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Abstract. With observation restricted to a single component: displacement, velocity, or temperature, we consider observability
of the nonscalar thermoelastic system

[1 — yAlwy + A*w — aAd =0,  0; — AO + aAwy = 0,

coupling heat conduction with a Kirkhoff or Euler—Bernoulli plate model. One does have observability in arbitrarily short time
here, but necessarily has blowup of the sensitivity as the observation time 7" — 0 and also as the coupling coefficient « — 0.
In this paper we are able to examine the asymptotics of this blowup for two situations: global observation (i.e., on all of (2)

and, with significant restrictions, boundary observation. The blowup rates obtained are of optimal order: o3 / 2) for global
observation, corresponding to what is known for 3-dimensional systems, and exponential in O(1/T’) for boundary observation,
corresponding to what is known for scalar PDE problems. Our methods permit us also to obtain asymptotics as o« — 0 — a
question which can only arise for systems.

Keywords: parametric asymptotics, minimal energy, blowup, thermoelastic system, observation time, coupling parameter,
system components, distributed parameter systems, partial differential equations

1. Introduction

Beginning with [20], blowup estimates for the parametric dependence of observation and control have
been considered in a variety of contexts, for both finite and infinite-dimensional dynamics: cf., e.g., [21,
24,13,23,8,22,2,3,25,17-19] — obtaining the asymptotic dependence as T' — 0 of the coefficient € in
observability estimates

||state at time T'|| < €||observation during [0, T']||, (1.1)
so € bounds the norm of the observability map: observation — state.
Remark 1.1. It is well-known in the control-theoretic literature that this observability is equivalent to
nullcontrollability for a control problem: the adjoint of the observation map has the interpretation of

providing the minimal energy control in the related nullcontrol problem, taking an initial state to 0 so
the function T' — €(T") whose asymptotics we are investigating is also referred to as a minimal energy
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function for nullcontrollability and has dual interest in that context: it indicates the energy needed for
fast control as in the titles of [21,17].

We remark also that interest in study of the asymptotics of minimal energy functions is motivated
not only by such control theoretic considerations, but also by an interesting connection with stochastic
analysis: we note, e.g., Proposition 2.28 in [6] (cf. also [7]):

The transition semigroup R;: ¢ — E(H(X(t,-)) on Cp(H) associated with the Ornstein—Uhlenbeck
process dX; = AX(t)dt + BdW (t) (where W is Wiener cylindrical noise of trace class) satisfies the
estimate:

0
— H.
5 Ri¢(x) , TE

G

Here T' — ¢ is the minimal energy function associated with the nullcontrollability problem for the
deterministic system

ys = Ay + Bu, yO)=xz € H

so the singularity at the origin of this transition semigroup is determined by the asymptotic blowup rate
of € for the nullcontrollability map.

Primarily focusing on scalar equations (with the exception of [2,3,25]), the papers cited earlier have
been specifically concerned with the blowup rate as the observation/control time 7' — 0 for systems
which permit this, i.e., for which one has observability/nullcontrollability in arbitrarily short time. In con-
trast, our concern in this paper is with parametric asymptotics for parametrized families of nonscalar dis-
tributed parameter systems for which observation/control is restricted to a single component. In this we
are concerned not only with the asymptotics as 7' — 0 — again requiring observability/nullcontrollability
in arbitrarily short time so €(1") < oo for all 7' > 0 — but also with the dependence on a new parameter,
only meaningful in this context: a coupling parameter o such that the system decouples if a = 0. In
particular, our exposition will be in the context of the thermoelastic system

wy — Y[Awly + Aw — aAd = 0,
0; — A8 + aAw; = 0, on Q=97 =1[0,T] x {2, (1.2)
w =0, Aw =0, =0 on Y =1[0,7] x 012,

coupling the mechanical components w, w; with the temperature ¢. The coupling parameter o > 0
appearing in (1.2) reflects the interaction between the two constituent parts of the system: the plate
equation and the heat equation. If we think of {2 as a subset of R?, then the first equation of (1.2) — say,
decoupled by taking oo = 0, is a standard plate equation with “simply supported” boundary conditions;
for v = 0 we have an Euler—Bernoulli plate.

This may be put in operator form by taking A to be the Laplace operator on the bounded region {2
with homogeneous Dirichlet conditions:

Az —Az:L*(2) DD — L*1),

D = HXQ) N HY(Q) = {2 € HA(Q): 2|on = 0} C LA(R). (1.3)
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The system (1.2) can then equivalently be written as
Muwy; + A*w + oAl =0, 6 + A — aAw = 0, (1.4)

where M = M, = 1 + vA. Note that the Laplace operator A of (1.3) is self-adjoint, positive definite
on L?({2) and invertible with A~' continuous: L?(£2) — D C H?({2); most of our analysis would be
unchanged if we considered (1.4) with more general A having these properties. It is known that the
system given by (1.4) written in the 3-component variable (w,wy, f) generates a strongly continuous
semigroup of contractions on the energy space H, = D(A) X D(Ml/ 2y x L2(2).

This system is of interest in its own right and also serves here as an exemplar of our present concerns:
we will examine the asymptotics both as 7' — 0 and as o — 0. [Note for the latter that when o = 0 no
observation of # can provide any information whatever about w and vice versa so the coefficient € must
necessarily blow up when o — 0 just as it necessarily blows up when 7" — 0 — cf., e.g., [22].] The sys-
tem (1.2) further involves the additional parameter -y, related to the significance of rotational forces, and
we note that the nature of the system dynamics is entirely different when v = 0: the solution semigroup
is then analytic [15,16], while the system has a predominantly hyperbolic character for v > 0 [14].

To the best of our knowledge, all the available results on parametric asymptotics for nonscalar systems
of partial differential equations with observation/control restricted to a single component have been in
the context of the restricted thermoelastic system: (1.2) with v = 0, and have restricted attention to
the asymptotics as 7' — 0, keeping o > 0 fixed [2,3,25]. Thus, our treatment here breaks new ground
in its treatment of the more general system, allowing v > 0, and in its consideration of the effect of
decoupling while also obtaining new results for the asymptotics as 7' — 0.

Our treatment splits into two, somewhat disjoint, parts. As the first of these parts, we will be consid-
ering in Sections 2 and 3 the case of

e global observation of a single component, i.e., over the entire region (2.

Since the ‘entire’ component is observed in this case, and positive results on nullcontrollability of
(1.4) with just one component are available [16,1], the situation seems quite comparable to the finite-
dimensional situation treated in [21,24]. The relevant asymptotics there — O(T "N =1/2l) a5 in Theo-
rem 3.3 — suggest for this 3-component case that we should have

&(T) ~T/? (1.5)

as T' — 0. [Indeed, if one restricts consideration to a single eigenspace, the system does become a first-
order 3-dimensional system to which the results of [21] apply so the O(T—/?) asymptotics would then
be exact so this blowup rate is necessarily optimal.] In these sections we will independently present two
approaches:

o weighted energy estimates,
e spectral expansion — based on [21]

by which to obtain the optimal' O(T~3/2) asymptotics for (1.2) in this case and to consider the asymp-
totics as @ — 0 as well. [Rather than seeking blowup asymptotics for (1.2) as v — 0, we will obtain a
treatment uniform in « by using a y-dependent norm for the estimation.]

1Optimall o3 / 2) asymptotics with global controls (supported in the entire region {2) dual to these global observation
problems have recently been derived in [2] for nullcontrollability of thermoelastic plates (1.2) with v = 0 and subject to
a variety of physically relevant boundary conditions — including canonical models of simply supported, clamped and free
boundary conditions. The methods used in [2] rely on weighted energy estimates which are intrinsically nonspectral. These are
very flexible in dealing with the variety of unstructured problems which arise in noncommutative cases of the operator matrix
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For more localized observation the situation is more complicated and more difficult. In comparison
with the known results for scalar problems (see [20,8,17] for the heat equation and [13,18] for plate
and Schrodinger equations) it would seem plausible to seek results for observation on an arbitrary patch,
either within the region {2 or in the boundary 02, but our available tools at present are inadequate to ob-
tain general patch observability/nullcontrollability and related estimates? when observation is restricted
to a single component of the system. What we are able to treat is the case of

e observation of a single component on a base of a Cartesian product region where separation of
variables then permits reduction to a family of spatially one-dimensional problems.

We will also restrict our attention here to the Euler—Bernoulli plate since one loses observabil-
ity/nullcontrollability for small 7" when y # 0. Indeed, according to Theorem 1.1.2 in [14], the principal
part of the differential operator describing the Kirkhoff plate dynamics of (w, w;) has speed of propaga-
tion y~'/2; for the thermoelastic dynamics with v > 0 one then expects a finite speed of propagation for
the singular support.

Comparing with the prior results obtained for scalar problems, we anticipate, for the system (1.2) with
~ = 0, the same asymptotics as for those problems: that

In&T)=01/T) asT — 0. (1.6)
[Again, restricting to a suitable subspace, the results of, e.g., [9,17] apply directly and we see that this
blowup rate must be optimal.] In Section 4 we will use the approach

e spectral expansion — based on [23]
to obtain those optimal exp[O(1/T")] asymptotics for our system and also to consider the asymptotics as

a — 0.

Note added in proof: The above is a severe geometric limitation, but these methods do obtain the
desired exp[O(T )] asymptotics as T' — 0. Since acceptance of this paper we have become aware of
two forthcoming treatments of patch control in one component for this problem. We note, however, that
each obtains the asymptotics exp[O(T?)] (3 > 1).

P. Cokeley, Localized and boundary null controllability properties, and associated minimal norm asymp-
totics, of two nonstandard parabolic partial differential systems, Ph.D thesis, Univ. Nebraska, to appear.

L. Miller, On the cost of fast controls for thermoelastic plates, Asymptotic Analysis, to appear.
1.1. An abstract formulation

While our exposition will be specifically for the thermoelastic system (1.2), it will be convenient to
view this in the abstract form

U=L.U, ¢=BU (1.7)

L in (1.11) (clamped or free boundary conditions) or problems with controlled time variation of the coefficients in A. On the
other hand, we note that these prior analyses [2,3] did not consider the asymptotics with respect to variation of the coupling
constant « or the rotational force parameter .

’In the case when v > 0, a preliminary question of just nullcontrollability of (1.4) in arbitrarily short time 7" > 0 with
controls restricted to a patch or a boundary has a negative answer. With v = 0, the one prior positive nullcontrollability result
from a patch in an arbitrary short time 7" is for the case of thermal controls [4].
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with the state U () and observation ((t) taking values in Hilbert spaces H, X, respectively; L, is the
infinitesimal generator of a C\ semigroup on H. [For the system (1.4) under our consideration here we
may consider, as convenient, the semigroup formulation, the obvious expansion using the eigenpairs of
A, or the weak formulation of the system.]

Of course, our interest here is in nonscalar systems for which H is a product space and L, has a
corresponding block matrix structure’ with the observation operator B involving only one of the com-
ponents of . We then refer to U(¢) as the “full state” with B involving the “observed state component.”
A new consideration here is that the block matrix structure of L, may involve a coupling parameter o
— decoupling the observed state component from others when o = 0 — and we are also interested in
the asymptotics as o — 0, for which we will also have blowup. The observation estimates (1.1) under
consideration have here the form

U5, < €llell L2gor1— a0, (1.8)

where L*([0,7] — X) is the Hilbert space of X-valued functions on [0, 7] with the obvious inner
product and norm; note that € is just (a bound on) the norm of the operator:

@ UM): L*([0,T] — X) — H.

We will be considering situations in which we have a parametrized family of such problems — if nothing
else, the observation time T’ is already a significant parameter, but the operator L, may also vary para-
metrically — and we are interested in the asymptotics of the dependence of the estimation constant € in
(1.8) on the parameters of the problem.

There are many ways of putting our particular system (1.2) in the first-order form of (1.7). We choose
to take the state to consist of the three components 6, © = Aw, and v = M/, corresponding to the
natural energy

1 2 1 1 1
& = 5 IMY2u | + S AP + S0P = 5 [l + ol + 617]. (19)

[For future reference we note that

t
Et) = E(s) — / (0,A0)dt fors < t, (1.10)
i.e., dissipation at the rate (0, A#).] Thus, introducing the 3 x 3 operator matrix L, the system (1.4)
becomes
0 0
U=|u]|] = Aw and
v M/ 2,
U=LAU with (1.11)
-1 0 aM~1/2
L= 0 0 M1/

—aM~'2 —M~1/2 0

tis significant for us that the ‘blocks’ of L4 are commuting operators for (1.2).
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so L, = LA. Our desired observation inequality then takes the form
28(T) < QZH‘ﬂH%}([O,T]—d_’) (1.12)

for solutions of (1.4), where, recalling (1.7), ¢ = BU. The constant € is, of course, to be independent
of the particular solution, but will necessarily depend on the particular construction of U, the choice of
observation ¢, and on {2, A and the various parameters: in particular, we are considering asymptotics in
T,afor € = &(T; ).

Notation. Henceforth we will let (-, -) denote both the scalar product on L*(£2) and, without confusion,
the scalar product on H = L3 (2 — RY); similarly, | - | is both the absolute value in R or C and the usual
Euclidean norm of RY while || - ||, without any subscript, denotes the norms of L?({2) and of H as well
as matrix and operator norms; where needed, we write || - || o for the norm of L*(Qr) = L*([0,T] —
L*(§2)), etc., s0, e.g., || f|[5 = fOT || £||> dt with ||¢|| the L*(£2)-norm.

2. Global observation: weighted energy

As noted above, we are considering the linear thermoelastic system (1.2)

[1 — yAlwy + A*w — aAbd = 0,
9t—A9+aAwt:0

on Or = (0,7) x 2 with {2 C R" bounded and with o > 0; the constant v > 0 represents effects of
rotational forces. Although the dimensionality is not significant for this analysis, we may think of n = 2
so the first equation here becomes a standard (Kirkhoff) plate equation on decoupling the system; an
Euler—Bernoulli plate when v = 0. We are imposing the simply supported boundary conditions of (1.2):

w =0, Aw =0, =0 onX=1[0,7] x 0f2. (2.1)

The abstract version of this thermoelastic system (1.2), (2.1) is (1.4) with (1.3) and M = M, = 1 +~A.
The traditional state for (1.2) is

(w,wy,0) € Ho = [HA(2) N Hy(12)] x H(12) x Ly(42),

where Hl,(!?) = {z: M!/2z e L?(£2)}. As noted, it will be more convenient, however, for us to take the
state as U = (0, u,v) = (0, Aw, M"/2w,) in H = [L2(£2)]? with the energy norm

2
U117 = U1 = 161> + l|Aw]|* + [|M" 2w (2.2)
recalling (1.9). It is well known [15] that the Cy contraction semigroup on H generated by the system

(1.2), (2.1) is analytic when v = 0; in this case we have U(t) € D x D x D for t > 0. We also note from
(1.10) that one has the energy identity:

|UGs)|* + 2/ts||V9(r)||2dr — |U@)|® for0<t<s. 2.3)
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Recall that we are considering ||U(T)||x < €||¢]|| and, comparing with (1.5), for this 3-component
system, we expect € = &(T; ) ~ T —5/2 a5 T — 0 with a > 0 fixed for this global observation.
Our principal result for this section is then the following:

Theorem 2.1. Let 0 < T < Ty, v = 0and 0 < «. In each of the cases: [¢ = M1/20] or [ =
Mu = MAw] or [p = MY2v = Muwy], it is possible to observe the indicated state component ¢ and
from this to determine all the components of the full state (w,ws, 0) at the final time T for the linear
thermoelastic system (1.2). The linear operator: p — U(T) = (0, u,v)|i=7 is continuous from L*(Q7)
to H = (L*(£2))? for each of the cases:

e Thermal observation (¢ = M'/26) or

e Displacement observation (p = Mu = MAw, corresponding to observation with w topologized in
L3([0,T] — H%))) or

e Velocity observation (¢ = MY/20 = Muwy).

One further has bounds for the operator norms € = €y ,,, = €(T’; o), see (1.8),

Co < Yy(aT™V2 4 a7 7572,

Cu < Ty (aT™V2 4 a7l T 7572, (2.4)
¢, < W (2T V2 4 (1 4+ a7 T7%?),

where each constant c and Wy ,, ,, is to be independent of T', o« over the range (0,Tp] x (0, c0) — although
necessarily dependent on Ty and A.

Note that, while our estimates in (2.4) are, in each case, also independent of 0 < v < 7, the interpre-
tation varies significantly since the norms involved are y-dependent: the second component of the space
H. is just L?(£2) when = 0, but immediately becomes H_({2) when we take + at all positive. Similar
comments apply to the choices of topology for the observations (e.g., observing M'/26 in L2(Qr) rather
than § € L?(Q7)), but one should also note that these are entirely relative: since M~/2U (+) also satisfies
the same system, we could, e.g., observe # € L*(Qr) to determine wy(T) € L*({2).

We emphasize again that our primary interest here is with the asymptotics presented in (2.4), rather
than with mere existence and continuity of each map: ¢ — (6, w, w)|;— for (arbitrary) fixed T', « > 0.

Remark 2.2. We remark that (2.4) matches (1.5) and (3.1) as 7" — 0 for fixed a > 0, but here gives
more information as T and « vary jointly. E.g., for thermal observation or displacement observation,

if we could arrange that « ~ T~! as T — 0, we would then have the slower asymptotic blowup:
Co = O(T3/?).

2.1. Some identities

To prepare for the proof of Theorem 2.1 we introduce some notation and identities. Using a positive
C? weight function h = h(t) with h = 0 = h at 0, T, we define

T T
(Frghn = / W) (fog)dt, (£ = (. Fon = / Bt | £ dt 2.5)
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for f, g in L*(Qr). Using the self-adjoint positive operator M = M., = 1+ ~A on Ly({2), we recall that
with v = M'/2w, we have

(u,v), = (MY 2u,wy), olln = MY 2w, (2.6)

As usual, we then have |(f.g)nl < [flnlglla < elgli + (/40)|fII;. Writing (inf.g) =
(Vehf,(h/2/eh)g), we have

T . A2 .
e [ itr.ghat] < el + (1 Ml e, ) ol @)

and similarly for integrals with h. There are no boundary terms in integration by parts so, for suitably
t-differentiable f, g, one has

. T .
Frghn = —(frd0n — / h(f, g) dt,

T, . T . T .. (2.8)
| ifogya = - /0 hif.g)dt = [ is.g)at

It will be convenient to take h(t) = n(t/T) on [0, T] where 7(-) is a C? positive function on [0, 1] with
n=mn"=0at0,1and [, n(s)ds = 1; we further assume that (1')>/n and (")? /) are each in L>(0, 1).

[One example is n(s) = %(3 — s%)*.] For such h we have

T
0 < ||h||L00(0,T) — ||77||L00(()’1) Wlth h|0’T — 0, A h(t) dt — T

| _ (2.9)
1922 /2| pooo.ry = T2 /1l Lo 0.1

and
192 /hll ooy = T 0" 1ll oo .1

We also note that this gives || f[|5; < [|7]|=o.nllflI5-

Lemma 2.3. Let U = (0, u,v) = (0, Aw,M'?w,) € C([0,T] — H) be a solution of (1.11), which we
consider in the form

A= —0+aM V2, Al =M Y2y, M!/2A ) = —af — u, (2.10)

0 = —ofl(u + AflMl/zi)) =oM%y — A4,
50 u=—af —M/2A 1y, 2.11)
v=A""M"%=a ' M'2(0+A7'F).
Then one has the identities:
T
lalf = ol = ae.upn + [ h(M'A ),
° (2.12)

T,
ol = 1615 + ™[ (B. + (M0, — [ M4 10,0)at]
0
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16117, + (0]}, = (o + o) (0, M~ 20}, + o~ (MY/?0,0),

1 T T .
+§/ h<v,A—1v>dt—2a—1/ h (MY2A19,v) dt
0 0

T ..
+a7! / h(M'2A710, A=) dt, (2.13)
0

T . T . T .
/ h<M1/2A—‘u,v>dt=a—1U h<MA—1u,9>dt—/ o (0, M'2A=10) di
0 0 0

T..
—/ h(MAlu,A10>dt],
0
T . T, T.
/ h<M1/2A—19,v>dt:/ h (MA™'0,u) dt—a/ h (M'2A~ ", u) dt (2.14)
0 0 0
T.
—/ h(MA™'0,A""u) dt,
0
T,
<M1/29,v>h: (M6, u), —a(Ml/zu,v>h —/ h<MA_10,u> dt.
0

Proof. First we notice that finite energy solutions U(t) = (0(t), u(t),v(t)) € H = L*(£2) x L*(£2) x
L?(£2) lead to equations in (1.11) that are defined with values in L?(£2). Note also that when our compu-
tations are performed with v > 0 we have D(M,,) = D(A) and both operators are self-adjoint on L*(9);
one sees immediately* that

MA ! and M'/2A~"/2 are bounded on L*(02)

and, indeed, this boundedness is uniform in - for bounded v > 0.
As a consequence, the following regularity of higher time derivatives of weak solutions 6, w, v; follows
directly from (1.4), interpreted as in (2.10):

A-'dec(o,T
A~ lue C(0,T
M'2A~'9 € C([0,T
AM'25 € C([0,T

— LZ(Q)),
— 'D(Ml/z)),
— L*(12)),
— L*(02)).

(2.15)

— e e —

Thus, all the calculations performed below involve L?({2) inner products of L?({2) functions and so are
well defined and justified.

To see (2.12), first consider the weighted scalar product of v with v = A~'"M"/24 from (2.11), apply
(2.8), and substitute —M'/2A~19 = af + u from (2.10); with a bit of re-arrangement, this is the first

“We owe this to the fact that we are considering simply supported boundary conditions so the operators M and A (along
with their fractional powers) commute. This need not be the case if one were to consider other (clamped or free) mechanical
boundary conditions for the plate.
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identity of (2.12). Similarly, taking the weighted product of v with v = M"/2a~(6 + A~'6) leads to the
second identity.

For (2.13), we first differentiate A~'M'/29 = —u — af, apply A~" and use (2.10) to get the identity
0 = (a + oYMy + o~ 'M'/2A2} so, taking the weighted product of # with this,

107 = (v + )M ?0,0), +a~ (M'/2A724,0),. (2.16)
The contribution of the second term on the right of (2.16) gives
. T,
a ' (M'2A7%5,0), = —a” " (M2A" "9, ~AT16), —a”! / (M'2A= 10, A16) dt.
0

Substitute [—6 + aM~Y/ 2y] for A~'6 and use the identity
1 (T,
(v,A7"%), = -3 / h{v, A" ") dt,
0
obtained by integration by parts, to get
1 T. .
o (M2A 25,0, = — / (A~ 0,0 dt — o~ (v, MI2A16Y,
0
T . .
—a! / h{v,M'2A~19 — M'/2A~20) dt
0

T ..
+a! / h{v, M'/2A29) dt
0

again substitute [—6 + aM_l/zv] for A='0
1

T,
=5 [ hA"v0)dt+ a7 (M 0,0), — o]}
JO

T,
—a! / h{v,2M'2A710 — aA~1w) dt
0
T ..
+a! / h{v,M'/2A720) dt.
0

Collecting terms and going back to (2.16), we now obtain (2.13).

Finally, for the first identity of (2.14), first substitute o~ (6 +A ') for M~'/2v on the left, apply (2.8)
to the second part of this, and then use A~'¢ = M~!/24. For the second, substitute A~ for M—!/2y on
the left, again apply (2.8), and then use A0 = -0+ aM~/2y. Last, by taking the weighted product
of @ with v = M!/2A 14, we obtain the third of these identities. O

2.2. Proof of Theorem 2.1
With v > 0, the energy identity (2.3) gives ||[U(T)|| < ||U ()| for 0 < ¢t < T', where we recall

2

U@ = [fu@)|* + [M 2w @) + [[o)|
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Hence, taking h as above,

T T
T||U(T)H2:/O h(t)||U(T)||2dt</O ht) U@ dt = U7

SO:

I UG 9T |lglh. then €(T:a) < \/u/T. 2.17)

In each of our cases we will be able to use Lemma 2.3 to obtain a form for ||U||7 which can be suitably
estimated in terms of ||g0H2Q s0 (2.17) will give (2.4).

Thermal observation: p = M'/26
We begin by using (2.12) and then substituting the first identity of (2.14) to get the combined identity:
U = 16117 + llullf, + o]
=3]10]3 + 207" — a](,u)y, + 20" (M2, 0),

T . T,
—a_l{—/ h(MA—‘e,u>dt+3/ h (M2 A1, v) dt
0 0
T,
+/ h<MA19,A1u>dt] (2.18)
0

in which we have ensured that all terms on the right involve # — note that we have freely used the
symmetry of the product and the self-adjointness of A~!, M along with commutativity of A and M in
obtaining (2.18). We can now estimate each of these six terms in turn, using the Cauchy inequality, (2.7),
and the fact that MA ™! is bounded for each +, etc. Noting (2.9) — and then absorbing in ¢ = c., below,
such assorted constants as ||[A~!|| = 1/¢p and |[MA~!| — we obtain, term by term,

IO < e[l + (@72 +0?) + a2 + a7 T2 + a2 T |03

+ca2[MY20]; + e[llull} + [|v]3]. (2.19)

Observe that ||0]| < |[M!/24]].
We can then choose € = 1/2 here to absorb those terms into the left and obtain (2.17) for ¢ = M!/29
— with (re-adjusting c slightly)

V=T a) < c[(®+1+a ) +a T2 +a2T74.

Note that this estimate is uniform in «y for v > 0 bounded.

With a further re-adjustment of the constant, we may omit dominated terms before taking the square
root of /T term by term. Of the five terms here, ‘1” is uniformly dominated by [a? + 2] so that term
can be dropped; the terms a2 and a7 ~2 are each dominated by =27 ~* for 0 < T < Ty, so those
can also be dropped. Thus (2.17) gives the estimate asserted for €g in (2.4).



104 1. Lasiecka and T.1. Seidman / Blowup estimates for observability of a thermoelastic system

Remark 2.4. In the case of thermal control and positive vy, we note that the estimate just obtained for
global observation of 8 yields exact controllability rather than only nullcontrollability (valid with v = 0).
Indeed, from the energy identity (2.3) we have

T
lU©@| = [UD| +2 [ VO’ dt < T~ [T, ) +2] [l¢]o-
0

This is consistent with the basic parabolic theory where internal controls in L,([0, T] — H~!(£2)) yield
exact controllability for the heat equation: the dual formulation of this corresponds to observing ||A'/26).

Displacement observation: ¢ = Mu = MAw
Here we want an identity for ||U||;, in which each term on the right now involves u:

U1 = 3llulf + [20 = a0, w)n + (M 20,u),

T . T,
+2a—‘/ h<MA—19,u>dt—3/ M2 Ay, v) dt
0 0

T.
—a! / h(MA™'0, A" ") dt. (2.20)
0

We get this by starting with the identities (2.12)

T
1613 + l[o]3 = 2ljoll}, — o~ (B, u)p + (M20,0), — [ W(M'/2A716,v) dt
0

T
—2ull? + 206, un — 2/ W(MY2A o) dt
0
T,
. [<9,u>h +(M129, ), —/ W(M'/2A~16,0) dt}
0

=2lully, + 2a — ") (B, u)p — a7 (M20,0),
T . T .
—2/ h<M1/2A*1u,v>dt+a*1/ MM'2A710,v) dt
0 0

from which we obtain
U5 = 3lullf + 20 — o) (. u)y + o~ (M/20,0),

T . T,
—2/ h<M‘/2A—‘u,v>dt+a—‘/ MWM2A=10,v) dt.
0 0

The terms (M'/26,v);, and fOT h(M"/2A =1, v) dt are replaced by the quantities on the right-hand sides
of the last two identities in (2.14) to give
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U7 = 3llull, + (2a —a™") (0, u)n .
— a0 Mu), — (M0, [ i AT ) o
0
T,
—2/ W(MY2A =1, ) dt

0
T . T . T .
+a1[/ h(MA™'6, u) dt—a/ h(M'PA v, ) dt—/ h(MA™'0, A" ) dt
0 0 0

and we then get (2.20) on collecting terms.
As before, we now estimate each of the 6 terms of (2.20) in turn to get

U1} < e[+ (@=a ™) + (a2 + )T 72 + a7 |lull}
+ ca”?|[Mul]* + ¢|[M"?ul|” + [[|6]7, + [0]7] (2.21)
which, after dropping dominated terms, gives (2.17) for ¢ = Mu = MAw with
W(T, ) < cla? +a 2T
uniformly in 0 < v < 7. Exactly as for €y, we now get the estimate asserted for €,, in (2.4).
[We remark that, in the case of displacement observation, we have required a much stronger obser-
vation operator, necessary in order to reconstruct the thermal variable 6. If, however, one were just

interested in partial observability (without a need to reconstruct ), the same techniques give the desired
estimate with observation only of ||u/|.]

Velocity observation: p = Muwy
For this case it is convenient to proceed in two steps. We already have (2.13) and now estimate that
term by term on the right to obtain

1015 + ol < e[(@® + a™) + T72 + @217 + 2T o} + ca™? [ M0 [ + &l|6]]7

so after setting ¢ = 1/2 and dropping dominated terms we get
1012 < c[o? + T2+ 2T |v|} + ca™2M"20]7. (2.22)
We can then use the first identity of (2.12) to get

_ _ 2
[uld < e([1+T 2|03 + o2(|6]13) + ellul3 + ca™2|M" 20|

<cl+ T2+ + T2+ a7 2T~ 4] M 20|} + ca™2||Muw||; +<]0]13 (2.23)
using (2.22). Adding (2.22) and (2.23), then dropping dominated terms, we get (2.17) for ¢ = Mw; with

YT, <efa* + (140777



106 1. Lasiecka and T.1. Seidman / Blowup estimates for observability of a thermoelastic system

uniformly in 0 < v < 7. As for the previous cases, we now compute +/1/7T" to get the estimate for €,
asserted in (2.4).

[Again we remark that when velocity is observed and v > 0, the observation requires two additional
derivatives (or one additional as compared with the finite energy space). However, if one seeks partial
observation only, then this approach gives the same estimate when only observing ||M1/ Zugl|.] O

We may remark here that in the Euler—Bernoulli case (y = 0) all three of the observed quantities
0, Aw,w,; are measured in the L,({2) topology while in the Kirkhoff case the situation is not symmet-
ric: the observed quantities are then 6 € H'(£2), but Aw,w; € H?(§2). This difference of topology
between the mechanical and thermal observed variables disappears if one is willing to compromise the
full reconstruction of the state and accept partial observability, i.e., observability of only the mechanical
part. In that case observation of each of the three variables can be considered in the H'(f2)-norm. It is
the reconstruction of the parabolic component from the hyperbolic part of the system which costs an
additional derivative.

3. Global observation: spectral expansion

In this section we continue to consider (1.4) — the same system (1.2), (2.1) as in Section 2 — and will
obtain results quite similar to those of Section 2 by the use of a rather different approach: spectral ex-
pansion to reduce each problem to the consideration of a family of finite-dimensional problems to which
we can apply the general finite-dimensional results taken as Theorem 3.3 from [21] in Subsection 3.1
below. We are assuming here that A is self-adjoint and positive definite with D(A) ~ H?({2), but it is
otherwise irrelevant to have A as in (1.3). In this section we again seek a unified theory, necessarily ac-
commodating the possibility that v > 0, and defer some special consideration of the nonrotational case
~ = 0 to later. A major point here is that being able to cite general results both simplifies the arguments
considerably and clarifies the structure of the problem.

The principal result we obtain in this section is:

Theorem 3.1. We consider the linear thermoelastic system (1.4) — in particular, (1.2), (2.1). For every
a > 0and every T > 0 it is possible to observe any single state component on Qr and determine the full
state (w, wy, 0) on (2 at the final time T, equivalently U(T) = (0, u,v). The linear operator: o — U(T)
is continuous from L*(Qr) to H = (L*(£2))* with norm € = &(T'; &) as in (3.3) for each of the cases

e Thermal observation (o = M'/20 so by = [1 0 0] in (3.13)) or

e Displacement observation (p = Mu = MAw, corresponding to observation with w topologized in
L*([0,T] — H*)) if v > 0) or

e Velocity observation (¢ = M2y = Muwy),

and this operator norm has the asymptotics of (1.5) — more precisely,
[Ty = U@ < Ko™t T2MY20]) 10,
[T = UMD < Kot T3 MAw] 20, (3.1)
U@y = U@ < KT M 2,

for 0 < T < 7. Here K is independent of T, o,y — and, of course, is independent of the particular

U = (60), Aw(-), MY 2w,(+)) satisfying (1.4) — but 7. > 0 may depend on « if a — 0, 0o, although it
is independent of .
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Remark 3.2. The estimated asymptotics (3.1) are, of course, entirely consistent with those of (2.4), but
must be interpreted somewhat differently: we emphasize that, because of its reliance on [21], our result
here can only be the existence of an iterated limit — e.g., existence of

lim o lim 7%2¢(T; ) (32)
a—oo  T—0
for thermal observation — and, in view of the a-dependence of 7, for (3.1), asserts nothing about situa-
tions in which simultaneously 7" — 0 and @ — oo in some joint fashion. This seems the best one might
expect based on the results given in [21]. While more detailed extension of those results might permit us
to obtain by this method the consideration of Theorem 2.1 for limits joint in «, 7', we confine ourselves
to following the available general results, hence looking at the asymptotics as 7' — 0 and then obtaining
the asymptotics

T;a) = O(aHO(T™?) asT —0 (3.3)
as a — 0, etc., interpreting (3.1) in the sense of (3.2).

[An interesting variant here would be to consider the simultaneous observation of rwo of these vari-
ables, e.g., determining the velocity v = w; from observation of both temperature and displacement so
w = (0,u) = (0, Aw). This vectorial observation could be treated using more general results in [21], but
not through the version presented here as Theorem 3.3.]

3.1. A general finite-dimensional result

In this subsection we note a general result for abstract finite-dimensional systems which will then be
applied to the thermoelastic system. This result is adapted from the principal result of [21], specialized
to consider scalar observation as the form needed for our present purposes. For details and more general
results of this nature, see [21,24].

Theorem 3.3. Let by be an arbitrary (row) vector in R and let L be an N x N matrix such that
{bo,boL, ..., boLN"'} is linearly independent. Then, for every solution of

X = Lx with observation of ¢ = by - x(-) (3.4)
we have
T 1/2
XD < €l or = €| [ bo-x?at (3.5)

with the asymptotics for € = €(T') = €(1T'; L,bg) as T' — 0 given by

1 N_l/2 : = = C—N i =
%@OT &(T; L,by) = 3 with B, = |b,

, (3.6)

where

b, = projection of boL" =" onto [span{by, ..., boLN"2}]". 3.7)
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Clearly, given r > 1 there is some T = 7(r) > 0 such that
(5 L,by) <rpT N2 foro<T <7 (3.8)

with ) = cn /By as in (3.6). We note here that one can take T uniform as L varies over any compact set
M of admissible matrices, i.e., such that {by, . .., boLN "'} remains linearly independent.

[We remark that the constant ¢, in (3.6) depends only on the dimension NV; thus, having 5, = |b,| as
in (3.7) provides the only dependence of 1 in (3.6), (3.8) on the matrix L or on the observation vector b.
Note that for the thermoelastic example (1.4) we have N = 3 so for each of the finite-dimensional
problems of (3.15) the blowup rate is 7~ N+1/2 = 7-5/2 )

Proof. The discussions in [21] and [24] actually obtain the first term in an asymptotic expansion for the
minimum norm of a control from 0 to a target state £ and this is here adapted to the nullcontrol problem
(& +— 0) dual to the present observation problem by setting ¢ = —e’’¢,. Analysis shows that one is
essentially estimating ||Q7'[|'/> where Q7 = fOT[y(t) ® y*(¢)] dt is the nullcontrollability operator for
y = —L*y, y(0) = by*. With this ‘translation’, (3.5) and (3.6) follow directly from [21]. The uniformity
of 7 with respect to L € M for the inequality (3.8) is immediate from (3.6) once one looks carefully at
the argument in [21] to observe that all steps in estimating 7N ~'/2|x(7")| are continuous in T, L, subject
to the independence assumption on {by, . . . ,bo LN -1 }. O

We note here some related facts, but will only prove what is actually needed as it is needed.
Lemma 3.4. Assume the hypotheses of Theorem 3.3. Then one has

(1)  &T; L, Abg) = &(T'; L, bo)/ A,
() €T AL, bo) = VAE(AT; L, by),
(3)  &T;L,by) < |A7|€(T; ALA™ by A™Y),
@) if|le’"|| < bforallt > 0, then
&(nT; L,bg) < b&(T; L,by)/\/n;
5) ifHetLH <be “withw >0, forallt > 0, then
€2nT; L, by) < be "I ¢(T; L,by)/ /.

3.2. The family of finite-dimensional problems

Our problem is to estimate U(7") in terms of observation of a single component — suitably topologized
by the introduction of an observation operator S = (A) so ¢ = by-SU(-) —for 0 < ¢t < T'. To reduce this
to a family of finite-dimensional problems, we begin by considering the set {({,, gm): m = 0,1,...}
of eigenpairs of A, taking the eigenvalues as ordered so 0 < (, < (; < -+ — oo and taking the
eigenfunctions {g,,} to be orthonormal in L*(£2). We then expand the solution to get

Ut:z) = Un()gm(x) (3.9)
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with (R*-valued) coefficients: Uy, = (U, gm) = [ UC, 2)gm(x) dx; since Agym, = (mgm, it follows
from (1.4) that each U, satisfies

dU,,/dt = (L U,,, where Lg,, = Lg,. (3.10)
An important observation is that (1.10) and our choice of state vector U = (6, Aw, M!/ 2wy) give

lwol < U

, |Un(@®)| < |Um(s)| fors < t. (3.11)

Noting that yu = p,, = 1 + v, is the eigenvalue of M corresponding to g,,, (3.10) gives (compare

(5D
( -1 0 a/\/ﬁ)
L=1L,= 0 0 1/vi|. (3.12)
—ofyii 1/ 0

In each case, the observation ¢ will be restricted to one component (thermal, mechanical displacement,
or velocity):

withby =[100]or[010]or[00 1]

» =bo-SU®) to select 6 or u = Aw or v = M/ 2wy,. (3.13)
Expanding the observation similarly gives
o(t,x) =by - SUt,x) =Y 0m@m(t) gm(z) forz € 2 (3.14)

with scalar coefficients: ,,(t) = bg - U, (t); here 0, = 0((,,) is the eigenvalue of the observation
operator S for the eigenvector g,,. The orthonormality of {g,,} then gives

2
s

U7, = [UD* = > ||Un(T) leOl* =" o2 llemlB 2o (3.15)

where we are using, e.g., the H-norm for U(t) but the Euclidean norm on R? for each U,,(t). Thus, we
have reduced the problem to a decoupled family of 3-dimensional problems, each as considered in Theo-
rem 3.3: our task now is to obtain observation inequalities for each U,, in terms of the corresponding ¢,
proving for each of these problems that

}Um(T)| < ¢ JmHSpmHLz(O,T) (3.16)

with €, independent of m to get ||U(T)|| < €.||¢||, as desired.
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3.3. Proof of Theorem 3.1

Proof. We wish to apply (3.8) of Theorem 3.3 to get the observation estimate (3.16) for each m, i.e., for
solutions U,,, of (3.10),s0 €, = T~V +1/ 24) (¢ = () independent of m). This uniform estimate then
gives U(T) < TNt/ 29p()||¢p]| from (3.15) as desired. The difficulty is the uniformity: unfortunately,
(except for the special case v = 0) we have 1 + v(,, — 00 so the closure M = {L,: u = pi,} is
compact, but fails the independence requirement as i, — oo to give 1//1z = 0.

To obtain the desired uniformity we re-scale the components, e.g., keeping ¢ but making replacements
u < ku and v < vv. Thus we set

1 00 R -1 0 a/vy/i
D=0 x O and L= 0 0 2V R (3.17)
0 0 v —av/\/it —V/E\/L 0
ie., L = DLD~'. We then let X(8) = X (s) = DU,,(t) with s = (t so
dx/ds = Lx,  bg-Un(t) = [boD™'] - x(s) = pby - X(5),
noting that boD~! = pby where p is 1 or 1/k or 1/v, depending on our selection of by. [Note that

¢, ,u,,ﬁ, k,v, D, p,o all have (suppressed) subscripts,, throughout this proof as we proceed with the
decoupled sequence of finite-dimensional problems. ]

Now, foranyn = 1,2,...and k = 1,...,n, we recall (3.11) and have
k T T
i (85) = a0 < 1)

n n n

kCT/n 5 1/2
<||D~™ ‘||¢( ;L,b ) / [bo - x(5)] ds] (3.18)
(k=1XT/n
so, summing over kK = 1,...,n and changing variables,

T
n|Un(D)| < ||D“H2€2(<T L, b())/ [bo - x(s)] ds
T
= HD1H2¢2(CT L, bo) § / [bo - Un(8)]” dt. (3.19)
0

We always have ( = (,, > (p so, once we will have a suitable M to apply (3.8), we can then choose
nson < (/¢ < 2n and will have (T//n < 7 whenever T' < T, on setting 7. = 7/2(, (independent
of m). Using (3.8) for (3.19), we then have

HD il
|Un(D)] < L bo HsOmHLz(o,T)

D! T\ >/?
<H ; I /< ;3(( ) loml
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D—l
< % (H)TS/ZUH%\ for0 < T < 7., (3.20)
0

opP

computing 3, for L,by and using the choice of n to have (/n > ( for the final step. In comparison
with (3.16) we will eventually finish this computation by selecting the ‘observation operator’ S to give
o = 0y, such that the expression || D~!|| /o pB; in (3.20) will be bounded uniformly in m.

To complete the proof we now wish to find — case by case, depending on p = p,,, and on our selection
of by — an appropriate choice of D = D,,, which will make M = {I: = DLD~": p€[l,00)} admis-
sible for the application of (3.8) in Theorem 3.3 to justify uniformity in our derivation of (3.20). From
(3.17) we immediately note that, in each case, we must have

/v, v, kv, v/ =0O(/p) (3.21)

for M to be bounded. This assumes that « is bounded; similarly, we will necessarily assume that « is
bounded away from 0 in showing linear independence.
For the case of thermal observation, so bg = [1 0 0] and
~ 2

boL=[-1 0 5], b0z2:[(1—%) - Jj"ﬁ}’

we see that for the independence requirement, in addition to (3.21), we need k = O(1/p). With a little
manipulation, it is easily seen that the only usable scaling in this case is to take x ~ 1/pand v ~ 1/,/11;
to within constant factors, this makes

ID7'=v@m  be=[0 a 0] so Bi=a, p=1. (3.22)
Thus, to get o > |/ we choose S = M!/2 5o, from (3.20) and (3.15), we get
U] < Ka™ ' T2MY20]| 1, o) for0 < T <7 = 7/24y (3.23)

with K = rc3/¢} for some r > 1 and with 7. = 7/2(, where 7 is as in (3.8) for this r and the
above choice of M — again noting that we have assumed o bounded and bounded away from 0 in
constructing M.

For displacement observation, so by = [0 1 0] and

N

boL=[0 0 £, bpl?=[=2= =L 0],

we must supplement (3.21) by requiring, e.g., that v/x = O(1/ /i) and 1/k = O(1 /). This is possible
if and only if x ~ p and v ~ ,/p in this case, whence

D7 =1 b.=[a 0 0] s0o fi=a. p=1/k=1/p (3.24)
Thus we need o ~ p and must choose S = M to get, as with (3.23),

UMD < Ka™'T732|MAb|| 2, for0< T < 7= 7/2(. (3.25)
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Finally, for velocity observation, so by = [0 0 1] and

T —av —v T av o?
bol = [T & Ol lP=[JF 0 -5,

we must supplement (3.21) by requiring, e.g., that v/, /i and v/k,/jt each be bounded away from 0,
which necessitates x ~ 1 and v ~ /i in this case. The computation of b, from (3.7) is here a bit
messier, but we get

D =1 PR S —1/v=1/Ja 3.6
H!\,ﬂmp/v/ﬂ (3.26)

This time, since | D~!||/p = /J, we are led to choose S = M'/2 so the observation is ¢ = Sv = Muw.
Thus, in this case, we get

V 1 + azT—S/z
«

UM < K M| 20 for0 < T < 7. (3.27)

Collecting (3.23), (3.25), (3.27) is just the desired result (3.1). O
3.4. A variant when v =0

The computations of k, v in the proof above show why the observational topologies in (3.1) are sharp
in each case when v > 0. However, when v = 0 so M = 1 it is possible to determine the state in H
from internal observation of the deflection w taken with a weaker observational topology than was used
above in Theorem 3.1, i.e., now taking w in L?(Q7) for the observation. The proof is quite similar to that
above but now depends on the fact that when v = 0 we have the exponential decay estimate (4.10) of
Lemma 4.3 below. However, the reduction in regularity from H>({2) to L*(£2) does result in an increase
in the blowup rate from O(T -5/ Y to O(T =7/ 2yas T — 0, as well as increases in the blowup rates
as a — 0, co.

Theorem 3.5. For every a« > 0 and every T > 0 it is possible to observe the displacement w,
topologized in L*(Qr) and determine the full state (w,wy,0) at the final time T, topologized in
H, = H*(2) x L*(£2) x L*(12), for the linear thermoelastic system (4.1), (2.1). The map: ¢ = w +
(w, wy, 0)|¢=7 is then continuous with norm € = &(T'; «), as in (1.12), with the asymptotics

E(T;0) < YT asT — 0 for fixed o

- 3.28
Wilh¢=0(l/wﬂ*):{o(a 3) as o — 0, ( )

O(«) as o — 00.

Proof. We only sketch the proof as it is essentially similar to that of Theorem 3.1. We now use
Lemma 4.3 (4.10) to replace the first inequality in (3.18) by

(i)

[Unn(D)| =

eCLUm (ET) ’ < HZ e—w(l—k‘/n)CT
n




1. Lasiecka and T.1. Seidman / Blowup estimates for observability of a thermoelastic system 113

and later, taking n even, sum over k = 1,...,n/2. We are taking S = A~ (so o,y = 1/¢m) to have
¢ = w = Su. Thus, with D = 1 s0 p = 1 and then taking n ~ 2 (,,,/(o , (3.20) will now become

UnT)] < 2 TP /nj e( il bo> loml202/2

TC3/‘5 T—s/z —w(T/ZC UmH‘PmH

©BG

and (3.28) follows on bounding e~“<7/2( by ¢/wT and then combining the asymptotics for 3, used
earlier for Theorem 3.1 with the asymptotics for w(«) of Lemma 4.3. O

4. Boundary observation (v = 0)

In this section we consider the same system (1.2), (2.1) as in Sections 2 and 3 but our concern in
this section is with geometrically localized observation — restricted to (part of) the boundary 92 — for
a single component: z = 6 or u or v. Since the boundary conditions (2.1) specify that z = 0 on 9{2 in
each case, we will consider observation of the normal derivative so ¢ = z,; this is particularly natural
for z = 6 where the observation is just the resultant heat flux. Again, a principal point of this subsection
is that being able to cite general results — here Theorem 4.2, taken from [23] — simplifies the arguments
considerably when that analysis is applicable. We might again comment along the lines of Remark 3.2.

For boundary observation we cannot have as complete a reduction as for the case of observation on
all of {2 considered earlier: we will obtain a family of infinite-dimensional problems for each of which
we are concerned with the ‘window problem’ of nonharmonic analysis. The technical restrictions of the
available result here [23] sharply restrict the applicability of this approach (cf. [22]). In particular, we
must restrict our attention to the case v = 0 so M = 1 and the system becomes

-1 0 «
wyy + A*w — aAf = 0, _ _
915 — Af + aAw; = 0, L= L(a) B (_Oa _01 (1)) ’ (41)

Further, since the sparsity hypothesis (4.5) of Theorem 4.2 effectively restricts the applicability to
quadratically spaced exponent sequences and so to spatially 1-dimensional problems, our approach in
this section is to use spectral expansion to reduce our problem to a family of such spatially 1-dimensional
problems and (compare [13]) note that we are taking {2 to be a cylindrical product region {2 = (0, 1) x {2,
with boundary observation at the base Iy = {0} x {2, in order to make such a reduction possible.

In the case v = 0, boundary nullcontrollability in an arbitrary short time of thermoelastic beams
(dim {2 = 1) was established (without any asymptotics) in [11]. For thermoelastic plates with rotational
forces (v > 0), there is a large body of literature yielding null or partial controllability results for T'
sufficiently large (in line with finite speed of propagation exhibited by singular support of the underlying
PDE), but this type of result is not relevant to the topic we study.

To our best knowledge, as already noted in the Introduction, the result stated in Theorem 4.1 is the
first to provide asymptotics as 7' — 0 in the case of boundary control in one component only — for
thermoelastic plates or, more generally, for any nonscalar system.

The principal result we obtain in this section is:
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Theorem 4.1. We consider the linear thermoelastic system (4.1), (2.1) on a product region {2 = (0, 1) x
£2y. Then for every o > 0 and every T' > ( it is possible to observe ¢ = z, on Iy = {0} X (2, taken in
L2([0, T'] x Iy), for any of the components z of a solution and determine from this the full state (6, w, w;)
at the final time T, taken in L*(£2) x H*(£2) x L*(§2), equivalently, to determine U(T) in L*(£2 — R?).
For each of the cases

e Thermal observation (¢ = 6, so by = [1 0 0]) or

e Displacement observation (¢ = u,, = [Aw],, corresponding to observation with w topologized in
L*([0,T] — H?*(£2)) soby = [0 10]) or

e Velocity observation (¢ = v, = [w¢], so by = [0 0 1]),

the map: o +— U(T) is continuous from L*([0,T] x Ip) to H = L*(£2 — R?) with norm € = &(T'; o)
uniformly bounded for T', a bounded and bounded away from 0, and with asymptotics as in (1.6): more
particularly,

T a) < Yla) BT asT — 0 for fixed « 42)
with (o) = O(a™") asa — 0 '
for each of the three cases.
4.1. A general result of nonharmonic analysis
In this subsection we note a general result for the ‘window problem’ of nonharmonic analysis which

will then be applied to the thermoelastic system above. Noting that it was originally motivated by pre-
cisely the concerns at issue here, we cite the principal result of [23], specialized to treat eigenvalue
sequences with quadratic separation — i.e., restricting v(-) in (4.5) below to the form §./s, leading to the
estimate (4.7). For details and more general results of this nature, see [23,22], etc.
Theorem 4.2. Let A = { )\, = 7y, + 0y m = 1,2,...} be a complex sequence satisfying:

om 20, (4.3)
uniform separation: for some sy > 0,

’Am’ - Am‘ = S0 (m/ 7é m), 4.4)
uniform sparsity: for some § > 0,

#{A e A 0 < |\ = \| <s}<w(s)=08vs uniformly for A\, € A. 4.5)

Then for each T > O there is a constant & = €(1T'; A) such that

2
dt (4.6)

) T .
Z}Cm el,\mT‘2 < ¢2/ 'Zcm eihmt
m O m
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with
¢ =&T; ) < AeP/T, (4.7)
where A, B depend only on the values of sy, d in (4.4), (4.5), but not otherwise on the sequence A.

Thus, we necessarily have uniformity of the estimate (4.6), (4.7) over families { A} of such sequences
for which we can use fixed sg,d,T > 0 and we have blowup in the estimate as 7' — 0, exponential to
the order of 1/7 as in (1.6).

4.2. Reduction to a family of problems

We consider spectral expansion for solutions of (4.1), (2.1). Before proceeding with the expansion we
note some spectral properties of the particular matrix L = L(«) of (4.1).

Lemma 4.3. Let L = L(a) be as in (4.1) for 0 < a < oo. Then L has distinct eigenvalues {&y, &1,&3)
and so a basis B = B(a) = {vo, V1, V2} of corresponding eigenvectors. The eigenvalues have negative
real parts with

0 <w =w(®)=—max{R(E;)} ~ {a2/4 asa — 0, (4.8)
J

a2 as o — oQ.

ao
az

HetL(a)H < e W@t (4.10)

There is a constant k (uniform in o) such that

ao
ay
az

for all complex triples ay, ay, ay and we then have

< laovo + a1vy + axva|| < K

K

forallt,a > 0.

Proof. The characteristic polynomial of L is

p=p&) =p&a) =8+ + (@ + 1)+ 1.

Since p’ = 262+ (€ + 1)> +a? > 0,p(0) = 1 > 0, and p(—1) = —a? < 0, there is a unique real root
&o which lies strictly between —1 and 0. There is also a conjugate pair of roots £;,& = —a £ ib with
a > 0 since the sum of the roots is & — 2a = —1; as the product of the roots is {y(a® + b?) = —1, we
have b > 264 uniformly in c.

Since the roots are distinct, they depend analytically on the parameter o of p. At = 0 we have
£(0) = —1 and &, , = =i; thus differentiating p(¢) = 0 with respect to o shows

£ = —1 + (1/2)a? + [higher-order terms],
Eip =i+ ([-1 £i]/4)a* + [ho.t]
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giving the asymptotics of w as o — 0. Setting ¢ = an and & = 1/a, we note that 0 = &*p(an) =
4+ an* + (1 + &*)n + &° giving n; — 0,+ias & — 0 (a — o0). This gives &5 ~ Fia so, since
II;¢ = —1, we get &y ~ —a~? as a — oo, completing the argument for (4.8).

Since the eigenvalues are always distinct, the set of eigenvectors remains linearly independent as «
varies in (0, c0). We denote this ordered basis of eigenvectors by B = {vy, v, V2 }, consistently taking
Vo to correspond to the real eigenvalue &, and taking vy, v, to correspond, respectively, to the conjugate
eigenvalues &1, & with positive/negative imaginary part, respectively. Since L(«) is real, we can ask that
vo have real entries and that vy, v, be conjugate; for convenience, we keep the norm of each eigenvector
constant as « varies.

By standard perturbation results (cf., e.g., [12]) B = B(«) can be taken to vary smoothly with respect
to the parameter o of L(cv). Since {vy, vi, v, } are also eigenvectors of o' L, which is analytic in & =

a~!, we can connect this a-parametrized trajectory to a trajectory in & with & — 0 as o — co. We fix

BO)={(1 0 0),(0 1 i),(0 1 —i)},

4.11

Bco)={(0 1 0),(1 0 —i),(1 0 i)} 11

and note, since the limits exist, that the trajectory: o — B(cr) maps [0, oo] to a compact set in [C3]3.

Since each B(a) = {vo,Vvy,V2} is a basis, we have (4.9) — with x uniform in « by the compactness.
Finally, using (4.9) for the spectral expansion e'*[3; a;v;] = 3 ;(a; e'%)v; gives (4.10). O

Lemma 4.4. Set 3; =by - v;(«) and B = B(a; bg) = min; |3;|. Then

4.12)
o a ' a? as o — 0o,

B(a)w{a/?/i a/2 a2 asa— 0+,

respectively, for the three cases by = [100], [010], [00 1].

Proof. Since {v;} are eigenvectors, by - v = 0 would also give boL - v = 0 and boL? - v = 0, which is
impossible because B(«) is a basis.

To consider the asymptotics of B(a) as o — 0+, we differentiate the eigenvector equation with respect
to ato get [L — Elw = —[L' — ']v with w = V'. Since [L — £] is necessarily singular (rank 2), we have
supplemented this by v L w in keeping |v| constant to determine w. We then obtain

vo=(1 a/2 —a/2)+[hotl],
vio=(1%ile/2 1£1i)+ [hot]

as o — 0 which gives the first line of (4.12). Similarly, although with a bit more work, one obtains the
given asymptotics as & — 0, — oo. O

We now obtain the desired reduction by a spectral expansion.

Note that 2 = (0,1) x {2, is a separable geometry for A = —A given by (1.3) — i.e., that the
eigenfunctions form an orthonormal basis for L?(£2) having the product form {ex(x)f¢(y)}. For (1.3)
with this {2 we have

en(@) = (1/V2)sinkrz  (k=1,2,...) forz € (0, 1); (4.13)
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similarly, { f,(y) fory € 2,: £ = 1,2,...} is an orthonormal basis for L?({2,) consisting of the eigen-
functions of the cross-sectional Laplacian —A, on {2, with homogeneous Dirichlet conditions at 9(2,.

The corresponding eigenvalues of —A, are {1} (taken with appropriate multiplicities; we note that each
e > 0). One verifies immediately that the eigenvalues of A are then (72k? + j1p) with

Alerfo = (7K + o) exfo 4.14)
for each k, /.

If we expand the dependence on y € (2, with respect to the orthonormal basis { f;}, writing U in the
form

Ut,z,y) =Y Ust. ) fuly) (4.15)
0

with time-dependent vectorial coefficients Uy(t, z) = (U(t,x,-), f¢), then by (1.11) and (4.14) each of
these coefficients satisfies the vectorial partial differential equation (system) in one space dimension:

[Uely = —peLUglze on (0,T) x (0,1) withUy =0atx =0, 1. (4.16)
This is the anticipated reduction to a decoupled family of 1-dimensional problems and we will be apply-
ing Theorem 4.2 to each of these separately.

That application, however, will require further expansion and we now expand U, with respect to the
orthonormal basis {eg }, now writing U in the form

Ut,z,y) = Y Ure(t) ex(@) foly) (4.17)
k.l

with vectorial coefficients Uy, ¢(t) = (U(t), ek fe) = fol Uyey, dx satisfying the ordinary differential equa-
tions

Ure = (7°k* + p1g) LUy . (4.18)
Thus we have

Upo(t) = Z ks efj(wsz-‘ruz)tvj, (4.19)
§=0,1,2

where {(§;,v;)} are the eigenpairs of L, as given in (4.1). The eigenpairs of the system operator L, =
LA appearing in (1.11) are here

{& (71 + ), ex(@) fu(y)vy}- (4.20)

To consider observation of the normal derivative, ¢ = 0z/0v on the base I" = {0} x {2, — which is
here —0z/0x at z = 0 — one first chooses by to select the appropriate component for observation: z = 6
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or z = u = —Aw or z = v = wy. Then using (4.19) and noting that (4.13) gives —de;/dx = —mk/\/2
at x = 0, one gets

Sp(t’ y) = _Zx(ts 07 y) = _(b() . U).’E(te 09 ?J)

—7k
=> % bo - Ug.o(t) fo(y)
]

= 3" i) fely),  where 4.21)
l

—rk _
Bj =bo-v; and @u(t) = T B g €5 TR RO
7w V2

4.3. Proof of Theorem 4.1

Proof. We will use (4.17), (4.19), (4.21), together with Theorem 4.2 to obtain the desired estimate (4.2).
We begin by choosing by to select the relevant component of U for observation and then consider-
ing (4.17), noting the orthonormality of {e. f¢} in L?*(£2) and of { f;} in L*(£2,) to get

2
Z . &Mk 4 pg T,
aj’k,geﬂ \Zi

[T =Y U@ =3
k.l

k£ 'j=0,1,2
4]
<H D03 JajreeE |
¢ ik
< 2 Z{Z PRLIRYE) i (4.22)
26" a0 8. 7E A ‘
S 2p2 4 J.k.e ]\/i

where we have used (4.9) for the first inequality and then, for the second, multiplying and dividing by
(Bjmk/ V2)? > n*B? /2 with B as in Lemma 4.4. Using the orthonormality of { f;}, we then have

2

2 2 NG
et " =D llee®]” = D> et (4.23)
¢ ¢ 'm
Letting {m = 1,2, ...} represent a re-indexing of the pairs {7, k}, we have
¢ ﬂ'k
e — aj,k,éﬁjji (4.24)
for each ¢ and consider the family of sequences
A = Y with
(4.25)

A =M = —ig; (k2 + pe)

forj =0,1,2;k =1,2,... as in (4.20) — each corresponding to the partial differential equation (4.16),.
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To show that Theorem 4.2 will be applicable for each o, and will give estimates uniform in ¢, our next
major task is to show that the sequences A} = {)\%J} each satisfy the separation and sparsity conditions
(4.4), (4.5) with parameters sg, d which are independent of ¢. [These sy, § may also be taken uniform
in o for o bounded and bounded away from 0.]

For each ¢ think of the sequence A = A in (4.20) as consisting of branches on the three rays
Rj = {t§: t > 0} for j = 0,1, 2. In verifying (4.4), we note that the separation would be minimized
by reducing x to 0 and is then bounded below by the smaller of the distances from A either to A\g, =
—3m2r or to the rays R, R,. Since min{ ]§j |} = r = r(«) is bounded away from O for bounded « and
the angular separation of the rays is bounded below, there is thus a uniformly applicable value of sy.

We next obtain a bound (dependent on s, o, but uniform in ¢) for the sparsity parameter 6. Note that

() =#{Ae A 0 <|N= A\ | <s}=#D;NA]—1

with Dy = {z € C: |z — A\.| < s}. Clearly, each such disk D; is contained in an annulus 4 = Ag s =
{z€C: S<|z] <S5+ 2s}s01+ v, is bounded by the sum (over the branches j = 0, 1,2) of

#{k: S < (T°K* + p)|& ()] < S+ 2s}.

This is maximized by again reducing  to 0 and then taking S as small as possible (i.e., S = 72|¢;()])
SO

vi(s;) < 3#{k: 1 <k < 1+ 2s/(n%r)}

2s

<314+ —.
+7r2r(04)

Since we are only concerned with s > s, this gives (4.5) with the desired uniformity of ¢ for bounded a.
Applying Theorem 4.2 now gives (4.6), specifically

2

7.k

2
7Tk’ )\Z]T

T
ajkePy <¢(T;A[“)2/O ()| dt

T
<emiar [ ool a, (4.26)
0
noting that ¢(7"; A¥)) is bounded uniformly in £ since we have shown similar uniformity of the parame-
ters sg,y whence we have €, = €,.(7T") uniformly in « for o bounded and bounded away from 0. We
then use (4.26) to continue (4.22):
]

U < 2322[2
\Wz—HBzQ:i /0 e, || dt, (4.27)

ﬂ'k‘)\T

@)kt 5]\7 e’k

using (4.23). Of course, (4.27) is just (1.12) — and the asymptotic estimate (4.2) follows immediately
from (4.7) and (4.12). O
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