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Detection of a piecewise linear crack with one incident wave

Xiaoxu Xu∗ Guanqiu Ma† Guanghui Hu‡

Abstract

This paper is concerned with inverse crack scattering problems for time-harmonic acoustic

waves. We prove that a piecewise linear crack with the sound-soft boundary condition in

two dimensions can be uniquely determined by the far-field data corresponding to a single

incident plane wave or point source. We propose two non-iterative methods for imaging

the location and shape of a crack. The first one is a contrast sampling method, while the

second one is a variant of the classical factorization method but only with one incoming

wave. Newton’s iteration method is then employed for getting a more precise reconstruction

result. Numerical examples are presented to show the effectiveness of the proposed hybrid

method.

Keywords: Helmholtz equation, crack, inverse scattering, single wave, uniqueness, hy-

brid method.

1 Introduction

Inverse scattering problems aim to detect and identify the location, shape and physical properties

of an unknown scatterer from the measurement data incited by incident waves. The unknown

target can be an impenetrable bounded obstacle, an inhomogeneous medium or an unbounded

rough surface and so on. The measurement data could be far-field data or near-field data. The

far-field data are far-field patterns which are also known as the scattering amplitudes, while

the near-field data consist of the measurements of scattered waves or total waves. We refer the

readers to [2, 4] for an overview of inverse time-harmonic acoustic and electromagnetic scattering

problems. In this paper, we focus on inverse acoustic scattering by a sound-soft crack in R
2. Let

Γ ⊂ R
2 be a piecewise linear crack embedded in an isotropic and homogeneous medium. More
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precisely, Γ is supposed to be a piecewise linear curve lying on the boundary ∂Ω of some convex

polygon Ω. Suppose the crack Γ is illuminated by the plane wave

ui = ui(x, d) := eikx·d, (1.1)

where k > 0 is the wave number and d∈ S is the incident direction with S := {x ∈ R
2 : |x|=1}

denoting the unit circle. Let us(x, d) denote the scattered field. Then the total field u(x, d) =

ui(x, d) + us(x, d) satisfies the equations:

∆u+ k2u = 0 in R
2\Γ, (1.2)

u± = 0 on Γ, (1.3)

lim
r→∞

√
r

(
∂us

∂r
− ikus

)
= 0, r = |x|, (1.4)

where (1.2) is the so-called Helmholtz equation and (1.4) is the Sommerfeld radiation condition

that ensures the existence of a unique solution to (1.2)–(1.4). Since the crack is assumed to be

sound-soft, the total field u satisfies the homogeneous Dirichlet boundary condition (1.3) on both

sides of Γ, where

u±(x) := lim
t→+0

u(x± tν(x)), x ∈ Γ,

with ν denoting the unit outward normal to ∂Ω.

The existence of a unique solution to the scattering problem (1.2)–(1.4) has been established

in [2, Section 8.7]. By [4, Theorem 2.6], the scattered field us has the asymptotic behavior

us(x) =
eik|x|√
|x|

{
u∞(x̂) +O

(
1

|x|

)}
, |x| → ∞, (1.5)

uniformly for all observation directions x̂ := x/|x|. Here, u∞ is called the far-field pattern of the

scattered field us, which is an analytic function over the unit circle S. Given a point source

wi(x, y) := Φk(x, y), y ∈ R
2\Γ, x, y ∈ R

2, (1.6)

we denote the scattered field, total field and its far-field pattern by ws(x, y), w(x, y) and w∞(x̂, y),

respectively. Here, Φk(x, y) is the fundamental solution to the two-dimensional Helmholtz equa-

tion, i.e.,

∆xΦk(x, y) + k2Φk(x, y) = −δ(x− y).

It is well known that Φk(x, y) =
i
4H

(1)
0 (k|x − y|) with H

(1)
0 denoting the Hankel function of the

first kind of order zero (see [4, Section 3.5]).

In this paper we are interested in the uniqueness and numerical method for inverse crack

scattering problems with one incident wave. More precisely, for a fixed wave number k0 > 0
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we want to reconstruct the location and shape of the crack Γ from a knowledge of the far-field

pattern {u∞(x̂, d0; k0) : x̂ ∈ S} for a fixed d0 ∈ S or {w∞(x̂, y0; k0) : x̂ ∈ S} for a fixed y0 ∈ R
2\Γ.

Uniqueness in inverse scattering is concerned with the question whether the measurement data

can uniquely determine the unknown target. Assuming two different scatterers producing the

same far-field patterns for all incident directions, one can obtain a contradiction by considering

a sequence of solutions with a singularity moving towards a boundary point of one scatterer that

is not contained in the other scatterer (see [4, Theorem 5.6] in inverse obstacle scattering and [2,

Theorem 8.39] in inverse crack scattering). If the scatterer is a convex polyhedral (or polygonal)

obstacle of Dirichlet kind, the uniqueness to inverse acoustic and elastic scattering problems can

be established with a single incident plane wave (see [4, Theorem 5.5] and [7]). The proof carries

over to the case of crack scatting as shown in the sequel.

There exist many numerical approaches for inverse scattering problems such as iterative

solution method, decomposition method and sampling method (cf. [4]). Recently, the so-called

extended sampling method has been proposed in [13] to determine the location and approximate

the support of unknown scatterers from far-field data generated by one incident plane wave. As

a variant of the classical linear sampling method [2, 3], extended sampling method is based on

the indicator function z 7→ ||gz||L2(S), where the function gz with z ∈ R
2 is a regularized solution

to the integral equation

∫

S

u∞BR(z)(x̂, d)gz(d)ds(d) = U(x̂), x̂ ∈ S. (1.7)

The right hand side U(x̂) of (1.7) denotes the measurement far-field data to the unknown scatterer

and u∞BR(z)(x̂, d) is the far-field pattern to the sound-soft disk BR(z) := {x ∈ R
2 : |x− z| < R}

incited by the incident plane wave with the direction d ∈ S. It has been proved in [13] that the

Herglotz wave function vgεz with kernel given by the regularized solution gεz to (1.7) converges

in H1(BR(z)) as ε → 0 if D ⊂ BR(z) and blows up in the norm of H1(BR(z)) as ε → 0 if

D ∩ BR(z) = ∅. BR(z) can be viewed as a “test domain” and the idea of “range test” can also

be found in [16]. Combining the idea of “test domain” and the classical factorization method

(see [9]), a variant to factorization method with one plane wave has been proposed in [7, 14].

We will apply this method to the detection of an unknown crack based on the far-field pattern

corresponding to one incident plane wave or point source.

This paper is organized as follows. Uniqueness results for inverse piecewise linear crack

scattering problems with a single incident wave are established in Section 2. The contrast

sampling method will be proposed in Section 3 to initially determine the detection area. We

introduce the one-wave factorization method in Section 4, which will be used to roughly recover

the shape and location of the unknown crack. To get a more accurately reconstruction, we then

employ Newton’s iteration method in Section 5. Numerical examples are illustrated in Section

6.
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2 Uniqueness results

In this section, we will prove some uniqueness results for inverse crack scattering problems with

a single plane wave or point source. Denote by usj , uj and u∞j the scattered field, total field

and far-field pattern, respectively, associated with the crack Γj (j = 1, 2) and corresponding to

the incident plane wave ui. The corresponding notations to the incident point source wi will be

denoted by ws
j , wj and w∞

j , respectively. Below we state and prove the uniqueness results.

Theorem 2.1. Assume Γj is a sound-soft crack such that Γj ⊂ ∂Ωj , where ∂Ωj denotes the

boundary of some convex polygon Ωj ⊂ R
2, j = 1, 2, as shown in Figure 1.

(i) Let d0 ∈ S be an arbitrary fixed incident direction. If the far-field patterns satisfy

u∞1 (x̂, d0) = u∞2 (x̂, d0) for all x̂ ∈ S0, (2.1)

where S0 is an open subset of S, then Γ1 = Γ2.

(ii) Let y0 ∈ G be an arbitrarily fixed point, where G denotes the unbounded component of

the complement of Γ1 ∪ Γ2. If the far-field patterns satisfy

w∞
1 (x̂, y0) = w∞

2 (x̂, y0) for all x̂ ∈ S0, (2.2)

then Γ1 = Γ2. Here S0 is again an open subset of S.

Proof. (i). Assume to the contrary that Γ1 6= Γ2. We deduce from (2.1) by analyticity that

u∞1 (x̂, d0) = u∞2 (x̂, d0), x̂ ∈ S.

From Rellich’s lemma [4, Theorem 2.14], we deduce that us1(·, d0) = us2(·, d0) in G and thus

u1(x, d0) = u2(x, d0), x ∈ G. (2.3)

Without loss of generality, we may assume that Γ2\Γ1 is nonempty. Noting that Ω2 is convex,

we can find a line segment Γ0 ⊂ Γ2\Γ1 such that Ω2 is located in one of the half-space, denoted

by R
2
+, divided by the infinity straight line containing Γ0.

We claim that u1 can be analytically extended as an odd function with respect to an infinite

straight line. To show this, we consider the following two cases:

Case (a): Γ1\R2
+ 6= ∅ (Figure 1 (a)).

In this case there exists a line segment Λ ⊂ Γ1\R2
+. Since Ω2 ⊂ R

2
+, we have Λ ∩ Ω2 = ∅.

Due to the sound-soft boundary condition on Γ1, (2.3) implies u2(x, d0) = u1(x, d0) = 0 for

x ∈ Λ ⊂ Γ1. By the analyticity of u2 in R
2
− := R

2\R2
+, u1(·, d0) = u2(·, d0) vanishes identically

on the half line extending Λ to infinity in R
2
−.

Case (b): Γ1 ⊂ R
2
+ (Figure 1 (b)).

Then by the sound-soft boundary condition on Γ0 ⊂ Γ2, we deduce from (2.3) that u1(x, d0) =

u2(x, d0) = 0 for x ∈ Γ0. By the analyticity of u1(·, d0) near Λ and the reflected principle for
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(a) Case (a) (b) Case (b)

Figure 1: An example for geometry of two cracks. Black ’-’: Γ1; red ’- -’: Γ2.

the Helmholtz equation (see [9, Theorem 2.18] and [18]), u1(·, d0) must be an odd function with

respect to Γ0 in the neighborhood of Γ0. Noting that Γ1 ⊂ R
2
+, we can find a line segment

Λ as a subset of the reflection of Γ1 with respect to Γ0 (see Figure 1 (b)). By the sound-soft

boundary condition on Γ1 we have u1(x, d0) = 0 for x ∈ Γ1. This implies u1(x, d0) = 0 for x ∈ Λ,

since u1(·, d0) is analytic and odd with respect to Γ0. Analogously to Case (a), u1(·, d0) can be

analytically extended along the half line that contains Λ and lies in R
2
−.

Combining the above two cases, we have proved that ui(·, d0) + us1(·, d0) = u1(·, d0) = 0

on the half line containing Λ and extending to infinity in R
2
−. This is a contradiction, because

us1(x, d0) → 0 as |x| → ∞ by (1.5) and |ui(x, d0)| = 1 for x ∈ R
2.

(ii). Assume to the contrary that Γ1 6=Γ2. We deduce from (2.2) by analyticity that

w∞
1 (x̂, y0) = w∞

2 (x̂, y0)

for all x̂ ∈ S. By Rellich’s lemma [4, Theorem 2.14], we have ws
1(·, y0) = ws

2(·, y0) in G and thus

w1(x, y0) = w2(x, y0)

for all x ∈ G\{y0}. Analogously to the proof of assertion (i), we know that w1(·, y0) must be

an odd function in a symmetric subdomain of R2\Γ2 with respect to some straight line Λ̃ (e.g.,

Figure 1). Hence, by the sound-soft boundary condition on Γ1 we have

w1(x, y0) = 0, x ∈ Γ1 ∪ Λ̃. (2.4)

Denote the reflected point of y0 with respect to Λ̃ by y′0. Due to the singularity of the fundamental

solution, w1(x, y0) is singular at x = y0. Thus, w1(x, y0) is singular at x = y′0, since w1 is odd.

However, this is impossible because, w1(y
′
0, y0) = 0 by (2.4) if y′0 ∈ Γ1∪Λ̃ and w1(·, y0) is analytic

in the neighborhood of y′0 if y′0 /∈ Γ1 ∪ Λ̃.

Remark 2.2. (i) Theorem 2.1 remains valid even if Ω1 and Ω2 are non-convex polygons. By

the sound-soft boundary condition, one can apply the reflected principle finitely many times to
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find a half line Λ such that one of the total fields corresponding to Γ1 and Γ2 vanishes on it and

satisfies the Helmholtz equation in the neighborhood.

(ii) The proof of Theorem 2.1 implies that the total field cannot be analytically extended across

crack tips or interior corners of a piecewise linear sound-soft crack.

3 Contrast sampling method to determine a rough location

In this section, we introduce a contrast sampling method to get a rough location of the unknown

crack. This method is based on a comparison between the far-field data of the target crack and

the far-field patterns of test point sources/test scatterers. To show the method, we assume for a

while that the shape of the target crack Γ is known a priori. For a ∈ R
2 denote the shifted crack

by Γa := {x+ a ∈ R
2 : x ∈ Γ}. Define the indicator function

Icrack(a) :=

{∫

S0

|U∞
Γ (x̂)− U∞

Γa
(x̂)|2ds(x̂)

}−1

, (3.1)

where U∞
Γ (x̂) and U∞

Γa
(x̂) are the far-field patterns corresponding to an incident plane wave

ui(x, d0) for an arbitrarily fixed d0 ∈ S or an incident point source wi(x, y0) for an arbitrarily

fixed y0 ∈ R
2\(Γ ∪ Γa), associated with the crack Γ and Γa, respectively. Here, again S0 is an

open subset of the unit circle S. By Theorem 2.1, the indicator Icrack(a) is well defined and

positive for all a ∈ R
2\{0} and Icrack(a) → ∞ as |a| → 0. Noting that Γa = Γ provided |a| = 0,

we conclude that the location of the target crack can be recovered by plotting the indicator

function a 7→ Icrack(a).

If the shape of the target crack is unknown, we replace U∞
Γa
(x̂) in (3.1) by the far-field pattern

of a test disk incited by the same incident wave or the far-field pattern of a test point source.

This leads to our contrast sampling method.

3.1 Comparison with point sources

Replacing U∞
Γa
(x̂) in (3.1) by the far-field pattern of a test point source, we obtain the indicator

function

Ips(P ; τ) :=

{∫

S0

|U∞
Γ (x̂)− τΦ∞

k (x̂, P )|2 ds(x̂)
}−1

, (3.2)

where Φ∞
k (x̂, P ) is the far-field pattern of the point source Φk(x, P ) located at P ∈ R2, and

τ ∈ C\{0} is the scattering strength. Here, the wave number k > 0 of the point source Φk(x, P )

is the same as the incident wave of the target crack. As explained in the beginning of this section,

it is expected that Ips(P ; τ) will take a large value as P is getting closer to Γ and take relatively

small values when P moves away from Γ.
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3.2 Comparison with disks

Suppose BR(P ) is a disk centered at P ∈ R
2 with radius R > 0. Replacing U∞

Γa
(x̂) in (3.1) by

the far-field pattern U∞
BR(P )(x̂) of the sound-soft disk BR(P ) incited by the same incident wave,

we obtain the indicator function

Idisk(P ;R) :=

{∫

S0

∣∣∣U∞
Γ (x̂)− U∞

BR(P )(x̂)
∣∣∣
2
ds(x̂)

}−1

. (3.3)

As explained in the beginning of this section, it is expected that Idisk(P ;R) will take a large

value as P is close to Γ and take relatively small values as P moves away from Γ. We guess the

indicator function Idisk(P ;R) defined by (3.3) remains valid if the boundary condition of BR(P )

is replaced by other boundary conditions or even the disk is replaced by other scatterers, like an

inhomogeneous medium.

In the numerical implementation of contrast sampling method given by (3.3), we need to

solve a forward scattering problem for different P or R. For incident plane waves, the far-field

pattern corresponding to a disk takes the explicit series form

u∞BR(P )(x̂, d0) = −
√

2

kπ
e−iπ

4

∑

n∈Z

Jn(kR)

H
(1)
n (kR)

ein(θx−θd)eikP ·(d−x̂), x̂ ∈ S, (3.4)

if BR(P ) is sound-soft, and

u∞BR(P )(x̂, d0) = −
√

2

kπ
e−iπ

4

∑

n∈Z

kJ ′
n(kR) + ηJn(kR)

kH
(1)′
n (kR) + ηH

(1)
n (kR)

ein(θx−θd)eikP ·(d−x̂), x̂ ∈ S, (3.5)

if the impedance boundary condition ∂νu + ηu = 0 is imposed on ∂BR(P ) with the constant

impedance coefficient η ∈ C. Here, x̂ = (cos θx, sin θx), d0 = (cos θd, sin θd), Jn is the Bessel

function of order n, and H
(1)
n is the Hankel function of the first kind of order n. The expressions

(3.4) and (3.5) can be deduced from the expansion of the scattered field in terms of spherical

wave functions together with the translation property (see e.g., [4, (2.49) and (5.3)] and [14]).

4 The one-wave factorization method

Using the contrast sampling method in the previous section, the rough location of target crack

can be determined by far-field data of a single wave. In this section, we will employ the one-wave

factorization method introduced in [14] for getting a precise information on the location and

shape of the target crack. We first review the classical factorization method (cf. [9]).

4.1 Preliminary results from the factorization method

Suppose D ⊂ R
2 is a bounded obstacle with its boundary ∂D ∈ C2 such that R2\D is connected.

Define the data-to-pattern operator corresponding to D by GDf = u∞D where u∞D is the far-field

7



pattern to the solution usD of the following boundary value problem

∆usD + k2usD = 0 in R
2\D, (4.1)

BusD = f on ∂D, (4.2)

lim
r→∞

√
r

(
∂usD
∂r

− ikusD

)
= 0, r = |x|, (4.3)

where the boundary condition B on ∂D depends on the physical property of D:

Bu =




u, if D is a sound-soft obstacle,

∂u
∂ν + ηu, if D is an impedance obstacle.

Here, ν denotes the unit outward normal to ∂D and η ∈ C(∂D) is the impedance coefficient

satisfying Im η ≥ 0 on ∂D. In particular, D is called a sound-hard obstacle if η = 0 on ∂D.

The existence of a unique solution to above exterior boundary value problem can be established

either by integral equation method [5, Chapter 3] or by variational method [2, Section 5.3].

Therefore, the data-to-pattern operator GDf ∈ L2(S) is well-defined for all f ∈H1/2(∂D) if D is

a sound-soft obstacle and for all f ∈H−1/2(∂D) if D is an impedance obstacle.

In particular, denote by u∞D (x̂, d) the far-field pattern of the solution usD to (4.1)–(4.3) with

f = −Bui(·, d) with the incident plane wave ui given by (1.1). Define the far-field operator

FD : L2(S) → L2(S) by

(FDg)(x̂) :=

∫

S

u∞D (x̂, d)g(d) ds(d), x̂ ∈ S. (4.4)

The classical factorization method is mainly based on the following theorem, which follows easily

from [9, Theorems 1.21 and 2.15] and [17, Lemmas 3.3 and 3.4].

Theorem 4.1. If k2 is not an eigenvalue of −∆ in D with corresponding boundary condition,

i.e., the following interior boundary value problem

∆v + k2v = 0 in D,

Bv = 0 on ∂D,

has only the trivial solution v = 0 in D. Then we have

RanF
1/2
D,# = RanGD, (4.5)

where RanF
1/2
D,# and RanGD denote the ranges of the operators F

1/2
D,# and GD, respectively, and

FD,# := |ReFD|+ |ImFD| with ReFD := (FD + F ∗
D)/2 and ImFD := (FD − F ∗

D)/(2i).
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4.2 The factorization method with a single wave

Let D be given as in Subsection 4.1. In this subsection D will play the role of testing scatterers for

detecting the location and shape of a piecewise linear crack, as shown by the following theorem

on the one-wave factorization method.

Theorem 4.2. Assume Γ is a sound-soft crack such that there exists a polygon Ω whose boundary

∂Ω satisfies Γ ⊂ ∂Ω. Suppose U∞
Γ is the far-field pattern to Γ corresponding to the plane wave

(1.1) with an arbitrarily fixed d0 ∈ S or the point source (1.6) with an arbitrarily fixed y0 ∈ R
2\Γ.

(a) If Γ ⊂ D (see Figure 2 (a)), then U∞
Γ ∈ RanGD.

(b) If Γ 6⊂ D and D is convex (see Figure 2 (b)), then U∞
Γ /∈ RanGD.

(c) If Γ ∩D = ∅ (see Figure 2 (c)), then U∞
Γ /∈ RanGD.

Proof. Let U s
Γ and UΓ denote the scattered field and total field of the crack Γ corresponding to

the far-field pattern U∞
Γ , respectively.

(a). Since Γ ⊂ D, we can set f = BU s
Γ in (4.2). The uniqueness of the exterior boundary

value problem (4.1)–(4.3) implies usD = U s
Γ in R

2\D. Therefore, u∞D (x̂) = U∞
Γ (x̂) for all x̂ ∈ S

and thus U∞
Γ = GDf .

(b). Assume to the contrary that U∞
Γ ∈ RanGD. Then there exists a boundary value f

on ∂D such that the far-field pattern u∞D of the solution usD to the exterior boundary value

problem (4.1)–(4.3) coincides with U∞
Γ . Rellich’s lemma [4, Theorem 2.14] implies usD = U s

Γ in

the unbounded component of the complement of Γ∪D. Noting that Γ 6⊂ D and D is convex, one

can find a line segment Λ0 ⊂ Γ\D such that the total field UΓ is analytic in the neighborhood of

Λ0 and vanishes on Λ0. In particular, by the convexity of D, one can always assume that the line

segment Λ0 contains a crack tip or interior corner of Γ. In view of Remark 2.2 (ii), proceeding

as in the proof of Theorem 2.1, we can obtain a contradiction between the analyticity of usD and

the singularity of U s
Γ at the crack tip or interior corner.

Γ

D

(a) Γ ⊂ D

Γ

D

(b) Γ 6⊂ D

Γ

D

(c) Γ ∩D = ∅

Γ

D

(d) Γ, concave D

Figure 2: Geometry of Theorem 4.2.

(c). Assume to the contrary that U∞
Γ ∈ RanGD. Proceeding as in the proof of assertion

(b), we can conclude that U s
Γ can be extended as an entire solution to the Helmholtz equation.
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Therefore, the radiating solution U s
Γ vanishes identically. However, this contradicts the sound-soft

boundary condition on Γ.

Remark 4.3. For non-convex testing scatterers D, the assertions (a) and (c) of Theorem 4.2

remain valid, but the assertion (b) is no longer true. In fact, if the crack tips and corner points

of Γ are all contained in a concave domain D but Γ 6⊂ D (see Figure 2 (d)), one can prove via

analytical continuation arguments that U∞
Γ ∈ RanGD.

Theorem 4.2 implies that the inclusion relation between the crack Γ and the test domain D

can be characterized by whether the far-field pattern U∞
Γ to the crack belongs to RanGD or not.

Motivated by this, a numerical method to reconstruct the location and rough profile of target

crack Γ from far-field data U∞
Γ of a single wave can be designed. There are several methods

to compute the range of GD. To solve the inverse crack scattering problem in a data-to-data

manner, we shall get RanGD indirectly from the range identity (4.5) that requires the far-field

data for D, instead of by directly solving the exterior boundary value problem (4.1)–(4.3) (see

[16]). This leads to our factorization method with a single wave:

Theorem 4.4. Suppose that the test domain D introduced in Subsection 4.1 is convex. Assume

that k2 > 0 is not an eigenvalue of −∆ over D with the corresponding boundary condition.

Denote by (λn, fn) an eigensystem of FD,# and let U∞
Γ be the same as in Theorem 4.2. Define

the indicator function by

I1(D) :=

{
∑

n

1

λn

∣∣∣(U∞
Γ , fn)L2(S)

∣∣∣
2
}−1

. (4.6)

Then we have I1(D) = 0 if Γ 6⊂ D, and I1(D) > 0 if Γ ⊂ D.

We omit the proof Theorem 4.4, since it follows directly from (4.5), Theorem 4.2, the fact that

RanGD is dense in L2(S) (see [2, Theorem 4.8] and [4, Theorem 3.36]), and Picard’s theorem [4,

Theorem 4.8].

Remark 4.5. If D = BR(P ) is a disk centered at P with radius R > 0, the above theorem

was shown in [14, Theorem 3.7]. For circular test domains, the eigensystem of FBR(P ),# can be

deduced directly from (3.4) and (3.5) as follows.

• If BR(P ) is a sound-soft disk, then the eigensystem of FBR(P ),# is given by

λn =

√
8π

k

∣∣∣∣∣
Jn(kR)

H
(1)
n (kR)

∣∣∣∣∣ , fn(θ) =
1√
2π

einθe−ikP ·(cos θ,sin θ), n ∈ Z;

• If BR(P ) is an impedance disk as in (3.5), then the eigensystem of FBR(P ),# is given by

λn =

√
8π

k

∣∣∣∣∣
kJ ′

n(kR) + ηJn(kR)

kH
(1)′
n (kR) + ηH

(1)
n (kR)

∣∣∣∣∣ , fn(θ) =
1√
2π

einθe−ikP ·(cos θ,sin θ), n ∈ Z.

10



As is shown in Theorem 2.1, the uniqueness for inverse problem remains valid with limited

aperture far-field data of a single wave.We will extend our factorization method with a single

wave from full aperture case to limited aperture case below. Following the idea of factorization

method with limited aperture data (see [9, Section 2.3]), we introduce the operator FD,la :

L2(S0) → L2(S0):

(FD,lag)(x̂) :=

∫

S0

u∞D (x̂, d)g(d)ds(d), x̂ ∈ S0. (4.7)

By [9, (2.49)] we have the following relation between (4.4) and (4.7):

FD,la = PS0FDP
∗
S0
, (4.8)

where PS0 : L2(S) → L2(S0) is the restriction operator PS0g = g|S0 . The adjoint P ∗
S0

: L2(S0) →
L2(S) is the zero extension, i.e., (P ∗

S0
g)(d) = g(d) for d ∈ S0 and (P ∗

S0
g)(d) = 0 otherwise.

Analogously to (4.5), we conclude from (4.8) that RanF
1/2
D,la,# = Ran(PS0GD) (see [9, Theorems

2.9 and 2.15]). By analyticity, U∞
Γ |S0 ∈ Ran (PS0GD) is equivalent to U∞

Γ ∈ RanGD. In view of

Theorem 4.2, we immediately obtain the following theorem.

Theorem 4.6. Denote by (λla,n, fla,n) an eigensystem of FD,la,#. Under the assumptions of

Theorem 4.4, we have I2(D) = 0 if Γ 6⊂ D, and I2(D) > 0 if Γ ⊂ D. Here, the indicator function

is defined by

I2(D) :=

{
∑

n

1

λla,n

∣∣∣(U∞
Γ , fla,n)L2(S0)

∣∣∣
2
}−1

. (4.9)

Remark 4.7. Note that the far-field operator FD is compact from L2(S2) to itself, since FD is

an integral operator with the smooth integral kernel u∞D (x̂, d) (see [9, Theorem 1.7]). It is easily

seen that F ∗
D, ReFD, ImFD, |ReFD|, |ImFD|, FD,# and FD,la,#, are all compact from L2(S2)

to itself. Therefore, λn, λla,n → 0 as n → ∞ and it is not stable to calculate (4.6) and (4.9),

especially when the far-field pattern U∞
Γ (x̂) is noise-polluted by

U∞
Γ,δ(x̂) = U∞

Γ (x̂) + δ(ζ1 + iζ2)|U∞
Γ (x̂)|, (4.10)

with δ denoting the noise ratio and ζ1, ζ2 being the uniformly distributed random numbers in

[−1, 1]. For a more stable numerical result, we apply the Tikhonov regularization (see [4, Section

4.4]) to (4.6) and (4.9) to obtain

I1(D) ≈ Ĩ1(D) :=

{
∑

n

λn

(α+ λn)2

∣∣∣
(
U∞
Γ,δ, fn

)
L2(S)

∣∣∣
2
}−1

, (4.11)

I2(D) ≈ Ĩ2(D) :=

{
∑

n

λla,n

(α+ λla,n)2

∣∣∣
(
U∞
Γ,δ, fla,n

)
L2(S0)

∣∣∣
2
}−1

, (4.12)

respectively, where the regularization parameter α > 0 is appropriately chosen.
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With this method, the location and profile of the target crack can be recovered by select-

ing appropriate sampling domains, such as disks with different centers and radii near the rough

location of the crack given by the contrast sampling method introduced in Section 3. Theoreti-

cally, the location and convex hull of an unknown scatterer can be recovered by the factorization

method with a single wave (see [14, Remark 3.10]). It should be pointed out that the above

method can be extended to the case when the obstacle D is replaced by an inhomogeneous

medium whose contrast function has a compact support D, provided k2 is not a corresponding

interior transmission eigenvalue.

5 A more precise result by Newton’s iteration method

For a more precise numerical result, we can apply Newton’s iteration method whose initial guess

is given by the method introduced in the previous section. On the other hand, a proper initial

guess also improves the behavior and result of iteration method. For details on the iteration

method, we refer the reader to [1, 11].

We begin with the numerical simulation of forward crack scattering. A piecewise linear

crack with two tips and interior corners given in order by {Pℓ := (Pℓ,1, Pℓ,2)}ℓ=0,··· ,N possesses a

parametric representation of the form x(t) := (x1(t), x2(t)), 0 ≤ t ≤ 2π, where, for j = 1, 2,

xj(t)=

(
2(ℓ+1)π

N
−t

)
Pℓ,j+

(
t− 2ℓπ

N

)
Pℓ+1,j, t ∈

[
2ℓπ

N
,
2(ℓ+1)π

N

)
, ℓ=0, · · · , N−1. (5.1)

For a more precise numerical simulation of the far-field pattern and scattered field, we make use

of a graded mesh rather than a uniform mesh (see [4, Section 3.6]). To introduce the graded

mesh, we choose n ∈ N such that n/N ∈ Z. For simplicity let there be n/N knots on each

smooth segment. The boundary knots of the graded mesh are given by x(tj) with

tj = w(sj), sj =
π

2n
+

jπ

n
, j = 0, 1, · · · , 2n− 1,

where

w(s) = w̃(Ns− 2ℓπ), s ∈
[
2ℓπ

N
,
2(ℓ+ 1)π

N

)
, ℓ = 0, · · · , N − 1,

w̃(s) = 2π
[v(s)]p

[v(s)]p + [v(2π − s)]p
, 0 ≤ s ≤ 2π,

v(s) =

(
1

p
− 1

2

)(
π − s

π

)3

+
s− π

pπ
+

1

2
, p ≥ 2.

According to [2, Section 8.7], the scattered field and its far-field pattern to this crack can be

represented as

U s
Γ(x) =

∫

Γ
Φk(x, y)ϕ(y)ds(y), x ∈ R

2\Γ, (5.2)

U∞
Γ (x̂) =

ei
π
4√

8kπ

∫

Γ
e−ikx̂·yϕ(y)ds(y), x̂ ∈ S, (5.3)
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where the density ϕ ∈ H̃−1/2(Γ) := {u ∈ H−1/2(∂Ω) : suppu ⊂ Γ} solves the boundary integral

equation

2

∫

Γ
Φk(x, y)ϕ(y)ds(y) = −2U i

Γ(x), x ∈ Γ.

Following [4, Section 3.6], the above boundary integral equation can be approximated by the

following linear system

McornerWΨ = F, (5.4)

where

Mcorner :=
(
Rj(si)M̃1(si, sj) +

π

n
M̃2(si, sj)

)
i,j=0,1,··· ,2n−1

,

Rj(s) := −2π

n

2n−1∑

m=1

1

m
cosm(s− sj)−

π

n2
cosn(s− sj), j = 0, 1, · · · , 2n− 1,

M̃1(s, σ) :=M1(s, σ),

M̃2(s, σ) :=




M2(s, σ), s 6= σ,

M2(w(s), w(s)) + 2M1(w(s), w(s)) lnw′(s), s = σ,

M1(t, τ) := − 1

2π
J0(k|x(t)− x(τ)|)|x′(τ)|,

M2(t, τ) :=




M(t, τ)−M1(t, τ) ln

(
4 sin2 t−τ

2

)
, t 6= τ,

{
i
2 − C

π − 1
π ln

(
k
2 |x′(t)|

)}
|x′(t)|, t = τ,

M(t, τ) :=
i

2
H

(1)
0 (k|x(t)− x(τ)|)|x′(τ)|,

W := diag((w′(s0), w
′(s1), · · · , w′(s2n−1))),

Ψ := (ϕ(x(t0)), ϕ(x(t1)), · · · , ϕ(x(t2n−1)))
⊤,

F := −2(U i
Γ(x(t0)), U

i
Γ(x(t1)), · · · , U i

Γ(x(t2n−1)))
⊤,

where C denotes the Euler’s constant. We have U i
Γ(x) = ui(x, d0) if the incident field is the

plane wave (1.1) with an arbitrarily fixed d0 ∈ S and U i
Γ(x) = wi(x, y0) if the incident field is

the point source (1.6) with an arbitrarily fixed y0 ∈ R
2\Γ. With the above notations in discrete

form, the scattered field (5.2) and its far-field pattern (5.3) can be approximated by

U s
Γ(x) ≈

π

n

(
Φk(x, x(t0)) Φk(x, x(t1)) · · · Φk(x, x(t2n−1))

)
DΓWΨ, x ∈ R

2\Γ,

U∞
Γ (x̂) ≈ π

n

ei
π
4√

8kπ

(
e−ikx̂·x(t0) e−ikx̂·x(t1) · · · e−ikx̂·x(t2n−1)

)
DΓWΨ, x̂ ∈ S,

where

DΓ = diag(|x′(t0)|, |x′(t1)|, · · · , |x′(t2n−1)|). (5.5)
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Remark 5.1. Since w′(sj) takes a very small value if the knot x(w(sj)) is close to the tips

or interior corners of the crack, it is not stable to calculate Ψ from (5.4). From the above

approximation for the scattered field and its far-field pattern, we know WΨ can be viewed as an

unknown vector and it is sufficient to calculate WΨ from (5.4).

To introduce the iteration method, we consider a crack Γ represented by h(t) ∈ R
2 for t ∈

(0, 2π). Define the far-field mapping F by

(Fh)(x̂) = U∞
Γ (x̂), x̂ ∈ S0, (5.6)

where S0 is an open subset of S. The inverse problem with the limited aperture far-field data can

be formulated as the operator equation (5.6) for finding h, which is going to be approximately

solved by Newton’s iteration method. Precisely, for a proper initial guess h0 we compute

hn+1 = hn + qn, n = 0, 1, · · · ,

where qn solves the linearized equation of (5.6):

Fhn + F ′
hn
qn = U∞

Γ on S0. (5.7)

The Fréchet derivative in (5.7) is defined by

F ′
hq = lim

t→0

F(h + tq)−Fh

t
.

According to [1, (28)] and [11, Theorem 6.3], the Fréchet derivative is given by

F ′
hq = v∞|S0 , (5.8)

where v∞ is the far-field pattern of the unique radiating solution v to the boundary value problem

∆v + k2v = 0 in R
2\Γ, (5.9)

v± = −(ν · q)∂νUΓ,± on Γ, (5.10)

where UΓ denotes the total field corresponding to the crack Γ and the subscript ± in (5.10) is

understood in the following sense

v±(x) := lim
t→+0

v(x± tν(x)), ∂νUΓ,±(x) = lim
t→+0

∂νUΓ(x± tν(x)), x ∈ Γ.

Due to the regularity of elliptic equations, F ′
h is compact and (5.7) is ill-posed. For a more stable

numerical implementation, we may apply the Tikhonov regularization scheme to obtain

qn ≈ (αI + [F ′
hn
]∗F ′

hn
)−1[F ′

hn
]∗(U∞

Γ |S0 −Fhn), (5.11)

where the regularization parameter α>0 is appropriately chosen.

There are two difficulties in the numerical implementation of Newton’s iteration method:
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• Problem 1. It is difficult to calculate the values of ∂νUΓ,± near the tips and interior corners

of the crack, due to the singularities of elliptic boundary value problems in nonsmooth

domains (see [8]);

• Problem 2. The operator F ′
h is in general not uniquely defined by (5.8), since F ′

hq = F ′
hq̃

provided q 6= q̃ but ν · q = ν · q̃ on a straight line crack (see [1, Page 605]).

In the following two subsections we will show how we deal with the above two difficulties,

respectively.

5.1 Computation of Fréchet derivatives

For Problem 1, we can approximate the value of ∂νUΓ,± near the tips and interior corners of

the crack in the following manner. In view of (5.2) and jump relations, the normal derivatives

of the total field in (5.10) are given by

2∂νUΓ,±(x) = 2
∂

∂ν(x)

∫

Γ
Φk(x, y)ϕ(y)ds(y) ∓ ϕ(x) + 2∂νU

i
Γ(x), x ∈ Γ,

which can be approximated by the following linear system (cf. [12])

DΓV± = (HW ∓DΓ)Ψ +DΓY, (5.12)

where

V± = 2 (∂νUΓ,±(x(t0)), ∂νUΓ,±(x(t1)), · · · , ∂νUΓ,±(x(t2n−1)))
⊤ ,

H :=
(
Rj(si)H1(w(si), w(sj)) +

π

n
H2(w(si), w(sj))

)
i,j=0,1,··· ,2n−1

,

H1(t, τ) :=




− k

2π{x′2(t)[x1(τ)− x1(t)]− x′1(t)[x2(τ)− x2(t)]}J1(k|x(t)−x(τ)|)
|x(t)−x(τ)| |x′(τ)|, t 6= τ,

0, t = τ,

H2(t, τ) :=




H(t, τ)−H1(t, τ) ln

(
4 sin2 t−τ

2

)
, t 6= τ,

1
2π

x′
2(t)x

′′
1 (t)−x′

1(t)x
′′
2 (t)

|x′(t)| , t = τ,

H(t, τ) :=





ik
2 {x′2(t)[x1(τ)− x1(t)]− x′1(t)[x2(τ)− x2(t)]}H

(1)
1 (k|x(t)−x(τ)|)
|x(t)−x(τ)| |x′(τ)|, t 6= τ,

1
2π

x′
2(t)x

′′
1 (t)−x′

1(t)x
′′
2 (t)

|x′(t)| , t = τ,

Y = 2
(
∂νU

i
Γ(x(t0)), ∂νU

i
Γ(x(t1)), · · · , ∂νU i

Γ(x(t2n−1))
)⊤

,

and W,Ψ, Rj(s),DΓ are given in (5.4) and (5.5). As pointed out in Remark 5.1, WΨ is viewed

as an unknown vector to avoid the calculation of the inverse of W . Multiplying W on both sides

of (5.12), we obtain an approximation of 2w′(s)|x′(w(s))|∂νUΓ,±(x(w(s))) by

DΓWV± = (WH ∓DΓ)(WΨ) +WDΓY, (5.13)
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where we have used the equality WDΓ = DΓW .

Following [2, Section 8.7], we seek the solution to (5.9)–(5.10) of the form

v(x) :=

∫

Γ

{
∂Φk(x, y)

∂ν(y)
[v](y) −Φk(x, y)

[
∂v

∂ν

]
(y)

}
ds(y), (5.14)

where the jumps are defined by [v] := v+− v− and [∂νv] := ∂νv+− ∂νv−. By jump relations and

the boundary condition (5.10), we obtain the boundary integral equations

[v] = −(ν · q)∂νUΓ,+ + (ν · q)∂νUΓ,−,

2

∫

Γ
Φk(x, y)

[
∂v

∂ν

]
(y)ds(y) = 2

∫

Γ

∂Φk(x, y)

∂ν(y)
[v](y)ds(y) + [v] + 2(ν · q)∂νUΓ,+(x),

which can be approximated by the linear systems

X1 = Q(V− − V+)/2, (5.15)

McornerWX2 = (LW + I)X1 + V+, (5.16)

where

X1 = ([v](x(t0)), [v](x(t1)), · · · , [v](x(t2n−1)))
⊤ ,

X2 = ([∂νv](x(t0)), [∂νv](x(t1)), · · · , [∂νv](x(t2n−1)))
⊤ ,

Q = diag((ν · q)(x(t0)), (ν · q)(x(t1)), · · · , (ν · q)(x(t2n−1))),

L :=
(
Rj(si)L1(w(si), w(sj)) +

π

n
L2(w(si), w(sj))

)
i,j=0,1,··· ,2n−1

,

L1(t, τ) =





k
2π {x′2(τ)[x1(τ)− x1(t)]− x′1(τ)[x2(τ)− x2(t)]} J

(1)
1 (k|x(t)−x(τ)|)

|x(t)−x(τ)| , t 6= τ,

0, t = τ,

L2(t, τ) =




L(t, τ)− L1(t, τ) ln

(
4 sin2 t−τ

2

)
, t 6= τ,

− 1
2π

x′′
2 (t)x

′
1(t)−x′′

1 (t)x
′
2(t)

|x′(t)|2
, t = τ,

L(t, τ) :=




− ik

2 {x′2(τ)[x1(τ)− x1(t)]− x′1(τ)[x2(τ)− x2(t)]} H
(1)
1 (k|x(t)−x(τ)|)
|x(t)−x(τ)| , t 6= τ,

− 1
2π

x′′
2 (t)x

′
1(t)−x′′

1 (t)x
′
2(t)

|x′(t)|2
, t = τ,

and V± are given in (5.12), Mcorner, Rj(s),W are given in (5.4). With the above notations in

discrete form, we deduce from (5.14) that

v(x) ≈ π

n

(
∂Φk(x,x(t0))
∂ν(x(t0))

∂Φk(x,x(t1))
∂ν(x(t1))

· · · ∂Φk(x,x(t2n−1))
∂ν(x(t2n−1))

)
DΓWX1

−π

n

(
Φk(x, x(t0)) Φk(x, x(t1)) · · · Φk(x, x(t2n−1))

)
DΓWX2, x ∈ R

2\Γ,

v∞(x̂) ≈ π

n

e−iπ
4 k√

8kπ

(
e−ikx̂·x(t0)x̂ · ν(x(t0)) · · · e−ikx̂·x(t2n−1)x̂ · ν(x(t2n−1))

)
DΓWX1

−π

n

ei
π
4√

8kπ

(
e−ikx̂·x(t0) e−ikx̂·x(t1) · · · e−ikx̂·x(t2n−1)

)
DΓWX2, x̂ ∈ S.
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Analogously to Remark 5.1, WX1 and WX2 can be viewed as two unknown vectors to avoid the

calculation of the inverse of W . Multiplying W on both sides of (5.15) and (5.16) leads to

WX1 = Q(WV− −WV+)/2,

WMcorner(WX2) = (WL+ I)(WX1) +WV+, (5.17)

where WV± = D−1
Γ [(WH ∓DΓ)(WΨ)+WDΓY ] by (5.13). Since it is not stable to solve (5.17),

we may apply the Tikhonov regularization scheme to obtain

WX2 ≈ [α0I + (WMcorner)
∗(WMcorner)]

−1(WMcorner)
∗[(WL+ I)(WX1) +WV+], (5.18)

or

WX2 ≈ M−1
corner(α0I +W ∗W )−1W ∗[(WL+ I)(WX1) +WV+],

where the regularization parameter α0>0 is appropriately chosen.

Noting that this paper focuses on piecewise linear cracks, we update the locations of crack

tips and interior corners {Pℓ : ℓ = 0, 1, · · · , N} of the crack given in terms of (5.1) in each

iteration step instead of the coefficients of basis shape functions such as Chebyshev polynomials

in [11] (see also [4, Section 5.4]). Precisely, in the m-th iteration step the updated crack tips and

interior corners {P (m)
ℓ = (P

(m)
ℓ,1 , P

(m)
ℓ,2 ) : ℓ = 0, 1, · · · , N} are given by




P
(m)
0,1
...

P
(m)
N,1

P
(m)
0,2
...

P
(m)
N,2




=




P̃
(m−1)
0,1

...

P̃
(m−1)
N,1

P̃
(m−1)
0,2

...

P̃
(m−1)
N,2




+




∆P
(m)
0,1
...

∆P
(m)
N,1

∆P
(m)
0,2
...

∆P
(m)
N,2




, m = 1, 2, · · · , (5.19)

where {P̃ (m−1)
ℓ = (P̃

(m−1)
ℓ,1 , P̃

(m−1)
ℓ,2 ) : ℓ = 0, 1, · · · , N} are the crack tips and interior corners of

Γm−1, and {∆P
(m)
ℓ = (∆P

(m)
ℓ,1 ,∆P

(m)
ℓ,2 ) : ℓ = 0, 1, · · · , N} are given by (5.1) and (5.11). Here, Γ0

is the initial guess and Γm−1 is the result of the (m − 1)-th tangential update (see Subsection

5.2 below).

5.2 Tangential updates of two crack tips

As shown by [1, (45) and Theorem 5.2], the Frechét derivative at interior corners can be calculated

via (5.8), while the Frechét derivative at two crack tips contains another terms related to the

tangential updates. To solve Problem 2, we insert the tangential update after (5.19) in each

iteration step.
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To introduce the tangential update, in the m-th iteration step with the notations in (5.19)

define the following two tangential unit vectors:

τ
(m)
0 =

P
(m)
1 − P

(m)
0∣∣∣P (m)

1 − P
(m)
0

∣∣∣
, τ

(m)
N =

P
(m)
N − P

(m)
N−1∣∣∣P (m)

N − P
(m)
N−1

∣∣∣
.

Set P
(m)
0,± := P

(m)
0 ± lmτ

(m)
0 and P

(m)
N,± := P

(m)
N ± lmτ

(m)
N with

lm =


 1

N + 1

N∑

j=0

{∣∣∣∆P
(m)
j,1

∣∣∣
2
+

∣∣∣∆P
(m)
j,2

∣∣∣
2
}


1/2

.

Let Γ
(±,±)
m denote the crack with tips (different from the crack given by (5.19)) and interior

corners (the same as the crack given by (5.19)) given in order by {P (m)
0,± , P

(m)
1 , · · · , P (m)

N−1, P
(m)
N,±},

respectively. Let the crack Γm ∈ {Γ(±,±)
m } corresponding to the smallest residue among ‖U∞

Γ
(±,±)
m

−
U∞
Γ ‖L2(S0) be the tangential update result of m-th iteration step given by (5.19).

6 Numerical examples

In this section, we will display some numerical examples. Let m belong to a certain index set.

In the figures of numerical results to Icrack defined by (3.1), the colors for cracks Γa(m) are given

in terms of RGB values in [0, 1] × [0, 1] × [0, 1]:




(V (m), 1 − V (m), 0) if V (m) ≥ 0,

(0, 1 + V (m),−V (m)) if V (m) < 0,
with V (m) := 2× Icrack(a

(m))− Imin

Imax − Imin
− 1,

where Imax := maxm{Icrack(a(m))} and Imin := minm{Icrack(a(m))}. In the figures of numerical

results to (3.3), the colors for disks BR(P
(m)) are given in terms of RGB values in a similar

manner to (3.1). However, different from (3.1) and (3.3), the numerical results to (3.2) are

given by the Matlab colormap ’jet’. For the numerical results of the factorization method with

a single wave, in the figures of numerical results to (4.6), (4.9), (4.11) and (4.12), the colors for

test domains D(m) (with different boundary conditions or refractive indices) are also given in

terms of RGB values in a similar manner to Icrack defined by (3.1). Furthermore, for Newton’s

iteration method, the color of crack Γm in m-th iteration step is given in terms of RGB values

in [0, 1] × [0, 1] × [0, 1]:




(V (m), 1− V (m), 0) if V (m) ≥ 0,

(0, 1 + V (m),−V (m)) if V (m) < 0,
with V (m) :=

2m

Total iteration number
− 1.

Example 1. (Numerical results of (3.1)) Let Γ be a sound-soft piecewise linear crack with

two tips and an interior corner given in order by (1, 3), (3, 1) and (2, 0). The measured data
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are the limited aperture far-field patterns {w∞(x̂p, y0; k0) : p = 0, 1, · · · , L} with k0 = 5, y0 =

(8, 0), (0, 8), (−8, 0), (0,−8), x̂p = (cos θp, sin θp), θp = π
2 + π

Lp, and L = 128. The numerical

results of (3.1) with a = a(m1,m2) = (2.3m1 − 0.1, 2.3m2 − 0.1), m1,m2 ∈ {−3,−2,−1, 0, 1}, are

shown in Figure 3.

(a) y0 = (8, 0) (b) y0 = (0, 8) (c) y0 = (−8, 0) (d) y0 = (0,−8)

Figure 3: Numerical results for Example 1 with Γ denoted by the black thick line.

Example 2. Let Γ be a sound-soft piecewise linear crack with two tips and an interior corner

given in order by (1, 3), (3, 1) and (2, 0).

(a) (Determine a rough location by (3.2)). The measured data are {u∞(x̂p, d0; k0) :

p = 0, 1, · · · , L− 1} with k0 = 1, 2, 4, 8, d0 = (1, 0), x̂p = (cos θp, sin θp), θp =
2π
L p, and L = 128.

The numerical results for (3.2) with τ = 1 are shown in Figure 4.

(a) k0 = 1 (b) k0 = 2 (c) k0 = 4 (d) k0 = 8

Figure 4: Numerical results for Example 2 (a) with Γ denoted by the black solid line.

(b) (Determine a rough location by (3.3)). The measured data are {u∞(x̂p, d0; k0) : p =

0, 1, · · · , L − 1} with k0 = 2, d0 = (1, 0), (0, 1), (−1, 0), (0,−1), x̂p = (cos θp, sin θp), θp = 2π
L p,

and L = 128. The numerical results for (3.3) with sound-soft disks of the same radius 0.2 and

different centers are shown in Figure 5.

Example 3. Let Γ be a sound-soft piecewise linear crack with two tips and interior corners given

in order by (0, 2), (−1, 1), (1,−1), (0,−2).

(a) (Factorization method with a single wave for test scatterers of different bound-

ary conditions and different refractive indices). The measured data are {u∞(x̂p, d0; k0) :

19



(a) d0 = (1, 0) (b) d0 = (0, 1) (c) d0 = (−1, 0) (d) d0 = (0,−1)

Figure 5: Numerical results for Example 2 (b) with Γ denoted by the black solid line.

p = 0, 1, · · · , L − 1} with k0 = 2, d0 = (1, 0), x̂p = (cos θp, sin θp), θp = 2π
L p, and L = 64. For

each m ∈ {5, · · · , 25}, set the test domain D = D
(m)
D , D

(m)
N , D

(m)
I , D

(m)
n to be a sound-soft disk,

a sound-hard disk, an impedance disk with impedance coefficient η= ik0, a medium with constant

refractive index m in the disk, respectively, centered at P =(0, 1) with radius m/5. The numerical

results of (4.6) with test domains given as above are shown in Figure 6.

(a) I1(D
(m)
D ) (b) I1(D

(m)
N ) (c) I1(D

(m)
I )

(d) I1(D
(m)
n=1/4) (e) I1(D

(m)
n=4) (f) I1(D

(m)
n=3+4i)

Figure 6: Numerical results for Example 3 (a) with Γ denoted by the black solid line.

(b) (Point source incidence). The measured data are {w∞(x̂p, y0; k0) : p = 0, 1, · · · , L}
with k0 = 2, y0 = (2,−1), x̂p = (cos θp, sin θp), θp =

2π
L p, and L = 64. For each m ∈ {5, · · · , 25},

set the test domain D = D
(m)
P to be an impedance disk centered at P of radius m/5 with impedance

coefficient η = ik0. The numerical results of (4.6) with D = D
(m)
P are given by Figure 7.
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(a) D
(m)

P=(−3,0)
(b) D

(m)

P=(−1,0)
(c) D

(m)

P=(1,0)
(d) D

(m)

P=(3,0)

Figure 7: Numerical results for Example 3 (b) with Γ denoted by the black solid line.

We remind the reader that k2 > 0 is not an impedance eigenvalue of −∆ in D provided

D is an impedance obstacle with Im η 6= 0 on ∂D (see [2, Theorem 8.2]) and k2 > 0 is not

an interior transmission eigenvalue in D provided Imn 6= 0 and infx∈D |n(x) − 1| > 0 in the

compact support D of n − 1 (see [4, Theorem 8.12]). In view of Theorems 4.4 and 4.6 and

numerical results in Figures 6 and 7, we always set the test scatterer D to be an impedance

obstacle or an inhomogeneous medium with a refractive index of nonzero imaginary part in the

one-wave factorization method, to avoid the influence of possible eigenvalues.

We are now ready to introduce our hybrid method to detect a piecewise linear crack, which

can be divided into the following three steps:

Step 1: Detection for a rough location. We have the following two different approaches:

Approach 1. (Contrast sampling method). The rough location of target crack can be

recovered by either (3.2) or (3.3) as shown in Figures 4 and 5.

Approach 2. Let P1, P2, P3 be three different points such that they are not located on the

same straight line. Set an appropriate step length r > 0 and a sufficiently large number N ∈ Z+.

For each m ∈ {1, · · · , N}, set D
(m)
P to be a disk centered at P ∈ {P1, P2, P3} with radius mr.

Calculate the values of indicator functions (4.6) for D
(m)
P . As explained in Section 4 and shown

by Figures 6 and 7, the target crack is located near the critical circle whose neighbouring circles

of the same center admit a big change of values to corresponding indicator functions. Therefore,

the rough location of the unknown crack is given by the intersection of the three critical circles.

This approach is verified by Example 4 (a) below.

Step 2: Detection for a precise location and the convex hull of the crack. For each

point P ∈ R
2, set rP := max{r > 0 : I1(Br(P )) = 0} with I1 defined by (4.6), where Br(P ) is

the test disk centered at P with radius r > 0. Furthermore, we define χP (x) = 1 if |x−P | ≤ rP

and χP (x) = 0 if |x−P | > rP . Theoretically, the convex hull of the crack is thus contained in the

set of the maximum points of
∑

j∈J χPj(x), where {Pj : j ∈ J} are points located in R
2. It can

be easily seen that the convex hull of the crack can be approximated by the set of the maximum

points of
∑

j∈J χPj (x) provided there are sufficiently many points {Pj : j ∈ J}. The numerical

results of this step are shown in Example 4 (b) below (see also Example 5 for square-shaped test
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domains).

Step 3: Iteration method for a precise shape. With an appropriate initial guess

from Step 2, we can apply the iteration method introduced in Section 5 for a precise shape

reconstruction (see Example 4 (c) below).

If the full aperture data is replaced by limited aperture data, the above hybrid method also

works with the indicator function (4.6) replaced by (4.9) (see Example 6 below).

Example 4. Let Γ be a sound-soft piecewise linear crack with two tips and an interior corner

given in order by (−1, 1), (1,−1) and (0,−2). The far-field data are {u∞(x̂p, d0; k0) : p =

0, 1, · · · , L− 1} with k0 = 5, d0 = (−1, 0), and x̂p = (cos θp, sin θp), θp =
2π
L p, L = 800.

(a) Step 1 (Detection for a rough location). We will compare the numerical results

for shifted cracks Γa := {x + a ∈ R
2 : x ∈ Γ} for different a ∈ R

2. For each m ∈ {1, · · · , 15},
set D

(m)
P to be an impedance disk with impedance coefficient η = ik0 centered at P of radius

m. The numerical results of (4.11) with D = D
(m)
P and α = 10−8 are given by Figure 8, where

numerical results for P ∈ {(−10, 0), (10, 0)} are given in Figure 8 (a)–(e), and numerical results

for P ∈ {10(cos θ, sin θ) : θ = −π
6 ,

π
2 ,

7π
6 } are given in Figure 8 (f)–(j).

(a) a = (−3, 0) (b) a = (−1, 0) (c) a = (1, 0) (d) a = (3, 0) (e) a = (5, 0)

(f) a = (−3, 0) (g) a = (−1, 0) (h) a = (1, 0) (i) a = (3, 0) (j) a = (5, 0)

Figure 8: Numerical results for Example 4 (a) with Γa denoted by the black thick line.

(b) Step 2 (Detection for a precise location and the convex hull of the crack).

Following the strategy in Step 2 of the hybrid method, we firstly set P = (10, 0) and calculate the

values of Ĩ1(Br(P )) defined by (4.11) with r = m/2 for m = 2, 3, · · · , 30, where Br(P ) denotes an

impedance disk centered at P with radius r and constant impedance coefficient η = ik0 (see Figures

9 (a) and (b)), where the regularization parameter in (4.11) is set to be α = 10−8. According to

Figure 9 (b), we set the threshold to be ǫ = 1.1 × 10−5. Secondly, we set Pj = 10(cos θj, sin θj)

with θj = π
16j, j = 0, 1, · · · , 31. Define mj := max{m ∈ Z+ : Ĩ1(B0.1m(Pj)) < ǫ}, where the

regularization parameter in (4.11) is also set to be α = 10−8. As an approximation of the function

χP (x) in Step 2 of the hybrid method, we define χ̃Pj(x) = 1 if |x−Pj| ≤ 0.1mj and χ̃Pj(x) = 0
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if |x− Pj | > 0.1mj for each j. The numerical result for
∑31

j=0 χ̃Pj(x) is shown in Figure 9 (c),

where the colors are given by the Matlab colormap ’jet’.

(a)

0 5 10 15

0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1

1.2
10

-5

(b) (c)

Figure 9: Numerical results for Example 4 (b) with Γ denoted by the black solid line.

(c) Step 3 (Iteration for a precise shape). For a more precise numerical result, we apply

the iteration method based on noisy far-field data u∞δ (x̂p, d0; k0) given similarly to (4.10). The

initial guess is given by the location of crack tips and interior corners in order by (−0.8, 1.2),

(0.5,−1.2), (−0.2,−1.9). We choose different noise ratios δ > 0 as shown in Figure 10 (a)–

(c). Noting that one cannot take it for grant that Γ consists of two straight lines, we also give

numerical results with initial guess given by (−0.8, 1.2), (−0.2,−0.2), (0.7,−1.2), (−0.2,−1.9)

as shown in Figure 10 (d) and by (−0.8, 1.2), (−0.2,−0.2), (0.8,−0.8), (0.3,−1), (−0.2,−1.9)

as shown in Figure 10 (e), respectively. The number of total iteration steps for each figure is 10,

and we set α = 10 in (5.11) and α0 = 10−2 in (5.18).

(a) δ = 0% (b) δ = 1% (c) δ = 10% (d) δ = 0% (e) δ = 0%

Figure 10: Numerical results for Example 4 (c). The black dots ’*’ represent the true crack Γ,

the dashed line ’-.’ represents the initial guess, and colored lines represent the numerical result

in each iteration step.

It should be remarked that the numerical result of iteration method depends heavily on
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the initial guess. If the initial guess is not sufficiently close to the true shape, then the itera-

tion method may not give a satisfactory result. As an advantage of our hybrid merthod, the

factorization method with a single wave can provide a quite good initial guess.

Example 5. (Square-shaped test domains). Let Γ be a sound-soft piecewise linear crack

with two tips and an interior corner given in order by (−1, 1), (1,−1) and (0,−2). The far-

field data are {u∞(x̂p, d0; k0) : p = 0, 1, · · · , L − 1} with k0 = 1
4 ,

1
2 , 1, 2, 4, d0 = (−1, 0), and

x̂p = (cos θp, sin θp), θp = 2π
L p, L=64. For each ℓ ∈ {2, · · · , 25}, set D

(m)
P to be an impedance

square with η = ik0 centered at P with side length 2m/5. The numerical results of (4.6) with

D = D
(m)
P for different P ∈ R

2 are given by Figure 11, where we choose different centers P ∈ R
2

and different wave numbers k0 > 0.

Remark 6.1. With properties of the boundary integral operator for Lipschitz domains (see [6]),

the extension of the factorization method from domains of class C2 to Lipschitz domains can be

established similarly. We refer the reader to [10, Chapter 5] and [15] for more details on boundary

value problems in Lipschitz domains.

(a) k0=
1
4
, D

(m)

P=(3,0) (b) k0=
1
2
, D

(m)

P=(2,0) (c) k0=1, D
(m)

P=(1,0) (d) k0=2, D
(m)

P=(0,0) (e) k0=4,D
(m)

P=(−1,0)

Figure 11: Numerical results for Example 5 with Γ denoted by the black solid line.

Example 6. (Detection with limited aperture data). Let Γ be a sound-soft piecewise linear

crack with two tips and an interior corner given in order by (−1, 1), (1,−1), and (0,−2). The

measured limited aperture far-field data are {u∞(x̂p, d0; k0) : p = 0, 1, · · · , L} with k0 = 5,

d0 = (−1, 0), and x̂p = (cos θp, sin θp), θp =
5π
4 + 3π

2Lp, L = 800.

(a) Step 1 (Detection for a rough location). For each m ∈ {1, · · · , 15}, set D
(m)
P to be

an impedance disk with impedance coefficient η = ik0 centered at P with radius m. The numerical

results of (4.12) with D = D
(m)
P for P ∈ {10(cos θ, sin θ) : θ = −π

6 ,
π
2 ,

7π
6 } and α = 10−8 are

given by Figure 12.

(b) Step 2 (Detection for a precise location and the convex hull of the crack).

Analogously to Example 4 (b), we firstly set P = (10, 0) and calculate the values of Ĩ2(Br(P ))

defined by (4.12) with S0 := {x̂ = (cos θ, sin θ) : θ ∈ (5π4 , 11π4 )} and r = m/2 for m = 2, 3, · · · , 30,
where the regularization parameter in (4.12) is set to be α = 10−8. The numerical results for

(4.12) are shown in Figure 13 (b)–(c) with Figure 13 (a) displaying the incident direction by
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Figure 12: Numerical results for Example 6 (a) with Γ denoted by the black thick line.

the black arrow and the observation aperture by the red solid line. According to Figure 13 (c),

the threshold is set to be ǫ = 0.25. Secondly, we set Pj = 10(cos θj, sin θj) with θj = π
16j,

j = 0, 1, · · · , 31. Define mla,j := max{m ∈ Z+ : Ĩ2(B0.1m(Pj)) < ǫ}, where the regularization

parameter in (4.12) is also set to be α = 10−8. Define χ̃Pj ,la(x) = 1 if |x − Pj | ≤ 0.1mla,j and

χ̃Pj ,la(x) = 0 if |x − Pj| > 0.1mla,j for each j. Define χ̂Pj ,la(x) = 1 if |x − Pj | ≤ 0.1(mla,j + 3)

and χ̂Pj ,la(x) = 0 if |x−Pj | > 0.1(mla,j+3) for each j. The numerical results for
∑31

j=0 χ̃Pj ,la(x)

and
∑31

j=0 χ̂Pj ,la(x) are shown in Figure 13 (d) and (e), respectively, where the colors are given

by the Matlab colormap ’jet’.

(a) (b)

0 5 10 15

0

0.05

0.1

0.15

0.2

0.25

0.3

(c)

(d) (e)

Figure 13: Numerical results for Example 6 (b) with Γ denoted by the black solid line.
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(c) Step 3 (Iteration for a precise shape). For a more precise numerical result, we

apply the iteration method based on noisy far-field data {u∞δ (x̂p, d0; k0) : p = 0, 1, · · · , L} with

k0 = 5 and d0 = (−1, 0), and x̂p = (cos θp, sin θp), θp = 5π
4 + 3π

2Lp, L = 40. The initial guess

is given by the location of corners in order by (−0.8, 1.2), (0.5,−1.2), (−0.2,−1.9). We choose

different noise ratios δ>0 as shown in Figure 14 (a)–(c). Noting that one cannot take it for grant

that Γ consists of two straight lines, we also give numerical results with initial guess given by

(−0.8, 1.2), (−0.2,−0.2), (0.7,−1.2), (−0.2,−1.9) as shown in Figure 14 (d) and by (−0.8, 1.2),

(−0.2,−0.2), (0.8,−0.8), (0.3,−1), (−0.2,−1.9) as shown in Figure 14 (e), respectively. The

number of total iteration steps for each figure is 10, and we set α = 20 in (5.11) and α0 = 10−2

in (5.18).

(a) δ = 0% (b) δ = 1% (c) δ = 10% (d) δ = 0% (e) δ = 0%

Figure 14: Numerical results for Example 6 (c). The black dots ’*’ represent the true crack Γ,

the dashed line ’-.’ represents the initial guess, and colored lines represent the numerical result

in each iteration step.
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