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Abstract

One of the challenges in phase measuring deflectometry is to retrieve the wavefront from
objects that present discontinuities or non-differentiable gradient fields. Here, we propose the
integration of such gradients fields based on an Lp-norm minimization problem. The solution of
this problem results in a nonlinear partial differential equation, which can be solved with a fast
and well-known numerical methods and doesn’t depend on external parameters. Numerical
reconstructions on both synthetic and experimental data are presented that demonstrate the
capability of the proposed method.

1 Introduction
Phase-Measuring Deflectometry is a well established technique for measuring specular surfaces or
transparent objects, because of its qualities of non-contact, low-cost, and high-resolution.1–7 For the
particular case of measuring transparent phase objects, the typical experimental setup consists of a
LCD monitor and CCD camera, 1,8–11 which was originally proposed in reference 1: Assume that the
LCD monitor displays a sinusoidal intensity fringe patterns parallel to the y-direction and an ideal
transparent phase object is placed in front of it, at a given distance D from it. The acquired fringe
pattern will be distorted by the phase object due of it changes the optical path lengths traveled by
light rays through it, e.g., if the phase is inhomogeneous in the x-direction, the rays will be deflected
by αD = ∂ϕx/∂x where x = (x, y) and the term ϕx is the optical path length accumulated by a ray
traveling through the phase object at the position x. In other words, the fringe pattern distortion
is related with the gradient field of the phase object. Sketches of this experimental setup can be
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seen in references 1 and 11. An example of captured fringe patterns using this experimental setup
are shown in Figure 1.

The fringe pattern captured by the camera is described by

Ix = ax + bx cos
(

2π
q

[x · v +D∇ϕx · v]
)
, (1)

where ax is the background illumination, bx is the amplitude modulation, v = (cosφ, sinφ) is the
normal direction vector of the pattern displayed on the screen, the term ∇ϕx = (∂ϕx/∂x, ∂ϕx/∂y)
is their wavefront gradient of ϕx, and q is the pattern period displayed on the screen. The resultant
measurement of this technique is the directional derivative of the wavefront ψ oriented in the
direction of v.

A common procedure to estimate the wavefront is to acquire two orthogonal directional deriva-
tives and integrate them.12–16 Typically, one choose two orthogonal directions, like v1 = (1, 0) and
v2 = (2, 0). For that, two sequence of fringe patterns, in horizontal and vertical directions, are
acquired, where the demodulated phase term is given by

Ψx = D∇ϕx · v1 ≈ ∂ϕx/∂x,

Ψy = D∇ϕx · v2 ≈ ∂ϕx/∂y,

from which it will be integrated to obtain the gradient field of the wavefront.12–15

One of the major actual challenges is to retrieve with high accuracy the wavefront introduced by
objects that present discontinuities in their surface, for instance a bifocal lens. In literature there
are some methods which care about discontinuities:17–21 Queau et al. present an extensive review
of integration methods20 and propose some variational approaches for integration surfaces with dis-
continuities.21 As it is pointed out, their variational methods are suitable to recover discontinuities,
but they have slow iterative solvers, and they need to properly tune some parameters to successfully
recover discontinuities.

In this paper, we present a different approach to integrate the obtained information from a
deflectometry setup based on Lp-norm minimization problem. The solution of this problem result
on a nonlinear partial differential equation (PDE), which can be solved with a fast and well-known
numerical methods, with the advantage that this procedure does not depend on external parameters.
The outline of this paper is as follows: In Section 2 we review the Lp-norm minimization problem to
be solved and present the first-order optimality conditions consisting on a nonlinear PDE. In Section
3 we review the numerical solution of the PDE and propose an algorithm to solve it, which results
in a simple one. The numerical results on both synthetic and experimental data are presented in
Section 4 and our conclusions are given in Section 5.

2 Methodology
Following the solution given in references 22 and 23 for phase unwrapping, we propose to integrate
the wavefront ϕ given the measured gradient field Ψ = (Ψx,Ψy) , requiring that the derivatives of
the wavefront ϕ are agreed with the measured gradient field Ψ in the minimum Lp-norm sense.
That is, the integrated wavefront ϕ that minimizes

min
ϕ

E(ϕx) =
∫∫

Ω

∣∣∣∣∣∂ϕx

∂x
−Ψx

x

∣∣∣∣∣
p

+
∣∣∣∣∣∂ϕx

∂y
−Ψy

x

∣∣∣∣∣
p

dx (2)
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is the minimum Lp-norm solution, and Ω ⊆ R2 is the domain of integration.
To obtain the solution of the problem expressed in Equation (2), the first-order optimality

condition or Euler-Lagrange equation has to be derived, resulting in the following nonlinear PDE

− ∂

∂x

(∂ϕx

∂x
−Ψx

x

) ∣∣∣∣∣∂ϕx

∂x
−Ψx

x

∣∣∣∣∣
p−2
− ∂

∂y

(∂ϕx

∂y
−Ψy

x

) ∣∣∣∣∣∂ϕx

∂y
−Ψy

x

∣∣∣∣∣
p−2
 = 0, (3)

with boundary conditions(∂ϕx

∂x
−Ψx

x

) ∣∣∣∣∣∂ϕx

∂x
−Ψx

x

∣∣∣∣∣
p−2

,

(
∂ϕx

∂y
−Ψy

x

) ∣∣∣∣∣∂ϕx

∂y
−Ψy

x

∣∣∣∣∣
p−2
 · n̂ = 0,

where n̂ denotes the unit outer normal vector to the boundary. The constant p is removed to avoid
cancellation when one sets p = 0.

Using the following substitution

Ux =
∣∣∣∣∣∂ϕx

∂x
−Ψx

x

∣∣∣∣∣
p−2

, Vx =
∣∣∣∣∣∂ϕx

∂y
−Ψy

x

∣∣∣∣∣
p−2

, (4)

Equation (3) becomes

− ∂

∂x

[(
∂ϕx

∂x
−Ψx

x

)
Ux

]
− ∂

∂y

[(
∂ϕx

∂y
−Ψy

x

)
Vx

]
= 0, (5)

with boundary conditions [(
∂ϕx

∂x
−Ψx

x

)
Ux,

(
∂ϕx

∂y
−Ψy

x

)
Vx

]
· n̂ = 0.

In principle, the functional proposed in Eq. (5) can take any value of p. However, there are
values that allow us to integrate surfaces with discontinuities or non differentiable gradient fields.
For values p ≥ 2, the solution tends to be smooth and the discontinuities of the gradient field will be
lost, which is also undesirable for our approach. On the contrary, for values p < 2, particularly p ≤ 1,
the solution tends to follow the gradient field of the input data;24,25 that is, the minimum Lp-norm
finds a solution whose gradients agree best with those of the input data in the sense of Lp-norm.
As it was reported in references 22 and 23, this approach provides well-behaved computations and
the solution deviates from the gradient field of the input data in a very few places. One important
point of the solution shown in Eq. (5) is that generates its own data-dependent weights when p ̸= 2.
These weights allow, on the one hand, to do the adjustment of least squares in continuous regions
where the residuals are relatively small, associated with noise; on the other hand, they do not allow
over-penalization in regions where the residuals are large, which are associated with regions with
discontinuities or non differentiable gradient fields.

3 Numerical solution
Let ui,j = u(xi, yj) to denote the value of a function ux at point (xi, yj) defined on Ω = [a, b]× [c, d],
where the sampling points are xi = a+ (i− 1)hx, yj = c+ (j− 1)hy, with 1 ≤ i ≤M, 1 ≤ j ≤ N,
hx = (b − a)/(M − 1), hy = (d − c)/(N − 1) and M,N are the number of points in the discrete
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grid. We use u to represent any of the variables ϕ,Ψx,Ψy, U, V defined in the previous equations.
Derivatives are approximated using standard forward and backward finite difference schemes

δ±
x ui,j = ±ui,j±1 − ui,j

hx

and δ±
y ui,j = ±ui±1j − ui,j

hy

.

The gradient and the divergence are approximated as

▽ui,j = (δ+
x ui,j, δ

+
y ui,j) and ▽ · ▽ui,j = δ−

x (δ+
x ui,j) + δ−

y (δ+
y ui,j),

respectively.
Hence the numerical approximation of the Equation (5) is given by

− δ−
x

[(
δ+

x ϕi,j −Ψx
i,j

)
Ux
]
− δ−

y

[(
δ+

y ϕi,j −Ψy
i,j

)
Vx
]

=(
ϕi,j − ϕi,j−1 −Ψx

i,j−1

)
Ui,j−1 −

(
ϕi,j+1 − ϕi,j −Ψx

i,j

)
Ui,j

+
(
ϕi,j − ϕi−1,j −Ψy

i−1,j

)
Vi−1,j −

(
ϕi+1,j − ϕi,j −Ψy

i,j

)
Vi,j = 0,

(6)

with boundary conditions[(
ϕi,j+1 − ϕi,j −Ψx

i,j

)
Ui,j,

(
ϕi+1,j − ϕi,j −Ψy

i,j

)
Vi,j

]
· n̂ = 0,

where for simplicity and without loss of generality we consider hx = hy = 1.
The stability and convergence of the numerical solution are better behave when the values of

the terms Ui,j and Vi,j lie in range (0,1),22,24,25 so we rewrite Equation (4) as

Ui,j =
∣∣∣ϕi,j+1 − ϕi,j −Ψx

i,j

∣∣∣p−2
= ϵ∣∣∣ϕi,j+1 − ϕi,j −Ψx

i,j

∣∣∣2−p
+ ϵ

,

Vi,j =
∣∣∣ϕi+1,j − ϕi,j −Ψy

i,j

∣∣∣p−2
= ϵ∣∣∣ϕi+1,j − ϕi,j −Ψy

i,j

∣∣∣2−p
+ ϵ

,
(7)

where ϵ is a value to force the normalization of the terms Ui,j and Vi,j into the range (0, 1). In our
experiments, we found that ϵ = 0.1 fulfill this requirement.

Equation (5) and their discrete version Eq. (6) are a nonlinear PDE because of the terms U and
V are functions of the wavefront ϕ and the measured gradient field Ψ. Here, an iterative method will
be adopted to solve Eq. (6)24,25: first, given an initial value ϕ, the terms U and V are computed;
then, the terms U and V are held fixed and Eq. (6) is solved using preconditioned conjugate
gradient26,27. With the current solution ϕ, the terms U and V are updated and a new solution is
computed. This process is repeated until convergence.

Now, we present the algorithm to solve the discretization of Eq. (5). First we arrange Eq. (6)
in matrix form Aϕ = b as

− (ϕi,j+1Ui,j + ϕi+1,jVi,j + ϕi,j−1Ui,j−1 + ϕi−1,jVi−1,j)
+ (Ui,j−1 + Ui,j + Vi−1,j + Vi,j)ϕi,j

= Ψx
i,j−1Ui,j−1 −Ψx

i,jUi,j + Ψy
i−1,jVi−1,j −Ψy

i,jVi,j.

(8)

Notice that A is a MN ×MN sparse matrix which depends on the terms U and V, so it needs to
be constructed at each iteration. The resultant linear system is symmetric, semi-positive definite
and weakly diagonally dominant, so we use the the preconditioned conjugate gradient (PCG) to
solve this system using the implementation proposed in Ref. 26. The explicit structure of the
algorithm is given in Appendix A, where we use the incomplete LU factorization with no fill-in as
preconditioning technique to estimate matrix M.28–31
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4 Numerical experiments
To illustrate the performance of the proposed technique, we carried out two sets of numerical
experiments using a Intel® Core™ i7 @ 2.40 GHz laptop with Debian GNU/Linux 11 (bullseye) 64-
bit and 16 GB of memory. For our experiments, we programmed all the functions using C language,
GNU g++ 10.2 compiler and Intel® oneAPI Math Kernel Library, 2022.1 release.1 The values used
as stopping criteria in Algorithm 1 were kmax = 100, tol = 10−3, lmax = 1.5MN, and κ = 0.005.

Our first experiment was the integration of the gradient field obtained from a synthetic wavefront
defined as

Θx = 15(1− x)2 exp
[
−x2 − (y + 1)2

]
. . .

− 50 ∗
(
x/5− x3 − y5

)
exp

[
−x2 − y2

]
. . .

− 5/3 exp
[
−(x+ 1)2 − y2

]
,

ϕx =

Θx if x ≥ 0
−Θx if x < 0

,

(9)

evaluated in the domain Ω = [−1, 1]× [−1, 1], using M = 480 and N = 640 as the number of points
in the discrete grid. Figure 2 shows this synthetic wavefront and their gradient field.

We made several estimations of this synthetic wavefront using different values of p. For each
values of p, we corrupted the gradient field shown in Figure 2, panel (b) with different levels of
Gaussian noise. We use a normalized error Q to compare the resultant estimations; this error is
defined as32

Q (µ, ν) = ∥µ− ν∥2

∥µ∥2 + ∥ν∥2
,

where µ and ν are the signals to be compared. The normalized error values vary between zero (for
perfect agreement) and one (for total disagreement).

Figure 3 shows the errors obtained for the different levels of noise and different values of p.
Each integration experiment takes approximately 1400 iterations, about 18 seconds to perform
each experiment on the previously mentioned computer equipment. An example of the resultant
reconstruction using p = 0 is shown in Figure 4, where the gradient field was corrupted with 3% of
Gaussian noise. In addition, Table 1 shows the number of iterations and normalized error Q using
different values of p in the synthetic wavefront estimation without noise.

Table 1: Obtained values for synthetic wavefront estimations without noise
p iterations Q
0 1390 2.5e-08

0.5 1292 2.7e-08
1.0 1388 1.7e-08
1.5 1023 1.4e-06

As can be observed, the integration based on Eq. (3), and their implementation shown in
Algorithm 1, successfully reconstruct the wavefront ϕx. As expected, the normalized error grows
as noise is added to the gradient field; however, the proposed solution performs the reconstruction
without affecting the scale of the wavefront and preserving the edges; all this for different values
of p, using similar processing times. From Table 1 and Figure 3, we find that the p values can be

1https://www.intel.com/content/www/us/en/developer/tools/oneapi/onemkl.html
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defined between 0 ≤ p ≤ 1 without affecting the reconstruction performance. This is consistent
with what has been described in classical references such as 24, 25 and 23. In order to compare the
performance of our proposal, a second experiment was the gradient field integration without noise
of the synthetic wavefront defined in Eq. (9), using p = 1, p = 2, and the variational approach
described in section 4.2 of reference 21. The estimated wavefronts are shown in Figure 5 and the
absolute differences are shown in Figure 6. As it can be observed, the integration based on Eq. (3)
shows a better performance in the wavefront reconstruction, preserving the discontinuities.

The third experiment was the integration of the gradient field shown in Figure 7, measured from
a bifocal lens using the technique described in the introduction. Example of the fringe pattern
and the experimental setup can be observed in Figure 1. The estimated wavefront is shown in
Figure 8 and the time employed to obtain this estimation was 447 seconds approximately using
8950 iterations with p = 0. In this experiment we show the performance of the proposed method on
the processing of experimental information. As can be observed from the wavefront reconstruction
of the bifocal lens, the proposed solution adequately integrates the two surfaces that are on the lens
and its edge with respect to the background.

5 Discussion of results and conclusion
The presented integration method allows recovering the wavefront of objects that present disconti-
nuities in their surface or non differentiable gradient fields from phase measuring deflectometry. The
numerical solution of Eq. (3) results in a very simple algorithm, as it can be observed in Algorithm
1. An extra advantage of the proposed solution is its feasibility to be implemented with different
techniques like multigrid or to be parallelized. This will be one aim of our future research.

A Appendix
In this appendix, we show the proposed algorithm to solve Eq. (8).

6



Algorithm 1: Lp-norm integration algorithm.
Data: the measured gradient field Ψ = (Ψx,Ψy) and p < 2.
Result: the integrated wavefront ϕ.

1 k ← 0, error ← 1
2 ϕk

i,j ← random values
3 while k < kmax and error > tol do
4 compute U and V , Eq. (7)
5 solve Eq. (8) using PCG:
6 begin
7 construct A and b
8 estimate preconditioning matrix M from A
9 ϕk+1 ← ϕk

10 l← 0
11 r← b−Aϕk+1

12 d←M−1r
13 δnew ← rT d
14 δ0 ← δnew

15 while l < lmax and δnew > κ2δ0 do
16 q ← Ad
17 α← δnew/dT q
18 ϕk+1 ← ϕk+1 + αd
19 if l is divisible by

√
MN then

20 r← b−Aϕk+1

21 else
22 r← r− αq
23 end
24 s←M−1r
25 δold ← δnew

26 δnew ← rT s
27 β ← δnew/δold

28 d← s + βd
29 l← l + 1
30 end
31 end
32 error ← ∥ϕk+1

i,j − ϕk
i,j∥/∥ϕk

i,j∥
33 k ← k + 1
34 end
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(a) (b)

Figure 1: The fringe pattern captured by the camera with (a) v1 = (1, 0), and (b) v2 = (0, 1).
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Figure 2: (a) Synthetic wavefront and (b) its gradient field.
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Figure 4: Estimated wavefront from synthetic information using p = 0.
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Figure 5: Estimated wavefront from synthetic information using: (a) p = 1, (b) reference 21, and
(c) p = 2.
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Figure 6: Absolute difference obtained from wavefront estimation of the synthetic information using:
(a) p = 1, (b) reference 21, and (c) p = 2.
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Figure 7: Experimental gradient field: (a) Ψx and (b) Ψy.
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Figure 8: Estimated wavefront from experimental information using p = 0.
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