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Abstract

A new strategy for detecting cracks in 2D solids based on strain data is introduced. Crack detection is
formulated as an inverse problem and solved using genetic optimization. The novelty lies in the evaluation
of the model response at each generation. Specifically, the solution to the corresponding plane elasticity
problem is expressed via holomorphic potentials, which are determined by training two holomorphic
neural networks. As the potentials satisfy equilibrium and traction-free conditions along the crack faces a
priori, the training proceeds quickly based solely on boundary information. Training efficiency is further
improved by splitting the genetic search into long-range and short-range stages, enabling the use of
transfer learning in the latter. The new strategy is tested on three benchmark problems, showing that an
optimal number of training epochs exists that provides the best overall performance. A comparison is
also made with a popular crack detection approach that uses XFEM to compute the model response.
Under the assumption of identical stress-field representation accuracy, the proposed method is found
to be between 7 and 23 times faster than the XFEM-based approach. While the strategy is presented
here for the simplified case of a single internal crack, generalization is feasible. Overall, the present
findings demonstrate that combining genetic optimization with holomorphic neural networks and transfer
learning offers a promising avenue for developing crack detection strategies with higher efficiency than
those currently available.

Keywords: linear elastic fracture mechanics, physics-informed neural networks, holomorphic neural
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HNN holomorphic neural network
KM Kolosov-Muskhelishvili

PINN physics-informed neural network
TL transfer learning

XFEM extended finite element method
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Symbols

a, o crack half length and orientation angle

H space of holomorphic functions

1 imaginary unit

L plate half side length

L loss function

n normal outward unitary vector with respect to a curve
Ny initial crack population size

Ng number of cracks removed at each generation

No number of crack offspring at each generation

Ng number of cracks passed on to the short-range search algorithm
Np number of crack duplicates in the short-range search algorithm
Na crack population decrease after each generation

Ny, Ny number of training points on 'y, ',

R,C real and complex field

to, ug prescribed traction and displacement on the boundary
u Displacement vector

p Vector with crack geometrical parameters

T,y 2D space coordinates

z complex space coordinate

| S Dirichlet and Neumann portions of the boundary

€ strain tensor

K Kolosov’s constant

A, Lamé first and second parameter

o Cauchy stress tensor

VP, w Kolosov-Muskhelishvili potentials

XY auxiliary holomorphic functions

Q, 00 solid body domain and associated boundary

P search space

Py, 6y mutation probability and magnitude

Fi, Fs fitness thresholds for termination and short-range search
B conjugation operator

v double conjugation operator

1 Introduction

The capability to detect, locate, and evaluate damage or degradation in structures to ensure their
reliability and performance throughout their service life is crucial for modern society. In this context,
research on structural health monitoring has received considerable attention over the past decades [1].
Structural health monitoring can be defined as the assessment of a structure’s condition through integrated
sensing, data acquisition, and analysis techniques |2, 3]. Several well-established sensing methodologies are

now available to detect early signs of degradation, predict structural failures, and ensure overall safety. These



include temperature sensing, electrical and electrochemical sensing, local strain measurement, ultrasonic
testing, automated visual inspection, vibration-based methods, and acoustic emission techniques [1]. Based
on the recorded signals, damage detection is typically conducted either using a reference model of the
structure (physics-based approaches) or through signal-processing-based techniques (data-driven approaches)
[1].

In physics-based approaches, damage is detected via an inverse procedure that aims to minimize the
discrepancies between the model response and the sensor data [5]. In the specific case of crack detection based
on strain measurements, this procedure is formulated as an optimization problem in which model parameters
such as crack location, orientation, and size are progressively updated until the model response matches the
sensor data. The combination of the extended finite element method (XFEM) and genetic algorithms (GAs)
has proved particularly effective for solving such inverse problem [6, 7, 8, 9]. This effectiveness arises from
the ability of XFEM to evaluate the structural response for different crack parameter values without the
need for remeshing, together with the capacity of GAs to explore a complex solution space without relying
on gradient information, thereby reducing the risk of being trapped in local minima.

While the GA-XFEM combination offers excellent flexibility and robustness, its computational cost
remains a significant drawback. Consequently, several strategies have been investigated to accelerate the
inverse problem solution, including surrogate modeling approaches based on model-order reduction techniques
[10, 11] and, more recently, machine learning methods [12, 13, 14]. Although these approaches provide
advantages in specific scenarios, the former are limited by the need to update the reduced space on-the-fly,
whereas the latter require large amounts of training data, which may not be available.

The extensive amount of data required to train machine learning models has prompted numerous
investigations in the rapidly growing field of physics-informed machine learning |15, 16], and in particular,
physics-informed neural networks (PINNs) [17, 18]. These approaches require substantially less data, as
they rely on enforcing physical constraints. In the simplest form of the PINN approach, a neural network is
employed as a global ansatz function to solve a given boundary value problem. The network parameters
(weights and biases) are optimized during training by minimizing a loss function that includes the residuals
of the governing partial differential equations, the boundary conditions, and any deviations from available
experimental data.

While a large number of studies have applied PINNs and their variants to solid mechanics, approaches
tailored to problems within the scope of linear elastic fracture mechanics remain relatively less explored
[19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25]. One possible reason is the discontinuous nature of the solution across the
crack surfaces, combined with the singular behavior near the crack tips, which necessitates the adoption
of specialized strategies to mitigate convergence and accuracy issues. On the other hand, as noted by
Zhang et al. [20], the meshless nature of PINNs makes them potentially ideal for solving inverse problems
involving the identification of material defects based on strain or displacement measurements at discrete
sensor locations. Furthermore, transfer learning (TL) can significantly enhance the efficiency of PINNs when
solving sequences of problems that differ only slightly in domain geometry, as demonstrated by Chen et al.
[24] for crack propagation simulations.

In addition to these developments, the emergence of holomorphic neural networks (HNNs) has significantly
accelerated training for problems whose solutions can be represented by holomorphic functions [27]. A

notable example is plane linear elasticity, where the Kolosov—Muskhelishvili (KM) representation |28] allows



expressing the solution in terms of two complex-valued, holomorphic potentials. Accordingly, HNNs have
been shown to accelerate the solution of plane elasticity problems by one to two orders of magnitude compared
to standard, real-valued PINNs [27]. This improvement arises because the holomorphic formulation focuses
solely on learning the complex KM potentials that satisfy the boundary conditions, while the governing
equations are inherently satisfied a priori.

Recently, two enrichment strategies have been proposed to further improve the accuracy and efficiency
of HNNs for fracture mechanics problems [29]. The first involves enriching the HNNs with the square-root
term from Williams’ series, while the second leverages Rice’s global representation of the solution for a
straight crack to decouple the holomorphic part of the solution from the singular, non-holomorphic terms.
In addition to significantly improving accuracy in the presence of cracks, both strategies were shown to
be highly compatible with TL, enabling a ten-fold reduction in training time for repeated computations.
Remarkably, preliminary comparisons indicated that the computational efficiency of enriched HNNs when
using TL was nearly comparable to that of Abaqus XFEM [29].

In light of the above, enriched HNNs appear to be particularly well suited for crack detection analyses.
Accordingly, the present work aims to explore the benefits of combining HNNs and TL with genetic
optimization to detect cracks in two-dimensional linear elastic solids based on strain sensor data. The
remainder of this article is organized as follows. Section 2 provides the necessary theoretical background,
including the complex-valued formulation of plane linear elasticity, the corresponding complex representation
of the solution for an internal crack, and an introduction to HNNs. Section 3 defines the crack detection
problem and describes two solution strategies: the state-of-the-art approach based on GA-XFEM, and a
new approach combining HNNs with GA. A thorough comparison between the two methods is presented

through numerical tests in Section 4. Finally, Section 5 summarizes the main findings and conclusions.

2 Theory

2.1 Complex representation of plane linear elasticity

The equations of linear elasticity for an isotropic and homogeneous solid occupying a region Q C R? can

be written as

V.-o0=0,
o = 2ue + ATr(e)l, (1)
. Vu + Vul

=

where o denotes the Cauchy stress tensor, € is the infinitesimal strain tensor and w is the displacement
vector. Furthermore, A, 1 € R are the Lamé first and second parameters, respectively, Tr(-) denotes the
trace operator, I is the identity tensor and A = A for plane strain, whereas A = (2Ap) / (A + 2p) for plane
stress.

Traction and displacement boundary conditions are assumed to be applied on the solid boundary 9€:

o-n=to, on I'y, @)

U = U, on I'y,

where tg is the imposed traction and wg the prescribed displacement. In order to guarantee well-posedness,



we assume that 0Q =T, UT, and I', N T, = 0.

The boundary value problem defined by Equations (1) and (2) can be equivalently formulated in terms
of complex potentials by leveraging the Kolosov-Muskhelishvili (KM) representation [30, 28]. Let us define
H(Q) the set of holomorphic functions on {z =z + iy : (x,y) € Q}. Then, assuming the domain 2 to be
simply-connected, o and wu satisfy Equation (1) if and only if there exist ¢,1¢ € H(Q2), termed the KM
potentials, such that

orz = Re (20" = 29" —4),
oyy = Re (2¢" +z¢" +9'),
Ozy = Im (2" + '), (3)
Uy = ﬁRe(mp—za—E),
Uy = ﬁlm(ntp—za—@),

where x 1= (A4 3p)/(A 4 p) is the Kolosov constant, (-) denotes the complex conjugate, and (-)’ denotes
the complex derivative.
While ¢ and 1 represent the standard choice of complex potentials, for problems involving cracks it can

be convenient to work with an alternative potential defined as

w(z) = ¥(2) + 2¢'(2). (4)

As the above definition implies that
U(z) = w(z) — 2¢'(2). (5)
the solution to a linear elastic problem can be equivalently expressed either in terms of (¢,1)) or in terms of

(o, w).

2.2 Solid with internal crack
Let us consider the special case of a solid containing a straight internal crack of length 2a with traction-
free faces, see Figure 1. If a local coordinate system (Z, ) is defined such that the origin is located at the

center of the crack and the crack lies on the #-axis, then the complex potentials can be expressed as [31, 32]

P(2) =x(2)vz —a

o(2) = X(VE—a

(6)

where x(2) and y(Z) are two auxiliary functions which are holomorphic everywhere, /- denotes the principal
branch of the complex square root, and the operator * is the double conjugation of a complex function
defined by g(z) := ﬁ A key feature of the representation (6) is that any choice of x,vy € H()) generates
an elastic solution that automatically fulfills the boundary conditions along the crack faces. That is, an
elastic solution featuring a displacement jump across the crack faces and square root stress singularity at the
crack tips is produced from two functions y and -~y that, by contrast, are continuous and infinitely smooth
everywhere, also on the crack. This property offers a significant advantage for the application of HNNs, as
discussed in the next section.

The potentials ¢, @ in Equation (6) are denoted with a hat to emphasize that they are valid in the local
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Figure 1: Linear elastic solid containing a straight internal crack.

coordinate system. The standard potentials ¢, in the global coordinate system (x,y) can be obtained by
applying Equation (5) and the roto-translation formulae reported in Calafa et al. [29]. Assuming that the
Z-axis is rotated anti-clockwise by an angle o with respect to the x-axis and the crack center is located at

ze € C, the resulting expressions are

where
2(z) = e (2 - 2) (8)

From knowledge of ¢, ), stress and displacement components in the global coordinate system can be

computed via the KM formulae (3).

2.3 Solution using holomorphic neural networks

A holomorphic neural network (HNN) is a complex-valued artificial neural network employing holomorphic
activation functions. As demonstrated in [27], the choice of holomorphic activation functions — typically the
complex exponential — has two important consequences. First, the network output remains holomorphic
across the entire complex plane for any values of the network parameters. Second, the network can
approximate any holomorphic function to an arbitrary degree of accuracy, provided a sufficient number
of layers and neurons is used. These properties make HNNs particularly suitable for solving boundary
value problems in which the solution can be expressed in terms of holomorphic potentials [27]. In fact, by
leveraging the principles of the PINN approach, HNNs can effectively learn such potentials by minimizing a
loss function that quantifies the violation of the boundary conditions. In contrast to the standard PINN
approach, no explicit enforcement of the governing differential equations is required, as they are inherently

satisfied. This leads to significant gains in both accuracy and computational efficiency [27, 29, 33].



For the internal crack problem of Figure 1, HNNs can be used to compute the solution as follows [29].
First, a set of training points {z;} is generated along the domain boundary by sampling from a uniform
distribution. Next, each training point is passed as input to a pair of HNNs, which provide the values of
the two auxiliary functions y,~ as output. From these, the standard potentials ¢, are calculated via
Equations (6) and (7) and subsequently used to find stress and displacement components through automatic

differentiation in combination with the KM formulae (3). The loss function is then computed as
L:=5,Ly+ 5:L5, (9)

where sy, S, are scalar hyperparameters and the terms £, and £, quantify the extent to which the boundary

conditions (2) are violated. They are defined as

1

Lu= o > lluwz) — uo(z)13, (10)
w zi €y,
1

Lo= > llo(z) - —to(z)3 (11)
4 zi€ly

where N, and N, denote the number of training points along I', and I',, respectively. Finally, the loss
function gradient is computed through backpropagation and used to update the parameters of the two
HNNSs. The process is repeated until the desired level of convergence is attained, with each repetition cycle
defining a training epoch.

It is worth noting that the use of the representation (6) brings two important advantages. First, in
contrast to the standard KM potentials, the two functions x,~y are holomorphic everywhere, meaning that
they are ideally suited to be approximated using HNNs. Second, there is no need to place training points on

the crack faces, since the corresponding boundary conditions are satisfied exactly by construction.

3 Crack detection problem

3.1 Formulation

Inverse problems involve identifying a set of unknown model parameters from knowledge of the expected
model response. For the problem of crack detection based on strain sensor data, the unknown parameters
are geometrical quantities describing the crack’s shape, size, and location, while the response is represented
by strain measurements. To leverage the theory presented in Section 2, the present work focuses on the
specific case of detecting an internal crack in a two-dimensional linear elastic solid. It is assumed a priori
that the crack is straight and traction-free, whereas its size, orientation, and location are unknown and must

be determined from strain data collected at a discrete set of locations.

Following previous studies |7, 9], the problem is formulated as follows:
p* = argmin F(p) (12)
peP

where p is a collection of geometrical parameters describing the crack, P is the set of admissible values of



the former parameters, and F is the objective function to be minimized. The latter is defined as

> e 1(P, 2n) — &nll3
>z llenll3

where €(p, z,,) is the strain predicted by the model at the z,, location of the n-th sensor, e, is the strain

F(p) =

(13)

measured by the n-th sensor, and ng is the total number of sensors. Here, and in the remainder of the
article, the term "model" refers to the mathematical representation of the solid defined by its geometry and

the linear elastic relationships (1) and (2) that specify the mechanical behavior.

3.2 XFEM-based genetic optimization

As anticipated in the introduction, the optimization problem defined by Equation (12) is most commonly
solved using GAs. The fundamental idea behind genetic optimization is to mimic the biological processes
of natural evolution and the survival of the fittest individuals [34, 5|. By analogy, the set of candidate
solutions represents a population of individuals, where each individual is encoded by a set of genes. A
random generation of such gene sets provides the initial population (initialization). During each iteration of
the algorithm — referred to as generation —, offspring are produced from the fittest individuals of the previous
generation (selection). The fitness of each individual is evaluated using the objective function associated with
the optimization problem. Reproduction occurs through recombination of genes (crossover) and random
gene variations (mutation), both applied with a certain probability. The goal of this evolutionary process
is to promote the survival of the fittest individual, which produces the largest number of offspring and
ultimately dominates the population over successive generations.

Several variations of GAs have been proposed in the literature, most of which can be applied to the crack
detection problem defined by Equation (12). In this work, the objective is to adopt a well-known and robust
implementation that can serve as a reference for the benchmarks presented in Section 3.4. Accordingly, an
algorithm closely matching the widely used approach proposed by Waisman et al. [7] is employed, whose
schematic representation is shown in Figure 2.

The algorithm assumes that the geometrical parameters describing the crack are the crack tip coordinates
2T,z € C,ie. p={z",2z"}. From these, the crack half length, center location and orientation can be
computed as

a= M, Ze = 'ZJF;Z, a=arg(zt —27) (14)
The algorithm first step is to create an initial population of N; random cracks subjected to the constraint
that the crack tips must belong to the convex search space P C 2. Then, for each crack, the model response
at the sensor locations is computed using Abaqus XFEM and used to calculate the crack fitness, quantified

by the objective function of Equation (13). If at least one crack is found for which
F(p) < Fi, (15)

where F; is a selected threshold, or if the maximum number of generations is exceeded, the algorithm
terminates. Otherwise, the N cracks with the worst fitness are removed from the population, while the other

Np cracks undergo arithmetical crossover [34]|. This operation consists in generating No crack offspring,



where each child crack is generated from two randomly selected parent cracks. Specifically,

(2%)o = B(z")p1 + (1 = B)(27) P2

(16)
(7)o =Bz )+ (1=B)(=")p2

where the subscripts ()0, (+)p1, (+) p2 refer to the offspring, first parent and second parent crack, respectively,
and (8 € [0,1] is a random variable with uniform distribution. After crossover, mutation is applied to each

crack with a probability Py, introducing a perturbation to the crack tip coordinates defined as

(Z+)M = Z+ + 51 + i(52

(17)
(Z_)M =2z + 51 + i(52

where the subscript (-)as refers to the values after mutation, 01,2 € [—das, +9as] are uniformly distributed
random variables and the parameter d); € R controls the mutation magnitude. Finally, the model response
is evaluated for the updated crack population and the previous steps are repeated.

It is worth noting that since the difference Ngp — Np := Na is normally set to be greater than zero, the
crack population size decreases at each generation. To compensate for this, new randomly generated cracks
are added to the population every T > 1 generations. This leads to a population size that varies with the
number of generations according to a sawtooth function. As discussed by Waisman et al. [7], this partial
re-initialization of the population is beneficial for convergence, as it enhances the algorithm ability to move

away from local minima.

3.3 HNN-based genetic optimization enhanced via transfer learning

The GA presented in the previous section employs the fundamental operations of crossover and mutation
to explore the search space. Crossover performs a long-range search by generating crack offspring that may
differ substantially from the parent cracks in terms of position of their tips. By contrast, mutation performs
a short-range search by introducing small variations in the crack tip coordinates. This distinction is crucial
when considering the replacement of XFEM with HNNs for evaluating the model response.

The primary motivation for adopting HNNs is to leverage TL, which, in general terms, involves using
the network parameters obtained from one problem as the initial condition for solving a subsequent, related
problem. TL is effective when the solutions to the two problems are sufficiently similar. In the present
context, this implies that TL is beneficial only when the model response is evaluated for a series of cracks
that are relatively close in terms of size, orientation, and location. Accordingly, TL is expected to provide
advantages for cracks generated through mutation, but not through crossover.

Based on these considerations, a new crack detection strategy is proposed, where the long-range and
short-range searches are decoupled. Specifically, the algorithm shown in Figure 2 is retained for the long-range
search, but with two important modifications. First, the model response is evaluated using the HNN-based
approach described in Section 2.3, instead of XFEM. Second, the algorithm terminates once Ng cracks are
identified that satisfy

F(p) < Fs (18)

where Fy > F; is a relaxed fitness threshold. After termination, the algorithm shown in Figure 3 is initiated,

which refines the solution by exploring the search space in the vicinity of the cracks identified in the previous
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Figure 2: Reference crack detection algorithm proposed by Waisman et al. [7], which combines genetic
optimization with XFEM.

stage. For each crack provided as input, this second algorithm creates Np duplicates, which undergo
mutation with unit probability according to Equation (17). Subsequently, the model response is evaluated
for the mutated duplicates using the HNN-based approach combined with TL. As the mutated duplicates
do not differ substantially from each other, ideal conditions for TL exist. All input cracks and their mutated
counterparts are then collected to form a new population. If this population contains at least one crack that
satisfies the fitness criterion (15), the algorithm terminates. Otherwise, the Ng cracks with the best fitness
are retained, while the others are discarded, and a new iteration is performed.

It is worth noting that, in addition to enabling TL, the use of HNNs in place of XFEM offers an additional
advantage. Specifically, it allows control over the number of training epochs used to compute the model
response. This parameter has no direct counterpart in XFEM. In fact, the primary parameter controlling
the solution accuracy in XFEM is the mesh size, which reflects the capability of the underlying numerical
approximation to represent functions of a given complexity. In HNNs, this role is played by the network
architecture — namely, the number of layers and neurons.

While a large number of epochs may be required to achieve the maximum accuracy permitted by the
underlying network representation, such a large number may not be necessary in the present context. In fact,
a smaller number may yield an estimate of the model response that is less accurate, but still of sufficient
quality within the framework of the algorithms shown in Figures 2 and 3. This aspect can have a beneficial

impact on the algorithm computational efficiency, which will be investigated in Section 4.1.
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Figure 3: New algorithm for short-range search, which exploits HNNs and TL to efficiently evaluate the
model response.

3.4 Numerical experiments

Three numerical experiments are conducted to assess the crack detection strategy based on GA-—HNNs
proposed in Section 3.3 and to compare it with the reference GA-XFEM approach of Section 3.2. The first
experiment involves detecting a central crack in a square plate subjected to uniform tension on the top and
bottom edges, see Figure 4a. The ratio of crack length to plate side length is a/L = 3/10 and the ratio
of the elastic parameters is A/u = 1. The magnitude of the applied traction vector is |[tg|| = A and plane
strain conditions are assumed. Strain measurements are obtained from 10 sensors, placed symmetrically at
y ==+0.8L and z = {—0.8L; —0.4L;0;0.4L; 0.8 L} with respect to the global coordinate system positioned
at the center of the plate.

The second crack detection experiment, shown in Figure 4b, differs from the first only in terms
of the number of sensors. In fact, 6 additional sensors are placed symmetrically at * = +0.8L and
y ={—0.4L;0;0.4L}. This experiment is meant to provide indications on the sensitivity of the detection
algorithm to the sensor density. Finally, the third experiment has the same sensor placement as the first,
but different crack configuration, see Figure 4c. Specifically, the crack is rotated anticlockwise by 30° with
respect to the x-axis, and its center is located at = +d and y = —d, with d = L/5.

For all three numerical experiments, the strain measured by the sensors is obtained using a high-fidelity
finite element analysis performed in Abaqus. The analysis employs a crack-conforming mesh composed
of second-order quadrilateral elements, with an element size ranging from 0.01L at the plate boundary to
0.002L in the vicinity of the crack tips. A sweep meshing strategy is adopted near both crack tips, and

collapsed quarter-point elements are used to accurately capture the elastic singularities.
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Figure 4: Geometry, boundary conditions, sensor placement (indicated by the red crosses), and search space
(indicated by the red dashed box) for the numerical experiments. (a) Plate with central crack subjected to
uniform tensile loading. (b) Same as in (a), but with 16 strain sensors instead of 10. (c) Same as in (a), but
with slanted crack.

4 Results

The GA-HNN and the GA-XFEM crack detection strategies were both implemented in Python (link
to github rep will be made available upon acceptance of the article). To evaluate the model response, the
GA-HNN approach leverages the original PIHNN library [27], while the GA-XFEM approach employs
Abaqus XFEM.

4.1 Convergence analysis

As mentioned in Section 3.3, the number of training epochs is expected to have a significant impact on
the convergence behavior — and thus the efficiency — of the proposed GA-HNN crack detection strategy. To
investigate this aspect, the first numerical experiment shown in Figure 4a is considered. The optimization
problem is solved using the parameter values listed in Table 1. The search space is defined as P =
[—0.8L,+0.8L] x [-0.8L,40.8L], and a minimum admissible crack length of 0.1L is imposed. The model
response is evaluated using neural networks consisting of 3 hidden layers with 10 neurons per layer, together
with N, = 300 training points. Given the relative simplicity of the boundary geometry and boundary
conditions, this value of N, is sufficient to ensure an accurate computation of the model response, provided

that the number of training epochs is large enough.

Initialization Crossover Mutation | Short-range search
Ny T NA No/Np | Py om/L| Fs Ns Np
9 5 1 1 05 0.1 [0.007 3 2

Table 1: Values of the genetic optimization parameters adopted in this work. Values related to initialization,
crossover and mutation are from Waisman et al. [7].

Figure 5 shows the CPU time and the number of generations required to complete the long-range search

as a function of the number of training epochs. It can be observed that when the number of epochs drops

12



below 100, both CPU time and the required number of generations increase dramatically. This occurs
because the number of epochs is insufficient, leading to large errors in the computed model response, and
consequently the crack detection algorithm struggles to converge. When the number of epochs is reduced
below 50, no convergence is achieved at all. Even if the “correct” crack configuration is generated during the
optimization, the algorithm may fail to recognize it because its fitness is evaluated inaccurately. The same
figure also shows that increasing the number of epochs decreases the number of generations monotonically,
until a plateau is reached. This behavior is expected: the plateau corresponds to the minimum number of
epochs required to accurately capture the model response. Once this threshold is reached, further increasing
the number of epochs only increases CPU time, with minimal gains in accuracy. Therefore, an optimal
number of epochs exists that balances accuracy and computational cost. For the present problem, a value of

approximately 200 epochs provides this balance and is adopted in the remainder of the article.
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Figure 5: Impact of the number of epochs on the number of generations and computation time for the
long-range search of the GA-HNN crack detection strategy. The problem of Figure 4a is considered, and the
markers indicate the mean of five runs per epoch with identical initial population.

Additional insight into the convergence behavior of the proposed GA-HNN approach is provided by
Figure 6, which shows the evolution of the population fitness — defined as the minimum value of the objective
function in Equation (13) across all cracks — as a function of the number of generations. Because of the
inherent randomness of the genetic optimization procedure, each run of the algorithm produces a different
fitness curve. The curve shown in the figure is therefore selected as representative of the behavior observed
over multiple runs. The plot reveals that the optimization progresses in a stepwise manner, alternating
periods in which the fitness remains constant with sudden drops corresponding to the discovery of a new
crack with improved fitness. The transition from the long-range to the short-range search is indicated by
the black triangle and is followed by a rapid decrease in the objective function, which arises because the
search becomes restricted to smaller regions around the best cracks in the population. In genetic terms, the
transition corresponds to the algorithm shifting its emphasis from generating markedly different offspring

through crossover to refining existing individuals through mutation.
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Figure 6: Evolution of the population fitness as a function of the number of generations. The curves shown
are for individual runs of the GA-HNN and GA-XFEM crack detection strategies applied to the problem of
Figure 4a. The runs are selected to highlight the typical convergence behavior of GA-HNN, and the slow
rate of solution refinement of GA-XFEM, respectively.

For comparison, a curve corresponding to a single run of the GA-XFEM algorithm is also shown in
Figure 6. The curve indicates that although convergence is initially rapid, it stagnates after approximately
15 generations. This behavior is not uncommon for the GA-XFEM approach [7] and can be attributed
to the fact that, if the search domain is not progressively restricted, standard genetic algorithms may
quickly identify a good approximation of the solution, but the subsequent refinement proceeds slowly. This
limitation becomes particularly detrimental when model evaluations are computationally expensive, as is
typically the case in crack detection problems. Therefore, it can be concluded that introducing a short-range
search step is beneficial, independently of the fact that, in the present work, it is also used to enable TL.
This observation is consistent with previous findings which, in the more general context of multiple-crack
detection, motivated the development of multiscale detection strategies [35, 36].

While Figure 6 illustrates the evolution of the fittest crack in the population, it does not provide insight
into how the entire population evolves over successive generations. This aspect is clarified in Figure 7, which
shows snapshots of the crack population at increasing generation numbers for a representative run of the
GA-HNN algorithm. The first snapshot exhibits a wide dispersion in crack size, orientation, and location,
consistent with the random initialization. The next two snapshots, corresponding to generations 1 and 5,
show how this dispersion decreases as cracks with low fitness are progressively eliminated. These snapshots
also reveal the reduction in population size that precedes the periodic, partial re-initialization step discussed
in Section 3.2, which is triggered in generation 6. The final three snapshots, corresponding to generations
20, 54, and 55, are taken after the algorithm enters the short-range search. At this stage, the cracks become
highly clustered, and the clusters progressively narrow until they converge toward the correct solution.

The above results show that the short-range search has a significant impact on convergence, and thus
the optimal selection of the associated search parameters has to be discussed. While increasing the values
of Ny and Np has only a limited influence on the behavior of the algorithm, varying the parameter Fs —
which governs the transition between the two search mechanisms — has a pronounced effect. If Fy is set to a

very large value, crack identification terminates before the short-range search is activated. Conversely, if
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Figure 7: Snapshots of the crack population at selected generations, for a single run of the GA-HNN crack
detection strategy applied to the problem of Figure 4a. (a) The initial population, (b) Generation 1, (c)
Generation 5, (d) Generation 20, (e) Generation 54, and (f) The final population in generation 55. The
target crack is in light blue, the current fittest crack in yellow, and the rest of the population in gray.

Fs is set to a very small value, the short-range search begins immediately, meaning that the optimization
proceeds in the neighborhood of cracks that have been generated randomly rather than selected on the basis
of their fitness. In both cases, convergence is slowed down, highlighting the importance of an appropriate
choice of Fs. The optimal value of Fs, however, is problem dependent to some extent, as we verified through
tests involving different sensor numbers and locations. A pragmatic way to determine a suitable value is
to monitor the evolution of the population and set Fs such that the short-range search is triggered once a
few high-fitness cracks have emerged and persisted across generations. Although this method is applied

manually in the present work, it could be automated in future studies using machine learning techniques.

4.2 Efficiency comparison

A primary objective of the present work is to assess whether the proposed GA-HNN crack detection
strategy can be competitive, in terms of computational efficiency, with the well-established GA-XFEM
approach. To this end, both strategies are applied to the three numerical experiments shown in Figure 4.
Since the two strategies differ markedly — particularly in the way the model response is evaluated — special

care is taken to ensure the fairest possible comparison, as detailed in the following.
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First, parameters common to both the GA-XFEM and GA-HNN algorithms are assigned the same
values. Specifically, since the long-range search in GA-HNN is conceptually identical to the search in
GA-XFEM — apart from the way the model response is evaluated — the crossover and mutation parameters
are set to the values reported in Table 1. Regarding initialization, the same randomly generated population
is supplied to both algorithms to ensure identical conditions at generation zero. Furthermore, although
both crack detection strategies are suitable for parallelization, all computations are carried out on a single
CPU. This choice is made for simplicity, as a detailed analysis of the scalability of the two approaches is
beyond the scope of the present work. It is also worth noting that, unlike XFEM, HNNs typically perform
best on GPUs, implying that the results presented here are expected to be conservative with respect to the
computational performance of the GA-HNN algorithm.

Parameters specific to the GA-HNN strategy are set as described in Section 4.1. In addition, the
hyperparameters controlling the training of the HNNs, like learning rate, optimizer, etc., are set equal to
those used in [29]. Regarding XFEM, a regular rectangular mesh and the default Abaqus selection of all the
XFEM parameters are adopted. The crack is modeled as a wire feature, and the feature end points are
updated each time the model response is to be evaluated, without modifying the underlying mesh.

The comparison between the two crack detection strategies is performed under the conditions that (1)
the model response is represented with the same level of accuracy, and (2) the final identified crack achieves
the same level of accuracy with respect to the reference solution. Regarding point (1), Section 3.3 remarked
that the representation accuracy is governed by the network architecture in the HNN approach and by the
mesh size in the XFEM approach. As demonstrated in [29] for problems closely related to those shown in
Figure 4, using HNNs with 3 hidden layers of 10 neurons each yields stress and strain fields with an accuracy
comparable to that obtained using an XFEM mesh size of 0.06L. Accordingly, the same settings are adopted
here. It is worth noting that the chosen XFEM mesh size is of the same order as that used by Waisman et al.
[7] for similar benchmark configurations. Regarding point (2), comparable solution accuracy is ensured by
introducing a special termination criterion: both the GA-XFEM and GA-HNN algorithms are terminated
once a crack is found whose tips lie within a radius of 0.05a from the corresponding tips of the target crack.

Figure 8 shows the total CPU time required by the two crack detection strategies when applied to the
three numerical experiments. The results are presented as box plots, where each box corresponds to five
independent runs of the corresponding algorithm. In addition to the GA-XFEM and GA-HNN approaches,
a third variant is considered, denoted as “GA-XFEM (modified)”, which consists of running the GA-XFEM
strategy using the same two-step search mechanism employed in the GA-HNN approach. This modification
enables a separate assessment of the impact of introducing the short-range search within the GA loop and
of the effect of replacing XFEM with HNNs for evaluating the model response.

The figure shows that the median CPU time of the GA-HNN approach is of the same order across the
three experiments, ranging from 527 s for experiment I to 1339 s for experiment III. The median CPU
time of the GA—XFEM approach is consistently larger, by a factor ranging from 23 in experiment I to
7 in experiment III. Moreover, its variation across experiments is noticeably greater. In particular, the
GA—XFEM approach appears more sensitive to the number of strain sensors, as evidenced by the substantial
spread observed between experiments I and II. This pronounced variability is consistent with previous
findings that highlighted the strong sensitivity of GA-XFEM to sensor number and placement [7].

The modified GA-XFEM approach exhibits median CPU times that systematically lie between those of
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the two other strategies. This indicates that the reduction in CPU time achieved by the GA-—HNN approach
stems from two distinct sources. The first is the more efficient search mechanism, which employs separate
long-range and short-range phases executed sequentially. The second is the more efficient evaluation of the

model response, particularly during the short-range search where TL is exploited.
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Figure 8: Efficiency of the crack detection strategies in terms of CPU time. Each box is based on five
independent runs. The box represents the interquartile range (Q1-Q3), the whiskers indicate the full range
of the data, and the horizontal line denotes the median.

The increased efficiency achieved by combining HNNs with transfer learning compared to XFEM is
further supported by the results in Figure 9, which reports the number of generations required by the three
approaches for all numerical experiments. It can be seen that for experiment I, the modified GA-XFEM
approach requires more generations than the GA-HNN approach. However, for experiments II and III, both
approaches require the same number of generations, indicating that the corresponding difference in CPU
time must be attributed to the faster evaluation of the model response provided by HNNs. The figure also
confirms the improved efficiency of the two-stage search mechanism: the median number of generations for

the reference GA-XFEM approach is consistently larger than that observed for the other two approaches.
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Figure 9: Efficiency of the crack detection strategies in terms of number of generations. Each box is based
on five independent runs. The box represents the interquartile range (Q1-Q3), the whiskers indicate the full
range of the data, and the horizontal line denotes the median.

5 Conclusions

The present work presents a new strategy for detecting cracks in 2D solids based on strain sensor data.
Following previous studies, crack detection is formulated as an inverse problem and solved using genetic
optimization. The novelty lies in the evaluation of the model response at each generation. Specifically, the
solution to the corresponding plane elasticity problem is expressed in terms of two holomorphic potentials,
which are found by training two HNNs. As the potentials automatically satisfy equilibrium and traction-free
conditions along the crack faces, the training proceeds quickly based solely on the boundary conditions.
Training efficiency is further improved by splitting the genetic algorithm into long-range and short-range
stages, enabling the use of transfer learning in the latter.

The new strategy has been assessed through three benchmark tests. The results show that an optimal
number of epochs exists for training the HNNs, which provides a balance between accuracy and computational
cost and thereby yields the best overall performance. The proposed strategy has also been compared with

the reference approach, in which XFEM is used to compute the model response. Using the requirement of
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identical stress-field representation accuracy to determine both the HNN architecture and the XFEM mesh
size, the proposed method is found to be between 7 and 23 times faster than the standard XFEM-based
approach. This improvement arises partly from the more efficient two-stage search mechanism, and partly
from the more rapid evaluation of the model response enabled by transfer learning.

The present study builds on strong assumptions, as it considers the simplified case of a single internal
crack. However, extending the approach to an edge crack would be straightforward, requiring only an update
of the expressions for the complex potentials in Equation (6) [29]. An extension to multiple cracks could
also be achieved by leveraging domain decomposition techniques [27].

In the light of the above, the present findings demonstrate that combining genetic optimization with
HNNs and transfer learning offers a promising avenue for developing crack detection strategies with higher

efficiency than those currently available.

CRediT authorship contribution statement

Jonas Hund: Software, Formal analysis, Visualization. Nicolas Cuenca: Conceptualization, Software,
Formal analysis. Tito Andriollo: Conceptualization, Writing — original draft, Supervision, Funding

acquisition.

Declaration of competing interest

The authors declare that they have no known competing financial interests or personal relationships

that could have appeared to influence the work reported in this paper.

Acknowledgments

This work was supported by the Aarhus University Research Foundation, Denmark through the grant
no. AUFF-E-2023-9-44 “Strength of materials-informed neural networks”.

Data availability

Code will be released publicly following article acceptance.

References
[1] Vahid Reza Gharehbaghi, Ehsan Noroozinejad Farsangi, Mohammad Noori, T. Y. Yang, Shaofan Li,
Andy Nguyen, Christian Malaga-Chuquitaype, Paolo Gardoni, and Seyedali Mirjalili. A Critical Review
on Structural Health Monitoring: Definitions, Methods, and Perspectives. Archives of Computational
Methods in Engineering, 29(4):2209-2235, June 2022. ISSN 1134-3060, 1886-1784. doi: 10.1007/
s11831-021-09665-9. URL https://link.springer.com/10.1007/s11831-021-09665-9.

[2] Keith Worden, Charles R Farrar, Graeme Manson, and Gyuhae Park. The fundamen-
tal axioms of structural health monitoring.  Proceedings of the Royal Society A: Mathemat-
ical, Physical and FEngineering Sciences, 463(2082):1639-1664, 2007. doi: 10.1098/rspa.2007.
1834. URL https://royalsocietypublishing.org/doi/abs/10.1098/rspa.2007.1834. _ eprint:
https://royalsocietypublishing.org/doi/pdf/10.1098 /rspa.2007.1834.

19


https://link.springer.com/10.1007/s11831-021-09665-9
https://royalsocietypublishing.org/doi/abs/10.1098/rspa.2007.1834

3]

4]

[5]

[6]

7]

18]

19]

[10]

[11]

[12]

Charles R. Farrar and Keith Worden. Structural Health Monitoring: A Machine Learning Perspective.
John Wiley & Sons, Ltd, Chichester, United Kingdom, 2012. ISBN 978-1-119-99433-6. URL https:
//onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1002/9781118443118.chl.

Ali Mardanshahi, Abhilash Sreekumar, Xin Yang, Swarup Kumar Barman, and Dimitrios Chronopoulos.
Sensing Techniques for Structural Health Monitoring: A State-of-the-Art Review on Performance
Criteria and New-Generation Technologies. Sensors, 25(5):1424, February 2025. ISSN 1424-8220. doi:
10.3390/s25051424. URL https://www.mdpi.com/1424-8220/25/5/1424.

Prashant M. Pawar and Ranjan Ganguli. Structural Health Monitoring Using Genetic Fuzzy Systems.
Springer London, London, first edition, 2011. ISBN 978-0-85729-907-9.

Daniel Rabinovich, Dan Givoli, and Shmuel Vigdergauz. XFEM-based crack detection scheme using
a genetic algorithm. International Journal for Numerical Methods in Engineering, 71(9):1051-1080,
2007. doi: https://doi.org/10.1002/nme.1975. URL https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.
1002/nme.1975. _eprint: https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/pdf/10.1002 /nme.1975.

Haim Waisman, Eleni Chatzi, and Andrew W. Smyth. Detection and quantification of flaws in structures
by the extended finite element method and genetic algorithms. International Journal for Numerical
Methods in Engineering, 82(3):303-328, April 2010. ISSN 0029-5981, 1097-0207. doi: 10.1002/nme.2766.

Eleni N. Chatzi, Badri Hiriyur, Haim Waisman, and Andrew W. Smyth. Experimental application
and enhancement of the XFEM—-GA algorithm for the detection of flaws in structures. Computers &
Structures, 89(7-8):556-570, April 2011. ISSN 00457949. doi: 10.1016/j.compstruc.2010.12.014. URL
https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S004579491000297X.

Konstantinos Agathos, Eleni Chatzi, and Stéphane P. A. Bordas. Multiple crack detection in 3D using
a stable XFEM and global optimization. Computational Mechanics, 62(4):835-852, October 2018. ISSN
0178-7675, 1432-0924. doi: 10.1007/s00466-017-1532-y. URL http://link.springer.com/10.1007/
s00466-017-1532-y.

P. Kerfriden, J. C. Passieux, and S. P. A. Bordas. Local/global model order reduction strategy for
the simulation of quasi-brittle fracture. International Journal for Numerical Methods in Engineering,
89(2):154-179, January 2012. ISSN 0029-5981, 1097-0207. doi: 10.1002/nme.3234. URL https:
//onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/nme.3234.

Brahim Benaissa, Nourredine Ait Hocine, Idir Belaidi, Abderrachid Hamrani, and Valeria Pettarin.
Crack identification using model reduction based on proper orthogonal decomposition coupled with
radial basis functions. Structural and Multidisciplinary Optimization, 54(2):265-274, August 2016. ISSN
1615-147X, 1615-1488. doi: 10.1007/s00158-016-1400-y. URL http://link.springer.com/10.1007/
s00158-016-1400-y.

Jiyoung Yoon, Junhyeong Lee, Giyoung Kim, Seunghwa Ryu, and Jinhyoung Park. Deep neural
network-based structural health monitoring technique for real-time crack detection and localization
using strain gauge sensors. Scientific Reports, 12(1):20204, November 2022. ISSN 2045-2322. doi:
10.1038/s41598-022-24269-4. URL https://www.nature.com/articles/s41598-022-24269-4.

20


https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1002/9781118443118.ch1
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1002/9781118443118.ch1
https://www.mdpi.com/1424-8220/25/5/1424
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1002/nme.1975
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/abs/10.1002/nme.1975
https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S004579491000297X
http://link.springer.com/10.1007/s00466-017-1532-y
http://link.springer.com/10.1007/s00466-017-1532-y
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/nme.3234
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/nme.3234
http://link.springer.com/10.1007/s00158-016-1400-y
http://link.springer.com/10.1007/s00158-016-1400-y
https://www.nature.com/articles/s41598-022-24269-4

[13]

[14]

[15]

[16]

[17]

[18]

[19]

[20]

[21]

22]

Zekai Huang, Dongdong Chang, Xiaofa Yang, and Hong Zuo. A deep learning-based approach for
crack damage detection using strain field. Engineering Fracture Mechanics, 293:109703, December 2023.
ISSN 00137944. doi: 10.1016/j.engfracmech.2023.109703. URL https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/
retrieve/pii/S0013794423006616.

Pugazhenthi Thananjayan, Sundararajan Natarajan, Ean Tat Ooi, and Palaniappan Ramu.
Scaled boundary finite element based two-level learning approach for structural flaw identifica-
tion. Engineering Analysis with Boundary Elements, 166:105855, September 2024. ISSN 09557997.
doi: 10.1016/j.enganabound.2024.105855. URL https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/
S0955799724003308.

George Em Karniadakis, Ioannis G Kevrekidis, Lu Lu, Paris Perdikaris, Sifan Wang, and Liu Yang.
Physics-informed machine learning. Nature Reviews Physics, 3(6):422-440, 2021. doi: 10.1038/
$42254-021-00314-5.

Juan Diego Toscano, Vivek Oommen, Alan John Varghese, Zongren Zou, Nazanin Ahmadi Daryakenari,
Chenxi Wu, and George Em Karniadakis. From PINNs to PIKANs: recent advances in physics-informed
machine learning. Machine Learning for Computational Science and Engineering, 1(1):15, June 2025.
ISSN 3005-1428, 3005-1436. doi: 10.1007/s44379-025-00015-1. URL https://link.springer.com/10.
1007/s44379-025-00015-1.

Isaac E. Lagaris, Aristidis Likas, and Dimitrios I Fotiadis. Artificial neural networks for solving ordinary
and partial differential equations. IEEE Transactions on Neural Networks, 9(5):987-1000, 1998. doi:
10.1109/72.712178.

Magziar Raissi, Paris Perdikaris, and George E. Karniadakis. Physics-informed neural networks: A deep
learning framework for solving forward and inverse problems involving nonlinear partial differential
equations. Journal of Computational physics, 378:686-707, 2019. doi: 10.1016/j.jcp.2018.10.045.

Somdatta Goswami, Minglang Yin, Yue Yu, and George Em Karniadakis. A physics-informed variational
DeepONet for predicting crack path in quasi-brittle materials. Computer Methods in Applied Mechanics
and Engineering, 391:114587, March 2022. ISSN 00457825. doi: 10.1016/j.cma.2022.114587.

M. Manav, R. Molinaro, S. Mishra, and L. De Lorenzis. Phase-field modeling of fracture with physics-
informed deep learning. Computer Methods in Applied Mechanics and Engineering, 429:117104, 2024.
ISSN 0045-7825. doi: https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cma.2024.117104.

Bin Zheng, Tongchun Li, Huijun Qi, Lingang Gao, Xiaoqing Liu, and Li Yuan. Physics-informed
machine learning model for computational fracture of quasi-brittle materials without labelled data.
International Journal of Mechanical Sciences, 223:107282, June 2022. ISSN 00207403. doi: 10.1016/j.
ijmecsci.2022.107282.

Jonghyuk Baek, Jiun-Shyan Chen, and Kristen Susuki. A neural network-enhanced reproducing kernel
particle method for modeling strain localization. International Journal for Numerical Methods in
Engineering, 123(18):4422-4454, 2022. doi: 10.1002/nme.7040.

21


https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0013794423006616
https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0013794423006616
https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0955799724003308
https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0955799724003308
https://link.springer.com/10.1007/s44379-025-00015-1
https://link.springer.com/10.1007/s44379-025-00015-1

23]

[24]

[25]

[26]

[27]

28]

[29]

[30]

[31]

[32]

[33]

[34]

Yan Gu, Chuanzeng Zhang, Peijun Zhang, Mikhail V. Golub, and Bo Yu. Enriched physics-informed
neural networks for 2D in-plane crack analysis: Theory and MATLAB code. International Journal of
Solids and Structures, 276:112321, 2023. ISSN 0020-7683. doi: 10.1016/j.ijsolstr.2023.112321.

Zhiying Chen, Yanwei Dai, and Yinghua Liu. Crack propagation simulation and overload fatigue life
prediction via enhanced physics-informed neural networks. International Journal of Fatigue, 186:108382,
2024. doi: 10.1016/j.ijfatigue.2024.108382.

Omar Leoén, Victor Rivera, Angel Vazquez-Patino, Jacinto Ulloa, and Esteban Samaniego. Exploring
energy minimization to model strain localization as a strong discontinuity using Physics Informed
Neural Networks. Computer Methods in Applied Mechanics and Engineering, 436:117724, March 2025.
ISSN 00457825. doi: 10.1016/j.cma.2024.117724.

Enrui Zhang, Ming Dao, George Em Karniadakis, and Subra Suresh. Analyses of internal structures
and defects in materials using physics-informed neural networks. Science Advances, 8(7), 2022. ISSN

2375-2548. doi: 10.1126/sciadv.abk0644.

Matteo Calafa, Emil Hovad, Allan P Engsig-Karup, and Tito Andriollo. Physics-informed holomorphic
neural networks (PIHNNSs): Solving 2d linear elasticity problems. Computer Methods in Applied
Mechanics and Engineering, 432:117406, 2024. doi: 10.1016/j.cma.2024.117406.

Nikolai I. Muskhelishvili. Some basic problems of the mathematical theory of elasticity. Springer
Dordrecht, 1977. ISBN 978-94-017-3034-1. doi: 10.1007/978-94-017-3034-1.

Matteo Calafa, Henrik Myhre Jensen, and Tito Andriollo. Solving plane crack problems via enriched
holomorphic neural networks. Engineering Fracture Mechanics, 322:111133, 2025. ISSN 0013-7944.
doi: https://doi.org/10.1016 /j.engfracmech.2025.111133. URL https://www.sciencedirect.com/
science/article/pii/S0013794425003340.

Gury V. Kolosov. On an application of complex function theory to a plane problem of the mathematical

theory of elasticity. Yuriev, Russia, 1909.

C. W. Woo, Y. H. Wang, and Y. K. Cheung. The mixed mode problems for the cracks emanating from
a circular hole in a finite plate. Engineering Fracture Mechanics, 32(2):279-288, 1989. ISSN 0013-7944.
doi: 10.1016,/0013-7944(89)90300-7.

Y. H. Wang, L. G. Tham, P. K. K. Lee, and Y. Tsui. A boundary collocation method for cracked plates.
Computers & structures, 81(28-29):2621-2630, 2003. doi: 10.1016/S0045-7949(03)00324-9.

Matteo Calafa, Tito Andriollo, Allan P. Engsig-Karup, and Cheol-Ho Jeong. A holomorphic kolmogorov-
arnold network framework for solving elliptic problems on arbitrary 2d domains, 2025. URL https:
//arxiv.org/abs/2507.22678.

Zbigniew Michalewicz. Genetic algorithms + data structures = evolution programs (3rd ed.). Springer-
Verlag, Berlin, Heidelberg, 1996. ISBN 3540606769.

22


https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0013794425003340
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0013794425003340
https://arxiv.org/abs/2507.22678
https://arxiv.org/abs/2507.22678

[35] Hao Sun, Haim Waisman, and Raimondo Betti. A multiscale flaw detection algorithm based on XFEM.
International Journal for Numerical Methods in Engineering, 100(7):477-503, November 2014. ISSN
0029-5981, 1097-0207. doi: 10.1002/nme.4741. URL https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.
1002/nme . 4741.

[36] Wenhu Zhao, Chengbin Du, and Shouyan Jiang. An adaptive multiscale approach for identifying
multiple flaws based on XFEM and a discrete artificial fish swarm algorithm. Computer Methods in
Applied Mechanics and Engineering, 339:341-357, September 2018. ISSN 00457825. doi: 10.1016/j.cma.
2018.04.037. URL https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0045782518302226.

23


https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/nme.4741
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1002/nme.4741
https://linkinghub.elsevier.com/retrieve/pii/S0045782518302226

	Introduction
	Theory
	Complex representation of plane linear elasticity
	Solid with internal crack
	Solution using holomorphic neural networks

	Crack detection problem
	Formulation
	XFEM-based genetic optimization
	HNN-based genetic optimization enhanced via transfer learning
	Numerical experiments

	Results
	Convergence analysis
	Efficiency comparison

	Conclusions

