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Abstract  

The present paper introduces a hybrid explicit-implicit topology optimization 

method for shell-infill composite structure design. The proposed approach effectively 

combines the advantages of the explicit Moving Morphable Component (MMC) 

method, which describes structural topology only using a set of geometric parameters, 

and the implicit Solid Isotropic Material with Penalization (SIMP) method, which 

offers greater design freedom for characterizing the structural features. Compared to 

the existing methods for shell-infill structure design, the proposed approach can obtain 

optimized shell-infill structures with complex infill topology without resorting to 

complex filtering/projection operations. Numerical examples demonstrate the 

effectiveness of the proposed approach. 
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1 Introduction 

Porous infill structures offer several advantages over fully solid structures, 

including a high strength-to-weight ratio [1], efficient energy-absorbing capabilities [2], 

increased resistance to buckling [3], and improved performance stability under varying 

loads and material defects [4]. In fact, various lightweight and high-strength shell-infill 

composite structures can be found in nature, such as animal bones and plant stems. 

These composite materials typically consist of a rigid outer shell and a porous inner 

infill, as illustrated in Fig. 1. Furthermore, advancements in modern manufacturing 

technology, such as additive manufacturing, have made it possible to manufacture shell-

infill composite structures (see in Fig. 2) and have facilitated their successful 

applications in various engineering fields, including automotive, robotics, aerospace, 

and many others. 

In order to make more effective use of shell-infill structures, it is highly desirable 

to develop efficient design methods. Therefore, in recent years, using topology 

optimization methods [9–15] to design shell-infill composite structures has become a 

hot research topic [16–18]. The design and optimization of shell-infill composite 

structures involves two key issues. The first is determining the morphology of the 

coated shell, while the second is identifying the topology of the porous infill structure 

within the coated shell. Various topology optimization methods have been developed 

to tackle the above challenging issues, and each of them has its unique advantages. 

Early studies mainly investigated porous infill structures with uniform infill 

distributions. In these methods, homogenization methods based on scale-separation and 

period-distribution assumptions were employed to estimate the effective material 

properties of the infill structure, thereby reducing the computational cost in the 

optimization process [19,20]. However, such uniform filling patterns highly restrict the 

design flexibility and hinder the full potential of using modern manufacturing 

techniques. Therefore, non-uniform filling structures with spatial varying infill patterns 

have attracted increasing attention. In general, non-uniform filled structures may offer 



greater design freedom and therefore achieve more better structural performances. 

Designing non-uniform filling structures, however, may significantly increases 

computational efforts. Additionally, ensuring connectivity between different cells in the 

filling structure during the design process is also a challenge that needs to be addressed. 

In order to reduce the computational cost in the optimization of non-uniform 

porous infilled structures, several approaches have been proposed, including the multi-

domain approach [21] and the projection-based process [22]. Furthermore, to ensure 

the smooth connectivity of non-uniform infill microstructures, the so-called de-

homogenization method [23,24], shape metamorphosis technology [25], and other 

related approaches [26] have been proposed. In contrast to the above methods where 

the assumption of scale separation has been adopted, there also exist some methods 

designing of porous-infilled structures directly at the macroscopic scale [4,27,28]. For 

example, Wu et al. [4] used the SIMP method to perform topology optimization of 

bone-like porous infill structures within a given region by imposing some macroscopic 

local material volume constraints. They found that the non-uniform and interconnected 

infill microstructures aligned with the principal stress directions exhibit higher stiffness 

than uniform infill. The main advantage of this method is its ability to guarantee the 

structural connectivity of spatially varying infill structures without introducing 

additional constraints. 

Most of the aforementioned studies have primarily focused on designing porous 

infill materials. However, it is worth noting that in additive manufacturing, porous infill 

materials are typically enclosed or protected by a shell. These shells can significantly 

enhance the load-bearing capacity of composite structures. The design of coated shells 

is often considered challenging for density-based topology optimization methods. 

Nevertheless, Clausen et al. [29] successfully addressed this issue by optimizing the 

topology of coated structures using the classical SIMP (Solid Isotropic Material with 

Penalization) method. By employing a two-step filtering and projection strategy as well 

as leveraging spatial gradients at the material interfaces, the uniform-thickness coating 

shell is identified from the base structure (a crucial step in the optimization process). 



Initially, this method was developed for 2D cases and later extended to 3D cases [30]. 

Subsequently, Luo et al. [31] further simplified this approach and devised a more 

efficient erosion-based method for identifying the interface between the shell and the 

base structure in density-based approaches. Additionally, to provide more details on the 

infill structure, they developed a specific erosion operation to separate the shell and 

infill components through a two-step filtering and projection process. 

In addition to the density-based approach, recent years have also witnessed the 

application of explicit topology optimization methods, such as Moving Morphable 

Components (MMC) [15] and Moving Morphable Voids (MMV) methods [32], for the 

design of shell-infill structures. One of the advantages of explicit optimization methods 

is their ability to control the topology and geometric features of a structure using only 

a few design variables. Liu et al. introduced a hybrid MMC-MMV approach for the 

optimal design of shell-graded-infill structures [33]. In this approach, morphable voids 

are used to represent the boundary of the shell, while morphable components are 

employed to depict the distribution of infill material. 

The above-mentioned studies have either adopted geometric explicit methods like 

MMC/MMV or geometric implicit methods like SIMP as the sole topology 

optimization approach. However, both of these methods have their own advantages and 

disadvantages. The geometry implicit topology optimization method based on density 

can achieve more complex topology for infill microstructures but faces some challenges, 

particularly in simplifying the optimization process for shell structures and generating 

smooth and geometrically explicit shells. On the other hand, the geometry explicit 

topology optimization method can provide benefits such as more explicit boundary 

geometry descriptions and seamless integration with CAD/CAE. However, it cannot 

generate infill microstructure topologies with fine structural features (which may be 

very demanded for multi-physics applications) as in the implicit method. 

To address the aforementioned issues, this paper introduces a hybrid explicit-

implicit topology optimization method for shell-infill structure design. The proposed 

approach effectively combines the advantages of the explicit Moving Morphable 



Component (MMC) method, which describes structural topology using only a set of 

geometric parameters, and the implicit Solid Isotropic Material with Penalization 

(SIMP) method, which offers greater design freedom to characterize structural details. 

Compared to existing methods for shell-infill structure design, the proposed approach 

can achieve optimized shell-infill structures with complex infill topology without the 

need for complex filtering/projection operations. Numerical examples demonstrate the 

effectiveness of the proposed approach. 

The remaining sections of the paper are organized as follows: In Section 2, we 

introduce the hybrid MMC-SIMP method for describing shell-infill structures. Section 

3 presents the mathematical formulation of the optimization problem under 

consideration. A discussion on finite element (FE) discretization, numerical 

implementation, and sensitivity analysis is provided in Section 4. In Section 5, we 

validate the effectiveness of the proposed approach through three representative 

numerical examples. Finally, some concluding remarks are presented. 

2 Description of shell-infill structures by a hybrid explicit-implicit 

topology optimization method 

This section presents a method to generate shell-infill structures based on explicit-

implicit combined topology optimization. The target optimization structure, shown in 

Fig. 3, consists of a shell with a fixed thickness 𝑡 and a porous infill structure occupying 

the domain enclosed by the shell. The shell and infill structure are optimized 

simultaneously in the proposed algorithm. The shell maintains its thickness 𝑡 during 

optimization, while the infill structure forms non-uniform porous structures within the 

evolving domain defined by the shell. The implicit Solid Isotropic Material with 

Penalization (SIMP) method is employed to design the porous infill structure, as it can 

capture the local details of the structure effectively (especially at high background mesh 

resolution). However, since it lacks explicit geometric information about the structure 

boundaries, it is not easy to carry out the design of the shell structure, so in this work, 

we choose the explicit topology optimization method based on the Moving Morphable 



Components (MMC) to design of the coated shell structure, and finally, establishes a 

unified framework for the simultaneous optimization of both parts of the structure. 

2.1 Generation of infill structures based on SIMP method 

The implicit SIMP method is used to generate the porous infill structure. The 

SIMP method uses element densities as the basic variables of the structure topology 

description and can capture the complex infill structure finely. The design domain is 

discretized into a series of finite elements, each with an artificial material density 

(denoted as 𝜌𝑒
S for the 𝑒th element), as illustrated in Fig. 4. The structure topology can 

be changed by driving the element density from 0 to 1 through the optimization 

algorithm. The design domain is firstly discretized into 𝑁𝐸 finite elements, and then 

the design variable vector of the SIMP method can be written as 𝑫SIMP =

(𝜌1
S, … , 𝜌𝑒

S, … , 𝜌𝑁𝐸
S )

⊤
. To ensure the generation of clear black-and-white infill structures, 

an improved SIMP method is adopted [34]. The improved SIMP method can reduce the 

gray elements in the optimization results by applying additional filtering and projection 

operations, as follows. 

Filtering. First, define a collection ℳ𝑒  , which represents the set of elements 

whose distance to the center of 𝑒 th element (denoted as ∆(𝑒, 𝑖  )) is less than the 

prescribed filter radius 𝑟min. Next, we define a weight operator 𝐹𝑒𝑖: 

𝐹𝑒𝑖 = max(0, 𝑟min − Δ(𝑒, 𝑖)) , (2.1) 

by utilizing the operator 𝐹𝑒𝑖, the density 𝜌𝑒
S is transformed to 

𝜌̃𝑒
S =

1

∑ 𝐹𝑒𝑖𝑖∈𝑀𝑒

∑ 𝐹𝑒𝑖
𝑖∈𝑀𝑒

𝜌𝑖
S . (2.2) 

For further information about the filtering operations, please refer to reference [35,36]. 

Projection. In order to ensure the optimization result of the infill structure is either 

0 or 1, the intermediate density 𝜌̃𝑒
S can be threshed at the value of 1/2 as follows: 



𝜌̌𝑒
S(𝜌̃𝑒

S) = {  1,           if   𝜌̃𝑒
S >

1

2
0,           oterwise

(2.3) 

For numerical optimization, we relax 𝜌̌𝑒
S to a threshold function and approximate 

this non-differential function by: 

𝜌̌𝑒
S(𝜌̃𝑒

S) =

tanh (
𝛽
2
) + tanh(𝛽 (𝜌̃𝑒

S −
1
2))

2 tanh (
𝛽
2
)

(2.4) 

The parameter 𝛽 is used to control the sharpness of the threshold function. When 

𝛽 approaches infinity, the threshold function becomes stricter, resulting in a stringent 

binary classification. To avoid highly nonlinear situations in the optimization process, 

𝛽 is set to 1 in the initial optimization iteration step, and after a certain number of 

iterations (such as 100 steps), the 𝛽 value is doubled, instead of directly using a larger 

𝛽 value. This progressive increase of 𝛽 method helps to maintain a relatively smooth 

optimization process [37]. 

Under the SIMP framework, it is convenient to generate non-uniform porous infill 

structures. In this work, we adopted the method proposed by Wu et al. [4], which 

introduces a local volume constraint in the optimization formulation. This constraint 

controls the material usage near each point in the design domain, compelling the 

material to form a porous infill structure. The mathematical expression for the local 

volume constraint can be written as: 

𝑣̅𝑒 =
∑ 𝜌̌𝑖

S𝐴𝑖𝑖∈𝒩𝑒

∑ 𝐴𝑖𝑖∈𝒩𝑒

<  𝑉̅loc , 𝑒 = 1, . . , 𝑖, … , 𝑁𝐸, (2.5) 

where 𝑣̅𝑒 represents the local material volume near the 𝑒th element, the filtered and 

projected element density is denoted as 𝜌̌𝑖
S,  symbol 𝑉̅loc denotes the upper bounds of 

the local volume, symbol 𝒩𝑒 is the collection of all elements within the neighborhood 

with a radius of 𝑅𝑒 centered at the 𝑒th element and the area of the 𝑖th finite element can 

be represented as 𝐴𝑖. The definition of 𝒩𝑒 is as follows: 

𝒩𝑒 = {𝑖 | ∥ 𝒙𝑖 − 𝒙𝑒 ∥2≤ 𝑅𝑒}, (2.6) 



where, 𝒙𝑖  and 𝒙𝑒  are the coordinates of the center points of the corresponding 

elements. To avoid numerical issues caused by a large number of constraints introduced 

by directly using Eq. (2.5) in the optimization formulation, in the numerical 

implementation, the local volume constraint is further condensed as follows: 

max
1≤𝑒≤𝑁𝐸

(𝑣̅𝑒)−𝑉̅loc ≤ 0. (2.7) 

By introducing the local volume constraints as described above into the 

optimization formulation, it can generate non-uniform porous infill structures as 

illustrated in Fig. 5. 

2.2 Generation of shell structures based on MMC method 

The pixel-based topology description of the SIMP method is convenient for 

generating complex porous infill structures. However, it lacks explicit geometric 

information about the structural boundary, which makes it challenging to construct 

coated shell structures. As shown by existing work, generating coated shell structures 

under the SIMP framework is tedious. In contrast, the Moving Morphable Components 

(MMC) explicit topology optimization method, developed in recent years, uses a group 

of components with explicit geometric parameters as the building blocks of structure 

topology description and performs the topology optimization by moving, deforming, 

overlapping, and merging the components. The MMC method naturally has explicit 

geometric parameters of the structural boundary and can generate coated shell 

structures conveniently through intuitive geometric ways. 

In the MMC method, the topology description function (TDF) is employed to 

characterize the domain occupied by the components. The TDF of whole structure is 

defined as follows: 

{

𝜑s(𝒙) > 0,     if 𝒙 ∈ Ωs,      
𝜑s(𝒙) = 0, if 𝒙 ∈ 𝜕Ωs,
𝜑s(𝒙) < 0,    if 𝒙 ∈ 𝐷\(Ωs ∪ 𝜕Ωs),

   (2.8) 

where D represents the prescribed design domain and Ωs ∈ 𝐷  represents the region 

occupied by solid materials. 



As shown in Fig. 6, the region Ωs is composed of 𝑁𝐶 solid components and the 

TDF 𝜑s(𝒙) can be obtained by the following formula: 

𝜑s(𝒙) = max (𝜙1
C(𝒙),…𝜙𝑖

C(𝒙),… , 𝜙𝑁𝐶
C (𝒙)) , (2.9) 

where 𝜙𝑖
C(𝑥) denotes the TDF of the 𝑖th component, which is defined as: 

𝜙𝑖
C(𝒙) = 1 − (

𝑥′

𝑎𝑖
)

𝑝

− (
𝑦′

𝑏𝑖(𝑥′)
)

𝑝

 , (2.10)  

with

{
𝑥′

𝑦′
} = (

cos𝜃𝑖 sin𝜃𝑖
−sin𝜃𝑖 cos𝜃𝑖

) {
𝑥 − 𝑥0𝑖
𝑦 − 𝑦0𝑖

} , (2.11) 

and 𝑝 is a relatively large positive even number (e.g.  𝑝 = 6 ). 

In Eq. (2.10) and Eq. (2.11), the symbols (𝑥0𝑖, 𝑦0𝑖), 𝑎𝑖, 𝑏𝑖(𝑥
′) and 𝜃𝑖 denote the 

coordinates of the center, the half-length, the variable half-width and the inclined angle 

(measured from the horizontal in axis anti-clockwise direction) of the 𝑖-th component, 

respectively, as shown in Fig. 7. 

It should also be noted that the variation of the width 𝑏𝑖(𝑥
′) is measured with 

respect to a local coordinate system and 𝑏𝑖(𝑥
′) can take different forms [38]. In the 

present work, it is chosen as: 

𝑏𝑖(𝑥′) =
𝑡𝑖
1 + 𝑡𝑖

2

2
+
𝑡𝑖
2 − 𝑡𝑖

1

2𝑎𝑖
𝑥′, (2.12) 

where 𝑡𝑖
1  and 𝑡𝑖

2  are parameters that used to describe the thickness of the 𝑖 -th 

component, as shown in Fig. 7. 

The design variables for the MMC method are represented as 𝑫MMC =

((𝑫1)
⊤, … , (𝑫𝑖)

⊤, … , (𝑫𝑁𝐶)
⊤)⊤ , with 𝑫𝑖 = (𝑥0𝑖, 𝑦0𝑖, 𝑎𝑖, 𝑡𝑖

1, 𝑡𝑖
2, 𝜃𝑖)

⊤ represents the 

design parameters of the 𝑖th component. 

In the numerical implementation, the TDF can be linked to the analytical model 

through a ersatz material model [39,40]. In this work, to maintain consistency with the 



generation of porous infill structures based on the SIMP method, the design domain is 

discretized using the same elements as in Section 2.1, and the density of the 𝑒th element 

can be expressed through the surrogate material model as: 

𝜌𝑒
MMC =

∑ 𝐻𝜖((𝜑
s)𝑖
𝑒)4

𝑖=1

4
, 𝑒 = 1,2, … ,𝑁𝐸,                               (2.13) 

where 𝐻𝜖(𝑥) is the regularized Heaviside function, the symbol (𝜑s)𝑖
𝑒  is the TDF value 

of the 𝑖th node of the 𝑒th element. The regularized Heaviside function used in this paper 

is given by the following expression: 

𝐻𝜖(𝑥) =

{
 

 
1,                                            if  𝑥 > 𝜖,

3

4
(
𝑥

𝜖
−
𝑥3

3𝜖3
) +

1

2
,               if − 𝜖 ≤ 𝑥 ≤ 𝜖,       

0,                                             otherwise,

                     (2.14) 

where 𝜖 a is a small positive number used to control the length of the transition zone 

between the solid and void parts. 

In the MMC framework, the coated shell structure can be constructed quite simply. 

Take the structure formed by two components shown in Fig. 8 (a) as an example, 

assuming that the solid area occupied by the components is  Ωext. By reducing the 

length and width of the two components by 2𝑡 (since the length and width parameters 

of the components are design variables, this operation can be realized by modifying the 

corresponding parameters of the components), a new set of components can be obtained, 

and the solid area occupied by the new components is Ωint, as shown in Fig. 8(b). Next, 

a simple Boolean operation on the above two structures will result in a coated shell 

structure Ωshell = Ωext\Ωint, as shown in Fig. 8(c). 

Compared with the tedious construction process of coated shell structures under 

the SIMP framework, coated shell structures can be conveniently generated in a 

geometrically intuitive way under the MMC explicit topology optimization framework, 

and for the equal-thickness coated shell, only one coating thickness parameter needs to 

be introduced.  

2.3 Generation of shell-infill structures based on MMC-SIMP combined method 



Although the geometric description of porous infill structure and coated shell 

structure can be realized based on the MMC method and SIMP method, respectively, 

there is still a problem to be solved, that is, how to combine the two methods to achieve 

a holistic geometric description of a shell-infill structure. For this purpose, we use the 

design variables related to MMC and SIMP to combine a new artificial material density 

vector 𝝆, which should satisfy: 𝜌𝑒 = 𝜌̌𝑒
S , when the 𝑒 th element is in Ωint; 𝜌𝑒 = 1, 

when the 𝑒th element is in Ωshell; 𝜌𝑒 = 0, otherwise. 

To achieve this, we first discretize the design domain into 𝑁𝐸 finite elements. 

Using the design variables 𝑫MMC related to the MMC method introduced in Section 2.2, 

and following the method described in Section 2.2, we obtain two sets of components 

with characteristic size differences 𝑡, occupying regions Ωext and Ωint, respectively. 

From 𝑫MMC, we can generate artificial material density vectors 𝝆1 ∈ R𝑁𝐸  and 𝝆2 ∈

R𝑁𝐸 corresponding to each finite element (as shown in Fig. 9 (a) and Fig. 9 (b). The 

elements in the vector 𝑰 − 𝝆2（𝑰 = (1,… ,1)⊤ ∈ R𝑁𝐸） that are not equal to zero 

correspond to the dual structure of Ωint: Ωint = D\Ωint (where 𝐷 represents the entire 

design domain). Fig. 9 (d) shows that the white region outside Ωint is identical to the 

region that should be filled with porous structure (red part in Fig. 9 (c)). 

Similarly, utilizing the design variables 𝑫SIMP  from the SIMP method and 

applying filtering and projection operations, we can obtain another element density 

vector 𝝆̌S . The region corresponding to non-zero elements in 𝝆̌S  can be denoted as 

ΩSIMP. Using ΩSIMP and Ωint, we can obtain a region Ω1 = ΩSIMP ∪ Ωint. 

If we define 

𝝆′ = max(𝝆̌S, 𝑰 − 𝝆2) , (2.15) 

then the region Ω1 corresponds to the non-zero elements of the vector 𝝆′, as shown in 

Fig. 9 (e). 

If we define 



𝝆 = min(𝝆′, 𝝆1) . (2.16) 

then the region ΩS−I = Ω1 ∩ Ωext corresponds to the non-zero elements of the vector 

𝝆′ (as shown in Fig. 9 (f))and it is the spatial area occupied by the shell-infill structure 

that we want to obtain. 

In summary, we have 

𝝆 = min(max(𝝆̌S, 𝑰 − 𝝆2) , 𝝆1) . (2.17) 

Compared to implicit methods like density-based approaches that require multiple 

filtering/projection operations and complex density transformations to construct the 

topological description for shell-infill structures, this approach fully leverages the 

flexibility and ease of geometric configuration description offered by the MMC method. 

It only requires a single-density transformation to obtain the geometric description of 

the shell-infill structure, greatly simplifying the analytical representation of structural 

configurations. Additionally, since the geometric details of the internal infill structure 

are described by the SIMP method, this approach, when compared to using 

MMC/MMV alone, provides more degrees of freedom for the topological design of the 

infill structure. 

3 Problem formulation 

In the present study, the shell-infill structures are designed to minimize the 

structural compliance under the local and total volume constraints of available solid 

material. Under this circumstance, the corresponding problem formulation can be 

expressed as follows:  

                                       Find 𝑫 = ((𝑫MMC)⊤, (𝑫SIMP)⊤)⊤ 

                                       Minimize  𝐶̃ = 𝐶 + 𝛾𝐶M = 𝒖⊤𝑲𝒖 + 𝛾(𝒖C)⊤𝑲C𝒖C  

                                       S. t. 

                                       𝑲𝒖 = 𝒇, 

                                       𝑲C𝒖 
C = 𝒇, 



                                       𝑔1 =∑𝜌𝑒
1
𝐴𝑒
|𝐷|

𝑁𝐸

𝑒=1

− 𝑉̅c ≤ 0, 

                                       𝑔2 = max
1≤𝑒≤𝑁𝐸

(𝑣̅𝑒)−𝑉̅loc ≤ 0,                                          

        𝑫MMC ∈ 𝒟MMC,   𝑫
SIMP ∈ 𝒟SIMP ,                                               (3.1) 

where 𝒖 is the displacement vector of the structure, 𝒇 is the vector of the external load 

and K is the global stiffness matrix of the structure (see the discussions in the next 

section). In Eq. (3.1), 𝐶 = 𝒖⊤𝑲𝒖 represents the structural compliance while 𝐶M =

(𝒖C)⊤𝑲C𝒖C  represents the compliance of the structure formed solely by lager-size 

components (as shown in Fig. 9(a)) under the external load with 𝑲C and 𝒖C denoting 

the corresponding global stiffness matrix and the displacement vector, respectively. The 

integration of 𝐶M into the objective function is to promote the fusion of the morphable 

components (see the discussions in Section 5 for the necessity of this operation). In 

addition, 𝑔1  is the volume constraint function associated with the morphable 

components and 𝑔2 represents the aggregated local volume constraint function (see the 

discussion in Section 2), respectively. In Eq. (3.1), γ is a parameter to manifest the effect 

of the penalty term 𝐶M, 𝐴𝑒 is the area of the eth element and |𝐷| is the total area of the 

design domain. The symbols 𝑉̅c  and 𝑉̅loc  are the upper bounds of two volume 

constraints, respectively. Furthermore, 𝒟MMC and 𝒟SIMP denote the feasible sets of the 

MMC-type and SIMP-type design variables, respectively.   

4 Numerical implementation aspects and sensitivity analysis 

4.1 Finite element analysis 

In this study, the design domain is discretized into uniform four-node quadrilateral 

plane stress elements (Q4 elements). In this context, the stiffness matrix of the eth finite 

element can be calculated as follow: 

                              𝒌𝑒(𝜌𝑒) = 𝒌min +  (𝜌𝑒
 )𝑛(𝒌 

S − 𝒌min)  ,                                 (4.1) 

where n is a penalty factor (we take 𝑛 = 3 in this paper), 𝒌 
S is the element stiffness 



matrix of Q4 element when 𝜌𝑒
 = 1  and 𝒌min = 𝒌 (𝜌min)  with 𝜌min  is small lower 

bound of the material density introduced for avoiding the singularity of the global 

stiffness matrix (we take 𝜌min = 10−3). Global stiffness matrix 𝑲 is assembled from 

the stiffness matrix 𝒌𝑒(𝑒 = 1,2, …𝑁𝐸) of each finite element.  

4.2 Sensitivity analysis 

Based on the ersatz material model adopted in finite element analysis, we can 

obtain the sensitivity of the objective function and constraint functions with respect to 

an arbitrary design variable 𝑑  analytically. To this end, we first employ the K-S 

function [41] to approximate the max and min operators involved in the corresponding 

calculations 

𝜒 =
ln(∑ exp (𝐿𝜒𝑖))𝑚

𝑖=1

𝐿
. (4.2) 

Actually, when 𝐿 is a relatively large negative integer (e.g.,𝐿1 = -100), it yields 

that 𝜒 ≈ min(𝜒1, … 𝜒𝑖 , … , 𝜒𝑚), and when 𝐿 is a relatively large positive integer (e.g., 

𝐿2 = 200), we have 𝜒 ≈ max(𝜒1, … , 𝜒𝑖, … 𝜒𝑚).  

The sensitivity of the structural compliance with respect to a typical design 

variable 𝑑 can be expressed as:  

𝜕𝐶

∂𝑑
= 𝒖⊤

∂𝑲

∂𝑑
𝒖 =∑−𝒖e

⊤ 

𝑁𝐸

𝑒=1

∂𝒌𝒆
∂𝑑

 𝒖e ,                                           (4.3) 

where 𝒌𝑒 and 𝒖e are the element stiffness matrix and displacement vector of the 𝑒-th 

element, respectively.  

As for the calculation of ∂𝒌𝒆/𝜕𝑑, the following two cases should be considered. 

(1) If 𝑑 ∈ 𝑫MMC,  

    
∂𝒌𝑒
𝜕𝑑

=
𝜕𝒌𝑒
𝜕𝜌𝑒

(
𝜕𝜌𝑒
𝜕𝜌𝑒′

𝜕𝜌𝑒
′

𝜕𝜌𝑒2
𝜕𝜌𝑒

2

𝜕𝑑
+
𝜕𝜌𝑒
𝜕𝜌𝑒′

𝜕𝜌𝑒
′

𝜕𝜌𝑒1
𝜕𝜌𝑒

1

𝜕𝑑
) =

𝑛

4
∑∑𝐺1(𝜌𝑒)

𝑛−1 𝒌S
4

𝑖=1

𝑁𝐸

𝑒=1

,   (4.4) 

where 

𝐺1 =
𝐴 +𝐵 

exp(𝐿1𝜌𝑒
′)+exp(𝐿1𝜌𝑒

1)
, (4.5)  



𝐴 = −exp(𝐿1𝜌𝑒
′ )

exp(𝐿2(1 − 𝜌𝑒
2 ))

exp(𝐿2𝜌𝑒
S) + exp(𝐿2(1 − 𝜌𝑒2 ))

𝜕𝐻((𝜑S)𝑖
𝑒)

𝜕𝑑
, (4.6) 

𝐵 = exp(𝐿1𝜌𝑒
1)
𝜕𝐻((𝜑′

S
)𝑖
𝑒)

𝜕𝑑
 ,                                         (4.7) 

where the values of 𝜕𝐻((𝜑S)𝑖
𝑒)/𝜕𝑑  and 𝜕𝐻((𝜑′S)𝑖

𝑒) /𝜕𝑑  can be obtained by the 

method provided in [40]. Then we have:  

∂C

∂𝑑
= −

𝑛

4
∑∑𝐺1(𝜌𝑒)

𝑛−1𝒖e
⊤𝒌S 

4

𝑖=1

𝑁𝐸

𝑒=1

𝒖𝑒 .                                       (4.8) 

(2) If 𝑑 ∈ 𝑫SIMP, 

∂𝒌𝑒
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=
𝜕𝒌𝑒
𝜕𝜌𝑒
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S
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where 

𝐺2 =
exp(𝐿1𝜌𝑒

′ )

exp(𝐿1𝜌𝑒′ ) + exp(𝐿1𝜌𝑒1)

exp(𝐿2𝜌𝑒
S)

exp(𝐿2𝜌𝑒
S) + exp(𝐿2(1 − 𝜌𝑒2))

, (4.10) 

𝜕𝜌̌e
S
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S
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𝛽(1 − tanh2(𝛽( 𝜌̃𝑒 −

1
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2 tanh (
𝛽
2
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, (4.11) 
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Then we have  
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. (4.13) 

and the value of 𝜕𝐶𝑀/𝜕𝑑 can also be obtained in a similar way. 

       The derivation of sensitivities of the constraint functions with respect to design 

variables is trivial and will not be discussed here. 

5 Numerical examples 



In this section, three plane stress problems are investigated to demonstrate the 

effectiveness of the proposed method. To simplify the analysis, it is assumed that all 

relevant quantities in the studied problems are dimensionless, and the thickness of all 

design domains is set to a unit value. The Young's modulus and Poisson's ratio of the 

isotropic solid material are chosen as 𝐸s = 1 and 𝑣s = 0.3, respectively. Additionally, 

the design variables are updated using the MMA algorithm [42], and the optimization 

process is terminated if either of the following conditions is met: (1) the maximum 

relative change in each design variable between two consecutive iterations falls below 

a specified threshold (i.e., 0.05%), or (2) the number of iteration steps reaches a 

predefined threshold (i.e., 2000). In all examples, uniform square-shaped plane stress 

elements are used for finite element analysis. To avoid trapping into a local optimum 

prematurely, we choose not to refrain from directly apply a larger projection sharpness 

parameter. Instead, we initiate the optimization process with a lower sharpness value, 

such as 𝛽 = 1. As the local volume constraint approaches a constant value during the 

optimization, we double the sharpness parameter value to maintain the stability of the 

optimization process and the accuracy of finite element analysis. 

5.1 The L-shaped beam 

The dimensions of the L-beam and the design domain considered in this example 

are shown in Fig. 10. The design domain is discretized with square elements at a 

resolution of 300×300 to better capture the geometric details of the infill structure. For 

computational convenience, a 1×1 non-designable domain is placed in the upper right 

corner of the 2×2 design domain, resulting in an L-shaped design domain. The 

optimization parameters for this example are selected as follows: the density design 

variable filter radius is set to 𝑟min = 2𝑎 (where 𝑎  represents the size of the finite 

element), the influence radius for the local volume constraint is 𝑅𝑒 = 8𝑎, the control 

parameter for the shell thickness is fixed as 𝑡 = 3𝑎, the upper bounds for the component 

volume constraint and local volume are 𝑉̅c = 0.5 and 𝑉̅loc = 0.6, respectively. 

The optimization results for the L-beam in this example are shown in Fig. 11. The 

optimization results shown in Fig. 11(a) were conducted according to the optimization 

formulation in Eq. (3.1) without the introduction of a regularization term to promote 

component fusion (i.e., γ=0). It can be observed that multiple components with solid 

shells appear in the optimization results. However, these incompletely fused 



components, as shown in Fig. 12(a), are not desirable since they would prevent the 

formation of a large area of continuous infill structure, as depicted in Fig. 12(b). To 

address this issue, we introduced a regularization term to promote component fusion 

into the objective function (setting γ≠0 in Eq. (3.1)). Fig. 11(b) plots the optimization 

results with γ=0.8 (this value will be used for all problems considered in the following). 

From the figure, it can be seen that after incorporating the regularization term into the 

objective function, the optimization algorithm successfully fused the components 

together effectively. In the obtained optimized configuration, there exists a large area 

of continuous infill structure. 

5.2 A MBB example 

In this example, we examine the well-known MBB problem. The design domain, 

external loads, and boundary conditions for this problem are illustrated schematically 

in Fig. 13. Due to the symmetry of the considered problem, only half of the design 

domain is discretized using 1200×600 square Q4 elements. The density design variable 

filter radius in this example is set to 𝑟min = 2𝑎, and the control parameter for shell 

thickness is chosen as 𝑡 = 8𝑎 . In this example, we mainly focus on testing the 

algorithm's performance under different component volume constraints and local 

volume constraints. 

Fig. 14 presents the optimization results under three different component volume 

constraint settings (𝑉̅c  are set as 0.5, 0.6, and 0.7, respectively), while in the local 

volume constraints  𝑉̅loc = 0.6. From Fig. 14, it can be observed that the optimized 

structure exhibits two different scales of structural details. At a larger scale, the overall 

topological configuration of the structure is defined by the moving morphable 

components. At a smaller scale, the infill structure takes on different forms based on 

the characteristics of stress distribution in different regions. In regions where 

compressive/tensile uniaxial stress state dominate, the material distribution of the infill 

structure is generally aligned with the principal stress direction. In areas where multiple 

components intersect, due to the presence of complex stress states, the infill structure 

exhibits corresponding cross-shaped material distribution patterns. These results are in 

accordance with mechanical intuition and are also consistent with findings reported in 



[43]. Furthermore, it is observed that as the upper limit of the component volume 

increases, the compliance of the optimized structure monotonically decreases. This is 

attributed to the monotonic dependence of structural compliance on material usage. 

Fig. 15 illustrates the correlation between the porous infill structure and the 

background region composed of components. It can be observed that the infill structure 

is accurately distributed within the region defined by the moving morphable 

components. Fig. 16 presents some intermediate results of the optimization process. It 

is observed that in the initial optimization stage, the components establish the primary 

force transmission pathways and form a distinct coated shell structure profile. 

Subsequently, through the filtering and projection process, the configuration of the 

infill structure gradually becomes clearer. Fig. 17 displays the impact of different local 

volume influence radii on the optimization results, with all other parameters fixed (𝑉̅c =

0.6). It is found that as the influence radius decreases, the porous infill structure 

becomes denser. Therefore, the sparsity of the porous filling structure can be controlled 

by adjusting the value of the influence radius. Fig. 18 provides the iterative curve of the 

optimization process, which is relatively stable, with slight fluctuations possibly 

attributed to the variations of the values of projection parameter 𝛽. 

5.3 A multiple loads beam example 

Multiple load cases are common in engineering applications, so in this example, a 

structure similar to a bridge that withstands multiple load conditions was considered to 

validate the effectiveness of the proposed approach. In this case, the horizontal and 

vertical displacements at the lower-left and lower-right points of the rectangular design 

domain are both set to zero, and the design domain is subjected to five vertical loads as 

shown in Fig. 19. In this example, we take the average of the structural compliance 

under five different loads as the objective function. Considering the symmetry of the 

problem, we only optimize half of the design domain. The half of the design domain 

involved in the computation is discretized with 300×300 square elements. The filtering 

radius for density design variables is set to 𝑟min = 2𝑎, the influence radius for local 

volume constraints is set to 𝑅𝑒 = 8𝑎, the control parameter for shell thickness is fixed 



at 𝑡 = 8, the upper bounds for the component volume constraint and local volume are 

𝑉̅c = 0.6 and 𝑉̅loc = 0.6, respectively. 

Fig. 20 displays the optimized shell-filling structure obtained through the 

optimization algorithm, with a corresponding objective function value of 83.98. It can 

be observed that the method proposed in this paper still exhibits outstanding 

applicability under multiple loading conditions. In fact, the presence of multiple loading 

conditions has led to the emergence of more complex filling patterns in the optimized 

configuration (as shown in Fig. 21). Specifically, for this problem, we have achieved a 

shell with uniform thickness, which is based on a single connected region formed by 

moving morphable components. This highlights the effectiveness of the proposed 

approach in determining the outer profile of the shell-infill structure. Furthermore, as 

shown in Figure 21, the infill structure is distributed in nearly every part of the base 

region and exhibits good compatibility with the outer shell. 

6 Conclusion 

In this paper, we introduce a new framework that combines the advantages of 

explicit and implicit methods. Within this framework, we have developed a topology 

optimization method that can simultaneously optimize the shell and infill structures. In 

this approach, the explicit topology optimization method (MMC) is employed to 

optimize the shell with a specified thickness, while the implicit topology optimization 

method is used to optimize the internal infill structure with a given local volume 

fraction constraint. An objective function with a correction term is utilized by us to 

facilitate the integration of components, thereby obtaining a shell-infill structure with 

explicit boundary descriptions and intricate details of the infill structure. 

We validated the effectiveness of the proposed method through numerical 

examples. The optimized shell-infill structure exhibits interesting structural patterns. 

For instance, regions dominated by uniaxial stress display unidirectional infill 

distribution, while connection areas of multiple components exhibit cross-shaped infill 

distribution. These findings are in accordance with our understanding of optimal 



structures and are consistent with mechanical principles. Furthermore, the optimization 

process typically begins by forming a complete envelope of the shell-infill structure 

(whose morphology is continuously adjusted during the subsequent optimization 

process), and then the internal infill structure gradually emerges in the later stages of 

optimization. Additionally, extending the proposed method from two dimensions to 

three dimensions is relatively straightforward because both MMC and SIMP methods 

can be readily implemented in three-dimensional scenarios. 

Although the proposed exhibits promising performances, there is still room for 

improvement in terms of convergence speed, particularly when optimizing the 

geometric details of the infill structure. Future works will consider more mechanical 

performances (e.g., buckling behavior, stress/fatigue constraint), manufacturability 

requirements and employing additive manufacturing equipment for mechanical 

experimental analysis to validate the findings and conclusions. Furthermore, since most 

problems in engineering practice inevitably involve various uncertainties, including 

manufacturing tolerances, variations in loads, and material property heterogeneity, in 

the future, we plan to explore the topology optimization design of shell-fill structures 

considering uncertainty based on the method proposed in this paper, combined with 

effective approaches suggested by Meng et al. [44-46]. Extending the proposed method 

from two-dimension to three-dimension case (which is much more computationally 

expansive) is also on the agenda with the aim of expanding its potential applications. 
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Figures 

 

 

Fig. 1. Shell-infill structures in nature 

  

(a) Anatomy of a bamboo [5] (b) The cross section of a bird’s bone [6] 

(c) Microscope images of the stem of the Norway spruces [7] 



 

 

Fig. 2. The morphology and internal topology of shell-infill composite structures. 

  

(a) Specimen of the optimized four-phase hip bone [8] (b) Shell-infill structures fabricated by 3D printers [3] 

(c) A 3D printed bone-infill structure (left) and a real bone sample from CT scans (right) [4] 



 

 

Fig. 3. A schematic illustration of the shell-infill structure. 
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Fig. 4. Topology optimization using SIMP method. 

  

(a) Problem Setting (b) Optimized result 

Design Domain 

Q4 elements 



 

 

Fig. 5.   An optimized non-uniform porous infill structure obtained by SIMP method. 

  



 

 

Fig. 6.  A schematic illustration of topology optimization based on MMC method. 
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(c) The optimized layout of the components 



 

 

Fig. 7. Geometric description of a two-dimensional variable-width component. 
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Fig. 8.  A schematic illustration for the construction of a coating shell. 
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Fig. 9. A schematic illustration of generating shell-infill structure. 
  

(a) The region Ωext with density vector 𝝆1 

 
(b) The region Ωint with density field 𝝆2 

(c) The region Ωint⋃Ωext (d) The region Ωint with density vector 𝑰 − 𝝆2 

(e) The region Ω1 with density vector 𝝆′ =

max (𝝆S, 𝑰 − 𝝆2) 

(f) The region ΩS−I with the density vector 𝝆 =

min (𝝆′, 𝝆1) 



 

 

 

Fig. 10. The L-shaped beam example. 
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Fig. 11.  Optimization results obtained with and without the regularization term  

in the objective function. 

 

  

(a) Optimized result without the regularization 

(b) Optimized result with the regularization 



 

 

Fig. 12. Schematic illustration of the regularization term promoting the formation of 

large-area continuous infill structure. 

  

(a) Schematic illustration of the result without the regularization 

(b) Schematic illustration of the result with the regularization 



 

 

Fig. 13. The MBB beam example. 
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Fig. 14. The optimized results for the MBB beam example under different component 

volumes. 

  

(𝑎) 𝑉𝑐ഥ = 0.5, Compliance = 138.05 

(b) 𝑉𝑐ഥ = 0.6, Compliance = 123.80 

(c) 𝑉𝑐ഥ = 0.7, Compliance = 117.31 



 

 

Fig. 15. The correlation between the porous infill structure and the base area enclosed 

by the shell for the MBB beam example. 

  



 

 

Fig. 16. The intermediate results of optimization with step 1, 200, 400, 800, 1000, 

1400. 

  

(a) Step 1 (b) Step 200 (c) Step 400 

(d) Step 800 (e) Step 1000 (f) Step 1400 



 

 

Fig. 17. The optimized results for the MBB beam example under different local 

volume influence radius. 

  

(a) 𝑅𝑒 = 8𝑎  (b) 𝑅𝑒 = 7𝑎  

(c) 𝑅𝑒 = 6𝑎  



 

 

Fig. 18. The iteration history of the MBB beam example. 
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Fig. 19. The multi-load beam example. 

  

𝑦 

𝑥 𝑂 

𝑭 = 𝟏 

𝐻 = 1 

𝐿 = 2 

𝑭 = 𝟏 𝑭 = 𝟏 𝑭 = 𝟏 𝑭 = 𝟏 



 

 

 

Fig. 20.  The optimized result for the multi-load example. 

  



 

 

Fig. 21. The correlation between the porous infill structure and the base area 

enclosed by the shell for the multi-load example. 

 


