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Abstract. We present a novel block-preconditioner for the elastic Helmholtz equation, based
on a reduction to acoustic Helmholtz equations. Both versions of the Helmholtz equations are
challenging numerically. The elastic Helmholtz equation is larger, as a system of PDEs, and harder
to solve due to its more complicated physics. It was recently suggested that the elastic Helmholtz
equation can be reformulated as a generalized saddle-point system, opening the door to the current
development. Utilizing the approximate commutativity of the underlying differential operators, we
suggest a block-triangular preconditioner whose diagonal blocks are acoustic Helmholtz operators.
Thus, we enable the solution of the elastic version using virtually any existing solver for the acoustic
version as a black-box. We prove a sufficient condition for the convergence of our method, that sheds
light on the long questioned role of the commutator in the convergence of approximate commutator
preconditioners. We show scalability of our preconditioner with respect to the Poisson ratio and with
respect to the grid size. We compare our approach, combined with multigrid solve of each block,
to a recent monolithic multigrid method for the elastic Helmholtz equation. The block-acoustic
multigrid achieves a lower computational cost for various heterogeneous media, and a significantly
lower memory consumption, compared to the monolithic approach. It results in a fast solution
method for wave propagation problems in challenging heterogeneous media in 2D and 3D.

Key words. Elastic wave modeling, elastic Helmholtz equation, saddle-point systems, block
preconditioning, approximate commutators.
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1. Introduction. The Helmholtz equations model wave propagation in the fre-
quency domain. The acoustic Helmholtz equation models acoustics [61, 15] and elec-
tromagnetic waves [66], whereas the elastic Helmholtz equation models waves in solid
media, such as earth subsurface [62]. Both versions are difficult for numerical solution,
and counted as open problems. The resulting linear systems are complex, indefinite,
and large, since discretizing high-frequency waves requires very fine meshes. The elas-
tic equation amplifies these difficulties over the acoustic one: as a system of equations,
it is larger, and the more complicated physics — including both shear and pressure
waves — gives rise to the need for special care.

Many solvers and preconditioners were suggested for the acoustic Helmholtz equa-
tion, including geometric and algebraic multigrid methods [25, 42, 43, 39, 58, 14], do-
main decomposition methods [26, 54, 57, 64, 34], deflation methods [13], deep learning
methods [3], and other methods [30, 29, 60]. Yet, just a few solvers are available for
the elastic version [46, 4, 9], most of which are multigrid based. In [55], a monolithic
multigrid solver is proposed, achieving scalability with respect to the Poisson ratio. A
main ingredient in the method suggested there is the introduction of a mixed formula-
tion for the elastic Helmholtz equation. That is, writing the equation as a generalized
saddle-point system with an indefinite leading block. This formulation opens the door
to specifically tailored block preconditioners for the elastic Helmholtz equation.

There is an abundance of research on block preconditioners for saddle-point sys-
tems, especially in the context of incompressible fluid flow. For a comprehensive
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2 R. YOVEL AND E. TREISTER

overview, see the review [5], Chapter 9 in the book [22], and references therein. A
main approach is the block-diagonal or block-triangular Schur-complement precon-
ditioners, based on a block elimination of the given system. Eigenvalue bounds for
Schur-complement preconditioners are given in [41, 2], extended in [35] to the non-
symmetric case. However, forming and inverting the Schur-complement is very costly,
and broad research in the last decades is dedicated to the search of cheap approxima-
tions for the inverse of the Schur-complement.

One way to approximate the inverse Schur-complement is based on the notion of
approximate commutators [19, 52, 16, 18, 23, 44], that was suggested in the context of
incompressible fluid flow. The Fp, or pressure convection-diffusion (PCD) precondi-
tioner [20], creates an approximation of the leading block by re-discretizing it on the
pressure space. The BFBt, or least squares commutator (LSC) preconditioner [20, 18],
is based on a more algebraic observation: seeking an approximation for the leading
block in the pressure’s space that will minimize the commutator in a least squares
sense. Weighted adaptations of the BFBt preconditioner directed to Stokes-like sys-
tems with variable viscosity were suggested in [47, 48]. Some Schur-complement-free
preconditioners were also suggested, directly utilizing the commutation relations to
prevent the inversion of the leading block, see the pressure-Poisson approach [51, 36].

However, most of the research in this direction is dedicated to incompressible
fluid flow problems, which are different in nature from the elastic Helmholtz equa-
tion. First, the elastic Helmholtz equation typically deals with compressible materials.
Algebraically speaking, the resulting saddle-point matrix for the elastic Helmholtz
equation has a nonzero regularization block, regardless of the discretization. Second,
the leading block is indefinite. There is some literature on the non-SPD case, e.g,
the well-known augmented Lagrangian approach [28, 6], that deals with the case of
a singular leading block. To the best of our knowledge, no approximate commutator
preconditioners were suggested for generalized saddle-point systems with an indefinite
leading block, prior to this work.

In this work, we present a Schur-complement-free approximate commutator pre-
conditioner. Our block-acoustic preconditioner is block-triangular, and its diagonal
blocks are acoustic Helmholtz operators. Reducing a large, coupled problem into
smaller decoupled problems, enhances the efficiency and introduces natural paral-
lelization. Moreover, this reduction-based framework enables the use of any advanced
solver for acoustic Helmholtz within the solution of the elastic version. Our pre-
conditioner scales well with respect to the Poisson ratio, and given a direct solve of
each block, is also scalable with respect to the grid size. We combine our precondi-
tioner with a multigrid solve of each block, and show that it outperforms monolithic
multigrid, for real world geophysical problems in 2D and 3D.

The paper is organized as follows: in Section 2 we give mathematical background,
including multigrid methods and approximate commutator preconditioners. In Sec-
tion 3 we derive the method and prove a theoretical result, shedding light on the role
of the commutator in our method. In Section 4 we test our method numerically, and
finally, in Section 5 we give concluding remarks and discuss future work.

2. Background. In this section we present the acoustic and elastic Helmholtz
equations. Furthermore, we give some general background on multigrid and specifi-
cally on the multigrid methods for the Helmholtz equations that we use in this work.
Finally, we give some background on approximate commutator preconditioning.

2.1. The acoustic and elastic Helmholtz equation. Let p = p(x⃗), x⃗ ∈ Ω
be the Fourier transform of the wave’s pressure field, let ω = 2πf be the angular
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BLOCK-ACOUSTIC PRECOND. FOR THE ELASTIC HELMHOLTZ EQUATION 3

frequency, κ = κ(x⃗) > 0 the “slowness” of the wave in the medium (the inverse of the
wave velocity). Let ρ = ρ(x⃗) > 0 be the density of the medium and q(x⃗) the source
of the waves. Then the acoustic Helmholtz equation is given by

(2.1) ρ∇ ·
(
ρ−1∇p

)
+ ω2κ2

(
1− γ

ω
ı
)
p = q

where ı stands for the imaginary unit and γ represents the physical attenuation.
To solve this equation numerically, we discretize it in a finite domain by a finite
differences scheme. It is usually equipped with absorbing boundary conditions (ABC)
[24] or perfectly matched layers (PML) [7, 53, 32, 45], to mimic the propagation of a
wave in an open domain, and to avoid reflections from the boundary.

The elastic Helmholtz equation in an isotropic medium is given by

(2.2) ∇λ∇ · u⃗+ ∇⃗·µ
(
∇⃗u⃗+ ∇⃗u⃗T

)
+ ρω2

(
1− γ

ω
ı
)
u⃗ = q⃗s

where u⃗ = u⃗(x⃗) is the displacement vector, or by the following formulation1

(2.3) ∇(λ+ µ)∇ · u⃗+ ∇⃗·µ∇⃗u⃗+ ρω2
(
1− γ

ω
ı
)
u⃗ = q⃗s,

where λ = λ(x⃗) and µ = µ(x⃗) are the Lamé coefficients, that represents the stress-
strain relationship in the material. These coefficient determine the pressure wave
velocity Vp =

√
(λ+ 2µ)/ρ and the shear wave velocity Vs =

√
µ/ρ, see e.g. [38].

The Poisson ratio is given by σ = λ/2(λ + µ), and describes deformation properties
of the material. For most materials, 0 < σ < 0.5, and in the nearly incompressible
case (that is counted as the most difficult case), σ → 0.5 or λ≫ µ.

In the incompressible case, the elastic Helmholtz equation is reducible to the
acoustic Helmholtz equation: substituting µ = 0 in (2.3) and applying ρ∇ · ρ−1 on
both sides, yields

(2.4) ρ∇ · ρ−1∇λ(∇ · u⃗) + ρω2

λ

(
1− γ

ω
ı
)
λ∇ · u⃗ = ρ∇ · ρ−1q⃗s.

That is, an acoustic Helmholtz equation, similar to (2.1), with λ∇· u⃗ as the unknown
scalar function. Note that the wave velocity of (2.4) is equal to the pressure wave
velocity of the original equation, (2.3). Such a reduction is the core idea behind our
method. However, the reduction above is possible (and exact), only when µ = 0, the
material is incompressible and there are no shear waves. A similar reduction in the
compressible case is less trivial, as it involves both shear and pressure wave velocities.

The mixed formulation, originally suggested for linear elasticity problems [27, 65]
and recently suggested for the elastic Helmholtz equation [55], is derived as follows.
By introducing a new pressure variable p = −(λ+µ)∇· u⃗ and substituting it in (2.3),
we have

(2.5)

(
−∇⃗ · µ∇⃗ − ρω2

(
1− γ

ω ı
)

∇
−∇· − 1

λ+µ

)(
u⃗
p

)
=

(
−q⃗s
0

)
.

We discretize (2.5) using a marker and cell (MAC) discretization [33] with standard
second-order finite difference stencil. We locate the displacement components u1,u2

1The two formulations are equivalent in homogeneous media, and resembles each other well for
heterogeneous media.
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4 R. YOVEL AND E. TREISTER

Fig. 1. A MAC discretization cell in 3D.

(a) Operator (b) Preconditioner

Fig. 2. On the left, the block structure of the discretized elastic Helmholtz equation in mixed
formulation in 3D. On the right, the block structure of the block-acoustic preconditioner in 3D.

and u3 on different faces, and the pressure p as well as the physical variables γ,ρ,λ,µ
in the cell centers, see Figure 1.

The discretized system is given by

(2.6)

(
A BT

B −C

)(
u⃗
p

)
:=

(
∇⃗T

hAe(µ)∇⃗h − ω2M ∇h

∇T
h diag

(
− 1

λ+µ

))(u⃗
p

)
=

(
−q⃗
0

)
where Ae(·) is an edge-averaging operator and M = Af (ρ) ⊙ (1 − (γ/ω)ı) is a mass
matrix, with Af (·) being a face-averaging operator. A key feature of the resulting
matrix, is that its main block is a block-diagonal matrix, comprised of three acous-
tic Helmholtz operators (in 3D). We utilize this block structure, depicted in Figure
2(a), in our preconditioning approach. I.e., the block-acoustic preconditioner that we
present in the following section is a block-triangular matrix with acoustic Helmholtz
operators on its diagonal, see Fig. 2(b).

2.2. Shifted Laplacian multigrid. The complex shifted Laplacian multigrid
preconditioner (CSLP) [25] is a well known approach for the solution of the acoustic
Helmholtz equation. Recently, an efficient adaptation for this method have been
developed for the elastic Helmholtz equation [55]. Before presenting the two methods,
we give general background on multigrid.

Multigrid methods [10] are a family of iterative solvers for linear systems of the
form Hu = q, that emerges from discretizations of PDEs. These methods are based
on two complementary process: smoothing, or relaxation, to annihilate the high fre-
quency modes of the error, and coarse grid correction to annihilate the remaining
low frequency error modes. The former is done by applying an iterative method with
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BLOCK-ACOUSTIC PRECOND. FOR THE ELASTIC HELMHOLTZ EQUATION 5

smoothing properties, and the latter is done by estimating and correcting the error
e, typically by solving a coarser analogue of the problem. The translation between
the coarse and fine grids is done by intergrid operators called restriction R and pro-
longation P . Algorithm 2.1 summarizes the process using two grids. By treating the
coarse problem recursively with one recursive call, we obtain the multigrid V-cycle,
and by treating the coarse problem recursively with two recursive calls we obtain a
W-cycle. For a more detailed description, see [12, 56].

Algorithm 2.1 Two-grid cycle.

Algorithm: u← TwoGrid(H,q,u).
1. Apply pre-relaxations: u← Relax(H,u,q)
2. Compute and restrict the residual rc = PT (q−Hu).
3. Compute ec as the solution of the coarse-grid problem Hcec = rc.
4. Apply coarse grid correction: u← u+ Pec.
5. Apply post-relaxations: u← Relax(H,u,q).

Standard multigrid methods are not effective in the solution of the acoustic
Helmholtz equation (2.1). As observed in [21], the error amplification factor of a
coarse grid correction, for a given eigenvector is given by

(2.7) 1− λh

λH

when λh is the eigenvalue corresponding to a given eigenvector on the fine grid, and
λH is the eigenvalue corresponding to its coarsening. In indefinite systems, when
exposed to many near-zero eigenvalues of different signs, the coarsened version of the
same vector can lead to an eigenvalue of opposite sign, hence causing divergence of the
method. An additional complex shift can make the expression in (2.7) smaller than
one, and hence promise convergence of the multigrid method. The CSLP approach
[25] is based on this observation. Let H be a matrix defined by a discretization of the
Helmholtz operator. Define an attenuated operator

(2.8) Hs = H − ıαω2Ms,

where Ms is some mass matrix, and α > 0 is a shifting parameter. The shifted version
can be solved by multigrid, and serves as a preconditioner for a discretized acoustic
Helmholtz equation inside a suitable Krylov method such as (flexible) GMRES [50]
or BiCGSTAB [59].

For the elastic Helmholtz equation, however, the shifted Laplacian preconditioner
performs poorly, without additional adaptations. It was suggested in [55], to apply
a zero-padded shift only on the leading block of the mixed formulation (2.5), rather
than shifting the original formualtion (2.3). Together with Vanka relaxation as a
smoother, it resulted in an efficient monolithic multigrid preconditioner for the elastic
Helmholtz equation. This preconditioner scales well with respect to the Poisson ratio,
unlike previous multigrid methods for elastic Helmholtz. Yet, it does not scale with
respect to the grid size, as the added shift depends on the frequency. This behavior
is also evident in CSLP for the acoustic equation.

One of the major difficulties in the research of Helmholtz equation (acoustic or
elastic) is achieving a wavenumber independent convergence, or, a scalability with
respect to the grid size. High-frequency waves require fine meshes, at least 10 grid
points per wavelength for standard second-order discretizations. To keep a constant

This manuscript is for review purposes only.



6 R. YOVEL AND E. TREISTER

ratio of grid points per wavelength, the frequency ω increases in proportion to the
grid size. It results in a larger shift in (2.8), for larger grids. Hence, one cannot expect
a grid resolution independence whenever using a shift.

2.3. Approximate commutator preconditioners. An abundance of appli-
cations give rise to saddle-point systems, such as computational fluid dynamics, con-
strained optimization, finance, optimal control, and discretization of coupled PDE’s,
to name a few. Schur-complement preconditioning is a popular approach for saddle-
point systems, see e.g. [20, 52]. A generalized saddle-point system and its block-
triangular approximate Schur-complement preconditioner are typically given by

(2.9) A =

(
A BT

B −C

)
, P =

(
A BT

0 S̃

)
where S̃ is an approximation of the Schur-complement S = C + BA−1BT . Forming
and inverting the exact Schur-complement is very costly and during the past decades,
there is an extensive search for cheap, yet reliable, approximations for its inverse.

Approximate commutator preconditioners form an important family of approxi-
mate Schur-complement preconditioners. The idea of approximate commutator pre-
conditioning is based on utilizing the commutativity of the following differential op-
erators in the continuous world2

(2.10) ∇ · ∆⃗ = ∆∇· ,

to construct easy-to-invert approximations for the Schur-complement. In typical ap-
plications, B from Eq. (2.9) represents a discrete minus divergence operator, and A is
a discrete minus vector Laplacian, with or without an added mass term or convective
term. The continuous commutation relations (2.10) does not take into account the
locations of the variables in a staggered discretization. To utilize similar commutation
relations in the discrete space, one might look for an operator Ap, that mimics A but
lives in the pressure’s space, such that the commutator

(2.11) Ξ = BA−ApB

is small, in some sense.
Based on this notion, the Fp [20] or PCD [23] preconditioner was suggested, for

standard Stokes-like systems with C = 0. In this approach, the Schur-complement is
approximated by

(2.12) BA−1BT ≈ BDuB
TA−1

p Dp or BA−1BT ≈ DpA
−1
p BDuB

T

where Du and Dp are the lumped velocity and pressure mass matrices resulting from
the finite element discretization, and Ap is a re-discretization of A on the pressure’s
space. Another well-studied approximate commutator approach for Stokes-like sys-
tems is the BFBt [20, 23] or LSC [18] preconditioning approach, giving the following
approximation for the Schur-complement:

(2.13) BA−1BT ≈ (BD−1
u BT )(BD−1

u AD−1
u BT )−1(BD−1

u BT ).

Many works have been done on BFBt-like preconditioners [16, 17, 37, 52]. Some where
focused on the adjustment of the method to Stokes problems with variable viscosity.

2Note that for MAC discretization with constant coefficients and periodic boundary conditions,
the commutation is exact in the discrete world, as observed in [11].
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The weighted BFBt methods given in [47, 48], for instance, suggest replacing Du in
(2.13) by diag(A) or by a scaling matrix with the square root of the the viscosity
values, to deal with Stokes problems of variable viscosity.

3. Derivation and analysis of the preconditioner. The recent introduc-
tion of a mixed-formulation for the elastic Helmholtz equation (2.6) raises the need
for new preconditioners. The resulting saddle-point system has a highly indefinite
leading block, non-zero C-block and varying coefficients. To this end, we present
an approximate commutator Schur-complement-free preconditioner, whose blocks are
acoustic Helmholtz operators with shear and pressure wave velocities.

Inspired by the notion of distributive relaxation [11, 31, 22], we present our pre-
conditioner as an approximation of a distributed operator. Applying a left distributor
to the system (2.6) gives

(3.1)

(
I 0
B −Ap

)(
A BT

B −C

)(
e⃗u⃗
ep

)
=

(
I 0
B −Ap

)(
r⃗u⃗
rp

)
,

where Ap should be taken as an acoustic Helmholtz operator with shear wave velocity,
discretized in the pressure’s locations. That is in order for Ap to mimic A, which is
a block-diagonal matrix with acoustic Helmholtz operators of shear wave velocity on
its diagonal (discretized in the displacement’s locations). We take

(3.2) Ap := BBTµ− ω2Mp

as a discretization of an acoustic Helmholtz operator on the pressure’s locations,
with shear wave velocity, and with the mass matrix Mp = diag (ρ(1− γ/ωı)) . The
distributed system is

(3.3)

(
A BT

Ξ Hp

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

K

(
e⃗u⃗
ep

)
=

(
r⃗u⃗

Br⃗u⃗ −Aprp

)

where Ξ is the commutator, as in (2.11), and

(3.4) Hp := BBT +ApC

is an acoustic Helmholtz operator with pressure wave velocity, discretized on the
pressure’s space. Our block-acoustic preconditioner is then given by

(3.5) P =

(
A BT

0 Hp

)
.

Note that A is a block-diagonal matrix with acoustic Helmholtz operators of shear
wave velocity on its diagonal. Recall that the pressure wave velocity is typically
lower than shear wave velocity, making Hp is easier to solve iteratively compared to
the diagonal block comprising A. The block structure of P, comprised of acoustic
Helmholtz diagonal blocks discretized in different locations, is depicted in Fig. 2(b).
This structure enables the solution of three (in 2D) or four (in 3D) acoustic problems
instead of one elastic Helmholtz problem.

Remark 3.1 (Choice of Ap). In (3.2), we chose to put the weighting µ to multiply

the Laplacian from the right. One might consider taking Ãp = BAf (µ)B
T − ω2Mp

instead of Ap, placing the weighting between the minus divergence and the gradient,

This manuscript is for review purposes only.



8 R. YOVEL AND E. TREISTER

which better resembles the blocks of A, according to (2.6). Nevertheless, our aim is to
reduce the commutator Ξ in (2.11). Specifically, using Ap, the dominant part of our
commutator (neglecting mass terms) ends up being

(3.6) B((∇· )hAe(µ)∇h)−BBTµB,

while using Ãp, the corresponding part of the commutator would have been

(3.7) B((∇· )hAe(µ)∇h)−BAf (µ)B
TB.

In (3.6), a derivative operator is applied on µ twice from the left in both summands.
On the other hand, in (3.7), the right term has only one derivative applied on µ from
the left. For smooth media, Ãp and Ap yields equivalent methods. Yet, we see in
practice a significant gain for choosing Ap for non-smooth media.

3.1. A sufficient condition for convergence. The commutator has a crucial
role in the designing of approximate commutator preconditioners. However, as Elman,
Silvester andWathen noticed in their book [22], Remark 9.5, approximate commutator
preconditioners can sometimes be effective even when the commutator is not small
in norm. The theorem below explains why the commutator alone does not suffice to
predict convergence of our preconditioner, and suggests a more reliable measure.

Theorem 3.1. Let K be the distributed matrix from (3.3) and let P be the pre-
conditioner from (3.5). Denote by n the size of A and by m the size of Ap from (3.2).
Then the preconditioned matrix P−1K has an eigenvalue λ = 1 with multiplicity of
at least n. Namely, the corresponding error iteration matrix T = I − P−1K has a
nullspace of dimension at least n.

Moreover, Let Z be the m×m matrix

(3.8) Z = ΞA−1BTH−1
p .

Then

(3.9) spec(T ) = spec(Z) ∪ {0},

and consequently, ρ(T ) = ρ(Z).

Proof. We first prove that the multiplicity of the eigenvalue 1 in the precondi-
tioned system is at least n. A straightforward calculation shows

(3.10) P−1K =

(
A−1 −A−1BTH−1

p

0 H−1
p

)(
A BT

Ξ Hp

)
=

(
In −A−1BTH−1

p Ξ 0
H−1

p Ξ Im

)
.

Therefore, it is readily seen that P−1K has at an eigenvalue 1 with multiplicity of at
least m. Furthermore, the n× n matrix

(3.11) Y = A−1BTH−1
p Ξ

is rank-deficient, with

(3.12) rank(Y ) ≤ rank(BT ) ≤ m.

Hence, Y has a nullspace of at least n−m dimensions, and consequently, I − Y has
the eigenvalue 1 with a multiplicity of at least n−m. Overall, the multiplicity of the
eigenvalue 1 in P−1K is at least n.
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Second, we prove that

(3.13) spec(T ) = spec(Y ).

A straightforward calculation gives

(3.14) T = I − P−1K =

(
Y 0

−H−1
p Ξ 0

)
.

Evidently, the eigenvalues of T are those of Y and zero. Since Y is a rank deficient
matrix, it is therefore clear that the spectrums of Y and T are equal.

Finally, we prove that

(3.15) spec(Y ) \ {0} = spec(Z) \ {0}.

Indeed, let (λ,v) be an eigenpair of Y with λ ̸= 0. Denote w = Ξv. Then,

(3.16) Y v = A−1BTH−1
p w = λv ⇒ ΞY v = Zw = λw.

Notice that w is a nonzero vector (otherwise λ would be zero). Hence, (λ,w) is an
eigenpair of Z, and thus spec(Y ) \ {0} ⊆ spec(Z) \ {0}. The inclusion in the other
direction⊇ is achieved similarly, by multiplying Zv = λv from the left byA−1BTH−1

p .
Consequently, the spectrum of the error iteration matrix is spec(Z) ∪ {0}.

As an immediate consequence of Theorem 3.1, a splitting method in which the
splitting operator is the preconditioner, converges if and only if ρ(Z) < 1. Moreover,
ρ(Z) gives an upper bound for the asymptotic convergence rate of such a splitting
method. Clearly, the convergence of the splitting method implies the convergence of
the corresponding preconditioned Krylov method, and hence ρ(Z) < 1 is a sufficient
condition for convergence of our method. Yet, the preconditioned Krylov method
might converge rapidly even when ρ(Z) > 1 and the rate also depends on the scattering
of the eigenvalues. To simplify the discussion below, we refer to ρ(Z) as a measure
for convergence, even though our method is implemented as a preconditioned Krylov
iteration.

Theorem 3.1 sheds light on the role of the commutator in determining the con-
vergence. It was noticed long ago that convergence of approximate commutator pre-
conditioners might occur even when the commutator is large in norm, and we show
later in Section 4 that two problems with almost the same commutator might differ in
convergence rates. This interesting phenomenon appears here when taking the same
media but different frequencies or attenuations. It can be explained by splitting the
commutator to a Laplacian-related part and a mass-related part:

(3.17) Ξ = B(∇⃗·Ae(µ)∇⃗)− (BBTµ)B︸ ︷︷ ︸
Ξlap

−ω2(1− (γ/ω)ı)BAf (ρ)− diag(ρ)B︸ ︷︷ ︸
Ξmass

.

Typically we observe that Ξmass ≪ Ξlap, because we have only first derivatives in
Ξmass (represented by B) compared to higher-order derivatives in Ξlap. Evidently, the
commutator is not sensitive to changes in frequency and attenuation that comprises
the mass term, but the convergence deteriorates as the frequency grows and improves
as the attenuation grows. Hence, the commutator norm alone cannot determine the
convergence in this case.

Now, Theorem 3.1 suggests the spectrum of Z from Eq. (3.8) as a better mea-
sure for convergence. In particular, it manages to encapsulate the influence of the
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Fig. 3. The elastic linear model. Velocity units: km/sec, density units: g/cm3.

frequency and attenuation, which the commutator fails to detect. Even a small com-
mutator — multiplied by the inverse of A and of Hp — might lead to a significantly
larger ρ(Z), if any of these matrices has near zero eigenvalues. It occurs, for instance,
for high frequency and low attenuation problems. For smooth media, the commutator
is typically so small, so we overcome this difficulty. However, in highly heterogeneous
high frequency problems, an additional shift, physically representing an added artifi-
cial attenuation, might be necessary for the block-acoustic preconditioner to converge
(similarly to its necessity in the context of shifted Laplacian multigrid). The addi-
tional attenuation shifts the eigenvalues of A and in Hp in the complex plane, hence
preventing near zero eigenvalues. Nevertheless, we still want to solve the original
problem, and the shifted problem acts only as an aid, so a large shift can hamper the
convergence and interfere with the scalability.

To summarize, although it was long ago stated that the commutator does not
determine the convergence, to the best of our knowledge, no alternative measure
was suggested prior to Theorem 3.1 above. We note that forming Z is expensive
computationally and requires the inversion of A and Hp, hence it should not be seen as
a predictive tool, rather as an analytical one, which explains the convergence patterns
we see in practice. Furthermore, although Theorem 3.1 is formulated for the specific
case of our block-acoustic preconditioner, it gives rise to similar results for other
approximate commutator preconditioners, which we leave for future investigation.

4. Numerical results. In this section we perform numerical experiments to es-
tablish the efficiency and robustness of our method. In Subsection 4.1 we demonstrate
scalability properties of our preconditioner, and in Subsection 4.2 we verify the theo-
retical result of Theorem 3.1 and its implications. In Subsection 4.3 we compare our
block-acoustic preconditioner to other approximate commutator preconditioners, and
discuss the limitations of this comparison. In Subsection 4.4, we show the superiority
of our preconditioner — with a shifted Laplacian multigrid solve of each block —
over the monolithic multigrid method suggested in [55]. Finally, in Subsection 4.5 we
demonstrate the effectiveness of our preconditioner in solving real-world 3D problems
with challenging geophysical media.

Throughout the experiments, we solve the dicretized elastic Helmholtz problem
in mixed formulation (2.6) on a finite rectangular domain (or cubic, in 3D), subject
to a point-source located in the center of the top edge (or face) of the domain, up
to a tolerance of relative residual < 10−6. The ABC are implemented as a layer of
gradually increasing attenuation γ, of width of 20 grid cells. This is additional to a
basic natural attenuation of γ = 0.01π that we assume throughout the domain, in all
of our experiments. The default frequency corresponds to at least 10 grid points per
shear wavelength. That is, in heterogeneous media and unless specified otherwise, the
most challenging region has about 10 grid points per shear wavelength.
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Fig. 4. The elastic Marmousi2 2D model. Velocity units: km/sec, density units: g/cm3.

Our code is written in the Julia language [8], and is included as a part of the
jInv.jl package [49]. This package enables using of our code as a forward solver for
elastic full waveform inversion in the frequency domain. Our tests were computed on
a simple dual-core laptop with 32 GB RAM, running Windows 10.

For the 2D experiments in the next three subsections, we use the following models:
• Homogeneous media: a dimensionless domain Ω = [0, 16] × [0, 5], with
constant ρ, λ and µ. Our default values are ρ = µ = 1 and λ = 16, which
corresponds to Poisson ratio σ = 0.47. As noted before, in our discretization,
the commutation is exact for this media in the interior of the domain. How-
ever, due to the application of ABC, the coefficient γ non-constant, even for
constant media.

• Linear media: a domain of width 16 km and depth 5 km, with density and
Lamé coefficients that varies linearly in the vertical dimension. Our default
ranges are ρ ∈ [2, 3], µ ∈ [1, 15] and λ ∈ [4, 20], which corresponds to Poisson
ratio of at most σ = 0.4. Figure 3 shows the density and wave velocities.

• Marmousi2 media: an elastic 2D geophysical model suggested in [40], based
on a section of the Kwanza basin in Angola. The domain is very shallow: 17
km width and only 3 km depth, so we add a vertical extension of 16 cells
in the bottom, to facilitate the application of the ABC. Figure 4 shows the
(non-extended) model.

4.1. Scalability. In the first experiment, we show the scalability properties of
our preconditioner. Table 1 counts the non-restarted GMRES iterations needed to
solve the linear model problem for different grid sizes. We repeat the experiment for
three more variants of the default linear model, in which the λ range is multiplied by
10, 100 and 1000. The aim of this modification is enlarging the Poisson ratio while
retaining the smoothness of the media. The iteration count does not exceed 19, for
any of the grid sizes and Poisson ratios examined. That is, the method is scalable
with respect to the Poisson ratio and with respect to the grid size.

The latter is analogous to a property sought in many works regarding the acoustic
Helmholtz equation: wavenumber independent convergence. Table 1 shows a nearly
constant iteration count, regardless of the frequency, which is chosen for each grid size
to keep a ratio of about 10 grid points per shear wavelength in the most challenging
regime of the domain. However, in large real-world instances, it is impractical to
solve each block directly as we do here, and most existing iterative solvers for acoustic
Helmholtz require a shift — which interferes with the scalability with respect to the
grid size. Yet, the results above gives rise to future investigation of the acoustic
Helmholtz equation: once an acoustic scalable solver will be developed, it will be
automatically applicable for the elastic case via our preconditioner, without harming
the scaling properties.
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Non-restarted GMRES iteration count, linear media

Grid size (cells) λ · 1 λ · 10 λ · 100 λ · 1000
200× 64 14 13 13 13
400× 128 14 13 12 12
800× 256 14 16 12 11
1600× 512 14 19 12 12

Table 1
Number of block-acoustic preconditioning cycles needed for convergence for the 2D elastic

Helmholtz equation in linear media. Each acoustic block is solved directly. Linear media with
different Poisson ratios were implemented by a point-wise multiplication of λ by different factors.
The highest factor applied on λ corresponds to a Poisson’s ratio σ ≥ 0.4996 all over the grid.

4.2. Demonstration of Theorem 3.1. In this subsection we verify numerically
the result from Theorem 3.1 and study its implications. Recall that Z, defined in (3.8),
is an ncells×ncells matrix that — as proved in Theorem 3.1 — captures all the spectral
information on the error iteration matrix T .

In Figure 5 we depict the spectrum of Z for different media and different frequen-
cies, represented as different numbers of grid points per shear wavelength, Gs. Since
forming Z and calculating its entire set of eigenvalues is very costly, we hold this ex-
periment for a small 50× 50 cells slice of the homogeneous media, of the linear media
(of original size 128 × 64 cells) and of Marmousi2 media (of original size 544 × 112
cells). We stress that this slicing causes loss of some of the heterogeneity encapsulated
by the media, therefore, we draw only qualitative conclusions from the comparison.
We observe that the spectrum becomes more scattered as the heterogeneity and non-
smoothness grows. Moreover, we observe that when a higher frequency is taken for
the same media, some eigenvalues scatter far away from zero. As expected from the
discussion in Subsection 3.1, the near zero eigenvalues of the highly indefinite A causes
this phenomenon, that can be relaxed by an additional shift.

Figure 6 shows the spectral radius of Z for linear media of size 400 × 128 and
Marmousi2 media of size 544×112 as a function of the shift. We implemented this by
applying the power method on a mat-vec code of Z, without forming the matrix. We
observe that increasing the shift lowers the spectral radius, as expected. For linear
media of the given size, the minimal shift needed to for the spectral radius to be lower
than 1, is negligible, as it is in the same order of magnitude as the natural attenuation
that we use in our experiments. For Marmousi2 media of the given size, a larger shift
of about 0.1 is required for the spectral radius to be lower than 1.

4.3. Comparison with other approximate commutator methods. In this
subsection we compare the block-acoustic preconditioner to existing preconditioners
described in Subsection 2.3. Nevertheless, the latter were developed for incompressible
fluid flow problems, and are described in terms of finite elements discretization. We
apply a naive implementation of Fp from (2.12)3 and BFBt from (2.13), replacing
the finite elements mass matrices by identity matrices, and the convection-diffusion
leading block by our A from (2.6).

Needless to say, the comparison of methods that were developed for such dif-
ferent problems is not quite equitable. There are two main differences between the

3We took the left equation of (2.12), but observed that the other version behaves similarly in all
of our experiments.
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Fig. 5. The spectrum of Z from (3.8) for a 50× 50 cells slice of different media and frequencies.
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Fig. 6. the spectral radius of Z from (3.8) for linear media of size 400×128 cells and Marmousi2
media of size 544× 112 cells (before the vertical extension), as a function of the shift.

Stokes-like systems and elastic Helmholtz saddle-point system: the indefiniteness of
the leading block, and the existence of a non-zero C block. We suggest two adapta-
tions, to accommodate for the differences: testing the performance for a wide range of
frequencies, including ω ≈ 0 for which the leading block is SPD, and testing different
Poisson ratios, including a nearly incompressible case.

In the first experiment, we apply the block-acoustic, Fp and BFBt precondition-
ers to a model problem of homogeneous media with a grid size of 128 × 64 cells, for
various values of ω. Figure 7 shows the GMRES(5) iteration count as a function
of the frequency. The smallest ω that we take is negligible (corresponds to 104 grid
points per shear wavelength), and resembles a linear elasticity problem. The largest ω
corresponds to about 11 grid points per wavelength. For the linear elasticity problem,
the preconditioners function similarly, whereas for high-frequency elastic Helmholtz,
the block-acoustic preconditioner outperforms the other examined approximate com-
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Fig. 7. Number of preconditioned GMRES(5) iterations needed for convergence for the elastic
Helmholtz equation in constant media, as a function of the frequency. The lowest frequency is
negligible and corresponds to about 100 grid points per shear wavelength, and the highest frequency
corresponds to about 11 grid points per shear wavelength. On the left, the default constant media
was taken, and on the right, it was altered by multiplying the lamé coefficient λ by 1000.

mutator preconditioners. In the second experiment, we repeat the first experiment for
nearly incompressible media. That is, an identical shear wave velocity and a higher
Poisson ratio. In Figure 7 we see that the three preconditioners solve the problem
by a similar rate in the nearly incompressible case. This result is somewhat surpris-
ing and requires further investigation, as the Fp and BFBt preconditioners were not
originally designed for saddle-point systems with an indefinite leading block, and to
the best of our knowledge, were not investigated in this context previously.

To sum up, in linear elasticity problems, low frequency problems (of about 20
grid points per shear wavelength or more) and in the nearly incompressible case —
the methods preform similarly. Though, the aim of the elastic Helmholtz equation is
modeling waves in solids, which are compressible. Incompressible elastic Helmholtz
is in fact reducible to acoustic Helmholtz, as shown in Subsection 2.1. Moreover, we
performed the above mentioned comparison on homogeneous media only, since the
methods from Subsection 2.3, in our implementation, preformed poorly for linear and
Marmousi2 media.

4.4. Monolithic vs. block-preconditioned multirgid. In this section we
compare the performance of the block-acoustic multigrid preconditioner — our pre-
conditioner combined with CSLP solve of each acoustic block — to the monolithic
multigrid preconditioner from [55], described in Subsection 2.2. We first present the
multigrid setup of the two methods, followed by a FLOP calculation for each. Finally,
we show the iteration count and total computational cost for different media.

4.4.1. Multigrid setup. First, we describe the multigrid setup for the block-
acoustic multigrid preconditioning. In each preconditioning step, we approximately
solve each block of the block-acoustic preconditioner by a W (1, 2) cycle of CSLP [25],
with damped Jacobi as a smoother. The damping parameters on the first, second and
third levels are 0.8, 0.8 and 0.3.

We use different intergrid operators for each diagonal block, corresponding to the
location on the staggered grid. The diagonal blocks in (3.5) (in 2D) are A1, discretized
on the u1 faces, A2 on the u2 faces, and Hp which is cell centered. For each of them,
we take the restriction to be a Kroncker product of the 1D restrictions defined by the
stencil

[
1 2 1

]
for the nodal direction and by the stencil

[
1 3 ∗ 3 1

]
for the

cell-centered direction. For instance, u1 is nodal in the x direction and cell-centered
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in the y direction and hence

(4.1) Ru1 =
1

4

[
1 2 1

]
⊗ 1

8

[
1 3 ∗ 3 1

]
is the restriction for the block A1. The restriction Ru2

is defined similarly. The
restriction for Hp is

(4.2) Rp =
1

8

[
1 3 ∗ 3 1

]
⊗ 1

8

[
1 3 ∗ 3 1

]
.

The prolongations are defined as Pu1
= 2RT

u1
and similarly for Pu2

and Pp.
The coarse grid operator is determined by Galerkin coarsening. That is, e.g.,

(4.3) (Hp)H = Rp(Hp)hPp.

The coarsest grid problem is solved directly using LU decomposition.
For the monolithic multirgid, we use Vanka red-black smoother with relaxation

parameters of 0.65, 0.5 and 0.3 for the first, second and third grid, respectively. We
use W (1, 1) cycles with Galerkin coarsening and solve the coarsest grid directly. As
intergrid operators, we take a mixed version: the prolongation is

(4.4) P = blockdiag(Pu1
, Pu2

, Pp)

where Pu1
, Pu2

and Pp are as in the block-acoustic case. However, the restriction

is not a scaled transpose of the prolongation: we take R = blockdiag(R̃u1 , R̃u2 , R̃p)
where

(4.5) R̃u1
=

1

4

[
1 2 1

]
⊗ 1

2

[
1 ∗ 1

]
and R̃p =

1

2

[
1 ∗ 1

]
⊗ 1

2

[
1 ∗ 1

]
and R̃u2

is defined similarly to R̃u1
.

The choice of mixed intergrid in the monolithic case reduces the complexity of
the operators, while keeping almost the same convergence rate, as mentioned in [55,
63]. For the block-acoustic case in 2D, however, we have seen by trial and error
that the mixed intergrid is less favorable. The different number of relaxation cycles
in the W (1, 2) Jacobi compared to W (1, 1) Vanka, compensates for the additional
computational cost. In fact, Vanka relaxation has about twice the computational cost
of Jacobi relaxation (as calculated in the next subsection), but taking more than 3
relaxations per cycle did not lead to any additional improvement in convergence of
the block-acoustic multigrid.

4.4.2. FLOP count. Since the comparison of the two different multigrid frame-
works is not equitable, we first include a detailed FLOP count for each of the methods.
The results are displayed in Table 2, including the sum of two FLOP sources: the
analytically estimated computational cost for the entire preconditioning step except
for the coarse solve, and the number of non zeros in the resulting LU decomposition.
Below, we demonstrate the analytic estimation, not including the coarsest solve, for
the case of a two-level cycle.

We count the costs of residual, relaxation and intergrid calculation for each
method. For the block-acoustic method, we add the cost of forming the corrected
right-hand-side in (3.3). We estimate the FLOPs by counting number of nonzeros.
Denoting the number of cells by ncells, we neglect terms of order

√
ncells.
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FLOP count per cell

Block-acoustic multigrid Monolithic multigrid

Grid size 2-level 3-level 4-level 2-level 3-level 4-level

400× 128 193 261 332 349 355 486
800× 256 223 274 340 446 396 501
1600× 512 277 291 346 558 445 522

Table 2
The total FLOP count per cycle per discretization cell, including the number of nonzeros of the

LU factors. In the block acoustic case, for three W (1, 2) cycles with Jacobi relaxation for the blocks
A1, A2 and Hp. In the monolithic case, for a W (1, 1) cycle with Vanka relaxation.

In each block-acoustic multigrid preconditioning step, in 2D, three W (1, 2) cycles
are applied, one for each of the 5-diagonal matrices A1, A2 andHp of size ncells×ncells.
The residual calculation costs 15ncells. A Jacobi step includes residual calculation and
an additional 1ncells, resulting in 54ncells. The restriction Ru1

from (4.1) and Ru2

has 12 nonzeros per row, and the restriction Rp from (4.2) has 16 nonzeros per row,
leading to a total cost of 20ncells for intergrid operations. The calculation of the
corrected right-hand-side in (3.3) costs 9ncells, because Ap is 5-diagonal and B is a
concatenation of two 2-diagonal matrices. To sum up, excluding the LU solve in the
coarse grid, one preconditioning cycle costs 98ncells FLOPs.

For the monolithic multigrid, the residual computation sums up to 19ncells nonze-
ros (counting the diagonals of all blocks in (2.6)). One Vanka relaxation includes a
residual calculation and additional 17ncells FLOPs, when the special structure of the
5 × 5 submatrices is exploited, as noted in [63], Remark 3.1. The total relaxation
cost for a W (1, 1) cycle is thus 72ncells. The prolongation cost is identical to the
block-acoustic case, and the restriction is slightly cheaper: R̃u1

and R̃p from (4.5) has
6 and 4 nonzeros per row, respectively, each having 0.25ncells rows. Hence, the total
intergrid cost is 14ncells. It sums up to 105ncells per cycle, excluding the LU cost.

A major part of the total computational cost is invested in the coarse grid solve.
In 2D, the coarse grid LU factors of the monolithic multigrid 2.5 times heavier than
the three pairs of factors in the block-acoustic multigrid altogether. It can be ex-
plained by the coupling of the multi-diagonal blocks in the elastic Helmholtz operator
in mixed formulation (2.6). This coupling, together with the Galerkin coarsening,
leads to rather dense LU factors. In 3D, the fill-in is more severe: we observed a 5
times heavier coarse solve for monolithic method, compared to the block-acoustic, for
two-level method applied on a toy-size grid of 64 × 64 × 32 cells. Since the fill-in is
characterized by super-linear growth, for large 3D grids the LU decomposition con-
stitutes the majority of the overall cost, making the advantage of the block-acoustic
approach even bigger.

4.4.3. Iteration count and computational cost. Tables 3 and 4 shows the
iteration count of the block-acoustic multigrid vs. monolithic multigrid. The shift for
each experiment was chosen by trial and error, to optimize the convergence. The total
computational cost (given in parentheses) is computed by multiplying the iteration
number by the corresponding number from Table 2 and normalizing4.

4For brevity, Table 2 includes only the grid sizes used for the linear model. For other media, we
use similarly calculated values that we do not present here.
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GMRES(5) iteration count for linear media

Block-acoustic multigrid Monolithic multigrid

2-level 3-level 4-level 2-level 3-level 4-level

Grid size α = 0.1 α = 0.2 α = 0.4 α = 0.1 α = 0.4 α = 0.5

400× 128 31 (0.6) 49 (1.3) 90 (3) 31 (1.1) 79 (2.8) 98 (4.8)
800× 256 49 (1.1) 93 (2.5) 171 (5.8) 67 (3) 171 (6.8) 216 (10.8)
1600× 512 86 (2.4) 204 (6) 361 (12.5) 161 (9) 414 (18.4) 519 (27.1)

Table 3
Number of preconditioning cycles needed for convergence with the monolithic or block-acoustic

multigrid, for the 2D elastic Helmholtz equation in linear media. In the monolithic preconditioner, a
red-black cell-wise Vanka smoother is used for a W (1, 1) cycle, and in the block-acoustic multigrid, a
damped Jacobi smoother is used for a W (1, 2) cycle. In parentheses, ten-thousands of ncells FLOPs.

GMRES(5) iteration count for Marmousi2 media

Block-acoustic multigrid Monolithic multigrid

2-level 3-level 4-level 2-level 3-level 4-level

Grid size α = 0.2 α = 0.2 α = 0.5 α = 0.1 α = 0.2 α = 0.6

544× 128 78 (1.5) 78 (2) 143 (4.7) 30 (1) 54 (1.9) 157 (7.6)
1088× 240 146 (3.2) 143 (3.9) 305 (10.3) 65 (2.8) 124 (4.8) 334 (16.7)
2176× 464 445 (12.1) 444 (12.9) 662 (23) 140 (7.3) 408 (17.6) 703 (36.5)

Table 4
Number of preconditioning cycles needed for convergence with the monolithic or block-acoustic

multigrid, for the 2D elastic Helmholtz equation in Marmousi2 media. In the monolithic precondi-
tioner, a red-black cell-wise Vanka smoother is used for a W (1, 1) cycle, and in the block-acoustic
multigrid, a damped Jacobi smoother is used for a W (1, 2) cycle. In parentheses, ten-thousands of
ncells FLOPs.

Table 3 includes the GMRES(5) iteration count and total computational cost for
linear media. The block-acoustic multigrid achieves a significantly smaller iteration
count for 3-level, 4-level and for the larger grids with 2-level. Taking into account the
cost per iteration, the block-acoustic multigrid preconditioner accelerates the solution
by a factor of 2 and more.

As explained in Subsection 2.2, full scalability with respect to the grid size cannot
be expected for any shifted method. However, the block-acoustic multigrid yields
significantly improved scaling: the average growth in iterations for the block-acoustic
approach varies from ×1.7 for the 2-level method to ×2 for the 4-level method, while
for the monolithic approach the growth factor is about ×2.3, regardless of the levels.
The reason for this improved scalability is not fully clear. It might occur since on
larger grids, the linear media looks smoother, leading to a smaller commutator and a
smaller spectral radius of the matrix Z from Theorem 3.1.

Table 4 shows the GMRES(5) iteration count and total computational cost for
Marmousi2 media. The iteration count for the 2-level method is significantly higher
for the block-acoustic method, which can be explained by the larger shift required
for the method. For 3-level and 4-level methods, the iteration count is comparable
between the two methods. The iteration growth factor is quite similar for the two
method, and varies between ×2.1 to ×2.8 for different number of levels. Taking
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Fig. 8. The Overthrust model. Velocity units: km/sec.

into account the cost per iteration, the block-acoustic achieves a considerably lower
computational cost, without worsening the scaling.

4.5. Three-dimensional experiments. In this subsection we demonstrate the
applicability of our preconditioner, combined with a multigrid solve of each block, to
3D problems. We preform the experiments on the Overthrust model [1], a geophysical
3D model with jumping coefficients. This is an acoustic model, and its pressure wave
velocity is depicted in Figure 8. We define the shear wave velocity as Vs = 0.5Vp and
the density as ρ = 0.25Vp + 1.2 to modify it to represent elastic media. The model is
shallow, and extended similarly to Marmousi2.

The multigrid framework is similar to Subsection 4.4, with two modifications:
First, we use mixed intergrid as in (4.5). Second, we take Jacobi W (2, 2) cycles with
damping parameters of 0.8, 0.8 and 0.2 for the first, second and third level respectively.
These modifications, as we observed by trial and error, improve convergence of the
method for the 3D case.

The results are included in Table 5, demonstrating that the block-acoustic precon-
ditioner enables the solution of the 3D elastic Helmholtz equation in the Overthrust
medium with a small number of iterations. Moreover, the memory consumption is
notably low: we manage to solve here a problem with about 46 million unknowns
using a laptop with 32 GB memory only. For the sake of comparison, in [55] and in
[63] the largest systems to be solved by a 256 GB workstation had about 70 million
unknowns, although the LU factors of the coarse grid were not computed and saved
in any of these works. A domain decomposition coarse grid solver had been applied in
[55], and the coarse grid in [63] was solved iteratively with hybrid Kaczmarz relaxation
as a preconditioner.

In this work, we solve large 3D problems without any special adaptation to deal
with the coarse grid. The decoupled block structures enables, besides the improved
sparsity of the LU factors, an additional advantage thanks to the natural paralleliza-
tion. Since each of the blocks can be solved separately, one can save the 4 pairs of
LU factors to the disc, extracting them only when needed, thus reducing by a factor
of 4 the total RAM memory consumption of the coarse grid solve. The grid sizes in
Table 5 were achieved without utilizing disc memory.

5. Conclusion. In this work we introduced a block-acoustic preconditioner for
the elastic Helmholtz equation. Building upon the commutation of the underlying
operators in the continuous space, our key idea is designing an approximation of
the leading block discretized in the pressure’s space that will enable a small enough
commutator. It results in a block-triangular preconditioner whose diagonal blocks
are acoustic Helmholtz operators. Our theoretical results unravel the role of the
commutator in the preconditioning of systems with an indefinite leading block. We
demonstrated both analytically and numerically that a complex shift might be neces-
sary, in highly heterogeneous media, to promise fast convergence. However, without a
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Iteration count for 3D Overthrust media

2-level 3-level 4-level

Grid size α = 0.1 α = 0.2 α = 0.4

128× 128× 56 24 22 32
192× 192× 72 29 29 49
256× 256× 96 oom 38 69
320× 320× 112 oom 43 98

Table 5
Number of block-acoustic preconditioned GMRES(5) iterations needed for convergence with

block-acoustic multigrid, for the 3D elastic Helmholtz equation in Overthrust media. In each pre-
conditioning step, one W (2, 2) cycle with mixed intergrid is applied with damped Jacobi relaxation.
The abbreviation “oom” stands for an out of memory error on a 32 GB RAM laptop.

complex shift, the block-acoustic preconditioner is scalable with respect to the Poisson
ratio and the grid size.

We designed an efficient combination of our preconditioner with shifted Lapla-
cian multigrid applied on each acoustic block, and compared the method to a recent
monolithic multigrid preconditioner. The resulting block-acoustic multigrid achieves
significantly lower computational cost for smooth media. For challenging geophysical
media with jumping coefficients, our approach attains comparable iteration count, yet
lower computational cost, compared to the monolithic multigrid. The block structure
of our preconditioner enables a huge memory save, in addition to the natural par-
allelization. Overall, the block-acoustic preconditioner makes the problem of elastic
wave propagation in large 3D cases applicable on a laptop.
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[64] L. Zepeda-Núñez and L. Demanet, Nested domain decomposition with polarized traces for the
2d helmholtz equation, SIAM Journal on Scientific Computing, 40 (2018), pp. B942–B981.

[65] Y. Zhu, E. Sifakis, J. Teran, and A. Brandt, An efficient multigrid method for the simula-
tion of high-resolution elastic solids, ACM Transactions on Graphics, 29 (2010), p. 16.

[66] M. Zubeldia, Energy concentration and explicit sommerfeld radiation condition for the elec-
tromagnetic helmholtz equation, Journal of Functional Analysis, 263 (2012), pp. 2832–2862.

This manuscript is for review purposes only.


	Introduction
	Background
	The acoustic and elastic Helmholtz equation
	Shifted Laplacian multigrid
	Approximate commutator preconditioners

	Derivation and analysis of the preconditioner
	A sufficient condition for convergence

	Numerical results
	Scalability
	Demonstration of Theorem 3.1
	Comparison with other approximate commutator methods
	Monolithic vs. block-preconditioned multirgid
	Multigrid setup
	FLOP count
	Iteration count and computational cost

	Three-dimensional experiments

	Conclusion
	References

