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Abstract: Parametric data-driven modeling is relevant for many applications in which the model depends
on parameters that can potentially vary in both space and time. In this paper, we present a method to
obtain a global parametric model based on snapshots of the parameter space. The parameter snapshots are
interpolated using the classical univariate Loewner framework and the global bivariate transfer function is
extracted using a linear fractional transformation (LFT). Rank bounds for the minimal order of the global
realization are also derived. The results are supported by various numerical examples.
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Novelty statement: A new interpolation method based on the Loewner framework and a linear frac-
tional transformation for parametric system realizations is presented. It can be used in existing matrix
interpolation frameworks for parametric linear time-invariant systems.

1 Introduction

Many dynamical systems encountered in science and en-
gineering problems [15, 32, 41] exhibit parameter-varying
dynamics. Instances of dynamics-influencing parameters
can be encountered when considering material properties
in mechanical systems, wing shape, and weight distribu-
tion in aircraft design, varying source and receiver loca-
tions in acoustical transmission, and variable resistors in
circuit design.
In the linear case, these parametric systems can be ex-

pressed in the form of a parametric linear time-invariant
(pLTI) systems of the form:

d
dtx(t, p) = A(p)x(t, p) +B(p)u(t),

y(t, p) = C(p)x(t, p) +D(p)u(t),
(1)

with the so-called transfer function that is obtained by a

Laplace transform

H(s, p) = C(p)(sI −A(p))−1B(p) +D(p), (2)

where u : R → Rni , x : R×P → Rn, y : R×P → Rno are
the input, state, and output of the system, respectively,
and A(p) ∈ Rn×n, B(p) ∈ Rn×ni , C(p) ∈ Rno×n, D(p) ∈
Rno×ni , and p ∈ P ⊂ R is a scalar parameter.
In some applications [29, 32, 41], a general system ex-

pressed as (1) is not readily available in the sense that
the model might only be available for a few parameter
values pi because the system is either modeled from data
where only a discrete sampling of the parameter range
is possible or the order of the original system is simply
too large and it is necessary to obtain a reduced order
global model. This problem led to an increased inter-
est in developing data-driven modeling and model reduc-
tion techniques for such parametric systems. An in-depth
comprehensive survey is available in [14] which contains
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a plethora of interpolation-based reduction methods for
pLTI systems.
Our work focuses on the data-driven interpolation of

the system in (1), i.e. an interpolation of local non-
parametric models according to [14, Sec. 4.2] where each
non-parametric model corresponds to a fixed parameter
value pi. This field can be divided into three different cat-
egories that differ with regard to the input data and model
premises. The classes of methods that interpolate local
bases will be disregarded here due to unfavorable compu-
tational properties described in [14, Sec. 4.2.1]. Instead,
we will introduce the two remaining classes, namely ma-
trix interpolation and transfer function interpolation be-
low. So-called matrix interpolation denotes the class of
methods that interpolate local (reduced) model matrices
[14, Sec. 4.2.2]. Our proposed method belongs to this
class. Additionally, we will also briefly outline the in-
terpolation of local (reduced) transfer functions [14, Sec.
4.2.3], since methods of this class are always admissible
under the prerequisites of our proposed method. We now
proceed with a short description of both method classes:

Matrix Interpolation Given snapshots of realizations

Σi =
(
A(pi), B(pi), C(pi), D(pi)

)
, (3)

of the system matrices at np ∈ N fixed parameter samples
pi and denote

Π := {pi | i = 1, . . . , np} ⊂ P

the set of all parameter samples. The aim is to construct
a parametric transfer function Ĥ(s, p) that interpolates
the data, i.e. Ĥ(s, pi) = H(s, pi), for any given value of
pi ∈ Π and s ∈ C. The interpolation of the system matri-
ces is straightforward and standard matrix interpolation
techniques can be employed. Many works [19,20,38,41,42]
use direct interpolation, such as

M̂(p) =

np∑
i=1

ωi(p)M(pi), M ∈ {A,B,C,D} (4)

where M is any of the matrix functions in (1) and ωi :
P → R is a weighting function that fulfills ωi(pj) = δij .
Optionally, matrix manifold interpolation [1, 19] can be
used, where the interpolation is in the tangent space of
a matrix manifold instead of the matrices directly. Using
the Riemannian logarithm and Riemannian exponential,
one can locally map the tangent space and manifold onto
each other. For an introduction to parametric model or-
der reduction with matrix manifold interpolation, see [43].

Unfortunately, the interpolation of the snapshots in (3)
at the parameter samples pi alone does not imply that
the interpolated model matches the true system at inter-
mediate parameter values p ∈ P \Π. The approximation
quality of the interpolated models can be assessed in var-
ious ways such as computing the differences in the entries

of the realization matrices, as done in [1]. However, a
global quality measure in the form of multivariate trans-
fer function norm, e.g. the H2⊗L2 norm [8,26], is prefer-
able. A common observation is that the modeling error
at intermediate parameter values only becomes small if
all of the snapshots (3) are expressed in common state
coordinates [1]. If the snapshots stem from explicit equa-
tions or computer simulations this requirement is usually
met. However, in these cases, the snapshot matrices may
be high-dimensional which leads to an increased cost of
evaluating (4) and consequently Ĥ(s, p). The computa-
tional performance of the parametric model can be greatly
improved by employing locally reduced order system ma-
trices of order r as input snapshots, i.e.

Σi,r =
(
Ar,i, Br,i, Cr,i, Dr,i

)
=
(
TT
1,iA(pi)T2,i, T

T
1,iB(pi), C(pi)T2,i, D(pi)

)
,

(5)

with projection matrices T1,i, T2,i ∈ Rn×r such that the
condition TT

1,iT2,i = Ir holds. The projection matrices
originate from a projection-based model order reduction
algorithm of choice. In general, these reduced order non-
parametric models will no longer share a common state
space, when being reduced individually. Initially sug-
gested in [38], a reprojection of the reduced order system
matrices onto a common generalized reduced order coor-
dinate system is necessary here in order to achieve mean-
ingful models for intermediate values (see also [1, 19]).

A general framework for matrix interpolation is offered
in [19]. The framework unfolds the different algorithmic
variations of the previous works and includes manifold in-
terpolation and model reduction with different reprojec-
tion techniques as optional steps. We consider our work
to be in line with this framework and contribute an alter-
native interpolation method using rational interpolation
with the Loewner framework [33]. For the sake of brevity,
we do not explicitly consider manifold interpolation nor
local model order reduction as they can be easily incor-
porated by following the pertaining steps in [19].

Remark 1.1. The general framework in [19] considers
systems in descriptor form (E(p), A(p), B(p), C(p)) in-
stead of the ‘standard realization‘ in (1). Nevertheless,
this is by no means a restriction, as these two model struc-
tures can be transformed into one another under certain
conditions, see [30] for details.

Transfer Function Interpolation Naturally, one can also
interpolate the bivariate rational transfer functionH(s, p)
directly. Instead of snapshots of the underlying system
matrices, samples of the transfer function H(si, pi) at
given frequency-parameter tuples (si, pi) ∈ C × R can
be used for interpolation via

Ĥ(s, p) =

n∑
i=1

ωi(s, p)H(si, pi),
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with weighting functions ωi : C × P → R. The spe-
cific choice of weighting function might impose restric-
tions on the sampling strategy, e.g. (si, pi) lying on a
grid. An overview of polynomial bivariate interpolation
can be found in [37]. If one has access to an underly-
ing realization, the concept of model reduction can also
be applied. In [9, 10], samples of reduced-order transfer
functions are interpolated with polynomial and rational
interpolation techniques, respectively.

Another approach is multivariate rational approximation,
for which the Loewner framework is a prominent repre-
sentative in the field of system and control theory and
can be directly used for transfer function interpolation
and model reduction purposes. Although originally de-
veloped for the univariate case [33], the method was ex-
tended to the bivariate [4, 31] and multivariate case [27].
The capabilities of this approach concerning model order
reduction of parametric dynamical systems are investi-
gated in [27, 31]. At the core of this approach stands
the multivariate Loewner matrix whose rank encodes in-
formation about the minimal order of the approximating
multivariate rational function. This is precisely what sets
the approach apart from other, more conventional tools
for polynomial and rational approximation. Additionally,
[4] provides an effective way to construct realizations of
linear parametric models directly from the data (samples
of the multivariate transfer functions). More recently, [40]
proposed an efficient way to deal with the case of multiple
inputs and multiple outputs.

The curse of dimensionality (C-o-D) may limit applica-
tions of the Loewner framework with an increased num-
ber of parameters. However, as shown in the recent re-
view paper [3], the C-o-D may be tamed by alleviating the
explicit computation of large-scale multivariate Loewner
matrices. Furthermore, another potential bottleneck of
the Loewner framework is that the (bivariate) Loewner
matrix depends on a particular choice of partitioning for
samples (si, pi). To date, it is not understood how to
choose optimal partitionings (especially in the paramet-
ric case), since this strongly depends on the application
under investigation. One suitable partitioning scheme
was recently proposed in the pAAA (parametric Adap-
tive Antoulas-Anderson) algorithm [39]. There, similarly
to the original AAA algorithm [36], a greedy scheme of
selection is proposed, and the dimension of the rational
approximant is increased at each step until a desired ap-
proximation quality on the data is reached.

The method proposed in this paper does not involve mul-
tivariate Loewner matrices, and hence it is not directly re-
lated to the parametric Loewner framework, as far as the
authors are aware. Consequently, in the current study, we
harness the simplicity, elegance, and effectiveness of the
standard, univariate Loewner framework and show how
can this be used for specific parametric problems.

Remark 1.2. A key difference of this type of interpo-

lation problem as opposed to the matrix interpolation
problem mentioned earlier is that the sampling data is
assumed to be known only at a discrete set of frequen-
cies si ∈ C, whereas (2) offers a way to directly evalu-
ate H(s, pi) over the entire frequency range at pi from
the snapshots. Hence, by choosing a set of frequencies
si ∈ C, the necessary sampling data for transfer function
interpolation algorithms can always be computed from
the system snapshots in (3).

There exist numerous other methods, e.g. [6,12,13,17,
18, 22, 24–26, 35], that are out of the scope of this paper
and will not be discussed further.
The objective of this work is to present a data-driven real-
ization technique to obtain a bivariate parametric trans-
fer function from system snapshots using the Loewner
framework. After introducing some preliminaries and the
Loewner framework in Section 2, we present the deriva-
tion and procedure of our method in Section 3. In Sec-
tion 4, we present rank bounds on the obtained Loewner
matrices and by consequence the order of the minimal
realization of the global parametric realization. The the-
oretical results are supported by numerical examples in
Section 5 where we use our algorithm to find the paramet-
ric transfer function of different parametric model classes.

2 Preliminaries

The method presented in this paper relies on univariate
Loewner interpolation of the parametric model and uses
a linear fractional transformation (LFT) for obtaining a
general transfer function. In this section, an introduction
to these two concepts is presented.

2.1 Linear fractional transformation

For notational convenience, we will represent transfer func-
tions by means of an LFT as suggested in [16].

Definition 2.1 ([16]). Let S be a complex matrix parti-
tioned as

S =

[
S11 S12

S21 S22

]
∈ C(m1+m2)×(n1+n2).

Let ∆ ∈ D ⊂ Cn1×m1 with (Im1
− S11∆) non-singular.

Then, we define the map Fu(S, · ) : D → Cgm2×n2 as

Fu(S,∆) = S21∆(Im1
− S11∆)−1S12 + S22

as the (upper) linear fractional transformation (LFT). If
m1 = n1 and ∆ is non-singular, we can also write it as

Fu(S,∆) = S21(∆
−1 − S11)

−1S12 + S22.

The transfer function of an LTI systemΣ = (A,B,C,D)
can be expressed by the following LFT for s ̸= 0

G(s) = C(sIn −A)−1B +D = Fu

([
A B
C D

]
, s−1In

)
. (6)
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The representation of the transfer function of an LTI
system as an LFT of a larger matrix is what enables the
interpolation with the univariate Loewner framework and
ultimately leads to the main result of this paper in Sec-
tion 3.

Remark 2.1. It should be noted that (6) is only well-
defined for s ̸= 0. However, for s = 0, the transfer func-
tion can be written as the Schur complement

G(0) = D − CA−1B =
[
A B
C D

]
/A. (7)

The distinction between these two cases is a technicality
that arises from Definition 2.1 and will not become rel-
evant to the contents of this work. Hence, by abuse of
notation, we will implicitly refer to (7) by the LFT in (6)
whenever s is zero.

2.2 Loewner matrix interpolation

In this subsection, we briefly recall the Loewner frame-
work for matrix interpolation according to [33]. We refer
the reader to the handbooks [5,23] for more in-depth de-
tails on various applications and extensions.
In principle, there are three different formulations of the

Loewner framework depending on the input data, namely
scalar data, matrix data, and so-called tangential data.
As the tangential formulation generalizes the other for-
mulations it is most commonly used throughout the liter-
ature. For the sake of simplicity, we will use the Loewner
framework for matrix data in this work.
Given transfer function samples in the form of pairs of

scalars and matrices{(
pi, G(pi)

)
| pi ∈ Π, G(pi) ∈ Rk1×k2 , i ∈ {1, . . . , np

}
,

where Π ⊂ P is the set of all parameter samples pi, the
Loewner framework aims to construct an interpolant Ĝ(p)
that fulfills the interpolation condition

Ĝ(pi) = G(pi) for all i = 1, . . . , np. (8)

The Loewner interpolant Ĝ(p) is constructed by choos-
ing a partitioning of the parameter samples (which is dis-
joint in our case)

{π1, . . . , πM} ∪ {ϕ1, . . . , ϕN} = Π ⊂ R, (9)

with N +M = np, whereafter the (partitioned) transfer
function samples are arranged in two matrices

V =
[
G(π1)

T · · · G(πM )T
]T ∈ RMk1×k2 ,

W =
[
G(ϕ1) · · · G(ϕN )

]
∈ Rk1×Nk2 ,

(10)

and define the so-called Loewner matrix L ∈ RMk1×Nk2

and shifted Loewner matrix Ls ∈ RMk1×Nk2 as

{L}i,j =
G(πi)−G(ϕj)

πi − ϕj
∈ Rk1×k2 ,

{Ls}i,j =
πiG(πi)− ϕjG(ϕj)

πi − ϕj
∈ Rk1×k2 ,

(11)

respectively. The notations {L}i,j and {Ls}i,j above refer
to the (i, j)-th k1×k2 matrix block and not to the (i, j)-th
scalar entry of each matrix, as it is conventional [5, 33].
Provided that

rank pL− Ls = rank
[
L Ls

]
= rank

[
L
Ls

]
,

holds for all p ∈ Π, we can compute the Singular Value
Decompositions (SVDs) [21]

XΣ1Ỹ
T =

[
L Ls

]
, X̃Σ2Y

T =

[
L
Ls

]
, (12)

and choose r = rank
[
L Ls

]
. The truncation rank r is

then used to truncate X and Y by keeping the first r
columns of each matrix X = [Xr ∗ ] and Y = [Yr ∗ ] with
Xr ∈ RMk1×r and Yr ∈ RNk2×r in order to construct a
truncated transfer function

Ĝ(p) = WYr(X
T
r (Ls − pL)Yr)

−1XT
r V. (13)

From [33, Lemma 5.2], it follows that Ĝ(p) tangentially
interpolates the data, i.e. (8) holds.

So far, Ĝ(p) according to (13) only interpolates the
parametric samples as a function that is independent of
the frequency variable s. In the following section, it is
shown how the Loewner framework and the LFT can be
conjointly used to construct a global bivariate transfer
function and a corresponding state-space representation.

3 Snapshot interpolation

The proposed matrix interpolation scheme based on the
classical Loewner framework and LFT will be introduced
in this section.

Assume that the input data is given in the form of local
non-parametric models as in (3). As mentioned in earlier,
input data in descriptor form can be transformed by fol-
lowing the steps outlined in [30]. Further, assume that all
snapshots share a common state-space for all parameter
values pi ∈ Π. The latter means that the local snapshot
realizations were not independently reduced or that a re-
projection step onto suitable generalized state coordinates
as described in [19] was performed after the model reduc-
tion of individual snapshots. This preprocessing step is
particularly important to avoid numerical issues when us-
ing different model reduction methods and different bases
for the individual snapshots. This is discussed in more
detail in [19,42].

As insinuated in Section 2.1, we propose to arrange the
snapshot realizations into larger matrices

G(pi) =

[
A(pi) B(pi)
C(pi) D(pi)

]
∈ R(n+no)×(n+ni), (14)

which are used as input data {(pi, G(pi)) | i = 1, . . . , np}
in the Loewner framework. The arrangement of the snap-
shot data is schematically visualized in Fig. 1.
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p

Ap1

Bp1

Cp1

Dp1

Ap2

Bp2

Cp2

Dp2

Ap3

Bp3

Cp3

Dp3
Apn

Bpn

Cpn

Dpn

Figure 1: Arrangement of the snapshot data for interpo-
lation with the univariate Loewner framework.

By applying the Loewner framework and following the
steps outlined in Section 2.2 with partitioning (9), a trun-
cation rank r is chosen to obtain an interpolant Ĝ(p) via
(13) that fulfills the interpolatory conditions (8). Subse-
quently, a parametric transfer function is constructed via
an LFT (and recalling Remark 2.1) as

Ĥ(s, p) = Fu

(
Ĝ(p), s−1In

)
. (15)

It should be noted that the interpolation is only per-
formed in the parameter p using univariate Loewner ma-
trices. The bivariate transfer function is then obtained by
applying the LFT. To provide an explicit formula for (15),
we now introduce intermediate quantities that are useful
in the remainder of this work. To this end, the definition
of Ĝ(p) is expanded according to (13) into a block form

Ĝ(p) = WYr︸ ︷︷ ︸
=:

[Y
C
] (X

T
r (Ls − pL)Yr)

−1︸ ︷︷ ︸
=:K(p)−1

XT
r V︸ ︷︷ ︸

=:[X B]

=

[
YK(p)−1X YK(p)−1B
CK(p)−1X CK(p)−1B

]
, (16)

where
K(p) = XT

r (Ls − pL)Yr ∈ Rr×r (17)

and the matrices Y ∈ Rn×r, C ∈ Rno×r, X ∈ Rr×n and
B ∈ Rr×ni are obtained by conformingly splitting WYr ∈
R(n+no)×r and XT

r V ∈ Rr×(n+ni), respectively, i.e.

X T =
[
A(π1)

T C(π1)
T · · · A(πM )T C(πM )T

]
Xr,

BT =
[
B(π1)

T D(π1)
T · · · B(πM )T D(πM )T

]
Xr,

Y =
[
A(ϕ1) B(ϕ1) · · · A(ϕN ) B(ϕN )

]
Yr,

C =
[
C(ϕ1) D(ϕ1) · · · C(ϕN ) D(ϕN )

]
Yr.

(18)

The realization of Ĥ(s, p) according to (15) only requires
Ĝ(p) and the LFT which is realization independent and

does not depend on snapshot data. In other words, the
realization of Ĥ(s, p) can be solely constructed according
to (16) from the snapshot data (3) and the Loewner pro-
jection matrices Xr ∈ RM(n+no)×r and Yr ∈ RN(n+ni)×r.
The following theorem shows how this can be done explic-
itly and provides interpolation conditions for the bivariate
transfer function.

Theorem 3.1. Let H(s, p) denote the parametric trans-
fer function realized as (2). Furthermore, let Π ⊂ P de-
note a set of parameter samples and let G(pi) denote the
snapshot matrix at the parameter pi ∈ Π according to
(14).

If the rational function Ĝ(p) as in (13) obtained by the
Loewner framework from the input data {(pi, G(pi))}

np

i=1

satisfies the interpolation condition in (8), the parametric
transfer function given by

Ĥ(s, p) = Ĉ(p)(sIn − Â(p))−1B̂(p) + D̂(p) (19)

with

Â(p) = YK(p)−1X , B̂(p) = YK(p)−1B,
Ĉ(p) = CK(p)−1X , D̂(p) = CK(p)−1B,

satisfies
Ĥ(s, pi) = H(s, pi) (20)

for (s, pi) ∈ C×Π.

Proof. Incorporating the reformulated expression (16) into
the LFT in (15) yields

Ĥ(s, p) = Fu

([
YK(p)−1X YK(p)−1B
CK(p)−1X CK(p)−1B

]
, s−1In

)
= CK(p)−1X (sIn−YK(p)−1X )−1YK(p)−1B + CK(p)−1B.

The resulting matrices in (19) are then trivial. In ad-
dition, recalling Remark 2.1, the interpolation condition
(20) immediately follows from (8) and (15).

Theorem 3.1 provides a formula for the bivariate trans-
fer function in a general form that depends on frequency
and on the parameter. Under certain conditions, a more
compact form of (19) can be obtained.

Theorem 3.2. Let Ĥ(s, p) denote the parametric trans-
fer function in Theorem 3.1. If K(p) and (K(p)−s−1XY)
are invertible, then s ̸= 0 and Ĥ(s, p) can be written as

Ĥ(s, p) = C(pE − s−1XY −A)−1B, (21)

where

E = −XT
r LYr ∈ Rr×r,

A = −XT
r LsYr ∈ Rr×r,

XY = XT
r TYr ∈ Rr×r,

with

{T}i,j =
[
A(πi)A(ϕj) A(πi)B(ϕj)
C(πi)A(ϕj) C(πi)B(ϕj)

]
. (22)
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Proof. The invertibility of (K(p) − s−1XY) implies s ̸=
0 by contradictory argument. If K(p) is also invertible,
we can invoke the Sherman-Woodbury-Morrison matrix
identity [21, Sec. 2.1.4.]:

(S +KL∗)−1 = S−1 − S−1K(In + L∗S−1K)−1L∗S−1

by choosing S = K(p), K = −s−1X and L = Y∗ in (19)
to obtain

Ĥ(s, p) = C
(
K(p)− s−1XY

)−1 B.

Then, we expand K(p) = XT
r (Ls − pL)Yr and set A =

−XT
r LsYr, E = −XT

r LYr with L and Ls given by (11) to
get the final expression,

Ĥ(s, p) = C
(
pE − s−1XY −A

)−1 B.

The identity

XY = XT
r


A(π1)
C(π1)

...
A(πM )
C(πM )




A(ϕ1)

T

B(ϕ1)
T

...
A(ϕN )T

B(ϕN )T


T

Yr = XT
r TYr

with T as in (22) can be verified by checking (16).

Remark 3.3. The bivariate transfer function can be rewrit-
ten in order to avoid the inverse of s such that

Ĥ(s, p) = C
(
pE − s−1XY −A

)−1 B
= sC(spE − sA−XY)−1B.

Remark 3.4. Note that if s = 0, by plugging in (16) into
(7), it follows that

Ĥ(0, p) = CK(p)−1B
− CK(p)−1X (YK(p)−1X )−1YK(p)−1B

(23)

Along the lines of [11], we define P(p) = X (YK(p)−1X )−1

YK(p)−1 and observe that P(p)P(p) = P(p) which means
that P(p) is an oblique projection onto ran(X ). We can
arrive at a concise expression by substituting P(p) in (23):

Ĥ(0, p) = CK(p)−1B − CK(p)−1P(p)B
= CK(p)−1(I − P(p))B. (24)

The steps to obtain the parametric realization of Ĥ(s, p)
based on snapshot data of the form (3) are summarized
in Algorithm 1. One notable advantage of this method is
that the coefficient matrices of the final interpolated para-
metric transfer function can be directly constructed based
on snapshot data without additional computations in the
online phase. Furthermore, the matrices are truncated
based on the rank of the Loewner and the shifted Loew-
ner matrices which further compresses the final model.
This is further discussed in Section 4. The numerical
properties of the formulas offered by Theorem 3.1 and
Theorem 3.2 are discussed in Section 5.

Algorithm 1: Parametric interpolation

Input : Set of parameter samples Π, snapshot
realizations G(pi) as in (14) for every
pi ∈ Π, truncation tolerance ε > 0.

Output: (E ,A,B, C,X ,Y).
1 Partition the parameter samples into two disjoint

sets as in (9).
2 Construct the Loewner and shifted Loewner

matrices according to (11).
3 Obtain the left and right subspaces X,Y by

computing the SVDs (12).
4 Choose a truncation rank r with respect to the

tolerance ε > 0 according to

r = min

 k

∣∣∣∣∣∣
(
ε ≤

∑k−1
i=1 |σi|2∑n
i=1 |σi|2

)1/2
 (25)

and compute the truncated Loewner singular
vectors Xr and Yr from (12).

5 Construct the matrices V and W from the data
as in (10) and compute and partition

XT
r V =

[
X B

]
and WYr =

[
Y
C

]
.

6 Compute the remaining matrices via

E = −XT
r LYr, A = −XT

r LsYr.
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4 Rank bounds on L and Ls

The ranks of the Loewner and shifted Loewner matrices
are indicators of the truncation order. For the multi-
variate Loewner approach, introduced in [4], and further
developed in [27], the rank of the multivariate Loewner
matrix scales with the dimension of the rational inter-
polant, but also with the dimension of the input data.
This property is inherently different than for the univari-
ate Loewner approach, in which the rank of the Loewner
matrix indicates the dimension of the minimal rational
interpolant (assuming that enough data is provided).
Although it is a challenging task to know a priori what

the exact ranks of the Loewner and shifted Loewner ma-
trices would be, one can infer a rank bound from the spe-
cific kind of parametric structure of the transfer function.
In what follows, we restrict our discussion to polynomial
dependence on p as we can break down the Loewner ma-
trices in an affine way in terms of the coefficients which
allows us to obtain rank bounds. In this section, we dis-
tinguish two cases: an affine dependence of G(p) on p and
a higher-order polynomial dependence on p.

4.1 Affine dependence on p

An affine parameter dependence of the realization matri-
ces often appears in practical scenarios, see [14, 27], and
also the two numerical examples treated in Section 5. In
this case, the rational matrix G(p) is considered to be
a polynomial matrix that is linear in p and thus can be
written as

G(p) = Γ0 + pΓ1, (26)

where Γ0,Γ1 ∈ R(n+no)×(n+ni) are matrix coefficients:
Then, it follows that the (i, j)-th blocks of the Loewner
and shifted Loewner matrices L,Ls ∈ RM(n+no)×N(n+ni)

can be expressed as

{L}i,j =
G(πi)−G(ϕj)

πi − ϕj
=

Γ1πi − Γ1ϕj

πi − ϕj
= Γ1,

{Ls}i,j =
πiG(πi)− ϕjG(ϕj)

πi − ϕj

=
πi(Γ0 + Γ1πi)− ϕj(Γ0 + Γ1ϕj)

πi − ϕj

= Γ0 + Γ1(πi + ϕj),

(27)

where {L}i,j and {Ls}i,j represent (n + no) × (n + ni)
blocks of the Loewner matrices, associated with the sam-
ple pair (πi, ϕj). Then, based on the above formulations,
the Loewner matrices can be written in a compact Kro-
necker format as stated in Lemma 4.1.

Lemma 4.1. If G(p) as in (26) depends affinely on p, the
Loewner matrices L and Ls can be explicitly expressed as

L = ⊮M,N ⊗ Γ1, Ls = ⊮M,N ⊗ Γ0 + (⊮M,N ⊗ Γ1)⊙ Ξ2,

where ⊮M,N is a M ×N matrix of ones, ⊗ and ⊙ denote
the Kronecker and Hadamard products [21], respectively,
and Ξ2 ∈ RM(n+no)×N(n+ni) is given by {Ξ2}i,j = (πi +
ϕj)⊮n+no,n+ni and can be written as

Ξ2 = π⊗⊮(n+no)×N(n+ni)+ϕT ⊗⊮M(n+no)×(n+ni), (28)

where π =
[
π1 π2 · · · πM

]T
, ϕ =

[
ϕ1 ϕ2 · · · ϕN

]T
.

Proof. The result can be directly deduced from the for-
mulas stated in (27).

Lemma 4.1 is now used to derive rank bounds on the
Loewner and shifted Loewner matrices in the following
theorem.

Theorem 4.2. Let G(p) as in (26) have an affine para-
metric dependence. Then,

rank(L) = rank(Γ1),

rank(Ls) ≤ rank(Γ0) + rank(Γ1) rank(Ξ2),

where Ξ2 is given by (28).

Proof. The result can be directly deduced from Lemma 4.1
by using the rank inequalities

rank(X + Y ) ≤ rank(X) + rank(Y )

rank(X ⊙ Y ) ≤ rank(X) rank(Y )
(29)

together with rank⊮M,N ⊗X = rank(X). A proof for the
rank inequality involving the Hadamard product is given
in [7].

Theorem 4.2 can be used to obtain a priori rank bounds
on the Loewner and shifted Loewner matrices based on
the relation of the transfer function to the parameter in
the case of affine dependence. In what follows we extend
these results for general higher order polynomial depen-
dence. As for the classical parametric Loewner approach
[4,27], for which the rank of the multi-dimensional Loew-
ner matrices is shown to depend not only on the dimension
of the minimal interpolant, a dependence on the chosen
data is also noticeable. In what follows, this is encoded in
the appearance of matrices Ξk, which are written solely
in terms of the interpolation sample points.

4.2 Higher-order polynomial dependence

More generally, G(p) can also be a polynomial matrix of
degree h ∈ N

G(p) =

h∑
k=0

pkΓk (30)

with matrix coefficients Γk ∈ R(n+no)×(n+ni). The rank
bounds presented in the previous subsection are general-
ized for the polynomial case.
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Theorem 4.3. Let G(p) as in (30) have a polynomial
dependence on p. The following inequalities hold:

rank(L) ≤
h∑

k=0

rank(Γk) rank(Ξk),

rank(Ls) ≤
h∑

k=0

rank(Γk) rank(Ξk+1),

where Ξk ∈ RM(n+no)×N(n+ni) is given by

{Ξk}i,j =

(
πk
i − ϕk

j

πi − ϕj

)
⊮n+no,n+ni

.

Proof. By using the following identities

{L}i,j =
∑h

k=0 π
k
i Γk −

∑h
k=0 ϕ

k
jΓk

πi − ϕj

=

h∑
k=0

πk
i − ϕk

j

πi − ϕj
Γk,

{Ls}i,j =
∑h

k=0 π
k+1
i Γk −

∑h
k=0 ϕ

k+1
j Γk

πi − ϕj

=

h∑
k=0

πk+1
i − ϕk+1

j

πi − ϕj
Γk,

together with the classical rank inequalities (29), the two
inequalities above directly follow.

Remark 4.4. By definition, Ξ0 is an all-zero matrix and
Ξ1 is an all-one matrix, while Ξ2 is precisely defined as in
(28). The inequalities in Theorem 4.3 can be viewed as a
direct generalization of those in Theorem 4.2. To see this,
one can rewrite the former by using that rank(Ξ0) = 0 and
rank(Ξ1) = 1 as:

rank(L) ≤ rank(Γ1) +

h∑
k=2

rank(Γk) rank(Ξk),

rank(Ls) ≤ rank(Γ0) +

h∑
k=1

rank(Γk) rank(Ξk+1),

and setting h = 1. Theorem 4.2 is stricter in the sense
that the bound on L becomes sharp.

4.3 Case Studies

In this subsection, we present three case studies to vali-
date the results of Theorem 4.2 and Theorem 4.3. Some
of the examples introduced here will be revisited for nu-
merical studies in Section 5.

Example 4.1 (Toy system). Consider the following re-
alization

A(p) =

−2 p 0
−p −1 0
0 0 −1

 , B(p) =

10
1

 ,
C(p) = B(p)T ,

D(p) = 0.

Hence, for the block matrix G(p) assembled like (14), we
can identify the following polynomial matrix coefficients:

Γ0=


−2 0 0 1
0 −1 0 0
0 0 −1 1
1 0 1 0

, Γ1=


0 1 0 0

−1 0 0 0
0 0 0 0
0 0 0 0

.
In this case, rank(Γ1) = 2 and rank(Γ0) = 4. Next, choose
the left points πi ∈ {0.5, 1.5} and the right points ϕj ∈
{2, 4}and evaluate G(p) at these points. It follows that
rank(L) = 2, while rank(Ls) = 6. Hence, it can be verified
that the conditions in Theorem 4.2 are valid:

rank(L) = rank(Γ1) = 2,

6 = rank(Ls) < rank(Γ0) + rank(Γ1) rank(Ξ2) = 8.

Example 4.2 (Modified toy system). We modify the
(3, 3) entry of the matrix A(p), by replacing −1 with −p.
In this case, the rankΓ1 increases from 2 to 3, since

its (3, 3) entry changes from 0 to −1. The (3, 3) entry of
matrix Γ0 changes from −1 to 0, but its rank remains 4.
Also, the rank of L jumps from 2 to 3, while the rankLs

stays at 6. So, it follows that

rank(L) = rank(Γ1) = 3,

6 = rank(Ls) < rank(Γ0) + rank(Γ1) rank(Ξ2) = 10,

which again validates the identities of Theorem 4.2.

Example 4.3 (Polynomial system). Consider the follow-
ing example with polynomial dependence on p:

A(p) =

0.1p2 − 2 p3 − p 0.2p2

−p3 p2 − 1 −0.5p
−0.2p2 −10p3 − 0.5p −1

 , B(p) =

1p
1

 ,

C(p) =
[
1 0 1

]
, D(p) = 0.

We can directly identify the following polynomial matrix
coefficients:

Γ0=


−2 0 0 1
0 − 1 0 0
0 0 − 1 1
1 0 1 0

, Γ1=


0 −1 0 0

−1 0 −0.5 1
0 −0.5 0 0
0 0 0 0

,

Γ2=


0.1 0 0.2 0
0 1 0 0

−0.2 0 0 0
0 0 0 0

, Γ3=


0 1 0 0

−1 0 0 0
0 −10 0 0
0 0 0 0

.
It follows that rank(Ls) = 4, rank(Ls) = 2, rank(Γ2) = 3
and rank(Γ3) = 2. To ensure the full recovery of the orig-
inal cubic model, more data needs to be used (compared
to the previous two examples). This is indeed normal and
to be expected, since the degree of the polynomial matrix
increased from 1 to 3.
Hence, we choose the left points πi ∈ {0.5, 1.5, 2.5, 3.5}

and the right points ϕj ∈ {2, 4, 6, 8}. We form the Loew-
ner matrices L,Ls ∈ R16×16 with the following properties:
rank(L) = 8 and rank(Ls) = 11. Finally, we construct
matrices Ξk for 1 ≤ k ≤ 4 with rank(Ls) = k for any k.
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The next inequalities hold according to Theorem 4.3:

8 = rank(L) < rank(Γ1) + rank(Γ2) rank(Ξ2)

+ rank(Γ3) rank(Ξ3) = 14,

11 = rank(Ls) < rank(Γ0) + rank(Γ1) rank(Ξ2)

+ rank(Γ2) rank(Ξ3)

+ rank(Γ3) rank(Ξ4) = 25.

5 Numerical experiments

In this section, we present three examples of the form (2).
Note that in the developed method and in these three test
cases, p is scalar.
The numerical experiments were performed on an Intel(R)

CoreTM i5-9400F with 16 GB RAM running on Linux
Ubuntu 22.04.3 LTS. The algorithm described in Section 3
was implemented in the Python programming language
(version 3.10.12) using the open source library pyMOR
[34] (version 2023.2) and tested for different applications.

Source code availability
The source code of the implementations used for the
numerical experiments is available at

doi:10.5281/zenodo.11246111

under the MIT license, authored by Art J. R. Pelling.

In each numerical example, the parametric transfer func-
tion (2) is sampled at different parametric sample points
pi ∈ Π and the corresponding snapshot data (3) is col-
lected. This data is directly used to construct the in-
terpolated parametric transfer function Ĥ(s, p) based on
Algorithm 1.
Before moving to the numerical experiments, we con-

sider a computation strategy for Ĥ(s, p) by comparing
the two formulas (19) and (21). With the formula in
(19), two matrix inversions, namely K(p)−1 ∈ Rr×r and
(sIn − YK(p)−1X )−1 ∈ Cn×n, as well as several matrix
multiplications are performed for every value of (s, p).
This can become costly, especially if the order n of the
snapshots is large. In contrast, the compact formula in
(21) only requires a single inversion of (K(p)− s−1XY) ∈
Cr×r and two matrix multiplications. However, the latter
is obtained by invoking the Sherman-Morrison-Woodbury
matrix identity [21, Sec. 2.1.4.] which can cause numerical
issues in practice.
Here, we face the dilemma of fast vs. feasible. Al-

though, the compact formula (21) is computationally more
efficient and by consequence a preferable choice, one has
to ensure that the results are numerically accurate. To
resolve this dilemma, we propose an ad hoc criterion for
switching between the two formulas.
In order to obtain formula (21) by Theorem 3.2, it is

assumed that (K(p) − s−1XY) ∈ Cr×r is invertible. In

the following, we will denote this quantity by

Z(s, p) = K(p)− s−1XY.

Note that Z(s, p) could be singular even for s ̸= 0 de-
pending on the system and data. From a computational
standpoint, the accuracy of (21) might deteriorate even
for an invertible Z(s, p) when the matrix is close to be-
ing singular. Hence, the condition number for inversion
κ(Z(s, p)) = ∥Z(s, p)−1∥2∥Z(s, p)∥2 is considered as an
indicator of the numerical accuracy of (21). In case κ(Z(s, p))
surpasses a preset tolerance εcond, the precise formula in
(19) is used instead of the fast formula (21).
The proposed computation strategy is summarized in

Algorithm 2. Note that explicitly computing κ(Z(s, p))
might be computationally more costly than simply using
the precise formula in (19) without switching. There-
fore, we employ an estimator κ̃ for the condition num-
ber in the 1-norm ∥Z(s, p)−1∥1∥Z(s, p)∥1 that estimates
∥Z(s, p)−1∥1 based on an LU decomposition by calling
the LAPACK [2] routine zgecon that can be evaluated at
relatively low costs.

Algorithm 2: Computation of Ĥ(s, p)

Input : (s, p) ∈ C× P ,
condition number tolerance εcond,
(E ,A,B, C,X ,Y) from Algorithm 1.

Output: Transfer function value Ĥ(s, p)
1 Form K(p) = pE − A
2 Form Z = K(p)− s−1XY
3 if κ̃(Z) ≤ εcond then
4 Invert Z ∈ Cr×r

5 return CZ−1B
6 else
7 Invert K(p) ∈ Rr×r

8 Form Y = YK(p)−1

9 Invert (sIn − Y X ) ∈ Cn×n

10 return
C(K(p)−1X (sIn − Y X )−1Y +K(p)−1)B

Example 5.1 (Toy system). Consider the toy system
introduced in Example 4.1. The realization matrices are
sampled at four uniformly distributed parameters over the
parameter interval P = [0, 100], i.e. Π = {0, 100

3 , 200
3 , 100}.

An alternating partitioning [28] is selected for the Loew-
ner realization process. The spectra of the Loewner ma-
trix, shifted Loewner matrix and Loewner pencil are de-
picted in Fig. 2 which reveal the intrinsic order of the
model. A truncation rank r = 6 is chosen according to
(25) with truncation tolerance ε = 10−7.
After the computation of the parametric transfer func-

tion Ĥ(s, p) based on Algorithm 1, the resulting transfer
function is tested for ten equispaced parameter values in
the same interval P . The magnitude response of each test
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Figure 2: Singular value decay of the Loewner matrices
and pencil for the toy system (Example 5.1).
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Figure 3: Interpolated realizations Ĥ(s, p) (solid colored
lines) and true solutions H(s, p) (dotted black)
for ten equispaced parameter values ranging
from 5 to 95 for the toy system (Example 5.1).
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Figure 4: Absolute error (31) of the interpolated realiza-
tions over frequency and parameter for the toy
system (Example 5.1).

value is compared to the true frequency response H(s, p)
and depicted in Fig. 3.
A more systematic analysis of the interpolation quality

is offered in Fig. 4 which depicts the absolute error be-
tween the interpolated transfer function Ĥ(s, p) and the
true system

δ(ω, p) = ∥Ĥ(ıω, p)−H(ıω, p)∥2 (31)

over frequency ω ∈ R and parameter p ∈ P . A similar
figure is found in [22, Fig. 1.] where the toy system was
initially introduced. The yellow line in Fig. 4 symbolizes
the margin at which the switching of the different formu-
las described in Algorithm 2 is performed. The condition
number in all examples increases towards lower frequen-
cies, therefore, the precise formula (19) is used to left of
the line and the compact formula (21) to the right. Values
on the line correspond to values at which the condition
number estimator is equal to the chosen tolerance, in this
case κ̃(Z(s, p)) = εcond = 106. It was observed that the
condition number estimator κ̃ overestimates the true con-
dition number κ(Z(s, p)) which is about 103 on the yellow
line in Fig. 4. Furthermore, the true condition number,
as well as the estimator, seem to be mainly influenced by
s, growing rapidly towards s = 0 for the considered exam-
ples with an affine dependence on p. For the polynomial
system in Example 4.3 the condition number varies with
s and p. Fig. 3 and Fig. 4 reveal that the interpolated
parametric transfer function Ĥ(s, p) is able to accurately
represent the true system H(s, p) for parameter values pi
that are not part of the set of interpolation points Π as
in (9).

Example 5.2 (Polynomial system). In this example, we
revisit the system with a polynomial dependency in the
realization matrices from Example 4.3 and sample the re-
alization matrices at eight uniformly distributed param-
eters over the parameter interval P = [0, 100]. An alter-
nating partitioning is selected for the Loewner realization
process. According to ε = 10−7, a truncation rank r = 11
is chosen.

Fig. 5 shows the absolute error according to (31) be-
tween interpolated and true magnitudes of the transfer
function over a range of parameters and frequencies. With
condition number tolerance chosen as εcond = 1048, the
compact formula (21) still provides a reasonable accuracy
for a large range of frequencies to the right of the line.
It is worth noting that it was found that the overesti-
mation of the condition number is more severe for the
polynomial system. The true condition number is about
κ(Z(s, p)) ≈ 109 on the yellow line in Fig. 5.
The results are in general extremely good considering

the limited amount of data used for the interpolation.
Even in the case of polynomial dependence on the pa-
rameter, the algorithm proved itself to work well.

Example 5.3 (Parametric Penzl system). For the means
of showcasing our method for larger systems, we consider
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Figure 5: Absolute error (31) of the interpolated realiza-
tions over frequency and parameter for the poly-
nomial example (Example 5.2).

the so-called Penzl system that has been extended to in-
clude an affine parameter dependency in [27]. The model
is given by the following realization:

A(p)=diag(A1(p), A2, A3, A4),

A1(p)=

[
−1 p
−p −1

]
, A2=

[
−1 200

−200 −1

]
, A3=

[
−1 400

−400 −1

]
,

A4=−diag(1, . . . , 1000),

BT =
[
10 · · · 10︸ ︷︷ ︸

6

1 · · · 1︸ ︷︷ ︸
1000

]
= C

The parametric transfer function Ĥ(s, p) is constructed
based on only four uniformly distributed parameter val-
ues (the same as in Example 5.1) over the parameter
interval P = [0, 100]. As in the previous examples, we
follow the steps of Algorithm 1 with ε = 10−7 and an
alternating partitioning. The resulting Loewner matrices
L,Ls ∈ R2014×2014 are truncated to a rank of r = 1009
based on (25).
Similarly to the other examples, the error plot in Fig. 6

shows the absolute error between the interpolated trans-
fer function Ĥ(s, p) and the true values of the transfer
function H(s, p) according to (31) with respect to differ-
ent frequency and parameter values. The overestimation
of the condition number is also present here, but less pro-
nounced as in for Example 5.2. The true condition num-
ber is about κ(Z(s, p)) ≈ 104 on the yellow line in Fig. 6.
The results show that our method also works for large-

scale systems where we are able to obtain a global para-
metric transfer function that also has a low error com-
pared to the true transfer function for a large range of
parameter values.

6 Conclusion

In this paper, we presented a new method to compute
global parametric transfer function realizations based only
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Figure 6: Absolute error (31) of the interpolated real-
izations over frequency and parameter for the
parametric Penzl system (Example 5.3).

on snapshot data. The method employs the univariate
Loewner framework to interpolate the data. The pro-
posed method is able to accurately generate a global para-
metric transfer function that is demonstrated to work for
a wide range of frequencies and parameters. In the case of
parametric polynomial dependence, rank bounds are pro-
vided for the Loewner pencil that interpolates the data
and reveals the minimal order of the global parametric
realization. The method is shown to work for different
model classes and also for large-scale systems with only
limited data. As future work, one could consider an adap-
tive sampling scheme in the parameter space to extract
the most information from the data.
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