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Abstract

The geometric multigrid algorithm is an efficient numerical method for solving
a variety of elliptic partial differential equations (PDEs). The method damps
errors at progressively finer grid scales, resulting in faster convergence compared
to iterative methods such as Gauss-Seidel. The prolongation or coarse-to-fine in-
terpolation operator within the multigrid algorithm, lends itself to a data-driven
treatment with deep learning super-resolution, commonly used to increase the
resolution of images. We (i) propose the integration of a super-resolution gen-
erative adversarial network (GAN) model with the multigrid algorithm as the
prolongation operator and (ii) show that the GAN-interpolation can improve the
convergence properties of multigrid in comparison to cubic spline interpolation
on a class of multiscale PDEs typically solved in fluid mechanics and engineering
simulations. We also highlight the importance of characterizing hybrid (machine
learning/traditional) algorithm parameters.

Keywords:

1. Introduction

Partial differential equations describe the behavior of many physical phe-
nomena, from the smallest quantum scales to the largest structures in the uni-
verse. Efficient numerical methods are crucial to simulate these complex phe-
nomena with current and foreseeable computational resources. The application
of machine learning (ML) tools to accelerate and improve the accuracy of phys-
ical simulations is an increasingly active area of research, leveraging the surge
of advancements in machine learning architectures over the last decade [e.g.
30, 20, 23, 24, 25].

While replacing conventional numerical solvers with machine learning models
is certainly promising, improving heuristic operators within existing mathematically-
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formally derived numerical methods can allow for interpretable computational
gains, easier implementation and more rapid yet controlled deployment[17].

We focus on geometric multigrid methods, which are effective at solving
multiscale PDEs used in physics and engineering [e.g. 27, 26]. The multiscale
nature of multigrid methods motivates the integration of multiscale ML mod-
els, in particular deep learning methods [13]. Recent investigations [e.g. 17, 16]
similar to ours have explored the use of deep neural networks in a geometric
multigrid solver by evaluating the effect of network properties on solution accu-
racy, runtime, and training time. They find that deep learning applications to
multigrid can plausibly accelerate the algorithms while still accurately recover-
ing the true solution. Super-resolution (SR) deep learning models, in particular,
are multiscale in nature and have the popular use of transforming photographs
from low to high resolution while retaining a visually realistic result.

The goal of our work is to explore the integration of a deep learning super-
resolution model into the geometric multigrid algorithm. We focus on applying
the algorithm to the two-dimensional fluid system described by the pressure-
Poisson formulation of the Navier-Stokes equations. We discuss the conversion
of a super-resolution model from a photographic to a fluid system and the inte-
gration of the ML model within the algorithm. We also investigate the algorithm
performance, including scaling and convergence, for several key parameters de-
scribing the combined ML-multigrid algorithm.

2. Methods

2.1. The Pressure-Poisson equation in the incompressible Navier-Stokes equa-
tions

The incompressible Navier-Stokes (NS) equations govern fluid flow. The
equations have a quadratic non-linearity that leads to multiscale solutions (such
as in the case of hydrodynamic instabilities and turbulence) and represent fluid
physics in widespread applications in engineering and scientific phenomena. The
incompressible NS equations [22] are given by

∂u

∂t
+ (u · ∇)u = −∇p+∇σ

∇ · u = 0
(1)

where u is the fluid velocity and p is the pressure. This equation can be
discretized and evolved in time for the fluid velocity and pressure. The role of
the pressure in the incompressible equations is to maintain mass conservation or
zero velocity divergence. It is possible to take the divergence of the momentum
equation and rewrite Eq. 1 in the form

∂u

∂t
+ (u · ∇)u = −∇p

∇2p = −∇ · (u · ∇)u,
(2)
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the discretization of which ensures zero production of velocity divergence in
the solution. As a consequence, the fluid pressure p is now described by a
Poisson equation. Time-evolution of this system generally involves a splitting
that solving the Poisson equation for the pressure given a velocity field increment
due to convection-diffusion terms, and then using the pressure correction to
evolve the velocity field. The details of the boundary conditions are specific
to each problem and are not explicitly described here. The Poisson equation
for pressure is a non-local operation and is often the rate-determining step in
the solution procedure for incompressible convection-dominated flow problems.
Accelerating the process of solving the Poisson equation, therefore, directly
impacts the speedup in the overall time-integration algorithm.

2.2. The Multigrid method for the Poisson equation

Multigrid methods are particularly effective for solving multiscale differential
equations relevant to physics and engineering [e.g. 27, 26]. Multigrid methods
formally scale linearly with the number of unknowns in a discretized physical
system, which makes them attractive to use, as high-performance computing
increasingly enables higher-fidelity and larger-scale computations. Generally,
the favorable scaling of multigrid methods is due to their ability to iteratively
reduce solution errors at multiple scales by obtaining coarse solutions, then
utilizing the coarsened solutions to solve increasingly higher-fidelity solutions.
The utilization of coarse fidelity solutions to accelerate finer fidelity solutions is
enabled by a prolongation (or interpolation) operator.

Prolongation within a multigrid algorithm lends itself to a data-driven treat-
ment due to the ability of ML techniques to perform data-informed interpola-
tion, as seen frequently seen in super-resolution methods as used in image anal-
ysis [c.f. 5, 19]. In this work, we consider the applications of enhancing multigrid
methods by using a data-driven prolongation operator akin to super-resolution
operators used in image analysis. We consider a common Poisson differential
equation, frequently written as

∇2p =
∂2p

∂2x
+

∂2p

∂2y
= f(x, y), (3)

where the solution p is discretized on a grid, and f is the spatially dependent
source term, which is a non-linear function of the fluid velocity for the pressure-
Poisson equation.

Figure 1a shows a schematic of the two-level multigrid, where the top hori-
zontal level represents the highest resolution grid h2. Applying the Poisson op-
erator ∇2p− f to the grid h2, using a relaxation method such as Gauss-Seidel,
results in an residual rf relative to the true solution. For these relaxation meth-
ods, high-frequency errors (relative to the grid scale) are quickly reduced, while
low spatial frequency errors remain. It can be shown [27] that the residual also
satisfies the Poisson equation, so we recursively solve the Poisson equation for
this error. In order to efficiently suppress low-frequency errors, we apply a re-
striction operator R to coarsen the grid so that previously low spatial frequency
errors on the fine grid become high frequency errors on the coarse grid h1.
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Some applications of deep learning networks directly employ surrogates for
the PDE, either on the course grid [i.e. 17] or at each multigrid level [33]. We
only employ Gauss-Seidel relaxation for these operations. Once the coarsest
level is reached, we apply a prolongation operator P to the error term in order
to correct the solution on the next finer grid. In a uniformly spaced grid, the
restriction operator R can be as simple as taking only the black points in red-
black ordering. The prolongation operator P requires more work, as it involves
an interpolation scheme to create a higher resolution grid. For example, this
interpolation scheme can be a two-dimensional mesh interpolation, such as the
bivariate spline function in the SciPy Python library [28].

2.3. The GAN model for super-resolution

Deep learning [13] methods have been able to capture and reproduce the
structure of extremely complex physical systems [e.g. 21, 29, 8]. Even without
prior knowledge of the system, the network can learn the behavior and patterns
relatively quickly with adequate data.

Traditional supervised learning, such as for classification tasks, involves a
network learning a decision boundary via labeled data (e.g. images [1] or text
[18]). On the other hand, unsupervised generative models learn a probability
distribution from the data, allowing us to then sample from the distribution,
and create new synthetic data. More precisely, as described in Harshvardhan
et al. [7], given input X and output Y variables, classification models learn the
probability P (Y |X), the probability of Y given a particular input example X.
Generative models instead learn P (X|Y ), the probability distribution of inputs
(or features) corresponding to the output, and P (Y ), the probability of gener-
ating a particular synthetic output. By learning the probability distribution of
features that correspond to outputs, the model can generate realistic synthetic
data.

Super-resolution [e.g. 14, 31] in deep learning refers to the application of gen-
erative networks to low-resolution images in order to predict a high-resolution
version. There are many generative model architectures, such as hidden Markov
models, Boltzmann machines, variational autoencoders, normalizing flows, and
generative adversarial networks [7, 12]. A Generative Adversarial Network
(GAN) [6] is particularly effective as an accurate, super-resolution model. GANs
do not explicitly learn the underlying data probability distribution: through
their adversarial structure, they develop an approximate, efficient lower dimen-
sional latent representation [3, 10].

The GAN network consists of a generative (‘Generator’ G) model with a
discriminative (‘Discriminator’ D) model. The idea is to train the Generator
to produce increasingly more realistic data, while the Discriminator trains to
distinguish between real and synthetic samples. Training occurs as follows:
(i) use a fixed Generator to generate a synthetic data sample, (ii) train the
Discriminator via labeled (real or synthetic) data samples with categorical loss
lDis, and (iii) fix the Discriminator and train the Generator by inputting new
synthetic and real data into the Discriminator and constructing an appropriate
loss function lSR that optimizes both for the distance of the synthetic data to
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(a) Diagram of a single iteration of a geometric V-cycle multigrid algorithm.
The coarsest level is denoted by a superscript ‘C’. Relaxation operations oc-
curs at every resolution level to determine the correction term δi, although the
error correction PDE is only shown for the coarsest level. The restriction and
prolongation operators are shown. In our work, there is a decision as to which
prolongation operator is used in that multigrid iteration.

(b) Structure of discriminator and generator we implement, modified from Ledig
et al. [14].

Figure 1: Diagrams for two-level multigrid and GAN interpolation.
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the real data and against the performance of the discriminator. We implement
the losses described in [14]:

lDis = lBCE

lSR = lSR
MSE + 10−3lSR

Gen

lSR
MSE =

1

r2WH

rW∑
x=1

rH∑
y=1

(IHR
x,y −Gθ(I

LR)x,y)
2

lSR
Gen =

N∑
n=1

−logDθ(Gθ(I
LR)),

(4)

where ILR and IHR are the low/high resolution grids described by a tensor of
size W × H × C and rW × rH × C respectively, r is the up-sampling factor
along each spatial dimension, θ represents the model parameters in a particular
network, and lBCE is the binary-cross entropy loss.

In our work, we use the GAN architecture from Ledig et al. [14], following
the example in Birla [2], as shown in Figure 1b. Unlike Ledig et al. [14] who
use the pre-trained VGG loss designed for photographic image recognition, we
use mean squared error (MSE) loss function for the generator. We keep the
same dimension of ‘color’ channels C = 3, but set each channel to have equal
data. This choice allows minimal architecture changes from the original image
focused-network, as well as flexibility for the inclusion additional information in
future work.

3. Multigrid with GAN super-resolution

3.1. Dividing the domain and GAN interpolation

The GAN maps a (ns × ns) (here ns = 6) subset of the discretized domain
to a (nl×nl) grid. These windowed inputs allow for spatially-invariant training
and prediction. A small value of ns also allows for generation of more training
samples from limited datasets. Prediction for the whole domain involves stitch-
ing together the windowed outputs. Ghost cells are implemented by splitting
the input domain into overlapping windows and utilizing only subset of that
particular window’s error prediction for the global high resolution grid. Fig-
ure 2 shows a schematic for how this domain splitting and data reconstruction
occurs. Only the upscaled data from the grid marked by ‘x’ is used in the
reconstruction of the final high resolution grid. This implementation reduces
numerical artifacts in the SR high resolution grid as the adjacent individual
tiles are predicted by the SR GAN operator with overlapping data as input.
Before input in the GAN, we normalize the grid data in log space to the range
(-1,1). Unlike photographic image cells, which typically span the range (0,255),
pressure data spans many orders of magnitude. Operating on the log of the
data greatly improves training of the GAN.

The GAN prolongation operator works as follows (see Appendix A for the
algorithm description):
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Unclassified

Unclassified

x x x x x x

x x x x x x

Global domain boundary

Input 6x6 subgrid into SR 
model

Data from inner 2x2 
subgrid (up-sampled to 
8x8) is used in final 
global grid output 

Up-sampled subgrid is 
included in final global 
grid output

Stride of SR window

Figure 2: Schematic of ghost cell-like splitting of the domain. The blue dotted line shows the
input grid of size ns × ns for the SR GAN. Only the upscaled data from the inner 2× 2 grid
is kept for the final grid reconstruction. The next input grid is denoted by red dotted line,
which is shifted 2 grid elements to the right, so that the inner 2× 2 grid data (marked by ‘x’)
that is kept is next to the previous upscaled data. The processes continues with the next grid
in green, and so on until. The algorithm proceeds similarly in downwards.

• Normalize the grid values from pi,j to qi,j , by using a symmetric log func-
tion T : R → Ω ∈ [−1, 1]. This function is constructed using another
function T ′ : R → Ω ∈ [0, 1], so that T (pi,j) = T ′(|pi,j |) sgn(pi,j). The
function T ′ linearly maps the log of the absolute values. We define the
min and max magnitudes pmin and pmax to encompass the values expected
in the data. The resulting normalization is such that T (pmin)) = 0 and
T (pmax)) = 1, and T (pmin)) = 0 and T (pmax)) = −1 .

• Divide the normalized coarse grid qi,j into overlapping ns × ns windows
(i.e. assuming a n2

s kernel with stride = 2). Apply GAN interpolation to
produce a set of high resolution n2

l window kernels. Here nl = 24.

• Construct the fine grid by assigning the central (ns + 2)2 fine window
values to the final fine grid. Any non-overlapping areas (i.e the edges at
the global boundary) are assigned to the output window in that region.

• Transform and scale back to original, un-normalized pressure values.

3.2. Data and training

The pressure-Poisson formulation of the incompressible NS equations is a
physical system with the form of Eq. 3. The pressure-Poisson equation is used
to ensure mass conservation in incompressible flows and is derived from taking
the divergence of the fluid momentum equation

∇2p = ∇ · (ν∇2u− (u · ∇)u) = f(x, y) (5)

7



Here ν is the fluid viscosity, u is the fluid velocity, and p is the fluid pressure.
Simulating the system in time involves calculating the source term f(x, y) from
the velocity field u, solving the Poisson equation for pressure (e.g. using a
multigrid method), and then using that pressure to update the velocity field.
We produce a truth dataset of 200 pressure fields on a grid size 1922 by evolving a
biperiodic velocity field from a broadband initial condition and Reynolds number
Retrain = 2000 using the incompressible NS equation.

We construct the training set of 1000 pressure grids as follows:

• Select one of the 200 pressure fields randomly and restrict (downsample)
the grid by a random power l of 2 on each grid length, such that the
smallest grid size is (ns = 6)2. The result is a grid of size (192/2l)2.

• From the grid above, pick a random 62 window. The total size of the
space of such windows is 17, 000.

• Transform and rescale the window data range from [−∞,∞] to [−1, 1]
in the same manner as described in the GAN prolongation method in
Section 2.3, using the global min and max of the truth dataset. We used
|pmin| = 10−10 and |pmax| = 10−3.

In Figure 3, we examine the behavior of the trained SR GAN model by using
the model to interpolate simple, single-mode test data. We generate these test
pressure grids with the function p(x, y) = cos(nx)+cos(ny), where (x, y) ∈ [0, 2π]
are the spatial coordinates and n is an integer. We show examples for large and
small length scale data (rows 1 and 2). Broadly, we see that the SR GAN
operator produces a reasonable interpolation. A comparison of the exact norm
difference between the spline and SR GAN grids is not a useful comparison
because the generated data happens to contain no smaller length scales (i.e. we
generated it with a sinusoidal function that is locally linear). The purpose of
this test is to demonstrate how the high-resolution predictions differ in terms
of spatial scales. The last column shows the power spectra of the coarse, spline
interpolated, and SR GAN interpolated grids. Both the spline and SR GAN
methods capture the large spatial scales (low k) similarly, as shown by their
overlapping power spectra with that of the coarse grid. The spline interpolated
grid spectra follow the spectrum of the coarse grid and continue the same power
law below the coarse scale. In contrast, the SR GAN interpolated grid power
spectra is higher at smaller scales as the power law is shallower. This behavior
is expected, as the spline operator is simply extending the coarse data based
on local data points. The SR GAN operator predicts what the finer structure
should be based on the learned representation of the fluid pressure data.

Figure 4 is similar to Figure 3 except that we applied the SR GAN and
spline interpolation operators to test data . We smooth the predicted grids
in order to better match properties during the multigrid algorithm, as there
is inter-iteration smoothing. Both interpolation operators predict large spatial
scales similarly well. Spline interpolation tends to under-predict smaller spatial
scales, while the SR GAN interpolation tends to overpredict these scales. The
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Figure 3: Test of super-resolution GAN model on pressure data generated with a sinusoidal
function at a fixed length scale. The sinusoidal function is p(x, y) = cos(nx) + cos(ny), where
(x, y) are the spatial coordinates in the range [0, 2π] and n is an integer. The first and second
rows correspond to n = 2 and n = 4 respectively. The first column shows generated data at
N = 48. The second and third columns show the interpolated high-resolution grid at N = 192
using a spline and SR GAN method, respectively. The fourth column shows the power spectra
of spatial scales for all three grids, each normalized to their peak value. Please note that the
slope of the SR GAN spectra is not zero, and appears small only due to the y-axis range.

operators are the closest to the true grid power spectra at different scales. These
differences in grid predictions manifest as differences in the number of iterations
to convergence as we discuss in Section 4.

3.3. Algorithm application

We solve Eq. 5 using a test set source grid f(x, y)i from a velocity field
ui. We set the viscosity ν = 0 for simplicity. Our implementation of this hy-
brid multigrid algorithm is characterized by many parameters related to both
the deep learning and non-deep learning parts of the algorithm. Appendix A
contains an algorithm description. Table 1 summarizes the parameter choices
we make, including the fiducial choices described in Section 4.1. The multi-
grid parameters Nsmooth,pre and Nsmooth describe the number of Gauss-Seidel
smoothing applications on the initial grid and at the beginning of each multigrid
iteration respectively. This additional smoothing is often necessary to ensure
smoothness at the grid scale in order to avoid aliasing errors. The parameters
Nstep and rmin control the number of multigrid levels. Nstep is the reduction
resolution per multigrid level on each spatial dimension in units of a factor of 2.
For example, a restriction or interpolation from a 1922 to a 962 grid is Nstep = 1,
while a restriction from the same starting grid to 482 is Nstep = 2. The param-
eter rmin denotes the coarsest resolution desired. The pair of parameters NGAN

and Sthres each allow for a choice of spline and super resolution interpolation
in each individual multigrid iteration. NGAN describes the number of GAN
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Parameter Fiducial value Range of values tested
Multigrid

Niter 300 300
Ngrid 192 96,192,384,768
rmin 12 6,12,24,48

Nsmooth,pre 10 10
Nsmooth 20 15, 20, 25
Nstep 4 4

Data
Training set size 1000 1000
Testing set size 100 100
Retrain 2000 2000

GAN
Layer parameters see Ledig et al. [14]
nup 2 (= Nstep/2)

GAN+Multigrid
ns 6
nl nsnup

NGAN 1/Niter or Niter 1/Niter, 1/10, 1/5, 1, 5, 10, Niter

Sthres 0 or 1 0, 10−5, 10−3, 1
Retest 2000 100, 2000, 5000

Parameters From top to bottom the rows contain: (1) total number of multigrid iterations;
(2) side length of square grid; (3) coarsest grid side length; (4) number of GS smoothing
iterations on initially random pressure grid; (5) number of GS smoothing iterations in between
multigrid iterations; (6) resolution change (change in grid side length) between multigrid levels;
(7),(8) number of grids in training and test set respectively; (9) Reynolds number of training
grids; (10) GAN model paramters and choices; (11) up-sample factor (change in grid side
length) that SR GAN model performs; (12) side length of SR interpolation kernel/window;
(13) side length of SR interpolated kernel; (14) number of SR GAN operations per spline
operation; (15) switch for changing interpolation operator at a particular stage of convergence;
(16) Reynolds number of test grids.

Table 1
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Figure 4: Examination of super-resolution GAN model on grids from the test set. The pre-
dicted power spectra are smoothed with Nsmooth = 5 via the Gauss-Seidel iterations. Each
line is the power spectra relative to the true fine solution, averaged from 50 test grids. The
dashed line shows the line value of one.

interpolations per spline interpolation. For example, NGAN = 1 results in alter-
nating spline and GAN interpolations. The edge cases of only spline and only
super resolution have NGAN = 1/Niter and Niter respectively. The parameter
Sthres controls which interpolation method is used at a particular integration.
It represents a threshold of the norm of the difference between grids |pi − pi+1|
at which to change the interpolation type. This parameter allows us to explore
the use of different interpolation methods for different parts of the calculation,
such as early-on when the grid is still far from the solution or when the grid is
already close to converged.

To study the efficacy of a GAN prolongation operator under controlled set-
tings, we implement a two-level V-cycle multigrid algorithm (i.e. fine scale
1922 grid directly to a coarse scale 122 grid, corresponding to Nstep = 4 and
rmin = 12). A two-level multigrid method with a coarsening factor of 16 is
expected to perform poorly, due to the extreme prolongation and interpolation,
and therefore serves as an ideal test bed for evaluating the gains made with a
super-resolution GAN. We construct 100 pressure and source term grid pairs for
our test set, following the method described in Section 3.2, which independent
of the training set data. The Reynolds number Retest for the fiducial test case
is the same as the one for the training set, although we also briefly explore grids
with different values of Retest, to measure how well the super resolution model
performs on data with different scales than it was trained on.
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(a) Visual comparison of the grid pressure in the first 15 iterations of solving Eq. 3 with the multigrid
solver starting from an initially random, smoothed grid. The colorscale is fixed to represent the
true pressure field. Top: interpolation with traditional mesh interpolation. Bottom: interpolation
with GAN super resolution. The GAN version shows higher frequency structure earlier than the
spline version.

(b) Convergence in p spectral density with increasing multigrid iterations from the same data as
Figure 5a. As in the visual comparison, the GAN multigrid has higher frequency structure at earlier
times. Both multigrid types converge to the same solution by iteration 15.
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Figure 6: Averaged results of multigrid algorithm solving 100 different grids. Norm of the
difference of grid between iterations as a function of iteration, shown for two choices of pro-
longation operator, two-dimensional spline and GAN super resolution interpolation. The
multigrid parameters used are Nsmooth,pre = 10, Nsmooth = 20, Nstep = 4, and rmin = 12.
Top: The GAN operator is used for interpolation in every iteration. Bottom: The GAN and
spline operators are alternated every other iteration.

4. Results

4.1. Motivating results

As an initial proof-of-concept test, we solve a two-level multigrid system for
100 grids from the test set and assume the fiducial parameters. We compare
two implementations of the interpolation step of the multigrid algorithm, the
bivariate spline and the super resolution-based operators. This subsection is
based on our previous work in Holguin et al. [9].

Figure 6 shows a comparison of the results with the spline interpolation
versus SR GAN interpolation and alternating spline-SR GAN interpolation
(NGAN = 1). We plot the mean profiles and 1 − σ bounds of the norm dif-
ference between the pressure grids at the current and previous iteration. The
top row of the figure shows the result of using the SR operator at every iteration
compared to the spline operator. The multigrid solver converges in 100 itera-
tions (compared to ∼ 104 iterations for a simple iterative solver). We find that
the mean profile for the SR GAN operator performs just as well as the spline
one. However, looking at 1− σ intervals of the ratio of the profiles reveals that
there is a large variance in performance. Using the super resolution prolongation
operator can result in faster convergence compared to bivariate spline operator,
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but for some fields, the spline interpolation can fare better. The bottom row
shows the result of alternating the SR GAN and spline operators compared with
using only the spline operator. There is consistently faster convergence using
the alternating operators, as the ratio of SR and spline profiles is less than one.
This improvement could be due to the fact that the SR GAN operator has been
trained on real pressure field solutions and not random field, so it is more effec-
tive in conjunction with the spline operator than by itself. This result motivates
a further exploration for multigrid parameters where SR GAN interpolation is
particularly effective.

4.2. Model parameters at fixed grid size

Section 4.1 demonstrates the potential increased efficiency of the super reso-
lution enhanced multigrid solver, although the efficiency may depend on choices
in the model parameters. In order to explore the parameters, we fix the grid
size to Ngrid = 192 and change Nsmooth, NGAN, Sthres, and Retest.

Figure 7a shows the number of iterations to convergence for different Nsmooth

values. We scale the number of iterations by a factor Nsmooth/20 in order to
account for the differing total number of smoothing operations performed per
multigrid iteration compared to the fiducial value of Nsmooth = 20. One smooth-
ing operation is not quite equivalent to a multigrid iteration, but smoothing
does help damp errors and thus get closer to convergence. The data points for
Nsmooth = 10 are off the plot because no grid converged within Niter = 300
number of iterations. The plot also shows that for all cases after Nsmooth = 20
there is not an additional benefit to more smoothing in between iterations. The
spline and SR GAN cases have similar average convergence for Nsmooth < 25,
although the SR GAN profile is increasingly worse for Nsmooth > 25. The case
of NGAN = 1 is the option with fastest convergence, except at Nsmooth > 30,
where the spline case becomes comparable. It is also worth noting that the
NGAN = 1 profile shows the least amount of variation in iterations to conver-
gence, especially between Nsmooth = 15− 20.

Figure 7b shows the number of iterations to convergence for different NGAN

values. The endpoints of the plot represent the limits of spline-only (NGAN <
10−2) and SR GAN-only (NGAN > 102) interpolation (i.e. in theory, values
should be 0 or ∞, but we have a finite number of iterations tested). The
transition from spline-only to including some SR GAN interpolations causes a
steep drop in iterations compared to going from SR GAN-only and including
more spline interpolations. Interestingly, there was not much difference in cases
with NGAN > 102 and NGAN = 10, as in, adding a spline-interpolation every 10
iterations did not improve results. The curve shows a minimum near NGAN =
1, where spline and SR GAN interpolations are alternated each iteration.

In addition to alternating spline and SR GAN interpolations, we can also set
a cutoff based on how far the algorithm has progressed. This option allows us to
apply the operators at particular parts of the calculation, so we use the operator
that is most efficient for the current stage of solution [17]. The parameter Sthres

sets a transition switch in prolongation algorithm based on the norm of the
difference in the pressure fields at pairs of iterations, |pi − pi+1|. Figure 7c
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(a) Plot of Nsmooth vs. iterations for three
interpolation types. The number of iterations
are scaled by Nsmooth/20, accounting for the
added/reduced computational effort in smooth-
ing operations per iteration step above/below the
fiducial value. All the data points for Nsmooth =
10 are outside the figure range, as the algorithm
did not converge in the Niter = 300 max number
of iterations we considered.

(b) Plot of NGAN vs. iterations. The endpoints

of < 10−2 and > 10−2 represent the limiting
cases of only spline and only SR GAN interpo-
lation respectively. For these parameters, a value
of NGAN = 1 performed the best.

(c) Plot of Sthres vs. iterations. Different per-
mutations of before/after threshold interpolations
are shown for spline, SR GAN, and NGAN = 1 in-
terpolation types. The profiles denoted by ‘x’ and
‘*’ of a given color should be approximate reflec-
tions of each other.

(d) Plot of Retest = 200and2000 vs. iterations for
different interpolation cases.

Figure 7: Plots showing iterations to convergence for different parameters at a fixed Ngrid =
192.
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shows the number of iterations to convergence vs. Sthres. Since convergence is
defined as a tolerance |pi − pi+1| = 10−10, Sthres = 10−10 represents the case
where the there is no switch of the interpolation operator. The opposite case
of Sthres = 100 represents the case where there is an immediate switch from the
first to the second interpolation choice. The plot shows that the iterations to
convergence remains relatively similar when switching between spline and SR
GAN operators. Following the ‘spline→ GAN’ profile, we see that switching to
SR GAN earlier in the calculation (going left to right) reduces the number of
iterations, with the best choice being Sthres = 10−3. The reverse ‘GAN→ spline’
profile shows a similar minimum iteration value at Sthres = 10−7. The similarity
in the minimum value of iterations for algorithms starting with either spline or
SR GAN could suggest that the important factor is not which operator starts
the iterative process, but instead how often the SR GAN operator is used. The
green profiles switching between spline and NGAN = 1 (‘GAN+Spline’) cases
show that these options perform better than the previous cases, consistent with
the finding in Figure 7b that NGAN = 1 is the most efficient choice for these
particular parameters. The optimal choices of Sthres for these profiles are the
ones that retain more of the NGAN = 1 operator choice.

We also examine the ability of the SR GAN model to represent data with
different spatial scales than the model was trained on. The training data is
generated with Re = 2000. For test data, we also examined fluid fields with
Re = 100. Figure 7d shows that there is not a large difference in convergence
iterations and relative trends between interpolation choices with lower Re. We
do not test larger Re for these Ngrid = 192 grids because the driving scales
become smaller than the resolution scale. In Figure 9a we examine larger Re
for Ngrid = 384.

4.3. Performance and scaling at different grid sizes

In Section 4.2 we fix the length of each dimension of the grid to Ngrid = 192
in order to explore the effects of various parameters. We now explore Ngrid =
96, 192, 384, and 768 for a limited set of parameters. We examine both the
cases of the Poisson source term being interpolated onto a different resolution
grid from the fiducial case and the source being produced naturally by driving
turbulence on a different-sized grid. The first case investigates the performance
of the SR GAN operator at different samplings of a fixed spatial scale. The
second case investigates the ability of the SR GAN operator to capture spatial
structure on different scales than that of the training set. Due to the increased
computational cost, we use 10 grids for the first case and 5 grids for the second
case.

First, we assume the same underlying source term as before. The source
term is interpolated from Ngrid = 192 to a different value via a two-dimensional
spline interpolation. In these runs, the SR GAN multigrid algorithm converges
to machine precision. The fiducial runs converged to a tolerance < 10−10, while
the interpolated source term runs converged to tolerances between ∼ 10−4 and
∼ 10−7. Even though the tolerance is larger, these grids do approach the true
solution. It is likely that this behavior is caused by lack of physically realistic
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Figure 8: Profile of iteration to convergence vs. grid size for different parameter choices. For
the examples with SR GAN interpolation, Sthres = 10−5. The data markers are of different
choices of interpolation of spline-only, SR GAN → spline and NGAN = 1 → spline. The colors
red and green are of choices of Nsmooth = 15 and 20 respectively.

at spatial scales interpolated from the coarse source term to a finer grid with
a spline method. The SR GAN operator will nonetheless add information at
these newly added scales. Since the source term does not contain meaningful
information at these scales, the additional information may not help the solution
progress in convergence (see Figure 3 for a visual comparison of injected spatial
scales by the different operators).

Figure 8 shows profiles with Sthres = 10−5, meaning that when the norm
difference in grids between multigrid steps falls below Sthres, the interpolation
operator switches to only spline. We plot profiles for Nsmooth = 15 and 20. We
chose these two values because they spanned the region from no convergence to
convergence in Figure 7a. The number of iterations to convergence is multiplied
by (Nsmooth/20) in order to provide a fair comparison of the computational effort
between choices. This normalization approximates one Gauss-Seidel smooth-
ing iteration as one multigrid iteration, which is good enough for our rough
comparison. We see that generally Nsmooth = 20 (green) performs better than
Nsmooth = 15 (red), as Figure 7a indicates. At Ngrid = 192 we see that the oper-
ator with NGAN = 1 performs the best, as was found in Section 4.2. The same
trend is generally true for the other grid sizes. For the undersampled source
term Ngrid = 96 grid, convergence is slightly better compared to Ngrid = 192.
Interestingly, for Nsmooth = 15 the SR GAN interpolators are significantly bet-
ter than the spline. At the other grid size extreme of Ngrid = 768, convergence
becomes worse for the SR GAN examples. In particular, the NGAN = 1 profile
approaches the same convergence value as the spline one. The reduction in ef-
ficiency is even greater for Nsmooth = 20, where all examples are comparable in
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(a) Plot similar to Figure 7d, except the source
term grid is N = 384. The colors are of choices of
Retest = 2000 and 5000.

(b) Plot similar to Figure 8, except the parameter
Sthres is not used.

Figure 9: Convergence for different Re and grid size

iterations to Nsmooth = 15.
Second, we solve the Poisson equation for larger grids using a source term

derived from that particular grid size, instead of interpolation from Ngrid = 192.
In Figure 9b we examine the ability of the SR GAN to capture higher frequency
spatial scales than the data it was trained on. There is not a significant difference
in convergence for three values of NGAN at Re = 5000. Figure 9b is similar to
Figure 8, except the source term is calculated from fluid velocity fields generated
at the same grid resolution, instead of interpolated from the fiducial resolution of
N = 192. The general behavior of the profiles is similar to Figure 8: convergence
is better for Nsmooth = 20 compared to a value of 15, although performance
suffers significantly at the highest resolution.

5. Discussion

It is important to note that the initial motivating results shown in Section
4.1 demonstrate that adding the SR GAN to the multigrid interpolation step
produces an algorithm that converges reasonably well in terms of iterations to
convergence. In other words, on average the algorithm still converges on the
same grids that the spline operator does. This result demonstrates that the
small-scale structure injected by the SR GAN interpolation operator, which is
not present in the spline interpolation (as shown in Figure 3), provides a realistic
contribution to the pressure field solution as the multigrid algorithm progresses.
Looking more closely at the large spread in performance of the SR GAN solver
in Figure 6, we see that the SR GAN multigrid solver can perform better on
some grids compared to the spline multigrid solver, although on other grids it
performed worse.

Figure 6 also shows that alternating use of the spline and SR GAN operators
(NGAN = 1) produced a solver that consistently converges faster than the spline-
based solver. Figure 7b shows that NGAN = 1 seems to be the optimal choice.
Also, the figure shows convergence is not symmetric around NGAN = 1; less SR
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GAN operations per spline operator (NGAN < 1) continued to perform relatively
well as NGAN became lower, while performance became worse more quickly as
NGAN increased.

Along the same line of thought, we introduce the Sthres parameter, which
provides a switch for changing the interpolation operator depending on how
converged the solution is. We might expect that the SR GAN operator would
perform better on grids that are closer to convergence, as these grids are closer
to the GAN’s learned representation of the training data. In contrast, we can
also argue that the injection of smaller scale structure by the SR GAN at ear-
lier times in the calculation could accelerate convergence. Figure 7c shows that
switching between spline and SR GAN operators (red lines) did not greatly
improve convergence, but there is a preference towards including a mix of op-
erators, as the minimum in convergence is found between the two extremes of
Sthres. Furthermore, the profiles are asymmetric in Sthres, tending towards us-
ing the SR GAN operator for more of the calculation (lower Sthres starting with
‘GAN’ and higher Sthres starting with ‘spline’).The order of the choice of opera-
tors did not seem to matter much, so both of the opposing arguments earlier in
the paragraph are unsupported. Similar asymmetry in the profiles occurs when
switching between ‘spline’ (NGAN < 10−2 ) and ‘GAN + Spline’ (NGAN = 1),
except that NGAN = 1 is clearly preferred. One possible explanation for lack of
optimal order of operator choices could be that each operator is more efficient
at different spatial scales, as the power spectra in Figure 4 shows. Including
both operators within the calculation targets more scales than only including
either operator.

These finding follow the idea that ML applications to scientific domains could
work best in tandem with existing methods, rather than as a whole replacement.
Different operators can have benefits or drawbacks depending on the data at
hand, so a mixed operator multigrid algorithm could have a more robust domain
of effectiveness. Zhang et al. [33] tested a different operator replacement scheme
within multigrid than our work, and also found that a mixture of traditional
and ML methods produced the best results. Our findings of additional hybrid
algorithm parameters that did not end up providing significant benefit highlights
the rich area of research in identifying and characterising parameters unique to
the hybrid nature of the algorithm.

We also explored the transferability of the deep learning model. We tested
grids with lower and higher Re than the training data in Figures 7d and 9a.
Changing the data Re did not have a significant impact on the efficiency of
the multigrid solver for any of the three cases tested. There was a slight im-
provement at Re = 100. The grid size limited our exploration of higher Re. As
mentioned in Section 2.2, the multigrid method is applied recursively on grids of
different residual scales because the residuals also satisfy the Poisson equation.
Due to this self-similar property, we can expect that the SR GAN operator,
which learned on grids with Re = 2000, will be effective on data of additional
scales. This expectation is supported the that the performance of the SR GAN
multigrid solver did not decrease significantly with changes in Re. It would be
interesting to test the solver on a system with a much larger range of spatial
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scales to see if this behavior remains.
Finally, we explore the behavior of the solvers with different grid sizes. We

found a potential issue with the SR GAN multigrid solver in that it does not con-
verge to machine tolerance when using a source term that has been oversampled
(i.e. interpolated with a spline method to a finer grid), likely due to the lack of
physically relevant frequencies in the added smaller scale regime. Nonetheless,
it is still possible to achieve convergence to machine precision by switching via
the Sthres parameter to the spline solver once the convergence stalls, as Figure
8 shows. In this case, the NGAN = 1 solver still performs better than the tradi-
tional solver. If we instead generate source terms at each grid size, the SR GAN
solver does not have issues converging to machine precision and the resulting
profiles are quite similar. As we expect, the curves with Nsmooth = 20 gener-
ally show better convergence compared to Nsmooth = 15. Interestingly, with
Nsmooth = 20 performance suffers at N = 768, but not at N = 384. This is true
even for the spline-based solver. Further investigation is needed to determine if
even higher resolution grids have similar drops in performance.

5.1. Caveats and further work

• We only considered the number of multigrid iterations to convergence,
and not the total run time. Our implementation of multigrid with only
SR GAN is up to a factor of 2 slower in time. The scaling with time will
depend on the underlying ML implementation (Tensorflow in our case).
Generally the best performance is seen in NGAN = 1 (alternating use of
spline and SR GAN) or near that value, so the time cost is up to a factor
of 1.5 worse. More optimized implementations and advancements in ML
codes could plausibly decrease this time cost further.

• We chose a series of parameters to focus on. There are other parameters
that we kept fixed into order to simply analysis. For example, we fix the
parameters that split the domain up into kernels of size n2

s with stride = 2.
The overlapping sections of the kernels are ignored, whereas Margenberg
et al. [16] take the average value in overlapping sections.

• Our implementation of multigrid is a two-level algorithm, in order to ex-
plore the effect of a SR GAN interpolation operator in a system that can
struggles to converge. For the Poisson equation, a multilevel multigrid
algorithm converges extremely quickly.

• The Poisson equation provides a simple system, while still containing com-
plex spatial scales, to evaluate our work. Solving a more challenging sys-
tem, such as the Helmholtz equation [e.g. 33, 15], is of interest.

• Several successful GAN-based super resolution strategies have been ap-
plied to reconstruct high resolution fields from coarse-filtered fields in the
literature [e.g. 4, 32, 11]. Our work can leverage any one of the state-of-
the-art generative models and be applied in conjunction with the multigrid
strategy, as an accelerator. Future work will also involve testing some of
the newer generative models within the proposed framework.
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6. Conclusions

We implement a multigrid algorithm with two different interpolation op-
erator choices (bivariate spline or deep learning super resolution GAN), and
allow for several runtime choices of the two options. We focus on solving the
two-dimensional Poisson equation from the pressure-Poisson formulation of the
Navier-Stokes equations. We explore a set of key parameters for this algorithm,
including the number of smoothing operations in between iterations, the num-
ber of GAN operators per spline operator, a threshold switch between operators
depending on how converged the solution is, and the Reynolds number of test
data. In our investigation, we conclude the following:

1. We demonstrate that replacing the interpolation step of the multigrid
solver with a SR GAN model on average performs similarly to a solver
with traditional spline interpolation. The variance in performance with
individual grids motivates exploration of additional multigrid parameters.

2. In our parameter study, we find that generally algorithms with mixed op-
erator choice (applying different operators at particular intervals or close-
ness to solution convergence) converge with less iterations compared to
algorithms with purely traditional spline or SR GAN methods. Perfor-
mance varies with particular parameters unique to the hybrid algorithm.
More detailed exploration of this category of parameters in any hybrid
ML/tradition numerical scheme should be performed.

3. We find that the SR GAN-based multigrid solver performs well on grids
that are lower/higher resolution by a factor of two. However, there is
a noticeable degradation in performance at the highest resolution grid
tested, a factor of four increase from the fiducial resolution.
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Appendix A. Algorithms

Algorithm 1 Linear normalization: This function maps dimensional data p
to normalized space.

Function Linear-Normalize(p, u, v, a, b)

q← (p− u)
(

b−a
v−u

)
return q
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Algorithm 2 Linear denormalization: This function maps back non-
dimensional data p back to its dimensional values.

Function Linear-Deormalize(q, u, v, a, b)

p← (q− a)
(

v−u
b−a

)
+ u

return p

Algorithm 3 Symmetric normalization: This function maps dimensional data
using a logarithmic normalization to preserve the sign of the data

Function Normalize(p, pmax, pmin )

p′, p′min, p
′
max ← log10(|p|), log10(pmin), log10(pmax)

q← Linear-Normalize(p′, p′min, p
′
max, 0, 1) ◦ sgn(p)

return q, sgn(p)

Algorithm 4 Symmetric denormalization: This function maps back logarith-
micaly normalized data to dimensional data.

Function Denormalize(q, psign pmax, pmin)

p′min, p
′
max ← log10(pmin), log10(pmax)

q← Linear-Denormalize(q, p′min, p
′
max, 0, 1)

return power(10, q) ◦ psign
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Algorithm 5 Super resolution Prolongation: This function describes the use of
the GAN architecture in the prolongation operator of the Multigrid algorithm
6

Function SR-Prolongation(ph)

qH ← 0H

qh,ph
sign ← Normalize(p, pmax, pmin)

(iw, jw)← 0
while iw < (Ngrid − ns) do

while jw < (Ngrid − ns) do
window indices← (iw : iw + ns, jw : jw + ns)
central window indices← (iw + 2 : iw + 4, jw + 2 : jw + 4)
qh
w ← qh[window indices]

H ← 2nuph
qi
w ← qh

w

for 2 iterations do
qi
w ← Super-Resolution GAN(qi

w)
end for
qH
w ← qi

w

up-sampled central window indices← 2nup × central window indices
qH [up-sampled central window indices]← qH

w

Fill any non-central, edge elements in pH with data from qHw
jw ← jw + stride

end while
iw ← iw + stride

end while
pH ← Denormalize(qH ,ph

sign, pmax, pmin)
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Algorithm 6 Multigrid algorithm with V-Cycle structure

Function V-CYCLE(p, r)

Relax Niter times via Gauss-Seidel method
δh ← 0
if h is coarsest level then

Relax 10 times via Gauss-Seidel method to solve ∇δh = −r
return δh

end if
r← f −Ap
r2h, δ2h ← Restriction(r, δ)
δ2h ← V-cycle(r, δ)
Solve ∇δh = −r
if NGAN < 1 then

N = 1/NGAN

First Prolongation ← Bivariate Spline Prolongation
Second Prolongation ← SR-Prolongation
switch

else
N = NGAN

First Prolongation ← SR-Prolongation
Second Prolongation ← Bivariate Spline Prolongation

end if
Switch ← false
if norm of difference between previous iterationpi−1 and current pi ≤ Sthres

then
Switch ← true

end if
if (current iteration mod N is not equal to 0) and (not switch) then

δh ← First Prolongation
(
δ2h

)
else

δh ← Second Prolongation(δ2h)
end if
return p+ δh
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