arXiv:2001.10950v2 [math.AP] 23 Mar 2020

CALDERÓN’S INVERSE PROBLEM WITH A FINITE NUMBER OF MEASUREMENTS II: INDEPENDENT DATA

GIOVANNI S. ALBERTI AND MATTEO SANTACESARIA

Dedicated to Sergio Vessella on the occasion of his 65^{th} birthday

Abstract. We prove a local Lipschitz stability estimate for Gel’fand-Cal-derón’s inverse problem for the Schrödinger equation. The main novelty is that only a finite number of boundary input data is available, and those are independent of the unknown potential, provided it belongs to a known finitedimensional subspace of L^∞. A similar result for Calderón’s problem is obtained as a corollary. This improves upon two previous results of the authors on several aspects, namely the number of measurements and the stability with respect to mismodeling errors. A new iterative reconstruction scheme based on the stability result is also presented, for which we prove exponential convergence in the number of iterations and stability with respect to noise in the data and to mismodeling errors.

1. Introduction

Consider the Schrödinger equation

(1) (−Δ + q)u = 0 in Ω,

where Ω ⊆ R^d , d ≥ 3, is an open bounded domain with Lipschitz boundary and q ∈ L^∞(Ω) is a potential. Assuming that

(2) 0 is not a Dirichlet eigenvalue for − Δ + q in Ω,

it is possible to define the Dirichlet-to-Neumann (DN) map

Λ_q : H^{1/2}(∂Ω) → H^{−1/2}(∂Ω), u|_{∂Ω} → ∂u ∂ν | | | |_{∂Ω} , where ν is the unit outward normal to ∂Ω. Gel’fand-Calderón’s inverse problem consists of the reconstruction of q from the knowledge of the associated DN map Λ_q.

Date: March 9, 2020.

2010 Mathematics Subject Classification. 35R30.

Key words and phrases. Gel’fand-Calderón problem, Calderón problem, inverse conductivity problem, electrical impedance tomography, local uniqueness, complex geometrical optics solutions, Lipschitz stability, reconstruction algorithm.

This work has been carried out at the Machine Learning Genoa (MaLGa) center, Università di Genova (IT). The authors are members of the “Gruppo Nazionale per l’Analisi Matematica, la Probabilità e le loro Applicazioni” (GNAMPA), of the “Istituto Nazionale per l’Alta Matematica” (INdAM). GSA is supported by a UniGe starting grant “curiosity driven”. 1

Thanks to a change of variables (see, e.g., [34]), this can be seen as a generalization of Calderón’s inverse conductivity problem [16], where one wants to determine a conductivity distribution σ ∈ L^∞(Ω) satisfying

(3) λ^{−1} ≤ σ ≤ λ almost everywhere in Ω

for some λ > 1, from the DN map Λ_σ : u|_{∂Ω} → σ ∂_ν u|_{∂Ω} , where u solves the conductivity equation −∇ · (σ∇u) = 0 in Ω. For further details, the reader is referred to the review papers [17, 15, 35, 1, 36] and to the references therein.

The DN maps represent an infinite number of boundary measurements, a clearly unrealistic setting. In our previous work [2] we showed uniqueness and Lipschitz stability for both inverse problems when only a finite number of measurements is available, under the assumption that q (or^{Δ√σ√}_σ ) belongs to a known finite-dimensional subspace W of L^∞(Ω). Note that Lipschitz stability results were previously known only with infinitely many measurements [9, 13, 12, 10, 20, 11, 7, 6, 8, 14]. In the case of a finite number of measurements, few Lipschitz stability results have recently appeared [21, 32, 4, 22].

The main drawback of [2] is that the boundary input data depend on the unknown to be reconstructed (even though their number is given a priori). This issue was solved in [21] for electrical impedance tomography (EIT), at the price of a non constructive choice for the number of measurements. In our recent work [4], we showed that it is possible to give a priori both the number and the type of measurements for a large class of inverse problems. However, with respect to [2], this approach yields a higher number of measurements and a worse Lipschitz stability constant in case of mismodeling errors, namely, when q (or^{Δ√σ√}_σ ) is not exactly in W. In the present work we continue along the approach of [2], based on the nonlinear method tailored for Calderón’s problem. We consider both Gel’fand-Calderón’s and Calderón’s problems, and prove a local Lipschitz stability result and derive a nonlinear iterative reconstruction algorithm, with few measurements given a priori and a good stability with respect to mismodeling errors (and so, keeping the best aspects of the previous results). We also prove that the reconstruction algorithm is stable with respect to noise in the data, which can be seen as a first step towards a new regularization strategy for these problems. This is achieved at the expense of a local argument, namely, it is assumed that the unknown q is sufficiently close to a known potential q_0.

The paper is structured as follows. In Section 2 we state the main results regarding uniqueness and Lipschitz stability. Their proofs are given in Section 3. Section 4 is devoted to a new nonlinear reconstruction algorithm for which we prove exponential convergence and stability with respect to noise and to mismodeling errors. The main technical lemmata needed to prove the main results are in Section 5 and concern some properties of generalized single and double layer operators.

2. Main results

It is useful to recall the main result of our previous work [2]. We first focus on Gel’fand-Calderón’s problem. Without loss of generality, we assume that Ω ⊆ T^d, d ≥ 3, where T = [0, 1]. In the following we will extend any function of L^∞(Ω) to L^∞(R^d ) by zero. We assume the a priori upper estimate ‖q‖_∞ ≤ R for some R > 0 and that q is well-approximated by W, a fixed finite-dimensional subspace of L^∞(Ω).

The method is based on a particular class of solutions to (1), called complex geometrical optics (CGO) solutions [34] (see also [19]).

For k ∈ Z^d, choose η, ξ ∈ R^d such that |ξ| = |η| = 1 and ξ · η = ξ · k = η · k = 0. For t ∈ R define (4) ζ^{k,t} = −i(πk + tξ) + √ t^2 + π^2|k|^2η.

For every t ≥ c_1, where c_1 = c_1(R) is given in Lemma 6 below, we can construct a solution ψ^{k,t} of (1) in R^d (with q extended to R^d by zero) of the form ψ^{k,t}_q (x) = e^{ζk,t·x}(1 + r^{k,t}_q (x)), x ∈ R^d , where the remainder term r^{k,t}_q satisfies suitable decay estimates [2]. We consider an ordering of the frequencies in Z^d, namely a bijective map ρ: N → Z^d, n → k_n, such that (5) |k_n| ≤ C_ρ n^{1/d}, n ∈ N, for some C_ρ > 0. Here and in the following we use the notation N = {1, 2, . . . }. Set t_n = c(|k_n|^d + 1), where c ≥ c_1 is a sufficiently large positive constant depending only on R. We use the notation (6) ζ_n = ζ^{kn ,tn} , ψ^n_q = ψ^{kn,tn}_q , f^n_q = ψ^n_q |_{∂Ω}. The main stability result of [2], giving Lipschitz stability (and uniqueness) with a finite number of measurements, reads as follows. We use the following notation. Let P_W : L^2(T^d) → L^2(T^d) be the orthogonal projection onto i(W), where i: L^∞(Ω) → L^2(T^d) is the extension operator by zero. We also set P^⊥_W = I − P_W .

Theorem 1 ([2, Theorem 2 and Remark 6]). Take d ≥ 3 and let Ω ⊆ T^d be a bounded Lipschitz domain and W ⊆ L^∞(Ω) be a finite-dimensional subspace. There exists N ∈ N such that the following is true.

For every R, ε > 0 and q_1, q_2 ∈ L^∞(Ω) satisfying (2) and

(7) ‖q_j ‖_∞ ≤ R and ‖ ‖P^⊥_W q_j ‖ ‖_{L2(Td)} ≤ ε, j = 1, 2, we have

‖q_2 − q_1‖_L2_{(Ω)} ≤ e^{CN} ‖ ‖ ‖ ( Λ_{q2} f^n_{q1} − Λ_{q1} f^n_{q1} )_N n=1 ‖ ‖ ‖_{H−1/2 (∂Ω)N} + 8ε for some C > 0 depending only on Ω and R.

Remark. It is worth observing that the stability constant e^{CN} may be lowered to e^{CN 12 +α} for any fixed parameter α > 0. However, in this paper we will not track the dependence of the stability constants on N precisely, and so we opted for this simplified version.

The main drawback of this result is that, even if only finitely many boundary measurements are used (and the number of measurements N is given a priori), these still depend on the unknown potential q_1. The main result of this work states that local uniqueness and stability hold with boundary values given a priori.

Theorem 2. Take d ∈ {3, 4}, ε > 0 and let Ω ⊆ T^d be a bounded Lipschitz domain with connected complement, W ⊆ L^∞(Ω) be a finite-dimensional subspace and N be as in Theorem 1. Take R > 0 and q_0 ∈ L^∞(Ω) satisfying ‖q_0‖_L∞_{(Ω)} ≤ R and (2).

There exist δ, C > 0 and L ∈ N depending only on Ω, C_ρ, R, W and ‖(−Δ + q_0)^{−1}‖_H−1_{(Ω)→H}1_{0 (Ω)} such that for every q_1, q_2 ∈ L^∞(Ω) satisfying (7), if

(8) ‖q_0 − q_j ‖_L2_{(Ω)} ≤ δ j = 1, 2,

then q_1 and q_2 satisfy (2) and

‖q_2 − q_1‖_L2_{(Ω)} ≤ C ‖ ‖ ‖ ( f^L_{n,1} − f^L_{n,2} )_N n=1 ‖ ‖ ‖_{H1/2 (∂Ω)N} + 16ε,

where

(9) f^L_{n,j} = L∑ l=1 ( (S^{q0}_{ζn} (Λ_{qj} − Λ_{q0} ) )_l (f^n_{q0} ), j = 1, 2,

and S^{q0}_{ζn} is the generalized single layer operator corresponding to the Faddeev-Green function and to the potential q_0 (see (11)).

We put together several comments on this result.

• If ε = 0, namely, if the potentials q_j belong exactly to W, Theorem 2 yields uniqueness, since if f^L_{n,1} = f^L_{n,2} for n = 1, . . . , N we immediately get q_1 ≡ q_2.

• The number N of the boundary input voltages {f^n_{q0} } is the same in both Theorems 1 and 2 and it behaves polynomially in the dimension of W in some explicit examples (see [2]). This is a much stronger result than what we obtained in [4], where the number of measurements needed for Lipschitz stability in EIT was of the order of exp(dim(W)).

• While in Theorem 1 the stability constant depends on N explicitly (and so on W), the constant C of Theorem 2 is not explicit. This is due to the fact that the constants appearing in Lemma 6 and Proposition 10 were not made explicit in order to simplify the proofs. It is reasonable to guess, nonetheless, that the constant depends exponentially on N as in Theorem 1.

• The functions f^L_{n,j} do not require boundary data depending on the unknown as in Theorem 1. Starting from f^n_{q0} , which is known by assumption, one constructs (S^{q0}_{ζn} (Λ_{qj} − Λ_{q0} ))^lf^n_{q0} , l = 1, . . . , L, in an iterative way. Here we did not make the dependence of L on N explicit. Nonetheless, if the Lipschitz constant C grows exponentially in N, it is easy to prove that L grows linearly (or at worst polynomially) with N and not exponentially, making this nonlinear approach stronger than the linearized one of [4] for EIT.

• Another strong point of Theorem 2 compared to the stability result of [4] is the dependence with respect to the mismodeling error ε. Here we have a universal constant multiplying ε while it easy to show that the techniques of [4] would require the Lipschitz constant C to multiply ε. This means that with a linearized approach the mismodeling error ε would be greatly amplified in the reconstruction, while with the present nonlinear method it is not.

• As a future research direction, it would be interesting to investigate whether methods based on compressed sensing, and in particular on the approach for inverse problems in PDE developed in [3], may be used to reduce the number of measurements by exploiting the sparsity of the unknown. It would also be interesting to consider the global problem, namely, whether it is possible to drop assumption (8) (by possibly taking additional measurements).

Theorem 2 readily yields a similar result for Calderón’s problem.

Corollary 1. Take d ∈ {3, 4} and let Ω ⊆ T^d be a bounded Lipschitz domain with connected complement, W ⊆ L^∞(Ω) be a finite-dimensional subspace and N be as in Theorem 1. Take R, λ > 0 and σ_0 ∈ W^{2,∞}(Ω) satisfying (3), ‖σ_0‖_W 2,∞_{(Ω)} ≤ R and σ_0 = 1 in a neighborhood of ∂Ω.

There exist δ, C > 0 and L ∈ N depending only on Ω, R, C_ρ, λ and W such that for every σ_1, σ_2 ∈ W^{2,∞}(Ω) satisfying

‖σ_j ‖_{W 2,∞(Ω)} ≤ R and ‖ ‖ ‖P^⊥_W^Δ √σ_j √σ_j ‖ ‖ ‖_{L2(Td)} ≤ ε, j = 1, 2, and σ_1 = σ_2 = 1 in a neighborhood of ∂Ω, if (10) ‖σ_j − σ_0‖_{H2 (Ω)} ≤ δ for j = 1, 2,

then ‖σ_2 − σ_1‖_L2_{(Ω)} ≤ C ‖ ‖ ‖ ( f^L_{n,1} − f^L_{n,2} )_N n=1 ‖ ‖ ‖_{H1/2 (∂Ω)N} + c(Ω, λ)ε, where f^L_{n,j} = L∑ l=1 ( (S^{q0}_{ζn} (Λ_{σj} − Λ_{σ0} ) )_l (f^n_{q0} ), q_0 = Δ √ σ_0 √ σ_0 . For the Gel’fand-Calderón problem, the a priori hypothesis on the potential q is written directly in terms of the subspace W, namely, q is assumed to be (almost in) W. Here, however, we assume^{Δ√σ√}_σ to be well-approximated by W. This is a shortcoming of the approach, and we do not know whether it is possible to derive a result involving an assumption on σ directly, as in [21, 4]. We leave this issue as an interesting open problem.

3. Lipschitz stability

This section contains the proof of Theorem 2. The Lipschitz continuity of the forward map will be a crucial ingredient.

Lemma 3. Let Ω ⊆ R^d , d = 3, 4, be an open bounded domain and q_1, q_2 ∈ L^∞(Ω) satisfy (2) and ‖q_j ‖_∞ ≤ R for some R > 0 and max ( ‖(−Δ + q_1)^{−1}‖_H−1_{(Ω)→H}1_{0 (Ω)}, ‖(−Δ + q_2)^{−1}‖_H−1_{(Ω)→H}1_{0 (Ω)} ) ≤ U for some U > 0. Then

‖Λ_{q1} − Λ_{q2} ‖_∗ ≤ c‖q_1 − q_2‖_L2_{(Ω)}, where ‖ · ‖_∗ = ‖ · ‖_H1/2_{(∂Ω)→H}−1/2_{(∂Ω)} and c > 0 depends only on Ω, R and U.

Proof. The operator norm is defined as

‖Λ_{q1} − Λ_{q2} ‖_∗ = sup

f_1 ,f_2 ∈H^{12} (∂Ω), ‖f_1 ‖_{H 12} =‖f_2 ‖_{H 12} =1

|⟨f_1, (Λ_{q1} − Λ_{q2} )f_2⟩_H 1_{2 ,H−} 1_2 |.

From Alessandrini’s identity [5] we have

|⟨f_1, (Λ_{q1} − Λ_{q2} )f_2⟩_H 1_{2 ,H−} 1_2 | = | | | ∫ Ω (q_1 − q_2)u_1u_2 | | | ≤ ‖q_1 − q_2‖_L2_{(Ω)}‖u_1‖_L4_{(Ω)}‖u_2‖_L4_{(Ω)}, by Hölder’s inequality and where u_j ∈ H^1(Ω) is the unique solution of (−Δ+q_j )u_j = 0 in Ω and u_j = f_j on ∂Ω. In dimension d = 3, 4, by Sobolev embedding and the standard energy estimate for elliptic equations we have ‖u_j ‖_L4_{(Ω)} ≤ c(Ω)‖u_j ‖_H1_{(Ω)} ≤ c(Ω, R, U)‖f_j ‖_H 1_{2 (∂Ω)}.

The proof follows. □ The following lemma shows, by proving a quantitative estimate, that hypothesis (2) is stable under small L^2 perturbations of q.

Lemma 4. Let Ω ⊆ R^d , d = 3, 4, be an open bounded domain and q_0 ∈ L^∞(Ω) satisfy (2). There exists δ > 0 depending only on Ω and ‖(−Δ+q_0)^{−1}‖_H−1_{(Ω)→H}1_{0 (Ω)} such that if q ∈ L^∞(Ω) satisfies ‖q − q_0‖_L2_{(Ω)} ≤ δ, then q satisfies (2) and

‖(−Δ + q)^{−1}‖_H−1_{(Ω)→H}1_{0 (Ω)} ≤ 2‖(−Δ + q_0)^{−1}‖_H−1_{(Ω)→H}1_{0 (Ω)}.

Proof. Take q ∈ L^∞(Ω) satisfying ‖q − q_0‖_L2_{(Ω)} ≤ δ for some δ > 0 to be determined later. Let T = −Δ + q_0 : H^1_0 (Ω) → H^{−1}(Ω) and M_{q−q0} : H^1_0 (Ω) → H^{−1}(Ω) be the operator of multiplication by q − q_0. For F ∈ H^{−1}(Ω) let us consider the Dirichlet problem (−Δ + q)u = F for u ∈ H^1_0 (Ω). This may be rewritten as (I_H1_{0 (Ω)} + T^{−1}M_{q−q0} )u = T^{−1}F.

In order to conclude, it is enough to show that ‖T^{−1}M_{q−q0} ‖_H1_{0 →H}1_0 ≤^1_2 for δ small enough. Observe that ‖T^{−1}M_{q−q0} ‖_H1_{0 →H}1_0 ≤ ‖T^{−1}‖_H−1_{→H}1_0 ‖M_{q−q0} ‖_H1_{0 →H}−1 .

It remains to estimate the last factor. For v ∈ H^1_0 (Ω), by the Sobolev embedding theorem we have

‖M_{q−q0} v‖_H−1_{(Ω)} = sup

w∈H^1_0 ,‖w‖_{H10} =1 | ∫ Ω (q − q_0)vw dx| ≤ sup

‖w‖_{H10} =1

‖q − q_0‖_L2_{(Ω)}‖v‖_L4_{(Ω)}‖w‖_L4_{(Ω)}

≤ c(Ω)‖q − q_0‖_L2_{(Ω)} sup_{‖w‖}

H10 =1

‖v‖_H1_{0 (Ω)}‖w‖_H1_{0 (Ω)}

≤ c(Ω)δ‖v‖_H1_{0 (Ω)}.

This gives ‖M_{q−q0} ‖_H1_{0 →H}−1 ≤ c(Ω)δ, and so

‖T^{−1}M_{q−q0} ‖_H1_{0 →H}1_0 ≤ c(Ω)‖T^{−1}‖_H−1_{→H}1_0 δ ≤ 1 2 , provided that δ = (2c(Ω)‖T^{−1}‖_H−1_{→H}1_0 )^{−1}. □

We need to introduce the following functions and operators for ζ ∈ C^d :

g_ζ (x) = − ( 1 2π )_d ∫ R^d e^{iξ·x} ξ · ξ + 2ζ · ξ dξ, G_ζ (x) = e^{iζ·x}g_ζ (x), G^{q0}_ζ (x, y) = G_ζ (x − y) + ∫ R^d G_ζ (x − z)q_0(z)G^{q0}_ζ (z, y)dz, S^{q0}_ζ f(x) = ∫ ∂Ω G^{q0}_ζ (x, y)f(y)dσ(y). (11)

The function G_ζ is the Faddeev-Green function, the function G^{q0}_ζ was introduced in [29] (it is called R^0 there) and S^{q0}_ζ is a generalized single layer operator corresponding to the potential q_0. In Lemma 6 we prove that S^{q0}_ζ : H^{−1/2}(∂Ω) → H^{1/2}(∂Ω) is bounded for |ζ| ≥ c_1(R).

We are now ready to prove Theorem 2.

Proof of Theorem 2. With an abuse of notation, several different positive constants depending only on Ω, R, C_ρ, W and ‖(−Δ + q_0)^{−1}‖_H−1_{(Ω)→H}1_{0 (Ω)} will be denoted by the same letter c (the dependence on N is omitted since, by Theorem 1, N depends only on Ω and W). Take L ∈ N and δ > 0 (to be determined later), and let q_1, q_2 ∈ L^∞(Ω) satisfy (7) and (8).

First, note that by Lemma 4 it is possible to choose δ small enough (depending only on Ω and ‖(−Δ + q_0)^{−1}‖_H−1_{(Ω)→H}1_{0 (Ω)} ) so that q_1 and q_2 satisfy (2) and

(12) ‖(−Δ + q_j )^{−1}‖_H−1_{(Ω)→H}1_{0 (Ω)} ≤ 2‖(−Δ + q_0)^{−1}‖_H−1_{(Ω)→H}1_{0 (Ω)}, j = 1, 2.

For n = 1, . . . , N set r^L_n = ‖ ‖f^L_{n,1} − f^L_{n,2} ‖ ‖_{H1/2 (∂Ω)} .

Observe that, in view of (4), (5) and (6) we have (13) |ζ_n| ≤ DN, n = 1, . . . , N, for some D > 0 depending only on R and C_ρ.

We claim that the following inequality holds:

(14) ‖f^n_{q2} − f^n_{q1} ‖_H1/2_{(∂Ω)} ≤ c

L + 1 2^L

‖q_2 − q_1‖_L2_{(Ω)} + 2r^L_n , n = 1, . . . , N.

Take n ∈ {1, . . . , N}. From [29, Theorem 1] we have that f^n_{qj} satisfies the following boundary integral equation:

(15) f^n_{qj} = f^n_{q0} + S^{q0}_{ζn} (Λ_{qj} − Λ_{q0} )f^n_{qj} , j = 1, 2.

By Lemma 6 and (13) we have that the operator S^{q0}_{ζn} : H^{−1/2}(∂Ω) → H^{1/2}(∂Ω) is bounded with

(16) ‖ ‖Sq_{0ζn} ‖ ‖ H^{−1/2} →H^{1/2} ≤ c. Further, Lemma 3, (8) and (12) yield

(17) ‖Λ_{qj} − Λ_{q0} ‖_∗ ≤ c(Ω, R, ‖(−Δ + q_0)^{−1}‖_H−1_{(Ω)→H}1_{0 (Ω)}) δ, where ‖ · ‖_∗ = ‖ · ‖_H1/2_{→H}−1/2 . Choose δ > 0 small enough (depending only on Ω, R, C_ρ, W and ‖(−Δ + q_0)^{−1}‖_H−1_{(Ω)→H}1_{0 (Ω)}) so that (12) holds and (18) ‖S^{q0}_{ζn} (Λ_{qj} − Λ_{q0} )‖_H1/2_{→H}1/2 ≤ 1 2 . Thus, equation (15) can be solved with Neumann series converging in H^{1/2}(∂Ω):

f^n_{qj} = +∞∑ l=0 (S^{q0}_{ζn} (Λ_{qj} − Λ_{q0} ))^lf^n_{q0} , j = 1, 2.

Then we obtain: f^n_{q2} − f^n_{q1} = ∑ l≥L+1 (S^{q0}_{ζn} (Λ_{q2} − Λ_{q0} ))^lf^n_{q0} − ∑ l≥L+1 (S^{q0}_{ζn} (Λ_{q1} − Λ_{q0} ))^lf^n_{q0} + f^L_{n,2} − f^L_{n,1}

= (S^{q0}_{ζn} (Λ_{q2} − Λ_{q0} ))^{L+1}f^n_{q2} − (S^{q0}_{ζn} (Λ_{q1} − Λ_{q0} ))^{L+1}f^n_{q1} + f^L_{n,2} − f^L_{n,1} = ((S^{q0}_{ζn} (Λ_{q2} − Λ_{q0} ))^{L+1} − (S^{q0}_{ζn} (Λ_{q1} − Λ_{q0} ))^{L+1})f^n_{q2}

+ (S^{q0}_{ζn} (Λ_{q1} − Λ_{q0} ))^{L+1}(f^n_{q2} − f^n_{q1} ) + f^L_{n,2} − f^L_{n,1}. As a result, by (18) we have ‖f^n_{q2} − f^n_{q1} ‖_H1/2 ≤ ‖(S^{q0}_{ζn} (Λ_{q2} − Λ_{q0} ))^{L+1} − (S^{q0}_{ζn} (Λ_{q1} − Λ_{q0} ))^{L+1}‖_H1/2_{→H}1/2 ‖f^n_{q2} ‖_H1/2 + ‖(S^{q0}_{ζn} (Λ_{q1} − Λ_{q0} ))^{L+1}‖_H1/2_{→H}1/2 ‖f^n_{q2} − f^n_{q1} ‖_H1/2 + r^L_n ≤ c‖(S^{q0}_{ζn} (Λ_{q2} − Λ_{q0} ))^{L+1} − (S^{q0}_{ζn} (Λ_{q1} − Λ_{q0} ))^{L+1}‖_H1/2_{→H}1/2 + 1 2^{L+1}

‖f^n_{q2} − f^n_{q1} ‖_H1/2 + r^L_n , where we used the fact that (19) ‖f^n_{q2} ‖_H1/2 ≤ c (see (13) and [2, Proof of Theorem 2]). As a consequence, we have ‖f^n_{q2} − f^n_{q1} ‖_H1/2 ≤ c‖(S^{q0}_{ζn} (Λ_{q2} − Λ_{q0} ))^{L+1} − (S^{q0}_{ζn} (Λ_{q1} − Λ_{q0} ))^{L+1}‖_H1/2_{→H}1/2 + 2r^L_n .

In order to estimate the remaining term we need the following identity for bounded linear operators A, B on H^{1/2}(∂Ω):

A^{L+1} − B^{L+1} = L∑ h=0 A^h(A − B)B^{L−h}. Putting A = S^{q0}_{ζn} (Λ_{q2} − Λ_{q0} ) and B = S^{q0}_{ζn} (Λ_{q1} − Λ_{q0} ) we find

(20)

‖(S^{q0}_{ζn} (Λ_{q2} − Λ_{q0} ))^{L+1} − (S^{q0}_{ζn} (Λ_{q1} − Λ_{q0} ))^{L+1}‖_H1/2_{→H}1/2

≤ ‖S^{q0}_{ζn} (Λ_{q2} − Λ_{q1} )‖ L∑ h=0 ‖S^{q0}_{ζn} (Λ_{q2} − Λ_{q0} )‖^h‖S^{q0}_{ζn} (Λ_{q1} − Λ_{q0} )‖^{L−h} ≤ c L + 1 2^L

‖Λ_{q2} − Λ_{q1} ‖_∗, where we used (16) and (18). Using Lemma 3 again we have ‖Λ_{q2} − Λ_{q1} ‖_∗ ≤ c‖q_2 − q_1‖_L2_{(Ω)}. So estimate (14) is proved.

In order to finish the proof we need to connect (Λ_{q1} −Λ_{q2} )(f^n_{q1} ) to f^n_{q2} −f^n_{q1} . This is done again via a boundary integral equation from [29, Theorem 1]: (21) f^n_{q1} − f^n_{q2} = −S^{q2}_{ζn} (Λ_{q2} − Λ_{q1} )f^n_{q1} , n = 1, . . . , N.

From Proposition 10, (12) and (13), we immediately obtain the following estimate:

‖(Λ_{q1} − Λ_{q2} )f^n_{q1} ‖_H−1/2_{(∂Ω)} ≤ c‖f^n_{q2} − f^n_{q1} ‖_H1/2_{(∂Ω)}, n = 1, . . . , N. Therefore, by (14) and Theorem 1 we obtain

‖q_2 − q_1‖_L2_{(Ω)} ≤ e^{c(Ω,R)N} ‖ ‖((Λ_{q2} − Λ_{q1} )f_{nq1} )N_{n=1} ‖ ‖ H^{−1/2} (∂Ω)^N

+ 8ε ≤ c ‖ ‖ ‖ ( f^n_{q2} − f^n_{q1} )_N n=1 ‖ ‖ ‖_{H1/2 (∂Ω)N} + 8ε ≤ c ( L + 1 2^L

‖q_2 − q_1‖_L2_{(Ω)} + ‖(r^L_n )_n‖_2 ) + 8ε. Taking L sufficiently large, so that c^{L+1}_{2L} ≤^1_2 , we obtain the Lipschitz stability estimate of the statement. □

We conclude this section by showing how Corollary 1 on the Calderón problem is an immediate consequence of Theorem 2.

Proof of Corollary 1. Set q_j =^{Δ√σj}√_{σj} for j = 0, 1, 2. Thanks to (3), by assumption we have ‖q_j ‖_∞ ≤ c(R, λ), j = 0, 1, 2. Similarly, (10) and (3) yield ‖q_0 − q_j ‖_{L2(Ω)} ≤ c(R, λ)δ, j = 1, 2. Thus, it is possible to apply Theorem 2 to q_0, q_1 and q_2, by using the standard Liouville transformation. For the details, the reader is referred to [2, Corollaries 1 and 2]. □

4. Reconstruction

We extend the reconstruction scheme of our previous work [2] to the setting of the present article. We also incorporate noise and mismodeling errors. We consider only Gel’fand-Calderón’s problem; the reconstruction algorithm for Calderón’s problem may be obtained by using the usual change of variables q =^{Δ√σ√}_σ , as in Corollary 1. Here we do not assume to know the boundary traces of the CGO solutions of an unknown potential q̄, but only those of an approximation q_0.

Consider the setting of Theorem 2 and assume ‖q_0 − q̄‖_L2_{(Ω)} ≤ δ. We now present a reconstruction algorithm able to recover q̄ from q_0 and a finite number of measurements in the same spirit of Theorem 2. The noisy boundary measurements correspond to finitely many evaluations of the boundary map Λ^η_{q̄} = Λ_{q̄} + E,

where E : H^{12} (∂Ω) → H^{− 12} (∂Ω) is a linear operator representing noise (E stands for error) and satisfies ‖E‖_∗ ≤ η, where η ≥ 0 is the noise level.

From q_0 we can stably compute its associated CGO solution f^n_{q0} , for n = 1, . . . , N, and the quantity

f^L_n = L∑ l=0 (S^{q0}_{ζn} (Λ^η_{q̄} − Λ_{q0} ))^lf^n_{q0} ,

which can be obtained iteratively by solving Dirichlet problems for the Schrödinger equation (1) with boundary values (S^{q0}_{ζn} (Λ^η_{q̄} − Λ_{q0} ))^lf^n_{q0} for l = 0, . . . , L − 1.

Let L^∞_R (Ω) = {q ∈ L^∞(Ω) : ‖q‖_∞ ≤ R} be equipped with the distance induced by the L^2 norm. We define the nonlinear mapping A: L^∞_R (Ω) → W_R by

(22) A(q) = P_{WR} (F^{−1}P_N T (q) + F^{−1}P^⊥_N F i(q) − F^{−1}P_N B(q)), where i is the extension operator already defined and, as in [2]:

• W_R = L^∞_R (Ω) ∩ W;

• F : L^2(T^d) → ℓ^2 is the discrete Fourier transform defined by

(23) (F q)_n = ∫ T^d q(x)e^{−2πikn ·x} dx, n ∈ N; • B : L^2(Ω) → ℓ^2 is the perturbation given by

(B(q))_n = ∫ Ω q(x)e^{−2πikl ·x}r^{kn,tn}_q (x) dx = ⟨e^{ζ̃n·x}, (Λ_q − Λ_0)f^n_q ⟩_H 1_{2 (∂Ω)×H−} 1_{2 (∂Ω)} − (F q)_n,

where, as in (4), ζ̃_n = −i(πk_n −t_nξ)− √ t^2_n + π^2|k_n|^2η (note that the second identity holds only when q satisfies (2));

• P_N : ℓ^∞ → ℓ^∞ is the projection onto the first N components, namely P_N (a_1, a_2, . . . ) = (a_1, . . . , a_N , 0, 0, . . . ), and P^⊥_N = I − P_N ;

• P_{WR} is the projection from L^2(T^d) onto the closed and convex set i(W_R); • and

(T (q))_n = ⟨ e^{ζ̃n·x}, (Λ^η_{q̄} − Λ_0) ( f^L_n + (S^{q0}_{ζn} (Λ^η_{q̄} − Λ_{q0} ))^{L+1}f^n_q )⟩ H^{12} (∂Ω)×H^{− 12} (∂Ω) . The main result of this section reads as follows.

Theorem 5. Take d ∈ {3, 4} and R, ε > 0 and let Ω ⊆ T^d be a bounded Lipschitz domain with connected complement, W ⊆ L^∞(Ω) be a finite-dimensional subspace and N and δ be as in Theorem 2. Take q_0 ∈ L^∞_R (Ω) satisfying (2) and q̄ ∈ L^∞_R (Ω) satisfying ‖q̄ − P_{WR} (q̄)‖_L2_{(T}d_) ≤ ε, ‖q_0 − q̄‖_L2_{(Ω)} ≤ δ.

There exist L ∈ N and C, S > 0 depending only on Ω, C_ρ, R, W and ‖(−Δ + q_0)^{−1}‖_H−1_{(Ω)→H}1_{0 (Ω)} such that, if η ∈ [0, S] and q^1 ∈ W_R is any initial guess, then the sequence q^n = A(q^{n−1}), n ≥ 2, converges to q^ε_η ∈ W_R and

(24) ‖q^ε_η − q^n‖_L2_{(Ω)} ≤ 8 ( 7 8 )_n ‖q^2 − q^1‖_L2_{(Ω)}, n ≥ 1.

Further, we have (25) ‖q̄ − q^ε_η ‖_L2_{(Ω)} ≤ 14ε + Cη.

Remark. As expected from Theorem 2, in absence of noise (η = 0) and without modeling errors (q̄ ∈ W), the unknown q̄ may be recovered exactly, as the limit q̄ = lim_n q^n. Further, it is worth observing that the stability with respect to noise in the data and with respect to modeling errors given in (25) is consistent with the estimate of Theorem 2: the factor ε is multiplied by an absolute constant, while the noise level η by a constant that becomes larger as dim W increases.

Remark. This result may be seen as a first step towards a new regularization strategy for Gel’fand-Calderón’s and Calderón’s problems [30, 24, 31], by considering an exhaustive sequence of nested subspaces W_m. In this case the method would fall into the classes of regularization by projection [18] and regularization by discretization [23].

Proof. With an abuse of notation, several different positive constants depending only on Ω, R, C_ρ, W and ‖(−Δ + q_0)^{−1}‖_H−1_{(Ω)→H}1_{0 (Ω)} will be denoted by the same letter c. The proof is divided into four steps.

Step 1: A is Lipschitz continuous. In view of [2, Lemma 1] we have that B is a contraction on L^∞_R (Ω), namely

(26) ‖B(q_2) − B(q_1)‖_ℓ2 ⩽ 1 2 ‖q_2 − q_1‖_L2_{(Ω)} , q_1, q_2 ∈ L^∞_R (Ω).

Further, thanks to Parseval’s identity the map F is an isometry, and so for q_1, q_2 ∈ L^∞_R (Ω) we have

(27) ‖A(q_2) − A(q_1)‖_L2_{(T}d_) ≤ ‖P_N T (q_2) − P_N T (q_1)‖_ℓ2 + 3 2 ‖q_2 − q_1‖_L2_{(Ω)},

where we also used that P_{WR} is Lipschitz continuous with constant 1 by the Hilbert projection theorem. It remains to estimate the term with P_N T .

For n ∈ N we have

(T (q_2) − T (q_1))_n = ⟨ e^{ζ̃n·x}, (Λ^η_{q̄} − Λ_0)(S^{q0}_{ζn} (Λ^η_{q̄} − Λ_{q0} ))^{L+1}(f^n_{q2} − f^n_{q1} ) ⟩ H^12 ×H^{− 1}2 , which gives for n ∈ {1, . . . , N}

|(T (q_2) − T (q_1))_n| ≤ e^{c|ζ̃n|}‖(Λ^η_{q̄} − Λ_0)(S^{q0}_{ζn} (Λ^η_{q̄} − Λ_{q0} ))^{L+1}(f^n_{q2} − f^n_{q1} )‖_H 1_{2 (∂Ω)}

≤ c ‖S^{q0}_{ζn} (Λ_{q̄} − Λ_{q0} + E)‖^{L+1}_{H 12 →H 12} ‖f^n_{q2} − f^n_{q1} ‖_H 1_{2 (∂Ω)}

≤ c (1/2 + cη)^{L+1}‖f^n_{q2} − f^n_{q1} ‖_H 1_{2 (∂Ω)},

where we used (16), (18) and Lemma 3. Choose S =^1_{4c} , so that cη ≤^1_4 for η ≤ S. Thus, by (16), (19), (21) and Lemma 3, we have

|(T (q_2) − T (q_1))_n| ≤ c (3/4)^{L+1} ‖ ‖ ‖S^{q1}_{ζn} (Λq_1 − Λq_2 )f^n_{q2} ‖ ‖ ‖_H 1_{2 (∂Ω)}

≤ c (3/4)^{L+1}‖q_2 − q_1‖_L2_{(Ω)}.

As a result, we have ‖P_N (T (q_2) − T (q_1))‖_ℓ2 ≤ c (3/4)^{L+1}‖q_2 − q_1‖_L2_{(Ω)}. Choose L sufficiently large so that c (3/4)^{L+1} ≤^1_8 (the constant^1_8 will be handy below). Then

(28) ‖P_N (T (q_2) − T (q_1))‖_ℓ2 ≤ 1 8 ‖q_2 − q_1‖_L2_{(Ω)}, q_1, q_2 ∈ L^∞_R (Ω).

(From now on, L is fixed). Thus, by (27) we obtain (29) ‖A(q_2) − A(q_1)‖_L2_{(T}d_) ≤ 13 8 ‖q_2 − q_1‖_L2_{(Ω)}, q_1, q_2 ∈ L^∞_R (Ω).

Step 2: A|_{WR} is a contraction and has a fixed point. The number of measurements N, which is given in Theorem 1, is chosen so that ‖ ‖P ⊥_N F P_W ‖ ‖_{L2(Td)→ℓ2} ⩽^1_4 [2]. Thus, (22), (26) and (28) yield (30) ‖A(q_2) − A(q_1)‖_L2_{(T}d_) ≤ 7 8 ‖q_2 − q_1‖_L2_{(Ω)}, q_1, q_2 ∈ W_R.

Note that W_R is a complete metric space with the distance given by the L^2 norm. As a consequence, the Banach fixed-point theorem yields the existence of a fixed point q^ε_η , and (24) holds. It remains to prove (25).

Step 3: ‖A(q̄) − P_{WR} (q̄)‖_L2_{(T}d_) ≤ cη. Let us consider the map Ã : L^∞_R (Ω) → W_R corresponding to the noiseless case. Namely, we define Ã(q) = P_{WR} (F^{−1}P_N T̃ (q) + F^{−1}P^⊥_N F i(q) − F^{−1}P_N B(q)), where

(T̃ (q))_n = ⟨ e^{ζ̃n·x}, (Λ_{q̄} − Λ_0) ( f̃^L_n + (S^{q0}_{ζn} (Λ_{q̄} − Λ_{q0} ))^{L+1}f^n_q )⟩ H^{12} (∂Ω)×H^{− 12} (∂Ω) , and f̃^L_n =^L ∑ l=0 (S^{q0}_{ζn} (Λ_{q̄} − Λ_{q0} ))^lf^n_{q0} .

We start by noting that Ã(q̄) = P_{WR}q̄. Indeed, observe that f^n_{q̄} solves the boundary integral equation f^n_{q̄} = f̃^L_n + (S^{q0}_{ζn} (Λ_{q̄} − Λ_{q0} ))^{L+1}f^n_{q̄} , which follows immediately from (15). Thus T̃ (q̄) = F q̄ + B(q̄) and so Ã(q̄) = P_{WR} (F^{−1}P_N (F q̄ + B(q̄)) + F^{−1}P^⊥_N F q̄ − F^{−1}P_N B(q̄)), = P_{WR} (F^{−1}P_N F q̄ + F^{−1}P^⊥_N F q̄) = P_{WR} (q̄). Since P_{WR} is non-expansive and F is an isometry, we have

‖A(q̄) − P_{WR} (q̄)‖_L2_{(T}d_) = ‖A(q̄) − Ã(q̄)‖_L2_{(T}d_) ≤ ‖P_N T̃ (q̄) − P_N T (q̄)‖_ℓ2 . Setting

a_n = f̃^L_n + (S^{q0}_{ζn} (Λ_{q̄} − Λ_{q0} ))^{L+1}f^n_{q̄} , b_n = f^L_n + (S^{q0}_{ζn} (Λ^η_{q̄} − Λ_{q0} ))^{L+1}f^n_{q̄} , by using again that |ζ̃_n| ≤ c and the triangle inequality, we readily derive |(T̃ (q̄) − T (q̄))_n| = |⟨e^{ζ̃n·x}, (Λ_{q̄} − Λ_0)(a_n) − (Λ^η_{q̄} − Λ_0)(b_n)⟩_H 1_{2 ×H−} 1_2 | ≤ c‖(Λ_{q̄} − Λ_0)(a_n) − (Λ^η_{q̄} − Λ_0)(b_n)‖_{H−} 1_2 ≤ c‖(Λ_{q̄} − Λ_0)(a_n − b_n)‖_{H−} 1_2 + c‖(Λ^η_{q̄} − Λ_{q̄} )(b_n)‖_{H−} 1_2 ≤ c‖Λ_{q̄} − Λ_0‖_∗‖a_n − b_n‖_H 1_2 + c‖E‖_∗‖b_n‖_H 1_2 ≤ c‖a_n − b_n‖_H 1_2 + cη, where the last inequality follows from (16), (19) and Lemma 3. It remains to estimate ‖a_n − b_n‖_H 1_2 . Using again (19) we obtain

‖a_n − b_n‖_H 1_2 ≤ ‖f̃^L_n − f^L_n ‖_H 1_2 + ‖ ( (S^{q0}_{ζn} (Λ_{q̄} − Λ_{q0} ))^{L+1} − (S^{q0}_{ζn} (Λ^η_{q̄} − Λ_{q0} ))^{L+1} ) f^n_{q̄} ‖_H 1_2 ≤ c L+1∑ l=0 ‖(S^{q0}_{ζn} (Λ_{q̄} − Λ_{q0} ))^l − (S^{q0}_{ζn} (Λ^η_{q̄} − Λ_{q0} ))^l‖_H 1_{2 →H} 1_2 .

Arguing as in (20), we can bound the last term with c‖Λ_{q̄} − Λ^η_{q̄} ‖_∗ ≤ cη, so that ‖a_n − b_n‖_H 1_2 ≤ cη. Altogether, we have

(31) ‖A(q̄) − P_{WR} (q̄)‖_L2_{(T}d_) ≤ ‖P_N T̃ (q̄) − P_N T (q̄)‖_ℓ2 ≤ cη,

as desired.

Step 4: Proof of (25). Since q^ε_η is a fixed point of A, we have ‖ ‖q^ε_η − P_{WR} (q̄) ‖ ‖_{L2(Td)} ≤ ‖ ‖A(q^ε_η ) − A(P_{WR} (q̄)) ‖ ‖_{L2(Td)} + ‖A(P_{WR} (q̄)) − A(q̄)‖_L2_{(T}d_) + ‖A(q̄) − P_{WR} (q̄)‖_L2_{(T}d_).

Thus, by (29) , (30) and (31) we obtain ‖ ‖q^ε_η − P_{WR} (q̄) ‖ ‖_{L2(Td)} ≤ 7 8 ‖ ‖q^ε_η − P_{WR} (q̄) ‖ ‖_{L2(Td)} + 13 8 ‖P_{WR} (q̄) − q̄‖_L2_{(T}d_) + cη ≤ 7 8 ‖ ‖q^ε_η − P_{WR} (q̄) ‖ ‖_{L2(Td)} + 13 8 ε + cη, so that ‖ ‖qε_η − P_{WR} (q̄) ‖ ‖_{L2(Td)} ≤ 13ε + cη. Finally, we have ‖ q^ε_η − q̄ ‖ L^2(T^d) ≤ ‖ q^ε_η − P_{WR} (q̄) ‖ L^2(T^d) + ‖PW^R (q̄) − q̄‖L^2(T^d) ≤ 14ε + cη.

This concludes the proof. □

5. Layer potentials estimates and invertibility properties

This section is devoted to the proof of new properties of the generalized layer potential.

Throughout this section, we let Ω ⊆ R^d , d ≥ 2 be an open bounded domain with Lipschitz boundary, and q ∈ L^∞(R^d ) be a potential satisfying (2) and such that supp(q) ⊆ Ω, ‖q‖_L∞_{(Ω)} ≤ R, for some R > 0.

We recall from the previous section the following functions:

g_ζ (x) = ( 1 2π )_d ∫ R^d e^{iξ·x} ξ · ξ + 2ζ · ξ dξ, G_ζ (x) = e^{iζ·x}g_ζ (x), G^q_ζ (x, y) = G_ζ (x − y) − ∫ R^d G_ζ (x − z)q(z)G^q_ζ (z, y)dz, x, y ∈ R^d , x ≠ y, (32)

S^q_ζ f(x) = ∫ ∂Ω G^q_ζ (x, y)f(y)dσ(y), x ∈ R^d , (33) g^q_ζ (x, y) = e^{−iζ·(x−y)}G^q_ζ (x, y), x, y ∈ R^d , x ≠ y. (34)

Note that −ΔG_ζ (x − y) = (−Δ + q(x))G^q_ζ (x, y) = δ(x − y).

We also introduce the generalized double layer potential D^q_ζ f(x) = ∫ ∂Ω ∂G^q_ζ ∂ν_y (x, y)f(y)dσ(y), x ∈ R^d \ ∂Ω, and the generalized boundary, or trace, double layer potential by B^q_ζ f(x) = p.v. ∫ ∂Ω ∂G^q_ζ ∂ν_y (x, y)f(y)dσ(y), x ∈ ∂Ω. Since the singularity of G^q_ζ (x, y) for x near y is the same as that of G_ζ (x, y) (see [26, Theorem 7.1]), it is locally integrable on ∂Ω and the trace single layer potential is given by (33). Finally, let us consider the operator G^q_ζ defined by (G^q_ζ f)(x) = ∫ Ω G^q_ζ (x, y)f(y)dy. We start by showing that S^q_ζ is bounded.

Lemma 6. Let D > 0 and Ω̃ be a bounded C^{1,1} neighborhood of Ω. There exists c_1 = c_1(R) > 0 such that, for every c_1 ≤ |ζ| ≤ D, we have (35) ‖G^q_ζ f‖_H2_{(Ω̃)} ≤ C(D, R, Ω̃)‖f‖_L2_{(Ω)}, f ∈ L^2(Ω), and (36) ‖S^q_ζ f‖_H1/2_{(∂Ω)} ≤ C(D, R, Ω)‖f‖_H−1/2_{(∂Ω)}, f ∈ H^{−1/2}(∂Ω). Remark 1. The constants C can be estimated using similar ideas as in [24, Lemma 2.2], and they grow exponentially in D.

Proof. In the proof, with an abuse of notation, several different positive absolute constants will be denoted by the same letter c. We first prove (35) and then (36).

Proof of (35). For δ =^3_4 (the argument below works for any δ ∈ (^1_2 , 1), but for our purposes it is enough to let δ =^3_4 ), consider the Hilbert space

L^2_δ(R^d ) = { f : ‖f‖_δ = (∫ R^d (1 + |x|^2)^δ |f(x)|^2 )_{1/2} < +∞ } . From [27, Proposition 2.1.b)] we have that, for ζ ∈ C^d \ R^d with |ζ| ≥ 1, (37) ‖g_ζ ∗ f‖_{−δ} ≤ c |ζ| ‖f‖_δ, f ∈ L^2_δ(R^d ), for an absolute constant c > 0. Now, let g^q_ζ be the operator defined by (g^q_ζ f)(x) = ∫ R^d g^q_ζ (x, y)f(y)dy, f ∈ L^2_δ (R^d ). We want to extend (37) to g^q_ζ f. From (34) and the integral equation (32) we have g^q_ζ f(x) = g_ζ ∗ f(x) − ∫ R^d g_ζ (x − z)q(z)(g^q_ζ f)(z)dz = g_ζ ∗ f(x) − (g_ζ ∗ q(g^q_ζ f))(x), where q denotes the operator of multiplication by q, which maps L^2_{−δ} to L^2_δ with norm bounded by ‖q(x)(1 + |x|^2)^δ‖_L∞_{(R}d_). For |ζ| ≥ c‖q(x)(1 + |x|^2)^δ ‖_L∞_{(R}d_) the operator g_ζ ∗ q maps L^2_{−δ} into itself and ‖g_ζ ∗ q‖_L2_{−δ →L}2_{−δ} ≤ 1/2 thanks to (37) (see [27, Corollary 2.2] for more details). Thus g^q_ζ f = (I + g_ζ ∗ q)^{−1}(g_ζ ∗ f), and we obtain, using (37), ‖g^q_ζ f‖_{−δ} ≤ c |ζ| ‖f‖_δ, f ∈ L^2_δ (R^d ), for |ζ| ≥ c(R). Consider now H^2_δ (R^d ) = {f : D^αf ∈ L^2_δ (R^d ), 0 ≤ |α| ≤ 2}, the weighted Sobolev space with norm ‖f‖_{2,δ} = ∑ |α|≤2 ‖D^αf‖^2_δ 1/2 . Using the same ideas as in the proof of [27, Lemma 2.11], based on [25], we obtain (38) ‖g^q_ζ f‖_{2,−δ} ≤ c(D, R)‖f‖_δ, f ∈ L^2_δ (R^d ). Then the main estimate (35) is a direct consequence of (38), (34) and the boundedness of Ω̃ and Ω, since G^q_ζ f(x) = e^{iζ·x} ∫ Ω g^q_ζ (x, y)e^{−iζ·y} f(y) dy = e^{iζ·x}g^q_ζ (e^{−iζ·y}f)(x). Proof of (36). Using similar arguments as in [27, Section 6] we can rewrite equation (32) as follows:

(39) G^q_ζ (x, y) = G_ζ (x − y) − ∫ R^d G^q_ζ (x, z)q(z)G_ζ (z − y)dz, which yields the identity (40) S^q_ζ f(x) − S_ζ f(x) = − ∫ R^d G^q_ζ (x, z)q(z)S_ζ f(z)dz, where S_ζ is the generalized single layer potential for q = 0. We recall [27, Lemma 2.3], which states, for 0 ≤ s ≤ 1, ‖S_ζ f‖_Hs+1_{(∂Ω)} ≤ c(D, s, Ω)‖f‖_Hs_{(∂Ω)}, for ∂Ω ∈ C^{1,1}. This can be easily extended to −1 ≤ s ≤ 0 and ∂Ω Lipschitz using the same arguments as in the proof of [28, Lemma 7.1]. Therefore, by the trace theorem and (35), we have

‖S^q_ζ f‖_H1/2_{(∂Ω)} ≤ c(Ω, D)‖f‖_H−1/2_{(∂Ω)} + c(Ω) ‖ ‖ ‖ ∫ R^d G^q_ζ (·, z)q(z)S_ζ f(z)dz ‖ ‖ ‖ H^1 (Ω) ≤ c(D, R, Ω) ( ‖f‖_H−1/2_{(∂Ω)} + ‖S_ζ f‖_L2_{(Ω)} ) ≤ c(D, R, Ω)‖f‖_H−1/2_{(∂Ω)}. Here we have used the fact that u := S_ζ f solves Δu = 0 in Ω (see [27, Lemma 2.4]) so, by interior regularity one has ‖S_ζ f‖_H1_{(Ω)} ≤ c(Ω)‖S_ζ f‖_H1/2_{(∂Ω)} (see [33, Theorem 3]). □ In order to study the invertibility of S^q_ζ , we need other technical results. We start with the following solvability result for an exterior Dirichlet problem. Let ρ_0 > 0 be such that Ω ⊆ B_{ρ0} = {x ∈ R^d : |x| < ρ_0}. For ρ > ρ_0 let Ω^′_ρ = B_ρ \ Ω.

Lemma 7. Suppose that Ω^′ = R^d \ Ω is connected and let ζ ∈ C^d be such that |ζ| ≥ c_1, where c_1 is given by Lemma 6. For any f ∈ H^{1/2}(∂Ω) there is a unique solution u to the exterior Dirichlet problem:

• Δu = 0 in Ω^′, • u ∈ H^2(Ω^′_ρ), for any ρ > ρ_0, • u satisfies the following generalized Sommerfeld radiation condition: lim ρ→+∞ ∫ |y|=ρ ( G^q_ζ (x, y) ∂u ∂ν_y (y) − u(y) ∂G^q_ζ ∂ν_y (x, y) ) dσ(y) = 0, a.e. x ∈ Ω^′, • u|_{∂Ω}′ = f. This is a slight generalization of [27, Lemma A.6], and the proof can be obtained with the same approach.

We also need to establish some jump formulas for the single and the double layer potentials.

Lemma 8. Let ζ ∈ C^d be such that |ζ| ≥ c_1, where c_1 is given by Lemma 6, f ∈ H^{−1/2}(∂Ω) and u = S^q_ζ f. Then the nontangential limits ∂u/∂ν_+ (resp. ∂u/∂ν_−) of ∂u/∂ν as the boundary ∂Ω is approached from outside (resp. inside) Ω satisfy:

(41) ∂u ∂ν_− − ∂u ∂ν_+ = f, a.e. on ∂Ω.

Proof. The proof for q = 0, f ∈ H^{1/2}(∂Ω) and ∂Ω ∈ C^{1,1} is given in [27, Lemma 2.4]. Based on [37], using the same arguments as in [28, Lemma 7.1], this can be extended to f ∈ H^{−1/2}(∂Ω) and ∂Ω Lipschitz. For q ≠ 0, note that if Ω̃ is a bounded C^{1,1} neighborhood of Ω, the right hand side of identity (40) is in H^2(Ω̃) by Lemma 6. Thus ∂ ∂ν_− ( S^q_ζ − S_ζ ) f = ∂ ∂ν_+ ( S^q_ζ − S_ζ ) f, and the proof follows from the corresponding result for q = 0. □ Lemma 9. Let ζ ∈ C^d be such that |ζ| ≥ c_1, where c_1 is given by Lemma 6, f ∈ H^{1/2}(∂Ω) and v = D^q_ζ f. Then, the nontangential limits v_+(v_−) of v as we approach the boundary from outside (respectively inside) Ω exist and satisfy:

v_±(x) = ± 1 2 f(x) + B^q_ζ f(x), for a.e. x ∈ ∂Ω.

Proof. For q = 0 this was proved in [27, Lemma 2.5] for f ∈ H^{3/2}(∂Ω) and ∂Ω ∈ C^{1,1} but using the results of [37] it can be extended to f ∈ H^{1/2}(∂Ω) and ∂Ω Lipschitz. For q ≠ 0, using identity (39) we have

D^q_ζ f(x) = D^0_ζ f(x) − ∫ R^d G^q_ζ (x, z)q(z)D^0_ζ f(z)dz, x ∈ R^d \ ∂Ω, B^q_ζ f(x) = B^0_ζ f(x) − ∫ R^d G^q_ζ (x, z)q(z)D^0_ζ f(z)dz, x ∈ ∂Ω. The result for q = 0 directly gives

v_±(x) = ± 1 2 f(x) + B^0_ζ f(x) − ∫ R^d G^q_ζ (x, z)q(z)D^0_ζ f(z)dz = ± 1 2 f(x) + B^q_ζ f(x), as desired. □

We now come to the main result of the section.

Proposition 10. Let D > 0 and Ω be a bounded domain with Lipschitz boundary such that Ω^′ = R^d \ Ω is connected. Let ζ ∈ C^d be such that |ζ| ≥ c_1, where c_1 is given by Lemma 6, and q ∈ L^∞(R^d ) satisfy the assumptions at the beginning of the section.

Then the operator S^q_ζ : H^{−1/2}(∂Ω) → H^{1/2}(∂Ω) is invertible with bounded inverse and ‖(S^q_ζ )^{−1}‖ ≤ c ( Ω, R, D, ‖(−Δ + q)^{−1}‖_H−1_{(Ω)→H}1_{0 (Ω)} ) . Proof. The proof is inspired by [27, Lemma A.7].

For the injectivity we follow the argument at the beginning of the proof of [27, Theorem 1.6, §6]. Assume S^q_ζ f = 0 on ∂Ω. Then u = S^q_ζ f is a Dirichlet eigenfunction of −Δ+q in Ω, and so u = 0 in Ω by the assumptions on q. On the other hand, u solves the exterior Dirichlet problem of Lemma 7 with homogeneous conditions (the Sommerfeld radiation condition can be checked as in [27, Lemma 2.4]) and so u = 0 in Ω^′. This means that both ∂u/∂ν^+ and ∂u/∂ν^− vanish on ∂Ω. By the jump formula (41), f mush vanish as well.

In order to prove surjectivity we construct an inverse explicitly. Thanks to Lemma 7, we can define the Dirichlet-to-Neumann map Λ^+_q f =^{∂u}_{∂ν+} for f ∈ H^{1/2}(∂Ω), where u is the unique solution to the exterior problem given in Lemma 7. Now applying Green’s formula to G^q_ζ (x, y) and u(y) in Ω^′_ρ and letting ρ → +∞ we obtain, using the generalized radiation condition: u(x) = − ∫ ∂Ω ( G^q_ζ (x, y) ∂u ∂ν_y (y) − u(y) ∂G^q_ζ ∂ν_y (x, y) ) dσ(y) for a.e. x ∈ Ω^′.

Taking the trace on the boundary and using Lemma 9 we obtain

(42) S^q_ζ Λ^+_q = − 1 2 I + B^q_ζ , where I denotes the identity operator on H^{1/2}(∂Ω).

Now let u^′ be the unique solution of (−Δ+q)u^′ = 0 in Ω and u^′|_{∂Ω} = f. Applying again Green’s formula to G^q_ζ (x, y) and u^′(y) for x ∈ Ω we obtain

u^′(x) = ∫ ∂Ω ( G^q_ζ (x, y) ∂u^′ ∂ν_y (y) − u^′(y) ∂G^q_ζ ∂ν_y (x, y) ) dσ(y). Letting x approach the boundary nontangentially inside Ω we find, using again Lemma 9,

(43) S^q_ζ Λ_q = 1 2 I + B^q_ζ . Now, identities (42) and (43) give S^q_ζ (Λ_q −Λ^+_q ) = I, which show that S^q_ζ is surjective and that its inverse is Λ_q − Λ^+_q .

Finally, the boundedness of (S^q_ζ )^{−1} comes from the estimates ‖Λ_qf‖_H−1/2_{(∂Ω)} ≤ c‖f‖_H1/2_{(∂Ω)}, ‖Λ^+_q f‖_H−1/2_{(∂Ω)} ≤ c‖f‖_H1/2_{(∂Ω)}, which follow from classical elliptic estimates, where c > 0 depends only on Ω, R, D and ‖(−Δ + q)^{−1}‖_H−1_{(Ω)→H}1_{0 (Ω)}. □

References

[1] Andy Adler, Romina Gaburro, and William Lionheart. Electrical impedance tomography. In Handbook of mathematical methods in imaging. Vol. 1, 2, 3, pages 701–762. Springer, New York, 2015.

[2] Giovanni S. Alberti and Matteo Santacesaria. Calderón’s inverse problem with a finite number of measurements. Forum of Mathematics, Sigma, 7:e35, 2019.

[3] Giovanni S. Alberti and Matteo Santacesaria. Infinite dimensional compressed sensing from anisotropic measurements and applications to inverse problems in PDE. Applied and Computational Harmonic Analysis, 2019. DOI:10.1016/j.acha.2019.08.002.

[4] Giovanni S Alberti and Matteo Santacesaria. Infinite-dimensional inverse problems with finite measurements. arXiv preprint arXiv:1906.10028, 2019.

[5] Giovanni Alessandrini. Stable determination of conductivity by boundary measurements. Applicable Analysis, 27(1-3):153–172, 1988.

[6] Giovanni Alessandrini, Maarten V De Hoop, and Romina Gaburro. Uniqueness for the electrostatic inverse boundary value problem with piecewise constant anisotropic conductivities. Inverse Problems, 33(12):125013, 2017.

[7] Giovanni Alessandrini, Maarten V. de Hoop, Romina Gaburro, and Eva Sincich. Lipschitz stability for the electrostatic inverse boundary value problem with piecewise linear conductivities. J. Math. Pures Appl. (9), 107(5):638–664, 2017.

[8] Giovanni Alessandrini, Maarten V. de Hoop, Romina Gaburro, and Eva Sincich. Lipschitz stability for a piecewise linear Schrödinger potential from local Cauchy data. Asymptot. Anal., 108(3):115–149, 2018.

[9] Giovanni Alessandrini and Sergio Vessella. Lipschitz stability for the inverse conductivity problem. Adv. in Appl. Math., 35(2):207–241, 2005.

[10] Elena Beretta, Maarten V. de Hoop, Elisa Francini, and Sergio Vessella. Stable determination of polyhedral interfaces from boundary data for the Helmholtz equation. Comm. Partial Differential Equations, 40(7):1365–1392, 2015.

[11] Elena Beretta, Maarten V. de Hoop, Elisa Francini, Sergio Vessella, and Jian Zhai. Uniqueness and Lipschitz stability of an inverse boundary value problem for time-harmonic elastic waves. Inverse Problems, 33(3):035013, 27, 2017.

[12] Elena Beretta, Maarten V. de Hoop, and Lingyun Qiu. Lipschitz stability of an inverse boundary value problem for a Schrödinger-type equation. SIAM J. Math. Anal., 45(2):679– 699, 2013.

[13] Elena Beretta and Elisa Francini. Lipschitz stability for the electrical impedance tomography problem: the complex case. Comm. Partial Differential Equations, 36(10):1723–1749, 2011.

[14] Elena Beretta, Elisa Francini, and Sergio Vessella. Lipschitz stability estimates for polygonal conductivity inclusions from boundary measurements. arXiv preprint arXiv:1901.01152, 2019.

[15] Liliana Borcea. Electrical impedance tomography. Inverse Problems, 18(6):R99–R136, 2002. [16] Alberto P Calderón. On an inverse boundary value problem. In Seminar on Numerical Analysis and its Applications to Continuum Physics (Rio de Janeiro, 1980), pages 65–73. Soc. Brasil. Mat., Rio de Janeiro, 1980.

[17] Margaret Cheney, David Isaacson, and Jonathan C. Newell. Electrical impedance tomography.

SIAM Rev., 41(1):85–101, 1999.

[18] Heinz W. Engl, Martin Hanke, and Andreas Neubauer. Regularization of inverse problems, volume 375 of Mathematics and its Applications. Kluwer Academic Publishers Group, Dordrecht, 1996.

[19] Ludvig D Faddeev. Increasing solutions of the Schrödinger equation. Soviet Physics Doklady, 10:1033–1035, 1966.

[20] Romina Gaburro and Eva Sincich. Lipschitz stability for the inverse conductivity problem for a conformal class of anisotropic conductivities. Inverse Problems, 31(1):015008, 26, 2015.

[21] Bastian Harrach. Uniqueness and Lipschitz stability in electrical impedance tomography with finitely many electrodes. Inverse Problems, 35(2):024005, jan 2019.

[22] Bastian Harrach. Uniqueness, stability and global convergence for a discrete inverse elliptic Robin transmission problem. arXiv preprint arXiv:1907.02759, 2019.

[23] Barbara Kaltenbacher, Andreas Neubauer, and Otmar Scherzer. Iterative regularization methods for nonlinear ill-posed problems, volume 6 of Radon Series on Computational and Applied Mathematics. Walter de Gruyter GmbH & Co. KG, Berlin, 2008.

[24] Kim Knudsen, Matti Lassas, Jennifer L Mueller, and Samuli Siltanen. Regularized D-bar method for the inverse conductivity problem. Inverse Problems and Imaging, 35(4):599, 2009.

[25] Richard Lavine. Classical limit of the number of quantum states. In Quantum Mechanics in Mathematics, Chemistry, and Physics, pages 267–276. Springer, 1981.

[26] Walter Littman, Guido Stampacchia, and Hans F Weinberger. Regular points for elliptic equations with discontinuous coefficients. Annali della Scuola Normale Superiore di Pisa- Classe di Scienze, 17(1-2):43–77, 1963.

[27] Adrian I Nachman. Reconstructions from boundary measurements. Annals of Mathematics, 128(3):531–576, 1988.

[28] Adrian I Nachman. Global uniqueness for a two-dimensional inverse boundary value problem.

Annals of Mathematics, 143:71–96, 1996.

[29] Roman G Novikov. Formulae and equations for finding scattering data from the Dirichlet-to- Neumann map with nonzero background potential. Inverse Problems, 21(1):257, 2004.

[30] Luca Rondi. On the regularization of the inverse conductivity problem with discontinuous conductivities. Inverse Probl. Imaging, 2(3):397–409, 2008.

[31] Luca Rondi. Discrete approximation and regularisation for the inverse conductivity problem.

Rend. Istit. Mat. Univ. Trieste, 48:315–352, 2016.

[32] Angkana Rüland and Eva Sincich. Lipschitz stability for the finite dimensional fractional Calderón problem with finite Cauchy data. Inverse Probl. Imaging, 13(5):1023–1044, 2019.

[33] Giuseppe Savaré. Regularity results for elliptic equations in Lipschitz domains. Journal of Functional Analysis, 152(1):176–201, 1998.

[34] John Sylvester and Gunther Uhlmann. A global uniqueness theorem for an inverse boundary value problem. Annals of Mathematics, 125:153–169, 1987.

[35] G. Uhlmann. Electrical impedance tomography and Calderón’s problem. Inverse Problems, 25(12):123011, 39, 2009.

[36] Gunther Uhlmann. Complex geometrical optics and Calderón’s problem. In Control and inverse problems for partial differential equations, volume 22 of Ser. Contemp. Appl. Math. CAM, pages 107–169. Higher Ed. Press, Beijing, 2019.

[37] Gregory Verchota. Layer potentials and regularity for the Dirichlet problem for Laplace’s equation in Lipschitz domains. Journal of Functional Analysis, 59(3):572–611, 1984.

MaLGa Center, Department of Mathematics, University of Genoa, Via Dodecaneso 35, 16146 Genova, Italy.

E-mail address: giovanni.alberti@unige.it

MaLGa Center, Department of Mathematics, University of Genoa, Via Dodecaneso 35, 16146 Genova, Italy.

E-mail address: matteo.santacesaria@unige.it