
Second-order theory for multi-hinged directional
wavemakers

Andreas H. Akselsen

aSINTEF Ocean, Department of Ship and Ocean Structures, Paul Fjermstads vei
59, Trondheim, 7052, Trønderlag, Norway

Abstract

The second-order directional wavemaker theory for regular and irregular
waves is extended to multi-hinged wavemakers and combined piston–flap
wavemaker systems. Derived expressions enable second-order signal correc-
tion, common in single-hinged wavemakers, to be applied to multi-hinged
systems. Multi-hinged wavemakers offer additional degrees of freedom, with
different combinations of paddle motion producing the same progressive
wave. This is here exploited to better understand wavemaker behaviour.
Single-harmonic signals are computed for double-hinged wavemakers that
suppress spurious waves without introducing double-harmonic motions. Sur-
prisingly, these flap motions are almost always in opposite phase, with the
larger draft found underneath the water surface. Due to the opposing pad-
dle phase, the double-hinged wavemaker draft is usually smaller than the
corresponding single-hinged draft. The ability of thsee systems to suppress
spurious waves with single-harmonic motion is verified experimentally. The
wavemaker theory further supports an arbitrary number of flap hinges, en-
abling the approximation of a fully flexible wavemaker through piecewise-
linear segments. This is demonstrated with an exponential wavemaker pro-
file that does not generate any evanescent waves at linear order. Such a
wavemaker is likely to limit wave breaking and cross-modes, but is found to
produce spurious second-order waves of a magnitude comparable to a single
flap. The presented solution is complete, intrinsically including return flow
through the second-order zero mode. This return flow is found to precisely
match the Stokes drift.
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1. Introduction

Wavemaker theory had its birth in the early 20’th century with Have-
lock (1929) and the linear transfer functions provided by Biésel and Suquet
(1951) for flaps and pistons. These functions predict accurate amplitudes
when the wave steepness is small and the water is non-shallow. Accuracy
diminishes with steeper waves, larger wavemaker draughts and shallower
water depths. Inaccuracies result in the formation of additional spurious,
freely propagating waves which cannot be removed through calibration.

Weakly nonlinear wavemaker theories have been pursued in order to al-
leviate the problem of spurious (parasitic) waves (Fontanet, 1961; Madsen,
1971; Sand, 1982; Sand and Donslund, 1985; Barthel et al., 1983). The
most influential contribution came with Schäffer (1996) who provided a the-
ory that encompassed both regular and irregular waves for flap and piston
wavemakers, including transfer functions that suppress second-order spuri-
ous waves. Schäffer and Steenberg (2003) later generalised the theory to
directional wavefields as generated with multiple wavemaker flap aligned in
the transverse direction. Second-order wavemaker theory has since been ex-
amined by Pezzutto (2016) to solve the convergence issue of discontinuous
wavemaker geometries (an issue first noted by Hudspeth and Sulisz (1991)).
Pezzutto (2016) also provides the long desired formal proof of solution con-
vergence.

Second-order wavemaker theory, as based on the conventional Stokes
expansion of variables, function well at deep-to-intermediate water depths.
Weakly nonlinear theory is less suited to the shallow water range where the
cascade of Stokes wave harmonics decays more slowly. Approximate stream
function wavemaker theory (Zhang and Schäffer, 2007), utilizing numeri-
cal Stokes wave solvers, provide better control signals in the shallow-water
range. A Boussinesq model has similarly been adopted for generating irreg-
ular shallow-water waves (Zhang et al., 2007). Both theories are limited to
piston-type wavemakers. A review on the subject is provided by Eldrup and
Lykke Andersen (2019).

This paper provides second-order wavemaker theory for a category of
wavemakers that is not well studied in literature. Although less common
than the piston or the single-hinged flap, the double-hinged flap wavemaker
can be found in hydrodynamic laboratories around the world today, for
example at SINTEF Ocean (Figure 1a,13a) and in the Indonesian Hydrody-
namic Laboratory (IHL) (Kusumawinahyu et al., 2017). To generalise, an
arbitrary number of hinges are assumed, the infinitely deep hinge functioning
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as a piston, and the collective noun ‘paddle’ is adopted for both piston and
flap. Ever-increasing wavemaker flexibility may be attained by increasing
the number of wavemaker hinges, thus providing a piecewise-linear approx-
imation of smooth paddle shape. The derived theory, which follows in the
foots of Schäffer and Steenberg (2003), supports multi-directional wave fields
as may be generated by multiple paddles aligned in the spanwise direction.

This paper is organised as follows: Theory is derived and validated in
section 2 and then utilised in section 3 to find the flap motion that eliminates
regular spurious waves without imposing higher frequencies. The theory is
validated experimentally in section 3.2 using this special single-harmonic
motion. Fully flexible wavemakers are considered in section 4 and a summary
follows in section 5.

(a) Sketch of the double-hinged wavemaker
used in SINTEF’s Ocean Basin

(b) Sketch of the multi-hinged wavemaker
construct, annotated with sybols used in
Appendix B. Angles are exaggerated.

Figure 1: Multi-hinge wavemaker.

2. Second-order wavemaker model

2.1. Governing equations

In a coordinate system oriented along the still water level and upright
wavemaker, the Laplace equation for potential flow, accompanied with bound-
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ary conditions, reads

∇2ϕ = 0, (1a)

ϕt +
1
2 |u|

2 + gη = 0 at z = η, (1b)

ϕtt + gϕz +
(
|u|2

)
t
+ 1

2u · ∇
(
|u|2

)
= 0 at z = η, (1c)

D

Dt
(x−X) = 0 at x = X(y, x, t), (1d)

ϕz = 0 at z = −h, (1e)

ϕ, η finite as x → ∞, y → ±∞, (1f)

where u = ∇ϕ. The kinematic boundary condition D
Dt(z − η) = 0 at z =

η has here been combined with the dynamic condition (1b) to eliminate
η, yielding (1c). The Stokes expansion together with a Taylor expansion
about the respective reference planes x = 0 and z = 0 generates a cascade
of repeating linear systems to be solved at each order of approximation.
Following Schäffer (1996), we write the resulting linearised equations on the
form

∇2ϕ(m) = 0, (2a)

ϕ
(m)
t + gη(m) = P (m) at z = 0, (2b)

ϕ
(m)
tt + gϕ(m)

z = R(m) at z = 0, (2c)

ϕ(m)
x = X

(m)
t +Q(m) at x = 0, (2d)

ϕ(m)
x = 0 at z = −h, (2e)

ϕ(m), η(m) finite as x → ∞, y → ±∞ (2f)

for approximation orders m = 1, 2, . . . The right-hand terms are combina-
tions of known lower-order functions. To second order, we have

P (1) = 0, P (2) = −η(1)ϕ
(1)
zt − 1

2

∣∣u(1)
∣∣2, at z = 0, (3a)

R(1) = 0, R(2) = −
(∣∣u(1)

∣∣2)
t
− η(1)(∂tt + g∂z)ϕ

(1)
z at z = 0, (3b)

Q(1) = 0, Q(2) = u(1) · ∇X(1) −X(1)ϕ(1)
xx at x = 0. (3c)

2.2. The first-order solution

The multi-hinge wavemaker construct is sketched in Figure 1b. Kusumaw-
inahyu et al. (2017) observed for linear theory that the multi-hinge bound-
ary condition is a superposition of mono-hinge conditions. We show in
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Appendix B that this observation holds up to second-order theory but not
above. Similarly, the linear solution becomes a superposition of the mono-
hinge solutions respective to each hinge, with

X(1)(y, z, t) =
1

2

N∑
i=1

∑
n

X̂
(1)
in

max(δi + z, 0)

δi
ei(ωnt−ky,ny), (4a)

ϕ(1)(x, y, z, t) =
1

2

N∑
i=1

∑
n

∞∑
j=0

ϕ̂
(1)
ijn

cosh kjn(z + h)

cosh kjnh
ei(ωnt−kjn·x), (4b)

η(1)(x, y, t) =
1

2

N∑
i=1

∑
n

∞∑
j=0

η̂
(1)
ijne

i(ωnt−kjn·x), (4c)

and kjn = (kx,jn, ky,n, 0). The depth down to hinge i is denoted δi (positive).

Paddle draught X̂
(1)
in or, equivalently, the linear progressive wave amplitudes

η̂
(1)
i0n are normally the prescribed input parameters.

The first-order surface boundary condition (2c) provides the relationship
between wavelengths and wave frequencies, and is the well-known dispersion
relation

ω2
n = gkjn tanh kjnh. (5)

Wavenumber moduli kjn of the primary free waves are obtained as solutions
to the dispersion relation given wavemaker frequency ωn. Two real and
infinitely many imaginary wavenumbers exist satisfying (5). Real wavenum-
bers are associated with progressive waves while the imaginary ones forms
the evanescent near field surrounding the wavemaker. By common conver-
sion, we let negative frequency indices n < 0 correspond to negative frequen-
cies and arrange kjn such that j = 0 is the real solution of the dispersion
relation while j > 0 are the imaginary ones.

The spanwise wavenumber component ky,n is a real input parameter
from which the longitudinal wavenumber

kx,jn = ±
√

k2jn − k2y,n (6)

is prescribed. The negative imaginary branch i kx,jn > 0 must be chosen
whenever kx,jn is imaginary. When kx,jn is real, the branch matching the
sign of the frequency must be chosen. Note that all longitudinal wavenum-
bers become imaginary if |ky,n| > |k0n|, leaving only evanescent modes. If
progressive waves are present, then their direction is

αn = arcsin(ky,n/k0n). (7)
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Indices related to directionality are here absorbed in the frequency index n.
Components of negative frequency n < 0 are always complex conjugates of
oners.

The remaining first-order amplitudes are obtained from (2b), directly
giving

η̂
(1)
ijn = −i

ωn

g
ϕ̂
(1)
ijn. (8)

Finally, these amplitudes are related to the flap motion via (2d). Writing

η̂
(1)
ijn = iX̂

(1)
in ci(kjn), (9)

the Biésel transfer function ci is found by multiplying (2d) with its orthog-
onal basis, which is cosh kln(h + z) sech klnh, and integrating from z = −h
to 0. The result is

ci(k) =
tanh kh

Λ(k)
Γi,1(k), (10)

kernel Λ and shape functions Γi,1 given in Appendix A.

2.3. The second-order solution

The second-order solution is comprised of interactions between first-order
modes. These will be of frequency ωn+ωm, and an index triplet ιlm (hinge,
mode, frequency) corresponding to ijn is introduced for interacting cross
terms. Superharmonics constitute interactions between frequencies of the
same sign and subharmonics interactions of opposite sign. Schäffer (1996)
adopts a ±-suffix to distinguish between sub- and superharmonics. We will
instead simply express the system over the whole domain of interactions,
noting the domain symmetries as illustrated in Figure 2. Apart from the
diagonals,1 the minimal domain of computation, which is shaded gray in
Figure 2, is one-quarter of the full domain. Similar mirror symmetry exists
with respect to hinge interactions i and ι.

Following Schäffer’s notation, we split the second-order solution into its
bound harmonics (annotated 21), its (parasitic) free harmonics (annotated
22), and any additional paddle motion introduced to suppress the latter
(annotated 23):

ϕ(2) = ϕ(21) + ϕ(22) + ϕ(23); η(2) = η(21) + η(22) + η(23)

1|n| = |m| which Schäffer’s accounted for with a tensor ‘δnm’.
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Superharm
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Superharm
onic c.c.

Subharm
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Mirror
symmetry

Subharm
onic 

Subharm
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Figure 2: Space of interaction frequencies. Shaded area indicate the minimal domain of
computation.

These account for separate parts of the boundary value problem (2), solving
the sub-problems 

ϕ
(21)
t + gη(21) = P (2) at z = 0

ϕ
(21)
tt + gϕ(21)

z = R(2) at z = 0

arbitrary at x = 0

 , (11)


ϕ
(22)
t + gη(22) = 0 at z = 0

ϕ
(22)
tt + gϕ(22)

z = 0 at z = 0

ϕ(22)
x = −ϕ(21)

x +Q(2) at x = 0

 , (12)


ϕ
(23)
t + gη(23) = 0 at z = 0

ϕ
(23)
tt + gϕ(3)

z = 0 at z = 0

ϕ(23)
x = X

(2)
t at x = 0

 (13)

alongside (2a), (2e) and (2f).

The second-order bound wave (21)

The solution to the bound wave problem (11) is

ϕ(21) =
∑
jnlm

1

2
ϕ̂
(21)
jnlm

cosh k+(z + h)

cosh k+h
ei(ω+t−k+x), (14a)

η(21) =
∑
jnlm

1

2
η̂
(21)
jnlmei(ω+t−k+x), (14b)
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where the shorthands

ω+ = ωn + ωm,

k+ = kjn + klm, k+ = (k+ · k+)
1/2, k× = (kjn · klm)1/2

have been introduced and sum run over all prescribed indices. The ampli-
tudes follow directly form (11):

ϕ̂
(21)
jnlm =

R̂
(2)
jnlm

gk+ tanh k+h− ω2
+

, η̂
(21)
jnlm =

1

g

(
−iω+ϕ̂

(21)
jnlm + P̂

(2)
jnlm

)
. (15)

Evaluating the source terms is a little more labour-intensive; one finds

R̂
(2)
jnlm = i

N∑
i,i=0

η̂
(1)
ijnη̂

(1)
ιlm

[
ω+

(
ωnωm −

gk2×
ωnωm

)
+

ω3
n + ω3

m

2
− g2

2

(
k2jn
ωn

+
k2lm
ωm

)]
,

(16a)

P̂
(2)
jnlm = −

N∑
i,i=0

η̂
(1)
ijnη̂

(1)
ιlm

[
1

2

(
g2k2×
ωnωm

+ ωnωm − ω2
+

)]
. (16b)

Square bracket terms correspond to Schäffer’s ‘Hjnlm’ and ‘Ljnlm’ tensors.

The spurious free wave (22)

The free waves of the problem (12) take the form

ϕ(22) =
1

2

∑
pnm

ϕ̂(22)
pnm

coshKpnm(z + h)

coshKpnmh
ei(ω+t−Kpnm·x), (17a)

η(22) =
1

2

∑
pnm

η̂(22)pnmei(ω+t−Kpnm·x); η̂(22)pnm = −i
ω+

g
ϕ̂(22)
pnm (17b)

with Kpnm = (Kx,pnm, ky,+, 0), Kpnm being the wavenumber moduli spu-
rious waves. These are freely dispersing linear waves formed as a result of
second-order inconsistencies at the wavemaker—they obey

ω2
+ = gKpnm tanhKpnmh. (18)

As with the first-order wave, p = 0 corresponds to the positive real root
while p = 1, 2, . . . to the imaginary roots, and Kx,pnm = ±[K2

pnm − k2y,+]
1/2

with branches chosen as with kx,jn.
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Similar to earlier, the orthogonality of (A.1) in combination with (18)
now yields

ϕ̂(22)
pnm =

1

Λ(Kpnm)

[
i

4

N∑
i,ι=1

∞∑
j=0

X̂(1)
ιm ϕ̂

(1)
ijnkjnΓι,2(kjn,Kpnm)

+
i

4

N∑
i,ι=1

∞∑
l=0

X̂
(1)
in ϕ̂

(1)
ιlmklmΓi,2(klm,Kpnm)− 1

g

∞∑
j,l=0

kx,+
k2+ −K2

pnm

R̂jnlm

]
.

(19)

Shape functions Γi,2 are given in Appendix A—note the index ι appear-
ing with the argument kjn and i with klm in (19). As mantioned earlier,
computation can be reduced by exploiting the mirror symmetries.

The wave correction (23)

The correction wave is a solution to (13), which is analogous to the first
order problem. Correction is imposed as an addition to the paddle motion
X = X(1) +X(2), where

X(2)(y, z, t) =
1

2

∑
nm

N∑
i=1

X̂
(2)
inm

max(δi + z, 0)

δi
ei(ω+t−ky,+y). (20)

Analogous to (10), this motion generates waves of amplitude

η̂(23)pnm =

N∑
i=1

iX̂
(2)
inmci(Kpnm) (21)

with fields

ϕ(23) =
1

2

∑
nm

∞∑
p=0

ϕ̂(23)
pnm

coshKpnm(z + h)

coshKpnmh
ei(ω+t−Kpnm·x), (22a)

η(23) =
1

2

∑
nm

∞∑
p=0

η̂(23)pnmei(ω+t−Kpnm·x); η̂(23)pnm = −i
ω+

g
ϕ̂(23)
pnm. (22b)

Note that the correction itself also generates spurious waves at third order
and above.

Cancelling the progressive component of η(22) with the progressive com-
ponent of η(23), we get

N∑
i=1

i ci(K0nm)X̂
(2)
inm = −η̂

(22)
0nm. (23)
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The problem is underdetermined when more than one hinge is present, and
one is free to choose how the correction is weighted across the paddle seg-
ments. Introducing hinge weights wi, condition (23) is explicitly written

X̂
(23)
inm = wi

iη̂
(22)
0nm

ci(K0nm)
;

N∑
i=1

wi = 1.0. (24)

Chosen weights should ideally minimize the spurious waves generated at
higher orders. As we shall see later, out-of-phase motion is preferable, mean-
ing wi ∈ C.

2.4. Special limits

Singularities arise in the second-order solution. These have physical sig-
nificance. Roots in (15), signifying coincidence of bound and free waves,
have been extensively studied in literature. At third order, they are encoun-
tered with ω+ ̸= 0, where these play a central role in wave stability and
higher order wave dispersion. At second order, only roots for which ω+ → 0
appear. These constitute a set-down in water level which can be expressed

lim
ωm→−ωn

η̂
(21)
i0nι0m = η̂

(1)
i0nη̂

(1)
ι0n

4k0n cosh
2 κn (4κn + sinh 2κn)

8κ2n − 4κn sinh 4κn + cosh 4κn − 1
, (25)

κn = k0nh. Set-down may be interpreted as the limit case for when the mean
surface level decreases around a long wave packet. It is also associated with
a uniform current

lim
ωm→−ωn

−i(k0n+k0m)ϕ̂
(21)
i0nι0m = η̂

(1)
i0nη̂

(1)
ι0n

2gk20n
ωn

2κn + 3 sinh 2κn + sinh 4κn
8κ2n − 4κn sinh 4κn + cosh 4κn − 1

,

(26)
both of which are merely convergence limits of (15) and are not required in a
particular solution since (11) will be satisfied with any arbitrary zero mode.
The limits can however be useful for generating smooth transfer functions.

Though often neglected, a complete solution also requires careful consid-
eration of roots in the spurious free modes (19). According to the dispersion
relation (18), free zero-harmonic wavenumber are

Kpn−n =
iπp

h
, (27)

which are seen to be stationary Fourier harmonics with nodes at z = 0 and
z = −h. The corresponding progressive component K0n−n = 0 is a root
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which cannot be computed directly from (19), yet it appears as part of the

orthogonal basis for ϕ̂
(22)
pnm. It is however the derivative ϕ

(22)
x which enters the

lateral boundary condition (2d) and not ϕ(22) itself, and one may therefore
include the zeroth harmonic by adding a uniform current U0ex directly to
the velocity field:

u = ∇ϕ+ U0ex. (28)

Setting ϕ̂
(22)
0n−n = 0, one defines

U0 =
1

2

∑
n

lim
ωm→−ωn

−iKx,0nmϕ̂
(22)
0nm, (29)

which, observing that limKx→0Kx/Λ(K) = 1/h and Γi,2(k, 0) = tanh(kh),
evaluates to

U0 =
1

4h

∑
n

N∑
i,ι=1

[ ∞∑
j=0

X̂
(1)
ι−nϕ̂

(1)
ijnkjn tanh(kjnh) +

g

2ωn

∞∑
j,l=0
j+l ̸=0

η̂
(1)
ijnη̂

(1)
ιlm(kx,jn − kx,lm)

]
.

(30)

The j = l = 0 component of the last term is here excluded because this
component essentially functions to cancel any arbitrary current in the par-
tial solution of (11); it may be neglected provided we also negate (26).

So what is the significance of U0? At first glance, the fixed current may
seem to violate the impermeability of the wavemaker, but is only from the
Eulerian point of view. In the Lagrangian frame, the second-order solution
provides fluid transport through Stokes drift. Mass conservation therefore
dictates that U0 should equal the Stokes drift in magnitude and flow in the
opposing direction. Indeed, to second order, the Stokes drift is

UStokes =
1

h

〈∫ η

0
ϕx dz

〉
=

g

4h

∑
n

kx,0n
ωn

N∑
i,ι=1

η̂
(1)
i0n

(
η̂
(1)
ι0n

)∗
+O

(
|η̂i0n|3

)
, (31)

and Figure 3 demonstrates that this is the value to which (30) converges.
Similar convergence in single-hinge wavemaker theory was found by Hud-
speth and Sulisz (1991).

2.5. Validation

Validation of lateral and horizontal boundary conditions (2) is presented
in Figure 4, showing the equation term values in physical space for two
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0

Figure 3: Convergence of back-flow velocity (30) to the Stokes drift velocity (31) for

double-hinged wavemaker δi/h = [ 1
4
, 3
4
]T , k01η̂

(1)
i01/ka = [ 2

3
, 1
3
]T . Solid: kh = π

4
, dashed:

kh = π
8
, dot-dashed: kh = π

16
.

flaps moving at two frequencies. Results are scaled with and independent
of water depth h and characteristic steepness ka. Example parameters and
flap angles are chosen somewhat arbitrarily with the intention of displaying
representative profile features. The cross-terms P (2), R(2) and Q(2) are com-
puted in physical space, directly from (3), using the first-order amplitudes

ϕ̂
(1)
ijn, η̂

(1)
ijn and X̂

(1)
in . Uniform weights wi = 1/N were adopted for (24).

The current component U0 amounts to a substantial part of the wall
velocity in Figure 4b. Indeed, such back-flows can be observed visually in
wave flumes with the aid of reflective particles and a laser. The free (22)
and (23) wave components satisfy the homogeneous horizontal boundary
conditions by design. These are plotted term-wise in Figure 4c and 4d. A
final validation with directional waves, α = 30°, is included in Figure 5.
Individual potential components here become more noisy, but this does not
affect the summed potential.

The remaining boundary conditions, as well as the Laplace equation, are
satisfied by construction. The multi-hinge wavemaker problem is thereby
solved to second order. A brief experimental validation of the theory at
hand has been presented in Fouques et al. (2022), and similar experiments
are presented in the section that follows.
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(a) First order lateral boundary condition.
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(b) second-order lateral boundary condi-
tion.
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(c) second-order kinematic condition.
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(d) second-order dynamic condition.

Figure 4: Example validation for a double-hinged flap moving at different frequencies.
For n = 1, 2, ωn

√
h/g = [2.0, 1.5], δi/h = [ 1

4
, 3
4
]T , αin = 0, |η̂(1)

i0n| = a/4, ∠η̂101 = 10°,
∠η̂102 = −20°, ∠η̂201 = 30°, ∠η̂202 = −60°; t = 0.
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tion.
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(b) second-order kinematic condition.

Figure 5: Repetition of benchmark (4) with directional waves αin = 30°.

3. Characteristics of multi-hinged wavemakers

Multiple wavemaker hinges provide flexibility for wave generation and
second-order correction. This section explores the characteristics of multi-
hinged wavemakers and how combination of paddle motions influence spu-
rious wave generation. Particular focus is given to single-harmonic pad-
dle motions designed to completely remove second-order spurious waves.
Fouques et al. (2022) reported that conversional second order correction,
which introduce paddle motion at the double-frequency, can itself generate
significant spurious waves at third order. Experiments are conducted to de-
termine whether single-harmonic correction improves overall wave quality
compared to double-harmonic correction. Wave fields containing multiple
frequencies are then considered, followed by examples of completely flexible
wavemakers.

3.1. Monochromatic paddle motions that suppress spurious waves

Consider monochromatic motion (n = ±1) of a multi-hinged wavemaker
paddle that generates a progressive wave of amplitude a and wavenumber
k = k01. Without resorting to double-frequency motions, is there a com-
bination of paddle strokes that will eliminate the spurious wave? What do
such motions look like?

The problem can be written as the following nonlinear system of two
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complex equations: {
η̂
(22)
0nm = 0,

N∑
i=1

η̂
(1)
i0n = an

}
, (32)

with n = m = 1 and an = a for regular waves. Each hinge provides one com-

plex degree of freedom in η̂
(1)
i01 or, equivalently, X̂

(1)
i1 . Accordingly, N = 2 (a

double-hinge flap or a piston–flap wavemaker) should be sufficient to elim-
inate dispersive waves with monochromatic wavemaker motion. Additional
hinges N > 2 provide additional degrees of freedom that reduce the wave-
maker draught.

Double-hinged paddle motions that result from solving (32) are plotted
in Figure 6 to 9. Double-flap wavemakers mostly in near opposite phase,
with the largest horizontal displacement occurring underneath the waterline.
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(a) Wave amplirtude.
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(b) Wave phase.

Figure 6: Monochromatic double-hinged wavemaker motions that cancel second-order
spurious waves. Respective amplitude and angle of the linear wave generated by each
paddle. Hinge depth δi/h = [ 1

4
, 1
2
] as illustrated in the small inner panel in the left plot.
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Figure 7: As Figure 6, with hinge depth δi/h = [ 1
2
, 1].
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Figure 8: As Figure 6, with a deep hinged δ1 = h atop a piston δ2 → ∞.
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Figure 9: As Figure 6, with a shallow hinge δ1/h = 1
4
atop a piston δ2 → ∞.

The present theory assumes small paddle displacements X(y, z, t) and
hinge angle θi(t). Paddle motion should be restricted in these quantities
for the sake of accuracy and mechanical capability. As just shown, with
multiple hinge points, the largest displacements may occur underneath the
waterline. An expression for the largest paddle displacement and angle is
obtained using the cumulative hinge angle (B.3) in Appendix B, which to
linear order yields

ϑmax = max
Ñ

∣∣∣ Ñ∑
i=1

θ̂
(1)
i1

∣∣∣, Xmax = max
Ñ

∣∣∣ Ñ∑
i=1

(δi − δi+1)θ̂
(1)
i1

∣∣∣; δN+1 = 0. (33)

Hinge angles are defined similar to the displacement, with θ
(1)
i = 1

2

∑
n θ̂

(1)
i ei(ωnt−ky,ny),

θ̂
(1)
in = X̂

(1)
in /δi. These measures are plotted in Figure 10 for the same paddle

motion shown in Figure 6–9, and are scaled by wave steepness and wave-
length. Also shown in the figure is the corresponding displacement and hinge
angle needed to generate the same linear wave moving only one of the hinges.
Surprisingly, less stroke is needed to generate medium and long waves with
the double-hinged flaps compared to using either flap alone. This is due to
the opposing phases, and the displacement at the water surface is seen to
be even less. In terms of angles, the cumulative angle will lie in between the
equivalent angles of the upper and lower flaps. With combined piston–flap
wavemakers, the piston alone usually requires the smallest draft.
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(a) Case in Figure 6.
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(b) Case in Figure 7.
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(c) Case in Figure 8.
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(d) Case in Figure 9.

Figure 10: Largest paddle displacementXmax and cumulative paddle angle ϑmax expressed
by (33) for wavemakers presented above. A dashed line shows the paddle displacement
at the water surface. Dotted lines show the equivalent displacement if the same wave is
generated with only one of the paddle, the upper and lower line representing the upper
and lower paddle, respectively.

Before the introduction of nonlinear wavemaker theory, it was sometimes
assumed that wave quality could be related to the intensity of the evanes-

cent near field. A measure of this intensity,
∑

j>0 |
∑

i η̂
(1)
ij1/kj1|, is scaled

by steepness an plotted in Figure 11 for the double-hinged, single harmonic
wavemaker motions that cancel spurious waves. These are compared to near
fields generated when moving only one paddle, as would be the case if wave
correction was enforced through double-harmonic motion. The plot indi-
cates no significant relationship between near field intensity and the special
double hinged motions. Rather, it is observed that the near field is small
when the hinge depth is about 1/3 of the wavelength, which, if desired, can
be better accommodated with multi-hinged paddles.
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An assumption made in the past about double-hinged wavemakers is
that the paddles should be moved in phase (Fouques et al., 2022). Although
our insight is limited to second-order theory, the study just presented shows
that the lowest spurious wave generation occurs when the paddles are in
near-opposite phase, contradicting the assumption. Minimising spurious
wave under the restriction that paddles move in phase leads to the con-
clusion drawn in (Fouques et al., 2022), that the near ‘optimal’ motion is
moving only one paddle at a time, depending on wavelength. Figure 12
illustrates this, where curves of minimum free-harmonic intensity overlap
those of single-hinged wavemakers across most of the plotted range. The
figure also shows that the lowest spurious wave generation occurs when the
hinge depth is about half a wavelength.
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Figure 11: Weighted measure of the intensity of the evanescent near field,∑
j>0 |

∑
i η̂

(1)
ij1/kj1|/|a/k|, comparing the intensity of double-hinge single harmonic wave

generation (solid line) to wave single-hinged wave generation (dashed).
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Figure 12: Spurious wave steepness, scaled by primary wave steepness, for singe-hinged
wavemakers and double-hinged wavemakers forced to move both paddles in phase. Paddle
depths are δ/h ∈ { 1

8
, 1
4
, 1
2
, 3
4
, 1,∞} as visualized with small sketches. Red lines represent

double-hinged wavemakers combining two hinge depths.

3.2. Experimental validation of single-harmonic wave correction

The SINTEF Ocean Basin laboratory is furnished with the double hinged
wavemaker sketched in Figure 1a and photographed in Figure 13a. This
wavemaker is not ideal since it has protruding parts along its flap surface,
but it serves for validation. Hinges are located at depths δ1 = 1.05 and
δ1 = 2.62 meters, and the water depth is 5.0 meters. Only deep water
periods, T = 1.50, 1.75, 2.00, 2.25 and 2.50 seconds, are tested to avoid
disturbances from a step in the bathymetry. Wave steepness is kept around
ka ≈ 0.2.

An array of twenty-three equally spaced resistance type wave gauges,
Figure 13b, is used to decompose wave components. Amplitude decompo-
sition is performed by fitting the signals ηl(t) from wave gauge l to a linear
model

2ηl(t) = η̂
(1)
I eiωt−ikxi + η̂

(1)
R eiωt+ikxi + η̂

(21)
I e2iωt−2ikxi + η̂

(21)
R e2iωt+2ikxi

+ η̂
(22)
I e2iωt−iKxi + η̂

(22)
R e2iωt+iKxi + η̂

(311)
I e3iωt−3ikxi + η̂

(312)
I eiωt−i(K−k)xi

+ η̂
(313)
I e3iωt−i(K+k)xi + η̂

(32)
I e3iωt−iK(3)xi + εi(t) + c.c. (34)

using linear regression. Since the water is deep, we have K ≈ 4k, K(3) ≈ 9k.
Monochromatic waves with and without double-harmonic correction are

generated moving only the lower flap, along with single-harmonic waves
generated by moving both flaps in the motion optimised for eliminate spu-
rious waves. These are compared in Figure 14. The performance of the two
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correction methods are found to be comparable. A discrepancy of princi-
pal amplitudes is seen in Figure 14a, originating from a difference in the
applied wavemaker transfer functions. Some second-order spurious waves
remain also after correction (Figure 14b), likely caused by basin geometry,
mechanical noise and measurement inaccuracy. A small amount of spurious
waves is generated at third order, the magnitude of which appears simi-
lar in the two correction approaches (Figure 14c). The noise level of these
third-order components suggest that they have been contaminated, either
by other disturbances in the basin, or by accuracy limitations of the am-
plitude decomposition, and one can therefore only regard these results as
indicative. More discernable third-order waves can be generated moving the
upper wavemaker flap alone, but is does not compare fairly to double-hinged
correction. More testing, experimental or numerical, is needed to clearly de-
termine whether single-harmonic wave correction can be beneficial to overall
wave quality.

(a) Wavemaker (b) Resistance wave gauges

Figure 13: Experimental equipment.

21



40 60 80 100 120 140 160

0

0.02

0.04

0.06

0.08

0.1

0.12

40 60 80 100 120 140

0

0.05

0.1

0.15

20 40 60 80 100 120

0

0.05

0.1

0.15

0.2

20 40 60 80 100

0

0.05

0.1

0.15

0.2

0.25

20 40 60 80

0

0.05

0.1

0.15

0.2

0.25

0.3

(a) Primary harmonic η
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I [m].
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(b) second-order spurious harmonic η
(22)
I /⟨η(1)I ⟩2.
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(c) Third order spurious harmonic η
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Figure 14: Experimental amplitude components. Solid: monochromatic lower hinge mo-
tion (no wave correction); dashed: bi-chromatic lower hinge motion (conventional wave
correction), dot–dashed: monochromatic double-hinge motion solving (32). Amplitudes
fitted to model (34) using linear regression over a three wave period sliding time win-
dow. Vertical lines indicate estimated arrival time of respective wave components based
on group velocity. Deep water and intermediate wave steepness ka ≈ 0.2.

3.3. Briefly on wavemaker motions of multiple frequencies

Double-hinge systems have been shown capable of eliminating second-
order regular spurious wave under pure monochromatic motion. Is this
transferable to wave fields of several frequencies? To investigate, we assume

that Nω unique frequencies are imposed. Free to choose η̂
(1)
i0n, the number of

complex degrees of freedom becomes NNω. If none of the imposed frequen-
cies are harmonics of each other, then the number of complex conditions to
be satisfied is N2

ω for the first expression in Equation 32, and Nω for the
second. Accordingly, Nω(Nω + 1) equations must be satisfied to eliminate
spurious waves, meaning N = Nω+1 hinges are needed to eliminate spurious
waves without imposing higher-harmonic correction.

On the other hand, if frequencies ωn are all harmonics, that is, ωn =
n∆ω with ∆ω constant, then the same harmonics will be repeated in the
space of second-order interactions. Mode interactions then bunch into single-
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n an η̂
(1)
10n η̂

(1)
20n η̂

(1)
30n

1 −0.1534 + 0.0653i −0.0009− 0.0112i +0.0632 + 0.0417i −0.2157 + 0.0347i
2 +0.0493 + 0.0081i −0.0051 + 0.0064i +0.0281− 0.0010i +0.0263 + 0.0028i
3 −0.0211− 0.0068i +0.0244− 0.0303i −0.0781 + 0.0850i +0.0325− 0.0615i
4 −0.0115 + 0.0049i +0.0057− 0.0386i −0.0285 + 0.1079i +0.0113− 0.0643i
5 −0.0070 + 0.0038i +0.0063− 0.0337i −0.0294 + 0.0931i +0.0161− 0.0557i

Table 1: Example polychromatic problem ωn = n
√

g/h. k0n|an| = 0.2 with random
phases.δi/h = 1/4, 1/2 and 1 and h = 1m.

frequencies modes

η̂(22)pq =

Nω∑
n=q−Nω

η̂
(22)
pn(q−n); q = 1, . . . , 2Nω

for which ω+ = q∆ω. We are then left with 2Nω equations first expression

in Equation 32, η̂
(22)
0q = 0, totalling to 3Nω conditions. N = 3 is a sufficient

number of hinges for eliminating spurious waves in such a case, regardless
of the number of frequencies. Systems of this kind are indeed solvable, as
demonstrated by example in Table 1 for Nω = 5. Solving them is however
increasingly challenging when the number of frequencies is increased, and
whether this control strategy is feasible for irregular wave fields remains
unclear.

4. Examples of fully flexible wavemakers

The arbitrary number of wavemaker hinges allows for a an increasingly
flexible wavemaker, approximately smooth as the number of hinges N is
made large. By example, we here examine wave generation from smooth
paddle profiles, distributing hinges uniformly according to δi = ih/(N − 1)
for i < N and δN = ∞. In order to match the wavemaker motion (4a) to a
desired profile

X(y, z, t) =
1

2

∑
n

ξn(z)e
i(ωnt−ky,ny) (35)

we discretise the vertical coordinates {zl} and fit {X̂(1)
in } to∑

l

X̂
(1)
in

max(δi + zl, 0)

δi
= ξn(zl) (36)

using linear regression at each frequency n.
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Let us here consider two examples. First, we let the wavemaker follow
the horizontal fluid particle trajectory of a regular linear wave,

ξn(z) = −ia
cosh k0n(z + h)

cosh k0nh
, (37)

thereby producing, to linear order, a wave free of evanescent modes. Prop-
erties of this wavemaker are shown in Figure 15 in the limit of complete
flexibility, N → ∞, with piston and flap wavemakers included for reference.
Indeed, the magnitude measure of evanescence modes vanishes as postu-
lated. Peak wavemaker draft Xmax remains comparable to the piston and
flap. Despite matching the linear wave motion, no substantial reduction is
seen in the spurious wave compared to the references. It therefore seems
that an ideal boundary must matched the particle trajectories also at sec-
ond order ((2d) and (3c)). That being said, reducing the intensity of the
evanescent near field provides benefits other than limiting spurious waves.
A large near field will contribute to early wave breaking, thereby limiting
the wave generation capacity. It also agitates corss-modes, setting up trans-
verse sloshing motions that hinder wave generation further. Wavemakers
that minimise the near field would therefore likely be of considerable value.

As a somewhat arbitrary second example, let us consider a sinusoidal
wave paddle shape that snakes vertically upwards:

ξn(z) = exp(−iκz), κ = 2πns/h. (38)

Motivating the shape is the notion that something may happen as the wave-
length of the paddle matches that of the progressive wave. The resulting
properties and performance is presented in Figure 16—as it turns out, noth-
ing remarkable is found and the wavemaker is seen to perform very poorly.
Extra large paddle drafts are needed and these produce spurious waves that
are larger than those form the flap or the piston. For demonstration, Fig-
ure 17 shows the spatial potential ϕ(1) for when the snake wavelength is half
the water depth.
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(a) First-order solution.
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(b) Second-order spurious wave.

Figure 15: Properties of the flexible wavemaker (37), which follows the linear particle
trajectory. Plotted in the left axes of the left panel is the peak wavemaker draft length,
Xmax, relative to wave amplitude a. In the right axes of this panel is plotted the weighted
measure of evanescent near-field intensity shown earlier. In the right panel, the steepness
of the spurious progressive wave is plotted, scaled by the principal steepness squared.
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(b) Second-order spurious wave.

Figure 16: As Figure 15 with wave paddle (38) shaped like a snake moving vertically.
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(a) Full potential.
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(b) Potential of evanescent field.

Figure 17: Example snapshot of potential field from snake-shaped paddle (38), ns = 2.
The evanescent field is scaled by the potential amplitude of the progressive mode. Surface
elevation is plotted in black.

5. Summary

Following Schäffer and Steenberg (2003), multi-hinged, multi-directional
second-order wavemaker theory has been derived and validated, with special
limits relating the Stokes drift to the back-flow of the zeroth progressive
second-order free wave.

In previous studies, double-hinged wavemaker motions have been op-
timised under the conditions that both flaps move in phase. Under this
restriction, the strategy of moving only one flap at the time (depending
on the wavelength-to-hinge-depth ratio) is favoured. However, flaps are al-
lowed to move out of phase, then these can be optimised to completely
eliminate second-order spurious waves without imposing higher harmonic
motions. Surprisingly, the double-hinge wavemaker motion that eliminates
spurious waves does not resemble a exponential profile, but rather bulges at
the middle, with wavemaker flaps moving in near opposite phase. For most
periods, this opposing flap phases serves to reduce the peak wavemaker draft
compared to using only one flap.

A plausible benefit of eliminating spurious waves with the double-paddle
strategy, as compared to adding double-frequency correction, is reducing
wave contamination at third order and above. This notion was in part mo-
tivated by Fouques et al. (2022), who observed that double-frequency cor-
rections in turn contribute to third order contamination. Unfortunately, a
brief experimental study did not reveal any reduction of third-order contam-
ination compared to conventional correction, but remained inconclusive due
measurement inaccuracy. More precise measurements, larger wavelength-to-
hinge-depth ratios or numerical studies could shed more light on the matter.
The experiments did however successfully demonstrate single-harmonic sup-
pression of spurious second-order free harmonics.
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The multi-hinged wave correction strategy, demonstrated with regular
waves, can in principle be extended to wave field of several frequencies or
even irregular wave fields. Three hinges or more are required in order to
eliminate spurious waves provided all frequencies are uniformly spaced, zero-
frequency included. However, as the number of frequencies grows large,
solving the resulting system of quadratic equations becomes challenging.
The feasibility of this correction strategy is therefore unclear concerning
irregular waves.

Increasingly flexible wavemaker paddle profiles can be represented by
increasing the number of wavemaker hinges. It was demonstrated that an
exponential paddle profile can to linear order generate progressive waves
free of evanescent modes. However, both evanescent and spurious waves are
found at second order, with magnitudes similar to paddles and pistons. A
wave generation system that appears ideal in linear theory is therefore un-
likely to produce superior wave quality without also including nonlinearities.
A wavemaker shaped like a vertical snake was also examined and found to
perform poorly.

Acknowledgements

This authors would like to acknowledge support for this work from Stats-
bygg, the Norwegian Directorate of Public Construction and Property, as
part of the Norwegian Ocean Technology Centre (NHTS) project which is
currently under construction in Trondheim, Norway. The author is grateful
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Appendix A. Shape functions

Shape functions that appear in the wavemaker model are presented here.
These arise from the term cosh k(h+ z) in (4b), which is its own orthogonal
basis enforced through the dispersion relation (5). This orthogonality may
be written

kx,jn

∫ h

0

cosh kjnz

cosh kjnh

cosh klnz

cosh klnh
dz =

{
0; l ̸= j,

Λ(kjn); l = j,
(A.1)

with kernel

Λ(k) =
kx
2k

(
kh

cosh2 kh
+ tanh kh

)
. (A.2)

For ease of comparison, the notation in Schäffer (1996) is adopted, introduce
the lengths

ℓi = δi − h and di = min[h,max(0,−ℓi)],

ℓi being the downward-facing distance from hinge i to bed, and di the
upward-facing distance from the bed to hinge i, truncated within −h <
z < 0.

The shape function

1

h+ ℓi

∫ h

di

k(z + ℓi)
cosh kz

cosh kh
dz ≡ Γ1(k)

is used for satisfying (2d) and evaluates to

Γi,1(k) =

[
z + ℓi
h+ ℓi

sinh kz

cosh kh
− 1

k(z + ℓi)

cosh kz

cosh kh

]h
di

with [f(z)]hd = f(h) − f(d). The term di+ℓi
h+ℓi

sinh kdi, which appears in all
the above shape functions, as well as in Schäffer’s expressions, equals zero
provided the hinge is below the still water line. Therefore,

Γi,1(k) = tanh kh− 1

k(h+ ℓi)

(
1− cosh kdi

cosh kh

)
. (A.3)

The shape function

1

h+ ℓi

∫ h

di

[
k21 − ky,1ky,2

k1
(z + ℓi)

cosh k1z

cosh k1h
+

sinh k1z

cosh k1z

]
cosh k2z

cosh k2h
dz ≡ Γi,2(k1,k2)
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appearing in (19) evaluates to

Γi,2(k1,k2) =

∑
± Γ̃i,2

(
k21−ky,1ky,2

k1
, k1 ± k2

)
∑

± cosh(k1 ± k2)h
, (A.4a)

Γ̃i,2(κ1, κ2) =


[
κ1
k2

z+ℓi
h+ℓi

sinhκ2z +
(
1− κ1

k2

)
cosh k2z
κ2(h+ℓi)

]h
d
; κ2 ̸= 0,

κ1
h−di
h+ℓi

(
ℓi +

h+di
2

)
; κ2 = 0,

(A.4b)

the sum running through the pair ± ∈ {+,−}. This representation is of
course equivalent to the lengthier expression presented in Schäffer and Steen-
berg (2003) with slight variations in definition.

Appendix B. The lateral boundary condition of multi-hinged flap
wavemakers

The lateral boundary condition for multi-hinged wavemakers is here con-
sidered in more detail. Let the two-dimensional coordinate X = (X,Z) de-
scribe the wavemaker as illustrated in Figure 1b. This is assumed a function
of the arc length s running along the surface of the flaps. Hinges at angle
θi(t), i = 1, 2, . . ., are located at positions si = −δi at spatial coordinates
X(si, t). The orientation of this arc length is chosen to coincide with the
vertical z-axis when the flap is vertical, i.e., X(s, t) = sez when all θi = 0.
The flap position can then be described

X(s, t) = set(s, t)−
N∑
i=1

si [et(si, t)− et(si−1, t)]H(s− si), (B.1)

H being the Heaviside function, equalling one with a positive argument
and zero otherwise, and s0 → ∞. The tangential unit vector et(s, t) =
(sinϑ, cosϑ) depends on the cumulative hinge angle

ϑ(s, t) =
N∑
i=1

θi(t)H(s− si). (B.2)

Expression (B.1) is now simplified to second order. Taylor expanding et
for small cumulative angles and limited hinge depths yields

X(z, t) = zez +
N∑
i=1

θi(t)(z − si)H(z − si)ex +O(Xϑ)ez +O(Xϑ2)ex.

(B.3)
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Variable symbol s has here been changed to z. The expression is seen to be
a superposition of single-hinge displacements, equivalent to (4a) and (20)
with θi(t) = 1

2

∑
n X̂i/δie

iωnt. Note that it is the cumulative angle ϑ and
total displacement X that takes the role of smallness parameters.

It should be noted that expression (1d) holds even for extreme angles
|ϑ| < π/2, although a more general formulation of the boundary condition
(∇ϕ · en = un) is then required.
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