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Preface

The subject of this book is error analysis of the moment method or boundary element
method for solving surface integral equations of electromagnetic and acoustic radia-
tion and scattering. With so many interesting applications of computational electro-
magnetics vying for attention, it can be difficult to devote time to the more academic
issues associated with error analysis. The ultimate purpose of error analysis, though, is
to advance the applications of computational electromagnetics, albeit by a less direct
route than writing new solver codes.

When I first started publishing on the topic, paper introductions often included the
thought that an increased understanding of numerical error will help to guide the de-
velopment of new and improved algorithms. Chapter 5 is a good example of this hope
coming to fruition. At a time when the computational electromagnetics community
was studying and trying to improve magnetic field integral equation error using mostly
empirical methods, error analysis provided a key insight that explained the typical
poorer error with the magnetic field formulation and brought to light a method for
increasing accuracy by orders of magnitude for simpler two-dimensional scatterers.
A lesser but still encouraging improvement has been realized for three-dimensional
problems.

To assist the reader in following the treatment of the book, a few main points should
be underscored. Sobolev theory, which defines the domain and range spaces of inte-
gral operators, provides a theoretical foundation for the method of moments. This
rigorous approach provided the first proofs of solution convergence—a significant
achievement—but ultimately fails in providing quantitative error estimates. The pur-
pose of this book is to obtain quantitative solution error estimates with enough ana-
lytical structure to understand the root causes of various error contributions. This is
accomplished by relaxing the generality (and perhaps even some of the rigor) of the
Sobolev approach by focusing on error analysis of canonical problems. Insights and re-
sults obtained using the canonical scatterers are extended empirically to more general
classes of physical problems.

Error is quantified primarily through the surface current and scattering amplitudes.
The latter is emphasized not because it is the only derived quantity that is useful in
applications of the method of moments, but because the variational property of the
scattering amplitude for the method of moments means that this particular quantity

Xi
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has a special relationship with the method of moments and its solution error behav-
ior. Moreover, there is a connection between some Sobolev norms and the scattering
amplitude.

One of the main themes of this book is that there are two sources of error in moment
method solutions. The first is a multiplicative error associated with projection of a con-
tinuous current solution (the exact solution to a scattering problem) onto a finite and
hence incomplete set of basis functions. We refer to this, naturally, as projection er-
ror. The second type of error is an additive “suboptimality” error contribution, which
makes the moment method current solution less accurate than would be the case if
the exact current solution were simply projected onto the basis functions. This error
is caused by aliasing of high-order operator eigenfunctions. Since the eigenvalues as-
sociated with high-order eigenfunctions are determined by the kernel singularity, this
aliasing error can be viewed as a projection error, but for which the integral oper-
ator kernel singularity (rather than the current solution) is projected onto the basis
functions. From this point of view, solution error is determined by adding the errors
incurred when projecting (1) the exact current solution and (2) the operator kernel
onto basis functions. Interestingly, the current and scattering amplitude respond dif-
ferently to these error contributions, which as will be shown is a manifestation of the
variational property of the method of moments. For ideal discretizations, with con-
formal mesh elements and exact integration of moment matrix elements, the second
source of error is minimized, but for nonideal implementations it increases signifi-
cantly.

These error contributions will be analyzed by considering the spectral error, or the
perturbation to operator eigenvalues incurred when discretizing an integral opera-
tor. The spectral error will facilitate the development of quantitative solution error
bounds that closely match observed numerical results. The initial focus will be on sim-
ple, smooth two-dimensional scatterer geometries, and then effects such as edge cur-
rent singularities and resonance will be considered. The treatment will be extended to
three-dimensional scatterers and higher-order polynomial basis functions. Finally, the
spectral estimates of earlier chapters will be used to study the convergence of iterative
linear system solution algorithms and the dependence of moment matrix condition
number on geometry and scattering physics.

I express particular appreciation to Weng Cho Chew, who initially suggested the er-
ror analysis problem to me in early 1998 during my postdoc at the University of Illinois
at Urbana-Champaign. Professor Chew’s emphasis on mathematical analysis coupled
with physical insight helped my work immeasurably, and he has provided significant
assistance with the writing and exposition of the ideas in this book. As mathematically
tedious as some sections may be, they would be even more so without his encourage-
ment to slow, simplify, and clarify the treatment. Clayton Davis significantly advanced
the field of error analysis during his productive masters degree work at Brigham Young
University, and many of his results are surveyed in this book. Andrew Peterson’s long-
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standing interest in the error analysis problem helped to spur my own work in this
area. His incisive comments and contributed numerical results have greatly added to
this book as well. I also acknowledge Cai-Cheng Lu for generously allowing the use of
his trimom method of moments code. I thank Barbara Lovenvirth and Rebecca Allen-
dorf at Artech House and the anonymous reviewer for assistance with the production
process. Finally, gratitude is expressed for the initial and subsequent insights supplied
by divine providence that have enabled this work.






Chapter 1

Introduction

Numerical methods based on the surface integral equations of electromagnetic radi-
ation and scattering have enjoyed widespread use in computational electromagnetics
for many years. The method of moments for discretizing integrals equations was in-
troduced to the electromagnetics community by Harrington [1]. Since that time, in-
novative techniques such as the fast multipole method [2] and iterative linear system
solution algorithms have greatly increased the computational efficiency of surface in-
tegral equation methods. As the popularity and power of integral equation methods
has increased, attention has also been devoted to characterizing the accuracy of nu-
merical solutions and the development of higher-order methods and specialized basis
functions, which brings us to the topic of this book, numerical analysis of the surface
integral equations of electromagnetics.

Simply stated, numerical analysis is the science of developing numerical methods
and understanding and improving their performance as far as solution accuracy and
computational efficiency. An understanding of the convergence behavior of a numeri-
cal method requires an estimate or bound on the solution error in terms of parameters
of the algorithm and physical properties of the problem to be solved. Error estimates
will be developed for the integral equation formulations commonly used in compu-
tational electromagnetics, the electric field integral equation (EFIE), magnetic field
integral equation (MFIE), and the combined formulation (CFIE). If the solution is
obtained using an iterative method, then a complete understanding of the numeri-
cal method requires iteration convergence estimates as well. The intent is not just to
provide solution error results, but also to connect solution accuracy and iterative con-
vergence rates with electromagnetic effects and the physics of radiation and scattering
problems, and to explain many of the behaviors of numerical methods that are com-
monly observed in computational electromagnetics.

As will be surveyed shortly, a fair amount of work has already been done by the
mathematics community in this area. This work represents a significant achievement
from a theoretical point of view but is often too abstract for direct use by practitioners
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of computational electromagnetics. A guiding philosophy for this book is to open up
a new middle ground between the empirical focus of the computational electromag-
netics community and the abstract theoretical approaches of numerical analysts.

1.1 APPROACHES TO ERROR ANALYSIS

It is well recognized in the computational electromagnetics community that error
analysis for numerical methods based on integral equations is not easy. It has been
claimed that “the nature of the MoM technique precludes proof of absolute conver-
gence of the solution for a given problem” [3]. Only slightly less pessimistically, Dudley
observed that [4]:

Because the theory of nonself-adjoint operators is not well understood, it
is not possible, based on any known mathematically sound convergence
criteria, to compare the approximation obtained in the method of mo-
ments to the exact solution. This difficulty is typical of convergence prob-
lems in electromagnetics.

In spite of the difficulty of the problem, a large body of results on the solution con-
vergence behaviors of numerical methods for electromagnetic integral equations has
been amassed in recent years using both empirical and theoretical approaches.

Theoretical results on solution convergence are based on the theorems and tech-
niques of functional analysis and operator theory. This work is rigorous, but is often
too abstract for practical use and tends to lag behind the state-of-the-art in applied
computational electromagnetics. Not content to wait for theory to catch up, users and
developers of computational electromagnetics tools have used empirical means to val-
idate their methods and allow practical work to proceed. Until now, the theoretical and
empirical lines of work have proceeded largely independently. Both approaches have
attractive features—one offering rigor and generality, and the other quantitative in-
formation useful to practitioners—but there are drawbacks as well. After surveying
these areas of previous work, we will proceed to develop an approach to the numerical
analysis of electromagnetic integral equations that attempts to combine the strengths
of both of these lines of work.

1.2 EMPIRICAL METHODS

Empirical error analysis involves comparison of computed results with analytical so-
lutions or measured data to determine the realized solution error. Empirical results
are often combined with insights into the physical behavior of fields to predict or im-
prove the accuracy and efliciency of a numerical method. This approach to methods
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development has been used almost exclusively in the computational electromagnet-
ics community, and has been highly successful over the past two decades in driving
research and applications in the field.

The most common validation case is the ubiquitous conducting sphere, although
many other benchmark problems are available, including test case suites such as those
maintained by the Electromagnetics Code Consortium (EMCC). Another avenue for
empirical studies is cross-code validation of one numerical method using another type
of numerical method, such as comparison of finite difference time domain (FDTD)
and moment method results.

Although empirical verification can provide reasonable confidence of accuracy over
classes of similar scatterer geometries, it yields only a limited understanding of the
underlying causes of solution error and condition number growth. An important issue
is the possible existence of problems for which error is large, despite good convergence
for well-behaved test cases. The most common examples for which this difficulty arises
are scatterers with sharp edges and resonant cavities or internal resonances.

To remedy the limitations of empirical validation, physical effects such as resonance
and edge diffraction will receive careful study in this book. The analytical insights to
be developed will provide a framework for understanding the large body of work on
empirical validation that has been reported by the computational electromagnetics
community.

1.3 SOBOLEV SPACES AND ASYMPTOTIC ERROR
ESTIMATES

The theoretical work done by the numerical analysis community for electromagnetics
problems [5-13] has its foundation in the classical study of Laplace’s equation and the
theory of Sobolev spaces. The techniques and tools of partial differential equation the-
ory have been extended and applied to integral equations to achieve basic tasks such as
proving that numerical solutions for a wide class of scatter geometries converge as the
mesh is refined. As we will see shortly, this has been accomplished by obtaining bounds
on the asymptotic solution convergence rate. Other key results include condition num-
ber bounds and the development of preconditioners that reduce the computational
cost of solving large linear systems from the moment method to O(1) computations
per degree of freedom as the mesh density increases. Since Sobolev spaces provide the
framework for most of the theoretical work done by the mathematics community on
numerical analysis for electromagnetic integral equations, we will refer to this body of
work as the Sobolev theory approach.

The governing parameter in an asymptotic error estimate is the mesh or discretiza-
tion length h. For a triangular surface patch discretization, h represents the average
or maximum edge length. Error estimates results obtained using the Sobolev space
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approach are asymptotic as & — 0, and typically have the form
|J~J|ms <ch®, h<H (11)

where ¢ is an unknown constant, ] represents the exact solution to the scattering prob-
lem, and ] is the numerical solution obtained with the moment method. The parameter
« is the rate or order of convergence of the numerical method and gives the log-log
slope of the error as a function of the mesh refinement parameter h. Asymptotic con-
vergence theorems guarantee that estimates of this type hold for & smaller than some
unknown, problem-dependent constant H with a positive value for the convergence
exponent .

In this section, we will briefly sketch some of the main ideas and results in the
Sobolev theory approach to moment method solution error analysis. This oversim-
plified discussion is not intended to be particularly rigorous, but instead to highlight
the key results from this work and to connect Sobolev results with familiar concepts
of electromagnetic theory.

1.3.1 Sobolev Norms

Both fields and currents lie in Sobolev spaces of various orders. Since we are interested
in surface integral equations, we will focus on the Sobolev spaces associated with sur-
face currents. A Sobolev space consists of all functions on a given domain that have a
finite value for a particular Sobolev norm. For electromagnetic surface integral equa-
tions, the norm in (1.1) is a Sobolev norm associated with the space of possible surface
current solutions for a given radiation or scattering problem. For functions defined on
the real line, the Sobolev norm can be interpreted in the Fourier domain as a weighted
norm, so that [14]

Julw = [ dk 1+ k) U ()P 12)

where U(k) is the Fourier transform of #(x). The space of functions for which this
norm is finite is denoted by H®. For two-dimensional (2D) electromagnetic radia-
tion and scattering problems with perfect electric conductor (PEC) bodies, it has
been shown that surface currents lie in the fractional-order Sobolev spaces with order
s = £1/2. Surface currents induced on a cylindrical scatterer for the TM polarization
belong to H™"/2, and H'/? for the TE polarization.

For s = 1/2, the space H"/? is smaller than the square integrable function space L2,
and consists of functions smooth enough that the decay of U(k) for large k offsets
the growth of the weight function in the integrand of (1.2). For a scatterer with edges,
the current solution for the TE polarization goes to zero at the edges. This means that
the current solution is sufficiently smooth that (1.2) is finite. If the solution tended to
a nonzero value at a scatterer edge, then the Fourier transform of the current would
decay at a k™! rate or slower, leading to an infinite value for the H/? Sobolev norm.
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For s = —1/2, the weight function acts as a smoothing operation, so functions that
are less smooth than L? functions belong to the space H~/2. In particular, this Sobolev
space contains functions with singularities of the form x~/2, x — 0. For the TM po-
larization, surface currents can have x /2 type singularities at edges [15]. The L? norm
of such a current is infinite and cannot be used to define a meaningful current error,
whereas the H™"/2 norm remains finite and can be used to measure solution error in

(1.1).

1.3.2 Sobolev Norms and the Scattering Amplitude

For computational electromagnetics practitioners, Sobolev spaces and norms have re-
mained largely shrouded in mystery. The historical origins of Sobolev spaces, however,
are quite well grounded in physics. The Sobolev space of electric fields and its associ-
ated norm merely make rigorous the observation that an electric field and its derivative
(the associated magnetic field) must be square integrable in any bounded region [16].
The related Sobolev space for surface currents is the space of all possible functions on
the surface that radiate square integrable fields.

In view of the physical basis for the Sobolev spaces of currents and fields, it is to be
expected that the Sobolev norm in (1.1) also has physical meaning. In fact, there is a
close relationship between the Sobolev norm and the scattering amplitude [17]. The
one-dimensional Fourier transform of the 2D scalar Green’s function has the same
asymptotic behavior as the weight function in (1.2) as |k| - oo. For this reason, the
Sobolev norm ||J|| ;-2 is similar to the forward scattering amplitude (E*, £]) 2, where
E'isanincident fieldand £] = E' is the 2D electric field integral equation. The Sobolev
norm can be viewed as a forward scattering amplitude that is modified to satisfy the
properties required for a norm, essentially by taking the absolute value of the Fourier
transform of the 2D Green’s function and removing its singularities at k = ko, where
ko is the wavenumber of the incident field.

As a corollary to this result, a bound on the Sobolev norm of the current error im-
plies a bound on the error of the numerically computed backscattering amplitude, so
(L1) for s = —1/2 can be thought of as an error bound for the backscattering amplitude.
This equivalence has been shown to hold for 3D radiation and scattering problems as
well [17]. In view of this connection between Sobolev norms and the scattering ampli-
tude, a major focus in this book will be on the scattering amplitude solution error as a
measure for the accuracy of the method of moments.

1.3.3 Static Limit

A basic result that can be used to obtain solution error bounds of the form (1.1) is that
the convergence behavior of MoM for a dynamic problem for small 4 is close in a
certain sense to that of the static or Laplace problem. This reduces the error analysis
from that of the nonself-adjoint integral operators of electromagnetics for dynamic



6 Numerical Analysis for Electromagnetic Integral Equations

problems to the simpler integral operator associated with the Laplace problem. From
the operator point of view, this amounts to decomposing the integral operator in the
form

L= (jlko)A+K 13)

where the static part A is self-adjoint and positive definite and C is compact, and
neglecting the influence of C on the convergence behavior of the method of moments.

1.3.4 Quasioptimality and Approximation Error

Another fundamental principle in the theory of error analysis is quasioptimality. In
some cases, the static approximation in (1.3) can be used to show that the moment
method solution for a given surface integral equation is close to the best possible so-
lution in the trial subspace, with the notion of closeness defined in terms of a Sobolev
norm. As a consequence, the actual error is not significantly different from the ap-
proximation error, which is the error that would be obtained with the best possible
combination of basis functions.

Quasioptimality leads to a drastic simplification in the error analysis problem, since
it reduces error analysis to a problem in approximation theory, and the original elec-
tromagnetic integral equation is completely out of the picture. Details of the imple-
mentation of the numerical algorithm become irrelevant and all that matters is the
smoothness properties of the exact current solution and how well the solution is rep-
resented by the basis functions. The ability of the basis functions to represent functions
of the given smoothness class then determines a solution error estimate of the form

1.1).

1.3.5 Convergence Theorems

The order of convergence « in (1.1) can be evaluated for smooth scatterers and scatter-
ers with edges. For smooth scatterers, the current is continuous and differentiable ev-
erywhere, as long as there are no sources on the scatterer itself. The typical value for the
convergence rate obtained using the Sobolev approach is « = 1/2, for 2D smooth closed
curves and screens [18], dielectric polygons [19], and nonsmooth geometries [7]. Sim-
ilar estimates are available for smooth 3D scatterers with scalar (acoustic) fields [20]
and 3D vector fields [5, 6].

Another application of Sobolev theory is the development of a posteriori residual-
based error bounds [14, 21, 22]. These bounds give the solution error in terms of the
residual error, or error in the scattered field, and require accurate computation of resid-
uals in order to bound the solution error. One application of a posteriori error bounds
is error indicators for adaptive grid refinement [9].

The assumptions required in Sobolev theory proofs of asymptotic error estimates
as far as scatterer geometry and other physical properties of a scattering problem are
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quite weak, so that error estimates are valid for essentially any scattering problem.
Because of this high degree of generality, the asymptotic error estimates provide an
important result—that numerical solutions converge to the correct answer for a wide
range of radiation and scattering problems. Until these theorems were obtained, no
assurance other than empirical observations was available that numerical methods
for the integral equations of radiation and scattering are well founded. Unfortunately,
observed solution convergence rates are much faster than h"/2, so these bounds only
indicate that the solution converges and provide no further quantitative information.
This is one of the major limitations of the Sobolev theory approach to error analysis
to be discussed in the next section.

1.3.6 Limitations of Existing Error Estimates

The price paid for the generality of the Sobolev theory-based results includes the lack
of tightness in the convergence rate «, the presence of unknown constants in the error
estimate (1.1), and the difficulty of connecting the Sobolev norm of the solution error to
error in physical parameters. For practical situations where quantitative information
on the actual solution error for a given scattering problem is desired, the asymptotic
error estimates obtained from Sobolev theory are inadequate.

In applications of computational electromagnetics, it would be desirable to have
error estimates that improve on the Sobolev theory results in a number of ways:

Simple error norms: Since the Sobolev norm is difficult to compute, and even if
it could be computed, it may not be clear how to interpret the norm in terms
of physical quantities, estimates for simple error measures such as discrete RMS
current error, error in the continuous L? norm, or scattering amplitude error
are needed.

Tight convergence orders: Theoretical predictions for the asymptotic solution
convergence order « should match empirical observations, and should reflect
the influence of scatterer geometry and basis functions on solution accuracy.

Known error constants: For practical applications, error estimates with known
values for the constant ¢ would be beneficial, so that quantitative error bars for
numerical solutions can be given.

Characterization of the asymptotic convergence regime: In (1.1), the constant H
that determines the asymptotic convergence regime h < H is unknown. The on-
set of asymptotic convergence depends on the frequency and geometrical shape
of the scatterer, as well as details of the numerical method. Physical effects such
as resonance may cause H to become very small, so that the asymptotic regime
is not achieved for computationally feasible meshes with reasonable numbers of
unknowns.
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1.4 SPECTRAL CONVERGENCE THEORY

The intent of this book is to address the drawbacks of earlier work and to provide a
practical understanding of error and convergence behavior for the electrically large,
complex radiation and scattering problems of current interest. A more concrete error
analysis approach is needed that explicitly includes the effect of wave physics in a de-
scription of solution accuracy and numerical behavior. This will be accomplished by
developing an error theory based on a spectral description of the integral operators of
radiation and scattering.

1.4.1 Normal Operator Decomposition

Most classical theorems of error analysis apply to self-adjoint operators. For static
Laplace boundary value problems, integral operators are self-adjoint, but for dynamic
radiation and scattering problems, integral operators associated with Helmholtz and
Maxwell boundary value problems are nonself-adjoint and are nonnormal as well ex-
cept in a few special cases. This observation motivates the decomposition (1.3), which
allows theorems for the self-adjoint case to be applied to dynamic operators, subject
to the condition that the perturbation is small. Dynamic effects associated with reso-
nance and large electrical size can have a significant effect on solution accuracy, which
accounts for some of the limitations of asymptotic error estimates described in Section
1.3.6.

In order to improve upon existing asymptotic estimates, the spectral approach to
error analysis is based on decompositions of the form

L=H+R (14)

where # is normal rather than self-adjoint as in (1.3) and has an exactly or approx-
imately known discrete spectrum, and R is a nonnormal perturbation. The normal
operator will be used to provide estimates of the eigenvalues of the integral operator.

1.4.2 Spectral Error

Physical properties of the scattering problem can be parameterized through their ef-
fects on the spectrum of the operator as estimated from . The discretization process
used to transform an integral equation into a finite linear system can be treated as an
effective truncation and perturbation of the spectrum. This allows the effects of dis-
cretization, quadrature error, and other aspects of a numerical algorithm on the oper-
ator spectrum to be quantified, and provides spectral estimates from which solution
error and condition number estimates can be obtained.

We will refer to the perturbation to the operator eigenvalues caused by discretiza-
tion as spectral error. This error will be analyzed by representing the spectrum of the



Introduction 9

discretized operator or moment matrix in terms of the eigenvalues of the continuous
operator H. The spectral error theory will lead to several basic concepts that will ap-
pear repeatedly throughout the book:

Eigenfunctions and modes: The surface integral operators of electromagnetic ra-
diation and scattering have a countably infinite number of eigenfunctions. In
many cases, these eigenfunctions can be approximated by Fourier type oscilla-
tory modes with small perturbations due to such effects as edge diffraction. For
some canonical scatterers, such as the circular cylinder or sphere, the eigenfunc-
tions are exactly equal to Fourier modes or spherical harmonics.

Mesh Nyquist frequency: Discretization of a continuous current on a mesh im-
poses an upper bound on the spatial frequencies that can be represented. We
refer to this bound as the mesh Nyquist frequency.

Modeled modes: Modeled modes have spatial frequency below the mesh Nyquist
frequency, and can be well represented in terms of basis functions defined on
the mesh. The number of modeled modes is equal to the size of the moment
matrix.

Unmodeled modes: Unmodeled modes have spatial frequency above the mesh
Nyquist frequency and cannot be accurately represented on the mesh. The
asymptotic decay rate of the operator eigenvalues associated with unmodeled
modes with the mode order or spatial frequency is determined by the kernel
singularity of the integral operator. If the kernel is nonsingular, the eigenval-
ues of unmodeled modes are very small. For singular kernels such as the scalar
Green’s function, the eigenvalues are larger and decay slowly with order. For in-
tegral operators that include derivatives, the eigenvalues can grow as the order
becomes large.

Spectral error: The eigenvalues of the moment matrix are numerically close in
value to the eigenvalues of the continuous integral operator for the modeled
modes. The difference between the eigenvalues of the moment matrix and the
corresponding continuous operator eigenvalues for the modeled modes is spec-
tral error.

Projection error: The spectral error divides naturally into two contributions, one
that is a scale factor associated with projection of a modeled mode onto a space
of basis functions, and another additive component that is associated with the
eigenvalues of unmodeled modes. The first of these contributions is projection
error.

Aliasing error: When discretized, the unmodeled modes are above the mesh
Nyquist frequency and so they alias to lower order, modeled modes. As a re-
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sult, the eigenvalues of unmodeled modes add to the eigenvalues of modeled
modes and contribute to the spectral error. Physically, aliasing error is due to
quasistatic radiation from the basis functions themselves, and edges or corners
for low order basis functions cause larger aliasing error, whereas smoother basis
functions reduce it.

Of course, the real goal is not an understanding of the spectral error itself. We want
to characterize errors for measurable physical quantities such as the surface current,
radiated fields, scattering amplitudes, and radar cross section. After analyzing spectral
error, relationships are developed between the spectral error and the error in numer-
ical values computed from the method of moments for these physical quantities. One
of the most interesting results will be that currents and scattering amplitudes respond
differently to spectral error. For ideal discretizations, with conformal mesh elements
and exact integration of moment matrix elements, the scattering amplitude is only sen-
sitive to the additive part of the spectral error due to aliasing of unmodeled modes. It
will be demonstrated that this is closely related to the well-known variational property
of the method of moments.

1.4.3 Error Contributions

Solution error is determined by interactions between the physical properties of the
scattering problem and the numerical method used to solve it. Specific properties of
the problem, mesh representation, and the numerical method that affect the accuracy
of the method of moments are:

Problem
Scatterer smoothness—edge, corner, and point singularities.

Geometry of the scatterer—internal resonances and open-cavity reso-
nances.

Incident electromagnetic field or excitation—angle of incidence and type
of source (plane wave or near field source such as a dipole).

Type of final desired numerical result—current, scattering cross-section,
total field, or scattered field.

Mesh
Mesh density (elements per wavelength).
Low-frequency breakdown for electrically small scatterers.
Element size irregularity and mesh defects.

Geometrical discretization error—flat or curved facets.
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Numerical Method
Integral equation formulation—EFIE, MFIE, or CFIE.
Expansion and testing functions—type of basis and polynomial order.
Quadrature rule used to evaluate moment matrix elements.
Linear system solution algorithm—direct factorization or iterative.

Some of these factors, such as smoothness of the scatterer geometry and the choice
of basis functions, influence the convergence rate of the solution. Other factors, such
as electrical size and resonance, impact the absolute accuracy of the method but do not
affect the decay rate of the error as a mesh is refined. Both types of error contributions
will be considered using the tools of spectral convergence theory.

1.4.4 Canonical Scattering Problems

We will consider each of the error factors listed above by applying the spectral error ap-
proach to several canonical scattering examples. We also show how error contributions
can be superimposed to estimate the error for more complex scatterers. To provide a
simple example with which to develop the concepts of spectral error analysis, we will
first consider the circular cylinder. Since the scattering problem for a circular cylinder
has an analytical series solution, the spectral error approach can be applied directly,
without the normal approximation of (1.4), so the treatment is particularly straightfor-
ward. We will consider ideal discretizations, with conformal mesh elements and exact
integration of moment matrix elements, and then add geometrical discretization error
and quadrature error to the analysis. Methods for improving solution accuracy such
as regularization will be analyzed using these tools.

To extend the spectral error analysis to more complex problems, we will consider
the flat strip as a scatterer with edge singularities. Error due to currents on the smooth
part of the strip away from the edge singularities can be combined with error caused
by edge diffraction effects to obtain a total error estimate for the strip. Internal and
real resonances also affect the solution convergence rate. The cylinder exhibits internal
resonances, which are nonphysical but still influence numerical accuracy. The rectan-
gular cavity is an example of a scatterer with real, physical resonances. Spectral error
estimates for these scatterers allow the error due to resonance effects to be quantified.

In order to apply the spectral error analysis approach to the more general 3D case,
we study the behavior of the method of moments for a flat, conducting plate. Higher
order basis functions for 2D and 3D problems are then considered. Finally, we con-
sider the use of iterative linear system solution algorithms and study the condition
number of the method of moments for 2D and 3D scatterers, including resonant and
nonresonant cases.

The main contributions of this book are quantitative solution error bounds that
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closely match computed results and a theory that explains a wide range of phenom-
ena observed in computational electromagnetics, including mesh element size depen-
dence of error, error for scattered with edges and corners, poor accuracy at internal
resonance frequencies, cavity resonance effects, and the differences in errors among
the various integral formulations (EFIE, MFIE, and CFIE). These results will provide
a theoretical understanding of observed numerical behaviors and a sound basis for
extrapolating empirical observations for canonical geometries to more general prob-
lems of practical interest, thereby bridging the gap between empirical error studies of
the computational electromagnetics community and the abstract numerical analysis
of the mathematics community.
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Chapter 2

Surface Integral Equation Formulations and
the Method of Moments

For conducting or dielectric bodies, Maxwell’s equations and the boundary condi-
tions on the electromagnetic fields at the surface of the scatterer can be cast into an
equivalent system of surface integral equations. These equations are based on integral
operators that relate an unknown, equivalent current on the surface of the body to the
fields scattered in response to a given incident field. We consider only perfectly elec-
trically conducting (PEC) scatterers, although the results of this book could be readily
extended to surface integral formulations for homogeneous dielectric objects. We will
also leave untouched the problem of error analysis for volume integral equations.

We will use a single-frequency (time-harmonic) analysis, so that all field quanti-
ties are represented as phasors, with the real field related to the phasor representation
according to

E(r,t) =Re {E(r)e’*'} (2.1)

for the electric field intensity, where r represents a point (x, y, z) and w is the time fre-
quency of the field in rad/sec. We will work exclusively with the complex field quantity
E, which is the phasor representation of the time-harmonic field. Phasors associated
with the magnetic field are defined similarly. Another common convention for pha-
sors uses a negative sign for the exponent and i for the imaginary unit. The convention
used in this book can be converted to the e *** form by taking complex conjugates of
field quantities.

The model physical problem with which we are concerned is a PEC scatterer illu-
minated by an incident wave E'™°. The surface of the PEC object is denoted by S. The
incident wave induces a surface current J; on the scatterer, which radiates a scattered
field E“®. The total field is E = E™° + ES®, At the surface of the PEC scatterer, the

15
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boundary conditions

i x (B + E5?) = 0 (2.2a)
Ax (H™C + H) = J, (2.2b)

must be satisfied, where 7 is a unit surface normal vector. For a PEC scatterer, only
one boundary condition suffices for the solution. Using the radiation integral and free-
space Green'’s function, we can relate the scattered fields E°*“* and H*** to the induced
surface current J;. Combining these integral representations with either of the bound-
ary conditions leads to an equation in which the incident field is given and the surface
current is unknown. Since the unknown current appears under an integral operator,
the relationships are integral equations.
Most commonly, the incident field is taken to be a homogeneous plane wave of the
form
E™(r) = Ege /%~ (2.3)
where Eg is a constant vector that determines the amplitude and polarization of
the field and the vector k determines the direction of propagation. The magnitude

ko = [k| = \/k% + k3, + k2 is the wavenumber of the incident field, and is related to the

properties of the medium surrounding the scatterer according to the dispersion rela-
tion ko = w,/pe. For a radiation problem, the incident field is generated by a source
such as an antenna feed port near to the scatterer S, and E™° is not a plane wave.

2.1 ELECTRIC FIELD INTEGRAL EQUATION

When the boundary condition (2.2a) is imposed, one needs to first find E***, which
can be related to the surface current J; using

E** = —T7; 24)

where the integral operator is [1,2]
TJo= jkon [ s’ g(r.r)(r)+ g v [dsgm)V ) @)

This definition of the operator 7 differs from that of [2] in that it does not include
the cross product with the surface normal vector 7. In this expression, # = \/p/€ is
the characteristic impedance of the medium surrounding the scatterer, € and y are
the permittivity and permeability of the medium, k, is the wavenumber of the time
harmonic incident field, and the kernel is the free space Green’s function

e—ikoR

g(rr') = R (2.6)
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where R = [r—1’|.
Consequently, the electric field integral equation (EFIE) is of the form

fix TJs = f x En¢ (2.7)

The region of integration in (2.5) is a two-dimensional manifold or surface S lying
in three-dimensional space. To impose the boundary condition, the source point r’
ranges over S, where the current J, is nonzero. The field point r is also located on S. For
the EFIE, the surface may be closed, so that S is the boundary of a volumetric region,
or open, in which case S is a sheet with edges, corresponding to a thin conducting
screen.

2.1.1 2D Scattering Problems

For a translationally invariant or infinite cylindrical scatterer, the three-dimensional
scattering problem reduces to a pair of independent, scalar, two-dimensional
Helmholtz boundary value problems. By convention we take z to be the invariant
direction. If the polarization of the incident electric field is in the invariant direction,
the magnetic field is then transverse to z, and the problem is transverse magnetic
(TM). The EFIE reduces to a scalar integral equation of the form

L], = Ere (2.8)

where the TM-EFIE integral operator is [3]

k ’ 2 ! !
g}zz%ﬂfcds HE (kolp - p')J=(p") (2.9)

For 2D problems, C denotes a path in the plane determined by the longitudinal cross-
section of the 3D scatterer surface S. C may be a closed contour or an open arc.
For the transverse electric (TE) polarization, the magnetic field is in the z direction.
The TE-EFIE is _
NJ; =E" (2.10)

where J; is the tangential component of the surface current density vector relative to
the contour C and E}"° is the tangential component of the incident electric field. The
integral operator is [3]

k A /7 2 AW 4

N],:%ﬂt'fcds HE (kolp — 1)1 (p")
1

4k0ﬂ

+

f'V/cdS'Hé”(kolp—p’l)V’- [#'7:(p")] (2.11)
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where £ is a unit vector tangential to C and transverse to the invariant direction.

The operator £ is weakly singular, because the logarithmic singularity of H{ (x) as
x — 0 is weak and relatively easy to integrate numerically. The operator N is hyper-
singular, because the derivatives in the second term of (2.11) increase the singularity
of the kernel of the integral operator. In practice, the stronger singularity of the op-
erator A" increases the difficulty of evaluating the numerical integrations required to
discretize the EFIE for the TE polarization.

2.2 MAGNETIC FIELD INTEGRAL EQUATION

The magnetic field integral equation (MFIE) is obtained by imposing the boundary
condition (2.2b) to obtain .
Js = —-KJs + i x H"¢ (2.12)

where the integral operator is [3]
KJ, =~ x f ds'vg(r,t') x Js(r') (2.13)
s

and the point r lies just outside the scatterer S. The above integral equation can be ma-
nipulated into different forms. The integral on the right-hand side of (2.13) is strongly
singular as the point r approaches t’ in a direction normal to the surface S. In the limit
as the point r approaches S from the outside, the principal value of the integral must
be augmented according to [1]

lim 71 /Sds'Vg(r, v) xJ,(¢) = 1y, - K, (2.14)
where
ICp)s = - x PV/ ds'vg(r,r') xJs(r") (2.15)
S

and r is assumed to approach the surface S from outside the scatterer. The integral in
(2.15) must be interpreted as a principal value integration, although this is typically
not explicitly represented in the notation for the MFIE. Consequently, the MFIE is

s+ KpJs = A x H™ (2.16)
In the following, we will drop the subscript indicating the principal value and use the
notation /C for the integral operator.

Alternatively, the boundary condition (2.2b) can be written as

Ax [H™(r) + H*(r)] = 0 (2.17)
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where the field point r approached the surface S from inside the scatterer. In other
words, the incident field and the scattered field cancel each other exactly inside the
scatterer (this is also known as the extinction theorem [1]). When r approaches the
surface from inside the scatterer, the first term in (2.14) will assume a negative sign.
When the expression for the scattered field is substituted into (2.17), we obtain the
same integral equation as before.

Because of the leading term %]S, the MFIE is a second-kind integral equation, and
the operator can be viewed as a perturbation of the identity operator. If the integral
operator in (2.16) is neglected, the MFIE reduces to the physical optics approximation
Js ~ 271 x HI"°. For the MFIE, the scatterer S must be a closed surface.

2.2.1 2D Scattering Problems
For 2D problems with a TM polarized incident field, the TM-MFIE has the form

1)+ MrwJ; = H™ (2.18)

where HI" is the tangential component of the incident magnetic field. The integral
operator is

'k ! 2 ! !
Mm), = % fs ds’ cosyH (kolp - p'|)]=(p") (2.19)

where ], represents the longitudinal component of the current density and v is the
angle between the surface normal at p and the vector p — p'.

For the TE polarization, the tangential current J; is transverse to z, and flows tan-
gentially on the boundary of the scatterer. The TE-MFIE integral equation is

e+ Mrg], = HY (2.20)
where the operator is
” )
M = %0 fs ds’ cosy"H;” (kolp — p')J:(p") (2.21)

and y/ is the angle between the surface normal at p’ and the vector p — p’.

2.3 COMBINED FIELD INTEGRAL EQUATION

A difficulty with the MFIE and EFIE is that for closed scatterers, at certain frequencies
the integral operators 7 or 3 + K become singular. These correspond to nontrivial
solutions to the interior Maxwell boundary value problem, or internal resonances of
the cavity formed by the interior of the scatterer S. For the EFIE, the operator be-
comes singular at internal resonances with a PEC boundary condition, whereas for
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the MFIE the internal resonances are associated with a perfect magnetic conductor
(PMC) boundary condition. At internal resonance frequencies, numerical solutions
typically become inaccurate.

There are a number of techniques for overcoming the difficulties associated with
internal resonances. The most common is to discretize a linear combination of the
MFIE and EFIE. This is the combined field integral equation formulation (CFIE). The
EFIE and MFIE have vanishing eigenvalues at certain real frequencies, but the two
operators can be combined in such a way that the eigenvalues of the CFIE remain
nonzero for all real frequencies.

The CFIE can be written in the form

[ait x T+ (1- a)n (3 +K)]|J = an x E™ + (1- a)nh x H™ (2.22)

where « is a combination coefficient in the interval [0,1] and K has a principal value
interpretation as described in Section 2.2. The factor of 4 is included so that both terms
have the same physical units.

It can be shown that CFIE reduces the internal resonance solution to that of a lossy
cavity whose resonance solutions have complex frequencies. Hence, these resonance
solutions are never encountered when one seeks a time-harmonic solution for which
the frequency is real [4,5].

The combination coefficient « is commonly taken to be 0.2, which has been shown
to minimize current error under some conditions for 2D problems [6]. Helaly and
Fahmy [7] cite [8] as having recommended this value in 1970. An optimal specification
for the coupling parameter is studied for the 3D case in [9].

2.3.1 2D Scattering Problems
For 2D scattering problems, the CFIE is

[al + (1-a)n(L+ Mry)] Tz = B2 + (1- a)nH}™ (2.23)
for the TM polarization. For the TE polarization,

[OCN+ (1-a)n(3+ MTE)] Ji = aE" + (1—- a)yH (2.24)

2.4 METHOD OF MOMENTS

The surface integral equations of radiation and scattering must be discretized by pro-
jecting into finite-dimensional subspaces in order to be solved numerically. Discretiza-
tion yields a linear system of equations for samples or weights that determine an ap-
proximation to the unknown surface current on the scatterer.
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For the scalar or 2D case, the surface current density is approximated by an expan-
sion of the form

J(s) =~ J(s) = ilnfn(s) (2.25)

where s is a parameter for the scatterer cross-section C and f,, is an expansion function.
The I,, are unknown weights for the approximate current solution. The span of the
expansion functions f, is the trial subspace in which the numerical solution lies. The
expansion functions are generally defined on a discrete geometrical representation,
or mesh, for the scatterer surface. The average length of the elements of the mesh is
the discretization length h. The dimensionless discretization density or elements per
wavelength is

A
== 2.26
m=g (2.26)
where A = 27t/ko.

Substituting (2.25) into (2.8) and testing the integral equation with another set of
functions t, (s) produces the linear system

> ZnIn = Vi (2.27)
where
1
Zun =+, f ds ty(s)L S (2.28)
Vi=h! / ds tyy(s)E™(s) (2.29)

where E'™(s) is a notational simplification for E™“[p(s)]. By solving (2.27), the un-
known coefficients in the approximate solution J for the current on the scatterer can
be determined. This can be done by a direct solution of the linear system, typically by
LU factorization [10] of the moment matrix Z, or by making use of an iterative linear
system solution algorithm. Once an approximation to the current on the scatterer has
been obtained, derived quantities such as impedances or far fields can be computed in
postprocessing.

The expansion and testing functions are known collectively as basis functions. A
basis is a finite set of expansion functions spanning a subspace that approximates the
original infinite dimensional space. Basis functions can be nonzero over the entire
scatterer surface (entire-domain basis), or each basis function can have support over
a small subregion of the scatterer (local basis). Entire-domain basis functions can be
chosen to match the oscillatory nature of surface currents in order to reduce the total
number of basis functions required to model the current accurately. The difficulty in
this case is in the large computational cost required to evaluate the moment matrix
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integrals in (2.28), since each integration is over the full scatterer surface. Because of
this, in practice local basis functions are typically used.

Common types of local basis functions for 2D problems are the delta function,
piecewise constant (pulse), and piecewise linear (triangle):

f(x)=98(x) (2.30a)
f(x) ={ z &T/f,f/; <h/2 (2.30b)
fx) = { ;_ [xl/h ;{f: <h (2.30¢)

If the mesh is regular, so that each element is of length h, then the basis functions are
of the form f,,(s) = f(s - s,), where s, is the nth mesh element center point.

This discretization procedure is called the method of moments (MoM), method of
weighted residuals, or the Galerkin-Petrov method [11]. If the trial and testing sub-
spaces are identical, then MoM reduces to Galerkin’s method. By analogy with the fi-
nite element method for differential equations, MoM applied to surface integral equa-
tions (also known as boundary integral equations) is also referred to as the boundary
element method (BEM), particularly if the discretized operator equation is derived
from a bilinear form using the Rayleigh-Ritz procedure.

Throughout this book, the hat on a quantity such as j denotes an approximate value
obtained from the method of moments. The hat is also used for unit vectors, but the
meaning of the notation should be clear from context.

2.4.1 Vector Basis Functions

For 3D radiation and scattering problems involving PEC objects, the unknown quan-
tity is a surface current on a two-dimensional manifold. In order to apply the moment
method, vector basis functions are required. The surface current approximation is

N
Jo(r) = Js(r) = Y Iuf (x) (2.31)

n=1
where fi,f,, ..., fy are vector expansion functions. Vector testing functions are also

required, which may be taken to be the same as the expansion functions (Galerkin’s
method), or a different set of functions can be chosen. In the latter case, point matching
or line integrations can be used, which implies that the testing functions include delta
functions.

For electromagnetic surface integral equations, the most common vector basis is the
Rao-Wilton-Glisson (RWG) function defined on a triangular mesh [12]. Other vector
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basis functions are described in Section 8.4. On a triangular mesh, the RWG vector
basis functions are defined by

N T .
f,,(r)z{ _224+pn if r is on the + triangle (2:32)

54=p, ifrisonthe - triangle

where + and — denote the two triangles that share the nth edge, I, is the length of the
edge, and A" and A~ are the areas of the two triangles. The vector p; points from the
vertex of the + triangle that is not on the edge to r, so that

p,=r—r; (2.33)

where r{ is the position vector of the opposite vertex. Similarly, p;, is the vector from
the vertex of the — triangle that is not on the edge to r. The divergence of the RWG
function is

V£ (r) = { _l—" if r is on the + triangle

i
b

2.34
if r is on the — triangle (2.34)
Finite divergence represents an important property of the RWG basis. We have defined
the vector functions for a flat mesh element, but the RWG basis can be modified for
use on curved patches.

2.5 NUMBER OF UNKNOWNS

The goal of error analysis is to characterize the goodness of the approximate current
solution (2.25) and derived quantities such as scattering amplitudes or scattering cross-
sections in terms of the choice of basis functions, the number of unknowns or de-
grees of freedom N, the geometry of the scatterer, and other aspects of the numerical
method.

The simplest consideration is that the incident field on the scatterer is oscillatory
with period on the order of the electromagnetic wavelength A, and this induces a sim-
ilar oscillatory behavior for the surface current. According to the Nyquist sampling
theorem, at least two sample points per wavelength are required to model a bandlim-
ited function. As a consequence, the number of unknowns required to model an os-
cillatory surface current is proportional to the electrical size of the scatterer. The total
number of unknowns is therefore on the order of

N = ¢;(kod)4m! (2.35)

where dim is the dimensionality of the scattering problem and d is a linear measure
of the scatterer. Sharp corners or other singular geometrical features of the scatterer
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introduce variations in the surface current with higher spatial frequencies, so in most
cases some degree of oversampling relative to the electromagnetic wavelength is re-
quired. A common rule of thumb is ten unknowns per wavelength.

2.6 SCATTERING AMPLITUDE, SCATTERING
WIDTH, AND RADAR CROSS-SECTION

While the surface current is the direct result of a method of moments computation,
derived quantities such as scattered fields or scattering amplitudes are often the final
desired result of a numerical simulation. Let the incident electric field on a scatterer
be a plane wave of the form

E(r) = Ege /%" (2.36)
where the constant vector Eq gives the polarization and magnitude of the field, and
k'™ is the wavevector. The scattering amplitude S is then defined by [13]

. .. e—jkr
Esca kSCa’ klnC N

( ) kr
This complex quantity essentially specifies the amplitude of the scattered field in the
direction k**. The scattering cross-section or radar cross-section (RCS) is

S(i(sca, ]A(inC)Einc’ r — 0o (2.37)

A s 4
o(k*?, k') = F|S|2 (2.38)
0

For 2D problems, the scattering amplitude satisfies the definition

. 2 i i
Esca((psca) ¢1nC) — ﬁe—]kops((psca’ (me)’ P — 00 (2.39)
0

where ¢°°* and ¢ are the angles of the propagation directions of the incident and
scattered fields.

Since surface integral equations model equivalent currents on a scatterer, it is con-
venient to express the scattering amplitude in terms of currents. For 2D problems with
TM polarized fields, the scattered field is given by the radiation integral

sca k 4 2 !/ !/
£ (p) = ==3 [ ds' HY (kalp — p'DJ<(p") (240)

Using the large argument expansion of the Hankel function and the far field approxi-
mation |p — p’| ~ p — j - p’, we obtain the far field radiation integral

E*(p) =—M\/ie‘f*°" / ds' PP L (p'), pooo (24D
4 nkop c
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This expression can be interpreted as a Fourier integral. The scattered field in the p
direction depends on the Fourier transform of ], (p’) evaluated at kop. In other words,
the integral above can be written as

/C ds' e PP T (p") = T, (kop) (2.42)

where J, (k) is the Fourier transform of J,(p).
As a function of p’, the complex conjugate of the exponential in the integrand has
the form of a plane wave propagating in the p direction. We introduce the notation

ES(p) = e ThoPP (2.43)

for this plane wave, so that E;*® is the scattered electric field and E is a plane wave
propagating away from the scatterer. This leads to

sca k —jko s*
EX*(p) = - 017 nk] ”"’/dsE (P))=(p")s p— o0

The integral can be identified as the L? inner product (E%, ], ) on the scatterer C. This
inner product by definition includes a complex conjugate on the first of the two func-
tions in the inner product. It is important to be aware that while this notation is stan-
dard in functional analysis, in the electromagnetics literature the angle bracket is com-
monly defined without the complex conjugate to indicate the symmetric product or
reaction.

Using the L? inner product, we have

k e
B (p) ==\ [l e B ), oo

Comparing this expression with (2.39) shows that the scattering amplitude is given by

S(¢™, ¢%?) = kon —(E%, J.) (2.44)

Similar results can be obtained for the TE polarization and for 3D problems.
In the method of moments framework, the bistatic scattering amplitude can be ob-
tained from the approximate current J by substituting (2.25) into (2.44) to obtain

S(¢1nc ¢sca) 0’1 <Es Zlnfn>

= NSy (245)
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where
Ve = f ds E5(s) fo (s) (2.46)
C

From this it can be seen that the plane wave E; is discretized on the surface of the
conductor using the expansion functions f, in a manner similar to (2.29) for the in-
cident field. In matrix notation, the scattering amplitude can be written as

A k i
S((/)mc) ¢sca) — _%ﬂvsHZ—lvz (2.47)

The simple symmetry of this expression is another manifestation of the special rela-
tionship between the scattering amplitude and the method of moments.

2.7 ERROR MEASURES

The direct result of a MoM computation is an approximation J to the surface cur-
rent on the scatterer. Of course, the goal is to obtain an approximation that is as close
as possible to the exact current solution. In applications, other quantities are derived
from the current in postprocessing, including near fields, far fields, scattering ampli-
tudes, radar cross-section (RCS), and port impedances. Here, we will list some of the
common error measures for surface currents, scattering amplitudes, and RCS.

For smooth scatterers, if no sources lie on the scatterer surface, then the surface cur-
rent is bounded and hence is square integrable. In this case, the L* error of the numer-
ical current solution J with respect to the exact current J is in principle a meaningful
error measure, which could be used to assess the accuracy of a numerical method. The
L? current solution error is

. R 1/2
B = i3] = [ [ dsfio) -1F | (248)
The relative L? error is
[i-1]
Errpz po) = ————
e =

(s aewr] [ fapor] T e

which has the advantage of being dimensionless.
We can also measure the current error at a finite number of sample points using the
discrete root mean square (RMS) current error

n=1

LN , 1/2
Errpms = [N Z Ju —]n| :| (2.50)
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The relative RMS error is

N , 12 ¢ N -1/2
ErrRMS,rel = |:Z jn - ]n| ] [Z |In|2] (251)
n=1 n=1

where J,, is the surface current density vector evaluated at the nth node point of the
surface mesh. The subscript rel will be dropped in later chapters for notational simplic-
ity. A minor benefit of discrete error measures is that samples are often readily available
as part of a moment method computation, whereas the continuous function must be
obtained through (2.25). Except in a few places where the L? norm is more conve-
nient, for reasons to be examined shortly we will use relative RMS error throughout
the book.

One drawback of measuring moment method solution error using the surface cur-
rent is that if the scatterer has an edge or corner, then the current can be singular, and
the L* norm may not exist. Since the RMS value is a sampled or discrete L?> norm,
computing the RMS value of currents for problems with singularities is not appropri-
ate, at least for convergence studies where the numerical current approaches the exact
singularity as the mesh is refined and the RMS value may not converge. For scatterers
with singularities, the current error for singular regions of the scatterer must be mea-
sured using a different norm such as L' or a Sobolev norm, as discussed in Section
1.3.

Another approach is to consider the error in a scattering amplitude or radar cross-
section. The relative scattering amplitude error for given incident and scattered direc-
tions is

1§ -8
Errg = —
S|

(2.52)
where $ is the computed scattering amplitude obtained from the approximate current
solution. Error measures that take into account more than one scattered direction are
also commonly used in computational electromagnetics. These include the maximum
relative RCS error

Errpax = 12}2}}(\4 6(0m, dm)]/0(Omsdm) -1 (2.53)
and the relative RMS dB RCS error
R 2 2
Errpms = {M Z |1010g10 [6(0m> ¢m)/0(0m,¢m)]| } (2.54)
m=1

where the angles 0, and ¢,, represent M selected scattering directions. In some cases,
the scattering amplitude or RCS errors may be small even when the surface current
error is large. This effect will be analyzed in detail in later chapters.
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2.8 BAsic CONCEPTS OF MODAL ERROR ANALYSIS

As a warmup to the error analysis of the full method of moments, we will consider
here the error incurred when expanding a Fourier mode using a set of basis functions.
Let u(x) be a function defined on the interval [0, d]. We wish to determine the error
in an expansion of the form (2.25), so that

i(x) = li: anfn(x) (2.55)

With the method of moments, the expansion coefficients a,, are determined by solving
alinear system. Here, we will simplify the problem by taking u(x) to be a Fourier mode
of the form

u(x) = eI (256)

and determining the coefficients in (2.55) by either interpolation or projection. The ex-
pansion functions will be pulse functions as given by (2.30b) and the mesh will consist
of N regularly spaced elements with center points x,, = (n — 1/2)h, where h = d/N.

2.8.1 Interpolation Error

We will first take a,, to be samples of u at the element centers, so that a, = u(x,).
Because the pulse functions f(x — x,,) are equal to one at x,,, #i(x) is equal to u(x) at
the element center points. The RMS error (2.50) is therefore zero when measured at
the element centers.

As shown in Figure 2.1, because of interpolation error caused by the basis functions,
the L? norm of the difference between the exact and interpolated modes is nonzero.
The L? error is

i-ulr= [

=2d [1 - % f e/  f(x) dx]

2
dx

> anfu(x) - u(x)

—2d[1- F(k)] (257)
where
F(k) = %./.-fo(x)dx
_ sin (kh/2) (2.58)

kh/2
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Figure 2.1: A Fourier mode and an expansion using pulse basis functions. The spatial frequency is k = 2n
and the number of mesh elements is N = 20. The RMS error at the element centers is zero, since the
expanded function and the exact function are equal, but the L? error is nonzero due to the stairstepping
effect caused by the pulse functions.

This is the Fourier transform of the canonical expansion function centered at x = 0,
scaled such that F(0) = 1. The relative L* error is

| - ul

1wl

since the squared L? norm of (2.56) on [0, d] is d.
If we expand F(k) for small &, we obtain for the squared L* error

= [2[1- F(k)]["? (2.59)

k*h?

2.
5 d (2.60)

- ul? =

The relative squared L? error can be approximated by

i-ul? KR .
Jul2 12 '

and the relative L? error becomes

L (2.62)
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As the number of elements is increased, the L? error is first order in the mesh element
size h.

2.8.2 Mesh Nyquist Frequency

If the spatial frequency k is increased, the expansion (2.60) eventually breaks down.
Returning to (2.58), we can see that the relative L? error approaches 100% when the
sinc function in (2.58) is significantly different from one. This occurs for spatial fre-

quencies larger than

T
Kmax = — 2.63
0 (2.63)

This is a measure of the largest spatial frequency that can be represented on the mesh.
The associated wavelength is A, = h/2, from which we can see that the real and
imaginary parts of the mode alternate in sign from one element to the next. This is
the maximum spatial frequency that can be represented using discrete, evenly spaced
samples, so we will refer to kyay as the mesh Nyquist frequency.

2.8.3 Projection Error

When an integral operator or incident field is discretized according to (2.28) and
(2.29), the operator kernel or field is projected onto the basis functions by integration.
If we obtain the coefficients a, in (2.55) by this type of projection, then

a, = % / u(x) fu(x)dx (2.64)
Using (2.56) and (2.58), this evaluates to
an =u(x,)F(-k) (2.65)

where F(k) = F(—k) for symmetric basis functions. The samples are equal to the
exact mode evaluated at the node points, but with an additional scale factor given by
the Fourier transform of the expansion function at the spatial frequency of the mode.
We will refer to this multiplicative factor as projection error. If the spatial frequency of
the mode is small, then F(k) ~ 1, and the scaling caused by projection error is small.
If the spatial frequency is larger than ky,.y, then the projection error is large, because
the sinc function in (2.58) decreases with k and is less than unity in magnitude.

If we compute the L? error of i with the expansion coefficients (2.65), the error
measure includes contributions from projection error as well as the interpolation error
analyzed in the previous section. This can be seen in Figure 2.2. The relative L* error
in this case is

| = ul

ol " IL- F(=k)E(k)|* (2.66)
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Figure 2.2: A Fourier mode and an expansion using pulse basis functions, where the mode is projected
onto the basis functions to obtain the expansion coefficients. The spatial frequency is k = 4mn and the
number of mesh elements is N = 20. The RMS error at the element centers is nonzero, because the
expansion coefficients are slightly different from the exact value of the mode at the element centers. The
L? error is of the same order as the error that would be obtained with exact interpolation of the mode,
but the RMS error is smaller.

By expanding this expression for small A, it can be seen that the L? error for the pro-
jected mode has the same order in  as (2.59) for the L* error with exact interpolation
and no projection error. Since the order of the L? error is the same whether the ap-
proximation i is obtained by exact interpolation of the mode at the node points or
by projection of the mode onto the expansion functions, we conclude that L? error
conflates interpolation and projection errors.

The discrete RMS error (2.50) at the mesh element centers, on the other hand, is
more straightforward to understand because it isolates the projection error. The rela-
tive RMS error is simply

EI‘I‘RMS = |F(k) - 1| (267)

because the scale factor is identical for each sample value. When expanded for small
h, the relative RMS error becomes

k*h*
24

EI’I‘RMS ad (268)

which is similar to (2.61) for the squared L? error. The projection error as measured
with the discrete RMS value is second order in h.



32 Numerical Analysis for Electromagnetic Integral Equations

In view of these results, it is apparent that for a given implementation of the method
of moments the L? and discrete RMS error measures are in general different. This ex-
plains some of the disagreement in the literature on moment method solution conver-
gence rates. Because the RMS error at interpolatory sample points isolates projection
error from interpolation error, we will use RMS error almost exclusively throughout
this book to measure current solution error. The exception will be in Section 8.3 when
considering higher-order orthogonal (and noninterpolatory) polynomial basis func-
tions.

Since the eigenfunctions of the integral operators of electromagnetics for many scat-
tering problems are Fourier modes of the form of (2.56) or can be approximated as
such, the analyses of the following chapters will make heavy use of the simple concepts
considered in this section, particularly the mesh Nyquist frequency and projection er-
ror. In fact, the second-order error in (2.68) is essentially the RMS current solution
error that will be obtained in the following chapter for the method of moments ap-
plied to a smooth scatterer with pulse expansion functions.
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Chapter 3

Error Analysis of the EFIE

with Weng Cho Chew

In this chapter, we will develop many of the ideas that will be used throughout the book
in the context of a simple 2D scattering problem. The most common test cases used to
validate numerical simulations are the circular PEC cylinder and sphere. Normally, a
simulation code is used to generate scattered fields or surface current for the test ge-
ometry, and the error in the numerical solution relative to an exact, analytical solution
is computed. What we will do here is somewhat different: we will apply the method
of moments algorithm for the EFIE to the circular cylinder analytically, rather than
numerically. In other words, we will derive a series expression not for the exact solu-
tion for the cylinder, but for the approximate numerical solution itself. Armed with
such an analytical expression for the approximate solution, we can use mathematical
insight to understand the impact of different aspects of the numerical method on the
solution error.

Even though the circular cylinder is a very simple scattering problem, careful analy-
sis of this case will provide error estimates for surface currents and scattering ampli-
tudes, including contributions from quadrature error associated with numerical inte-
gration of moment matrix elements. Since the circular cylinder is closed, we can also
gain significant insight into the behavior of numerical solutions near internal reso-
nance frequencies. In fact, the only major physical effect that we will not be able to
study with this geometry is the effect of geometric singularities such as edges and cor-
ners, since the circular cylinder is a smooth scatterer.

In this chapter, we will first consider an ideal implementation of the method of mo-
ments, for which:

o Moment matrix element integrations are evaluated exactly.

o A conformal and regular (identical mesh elements) geometrical representation

33
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of the scatterer is employed.
o The linear system produced by the method of moments is inverted exactly.

With an ideal implementation, under normal circumstances the minimum possible
solution error for a given set of basis functions is achieved. In some cases, a nonideal
implementation can actually be more accurate than an ideal discretization, but gener-
ally the ideal implementation can be viewed as setting a lower bound on error.

After analyzing the ideal case, we will first relax the assumption of exact integration
of moment matrix elements, and introduce quadrature error into the analysis. At this
point, the concept of variationality of the method of moments will enter into the dis-
cussion. The curved mesh will then be replaced by a flat-facet mesh, in order to assess
the impact of geometrical discretization error. Consideration of the third aspect of a
nonideal implementation, linear system solution error, will be deferred to Chapter 9.

3.1 TM-EFIE witH IDEAL DISCRETIZATIONS

We will begin with a spectral decomposition in terms of eigenvalues and eigenfunc-
tions for the EFIE operator. In general, such a decomposition is available if and only
if the operator is normal (a matrix is normal if it commutes with its Hermitian conju-
gate and an operator is normal if it commutes with its adjoint [1]). For general scatterer
geometries, the EFIE operator is nonnormal, so a spectral decomposition is not avail-
able, although a singular value decomposition does exist [2]. In later chapters we will
sidestep this problem by proving that the EFIE operator can be approximated by a nor-
mal operator. For the special case of the circular cylinder, however, the EFIE operator
is normal and an exact spectral decomposition can be employed in the error analysis.

The starting point for the spectral decomposition is a cylindrical mode expansion
of the 2D free space Green’s function,

HY (kolp = p') = . Jq(koa)H{? (koa)e /44" (€AY

g=—o0

where p and p’ lie on a circle of radius a and ¢ and ¢’ are the corresponding angles
in the cylindrical coordinate system. The above is a Fourier series expansion of the
Green's function on the circle p = p’ = a in the ¢ — ¢’ variable. By substituting this
expression into (2.9), a spectral decomposition of the integral operator is immediately
obtained.

From (3.1), it can be seen that the eigenfunctions of the integral operator £ are the
Fourier modes e /1%, so the action of the EFIE operator on an arbitrary function is to
scale each Fourier component by the eigenvalue

Ag = %anoa]q(koa)Hf;)(koa) (3.2)
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where the leading constant is the circumference of the scatterer, 2ma, multiplied by the
leading constant in (2.9). We will pause here to consider the physical meaning of some
of the mathematical properties of the operator spectrum.

Normality. From an operator theory point of view, the existence of a spectral de-
composition of this form indicates that £ is a normal operator, although L is not self-
adjoint, because the eigenvalues are complex. Normality of a system in general is as-
sociated with the existence of a set of orthogonal modes, each of which can be excited
independently. For other scatterer geometries, it can be shown numerically that £ is
nonnormal. We will discuss the physical meaning of nonnormality later in the context
of the flat strip in Chapter 5.

Smoothing property of the TM-EFIE operator. Using the large-order expansion

T, (x)H® (x) ~ ﬁ v - 00 (3.3)

the eigenvalues of the integral operator for large orders decay in magnitude as

1
Ay~ —

(3.4)
lq|

The eigenvalues therefore accumulate in the complex plane at the origin. This is a man-
ifestation of the fact that the operator £ is compact, which loosely speaking means that
the operator maps a surface current J; with bounded L, norm to a tangential field £];
with bounded L, norm. For highly oscillatory components of the surface current, due
to (3.4), the amplitude of those components is reduced by the integral operator, so that
the resulting tangential field is smoother than the current. For this reason, £ can be
considered an integrating or smoothing operator.

While the operator £ does have a smoothing property, due to the singular kernel
the smoothing effect is weaker than for other first-kind integral operators with nonsin-
gular kernels. An operator defined by convolution with a bounded, square-integrable
kernel function k(x) according to

b
Ku= f k(x - x"u(x") dx’ (3.5)

is necessarily a smoothing operator, which can be seen by taking the Fourier transform
of the above equation. If the kernel k(x) is nonsingular, the Fourier series coefficients
of the kernel decay more rapidly than (3.4) and the operator reduces the amplitude
of rapidly varying Fourier components of u. Because of the logarithmic singularity of
the kernel of the TM-EFIE, the eigenvalues fall off in magnitude relatively slowly with
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order, leading to a weaker smoothing property than (3.5). We will see in Chapter 9
that this has important ramifications for the conditioning of the method of moments
linear system.

Radiating and nonradiating modes.  The spatial frequency of the gth mode is g/a. The
transition to the asymptotic behavior specified by (3.4) is |g| ~ koa. Physically, larger
orders correspond to highly oscillatory current modes that do not radiate significant
amounts of power into the far field, or nonradiating modes. Lower orders correspond
to currents that radiate strongly into the far field, or radiating modes. In the complex
plane, the eigenvalues of the radiating modes are distributed in the right half plane,
whereas the eigenvalues of the nonradiating modes lie near the imaginary axis on an
arc extending in the limit to the origin.

Radiating and nonradiating modes can be understood by analogy with an aperture
antenna. If the field distribution across an aperture is uniform, then the radiation pat-
tern of the aperture has a main lobe in the broadside direction, or the direction normal
to the aperture plane. In order to steer the beam, the aperture field distribution can be
given a phase progression of the form e~7**. The steering angle of the beam is deter-
mined by the phase coefficient k. For k = 0, the aperture distribution is uniform. As k
increases, the main lobe direction is steered away from broadside. At k = ko, the main
lobe is steered to the endfire direction, or parallel to the aperture plane. For |k| > ko,
the aperture distribution becomes nonradiating, in the sense that the amount of real
power radiated to the far field decreases exponentially as k increases. While nonradi-
ating modes radiate very weak far fields, they do produce near fields that store reactive
energy.

3.1.1 Discretized Operator Spectrum

For the purpose of error analysis, we are interested primarily in the discretized matrix
operator used to obtain an approximate numerical solution. Our immediate goal is
to determine the eigenvalues of the discretized operator in terms of the continuous
operator eigenvalues. The eigenvalues of the discretized operator will then be used to
determine error in numerical solutions for the current and scattering amplitude.

To accomplish this, we will insert (3.1) into (2.28) for the elements of the moment
matrix. To simplify the analysis, we will assume that the expansion and testing func-
tions used as basis sets for the method of moments procedure are shift invariant, so
that f,(¢) = f(¢ — ¢,) and t,(¢) = t(¢ — ¢,,), where f(¢) and t(¢) are canonical
basis functions located at ¢ = 0. The nodes are taken to be evenly spaced points around
the circumference of the scatterer, so that ¢,, = (n—1/2)6, where 6y = 2nn/N and N is
the total number of basis functions. It is worth noting that the mesh element length in
this case is & = 2ra/N, and the dimensionless mesh density is n) = A/h = N/(koa).
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Under these assumptions, the moment matrix becomes

nmkoa

Zmn = N

> Ja(koa)H (koa) T-qFqe 11(9n97) (3.6)
g=—o0

where T; represents the Fourier series coefficients of £(¢),

:910 [ dot(g)eint (37)

evaluated at g and normalized by 1/6,. F, for the expansion basis function is defined
similarly by

:eiofdsbf(sb)e”“’ (3.8)

This is the Fourier transform in (2.58) evaluated at the discrete set of spatial frequencies
given by k, = g/a.

Equation (3.6) indicates that Z,,, = Z,,_,, and hence Z,,, is a Toeplitz matrix.
By inspection of (3.6), the eigenvectors of the moment matrix are of the form e=74%»,
where ¢ is an integer and # indexes the components of the eigenvector. The corre-
sponding eigenvalues can be determined by forming a matrix-vector multiplication of
the moment matrix in the form (3.6) and the eigenvector:

N ; nrkoa & N
> Zume 16 = T8 S Jo(koa) HE? (koa) T- Fren 3 e 008 (39)
=1

r=—00 n=1

The sum over n can be evaluated using the identity

sin (1tr)

sin (nr/N) (3.10)

N
Z ejr¢,, — 1)r
n=1

The right-hand side of (3.10) is equal to (-1)°N if r = sN, where s is an integer, and
vanishes otherwise. Equation (3.9) then becomes

S ~iggn _ | MThod < @ -ja¢
szne S B Z ]q+sN(k0a)Hq+sN(kOa)qufsNFqﬂs‘N € " (311)

2 §=—00

where we have assumed that N is even. From this expression, we can identify

A Trk a & 5
/lq A4 Z ]q+sN(k0a)H;:sN(k0a)T—q—sNFq+sN (3.12)
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as the eigenvalue corresponding to the eigenvector e /4%, In terms of the exact eigen-
value (3.2), this can be expressed as

/A\q = Z )Lq+sNT—q—sNFq+sN (313)

s=—00

The moment matrix, being square with N rows and columns, has N eigenvalues. It is
not immediately obvious that this is reflected in (3.13), but under closer inspection, it
can be seen that the expression for ;lq is periodic with period N.

The eigenvalues of the moment matrix for an example case are shown in Figure 3.1.
The low-order eigenvalues with small values of the index q are distributed in the right
half plane. These are the radiating current modes. For large values of g, the eigenval-
ues approach the origin along the positive imaginary axis. These are the nonradiating
current modes that oscillate more rapidly than the wavenumber kq. From Poynting’s
theorem, the real part of the eigenvalue is the real power radiated by the mode, and
the imaginary part is proportional to the difference between the stored electric and
magnetic energy (see Chapter 6). The nonradiating modes with eigenvalues near the
imaginary axis have only a very small real part, as expected.

The spectrum of the continuous operator is similar to that of the moment matrix,
except that there are a countably infinite number of eigenvalues that approach the
origin as an accumulation point, and there is a small shift or difference in the values
of corresponding eigenvalues. This difference is spectral error and will turn out to be
crucial in determining the solution error of the method of moments. We will now look
more deeply into the relationship between the eigenvalues of the moment matrix and
those of the continuous integral operator.

3.1.2 Comparison of the Discretized and Exact Operator Spectra

The most basic fact about the exact and approximate eigenvalues is that the N eigenval-
ues and eigenvectors of the moment matrix are approximations to N of the eigenvalues
and eigenvectors of the continuous integral operator £. One simple manifestation of
this is that (3.13) approaches (3.2) as the number of basis functions N becomes large.
Under rather weak assumptions about the expansion and testing functions, in the limit
as N — oo, all terms in the sum in (3.13) vanish except the s = 0 term, and T_,F; — 1,
from which it follows that ;\q — Agq as N — co. This accounts for the proximity of the
two sets of eigenvalues shown in Figure 3.1.

Furthermore, from the treatment in the previous section, the eigenvectors associ-
ated with the moment matrix eigenvalues are merely sampled versions of the continu-
ous eigenfunctions. Since (3.13) is periodic, it suffices to consider the range |q| < N/2
(we will ignore the unimportant technicalities associated with N being even or odd).
Setting g = 0 in the eigenvector e /4% corresponds to a vector of samples around the
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Figure 3.1: Spectrum of the EFIE operator, TM polarized incident field, circular cylinder scatterer with
radius koa = 2m. Pluses: moment matrix spectrum, mesh density #, = 10. Dots: exact eigenvalues of the
continuous operator.

cylinder equal to unity, or in other words, a DC current mode. As the magnitude of g
increases, the mode becomes oscillatory. The spatial frequency is

ky =1 (3.14)
a

The eigenvector with the largest spatial frequency will be of particular importance.
This corresponds to an order of g = +N/2, and the mode spatial frequency is identical
to the mesh Nyquist frequency kmay given by (2.63).

The domain of the continuous integral operator includes functions with essentially
arbitrary spatial frequency content, ranging from slowly varying functions to highly
oscillatory functions. The discrete operator represented by the moment matrix, on the
other hand, represents only the low frequency portion of the infinite “bandwidth” of
the continuous operator. This is closely associated with the approximating capability
of the expansion and testing functions. With localized basis functions, highly oscil-
latory functions with spatial frequency above km.x cannot be approximated, so these
functions are not represented in the spectrum of the moment matrix. For the low fre-
quency part of the spectrum (i.e., current modes e /9% with |g| < N/2), we can make
a correspondence between the N lowest order eigenvalues of the continuous operator
and the N eigenvalues of the moment matrix. We refer to the eigenvalues of £ with
order |q| > N/2 as unmodeled eigenvalues, since the spatial frequency of the corre-
sponding eigenfunctions is greater than the mesh Nyquist frequency, and they cannot
be represented in the trial subspace spanned by the basis set used to discretize the
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integral operator. Modes with spatial frequencies below the mesh Nyquist frequency
(Jg| < N/2) might be referred to as modeled modes.

3.1.3 Spectral Error

We have just observed that there is a correspondence between the N eigenvalues of the
moment matrix and the N lowest order eigenvalues of the continuous integral opera-
tor. From (3.1), it can be seen that the exact continuous operator and moment matrix
eigenvalues are not equal. We will refer to the eigenvalue shift between the exact and
approximate eigenvalues as spectral error. It will be seen later that the spectral error
has a close relationship to the current and scattering amplitude solution errors. There-
fore, it will be useful to understand the causes and physical meaning of the spectral
error in more detail.
The moment matrix eigenvalue (3.13) can be rearranged into the form

Ay = AT gFy + Y A grsn Tog-snForsn (3.15)

s#0

where we have separated the s = 0 term in the sum. It can be seen that the moment
matrix eigenvalue A, relative to the exact eigenvalue A, is perturbed by two contri-
butions, one that is multiplicative, and another that is additive and is associated with
high-order eigenvalues of the integral operator. The multiplicative change in the eigen-
value we will refer to as projection error, by analogy with the discussion in Section
2.8.3, and the additive part we will refer to as aliasing error.

In terms of the spectral error A,, we can write the approximate eigenvalue in the
form

A

Ag=Ag+ 1Ay (3.16)
where A, is the difference between the exact eigenvalue A, of the continuous operator
and the corresponding eigenvalue iq of the moment matrix. From (3.15), the spectral

error is
Ag=MAg(T-gFq=1) + > Agesn T-g-snFqisn (3.17)

s#0

It is also convenient to consider the relative spectral error

Ay 1
Eg= T T gF, -1+ i > Agesn Tog-snFgisn (3.18)
q S———’ q s*0
Projection —
érror Aliasing error

which can be divided into two terms corresponding to the multiplicative and additive
contributions in (3.15).
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The objective at this point is to understand this expression for spectral error in more
detail, by considering the physical meaning of the two types of error. We will then
develop closed form approximations for the spectral error for specific basis functions.
Finally, the spectral error will be used to determine the solution error for the surface
current and scattering amplitudes.

Projection error.  The first term of the relative spectral error, T_4F, — 1, is caused by
projection of the “modeled,” low spatial frequency (|g| < N/2) eigenfunctions of the
kernel onto the expansion and testing basis subspaces. This is closely related to the
projection error analyzed from a simple point of view in Section 2.8.3, except that
here the error arises from projection of the operator kernel onto testing and expan-
sion functions. Since the kernel has two coordinates (the field and source points), the
single-mode projection error of Section 2.8.3 is repeated for projection onto the testing
and expansion functions.

To further understand this error term, it is helpful to use bra-ket notation and to
construct a projection operator onto a finite dimensional basis subspace. Let the gth
eigenfunction be denoted by |u), so that

L= Nglug) (ugl (3.19)
q
We define the testing subspace discretization operator to be

N
P= Z|tm><tm| (3.20)

If the basis functions are not orthogonal, then this operator is not a projection operator,
since P? # P, but it can be viewed as a projection operator in an approximate sense.
Since the operator is not an exact projection, |##) = P |u) does not necessarily minimize
the error |4 — u| over all possible linear combinations i of the basis functions t,,. The
motivation for defining P according to (3.20) is that applying this type of projection
to a continuous integral equation leads to the MoM discretization (2.27).

Applying the operator P to an eigenfunction of the EFIE operator leads to

N
Plug) = > (tmlug) [tm) (3.21)

m=1

Since u, is a Fourier basis function, we can use the Fourier shift theorem to obtain

(tmlug) = e 119" T_, (3.22)
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From the explicit expression given above for the eigenfunctions, we also have that
e /9% = u,(¢m). Combining these expressions gives

N

Plug) = tg(dm)Tg|tm) (3.23)

m=1

This expression shows that when the Fourier function u, is projected into the testing
subspace using (3.20), the resulting expansion is given by samples of u at the locations
of the testing functions, with an additional scale factor T_,. This is the projection error
associated with the testing functions.

When the EFIE operator is discretized, the eigenfunctions associated with ¢ and ¢’
in the cylindrical wave expansion (3.1) are projected into the testing and expansion
subspaces, respectively, using the same projection (3.20) that led to (3.23). Projection
of the ¢ and ¢’ dependence of the operator into the testing and expansion subspaces
leads to scaling coefficients T_, and F, for each eigenfunction. These coefficients ap-
pear in the moment matrix eigenvalue (3.15) as factors in the first term.

Aliasing error.  Since the order q + sN of the eigenvalue in the summation over s =
£1,+2,... is always N or larger, the second term of (3.17) is determined by the high-
order, unmodeled eigenvalues of the EFIE operator. To understand this contribution
to the spectral error, we can consider the right-hand side of (3.6) to be a continuous
function with respect to ¢,, and ¢,. When ¢, and ¢, are sampled at discrete points,
aliasing occurs for modes in the summation over g with |q| > N/2, since these modes
oscillate more rapidly than the mesh Nyquist frequency. The eigenvalues associated
with these aliased modes add to the eigenvalues of modeled modes. The spectral shift
caused by this effect is aliasing error.

The eigenvalues of high-order, aliased modes are linked to the singularity of the
Green’s function or operator kernel. If the kernel were smooth, the eigenvalues would
decay rapidly and the aliasing error would be small. The stronger the singularity of
the kernel, the slower the decay of the eigenvalues as the order becomes large, and the
larger the aliasing error.

The basis functions also have an effect on aliasing error. While (3.1) is singular at
¢ = ¢’, the right-hand side of (3.6) is not singular at ¢,, = ¢, because of the regu-
larizing effect of the expansion and testing functions. The basis functions ameliorate
the singularity of the kernel and cause a more rapid falloft of the terms in the sum-
mation over q. The smoother the basis functions, the more rapidly the coefficients T,
and F, fall off with increasing q. Thus, smooth basis functions reduce aliasing error. If
the basis functions were so smooth as to be spatially bandlimited (e.g., sinc functions
or eigenfunctions of the integral operator), then the aliasing error term would vanish,
since bandlimited basis functions are orthogonal to the unmodeled modes with or-
der g > N/2. We will see in Chapter 8 that higher-order polynomial basis functions
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act much like bandlimited functions and reduce aliasing error significantly relative to
low-order basis functions.

From a physical point of view, to achieve high accuracy with the method of mo-
ments, the basis functions should properly model the electromagnetic interactions be-
tween modes with spatial frequencies below the mesh Nyquist frequency. If the basis
functions have spectral content beyond the mesh Nyquist frequency, error increases.
With nonsmooth basis functions, the singularities associated with discontinuities of
the expansion functions radiate quasistatic fields that are received by the testing func-
tions and perturb the self-interaction of the modeled modes, causing solution error.

Finally, we observe that because the aliasing error is an additive term, whereas the
projection error is multiplicative, the effects of the two error contributions on the cur-
rent and scattering amplitude errors will be different in character.

3.1.4 Spectral Error for Low-Order Basis Functions

We now develop explicit results for the spectral error with low-order, piecewise poly-
nomial expansion and testing functions. These include the pulse function (2.30b) and
triangle function (2.30c). We will also include the delta function (2.30a), which can be
considered to be a basis function with smoothness one order smaller than that of the
pulse function. These basis functions can be classified by polynomial order, so that the
pulse function has order p = 0, the triangle function has order p = 1, and the delta
function is p = -1.

These basis functions are members of a family of splines generated by convolutions
of the pulse function [3]. The triangle function is the twofold convolution of the pulse
function. If the width of the pulse function is 4, then the width of the resulting tri-
angle function is 2h. The triangle function is identical to the finite element basis set
generated by linear shape functions on a one-dimensional mesh. This family of splines
can be extended further. The threefold convolution of a pulse function is a piecewise
quadratic function of width 3h. For higher orders, this type of spline approaches a
Gaussian shape with a very large width of support, but still with only one basis func-
tion associated with each mesh element. In practice, basis functions of this class are
rarely used beyond the triangle function (p = 1). Higher-order basis functions are typ-
ically constructed differently, by utilizing multiple polynomials on each mesh element,
so that the basis set is complete up to order p (i.e., by taking linear combinations of the
basis functions on a mesh element, any polynomial of order up to p can be represented
exactly). We will consider higher-order basis functions in Chapter 8.

For the piecewise polynomial basis functions (2.30), the Fourier series coefficients
T, of the testing function are

(3.24)

[ sin (ng/N) 1"
Tq_[ nq/N ]
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which is a sinc function raised to a power determined by the polynomial order of the
testing function. The Fourier coefficients of the expansion function are similar, but
with exponent determined by the polynomial order of the expansion function:

_ [ sin(ngq/N) s
Fq_[—nq/N ] (3.25)

For delta testing functions (also called point testing or point matching), the exponent
in (3.24) is zero and the Fourier series coefficients are all equal to one. For the pulse
expansion function, (3.25) is a sinc function, and for the triangle function (3.25) is a
squared sinc function. Since this class of low-order basis functions are convolutions of
the pulse function in real space, it is to be expected that the Fourier series coeflicients
are products of sinc functions.

It can be seen from (3.17) that the spectral error depends on the product T_;F,. A
consequence of this is that the spectral error is symmetric with respect to exchange of
the testing and expansion functions (we will see later that this symmetry extends to
the scattering amplitude solution error, but not to the current error). By forming the
product of (3.24) and (3.25), it can be seen that the spectral error depends only on the
sum of the polynomial orders of the testing and expansion functions. Accordingly, we
define the parameter

b=p+p' +2 (3.26)

where p and p’ are the polynomial orders of the testing and expansion functions.

With these results in hand, we are prepared to evaluate the spectral error in closed
form for specific choices of basis functions. By making use of the asymptotic expansion
(3.3) in (3.18), the relative spectral error can be approximated as

]77 T—q—sNFq+sN

E,~T ,F,—1+ (3.27)
o 2mAq & Is+q/N|
Inserting the Fourier series coefficients (3.24) and (3.25) leads to
. b . ..b
sin (nB,/n,) sgn(s)sin” (s + B,/ny)
Eqb:[¢] 14 5 b /);‘11 (3.28)
nﬁq/”l 2mhq 50 b (s + ﬁq/”)t)

where B, = q/(koa) is the normalized spatial frequency associated with the gth cur-
rent mode. f3, is defined such that the mode with spatial frequency equal to kg corre-
sponds to 3, = 1. Accordingly, |84| < 1 corresponds to radiating modes, and |34| > 1 to
nonradiating modes.
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Delta testing and expansion functions (b = 0). It is possible to obtain convergent
spectral error with single-point evaluations of the operator kernel, as long as the test-
ing and expansion points are different. As the analysis of this discretization scheme is
simpler for a flat scatterer, discussion of the b = 0 case is deferred until Section 5.1.5.

Pulse expansion and point testing (b =1). 'The simplest basis set that is applied to the
TM-EFIE in common practice consists of pulse expansion functions and point testing.
For this basis, the order parameter is b = 1. By expanding (3.28) for small ,/n, and
evaluating the summation, it can be shown that the relative spectral error is

_nzﬁfj 1.8jnp2

2 3
6ny nyAg

Eg1 (3.29)

The exact constant in the second term is 3((3)/2, where {(x) is the Riemann zeta
function. The first term of this expression is the projection error associated with the
qth eigenvalue, and the second term is due to aliasing of high-order modes. It can be
seen that the projection error is second order in n,, whereas the aliasing error is third
order. This will have ramifications later in determining the orders of the current and
scattering amplitude solution errors.

Triangle expansion and point testing (b = 2).  For point testing and triangle expansion
functions or pulse testing and expansion functions (b = 2), the spectral error is

202 .22
Ttﬁq 1.2]f7ﬁq

Egpe— Ml
q2 2 3
3ng nAAq

(3.30)

where the exact constant in the second term is {(3). The spectral error for this basis
set is identical to that obtained with pulse expansion and pulse testing functions, since
E,;, only depends on the combined order parameter b and not on p and p’ individu-
ally. The aliasing error term is third order and the projection error is second order.

For both pulse and triangle expansion functions, the projection error is second or-
der (i.e., decreases as n;z as the mesh is refined) and the aliasing error is third order.
Both error terms include a factor of ﬁé As the spatial frequency of the eigenmode in-
creases, the difficulty of representing the mode in the approximation space defined by
the basis functions becomes greater, so it is natural that the spectral error associated
with projection of the integral operator into the approximation space increases with
the mode order q. The goal now is to relate the spectral error to current solution and
scattering amplitude errors. Given that the spectral error consists of both second- and
third-order terms, a natural question is, which of these terms has a dominant influence
on the current and scattering amplitude errors?
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3.1.5 Current Solution Error

The analysis above has quantified the error in the moment matrix, in terms of the
spectral error or eigenvalue perturbation caused by discretization. To determine the
current error, we will need to consider the effect of discretization on the incident field.
If the incident field is a plane wave traveling along the x-axis, then the right-hand side
of the linear system (2.27) has elements given by

Einc = f dg t,(¢p)e Tkoacos? (3.31)
Using the cylindrical mode expansion of a plane wave, this can be written as
Ec= 3 1 (koa)T_qe /9% (3.32)
g=—o0

Each term in this sum is an eigenvector of the moment matrix Z, so it is straightforward
to apply Z™! and obtain the vector of unknown coefficients of the numerical current
solution: . (koa)

A had i~ ] 0d T o

fu= S L0 o o (3.33)

q=—o0 Ag

In order to determine the solution error, we need a similar modal expansion for the
exact current on the cylinder. From the Mie series solution for the circular cylinder,
the exact current evaluated at the mesh element centers ¢, on the cylinder surface is

] i—q i
In — Z .] ]q(koa) e—]q¢n (3'34)
e g

With the method of moment solution (3.33) and the exact current solution (3.34),
we can compute the current solution error. To avoid the interpolation error introduced
by the expansion functions and focus on error intrinsic to the current unknowns in
(2.25), we will evaluate the error at the mesh element centers ¢,. Subtracting (3.33)
from (3.34) leads to the current error

. < U1+ Eg-Ty)
Ay =], =, =— e Jan 3.35
Ju=Tn=Tn nnkoa q;oo HY (koa)(1+ Ey) (3.35)

The RMS current error is
1/2
©) 2
2 e |Eg” +Tq(F;—-1)

A = a 1 3.36
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Figure 3.2: Relative RMS surface current solution error for a circular cylinder with radius koa = mand a
TM-polarized incident field. The expansion functions are piecewise constant (pulse functions) and point
testing is used. The MoM implementation is ideal, so that there is no geometrical discretization error,
quadrature error, or linear system solution error. From the slope of the error curves, it can be seen that
the current error is second order.

where E,(IZ) is the aliasing error term of (3.18), which is

1
Eéz) = /l_q ZO /qursN T—q—sNFq+sN (337)
sF

A comparison of this result with numerical experiments is shown in Figure 3.2.

As |q| becomes large relative to koa, the Hankel function in the denominator of
(3.36) becomes large, so that the dominant contribution to the sum comes from terms
with small g. This follows from the fact that the current on the surface of the scatterer
is smooth, and hence, the high spectral components are small. Hence, large g terms
contribute little to the current error.

Since T, and F, are both close to unity for |g| < N/2, to leading order T_;(F,; —1) =
F, — 1. As a consequence, the projection error associated with the testing functions
cancels and does not reduce the current error (3.36). This can be seen more simply
by ignoring the aliasing error and approximating (3.15) by the first term, and upon
substituting /A\q into (3.33) the factor T_,; cancels. This occurs because the left- and
right-hand sides of the EFIE in (2.8) are tested using the same set of functions, and
the scaling effect of the testing functions cancels for each mode. We will see later that
this partial cancellation of the projection error becomes complete for the scattering
amplitude, and only aliasing error enters into the scattering amplitude error.



48 Numerical Analysis for Electromagnetic Integral Equations

It is helpful to develop a simple, closed-form approximation for the RMS current
error (3.36). Were it not for the problem of internal resonances, this would be straight-
forward. In the case of a flat PEC strip, which has no internal resonances since it is an
open geometry, we will see later that the current error neglecting edge effects can be
readily obtained in closed form. As long as the frequency of the incident wave is not
close to an internal resonance of the cylinder, however, it can be found empirically
from (3.36) that the relative RMS current error for point testing and pulse expansion
functions can be approximated as [4]

[A][rws 0.7n2 (3.38)

17 lwms
As a function of the scatterer size ka, this result is a lower bound on the current error,
since the error increases dramatically in peaks near internal resonance frequencies.
While the constant in this expression requires some numerical work to compute, the
exponent on n, is ultimately more important and can be readily inferred from (3.25)
and (3.36). For large n,, (3.25) goes as 1 - clngz, which leads to a contribution of order

n/{z in (3.36). Since E ,(12) is third order and smaller, the second-order contribution
dominates, and the overall current error has order n}>.

Asnoted above, we have used the RMS error measure to avoid including the large in-
terpolation error caused by the pulse basis functions in the current error estimate. The
L? error for the current solution is dominated by interpolation error, which leads to a
much larger first-order error that is essentially identical to (2.62). One lesson from this
is that if a continuous current approximation is needed, the current samples obtained
with low-order expansion functions can be interpolated using higher-order polyno-
mials to obtain a smoother and more accurate solution. The current unknowns result-
ing from a simple pulse basis implementation of MoM, for example, could be used as
expansion coeflicients with triangle functions, which linearly interpolate the current
samples and the discontinuities in the current solution at the pulse function edges are
eliminated.

Finally, it is interesting to consider these results in light of the rule of thumb, “ten
unknowns per wavelength” At n) =10, the relative RMS current error is

A
187 [rats ~ 0.01 (3.39)

171l ras

or a 1% relative error. This is a very small error, due to the ideal implementation of the
method of moments assumed in this section. If the idealizing assumptions about the
discretization scheme do not hold, we will see in Section 3.3 that error can increase
substantially.
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3.1.6 Scattering Amplitude Error

Often in numerical simulations it is not the surface current itself that is the desired
final result, but rather a derived quantity such as an impedance or far field. Accuracy
for impedances is closely related to the accuracy of the current itself, but for far field
computations, the transformation from currents to radiated fields can have a substan-
tial effect on numerical accuracy. In this section, we will analyze the solution error for
far fields in terms of the scattering amplitude.

Using (2.45), the numerical scattering amplitude solution can be written in terms
of modal expansions of incident and scattered plane waves as

a;b,

I8 =0m) p=ir (" ~pm) (3.40)
Ar

&( asca ginc kO n y
S($™¢™) == 2
4 m=1 q,r
where a, and b, are the Fourier coefficients of the discretized scattered plane wave
(2.43) and the incident plane wave (3.32), respectively. The Fourier coefficients of the
scattered plane wave are similar to those of the incident field in (3.32), except that the
scattered plane wave is discretized using the expansion functions instead of the testing
functions, so T is replaced by F,. Inserting the Fourier coefficients leads to

N
S‘:_% [hjq]q(koa)Fq]*%jr],(koa)T,,ejq‘p TN i (3.41)

q,r m=1

Using (3.10), the sum over m is periodic with N, but due to the rapid growth of the
eigenvalue A, with r, only the term for which q = r is significant. Applying this to (3.41)
and using N = 2na/h leads to

. j = Jq(koa)?FyT_y
S(g) = Ioe $ Tt BaT g (3.42)
2 q=-o0 Aq
where ¢ = ¢** — ¢'". In terms of the relative spectral error E,, this becomes
\ jikoa S Jq(koa)?FaT-g 04
$(¢) = e (3.43)
2 q=z—:°° Aq(1+Eg)
With (3.2) for the exact operator eigenvalue, we have
R i koa)F,T_ ,
S(¢)=- X Jalo@)FoTog oy (3.44)

o HY (koa)(1+ Ey)
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The exact scattering amplitude is

s(9)=- 5, Jatoe)

A2 ejad (3.45)
o HY (koa)

Subtracting the numerical and exact scattering amplitudes leads to the error

Jq(koa) Eq— (FyT-4-1)

AS(¢) = a /19 (3.46)
¢ q:z_:oo HY (koa) 1+E,
Using (3.18), the scattering amplitude error becomes

AS()=- > ML@W (3.47)

0o HY (koa) 1+ Eg

In this expression, Eéz) is the aliasing error component of the spectral error given by
(3.37).

Instead of the absolute error (3.47), it is convenient to consider the scattering am-
plitude error in a relative sense. For point testing and pulse expansion functions, by
numerical evaluation of (3.47) and (3.45) the relative backscattering amplitude error
can be approximated as [4]

AS oo
% ~1.9(koa)'ny’ (3.48)

This expression is valid away from the internal resonance frequencies of the scatterer.
As with the surface current, the scattering amplitude error increases near internal res-
onances frequencies. It can be seen that the scattering amplitude error is third order,
and decreases as 713> or b’ as the mesh is refined. While this result was derived for
the backscattering amplitude, the error for bistatic scattering amplitudes has the same
order as the backscattering amplitude. Numerical results with a comparison to the
theoretical error estimate are shown in Figure 3.3.

Inspection of (3.47) shows that the scattering amplitude error exhibits a very sig-
nificant behavior with respect to its dependence on the spectral error. The projection
error component of the spectral error has essentially no effect on the scattering am-

plitude. Only the aliasing error component E ,(12) appears in the numerator, rather than
the full spectral error E,. Typically, E; << 1, so that the E; term in the denominator can
be neglected. To see this more simply, if we ignore the aliasing error and approximate
(3.15) by the first term, then the factor F;T_, cancels in (3.42).

For the low-order basis functions considered in this chapter, the spectral error con-
sists of two terms, one of which is third order with respect to mesh density for the
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Figure 3.3: Relative backscattering amplitude error for a circular cylinder with radius kga = mand a
TM-polarized incident field. The expansion functions are piecewise constant (pulse functions) and point
testing is used. The MoM implementation is ideal, so that there is no geometrical discretization error,
quadrature error, or linear system solution error. From the slope of the error curves, it can be seen that
the backscattering amplitude converges at a third-order rate.

particular discretization scheme considered in this section, and another which is sec-
ond order. The larger of these spectral error contributions, the projection error, does
not contribute to the scattering amplitude error. As a result, the scattering amplitude
is influenced only by the third-order aliasing error term and therefore has a higher or-
der of convergence than the current. This cancellation of the projection error is closely
related to a fundamental aspect of the method of moments, the variational property.

3.2 VARIATIONAL PRINCIPLES, THE MOMENT
METHOD, AND SUPERCONVERGENCE

A variational principle is a functional for which the stationary point is the solution
to a differential or integral equation. In electromagnetic theory, the functional typi-
cally takes a current solution as an argument and yields a scattering amplitude. The
method of moments can be derived from a variational principle using the Rayleigh-
Ritz procedure, by substituting an expansion for the current solution in terms of basis
functions into the functional and setting the derivatives of the functional with respect
to the expansion coefficients to zero.

In the computational electromagnetics community, variationality has been the sub-
ject of much consternation and numerous misunderstandings. Since a functional is
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stationary about the exact solution, its numerical value should not vary significantly
from the exact value if it is evaluated for an approximate current solution. On this basis,
it was suggested decades ago that a variational expression for the scattering amplitude
should be used instead of the standard formula to improve the accuracy of the com-
puted scattering amplitude. Jones showed that this is not the case, since the value of
the functional is identical to that obtained by using the current solution obtained from
Galerkin’s method in the standard formula for the scattering amplitude [5]. Because
of the close connection between Galerkin’s method and variational formulas, it was
further contended by some that Galerkin’s method provides more accurate scattering
amplitudes than the method of moments with different testing and expansion func-
tions. Mautz [6] and Peterson, et al. [7] cleared up this misconception by demonstrat-
ing that the improved accuracy associated with Galerkin’s method is obtained with the
more general moment method, as long as the scattered plane wave used in computing
the scattering amplitude is discretized using the expansion functions. Most recently,
Dudley observed that if an integral operator is poorly behaved, there is no reason to
expect good solution convergence just because a numerical solution can be derived
from a variational principle [8].

Variational principles for the EFIE can be given for 2D and 3D problems. We will
consider the 3D EFIE operator here, but all the results hold in very similar form for
the TM-EFIE and TE-EFIE. For the EFIE, the variational principle is obtained from
the bivariate functional [7]

1(06,0%) = (ES,J) + (J4 E™) — (34, TT,) (3.49)

The angle brackets denote the vector L? inner product on the scatterer surface (in [7],
the angle brackets denote the symmetric product without a complex conjugate). J* is
the solution to the adjoint problem

A x TOJ% = /i x B (3.50)

where E° is a plane wave propagating away from the scatterer and the adoint operator
is defined by
<f1, sz) = <Tuf1,f2> (351)

for all pairs of vector fields f; and f, on the scatterer surface. Interestingly, the adjoint
operator is not needed in most applications of the variational principle, but it can be
constructed if needed using the definition (3.51). Since 7*J¢ is equal to the tangential
part of the scattered plane wave E°® on the scatterer, we can use (3.51) to show that

(EJo) =TI Ts) = (05 TI) = (5 E™) (3.52)

As shown in Section 2.6, if the incident field is a plane wave, then (E*,J;) is propor-
tional to the scattering amplitude in the direction of the plane wave E°. From these
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equalities, it follows that if J; and J¢ are exact solutions to the EFIE (2.7) and adjoint
problem (3.50), respectively, then the functional (3.49) is equal (up to a constant fac-
tor) to the scattering amplitude.

Using the calculus of variations, the EFIE can be obtained from the functional. If
we require the functional to be stationary with respect to Js, so that

01, 1(Js,J¢) =0 (3.53)

where 8y,1(J;,J¢) is the first variation of the functional with respect to J;, then it can
be shown that J; satisfies the EFIE (2.7). By inserting the approximate solution (2.31)
and a similar approximation

N
jo=> 12, (3.54)
n=1

for the adjoint solution J¢ expanded in terms of the testing functions, we can apply the
Rayleigh-Ritz procedure to the functional. Minimizing the functional with respect to
the coeflicients I, in the approximation (2.31) leads to the same linear system

(s TE )L = (ty, E) (3.55)

M=

|
—

n

that is obtained with the method of moments [7]. For well behaved operators, the
Rayleigh-Ritz procedure finds the solution in the approximation space for which the
value of the functional is closest to the exact value.

In Section 2.4, the method of moments linear system was derived using the method
of weighted residuals. That approach is ad hoc in the sense that there is no guarantee
that the method will lead to accurate numerical results. The variational approach, on
the other hand, can be used to gain additional information about the accuracy of a
computed value for the functional (3.49). Ignoring an unimportant constant, the scat-
tering amplitude error can be expressed as

AS = (E°, AJ,)
= ()¢, TAJs)
= (A8, TAYS) + (J&, TAJS) (3.56)

By inserting the approximation (3.54) for the adjoint solution in terms of testing func-
tions t,, and assuming that J; in (2.31) is obtained from the method of moments, so
that the linear system (3.55) is satisfied, it is straightforward to demonstrate that the
second term on the right-hand side vanishes. From this result, it follows that the scat-
tering amplitude error is [8]

AS = (A, T AJs) (3.57)
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At least formally, the scattering amplitude error is second order with respect to the
current solution error. If the error AJ? for the method of moments solution to the
adjoint problem (3.50) is similar in magnitude to the solution error AJ; for the EFIE,
the scattering amplitude error should be the square of the two small current errors.

Even though many of the misconceptions about variationality have been cleared
up in recent years, the error expression (3.57) is still poorly understood. One signifi-
cant issue is that for low-order basis functions, the solution errors AJ; and AJ¢ are not
continuous functions. If a quadrature rule is used to evaluate the moment matrix ele-
ments, for example, then the basis and testing functions are effectively delta functions,
in which case the expansion (2.31) and the solution errors become distributions. As a
consequence, it is difficult to use (3.57) to make rigorous conclusions about the actual
accuracy of scattering amplitude solutions [7, 8].

3.2.1 Superconvergence

Despite the complications associated with the variational error formula (3.57), it is
true that the accuracy of the scattering amplitude is often better than that of the cur-
rent solution. We have already seen that the scattering amplitude error for an ideal
discretization of the TM-EFIE with pulse basis functions and point matching is third
order, while the RMS current error is second order. We will refer to this higher-order
accuracy of the scattering amplitude relative to the current solution as superconver-
gence. What is surprising is that for other discretizations (as we will see shortly) the
scattering amplitude is not superconvergent, even though the variational error expres-
sion (3.57) still holds.

Fortunately, the spectral series for the scattering amplitude error in (3.47) provides
a more concrete explanation for the superconvergence of the scattering amplitude. As
discussed above, the projection error term in the spectral error cancels and does not
impact the scattering amplitude. When the incident and scattered fields are projected
into the testing and expansion subspaces, each term in the modal expansion of the
fields is scaled by a scale factor T, associated with the testing functions for the incident
field or a factor of F; due to the expansion functions for the scattered field. Similarly,
when the integral operator is discretized, each term in the modal expansion of the
operator is scaled by the factor T, F,, since the operator is projected into both the
testing and expansion subspaces. These scale factors are associated with the projection
error term of the spectral error (3.18). When the moment matrix is inverted and the
scattering amplitude formed according to (2.45), these scale factors cancel on a mode-
by-mode basis.

As a result of this mode-by-mode cancellation, the projection error T_,F; — 1 does
not appear in the scattering amplitude error (3.47). The projection error portion of the
spectral error has no impact on the scattering amplitude, and the accuracy of the scat-
tering amplitude is determined solely by the aliasing error. For the ideal discretization
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considered above, the aliasing error is third order and smaller than the second-order
projection error, so the scattering amplitude error has a higher-order accuracy than the
current error. This mode-by-mode cancellation of the projection error is the underly-
ing mechanism by which superconvergence of the scattering amplitude is realized.

3.2.2 Idealizing Assumptions

One important aspect of the superconvergence property of the method of moments
is that it typically only occurs for ideal implementations of the method of moments.
The method of moments implementation considered previously in this chapter is op-
timistic in several respects, which we will briefly outline here. As we will see in the
next section, relaxing these idealizing assumptions can destroy the superconvergence
of the scattering amplitude.

One idealizing assumption that may not be obvious relates to the smoothness of
the incident field. For a plane wave, the variation of the field along the scatterer is
very smooth, and as a result, the cylindrical mode expansion coefficients decrease
rapidly for high orders. This decay in the incident field expansion coefficients causes
the terms in (3.36) to become exponentially small and negligible for nonpropagating
modes (|g| > koa), and so the current error is determined by the spectral error only
for propagating modes (|g| < koa). For a less smooth incident field, the expansion co-
efficients of the incident field decay more slowly, so the spectral error associated with
higher-order modes cannot be neglected. Since the spectral error increases with or-
der of the eigenvalue, the solution error also increases as the incident field becomes
less smooth. If the incident field is produced by a line source located at a distance d
from the cylinder, for example, it can be shown that the current error depends on the
spectral error E, for roughly |g| < 2a/d, which exceeds koa when the line source is
closer than A/m to the cylinder. If the incident field is nonsingular (i.e., the source does
not lie on the scatterer), the increased error represents a larger error constant, but the
convergence order of the solution remains the same.

Other idealizing assumptions relate to the implementation of the method of mo-
ments, rather than to the physics of the scattering problem. First, an exact geometrical
model is used for the cylinder, so that the facets are curved, rather than flat. Second,
the number of integration points for the moment matrix integrals is sufficiently large
that the quadrature error (3.61) is negligible and the integrations are essentially exact.
Finally, the linear system is inverted using a direct method, so the linear system solu-
tion error is negligible. We refer to this type of implementation as ideal because the
solution error is associated only with projection of the continuous integral operator
into a finite dimensional approximation subspace. We turn now to discretizations that
relax the first two of these idealizing assumptions (the third, linear system solution
error, we defer to Chapter 9).
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3.3 TM-EFIE wiTH NONIDEAL DISCRETIZATIONS

We now consider the accuracy of the method of moments for more practical imple-
mentations involving numerical integration error and flat-facet meshes. This involves
relaxing the idealizing assumptions made in previous sections. The second-order ac-
curacy of the current solution and third-order accuracy for scattering amplitudes for
an ideal MoM discretization of the EFIE provides a baseline that can be used to quan-
tify the effects of nonideal implementations. The analysis of the previous sections for
an idealized MoM implementation represents unavoidable error that is associated with
projection of the EFIE onto the finite dimensional subspace spanned by a particular
set of basis functions. In practice, nonideal effects can significantly increase the solu-
tion error (although in some special cases, such as a single-point quadrature rule, a
nonideal discretization can actually have better accuracy).

Asin the previous section, we will begin by determining the spectral error caused by
nonideal discretizations. The results in the previous section for current and scattering
amplitude error in terms of spectral error will then be used to relate the spectral error
to solution errors.

3.3.1 Quadrature Error

In this section, we will relax the assumption of exact integration of moment matrix
elements, and introduce into the analysis the concept of quadrature error. The effect
of approximate numerical integration can be taken into account by replacing the con-
tinuous integral in the Fourier transform (3.8) of the expansion function f(¢) with
the quadrature rule used to evaluate moment matrix elements, so that F; becomes

1 X .
— N waf(E,)el 1 (3.58)

F, =
oM 60 n=1
where M is the order of the quadrature rule and w,, are the weights corresponding to
the integration points or abscissas ,. The Fourier series coefficients T, of the testing
function t(¢) is modified similarly. With these changes to the coefficients F, and T,
the expression (3.27) for the spectral error incorporates the effect of integration error.
In effect, we have replaced the basis and testing functions with new basis functions
consisting of combinations of delta functions located at the integration points asso-
ciated with the quadrature rule. These effective basis functions are not as smooth as
pulse or triangle functions, so in general approximate numerical integration causes
solution error to increase.

To proceed with the analysis, we will consider a specific integration rule. For the
M-point Riemann sum with the integrand evaluated at the centers of subintervals (the
midpoint or Euler quadrature rule), the weights are w, = § = 6y/M and the abscissas
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are &, = (n —1/2)8 — 09/2. In the case of piecewise constant expansion functions
(p' = 0), Fg,m becomes the periodic sinc or Dirichlet function

Py = —2 (3.59)
M = . g .
Msin 3¢
This function has maxima at g = MNr, where r = 0, £1, +2, . ... The maxima dominate

the summation over s in (3.27), so to evaluate the spectral error we can simply retain
the maxima, which for small g occur at s = Mr, and neglect all other terms in the sum.
At the maxima, Fy.sn,m = (—1)’(M“). Inserting this into (3.27) leads to

@ 1 s ()Y
»M znl/lq r+0 |MT|

(3.60)

If M is even, this reduces to the alternating harmonic series Y32, (-1)*/k = In2
(for odd M, one of the integration points lies exactly on the singularity of the Green’s
function, and the sum is infinite). The aliasing error becomes

) jnln2
EW ~ 21772 3.61
M Mny A, (36D

for small 3. The quadrature rule also has a small effect on the projection error term
of (3.18), but the additional contribution is of the same order as the projection error
for exact integration and so is less important than the aliasing error contribution in
(3.61).

The most significant aspect of the quadrature error (3.61) is that it is first order in
n}'. Since the quadrature error is lower order than other spectral error contributions,
it becomes dominant as the mesh is refined. As we will see shortly, this makes both the
current and scattering amplitude errors first order. In short, quadrature error dramat-
ically decreases the accuracy of the method of moments.

We will pause briefly to gain some intuition into the large increase in error caused
by numerical integration. As observed in Section 3.1.3, the aliasing error term in the
spectral error is associated with the smoothness of the basis functions—the smoother
the basis set, the smaller the aliasing error. High-order eigenmodes associated with
quasistatic fields are not excited by smooth basis functions and so do not perturb the
interactions of the modeled eigenmodes having spatial frequency within the “Nyquist”
range for a given mesh. The effect of an integration rule is to make the expansion
and testing functions effectively linear combinations of delta functions. The effectively
nonsmooth basis functions strongly excite high-order eigenmodes, so that in general
aliasing error is much larger than it would be with exactly integrated, smooth basis
functions.
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The above analysis was for the eigenvalue perturbation introduced by approximate
integration, but from (3.36) and (3.47) it can be seen that quadrature error has a direct
impact on the current and scattering amplitude errors. Since quadrature error con-
tributes a large, first-order error term to each eigenvalue, by inspection of (3.36) and
(3.47) the current and scattering amplitude errors also become first order. The only
question is the value of the constants in the error estimates. In the solution error ex-
pressions, the quadrature error appears in a sum over eigenmodes, which for a plane
wave incident field can be readily approximated, yielding simple closed form approx-
imations for the relative RMS current error [4]

[ATRMs 1

~ (3.62)
I7lrms — Mny
and the backscattering amplitude error,
|AS] 1 (3.63)
S| Mmy '

Unlike the ideal discretization analyzed in Section 3.1.6, for which the scattering error
was two orders of magnitude better than the current error, with quadrature error taken
into consideration the scattering amplitude and current errors both converge at only a
first-order rate. The superconvergence of the scattering amplitude is destroyed by the
error associated with approximate integration.

Assuming M = 5 (or the single-point rule with analytical integration of diagonal
moment matrix elements discussed below), ten mesh elements per wavelength now
corresponds to a relative error of approximately 2% for both the current and scattering
amplitude. This is larger than would be the case with exact integration, and the error
increases at a much slower rate as the mesh is refined.

3.3.2 Reducing Quadrature Error

There are several ways to reduce quadrature error and restore the higher-order con-
vergence of the method of moments. The simplest (but not necessarily the most com-
putationally efficient) is to increase the number of integration points, so that the value
of M in (3.61) is larger and the quadrature error is smaller. This postpones the onset
of first-order error convergence to a larger value of #,. If the mesh is refined, even-
tually the first-order quadrature error term will become dominant. If the quadrature
rule is sufficiently accurate, the reduction to first order can be delayed to a fine enough
mesh that for practical purposes, the convergence rate of the numerical method may
be considered to be better than first order.

The problem with this approach is that the number of quadrature points must be
very large to ensure that quadrature error is smaller than other spectral error terms,
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leading to a high computational cost to evaluate moment matrix elements. Typically,
however, a higher-order quadrature rule is only required for singular and near-singular
moment matrix element integrations. This effectively increases the value of M in (3.61)
without requiring as many integration points for interactions between widely sepa-
rated testing and expansion functions. To improve efficiency further, singularity sub-
traction can be used to analytically integrate the leading singularity of the integrand
for overlapping testing and expansion functions, leaving a less singular integral to be
evaluated by numerical quadrature.

Another approach is to choose the weights and abscissas of the integration rule ju-
diciously so as to decrease the magnitude of the quadrature error. For the simple mid-
point rule analyzed here, the only freedom available is the number of integration points
M, which must be sufficiently large in order for the quadrature error not to dominate
the solution error. More sophisticated integration rules, either based on nonclassical
Gaussian quadrature or coordinate transformations that render the integrand nonsin-
gular, can significantly reduce quadrature error. The computational electromagnetics
community has devoted much effort to the development of these kinds of improved
quadrature rules [9,10].

As a simple model for quadrature error reduction, we consider briefly the common
discretization for which off-diagonal elements of the moment matrix are integrated
using a single integration point (M = 1), and the diagonal elements or self-interaction
terms are evaluated by expansion of the kernel and integrating the singularity analyt-
ically. It can be shown that the aliasing error has the same form as (3.61), but with a
smaller constant than would be obtained if the midpoint rule were used for the diag-
onal moment matrix elements [11]:

@ . __Jn B
Egy =~ s (Inmt-1) (3.64)

By comparing this with (3.61), it can be seen that the spectral error for this integration
scheme is equivalent to the use of the midpoint rule for all moment matrix elements
with five integration points per mesh element (M = 5).

3.3.3 Geometrical Discretization Error

Another common practical deviation from the ideal method of moments implementa-
tion is a flat-facet mesh representation of the scatterer geometry. Due to the complexity
of generating conformal meshes and implementing a method of moments algorithm
with basis functions defined on curved mesh elements, software packages relying on
simpler flat-facet implementations remain in routine use. The goal of this section is to
understand the impact of flat mesh elements on solution error.

To determine the effect of a flat-facet mesh, we use the modal series (3.1) in a more
general form allowing the source and field points to lie off the scatterer surface. Be-
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Figure 3.4: Relative RMS surface current solution error for conformal and flat-facet meshes. Integral
equation: EFIE. Polarization: TM. Basis: point testing, pulse expansion functions. Moment matrix ele-
ment integration: exact. Scatterer: circular cylinder, radius koa = m.

cause the deviation of the flat-facet mesh from the true scatterer profile is small, the
terms in the series can be expanded about p = a. This leads to an additional term in the
spectral error due to geometrical discretization. For point testing and pulse expansion
functions, the geometrical discretization error is [4]

3
DT & 3.65
1 6koanidg 1 (365)

where L ]
a l4
Gy = Jy(koa)H{?) (koa) + == Jq(koa) H{ (Koa) + ﬁ (3.66)

The geometrical discretization error contribution can be seen to be second order.

Since the leading contribution to the current error with a conformal mesh is also
second order, the convergence rate of the current solution is neither increased nor de-
creased by geometrical discretization error, but the absolute error is larger. The RMS
current error can be found by combining (3.65) with the other spectral error contri-
butions in (3.36). Empirically, it can be observed that away from internal resonance
frequencies the RMS current solution error is

A
H ]HRMS ~ n*Z (367)
17 rms

From this expression, it can be seen that the order of the error is the same as for an
ideal discretization, and the impact of geometrical discretization error on the current
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Figure 3.5: Relative backscattering amplitude error for conformal and flat-facet meshes. Integral equa-
tion: EFIE. Polarization: TM. Basis: point testing, pulse expansion functions. Moment matrix element
integration: exact. Scatterer: circular cylinder, radius koa = m. Geometrical discretization error reduces
the convergence rate from third to second order.

solution for the TM-EFIE is small. A comparison of numerical and theoretical errors
is shown in Figure 3.4.

We now want to determine the scattering amplitude error. In general, the flat-facet
mesh affects the discretization of the incident and scattered plane waves used to com-
pute the scattering amplitude, as well as the integral operator. For the current, the
flat-facet mesh had no impact on the incident field, because point testing was used.
Since (2.46) is discretized with the expansion functions, the flat-facet mesh leads to an
additional error contribution through the scattered plane wave. Combining the two
contributions leads to the estimate

AS|

Gl ~ 1.6 (koa)™'ny? (3.68)

for the relative backscattering amplitude error. A comparison of numerical results and
the error estimate is shown in Figure 3.5.

With the current, geometrical discretization increases the magnitude of the error,
but the order of convergence remains the same. For the scattering amplitude, on the
other hand, the order of convergence decreases from third for the ideal implementa-
tion of the method of moments to second order. While the degradation of the accuracy
is not as severe as for the case of quadrature error, the order of the scattering ampli-
tude is no longer better than that of the current solution. From this, it follows that ge-
ometrical discretization error destroys the superconvergence property of the method



62 Numerical Analysis for Electromagnetic Integral Equations

of moments.

3.4 TE-EFIE

With respect to the TM-EFIE, the chief difference of the EFIE for the TE polariza-
tion is the stronger singularity of the kernel in the operator (2.11). Because of the pres-
ence of derivatives in the definition, A is an integro-differential operator. For the TM-
EFIE, even though the kernel of the operator is singular, the singularity is weak enough
that the operator has a smoothing effect, so that it maps a given surface current to a
smoother tangential electric field. From the point of view of the operator spectrum,
the high-order eigenvalues of the TM-EFIE operator decay asymptotically, as can be
seen from (3.4). Consequently, when the integral operator acts on highly oscillatory
components of a given function, the amplitude of these components is reduced and
the function becomes smoother.

The TE-EFIE, on the other hand, has the opposite behavior. Due to the derivatives
in the operator, the singularity of the kernel is stronger than for the TM polarization,
so N is referred to as a hypersingular operator. We will see shortly that the eigenvalues
of the operator increase as the order becomes large. Highly oscillatory components in
a surface current are amplified by the TE-EFIE operator, leading to an “antismooth-
ing” or differentiating effect. The main ramification for the method of moments is that
smoother basis functions are required to obtain stable numerical results with the TE-
EFIE.

3.4.1 Spectral Error

As with the TM polarization, the first step in the analysis of the TE case is to obtain
a spectral decomposition of the discretized operator for a circular cylinder scatterer
geometry. Using the expansion (3.1), the moment matrix elements associated with the
operator AV in (2.11) can be expressed as

k() / 2
Zun = B2 [ [ 9t 9) St (hoe)

. [cos (0= 9058 - s Lo |1 a9

Expanding cos (¢ — ¢”) into exponentials, integrating the second term by parts, and

making use of recursion relations for the derivatives of the Bessel and Hankel functions

yields

nmkoa
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where as before T_; and F, are the Fourier series coefficients of the testing and ex-
pansion functions, respectively. By proceeding as in Section 3.1, the eigenvalues of the
moment matrix are found to be

A nkoa & ,
/lq = n 20 Z ];HN(kOa)H;JziN(kOa)T-q-sNFq+sN (3.71)
§=—o00

This expression is identical to (3.12), except that the Bessel and Hankel functions are
replaced with their first derivatives.

By taking the limit of (3.71) as N — oo, it can be seen that the eigenvalues of the
continuous TE-EFIE operator are

_ nnkoa
)

Ag J(koa)HS (koa) (3.72)

The relative spectral error of (3.71) with respect to the exact eigenvalue is

inn
By~ T gFy—1- 20 S (s 4 g/N| Ty onFpeon (3.73)
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where we have used the asymptotic expansion

Jo(x)H' (x) ~ —Lvl, V=00 (3.74)
X
From this expression, it can be seen that the eigenvalues grow linearly in magnitude
with the order, in contrast to (3.4), which decays inversely with order.

As with the TM polarization, the spectral error consists of two contributions, one
due to high-order eigenvalues associated with the singularity of the kernel of the inte-
gral operator (aliasing error), and another due to projection of eigenmodes onto the
basis subspace (projection error). In terms of the spectral error, the current and scatter-
ing amplitude errors have the same forms as (3.36) and (3.47) for the TM polarization,
but with the Bessel and Hankel functions replaced by their first derivatives.

3.4.2 Spectral Error for Low-Order Basis Functions

The antismoothing property of the TE operator is manifested in the growth of the high-
order eigenvalues, which increase linearly as the order becomes large. To compensate
for this, in general from (3.73) it can be seen that the Fourier series coefficients of the
testing and expansion functions must decrease more rapidly with order, indicating
that smoother basis functions are needed.

The case of pulse expansion functions with point testing (smoothness index b = 1) is
an exception to this and actually leads at least in some cases to convergent numerical
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results. For pulse functions, the series in (3.73) is not absolutely convergent, as the
magnitudes of the terms in the series do not become small as g becomes large. Due to
the behavior of the phase of the terms in the series, however, the sum is actually finite
and the spectral error converges with respect to n,.

For pulse expansion functions, to obtain the spectral error for small 3,/n, an-
alytically, we must employ an additional term of the expansion J,(x)H®'(x) ~
ilv|/(nx?) + jx?/(2m|v]) in (3.71). This leads to the result

o o By 09npg
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(3.75)

Surprisingly, the spectral error converges to zero as 1) becomes large, which indicates
that convergent numerical solutions can actually be obtained with point testing and
pulse expansion functions. Triangle expansion functions with point testing can also
provide convergent results, but the spectral error is divergent if the testing point is
located at the apex of the triangle functions, so the testing point must be shifted away
from the mesh element centers (see Section 5.1.5).

Because the TE-EFIE operator includes derivatives, one might expect that smoother
basis functions would be required to obtain meaningful results. Even though the pulse
and triangle expansion functions with point testing are in principle not sufficiently
smooth for discretization of the TE-EFIE, convergent results can still be obtained due
to cancellation of singularities in the moment matrix interactions. These discretiza-
tions are unstable, however, because the analysis assumes that the mesh is regular and
testing points are precisely located to achieve the required cancellations. Physically,
the large static fields radiated by the delta function charge distributions at the edges of
the pulse functions exactly cancel at the center of the pulse functions, so testing at the
pulse centers avoids the error associated with the discontinuities of the basis functions.
For other scatterers or for irregular meshes, this cancellation may not occur.

To ensure a robust discretization, the basis functions must be sufficiently smooth
that the series in (3.73) is absolutely convergent [12]. Asymptotically, the eigenvalues
of the operator increase in magnitude, so that A; ~ q, g — oo. For absolute con-
vergence of the spectral error series, the product of the Fourier series coefficients of
the testing and expansion functions must decay at least as 1/q°, corresponding to a
smoothness index of b = 3. A basis set with this degree of smoothness is pulse testing
(1/q) combined with triangle expansion functions (1/g?). Another possibility is point
testing combined with piecewise quadratic expansion functions. The former is more
commonly used in practice.

For the b = 3 discretization (pulse testing and triangle expansion functions, or point
testing with piecewise quadratic expansion functions) , the spectral error is [11]

udH B 1.8 jnfs

E,3~- _
93 2 3
2n3 nilg

(3.76)
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Figure 3.6: Relative RMS surface current error and backscattering amplitude error for a circular cylinder
for the EFIE, TE polarization, and an ideal implementation of the method of moments. Basis: pulse test-
ing, triangle expansion functions (b = 3). Moment matrix element integration: exact. Scatterer: circular
cylinder, radius koa = n. (©2005 IEEE [13].)

for small B,/n,. Numerical results for the b = 3 discretization are shown in Figure 3.6.
The surface current error is determined by the projection error term of the spectral
error, which is second order in the mesh density. As with the TM-EFIE, the variational
property of the scattering amplitude leads to a cancellation of the leading term in the
spectral error, and the scattering amplitude converges at a third-order rate with respect
to mesh density.

3.4.3 Quadrature Error

As for the TM polarization, the ideal discretization in the analysis leading up to (3.76)
yields an optimistic, best-case error estimate when compared to practical implemen-
tations of the method of moments. If moment matrix integrals are not evaluated ex-
actly, error increases. We will analyze the case of pulse testing and triangle expansion
functions (b = 3) with approximate integration using the M-point integration rule
described in Section 3.3.1.

The hypersingular term of (2.11) is typically integrated by parts to reduce the singu-
larity of the kernel before application of a numerical quadrature rule. Integration by
parts transfers the derivative operators to the basis functions. Since the derivative of
the pulse function is a delta function doublet, the testing integration for the hypersin-
gular term of the integral operator can be evaluated analytically and no quadrature rule
is required. The integration over the source point includes the derivative of a triangle
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function, which is a pulse doublet.

The quadrature error caused by the source integration can be analyzed using the
approach of Section 3.3.1. The basis function in (3.58) becomes a pulse doublet. Eval-
uating the sum analytically for the midpoint quadrature rule leads to
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/

F) o= (3.77)

Since the pulse doublet is an odd function, the Fourier series coeflicients are imagi-
nary. We will also require the Fourier series coefficients of the derivative of the pulse
function, which are given by

"= ~2j6 sin ”—I\? (3.78)

After integration by parts, the kernel of the hypersingular term reduces to the weakly
singular kernel of the TM polarization, and the quadrature error term of the spectral
error becomes

T[ 2
Egz)w —L Jgran(ko@)HE) (Ko@) T oo e Fi o, (3.79)
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Expanding the Bessel and Hankel functions asymptotically and evaluating the sum
over s leads to . R
@ _Jm In2p;
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The quadrature error is first order with respect to mesh density, and has the same order
as (3.61) for the weakly singular kernel. This result only includes the quadrature error
for the hypersingular term of the operator, but since the weakly singular term is similar
to the TM operator, the total spectral error can be approximated by the sum of (3.61)
and (3.80). As with the TM polarization, quadrature error destroys the superconver-
gence of the method of moments, and the surface current and scattering amplitude
errors are both first order.

3.4.4 Geometrical Discretization Error

The behavior of the TE-EFIE with respect to geometrical discretization error is similar
to that shown in Figures 3.4 and 3.5 for the TM polarization. With a flat-facet mesh, a
second-order error term is introduced into the spectral error. As a result, the scattering
amplitude convergence rate is reduced from third to second order. Since the conver-
gence rate of the current solution is already second order, the order of the current error
does not change, but there is a small increase in the absolute error.
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3.5 SOLUTION ERROR FOR OTHER SMOOTH
SCATTERERS

After along treatment of error analysis for a circular PEC cylinder, one naturally won-
ders whether solution errors for other scatterers behave similarly, or if changes in
the scatterer geometry can radically change the accuracy of the method of moments.
Asymptotic error estimates like (1.1) are general and apply to a large class of geome-
tries, but the constants in the estimates are unknown and the predicted convergence
rate is only a lower bound. It seems clear that the more quantitative error estimates
derived in this chapter must depend on the scatterer geometry. Circular cylinder re-
sults certainly cannot be applied to nonsmooth geometries with edges and corners, so
nonsmooth scatterers will be considered separately in Chapter 5.

Even for smooth geometries, it is not obvious how the circular cylinder results might
generalize to other scatterers. As observed at the beginning of this chapter, the circular
cylinder has special properties that are not general for smooth scatterers. The EFIE
operator for the circular cylinder is normal, meaning that the surface current solution
can be decomposed into a set of orthogonal operator eigenfunctions, whereas for other
geometries, current eigenfunctions exist but are not orthogonal and the operator is
nonnormal. It is not known precisely how operator nonnormality affects the numerical
accuracy of the moment method, although it appears that the degree of nonnormality
at least in some cases is relatively weak [11].

On the other hand, the behavior of a discretized solution on a relatively smooth
region of the scatterer might be expected to have a similar projection error, since this
depends primarily on local properties of the basis functions rather than the global
scatterer geometry. Aliasing error depends on the operator kernel singularity, which is
also alocalized function. By these arguments, accuracy might be expected to be largely
independent of the large-scale geometry of the scatterer, making the error estimates
obtained above valid for a wide class of smooth scatterers.

The relationship of circular cylinder error estimates to solution error for other scat-
terer geometries must be considered in two parts. First, do the solution convergence
rates such as the third-order rate reflected by the estimate (3.48) for the scattering
amplitude with an ideal discretization of the EFIE extend to other scatterers? Second,
if the convergence rates are the same, is the constant in the solution error larger or
smaller than that of the circular cylinder?

These questions can be studied using the empirical approach of [4]. In that work,
eight scatterers with parametric equations given in Table 3.1 were used to test solu-
tion error for a variety of smooth geometries. The scatterer cross sections are shown
in Figure 3.7. As exact solutions are not available for the noncircular geometries, ref-
erence solutions were generated with a very fine mesh and a method of moments im-
plementation with third-order solution convergence. The scatterers were illuminated
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Table 3.1: Parametric equations for smooth scatterer cross-sections. The first scatterer is the circular
cylinder. Figure 3.7 shows the geometries of the scatterers. The markers in the third column are used in
Figure 3.8.

x(1) ¥(1)
1 | 1.1698 cos t 1.1698 sin ¢ .
2 | 0.2588cost(4 + cos3t) | 0.2588sin t(4 + cos3t) O
3 | 1.5173cos t 0.7586 sin t X
4 | 1.4237sin (cos 2t) 1.4237 cos (-2cost +sint) | +
5 | 1.2715sin [cos (¢t +1)] 1.2715cos t *
6 | 0.2040cos (4 + cos6t) | 0.2040sin ¢(4 + cos 6t) mi
7 | 1.1963cos (t +0.5cost) | 1.1963sin (¢ + 0.5sint) >
8 | 0.7586 cost 1.5173sin ¢ \V/
9 | -0.4659cos (2 +3cost) | 1.3977sint A

(> O

DO
() &
0 €

1.0\

Figure 3.7: Scatterer geometries corresponding to the parametric equations in Table 3.1. Each shape has
a perimeter of approximately 7.41. (©2005 IEEE [4].)

by a plane wave incident from 0° with respect to the standard orientation in Figure
3.7. Numerical solution errors for these scatterers are shown in Figure 3.8.
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Figure 3.8: Relative RMS current error and backscattering amplitude error for the EFIE with TM polar-
ization for the scatterers shown in Figure 3.7. (a) Ideal discretization. (b) Quadrature rule for moment
matrix integrations. (c) Flat-facet mesh. Current convergence rates are second, first, and second order,
respectively. Backscattering amplitude convergence rates are third, first, and second order, respectively.
Larger errors correspond to scatterers with highly curved features. (©2005 IEEE [4].)

From the results in Figure 3.8, it can be seen that solution convergence rates for
these scatterers are the same as that of the circular cylinder. For some of the scatterers,
however, the absolute error is significantly larger. The scatterer geometries with high
curvature features have larger error than the circular cylinder. In the limit as curvature
becomes infinite, a sharp corner results, and the current solution is singular at the cor-
ner. Because the basis functions cannot represent a singular or near-singular current
as accurately as a smooth current, error increases. This effect will be studied further in
Chapter 5.

In certain cases, with a flat-facet mesh, the EFIE convergence rate degrades and is
not second order (Figure 3.8(c), upper plot). This is caused by the behavior of flat-
facet mesh element generation near inflection points of the geometry. The order of the
scattering amplitude error is unaffected by this localized mesh property.

3.6 SUMMARY

We have examined in this chapter the behavior of method of moment solutions for the
EFIE in the case of a circular cylinder scatterer geometry. For low-order basis func-
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Table 3.2: Solution error convergence rates for the method of moments for a TM-polarized plane wave
incident on a circular PEC cylinder. Pulse expansion functions and point testing are used. n; = A/h is
the mesh density, where h is the mesh element width. These estimates are lower bounds, since error can
increase significantly near internal resonance frequencies.

Ideal Quadrature Rule | Flat-Facet Mesh
EFIE RMS Current Error 0.7 ny? M ny?
EFIE Backscattering Error | 1.9 (koa)™'n;? M'nt 1.6 (koa)™'ny?

tions and an ideal implementation of the method of moments, the convergence rate of
the surface current solution, where the error is measured using RMS difference with
respect to the exact solution at mesh node points, is second order. The convergence
rate of the scattering amplitude is third order. The more rapid convergence of the scat-
tering amplitude is a manifestation of the variational property of the moment method.

For nonideal discretizations, solution error increases and the superconvergence
property is destroyed. If moment matrix elements are integrating using low-order nu-
merical quadrature rules, the current and scattering amplitude convergence rates de-
crease to first order. If the mesh elements are flat, rather than conformal or curved
to match the scatter surface exactly, the current error remains second order and the
scattering amplitude convergence rate decreases from third to second order.

The error estimates obtained in this chapter are summarized in Table 3.2 for the
TM polarization. Errors for the TE polarization have the same order in #,, but the
constants in the error estimates may be different, and smoother basis functions are
generally required. By checking empirical errors observed for a collection of smooth
scatterers, it can be seen that error convergence rates for the circular cylinder are valid
for other scatterers, but the absolute error increases for highly curved geometries.

For a mesh with the rule-of-thumb density of ten mesh elements per wavelength
(np = 10), it can be seen from the results in this chapter that error varies widely, de-
pending on the details of the method of moments implementation. For an ideal dis-
cretization, relative errors of 1% or better for current and scattering amplitude errors
can be expected. For a flat-facet mesh, errors at n; = 10 are similar in magnitude to the
ideal case. If a low-order quadrature rule is used to evaluate moment matrix elements,
accuracy worsens to 5%-10%.
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Chapter 4

Error Analysis of the MFIE and CFIE

with Clayton P. Davis

Having laid the groundwork for error analysis of the EFIE in the previous chapter, we
will now apply these techniques to the magnetic field integral equation (MFIE) and
the combined field integral equation (CFIE). The focus will be on similarities in the
numerical behavior of the method of moments with respect to the EFIE, as well as
new phenomena unique to the MFIE. As before, we will first consider an ideal imple-
mentation, with an exact geometrical representation of the scatterer and exact inte-
gration of moment matrix elements. Quadrature error and geometrical discretization
error will then be introduced into the analysis. We will then step back and consider
all the integral formulations in terms of the operator smoothing properties, solution
error convergence rates, and behavior with respect to the variational property of the
method of moments.
The key differences of the MFIE with respect to the EFIE are:

Second-kind integral equation. The MFIE includes an identity operator that
strongly influences the numerical behavior the moment method.

Smooth kernel. The kernel of the integral part of the MFIE operator is smoother
than the kernel of the EFIE.

Due to the smoothness of the kernel, quadrature error is less significant for the MFIE
than for the EFIE. Both the identity term and the integral part of the operator can be
readily discretized with low-order integration rules. In spite of this, we will find that
the presence of the identity operator in the second-kind integral equation reduces the
accuracy of the method of moments for low-order basis functions. Higher-order basis
functions or regularization of the operator kernel can be used to remedy this effect.
As might be expected, solution error for the CFIE is determined by the larger of the
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errors for the EFIE and MFIE. In this chapter, we will focus on the TM polarization,
since the behavior of the MFIE and CFIE for the TE polarization is similar to the TM
case.

4.1 TM-MFIE wiTH IDEAL DISCRETIZATIONS

For the circular cylinder, the MFIE operator can be represented using a spectral de-
composition in terms of eigenvalues and eigenfunctions. As with the EFIE in the previ-
ous chapter, the spectral decomposition can be used to analyze the error of numerical
solutions to the MFIE using the method of moments [1]. The eigenfunctions of the
operator are Fourier functions of the form e/4%, g = 0, +1,+2, .. .. The eigenvalues of
the operator Z/2 + My defined in (2.18) are

A?ATM =1- %jnkoa]q(koa)Hf;)'(koa) = —%jnkoa]'q(koa)H;”(koa) (4.1)

where the two forms for the eigenvalue are related by the Wronskian identity for Bessel
functions. Using the eigenvalues and eigenfunctions, the MFIE operator can be repre-
sented in spectral form as

oo

(%I‘*‘MTM)M((/)) — %u((p) + % Z (/12\/1TM _ %)e*jq¢[) n d(/)/ejqﬁb’u((/)/)

q=—o00

(4.2)

The integral term is an inner product of u with the eigenfunction ¢/¢. The inner prod-
uct selects the gth Fourier series coefficient of u, which is then scaled by the gth oper-
ator eigenvalue. The existence of a spectral representation of the operator of this form
indicates that the MFIE, like the EFIE, is a normal operator for the circular cylinder.

4.1.1 Operator Smoothing Properties

To obtain an accurate numerical solution with the method of moments, generally the
basis functions used to expand the surface current J should possess the same proper-
ties that are characteristic of J. Piecewise linear basis functions mimic the continuity
of the exact current J, while second-order basis functions would also provide conti-
nuity of charge. The smoothness of a basis function can be quantified in terms of the
falloff of the Fourier coeflicients F,; defined in (3.8)—the smoother the basis function,
the more quickly the coefficients F; decay as q becomes large.

Besides the basis functions themselves, we have seen in Chapter 3 that there is an-
other notion of smoothness related to the method of moments: the smoothing prop-
erty of the integral operator. This was first encountered in explaining the differences
between the TM-EFIE and TE-EFIE integral equations. The smoothness property of
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an operator reveals itself in the asymptotic growth or decay of the eigenvalues with
respect to order. For the TM-EFIE, (3.4) shows that the eigenvalues of £ decay as ¢/,
and the operator decreases the amplitudes of rapidly oscillating components of the
function that it acts on. This operator is a low-pass or integrating operator. For the
TE-EFIE, the eigenvalues of A/ grow linearly with order, and the operator is a differ-
entiating or antismoothing operator.

How does the MFIE fit into this classification? To answer this question, we must
consider the two terms of the operator separately. The eigenvalue (4.1) can be expanded
asymptotically using high-order approximations for the Bessel and Hankel functions
to obtain

koa)*
D (4Tq|3 . g0 (43)
The second term is the asymptotic expansion of the eigenvalues of the integral part
My of the MFIE alone. Since the decay rate is g2, the operator has an even stronger
smoothing behavior than the TM-EFIE operator £. The same holds for the TE-MFIE
and Mrg. Using the theory of Sobolev spaces, these smoothing considerations can
be extended to noncircular scatterers as well [2]. In general, the operators My and
Mg have a range space that is smoother in the Sobolev sense than the domain.

For the identity term of the MFIE, the eigenvalues are identically 1/2, and this part
of the MFIE operator is of course neither smoothing nor differentiating. As can be
seen from (4.3), the identity operator eigenvalues dominate at large orders, and the
full MFIE operators Z/2 + My and Z/2 + Mg are also neither smoothing nor dif-
ferentiating (for scatterers with singularities such as corners or edges, this reasoning
breaks down). The smoothing properties of both the identity and integral parts of the
operator will have important ramifications for the accuracy of moment method solu-
tions.

4.1.2 Discretized Operator Spectrum

We now want to determine the eigenvalues of the moment matrix associated with the
MFIE operator. We will take the testing and expansion functions t, and f,, and the
corresponding Fourier coefficients T, and F, to be defined as in Section 3.1.1. Applying
(2.28) to (4.2) and using the definitions of T, and F,, the moment matrix elements are
given by
1 - -
Zunn = 5Roun + = 2, (A" = 3) TgFge JA($n=0n) (4.4)
q

where ¢,, are the mesh element center points as defined in Section 3.1.1. R,,,, represents
a matrix of overlap integrals of the testing and expansion functions given by

Ryn = Gio / tm(¢)fn(¢) d¢ (4.5)
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For local basis functions, the overlap matrix is sparse with nonzero elements only near
the main diagonal.

At this point, we will make the assumption that the basis functions are orthogo-
nal, so that R,,, = 8y,. This property holds for low-order basis sets such as pulse
expansion functions with point testing. Although it seems innocuous, the assumption
of orthogonality significantly impacts the accuracy of the method of moments for the
MFIE, as will be discussed further in Section 4.5.

Obtaining the eigenvalues of the moment matrix from (4.4) is similar to the deriva-
tion of (3.13) from (3.9), except that care must be taken when manipulating the infinite
sums that a nonconvergent series does not occur along the way and lead to an incorrect
result. For the MFIE, this procedure results in

+00

+ Z (A;\fg\d] )T—q—sNFq+sN (46)
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The index q lies in the range (-N/2, N/2), again ignoring unimportant complications
associated with N odd, and the functions F,; and T, are Fourier series coefficients of

the expansion and testing functions as defined in (3.7) and (3.8). For terms of the sum
over s in (4.6) with s # 0, we can use the asymptotic expansion (4.3) to obtain

A 1 k 61) +5NT sN
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It is apparent that this expression contains terms similar to the projection and aliasing
error contributions defined in Section 3.1.3.
4.1.3 Spectral Error

The relative spectral error associated with the moment matrix eigenvalue relative to
the exact operator eigenvalue is

fMrm _ Y Mm
Aq Aq

Eq= Morm (4.8)
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Using (4.7) in this expression leads to
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q A,L;\/ITM ( q q~ ) 4AMTM ;) ‘q + SN|3

Using the terminology of Section 3.1.3, the first term is projection error, given by
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The second term is the aliasing error,

(2) (koa) q+sNT—q sN
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Equation (4.10) differs from the projection error (3.18) for the EFIE in a subtle but
important way. The leading factor of (AQATM -1/2)/ /\9’1”‘ means that there is no pro-
jection error associated with the identity term of the MFIE operator Z/2+ My, since
the identity operator discretizes to an identity matrix, without any mode scaling by the
Fourier coefficients of the basis functions. This is a consequence of the assumption of
orthogonality of the expansion and testing function. As it will turn out in Section 4.1.6,
the lack of projection error associated with the identity operator actually increases the
scattering amplitude error and causes a failure of the superconvergence property for
the MFIE with low-order, orthogonal basis functions.

4.1.4 Current Solution Error

In order to determine the current solution error for the MFIE, we need to consider
the discretization of the right-hand side of the integral equation, which is the mag-
netic field associated with the incident wave. For the circular cylinder, the tangential
component of the incident magnetic field on the scatterer surface is given by

: 1 . inc
H™(p) = Eefk ? cos (¢ — Q) (4.12)

where Q is the angle of the surface normal at p measured from the positive x-axis.
Since the spectral error obtained above is given in terms of operator eigenfunctions,
we must also expand the incident field in terms of eigenfunctions. Using the cylindrical
wave expansion of a plane wave given by (3.32), together with the recursion relation
for the derivative of a Bessel function, the elements of the right-hand side of the linear
system (2.27) for the MFIE can be expressed as

+o00 .
== ¥ jq—ljé(koa)qu—M(ﬁb ~¢m) (4.13)
g=—o0
The eigenvectors of the moment matrix are of the form

~[e7a9n, giatr, | g Iadn]T (4.14)

from which it can be seen that each term of the sum in (4.13) is an eigenvector. We can
therefore apply Z™* to b and find the unknown surface current expansion coefficients
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by dividing each term by the corresponding eigenvalue. This procedure leads to the

result )

1 5> ]'9—1]; (koa) qu—jq(ﬁbmc—tﬁn)
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for the unknown coefficients in the numerical surface current expansion (2.25).
To find the current solution error, we must determine the difference between (4.15)

and the corresponding values of the coeflicients for the exact current on the scatterer

surface. We will assume that the basis functions are interpolatory, so that f, (¢,) = 1.

In thelimitas N — oo, (4.15) approaches the Mie series expansion for the exact current

solution at the mesh element centers ¢,,, which is
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The current solution error at the mesh node point ¢, is the difference of (4.15) and
(4.16), which is

A - 1 5 jq‘ljt’l(koa)e_jq(‘bmc_‘/’")(Tq ~E,-1)

— 4.17
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This is a rather complicated expression and yields no obvious insight into the numeri-
cal behavior of the method of moments, other than the simple observation that current
error depends on the spectral error. Fortunately, for a specific choice of basis functions
we can simplify this result considerably and obtain a simple closed form approxima-
tion for the solution error.

By making use of the exact eigenvalue (4.1) in (4.17), the relative RMS current error

can be expressed as
/2
] (4.18)

To simplify this expression, we can estimate the RMS value of the exact current by ap-
plying the definition of the RMS norm to the Mie series for the exact current solution.
1

This leads to
,71/2
T — (4.19)
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This expression is a function of kga only, and by numerical evaluation of the norm,
the approximation
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can be developed. Substituting this into (4.18) yields
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This expression is valid for any combination of orthogonal testing and expansion func-
tions. To obtain a closed form approximation, we must make a particular choice for
the basis functions.

4.1.5 Current Error for the Point/Pulse Discretization

For point testing and pulse expansion functions, from (3.24) and (3.25), T; = 1 and
F, = sinc(q/N). The projection error term (4.10) of the spectral error is dominant for
this basis set. Inserting the Fourier coefficient of the expansion functions and expand-
ing (4.10) for large n, yields
£ - _AQATM — % nzqz

1 A 6(koa)?n}

(4.22)

for the projection error. The aliasing error E,(IZ) is fourth order in ;" and is negligible.
This occurs because the kernel of the integral part My of the operator Z/2 + My
is nonsingular. A singular kernel leads to a slower decay of high-order operator eigen-
values and large aliasing error, whereas a smooth kernel is associated with very small
high-order eigenvalues and consequently the aliasing error is small.

Inserting the spectral error (4.22) into (4.21) leads to the current solution error es-
timate

q* (1-(2A}™))
H (koa)

27/
] ny’ (4.23)
q

| AT [Rus N 2n 5
[Tlrms — 3(koa)?*(2koa +1)

where we have assumed that E; << 1, which holds as long as the frequency is not near
an internal resonance of the scatterer. The current error is second order with respect
to the mesh element length.

As a final simplification to the current error estimate for the MFIE, we can deter-
mine the koa dependence numerically. Near internal resonances, error increases sig-
nificantly, but away from internal resonances the dependence of the error on the scat-
terer size and frequency is relatively simple. This effect can be seen in Figure 4.1, which
shows the RMS current error as a function of the scatterer electrical size. Away from
internal resonances, the error is only weakly dependent on k4, and the error estimate
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Figure 4.1: Relative RMS current error for the MFIE. Polarization: TM. Basis: point testing, pulse expan-
sion functions. Moment matrix element integration: exact. Scatterer: circular cylinder. Mesh: conformal.
Solid curve: theoretical error estimate (4.21). Horizontal line: approximation (4.24). Circles: numerical
results for MoM current error. Vertical lines: internal resonance frequencies. (©2005 IEEE [1].)

can be simplified to

18T lrats g ny? (4.24)

171 Rms

At kga ~ 3.83 and kga =~ 7.02, neither this error estimate nor the more accurate error
estimate (4.23) matches the observed numerical results. These points correspond to
resonances of the g = 0 mode. This mode is constant along the scatterer surface, and
the projection error for the corresponding eigenvalue is zero. When the g = 0 mode is
internally resonant, because the projection error is zero the aliasing error, which was
neglected in deriving (4.23), becomes significant and leads to a difference between
the error estimate and actual numerical error. Otherwise, (4.24) provides a reason-
able lower bound for the relative RMS current error. This error estimate is shown as a
function of mesh density in Figure 4.2.

4.1.6 Scattering Amplitude Error

The numerical scattering amplitude solution for the MFIE can be determined from
(3.40) using the Fourier coefficients of the discretized scattered plane wave (2.43) and
the discretized incident field (4.13). Inserting the Fourier coefficients into (3.40) leads
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Figure 4.2: Solution errors for the TM-MFIE with ideal and flat-facet discretizations for a circular cylin-
der of electrical size koa =~ 2.7. Stars: MoM current error. Squares: MoM backscattering amplitude error.
Solid lines: theoretical current error estimates from (4.24) (ideal) and (4.38) (flat-facet mesh). Dotted
lines: backscattering error estimates from (4.31) (ideal) and (4.39) (flat-facet mesh). The RMS current er-
rors and backscattering amplitude errors are first order for flat-facet implementations and second order
for ideal implementations. (©2005 IEEE [1].)
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The sum over m can be evaluated using (3.10) to obtain

(4.26)
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where ¢ = ¢* — ¢!, We can use (4.8) to express the numerical scattering amplitude
in terms of the spectral error as

_ jT[koa Z ]q(koa)];(koa)F,qTq

S(b) = ja¢
$(¢) == T FmaE) (4.27)




82 Numerical Analysis for Electromagnetic Integral Equations

Using (4.1) for the exact operator eigenvalue leads to

el1? (4.28)

A _ ] (koa)F_ T,
@) =L e ka4 By

for the numerical scattering amplitude.
The exact scattering amplitude is given by (3.45). Subtracting the numerical and
exact scattering amplitude leads to

N koa) E,—-(F_,T,-1) .
AS(g) =" ]?ZE 04) Bq= (FqTy=1) oy (4.29)
q Hq (k()a) 1+ Eq
which is identical to (3.46) for the EFIE except that the relative spectral error E; is
different for the MFIE operator. By inserting the spectral error (4.9) in the numerator,
we obtain the scattering amplitude error estimate

1 ()] (2)
Jo(koa) ~mrmita +E

el1? (4.30)
HY (koa) 1+E,

AS(¢) ="

q

Unlike the EFIE scattering amplitude error (3.47), for which only the aliasing error
contributes to the error, in this expression both the projection and aliasing error are
significant. This property and its ramifications will be discussed at length shortly.

4.1.7 Scattering Amplitude Error for the Point/Pulse Discretization

The scattering amplitude error can be simplified further by choosing a specific dis-
cretization scheme. For point testing and pulse expansion functions, the relative
backscattering amplitude error can be approximated away from internal resonances

as ( )
AS(O)| .
50) ‘_1.5 ny (4.31)

This estimate is compared to observed numerical results in Figure 4.2. While this result
is for backscattering, the convergence rate of the bistatic scattering amplitude is also
second order with respect to the mesh density.

From these error estimates, it can be seen that the numerical behavior of the scat-
tering amplitude for the MFIE is quite different from that of the EFIE. With the EFIE,
as discussed in Section 3.2, the projection error cancels due to the variational property
of the scattering amplitude, leaving only the third-order aliasing error in the numera-
tor of (3.47). For the MFIE with the point/pulse discretization, this cancellation does
not occur. In (4.28), the projection error is the dominant contribution, leading to a
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second-order error, which is the same order as the current solution error. For this
discretization, it follows that the method of moments for the MFIE is not supercon-
vergent. The reason for this and remedies for the poorer accuracy will be considered
in Section 4.5.

4.2 NONIDEAL DISCRETIZATIONS

The analysis of Section 4.1 assumes a conformal mesh representation of the scatterer
geometry and exact integration of moment matrix elements. We will now study the
effect on solution error of nonideal discretizations, including numerical integration
and the use of a flat-facet mesh.

4.2.1 Quadrature Error

Since the kernel of the integral part of the MFIE operator is continuous, it can be
readily integrated to a high accuracy, and a simple midpoint Euler quadrature rule is
adequate for matrix evaluation. For low-order basis functions, we will see that only a
small number of quadrature points are needed for the implementation to be consid-
ered ideal.

To analyze the effect of numerical quadrature, we observe that the integrals in the
definition of the basis function Fourier coefficients T, and F in (3.24) and (3.25) arise
from the source and observation integrals in the moment matrix element (2.28). We
can account for the testing and expansion quadrature rules by replacing the integrals
with the quadrature rule. For the point/pulse discretization, this yields the periodic
sinc function (3.59). For the projection error, the periodic sinc function need only be
evaluated for small values of g, so the periodic sinc function may be approximated by
the principle period as

2
1 ng

F ~F |1+ - ——— 4.32

M q[ +3(Mk0an,1) ] (4.32)

Substituting this into the definition of the projection error (4.10), we see that to leading
order

2
M g, 1 T
EW ~EW 4 o —L 433
M= 3(Mkoam (4.33)

Comparing (4.33) with the projection error (4.22) for the ideal case shows that quadra-
ture error for the MFIE only augments the second-order term of the projection error,
whereas quadrature introduces a dominant first-order contribution for the EFIE.
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By inserting (4.32) into (4.11) and evaluating the summation over s, the aliasing error
contribution can be shown to be

(koa)?

E;zz{ = (_1)M+1MTqu,M(Mk0a”/\)_3 (4.34)
q

Though aliasing error has increased from fourth to third order in n,, this error term
is still negligible compared to the projection error (4.33). From this analysis, it can be
seen that the spectral error for the MFIE remains second order when moment matrix
elements are integrated using a low-order quadrature rule. It follows from this analysis
that quadrature error does not change the order of convergence of the current solution.

For the scattering amplitude, we must consider the effect of the quadrature rule on
the scattered plane wave, which is discretized using the expansion functions f,. We
can account for this by replacing the integral in (2.46) with the quadrature rule. In the
end, however, since the dominant error contribution is the second-order projection
error in (4.30), the scattering amplitude is not significantly affected.

For both the current and scattering amplitude solutions, quadrature error for the
MFIE does not significantly increase the solution error. This is in contrast to the EFIE,
for which the solution error for both current and scattering amplitude solutions wors-
ened to first order. The reason for this is the smoothness of the kernel of the integral
operator My in the MFIE. With such a smooth kernel, integrals can be evaluated
accurately with a simple, low-order quadrature rule.

4.2.2 Single Integration Point

For a single integration point, the above analysis breaks down. Interestingly, the solu-
tion accuracy in this special case actually becomes better by orders of magnitude than
is obtained with exact integration of moment matrix elements. For one integration
point (M =1), F;T_; = 1in (4.10) and the projection error vanishes. Since the aliasing
error associated with the very smooth kernel of the integral part of the MFIE operator
is exceptionally small (third order in n}"), the current and scattering solution errors
converge very rapidly.

This rapid convergence presumes that the integral term of the MFIE is evaluated
using the single-point integration rule for diagonal moment matrix elements as well
as off-diagonal elements. Evaluating the integral term with the single-point integration
rule results in the diagonal moment matrix element

1 h

T = — — — 435
5 4HK(Pm) (4.35)

where x(p) is the curvature of the scatterer at p. The sign of « is positive where the
scatterer surface is concave and negative where it is convex. The term —xh/(4m) is
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commonly referred to as a curvature correction (e.g., [3]). It is common in practice to
take the diagonal elements to be identically 1/2 and to neglect the contribution from
the integral operator, but if this is done, the order of accuracy becomes poorer and
the unusual third-order convergence is not obtained. The curvature correction must
be included in the diagonal moment matrix elements in order to obtain third-order
solution convergence [1].

4.2.3 Geometrical Discretization Error

We will now relax the assumption of a conformal geometrical model for the scatterer
and consider error caused by the use of a flat-facet mesh. For a circular cylinder and
a point/pulse discretization, with an exact geometrical model the diagonal element

(4.35) becomes
1 1

Zmm = 2 2kgan, (436)
since the curvature of the cylinder is equal to the radius a. For a flat-facet mesh, the
integral part of the MFIE operator is zero, since cos ¢ = 0 in (2.19), and the diagonal
elements moment matrix elements are identically 1/2. This leads to a shift away from
the more accurate diagonal element (4.35). Since a shift in the diagonal elements of a
matrix leads to a like shift in the spectrum, the spectral error for a flat-facet mesh is

1
Ege - (4.37)

2kgan, Aévlm
which is a first-order error contribution. The first-order spectral error translates into
first-order current and scattering amplitude errors.

By making use of the geometrical discretization error (4.37) in (4.23), we can deter-
mine the effect of a flat-facet mesh on the current solution error. Assuming that the
frequency is not near an internal resonance of the scatterer, we find that

AT rs

~ 1.5 (koa) 'n3! (4.38)
171 ras

For the backscattering amplitude error,

‘AS(O) ~2.0 (koa)™'ny! (4.39)

$(0)

As might be expected, these error estimates decrease with koa, because the scatterer
curvature becomes smaller and the deviation of the flat-facet approximation from the
exact geometry becomes less severe as the radius of the scatterer increases. These es-
timates are compared to numerical results in Figure 4.2.
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4.3 CFIE

As observed in Section 2.3, the EFIE and MFIE suffer from increased solution error
at frequencies near the internal resonances of the scatterer geometry. For the MFIE,
this is evident in Figure 4.1. To avoid this problem, the electric and magnetic field
formulations can be combined into an integral equation that does not have any real
internal resonance frequencies. To determine solution error for the combined field
formulation, we can make use of the error analyses for the EFIE and MFIE of Chapter
3 and Section 4.1.

The key to the CFIE error analysis is that for a circular cylinder, the EFIE and MFIE
share the same eigenfunctions. Because of this, the eigenvalues of the CFIE operator
are given by a weighted combination of EFIE and MFIE eigenvalues according to

A¢ = ”“Zk“Hq(ka)[a]q(ka) —j(1-a)J,(ka)] (4.40)

where « is the CFIE weighting constant in (2.22) chosen on the interval [0,1]. The
same linear combination holds for the eigenvalues of the moment matrix.

Based on (4.40), it is straightforward to show that the relative spectral error for the
CFIE is

¢ Wlg(ka)Ey — j(1-a)];(ka)E"

q = ajg(ka) - j(1-a)J}(ka) (4.41)

in terms of the EFIE and MFIE relative spectral errors E ;15 and E é\/t obtained above and
in Chapter 3. The current and scattering amplitude error expressions (4.21) and (4.29)
are also valid for the CFIE by substituting in the spectral error (4.41). From (4.41), it is
apparent that the spectral error as well as the current and scattering amplitude errors
will inherit the lower of the convergence rates of the EFIE and MFIE.

By fixing « = 0.2 and assuming a point/pulse discretization, we can use (4.41)
to compute simple error estimates for the CFIE. For an ideal discretization with no
quadrature error and a conformal geometrical model, the current and scattering am-
plitude solution errors are

A
I8 Irass 5 ny? (4.42)
17| raxs

AS(0) ,

21~ 03 4.43
’ S(O) n, ( )

It can be seen from these estimates that the error in both cases is second order.
For a nonideal discretization, the use of a low-order, M-point quadrature rule limits
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the CFIE solution convergence rate to the first-order convergence of the EFIE:

[8TIrats ¢ 5 gy )t (4.44)
171 raas

AS(0)| -1

‘—5(0) ~0.4 (Mny) (4.45)

For a flat-facet mesh, error is limited by the sensitivity of the MFIE to the curvature of
the scatterer. The solution error estimates are

IAT || rs ~1.2 (ka)_lnil (4.46)
171 s

AS(0) N -1, -1

’ S(0) ~1.5 (ka) " 'nj (4.47)

We can see that the price paid for the elimination of error at internal resonance fre-
quencies is that solution error degrades to the poorer of the solution errors obtained
with the EFIE or MFIE alone.

These error estimates assume that the same discretization scheme is used for both
the MFIE and EFIE components of the CFIE. It is possible to decrease error by mixing
discretization schemes and choosing the basis set that is best suited to the proper-
ties of each integral operator. By discretizing the MFIE with a single-point integra-
tion rule augmented by a curvature correction term for diagonal elements of the mo-
ment matrix, and the EFIE with exact numerical integration of moment matrix ele-
ments, a third-order convergence rate for the CFIE scattering amplitude solution can
be achieved. The solution convergence rates can also be improved by making use of
higher-order basis functions.

4.4 SOLUTION ERROR FOR OTHER SMOOTH
SCATTERERS

For the EFIE, it could be demonstrated numerically that the solution error estimates
developed for the circular cylinder extend to other scatterer geometries. As might be
expected, the same observation holds for the MFIE and CFIE. Figures 4.3 and 4.4 show
error curves for the scatterers depicted in Figure 3.7. Reference solutions are generated
using a highly refined mesh, and used to generate the solution error results for coarser
meshes shown in the figures.

For all the scatterer geometries, solution convergence rates are the same as those ob-
tained analytically for the circular cylinder. The absolute error for the noncircular ge-
ometries, however, can be significantly larger. The sensitivity to geometry is strongest
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Figure 4.3: Relative current and backscattering amplitude errors for the MFIE with TM polarization
for the scatterers shown in Figure 3.7. (a) Ideal discretization. (b) Single-point quadrature rule with
curvature correction for moment matrix integrations. (c) Flat-facet mesh. Convergence rates are second,
third, and first order, for (a), (b), and (c), respectively. The single-point quadrature rule in (b) is a special
case discretization with unusually high accuracy. (©2005 IEEE [1].)

for the flat-facet mesh results in 4.3(c) and 4.4(c). This indicates that accuracy suffers
when highly curved scatterers are represented with a flat-facet geometrical approxi-
mation.

4.5 SUPERCONVERGENCE AND REGULARIZATION

Chapter 3 explained current and scattering accuracy in terms of projection and aliasing
errors. Projection error is associated with the low-order modeled modes of the scat-
tering problem that are well represented by the basis function expansion. High-order,
unmodeled modes that oscillate too rapidly to be modeled by the basis functions cause
aliasing error. The purpose here is to use these concepts to analyze in greater detail the
difference in the effect of projection error on MFIE accuracy relative to that observed
with the EFIE.

In the numerical scattering amplitude solution, projection error cancels for the TE-
EFIE and TM-EFIE, leaving only the error caused by aliasing of high-order eigen-
modes. Consequently, the rate of decay or growth of the high-order eigenvalues either
improves or degrades the scattering amplitude error. Since high-order eigenvalues are
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Figure 4.4: CFIE solution errors for the discretizations of Figure 4.3. Convergence rates are second, first,
and first order, respectively. Errors are given by the worst case of either the EFIE and MFIE. (©2005
IEEE [1].)

associated with the kernel singularity, aliasing error is determined by the degree of
singularity of the kernel. As observed in Section 3.2, the cancellation of the projec-
tion error is a manifestation of the variationality of the method of moments for the
numerical scattering amplitude computation. For the TM-MFIE and TE-MFIE with
low-order basis functions, the projection error does not cancel. The accuracy of the
scattering amplitude is much poorer than obtained with the EFIE, and is no better
than that obtained for the surface current solution. In this case, the numerical scatter-
ing amplitude is not superconvergent.

After developing a deeper insight into the reason for the lack of cancellation of the
projection error for the MFIE, we will use that understanding to develop a simple mod-
ification of the MFIE that overcomes this problem and improves the solution conver-
gence rate by as many as three orders [4].

4.5.1 Convergence Rates for EFIE and MFIE

To provide a context for understanding the poor accuracy of the discretized MFIE for
low-order basis functions, it is helpful to consider a sequence of discretizations with
increasing polynomial order for the TM-EFIE, TE-EFIE, and MFIE. Scattering ampli-
tude convergence rates for several different choices of testing and expansion functions
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with ideal discretizations (exact integration of moment matrix elements and a confor-
mal mesh) are given in Table 4.1. The testing and expansion functions are indicated
pictorially, along with their combined polynomial order in the first two rows of the
table.

Table 4.1: Scattering amplitude solution convergence rates for smooth scatterers with ideal moment
method discretizations [1,5]. The pair of symbols in the column headings indicate the testing function
and expansion functions, and h is the mesh discretization width. The shaded entries are irregular cases
as discussed in the text.

Basis functions (1 delta, mpulse, Ahat) | 1 1 | MR ort A | MAOrAM | AA
Combined polynomial order p + p’ -1 0 1 2

TM-EFIE scattering error W W’ h* h
TM/TE MFIE scattering error h? h? h* h*
TE-EFIE scattering error h? W’ h? W’

4.51.1 Regular Cases

For some of the discretizations in Table 4.1, particularly for higher-order expansion
and testing functions, the observed solution convergence rates can be explained using
the aliasing error defined in (3.18) as

1
E‘(Iz) = — Z Aq-{.sN T—q—sNFq+SN (448)

/\q s#0

This expression holds for all of the integral equations, with the substitution of the ap-
propriate operator eigenvalues A,. Except for the two lowest-order MFIE cases, the
projection error part of the spectral error cancels and the scattering amplitude error is
determined solely by the aliasing error. For the unshaded boxes in the table, the series
in (4.48) is rapidly convergent and can be approximated by the s = 1 term. In other
words, for these discretizations the first aliased mode is dominant and the others can
be neglected. Thus, we can predict solution convergence rates using simple order ar-
guments based on asymptotic approximation of the operator eigenvalue and Fourier
coefficients of the basis functions.

For the TM-EFIE with a discretization of order p + p’ = 0, the orders of the factors
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with respect to & in the s = 1 term of the spectral error are

inmk
¢ nmkea

q+N — IN
sin[n(1+¢q/N)] q
Tyyn=——————=-—~h
n(l+g/N) N
Foun~h

since N = 2nta/h. We have considered the case of pulse testing and expansion func-
tions. For point testing with triangle expansion functions, T, = 1and F,; ~ 1/¢?, so the
product of the orders and hence the overall solution convergence rate are the same.
From these order expressions, it can be seen that the third-order convergence of this
discretization is associated with the 1/q asymptotic falloff of the eigenvalue A, and the
1/4 falloff of the Fourier coeflicients of the testing and expansion functions.

For the MFIE with a discretization of order p + p’ = 2, the orders of the factors with
respect to h in the s = 1 term of the spectral error are

1
Aé\:—tN ~ E
sin[n(1+¢/N)]* .,
Tyen = | o2 b
n(l+q/N)
Fpn~h

These results hold for both the TE and TM polarizations. Combining the factors leads
to the error order estimate h*, which matches that given in Table 4.1 as well. For the
TE-EFIE and a discretization of order p + p’ = 2, we have

N -1
Ay~

Tyn ~ h?

Fgin ~ h?

which leads to the error order estimate h>.

As discussed in Section 4.1.1, the decay rate of the operator eigenvalues is associated
with the smoothness of the kernel, and the falloff of the expansion and testing Fourier
coeflicients is determined by the smoothness of the basis functions. These considera-
tions indicate that for the regular (unshaded) cases in Table 4.1, scattering amplitude
error is determined by the combined smoothness of the operator kernel and the test-
ing and expansion functions. The smoother the kernel and basis functions, the more
accurate the numerical solution, and the solution convergence rate is the sum of the
decay rates of the Fourier representations of the kernel and basis.
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In view of this, considering the TM-EFIE with an order p + p’ = 0 discretization
as an example, the convergence order argument can be applied even more simply by
inspecting the moment matrix element

1
Zon =5 f ds tw(s) L f, (4.49)

—— —~ —
O(k™') O(k™') O(k™")

and considering the indicated asymptotic decay rates of the Fourier representations
of each factor, for pulse expansion and testing functions. The Fourier transform of
a pulse function is the sinc function given in (2.58), and decays at a k" rate for large
spatial frequencies. The s = 1 term of the aliasing error (4.48) is essentially equivalent to
evaluating the Fourier transforms at twice the mesh Nyquist frequency kp,x given by
(2.63). Since kpax ~ 1/h, the O(k™3) total decay rate of the Fourier transforms in (4.49)
translates to an aliasing error of order h?, the same result obtained above (the leading
factor of h ™! in (4.49) combines with the integration over ds and does not contribute to
the convergence order argument). These arguments lead to a fundamental principle for
MoM error behavior: the convergence rate of the scattering amplitude for a smooth
scatterer with an ideal implementation of the moment method is determined by the
asymptotic decay rate of the product of the Fourier transforms of the expansion and
testing functions and the operator kernel.

Finally, we observe that for the regular cases, the improvement in solution accuracy
with increasing kernel smoothness has been observed in the literature. The increase
in solution error in the progression TM-EFIE — MFIE — TE-EFIE was observed for
all discretizations except the p = 0 case in [6], despite the differences between the
discretization schemes considered in that reference and those treated here. For 3D
scattering problems with low-order basis functions, a similar comparison with respect
to MFIE and EFIE scattering convergence rates has been reported [7, 8].

4.5.1.2 Irregular Cases

For the irregular (shaded) cases in Table 4.1, the order argument used above breaks
down. For the EFIE, the signs of the terms in the series (4.48) alternate in such a way
that the sum is smaller than might be expected. In some of the irregular cases, the se-
ries is not absolutely convergent, which can make the discretization unstable [9]. As
discussed in Section 3.4.2, pulse functions ostensibly do not provide sufficient conti-
nuity to evaluate the derivatives in the second term of (2.11). Due to a cancellation of
the field radiated by the delta function doublet charge distribution associated with a
pulse current, however, convergent results can be obtained. These discretizations may
not give meaningful results for irregular meshes.

For the two lowest-order MFIE discretizations in Table 4.1, the irregularity of
the solution convergence rate has a different cause—failure of the superconvergence
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property—which will be discussed in the next section.

4.5.2 Nonsuperconvergent Cases

For the two lowest-order MFIE cases with p + p’ = -1 and p + p’ = 0, the scattering
amplitude convergence rate is second order. Since this convergence rate is the same as
that of the current solution error, it follows that for the point/pulse and pulse/pulse dis-
cretizations, the moment method implementation is not superconvergent. In Section
4.1.7, the failure of the superconvergence property is linked to the identity operator in
the MFIE and the lack of cancellation of the projection error in (4.30) for low-order,
orthogonal basis functions.

We can provide another perspective on the failure of superconvergence for the MFIE
with low-order basis functions using the variational property of the method of mo-
ments. The first question is whether or not a variational principle exists for the MFIE.
While this topic has received very little attention in the literature, a functional and
transposed operator for the MFIE relative to the symmetric product have been ob-
tained [10]. The connection between the functional and the scattering amplitude is
clearest if the MFIE operator is modified to include a cross product with the scatterer
surface normal, so that (2.16) becomes

L) = H (4.50)
where HI™ is the tangential part of the incident magnetic field on the scatterer surface.

The adjoint problem is
LM, =E; (4.51)

where we have identified the unknown source as a magnetic current based on its units.
The adjoint operator is defined by

<f1, L:mf2> = (,CZf], f2) (452)
The functional (3.49) becomes
Ln(Jo My) = (ES, Jo) + (M, H™) — (M, L,]) (4.53)

The adjoint operator may be constructed explicitly if desired using the definition
(4.52). Following the derivation of (3.56), it can be shown that

AS = (AM, L, AJs) (4.54)

where we have dropped an unimportant constant factor.
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Figure 4.5: Spectrum for the Mie series electric current on a circular cylinder compared to the spectrum
of the MoM current solution for pulse expansion functions. The operator eigenvalues are also shown to
illustrate the windowing effect of the operator on the current solution.

We will first consider the case of the EFIE, in order to contrast the different behavior
observed with the MFIE. For the TM-EFIE, the scattering amplitude error is

AS = (AJ%, LAJ) (4.55)

As a continuous function, the current error in (4.55) is mostly associated with the ex-
pansion functions f,,. For low-order basis functions, the current error is discontinu-
ous, and from a spectral point of view, much of the solution error is contained in high
spatial frequencies associated with the discontinuity of the basis. For the TM-EFIE,
the integral operator £ is a smoothing operator. In the spatial domain, the smooth-
ing property of the TM-EFIE operator implies that while f,, may be discontinuous,
L f, is a continuous function of position. As a consequence, the operator £ suppresses
the interpolation error in AJ, and the variational error formula (A]J%, LA]) is smaller
than, say, (AJ%, AJ). This is represented in Figure 4.5. The operator eigenvalues decay
with mode number, which reduces the Fourier domain “sidelobes” of the current so-
lution at mode orders beyond +N/2. It can be argued that the smoothing property of
the operator increases the effective smoothness of the expansion functions when the
scattering amplitude is computed.

For the MFIE, the presence of the identity operator in the second-kind integral
equation leads to a different conclusion. In Figure 4.5, the operator spectrum of the
integral part M of the MFIE can be seen to decay rapidly with order, but the identity
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operator makes the eigenvalues of the MFIE approach a constant for large orders. For
the 2D TM-MFIE or TE-MFIE operators, (4.54) becomes

AS = L(AM, A]) + (AM, MA]) (4.56)

Without a smoothing operator in the first term of this expression, the spectral content
of AJ associated with the discontinuities of the expansion functions is not suppressed,
and the scattering amplitude error is larger than for the EFIE. This is reflected in the
lowest-order cases for the MFIE in Table 4.1.

Finally, it is interesting to observe that the treatment of [10] motivated a choice of
testing functions for the MFIE that effectively zeros out the identity term of the MFIE
operator. This is equivalent to discretizing the operator £,, in (4.50) with identical test-
ing and expansion functions, in which case the cross product with the surface normal
included in the operator causes the contribution of the identity term to the moment
matrix to vanish. The resulting linear system is ill-conditioned, but it can still be solved
in some cases using an iterative algorithm to yield accurate RCS solutions. This further
verifies that the identity operator is the cause of the failure of superconvergence for the
MFIE.

4.5.3 First- and Second-Kind Operators

Based on these arguments, it is clear that the underlying cause of the poor accuracy
for the nonsuperconvergent cases with second-order error in Table 4.1 is the iden-
tity operator in the MFIE. With the EFIE, both polarizations, one corresponding to a
smoothing operator and the other to an antismoothing operator, lead to cancellation
of the projection error and have better accuracy for the scattering amplitude. In spite
of this, it is misleading to view the differences between the MFIE and EFIE as merely
a consequence of first-kind versus second-kind operators.

From the illustration in Figure 4.5, it would seem that the TE-EFIE would have a
much larger scattering amplitude error, since the antismoothing operator with increas-
ing eigenvalues should amplify the sidelobes of the current solution. By the rigorous
analysis of Section 3.4, however, there is a cancellation in the sum over high-order
modes, and the relatively good accuracy reflected in Table 4.1 for the TE-EFIE is ob-
served in practice. As noted above, this cancellation is unstable and may not occur for
irregular meshes. These considerations highlight the subtleties associated with the ir-
regular cases in Table 4.1. Convergence rates can be better (TE-EFIE) or poorer (MFIE)
than expected based on simple operator smoothness arguments. If this spectral error
cancellation did not occur for the TE-EFIE, however, the larger error suggested by Fig-
ure 4.5 would indeed be observed, and error behaviors would be explainable in terms
of operator smoothness—not the formal first- or second-kind appearance of the inte-
gral equation.



96 Numerical Analysis for Electromagnetic Integral Equations

The reason that simple first-kind and second-kind arguments are dangerous here is
simply that the TE-EFIE is not a true first-kind integral equation, because the operator
N has a hypersingular kernel. Even the MFIE operator (or any other second-kind
operator) can be written in a first-kind form by using the Dirac delta function,

(§+M)]=/[%MP—P')+M(P,P’)]](P')dP' (4.57)

but because of the singularity of the delta function the operator is not of the first kind
in a rigorous sense.

A Detter classification of the operators is in terms of the asymptotic behavior of
the eigenvalues and the associated smoothing properties discussed in Section 4.1.1.
More abstract but ultimately equivalent is the Sobolev space classification in terms
of the difference in the smoothness classes of the operator domain and range spaces.
For the regular cases of Section 4.5.1.1, scattering amplitude error tracks this operator
smoothness index in a very simple way. With this as background, we now turn to
remedies for the poorer convergence of the MFIE at low orders.

4.5.4 Higher-Order Basis Functions

From Figure 4.5, it can be seen that one approach to reducing the scattering amplitude
error (4.56) is to choose basis functions that reduce the high spatial frequency content
of the current solution, so that the sidelobes in the figure are suppressed. This occurs
for smoother basis functions with a high polynomial order, as reflected by the p+p" =1
and p + p’ = 2 entries in Table 4.1 for the MFIE.

Returning to the first-kind and second-kind classification, the smoother basis func-
tions can be thought of as regularizing the delta function in the kernel of (4.57). With
the kernel effectively smoother, the modified MFIE behaves like a first-kind integral
equation and the cancellation of projection error observed for the EFIE occurs for
the MFIE. Analytically, the higher-order basis functions change the leading factor in
(4.22), causing the term containing the projection error Egl) to vanish from (4.30).

While the use of higher-order basis functions to improve accuracy with the MFIE
has been demonstrated in practice, we can also develop an alternative approach that
increases solution accuracy while retaining the simplicity of low-order basis functions.

4.5.5 High-Order Convergence with Low-Order Basis Functions

For low-order discretizations, the foregoing results point to the identity operator in
the MFIE as the culprit for poor accuracy. This is a surprising result, since the iden-
tity operator is easily discretized, requires trivial quadrature for integration in mo-
ment matrix elements, and discretizes to a well-conditioned matrix. It has also been
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observed that there is a correlation between operator smoothing properties and solu-
tion error, with the more strongly smoothing cases in Section 4.5.1.1 corresponding to
higher accuracy. In Section 4.5.4, it is argued that for high-order basis functions, the
effective delta function kernel in the MFIE singularity is tempered by the basis func-
tions, and the MFIE effectively becomes a strongly smoothing operator. This leads to
a cancellation of eigenfunction projection error in the scattering amplitude and im-
proved solution accuracy.

For low-order basis functions, which do not have a sufficient smoothing effect on the
operator to provide high accuracy, one could instead regularize the delta function in
(4.57) by replacing it with a generating function, so that §(p, p’) - D(p, p'), where D
becomes a delta function as some parameter (in this case, the mesh size h) goes to zero.
Under this substitution, the kernel of (4.57) becomes smoother, the MFIE becomes a
true first-kind integral equation, and an accurate scattering amplitude solution can
be obtained even for low-order discretizations. The MFIE scattering error would then
depend on aliasing error only, which is very small due to the 1/g> eigenvalue falloff rate
of the strongly smoothing operator M. Since this replacement reduces the effective
singularity of the kernel associated with the identity operator in the MFIE, we refer to
this approach as regularization of the identity [4,11].

The key to making the substitution § — D is to ensure that the error introduced
by this substitution does not outweigh the benefits of projection error cancellation. To
derive a form for the smoothed delta function, it suffices to consider only the identity
part of the integral equation, which is

1 .
E] = Hin® (4.58)

We assume that D has a Fourier series representation of the form

D(p,p') = Dge /11 (4.59)
q

where ¢ is a parameter for a closed scatterer surface such that p() maps the interval
0 < t < 2m to the scatterer contour. Following the manipulations of this and previous
chapters, the eigenvalues of the moment matrix generated by discretizing (4.58) are
given by )
Aq = Z Dq+sN T—q—sNFq+5N (4-60)
N

The approximate current and scattering amplitude solutions for the identity equation
can then be computed as before, yielding the “scattering amplitude” error

M] (4.61)

q+sN

AS = 2 Z(_I)SA;BqHN [5so -
q s
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Figure 4.6: TM-MFIE MoM scattering amplitude error for nine smooth scatterers in Figure 3.7. The er-
ror curves that decay as h? were generated from the unregularized MFIE. The error with the regularized
MFIE decay as h°. TE results are similar. Regularization leads to a three-order-of-magnitude improve-
ment in accuracy. (©2005 IEEE [4].)

where A, and B, are the Fourier coefficients of the incident and scattered plane wave
fields.

The leading-order behavior of AS is determined by the s = 0 terms of (4.61), which
include the factor

F,T- FyoonT g
1- =270 (D, —1) 2= . Y Dy~ Aol (4.62)
Aq Aq s*0 Aq+sN

We can force (4.62) to zero by taking D, = 1 for the N lowest-order modes and 0 oth-
erwise. This gives a very small AS, which now comprises only the high-order terms
(s # 0) in (4.61). Evaluating (4.59) gives an explicit expression for the regularized iden-
tity kernel,

- lsin%(t— t')

i e iEt=t) (4.63)
Csin g (t-t')

D(p.p")
where C is the circumference of the cylinder. This is a periodic sinc function with
height 1/h and main lobe width 2h, centered at p = p’.

The effect of regularization is to filter out the high frequency content in the delta
function associated with the identity operator. This increase in operator smoothness
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compensates for the lack of smoothness of low-order basis functions. In the scattering
amplitude computation, this filtering suppresses the error in the high spatial frequency
components of the current solution. Returning to Figure 4.5, the current solution still
has sidelobes due to the discontinuous expansion functions, but the operator now has
a windowed spectrum that suppresses the sidelobes in the scattering amplitude error
(4.54).

Figure 4.6 shows numerical solution error for the point/pulse discretization and a
32-point, Euler quadrature rule. The scattering bodies considered are the same shown
in Figure 3.7. Both regularized and unregularized identity operators were used. The
unregularized solutions converge as h?, whereas the regularized solutions converge as
h’. Results are similar for the TE polarization. These results demonstrate that regu-
larization leads to an improvement in the solution accuracy by three orders of mag-
nitude, without requiring the use of high-order basis functions. The regularization
method can also be applied to the EFIE [12] as well as three-dimensional scattering
problems [11].

4.6 SUMMARY

If the MFIE is discretized using low-order basis functions, both the current and scat-
tering amplitude solutions converge at a second-order rate. This is in contrast to the
EFIE, for which third-order convergence of the scattering amplitude can be realized
using accurate integration of moment matrix elements and an exact geometrical model
for the scatterer. We have linked the poorer convergence of the MFIE to the identity
operator. Even though the identity operator is trivial to discretize for orthogonal ba-
sis functions, in its effect on solution error the identity operator behaves as if it were
an integral operator with a singular kernel. The scattering amplitude solution conver-
gence rate can be improved by using higher-order basis functions. To obtain increased
accuracy for the MFIE with low-order basis functions, regularization of the identity
operator can be employed.

We have also seen that solution error for the CFIE is related in a simple way to the
accuracy of the EFIE and MFIE. The CFIE solution is dominated by the larger of the
EFIE and MFIE errors. With regularization, MFIE solution accuracy can be improved
to better than that of the EFIE, allowing accurate CFIE results to be obtained using
the same low-order basis functions for both the electric and magnetic field parts of
the combined formulation.

Perhaps of greatest significance, we have shown that for discretizations that are reg-
ular in the sense of Section 4.5.1.1, the scattering amplitude error for a smooth scat-
terer with an ideal discretization can be predicted with a simple convergence order
argument based on the asymptotic decay rates of the Fourier transforms of the oper-
ator kernel and basis functions. We will return to this for 3D scattering problems in
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Chapter 7. Despite the mathematical complexity of the spectral error analysis for 3D
problems, the simple convergence order argument developed here for 2D problems
can be readily applied to understand and predict solution errors to the more general
case of vector integral equations in three-dimensional space.
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Chapter 5

Geometrical Singularities and the Flat Strip

In previous chapters, we have restricted attention to smooth scatterers. It is well known
that geometrical singularities such as edges and corners can induce a singular behav-
ior for the surface current that is not well modeled by polynomial basis functions and
reduces solution accuracy considerably. In this chapter, we will treat the problem of
edge current singularities using the flat conducting strip as a canonical scatterer ge-
ometry. We will then consider wedge geometries with the flat strip being an extreme
limiting case.

In order to develop a complete error estimate for the flat strip, we will first con-
sider error on the “interior” part of the strip away from edges, and then we will add
the error contribution due to current singularities at the edges. Along the way, while
treating the interior part of the strip, some results not discussed in previous chapters,
such as a magic “1/3” discretization, will be presented. Unlike the case of smooth scat-
terers, for which the solution convergence rate is strongly dependent on the integral
equation formulation, error due to current singularities is determined primarily by the
approximation of the singular current using discrete basis functions. We will find that
edge and corner errors lead to a dominant error contribution with a slower asymptotic
falloff with respect to mesh density than error due to smooth portions of the geometry.

5.1 FLAT STRIP INTERIOR ERROR, TM-EFIE

For a flat conducting strip, the EFIE operator is nonnormal, which means that the
eigenfunctions do not form an orthogonal basis for the domain of the operator. Phys-
ically, this occurs because Fourier-type oscillatory modes on the scatterer are coupled
by edge diffraction and the associated current singularities at the scatterer ends. As
with a nonnormal matrix, an orthogonal basis can be constructed from the opera-
tor eigenfunctions together with a finite number of adjoint functions for each eigen-
value [1], but the operator does not have a simple spectral decomposition analogous

101
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to (4.2) for the circular cylinder.

The nonnormality of the EFIE operator prevents direct application of the modal
analysis of previous chapters to the flat strip. One approach to overcoming this diffi-
culty is the use of the static decomposition (1.3), which amounts to approximating the
integral operator by its static limit and determining the solution error from the sim-
pler case of the self-adjoint integral operator relating surface charges to electrostatic
fields. The limitations of this approach are discussed in Chapter 1. For high frequen-
cies or scatterers with large electrical size, the static limit fails to capture all the relevant
physics, and consequently the resulting moment method solution error estimates are
inadequate.

To improve on the self-adjoint operator decomposition (1.3), we will employ a de-
composition of the form of (1.4), in which H is a normal operator and R is a non-
normal perturbation. In this work, the operator H corresponds to the high-frequency
limit of the EFIE operator £ and is closely related to the physical optics approximation.
We will show that R is small enough that the eigenvalues of the normal part H pro-
vide spectral estimates for the integral operator £ and its matrix discretization using
the method of moments. This allows the spectral error concepts developed in Chap-
ters 3 and 4 to be applied for the flat strip by approximating the nonnormal operator
L with the normal operator H.

Although it captures more information about error behaviors than the static limit,
the normal operator approximation still has its limits. Physical information about edge
diffraction is contained in the operator R, so solution error estimates based on /{ do
not reflect error associated with current singularities at the scatterer edges. Error due
to edge singularities must be treated separately and added to the solution error for the
interior of the strip away from the scatterer edges.

5.1.1 Normal Operator Approximation

To develop a normal approximation for the operator £, we will work with its infinite-
dimensional Fourier representation, for which the matrix elements are given by

Ly = d‘1<e—jﬁqkox’ Ee—jﬁrkox) (5.1)

where d is the width of the strip and (-, -) is the L? inner product. The normalized
spatial frequency f, is defined by 8, = /D, g = 0, £1, £2, ..., where D = d/A is the
size of the strip in wavelengths. Unlike the circular cylinder, the Fourier representation
is not diagonal, because the functions e ~/P1¥0* are not eigenfunctions of the operator.
The Fourier modes are approximate eigenfunctions, however, and L, is strongly diag-
onal. We will take the normal operator H to be the diagonal elements of L, so closed
form approximations for the diagonal elements are needed.

The kernel of the integral operator (2.8) can be represented in terms of a 1D Fourier
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transform as

—jkx(x—x') (52)

sty =5 [ JW

Inserting this in (5.1) and evaluating the integrals over the scatterer leads to

e [T BBl

—o \/1-p2  B=Pq B =B
where f8 = k, /ko.

We now wish to estimate the integral in (5.3) asymptotically as D — oo. For q = r,
(5.3) becomes

sin [nD(B - B4)] } (5.4)

ton= 505 . W{ [

For large D, the squared sinc function in the integrand is narrow enough that it ap-
proaches a delta function, and we can make the approximation

L = {sin[nD(/s—/sq>1}2
2m2D, /1- 2 /m d B - Bq

- (5.5)

2/1- B2

More rigorously, in [2], the asymptotic expansion

I n n » ﬂqln(_jﬁq"'\/l_ﬁé) D71
9

2,/1-p2 2m(1-BY) 1-p2

+0(D™?), Do (5.6)

is obtained. The first term is the limiting value for scattering by an infinite conducting
plane, and higher-order terms represent the effect of diffraction by the edges of the
strip. This expression is related to the physical theory of diffraction (PTD) for scatter-
ing by a conducting strip.

Equation (5.6) breaks down if |3,| = 1. These values of B, correspond to surface
wave current modes with spatial frequency ko. The radiated fields for these modes
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travel parallel to the strip. For |8,] = 1, the asymptotic expansion becomes [2]

vy

Lgq ~ 3 (1+j)Dl/z+ﬁ(1—j)D_l/z
+6—Zz[j—7T\/§]D-1+o(D—3/2), D - oo (5.7)

As will be seen in Chapter 9, the surface wave mode determines the condition number
of the moment matrix.

These estimates for the diagonal elements L, provide the Fourier representation of
the approximate operator # in (1.4). The full matrix L, is equivalent to the operator
L, and H will be the main diagonal of Lg;. Since # is diagonal, it is by construction a
normal operator. It remains to show that nonnormal part of the operator, R = £ - H,
is sufficiently small that the numerical properties of the method of moments for the
flat strip can be determined using # rather than the exact operator L.

The infinite matrix representation L, is not diagonally dominant in the strict sense,
so the Gersgorin circle theorem cannot be applied to bound the eigenvalues near the
diagonal elements. The diagonal elements are large, however, and a somewhat weaker
theorem does provide a useful result. From the Bauer-Fike theorem [3], we have the
relative error bound

min 1L12 = Aal < |[HVPRHTV? (5.8)
1 |Lgq
where 1, is an eigenvalue of L. It can be shown [2] that the norm on the right of (5.8)
tends to a constant as D — oo, so that the diagonal elements L,, provide estimates
of the eigenvalues of £ with bounded error as D becomes large. Physically, the large
diagonal elements are associated with specular scattering from the strip, and the oft-
diagonal elements represent weaker bistatic scattering.

5.1.2 Discretized Operator Spectrum

We will now use the approximate operator # to study the accuracy of the method of
moments for the flat strip. As with the circular cylinder, we will first estimate the eigen-
values of the moment matrix to determine the spectral error caused by discretization.
The spectral error will then determine the current and scattering amplitude solution
errors.

We will define a mesh for the scatterer in terms of element center points x, = (n —
1/2)h - d/2, where the index n ranges from 1 to N and the total number of degrees
of freedom is N = d/h. The expansion and testing functions are of the form f,,(x) =
f(x—x,)and t,(x) = t(x - x,), with f(x) and #(x) given by (2.30).

Just as the Fourier modes in (5.1) are not eigenfunctions of £ for the flat strip, the
sampled Fourier modes v, = e~ 7koBaxm are not eigenvectors of the moment matrix Z.
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This is in contrast to the circular cylinder, for which both the continuous operator and
moment matrix are normal and have Fourier functions as eigenfunctions or eigenvec-
tors. Fortunately, in a way that is analogous to (5.8), the sampled plane wave modes
are approximate eigenvectors, so they can be used to obtain eigenvalue estimates.

Transforming the moment matrix using sampled plane wave or Fourier modes leads
to

. 1 X . .
Lqr:N Z eikoBaxm 7 o=ikoPrin (5.9)

m,n=1
We can view this as a unitary transformation that approximately diagonalizes the mo-
ment matrix. With 3, = q/D and D = d/A, the vectors e /*0fa*» form an orthogonal

basis. Since I:qr is strongly diagonal, the diagonal elements will provide eigenvalue es-
timates for the moment matrix.
By making use of (5.2), the moment matrix elements can be written as

e~ i2np(m=n)/ny T(-B)F(PB) (5.10)

Zmn Zn;t / \/ﬁ

where T(f) and F(f) are the Fourier transforms of the testing and expansion func-
tions #(x) and f(x), normalized by 1/h:

T(B) = % [ () dx (5.11)
F(B) = % [ () dx (5.12)

These definitions are essentially identical to (2.58), except that they are given in terms
of normalized spatial frequency f3 rather than k.
The transformed moment matrix representation can then be expressed as

g
b= 55 [ T B BB BTCHFP) G.13)

where
sin [rD(B - B4)]
sin [n(B - Bq)/m]

is a periodic sinc function or a scaled Dirichlet function. The task now is to approxi-
mate the integral in closed form.

The function By (3) approaches a periodic series of delta functions as D becomes
large. The delta functions are located at the zeros of the denominator of B,, which
occur at 45 = B4 +sny, s = 0,1, £2,.... The integral in (5.13) can be evaluated

(5.14)

By(B) =
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Figure 5.1: Spectrum of the moment matrix for the TM-EFIE for a flat strip, D = 20. Basis: point testing,
pulse expansion functions. Mesh: flat-facet, n) = 10. Moment matrix integration: exact. Pluses: com-
puted eigenvalues. Dots: eigenvalue estimates given by the normal operator approximation, (5.6) and
(5.7).

approximately by expanding the integrand about each of the maxima of By, which
leads to

I:qq = Z T(_ﬁq,s)F(ﬁq,s)Lq+sN,q+sNa D — oo (5.15)

This expression has the same form as (3.13) for the circular cylinder, except that it is
given in terms of eigenvalue estimates rather than exact operator eigenvalues.

Based on the same arguments as used in the previous section for the continuous
operator, the N eigenvalues of the moment matrix Z can be estimated by /A\q ~ Lygs
-N/2+1<q<N/2,or-(N-1)/2<q< (N -1)/2if N is odd. As discussed for the
cylinder in Section 3.1, the eigenvalues A, of £ with order |g| > N/2 are unmodeled
eigenvalues, and represent eigenfunctions with spatial frequency content beyond the
approximating power of the basis functions. For the unmodeled modes, the normal-
ized spatial frequency is
N ny

Fi>3p=73
and the spatial frequency ko3, is greater than the mesh Nyquist frequency (2.63).

Figure 5.1 compares the numerically computed spectrum of the moment matrix for

a strip of width 201 to the approximation iq ~ I:qq- It can be seen that there is a

(5.16)
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rather significant difference between the analytical approximation and the computed
eigenvalues, but as the goal here is error analysis, rather than an exact representation
of the operator, a rough eigenvalue estimate suffices.

It is interesting to consider the physical meaning of different parts of the operator
spectrum. The spectral estimates developed above amount to approximating the oper-
ator eigenfunctions as modes of the form e 7% where 8 is a dimensionless parame-
ter giving the spatial frequency of the mode. For high spatial frequencies (| 8| > 1), the
eigenvalues are approximately equal to j(#/2)//B? - 1. In Figure 5.1, these eigenval-
ues approach the origin from the positive imaginary axis. Since these modes radiate
evanescent fields, the real part of the eigenvalue is small. For the continuous operator
L, there are an infinite number of these imaginary eigenvalues with the origin as an
accumulation point. Global geometrical information is contained in the spectrum of
the low frequency modes only, since the behavior of the eigenvalues of high frequency
modes is independent of geometry, as can be seen by comparing Figures 5.1 and 3.1 for
the flat strip and cylinder.

The low-frequency modes (|3| < 1) have eigenvalues given by (#/2)//1— %, and
approach #/2 on the real axis for the DC mode (8 = 0). If the width of the strip were in-
finite, there would be no coupling between the low and high frequency modes, and the
eigenvalues would lie entirely on the real and imaginary axes. Due to edge diffraction,
the modes are coupled, and the two parts of the spectrum join to form a loop in the
complex plane. The surface wave mode (|f3| = 1) has the largest magnitude. Since the
eigenvalue is large, the amplitude of this mode in the current solution is suppressed.
For the TM-EFIE, the surface wave mode can be considered to be antiresonant. Since
the surface wave mode eigenvalue grows in magnitude with the electrical size D, it will
be seen in Chapter 9 that this mode causes an increase in moment matrix condition
number with electrical size.

The approximate eigenvalues Ly, are degenerate for +4, whereas the eigenvalues
Aq of L are distinct, since the nonnormal operator perturbation R removes the de-
generacy of the even and odd modes cos (kofB4x) and sin (kof4x). For this reason,
each eigenvalue estimate (dot) in Figure 5.1 represents a pair of computed eigenval-
ues (pluses). We will now use these eigenvalue estimates to analyze the spectral error
introduced by discretization.

5.1.3 Spectral Error

In the previous section, we developed spectral estimates for a normal approximation
to the continuous operator L, and a normal approximation of the moment matrix

I:qq. The eigenvalue shift AL, = I:qq — Ly, provides an estimate of the spectral error
AMg = iq - A4 introduced by discretization. From (5.15), the approximate relative
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spectral error Eg =~ ALgq/Lgq is

Eq(ny, a) ~ T(=B4)F(Bg) — 1+ jy /1—/3§ZM (5.17)

/32 _
s#0 95 1

where B, ¢ = B4 + sn,. In deriving this expression, we have retained only the leading
term in the asymptotic expansion of L,,.

Following the terminology introduced in Section 3.1.3, the first term,
T(-B4)F(B4) -1, is projection error due to inaccurate representation of the modeled
eigenfunctions (|34 < n,/2) by the expansion and testing functions. The second term
represents aliasing error due to the unmodeled modes of L. Since the unmodeled
modes are aliased by discretization to lower-order, modeled modes, the eigenvalues
of unmodeled modes perturb the eigenvalues of the moment matrix and cause an
additive spectral error term.

5.1.4 Spectral Error for Low-Order Basis Functions

We now specialize the treatment to the same piecewise polynomial basis functions
used to discretize the EFIE for the cylinder in Section 3.1.3. In this case, the window
function T'(~B)F(B) becomes s®(B), where

() sin (nf/ny)
(B) T

The basis order index b is defined in (3.26) to be p + p’ + 2, where p and p’ are the
polynomial orders of the testing and expansion functions, respectively.
Using (5.18) in (5.17), we obtain the spectral error

. sin® (nBq/n1) ~
P (v m)t
. Jv/1- B sin? (nBq/nr)

()"
ny nb %0 (Bg.s/m2)? (ﬂq,s/”)t)z_l/”ﬁ

For 1 < b < 3, the projection error is dominant for small 3,/n,. Expanding the first
term of (5.19) for large n, yields

(5.18)

(5.19)

202
0 B

B > (5.20)
g 6n;

for the projection error part of the total spectral error. This will determine the current
solution error away from the singularities at the edge of the strip. For the scattering
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amplitude, the projection error cancels due to the variational property of the method
of moments, and the aliasing error term with the summation over s determines the
scattering amplitude error, but only for the contribution to the total scattering ampli-
tude from the interior of the strip. The summation in the aliasing error term can be
evaluated approximately for large #,, leading to results essentially identical to those
obtained for the cylinder in (3.29) and (3.30) for pulse and triangle expansion func-
tions.

5.1.5 The Magic “1/3” Discretization

Surprisingly, by making use of the spectral error analysis given above, it can be shown
that accurate numerical results can be obtained using delta functions for both the ex-
pansion and testing basis sets. The order parameter for this discretization is b = 0.
To avoid the singularity of the kernel, the testing and expansion functions cannot be
located at the same points. We shift the testing functions symmetrically about each
mesh element midpoint, so that t(x) = hé(x + ah/2)/2 + hé(x — ah/2) /2, where a is
a parameter that adjusts the separation between the two delta functions. The expan-
sion function is f(x) = hd(x). The factor of h is included so that the delta functions
have the same weight as the pulse and triangle functions.
Using the Fourier shift theorem, for the two delta testing functions T(f)

cos(mfBq/ny). For the expansion function, F(f) = 1. The spectral error is

g,0 = cos(mBg/ny) =1+ jy/1- 2 Y — cos (Wy.s/m) /1) (5.21)

s#0 "qs 1

Expanding both terms to second order for small 3,/n, and evaluating the sum over s

leads to 3
o [j’q 2j

- — 5.22
2n% 5n3 (5:22)

Ego= _H In[2sin (ta/2)] -
n

For a = 0, the leading term is infinite, which corresponds to divergence of the diagonal
elements of the moment matrix when the testing and expansion points are the same.
For a # 0, the leading term has order n}", which means that the numerical solution
converges, but at a very slow rate.

While first-order convergence for delta expansion and testing functions is interest-
ing, for a particular choice of the shift parameter, solution accuracy is even better. If
« =1/3, theleading term of E, o vanishes, and the error becomes considerably smaller.
This special choice of basis yields a solution accuracy that is as good as combinations
of pulse and triangle functions, with the significant advantage that numerical integra-
tion of moment matrix is not required—only evaluation of the kernel at the locations
of the delta testing and expansion functions. It would be of great interest if a similar
discretization could be developed for 3D scattering problems.
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5.1.6 Quadrature Error

The above treatment assumed an ideal discretization and exact integration of moment
matrix elements. The use of numerical quadrature to evaluate the integrals leads to
an additional aliasing error component. Following the treatment in Section 3.3.1, we
employ the M-point integration rule

/2 M
f_z/z dx f(x) = Z::lf(f")wn (5.23)

The function F(8) appearing in (5.13) is replaced by

M
Fu(B) = 5 22 waf (E2)e0% (5:24)

T(f) is modified similarly if quadrature is used for the testing integration.

The midpoint integration rule is given by w, = § = h/M and &, = (n —1/2)8 -
h/2. With this integration rule and the pulse expansion function, Fj(8) becomes the
periodic sinc function

sin (nB/m)

Msin [n3/(Mn,)]

This function has maxima at § = sMn, fors = 0, 1, £2, .. .. Inserting Fjs () in (5.17),
expanding about the maxima, and evaluating the resulting sum over s leads to the
spectral error

Fu(B) = (5.25)

j2In2
Ml’l,\

Since A4 ~ /2 for small g, this result is equivalent to (3.61). While this result was
derived for pulse expansion functions, the order of the quadrature error is the same for
other basis functions. Since this represents an additive aliasing error contribution that
is larger in magnitude than the projection error, the superconvergence of the method
of moments is destroyed by quadrature, as was found in Section 3.3.1 for the circular
cylinder.

Eq,l,M &~ — (526)

5.1.7 Current Solution Error

The current solution is singular at the edges of the strip, and for the TM polarization
the singularity is not square integrable. While the main goal in this chapter is to un-
derstand the effect of numerical solution error near scatterer edges, we first need to
understand the solution error for the interior of the strip, away from the edges.

We will refer to the interior region of the scatterer as C. This represents the scatterer
with segments on the order of a wavelength in size removed at the edges. We will
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assume the scatterer is electrically large enough that the width of the interior region
can be taken to be d. The current is bounded on C, so the L> norm and RMS value are
finite and can be used to quantify the solution error.

We have seen that a Fourier function or plane wave type mode is an approximate
eigenfunction of £, and that a sampled plane wave mode is an approximate eigenvector
of the moment matrix. Likewise, if the incident field is a plane wave, then the right-
hand side of the linear system (2.27) is

Vi=ht / t,(x)eikocos " iy
=h / t(x — x, ) e/ P> dx
= elkoPrn T (B) (5.27)

where 8 = cos ¢ To simplify the treatment, we will assume that the angle of in-
cidence is such that cos ¢'" = f8, for some g. In this case, the right-hand side is an
approximate eigenvector of the same form as the transformation used in (5.9).

The eigenvalues of the moment matrix are estimated by ﬁqq in (5.15), from which
it follows that the eigenvalues of Z™! are approximately Ii;;. Since (5.27) is an approx-
imate eigenvector of the moment matrix, the surface current solution vector can be
estimated as

I, = Ly T(By) el ofoxr (5.28)
which is similar to the physical optics approximation for the current solution, except
that the amplitude of the physical optics current mode includes discretization error.
This result implies that solution error for a flat scatterer surface is dominated by error
in the physical optics mode.

The relative current solution error is

H]‘ ]”RMS(C‘) N

Lag —LagT(Bq)

(5.29)
qu

H]HRMS(C')

where RMS(C) denotes the norm defined in (2.51) for the interior part of the strip with
small regions near the strip edges omitted from the error computation. By making use
of the definition of E ;, and assuming that the spectral error is small, the relative RMS
error becomes

Errpys(cy  [Eqp +1- T(Bg)] (5.30)
Since T(f4) = T(-PB4) for symmetric testing functions, the term 1- T(3,) eliminates
the smoothing error due to the testing functions and reduces the smoothing error term
of (5.17) to approximately F(3,) —1. If the testing functions are delta functions located
at the node points x,, then T(f,) = 1and the current error is

Errpmscey = [F(B) -1 (5.31)
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Figure 5.2: Relative RMS current error for a plane wave incident at an angle of ¢!"° = cos™  on a
flat PEC strip. Integral equation: EFIE. Polarization: TM. Scatterer: flat strip, width d = 10 . Mesh:
flat-facet, n, = 10. Error is computed over 81 interior region of the strip (edge singularities excluded).
Diamonds: b = 0 (“1/3” discretization). Pluses: b = 1 (point testing, pulse expansion functions, single-
point integration rule). Circles: b = 1 (point testing, pulse expansion functions, high-order integration
rule). Squares: b = 2 (point testing, triangle expansion functions). Solid lines: theoretical estimate (5.31)
and the single-point integration rule estimate from (3.64). (©John Wiley & Sons [2].)

where we have dropped the subscript g on  with the understanding that 8 = cos ¢'*°,
and we have assumed an ideal discretization, so the aliasing error is small and can be
neglected.

For piecewise polynomial expansion functions of order p’, using (5.18) this becomes

M]M 1 (5.32)

Errgpsey = [
© np[n,
For pulse expansion functions, p’ = 0, and the relative RMS current solution error is

T[Z C082 ¢1nc

(5.33)
2
611)L

Errppmscey =

which is identical to (2.68) with k = ko cos ¢'". This result shows that the current solu-
tion error is second order in 1}, with the error caused by edge singularities excluded.
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Figure 5.3: Relative RMS current error as a function of discretization density for a plane wave incident
at an angle of ¢'"° = 11/4. Integral equation: EFIE. Polarization: TM. Scatterer: flat strip, width d = 10 A.
Error is computed over 81 interior region of the strip (edge singularities excluded). Diamonds: b = 0
(“1/3” discretization). Pluses: b = 1 (point testing, pulse expansion functions, single-point integration
rule). Circles: b = 1 (point testing, pulse expansion functions, high-order integration rule). Squares:
b = 2 (point testing, triangle expansion functions). Solid lines: theoretical estimate (5.31) and the single-
point integration rule estimate from (3.64). (©John Wiley & Sons [2].)

Figure 5.2 shows the relative RMS current error on the interior of a flat strip for a
plane wave incident field as a function of the angle of incidence. The discretization
density is fixed at n, = 10. A reference solution is obtained using a discretization den-
sity of n) = 100 with geometrical h-refinement near the edges of the strip. It can be
seen that the single current mode approximation used in (5.28) leads to an accurate
solution error estimate. For most of the discretizations, the error is smallest for broad-
side incidence, because the physical optics component of the current is constant along
the scatterer surface and the projection error vanishes for a constant (DC) mode.

Figure 5.3 shows the relative RMS current error on the interior of the strip for a
fixed incidence angle as a function of discretization density. The reference solution is
obtained using a discretization density of n) = 140 with geometrical h-refinement at
the edges of the strip. The error is asymptotically first order in n}' for the b = 1 case
with a single-point integration rule, as predicted by (5.26). The error is second order
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for the other discretization schemes with high-order moment matrix integration rules.

5.1.8 Scattering Amplitude Error

The scattered field used in the computation of the scattering amplitude according to
(2.45) is a plane wave traveling away from the scatterer at some angle ¢*“*. By applying
the derivation of (5.27) to (2.46), the discretized scattered plane wave has elements
given by

VS = e TkoPrE(B) (5.34)

where f3 = cos $°°*. To simplify the treatment, we will consider the specular scattering
amplitude, for which ¢°* = 1t — ¢'°. In this case, cos ¢** = — cos ¢**, and VS = V..

Since V;$ and V! are approximate eigenvectors of the moment matrix, in the first-
order scattering approximation, the numerical solution for the specular scattering am-
plitude due to the interior of the strip is

SECALTN

S (5.35)
Ag
From this approximation, we obtain the relative error
S -3 )
—— ~|E 5.36

where E;z) is the second term (aliasing error) of (5.17) and S is the exact scattering am-
plitude. As with the circular cylinder, due to the variational property of the method of
moments, the smoothing error does not contribute to the error in the scattering ampli-
tude. We will defer numerical results for the scattering amplitude error until the edge
current singularity contribution has been analyzed in Section 5.3 and can be combined
with (5.36) to obtain a scattering amplitude error estimate for the full strip including
edge effects.

5.2 FLAT STRIP INTERIOR ERROR, TE-EFIE

As in the TM case, N can be decomposed into a normal approximation H and a non-
normal perturbation R = N — H. The normal approximation will be the diagonal part
of a Fourier representation N, of the TE-EFIE operator \. The diagonal elements
N4 provide approximations to the eigenvalues of A" and will be used to analyze the
error of method of moments solutions.
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For the TE polarization, currents vanish at the edges of the strip. Accordingly, we
employ sine and cosine functions rather than the complex exponentials in (5.1) to ob-
tain a normal operator approximation. The Fourier representation of the TE-EFIE op-
erator is

Ny, =d " cqer (cos (Bgkox), N cos (B kox)) (5.37)

for even g and r. For odd g or r, the corresponding cosine function is replaced by a
sine function. ¢, is a normalization constant such that the transformation from the
continuous operator to the Fourier representation is unitary, and we have redefined
B4 to be g/(2D). While the sine and cosine functions do not vanish at the strip edges
with the same asymptotic behavior as the current solution, more accurate results are
obtained than if the Fourier functions used in (5.37) were nonzero at the edges.

For the even modes, the diagonal elements are

1 ~ in> - 32 ! - !
s | 4B s’ (DENI=F [(ﬁ—w B-Fa)(B+By)

For the odd modes, sin? (nDJ) is replaced by cos? (nDJ) in this expression. In [2],
the expansion

Ngq =

(5.38)

n\/1- P2 In(-jB,; ++/1- 2
e el ) D'+ 0(D?), D oo

N‘M 2
2o Ba/L-F;

is derived for 8, # 1. This result is valid for both odd and even modes. For 3, =1,

n2(

1— .
7) DV2 4 ﬂD‘l + O(D_3/2), D — o (5.40)
21 2

(5.39)

Ngq ~

Since f3 = 1 corresponds to the surface wave mode with spatial frequency ko, this is an
approximation to the self-interaction of the surface wave mode.

From (5.39) and (5.40), it can be seen that up to a factor of #/4, the spectrum of
the EFIE for the TE polarization is approximately the inverse of the spectrum of the
TM-EFIE. This is related to the fact that the product of the two operators is a compact
perturbation of the identity [4] and the Calderon identities associated with the integral
operators of electromagnetics [5].

A numerical example of the spectrum of the TE-EFIE moment matrix for a flat
strip is shown in Figure 5.4. Computed eigenvalues are compared to the spectral es-
timates (5.39) and (5.40). Starting with the zero spatial frequency or DC mode, the
spectrum begins at #/2 on the real axis, which is the value of (5.39) for 3, = 0. As
the modal spatial frequency increases, the eigenvalues move along the real axis with
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Figure 5.4: Spectrum of the moment matrix for the TE-EFIE for a flat strip, D = 10. Basis: point testing,
pulse expansion functions. Mesh: flat-facet, n) = 10. Moment matrix integration: exact. Pluses: com-
puted eigenvalues. Dots: eigenvalue estimates given by the normal operator approximation, (5.39) and
(5.40).

increasing negative imaginary part. The eigenvalue of the surface wave mode given
by (5.40) is closest to the origin. Modes with spatial frequency greater than k, have
eigenvalues with very large magnitude along the negative imaginary axis. The increas-
ing magnitude of the eigenvalues of highly oscillatory modes is a manifestation of the
antismoothing or differentiating property of the TE-EFIE.

5.2.1 Discretized Operator Spectrum

Now that we have eigenvalue estimates for the continuous operator, we will develop
estimates of the moment matrix eigenvalues, in order to determine the spectral error
caused by operator discretization. The moment matrix elements for the TE-EFIE can
be expressed as

Zun =L [T apfi= e (- p)F(B) (5.41)

- 21’1)L

where T(f) and F(3) are Fourier transforms of the testing and expansion functions
as before.
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To transform the moment matrix to a strongly diagonal matrix from which eigen-
value estimates can be obtained, we use a discrete version of the unitary transformation
in (5.37). Applying this transformation to (5.41) leads to a matrix with elements

Ny = == [~ dp\i= BB, ()B(B)T(-B)F(B) (5.42)

2
2nyD
The function By () in this expression is

sin [nD(B - Bq)]
sin [1(B ~ Bg)/m]

sin [tD(f + f4)]

sin (1B + ) /m] G4

_ (—l)q

By(B) = C; [

where c; is a normalization constant. The diagonal elements of N, qr Will provide eigen-
value estimates for the moment matrix.
5.2.2 Spectral Error

Using the estimates obtained above for the TE-EFIE operator eigenvalues and the mo-
ment matrix eigenvalues, the relative spectral error can be estimated as

E; = ~ (5.44)

Since By(f3) is a combination of Dirichlet functions, the integrand of (5.42) is peri-
odic in . By expanding the integrand at each peak of B, (3), an approximation for the
integral in (5.42) can be obtained. Following the derivation of (5.19) for the TM polar-
ization, the relative spectral error for piecewise polynomial basis functions obtained
from this procedure is

Eqo = T(-B)F(By) ~1- —L—= S T(-o ) F B[P -1 (5.45)

\/l—ﬁé s#0

where B, ¢ = 84 + sn,. This expression is similar to (5.17) for the TM case.

For point testing and pulse expansion functions (b = 0), the spectral error is nearly
the same as that obtained in Section 3.4.2 for the circular cylinder. Because the TE-
EFIE operator includes derivatives, one might expect that triangle expansion func-
tions would be required to obtain meaningful results. As noted in Chapter 3, the se-
ries in (5.45) is not absolutely convergent, which is associated with instability of the
discretization. If the testing points are not located exactly in the centers of the pulse
expansion functions, the solution does not converge.
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For point testing and triangle expansion functions or pulse testing and expansion
functions (b = 1), the diagonal elements of the moment matrix diverge. In this case, the
shifted symmetric testing approach of Section 5.1.5 can be used to obtain an accurate
solution [2].

The lowest-order discretization for the TE polarization for which the series in (5.45)
is absolutely convergent is pulse testing with triangle expansion functions (b = 3).
For this choice of basis, the Fourier transforms of the testing and expansion functions
decay as q~>. Since the eigenvalues of the TE-EFIE operator increase as g, the terms in
the series in (5.45) fall off as g2, which means that the series is absolutely convergent
and the discretization is stable with respect to variations in the locations of the testing
and expansion functions. The spectral error for that flat strip is similar to (3.76), with
a second-order projection error term and a third-order aliasing error contribution.

5.2.3 Current Solution Error

Unlike the TM polarization, for the TE case the L* norm of the current solution exists
over the entire strip, since the current is finite as long as there are no sources located
on the strip itself. The current is singular, but the singularity is weaker than for the TM
polarization and has the form J;(x) ~ x'/2, x - 0 near the edges of the strip.

Although the current is finite for the TE polarization, the single-mode approxima-
tion of Section 5.1.7 for the TM polarization is not valid. Because the eigenvalue of the
surface wave mode is small for the TE polarization, the amplitude of the corresponding
component in the current solution is amplified by inversion of the TE-EFIE operator.
As a result, the TE polarization has a strong surface wave mode. The amplitudes of
modes with spatial frequencies near kg are larger relative to the dominant physical
optics mode than is the case for the TM polarization, and these modes influence the
current solution error.

Since the leading projection error component of the spectral error (5.45) is second
order for low-order polynomial basis functions, the current error for all modes is sec-
ond order, so the spectral error can still be used to obtain a reasonable current error
estimate, in spite of the strong surface wave mode. As for the circular cylinder, the
testing component of the projection error term of (5.45) cancels on a mode-by-mode
basis, and the current solution error for the physical optics mode is identical to (5.31)
for the TM polarization. For triangle expansion functions, the relative RMS current
solution error is
nz C082 ¢inc

(5.46)
3n3

Errpumscey =
Figure 5.5 shows the relative RMS current solution error, with small regions at the
edges of the strip omitted from the error computation to avoid the edge singularities of
the current. A reference solution is obtained using a discretization density of n; = 140
with geometrical h-refinement at the strip edges.
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Figure 5.5: RMS current solution error for a flat strip of width 20 A for the TE-EFIE. Discretization:
pulse testing and triangle expansion functions. Moment matrix element integrations: exact. Squares:
numerical results. Solid line: theoretical error estimate. Error is computed over the interior of the strip
with a one-wavelength region at each end of the strip excluded. (©2004 IEEE [6].)

5.2.4 Quadrature Error

For the point testing and pulse expansion (b = 0) and point testing with triangle ex-
pansion function (b = 1) discretizations, the contribution to the moment matrix ele-
ments of the hypersingular term in (2.11) can be evaluated analytically and numerical
integration is not needed for that term. The remaining term that must be integrated
numerically has the same kernel as for the TM polarization. For these lower-order dis-
cretizations, the error introduced by numerical quadrature is therefore the same as the
error given by (5.26) in the TM case for b < 1.

For b > 1, the hypersingular term requires numerical integration. As was shown
in Section 3.4.3, the spectral error can be reduced if the singularity of the integrand
is weakened by integrating by parts. After integration by parts, the moment matrix
elements are given by

N/ i(f j2nk(m-n)/ny B B w
Zmn = 2m, /,w JB ok T(-B)F(B) 2 (5.47)

where T'(8) and F’(B) are the Fourier transforms of the derivatives t'(x) and f'(x)
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of the testing and expansion functions, scaled by a factor of 1/h. The Fourier represen-
tation of the moment matrix is then

Gy = L [ 2E T'(-p)F'(B)
o= 35 [ B ®BAp) | TpEE) - SEE | 6

where the diagonal elements provide spectral estimates for the moment matrix.

As before, the effect of numerical integration on the moment matrix spectrum
can be taken into account in (5.48) by evaluating the integrals in the Fourier trans-
forms T(B), F(B), T'(f), and F’(B) of the testing and expansion functions and their
derivatives using the quadrature rule. For the discretization with smoothness index
b = 3 and an M-point integration rule with weights w, = § = h/M and abscissas
& =(n-1/2)8 - h/2, we have

sin (nf/n,)
M sin [nB/(Mn;)]
Fy(B) = cos [np/(Mny)] (Msj;ln[grgxr;\j[i)t)] )

Ty (k) = —2jh " sin (nf/ny)

;oo 2jsin® (nB/ny)
Fy (k) = ~ hMsin [nB/(Mn))]

Tu(B) =

The Fourier transforms of the derivatives of the basis functions are imaginary, because
the derivatives are odd functions.

The spectral error introduced by the quadrature rule can be approximated by ex-
panding the integrand of (5.48) around maxima at 8 = sMn, for s = +1,+2,... and
retaining the leading term for each s. This procedure leads to the spectral error con-
tribution

j (-1 [1- g3 (-1)*M]

R ) ()

For small 8, the summation can be evaluated analytically, and the resulting error
is identical to (5.26) for the TM polarization. From this, we can conclude that the
solution error caused by numerical integration for pulse testing and triangle expansion
functions is first order in n}', and that integration by parts makes the behavior of the
TE-EFIE with respect to numerical integration equivalent to that of the TM-EFIE.

Eg3.m (5.49)
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5.3 EDGE ERROR ANALYSIS

In the preceding sections, we analyzed the solution and scattering amplitude error
on the interior or smooth part of the scatterer, excluding the edge singularities of the
geometry. To complete the error analysis for the flat strip, we now study the error at
the edges of the strip caused by inaccurate representation of the current singularity.
We will treat the case of the TM polarization, since the singularity is strongest and
the edge effect has the greatest impact on the scattered fields. Since the current is not
square integrable near the edges, we will measure the solution error in terms of the
scattering amplitude.

By introducing the adjoint equation £%]* = E®, we can write the scattering ampli-
tude in variational form as [7, 8]

kor (E*,J){J", E')
S=r—rmr—F—FF—— (5.50)
4 (Je, L)

By substituting the approximate currents J=7J+AJand J% = J* + AJ?, the leading
scattering amplitude error is found to be

kol’]

as =~ =7 ((LA], AJ?) -

LEIE)

(E%,T)

which at least formally is second order in the solution errors AJ and AJ?. This ex-
pression provides a more convenient way to estimate scattering amplitude error than
(3.57), since the second term in (5.51) does not require that the operator £ be applied
to the solution error AJ. This approach relies on the result that the scattering ampli-
tude computed by (5.50) using a moment method solution for the current is identical
to that computed with the definition (2.44) [8].

The first-order error factor (AJ, E®) in (5.51) can be estimated by assuming the qua-
sioptimality of J in the sense of Section 1.3.4. For a piecewise constant expansion,

I(x) = Z](xn )f(x ~ Xn) (5.52)

where f(x) is the pulse function given by (2.30b), x,, = (n —1/2)h, and here x is the
distance from the edge of the strip. If the amplitude of the incident field is unity, then
by the results of Section 5.1, the amplitude of the current away from the edge is approx-
imately A;l, where q = D cos ¢'™°. The current at the edge can then be approximated
by

J(x) = A (x /)M (5.53)

By making use of this approximation, the first-order edge error can be estimated as

ny A
(A B = A0 3 e A=A /0 dx (x/0) V2 (5.54)
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It can be shown that

N
N2 (n-1/2)"?~2- N2, N> o

n=1

where ¢ = {(2)(1 - +/2) ~ 0.6. The integral on the right of (5.54) evaluates to 2). The
first-order error is finally

s — —1/2
(AJE®) ~0.6 Aj'An) (5.55)

which is of order h"/? with respect to the mesh element length.

We now assume that the first term on the right of (5.51) is on the order of the second
term or smaller, and that the solution error for the adjoint equation is similar to that
of the original integral equation. This leads to the edge error contribution

AS =[S =8| = (kon/4)0.2A, Any! (5.56)

This result indicates that the current error at the strip edges produces a first-order
scattering amplitude error contribution.

To combine the edge error (5.56) with the interior error (5.36), we must normalize
(5.56) by the magnitude of the scattering amplitude. Since this is not available in closed
form, we will use the specular scattering approximation

S = (kon/4) A (d +4))

Adding the two error contributions and assuming that d is large leads to the relative
specular scattering amplitude error estimate

S-S
% ~[E{) +0.4D7'n| (5.57)

For pulse expansion functions (b = 1), the error estimate becomes

s-$
% ~ |18 jnfiA,'ny’ +0.4D 7' ny| (5.58)

where Aq =~ (1/2)/y/1- B2 and B4 = cos @'n¢, The first term is the third-order er-

ror contribution from spectral aliasing error associated with the interior of the strip,
and the second term is a first-order error due to the edge singularities of the current
solution.

As the mesh is refined and #, becomes large, the first-order edge contribution
dominates the scattering amplitude error (5.57). For an electrically large scatterer, the
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Figure 5.6: Relative specular scattering amplitude error for a flat PEC strip of width 20 A for the TM-
EFIE. Incidence angle: ¢ = 7/4. Scattering angle: ¢*“® = 3m/4. Discretization: point testing, pulse
expansion. Circles: numerical results. Line: theoretical error estimate (5.57). (©2004 IEEE [6].)

scattering contribution from the interior part of the strip in the specular direction is
stronger than the edge diffraction. This accounts for the 1/D dependence in the second
term of (5.57). For nonspecular scattering directions, the scattering from the interior
of the strip is smaller, and error due to edge effects is more important.

Figure 5.6 compares the estimate (5.58) to the computed solution error for a flat
strip of length 201. A reference solution is obtain using a mesh density of n) = 200.
Figure 5.7 shows the theoretical error estimate (5.57) for several different discretiza-
tions, along with numerical results. It can be seen that the asymptotic error is first
order in n;’, regardless of the choice of basis functions or moment matrix integration
rule. From these results, it can be seen that unless moment matrix elements are not
integrated accurately and quadrature error is significant, edge current singularities are
the dominant error contribution. By the quasioptimality principle, edge error is more
sensitive to the choice of expansion functions than to the integral operator, so the first-
order error estimate extends to the TM-MFIE and TM-CFIE integral formulations.
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Figure 5.7: Relative specular scattering amplitude error for a flat PEC strip of width 10 A for the TM-EFIE.
Incidence angle: ¢1"° = 11/3. Scattering angle: ¢°°* = 21t/3. Diamonds: “1/3” discretization. Pluses: b = 1
(point testing, pulse expansion, single-point integration rule). Circles: b = 1 (point testing, pulse expan-
sion, high-order integration rule). Squares: b = 2 (point testing, triangle expansion). Lines: theoretical
error estimates.

5.4 WEDGES

The flat strip is an extreme case of a singular geometry for which the error due to
inaccurate modeling of the singular edge currents leads to a first-order and typically
dominant solution error contribution. We now wish to determine the solution error
for a less extreme geometrical singularity, the PEC wedge.

In order to avoid other geometrical singularities, the natural scatterer geometry for
this analysis is a conecircle, for which a wedge is joined in a smooth way to a circular
cylinder as shown in Figure 5.8. To obtain an error estimate for this scatterer, we will
combine the circular cylinder error estimate

S - 8| ~1.8n33 (5.59)

obtained from the results of Chapter 3 with an estimate for the error due to the singular
behavior of the surface current at the wedge tip.
The treatment of Section 5.3 can be readily applied to the case of a wedge by chang-



Geometrical Singularities and the Flat Strip 125

Figure 5.8: Geometry of the conecircle scatterer.

ing the singularity of the current solution in (5.53) to
J(x) ~x77 (5.60)

where y = 1 - 1/6 and 0 is the exterior angle of the wedge. The resulting scattering
amplitude error estimate is

S - S| ~1.8n7> + C(y) (koany )20V (5.61)

where C(y) = (1-y)(2Y =1){(y) and { is the Riemann zeta function.

The exponent of the wedge singularity error term in (5.61) ranges from -1 at 6 =
360°, where the conecircle collapses to a flat strip, to -2 at 6 = 180°, for which the
scatterer is a smooth circular cylinder. In the latter case, C(0) = 0, so that the error
estimate reduces to (5.59) as expected. Of note is the jump of the error from second
order to third order as the scatterer becomes smooth. This is related to the second-
order error due to flat mesh facets observed in Section 3.3.3.

The theoretical error estimate (5.61) is compared to numerical results for the
backscattering amplitude in Figure 5.9. Reference solutions are obtained using a mesh
density of ) = 1,000. It can be seen that there is good agreement between theory and
numerical results.

To illustrate that the same error trends hold for bistatic scattering, Figure 5.10 shows
numerical results for the maximum relative scattering width error over a range of
bistatic scattering angles. This error metric also compares well to the theoretical esti-
mate (5.61). Other error measures also behave similarly, including the scattering width
error at backscattering, the RMS scattering width error over a range of scattered angles,
and the RMS scattering width error in decibels.

5.5 SUMMARY

From the results developed in this chapter, it can be seen that geometrical singularities
lead to a significant solution error contribution. The total error consists of contribu-
tions from the smooth interior of the scatterer and the current singularities at edges
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Figure 5.9: Backscattering amplitude error for the conecircle geometry for several exterior wedge angles
(6 =360° isaflat strip and 6 = 180° is a circle). The distance from the circle center to the wedge tipis /2,
and the angle of incidence is ¢! = 60° relative to the scatterer horizontal axis. Integral equation: EFIE.
Polarization: TM. Mesh: curved facets, varying mesh density n,. Discretization: point testing and pulse
expansion functions. Circles: numerical results. Lines: theoretical error estimate. (©2004 IEEE [6].)

or corners. For far field quantities, the error due to edge effects for a flat strip with the
TM polarization is first order in the mesh element width. For conducting wedges, the
asymptotic error falloff rate decreases in proportion to the exterior angle of the wedge,
so that the sharper the wedge, the larger the solution error at a given mesh density. At
a mesh density of ten points per wavelength, relative error can range from worse than
10% for a sharp wedge to much better than 1% for a wedge with larger interior angle.
For electrically large scatterers, the contribution to far fields from smooth, flat re-
gions of the scatterer may dominate diffracted fields from isolated geometrical singu-
larities, so that error with respect to mesh density is initially smaller and converges
more rapidly. As the mesh is refined, eventually the error contribution from the sin-
gularities will become dominant and the solution convergence rate reduces to a slower
asymptotic value determined by the sharpness of the geometrical singularity.
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Figure 5.10: Maximum relative bistatic scattering width error over 31 equally spaced scattering angles for
the same scatterer and method of moments implementation as in Figure 5.9. (©2004 IEEE [6].)
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Chapter 6

Resonant Structures

Resonance is a wave phenomenon associated with stored electromagnetic energy. Res-
onance can be characterized generally in terms of radiated power relative to the stored
energy per period at a given frequency. A system with a high-quality factor (high-Q)
resonance stores a large amount of energy while radiating only a small portion to the
environment. For time harmonic problems, the system is assumed to be at a steady
state, so the field solution represents a balance between supplied and radiated power.
A three-dimensional structure has an infinite number of resonances, and so can be
thought of as a combination of an infinite number of LCR circuits, each with its own
resonant frequency and quality factor.

For exterior scattering from a PEC body, the scatterer is impenetrable and power is
not coupled into internal cavities, so the interior of a hollow, closed scatterer has no
physical impact on the external scattering behavior of the object. As far as the impact
of resonance on a numerical method, however, internal resonances can affect solution
accuracy significantly. For a conducting scatterer, an internal resonance is associated
with a fictitious closed cavity resonator having the same shape as the scatterer. An
internal resonance is nonphysical in the sense that even if the scatterer is hollow, no
energy can enter the interior region from the outside. If the scatterer is a solid con-
ductor, it does not have an internal cavity at all. Numerically, an internal resonance
manifests itself as a zero eigenvalue of the EFIE operator, which leads to a small eigen-
value for the moment matrix and causes increased numerical error. The MFIE operator
also can have zero eigenvalues, corresponding to internal resonances with a PMC type
boundary condition.

Physical resonance is associated with concave regions of a scatterer such as a cavity,
duct, or inlet. For a hollow scatterer with a small hole, at a resonance frequency of
the structure the stored energy is large and the radiated power is small, so the quality
factor of the resonance is high. If the opening of a cavity is large, the quality factor of
the resonance is small. Even a scatterer with no concave region can have modes that
might be viewed as weakly resonant or quasi-resonant.

129
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The goal in this chapter is to analyze the impact of resonance on solution accuracy
for the method of moments. We will consider both internal resonance and cavity res-
onance. In both cases, we will develop eigenvalue estimates for the EFIE operator for a
resonant mode at or near the resonant frequency. Including discretization error using
the approach of previous chapters will lead to spectral error expressions and current
and scattering amplitude solution error estimates.

Normally, we think of resonant modes as electric and magnetic fields near or in-
side a resonant structure. Since the focus here is on surface integral equations, which
deal with currents rather than fields, in this chapter “resonant mode” will refer to the
currents induced on the scatterer by the modal fields, rather than the fields themselves.

6.1 RESONANCE AND THE EFIE OPERATOR
SPECTRUM

We have already seen that the spectrum of the integral operators of electromagnetics
determines in large part the solution accuracy of the method of moments. This close
connection between the operator spectrum and numerical behavior continues to hold
in the case of a resonant structure.

Using Poynting’s theorem, we can relate the energy storage properties of a given
eigenmode to the operator eigenvalue. For time-harmonic fields in free space, Poyn-
ting’s theorem is [1]

-fVE~]* dv = fav(ExH*).dsww fv(mH\z—e\EF)dV 6.1)

where V is a region containing the scatterer with boundary surface 0V. Considering a
PEC scattering problem, we will apply this theorem to the equivalent surface current
Js on the scatterer surface S. When impressed in free space, this current radiates the
fields E*“® and H*®. Using (2.4), Poynting’s theorem becomes

[ T )idv= fﬁ ES® x H%" . ds + jwf (‘u|Hsca|2 - e|Esca|2) dv (6.2)
s v v

The left-hand side of (6.1) changed sign because 77 is equal to the incident field on the
scatterer surface, which by the PEC boundary condition is the negative of the scattered
field radiated by the impressed current J;.

If J; is an eigenfunction of 7, such that 7] = AJ, then we have

A /; |]$|2 Av = Praq + jw(UH - UE) (6.3)

where P;,4 denotes the surface integral term of (6.2) and Uy —Uf is the volume integral
term. If the eigenfunction J; is normalized to have unit L* norm, then the eigenvalue
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is
A = Prag + jo(Uy - Ug) (6.4)

This result shows that the energy storage properties of a scatterer are closely related to
the eigenvalues of the EFIE operator. The real part of the eigenvalue is the total power
radiated by the current mode to the far field, and the imaginary part is determined by
the difference between the magnetic and electric energies stored in the scattered field.

With a simple LCR circuit, there is a balance between the stored electric and mag-
netic energies at the resonance frequency. We will see shortly that the same holds for
a resonant mode of a conducting structure. At the resonance frequency of the mode,
the imaginary part of the eigenvalue (6.4) vanishes. If the frequency is slightly different
from the resonant frequency of the mode, the stored electric and magnetic energies
are not exactly equal, and the eigenvalue has a small positive or negative imaginary
part. The radiated power is frequency-dependent, but the dependence is weaker than
that of the imaginary part, so that as a function of frequency, the eigenvalue associated
with a resonant or near resonant mode moves in a roughly vertical trajectory across
the positive real axis in the complex plane. For a high Q resonance, little real power is
radiated by the mode and the real part Py,q of the eigenvalue is small, so the magni-
tude of the eigenvalue A = P,,4 is small at the resonance frequency and the eigenvalue
follows a path that is very close to the imaginary axis.

For a closed scatterer, an internally resonant mode has an eigenvalue with zero real
part (Praq = 0) at the resonance frequency. As a function of frequency, the eigenvalue
moves along the imaginary axis and passes through the origin at resonance, so that
the eigenvalue is identically zero at resonance.

6.1.1 Quasi-Resonant Modes

Some scatterers have modes with eigenvalues that are small in magnitude and so can
be considered as quasi-resonant, but the modes do not have all the characteristic be-
haviors associated with a resonant mode. For a flat strip with TE polarized fields, the
eigenvalue of the TE-EFIE associated with the surface wave mode is small, and ap-
proaches zero as the electrical size of the scatterer becomes large. Because the eigen-
value has a small magnitude, the amplitude of the surface wave mode in the current
solution is larger than for the TM polarization. As a function of frequency, however,
the eigenvalue associated with the surface wave mode does not cross the real axis in
the complex plane at a particular frequency.

For the TM-EFIE, highly oscillatory nonradiating modes that radiate only evanes-
cent fields have eigenvalues with a small imaginary part and an even smaller real part.
These modes are amplified in the current solution and cause edge current singulari-
ties. As is the case with the TE surface wave mode, these eigenvalues do not cross the
real axis as the frequency is changed.
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6.1.2 Resonance and the Method of Moments

The small operator eigenvalue associated with a resonant mode can significantly re-
duce the accuracy of the method of moments at or near the resonance frequency. We
will use the spectral error defined in Chapter 3 as an analysis tool to quantify this ef-
fect. The spectral error in the moment matrix eigenvalue given by (3.15) consists of
multiplicative and additive contributions. In a relative sense, a small eigenvalue is per-
turbed more by an additive shift than by a multiplicative scale factor. Consequently,
the relative spectral error (3.18) is large for the small eigenvalue associated with a res-
onant mode. The task now is to analyze the impact of this large relative spectral error
for internal and real resonances on current and scattering amplitude solution error.

6.2 INTERNAL RESONANCE

In order to analyze the internal resonances of a closed conducting scatterer, it is conve-
nient to return to the canonical case of the circular PEC cylinder considered in Chapter
3. At an internal resonance frequency, one of the eigenvalues of the integral operator
vanishes. For the TM-EFIE, in consideration of (3.2) the internal resonance condition
is

Ja(koa) =0 (65)

for some integer q. At a resonance frequency, koa = X, where X is a zero of J,(x). If
this condition holds, then the gth eigenmode on the cylinder is internally resonant.

This can be recognized as the governing relationship for the TM modes of a hollow
circular cylindrical PEC waveguide. From a partial differential equation point of view,
(6.5) is the condition for zero eigenvalues of the two-dimensional Laplace problem for
a disk of radius a. When the interior Laplace problem with the Dirichlet boundary
condition on the scatterer surface S has a nontrivial solution, the exterior TM-EFIE
operator has a zero eigenvalue.

For the continuous electric field integral equation, it can be seen from (3.32) that
the amplitude of the qth Fourier mode in the incident field on the right-hand side of
the moment method linear system (2.8) approaches zero as kga — X. The amplitude
of the gth mode in the right-hand side and the gth operator eigenvalue both vanish
at the internal resonance frequency. In (3.34), it is apparent that the amplitude of the
qth mode in the current solution is the amplitude of the mode in the right-hand side
divided by the eigenvalue. This ratio has a finite limit at koa = X. Therefore, in regard
to the continuous TM-EFIE, the internal resonance is only mathematical and does not
correspond to unusual physical behavior of the current mode.

When the continuous integral equation is discretized, the eigenvalue is shifted by
the spectral error A, defined in (3.16). Expanding the exact eigenvalue (3.2) about
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koa = X leads to

1 1’]T[X /

Ag = —]T]q(X) Y, (X) (koa - X) + A, (6.6)
for the moment matrix eigenvalue. Although A, consists of multiplicative and addi-
tive parts, as noted above the additive part of the spectral error is most important in
determining the numerical behavior of the moment method at resonance frequencies.

Since the additive part of the spectral error is associated with aliasing of higher-
order eigenvalues, which are nearly pure imaginary, the spectral error A, is imaginary.
In the complex plane, as a function of frequency the exact eigenvalue 1, moves ver-

tically along the imaginary axis. The moment matrix eigenvalue ;\q follows the same
trajectory, but with a small vertical offset due to the imaginary spectral error. The ap-
proximate eigenvalue crosses the origin at a slightly different frequency than the exact
eigenvalue. As a result, discretization error shifts the internal resonance. Although the
real part is very small, the spectral error A, is not purely imaginary, so the eigenvalue
is shifted slightly away from the imaginary axis and does not become identically zero
at the shifted resonance frequency.

The shift in resonance frequency in itself may not be a significant problem in most
applications of the moment method. At the exact resonance frequency (koa = X), how-
ever, the spectral error causes a significant error in the current solution. At resonance,
the approximate eigenvalue (6.6) is nonzero due to the spectral error. The amplitude
of the resonant mode in the incident field on the right-hand side of the EFIE is not
affected by the additive aliasing error, and only includes a factor of T_, due to the
error associated with projection of the mode onto the testing functions. As a result,
discretization shifts the operator resonance frequency but not the right-hand side res-
onance frequency [2]. The amplitude of the resonant mode in the numerical solution
is the zero mode amplitude in the right-hand side divided by the spectral error A,.
Rather than taking on a finite limit as in the continuous case, numerically, the mode
amplitude in the current solution is zero. As a result, the approximate current solution
is missing the resonant mode. This leads to a very large current solution error at the
exact resonant frequency.

Whether or not the amplitudes of other modes in the current solution are accu-
rate even at the resonance frequency is a different question. This depends on how the
linear system associated with the moment method is solved. At the exact resonance
frequency, the moment matrix is nearly singular, due to the resonant eigenvalue (6.6),
which is equal to the small spectral error A;. Depending on the linear system solu-
tion method, the near singularity of the moment matrix can corrupt the amplitudes of
other modes in the numerical current solution. As an example, the conjugate gradient
(CQ) iterative solver can be applied to the normal form

ZiZi=17" (6.7)

of the linear system. The amplitude of the resonant mode in the new right-hand side
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Figure 6.1: Parallel strip resonator.

is small, since the corresponding eigenvalue is small. Because this eigenvector is not
present in the right-hand side, the behavior of the CG algorithm is governed by an
effective matrix operator that no longer has the vanishing eigenvalue, and the iteration
converges at a rate similar to nonresonant frequencies.

At frequencies near the exact resonance, the small eigenvalue associated with the
resonant mode is nonzero, but is still strongly perturbed in a relative sense by spectral
error, so the amplitude of the resonant mode in the numerical current solution is in-
correct. Therefore, as a function of frequency there is a peak in current solution error
near each resonant frequency. This is apparent (for the MFIE) in Figure 4.1. A similar
behavior is encountered for the EFIE.

For scattered fields, the resonant modes associated with the EFIE do not radiate
to the far field, whereas the resonant modes of the MFIE do radiate [2]. Therefore,
for the EFIE scattered fields can be more accurate than for the MFIE. At the shifted
resonance corresponding to the smallest value of the moment matrix eigenvalue (6.6),
the linear system cannot be solved accurately and scattered fields are inaccurate. The
scattering amplitude error is therefore large near the shifted resonance frequency, but
the peaks in the error as a function of frequency for the scattering amplitude with the
EFIE can be narrower than the peaks in the current solution error [2,3]. For the MFIE,
the current and scattering amplitude errors are both large over a broad band, since the
resonant mode radiates to the far field and contributes to the scattering amplitude near
the resonance frequency.

6.3 CAVITIES

Asnoted in Chapter 2, numerical difficulties caused by internal resonance can be elim-
inated using the CFIE formulation, since the CFIE does not have small eigenvalues
near the internal resonance frequencies of the EFIE or MFIE. A cavity resonance is
physically coupled to external fields and the effects of resonance on the operator spec-
trum are manifested by the both the EFIE and MFIE (and the CFIE as well).

In order to analyze the numerical behavior of the method of moments for a cavity
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Figure 6.2: Spectrum of the TM-EFIE operator for the parallel strip resonator. (a) D =10, W = 1. (b) D
=10, W =1.2.

resonance, we will consider the canonical resonant scatterer consisting of two parallel
PEC strips of width d, separated by a distance w. This is the parallel strip resonator,
shown in Figure 6.1. We will also consider the half-open parallel strip resonator, for
which one of the ends is closed by a side wall, so that the cavity is open only on one
end.

Figure 6.2 shows the TM-EFIE spectrum for the parallel strip resonator for two dif-
ferent values of the electrical separation distance W = w/A between the two strips. In
both cases, the depth in wavelengths is D = d/A = 10. As with the circular cylinder
shown in Figure 3.1 and the single PEC strip in Figure 5.1, the eigenvalues of nonradi-
ating, rapidly oscillating modes approach the origin along the positive imaginary axis.
These eigenvalues are insensitive to the global geometry of the scatterer. The eigenval-
ues of propagating modes depend strongly on the scatterer shape, and for the parallel
strip resonator, eigenvalues of resonant modes are spaced along an arc that also ap-
proaches the origin. As we will see shortly, for a plate electrical separation of W =1,
the lowest-order mode of the cavity is close to resonance. Ignoring edge diffraction, the
surface current associated with this mode is a half sinusoid on each strip that vanishes
at the strip ends and peaks at the midpoints. In Figure 6.2(a), the eigenvalue corre-
sponding to this mode is very close to the origin. The imaginary part is small due to
the balance of electric and magnetic stored energies at resonance, and the real part is
small due to the high quality factor of the resonant mode. For a different plate separa-
tion (W = 1.2), higher-order modes with more oscillations across the strips are close
to resonance, but these modes have a lower quality factor and hence the eigenvalues
have a larger real part and are farther from the origin.

Analytically, the advantage of the parallel strip resonator as a canonical scatterer is
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that the treatment of Chapter 5 for the PEC strip can be applied to obtain eigenvalue
estimates. We will develop a normal operator approximation £ with elements L, that
represent the interactions between Fourier modes on the two strips. The matrix rep-
resentation of the operator will have a block structure of the form

L' Lf
L_[Lw Ls] (6.8)

The upper left block represents interactions between Fourier modes on the lower strip.
The lower right represents interactions between modes on the upper strip. By symme-
try, the two diagonal blocks are identical. The off-diagonal blocks represent fields re-
ceived by Fourier modes on one strip due to radiation from modes on the other strip,
or the cross-coupling between the two strips.

We will first consider the diagonal blocks of (6.8). The surface currents associated
with the resonant modes of a closed rectangular cavity vanish at the endpoints of each
cavity wall, so that we need only consider the Fourier modes that vanish at the ends of
the strip. For the TM polarization, the interaction between two sinusoidal modes on
one of the strips is

Ly = cger S0 [ [ it B (ko 1) s (B, kox) sin (Brkox) (69)
ar = "4ty —-d/f2 J-d/2 0 ’ " rO .

where 8, = q/(2D) is the normalized spatial frequency of the mode of order g and ¢,
is a mode normalization constant. D = d/) is the electrical length of the cavity. This
expression is given for q and r odd. If q or r is even, the corresponding sine function
is replaced by the cosine function.

By making use of the 1D Fourier representation (5.2) of the operator kernel, (6.9)
becomes

so__n_ [~ _dB
Lqr_ 272D ﬁw mBq( ﬂ)Br(ﬁ) (6-10)
This is nearly identical to (5.3), except that because the resonant modes vanish at the
strip ends, the current boundary condition at x = +d/2 is similar to that of the TE
polarization for a single strip. By is therefore given by (5.43) rather than the periodic
sinc function in (5.3).

When two identical physical systems are coupled, generally the spectrum of the gov-
erning operator for one of the systems is split by the coupling into pairs of sum and
difference eigenvalues. This is the case for the parallel strip resonator. The eigenval-
ues of the normal operator approximation (6.8) consist of sums and differences of the
self-coupling and cross-coupling. Since each block of (6.8) is strongly diagonal, the
eigenvalues of the EFIE operator L for the cavity can be approximated by sums and
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differences of the diagonal elements of L* and L°. The cross-coupling between modes
on the two parallel strips can be found by modifying (5.3) to

c N 0 dﬁ i —
V=35 | G BaCOBBe T (61)

The exponential accounts for the effects of field propagation from one strip to the other.

Itis typical to analyze resonant phenomena as a function of frequency. Since we have
represented the scatterer in terms of the dimensionless electrical lengths D = d/A and
W = w/A, changing the frequency amounts to changing D and W while keeping the
aspect ratio D/W fixed. We will first consider the case of D and W such that one of
the modes of the structure is exactly at resonance.

6.3.1 Resonant Case

At resonance, the difference eigenvalue for one of the modes of the parallel strip res-
onator is at a minimum, meaning that the diagonal elements of L° and L associated
with the mode are nearly equal. We can use this in conjunction with the normal oper-
ator approximation (6.8) to find a resonance condition for the parallel strip resonator.

By making use of (5.3) and (6.11), the difference eigenvalue for the mode of order r
can be approximated as

n * dﬁ r —j2m 1-2
T == S8 OB [1- eV e

where r is an integer to be specified below. The function B, (k) given in (5.43) has
a maximum at 8; = q/(2D), and the dominant contribution to the integral comes
from a small region about the maximum. In order for the eigenvalue to be small in
magnitude, the factor in square brackets must be zero at § = f,. This leads to the

resonance condition ;
W\/l—ﬁézz, r=+0,+1,... (6.13)

We note that for the strongly resonant modes g # 0, since the DC mode does not
vanish at the openings of the cavity and therefore radiates to the far field.

The modal fields associated with resonances of the open cavity are approximately
given by the nontrivial solutions of the interior Helmholtz problem for a rectangu-
lar domain with the Dirichlet boundary condition. This means that the resonances of
the parallel strip resonator are close to the internal resonances of a closed rectangular
region. By making use of the definition of 3, it can be seen that (6.13) is equivalent to

)Gl -
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which is the resonance condition for the TM,, mode of a closed rectangular cavity
with side lengths of D and W in wavelengths.

By solving (6.13) for 3, we find that the normalized spatial frequency of the reso-
nant mode is given by

Ba=\/1- (#)2 (6.15)

Since f3, is real, the condition r < 2W must hold. As r increases, the angle of propaga-
tion of the field radiated by the corresponding mode becomes closer to normal with
respect to the cavity walls, and the fields are more strongly confined to the cavity. Thus,
the high r resonances radiate little power to the far field and the corresponding eigen-
values have small real parts. In order to find the mode number of the eigenvalue with
smallest real part, we choose the largest possible value of r, which is

r=|2w] (6.16)

where | x| is the integer part of x. From (6.15), the corresponding value of the normal-

ized mode spatial frequency is
o
~y/— 6.17
Ba=) o (6.17)

where a = 2W —|2W | is the fractional part of 2W. With this result, we have identified
the resonant mode that will have the smallest eigenvalue and hence will be the most
problematic from a numerical point of view for the method of moments.

We now wish to find the operator eigenvalue corresponding to this resonant mode.
The real part of the eigenvalue can be estimated by taking the real part of (6.12). After
combining the integrand for 8 > 0 with 3 < 0, we obtain

'7/32 sin® [tD(p - Bq)] sin?
S v i

This integral can be estimated as [4]

Re{l,} = 1- /32) (6.18)

Re{Ag} ~

2.2
\/W(m“ & ) (6.19)

2D 18

To leading order, the same result is obtained for the TE-EFIE.

Figure 6.3 compares the real part of the eigenvalue corresponding to the mode clos-
est to resonance as a function of the plate separation distance. We can observe in (6.19)
that a, the fractional part of 2W, vanishes if the width w of the parallel strip resonator
is an integer number of half wavelengths. Since the eigenvalue estimate (6.12) is based
on the normal operator approximation defined in (1.4), the estimate does not include
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Figure 6.3: Real part of the smallest cavity mode eigenvalue for a parallel strip resonator of depth L = 10 as
a function of the width. Pluses: computed TM-EFIE operator eigenvalue. Solid line: theoretical estimate,
(6.19). Dots: numerical integration of (6.12). Jumps in the real part occur when a new mode moves closest
to resonance. (©John Wiley & Sons [4].)

the effects of edge diffraction, and the true operator eigenvalue does not exactly vanish
when 2W is an integer. Even with the effects of edge diftraction, however, the eigen-
value becomes very small near integer and half-integer cavity widths, as can be seen
in Figure 6.3.

As can be seen in Figure 6.3, (6.19) result gives a good estimate for the real part of
resonant mode eigenvalues for most values of W. Although it is not readily apparent
in the figure, however, the estimate breaks down near integer and half-integer cavity
widths, which correspond to the strongest resonances of the structure. If 2W is an
integer, (6.17) predicts a zero value for 3, but as observed above the DC mode is not
strongly resonant, so we must have g > 0. This means that for integer and half-integer
widths, the g = 1 mode is nearest to resonance. Expanding the resonance condition
(6.13) for large D gives the width

w

where W is an integer or half integer. At this value for the cavity width, the ¢ = 1 mode
is exactly at resonance. This leads to the value « = W/(4D?), which when substituted
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into (6.19) leads to
n W3/2

RC{AI} =~ 3D3

(6.21)

for the real part of the g = 1 resonant mode eigenvalue.

While we have carried through this analysis for the parallel strip resonator, similar
results are obtained for the half-open parallel strip resonator. Since the fields radiated
by the cavity mode with large  and small 8, propagate predominantly in a direction
near normal to the strips, a conducting wall at one end of the resonator has only a
small effect on the strongest resonances.

6.3.2 Near-Resonant Case

If the resonance condition (6.13) is not satisfied exactly, then the imaginary part of the
smallest cavity mode eigenvalue is nonzero. For a given set of cavity dimensions D and
W, let q be the positive integer for which (6.13) is closest to equality, and let W, be the
nearest cavity width for which the resonance condition holds, so that

Wy /1- B2 =r/2 (6.22)
We then define the shift v, away from resonance by
vg=W-W, (6.23)

The imaginary part of the difference eigenvalue as given by (6.12) can be estimated
as [4]

Im{A,} =~ jymv, (6.24)

If the frequency is moved away from a resonance frequency, the eigenvalue maintains
a more or less constant real part, but the imaginary part is nonzero. This matches the
intuition developed in Section 6.1 with regard to the vertical trajectory followed by the
eigenvalue in the complex plane.

To validate these eigenvalue estimates, Figure 6.4 shows the real and imaginary parts
of the smallest cavity mode eigenvalue of the TM-EFIE, as a function of the cavity elec-
trical depth D, for an electrical width of W = 3. In view of (6.20), the mode approaches
resonance as D increases, and the quality factor of the resonance increases as well. As
a result, both the real and imaginary parts of the eigenvalue decrease rapidly as the
depth of the cavity increases. The theoretical prediction for the real part of the eigen-
value is smaller than the computed value due to the additional power loss caused by
edge diffraction.
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Figure 6.4: Smallest cavity mode eigenvalue as a function of depth for the parallel strip resonator with
electrical width W = 3. Circles: imaginary part, computed from moment matrix. Pluses: real part, com-
puted from moment matrix. Dashed lines: theoretical estimates, (6.21) and (6.24).

6.3.3 Spectral Error

As noted above, projection error enters into the operator spectrum multiplicatively, so
that its relative effect is independent of the magnitude of the eigenvalue. Aliasing error
is additive, so that the relative error becomes large as the magnitude of the eigenvalue
decreases. Since aliasing error is associated with the singularity of the operator kernel
and the kernel is smooth when the source and observation points are well separated,
this spectral error contribution affects only the diagonal blocks L in (6.8). For the pur-
poses of this section, we will take the discretization scheme to be point matching with
pulse basis functions for the TM-EFIE. Moment matrix integrals will be evaluated with
a single-point quadrature rule for off-diagonal matrix elements and a first-order ana-
lytical integration of the diagonal elements. From (3.64), the spectral error associated
with this discretization scheme is

Al = —% (Inm-1) (6.25)

In the spectral error analysis of previous chapters, the high-order eigenvalues of the
EFIE corresponding to nonradiating modes were approximated as purely imaginary.
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As a consequence, the aliasing error approximation in (6.25) is purely imaginary. Since
the high-order eigenvalues do have a very small real part, the spectral error also has a
small real part, which is neglected in (6.25).

Because the spectral error is almost purely imaginary, one effect of discretization
is to shift the resonance frequencies of the cavity. As observed earlier in this chapter,
eigenvalues of near resonant modes move vertically, parallel to the imaginary axis, with
areal part dictated by the finite quality factor of the resonance. The imaginary spectral
error shifts the eigenvalues so that they cross the real axis at a different frequency.

This effect can be seen analytically by combining the eigenvalue estimate given by
(6.19) and (6.24) with the spectral error (6.25) to obtain

L VW

17 9D

na? ) 1
((x * ) +j [ﬂnvq T (Inm - 1)] (6.26)

In view of (6.23), the resulting shift in the location of the resonance considered as a
function of the electrical cavity width W is approximately

0.05
AW ~ —— (6.27)
ny
The relative resonance frequency shift is
Ak 0.05
— (6.28)
k() ny w

From this result, it can be seen that the shift in the location of the resonance is small if
the width of the resonator is larger than the wavelength. For narrow resonators (W <
1), however, the shift in the resonance can be verylarge. This accounts for the numerical
difficulties with the method of moments for scatterers with closely spaced conducting
surfaces.

To validate the spectral estimate (6.26), Figure 6.5 compares the imaginary part of
the smallest resonant eigenvalue of the moment matrix for open and half-open parallel
strip resonators for W = 2 and #n, = 10 to the theoretical estimates obtained above, in
the presence of discretization error. A single-point integration rule with analytical self-
interactions is used to compute moment matrix elements. For W = 2, the lowest-order
cavity mode is nearest to resonance. For finite D, the mode is not exactly at resonance,
so the exact eigenvalue has a nonzero imaginary part, but as D increases, the mode
moves closer to resonance and the imaginary part tends to zero. When the EFIE is
discretized, the imaginary part of the eigenvalue tends to the value of the spectral error
(6.25) as the exact eigenvalue becomes small.
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Figure 6.5: Imaginary part of smallest resonant eigenvalue for a parallel strip resonator as a function of
depth with the width fixed at W = 2. Integral equation: EFIE. Polarization: TM. Mesh density: n; = 10.
Pluses: computed moment matrix eigenvalue, open cavity. Circles: computed moment matrix eigenvalue,
half-open cavity. Solid line: theoretical eigenvalue estimate, including discretization error (6.25). Dashed
line: theoretical result, without discretization error. (©John Wiley & Sons [4].)

6.3.4 Scattering Amplitude Error

From (5.36), the relative scattering amplitude error neglecting edge diffraction is given
by the aliasing component of the relative spectral error. That analysis was given for a
single flat strip, but the same error estimate can be applied to the parallel strip res-
onator. For the discretization considered in the previous section, the spectral error is
first order in n;". Since the error contribution from edge diffraction given by (5.56)
is also first order and is not dominant for this discretization scheme, (5.36) can be
used as an estimate for the total scattering amplitude error. This reasoning leads to the
estimate

S-8 g
a— V) 1 -1 6.29
S g Y (629)

From the TM-EFIE spectrum shown in Figure 5.1, it can be seen that A, for non-
resonant modes is of order #/2. With this eigenvalue estimate, the relative scattering
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Figure 6.6: Magnitude of backscattering amplitude for a parallel strip resonator, D = 10, W = 0.5.

Integral equation: EFIE. Polarization: TM. Incidence angle: 67.5°. Solid line: reference solution. Dashed
line: MoM, single-point integration rule with analytical diagonal moment matrix elements, n; = 10.

amplitude error away from resonances is

S-§ .
|S| :n—/\ (6.30)

Near a resonance frequency of the structure, the magnitude of the eigenvalue of the
resonant mode is much smaller than #/2. Consequently, the relative spectral error
(6.29) is larger and the scattering amplitude error increases significantly.

Figure 6.6 shows the magnitude of the backscattering amplitude of a parallel strip
resonator. A numerical solution using MoM with the single-point integration rule con-
sidered above is compared to a reference solution obtained with a high accuracy dis-
cretization of the TM-EFIE. At 297 MHz, the scatterer is not resonant, and the scat-
tering amplitude error is small. For a mesh density of n, = 10, the relative scattering
amplitude error estimate (6.30) is 3%. This error is small enough that it cannot be read
from Figure 6.6. The numerical error observed at 297 MHz is 3.2%, which is very close
to the theoretical estimate. The increase in error near resonance frequencies is readily
apparent in Figure 6.6. At the resonant peak near 300 MHz, for example, the relative
scattering amplitude error is 40%. It is also apparent in Figure 6.6 that the resonant fre-
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quencies of the structure are shifted by discretization. The pattern of resonant peaks
for the MoM results is shifted by a few MHz relative to the reference solution.

6.4 SUMMARY

We have examined the behavior of the method of moments for closed scatterers with
internal resonances and cavities with physical resonances coupled to external fields.
The resonance properties of a structure are reflected by the integral operator spec-
trum. The real part of the eigenvalue corresponding to a resonant mode represents
energy radiated by the mode to the far field. The smaller the real part, the higher the
quality factor of the resonance. The imaginary part is the difference between the en-
ergies stored by the scattered magnetic and electric fields associated with the mode.
At resonance, the magnetic and electric energies are in balance and the eigenvalue is
purely real. For an internal resonance, the real part is zero and the eigenvalue van-
ishes. For both types of resonance, the magnitude of the eigenvalue is small, which
magnifies the relative impact of the additive spectral error caused by discretization.
This leads to large solution error near resonance frequencies. Furthermore, since the
additive part of the spectral error is nearly pure imaginary, discretization shifts the
resonance frequencies of the structure.

In order to improve accuracy of the moment method for resonant structures, a dis-
cretization scheme with small aliasing error is required. From the results of earlier
chapters, this can be achieved by using smooth basis functions and highly accurate
moment matrix integration rules.
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Chapter 7

Error Analysis for 3D Problems

The two-dimensional scattering problems we have considered up to this point provide
a mathematically simple framework that is ideal for developing key concepts of nu-
merical analysis. Since real-world applications deal primarily with three-dimensional
structures, it is important to extend these techniques and results to the 3D case.

From a computational point of view, the main challenges with 3D problems are the
complexity of implementing vector integral equations and vector basis functions for
curved meshes and the large number of degrees of freedom required for 3D problems.
Over the past decade, the computational electromagnetics community has largely
worked through the implementation details for vector integral equations, and com-
mercial software packages for 3D structures are widely available. Dealing with the large
number of degrees of freedom for 3D problems still represents a significant compu-
tational challenge. If ten unknowns per wavelength is adequate for a 2D scatterer, a
similar 3D problem may require 100 unknowns per square wavelength, which places a
severe limit on the electrical size of problems that can be solved numerically, although
advances in fast algorithms and parallelization have greatly expanded the realm of
computationally feasible radiation and scattering problems.

Understanding of solution error behavior for 3D problems has lagged behind algo-
rithm development. To provide solution error estimates and insight for 3D problems,
we consider the flat PEC plate as a canonical scatterer and obtain spectral error es-
timates for the method of moments for the vector EFIE. One of the goals will be to
understand the connections between the 2D analyses of earlier chapters and 3D prob-
lems. From an implementation point of view, 3D algorithms can be much more com-
plex than 2D, but from a physical point of view, there are close connections between
the phenomena associated with 2D scattering for the TM and TE polarizations and 3D
scattering. For example, we will find that the EFIE operator spectrum for the flat plate
is essentially a combination of the spectra for the 2D TM-EFIE and TE-EFIE operators
for the flat strip. The benefit of understanding these connections is that the results and
insight developed for 2D problems can be applied to 3D numerical methods.

147
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7.1 FLAT PLATE

In Section 5.1, we observed that spectral estimates can be obtained for a flat strip by
approximating the eigenfunctions of the two-dimensional EFIE as modes of the form
e/koBx A similar modal expansion can be used for a flat PEC plate with dimensions
d x d. The EFIE operator 7 is nonnormal, and the Fourier modes are not exact eigen-
functions of the operator, but we can apply the normal decomposition (1.4) to obtain
eigenvalue estimates. These eigenvalue estimates can be obtained for both the exact
integral operator and the moment matrix discretization, which leads to spectral error
and solution error estimates for the method of moments.
We will approximate the vector eigenfunctions of the EFIE operator as

v = feikoBr (7.1)
where £ is a constant unit vector tangential to the scatterer surface and

B=Bxx+Byy (72)

defines the normalized spatial frequency of the mode. Applying the operator to this
mode and making use of the 2D Fourier representation of the scalar Green’s function
yields

e/*% sin [ (ky — koBx)d/2] sin [(k, — koBy)d/2]
Yk, (kg —koPy)d/2 (ky = koBy)d[2

. k(B-1)
X[t_ 3 ] (73)

2
Tfefkol"f:kgLf [ ak.ak
i

where k; = /k§ — k2 — k3. By expanding the integrand about the maxima of the sinc
functions at k = ko3, (7.3) can be approximated as

42 jkoBr . .
%ﬁ[t—ﬂ(ﬁt)]fdkx dk, (74)

_ sin[ (ke — kB )d/2] sin [(ky - kop,)d/2]

Tte/koPr.

, d— oo
(kx_koﬂx)d/z (ky_koﬁy)d/z
Evaluating the integrals yields
Tielobr o —1T__[3-B(B-1)]e/™P*, d— oo (75)

2 /1- B2
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Equation (75) indicates that the eigenvalues of the EFIE operator can be divided into
two groups. If  is parallel to B, then the vector in square brackets is a scalar multiple
of #, and fe/*P is an approximate eigenfunction of 7, with the eigenvalue

ATE o g 1-p2 (76)

This result corresponds to the curl-free modes on the scatterer, which are essentially
the same as the eigenfunctions of the 2D TE-EFIE operator A. For the divergence-free
modes, £ is perpendicular to B, and (7.5) yields the approximate eigenvalue

1
21

These modes are similar to eigenfunctions of the 2D TM-EFIE operator L.

Because the expansion used to obtain (7.5) fails near the singularity of the integrand
in (7.3), these eigenvalue estimates break down as 8 approaches the singularities at | 3] =
1. These correspond to the surface wave current modes with spatial frequency near k.
Equation (7.6) predicts a zero value for the eigenvalue of the curl-free surface wave
mode, and (7.7) becomes infinite for the divergence-free surface wave mode, whereas
the actual operator eigenvalues are finite and nonzero. It would be possible to develop
eigenvalue estimates for the surface wave modes, but for the purpose of error analysis,
(7.6) and (7.7) are adequate.

The operator 7 has an infinite number of eigenvalues, with accumulation points at
the origin and at —joo. The largest and smallest eigenvalues correspond to nonradi-
ating modes with large spatial frequency f. The curl-free or TE type nonpropagating
modes have large eigenvalues, due to the divergence operator in (2.5). The divergence-
free or TM type nonpropagating modes have small eigenvalues. These behaviors for
nonpropagating modes are identical to those observed in earlier chapters for the 2D
TE-EFIE and TM-EFIE operators.

=

ATM

~

(7.7)

71.1 Moment Matrix Spectrum

When the EFIE is discretized, the resulting matrix operator has a finite number of
eigenvalues, corresponding to the range of spatial frequencies representable on the
mesh. The highest representable spatial frequency or mesh Nyquist frequency (2.63)
corresponds to a maximum normalized spatial frequency of

_m
ﬁmax— 2 (78)

The eigenvectors of the moment matrix correspond approximately to the eigenfunc-
tions of 7~ with normalized spatial frequency f in the range —#,/2 < § < n, /2. For a
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two-dimensional mesh, mesh elements typically have different edge lengths, so there
is not a unique way to define the mesh length / used to determine the linear mesh
density n, = A/h. Some common choices are the average element edge length or the
maximum edge length.

The largest eigenvalue of the moment matrix corresponds to a curl-free or TE type
mode with spatial frequency near the mesh Nyquist frequency. Using (7.8) in (7.6) leads
to the maximum moment matrix eigenvalue estimate

/\TE ~ _]I/Inl (79)

max
4

The smallest eigenvalue is associated with a divergence-free mode and can be obtained
from (7.7) as

a1 (710)
ny

In Chapter 9, these eigenvalue estimates will be used to analyze the conditioning of the

moment matrix, which is a measure of the difficulty of solving a linear system for the

MoM current solution. These estimates are valid for low-order basis functions. For

higher-order basis functions (p-refinement), a more sophisticated treatment will be

developed in Chapter 8.

The moment matrix spectrum for a flat PEC plate is shown in Figure 7.1. By compar-
ison with Figures 5.1 and 5.4, it can be seen that the spectrum for the 3D EFIE operator
can be viewed as a combination of the eigenvalues of the TM-EFIE eigenvalues and the
TE-EFIE eigenvalues for the flat strip. The eigenvalues lie on a question mark shaped
arc in the complex plane that crosses the real axis at roughly (#/2,0), which is the
eigenvalue of the DC (zero spatial frequency) current mode for both the TM-MFIE
and TE-EFIE.

To validate the spectral estimates obtained above, we will compare the numerical
spectrum shown in Figure 71 to the theoretical eigenvalue estimates. For a mesh ele-
ment density of n) =10, ALE_~ — 940 Q, which is of the same order as the eigenvalue
with largest magnitude observed in Figure 71. For n; = 10, we obtain AIM ~ j38 Q.
Numerically, the smallest moment matrix eigenvalue is 0.2+ j37 (), which is very close
to the theoretical estimate. In order to analyze the moment method solution error for
the EFIE, we will now consider the spectral error introduced by discretization for a
particular set of basis functions.

7.1.2 Rooftop Basis Functions

For the purposes of spectral error analysis, the rooftop basis functions are convenient,
because rooftop functions are more homogeneous across a rectangular mesh than ba-
sis functions defined on triangular patches. The rooftop basis is a simple 2D generaliza-
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Figure 7.1: Moment matrix spectrum for Im x Im flat PEC plate at 300 MHz. Integral equation: EFIE.
Mesh: 200 triangular patches, 280 edges, 10 elements per wavelength. Basis: RWG. The spectrum is
roughly a combination of the TM-EFIE eigenvalues (corresponding to divergence-free modes) for the
flat strip shown in Figure 5.1 and the TE-EFIE eigenvalues (curl-free modes) in Figure 5.4.

tion of the 1D pulse and triangle functions. The triangle portion of the basis function
allows the divergence operators in the EFIE operator 7 to be evaluated in closed form.
We define two sets of node points,

Y = mhx + (n—1/2)hy,
Yna = (m —1/2)h% + nhy,

m=1,...,.M-1, n=1,...,.M (711a)
m=1,....,M, n=1,...,.M-1. (7.11b)

For convenience, we assume that d = M#h, so that the plate is an even number of
discretization lengths in size. The rooftop functions are

fonp(r) = fp(r —Tpnp), p=12 (712)
where
x(1-|x|/h) -h<x<h, -h/2<y<h/2
fi(r) = { ( (|) " otherwise freyshf (713)
y(1-|y|/h) -h/2<x<h[2, —h<y<h
f(r) = { 4 (\))’|/ : oth/erwise / g (714)
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These basis functions have a linear dependence in one direction of the same form as
the triangle function, and are constant in the orthogonal direction.
For the rooftop basis, the moment matrix elements are

Zunngantyy = ko™ [ [ drde’ g(e,t’) | fanp (6) -y (1)
k32T By ()Y -y (1) ] (715)

We will obtain moment matrix spectral estimates using the approximate eigenfunc-
tions fe /K0P evaluated at the node points r,,,,. We transform the moment matrix
according to

A 1 .
A~ ﬁ Z tpe_Jk()ls'(rmnP_rm'n'p’)Zmnp’m,n,p, (716)

mnp,m’n’p’

where t,, p = 1,2 indexes the x and y components of 7. By adapting the derivation
leading to (7.3), we obtain

c o konh? [k ,
A= 8M2n2/k_21§,tptp'R (k- kop)
. [Fp(—k) (k) - kigk.Fp(—k) k- Fy (k) (717)
where
_ sin(kyd/2) sin (k,d/2)
R = G (keh/2) sin (k,/2) (718)
| sin(kch/2) 2sin(k},h/Z)
Bl = x[ koh/2 ] k,h/2 (719)
 sin (kyh/2) [ sin (k,h/2) 2
B = 550 [ K2 (7.20)

By expanding the integrand about each of the maxima of R?(k — ko) as in the
derivation of (5.15), we arrive at the estimate

R k =) 2 1
he 2L S Sty Fop () Py (k) Oy = karpar [K)  (721)
q,r=—00 p,p'=1 "qrz
where

kyr = X(koPx +2mq/h) + y(koB, + 2nr/h) (7.22)
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Figure 7.2: Spectral error for the EFIE with rooftop basis functions as a function of discretization density,
for a divergence-free mode with normalized spatial frequency B = 1/2. Solid line: total error, (7.23).
Dashed line: aliasing error contribution.

The second subscript on F,, indexes the x and y components of F;,, and the subscript
p on kg, denotes the x and y components kg, and kgy, .
From the definition (3.16), the spectral error is

Z totp [Fpp(koB)Fyrpr (ko) = 1] (8pp = BpBpr)

vl—ﬁzpp’ 1

k
;’1 > Z tptp’Fpp(qu)Fp o (Kgr) (8ppr = kgrpkgrpr [kg) — (7.23)
q,r#0 p,p’=1 qrz

This expression is approximate because the spectral error is obtained from eigenvalue
estimates rather than exact expressions. As with the 2D flat strip, for which exact eigen-
values were not available, we are more interested in the spectral error caused by dis-
cretization than in the eigenvalue itself, and the use of estimates suffices for this pur-
pose.

The spectral error (7.23) can be divided into projection and aliasing error contri-
butions. Projection error is associated with the g = r = 0 term of the summation in
(7.21), and the remaining terms represent the aliasing error. We can determine the or-
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Figure 7.3: Polar representation of spectral error as a function of mode current flow and wave vector
directions for a fixed mesh density (1, = 10). Solid line: £ rotated; f fixed at %/2. Dashed line: both # and
B rotated.

der of the spectral error in h by inspection of (7.23). The projection error is of order
h?, which can be seen by expanding R(k) for small k. For the aliasing error, the term
1/kyg, contributes a factor of h, the term F,,F, , contributes a factor of at most h*,
and kg pkgrp contributes a factor of h72, for an overall order of h3, or n;3.

Figure 7.2 shows the spectral error as a function of the mesh density. It can be seen
that the orders of the projection and aliasing errors are second and third order, as
predicted. For these results, £ = £ and = §/2. Since the direction and phase vectors
are perpendicular, the mode for which the spectral error is shown is a divergence-free
or TM-type mode.

For modes on a 2D mesh, spectral error depends on the current flow direction f
as well as the direction of spatial variation given by the normalized wave vector f3.
While the convergence order of the spectral error is the same for any direction, the
magnitude of the error varies with 7 and 8 in a way that is similar to the dependence
of dispersion error on the wave propagation direction for the finite difference time
domain algorithm (FDTD). This is illustrated in Figure 7.3, which shows the spectral
error for a fixed mesh density for different mode current flow and wave vector direc-
tions. The spectral error is largest when f and B are parallel. In this case, the mode has
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the largest divergence, and the error contribution from the hypersingular term of the
EFIE is greatest. Thus, the curl-free or TE type modes have larger spectral error than
TM type modes. Error is smallest for propagation directions that are vertical or hori-
zontal with respect to the rectangular grid used to define the rooftop basis functions,
as can be seen from the dashed curve in Figure 7.3.

From the analysis of this section, we can see that the convergence rate of the spectral
error is identical to that of the low-order bases studied in Sections 3.1.3, 3.4.1, and 5.1.3
for the 2D case with ideal discretizations. This indicates that the numerical behavior
of the method of moments for the 3D EFIE is closely related to that observed with the
2D TM-EFIE and TE-EFIE operators.

This error analysis ignores current singularities at the scatterer edges and is valid
only for the interior part of the flat plate. The predicted convergence rates should match
those observed for smooth scatterers without edge or corner singularities. We have
seen in Chapter 5 that spectral error and solution error estimates for the smooth cir-
cular cylinder and other smooth scatterers are similar to those for the interior of the
flat strip, ignoring edge singularities. By extension, the convergence order estimates
for the interior of a flat plate can be expected to hold for other smooth scatterers, such
as the PEC sphere for which results are given in the next section.

7.2 RWG Basis FUNCTIONS

Because the Rao-Wilton-Glisson (RWG) basis functions [1,2] are defined on a trian-
gular mesh, an analytical treatment along the lines of the previous section for rooftop
basis functions is tedious. Fortunately, since the rooftop and RWG basis functions have
similar properties, such as finite divergence and a combination of constant and linear
variations, the spectral error for RWG basis functions can be expected to be close to
that obtained in the previous section for the rooftop basis, with a second-order pro-
jection error component and third-order aliasing contribution.

In view of this relationship between rooftop and RWG functions, the spectral error
analysis of the previous section provides predicted current and solution error conver-
gence rates which can be compared to numerical results with the RWG basis. Figure
7.4 shows the current solution error for a PEC sphere. RWG functions are used for both
testing and expansion (Galerkin’s method). The error is shown as a function of linear
mesh element density, which here is defined to be 1) = A/hmax, Where hp,y is the
longest element edge length. For the smooth 2D scatterers studied in earlier chapters,
the RMS current solution error has the same order as the projection error component
of the spectral error, when the error is measured at the mesh element centers. Since
the projection error is second order, we should also expect a second-order current
error. This requires that the error be measured at discrete points where the basis func-
tions have an interpolatory property analogous to the one-dimensional basis functions
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Figure 7.4: Current solution error for a PEC sphere with radius 0.5m at 300 MHz. Integral equation:
EFIE. Basis functions: RWG testing and expansion (Galerkin’s method). Discretization: ideal, high ac-
curacy numerical integration and curved mesh elements. Solid line: RMS error at mesh element edge
centers. Dashed line: RMS error at edge endpoints. The dotted lines have slopes of —1 and —2. (Results
courtesy of A. F. Peterson.)

studied in earlier chapters. For RWG basis functions, the current is most accurate at
the mesh element edge centers, and it can be seen in Figure 7.4 that the RMS error
is second order when measured at edge centers. Interpolation error causes first-order
solution convergence at other points as discussed in Section 2.8. For the RWG basis
functions, this leads to a first-order current error when measured at edge endpoints.

Figure 7.5 shows the RCS error for the same scatterer, normalized to the peak RCS of
9.25 A2, The error measure is the RMS copolarized bistatic RCS error over five-degree
increments in 0 and ¢ and weighted with a sin 8 factor to compensate for the extra
points near the poles of the observation sphere. The RCS error is third order in the
linear mesh element density. This is identical to the third-order convergence rate ob-
served for scattered fields in earlier chapters for the 2D TM-EFIE and TE-EFIE with
low-order basis function on smooth scatterers and an ideal implementation of the mo-
ment method.

Along the lines of the discussion in Section 4.5.1.1, we can arrive at a prediction for
the third-order RCS error convergence rate observed in Figure 7.5 by inspection of the
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Figure 7.5: Relative RMS RCS error for the scatterer of Figure 7.4. The dotted line has a slope of —3.
(Results courtesy of A. F. Peterson.)

smoothness orders of factors in the moment matrix element expression

ik
Znn =221 _// drdr’ g(r,x')| £u(r) - £,(x') +kg? V- £, (r) V' £,(x') | (724)
h N BN RN —_——
o(k") L o(k™) o(k™) O(k™1) o(k1)

With the first term in square brackets, the RWG basis functions combine both constant
and linear shape functions. The asymptotic falloff of the Fourier transforms of the
basis functions is dominated by the constant or pulse-type dependence, so the Fourier
transforms decay as k™!, The divergence operators act on the testing and expansion
RWG functions, yielding a constant value on each mesh element. This is analogous to
a pulse function with a triangular region of support. The Fourier transforms of these
constant functions are asymptotically O (k™). The 2D Fourier transform of the scalar
Green's function also has order O(k™"). The product of the Fourier transforms has
order O(k™?). Since the eigenfunctions of the EFIE operator for a smooth scatterer are
approximately Fourier modes, this is essentially an asymptotic eigenvalue estimate. By
comparing this analysis to the results of Chapter 3, it is apparent that the RWG basis
is similar to discretizing the TM-EFIE with pulse functions and the TE-EFIE with
triangle functions.
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Figure 7.6: Relative RMS RCS error for a PEC sphere with radius 1 m at 300 MHz. Integral equation:
EFIE. Basis functions: RWG testing and expansion functions. Discretization: nonideal, with single-point
evaluation of moment matrix integrals and flat mesh elements. The dotted line has a slope of —1.

The order of the aliasing error can be estimated from the spectral error contribution
of the first aliased mode, or the g = r = 1 term of the series in (7.21). Equation (7.21) was
derived for the rooftop basis, but a similar (albeit more complex) expression holds for
the RWG basis. In the g = r = 1 term, an eigenvalue estimate is evaluated for a mode
with spatial frequency k = 2kmax = kon,. Since the eigenvalue is O(k™*) with respect
to the spatial frequency, the aliasing error has order ;> or h>. Because the aliasing
error determines the scattering amplitude and RCS errors for an ideal discretization,
this simple convergence order argument predicts the third-order convergence rate ob-
served in Figure 7.5.

It should be noted that these arguments hold only for discretizations that are regular
in the sense of Section 4.5.1, for which there are no cancellations in the spectral error
summation that lead to higher than expected accuracy. These estimates also ignore
edge error, which must be analyzed separately using the methods of Section 5.3.

7.2.1 Nonideal Discretizations

The results in the previous section were for an ideal implementation, with accurate
numerical integration of moment matrix elements and curved mesh elements. For a
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Figure 7.7: Relative RMS RCS error for a PEC sphere with radius 1 m at 300 MHz. Integral equation:
MFIE. Basis functions: RWG testing and expansion functions. Discretization: nonideal, with single-point
evaluation of moment matrix integrals and flat mesh elements. The dotted line has a slope of —1.

nonideal implementation of the moment method, quadrature error and geometrical
discretization error reduce the solution accuracy. Figure 7.6 shows RCS error for a PEC
sphere with 1A radius. The error measure is RMS error for the copolarized bistatic
RCS for a 0 cut relative to the maximum RCS. The sphere is illuminated by a plane
wave incident from 6 = 0. Flat mesh elements with a single-point quadrature rule
for evaluation of moment matrix elements are employed. Self-interaction terms are
evaluated with four integration points.

The RCS convergence rate shown in Figure 7.6 is close to the first-order rate pre-
dicted by a simple analysis of (7.24). With a low-order quadrature rule, the basis func-
tions are effectively delta functions with Fourier transforms of order O(1), rather than
O(k™), for an overall order of the Fourier transforms of the factors in the matrix ele-
ment contribution of O(k™"). This corresponds to an aliasing error convergence rate
of n}'. If moment matrix element integrations are evaluated more accurately so that
geometrical discretization error due to flat-facet mesh elements is the dominant source
of error, solution accuracy improves to second order.

Figure 7.7 shows numerical results for the MFIE. The first-order convergence rate
matches that obtained theoretically in Section 4.2.3 for the 2D MFIE with geometrical
discretization error.



160 Numerical Analysis for Electromagnetic Integral Equations

7.3 SUMMARY

In this chapter, we have seen close parallels between the error behavior of the method
of moments for 3D scattering problems and the 2D behaviors studied in earlier chap-
ters. While the spectral error analysis is mathematically more complex for 3D vec-
tor integral operators, the governing principles of error behavior are the same as for
the simpler 2D case. Discretization of the integral operator leads to spectral error,
which determines the current and scattering amplitude solution errors. For an ideal
implementation with low-order rooftop or RWG basis functions, the error for scat-
tered fields with the EFIE was third order, matching results obtained in earlier chap-
ters for 2D scatterers. Convergence orders can be obtained from a simple analysis of
the smoothness properties of the operator kernel and basis functions, as long as the
discretization is regular in the sense of Section 4.5.1.

Nonideal discretizations cause a decrease in accuracy and a reduction in the solu-
tion convergence order, due to quadrature error and geometrical discretization error.
At ten unknowns per wavelength, the relative RCS error for an ideal discretization of
the EFIE is 0.03%, which is very small. For a nonideal discretization, the RCS error
increases dramatically to roughly 2%.
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Chapter 8

Higher-Order Basis Functions

with Andrew E Peterson

Thus far we have considered only low-order basis functions—delta functions, pulse
functions, and triangle functions, and their two-dimensional vector generalizations,
rooftop and RWG functions. While these types of basis functions are commonly used
in practice and an understanding of their numerical behaviors is important, higher-
order basis functions offer a significant gain in computational efficiency and it would
be desirable to understand in detail their impact on solution accuracy.

Higher-order polynomial basis functions can be indexed by the polynomial order p
of the highest-order polynomial function included in the basis set. Increasing the poly-
nomial order of a basis without increasing the mesh element density is referred to as
p-refinement. The spline basis functions analyzed in earlier chapters can be extended
to polynomial orders beyond p = 0 and p =1, but those spline type basis functions are
not complete, since only one smooth polynomial is employed to represent the current
solution per element. Here, we will consider complete polynomial bases, so that on
each element the current solution is a polynomial of order p.

Since a polynomial space of order p can be spanned by different elementary polyno-
mials, there are various choices for an order p basis. Some possible choices are mono-
mials (1, x, ..., xP), Lagrange polynomials, and orthogonal polynomials such as the
Legendre polynomials. Monomials typically are not used due to numerical instabilities
associated with the nonuniformity of the functions across an element at high orders.
For vector basis functions, the range of possibilities further increases, since the poly-
nomial order of each component can be chosen independently.

The goal with higher-order bases is to represent a smoothly varying function with
as few as possible degrees of freedom, thereby reducing the size of the linear system
that must be solved to obtain a numerical solution and improving the computational
efficiency of the method of moments. If the current solution is not smooth, as is the

161



162 Numerical Analysis for Electromagnetic Integral Equations

case near a geometrical singularity, polynomials are not well suited to represent the
solution, and an efficiency gain is not realized. Near edge singularities, h-refinement
can be better than p-refinement. In the analysis of this chapter, we will therefore focus
on smooth scatterers. We will take as a canonical geometry the interior of the flat strip
as treated in Section 5.1, neglecting the edge regions of the scatterer and associated
current singularities. We will consider only ideal discretizations, so that quadrature
error and geometrical discretization error are assumed to be negligible.

8.1 HIGHER-ORDER BASIS FUNCTIONS FOR 2D
PROBLEMS

For two-dimensional scattering problems, higher-order polynomials are defined with
support on one-dimensional mesh elements. The approximation space for the current
solution on the canonical mesh element [-#/2, h/2] consists of p + 1 polynomials

fa(x), a=0,1,...,p, -h/2<x<h/2 (8.1)

where a indexes the family of polynomials used to expand the current solution and p
is the degree of the highest-order polynomial in the basis set. These polynomials are
shifted and scaled if necessary to provide p +1basis functions f, ,(x) on the nth mesh
element. The current solution is of the form

J(x) = i i Lnafua(x) (8.2)

n=1a=0

where I, , is an unknown coefficient representing the weight of the ath polynomial
basis function and N is the number of mesh elements.

We will define the mesh element density n, = 1/h as before, but for higher-order
basis functions, the density of the degrees of freedom (unknowns) increases to (p +
1)n, because of the use of multiple functions per element to represent the current
solution. For the polynomial basis functions f,, we will consider both orthogonal and
interpolatory polynomials.

Legendre polynomials (orthogonal basis). The basis functions on each element consist
of the scaled Legendre polynomials

fa(x) = caPa(2x/h) (8.3)

where a is the order of the polynomial and ¢, = v/2a + 1 is a normalization constant.
The Legendre polynomials P, (x) are orthogonal with respect to a uniform weighting
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function on the interval [-1,1]. The order p = 0 case is identical to the pulse func-
tions studied previously, and the first-order (p = 1) case consists of constant and linear
functions on each mesh element.

Lagrange polynomials (interpolatory basis). To define interpolatory polynomials, p+1
node points on each mesh element must be chosen. For the element [-h/2, h/2], we
will denote the node points as y,,a = 0,1,..., p, with the restriction —-h/2 < y, < h/2
so that the nodes are confined to the element. The basis functions are

fa(x) =Ly a(x) (8.4)

where L, ,(x) is the ath canonical Lagrange polynomial of order p with respect to the
p +1nodes y,. Ly 4(x) is completely determined by the interpolatory property that
the polynomial is unity at the ath node point and zero at the others:

1 a=b

Lya(ye) = {0 hsb (8.5)

The canonical polynomials can be given explicitly as

Lya(x)= Igl (= ye) (8.6)

b=0,b%a Ya ~ )b

For these basis functions, the trial solution (8.2) is equal to the coeflicient I,, , at x =
Xn,a> Where x,_, is the node point y, mapped to the nth mesh element.

The first-order Lagrange polynomials are closely related to the triangle functions
considered in earlier chapters. If we take the x coordinates of the apexes of two adja-
cent triangle functions to be the mesh element endpoints, and choose the nodes x,, ¢
and x,, 1 to be the mesh endpoints as well (i.e., yo = —h/2, y; = h/2), then the portions
of the two triangle functions with support on the element are identical to the order
p =1 canonical Lagrange polynomials. The only difference between the triangle func-
tions and the Lagrange polynomial expansion is that with the triangle basis function,
the weights of the two linear portions on adjacent mesh elements are constrained to be
equal, whereas this continuity across mesh element boundaries is not enforced with
the higher-order polynomial basis functions considered here. Since continuity is not
enforced, there are two degrees of freedom per mesh element with Lagrange polyno-
mials, and the total number of unknowns is twice as large as with triangle functions.
It has been shown that the moment method solution is continuous at mesh element
boundaries, even if continuity is not enforced [1]. It will be seen that the solution con-
vergence order is identical for these two related types of first-order basis functions.
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8.2 INTERPOLATORY POLYNOMIALS

The goal here is to extend the machinery of Chapter 5 for low-order error analysis to
higher-order basis functions. The scatterer is the flat strip of width d with endpoints
(-d/2,0) and (d/2,0). The mesh consists of N elements having midpoints x, = (n —
1/2)h-d/2,n=1,..., N, where N = d/h. With this regular mesh, the basis functions
have the form

faa(x)=Lya(x—%x4), xp—h/2<x<x,+h/2 (8.7)

on the nth mesh element. The node points used to define the canonical Lagrange poly-
nomials on the element are x,, , = X, + ¥,.

8.2.1 Discretized Operator Spectrum

The first task is to determine the spectral error introduced by discretization of the TM-
EFIE with the higher-order basis functions (8.4). We will consider the case of identical
testing and expansion functions (Galerkin’s method). The moment matrix associated
with a higher-order discretization can be expressed using index notation as

Zmn,ab = h_1<fm,a) ['fn,b) (88)

where (-, -} is the L? inner product. By making use of (5.10), this can be put in the
spectral form

_jznﬁ(m—n)/mpu(_ﬁ)[ib(ﬁ) (8.9)

mn ab = 2, f ,—1 —/32

where B = ky/ko and F,(p) is the Fourier transform of f,(x), normalized by h™* as
in (5.12).

To accommodate multiple basis functions per element, it is helpful to define an ap-
proximate operator that is related to the moment matrix but acts directly on the func-
tion space of currents, rather than the discrete space of current samples or unknowns.
This approximate operator can be represented as

N P
- Z: ; mn ab fn b U ) (8.10)

This definition involves projecting the function u onto the expansion functions to ob-
tain a finite number of coefficients, applying the moment matrix (8.8), and combining
the testing functions using the resulting coefficients, so the operator moves from a
function space to a discrete space and back to the function space.
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For interpolatory basis functions, there are two ways to perform the projection
(fu,p» u) from the space of continuous functions to a finite number of basis expansion
coefficients. The first is interpolation, as discussed in Section 2.8.1, and the second is L?
projection, as in Section 2.8.3. For interpolatory basis functions, the analysis is math-
ematically more natural if the former approach is used. Accordingly, we will take the
inner product in (8.8) to be the discrete RMS value where the sample points are the
node points x,,,. With this choice for the projection used in (8.10), by the interpola-
tory property of the basis functions we have (f, 4, t) gars = U(Xn,0)-

We will estimate the eigenvalues of the discretized operator using the normal ap-
proximation developed in Section 5.1.1. The operator eigenvalues are approximated
by the diagonal elements of (5.1). Replacing the exact operator £ with the approxi-
mate operator £ and the L? inner product with the discrete RMS value leads to the
discretized operator eigenvalue estimate

,iq ~ N1 (e—jﬁqkox)ﬁe—jﬁqkox)RMs(xmn) (8.11)
where B, = q/D is the normalized mode spatial frequency and N here is the num-
ber of node points, rather than the number of mesh elements. In Section 5.1, we used
Lgqand I:qq to denote eigenvalue estimates obtained using the normal approximation
method for the integral operator and moment matrix, respectively, but here for sim-
plicity we will ignore the distinction between the true eigenvalues and the estimates
obtained using the normal approximation and denote the operator and moment ma-
trix eigenvalue estimates as 1, and iq.

Evaluating the RMS value in (8.11) and using the interpolatory property of the basis
functions leads to

N p
«NTD SN bikosmaz, emiPakotn (8.12)
b=

m,n=1 ag,b=0

This is a generalization of (5.9) that allows for multiple sample points per mesh ele-
ment.
We can interpret (8.12) in terms of the matrix transformation given by

Uma,g = N2 e TKoPaxma (8.13)

If the nodes points x,, , are evenly spaced, then the transformation is unitary, since

N P :
[UHU] qr = N_l Z Z e]koﬁqu,a e_JkUﬁrxm’a = 6qr (814)

m=1 a=0

Equation (8.12) can be seen to be the gth diagonal element of the matrix

=U"ZU (8.15)
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As shown in Section 5.1.1, since this unitary transformation leads to a strongly diagonal
matrix, the diagonal elements provide eigenvalue estimates.
By following the treatment of Section 5.1, we can obtain the eigenvalue estimate

e 1 [T B S
"% 2miD o T sin® [n(B— By m]

F(P)Z(ﬁ,ﬁq) (8.16)

where ,
E®Y(B, By = Y e FHorep, (B) (8.17)
a=0

In deriving (8.16), we have assumed symmetrical node points y,, so that F(-3,-') =

F(B,B').

8.2.2 Interpolation Transfer Function

The function F(P) (B, ') in (8.17) is the Fourier transform of the interpolated polyno-
mial approximation obtained by sampling the mode e~/ "ko* 4t the node points yq and
using the samples in (8.2) as coefficients for the basis functions on one mesh element.
We will refer to F(P) (B, B") as an interpolation transfer function.

Since the transfer function F(P) (B, B") figures heavily in the following treatment, it
will be helpful to understand its properties before moving forward. The Fourier trans-
form of the mode u(x) = e™/#"%* on one mesh element scaled by 1/h is

sin [ko (8- B)h/2]
ko(B— B2

Because the polynomial representation is incomplete, for fixed 8’ the Fourier trans-

=sinc[(B - p')/m] (8.18)

h2 o
% fm/z e/ Py (x) dx =

form F(?) (B, B') of the interpolated polynomial approximation to the mode ¢~/# %o
is not exactly equal to the ideal sinc function in (8.18). For p = 0, F(®) (8, 8’) reduces to
sinc(f/n, ), which is identical to (2.58) but quite different from (8.18). As p increases,
the interpolated mode becomes closer to the exact mode, and F() (8, f’) approaches
the exact Fourier transform (8.18). This is illustrated in Figure 8.1. The convergence of
E®) (B, B') for large p to the exact Fourier transform means that little error is incurred
when interpolating the mode with a high-order polynomial representation.

Of particular importance is the amplitude of the original mode e /F'%% in the in-
terpolated polynomial approximation. This is given by

F®(B'y=FP (B, ) (8.19)

If F(P) (B') is significantly different from unity, then the basis function expansion pro-
vides a poor representation of the mode. As p becomes large, we have the limit

lim FP (') =1 (8.20)

p—>oo
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FO@,p)

Figure 8.1: Interpolation transfer function F(P) (g8, ') for Lagrange interpolatory polynomial expan-
sion with B’/n) = 0.3. Dashed line: p = 0. Dotted: p = 1. Dash-dot: p = 2. Solid line: exact mode
Fourier transform, (8.18). As the polynomial order increases, F(?) (8, ') approaches the exact Fourier
transform.

This means that the amplitude of the mode e~ /#"%o* in the interpolated approximation
converges to one as the order of the basis set becomes large. Since the interpolatory
polynomials add to unity on the element, from (8.17) it follows that we have the same
limiting value as h becomes small.

Figure 8.2 shows F(?)(B) for several polynomial orders. The improved approximat-
ing power of the basis functions with order p is evident as the “passband” of the transfer
function becomes flatter as the polynomial order increases and F(?) () approaches an
ideal low-pass filter characteristic. As the order increases and more polynomials are
used to expand the current solution on each element, the function F(?) () becomes
closer to unity for small values of . The mesh Nyquist frequency defined in (2.63)
corresponds to /n) =1/2, from which it can be seen that for orders p = 2 and higher,
F®)(B) is very close to one over the range of spatial frequencies corresponding to the
modeled modes discussed in Section 3.1.2.

To obtain explicit results for the transfer function, we will choose the nodes y, to
be evenly and symmetrically spaced on [-h/2, h/2], with yo = —h/2 and y, = h/2
if p is odd and y,/, at the element center if p is even. Closed-form expressions for
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FO)

Figure 8.2: F(?) (B) for Lagrange interpolatory polynomial expansion. Solid line: p = 0. Dashed: p = 1.
Dotted: p = 2. Dash-dot: p = 3. Solid/circles: p = 4. Solid/squares: p = 5.

E(P)(B, ') are rather lengthy, but the small argument expansions

202

FO(g)~1- TP
BT
n2[52
3n3

FO(B) ~1-

4 n4
FO(B)~1- L 8.21
(B) 60n1 (8.21)
4 n4
FO (g =1- B
() 405n§

can be obtained. It is interesting to observe that the exponents do not increase mono-
tonically and increment only for every other order.

From these considerations, we can see that for both p-refinement and /-refinement,
the behavior of the transfer function F(?) (B, ') reflects the improved approximating
power of the basis set. We will find that the deviation of F(P) (B, §) from the ideal
Fourier transform of the mode e /#"%* determines the spectral error associated with
the discretization.
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8.2.3 Spectral Error

The integrand of (8.16) haslocal maximaat 3, s = f5+sny,s = 0, +1, £2, .. .. Expanding
the integrand about each local maximum and retaining the leading-order term yields
the spectral estimate

A 0 2

Ag = Z /\qHNF(p) (Bg,s>Bq) (8.22)
§=—00
where A, represents the operator eigenvalue estimate (5.5). The relative spectral error
is
A1 2 1 2

ESP) = —q)t L=FP () -1+ T > Agrsn FP " (Bas Ba) (8.23)

q q s+0

As before, we can decompose the spectral error into two contributions,
(») _ pp)) | 1(p:2)
EP = EPY + Ef (8.24)

where the projection error E‘(f D is defined to be F(?° (B4) —1and the aliasing error
is the remaining sum in (8.23).

8.2.4 Current Solution Error

Armed with spectral error estimates, we can now analyze the current solution error
associated with smooth scatterer regions away from geometrical singularities. For the
flat strip, this is the interior region C with small regions near the edges omitted from
the error computation as in Sections 5.1 and 5.2. For a plane incident wave, using the
normal EFIE operator approximation the current solution can be approximated as in
Chapter 5 by

J(x) = A edkoxcos? (8.25)

where g = D cos ¢ and the fractional part of D cos ¢ is unimportant for large D.
To find the numerical solution obtained using the method of moments, we can
transform the linear system (2.27) to

U"ZUx = Uy (8.26)

with the unitary matrix given by (8.13). Using (8.17) and (8.19), it can be shown that
the right-hand side has one nonzero element given by

[Uv'], = FP)(B,) (8.27)
where B, = cos ¢. The approximate numerical solution can then be estimated as

J(x) = A @) (B, )eikoxcosd (8.28)
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Figure 8.3: Relative current solution error estimate (8.30) for Lagrange polynomial basis functions. Error
is measured in the discrete RMS norm at the node points used to define the Lagrange polynomials.
Angle of incidence: ¢ = 60°. Integral equation: EFIE. Polarization: TM. Moment matrix element
integration: exact. Scatterer: interior of flat strip. The independent variable is the total density of the
degrees of freedom per wavelength, (p +1)n;. Solid line: p = 0. Dashed: p = 1. Dotted: p = 2. Dash-dot:
p = 3. Solid/circles: p = 4. Solid/squares: p = 5.

In deriving this expression, we have ignored an additional interpolation error term
introduced when the current solution (8.2) is expanded using the basis functions to-
gether with the coefficients from the solution of the linear system (8.26). Since the
interpolatory basis functions are equal to one at the node points x, ,, we can use the
discrete RMS norm to measure the current solution error and avoid this additional
source of error. Since the RMS error was used in earlier chapters for low-order basis
functions, this means that the higher-order results in this section can be compared
directly to the lower-order cases considered previously.

Using these approximations for the exact and numerical current solutions, we can
estimate the current solution error on the interior of the flat strip. The discrete RMS
relative interior current solution error is

H] - jHRMS(C‘) -

Ay = A FD(B,)
A

ErrRMS(C) = (8.29)

|| ]” RMS(C)

which has the same form as (5.29). Assuming that the spectral error is small relative
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Figure 8.4: Relative current solution error estimate (8.30) (solid line) and scattering amplitude error
estimate (8.31) (dashed line) for Lagrange polynomial basis functions as a function of order. Angle of
incidence: ¢'™ = 60°. Integral equation: EFIE. Polarization: TM. Moment matrix element integration:
exact. Scatterer: interior of flat strip. Mesh element density: n, = 10.

to A4 (which holds for nonresonant scatterers), the relative error can be approximated
as

Errpyvscey = ‘Eép’z) + F(p)(ﬁq) [F(p)(ﬁq) - 1]‘ (8.30)

As with lower-order basis functions, projection error caused by the testing functions
cancels in the current solution. In the projection error term of the spectral error
(8.23), the transfer function F(¥)(B,) is squared, but since F(*) (B,) [F(P) (Bg) - 1] ~
F®) (B q) —1, the exponent effectively reduces by one and only the projection error due
to the expansion functions remains in the current solution error.

This error estimate is shown in Figure 8.3 as a function of the density of degrees
of freedom per wavelength. The asymptotic order of the current solution error in
the mesh element length & = 1/n, can be obtained from the projection error term
F(®)(B,) ~10f (8.30). From (8.21), the discrete RMS current error order is p + 2 for p
even, and p + 1 for p odd. For the p = 1 Lagrange polynomials, the order is h?, which
is identical to the current solution convergence rate obtained in earlier chapters for
triangle basis functions.

Figure 8.4 shows the RMS current error (8.30) as a function of polynomial order. The
exponential convergence of the interior current solution error with respect to polyno-
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mial order is evident in the figure, since the order is shown on a linear scale and the
logarithmic error falls off roughly linearly. The increase in current error from p = 0 to
p = 1 matches the results of Chapters 3 and 5 that projection error for triangle func-
tions is larger than that of pulse functions. This is evident, for example, in (5.20).

8.2.5 Scattering Amplitude Error

To compute the numerical scattering amplitude (2.45) with higher-order basis func-
tions, a plane wave in the scattering direction must be projected onto the basis func-
tions using a generalization of (2.46) allowing for multiple polynomials on each mesh
element. This projection leads to an additional factor of F(*) () in the scattered field
that cancels a like factor in the projection error term of (8.23). As a result, the scat-
tering amplitude error is determined only by the aliasing error term of (8.23). This is
another manifestation of the variational property discussed in Section 3.2. The result-
ing relative specular scattering amplitude error estimate is

Z)LQ*'SNF ?) (ﬁq s>/3q) (8.31)

q s+0

S(¢) - S(9)] | £ 2>|
1S(¢)

This result neglects the error caused by current singularities at the edges of the strip,
so it must be viewed as a scattering amplitude error estimate for smooth scatterers.
The error estimate is shown in Figure 8.5, from which it is evident that the scattering
amplitude error is of order 2p + 3.

The terms of the summation over s in (8.31) fall off as 1/s or faster, and the order of
the sum with respect to n" is the same as that of the s = 1 term of the sum. With this
simplification, the error becomes

‘ (P 2)‘ 2|A |n F(P) (ﬁq + 1y, /—’)q) (8.32)

where we have used (5.5). For the irregular cases in Section 4.5.1.2, cancellations in the
summation cause this reasoning to break down, but for higher-order discretizations,
the approximation is valid.

To understand these results, we recall that F(¥)(B, B,) converges to the Fourier
transform of the mode e~/Bako¥ g p increases. The exact Fourier transform (8.18) van-
ishes identically at 8 = B, + n,, so (8.32) approaches zero for large p. Moreover, the
exact Fourier transform is zero at f4,s = B4 +sn,, s # 0, so all terms in the summation
in (8.31) are negligible as well. For small p, F(?) (B, +sn,, B,) is nonzero due to error
caused by interpolation of the mode e /#1%0* by the Lagrange polynomials basis func-
tions. Thus, the scattering amplitude error as well as the current error are determined
by the deviation of the interpolation transfer function from the exact mode Fourier
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Figure 8.5: Relative scattering amplitude error estimate (8.31) for Lagrange polynomial basis functions.
Angle of incidence: ¢ = 60°. Integral equation: EFIE. Polarization: TM. Moment matrix element
integration: exact. Scatterer: interior of flat strip. Solid line: p = 0. Dashed: p = 1. Dotted: p = 2. Dash-
dot: p = 3. Solid/circles: p = 4. Solid/squares: p = 5.

transform. The current error is determined by the deviation of the amplitude of the
mode in the interpolated polynomial approximation from unity, and the scattering
amplitude error is determined by the amplitudes of the aliases of the mode at spatial
frequencies ko4 + skony, s # 0.

The convergence order of the estimate (8.31) can be obtained in a simple way us-
ing the smoothness arguments developed for the regular discretizations considered in
Section 4.5.1.1. The Fourier transform of a continuous polynomial function of order p
is asymptotically O(k™?'). The TM-EFIE kernel has a 1D Fourier transform of order
O(k™"). Combining these factors for the kernel and testing and expansion functions
leads to a combined asymptotic behavior of O(k™%#~3), which corresponds to an alias-
ing error of order h*?*3 or n;“’ >, For the TE-EFIE, derivative operators decrease the
smoothness of the kernel so that the Fourier transform of the kernel is O(k), and the
aliasing error order decreases to h*”*!, For the MFIE, a smoothness order argument
based on the identity term in the operator leads to an aliasing error of order h*/*2,

These predicted convergence rates agree with the error analyses of low-order basis
functions of earlier chapters. For the p = 1 polynomial basis functions, the scattering
amplitude solution convergence orders predicted above for Galerkin testing are h>,
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h*, and h® for the TE-EFIE, MFIE, and TM-EFIE, respectively. These estimates match
those given in the p + p’ = 2 column of Table 4.1 for triangle testing and expansion
functions.

The analysis of this section was carried out for Galerkin testing. For point matching,
the Fourier transform of the delta testing function is O(1) with respect to k, and the
convergence rates decrease to h?, h?*!, and h?*? for the TE-EFIE, MFIE, and TM-
EFIE, respectively. It should be observed that these estimates do not always hold for p <
3, since some of the lowest-order discretizations are irregular as described in Section
4.5.1.2.

8.3 ORTHOGONAL POLYNOMIALS

For orthogonal basis functions beyond order p = 0, the interpolatory property used
in earlier chapters and in Section 8.2 is not available, and in order to develop solution
error estimates, the treatment must be modified by replacing the RMS error measure
with the L? error for the current solution.

8.3.1 Discretized Operator Spectrum

For orthogonal basis functions, we will define the approximate operator (8.10) with the
L? inner product. With this interpretation, the approximate operator is now equiva-
lent to orthogonal projection of a continuous function onto the polynomial expan-
sion functions, leading to a finite number of coefficients to which the moment matrix
is applied, after which a continuous function is finally obtained from a linear combi-
nation of the testing functions. The basis functions appear four times in the approxi-
mate operator—twice in the moment matrix, and twice in moving from the continuous
function space to a discrete space and back again.

To determine the spectrum of the approximate operator, we can use (8.11) with the
RMS value replaced by the L? inner product. This leads to the eigenvalue estimate

iq ~ N—l <e—jﬂqkox,ﬁe_fﬁqkox>L2 (8.33)

Inserting the definition of £ and following the derivation of the preceding section leads
to an eigenvalue estimate of the same form as (8.16), but with F(?) (3, B’) redefined
according to

FOB.8) =Y Fu(BF(-F) 8349)

This is a Fourier representation of the projection operator from the space of L? func-
tions onto the trial subspace spanned by the basis polynomials.
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Figure 8.6: F(?) () for the Legendre polynomial expansion. Solid line: p = 0. Dashed: p = 1. Dotted:
p = 2. Dash-dot: p = 3. Solid/circles: p = 4. Solid/squares: p = 5.

8.3.2 Projection Transfer Function

To understand F(?) (B, B") as defined by (8.34), we observe that this is the Fourier
transform of the mode e~/#"%o* after projection onto the basis function subspace. More
specifically, the mode is first projected onto the basis functions using the L? inner
product to obtain a finite number of coefficients, after which the coefficients are used
to form a linear combination of the same basis functions. Whereas (8.17) is associated
with polynomial interpolation of a continuous function, (8.34) is determined by L*
projection onto a polynomial space. F(P) (B, 8) can also be viewed as the Fourier rep-
resentation of the approximate completeness relation associated with the orthogonal
polynomial basis. We will refer to (8.34) as a projection transfer function.

As with the interpolation transfer function defined previously, (8.34) converges to
the Fourier transform of the mode e~7#"¥* as the polynomial order of the basis func-
tions increases. For small values of the order p, F(?) (B, B) is significantly different
from the exact Fourier transform. In particular, F(?) (") = F(?) (B, ') defined by
(8.19) is different from unity, so that projection introduces a scale factor in the am-
plitude of the mode e 7#%o* that is analogous to the scale factor in (2.65). For p-
refinement and h-refinement, F(*) (') has the same limiting behavior as in (8.20).

For the Legendre polynomial basis functions, we can give an explicit formula for the
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projection transfer function. Since the Fourier transform of a Legendre polynomial is
proportional to a spherical Bessel function, (8.34) evaluates to

p
F) (B, B') = zo(za +1)ja(nB/n2)ja(mB' [n1) (8.35)

where j,(x) is the spherical Bessel function of order a. The improvement in the ap-
proximation power as p increases can be seen analytically by expanding F(?) (B) for
small 3, which leads to

F(O)(ﬁ) gl_ﬁ

311/2\
4 n4
FOg)~1- TP 8.36
(B) 45n1 (8.36)
6 Q6
FO gy g P
() 1575n¢

The improved solution convergence obtained with p-refinement is evident in the de-
crease of the constant and the increasing order of these expansions with p.

The behavior of F(P)(, f’) for fixed B’ is similar to Figure 8.1 for Lagrange poly-
nomials. F(P)(B) is shown in Figure 8.6 for several values of the order p. As the order
of the basis set increases and more polynomials are used to expand the current solu-
tion on each element, the function F(*)(B) becomes closer to unity for small values
of . For orders p = 2 and higher and modeled modes with spatial frequency below
the mesh Nyquist frequency kony /2, or B/n, <1/2, F®)(B) is close to one, indicating
small projection error. Because the projection transfer function converges to some-
thing analogous to a rectangular low-pass spatial filter characteristic, higher-order ba-
sis functions reduce the spectral error associated with discretization of the integral
operator.

8.3.3 Spectral Error

The approximate operator eigenvalues for orthogonal basis functions are given by
(8.22), but with F(®) (B, ") defined as in (8.34), and the spectral error is identical to
(8.23) with the same reinterpretation of the projection transfer function.

8.3.4 Current Solution Error

In analyzing the current solution error for higher-order orthogonal basis functions,
we must make a departure from the approach used in earlier chapters. The spectral
error (8.23) with the projection transfer function (8.34) does contribute to the current
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Figure 8.7: Relative L? norm current solution error estimate (8.39) for Legendre polynomial basis func-

tions. Angle of incidence: ¢'"® = 60°. Integral equation: EFIE. Polarization: TM. Moment matrix element

integration: exact. Scatterer: interior of flat strip. The independent variable is the density of degrees of
freedom per wavelength (p + 1)n,. Solid line: p = 0. Dashed: p = 1. Dotted: p = 2. Dash-dot: p = 3.
Solid/circles: p = 4. Solid/squares: p = 5.

solution error, but with a noninterpolatory basis, we cannot measure the discrete RMS
current error at special sample points where the interpolation error is zero. Here, we
must measure the current error using the L? norm.

The current solution error for the interior of the flat strip without edge singularity
effects can be estimated simply by projecting the physical optics current mode onto
the basis functions and computing the L? error, as was done in deriving (2.66) for a
single basis function per mesh element. Projecting the mode J(x) = e 7#%* onto the
basis functions leads to the coefficients

In.a = f e IPRx £ o (x) dux (8.37)

The projected mode is then expanded using the basis functions according to (8.2) to
obtain the continuous function

J(x) = > Lnafua(x) (8.38)
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Figure 8.8: Relative current solution error estimate (8.39) (solid line) and scattering amplitude error
estimate (8.31) (dashed line) for Legendre polynomial basis functions as a function of order. Angle of
incidence: ¢°¢ = 60° (8 = 0.5). Integral equation: EFIE. Polarization: TM. Moment matrix element
integration: exact. Scatterer: interior of flat strip. Mesh element density: n, = 10.

It can be shown that the relative L? error is

-1l _

e Ol (839)

which generalizes (2.66) to higher-order basis functions.

This error estimate is shown in Figure 8.7, where it can be seen that the L? error is of
order h?*!. We have ignored the additional perturbation to the current solution caused
by the spectral error, but for the Legendre polynomial basis functions, the spectral er-
ror has order h*P*% and is negligible in comparison to the dominant error contribution
in (8.39). A similar observation for the p = 0 case was made in Section 2.8, where it was
found that L? error was dominated by interpolation error and had order h for pulse
functions (p = 0). Figure 8.8 shows the error estimate (8.39) as a function of order.

8.3.5 Scattering Amplitude Error

For orthogonal basis functions, we have the same cancellation of projection error due
to variationality that occurs with interpolatory polynomials, from which it follows that
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the scattering amplitude error is determined by the aliasing component of the spectral
error. This leads to a relative specular scattering amplitude error estimate identical
to (8.31), but with F(P)(B, ) given by (8.34). As before, the estimate neglects the
error caused by current singularities at the edges of the strip. The scattering amplitude
error is similar to that observed in Figure 8.5 with respect to the number of degrees of
freedom. The estimate is shown in Figure 8.8 as a function of polynomial order. The
convergence rate of the scattering amplitude solution is h2#*3, which is identical to
that observed with Lagrange polynomials. The p = 0 Legendre polynomials basis with
Galerkin testing is identical to the case of pulse expansion and testing functions, for
which the scattering amplitude solution convergence rate is h* as given by the p+p’ = 0
entry for the TM-EFIE in Table 4.1.

8.4 3D PROBLEMS

For 3D scattering problems, the flexibility in choosing higher-order basis functions is
greater than for 2D problems, because the polynomial basis functions on surface mesh
elements are two-dimensional and the polynomial orders for each dimension can be
chosen separately. Because of the continuity properties of physical fields and currents,
however, the number of degrees of freedom with a full higher-order polynomial vector
expansion is greater than is needed. Typically, a subset of the full space of vector fields
with polynomial coefficients is chosen.

The basis function smoothness at mesh element edges can be used to classify these
subsets of vector basis functions [2]. There are two main classes of vector basis func-
tions, the divergence conforming basis functions with finite divergence and possibly
discontinuous tangential components between adjacent basis functions, and curl con-
forming basis functions that impose tangential continuity and may have discontinuous
normal components. Divergence conforming bases include:

Constant normal, linear tangential (CN/LT): These basis functions have a con-
stant normal component and linear tangential component on mesh element
edges. For triangular elements, these are the Rao-Wilton-Glisson (RWG) basis
functions [3], and are the most commonly used basis functions for electromag-
netic surface integral equations. On a rectangular mesh, the CN/LT vector func-
tions are the rooftop basis functions analyzed above. CN/LT functions combine
the one-dimensional pulse and triangle functions.

Linear normal, linear tangential (LN/LT): At element edges, both the normal and
tangential components vary linearly. We use LN/LT and LT/LN, respectively, to
distinguish the divergence conforming and curl conforming vector basis func-
tions with linear normal and linear tangential components.

Linear normal, quadratic tangential (LN/QT): At element edges, the normal
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Figure 8.9: RCS error for a PEC sphere with radius 0.5 m at 300 MHz. Integral equation: EFIE. Discretiza-
tion: ideal, with high-accuracy numerical integration and curved mesh elements. Diamonds: CN/LT
(RWG). Squares: LN/LT. Circles: LN/QT. In all cases, the vector basis functions are divergence conform-
ing, and the testing and expansion functions are identical (Galerkin’s method). The dotted lines have
slopes of —3 and —5.

component of each basis function is linear and the tangential component is
quadratic.

Common curl conforming bases include:

Constant tangential, linear normal (CT/LN): These are Nedelec type edge ele-
ments [4].

Linear tangential, linear normal (LT/LN).
Linear tangential, quadratic normal (LT/QN).

These basis sets are listed in order of increasing overall polynomial order.

For these basis functions, the convergence order can be predicted using the analy-
sis of Sections 4.5.1.1 and 7.2. For regular discretizations, the contribution of the first
eigenvalue alias to the spectral error can be used as a scattering amplitude or RCS error
estimate. The first alias can be estimated from the products of the Fourier transforms
of the testing functions, expansion functions, and the operator kernel evaluated at the
mesh Nyquist frequency (2.63). Since the mesh Nyquist frequency is proportional to
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h~1, a Fourier transform which decays asymptotically as k™%, k — oo, corresponds to
a scattering amplitude or RCS error of order h®.

We will consider the LN/QT basis with the EFIE as an example. Assuming Galerkin
testing and an ideal implementation of the method of moments, the convergence order
argument of Section 7.2 becomes

ik
Ly =115 (;’7 ff drdr’ g(r,t')| £u(r) - £,(x") +h” V- £, (1) V' £,(r) | (8.40)
h —_—— Y—~— Y—— —_——  ——  —
O(k™1) L o(k?) O(k?) 0(k~2) 0(k~2)

The Fourier transform of the vector basis function is dominated by the linear part of
the basis, which leads to a decay rate of k=2, The divergence of a quadratic function is
linear, which also corresponds to an O(k™?) Fourier transform in the hypersingular
term of the EFIE. The overall order of the product of the Fourier transforms of the
expansion and testing functions and the kernel is O(k™>), which corresponds to an
RCS convergence rate of h°.

8.4.1 Numerical Results

To verify the solution error behavior for the method of moments with higher-order
vector basis functions, we will present numerical results for the RCS error. Figure 8.9
shows the RCS error for the EFIE with an ideal discretization (curved mesh elements
and accurate integration of moment matrix elements). All the vector basis functions
considered are divergence conforming. The scatterer is a PEC sphere with radius a =
0.5 A. The order of the error is the same for the LN/LT and CN/LT bases, although error
with the CN/LT basis is smaller. For the LN/QT basis, the order of the polynomial
basis is sufficiently high for both the normal and tangential components that the RCS
convergence rate improves to fifth order. This is the same as the convergence rate for
the p + p’ = 2 entry for the TM-EFIE in Table 4.1.

As considered at length in Section 4.5, the MFIE can be less accurate than the EFIE,
despite the smoothness of the integral part of the operator and the simplicity of dis-
cretizing the identity term. This is reflected in the RCS error results for the MFIE with
Galerkin testing shown in Figure 8.10, since the fifth-order error observed for the EFIE
is not achieved with the MFIE. The fourth-order convergence rate for the LT/LN basis
functions matches the fourth-order rates of the p + p’ = 2 entry in Table 4.1 for the
2D MFIE. The linear dependence of the basis is similar to the triangle function, and
triangle basis functions with Galerkin testing leads to the h* convergence rate given in
Table 4.1 for order p + p’ = 2. For that case, the order argument given in Section 4.5.1.1
indicates that the scattering amplitude error is dominated by aliasing error caused by
the identity part of the MFIE operator.

RCS error is shown in Figure 8.11 for the MFIE with point matching instead of
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Figure 8.10: RCS error for a PEC sphere with Galerkin’s method. Integral equation: MFIE. Discretization:
ideal, with high-accuracy numerical integration and curved mesh elements. Squares: LT/LN. Diamonds:
CT/LN. Circles: LT/QN. In all cases, the vector basis functions are curl conforming, and the testing and
expansion functions are identical (Galerkin’s method). The dotted lines have slopes of —2, —3, and —4.

Galerkin testing. The LT/LN basis with point matching is a regular case, since the
second-order scattered field convergence rate can be obtained from a smoothness or-
der argument, with point testing contributing an O(1) factor, the identity term O(1),
and an O(h?) factor for the linear expansion functions. The error for the CT/LN and
LT/QN bases is not significantly affected by the use of point matching. For CT/LN or
LT/QN expansion functions with point matching, the simple operator and basis func-
tion smoothness argument predicts a convergence rate of / (first order) for CT/LN and
h?* for LT/QN, but the observed convergence rates are h* and h?, respectively. These
must be considered irregular cases, since the smoothness order argument predicts a
poorer convergence rate than is observed. Since the computational cost of the method
of moments is reduced by the elimination of the testing integral, point matching for
the CT/LN and LT/QN bases is more efficient for the same solution accuracy.

One interesting observation is that RCS accuracy is better for the EFIE with the
CN/LT basis than with the LN/LT basis (see Figure 8.9), even though the CN/LT ba-
sis is a subset of the LN/LT basis. Similarly, the MFIE is slightly more accurate with
the LT/LN basis than with the LT/QN basis. The observed convergence rates for the
pairs of basis functions are identical, but surprisingly the absolute error is smaller for
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Figure 8.11: RCS error for a PEC sphere with point matching. Integral equation: MFIE. Discretization:
ideal, with high-accuracy numerical integration and curved mesh elements. Squares: LT/LN. Diamonds:
CT/LN. Circles: LT/QN. In all cases, the vector basis functions are curl conforming. The dotted lines have
slopes of —2 and -3.

the lower-order basis. Explanation of this phenomenon must await a more detailed
analysis of MoM accuracy with higher-order vector basis functions.

The RCS error order argument illustrated in (8.40) also agrees with empirical con-
vergence rates for higher-order basis functions observed by others. Fink [5] computed
RCS errors for a PEC sphere with conformal mesh elements and Galerkin testing. The
basis functions were obtained by multiplying the RWG functions with modified Sil-
vester polynomials of order p, so that the p = 0 case corresponded to the RWG basis
and higher-order bases were complete to order p. If we consider the RWG function
to be a combination of a pulse function and a triangle function, the basis functions
obtained by multiplying an RWG function by order p Silvester polynomials have an
effective polynomial order of p and contribute a factor of h”*! to the RCS error through
the first term inside the square brackets of (8.40). The divergence operators in the hy-
persingular term act on the “triangle” or linear part of the basis functions, so that the
basis is effectively one order smoother before the derivative, and the divergence V - f
also contributes a factor of h?*! to the RCS error. The Green’s function contributes a
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factor of 1. Combining the factors leads to the RCS error order estimate

RCS Error (EFIE) ~ hP™ B' pP*1 4 pP*t gl ppth = p2p*3 (8.41)
—_— o —— e
f,Testing g f,Expansion vf g Vf

For the MFIE, as argued previously, the dominant contribution to the RCS error arises
from the identity term of the operator, so the error order analysis becomes

RCS Error (MFIE) ~ hP* p0  pptl = p2p+2 (8.42)
—— —— —
f,Testing Z f,Expansion

The estimates (8.41) and (8.42) match the numerical results for the EFIE and MFIE
with high-accuracy moment matrix integrations and curved mesh elements reported
in [5, Figures 3-20 and 3-23].

8.5 SUMMARY

We have considered the problem of obtaining solution error estimates for the method
of moments with higher-order polynomial basis functions. By allowing for multiple
expansion and testing functions on each mesh element, the spectral error concept de-
veloped in earlier chapters can be extended to accommodate higher-order basis func-
tions. The most significant new aspect of the solution error analysis for higher-order
bases is the introduction of a transfer function associated with interpolation for La-
grange polynomials or projection of a continuous function onto the basis subspace
for orthogonal polynomials. As the order of the polynomial basis increases, this trans-
fer function approaches an ideal low-pass filter characteristic, so that a mode with any
spatial frequency between zero and the mesh Nyquist frequency can be accurately rep-
resented in the basis subspace. This transfer function determines both the current and
scattering amplitude solution errors.

The error estimates in this chapter were for the interior of the flat strip, ignoring
error caused by edge singularities. This implies that the solution error convergence or-
ders are valid for smooth scatterers, along the lines of the discussion in Section 3.5.
For the TM-EFIE and Legendre polynomial basis functions, the L* current solution
error for smooth scatterers is of order h?*! and the scattering amplitude error is of
order h*P*3, For Lagrange polynomials, the RMS current error is of order h**! for p
odd and h?*? for p even, and the scattering amplitude error is of order #*?*3. The scat-
tering amplitude error has the same order for both types of basis functions. The order
p =1 Lagrange polynomial basis with Galerkin testing corresponds to the p + p’ = 2
entry in Table 4.1, which for the TM-EFIE has order h*, as expected. Using smoothness
order arguments, the convergence rates h*?*% and h*?*! with orthogonal polynomials
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for the MFIE and TE-EFIE, respectively, are predicted for scattering amplitudes and
RCS.

All of these results assume an ideal implementation of the method of moments,
with conformal mesh elements or a flat scatterer and exact integration of the moment
matrix elements. If an insufficiently accurate integration rule for moment matrix ele-
ments is used, solution errors will be worse than predicted by the ideal analysis given
here.

For 3D problems, the situation is more complex, because there are additional de-
grees of freedom in choosing higher-order vector basis functions. In most cases, how-
ever, smoothness order arguments predict the observed RCS error convergence rates.
With Galerkin testing the RCS convergence rate is h*?*? for the EFIE and h**? for
the MFIE, as long as the part of the basis function on which the divergence operators
in the EFIE act are at least one order smoother than p.

There is a close parallel between the 2D and 3D error behaviors. For the 2D and 3D
versions of the method of moments, the MFIE error estimates are identical. For the
EFIE, the 2D and 3D error convergence rates also have a perfectly intuitive relation-
ship. An order p vector basis function constructed so that the divergence operator acts
on a smoother shape function of order p + 1 is equivalent to choosing a scalar basis
function for the TE-EFIE that is one order smoother than the basis function for the
TM-EFIE. The additional smoothness counteracts the action of the derivatives in the
hypersingular term of the EFIE and the convergence orders for both 2D polarizations
are h2P*3 which is the same as the observed 3D convergence order.
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Chapter 9

Operator Spectra and Iterative Solution
Methods

Moment method analysis of electrically large radiation and scattering problems can
require so many degrees of freedom that direct linear system solution methods are
impractical, due to the high computational cost of matrix factorization. To reduce the
time required for the linear system solution, iterative algorithms can be employed.
For the largest problems, the number of unknowns can be so high that filling the mo-
ment matrix is not feasible. Fast methods such as the multilevel fast multipole algo-
rithm (MLFMA) [1] can be used to compute matrix-vector multiplications (matvecs)
indirectly, without actually filling the moment matrix. The matvec operation must be
used in conjunction with an iterative algorithm to obtain a current solution. For these
reasons, iterative linear system solution algorithms are widely used in computational
electromagnetics.

There are two main classes of iterative algorithms. The first consists of stationary
iterations based on matrix splittings, such as the Jacobi iteration. These algorithms
have been used sporadically in conjunction with electromagnetic integral equation
solvers [2, 3]. The second class is the nonstationary iterations, the most important
of which are methods of the conjugate gradient (CG) family, or Krylov subspace it-
erations [4]. Both stationary and nonstationary iterations are used in computational
electromagnetics [5], but the Krylov subspace family is more common. Stationary it-
erations perform well for some types of linear systems, but in general are less robust
than the Krylov subspace iterations. For these reasons, we will restrict attention here
to methods of the later class.
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9.1 KRYLOV SUBSPACE ALGORITHMS

The most basic Krylov subspace linear system solution algorithm is the conjugate gra-
dient (CG) algorithm, which can be used for symmetric positive definite (SPD) matri-
ces. Since the linear systems that arise from the method of moments for electromag-
netic surface integral equations are non-SPD, the conjugate gradient method can be
applied to the normal forms of the linear system (CGNE or CGNR). Other members
of the family of Krylov subspace iterations include:

« Biconjugate gradient (BCG);

« Biconjugate gradient-stabilized (BCG-stab);

o Generalized minimum residual (GMRES);

e Quasi-minimum residual (QMR);

o Transpose-free quasi-minimum residual (TFQMR);
+ Conjugate gradient squared (CGS).

Of these algorithms, GMRES is typically the most robust, but also has the high-
est memory requirement, since one additional vector is stored for each iteration.
Transpose-free methods require matrix-vector multiplications only with A and not
A", which is useful for fast algorithms that are implemented in such a way that only
matvecs with A can be computed.

The Krylov subspace associated with the linear system

Ax=Db 9.1

is defined to be
Ky = span{b, Ab, A’b, ..., A*b} (9.2)

At the kth step, the CG algorithm finds the vector x; in this subspace that minimizes
the functional
f(x)= %xTAx -b'x (9.3)

If the matrix A is SPD, this quadratic function has the property that its global mini-
mum value is f(A™'b), which can readily be seen by taking the vector derivative with
respect to the argument x. As the algorithm progresses, the Krylov subspace becomes
larger. Because the CG algorithm minimizes f(x) over these subspaces, the sequence
of approximate solution vectors x; approaches the solution to the linear system.
When the iteration count is equal to N (the size of the linear system), then as a
consequence of the Cayley-Hamilton theorem the Krylov subspace Ky is equal to the
full vector space RV, and ignoring numerical error the vector xy must be equal to
x = A7'b. Because of this “finite completion” property, the CG algorithm can be viewed
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as a direct solution method when it is run for N iterations. Due to rounding error,
however, the algorithm in practice fails to converge in N steps. For this reason, CG
was not widely used in the early years after its development. As it became clear that
CGis useful as an approximate iterative linear system solver when run for fewer then N
iterations, and that despite the rounding error, the solution could be quite accurate for
many problems at relatively low iteration counts (k << N), interest in CG was renewed
and the algorithm is now widely used in applications of scientific computation.

9.1.1 CG Algorithm
The conjugate gradient algorithm is as follows:

Initialization (k = 0):

Xo (initial guess, almost always xo = 0) (9.4a)
ro =b - Ax, (initial residual vector) (9.4b)
dy =ry (initial search direction vector) (9.4¢)

Loop over k =0,1,2,...

T
Ve = rgﬁk (9.5a)
X1 = X + Yrdx  (update the approximation for x) (9.5b)
Ik = I — YkAdg  (next residual vector) (9.5¢)
_ @ (9.5d)
I, Tk
dii1 =1 + xdy  (next search direction) (9.5€)

The vector dj is referred to as the search direction, since Xy, is obtained from the
previous approximation x; by adding a scalar multiple of d. The vector ry produced
by the algorithm is equal to the residual error vector

re = b- AXk (9.6)

which is a measure of how close x is to the solution to the linear system.

9.1.2 CGNE and CGNR

For non-SPD matrices, the CG algorithm cannot be used directly. If A is not SPD, then
we can solve the normal equation

A"Ax = A"b (9.7)
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The resulting algorithm is conjugate gradient on the normal equation (CGNE). An-
other possibility is to apply CG to the equation

AA"y=b (9.8)

and then compute x = A"y. This is known as CGNR.
The CGNE algorithm is as follows:

Initialization (k = 0):

Irg = A"b - AHAXO (99&)
dy =1 (9.9b)
Loopover k=0,1,2,...
y = Adg (matvec by A) (9.10a)
Ik (9.10b)
Vi = :
vy
Xk+1 = X + kak (9.10C)
y < Ay (matvec by A") (9.10d)
Tyl =Tk — YiY (9.10e)
_ _rﬁf"“ (9.10f)
rkrk
dis1 = rqr + idy (9.10g)

9.1.3 Residual Error

Since we do not know the solution x, the error e; = x — X, is not available. The norm
of the residual error (9.6) is readily available during the iteration, and can be used in
place of the actual solution error as an indicator of convergence of the algorithm. The
relative residual error norm is
_ el
Iol
Although the residual vector is not equal to the solution error e, the residual norm is
equal to the solution error in a weighted norm. If we define

Tk (9.11)

lyla = |Ay] (9.12)

then the norm of the residual error is the A-norm of the solution error,

lee ] = [A(x —xx) || = [ex]a (9.13)
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The residual error norm can be used to bound the norm of the solution error, since

el = [ Ae]
< [Alfexl
= [Amax/| ex] (9.14)

where Ay is the largest eigenvalue of A. Since A is SPD, the eigenvalues are positive
and equal to the singular values. Similarly,

lexl = A" xe]
< A7 g
1
X (9.15)
|/\mmlll H
Combining the two inequalities leads to
rlel < fexl < I (910
Il < ek < 143 )
Ilmaxl [Arminl

so that the residual error norm bounds the solution error.

9.1.4 Condition Number

For a normal matrix, the ratio

Mmax‘
|)‘min|

is the condition number of the matrix in the L? norm. In general, the condition num-
ber is defined to be

x(A) =

(9.17)

x(A) = |A] A7 (9.18)
where | - | denotes a matrix norm. With the L? norm, the condition number for an
arbitrary matrix is

K(A) = Tmax (9.19)
Omin

where 0yax and omin are the largest and smallest singular values. This quantity is a
measure of how near A is to a singular operator. If A is the identity, then the condition
number is one. If A is singular, the condition number is infinite. An operator with a
large condition number is said to be ill-conditioned.

If the condition number of A is close to one, then the residual error is always close
to the solution error. If the condition number is large, then residual error may not be a
good measure of solution error. In some cases, the condition number can be large, but
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residual error is still a good indicator of solution error, because the residual and error
vectors may not be close to the eigenvectors with very small or very large eigenvalues
and the extreme limits in the inequality (9.16) are not reached. As we will see later, the
condition number also has a strong influence on the convergence rate of CG and other
Krylov subspace algorithms.

9.1.5 Other Krylov Subspace Methods

One problem with CGNE is that this algorithm may converge more slowly than CG,
because A" A is more poorly conditioned than A:

k(A"A) ~ k(A)? (9.20)

Although as we will see shortly this simplistic reasoning may not always hold, it is often
desirable to use iterative algorithms that work directly with non-SPD matrices. These
include biconjugate gradient (BCG), biconjugate gradient-stabilized (BCG-stab), gen-
eralized minimum residual (GMRES), quasi-minimum residual (QMR), transpose-
free quasi-minimum residual (TFQMR), and conjugate gradient squared (CGS).

BCG s similar to CG, but can have erratic convergence for non-SPD matrices. Mod-
ifications of BCG such as BCG-stab seek to reduce the erratic convergence behav-
ior. As noted above, the generalized minimum residual method (GMRES) is typically
the most robust of the Krylov subspace iterations, but to compute the kth iteration, k
vectors from previous iterations must be stored, as opposed to two or three for CG.
Restarted GMRES, or GMRES(#), throws away all but n of these stored vectors, re-
ducing the memory requirement but also slowing convergence.

9.2 ITERATION COUNT ESTIMATES

In this section, we develop estimates for the number of iterations required to solve a
linear system to a given error tolerance. According to the classical theory of Krylov
subspace iterations, as the iteration count increases, the relative residual error norm
(9.11) tends to decay as r =~ p¥, where p is referred to as the asymptotic convergence
factor of the iteration. For an SPD matrix, approximating the spectrum as an interval
on the positive real axis leads to the convergence factor estimate [6]

_VK(A) -1
P kA +1

For the method of moments with the CGNR and CGNE algorithms, the matrix
that enters into (9.21) is A = Z"Z. Assuming that k(A) ~ x(Z)?, for large condition

(9.21)
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numbers the number of iterations required to obtain a residual error of rx < € is

K ~(Z) @ (9.22)
where ¢ is the residual error tolerance parameter, and provides a stopping condition
for the iteration. The iteration count estimate for CGNR and CGNE is proportional to
the condition number of the moment matrix.

For other iterative methods such as the biconjugate gradient method (BCG) or gen-
eralized minimum residual (GMRES), which can be applied to non-SPD matrices, the
asymptotic convergence factor depends on the distribution of the spectrum of Z in the
complex plane. If the spectrum is approximated by a disk not containing the origin,

the convergence factor becomes [7]
k(Z)-1
P= k(Z)+1 ®.23)

which leads to the same iteration count estimate (9.22) as CGNE.

In practice, actual convergence rates can deviate significantly from these estimates.
If the right-hand side belongs to an invariant subspace, for example, then the effective
condition number is reduced to that of the operator restricted to the subspace. For
a strongly nonnormal matrix, convergence can be very slow, even though the matrix
may have the same condition number as another normal matrix. As demonstrated in
Section 5.1, however, the degree of nonnormality of the moment matrix for electro-
magnetic integral operators is typically weak and (9.22) is often a reasonable estimate
of the number of iterations required to reach an accurate solution for the method of
moments.

9.3 CoONDITION NUMBER ESTIMATES

The eigenvalue estimates obtained for the EFIE and MFIE operators in earlier chap-
ters were used to analyze MoM solution error, but the estimates can also be used to
determine the moment matrix condition number. Together with the iteration count
estimate (9.22), these results will determine the computational cost of solving the mo-
ment method linear system with an iterative algorithm.

9.3.1 Circular Cylinder, TM-EFIE

For the circular cylinder, it followed from (3.6) that for a regular discretization, the mo-
ment matrix has a complete system of eigenvectors and is therefore a normal matrix.
The singular values of a normal matrix are equal to the magnitudes of the eigenvalues,
so that we can obtain the condition number from the extremal eigenvalues.



194 Numerical Analysis for Electromagnetic Integral Equations

The largest eigenvalue of the moment matrix arises from maximizing (3.2) over the
modeled modes. As a function of g, |J,(koa) H}” (koa)| is oscillatory and increases in
magnitude for |g| < koa, and decays monotonically for |g| > kga. The maximum value
occurs at |g| ~ koa. Using expansions of the Bessel and Hankel functions [8, Equations
8.441 #3, 8.443, and 8.454], we arrive at the asymptotic expression

62/3(1 + ]\/§) IE

BWOH () = =S

vV — 00 (9.24)

From this result, it can be seen that the largest eigenvalue of the moment matrix is

2n(1+ /3

Amax = @ér—%d(koa)l/3 (9.25)
where we have neglected the small eigenvalue shift due to discretization error. This
eigenvalue corresponds to a surface wave mode with spatial frequency k¢ on the cylin-
der. The magnitude of the eigenvalue grows with the 1/3 power of the electrical size of
the cylinder. In Section 9.3.3, we will see that the corresponding growth rate exponent
for the strip is 1/2, since the surface wave mode is more strongly self-coupled for a flat
scatterer.

The smallest eigenvalue of the moment matrix is more difficult to determine, due to
the internal resonances associated with closed conducting bodies discussed in Section
6.2. Near an internal resonance, the eigenvalue associated with the resonant mode is
small in magnitude, and the condition number of the moment matrix is large. Due
to the imaginary part of the spectral error, the locations of the resonance are shifted
with respect to the exact internal resonance frequencies by discretization error, so the
peaks in the matrix condition number are shifted slightly from the exact resonance
frequencies.

If no modes are near resonance, then the smallest eigenvalues of the moment matrix
correspond to nonradiating modes with rapid spatial oscillation. The spectrum of the
operator £ has an accumulation point at the origin, due to the vanishing eigenvalues
of eigenfunctions of increasingly large order. Employing a finite basis to discretize the
EFIE leads to a cutoft of the spectrum near this accumulation point at the mesh Nyquist
frequency (2.63). For the circular cylinder, this corresponds to the Fourier mode with
order |q| = N/2. Applying the large-order expansion J,(x)H® (x) ~ j(n|v|])™! +
O(v™?), v — oo [8, Equation 8.452] to Ay, = (m‘[koa/2)]N/2(k0a)H§;)/2(k0a) leads
to the result )

Amin = 21 (9.26)
ny
for the highest-order eigenvalue of the moment matrix. For an irregular discretiza-
tion with variable mesh element sizes, the minimum eigenvalue is determined by the
smallest discretization length or the largest value of the mesh density #,.
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Figure 9.1: Condition number of the moment matrix for a circular cylinder. Integral equation: TM-EFIE.
Discretization: point testing and pulse expansion functions. Left plot: fixed cylinder radius (koa = m) as
a function of mesh element density. Right plot: fixed mesh density as a function of cylinder radius.The
dotted lines are the theoretical lower bound (9.27). (©2000 IEEE [9].)

As long as the highest-order eigenvalue (9.26) is smaller in magnitude than the
eigenvalues of low-order modes that may be near to internal resonance, the moment
matrix condition number can be approximated by the ratio of (9.25) to (9.26) as

K(Z) > 0.6 1) (koa)'/? (9.27)

Since internal resonances cause the magnitude of the smallest eigenvalue of the mo-
ment matrix to decrease, this estimate is a lower bound for the condition number. The
estimate is compared to computed values in Figure 9.1.

If the kernel of the integral equation were smooth, then the high-order eigenvalues
would fall off more rapidly, and the smallest eigenvalue of the moment matrix would be
much smaller than (9.26). This would cause a much higher matrix condition number
and increase the difficulty of solving the integral equation numerically. There is a trade-
off between the difficulty of integrating the kernel of an integral operator of the form
(3.5) and the matrix condition number. With a weakly singular kernel, integration is
more difficult and aliasing error is generally large, but the moment matrix condition
number is reasonable. For a smooth kernel, aliasing error is negligible, but the resulting
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moment matrix is ill-conditioned. For an operator such as the TE-EFIE that includes
derivatives, as we will see shortly the high-order eigenvalues are large in magnitude.
The intermediate case is a second-kind integral equation, for which the eigenvalues
tend to a constant and conditioning is best.

9.3.2 Circular Cylinder, TE-EFIE

The spectrum of the TE-EFIE operator A has an accumulation point at —joo, since
the eigenvalues of nonradiating modes increase in magnitude as the spatial frequency
increases. The maximum eigenvalue of the moment matrix corresponds to the mode
with order g = N/2 at the mesh Nyquist frequency and can be estimated as

Amax = — 2 '74'” (9.28)

where we have made use of J,(x)H®'(x) ~ —jlv|/(nx?), v — oco. As with the TM
polarization, internal resonances lead to small eigenvalues that dominate the con-
dition number. Away from internal resonance frequencies, the smallest eigenvalues
correspond to the surface wave mode with |g| ~ koa. For this mode, we can use
J (V) H®! (v) ~0.2(1 - jv/3)v™#3, v - oo to obtain

Amin = 0.37(1— jv/3) (koa)™V/? (9.29)
The resulting condition number estimate is
K(Z) ~ 0.4, (koa)"? (9.30)

which is of the same order as the TM result.

9.3.3 Flat Strip, TM-EFIE

As for the cylinder, employing a finite basis to discretize the EFIE leads to a cutoff
of the spectrum near this accumulation point, so that the spectrum of Z corresponds
to the N lowest-order eigenvalues of £. From (5.15), the eigenvalue of the moment
matrix with the smallest magnitude corresponds to the normalized spatial frequency
Bg = ny/2. With (5.15) and neglecting spectral error, the smallest eigenvalue is the
same as that obtained in (9.26) for the circular cylinder. Since a high-order mode does
not radiate strongly, the mode self-coupling is local and the eigenvalue is not strongly
sensitive to the global geometry of the scatterer.

As with the circular cylinder, the largest eigenvalue of the TM-EFIE operator cor-
responds to the surface wave mode. From (5.7), the eigenvalue is

Aax ”T\/Eu +j)D/? (9.31)
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Figure 9.2: Condition number of the moment matrix for the flat strip as a function of the width D in
wavelengths. Integral equation: TM-EFIE. Discretization: point testing and pulse expansion functions,
ny = 10. Circles: computed moment matrix condition number. Solid line: theoretical approximation,
(9.32). Dotted line: theoretical approximation, (5.6) and (5.7), including discretization error. (©2001 John
Wiley & Sons [10].)

The surface wave mode can be considered to be antiresonant, since its eigenvalue
grows with the width of the strip. If the strip lies in a lossy medium, so that k¢ has
a nonzero imaginary part, then the singularities in the integrand of (5.13) at |8] = 1
are eliminated, and for large D the maximum eigenvalue becomes independent of the
scatterer size.

Since the moment matrix is nonnormal for the flat strip, the singular values are
larger than the eigenvalues, and the condition number is larger than the ratio of the
maximum and minimum eigenvalues. The degree of nonnormality is weak, however,
and the eigenvalue ratio provides a reasonable estimate of the condition number. By
making use of the extremal eigenvalue estimates obtained above, we have

2
K(Z) =~ gnADl/z (9.32)

Figure 9.2 shows the computed condition number for n; =10 as a function of D and
the theoretical estimate with and without discretization error and higher-order terms
in the eigenvalue estimates obtained in Section 5.1.
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Figure 9.3: Condition number of the moment matrix for the flat strip. Integral equation: TE-EFIE. Dis-
cretization: point testing and pulse basis functions, n) = 10. Circles: computed moment matrix condition
number. Solid line: theoretical approximation, (9.33). Dotted line: theoretical approximation, (5.39) and
(5.40), including discretization error. (©2001 John Wiley & Sons [10].)

9.3.4 Flat Strip, TE-EFIE

For the TE polarization, as for the circular cylinder, the largest eigenvalue of the mo-
ment matrix arises from the discrete mode with largest spatial frequency. This corre-
sponds to the estimate (5.39) evaluated at g = N/2, which leads to the same result as
(9.28). The smallest eigenvalue arises from the surface wave mode and is approximated
by (5.40). From the ratio of the extremal eigenvalues, the moment matrix condition
number can be estimated as .

K= on ,D'/? (9.33)

Figure 9.3 shows the condition number as a function of the strip length for a discretiza-
tion density of n) = 10.

9.3.5 Parallel Strip Resonator

The eigenvalues of resonant modes for a parallel strip resonator were analyzed in Sec-
tion 6.3. In order to obtain condition number estimates, we also require estimates of
the largest eigenvalues of the EFIE operator. For the parallel strip resonator, surface
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wave modes radiated parallel to the strips and are not strongly coupled from one strip
to the other, so the single strip surface wave mode eigenvalue estimates can be used
to estimate the largest eigenvalue of the TM-EFIE for the cavity. For the TE-EFIE, the
largest eigenvalue is determined by the mode at the mesh Nyquist frequency. Since
this mode is nonradiating and only locally coupled, the estimate (9.28) for the circular
cylinder can be used for the cavity.

For large cavity dimensions, there are many closely spaced resonances, so we can
assume that regardless of the dimensions or frequency one mode is near enough to
resonance that the imaginary part of the eigenvalue can be taken to be zero, and the
real part (6.19) can be employed as an estimate of the magnitude of ;5. For the TM
polarization, this leads to a condition number estimate of

a4 D
3avw

where we have retained only the leading-order term of (6.19). D is the cavity depth in
wavelengths and « is the fractional part of twice the cavity width W in wavelengths.
For the TE polarization,

(9.34)

- 20/ W

The growth rate for the TE polarization with D is not as large as that of the TM case,
since the largest eigenvalue of N does not depend on electrical size, whereas the largest
eigenvalue of £ increases in magnitude with electrical size.

From (9.34) and (9.35), it can be seen that the condition number of the moment ma-
trix is maximal at the smallest possible value of «. This corresponds to the resonance
of the g = 1 current mode, for which the fields are approximated by the TM;,, rectan-
gular waveguide mode. The normalized spatial frequency of the mode is 8; = 1/(2D),
and at resonance the smallest eigenvalue is equal to the real part given by (6.21). With
(9.31), the maximum condition number is

(9.35)

16 D7/?
™ _ 16 L7
Kmax = 377372 (9.36)
for the TM polarization. For the TE polarization,

3
TE ZHAD

s * o5 (9.37)

As shown by these estimates, the condition number of the moment matrix grows
rapidly with the cavity depth D. Since the parameter « increases with the mode num-
ber g, the most extreme ill-conditioning is confined to narrow bands near the lowest-
order resonances of the cavity corresponding to small values of g, where the cavity
width is near to an integer or half-integer number of wavelengths.
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Figure 9.4: Moment matrix condition number for a parallel strip resonator with depth D = 10 in wave-
lengths, as a function of width in wavelengths. Integral equation: TM-EFIE. Discretization: point testing
and pulse expansion functions, n; = 10. Solid line/dots: computed value, open cavity. Solid line: com-
puted value, half-open cavity. Dashed line: theoretical estimate, (9.34). Circles: (6.19) and (6.24), includ-
ing discretization error (6.25), at exact resonances of the lowest-order mode (g = 1). (©1999 John Wiley
& Sons [11].)

These theoretical condition number estimates for the cavity can be validated by
comparison with numerical results. Figure 9.4 shows the condition number of the
moment matrix for a cavity of length D = 10 in wavelengths as a function of width.
The more precise theoretical estimate obtained by taking into account both (6.19) and
(6.24), as well as the spectral error (6.25), is shown at the locations of the resonances
of the TM;,, mode. As W increases, the cavity mode eigenvalues move past the origin
in the complex plane, and the condition number is largest when one of the modes is at
resonance and its eigenvalue has a vanishing imaginary part. The smaller peaks corre-
spond to higher-order modes moving through resonance, and the largest peaks near
integer or half-integer widths correspond to resonances of the g = 1 mode, which is
most strongly confined to the cavity and has the highest quality factor.

Figure 9.5 is an expansion of a small interval of the results shown in Figure 9.4. The
theoretical locations of the resonances of the EFIE are marked by circles. The shifting
of the peaks of the computed condition numbers away from these locations is caused
by discretization error.

Numerical results are shown for both the open and half-open parallel strip res-
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Figure 9.5: Condition number of moment matrix for the same cavity as in Figure 9.4, over a smaller
range of the width W. Solid line/dots: computed value, open cavity. Solid line: computed value, half-open
cavity. Dashed line: theoretical estimate, (9.34). Dotted line: (6.19) and (6.24), including discretization
error (6.25). Circles: (6.19) and (6.24), without discretization error, at exact resonances. (©1999 John
Wiley & Sons [11].)

onators. Away from resonant peaks, the condition number for the half-open cavity
is approximately twice that of the open cavity.

9.3.6 Higher-Order Basis Functions

It is known that the condition number of the moment matrix increases rapidly with
the polynomial order p of the basis, at least as fast as p? [12]. The spectral estimates ob-
tained in Section 5.1 are only valid for modes numbers in the range |q| < N/2, where N
is the number of mesh elements. This suffices for the low-order basis functions consid-
ered above, but for higher-order basis functions, the additional degrees of freedom on
each mesh element mean that the order of the mode with smallest eigenvalue is greater
than N/2. A more sophisticated treatment is required in order to obtain a condition
number estimate for higher-order basis functions.
Let U be the unitary transformation with matrix elements

U = N—1/2€—jﬂqk0xn (9.38)
nq

where 8, and x,, are defined as before. Transforming each block of the moment matrix
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corresponding to the polynomial functions indexed by a and b leads to
N
Aqr,ab = Z U;:lqzmn,ab Unr (9.39)
m,n=1

By making use of (8.9), this matrix element can be written as

A= [T B S XD B)]_sin (s o)
qr.a ZniD —oo msm[n(ﬁ—ﬁq)/n,\]sin[ﬂ(ﬁ—ﬁ,)/m]

Fa(=P)Fy(B)

(9.40)
Expanding the integrand about the maxima for the diagonal elements with g = r leads
to

Ayl FolPa)Fo(By)

s=—00 /1= és
where s = B4 +sn).

The minimum eigenvalue of the moment matrix can be estimated from the smallest
eigenvalue of A g 4 for the largest value of g, which is g = N//2. For high-order modes,
the EFIE operator approaches its static limit and is approximately self-adjoint, and the
matrix Ay, with elements given by A, 45 for ¢ = N/2 is approximately Hermitian.
We can therefore employ the variational bound

(9.41)

\S)

A

H
v AN/z,N/zV
viv

(9.42)

min| <

to estimate the smallest eigenvalue. It turns out that the minimum eigenvalue is ob-
tained with the trial vector with elements given by v, = F,(k), which leads to

. " F(P)z([j,/jq,s)
Amin| < 2F<p>(/3,ﬁ)§ VI-Bie

By the variational expression (9.42), minimizing this expression over § leads to an
upper bound for the smallest eigenvalue of the moment matrix.

We will now apply this eigenvalue bound to the Legendre polynomial expansion.
Using the asymptotic approximation j,(x) ~ cos [x + (a + 1/2)?/(2x) - n(a -1)/2]/x
for the spherical Bessel function, it can be shown that the minimum of the right-hand
side of (9.43) occurs for § = 1, /2 + n)s’, where s’ is a large integer. For 8 of this form,

E®Y(B,B) = (p+1)(p+2)/(2p%), and

(9.43)

(9.44)
TS

p/2 4 N
FO (B, Bys) = (BBa.)™ 3o (4a + 1) cos [w]
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Figure 9.6: Moment matrix condition number as a function of polynomial order for Legendre polyno-
mial expansion applied to a flat strip, D = 1, n) = 4. Integral equation: TM-EFIE. Solid line: theoretical
estimate, (9.46). Pluses: numerical results.

Using this in (9.43) leads to the estimate

/\mm‘—m(erl)(erz) SZZP:/Z(Z/H )s {;}(451 l)cos[ s ]} (9.45)

for p even, with a similar result for p odd. The summation over g can be evaluated
numerically and is nearly independent of p, with an approximate value of 3.1. The
resulting condition number estimate is

k~02n,(p+1)(p+2)D"? (9.46)

This estimate is compared to numerical results for the Legendre expansion applied to
a flat strip of length D =1 in wavelengths in Figure 9.6.
9.3.7 Flat Plate—3D

For aflat plate, the extremal eigenvalues of the moment matrix for the EFIE correspond
to the largest curl-free eigenvalue (7.9) and the smallest divergence-free eigenvalue
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Figure 9.7: Moment matrix condition number for a square plate. Integral equation: EFIE. Solid line:
theoretical estimate, (9.47). Circles: computed.

(7.10). These eigenvalue estimates lead to the condition number estimate

2 2

m ny
K ~ =2 9.47
kih?* 4 (0:47)

This result breaks down as the plate size d becomes large relative to the wavelength
A = 2m/ky, since the eigenvalues of the curl-free and divergence-free surface wave
modes depend on kod and eventually will surpass the eigenvalues of the nonradiating
modes. For a large enough plate dimension or frequency, the condition number begins
to grow with the electrical size of the scatterer.

Since the high-spatial frequency, nonradiating modes that determine the condi-
tion number estimate (9.47) radiate evanescent fields and are not globally coupled,
the eigenvalues depend only on local properties of the scatterer. Therefore, unless res-
onance or large electrical size leads to eigenvalues that are larger than (7.9) or smaller
than (710), the estimate (9.47) holds for arbitrary scatterers.

Figure 9.7 compares the theoretical condition number estimate to numerical results
for a square plate. For the computed values, RWG basis functions are employed on a
regular triangular mesh. The plate size is d = 1A for the smaller values of n,, and
d = 0.1 for the largest.
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9.4 LOW-FREQUENCY BREAKDOWN

For a fixed mesh, the estimate (9.47) shows that the condition number of the moment
matrix for the EFIE grows as 1/k} as the frequency decreases. This is observed in prac-
tice as the low-frequency breakdown of the method of moments. As the frequency de-
creases, the curl-free and divergence-free modes discussed in Section 7.1 decouple and
the eigenvalues separate into two groups. If the basis used to discretize the EFIE is such
that the divergence-free modes can be separated from the curl-free modes, then the
two subspaces can be rescaled to improve the conditioning of the discretized operator
at low frequencies. This can be accomplished using the loop-star or loop-tree tech-
niques [13-16]. In this section, we analyze low-frequency breakdown and approaches
to overcoming this problem for the EFIE.

We have already obtained estimates for the largest curl-free or TE type mode
eigenvalue and the smallest divergence-free or TM type eigenvalue. To analyze low-
frequency breakdown, we need to estimate the smallest curl-free eigenvalue and the
largest divergence-free eigenvalue. For an electrically small flat PEC plate, since the
DC or constant current mode is divergence-free, the smallest curl-free eigenvalue
corresponds to a mode with the lowest possible nonzero spatial frequency, which is
B =1/(kod). For this mode, (7.6) yields the estimate

in T
Ain = —%—k y (9.48)
0

for this eigenvalue. The curl-free part of the spectrum of the moment matrix lies be-
tween the two extremal eigenvalues given by (7.9) and (9.48).

For small ko h, the largest divergence-free eigenvalue corresponds to the mode with
lowest spatial frequency (8 ~ 0). If kod < 1, the approximation used in obtaining
(7.4) breaks down for 8 = 0, since k;, is rapidly varying near the maxima of the sinc
functions at k, = 0, k, = 0. A more accurate evaluation of the integral in (7.3) is
obtained by expanding the sinc functions, retaining terms up to second order, and
integrating up to the first zeros of the sinc functions. This leads to the estimate

2 comjd anfd dk, dk 242 k242
ATM ~Mf f L P L (9.49)
2n2 Jo 0 k

max — 24 24

z

Evaluating the integral in the limit as ko — 0 yields

inkod in kod
Al P25 [(4- 2 /9) log (14 v2) - V2] ~ T2 (950)

At low frequencies, the divergence-free part of the spectrum lies between the values
given by (710) and (9.50).
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Figure 9.8: Moment matrix spectra for Im x 1m plate for decreasing frequencies. (a) f = 300 MHz,
(b) f = 150MHz, (¢) f = 75MHz, and (d) f = 37.5MHz. The spectra are normalized to # = 1.
Squares: theoretical extremal curl-free eigenvalue estimates, (7.9) and (9.48). Pluses: theoretical extremal
divergence-free eigenvalue estimates, (7.10) and (9.50). As the frequency becomes small, the two parts
of the spectrum separate. The curl-free eigenvalues move to —joo, and the divergence-free eigenvalues
move towards the origin. Magnified views of the eigenvalues near the origin are shown as insets.

To validate these estimates, Figure 9.8 shows the moment matrix spectrum for a
plate of side d = 1m at various frequencies. RWG vector basis functions are employed
on a regular triangular mesh. The discretization length h is taken to be the minimum
distance between mesh nodes, 0.1m. As discussed in Chapter 7, for large kod, the
spectrum lies on a question mark shaped arc in the complex plane, which extends
from the negative imaginary axis, through #/2 on the real axis, where the curl-free
and divergence-free parts of the spectrum join, and ending near the origin along the
positive imaginary axis. This can be seen in Figure 9.8(a). As ko decreases, the two parts
of the spectrum separate, moving towards the accumulation points of the spectrum of
T at0and —joo. This sequence of spectra illustrates the phenomenon of low-frequency
breakdown.
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9.4.1 Helmholtz Decomposition

To overcome the ill-conditioning caused by low-frequency breakdown, a vector basis
is required that allows the curl-free and divergence-free modes to be separated. This
is referred to as a Helmholtz decomposition.

To analyze the improvement in condition number with a Helmholtz decomposi-
tion, we will first assume that the decomposition is exact, so that the curl-free and
divergence-free modes can be explicitly separated. If the divergence-free moment ma-
trix block is scaled by 1/(koh), and the curl-free block by koh, then the condition
number becomes

dZ
e
which is independent of frequency and low-frequency breakdown no longer occurs.

The eigenvalue estimates obtained above can be used to further optimize the condi-
tion number. The optimal scaling factors are kod/n and —1/(koh), in which case the
spectrum of the scaled operator is a single interval in the complex plane with extrema
at —j and — jd/h. The condition number improves to

(9.51)

K~ d/h (9.52)

which is the same as that of the discretized integral equation for the Laplace or static
problem (ko — 0). This is to be expected, because at very low frequencies the dynamic
problem decouples into two static problems that could be solved individually.

For the loop-star and loop-tree bases, the loop space is divergence-free, and the
restriction of the discretized operator to this space is well conditioned, with k ~ d/h.
The restriction to the star or tree spaces, however, has been observed empirically to be
poorly conditioned [17,18], so that the estimates (9.51) and (9.52) are not achieved by
the loop-star or loop-tree approaches.

An analysis of the matrix spectrum shows that the ill-conditioning of the tree part
of the moment matrix is due to the existence of modes in the discrete tree space with
eigenvalues that are much smaller than eigenvalues associated with a continuous curl-
free space. Figure 9.9(a) shows the eigenfunction corresponding to the eigenvalue with
smallest magnitude of the tree space matrix for a square plate. The charge accumula-
tion for this mode is small, since the current flows back and forth between the vertical
cuts that define the tree space. Figure 9.9(b) shows the approximate curl-free mode
with smallest eigenvalue for the RWG discretization of the same problem, which corre-
sponds to the eigenvalue with smallest positive imaginary part in Figure 9.8(d). Strong
charge accumulations exist at the corners of the plate.

The problem with the loop-star and loop-tree methods is that while the mode shown
in 9.9(a) does have a nonzero divergence, the divergence is too small as compared
to the curl-free modes that would be realized with an exact Helmholtz decomposi-
tion. For this example, the ratio of the smallest curl-free eigenvalue to the smallest
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Figure 9.9: (a) Mode corresponding to smallest eigenvalue of the tree space interaction matrix for a
square plate of side 0.025. (b) Mode corresponding to smallest curl-free eigenvalue. Superimposed on
the vector fields are the charge densities associated with each mode. The curl-free mode is associated with
a relatively strong charge density or divergence, whereas the tree space mode is nearly divergence-free,
so the eigenvalue encroaches on the divergence-free part of the spectrum and causes ill-conditioning.

tree space eigenvalue is approximately 30. The condition number of the tree space ma-
trix is roughly 30 times larger than that of the curl-free restriction of the full moment
matrix, due to the presence of low-charge or nearly divergence-free modes in the tree
space.

One way to improve this residual ill-conditioning is to multiply the tree space matrix
with the inverse of a discretization of the divergence operator [17,18]. Since the low-
charge modes have small divergence, multiplication by this inverse operator increases
the eigenvalues of these modes relative to other modes and compresses the spectrum
of the tree matrix.

9.5 PRECONDITIONERS

Since the condition number of a matrix strongly influences the convergence of an iter-
ative solution algorithm, if the matrix in a linear system can be effectively transformed
so that the matrix has a smaller condition number, the computational cost of solving
the linear system can be improved. A left preconditioner M transforms the linear sys-
tem to

M 'Ax=M""b (9.53)
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If an iterative algorithm is applied to the preconditioned linear system, the condition
number that governs convergence is that of M A, which should satisfy

K(M™'A) < x(A) (9.54)

In implementing a preconditioned iteration, it would be computationally costly to ac-
tually compute M~! or its product with A. An iterative algorithm can be modified to
include a preconditioner by solving

My=c (9.55)

for y at each iteration. If M were equal to A, this would take as much work as solving
the original linear system, but the condition number of the matrix in (9.54) would be
unity and the iteration would only require one step. Thus, we want the precondition-
ing matrix to be similar enough to A that the preconditioned matrix has a condition
number as close to unity as possible, but structured in a way that the linear system
(9.55) can be solved efficiently. The preconditioner can either be constructed blindly
from the matrix A, or the physics of the problem that led to A can be used to suggest
a form for M.

A common preconditioner for the method of moments is a nearest neighbor matrix
of interactions between closely spaced testing and expansion functions. For 2D scat-
tering, this leads to a banded matrix. In 3D, the matrix is not banded, but is typically
sparse, so an algorithm for solving a sparse linear system exactly or approximately
must be used to solve (9.55). The physical radius of the near-neighbor region deter-
mines the effectiveness of the preconditioner. The larger the radius, the harder it is to
solve (9.55) at each step in the iteration, but convergence of the iteration improves.

As shown in the previous section, condition number increases with the mesh den-
sity due to eigenvalues associated with high-order, nonradiating modes. For a fixed
physical radius, the nearest neighbor preconditioner overcomes the growth of the con-
dition number with the discretization density, because the preconditioner accurately
models the localized self-interaction of evanescent modes with high spatial frequency.
As the mesh density increases, the number of matrix elements falling within the near
neighbor radius increases, and (9.55) becomes harder to solve. Since the precondi-
tioner does not model the long-range interactions that determine the surface wave
eigenvalues, the condition number can still increase with electrical size of the scatterer.
Near-neighbor preconditioners also do not overcome ill-conditioning due to resonant
effects, since resonance is produced by global interactions.

Other physics-based preconditioners can be developed from virtually any scatter-
ing approximation that can be efficiently computed. For rough surfaces, a precondi-
tioner can be constructed using a flat approximating surface [19]. High-frequency ap-
proximations for long-range interactions can also be used to develop preconditioners.
Calderon identities can be used to precondition the EFIE, due to the approximate in-
verse relationship between the TM-EFIE and TE-EFIE operators [20, 21].
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9.6 SUMMARY

We have seen that the convergence behaviors of Krylov subspace type iterative linear
system solution algorithms are strongly influenced by the moment matrix condition
number. Condition number estimates can be obtained from the spectral estimates de-
veloped in earlier chapters. Factors that increase the matrix condition number and
slow the convergence of iterative algorithms include mesh refinement, which leads
to a linear increase in condition number for 2D problems and a quadratic increase
for 3D problems, resonance, and increasing polynomial order of basis functions. For
the EFIE, decreasing the frequency effectively increases the mesh element density per
wavelength, also causing ill-conditioning. A spectral analysis of low-frequency break-
down provides insight into this effect and guidance for optimizing low-frequency mo-
ment method approaches.
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First-kind operator, 95

Flat plate, 148, 203

Flat strip, 101, 164, 196, 203
interior, 110, 121, 122, 162, 169, 177
interior error, 101

Flat-facet mesh, 56, 59, 66, 83, 85

Fourier
mode, 28, 34, 101
transform, 25, 29

Galerkin’s method, 22, 155, 164, 181
Galerkin-Petrov method, 22

Geometrical discretization error, 59, 66, 85
Geometrical refinement, 113, 118

GMRES, 188, 193

Green’s function, 16



Helmholtz decomposition, 207
Higher-order basis functions, 96, 161, 201
Hypersingular, 18, 65

Ideal discretization, 33, 34, 55, 74, 90, 155, 181
Identity

matrix, 77

operator, 73, 75, 77 93, 96, 181
Incident field, 15, 24, 77
Inner product

L2, 25, 52, 74, 102, 164
Integral equation, 16

CFIE, 19

EFIE, 16

MFIE, 18

second-kind, 19, 73

surface, 15

volume, 15
Integration

rule, 56, 73, 83, 110

single-point, 58, 84
Internal resonance, 79, 129
Interpolation, 28, 48, 163

error, 28, 31, 46, 48, 94, 156, 170, 177,178
Interpolatory basis, 163, 164
Irregular

discretization, 92, 181

mesh, 64
Iteration count, 192
Iterative algorithm, 21, 187

Kernel, 16
smooth, 35, 73, 195
weakly singular, 195
Krylov subspace, 188
iteration, 188

Lagrange polynomials, 163
LCR circuit, 129, 131

Legendre polynomials, 162, 203
Linear system, 21

Loop-star basis, 205, 207
Loop-tree basis, 205, 207
Low-frequency breakdown, 205

Magnetic field integral equation (MFIE), 18, 73,
75577, 89, 93, 96,181

Matvec, 188

Maxwell’s equations, 15
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Mesh, 10, 21
curved, 23
density, 36
discretization length, 21
element, 22
element density, 21, 162
element length, 36
flat-facet, 56, 59, 66, 83, 85
irregular, 64
Nyquist frequency, 9, 30, 39, 42, 106, 167,
176, 180, 184, 194, 196, 199
patch, 23
regular, 22, 33, 64, 164
Method of moments (MoM), 20, 22
MFIE, 18, 89
Midpoint integration rule, 56, 83, 110, 119
Mie series, 46
Mode, 28
aliased, 42
antiresonant, 107
curl-free, 149, 203
DG, 39, 113, 115, 137
divergence-free, 149, 203
Fourier, 34, 101
high-order, 42, 45
modeled, 9, 40, 88, 108, 167, 176
nonradiating, 36, 38, 44, 141,149, 194, 204
oscillatory, 39
quasi-resonant, 131
radiating, 36
surface wave, 103, 107, 115, 116, 118, 194,
196, 197
unmodeled, 9, 40, 88, 106, 108
Moment
matrix, 21, 37
method, 20

Nonideal discretization, 56, 83, 158
Nonnormal

matrix, 197

operator, 67, 101
Nonradiating mode, 36
Norm

12,26

Sobolev, 27
Normal

equation, 189

matrix, 191

operator, 8, 11, 34, 35, 102
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Numerical
analysis, 1
integration, 56, 65, 83, 110, 119
method, 11

Nyquist

frequency, 9, 30, 39, 42, 106, 167, 176, 180,

184, 194, 196, 199
sampling theorem, 23

Operator
adjoint, 52
antismoothing, 62, 75, 116
compact, 6, 35
discretized, 21, 36
first-kind, 95
hypersingular, 18, 119
identity, 19, 75, 77, 93, 96
nonnormal, 8, 67, 101
normal, 8, 11, 34, 35, 74, 102
second-kind, 95
self-adjoint, 2, 6, 8, 102
smoothing, 35
smoothing properties, 74
spectrum, 35
static, 5
weakly singular, 18
Order
convergence, 4, 6
Orthogonal basis, 76, 77, 162
Overlap matrix, 75
Oversampling, 24

Parallel strip resonator, 134, 198
Patch, 23
PEC, 15,19, 33
Periodic sinc function, 57, 83, 98, 105, 110
Phasor, 15
Physical optics, 19
Plane wave, 16
Point
matching, 44
testing, 44, 61, 79, 181
Polarization
TE, 17
™, 17
Polynomial
order, 43
Power, 131
Poynting’s theorem, 38, 130

Preconditioner, 208
Principal value, 18

Projection error, 9, 30, 41, 45, 63, 76, 79, 88, 108,

153, 169
Pulse function, 22, 28, 43, 45, 63, 79

Quadrature
error, 56, 65, 83, 110, 119
rule, 56, 159

Quality factor, 129
Quasi-resonant mode, 131
Quasioptimality, 6, 121

Radar cross section, 156, 158
Radar cross-section, 24
Radiating modes, 36
Rayleigh-Ritz procedure, 22
RCS, 24
Reaction, 25
Reference solution, 67, 87, 113, 118, 123, 125
Refinement
h, 162,168
p> 162,168
Regular
discretization, 90, 180
mesh, 33, 64, 164
Regularization, 88, 96
Residual error, 6, 190
Resonance, 129
cavity, 134, 198
frequency shift, 133, 140, 142, 145
internal, 19, 79, 86, 129, 132, 195
Right-hand side, 21, 77
RMS, 46, 170
error, 26, 28, 48, 78
Rooftop basis, 150
RWG basis, 22, 155, 179, 204

Scattered
field, 15
plane wave, 25, 114
Scatterer
closed, 17, 19
conecircle, 124
flat strip, 162, 169
open, 17
parallel strip resonator, 134
PEC, 15, 33
smooth, 33, 67, 87, 155
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wedge, 124
Scattering
amplitude, 5, 24, 26, 27, 49, 143
amplitude, specular, 114, 172, 179
bistatic, 25, 50, 82
cross-section, 24
width, 24
Scattering amplitude
error, 49, 80, 114, 172, 178
specular, 114
Scattering problem
2D, 17
3D, 16, 147, 179
Second-kind operator, 95
Self-adjoint, 2, 6
sinc function, 44, 79, 98, 166
Single-point integration, 58, 84, 113
Singularity, 162
current, 27, 110
edge, 101, 121, 131, 155, 162
wedge, 124
Smooth scatterer, 33, 67, 87
Smoothing operator, 35, 74
Sobolev
norm, 4, 27
space, 3
space, fractional order, 4
Source point, 17
SPD, 188
Spectral
convergence theory, 8
decomposition, 34, 74
Spectral error, 8, 38, 40, 62, 63, 76, 104, 107, 117,
132, 141, 153
relative, 40
Specular scattering amplitude, 114, 172, 179
Spline, 43
Stairstepping, 29
Stored energy, 131
Superconvergence, 51, 54, 55, 58, 61, 66, 70, 83,
88, 93, 110
Surface
closed, 19
current, 15
integral equation, 15
Surface wave mode, 103, 107, 115, 116, 118, 194,
196, 197
Symmetric product, 25, 52
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TE-CFIE, 20
TE-EFIE, 17, 62, 89, 114, 150
TE-MFIE, 19
Ten unknowns per wavelength, 24, 48, 70, 126,
160

Testing function, 21

Time harmonic, 15, 129

TM-CFIE, 20

TM-EFIE, 17, 34, 150, 164
TM-MFIE, 19, 74, 89

Total field, 15

Triangle function, 22, 43, 45, 64, 163

Unknowns, 21, 23, 162
Unmodeled mode, 40, 106

Variational

principle, 51

property, 51, 65, 82, 121, 172
Vector basis functions, 22, 147, 179
Volume integral equation, 15

Wave vector, 16, 24
Wavenumber, 16
Wedge, 124

Weighted residuals, 22
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