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An inverse obstacle problem with a single pair of Cauchy data:

Laplace’s equation case

Xiaoxu Xu∗ Guanghui Hu†

Abstract

This paper is concerned with an inverse obstacle problem for the Laplace’s equation.

The aim is to recover the constant conductivity coefficient in the equation and the boundary

of a Dirichlet polygonal obstacle from a single pair of Cauchy data. Uniqueness results

are established under some a priori assumptions on the input boundary value data. A

domain-defined sampling method, based on the factorization method originating from inverse

acoustic scattering, has been proposed to recover both the constant conductivity coefficient

and the polygonal obstacle. A hybrid strategy, which combines the sampling method and

iterative scheme, is employed to reconstruct the location and shape of the obstacle. Numerical

examples indicate that our method is efficient.

Keywords: inverse problem, uniqueness, single pair of Cauchy data, coefficient recovery,

polygonal obstacle, factorization method.

1 Introduction

Suppose that D is a convex polygon contained in the interior of a disk B. We consider the

following elliptic boundary value problem:

div(γ∇u) = 0 in B\D, (1.1)

u = f on ∂B, (1.2)

u = 0 on ∂D. (1.3)

Here, f is called the Dirichlet boundary value of u on ∂B and D is assumed to be an obstacle

with the homogeneous Dirichlet boundary condition u = 0 on ∂D. In this paper the conductivity
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coefficient γ > 0 in (1.1) is assumed to be a constant in B\D, which implies that u is harmonic and

analytic in B\D (see [18, Definition 6.1 and Theorem 6.6]). The existence of a unique solution to

(1.1)–(1.3) (including the case when (1.3) is replaced by u=g for some Dirichlet boundary value

g on ∂D) has been established by the variational method (see [23, Example 3.14]). Moreover, the

well-posedness of (1.1)–(1.3) can also be established by the integral equation method (see Section

4 below, see also [18, Section 6.5] for boundary value problems in domains with corners). Given

a proper Dirichlet boundary value f , the Cauchy data (u|∂B , γ∂νu|∂B) are uniquely determined

since the boundary value problem (1.1)–(1.3) is well-posed. Here, ν denotes the unit normal

vector to ∂B directed into the exterior of B. The inverse problem we consider in this paper is to

determine γ and D from a single pair of Cauchy data (u|∂B , γ∂νu|∂B). Both uniqueness results

and numerical methods of this inverse problem will be considered in the sequel.

Our studies are close to the existing references [10, 11, 19, 27] where the enclosure method,

range test and no-response test were applied to inverse conductivity problems with a polygonal

interface (see also [25] for inverse electromagnetic scattering from polyhedral scatterers). The

idea of this paper is motivated by the one-wave factorization method proposed in [6, 9, 20,

21] for inverse time-harmonic scattering problems. While the classical factorization method by

Kirsch [14] makes use of the scattering data over all incident and observation directions, the

one-wave factorization method only requires the far-field data of a single incident plane wave

for reconstructing scatterers of polygonal/polyhedral type. It is particularly interesting within

this paper that the constant conductivity coefficient can be also recovered by the one-wave

factorization method. All of the above-mentioned methods belong to the class of domain-defined

sampling methods and are closely related to the analytical continuation of the solution (see [24,

Chapter 15]). After finding a rough shape of the obstacle by the one-wave factorization method,

we then employ a Newton-type iterative scheme to get a more precise reconstruction of the shape,

which however relies heavily on proper initial guesses and efficient forward solvers.

The remaining part of this paper is organized as follows. Some preliminary results from

factorization method based on Dirichlet-to-Neumann operators will be given in Section 2. Section

3 is devoted to the uniqueness results and numerical methods of the inverse problem from a single

pair of Cauchy data. Details about numerical simulation of the forward problem will be described

in Section 4. Section 5 is concerned with the numerical implementation of Newton’s iteration

method. Numerical examples will be reported in Section 6. Finally, a conclusion will be described

in Section 7.

2 Preliminary results

In this section, we will introduce the factorization method for an elliptic boundary value problem

[15, Chapter 6]. To circumvent the use of modified Sobolev spaces (see [15, (6.6)–(6.8)]), we will

develop the factorization method based on Dirichlet-to-Neumann operators.

2



We begin with the following single- and double-layer potentials with density ϕ:

(Sk,∂Ωϕ)(x) =

∫

∂Ω
Φk(x, y)ϕ(y)ds(y), x ∈ R

2\∂Ω,

(Dk,∂Ωϕ)(x) =

∫

∂Ω

∂Φk(x, y)

∂ν(y)
ϕ(y)ds(y), x ∈ R

2\∂Ω,

where Ω is a domain in R
2 with boundary ∂Ω, Φk(x, y) is the fundamental solution to the

equation ∆u+ k2u = 0 (see [18, Theorem 6.2] for k = 0 and [4, (3.106)] for k 6= 0), i.e.,

∆xΦk(x, y) + k2Φk(x, y) = −δ(x− y).

Define the following boundary integral operators with density ϕ:

(S
k,∂Ω→∂Ω̃

ϕ)(x) = 2

∫

∂Ω
Φk(x, y)ϕ(y)ds(y), x ∈ ∂Ω̃,

(Kk,∂Ω→∂Ω̃ϕ)(x) = 2

∫

∂Ω

∂Φk(x, y)

∂ν(y)
ϕ(y)ds(y), x ∈ ∂Ω̃,

(K ′
k,∂Ω→∂Ω̃

ϕ)(x) = 2
∂

∂ν(x)

∫

∂Ω
Φk(x, y)ϕ(y)ds(y), x ∈ ∂Ω̃,

(Tk,∂Ω→∂Ω̃ϕ)(x) = 2
∂

∂ν(x)

∫

∂Ω

∂Φk(x, y)

∂ν(y)
ϕ(y)ds(y), x ∈ ∂Ω̃,

where Ω̃ is also a domain in R
2 with boundary ∂Ω̃. For the case when ∂Ω = ∂Ω̃, we define

Sk,∂Ω := Sk,∂Ω→∂Ω, Kk,∂Ω := Kk,∂Ω→∂Ω, K ′
k,∂Ω := K ′

k,∂Ω→∂Ω and Tk,∂Ω := Tk,∂Ω→∂Ω. In the

sequel, we will use the above notations with ∂Ω ∈ {∂B, ∂D}, ∂Ω̃ ∈ {∂B, ∂D}, and k ∈ {0, i}.

Here, B and D are given as in (1.1)–(1.3).

2.1 Boundary value problems and Dirichlet-to-Neumann operators

Consider the Dirichlet boundary value problem

∆u0 = 0 in B, (2.1)

u0 = f on ∂B. (2.2)

The well-posedness of (2.1)–(2.2) for f ∈ H1/2(∂B) can be established by the variational method

(see [23, Theorem 3.14]). However, we still need to investigate the well-posedness of (2.1)–(2.2)

for f ∈ H−1/2(∂B) (e.g., [4, Section 10.2]) in order to establish the factorization method based

on Dirichlet-to-Neumann operators. To this end, we introduce several Sobolev spaces. Let Ω be

a bounded domain with C2 boundary ∂Ω. Define

H1
∆(Ω) := {u ∈ H1(Ω) : ∆u ∈ L2(Ω)},

L2
∆(Ω) := {u ∈ L2(Ω) : ∆u ∈ L2(Ω)},

3



where the Laplacian ∆ is understood in the distributional sense. Define the norms

‖u‖2H1
∆(Ω) = ‖u‖2H1(Ω) + ‖∆u‖2L2(Ω), ∀u ∈ H1

∆(Ω),

‖u‖2L2
∆(Ω) = ‖u‖2L2(Ω) + ‖∆u‖2L2(Ω), ∀u ∈ L2

∆(Ω).

Then we have the following trace theorem for H1
∆(Ω) and L2

∆(Ω).

Theorem 2.1. There exist constants C1, C2, C3 > 0 such that

‖∂νu‖H−1/2(∂Ω) ≤ C1‖u‖H1
∆(Ω), ∀u ∈ H1

∆(Ω), (2.3)

‖u‖H−1/2(∂Ω) ≤ C2‖u‖L2
∆(Ω), ∀u ∈ L2

∆(Ω), (2.4)

‖∂νu‖H−3/2(∂Ω) ≤ C3‖u‖L2
∆(Ω), ∀u ∈ L2

∆(Ω). (2.5)

Moreover, for any f ∈ H−1/2(∂Ω) the following statements are true:

(a) There exists uf ∈ H1
∆(Ω) such that ∂νuf = f in H−1/2(∂Ω) and

‖uf‖H1
∆(Ω) ≤ C4‖f‖H−1/2(∂Ω),

where C4 > 0 is a constant independent of f ;

(b) There exists vf ∈ L2
∆(Ω) such that vf = f in H−1/2(∂Ω) and

‖vf‖L2
∆(Ω) ≤ C5‖f‖H−1/2(∂Ω),

where C5 > 0 is a constant independent of f .

Proof. For the proof of (2.3) we refer the reader to [4, Page 53], and for the proofs of (2.4) and

(2.5) we refer the reader to [4, Section 10.2]. Statement (a) follows directly from the existence

of a unique solution uf ∈ H1(Ω) to the Neumann boundary value problem ([23, Theorem 3.15])

∆uf − uf = 0 in Ω,

∂νuf = f on Ω.

It remains to prove statement (b). Since C0,α(∂Ω) is dense in H−1/2(∂Ω), there exists a sequence

{fj} ⊂ C0,α(∂Ω) such that ‖fj − f‖H−1/2(∂Ω) → 0 as j → ∞. Note that Si,∂Ω : H−3/2(∂Ω) →

H−1/2(∂Ω) has a bounded inverse (see [4, Page 391]). By the jump relations [4, Theorem 3.1], it

holds that Si,∂Ω(S
−1
i,∂Ωfj) = fj in C0,α(∂Ω) and thus Si,∂Ω(S

−1
i,∂Ωfj) = fj in H−1/2(∂Ω). Passing

to the limit j → ∞, we conclude from [4, Theorem 10.12] that vf := Si,∂Ω(S
−1
i,∂Ωf) ∈ L2

∆(Ω)

satisfies vf = f in H−1/2(∂Ω) and ‖vf‖L2
∆(Ω) ≤ C5‖f‖H−1/2(∂Ω).

By Theorem 2.1, we can establish the well-posedness of (2.1)–(2.2) for f ∈ H−1/2(∂B).

Theorem 2.2. (i) For any f ∈ H1/2(∂B), the boundary value problem (2.1)–(2.2) has a unique

solution u0 ∈ H1
∆(B) satisfying

‖u0‖H1
∆(B) ≤ C‖f‖H1/2(∂B),
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where C > 0 is a constant independent of f .

(ii) For any f ∈ H−1/2(∂B), the boundary value problem (2.1)–(2.2) has a unique solution

u0 ∈ L2
∆(B) satisfying

‖u0‖L2
∆(B) ≤ C‖f‖H−1/2(∂B),

where C > 0 is a constant independent of f .

Proof. Statement (i) follows directly from [2, Example 5.15]. It suffices to prove statement (ii).

By Theorem 2.1 (b), there exists vf ∈ L2
∆(B) such that vf = f in H−1/2(∂B) and ‖vf‖L2

∆(B) ≤

C5‖f‖H−1/2(∂B). Then w := u0 − vf satisfies the following boundary problem

∆w = −∆vf in B,

w = 0 on ∂B.

According to [2, Example 5.15], there exists a constant C̃ > 0 such that

‖w‖H1(B) ≤ C̃‖∆vf‖L2(B).

Therefore,

‖u0‖L2
∆(B) ≤ ‖w‖L2

∆(B) + ‖vf‖L2
∆(B) ≤

√
C̃2 + 1‖∆vf‖L2(D) + ‖vf‖L2

∆(B) ≤ C‖f‖H−1/2(∂B),

where C = C5(
√

C̃2 + 1+1) > 0 is a constant independent of f . The proof is now complete.

Next, consider the following boundary value problem

∆u = 0 in B\D, (2.6)

u = f on ∂B, (2.7)

u = 0 on ∂D. (2.8)

The proof of Theorem 2.2 cannot be directly employed for the well-posedness of (2.6)–(2.8) since

D is a polygon but Theorem 2.1 is valid for domain Ω of class C2 (see [4, Section 10.2]).

Theorem 2.3. (i) For any f ∈ H1/2(∂B), the boundary value problem (2.6)–(2.8) has a unique

solution u ∈ H1
∆(B\D) satisfying

‖u‖H1
∆(B\D) ≤ C‖f‖H1/2(∂B),

where C > 0 is a constant independent of f .

(ii) Assume B0 is an open subset of B such that D ⊂ B0 ⊂ B0 ⊂ B. For any f ∈ H−1/2(∂B),

the boundary value problem (2.6)–(2.8) has a unique solution u ∈ L2
∆(B\D) satisfying

‖u‖H1
∆(B0\D) + ‖u‖L2

∆(B\B0)
≤ C‖f‖H−1/2(∂B),

where C > 0 is a constant independent of f .
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Proof. Statement (i) follows directly from [23, Theorem 3.14]. It suffices to prove statement (ii).

Let χ ∈ C∞(B) be a cut-off function such that χ(x) = 0 for x ∈ B0 and χ(x) = 1 for x in the

vicinity of ∂B. By Theorem 2.1 (b), there exists vf ∈ L2
∆(B) such that vf = f in H−1/2(∂B)

and

‖vf‖L2
∆(B) ≤ C5‖f‖H−1/2(∂B). (2.9)

Set w := u− χvf , then w = u in B0\D. Moreover, w satisfies the boundary value problem

∆w = −∆(χvf ) in B\D,

w = 0 on ∂B,

w = 0 on ∂D.

Noting that ∆(χvf ) = vf∆χ+2∇χ ·∇vf +χ∆vf ∈ H−1(B\D), we conclude from [23, Theorem

3.14] that

‖w‖H1(B\D) ≤ C̃‖∆(χvf )‖H−1(B\D) ≤ Ĉ‖vf‖L2
∆(B\D),

where C̃, Ĉ > 0 are constants independent of f . Therefore,

‖u‖H1
∆(B0\D) = ‖u‖H1(B0\D) = ‖w‖H1(B0\D) ≤ ‖w‖H1(B\D) ≤ Ĉ‖vf‖L2

∆(B\D),

‖u‖L2
∆(B\B0)

= ‖u‖L2(B\B0)
≤ ‖w‖L2(B\B0)

+ ‖χvf‖L2(B\B0)
≤ Ĉ‖vf‖L2

∆(B\D).

In view of (2.9), the proof is complete.

Remark 2.4. (i) u0 and u are harmonic and analytic in B and B\D, respectively; see [18,

Definition 6.1 and Theorem 6.6].

(ii) Let B0, χ and vf be given as in the proof of Theorem 2.3 (ii). For any f ∈ H−1/2(∂B)

and g ∈ H1/2(∂D), the boundary value problem

∆u = 0 in B\D, (2.10)

u = f on ∂B, (2.11)

u = g on ∂D, (2.12)

has a unique solution u ∈ L2
∆(B\D) satisfying

‖u‖H1
∆(B0\D) + ‖u‖L2

∆(B\B0)
≤ C(‖f‖H−1/2(∂B) + ‖g‖H1/2(∂D)),

where C > 0 is a constant independent of f and g. Actually, by [23, Theorem 3.12] there exists

ug ∈ H1
∆(B\D) such that ug = g in H1/2(∂B) and ‖ug‖H1

∆(Ω) ≤ c‖g‖H1/2(∂Ω) for a constant

c > 0 independent of g. Therefore, the assertion follows by setting w := u − [(1 − χ)ug + χvf ]

and a similar argument as above. Obviously, the solution u to (2.10)–(2.12) is also harmonic

and analytic in B\D.
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(iii) In view of Theorem 2.2, define the Dirichlet-to-Neumann operator Λ0 corresponding to

(2.1)–(2.2) by Λ0f := ∂νu0. By Theorems 2.1 and 2.2, we know Λ0 : H1/2(∂B) → H−1/2(∂B)

and Λ0 : H−1/2(∂B) → H−3/2(∂B) are bounded. By the interpolation property of the Sobolev

spaces (see [18, Theorem 8.13]), Λ0 : H
s(∂B) → Hs−1(∂B) is bounded for s ∈ [−1

2 ,
1
2 ].

(iv) In view of Theorem 2.3, define the Dirichlet-to-Neumann operator ΛD corresponding to

(2.6)–(2.8) by ΛDf := ∂νu. By Theorems 2.1 and 2.3, we know ΛD : H1/2(∂B) → H−1/2(∂B)

and ΛD : H−1/2(∂B) → H−3/2(∂B) are bounded. By the interpolation property of the Sobolev

spaces (see [18, Theorem 8.13]), ΛD : Hs(∂B) → Hs−1(∂B) is bounded for s ∈ [−1
2 ,

1
2 ].

Now we return to the boundary value problem (1.1)–(1.3). We define the Dirichlet-to-

Neumann operator Λγ,D by Λγ,Df := γ∂νu on ∂B, where u solves (1.1)–(1.3). Obviously,

(2.6)–(2.8) is a special case of (1.1)–(1.3) with γ = 1 and thus Λγ,D = γΛD. With this notation,

the Cauchy data (u|∂B , γ∂νu|∂B) to (1.1)–(1.3) can be represented as (f, γΛDf).

2.2 Factorization method

Below we shall derive a factorization of ΛD − Λ0. To this end, we define the operator GD by

GDg = ∂νw, where w is the unique solution to the following boundary value problem:

∆w = 0 in B\D, (2.13)

w = 0 on ∂B, (2.14)

w = g on ∂D. (2.15)

Theorem 2.5. The operator GD : H1/2(∂D) → L2(∂B) is well-defined, bounded and compact.

Proof. Let g ∈ H1/2(∂D) in (2.15). According to [23, Theorem 3.14], (2.13)–(2.15) has a unique

solution w ∈ H1(B\D) satisfying

‖w‖H1(B\D) ≤ C ‖g‖H1/2(∂D) , (2.16)

where the constant C > 0 is independent of g. Since D is contained in the interior of B, for any

J ∈Z+ there exists a set of domains {Ωj}
J
j=1 with boundaries ∂Ωj ∈ C∞, j=1,· · ·, J , such that

D ⊂ D ⊂ Ω1 ⊂ Ω1 ⊂ Ω2 ⊂ Ω2 ⊂ · · · ⊂ ΩJ ⊂ ΩJ ⊂ B.

We claim that for any m ∈ {1, 2, · · · , J} there exists a constant Cm > 0 independent of g such

that ‖w‖Hm(B\Ωm) ≤ Cm‖g‖H1/2(∂D). Actually, by setting χ1 ∈ C∞(B) to be a cut-off function

such that χ1(x) = 0 for x ∈ Ω1 and χ1(x) = 1 for x ∈ B\Ω2, we know w̃1 := wχ1 is the unique

solution to

∆w̃1 = p̃1 in B\Ω1, w̃1 = 0 on ∂B ∪ ∂Ω1,

7



where p̃1 := w∆χ1 + 2∇w · ∇χ1 satisfies ‖p̃1‖L2(B\Ω1)
≤ C̃1‖g‖H1/2(∂B) due to (2.16). Here

C̃1 > 0 is a constant independent of g. It follows from the regularity of elliptic equation (see [7,

Theorem 8.12]) that ‖w‖H2(B\Ω2)
≤ ‖w̃1‖H2(B\Ω1)

≤ C2‖g‖H1/2(∂B).

Now, suppose that ‖w‖Hm(B\Ωm) ≤ Cm‖g‖H1/2(∂D) for some m ∈ Z+. Set χm ∈ C∞(B) to

be a cut-off function such that χm(x) = 0 for x ∈ Ωm and χm(x) = 1 for x ∈ B\Ωm+1. Then

w̃m := wχm is the unique solution to

∆w̃m = p̃m in B\Ωm, w̃m = 0 on ∂B ∪ ∂Ωm,

where p̃m := w∆χm+2∇w·∇χm satisfies ‖p̃m‖Hm−1(B\Ωm) ≤ C̃m‖g‖H1/2(∂D) due to the inductive

hypothesis. Here C̃m > 0 is a constant independent of g. It follows from the regularity of elliptic

equation (see [7, Theorem 8.13]) that ‖w‖Hm+1(B\Ωm+1)
≤ ‖w̃m‖Hm+1(B\Ωm) ≤ Cm+1‖g‖H1/2(∂D).

By induction, we have ‖w‖Hm(B\Ωm) ≤ Cm‖g‖H1/2(∂D) for all m ∈ {1, 2, · · · , J} and thus

‖∂νw‖Hm−3/2(∂B) ≤ cm‖g‖H1/2(∂D) for all m ∈ {1, 2, · · · , J}. Here cm > 0 is a constant inde-

pendent of g for all m ∈ {1, 2, · · · , J}. Finally, the compactness of GD : H1/2(∂D) → L2(∂B)

follows from the compact embedding of Hm−3/2(∂B) into L2(∂B) provided J ≥ m ≥ 2.

To obtain a factorization of ΛD − Λ0, we need to introduce the boundary integral operators

defined on ∂D. We begin with the Green’s function K(x, y) to the Laplace’s equation in B with

the Dirichlet boundary condition:

K(x, y) := Φ0(x, y) + k(x, y), x, y ∈ B, x 6= y,

where Φ0(x, y) is the fundamental solution to the Laplace’s equation in R
2 (see [18, Theorem

6.2]) and u0 = k(·, y) solves (2.1)–(2.2) with f := −Φ0(·, y) on ∂B. We note that K(x, y) is

harmonic and analytic in x∈B\{y} and K(·, y) = 0 on ∂B. Moreover, we have the reciprocity

relation (symmetric property) for K(x, y) as follows.

Lemma 2.6. k(x, y) = k(y, x) and K(x, y) = K(y, x) for all x, y ∈ B, x 6= y.

Proof. It suffices to prove k(x, y) = k(y, x) for all x, y ∈ B. Setting BR to be a disk centered

at origin with radius R > 0 large enough and using Green’s second theorem (see [18, (6.2)]) in

BR\B, we have for x, y ∈ B that
∫

∂B

{
∂Φ0(z, y)

∂ν(z)
Φ0(z, x)− Φ0(z, y)

∂Φ0(z, x)

∂ν(z)

}
ds(z)

=

∫

∂BR

{
∂Φ0(z, y)

∂ν(z)
Φ0(z, x)− Φ0(z, y)

∂Φ0(z, x)

∂ν(z)

}
ds(z), (2.17)

where ν denotes the unit normal vector to ∂B or ∂BR directed into the exterior of B or BR,

respectively. Note that for x, y ∈ B and |z| large enough there exists a constant C > 0 such that

|Φ0(x, z) − Φ0(y, z)| ≤ |x− y|maxx∈B |∇xΦ0(x, z)| ≤ C/|z|,

|∂ν(z)Φ0(x, z) − ∂ν(z)Φ0(y, z)| ≤ |x− y|maxx∈B
∣∣∇x[∂ν(z)Φ0(x, z)]

∣∣ ≤ C/|z|2.
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Therefore,

∣∣∣∣
∫

∂BR

{
∂Φ0(z, y)

∂ν(z)
[Φ0(z, x) − Φ0(z, y)]− Φ0(z, y)

[
∂Φ0(z, x)

∂ν(z)
−

∂Φ0(z, y)

∂ν(z)

]}
ds(z)

∣∣∣∣

≤ 2πR

(
C

R
·
C

R
+ lnR ·

C

R2

)
.

Passing to the limit R→∞, we deduce from (2.17) that

∫

∂B

{
∂Φ0(z, y)

∂ν(z)
Φ0(z, x)− Φ0(z, y)

∂Φ0(z, x)

∂ν(z)

}
ds(z) = 0.

Applying Green’s second theorem over B to k(·, y) and k(·, x), we have for x, y∈B that

∫

∂B

{
∂k(z, y)

∂ν(z)
k(z, x) − k(z, y)

∂k(z, x)

∂ν(z)

}
ds(z) = 0.

Using the Green’s formula (see [18, Theorem 6.5]) we have for x, y∈B that

k(x, y) =

∫

∂B

{
∂k(z, y)

∂ν(z)
Φ0(z, x) − k(z, y)

∂Φ0(z, x)

∂ν(z)

}
ds(z),

−k(y, x) = −

∫

∂B

{
∂k(z, x)

∂ν(z)
Φ0(z, y) − k(z, x)

∂Φ0(z, y)

∂ν(z)

}
ds(z).

Taking the sum of the above four equalities gives

k(x, y) − k(y, x) =

∫

∂B

{
∂K(z, y)

∂ν(z)
K(z, x)−K(z, y)

∂K(z, x)

∂ν(z)

}
ds(z), x, y ∈ B.

Now the proof is completed by using the boundary condition K(·, x)=K(·, y)=0 on ∂B.

Using the Green’s function K(x, y) one may represent the solution u0 to (2.1)–(2.2) in terms

of the boundary data f .

Lemma 2.7. For f ∈ Hs(∂B) with s ∈ [−1
2 ,

1
2 ], the solution u0 ∈ L2

∆(B) to (2.1)–(2.2) is given

by

u0(x) = −

∫

∂B

∂K(x, y)

∂ν(y)
f(y)ds(y), x ∈ B. (2.18)

In particular, u0 ∈ H1
∆(B) provided f ∈ H1/2(∂B).

Proof. First, we assume that f ∈ C2(B). For any fixed x ∈ B, we observe that u0 and k(·, x)

are harmonic in B and k(x, ·) = k(·, x) (see Lemma 2.6). Applying Green’s second theorem (see

[18, (6.2)]) over B to u0 and k(x, ·) shows that

0 =

∫

∂B

{
∂u0
∂ν

(y)k(x, y) −
∂k(x, y)

∂ν(y)
u0(y)

}
ds(y), x ∈ B.
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Using the Green’s formula (see [18, Theorem 6.5]) we have

u0(x) =

∫

∂B

{
∂u0
∂ν

(y)Φ0(x, y)−
∂Φ0(x, y)

∂ν(y)
u0(y)

}
ds(y), x ∈ B.

Since u0 = f on ∂B and K(x, ·) = K(·, x) = 0 on ∂B, the representation (2.18) follows by taking

the sum of the above two equalities.

Finally, in view of Theorem 2.2, Remark 2.4 (iii) and [4, Theorem 10.12], we can obtain the

results for f ∈ Hs(∂B) with s ∈ [−1
2 ,

1
2 ] by denseness arguments.

For f ∈ L2(∂B) and ϕ ∈ H−1/2(∂D), define the following integral operators

(Hf)(x) := −

∫

∂B

∂K(x, y)

∂ν(y)
f(y)ds(y), x ∈ ∂D,

(S∂Dϕ)(x) :=

∫

∂D
K(x, y)ϕ(y)ds(y), x ∈ ∂D.

The properties of the above integral operators are given in the following theorem.

Theorem 2.8. (i) H : L2(∂B) → H1/2(∂D) is bounded, compact and injective.

(ii) S∂D : H−1/2(∂D) → H1/2(∂D) is bounded, self-adjoint and coercive, i.e., there exists a

constant c>0 independent of ϕ such that

〈S∂Dϕ,ϕ〉 ≥ c ‖ϕ‖2H−1/2(∂D) for all ϕ ∈ H−1/2(∂D), (2.19)

where 〈·, ·〉 represents the sesquilinear duality pairing 〈H1/2(∂D),H−1/2(∂D)〉.

Proof. (i). Assume f ∈ L2(∂B). In view of Lemma 2.7, Hf is the trace of u0 on ∂D (see [22,

Theorem 3.38]). Since u0 defined by (2.18) is harmonic and analytic in B, we conclude that

H : L2(∂B) → H1/2(∂D) is bounded and compact. Now assume Hf = 0 on ∂D, then u0 defined

by (2.18) satisfies

∆u0 = 0 in D,

u0 = 0 on ∂D.

The uniqueness of the above boundary value problem implies u0 = 0 in D. Hence, u0 = 0 in B

by analyticity. Then f = 0 on ∂B follows from Lemma 2.7. This shows the injectivity of H.

(ii). Noting that K(x, y) has the same type of singularity for x = y as Φ0(x, y) and Φi(x, y), we

deduce from the jump relations and regularity properties of boundary integral operators (see [3, 4]

for domains of class C2 and [5, 22] for Lipschitz domains) that S∂D : H−1/2(∂D) → H1/2(∂D)

is bounded for any ϕ ∈ H−1/2(∂D) and the function w defined by

w(x) :=

∫

∂D
K(x, y)ϕ(y)ds(y), x ∈ R

2\∂D, (2.20)
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satisfies the following jump relations:

w±=S∂Dϕ, ∂νw+−∂νw−=−ϕ on ∂D, (2.21)

where the subindex +(−) indicates the limit as x approaches ∂D from outside (inside) of D,

respectively.

It is easy to deduce from Lemma 2.6 that S∂D : H−1/2(∂D) → H1/2(∂D) is self-adjoint.

To show that S∂D : H−1/2(∂D) → H1/2(∂D) is injective, we assume S∂Dϕ=0 on ∂D. Then

the function w defined by (2.20) satisfies




∆w = 0 in B\D,

w = 0 on ∂D ∪ ∂B,
and




∆w = 0 in D,

w = 0 on ∂D.

It follows from the uniqueness of above boundary value problems that w = 0 in D and thus, by

(2.21), we get ϕ = ∂νw− − ∂νw+ = 0 on ∂D.

We claim that S∂D : H−1/2(∂D) → H1/2(∂D) has a bounded inverse. Note that the operator

S∂D − Si,∂D : H−1/2(∂D) → H1/2(∂D) is compact due to the increased smoothness of the

integral kernel as compared with that of Si,∂D. It follows that S∂D = Si,∂D + (S∂D − Si,∂D) is

a Fredholm operator of index zero since the inverse S−1
i,∂D : H1/2(∂D) → H−1/2(∂D) is bounded

(see [16, Theorem 5.44]). We also refer the reader to [22, Theorem 7.6] for another proof that an

integral operator, whose integral kernel has the same type of singularity for x = y as K(x, y), is

a Fredholm operator of index zero. Recall that S∂D is injective. By the Riesz-Fredholm theory

we know that the inverse S−1
∂D : H1/2(∂D) → H−1/2(∂D) is bounded.

We are now ready to prove the coercivity of S∂D. Let w be defined by (2.20). By the jump

relations (2.21) and using Green’s first theorem (see [18, Theorem 6.3]) we have

〈S∂Dϕ,ϕ〉 =

∫

∂D
w(∂νw− − ∂νw+)ds

=

∫

D

{
w∆w + |∇w|2

}
dx+

∫

B\D

{
w∆w + |∇w|2

}
dx−

∫

∂B
w∂νwds

=

∫

D
|∇w|2dx+

∫

B\D
|∇w|2dx,

where we have used the fact that ∆w = 0 in B\∂D and w = 0 on ∂B. By the Poincaré inequality

(see [23, Lemma 3.13]) and the trace theorem (see [23, Theorem 3.9]), we get

〈S∂Dϕ,ϕ〉 ≥ ‖∇w‖2L2(B\D) ≥ c1 ‖w‖
2
H1(B\D) ≥ c2 ‖S∂Dϕ‖

2
H1/2(∂D)

for some constants c1, c2>0 independent of ϕ and w. Noting that S−1
∂D : H1/2(∂D) → H−1/2(∂D)

is bounded, we finally arrive at (2.19).

We are now in a position to derive a factorization of ΛD − Λ0.
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Theorem 2.9. The following relation between ΛD − Λ0, GD and S∂D holds:

ΛD − Λ0 = GDS
∗
∂DG

∗
D, (2.22)

where G∗
D : L2(∂B) → H−1/2(∂D) and S∗

∂D : H−1/2(∂D) → H1/2(∂D) are the adjoint operators

of GD and S∂D, respectively.

Proof. Given f ∈ L2(∂B), we have ΛDf − Λ0f = ∂νu− ∂νu0 ∈ H−1(∂B), where u ∈ L2
∆(B\D)

solves (1.1)–(1.3) and u0 ∈ L2
∆(B) solves (2.1)–(2.2), respectively. Noting that w = u−u0 solves

(2.13)–(2.15) with g = −u0 on ∂D and using Remark 2.4 (i) and Lemma 2.7, we obtain

(ΛD − Λ0)f = GD(−u0|∂D) = −GDHf. (2.23)

The L2 adjoint H∗ : H−1/2(∂D) → L2(∂B) is given by

(H∗ϕ)(x) := −

∫

∂D

∂K(x, y)

∂ν(x)
ϕ(y)ds(y), x ∈ ∂B.

We observe that H∗ϕ = ∂νv on ∂B, where v is defined by

v(x) = −

∫

∂D
K(x, y)ϕ(y)ds(y), x ∈ B\D.

Since v solves (2.13)–(2.15) with g=−S∂Dϕ, we have H∗=−GDS∂D and consequently

H = −S∗
∂DG

∗
D. (2.24)

Now, the factorization form (2.22) follows by combining (2.23) and (2.24).

Remark 2.10. (i) It follows from Remark 2.4 (iii) and (iv) that ΛD−Λ0 is bounded from Hs(∂B)

to Hs−1(∂B) for any s ∈ [−1
2 ,

1
2 ]. Further, since w = u− u0 solves (2.13)–(2.15) with g = −u0

on ∂D, we conclude from the proof of Theorem 2.5 that ΛD − Λ0 : Hs(∂B) → Hm−3/2(∂B) is

bounded for any s ∈ [−1
2 ,

1
2 ] and m ∈ Z+. In particular, ΛD−Λ0 : L

2(∂B) → L2(∂B) is bounded.

(ii) Noting that H : L2(∂B) → H1/2(∂D) is injective, we conclude from (2.24) that G∗
D :

L2(∂B) → H−1/2(∂D) is also injective and thus GD : H1/2(∂D) → L2(∂B) has a dense range.

Since GD : H1/2(∂D) → L2(∂B) is compact (see Theorem 2.5) and S∂D : H−1/2(∂D) →

H1/2(∂D) is self-adjoint (see Theorem 2.8), it follows from (2.22) that ΛD − Λ0 : L2(∂B) →

L2(∂B) is compact and self-adjoint. Combining Theorems 2.8, 2.9 and [15, Corollary 1.22]) we

immediately obtain the following important result.

Theorem 2.11. The ranges of GD and (ΛD−Λ0)
1/2 coincide, i.e., RanGD=Ran (ΛD−Λ0)

1/2.

For a numerical implementation of factorization method, we need the following theorem.

Theorem 2.12. Let z ∈ B. Then ∂νK(·, z)|∂B ∈ RanGD if and only if z ∈ D.
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Proof. If z ∈ D, then K(·, z) is harmonic in B\{z} and K(·, z)|∂D ∈ H1/2(∂D). Therefore, it

follows from K(·, z) = 0 on ∂B that ∂νK(·, z)|∂B = GD(K(·, z)|∂D) ∈ RanGD.

If ∂νK(·, z) ∈ RanGD, then there exists g ∈ H1/2(∂D) such that ∂νK(·, z)|∂B = GDg = ∂νw

on ∂B, where w ∈ H1(B\D) solves (2.13)–(2.15). Noting that K(·, z) = 0 = w on ∂B, we

conclude from Holmgren’s theorem (see [18, Theorem 6.7]) that K(·, z) = w in B\D. Due to the

singularity of K(·, z) at z ∈ B, we know K(·, z) = w ∈ H1(B\D) if and only if z ∈ D.

Combining Remark 2.10 (ii), Theorems 2.11 and 2.12, and Picard’s theorem ([4, Theorem

4.8]), we immediately obtain the following result.

Theorem 2.13. Denote by (λn, ϕn) an eigensystem of ΛD − Λ0. Define

I(z) :=

[
∑

n

|(∂νK(·, z), ϕn)|
2

|λn|

]−1

, z ∈ B, (2.25)

where (·, ·) denotes the inner product in L2(∂B). Then z ∈ D if and only if I(z) > 0.

We remark that, the knowledge of the operators ΛD and Λ0 is equivalent with the Cauchy

data (f, ∂νu|∂B) and (f, ∂νu0|∂B) for sufficiently many input data f , where u solves (2.6)–(2.8)

and u0 solves (2.1)–(2.2). The measurement data set can be used to reconstruct the shape of a

general obstacle D (e.g., [15, Chapter 6] and Example 6.1 below). In the next section, we will

show that, when D is a convex polygon, both ∂D and γ can be reconstructed from a single pair

of Cauchy data.

3 Uniqueness with a single Cauchy data

This section is devoted to the uniqueness results and numerical methods of the inverse problem

of determining the constant conductivity coefficient γ in (1.1) and the boundary ∂D from a single

pair of Cauchy data to (1.1)–(1.3).

3.1 Reconstruct the constant conductivity coefficient.

Let Ω be a Lipschitz bounded domain that contained in the interior of B. Denote by GΩ the

operator GD with D replaced by Ω and by RanGΩ the range of GΩ.

Theorem 3.1. Let u solve (1.1)–(1.3) and u0 solve (2.1)–(2.2) with the same boundary value f

on ∂B. Assume that D ⊂ Ω ⊂ Ω ⊂ B. For τ > 0 define gτ := (γ∂νu− τ∂νu0)|∂B. Then the

following statements are true:

(i) If τ = γ, then gτ ∈ RanGΩ;

(ii) If τ 6= γ, then gτ ∈ RanGΩ if and only if Λ0f ∈ RanGΩ.
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Proof. (i). If τ = γ, then gτ = gγ = γ ∂ν(u− u0)|∂B . Noting that u − u0 is harmonic in B\D

and u− u0 = f − f = 0 on ∂B, we have gτ = GΩ [γ(u− u0)|∂Ω].

(ii). Since gγ ∈ RanGΩ, the statement follows easily from

gτ − gγ = (γ∂νu− τ∂νu0)− (γ∂νu− γ∂νu0) = (γ − τ)∂νu0 = (γ − τ)Λ0f on ∂B.

According to Theorem 3.1, the constant conductivity coefficient γ can be uniquely determined

by a single pair of Cauchy data (f, ∂νu|∂B) to (1.1)–(1.3) provided Λ0f /∈ RanGΩ. Moreover,

based on Theorem 3.1 we can propose a numerical approach for recovering γ by taking τ > 0 as

a testing parameter. Our method for recovering γ consists of the following three steps:

Step 1: Find a Lipschitz domain Ω such that D ⊂ Ω ⊂ Ω ⊂ B and calculate RanGΩ;

Step 2: Find a boundary value f on ∂B such that Λ0f /∈ RanGΩ;

Step 3: Test the values of τ > 0 till gτ ∈ RanGΩ.

Remark 3.2. Instead of by calculating GΩ directly, we obtain RanGΩ indirectly by calculating

Λ0 and ΛΩ (i.e., ΛD with D replaced by Ω). More precisely, we have RanGΩ = Ran (ΛΩ−Λ0)
1/2

(see Theorem 2.11). Noting that ΛΩ, Λ0 and gτ are equivalent to corresponding Cauchy data, we

are able to recover the coefficient γ in a data-to-data manner.

For the purpose of recovering γ in Step 3, we employ the indicator function

I1(τ) :=

[
∑

n

|(gτ , fn)|
2

|λn|

]−1

, (3.1)

where (·, ·) denotes the inner product in L2(∂B) and (λn, fn) is an eigensystem of (ΛΩ −Λ0). In

view of Theorem 3.1 and Remark 3.2, we conclude from Picard’s theorem (see [4, Theorem 4.8])

and Remark 2.10 (ii) that

I1(τ)




> 0 if τ = γ,

= 0 if τ 6= γ.

For convenience of numerical implementation, we provide several explicit examples of the

boundary value f on ∂B such that Λ0f /∈ RanGΩ, as shown in the following theorem.

Theorem 3.3. Let u solve (1.1)–(1.3) and u0 solve (2.1)–(2.2) with the same boundary value

f on ∂B. Assume that D ⊂ Ω ⊂ Ω ⊂ B. For τ > 0, define gτ := (γ∂νu− τ∂νu0)|∂B. Assume

further that τ 6= γ. Then Λ0f /∈ RanGΩ provided one of the following conditions holds:

(i) f is not identically zero but vanishes in an open subset Γ of ∂B;

(ii) f = f̃ + c with c being an arbitrary constant and f̃ satisfying condition (i);

(iii) f ∈ Hs(∂B)\Hs+ǫ(∂B) for any s ≥ −1
2 and ǫ > 0.
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Proof. (i). Assume to the contrary that Λ0f ∈ RanGΩ. Then by Theorem 3.1 (ii) it follows that

gτ ∈ RanGΩ, i.e., there exists g ∈ H1/2(∂Ω) such that gτ = GΩg. By the definition of GΩ the

boundary value problem

∆w = 0 in B\Ω,

w = 0 on ∂B,

w = g on ∂Ω,

admits a unique solution w such that ∂νw = gτ on ∂B. From (1.1)–(1.3) and (2.1)–(2.2) we

obtain

∆(γu− τu0) = 0 in B\Ω,

(γu− τu0) = (γ − τ)f on ∂B.

Since ∂ν(γu−τu0) = gτ on ∂B and f vanishes on Γ, the Cauchy data of (γu−τu0) and w coincide

on Γ. Now it follows from Holmgren’s theorem (see [18, Theorem 6.7]) that w = γu − τu0 in

B\Ω. Consequently, w and γu − τu0 must coincide on ∂B by trace theorem. However, this is

impossible, because w = 0 on ∂B and (γu− τu0) = (γ − τ)f is not identically zero on ∂B.

(ii). It suffices to show Λ0(f − c) /∈ RanGΩ since constant functions belong to the nullspace

of Λ0. Now the proof is completed by statement (i).

(iii). Without loss of generality, we assume that B is a disk with radius R and center at the

origin. From the following Fourier series expansion

f(x) = f(R(cos θ, sin θ)) =
∑

n∈Z

cne
inθ, x ∈ ∂B,

we conclude that

‖f‖2Hs(∂B) :=
∑

n∈Z

(1 + n2)s|cn|
2 < ∞, (3.2)

but the series

∑

n∈Z

(1 + n2)s+ǫ|cn|
2 (3.3)

diverges. Analogously to [16, Theorem 2.22], it can be shown that the solution to (2.1)–(2.2) is

given by the series

u0(x) =
∑

n∈Z

cn
|x||n|

R|n|
einθ, x ∈ B.

Therefore,

(Λ0f)(x) = ∂νu0(x) =
∑

n∈Z\{0}

|n|cn
|x||n|−1

R|n|
einθ, x ∈ ∂B.
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If σ ≤ s, then Λ0f ∈ Hσ−1(∂B) since from (3.2) we deduce

‖Λ0f‖
2
Hσ−1(∂B) =

∑

n∈Z\{0}

(1 + n2)σ−1n
2|cn|

2

R2
≤

1

R2

∑

n∈Z\{0}

(1 + n2)σ|cn|
2 ≤

1

R2
‖f‖2Hs(∂B).

If σ ≥ s+ ǫ, then Λ0f /∈ Hσ−1(∂B) since from (3.2) and (3.3) we know the series

∑

n∈Z\{0}

(1 + n2)σ−1n
2|cn|

2

R2
≥

1

2R2

∑

n∈Z\{0}

(1 + n2)σ|cn|
2 ≥

1

2R2

∑

n∈Z

(1 + n2)s+ǫ|cn|
2 −

‖f‖2Hs(∂B)

2R2

diverges. However, it follows from the proof of Theorem 2.5 that RanGΩ ⊂ Hm−3/2(∂B) for any

m ∈ Z+. Consequently, Λ0f /∈ RanGΩ.

Remark 3.4. Using the notations introduced in the above proof, an explicit example of condition

(iii) in Theorem 3.3 is as follows. For any θ0 ∈ (0, 2π) set

f(R(cos θ, sin θ)) =




1, if θ ∈ [0, θ0],

0, if θ ∈ (θ0, 2π).

Then

cn =

(
f,

einθ

2πR

)

L2(∂B)

=
1

2πR

∫ θ0

0
e−inθdθ =





θ0
2πR , n = 0,

1−e−inθ0

2πRin , n 6= 0.

It can be easily seen that f ∈ Hs(∂B)\H1/2(∂B) provided s < 1
2 . We also have f + f0 ∈

Hs(∂B)\H1/2(∂B) provided s < 1
2 and f0 ∈ H1/2(∂B).

3.2 Reconstruct the boundary of the obstacle.

Having determined γ in the previous subsection, we shall proceed with the inverse problem of

finding ∂D.

Theorem 3.5. Assume that the constant coefficient γ > 0 is known and D is a Dirichlet domain

contained in B. Then D can be uniquely determined by the single pair of Cauchy data (f, γ∂νu|∂B)

to (1.1)–(1.3) provided f is not identically zero.

Proof. Following the proof of [4, Theorem 5.1], we assume that D1 6= D2 and the Cauchy data

corresponding to (1.1)–(1.3) with D = D1 and D = D2 coincide. Let G be the component

of B\{D1 ∪ D2} whose boundary contains ∂B. Without loss of generality, we assume D∗ :=

(B\G)\D2 is nonempty. For j = 1, 2, let uj solve

div(γ∇uj) = 0 in B\Dj ,

uj = f on ∂B,

uj = 0 on ∂Dj .
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Suppose u1 and u2 have the same Cauchy data on ∂B, i.e., (f, γ∂νu1|∂B) = (f, γ∂νu2|∂B). It

follows from Holmgren’s theorem (see [18, Theorem 6.7]) that u1 = u2 in G. Since uj = 0 on

∂Dj , j = 1, 2, we know that u2 = 0 on ∂D∗. By the Maximum-Minimum Principle of harmonic

functions (see [18, Corollary 6.10]), we have u2 = 0 in D∗. Hence, u2 = 0 in G by analyticity.

This leads to a contradiction since f = u2|∂B is not identically zero.

Remark 3.6. If f is not identically zero, the solution u to (2.6)–(2.8) cannot be analytically

extended from B\D into B. Actually, if u can be analytically extended into B, then u is harmonic

in B. Proceeding as above, we can conclude from u = 0 on ∂D that u vanishes identically in B.

This is a contradiction to the assumption on f .

In what follows we shall design a domain-defined sampling method for imaging a convex

polygonal obstacle D. Below we show that the analytical extension across a corner of ∂D is

impossible.

Theorem 3.7. Assume that the constant coefficient γ > 0 is known, f is not identically zero,

and D is a Dirichlet convex polygon. Assume further that one of the following statement holds:

(i) All the corners of D are irrational angles;

(ii) dist(∂B,D) > diam(D);

(iii) f ∈ C(∂B) and f(x) 6= 0 for all x ∈ ∂B.

Then u cannot be analytically extended across the corners of D.

Proof. For the proof of statements (i) and (ii), we refer the reader to [27, Lemma 2.4].

It remains to show statement (iii). Since f ∈ C(∂B), one can show u ∈ C2(B\B0)∩C(B\B0),

where B0 is an open subset of B such that D ⊂ B0 ⊂ B0 ⊂ B. Assume to the contrary that u

can be analytically extended across a corner z of D. Consider an edge Γ of D that has z as one of

its endpoints. Since u vanishes on Γ and analytic in a neighborhood of z and B\D, we conclude

that u vanishes on the extended line of Γ that containing z as an interior point. Because of

convexity, the extended line must intersect with ∂B at a point x0. Therefore, f(x0)=u(x0)=0.

This is a contradiction to the assumption on f .

By Theorem 3.7 we can characterize D by sampling domains Ω and the testing function gγ .

Theorem 3.8. Let u solve (1.1)–(1.3) and u0 solve (2.1)–(2.2) with the same boundary value f

on ∂B. Set gγ := (γ∂νu− γ∂νu0)|∂B. Let the assumptions of Theorem 3.7 be fulfilled. Assume

further that Ω is a convex domain. Then D ⊂ Ω if and only if gγ ∈ RanGΩ.

Proof. If D ⊂ Ω, then (B\Ω) ⊂ (B\D) and thus gγ = GΩ [γ(u− u0)|∂Ω] on ∂B.

Now, we consider the case when D 6⊂ Ω. Assume to the contrary that ∂ν(u− u0)|∂B ∈

RanGΩ, i.e., there exists g ∈ H1/2(∂Ω) such that gγ = GΩg on ∂B. Therefore, the unique
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solution w of the boundary value problem

∆w = 0 in B\Ω,

w = 0 on ∂B,

w = g on ∂Ω,

must satisfy ∂νw = gγ on ∂B. From (1.1)–(1.3) and (2.1)–(2.2) we obtain

∆(u− u0) = 0 in B\Ω,

(u− u0) = 0 on ∂B.

Since γ∂ν(u− u0) = gγ on ∂B, the Cauchy data of γ(u− u0) and w coincide on ∂B. It follows

from Holmgren’s theorem (see [18, Theorem 6.7]) that

w = γ(u− u0) in B\(D ∪ Ω). (3.4)

Noting that D 6⊂ Ω and Ω is convex, we can find a corner z of D and an open neighbourhood V

of z such that V dose not intersect with the closure of Ω. We deduce from (3.4) that u can be

extended as a harmonic function in V , which contradicts the result of Theorem 3.7.

Remark 3.9. Denote by O the set of all convex Lipschitz domains that contained in B. Let the

assumptions of Theorem 3.7 be fulfilled. By Theorems 2.11 and 3.8 we have

D =
⋂

Ω∈{Ω̃∈O:gγ∈RanG
Ω̃
}

Ω =
⋂

Ω∈{Ω̃∈O:gγ∈Ran (Λ
Ω̃
−Λ0)1/2}

Ω.

According to the above analysis (see also [19, Theorems 6.2 and 6.3]), we defined the following

indicator function to recover the location and rough profile of D:

I2(Ω) :=

[
∑

n

|(gγ , fn)|
2

|λn|

]−1

, (3.5)

where Ω ∈ O with O introduced in Remark 3.9, (·, ·) denotes the inner product in L2(∂B) and

(λn, fn) is an eigensystem of (ΛΩ − Λ0). Under the assumptions of Theorems 3.7 and 3.8, we

conclude from Remark 3.2, Picard’s theorem (see [4, Theorem 4.8]) and Remark 2.10 (ii) that

I2(Ω)




> 0 if D⊂Ω,

= 0 if D 6⊂Ω.

Moreover, in view of Remark 3.6, a rough location of D can be recovered by (3.5) even if the

assumptions of Theorem 3.7 cannot be fulfilled.
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4 Numerical simulation of forward problems

We note that the boundary value problems (1.1)–(1.3) (including (2.6)–(2.8)) and (2.1)–(2.2)

can be reduced to boundary integral equations (see [18, Chapter 6]), which can be numerically

calculated by Nyström’s method (see [18, Chapter 12] and [4, Section 3.6]). To calculate Λ0,

ΛΩ and ΛD, it suffices to represent these Dirichlet-to-Neumann operators in terms of boundary

integral boundary operators introduced at the beginning of Section 2.

Theorem 4.1. Let f ∈ Hs(∂B) with s ∈ [−1
2 ,

1
2 ]. The double-layer potential u0 := D0,∂Bϕ∂B

with density ϕ∂B ∈ Hs(∂B) is a solution of the Dirichlet boundary value problem (2.1)–(2.2),

provided that ϕ∂B is a solution of the boundary integral equation

(K0,∂B − I)ϕ∂B = 2f, (4.1)

where I denotes the identity operator. Furthermore, (4.1) is uniquely solvable for all f ∈ Hs(∂B)

and the Dirichlet-to-Neumann operator Λ0 can be represented by

Λ0 = T0,∂B(K0,∂B − I)−1.

Moreover, Λ0 : H
s(∂B) → Hs−1(∂B) is bounded.

Proof. By denseness arguments as in the proof of Theorem 2.1, the jump relations and regularity

properties for the boundary trace and the normal derivative trace of the single- and double-layer

potential remain valid in the Sobolev space setting (see [5, 22]). Therefore, K0,∂B : Hs(∂B) →

Hs+1(∂B) is bounded, and thus K0,∂B : Hs(∂B) → Hs(∂B) is compact. Proceeding as in the

proofs of [18, Theorems 6.22 and 6.23], we can prove this theorem.

Moreover, it follows from [4, Theorem 3.6 and Corollary 10.13] and the interpolation property

of the Sobolev spaces (see [18, Theorem 8.13]) that T0,∂B : Hs(∂B) → Hs−1(∂B) is bounded.

In view of Theorem 2.2, Remark 2.4 (iv), by the denseness argument as in the proof of Theorem

2.1 and jump relations, we conclude from [4, Theorem 10.12] that Λ0 = T0,∂B(K0,∂B − I)−1 and

Λ0 : H
s(∂B) → Hs−1(∂B) is bounded.

Theorem 4.2. Let f ∈ Hs(∂B) with s ∈ [−1
2 ,

1
2 ]. The combined layer potential

u = D0,∂Bϕ∂B + S0,∂Dϕ∂D (4.2)

with densities ϕ∂B ∈ Hs(∂B) and ϕ∂D ∈ H−1/2(∂D) is a solution of the Dirichlet problem

(2.6)–(2.8) provided that ϕ∂B and ϕ∂D satisfy the boundary integral equations

(
K0,∂B − I S0,∂D→∂B

K0,∂B→∂D S0,∂D

)(
ϕ∂B

ϕ∂D

)
=

(
2f

0

)
. (4.3)
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Furthermore, (4.3) is uniquely solvable for all f ∈ Hs(∂B) and the Dirichlet-to-Neumann oper-

ator ΛD can be represented by

ΛDf =
(

T0,∂B K ′
0,∂D→∂B

)( K0,∂B − I S0,∂D→∂B

K0,∂B→∂D S0,∂D

)−1(
f

0

)
. (4.4)

Moreover, ΛD : Hs(∂B) → Hs−1(∂B) is bounded.

Proof. By the jump relations and regularity properties in the Sobolev space setting (see [5, 22]),

it is easy to see that the combined layer potential (4.2) with densities ϕ∂B and ϕ∂D satisfying

(4.3) is a solution to the Dirichlet problem (2.6)–(2.8).

From the proof of Theorem 4.1 we know K0,∂B − I : Hs(∂B) → Hs(∂B) has a bounded

inverse. The operator Si,∂D : H−1/2(∂D) → H1/2(∂D) also has a bounded inverse (see [16,

Theorem 5.44]). Moreover, S0,∂D→∂B : H−1/2(∂D) → Hs(∂B) and K0,∂B→∂D : Hs(∂B) →

H1/2(∂D) are compact due to the regularity properties of surface potentials, and S0,∂D −Si,∂D :

H−1/2(∂D) → H1/2(∂D) is also compact due to the increased smoothness of the integral kernel

as compared with that of Si,∂D. By the Riesz-Fredholm theory we conclude from
(

K0,∂B − I S0,∂D→∂B

K0,∂B→∂D S0,∂D

)
=

(
K0,∂B − I 0

0 Si,∂D

)
+

(
0 S0,∂D→∂B

K0,∂B→∂D S0,∂D − Si,∂D

)
(4.5)

that (4.3) is uniquely solvable if and only if (4.5) is injective.

Let u be given by (4.2) with ϕ∂B and ϕ∂D satisfy (4.3) wtih f = 0 on ∂B. By the uniqueness

for the interior Dirichlet problem in B\D and in D, respectively, we have u = 0 in B\D and in

D, respectively. By the jump relation we have

ϕ∂D = ∂νu− − ∂νu+ = 0 on ∂D. (4.6)

Therefore, it follows from (4.2) that

u = D0,∂Bϕ∂B . (4.7)

The jump relation now yields ∂νu± = 0 on ∂B. Note that (4.7) implies u(x) = o(1) as |x| → ∞.

It follows from the uniqueness of the exterior Neumann problem (see [18, Theorem 6.13]) that

u = 0 in R
2\B. By the jump relation we have

ϕ∂B = u+ − u− = 0 on ∂B. (4.8)

Combining (4.6) and (4.8) we thus obtain the injectivity of (4.5).

Finally, by noting that

∂νu0 =
1

2

(
T0ϕ∂B K ′

0,∂D→∂B

)( ϕ∂B

ϕ∂D

)
on ∂B,

we arrive at (4.4). Since K ′
0,∂D→∂B : H−1/2(∂D) → Hs−1(∂B) and T0 : Hs(∂B) → Hs−1(∂B)

are bonuded, we know ΛD : Hs(∂B) → Hs−1(∂B) is bounded.
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Remark 4.3. (i) In contrast to the invertible operator S∂D : H−1/2(∂D) → H1/2(∂D) defined

in Theorem 2.8, the operator S0,∂D : H−1/2(∂D) → H1/2(∂D) is in general not injective in two

dimensions (see [18, Theorem 7.38]). A modified operator of S0,∂D has been proposed to overcome

this difficulty (see [18, Theorem 7.41]). Here, we avoid this difficulty by using the combined layer

potential (4.2).

(ii) Let s ∈ [−1
2 ,

1
2 ]. By Theorems 4.1 and 4.2, we immediately obtain (ΛD−Λ0)f ∈ Hs−1(∂B)

for all f ∈ Hs(∂B). Furthermore, Remark 2.10 (i) implies (ΛD − Λ0)f ∈ Hm−3/2(∂B) for all

f ∈ Hs(∂B) and m ∈ Z+.

Below we will consider numerical approaches for computing Λ0 and ΛD. The same scheme

can be applied to handle ΛΩ for any Lipschitz domain Ω satisfying Ω ⊂ B. We begin with the

necessary parametrization of (4.1) and (4.3). Note that a uniform mesh for ∂D yields only poor

convergence due to the corners of polygon D. To take proper care of the corner singularities,

we may use a graded mesh as shown in (4.11) below (for details see [4, Section 3.6] and [26]).

Assume that ∂B possesses a regular analytic 2π-periodic representation of the form

x̃(t̃) = (x̃1(t̃), x̃2(t̃)), 0 ≤ t̃ ≤ 2π. (4.9)

Moreover, the boundary ∂D of polygon D with corners given in order by {Pℓ := (Pℓ,1, Pℓ,2)}
N
ℓ=1

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

xj(t)=

(
2ℓπ

N
−t

)
Pℓ,j+

(
t−

2(ℓ−1)π

N

)
P(ℓmodN)+1,j , t∈

[
2(ℓ−1)π

N
,
2ℓπ

N

)
, ℓ=1,· · ·, N (4.10)

for j = 1, 2. To introduce the uniform mesh on ∂B and the graded mesh on ∂D, we choose

ñ, n ∈ Z+ such that n/N ∈ Z+. For simplicity let there be n/N knots on each smooth segment.

The knots on ∂B and ∂D are {x̃(t̃j)} and {x(tj)}, respectively, where

t̃j =
jπ

ñ
, j = 0, 1, · · · , 2ñ− 1,

tj = w(sj) with sj =
π

2n
+
jπ

n
, j = 0, 1, · · · , 2n − 1, (4.11)

w(s) = w̃(Ns− 2ℓπ + 2π), s ∈

[
2(ℓ− 1)π

N
,
2ℓπ

N

)
, ℓ = 1, · · · , N,

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

+
1

p

s− π

π
+

1

2
, p ≥ 2.

Following the Nyström method (see [18, Chapter 12]) and the idea of graded mesh (see [4, Section

3.6]), the boundary integral equations (4.1) and (4.3) can be approximated by

(L∂B − I)Ψ∂B = F
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and
(

L∂B − I M∂D→∂B

L∂B→∂D M∂D

)(
Ψ∂B

WΨ∂D

)
=

(
F

0

)
, (4.12)

respectively, where I denotes the identity matrix and

L∂B :=
(π
ñ
L̃∂B(t̃i, t̃j)

)
i,j=0,1,··· ,2ñ−1

,

L̃∂B(t̃, τ̃ ) :=





1
π
[x̃(t̃)−x̃(τ̃)]·(x̃′

2(τ̃),−x̃′

1(τ̃ ))

|x̃(t̃)−x̃(τ̃ )|2
, t̃ 6= τ̃ ,

x̃′′(t̃)·(x̃′

2(t̃),−x̃′

1(t̃))

2π|x̃′(t̃)|2
, t̃ = τ̃ ,

Ψ∂B :=
(
ϕ∂B(x̃(t̃0)), ϕ∂B(x̃(t̃1)), · · · , ϕ∂B(x̃(t̃2ñ−1))

)⊤
,

F := 2
(
f(x̃(t̃0)), f(x̃(t̃1)), · · · , f(x̃(t̃2ñ−1))

)⊤
,

and

M∂D→∂B :=
(π
n
M̃∂D→∂B(t̃i, τj)

)
i=0,1,··· ,2ñ−1,j=0,1,··· ,2n−1

,

M̃∂D→∂B(t̃, τ) :=
|x′(τ)|

π
ln

1

|x̃(t̃)− x(τ)|
,

L∂B→∂D :=
(π
ñ
L̃∂B→∂D(ti, t̃j)

)
i=0,1,··· ,2n−1,j=0,1,··· ,2ñ−1

,

L̃∂B→∂D(t, τ̃ ) :=
1

π

[x(t)− x̃(τ̃)] · (x̃′2(τ̃ ),−x̃′1(τ̃))

|x(t)− x̃(τ̃ )|2
,

M∂D :=
(
R

(n)
j (si)M̃∂D,1(si, σj) +

π

n
M̃∂D,2(si, σj)

)
i=0,1,··· ,2n−1

,

R
(n)
j (s) := −

2π

n

n−1∑

m=1

1

m
cosm(s− sj)−

π

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

M̃∂D,1(s, σ) := M∂D,1(w(s), w(σ)),

M̃∂D,2(s, σ) :=




M∂D,2(w(s), w(σ)), s 6= σ,

2M∂D,1(w(s), w(s)) lnw′(s) +M∂D,2(w(s), w(s)), s = σ,

M∂D,1(t, τ)) := −
1

2π
|x′(τ)|,

M∂D,2(t, τ)) :=





|x′(τ)|
π ln 1

|x(t)−x(τ)| −M∂D,1(t, τ) ln
(
4 sin2 t−τ

2

)
, t 6= τ,

|x′(t)|
π ln 1

|x′(t)| , t = τ,

W := diag(w′(s0), w
′(s1), · · · , w

′(s2n−1)),

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

With the notations in discrete form, the solution to (2.1)–(2.2) can be approximated by

u0(x) ≈
π

ñ

(
∂Φ0(x,x̃(t̃0))

∂ν(x̃(t̃0))

∂Φ0(x,x̃(t̃1))

∂ν(x̃(t̃1))
· · ·

∂Φ0(x,x̃(t̃2ñ−1))

∂ν(x̃(t̃2ñ−1))

)
Y∂BΨ∂B , x ∈ B,
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and the solution to (2.6)–(2.8) can be approximated by

u(x) ≈
π

ñ

(
∂Φ0(x,x̃(t̃0))

∂ν(x̃(t̃0))

∂Φ0(x,x̃(t̃1))

∂ν(x̃(t̃1))
· · ·

∂Φ0(x,x̃(t̃2ñ−1))

∂ν(x̃(t̃2ñ−1))

)
Y∂BΨ∂B

+
π

n

(
Φ0(x, x(t0)) Φ0(x, x(t1)) · · · Φ0(x, x(t2n−1))

)
Y∂DWΨ∂D, x ∈ B\D,

where

Y∂B = diag(|x̃′(t̃0)|, |x̃
′(t̃1)|, · · · , |x̃

′(t̃2ñ−1)|),

Y∂D = diag(|x′(t0)|, |x
′(t1)|, · · · , |x

′(t2n−1)|). (4.13)

Remark 4.4. Since w′(sj) takes a very small value if the knot x(w(sj)) is close to the corners

of ∂D, it is not stable to calculate Ψ∂D from (4.12). From the above approximation for the

solution u to (2.6)–(2.8), we see WΨ∂D can be viewed as an unknown vector and it is sufficient

to calculate WΨ∂D from (4.12).

In view of Remark 4.4, the Dirichlet-to-Neumann operators Λ0 and ΛD are approximated by

Λ0 ≈ Y −1
∂B T∂BΨ∂B = Y −1

∂B T∂B(L∂B − I)−1

and

ΛDf ≈
1

2
Y −1
∂B

(
T∂B H∂D→∂B

)( Ψ∂B

WΨ∂D

)

= Y −1
∂B

(
T∂B H∂D→∂B

)( L∂B − I M∂D→∂B

L∂B→∂D M∂D

)−1(
F/2

0

)
(4.14)

respectively, where

T∂B :=
(
T̃∂B(t̃i, t̃j)

)
i,j=0,1,··· ,2ñ−1

,

T̃∂B(t̃i, t̃j) := T
(ñ)
j (t̃i) +

π

ñ

[
kA(t̃i, t̃j) + k2(t̃i, t̃j)−

1

2π

]
,

T
(ñ)
j (t̃) := −

1

ñ

ñ−1∑

m=1

m cosm(t̃− t̃j)−
1

2
cos ñ(t̃− t̃j),

kA(t̃, τ̃) :=





1
2π

2(1−cos(t̃−τ̃))x̃′(t̃)·x̃′(τ̃)−cos(t̃−τ̃)|x̃(t̃)−x̃(τ̃)|2

(1−cos(t̃−τ̃))|x̃(t̃)−x̃(τ̃ )|2
, t̃ 6= τ̃ ,

1
π

1
6
x̃′(t̃)·x̃′′′(t̃)− 1

4
|x̃′′(t̃)|2+ 5

12
|x̃′(t̃)|2

|x̃′(t̃)|2
, t̃ = τ̃ ,

k2(t̃, τ̃) :=




− 2

π
{[x̃(t̃)−x̃(τ̃)]·(x̃′

2(t̃),−x̃′

1(t̃))}{[x̃(t̃)−x̃(τ̃ )]·(x̃′

2(τ̃ ),−x̃′

1(τ̃))}

|x̃(t̃)−x̃(τ̃ )|4
, t̃ 6= τ̃ ,

1
2π

|x̃′′(t̃)·(x̃′

2(t̃),−x̃′

1(t̃))|
2

|x̃′(t̃)|4
, t̃ = τ̃ ,

H∂D→∂B :=
(π
n
H̃∂D→∂B(t̃i, τj)

)
i=0,1,··· ,2ñ−1,j=0,1,··· ,2n−1

,

H∂D→∂B(t̃, τ) :=
1

π

[x(τ)− x̃(t̃)] · (x̃′2(t̃),−x̃′1(t̃))

|x̃(t̃)− x(τ)|2
|x′(τ)|.

For the calculation of the hypersingular operator T0,∂B we refer to [12, 17].
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5 Iteration method for a precise reconstruction

In numerical implementation, it is impossible to calculate I2(Ω) defined by (3.5) for all Ω ⊂ O

with O introduced in Remark 3.9. For a more precise result of recovering the shape of D, we

will use Newton’s iteration method with an appropriate initial guess based on the result of the

method introduced in Section 3. We refer to [1, 13] for the details on iteration method in the

case of scattering problem.

To introduce the iteration method, we consider the polygon D with boundary ∂D := {h(t) ∈

R
2 : t ∈ [0, 2π)}, where h is a 2π-periodic function analogous to (4.10). For any fixed boundary

value f ∈ Hs(∂B) with s ∈ [−1
2 ,

1
2 ], we define the mapping F by

Fh = ∂νu on ∂B, (5.1)

where u solves (2.6)–(2.8). By Remark 2.4 (iv), we know Fh ∈ Hs−1(∂B). The inverse problem

is to solve (5.1), while the iteration method is to approximately solve (5.1) in a Newton type

iterative manner. Precisely, for a proper initial guess h = h0 we compute

hn+1 = hn + qn, n = 0, 1, · · · ,

where qn solves the linearized equation of (5.1):

Fhn + F ′
hn
qn = ∂νu on ∂B. (5.2)

The domain derivative in (5.2) is defined by

F ′
hq = lim

t→0

F(h+ tq)−F(h)

t
.

Analogously to [1, (28), (39) and Theorem 5.1], the domain derivative is given by

F ′
hq = ∂νv|∂B , (5.3)

where v solves the following boundary value problem

∆v = 0 in B\D, (5.4)

v = 0 on ∂B, (5.5)

v = −(ν · q)∂νu on ∂D. (5.6)

In [1, Corollary 4.2], the existence of the shape derivative was justified for the Helmholtz equation

in a proper function space near each corner point of ∂D. The arguments there can be easily

adapted to the boundary value problem of Laplace equation under consideration.

Due to the regularity of elliptic equations, the operator equation (5.2) 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
]∗(∂νu|∂B −Fhn), (5.7)
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where the regularization parameter α > 0 is appropriately chosen (see [4, Section 4.5]).

It is difficult to calculate the values of ∂νu near the corners of ∂D due to the singularities of

elliptic boundary value problems in nonsmooth domains (see Theorem 3.7 and [8]). To deal with

this difficulty, we approximate the values of ∂νu near the corners of ∂D in the following manner.

In view of Theorem 4.2, we can easily deduce that

∂νu =
(

T0,∂B→∂D K ′
0,∂D − I

)( ϕ∂B

ϕ∂D

)
on ∂D.

Therefore, 2|x′(t)|∂νu(x(t)) can be approximated by

Y∂DU =
(

T∂B→∂D H∂DW − Y∂D

)( Ψ∂B

Ψ∂D

)
, (5.8)

where Y∂D is given in (4.13) and

U := 2 (∂νu(x(t0)), ∂νu(x(t1)), · · · , ∂νu(x(t2n−1)))
⊤ ,

T∂B→∂D :=
(π
ñ
T̃∂B→∂D(ti, τ̃j)

)
i=0,1,··· ,2n−1,j=0,1,··· ,2ñ−1

,

T̃∂B→∂D(t, τ̃ ) := −
2

π

{[x(t)− x̃(τ̃)] · (x′2(t),−x′1(t))}{[x(t) − x̃(τ̃)] · (x̃′2(τ̃ ),−x̃′1(τ̃))}

|x(t)− x̃(τ̃)|4

+
1

π

(x′2(t),−x′1(t)) · (x̃
′
2(τ̃),−x̃′1(τ̃))

|x(t)− x̃(τ̃ )|2
,

H∂D :=
(π
n
H̃∂D(ti, τj)

)
i,j=0,1,··· ,2n−1

,

H̃∂D(t, τ) :=





|x′(τ)|
π

[x(τ)−x(t)]·(x′

2(t),−x′

1(t))
|x(t)−x(τ)|2 , t 6= τ,

x′′(t)·(x′

2(t),−x′

1(t))
2π|x′(t)| , t = τ.

As pointed out in Remark 4.4, WΨ∂D is viewed as an unknown vector to avoid the calculation

of the inverse of W . Applying W on both sides of (5.8), we obtain

Y∂DWU =
(

WT∂B→∂D WH∂D − Y∂D

)( Ψ∂B

WΨ∂D

)
,

where we have used the equlity WY∂D = Y∂DW . In view of (4.12), 2w′(s)|x′(w(s))|∂νu(x(w(s)))

on ∂D can be approximated by

Y∂DWU =
(

WT∂B→∂D WH∂D − Y∂D

)( L∂B − I M∂D→∂B

L∂B→∂D M∂D

)−1(
F

0

)
.

Therefore, we may approximate ∂νu on ∂D by

U ≈ (α0I +W )−1(WU) = (α0I +W )−1Y −1
∂D (Y∂DWU), (5.9)

where the parameter α0 > 0 is appropriately chosen.
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Analogously to Theorem 4.2, we can easily deduce that

∂νv =
(

T0,∂B K ′
0,∂D→∂B

)( K0,∂B − I S0,∂D→∂B

K0,∂B→∂D S0,∂D

)−1(
0

−(ν · q)∂νu

)
on ∂B,

where v solves (5.4)–(5.6). The above equations can be approximated by

V = Y −1
∂B

(
T∂B H∂D→∂B

)( L∂B − I M∂D→∂B

L∂B→∂D M∂D

)−1(
0

−QU

)
,

where Y∂B , T∂B ,H∂D→∂B, L∂B ,M∂D→∂B , L∂B→∂D,M∂D are given in (4.14) and

V := (∂νv(x(t0)), ∂νv(x(t0)), · · · , ∂νv(x(t2n−1)))
⊤ ,

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

In view of (5.3), the domain derivative F ′
hq = ∂νv|∂B is thus approximated by V .

Noting that this paper focuses on polygon obstacles, we update the location of corners {Pℓ :

ℓ = 1, · · · , N} of the polygon in (4.10) at each iteration step, instead of the coefficients of basis

shape functions such as trigonometric polynomials in [13]. Precisely, in the m-th iteration step

the updated corners {P
(m)
ℓ = (P

(m)
ℓ,1 , P

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




P
(m)
1,1
...

P
(m)
N,1

P
(m)
1,2
...

P
(m)
N,2




=




P
(m−1)
1,1

...

P
(m−1)
N,1

P
(m−1)
1,2

...

P
(m−1)
N,2




+




∆P
(m)
1,1
...

∆P
(m)
N,1

∆P
(m)
1,2
...

∆P
(m)
N,2




, m = 1, 2, · · · ,

where {P
(m)
ℓ = (P

(m)
ℓ,1 , P

(m)
ℓ,2 ) : ℓ = 1, · · · , N} are the corners in the (m−1)-th iteration step, and

{∆P
(m)
ℓ = (∆P

(m)
ℓ,1 ,∆P

(m)
ℓ,2 ) : ℓ = 1, · · · , N} are given by (5.7) in terms of (4.10).

6 Numerical examples

In this section, we will display some numerical examples.

Example 6.1 (Factorization method based on Dirichlet-to-Neumann operators). Let B be a

disk centered at the origin with radius 5 (i.e., x̃(t̃) = 5(cos t̃, sin t̃) in (4.9)). The Dirichlet-to-

Neumann operator ΛD is approximated by a 128×128 matrix. The numerical results of indicator

function I(z) defined by (2.25) for different obstacles are shown in Figure 1, where the red solid

line and black solid line representing the disk B and the true obstacle D. The obstacle D in

Figure 1 (a) is a disk centered at (2, 3) with radius 0.5. The boundary ∂D of obstacle D in
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(a) (b) (c)

Figure 1: Numerical results for Example 6.1.

Figure 1 (b) is given by x(t) = 0.5(cos t+0.65 cos 2t− 0.65, 1.5 sin t)+ (2, 1) for 0 ≤ t ≤ 2π. The

obstacle D in Figure 1 (c) is a polygon with corners given in order by (0.25,−0.75), (1.5,−0.5),

(1.5, 0.5) and (0.5, 0.5).

Example 6.2 (Determination of γ). Let B be a disk centered at the origin with radius 5 and

D be a polygon with corners given in order by (0.25,−0.75), (1.5,−0.5), (1.5, 0.5) and (0.5, 0.5).

We set Ω to be a disk centered at the origin with radius 3. The number of knots on ∂B is set to be

64, i.e., the Dirichlet-to-Neumann operator ΛD is approximated by a 64× 64 matrix. The noisy

single pair of Cauchy data is given by (f, ∂νuδ) with ∂νuδ(x) := ∂νu(x)(1 + δζ). Here, δ > 0 is

the noise ratio and ζ is a uniformly distributed random number in [−1, 1]. The sampling knots for

τ is set to be τℓ = ℓ/20 for ℓ = 0, 1,· · ·, 40. The numerical examples of I1(τ) defined by (3.1) for

(a) γ = e− 2, δ = 0% (b) γ = e− 2, δ = 1% (c) γ = 1, δ = 1% (d) γ = π−2, δ = 1% (e) γ = π−2, δ = 0%
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(f) γ = e− 2, δ = 0%
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(g) γ = e− 2, δ = 1%
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(h) γ = 1, δ = 1%
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(i) γ = π − 2, δ = 1%
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(j) γ = π − 2, δ = 0%

Figure 2: Numerical results for Example 6.2 with different values of γ and noise ratios.

different conductivity coefficients γ and noise ratios δ with the same boundary value f are shown

in Figure 2. The geometries of the problems are shown in Figure 2 (a)–(e), where the black line

represents ∂D, the small red circle represents ∂Ω, and the large red circle represents ∂B. The
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boundary value f takes value 0 and 1 at grey and black knots on ∂B, respectively. The numerical

results for I1(τ) corresponding to Figure 2 (a)–(e) are shown in Figure 2 (f)–(j), respectively,

where the red line represents the true value of γ and black knots represent the points (τℓ, I1(τℓ)),

ℓ = 0, 1, · · · , 40. The numerical examples of I1(τ) defined by (3.1) for different boundary values

f and noise ratios δ with the same conductivity coefficient γ = 1 are shown in Figure 3. The

geometries of the problems are shown in Figure 3 (a)–(e), where the black line represents ∂D,

the small red circle represents ∂Ω, and the large red circle represents ∂B. The boundary value

f takes value 0, 1, 2 at grey, black, blue knots on ∂B in Figure 3 (a)–(c), respectively. The

boundary value of Figure 3 (d), (e), (i) and (j) is given by f(x) = f(5(cos θ, sin θ)) = cos θ on

∂B. The numerical results for I1(τ) corresponding to Figure 3 (a)–(e) are shown in Figure 3

(f)–(j), respectively, where the red line represents the true value of γ and black knots represent

the points (τℓ, I1(τℓ)), ℓ = 0, 1, · · · , 40.

(a) δ = 1% (b) δ = 1% (c) δ = 1% (d) δ = 1% (e) δ = 0%
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(f) δ = 1%
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(g) δ = 1%
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(h) δ = 1%
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(i) δ = 1%
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(j) δ = 0%

Figure 3: Numerical results for Example 6.2 with different boundary values f and noise ratios.

Example 6.3 (Detection of location). Let D and B be the same as in Example 6.2 and suppose

that the conductivity coefficient γ = 1 is known. The boundary data f and ΛDf are approximated

by two 128×1 vectors. We determine the location of D in the following two different approaches.

Approach 1. Let Ω
(ℓ)
P be a disk centered at P with radius ℓ/10 for ℓ=5, 6,· · ·, 30. The number

of knots on ∂B is set to be 128, i.e., the Dirichlet-to-Neumann operator ΛD is approximated by

a 128× 128 matrix. To indicator the value of I2(Ω
(ℓ)
P ) defined by (3.5), we plot ∂Ω

(ℓ)
P in the color

given in terms of RGB values in [0, 1] × [0, 1] × [0, 1] as follows:



(V (ℓ), 1− V (ℓ), 0) if V (ℓ) ≥ 0,

(0, 1 + V (ℓ),−V (ℓ)) if V (ℓ) < 0,
with V (ℓ) := 2×

I2(Ω
(ℓ)
P )− Imin

Imax − Imin
− 1, (6.1)

where Imax := maxℓ{I(Ω
(ℓ))} and Imin := minℓ{I(Ω

(ℓ))}. The numerical results for I2(Ω
(ℓ)
P )
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defined by (3.5) with different P are shown in Figure 4, where the black line represents ∂D,

the circle with knots represents ∂B, the boundary value f takes value 0 and 1 at grey and black

knots on ∂B, respectively, and the colored circles represent ∂Ω
(ℓ)
P for different P and ℓ with its

color indicating the value of I2(Ω
(ℓ)
P ) in the sense of (6.1). From the numerical results shown in

Figure 4, we see that the rough location of D can be found from a single pair of Cauchy data to

(1.1)–(1.3). Moreover, we can imagine that Remark 3.9 can be numerically verified if the values

of I2(Ω) for all possible domains Ω in O are calculated.

(a) Ω
(ℓ)
(0,−1.5) (b) Ω

(ℓ)
(0,−0.5) (c) Ω

(ℓ)
(0,0) (d) Ω

(ℓ)
(0,0.5) (e) Ω

(ℓ)
(0,1.5)

(f) Ω
(ℓ)
(−1.5,0) (g) Ω

(ℓ)
(−0.5,0) (h) Ω

(ℓ)
(0,0) (i) Ω

(ℓ)
(0.5,0) (j) Ω

(ℓ)
(1.5,0)

(k) Ω
(ℓ)

(−1.5,0) (l) Ω
(ℓ)

(−0.5,0) (m) Ω
(ℓ)

(0,0) (n) Ω
(ℓ)

(0.5,0) (o) Ω
(ℓ)

(1.5,0)

Figure 4: Numerical results for Approach 1 of Example 6.3.

Approach 2. Let r ∈ {1, 1/2, 1/4, 1/8}. We set Ωr
P to be a disk centered at P with radius

r, where the center is set to be P = Ppq = (−2 + 2pr,−2 + 2qr) for p, q = 0, 1, · · · , 2/r. The

numerical results for I2(Ω
r
Ppq

) defined by (3.5) are shown in Figure 5 (a)–(c), while the numerical

results for ln(I2(Ω
r
Ppq

)) are shown in Figure 5 (d)–(e). In Figure 5, the black line represents ∂D,

the circle with knots represents ∂B, the boundary value f takes value 0 and 1 at grey and black

knots on ∂B, respectively. The colored circles represent ∂Ωr
Ppq

with its color indicating the value

of I2(Ω
r
Ppq

) in the sense similar to (6.1) in Figure 5 (a)–(c), while the colored circles represent

∂Ωr
Ppq

with its color indicating the value of ln(I2(Ω
r
Ppq

)) in the sense similar to (6.1) in Figure 5

(d)–(e).
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(a) r = 1 (b) r = 1/2 (c) r = 1/4 (d) r = 1/4 (e) r = 1/8

Figure 5: Numerical results for Approach 2 of Example 6.3.

Note that D is contained in none of the disks shown in Figure 5. Nevertheless, it can be

seen from Figure 5 that the rough location of D can be found in the way given by Approach 2 of

Example 6.3. Intuitively, we think that in some sense the distance between the Cauchy data to D

and the gragh of the Dirichlet-to-Neumann operator to the disks close to D may be nearer than

the disks far away from D. So far, we cannot explain why a rough location of D can be identified

by Approach 2 of Example 6.3.

Example 6.4 (Iteration method). Let D, B and γ be the same as in Example 6.3. The boundary

data f and ΛDf are approximated by two 64× 1 vectors.

(a) f = f1 (b) f = f2 (c) f = f3 (d) f = f4

(e) f = f1 (f) f = f2 (g) f = f3 (h) f = f4

Figure 6: Numerical results for Example 6.4 (i).

(i) The initial guess is given by the location of corners in order by (0.3,−0.7), (1.7,−0.7),

(1.7, 0.7), (0.3, 0.7). The total iteration number for each figure is 20. The parameters in (5.7)
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and (5.9) are set to be α = 10−3 and α0 = 10−4, respectively. The shape of the polygon in the

m-th iteration step will be plotted in the color given in terms of RGB values:



(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. (6.2)

The numerical results of iteration method based on a single pair of Cauchy data to different

boundary values f = fj , for j = 1, 2, 3, 4, on ∂B are shown in Figure 6, where the black dots rep-

resent ∂D, the red circle represents ∂B, the dashed line represents the initial guess, the boundary

value f = fj takes value 0 and 1 at grey and black knots on ∂B, respectively. Moreover, the

colored lines represent the shape in each iteration step with its color indicating the current step

number in the sense of (6.2).

(a) 5 corners (b) 6 corners (c) 7 corners (d) 8 corners

(e) 5 corners (f) 6 corners (g) 7 corners (h) 8 corners

Figure 7: Numerical results for Example 6.4 (ii).

(ii) Note that we cannot take it for grant that the polygon D has four corners. The numerical

results of iteration method based on a single pair of Cauchy data to initial guesses of different

corner numbers are shown in Figure 7, where the black dots represent ∂D, the red circle represents

∂B, the dashed line represents the initial guess, the boundary value f takes value 0 and 1 at grey

and black knots on ∂B, respectively, and the colored lines represent the shape in each iteration

step with its color indicating the current step number in the sense of (6.2). The initial guess

in Figure 7 (a) and (e) is given by the location of corners in order by (0,−0.8), (0.9,−1),

(1.6,−0.9), (1.5, 0.8), (0.3, 0.5) and corresponding number of knots on ∂D is 130. The initial
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guess in Figure 7 (b) and (f) is given by (0,−0.8), (0.9,−1), (1.6,−0.9), (1.3, 0.2), (1.5, 0.8),

(0.3, 0.5) and corresponding number of knots on ∂D is 132. The initial guess in Figure 7 (c)

and (g) is given by (0,−0.8), (0.9,−1), (1.6,−0.9), (1.3, 0.2), (1.5, 0.8), (0.9, 0.6), (0.3, 0.5) and

corresponding number of knots on ∂D is 196. The initial guess in Figure 7 (d) and (h) is

given by (0,−0.8), (0.9,−1), (1.6,−0.9), (1.3, 0.2), (1.5, 0.8), (0.9, 0.6), (0.3, 0.5), (0.1,−0.1)

and corresponding number of knots on ∂D is 256. The total iteration number for each figure are

50. The parameters in (5.7) and (5.9) are set to be α = 10−4 and α0 = 10−5, respectively.

7 Conclusion

In this paper, we have established the uniqueness of the inverse problem to determine the coef-

ficient γ and the Dirichlet polygon D from a single pair of Cauchy data to the boundary value

problem (1.1)–(1.3) under some a priori assumption on the Dirichlet boundary value f on ∂B.

A domain-defined sampling method was proposed to determine γ and a modified factorization

method was established to roughly recover the location and shape of D. An iteration method

is then used to improve the reconstruction of the geometry of D. All these numerical methods

are based on a single pair of Cauchy data. We note that similar uniqueness results can be estab-

lished for Neumann obstacles and Robin obstacles with a constant Robin coefficient. Similarly,

the hybrid method proposed in this paper carries over to Neumann and Robin obstacles with

minor modifications. As an ongoing work, we will extend the above results from the Laplace’s

equation to the Helmholtz equation.
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