arXiv:2109.09469v1 [math.AP] 20 Sep 2021

Polynomial stability of piezoelectric beams with magnetic effect and tip body

Yanning An, Wenjun Liu^∗ and Aowen Kong School of Mathematics and Statistics, Nanjing University of Information Science and Technology, Nanjing 210044, China

Abstract In this paper, we consider a dissipative system of one-dimensional piezoelectric beam with magnetic effect and a tip load at the free end of the beam, which is modeled as a special form of double boundary dissipation. Our main aim is to study the well-posedness and asymptotic behavior of this system. By introducing two functions defined on the right boundary, we first transform the original problem into a new abstract form, so as to show the well-posedness of the system by using Lumer-Philips theorem. We then divide the original system into a conservative system and an auxiliary system, and show that the auxiliary problem generates a compact operator. With the help of Wely’s theorem, we obtain that the system is not exponentially stable. Moreover, we prove the polynomial stability of the system by using a result of Borichev and Tomilov (Math. Ann. 347 (2010), 455–478).

2010 Mathematics Subject Classification: 35B40, 95C20, 93D20. Keywords: polynomial stability, semigroup method, lack of exponential stability.

1 Introduction

Piezoelectric materials are materials that can exchange mechanical energy, electrical energy and nuclear energy in motion. Their structures are generally composed of beams or slabs. Due to the advantages like small size, high power density, fast response time, large mechanical force and high resolution, they have more and more application prospects in many fields, such as the latest cutting-edge applications: cardiac pacemaker [8], course changing bullet, structural health monitoring [7], nano locator [15], ultrasonic imaging device, ultrasonic welding and cleaning device, energy collection [11]. The piezoelectric effect usually is shown as two types. One is to generate charge in the interior by applying mechanical force, which is called direct piezoelectric effect [19, 27]. Another is from the external electric field through its internal mechanical stress, which is called reverse piezoelectric effect. Due to the asymmetry of crystals, the above two effects have the same origin [14]. In the piezoelectric beam, which constitutes the electronic device, the mechanical disturbance responds in the form of electricity. When piezoelectric materials are integrated into components of electronic circuits, the mechanical effects on structures are also very important when they are interfered by electrical, magnetic or electromagnetic properties. There

∗Corresponding author. Email address: wjliu@nuist.edu.cn (W. J. Liu).

are three main ways to drive piezoelectric materials in such electronic devices: to supply voltage, current or charge to the electrodes. Therefore, it is very important to describe the interaction of these three effects (mechanical, electrical and magnetic) for understanding the stability conditions of these systems ( [3, 9, 40]). The equation of piezoelectric beam with magnetic effect is based on the description of electromagnetic coupling by Maxwell equation and the mechanical behavior of beam by Mindlin-Timoshenko theory ( [3, 9]).

Let us refer to several previous works on the stability results for the piezoelectric models. In [29, 30], Morris and Özer considered the effects of three effects (mechanical, electrical and magnetic) for the first time. They studied the dissipative systems ρv_{tt} − αv_{xx} + γβp_{xx} = 0, (x, t) ∈ (0, L) × (0, T ), μp_{tt} − βp_{xx} + γβv_{xx} = 0, (x, t) ∈ (0, L) × (0, T ), (1.1)

with boundary conditions v(0, t) = αv_x(L, t) − γβp_x(L, t) = 0, t ∈ (0, T ), p(0, t) = βp_x(L, t) − γβv_x(L, t) + V (t) = 0, t ∈ (0, T ), (1.2)

where v(x, t) and p(x, t) represent respectively the displacement of the upper and lower plates, and ρ, μ, α, β γ denote respectively the mass density per unit volume, the magnetic permeability, the elastic stiffness, the beam coefficient of impermeability and the piezoelectric coefficient. The relationship between α, β and γ is given as α = α_1 + γ^2β, where α_1 > 0 represents the elastic stiffness of the model derived from the electrostatic and quasi-static methods of Euler Bernoulli small displacement (see example [30]). And V (t) =^{pt(L,t)}_h is the prescribed voltage on the beam electrodes. The authors showed that system (1.1)-(1.2) with only one boundary control was not exponentially stable.

In [34], Ramos et al. studied a one-dimensional system of piezoelectric beams with magnetic effect, the system is shown as ρv_{tt} − αv_{xx} + γβp_{xx} = 0, (x, t) ∈ (0, L) × (0, T ), μp_{tt} − βp_{xx} + γβv_{xx} = 0, (x, t) ∈ (0, L) × (0, T ), (1.3)

with boundary conditions v(0, t) = αv_x(L, t) − γβp_x(L, t) + ξ_1 h v_t(L, t) = 0, t ∈ (0, T ), p(0, t) = βp_x(L, t) − γβv_x(L, t) + ξ_2 h p_t(L, t) = 0, t ∈ (0, T ), (1.4)

where ξ_i, i = 1, 2 are positive constant feedback gains. By using multiplier method, the authors proved that the system is exponentially stable, and obtained that the exponential stability is equivalent to the exact observability at the boundary.

Yang and Wang [39] studied the piezoelectric layer actuated by a voltage source without magnetic effects. They modeled the system u_{tt} − α_uu_{xx} − G_uz = 0, (x, t) ∈ (0, L) × (0, T ), v_{tt} − α_vv_{xx} + G_vz = 0, (x, t) ∈ (0, L) × (0, T ), y_{tt} − Iy_{xxtt} + y_{xxxx} − G_1z_x = 0, (x, t) ∈ (0, L) × (0, T ), ϕ = 1 h (−φ + ψ + Hω_x), (x, t) ∈ (0, L) × (0, T ), (1.5)

with the boundary conditions u(0, t) = v(0, t) = y(0, t) = y_x(0, t) = 0, t ∈ (0, T ), u_x(L, t) = l_1u_t(L, t), t ∈ (0, T ), v_x(L, t) = −l_2v_t(L, t), t ∈ (0, T ), y_{xx}(L, t) = −l_3y_{xt}(L, t), t ∈ (0, T ), Iy_{xtt}(L, t) − y_{xxx}(L, t) + G_1z(1, t) = 0, t ∈ (0, T ),

(1.6)

where u(x, t) and v(x, t) are the longitudinal displacements of the bottom layer and the top layer, respectively, and y(x, t) is the transverse displacement of each floor (the transverse displacement of the three floors is regarded as equal). By using the method of Riesz basis, the authors obtained the exponential stability of system (1.5)-(1.6).

Recently, some researchers have studied Timoshenko system with tip body and hybrid system with tip load damped, see [31, 35, 37]. In industry, many piezoelectric beam devices are in the form of a boundary with a tip body, such as the electrostatic energy harvester mentioned in reference [12,36]. The tip body has mass, so its appearance will bring tip inertia, which will affect the stability of the system. Therefore, it is necessary to study the piezoelectric beam system with tip load.

In this paper, we shall study the polynomial stability of a piezoelectric beam system with magnetic effect and tip body. Considering a piezoelectric beam with a tip load, the beam is clamped at x = 0, and the tip is fixed at x = L. The center of mass of the tip is the connection point between the tip body and the piezoelectric beam plate. We assume that the beam interacts with the tip body, and the force of the vibrating beam moves to the end load according to Newton’s law. By using the feedback boundary force control to the displacement velocity at x = L, dissipation is introduced into the piezoelectric system. Then the coupling model is given by ρV_{tt} − αV_{xx} + γβP_{xx} = 0, (x, t) ∈ (0, L) × (0, T ), μP_{tt} − βP_{xx} + γβV_{xx} = 0, (x, t) ∈ (0, L) × (0, T ), (1.7)

with the double boundary conditions V (0, t) = P (0, t) = 0, t ∈ (0, T ), αV_x(L, t) − γβP_x(L, t) + ξ_1V_t(L, t) + m_1V_{tt}(L, t) = 0, t ∈ (0, T ), βP_x(L, t) − γβV_x(L, t) + ξ_2P_t(L, t) + m_2P_{tt}(L, t) = 0, t ∈ (0, T ), (1.8)

and the initial conditions

(V (x, 0), V_t(x, 0), P (x, 0), P_t (x, 0)) = (V_0(x), V_1(x), P_0(x), P_1(x)) , x ∈ (0, L). (1.9) where V (x, t), P (x, t) represent respectively the longitudinal displacements of the upper and lower plates, ξ_1, ξ_2 are positive constant feedback gains, and m_1, m_2 are mass of tip load. Equations (1.8)_2 and (1.8)_3 are obtained by the force balance at the end x = L. The third term in the boundary conditions at the end x = L represents the influence of the magnetic effect, and the first two terms represent shear force.

In this paper, we study the stability of a piezoelectric beam with a tip on both plates. After getting the well-posedness of the system by using the classical Lumer-Philips theorem, we will start to analyze the stability of the system. By dealing with the resolvent equation of system (1.7)- (1.9), we obtain an observable inequality. Then, combined with Borichev and Tomilov theorem [5], we will prove that the system is polynomial stable. The difficulty of stability analysis lies in how to obtain that the system is lack of uniform stability. Because the system has only two equations, and the partial derivatives in the x direction of the equations are second order. So it is difficult to construct a suitable function sequence and use the usual Gearhart-Herbst-Prüss-Huang theorem as in [23, 24] to prove that the system is not exponentially stable. To overcome this difficulty, we divide the original system into a conservative system and an auxiliary system, and show that the auxiliary problem generates a compact operator. By using the Wely’s theorem [38], we get that the growth bound of the original system is 0, that is, the system is not uniformly exponential stable. Since uniform stability and uniform exponential stability are equivalent in strongly continuous semigroups, we show that the system is not uniformly stable. Some typical problems can be found in references [1, 2, 4, 6, 16–18, 20, 22–24, 24–26, 28, 32, 33].

The structure of this paper is as follows. In the next section, we will give the well-posedness of system (1.7)-(1.9). In Section 3, we will show the lack of uniformly stability. Finally, we will get the polynomial stability of the system in Section 4.

2 Well-posedness

In this section, we give a well-posedness result for problem (1.7)-(1.9) by using a semigroup approach.

To define the semigroup associated with (1.7)-(1.9), we introduce two new functions which are defined by

u(t) = V_t(L, t) and η(t) = P_t(L, t), t > 0, (2.1)

respectively, with

u(0) = V_1(L) = u_0 and η(0) = P_1(L) = η_0. (2.2)

By using the definition of u, η, we can change system (1.7)-(1.9) to ρV_{tt} − αV_{xx} + γβP_{xx} = 0, (x, t) ∈ (0, L) × (0, T ), (2.3) μP_{tt} − βP_{xx} + γβV_{xx} = 0, (x, t) ∈ (0, L) × (0, T ), (2.4) with the boundary conditions

V (0, t) = αV_x(L, t) − γβP_x(L, t) + ξ_1u(t) + m_1u_t(t) = 0, t ∈ (0, +∞), (2.5)

P (0, t) = βP_x(L, t) − γβV_x(L, t) + ξ_2η(t) + m_2η_t(t) = 0, t ∈ (0, +∞), (2.6)

and the initial conditions

(V (x, 0), V_t(x, 0), P (x, 0), P_t (x, 0), u(0), η(0)) = (V_0, V_1, P_0, P_1, u_0, η_0) x ∈ (0, L). (2.7)

The energy of system (2.3)-(2.7) is given by E(t) = 1 2 ∫_L 0 [ ρ |V_t|^2 + α_1 |V_x|^2 + μ |P_t|^2 + β |γV_x − P_x|^2 ] dx + m_1 2 |u|^2 + m_2 2 |η|^2. (2.8)

Multiplying (2.3), (2.4) by V_t and P_t respectively, and using the boundary conditions (2.5)-(2.6), we get d dt E(t) = −ξ_1 |V_t(L, t)|^2 − ξ_2 |P_t(L, t)|^2 . (2.9)

Let us define the space H as

H := H^1_∗ (0, L) × L^2(0, L) × H^1_∗ (0, L) × L^2(0, L) × C × C ,

for H^1_∗ (0, L) = { f ∈ H^1(0, L) : f(0) = 0 } , equipped with the inner product

⟨U_1, U_2⟩_H = ∫_L 0 [ ρΦ_1Φ_2 + μΘ_1Θ_2 + α_1V_{1,x}V_{2,x} + β(γV_{1,x} − P_{1,x})(γV_{2,x} − P_{2,x}) ] dx + m_1u_1u_2 + m_2η_1η_2,

where U_i = (V_i, Φ_i, P_i, Θ_i, u_i, η_i) ∈ H, i = 1, 2. Set the vector function U = (V, V_t, P, P_t, u, η)^T , then system (2.3)-(2.7) can be written as { U_t = AU U(0) = U_0

(2.10)

where U_0 = (V_0, V_1, P_0, P_1, u_0, η_0)^T and A : D(A) ⊂ H → H is given by

A =

0 I 0 0 0 0 α ρ ∂_{xx} 0 −^{γβ}_ρ ∂_{xx} 0 0 0 0 0 0 I 0 0 −^{γβ}_μ ∂_{xx} 0^β_μ ∂_{xx} 0 0 0 −^α_{m1} ς 0^{γβ}_{m1} ς 0 −^{ξ1}_{m1} I 0 γβ m_2 ς 0 − β m_2 ς 0 0 − ξ_2 m_2 I

,

with ς ∘ φ = φ_x(L). The domain of the operator A is given by

D(A) := { U ∈ H; Φ, Θ ∈ H^1_∗ (0, L), V, P ∈ H^2(0, L), Φ(L) = u, Θ(L) = η } , with U = (V, Φ, P, Θ, u, η). We now show that operator A generates a C_0−semigroup {S_A(t)}_{t≥0} of contractions in the space H. For this purpose, we need the following two lemmas.

Lemma 2.1 The operator A is dissipative and satisfies that for any U ∈ D(A), Re⟨AU, U⟩_H = −ξ_1|u|^2 − ξ_2|η|^2 ≤ 0. (2.11) Proof. For any U ∈ D(A), relation (2.11) can be easily verified by using the inner product in H and integration by parts. □ Lemma 2.2 The operator A is bijective and 0 ∈ ϱ(A), where ϱ(A) is the resolvent set of A. Proof. We need to prove that for any F = (f_1, f_2, f_3, f_4, f_5, f_6) ∈ H, there exists a U = (V, Φ, P, Θ, u, η) ∈ D(A) such that AU = F. Equivalently, we shall consider the existence of unique solution of the system Φ = f_1 in H^1_∗ (0, L), α ρ V_{xx} − γβ ρ = f_2 in L^2(0, L), Θ = f_3 in H^1_∗ (0, L), β μ P_{xx} − γβ μ = f_4 in L^2(0, L), − α m_1 V_x(L, t) + γβ m_1 P_x(L, t) − ξ_1 m_1 u = f_5, − β m_2 P_x(L, t) + γβ m_1 V_x(L, t) − ξ_2 m_2 η = f_6.

(2.12)

That is, since Φ = f_1, Θ = f_3, u = Φ(L) = f_1(L), η = Θ(L) = f_3(L), (2.13) we need to prove the existence of unique solution of the system αV_{xx} − γβP_{xx} = ρf_2, βP_{xx} − γβV_{xx} = μf_4, − αV_x(L, t) + γβP_x(L, t) = m_1f_5 + ξ_1f_1(L), − βP_x(L, t) + γβV_x(L, t) = m_2f_6 + ξ_2f_3(L).

(2.14)

Consider a coercive and continuous and semi-linear operator G : [ H^1_∗ (0, L) × H^1_∗ (0, L)

]_2 → C defined by

G ((w_1, s_1), (w_2, s_2)) = ∫_L 0 (αw_{1,x}w_{2,x} − γβw_{1,x}s_{2,x} − γβs_{1,x}w_{2,x} + βs_{1,x}s_{2,x}) dx, and a continuous linear functional F : H^1_∗ (0, L) × H^1_∗ (0, L) → C defined by F(w, s) = − ∫_L 0 (ρf_2w + μf_4s) dx − (m_1f_5 + ξ_1f_1(L)) w(L) − (m_2f_6 + ξ_2f_3(L)) s(L).

By using the Lax-Milgram theorem, we know that there exists a (V, P ) ∈ H^1_∗ (0, L) × H^1_∗ (0, L) satisfying G ((V, P ), (w, s)) = F(w, s), for all (w, s) ∈ H^1_∗ (0, L) × H^1_∗ (0, L). From the estimate and (2.13), there exists a constant C > 0 such that |G(U, F )| ≤ C‖U‖_H‖F ‖_H, which implies that ‖U‖_H ≤ ‖F ‖_H ⇐⇒ ‖A^{−1}F ‖_H ⩽ ‖F ‖_H. Consequence, we conclude that the operator A generates a C_0−semigroup {S_A(t)}_{t≥0} of contractions on the space H by Lumer-Philips theorem [21]. Thus, the proof of the lemma is completed. □ Hence, using Lemma 2.1 and Lemma 2.2, we obtain the well-posedness result.

Theorem 2.1 Let U_0 ∈ D(A), there exists a unique solution U(t) = S_A(t)U_0 of (2.10) such that U ∈ C ([0, ∞); D(A)) ∩ C^1 ([0, ∞); H) .

3 Lack of Uniformly Stability

In this section, we are interested in studying the lack of uniformly stability of the solution of problem (2.3)-(2.7). To show that, we will use the following theorem as a tool. Theorem 3.1 ( [10]) Let S(t) = e^{At} be a contraction C_0−semigroup on Hilbert space. Then ω_0(S(t)) = max{ω_{ess}(S(t)), s(A)}, where ω_0(S(t)) is the growth bound, ω_{ess}(S(t)) is the essential growth bound, and s(A) is the spectral bound of the infinitesimal generator A of S(t).

Theorem 3.2 ( [38, Weyl’s Theorem]) If the difference of the two operator is compact, then the essential spectrum radius are the same.

Proposition 3.1 ( [10]) For a strongly continuous semigroup {e^{At}}_{t≤0}, the following assertions are equivalent.

(1) {e^{At}}_{t≤0} is uniformly exponentially stable. (2) {e^{At}}_{t≤0} is uniformly stable.

Lemma 3.1 Let us fix α, β, γ, ρ, μ and the finite interval E = (a, b). Assume that there exists a weak solution to equation ρV_{tt} − αV_{xx} + γβP_{xx} = 0, (x, t) ∈ (0, L) × (0, T ), (3.1) μP_{tt} − βP_{xx} + γβV_{xx} = 0, (x, t) ∈ (0, L) × (0, T ), (3.2) If q(x) = mx + n, (m, n ∈ R) and the functions

E_1(t) = ∫ E ( ρ|V_t|^2 + α_1|V_x|^2 + μ|P_t|^2 + β|γV_x − P_x|^2 ) dx, t ≥ 0, I(x, t) = ρ|V_t(x, t)|^2 + α_1|V_x(x, t)|^2 + μ|P_t(x, t)|^2 + β|(γV_x − P_x)(x, t)|^2, a ≥ x ≥ b, t ≥ 0, are integrable in [a, b], then there exists a non-negative constant M satisfying | | | ∫_T 0 (q(b)I(b, t) − q(a)I(a, t)) dt − ∫_T 0 mE_1(t)dt | | | ≤ M (E^1(T ) + E^1(0)) .

Proof. Multiplying (3.1) by q(x)V_x, and integrating over E, we have ∫_b a ρV_{tt}q(x)V_xdx − α_1 2 ∫_b a q(x) d dx |V_x|^2dx − ∫_b a γβq(x)(γV_{xx} − P_{xx})V_xdx = 0. (3.3) Multiplying (3.2) by q(x)P_x, and integrating over E, we get ∫_b a μP_{tt}q(x)P_xdx − ∫_b a βq(x)(γV_{xx} − P_{xx})(−P_x)dx = 0. (3.4) Adding (2.5) and (3.4), we obtain ∫_b a ( ρV_{tt}q(x)V_x + μP_{tt}q(x)P_x ) dx − α_1 2 ∫_b a q(x) d dx |V_x|^2dx − β 2 ∫_b a q(x) d dx |γV_x − P_x|^2dx = 0. Integrating by parts over E, and using the fact of q^′(x) = m, we can show ∫_b a ( ρV_{tt}q(x)V_x + μP_{tt}q(x)P_x ) dx − 1 2 [ α_1q(x)|V_X |^2 + βq(x)|γV_x − P_x|^2 ] |^b_a = 1 2 ∫_b a α_1m|V_x|^2 + βm|γV_x − P_x|^2dx. (3.5)

Integrating (3.5) over [0, T ], integrating by parts and applying the Fubini theorem, we obtain | | | ∫_T 0 (q(b)I(b, t) − q(a)I(a, t)) dt − ∫_T 0 mE_1(t)dt | | | = 2 | | |Re ∫ E q(x) [ ρV_tV + μP_tP_x ] |^T_0 dx | | | . By using the Young’s inequality and the Hölder’s inequality, we can obtain | | ∫_T 0 (q(b)I(b, t) − q(a)I(a, t)) dt − ∫_T 0 mE_1(t)dt | | ≤ 2‖q‖_∞ | | |Re ∫ E [ ρV_tV + μP_tP_x ] |^T_0 dx | | | ≤ 2‖q‖_∞ ∫_b a [ ρ^2|V_t|^2 + |V_x|^2 + μ^2|P_t|^2 + |P_x|^2 ] |^T_0 dx ≤ 2‖q‖_∞ ∫_b a [ ρ^2|V_t|^2 + (1 + 2γ^2)|V_x|^2 + μ^2|P_t|^2 + 2|P_x|^2 ] |^T_0 dx

≤ M(E_1(T ) + E_1(0)),

where M = 2‖q‖_∞ max{ρ, (1 + 2γ^2)/α_1, μ, 2/β}. The conclusion follows immediately. □ Then we consider the undamped piezoelectric beams with tip body ρ ~V_{tt} − α~V_{xx} + γβ ~P_{xx} = 0, (x, t) ∈ (0, L) × (0, T ), (3.6) μ ~P_{tt} − β ~P_{xx} + γβ ~V_{xx} = 0, (x, t) ∈ (0, L) × (0, T ), (3.7) with x ∈ (0, L), t ≤ 0 and boundary conditions ~V (0, t) = α ~V_x(L, t) − γβ ~P_x(L, t) + m_1 ~u_t(t) = 0, t ∈ (0, +∞), ~P (0, t) = β ~P_x(L, t) − γβ ~V_x(L, t) + m_2 ~η_t(t) = 0, t ∈ (0, +∞), (3.8)

with the same initial condition as in (2.7) ( ~V (x, 0), ~V_t(x, 0), ~P (x, 0), ~P_t(x, 0), ~u(0), ~η(0) ) = (V_0, V_1, P_0, P_1, u_0, η_0) , x ∈ (0, L). (3.9)

Rewrite system (3.6)-(3.9) as the Cauchy problem d dt ~U(t) = A_0 ~U(t) ~U(0) = U_0

(3.10)

where ~U = ( ~V , ~Φ, ~P , ~Θ, ~u, ~η), U_0 = (V_0, V_1, P_0, P_1, u_0, η_0)^T and the operator A_0 : D(A_0) ⊂ H → H is given by

A_0 =

0 I 0 0 0 0 α ρ ∂_{xx} 0 −^{γβ}_ρ ∂_{xx} 0 0 0 0 0 0 I 0 0 −^{γβ}_μ ∂_{xx} 0^β_μ ∂_{xx} 0 0 0 −^α_{m1} ς 0^{γβ}_{m1} ς 0 0 0 γβ m_2 ς 0 − β m_2 ς 0 0 0

,

with ς ∘ φ = φ_x(L), D(A_0) = D(A). And the inner product of H is given by Re⟨A_0 ~U, ~U⟩_H = 0, ∀ ~U ∈ D(A_0). (3.11) Next, we will use the the classical semigroups theory to prove the well-posedness of system (3.10).

Theorem 3.3 Let U_0 ∈ D(A_0), there exists a unique solution ~U(t) = S_{A0} (t) ~U_0 of (3.10) such that ~U ∈ C ([0, ∞); D(A_0)) ∩ C^1 ([0, ∞); H) .

Proof. From (3.10), the operator A_0 is skew-hermitian, conservative, closed and densely definite on D(A_0). Indeed, by using the method similar to Lemma 2.2, we can straightforwardly prove that 0 ∈ ρ(A_0). Thanks to the Lions theorem, we conclude that the operator A_0 is the infinitesimal generator of C_0-semigroup of contractions {e^{A0} }_{t≤0}. Then, the conclusion follows immediately. □

Remark 3.1 From (3.11) and Theorem 3.3, we straightforward see that {e^{A0 t}}_{t≤0} is a C_0-group unitary by Stone theorem. And the C_0-group unitary {e^{A0 t}}_{t≤0} has essential spectrum radius 1. The detailed proof content can be found in reference [10, 37].

Lemma 3.2 The set {e^{At} − e^{A0 t}}_{t≤0} form a C_0-semigroup of compact operators.

Proof. For any bounded U^n_0 = (V^n_0 , V^n_1 , P^n_0 , P^n_1 , u^n_0 , η^n_0 ) ∈ H, by using theorem 2.1, we have that

U^n = e^{At}U^n_0 = (V^n, V^n_t , P^n, P^n_t , u^n, η^n) ∈ H

are bounded solutions of (2.3)-(2.7), and thanks to theorem 3.3, we have that

~U^n = e^A0^t ~U^n_0 = ( ~V^n, ~V_t^n, ~P^n, ~P_t^n, ~u^n, ~η^n ) ∈ H are bounded solutions of (3.6)-(3.9). Indeed, we define

^V^n_x = V^n_x − ~V^n_x , ^P^n_x = P^n_x − ~P^n_x , ^V^n_t = V^n_t − ~V^n_t , ^P^n_t = P^n_t − ~P^n_t , ^u^n = u^n − ~u^n, ^η^n = η^n − ~η^n satisfy the system ρ ^V^n_{tt} − α ^V^n_{xx} + γβ ^P^n_{xx} = 0, (x, t) ∈ (0, L) × (0, T ), (3.12) μ ^P^n_{tt} − β ^P^n_{xx} + γβ ^V^n_{xx} = 0, (x, t) ∈ (0, L) × (0, T ), (3.13) with the boundary conditions ^V^n(0, t) = ^P^n(0, t) = 0, t ∈ (0, T ),

α ^V^n_x (L, t) − γβ ^P^n_x (L, t) + ξ_1u^n(t) + m_1^u^n_t (t) = 0, t ∈ (0, +∞), β ^P^n_x (L, t) − γβ ^V^n_x (L, t) + ξ_2η^n(t) + m_2 ^η^n_t (t) = 0, t ∈ (0, +∞),

(3.14)

and the initial conditions ( ^V^n(x, 0), ^V^n_t (x, 0), ^P^n(x, 0), ^P^n_t (x, 0), ^u(0), ^η(0) ) = (0, 0, 0, 0, 0, 0) , x ∈ (0, L). (3.15)

Then we can show that ‖( e^{At} − e^{A0 t} ) U^n_0 ‖ H = ∫_L 0 ( ρ| ^V_t|^2 + α_1| ^V_x|^2 + μ| ^P_t|^2 + β|γ ^V_x − ^P_x|^2 ) dx + m_1 2 |^u|^2 + m_2 2 |^η|^2, and the energy associated with problem (3.12)-(3.15) can be defined by

^E_n(t) = 1 2 ‖ ‖( ^V , ^V_t, ^P , ^P_t, ^u, ^η) ‖ ‖^2 H . Multiplying (3.12), (3.13) by ^V^n_t , ^P^n_t respectively, integrating by parts over (0, L), and using the boundary conditions (3.14), we can obtain d dt [ ∫_L 0 ( ρ| ^V_t|^2 + α_1| ^V_x|^2 + μ| ^P_t|^2 + β|γ ^V_x − ^P_x|^2 ) dx + m_1 2 |^u|^2 + m_2 2 |^η|^2 ]

= −2ξ_1Reu^n(t)^u^n(t) − 2ξ_2Reη^n(t)^η^n(t). Integrating the above equation over [0, T ] and use the initial conditions (3.15), we have ∫_L 0 ( ρ| ^V_t|^2 + α_1| ^V_x|^2 + μ| ^P_t|^2 + β|γ ^V_x − ^P_x|^2 ) dx + m_1 2 |^u|^2 + m_2 2 |^η|^2 = −2ξ_1Re ∫_T 0 u^n(t)^u^n(t)dt − 2ξ_2Re ∫_T 0 η^n(t)^η^n(t)dt. Since the operator A is dissipative and A_0 is conservative, we know that energy ^E_n(t) is nonincreasing. From (2.9), energy E(T ) is also non-increasing. That is, ^E_n(t) ≤ ^E_n(0), E(t) ≤ E(0), ∀t ≥ 0. Let b = L, a = 0 and q(x) = x/L in Lemma 2.2, we have ∫_L 0 ( ρ|V_t(L, t)|^2 + α_1|V_x(L, t)|^2 + μ|tP_t(L, t)|^2 + β|(γV_x − P_x)(L, t)|^2 ) dx ≤ ( T L + 2M ) E_1(0), and ∫_L 0 ( ρ| ^V_t(L, t)|^2 + α_1| ^V_x(L, t)|^2 + μ| ^P_t(L, t)|^2 + β|(γ ^V_x − ^P_x)(L, t)|^2 ) dx ≤ ( T L + 2M ) E_1(0).

It implies that V^n_x (L, t), P^n_x (L, t), ^V^n_x (L, t), ^P^n_x (L, t), u^n(t), η^n(t), ^u^n(t), ^η^n(t) are bounded in L^2(0, T ). Meanwhile, using the boundary conditions (2.5), (2.6) and (3.14), we obtain that u^n_t (t), η^n_t (t) , ^u^n_t (t), ^η^n_t (t) are also bounded in L^2(0, T ). We conclude that u^n(t), η^n(t), ^u^n(t), ^η^n(t) are bounded in H^1(0, L). Thanks to the Rellich-Kondrachov theorem, we obtain that there exist strongly convergent subsequences u^{nk}(t), η^{nk}(t), ^u^{nk}(t), ^η^{nk}(t) in L^2(0, L). Then, by using Young’s inequality, we have ‖( e^{At} − e^{A0t} ) U^n_0 ‖ H ≤ξ_1 (∫_T 0 | |u^{nk}(t) | |^2 dt + ∫_T 0 | |^u^{nk}(t) | |^2 dt )

+ ξ_2 (∫_T 0 | |η_{nk}(t) | |^2 dt + ∫_T 0 | |^η_{nk}(t) | |^2 dt )

→ K, k → ∞, where K is a finite positive constant. □

Theorem 3.4 The C_0 semigroup {e^{At}}_{t≤0} is not uniformly stable.

Proof. We have know r_e(e^{A0 t}) = 1, and the difference {e^{At} − e^{A0t}} is a compact operator. Then, thanks to Theorem 3.2, we obtain

r_e(e^{At}) = r_e(e^{A0 t}) = 1.

Using the relationship between r_e(e^{At}) and ω_e(A), we obtain

ω_e(A) = 0.

On the other hand, since the operator A is dissipative, we have s(A) ≤ 0. By using Lemma 3.1, we get ω_0(S(t)) = max{ω_{ess}(S(t)), s(A)} = 0. From the definition of the growth bound in [10], we have that {e^{At}}_{t≤0} is uniformly exponentially stable if and only if ω_0 < 0. So we have {e^{At}}_{t≤0} is not uniformly exponentially stable. And it is known that {e^{At}}_{t≤0} is a C_0-semigroup, which means that it must also be a strongly continuous semigroup. By using Proposition 3.1, we conclude that {e^{At}}_{t≤0} is not uniformly stable. □

4 Polynomial stability

In the previous section, we have shown that the piezoelectric beam system (2.3)-(2.8) is not uniformly stability. In this section, we will state and prove the polynomial stability of our system in this section. It will be achieved by using the following result of Borichev and Tomilov and two e lemmas.

Theorem 4.1 ( [5]) Assume that S(t)_{t≥0} be a bounded C_0− semigroup on Hilbert space H. Let A be the infinitesimal generator of S(t)_{t≥0} such that iR ⊂ ρ(A). Then, for any k > 0, the following conditions are equivalent: (1) ‖ ‖(iλI − A)−1 ‖ ‖ L(H) = o ( |λ|^K ) , λ → ∞; (2) ‖ ‖S(t)A−1 ‖ ‖_{L(H)} = o ( t^{− 1}k ) , t → ∞. The spectral equation is given by iλU − AU = F. (4.1) Rewriting (4.1) in term of its components, we have

iλV − Φ = F_1 in H^1_∗ (0, L), iλρΦ − αV_{xx} + γβP_{xx} = ρF_2, in L^2(0, L), iλP − Θ = F_3 in H^1_∗ (0, L), iλμΘ − βP_{xx} + γβV_{xx} = μF_4, in L^2(0, L), iλm_1u + αV_x(L) − γβP_x(L) + ξ_1u = m_1F_5, iλm_2η + βP_x(L) − γβV_x(L) + ξ_2η = m_2F_6,

(4.2)

where λ ∈ R , F = (F_1, F_2, F_3, F_4, F_5, F_6) ∈ H and

Φ(L) = u, Θ(L) = η. (4.3)

From (2.11) and (4.3), we have

ξ_1|u|^2 + ξ_2|η|^2 = ξ_1|Φ(L)|^2 + ξ_2|Θ(L)|^2 ≤ C‖U‖_H‖F ‖_H. (4.4)

For further proof, we introduce the following functionals and notions.

I_V = ρq(L)|Φ(L)|^2 + α_1q(L)|V_x(L, t)|^2; I_P = μq(L)|Θ(L)|^2 + βq(L)|(γV_x − P_x)(L, t)|^2; N^2 = ∫_L 0 ρ|Φ|^2dx + ∫_L 0 μ|Θ|^2dx + ∫_L 0 α_1|V_x|^2dx + ∫_L 0 β|γV_x − P_x|^2dx.

Lemma 4.1 Let us consider F = (f_1, f_2, f_3, f_4, f_5, f_6) ∈ H, λ ∈ R, and U = (V, Φ, P, Θ, u, η) ∈ D(A) such that (iλU − AU) = F . For q ∈ C^2([0, L]), q(0) = 0, we have

I_V + I_P − ∫_L 0 ρq_x|Φ|^2dx − ∫_L 0 μq_x|Θ|^2dx − ∫_L 0 α_1q_x|V_x|^2dx − ∫_L 0 βq_x|γV_x − P_x|^2dx = − R_1 − R_2,

where

R_1 = Re ∫_L 0 ( 2μqf_4P_x + 2μqf_{3,x}Θ ) dx R_2 = Re ∫_L 0 ( 2ρqf_2V_x − 2ρqΦf_{1,x} ) dx. Proof. Multiplying (4.2)_2 by qV_x and integrating on [0, L], we get ∫_L 0 ( −iλρΦqV_x + αqV_{xx}V_x − γβqP_{xx}V_x ) dx = − ∫_L 0 ρqf_2V_xdx. (4.5) Using (4.2)_1, we obtain ∫_L 0 −iλρΦqV_xdx = ∫_L 0 (iλV_x)ρqΦdx = ∫_L 0 ρqΦ(Φ_x + f_{1,x})dx. (4.6)

Multiplying (4.2)_4 by qP_x and integrating on [0, L], we have ∫_L 0 ( −iλρΘqP_x + βqP_{xx}P_x − γβqV_{xx}P_x ) dx = − ∫_L 0 μqf_4P_xdx. (4.7) Using (4.2)_3, we obtain ∫_L 0 −iλρΘqP_xdx = ∫_L 0 (iλP_x)μqΘdx = ∫_L 0 μqΘ(Θ_x + f_{3,x})dx. (4.8)

By combining (4.5) with (4.7), and employing (4.6) and (4.8) into it, we conclude that ∫_L 0 ρq d dx |Φ|^2dx + ∫_L 0 α_1q d dx |V_x|^2dx + ∫_L 0 μq d dx |Θ|^2dx + ∫_L 0 βq d dx |γV_x − P_x|^2dx =Re ∫_L 0 ( −2μqf_4P_x − 2μqf_{3,x}Θ − 2ρqf_2V_x − 2ρqΦf_{1,x} ) dx. (4.9) Then, integrating by part, we obtain that the relation in Lemma 4.1 is correct. □

Lemma 4.2 Let N , I_V , I_P be functionals defined above, then they satisfy N^2 ≤ C ( I_V + I_P + ‖F ‖^2_H ) , (4.10) where C is a constant.

Proof. Let q(x) = x, x ∈ [0, L]. From the result of Lemma (4.1), we have N^2 = L (I_V + I_P ) − R_1 − R_2. (4.11) Since the definition of R_1, R_2, we conclude that |R_1| ≤ CN ‖F ‖_H, |R_2| ≤ CN ‖F ‖_H. (4.12) Thanks to the estimate (4.12) and Cauchy-Schwartz inequality, it is straightforward to verify that the relation (4.10) is valid. □ Theorem 4.2 iR ∈ ρ(A), and ρ(A) is the resolvent set of the operator A. Proof. Since the fact of 0 ∈ ρ(A) which we have proved in Section 2, we have that the set M = {β > 0 : (−iβ, iβ) ⊂ ρ(A)} ≠ ∅. If sup_{β>0} M = ∞, there is nothing to prove. Next, we will consider sup M < ∞ by using reduction to absurdity. Assume that there exists λ > 0 such that sup M = λ < ∞. Clearly λ /∈ M. Therefore, there exist λ_n ∈ M and F_n ∈ H with ‖F_n‖ = 1 such that ‖ ‖(iλ_nI − A)^{−1}F_n ‖ ‖_H → ∞. Let us define U_n = (iλ_nI − A)^{−1}F_n. Then we have that iλ_nU_n − AU_n = F_n. Denoting U_n = U_n ‖(iλ_n−A)^{−1} F_n‖_H . Clearly, Un satisfies iλ_nU_n − AU_n = F_n, where F_n ==^{F n}

‖(iλ_n−A)^{−1} F_n‖_H . Since ‖F n‖ = 1 and ‖(iλI − A)

−1F_n‖_H → ∞, we have F_n → 0.

Taking inner product with U_n on H, we obtain iλ_n‖U_n‖^2 − ⟨AU_n, U_n⟩_H = ⟨F_n, U_n⟩_H. By taking the real part and the fact of F_n → 0, we have that −Re⟨AU_n, U_n⟩_H = Re⟨F_n, U_n⟩_H → 0, which implies that ξ_1 |u_n(t)|^2 + ξ_2 |η_n(t)|^2 → 0.

Thanks to (2.1), we obtain Φ_n(L), Θ_n(L) → 0. Using (2.5) (2.6) and the fact of u_n(t), η_n(t) → 0, we have V_{x,n}(L, t), P_{x,n}(L, t) → 0 which implies that I_V + I_P → 0. By using Lemma 4.2 and the fact of F_n, u_n(t), η_n(t) → 0, we conclude that U_n → 0.

This relation contracts with ‖U_n‖ = 1. Therefore, by using reduction to absurdity, we have proved the theorem. □ Next, by recalling the fact of Borichev and Tomilov theorem and Lemma 4.2, we prove our result of polynomial stability.

Theorem 4.3 The piezoelectric system (2.3)-(2.7) with tip body decays polynomially as ‖U(t)‖_H ≤ C √ t ‖U_0‖_{D(A)}. Proof. Thanks to (4.2)_1, (4.2)_3 and (4.11), we arrive at I_V + I_P ≤ C(1 + |λ|^2)‖U‖_H‖F ‖_H + C‖F ‖^2_H, and by using (4.10), we can obtain N^2 ≤ C(1 + |λ|^2)‖U‖_H‖F ‖_H + C‖F ‖^2_H. Then, from relations (4.10) together with the definition of norm in H, we get ‖U‖_H ≤ C|λ|^2‖F ‖_H for |λ| > 1 large enough. Finally, we can get the result of polynomial stability by using Theorem 4.1. □

Acknowledgments This work was supported by the National Natural Science Foundation of China [grant number 11771216], the Key Research and Development Program of Jiangsu Province (Social Development) [grant number BE2019725] and the Qing Lan Project of Jiangsu Province.

Declarations

Conflict of interest The authors declare that they have no conflict of interest.

References

[1] M. Akil, Y. Chitouret, M. Ghader and A. Wehbe, Stability and exact controllability of a Timoshenko system with only one fractional damping on the boundary, Asymptot. Anal. 119 (2020), no. 3-4, 221–280.

[2] M. S. Alves and R. N. Monteiro, Stabilization for partially dissipative laminated beams with non-constant coefficients, Z. Angew. Math. Phys. 71 (2020), no. 5, Paper No. 165, 15 pp.

[3] H. T. Banks, R. C. Smith and Y. Wang, Smart material structures-Modeling, estimation and control, Chichester, United Kingdom and New York/Paris: John Wiley Sons/Masson, 1996.

[4] F. Belhannache and S. A. Messaoudi, On the General Stability of a Viscoelastic Wave Equation with an Integral Condition, Acta Math. Appl. Sin. Engl. Ser. 36 (2020), no. 4, 857–869.

[5] A. Borichev and Y. Tomilov, Optimal polynomial decay of functions and operator semigroups, Math. Ann. 347 (2010), no. 2, 455–478.

[6] C. L. Cardozo, M. A. Jorge Silva, T. F. Ma and J. E. Muñoz Rivera, Stability of Timoshenko systems with thermal coupling on the bending moment, Math. Nachr. 292 (2019), no. 12, 2537–2555.

[7] A. Cuc, V. Giurgiutiu, S. Joshi and Z. Tidwell, Structural health monitoring with piezoelectric wafer active sensors for space applications, AIAA J. 45 (2007), no. 12, 2838-2850.

[8] C. Dagdeviren et al., Conformal piezoelectric energy harvesting and storage from motions of the heart, lung, and diaphragm, P. Natl. Acad. Sci. USA. 111 (2014), no. 5, 1927-1932.

[9] J. M. Dietl, A. M. Wickenheiser and E. Garcia, A Timoshenko beam model for cantilevered piezoelectric energy harvesters, Smart. Mater. Struct. 19 (2010), no. 5, 055018.

[10] K. J. Engel and R. Nagel, One-parameter semigroups for linear evolution equations, Graduate Texts in Mathematics, 194, Springer-Verlag, New York, 2000.

[11] A. Erturk and D. J. Inman, A distributed parameter electromechanical model for cantilevered piezoelectric energy harvesters, J. Vib. Acoust. 130 (2008), no. 4.

[12] A. Erturk and D. J. Inman, Piezoelectric energy harvesting, John Wiley & Sons, 2011.

[13] B. Feng, T. F. Ma, R. N. Monteiro and C. A. Raposo, Dynamics of laminated Timoshenko beams, J. Dynam. Differential Equations 30 (2018), no. 4, 1489–1507.

[14] C. Galassi et al., eds. Piezoelectric materials: advances in science, technology and applications. Vol. 76. Springer Science Business Media, 2012.

[15] G. Y. Gu, L. M. Zhu, C. Y. Su, H. Ding and S. Fatikow, Modeling and control of piezoactuated nanopositioning stages: A survey, IEEE. T. Autom. Sci. Eng. 13 (2014), no. 1, 313-332.

[16] Z.-J. Han, G. Wang and J. Wang, Explicit decay rate for a degenerate hyperbolic-parabolic coupled system, ESAIM Control Optim. Calc. Var. 26 (2020), Paper No. 116, 20 pp.

[17] F. Hassine and N. Souayeh, Stability for coupled waves with locally disturbed Kelvin-Voigt damping, Semigroup Forum 102 (2021), no. 1, 134–159.

[18] M. A. Jorge Silva and S. B. Pinheiro, Improvement on the polynomial stability for a Timoshenko system with type III thermoelasticity, Appl. Math. Lett. 96 (2019), 95–100.

[19] H. Kawai, The piezoelectricity of poly (vinylidene fluoride), Jpn. J. Appl. Phys. 8 (1969), no. 7, 975.

[20] A. A. Keddi, T. A. Apalara and S. A. Messaoudi, Exponential and polynomial decay in a thermoelastic-Bresse system with second sound, Appl. Math. Optim. 77 (2018), no. 2, 315–341.

[21] J. U. Kim and Y. Renardy, Boundary control of the Timoshenko beam, SIAM J. Control Optim. 25 (1987), no. 6, 1417–1429.

[22] C. Li and T. J. Xiao, Polynomial stability for wave equations with Wentzell boundary conditions, J. Nonlinear Convex Anal. 18 (2017), no. 10, 1801–1814.

[23] W. Liu, X. Kong and G. Li, Lack of exponential decay for a laminated beam with structural damping and second sound, Ann. Polon. Math. 124 (2020), no. 3, 281–289.

[24] W. Liu and W. Zhao, Stabilization of a thermoelastic laminated beam with past history, Appl. Math. Optim. 80 (2019), no. 1, 103–133.

[25] A. Lo and N. Tatar, Stabilization of laminated beams with interfacial slip, Electron. J.

Differential Equations 2015 (2015), No. 129, 14 pp.

[26] T. K. Maryati, J. E. Muñoz Rivera, A. Rambaud and O. Vera, Stability of an N-component Timoshenko beam with localized Kelvin-Voigt and frictional dissipation, Electron. J. Differential Equations 2018 (2018), Paper No. 136, 18 pp.

[27] T. R. Meeker, Publication and proposed revision of ANSI/IEEE standard 176-1987, IEEE.

T. Ultrason. Ferr. 43 (1996), no. 5, 717–772.

[28] S. A. Messaoudi and W. Al-Khulaifi, General and optimal decay for a viscoelastic equation with boundary feedback, Topol. Methods Nonlinear Anal. 51 (2018), no. 2, 413–427.

[29] K. Morris and A. Ö. Özer, Strong stabilization of piezoelectric beams with magnetic effects, 52nd IEEE Conference on Decision and Control 2013, Paper No. 3014, 6 pp.

[30] K. A. Morris and A. Özer, Modeling and stabilizability of voltage-actuated piezoelectric beams with magnetic effects, SIAM J. Control Optim. 52 (2014), no. 4, 2371–2398.

[31] J. E. Muñoz Rivera and A. I. Ávila, Rates of decay to non homogeneous Timoshenko model with tip body, J. Differential Equations 258 (2015), no. 10, 3468–3490.

[32] M. I. Mustafa, Optimal energy decay result for nonlinear abstract viscoelastic dissipative systems, Z. Angew. Math. Phys. 72 (2021), no. 2, 67.

[33] G. R. Peralta, Stabilization of the wave equation with acoustic and delay boundary conditions, Semigroup Forum 96 (2018), no. 2, 357–376.

[34] A. J. A. Ramos, M. M. Freitas, D. S. Almeida, S. S. Jesus and T. R. S. Moura, Equivalence between exponential stabilization and boundary observability for piezoelectric beams with magnetic effect, Z. Angew. Math. Phys. 70 (2019), no. 2, Paper No. 60, 14 pp.

[35] C. A. Raposo, O. Vera Villagrán, J. E. Muñoz Rivera and M. S. Alves, Hybrid laminated Timoshenko beam, J. Math. Phys. 58 (2017), no. 10, 101512, 11 pp.

[36] M. Sunar, 2.22 Piezoelectric Materials, Comprehensive Energy Systems, 2018.

[37] D. H. Vargas, Stability of a hybrid system with tip load damped, J. Differential Equations 269 (2020), no. 9, 7042–7058.

[38] H. Weyl, Über gewöhnliche Differentialgleichungen mit Singularitäten und die zugehörigen Entwicklungen willkürlicher Funktionen, Math. Ann. 68 (1910), no. 2, 220–269.

[39] C. Yang and J. M. Wang, Exponential stability of an active constrained layer beam actuated by a voltage source without magnetic effects, J. Math. Anal. Appl. 448 (2017), no. 2, 1204– 1227.

[40] J. S. Yang, A review of a few topics in piezoelectricity, Appl. Mech. Rev. Nov. 59 (2006), no. 6, 335-345.