H1 := H2((0, L))×L2([0, L])×H1((0, L))×L2([0, L])×C with its usual
product norm

‖f‖21 :=
∫ L

0

( 2∑

j=0

|f (j)
0 |2 + |f1|2 +

1∑

k=0

|f (k)
2 |2 + |f3|2

)
dx+ |f4|2. (6)

If S < m and S < J , then norm (6) and the norm induced by (5) are equivalent in H̃.

Proof. See Appendix A.

The well-posedness of the operator setting rests on the condition S < min(m,J), where
S is the coupling constant of the bending and torsion motions. Therefore, the present work
and derived results are valid for weakly coupled bending-torsion beams.

Using the norm equivalence result, we define the problem’s state space as the closure of
H̃ in the topology generated by the norm induced by (5), which yields the Hilbert space

H =
{
f0 ∈ H2((0, L)), f1, f3 ∈ L2([0, L]), f2 ∈ H1((0, L)), f4 ∈ C :

f0(0) = 0, f ′

0(0) = 0, f2(0) = 0
}
. (7)
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The domain of operator A is then defined as

domA :=
{
f ∈ H : f0 ∈ H4((0, L)), f1, f2 ∈ H2((0, L)), f3 ∈ H1((0, L)), f4 ∈ C,

f1(0) = 0, f ′

1(0) = 0, f3(0) = 0, f ′′′

0 (L) = 0,

Ef ′′

0 (L) + k1f
′

1(L) + CIf4 = 0, Gf ′

2(L) + k2f3(L) = 0
}
.

(8)

Lemma 2.3. The domain of operator A is dense in H.

Proof. See Appendix A.

Next, we show that A is nonselfadjoint and has a compact inverse, properties we will
use to describe its spectrum.

Proposition 2.4. Operator A is unbounded, closed and nonselfadjoint.

Proof. To verify the relation

〈Af, g〉 = 〈f,A∗g〉 ∀f ∈ domA, g ∈ domA∗,

let operator A∗ have the following matrix

A∗ =




0 −i 0 0 0

i
EJ

D

d4

dx4
0 i

GS

D

d2

dx2
0 0

0 0 0 −i 0

−i
ES

D

d4

dx4
0 −i

Gm

D

d2

dx2
0 0

0 i
CI

Cp
δ′L 0 0 −i

1

CpR




(9)

and domain

domA∗ :=
{
f ∈ H : f0 ∈ H4((0, L)), f1, f2 ∈ H2((0, L)), f3 ∈ H1((0, L)), f4 ∈ C,

f1(0) = 0, f ′

1(0) = 0, f3(0) = 0, f ′′′

0 (L) = 0,

Ef ′′

0 (L)− k1f
′

1(L)− CDf4 = 0, Gf ′

2(L)− k2f3(L) = 0
}
.

(10)

Performing the required integrations by parts and enforcing the boundary conditions for
f ∈ domA and g ∈ domA∗ yields

〈Af, g〉 − 〈f,A∗g〉 = 0,

which means that A∗ 6= A.
Given the minor differences between domA and domA∗, it follows that domA∗ is also

dense in H, so A∗∗ is well defined. Repeating the above calculation shows that A∗∗ = A.
As the adjoint of densely defined A∗, A∗∗ is closed [6].

The above proof demonstrates that A is nonselfadjoint because of the contributions from
the electric circuit equation and the right-end boundary conditions involving the piezoelec-
tric and control parameters. If only the mechanical system with k1 = k2 = 0 is considered,
then the corresponding operator is selfadjoint.

Proposition 2.5. Operator A is invertible and its inverse is compact.
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Proof. Let g ∈ H; we show that there exists unique f ∈ domA such that Af = g. Expanded
into its components, Af = g can be written as

f1 = ig0,

Ef ′′′′

0 = −i(mg1 + Sg3)

f3 = ig2,

Gf ′′

2 = i(Sg1 + Jg3)

f4 = −iCpR
[
g4 +

CD

Cp
g′0(L)

]
.

The second and fourth equations yield respectively

f0(x) = −i
1

E

∫ x

0

∫ x4

0

∫ L

x3

∫ L

x2

[mg1(x1) + Sg3(x1)] dx1dx2dx3dx4

+ i
CICDR − k1

2E
g′0(L)x

2 + i
CICpR

2E
g4x

2

and

f2(x) = −i
1

G

∫ x

0

∫ L

x2

[Sg1(x1) + Jg3(x1)] dx1dx2 − i
k2
G
g2(L)x

after the appropriate boundary conditions of domA are enforced. The above equations
uniquely define f in terms of g. Further inspection shows that component functions fi
belong to the appropriate function spaces and satisfy all boundary conditions of domA;
namely, f ∈ domA.

To prove compactness, let

H1 := H2((0, L))× L2([0, L])×H1((0, L))× L2([0, L])× C,

H2 := H4((0, L))×H2((0, L))×H2((0, L))×H1((0, L))× C

with their usual product norms, so that H ⊂ H1 and domA ⊂ H2. The above calculations
imply that map A−1 : H ⊂ H1 → H2 is bounded. Since the embedding H2 →֒ H1 is
compact [3], operator A−1 : H ⊂ H1 → H1 is compact too. From the equivalence of the
norm induced topologies of H and H1, it follows that A−1 : H → H is compact.

Corollary 2.6. Operator A has a purely discrete spectrum, which has ∞ as its limit point
and is symmetric about the imaginary axis.

Proof. Being compact, operator A−1 has a purely discrete spectrum with 0 as its limit point,
leading to the first result. Namely, A’s spectrum consists entirely of isolated eigenvalues with
finite algebraic multiplicities. Next, direct calculation shows that pair (λ, f) is a solution
of the spectral problem Af = λf if and only if (−λ̄, f̄) is one, which yields the second
result.

Lemma 2.7. If CI = −CD, then all eigenvalues of A have positive imaginary part.

Proof. See Appendix A.

3 Main results

We now present the main results of this work. Their proof is given in the next section,
followed by a discussion. All results are subject to the standing assumptions S < m, S < J
and CI = −CD. In addition, σ(A) is used to denote the spectrum of operator A, while the
symbols of complex multivalued functions are used to denote their principal branch.
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Theorem 3.1 (Weak perturbation). The model’s piezoelectric parameters do not appear
in the first two orders of magnitude of the asymptotic approximation of λ ∈ σ(A) as λ → ∞.
The third order terms are the first to be modified by the addition of piezoelectric energy
harvesting.

Theorem 3.2 (Eigenvalue asymptotics). The leading order term of the asymptotic approx-
imation of λ ∈ σ(A) as λ → ∞ consists of the two disjoint subsets

λ̃1,n =
π
√
G

L
√
J
n− i

√
G

2L
√
J
ln

k2 −
√
GJ

k2 +
√
GJ

, n ∈ N, n → ∞, (11)

λ̃2,n = (n− 1/4)2
π2

√
EJ

L2
√
mJ − S2

, n ∈ N, n → ∞, (12)

referred to as the unperturbed branches 1 and 2 respectively, subject to condition

k2 >
√
GJ.

Furthermore, there exists an infinite subset σ∗(A) ⊂ σ(A) such that the second order asymp-
totic approximation of σ∗(A) consists of two disjoint subsets referred to as the perturbed
branches 1 and 2.

The asymptotic approximation of perturbed branch 1 reads

λ1,n = λ̃1,n

[
1 + w1,n +O

(
n−2

)]
, n ∈ N

∗, n → ∞, (13)

with infinite subset N∗ ⊂ N,

w1,n = −i

√
G

2L
√
J
λ̃−1
1,n lnK1,n = O

(
n−3/2

)
, (14)

and K1,n given by (47). For each λ1,n the branch also contains −λ̄1,n.
The asymptotic approximation of perturbed branch 2 reads

λ2,n = λ̃2,n

[
1 + w2,n +O

(
n−3

)]
, n ∈ N, n → ∞, (15)

with w2,n = O
(
n−2

)
given by (51) in implicit form. For each λ2,n the branch also contains

−λ̄2,n.

4 Proof of main results

In this section we prove Theorems 3.1 and 3.2. We denote by λ ∈ C \ {0} an eigenvalue and
by f ∈ domA an eigenvector of operator A. Written out to its components, the spectral
equation

Af = λf (16)

reads

f1 = iλf0

i
EJ

D
f ′′′′

0 + i
GS

D
f ′′

2 = λf1

f3 = iλf2

−i
ES

D
f ′′′′

0 − i
Gm

D
f ′′

2 = λf3

f4 = − CD/Cp

λ− i 1
CpR

λf ′

0(L) ,

6



assuming that λ 6= i(CpR)−1. Combining the first and second equations with the third and
fourth yields

EGf
(6)
0 + EJλ2f ′′′′

0 −Gmλ2f ′′

0 −Dλ4f0 = 0,

which is the spectral equation written in terms of component function f0 only. We now
rewrite the boundary conditions encoded in domA in a form that involves only f0,

f0(0) = f ′

0(0) = f ′′′′

0 (0) = 0,

f ′′′

0 (L) = 0,

Ef ′′

0 (L) + ik1λf
′

0(L)−
CICD

Cp

λ

λ− i 1
CpR

f ′

0(L) = 0

EGf
(5)
0 (L) + ik2Eλf ′′′′

0 (L)−Gmλ2f ′

0(L)− ik2mλ3f0(L) = 0.

Based on the above results, we define operator pencil A0(·) by

A0(λ)f0 := EGf
(6)
0 + EJλ2f ′′′′

0 −Gmλ2f ′′

0 −Dλ4f0 (17)

and

domA0(λ) :=
{
f0 ∈ H6((0, L)) : f0(0) = 0, f ′

0(0) = 0, f ′′′′

0 (0) = 0, f ′′′

0 (L) = 0,

Ef ′′

0 (L) +
(
ik1 −

CICD

Cp

1

λ− i 1
CpR

)
λf ′

0(L) = 0,

EGf
(5)
0 (L) + ik2Eλf ′′′′

0 (L)−Gmλ2f ′

0(L)− ik2mλ3f0(L) = 0
}
.

(18)

The spectral problem for A can now be rewritten as the equivalent problem

A0(λ)f0 = 0, (19)

where a nontrivial pair (λ, f0) is a solution to (19) if and only if (λ, f) is a solution to (16).

4.1 Characteristic roots

We look for solutions to problem (19) of the form f0(x) ∝ eζx, ζ ∈ C. Substituting that into
the above equation and making the changes of variable y := ζ2 and z := y + α/3λ2 with

α :=
J

G
, β :=

m

E
, γ :=

D

EG
, (20)

yields the depressed cubic equation

z3 + pz + q = 0,

where

p := −
(α2

3
λ4 + βλ2

)
, q :=

2

27
α3λ6 +

(αβ
3

− γ
)
λ4.

Using Cardano’s formulas the equation’s three roots can be found as

zj = ẑj − z̃j , j = 1, 2, 3, (21)

with

ẑ1 =
3

√

− q

2
+

√( q
2

)2

+
(p
3

)3

, z̃1 =
3

√
q

2
+

√( q
2

)2

+
(p
3

)3

(22)

and

ẑj = exp
[
i
2π

3
(j − 1)

]
ẑ1, z̃j = exp

[
−i

2π

3
(j − 1)

]
z̃1, j = 2, 3. (23)

7



Employing (22) and expanding the involved roots as λ → ∞ using the generalized
binomial expansion theorem leads to

z1 = − 2J

3G
λ2 − GS2

EJ2
+O

(
λ−2

)
.

Reversing the changes of variable yields

ζ1,2 = ±
√
z1 −

α

3
λ2 = ± i

(√ J

G
λ+

G3/2S2

2EJ5/2
λ−1

)
+O

(
λ−3

)
.

Unless stated otherwise, all asymptotic results are understood in the limit λ → ∞. Similarly,
using (23) we calculate

ζ3,4 = ±
√
z2 −

α

3
λ2 = ± i

[( D

EJ

)1/4

λ1/2 − GS2

4E3/4J7/4D1/4
λ−1/2

]
+O

(
λ−3/2

)
,

and

ζ5,6 = ±
√
z3 −

α

3
λ2 = ±

[( D

EJ

)1/4

λ1/2 +
GS2

4E3/4J7/4D1/4
λ−1/2

]
+O

(
λ−3/2

)
.

Finally, using constants

a1 :=
( J

G

)1/2

, a2 :=
G3/2S2

2EJ5/2
, (24)

a3 :=
( D

EJ

)1/4

, a4 :=
GS2

4E3/4J7/4D1/4
, (25)

the characteristic roots ζj of (19) are written as

ζ1,2 = ±ia1λ
[
1 +

a2
a1

λ−2 +O
(
λ−4

)]
, (26)

ζ3,4 = ±ia3λ
1/2

[
1− a4

a3
λ−1 +O

(
λ−2

)]
, (27)

ζ5,6 = ±a3λ
1/2

[
1 +

a4
a3

λ−1 +O
(
λ−2

)]
. (28)

4.2 Reduced spectral equation

We express the solution to (19) as a linear combination of the terms eζj

f0(x) =
∑

j=1,3,5

bje
ζjx +

∑

k=1,3,5

cke
ζk+1x =

∑

j=1,3,5

bje
ζjx +

∑

k=1,3,5

cke
−ζkx,

with C3 constants b := (b1, b3, b5)
T , c := (c1, c3, c5)

T . Next, we enforce the six boundary
conditions encoded in (18) using the reflection matrices method [9, 10, 32].

The three left-end boundary conditions produce a system of three equations for the six
unknown constants, which can be written as

b = R1c, (29)

with 3×3 matrix R1 termed the left reflection matrix. Similarly, the three right-end bound-
ary conditions lead to system

b = R2c, (30)

where the 3 × 3 matrix R2 is called the right reflection matrix. Assuming R1 is invertible,
we combine the two equations to write

(
b
c

)
=

[
0 R2

R−1
1 0

](
b
c

)

(
I −

[
0 R2

R−1
1 0

])(
b
c

)
= 0,

8



which admits a nontrivial solution if and only if

det

(
I −

[
0 R2

R−1
1 0

])
= 0

det(I −R−1
1 R2) = 0

det(R1 −R2) = 0. (31)

Through these manipulations, enforcing the boundary conditions has been reduced to solving
the reduced spectral equation (31), which involves the determinant of a 3 × 3 matrix. To
derive (31) we calculate the asymptotic approximation of the two reflection matrices.

4.3 Left reflection matrix

The three left-end boundary conditions yield the system of equations



1 1 1
ζ1 ζ3 ζ5
ζ41 ζ43 ζ45





b1
b3
b5


 =



−1 −1 −1
ζ1 ζ3 ζ5
−ζ41 −ζ43 −ζ45





c1
c3
c5




A1b = B1c

b = A−1
1 B1c

b = R1c.

Using matrix

B2 :=




0 0 0
ζ1 ζ3 ζ5
0 0 0





we write
R1 = A−1

1 B1 = A−1
1 (−A1 + 2B2) = −I + 2A−1

1 B2. (32)

Since the second row of B2 is its only nonzero row, we only need calculate the second column
of A−1

1 to determine R1.
To do that we employ the method of cofactors, which requires that we first calculate the

determinant of A1. Expanding about the matrix’s third row and employing (26)–(28) we
find

1

detA1
=

1

a41a3(1 − i)
λ−9/2

[
1− ia4λ

−1 +O
(
λ−2

)]
.

Denoting by A−1
1 (j, k) the (j, k) entry of A−1

1 and by Cjk its (j, k) cofactor, we write

A−1
1 (1, 2) =

C21

detA1
= O

(
λ−7/2

)
,

A−1
1 (2, 2) =

C22

detA1
= − 1

a3(1− i)
λ−1/2

[
1− ia4λ

−1 +O
(
λ−2

)]
,

A−1
1 (3, 2) =

C23

detA1
=

1

a3(1− i)
λ−1/2

[
1− ia4λ

−1 +O
(
λ−2

)]

9



and, after using (32),

R1(1, 1) = −1 +O
(
λ−5/2

)
,

R1(1, 2) = O
(
λ−3

)
,

R1(1, 3) = O
(
λ−3

)
,

R1(2, 1) =
2a1

a3(1 + i)
λ1/2

[
1− ia4λ

−1 +O
(
λ−2

)]
,

R1(2, 2) = −i− 2a4
1 + i

1 + ia3
a3

λ−1 +O
(
λ−2

)
,

R1(2, 3) = − 2

1− i

[
1 + a4

1− ia3
a3

λ−1 +O
(
λ−2

)]
,

R1(3, 1) = − 2a1
a3(1 + i)

λ1/2
[
1− ia4λ

−1 +O
(
λ−2

)]
,

R1(3, 2) = − 2

1 + i

[
1− a4

1 + ia3
a3

λ−1 +O
(
λ−2

)]
,

R1(3, 3) = i+
2a4
1− i

1− ia3
a3

λ−1 +O
(
λ−2

)
.

Direct calculation shows that

detR1 = 1 +O
(
λ−5/2

)
6= 0,

which means that R1 is indeed invertible.

4.4 Right reflection matrix

We define

ej := eζjL, j = 1, 3, 5, (33)

ĉ := ik1 −
CICD

Cp

(
λ− i

1

CpR

)−1

and the 3× 3 matrices

A3 :=




ζ3j
Eζ2j + ĉλζj

EGζ5j + iEk2λζ
4
j −Gmλ2ζj − imk2λ

3


 with j = 1, 3, 5,

B3 :=




ζ3j
ĉλζj − Eζ2j

EGζ5j − iEk2λζ
4
j −Gmλ2ζj + imk2λ

3


 with j = 1, 3, 5

and
Ē := diag(e1, e3, e5),

where values j = 1, 3, 5 correspond to columns one, two and three respectively.
Now, the three right-end boundary conditions generate the system

A3Ēb = B3Ē
−1c

b = Ē−1A−1
3 B3Ē

−1c

b = R2c.

Using 3× 3 matrix

B4 :=




0
Eζ2j

iEk2λζ
4
j − imk2λ

3


 with j = 1, 3, 5,
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where again values j = 1, 3, 5 correspond to columns one, two and three, we simplify the
calculation of R2 to

R2 = Ē−1A−1
3 B3Ē

−1 = Ē−1A−1
3 (A3 − 2B4) Ē

−1 = Ē−1
(
I − 2A−1

3 B4

)
Ē−1. (34)

Since the first row of B4 is zero, only columns two and three of A−1
3 are needed for deter-

mining R2.
As before, to determine the desired entries of A−1

3 we begin with calculating A3’s deter-
minant,

1

detA3
=

1

i2Ek1a41a
4
3(Ga1 + k2)

λ−8
[
1− d1λ

−1/2 + d2λ
−1 +O

(
λ−3/2

)]
,

where

d1 :=
(1− i)Ea3

2k1
+

(i− 1)k2
(
Ea43 −m

)

2Ea1a33(Ga1 + k2)
,

d̂2 := i
CICD

k1Cp
+ i

k2
(
Ea43 −m

)

k1a1a23(Ga1 + k2)
,

d2 := d21 − d̂2.

Next, we calculate the required entries of matrices A−1
3 and B4 and combine them to derive

the entries of I − 2A−1
3 B4 which appears in (34). Denoting its entries simply by (j, k) we

have

(1, 1) = 1− r11

[
1 + r̂11λ

−1/2 + r̃11λ
−1 +O

(
λ−3/2

)]
,

(1, 2) = r12λ
−2

[
1− r̂12λ

−1/2 +O
(
λ−1

)]
,

(1, 3) = r12λ
−2

[
1 + r̂13λ

−1/2 +O
(
λ−1

)]
,

(2, 1) = r21λ
3/2

[
1− r̂12λ

−1/2 +O
(
λ−1

)]
,

(2, 2) = 1− r22λ
−1/2

[
1 + (r̂22 − d1)λ

−1/2 +O
(
λ−1

)]
,

(2, 3) = r23λ
−1/2

[
1− d1λ

−1/2 +O
(
λ−1

)]
,

(3, 1) = −ir21λ
3/2

[
1 + r̂13λ

−1/2 +O
(
λ−1

)]
,

(3, 2) = −ir23λ
−1/2

[
1− d1λ

−1/2 +O
(
λ−1

)]
,

(3, 3) = 1 + ir22λ
−1/2

[
1 + (ir̂22 − d1)λ

−1/2 +O
(
λ−1

)]
,

with constants

r11 :=
2k2

Ga1 + k2
, r̂11 :=

(1− i)Ea3
2k1

− d1,

r̃11 := i
CICD

k1Cp
− (1− i)Ea3d1

2k1
+ d2, r12 := − 2k2

(
Ea43 −m

)

Ea41(Ga1 + k2)
,

r̂12 := i
Ea3
k1

+ d1, r̂13 :=
Ea3
k1

− d1

r21 :=
k2a

3
1

a33(Ga1 + k2)

11



and

r22 :=
E2a1a

4
3(Ga1 + k2)− k1k2

(
Ea43 −m

)

Ek1a1a33(Ga1 + k2)
,

r̂22 := i
2Ek2a3

(
Ea43 −m

)

E2a1a43(Ga1 + k2)− k1k2 (Ea43 −m)
,

r23 :=
E2a1a

4
3(Ga1 + k2) + k1k2

(
Ea43 −m

)

Ek1a1a33(Ga1 + k2)
.

Multiplying I − 2A−1
3 B4 from left and right by diagonal matrix Ē−1 yields

R2 =




e−2
1 (1, 1) e−1

1 e−1
3 (1, 2) e−1

1 e−1
5 (1, 3)

e−1
1 e−1

3 (2, 1) e−2
3 (2, 2) e−1

3 e−1
5 (2, 3)

e−1
1 e−1

5 (3, 1) e−1
3 e−1

5 (3, 2) e−2
5 (3, 3)


 ,

where (j, k) denotes the entries of I − 2A−1
3 B4 calculated above.

4.5 Solving the spectral equation

We are now in a position to derive and solve a modified version of the reduced spectral
equation (31). We start by considering the behavior of functions ej(λ), j = 1, 3, 5, λ ∈
C \ {0}, defined in (33). Let

λ =: x+ iy, λ1/2 =: u+ iv, (35)

with x ∈ R and y, u, v ≥ 0. Since the set of eigenvalues is symmetric about the imaginary
axis, we need only consider the case where λ is in the complex plane’s first quadrant; namely,
x, y ≥ 0. Consequently, λ1/2 is also in the first quadrant, and particularly in the triangular
domain below straight line u = v, with u → ∞ as λ → ∞.

Using (26)-(28), we expand functions ej to leading order

e1(λ) = eia1Lλ
[
1 +O

(
λ−1

)]
= e−a1Lyeia1Lx

[
1 +O

(
λ−1

)]
,

e3(λ) = eia3Lλ1/2
[
1 +O

(
λ−1/2

)]
= e−a3Lveia3Lu

[
1 +O

(
λ−1/2

)]
,

e5(λ) = ea3Lλ1/2
[
1 +O

(
λ−1/2

)]
= ea3Lueia3Lv

[
1 +O

(
λ−1/2

)]
,

which shows that e1, e3 and e−1
5 are bounded functions with e−1

5 → 0 exponentially as
λ → ∞, whereas e−1

1 , e−1
3 and e5 are unbounded. Assuming it is nonsingular, we use

diagonal matrix
Ẽ := diag(e1, e3, 1)

to write

det(R1 −R2) = 0

det[Ẽ(R1 −R2)Ẽ] = 0

detR3 = 0, (36)

so that unbounded terms e−1
1 and e−1

3 are removed from the spectral equation.
To derive the reduced spectral equation (36), we calculate the entries of matrix R3 while

12



removing all exponentially decaying terms,

R3(1, 1) = −e21 − 1 + r11

(
1 + r̂11λ

−1/2 + r̃11λ
−1

)
+O

(
λ−3/2

)
,

R3(1, 2) = −r12λ
−2

(
1− r̂12λ

−1/2
)
+O

(
λ−3

)
,

R3(1, 3) = O
(
λ−3

)
,

R3(2, 1) = −r21λ
3/2

(
1− r̂12λ

−1/2
)
+O

(
λ1/2

)
,

R3(2, 2) = −ie23 − 1− 2a4(1 + ia3)

(1 + i)a3
e23λ

−1 + r22λ
−1/2

[
1 + (r̂22 − d1)λ

−1/2
]
+O

(
λ−3/2

)
,

R3(2, 3) = − 2

1− i
e3

[
1 +

(1− ia3)a4
a3

λ−1
]
+O

(
λ−3/2

)
,

R3(3, 1) = O
(
λ1/2

)
,

R3(3, 2) = − 2

1 + i
e3

[
1− (1 + ia3)a4

a3
λ−1

]
+O

(
λ−3/2

)
,

R3(3, 3) = i+
2a4(1− ia3)

(1− i)a3
λ−1 +O

(
λ−3/2

)
.

Finally, expanding detR3 about the matrix’s first row and using functions

H1(λ) := −e21 + r11 − 1, H2(λ) := −e23 − i,

we write equation (36) in the form

D1 −D2 = O
(
λ−3/2

)
, (37)

where

D1 := H1H2 + [ir22H1 + r11r̂11H2]λ
−1/2 +

[
D̃1H1 + ir11r̂11r22 + r11r̃11H2

]
λ−1,

D̃1 := ir22(r̂22 − d1) + i4a4e
2
3 −

2a4
1− i

1− ia3
a3

(ie23 + 1)− i
2a4
1 + i

1 + ia3
a3

e23,

D2 := ir12r21λ
−1/2

(
1− 2r̂12λ

−1/2
)
.

Close inspection of (37) reveals that the terms of the two leading orders of magnitude (1,
λ−1/2) contain no piezoelectric parameters, only mechanical and control parameters. The
third order terms (λ−1) are the first to depend on piezoelectric parameters. This proves
Theorem 3.1.

Next, keeping terms of only the first two orders of magnitude in (37), we derive the
second order spectral equation

g1(λ)g2(λ) +
[
ig1(λ)h1(λ) + r11r̂11g2(λ) − ir12r21

]
λ−1/2 = O

(
λ−1

)
, (38)

with functions

g1(λ) := −ei2c1λ + r11 − 1, (39)

g2(λ) := −ei2c3λ
1/2 − i, (40)

h1(λ) := r22 + 2c4e
i2c3λ

1/2

(41)

and
cj := ajL, j = 1, 2, 3, 4. (42)

To first order, equation (38) reads

g1(λ)g2(λ) = O
(
λ−1/2

)
. (43)
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Omitting the remainder term leads to solutions

g1(λ̃1,n) = 0 ⇒ λ̃1,n =
nπ

c1
− i

1

2c1
ln(r11 − 1), n ∈ N, (44)

subject to r11 − 1 > 0, and

g2(λ̃2,n) = 0 ⇒ λ̃2,n = (n− 1/4)2
π2

c23
, n ∈ N, (45)

which we refer to respectively as the unperturbed branches 1 and 2. Therefore, the leading
order term of the asymptotic approximation of the eigenvalues consists of the two disjoint
subsets (44) and (45). Moving on, we use the leading order solutions (44) and (45) to derive
asymptotic approximations of the set of eigenvalues.

4.6 Perturbed branch 1

First, we quantify the contribution of the remainder term omitted from (43), leading to a
first order approximation of a subset of spectrum σ(A).

We fix n ∈ N and define disk Bǫ(λ̃1,n) of radius ǫ > 0 centered at λ̃1,n. For λ ∈ Bǫ(λ̃1,n)
we cannot conclude that the values |g2(λ)| are bounded away from zero. This is due to the

fact that function g2 depends on λ1/2, and points {λ̃1/2
1,n}n∈N are approaching the real axis

as n → ∞, where all points {λ̃1/2
2,m}m∈N—the zeros of g2—are located. This can be seen by

evaluating g2(λ) for λ ∈ Bǫ(λ̃1,n), leading to

|g2(λ)|2 = 2
[
sin

(
2c3

√
π
c1
n1/2

)
+ 1

]
+O

(
n−1/2

)
,

which shows that |g2(λ)| is oscillating with n within [0, 2 + ξ], where ξ → 0 as n → ∞.
To resolve that, we fix a small positive constant δ and consider the subset {λ̃1,n}n∈N∗ ,

N∗ ⊂ N, for which inf
λ
|g2(λ)| > δ when λ ∈ Bǫ(λ̃1,n), leading to a countably infinite subset

of the unperturbed branch 1 points. For this subset, we may rewrite (43) as

g1(λ) = O
(
λ−1/2

)
.

Now, we employ Rouché’s theorem to show that analytic functions g1 and g1 + O
(
λ−1/2

)

have the same number of zeros in Bǫ(λ̃1,n) for an appropriately selected ǫ.

To evaluate the functions on ∂Bǫ(λ̃1,n), let λ = λ̃1,n + ǫeiθ, θ ∈ [−π, π). It follows that

g1(λ) = −ei2c1λ̃1,nei2c1ǫe
iθ

+ r11 − 1

= (r11 − 1)
(
1− ei2c1ǫe

iθ)

= i2c1e
iθ(r11 − 1)ǫ

[
1 +O

(
ǫ
)]

as ǫ → 0,

or
|g1(λ)| > M1ǫ on ∂Bǫ(λ̃1,n)

with constant M1 > 0 and sufficiently small ǫ. Moreover, for sufficiently large n there exists
constant M2 > 0 such that

|O
(
λ−1/2

)
| = |O

(
n−1/2

)
| ≤ M2n

−1/2 on ∂Bǫ(λ̃1,n).

Therefore, for ǫn = 2M2M
−1
1 n−1/2

|g1(λ)| > 2M2n
−1/2 > |O

(
λ−1/2

)
| on ∂Bǫ(λ̃1,n).
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Applying Rouché’s theorem yields that functions g1 and g1+O
(
λ−1/2

)
have the same number

of zeros in Bǫn(λ̃1,n), with ǫn = O
(
n−1/2

)
as n → ∞. Namely, the first order asymptotic

approximation of the considered subset of eigenvalues reads

λ1,n = λ̃1,n

[
1 +O

(
n−3/2

)]
, n ∈ N

∗, (46)

with N
∗ ⊂ N the infinite subset constructed above.

Next, we calculate a formula for the term of order n−3/2 and establish the new remainder
term. To do so, we look for solutions of the second order spectral equation (38) of the form

λ = λ̃1,n(1 + w1).

It follows that

g1(λ) = (r11 − 1)
(
1− ei2c1λ̃1,nw1

)
,

g2(λ) = g2(λ̃1,n) +O
(
n−1

)
,

h1(λ) = h1(λ̃1,n) +O
(
n−1

)
.

Substituting into (38) and keeping terms of the first two orders of magnitude (1, n−1/2)
yields

ei2c1λ̃1,nw1 =
1+

[
ih1(λ̃1,n)g

−1
2 (λ̃1,n) +

r11r̂11
r11−1 − i r12r21

(r11−1)g2(λ̃1,n)

]
λ̃
−1/2
1,n

1 + ih1(λ̃1,n)g
−1
2 (λ̃1,n)λ̃

−1/2
1,n

=: K1,n, (47)

or equivalently

w1,n = −i
1

2c1
λ̃−1
1,n lnK1,n = O

(
n−3/2

)
. (48)

To calculate the new remainder term, we consider λ ∈ Bǫ(λ̂1,n) with radius ǫ > 0 and

center λ̂1,n = λ̃1,n(1 + w1,n). Using function

G1(λ) := g1(λ)g2(λ̃1,n) +
[
ig1(λ)h(λ̃1,n) + r11r̂11g2(λ̃1,n)− ir12r21

]
λ̃
−1/2
1,n

we rewrite the second order spectral equation (38) as

G1(λ) = O
(
λ−1

)
,

with G1(λ̂1,n) = 0 as established above. Applying Rouché’s theorem in a way analogous to
that shown earlier, we derive the second order asymptotic approximation

λ1,n = λ̃1,n

[
1 + w1,n +O

(
n−2

)]
, n ∈ N

∗, (49)

with w1,n of order n−3/2 given by (48).

4.7 Perturbed branch 2

The proof of the perturbed branch 2 approximation follows the same steps as that of per-
turbed branch 1, so we present only the key points. First, we pick n ∈ N and form disk
Bǫ(λ̃2,n) of radius ǫ > 0 centered at λ̃2,n. To make sure that inf

λ
|g1(λ)| > 0 when λ ∈ Bǫ(λ̃2,n)

it is sufficient to assume that

ǫ < | 1

2c1
ln(r11 − 1)|,

with the right hand side being the distance along the imaginary axis between any two
points in sets {λ̃1,n}n∈N and {λ̃2,m}m∈N. Application of Rouché’s theorem then yields the
first order approximation

λ̂2,n = λ̃2,n +O
(
1
)
= λ̃2,n

[
1 +O

(
n−2

)]
, n ∈ N. (50)
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Next, we look for solutions of (38) of the form

λ = λ̃2,n(1 + w2).

Substitution into (38) leads to the following transcendental equation for w2,

[
(ir22 + 2c4)λ̃

−1/2
2,n − c3λ̃

1/2
2,nw2

] (
−ei2c1λ̃2,nei2c1λ̃2,nw2 + r11 − 1

)
− ir12r21λ̃

−1/2
2,n = 0. (51)

We consider (51) to be the solution for w2,n in implicit form.

Finally, we form Bǫ(λ̂2,n) of radius ǫ > 0 centered at λ̂2,n = λ̃2,n(1 + w2,n). Reapplying
Rouché’s theorem yields the second order asymptotic approximation

λ2,n = λ̃2,n

[
1 + w2,n +O

(
n−3

)]
, n ∈ N, (52)

with w2,n of order n−2 given by (51).

5 Discussion

In the present work we demonstrate that the addition of piezoelectric energy harvesting
can be viewed as a weak perturbation of the underlying beam model, by showing that
no piezoelectric parameters appear in the first two orders of magnitude of the asymptotic
approximation of spectrum σ(A).

In addition, we show that the leading order term of the asymptotic approximation of
σ(A) consists of a two-branch structure, which is the same structure with that identified
in [5] where only the mechanical part of the present model was considered. Furthermore,
we prove that the two-branch structure is retained in the second order approximation of an
infinite subset σ∗(A) ⊂ σ(A), but not necessarily in that of the whole spectrum.

However, the present proof offers no information on the behavior of complement σ(A) \
σ∗(A), which may consist of eigenvalues breaking the unperturbed structure. Additionally,
the remainder term derived in Section 4.7 for the first order approximation of the perturbed
branch 2 eigenvalues is of order 1; namely, the remainder is not necessarily decreasing with
the eigenvalue number n as n → ∞. These results show that additional work is required
to fully understand the role of the unperturbed structure in the higher order asymptotic
approximations of σ(A).

To address these shortcomings, we plan to solve the second order asymptotic equation
(38) and the original spectral problem (16) numerically. Doing so will allow us to verify the
asymptotic analysis and generate results for subset σ(A) \σ∗(A) not covered by the derived
asymptotic approximation. Our goal is to combine the asymptotic and numerical results to
derive a first order asymptotic approximation of the whole spectrum σ(A).

Having an asymptotic approximation of the whole spectrum will enable us to use existing
operator technology to study the Riesz basis property for the governing operator’s set of
eigenvectors [5, 27], which remains an open problem for the coupled bending-torsion beam.

A Omitted proofs

Proof of Lemma 2.1. It follows immediately that the functional is linear in the first ar-
gument, conjugate symmetric, and that f = 0 yields 〈f, f〉 = 0. Next, given that

|S
(
f1f̄3 + f3f̄1

)
| ≤ 2S|f1||f3|,
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it is also true that

C ≥ m|f1|2 + J |f3|2 − 2S|f1||f3|

=
(√

m|f1| −
√
J |f3|

)2

+ 2
√
mJ |f1||f3| − 2S|f1||f3|

=
(√

m|f1| −
√
J |f3|

)2

+ 2
D√

mJ + S
|f1||f3|

≥ 0

since D > 0, which means that 〈f, f〉 ≥ 0 for any f ∈ H̃. Finally, if 〈f, f〉 = 0 then
nonnegativity implies that

f0(x) = c1x+ c2, f2(x) = c3, f4 = 0,

for constants c1, c2 and c3, as well as

(√
m|f1| −

√
J |f3|

)2

+ 2
D√

mJ + S
|f1||f3| = 0,

which yields that f1, f3 = 0. Enforcing the boundary conditions encoded in H̃ requires that
f0, f2 = 0; namely, f = 0.

Proof of Lemma 2.2. Let f ∈ H̃. Using inequality

|f1f̄3 + f3f̄1| ≤ 2|f1||f3| ≤ |f1|2 + |f3|2,

we write

‖f‖2 ≤ 1

2

∫ L

0

[
E|f ′′

0 |2 +m|f1|2 +G|f ′

2|2 + J |f3|2 + S
(
|f1|2 + |f3|2

)]
dx +

1

2
Cp|f4|2

≤ 1

2

∫ L

0

[
E

2∑

j=0

|f (j)
0 |2 + (m+ S)|f1|2 +G

1∑

k=0

|f (k)
2 |2 + (J + S)|f3|2

]
dx+

1

2
Cp|f4|2

≤ C‖f‖21,

with finite positive constant C := 1
2 max (E, m+ S, G, J + S, Cp).

To prove the converse inequality, we begin by calculating finite positive constants c0 and
c2 such that

‖f ′′

0 ‖2L2 ≥ c0‖f0‖2H2 , ‖f ′

2‖2L2 ≥ c2‖f2‖2H1 .

Since f0 ∈ C∞([0, L]) with f0(0) = f ′

0(0) = 0, we may express f0 in the form

f0(x) =

∫ x

0

∫ y

0

f ′′

0 (z)dzdy, with f ′′

0 ∈ C([0, L]).

Then, using the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality we find that

∫ L

0

|f ′

0(x)|2dx ≤ L2

∫ L

0

|f ′′

0 (x)|2dx

and ∫ L

0

|f0(x)|2dx ≤ L4

∫ L

0

|f ′′

0 (x)|2dx,

which yield

‖f ′′

0 ‖2L2 ≥ c0‖f0‖2H2 , with c0 :=
(
L4 + L2 + 1

)−1
.
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Similarly, for f2 we find that

‖f ′

2‖2L2 ≥ c2‖f2‖2H1 , with c2 :=
(
L2 + 1

)−1
.

We are now in a position to write

‖f‖2 ≥ 1

2

∫ L

0

[
E|f ′′

0 |2 +m|f1|2 +G|f ′

2|2 + J |f3|2 − S
(
|f1|2 + |f3|2

)]
dx+

1

2
Cp|f4|2

≥ 1

2

∫ L

0

[
Ec0

2∑

j=0

|f (j)
0 |2 + (m− S)|f1|2 +Gc2

1∑

k=0

|f (k)
2 |2 + (J − S)|f3|2

]
dx+

1

2
Cp|f4|2

≥ c‖f‖21,

with c := 1
2 min (Ec0, m− S, Gc2, J − S, Cp) finite and positive if S < m and S < J .

Proof of Lemma 2.3. For given g ∈ H and ǫ > 0, we construct function fǫ ∈ domA such
that ‖fǫ − g‖1 < Cǫ for a finite positive constant C. Invoking Lemma 2.2 then yields the
desired result.

We begin by setting f4 := g4 ∈ C. Next, the denseness of C∞

c ((0, L)) in L2([0, L])
provides the existence of f1 ∈ C∞

c ((0, L)) such that ‖f1 − g1‖2L2 < ǫ [19, 17]. It follows
that f1 ∈ H2((0, L)) and f1(0) = f ′

1(0) = f ′

1(L) = 0. The same argument yields f3 ∈
C∞

c ((0, L)) ⊂ H1((0, L)) with f3(0) = f3(L) = 0 such that ‖f3 − g3‖2L2 < ǫ.
Since g2 ∈ H1((0, L)) with g2(0) = 0, there is g′2 ∈ L2([0, L]) such that

g2(x) =

∫ x

0

g′2(y)dy, x ∈ [0, L].

Now, there exists f ′

2 ∈ C∞

c ((0, L)) such that ‖f ′

2 − g′2‖2L2 < ǫ. Using that, we form f2 ∈
C∞([0, L]) as

f2(x) :=

∫ x

0

f ′

2(y)dy, x ∈ [0, L],

which implies that f2 ∈ H2((0, L)) with f2(0) = f ′

2(L) = 0. Using the Cauchy-Schwarz
inequality, we write

‖f2 − g2‖2L2 ≤ L2

∫ L

0

|f ′

2(y)− g′2(y)|2dy = L2‖f ′

2 − g′2‖2L2

and
‖f2 − g2‖2H1 = ‖f2 − g2‖2L2 + ‖f ′

2 − g′2‖2L2 < C2ǫ,

with C2 := 1 + L2.
Since g0 ∈ H2((0, L)) with g0(0) = g′0(0) = 0, there is g′′0 ∈ L2([0, L]) for which

g0(x) =

∫ x

0

∫ y

0

g′′0 (z)dzdy, x ∈ [0, L].

We truncate and extend g′′0 to form f̃ ′′

0 ∈ L2(R),

f̃ ′′

0 (x) :=





0 x < 0,

g′′0 (x) x ∈ (0, L− ǫ),

α x ∈ (L − ǫ, L+ ǫ),

0 x > L+ ǫ,

with constant α := −CIE
−1g4 ∈ C. Using positive constant δ < ǫ and mollifier φδ ∈ C∞

c (R),
we form f ′′

0 ∈ C∞([0, L]) as

f ′′

0 (x) :=

∫

R

φδ(x− y)f̃ ′′

0 (y)dy, x ∈ [0, L],

18



which ensures that f ′′

0 satisfies the desired conditions f ′′

0 (L) = α and f ′′′

0 (L) = 0. Next, we
define f0 ∈ C∞([0, L]) by

f0(x) :=

∫ x

0

∫ y

0

f ′′

0 (z)dzdy, x ∈ [0, L],

so that f0 ∈ H4((0, L)) with f0(0) = f ′

0(0) = 0, f ′′

0 (L) = α and f ′′′

0 (L) = 0. Denoting by
f̃ ′′

0 |[0,L] the restriction of f̃ ′′

0 to [0, L], we write

‖f ′′

0 − g′′0‖2L2 < ‖f ′′

0 − f̃ ′′

0 |[0,L]‖2L2 + ‖f̃ ′′

0 |[0,L] − g′′0‖2L2 .

For any u ∈ L2(R), its mollification φδ ∗u converges to u in L2(R) as δ ↓ 0 [19, 17]. It follows
that the restriction of f ′′

0 ≡ φδ ∗ f̃ ′′

0 to [0, L] converges in L2([0, L]) to the corresponding
restriction of f̃ ′′

0 as δ ↓ 0; namely, that

‖f ′′

0 − f̃ ′′

0 |[0,L]‖2L2 < c̃0δ < c̃0ǫ,

for a finite positive constant c̃0. Additionally,

‖f̃ ′′

0 |[0,L] − g′′0‖2L2 =

∫ L

L−ǫ

|α− g′′0 (x)|2dx < (α + ‖g′′0‖L∞)ǫ.

Therefore,
‖f ′′

0 − g′′0‖2L2 < c0ǫ,

with c0 := c̃0 + α+ ‖g′′0‖L∞ < ∞. Finally, using the Cauchy-Schwarz inequality as earlier,

‖f ′

0 − g′0‖2L2 ≤ L2‖f ′′

0 − g′′0‖2L2,

‖f0 − g0‖2L2 ≤ L4‖f ′′

0 − g′′0‖2L2,

namely,
‖f0 − g0‖2H2 < C0ǫ,

with constant C0 := (1 + L2 + L4)c0.
For fǫ := (f0, f1, f2, f3, f4), the above demonstrates that fǫ ∈ domA ⊂ H and

‖fǫ − g‖21 < Cǫ,

with positive constant C := C0 + C2 + 2 < ∞.

Proof of Lemma 2.7. We denote by {µj} and {λj}, j ∈ N, the sets of eigenvalues of
operators iA and A respectively. Since λj = −iµj for all j ∈ N, proving that Reµj < 0
for all j ∈ N implies the desired result. To prove that, we consider the dynamical system
formed by (3) for f ∈ domA ⊂ H and show that the norm induced by (5) defines a Liapunov
function. The result then follows from the Liapunov stability method [21].

We use the problem’s PDE formulation (1)–(2) and denote by E(t) the total energy as a
function of time t, which is equivalent to the norm induced by (5). We then have that

E(t) = 1

2

∫ L

0

[
Ew′′w̄′′ +mẇ ¯̇w +Gθ′θ̄′ + Jθ̇ ¯̇θ + S

(
ẇ ¯̇θ + θ̇ ¯̇w

)]
dx+

1

2
Cpvv̄

Ė(t) =
∫ L

0

Re
[
Ew′′ ¯̇w′′ +mẇ ¯̈w +Gθ′ ¯̇θ′ + Jθ̇ ¯̈θ + S(ẇ ¯̈θ + θ̇ ¯̈w)

]
dx+ Cp Re (v¯̇v).

From equations (1) we derive respectively,

Re (mẇ ¯̈w + Sẇ ¯̈θ) = −Re (Ew′′′′ ¯̇w),

Re (Jθ̇ ¯̈θ + Sθ̇ ¯̈w) = Re (Gθ′′ ¯̇θ),

Cp Re (v¯̇v) = − 1

R
|v|2 − CD Re[ ¯̇w′(t, L)v].
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Using those and boundary conditions (2) we find

Ė(t) = −k1|ẇ′(t, L)|2 − k2|θ̇(t, L)|2 −
1

R
|v|2 − (CI + CD)Re [ ¯̇w′(t, L)v].

If CI = −CD then E(t) is monotone decreasing, which yields the desired result.
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