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Abstract

We present a new framework for the simultaneous optimiziation of both the topology as well as the relative density
grading of cellular structures and materials, also known as lattices. Due to manufacturing constraints, the optimization
problem falls into the class of NP-complete mixed-integer nonlinear programming problems. To tackle this difficulty,
we obtain a relaxed problem from a multiplicative split of the relative density and a penalization approach. The
sensitivities of the objective function are derived such that any gradient-based solver might be applied for the iterative
update of the design variables. In a next step, we introduce a material model that is parametric in the design variables
of interest and suitable to describe the isotropic deformation behavior of quasi-stochastic lattices. For that, we derive
and implement further physical constraints and enhance a physics-augmented neural network from the literature that
was formulated initially for rhombic materials. Finally, to illustrate the applicability of the method, we incorporate
the material model into our computational framework and exemplary optimize two-and three-dimensional benchmark
structures as well as a complex aircraft component.

Keywords: Multiscale topology optimization, Functionally graded lattice structures, Physics-augmented neural
networks, Additive manufacturing, Computational homogenization

1. Introduction

Recent advances in manufacturing, such as 3D printing – commonly referred to as additive manufacturing – offer
the possibility to overcome the limitations of traditional manufacturing techniques, thus allowing the creation of
complex topology structures by adding slices of solid material layer by layer [1]. Consequently, cellular materials
such as functionally graded lattices have come to the forefront of both academia and industry due to their unique
and superior properties in terms of stiffness-to-weight ratio, thermal conduction, and energy absorption [2, 3, 4, 5, 6].
This trend is accompanied by the development of new topology and material optimization methods to fully exploit the
advantageous properties of cellular lightweight structures in an application-specific manner as outlined by Zhu et al.
[7].

The topology optimization of cellular multiscale structures as a design tool was pioneered by Bendsøe and Kikuchi
[8] with the development of the homogenization method. The idea of implementing a power-law as a material model,
depending on a density variable into a topology optimization framework, came shortly after with the well-established
Solid Isotropic Material with Penalization (SIMP) method [9]. SIMP, however, is primarily used to compute void-
solid designs, known as 0-1 designs, since porous structures resulting from this approach with a linear density-stiffness
relation violate the Hashin-Shtrikman bounds [10]. A less restricted solution space for the design of cellular structures
is obtained through concurrent approaches [11, 12, 13]. In these approaches, one additional topology optimization
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problem per macroscale material point is solved on the microscale, resulting in complex unit cell layouts. Neverthe-
less, this requires extensive computational resources due to the heavily increased number of design variables [14]. In
contrast, homogenization-based topology optimization involving lattice unit cells of predefined geometry, which are
parametric only with respect to the relative density, reduces the number of design variables to a minimum. This makes
such methods computationally attractive, and therefore they constitute still an active field of research [15, 16, 17, 18].

Data-driven methods, such as artificial neural networks (ANNs), form a relatively new approach to solving engi-
neering problems and are gaining more attention in the computational mechanics community [19]. Generally, ANNs
are highly flexible functions that map a set of input parameters to some output, making them particularly suitable
for material modeling. For the first time this was implemented by Ghaboussi et al. [20] using a black-box approach
without taking any physical conditions into account. Later, Shen et al. [21] used isotropic invariants as model inputs
to incorporate basic constitutive constraints such as thermodynamic consistency and objectivity. These ANN mod-
els, that guarantee physically sensible outputs, are commonly known as physics-informed neural networks (PINNs)
[22, 23], physics-augmented neural networks (PANNs) [24, 25] or constitutive artificial neural networks (CANNs)
[26, 27] in the literature. Over time, researchers have proposed many network architectures that fulfill different physi-
cal conditions of elastic [28] and inelastic material behavior [29]. This trend, furthermore, has led to the development
of neural networks modeling the effective behavior of (parametric) lattice materials [30, 31] as alternatives to conven-
tional linear homogenization approaches [32, 33, 34]. However, even though PANNs have already been applied to
predict lattice architectures with specific target stiffness properties [35], only physically unconstrained ANN material
models have been used for density-based topology optimization of cellular structures and materials to the best of our
knowledge [36, 37, 38].

In this article, we develop an optimization framework that simultaneously optimizes the topology and the material
of hierarchical cellular structures and involves PANN material models. We structure the article as follows: In Sec-
tion 2, the general form of our topology optimization method is presented, including the derivation of the sensitivities
of the objective function with respect to the design variables and a heuristic design variable update scheme that is
simple to implement. Next, we discuss the data-driven material model in Section 3, focusing on the derivation of
physical constraints and the generation of training data from computational homogenization. In Section 4, we include
the material model in the optimization problem and compute two- and three-dimensional example structures to exam-
ine the applicability of our method. Finally, we draw conclusions from our results in Section 5, along with an outlook
on possible future research avenues.

2. Topology optimization of functionally graded cellular structures

In this section, we introduce a minimum compliance optimization problem along with a corresponding solution
algorithm designed to optimize both the topology and material grading of cellular structures. Although our discussion
primarily focuses on strut-based lattices, the algorithm is broadly applicable to various types of cellular materials,
including gyroid lattices and metal foams.

2.1. Design variables

According to Ashby [32], the properties of cellular structures and materials depend on three groups of design
variables, namely

1. the topology and shape of the unit cell,
2. the solid base material, which the cellular material is made of, and
3. the relative density.

In our study, we will focus on the relative density as a design variable. The relative density is defined as the ratio
of the density of the cellular material ρcell over the density of the base material ρbase and describes the fraction of the
unit cell volume that is actually filled with base material, i.e.

ρ =
ρcell

ρbase
=

Vbase

Vcell
. (1)
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When referring to strut-based lattices, the relative density is related directly to the aspect ratio

a =
d
l

(2)

such that in general ρ = ρ (a) or equivalently a = a (ρ) [39, 40]. In (2), d denotes the strut diameter and l is the unit
cell size. In Figure 1, this is exemplified using body-centered cubic (BCC) unit cells with different aspect ratios.

From (2), we can conclude that in case the unit cell topology and strut diameter are uniform across the domain
of the structure, grading with respect to the relative density also yields grading with respect to l. Consequently, a
constant strut length or unit cell size yields grading with respect to d.

Figure 1: Strut-based body-centered cubic (BCC) unit cells for two different aspect ratios a. The volume filled with base material in the unit cell
increases with the aspect ratio, implying the existence of a mapping function between the relative density and the aspect ratio, and vice versa.

2.2. General problem formulation
Consider a cellular body Ω with Dirichlet boundary ΓD and Neumann boundary ΓN that is discretized with nel

finite elements e such that Ωe ⊂ Ω and

nel⋃
e=1

Ωe ≈ Ω. (3)

Each element is assigned a constant relative density ρe, such that a global density vector

ρ =
[
ρ1 ρ2 . . . ρnel−1 ρnel

]T
(4)

can be defined. The discrete form of the general minimum compliance topology optimization problem then reads [41]

min
ρ

c (ρ) = f Tu (5a)

s.t. Ku = f , (5b)

1
|Ω|

nel∑
e=1

ρe|Ωe| − Vfrac ≤ 0, (5c)

ρe ∈ Ai, ∀e ∈ {1, . . . , nel}. (5d)

The equality constraint (5b) serves the kinematic admissibility of the displacement vector u and follows directly from
finite element analysis:

K =
nel

A
e=1

∫
Ωe

BT C B dΩe (6)
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is the stiffness matrix obtained from an assembly operation and element-wise integration of shape function gradients
B and the constitutive material tensor C, where the overline denotes compatibility with Voigt notation. The global
vector f denotes the external forces acting on Ω. In addition, the fraction of the volume in the design space that is
actually filled with solid material is limited to Vfrac through the inequality constraint (5c), where |Ωe| represents the
volume of element e and |Ω| the total volume of Ω.

The admissible relative density values are specified in (5d) through the set Ai, whose choice depends on the
type of application or on the manufacturing constraints. More specifically, to obtain simple 0-1 designs, the choice
A1 = {ρvoid, ρmax} is sufficient with ρvoid representing void, i.e., the absence of any solid or cellular material. To
maintain numerical stability, ρvoid may not be exactly but close to zero. In this work, we choose ρvoid = 10−15. On the
contrary, the setA2 =

[
ρmin, ρmax

]
is suitable to optimize the grading of a cellular material with respect to the density

in the given range as sketched in Figure 2. However, in order to optimize both the macroscopic topology of Ω as well
as the material grading simultaneously, an admissible set

A3 = {ρvoid} ∪
[
ρmin, ρmax

]
(7)

with 0 < ρvoid ≪ ρmin < ρmax ≤ 1 might be used [42]. The continuous range
[
ρmin, ρmax

]
covers all relative density

values that are assumed to be manufacturable.

c)

a) b)

Figure 2: Admissible sets of relative density values and their effect on the optimized design. a) Simple 0-1 design. b) Design with graded density.
c) Design with optimized topology and density grading.

2.3. Relaxation of the initial mixed-integer nonlinear programming problem

For Ai = A3, the design variables ρe in the general problem become semi-continuous and, as a consequence, (5)
constitutes a mixed-integer nonlinear programming (MINLP) problem. MINLP problems are characterized as NP-
complete in terms of complexity and require specialized algorithms to obtain a minimum [43]. Our approach to
address this difficulty is to split the relative density into a topological variable γ and another density variable κ, which
we refer to as microstructural relative density in the following. Hence, the relative density of finite element e is

ρe = γeκe. (8)
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Analogously to (4), the newly introduced variables are stored in vectors γ and κ such that a relaxed optimization
problem can be constructed:

min
γ,κ

c (γ, κ) = f Tu (9a)

s.t. Ku = f , (9b)

1
|Ω|

nel∑
e=1

γeκe|Ωe| − Vfrac ≤ 0, (9c)

γe ∈
[
ρvoid, 1

]
, ∀e ∈ {1, . . . , nel}, (9d)

κe ∈
[
ρmin, ρmax

]
, ∀e ∈ {1, . . . , nel}. (9e)

To push γe towards its limit values, a penalization approach similar to the well-established SIMP method is utilized
[9]. For that, the constitutive material tensor is defined element-wise as

C (γe, κe) = γp
e C

∗
(p (κe, . . . )) (10)

with penalty parameter p > 1 and the effective stiffness tensor C
∗

as an implicit function of the microstructural
relative density and possibly further material parameters that set up input vector p. Figure 3 illustrates the role of the
alternative set of design variables in the context of topology optimization.

�3

�2

�1

Ω

� = �max

� = �min

 � = ��  � ∈ [�void,1]  � ∈ [�min,�max]

� = 1

� = �void

ΓD

ΓN

Figure 3: Multiplicative split of the relative density for the optimization of the topology and material grading of a lattice structure.

We emphasize that in contrast to the initial MINLP problem, the relaxed problem (9) becomes solvable efficiently
by means of standard gradient-based methods such as the method of moving asymptotes (MMA) [44, 45] or the
optimality criteria method [41].
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2.4. Sensitivity analysis and stabilization
The sensitivity or gradient of the objective function c with respect to the design variables γ and κ can be computed

effectively by means of the adjoint method as demonstrated by Bendsøe and Sigmund [41]:

∂c
∂γe
= −uT

e
∂Ke

∂γe
ue, (11a)

∂c
∂κe
= −uT

e
∂Ke

∂κe
ue. (11b)

The element displacement vector is denoted ue and the element stiffness matrix Ke results from the integral in (6).
Therefore, we rewrite (11) as

∂c
∂γe
= −uT

e

[∫
Ωe

p γp−1
e BT C

∗
B dΩe

]
ue, (12a)

∂c
∂κe
= −uT

e

∫
Ωe

γ
p
e BT ∂C

∗

∂κe
B dΩe

 ue. (12b)

In order to keep the formulation of the effective stiffness tensor C
∗

flexible, we compute the right-hand side partial
derivative in (12b) using efficient forward-mode automatic differentiation. The sensitivity numbers are then obtained
from

α
γ
e = −

∂c
∂γe
, ακe = −

∂c
∂κe
. (13)

Topology optimization suffers from mesh-dependency and checkerboard patterns which can be tackled by applying
a low-pass filter to the sensitivity numbers [46]. The convolution operator of the filter is defined as

He′ = rmin − ∆(e, e′),{
e′ | e′ ∈ {1, . . . , nel} ,∆(e, e′) ≤ rmin

}
,

e ∈ {1, . . . , nel}

(14)

with filter radius rmin and center-to-center distance ∆(e, e′) between two elements e and e′. We write the smoothed
sensitivity values as

α̂•e =

∑nel
e′=1 ρe′He′α

•
e′

ρe
∑nel

e′=1 He′
. (15)

In (15), • is a placeholder for γ and κ. To furthermore improve convergence during the iterative process, the sensitivity
history of each element is considered [47]. Here this is implemented by averaging the sensitivity numbers of the
current design iteration k with their counterparts from the previous iteration k − 1:[

α̂•e
]k
←

1
2

[[
α̂•e

]k
+

[
α̂•e

]k−1
]
. (16)

2.5. Optimality criteria design variable update scheme
We update the design variables γe and κe by adapting the well-known optimality criteria method [41]. The design

update of the topological variable γe then reads

γk+1
e =



max
([

1 − µ
]
γk

e, ρvoid

)
if γk

e Bk
γ ≤ max

([
1 − µ

]
γk

e, ρvoid

)
,

min
([

1 + µ
]
γk

e, 1
)

if γk
e Bk
γ ≥ min

([
1 + µ

]
γk

e, 1
)
,

γk
e Bk
γ otherwise.

(17)
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Analogously, the microstructural relative density κe is updated via

κk+1
e =



max
([

1 − µ
]
κke, ρmin

)
if κke Bk

κ ≤ max
([

1 − µ
]
κke, ρmin

)
,

min
([

1 + µ
]
κke, ρmax

)
if κke Bk

κ ≥ min
([

1 + µ
]
κke, ρmax

)
,

κke Bk
κ otherwise.

(18)

The change per iteration is limited by the move parameter µ. The scale factors Bk
γ and Bk

κ result from the ratio of the
sensitivity numbers to the gradient of the volume constraint (9c) in iteration k. We write these scale factors as

Bk
γ =


[
α̂
γ
e

]k

Λkκke |Ωe|


η

, Bk
κ =

 [
α̂κe

]k

Λkγk
e |Ωe|

η (19)

with η and Λk denoting an artificial damping parameter used for convergence control and a Lagrangian multiplier
enforcing the inequality constraint on the volume fraction Vfrac, respectively. As demonstrated by Sigmund [48], Λk

can be obtained by means of a bisection algorithm.

2.6. Convergence criterion

The optimization procedure is carried out until all constraints as well as the convergence criterion∑N
i=1

∣∣∣ck−i+1 − ck−N−i+1
∣∣∣∑N

i=1 ck−i+1
≤ ϵ ≪ 1 (20)

are satisfied [47]. In this study we chose N = 5 such that a (locally) optimal solution is assumed when the compliance
is stable over at least 10 successive design iterations.

3. Data-driven multiscale material modeling of quasi-stochastic lattices

Data-driven multiscale material modeling methods are gaining increasing attention due to their flexibility and
computational efficiency. In this section, we introduce an isotropic neural network model suitable for topology op-
timization applications. The training data is generated through computational homogenization. Although our model
presented in this section focuses on the deformation behavior of a quasi-stochastic lattice with tetrahedral unit cells,
we emphasize that it is a general approach that can model any isotropic cellular material.

3.1. Computational homogenization framework for beam-lattices

To capture the multiscale behavior of a lattice, a scale separation between the macroscopic material with spa-
tially varying properties and its microstructure is assumed. The effective, macroscopic counterparts Σ and E of the
microstructural stress σ and strain ε can then be computed from averages over the domain ω of a statistically repre-
sentative volume element (RVE) [49]:

E = ⟨ε⟩ =
1
|ω|

∫
ω

ε dω, (21a)

Σ = ⟨σ⟩ =
1
|ω|

∫
ω

σ dω. (21b)

Objective of the homogenization procedure now is to find the effective stiffness tensor C∗ such that the relation

Σ = C∗ : E (22)

7



is fulfilled. As we assume the rods of the lattice to deform like beams, we apply periodic boundary conditions of the
form

u+mic − u−mic = E
[
x+ − x−

]
, θ+ = θ− (23)

to the RVE to satisfy Hill’s energy condition

E : Σ =
1
|ω|

∫
ω

ε : σ dω. (24)

Here, u+mic, u−mic and x+, x− are displacements and joint node positions on periodically connected boundary faces,
respectively, whereas θ+, θ− indicate rotational degrees of freedom. Since (21b) is not trivial to evaluate for discrete
structures such as lattices, using the divergence theorem, the volume average over the stress tensor is converted to a
boundary integral resulting in

Σ =
1
|ω|

∑
n∈∂ω

f n
mic ⊗ xn (25)

with internal force vector f n
mic at each joint node n located on the boundary faces ∂ω of the RVE [30]. Solving six

static equlibrium boundary value problems on the RVE with appropriately chosen effective strains

E1 = ε
∗
[
1 0 0 0 0 0

]T
,

E2 = ε
∗
[
0 1 0 0 0 0

]T
,

E3 = ε
∗
[
0 0 1 0 0 0

]T
,

E4 = ε
∗
[
0 0 0 2 0 0

]T
,

E5 = ε
∗
[
0 0 0 0 2 0

]T
,

E6 = ε
∗
[
0 0 0 0 0 2

]T
,

ε∗ ∈ R \ {0}

(26)

as part of the boundary conditions (23) finally yields 36 equations from which the 21 independent components of C∗
are computed.

3.2. Modeling of quasi-stochastic representative volume elements
For lattices made of regular cubic unit cells, usually the unit cell itself is used as the RVE in the homogenization

procedure. However, similar to the work by Daynes [50], our lattice of interest is quasi-stochastic and consists of
tetrahedral cells. Therefore, we construct a cubic RVE with size L × L × L composed of multiple cells such that the
microstructure is represented statistically accurate, see Figure 4. The tetrahedral cells are generated from Delaunay
triangulation. For simplicity, their edges are replaced by Euler-Bernoulli beam elements with uniform diameter d and
circular cross section connected through rigid joints. Other beam theories and assumptions for the joints could be
considered as well here [51].

The algorithm we use constrains the lengths of the edges of each tetrahedral cell to be equal to a uniform strut
length l. Thus, the RVE can be characterized by the number of struts or cells and the aspect ratio a = d/l as well
as Young’s modulus E and Poisson’s ratio ν of the base material. Note that the periodic repetition of the RVE in
each spatial direction spans an infinite material domain and, hence, the stiffness of overlapping struts is reduced by
multiplication with weighting factors wE ∈ {1/4, 1/2, 1} for edge, face and inner elements, respectively.

It is well-known that increasing the irregularity of features in a cellular material yields isotropic deformation
behavior [52, 53, 50] which we also expect for the quasi-stochastic RVE. To assess the isotropy, we use the relative
anisotropy

∆iso =
∥C∗ − C∗iso∥

∥C∗∥
(27)
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Figure 4: Tetrahedral unit cell and cubic RVE composed of 2,845 unit cells. The aspect ratio is a = 0.16.

proposed by Gatt et al. [54] as a measure. Thereby, Ciso is the isotropic tensor closest to C∗ in the Euclidean distance

C
∗

iso = tr
(
QC

∗
QA1

)
A1 + tr

(
QC

∗
QA2

)
A2 (28)

with the overline denoting Voigt notation again [55]. The definitions of the constant projection matrices Q, A1 and A2
are

Q =



1 0 0 0 0 0
0 1 0 0 0 0
0 0 1 0 0 0
0 0 0 2 0 0
0 0 0 0 2 0
0 0 0 0 0 2


, A1 =

1
3



1 1 1 0 0 0
1 1 1 0 0 0
1 1 1 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0 0 0


,

A2 =
1

6
√

5



4 −2 −2 0 0 0
−2 4 −2 0 0 0
−2 −2 4 0 0 0
0 0 0 3 0 0
0 0 0 0 3 0
0 0 0 0 0 3


.

(29)

Based on (27) and (28) we conclude that the RVE from Figure 4 consisting of 2,845 tetrahedral cells and 4,137
struts can be characterized isotropic since we obtain ∆iso = 4.3 % already for a very small aspect ratio a = 0.01. By
increasing a, the relative anisotropy is reduced further. Therefore, in the rest of our study we use this RVE topology
with variable aspect ratio and base material in our homogenization framework. Furthermore, due to the near-isotropic
behavior obtained for C∗, it is reasonable to proceed with its isotropic projection C∗iso as the effective stiffness of the
lattice material, i.e. we replace

C∗ ← C∗iso. (30)

3.3. Estimation of the microstructural relative density

Since the RVE is controlled through the aspect ratio as well as the uniform stiffness parameters of the struts, we
conclude the effective lattice stiffness to be an explicit function C∗ = C∗(p) with p = p (κ, E, ν) =

[
a(κ) E ν

]T
.

However, the mapping a = a (κ) is still unknown. To model this relation, we need estimates of κ for different values
a = â. For that, it seems natural to sum up the volumes of all individual struts being part of the corresponding RVE

9



and to divide the result by the total volume L3 of the cube afterwards. However, since intersections at the joints are
disregarded by this naive method, it is only useful for low aspect ratios. Therefore, we apply a Monte Carlo integration
algorithm [56] that iteratively generates random points in the RVE. The microstructural relative density might then be
estimated from

κi (â) ≈
m̃i (â)

mi (31)

with the total number of points mi and m̃i (â) being the number of points that intersect with a lattice strut in integration
step i. The generation of new points is aborted as soon as κi (â) changes less than 0.1 % compared to the previous
iteration i − 1. All data points obtained from this algorithm for different â are visualized in Figure 5.

Microstructural relative density

0.00 0.25 0.50 0.75 1.00

A
sp

ec
t r

at
io

0.00

0.25

0.50

0.75

Data points

Least-squares fit

Naive approach

Figure 5: Functional relation between the microstructural relative density κ and the aspect ratio a computed through least-squares fitting. The
outcome of the naive approach deviates significantly from the data obtained through Monte Carlo integration.

Based on the arrangement of the points and without loss of generality, we propose a parametrized version of the
inverse Sigmoid function

a (κ) = c1 ln
(

1
c2c3

− 1
)
− c1 ln

(
1

c2 (κ + c3)
− 1

)
(32)

to connect the aspect ratio with the microstructural density. We note that the first term in (32) ensures that a (κ = 0) =
0. The values for the parameters ci have been found via least-squares fitting to the data points:

c1 = 0.11882, c2 = 0.91991, c3 = 0.05956. (33)

3.4. Parametric material model
We model the isotropic lattice stiffness tensor C∗ = C∗ (p) using a physics-augmented neural network. Our

isotropic model is thereby an extension of the model proposed by Shojaee et al. [31] that was originally designed for
rhombic materials.

3.4.1. Isotropic Cholesky matrices
We know that the strain energy density requires the following to be satisfied:

Ψ =
1
2

E : C∗ : E > 0, ∀E , 0, (34)

as a necessary physical constraint. As a consequence, the stiffness tensor must be positive definite. Adopting Voigt
notation, we can enforce positive definiteness by the Cholesky decomposition

C
∗
= GGT (35)

10



where G = G (p) is a lower triangular matrix with positive diagonal elements [57]. For isotropic material symmetry,
G consists of six generally unequal but not independent coefficients:

G =



G11 0 0 0 0 0
G21 G22 0 0 0 0
G21 G32 G33 0 0 0

0 0 0 G44 0 0
0 0 0 0 G44 0
0 0 0 0 0 G44


. (36)

Choosing G11 and G44 to be the independent isotropy coefficients, the dependent matrix components can be identified
through standard algebraic operations with the following result:

G22 = 2G44

√
1 −

[
G44

G11

]2

, (37a)

G33 = G44

√
3 − 4 [G44/G11]2

1 − [G44/G11]2 , (37b)

G21 = G11 − 2
[
G44

G11

]2

, (37c)

G32 = G44
1 − 2 [G44/G11]2√

1 − [G44/G11]2
(37d)

Positivity of all diagonal entries of G is ensured through satisfaction of the constraint

G11 >
2
√

3
G44 > 0 (38)

that is derived from the requirement G33 > 0. For details on the derivation of the isotropic Cholesky matrix and its
components, we refer the interested reader to Appendix A.

3.4.2. Neural network approximation
In this work, instead of finding an explicit form of G (p), we utilize a feed forward neural network (FFNN) with

three hidden layers and 64 nodes per layer, implemented through the Julia Flux framework [58]. Analogously to
[31], we choose the activation function of each layer to be the softplus function s(x) = ln

(
1 + exp (x)

)
which acts

component-wise on non-scalar inputs and always yields non-negative outputs. Thus, the map between p and the
FFNN output vector v =

[
v1 v2

]T
is

v =W4s
(
W3s

(
W2s

(
W1 p+ b1

)
+ b2

)
+ b3

)
+ b4 (39)

with weight matrices
W1 ∈ R64×3, W2, W3 ∈ R64×64, W4 ∈ R2×64, (40)

and bias vectors

b1, b2, b3
∈ R64, b4

∈ R2. (41)

The Cholesky components of interest finally result from v as

G11 = s (v1) +
2
√

3
s (v2) (42a)

G44 = s (v2) (42b)

11



∈� = [�(�) � �]T R2 *C = ��T
...

...
... �

�11 = �(�1) + —— �(�2)

�44 = �(�2) 

2√
3

Figure 6: Schematic design of the physics-augmented neural network material model adapted from [31].

such that (38) is satisfied. The overall architecture of the FFNN is illustrated in Figure 6.
Note, that a neural network modeling two independent and isotropic material parameters such as the effective

Lamé constants instead of the Cholesky components can yield feasible stiffness tensors in a similar way. In that case,
material symmetry is enforced directly by construction of C∗. However, the constraints on the neural network output
have to be modified appropriately to the material parameters of interest.

3.4.3. Training of the neural network
To find values for the hyperparameters Wi and bi that approximate G (p) best, the dataset

Dt =

{(
p̂1, Ĝ1

)
, . . . ,

(
p̂nt , Ĝnt

)}
(43)

is introduced. The Cholesky matrices Ĝi
are obtained from effective stiffness tensors computed via the homogenization

and isotropic projection framework presented in Sections 3.1 and 3.2 for each vector of parameters p̂i. Next, the
nonlinear AMSGrad optimizer with both decay parameters set to 0.9 minimizes the mean-squared error (MSE) of the
deviation of the model predictions from the training data

MSE =
1

2nt

nt∑
i=1

∑
j∈{1,4}

[
Ĝi

j j −G j j

(
p̂i
)]2
. (44)

After 250×103 training iterations (epochs), the loss onDt as well as on an unseen validation datasetDv has decreased
from MSE ≈ 130 to MSE ≈ 0.001 such that the model is assumed to represent G (p) with satisfactory precision.

3.4.4. Model validation
To further investigate how well the model actually performs on unseen data, we consider a data set Dc of 17

continuously varying parameter triplets and their corresponding stiffness tensors. Based on the results shown in
Figure 7, we conclude that the FFNN model is able to predict the effective Young’s modulus and Possion’s ratio

E∗ =
C
∗

66

[
3C

∗

12 + 2C
∗

66

]
C
∗

12 + C
∗

66

, (45a)

ν∗ =
C
∗

12

2
[
C
∗

12 + C
∗

66

] (45b)

and, therefore, also C∗ reliably. We observe that ν∗ seems to be influenced mainly by the aspect ratio a, while E∗

heavily depends on the aspect ratio as well as the Young’s modulus of the base material E.

4. Numerical examples, results and discussion

In this section, we consider three example problems that are suitable to demonstrate and validate our multiscale
topology optimization framework.
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Figure 7: Accuracy of the FFNN on the continuous test data set Dc. The parameter triplets used as model inputs are given on the left side. The
effective Young’s modulus E∗ and Poisson’s ratio ν∗ in the right graph are obtained from C∗ and (45). In both graphs, solid dots denote data points
and continuous lines are the predictions of the neural network model.

4.1. Messerschmitt-Bölkow-Blohm beam

The two-dimensional Messerschmitt-Bölkow-Blohm (MBB) beam problem is widely used as a benchmark in the
field of topology optimization. The general setup of this example is illustrated in Figure 8. The length and height
of the beam are set to 2.0 and 1.0, respectively, and the domain is discretized with a mesh consisting of 200 × 100
bi-linear, quadrilateral Lagrangian finite elements. An external force with magnitude F = 1.0 is applied to the center
point of the bottom edge of the structure.

2.0

200×100

� = 1.0

�2

�1

Figure 8: Setup of the MBB beam example.

The effective material behavior is described by the plane strain formulation of the parametric model introduced in
Section 3.4. For that, the struts of the lattice have uniform and constant Young’s modulus E = 210.0 and Poisson’s
ratio ν = 0.3. Furthermore, all relative density values between the threshold ρmin = 0.1 and ρmax = 0.25 are assumed
to be additively manufacturable. The fabrication of the optimized structure shall consume at most 15 % of the material
a solid structure requires, i.e. we set Vfrac = 0.15. In addtion, we assume an initial relative density distribution that
already satisfies this constraint by choosing γ0

e = 1.0 and κ0e = 0.15 for all elements e in the domain. Intermediate
values for the topological design variables in the constitutive material tensor (10) are penalized using p = 3. Moreover,
we apply a sensitivity filter with rmin = 0.06. The damping and move parameters used to update the design variables
are η = 0.5 and µ = 0.05, respectively. Convergence is evaluated from (20) with ϵ = 10−4.

Figure 9 shows a compliance convergence plot as well as the topology and density distribution of the final structure.
It can be seen that after only two design variable update iterations the overall compliance of the structure has already
decreased by over 33 %. After that, the compliance constantly decreases further until the convergence criterion is

13



satisfied after 35 iterations. The converged design is found to be 35.2 % stiffer than the initial uniform density structure
although it consumes the same amount of base material. Constraint (9c) is active for the whole optimization process.
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Figure 9: Convergence history with the optimized topology and relative density grading for the MBB beam example after 35 iterations. The
compliance in the convergence plot is scaled relatively to the compliance of the initial uniform density structure. In the contour plot all finite
elements with a relative density lower than the threshold value ρmin = 0.1 are not displayed.

Considering the optimized MBB beam, we observe an area made up of material with low relative density sup-
porting the stiffness in the center of the structure which is enclosed by higher relative density material. The material
with the maximum possible relative density accumulates primarily around the support regions and the point of force
transmission. From that point, material with intermediate density furthermore spreads in the diagonal directions. In
the upper corners material is removed completely. Our results coincide qualitatively with results from similar studies
that can be found in the literature, see for example [59] and [42].

Microstructural relative densityTopological design variable
0.10 0.250.00 1.00

Figure 10: Optimized distribution of the topological design variable field γ (left) and the microstructural relative density field κ (right). The
multiplicative superposition of both fields yields the relative density field ρ. Note that the colorbars are scaled differently.

The already examined relative density field results from the multiplicative superposition of the topological field
γ and the microstructural relative density field κ, both visualized in Figure 10. The penalization approach (10) turns
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out to be effective in pushing γ towards its limit values such that a 0-1 distribution is obtained. Only in the very small
transition areas intermediate values for γ are present. In the material domain, i.e. where γ = 1, it is trivial that the
microstructural relative density κ coinicides with the macroscale density ρ. Furthermore, even if the effects on the
compliance of the structure are negligible due to the penalization of the effective stiffness tensor, the microstructural
density takes its upper limit value in the void domain. The reason is that high values for κ in this area practically do
not contribute to the total volume of the structure.

4.2. Cantilever beam

The second example we want to test our optimization framework on is the three-dimensional cantilever beam
sketched in Figure 11. The length, width and height of the beam are 2.0, 1.0 and 1.0, respectively. The left end is fixed
and a traction force of magnitude 1.0 per unit length is applied in negative X2-direction to a region of size 0.15 × 0.15
located at the center of the right square surface. The mesh used to discretize the design space consists of 50× 25× 25
tri-linear, hexahedral finite elements with Lagrangian shape functions. The base material parameters are E = 210.0
and ν = 0.3 again. We impose constraints on the manufacturability and the available material with κe ∈ [0.05, 0.4]
and Vfrac = 0.1. To test the algorithm with an infeasible initial guess, constraint (9c) is violated using γ0

e = 1.0 and
κ0e = 0.4. The remaining parameters regarding the stability and convergence of the algorithm are chosen to be the
same as in Section 4.1.

1.0 / unit
length50×25×25

2.0 1.0

0.15

�2

�1

�2

�3

Figure 11: Setup of the three-dimensional cantilever beam example.

Relative density
0.05 0.40

a) b)

Figure 12: a) Optimized topology and density grading of the cantilever beam. b) Front view with a cut through the X2-X3 plane at X1 = 1.0. Finite
elements representing void are not displayed.
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The algorithm converges after 301 iterations with compliance c = 2.89. It results in a structure that is over 74.1 %
stiffer than a simple lattice cantilever satisfying the constraints with a uniform relative density ρ = 0.1. The volume
constraint becomes and stays active after seven design variable updates.

Figure 12 shows the final design of the cantilever beam. Similar to the MBB beam example, material with high
relative density gathers around highly stressed regions such as the upper and lower surface that undergo the most
tension and compression, respectively, as well as the traction surface. The rest of the outer shell of the beam consists
mainly of low-density material. Cutting through the beam reveals that material with intermediate relative density
increases the stiffness in the bulk volume.

4.3. Jet engine bracket

To demonstrate the applicability of our method to real-world engineering problems, we consider the jet engine
bracket given in Figure 13. This aircraft component was introduced in 2013 as part of a community design challenge
[60] and has since then been used by researchers to test and validate their topology optimization algorithms, see e.g.
[61].

Figure 13: Setup of the aircraft jet engine bracket example.

In Figure 13, the regions colored in green serve as support and load application zones and remain unchanged in
the optimization procedure. They are made of solid, isotropic and linear elastic material, which is the same as the
lattice base material such that both can be defined by the stiffness parameters E = 210.0 and ν = 0.3. Fixed supports
are applied to the smaller bolt holes and two effective forces F = 10.0 act in vertical direction, which are transferred
to corresponding surface tractions on the upper half surface of each of the larger pin holes.

The computation is performed on a voxel representation of the bracket consisting of 34,610 tri-linear, 8-node
hexahedral elements with edge length 2.38 as shown in Figure 14. We set the radius of the sensitivity filter rmin = 6.0
and the remaining algorithmic parameters η = 0.05, µ = 0.01, p = 3 and ϵ = 10−4. The manufacturability of the
structure is assumed to be constrained by ρmin = 0.25 as the threshold value and ρmax = 0.45 as the upper limit for the
relative density. In addition, the maximum material volume fraction is Vfrac = 0.25. Since we choose a uniform lattice
material distribution with γ0

e = 1.0 and κ0e = 0.45, the inequality constraint (9c) is again violated initially.
After 147 design variable updates our optimization procedure converges. The compliance of the jet engine bracket

is thereby over 36.9 % lower than the compliance of a naive design satisfying the manufacturing constraints with a
uniformly distributed relative density equal to the maximum volume fraction Vfrac.

Figure 14 illustrates the optimized topology of the structure as well as the relative density grading after conver-
gence. The algorithm mainly drives the generation of a cavity in the bulk volume of the bracket. Further material is
removed around the support holes. Elements supporting the flow of forces from the traction boundary to the supports
naturally gather most of the available material to increase the stiffness. In contrast to the examples presented in Sec-
tions 4.1 and 4.2, only very few elements with intermediate relative density are part of the final design. To generate
the printable lattice representation of the jet engine bracket from Figure 15, we compute a smoothed isosurface that
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Figure 14: Initial voxel mesh with uniform density distribution (left) and optimized topology and density grading of the jet engine bracket (right).
Elements with a relative density lower than ρmin = 0.25 are interpreted as void and are therefore not displayed.

separates the void domain from the material domain by means of the marching cubes algorithm [62]. The enclosed
volume is then triangulated under consideration of local cell size contraints

l =
d

a (κ)
(46)

and the assumption of a uniform strut diameter d = 1.0.

5. Conclusion and outlook

In this article, we present a novel general framework for the simultaneous optimization of both the topology
and the relative density grading of cellular structures and materials. The relative density is integrated as a material
parameter into an isotropic and physics-augmented neural network material model trained on data obtained from
computational homogenization. Although we developed our model for strut-based lattice materials, it can be easily
extended to other cellular materials with isotropic deformation behavior and could also be generalized to anisotropic
microstructures. Using our method, we successfully achieved stiffness-optimized designs for various two- and three-
dimensional engineering structures, considering manufacturing and maximum volume constraints.

Our framework employs a sequential multiscale approach sufficient for optimizing the macroscale density distri-
bution of lattices. In the future, we therefore plan to extend it to a concurrent multiscale method similar to the one
presented in [59]. Leveraging the flexibility of data-driven material modeling, this extension will allow us to consider
microscale design variables, enabling the optimization of the unit cell topology at each material point. To ensure
connectivity and manufacturability of the unit cells, additional constraints will need to be implemented. Furthermore,
the parameters of the base material could be included as design variables.

Appendix A. Derivation of isotropic Cholesky coefficients

We start with the general Cholesky matrix of size 6 × 6 that reads [57]

G =



G11 0 0 0 0 0
G21 G22 0 0 0 0
G31 G32 G33 0 0 0
G41 G42 G43 G44 0 0
G51 G52 G53 G54 G55 0
G61 G62 G63 G64 G65 G66


. (A.1)

For the diagonal elements of G it must hold

Gii > 0, ∀i ∈ {1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6} . (A.2)
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Figure 15: Lattice representation of the optimized jet engine bracket.

We furthermore know that the stiffness tensor of linear elastic and isotropic materials can be written as a positive
definite matrix of the form

C
∗
=



C11 C12 C12 0 0 0
C12 C11 C12 0 0 0
C12 C12 C11 0 0 0
0 0 0 C44 0 0
0 0 0 0 C44 0
0 0 0 0 0 C44


(A.3)

with the secondary condition [63]

C11 = C12 + 2C44. (A.4)

After evaluation of C
∗
= GGT, one can now equate the coefficients of the matrices which yields a system of equations.

At this point, the setZ of all zero-valued entries of G is easily determined under consideration of (A.2):

Z = {G54,G64} ∪
{
Gi j | i ∈ {4, 5, 6} , j ∈ {1, 2, 3}

}
. (A.5)
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The remaining equations available to compute the non-zero Cholesky coefficients are

G2
11 = G2

21 +G2
22,

G2
11 = G2

31 +G2
32 +G2

33,

G21G11 = G31G11,

G21G11 = G31G21 +G32G22,

G44 = G55,

G44 = G66,

G2
11 = G21G11 + 2G44.

(A.6)

Since isotropic material behavior can be modeled by only two independent parameters, see (A.4), we assume that G11
and G44 are arbitrary. The seven unkown and dependent coefficients of G are then obtained by solving system (A.6).

Replication of results

The results can be reproduced based on the information presented in the manuscript only. All data and the devel-
oped Julia code can be made available upon request from the corresponding author.
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