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Abstract. Shape optimization with constraints given by partial differential equations (PDE) is a
highly developed field of optimization theory. The elegant adjoint formalism allows to compute shape
gradients at the computational cost of a further PDE solve. Thus, gradient descent methods can be
applied to shape optimization problems. However, gradient descent methods that can be understood
as approximation to gradient flows get stuck in local minima, if the optimization problem is non-
convex. In machine learning, the optimization in high dimensional non-convex energy landscapes has
been successfully tackled by momentum methods, which can be understood as passing from gradient
flow to dissipative Hamiltonian flows. In this paper, we adopt this strategy for non-convex shape
optimization. In particular, we provide a mechanical shape optimization problem that is motivated
by optimal reliability considering also material cost and the necessity to avoid certain obstructions
in installation space. We then show how this problem can be solved effectively by port Hamiltonian
shape flows.
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1. Introduction. Shape optimization is an active and interdisciplinary field in
engineering and mathematics [16, 20, 33, 56]. In many applications, shapes occur as
the domain of a partial differential equation (PDE) that models physical phenomena
and the fitness of a shape depends on the solution of the PDE, which is also called the
state equation [59]. As the numerical solution to the PDE is often compute-intensive,
a straightforward computation of shape sensitivities by finite difference methods often
comes with prohibitive computational cost. However, the elegant adjoint formalism,
in its continuous [16, 20, 33, 56] or discrete [23, 24, 28, 29, 30] variants (see [44] for
a comparison), permits the computation of shape gradients with one additional PDE
solve, only. This has been exploited in numerous works to optimize the shape of
mechanical components [12, 13, 16, 19], see also [11, 21, 27, 33] for first steps in the
direction of multi-criteria shape optimization.

Looking at the optimization strategies applied, the gradient information is either
used in the gradient descent algorithm [63] or (pseudo) Newton methods. As an
alternative, one can harness global surrogate models with gradient information and
then perform surrogate based optimization, as it is done with gradient enhanced
Kriging (GEK), and then apply the EGO search heuristics [9, 55]. However, both
approaches are beset with certain limitations: Gradient descent or Newton methods
are likely to get stuck in local minima if the shape optimization problem has non-
convex characteristics, whereas GEK scales badly in high dimensional search spaces,
which are typical for shape optimization.

In machine learning, non-convex optimization problems in extremely high dimen-
sion and with complex energy landscapes are solved during neural network training
[26]. Solving here has to be understood not as necessarily aiming at the convergence
to a global optimum, but rather aiming at the convergence to a local minimum of the
loss function, at which the model performs sufficiently well. However, this typically is
not the “nearest” local minimum. To overcome unfavorable local minima that do not
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achieve satisfactory objective values, momentum based methods are used [25, 37].
In this context, it has been proposed to understand momentum as a physical

momentum as in classical Hamiltonian mechanics where objective or loss functions
assume the role of potential energy, hence interpreting the trajectory of the solution
during optimization as a heavy ball with friction (HBF) [5, 8, 52]. See also [45, 46, 47]
for variants tailored for non-convex and non-smooth problems, and [7, 57] for multiob-
jective versions. Convergence properties have been discussed, among others, in [2, 32].
We note that the HBF dynamic can be interpreted [48, 58] as a continuous version
of the “fast iterative shrinkage-thresholding algorithm” (FISTA) [10]. It has been
observed [17] that an asymptotically vanishing damping effect makes the momentum
more effective asymptotically, see also [6, 18] for corresponding convergence results. A
detailed analysis of the interrelation between the continuous (Hamiltonian) systems
and their discretized versions can be found in [3, 4, 49]. This has been recently
cast [37, 39, 51] in the port Hamiltonian language [60]. It has been observed in these
works that the stationary points of such Hamiltonian systems are in one-to-one corre-
spondence with the critical points of the original optimization problem. Therefore, if
the Hamiltonian system is made dissipative by introduction of Newtonian friction, it
should ultimately settle to one of these stationary points and thereby efficiently solve
the optimization problem in a less local way as pure gradient descent flow. The actual
optimization algorithms here are understood as discretized gradient or Hamiltonian
flows.

In this work, we adopt this strategy and apply it to shape optimization problems.
In order to do so, we first propose new shape optimization test cases, which are
manifestly non-convex in the sense that they contain non-optimal local minima. While
essentially no-one would believe that shape optimization is convex in general, there
seem to be very little explicit and well understood non-convex example problems, see
however [35, 38] for a collection of historical problems and a theoretical investigation
of shape differentiability in a non convex setting, respectively.

To fill this gap, we modify a mechanical shape optimization problem where one
strives to maximize the reliability of a simple mechanical component while keeping
the material consumption bounded. This problem has been extensively studied by
ourselves and co-authors and has exposed astonishingly stable convergence properties.

To render this problem manifestly non-convex, we introduce obstacles which,
when penetrated by the shape, result in an additional penalty proportional to the
penetration area. This can be seen as a relaxed version of a common problem, where
the installation space is partially occupied by several components which mutually have
to avoid each other. For some recent studies on shape optimization under installation
space constraints, that however do not specifically refer to non convexity, we refer
to [36, 42, 61]. If now the component’s initial guess, i.e., the starting shape for the
optimization process, is on the wrong side of such a barrier and the gradient of the
penetration cost does not outweigh the gradient of the original objective function,
a gradient flow is trapped on the wrong side of the obstacle while the Hamiltonian
flow might overcome it with the aid of momentum and thereby reach the better
configuration on the other side.

That this actually happens for adequate settings of our (discretized) dissipative
Hamiltonian flow is shown in this work. We also observe that the shapes obtained after
penetration of the obstacle are even superior to shapes we obtained in a previous work
by gradient descent methods [11, 21]. Taking the solutions obtained by the dissipative
Hamiltonian flow as an initial point for a bi-criteria tracing of a local Pareto front,
we find that this improvement is consistently achieved over large parts of local Pareto

2



fronts, which again emphasizes the importance of non-local optimization methods in
(multi-objective) shape optimization.

Our paper is organized as follows: in Section 2 we introduce the Hamiltonian
approach to optimization and discuss the main properties of this method. We also
recall the convergence of Hamiltonian flows to critical points which further motivates
our approach. Our non-convex shape optimization problem based on avoidance of cer-
tain areas in the installation space is introduced in Section 3. Numerical experiments
are documented in Section 4, where we also use the improved starting points from
the dissipative Hamiltonian flow for tracing a local Pareto front which is consistently
improving previous results based on gradient descent. We give our conclusions and
recommendations for future work in the final Section 5

2. Dissipative Hamiltonian flows and optimization. We consider an ob-
jective function f : Rn → R, n ∈ N and an unconstrained minimization problem
minq∈Rn f(q). Assuming Rn 3 q 7→ f(q), to be a lower bounded differentiable map
with compact level sets and a locally Lipschitz first derivative, it is then easy to see
that the gradient flow

(2.1) q̇(t) = −∇f(q(t)), q(0) = q0,

has a global solution for t ∈ [0,∞). In non-convex optimization, the first goal is to
find critical points which fulfill the first order optimality conditions [63]. From the
perspective of gradient flows, this is equivalent to find stationary points qc of the
dynamical system (2.1) fulfilling ∇f(qc) = 0. It is well-known that if f also is a
Morse function, i.e. is second order differentiable with isolated critical points, then
limt→∞ q(t) = qc for some critical point qc ∈ Rd holds for all starting points q0 ∈ Rn,
see [34, Lemma 8.4.7] for a slightly stronger result.

Discretizing (2.1) with the Euler scheme with stepsize α then leads to

(2.2)
q(t+ α)− q(t)

α
≈ q̇(t) = −∇f(q(t)) ⇔ q(t+ α) ≈ q(t)− α∇f(q(t)),

where for t = αk, k ∈ N, on the right hand side we get the update rule for the iterate
qk+1 = qk − α∇f(qk) ≈ q(α(k + 1)) for the gradient descent algorithm with stepsize
α > 0 and initial parameter q0. As the Euler scheme converges for α→ 0, we see that
the iterates of the gradient descent algorithm in this limit follow the gradient flow.

The nice asymptotic convergence properties of the gradient flow therefore also
shed light on the convergence of gradient descent methods, which are of course well
understood, see e.g. [63]. This advantage however leads to the disadvantage that
gradient descent algorithms with small step size – like the gradient flow – tend to get
stuck in the first local minimum it encounters.

Also, in complex energy landscapes as e.g. encountered in machine learning, it is
common to re-define the update scheme via a time series soothing approach [40] with
ᾱ > 0, and 0 ≤ β < 1

(2.3)

qk+1 = qk − ᾱ∇qf(qk) + β(qk − qk−1)
⇔

pk+1 = pk − α∇qf(qk)− α γ
m
pk

qk+1 = qk +
α

m
pk+1

,
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where we used pk = m
α (qk − qk−1), m = α2

ᾱ and γ = α(1−β)
ᾱ and initialized at

q0, q−1 ∈ Rn or q0, p0 = m
α (q0− q−1), respectively. pk is referred to as momentum and

m > 0 is called the mass and γ > 0 the coefficient of Newtonian friction. α > 0 is a
parameter that can be freely chosen, setting a ’time’ scale. It has been observed in
a number of papers that (2.3) can be interpreted as a first order discretization of the
dissipative Hamiltonian system

(2.4)


ṗ(t) = −∇qf(q(t))− γ

m
p(t)

q̇(t) = 1
mp(t)

, q(0) = q0, p(0) = p0.

As usual in Hamiltonian dynamics, this system can now be brought in a compact,
energy based form

(2.5) ẋ(t) =

(
q̇(t)
ṗ(t)

)
= (J −R)∇xH(x), x(0) = x0 =

(
q0

p0

)
,

where we used x(t) =

(
q(t)
p(t)

)
, J =

(
0 1

−1 0

)
and R =

(
κ 0
0 γ

m1

)
, where

1 is the n × n unit matrix. Here we introduced an additional parameter κ ≥ 0
which for κ = 0 reproduces (2.4). If κ > 0, the matrix R becomes strictly positive
definite, which makes the analysis of dissipativity more simple. Note that κ > 0
creates a term −κ∇qf(q(t)) on the right hand side of the lower equation in (2.4),
which combines dissipative Hamiltonian mechanics with the gradient flow (2.1), see
[39, 51] for applications in machine learning.

The Hamiltonian function H(x) is defined as energy via

(2.6) H(x) = H
((

q
p

))
= Ekin.(p) + Epot.(q) =

‖p‖2

2m
+ f(q).

Hence, our objective function f(q) plays the role of potential energy Epot, whereas

the term ‖p‖2
2m is the kinetic energy Ekin. with ‖p‖2 = p>p the squared Euclidean norm

on Rn.
We now compile some well-known facts about dissipative Hamiltonian systems.

Again, we assume that f(q) has the properties given above. By f̄ := supq∈Rn f(q) ∈
R∪{∞} we denote the supremum of f(q). First, by the Picard-Lindelöf theorem, x(t)
has local solutions for t ∈ [0, T ], for some T ∈ (0,∞). Second, for any such solution,
we obtain the dissipativity inequality for 0 ≤ s < t ≤ T , i.e.,

H(x(t))−H(x(s)) =

∫ t

s

〈∇H(x(τ)), (J −R)∇H(x(τ))〉 dτ

= −
∫ t

s

〈∇H(x(τ)), R∇H(x(τ))〉 dτ ≤ 0

(2.7)

holds as R is positive semi-definite and J> = −J is skew symmetric and hence
〈v, Jv〉 = 0 for all v ∈ Rn. Here we used the chain rule Ḣ(x(τ)) = 〈∇xH(x(τ)), ẋ(τ)〉
along with (2.5). Note that this inequality remains valid for abitrary Lipschitz differ-
entiable Hamiltonian functions H : R2n → R, skew symmetric J ∈ Mat2n×2n(R) and
positive semidefinite R ∈ Mat2n×2n(R).

From the dissipation inequalities one now easily obtains the existence of global

solutions if the starting point x0 =

(
q0

p0

)
satisfies ‖p0‖

2

2m < f̄ − f(q0). Recall that
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H(x0) = f(q0)+ ‖p0‖
2

2m and let ϕ ∈ (H(x0), f̄). By assumption, the trajectory q(t), the
q-coordinate of the trajectory of x(t), starts in the level set {q ∈ Rn : f(q) ≤ ϕ} and
the boundary of this set, the level curve {q ∈ Rn : f(q) = ϕ} can never be crossed due
to (2.7). Thus the trajectory x(t) can not produce runaway solutions and never leaves
a compact set, on which the Lipschitz constant of ∇qf(q) can be chosen uniformly.
Under these conditions, the solution is known to exist for all times [1].

Like in the case of gradient flows, it thus makes sense to ask for the asymptotic
behavior of x(t) and study its relation to the stationary points of the dynamical system
(2.5).

We first analyze the matrix J − R and show that it is invertible. In fact (J −

R)

(
q
p

)
=

(
p− κq
−q − γp

)
= 0 is only possible if p = 0 and q = 0 as κ ≥ 0 and

γ,m > 0, from which ker(J −R) = {0} follows. Thus, stationary points xs =

(
qs
ps

)
of (2.5), where (J −R)∇xH(xs) = 0 fulfill ∇xH(xs) = 0.

Let us analyze this condition further. First, since ∇x =

(
∇q
∇p

)
and ∇xH (x) =(

∇qf(q)
p
m

)
= 0, ∇xH(xs) = 0 is equivalent to ∇qf(qs) = 0 and ps = 0. Thus, the

coordinates qs of a stationary point xs are critical points of the original optimization
problem minq∈Rn f(q), i.e. they satisfy the first order optimality condition ∇qf(qs) =
0.

In the next step, one uses the dissipativity inequality (2.7) to prove under the
given hypotheses that

(2.8) lim
t→∞

‖∇xH(x(t))‖ = 0

holds. More precisely, one assumes that for some ε > 0, ‖∇xH(x(tn))‖ > ε holds for
some sequence tn →∞ and derives a contradiction to (2.7), see e.g. [8] for a detailed
proof for the (more involved) situation with pure Newtonian friction, i.e. with κ = 0.

If f is a Morse function, i.e. if all critical points of f are isolated, this immediately
implies the convergence of q(t) to a critical point qs with ∇qf(qs) = 0. The details of
the proof, which once more is obtained by contradiction, again can be found in [8].

We have thus seen that the momentum method, in the continuum time formu-
lation, leads to guaranteed convergence to critical points under appropriate assump-
tions. These results in continuum time are of particular interest if the time steps are
small. In the context of shape optimization with PDE constraints this generally holds
true, as the avoidance of strong mesh distortion in the morphing steps of shapes in-
terdict large step sizes in order to guarantee a numerically clean solution to the state
equation.

3. Optimizing reliability under spatial and cost constraints. In the fol-
lowing, we extend a biobjective shape optimization problem for ceramic components
under tensile load investigated in [11, 21], that considers reliability and volume (cost)
as optimization criteria, by incorporating an additional objective functional penal-
izing the penetration area of a shape with a given obstacle. Hence, we consider a
multiobjective shape optimization problem where we combine three objective func-
tionals into a weighted sum. While the results of the numerical experiments in [11, 21]
suggest that the corresponding Pareto fronts are (at least locally) convex, we show
in this paper that introducing a circular obstacle $ = $(xmp, r), where xmp is the
midpoint and r the radius of the circle, leads to non-convex optimization problems in
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general. Note that the circle is not a forbidden area for the shape, but an intersection
with it is expensive due to the penalization of the penetration area. We consider
the reliability of the ceramic component, its volume, and its penalized penetration
area with a given circle as individual objectives that are combined into one weighted
sum objective. Following [11, 21], the reliability of the component is evaluated as its
probability of failure as discussed in [13] and implemented in [12] for 2D shapes. We
only give a brief summary of the model and refer to [21] for further details.

We consider a compact body Ω ⊂ R2 that is filled with ceramic material and that
has a piecewise Lipschitz boundary. Moreover, we assume that the boundary ∂Ω of
Ω is subdivided into three parts

∂Ω = cl(∂ΩD) ∪ cl(∂ΩNfixed
) ∪ cl(∂ΩNfree

),

where cl(·) denotes the closure, that the Dirichlet boundary condition holds on ∂ΩD,
that ∂ΩNfixed

describes the part on which surface forces may act on, and that ∂ΩNfree
is

free to be modified during the optimization. Furthermore, we assume that all feasible
shapes are contained in a bounded open set Ω̂ ⊂ R2 satisfying the cone property,
see, e.g., [14]. In Figure 1, an example also containing an obstacle in form of a circle

$ ⊂ Ω̂ is illustrated.

Ω̂

Ω
∂ΩNfixed

∂ΩNfree

∂ΩD

n

$

Fig. 1: Illustration of an exemplary admissible shape Ω ∈ Oad and a circle $ as an
obstacle, compare with Figure 3 in [11].

The set of admissible shapes can then be defined as

Oad := {Ω ⊂ Ω̂ : ∂ΩD ⊂ ∂Ω, ∂ΩNfree
⊂ ∂Ω, Ω̂ and Ω satisfy the cone property}.

Following [15, 43], ceramics behave according to linear elasticity theory and therefore
the state equation describing the behavior of the ceramic component under tensile
load is given as the following partial differential equation:

(3.1)

−div(σ(u(z))) = f̄(z) for z ∈ Ω
u(z) = 0 for z ∈ ∂ΩD

σ(u(z))n(z) = ḡ(z) for z ∈ ∂ΩNfixed

σ(u(z))n(z) = 0 for z ∈ ∂ΩNfree
.

Here, the volume forces are given by f̄ ∈ L2(Ω,R2) and the forces acting on the
surface ∂ΩNfixed

, e.g. the tensile load, are given by ḡ ∈ L2(∂ΩNfixed
,R2). The outward

pointing normal is assumed to be defined nearly everywhere on ∂Ω and is denoted by
n(z) at z ∈ ∂Ω. The displacement of the component is represented by u ∈ H1(Ω,R2)
and the Jacobian of u by ∇u. Hence, the linear strain tensor ε ∈ L2(Ω,R2×2) is
given by ε(u(z)) := 1

2 (∇u(z) + (∇u(z))>). Furthermore, for the stress tensor σ ∈
6



L2(Ω,R2×2) we have that σ(u(z)) = λ̂ tr(ε(u(z))) I + 2 µ̂ ε(u(z)), where the Lamé

constants λ̂ = νE
(1+ν)(1−2ν) and µ̂ = E

2(1+ν) are derived from Young’s modulus E and

Poisson’s ratio ν.
The reliability of the component is then modelled by a Poisson point process

following [11, 13, 21]. More precisely, we use an intensity measure that counts the
potential cracks in the component which may initiate ruptures under tensile load. We
then obtain the following Weibull-type objective functional representing the proba-
bility of failure of the shape:

J1(Ω) := J1(Ω,∇u) :=
1

2π

∫
Ω

∫
S1


(
n>σ(∇u(z))n

)+

σ0


m̄

dndz.

Here, S1 denotes the unit sphere in R2 and m̄ the Weibull module which typi-
cally assumes values between 5 and 25. Furthermore, σ0 is a positive constant and
(·)+ := max(·, 0). For further details we refer to [13]. The second objective functional
corresponds to the volume of the shape (representing its material consumption and
hence its cost) and is given by J2(Ω) :=

∫
Ω

dz. For a given circle $ = $(xmp, r) that
represents an area that should be avoided by the shape, the penalizing objective func-
tional has the form J3(Ω) := J3(Ω, $) := cP

∫
Ω∩$ dz, where cP > 0 is a penalization

parameter.
Now we can formulate a non-convex multiobjective shape optimization problem

as

min
Ω∈Oad

J(Ω) := (J1(Ω), J2(Ω), J3(Ω))

s.t. u ∈ H1(Ω,R2) solves the state equation (3.1).
(3.2)

We are interested in finding Pareto optimal shapes Ω ∈ Oad for which the improvement
in one objective always leads to a deterioration in at least one other objective. More
formally, a shape Ω ∈ Oad is called Pareto optimal when its image J(Ω) is non-
dominated, i.e., when there is no other shape Ω′ ∈ Oad such that Ji(Ω

′) ≤ Ji(Ω) for all
i = 1, 2, 3 and J(Ω′) 6= J(Ω). We refer to [22, 41] for further details on multiobjective
optimization in general, and on scalarization techniques in particular. In the following,
we utilize a weighted sum scalarization of the three objectives J1, J2 and J3: For a
weight vector λ = (λ1, λ2, λ3) ∈ R3 with λ1, λ2, λ3 > 0 and λ1 + λ2 + λ3 = 1, the
weighted sum scalarization is given by

Jλ := λ1J1 + λ2J2 + λ3J3 : Oad → R.

A shape Ω ∈ Oad is then called (locally) optimal with respect to Jλ if Jλ(Ω) ≤ Jλ(Ω′)
for all Ω′ ∈ Oad (Ω′ in some neighborhood of Ω), respectively. Moreover, Ω is called
critical (or Pareto critical) for Jλ if ∇Jλ(Ω) = λ1∇J1(Ω)+λ2∇J2(Ω)+λ3∇J3(Ω) = 0.
Here ∇ has to be understood as shape gradient [53, 56], however if there exists a
(surjective) finite dimensional parametrization of the admissible shapes Rn ⊃ U 3
q 7→ Ω(q) ∈ Oad for some open set U , ∇ can be replaced by the gradient ∇ = ∇q
and we write Jλ(q) = J(Ω(q)). Note that while an optimal solution of a weighted
sum scalarization is always Pareto optimal, for non-convex problems the weighted
sum scalarization can not recover the complete Pareto set in general. Since we do
not follow a multiobjective approach in this work and are mainly interested in non-
convex single-objective shape optimization problems, we consider the weighted sum
scalarization for a fixed weighting vector λ that represents some particular preferences.
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However, specific Pareto critical solutions found for a particular choice of param-
eters λ can be used as starting points for further tracing the (local) Pareto front. In
fact, one Pareto critical solution q(λ) with respect to Jλ, satisfying ∇qJλ(q(λ)) = 0,
under adequate conditions [11] on the non degeneracy on the Hessian ∇2

qJλ(q), by the
implicit function theorem leads to the existence of a local manifold of Pareto critical
solutions Ω(q(λ′)) for λ′ in an open neighborhood of λ.

In our experiments, we show that such local Pareto fronts can be efficiently traced
on the basis of the ordinary differential equation that results from the formula of the
implicit derivative in the implicit function theorem, see [11] for the details. In this
way we obtain consistently improved local Pareto fronts from the improved specific
solutions obtained by port Hamiltonian flows.

4. Numerical experiments. The momentum method described in Section 2 is
now tested and compared to a classical gradient descent approach on two particular
instances of problem (3.2). Towards this end, the Hamiltonian flows (i.e., the trajec-
tories of q(t)) are discretized and the occuring ODEs are solved using the symplectic
Euler method, see, e.g. [31].

To evaluate the objective functions and gradients of J1 and J2 the implementation
of [12] is used. There, triangular Lagrangian finite elements are used to discretize
two-dimensional shapes Ω ∈ Oad by an nx × ny finite element mesh Z := (ZΩ

ij)nx×ny .
All integrals are computed via numerical quadrature. For the computation of the
gradient of the intensity measure J1 the computationally efficient adjoint approach
is applied. Following again [11, 21], we utilize a geometry definition that effectively
reduces the number of variables by taking advantage of the geometry of the considered
shapes. In a first step, we fix all x-components of the grid points and represent the
discretized shape Z via its mean line and thickness values %ml ∈ Rnx and %th ∈ Rnx

+ .
In a second step, we use B-splines with a prespecified number of nB basis functions
ϑj , j = 1, . . . , nB to fit these meanline and thickness values (see, e.g., [50]) to achieve
smoothed meanline and thickness values via

%̂ml(z) :=

nB∑
j=1

qml
j ϑj(z) and %̂th(z) :=

nB∑
j=1

qth
j ϑj(z), z ∈ R.

We then consider the B-spline coefficients q = (qml, qth) ∈ RnB × RnB
+ as our opti-

mization variables, replacing Ji(Ω) by Ji(Z) ≈ Ji(q), i ∈ {1, 2, 3, λ}. To evaluate
the objective function J3, the area of intersection of the triangular finite elements
of the discretized shapes and a given circular obstacle $ is computed using the R
package ’sf ’. Furthermore, the gradient ∇J3 is approximated with the finite differ-
ence approach. Since J2(q), J3(q) ∈ C∞ and as shown in [21] J1(q) ∈ Cm̄ we have
Jλ(q) ∈ Cm̄ for all λ ∈ R3

+. For our numerical experiments we set m̄ = 5 as in [11, 21].
Note that the optimality conditions of Section 3 still hold for f = Jλ and q as defined
here.

Test Cases. We modify the two 2D test cases that were investigated in [11, 21]
by introducing a circle $ as an obstacle for the shapes. Other than that, the same
set of model parameters and boundaries are used, i.e., we consider ceramic shapes
made from beryllium oxide (BeO). Following [43, 54], the material parameters of BeO
are chosen as follows: Young’s modulus E = 320 GPa, Poisson’s ratio ν = 0.25, and
ultimate tensile strength uts = 140 MPa. We set m̄ = 5 for the Weibull module.
For both test cases we fix the length at 1.0 m and the height of the left and right
boundaries at 0.2 m. Here, the Dirichlet boundary ∂ΩD is located on the left, i.e., it
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is fixed and force free, while the Neumann boundary ∂ΩNfixed
is located on the right,

i.e., it the shape is fixed at the left side and surface forces ḡ may act on it on the
right. The remaining parts of the boundary are force free and can be adapted in an
optimization scheme, i.e., they correspond to ∂ΩNfree

. As in [11, 21] we set the tensile
load to ḡ = 107 Pa and the gravity forces to f̄ = 0 Pa. We use a triangular 41 × 7
mesh, i.e., nx = 41 and ny = 7, for the discretization of the shapes. B-splines with
nB = 5 basis functions are used to fit the meanline and thickness values, tallying
ten B-spline coefficients. Omitting the fixed coefficients corresponding to the fixed
boundaries yields in total six optimization variables, i.e., q ∈ R6, see also [11, 21].
For both test cases the circles $ = $(xmp, r) are placed in such a way that the local
optimal solutions computed in [11, 21] are beneath them and do not intersect them.
The starting solutions differ from the ones utilized in [21], as they are constructed
such that they lie above the circles without intersecting them. For this setup there
exists a local minimum of Jλ above the circle, and another one beneath the circle. We
compare the solutions of the presented momentum method with the results of simple
gradient descent approach with Armijo step lengths, starting from the same initial
solutions. All numerical experiments are based on an implementation in R (version
3.6.3), where an implementation of [12] is used to evaluate the objective values and
the (adjoint) gradients of J2 on the finite element grid.

We solve the occurring ODEs with the symplectic Euler method, see, e.g. [31],
and compare with (2.3) and (2.4). The update scheme reads than as

pk+1 = pk − α∇qf(qk)− α γ

m2
pk

qk+1 = qk − ακ∇qf(qk) +
α

m
pk+1

,

where α > 0 denotes a step in time. The symplectic Euler method is known for a
much improved energy balance, as compared to the standard Euler update scheme.

For the visualization of the circles we used the R package ‘plotrix’. While this
is a straight-forward approach to visualize our results, plotrix does not always show
the exact sizes of the respective circles since it does not account for the scaling of
the y-axis in the plots. This may lead to the impression that the final shapes have
a non-empty intersection with the obstacle even though this is actually not the case.
The plots of the starting shapes are an exception: In these plots the depicted circles
are in full correspondence with the actual circles.

Test Case 1: A Straight Joint. As in [11, 21] we fix the left and right bound-
aries at the same height for the first test case. The unpenalized biobjective numerical
studies of [11, 21] yielded straight rods with varying thickness as Pareto optimal so-
lutions, which is consistent with our intuition. Now we place the circular obstacle
$ = $(xmp, r) above the known solutions from the unconstrained problem. For this
test case we choose a circle with midpoint xmp = (0.5, 0.26) and radius r = 0.05, i.e.,
$ = $((0.5, 0.26), 0.05), see Figure 2a for an illustration. As stated before, we modify
the starting solution for the numerical approaches in such a way that the initial shape
is located above the circle $. The starting solution q0 for this test case is illustrated
in Figure 2b.

For our numerical studies we choose the weight vector λ as λ = (0.4, 0.3, 0.3).
Since the initial shape has a volume of J2 = 0.2 and since the values of J1 become
very small for straight rods, this weight selection slightly favors the volume (J2) over
the reliability (J1) at optimality. To ensure that the optimized shapes do not intersect
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(a) Exemplary optimal solution of [11] with
added circle $ (purple) placed above it.

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0

−
0.

2
0.

0
0.

2
0.

4
0.

6
(b) Initial shape q0 located above the obstacle
$.

Fig. 2: Test case 1 – placement of circular obstacle $ and initial shape.

the circular obstacle, we set the penalization parameter cP of J3 to cP = 100 and hence
strongly penalizing non-empty intersections of the shape with the circular obstacle.

Starting in q0 we first apply a gradient descent method with Armijo step lengths,
a maximum iteration number of 200 and the stopping condition ‖∇Jλ(q)‖ ≤ 10−5.
The solution qGD obtained after 152 iterations satisfies this stopping condition and
has the objective value Jλ(qGD) ≈ 0.1584. As can be seen in Figure 3a, the gradient
descent approach did not pass over the obstacle $, i.e., its trajectory got stuck in a
local minimum located above $.

Starting from the same initial shape q0, we next apply the momentum method
and compute discretized Hamiltonian flows for κ = 10−3, mass m = 10 and dissipation
parameter γ = 100. The initial momentum p0 is set to a vector of zeros of the same
dimension as q0, i.e., p0 = 0 ∈ R6. Furthermore, the maximum time T of the dynamics
is set to T = 1, with 250 time steps, i.e., α = 1/250. This approach yields a solution
qHF with objective value Jλ(qHF) ≈ 0.0365 that lies beneath the circular obstacle $
and that resembles a straight rod corresponding to an established (local) minimum of
[11], see Figure 3b.

The histories of the potential energy, i.e., Jλ(q), the kinetic energy, and the to-
tal energy during the 250 iterations approximating the dissipative Hamiltonian flow,
starting in q0 with p0 = 0, are illustrated in Figure 7a.

In the first iteration, we observe a small increase of the total energy, as also
the symplectic Euler scheme is not exact with respect to the energy balance. For a
standard Euler scheme, this violation is much more pronounced, as we have observed
in numerical tests.

The computed discretized Hamiltonian flow is in accordance with the model-
ling assumptions. Indeed, we observe that the potential energy of the initial shape is
3.9354, which then drops to 0.3354 after the early phase of the approach and increases
again to 0.3778 in the following iterations, to subsequently decrease again while con-
verging towards an optimal solution. Note that around the time t = 0.7 there is a
drop in the potential energy which corresponds to the shape overcoming the circular

10
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(a) Final solution qGD of the gradient descent
method starting in q0. Note that the actual
area of intersection with $ is smaller than the
depicted one.
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(b) Final solution qHF of the momentum
method after 250 iterations starting in q0.

Fig. 3: Test case 1 – comparison of the results of gradient descent and momentum
method.

obstacle $. We observe that, as the potential energy decreases in the early phase of
the approach, the kinetic energy increases from 0 to 2.6300. The kinetic energy then
decreases while the potential energy increases, nicely capturing the interplay between
these two energies. Note that during the optimization process the potential energy
may increase, however, without the total energy surpassing the initial total energy,
which is in accordance with the fact that without an external energy supply the total
energy in a dissipative Hamiltonian system can only decrease due to dissipation. In
our numerical studies we experienced a small increase of the total energy at the start
of the approach and when overcoming the circular obstacle $ due to the precision of
the symplectic Euler scheme.

Several exemplary shapes that were computed as part of the discretized the Hamil-
tonian flow are shown in Figure 4, capturing the course of the momentum method.
In Figure 4, the first shape corresponds to the starting shape q0 and the last shape
to the solution qHF, respectively. The remaining shapes are chosen to illustrate the
Hamitonian flow that is approximated by the momentum method.

Test Case 2: An S-Shaped Joint. Following [11, 21], for the second test case
we consider an S-shaped joint the right boundary of which is located 0.27 m and hence
beneath its left boundary. The locally Pareto optimal solutions of the unpenalized
biobjective shape optimization problem investigated in [11, 21] resemble the profiles
of whales with varying volume. We now place a circular obstacle with midpoint
xmp = (0.6, 0.1) and radius r = 0.05, i.e., $ = $((0.6, 0.1), 0.05), above the right part
of one exemplary locally Pareto optimal shape, see Figure 5a, and choose the initial
shape such that it is located above the circular obstacle $, see Figure 5b.

For the numerical experiments we set the penalizing parameter cP of J3 to cP = 30
and choose the dissipation parameter as γ = 10. The remaining parameters are
identical to the ones used in the first test case, i.e., the weight vector λ is λ =

11



Fig. 4: Test case 1 – selected solutions of the discretized Hamiltonian flow computed by
the momentum method starting in q0 and ending in qHF. Recall that the plotted circle
indicates the correct position but does not always reflect its true radius, particularly
for larger shapes when the y-axis is rescaled. See video.
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(a) Exemplary locally Pareto optimal solu-
tion of [11], resembling the contour of a
whale, with added circular obstacle $ (pur-
ple) placed above its fin.
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(b) Initial shape q0 for the gradient descent
and momentum method located above the ob-
stacle $.

Fig. 5: Test case 2 – placement of circular obstacle $ and initial shape.

(0.4, 0.3, 0.3), the gradient descent method implements Armijo step lengths, starts in
q0 and has the same stopping condition and maximum number of iterations as before,
and the parameters for the momentum method are κ = 10−3, m = 10, T = 1 and 250
time steps, with the initial momentum set to p0 = 0 ∈ R6.

As in the first test case, the final solution qGD of the gradient descent method
did not overcome the circular obstacle $ and terminated in a solution above $, see
Figure 6a. It terminated with an objective value of Jλ(qGD) ≈ 0.1795 after the
maximum number of 200 iterations was reached. Hence, there is not a guarantee that
this solution is a local minimum of Jλ. A significantly better result was obtained
with the momentum method that terminated in the solution qHF with objective value
Jλ(qHF) ≈ 0.1141. It is again located beneath $ and resembles the shape of a spoon,
see Figure 6b. We observe that the indicator for the probability of failure for the final
spoon shape is J1(qHF) ≈ 0.0413 and hence a magnitude smaller than that for the
whale shape depicted in Figure 2a, which was J1 = 0.4819.

While the whale shape from Figure 2a has a smaller volume than the spoon shape
qHF (we obtained J2(qHF) ≈ 0.3251), a comparison of a spoon with volume of J2 =
0.2068 (and probability of failure of J1 = 0.0771) computed via the tracing approach
of [11] starting in qHF as the initial shape with another whale shape computed in [11]
that has a comparable volume of J2 = 0.2073 reveals that the whale shape still has
a considerably larger probability of failure of J1 = 0.3009. Furthermore, comparing
the (local) Pareto fronts w.r.t. J1 and J2 of whale shapes computed in [11] and spoon
shapes yield that the spoon shapes dominate the whale shapes, see Figure 8.

Thus, in comparison with the gradient descent method employed in [21] the mo-
mentum method yields preferable solutions also for the unpenalized, biobjective shape
optimization problem of [11, 21].

Figure 7b shows the histories of the total energy, potential energy and the kinetic
energy during the discretized Hamiltonian flow starting in q0. We start with a po-
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(a) Final solution qGD of the gradient descent
method after 200 iterations, starting in q0.
Note that the actual intersection are with $
is much smaller than what the plot suggests.
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(b) Final solution qHF of the momentum
method after 250 iterations starting in q0.

Fig. 6: Test case 2 – comparison of the results of gradient descent and momentum
method.

tential energy of 5.8513 which decreases during the first steps of the optimization to
0.2862 and then slightly increases again in the next iterations. On the other hand,
the kinetic energy reaches a value of 5.0986 after 12 iterations and then decreases
in the next iterations while the potential energy increases again. Except for a small
increase during the initial iterations due to the limited precision of the symplectic
Euler method, the total energy decreases during the approach.

Selected exemplary shapes capturing the course of the discretized Hamiltonian
flow is illustrated in Figure 9. Here, as for the first test case, the first shape depicts the
initial shape q0 and the last shape the solution qHF, respectively, while the remaining
shapes are chosen in a way to best illustrate the Hamiltonian shape flow.

5. Conclusions and outlook. In this paper we consider explicitly non-convex
problems in shape optimization, which previously attained little attention. In partic-
ular, we demonstrate that avoidance of occupied areas in an installation space creates
additional local minima which render the shape optimization problem more difficult.
To overcome such difficulties at least partially, we adapt momentum methods from
the fields of non-convex optimization and machine learning to shape optimization.
Using a (discretized) dissipative Hamiltonian flow instead of a (discrtized) gradient
flow, we numerically integrate shape flows in a way that the obstacles in the installa-
tion space are overcome. We provide numerical experiments for 2D mechanical shape
optimization problems where the objective functions are given by a scalarization of
material consumption, reliability, and constraint violation.

We consider this work as a starting point for further developments in non-convex
shape optimization. First, a better understanding of convergence to stationary points
beyond local asymptotic Lyapunov stability is desirable. This can be achieved either
by a detailed analysis of global convergence of dissipative Hamiltonian flows to sta-
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(b) Test case 2

Fig. 7: Test cases 1 and 2 – histories of the total energy (blue), potential energy
(cyan), and the kinetic energy (purple) during the momentum method starting in q0

tionary points or by extension to port Hamiltonian flows where ports may be used to
impose guarantees on the dissipated energy, which should be useful for global conver-
gence to stationary points. More generally, the physics based intuition connected to
Hamiltonian flows will contribute to the design of control strategies for shape opti-
mization algorithms beyond the gradient descent paradigm.

Also, the Hamiltonian perspective in connection with muti-objective optimiza-
tion offers most interesting connections between topological properties of dynamical
systems (’bifurcations’, see e.g. [62]) and the choice of weighting parameters for
scalarizations in multi-objective optimization. The notable stability of topological
properties of dynamical systems away from bifurcating parameter settings might also
be considered as a theoretical foundation for tracing methods as proposed in [11].

In this work, we introduce a generic definition of shape geometry using splines
and thus achieve a finite dimensional parametrization once the spline basis is fixed.
It would also be of interest to consider the infinite dimensional shape optimization
setting, where we have to introduce momentum in the cotangent bundle of the infinite
dimensional manifold of shapes. Clever choices of the skew-symmetric matrix J and
the dissipation R could also be useful to provide the required smoothing for update
steps in shape optimization in order to maintain the regularity class of the boundary.

We intend to come back to the indicated problems in future research.
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Volker Schulz and Michael Stiglmayr for interesting discussions.
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