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Abstract. In this work it is studied the effect of some Multigrid Method parameters on the necessary CPU time to
obtain the numerical solution for a two-dimensional linear thermoelastic problem and the Laplace one. The considered
parameters are: grid size, inner iteration and number of grids. The mathematical model is discretized by finite
difference method using uniform grids and numerical approximations of second order. The systems of algebraic
equations are solved by MSI solver associated to the Geometric Multigrid Method with V-Cicle and Correction Scheme
(CS). The transfer of information among grids is made by injection process in restriction and by full weighting
operator in prolongation. The obtained results are compared to the ones of the Laplace problem, and also to singlegrid ones for both problems, and to other results from literature. It was verified that the coupling of two equations does
not degenerate the performance of the multigrid method when compared with the case of one equation.
Keywords: solver, finite difference method, CFD, numerical methods, thermoelasticity, 2D-Laplace´s equation
1. Introduction
For the development of new technologies, it is common the resolution of complex problems in both fluid mechanics
and heat transfer. The modeling of such problems, in general, results in partial differential equations, whose analytical
solution is unknown or difficult to be obtained, even if some simplifications are employed. In order to overpass these
difficulties, numerical approaches can be used, transforming a continuous problem in a discrete one. Diverse
methodologies can be employed for this purpose and one of the most used is the Finite Difference Method (FDM)
(Tannehill et al., 1997). The discretization of equations applying the FDM leads to a system of algebraic equations of
the type
r r
Ax = b

(1)

r
r
where A is the coefficients matrix, b is the independent vector and x is the variable vector. When very fine grids are
employed the matrix A becomes very large, and consequently, its resolution is impracticable by direct methods, due to
the high computational cost to invert the matrix A (Golub and Van Loan, 1989). The alternative, therefore, is the use of
iterative methods. Researches have been made in order to minimize the CPU time necessary to solve the system given
by Eq. (1), without affecting the solution quality (Ferziger and Peric, 1999; Pinto et al. 2005; Pinto and Marchi, 2006).
In this context, a method that is used frequently to improve the convergence rate is the multigrid one (Briggs et al.,
2000).
The multigrid method, studied originally by Fedorenko (1964), improves significantly the convergence rate of
conventional iterative ones. Researches about the multigrid method made by Brandt (1977), Stüben (1999) and
Wesseling and Oosterlee (2001) presented good numerical results, in respect to the convergence rate, for fluid dynamic
problems. The multigrid method has become popular and, currently, is one of most efficient iterative methods for
solution of system of equations, like the Eq. (1) (Hirsch, 1988; Tannehill et al, 1997, Ghia et al., 1982; Rubini, 1992).
The basic idea of the method is to use a set of grids and to execute iterations in each grid level and approximations
of the solutions of this equation in coarse grids (Briggs et al., 2000). The transfer of information from one grid to
another requires the definition of transfer operators, called prolongation and restriction. The restriction operators
transfer the information from the fine grid to the coarse one and the prolongation ones transfer the information from the
coarse grid to the fine one. The system of equations is solved in each grid level with an iterative method, which has the
property of reducing the oscillatory errors.
One efficient technique used to reduce the strong oscillations of the residue in each grid, defined by
r r
r
R = b − Ax ,

(2)

is to smooth the oscillations for a relaxation method.
Pinto et al. (2005) defined transfer operators for any coarsening ratio.
The ideal convergence rate for multigrid is independent of the grid size, i.e., it does not depend on the number of the
grid nodes (Hirsch, 1988; Ferziger and Peric, 1999). Moreover, Ferziger and Peric affirm that the more important

property of multigrid method is the independence of the number of iterations from the number of grid nodes, in the
finest grid, to obtain the convergence. The application of the multigrid method results in an approximately linear
increase of CPU time with grid refinement, allowing the resolution of problems in much finer grids, and, therefore,
more accurate solutions can be obtained (Hortmann and Peric, 1990).
Several multigrid algorithms can be found in literature, and they can be divided in two different schemes: CS
(Correction Scheme) and FAS (Full Approximation Scheme). The two schemes can be implemented computationally
with the V-Cycle, W-Cycle, F-Cycle, Full Multigrid (FMG) and other methodologies (Briggs et al, 2000; Trottenberg,
2001). CS-scheme is generally used in linear problems and FAS in nonlinear ones (Brandt, 1977).
All the algorithms are dependent on parameters that influence the CPU time. Manipulations in the parameter values
of the multigrid method can improve the convergence rate by a factor next to 2, using the best combination of these
parameters (Ferziger and Peric, 1999). Many of these parameters are studied and optimized by Pinto et al. (2005) for
linear advection problems, advection-diffusion and Burger’s equation. Pinto and Marchi (2006) made an analysis of CS
and FAS schemes with some solvers and standard coarsening ratio for the Laplace’s equation and suggested the use of
the maximum possible number of grids. Tannehill et al. (1997) affirmed that the optimum performance of the multigrid
method is obtained with diverse grids and suggested the use of 5 or 6 grids for the 2D-Laplace problem with a 129x129
nodes grid. Oliveira et al. (2006) also made a study to find the optimum values for some parameters of the method
multigrid in linear and nonlinear one-dimensional problems.
In this work, it is proposed for the obtainment of the optimum values for the geometric multigrid method, for the
CPU time optimization, for steady-state, two-dimensional linear model of thermoelasticity (TE), with two coupled
equations and Dirichlet boundary conditions. It is intended to verify if the performance of multigrid has any change
when compared to a one equation problem. The following parameters of the multigrid method are analyzed: the solver
inner iterations number (ITI), the number of grids (L) and the number of variables (N). The results are compared to a
two-dimensional diffusion problem, using Laplace problem (LP), which is solved by both multigrid and single-grid
methods, and with other results from literature. The analyses are made considering the results of the multigrid method,
methods for only one grid (single-grid) and the Gauss Elimination (direct) method. The effect of the functions/variables
coupling u and v , that appears in the two equations, is also studied to verify if it interferes in the iterative procedure
performance, when the multigrid method is used. The multigrid method properties are not preserved when applied to the
Navier-Stokes equations, with high Reynolds numbers (Ferziger and Peric, 1999). Therefore, one also intends to apply
the conclusions of this qualitative study to Navier-Stokes equations in alternative formulations without pressurevelocity coupling.
This text is organized as follows: in Section 2 the mathematical and numerical models are presented. In Section 3,
the computational code is commented. In Section 4, the results are presented and in Section 5 the general conclusions
are shown.
2. Mathematical and numerical models
The results of thermoelasticity problem are compared with the ones of a linear problem of two-dimensional heat
conduction (Laplace problem), both in steady state and with Dirichlet boundary conditions, in cartesian coordinates.
Problem 1: The constitutive equations of two-dimensional steady state linear thermoelasticity problem, for elastic
bodies, whose materials are homogeneous and isotropic (from the Hooke’s law), can be reduced to two differential
partial equations, written in terms of the displacements

Cλ

∂T
∂ ⎛ ∂u ∂v ⎞ ∂ 2 u ∂ 2 u
⎜
= 2C λ α
+ Su
+
+ ⎟+
∂x
∂x ⎜⎝ ∂x ∂y ⎟⎠ ∂x 2 ∂y 2

(3)

Cλ

∂T
∂ ⎛ ∂u ∂v ⎞ ∂ 2 v ∂ 2 v
⎜
+ Sv
+ ⎟+
+
= 2Cλ α
∂y
∂y ⎜⎝ ∂x ∂y ⎟⎠ ∂x 2 ∂y 2

(4)

1+ λ
, and λ is the Poisson’s ratio, α is the coefficient of thermal expansion and u and v are
1− λ
displacements in coordinate directions x and y, respectively. The temperature field is given by the analytical solution of
the two-dimensional problem diffusion,

where C λ =

T (x, y ) = sin (πx )

sinh (πy )
sinh(π )

The analytical solution proposed for the system formed for Eqs. (3) and (4) is

(5)
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y

(6)

2

v(x, y ) = γxy 2

(7)

in which γ = 1 and β = 0.01 are parameters.
The analytical solution is given by Eqs. (6) and (7), which was obtained by the Manufactured Method Solutions
(Roache, 2002). In general, the use of the fabricated solutions is recommended to verify the existence of eventual errors
of programming and numerical errors. The substitution of the derivatives of the functions u and v in the Eqs. (3) and
(4) results in the parcels of the source term, S u and S v , respectively.
The problem is solved in the domain Ω = {0 ≤ x ≤ 1; 0 ≤ y ≤ 1} , which is partitioned in a number of nodes given by
N = NxNy

(8)

where N x and N y are the number of nodes in the directions x and y, respectively. Each grid node is defined as

(xi , yi ) = ((i − 1)hx , ( j − 1)h y ) , with

hx =

1
1
and h y =
Ny −1
Nx −1

(9)

where i = 1,..., N x , j = 1,..., N y , hx and h y are the grid size of elements in the directions x and y, in this order.
The governing equations are discretizated using the Finite Difference Method (FDM), for orthogonal cartesian
coordinates and uniform grid in the two coordinate directions. The second order derivatives and mixed derivatives that
appear in the first term of each equation are approximated with the Central Difference Scheme (CDS), which possesses
second order of accuracy. The discretization of the Eqs. (3) and (4) results in
a P , Pφi , j + a P ,nφi , j +1 + a P ,sφi , j −1 + a P , wφi −1, j + a P ,eφi +1, j = bPφ

(10)

where the coefficients are evaluated by the following expressions: a P ,e = a P ,w = −1 / hx2 , a P ,n = a P,s = −(1 + Cλ ) / h y2
and a P, P = −a P,e − a P,w − a P,n − a P,s , in which P = ( j − 1) N x + i ; these coefficients for both equations are very
similar and does not depend on u and v . The numerical approximation for the displacements u and v is represented
by φ . The numerical approximation for the source term of Eq. (2) is given by

(

)

⎡ vi +1, j +1 + vi −1, j −1 − vi −1, j +1 − vi +1, j −1
cos(πx )sinh (πy ) ⎤
u
b up = C λ ⎢
− 2απ
⎥−S
(
)
h
h
4
sinh
π
x y
⎣⎢
⎦⎥

(11)

where vi +1, j +1 , vi −1, j −1 , vi −1, j +1 and vi +1, j −1 are numerical approximations of the mixed-derivative that appears in Eq.
(3). The approximation for the term b vp of the Eq. (4) is made in a similar form. The Eq. (10) is valid for inner nodes of
the calculation domain and Dirichlet boundary conditions are applied taking into account the analytical solution.
Equation (10) represents an algebraic system of equations that has the form of Eq. (1), which is a five-diagonal
matrix N x times N y , symmetrical and positive-definite (Briggs et al., 2000). In the approximation of the mixed
derivative of Eq. (3) appears the function v , that is placed in the bPu source term, as can be observed in Eq. (11). The
same procedure occurs with the approximation of the mixed derivative of Eq. (4); therefore, the numerical solutions of
Eq. (10) is coupled because the solution of u is dependent on the solution of v . The parcels S u and S v , that appear in
Eqs. (3) and (4), are added to the respective source terms.
Problem 2: The mathematical model of the Laplace problem is given by (Ferziger and Peric, 1999) as
∂ 2T
∂x 2

+

∂ 2T
∂y 2

= 0 , in 0 < x < 1 and 0 < y < 1

(12)

T (x,0 ) = T (0, y ) = 0 , T (x,1) = x and T (1, y ) = y

where T represents the temperature. The analytical solution of this problem is given by
T (x, y ) = xy

(13)

The numerical model adopted to solve the Laplace problem is the same used for the thermoelasticity problem.
In this work, the geometric multigrid (Wesseling and Oosterlee, 2001) is adopted, with the V-Cycle CS scheme for
both problems. In this scheme the transferred information in each grid level are the residue (in the restriction) and the
correction of the solution (in the prolongation). In the CS scheme, the Eq. (1) is solved only in the finest grid; in coarse
grids, only the residual equation is solved (Briggs et al., 2000). The correction is transferred to be added to the solution
of the current grid and, therefore, the next refined grid has its initial estimate trought up to date with a correction value
that will contribute for the elimination of the low frequency errors (Trottenberg, 2001). In this work, the injection
restriction and the prolongation by bilinear interpolation are adopted.
The ideal solver to be used with the multigrid method is one which has good smooth properties, for example, the
Gauss-Seidel method (Briggs et al., 2000). Modified Strongly Implicit Method – MSI (Schneider and Zedan, 1981),
presented better performance than the Gauss-Seidel one, as previous results of Pinto and Marchi (2006). Here, the MSI
method was chosen as standard solver, and the coarsening ratio is equal to 2 (standard value in literature); this means
that the size of the element on a finer grid is the half size of the element in an immediately coarser grid. Other
coarsening ratios were studied by Pinto et al. (2005) for one-dimensional problems of advection, advection-diffusion
and Burgers’ equation. For the test-problem of thermoelasticity, an algorithm of the multigrid method, CS scheme with
V-Cycle, for two grids is described
Table 1. Scheme CS for two grids with V-Cycle (Adapted from Briggs et al., 2000)
LMG (u 0 , u , v0 , v, bu , bv , h )
Begin
1. Smooth Auh u h = buh ITI times with initial guest u 0h ;

2.

Calculate the residue: Ruh = buh − Auh u h ;

3.

Smooth Avh v h = bvh ITI times with initial guest v0h ;

4.

Calculate the residue: Rvh = bvh − Avh v h ;

5.

Restrict the residue: bu2 h = I h2 h Ruh and bv2 h = I h2 h Rvh

6.

Smooth: Au2h e u2 h = bu2h ITI times with initial guest eu2 h = 0 ;

7.

Smooth:

A 2h e 2h = bv2h
v

v

ITI

times with initial guest

ev2 h = 0 ;
8.

Obtain: euh = I 2hh e u2h and evh = I 2hh ev2 h ;

9.

Correct the solution: u h ← u h + euh and v h ← v h + evh ;

10. Smooth: Auh u h = buh ITI times with initial guest u h ;
11. Smooth: Avh v h = bvh ITI times with initial guest v h ;

and of LMG (u 0 , u , v0 , v, bu , bv , h )

The described algorithm in Tab. 1 is applied for two grids but it can be extended for some grids. In order to facilitate
r
r r
the notation, the vectorial notation for u , v and b was omitted only in the algorithm. The restriction and prolongation
r
r
operations are represented by I h2 h and I 2hh , respectively. The systems of equations for u and v are smoothed in the
finest grid Ω h (steps 1 and 3), in order to obtain an approximation of the solution with ITI iterations. The residue is
calculated in steps 2 and 4, as indicated in the Eq. (2), and then it is transferred to the residual source terms (step 5) of
the coarser grid Ω 2h and the system of equations is solved (steps 6 and 7). In step 9, the correction is transferred to the
finest grid and the initial guest is re-estimated. In steps 10 and 11, the systems are solved for the finest grid with a
corrected initial guess. The described algorithm covers only one V-Cycle CS scheme. The following procedure
develops diverse calls of LMG until the achievement of a stop criterion:

Proceedings of COBEM 2007
Copyright © 2007 by ABCM

19th International Congress of Mechanical Engineering
November 5-9, 2007, Brasília, DF

Choose u 0h , v0h and ite max
1. i = 1
while (no converged) or ( i ≤ ite max ), do
2. LMG (u 0 , u , v 0 , v, bu , bv , h )
3. u 0 = u and v0 = v
i = i +1
end while
In step 2, the algorithm is called as many times as necessary until achieving the established convergence criterion or
achieving the maximum number of cycles chosen ( ite max ); while it does not occur, the solution is updated (step 3) with
the approximated solution of the previous cycle (Adapted from Wesseling, 1992).
3. Verification of the computational code

The algorithm described in the previous Section was implemented in FORTRAN 95 language, using the Visual
Compaq FORTRAN 6.6. The simulations were made in a PC with Processor Intel Duo Core 2.66 GHz and 2 GB RAM,
using double precision arithmetic.
Tests of coherency have been made for the verification of the computational code, to establish both the tolerance
and the convergence criterion, although the analytical solution of the problem has been obtained, as cited in Section 2.
The adopted procedure is described as follows: in the finest possible grid and taking into account the limitations of
computational physical memory, the program is run until the elimination the iteration error. In this point, the solution of
the algebraic system of equations is saved in a file and is taken as the exact solution of the system. With the average
norm l1 (Ferziger and Peric, 1999) calculated in each iteration, the number of significant figures was verified, without
varying with the iterations. Considering this verification, a tolerance whose magnitude is 10 −12 was obtained, that is
two orders of magnitude over the significant figures verified for round-off-error. The tolerance, therefore, is defined
as ε = 10 −12 . The same procedure is used to generate the exact solution in all coarse grids. Thus, the convergence
criterion is defined as
N

l1[ E k (φ )]k

=

∑ (φk →∞ − φk ) i
i =1

(14)

N

where φ k →∞ is the exact solution of the system of equations, φ k is the solution in k -iteration, N is the total number
of nodes in the grid, E k is the k -iteration error, l1 denotes the average norm of the error during the k -iteration and
i denotes the node. Thus, one obtains minor possible relative error compared to the true solution of the system of
equations, generating, therefore, greater confidence and quality of the solutions. The adopted initial estimate in this
r
r
work is u = 0 and v = 0 . The CPU time is measured using the function TIMEF of FORTRAN 95 PORTLIB library.
The uncertainty of this function is approximately ±0.05 s (Pinto et al, 2005).
4. Results

The results obtained for the multigrid method parameters considered in this work are presented in this section.
About 180 simulations have been made. The number of inner iterations influences on the CPU time, number of grids
and size of the problem in the two cases are analyzed. The considered simulation results are for the grids 257x257,
513x513 and 1025x1025. For the study about the size of the problem, the simulations have been made for all grids,
since the coarsest grid, 5x5, until the finest grid, 2049x2049. The results of single-grid and the direct method (EG) also
are presented and compared. Commentaries on the effect of the coupling of the equations will be made in the last
Section.
4.1. Inner iterations – (ITI)

For each grid and each problem, simulations with number of iterations have been made varying from ITI = 1 until
ITI = 10 , and also ITI = 15 . Figure 1 shows that, for all the tested grids, the minor CPU time occurred for ITI = 2 ,
for both the thermoelasticity problem (TE) and the Laplace problem (LP). The CPU time increases almost linearly with
the number of inner iterations, as can be observed in Fig. 1. The optimum number of inner iterations ITI optimum for the

(

)

two cases can be established as ITI optimum = 2 . The CPU time observed for the of thermoelasticity problem in the finest
grid is approximately 4 times larger than the time observed for the Laplace problem in the same grid size. The results
show that the coupling of the equations does not influence the optimum number of inner iterations. The results are
similar to those presented by Pinto and Marchi (2006) for the two-dimensional linear problem of heat conduction
(Laplace problem), even using another criterion of tolerance for the convergence.

Figure 1. Influence of number of inner iterations on the CPU time.
4.2. Number of Grids – (L)

The study of the number of grids influence (L) takes into account the number of optimum inner iterations obtained
previously. The intention is to optimize the CPU time. Figure 2 shows that the minor CPU time occurs with the number
of grids around the maximum (Lmaximum ) , or the maximum, that is, t CPU (Lmaximum ) ≈ t CPU Loptimum . For the finest grid

(

)

considered in this analysis, i.e., 1025x1025 nodes, the difference between Lmaximum CPU time and Loptimum CPU time is
around 2%. For the Laplace’s problem this difference is lower than 0,5%. One notices that when the number of grids is
diminished in relation to the optimum, the CPU time increases very quickly. The simulations with L = 4, 3 and 2 grids,
for the largest problem (largest N) for example, require a lot of CPU time. The conclusions of this analysis are the same
ones for both problems studied TE and LP, except by the difference of the CPU time between Loptimum and Lmaximum .
One notices, therefore, that the coupling of the equations of the thermoelastic problem does not influence the optimum
number of grids. Similar results for linear and nonlinear one-dimensional problems have been obtained by Pinto et al.
(2005) and Pinto and Marchi (2006). The results obtained in this work, for the 2D Laplace’s equation with
N = 129 x129 , are according to the conclusions of Tannehill et al. (1997), who affirmed that the use of 5 or 6 grids, for
the same problem, practically results in the same performance of 7 grids. Hirsch (1988) cites, in his work, that generally
4 or 5 grids are used. Roache (1998) affirms that the use of only 2 levels of grids is not recommended.
4.3. Number of variables (N)

(

)

(

)

The optimum number of iterations ITI optimum and the optimum number of grids Loptimum , obtained previously,
are considered in this study about the influence of the size of the problem on the CPU time. In this analysis, all sizes of
grids are considered, i.e., from the minor 5x5 to the greatest supported by the PC memory, 2049x2049, using the
multigrid method. The results obtained from single-grid method (unique grid) with MSI solver and with the Gauss
Elimination for the thermoelasticity problem are also shown. In this case, the adopted grid were 5x5, 9x9,…, 257x257
and 5x5,…, 33x33, respectively. Very refined grids for the single-grid method require extremely high CPU time, taking
hours or even days for achieving the convergence, using direct method. For the Laplace’s problem, the results of the
single-grid method and the Gauss Elimination are not presented, but they can be found in Pinto and Marchi (2006). For
small grids, the CPU time is about zero. In this case, a methodology was adopted to obtain a time value which
eliminated as possible the CPU time error due to uncertainty of measurement by the TIMEF function. The main idea is
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to obtain an acceptable precision of the CPU time. Thus, for all grids whose time of simulation is less than 10 seconds,
an external cycle in the main routine was made in order to the program make the number of necessary simulations until
it gets 10 seconds or more. The time of a simulation, therefore, is the average consumed time for all simulations, in that
grid. For example, in the thermoelastic problem, the size grid 5x5, simulated with the multigrid method, solver MSI,
and optimum parameters L and ITI, needed 38175 simulations to reach 10,02 seconds, resulting in the average time of
0.000262 second by simulation.

Figure 2. Influence of number of grids on the CPU time
Figure 3 shows the influence of the number of variables on the CPU time, for the two problems, in the multigrid
case. It can be noticed that, in the multigrid method, when the size of the problem is increased, the CPU time grows
almost linearly. For the thermoelastic problem, the multigrid method presents better results than the single-grid one
starting from 33x33 nodes. For this grid, single-grid starts to present significantly larger CPU time than the multigrid
method. The CPU time of the thermoelastic problem is on average 5.3 times larger than the CPU time for the Laplace’s
problem using the multigrid method. In comparison between the multigrid and single-grid methods, for the
thermoelasticity problem and 257x257 grid, the multigrid method is approximately 70 times faster than the single-grid.
For the 1025x1025 grid, by extrapolation, is obtained that the multigrid method is approximately 1000 times faster than
the single-grid one and approximately 1.3 × 10 6 faster than the Gauss Elimination method. In comparison between the
Gauss Elimination and the multigrid method, for the 33x33 grid, the last one is about 1400 times faster and comparing
to the single-grid one, is about 1.4 time.
4.4. Analysis of methods

To determine the order (p) to the solver associated to the methods and the behavior of the curve in function of the
time, a considered geometric least square fitting method is presented, given by
tCPU (N ) = cN p

(15)

where p represents the order of solver associated to the used method, or inclination of the curve, and c is coefficient
that depends of each method and each solver. The value of the exponent p in Eq. (15) gives important information to the
analysis of solver. The ideal multigrid method is that one whose p = 1, so the nearer the unit the value of p, the better is
its performance. The obtained values of c and p to all N are in Tab. 2 and to N > 33 × 33 in Tab. 3. They confirm that
the CPU time of the multigrid method and solver MSI, for the two tested problems, increase almost linearly if all size of
problems is considered, as observed in Fig. 3. The order of solver is not much affected when the two problems are
solved with MG-MSI. In fact, the exponents p of the Eq. (15), with the multigrid method are 1.17 and 1.18, for the
thermoelastic and Laplace problems, respectively, i.e., around the ideal. When N > 33 × 33 , p is obtained far better in
two problems, Tab 3, with 1.05 and 1.06.

The values of p obtained for the single-grid method with MSI and the Gauss Elimination method demonstrate a
weak performance when increase the size of the problem.

Figure 3. Influence of size of problem on the CPU time for the methods
MG-MSI, SG-MSI and Gauss Elimination
Table 2. Values of c and p obtained from geometric least square fitting for
solvers MSI and Gauss Elimination in two problems.
Problem
Laplace
Thermoelasticity

Solver
MSI
MSI
EGauss

MG
c
p
2.02x10-6 1.18
1.26x10-5 1.17
-------

SG
c
p
1.60x10-8 1.97
2.16x10-7 1.90
3.90x10-9 3.35

Table 3. Values of c and p obtained from geometric least square fitting for
solvers MSI in two problems to N > 33 × 33 .
Problem
Laplace
Thermoelasticity

Solver
MSI
MSI

MG
c
p
8.71x10-6 1.05
5.23x10-5 1.06

SG
c
p
6.62x10-9 2.06
8.03x10-8 2.01

5. Conclusion

In this work, it was analyzed the influence of diverse parameters of the geometric multigrid method, with CS
scheme, on the necessary CPU time to solve problems with two coupled equations and Laplace’s problem (only one
equation). The analyzed parameters were: number of inner iterations (ITI ) , number of grids (L) and number of nodes
(N). To discretizate the equations the Finite Difference Method with Central Difference Scheme and Dirichlet boundary
conditions was adopted.
Based on the results of this work, it was verified that:
1) The optimum number of inner iterations is 2, in any grid, in the two problems. The ITI can affect the CPU time
significantly.
2) The optimum number of grids is around the maximum, i.e., Loptimum ≈ Lmaximum . The number of grids can affect the
CPU time significantly.
3) The coupling of two equations does not degenerate the performance of the multigrid method when compared to the
case of one equation.

Proceedings of COBEM 2007
Copyright © 2007 by ABCM

19th International Congress of Mechanical Engineering
November 5-9, 2007, Brasília, DF

6. ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

The first author is thankful to the Laboratory of Numerical Experimentation (LENA), the Department of Mechanical
Engineering of the UFPR, by availability of the necessary infrastructure the accomplishment of the present work, and
also to the colleagues of the laboratory for providing valuable discussions. The authors would acknowledge to CNPq
(Conselho Nacional de Desenvolvimento Científico e Tecnológico) by material and financial support given for this
work. The second author is scholarship of CNPq – Brazil.
7. REFERENCES
Brandt, A.,1977, “Multi-Level Adaptive Solutions to Boundary-Value Problems” Mathematics of Computation, Vol.
31, No. 138, pp. 333-390
Briggs, W. L. and Henson, V.E., Mccormick, S.F., 2000, “A Multigrid Tutorial”, 2ª ed., SIAM
Fedorenko, R. P., 1964, “On the Speed of Convergence of an Iteration Process”, USSR Comput. Math. and Math. Phys.,
Vol. 4 (3)
Ferziger, J. H. and Peric, M., 1999, “Computational Methods for Fluid Dynamicas”, 2ª ed.
Ghia, U.., Ghia, K. N., and Shin, C. T.., High, 1982, “High-Re Solutions for Incompressible Flow Using the NavierStokes Equations and Multi-Grid Method”, J. Comput. Phys., vol. 19, pp. 387-411
Golub, G. H. and Ortega, J. M., 1992, “Scientific Computing and Differential Equations: An Introduction to Numerical
Methods”, Academic Press, Inc.
Golub, G. H. and Van Loan, C., 1989, “Matrix Computations”, 2ª ed., Johns Hopkins Press, Baltimore.
Hirsch, C., 1988, “Numerical Computational of Internal and External Flows”, Vol.1, Wiley.
Hortmann, M, Peri , M, Scheuerer, G. 1990, “Finite volume multigrid prediction of laminar natural convection:
Bench-mark solutions”, International Journal for Numerical Methods in Fluids, Volume 11, Issue 2, Pages 189207
Maliska, C. R., 2004, “Transferência de calor e mecânica dos fluidos computacional”, LTC, 2ª ed.
Pinto, M. A. V., Marchi, C. H., 2006, “Efeito dos Parâmetros do Método Multigrid CS e FAS sobre o tempo de CPU
para a Equação de Laplace Bidimensional”, Proceedings of ENCIT, Paper Cit 06-0348.
Pinto, M. A. V., Santiago, C. D., Marchi, C. H., 2005, “Effect of Parameters of a Multigrid Method on CPU Time for
One-dimensional Problems”, Proceedings of COBEM 2005.
Roache, P. J., 1998 , “Fundamentals of Computational Fluid Dynamics”, Hermosa Publishers.
Roache, P. J., 2002, “Code verification by the method of manufactured solutions”, J. Fluids Eng. 124 (1), 4-10.
Rubini, P. A. et. Al, 1992, “Multigrid Acceleration of Three-Dimensional, Turbulent, Variable-Density Flows”
Schneider, G. E.; Zedan, M. 1981, “A modified strongly implicit procedure for the numerical solution of field
problems”, Numerical. Heat Transfer v. 4.
Stüben, K., 1999, “Algebraic Multigrid (AMG): an introduction with applications”, in: GMD-Report 70, November.
Tannehill, J. C., Anderson, D. A. and Pletcher, R. H., 1997, “Computational Fluid Mechanics and Heat Transfer”, 2ª
ed., Washington: Taylor & Francis.
Timoshenko, S. P.; Goodier, J. N., 1970, “Theory of elasticity”. Japan: McGraw-Hill
Trottenberg U., Oosterlee C., Schuller A., Brandt A., Oswald P., and Stüben K., 2001. “Multigrid”, Academic Press,
Inc., Orlando, FL.
Wesseling, P., 1992, “An Introduction to Multigrid Methods”, John Wiley & Sons.
Wesseling, P. and Oosterlee, C. W., 2001, “Geometric Multgrid with Applications to Computational Fluid Dynamics”,
Journal of Computation and Applied Mathematics, Vol. 128, pp. 311-334.
8. RESPONSIBILITY NOTICE

The authors are the only responsibles for the printed material included in this paper.

