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Abstract. This paper extends our earlier work [32] on the Lp approximation
of the shape tensor by Laurain and Sturm [29]. In particular, it is shown that

the weighted Lp distance to an affine space of admissible symmetric shape ten-
sors satisfying a divergence constraint provides the shape gradient with respect

to the Lp∗ -norm (where 1/p+1/p∗ = 1) of the elastic strain associated with the

shape deformation. This approach allows the combination of two ingredients

which have already been used successfully in numerical shape optimization: (i)
departing from the Hilbert space framework towards the Lipschitz topology ap-

proximated by W 1,p∗ with p∗ > 2 and (ii) using the symmetric rather than the

full gradient to define the norm. Similarly to [32], the Lp distance measures the
shape stationarity by means of the dual norm of the shape derivative with re-

spect to the above-mentioned Lp∗ -norm of the elastic strain. Moreover, the La-

grange multiplier for the momentum balance constraint constitute the steepest

descent deformation with respect to this norm. The finite element realization
of this approach is done using the weakly symmetric PEERS element and its

three-dimensional counterpart, respectively. The resulting piecewise constant
approximation for the Lagrange multiplier is reconstructed to a shape gradient

in W 1,p∗ and used in an iterative procedure towards the optimal shape.

1. Introduction. In the last decades, shape optimization has become a mature
classical area of applied mathematics which is still open to new developments in its
numerical treatment. The survey paper by Allaire, Dapogny and Jouve [3] gave an
excellent overview of the current status. Using the volume expression of the shape
derivative for the numerical approximation of shape optimization problems was
systematically studied in [23] inspired by the earlier work of Berggren [8]. Besides
being defined under weaker assumptions on the regularity of the underlying bound-
ary value problems, the volume representation of the shape derivative also proved to
have advantages for the finite element approximation. The following contributions
are also worth being mentioned in this context: [31] developing Steklov-Poincaré
metrics and [15] introducing variable metric algorithms based on reproducing ker-
nels. Shape optimization problems can also be viewed from the optimal control
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perspective, see e.g. [21, 4]. Nevertheless, the problem of mesh degeneracy in the
course of an iterative method based on shape gradients remains, and two remedies
were recently suggested: (i) restricting the admissible deformations to those con-
sistent with Hadamard’s structure theorem [17] or in the spirit of a Riemannian
metric [22] and (ii) abandoning the Hilbert space framework towards the Lipschitz
topology for the definition of the shape gradient [12, 14, 13].

Our approach is based on the shape tensor representation which, to the best
of our knowledge, was studied first in the paper by Laurain and Sturm [29]. It
was extended in [27] and [28] to shape optimization problems with rather general
variational problems as constraints and specifically used in the context of time-
domain full waveform inversion in [2] and high-temperature superconductivity in
[30]. Recently, in [32], the shape tensor was used as a starting point for measuring
the distance of a given shape to stationarity and for the construction of shape
gradients in W 1,p∗

with p∗ ≥ 2. To this end, an Lp approximation problem (with
1/p + 1/p∗ = 1, 1 < p ≤ p∗ < ∞) for the shape tensor subject to divergence
constraints was derived. In the present paper, we modify this approach by adding
symmetry as constraint on the approximation space for the shape tensor. We will
prove that the distance, measured in a suitably weighted Lp-norm is equal to the
dual norm of the shape derivative with respect to an Lp∗

-norm associated with the
linear elastic strain of the deformation. This is of interest from a numerical point
of view since elasticity-based formulations for the computation of shape gradients
turned out to have favorable properties with respect to mesh deformations (see e.g.
[17] and [7]). Another issue where this contribution goes beyond our earlier work
[32] is the incorporation of constraints (like prescribed volume or perimeter).

The considered Lp approximation problem for the shape tensor has some re-
semblance, at least for p = 2, to the constrained first-order system least squares
approach to linear elasticity, see e.g. [1] and [11]. The finite element approximation
of the tensorial approximation is somewhat more complicated than in [32] due to
the additionally imposed symmetry. Apparently, the simplest possible stable finite
element combination for this purpose is the PEERS (“planar elasticity element with
reduced stress”) element [5] and its three-dimensional variant (see [10, Sect. 9.4.1]).
These approaches are based on matrix-valued (lowest-order) Raviart-Thomas spaces
enriched by suitable divergence-free bubble functions. Higher-order approximations
would only lead to optimal convergence behavior if parametric Raviart-Thomas
spaces [9] were used based on a higher-order parametrization of the boundaries. We
plan to explore this direction in the future but restrict ourselves to the lowest-order
case in this contribution. The shape deformation arises as a Lagrange multiplier
for the divergence constraint which is approximated by piecewise constant func-
tions for the above-mentioned finite element combinations. Efficient procedures for
the reconstruction of admissible deformations in W 1,p∗

from these discontinuous
approximations are available (see, e.g., [33] or [16]).

The structure of this paper is as follows: We start in Section 2 with the classical
shape optimization problem constrained by the Poisson equation with Dirichlet con-
ditions and introduce the Laurain-Sturm shape tensor as well as the shape gradient
with respect to an elastic strain norm. The connection between the dual norm of
the shape derivative and the constrained best approximation of the shape tensor
is investigated in Section 3. Section 4 is concerned with the discretization of the
best approximation problem in a suitable mixed finite element setting. An iterative
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scheme of shape gradient type based on the reconstruction of an admissible defor-
mation is described in Section 5. Throughout the paper, a simple test example with
a known optimal shape in form of a disk is used to illustrate the results numerically.
In this section, our shape gradient iteration is also tested for a more sophisticated
example with a complicated optimal shape. For problems where the center of grav-
ity and the orientation is not known for the optimal shape, a combination of the
shape gradient iteration with an adjustment of the rigid body modes is presented
in Section 6. Finally, Section 7 contains the important generalization of the shape
tensor approximation to problems with constraints like prescribed volume or surface
area.

2. Shape tensor formulation and shape gradients with respect to elastic
strain norms. We consider the minimization of a shape functional

J(Ω) =

∫
Ω

j(uΩ) dx (1)

subject to the constraint

(∇uΩ,∇v)L2(Ω) = (f, v)L2(Ω) for all v ∈ H1
0 (Ω) (2)

for uΩ ∈ H1
0 (Ω) among all shapes Ω ∈ S, where
S = {Ω = (id + θ)Ω0 : θ, (id + θ)−1 − id ∈W 1,∞(Ω;Rd)} (3)

with the identity mapping id : Rd → Rd and a fixed reference domain Ω0, e.g. the
unit disk in R2 or unit ball in R3. The shape derivative with respect to deformations
id + χ applied to Ω exists under certain assumptions on f , j( · ) and j′( · ) and can
be expressed as

J ′(Ω)[χ] =
((
(div χ) I −

(
∇χ+ (∇χ)T

))
∇uΩ,∇yΩ

)
+ (f ∇yΩ, χ) + (j(uΩ),div χ) ,

(4)

where yΩ ∈ H1
0 (Ω) solves the adjoint problem

(∇yΩ,∇z) = −(j′(uΩ), z) for all z ∈ H1
0 (Ω) (5)

(cf. [3, Prop. 4.5]). In (4) and for the rest of this paper, (·, ·) denotes the duality
pairing (Lp(Ω), Lp∗

(Ω)) with 1/p + 1/p∗ = 1 (1 < p < ∞). The corresponding
duality pairing on the boundary ∂Ω will be denoted by ⟨·, ·⟩. Moreover, our notation
is such that gradients of scalar functions (like ∇uΩ ∈ Rd) are considered as column
vectors while gradients of vector functions (like ∇θ ∈ Rd×d) are understood as each
row being the gradient of a component of θ ∈ Rd. It is easy to see that J ′(Ω) is
a continuous linear functional on W 1,∞(Ω;Rd) if only the following assumptions
are fulfilled: f ∈ L2(Ω), j(u) ∈ L1(Ω) for all u ∈ H1

0 (Ω), j
′(u) ∈ H−1(Ω) for

all u ∈ H1
0 (Ω). Under stronger assumptions to be made more precise in the next

section, J ′(Ω) will even become continuous on the larger spaces W 1,p∗
(Ω;Rd) for

p∗ < 1.
With the above notation in mind, (4) can be written as

J ′(Ω)[χ] = (K(uΩ, yΩ),∇χ) + (f ∇yΩ, χ) + (j(uΩ),div χ) (6)

with
K(uΩ, yΩ) = (∇uΩ · ∇yΩ) I −∇yΩ ⊗∇uΩ −∇uΩ ⊗∇yΩ , (7)

where ⊗ stands for the outer product. The shape tensor K(uΩ, yΩ) was intro-
duced and studied by Laurain and Sturm in [29]. Note that, in general, only
K(uΩ, yΩ) ∈ Lp(Ω;Rd×d) for p only slightly larger than (and arbitrarily close
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to) 1 can be guaranteed for the Sturm-Laurain shape tensor since ∇uΩ and ∇yΩ
may only be in L2+ϵ(Ω;Rd×d) without additional regularity assumptions. This
means that, to be on the safe side, J ′(Ω)[χ] should only be applied to deformations
χ ∈ W 1,p∗

(Ω;Rd) for correspondingly large p∗. While p∗ should ideally be chosen
as large as possible, we will also see that the numerical construction of a shape
gradient will become more difficult for large values of p∗.

In the following derivation, we always assume p∗ ∈ [2,∞) (such that the dual
exponent satisfies p ∈ (1, 2]). For fixed Ω ∈ S, the shape derivative J ′(Ω) is a linear
functional on the space of deformations W 1,p∗

(Ω;Rd). Let us restrict ourselves to
the subspace of deformations

Θp∗

⊥,RM = {θ ∈W 1,p∗
(Ω;Rd) : (∇θ,∇ρ) = 0 for all ρ ∈ RM(Rd)

and (θ, e) = 0 for all constant e ∈ Rd} ,
(8)

where RM(Rd) = {χ : ∇χ + (∇χ)T = 0} denotes the space of rigid body modes.
This means that the considered deformations are orthogonal with respect to the
gradient inner product to all rotations and L2(Ω)-orthogonal to translations. This
is a perfectly admissible sense of orthogonality with respect to the rigid body modes
and will enable us to derive the intricate relations to symmetric approximations of
the Sturm-Laurain shape tensorK(uΩ, yΩ) in the next section. Note that restricting

the deformations to Θp∗

⊥,RM, i.e., orthogonal to the rigid body modes, means that

the barycenter and the orientation in space is fixed. On the subspace Θp∗

⊥,RM,

∥ε(·)∥Lp∗ (Ω) with ε(θ) = (∇θ+(∇θ)T )/2 constitutes a norm due to Korn’s inequality

(see e.g. [25]) and Poincare’s inequality (see e.g. [20, Theorem II.5.4]). The shape
derivative, constituting an object in the dual space of the admissible deformations,
may therefore be normed by

∥J ′(Ω)∥∗p∗;⊥,RM = sup
χ∈Θp∗

⊥,RM

J ′(Ω)[χ]

∥ε(χ)∥Lp∗ (Ω)

. (9)

A necessary condition for a deformation θ ∈ Θp∗

⊥,RM being a maximizer of the right-

hand side in (9) is that

Dχ

(
J ′(Ω)[χ]

∥ε(χ)∥Lp∗ (Ω)

)∣∣∣∣∣
χ=θ

[ϑ] = Dχ

 J ′(Ω)[χ](
∥ε(χ)∥p∗

Lp∗ (Ω)

)1/p∗


∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
χ=θ

[ϑ]

=
J ′(Ω)[ϑ](

∥ε(θ)∥p∗

Lp∗ (Ω)

)1/p∗ − 1

p∗
J ′(Ω)[θ](

∥ε(θ)∥p∗

Lp∗ (Ω)

)1/p∗+1

(
|ε(θ)|p

∗−2ε(θ), ε(ϑ)
) (10)

vanishes for all ϑ ∈W 1,p∗
(Ω;Rd). This is equivalent to

1

p∗
J ′(Ω)[θ]

∥ε(θ)∥p∗

Lp∗ (Ω)

(
|ε(θ)|p

∗−2ε(θ), ε(ϑ)
)
= J ′(Ω)[ϑ] for all ϑ ∈W 1,p∗

(Ω;Rd) (11)

or, since (12) is independent of the scaling of θ, simply to(
|ε(θ)|p

∗−2ε(θ), ε(ϑ)
)
= J ′(Ω)[ϑ] for all ϑ ∈W 1,p∗

(Ω;Rd) . (12)
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If we choose ϑ ∈ RM(Rd) in (12), we get that J ′(Ω)[ϑ] = 0 for all ϑ ∈ RM(Rd).
Using (6) this leads to the compatibility condition

(f ∇yΩ, ρ) = 0 for all ρ ∈ RM(Rd) . (13)

This condition means that the shape derivative vanishes in direction of all rigid
body modes which has the geometrical interpretation that the barycenter and the
orientation of Ω are already known to be optimal.

Using the fact that K(uΩ, yΩ) is symmetric, i.e., K(uΩ, yΩ) ∈ Lp(Ω;Sd×d) with
Sd×d ⊂ Rd×d denoting the subspace of symmetric matrices, we can rewrite (6) as

J ′(Ω)[ϑ] = (K(uΩ, yΩ), ε(ϑ)) + (f ∇yΩ, ϑ) + (j(uΩ),div ϑ) (14)

provided that ϑ ∈ Lp∗
(Ω;Rd). The variational equation (12) for θ ∈ Θp∗

⊥,RM can
therefore be rewritten as(
|ε(θ)|p

∗−2ε(θ)−K(uΩ, yΩ), ε(ϑ)
)
= (f ∇yΩ, ϑ)+(j(uΩ),div ϑ) for all ϑ ∈ Θp∗

⊥,RM.

(15)
If we define S := K(uΩ, yΩ)− |ε(θ)|p∗−2ε(θ), a straightforward calculation leads to

∥S −K(uΩ, yΩ)∥pLp(Ω) =

∫
Ω

|ε(θ)|(p
∗−1)pdx =

∫
Ω

|ε(θ)|(p
∗−1)/(1−1/p∗)dx

=

∫
Ω

|ε(θ)|p
∗
dx = ∥ε(θ)∥p

∗

Lp∗ (Ω)
.

(16)

This means that, under the assumption that K(uΩ, yΩ) ∈ Lp(Ω;Sd×d), we also have
S ∈ Lp(Ω;Sd×d). Moreover, by definition and using (15), S satisfies

(S, ε(ϑ)) + (f ∇yΩ, ϑ) + (j(uΩ),div ϑ) = 0 for all ϑ ∈ Θp∗

⊥,RM . (17)

Let us define the affine subspace

Σ̃p,0
f,j,sym = {T ∈ Lp(Ω;Sd×d) : (T, ε(ϑ)) + (f ∇yΩ, ϑ) + (j(uΩ),div ϑ) = 0

for all ϑ ∈ Θp∗

⊥,RM}
(18)

and note that S ∈ Σ̃p,0
f,j,sym. For all T ∈ Σ̃p,0

f,j,sym and for all ϑ ∈ Θp∗

⊥,RM, we have

J ′(Ω)[ϑ] = (K(uΩ, yΩ)− T, ε(ϑ)) (19)

and therefore also

J ′(Ω)[ϑ]

∥ε(ϑ)∥Lp∗ (Ω)

=
(K(uΩ, yΩ)− T, ε(ϑ))

∥ε(ϑ)∥Lp∗ (Ω)

≤ ∥K(uΩ, yΩ)− T∥Lp(Ω) (20)

by Hölder’s inequality which implies that

∥J ′(Ω)∥∗p∗;⊥,RM ≤ ∥K(uΩ, yΩ)− T∥Lp(Ω) for all T ∈ Σ̃p,0
f,j,sym . (21)

On the other hand, we have

∥J ′(Ω)∥∗p∗;⊥,RM =
J ′(Ω)[θ]

∥ε(θ)∥Lp∗ (Ω)

=
(K(uΩ, yΩ)− S, ε(θ))

∥ε(θ)∥Lp∗ (Ω)

= ∥ε(θ)∥p
∗−1

Lp∗ (Ω)
= ∥ε(θ)∥p

∗/p

Lp∗ (Ω)
= ∥K(uΩ, yΩ)− S∥Lp(Ω)

(22)

due to the definition of S and (16). We have thus shown that

∥J ′(Ω)∥∗p∗;⊥,RM = min
T∈Σ̃p,0

f,j,sym

∥T −K(uΩ, yΩ)∥Lp(Ω) . (23)
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In the next section, we will exploit this relation by investigating the best approxi-
mation problem on the right hand side in (23) in detail.

We close this section by putting these results into perspective with respect to
our recent work [32]. There, we considered the following dual norm of the shape
derivative:

∥J ′(Ω)∥∗p∗;⊥ = sup
χ∈Θp∗

⊥

J ′(Ω)[χ]

∥∇χ∥Lp∗ (Ω)

, (24)

where Θp∗

⊥ = {χ ∈ W 1,p∗
(Ω;Rd) : (χ, e) = 0 for all constant e ∈ Rd} (since only

the constants are in the null space of the gradient operator). In [32, Theorem 3.3],
it is proved that

∥J ′(Ω)∥∗p∗;⊥ = min
T∈Σp,0

f,j

∥T −K(uΩ, yΩ)∥Lp(Ω) (25)

holds, where

Σp,0
f,j = {T ∈ Lp(Ω;Rd×d) : (div T, χ) = (f ∇yΩ, χ) + (j(uΩ),div χ)

and ⟨T · n|∂Ω, χ|∂Ω⟩ = 0 for all χ ∈ Θp∗

⊥ }
(26)

(again assuming that (f ∇yΩ, e) = 0 holds for all constant e ∈ Rd). In short, Σp,0
f,j

is the modification of the space Σ̃p,0
f,j,sym above, where the symmetry condition is

removed and integration by parts was applied.
To derive the relation between the Lp(Ω) best approximation of the shape tensor

and the dual norm of the shape derivative again here for the symmetric case and the
norm associated with linear elastic strain is, in our opinion, not just a generalization
for its own sake. It is motivated by the recent positive experiences with using
elasticity type norms in shape optimization (see e.g. [17, 7]) and the possible benefits
of combining this with the departure from the Hilbert space setting by computing
shape gradients with respect to W 1,p∗

(Ω;Rd) for p∗ > 2.

3. Constrained Lp best approximation of shape tensors and its relation to
W 1,p∗

shape gradients. In this section, we study the best approximation problem
on the right-hand side in (23) in more detail. The following result is similar to [32,
Theorem 2.1], adapted to the different setting described above.

Theorem 3.1. Let p ∈ (1, 2] and assume that K(uΩ, yΩ) ∈ Lp(Ω;Sd×d). If the
compatibility condition (f ∇yΩ, ρ) = 0 for all ρ ∈ RM(Rd) is fulfilled, then there is

a uniquely determined Lp(Ω)-best approximation S ∈ Σ̃p,0
f,j,sym to K(uΩ, yΩ), i.e.,

∥S −K(uΩ, yΩ)∥Lp(Ω) = inf
T∈Σ̃p,0

f,j,sym

∥T −K(uΩ, yΩ)∥Lp(Ω) . (27)

Proof. We start by showing that the admissible affine subspace Σ̃p,0
f,j,sym defined by

(18) is not empty. To this end, write S̄ = ε(ψ) where ψ ∈ H1(Ω;Rd) solves the
variational problem

(ε(ψ), ε(χ)) = −(f ∇yΩ, χ)− (j(uΩ),div χ) for all χ ∈ H1(Ω;Rd) . (28)

Due to the compatibility condition, (28) has a solution which is unique up to ar-

bitrary rigid body modes ρ ∈ RM(Rd). We see that S̄ ∈ Σ̃2,0
f,j,sym ⊆ Σ̃p,0

f,j,sym for
1 < p ≤ 2.

The existence of a best approximation satisfying (27) was already proved in

the previous section and also follows from the fact that Σ̃p,0
f,j,RM is a closed affine
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subspace of the reflexive Banach space Lp(Ω;Rd×d), p ∈ (1, 2] (see [6, Theorem
3.3.14]). Since, again for p ∈ (1, 2], Lp(Ω;Rd×d) is a strictly normed space, the best
approximation is unique (see [6, Theorem 3.3.21]).

We will now restrict our affine subspace of admissible shape tensor approxima-
tions to

Σp,0
f,j,sym = {T ∈ Lp(Ω;Sd×d) : div T ∈ Lp(Ω;Rd) , T · n|∂Ω = 0 and

(div T, ϑ) = (f ∇yΩ, ϑ) + (j(uΩ),div ϑ) for all ϑ ∈ Θp∗

⊥,RM} .
(29)

Through integration by parts, we see immediately that Σp,0
f,j,sym ⊂ Σ̃p,0

f,j,sym holds.

In order to make sure that Σp,0
f,j,sym is not empty, we need stronger assumptions

on f and j. It suffices to assume f ∈ L2p/(2−p)(Ω) (f ∈ L∞(Ω) if p = 2) and

j(uΩ) ∈ Lp(Ω). Under these conditions, Theorem 3.1 is also valid if Σ̃p,0
f,j,sym is

replaced by Σp,0
f,j,sym and we will consider this version of (27) for the rest of this

paper. The determination of the minimum in (27) constitutes a convex minimization
problem in the space

Σp,0 = {T ∈ Lp(Ω;Rd×d) : div T ∈ Lp(Ω;Rd) and ⟨T · n|∂Ω , χ|∂Ω⟩ = 0

for all χ ∈W 1,p∗
(Ω;Rd)}

(30)

subject to the divergence constraint appearing in (29) and the additional constraint
that T be symmetric. For the symmetry constraint, the space

Ξp = {ρ ∈ Lp(Ω;Rd×d) : ρ+ ρT = 0 , (ρ,E) = 0 for all constant E ∈ Rd×d} (31)

will be useful. We will now show that the corresponding KKT conditions for the
solution S ∈ Σp,0 of the minimization problem are given by

(|S −K(uΩ, yΩ)|p−2(S −K(uΩ, yΩ)), T ) + (div T, θ) + (as T, ω) = 0 ,

(div S, χ)− (f ∇yΩ, χ)− (j(uΩ),div χ) = 0 ,

(as S, γ) = 0

(32)

for all T ∈ Σp,0, χ ∈ Θp∗

⊥,RM and γ ∈ Ξp∗
. Here, θ ∈ Θp∗

⊥,RM and ω ∈ Ξp∗

are Lagrange multipliers associated with the divergence and symmetry constraints,
respectively.

Remark 3.2. In the proof of Theorem 3.3 below, we will make use of a Helmholtz
decomposition of the form

Lp∗
(Ω;Rd×d) = ∇W 1,p∗

(Ω;Rd)⊕Hp∗(Ω;Rd×d) , (33)

where Hp∗(Ω;Rd×d) denotes the subspace of functions where the divergence and
the boundary trace vanishes. The validity of a Helmholtz decomposition (33) de-
pends on the validity of a certain Neumann boundary value problem for the Poisson
equation (see [18, Sect. 11]). For general Lipschitz domains this is guaranteed for
3/2 ≤ p∗ ≤ 3 while it is known to hold for all p∗ ∈ (1,∞) in the case of a domain
with C2 boundary (cf. [19], [20, Theorem III.3.3]).

Theorem 3.3. Let p ∈ (1, 2] be such that Lp∗
(Ω;Rd×d) possesses a Helmholtz de-

composition as stated in Remark 3.2 and assume that K(uΩ, yΩ) ∈ Lp(Ω;Sd×d) as
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well as f ∈ L∞(Ω) and j(uΩ) ∈ L2(Ω) hold. Moreover, assume that the compat-
ibility condition (f ∇yΩ, ρ) = 0 for all ρ ∈ RM(Rd) is fulfilled. Then, (32) has a
unique solution

(S, θ, ω) ∈ Σp,0 ×Θp∗

⊥,RM × Ξp∗
(1/p+ 1/p∗ = 1) .

S ∈ Σp,0 is the unique minimizer of (27).

Before we can start with the proof, some preparatory results are needed. To this
end, we will use the following subspaces of Σp,0:

Σp,0
sol := {T ∈ Σp,0 : div T = 0} ,

Σp,0
sol,RM := {T ∈ Σp,0 : (div T, ρ) = 0 for all ρ ∈ RM(Rd)} .

(34)

Obviously, Σp,0
sol ⊂ Σp,0

sol,RM and, under the compatibility condition in Theorem 3.1,

S ∈ Σp,0
sol,RM holds due to the divergence constraint in (32).

Lemma 3.4. For all T ∈ Σp,0
sol,RM, as T ∈ Ξp holds.

Proof. For all

ρ ∈ span{

 x2
−x1
0

 ,

 0
x3

−x2

 ,

−x3
0
x1

} ⊂ RM(Rd) , (35)

integration by parts implies 0 = −(div S, ρ) = (S,∇ρ) = (as S,∇ρ). Since all
constant skew-symmetric E ∈ Rd×d can be expressed as E = ∇ρ and (36), we
obtain

(as S,E) = 0 for all constant skew-symmetric E ∈ Rd×d . (36)

Moreover, (36) holds trivially for all symmetric E ∈ Rd×d which completes the
proof.

A crucial ingredient in the proof of Theorem 3.3 is the surjectivity of the mapping

as : Σp,0
sol → Ξp .

For p = 2, this result is part of the proof of [10, Proposition 9.3.2]. We give a
self-contained proof for the result in the general case p ∈ (1,∞) which we state as
follows.

Lemma 3.5. For each ξ ∈ Ξp, 1 < p <∞, there is a T ∈ Σp,0
sol with as T = ξ.

Proof. We present the proof for three dimensions; the case d = 2 is similar but less
technical. Given ξ ∈ Ξp, we construct T ∈ Σp,0

sol in the form

T = curl ψ with ψ ∈W 1,p(Ω;Rd×d) , curl ψ · n|∂Ω = 0 . (37)

ψ will be made up of two parts ψ = ψ(1)+ψ(2). We start with ψ(1) ∈W 1,p
0 (Ω;Rd×d)

such that

div (ψ(1))T + 2

ξ23ξ31
ξ12

 = 0 . (38)
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This is possible due to [20, Theorem III.3.3]. We have

as(curl ψ(1)) = as

∂2ψ
(1)
13 − ∂3ψ

(1)
12 ∂3ψ

(1)
11 − ∂1ψ

(1)
13 ∂1ψ

(1)
12 − ∂2ψ

(1)
11

∂2ψ
(1)
23 − ∂3ψ

(1)
22 ∂3ψ

(1)
21 − ∂1ψ

(1)
23 ∂1ψ

(1)
22 − ∂2ψ

(1)
21

∂2ψ
(1)
33 − ∂3ψ

(1)
32 ∂3ψ

(1)
31 − ∂1ψ

(1)
33 ∂1ψ

(1)
32 − ∂2ψ

(1)
31


=
1

2


 0 ∂3(ψ

(1)
11 + ψ

(1)
22 ) antisymm.

antisymm. 0 ∂1(ψ
(1)
22 + ψ

(1)
33 )

∂2(ψ
(1)
11 + ψ

(1)
33 ) antisymm. 0


−

 0 ∂1ψ
(1)
13 + ∂2ψ

(1)
23 antisymm.

antisymm. 0 ∂2ψ
(1)
21 + ∂3ψ

(1)
31

∂1ψ
(1)
12 + ∂3ψ

(1)
32 antisymm. 0




=
1

2

 0 ∂3(tr ψ
(1))− div ψ

(1)
·,3 div ψ

(1)
·,2 − ∂2(tr ψ

(1))

div ψ
(1)
·,3 − ∂3(tr ψ

(1)) 0 ∂1(tr ψ
(1))− div ψ

(1)
·,1

∂2(tr ψ
(1))− div ψ

(1)
·,2 div ψ

(1)
·,1 − ∂1(tr ψ

(1)) 0


=
1

2

 0 ∂3(tr ψ
(1)) −∂2(tr ψ(1))

−∂3(tr ψ(1)) 0 ∂1(tr ψ
(1))

∂2(tr ψ
(1)) −∂1(tr ψ(1)) 0

+

 0 ξ12 −ξ31
−ξ12 0 ξ23
ξ31 −ξ23 0

 ,

(39)

which means that ψ(2) ∈W 1,p(Ω;Rd×d) needs to satisfy

as(curl ψ(2)) +
1

2

 0 ∂3(tr ψ
(1)) −∂2(tr ψ(1))

−∂3(tr ψ(1)) 0 ∂1(tr ψ
(1))

∂2(tr ψ
(1)) −∂1(tr ψ(1)) 0

 = 0

and curl ψ(2) · n
∣∣∣
∂Ω

= 0 .

(40)

Obviously, ψ(2) = 1
2 (tr ψ

(1)) I does this job.

Proof of Theorem 3.3. From Theorem 3.1 we deduce that there is a unique
S ∈ Σp,0 which minimizes (27). Let S̄ ∈ Σp,0 be such that the constraints in (27) are
satisfied (like the one constructed in the proof of Theorem 3.1). The minimization

problem can then be written as finding S = S̄ + S◦ such that S◦ ∈ Σp,0
sol solves

∥S̄ + T ◦ −K(uΩ, yΩ)∥Lp(Ω) → min! among all T ◦ ∈ Σp,0
sol

which satisfy as T ◦ = 0 .
(41)

Due to the surjectivity, shown in Lemma 3.5, the theory of Lagrange multipliers
in constrained optimization (see e.g. [24, Section 1.3]) implies the existence of an
ω̃ ∈ Lp∗

(Ω;Rd×d), satisfying ω̃ + ω̃T = 0, such that

(|S −K(uΩ, yΩ)|p−2(S −K(uΩ, yΩ)), T ) + (as T, ω̃) = 0 (42)

holds for all T ∈ Σp,0
sol . This implies that

(|S −K(uΩ, yΩ)|p−2(S −K(uΩ, yΩ)) + ω̃, T ) = 0 (43)

holds for all T ∈ Σp,0
sol . Therefore, the Helmholtz decomposition (for each row) in

Lp∗
(Ω;Rd×d) (see Remark 3.2 above) states that

|S −K(uΩ, yΩ)|p−2(S −K(uΩ, yΩ)) + ω̃ = ∇θ̃ (44)
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with some θ̃ ∈ W 1,p∗
(Ω;Rd). Finally, we construct a rotation ρ ∈ RM(Rd) in such

a way that

(∇θ̃ −∇ρ,∇γ) = 0 for all γ ∈ RM(Rd) (45)

holds. This is a nonsingular linear system of dimension d(d−1)/2 (only the rotations

are involved). Setting θ = θ̃ − ρ and ω = ω̃ −∇ρ leads to

|S −K(uΩ, yΩ)|p−2(S −K(uΩ, yΩ)) + ω = ∇θ (46)

with (∇θ,∇γ) = 0 for all γ ∈ RM(Rd). Finally θ ∈ Θp∗

⊥,RM can be achieved by

adding a suitable constant vector which leaves (46) unaltered. Moreover, we also
get ω ∈ Ξp∗

since for all constant skew-symmetric E ∈ Rd×d, (46) gives

(ω,E) = (∇θ,E)− (|S −K(uΩ, yΩ)|p−2(S −K(uΩ, yΩ)), E) = (∇θ,∇ρ̂) (47)

due to the symmetry of S − K(uΩ, yΩ) and with some ρ̂ ∈ RM(Rd). Due to

θ ∈ Θp∗

⊥,RM, the term in (47) is zero. Multiplication of (46) with test functions

T ∈ Σp,0 and integration by parts leads to the first equation in (32).
Uniqueness of the Lagrange multipliers follows from the fact that (46) implies

ε(θ) = |S −K(uΩ, yΩ)|p−2(S −K(uΩ, yΩ)) , (48)

which determines θ up to elements in RM(Rd) which are, in turn, fixed by the

constraints in the definition of Θp∗

⊥,RM in (8). Moreover, (46) also implies that

ω = (∇θ −∇θT )/2 holds which now uniquely determines ω ∈ Ξp∗
. 2

Theorem 3.6. The dual norm of the shape derivative (9) and the best approxima-
tion (27) are connected by

∥J ′(Ω)∥∗p∗;⊥,RM = inf
T∈Σp,0

f,j,sym

∥T −K(uΩ, yΩ)∥Lp(Ω) . (49)

Moreover, the Lagrange multiplier θ ∈ Θp∗

⊥,RM from (32) is the direction of steepest

descent with respect to the dual norm of the shape derivative on the left in (49) in
the sense that

J ′(Ω)[θ]

∥ε(θ)∥Lp∗ (Ω)

= inf
χ∈Θ⊥,RM

J ′(Ω)[χ]

∥ε(χ)∥Lp∗ (Ω)

(= −∥J ′(Ω)∥∗p∗;⊥,RM) (50)

holds.

Proof. For each χ ∈ Θp∗

⊥,RM and each T ∈ Σp,0
f,j,sym, (20) leads to

J ′(Ω)[χ]

∥ε(χ)∥Lp∗ (Ω)

≤ ∥T −K(uΩ, yΩ)∥Lp(Ω) (51)

which implies

∥J ′(Ω)∥∗p∗;⊥,RM ≤ inf
T∈Σp,0

f,j,sym

∥T −K(uΩ, yΩ)∥Lp(Ω) . (52)

Due to Theorem 3.1, there is an S ∈ Σp,0
f,j,sym such that the right-hand side in (49)

equals ∥S−K(uΩ, yΩ)∥Lp(Ω). Therefore, in order to establish (49) all that is left to

show is the existence of ϑ ∈ Θp∗

⊥,RM with

J ′(Ω)[ϑ]

∥ε(ϑ)∥Lp∗ (Ω)

= ∥S −K(uΩ, yΩ)∥Lp(Ω) . (53)
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If we set ϑ = −θ, where θ ∈ Θp∗

⊥,RM is the Lagrange multiplier in (32), then (19)
leads to

J ′(Ω)[ϑ] = −J ′(Ω)[θ] = (S −K(uΩ, yΩ), ε(θ)) . (54)

Inserting (48), we obtain

J ′(Ω)[ϑ] = (S −K(uΩ, yΩ), |S −K(uΩ, yΩ)|p−2(S −K(uΩ, yΩ)))

= ∥S −K(uΩ, yΩ)∥pLp(Ω) .
(55)

On the other hand, putting norms directly around (48), we get

∥ε(θ)∥Lp∗ (Ω) = ∥ |S −K(uΩ, yΩ)|p−2(S −K(uΩ, yΩ))∥Lp∗ (Ω)

=

(∫
Ω

|S −K(uΩ, yΩ)|(p−2)p∗+p∗
dx

)1/p∗

=

(∫
Ω

|S −K(uΩ, yΩ)|pdx
)(p−1)/p

= ∥S −K(uΩ, yΩ)∥p−1
Lp(Ω) .

(56)

Combining (55) and (56) proves (53).
Finally, (50) follows from

−∥J ′(Ω)∥∗p∗;⊥,RM = inf
χ∈Θ⊥,RM

J ′(Ω)[χ]

∥ε(χ)∥Lp∗ (Ω)

≤ J ′(Ω)[−θ]
∥ε(−θ)∥Lp∗ (Ω)

= − J ′(Ω)[θ]

∥ε(θ)∥Lp∗ (Ω)

= −∥S −K(uΩ, yΩ)∥Lp(Ω) ≤ −∥J ′(Ω)∥∗p∗;⊥,RM ,

(57)

the last inequality following from (51).

Remark 3.7. The second statement in Theorem 3.6 means that θ is the steepest
descent direction for the shape functional in the W 1,p∗

(Ω) topology endowed with
the Lp∗

(Ω) norm of the symmetric gradient. In the limit, for p∗ → ∞, this represents
another way of accessing the shape gradient with respect to the W 1,∞ topology
recently studied by Deckelnick, Herbert and Hinze in [12]; see also [32, Theorem
3.3].

Remark 3.8. Looking at the optimality conditions (32), it is obvious that one
may insert functions which are not weakly differentiable for θ but only satisfy θ ∈
Lp∗

(Ω;Rd). This raises the question if it is also possible to get away with test
functions χ ∈ Lp∗

(Ω;Rd) which are discontinuous. To this end, we rewrite the
second line in (32) which, together with the boundary condition on S, reads

(div S, χ)− (f ∇yΩ, χ)− (j(uΩ),div χ)− ⟨S · n, χ|∂Ω⟩ = 0 (58)

for all χ ∈W 1,p∗
(Ω;Rd) in correspondence to the derivation from the shape deriv-

ative (6). Integrating by parts (under the assumption that j(uΩ) ∈ W 1,p(Ω)) and
separating the conditions in the interior and on the boundary, we get

(div S, χ)− (f ∇yΩ, χ) + (∇j(uΩ), χ) = 0 ,

⟨S · n, χ|∂Ω⟩+ ⟨j(uΩ), χ · n|∂Ω⟩ = 0 ,
(59)

where we may choose χ ∈ Lp∗
(Ω;Rd) for the first constraint and treat the second

one independently. This means that S /∈ Σp,0 for the shape tensor approximation
in (59) in contrast to the solution of (32). However, the difference between the

two is divergence-free, i.e., contained in Σp,0
sol , and therefore lead to the same best

approximation.
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The constraints in (59) may be evaluated for more general, possibly discontinu-
ous, test functions χ and χ|∂Ω, respectively, which will be important for the finite
element discretization in the following section. In particular, under the additional
assumption that j(0) = 0, the second boundary term in (59) vanishes and we may
again seek S ∈ Σp,0, now with the modified constraint from (59). This leads to the

following optimality system for S ∈ Σp,0 and the Lagrange multipliers θ ∈ Θp∗

⊥,RM

and ω ∈ Ξp∗
:

(|S −K(uΩ, yΩ)|p−2(S −K(uΩ, yΩ)), T )

+(div T, θ) + (as T, ω) = 0 for all T ∈ Σp,0 ,

(div S, χ)− (f ∇yΩ, χ) + (∇j(uΩ), χ) = 0 for all χ ∈ Θp∗

⊥,RM ,

(as S, γ) = 0 for all γ ∈ Ξp∗
.

(60)

4. Discretization with weakly symmetric tensor finite elements. On a tri-
angulation Th of a polyhedrally bounded approximation Ωh of Ω, we use the lowest-
order PEERS finite element combination (cf. [5] for the original two-dimensional
element and [10, Sect. 9.4] for the generalization to three dimensions) for the ap-

proximate solution of (60). The finite-dimensional subspace Σp,0
h ⊂ Σp,0 consists of

lowest-order Raviart-Thomas functions enriched with the curl of suitable element
bubbles for each row. The discrete Lagrange multiplier spaces are Θh consisting
of piecewise constants for the (component-wise) approximation of the deformation

field θ ∈ Θp∗

⊥,RM and continuous piecewise linear functions for each skew-symmetric

matrix entry in Ξh approximating ω ⊂ Ξp∗
. The mean value zero constraints in

the definition of Ξp∗
in (31) are enforced by additional constraints (one or three

in the two- or three-dimensional case, respectively) on ωh ∈ Ξh with additional
Lagrange multipliers. Note that these constraints also enforce the mean value zero

constraints connected to the rotations in the definition of Θp∗

⊥,RM in (8) and vice

versa (see the proof of Theorem 3.3 towards the end). This is fortunate since we
could not enforce these constraints in the subspace Θh of discontinuous functions
so easily. The other mean value constraints on θh ∈ Θh associated with the (two
or three, respectively) constant translations can again be enforced as additional
constraints with real numbers as Lagrange multipliers.

We end up with the following finite element version of the optimality system
(60): Find Sh ∈ Σp,0

h , θh ∈ Θh, ωh ∈ Ξh and λ ∈ Rd, µ ∈ Rd(d−1)/2 such that

(|Sh −K(uΩ,h, yΩ,h)|p−2(Sh −K(uΩ,h, yΩ,h)), Th)

+(div Th, θh) + (as Th, ωh) = 0 ,

(div Sh, χh)− (f ∇yΩ,h, χh) + (∇j(uΩ,h), χh) = 0 ,

(as Sh, γh) = 0 ,

(θh, ζ) = 0 ,

(ωh, A
d(ξ)) = 0

(61)

holds for all Th ∈ Σp,0
h , χh ∈ Θh, γh ∈ Ξh, ζ ∈ Rd and ξ ∈ Rd(d−1)/2. In the last

line of (61), the notation

A2(ξ) =

(
0 ξ

−ξ 0

)
, A3(ξ) =

 0 ξ3 −ξ2
−ξ3 0 ξ1
ξ2 −ξ1 0

 (62)
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is used. Here, uΩ,h and yΩ,h are conforming piecewise linear finite element approx-
imations of (2) and (5), respectively. ηp,h(Ωh) := ∥Sh − K(uΩ,h, yΩ,h)∥Lp(Ωh) are

approximate values for the distance of the shape tensor K(uΩ, yΩ) to Σp,0
f,j,sym and

therefore also for the dual norm of the shape derivative ∥J ′(Ω)∥∗p∗;⊥,RM.
The following rather simple fixed point scheme is used to handle the nonlinearity

in the first line of (61): Determine, in step k, S
(k)
h ∈ Σp,0

h , θh ∈ Θh, ωh ∈ Ξh and

λ ∈ Rd, µ ∈ Rd(d−1)/2 such that

(|S(k−1)
h −K(uΩ,h, yΩ,h)|p−2(S

(k)
h −K(uΩ,h, yΩ,h)), Th)

+(div Th, θh) + (as Th, ωh) = 0 ,

(div S
(k)
h , χh)− (f ∇yΩ,h, χh) + (∇j(uΩ,h), χh) = 0 ,

(as S
(k)
h , γh) = 0 ,

(θh, ζ) = 0 ,

(ωh, A
d(ξ)) = 0

(63)

is satisfied for all Th ∈ Σp,0
h , χh ∈ Θh, γh ∈ Ξh, ζ ∈ Rd and ξ ∈ Rd(d−1)/2. Our

experience is that this works well as long as p is not too close to 1. The value of
p = 1.1 that we used in the computational experiments presented below are well on
the safe side where (63) converges and also the reconstruction process detailed in
the next section provides accurate results.
Example 1 (Circular optimal shape). We illustrate the behavior of the com-
puted values for ηp,h(Ωh) for a very simple test problem where the optimal shape is
a disk. As right-hand side for (2) we choose f = −1/2 inside the unit disk D ⊂ R2

and f = 1/2 outside, while we set j(uΩ) ≡ uΩ/2 for the definition of the shape func-
tional. The shape tensor for disks DR of radius R > 1 can be explicitly calculated
from the solutions of (2) and (5),

uR(x) =

{
R2+|x|2

8 − 1
4 − 1

2 lnR , 0 ≤ |x| < 1 ,
R2−|x|2

8 + 1
2 ln

|x|
R , 1 < |x| < R ,

yR(x) =
|x|2 −R2

8
, (64)

as

K(uR, yR) = (∇uR · ∇yR) I −∇yR ⊗∇uR −∇uR ⊗∇yR

=

{
1
16 |id|

2I − 1
8 id⊗ id , 0 ≤ |x| < 1 ,(

1
8 − 1

16 |id|
2
)
I −

(
1

4 |id|2 − 1
8

)
id⊗ id , 1 < |x| < R

(65)

(see [32]). It can be seen that, for R =
√
2, S = K(u√2, y

√
2) itself satisfies (60)

which means that this is an optimal shape.
We compute approximations η1.1,h(Ω) to ∥S −K(uΩ, yΩ)∥Lp(Ω) for different do-

mains Ω of variable closeness to the optimal shape shown in Figure 1, which are all
scaled to have the same area |Ω| = 2π (shared by the optimal shape D√

2): a square
(solid line), an octagon (dashed line) and a hexadecagon (16 edges, dotted line).

Figure 2 shows the behavior of η1.1,h(Ω) in dependence of the number of elements
for p = 1.1 on a sequence of triangulations resulting from uniform refinement. For
the square (solid line), the functional stagnates almost from the beginning at its
distance to stationarity. For the octagon (dashed line), it is reduced somewhat until
it stagnates at a lower value, meaning that it is closer, in the mathematical strict
sense of Theorem 3.6, to being a stationary shape. For the hexadecagon (dotted
line), the behavior is repeated with an even smaller asymptotical value. Finally,
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Figure 1. Example 1: Polygonal domains approximating a disk

Figure 2. Example 1: Values η1.1,h(Ωh) for square, octagon and hexadecagon

the dash-dotted line shows the behavior of η1.1,h for successively closer polygonal
approximations to the optimal disk D√

2 tending to zero at a rate proportionally to
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h (the inverse of the square root of the number of elements). In this case, ηp,h(Ωh)
also contains the geometry error associated with the approximation Ωh to D√

2.
In contrast, we have Ωh = Ω for the polygonal domains above and the difference
between ηp,h(Ω) and ∥S − K(uΩ, yΩ)∥Lp(Ω) is solely caused by the approximation
error associated with solving (61) and the underlying boundary value problems
(2) and (5). The results shown in Figure 2 look quite similar to those obtained
in [32] without the weak symmetry condition although the difference between the
different polygonal shapes seems to initiate at somewhat coarser meshes. This alone,
however, would not be a convincing argument for the use of the more complicated
approach presented in this paper. The true advantage of working with the weak
symmetry condition lies in the behavior of the shape gradient iteration presented
in the following section.

5. Shape gradient iteration with reconstructed deformations in W 1,p∗
(Ω).

The finite element approximation θh obtained from (61) for the steepest descent
deformations is a discontinuous function, in general, and therefore not suitable for
computing a deformed shape (id + θh)(Ωh). Instead, a continuous deformation θ⋄h
is required in order to lead to an admissible domain (id + θ⋄h)(Ωh) with a non-
degenerate triangulation (id + θ⋄h)(Th). While θh is already a good approximation

to θ in the Lp∗
(Ω;Rd)-norm, we also know from the first equation in (61) that

|Sh −K(uΩ,h, yΩ,h)|p−2(Sh −K(uΩ,h, yΩ,h)) + ωh is a good approximation to

|S −K(uΩ, yΩ)|p−2(S −K(uΩ, yΩ)) + ω = ∇θ . (66)

This knowledge can be exploited in the following local potential reconstruction
procedure for a continuous deformation θ⋄h ∈W 1,p∗

(Ωh;R
d):

Algorithm 1.
1. For each element τ ∈ Th, compute ∇θ2h |τ ∈ Rd×d such that

∥∇θ2h − |Sh −K(uΩ,h, yΩ,h)|p−2
(Sh −K(uΩ,h, yΩ,h)− ωh∥Lp∗ (τ) −→ min!

2. For each element τ ∈ Th, compute θ2h with ∇θ2h |τ given by step 1 such that

∥θ2h − θh∥Lp∗ (τ) −→ min!

3. Compute θ⋄h continuous and piecewise linear by averaging at the vertices:

θ⋄h(ν) =
1

|{τ ∈ Th : ν ∈ τ}|
∑

τ∈Th:ν∈τ

θ2h (ν|τ ) .

Obviously, the above algorithm involves only local computations and the only dif-
ference with respect to the one in [32] is that ωh is added in the first step. The main
computational work consists in solving nonlinear systems of equations of dimension
d2 and d, respectively, in steps 1 and 2 for each element τ ∈ Th. The algorithm
coincides with (the lowest-order case of) the classical reconstruction technique by
Stenberg (see [33], where it is presented for p∗ = 2). Alternatively, a related recon-
struction procedure based on a vertex patch decomposition (see [16, Sect. 3]) could
be used.

Now θ⋄h can be used to compute a deformed shape Ω⋄
h = (id + αθ⋄h)(Ωh) with

a suitable step-size α ∈ R. In our case, α is determined as the solution of the
following discrete minimization problem based on the shape functional:

α = βk∗
, k∗ = argmin

k∈Z
J((id + βkθ⋄h)(Ωh)) (67)

(with β = 1.25 in our computational experiments).
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Example 1; continued. The above shape gradient iteration is tested by starting
with a tetragon as initial guess and observing how close to the optimal shape D√

2

one gets. Figure 3 shows the boundary of the final shape Ω⋄
h for p = 2 (on the left)

and p = 1.1 (on the right) for a triangulation after 7 uniform refinements (131072
elements). Apparently, the right angles from the tetragon have been straightened
out more by the shape gradient iteration for the smaller value of p. Also, both
shapes look closer to the optimal circle than the corresponding results without the
weak symmetry constraint shown in [32].

Figure 3. Result of shape gradient iteration for p = 2 (left) and
p = 1.1 (right)

Example 2 (“gingerbread man”). This example constitutes a more challeng-
ing shape optimization problem to test our approach. The right-hand side in the
variational problem (2) is changed to

f(x) = −1

2
+

4

5
|x|2 + 2

5∑
i=1

exp
(
−8 |x− y(i)|2

)
−

5∑
i=1

exp
(
−8 |x− z(i)|2

)
with y(i) =

(
sin(

(2i+ 1)π

5
), cos(

(2i+ 1)π

5
)

)
, i = 1, . . . , 5 ,

z(i) =

(
6

5
sin(

2iπ

5
),
6

5
cos(

2iπ

5
)

)
, i = 1, . . . , 5

(68)

(see [7]) while everything else remains unchanged with respect to Example 1. If we
initiate the shape gradient iteration with the unit disk, we obtain the final shapes
shown in Figure 4 (on the left for p = 2 and on the right for p = 1.1, on the top
for refinement level 4 with 2048 elements and on the bottom for level 5 with 8192
elements).

The two triangulations shown in the upper half of Figure 4, associated with
refinement level 4, are both severely distorted. For p = 2, shown on the left, the
degeneration causes the shape gradient iteration to terminate prematurely resulting
in a shape approximation that is visibly different from the optimal one. The result
for p = 1.1 shown on the right, however, looks significantly better. For the resulting
shapes at refinement level 5, shown in the lower half of the figure, the improvement
for p = 1.1 compared to p = 2 is much less pronounced. This behavior is also
illustrated by the numbers in Table 1 and Table 2, where the functional value
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Figure 4. Final shapes for p = 2 (left) and p = 1.1 (right) on
levels 4 (top) and 5 (bottom)

reached for p = 1.1 is lower, on all refinement levels, than the one for p = 2. In
particular, the values obtained for p = 2 on refinement level 4 and to some extent
on level 5 are still quite far away from the minimum.

|Th| 2048 8192 32768 131072

J(Ω⋄
h) −1.447556 · 10−2 −1.492032 · 10−2 −1.496967 · 10−2 −1.496967 · 10−2

η2,h(Ω
⋄
h) 2.8112 · 10−3 1.5110 · 10−3 4.7128 · 10−4 2.4289 · 10−4

Table 1. Shape approximation for p = 2

|Th| 2048 8192 32768 131072

J(Ω⋄
h) −1.496129 · 10−2 −1.496941 · 10−2 −1.496972 · 10−2 −1.496980 · 10−2

η1.1,h(Ω
⋄
h) 2.4922 · 10−3 1.2436 · 10−3 6.2465 · 10−4 3.1597 · 10−4

Table 2. Shape approximation for p = 1.1

6. Adjustment of the rigid body modes. In our examples above, the barycen-
ter of the optimal shape was known to be the origin for symmetry reasons. Also the
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orientation of the optimal shape was correctly approximated since we started with
a disk as initial domain. In general, however, the barycenter may be unknown and
translations need to be added to our deformations. Moreover, adding rotations to
the deformations in our shape gradient iteration may also be beneficial for its con-
vergence if the initial domain has a different orientation than the optimum one. We
propose the following two-step procedure, where the rigid body modes are selected
in the first half-step and the second half-step consists of the procedure outlined in
the previous section:

Ω⊙
h = Ωh + ρ⊙ ,

Ω⋄
h = (id + αθ⋄h)(Ω

⊙
h ) .

(69)

The steepest descent direction ρ⊙ can be computed from

J ′(Ω)[ρ⊙]

|||ρ⊙|||
= inf

ρ∈RM

J ′(Ω)[ρ]

∥ρ∥W 1,p(Ω)
. (70)

This is a rather simple low-dimensional optimization problem, particularly, since
the shape derivative (4) simplifies to J ′(Ω)[ρ] = (f ∇yΩ, ρ) for all ρ ∈ RM.

7. Extension to Problems with Constraints on the Shape. Often, shape
optimization problems like those given by (1) and (2) come with an additional
real-valued constraint C(Ω) = 0 on the admissible shapes. For example, the area
or perimeter for two-dimensional shapes or the volume or surface area for three-
dimensional ones might be prescribed. Given some Ω ⊂ Rd satisfying C(Ω) = 0, we
restrict our deformations to the tangent space with respect to this constraint, i.e.,

to those θ ∈ Θp∗

⊥,RM satisfying C ′(Ω)[θ] = 0. We denote this subspace by

Θp∗

⊥,RM,∥ = {χ ∈ Θp∗

⊥,RM : C ′(Ω)[χ] = 0} . (71)

Again, we would like to gain access to the norm of the corresponding tangential
shape derivative

∥J ′(Ω)∥∗p∗;⊥,RM,∥ = sup
χ∈Θ⊥,RM,∥

J ′(Ω)[χ]

∥ε(χ)∥Lp∗ (Ω)

. (72)

Assuming that C ′(Ω) is continuous on W 1,p∗
(Ω;Rd) and that C ′(Ω)[ρ] = 0 for all

rigid body deformations ρ ∈ RM(Rd), we have that C ′(Ω) is already determined by
its action on ε(χ). We may therefore write

C ′(Ω)[χ] = (Z⊥, ε(χ)) with some Z⊥ ∈ Lp(Ω;Rd×d) . (73)

Obviously, Z⊥ may be chosen symmetric, i.e., in such a way that its anti-symmetric
part vanishes: as Z⊥ = 0. The subspace

Υp,⊥
RM,∥ = {Z ∈ Lp(Ω;Rd×d) : (Z, ε(θ)) = 0 for all θ ∈ Θp∗

⊥,RM,∥} (74)

is called the annihilator of Θp∗

⊥,RM,∥ (cf. [26, Sect. I.2.6]). From (71) and (73) we

deduce that Z⊥ ∈ Υp,⊥. Going through the proof of Theorem 3.6, we see that the
result relies on the existence of θ such that

(S −K(uΩ, yΩ), ε(θ)) = ∥S −K(uΩ, yΩ)∥Lp(Ω)∥ε(θ)∥Lp∗ (Ω) , (75)
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i.e., equality in Hölder’s inequality in (20), holds. This relation is satisfied if and

only if ε(θ) is a multiple of |S −K(uΩ, yΩ)|p−2(S −K(uΩ, yΩ)). For θ ∈ Θp∗

⊥,RM,∥
this implies

(Z⊥, |S −K(uΩ, yΩ)|p−2(S −K(uΩ, yΩ))) = 0 (76)

is satisfied, an additional condition on the shape tensor approximation. This moti-
vates the following generalization of Theorem 3.6.

Theorem 7.1. The dual norm of the shape derivative (72) is given by the following
best approximation to the shape tensor K(uΩ, yΩ):

∥J ′(Ω)∥∗p∗;⊥,RM,∥ = inf
T∈Σp,0

f,j,sym,β∈R
∥T + βZ⊥ −K(uΩ, yΩ)∥Lp(Ω) . (77)

Proof. For all χ ∈ Θp∗

⊥,RM,∥ and for all T ∈ Σp,0
f,j,sym, β ∈ R, (19) together with (74)

implies

J ′(Ω)[χ]

∥ε(χ)∥Lp∗ (Ω)

=
(K(uΩ, yΩ)− T, ε(χ))

∥ε(χ)∥Lp∗ (Ω)

=
(K(uΩ, yΩ)− T, ε(χ))− β(Z⊥, ε(χ))

∥ε(χ)∥Lp∗ (Ω)

=
(K(uΩ, yΩ)− T − βZ⊥, ε(χ))

∥ε(χ)∥Lp∗ (Ω)

≤ ∥K(uΩ, yΩ)− T − βZ⊥∥Lp(Ω)

(78)

by Hölder’s inequality, which proves that the left hand side in (77) does not exceed
the right hand side.

With the same argument as in Theorem 3.1, a best approximation S + αZ⊥ ∈
Σp,0

f,j,sym + span{Z⊥} is obtained such that ∥S +αZ⊥ −K(uΩ, yΩ)∥Lp(Ω) equals the

right-hand side in (77). The optimality conditions for this best approximation, in
analogy to (32), are given by

(|S + αZ⊥ −K(uΩ, yΩ)|p−2(S + αZ⊥ −K(uΩ, yΩ)), T )

+(div T, θ) + (as T, ω) = 0 ,

(|S + αZ⊥ −K(uΩ, yΩ)|p−2(S + αZ⊥ −K(uΩ, yΩ)), Z
⊥) = 0 ,

(div S, χ)− (f ∇yΩ, χ)− (j(uΩ),div χ) = 0 ,

(as S, γ) = 0

(79)

for all T ∈ Σp,0, χ ∈ Θp∗

⊥,RM and γ ∈ Ξp∗
with Lagrange multipliers θ ∈ Θp∗

⊥,RM and

ω ∈ Ξp∗
. Since the approximation space Σp,0

f,j,sym+span{Z⊥} contains Σp,0
f,j,sym, the

one associated with the situation without constraints, the solvability of (79) is still
guaranteed.

With θ ∈ Θp∗

⊥,RM,∥ being the Lagrange multiplier solving (79), we obtain from

(19) and (74) that

J ′(Ω)[θ] = (K(uΩ, yΩ)− S, ε(θ)) = (K(uΩ, yΩ)− S − αZ⊥, ε(θ)) (80)

holds. Moreover, integration by parts of the first equation in (79) together with the
symmetry of S, Z⊥ and K(uΩ, yΩ) implies

ε(θ) = |S + αZ⊥ −K(uΩ, yΩ)|p−2(S + αZ⊥ −K(uΩ, yΩ)) . (81)
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Inserting (81) into (80) leads to

J ′(Ω)[θ] = −(S + αZ⊥ −K(uΩ, yΩ),

|S + αZ⊥ −K(uΩ, yΩ)|p−2 (S + αZ⊥ −K(uΩ, yΩ)))

= −∥S + αZ⊥ −K(uΩ, yΩ)∥pLp(Ω) ,

(82)

while taking norms on both sides of (81) gives

∥ε(θ)∥Lp∗ (Ω) = ∥ |S + αZ⊥ −K(uΩ, yΩ)|p−2(S + αZ⊥ −K(uΩ, yΩ))∥Lp∗ (Ω)

=

(∫
Ω

|S + αZ⊥ −K(uΩ, yΩ)|(p−2)p∗+p∗
dx

)1/p∗

=

(∫
Ω

|S + αZ⊥ −K(uΩ, yΩ)|pdx
)(p−1)/p

= ∥S + αZ⊥ −K(uΩ, yΩ)∥p−1
Lp(Ω) .

(83)

From (82) and (83) we deduce that

J ′(Ω)[θ]

∥ε(θ)∥Lp∗ (Ω)

= −∥S + αZ⊥ −K(uΩ, yΩ)∥Lp(Ω) , (84)

which finishes the proof of (77).

Remark 7.2. From (81), the second equation in (79) and (73), we get

0 = (ε(θ), Z⊥) = C ′(Ω)[θ] (85)

and therefore θ ∈ Θp∗

⊥,RM,∥. With this we obtain our final version of the KKT

conditions in the constraint case as finding S ∈ Σp,0, α ∈ R, θ ∈ Θp∗

⊥,RM,∥ and

ω ∈ Ξp∗
such that

(|S + αZ⊥ −K(uΩ, yΩ)|p−2(S + αZ⊥ −K(uΩ, yΩ)), T )

+(div T, θ) + (as T, ω) = 0 ,

(|S + αZ⊥ −K(uΩ, yΩ)|p−2(S + αZ⊥ −K(uΩ, yΩ)), Z
⊥) = 0 ,

(div S, χ)− (f ∇yΩ, χ)− (j(uΩ),div χ) = 0 ,

(as S, γ) = 0

(86)

holds for all T ∈ Σp,0, χ ∈ Θp∗

⊥,RM,∥ and γ ∈ Ξp∗
. In fact, αZ⊥ is the closest-point

projection of S −K(uΩ, yΩ) with respect to Lp(Ω;Rd×d) onto Υp,⊥
RM,∥.

Example 3. Very common in the context of shape optimization problems are
volume constraints, i.e., C(Ω) = |Ω| − c with some constant c > 0. In this case, we
have

C ′(Ω)[θ] = (1,div θ) = (I, ε(θ)) , (87)

which leads to the choice Z⊥ ≡ I ∈ Rd×d. Let us consider the situation in Example
1 with an additional volume constraint. The shape tensor K(uR, yR) for the disk
DR with radius R is still given by (65). We can satisfy (86) with θ = 0 and ω = 0
by choosing

S = K(uR, yR) + γ I with γ =

{
R2

16 , R ≤ 1 ,
1
8 − R2

16 , R ≥ 1 ,
(88)

and α = −γ. Note that (86) is indeed satisfied for any γ ∈ R but only the above

choice in (88) ensures that S · n = 0 on ∂DR so that S ∈ Σp,0
f,j,sym holds. In any
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case, we can deduce from Theorem 7.1 that ∥J ′(ΩR)∥∗p∗;⊥,RM,∥ = 0 and therefore

that DR is a stationary (in fact, an optimal) shape if its area |DR| = πR2 equals c.
Example 4. Another example, often encountered in applications, are constraints
on the surface area or perimeter in three or two dimensions, respectively: C(Ω) =
|∂Ω| − c, c > 0. In this case, the shape derivative is given by

C ′(Ω)[θ] = ⟨1, tr(∇θ)−n·(∇θ·n)⟩ = ⟨1, tr(ε(θ))−n·(ε(θ)·n)⟩ = ⟨I−n⊗n, ε(θ)⟩ (89)

with the duality pairing ⟨·, ·⟩ on the boundary ∂Ω. Since it only involves derivatives
of θ in tangential directions, we have tr (ε(θ)) − n · (ε(θ) · n) ∈ W−1/p∗,p∗

(∂Ω) if
θ ∈ W 1,p∗

for sufficiently regular domains and the right-hand side in (89) is well-
defined. In the two-dimensional case, the representation (73) of the shape derivative
(89) can be derived as follows: Let t be the tangential direction (orthogonal to n
for each point on the boundary curve ∂Ω), then (89) turns into

C ′(Ω)[θ] = ⟨t⊗ t, ε(θ)⟩ = ⟨t⊗ t,∇θ⟩ = ⟨t,∇θ · t⟩ . (90)

Assuming t ∈ W 1−1/p,p(∂Ω;R2), we can find an extension r ∈ W 1,p(Ω;R2) with
div r = 0 such that r|∂Ω = t. Using Stokes’ theorem, (90) turns into

C ′(Ω)[θ] = ⟨r,∇θ · t⟩ = (r, curl∇θ)− (∇⊥r,∇θ)

= −(∇⊥r,∇θ) = −(∇⊥r, ε(θ))
(91)

(with the notation ∇⊥r = (∂2r,−∂1r)), where the last equality follows from the
symmetry of ∇⊥r due to div r = 0. In other words, Z⊥ = −∇⊥r in the represen-
tation (73) used in Theorem 7.1.

Let us once more consider the disk DR, now with radius R such that 2πR = c.
The tangential field on ∂DR is given by t = (−x2, x1)/R which can be extended
trivially to r = (−x2, x1)/R on DR. We obtain Z⊥ = −∇⊥r = −I/R and the same
arguments as in Example 7.3 imply that DR is also stationary among all shapes of
perimeter |∂Ω| = 2πR.

In general, one would not want to rewrite a perimeter or surface area constraint
in the form (91) as volume integral but rather work directly with (89). This requires
modifications in the shape tensor space used to approximate K(uΩ, yΩ) in Section
3. We plan to explore this, also in the context of introducing Neumann boundary
conditions into (2), in a separate contribution.
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[16] A. Ern and M. Vohraĺık, Polynomial-degree-robust a posteriori estimates in a unified setting
for conforming, nonconforming, discontinuous Galerkin, and mixed discretizations, SIAM J.

Numer. Anal., 53 (2015), 1058–1081.
[17] T. Etling, R. Herzog, E. Loayza and G. Wachsmuth, First and second order shape optimization

based on restricted mesh deformations, SIAM J. Sci. Comput., 42 (2020), A1200–A1225.

[18] E. Fabes, O. Mendez and M. Mitrea, Boundary layers on Sobolev-Besov spaces and Poisson’s
equation for the Laplacian in Lipschitz domains, J. Funct. Anal., 159 (1998), 323–368.

[19] D. Fujiwara and H. Morimoto, An Lr-theorem of the Helmholtz decomposition of vector

fields, J. Fac. Sci. Univ. Tokyo Sect. IA Math., 24 (1977), 685–700.
[20] G. P. Galdi, An introduction to the mathematical theory of the Navier-Stokes equations,

2nd edition, Springer Monographs in Mathematics, Springer, New York, 2011, Steady-state

problems.
[21] J. Haubner, M. Siebenborn and M. Ulbrich, A continuous perspective on shape optimization

via domain transformations, SIAM J. Sci. Comput., 43 (2021), A1997–A2018.

[22] R. Herzog and E. Loayza-Romero, A discretize-then-optimize approach to PDE-constrained
shape optimization, ESAIM Control Optim. Calc. Var., 30 (2024), Paper No. 11, 36.

[23] R. Hiptmair, A. Paganini and S. Sargheini, Comparison of approximate shape gradients, BIT,
55 (2015), 459–485.

[24] K. Ito and K. Kunisch, Lagrange multiplier approach to variational problems and applications,

vol. 15 of Advances in Design and Control, Society for Industrial and Applied Mathematics
(SIAM), Philadelphia, PA, 2008.

[25] R. Jiang and A. Kauranen, Korn’s inequality and John domains, Calc. Var. Partial Differ-
ential Equations, 56 (2017), Paper No. 109, 18.

[26] T. Kato, Perturbation theory for linear operators, vol. Band 132 of Die Grundlehren der

mathematischen Wissenschaften, 2nd edition, Springer-Verlag New York, Inc., New York,

1980.
[27] A. Laurain, Distributed and boundary expressions of first and second order shape derivatives

in nonsmooth domains, J. Math. Pures Appl. (9), 134 (2020), 328–368.
[28] A. Laurain, P. T. P. Lopes and J. C. Nakasato, An abstract Lagrangian framework for com-

puting shape derivatives, ESAIM Control Optim. Calc. Var., 29 (2023), Paper No. 5, 35.

[29] A. Laurain and K. Sturm, Distributed shape derivative via averaged adjoint method and

applications, ESAIM Math. Model. Numer. Anal., 50 (2016), 1241–1267.
[30] A. Laurain, M. Winckler and I. Yousept, Shape optimization for superconductors governed

by H(curl)-elliptic variational inequalities, SIAM J. Control Optim., 59 (2021), 2247–2272.
[31] V. H. Schulz, M. Siebenborn and K. Welker, Efficient PDE constrained shape optimization
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