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Abstract

Designing lightweight yet stiff vibrating structures has been a long-standing objective in
structural optimization. Here, we consider the optimization of a structural design subject
to forces in the form of harmonic oscillations. We develop a unifying framework for the
minimization of compliance and peak-power functions, while avoiding the assumptions of
single-frequency and in-phase loads. We utilize the notion of semidefinite representable (SDr)
functions and show that for compliance such a representation is immediate, while for peak
power, the SDP representation is non-trivial. Subsequently, we propose convex relaxations
of the minimization of an SDr function subject to the equilibrium equation as a constraint,
and show promising computational results on well-known instances of Heidari et al. and
others.

1 Introduction

The design of lightweight yet stiff vibrating structures has been a long-standing objective in
structural optimization [KPA06]. Here, we consider the optimization of a structural design
that is subject to forces in the form of harmonic oscillations, a topic of significance in a range of
applications. These include rotating machinery in household appliances, construction machinery
for cars and ships [LZG15a], and wind turbine support structures [LZG15b]. In this study, we
focus on optimizing truss structures, leveraging their excellent stiffness-weight ratio [LYC08;
Tyb+19].

Structural optimization was pioneered in Michell’s seminal work [Mic04] in 1904, which
demonstrated that the optimal material distribution for trusses, under a single loading condition,
aligns with the principal stresses. Because the principal stresses are generally not straight,
optimum designs may involve an infinite number of bars. To circumvent this, Dorn et al.
[DGG64] discretized the design domain into the so-called ground structure, containing a fixed
and finite number of optimized elements.

Relying on ground structure discretization, many theoretical and applied results have been
presented in the literature. These include convex formulations for truss topology optimization
under single [DGG64] or multiple [Ach+92; VB96; Lob+98; BN01] loading conditions, or pos-
sibly under worst-case loading [BN97]. In dynamics, it has been shown that the constraint for
the lower bound on the fundamental free-vibration eigenfrequencies is convex [Ohs+99], also
allowing for an efficient maximization of the fundamental free-vibration eigenfrequency [AK08].

∗All authors are at the Czech Technical University.
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In 2009, Heidari et al. [Hei+09] observed that, similar to the convex semidefinite program-
ming formulation developed for the static setting [VB96], it is also possible to derive a convex
semidefinite program for the peak-power minimization under harmonic oscillations. However,
the reformulation requires that only a single-frequency in-phase load is present, with the driving
frequency strictly below the lowest resonance frequency of the structure itself.

Surveying the more applied literature on continuum topology optimization under harmonic
oscillations surprisingly reveals that the same restricting assumptions have been used in this
community as well. In particular, the predominant objective is to minimize the dynamic com-
pliance function [MKH93], which is physically meaningful only when the driving frequency of
the load is below resonance [SNL19]. Otherwise, the optimization converges to a disconnected
material distribution at anti-resonance. To the best of our knowledge, this issue has not yet
been resolved.

The second typical assumption of single-frequency loads acting only in phase can be partially
justified because it represents the worst-case situation [Hei+09]. On the other hand, such designs
are hardly optimal for out-of-phase settings, such as unbalanced rotating loads. To the best
of our knowledge, the only author who has explored this setting is Liu et al. [LZG15b], who
considered minimization of the energy loss per cycle due to structural damping and minimization
of the displacement amplitude. The latter case was handled by aggregating samples over the
cycle, with the number of samples balancing computational efficiency with the accuracy of the
approximation.

As was pointed out in [Ven16], real-world applications require multiple-frequency loads. In
this direction, Liu et al. [LZG15a] minimized the integral of displacement amplitudes over a non-
uniformly discretized frequency range, whereas Zhang et al. [ZK15] introduced an aggregation
scheme to minimize the worst-case dynamic compliance for multiple frequencies. However, we
are not aware of any publication that considers consider multiple-frequency harmonic loads
acting on a structure concurrently.

1.1 Aims and contributions

Inspired by the initial results of Heidari et al. [Hei+09], in this study, we develop a unifying
framework for the minimization of compliance and peak power functions, while avoiding the
assumptions for single-frequency and in-phase loads.

Our procedure inherently relies on the notion of semidefinite representable (SDr) functions
[BN01, Lecture 4.2], which are convex functions whose epigraph can be represented by the
projection of a linear matrix inequality (LMI) feasibility set, the so-called LMI shadow. Mini-
mization of such functions under linear constraints can be equivalently reformulated into linear
semidefinite programming (SDP), and hence convex, problems.

We show that for compliance such representation is immediate due to the linearity. For the
peak power, however, the SDP representation is not trivial; it relies on the positivity certificate
of the trigonometric polynomials. Such certificates have already been extensively studied in the
signal processing community for filter design [Dum17].

Using the notion of a SDr function, we propose convex relaxations of the minimization in-
volving an SDr function and the equilibrium equation as a constraint. Minimization problems
subject to an equilibrium equation are, in general, non-convex because of their complementarity
nature. In compliance minimization, however, one can exploit the problem structure and elim-
inate state variables from the minimization in order to obtain a linear SDP problem. Because
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this is not possible for peak power minimization in general, we propose a convex relaxation with
penalization.

For this relaxation, we discuss its link to the Lagrange relaxation of the constrained mini-
mization problem, showing that our convex relaxation corresponds to the Lagrange relaxation
with a penalty coefficient equal to 0. Based on this observation, we adopt a convex relaxation
with a non-zero penalty term to generate high-quality sub-optimal solutions.

First, we use the convex relaxation method for single-frequency harmonic loads. The inherent
novelty there is allowing the forces to act out of phase. Numerical experiments show that
although the relaxation alone is not tight, a penalization term added to the objective function
secures convergence to a suboptimal solution that is a feasible point of the original problem.
Subsequently, we study the peak power function under loads with multiple harmonics formulated
as an SDr.

This article is structured as follows. In Section 2, we present the notation and definitions
of terms used throughout the paper. In Section 3, we formalize the optimization problem and
also present a relaxation procedure to solve the problem in Section 4. Section 5 then illustrates
our method with five examples. Finally, Section 6 summarizes our developments and provides
an outlook on related future research.

2 Notations

In this section, we introduce the necessary notation. In particular, R and C represent real and
complex fields, respectively. T denotes the set of complex numbers of modulus 1, that is, the set
of all complex numbers z = x+ iy for which it holds that |z| =

√
x2 + y2 = 1 and i2 = −1. SN

is the set of N ×N symmetric or Hermitian matrices according to the context. For a complex
number z, z is its complex conjugate, while for a complex vector or matrix, x∗ = xT stands for
the transpose conjugate.

We define the Frobenius scalar product ⟨A,B⟩ = Tr{ATB}, where A,B ∈ SN . When A,B
are real, it holds that Tr{ATB} =

∑
i,j Ai,jBi,j , and Tr{ATB} =

∑
i,j Ai,jBi,j applies to the

Hermitian case. Thus, the set SN with the Frobenius scalar product can be identified as a
Euclidean vector space.

Let SN+ be the set of positive semidefinite (PSD) matrices and define the partial order X ⪰
0 ⇐⇒ X ∈ SN+ . A real symmetric (resp. Hermitian) matrix A is PSD iff xTAx ≥ 0,∀x (resp.
x∗Ax ≥ 0).

For a Hermitian matrix A, let ℜA and ℑA denote the matrices obtained by taking the real
and imaginary part of A’s entries element-wise. Then,

A ⪰ 0 ⇐⇒
(
ℜA −ℑA
ℑA ℜA

)
⪰ 0. (2.1)

The latter matrix is real PSD. Thus, any PSD Hermitian matrix is equivalent to a real symmetric
PSD matrix of larger size.

Let F be an affine map from Rn (or Cn) to the set of real symmetric matrices SN , a linear
matrix inequality (LMI) is defined as F (x) ⪰ 0. The feasible set {x | F (x) ⪰ 0} of the LMI is
called a spectrahedron and it is a convex and closed set; see, e.g., [BV04].
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3 Optimization problem formulation

Here, we consider optimization problems occurring in the context of topology optimization of
discrete structures with time-varying loads.

Variables of the optimization problem We can distinguish two types of variables:

• The design variables a ∈ Rm represent the vector of parameters of the structure, e.g.,
cross-section areas, (pseudo)densities, etc.

• The state variables u ∈ Rn describe the physics, e.g., displacements, velocities, tempera-
ture, etc.

Periodic time varying loads Let f represent the load of the structure. We assume here that
the time-varying load f contains N harmonic components of base angular frequency ω, described
by a sequence of complex vector-valued Fourier coefficients ck(f) ∈ Cd,∀k = −N, . . . , N . f is
thus a periodic function:

f(t) =
N∑

k=−N

ck(f)e
ikωt. (3.1)

f is real-valued, implying that the complex Fourier coefficients of f satisfy the symmetric con-
dition c−k(f) = ck(f), where the complex conjugation is taken entry-wise. We also assume that
there is no constant component in the load, thus c0(f) = 0.

Equilibrium equation By the finite element discretization, the nodal velocity v is the solution
of the ordinary differential equation (ODE)

M(a)v̈ +K(a)v = ḟ . (3.2)

Define the ordinary differential operator L(a) as

L(a)v :=M(a)v̈ +K(a)v. (3.3)

We shall refer to the equation L(a)v = ḟ as the equilibrium equation.
The steady-state solution of the ODE is a periodic function with N harmonic components

as well, satisfying
(−k2ω2M(a) +K(a))ck(v) = ikωck(f), ∀k. (3.4)

The equilibrium equation relates the state variables and design variables:

L(a)v = ḟ ⇐⇒ (−k2ω2M(a) +K(a))ck(v) = ikωck(f), ∀k. (3.5)

Using the equilibrium equation as a constraint in the minimization (3.10), we automatically elim-
inate the values of a for which the design does not allow carrying the load, i.e. f /∈ RangeL(a).

The matrix M(a) and K(a) are called the mass and the stiffness matrix. They depend
linearly on the design variables a in the current study,

M(a) =
m∑
i=1

aiMi,

K(a) =
m∑
i=1

aiKi,

(3.6)
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where Mi and Ki are PSD mass and stiffness matrices of individual finite elements.
We assume that the highest harmonic frequency Nω is less than or equal to the smallest

non-singular free-vibration angular eigenfrequency. It is shown in [AK08] that this is equivalent
to

−N2ω2M(a) +K(a) ⪰ 0. (3.7)

Further constraints on design variables With a ∈ Rm representing the vector of the
cross-section areas of individual truss elements, we collect a number of constraints on the design
variables a:

• ai ≥ 0,∀i = 1, . . . ,m, securing non-negative cross-section areas,

• m − qTa ≥ 0, providing an upper bound for structural mass, with q ∈ Rm being the
constant vector of the element weight contributions,

• −λ2M(a)+K(a) ⪰ 0, ensuring that the smallest non-singular free-vibration angular eigen-
frequency is at least λ, see, e.g., [AK08].

Objective function In this study, we consider the peak power p[u] as an objective function.
It is the maximum value of the instant power delivered to the structure by the load f(t), i.e.,

p[c(v)] = max
t∈[0, 2πω ]

{
∣∣f(t)T v(t)∣∣}. (3.8)

Peak power minimization To summarize, we aim at solving the following minimization
problem:

min
a,c(v)

p[c(v)]

s.t

{
ai ≥ 0, aT q ≤ m,−N2ω2M(a) +K(a) ⪰ 0
(−k2ω2M(a) +K(a))ck(v) = ikωck(f), ∀k = −N, . . . , N

(3.9)

This is a particular instance of a broader class of problems

min
a,u

p[u]

s.t

{
G(a) ⪰ 0
L(a)u = f

(3.10)

that build a unifying framework for compliance and peak power minimizations, namely, the
minimization of a semi-definite representable (SDr) function under the equilibrium condition.
By the equilibirum condition, we understand that the state variable u and design variable a are
involved in the optimization problem and are constrained by the equilibrium equation L(a)u = f .

4 Minimization of SDr function under equilibrium

Let us develop the framework of minimization of a semidefinite representable (SDr) function
under the equilibrium condition in more detail.
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4.1 Schur’s complement Lemma

Schur’s complement of a block matrix is an essential tool to transform the non-linear con-
straints of a special structure into LMI constraints. Let us consider a block matrix M =(
A BT

B C

)
. Schur’s complement Lemma relates the positive (semi)definiteness of M to the

positive (semi)definiteness of its blocks. Let us first assume that the block C is invertible.

Lemma 4.1 (Schur’s complement Lemma with C invertible [Wol+00]) Consider the block
matrixM as defined above with the matrix C invertible. Then, M ⪰ 0 if and only if the following
two conditions hold: {

C ⪰ 0,
A−BTC−1B ⪰ 0.

(4.1)

In the case when C is not invertible, we can use the Moore-Penrose pseudo-inverse instead of
the inverse. However, additional conditions for B are now required, see [BV04, Appendix A.5].

Lemma 4.2 (Generalized Schur’s complement Lemma [BV04]) Consider a block matrix
M . M ⪰ 0 iff the following conditions hold:

C ⪰ 0,
(I − CC†)B = 0,
A−BTC†B ⪰ 0.

(4.2)

The second condition (I − CC†)B = 0 means that all the column vectors of B are in the
range space of C. The use of Schur’s complement Lemma is essential for obtaining equivalent
(convex) reformulations of problems under the equilibrium equation L(a)u = f , see [Tyb+21],
for example. The Generalized Schur’s complement Lemma also allows us to conclude that B’s
columns are in the range space of C, once there exists indeed a matrix A of an appropriate
dimension such that (

A BT

B C

)
⪰ 0. (4.3)

The (Generalized) Schur complement Lemma still holds whenever A and C are Hermitian
and BT is replaced by B∗, this property is used to construct the constraints for peak power
minimization since we use complex Fourier coefficients.

4.2 Semidefinite representable function

In (3.10), we deal with the case where p is a semidefinite representable function.

Definition 4.1 (SDr function, [BN01, Lecture 4.2]) Let p be a convex function; it is semidef-
inite representable (SDr) if and only if its epigraph is an LMI shadow. Namely, there are linear
matrix-valued functions Pj, j ∈ {0, 1, 2}, such that

∀θ ∈ R,∀u ∈ Rn, θ ≥ p[u] ⇐⇒ ∃w ∈ Rm, P0(θ) + P1(u) + P2(w) ⪰ 0. (4.4)

Alternatively, a second type of semidefinite representation can be used. A function whose
epigraph admits a semidefinite representation of the second type is also called the SDr function
in this work.
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Definition 4.2 (SDr function, second representation) Let p be a convex function; it is
semidefinite representable (SDr) if and only if there exists a ∈ Rm, together with gk ∈ Rn and
Ak ∈ SN for k = 1, . . . ,m, such that ∀θ ∈ R,∀u ∈ Rn:

θ ≥ p[u] ⇐⇒ ∃Q ∈ SN+ , akθ + gTk u = Tr{AT
kQ}. (4.5)

Whenever p is SDr, the minimization problem (3.10) is, after adding the variables θ and w,
equivalent to

min
a,u,θ,w

θ

s.t


ai ≥ 0,m− qTa ≥ 0, L(a) ⪰ 0,
L(a)u = f,
P0(θ) + P1(u) + P2(w) ⪰ 0.

(4.6)

If the semidefinite representation of the second type is used, then we obtain the following equiv-
alent optimization problem:

min
a,u,θ,Q

θ

s.t


ai ≥ 0,m− qTa ≥ 0, L(a) ⪰ 0,
L(a)u = f,
akθ + gTk u = Tr{AT

kQ},∀k ∈ {1, . . . ,m},
Q ⪰ 0.

(4.7)

Example 4.1 (Compliance minimization) Compliance minimization is formulated as

min
a,u

fTu

s.t

{
ai ≥ 0, qTa ≤ m,K(a) ⪰ 0,
K(a)u = f.

(Pcompl)

The compliance u 7→ fTu is SDr, as it is linear in u. θ ≥ fTu is already an LMI, with a
one-dimensional matrix. Thus (Pcompl) is equivalent to

min
a,u,θ

θ

s.t


ai ≥ 0, qTa ≤ m,K(a) ⪰ 0,
K(a)u = f,
θ ≥ fTu.

(4.8)

Example 4.2 (Peak power minimization under single harmonic load [Hei+09]) Assume
for now that the time-varying load has one frequency component f(t) = cos(ωt)fR + sin(ωt)fI .
The nodal velocities v(t) = cos(ωt)vR + sin(ωt)vI satisfy the ODE

M(a)v̈ +K(a)v = ḟ (4.9)

and at the steady state vR and vI satisfy{
(−ω2M(a) +K(a))vR = ωfI ,
(−ω2M(a) +K(a))vI = −ωfR. (4.10)
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It has been shown in [Hei+09] that

f(t)T v(t) =
1

4

[
(fTRvR − fTI vI)− i(fTRvI + fTI vR)

]
ei2ωt

+
1

4

[
(fTRvR − fTI vI) + i(fTRvI + fTI vR)

]
e−i2ωt. (4.11)

Consider (θ, v) in the epigraph of the peak power function θ ≥ max
t

|f(t)T v(t)|. Then, letting

z = eiωt, we can write fT v as a trigonometric polynomial in z. The epigraph condition is
equivalent to the nonnegativity of polynomials θ±fT v. By Theorem A.2, iff ∃Q0 ∈ S3+, Q1 ∈ S3+:

θ = Tr{Λ0Q
0},

0 = Tr{Λ−1Q
0},

1

4
((fTRvR − fTI vI)− i(fTRvI + fTI vR)) = Tr{Λ−2Q

0}
(4.12)

and

−θ = Tr{Λ0Q
1},

0 = Tr{Λ−1Q
1},

−1

4
((fTRvR − fTI vI)− i(fTRvI + fTI vR)) = Tr{Λ−2Q

1},
(4.13)

where Λ0 is the 3 by 3 identity matrix, Λ−1 =

0 0 0
1 0 0
0 1 0

 and Λ−2 =

0 0 0
0 0 0
1 0 0

. Consequently,

the minimization of the peak power under a single harmonic load reads as

min
a,vR,vI ,θ,Q0,Q1

θ

s.t.


ai ≥ 0, qTa ≤ m, (−ω2M(a) +K(a)) ⪰ 0,
(−ω2M(a) +K(a))vR = ωfI ,
(−ω2M(a) +K(a))vI = −ωfR,
the equality constraints (4.12) and (4.13),
Q0, Q1 ⪰ 0.

(4.14)

Example 4.3 (Peak power minimization) The peak power minimization problem is formal-
ized as

min
a,c(v)

p[c(v)]

s.t

{
ai ≥ 0, aT q ≤ m,−N2ω2M(a) +K(a) ⪰ 0,
(−k2ω2M(a) +K(a))ck(v) = ikωck(f), ∀k = −N, . . . , N.

(4.15)

The peak power p[c(v)] = max
t∈[0, 2π

ω
]
{
∣∣f(t)T v(t)∣∣} is SDr thanks to the semidefinite certificate of

nonnegativity of trigonometric polynomials, which follows from Theorem A.2 in Appendix A.
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The peak power minimization is, therefore, equivalent to

min
a,c(v),θ,Q0,Q1

θ

s.t


ai ≥ 0, aT q ≤ m,−N2ω2M(a) +K(a) ⪰ 0,
(−k2ω2M(a) +K(a))ck(v) = ikωck(f),∀k = −N, . . . , N,
the equality constraints (A.17),
Q0, Q1 ⪰ 0.

(Ppp)

The difficulty of the minimization problem of the form (3.10) is now concentrated in the equi-
librium equation constraint. All other constraints can be treated efficiently using existing SDP
solvers.

For the next developments, we define a so-called “physical” feasible point of the equilibrium
equation and focus on the first type of semidefinite representation, Definition 4.1. For the
semidefinite representation of the second type, Definition 4.2, we can easily adapt the results
that will be presented now, and we will treat them in the end of this subsection.

We start by noting that if a particular pair of variables (a, u) is feasible for the constraint
L(a)u = f , then f is in the range of L(a), and u must be of the form u = L(a)†f + u0, where
L(a)† is the Moore-Penrose pseudoinverse of L(a) and u0 is in the null space of L(a). We
call L(a)†f (resp. u0) the physical (resp. nonphysical) part of u. Note that since f is in the
range of L(a), (a, L(a)†f) is feasible for the equilibrium condition. Thus, we make the following
assumption.

Assumption 4.1 Assume that for any feasible (a, u) of the constraint L(a)u = f , p[u] is inde-
pendent of the nonphysical part of u, i.e., p[u] = p[L(a)†f ].

Example 4.4 For compliance minimization, this assumption is satisfied by the symmetry of
K(a). If f is in the range of K(a) then f is orthogonal to u0, and thus, p[u] = fTu = fTK(a)†f .
We can reformulate the compliance minimization as a linear SDP problem

min
a,θ

θ

s.t


ai ≥ 0, qTa ≤ m,(
θ fT

f K(a)

)
⪰ 0

(4.16)

thanks to generalized Schur’s complement Lemma,
K(a) ⪰ 0,
f ∈ RangeK(a),
θ ≥ fTK(a)†f,

⇐⇒
(
θ fT

f K(a)

)
⪰ 0. (4.17)

Because p is independent of the nonphysical solution, its epigraph is also independent of the
nonphysical solution for any feasible (a, u). By the SDP representability of p, the LMI represen-
tation of the epigraph should also be independent of the nonphysical solution. We recall that
from Definition 4.1 we have

θ ≥ p[u] ⇐⇒ ∃w,P0(θ) + P1(u) + P2(w) ⪰ 0. (4.18)
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Then, we can express the linear matrix function P1(u) as

P1(u) =
∑
j

(gTj u)P̃j (4.19)

with a family of vectors gj and matrices P̃j of an appropriate size. We assume that the following
condition holds:

Assumption 4.2 Assume that gj is in the range of L(a) whenever f is in the range of L(a).

Lemma 4.3 Assumption 4.2 is sufficient for Assumption 4.1.

Proof. Let p be an SDr function such that Assumption 4.2 holds. Then for any (a, u) feasible
for L(a)u = f , by the symmetry of L(a), if gj is in the range of L(a) then u0 is orthogonal to gj
and thus

P1(u) =
∑
j

(gTj L(a)
†f)P̃j . (4.20)

Thus, the LMI representation of p is independent of the non-physical solution, which implies
that p is independent of the nonphysical solution.

Returning to the peak power minimization problem, by a careful study of the generalized
eigenvalue problem of free vibrations [AK08], we can show that the peak power function is indeed
independent of the nonphysical part of (a, c(v)) whenever it is feasible and whenever the highest
driving frequency of the load is below the smallest non-singular free-vibration eigenfrequency of
the structure, i.e., −N2ω2M(a) +K(a) ⪰ 0. For the proof, we refer the reader to Lemma B.1
of Appendix B.

Assumptions 4.1 and 4.2 are not restrictive, since it would be questionable to optimize an
objective function that depends on the nonphysical part of the solution of L(a)u = f . In the
context of topology optimization of discrete structures, the non-physical part of L(a)u = f
would consist of the displacements or the velocities of nodes without any attached member.

To check Assumption 4.2 for objective functionx with the second SDP representation, we
recall that if the objective function p[u] has the second type SDP representation then there exists
ak ∈ R, gk and Ak of fixed dimension for k = 1, . . . ,m such that θ ≥ p[u] ⇐⇒ akθ + gTk u =
Tr{AT

kQ} where Q ⪰ 0. p satisfies the assumption 4.2 iff the gk’s of the SDP representation are
in the range of L(a) whenever f is in the range of L(a).

4.3 Convex relaxation

Let us now consider a SDr function and a minimization problem of the form (3.10). Furthermore,
let Assumptions 4.1 and 4.2 hold. In what follows, we propose a convex relaxation of (3.10). For
brevity, we only present the strategy for the first-type representation, Definition 4.1. Adaptation
of the results of this subsection to Definition 4.2 is straightforward.

First, by the semidefinite representability of the objective function, we introduce slack vari-
ables θ and w and rewrite (3.10) as

min
a,u,θ,w

θ

s.t


ai ≥ 0,m− qTa ≥ 0, L(a) ⪰ 0,
L(a)u = f,
P0(θ) + P1(u) + P2(w) ⪰ 0.

(4.21)
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Due to Assumption 4.1, we can remove u from the set of optimization variables, since only the
physical part of the equation L(a)u = f matters. However, we need to keep in mind that f
must be in the range of L(a),

min
a,θ,w

θ

s.t


ai ≥ 0,m− qTa ≥ 0, L(a) ⪰ 0,
f ∈ RangeL(a),
P0(θ) + P1(L(a)

†f) + P2(w) ⪰ 0.

(4.22)

After exploiting Assumption 4.2, we observe that the linear matrix function P2 evaluated at
L(a)†f is

P1(L(a)
†f) =

∑
j

(gTj L(a)
†f)P̃j . (4.23)

Furthermore, we consider a matrix F = (f gj) whose column vectors are f and vj for all (finitely
many) j. Then, there exist constant matrices Cj such that gTj L(a)

†f = Tr{CT
j (F

TL(a)†F )}.
To derive Cj , we note that

vTj L(a)
†f = (Fej+1)

TL(a)†(Fe0) = Tr
{
eT0 ej+1F

TL(a)†F
}

(4.24)

with ei denoting vectors of the canonical basis. Consequently, we can symmetrize the last
expression and obtain Cj . After introducing a variable X and a constraint X = F TL(a)†F , we
obtain the optimization problem

min
a,θ,w,X

θ

s.t


ai ≥ 0,m− qTa ≥ 0, L(a) ⪰ 0,
f ∈ RangeL(a),
X = F TL(a)†F,

P0(θ) +
∑

j Tr{CT
j X}P̃j + P3(w) ⪰ 0.

(4.25)

The range constraint can now be replaced because X = F TL(a)†F is equivalent to

X = F TL(a)†F ⇐⇒
{
X ⪯ F TL(a)†F
X ⪰ F TL(a)†F

, (4.26)

by splitting matrix equality into two semidefinite inequalities. Combined with Assumption 4.2
and thanks to Schur’s complement Lemma, we have the equivalent formulation

min
a,θ,w,X

θ

s.t


ai ≥ 0,m− qTa ≥ 0,(
X F T

F L(a)

)
⪰ 0,

X ⪯ F TL(a)†F,

P0(θ) +
∑

j Tr{CT
j X}P̃j + P3(w) ⪰ 0.

(4.27)

For anyX and a such that

(
X F T

F L(a)

)
⪰ 0, there is the trace inequality Tr{X−F TL(a)†F} ≥ 0.

The trace equality Tr{X − F TL(a)†F} = 0 is thus sufficient and necessary for the satisfaction
of X ⪯ F TL(a)†F . Consequently, we can replace X ⪯ F TL(a)†F by Tr{X − F TL(a)†F} = 0.
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The only non-convex and non-linear constraint is now Tr{X − F TL(a)†F} = 0. A convex
relaxation consists of removing the trace equality constraint,

min
a,θ,w,X

θ

s.t


ai ≥ 0,m− qTa ≥ 0,(
X F T

F L(a)

)
⪰ 0,

P0(θ) +
∑

j Tr{CT
j X}P̃j + P3(w) ⪰ 0.

(4.28)

Remark 4.1 We observe that:

• The relaxation does not require linearity of L(a), i.e., it applies to both truss and frame
settings. The relaxation requires only that L(a) ⪰ 0. Under the assumption of linearity of
L(a), the relaxation is indeed a convex SDP problem, and thus can be solved efficiently by
existing software.

• The feasible points of the relaxation are statically admissible designs, i.e., cross-section
areas that carry the structural loads, which holds because the second LMI constraint secures
that f is in the range of L(a).

• If X = F TL(a)†F holds at the optimal solution of the convex relaxation, then we can
extract the optimal solution of (3.10) from the convex relaxation.

4.4 Link between the convex relaxation and Lagrange relaxation

Let us now take another look at the equivalent formulation with trace equality:

min
a,θ,w,X

θ

s.t


ai ≥ 0,m− qTa ≥ 0,(
X F T

F L(a)

)
⪰ 0,

Tr{X − F TL(a)†F} = 0,

P0(θ) +
∑

j Tr{CT
j X}P̃j + P3(w) ⪰ 0.

(4.29)

Considering the second LMI, if a and X are feasible, it must hold that

Tr{X − F TL(a)†F} ≥ 0. (4.30)

Hence, we can replace the equality by Tr{X − F TL(a)†F} ≤ 0 and the following optimization
stays equivalent to (3.10):

min
a,θ,w,X

θ

s.t


ai ≥ 0,m− qTa ≥ 0,(
X F T

F L(a)

)
⪰ 0,

Tr{X − F TL(a)†F} ≤ 0,

P0(θ) +
∑

j Tr{CT
j X}P̃j + P3(w) ⪰ 0.

(4.31)
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The Lagrange relaxation consists of moving the inequality constraint into the objective and
penalizing it with a positive weight η, leading to

min
a,θ,w,X

θ + ηTr{X − F TL(a)†F}

s.t


ai ≥ 0,m− qTa ≥ 0,(
X F T

F L(a)

)
⪰ 0,

P0(θ) +
∑

j Tr{CT
j X}P̃j + P3(w) ⪰ 0,

(4.32)

where the penalty factor η is increased until the original constraint Tr{X − F TL(a)†F}} ≤
0 becomes feasible. Let us denote by L(η) the optimal value depending on η. For one η∗,
suppose that (a∗, θ∗, w∗, X∗) is the corresponding solution, then for any (a, θ, w,X) satisfying
the constraint of (4.31), we have

θ ≥ θ + η∗Tr{X − F TL(a)†F}︸ ︷︷ ︸
≤0

≥ θ∗ + η∗Tr{X∗ − F TL(a∗)†F}. (4.33)

Therefore, max
η≥0

L(η) provides a lower bound of the problem (4.31).

We note that the convex relaxation (4.28) corresponds to the Lagrange relaxation with
weight η = 0. However, the Lagrange relaxation remains a difficult problem due to the presence
of Tr{F TL(a)†F}. We propose to solve the following relaxation, by removing Tr{F TL(a)†F}
from the objective function:

min
a,θ,w,X

θ + ηTr{X}

s.t


ai ≥ 0,m− qTa ≥ 0,(
X F T

F L(a)

)
⪰ 0,

P0(θ) +
∑

j Tr{CT
j X}P̃j + P3(w) ⪰ 0,

(4.34)

which is a linear SDP, and hence convex, problem.

5 Numerical examples

This section illustrates the theoretical developments of Section 4 by means of numerical ex-
periments. The construction of the SDP problems is detailed in Appendix C. Specifically, we
solve a problem introduced in [Hei+09], showing that our approach not only reaches the optimal
solution for the in-phase setting, but also provides a better design for the out-of-phase scenario.
Our second example 5.2 illustrates the applicability of the method to larger problems. The third
5.3 and fourth 5.4 examples illustrate the influence of multiple harmonics on design.

All numerical examples presented in this section were implemented in a Python code available
at https://gitlab.com/ma.shenyuan/truss_exp, with the optimization programs modeled in
CVXPY [DB16], a Python interface for modeling optimization problems, and providing an
interface to the optimizer MOSEK [ApS23] that we used to solve the resulting SDP problems.
The optimization problems were solved on a standard laptop, equipped with the 6 AMD Ryzen
5 4500U processors and 16 GB of RAM.
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5.1 21-element problem by Heidari et al.

As the first illustration, we consider the problem introduced in [Hei+09]: a ground structure
containing 21 finite elements and 12 nodes, see Fig. 1. In this problem, all horizontal and vertical
bars share a length of 1, whereas the diagonal ones are

√
2 long. All elements are made of the

same material, with the Young modulus E = 25, 000 and density ρ = 1.0. Furthermore, we
bound the total structural weight from above by m = 1.

1 1 1

1
1

1

fI fI

fR fR

Figure 1: Boundary conditions and ground structure of the 21-element truss structure introduced
in [Hei+09].

Kinematic boundary conditions consist of fixed supports at the top nodes, preventing their
horizontal and vertical movements. For dynamic loads, we consider them acting at the bottom
nodes, with the horizontal forces (denoted in green color in Fig. 1) fI(t) = 1

2 sin(ωt) and the
vertical forces (drawn in orange in Fig. 1) being fR(t) = 1

2 cos(ωt). For both these loading
functions, we assume the same angular frequency ω = 15. The time-dependent force magnitudes
appear visualized in Fig. 2a. Notice that the resultant of the components fR and fI is always
a force of magnitude 1/2, thus modeling an unbalanced rotating load with the period of T =
2π
15 ≈ 0.42. Under this setting, the time varying load has one Fourier component c1(f) such that
the last four values are

c1(f) =


...
i/4
1/4
−i/4
1/4

 . (5.1)

5.1.1 In-phase loads

First, we optimize the peak power of the loads fR(t) and fI(t) independently. For this setting,
the relaxation with penalty (4.34) is exact, as was shown in [Hei+09]. Thus, globally optimal
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Figure 2: (a) Time-varying loads fR(t) and fI(t) and the powers associated with the (b) optimal
designs under in-phase loads, and (c) the same designs under out-of-phase loads. Figure (d)
shows the power of a design optimized for out-of-phase loads.
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solutions can be found by solving a single SDP problem; see Figs. 3(a) and 3(b) for their topology
and Fig. 2b for the optimal time-varying powers pR(t) and pI(t). The corresponding optimal
peak powers are 0.0036 and 0.0241, respectively.

(a) (b) (c)

Figure 3: Optimized topology for the (a) in-phase loads fR, (b) in-phase loads fI , and (c) out-
of-phase loads fR and fI acting according to Fig. 1.

5.1.2 Out-of-phase loads

Next, we consider the setting of the loads fI(t) and fR(t) that act simultaneously. The first,
naive option, would be to investigate the performance of structures designed for in-phase loads
fR(t) or fI(t) only. Not surprisingly, the performance of these designs is far from optimal
because they do not suppress power by exploiting the interaction between the loads; see Fig. 2c.
A similar situation also appears for the worst-case peak power minimization by Heidari et al.
[Hei+09], in which a solution is searched for the worst-case of all unit forces, i.e., the loads
acting in phase. As shown in Fig. 2d, the peak power for the out-of-phase configuration can be
considerably reduced by enabling this interaction.

To achieve this, we apply the convex relaxation introduced in Section 4. The optimal value
of the objective function is equal to 1.203× 10−11, which is a lower bound for the minimal peak
power. However, the actual peak power of the design given by the convex relaxation is equal to
0.0831. For the relaxed solution, we also observe that the total mass constraint is not active:
The total mass for the relaxation solution is only 0.40, which means that we have used 40% of
the available mass. Also, the optimal X is different from F ∗L1,ω(a)

†F at the optimal solution.
The trace difference is evaluated as Tr{X − F ∗L1,ω(a)

†F} = 1508.038, which is far from zero.
Furthermore, we implement the penalized relaxation (4.34) with η = 10, chosen large enough

for the equality Tr{X − F ∗L1,ω(a)
†F} = 0 to hold, and also render the mass bound active. We

numerically confirm that θ is indeed equal to the peak power 0.0216, and there is a trace equality
X = F TKω(a)

†F . The optimized design a is shown in Figure 4, with the line widths illustrating
the actual value of a.
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Figure 4: Optimal solutions of convex relaxation with penalty parameter η = 10.

As we can see in the above optimization, a large enough η results in trace equality. It remains
to investigate the effect of η on the peak power performance of the optimal solution. To this end,
we solved the SDP relaxation for 80 different values of η ranging from 10−9 to 10. We collected
the trace differences, total masses and optimal θ of the solutions of the SDP relaxations. In
addition, we also plot the actual peak power of the optimal design in an orange color, see Figure
5.
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Figure 5: SDP relaxation with 80 different values of η for the Heidari truss with not-in-phase
single harmonic load

For small values of η, Figure 5 reveals that there is a nonzero trace difference at the optimal
solution and the total mass constraint is not active. As a result, we observe in the early part of
the graphs that the actual peak power of the optimal design is higher than that of the optimal
design obtained for large η. With η increasing, the trace equality becomes satisfied and the total
mass constraint becomes active. The optimal value of θ then agrees with the actual peak power.
However, the actual peak power does not improve further when the trace equality reaches 0.

Finally, we try to estimate the optimality of the design obtained by SDP relaxations. The
peak power of the truss under harmonic loads is a differentiable function of a and the gradient
can be obtained by sensitivity analysis as shown in Appendix D, suggesting that it might also
be possible to implement the gradient-based method to minimize the peak power. Without any
additional variables, the peak power minimization can be expressed as

min
a∈Rn

p(a)

s.t. ai ≥ 0, aT q ≤ m,
(5.2)

where p is the function of the peak power evaluated at a.
The formulation (5.2) makes peak power minimization a nonlinear optimization problem with

linear inequality constraints. As a result, the linear constraint qualification (LCQ) holds, which
implies that the Karush–Kuhn–Tucker conditions (KKT) are necessary for any local minimizer
of the peak power minimization. In other words, if ā is a local minimizer of the peak power
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minimization, then there exists a unique vector of Lagrange multipliers γ ∈ Rn and Γ ∈ R such
that the following KKT system is satisfied:

∇p(ā)− γ + Γq = 0,

γi ≥ 0, āi ≥ 0, γiāi = 0,∀i,
Γ ≥ 0,m− āT q ≥ 0,Γ(m− aT q) = 0.

(5.3)

For any feasible a, we define the KKT residual at a as the solution of the linear programming
problem

min
γ∈Rn,Γ∈R

aTγ + Γ(m− aT q)

s.t.


∇p(a)− γ + Γq = 0,

γi ≥ 0,∀i,
Γ ≥ 0.

(5.4)

By the necessary condition of optimality, if ā is a local minimizer of (5.2), then the solution
of the linear programming problem (5.4) is a unique vector of Lagrange multipliers, and the
optimal value is zero. If a design a is suboptimal but in the vicinity of a local optimal solution,
then we expect a low value of the KKT residual. The KKT residual can thus be used as an
approximate optimality certificate even though it is not sufficient for non-convex problems.

For the illustrative problem considered in this section, we observe that the KKT residual
is approximately 0.045 for a sufficiently large η. Moreover, the KKT residual decreases with
increasing η, as shown in the last subplot of Figure 5. This analysis suggests that the opti-
mal solution with a sufficiently large η might be close to a local optimum of the peak power
minimization problem (5.2).

5.2 Cantilever beam problem

Next, we consider a cantilever beam under a rotating tip load; see Figure 6(a). The design
domain of the outer dimensions 2× 1 is discretized into a uniform grid of 4× 7 nodes, with the
left edge of the domain fixed. We connect each pair of the nodes by a bar element, resulting in
378 elements in total. The rotating out-of-phase load is applied in the upper right corner of the
beam. The components of this load act at the angular frequency of 15 and

c1(f) = −



0
...
i
1
...
0


/
√
2.

The non-zeros components of c1(f) correspond to the loaded degrees of freedom as shown in
Figure 6(a) and the load has an amplitude of ||c1(f)|| = 1.

The truss members are made of a material with Young’s modulus E = 25, 000 and density
ρ = 1. The total mass is bounded from above by 10. In what follows, we consider convex
relaxation with the penalty coefficient η = 10, for which the minimization converges to the
design shown in Figure 6(b). This design contains 40 finite elements and possesses the peak
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power of 0.147 and the lowest angular eigenfreqency of 18.97 which is strictly larger than the
driving frequency of the loads 15.

The optimization problem contained 389 scalar design variables. The compiled problem
instance had 3 additional matrix variables containing 5295 scalar variables, and there were 406
constraints in total. The solution of the problem took 0.76 seconds, suggesting a relatively good
scalability of the method.

(a)

0.00 0.25 0.50 0.75 1.00 1.25 1.50 1.75 2.00

0.4

0.2

0.0

0.2

0.4

(b)

Figure 6: Cantilever beam problem: (a) fully connected ground structure, and (b) optimal
design for the penalized relaxation with η = 10.
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Figure 7: SDP relaxation with 80 different values of η for the cantilever problem

As in the previous example, we consider 80 values of η ranging from 10−9 to 101 to visualize
the effect of η on the performance of the optimal design, see Figure 7. From this figure we
observe that the satisfaction of the trace difference becomes zero when η is larger than 1, and
as a result, the optimal value of θ agrees with the actual value of the peak power. However, the
mass bound is always active for each value of η in this example. The KKT residual is reduced
by the 2 orders of magnitude as η increases.

5.3 Peak power minimization under multifrequency rotating loads

Optimizing structures under rotating loads is valuable for industrial applications. Here, we again
consider the Heidari et al. [Hei+09] truss structure subjected to two rotating loads with different
angular frequencies ω1 and ω2 simultaneously and the mass bound equal to 1, Figure 8. These
loads are applied to the bottom nodes of the truss and share the same constant amplitude 1.
Their relative angle to the horizontal axis is a function of time and is equal to ω1t + ϕ1 and
ω2t+ ϕ2, respectively.
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Figure 8: A truss subjected to two rotational loads of different angular frequencies ω1 and ω2.

In the context of the current method, we have to assume that two frequencies ω1 and ω2 are
harmonic to each other, which implies that there is a basic frequency ω0 such that ω1 = n1ω0

and ω2 = n2ω0 are integer multiples of the basic frequency ω0. We assume without loss of
generality that n2 ≥ n1, so that the time-varying load f has n2 Fourier components. To apply
the SDP relaxation method we set the Fourier components of the load f to

∀n ≥ 1, cn(f) =
δn=n1e

iϕ1

2



0
...
0
1
2
1
2i
0
0


+
δn=n2e

iϕ2

2



0
...
0
0
0
1
2
1
2i


, (5.5)

where δn=k is the Kronecker delta notation such that δn=k is equal to one if and only if n = k.
For numerical experiments, we set ϕ1 = π

2 and ϕ2 = −π
2 and consider different values of ω1

and ω2, see Table 1. For each instance, we solve the resulting SDP relaxation with the penalty
coefficient η = 10 to make the trace difference approximately zero in the optimal solution.

22



ω1 ω2 ω0 n1 n2 p[c(v)] ω̃1 KKT residual

7.5 15 7.5 1 2 0.0334 18.611 0.1448

10 15 5 2 3 0.0377 19.224 0.1630

12.5 15 2.5 5 6 0.0421 20.146 0.1815

13.125 15 1.875 7 8 0.0432 20.436 0.1882

Table 1: Peak power minimization under multifrequency rotating loads. Parameters of the
rotating loads and performance of the optimal design of the SDP relaxation with penalty. ω1

and ω2 denote the angular driving frequencies of the load and ω0 is the basic frequency such
that ω1 = n1ω0 and ω2 = n2ω2. In addition, p[c(v)] denotes the peak power, and ω̃1 stands for
the lowest resonance eigenfrequency.

In each instance, we reached a sub-optimal solution with non zero KKT residual of the peak
power and the mass bound was active. Because there is no comparable design available in the
literature, we further compare the objective function value with that of the common initial
point, the uniform truss design. Compared to this case, each of our optimized designs provides
approximately 50% improvement in terms of peak power. Each of the optimized designs also has
its first resonance frequency strictly higher than the driving frequency 15. The optimal designs
for n2 = 2 and n2 = 8 are shown in Figures 9(a) and 9(b).
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Figure 9: Peak power minimization under multifrequency rotating loads: (a) optimized design
for n2 = 2, and (b) for n2 = 8.
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ω1 ω2 ω0 n1 n2 nvar nconstr t (s)

7.5 15 7.5 1 2 108 10 0.094

10 15 5 2 3 201 14 0.163

12.5 15 2.5 5 6 684 26 1.293

13.125 15 1.875 7 8 1176 34 2.567

Table 2: Problem sizes of the peak power minimization under multifrequency rotating loads. ω1

and ω2 denote the angular driving frequencies of the load and ω0 is the basic frequency such
that ω1 = n1ω0 and ω2 = n2ω2. In addition, nvar and nconstr denote the number of variables and
constraints, respectively, and t stands for the solution time.

The size of the corresponding SDP problem for each instance is reported in Table 2, but the
actual size of the solved problem may differ due to the remodeling done in the CVXPY package,
which transforms the problem into a conic form accepted by MOSEK. This remodeling involves
additional variables and constraints. For example, every LMI constraint L(x) ⪰ 0 is converted
to L(x) = X and X ⪰ 0 with a slack variable X that has the same size of the LMI L(x) and
additional linear equality constraints are introduced to ensure equality L(x) = X. Moreover,
to convert a Hermitian PSD constraint into a real symmetric PSD constraint, one also needs to
include additional variables and constraints.

As a result, even when the number of “active” Fourier components was the same throughout
all test cases, the sizes of the problems were different. Typically, for the last instance where

n2 = 8, the constraint

(
X F ∗

F Ln2,ω0(a)

)
⪰ 0 involves a LMI of the size 8 × (21 + 3) = 192.

To transform it into the standard formulation of MOSEK, we need to include a 384 by 384
real symmetric matrix variable and additional linear equality constraints. From this we observe
that it is definitely needed to exploit sparsity to solve for large instances of the peak power
minimization using the proposed SDP method.

5.4 Peak power minimization under multiple frequency loads

The convex relaxation method is also capable of optimizing structural designs under periodic
loads with multiple frequency components. The theoretical construction of the minimization
problem remains the same as in the single-frequency situation and is summarized in Appendix
C.

A finite energy (being L2 function) periodic time-varying load f can be decomposed into its
Fourier series. In theory, if we truncate the Fourier sequence of a periodic load f up to a finite
number of Fourier coefficients and optimize the truss using the presented method with respect
to the truncated load, it approximates the optimization with respect to the original periodic
load. However, not every such periodic load is suitable for the method presented here.

For example, let us again consider the Heidari et al. [Hei+09] problem that we have already
presented in Section 5.1, but with a modification of the dynamic loads. In particular, we apply
the loads shown in Figure 10, where f1 and f2 are two periodic loads acting simultaneously.
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Figure 10: Ground structure of the 21-element truss structure under multiple frequency loads
f1 and f2.

f1 is a periodic function with period T and amplitude 1 such that

f1(t) =

{
−1 if −T

2 < t ≤ 0,

1 if 0 < t ≤ T
2 .

(5.6)

The periodic load f2 has the same amplitude and period with a delay T0, so that ∀t ∈ R, f2(t) =
f1(t−T0). To approximate the nodal velocity v(t) for a given vector of cross section areas a, we
solve for the following linear equations up to a finite number N of Fourier coefficients:

(−k2ω2M(a) +K(a))ck(f) = ikωck(f),∀|k| ≤ N. (5.7)

Because the period is T , the lowest harmonic frequency is ω = 2π
T . We calculate the Fourier

coefficients of f1 as

ck(f1) =

{
0 if k = 0,
1
T

∫ T/2
−T/2 f1(t)e

−ikωtdt = i
π
(−1)k−1

k otherwise.
(5.8)

Because f2 is delayed in time, ∀k, ck(f2) = e−ikωT0ck(f1). Finally, the overall Fourier coefficients
of f(t) read as

∀k ̸= 0, ck(f) =
(
0 . . . ck(f1) 0 ck(f2) 0

)T
. (5.9)

Let T = 2(s) and T0 = 0.2(s) and consider a truss with uniform cross-section areas of the
total mass m = 1. For this case, we calculate the power function with f using a truncated
Fourier series. In Figure 11(a), we plot the instant power of the truss in time for different
numbers of Fourier coefficients, observing that the power function requires at least 15 harmonics.
Their spectrum in Figure 11(b) reveals that the coefficients must cover all resonance frequencies
(drawn in red). For the adopted discretization, the maximum eigenfrequency is evaluated as
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233 rad/s, so we need to include at least 233
ω ≈ 74 Fourier components of f to cover the range

of eigenfrequencies of the uniform truss.

(a) (b)

Figure 11: Response of the Heidari et al. truss under time-varying load f : (a) Effect of trun-
cations of the time-varying load on the instant power, and (b) norm of the Fourier coefficients
of the nodal velocity up to some finite number of frequencies in logarithmic scale. The vertical
red lines indicates the position of the eigenfrequencies of the specific design. It is observed that
the Fourier components of the velocity start to converge only when all the eigenfrequencies are
covered which shows that for the specific time varying load it is required to include a large
number of Fourier components to compute an accurate response of the structure.

Because we have assumed that the maximum frequency of the load is less than the minimum
resonance frequency −N2ω2M(a)+K(a) ⪰ 0, and because the minimum resonance frequency of
a truss under a mass constraint cannot be arbitrarily large, we can only consider small enough
N . This limitation suggests that the current method of peak power minimization is suitable for
time-varying loads of low frequencies whose Fourier components have a fast decreasing norm.
This implies smooth-enough time-varying loads f . If the time-varying loads f are functions with
Ck regularity (k times derivable and with a continuous k-th derivative), then the norm of cn(f)
tends to zero at speed 1

nk . When f is smooth, we can expect that a few numbers of cn(f) suffice
to approximate the original f . For the current example, since f is not smooth, it requires many
Fourier components.

For the reasons outlined in the previous paragraph, in the remaining part of this section, we
solve the peak power minimization problem while considering truncations of f up to the third
Fourier coefficient, i.e.,

f(t) =
3∑

k=−3

ck(f)e
ikωt. (5.10)

We lower its frequency, thus, we set T = 2(s) for numerical reasons. The convex relaxation with

26



penalty of the corresponding peak power minimization writes as

min
a,X,θ,Q1,Q2

θ + ηTr{X}

s.t


ai ≥ 0, aT q ≤ m,−N2ω2M(a) +K(a) ⪰ 0,(
X F ∗

F L3,ω(a)

)
⪰ 0,

Pj(θ, CX,Qj) ⪰ 0,∀j ∈ {1, 2},

(5.11)

where X ∈ S9 and Qj ∈ S6 are Hermitian matrices. Taking η = 10, set so that the mass
constraint in relaxation (5.11) is active and the matrix inequality X = F ∗L3,ω(a)

†F holds, the
minimization converges to the design in Figure 12(a) that exhibits the instant power function
shown in Figure 12(b). The peak power is improved by 40% compared to the uniform truss.
The lowest resonance frequency of the optimal truss is evaluated as 13.062 rad/s, which is less
than the highest frequency of the load 3ω = 3×2π

T = 3π rad/s.
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Figure 12: Optimized design of the Heidari et al. truss obtained by solving a convex relaxation
with penalty η = 10 and N = 3: (a) The optimized design , and (b) Comparison of the instant
power function of the uniform truss and of the optimized truss under harmonic loads with 3
Fourier components.

Similar results can be obtained by including a larger number of Fourier components of f .
For N = 5, the matrix L5,ω(a) increases in size compared to L3,ω(a) due to the larger matrix
variables X, Q1 and Q2 of the respective sizes 15 × 15, 10 × 10, and 10 × 10. Following the
former setup, we also adopt the penalty factor η = 10.
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Figure 13: Optimized design of the Heidari et al. truss obtained by solving a convex relaxation
with penalty η = 10 and N = 5: (a) The optimized design, and (b) Comparison of the instant
power function of the uniform truss and of the optimized truss under harmonic loads with 5
Fourier components.

Using the proposed relaxation with penalization, we reached the optimized design shown in
Figure 13(a). This design exhibits the instant power shown in Figure 13(b), with a peak power
that is better than that of the uniform truss by approximately 40%; an improvement similar
to that achieved for the three harmonics. However, we reached a considerably increased lowest
free-vibration eigenfrequency of the value 23.950 rad/s, which is in fact strictly higher than the
maximum frequency of the load, 5π ≈ 15.7 rad/s.

Clearly, we have observed a certain similarity between the optimal design for N = 3 and
N = 5. To compare them, we calculate the peak power of the different designs when loaded with
f truncated up to 3, 5 and 31 Fourier components, which is sufficiently large to approximate
the peak power of the original periodic load; see Table 3.

N puni[c(v)] p3[c(v)] p5[c(v)]

3 0.0765 0.0434 0.0451

5 0.0974 0.0674 0.0664

31 1.631 14.887 0.8694

Table 3: Influence of the number of harmonics on the optimized design for the peak power
minimization under multiple frequency loads. N denotes the number of harmonics that we used
in the time-varying loads to evaluate the optimized design response, puni[c(v)] stands for the peak
power of the uniform truss, and p•[c(v)] denotes the peak power obtained when considering •
components in the loads f .

In Table 3, design N = 3 and N = 5 provide the best performance for loads with 3 and 5
Fourier components. This is not surprising since they are optimized with the number of Fourier
components retained in f . When loaded with f where we retain a different number of Fourier
components, they still outperform the uniform truss in terms of peak power. However, the
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effect of optimization is not clear when they are loaded by f with 31 Fourier components. The
performance of the design N = 3 is worse and the design N = 5 is nearly 50% better than the
uniform truss.

To explain this observation, we first computed the lowest eigenfrequencies of the two optimal
designs. Furthermore, we also evaluated the smallest distance of each eigenfrequency to the
multiples of ω and repeated this computation for the uniform truss; see Table 4.

(ω̃1, |ω̃1 − ℓω0|) (ω̃2, |ω̃2 − ℓω0|) (ω̃3, |ω̃3 − ℓω0|)
Design for N = 3 (13.063, 0.496) (17.873, 0.976) (21.455, 0.537)

Design for N = 5 (23.950, 1.183) (26.272, 1.140) (33.805, 0.753)

Uniform truss (20.244, 1.395) (41.838, 0.998) (47.643, 0.519)

Table 4: Spectral properties of various designs for the peak power minimization under multiple
frequency loads. N denotes the number of harmonics we used to approximate the time-varying
load, ω̃• denotes the •-th angular eigenfrequency of the design, ω0 is the basic frequency, and
ℓ ∈ N is such that |ω̃• − ℓω0| is minimal.

The optimal design with N = 3 has the lowest first eigenfrequency; furthermore, the first
three eigenfrequencies of N = 3 tend to be closer to the frequencies present in the periodic load
f . As a result, there is stronger effect of resonance, which results in a worsened performance of
peak power when the design is under the time varying load with many frequencies components.
This numerical experiments suggests once again that the method we developed in this study is
more adapted for optimizing a structure when it is under time-varying load with a small number
of harmonic frequencies.

6 Summary

In this study, we have investigated the minimization of the peak power of truss structures under
multiple harmonic loads whose driving frequencies are below the lowest resonance frequency
of the structure itself. Starting from a general problem formulation, we have exploited the
semidefinite representability of the peak power function under the equilibrium condition by
exploiting the SOS positivity certificate of trigonometric polynomials. This allows us to extend
the results of [Hei+09] to multiple harmonic out-of-phase loads that are decomposed into Fourier
series. With this, we have developed an equivalent but generally nonconvex formulation that
reduces to a convex setting for in-phase single-frequency loads.

For the general settings, convex reformulation is no longer possible. To address the non-
convex problem, we have first introduced a Lagrange-type relaxation by moving the non-convex
constraint Tr{X−F TL(a)†F} ≤ 0—which is a difference of convex functions—into the objective
and penalized its violation by a positive penalization factor η. Finally, we neglected the concave
term −ηTr{F TL(a)†F} and derived a convex relaxation. With η large enough, the solution of
the convex relaxation is a feasible point for the original non-convex program and hence is its
suboptimal solution.

These theoretical results have been numerically illustrated with four examples. These illus-
trations revealed that the method indeed reduces to the case of [Hei+09] for single-frequency
in-phase loads, and for more general cases the method converges to suboptimal points with small
KKT residuals, thus providing almost locally optimal solutions.
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Furthermore, the numerical examples also uncovered directions for potential future improve-
ments. First, the frequency components of the load must be integer multiples of a basic frequency.
Thus, if the basic frequency is small and the driving frequencies of the loads are high, the num-
ber of considered frequency components must be large. This also suggests that exploiting the
sparsity [Kim+11; Koč21] in the constraint(

X F T

F L(a)

)
⪰ 0

would substantially help with solution of large-scale instances. Finally, the last example has
revealed that the presented method applies to loads with frequencies below the first resonance,
and not all periodic loads satisfy such assumption. When some of the frequencies components
of the load are higher than the first resonance frequency, the peak power minimization remains
an open question.
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[Koč21] Michal Kočvara. “Decomposition of arrow type positive semidefinite matrices with
application to topology optimization”. en. In: Mathematical Programming 190.1
(Nov. 2021), pp. 105–134. issn: 1436-4646. doi: 10.1007/s10107-020-01526-w.
url: https://doi.org/10.1007/s10107-020-01526-w (visited on 05/05/2023).

[Tyb+21] Marek Tyburec et al. “Global optimality in minimum compliance topology optimiza-
tion of frames and shells by moment-sum-of-squares hierarchy”. In: Struct. Multi-
discip. Optim. 64.4 (2021), pp. 1963–1981. issn: 1615-1488. doi: 10.1007/s00158-
021-02957-5.

32

https://doi.org/10.2514/6.2009-2181
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10107-010-0402-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00158-014-1218-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00158-014-1218-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00158-015-1356-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00158-015-1356-3
https://doi.org/10.1088/0964-1726/24/8/085024
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compstruc.2016.07.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.compstruc.2016.07.012
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-53688-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jsv.2018.12.030
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.matdes.2019.108131
https://arxiv.org/abs/1904.09043
https://arxiv.org/abs/1904.09043
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10107-020-01526-w
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10107-020-01526-w
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00158-021-02957-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00158-021-02957-5


[ApS23] MOSEK ApS.MOSEK Optimizer API for Python. 2023. url: http://docs.mosek.
com/10.0/pythonapi/index.html.

33

http://docs.mosek.com/10.0/pythonapi/index.html
http://docs.mosek.com/10.0/pythonapi/index.html


A Semidefinite representability of peak power under harmonic
loads

A.1 Nonnegativity certificate of trigonometric polynomial

Readers can find the main results of this subsection in the book [Dum17], which covers applica-
tions in signal processing such as filter design. We are interested in the so-called trigonometric
polynomials in what follows.

Definition A.1 (Trigonometric polynomial) A trigonometric polynomial f is a real-valued
function with a variable in T. It takes the form:

f(z) =
∑
k

ckz
−k (A.1)

with finitely many non-zero coefficients ck with k ∈ Z. Being real valued for all z ∈ T, the
sequence of coefficients must satisfy the symmetry condition ∀k ∈ Z, c−k = c∗k. The degree of f
is the largest index k of the non-zero coefficient ck.

A nonnegative trigonometric polynomial is one that satisfies f(z) ≥ 0, ∀z ∈ T. We want to
obtain a tractable characterization of the nonnegativity of a trigonometric polynomial. For uni-
variate trigonometric polynomials, a powerful characterization is available using sum-of-squares
(SOS).

Definition A.2 (SOS trigonometric polynomial) A SOS trigonometric polynomial f is such
that there exists a finite family of complex polynomials {hj(z) =

∑N
k=0 hjkz

k}j=1,...,r satisfying

∀z, f(z) =
r∑

j=1

hj(z)hj(z)
∗. (A.2)

Being SOS, such a polynomial is trivially nonnegative. However, the converse is true for univari-
ate trigonometric polynomials only; we refer the reader to [Dum17, Theorem 1.1]. The converse
is false for trigonometric polynomials with more than 2 variables. The proof relies on a careful
study of the position of roots of a univariate polynomial.

Theorem A.1 (SOS certificate of nonnegativity) A univariate trigonometric polynomial
is nonnegative iff it is SOS.

The next theorem provides a link between the SOS characterization and PSD matrices.
Testing if a trigonometric polynomial is SOS has been shown to be equivalent to the existence
of a PSD matrix representation of the polynomial. Consider the following vector ψ

ψ(z) = (1, z, . . . , zN )T (A.3)

containing all the canonical basis polynomials up to degree N . A trigonometric polynomial has
a so-called Gram matrix representation.

Definition A.3 Consider a degree N trigonometric polynomial f . A Hermitian matrix Q ∈
SN+1 is a Gram matrix of f if

∀z, f(z) = ψ(z)∗Qψ(z). (A.4)
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There exists a family of constant matrices that establishes a link between Q and the coefficients
of f . To see this, we note that

ψ(z)∗Qψ(z) = Tr {ψ(z)ψ(z)∗Q} , (A.5)

where

ψ(z)ψ(z)∗ =



1 z−1 z−2 . . . z−N

z 1 z−1 . . .

z2 z 1
. . .

...
. . .

. . .
. . . z−1

zN z 1


. (A.6)

By defining matrices Λk with Toeplitz structure,

(Λk)i,j = 1 ⇐⇒ j − i = k (A.7)

and (Λk)i,j = 0 otherwise, we see that ψ(z)ψ(z)∗ =
∑N

k=−N Λkz
−k. Thus, by identifying the

coefficients, we also observe that

∀z, f(z) =
∑
k

ckz
−k =

∑
k

TrΛkQz
−k ⇐⇒ ∀k, ck = TrΛkQ. (A.8)

The Gram matrix Q of a trigonometric polynomial is not unique.

Example A.1 Let us now consider the degree-2 trigonometric polynomial

f(z) = c−2z
2 + c−1z + c0 + c1z

−1 + c2z
−2

and we search a Gram matrix representation Q =

q00 q01 q02
q01 q11 q12
q02 q12 q22

. Q must satisfy:

k = −2 : Tr{Λ−2Q} = q02 = c−2,

k = −1 : Tr{Λ−1Q} = q01 + q12 = c−1,

k = 0 : Tr{Λ0Q} = q00 + q11 + q22 = c0,

(A.9)

and so forth. The constant matrices Λk for degree-2 trigonometric polynomials are

Λ−2 =

0 0 0
0 0 0
1 0 0

 Λ−1 =

0 0 0
1 0 0
0 1 0

 Λ0 =

1 0 0
0 1 0
0 0 1

 (A.10)

and so on.

Finally, we state the main theorem of this section.

Theorem A.2 (Semidefinite certificate of nonnegativity, [Dum17, Theorem 2.5]) A trigono-
metric polynomial is SOS iff there exists a Gram matrix Q that is positive semidefinite.
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For reader’s information, we notice that the smallest number r of complex polynomials hj such
that f(z) =

∑
j hj(z)hj(z)

∗ is upper bounded by the rank of PSD matrices Q satisfying linear
constraints (A.8). Since Q has size (N + 1) × (N + 1), r is at most N + 1. To find an SOS
representation with minimal number of hj is equivalent to a rank minimization problem.

Suppose that f is SOS and that we have found Q ⪰ 0 being a Gram matrix of f . By the
spectral decomposition of Q =

∑
j σjvjv

∗
j where σj are the positive eigenvalues of Q and vj

the corresponding unitary family of eigenvectors, the following equation allows to find complex
polynomials hj :

f(z) = φ(z)∗Qφ(z) (A.11)

=
∑
j

σj(φ(z)
∗vj)(φ(z)

∗vj)
∗ (A.12)

Thus hj(z) =
√
σjφ(z)

∗vj .

A.2 Semidefinite representability of peak power functional

In this subsection, we show that the peak power is SDr, using the second type of semidefinite
representation in Definition 4.2, with respect to the Fourier coefficients of the nodal velocities
v. We recall that the peak power is a function defined as

p[c(v)] = max
t∈[0, 2π

ω
]

{∣∣∣∣∣∑
n,m

cn(f)
T cm(v)ei(n+m)ωt

∣∣∣∣∣
}
. (A.13)

By collecting the coefficients of the complex exponential, we observe that

∑
n,m

cn(f)
T cm(v)ei(n+m)ωt =

2N∑
k=−2N

N∑
n=−N

ck−n(f)
T cn(v)e

ikωt, (A.14)

with the inner summation conveniently written over −N to N . We have extended the se-
quence {cn(f)} for |n| strictly larger than N by 0. In addition, set z = e−iωt and define
qk =

∑N
n=−N ck−n(f)

T cn(v). Then, it follows that

p[c(v)] = max
z∈T

|q(z)| , (A.15)

where q(z) =
∑2N

k=−2N qkz
−k. We have q0 = 0, since the average power over one period delivered

by the harmonic load is equal to 0.
Next, we assume (θ, c(v)) in the epigraph of p[.]. Then, we have

θ ≥ p[c(v)] ⇐⇒ θ ± q are positive trigonometric polynomials. (A.16)

By Theorem A.2 and using the notation in Example A.1, and since the coefficients of θ ± q
depend linearly on θ and c(v), (θ, c(v)) is in the epigraph of the peak power function iff there
exists Q1 ∈ S2N+1

+ and Q2 ∈ S2N+1
+ that satisfy the equality constraints of (4.5). Therefore, the

peak power function is SDr. More precisely, θ ± q are positive iff the following two sequences
of linear equations hold:

∃Q1 ∈ S2N+1
+ ,

{
θ = Tr{Λ0Q1},
qk = Tr{ΛkQ1},∀k ̸= 0,

(A.17a)
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∃Q2 ∈ S2N+1
+ ,

{
−θ = Tr{Λ0Q2},
−qk = Tr{ΛkQ2},∀k ̸= 0.

(A.17b)

Finally, we insert the expression qk =
∑N

n=−N ck−n(f)
T cn(v).

Example A.2 (Single harmonic N = 1) We take the Hermitian matrices Q1, Q2 ∈ S3 and
f(t) = c−1(f)e

−iωt + c1(f)e
iωt:

q−2 = c−1(f)
T c−1(u),

q−1 = c−1(f)
T c0(u) + c0(f)

T c−1(u) = 0,

q1 = c1(f)
T c0(u) + c0(f)

T c1(u) = 0,

q2 = c1(f)
T c1(u).

(A.18)

Example A.3 (Double harmonic N = 2) We take Q1, Q2 ∈ S5 and

f(t) = c−2(f)e
−2iωt + c−1(f)e

−iωt + c1(f)e
iωt + c2(f)e

2iωt.

Therefore, it holds that

q−4 = c−2(f)
T c−2(u) + c−3(f)

T c−1(u) + c−4(f)
T c0(u) + c−5(f)

T c1(u) + c−6(f)
T c2(u)

= c−2(f)
T c−2(u),

q−3 = c−1(f)
T c−2(u) + c−2(f)

T c−1(u) + c−3(f)
T c0(u) + c−4(f)

T c1(u) + c−5(f)
T c2(u)

= c−1(f)
T c−2(u) + c−2(f)

T c−1(u),

q−2 = c0(f)
T c−2(u) + c−1(f)

T c−1(u) + c−2(f)
T c0(u) + c−3(f)

T c1(u) + c−4(f)
T c2(u)

= c−1(f)
T c−1(u),

q−1 = c1(f)
T c−2(u) + c0(f)

T c−1(u) + c−1(f)
T c0(u) + c−2(f)

T c1(u) + c−3(f)
T c2(u)

= c1(f)
T c−2(u) + c−2(f)

T c1(u).

(A.19)

Then, by the symmetry condition, we receive

q4 = c2(f)
T c2(u),

q3 = c1(f)
T c2(u) + c2(f)

T c1(u),

q2 = c1(f)
T c1(u),

q1 = c−1(f)
T c2(u) + c2(f)

T c−1(u).

(A.20)

B Independence of peak power of non-physical solution

To state the independence of peak power with non-physical solution, we need to introduce the
generalized eigenvalue problem related to K(a) and M(a). The generalized eigenvalue problem
consists of finding λ and w such that

K(a)w = λM(a)w. (B.1)

By the construction of M(a) and K(a), we can show that kerM(a) ⊆ kerK(a) (see [AK08]).
Any solution w in the null space of M(a) is thus a trivial solution of the eigenproblem. To
eliminate this case, we define the so-called well-defined eigenproblem:
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Definition B.1 (Well-defined eigenproblem) The well-defined solution of (B.1) is a pair
of (λ,w) such that

K(a)w = λM(a)w (B.2)

and w /∈ kerM(a).

For any feasible a, we can show that there is a minimal solution λmin(a) > 0 of the well-defined
eigenproblem. The following proposition is true for λmin(a):

Proposition B.1 (LMI characterization of minimal solution, [AK08, Proposition 2.2(c)])

∀ω, ω2 < λmin(a) ⇐⇒ −ω2M(a) +K(a) ⪰ 0. (B.3)

Lemma B.1 (Characterization of the range of dynamic stiffness matrices) If (a, c(v))
is feasible for the peak power minimization, then all the dynamic stiffness matrices Knω(a) =
−n2ω2M(a) +K(a) have the same range.

Proof. (a, c(v)) is feasible iff the following constraints are satisfied:

ai ≥ 0, aT q ≤ m,−N2ω2M(a) +K(a) ⪰ 0, (B.4)

(−k2ω2M(a) +K(a))ck(v) = ikωck(f), ∀k. (B.5)

By the LMI constraint, each of the n2ω2 is strictly less than λmin(a). For a fixed n, let us
consider the solution of

Knω(a)cn(v) = inωcn(f), (B.6)

It must have the form cn(v) = inKnω(a)
†cn(f) + c0 for any c0 ∈ kerKnω(a). If c0 /∈ kerM(a),

then n2ω2 would be a well-defined solution of the generalized eigenvalue problem. However, this
is not possible since n2ω2 ≤ N2ω2 < λmin(a).

What we have shown is, in fact, that kerKnω(a) = kerM(a) for all n. By orthogonal
complementarity, the range of kerKnω(a) is the same for all n.

Finally, if all cn(f) are in the range of Knω(a),

∀m, cm(f)T cn(v) = cm(f)TKnω(a)
†cn(f). (B.7)

The peak power is thus independent of the nonphysical solution, since its semidefinite represen-
tation is also independent of the nonphysical solution.

C Convex relaxation of the peak power minimization

We recall the peak power minimization under equilibrium equation constraint

min
a,c(v),θ,Q1,Q2

θ

s.t


ai ≥ 0, aT q ≤ m,−N2ω2M(a) +K(a) ⪰ 0,
(−k2ω2M(a) +K(a))ck(v) = ikωck(f),∀k = −N, . . . , N,
θ = Tr{Λ0Q1} = −Tr{Λ0Q2},
qk = Tr{ΛkQ1} = −Tr{ΛkQ2}, ∀k ̸= 0,
Q1, Q2 ⪰ 0.

(Ppp)
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The coefficients qk are written as

∀k ∈ {−2N, . . . , 2N}, qk =

N∑
n=−N

ck−n(f)
T cn(v), (C.1)

with the convention that cm(f) = 0 if |m| > N . Due to the symmetry condition c−k(v) = ck(v),
we only need to consider equilibrium equations (−k2ω2M(a) +K(a))ck(v) = ikωck(f) for k ∈
{1, . . . , N}. Thus,

qk =
N∑

n=−N

ck−n(f)
T cn(v)

=
N∑

n=1

cn−k(f)
∗cn(v) + cn(v)

∗ck+n(f)

=
N∑

n=1

cn−k(f)
∗Knω(a)

†inωcn(f) + (inωcn(f))
∗Knω(a)

†ck+n(f).

(C.2)

Let us define Dc(f) =
(
iωc1(f)

T . . . iNωcN (f)T
)T

, a column block vector such that each
block corresponds to the vector inωcn(f). Similarly, we consider c(f), a column block vector
with block cn(f). Using the shifting operator Tkc(f) such that the n-th block of Tkc(f) is
cn+k(f), we can see qk as

qk = (T−kc(f))
∗LN,ω(a)

†Dc(f) + (Dc(f))∗LN,ω(a)
†Tkc(f), (C.3)

where LN,ω(a) = diag{Kω(a), . . . ,KNω(a)}. By convention, cm(f) is zero for m > N . We see
that Tkc(f) = 0 for any k ≥ N . Thus, we define the matrix F such that

F =
(
TN−1c(f) . . . T1c(f) Dc(f) T−1c(f) . . . T−2Nc(f)

)
. (C.4)

For example, consider N = 3 and c(f) =
(
c1(f)

T c2(f)
T c3(f)

T
)T

. The matrix F is then

F =

c3(f) c2(f) iωc1(f) c0(f) c1(f) c2(f) . . . 0

0 c3(f) 2iωc2(f) c1(f) c0(f) c1(f) . . . 0

0 0 3iωc3(f) c2(f) c1(f) c0(f) . . . c3(f)

 . (C.5)

If X = F ∗LN,ω(a)
†F , then there are constant matrices Ck such that

qk = Tr{CkX}. (C.6)

By introducing the Hermitian variable X of size 3N×3N , the peak power minimization problem
(Ppp) is equivalent to

min
a,X,θ,Q1,Q2

θ

s.t



ai ≥ 0, aT q ≤ m,−N2ω2M(a) +K(a) ⪰ 0,
ck(f) ∈ Range{−k2ω2M(a) +K(a)}, ∀k ∈ {1, . . . , N},
X = F ∗LN,ω(a)

†F,
θ = Tr{Λ0Q1} = −Tr{Λ0Q2},
Tr{CkX} = Tr{ΛkQ1} = −Tr{ΛkQ2}, ∀k ̸= 0,
Q1, Q2 ⪰ 0,

(C.7)
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where C is the linear operator X 7→ (Tr{CkX})k=−2N,...,2N . Finally, using the techniques pre-
sented in Sections 4.3 and 4.4, the previous problem is at first equivalent to

min
a,X,θ,Q1,Q2

θ

s.t



ai ≥ 0, aT q ≤ m,−N2ω2M(a) +K(a) ⪰ 0,(
X F ∗

F LN,ω(a)

)
⪰ 0,

X = F ∗LN,ω(a)
†F,

θ = Tr{Λ0Q1} = −Tr{Λ0Q2},
Tr{CkX} = Tr{ΛkQ1} = −Tr{ΛkQ2},∀k ̸= 0,
Q1, Q2 ⪰ 0,

(C.8)

and its Lagrange relaxation reads as

min
a,X,θ,Q1,Q2

θ + ηTr{X} − ηTr{F ∗LN,ω(a)
†F}

s.t



ai ≥ 0, aT q ≤ m,−N2ω2M(a) +K(a) ⪰ 0,(
X F ∗

F LN,ω(a)

)
⪰ 0,

θ = Tr{Λ0Q1} = −Tr{Λ0Q2},
Tr{CkX} = Tr{ΛkQ1} = −Tr{ΛkQ2},∀k ̸= 0,
Q1, Q2 ⪰ 0.

. (C.9)

By discarding the non convex term Tr{F ∗LN,ω(a)
†F} we find the convex relaxation with penalty

which evaluates as

min
a,X,θ,Q1,Q2

θ + ηTr{X}

s.t



ai ≥ 0, aT q ≤ m,−N2ω2M(a) +K(a) ⪰ 0,(
X F ∗

F LN,ω(a)

)
⪰ 0,

θ = Tr{Λ0Q1} = −Tr{Λ0Q2},
Tr{CkX} = Tr{ΛkQ1} = −Tr{ΛkQ2},∀k ̸= 0,
Q1, Q2 ⪰ 0.

(C.10)

D Sensitivity analysis of the peak power

We propose here a way to compute the sensitivity of the peak power function with respect to the
design variables a using the adjoint model. It will thus be possible to use a general non-linear
programming method to find local minima of the peak power, but this is not considered in this
study.

To compute the sensitivity of a function ϕ[c(v)] with respect to a such that Knωcn(v) =
inωcn(f) for n ∈ {−N, . . . , N}, we need to write the augmented function ϕ̃[c(v)] with λn = λ−n:

ϕ̃[c(v)] = ϕ[c(v)] +
N∑

n=−N

λTn (Knω(a)cn(v)− inωcn(f)). (D.1)
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For the sensitivity with respect to aj , we differentiate and obtain

∂ϕ̃

∂aj
=

N∑
n=−N

∇cn(v)ϕ[c(v)]
T ∂cn(v)

∂aj
+

N∑
n=−N

λTn
∂Knω(a)

∂aj
cn(v) + λTnKnω(a)

∂cn(v)

∂aj
. (D.2)

If λn are the solutions of the adjoint models Knω(a)λn = −∇cn(v)ϕ[c(v)] for n ∈ {−N, . . . , N},
then

∀j, ∂ϕ
∂aj

=
∂ϕ̃

∂aj
=

N∑
n=−N

λTn
∂Knω(a)

∂aj
cn(v).

For the peak power function p[c(v)] in particular, it is the optimal value of the linear SDP
problem

min
θ,Q0,Q1

θ

s.t.


θ = Tr{Λ0Q1} = −Tr{Λ0Q2},
qk = Tr{ΛkQ1} = −Tr{ΛkQ2},∀k ̸= 0,

Q1, Q2 ⪰ 0,

(D.3)

where we insert the expression qk =
∑N

n=−N ck−n(f)
T cn(v), which is linear in c(v). To compute

the sensitivity of the peak power, we need to compute the sensitivity of a linear conic program
with respect to its data defining the linear constraints. This problem has recently been inves-
tigated in [Agr+20], which resulted in implementation of the technique in the Python package
CVXPY [DB16].

Let P(q) denotes the optimal value of (D.3) as a function of q. by the chain rule we obtain
that

∇cn(v)p[c(v)] =

2N∑
k=−2N

∂P
∂qk

ck−n(f). (D.4)

Thus, we can compute the sensitivity ∂p[c(v)]
∂aj

using the adjoint model method. At each fixed

design vector a, we first solve for direct models Knω(a)cn(v) = inωcn(f) and follow with the
solution of adjoint models ∀n ∈ {−N, . . . , N}:

Knω(a)λn =
2N∑

k=−2N

∂P
∂qk

ck−n(f). (D.5)

Then, the sensitivities are evaluated as ∂p[c(v)]
∂aj

=
∑N

n=−N λTn
∂Knω(a)

∂aj
cn(v).

If a satisfies the LMI

(
X F
F ∗ LN,ω(a)

)
⪰ 0, it is guaranteed that the right hand side of the

adjoint model (D.5) is in the range of Knω(a).
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