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(Comparative Studies on Numerical Optimal Design Techniques)

Abstract

Computer codes on two numerical optimization methods—Sequentially Unconstrained
Minimization Technique (SUMT) and Gradient Projection Method—are constructed and
tested with several test problems. Design formulation of tension — compression coil spring
is set up and the solution is obtained. Consequently, the feature, the advantage and the
limitation of these methods, made clear through the tests, are discussed.
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Table 1. Qutput by SUMT
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ZM 138
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2.5 2.5 4, 966 0..8354 —84. 27 15
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715MS
30 0.5 -30] 30.90 0.6952 65.69 —54. 97 13 .

(Computer ; FACOM BOS/VS)

Table 2. Qutput by G. P. M.
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4 0. 2507 52 | —o0.1
6000 2.6x101 6000  2,0X10% 608 MS
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