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INVERSE PROBLEMS FOR SCREENS

EMILIA BLÅSTEN, PETRI OLA AND LASSI PÄIVÄRINTA

Abstract. We study the inverse scattering from a screen with using only one incom-
ing time–harmonic plane wave but with measurements of the scattered wave done at all
directions. Especially we focus on the 2D–case i.e. (inverse) scattering from an open
bounded smooth curve. Besides the inverse scattering problem we also study the in-
verse electrostatic problem. We then show that one Cauchy–data of any continuous and
bounded function vanishing on the screen and harmonic outside it, determines the screen
uniquely.

1. Direct Scattering Problem

An open set Ω ⊂ Rn, n ≥ 2, is called a Dirichlet–obstacle if Ω is bounded and the
complement Rn \Ω is connected. The corresponding direct scattering problem is then the
following: For a fixed wavenumber k2 > 0 let the incident wave ui be a solution of the
Helmholtz–equation (∆+k2)ui = 0 in Rn. Find the total field u ∈ C2(Rn \Ω)∩C(Rn \Ω)
such that

• (∆ + k2)u = 0 in Rn \ Ω
• The scattered field us = u−ui is outgoing in the sense that it satisfies Sommerfeld’s
Radiation condition

(∂rus − ikus)(x) = o(|x |−(n−1 )/2 ) as |x| → ∞ uniformly in x/|x| ∈ Sn−1

• The total field vanishes on ∂Ω, i.e. the scattered field satisfies us = −ui on ∂Ω.

This is a classic problem and is understood very well, even if Ω has minimal regularity
(see for example [14], [15]). The situation is less well understood if Ω is replaced by a
compact surface S, i.e. a screen as defined below:

Definition 1.1. An (n−1)–dimensional screen is a smooth compact orientable submani-
fold S of Rn with nonempty boundary ∂S.

Hence, a two–dimensional screen is a smooth compact hypersurface of R3, and a one–
dimensional screen is a compact smooth curve. Both with nonempty boundaries of course.
The scattering problem for (n−1)–dimensional screens that we are going to study is then
as follows: For ui as above, find the scattered field us such that the total field u = us+ui
solves

(1) (∆ + k2)u = 0 in Rn \ S,
(2) The scattered field us = u− ui is outgoing i.e. it satisfies Sommerfeld’s Radiation

condition

(∂rus − ikus)(x) = o(|x |−(n−1 )/2 ) as |x| → ∞ uniformly in x/|x| ∈ Sn−1

(3) The total field vanishes on S, i.e. the scattered field satisfies us = −ui on S.
1

http://arxiv.org/abs/2409.02591v1
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Physically this describes acoustic time–harmonic scattering from a sound–soft screen. For
the solvability in dimension three and in the case when S can be smoothly embedded to
a boundary of a smooth bounded domain, see for example [17].

2. Inverse Scattering

If us is any outgoing solution of the Helmholtz–operator ∆ + k2 then at infinity it has
asymptotics

us(x) =
eik|x|

|x|(n−1)/2
u∞(x̂, k) + o(|x |−(n−1 )/2 ), x̂ = x/|x |.

The uniquely determined function u∞ is the far–field pattern of us. In the case when us
is scattered wave corresponding to the incoming plane wave ui(x) = eik〈θ,x〉 we denote it
by u∞(x̂, θ, k). Let’s give the following rather general formulation, this will be narrowed
down considerably in a moment.

Inverse Scattering Problem (ISP): For a fixed k > 0 determine the obstacle Ω (or the
screen S) from the knowledge of u∞(x̂, θ, k) on a given set of values of (x̂, θ) ∈ Sn−1×Sn−1.

A classical result of Schiffer (see for example [8, 13, 18]) says that given any countably
infinite set θj , j ∈ N, of incoming directions, the values u∞(x̂, θj , k) for all measurement
directions x̂ ∈ Sn−1 determine Ω uniquely. This fact holds also for sound–soft screens
[11]. The Schiffer’s problem then asks whether this holds with just one fixed incoming
direction θ, i.e whether the measurement

Mθ = {u∞(x̂, θ, k); x̂ ∈ Sn−1}

is enough to determine the obstacle Ω.

We propose the following:

Conjecture: A single measurement set Mθ = {u∞(x̂, θ, k); x̂ ∈ Sn−1} determines a sound–
soft screen uniquely.

For previous results on inverse scattering from screens, see [3, 12].

3. Screens in Two Dimensions

In R2 screens are arcs, and hence geometrically and analytically more simple than in
higher dimensions. So, from now on we will consider (1)–(3) with S replaced by a simple
differentiable arc Γ. An integration of parts immediately gives that the solution of the
scattering problem - if it exists - must be

(3.1) us(x) = −
i

4

∫

Γ

H
(1)
0 (k|x− y|)ρ(y) ds(y),

where the density ρ is equal to the jump [∂νus] of the normal derivative across Γ and H
(1)
0

is the Hankel–function of the first kind and order zero. Note that [∂νus] is independent
of the direction of the normal ν of Γ chosen. Taking limits on Γ then gives that ρ must
solve an integral equation

(3.2) −ui(x) = −
i

4

∫

Γ

H
(1)
0 (k|x− y|)ρ(y) ds(y), x ∈ Γ.
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This is a convolution equation1 on Γ.

Instead of the scattering problem above it will be easier to study the corresponding
electrostatic question, i.e. when k = 0. Hence we wish to determine the screen Γ from
electrostatic measurements. In this case the inverse–problem can be formulated as whether
one can uniquely determine a (super) conductive crack in a homogenous body from elec-
trostatic measurements. More precisely, assume that Γ is a screen in R2, and for some
constant C we have

∆u = 0 in R
2 \ Γ,(3.3)

u|Γ = 0(3.4)

u = u0 + C in R
2 \ Γ,(3.5)

where u0 has finite energy in the sense that∫

R2\Γ

|∇u0|
2 dx+

∫

Γ

|u0|
2 dx <∞.

We consider the following:

Electrostatic Schiffer’s Problem: Let B be a closed ball in R2 containing Γ in its interior.
Given a single solution u of (3.3)–(3.5), determine Γ from the Cauchy–data (u|∂B, ∂ru|∂B)
of u on ∂B.

The essential restriction here is that we have only one single solution at our disposal. This
is in marked contrast to the version of classical Calderón’s problem for screens, where the
data would be the Cauchy–data on ∂B of all functions harmonic in the complement of
Γ. In [9] the authors studied a similar problem but with data consisting of Cauchy–
data of a pair of solutions in a bounded domain containing an insulating screen in its
interior. In that case at least two measurements are needed. In [10, 1] the authors proved
uniqueness and numerical recovery for determining an unknown Dirichlet obstacle from
one electrostatic measurement on the known boundary. In [1] they briefly mention that
their method could work in principle for open arcs (screens) but we could not find further
evidence about this in the literature. Nevertheless, the study of screens is interesting
because of the sinularities generated by their boundary.

4. Unique determination for the Electrostatic Problem

Let u be a solution of (3.3)–(3.5) and denote

DΓ(u) = (u|∂B, ∂ru|∂B).

Our main technical result is the following:

Theorem 4.1. If u is a non–vanishing solution of (3.3)–(3.5), then u is singular at
boundary points of Γ.

More precisely we can actually prove that near the endpoints b± of Γ the solution of u
behaves like

u(x) ∼ A±dist (x, b±)
−1/2,

where A± 6= 0. As a corollary of this we get the following unique determination result:

1In fact, the right hand side defines a pseudo–differential operator of order -1 on Γ when Γ is C∞–
smooth. However, the presence of boundary creates additional problems when analysing solvability.
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Corollary 4.2. (Bl̊asten, Ola, Päivärinta (2024), in preparation) Let Γ1 and Γ2 be two
screens contained in the interior of a closed ball B ⊂ R2 and assume u1 and u2 are a
pair of corresponding non–vanishing solutions of (3.3)–(3.5). If DΓ1

(u1) = DΓ2
(u2) then

Γ1 = Γ2.

Next we aim to give outlines of the proofs of these two results, and start by showing
how Theorem 4.1 implies Corollary 4.2. Assume the contrary, i.e. that Γ1 6= Γ2. The
endpoints of both of these curves must be in the closure of the connected component of
B \ (Γ1 ∪ Γ2) containing ∂B. Since DΓ1

(u1) = DΓ2
(u2) Holmgren’s uniqueness Theorem

implies that u1 = u2 there. Especially, if b is an endpoint of say Γ1 that does not lie on
Γ2, then u2 must be real–analytic in its neighbourhood, but this contradicts the fact that
u1 is singularr at b. Thus the endpoints of Γ1 and Γ2 must coincide. Consider next the
closed curve2 γ = Γ1Γ

−1
2 and assume that U is a connected non–empty interior component

of B \ γ. The boundary of U consists of components of Γ1 and Γ2 on which u1 = u2 and
since ui vanishes on Γi, both u1 and u2 are harmonic in U with vanishing boundary values,
hence by maximum principle they must be identically zero outside Γ1 and Γ2 respectively.
This is a contradiction so Γ1 = Γ2.

5. Outline of the Proof the Theorem 4.1

Consider first the case when Γ is the straight line segment from −1 to 1, i.e Γ = [−1, 1].
In the electrostatic case the Hankel function in (3.1) is replaced by the fundamental
solution of the Laplacian, namely the logarithm. Then integration by parts gives

2πu(z) =

∫ 1

−1

ln |z − s| ρ(s) ds, z ∈ C \ Γ,

and ρ satisfies

(5.1)

∫ 1

−1

ln |t− s| ρ(s) ds = const 6= 0, t ∈ Γ.

We have to analyse the behaviour of u(z) when z → ±1. Physically u represents the
electric potential outside Γ and ρ is the charge density on Γ. Differentiating (5.1) gives

PV

∫ 1

−1

1

t− s
ρ(s) ds = 0, t ∈ [−1, 1].

i.e ρ belongs to the kernel of the local Hilbert–transform HI on Γ. In the case when I is
replaced by the real line, H = HR is an isomorphism on Lp(R), 1 < p <∞, and H2 = −I.
Also, if f = u+ iv with u, v ∈ Lp(R) real valued, a classical Theorem of Riesz says that
function f has an analytic continuation to upper half–space C+ if and only if v = H(u).
Also, if this holds, the analytic extension of f will belong to the Hardy–space Hp(C+).
Recall that F : C+ → C belongs to Hp(C+) if the translates F (· + iy) belong to Lp(R)
for all y > 0 with a uniform bound their Lp–norms. Also, every element of Hp(C+) has
a non–tangential limit on R and this limit belongs to Lp(R). However, we have to be
careful about the supports when considering H instead of HI , since H2

I 6= −I.

2We need to define suitable parametrisations for both of these curves
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With this more general point of view we can formulate our question as follows: Assume
that ρ 6= 0 satisfies

(5.2) supp (ρ) ⊂ I,

(5.3) supp (H(ρ)) ⊂ R \ I.

Is ∂xu = H(ρ) then singular at endpoints of I? It turns out that it always is, and to see
this using the analytic extension is extremly useful. Namely consider the function

f(z) = (1− z2)−1/2, z ∈ C \ iR−.

This belongs to Hp(C+) for 1 < p <∞ with boundary values

f(t) = χI(t) (1− t2)−1/2 + iχR\I(t
2 − 1)−1/2, t ∈ R.

i.e if we define ρ(t) = χI(t) (1− t2)−1/2 we have H(ρ)(t) = χR\I(t
2 − 1)−1/2, i.e exactly of

the form that we are looking for. It turns out all non–zero solutions of satisfying (5.2) –
(5.3) are of this form and hence they have a non–vanishing inverse square root singularity
at the end points of the curve.

The general case can be reduced to this using the Riemann–mapping theorem on the

complement of Γ in the Riemann–sphere Ĉ \ Γ. Hence there is biholomorphic mapping

ψ : Ĉ \ Γ → Ĉ \ [−1, 1], and using Caratheodory’s Prime End Theorem this can be
extended to a C1–map ψ : Γ → [−1, 1]. Hence singularities on [−1, 1] carry over to Γ by
the inverse ψ−1.

6. Final Remarks in the Higher Dimensional Case

Consider a flat screen Σ in R3, i.e we assume that S is a bounded 2–manifold with
boundary and there is a hyperplane π such that Σ ⊂ π. In this case the answer to
Schiffer’s Problem is positive for both in the case of acoustic scattering ([4]) and elec-
tromagnetic scattering ([16]). In both of these cases one can prove that both the screen
Σ and the supporting hyperplane π are uniquely determined by measuring everywhere
the non–vanishing scattered wave corresponding to one incoming plane wave. Also, for
an exposition on the connection between the Hilbert–, Mellin – and Fourier–transforms
see [5]. For results on direct EM-scattering from screens see [6], and for earlier results
on inverse scattering see [7]. For determination of a screen in dimensions three or higher
from the full Dirichlet–Neumann map (including stability results), see [2] and references
therein.
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