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Analysis of Ferroelectric Negative
Capacitance-Hybrid MEMS Actuator Using

Energy-Displacement Landscape
Raghuram Tattamangalam Raman, Jeffin Shibu, Revathy Padmanabhan and Arvind Ajoy

Abstract— We propose an energy-based framework to
analyze the statics and dynamics of a ferroelectric neg-
ative capacitance-hybrid Microelectromechanical System
(MEMS) actuator. A mapping function that relates the
charge on the ferroelectric to displacement of the movable
electrode, is used to obtain the Hamiltonian of the hybrid
actuator in terms of displacement. We then use graphical
energy-displacement and phase portrait plots to analyze
static pull-in, dynamic pull-in and pull-out phenomena of
the hybrid actuator. Using these, we illustrate the low-
voltage operation of the hybrid actuator to static and step
inputs, as compared to the standalone MEMS actuator. The
results obtained are in agreement with the analytical predic-
tions and numerical simulations. The proposed framework
enables straightforward inclusion of adhesion between the
contacting surfaces, modeled using van der Waals force.
We show that the pull-in voltage is not affected, while the
pull-out voltage is reduced due to adhesion. The proposed
framework provides a physics-based tool to design and
analyze negative capacitance based low-voltage MEMS ac-
tuators.

Index Terms— Microelectromechanical System (MEMS),
Electrostatic MEMS Actuator, Ferroelectric Negative Capac-
itance, Energy-Displacement Landscape, Phase-portrait.

I. INTRODUCTION

ELECTROSTATIC MEMS (Microelectromechanical Sys-
tem) actuators are of great interest in modern electronic

applications like Radio Frequency (RF) MEMS switches and
digital micromirror devices [1]–[3]. While these devices are
energy efficient, they demand high operating voltages [3].
Ultra-scaled MEMS devices can operate at low-voltages, but
are challenging to fabricate reliably due to effects such as
stiction [4]. Masuduzzaman and Alam [5] proposed a novel
approach to reduce the operating voltage of a MEMS device
without scaling its air-gap. Their hybrid MEMS actuator
consists of a ferroelectric capacitor, exhibiting negative ca-
pacitance, connected in series with the MEMS actuator. This
idea is similar to the development of Negative Capacitance-
Field Effect Transistors (NC-FETs), proposed originally in
Ref. [6]. Readers are directed to Refs. [7], [8] for a review of
NC-FETs. Low-voltage operation is predicted to arise due to
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the internal voltage amplification when a negative capacitance
is connected in series with a positive capacitance. Different
signatures of negative capacitance in ferroelectrics have been
experimentally reported – for example, a charge-voltage curve
with negative slope [9], [10], an enhanced total capacitance
[11], and steady state charge boost [12] in a ferroelectric-
dielectric heterostructure.

No experimental realizations of the hybrid actuator have
been reported so far. Many authors have analyzed the perfor-
mance of these devices through analytical and numerical tech-
niques. The ferroelectric capacitor is governed by the nonlinear
Landau-Khalatnikov equation [5], which relates the voltage
across the ferroelectric to its charge. The MEMS actuator, on
the other hand, is governed by a nonlinear differential equation
[13], expressed in terms of displacement of the movable
electrode. It is convenient to describe both the ferroelectric
and the MEMS actuator in terms of a common entity. For
instance, the response of the hybrid actuator to slowly varying
(quasi-static) inputs was analytically studied in Refs. [5], [14]
using charge as the common variable. They solve the algebraic
equations that describe the balance between the electrostatic
attraction and spring restoring forces at equilibrium. Our ear-
lier work [15] analyzes both the static and dynamic response
of standalone MEMS actuators based on their energy-charge
landscape. This technique can, in principle, be extended to
analyze the hybrid actuator as well.

However, for many applications, displacement is a more
natural coordinate used to analyze MEMS actuators [13].
Analysis based on displacement is convenient to include
effects such as adhesion [16]–[18] and a non-linear spring [19],
that are directly described in terms of displacement. We had
developed [20] a numerical model to analyze both the statics
and dynamics of the hybrid actuator, based on displacement.
The numerical model solves the nonlinear, coupled, differential
equations using the inbuilt solvers of a circuit simulator. The
numerical approach, though, provides very limited physical
insight into the response of the hybrid actuator.

In this work, we develop a physics-based graphical frame-
work, using displacement as the dynamical variable, that
facilitates a systematic analysis of the statics and dynamics of
the hybrid actuator. We employ a coordinate transformation
from the charge to the displacement of the movable electrode,
in order to describe the ferroelectric in terms of displacement.
This allows us to express the Hamiltonian (energy) of the
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Fig. 1. (a) Schematic representation of the standalone clamped-
clamped MEMS actuator. (b) Equivalent 1-DOF model of the MEMS
actuator.

hybrid MEMS actuator in terms of displacement. We then use
graphical energy-displacement and phase portrait (velocity vs.
displacement) plots to investigate static pull-in, dynamic pull-
in and pull-out phenomena of the hybrid MEMS actuator.

The usefulness of describing the Hamiltonian in terms of
displacement is illustrated by studying the effect of adhesion in
the hybrid actuator. Adhesion plays a major role when the top
electrode comes in contact with the bottom surface. We include
the effect of adhesion between contacting surfaces, by adding
a term corresponding to the van der Waals force [16]–[18]
into the Hamiltonian of the system. We show that adhesion
reduces the pull-out voltage but does not affect the pull-in
voltage. We demonstrate how the actuator can be redesigned
so that the reduction in pull-out voltage (due to adhesion) can
be compensated. We show that this redesign causes an increase
in the pull-in voltage; nevertheless, the new pull-in voltage
is predicted to still be considerably lower than the pull-in
voltage of the standalone MEMS actuator. Since the proposed
energy framework uses only graphical plots for the analysis,
this serves as a quick design and analysis tool to predict the
pull-in and pull-out behaviour of the hybrid actuator.

This article is organized as follows. Section II reviews
the operation of the standalone and hybrid MEMS actuators.
Section III presents the Hamiltonian of the hybrid actua-
tor using the displacement of the movable electrode as the
dynamical variable. Section IV discusses our design of the
hybrid actuator. The static pull-in, dynamic pull-in and pull-
out of the hybrid actuator are analyzed in Section V. Section
VI investigates the effect of adhesion. Finally, Section VII
presents our conclusions.

II. REVIEW OF STANDALONE AND HYBRID MEMS
ACTUATORS

We consider a standalone electrostatic MEMS actuator as
a clamped-clamped beam with fixed-fixed flexure, as shown
in Fig. 1(a). Based on Refs. [3], [21], the values of the
MEMS actuator parameters are listed in Table I and are fairly
typical for MEMS actuators. These references also detail the
fabrication steps used to realize such MEMS actuators. The
actuator is modeled using a single degree of freedom (1-DOF),
parallel plate arrangement consisting of a pair of electrodes
separated by an air-gap go, as shown in Fig. 1(b). It is excited
by an input voltage VM (t), where t denotes time. The top

TABLE I
PARAMETERS OF THE HYBRID MEMS ACTUATOR USED IN THIS WORK

Parameter Value

Beam material Gold (Au) [21]
Length of the beam, L 140 µm
Width of the beam, W 120 µm
Actuation area, AM 1.44 × 10−8 m2

Young’s modulus, E 78 GPa
Density, D 19280 kg/m3

Mass, m = 0.35×D× volume 5.6× 10−11 kg [3]
Width of the support, wS 20 µm
Length of the support, lS 80 µm
Thickness, T 0.5 µm
Spring constant, k = 4Ews(

T
ls
)3 1.52 N/m [3]

Initial air-gap, go 2 µm
Stopper height, hs 0.15 µm
Area of contact, AC 16 µm2 [17]
Permittivity of free space, εo 8.854× 10−12 F/m

Ferroelectric material HfO2 [22]
αF −2.88× 109 m/F
βF 3.56× 1011 m5/F/C2

γF 0 m9/F/C4

Ferroelectric thickness, tF 45.24 nm
Ferroelectric area, AF 9.87 µm2

electrode is movable and the bottom electrode is fixed. The
stiffness of the beam, the inertia elements and the damping
mechanisms of the actuator are effectively represented by
a spring-mass-damper with spring constant k, mass m, and
damping coefficient c. We assume that the displacement of the
top electrode, denoted by a dynamical variable x, is limited
by a pair of stoppers, as shown in Fig. 1(b). These stoppers
(with height hs) are made of an insulating material and hence,
prevent electrical short between the top and bottom electrodes
[23], [24]. The top electrode comes in contact with the stopper
over an area AC . We neglect damping in our analysis. The
effect of surface forces is neglected initially and included later
in Section VI.

The transient response of the MEMS actuator depends on
the nature of the input voltage. The input voltage is considered
to be slow if its rise time, tinp, is significantly greater than
the system rise time, tsys of the MEMS actuator. Empirically,
tsys = 0.35/f0 , where the resonant frequency f0 = 1

2π

√
k/m

[25]. Thus, when tinp � tsys, the actuator remains in quasi-
static equilibrium. However, beyond a certain voltage, called
the static pull-in voltage VSPI , the movable electrode snaps
down on to the fixed electrode. This condition is called static

TABLE II
PULL-IN AND PULL-OUT OF A STANDALONE MEMS ACTUATOR. VALUES

CORRESPOND TO PARAMETERS LISTED IN TABLE I.

Parameter Expression [13] Value

Static pull-in voltage, VSPI
√

8kg3o/27εoAM 5.32 V
Travel range, XSPI go/3 0.67 µm

Dynamic pull-in voltage, VDPI
√
kg3o/4εoAM 4.88 V

Dynamic pull-in displacement, XDPI go/2 1 µm

Pull-out voltage, VPO

√
2 k h2s (go−hs)

εo AM
1 V

System rise time, tsys 0.35× 2π
√
m/k 13.28 µs
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Fig. 2. (a) Hybrid actuator formed by series connection of ferroelectric
capacitor CF with the MEMS actuator. (b) Equivalent circuit represen-
tation. CM represents the variable capacitance provided by the MEMS
actuator. (c) Potential energy-charge landscape plotted for Vin = 0 V,
depicting a lowered energy barrier (shaded green) in the hybrid actuator
as compared to the MEMS actuator (shaded orange). (d) Voltages
plotted as a function of time. The hybrid actuator operates at a lower
voltage due to the voltage amplification (VM > Vin) caused by the
ferroelectric negative capacitance.

pull-in [13]. Consequently, the maximum distance travelled
by the movable electrode, before it snaps down, is called the
travel range XSPI . On the other hand, for a step input (with
tact � tsys), the actuator is driven away from equilibrium.
In the absence of damping, the response of the actuator is
oscillatory, for voltages less than VDPI , called the dynamic
pull-in voltage. The maximum value of this oscillatory dis-
placement of the electrode is referred to as the dynamic pull-
in displacement, XDPI . For any applied step voltage, greater
than VDPI , the movable top electrode snaps down onto the
bottom electrode. This condition is called dynamic pull-in
[13]. After achieving pull-in (static or dynamic), as the input
voltage is reduced to a specific value, called the pull-out
voltage VPO, the pull-in condition is lost and the movable
top electrode gets detached from the fixed bottom electrode.
This condition is called pull-out [13]. Table II summarizes the
expressions for pull-in/pull-out voltages and displacements for
a standalone electrostatic MEMS beam, with zero damping.
The corresponding values for the actuator described in Table
I are also listed. Note that damping does not affect pull-
out and static pull-in. However, with an increase in damping
constant c, the dynamic pull-in voltage increases from VDPI
and approaches the static pull-in voltage VSPI [26]. Hence
the analysis presented in this work (with c = 0) provides an
estimate of the lowest possible dynamical pull-in voltage.

The hybrid actuator is formed by connecting a ferroelectric
capacitor CF , in series with the standalone MEMS actuator, as
shown in Fig. 2(a). This configuration is similar to various neg-

ative capacitance transistors reported in literature, where the
ferroelectric capacitor is connected externally to the transistor
[27]–[33]. The equivalent circuit representation of the hybrid
actuator is shown in Fig. 2(b), wherein the MEMS actuator is
depicted as a variable capacitor CM . The low voltage operation
of the hybrid MEMS actuator can be understood from the
potential energy-charge landscape (plotted for Vin = 0 V in
Fig. 2(c)), following Ref. [5]. The parameters assumed for the
ferroelectric are listed in Table I and will be discussed later
in Section IV. Note that the energy barrier is lowered in the
hybrid actuator as compared to that of the standalone MEMS
actuator. This observation is substantiated by numerical results
shown in Fig. 2(d), based on Ref. [20]. The voltage across
MEMS actuator VM is larger than the applied input voltage Vin
since the voltage across the ferroelectric VF is negative. This
internal voltage amplification results in a lower pull-in voltage
(corresponding to a lower energy barrier) in the hybrid MEMS
actuator as compared to the standalone MEMS actuator.

III. HAMILTONIAN OF THE HYBRID ACTUATOR

The Hamiltonian (total energy) HM of the standalone
electrostatic MEMS actuator (Fig. 1), is given by [15]

HM (x, ẋ, t) =
1

2
m ẋ2︸ ︷︷ ︸

Kinetic energy

+
1

2
k x2 − 1

2

εo AM V 2
M (t)

(go − x)︸ ︷︷ ︸
Potential energy

(1)

where ẋ = dx
dt represents the velocity.

We assume the ferroelectric capacitor to behave as a single
homogeneous domain. In the case where the ferroelectric
material is inhomogeneous, the single domain assumption
describes an averaged response, using an effective value of
the ferroelectric coefficients [34]. Indeed, literature ( [9],
[27], [30], [34]–[37]) reports the use of the single domain
assumption to describe experimental results with different
ferroelectrics for thicknesses upto ∼ 100 nm. With the single
domain assumption, the Landau-Khalatnikov (LK) equation
[5], [6], [9] relates the voltage across the ferroelectric capacitor
VF to the charge q (where q =

∫
i dt) as

VF = −α q + β q3 + γ q5 (2)

α = −αF tF
AF

, β =
βF tF
A3
F

, γ =
γF tF
A5
F

(3)

where αF , βF and γF are ferroelectric anisotropy coefficients,
tF and AF are the thickness and area of the ferroelectric
respectively. The energy associated with the ferroelectric ca-
pacitor is given by

UF (q) = −1

2
α q2 +

1

4
β q4 +

1

6
γ q6 − VF q (4)

Note that the Eq. (4) is written in terms of charge q, whereas
Eq. (1) is described in terms of displacement x. In this work,
we use displacement of the movable electrode as the common
dynamical variable to describe both the MEMS actuator and
the ferroelectric capacitor. Both the ferroelectric capacitor and
the MEMS actuator share the same charge q, since they are
connected in series. Based on our earlier work on electrostatic
MEMS actuators in Ref. [15], we relate the charge q to the
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Fig. 4. Numerical simulation of the static characteristics of the hybrid
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Due to adhesion, the pull-out voltage is reduced from VHPO = 0 V
to V ′

HPO = −0.55 V. However, the static pull-in voltage (= 0.8 V)
remains unchanged.

displacement x of the movable electrode, using the mapping
function

q =
εo AM VM (t)

(go − x)
(5)

This mapping function is based on the charge-voltage relation-
ship of a parallel plate capacitor. Using Eq. (2) and applying
Kirchhoff’s voltage law in Fig. 2, Eq. (5) can be rearranged
to obtain

q5
[
εo AM γ

go − x

]
+ q3

[
εo AM β

go − x

]
+ q

[
1− εo AM α

go − x

]
−εo AM Vin(t)

go − x
= 0

(6)

We solve the above equation (discarding the complex roots),
to obtain the charge q as a function of the applied voltage and
displacement. This charge is then substituted in Eq. (2) and Eq.
(4) to obtain the energy associated with the ferroelectric UF ,
in terms of displacement. We can thus write the Hamiltonian
of the hybrid actuator as

HH(x, ẋ, t) = UF (x) +HM (x, ẋ, t) (7)

where both the ferroelectric and MEMS actuator are described
in terms of the displacement of the MEMS actuator. We will
see later in Section VI that writing the Hamiltonian of the
hybrid actuator in terms of x allows us to include the effect
of adhesion in a straightforward manner.

IV. DESIGN OF THE HYBRID ACTUATOR

The effect of negative capacitance has been reported in
different ferroelectric materials like PbZr0.2Ti0.8O3 (PZT) [9],
BiFeO3 [30], Hafnium Zirconium Oxide (HfxZr1−xO2) [10],
[12], [38]–[40], P(VDF-TrFE) [41], [42] etc. In this work,
we choose the parameters of Hafnium Oxide (HfO2) as a
typical ferroelectric, with coercive field Ec = 1 MV/cm and
remanant polarization Pr = 9 µC/cm2 [22]. Note that the
essence of the analysis presented in this work does not depend
on any particular choice of ferroelectric. The ferroelectric
capacitor must be designed so as that the combination of the
ferroelectric and MEMS capacitors is stable at zero applied
voltage [5], [20]. Note that the standalone MEMS actuator
has VSPI = 5.32 V and VPO = 4.88 V (see Table II). We
design the ferroelectric such that the hybrid actuator has a
static pull-in voltage of 0.8 V and pull-out voltage of 0 V.
Following Ref. [5], [20] the static pull-in voltage of the hybrid
actuator VHSPI is given by

VHSPI = rαN

√
rαN
rβN

· 8 k g3o
27 ε0 AM

with (8a)

rαN = 1− tF AM |αF | εo
go AF

and (8b)

rβN = 1−
[

2 βF k tF ε2o A
2
M

A3
F

]
(8c)

Pull-out of the hybrid actuator at VHPO = 0 V requires that
the distance traveled by the movable electrode (g0 − hs) =
(rαN/rβN ) go [5]. Using the above equations, we obtain the
required thickness tF and area AF of the ferroelectric, as listed
in Table I.

V. ANALYSIS OF THE HYBRID ACTUATOR

From the Hamiltonian HH(x, ẋ, t) in Eq. (7), we obtain the
potential energy-displacement relation by setting ẋ = 0. The
hybrid actuator is analyzed using using the potential energy-
displacement and phase-portrait (velocity-displacement) plots
as explained in the following sections.

A. Static Pull-in

The potential energy-displacement plot of the hybrid actu-
ator shown in Fig. 3 explains static pull-in. For an applied
voltage less than the static pull-in voltage, there are two
equilibrium displacements: stable (denoted by ×) and unstable
(denoted by ◦). These equilibrium displacements coincide
when the input voltage equals the static pull-in voltage of the
hybrid actuator, VHSPI = 0.8 V. Correspondingly, the travel
range of the hybrid actuator, XHSPI = 0.62 µm. Beyond
VHSPI , the absence of any stable equilibrium displacement
results in static pull-in, as depicted in Fig. 3. The results
obtained using the proposed framework exactly match with the
analytical predictions (see Table III) and with the numerical
simulations based on Ref. [20] shown in Fig. 4. The numerical
simulations use a slowly varying ramp input (with tinp = 80
ms � tsys) as shown in Fig. 2(d).
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pull-in. (b) Phase-portrait. The trajectory becomes open when dynamic pull-in occurs. (c) Numerical simulation based on Ref. [20].

B. Dynamic Pull-in

Fig. 5(a) depicts dynamic pull-in in the hybrid actuator
using potential energy-displacement plots. Note that the initial
energy (energy at x = 0) equals the energy at point of
the unstable equilibrium for an applied step voltage of 0.69
V. This corresponds to the dynamic pull-in voltage of the
hybrid actuator, VHDPI . Correspondingly, the dynamic pull-in
displacement, XHDPI = 1.01 µm, as depicted in Fig. 5(a).
Any step input greater than VHDPI will result in dynamic
pull-in because the initial energy is greater than the energy at
the point of unstable equilibrium, as illustrated in Fig. 5(a).

Dynamic pull-in can also be visualized using a phase-
portrait (velocity-displacement plot). We plot the phase portrait
by noting that total energy is conserved. Thus, for any step
voltage Vin applied at t = 0 , the total energy Etotal can be
obtained by setting x = 0, ẋ = 0 (corresponding to the initial
conditions) in Eq. (7). We then solve the implicit algebraic
equation HH(x, ẋ) = Etotal to obtain ẋ for different values of
x. The trajectory ẋ(x) shows the evolution of the system for a
specific applied step input, in the displacement-velocity phase
plane. Note that time t does not appear explicitly in Eq. (7) for
a step input, provided t > 0+. The collection of trajectories
for different applied voltages forms the phase-portrait.

See Fig. 5(b). For step input less than VHDPI , the trajectory
is closed, indicating an oscillatory response. The phase-portrait
shows a separatrix for a step input voltage of VHDPI = 0.69
V. The separatrix runs through a saddle point that corresponds
to the dynamic pull-in displacement, XHDPI = 1.01 µm.
Any step input greater than VHDPI results in dynamic pull-
in, which is characterized by the open trajectory in the phase-
portrait.

Results from numerical simulations for dynamic pull-in,
based on Ref. [20], are shown in Fig. 5(c). They are obtained
by applying a step voltage input (with tinp = 1 ps � tsys).
The results from the graphical approach (Figs. 5(a), (b)) are in
good agreement with the numerical simulations (summarized
in Table III). Note that there are no analytical results for
dynamic pull-in of the hybrid actuator.

C. Pull-out

The pull-out of the hybrid actuator can be visualized using
the phase-portrait as shown in Fig. 6(a), (b). Note that the
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go − hs lies on the open trajectory. Pull-out occurs when input equals
VHPO = 0 V as go − hs lies on the closed trajectory.

actuator has already achieved pull-in, after travelling a dis-
placement of x = go − hs, where go is the air-gap and hs
is the stopper height. Thus, for pull-out analysis, the initial
displacement is at x = go − hs, as opposed to the initial
displacement of x = 0, for the dynamic pull-in analysis. The
hybrid actuator does not pull-out when the input is reduced
upto 0.01 V as the displacement go − hs lies on the open
trajectory. However, when the input voltage is further reduced
to 0 V, the displacement go − hs lies on the closed trajectory,
indicating pull-out. The closed trajectory represents sustained
oscillations, after pull-out, in the absence of damping. Hence,
the pull-out voltage of the hybrid actuator VHPO = 0 V. The
estimated pull-out voltage of the hybrid actuator matches with
the analytical prediction (see Table III) and with the numerical
simulation shown in Fig. 4.

VI. EFFECT OF ADHESION

In this section, we analyze the pull-in and pull-out phenom-
ena in the presence of adhesion (stiction force) between the

TABLE III
SUMMARY OF ANALYSIS OF THE HYBRID ACTUATOR

Parameter This
work Numerical Analytical

Static pull-in voltage, VHSPI 0.8 V 0.8 V 0.8 V
Travel range, XHSPI 0.62 µm 0.62 µm 0.62 µm
Dynamic pull-in voltage, VHDPI 0.69 V 0.69 V N.A.
Dynamic pull-in displacement, XHDPI 1.01 µm 1.01 µm N.A.
Pull-out voltage, VHPO 0 V 0 V 0 V
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Fig. 7. Effect of adhesion in the hybrid actuator. (a) Analysis of static pull-in using energy-displacement plot. The static pull-in voltage (= 0.8
V) is not affected by adhesion. The plot near the contact is shown enlarged depicting the effect of adhesion. The inset in the main plot shows the
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(b), (c) Analysis of pull-out using phase-portrait. Note that the initial displacement for pull-out analysis is go − hs − gc due to surface roughness.
The pull-out voltage is reduced to −0.55 V as a result of adhesion.

contacting surfaces. When the beam is actuated so that the top
electrode comes in contact with the stopper, adhesion plays
an important role. The proposed graphical approach based
on energy landscape gives physical insight into understanding
the effect of adhesion. We model the adhesion between the
contacting surfaces using the van der Waals force [16]–[18],
[43], based on the Lennard-Jones potential and given by

FLJ(x) =
AHAC

6π

(
1

δ3(x)
− Λ6

δ9(x)

)
(9)

where δ(x) = go−hs−x is the gap between the top electrode
and the stopper. AC is the area of contact. AH is the Hamaker
constant, and Λ is the inter-atomic equilibrium distance. Eq.
(9) can also be expressed as

FLJ(x) =
C1AC
δ3(x)

− C2AC
δ9(x)

(10)

and C1, C2 are the attractive and repulsive constants, respec-
tively, with typical values C1 = 10−20 Nm, C2 = 10−80 Nm7

[17]. The corresponding Lennard-Jones potential is given by

ULJ(x) =
− C1AC

2 (go − hs − x)2
+

C2AC
8 (go − hs − x)8

(11)

Since ULJ is a function only of x, we can add it directly
to the Hamiltonian of the hybrid actuator HH(x, ẋ, t). The
Hamiltonian of the hybrid MEMS actuator is now modified to
include the Lennard-Jones potential as

HHLJ(x, ẋ, t) = HH(x, ẋ, t) + ULJ(x) (12)

The effect of adhesion on the pull-in voltage is analyzed
using the potential energy-displacement plot using Eq. (12)
with ẋ = 0. As depicted in Fig. 7(a), the static pull-in voltage
(= 0.8 V) is not changed due to adhesion. This is because van
der Waals force is a short-range force which does not change
the energy landscape in regions away from the contact.

The numerical simulation of the static characteristics in
Fig. 4, based on Ref. [20], also confirms that the static pull-
in voltage is unaffected due to adhesion. We have modified
the simulation framework in Ref. [20] to include the effect
of adhesion. Adhesion is implemented as an additional sub-
circuit which models the van der Waals force (Eq. (10)).
The numerical model of the standalone MEMS actuator now

estimates the acceleration a based on the following force-
balance equation

a =
Felec + FLJ − Fmech

m
(13)

where Felec, FLJ and Fmech are the electrostatic, van der
Waals and the mechanical restoring forces, respectively. The
estimated acceleration is integrated to compute the velocity ẋ,
which is again integrated to obtain the displacement x. The
integration is performed by a built-in function available in the
circuit simulator. The estimated velocity and displacement are
given in a feedback loop to obtain the stable solution of the
electrode displacement for an applied input voltage.

Note that a deep energy well, with a stable minima very
close to the stopper location (≈ go − hs) is created due to
adhesion, as shown in Fig. 7(a). When the applied voltage
exceeds the pull-in voltage, pull-in occurs and the beam comes
in contact with the stopper. Due to the roughness of the
contact surface, there are small asperities distributed all over
the contact area [see inset in Fig. 7(a)]. As a result, there exists
an effective gap at contact, gc, between the two contacting
surfaces. Assuming σt and σs are the standard deviations
of the thickness of the top electrode and the height of the
stopper respectively, we can define gc =

√
σ2
t + σ2

s [18], [44].
Therefore, after pull-in, owing to the surface roughness, the top
electrode settles effectively at go−hs−gc. The effective gap is
a random variable that varies across different fabrication runs.
For the chosen dimensions of the MEMS beam, we assume
gc = 10 nm, based on Refs. [18], [21].

The pull-out voltage is analyzed using the phase-portrait, as
shown in Fig. 7(b), (c). As explained above, after pull-in, the
top electrode settles at go−hs−gc. Therefore, for the analysis
of pull-out using the phase portrait, the initial displacement
to determine the total energy is go − hs − gc. Contrast this
with the case without adhesion and surface roughness, wherein
the initial displacement for pull-out analysis is go − hs [see
Fig. 6(a), (b)]. As shown in Fig. 7(b), (c), the displacement
go−hs−gc is on the closed trajectory when the input is −0.55
V. Thus, adhesion reduces the pull-out voltage from VHPO =
0 V (without adhesion; see Table III) to V ′HPO = −0.55 V. We
also confirm this reduction in the pull-out voltage using the
numerical simulation of the static characteristics, as shown in
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Fig. 4. Thus, the pull-in voltage is unaffected and the pull-out
voltage is reduced due to adhesion.

We now study the variation in the pull-out voltage with
respect to the change in the effective gap at contact (gc),
as shown in Fig. 8(a). The trend observed in the hybrid
actuator is similar to the effect of adhesion on the pull-out
voltage in the standalone actuator (for example, see Ref. [18]).
As shown in Fig. 8(a), the pull-out voltage tends towards
the electrostatically estimated value (without adhesion) with
an increase in gc. This is because adhesion force becomes
negligible for higher values of gc. As in the case of the
standalone actuator, there exists a minimum effective gap at
contact (gcmin

), in the hybrid actuator, below which pull-out
does not occur in the presences of adhesion. For example, as
shown in Fig. 8(b), pull-out occurs for gc = 10 nm (> gcmin

)
with Vin = −0.57V (< V ′HPO). However, the presence of an
energy barrier at go − hs − gc = 1.848 µm for gc = 2 nm
(< gcmin

) prevents pull-out. Thus, the effective gap at contact
gc and hence the surface roughness plays a significant role in
determining the pull-out behaviour. For instance, pull-out can
be facilitated by increasing the surface roughness [45] thereby
reducing stiction.
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We predict that the pull-out voltage can be brought back
to 0 V, even in the presence of adhesion, by tailoring the
ferroelectric thickness tF . It has been predicted that both
pull-in and pull-out voltages increase with reduction in the
ferroelectric thickness [20], [46]. By looking at the slope of the
potential energy-displacement plot at go−hs− gc, we predict
that a reduction of the ferroelectric thickness to 29.4 nm
eliminates the barrier for pull-out at zero applied voltage, as
shown in Fig. 9(a), (b). This is, however, accompanied with an
increased pull-in voltage of 2.39 V. Nevertheless this increased
pull-in voltage is is still lower than the pull-in voltage of the
standalone MEMS actuator (=5.32 V).

VII. CONCLUSION

To summarize, we have proposed a physics-based frame-
work based on the energy-landscape to systematically analyze
the static pull-in, dynamic pull-in and pull-out phenomena of
the ferroelectric negative capacitance-hybrid MEMS actuator.
Based on the proposed framework, we illustrate the low-
voltage operation of the hybrid actuator for static and step
inputs. The results obtained are in good agreement with ana-
lytical predictions and numerical simulations. We also include
the effect of adhesion in the framework. We show that the
pull-in voltage is not affected, while the pull-out voltage is
reduced due to adhesion. Since the proposed framework em-
ploys graphical energy-displacement and phase-portrait plots,
it serves as an easy and quick design and analysis tool. The
scope of the proposed framework can further be extended to
include other effects that are defined in terms of displacement
(for example, fringing capacitance of the MEMS actuator
[19]). This work should aid in the study of ferroelectric
negative capacitance for electrostatic MEMS applications.
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