
A low-rank isogeometric solver based on Tucker tensors

M. Montardinia,b, G. Sangallia,b,∗, M. Tania,b

aDipartimento di Matematica, Università degli Studi di Pavia, via Ferrata 5, Pavia, Italy
bIstituto di Matematica Applicata e Tecnologie Informatiche “E. Magenes” del CNR, via Ferrata 5/a, Pavia, Italy

Abstract

We propose an isogeometric solver for Poisson problems that combines i) low-rank tensor techniques to
approximate the unknown solution and the system matrix, as a sum of a few terms having Kronecker product
structure, ii) a Truncated Preconditioned Conjugate Gradient solver to keep the rank of the iterates low,
and iii) a novel low-rank preconditioner, based on the Fast Diagonalization method where the eigenvector
multiplication is approximated by the Fast Fourier Transform. Although the proposed strategy is written
in arbitrary dimension, we focus on the three-dimensional case and adopt the Tucker format for low-rank
tensor representation, which is well suited in low dimension. We show by numerical tests that this choice
guarantees significant memory saving compared to the full tensor representation. We also extend and test
the proposed strategy to linear elasticity problems.

Keywords: Isogeometric analysis, preconditioning, Truncated Preconditioned Conjugate Gradient method,
Tucker representation, low-rank decomposition.

1. Introduction

About twenty years ago, Tom Hughes envisioned a revolutionary program for redesigning numerical sim-
ulation methods by leveraging the knowledge and tools developed in computer-aided design (CAD), with
the ultimate goal of unifying these two fields. Isogeometric Analysis (IgA) appeared in the seminal paper
[22] and since then a community emerged, that brought together complementary interests and expertises:
specialists in Computational Solid and Fluid Mechanics have been exploiting the potential of dealing with
complex computational domains directly from their spline or NURBS representation within CAD; the ge-
ometric design community has been supporting this challenging goal by developing new analysis-suitable
spline-based geometry parametrizations; numerical analysts have been regaining momentum in studying
spline properties and their use in numerical solvers.

Isogeometric approximation, in particular, benefits from the regularity of splines (see [1, 7, 38]), a fun-
damental feature in geometric design. Furthermore, the tensor-product construction, widely used in multi-
variate parameterizations, allows for computationally efficient methods when utilised in the formation and
solution of isogeometric linear systems (see, e.g., [23] and references therein). This is the context for the
present work, which addresses the use of low-rank tensor techniques.

The first contribution in this direction has been given in [32]: there the authors use a low-rank ap-
proximated representation of the coefficients of the Galerkin matrix, that incorporates the effect of the
geometry parametrization. An alternative approach, purely algebraic, can be found in [20], and it is based
on a low-rank approximation of a small and dense matrix containing all the non-zero entries of the original
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Galerkin matrix. In these works, low-rank approximations are exploited for the formation of the linear
system, in order to write the Galerkin matrix as a sum of a few matrices in Kronecker form. In this regard,
we also mention [24, 37], where the authors propose a strategy to construct the geometry mapping that aims
at minimizing the number of Kronecker terms in this sum. More recently, low-rank tensor methods have
been proposed for the solution of IgA linear system in [16] and [5], based respectively on an alternating least
square solver and tensors in Tucker format, and on an alternating minimal energy method with tensor-trains
approximation of the unknown.

In the present paper we are mainly interested the three-dimensional Poisson problem. However, in
principle the proposed methods can be generalized to an arbitrary number of dimensions d, and therefore they
are often presented in this general setting. We design a low-rank isogeometric solver whose computational
cost depends on the rank of the approximation and grows (almost) linearly with respect to n, the number of
degrees of freedom (dofs) in each space direction. First, we approximate the Galerkin matrix and the right-
hand side with the techniques from [13, 11], based on low-rank Chebychev polyniomials. The linear system
is then solved iteratively by a Truncated Preconditioned Conjugate Gradient (TPCG) method [28, 40],
an extension of the standard Preconditioned Conjugate Gradient method (PCG) where the tensor rank of
the iterates is truncated. We also introduce a preconditioner inspired by the Fast Diagonalization method
[30, 39] where, however, the projection onto the eigenvectors basis is computed by a Fast Fourier Transform
and the eigenvalues are replaced by a suitable low-rank approximation using the results of [4, 18]. The
proposed preconditioner yields a setup/application cost which is (almost) linear with respect to n, and it is
robust with respect to the mesh size and the spline degree. We also extend the proposed low-rank solving
strategy to linear elasticity problems.

We choose the Tucker format to represent tensors, which is considered well suited in low dimension
[26, 11]. We remark that for higher dimension other low-rank tensor formats, such as hierarchical Tucker or
tensor trains, are considered more efficient. In any case, our numerical experience confirms that the use of a
low-rank Tucker approximation offers advantages with respect to the full tensor approach. These advantages
are problem dependent but always significant, with order of magnitude speedup and memory saving.

The preconditioner we propose is innovative as it leverages the low-rank structure of the solver for optimal
efficiency. However, there are many approaches to preconditioning the problem in its full-rank formulation,
particularly methods that exploit tensorial properties and are robust with respect to polynomial degree: we
refer to the works [2, 12, 15, 21, 39, 42] and the references contained within them.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we present the basics of IgA and of tensor calculus.
The model problem is introduced in Section 3. The core of the paper is Section 4, where we recall the
Truncated Preconditioned Conjugate Method, the truncation operators and where we introduce the novel
preconditioning strategy. We present some numerical experiments in Section 5 while in the last section we
draw some conclusions. We rely on the two appendices the technical parts: the approximation of the linear
system in Tucker format in Appendix A and the approximation of the eigenvalues and eigenvectors needed
for building the preconditioner in Appendix B.

This paper is submitted to the CMAME Special Issue in Honor of the Lifetime Achievements of Dr.
Thomas J.R. Hughes. The authors would like to congratulate Tom for his extraordinary scientific contribu-
tions and express their gratitude for his support in shaping their work with his visionary ideas.

2. Preliminaries

2.1. B-Splines
A knot vector in [0, 1] is a sequence of non-decreasing points Ξ := {0 = ξ1 ≤ · · · ≤ ξm+p+1 = 1}, where

m and p are two positive integers that represent the number of basis functions associated to the knot vector
and their polynomial degree, respectively. We focus on open knot vectors, i.e. we set ξ1 = · · · = ξp+1 = 0
and ξm = · · · = ξm+p+1 = 1. According to Cox-De Boor recursion formulas (see [8]), univariate B-splines
b̂
(p)
i : [0, 1] → R are piecewise polynomials defined for i = 1, . . . ,m as
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for p = 0:

b̂
(0)
i (η) =

{
1 if ξi ≤ η < ξi+1,

0 otherwise,

for p ≥ 1:

b̂
(p)
i (η) =

η − ξi
ξi+p − ξi

b̂
(p−1)
i (η) +

ξi+p+1 − η

ξi+p+1 − ξi+1
b̂
(p−1)
i+1 (η) if ξi ≤ η < ξi+p+1,

where we assume 0/0 = 0. The univariate spline space is defined as

Ŝp
h(Ξ) := span{b̂(p)i }mi=1,

where h := max{ξi+1 − ξi | i = 1, . . . ,m + p} denotes the mesh-size. The smoothness of the B-splines
at the interior knots is determined by their multiplicity (see [8]). We refer to [6] for more properties on
B-splines. We write b̂i instead of b̂(p)i , when the degree is clear from the context. Multivariate B-splines are
defined as tensor product of univariate B-splines. In particular, for d-dimensional problems, we introduce d
univariate knot vectors Ξl := {ξl,1 ≤ · · · ≤ ξl,ml+pl+1} for l = 1, . . . , d, where ml and pl are positive integers
for l = 1, . . . , d. We denote with hl the mesh-size associated to the knot vector Ξl for l = 1, . . . , d, and we
define by h := max{hl | l = 1, . . . , d} the maximal mesh-size. For simplicity, we assume p1 = · · · = pd =: p,
but the general case is similar. We denote the i-th univariate function in the k-th direction as b̂k,i for
i = 1, . . . ,mk and k = 1, . . . , d. We assume that all the knot vectors are uniform, i.e. the internal knots are
equally spaced.

The multivariate B-splines are defined as

B̂i(η) := b̂1,i1(η1) . . . b̂d,id(ηd),

where i := (i1, . . . , id) and η = (η1, . . . , ηd) ∈ Ω̂ := [0, 1]d. The corresponding spline space is defined as

Ŝ
p

h := span
{
B̂i

∣∣∣where i := (i1, . . . , id) and il = 1, . . . ,ml for l = 1, . . . , d
}
= Ŝp

h1
⊗ · · · ⊗ Ŝp

hd
,

where Ŝp
hk

:= span{b̂k,i | i = 1, . . . ,mk} for k = 1, . . . , d.

2.2. Isogeometric spaces
We assume that our computational domain Ω ⊂ Rd is given by a spline parametrization F ∈ Ŝ

p

h, i.e.
Ω = F (Ω̂). We also assume that F has a non-singular Jacobian everywhere. For our purpose we also need
the spline space with homogeneous Dirichlet boundary condition:

Ŝ
p

h,0 :=
{
v̂h ∈ Ŝ

p

h

∣∣∣ v̂h = 0 on ∂Ω̂
}
.

By introducing a colexicographical reordering of the basis functions, we can write

Ŝ
p

h,0 = span
{
b̂1,i1 . . . b̂d,id

∣∣∣ il = 2, . . . ,ml − 1; l = 1, . . . , d
}
= span

{
B̂i

∣∣∣ i = 1, . . . , Ndof

}
(2.1)

= Ŝp
h1,0

⊗ · · · ⊗ Ŝp
hd,0

, (2.2)

where Ŝp
hl,0

:= span
{
b̂l,i | i = 2, . . . ,ml − 1

}
for l = 1, . . . , d, Ndof := n1 . . . nd, nl := ml − 2, and, where

with a little abuse of notation, we identify the multi-index i = (i1, . . . , id) with the scalar index i =

i1 − 1 +
∑d

l=2(il − 2)
∏l−1

k=1 nk.
Finally, the isogeometric space we consider is the isoparametric push-forward of Ŝ

p

h,0 through the geo-
metric map F , i.e. we take

Vh := span
{
Bi := B̂i ◦ F−1

∣∣∣ i = 1, . . . , Ndof

}
. (2.3)
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2.3. Tensors calculus
We recall the essential properties of tensor calculus that are useful in our context. Further details can

be found e.g. in the survey [25].

Tensors. Given d ∈ N, a tensor X ∈ Rn1×···×nd with n1, . . . , nd ∈ N is a d-dimensional array. We denote
its entries as [X ]i1,...,id ∈ R for il = 1, . . . , nl and l = 1, . . . , d. Usually d is called the order of X . Tensors of
order 1 are vectors, while tensors of order 2 are matrices.

The scalar product of two tensors X ,Y ∈ Rn1×···×nd is defined as

< X ,Y >:=

n1∑
i1=1

· · ·
nd∑

id=1

[X ]i1,...,id [Y]i1,...,id .

The associated norm is called Frobenius norm and is denoted as ∥ · ∥F .
The vectorization operator “vec” applied to a tensor stacks its entries into a column vector as

[vec(X )]j = [X ]i1,...,id for il = 1, . . . , nl and for l = 1, . . . , d,

where j := i1 +
∑d

k=2

[
(ik − 1)Πk−1

l=1 nl

]
. Thanks to the “vec” operator, we can always represent a vector

x ∈ Rn1...nd as a tensor X ∈ Rn1×···×nd and viceversa:

x = vec(X ). (2.4)

Note that ∥x∥2 = ∥X∥F , where ∥ ·∥2 is the euclidean norm of vectors. In the following, we denote the tensor
associated to a vector with the calligraphic upper case version of the letter used to indicate the vector, e.g.
the tensors Y,X and G correspond, respectively, to the vectors y, x and g.

Assume for simplicity that ni = n, for i = 1, . . . , d. Then the number of entries in the tensor is nd,
which grows exponentially with d. This is the so-called "curse of dimensionality", which makes practically
impossible to store explicitly a high order tensor. For this reason memory-efficient representations based on
tensor products are preferable.

Kronecker product and m-mode product. Given two matrices C ∈ Rn1×n2 and D ∈ Rn3×n4 , their Kronecker
product is defined as

C⊗D :=

 [C]1,1D . . . [C]1,n2
D

...
. . .

...
[C]n1,1D . . . [C]n1,n2

D

 ∈ Rn1n3×n2n4 , (2.5)

where [C]i,j denotes the ij-th entry of the matrix C. More generally, the Kronecker product of two tensors
C ∈ Rm1×...×md and D ∈ Rn1×...×nd is the tensor

[C ⊗ D]k1,...,kd
= [C]i1,...,id [D]j1,...,jd ∈ Rn1m1×···×ndmd with kl = jl + (il − 1)nl for l = 1, . . . , d. (2.6)

For m = 1, . . . , d we introduce the m-mode product of a tensor X ∈ Rn1×···×nd with a matrix J ∈ Rℓ×nm ,
that we denote by X ×m J. This is a tensor of size n1 × · · · × nm−1 × ℓ× nm+1 × . . . nd, whose entries are

[X ×m J]i1,...,id :=

nm∑
j=1

[X ]i1,,...,im−1,j,im+1,...,id [J]j,im .

The product between a vector and a Kronecker product matrix can be expressed in terms of a matrix-tensor
product. Precisely, given Ji ∈ Rℓi×ni for i = 1, . . . , d, it holds

(Jd ⊗ · · · ⊗ J1) vec (X ) = vec (X ×d Jd · · · ×1 J1 ) . (2.7)
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Tucker format. In this paper, we use the Tucker format to represent tensors. We adopt the notations of
[35]. A tensor X ∈ Rn1×···×nd is in Tucker format if it is expressed as

X = X×d Xd · · · ×1 X1. (2.8)

where X ∈ Rr1×...×rd is the core tensor and Xk ∈ Rnk×rk are the factor matrices. The d−uple (r1, . . . , rd)
is called the multilinear rank of X . The storage for a Tucker tensor is bounded by drn+ rd where, here and
throughout the paper we denote

r := max
i=1,...,d

ri and n := max
i=1,...,d

ni.

Thus, the Tucker format still suffers from an exponential increase in memory storage with respect to the
dimension d. Nevertheless, if r ≪ n, the memory storage of a Tucker tensor is much smaller than the one
of a full tensor.

One possible way to compute the Tucker format of a tensor X is to use the High Order Singular Value
Decomposition (HOSVD) [43, 9], that is an extension to tensors of the matrix Singular Value Decomposition
(SVD). An approximation of the Tucker format of X can be found for example by the Sequentially Truncated
HOSVD (ST-HOSVD) [45]. The ST-HOSVD algorithm computes a Tucker tensor X̃ = sthosvd(X , ϵ) that
approximates X and that satisfies

∥X − X̃∥F ≤ ϵ∥X∥F
for a given tolerance ϵ > 0. We remark that the factor matrices resulting from the application of the
ST-HOSVD are orthogonal. For other truncation algorithms, we refer to the surveys [25, 17].

Due to the relation between tensors and vectors provided by (2.4), we also say that a vector x ∈ Rn1...nd

is in Tucker format if it is expressed as

x = (Xd ⊗ · · · ⊗X1)vec(X)

=

rd∑
id=1

· · ·
r1∑

i1=1

[X]i1,...,idx
(id)
d ⊗ · · · ⊗ x

(i1)
1 ,

where x
(ik)
k ∈ Rnk is the ik-th column of Xk ∈ Rnk×rk and X ∈ Rr1×···×rd . Note that the tensor X ∈

Rn1×···×nd associated to x can thus be written as (2.8). To simplify the exposition, we will sometimes refer
to the multilinear rank of a vector in Tucker format, meaning with this the multilinear rank of the associated
tensor.

Furthermore, we say that a matrix C ∈ R(n1...nd)×(n1...nd) is in Tucker format if it is expressed as

C =

RC
d∑

id=1

· · ·
RC

1∑
i1=1

[C]i1,...,idC(d,id) ⊗ · · · ⊗C(1,i1), (2.9)

where C ∈ RRC
1 ×···×RC

d and C(k,ik) ∈ Rnk×nk for ik = 1, . . . RC
k and k = 1, . . . , d.

Binary operations for Tucker format. Let C ∈ R(n1...nd)×(n1...nd) be a matrix in Tucker format as in (2.9)
and x ∈ Rn1...nd a Tucker vector represented by X as in (2.8). The multiplication between the matrix C
and the vector x can be efficiently computed as

Cx = vec
(
(C⊗ X)×d

[
C(d,1)Xd, . . . ,C(d,RC

d )Xd

]
×d−1 · · · ×1

[
C(1,1)X1, . . . ,C(1,RC

1 )X1

])
. (2.10)

Note that the multilinear rank of Cx is [RC
1 r1, . . . , R

C
d rd].

Let y ∈ Rn1...nd be a vector in Tucker format represented by Y := Y×dYd · · ·×1Y1 where Y ∈ Rs1×···×sd

is the core tensor and Yi ∈ Rni×si are the factor matrices. The scalar product between x and y can be
computed exploiting their Tucker format as

x · y =< X ,Y >= vec(X)T (XT
d Yd ⊗ · · · ⊗XT

1 Y1)vec(Y) = vec(X)Tvec(Y×d X
T
d Yd · · · ×1 X

T
1 Y1).
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The sum of two Tucker vectors x and y is a Tucker vector z := x+ y represented by the Tucker tensor
Z := Z×d [Xd,Yd]×d−1 · · · ×1 [X1,Y1], where the core tensor Z ∈ R(r1+s1)×···×(rd+sd) is a block-diagonal
tensor defined by concatenating on the diagonal the core tensors of X and Y. Note that the multilinear
rank of Z is (r1 + s1, . . . , rd + sd), i.e. the sum of the multilinear ranks of the addends.

3. Model problem

Our model problem is the Poisson problem{
−∆u = f in Ω

u = 0 on ∂Ω

where Ω ⊂ Rd. For the sake of simplicity, we consider homogeneous Dirichlet boundary condition. The
weak formulation reads: find u ∈ H1

0 (Ω) such that for all v ∈ H1
0 (Ω) it holds

a(u, v) = F (v)

where
a(u, v) :=

∫
Ω

∇u · ∇v dΩ and F (v) :=

∫
Ω

fv dΩ.

The isogeometric discretization with the space (2.3) yields to the following discrete problem: find uh ∈ Vh

such that for all vh ∈ Vh it holds
a(uh, vh) = F (vh). (3.1)

The linear system associated to (3.1) is
Ax = f (3.2)

where [A]i,j := a(Bi, Bj) and [f ]i := F (Bi) for i, j = 1, . . . , Ndof . We approximate the system matrix with
a matrix in Tucker format

Ã =

RA
d∑

rd=1

· · ·
RA

1∑
r1=1

[Ã]r1,...,rdÃ(d,rd) ⊗ · · · ⊗ Ã(1,i1), (3.3)

with Ã ∈ RRA
1 ×···×RA

d and Ã(i,ri) ∈ Rni×RA
i , and the right hand side with a vector in Tucker format f̃ . In

the spirit of [32], to compute the above approximations, f and the geometry coefficients are approximated
by the sum of separable functions.

In this work, this step is performed using Chebyshev polynomials. More precisely, we use the Chebfun
toolbox [13], which is suited for d = 3, and in particular the chebfun3f function [11] that computes low-rank
approximations of trivariate functions. We report some details in Appendix A, referring to the original
papers for an exhaustive description.

In conclusion, our problem is to find a vector x̃ in Tucker format that (approximately) solves

Ãx̃ = f̃ . (3.4)

We remark that, since the factor matrices Ã(i,ri), i = 1, . . . , d, appearing in (3.3) are banded with band-
width p, then the memory required to store Ã is O(dpnRA + Rd

A), where, here and throughout, RA :=

maxk=1,...,d R
A
k . Moreover, thanks to (2.10), the computational cost to multiply Ã by a vector in Tucker

format is O(dpnrRA+rdRd
A) FLOPs, where r denotes the maximum of the multilinear rank of the considered

vector.

Remark 1. Other kind of boundary conditions can be also handled in the low-rank setting above. For
example, if a non-homogeneous Dirichlet boundary condition u = g is imposed on ∂Ω, the linear system to
be solved reads

Ãx̃ = f̃ − Ã∂Ωg̃, (3.5)
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where Ã, as in (3.3)–(3.4), is the matrix representing the bilinear form a(·, ·) on the basis functions that
vanish on ∂Ω, Ã∂Ω represents a(·, ·) on the trial basis functions that vanish on ∂Ω and test basis functions
whose support intersect ∂Ω , g̃ is the vector of degrees-of-freedom of (an approximation of) g, and we use a
low-rank approach for the right-hand side of (3.5).

4. Low-rank linear solver

In order to find a solution x̃ of (3.4) in Tucker format, we present in Section 4.3 a suited iterative solver
in which each iterate is a vector in Tucker format. A fundamental role is played by the truncation operators,
reviewed in Section 4.1, that reduces the multilinear rank of a vector in Tucker format. Another important
ingredient, that we introduce in Section 4.2 is a novel preconditioning strategy compatible with the Tucker
format.

As we will see in the following, the computational cost of each iteration of our solver is (almost) linear
in the number of univariate dofs.

4.1. Truncation operators
The sum of two Tucker vectors and the multiplication of a Tucker matrix by a Tucker vector are operations

that increase the multilinear rank (see Section 2.3). For this reason it is fundamental to have an efficient
strategy that allows to compress a vector in Tucker format to another vector in Tucker format with lower
multilinear rank. In this section we review two related algorithms that perform this task: the first one is the
relative tolerance truncation strategy and it is based on [35] while the second one is the dynamic truncation
strategy from [48, 33].

Note that a straightforward application of the ST-HOSVD algorithm to the full tensor associated to a
Tucker vector of dimension n1 . . . nd = Ndof is unfeasible in most of the interesting cases as the total cost is
O(nd+1) FLOPs, which is too high in our context.

4.1.1. Relative tolerance truncation
The strategy that we present in this section is based on Algorithm 3 of [35]. Let ϵ > 0 a given tolerance.

The truncation operator Trel compresses a Tucker vector y ∈ Rn1...nd to a Tucker vector ỹ = Trel(y, ϵ) ∈
Rn1...nd such that ỹ satisfies

∥y − ỹ∥2 ≤ ϵ∥y∥2. (4.1)

We describe here the procedure to find ỹ. Let Y := Y ×d Yd · · · ×1 Y1 ∈ Rn1×···×nd be the Tucker tensor
that represents y, with core tensor Y ∈ Rr1×···×rd and factor matrices Yi ∈ Rni×ri for i = 1, . . . , d. The
first step of the truncation procedure is the computation of the QR factorizations of the matrices Yi for
i = 1, . . . , d: we find d orthogonal matrices Qi ∈ Rni×ri and d upper triangular matrices Ri ∈ Rri×ri such
that Yi = QiRi. Then we form explicitly the tensor Z := Y×d Rd · · · ×1 R1 ∈ Rr1×···×rd and we compute
the Tucker approximation

Z̃ = Ỹ×d Sd · · · ×1 S1 = sthosvd(Z, ϵ)

where Ỹ ∈ Rs1×···×sd is the new core tensor and Si ∈ Rri×si are orthogonal matrices with si ≤ ri. We
define Ỹi := QiSi ∈ Rni×si and Ỹ := Ỹ×d Ỹd · · ·×1 Ỹ1. Finally, the truncated Tucker vector ỹ = Trel(y, ϵ)

is defined as the vector associated to Ỹ. Note that (4.1) is satisfied. We summarize the procedure just
described in Algorithm 1.

Computational cost. The computational cost of each of the d QR decompositions of Step 1 is O(nr2)
FLOPs. Step 2 has a overall computational cost of O(drd+1) FLOPs [45]. The ST-HOSVD at Step 3
yields a computational cost of O(rd+1) FLOPs. Thus, the overall computational cost of Algorithm 1 is
O(dnr2 + rd+1) FLOPs.

7



Algorithm 1 Relative tolerance truncation
Input: Tucker vector y = (Yd ⊗ · · · ⊗Y1)vec(Y) and the relative tolerance ϵ > 0.
Output: Truncated Tucker vector ỹ such that ∥y − ỹ∥2 ≤ ϵ∥y∥2.

1: Compute QR decompositions Yi = QiRi for i = 1, . . . , d;
2: Compute Z = Y×d Rd · · · ×1 R1;
3: Compute Z̃ = Ỹ×d Sd · · · ×1 S1 = sthosvd(Z, ϵ);
4: Compute Ỹi = QiSi for i = 1, . . . , d;

Define the Tucker tensor Ỹ := Ỹ×d Ỹd · · · ×1 Ỹ1 and ỹ as the Tucker vector associated to Ỹ.

4.1.2. Dynamic truncation
The residual norm in a low-rank iterative solver with relative truncation strategy can stagnate roughly

at the level of the truncation error [28]. A possible strategy to overcome this problem, proposed in [33, 48],
is to reduce the relative tolerance, whenever stagnation occurs. The authors introduce an indicator of the
stagnation based on the consideration that when the progress made by the iteration operator is prevented by
truncation, then there is stagnation. Suppose that in our iterative solver we have xk+1 = Trel(Φ(k)(xk), ϵ)
where Φ(k) represents the process of update from xk to xk+1 in absence of truncation. We decompose the
update of the iterate in these steps

x̃k+1 = Φ(k)(xk) iteration without truncation,
∆x̃k = x̃k+1 − xk proposed step, in absence of truncation,

xk+1 = Trel(x̃k+1, ϵ) truncation of the iterate,
∆xk = xk+1 − xk actual step, taken by the perturbed iterative process.

The following update ratio reflects how much of the proposed update ∆xk is effectively used

vk :=
∆x̃k · ∆xk

∥∆x̃k∥22
.

Fixed a threshold parameter δ > 0 and a reducing positive parameter α < 1, we consider the update from
xk to xk+1 satisfactory if

|vk − 1| ≤ δ. (4.2)

If condition (4.2) is not satisfied, the relative tolerance ϵ is reduced by a factor α < 1 and the truncation of
x̃k+1 is performed with relative tolerance αϵ. The process is repeated until (4.2) is satisfied. A minimum
relative tolerance ϵmin that can be reached by this process is fixed at the beginning.

The dynamic truncation of a vector yk is denoted as [yk+1, ϵnew] = Tdt(yk, ỹk+1, ϵ, α, ϵmin, δ), where
ỹk+1 := Φ(k)(yk) and ϵnew is the last relative tolerance used for the truncation. This will be used as input
starting tolerance for dynamic truncation at the next TPCG iteration (see Algorithm 5 in Section 4.3). The
procedure is summarized in Algorithm 2.

Computational cost. Each iteration in the loop of Algorithm 2 has the same computational cost of Algorithm
1.

4.2. The preconditioner
In this section we extend the preconditioner proposed in [39], based on the Fast Diagonalization (FD)

method [30], to the low-rank setting. For the sake of simplicity, we give details only for the three-dimensional
case, although it can be easily generalized to any dimension d.

The FD-based preconditioner is defined as

P := K̂3 ⊗ M̂2 ⊗ M̂1 + M̂3 ⊗ K̂2 ⊗ M̂1 + M̂3 ⊗ M̂2 ⊗ K̂1, (4.3)
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Algorithm 2 Dynamic truncation
Input: Tucker vectors yk and ỹk+1 := Φ(k)(yk), initial relative tolerance ϵ, threshold δ, minimum

relative tolerance ϵmin and reducing factor α < 1.
Output: Truncated Tucker vector yk+1 and ϵnew

1: Set ϵnew = ϵ
2: Compute ∆ỹk = ỹk+1 − yk;
3: Set ex = 0;
4: while ex = 0 do
5: Compute yk+1 = Trel(ỹk+1, ϵnew);
6: Compute ∆yk = yk+1 − yk;
7: Compute vk = ∆ỹk· ∆yk

∥∆ỹk∥2
2

;
8: if |vk − 1| < δ then
9: Set ex = 1;

10: else if αϵ > ϵmin then
11: Set ϵnew = αϵnew;
12: else
13: Set ex = 1;
14: end if
15: end while

where K̂i and M̂i are the univariate stiffness and mass matrices in the i-th parametric direction, respectively.
Its application can be performed first by computing the generalized eigendecomposition of (K̂i, M̂i) for
i = 1, 2, 3. In this way, we find M̂i-orthogonal matrices Ui and diagonal matrices Λi for i = 1, 2, 3, such
that

K̂iUi = M̂iUiΛi and UT
i M̂iUi = Ini

, (4.4)

where Ini ∈ Rni×ni is the identity matrix. Thus we have for i = 1, 2, 3

K̂i = U−T
i ΛiU

−1
i and M̂i = U−T

i U−1
i

and by inserting the above factorization in (4.3), we get

P = (U3 ⊗U2 ⊗U1)
−T (In3

⊗ In2
⊗Λ1 + In3

⊗Λ2 ⊗ In1
+Λ3 ⊗ In2

⊗ In1
)(U3 ⊗U2 ⊗U1)

−1.

Therefore, its inverse is

P−1 = (U3 ⊗U2 ⊗U1)(In3
⊗ In2

⊗Λ1 + In3
⊗Λ2 ⊗ In1

+Λ3 ⊗ In2
⊗ In1

)−1(U3 ⊗U2 ⊗U1)
T . (4.5)

We summarize the standard FD method in Algorithm 3.

Algorithm 3 Fast Diagonalization
SETUP OF THE PRECONDITIONER:
Input: Pencils (K̂i, M̂i) for i = 1, 2, 3.
Output: Preconditioner (4.5).

1: Compute the factorizations (4.4).

APPLICATION OF THE PRECONDITIONER:
Input: Factorizations (4.4) and right-hand side vector s ∈ Rn1n2n3 .
Output Solution of Pv = s.

2: Compute s̃ = (U3 ⊗U2 ⊗U1)
Ts;

3: Compute q̃ = (In3
⊗ In2

⊗Λ1 + In3
⊗Λ2 ⊗ In1

+Λ3 ⊗ In2
⊗ In1

)
−1

s̃;
4: Compute v = (U3 ⊗U2 ⊗U1) q̃.
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It is clear that the application of P as described in Algorithm 3 is not suited to our context. Indeed, the
inverse diagonal matrix appearing in Step 3 is not in Tucker format. Moreover, the setup and application
of the preconditioner yield a computational cost that greatly exceeds the ideal O(n) cost.

In order to reduce the computational complexity of both setup and application of the preconditioner,
we propose a technique to approximate the eigendecompositions that is not only cheaper than the exact
factorization, but also reduces the cost to compute matrix-vector products with the eigenvector matrices.
We report this strategy in Appendix B; a detailed analysis is postponed to a forthcoming publication.
Nevertheless, we emphasize that the numerical experiments presented in Section 5 indicate the effectiveness
of this approach.

Let Ũ1, Ũ2, Ũ3 and Λ̃1, Λ̃2, Λ̃3 represent the approximated eigenvector and eigenvalue matrices,
respectively. The corresponding preconditioner takes the form

P−1 ≈ (Ũ3 ⊗ Ũ2 ⊗ Ũ1)D(Ũ3 ⊗ Ũ2 ⊗ Ũ1)
T , (4.6)

where D := (In3
⊗ In2

⊗ Λ̃1 + In3
⊗ Λ̃2 ⊗ In1

+ Λ̃3 ⊗ In2
⊗ In1

)−1.
We build an approximation D̃ of D that can be written in Tucker format and that satisfies

∥D−1∥∞∥D− D̃∥∞ ≤ ϵprecrel (4.7)

for a given relative tolerance ϵprecrel > 0. Note that since

∥INdof
−D−1D̃∥∞ ≤ ∥D−1∥∞∥D− D̃∥∞,

inequality (4.7) guarantees in particular that all eigenvalues of D−1D̃ belong to the interval [1− ϵprecrel , 1 + ϵprecrel ].
Our approach is based on the approximation of the function g(λ) = 1/λ using a linear combination of

exponential functions. We first recall the following result [4, 27].

Proposition 1. Let sR(λ) :=
∑R

j=1 ωj exp(−αjλ), with λ, αj , ωj ∈ R and R ∈ N. Then, there is a choice
of αj > 0 and ωj > 0 for j = 1, . . . , R, that depends on R and M , such that

ER(M) := sup
λ∈[1,M ]

∣∣∣∣ 1λ − sR(λ)

∣∣∣∣ ≤ 16 exp

(
−Rπ2

log(8M)

)
. (4.8)

The explicit values of αj and ωj of Proposition 1 are not known. However, good approximations of
these parameters and of ER(M) are provided in [18] for a wide range of values of R and M . We define
λmin := min(Λ̃1) + min(Λ̃2) + min(Λ̃3) and λmax := max(Λ̃1) + max(Λ̃2) + max(Λ̃3). Given a relative
tolerance ϵprecrel , we define

MP :=
λmax

λmin
and RP := min

{
R

∣∣ ER(MP ) ≤
ϵprecrel

MP

}
. (4.9)

We take M = MP and R = RP and we consider the associated (approximated) optimal parameters ωj and
αj for j = 1, . . . , RP from Proposition 1. Then we define

D̃ :=
1

λmin

RP∑
j=1

ωjD(3,j) ⊗D(2,j) ⊗D(1,j) (4.10)

with D(i,j) diagonal matrices with diagonal entries equal to

[D(i,j)]m,m := exp

(
− αj

λmin
[Λ̃i]m,m

)
for j = 1, . . . RP , m = 1, . . . , ni and i = 1, 2, 3. (4.11)

Thanks to (4.8) and the definition of RP , we have

∥D− D̃∥∞ ≤ sup
λ∈[λmin,λmax]

∣∣∣∣ 1λ − 1

λmin
sRP

(λ)

∣∣∣∣ = 1

λmin
sup

λ∈[1,MP ]

∣∣∣∣ 1λ − sRP
(λ)

∣∣∣∣ = 1

λmin
ERP

(MP ).
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Since ∥D−1∥∞ = λmax, it holds

∥D−1∥∞∥D− D̃∥∞ ≤ MPERP
(MP ) ≤ ϵprecrel .

Finally, our preconditioner is defined as

P̃−1 :=
1

λmin
(Ũ3 ⊗ Ũ2 ⊗ Ũ1)

RP∑
j=1

ωjD(3,j) ⊗D(2,j) ⊗D(1,j)

 (Ũ3 ⊗ Ũ2 ⊗ Ũ1)
T , (4.12)

which can be written as a Tucker matrix as

P̃−1 :=

RP∑
j3=1

RP∑
j2=1

RP∑
j1=1

[P]j1,j2,j3P(3,j3) ⊗P(2,j2) ⊗P(1,j1),

where P ∈ RRP×RP×RP is the diagonal tensor whose diagonal entries are

[P]j,j,j =
ωj

λmin
, j = 1, . . . , RP , (4.13)

and where P(i,j) := ŨiD(i,j)Ũ
T
i for i = 1, 2, 3 and j = 1, . . . , RP . The setup and application of our

preconditioner are summarized in Algorithm 4.

Algorithm 4 Low-rank Fast Diagonalization
SETUP OF THE PRECONDITIONER:
Input: ϵprecrel relative tolerance of the preconditioner.
Output: Preconditioner P̃ in Tucker format as (4.12).

1: Find Ũ1,Ũ2 and Ũ3 as described in Appendix B;
2: Define MP := λmax/λmin and find RP such that ER(MP ) ≤

ϵprecrel

MP
;

3: Compute the factors D(i,j) for j = 1, . . . , RP and i = 1, 2, 3 as in (4.11);
4: Define P as in (4.13).

APPLICATION OF THE PRECONDITIONER:
Input: Tucker vector s represented by S = S×3 S3 ×2 S2 ×1 S1 where S ∈ Rr1×r2×r3 , RP rank of the
approximation (4.10).
Output: Solution of P̃v = s in Tucker format.

5: Compute V = P⊗S;
6: Compute Zi = ŨT

i Si for i = 1, 2, 3;
7: Compute W(i,j) = D(i,j)Zi for j = 1, . . . , RP and i = 1, 2, 3;
8: Compute Y(i,j) = ŨiW(i,j) for j = 1, . . . , RP and i = 1, 2, 3.
9: Define v as the Tucker vector represented by V := V×3V3×2V2×1V1 where Vi := [Y(i,1), . . . ,Y(i,RP )]

for i = 1, 2, 3.

Computational cost. The computational cost of the setup of the preconditioner is negligible, see Appendix
B. As for the application cost, assume to apply P̃−1 to a vector in Tucker format having maximum of the
multilinear rank r. Then Step 5 has a cost of O(r3R3

P ) FLOPs, while each matrix-matrix multiplication of
Step 6 and Step 8 requires O(nr(log(n)+p)) FLOPs, thanks to the FFT (see Appendix B). Finally, Step 7,
being just a diagonal scaling, has a negligible cost. Generalizing to dimension d, the total cost for Algorithm
4 is O(dnrRP (log(n) + p) + rdRd

P ) FLOPs.
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4.3. Truncated PCG method
The low-rank iterative solver that we choose for solving system (3.4) is the Truncated Preconditioned

Conjugate Gradient (TPCG) method [28], that we report in Algorithm 5. All the vectors and matrices
present in the algorithm have to be intended as Tucker vectors and Tucker matrices, respectively, and thus the
operations of matrix-vector product and scalar product exploit this assumption for an efficient computation
(see Section 2.3). The application of our preconditioner to a Tucker vector increases its multilinear rank,
thus compared to [28] we apply one additional truncation step, and precisely at Step 13 of Algorithm 5.
Note also that we compute the residual directly as f̃ − Ãxk because, as observed in [28], the recursive
computation of the residual can lead to stagnation. We apply the dynamic truncation to the iterate xk and
relative truncation to the other iteration vectors rk, zk,pk and qk. The tolerance of latter truncations should
be chosen carefully, in order to keep the multilinear ranks of rk, zk,pk comparable to the multilinear rank
of xk. Indeed, in our numerical experience if we set the relative truncation tolerance of those iterates equal
to the one used for the truncation of xk, then the multilinear rank of those iterates becomes significantly
higher than one of xk. Thus, inspired by the numerical experiments in [36] and by [41], we choose a relative
tolerance for the truncation of rk, zk,pk and qk equal to

ηk := β
tol∥f̃∥2
∥rk∥2

(4.14)

where 0 < β < 1 and tol is the tolerance of TPCG. At the beginning of the iterative process the residual is
large and thus the truncation of the iterates is more aggressive, while when convergence is approached, the
residual is small and the truncation is relaxed, resulting in a limited multilinear rank.

Algorithm 5 TPCG

Input: Linear system matrix Ã and preconditioner P̃ in Tucker format, right-hand side Tucker vector
f̃ , initial guess x0 in Tucker format, TPCG tolerance tol > 0, parameter β for the relative truncation,
parameters for the dynamic truncation: starting relative tolerance ϵ0, reducing factor α, minimum relative
tolerance ϵmin, threshold δ.

Output: Low-rank solution x̃ of Ãx̃ = f̃ .

1: r0 = f̃ − Ãx0;
2: η0 = β tol∥f∥2

∥r0∥2
;

3: z0 = Trel(P̃−1r0, η0);
4: p0 = z0;
5: q0 = Trel(Ãp0, η0);
6: ξ0 = p0 · q0;
7: k = 0
8: while ∥rk∥2 > tol do
9: ωk = rk·pk

ξk
;

10: [xk+1, ϵk+1] = Tdt(xk,xk + ωkpk, ϵk, α, ϵmin, δ);
11: rk+1 = Trel(f̃ − Ãxk+1, ηk) ;
12: ηk+1 = β tol∥f∥2

∥rk+1∥2
;

13: zk+1 = Trel(P̃−1rk+1, ηk+1);
14: βk = −zk+1·qk

ξk
;

15: pk+1 = Trel(zk+1 + βkpk, ηk+1);
16: qk+1 = Trel(Ãpk+1, ηk+1);
17: ξk+1 = pk+1 · qk+1

18: k = k + 1;
19: end while
20: x̃ = xk.
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Computational cost. Here we summarize the computational cost of each iteration of Algorithm 5. In this
regard, the main efforts are represented by the residual computation (Step 11), the application of the
preconditioner (Step 13), and the computation of Ãpk+1 (Step 16), as well as the corresponding truncation
steps. Let rx, rr and rp denote respectively the maximums of the multilinear ranks of xk+1, rk+1 and pk+1.
Then the maximums of the multilinear ranks of Ãxk+1, P̃−1rk+1 and Ãpk+1 are bounded respectively by
RArx, RP rr and RArp. Then, according to the cost analysis reported in sections 3, 4.1 and 4.2, the number
of FLOPs required by these steps can be bounded as follows.

Residual computation: O(dpnrxRA + rdxR
d
A) Truncation: O(dnr2xR

2
A + rd+1

x Rd+1
A )

Preconditioner application: O(dnrrRP (log(n) + p) +Rd
P r

d
r) Truncation: O(dnr2rR

2
P + rd+1

r Rd+1
P )

Computation of Ãpk+1: O(dpnrpRA + rdpR
d
A) Truncation: O(dnr2pR

2
A + rd+1

p Rd+1
A )

Here we assumed that the maximum of the multilinear rank of f̃ − Ãxk+1 is comparable to that of
Ãxk+1 (which is reasonable since, in order to have Ãxk+1 ≈ f̃ the rank of Ãxk+1 is likely comparable or
higher than the rank of f̃). The above analysis demonstrates that the computational cost is (almost) linear
with respect to n. Moreover, we can see that the main effort is likely represented by the truncation steps.
This is in agreement with our numerical experience.

5. Numerical experiments

In this section we propose some numerical experiments to assess the performance of our low-rank strategy.
The tests are performed using Matlab R2021a on an 16-Core Intel Xeon W, running at 3.20 GHz, and with
384 GB of RAM. Isogeometric discretizations are handled with the GeoPDEs toolbox [46], while operations
involving tensors are managed with the Tensorlab toolbox [47]. For the approximation of the linear system
matrix and right-hand side in Tucker format, we make use of the Chebfun toolbox [13].

We apply the low-rank solver described in the previous sections to the Poisson problem on two com-
putational domains. Moreover, in Section 5.3, we adapt this strategy to the compressible linear elasticity
problem and we provide a numerical experiment to assess its good behavior. In all cases, we consider a
dyadic refinement of the domain yielding nel := 2l elements in each parametric direction, for different values
of the discretization level l.

The TPCG method presented in Algorithm 5 is employed as linear iterative solver. The relative tolerance
for the approximation of the system matrix and the right-hand side (see Appendix A) is set equal to
ϵ = max(tol · 10−1, 10−12), where tol is the relative tolerance of the TPCG method, whose choice depends
on the considered problem. In all tests we fix the initial guess as the zero vector x0 = 0. For the dynamic
truncation (Algorithm 2), we fix the initial relative tolerance ϵ0 equal to 10−1 and the minimum relative
tolerance ϵmin to tol∥f̃∥210−1, where f̃ is the right-hand side vector of (3.4). The reducing factor α is set
equal to 0.5, while the threshold δ is chosen to be 10−3. The relative tolerance parameter β in (4.14) is fixed
equal to 10−1. These choices of parameters yield good performances in the convergence of TPCG method.

Let x̃ be the Tucker solution of the Poisson problem obtained with the TPCG algorithm, and assume it
is represented by the Tucker tensor X̃ = X ×3 X3 ×2 X2 ×1 X1 with X ∈ Rr1×r2×r3 and Xi ∈ Rni×ri for
i = 1, 2, 3. We define the memory compression percentage of the low-rank solution with respect to the full
solution as

memory compression =
r1r2r3 + r1n1 + r2n2 + r3n3

n1n2n3
· 100. (5.1)

Note that here we are not taking into account the memory compression for the stiffness matrix (which was
already analyzed and tested extensively in [32, 20, 5]) and of the right-hand side.

In the numerical experiments we report the maximum of the multilinear rank of the solution. We remark
that, thanks to the relaxation strategy on the truncation tolerance of the iterates rk, zk,pk and qk, when
convergence approaches (see Section 4.1) the maxima of their multilinear ranks is similar to the one of xk,
and therefore their values are not reported.
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Preconditioner P̃: values of MP / RP

nel p = 2 p = 3 p = 4 p = 5

128 1.6 · 104 / 11 2.3 · 104 / 12 4.0 · 104 / 13 6.5 · 104 / 13

256 6.6 · 104 / 13 9.5 · 104 / 14 1.6 · 105 / 15 2.6 · 105/ 16

512 2.6 · 105 / 16 3.8 · 105 / 17 6.4 · 105 / 18 1.0 · 106 / 19

1024 1.0 · 106 / 19 1.5 · 106 / 19 2.6 · 106 / 21 4.1 · 106 / 22

Table 1: Values of MP := λmax
λmin

and corresponding preconditioner rank RP with ϵprecrel = 10−1 for different number of elements
nel and degrees p for the Poisson problem.

In all tests related to the Poisson problem we use (4.12) as a preconditioner with ϵprecrel = 10−1. The
values of MP and the corresponding ranks RP , as defined in (4.9), that we found for different degrees p
and number of elements nel for Poisson problem are reported in Table 1. We emphasize that the values of
RP are relatively small and show only a mild dependence with respect to the number of elements and the
degree.

We recall that Ndof represents the total number of degrees of freedom, that is the dimension of the
B-spline space in (2.1).

5.1. Thick quarter of annulus domain
In this test we consider as computational domain a thick quarter of annulus, represented in Figure 1.

Figure 1: Thick quarter of annulus domain

We consider the manufactured solution u(x, y, z) = (x2 + y2 − 1)(x2 + y2 − 4) sin(πz) sin(7xy) with
homogeneous Dirichlet boundary condition. While strictly speaking this function is not low-rank, it can be
effectively approximated with a low-rank solution, as we will see in the following.

The multilinear ranks of the coefficients of the stiffness matrix in equation (A.5) that we found using the

14



technique described in Appendix A are(R
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(1, 1, 1) 0 0
0 (1, 1, 1) 0
0 0 (1, 1, 1)

 ,

where 0 = (0, 0, 0). Thus, referring to equation (3.3), we have(
RA

1 , R
A
2 , R

A
3

)
= (3, 3, 3),

indicating that the domain has a natural tensor product structure.
For each fixed pair of h and p, we estimate the L2 error of the Galerkin exact solution, and then set

the TPCG tolerance tol as this value reduced by a factor of 100. This is done in order to balance the
discretization error and the error introduced by the inexact solution of the linear system, and allows us
to observe the right order of convergence for the computed solution. Indeed, if the TPCG tolerance was
too loose, then we would observe stagnation in the error convergence curve. On the other hand, if the
tolerance was too tight we would perform unuseful iterations. In Figure 2 we report the L2 and H1 errors
for p = 2, 3, 4, 5 and l = 5, 6, 7, 8: the orders of convergence exhibit an optimal behavior.
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(a) L2 error in the thick quarter domain.
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(b) H1 error in the thick quarter domain.

Figure 2: Errors in the thick quarter domain with variable TPCG tolerance.

We also report in Figure 3a the maximum of the multilinear rank of the solution and in Figure 3b the
memory compression. The latter is almost constant with respect to p and decreases as Ndof grows, while
the maximum of the multilinear rank of the solution mildly grows with respect to p and Ndof , but it is
always relatively small.
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(b) Memory compression.

Figure 3: Results for the thick quarter with variable TPCG tolerance.

In the second test for this geometry, we fix the relative tolerance of TPCG equal to 10−6 in order to assess
the robustness of our preconditioner. We consider degrees p = 2, 3, 4, 5 and discretization level l = 7, 8, 9, 10.
Note that here we consider finer discretization levels than in the previous test. This is because in the present
test we do not compute the L2 and H1 errors, which was the most memory consuming step of the previous
test. The number of iterations, reported in Table 2, is constant with respect to the number of elements and
the degree, assessing the effectiveness of our preconditioning strategy.

Iteration number

nel p = 2 p = 3 p = 4 p = 5

128 12 12 12 12

256 12 12 12 12

512 12 12 12 12

1024 12 12 12 12

Table 2: Number of iterations for the thick quarter domain with TPCG tol = 10−6.

The maximum of the multilinear rank of the solution is represented in Figure 4a. This value is small,
almost independent of p, and seems to reach a plateau for the finer discretization levels.

In Figure 4b we report the memory compression. As before, the memory storage is hugely reduced with
our low-rank strategy. Moreover, this memory reduction is almost independent on p.
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Figure 5: Spherical shell domain.
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Figure 4: Results for the thick quarter with tol = 10−6.

5.2. Spherical shell
In this test we consider as computational domain a spherical shell, represented in Figure 5.
We use f = 1 as load function, we impose homogeneous Dirichlet boundary condition and we fix the

relative tolerance of TPCG as 10−6. We consider degrees p = 2, 3, 4, 5 and level of discretization l = 7, 8, 9, 10.
The multilinear ranks of the coefficients of the stiffness matrix in equation (A.5), found using the tech-
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and thus, referring to equation (3.3), we have(
RA

1 , R
A
2 , R

A
3

)
= (13, 13, 9).

Note that here the multilinear ranks are higher than for the simpler thick annulus domain considered
previously. The number of TPCG iterations, reported in Table 3, is also higher than in the previous case.
This is expected, since here the geometry is not tensor product and as a consequence the preconditioner is
less effective. Nevertheless, the number of iterations is almost independent on p and nel, showing again that
the preconditioner is robust with respect to these parameters.

Iteration number

nel p = 2 p = 3 p = 4 p = 5

128 74 91 95 88

256 79 94 99 96

512 85 101 106 99

1024 88 101 102 101

Table 3: Number of iterations for the spherical shell domain with TPCG tol = 10−6.

The maximum of the multilinear rank of the computed solution is represented in Figure 6a. Compared
to the previous case, here the rank is higher and it also tends to grow as the number of elements and the
degree are increased, corresponding to an enrichment of the Galerkin approximation space. This probably
indicates that the unknown solution is less suited for a low-rank approximation.

Nevertheless, the memory storage of the low-rank solution with respect to the full numerical solution is
hugely reduced (see Figure 6b). Moreover, similarly to the previous case, this memory reduction is almost
independent on p.
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(a) Maximum of the multilinear rank of the solution.
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(b) Memory compression.

Figure 6: Results for the spherical shell with TPCG tol = 10−6.

Remark 2. To assess the quality of the approximated eigendecomposition (see Appendix B for details)
exploited in the preconditioner, we also performed numerical tests using the exact eigenvalues and eigenvector.
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The numbers of iterations that we obtained do not deviate significantly from the ones shown in Tables 2 and
3.

5.3. Compressible linear elasticity
In this test case we consider the compressible linear elasticity problem. Let Ω ⊂ R3 be the computational

domain and let ∂Ω denote its boundary. Suppose that ∂Ω = ∂ΩD ∪ ∂ΩN with ∂ΩD ∩ ∂ΩN = ∅ and
where ∂ΩD has positive measure. Let H1

D(Ω) :=
{
v ∈ H1(Ω)

∣∣ v = 0 on ∂ΩD

}
. Then, given f ∈ [L2(Ω)]3

and g ∈ [L2(∂ΩN )]3, the variational formulation of the compressible linear elasticity problem reads: find
u ∈ [H1

D(Ω)]3 such that for all v ∈ [H1
D(Ω)]3

b(u, v) = G(v),

where we define

b(u, v) := 2µ

∫
Ω

ε(u) : ε(v)dx+ λ

∫
Ω

(∇ · u) (∇ · v) dx, G(v) :=

∫
Ω

f · vdx+

∫
∂ΩN

g · v ds, (5.2)

ε(v) := 1
2

(
∇v + (∇v)T

)
is the symmetric gradient, while λ and µ denote the material Lamé coefficients. We

consider the isogeometric discretization presented in [1, Section 6.2]. With a proper ordering of the degrees
of freedom, the resulting linear system has a 3× 3 block structure as a consequence of the vectorial nature
of the isogeometric space (see [1]). Thus, we have to solve Ax = f where

A :=

A1,1 A1,2 A1,3

A2,1 A2,2 A2,3

A3,1 A3,2 A3,3

 , x :=

x1

x2

x3

 , and f :=

f1

f2

f3

 . (5.3)

We look for a solution x̃ =

x̃1

x̃2

x̃3

 such that each of its component x̃1, x̃2 and x̃3 is a Tucker vector. In

order to have a system matrix and a right-hand side with a compatible structure, we apply the Tucker
approximation strategy described in Appendix A independently to each block of the system matrix and
of the right-hand side. In other words, each Ai,j is approximated by a Tucker matrix and each f j is
approximated by a Tucker vector for i, j = 1, 2, 3, up to a fixed relative tolerance.

Following [3], as a preconditioner one can take a block diagonal approximation of A (seen as a 3 × 3
block matrix, as in (5.3)) where each of the three blocks is computed in parametric coordinates, that is,
without dependence on the geometry parameterization (see [3, Lemma 1]). Here, each diagonal block is
further approximated following the same steps described in Section 4.2. For all diagonal blocks we choose a
relative tolerance ϵprecrel = 10−1, as in the Poisson tests. The ranks RP that we found are comparable, though
slightly higher, to those reported in Table 1 for the Poisson problem.

Matrix-vector products, scalar products, truncations and sums are handled block-wise using the same
techniques described in Section 2.3 and Section 4.1.

For the numerical test, we consider as computational domain a column with square section and with two
faces described by a quadratic function, represented in Figure 7a.

We choose f = [0, 0,−1]T , homogeneous Dirichlet boundary condition on the face {z = 0}, we impose
u = [0, 0,−0.5]T on the face {z = 1} and homogeneous Neumann boundary condition on the other sides.
The values of the Lamé parameters are set equal to λ = 0.3

0.52 and µ = 1
2.6 , corresponding to the choice E = 1

for the Young Modulus and ν = 0.3 for the Poisson’s ratio (recall that λ := Eν
(1+ν)(1−2ν) and µ := E

2(1+ν) ).
We fix the TPCG tolerance equal to 10−6. We report the numerical solution that we obtained in Figure 7b.

Referring to equation (3.3), we have that the multilinear ranks of the approximated matrix blocks are(
R

A1,1

1 , R
A1,1

2 , R
A1,1

3

)
=

(
R

A2,2

1 , R
A2,2

2 , R
A2,2

3

)
=

(
R

A3,3

1 , R
A3,3

2 , R
A3,3

3

)
= (6, 5, 6).
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(a) Column domain. (b) Numerical solution.

Figure 7: Linear elasticity: initial domain and numerical solution.

and (
R

A1,2

1 , R
A1,2

2 , R
A1,2

3

)
=

(
R

A2,1

1 , R
A2,1

2 , R
A2,1

3

)
=

(
R

A1,3

1 , R
A1,3

2 , R
A1,3

3

)
=

(
R

A3,1

1 , R
A3,1

2 , R
A3,1

3

)
=

(
R

A2,3

1 , R
A2,3

2 , R
A2,3

3

)
=

(
R

A3,2

1 , R
A3,2

2 , R
A3,2

3

)
= (2, 2, 2).

In particular, the multilinear ranks of the coefficients of each block are

(2, 1, 2) 0 (1, 1, 1)
0 (1, 1, 1) 0

(1, 1, 1) 0 (1, 1, 1)

  0 (1, 1, 1) 0
(1, 1, 1) 0 0

0 0 0

  0 0 (1, 1, 1)
0 0 0

(1, 1, 1) 0 0


 0 (1, 1, 1) 0
(1, 1, 1) 0 0

0 0 0

 (2, 1, 2) 0 (1, 1, 1)
0 (1, 1, 1) 0

(1, 1, 1) 0 (1, 1, 1)

 0 0 0
0 0 (1, 1, 1)
0 (1, 1, 1) 0


 0 0 (1, 1, 1)

0 0 0
(1, 1, 1) 0 0

 0 0 0
0 0 (1, 1, 1)
0 (1, 1, 1) 0

 (2, 1, 2) 0 (1, 1, 1)
0 (1, 1, 1) 0

(1, 1, 1) 0 (1, 1, 1)




.

We consider degrees p = 3, 4, 5 and discretization levels l = 7, 8, 9, 10. The number of iterations, reported
in Table 4 is almost independent of p and grows only mildly with the number of elements nel. The only
exception is represented by the case p = 3 and nel = 1024, where we observe a stagnation in the residual.
This issue can be fixed by decreasing the minimum relative tolerance ϵmin used for the dynamical truncation.
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Iteration number

nel p = 3 p = 4 p = 5

128 20 19 18

256 25 20 20

512 29 23 22

1024 43 28 28

Table 4: Number of iterations for the deformed column domain with TPCG tol = 10−6.

We represent in Figure 8a the maximum among the maxima multilinear ranks of the three components
of the computed solution. We observe that, as in the spherical shell test of Section 5.2, the ranks grow as
the degree and number of elements is increased.

If x̃ =

x̃1

x̃2

x̃3

 is the solution of the linear elasticity problem with x̃i Tucker vectors represented by the

Tucker tensors X̃ (i) = X̃(i) ×3 X̃
(i)
3 ×2 X̃

(i)
2 ×1 X̃

(i)
1 with X̃(i) ∈ Rr

(i)
1 ×r

(i)
2 ×r

(i)
3 and X̃

(i)
i ∈ Rn

(i)
j ×r

(i)
j for

i, j = 1, 2, 3, we define the memory compression percentage for compressible linear elasticity problem as

memory compression :=

∑3
i=1 r

(i)
1 r

(i)
2 r

(i)
3 + r

(i)
1 n

(i)
1 + r

(i)
2 n

(i)
2 + r

(i)
3 n

(i)
3∑3

i=1 n
(i)
1 n

(i)
2 n

(i)
3

· 100. (5.4)

As in case of Poisson, the memory storage for the solution is hugely reduced with respect to the full
solution, as reported in Figure 8b. Note in particular that the memory compression is around 0.01% for the
finest level of discretization.
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(a) Maximum of the multilinear ranks of all the components
of the solution.
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(b) Memory compression.

Figure 8: Results for the liner elasticity problem.

6. Conclusions

In this work we presented a low-rank IgA solver for the Poisson problems. The stiffness matrix and
right-hand side vector are approximated as Tucker matrix and Tucker vector, respectively. The solution
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of the linear system is then computed in Tucker format by the Truncated Preconditioned Conjugate Gra-
dient method. We have designed a novel preconditioner combining the Fast Diagonalization method, an
approximation of the eigenvectors that allows multiplication by the Fast Fourier Transform, and a low-rank
approximation of the inverse eigenvalues using a sum of exponential function. The cost of the setup and
application of the preconditioner is almost linear with respect to the number of univariate dofs.

The numerical tests, performed on Poisson and on linear elasticity benchmarks, confirm the expected
low memory storage, almost independent of the degree p.

Future research directions will go towards the mathematical analysis of the eigenvalues/eigenvectors
approximation used for the preconditioner and reported in Appendix B. We also plan to extend the present
low-rank strategy to multi-patch domains.

Moreover, we would like to improve the preconditioning strategy by allowing it to take into account any
scalar coefficient appearing in the equation. If the coefficient is continuous, this could be done by introducing
a diagonal scaling similar to the one used in [29], combined with a low-rank compression. On the other hand,
the case of a discontinuous coefficient is more challenging and requires further investigation.

Finally, we will consider tensor formats more efficient in higher dimensions, such as Tensor Train.
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Appendix A. Low-rank approximation of the linear system

We present here the procedure that we use to find a Tucker approximation of f and A of the form (2.8)
and (2.9), respectively. First, we write the system matrix and the right-hand side as

[A]i,j =

∫
Ω̂

(
∇B̂i(η)

)T

Q(η)∇B̂j(η)dΩ̂ =

d∑
k,l=1

∫
Ω̂

[Q(η)]k,l
∂

∂ηl
B̂i(η)

∂

∂ηk
B̂j(η)dΩ̂ (A.1)

for i, j = 1, . . . , Ndof and

[f ]i =

∫
Ω̂

B̂i(η)ω(η)dΩ̂, (A.2)

for i = 1, . . . , Ndof , respectively, where

Q(η) := det(JF (η))J−1
F (η)JF (η)

−T ∈ Rd×d, ω(η) := det(JF (η))f(η) ∈ R

and JF is the Jacobian of F . If the entries of Q and ω are sums of separable functions, then (A.1)-(A.2) can
be written as the sum of the product of univariate integrals from which expressions of the form (2.8)-(2.9)
immediately follow. However, for many non-trivial geometries and load functions, this is not the case.

We focus on d = 3, that is our case of interest, and we consider the strategy proposed in [11] and
implemented in the Chebfun Matlab toolbox [13]. For dimensions higher than 3, one could use the approach
described in [32]. Fixed a relative tolerance ϵ, we apply chebfun3f function [11] to the entries of Q(η) and
to ω(η) and we find separable approximations

[Q(η)]k,l ≈ [Q̃(η)]k,l :=

p
(k,l)
1∑
i1=1

p
(k,l)
2∑
i2=1

p
(k,l)
3∑
i3=1

[Q(k,l)]i1,i2,i3Ti1(η1)Ti2(η2)Ti3(η3) for k, l = 1, 2, 3
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and

ω(η) ≈ ω̃(η) :=

q1∑
i1=1

q2∑
i3=1

q3∑
i3=1

[W]i1,i2,i3Ti1(η1)Ti2(η2)Ti3(η3),

where Tk(ηk) = cos((k − 1) cos−1(ηk)) is the k-th Chebyschev polynomial, and Q(k,l) = Q(k,l) ×3 Q
(k,l)
3 ×2

Q
(k,l)
2 ×1 Q

(k,l)
1 and W := W ×3 W3 ×2 W2 ×1 W1 are the tensors in Tucker format. Here Q(k,l) ∈

RR
(k,l)
1 ×R

(k,l)
2 ×R

(k,l)
3 and W ∈ RR1×R3×R3 are the core tensors and Q

(k,l)
t ∈ Rp

(k,l)
t ×R

(k,l)
t and Wt ∈ Rqt×Rt

are factor matrices of Q(k,l) and W, respectively. These approximations satisfy

|[Q(η)]k,l − [Q̃(η)]k,l| ≤ 10ϵ and |ω(η)− ω̃(η)| ≤ 10ϵ

at the Halton points [34]. The algorithm behind chebfun3f combines a tensorized Chebyshev interpolation
and a low-rank Tucker approximation of the evaluation tensor, which is never computed in full format. We
refer to the original paper [11] for the details. We remark that, as Q(η) is symmetric, we can further reduce
the storage and computational costs, considering only the approximation of 6 entries of Q(η).

We can write

[Q̃(η)]k,l =
(
T p3

(k,l)(η3)Q
(k,l)
3 ⊗ T

p
(k,l)
2

(η2)Q
(k,l)
2 ⊗ T

p
(k,l)
1

(η1)Q
(k,l)
1

)
vec(Q(k,l)) (A.3)

and
ω̃(η) = (T q3(η3)W3 ⊗ T q2(η2)W2 ⊗ T q1(η1)W1) vec(W), (A.4)

where Tm(x) := [T1(x), . . . , Tm(x)] ∈ Rm is a vector that collects the Chebyschev polynomials up to the
m-th one. Replacing [Q(η)]k,l by its approximation (A.3) in (A.1) and associating the indexes i and j with
the corresponding indexes of the univariate functions, i.e. i ↔ (i1, i2, i3) and j ↔ (j1, j2, j3), we get

[A]i,j ≈ [Ã]i,j :=

3∑
k,l=1

∫
Ω̂

[Q̃(η)]k,l
∂

∂ηl
B̂i(η)

∂

∂ηk
B̂j(η)dΩ̂

=

3∑
k,l=1

R
(k,l)
3∑

r3=1

R
(k,l)
2∑

r2=1

R
(k,l)
1∑

r1=1

[Q(k,l)]r1,r2,r3

3∏
t=1

∫ 1

0

δ(l,t)(̂bit(ηt))δ
(k,t)(̂bjt(ηt))Q

(k,l)
t (:, rt) · T p

(k,l)
t

(ηt)dηt,

where Q
(k,l)
t (:, rt) ∈ Rmt denotes the rt-th column of V(k,l)

t and δ(l,t) is defined as the operator that acts on
a function f as

δ(l,t)(f) :=

{ ∂f
∂ηt

if t = l,

f otherwise.

Finally, we have that Ã is the sum of Tucker matrices of the form (2.9)

Ã =

3∑
k,l=1

R
(k,l)
3∑

r3=1

R
(k,l)
2∑

r2=1

R
(k,l)
1∑

r1=1

[Q(k,l)]r1,r2,r3C
(k,l)
(3,r3)

⊗C
(k,l)
(2,r2)

⊗C
(k,l)
(1,r1)

, (A.5)

where C
(k,l)
(t,rt)

∈ Rnt×nt are matrices defined as[
C

(k,l)
(t,rt)

]
i,j

:=

∫ 1

0

δ(l,t)(̂bi(ηt))δ
(k,t)(̂bj(ηt))Q

(k,l)
t (:, rt) · T p

(k,l)
t

(ηt)dηt.

Note that Ã is a Tucker matrix itself: by defining a single large block-diagonal core tensor Ã ∈ RRA
1 ×RA

2 ×RA
3

with RA
s :=

∑3
k,l=1 R

(k,l)
s , having the tensors Q(k,l) for k, l = 1, 2, 3, as diagonal blocks, and factor matrices

A(t,i) ∈ Rnt×nt defined consequently from C
(k,l)
(t,rt)

, we get

Ã =

RA
3∑

r3=1

RA
2∑

r2=1

RA
1∑

r1=1

[Ã]r1,r2,r3Ã(3,r3) ⊗ Ã(2,r2) ⊗ Ã(1,r1).
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Similarly, replacing ω(η) by its approximation (A.4) in (A.2) and associating the index i with the indexes
of the univariate functions, i.e. i ↔ (i1, i2, i3), we get

[f ]i ≈ [f̃ ]i :=

∫
Ω̂

[(T q3(η3)W3 ⊗ T q2(η2)W2 ⊗ T q1(η1)W1) vec(W)] B̂i(η)dΩ̂

=

R3∑
r3=1

R2∑
r2=1

R1∑
r1=1

[F]r1,r2,r3

3∏
t=1

∫ 1

0

b̂t,it(ηt)Wt(:, rt) · T qt(ηt)dηt,

where Wt(:, rt) ∈ Rmt denotes the rt-th column of St. Finally, we conclude that f̃ is a Tucker vector
associated to the Tucker tensor

F̃ := F̃×3 F̃3 ×2 F̃2 ×1 F̃1,

where

F̃ := W and [F̃t]i,j :=

∫ 1

0

b̂i(ηt)Wt(:, j) · T qt(ηt)dηt.

Computational cost. Suppose that a function g can be approximated as

g(η) ≈ g̃(η) :=

r∑
i1=1

r∑
i2=1

r∑
i3=1

[G]i1,i2,i3u1,i1(η1)u2,i2(η2)u3,i3(η3),

where (r, r, r) is the multilinear rank, um,j(ηm) =
∑t

k=1 ck,jTk(ηm) and where t denotes the polynomial
degree. Then, the number of function evaluations performed by the chebfun3f function is O(tr + r3) [11].
This number depends on the degree t, but in all our numerical tests we observed t ≪ nm. As a consequence,
the computational cost to approximate the matrix and the right-hand side is negligible with respect to the
overall cost of our approach.

Appendix B. Approximation of eigenvalues and eigenvectors

In this appendix, we describe a way to approximate the eigenvector and eigenvalue matrices appearing in
the Fast Diagonalization method (see Section 4.2 and Algorithm 3), so that the corresponding matrix-vector
products can be computed with almost-optimal complexity, while preserving the robustness with respect to
h and p of the overall FD preconditioner. Here we limit the discussion to a description of the method, and
postpone a throughout analysis to a forthcoming publication.

Let Ŝp
h be the space of splines on the interval [0, 1] of degree p and regularity p− 1 built from a uniform

knot vector. We denote with V̂h the subspace of Ŝp
h whose functions vanish at the extremes where Dirichlet

boundary condition is prescribed.
We start by discussing the case of Dirichlet boundary condition on both extremes 0 and 1. Let n :=

dim(V̂h) = nel + p− 2, where nel denotes the number of knot spans. We assume nel > p.
Let M and K ∈ Rn×n denote the mass and stiffness matrices for the univariate Poisson problem associ-

ated to V̂h. We consider the generalized eiegendecomposition

KU = MUΛ, with UTMU = In,

where U is the (M−orthogonal) eigenvector matrix and Λ is the diagonal matrix of eigenvalues.
When p = 1, 2, the matrices U and Λ are known explicitly [14]. Due to the peculiar structure of U,

computing a matrix-vector product with this matrix is equivalent to an application of a variant of Discrete
Fourier Transform. This can be done efficiently thanks to the Fast Fourier Transform algorithm whose
computational cost is O(n log n) [44]. Note that no approximation of eigenvalues and eigenvectors is needed
in this case.

For p ≥ 3, we consider the following splitting of the spline space (note that the same splitting considered
in [21])

V̂h = V̂h,1 ⊕ V̂h,2,
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where
V̂h,1 := {ϕ ∈ V̂h | ϕ(2k)(0) = ϕ(2k)(1) = 0, for k ∈ N with 2k ≤ p− 1}

and V̂h,2 is the M−orthogonal complement of V̂h,1 in V̂h. We remark that V̂h,1 has been recently analyzed
e.g. in [10, 19, 31]. Note that

n1 := dim(V̂h,1) =

{
nel − 1 if p is odd
nel if p is even and n2 := dim(V̂h,2) =

{
p− 1 if p is odd
p− 2 if p is even .

We fix a basis for V̂h,1 that promotes sparsity. Specifically, if b̂1, . . . , b̂n denote the standard basis
functions of V̂h, let Φ =

{
b̂n2+1, . . . , b̂n1

}
, and let Φ0 be a basis for the subspace

span
{
b̂1, . . . , b̂n2

}
∩
{
ϕ ∈ V̂h | ϕ(2k)(0) = 0, for k ∈ N with 2k ≤ p− 1

}
. (B.1)

Similarly, let Φ1 be a basis for the subspace

span
{
b̂n1+1, . . . , b̂n

}
∩
{
ϕ ∈ V̂h | ϕ(2k)(1) = 0, for k ∈ N with 2k ≤ p− 1

}
. (B.2)

Then we consider Φ0∪Φ∪Φ1 as a basis for V̂h,1, and let V1 ∈ Rn×n2 be the matrix whose columns represent
these basis functions. Note that the columns of V1 corresponding to functions in Φ0 and Φ1 are dense, while
each column corresponding to a function in Φ has only one nonzero element. Similarly, let V2 ∈ Rn×n2 be
a matrix whose columns represent a basis for V̂h,2.

Since n2 is small, we can afford to explicitly compute the eigendecomposition of the problem projected
on V̂h,2, i.e. we compute U2,Λ2 ∈ Rn2×n2 such that(

VT
2 KV2

)
U2 =

(
VT

2 MV2

)
U2Λ2.

On V̂h,1, on the other hand, we approximate the eigenvectors of the discrete operator using the interpo-
lates of the eigenvectors of the analytic operator, which are sinusoidal functions.

More precisely, let v1, . . . , vn1
denote the basis functions of V̂h,1 defined above, and let x1, . . . , xn1

denote
the interpolation points, defined as the breakpoints of the knot vector (except 0 and 1) for odd p, and as
the midpoints of the knot spans for even p. We consider the collocation matrix C ∈ Rn1×n1 with entries

[C]i,j = vi(xj) for i, j = 1, . . . , n1

and the matrix Udft ∈ Rn1×n1 whose entries are sinusoidal functions (normalized in the L2 norm) evaluated
at the interpolation points, i.e.

[Udft]i,j =
√
2 sin(jπxi) for i, j = 1, . . . , n1.

Then on V̂h,1 the matrix of eigenvector is approximated with U1 :=
√
2C−1Udft.

The approximated eigenvalue matrix Λ1, on the other hand, is constructed using the eigenvalues of the
analytic operator, i.e.

[Λ1]j,j = (jπ)2 for j = 1, . . . , n1.

In conclusion, the approximation to the full eigenvector matrix U is taken as:

Ũ :=
[
V1U1 V2U2

]
Similarly, the approximation of the eigenvalue matrix Λ is taken as:

Λ̃ :=

[
Λ1 0
0 Λ2

]
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We emphasize that matrix-vector products with Ũ can be computed with O(n(log(n) + p)) complexity.
The key point is that the matrix Udft does not need to be computed and stored, and its action on a vector
can be computed exploiting the FFT, which costs n log(n) operations. The action of C−1 requires the
solution of a banded linear system with p+ 1 nonzero entries per row, which costs O(np) operations. This
also the cost of matrix-vector products with V1 and V2U2 ∈ Rn×n2 .

If Neumann boundary condition is present, and assuming p ≥ 2 (for p = 1 eigenvalues and eigenvectors
are explicitly known, see [44, Section 4.5]), the definition of V̂h,1 has to be modified. Here the functions of
V̂h,1 have vanishing odd derivatives at the extremes with Neumann boundary condition (and vanishing even
derivatives at the extremes with Dirichlet boundary condition). V̂h,2 is still defined as the M−orthogonal
complement of V̂h,1, and the construction of V2, U2 and V1 proceeds analogously as before (note that the
definition of the spaces (B.1) and (B.2) has to be modified according to V̂h,1).

The approximated eigenvectors on V̂h,1 are still sinusoidal functions satisfying the derivative restrictions
embedded into V̂h,1 at the boundary. Precisely we have

[Udft]i,j = sin

((
j − k0

2
− k1

2

)
πxi +

k0π

2

)
for i, j = 1, . . . , n1,

where

k0 =

{
1 if a Neumann b.c. is prescribed at 0
0 otherwise , k1 =

{
1 if a Neumann b.c. is prescribed at 1
0 otherwise ,

and where the interpolation points xi, i = 1, . . . , n1, are still the midpoints of the knot spans for even p or
the breakpoints of the knot vector (excluding any extreme associated with Dirichlet boundary condition)
for odd p. The approximated eigenvalues are then

[Λ1]j,j =

(
j − k0

2
− k1

2

)2

π2 for j = 1, . . . , n1.

The interpolation matrix C and the final matrices Ũ and Λ̃ are defined as before. The analysis of the
computational cost is also analogous as the previous case. Note in particular that the FFT can still be
exploited to compute matrix-vector products with Udft (see [44] for details).
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