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Homogenization is a key technique for approximating the macroscopic properties of materials with microscale het-
erogeneity. The FFT-based Homogenization method has gained widespread usage due to its computational efficiency
and accuracy in handling complex microstructures. However, despite its advantages, the method is limited by speed
and memory constraints, particularly when applied to high-resolution discretizations. These limitations affect its
scalability and efficiency, especially in large-scale simulations or when dealing with highly detailed microstruc-
tures. These challenges arise from the fundamental reliance on the Fast Fourier Transform, which imposes inherent
restrictions on further advancements.

In this paper, we propose a novel SFFT-based Homogenization algorithm that utilizes a Quantized Tensor Train

variant of the Quantum Fourier Transform. This method is tailored to the geometry under consideration and

offers significant improvements in time complexity and memory efficiency compared to the traditional FFT-based

approach while remaining executable on classical hardware. The method is applicable only if a suitable Quantized

Tensor Train representation exists for the stiffness operator associated with the underlying geometry.

Homogenization, Tensor Networks, Tensor Trains, Quantum Computing, Superfast Fourier Trans-
form

1 Introduction

Homogenization is a mathematical technique used to ap-

proximate the macroscopic properties of materials with

microscale heterogeneity, such as composites and alloys

[1-3]. Computational Homogenization enables simula-

tions of such materials, even when microstructural fea-

tures are orders of magnitude smaller than the macro-

scopic scale [4].

One of the most prominent numerical techniques is the

FFT-based Homogenization, widely recognized for its ef-

ficiency and accuracy in handling complex microstruc-

tures. Developed by Moulinec and Suquet in 1998 [5],

this approach offers significant advantages over tradi-

tional finite element methods (FEM) [6]. By bypassing

the computationally expensive process of assembling lo-

cal stiffness matrices required in FEM, the FFT-based

method leverages the Fast Fourier Transform (FFT)

to iteratively solve the Lippmann-Schwinger equation,

thereby obtaining the macroscopic stiffness tensor [7-9].

In recent years, several approaches have sought to im-

prove state-of-the-art FFT-based Homogenization meth-

ods. One such strategy explores the use of quantum com-

puting, specifically by utilizing the improved time com-

plexity of the Quantum Fourier Transform (QFT) over

the traditional FFT [10,11]. While these approaches are

promising, they face significant challenges due to the

need for fault-tolerant quantum computing. As a result,

these methods are unlikely to be feasible in the near fu-

ture, particularly within the current Noisy Intermediate-

Scale Quantum (NISQ) era.

Another promising approach employs tensor net-

works (TNs) in a ’quantum-inspired’ manner, aiming to

achieve computational speedups through compression.

Although these methods do not face the same challenges

as quantum computing, they still fall short in overcom-

ing the time complexity barrier imposed by the FFT

[12,13].

Recently, Chen et al. [14] demonstrated that the pre-

viously unsuccessful attempt to transfer the QFT into a

low-rank tensor network could be accomplished with mi-

nor modifications to the original QFT quantum circuit.

The resulting tensor network operator was an adaptation

of the Superfast Fourier Transform (SFFT), originally

introduced by Dolgov et al. in 2012 [15]. This adap-
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tation showed significantly improved speed compared to

the FFT, provided the data exhibited favourable struc-

tural properties.

In this paper, we present a novel SFFT-based Homog-

enization algorithm and investigate its applicability to

various geometries in both 2D and 3D. A key aspect

of our analysis is the memory consumption and speed

of our approach, which we compare to the state-of-the-

art FFT-based Homogenization method. Our goal is to

achieve scalability similar to the QFT while ensuring

practical computability with classical computers.

The outline of the remainder of this paper is as fol-

lows: Section 2 presents the derivation of the FFT-

based Homogenization algorithm and discusses its limi-

tations, while Section 3 introduces the (Quantized) Ten-

sor Train format. Section 4 presents the ’Zip-Up’ al-

gorithm, which converts our QFT quantum circuit into

the desired SFFT Tensor Train, and concludes with our

novel SFFT-based Homogenization algorithm. In Sec-

tion 5, we compare the performance of our approach to

the state-of-the-art FFT-based Homogenization method,

focusing primarily on speed and memory consumption.

Before closing, we provide a short summary of the pa-

per – along with the statement of the main conclusions

drawn – in Section 6.

2 FFT-based Homogenization

The primary objective of the FFT-based Homogeniza-

tion is to determine the effective linearly elastic macro-

scopic stiffness tensor Ceff of a composite, assuming the

properties of the individual constituents are known. The

stiffness tensor Ceff is defined through the macroscopic

stress-strain relationship

σeff = CeffE, (1)

where σeff and E represent the macroscopic stress and

strain tensors, respectively.

To solve the above equation, it is advantageous to per-

form the analysis at the local scale of the heterogeneities

in the composite. Within this region, a representative

volume element (RVE) V is defined, which is assumed to

be significantly smaller than the overall material length

scale [16]. This approach, where a macroscopic problem

is addressed by first solving a microscopic problem on

an RVE, is referred to as the Corrector problem [17].

In this setting, assuming periodic boundary conditions

on the RVE, the local strain field can be written as

ε(x) = E+∇Su(x), (2)

where ∇S and u(x) are the symmetrized nabla-operator

and the local displacement field, respectively. By impos-

ing the condition of a vanishing average

1

|V|

∫
V
∇u(x)dx = 0,

it is assured that the macroscopic strain E represents

the mean strain over the RVE. Since the macroscopic

strain is assumed to be known, the focus of the deriva-

tion shifts to finding a representation of the fluctuation

term ∇Su(x).

We continue the derivation by identifying that the lo-

cal stress tensor must satisfy the force-equilibrium equa-

tion

div σ(x) = div
{
C(x)

[
E+∇Su(x)

]}
(3)

= 0.

To address the local problem, equation (3) is reformu-

lated through an isotropic reference material, character-

ized by a constant stiffness tensor C0 [17], leading to

div
{
C0

[
E+∇Su(x)

]
+ τ(x)

}
= 0. (4)

with the polarization tensor

τ(x) = [C(x)−C0]
[
E+∇Su(x)

]
. (5)

The closed-form differential equation (4) can be solved

using a Green’s function G0, resulting in the following

expression for the displacement gradient

∇Su(x) = − (Γ0 ⋆ τ) (x), (6)

where Γ0 = εG0 div denotes the Green-Eshelby Oper-

ator for strains [18]. It is important to note that the

divergence operator div plays a crucial role in defining

the discretization scheme used [19], see Appendix A for

a detailed discussion. By substituting the solution (6)

into the strain expression (2), and applying the definition

of the polarization tensor (5), we obtain the Lippmann-

Schwinger equation

ε(x) = E− {Γ0 ⋆ [(C−C0) ε]} (x). (7)

However, since the Green-Eshelby Operator has a

known analytical form in Fourier space, equation (6) can

be transformed accordingly, yielding

F [∇u] (q) = −Γ̂0(q)τ̂(q), (8)

where the Fast Fourier Transform (FFT) F [ ] is em-

ployed for efficient computation. Throughout this pa-

per, variables in momentum space will be denoted by

a hat symbol to distinguish them from their real-space

counterparts.

Finally, the FFT-based Homogenization algorithm

1 is derived by incorporating the Fourier represen-

tation of the Green-Eshelby Operator (8) into the
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Lippmann-Schwinger equation (7). The algorithm

iteratively refines the initial approximation of the

local strain, conveniently initialized as the mean

strain E, by accounting for local variations in the

material structure. The iterations continue un-

til a predefined accuracy threshold δtol is achieved.

Algorithm 1: FFT-based Homogenization Algo-

rithm
Input: Mean strain field ε0 = E

while not converged do
τm = (C−C0) εm
τ̂m = F [τm]

ε̂m = Γ̂0τ̂m
εm+1 = E−F−1 [ε̂m]

m = m+ 1

if ∥ εm+1−εm
E ∥ < δtol then

break;

end

end

Return: Local strain field εm+1

Working with tensor representations can often be

cumbersome, both in terms of clarity and computational

efficiency. To address this, we adopt Voigt notation,

which represents stress and strain tensors as 3 (6) di-

mensional vectors in this notation, the stiffness tensor is

represented as a 3× 3 (6× 6) matrix acting on them in

2 (3) dimensional space. This reduction is made possi-

ble by exploiting the inherent symmetries of the tensors

[20].

The effective stiffness tensor Ceff can conveniently be

determined in Voigt notation, where the strain-stress re-

lationship (1) reduces to a simple matrix-vector product.

By selectively controlling the mean strain E - where only

its k-th component to unity while all others are set to

zero - the relationship simplifies to its component form

σeff
i = Ceff

ij δjk = Ceff
ik .

Using this approach, the k-th column of the effective

stiffness matrix can be computed directly from the

macroscopic stress vector σeff . Consequently, by succes-

sively setting the mean strain components to unity, the

columns of the effective stiffness matrix can be system-

atically determined. Additionally, the specified mean

strains are provided as input to Algorithm 1. The algo-

rithm’s output is then used to compute the macroscopic

stress vectors σeff by averaging over the RVE

σeff =
1

|V|

∫
V
σm(x)dx =

1

|V|

∫
V
C(x)εm(x)dx.

This approach allows for the complete computation of

the effective stiffness matrix Ceff .

We conclude this section by noting that the com-

putational complexity of the FFT-based algorithm 1

is dominated by the FFT operations, scaling with

O
(
ND logN

)
, where N is the number of discretization

points per dimension D. Thus, improving the FFT-

based Homogenization procedure relies on either enhanc-

ing the performance of FFT operations, such as through

hardware acceleration, or circumventing the classical

FFT entirely.

3 Tensor Train Methods

Tensor Networks (TNs) have a rich and diverse history,

having been developed independently within both the

mathematics and physics communities [22, 23]. This

cross-disciplinary development led to a variety of pow-

erful and complementary approaches across the field. In

the context of TNs, high-order tensors are decomposed

into a network of lower-order tensors, interconnected

through specific contraction patterns. This allows for ef-

ficient manipulation and representation of complex data.

There are various TN formats, including Tree Tensor

Networks (TTNs) and Projected Entangled Pair States

(PEPS) [22, 24, 25]. These methods are well-suited for

representing and processing high-dimensional tensors,

with each having its own advantages in different con-

texts. However, this work specifically focuses on the

Tensor Train (TT) format, along with some of its spe-

cial cases, for representing high-order tensors T [26,27].

The elements of T are related to its TT decomposition

as follows

T (i1, ..., in) =
∑
αk

Cα1
α0

(i1)C
α2
α1

(i2) ... C
αn
αn−1

(in), (9)

where each physical index ik runs from 0 to dk − 1. The

novel 3-order tensors Cαk
αk−1

(ik) of shape (rk×dk×rk−1)

are regarded as the cores of the TT. The highest dimen-

sionality of all the virtual subspaces is denoted as the

rank r of the TT providing insight into the feasibility of

employing TTs.

The primary advantage of TNs over full tensor repre-

sentations lies in their data compression capabilities. An

n-order tensor, with each index having a dimension of

d, requires exponential memory O(dn) to store its data.

In contrast, the same tensor in the TT format scales lin-

early with its dimension and order O(ndr2), while now

additionally depending on its rank. Thus, effective com-

pression is achieved only if the rank r remains moderate.

The feasibility of the TT decomposition relies on the

underlying structure of the tensor. Unstructured ten-

sors, such as random tensors, do not have a low-rank

representation and are therefore unsuitable for TT de-

composition. This limitation is not specific to TT but

applies generally to TNs. However, different TN formats
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may represent the same structured data in various ways,

resulting in varying levels of compression efficiency [28].

Moreover, TTs are not merely a means of compressed

storage. They offer a robust mathematical framework

that enables efficient operations, leading to significant

computational speedups when applicable. The extent of

this acceleration depends primarily on the TT rank. The

time complexity and rank evolution of TTs under basic

linear algebra are summarized in Table 3. Given the

broad mathematical foundation of TTs, we refer read-

ers to I. V. Oseledets introduction instead of discussing

basic linear algebra in detail [29].

A generalization called the Tensor Train Operator

(TTO), can be obtained by extending the TT formula 9

to include an additional physical index per core

T̃ ({i1, j1}, ..., {in, jn}) =
∑
α̃k

Gα̃1

α̃0
(i1, j1)G

α̃1

α̃0
(i1, j1) ...

×Gα̃n

α̃n−1
(in, jn). (10)

The physical index pairs of each core can be interpreted

as incoming and outgoing dimensions, which allows a

TT to be contracted with a TTO. Therefore, the TTO

acts as a complex transformation on a TT.

A more complex class of operations includes optimiza-

tion algorithms, often employed to solve linear systems

of equations (LSE). In this paper, we discuss an adap-

tation of the alternating minimal energy (AMEn) al-

gorithm [30]. Rather than using the AMEn algorithm

to solve LSEs, we modify it to accelerate matrix-vector

product calculations by adjusting the loss function in the

optimization process. Our goal is to find an approximate

solution v of the equation Au = ṽ, with the exact TTs

u and ṽ by minimising the following cost function

L(ṽ) = ||v − ṽ||2

= (v, ṽ)− 2Re (Au, v) + const.

The general procedure closely follows the derivation out-

lined in Dolgov’s work [30], with deviations in certain

details. Additional information on the adapted method

is provided in Appendix B.

The primary advantage of this class of optimization

methods over direct TTO-TT contractions becomes ev-

ident in the high-rank regime The introduced approach

not only reduces time complexity but also results in

lower final ranks, often eliminating the need for an ad-

ditional TT rounding step. As shown in Table 3, this

speeds up subsequent operations.

To contract tensors efficiently, it can be beneficial to

represent a regular TT as a TTO to perform compu-

tations. This is mainly due to the enhanced efficiency

of the corresponding optimization methods. Assume we

have a TT u as defined by equation (9). We can raise it

to a TTO U , following the format in equation (10), by

employing delta functions

Gαk
αk−1

(ik, jk) = Cαk
αk−1

(ik)δ(ik, jk), (11)

where the novel TTO cores Gαk
αk−1

(ik, jk) are 4-order ten-

sors of shape (dk×rk×dk×rk−1). The TTO derived from

relation (11) applied to a TT v produces the same out-

come as the Hadamard product of u and v. However, the

rank of the resulting TT exhibits enhanced scalability,

as it is no longer governed by the product of the ranks

of u and v, see Table 3. A detailed proof is provided in

Appendix C.

In general, operations increase the rank when ap-

plied on a TT, eventually becoming computationally in-

tractable, as shown in Table 3. To address this issue, ad-

ditional rounding operations must be employed. Given

a tensor v in TT format, the goal is to find an approxi-

mation ṽ such that

||v − ṽ||F ≤ δacc||v||F , (12)

fulfilling the desired accuracy δacc in terms of the frobe-

nius norm || • ||F . The process involves sequential or-

thogonalization of TT cores followed by truncated SVDs,

cutting small singular values. To reach the desired ac-

curacy, the truncation threshold during the procedure

Table 3 Rank Growth and Time Complexity for Different TT Operations (adapted from Kornev et al. [21]).

Operations Rank Result Time Complexity

z = x ∗ const r(z) = r(x) O (dr(x))

z = x+ y r(z) = r(x) + r(y) O
(
nd [r(x) + r(y)]

2
)

z = xy r(z) = r(x) ∗ r(y) O
(
ndr3(x)r3(y)

)
z = Ax (contract) r(z) = r(x) ∗ r(A) O

(
ndr3(A)r3(x)

)
z = Ax (solve z) r(z) O

(
ndr(A)r3(z)

)
Az = x (solve z) r(z) O

(
ndr(A)r3(z)

)
z = round(x, δacc) r(z) ≤ r(x) O

(
ndr3(x)

)
4



must satisfy the condition

δtrunc =
δacc√
1− n

.

This iterative process preserves essential information

while maintaining a reduced rank and computational

tractability [29].

4 Quantum-Inspired Approach

To align the TT format with quantum circuits, we re-

strict the dimensionality of the physical indices to d = 2.

This specialization, called the Quantized Tensor Train

(QTT) format, directly links the core dimensionality to

the single-qubit subspaces in quantum circuits. Thus, an

n-core QTT represents an n-qubit quantum state, with

unitary gates acting on these qubits being represented

as Quantized Tensor Train Operators (QTTOs).

The mathematical relationship between the QTT for-

mat and quantum circuits reveals a closeness in both

their mathematical structure and diagrammatic repre-

sentations. This duality forms the cornerstone of our

quantum-inspired approach.

4.1 The Quantum Fourier Transform

The QFT results from a quantum circuit implementa-

tion of the classical FFT through the use of Hadamard

H, (controlled c) Phase P (θ) and SWAP Gates acting

on either single or neighbouring qubit pairs

H =
1√
2

(
1 1

1 −1

)
, SWAP =


1 0 0 0

0 0 1 0

0 1 0 0

0 0 0 1

 ,

P (θ) =

(
1 0

0 eiθ

)
, cP (θ) =


1 0 0 0

0 1 0 0

0 0 1 0

0 0 0 eiθ

 .

The complete circuit is shown in Figure 1. Alternatively,

the QFT can be written as a product of two operators

QFT n = Rn Qn. The Qn circuit is generally responsi-

ble for the transformation itself, while the Rn contribu-

tion reorders the output through a succession of SWAP

Gates. The latter one is needed to achieve the same

ordering convention as is used within its classical coun-

terpart.

The QFT exhibits an exponentially improved time

complexity of O
(
d log(N)2

)
compared to the regular

FFT, which scales as O
(
Nd log(N)

)
, making it a de-

sirable alternative.

The transfer of the QFT into its corresponding QTT

formulation has been done previously, however, it was

deemed impractical due to its high ranks [15, 31]. Re-

cently, Chen et al. [14] showed that this may be true for

the full QFT, but not for its reduced form Qn. Specif-

ically, they showed that when the reordering operator

Rn is not considered, the ranks obtained for the QTT

formulated reduced QFT decay exponentially with n.

The QTTO version of the QFT was dubbed the Super-

fast Fourier Transform (SFFT) [15], as it was observed

that for certain applications, the SFFT outperforms the

regular FFT. These cases typically require the underly-

ing data for the SFFT to be structured

We will adopt a similar approach by restricting our-

selves to the reduced form and deriving the SFFT. How-

ever, this leads to a different convention for the mo-

mentum space, which must be considered for the Green-

Eshelby operator in the upcoming section. It is worth

noting that even on current NISQ-era quantum hard-

ware, the reordering operation can cause issues due to

the numerous error-prone SWAP operators [32].

4.2 The Zip-Up Algorithm

The ”Zip-Up” algorithm can be used to convert any

quantum circuit into a TTO through a combination of

tensor contractions and SVDs [33]. In the following, we

will explain the algorithm by transferring the reduced

QFT into the SFFT.

Before applying the procedure on the QFT quantum

circuit, we must perform preliminary preparations by de-

composing the controlled quantum gates and recombin-

ing them in a slightly more favourable manner. In this

case, this means separating the controlled Phase-Gates

into a ’control’ and a ’phase’ components. Mathemati-

cally, this is achieved by representing the full gate as a

separated inner product of the following form

cP (θ) = |0⟩ ⟨0| ⊗ 1+ |1⟩ ⟨1| ⊗ P (θ)

=
(
|0⟩ ⟨0| |1⟩ ⟨1|

)︸ ︷︷ ︸
copy

(
1

P (θ)

)
.︸ ︷︷ ︸

3−phase

This results in a combination of a Copy Gate and a 3-

legged Phase Gate (or simply 3-phase gate), as shown in

Figure 3 a). We then separate all controlled Phase gates

into such pairs. The resulting copy gates enforce that all

legs correspond to the same state. Therefore, the copy

gates can be interchanged as long as the total incoming

and outgoing dimensions, or ’legs’, remain fixed. In-

tuitively this can be described through a diagrammatic

representation, see Figure 3 b).
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Figure 1 Quantum Circuit for the Quantum Fourier Transform QFT n = RnQn for n = 4.

These reordered copy gates can be recombined with

the 3-phase gates, as shown in Figure 3 c), resulting in

a novel 4-legged phase gate (or 4-phase gate). It should

be noted that although we recombine the copy and 3-

phase gates, the incoming and outgoing dimensions have

changed.

With our prepared mathematical construct, we can

reformulate the reduced QFT into QTT format using

the Zip-Up algorithm. Figure 2 a) shows the diagram-

matic representation of the Zip-Up algorithm, while the

specific transformations required to perform the block

contractions are shown in b).

The algorithm begins by contracting the tensor on

the least significant qubit with its right neighbour along

their shared index. In the second step, this new tensor

is reshaped into a matrix. The incoming and outgo-

ing dimensions of the matrix are determined by specific

leg combinations. Since the algorithm starts from the

bottom and goes to the top, the vertical as well as the

downward legs get combined into the outgoing dimen-

sion, while the upward legs form the incoming dimen-

sion. As a next step, a SVD is performed on this matrix.

The V -matrix remains, while the U and S matrices get

recombined. As a last sub-step, the remaining two ma-

trices get reshaped back into tensor form, where special

care needs to be taken into separating the legs into their

original form.

In the next iteration of the procedure, the resulting

V -tensor remains at the original position, while the US-

tensor gets contracted with the two tensors acting on

the next upper neighbouring qubit, see Figure 2. This

procedure is repeated until the most significant qubit

is reached. Now the procedure restarts by recombining

the V -tensor acting on the least significant qubit with its

right neighbour (V4 in Figure 2). The full down-top pro-

cedure is performed until there is only one tensor acting

per qubit left.

Figure 3 Diagrammatic representation of a) separa-

tion, b) reordering and c) recombining of the controlled

phase gate into copy, 3-phase and 4-phase gates [14].

4.3 SFFT-based Homogenization

To derive the SFFT-based Homogenization algorithm,

the corresponding states and operators of the FFT-based

algorithm 1 must be transferred into QTT or QTTO

format. The only naturally occurring operators are the

FFT and its inverse, which are simply replaced by the

novel (inverse) SFFT operator, denoted as S(−1). The

other states - namely, the local strain ε(x), the mean

strain E, the Green-Eshelby Operator Γ̂0(q) and the lo-

cal and isotropic reference stiffness C(x) and C0 - must

be formulated in QTT format. To achieve this, we begin

by discretizing the x or q dependent states in a binary

fashion. This means that, instead of discretizing a func-

tion t(x)using a single grid variable k, according to

t(x) ≈ t [(k − 1)∆x] = F (k),

the different grid points are specified by a multi-index

formulation in the form of binary fractions

t(x) ≈ t

(
b1
2

+
b2
4

+ ...+
bn
2n

)
= T (b1b2...bn). (13)

6



Figure 2 a) The first few steps of Zip-Up Algorithm in example of the QFT for the full Quantum Circuit; b) The

detailed transformations needed within one step of the Zip-Up algorithm.

Although the function is evaluated at the same grid

points, the resulting tensor has a different number of

physical indices and corresponding dimensions. The bi-

nary discretization method yields an n-order tensor with

dimensionality d = 2 per index, which mirrors the physi-

cal indices required for the QTT format. Once the high-

order tensor is obtained, the QTT cores can be separated

easily by applying the (randomized) TT-SVD or Tensor-

Cross-Approximation [29, 34], as detailed in Appendix

D.

In our multidimensional case, the dimensions are pro-

cessed sequentially, resulting in QTT representations

where the cores are grouped by dimension. We assume

N = 2n discretization points per dimension, correspond-

ing to n QTT cores (similar to n qubits) per dimension.

Two constant operators are required for the algo-

rithm’s iterative procedure: the mean-strain E and the

isotropic reference stiffness C0. These special cases can

easily be formulated by a QTT of rank one by directly

generating the cores using (2× 2) identity matrices, re-

sulting in core shapes of (2×1×2×1). Multiplying one

of the cores with the constant value associated with the

respective functions results in their respective QTT.

Until now, we have only discussed the internal struc-

tures of the tensors in the context of the required dis-

cretization. However, the tensors in question generally

yield multidimensional outputs, introducing additional

physical indices. Here, we are considering the original

tensors in voigt notation resulting in a simplified oper-

ator structure. One approach to handle these indices is

to treat the states as vectors (or matrices), with their

elements in QTT format. Although this approach is jus-

tifiable, exploiting the computational benefits of the TT

optimization algorithms would not be feasible.

To obtain a full TT representation, we make a slight

deviate from the QTT format by adding a single addi-

tional core at the beginning of the QTT. This core is

permitted to deviate from the imposed dimensionality

dictated by the QTT and serves as a control for the dif-

ferent components of the Voigt formulation. Thus, it

holds the information about the Voigt arithmetic rather

than the discretization of the function. Therefore, we re-

fer to this version as the controlled QTT (cQTT). This

approach generalizes naturally to incorporate controlled

QTTOs (cQTTOs).

After obtaining cQTTs and cQTTOs representations

for all states, it is computationally advantageous to raise

the cQTTs - prominent in the Hadamard multiplica-

tions of the algorithm - to cQTTOs, as explained in

section 3. This allows for either simple contractions or

optimization methods, which are preferable to perform

these costly products. This is especially important for

the Green-Eshelby Operator due to its comparably high

rank structure, for which the AMEn optimization algo-

rithm A(•, •) will be employed.

Since the Green-Eshelby operator Γ̂0 resides in the

momentum space, it must be treated differently. This is

because of the required momentum-space convention of

using the SFFT over the FFT. As discussed in section

4.1, a reordering of the cores is necessary. This involves

7



Figure 4 Fundamental 2D geometries used to probe the regimes of the SFFT-based Homogenization algorithm:

a) Laminate, b) Square and c) Circle. The grey regions have a Young’s Modulus of E1 = 29/3GPa while the white

regions display E2 = 4/3GPa. The Poisson ratios were set to ν1 = ν2 = 1/3 for the grey and white regions, respec-

tively.

two steps: 1) The indices per geometrical dimension

D of the initial discretization tensor, obtained through

equation (13), must be reversed. 2) The tensor must be

complex conjugated. Performing these additional steps

for operators in the momentum space ensures the cor-

rect convention according to the SFFT, yielding our final

form of the SFFT-based Homogenization algorithm 2.

Algorithm 2: SFFT-based Homogenization Algo-

rithm
Input: Mean strain field ε0 = E

while not converged do
τm = (C−C0) εm
τ̂m = S [τm]

ε̂m = A(Γ̂0, τ̂m)

εm+1 = E− S−1 [ε̂m]

m = m+ 1

if ∥ εm+1−εm
E ∥F < δtol then

break;

end

end

Return: Local strain field εm+1

5 Experiments

We evaluated the performance of the SFFT-based Ho-

mogenization algorithm across various geometries to as-

sess its applicability in diverse scenarios. The primary

geometries used in this study are shown in Figure 4. Ad-

ditional tests were also conducted on various geometries

in both 2D and 3D space, as detailed in Appendix E.”

5.1 Setup and Preprocessing

Before executing the algorithm, all states and operators

were converted into the cQTT format. The correspond-

ing preprocessing time can be reduced by storing oper-

ators in lookup tables for future runs, as most of them

can be reused, minimizing overhead. A more detailed ex-

ploration of preprocessing scalability and potential im-

provements can be found in Appendix D.

The geometries shown in Figure 4 were analysed in

2D, with two possible generalizations considered for 3D

space. The first generalization extends the geometries

by adding a trivial, non-varying z-component, turning

the 2D Laminate into a 3D Laminate, the Square into a

Pillar, and the Circle into a Spherical Pillar. The second

generalization assumes that the geometries in Figure 4

are viewed identically from every direction, resulting in

the Square becoming a Box and the Circle becoming a

Sphere. The Laminate is limited to only a trivial gener-

alization.

The accuracy of the SFFT method was evaluated by

calculating the relative error in the stress solution field

∆σ̄ = E
[
|σSFFT(x)− σFFT (x)|

|σFFT (x)|

]
, (14)

where σSFFT and σFFT are the stress fields obtained

after convergence of the SFFT- and FFT-based Homog-

enization algorithms, respectively.

Unless otherwise specified, all experiments used a

cQTT and cQTTO accuracy parameter of δacc = 10−6

and a convergence threshold of δtol = 10−4. The dis-

cretization followed a ’staggered grid’ approach, as out-

lined in Appendix F. For clarity, the discretization order

n is used throughout, where N = 2n represents the num-

ber of discretization points per dimension D.

Due to memory and time constraints, not all runs were

performed for each discretization order. In these cases,

missing points are extrapolated and connected by dashed

lines in the subsequent graphs.

8



Figure 5 Maximal Memory used for storing the local strain in dependence of the discretization order n in a) 2D

and b) 3D space.

Figure 6 Average iteration time titer in dependence of the discretization order n in a) 2D and b) 3D space.

5.2 Performance Comparison

In our experiments, we compared the SFFT-based al-

gorithm 2 with the traditional FFT-based approach 1

by measuring memory consumption and iteration times

across different geometries and discretization orders.

The memory consumption results shown in Figure 5

highlight the exponential scaling of the FFT-based ap-

proach, in contrast to the geometry-specific advantages

of the SFFT method in both 2D and 3D. For 1D-like

geometries, such as the Laminate, the SFFT method

significantly reduces memory usage. The Square Pillar

and Box geometries demonstrate sub-exponential scal-

ing, reflecting the adaptability of the SFFT method. In

contrast, the Circle and Circular Pillar exhibit exponen-

tial scaling similar to the FFT method, while the Sphere

performs even slightly worse than the FFT method. No-

tably, trivially generalized structures, such as the Pillar

and Circular Pillar, show improved memory efficiency

over their FFT baseline when compared to their 2D

counterparts. This is a direct consequence of the addi-

tional dimension not increasing complexity for the SFFT

due to its geometry-tailored approach.

The iteration times, shown in Figure 6, reveal that for

smaller discretization orders n, the FFT-based method

is faster. However, the SFFT outperforms the FFT be-

yond a geometry-dependent crossover point. In 2D, the

Laminate crosses over at n = 11, followed by the Square

at n = 15. In 3D, the Laminate reaches the crossover

substantially quicker at n = 7, while both the Pillar

and Circular Pillar geometries reach the crossover at a

reasonable order of n = 10. Furthermore, the plot indi-

cates that for even higher discretization orders, the Box

will exhibit a crossover around n = 15, aligning with

the 2D results. Although no crossover is expected for

the Circle and Sphere, the Circular Pillar may experi-

ence one at very high discretizations, suggesting that

trivially generalized 3D structures may always have a

crossover point. While this discretization order would
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Figure 7 Relative Error ∆σ in dependence of the discretization order n in a) 2D and b) 3D space.

Figure 8 Ranks obtained in dependence of the discretization order n: the Stiffness Operators C for the different

Geometries, the Green-Eshelby as well as the (I)SFFT Operators in a) 2D and b) 3D. The rounding accuracy was

set to δacc = 10−10.

be far to high for any real-world application, this may

suggests that trivially generalized 3D structures may al-

ways exhibit a crossover point due to the negligible third

dimension. It should be noted that the FFT baseline

benefits from highly optimized libraries, while similarly

optimized code is not yet available for the SFFT-based

Homogenization. Thus, we expect that further optimiza-

tions to the SFFT implementation will noticeably reduce

the order at which crossover points occure.

Furthermore, it is worth noting that the iteration

times between the Square and Circle and their trivial ex-

tensions, the Pillar and Circular Pillar, respectively, are

almost negligible. The minor difference is primarily due

to the non-negligible contribution of the Green-Eshelby

Operator in 3D.

Figure 7 shows the error dependence on the discretiza-

tion order n. For the Laminate, the analytic solution is

achieved after just one iteration, resulting in a signifi-

cantly reduced relative error. For other geometries, the

relative error stabilizes around 10−5 for both 2D and

3D cases, well within the acceptable range for industrial

applications. The error remains close to the rounding

accuracy of the cQTTs of δacc, see equation (12).

Figure 8 shows that the SFFT and ISFFT cQTTO

ranks converge to rG = 10 after n = 8 in both 2D and

3D, indicating the efficiency and scalability of the respec-

tive operators. The Green-Eshelby operator exhibits ap-

proximately linear rank growth across discretization and

dimension, further demonstrating the favourable scaling

of the non-geometry-dependent parts of the SFFT ap-

proach. Therefore, the applicability of SFFT-based Ho-

mogenization is limited by the compressibility of the un-

derlying geometry. The Circle and its 3D counterparts

consistently exhibit exponential rank growth, highlight-

ing the inherent incompatibility of there geometries with

the SFFT approach. This is further supported by Fig-
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Figure 9 Maximal Strain Rank rs during the evaluation of the algorithm in dependence of the discretization order

n in a) 2D and b) 3D space.

ure 9, where similar growth patterns are observed for the

strain rank rS of the respective geometries.

These results suggest that it may be possible to

quickly estimate the applicability of the SFFT-based Ho-

mogenization by compressing the geometries at two dif-

ferent discretization orders. This approach could provide

an initial indication of both the rank and its growth be-

haviour, helping to assess whether a geometry is suitable

for our approach.

Finally, it is worth noting that in the FFT-based Ho-

mogenization, iteration times are primarily limited by

the FFT computation itself. In contrast, our SFFT-

based approach shifts the computational bottleneck to

the matrix-vector product between the Green-Eshelby

cQTTO and the strain cQTT. This operation typically

accounts for more than 95% of the total computation

time due to the relatively high ranks of both the Green-

Eshelby operator and the strain during the iterative pro-

cedure. This distinction underscores a key area for po-

tential optimization in our method. Since the full scal-

ability limits of the SFFT have not yet been reached,

improving the efficiency of this matrix-vector product

could lead to substantial performance gains.

5.3 Solution Fields

The stress solution fields obtained using the SFFT-based

Homogenization algorithm were compared to the FFT-

based approach for both the Box and Circle geometries,

see Figure 10). For both geometries, the relative er-

ror in the solution fields is greatest at the boundaries

of the inclusion. Interestingly, for the Circle geometry,

rectangular regions with similar relative error are ob-

served. This suggests that the cQTT format is better

suited for handling straight, non-curved edges in the ge-

ometry. To accommodate curved geometries within the

SFFT-based Homogenization framework, alternative TN

architectures, such as PEPS, MERA, or other general-

izations of TTNs, may prove beneficial. However, this

analysis lies outside the scope of the current paper and

will be addressed in future work.

6 Conclusion

In this paper, we introduce the SFFT-based Homoge-

nization, a geometry-tailored adaptation of the FFT-

based Homogenization method that leverages the cQTT

variant of the QFT, known as the SFFT. This novel al-

gorithm offers key advantages, including improved time

complexity and reduced memory consumption, outper-

forming the traditional FFT-based approach in scenarios

where the geometry can be effectively compressed into a

low-rank cQTT format. The advantage stems from the

tailored nature of our method in contrast to the ’one-

size-fits-all’ approach of the FFT-based method. No-

tably, memory consumption no longer scales exponen-

tially and consistently outperforms the FFT-based ap-

proach in relevant cases.

While the FFT-based approach retains an advantage

for smaller discretizations, the SFFT-based algorithm

surpasses it beyond a geometry-dependent crossover.

Beyond this point, the improved time complexity of our

method leads to a substantial speedup. These benefits

are particularly pronounced in 3D settings with com-

pressible 2D or 1D structures, where the additional di-

mensions represent redundant data that the SFFT can

efficiently handle.

However, the current version of our algorithm strug-

gles with geometries featuring circular inclusions, possi-

bly due to the specific choice of the underlying TN archi-
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Figure 10 a) Stress field σyy under tensile load and b) σxy under shear load; c) relative error ∆σyy for the Square

geometry and d) ∆σxy for the Circle geometry, evaluated with n = 8 using the cQTT- and FFT-based approaches.

tecture. This raises the question of whether alternative

network architectures, such as PEPS or TTN, could ad-

dress this shortcoming.

Leveraging GPUs for high discretizations, made pos-

sible by reduced memory consumption, presents another

potential enhancement [35]. This capability is infeasi-

ble for traditional FFT-based Homogenization at high

discretizations. Similarly, utilizing TPUs [36] and opti-

mizing the underlying software could provide substantial

speedups, potentially offering a decisive advantage to the

SFFT-based Homogenization algorithm. This is further

supported by the observation that the anticipated bot-

tleneck imposed by the SFFT has not yet been reached,

with runtime instead dominated by the multiplication of

the Green-Eshelby operator and the intermediate strain.
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Scheme Name Divergence Operator kj(q)

Direct kDj (q) = iqj

Centered kCj (q) = i sin (qj)

Forward kFj (q) = +
(
e+iqj − 1

)
Backward kFj (q) = −

(
e−iqj − 1

)
Hex8R kHj (q) = i

2 tan
( qj

2

)∑
l

(
1 + eiql

)
Staggered k±j (q) = ±

(
e±iqj − 1

)
Table 4 Divergence Operator in momentum space for different discretization schemes [18,19].

Appendix A Greens operator Discretization Schemes

The discretization of computational domains and associated variables is a critical step in numerical modelling,

particularly in Fourier-based methods. This appendix provides a detailed discussion of the Fourier-space discretization

schemes relevant to FFT- and SFFT-based Homogenization. These schemes play a central role in ensuring accurate

and efficient computations, particularly by addressing numerical artifacts and ensuring physical consistency in derived

quantities.

The specific form of the Green-Eshelby operator determines the choice of the discretization scheme used. This

dependency arises directly from the mathematical formulation of the divergence operator in Fourier space, which

specifies how variables such as strain and stress are represented and manipulated, according to

ki(q)σij(q) = 0

εij = (q)
1

2
[ki(q)uj(q) + kj(q)ui(q)] .

To begin, the domain V ≡ LD (here L = 1) is discretized into ND pixel/voxels, resulting in the Fourier modes

qi =
2π

NL
ξi

with fundamental frequencies

ξi =

{ (
−N

2 + 1
)
,
(
−N

2 + 2
)
, ...− 1, 0, +1, ...

(
N
2 − 1

)
, N

2 even N,(
−N−1

2

)
,
(
−N−3

2

)
, ...− 1, 0, +1, ...

(
N−3
2

)
,
(
N−1
2

)
odd N.

These Fourier modes are used to define an explicit representation of the Green-Eshelby operator in momentum space

as

Γ̂ 0
ij,kl(q) =

[
qi
(
qmC0

mj,knqn
)−1

ql

]
sym

, (a1)

where the subscript ’sym’ indicates the minor symmetry of the index pairs (i, j) and (k, l), respectively [19].

In continuous space, the Green-Eshelby operator exhibits the symmetry Γ̂ 0(q)∗ = Γ̂ 0(−q), which ensures that the

physically observable strain ε is real-valued. For an odd number of discretization points, this symmetry is inherently

preserved in the discretized version of the operator. However, for an even number of discretization points, the Nyquist

frequency becomes part of the spectrum but lacks a negative counterpart. This may result in symmetry breaking,

which in this context is a purely numerical artifact that must be addressed accordingly. The approach we follow

enforces symmetry at the Nyquist frequencies qny explicitly through

Γ 0(qny) →
Γ 0(qny)

∗ + Γ 0(−qny)

2
.

By combining the Green-Eshelby operators derived from the different discretization schemes listed in Table 4

-excluding the staggered grid scheme -with equation (a1), we obtain the compact form

Γ̂ 0,gen
ij,lm (k) =

(
λ0 + 2µ0

)(
kikjδjl

)
sym

+ λ0
(
kik

∗
msijl

)
sym

µ0 [2 (λ0 + µ0)− λ0|k2|2]
−

[
λ0

µ0ℜ
(
kik

∗
j

)
ℜ (klk

∗
m) + kikjk

∗
l k

∗
m

]
|k|2 [2 (λ0 + µ0)− λ0|k2|2]

.
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where λ0 and µ0 are the lamé parameters of the underlying geometry [19]. Additionally, the symmetry operator sijk
was introduced

sijl =


+ 4

|k|4 Im (kik
∗
k)

2
i ̸= j = l,

− 4
|k|4 Im

(
klk

∗
j

)
Im (klk

∗
i ) i ̸= j ̸= l ̸= i,

0 else.

The staggered grid discretization scheme differs from the generic schemes due to its dual formulation, which simulta-

neously employs both backward and forward discretization schemes. For this case, the Green-Eshelby operator [18],

see equation (a1), can be reformulated as

Γ̂ 0,st
ij,lm

(
k±) = − 1

4µ0
∣∣∣(k±)

4
∣∣∣
{ [

k−
j + δij

(
k+
j − k−

j

)] [
k+
m + δlm

(
k−
m − k+

m

)](
δil +

λ0 + µ0

λ0 + 2µ0
k−
i k

+
l

)}
sym

.

Appendix B Approximate Tensor Train Arithmetic

A significant class of TT-TTO operations consist of optimization algorithms to solve systems of linear equations

or to obtain an approximate solution to a matrix-vector product. There are many different approaches that were

developed to solve these problems. The most famous ones are the alternating least square (ALS) method [37], the

density matrix renormalization group (DMRG) algorithm [38] and the alternating minimal energy (AMEn) algorithm

[30]. The latter one being regarded as the current state-of-the-art method.

However, instead of using the AMEn algorithm to solve liner systems of equations, we will use an adapted method

for faster matrix-vector products.

We are interested in finding an approximate solution u to the equation Au = ṽ, with the exact TTs u and ṽ. Thus,

our goal is to minimise the following cost function

L(ỹ) = ||v − ṽ||2

= (v, v)− 2Re (Au, v) + const.

This high-dimensional optimisation problem can be reduced to a local-optimisation over the different

L(ỹ) = (yk, yk)− 2Re
(
Y∗
̸=kAX ∗

̸=kxk, yk
)
+ const.

In the above equation we used the projection operators defined through

y = Y∗
̸=ky

(k), x = X ∗
̸=kx

(k),

where yk and xk are the k-th core of y and x, respectively [30].

It can readily be verified that the gradient of the cost function is zero when the following corresponding Galerkin

condition is met(
Y∗
̸=kAX̸=k

)
xk = yk. (b2)

First, an initial guess for the solution is provided. The second step involves updating the first core of y, denoted

as y1, by minimizing the cost function locally. This corresponds to solving the Galerkin condition given in equation

(b2).

In the third step, the residual z = ỹ−Ax is computed. This step is generally computationally expensive and thus

undesirable; therefore, an approximate residual z̃ ≈ z is used instead. Once the approximate residual is obtained, its

first core is used to enrich the original first core of the solution y1. This step, known as the Galerkin correction, not

only allows for incremental refinement but, more importantly, enables an adaptive rank procedure.

It is important to note that this step is not exclusive to the AMEn algorithm; similar approaches can be found in

other solvers as well.

Finally, the first core undergoes orthogonalization via QR-decomposition.
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This procedure is recursively applied to all cores, and thus to all local optimization problems.

The main advantage of this class of optimization methods, compared to an exact solution, lies not only in its

improved time complexity but also in the resulting rank. If the result y has a rank similar to the input TT x, the

time complexity improves by a factor of r(A)2, Moreover, the rounding procedure becomes noticeably faster, as it

depends on the cubic rank. With a quasi-exact solution, the final rank scales with the product of the matrix and

vector ranks.

We conclude this section by noting that we have used a revised version of the TTO-TT matrix-vector product

from the TT-Toolbox available on GitHub.

Appendix C Connection between a raised Tensor Train and its Hadamard

Product

Lets assume we have two TTs a and b, defined as follows

a(i1, i2, ...in) = a(i1)a(i2)...a(in),

b(i1, i2, ...in) = b(i1)b(i2)...b(in).

The next step is to raise the TT a to a TTO A, by defining the TTO cores as

A(ik, jk) = a(ik)δ(ik, jk). (c3)

where δ(·, ·) is the Kronecker delta function. This operation effectively ”raises” the TT into a higher-dimensional

operator form. Thus, the TTO A can be written as

A({i1, j1}, {i2, j2}, ...{in, jn}) = A(i1, j1)A(i2, j2)...A(in, jn)

= a(i1)δ(i1, j1)a(i2)δ(i2, j2)...a(in)δ(in, jn).

Next, we will show that the contraction of the TTO A with another TT b results in a new TT c, which is the

Hadamard product of the two TTs a and b. The contraction of A and b involves summing over the intermediate

indices jk

c(i1, i2, ...in) =
∑
jk

A({i1, j1}, {i2, j2}, ...{in, jn})b(j1, j2, ...jn)

=
∑
jk

A(i1, j1)A(i2, j2)...A(in, jn)b(j1)b(j2)...b(jn)

=
∑
jk

A(i1, j1)A(i2, j2)...A(in, jn)b(j1)b(j2)...b(jn)

=
∑
jk

a(i1)δ(i1, j1)a(i2)δ(i2, j2)...a(in)δ(in, jn)b(j1)b(j2)...b(jn)

= [a(i1)a(i2)...a(in)] [b(i1)b(i2)...b(in)]

= a(i1, i2, ...in)b(i1, i2, ...in),

where we used the identity from equation (c3) in the fourth line to simplify the expression. The Kronecker delta

functions ensure that the contraction of the TTO with the TT results in a component-wise product between the two

tensors.

Thus, raising a TT a to a TTO and contracting it with another TT b is equivalent to performing the Hadamard

product between the two original TTs a and b. This shows that the contraction procedure preserves the structure of

the TT and transforms the operation into a simple element-wise multiplication, which is computationally efficient,

enables the usage of optimization methods and is easy to handle in practice.
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Appendix D Scalable Implementation

The implementation of the SFFT algorithm needed to achieve a certain scalability threshold for high-resolution

scenarios. In this case, characterized by a large number of discretization points per dimension, we observed significant

memory and time consumption during the SFFT-based algorithm’s preparation phase. This issue arises due to the

reliance on the state-of-the-art TT-SVD algorithm, which is constrained by the computational bottleneck of the SVD.

As such, the SVD step scales with a complexity of O
(
mn2

)
for an m × n matrix, where n < m. Since higher-

resolution matrices scale exponentially in size, this results in exponential time consumption for separating the cores in

the TT or TTO representations. Such behaviour is highly undesirable, as it merely shifts the computational burden

from the iterative phase of the algorithm to the preprocessing phase.

Thus, instead of using the TT-SVD method, we will use a combination of the streamable tensor-train approximation

(STTA) [39] and an updated TT-SVD method build on the randomized SVD. The specific choice of the above methods

depends on the computational and memory restrictions of the compute system used.

The STTA approach can be used in a multi-core setting using pythons dask library [40] and is especially useful for

matrices with a lower and intermediate resolution. In the high-resolution regime, we are typically encountering to high

memory restrictions for the multi-core system to be beneficial. This is either due to the system not having enough

memory per core or due to the high overhead of transferring the compute-graph between the nodes. In this case,

the slower non-multicore version of the randomized TT-SVD with additional rank truncation threshold can be used.

While the SVD of a rank k matrix with shape mxn has a time-complexity O (mn ∗min(m,n)) that scales quadratic,

the randomized SVD only scales linear in the matrix dimensions according to O
(
mn ∗ log(k) + (m+ n) ∗ k2

)
[41].

Thus, we are able to speed up the process by at least a quadratic factor, which represents a significant improvement

for large matrices. Alternatively, the TT-cross approximation can be used. The TT-cross method relies on a cross-

approximation strategy, where the most important components of the tensor are iteratively selected to provide the

best rank-reduction approximation. TT-cross selects a small subset of the tensor’s entries for its approximation,

which efficiently captures the tensors structure [34]. However, since (randomized) TT-SVD is more accurate, we

opted not to use TT-cross for obtaining the optimal solutions for our derived TT.

Additionally, we need to consider the case of reusing preprocessed computations for subsequent runs.

Almost all TTs and TTOs within the SFFT-based homogenization algorithm depend only on the dimensionality,

the chosen resolution, and the core ordering. This includes both the (inverse) SFFT and the initial strain TT.

As a result, these components can be saved in a lookup table for later use across multiple problems that share a

common set of system parameters. A special case in this context is the geometry-dependent stiffness operator C(x, y)

as well the Green-Eshelby operator Γ̂0(kx, ky). The latter depends on the chosen Lamé parameters as well as the

discretization scheme used. Since the Green-Eshelby operator inherently defines the discretization choice for the

problem, recomputation is generally unavoidable for different schemes. However, this is not necessary for varying

sets of Lamé parameters {µ, λ}. In such cases, we can reuse the Green-Eshelby operator, which can generally be

expressed in the following form

Γ̂0(kx, ky) =
∑
i

αi(µ, λ)Γ̂
(i)(kx, ky). (d4)

Therefore, the reduced Gamma functions Γ̂(i)(kx, ky) can be stored separately in TT format for efficient reuse. When

needed, the prefactors αi(µ, λ) can easily be computed and the saved reduced Gamma functions can be recombined

according to equation (d4) into the full form through simple TT arithmetic can be easily computed, and the stored

reduced Gamma functions can be recombined according to equation (d4) into the full form using simple TT arithmetic.

Finally, in contrast to all other quantities in the SFFT-based Homogenization algorithm, the stiffness operator

C(x, y) must be recomputed each time a new geometry is used.

17



Appendix E Additional Geometries

Figure 11 Fundamental 2D geometries used to probe the regimes of the SFFT-based Homogenization algorithm:

a) Checkerboard, b) Spots and c) Voronoi. The grey regions have a Young’s Modulus of E1 = 29/3GPa while the

white regions display E2 = 4/3GPa. The Poisson ratios were set to ν1 = ν2 = 1/3 for the grey and white regions,

respectively.

We conducted a performance comparison between the SFFT-based algorithm and the traditional FFT-based

method, evaluating memory usage and iteration times across various geometries and discretization orders.

The geometries in Figure 11 were examined in 2D, with two possible generalizations extended to 3D space. The

first generalization adds a simple, non-varying z-component, transforming the Spots geometry into Fibres and the

Checkerboard into the reduced Checkerboard. The second generalization assumes that the geometries in Figure 11

are viewed identically from all directions, resulting in the Checkerboard geometry becoming Checkerboard 3D and

the Voronoi geometry becoming Voronoi 3D.

The Spots and Voronoi geometries were generated by sampling a fixed number of points from a uniform distribution

over the RVE, which serve as the centers for the inclusions. If any Spots or Voronoi regions overlap, a new set of

points is sampled. To ensure consistency across experiments, the random number generator’s seed was fixed

Figure 12 Maximal Memory used for storing the local strain in dependence of the discretization order n in a) 2D

and b) 3D space.
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Figure 13 Average iteration time titer in dependence of the discretization order n in a) 2D and b) 3D space.

Figure 14 Maximal Strain Rank rs during the evaluation of the algorithm in dependence of the discretization order

n in a) 2D and b) 3D space

For the Voronoi geometry, a large number of points was initially sampled, and the Voronoi regions for each point

were constructed. The final inclusions were obtained by randomly selecting a fraction of these points, in accordance

with the predefined volume fraction Φvol = 0.9. The material parameters for the selected Voronoi regions were then

assigned the inclusion parameters, as shown in Figure 11. For more detailed information on the construction of the

Voronoi geometry, refer to [42].

The memory usage results, presented in Figure 12, demonstrate the stark contrast between the exponential scaling

of the FFT-based method and the geometry-optimized efficiency of the SFFT approach in both 2D and 3D. For the

Checkerboard and reduced Checkerboard geometries, the SFFT method significantly reduces memory consumption.

On the other hand, the Voronoi and Voronoi 3D geometries exhibit exponential memory growth, similar to the

FFT method. For generalized geometries like the Checkerboard 3D, the SFFT method still offers superior memory

efficiency compared to the FFT baseline. More complex geometries like the Spots, Voronoi, Fibres or Voronoi 3D

Geometries all show exponential memory scaling similar to the state-of-the-art FFT based Method. However, due

to the redundant z-component of the Fibres geometry, we still see a considerable memory reduction in comparison

to the FFT-based method.

Regarding iteration times, as shown in Figure 13, we observe that the FFT method is faster for lower discretization

orders. However, for the from the Checkerboard derived geometries, the SFFT method starts to outperform FFT

after reaching a geometry-dependent threshold. In 2D, this crossover occurs at n = 15 for the Checkerboard geometry,

while in 3D, the reduced Checkerboard geometry shows a crossover around n = 10. The cross over point for the
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Figure 15 Relative Error ∆σ in dependence of the discretization order n in a) 2D and b) 3D space.

Checkerboard 3D geometry is expected to be araound n = 15.

In Figure 14, we see that the rank growth of the Checkerboard and all its two generalizations into 3D space exhibit

sub-exponential scaling, while Voronoi, Spots and their 3D counterpart all exhibit exponential rank scaling.

Figure 15 illustrates the dependence of relative error on the discretization order n. Here, all geometries reach

accuracies of 10−5 or better.

In conclusion, these additional geometries further emphasize that the current SFFT-based Homogenization al-

gorithm is particularly well-suited for rectangular geometries. However, the results also highlight that geometries

incompatible with the existing tensor network structure exhibit scalability performance similar to that of the tradi-

tional FFT-based method.
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Appendix F Discretization Scheme

Before investigating the various geometries, it is essential to determine the most appropriate discretization scheme

by analyzing the Green-Eshelby Operator. This decision is not straightforward, as the iteration time depends on

multiple factors: the smoothness of the solution field (and consequently its rank), as well as the rank of the Green-

Eshelby Operator itself. While more complex discretization schemes may result in smoother solution fields, they

could also lead to a higher rank in the Green-Eshelby Operator, potentially impacting the efficiency of the algorithm.

To assess this, different discretization schemes - listed in Table 4 - were tested for the SFFT-based Homogenization

algorithm using a Checkerboard geometry in 2D space. The rounding accuracy was set to a threshold of δacc = 10−8.

As shown in Figure 16, the staggered grid discretization outperforms all other schemes in terms of both memory

usage and computational speed. However, the speed of the centered grid scheme dominates at lower discretization

orders but is eventually surpassed by the staggered grid at higher orders. This result is closely tied to the strain

ranks, as depicted in Figure 17 a), where the staggered grid shows lower ranks, indicating a smoother solution field.

Interestingly, Figure 17 b) reveals that the Green-Eshelby Operator in the centered grid scheme actually has a

lower rank than the staggered grid over the range of discretization orders n considered. However, the staggered grid

scheme seems to eventually surpasses the centered grid at higher discretization orders due to its improved scaling

behaviour.

Figure 16 a) Maximal memory used for storing the local strain and b) average iteration time titer in dependence

of the discretization order n.

Figure 17 a) Maximal local strain rank rs during the evaluation of the algorithm and b) Green-Eshelby operator

rank rG in dependence of the discretization order n.
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