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Abstract: Approximations based on rational functions are widely used in various
applications across computational science and engineering. For univariate functions,
the adaptive Antoulas-Anderson algorithm (AAA), which uses the barycentric form
of a rational approximant, has established itself as a powerful tool for efficiently
computing such approximations. The p-AAA algorithm, an extension of the AAA
algorithm specifically designed to address multivariate approximation problems, has
been recently introduced. A common challenge in multivariate approximation meth-
ods is that multivariate problems with a large number of variables often pose sig-
nificant memory and computational demands. To tackle this hurdle in the setting
of p-AAA, we first introduce barycentric forms that are represented in the terms
of separable functions. This then leads to the low-rank p-AAA algorithm which
leverages low-rank tensor decompositions in the setting of barycentric rational ap-
proximations. We discuss various theoretical and practical aspects of the proposed
computational framework and showcase its effectiveness on four numerical examples.
We focus specifically on applications in parametric reduced-order modeling for which
higher-dimensional data sets can be tackled effectively with our novel procedure.

Keywords: Rational approximation, Barycentric forms, Tensors, Reduced-order
modeling

1. Introduction

Approximating a function from a given set of its samples is a fundamental step in many ap-
plications across computational science and engineering. In particular, rational function-based
approximation frameworks have been extensively studied and applied in both theoretical and
practical contexts. The appeal of rational approximations largely arises from their effectiveness
in capturing a function’s behavior near singularities or on unbounded domains [41]. This fact
has made rational functions ubiquitous in various fields ranging from model reduction to system
identification to PDE approximation theory to numerical linear algebra and many more. For a
selected few references highlighting such diverse applications of rational functions, we refer the
reader to, e.g., [1, 3, 7, 9–11,14–18,24–26,29–31,33,35,38–40,43,44] and the references therein.

Rational approximants can be equivalently represented in many different forms. A numeri-
cally robust and theoretically elegant representation is the so-called barycentric form of rational
approximants [13]. For univariate functions f : C → C many effective rational approximation
frameworks have been developed using the barycentric form; see, e.g., [2,6,13,20,23,29,36] and
the references therein. Recently, several efforts have been made to extend these barycentric form
based methods to the multivariate setting where we aim to approximate a function f : Cd → C

by a multivariate rational function r : Cd → C; see, e.g., [5, 19, 22, 32]. In order to make our
introduction more concise we will focus on the two-variable case for now and generalize the
discussion in the proceeding sections. In the two-variable case (d = 2) with z =

(
z(1), z(2)

)
∈ C

2,
the barycentric form of the rational approximant reads

r(z) =

n1∑

i1=1

n2∑

i2=1

αi1i2f
(
λ
(1)
i1

, λ
(2)
i2

)

(
z(1) − λ

(1)
i1

)(
z(2) − λ

(2)
i2

)
/

n1∑

i1=1

n2∑

i2=1

αi1i2(
z(1) − λ

(1)
i1

)(
z(2) − λ

(2)
i2

) . (1)

We will discuss properties of the introduced barycentric form (1) in detail in Section 3.1, but
we point out the key components here briefly: As in (1) and throughout this paper we will
use superscripts to indicate that a variable, matrix or set is associated with the j-th variable
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z(j) and subscripts to specify the entry of a matrix or index of an element belonging to a set.

In (1) λ
(1)
i1

, λ
(2)
i2
∈ C with (i1, i2) ∈ {1, . . . , n1} × {1, . . . , n2} are the barycentric nodes with

λ
(1)
i1

being associated to the variable z(1) and λ
(2)
i2

to z(2). Furthermore, α ∈ C
n1×n2 is the

matrix of barycentric coefficients αi1i2 . As we will discuss in more detail in Section 3.1, r(z)
is a two-variable rational function of z(1) and z(2). Quality of the rational approximant r(z)
solely depends on good choices of the barycentric nodes and coefficients, and determining such
good choices is at the core of many rational approximation algorithms such as the parametric
Loewner framework [4, 32]. Another recently proposed approach which falls into this category
is the parametric adaptive Antoulas–Anderson (p-AAA) algorithm [19] which extends the AAA
framework [36] to the multivariate setting. The p-AAA framework is our main focus in this
paper. The p-AAA algorithm is a data-driven approximation method which leverages a given
set of samples

F =

{
f(z)

∣∣∣∣ z ∈ Z(1) × Z(2)

}
⊂ C (2)

with corresponding sampling points

Z(1) =
{
Z

(1)
1 , . . . , Z

(1)
N1

}
⊂ C and Z(2) =

{
Z

(2)
1 , . . . , Z

(2)
N2

}
⊂ C, (3)

to construct the rational approximant r ≈ f in the barycentric form introduced in (1). As in the
univariate case of AAA, the two central steps of p-AAA are (i) choosing barycentric nodes via
a greedy selection and (ii) determining the barycentric coefficient matrix α by solving a linear
least-squares (LS) problem of the form

min
‖α‖F=1

‖L2 vec(α)‖
2
2. (4)

The optimization problem (4) has a closed-form solution in terms of the singular value decom-
position (SVD) of the higher-order Loewner matrix L2 ∈ C

N1N2×n1n2 , which we will introduce
later. Computing the SVD of L2 is the dominant cost of the algorithm. While solving the p-AAA
LS problem efficiently is typically feasible in the two-variable setting, the computational com-
plexity of the algorithm increases drastically when moving to many variables. This is primarily
due to the fact that the barycentric form will be based on a higher-order tensor of barycentric
coefficients α ∈ C

n1×···×nd when considering d > 2 variables. In this case, the computational
complexity of the underlying LS problem grows exponentially with the number of added variables
as in many multivariate approximation problems. This is typically referred to as the “curse of
dimensionality” and frequently affects algorithms for modeling and approximating multivariate
functions. A common approach to overcome the computational burden associated with many
variables is to consider low-rank tensor approximations which are closely connected to repre-
sentations utilizing separable functions [27]. A key aspect of this paper is to investigate how
this perspective connects to multivariate barycentric forms and rational approximation with the
p-AAA algorithm. In this context, we will show how to utilize low-rank tensor decompositions
for the barycentric coefficients α to significantly alleviate the computational burden imposed by
the curse of dimensionality in the p-AAA framework. This will lead to a modified formulation of
the algorithm which is scalable well beyond the two variable case. All throughout, we consider
applications in parametric reduced-order modeling as a motivation for our analysis and proposed
algorithm.

The next sections are structured as follows: Section 2 discusses two fundamental problems
in data-driven reduced order modeling which will serve as our primary motivation for inves-
tigating multivariate rational approximation algorithms. In Section 3 we revisit multivariate
barycentric forms and the p-AAA algorithm. We introduce a revised version of the formulations
established in previous works, resulting in a concise description of the many-variable setting. In
Section 4 we introduce barycentric forms that are represented in terms of separable functions
and establish their connection to low-rank tensor decompositions. Section 5 comprises our main
result and develops the low-rank p-AAA algorithm. In Section 6 we discuss important practical
aspects of our proposed method. Several numerical examples are presented in Section 7. Finally,
conclusions and possible future research directions are summarized in Section 8.

2. Motivating Problems

We begin by considering two fundamental problems arising in reduced order modeling. As we
will see, both of these problems aim to approximate a function of the form

f(z) = c(z)⊤K(z)−1b(z) ∈ C, (5)
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where b(z), c(z) ∈ C
n and K(z) ∈ C

n×n. We point out that in many cases f itself will be a
rational function (e.g., if b, c,K have a rational dependence on z), which makes rational ap-
proximation appealing. However, even in cases where this is not satisfied, rational functions are
typically still good choices for approximating f due to singularities arising from the K(z)−1 term.

First, we consider a linear stationary parameter-dependent partial differential equation (PDE)
in the weak form

a(v(p),w;p) = g(w;p) for all w ∈ H,

y(p) = l(v(p);p),

where p ∈ C
d is a vector of parameters, a(·, ·;p) ∈ R is a bilinear form, v(p) ∈ H is the solution

in the real Hilbert space H, y(p) ∈ R is the model output, and g(·;p), l(·;p) ∈ R are linear
functionals. We assume that all quantities are appropriately defined such that existence and
uniqueness of solutions is guaranteed. After discretizing the problem (e.g., via the finite element
method) we obtain a model of the form

A(p)x(p) = b(p),

f(p) = c(p)⊤x(p),
(6)

for which the output f can be written in the form f(p) = c(p)⊤A(p)−1b(p) resembling the struc-
ture introduced in (5). Typically, the dimension of the discretized space and thus the dimension
of the matrix A(p) is very large (possibly in the millions) and evaluating f exactly for many
different parameters p is computationally demanding. Therefore, computationally efficient ap-
proximations of f are crucial for solving many-query tasks such as design optimization, inverse
problems or uncertainty quantification. In particular, prior simulations or real-world experi-
ments may provide samples of f, enabling the application of data-driven rational approximation
algorithms to compute fast, yet accurate reduced order models in terms of a rational function
r ≈ f.

For our second problem we consider a parametrized linear time-invariant (LTI) system of the
form

E(p)ẋ(t,p) = A(p)x(t,p) + b(p)u(t),

y(t,p) = c(p)⊤x(t,p),
(7)

where u(t) ∈ R is the input, y(t,p) ∈ R is the output and x(t,p) ∈ R
n is the state of the system

which depends on the parameter vector p ∈ C
d−1. Taking the Laplace transformation of the

state and output equation yields

(sE(p)−A(p))X (s,p) = b(p)U(s), (8)

Y(s,p) = c(p)⊤X (s,p), (9)

where s ∈ C is the Laplace variable and U ,Y,X are the Laplace transformations of the input,
output and state, respectively. We introduce the transfer function of the LTI system in (7) as

H(s,p) = c(p)⊤(sE(p)−A(p))−1b(p), (10)

and note that it fully describes the input output behavior in the Laplace domain via Y(s,p) =
H(s,p)U(s). This can be seen by rearranging the Laplace-transformed state equation in (8)
and plugging it into the corresponding output equation in (9). The corresponding data-driven
reduced order modeling problem consists of approximating H based on a given set of transfer
function samples originating from real-world experiments or numerical computations. Similar
to the stationary model, we observe that H obeys the form introduced for f in (5) by defining
z = (s,p) ∈ C

d.

We will provide specific examples for these problem settings in the numerical examples pre-
sented in Sections 7.1, 7.2 and 7.4. For now, we will consider the problems described here as a
baseline motivation for using rational approximation algorithms, but emphasize that there is a
much wider range of problems in which multivariate rational approximation is applicable and
effective.

3. The p-AAA Algorithm for Multivariate Rational Approximation

We begin this section by revisiting the properties of barycentric forms for the two variable (d = 2)
case as introduced in (1). Afterwards, we discuss the p-AAA algorithm for this setting. Finally,

Preprint. 2025-02-06



4

we show how p-AAA can be extended to the many-variable setting, i.e., d > 2. The Loewner
matrices play a crucial role in p-AAA. In this section we introduce a new representation for
these higher-order Loewner matrix, which generalizes an earlier result from [32] as we explain in
detail below. This new representation allows for implementing higher-order Loewner matrices in
an efficient and straightforward manner and plays a fundamental role in our proposed method
which we introduce in Section 5.

3.1. Multivariate Barycentric Forms

Various types of barycentric forms are used in univariate polynomial [13] and rational [12]
interpolation frameworks. In the multivariate setting, barycentric forms of rational functions
are the backbone of several approximation algorithms as well [5, 19, 22, 32]. The success of
barycentric forms is primarily explained by the fact that they allow for efficient and numerically
stable function evaluation and approximation. To be able to motivate the ideas more clearly
and concisely for the many-variable case that we are interested in, here we first focus on the
two-variable barycentric form introduced in (1), which we write as

r(z) =
n(z)

d(z)
,

where

n(z) :=

n1∑

i1=1

n2∑

i2=1

αi1i2f
(
λ
(1)
i1

, λ
(2)
i2

)

(
z(1) − λ

(1)
i1

)(
z(2) − λ

(2)
i2

) ,

d(z) :=

n1∑

i1=1

n2∑

i2=1

αi1i2(
z(1) − λ

(1)
i1

)(
z(2) − λ

(2)
i2

) .

(11)

We note that the functions n and d defined above are not polynomials but rather rational func-
tions themselves. In order to write r as a ratio of two polynomials we introduce the multivariate
Lagrange polynomials

P(z) =

n1∏

i1=1

n2∏

i2=1

(
z(1) − λ

(1)
i1

)(
z(2) − λ

(2)
i2

)
n(z)

=

n1∑

i1=1

n2∑

i2=1

∏

ı̂1 6=i1

∏

ı̂2 6=i2

αi1i2

(
z(1) − λ

(1)
ı̂1

)(
z(2) − λ

(2)
ı̂2

)
f
(
λ
(1)
i1

, λ
(2)
i2

)
, and

Q(z) =

n1∏

i1=1

n2∏

i2=1

(
z(1) − λ

(1)
i1

)(
z(2) − λ

(2)
i2

)
d(z) (12)

=

n1∑

i1=1

n2∑

i2=1

∏

ı̂1 6=i1

∏

ı̂2 6=i2

αi1i2

(
z(1) − λ

(1)
ı̂1

)(
z(2) − λ

(2)
ı̂2

)
,

which allows for writing

r(z) =
P(z)

Q(z)
. (13)

This reveals that r is a ratio of two polynomials with degree n1 − 1 in z(1) and n2 − 1 in
z(2). With the additional assumption that αi1i2 6= 0 for (i1, i2) ∈ {1, . . . , n1} × {1, . . . , n2},
we have that r is a proper rational function. We call the tuple (n1 − 1, n2 − 1) the order of
r. Additionally, the barycentric form in (13) is interpolatory as it satisfies r(λ) = f(λ) for

λ =
(
λ
(1)
i1

, λ
(2)
i2

)
∈ λ

(1) × λ
(2), where

λ
(1) =

{
λ
(1)
1 , . . . , λ(1)

n1

}
⊂ Z(1) and λ

(2) =
{
λ
(2)
1 , . . . , λ(2)

n2

}
⊂ Z(2). (14)

This property can easily be shown by noting that

P
(
λ
(1)
i1

, λ
(2)
i2

)
=

∏

ı̂1 6=i1

∏

ı̂2 6=i2

αi1i2

(
λ
(1)
i1
− λ

(1)
ı̂1

)(
λ
(2)
i2
− λ

(2)
ı̂2

)
f
(
λ
(1)
i1

, λ
(2)
i2

)
,

Q
(
λ
(1)
i1

, λ
(2)
i2

)
=

∏

ı̂1 6=i1

∏

ı̂2 6=i2

αi1i2

(
λ
(1)
i1
− λ

(1)
ı̂1

)(
λ
(2)
i2
− λ

(2)
ı̂2

)
,

and thus r(λ) = P(λ)/Q(λ) = f(λ). Therefore, the barycentric nodes in λ
(1) × λ

(2) are inter-
polation nodes for the representation in (1) and the sets of interpolation nodes for each variable
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are defined in (14).

We note that strictly speaking the representations of r in (1) and (13) are not equal everywhere
in C

2 as the form in (1) has removable singularities at the interpolation points while the form in
(13) does not. We treat this discrepancy explicitly by slightly rewriting the barycentric form in
(1). The rewritten form will also be useful for our discussions performed in proceeding sections.

Towards this goal we first introduce the modified Cauchy matrix C
(
λ
(j),Z(j)

)
∈ C

nj×Nj as

C
(
λ
(j),Z(j)

)
ik

:=





1

Z
(j)
k

−λ
(j)
i

if Z
(j)
k /∈ λ

(j)

1 if Z
(j)
k = λ

(j)
i

0 else

(15)

where Z(j) =
{
Z

(j)
1 , . . . , Z

(j)
Nj

}
⊂ C and λ

(j) =
{
λ
(j)
1 , . . . , λ

(j)
nj

}
⊂ C. Note that for a scalar input

x /∈ λ
(j), we have

C
(
λ
(j), x

)
=

[
1

x− λ
(j)
1

, . . . ,
1

x− λ
(j)
nj

]⊤

∈ C
nj .

and
C
(
λ
(j),λ(j)

)
= Inj

.

Moreover, if λ
(j) ∩ Z(j) = ∅, then C(λ(j),Z(j)) is a standard Cauchy matrix. In general,

C(λ(j),Z(j)) will be a Cauchy matrix where some rows have been replaced by unit vectors.
In order to ease notation in the following, we define

C(j) := C
(
λ
(j),Z(j)

)
and C(j)(x) := C

(
λ
(j), x

)
.

Further, for a given function f, we introduce the data matrix D ∈ C
N1×N2 whose entries are

given by

Di1i2 = f
(
Z

(1)
i1

, Z
(2)
i2

)
for (i1, i2) ∈ {1, . . . , N1} × {1, . . . , N2}.

Similarly, we define the matrix of interpolated data at as H ∈ C
n1×n2 via

Hi1i2 = f
(
λ
(1)
i1

,λ
(2)
i2

)
for (i1, i2) ∈ {1, . . . , n1} × {1, . . . , n2}.

We now can write the barycentric form as a ratio of two inner products

r(z) =
[
C(1)

(
z(1)

)
⊗ C(2)

(
z(2)

)]⊤
vec(α ◦H)

/[
C(1)

(
z(1)

)
⊗ C(2)

(
z(2)

)]⊤
vec(α), (16)

where ◦ denotes the element-wise (Hadamard) product and vec(α) ∈ C
n1n2 denotes the row-wise

vectorization of the matrix α ∈ C
n1×n2 , i.e.,

vec(α)n2(i1−1)+i2 = αi1i2 for i1 = 1, . . . , n1 and i2 = 1, . . . , n2.

This representation for r treats the removable singularities explicitly and is thus equal to the
representation in (13) everywhere in C

2. Since this representation will be more useful in our
upcoming discussion we redefine the functions n and d previously introduced in (11) via

n(z) :=
[
C(1)

(
z(1)

)
⊗ C(2)

(
z(2)

)]⊤
vec(α ◦H) and (17)

d(z) :=
[
C(1)

(
z(1)

)
⊗ C(2)

(
z(2)

)]⊤
vec(α). (18)

3.2. The p-AAA Algorithm

At its core, the p-AAA algorithm aims to compute a barycentric form as in (16) which approx-
imates the data given in (2) by choosing appropriate sets of interpolation nodes λ

(1),λ(2) and
the matrix of barycentric coefficients α. As in the univariate AAA case, in the p-AAA algorithm
these choices are updated in an iterative manner. The algorithm starts with no interpolation
points and initializes r ≡ average(D) as a constant function. Then, p-AAA successively updates
the interpolation sets λ

(1) and λ
(2) by adding new points via a greedy selection. This means

in each iteration the algorithm evaluates the current approximant r over all sampling points to
compute the maximum error

(
λ
(1)
∗ , λ

(2)
∗

)
= argmax

z∈Z(1)×Z
(2)

|r(z)− f(z)|. (19)
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The interpolation points are then updated via

λ
(1) ← λ

(1) ∪
{
λ
(1)
∗

}
and λ

(2) ← λ
(2) ∪

{
λ
(2)
∗

}
.

Note that the interpolation set for at least one variable is guaranteed to increase unless all data
is fully interpolated. Hence, in each iteration of p-AAA the order of the rational approximant
r increases. Aside from the interpolation points, p-AAA chooses α such that r approximates
samples in F which are not interpolated by solving a linear LS problem. We derive the LS
problem in the following paragraph.

A typical approach for approximating the data in F by r would be to choose α such that the
LS error

Ẽ(α) =

N1∑

i1=1

N2∑

i2=1

(
f
(
Z

(1)
i1

, Z
(2)
i2

)
− r

(
Z

(1)
i1

, Z
(2)
i2

))2
(20)

is minimized (assuming that the barycentric nodes are fixed). Let us consider the approximation
error at an arbitrary sample

(
Z(1), Z(2)

)
∈ Z(1) × Z(2) in the data set

f
(
Z(1), Z(2)

)
− r

(
Z(1), Z(2)

)
=

d
(
Z(1), Z(2)

)

d
(
Z(1), Z(2)

) f
(
Z(1), Z(2)

)
−

n
(
Z(1), Z(2)

)

d
(
Z(1), Z(2)

)

=
1

d
(
Z(1), Z(2)

)
(
d
(
Z(1), Z(2)

)
f
(
Z(1), Z(2)

)
− n

(
Z(1), Z(2)

))
.

We observe that the expression above and therefore also the LS error Ẽ(α) have a nonlinear
dependence on the entries of α due to the 1/d

(
Z(1), Z(2)

)
term. Thus, the objective function

in (20) is nonlinear in the sought after barycentric coefficients. In order to avoid solving an
expensive nonlinear LS problem, p-AAA instead minimizes an error expression which is linearized
by dropping the 1/d

(
Z(1), Z(2)

)
terms. The linearized LS error expression over all data thus

reads

E(α) =

N1∑

i1=1

N2∑

i2=1

(
d
(
Z

(1)
i1

, Z
(2)
i2

)
f
(
Z

(1)
i1

, Z
(2)
i2

)
− n

(
Z

(1)
i1

, Z
(2)
i2

))2
(21)

=

N1∑

i1=1

N2∑

i2=1

([
C(1)

(
Z

(1)
i1

)
⊗ C(2)

(
Z

(2)
i2

)]⊤
vec(α)f

(
Z

(1)
i1

, Z
(2)
i2

)

−
[
C(1)

(
Z

(1)
i1

)
⊗ C(2)

(
Z

(2)
i2

)]⊤
vec(α ◦H)

)2

=

∥∥∥∥vec(D) ◦
([
C(1) ⊗ C(2)

]⊤
vec(α)

)
−

[
C(1) ⊗ C(2)

]⊤
vec(α ◦H)

∥∥∥∥
2

2

=

∥∥∥∥
(
diag(vec(D))

[
C(1) ⊗ C(2)

]⊤
−

[
C(1) ⊗ C(2)

]⊤
diag(vec(H))

︸ ︷︷ ︸
=:L2∈CN1N2×n1n2

)
vec(α)

∥∥∥∥
2

2

. (22)

The above equation shows that the linearized LS error can be written concisely as E(α) =
‖L2 vec(α)‖

2
2, where L2 is the 2-d Loewner matrix. We note that our definition of L2 slightly

deviates from the one used in [19] as the Loewner matrix introduced here has n1n2 additional
rows corresponding to the error at interpolated values in λ

(1) × λ
(2). These rows are zero

and therefore do not effect the error E(α). We note that we could recover the 2-D Loewner
matrix from [19] by removing the zero rows. However, the newly introduced representation
of the Loewner matrix comes in handy in various ways: The new definition of L2 has a simple
extension to several variables as outlined in Section 3.3. Additionally, our new formulation of the
Loewner matrix can easily be implemented in a few lines of code even for the many variable case.
Prior work has not made it clear how to elegantly construct Loewner matrices in such a setting,
which makes the newly introduced representation important for practitioners. Finally, the new
formulation for L2 will be crucial for our proposed algorithm as the structure will be exploited
in our computational framework. We note that the structure for L2 which we introduced in
(22) appears in a similar form in [32]. The main difference is that in [32] the matrix L2 is only
based on errors over the subset

(
Z(1) \ λ(1)

)
×

(
Z(2) \ λ(2)

)
rather than the full set of sample

data. That representation only allows for defining L2 based on standard Cauchy matrices rather
than the modified ones we introduced in (15). However, we would like to consider all errors in
Z(1) × Z(2) in the p-AAA LS problem. Therefore, we utilize our newly introduced form for L2

which generalizes the form introduced in [32].

Preprint. 2025-02-06



7

Algorithm 1 p-AAA

Input: Sets of sampling points Z(1), Z(2), and data matrix D

Output: r ≈ f

1: Initialize r ≡ average(D)
2: λ

(1),λ(2) ← ∅
3: while error > desired tolerance do

4: Select
(
λ
(1)
∗ , λ

(2)
∗

)
via a greedy selection

5: Update the interpolation sets:

6: λ
(1) ← λ

(1) ∪ {λ
(1)
∗ }

7: λ
(2) ← λ

(2) ∪ {λ
(2)
∗ }

8: Solve min‖L2 vec(α)‖2 s.t. ‖α‖F = 1
9: Use α to update the rational approximant r

10: error ← maxi1,i2

∣∣∣Di1i2 − r
(
Z

(1)
i1

, Z
(2)
i2

)∣∣∣/|Di1i2 |

11: end while

With the LS error expression in hand we consider the p-AAA LS problem

min
‖α‖F=1

‖L2 vec(α)‖
2
2. (23)

Combining the LS problem above with the greedy selection outlined in (19) yields the p-AAA al-
gorithm which we summarize in Algorithm 1. We note that the constraint ‖α‖F = ‖vec(α)‖2 = 1
is present in order to avoid zero coefficients and the trivial solution α = 0. Further, the con-
strained LS problem has a closed-form solution given by the right singular vector of L2 which
relates to the smallest singular value of L2. By using standard SVD algorithms the number of
required floating point operations to solve (23) is in O(N1N2n

2
1n

2
2).

We note that if L2 has a nullspace the rational function r becomes the so-called Loewner
interpolant [32], which exactly recovers the full set of sampling data. Importantly, if f is a rational
function and sufficient data is available, p-AAA will either compute a rational approximant with
a desired error tolerance or recover f exactly. In the parametric Loewner framework the order
(n1 − 1, n2 − 1) that allows for recovering the entire sample data set is determined a priori via
computing the ranks of several 1-D Loewner matrices. A key computational difference between
the p-AAA and Loewner frameworks is therefore that the Loewner framework computes the
ranks of many small and the nullspace of one large Loewner matrix, while p-AAA solves several
linear LS problems involving Loewner matrices with increasing dimensions. We will not go into
detail about further differences and variants of the Loewner approach but briefly comment on
the recently proposed extension of the parametric Loewner framework from [4]. The goal of
the extension is the same as our goal in this paper: Adjust an established multivariate rational
approximation algorithm such that it can be applied to problems that involve many variables.
The main idea in [4] is to exploit the fact that the nullspace of L2 has a recursive structure
which can be used in an efficient algorithm for computing the barycentric coefficient matrix α.
In the p-AAA setting however, L2 will usually not have a nullspace and it is unclear how to
incorporate the results established in [4] into Algorithm 1. As will become clear in Sections 4
and 5 we use a completely different approach to tackle the curse of dimensionality.

3.3. p-AAA for Many Variables

Our goal for this section is to extend the p-AAA discussion, presented for the two variable-
case above, to the general multivariate approximation setting with d ∈ N variables given by
z =

(
z(1), . . . , z(d)

)
∈ C

d. In this setting many of the underlying matrix structures are replaced
by higher-order tensors. We begin by considering the sampling points

Z(j) =
{
Z

(j)
1 , . . . , Z

(j)
Nj

}
⊂ C for j = 1, . . . , d (24)

and the sample tensor D ∈ C
N1×···×Nd given by

Di1...id = f
(
Z

(1)
i1

, . . . , Z
(d)
id

)
for ij = 1, . . . , Nj and j = 1, . . . , d. (25)

By introducing the sets of interpolation nodes

λ
(j) =

{
λ
(j)
1 , . . . , λ(j)

nj

}
⊂ Z(j) for j = 1, . . . , d (26)
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we can define the tensor of interpolated data H ∈ C
n1×···×nd whose entries are given by

Hi1...id = f
(
λ
(1)
i1

, . . . , λ
(d)
id

)
for ij = 1, . . . , nj and j = 1, . . . , d.

The newly established barycentric form (16) now reads as

r(z) =
[
C(1)

(
z(1)

)
⊗ · · · ⊗ C(d)

(
z(d)

)]⊤
vec(α ◦H)

/[
C(1)

(
z(1)

)
⊗ · · · ⊗ C(d)

(
z(d)

)]⊤
vec(α),

(27)
where the barycentric coefficients are given in terms of the tensor α ∈ C

n1×···×nd . The main
adjustment in the p-AAA algorithm is that the LS problem now reads

min
‖α‖F=1

‖Ld vec(α)‖
2
2, (28)

where Ld ∈ C
N1···Nd×n1···nd is the d-dimensional Loewner matrix given by

Ld = diag(vec(D))
[
C(1) ⊗ · · · ⊗ C(d)

]⊤
−

[
C(1) ⊗ · · · ⊗ C(d)

]⊤
diag(vec(H)). (29)

Note that for a tensor ‖·‖F simply denotes the standard norm for tensors given by ‖α‖F =
‖vec(α)‖2. Solving the LS problem that involves Ld via a standard SVD algorithm requires
O(N1 · · ·Ndn

2
1 · · ·n

2
d) operations. Especially for problems that either require a high number of

interpolation points n1 · · ·nd or depend on many variables, solving the underlying LS problem
will be computationally prohibitive. A main contribution of this manuscript is the introduction
of a new representation for the multivariate barycentric form, utilizing separable functions, as
detailed in Section 4. This representation will leverage a low-rank decomposition of the tensor
α. Then, we present our main contribution by showing how the new low-rank barycentric forms
can be incorporated into the p-AAA algorithm, as discussed in Section 5. This will significantly
reduce the computational complexity of the underlying LS problem and allow for applying the
p-AAA framework in situations where a greater number of variables is present.

4. Separable Functions and Barycentric Forms

In this section we discuss representations of barycentric forms based on separable functions and
their connection to low-rank tensor decompositions. These representations will serve as the
foundation for our primary contribution, the low-rank p-AAA algorithm in Section 5.

4.1. Low-Rank Barycentric Coefficients

We begin with a canonical (CP) decomposition [34] for the tensor α ∈ C
n1×···×nd given by

vec(α) =

r∑

k=1

β
(1)
k ⊗ · · · ⊗ β

(d)
k . (30)

In this representation (30) we call the matrices β(j) =
[
β
(j)
1 , . . . , β

(j)
r

]
∈ C

nj×r for j = 1, . . . , d

CP factors and r the size of the CP decomposition. Additionally, the rank of a tensor is defined
as the minimal size of a CP decomposition that exactly represents that tensor. We note that
storing α requires n1 · · · nd values, whereas storing the CP factors involves r(n1+· · ·+nd) values.
Hence, if r is small compared to n1, . . . , nd storing the CP factors rather than the full tensor is
significantly more memory efficient. In this case, we call the CP decomposition low-rank. For
now, we will assume that some CP decomposition for α as above is given and only reveal in
Section 5 how the CP factors are computed in the context of a low-rank version of the p-AAA
algorithm. Before we analyze the implications of introducing low-rankness to the barycentric
form, we first note a simple connection between the CP decomposition and low-rank matrix
decompositions. Specifically, for the two variable case we have α ∈ C

n1×n2 and

vec(α) =

r∑

k=1

β
(1)
k ⊗ β

(2)
k ⇐⇒ α = β(1)β(2)⊤.

Hence, the CP factors simply become factors in an outer product representation for α. Next,
we establish how this connects to separable functions in barycentric forms. Let us consider the
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denominator of the barycentric form in (27) in conjunction with the CP decomposition in (30)
for α:

d(z) =
[
C(1)

(
z(1)

)
⊗ · · · ⊗ C(d)

(
z(d)

)]⊤
vec(α)

=

r∑

k=1

[
C(1)

(
z(1)

)
⊗ · · · ⊗ C(d)

(
z(d)

)]⊤(
β
(1)
k ⊗ · · · ⊗ β

(d)
k

)

=
r∑

k=1

(
C(1)

(
z(1)

)⊤
β
(1)
k

)
· · ·

(
C(d)

(
z(d)

)⊤
β
(1)
k

)
.

We note that in the above representation d(z) is now formed by a sum of r products of d

univariate scalar functions C(j)
(
z(j)

)⊤
β
(j)
k ∈ C. We call multivariate functions that can be

represented by a product of univariate functions in the individual function arguments separable.
Further, we call r the separation rank of d if the number of separable summands that represent
d is minimal. The benefit of this representation is that it only requires O(dr(n1 + · · · + nd))
multiplications to evaluate it in contrast to the O(n1 · · ·nd) multiplications required for the
standard barycentric form. We note that the barycentric coefficients α are also the coefficients
for the Lagrange basis functions that form the polynomial Q(z) in (12). In particular, we can
perform the same derivation as we did for d above and write r = P/Q with

Q(z) =

r∑

k=1

(
L(1)

(
z(1)

)⊤
β
(1)
k

)
· · ·

(
L(d)

(
z(d)

)⊤
β
(1)
k

)
(31)

where

L(j)
(
z(j)

)
=



∏

ij 6=1

(
z(j) − λ

(j)
ij

)
, . . . ,

∏

ij 6=d

(
z(j) − λ

(j)
ij

)


⊤

for j = 1, . . . , d.

This representation reveals that low-rank barycentric coefficients allow for representing rational
functions whose denominator is a sum of a small number of separable polynomials.

Next, we consider the numerator of the barycentric representation in (27). Here the situation
is slightly different, as we need to consider the element-wise product vec(α ◦ H) instead of just
vec(α). To obtain a separable representation for the numerator, we first assume that the tensor
of interpolated samples H ∈ C

n1×···×nd admits a CP decomposition of the form

vec(H) =

q∑

ℓ=1

γ
(1)
ℓ ⊗ · · · ⊗ γ

(d)
ℓ . (32)

Then, we can write the numerator as

n(z) =
[
C(1)

(
z(1)

)
⊗ · · · ⊗ C(d)

(
z(d)

)]⊤
vec(α ◦H)

=

r∑

k=1

q∑

ℓ=1

[
C(1)

(
z(1)

)
⊗ · · · ⊗ C(d)

(
z(d)

)]⊤[(
β
(1)
k ⊗ · · · ⊗ β

(d)
k

)
◦
(
γ
(1)
ℓ ⊗ · · · ⊗ γ

(d)
ℓ

)]

=
r∑

k=1

q∑

ℓ=1

(
C(1)

(
z(1)

)⊤[
β
(1)
k ◦ γ

(1)
ℓ

])
· · ·

(
C(d)

(
z(d)

)⊤[
β
(d)
k ◦ γ

(d)
ℓ

])
.

The representation above shows that n has a separation rank which is bounded from above by
rq. In practice, H will typically not be exactly low-rank and conditions under which H can
be well-approximated by a low-rank tensor would need to be investigated carefully. As will
become clear in Section 5 the rank of H will not be a concern for us. In particular, we achieve
a significantly improved computational complexity in our proposed algorithm by focusing solely
on low-rank representations of α.

4.2. Motivation for Low-Rank Structures

The main motivation for using low-rank barycentric coefficients in the context of p-AAA is that
they can be computed efficiently, as discussed in the next section. It is worth pointing out
that the CP and several other types of tensor decomposition have long been the cornerstone of
multivariate approximation algorithms [27] and considering them in the context of p-AAA is
therefore a natural next step. In order to provide additional motivation, we consider here two
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classes of problems for which separable and therefore also low-rank structures appear naturally.
While the discussion in this section is considering exact separable structures, we note that we
typically use representations based on separable functions as an approximation rather than
exact representations. The model structure introduced in Lemma 2 is particularly relevant for
the parametric stationary PDE setting introduced in Section 2. First, we consider a key fact
that applies to the approximation of an inherently separable function.

Lemma 1. For j = 1, . . . , d, consider the sampling points Z(j) in (24) and the interpolation

nodes λ
(j) in (26). Let D be the corresponding sample tensor in (25) and Ld be the associ-

ated higher-order Loewner matrix in (29). If rank(D) = 1 and there exists α 6= 0 such that

Ld vec(α) = 0, then we can choose α such that rank(α) = 1.

The proof of Lemma 1 can be found in Appendix A. The lemma states that rank-1 data
that can be exactly recovered by a rational function can, in particular, be exactly recovered
by a separable rational function. Note that the data matrix D has rank-1 if the function f is
separable to begin with. This will be the case, for example, if the parameter dependence of an
LTI model as in (7) with p =

(
p(1), p(2)

)
∈ C

2 is restricted to the inputs and outputs via b
(
p(1)

)

and c
(
p(2)

)
. For this example the transfer function reads

H
(
s, p(1), p(2)

)
= c

(
p(2)

)⊤
(sE−A)−1

b
(
p(1)

)

and is clearly separable. For such functions it is wise to exploit the structure for example by
enforcing the barycentric coefficients of a rational approximant to be rank-1. Next, we introduce
another class of functions which exhibit a separable structure.

Lemma 2. Let z =
(
z(1), z(2)

)
∈ C

2 and

f(z) = c⊤K(z)−1b

with

K(z) =

[
z(1)K11 K12

K21 z(2)K22

]
∈ C

(m1+m2)×(m1+m2), (33)

where K11 ∈ C
m1×m1 and K22 ∈ C

m2×m2 are invertible matrices. Further, let r = min{rank(K12),
rank(K21)} be the minimum of the ranks of the off-diagonal blocks K12,K

⊤
21 ∈ C

m1×m2 . Then f

is a rational function

f(z) =
p(z)

q(z)
,

where p, q are polynomials and q can be written as

q(z) =
r+1∑

ℓ=1

q
(1)
ℓ

(
z(1)

)
q
(2)
ℓ

(
z(2)

)

with polynomials q
(1)
ℓ , q

(2)
ℓ for ℓ = 1, . . . , r + 1. Hence, the separation rank of the denominator q

is less than or equal to r + 1.

The proof of Lemma 2 can be found in Appendix B. The lemma establishes a class of rational
functions that exhibit a separable structure in their denominator polynomial and thus in their
barycentric coefficients if represented in barycentric form. In particular, the separation rank is
bounded by the rank of the off-diagonal blocks r of the matrix K(z) and is independent of the
order of the rational function given by (m1,m2). Our result can easily be extended to d > 2
variables, where

K(z) =



z(1)K11 · · · K1d

...
. . .

...

Kd1 · · · z(d)Kdd


.

In this case the separation rank of the denominator of f will be bounded by (r + 1)d(d−1)/2

where r is the minimum rank of all off-diagonal blocks of K(z) whose rank is non-zero. This
bound can in many cases be improved by taking into account additional structure in the matrix
K(z). For example, if K(z) is block tridiagonal we can bound the separation rank by (r+1)d−1.
Most importantly, we note that this class of rational functions commonly appears in the context
of spatially discretized parametric PDEs. In particular, if the effects of the parameters (here
z(1), . . . , z(d)) are in a sense local and independent, K(z) will have the exact structure introduced
above. An example for such a model is considered in our numerical experiment discussed in
Section 7.2.
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5. The Low-Rank p-AAA Algorithm

In this section we present our main contribution in the form of the low-rank p-AAA algorithm.
As before, we begin by primarily focusing on the d = 2 case in order to make the main ideas as
clear as possible. We extend the result to the case d > 2 afterwards and discuss various practical
aspects of the proposed algorithm.

The first goal is to incorporate the previously introduced CP decomposition from Section 4
for the barycentric coefficients into the p-AAA algorithm. We propose to achieve this goal by
making the structure in (30) a constraint for the LS optimization problem in (23) appearing
in p-AAA. The proposed algorithm, which we call low-rank p-AAA, therefore considers the
constrained optimization problem

min
‖α‖F=1

‖L2 vec(α)‖
2
2 s.t. vec(α) =

r∑

k=1

β
(1)
k ⊗ β

(2)
k

in place of (23) in p-AAA. The greedy selection strategy (19) proceeds as before.
Plugging the low-rank constraint for vec(α) into the LS objective function yields the opti-

mization problem

min
β(1),β(2)

∥∥∥∥∥L2

r∑

k=1

β
(1)
k ⊗ β

(2)
k

∥∥∥∥∥

2

2

s.t.

∥∥∥∥∥

r∑

k=1

β
(1)
k ⊗ β

(2)
k

∥∥∥∥∥
2

= 1. (34)

First, we define the matrices

J(1) =
[
In1 ⊗ β

(2)
1 , . . . , In1 ⊗ β(2)

r

]
∈ C

n1n2×n1r, and

J(2) =
[
β
(1)
1 ⊗ In2 , . . . , β

(1)
r ⊗ In2

]
∈ C

n1n2×n2r.
(35)

Based on the relation

β
(1)
k ⊗ β

(2)
k =

(
β
(1)
k ⊗ In2

)
β
(2)
k =

(
In1 ⊗ β

(2)
k

)
β
(1)
k ,

we obtain

vec(α) =

r∑

k=1

β
(1)
k ⊗ β

(2)
k = J(1) vec

(
β(1)

)
= J(2) vec

(
β(2)

)
. (36)

Next, we define the contracted Loewner matrices

L
(1)
2 := L2J

(1) ∈ C
N1N2×n1r and L

(2)
2 := L2J

(2) ∈ C
N1N2×n2r. (37)

Then, employing (36) and (37) allows for equivalently rewriting the objective function as

∥∥∥∥∥L2

r∑

k=1

β
(1)
k ⊗ β

(2)
k

∥∥∥∥∥

2

2

=
∥∥∥L(1)

2 vec
(
β(1)

)∥∥∥
2

2
=

∥∥∥L(2)
2 vec

(
β(2)

)∥∥∥
2

2
. (38)

Overall this reformulation (38) yields two equivalent ways for writing the LS problem in (34):

(i) min
β(1),β(2)

∥∥∥L(1)
2 vec

(
β(1)

)∥∥∥
2

2
s.t.

∥∥∥J(1) vec
(
β(1)

)∥∥∥
2
= 1, (39)

(ii) min
β(1),β(2)

∥∥∥L(2)
2 vec

(
β(2)

)∥∥∥
2

2
s.t.

∥∥∥J(2) vec
(
β(2)

)∥∥∥
2
= 1. (40)

Recall the definitions of J(1) and L
(1)
2 from (35) and (37). An important observation is now that

if β(2) is fixed in (39), then β(1) can be computed by solving a constrained linear LS problem
which admits a closed form solution in terms of a generalized SVD [42]. Similarly, if β(1) is fixed
in (40), then β(2) can be computed. Suppose, for example, that β(2) is fixed and we would like
to solve the optimization problem in (39) for the free variable β(1). Then we can compute the

(economy size) generalized SVD of the matrix tuple
(
L
(1)
2 ,J(1)

)
given by

U⊤
L
(1)
2 X = C,

V⊤J(1)X = D,

where U ∈ C
N1N2×n1r and V ∈ C

n1n2×n1r are sub-unitary, C,D ∈ C
n1r×n1r are diagonal

matrices with non-negative entries, and X ∈ C
n1r×n1r is an invertible matrix. Next, assuming
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Algorithm 2 ALS for low-rank p-AAA

Input: Data Z(j),λ(j),D,H, initial guess for β(j) ∈ C
nj×r for j = 1, . . . , d

Output: β(1), . . . , β(d)

1: repeat

2: for j = 1, . . . , d do

3: β(j) ← argminβ(j)

∥∥∥L(j)
d vec

(
β(j)

)∥∥∥
2

2
s.t.

∥∥∥J(j) vec
(
β(j)

)∥∥∥
2
= 1

4: Store column norms µ←
[
‖β

(j)
1 ‖2, . . . , ‖β

(j)
r ‖2

]

5: Normalize columns β(j) ← β(j) diag(µ)−1

6: end for

7: until ‖L2 vec(α)‖
2
2 ceases to change

8: β(1) ← β(1) diag(µ)

that J(1) is not rank-deficient, we get that the generalized singular values are given by σi =
Cii/Dii. Then the solution β(1) of the constrained LS problem (39) is finally given by

vec
(
β(1)

)
=

1

Dkk
Xek, (41)

where ek ∈ R
n1n2 is the k-th unit vector and k is the index of the smallest generalized singular

value σk. Similarly, we can compute the solution of the LS problem in (40) if β(1) is fixed

by computing a generalized SVD of the tuple
(
L
(2)
2 ,J(2)

)
. It is important to note that the

generalized SVDs of the tuples
(
L
(1)
2 ,J(1)

)
and

(
L
(2)
2 ,J(2)

)
can be computed in O(N1N2n

2
1r

2)
and O(N1N2n

2
2r

2), respectively. Hence, if r ≪ n1, n2 then computing the generalized SVDs is
significantly faster than computing the SVD of L2. This fact motivates using an alternating LS
(ALS) solver, based on the two formulations depicted in (39) and (40) to tackle the optimization
problem in (34).

In order to extend this derivation to d > 2 variables we consider

vec(α) =
r∑

k=1

β
(1)
k ⊗ · · · ⊗ β

(d)
k ∈ C

n1···nd

and the corresponding constrained optimization problem

min
β(1),...,β(d)

∥∥∥∥∥Ld

r∑

k=1

β
(1)
k ⊗ · · · ⊗ β

(d)
k

∥∥∥∥∥

2

2

s.t.

∥∥∥∥∥

r∑

k=1

β
(1)
k ⊗ · · · ⊗ β

(d)
k

∥∥∥∥∥
2

= 1. (42)

The generalized form of the matrices J(1),J(2) in (35) now reads

J(j) = [β
(1)
1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ β

(j−1)
1 ⊗ Inj

⊗ β
(j+1)
1 · · · ⊗ β

(d)
1 , . . . ,

β(1)
r ⊗ · · · ⊗ β(j−1)

r ⊗ Inj
⊗ β(j+1)

r · · · ⊗ β(d)
r ] ∈ C

n1···nd×njr,
(43)

for j = 1, . . . , d. Similar to the LS problems in (39) and (40) we now obtain

min
β(1),...,β(d)

∥∥∥L(j)
d vec

(
β(j)

)∥∥∥
2

2
s.t.

∥∥∥J(j) vec
(
β(j)

)∥∥∥
2
= 1, (44)

where L
(j)
d = LdJ

(j) for j = 1, . . . , d. The situation is similar to the d = 2 case. For example,
when β(2), β(3), . . . , β(d) are fixed in (44), then β(1) can be directly computed by solving the
resulting constrained LS problem. We summarize the corresponding ALS approach in Algo-
rithm 2. Note that we rescale the columns of the CP factors in order to avoid numerical issues
such as (nearly) singular factor matrices and ill-conditioned LS matrices along the lines of ALS
algorithms which are used for computing a CP decomposition based on a given full tensor [34].

Now that we have introduced the ALS algorithm in the setting of p-AAA, we can also formu-
late our proposed low-rank p-AAA algorithm, which is depicted in Algorithm 3. The two key
differences between the original p-AAA as in Algorithm 1 and the proposed low-rank version as
in Algorithm 3 are that (i) in low-rank p-AAA the LS problem is solved via the ALS procedure
outlined in Algorithm 2 and (ii) the barycentric coefficients are stored implicitly in terms of the
CP factors.

There are two important computational advantages of using low-rank p-AAA over the stan-
dard p-AAA algorithm. First, the number of floating point operations required for the low-rank
p-AAA algorithm in Algorithm 3 is on the order of O(N1 · · ·Ndr

2(n2
1+ · · ·+n2

d)) while the stan-
dard p-AAA LS problem admits a computational complexity of O(N1 · · ·Ndn

2
1 · · · n

2
d). Thus, if
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Algorithm 3 Low-rank p-AAA

Input: Sets of sampling points Z(1), . . . ,Z(d), data tensor D, size of CP decomposition r
Output: r ≈ f

1: Initialize r ≡ average(D)
2: λ

(1), . . . ,λ(d) ← ∅
3: while error > desired tolerance do

4: Select
(
λ
(1)
∗ , . . . , λ

(d)
∗

)
via a greedy selection

5: for j = 1, . . . , d do

6: Update the interpolation set λ(j) ← λ
(j) ∪ {λ

(j)
∗ }

7: end for

8: Use Algorithm 2 to solve

min
β(1),...,β(d)

∥∥∥∥∥Ld

r∑

k=1

β
(1)
k ⊗ · · · ⊗ β

(d)
k

∥∥∥∥∥

2

2

s.t.

∥∥∥∥∥

r∑

k=1

β
(1)
k ⊗ · · · ⊗ β

(d)
k

∥∥∥∥∥
2

= 1

9: Use β(1), . . . , β(d) to update the rational approximant r

10: error ← maxi1,...,id

∣∣∣Di1...id − r
(
Z

(1)
i1

, . . . , Z
(d)
id

)∣∣∣/|Di1...id |

11: end while

r ≪ min(n1, n2, . . . , nd) ALS allows for computing the factors β(j) for j = 1, . . . , d significantly
more efficiently than the standard LS approach. Additionally, we can avoid forming Ld explicitly
in the ALS procedure as we explain in Section 6.4. This drastically reduces the memory required

for executing Algorithm 3 rather than the standard p-AAA algorithm. The matrices L
(j)
d can

be constructed carefully such that the memory requirement of the contracted Loewner matrices
never exceeds O(N1 · · ·Ndnjr) for j = 1, . . . , d. Thus, for large data sets memory limitations
are less of an issue in the ALS procedure if again r ≪ min(n1, n2, . . . , nd). Additionally, it is
worth pointing out that the ALS objective function is guaranteed to be non-increasing. Hence,
in each iteration it is guaranteed that we obtain an improved solution or that the algorithm has
converged.

6. Practical Considerations

The goal of this section is to discuss how the choice of separation rank r, initial guesses for β(j),
and convergence criteria can be chosen in Algorithms 2 and 3, respectively. For the simplicity, we
will perform some of our discussion below for the two-variable case but as before, our conclusions
easily extend to d > 2 variables by employing the formulae from Section 5 corresponding to the
d > 2 case.

6.1. CP Decomposition Size for Barycentric Coefficients

In general, it is not clear how to make a good choice for the input r in Algorithm 3. Choosing
r = 1 obviously yields the most significant computational speed up, but for many problems a
rational approximant with higher order will be required for the algorithm to converge. On the
other hand, choosing r too large may negate any computational advantage that low-rank p-AAA
has over the original algorithm. A good balance between approximation quality and speed up
for our numerical experiments was achieved for values of r between 2 and 10. An ideal choice
will however be problem dependent and more rigorous strategies for choosing r remain to be
investigated. Additionally, we note that if r is chosen too large, the CP factors β(1), . . . , β(d)

may have linearly dependent columns. If r > 1 this is even guaranteed to happen in the first
iteration of p-AAA where α ∈ C

1×···×1 is a scalar. If β(1), . . . , β(d) have linearly dependent
columns then the matrices in (35) will have linearly dependent columns as well. In this case
the solution in (41) is not well-defined. In order to deal with this issue, we propose computing
rank(J(1)) = n1 rank(β

(1)) prior to the generalized SVD and reducing r to rank(β(1)) if the
matrix is rank-deficient. Doing this will ensure that the solution in (41) is well-defined. We
suggest to perform similar rank-truncation steps for the matrix J(2) or the matrices J(j) in (43)
for j = 1, . . . , d in the many variable case.

6.2. ALS Initialization

Another choice one has to make in the low-rank p-AAA algorithm are the initial guesses for β(j)

in the ALS procedure outlined in Algorithm 2. While some advanced initialization strategies
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for ALS exist in the context of tensor approximations [34], random matrices are a commonly
employed choice. We propose here an effective initialization scheme for the low-rank p-AAA
algorithm, which significantly outperforms random initial guesses for most of our numerical
experiments. The main idea is to reuse the barycentric coefficients from previous iterations. Let
β(j)(ℓ) ∈ C

nj×r be the j-th CP factor of α in step ℓ of Algorithm 3. Accordingly, β(j)(ℓ + 1) ∈
C
ñj×r is the j-th CP factor of α which we would like to compute in step ℓ+ 1 of the low-rank

p-AAA algorithm via ALS. We have ñj = nj + 1 if a new interpolation node was added to λ
(j)

after the ℓ-th iteration and ñj = nj otherwise. In the latter case, we propose to initialize ALS
in step ℓ+ 1 with the previously computed iterate β(j)(ℓ). In other words we choose β(j)(ℓ) as
the ALS initial guess for computing β(j)(ℓ+ 1). If a new interpolation node was added to λ

(j),
we instead add a row of zeros to the initial guess of the ALS procedure. This means that we

use
[
β(j)(ℓ)⊤ 0

]⊤
∈ C

(nj+1)×r as the ALS initial guess. We use this process to initialize CP
factors for j = 1, . . . , d. This initialization procedure guarantees that the the objective function
‖Ld vec(α)‖

2
2 at the beginning of ALS at step ℓ+1 of low-rank p-AAA will be less than or equal

to the ALS objective function at the end of the ℓ-th p-AAA iteration. This fact is not tied
to the currently considered low-rank structure and a general statement which summarizes this
observation is given in the following lemma.

Lemma 3. Consider the sampling points Z(j) in (24) and the interpolation nodes λ(j) in (26) for
j = 1, . . . , d. Let Ld be the corresponding higher-order Loewner matrix in (29) and α ∈ C

n1×···×nd

an arbitrary tensor. Let λ̃
(j)

=
{
λ̃
(j)
1 , . . . , λ̃

(j)
ñj

}
⊂ Z(j) be any set of interpolation nodes such

that λ(j) ⊆ λ̃
(j)

and ñj ≥ nj. Additionally, let L̃d be the higher-order Loewner matrix based on

this set of interpolation nodes and let the tensor α̃ ∈ C
ñ1×···×ñd be defined as

α̃i1...id =

{
αi1...id if ij ≤ nj for j = 1, . . . , d

0 else

In other words, let α̃ be zero everywhere except for the leading n1× · · · × nd tensor which equals

α. Then

‖L̃d vec(α̃)‖2 ≤ ‖Ld vec(α)‖2.

Proof. First, consider the expressions

Ej1...jd(α) =

n1∑

i1=1

. . .

nd∑

id=1

αi1...id

[
f
(
Z

(1)
j1

, . . . , Z
(d)
jd

)
− f

(
Z

(1)
i1

, . . . , Z
(d)
id

)] d∏

k=1

C
(
λ
(k), Z

(k)
jk

)
ik

and

Ẽj1...jd(α̃) =

ñ1∑

ı̃1=1

. . .

ñd∑

ı̃d=1

α̃ı̃1...̃ıd

[
f
(
Z

(1)
j1

, . . . , Z
(d)
jd

)
− f

(
Z

(1)
ı̃1

, . . . , Z
(d)
ı̃d

)] d∏

k=1

C
(
λ̃
(k)

, Z
(k)
jk

)
ı̃k
.

It is easily verified that

‖Ld vec(α)‖
2
2 =

N1∑

j1=1

· · ·

Nd∑

jd=1

Ej1...jd(α)
2 and ‖L̃d vec(α̃)‖

2
2 =

N1∑

j1=1

· · ·

Nd∑

jd=1

Ẽj1...jd(α̃)
2.

Further, we note that the definition for α̃ yields

Ẽj1...jd(α̃) =




Ej1...jd(α) if

(
Z

(1)
j1

, . . . , Z
(d)
jd

)
/∈ λ̃

(1)
× · · · × λ̃

(d)

0 else

Since λ
(1) × · · · × λ

(d) ⊆ λ̃
(1)
× · · · × λ̃

(d)
we therefore have

Ẽj1...jd(α̃)
2 ≤ Ej1...jd(α)

2 for jk = 1, . . . , Nk and k = 1, . . . , d.

With this result in hand, we finally obtain

‖L̃d vec(α̃)‖
2
2 =

N1∑

j1=1

· · ·

Nd∑

jd=1

Ẽj1...jd(α̃)
2 ≤

N1∑

j1=1

· · ·

Nd∑

jd=1

Ej1...jd(α)
2 = ‖Ld vec(α)‖

2
2.
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In summary, Lemma 3 states that after adding interpolation points and adding zero values
to the previous barycentric coefficient tensor α, we are guaranteed that the linear LS error does
not increase. Note that our previously suggested ALS initialization for the CP factors yields α̃
that satisfies the assumptions of the proposition via

α̃ =
r∑

k=1

β̃
(1)
k ⊗ · · · ⊗ β̃

(d)
k ,

where

β̃(j) =




β(j)(ℓ) if ñj = nj[
β(j)(ℓ)⊤ 0

]⊤
else.

The discussed ALS initialization strategy has the advantageous property that the low-rank
p-AAA algorithm is guaranteed to monotonically decrease the linearized approximation error
within an individual and in between two successive applications of Algorithm 2, assuming r
was not reduced in the previous iteration as outlined in Section 6.1. This effect is further
illustrated in Section 7.3.1 where the convergence behavior of low-rank p-AAA is assessed via
a numerical example. We note that if r was reduced in a previous p-AAA iteration in order to
avoid rank-deficiencies, we initialize columns which are newly added to the ALS initial guess
β̃(j) randomly.

6.3. ALS Stopping Criterion

Another choice one has to make for the ALS procedure is when to stop the iteration. If we
perform too many iterations in the ALS procedure, we may negate the computational advantage
our proposed low-rank approach has over the standard p-AAA algorithm. As ALS is known to
converge slowly in the context of tensor approximation algorithms [34], this is a concern we
should take into consideration. Our proposed stopping criterion for ALS is based on the relative
change in the ALS objective function. In particular, we suggest choosing 0 < ε < 1 and
terminating ALS if

∣∣‖L2 vec(α(ℓ))‖
2
2 − ‖L2 vec(α(ℓ+ 1))‖22

∣∣ ≤ ε‖L2 vec(α(ℓ+ 1))‖22

where α(ℓ) and α(ℓ + 1) are the barycentric coefficient tensors in steps ℓ and ℓ + 1 of ALS,
respectively. Additionally, the ALS procedure should always be terminated if ‖L2 vec(α(ℓ +
1))‖22 = 0. As choices for ε we suggest using rather large values such as 10−2. We motivate this
by noting that our objective function ‖L2 vec(α)‖

2
2 is only an approximation of the nonlinear LS

error introduced in (20). Hence, performing many ALS iterations may not always be worth the
effort as the effect on the nonlinear error may be unclear. We demonstrate in Section 7.3.1 that
our proposed choice of ε = 10−2 indeed strikes a good balance between computational efficiency
and approximation quality. As usual, however, the ideal choice of ε is problem dependent and we
merely share a suggestion which is based on our moderately sized set of numerical experiments.

6.4. Efficient Construction of Contracted Loewner Matrices

We note that in the ALS procedure outlined in Algorithm 2 the contracted Loewner matrices L
(j)
d

for j = 1, . . . , d need to be constructed in each iteration. Therefore, one important prerequisite
for ALS to be effective is that the contracted matrices can be assembled efficiently. In particular,
we would like to construct these matrices without ever fully forming the Loewner matrix Ld. In
order to achieve this goal let us inspect the expression

L
(1)
2 = L2J

(1) =

(
diag(vec(D))

[
C(1) ⊗ C(2)

]⊤
−

[
C(1) ⊗ C(2)

]⊤
diag(vec(H))

)
J(1)

= diag(vec(D))
[
C(1) ⊗ C(2)

]⊤
J(1)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
=L

(1)

−
[
C(1) ⊗ C(2)

]⊤
diag(vec(H))J(1)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
=R

(1)

for the case d = 2. In order to construct L(1) we follow the steps below:

1. Form the matrix J(1) and reshape it into a tensor J (1) ∈ C
n1×n2×n1r.

2. Compute L(1) = J (1) ×1 C
(1) ×2 C

(2) ∈ C
N1×N2×n1r, where ×1 and ×2 are the mode-1 and

mode-2 tensor-matrix products, respectively [34].

3. Reshape L(1) into a matrix L̂
(1)
∈ C

N1N2×n1r and efficiently compute L(1) = diag(vec(D))L̂
(1)

by scaling the N1N2 rows of L̂
(1)

with the entries of vec(D) ∈ C
N1N2 .
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Similarly, we can compute R(1) by switching some of the steps outlined above. We then obtain

L
(1)
2 by subtracting L(1) and R(2). The procedure for computing L

(2)
2 is almost identical and only

requires replacing J(1) with J(2). The main idea here is to utilize mode-k tensor-matrix products
in order to avoid forming the Kronecker products of Cauchy matrices which are in C

N1N2×n1n2

explicitly. This keeps the computational cost and memory requirements for forming L
(1)
2 and

L
(2)
2 low. This approach directly extends to the d variable case by considering the matrices in

(43) and the additional Kronecker products present in Ld.

7. Numerical Examples

In this section we explore the performance of low-rank p-AAA as depicted in Algorithm 3 on
various benchmark problems. We make comparisons to the standard p-AAA algorithm and
discuss how the choices of input parameters to the low-rank p-AAA algorithm affect the approx-
imation quality. All computations are performed on a compute cluster using Ubuntu 22.04.5
LTS (x86 64), two Intel(R) Xeon(R) Gold 6246R CPUs, 384 GB RAM and MATLAB R2023b
version 23.2.0.2365128. The code which was used for all examples is available in [8].

7.1. Synthetic Parametric Model

In our first example we consider the rational transfer function H(s, p), originating from a syn-
thetic parametric model [21], with order 100 in both s and p. Here we have p ∈ R, hence we are
considering the two-variable case where z = (s, p) ∈ C

2 and f(z) = H(s, p). We use this simple
example to showcase the effect of various choices for r and to make comparisons to the original
p-AAA algorithm. For our numerical experiments, we consider 500 logarithmically distributed
sampling points in [1, 104]ı̇ for the s-variable and 50 logarithmically spaced points in [10−1.5, 1]
in the parameter p. Here, we use the ALS initialization strategy discussed in Section 6.2 and
use a stopping criterion based on a relative change of 10−2 for ALS as discussed in Section 6.3.
First, we compare how different choices for the size r of the CP decomposition of α effect the
convergence behavior of low-rank p-AAA. For this, we perform 70 iterations of Algorithm 3 with
r ∈ {4, 7, 10} and compare the resulting relative nonlinear LS error

N1∑

i1=1

N2∑

i2=1

(
f
(
Z

(1)
i1

, Z
(2)
i2

)
− r

(
Z

(1)
i1

, Z
(2)
i2

))2
/

N1∑

i1=1

N2∑

i2=1

f
(
Z

(1)
i1

, Z
(2)
i2

)2
(45)

and relative maximum error

max
i1,i2

∣∣∣f
(
Z

(1)
i1

, Z
(2)
i2

)
− r

(
Z

(1)
i1

, Z
(2)
i2

)∣∣∣
/

max
i1,i2

∣∣∣f
(
Z

(1)
i1

, Z
(2)
i2

)∣∣∣

with the errors obtained from 70 iterations of the original p-AAA algorithm. These errors are
depicted in Figure 1. Aside from considering the error over the sample data, we also monitor the
error over a validation set throughout each iteration. The validation set covers the same intervals
as the sample data but is based on 1000 sampling points in the s and 100 sampling points in
the p variable. The corresponding validation errors for this example are illustrated in Figure 2.
As one would expect, there is a clear trend: Higher values for r yield better approximations and
closer results to the original p-AAA. Additionally, we can see in Figure 1 that the errors on the
sample data set are only noticeably lower for the standard p-AAA approximant compared to
the low-rank approximants in later iterations. However, as illustrated in Figure 2, we observe
far smaller gaps between the errors over the validation set. In particular, the validation errors
for the low-rank approximants are only marginally larger then for the p-AAA approximant in
this experiment. This illustrates the potential for saving memory and computational resources
when using low-rank approximations for the barycentric coefficient tensor. Another important
observation is that the difference between error magnitudes on the sample data and the vali-
dation data are small for low-rank p-AAA and large for the original p-AAA algorithm. This
shows that imposing a low-rank structure on the barycentric coefficients has a regularizing effect
on the approximation procedure. Regularization techniques in data-driven modeling are often
practically useful, highlighting an additional interesting use case of our proposed algorithm that
goes beyond the possible computational savings. We also note that in the two variable case
p-AAA and low-rank p-AAA are equivalent if r ≤ min(n1, n2). In particular, ALS is guaranteed
to converge to the true LS minimum in two steps. Therefore, the errors for low-rank p-AAA
deviate from the p-AAA error only in later iterations. Additionally, we note that the final orders
of the rational approximants are (66, 15) for the standard p-AAA algorithm and (68, 24), (67, 24)

Preprint. 2025-02-06



17

0 20 40 60
10−18

10−11

10−4

103

Iteration Number

R
el
at
iv
e
L
S
E
rr
or

p-AAA
r = 4
r = 7
r = 10

0 20 40 60
10−9

10−6

10−3

100

Iteration Number

R
el
at
iv
e
M
ax

E
rr
or

p-AAA
r = 4
r = 7
r = 10

Figure 1: Sample data errors for example 7.1. The relative (nonlinear) LS and relative maxi-
mum errors are depicted for the standard p-AAA algorithm and low-rank p-AAA with
various choices for r.
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Figure 2: Validation data errors for example 7.1. The relative (nonlinear) LS and relative maxi-
mum errors are depicted for the standard p-AAA algorithm and low-rank p-AAA with
various choices for r.

and (66, 24) for low-rank p-AAA with r ∈ {4, 7, 10} (orders are sorted from lowest to highest
value for r). The orders differ because in some iterations only one of the interpolation sets λ(1)

or λ(2) increased instead of both and greedy selections for the interpolation points varied across
the different setups.

7.2. Approximation of a Stationary Thermal Model

Next, we consider approximation of a parametrized stationary thermal model. The model has
four parameters z = p =

(
p(1), p(2), p(3), p(4)

)
∈ R

4 that define the heat conductivity in distinct
subdomains. While various forms of this so-called “cookie baking” benchmark problem exist,
we focus here on the finite element discretization introduced in [37]. In particular, we consider
a stationary version of the problem given by

∇ · (σ(x,p)∇u(x,p)) = 0 for x ∈ Ω,

σ(x,p)∇u(x,p) · n(x) = 1 for x ∈ ΓL,

σ(x,p)∇u(x,p) · n(x) = 0 for x ∈ ΓT ∪ ΓB ,

u(x,p) = 0 for x ∈ ΓR,

(46)

where ΓL,ΓT ,ΓR,ΓB are the left, top, right and bottom boundaries of Ω = (0, 1)2, respec-
tively, and n(x) is the normal vector on the corresponding boundary. In this model the heat
conductivity σ(x,p) is given by

σ(x,p) =

{
p(j) if x ∈ Ωj,

1 otherwise,

where Ω1, . . . ,Ω4 are disjoint circular subdomains of Ω. Additionally, we introduce the model
output

y(p) =

∫

Ω
u(x,p) dx

Preprint. 2025-02-06



18

10−4

100
10−4

100

0.5

0.6

p(1)p(2)

f(
p
)

10−4

100
10−4

100

10−12

10−9

10−6

p(1)p(2)

e
(p

)

Figure 3: Surface plot for f and the error e := |f − r| for example 7.2. Here, we consider
p(3) = 10−7 and p(4) = 103 which are an order of magnitude below/above the sampling
points used for computing r.

as the average temperature over the entire domain. Discretizing this model via the finite element
method yields the representation

A(p)x(p) = b

f(p) = c⊤x(p)

introduced in (6). In the following we consider the same sets of sampling points Z(1) = · · · = Z(4)

for the four parameters, where each Z(j) contains 40 logarithmically spaced values between
10−6 and 102. We execute Algorithm 3 with r = 5 and use a relative change of the ALS
objective function of less than 10−2 as a stopping criterion for ALS. After 8 iterations we obtain
a rational approximant of order (7, 7, 6, 6) with a relative maximum error of approximately
7.32×10−4 on the set of samples. The approximation error for a set of validation points outside
of the sampled data set is illustrated in Figure 3. Note that for this problem we can write
A(p) in a block tridiagonal form which closely resembles the structure for K(z) introduced in
(33). This means that an exact representation of f in terms of a barycentric form (computed,
e.g., via the parametric Loewner framework) would have barycentric coefficients that could
be represented exactly by low-rank tensors. Here we did not exactly recover f but point out
that this connection may have contributed to the high accuracy of the approximant computed
by low-rank p-AAA. Further, we note that the standard p-AAA algorithm was not able to
produce a better approximant before running out of memory due to the size of the underlying
Loewner matrix. Specifically, the LS errors were several orders of magnitudes larger for the
original p-AAA algorithm throughout the first few iterations. This behavior could be due to
numerical inaccuracies which are caused by severely ill-conditioned Loewner matrices, which
exceed a condition number of 1020 in multiple steps of the algorithm for data originating from
this model. In this example the contracted Loewner matrices that are formed in the ALS
procedure are much better behaved with condition numbers closer to 1010 for most iterations
and therefore do not cause noticeable numerical errors. We note that we did not observe such a
large discrepancy in condition numbers between the low-rank and standard versions of p-AAA
in example 7.1. It therefore remains an open question under which conditions we can expect the
low-rank p-AAA LS matrices to be better conditioned than the Loewner matrices occurring in
the original algorithm.

7.3. Trigonometric Example

Next, we consider approximation of the irrational function

f(z) =
z(1) + · · ·+ z(d)

2d+ cos(z(1)) + · · ·+ cos(z(d))
(47)

on [−a, a]d. We consider two separate setups for this problem, one with d = 3 and a = 10 and
another with d = 5 and a = 4.

7.3.1. Trigonometric Example with Three Variables

First, we consider this problem for a = 10 and d = 3. We use 100 linearly spaced points in
[−10, 10] as the sampling points for each variable. We then execute low-rank p-AAA with r = 3.
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Figure 4: Surface plot for f and the error e := |f− r| for example 7.3.1. The figure depicts f and
e with the fixed value z(3) = 0.
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Figure 5: Linearized and nonlinear LS approximation errors for example 7.3.1. The errors are
depicted for each ALS iteration step performed throughout the low-rank p-AAA al-
gorithm. Hence, each cumulative ALS iteration depicted on the x-axis represents one
complete loop of Algorithm 2. Additionally, the outer iterations (i.e., the iterations of
Algorithm 3) where new interpolation points were added through a greedy selection
are indicated via markers in the plots. The final order of the rational approximant is
(12, 12, 13) for this example.

For the ALS stopping criterion we use a relative change in the objective function ‖Ld vec(α)‖
2
2

of less than 10−2. With these settings only 15 iterations of low-rank p-AAA were necessary to
compute a highly accurate rational approximant. The error of the approximant is illustrated
Figure 4. In each iteration ALS required between two and 25 iterations before the stopping
criterion was satisfied. For this setup we monitor the relative linearized LS error

N1∑

i1=1

N2∑

i2=1

N3∑
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(
d
(
Z
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, Z
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(3)
i3

)
f
(
Z
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as well as the relative nonlinear LS error along the lines of (45) for each step of ALS throughout
all low-rank p-AAA iterations. We see in Figure 5 that the last three p-AAA iterations had
the most significant impact on lowering the nonlinear LS error. Further, we observe that the
true error is very sensitive to changes in the barycentric coefficients and small changes in the
linearized error may result in large changes in the non-linear error (see for example the error
behavior between iterations 55 and 80). Additionally, finding a better solution for the linearized
LS problem does not always result in a lower nonlinear error (again, observe iterations 55 and
80). These observations motivate using rather large stopping tolerances for ALS such that
not too much time is spent on refining an ALS solution which may not significantly improve
the nonlinear approximation error. This saves significant computational time in the first few
iterations of low-rank p-AAA. Furthermore, we emphasize that the monotonic decrease in the
linearized error is entirely due to our ALS initialization strategy introduced in Section 6.2. If we
use random initial guesses, the linearized errors will be significantly larger at the start of each
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Figure 6: Surface plot for f and the error e := |f− r| for example 7.3.2. The figure depicts f and
e with the fixed values z(3) = 2.5, z(4) = 3 and z(5) = 3.5.

ALS iteration, which typically leads to more required generalized SVD computations before the
stopping criterion is satisfied.

7.3.2. Trigonometric Example with Five Variables

Next we consider approximation of f defined in (47) with d = 5 on [−4, 4]5. We choose 30
linearly spaced points in [−4, 4] as sampling points for all variables. Additionally, we use r = 2
and a stopping criterion based on a relative objective function change of 10−2 for ALS. We
use a relative maximum error of 10−3 as a stopping criterion for low-rank p-AAA and obtain
a rational approximant of order (14, 13, 14, 14, 14) after 24 iterations. We see in Figure 6 the
high fidelity of the approximation for a specific set of values which were not included in the
sampled data set. We note that the standard p-AAA algorithm does not converge on a regular
laptop computer for this example because the Loewner matrices require untenable memory after
a few steps of the algorithm. For example, storage of the Loewner matrix L5 in double precision
needed for computing the barycentric coefficients of an order (5, 5, 5, 5, 5) approximant would
require roughly 495GB of memory for this example.

7.4. Approximation of a Mass Spring Damper Model

As a final example we consider a modified version of the mass-spring-damper model from [28].
In this model n masses are connected in a chain with springs serving as a connectors between
two adjacent masses. The mass on the right-hand side of the chain is connected to a fixed wall
via a spring and an external force is acting as a model input on the free-floating mass on the
left-hand side of the chain. Additionally, each mass is connected to a damper. We consider the
velocity of the first mass as a model output. Here, we assume that the masses and damping
coefficients are all equal to a fixed value but that the stiffness of the springs is parametrized. In
particular we assign the stiffness k(1) to the first n/4 springs, k(2) to the next n/4 springs and so
on. Ultimately we end up with a mass spring damper model that depends on four parameters
k =

(
k(1), k(2), k(3), k(4)

)
∈ R

4. As motivated in Section 2, we aim to approximate the transfer
function of the underlying model given by

H(s,k) = c⊤(sI−A(k))−1b,

using the low-rank p-AAA algorithm. Here we consider z = (s,k) ∈ C
5 and therefore an

approximation problem with d = 5 variables. Additionally, we consider a model with n = 40
masses in this example. For our sample data we use 50 equidistantly spaced points in [0.1, 2]ı̇
in the s-variable and 25 equidistant points in [0.5, 1] for the four spring stiffness values. We use
r = 3 and obtain a rational approximant with the order (25, 11, 11, 11, 11) after 29 iterations
of the algorithms. Note that for this problem we set the maximum number of interpolation
points for each parameter to 12, which corresponds to an order-11 rational function in each of
the parameters k(1), k(2), k(3) and k(4). The relative LS error at the end of low-rank p-AAA was
approximately 2.18 × 10−7. As depicted in Figure 7 we obtain high-fidelity approximations for
parameter values which are outside of the sampled intervals.
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Figure 7: Surface plot for H and the error e := |H−r| for example 7.4. The figure depicts H and
e with the fixed values k(2) = 0.4, k(3) = 1.1 and k(4) = 0.75. Note that the sample
data for the stiffness values was in the interval [0.5, 1]. Hence, errors are depicted for
several values outside of the sampled intervals.

8. Conclusion and Future Directions

We introduced barycentric forms for rational functions based on low-rank tensor decompositions
of barycentric coefficients and showed how to incorporate them into the p-AAA framework,
leading to the low-rank p-AAA algorithm. The proposed algorithm has a significantly improved
computational complexity compared to standard p-AAA, making it possible to compute accurate
rational approximations for problems that involve a higher number of variables. In our numerical
experiments we demonstrate that our approach is effective by tackling several problems which are
not computationally feasible in the standard p-AAA framework. This highlights the effectiveness
of using function representations based on separable forms in rational approximation frameworks.
We note that similar to original p-AAA, our approach still requires access to the full data tensor
D with N1 · · ·Nd entries. Removing this factor from the algorithm’s computational complexity
and enhancing its scalability even more will require revising the barycentric formulation such
that it is applicable to non-grid data samples. Such considerations are left to be investigated in
future work.
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A. Proof of Lemma 1

Let the sampling points Z(j) and interpolation nodes λ(j) be given such that rank(D) = 1 and
Ld vec(α) = 0 for some α 6= 0. The assumption Ld vec(α) = 0 is satisfied if and only

d
(
Z

(1)
i1

, . . . , Z
(d)
id

)
f
(
Z

(1)
i1

, . . . , Z
(d)
id

)
− n

(
Z

(1)
i1

, . . . , Z
(d)
id

)
= 0

and therefore

f
(
Z

(1)
i1

, . . . , Z
(d)
id

)
= n

(
Z

(1)
i1

, . . . , Z
(d)
id

)/
d
(
Z

(1)
i1

, . . . , Z
(d)
id

)
,

for ij = 1, . . . , Nj , j = 1, . . . , d and d,n as in (17) and (18), respectively. In particular, this
means that r = n/d recovers the data in D exactly:
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Di1...id = δ
(1)
i1
· · · δ

(d)
id

for ij = 1, . . . , Nj and j = 1, . . . , d.

Next, we define the functions

r(j)
(
z(j)

)
= r

(
Z

(1)
1 , . . . , Z

(j−1)
1 , z(j), Z

(j+1)
1 , . . . , Z

(d)
1

)

for j = 1, . . . , d. We note that r(j) satisfies the interpolation conditions
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and can therefore be written in the barycentric form
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nj . Next we assume without loss

of generality that D1...1 6= 0 (note that we can always rearrange the sampling points such that
this assumption holds). This allows for writing
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Hence, the separable rational function
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exactly recovers the data in D. By considering the barycentric forms introduced in (48), we see
that the barycentric form of r̃ can be written as
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This is exactly the barycentric form introduced in (27) but with a rank-1 tensor of barycentric
coefficients

α̃ = α(1) ⊗ · · · ⊗ α(d)

instead of α. Since the function r̃ exactly recovers the data in D we get that the linearized LS
errors along the lines of (21) are zero and thus

Ld

(
α(1) ⊗ · · · ⊗ α(d)

)
= 0.

B. Proof of Lemma 2

The inverse of a matrix can be written as

K(z)−1 =
adj(K(z))

det(K(z))
,

where adj(K(z)) denotes the adjugate which is a matrix whose entries are polynomials in terms
of the entries of K(z). Therefore, the representation

f(z) = c⊤K(z)−1b =
c⊤ adj(K(z))b

det(K(z))

is a fraction of the polynomial p(z) = c⊤ adj(K(z))b in the numerator and q(z) = det(K(z)) in
the denominator. Next, we rewrite det(K(z)) based on various determinant identities to further
analyze the underlying structure:

det(K(z)) = det

([
z(1)K11 K12

K21 z(2)K22

])
= det

(
z(2)K22

)
det

(
z(1)K11 −

1

z(2)
K12K

−1
22 K21

)
.

Since K12,K21 have rank r or less, we can write K12K
−1
22 K21 = WY⊤ where W,Y ∈ C

m2×r.
This allows for applying the low-rank update formula for determinants which yields

det

(
z(1)K11 −

1

z(2)
WY⊤

)
= det

(
z(1)K11

)
det

(
Ir −

1

z(1)z(2)
Y⊤K−1

11 W

)

= z(1)
m1

det(K11)
1

z(1)
r
z(2)

r det
(
z(1)

r
z(2)

r
Ir −Y⊤K−1

11 W
)

Note that det
(
z(1)z(2)Ir −Y⊤K−1

11 W
)
is a degree r polynomial in z(1)z(2) and thus has a sepa-

ration rank of at most r + 1. We therefore obtain that

det(K(z)) = det(K11) det(K22)z
(1)m1−r

z(2)
m2−r

det
(
z(1)z(2)Ir −Y⊤K−1

11 W
)

has a separation rank that is less than or equal to r + 1.
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