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Abstract. In this paper we consider the free-form optimization of eigenvalues
in electromagnetic systems by means of shape-variations with respect to small
deformations. The objective is to optimize a particular eigenvalue to a target
value. We introduce the mixed variational formulation of the Maxwell eigen-
value problem introduced by Kikuchi (1987) in function spaces of H(curl; Ω)

and H1(Ω). To handle this formulation, suitable transformations of these
spaces are utilized, e.g., of Piola-type for the space of H(curl; Ω). This allows
for a formulation of the problem on a fixed reference domain together with a
domain mapping. Local uniqueness of the solution is obtained by a normaliza-
tion of the the eigenfunctions. This allows us to derive adjoint formulas for the
derivatives of the eigenvalues with respect to domain variations. For the so-
lution of the resulting optimization problem, we develop a particular damped
inverse BFGS method that allows for an easy line search procedure while re-
taining positive definiteness of the inverse Hessian approximation. The infinite
dimensional problem is discretized by mixed finite elements and a numerical
example shows the efficiency of the proposed approach.

1. Introduction

In this paper, we consider a numerical eigenvalue optimization by shape-variations
for Maxwell’s eigenvalue problem. This work is motivated by particle accelerator
cavities, where an accurate geometry is essential for the acceleration of the particles.
Eigenvalue optimization of resonating structures, e.g., in context of electromagnetic
cavities, is a challenging area of research because the therein resulting eigenmodes
are easily effected to small deformations of the domain. The goal of electromagnetic
cavities is to achieve an acceleration eigenmode for the particles. The most relevant
eigenmode is the fundamental Transverse Magnetic (TM) mode, shown in Figure 1.
For a detailed description of such a cavity as well as its associated components, we
refer to the paper about Superconducting TESLA cavities by [8].

Figure 1. Electric field of the TM010, also called π-mode

The analytic sensitives of eigenpairs of Maxwell’s eigenvalue problem have been
considered in isogeometric analysis, e.g., in work of [54], where the sensitivities of
the eigenpair have been computed with respect to a scalar parameter. The therein
parameter optimization has been done with a simplified formulation of Maxwell’s
eigenvalue problem excluding the divergence-free constraint on the eigenfunction.
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Due to the formulation, care has to be taken in removing spurious solutions. Fur-
ther, the deformation and its derivatives are expressed in terms of parameters explic-
itly dependent on weights and control points. Further work of optimizing resonant
structures on this approach has been seen in, e.g., [39]. Goals for the optimization
of these cavities are uncertainty quantification, see, e.g., [20], and mode tracking,
see e.g., [31]. In context of cavities, there already exists several references to multi-
objective optimization, e.g., [35, 52] as well as parameter optimization, e.g., [48].
Further, for solving multi-objective optimization problems, we refer to [36] for the
use of an evolutionary algorithm, and to [46], addressing a stochastic Maxwell’s
eigenvalue problem.

In this paper, we consider a free-form eigenvalue optimization problem with
respect to a mixed variational formulation of Maxwell’s eigenvalue problem by [33],
i.e., for a certain eigenvalue λ of the Maxwell operator

∇× (∇× u) = λu in Ω,

∇ · u = 0 in Ω,

ν × u = 0 on ∂Ω,

∥u∥2 = 1,

which governs the field distribution of the eigenmodes and their associated fre-
quency. In this setup the eigenvalue, and corresponding eigenfunctions u, are to
be optimized by choice of the physical domain Ω. The results and formulation
have been announced in [28]. As detailed in, e.g., [14], this mixed formulation pro-
hibits spurious eigenvalues. To allow for a larger variety in admissible domains, we
consider the method of mappings allowing arbitrary, sufficiently regular and injec-
tive, deformations of a reference domain Ω̂ ⊂ Rd, d ∈ {2, 3}. For the method of
mappings is based on kinematic statements from continuum mechanics, where the
actual physical domain Ωq is then given by a deformation q : Ω̂→ Rd by defining
Ωq = F (Ω̂) = (I + q)Ω̂. For details, we refer to, e.g., [42, 41].

The method of mappings is already applied to several shape optimization prob-
lems to derive Fréchet derivatives with respect to shape-variations. For example,
we refer to [19], where properties of Fréchet differentiability are derived in the con-
text of Navier-Stokes problems. Due to the, infinite, dimension of the control space
standard sensitivity based approaches for derivatives of the eigenvalues, e.g., [38, 5]
are no longer applicable. Hence, as announced in [28], we utilize the adjoint ap-
proach to calculate eigenvalue derivatives. The origin of the adjoint approach is
explained in [43], and perspective of Lagrange multiplier is introduced in [15]. For
the adjoint approach in context of optimization problems governed by partial dif-
ferential equations, we refer to, e.g., [51, 30]. Moreover, the adjoint method has
already been applied to many applications of control problems as well as shape
and topology optimization problems, e.g., in the domain of structural optimization
of solid bodies, see [2, 1, 3, 4], or in fluid mechanics, see, e.g., [25]. Further, op-
timization problems where the functionals depend on the eigenvalues are studied
in, e.g., [34] and discussed in [50]. The particular formulation of the eigenvalue
problem and its adjoint are inspired by [29, 47], where this approach is applied to a
posteriori error estimation for elliptic eigenvalue problems. For more literature for
the computation of shape derivatives in context of PDE constrained optimization,
we refer to [18, 49, 24].

In order the concerning optimization problem, we consider a damped inverse
BFGS method for infinite dimensional problems. The damping is based on an idea
of [45] for the standard BFGS method, see also [44]. Our implementation of the
damped inverse BFGS method is already used in [13].
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This paper is structured as follows. In Section 2, we model the optimization
problem of Maxwell’s eigenvalue problem. Therefore, we consider the method of
mappings in Section 2.1. Based on this method, we derive the shape optimization
problem depending on domain variations in Section 2.2. Afterwards, we discuss
the adjoint calculus for a generalized eigenvalue optimization problem in Section 3,
where we consider an adjoint representation for the derivatives in Section 3.1 and
derive the formulas for Maxwell’s eigenvalue optimization problem with domain
transformations in Section 3.2. In Section 4, we discuss the optimization method
used for the solution of the Maxwell eigenvalue optimization problem. In particular,
we will introduce a damped inverse BFGS method. Here, the damping is utilized
to allow the use of an Armijo backtracking linesearch within the optimization while
still guaranteeing positive definiteness of the approximate inverse Hessian. Finally,
in Section 5, we provide the details of the finite element discretization using a mixed
finite element method utilizing Lagrange and Nédélec elements to obtain conforming
subspaces ofH1

0 (Ω̂) andH0(curl; Ω̂), see, e.g., Monk [40]. Further, several numerical
examples show the correctness and efficiency of our implementation.

2. Modeling the Optimization Problem of Maxwell’s Eigenvalue
Problem

2.1. Mapping. Let d = 2, 3, we denote by Ω̂ ⊂ Rd the, simply connected, reference
domain. To map this domain to the physical domain Ωq ⊂ Rd on which the
Maxwell eigenvalue problem is to be posed, we define a deformation depending on
a displacement q which we consider as our control variable. The transformation of
a point x̂ ⊂ Ω̂ to a corresponding point x ⊂ Ωq is defined by

x = Fq(x̂) = q(x̂) + x̂.

To ensure invertibility of this mapping, as well as invertibility of induced maps
between function spaces on Ω̂ and Ωq, we require that q ∈ Qad ⊂ Q := H1(Ω̂;Rd).
More precisely, defining the deformation gradient

(1) DFq = I +∇q,

where I denotes the d × d identity matrix, and Jq = det(DFq) the corresponding
determinant, we require that for each q ∈ Qad it holds

DFq ∈ L∞(Ω̂;Rd×d), Jq > 0.

Based on these mappings, we need to define suitable transformations to assert the
needed function spaces on Ω̂ and Ω are isomorphic. Here, we need to consider the
function spaces

H0(curl; Ω) =
{
v ∈ L2(Ω)d : ∇× v ∈ L2(Ω)n; v × ν = 0 on ∂Ω

}
,

H1
0 (Ω) = {v ∈ H1(Ω) : v = 0 on ∂Ω},

where n = 1 for d = 2 and n = 3 for d = 3 and ν denotes the outward unit normal
on ∂Ω.

To this end, see, e.g., [14], we transform a scalar function p̂ ∈ H1
0 (Ω̂) to a scalar

function p = Hq(p̂) ∈ H1
0 (Ωq) by

p ◦ Fq = p̂ on Ω̂.

Over and above that, H1
0 (Ω̂) and H1

0 (Ωq) are isomorphic and for any such pair
p̂ ∈ H1

0 (Ω̂) and p ∈ H1
0 (Ωq), it holds

∇p ◦ Fq = DF−T
q ∇̂p̂ on Ω̂
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where ∇̂ and ∇ denote the gradient with respect to the reference coordinates x̂ and
the physical coordinates x.

For H0(ĉurl; Ω̂) we need to apply the covariant Piola mapping. Therefore, for
û ∈ H0(ĉurl; Ω̂) we associate a function u = Gq(û) ∈ H0(curl; Ωq) by the mapping

u ◦ Fq = DF−T
q û on Ω̂.

Then for u ∈ H0(curl; Ωq) and corresponding û ∈ H0(ĉurl; Ω̂), it holds that in the
three-dimensional case

∇× u ◦ Fq =
1

Jq
DFq∇̂ × û on Ω̂.

In the two-dimensional case it holds that

∇× u ◦ Fq =
1

Jq
∇̂ × û on Ω̂.

In addition, the local volume change between the two domains satisfies

dx = Jq dx̂.

For further details we refer to, e.g., [40, 16].

2.2. Shape Optimization Problem. Based on the domain mapping introduced
in Section 2.1. We define the following shape optimization problem of Maxwell’s
eigenvalue problem. We look for the solution of the problem

(2)

min J(q, λ(q))

s.t. ∇× (∇× u) = λu in Ωq

∇ · u = 0 in Ωq

ν × u = 0 on ∂Ωq

∥u∥2Ωq
= 1,

where a particular eigenvalue, e.g., smallest, is selected from the possible solutions
of (2). Here, and following, ∥ · ∥ and (·, ·) are the usual L2 norm and scalar product
on Ω̂ while an index Ωq refers to the respective quantity on Ωq. Furthermore, ν
is the outer unit normal vector to the boundary ∂Ωq. The generalized eigenvalue
problem of (2) is reformulated in weak form using the variational formulation by
Kikuchi [33], also seen in [14]. It is to find an eigenvalue λ ∈ R and corresponding
eigenvector 0 ̸= u ∈ H0(curl; Ωq) such that, for some ψ ∈ H1

0 (Ωq),

(3)
(∇× u,∇× v)Ωq

+ (∇ψ, v)Ωq
= λ(u, v)Ωq

∀ v ∈ H0(curl; Ωq)

(u,∇φ)Ωq
= 0 ∀ φ ∈ H1

0 (Ωq)

Considering now (3) on the reference domain Ω̂ and applying the domain map-
ping introduced in Section 2.1, we derive the following transformed equations on
the reference domain. Let u, v ∈ H0(curl; Ωq), φ ∈ H1

0 (Ωq) and corresponding
û, v̂ ∈ H0(ĉurl; Ω̂), φ̂ ∈ H1

0 (Ω̂) be arbitrary. In case of d = 3 the curl-equation is
given by

a(q; û, v̂)
d=3
:=

∫
Ωq

(∇× u,∇× v) dx =

∫
Ω̂

1

Jq
(DFq∇× û,DFq∇× v̂) dx̂

while for d = 2, it is

a(q; û, v̂)
d=2
:=

∫
Ωq

(∇× u,∇× v) dx =

∫
Ω̂

1

Jq
(∇× û,∇× v̂) dx̂.
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Independent of d = 2, 3, the remaining terms are transformed as follows.

b(q; û, φ̂) :=

∫
Ωq

(u,∇φ) dx =

∫
Ω̂

Jq
(
DF−T

q û,DF−T
q ∇φ̂

)
dx̂,

m(q; û, v̂) :=

∫
Ωq

(u, v) dx =

∫
Ω̂

Jq
(
DF−T

q û,DF−T
q v̂

)
dx̂.

Hence the weak formulation of the eigenvalue problem becomes find

(λ, u, ψ) ∈ R×H0(ĉurl; Ω̂)×H1
0 (Ω̂)

such that

a(q;u, v) + b(q; v, ψ) = λm(q;u, v) ∀v ∈ H0(ĉurl; Ω̂),

b(q;φ, u) = 0 ∀φ ∈ H1
0 (Ω̂).

We introduce the form k : Qad× (H0(ĉurl; Ω̂)×H1
0 (Ω̂))

2 → R for notational conve-
nience, by

k(q; (u, ψ), (v, φ)) := a(q;u, v) + b(v, ψ) + b(u, φ).

The variational form (3) can be written as find (λ, u, ψ) ∈ R×H0(ĉurl; Ω̂)×H1
0 (Ω̂)

solving

(4) k(q; (u, ψ), (v, φ)) = λm(q;u, v) ∀(v, φ) ∈ H0(ĉurl; Ω̂)×H1
0 (Ω̂).

We obtain the discretized formulation of (4) straight forward by utilization of the
Galerkin method.

3. Adjoint Calculus for a Generalized Eigenvalue Optimization
Problem

3.1. An Adjoint Representation for the Derivatives. We consider a general
eigenvalue optimization problem

(5)

min
q,λ,u

J(q, λ(q))

s.t.



k(q;u,v) = λ(q)m(q;u,v) ∀ v ∈ U

m(q;u,u) = 1,

u ∈ U,

λ ∈ R,

q ∈ Qad.

Here Qad is the set of admissible controls and U is the space, where we search for
eigenfunctions. In the example considered in Section 2.2, it is U = H0(ĉurl; 0, Ω̂)×
H1

0 (Ω̂) and functions can be decomposed as u = (u, ψ), v = (v, φ). Further, we
assume the cost functional J : Q × R → R to be continuously differentiable on
Qad × R. The forms k,m : Q ×U ×U → R are linear in the last two arguments.
Moreover, m is assumed to be symmetric with respect to the last two arguments.
Further, they are both differentiable on Qad × U × U. Here, differentiability on
Qad is to be understood in terms of sufficiently regular perturbations p ∈ Q̃ such
that smallness of p implies that the forms k,m remain well-defined.

For each q ∈ Qad, we assume that the eigenvalue problem k(q, u) = λ(q)m(q, u)
admits, a sequence λ0(q) ≤ λ1(q) ≤ . . . of real eigenvalues, which holds true for
the considered Maxwell eigenvalue problem, see, e.g., [40, Chapter 4.7]. To apply
adjoint calculus, we assume that, after normalization, the selected eigenvalue and
eigenfunction pair (λ,u) to be locally unique; and thus in particular the eigenvalue
to be simple. Moreover, we assume a gap of real eigenvalues between the chosen
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eigenvalue λi(q) and the others, i.e., without crossing, which implies that there
exists ρ > 0, independent of q, such that

|λi(q)− λj(q)| ≥ ρ for all j ̸= i.

The selection rule, e.g., λ(q) = λ0(q), is understood implicitly defining a solution
operator S : Qad → R ×U by defining q 7→ S(q) = (λ(q),u(q)) = (λ,u) to be the
particularly chosen eigenvalue-eigenfunction pair.

With the help of the solution operator, we can define the reduced problem

(6) min
q∈Qad

j(q) := J(q, λ(q)).

We can now utilize standard Lagrange techniques, see, e.g., [51, 12], to obtain a
representation of the derivative j′(q) ∈ Q∗ and the Q-gradient ∇Qj(q) ∈ Q. To this
end, we introduce the Lagrangian

L : Qad × (R×U)× (R×U)

of problem (6) as

L(q, (λ,u), (µ, z)) = J(q, λ)− k(q;u, z) + λm(q;u, z) + µ (m(q;u,u)− 1)(7)

where z ∈ U will be the adjoint state and µ is the multiplier for the normalization
of the eigenfunction condition.

Then as usual, we can recover the state equation (eigenvalue/eigenfunction) from
the condition

0 = L′
(µ,z)(q, (λ,u), (µ, z))(τ,v) ∀(τ,v) ∈ R×U

= −k(q;u,v) + λm(q;u,v)

+ τ(m(q;u,u)− 1)

using linearity of k,m in the last argument. The adjoint state is then defined by

0 = L′
(λ,u)(q, (λ,u), (µ, z))(τ,v) ∀(τ,v) ∈ R×U

= J ′
λ(q, λ)τ + τ m(q;u, z)

− k(q;v, z) + λm(q;v, z) + 2µm(q;u,v),

where τ is the test function of the eigenvalue and v is the test function of the
eigenfunction. using linearity of k,m in the last two arguments and symmetry of
m. Setting µ = 0 and considering variations in v, we see that z solves the adjoint
eigenvalue problem

k(q;v, z) = λm(q;v, z) ∀v ∈ U.

Variations in τ yield a normalization of the adjoint eigenfunction

m(q;u, z) = −J ′
λ(q, λ).

We obtain the derivative of the reduced cost functional with the thus computed
values for (λ,u, µ, z)

j′(q)p = L′
q(q, (λ, u), (µ, z))p ∀p ∈ Q̃.

Assuming Q̃ ⊂ Q to be dense and j′(q) to be extendable to a functional on Q,
and not just on Q̃, we can compute the Q-gradient ∇Qj(q) by inverting the Riesz
isomorphism, i.e., solving

(∇Qj(q), p)Q = j′(q)p ∀p ∈ Q.
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3.2. Derivative Formulas for the Domain Transformation. In the previous
Section 3.1, we derived an adjoint representation for the reduced gradient of a
generalized eigenvalue optimization problem. For the shape optimization problem
of Maxwell’s eigenvalue problem (2), we consider the following cost functional

J(q, λ) =
1

2
|λ− λ∗|2 +

α

2

(
∥q∥2 + ∥∇q∥2

)
− β

∫
Ω̂

ln(Jq − ε) dx̂,

where λ∗ ∈ R is a target eigenvalue and α, β ∈ R are given parameters adding some
regularization terms to the objective functional. We apply a quadratic penalty
regularization using the H1-norm to guarantee the existence of q and ∇q. In ad-
dition, the deformation gradient DFq, defined in (1), needs to be invertible and its
determinant to be non-negative. To ensure this, we apply a barrier term enforcing
Jq = det(DFq) ≥ ε for some ε > 0.

Here, the state and adjoint needed simply coincide with the constraining eigen-
value problem for (λ,u) and the corresponding adjoint eigenvalue problem for z with
a particular normalization, i.e., in the setting of Section 2.2, the state variables are

(λ,u) = (λ, (u, ψ)) ∈ R× (H0(ĉurl; Ω̂)×H1
0 (Ω̂)).

solving

(8)

a(q;u, v) + b(q; v, ψ) = λm(q;u, v) ∀v ∈ H0(ĉurl; Ω̂),

b(q;u, φ) = 0 ∀φ ∈ H1
0 (Ω̂),

m(q;u, u) = 1,

while the adjoint is
z = (z, χ)) ∈ H0(ĉurl; Ω̂)×H1

0 (Ω̂)

solving

(9)

a(q; v, z) + b(q; v, χ) = λm(q; v, z) ∀v ∈ H0(ĉurl; Ω̂),

b(q; z, φ) = 0 ∀φ ∈ H1
0 (Ω̂),

2m(q;u, z) = λ− λ∗,
where we had defined

a(q;u, v) = (∇× Gq(u),∇× Gq(v))Ωq ,

b(q;u, φ) = (Gq(u),∇Hq(φ))Ωq
,

m(q, u, v) = (Gq(u),Gq(v))Ωq
,

where Hq,Gq are the isomorphisms between reference and physical function spaces
as defined in Section 2.1.

More tedious is the calculation of the derivatives with respect to the domain
transformation. In view of the integral transformations at the end of Section 2.2
it is clear that the, directional, derivatives of the deformation gradient DFq, its
inverse DF−T

q , and its determinant Jq = det(Jq) are needed, i.e., for q ∈ Qad and
direction p, one needs

DF′
qd = ∇d, (F−T

q )d, J′qd.

As previously shown, the derivative of the reduced cost functional is given as

(10)
j′(q) = L′

q(q, (λ, (u, ψ)), (0, (z, χ)))p

= J ′
q(q)p− a′q(q;u, z)p− b′q(q; z, ψ)p− b′q(q;u, χ)p+ λm′

q(q;u, z)p

already inserting µ = 0. The first term is

J ′
q(q, λ)p = α ((q, p) + (∇q,∇p))− β

∫
Ω̂

1

Jq
(Jq)

′pdx̂,
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For the remaining terms, the derivatives follow from the respective formulas in
Section 2.2, i.e., for d = 2

a′q(q;u, z)p
d=2
=

∫
Ω̂

−1
J2q

J′qp (∇× u,∇× z) dx̂,

while for d = 3

a′q(q;u, z)p
d=3
=

∫
Ω̂

−1
J2q

J′qp (DFq∇× u,DFq∇× z) dx̂

+

∫
Ω̂

1

Jq

(
DF′

qp∇× u,DFq∇× z
)
dx̂

+

∫
Ω̂

1

Jq

(
DFq∇× u,DF′

qp∇× z
)
dx̂.

The remaining terms are independent of the dimension

b′q(q; z, ψ) =

∫
Ω̂

J′qp
(
DF−T

q z,DF−T
q ∇ψ

)
dx̂

+

∫
Ω̂

Jq
(
(DF−T

q )′p z,DF−T
q ∇ψ

)
dx̂

+

∫
Ω̂

Jq
(
DF−T

q z, (DF−T
q )p∇ψ

)
dx̂,

m′
q(q, u, z)p =

∫
Ω̂

J′qp
(
DF−T

q u,DF−T
q z

)
dx̂

+

∫
Ω̂

Jq
(
(DF−T

q )′p u,DF−T
q z

)
dx̂

+

∫
Ω̂

Jq
(
DF−T

q u, (DF−T
q )′p z

)
dx̂.

4. A Damped Inverse BFGS Method

In order to solve the reduced optimization problem (6), we consider a damped
inverse Broyden-Fletcher-Goldfarb-Shanno (BFGS) method. The damping was in-
troduced for an update for the Hessian approximation by [45], here we show that
an analogous approach can be utilized for the approximation of the inverse Hessian.
The resulting damped inverse BFGS method is given in Algorithm 1, where it is
assumed that the problem is such that a Q-gradient of the reduced objective can
be computed.

Remark 1. Note, that to assert global convergence, a check of the angle between
dk and ∇Qj(q

k) could be added in the algorithm. However, in our numerical tests
convergence to near stationarity was achieved without such safeguards.

Remark 2. In the implementation of Algorithm 1 the operator Bk is never stored
but the action Bk∇Qj(q

k) is evaluated using the recursive definition of Bk given by
the update formula. To this end, the functions d̃, Bky

k ∈ Q and the scalars (d̃k, yk)Q
and (d̃k −Bky

k, yk) are stored. To avoid unwanted increase in memory usage, the
implementation allows to specify the number m of previous iterates to be kept. The
recursive definition then uses the definition Bk−m = B0. To ensure compactness of
B0 −∇2j(q), we choose by default B0 = 1/αI, where I denotes the identity on Q.
Hence, the BFGS method guarantees fast convergence, see [23, Theorem 5.2], [32,
Theorem 2.5].

In the following lemma, we show that the damping step ensures that positive
definiteness of Bk is sufficient to assert positive definiteness of Bk+1.
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Lemma 1. Let d̃k, yk be given and assume that B0 ∈ L(Q,Q) is a symmetric,
positive definite operator. Then the damping step in Algorithm 1 ensures that
⟨yk, d̃k⟩ > 0. By induction Bk, and thus Bk+1, remains positive definite.

Proof. First, we verify the claim, that ⟨yk, d̃k⟩ > 0 is sufficient to assert positive
definiteness of Bk+1. The proof of this is almost analog to the finite dimensional
case, see, e.g., [53]. To this end, let p ∈ Q \ {0}, then the update formula asserts

(p,Bk+1p)Q = (p,Bkp)Q +
(p, d̃k −Bky

k)Q(d̃
k, p)Q + (p, d̃k)Q(d̃

k −Bky
k, p)Q

(d̃k, yk)Q

− (p, d̃k)Q
(d̃k −Bky

k, yk)Q

(d̃k, yk)2Q
(d̃k, p)Q.

By expanding the second and third summand, it equals to

= (p,Bkp)Q + 2
(p, d̃k)2Q − (p,Bky

k)Q(p, d̃
k)Q

(d̃k, yk)Q

− (p, d̃k)2Q
(d̃k, yk)Q − (Bky

k, yk)Q

(d̃k, yk)2Q

Again, expanding and re-sort terms provides

= (p,Bkp)Q +
(p, d̃k)2Q

(d̃k, yk)Q
− 2

(p,Bky
k)Q(p, d̃

k)Q

(d̃k, yk)Q
+ (p, d̃k)2Q

(Bky
k, yk)Q

(d̃k, yk)2Q
.

By adding ± (Bky
k,d̃k)2Q

(yk,Bkyk)Q
, we obtain

= (p,Bkp)Q +
(p, d̃k)2Q

(d̃k, yk)Q
−

(Bky
k, d̃k)2Q

(yk, Bkyk)Q

+
(Bky

k, d̃k)2Q
(yk, Bkyk)Q

− 2
(p,Bky

k)Q(p, d̃
k)Q

(d̃k, yk)Q
+ (p, d̃k)2Q

(Bky
k, yk)Q

(d̃k, yk)2Q
,

where we consider by binomial formula

= (p,Bkp)Q +
(p, d̃k)2Q

(d̃k, yk)Q
−

(Bky
k, d̃k)2Q

(yk, Bkyk)Q

+ (Bky
k, yk)Q

[
(Bky

k, d̃k)Q
(Bkyk, yk)Q

− (p, d̃k)Q

(d̃k, yk)Q
.

]2

Under the assumption that Bk is positive definite, only the third summand can
be negative, using a square root B1/2

k of the positive definite operator Bk, see,
e.g., [37], and Cauchy-Schwarz inequality one obtains

(p,Bk+1p)Q ≥ (p,Bkp)Q +
(p, d̃k)2Q

(d̃k, yk)Q
−

(Bky
k, d̃k)2Q

(yk, Bkyk)Q

≥ ∥B1/2
k p∥Q +

(p, d̃k)2Q

(d̃k, yk)Q
−
∥B1/2

k yk∥2Q∥B
1/2
k d̃k∥2Q

∥B1/2
k yk∥2Q

≥
(p, d̃k)2Q

(d̃k, yk)Q
≥ 0.

Now, either, B1/2
k yk and B1/2

k d̃k are linear independent, then the second inequality
coming from Cauchy-Schwarz inequality is strict, or there is some t ̸= 0 such that

B
1/2
k p = tB

1/2
k d̃k
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and then
(p, d̃k)2Q

(d̃k, yk)Q
=

(B
−1/2
k B

1/2
k p, d̃k)2Q

(d̃k, yk)Q
= t2

(B
−1/2
k B

1/2
k d̃k, d̃k)2Q

(d̃k, yk)Q
= t2

(d̃k, d̃k)2Q

(d̃k, yk)Q
> 0

implying positive definiteness of Bk+1.
Now, it remains to show that (yk, d̃

k)Q > 0. In the case θ = 1, clearly, with
ξ ∈ (0, 1),

(yk, d̃k)Q ≥ ξ (yk, Bky
k)Q > 0.

Otherwise, if θ ̸= 1, it is

(yk, d̃k)Q = (yk, θkd̃
k + (1− θk)Bky

k)Q

= (1− ξ) (yk, Bky
k)Q

(yk, Bkyk)Q − (yk, d̃k)Q
(yk, d̃k)Q

+

(
1− (1− ξ) (yk, Bky

k)Q
(yk, Bkyk)Q − (yk, dk)Q

)
(yk, Bky

k)Q

= (1− ξ) (yk, Bky
k)Q

(yk, Bkyk)Q − (yk, d̃k)Q
(yk, d̃k)Q

+
(yk, Bky

k)Q − (yk, d̃k)Q − (1− ξ)(yk, Bky
k)Q

(yk, Bkyk)Q − (yk, d̃k)Q
(yk, Bky

k)Q

=
(yk, Bky

k)Q ·
(
(1− ξ)(yk, d̃k)Q − (yk, d̃k)Q + ξ(yk, Bky

k)Q

)
(yk, Bkyk)Q − (yk, d̃k)Q

=
(yk, Bky

k)Q − ξ(yk, d̃k)Q + ξ(yk, Bky
k)Q

(yk, Bkyk)Q − (yk, d̃k)Q

= ξ(yk, Bky
k)Q > 0.

Similar to the finite dimensional damping, see [53], we choose ξ = 0.2. Thus the
assertion is shown. □

5. Numerical Examples on a 5-cell Cavity

In this section, we show numerical results of the damped inverse BFGS algorithm
from Algorithm 1 using adjoint calculus in order to solve the eigenvalue optimization
problem (2). We consider a two-dimensional planar 5-cell cavity geometry inspired
by a low β cavity design from [17, Chapter 6.4] on a model for the Superconducting-
DArmstadt-LINear-ACcelerator (S-DALINAC)1. Moreover, we consider to optimize
the first (smallest) eigenvalue λ0 to a target eigenvalue λ∗. We clarify here, that the
chosen eigenvalue to optimize is not necessary the first one. The only restriction to
the theory is that we choose a simple eigenvalue.

We discretize the function spaces with a mixed finite element method. We dis-
cretize the space of H1

0 (Ω) with Lagrange elements. To ensure the tangential con-
tinuity of the H0(curl; Ω), we discretize the function space with Nédélec elements.
For more details for finite elements and their properties, we refer to, e.g., [40, 14].
For the numerical computation, we use the C++-based optimization library DOpElib
[22], which bases on the finite element library deal.II [7, 6]. Further, the eigen-
value problems within the optimization are solved by the Krylov Schur eigenvalue
solver with a shift-invert spectral transformation provided in the SLEPc library ver-
sion 3.18.2 [26, 27] which bases on the PETSc library version 3.18.5 [10, 11, 9]. The
convergence tolerance for the eigenvalue solver is set to 10−5. The eigenvalue solver

1http://www.ikp.tu-darmstadt.de/sdalinac_ikp/

http://www.ikp.tu-darmstadt.de/sdalinac_ikp/
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Algorithm 1 Damped inverse BFGS method for an eigenvalue shape optimization
problem

Input: Let q0 ∈ Q be an initial guess for the control and the initial inverse Hessian
approximation be B0 ∈ L(Q,Q) (symmetric, positive definite). We choose the
parameter TOL > 0, kmax ∈ N, and γ ∈ (0, 0.5).

1: While ∥∇Qj(q
k)∥Q > TOL do

2: Solve the state eigenvalue problem (8) to obtain λ, u ∈ R× U .
3: Solve the adjoint eigenvalue problem (9) to obtain λ, z ∈ R× Z.
4: Compute the gradient ∇Qj(q

k), using (10).
5: Compute the search direction

dk = −Bk∇Qj(q
k).

6: Set qk+1 = qk + tkd
k, where tk is computed by backtracking line search, i.e.,

tk = max(1, ρ, ρ2, . . .) for some ρ ∈ (0, 1) such that

j(qk − tkdk) ≤ j(qk) + γtk(∇Qj(q
k), dk)Q

holds.
7: Set d̃k = tkd

k = qk+1 − qk and yk = ∇Qj(q
k+1)−∇Qj(q

k).
8: Damping step:
9: If (yk, d̃k)Q >= ξ(yk, Bky

k)Q then
10: θk = 1
11: else
12: θk = (1− ξ) (yk,Bky

k)Q

(yk,Bkyk)Q−(d̃k,yk)Q

13: end If
14: d̃k = θkd̃

k + (1− θk)Bky
k

15: Update Bk+1 ∈ L(Q,Q) such that for any p ∈ Q it holds

Bk+1p = Bkp+
(d̃k −Bky

k)(d̃k, p)Q + d̃k(d̃k −Bky
k, p)Q

(d̃k, yk)Q

− d̃k (d̃
k −Bky

k, yk)Q

(d̃k, yk)2Q
(d̃k, p)Q

16: Set k ← k + 1.
17: end While

applies a Richardson Krylov solver and the Cholesky preconditioner chosen with the
default properties of the SLEPc- and PETSc-libraries for the first example, whereas
in the second example, we set the relative convergence tolerance of the Richardson
Krylov solver to 10−5 and allow this method to automatically determine optimal
scaling at each iteration to minimize the 2-norm of the preconditioned residual.

In the following, we consider the starting design of a so-called low β cavity,
where the cells get longer in order to take into account the increasing speed of the
particle bunch. The geometry is described with the parameters shown in Table 1
and the initial domain of the 5-cell cavity is shown in Figure 2. The meshes of
the geometries are created with GMSH [21] and shown in Figure 3. Further, we set
the maximum number of iterations of the BFGS method to 100, the termination
tolerance is set to TOL = 10−7. For the Armijo line search, we set the maximum
number of iterations to 10 and γ = ρ = 0.1. Furthermore, we set the target value
λ∗ = 6017 and the regularization parameters α = 100, β = 10−6 and ε = 10−4.
The results in Table 2 show that by a discretization with 22103 DoFs or higher, the
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Riris

Reqa2

b2

b1

a1

l

Figure 2. Geometry of a Cavity.

Table 1. Cavity design parameters for the different cells, see [17].
All dimensions are given in mm.

Cavity Shape Parameter Cell 1 Cell 2 Cell 3 Cell 4 Cell 5
Equator radius Req 43.44542 43.44542 43.44542 43.44542 43.44542
Iris radius Riris 16.5627 16.5627 16.5627 16.5627 16.5627
Horizontal half axis at iris a1 3.2 3.7184 4.32 5.0208 5.8336
Vertical half axis at iris b1 3.0592 3.0592 3.0592 3.0592 3.0592
Horizontal half axis at equator
a2

21.98 25.54076 29.673 34.48662 40.06954

Vertical half axis at equator b2 23.82352 23.82352 23.82352 23.82352 23.82352
Length L 25.18 29.25916 33.993 39.50742 45.90314

Figure 3. Mesh of the 5-cell Cavity

BFGS method converges after 16 iterations. For a setting with 5438 DoFs, it takes
12. The values of Jq are slightly smaller than 1, which means that we obtain a small
shrinkage of the domain. The deformation of a 5-cell cavity after optimization is
shown in Figure 4.

6. Conclusion

In this paper, we considered an eigenvalue optimization problem with respect
to shape-variations in electromagnetic systems motivated by particle accelerator
cavities, such as superconducting TESLA or low β cavities, see [8, 17, 20]. We
formulated an optimization problem with the mixed formulation by Kikuchi and a
domain mapping, where we distinguished between the function spaces of H0(curl)
and H1

0 . We discussed the approach of adjoint calculus for general eigenvalue op-
timization problems and we applied adjoint calculus to the concrete problem. In
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Table 2. Results of a freeform optimization with target value
λ∗ = 6017 using the BFGS method from algorithm 1 with α = 100
and β = 10−6 on a 5-cell cavity. The initial first (numerical) eigen-
value is given by λ0. We show the eigenvalue λit after termination
of the method and the resulting value of the cost functional J , the
relative residual of the gradient of the cost functional as well as the
minimum and maximum value of the determinant of the deforma-
tion gradient Jq.

DoFs ref. Lagr. Néd. λ0 it. λit. J rrel Jq,min Jq,max

5438 0 1 0 6018.47 12 6017 1.728e-10 7.846e-07 0.99998 0.99999
22103 0 2 1 6022.89 16 6017 2.691e-09 9.067e-07 0.99987 0.99999
22103 1 1 0 6021.91 16 6017 1.878e-09 7.243e-07 0.99993 0.99998
86723 2 1 0 6024.65 16 6017 4.532e-09 9.520e-07 0.99991 0.99998

Figure 4. Deformation of a 5-cell cavity after optimization of
the first eigenvalue to target value λ∗ = 6017 using the BFGS
method from algorithm 1 with regularization parameters α = 100
and β = 10−6. The chosen refinement level is 2, the number of
DoFs is 86723. Lagrange elements of order 1 and lowest order
Nédélec elements are used.

order to solve this optimization problem, we discussed a damped inverse BFGS
method for infinite dimensional problems. We proved the preservation of the posi-
tive definiteness property of the updating operator which ensures that the curvature
condition is fulfilled. Finally, we showed the functionality of this method on a nu-
merical example of an optimization of a cavity domain.

References

[1] G. Allaire and F. Jouve. Minimum stress optimal design with the level set
method. Engineering Analysis with Boundary Elements, 32(11):909–918, 2008.
doi:10.1016/j.enganabound.2007.05.007.

[2] G. Allaire, F. Jouve, and A.-M. Toader. Structural optimization using sensi-
tivity analysis and a level-set method. Journal of Computational Physics, 194
(1):363–393, 2004. doi:10.1016/j.jcp.2003.09.032.

[3] G. Allaire, F. Jouve, and N. Van Goethem. Damage and fracture evolution
in brittle materials by shape optimization methods. Journal of Computational
Physics, 230(12):5010–5044, 2011. doi:10.1016/j.jcp.2011.03.024.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.enganabound.2007.05.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcp.2003.09.032
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcp.2011.03.024


14 CHRISTINE HERTER, SEBASTIAN SCHÖPS, AND WINNIFRIED WOLLNER

[4] G. Allaire, C. Dapogny, and P. Frey. Shape optimization with a level set
based mesh evolution method. Computer Methods in Applied Mechanics and
Engineering, 282:22–53, 2014. doi:10.1016/j.cma.2014.08.028.

[5] A. L. Andrew, K.-W. E. Chu, and P. Lancaster. Derivatives of eigenvalues and
eigenvectors of matrix functions. SIAM J. Matrix Anal. Appl., 14(4):903–926,
1993. doi:10.1137/0614061.

[6] D. Arndt, W. Bangerth, T. C. Clevenger, D. Davydov, M. Fehling, D. Garcia-
Sanchez, G. Harper, T. Heister, L. Heltai, M. Kronbichler, R. M. Kynch,
M. Maier, J.-P. Pelteret, B. Turcksin, and D. Wells. The deal.II li-
brary, version 9.1. Journal of Numerical Mathematics, 27(4):203–213, 2019.
doi:10.1515/jnma-2019-0064.

[7] D. Arndt, W. Bangerth, B. Blais, T. C. Clevenger, M. Fehling, A. V. Grayver,
T. Heister, L. Heltai, M. Kronbichler, M. Maier, P. Munch, J.-P. Pelteret,
R. Rastak, I. Thomas, B. Turcksin, Z. Wang, and D. Wells. The deal.II
library, version 9.2. Journal of Numerical Mathematics, 28(3):131–146, 2020.
doi:10.1515/jnma-2020-0043.

[8] B. Aune, R. Bandelmann, D. Bloess, B. Bonin, A. Bosotti, M. Champion,
C. Crawford, G. Deppe, B. Dwersteg, D. A. Edwards, H. T. Edwards, M. Fer-
rario, M. Fouaidy, P.-D. Gall, A. Gamp, A. Gössel, J. Graber, D. Hu-
bert, M. Hüning, M. Juillard, T. Junquera, H. Kaiser, G. Kreps, M. Kuch-
nir, R. Lange, M. Leenen, M. Liepe, L. Lilje, A. Matheisen, W.-D. Möller,
A. Mosnier, H. Padamsee, C. Pagani, M. Pekeler, H.-B. Peters, O. Pe-
ters, D. Proch, K. Rehlich, D. Reschke, H. Safa, T. Schilcher, P. Schmüser,
J. Sekutowicz, S. Simrock, W. Singer, M. Tigner, D. Trines, K. Twarowski,
G. Weichert, J. Weisend, J. Wojtkiewicz, S. Wolff, and K. Zapfe. Super-
conducting TESLA cavities. Phys. Rev. ST Accel. Beams, 3:092001, 2000.
doi:10.1103/PhysRevSTAB.3.092001.

[9] S. Balay, W. D. Gropp, L. C. McInnes, and B. F. Smith. Efficient management
of parallelism in object oriented numerical software libraries. In E. Arge, A. M.
Bruaset, and H. P. Langtangen, editors, Modern Software Tools in Scientific
Computing, pages 163–202. Birkhauser Press, 1997. doi:10.1007/978-1-4612-
1986-6_8.

[10] S. Balay, S. Abhyankar, M. F. Adams, J. Brown, P. Brune, K. Buschelman,
L. Dalcin, A. Dener, V. Eijkhout, W. D. Gropp, D. Kaushik, M. G. Knepley,
D. A. May, L. C. McInnes, R. T. Mills, T. Munson, K. Rupp, P. Sanan, B. F.
Smith, S. Zampini, H. Zhang, and H. Zhang. PETSc users manual. Technical
Report ANL-95/11 - Revision 3.15, Argonne National Laboratory, 2021.

[11] S. Balay, S. Abhyankar, M. F. Adams, J. Brown, P. Brune, K. Buschelman,
L. Dalcin, A. Dener, V. Eijkhout, W. D. Gropp, D. Kaushik, M. G. Knepley,
D. A. May, L. C. McInnes, R. T. Mills, T. Munson, K. Rupp, P. Sanan, B. F.
Smith, S. Zampini, H. Zhang, and H. Zhang. PETSc Web page, 2021. URL
https://petsc.org/.

[12] R. Becker, D. Meidner, and B. Vexler. Efficient numerical solution of parabolic
optimization problems by finite element methods. Optim. Methods Softw., 22
(5):813–833, 2007. doi:10.1080/10556780701228532.

[13] M. Bezbaruah, M. Maier, and W. Wollner. Shape optimization of opti-
cal microscale inclusions. SIAM J. Sci. Comput., 46(4):B377–B402, 2024.
doi:10.1137/23M158262.

[14] D. Boffi. Finite element approximation of eigenvalue problems. Acta Numer.,
19:1–120, 2010. doi:10.1017/S0962492910000012.

[15] J. Cea. Conception optimale ou identification de formes, calcul rapide de la
dérivée directionnelle de la fonction coût. RAIRO - Modélisation mathématique

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cma.2014.08.028
https://doi.org/10.1137/0614061
https://doi.org/10.1515/jnma-2019-0064
https://doi.org/10.1515/jnma-2020-0043
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevSTAB.3.092001
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4612-1986-6_8
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4612-1986-6_8
https://petsc.org/
https://doi.org/10.1080/10556780701228532
https://doi.org/10.1137/23M158262
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0962492910000012


NUMERICAL SHAPE EIGENVALUE OPTIMIZATION 15

et analyse numérique, 20(3):371–402, 1986. doi:10.1051/m2an/1986200303711.
[16] G. Cohen. Higher-Order Numerical Methods for Transient Wave Equations.

Scientific computation. Springer, 2002. doi:10.1007/978-3-662-04823-8.
[17] J. Corno. Numerical Methods for the Estimation of the Impact of Geomet-

ric Uncertainties on the Performance of Electromagnetic Devices. PhD the-
sis, Technische Universität, Darmstadt, 2017. URL http://tuprints.ulb.
tu-darmstadt.de/7038/.

[18] M. C. Delfour and J. P. Zolésio. Shapes and Geometries. Society for Industrial
and Applied Mathematics, second edition, 2011. doi:10.1137/1.9780898719826.

[19] M. Fischer, F. Lindemann, M. Ulbrich, and S. Ulbrich. Fréchet differ-
entiability of unsteady incompressible Navier–Stokes flow with respect to
domain variations of low regularity by using a general analytical frame-
work. SIAM Journal on Control and Optimization, 55(5):3226–3257, 2017.
doi:10.1137/16M1089563.

[20] N. Georg, W. Ackermann, J. Corno, and S. Schöps. Uncertainty quantification
for Maxwell’s eigenproblem based on isogeometric analysis and mode tracking.
Computer Methods in Applied Mechanics and Engineering, 350:228–244, 2019.
doi:10.1016/j.cma.2019.03.002.

[21] C. Geuzaine and J.-F. Remacle. Gmsh: A 3-d finite element mesh
generator with built-in pre- and post-processing facilities. International
Journal for Numerical Methods in Engineering, 79(11):1309–1331, 2009.
doi:10.1002/nme.2579.

[22] C. Goll, T. Wick, and W. Wollner. DOpElib: Differential equations and op-
timization environment; A goal oriented software library for solving pdes and
optimization problems with pdes. Archive of Numerical Software, 5(2):1–14,
2017. doi:10.11588/ans.2017.2.11815.

[23] A. Griewank. The local convergence of Broyden-like methods on Lipschitzian
problems in Hilbert spaces. SIAM J. Numer. Anal., 24(3):684–705, 1987.
doi:10.1137/07240.

[24] J. Haslinger and R. A. E. Mäkinen. Introduction to Shape Optimization. Society
for Industrial and Applied Mathematics, 2003. doi:10.1137/1.9780898718690.

[25] J. Heners, L. Radtke, M. Hinze, and A. Düster. Adjoint shape optimization
for fluid–structure interaction of ducted flows. Computational Mechanics, 61
(3):259–276, 2018. doi:10.1007/s00466-017-1465-5.

[26] V. Hernandez, J. E. Roman, and V. Vidal. Slepc: Scalable library for eigen-
value problem computations. In J. M. L. M. Palma, A. A. Sousa, J. Dongarra,
and V. Hernández, editors, High Performance Computing for Computational
Science — VECPAR 2002, volume 2565 of Lecture Notes in Computer Science,
pages 377–391. Springer, 2003. doi:10.1007/3-540-36569-9_25.

[27] V. Hernandez, J. E. Roman, and V. Vidal. SLEPc: A scalable and flexible
toolkit for the solution of eigenvalue problems. ACM Trans. Math. Software,
31(3):351–362, 2005. doi:10.1145/1089014.108901.

[28] C. Herter, S. Schöps, and W. Wollner. Eigenvalue optimization with respect to
shape-variations in electromagnetic cavities. PAMM, 22(1):e202200122, 2023.
doi:10.1002/pamm.202200122.

[29] V. Heuveline and R. Rannacher. A posteriori error control for finite approx-
imations of elliptic eigenvalue problems. Adv. Comput. Math., 15:107–138,
2001. doi:10.1023/A:1014291224961.

[30] M. Hinze, R. Pinnau, M. Ulbrich, and S. Ulbrich. Optimization with PDE
Constraints, volume 23 of Mathematical Modelling: Theory and Applications.
Springer, 2009. doi:10.1007/978-1-4020-8839-1.

https://doi.org/10.1051/m2an/1986200303711
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-662-04823-8
http://tuprints.ulb.tu-darmstadt.de/7038/
http://tuprints.ulb.tu-darmstadt.de/7038/
https://doi.org/10.1137/1.9780898719826
https://doi.org/10.1137/16M1089563
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cma.2019.03.002
https://doi.org/10.1002/nme.2579
https://doi.org/10.11588/ans.2017.2.11815
https://doi.org/10.1137/07240
https://doi.org/10.1137/1.9780898718690
https://doi.org/10.1007/s00466-017-1465-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/3-540-36569-9_25
https://doi.org/10.1145/1089014.108901
https://doi.org/10.1002/pamm.202200122
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1014291224961
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4020-8839-1


16 CHRISTINE HERTER, SEBASTIAN SCHÖPS, AND WINNIFRIED WOLLNER

[31] P. Jorkowski and R. Schuhmann. Mode tracking for parametrized eigenvalue
problems in computational electromagnetics. In 2018 International Applied
Computational Electromagnetics Society Symposium (ACES), pages 1–2, 2018.
doi:10.23919/ROPACES.2018.8364147.

[32] C. T. Kelley and E. W. Sachs. A new proof of superlinear convergence for
Broyden’s method in Hilbert space. SIAM J. Optim., 1(1):146–150, 1991.
doi:10.1137/0801011.

[33] F. Kikuchi. Mixed and penalty formulations for finite element analysis
of an eigenvalue problem in electromagnetism. Computer Methods in Ap-
plied Mechanics and Engineering, 64(1):509–521, 1987. doi:10.1016/0045-
7825(87)90053-3.

[34] N. Kikuchi, H.-C. Cheng, and Z.-D. Ma. Optimal Shape and Topology Design of
Vibrating Structures. Springer Netherlands, Dordrecht, 1995. doi:10.1007/978-
94-011-0453-1_6.

[35] M. Kranjčević, S. Gorgi Zadeh, A. Adelmann, P. Arbenz, and U. van Rienen.
Constrained multiobjective shape optimization of superconducting rf cavities
considering robustness against geometric perturbations. Phys. Rev. Accel.
Beams, 22:122001, 2019. doi:10.1103/PhysRevAccelBeams.22.122001.

[36] M. Kranjčević, A. Adelmann, P. Arbenz, A. Citterio, and L. Stingelin. Multi-
objective shape optimization of radio frequency cavities using an evolutionary
algorithm. Nuclear Instruments and Methods in Physics Research Section A:
Accelerators, Spectrometers, Detectors and Associated Equipment, 920:106–
114, 2019. ISSN 0168-9002. doi:10.1016/j.nima.2018.12.066.

[37] C. S. Kubrusly. Spectral Theorem, chapter 3, pages 55–89. Birkhäuser Boston,
Boston, 2012. ISBN 978-0-8176-8328-3. doi:10.1007/978-0-8176-8328-3_3.

[38] P. Lancaster. On eigenvalues of matrices dependent on a parameter. Nu-
merische Mathematik, 6:377–387, 1964. doi:10.1007/BF01386087.

[39] A. S. Lewis. The mathematics of eigenvalue optimization. Mathematical Pro-
gramming, 97:155–176, 2003. doi:10.1007/s10107-003-0441-3.

[40] P. Monk. Finite element methods for Maxwell’s equations. Numerical Mathe-
matics and Scientific Computation. Oxford University Press, New York, 2003.
doi:10.1093/acprof:oso/9780198508885.001.0001.

[41] F. Murat and J. Simon. Sur le contrôle par un domaine géométrique.
Laboratoire d’Analyse Numérique de l’Université de Paris VI, 1976. URL
https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:124497750.

[42] F. Murat and J. Simon. Etude de problemes d’optimal design. In J. Cea,
editor, Optimization Techniques Modeling and Optimization in the Service of
Man Part 2, volume 41 of Lecture Notes in Computer Science, pages 54–62.
Springer Berlin Heidelberg, 1976. doi:10.1007/3-540-07623-9_279.

[43] F. Murat and L. Tartar. Calculus of Variations and Homogenization, volume 31
of Progress in Nonlinear Differential Equations and Their Applications, chap-
ter 6, pages 139–173. Birkhäuser Boston, Boston, MA, 1997. doi:10.1007/978-
1-4612-2032-9_6.

[44] J. Nocedal and S. J. Wright. Numerical Optimization. Springer, New York,
NY, USA, 2e edition, 2006. doi:10.1007/978-0-387-40065-5.

[45] M. J. D. Powell. A fast algorithm for nonlinearly constrained optimization
calculations. In Numerical analysis (Proc. 7th Biennial Conf., Univ. Dundee,
Dundee, 1977), volume 630 of Lecture Notes in Math., pages 144–157, 1978.
doi:10.1007/BFb0067703.

[46] P. Putek, S. G. Zadeh, and U. van Rienen. Multi-objective shape op-
timization of TESLA-like cavities: Addressing stochastic Maxwell’s eigen-
problem constraints. Journal of Computational Physics, 513:113125, 2024.

https://doi.org/10.23919/ROPACES.2018.8364147
https://doi.org/10.1137/0801011
https://doi.org/10.1016/0045-7825(87)90053-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/0045-7825(87)90053-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-011-0453-1_6
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-011-0453-1_6
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevAccelBeams.22.122001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nima.2018.12.066
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-0-8176-8328-3_3
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01386087
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10107-003-0441-3
https://doi.org/10.1093/acprof:oso/9780198508885.001.0001
https://api.semanticscholar.org/CorpusID:124497750
https://doi.org/10.1007/3-540-07623-9_279
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4612-2032-9_6
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4612-2032-9_6
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-0-387-40065-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/BFb0067703


NUMERICAL SHAPE EIGENVALUE OPTIMIZATION 17

doi:10.1016/j.jcp.2024.113125.
[47] R. Rannacher, A. Westenberger, and W. Wollner. Adaptive finite ele-

ment solution of eigenvalue problems: Balancing of discretization and it-
eration error. Journal of Numerical Mathematics, 18(4):303–327, 2010.
doi:10.1515/JNUM.2010.015.

[48] V. Shemelin. Optimal choice of cell geometry for a multicell su-
perconducting cavity. Phys. Rev. ST Accel. Beams, 12:114701, 2009.
doi:10.1103/PhysRevSTAB.12.114701.

[49] J. Sokolowski and J.-P. Zolesio. Introduction to shape optimization. Springer
Berlin Heidelberg, Berlin, Heidelberg, 1992. doi:10.1007/978-3-642-58106-9_1.

[50] A.-M. Toader and C. Barbarosie. 6. Optimization of eigenvalues and
eigenmodes by using the adjoint method. In M. Bergounioux, Édouard
Oudet, M. Rumpf, G. Carlier, T. Champion, and F. Santambrogio, edi-
tors, Topological Optimization and Optimal Transport, volume 17 of Radon
Ser. Comput. Appl. Math., pages 142–158. De Gruyter, Berlin, Boston, 2017.
doi:10.1515/9783110430417-006.

[51] F. Tröltzsch. Optimal control of partial differential equations, volume 112 of
Graduate Studies in Mathematics. American Mathematical Society, Provi-
dence, RI, 2010. doi:10.1090/gsm/112.

[52] S.-A. Udongwo, S. G. Zadeh, R. Calaga, and U. van Rienen. Design and opti-
misation of an 800 MHz 5-cell elliptical SRF cavity for T¯t working point of
the future circular Electron-Positron Collide. In Proc. IPAC’23, number 14 in
International Particle Accelerator Conference, pages 764–767. JACoW Publish-
ing, Geneva, Switzerland, 2023. doi:10.18429/JACoW-IPAC2023-MOPL089.

[53] M. Ulbrich and S. Ulbrich. Nichtlineare Optimierung. Mathematik Kompakt.
Birkhäuser Basel, 2012. doi:10.1007/978-3-0346-0654-7.

[54] A. Ziegler, M. Merkel, P. Gangl, and S. Schöps. On the computa-
tion of analytic sensitivities of eigenpairs in isogeometric analysis. Com-
puter Methods in Applied Mechanics and Engineering, 409:115961, 2023.
doi:10.1016/j.cma.2023.115961.

Universität Hamburg, Fachbereich Mathematik, Bundesstr. 55, 20146 Hamburg
Email address: christine.herter@uni-hamburg.de

Schloßgartenstr. 8 64289 Darmstadt
Email address: sebastian.schoeps@tu-darmstadt.de

Universität Hamburg, Fachbereich Mathematik, Bundesstr. 55, 20146 Hamburg
Email address: winnifried.wollner@uni-hamburg.de

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcp.2024.113125
https://doi.org/10.1515/JNUM.2010.015
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevSTAB.12.114701
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-642-58106-9_1
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110430417-006
https://doi.org/10.1090/gsm/112
https://doi.org/10.18429/JACoW-IPAC2023-MOPL089
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-0346-0654-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cma.2023.115961

	1. Introduction
	2. Modeling the Optimization Problem of Maxwell's Eigenvalue Problem
	2.1. Mapping
	2.2. Shape Optimization Problem

	3. Adjoint Calculus for a Generalized Eigenvalue Optimization Problem
	3.1. An Adjoint Representation for the Derivatives
	3.2. Derivative Formulas for the Domain Transformation

	4. A Damped Inverse BFGS Method
	5. Numerical Examples on a 5-cell Cavity
	6. Conclusion
	References

