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Abstract

The synthesis of compliant mechanisms (CMs) is frequently achieved through topology optimization.
Many synthesis approaches simplify implementation by assuming small distortions, but this limits their
practical application since CMs typically undergo large deformations that include geometric and material
nonlinearities. CMs designed to generate a desired deformation path at the output points under specific loads
are known as path-generating CMs. However, these CMs face significant challenges in topology optimization,
resulting in the development of only a few optimization methods. Existing approaches often include only
certain load cases in the optimization process. Consequently, if a CM designed this way encounters different
load cases in practice, its path-generating behavior cannot be guaranteed.

The authors have previously contributed to the development of an approach suitable for synthesizing load
case insensitive CMs. This paper extends that approach to account for nonlinearities, enabling the synthesis
of path-generating CMs. The effectiveness of this extended approach is demonstrated through appropriate
design examples. Additionally, the paper presents, for the first time, a shape-adaptive path-generating CM.

Keywords: compliant mechanism, topology optimization, nonlinearity, large displacement, path generation,
distributed compliance

1 Introduction

The topology optimization of compliant mechanisms (CMs) typically relies on linear assumptions, including
small deformations and linear-elastic material behaviour. However, these assumptions do not accurately re-
flect real-world conditions, wherein CMs often experience large deformations. Consequently, it is imperative to
account for nonlinearities, encompassing both geometric nonlinearity (large deformations) and material non-
linearity, to achieve more precise and effective designs [1, 2]. CMs are typically designed to ensure a specific
deformation of the output points when the input points are subjected to certain actuator loads or predefined
displacements [3, 4]. In addition to the requirement for the outputs to achieve the desired deformations, most
optimization approaches also apply transverse loads to these points to attain a particular stiffness in the CM.
However, if different load cases are encountered in practice, it may no longer be feasible to guarantee the desired
deformation. In contrast, the kinematic design of conventional mechanisms does not require the specification of
loads, as the synthesis is purely driven by kinematics. The authors have contributed to the development of the
so-called pseudo-kinematic approaches [5–7], which adopt a similar strategy for the design of CMs. In this ap-
proaches, the synthesis of a CM is typically based on a desired kinematics, meaning the specific kinematics that
the CM should exhibit during actuation. This desired kinematics thereby serves as main design parameter – no
reference to loads is made. However, the pseudo-kinematic approaches are based on linear assumptions in their
current form. This paper focuses on extending the approaches to incorporate the aforementioned nonlinearities.
Before delving into the specifics of the pseudo-kinematic approaches, this paper provides a brief overview of
existing nonlinear topology optimization methods, highlighting the associated challenges and research gaps.
The authors distinguish between different types of nonlinear synthesis methods for CM. The first type considers
only the initial and final deformation states (see e.g. [1, 2, 8–13]). In these approaches, the deformation path
between the initial state 1P and the final state 2P is not determined during optimization, resulting in arbitrary
intermediate deformation states. Figure 1a illustrates this for a CM with a single output point P1, where the
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Figure 1: Types of nonlinear CM

degrees of freedom (DoFs) of this point are the output DoFs. These methods are typically limited to CMs with a
few output DoFs. In contrast, the approach presented in [14] is also suitable for the synthesis of shape-adaptive
structures, which are characterized by having many output DoFs and undergoing surface deformation as part
of the desired deformation.

The second type of approach considers the deformation path of the compliant mechanism between the initial
and final states during optimization, using stationary points. These resulting CMs are referred to as path-
generating CMs (see Figure 1b). However, according to [15], this type of CM presents significant challenges in
topology optimization: ”Topology optimization of path generating CMs is a highly complex topology optimiza-
tion problem. It requires a considerable amount of experiments in formulating objective functions as well as
nonlinear finite element analysis”. Consequently, only a few optimization methods have been developed for this
purpose. Pedersen et al. [8] propose an objective function that minimizes the deviation of the output DoFs’
displacement between the target and actual deformation paths. This deviation is measured at specific stationary
points (for defined input displacements) and summarized. Additionally, counter loads are introduced at these
stationary points as transverse loads to ensure meaningful results. In [16], this deviation function is also mini-
mized. Some examples in this study do not include transverse loads, while one example incorporates transverse
loads caused by springs. Mankame et al. [17] introduce an objective function based on Fourier descriptors,
where the deviation between the target and actual deformation paths described by Fourier descriptors is mini-
mized. The optimization process includes certain transverse load cases at the output. The approaches presented
thus far for path-generating CMs predominantly produce CMs with lumped compliance. These mechanisms
suffer from the disadvantage of stress concentrations in the compliant areas, which limits their damage-free
deformability. Alternatively, compliant mechanisms with distributed compliance, as described by [18], do not
have this drawback. By distributing the compliant areas throughout the entire CM, stress concentrations are
avoided. However, synthesizing such CMs requires further development of existing optimization formulations
[19]. An example of this is found in [20], which extends the objective function used in [8] by incorporating stress
constraints and production inaccuracies, thereby creating CMs with distributed compliance. Nonetheless, these
stress constraints render the optimization problem highly non-convex, making it challenging to satisfy them
precisely [21].

In summary, the review of synthesis methods for compliant mechanisms reveals several shortcomings. Firstly,
the designed CMs typically have only one output point, highlighting a lack of approaches for synthesizing shape-
adaptive, path-generating CMs. Secondly, only few methods are suitable for designing CMs with distributed
compliance. Thirdly, current approaches primarily focus on minimizing the deviation between the desired
and actual deformation paths, referred to as accuracy in the literature [22]. Additionally, the deviations in
the deformation path under different transverse loads, known as precision [22], are insufficiently considered.
An approach is therefore required to address all three identified shortcomings. Under linear assumptions,
pseudo-kinematic approaches have been developed to comprehensively consider both accuracy and precision
during synthesis by optimizing the eigenbehavior of the structure [5–7]. This involves minimizing the ratio
between the first and second eigenvalues to increase selectivity, thereby aligning the first eigenvector with the
desired kinematics. Selectivity measures the precision of the mechanism. Further explanations on this can be
found in section 5. Moreover, pseudo-kinematic approaches are suitable for synthesizing CMs with multiple
output DoFs. Additionally, the method in [7] was extended in [19] to produce CMs with selective compliance,
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a subtype of distributed compliance that exhibits high precision. This method is now being extended for
application to nonlinear path-generating CMs. To achieve this, it will be applied to a set of stationary points
corresponding to the desired kinematics in the output DoFs. The desired properties can be realized by optimizing
the eigenbehavior at these stationary points. This new optimization of eigenbehavior for the synthesis of
path-generating CMs fundamentally differs from the deviation-based optimization formulations used in other
methods.

2 Path-generating compliant mechanisms with selective compliance

Since they realize the deformation through elastic distortion, CMs must be modelled as continua. This means
that they have an infinite number of structural DoFs. However, for analysis and synthesis using FEM, these
DoFs are discretized to a finite number p. As already mentioned, other authors divide DoFs, which either
perform certain predefined displacements or are subject to external forces, into input and output DoFs. In the
synthesis of CM with selective compliance, this subdivision is omitted and the DoFs are summarized as q active
DoFs and labelled with the subscript a. The remaining structural DoFs are labelled as p − q passive DoFs
(subscript c).

As aforementioned, the pseudo-kinematic approaches for the synthesis of CM with selective compliance have
so far been based on linear assumptions [5–7, 19, 23]. These assumptions are used to establish and solve the
balance of internal and external forces on the structure to be designed with respect to the unloaded configuration.
This means that the stiffness matrix KL of the CM can be calculated independently of the deformations, which
greatly simplifies the Finite Element Method (FEM). The characteristic feature of the CMs with selective
compliance designed to date is that, regardless of the loads acting on the active DoFs, a displacement occurs
that corresponds with a small deviation to a scaling αL (with the unit of a length) of a desired deformation
mode φ̄:

ua ≈ αLφ̄ (1)

The desired deformation mode is specified as input parameter for the optimization and defines a specific dis-
placement pattern that the active DoFs should perform. Deformations corresponding to the desired kinematics
are also referred as desired deformations. Due to the previous limitations, the deformation behavior of the CM
can only be defined for small deformations. They are referred to below as linear CM.

In order to design path-generating CMs, the restriction to small distortions has to be eliminated. In this case,
the stiffness matrix K of the CM is no longer constant, but changes depending on the deformations of the CM.
The previous form (1) can no longer be used to describe the desired deformations. The desired deformations
are now represented by a non-linear vector function, the desired deformation function ξ̄(α). In the case of
a path-generating CM with selective compliance, a deformation in the active DoFs is ideally element of the
desired deformation function independently of the applied load:

ua1
ua2
...
uaq

 ≈


ξ̄1(α)
ξ̄2(α)

...
ξ̄q(α)

 ⇐⇒ ua ≈ ξ̄(α) | α ∈ [αl,αu] (2)

The desired deformations are described in a certain domain of definition for α, which is limited by the
boundaries αl and αu. The component functions ξ̄(α) have to be continuous and differentiable functions whose
derivative with respect to α does not become 0 in the domain of definition. In addition, the desired deforma-
tion function has to include the undeformed state. The component functions in the parameter representation
therefore do not contain any constant components. This requirement is based on the assumption that the CMs
are not prestressed. The vector function provides a vector with the unit of a length as the function value. The
newly introduced desired deformation function can be used to describe both linear and non-linear deformations.

The desired deformation function represents the desired kinematics in continuous form. However, this
continuous form cannot be used algorithmically when using the FEM for structural modelling during synthesis.
It must therefore be converted into a discrete form. Therefore, the desired deformation function is discretized
to a number of n stationary points t and linearized in these stationary points.

To determine the stationary points, values for α are specified and then the associated function values are
determined, which are subsequently referred to as tua. In addition, the derivatives of the desired deformation
function ξ̄(α) are determined at the stationary points, which still have the unit of a length. Normalization makes
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the derivatives dimensionless and results in the desired tangent deformation modes tφ̄. For small deviations
from the stationary points, the desired deformation can be linearized by scaling the desired tangent deformation
mode tφ̄ belonging to the stationary point similarly to (1). The linearized equation is

tua +∆ua ≈ tua + αL
tφ̄, t = 1 . . . n (3)

The tangent stiffness matrices in the stationary points KNL(
tua) have to be known as a precondition for

the optimization of a path-generating CM with selective compliance. These are a linearization of the stiffness
matrix KNL(u) at the deformation tua in the current stationary point. They can therefore be regarded as
constant for small deviations from this deformation and calculations with the linearized stiffness matrices can
be carried out equivalently to linear assumptions.

3 Equilibrium analysis

In the case of linear assumptions (linear FEM), the stiffness matrix KL and the internal nodal forces fL of a set
of m elements can be calculated as follows:

KL =

m∑
e=1

∫
V e

BeT
L0 Ce

L Be
L0 dV

e (4)

fL = KLu (5)

Here, Ce
L is the constant stress-strain material property matrix for the element e. In the following, a plane

stress state and isotropic material are assumed. Be
L0 is the constant distortion-displacement matrix.

For the non-linear FEM, the following equations are based on the total Lagrangian formulation. The tangent
stiffness matrix and the internal nodal forces at the stationary point t can be calculated as follows (for a detailed
derivation see [24]):

tKNL =

m∑
e=1

∫
V e

tBeT
L

tCe tBe
L dV

e +

m∑
e=1

∫
V e

tBeT
NL

tSe tBe
NL dV

e (6)

tfNL =

m∑
e=1

∫
V e

tBeT
L

tŜe dV e (7)

This formulation includes the effects of large displacements and rotations (geometric non-linearities). The
strain-displacement transformation matrices tBe

L and tBe
NL are dependent on u. The stress-strain material

property matrix tCe can either be assumed to be constant for the case of linear elasticity (Ce
L) or dependent

on the displacements (tCe
NL) if material non-linearity is taken into account. tSe and tŜe are the second Piola-

Kirchhoff stresses, but the same entries are arranged at different positions. 4-node quadrilateral elements are
used for the topology optimization. The volume integrals contained in equation (4) to (7) are calculated using
full Gauss numerical integration.

The finite element equation can only be calculated approximately for non-linear FEM, as both tKNL and
tfNL depend on u. The structural equilibrium can be written as follows:

tr− tfNL = 0 (8)

where tr are the external forces. This equilibrium is determined using the Newton-Raphson method. For a
detailed derivation, please refer to [24]. If the difference between external and internal nodal forces is smaller
than a convergence tolerance ϵF, the Newton-Raphson iteration is finished.

4 Dealing with numerical difficulties in structural modelling

Structural modelling with non-linear FEM causes numerical difficulties in the context of topology optimization.
Therefore, the equilibrium analysis must first be stabilized for the subsequent topology optimization.

At the beginning, the stiffness matrices for all stationary points are parameterized. This is done by scaling
the stiffnesses of the element stiffness matrices tKe for each stationary point with a design variable xe before
they are integrated into the stiffness matrix:
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tK(x) =

m∑
e=1

xe tKe, t = 1...n (9)

The matrix tKe is a stiffness matrix that depends on tu, which means that there is a different tK for each
stationary point. The matrices tK for each stationary point are all parameterized with the same set of design
variables. The matrix tKe does not correspond to tKNL; the necessary adjustments will be explained below.
In contrast to the well-known Solid Isotropic Material with Penalization (SIMP) approach [25], xe is used for
the parameterization instead of (xe)η, where η is a penalty factor. Further explanations can be found in the
section 6.1. During optimization, a constraint is usually introduced whereby the design variables can only take
values between a small positive number and one.

If the associated design variable of an element is small, the element has a low stiffness and tends to excessive
distortion when the CM is deformed [26]. These low stiffness elements hinder the convergence of the Newton-
Raphson iterations. The convergence is strongly influenced by the material model used. If the Saint Venant-
Kirchhoff model is used, geometric non-linearities are included by using the second Piola-Kirchhoff stress tensor,
but the stress-strain material property matrix tCe is assumed to be constant (Ce

L). This model is only suitable
for modelling small distortions; for larger distortions, the finite elements show unrealistic deformation behavior.
However, during optimization, small distortions cannot be ensured in all finite elements [27]. The use of
a polyconvex hyperelastic material model can improve the convergence, as it has a stiffening effect during
compressive deformations in the finite elements and enables a more realistic deformation behavior with larger
distortions. This is shown for example in [1, 2, 28]. For this reason, we also use a hyperelastic material model
with the strain energy function of the compressible neo-Hookean material model presented in [29]:

tψNL = λM(
tJ2 − 1

4
)− (

λM

2
+ µM) ln(tJ) +

1

2
µM(tCkk − 3) (10)

Here tCij is the right Cauchy-Green deformation tensor and tJ2 its determinant. The Lamé parameters µM

and λM with EM as the modulus of elasticity and νM as the Poisson’s ratio and the Kroneker delta are defined
as usual:

λM =
EMνM

(1 + νM)(1− 2νM)
; µM =

EM

2(1 + νM)
; (11)

δij =

{
0; i ̸= j
1; i = j

(12)

The strain energy function is used to calculate the second Piola-Kirchhoff stresses tSe and the stress-strain
material property matrix tCe

NL for the plane stress state via corresponding derivations and transformations. In
contrast to other formulations for the compressible neo-Hookean material model, the required matrices for the
plane stress state can be calculated directly for this formulation of the strain energy function, whereas otherwise
an iterative calculation is necessary [30]. For the detailed derivations of the second Piola-Kirchhoff stresses and
the stress-strain material property matrix for the material model used here, see [20].

Even with polyconvex material models, the convergence issues in elements with low stiffness can only be
solved for relative small distortions of the CM. Additional stabilization is therefore needed. Many possible
solutions are proposed in the literature. Pedersen et al. [8] relax the convergence criterion for the Newton-
Raphson iterations by deleting the DoFs of the nodes surrounded by elements with low stiffness from the
convergence criterion. Another popular method is the additive hyperelasticity technique. For this, the finite
elements are modelled with linear material behavior and additive hyperelastic material is temporarily applied
to elements that become unstable [31, 32] in order to stabilize them. In [33], instead of the often used Newton-
Raphson algorithm, the more robust Levenberg-Marquard algorithm is used for iterative solution in order to
find a stable equilibrium. Bruns et al. [26] proposes an element removal and reintroduction algorithm. Here,
elements of low stiffness are temporarily removed from the optimization in order to improve convergence. During
optimization, these elements can also be added back into the design space. Wang et al. [34] introduces the
energy interpolation scheme. Assuming that elements of low stiffness do not influence the structural behavior,
they can be modelled arbitrarily. Therefore, they are modelled with linear FEM, which significantly improves
convergence.

We adapt the last mentioned approach for our optimization algorithm: elements with low stiffness (x̃e ≈ 0)
are modelled with linear FEM, elements with high stiffness (x̃e = 1) with (geometrically and materially)
nonlinear FEM. However, while the structure is forming, there are many elements with intermediate stiffnesses.
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An interpolation scheme is used to ensure that the transition in the modelling is smooth with increasing values
of the design variables. Based on this method and according to [35], we model the parameterized internal forces
and the parameterized tangent stiffness matrices as follows:

tKe(xe) = xe(tKe
NLγ

e + (1− γe)Ke
L) (13)

tfe(xe) = xe(tfeNLγ
e + (1− γe)feL) (14)

They are therefore weighted with a weighting factor between linear and non-linear FEM. The weighting
factor is calculated as in [34] with a Heaviside function:

γe =
tanh(βγηγ) + tanh(βγ(x

e − ηγ))

tanh(βγηγ) + tanh(βγ(1− ηγ))
(15)

When selecting the parameters in the Heaviside function, we follow the hints presented by [34] and select
βγ = 500 and ηγ = 0.01.

Furthermore, the use of 4-node quadrilateral elements leads to numerical difficulties. Even with moderate
deformations, the Newton-Raphson iterations do not converge if structures are only connected to each other via
a node or an element. This must therefore be avoided during the complete iterative synthesis procedure. An
effective method for this is the use of the density filter according to [36, 37]. The filtered design variables are
calculated as follows:

x̃e =

∑
i∈ϑe w(Pi)xi∑
i∈ϑe w(Pi)

(16)

The centers Pi of the elements included in the calculation are located in a circular environment ϑe in which
the center Pe of the element under consideration e lies in the center. The radius R is specified. The linear
weighting function used is:

w(Pi) = R− ∥Pi −Pe∥ (17)

This filter method also reduces the checkerboard patterns known from optimization with linear FEM.
Another well-known phenomenon is that the Newton-Raphson algorithm does not converge if the current

displacement deviates too far from the displacement in the structural equilibrium [24]. For this purpose,
external forces or displacement boundary conditions are usually applied incrementally and the Newton-Raphson
iterations are performed for each increment. The topology optimization algorithm described in section 6 is also
iterative. Some terminology should be noted: The Newton-Raphson iterations are not the iterations of the
optimization algorithm. During an iteration of the optimization algorithm, several Newton-Raphson iterations
are executed for each stationary point in order to find the structural equilibrium. The optimization algorithm
described later has the property that the design variables and thus also the current displacement change only
slightly between the iteration steps of the optimization algorithm. This property makes the optimization
algorithm well suited for non-linear FEM, as the current displacements between the iteration steps of the
optimization algorithm change only slightly. This means that in most iteration steps of the optimization
algorithm, incremental application of the displacement can be omitted if the displacement in the structural
equilibrium of the last iteration step is used as the initial value. The displacements only have to be applied
incrementally for the Newton-Raphson iterations for each stationary point at the start of the optimization.
For all further iterations of the optimization algorithm, the entire displacement is applied in one increment.
However, convergence difficulties still occur in a few increments during optimization. In these iteration steps of
the optimization algorithm, an automatic increase in the number of increments is used for the Newton-Raphson
iterations. For convergence to a meaningful CM, it is also important to select a sufficiently small convergence
tolerance for the convergence criterion.

5 Design Problem

The tangent stiffness matrices in the stationary points tK, t = 1...n represent, as already mentioned, a lineariza-
tion over the specified deformation. All variables associated with the tangent stiffness matrices are labelled with
t(∗). For a path-generating CM with selective compliance, these tangent stiffness matrices must have properties
that are explained below.
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Since no external forces tr may act on the passive DoFs, the tangent stiffness matrices can be divided into
active and passive DoFs and then condensed to their active DoFs [38]:

tKtu = tr ⇐⇒
[
tKaa

tKac
tKca

tKcc

] [
tua
tuc

]
=

[
tra
0

]
(18)

(tKaa − tKac
tK−1

cc
tKca)

tua = tK̄ tua = tra (19)

To determine the deformation behavior of a CM, the eigenbehavior has to be determined. The eigenmodes
tχ̄j , j = 1...q and eigenvalues tλj , j = 1...q of each tangent stiffness matrix can be determined by solving the
following eigenproblem:

tK̄ tχ̄ = tλ tχ̄ (20)

The eigenmodes have the following characteristics:

tχ̄Tj
tχ̄j = 1, j = 1...q (21)

The eigenvalues are usually sorted in ascending order and the corresponding eigenmodes are arranged ac-
cordingly. In each stationary point, the first eigenmode is referred to as the kinematic eigenmode tX̄d and all
other q − 1 eigenmodes belong to the subset of parasitic eigenmodes tX̄ud:

tX̄ =
[
tX̄d | tX̄ud

]
, tX̄d =

[
tχ̄1

]
, tX̄ud =

[
tχ̄2

tχ̄3 . . . tχ̄q
]
; (22)

Taking condition (21) into account, the following variables can be calculated in each stationary point of the
CM using the first two eigenmodes:

tKp(
tK̄) = tλ1 = tχ̄T1

tK̄ tχ̄1 (23)

tKs(
tK̄) = tλ2 = tχ̄T2

tK̄ tχ̄2 (24)

The primary stiffness tKp is calculated using the first eigenmode and corresponds to the first eigenvalue.
The secondary stiffness tKs is calculated using the second eigenmode and corresponds to the second eigenvalue.
These considerations are valid for CM with a pseudo-mobility of 1. The pseudo-mobility is a variable adapted
for CM that is comparable to the mobility of conventional mechanisms [23]. A pseudo-mobility of 1 means that
only one kinematic eigenmode is present.

The eigenmodes in the stationary points indicate all possible linearized deformations of the active DoFs,
according to which the CM can be further deformed. The eigenvalues are a measure of the stiffness that is
opposed to a further deformation of the CM deformed at the stationary point t with tua according to the
respective associated eigenmode. The further deformation of the active DoFs will be a linear combination of
the eigenmodes (kinematic and parasitic) for small additional deformations. If the ratio between secondary and
primary stiffness (hereafter referred to as selectivity) becomes large, deformations corresponding to the parasitic
eigenmodes become unfavorable, as a high stiffness must be overcome. The greater the selectivity becomes, the
lower the proportion of parasitic eigenmodes in the resulting deformation of the active DoFs (the precision
becomes higher). If the selectivity is infinitely large in all stationary points, the CM with selective compliance
would exhibit the property of a conventional mechanism: its active DoFs would always deform along exactly
the same deformation path regardless of the applied load. A sufficiently high selectivity can also be created for
CMs (CMs with selective compliance). An example of this is shown in Figure 2. Here, only the two DoFs in a
single point is defined as active DoFs for clarity.
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Figure 2: Deformation path of a cartwheel hinge.

For the optimization, it must also be required that the kinematic eigenmode approximates the desired
tangent deformation mode at each stationary point tua. The required approximation and the high selectivity
in all stationary points create a path that is energetically favorable for the deformation of the CM. Deviations
from this deformation path are energetically unfavorable for the deformation. If the kinematic eigenmode in
each stationary point is not identical to the desired tangent deformation mode after optimization, the minimum
energy path will deviate from the desired kinematics. This deviation is referred to as accuracy and the generated
minimum energy path as the natural kinematics of the CM [22].

Stationary points that are elements of the desired kinematics are selected for the optimization. However,
there are slight limitations to the practical feasibility of path-generating CM with selective compliance. The
deformation behavior can only be optimized for a certain domain of definition that is covered by the stationary
points. This is referred to below as the domain of definition of the CM. If forces act on the active DoFs in such
a way that the deformation leaves this range, the desired behavior cannot be ensured. Therefore, the choice
of the area of the natural kinematics to be optimized and thus the stationary points must be adapted to the
application.

6 Optimization formulation

6.1 Problem statement

The optimization procedure developed for linear assumptions in [7] serves as the basis for the procedure presented
here. The optimization procedure must ensure that a high selectivity can be maintained at each stationary
point. In addition, the first eigenmode in each stationary point must approximate to specified desired tangent
deformation mode tφ̄. By selecting the displacements in the stationary points tua and the corresponding
desired tangent deformation modes tφ̄, the designer can specify the deformation paths of the active DoFs to
be generated. A set of n tangent stiffness matrices is calculated for the specified displacements. These are
all parameterized to tK(x) with the same set of design variables (9) and can then be reduced to tK̄(x) for
each stationary point using the equation (19). The general optimization formulation, which summarizes all
stationary points, is as follows

max f(x) =

n∑
t=1

tωKs(
tK̄(x)) (25)

such that:
variant 1

g(x) =
∑n

t=1
tφ̄T tK̄(x) tφ̄− 2µg ≤ 0

(26)

variant 2:
g1(x) . . . gn(x) =

tφ̄T tK̄(x) tφ̄− 2 tµ ≤ 0, t = 1...n
(27)

m(x) =

m∑
e=1

(xe)1/η −mV ≤ 0 (28)
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xel ≤ xe ≤ xeu, e = 1...m (29)

The secondary stiffness is maximized using a sum function in each stationary point (25). The individual
secondary stiffnesses must be weighted accordingly so that no secondary stiffness dominates the optimization.
The calculation of the weighting factors is described in section 6.4. The primary stiffnesses for all stationary
points must be limited to a constant value. There are two variants for this. In variant 1, the primary stiffnesses
for all stationary points are restricted as a sum with a value µg. In variant 2, the primary stiffnesses are
restricted individually with a set of constraints with the value tµ. Further information on the choice of µ can
be found in [7]. The volume is restricted in equation (28). The calculation of the volume differs from the
usual formulation in that it is not the sum of xe, but the sum of (xe)1/η, where η represents a penalty factor.
Due to this, the result tends towards 0-1 solutions (the design variables take on either minimum or maximum
possible values). Further information on this special penalization procedure can be found in [19] and [39]. The
permissible values of the design variables are restricted in (29) to avoid numerical problems.

The optimization problem presented is difficult to solve, so it is divided into two subproblems. For sub-
problem 1, an orthonormal base tψ̄ = [tφ̄, tψ̄1,

tψ̄2, ....,
tψ̄q−1] to the matrix tK̄(xt0), which is assumed to be

constant, is computed using an appropriate optimization formulation. The orthonormal base tψ̄ represents an
approximation to the eigenmodes of tK̄(xt0). In

tψ̄, the first vector is the desired tangent deformation mode tφ̄
for the respective stationary point. The remaining vectors are an approximation to the undesired deformation
modes. The orthonormal base is then expanded to all structural DoFs to tΨ. In subproblem 2, tK(x) is varied
for the expanded problem and the orthonormal base is seen as constant. The two subproblems are iterated
consecutively. The optimized design variables x are used to calculate xt0 for subproblem 1. An iteration step
includes a run of subproblem 1 and 2 and is denoted by s.

The presented optimization problem is reduced to a topology optimization for linear CM for one stationary
point with 1ua = 0.

6.2 Subproblem 1: calculation of the orthonormal base and expansion

The following optimization problem must be solved to calculate the orthonormal base for each stationary point:

min tf(tψ̄j) =
tψ̄

T
j

tK̄(xt0)
tψ̄j (30)

such that:

tg1(
tψ̄j) =

tφ̄T tK̄(xt0)
tψ̄j = 0 (31)

tg2(
tψ̄j) =

tψ̄
T
1

tK̄(xt0)
tψ̄j = 0, j = 2

tg2(
tψ̄j) =

tψ̄
T
1

tK̄(xt0)
tψ̄j = 0

...

tgj(
tψ̄j) =

tψ̄
T
j−1

tK̄(xt0)
tψ̄j = 0

 j > 2 (32)

th(tψ̄j) =
tψ̄

T
j

tψ̄j = 1 (33)

This optimization problem is taken from [7] and must be solved recursively for j = 1...q − 1. A compu-
tationally efficient solution to this problem is described in [40]. All vectors tψ̄j of the orthonormal base are

calculated with the help of a substitute eigenvalue problem. To position tψ̄j correctly in tΨ̄, they are ordered
in ascending order by their function value in (30).

Then all vectors of the base tΨ̄ are expanded to all structural DoFs:

tφ =

[
tφ̄

−tK−1
aa

tKca
tφ̄

]
; tψj =

[
tψ̄j

−tK−1
aa

tKca
tψ̄j

]
, j = 1 . . . q − 1 (34)
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6.3 Subproblem 2: updating the design variables

Subproblem 2 corresponds in general to the optimization problem (25) to (29) rewritten for the uncondensed
system:

max f(x) =
∑n

t=1
tω tψT

1
tK(x) tψ1 (35)

such that:

variant 1:
g1(x) =

∑n
t=1

tφT tK(x) tφ− 2µG ≤ 0
(36)

variant 2:
g1(x) . . . gn(x) =

tφT tK(x) tφ− 2 tµ ≤ 0, t = 1...n
(37)

k1(x) . . . kn·(l−1)(x) =
tψT

1
tK(x) tψ1 − tψT

j
tK(x) tψj ≤ 0, j = 2...l, t = 1...n (38)

m(x) =
∑m

e=1
(xe

t0)
1/η

xe
t0

xe −mV ≤ 0 (39)

xel ≤ xe ≤ xeu, e = 1...m (40)

The equation (35) corresponds to the equation (25). The secondary stiffness is maximized simultaneously for
all stationary points using the second vector tψ̄1 of the respective orthonormal bases. This vector approximates
the first undesired deformation mode of the stiffness matrix. The calculation of the associated weighting factors
in the sum function is described in the following section. The constraint of the primary stiffness for variant 1
and variant 2 in the equations (36) and (37) correspond to the equations (26) and (27) for the uncondensed
system. The first undesired deformation mode should not swap its rank with another undesired deformation
mode at any stationary point during the optimization, as this could destabilize the optimization algorithm. To
prevent this, a corresponding constraint is defined in (38) for each stationary point for a user-defined number l
of undesired deformation modes [7]. The volume constraint in equation (39) corresponds to equation (28). This
differs from equation (28) in that the design variables xt0, for which the orthnonormal base was calculated, are
included in the equation for penalization. This method was described in [19] and is permissible as long as the
change in the design variables between two successive iteration steps is kept as small as possible. Due to this
linearization, the optimization problem (35) to (40) can be solved easily. Here, the simplex algorithm according
to [41] is used for the solution.

6.4 Global optimization procedure

As already mentioned, an iteration step s of the optimization procedure includes the determination of the
tangent stiffness matrices for all stationary points. The objective function and constraints (subproblems 1 and
2) are subsequently set up for each stationary point. The design variables are optimized as a next step. The
design variables x are then filtered using equation (16) to x̃.

In order to converge to a solution, it is necessary to keep the change in the design variable between the
iteration steps as small as possible. To do this, the start value for the next iteration step s + 1 is calculated
as a linear combination of the start value of the current iteration step xt0(s) and the solution of the current
iteration step x̃(s):

xt0(s+ 1) = κxt0(s) + (1− κ)x̃(s) (41)

The optimization problem (35) to (40) generates CM with concentrated compliance for both linear and
nonlinear FEM. This is inherent to the optimization formulation and is explained in [19]. Therefore, it is
necessary to modify it accordingly to obtain CM with selective compliance. In [19] an adaptive volume constraint
is used to solve this problem. In the presence of a constraint for the primary stiffness, the adaptive volume
constraint ensures that a CM with selective compliance is obtained. This methodology eliminates the need
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to use a weighting factor in the objective function, for example. However, problems can arise with complex
design examples. Therefore, a different method is used here, but it is based on the same idea: First, for a
certain number IT of iteration steps s, the optimization is performed according to the optimization problem
in subproblem 2. Then the volume constraint (39) is deleted and the objective function in equation (35) is
replaced by

max f(x) = f1(x)− ζωV(s)f2(x)

=

n∑
t=1

tω(s) tψT tK(x) tψ− ζωV(s)

m∑
e=1

(xet0(s))
1/η

xet0(s)
xe(s), s > It

(42)

This minimizes the volume in addition to maximizing the secondary stiffness. To ensure that one requirement
does not dominate the other, it is necessary to introduce an additional weighting factor ωV(s):

ωV(s) =
−f2(xt0(s))

f1(xt0(s))
(43)

This is updated for each iteration step, resulting in an approximately constant weighting of the two require-
ments across all iteration steps. The factor ζ < 1 is also introduced. This can be used to adjust the weighting
of the volume in relation to the secondary stiffness. If the volume is weighted too high, the limit for the primary
stiffness cannot be reached. If the weighting is too low, CMs with concentrated compliance are created. This
version requires the selection of a weighting factor ζ for each design problem. The weighting factors tω(s) are
also calculated for each iteration step so that the secondary stiffnesses are weighted equally in each stationary
point:

tω(s) =
(tψT tK(xt0(s))

tψ)−1∑n1
t1=1((

t1ψT t1K(xt0(s)) t1ψ)−1)
, t = 1...n (44)

Other weightings are also possible, but these are not considered further. The iterations are run through
until the following convergence criterion is satisfied: If the sum of the design variables

Vs(s) =

m∑
e=1

xe(s) (45)

remains within a certain range ϵ for a certain number of iteration steps n, the optimization procedure is
terminated:

(1− δC)Vs(s− sC − 1) ≤ {Vs(i) | i = s− sC . . . s} ≤ (1 + δC)Vs(s− sC − 1) (46)

The entire optimization procedure is shown in Figure 3.
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Figure 3: Global iteration procedure

7 Design examples

The optimization algorithm presented was implemented in MATLAB and tested on three different design ex-
amples for both linear and path-generating CM in order to perform a comparison. First, an inverter mechanism
was implemented, which is a frequently used example in the literature. This inverts the direction of the input
DoF displacement. The ratio of input to output DoF displacement was specified for the path-generating inverter
for certain stationary points. A pivot joint was used as a second design example. This example can be used to
show that it is possible to design CMs whose active DoFs deform according to predefined deformation paths in
the plane. The third example is a shape-adaptive structure. The free surface of this structure should deform
with increasing deformation in the form of a sinusoidal curve whose amplitude is increased. Finally, it can be
shown that the presented optimization algorithm can also be used to calculate shape-adaptive path-generating
structures, which to the best of the authors’ knowledge has not yet been demonstrated in the literature.

A suitable design space must be defined for all design examples before optimization. This is filled with
bilinear quadrilateral elements. In all design examples, the elements have a thickness of one. The dimensions
of the side lengths differ in the various design examples. The same material properties are chosen for all design
examples: Nylon with a modulus of elasticity of EM = 3 GPa and a Poissons’s ratio of νM = 0.4 is chosen as
the material. Furthermore, the same values are applied to all entries of (40):

xel = xl, e = 1...m (47)

xeu = xu, e = 1...m (48)

All parameters that are selected in the same way for the optimizations for linear and path-generating CM
for all design examples are listed in Table 1.
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Table 1: Optimization parameters chosen to be the same for all design examples

Optimization parameter Selected value In equation

ϵF 1× 10−6 (8)
EM 3 GPa (11)
νM 0.4 (11)
βγ 500 (15)
ηγ 0.01 (15)
R 1.5 (17)
η 3 (39)
V 0.3 (39)
κ 0.99 (41)
IT 1000 (42)
δC 0.001 (46)
sC 500 (46)
xl 1× 10−9 (47)
xu 1 (48)

A value of 0.5 is selected as the starting value for all optimizations for all design variables xe and 10
increments for the Newton-Raphson iterations are selected for the first iteration for all design examples.

7.1 Inverter

For the inverter, the same design space, the same clamping and the same number of elements are used for the
linear and the path-generating CM. The design space is filled with 200 elements in the x-direction and 100
elements in the y-direction. The clamping, the symmetry condition used and the dimensions of the design space
are shown in Figure 4.

Figure 4: Inverter: design space with stationary points, desired deformation paths and the highlighted points
with active DoFs

The structure has two active DoFs. These are the x-displacements of the two points highlighted in Figure 4.
The x-displacement at point tP1 is referred to as ua1 and the x-displacement at point tP2 as ua2. For better
convergence of the Newton-Raphson iterations, the horizontally neighboring nodes are used instead of the nodes
directly at the edge of the design space. The two active DoFs should perform an opposite displacement. Two
cases with different desired deformation functions are optimized for the path-generating CMs. These should
lead to the same stationary point and desired tangent deformation mode for α = 0, which is used for the
optimization of the linear CM. In the first case (inverter a), the deformation function

13



[
ξ̄1
ξ̄2

]
=

[
α
−α

]
(49)

is defined. In the second case (inverter b), the deformation function is[
ξ̄1
ξ̄2

]
=

[
α

− 1
4α

2 − α

]
(50)

The deformation functions and the associated derivatives, as well as the stationary points selected for the
optimization for inverter a and inverter b are shown in Figure 5.

Figure 5: Inverter: functions describing the displacement ratio between the two active DoFs and their derivatives

The stationary points tua can be determined directly from the functions. The corresponding desired tangent
deformation modes tφ̄ in the stationary points are determined by calculating the normalized derivatives. For
inverter a, the stationary points are thus defined as follows:

1ua =

[
0
0

]
, 2ua =

[
2
−2

]
, 3ua =

[
4
−4

]
, 4ua =

[
6
−6

]
(51)

In this example, the desired tangent deformation modes are the same at all stationary points:

1−4φ̄ =

[
0.7071
−0.7071

]
(52)

For inverter b the following stationary points and desired tangent deformation modes result:

1ua =

[
0
0

]
, 2ua =

[
1

−5/4

]
, 3ua =

[
2
−3

]
, 4ua =

[
3

−21/4

]
(53)

1φ̄ =

[
0.7071
−0.7071

]
, 2φ̄ =

[
0.5547
−0.8321

]
, 3φ̄ =

[
0.4472
−0.8944

]
, 4φ̄ =

[
0.3714
−0.9285

]
(54)

Further specific optimization parameters must be defined for the inverters, which are not defined in Table 1.
The path-generating inverters are optimized for variant 1 (see (36)) and variant 2 (see (37)). The associated
limits for the primary stiffness are set to µg = 0.5 for the linear and the path-generating inverter with variant 2
and to µg = 2 for the path-generating inverter with variant 1 as a sum for four stationary points. As the
inverters only have two active DoFs, there are only two possible eigenmodes. Therefore, l is set to one in (38).
The weighting for the volume constraint is set to ζ = 0.7 in the objective function 42 for all inverters.
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7.2 Pivot joint

The defined design space and the boundary conditions for the linear and path-generating pivot joint are shown
in Figure 6. The design space is filled with 150 elements in both the x- and y-directions. Four active DoFs are
defined in the two points highlighted in 6. The x-displacement at point tP1 is defined as ua1, the y-displacement
in point tP1 as ua2, the x-displacement at point tP2 as ua3 and the y-displacement at point tP2 as ua4. Again,
instead of using the outer corner nodes of the design space, we use the nearest diagonal node in the inner part
of the design space. The desired tangent deformation modes are defined in the x- and y-directions of the two
highlighted points. Point P1 should move on line 1, which is angled at 45°. Point P2 should move on line 2,
which is angled at -45°, with the same amount as P1 on line 1. With these requirements, the desired deformation
function can be created: 

ξ̄1
ξ̄2
ξ̄3
ξ̄4

 =


α
α
α
−α

 (55)

Using this, the values for tua and tφ̄ can be determined again. For the choice of α, it is assumed that the
stationary points are evenly distributed on line 1 (see figure 6):

1ua =


0
0
0
0

 , 2ua =


0.25
0.25
0.25
−0.25

 , 3ua =


0.5
0.5
0.5
−0.5

 , 4ua =


0.75
0.75
0.75
−0.75

 , 5ua =


1
1
1
−1

 (56)

1−5φ̄ =


0.5
0.5
0.5
−0.5

 (57)

Figure 6: Pivot joint: design space with stationary points, desired deformation paths and the highlighted points
with active DoFs

In order to plot the desired deformation function the graph is displayed separately for each individual point
Pi with active DoFs. The optimization for the linear CM can be carried out if only stationary point 1 is included
in the optimization. The optimization for the path-generating CM is carried out for variant 1. The limit for
the total primary stiffness (see 36) is set to µg = 0.4 for the linear CM and to µg = 2 for the path-generating
CM as a sum for five stationary points. The parameter l in (38) is set to three. The weighting for the volume
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constraint is set to ζ = 0.7 in the objective function 42 for the linear CM and to ζ = 0.3 for the path-generating
CM.

7.3 Shape-adaptive structure

The design space shown in Figure 7 is used for the shape-adaptive structure. The design space is filled with 160
elements in the x-direction and 120 elements in the y-direction. The structure has 10 active DoFs. Nine DoFs
represent a vertical sinusoidal displacement in the y-direction of the points highlighted in Figure 7. In addition,
the x-displacement of the point tP5 is set to zero for all five stationary points. Except for point 5, the desired
deformation paths are thus only defined in the y-direction. The y displacements (referred to as uay) and the
positions of the points in the x-direction are used for the plot of the displacements. The stationary points 2ua

and 4ua describe a sine function with an amplitude of 1.25 mm and the stationary points 3ua and 5ua describe
a sine function with an amplitude of 2.5 mm.

Figure 7: Shape-adaptive structure: design space with stationary points, desired deformation paths and the
highlighted points with active DoFs

The parameter tµ in 37 is set to tµ = 2.5 for the linear and for the path-generating CM for each stationary
point. For the path-generating shape-adaptive structure, the optimization was performed with variant 2 and
l is set to nine in (38). The weighting for the volume constraint in 42 is ζ = 0.7 for both the linear and the
path-generating CM.

8 Results and Discussion

8.1 Performance parameters

A CM performs well if the optimization goals (high accuracy and precision) are met as well as possible. Various
characteristic values were introduced in the optimization of CM with linear FEM to investigate the performance
of the designed CM. These can also be used in a modified form for path-generating CM. The ratio between
the first two eigenvalues of the condensed stiffness matrix is referred to as selectivity S and is a characteristic
value for the precision of the CM. For high precision, this must be as high as possible [5]. The cosine similarity
δ was introduced as a characteristic value for accuracy in [7]. This can assume values between zero and one.
It is 1 if the two vectors are identical. The performance of the path-generating CM can be estimated if these
two characteristic values are calculated for the tangent condensed stiffness matrices tK̄ in the stationary points
used for the optimization:

tS = tλ2/
tλ1 (58)
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tδ =
∣∣tχ̄T1 tφ̄

∣∣ (59)

However, these values calculated for the stationary points only provide a good estimate if it is assumed that
the stationary points are element of the natural kinematics.

For a more accurate but more complex evaluation, the performance of the CM can be determined in a
modified form. If the CM is subjected to the respective first eigenmode in tua step by step and new tangent
stiffness matrices are then calculated, the natural kinematics as minimum energy path can be determined with
sufficient accuracy if these steps are small enough:

tK̄ = K̄(tua), t = 2...ns (60)

with

1ua = 0, t = 1
tua = t−1ua + β tχ̄T1 , t = 2...ns

(61)

The variable ns is the number of calculated points for the natural kinematics. The natural kinematics
are then compared with the selected stationary points for the optimization in order to estimate the accuracy.
It is very high if the stationary points are element of the natural kinematics. The selectivity of the natural
kinematics can also be calculated in the points of the natural kinematics in order to determine the precision.
The precision can also be illustrated by loading the CM with selected load cases at the active DoFs and plotting
the displacements in the active DoFs.

8.2 Inverter

The resulting topologies for the inverters are shown in Figure 8. It can be seen that the inverters optimized with
variant 2 have slightly thinner ribs than those optimized with variant 1. The reason for this is that the limit
value for the primary stiffnesses can be better utilized with variant 1, as the primary stiffnesses can be freely
distributed to the stationary points due to the summation function in equation 36. All path-generating inverters
differ from the linear inverter, most clearly with inverter b. To estimate the performance of these inverters, the
selectivities and cosine similarities in the stationary points are summarized in Table 2. It can be seen that the
linear inverter has the highest selectivity at stationary point 1. However, the selectivities for inverter a are also
high in all other stationary points. The inverters b have lower selectivities, particularly in the first stationary
points. However, the selectivities increase sharply in the other stationary points. The cosine similarities are
very high for all optimization variants and in all stationary points. The high selectivities and cosine similarities
close to one indicate a good performance of the inverters. For a more precise statement, the natural kinematics
are determined for all inverters for β = 0.1. This is shown in Figure 9. For all path-generating inverters, it can
be seen that the natural kinematics approximate the specified stationary points well. Thus, good accuracy is
achieved for all optimized inverters. The natural kinematics of the linear inverter is also shown. It can be seen
that this differs from the two specified desired deformation functions for the path-generating inverters. It can
be shown that different desired deformation functions can be specified for the optimization of path-generating
inverters and that the natural kinematics are well approximated by the presented optimization method.

In order to be able to evaluate the precision, the selectivity of the natural kinematics is plotted in Figure 10 for
the inverters as a function of the displacement tua1. In most cases, this increases with increasing displacement.
For inverter a in particular, the selectivities of the natural kinematics are very similar to the selectivities of the
stationary points in Table 2. For larger deformations (stationary point 3 and stationary point 4), however, the
differences for inverter b are larger. However, this does not affect the convergence of the optimization. The
lower selectivities for inverter b in the first stationary points suggest a more load-dependent kinematics than in
the other examples. This is confirmed in Figure 11 and Figure 12. It can be seen that inverter a in 11 has very
good precision for various load cases. The ratio of the displacement between tua1 and tua2 remains almost the
same regardless of the load. For inverter b in 12 the behavior is somewhat worse. Larger deviations occur with
variant 1 in particular.

It can be summarized that the estimation of the characteristic values in the stationary points basically
provides a good indication of the performance of the CM. For more precise information the natural kinematics
should be determined. It has been shown that it is possible to design inverters that follow very different
deformation paths. Good accuracy can also be guaranteed. No recommendation can be given as to which
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variant should be used for optimization. Both variants generally deliver good results and are therefore well
suited.

Figure 8: Inverter mechanism: topologies for various specified stationary points and optimization variants

Table 2: Selectivity and cosine similarity for the inverter mechanisms

Stationary
point

Linear Inverter a Inverter a Inverter b Inverter b

Variant 1 Variant 2 Variant 1 Variant 2

tS

1 41.1365 30.5009 33.5475 16.6031 28.6846
2 - 42.5866 40.0940 23.2096 35.7115
3 - 47.7834 39.8668 36.8087 54.1719
4 - 48.1845 34.7708 52.1825 77.5740

tδ

1 1.0000 0.9970 0.9990 0.9995 0.9979
2 - 0.9999 1.0000 0.9995 0.9998
3 - 0.9998 0.9998 0.9997 0.9996
4 - 0.9994 0.9998 0.9998 1.0000

Figure 9: Inverter mechanism: natural kinematics for various specified stationary points and optimization
variants
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Figure 10: Inverter mechanism: selectivities of natural kinematics for various specified stationary points and
optimization variants

Figure 11: Inverter mechanism: displacement of the active DoFs when loading inverter a with different load
cases
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Figure 12: Inverter mechanism: displacement of the active DoFs when loading inverter b with different load
cases

8.3 Pivot joint

The optimized pivot joints are shown in Figure 13. It can be seen that the optimized structures differ greatly.
While the linear pivot joint is similar to the familiar cartwheel joint, the structure for the path-generating CM is
more complex. The performance parameters in the stationary points are summarized in Table 3. It can be seen
that high cosine similarities and selectivities are achieved for both CMs in all stationary points. The natural
kinematics of the two structures for β = 0.01 is shown in Figure 14. It can be seen that the natural kinematics are
well approximated to the specified stationary points by the synthesis as a path-generating CM. The selectivity
of the natural kinematics shown in Figure 15 is high for both structures with increasing deformation. The
precision achieved with path-generating CM is so high that there are hardly any load-dependent deviations in
the deformation of the active DoFs, as shown in Figure 16 for two selected load cases.

Figure 13: Pivot joint: topologies for various specified stationary points
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Table 3: Selectivity and cosine similarity for the pivot joints

Stationary
point

tS tS tδ tδ
Linear Path-generating Linear Path-generating

1 77.8589 36.7245 1.0000 0.9986
2 - 59.3637 - 0.9997
3 - 71.8011 - 1.0000
4 - 53.1275 - 0.9996
5 - 32.6779 - 0.9984

Figure 14: Pivot joint: natural kinematics for various specified stationary points

Figure 15: Pivot joint: selectivities of the natural kinematics for various specified stationary points

21



Figure 16: Displacement of the active DoFs when loading the path-generating pivot joints with different load
cases

8.4 Shape-adaptive structure

The optimization results for the shape-adaptive structures are shown in Figure 17. The optimized structures
also differ greatly from each other in this design example. The performance parameters in the stationary points
are listed in Table 4. In the first stationary point, the selectivity is higher for the linear structure. However,
the path-generating structure has a better cosine similarity in this stationary point. At the other stationary
points, the path-generating structure exhibits high cosine similarities and high selectivities. It should be noted
that the selectivities here are lower than in the previous design examples. However, the deformation is more
complex. The selectivity in natural kinematics for β = 0.1 is shown in Figure 18. It is slightly lower for the
path-generating structure than for the linear structure. It can be seen that the selectivity decreases at the edges
of the domain of definition. This is due to the fact that the mechanism buckles. However, buckling does not
occur in the domain of definition. The natural kinematics is shown in Figure 19 for the case that the magnitude
of ua is equal to the magnitude of the shown stationary points. It can be seen that a better approximation
can be achieved with the path-generating structure than with the linear structure. It can therefore be shown
that a path-generating shape-adaptive structure with selective compliance can be designed using the presented
optimization approach. The selectively compliant behavior is shown in Figure 20. For this purpose, the path-
generating shape-adaptive structure is loaded with different forces and the deformation is shown with a similar
amount in the active DoFs as in stationary point 5. The load-dependent deviations are small.

Figure 17: Shape-adaptive structure: topologies for various specified stationary points
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Table 4: Selectivity and cosine similarity for the shape-adaptive structure

Stationary
point

tS tS tδ tδ
Linear Path-generating Linear Path-generating

1 7.0333 6.0701 0.9982 0.9998
2 - 5.6804 - 0.9929
3 - 5.0186 - 0.9719
4 - 5.6797 - 0.9933
5 - 4.9710 - 0.9725

Figure 18: Shape-adaptive structure: selectivities of the natural kinematics for various specified stationary
points

Figure 19: Shape-adaptive structure: natural kinematics for various specified stationary points, scaled by a
factor of 5
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Figure 20: Displacement of the active DoFs when the path-generating shape-adaptive structure is loaded with
different load cases, scaled by a factor of 3

9 Conclusions

The research presented in this paper addresses the limitations of current synthesis approaches for compliant
mechanisms (CMs) by extending the topology optimization process to account for geometric and material nonlin-
earities. Traditional methods often rely on assumptions of small distortions, which constrain their applicability
to real-world scenarios where CMs typically experience large deformations. As a result, existing methods have
been inadequate for ensuring reliable path-generating behavior under varied load conditions.

The authors’ prior work on developing load case insensitive CMs laid the groundwork for this study. By
extending that pseudo-kinematic approach to include nonlinearities, the research advances the synthesis of path-
generating CMs capable of maintaining their designed deformation paths even under diverse loading conditions.
This improvement is crucial for the practical deployment of CMs in complex applications.

The effectiveness of the proposed method has been validated through several design examples, demonstrating
its robustness and versatility. Furthermore, this paper introduces a novel shape-adaptive path-generating CM,
showcasing the potential for creating more sophisticated and adaptable mechanisms.

In summary, this research contributes significant advancements to the field of compliant mechanism design
by overcoming previous limitations related to nonlinearity and load sensitivity. The extended approach offers
a more reliable and practical solution for synthesizing CMs, paving the way for their broader application in
engineering and technology. Future work will focus on enhancing selectivity and modeling efficiency, as well as
designing CMs capable of handling larger deformations.
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