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Abstract
This paper addresses the problem of accurately estimating a function on one
domain when only its discrete samples are available on another domain. To
answer this challenge, we utilize a neural network, which we train to incorporate
prior knowledge of the function. In addition, by carefully analyzing the problem,
we obtain a bound on the error over the extrapolation domain and define a
condition number for this problem that quantifies the level of difficulty of the setup.
Compared to other machine learning methods that provide time series prediction,
such as transformers, our approach is suitable for setups where the interpolation
and extrapolation regions are general subdomains and, in particular, manifolds. In
addition, our construction leads to an improved loss function that helps us boost
the accuracy and robustness of our neural network. We conduct comprehensive
numerical tests and comparisons of our extrapolation versus standard methods.
The results illustrate the effectiveness of our approach in various scenarios.

Keywords: extrapolation, neural networks, least squares, manifold function
extrapolation

1 Introduction
Function extrapolation is the problem of estimating the values of a function on one
domain from data given at a different domain, where each domain is possibly a
manifold. This problem is typically tied to many tasks from various data analysis fields,
such as prediction, forecasting [1], convergence acceleration [2, 3], extension [4], and
continuation. Specifically, function continuation is classic in mathematics; it goes back
to Whitney’s extension of smooth functions [5] when considering continuous functions
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or even further back if we consider the Prony method [6] for sequences and its more
modern application for signal processing [7]. The rise of super-resolution [8] opened
the door for exciting new results concerning constructive methods of extrapolation,
e.g., [9] and more theoretical studies, within the scope of super-resolution [10] and
inverse problems [11], and others [12, 13].

When it comes to extrapolating a function from its samples over one domain to
values required on the other, a key question is what we know (or assume) about it.
We roughly divide the answer into two possible options. The first is when only the
regularity of the function or its domain is known, e.g., [14]. In such a case, we expect
the error to grow exponentially outside the given domain, and so the extrapolation
is mostly effective near the boundaries of the function’s domain where the data is
given, e.g., [10]. A second option is to assume that the function arises from a model.
In this case, ideal information, for example, is that the function satisfies a differential
equation in the given domain and could be extended beyond it. However, since we
have only a discrete set of samples, knowing the differential equation may serve only
as a starting point for approximating the function over the domain and extending
it [15]. For this case, standard practice assumes the function lies in or close to a specific
known space. In this work, we tackle the latter option, where prior information is used
for constructing the extrapolation.

In contrast to time series modeling [16], where the focus is primarily on understand-
ing and predicting the behavior of a variable over time, extrapolation of functions from
samples involves extending the understanding of a function beyond the observed data
points. Time series modeling typically relies on historical patterns and trends within the
data to make future predictions, whereas extrapolation of functions incorporates prior
knowledge about the underlying structure or behavior of the function itself, such as, in
our case, differential equations or known properties of specific function spaces such as
the specific manifold the functions lay in. Therefore, time series modeling and extrapo-
lation are related, and both share the common goal of making informed predictions or
estimates based on available information but differ on the underlying assumptions and
information they rely on. Our research will focus specifically on function extrapolation.

In recent years, there has been a rising demand for better extrapolation methods,
driven by the increasing number of applications and the expanding volume of available
data. More and more attention has been paid to creating machine learning algorithms
to improve extrapolation capabilities. Unlike approximation, where Neural Networks
are known for their remarkable ability, see, e.g., [17], similar promising results have yet
to appear in extrapolation. In fact, recent papers show the neural networks’ inability
to extrapolate well [18–20]. Specifically, [18] proves that Neural Networks, which
use the common activation functions Tanh and ReLU, lead to constant and linear
extrapolations, respectively. Therefore, it proposes a new activation function named
Snake, which helps mitigate some of the problems. Other works like EQL [21] and
its later improvement [22] try to overcome the network extrapolation problem by
constructing a network that finds a unique expression for the extrapolated function.
EQL’s network uses predefined activation functions and outputs an equation by
finding a simplified expression as activation functions multiplied by their corresponding
coefficients. This is similar to the standard Least Squares (LS) approach when known
basis functions are known.
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Methods such as Snake, EQL, and LS represent modern and standard extrapolation
techniques that involve introducing novel activation functions or approximating the
extrapolating function by approximating the available data, also called training data.
Such methods do not minimize the extrapolation error since it is unavailable directly
from the data. Instead, they aim to fit the training data according to some prescribed
metric. It turns out that this approach is sub-optimal, as seen by a connection we
draw between the error within the data area and the extrapolation error. In particular,
we prove an upper bound on the extrapolation error in terms of the function space,
that is, the prior information on the function and the error over the data. Then, we
conclude in our analysis that in most typical cases, the error over the data alone does
not provide us with the right metric, and an adjustment for the data fitting is required
based on the prior information and the extrapolation domain.

Our approach involves using a neural network for extrapolation. The neural network
learns the prior information of the function and uses the function samples as the
training data to generate a projection onto the learned space. This projection is
designed to minimize the extrapolation error. The solution obtained through this
approach leverages the full power of neural networks as it addresses approximation
rather than direct extrapolation. Interestingly, since our neural network loss function
targets the extrapolation error, it potentially overlooks the traditional approximation
error. This error alone does not play any significant role in the extrapolation problem
despite being central to many conventional methods.

This paper presents a framework for extrapolating functions from their samples.
It begins by formally defining the extrapolation problem and dividing the prior
information into two cases. The first case assumes that the unknown function is in
the span of known basis functions, and the sample is possibly noisy. In the second
case, we introduce the concept of anchor functions. These functions are assumed to be
known and to lie within a fixed prescribed distance from the unknown function. In this
case, we do not have any explicit connection between the anchors and the unknown
function other than their proximity. Moreover, in this anchor-extrapolation problem,
we assume the unknown functions to exhibit behavior similar to the anchors. In our
analysis of the first problem, we prove a bound over the extrapolation error, using the
error over the data. This bound introduces a constant we term the condition number
of the extrapolation problem. This number quantifies the difficulty level of a given
problem with respect to the known basis functions and the two domains in question.

To illustrate the effectiveness of our Neural Extrapolation Technique, which we
term NExT, we apply it to various extrapolation problems. Initially, we extrapolate
noisy Chebyshev polynomials of the 3rd, 5th, and 7th degrees. Subsequently, we extend
our numerical examples to more intricate cases, such as extrapolating noisy monotone
Chebyshev polynomials, which exhibit underlying attributes that are not present in
the standard basis. Remarkably, NExT adeptly extrapolates these functions while
learning their mathematical properties. Our third challenge is the anchor extrapolation
with anchor functions acting as priors. The examples show how NExT outperforms
several baseline models, effectively utilizing the capabilities of neural networks. Note
that this problem, featuring anchor functions, holds significant potential for real-world
applications, such as predicting product sales based on related products, highlighting
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the versatility of our approach. As our last test case, we consider functions on the
sphere in R3 using the Fourier basis consisting of spherical harmonics, highlighting
the benefit when an underlying manifold domain is present. In some examples, we
design the settings so the extrapolation domain is not necessarily contiguous with the
data domain. This broader testing approach further underlines the robustness and
adaptability of NExT across diverse extrapolation scenarios.

The paper is summarized as follows. Section 2 presents the problem formulation
and previous related work in the field. In Section 3, we introduce our method for
extrapolation, including its theoretical derivation. Finally, Section 4 provides various
numerical examples illustrating the performances of our method over different domains.

2 Problem formulation and prior work
We consider the problem of extrapolating a function f from its samples and open the
discussion with some required notation followed by formulating the problem. Next, we
provide a brief intro to neural networks and close this section by recalling some of the
prior work done on Least Squares (LS) and deep learning approaches to extrapolation.

2.1 Problem formulation
Let F be a real vector space defined over Ω ∪ Ξ, each can be a different manifold.
The domain consists of the samples domain Ω and the extrapolation domain Ξ, both
embedded in some Euclidean space Rd. In addition, we assume that ∥·∥Ξ is a norm
induced by an inner product ⟨·, ·⟩Ξ, on the extrapolation domain. Then, as a general
goal, we look for the following minimizer:

g∗ = arg min
g∈F

∥g − f∥2
Ξ . (1)

We further assume that we are given a basis {ϕk}d
k=1 of F such that we can represent

the unknown function as f =
∑d

k=1 αkϕk where αk, k = 1, . . . , d are the unknown
basis coefficients. In addition, we have given samples of the form {(xi, yi)}N

i=0 where
xi ∈ Ω and yi = f(xi). Since g∗ is uniquely represented by its coefficients {α∗

k}d
k=1,

the above extrapolation problem is equivalent to finding these coefficients.
Remark 2.1 (More general function spaces). We assume F is a vector space in
the above formulation. However, in some cases, we must facilitate additional prior
information. For example, consider function properties like monotonicity or convexity.
These properties defined a more restrictive structure of function space within F , which
we later show how to incorporate in our learning method.

As stated in Remark 2.1, our formulation can be generalized to function spaces
given constraints and the coefficients, therefore we will use the terms ’function space’
and ’vector space’ interchangeably throughout this paper, unless explicitly stated
otherwise. We next introduce two specific instances of the above extrapolation problem,
which we address in this paper. In the first version of the extrapolation problem (1),
we assume a general, standard model for noisy samples:
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Definition 2.1 (Extrapolation problem). Let f be a real-valued function defined over
Ω and Ξ. We observe the data:

yi = f(xi) + εi, εi ∼ N (0, σ2), xi ∈ Ω i = 0, . . . , N. (2)

Here, σ is unknown. The problem is to estimate f over Ξ.
It is worth noting that this paper focuses on cases of low noise levels. The next

problem we consider is extrapolating from samples of a function. However, we do not
assume any knowledge of the function being in a certain function space. Instead, we
are given anchor functions, which are assumed to be in proximity to the values of the
functions over the extrapolation area. We define anchor functions next:
Definition 2.2 (Anchor functions). A set of functions {f̂j}M

j=1 are called δ-anchor
functions with respect to f , if for a given δ > 0:

∥∥∥f̂j − f
∥∥∥2

Ξ
≤ δ, j = 1, . . . , M.

Then, the problem reads:
Definition 2.3 (Anchored extrapolation problem). Extrapolate a function f from
noisy samples of (2) to Ξ given a set of δ-anchor functions for a fixed known δ > 0.

In light of the basic problem (1), the anchored problem is formulated to find the
function g∗ to f when there is no harsh restriction on the search space other than the
distance to the anchors.

2.2 Neural networks
Originally inspired by the structure and functioning of the human brain [17, 23], neural
networks are computational models consisting of nodes, layers, and connections between
them. Each layer consists of a predetermined number of nodes, and the whole network
consists of a set number of layers. In a feed-forward network, each node is called a
perceptron, takes multiple units as inputs, multiplies each input by its corresponding
weight, and sums them up. The result is then passed through an activation function.
Each node’s inputs in a layer l are all node outputs in the previous layer l − 1 and
their weights. We note that the weights for each receiving node are different. The final
structure of the neural network is a set of layers of nodes connected to each proceeding
and previous layers of nodes by their corresponding weights. A feed-forward neural
network is given in (3). Specifically, X is the input vector, W (l) is the weight matrix
for layer l and b(l) is its bias vector. The weighted sum Z(l) at layer l leads to A(l),
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the output of layer l after applying the activation function a(l). The final output is Y :

Z(1) = X · W (1) + b(1)

A(1) = a(1)(Z(1))
Z(l) = A(l−1) · W (l) + b(l) for l = 2, 3, . . . , L − 1
A(l) = a(l)(Z(l)) for l = 2, 3, . . . , L − 1

Z(L) = A(L−1) · W (L) + b(L)

Y = A(L) = a(L)(Z(L)).

(3)

Here, L is the total number of layers in the neural network. There are many different
activation functions, each with its own properties. Two common activation function
[18, 24] are ReLU,

ReLU(x) = max(0, x), (4)
and the hyperbolic tangent,

tanh(x) = e2x − 1
e2x + 1 . (5)

Feedforward neural networks have shown remarkable results, especially in areas
with a substantial amount of data [25]. Attesting to their remarkable ability to
learn complex structures. One of the fundamental properties that contribute to their
widespread applicability [26] is the universal approximation theorem [27, 28], which
asserts that neural networks with a single hidden layer containing a sufficient number
of neurons can approximate any continuous function to arbitrary precision. This
theorem underscores the versatility and power of neural networks as universal function
approximators, allowing them to capture intricate relationships within data.

In light of the above, and with regard to the complexity needed to learn a function
space, it becomes evident that neural networks stand out as a natural choice for our
model. Our capacity to generate diverse functions within the space ensures a perpetual
influx of relevant functions for the model to learn from. Consequently, this capability
empowers us to leverage the profound learning potential of neural networks fully.
Learning complex mappings from an enormous amount of data.

2.3 The standard least squares approach
Least Squares (LS) is a popular extrapolation method [29, 30]. It consists of finding
the optimal coefficients to a predetermined basis while minimizing the squared errors
on the training data, solving

argmin
{αk}d

k=1

=
N∑

i=1

yi −
d∑

k=1
αkϕk(xi)

2

. (6)

Where {αk}d
k=1 are the coefficients predicted, Φ = {ϕk}d

k=1 are the basis functions
each corresponding to a coefficient, {(xi, yi)}N

i=1 training data consisting of N points.
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Determining the coefficients allows finding the function that best fits the training data
in the LS sense. This function can then be used to predict the extrapolation area.

Motivated by physics, where many equations are differential equations, Prony’s
method [6] proposes an approximating function of the sum of complex exponentials
with constant coefficients. Given the order beforehand, Prony’s method defines a
method to compute both the exponential terms and their respective coefficients.
An extension of Prony’s method to approximate functions with sums of complex
exponential is proposed by [15]. The model coefficients are computed using LS on a
difference equation for the given points using previous points. Then, the exponents
are found as the roots of the characteristic polynomial. Numeric stability with noise
is achieved with regularization terms on the model coefficients. Previous works not
only proposed new methods for extrapolation but also found important bounds for
the error rate. In [11] the authors prove effective bounds of analytical continuations
which are exponential and in [10] prove exponential error bounds on entire functions
for stable soft extrapolations, while using a LS polynomial approximation. Both
papers attest to the difficulty in accurately extrapolating function given reasonable
assumptions. Additional extrapolation methods are given in [31], with the notable
Richard’s extrapolation and Aitken’s process. Both important extrapolation methods
are used to extrapolate the next element of a sequence.

2.4 Deep learning approaches for function extrapolation
In recent years, deep learning has seen a few advancements in its capabilities for
extrapolation. Extrapolation methods for time series include Prophet [32] and Trans-
formers [33]. Different from time series, which relay on finding historical patterns and
trends, function extrapolation often relay on prior knowledge such as the manifolds
the image and domain of the functions lay in, or known structures in the function
space. Most notably deep learning advancements are, Snake [18] and EQL [21]. In
[18], it is proved that conventional activation functions such as ReLU (4) and tanh
(5), produce models that, once x tends to infinity, converge to a linear and constant
function, respectively. Thus failing to extrapolate. The authors continue to identify
two key components for an activation function that will manage to extrapolate well.
The first is monotone, which allows easy convergence since there aren’t many local
minima. The second is that it should be somewhat periodic so it does not converge to
a constant/linear function as x tends to infinity. To this end, they proposed the Snake
activation function defined as

snake(x) = x + sin2(βx). (7)

Here, β is a learned parameter of the frequency. A second state-of-the-art learner is
EQL. EQL stands for Equation Learner; as its name suggests, it learns the underlying
equation. It uses a neural network where each activation function in a given layer
is different. Thus, the best linear combination of functions with respect to the loss
function is chosen. This is the same as LS once mean squared error is used. Once EQL
uses multiple hidden layers, it diverges from LS being able to learn to use compound
functions. Note that if the best basis elements are known, EQL is equivalent to LS but
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differs in optimization since the best activation function for this problem will be the
basis functions.

3 Our extrapolation method
As stated in Section 2, each function g can be uniquely identified by a coefficient vector
α. Therefore, we will neglect the α notation in favor of using g as the coefficient vector
as well. Whether g is a function or a coefficient vector will be clear from context,
and gk is the kth coefficient of g. To extrapolate a function f ∈ F , NExT will solve
(1) by learning to identify each function g ∈ F by its corresponding yi, then it will
predict its coefficient vector. Therefore, the neural network Υ associated with NExT
is conceived as a mapping Υ : RN → Rd. Ideally, Υ aims to be a projection onto F
that minimizes the objective function (1). Manifold information will be introduced in
the basis functions and in the loss function, which will allow strengthening the model.

3.1 Error analysis
At the core of our method is our approach for minimizing the extrapolation error by
linking it to the data samples and prior information about the function being in the
space F . This part deals with exactly that question. Denote the function values over
Ω by YΩ = {yi}N

i=0, and recall the neural network Υ which aims to predict g. We use
the following error term to measure the difference between the prediction g̃ and g:

EΞ(g̃, g) =

∥∥∥∥∥∥
d∑

k=1
Υ(YΩ)kϕk − g

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

Ξ

=

∥∥∥∥∥∥
d∑

k=1
(Υ(YΩ)k − gk)ϕk

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

Ξ

= ⟨
d∑

k=1
(Υ(YΩ)k − gk)ϕk,

d∑
j=1

(Υ(YΩ)j − gj)ϕj⟩Ξ

=
d∑

k=1

d∑
j=1
j ̸=k

(Υ(YΩ)k − gk)(Υ(YΩ)j − gj)⟨ϕk, ϕj⟩Ξ +
d∑

k=1
(Υ(YΩ)k − gk)2∥ϕk∥2

Ξ .

(8)

Interestingly, the factors of the form Υ(YΩ)ℓ − gℓ are independent of Ξ. Therefore,
we can interpret (8) as an error expression where ∥ϕk∥2

Ξ and ⟨ϕk, ϕj⟩Ξ serving as Ξ-
depending weights. Therefore, high values of either the inner product or norm of the
basis function over Ξ correspond to potentially large errors.

Denote by ⟨·, ·⟩Ω an inner product on Ω, and by ∥·∥Ω its induced norm. Then,
we can consider the expression in (8) in terms of Ω, highlighting the differences of
minimizing the error over Ω instead of Ξ. Specifically, minimizing over Ω causes all the
factors of (8) to be dependent solely on Ω. Therefore, if one uses EΩ(g̃, g) as a loss
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function for extrapolation over Ξ, as done in many previous methods, it may result in
a sub-optimal extrapolation. We summarize it in the following remark:
Remark 3.1. Previous methods, that do not use learning, are forced to predict extrapo-
lation function while minimizing square errors-like loss functions on the approximation
area Ω. Therefore, such methods can assign irrelevant weights, with respect to (8), that
is, without directly aiming for minimizing the error over the extrapolation area Ξ.

In the remainder of this subsection, we analyze further the relation between the
error over Ξ, EΞ, and the error over Ω, EΩ. The following remark shows that when we
remove the linear independence assumption, made in Theorem 3.4, over the functions
in {ϕk}d

k=1, no bounds can be obtained from the approximation error.
Remark 3.2. We present here a simple example showing that the linear independence
assumption over {ϕk}d

k=1 is essential; In particular, if we are given ϕ1 and ϕ2 such

that ϕ2|Ω = −ϕ1 and ϕ2|Ξ = 0. Then, extrapolate g =
[

c1
c1

]
with a prediction of the

form g̃ =
[

c2
c2

]
where c2 ̸= c1 results in EΩ(g, g̃) = 0. On the other hand, EΞ(g, g̃) =

(c2 − c1)∥ϕ1∥2, which can be sufficiently large. We note that this problem arises once
one of the elements is a linear combination of the rest.

The observation made in Remark 3.2 implies that when it comes to bound EΞ
using EΩ, it becomes necessary to introduce assumptions concerning the basis Φ.
Specifically, we consider Φ as an orthogonal basis and introduce a condition number for
extrapolation—a positive number that quantifies how difficult it is to extrapolate from
Ω to Ξ using the orthogonal basis Φ. This condition number measures a worst-case
scenario and relies on Ω, Ξ, and Φ. Intuitively, the condition consists of two main
factors. First is the dimension of the function space since a broader space entails the
harder task of determining the minimizer in (1). For example, a single basis function
makes the problem quite simple, as one should basically set a single number. The
second factor is the scaling of the norms of basis functions, which is also affected by
the size of Ω relative to Ξ. The definition reads:
Definition 3.1 (Extrapolation condition number). Let {ϕk}d

k=1 be an orthogonal
basis of Ω. The extrapolation condition number of problem (1) is

κ = d
MΞ

mΩ
, (9)

Where
MΞ = max

k=1,...,d
∥ϕk∥2

Ξ , and mΩ = min
k=1,...,d

∥ϕk∥2
Ω .

The above Extrapolation Condition Number will play a role in our analysis when
bounding the extrapolation error in Theorem 3.4. In addition, in the experimental
section, we demonstrate its applicability over numerical examples.
Remark 3.3. Two remarks regarding Definition 3.1:

1. The condition number (9) is, by definition, a positive value. While a higher value
indicates more uncertainty in determining the extrapolation, it is worth noting that
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it is possible to obtain smaller values, even less than 1. As in other functional
condition numbers, a smaller value may occur. Specifically, if MΞ < mΩ, arising
from either an irregular basis where the basis elements are larger in scale and norm
over Ξ or when Ξ is significantly smaller than Ω. This means the extrapolation
problem quantitatively belongs to a class of easier settings.

2. We assume the orthogonality of our basis over Ω, which tightly relates the condition
number (9) to the extrapolation error, as we will see next. However, in practice,
we can use this measure of hardness to assess extrapolation even if the basis is not
orthogonal. This practice is also demonstrated in Section 4.

Theorem 3.4. Let {ϕk}d
k=1 be a sequence of real-valued functions, defined both in Ω

and Ξ. The following conditions hold:

1. If ϕk are orthogonal in Ω, then EΞ ≤ κEΩ.
2. If ϕk are orthogonal both in Ω and Ξ, then EΞ ≤ κ

d EΩ.

Where MΞ, and mΩ are defined in Definition 3.1, and EΩ is the error in (8) for Ω
instead of Ξ.

We first introduce a lemma that serves as an auxiliary tool in the proof of
Theorem 3.4.
Lemma 3.5. Let a = (a1, . . . , ad) be a vector of positive numbers. Then,∑d

k=1
∑d

j=1
j ̸=k

akaj +
∑d

k=1 a2
k∑d

k=1 a2
k

≤ d. (10)

Proof. Since
∑d

k=1 ak =∥a∥L1
we have that

d∑
k=1

d∑
j=1
j ̸=k

akaj +
d∑

k=1
a2

k =
d∑

k=1
ak(∥a∥L1

− ak) +
d∑

k=1
a2

k = (∥a∥L1
)

d∑
k=1

ak =∥a∥2
L1

.

Therefore, the left hand side of (10) is bounded by ⟨1,a⟩
∥a∥2

L2
which in turn is bounded,

using cauchy-schwarz, by d.

Proof of Theorem 3.4. Proof of Condition 1: We assume EΩ ̸= 0 otherwise we get
from (8) that g̃ = g since from orthogonality at Ω we get that ⟨ϕk, ϕj⟩Ω = 0 thus
0 = EΩ =

∑d
k=1(Υ(YΩ)k − gk)2∥ϕk∥2

Ω → ∀(Υ(YΩ)k − gk) = 0 → g = g̃ and we are
done. Assuming EΩ ̸= 0 and {ϕk}d

k=1 are orthogonal at Ω, as mentioned ⟨ϕk, ϕj⟩Ω = 0,
defining ϕmaxΞ = arg maxϕk

∥ϕk∥2
Ξ we get that ⟨ϕk, ϕj⟩Ξ ≤ MΞ and ∀k ∥ϕk∥Ξ ≤∥∥ϕmaxΞ

∥∥
Ξ. Similarly from definition we get ∀k ∥ϕk∥Ω ≥

∥∥ϕminΩ

∥∥
Ω. Using the above

with (8) then:

EΞ(g̃, g)
EΩ(g̃, g) =

∑d
k=1

∑d
j=1
j ̸=k

(Υ(YΩ)k − gk)(Υ(YΩ)j − gj)⟨ϕk, ϕj⟩Ξ∑d
k=1(Υ(YΩ)k − gk)2∥ϕk∥2

Ω
+

10



∑d
k=1(Υ(YΩ)k − gk)2∥ϕk∥2

Ξ∑d
k=1(Υ(YΩ)k − gk)2∥ϕk∥2

Ω

≤

∑d
k=1

∑d
j=1
j ̸=k

(Υ(YΩ)k − gk)(Υ(YΩ)j − gj)∥ϕk∥Ξ
∥∥ϕj

∥∥
Ξ∑d

k=1(Υ(YΩ)k − gk)2∥ϕk∥2
Ω

+∑d
k=1(Υ(YΩ)k − gk)2∥ϕk∥2

Ξ∑d
k=1(Υ(YΩ)k − gk)2∥ϕk∥2

Ω

≤ MΞ

mΩ

∑d
k=1

∑d
j=1
j ̸=k

|Υ(YΩ)k − gk||Υ(YΩ)j − gj | +
∑d

k=1(Υ(YΩ)k − gk)2

∑d
k=1(Υ(YΩ)k − gk)2

≤ d
MΞ

mΩ
.

Where the last inequality is from Lemma 3.5 while defining ak = |Υ(YΩ)k − gk|.
Proof of Condition 2: Similarly to Proof of Condition 1, we assume EΩ ̸= 0.

Assuming orthogonality in Ω and Ξ leads to ⟨ϕk, ϕj⟩Ξ = 0 and ⟨ϕk, ϕj⟩Ω = 0 for k ̸= j.
Thus:

EΞ(g̃, g)
EΩ(g̃, g) ≤

∑d
k=1(Υ(YΩ)k − gk)2∥ϕk∥2

Ξ∑d
k=1(Υ(YΩ)k − gk)2∥ϕk∥2

Ω
≤ MΞ

mΩ
.

The initial inequality in Theorem 3.4 underscores the limitation of prior extrapola-
tion methods focused on Ω, which aim to minimize EΩ. While such methods can yield
favorable outcomes when κ is sufficiently small, they become less effective when κ is
not. Additionally, as highlighted in Remark 3.2, the endeavor to minimize EΩ lacks
direction when no specific conditions are specified. From Theorem 3.4, we highlight
Remark 3.6, a somewhat counterintuitive result, which states that using fewer basis
elements may produce better results. In addition, through Definition 3.1 of the extrap-
olation condition number, we can conclude an intuitive result that that in the general
case, it is beneficial to have a large Ω with a small Ξ. Given by the denominator and
nominator of κ (9).
Remark 3.6 (Basis overfitting). In light of the above discussion, specifically Defini-
tion 3.1 and Theorem 3.4, we interpret the overfitting phenomenon in extrapolation as
follows: having more basis functions can increase the condition number since then d
increases, MΞ may increase, and mΩ may decrease. Therefore, our bound and its asso-
ciated condition number show how too many basis functions can cause less favorable
results and analytically explain the overfitting problem.
Remark 3.7 (Examples for part 2 of Theorem 3.4). To illustrate part 2 of Theorem 3.4,
we consider doubly-orthogonal functions. The doubly orthogonal function system is an
orthogonal function system in which functions are orthogonal in two different inner
product spaces consisting of different weighting functions. This concept goes back
to Bergman, see, e.g., [34] and generalizes phenomena such as the orthogonality of
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Chebyshev polynomials over both an interval (with weight function) and an ellipse and
the Slepian functions [35] which are orthogonal in a closed real segment and over the
entire real line.

Note that this paper focuses on the more general case, namely, orthogonality just
on Ω, as in part 1 of Theorem 3.4.
Corollary 3.7.1. When {ϕk}d

k=1 are orthonormal in both Ω and Ξ, minimizing EΩ
bounds EΞ.

Proof. By Theorem 3.4, with orthonormal basis on both Ω and Ξ, we get EΞ ≤ EΩ

3.2 An overview of the NExT framework
In NExT, the learning process consists of randomly sampling g ∼ F . As our default,
we sample according to a multivariate normal distribution with zero mean. Whether a
better sampling scheme exists is left for further research. Evaluating g on {xi}N

i=1 ⊂ Ω,
resulting in YΩ, which is one training sample with a multi-regression label of the
coefficients of g. NExT will have a weighted MSE loss on the coefficients solving (8),
symbolized by Lcore. When F is a function space but not a vector space, ideally, g
will be sampled from that space. In cases where such sampling is impossible, g can
be projected to the space so long as its coefficient representation is still possible.
Additionally, in such cases, it is possible to add additional losses on the coefficients and
the extrapolation area Ξ, which we denote by Lext. This loss term will help include
information on F when available; for example, if F consists of monotonically increasing
functions, it can be enforced by additional loss terms, as mentioned in Remark 2.1. In
such a case, for instance, one can use Lext = ReLU(g(x′

0) − g(x′
M ′)), where x′

0 is the
beginning of Ξ and X ′

M is the end. The overall loss is:

L(g, Υ(YΩ) =λextLext(YΞ, ŶΞ)+
λcoreLcore(g, Υ(YΩ)). (11)

Where ŶΞ = {Υ(YΩ)(xi)}N
i=1 with respect to the sample {xi}N

i=1 ⊂ Ξ. Additionally,
the ability of the neural network to converge relies heavily on the search space
size. Therefore, NExT introduces four additional hyper-parameters rm, rσ ∈ R and
Nl, Nh ∈ N which bounds F . The parameters rm, rσ are the normalization range of the
functions coefficients meaning ∥g∥L2

∼ N (rm, r2
σ). The other two parameters Nl, Nh

determine the basis functions for the learning, 0 ≤ Nl ≤ N ≤ Nh ≤ d. Namely, once
setting the list of basis function, ϕ1, . . . , ϕd, the randomly generated functions will be
of the form g =

∑Nh

k=Nl
gkϕk. NExT training process is described in Algorithm 1.

To sum, by training with Algorithm 1, NExT learns to approximate the function
space F while focusing on minimizing EΞ directly.

We will continue inspecting the extrapolation error. In particular, assuming again
that F is a vector space with an inner product. We consider the case where f does
not necessarily lie in F , as often occurs. In such a case, we denote by f∥, f⊥ the
projection of f to F and the perpendicular part of it, respectively. Therefore g∗ = f∥
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from definition. Then,

EΞ(f, Υ(YΩ)) =
∥∥Υ(YΩ) − f

∥∥2
Ξ =

∥∥∥∥∥∥
d∑

k=1
Υ(YΩ)kϕk − f

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

Ξ

=

∥∥∥∥∥∥
d∑

k=1
(Υ(YΩ)k − f∥k

)ϕk + f⊥

∥∥∥∥∥∥
2

Ξ

≤
d∑

k=1

d∑
j=1
j ̸=k

(Υ(YΩ)k − f∥k
)(Υ(YΩ)j − f∥j

)⟨ϕk, ϕj⟩Ξ

+
d∑

k=1
(Υ(YΩ)k − f∥k

)2∥ϕk∥2
Ξ +∥f⊥∥2

Ξ

=
d∑

k=1

d∑
j=1
j ̸=k

(Υ(YΩ)k − g∗
k)(Υ(YΩ)j − g∗

j )⟨ϕk, ϕj⟩Ξ

+
d∑

k=1
(Υ(YΩ)k − g∗

k)2∥ϕk∥2
Ξ +∥f⊥∥2

Ξ

=
∥∥∥∥Υ (YΩ) − g∗

∥∥∥∥2

Ξ
+∥g∗ − f∥2

Ξ ≤ max
g∈F

EΞ(g, Υ(YΩ)) +∥g∗ − f∥2
Ξ . (12)

Algorithm 1 Training NExT
Input: Ω, Ξ, {xi}N

i=1 ⊂ Ω and basis elements {ϕk}d
k=1 of F .

Hyperparameters: batch size nbatch, coefficient normalization mean rm and standard
deviation rσ2 . The minimum and maximum number of basis functions to use Nl, Nh

Output: Trained neural network Υ.
while Υ not converged do

Sample nbatch of function
for j=1 to nbatch do

Sample Nh − Nl basis coefficients from a multi-normal distribution gj ∼ N (0, 1)
Sample normalization value αj ∼ N (rm, rσ2)
Normalize g such that

∥∥gj

∥∥
L2

= αj

if F is not a vector space then
Project gj onto F .

end if
Define YΩ as the set of {gj(xi)}N

i

Define training sample as {YΩ, gj}
end for
Train Υ with generated training samples using loss function L in (11).

end while
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Where maxg∈F EΞ(g, Υ(YΩ)) is the maximum error Υ has over F and g∗ defined
in (1). Therefore, (12) implies that two terms bound the extrapolation error: first is
the error between the network prediction over functions in the space. The second is
how far the space is from the target function f .

It is reasonable to assume that the sampling scheme used for the sampling of
the function can help improve the ability of the network to extrapolate functions
from the learned function space. Therefore, we propose a possible sampling scheme in
Remark 3.8:
Remark 3.8 (Function sampling for training). The final term in (12) can be improved
once the distribution of sampling g on F is optimized, as it affects NExT’s ability
to identify g∗ from YΩ. Therefore, we ideally want a sampling scheme that samples
vectors in the coefficient vector space and lowers the error term maxg∈F EΞ(g, Υ(YΩ)).

Using (12), we notice that an error in the prediction of each coefficient given
by (Υ(YΩ)k − g∗

k), causes a different change to the overall error associated with the
prediction of g∗, given by

d∑
k=1

d∑
j=1
j ̸=k

(Υ(YΩ)k − g∗
k)(Υ(YΩ)j − g∗

j )⟨ϕk, ϕj⟩Ξ +
d∑

k=1
(Υ(YΩ)k − g∗

k)2∥ϕk∥2
Ξ ,

because of the different sizes of the inner products between the basis functions. Hence,
we would like our sampling scheme to allow Υ to predict the most important coefficients
better, where their importance can be calculated by the relative size of the overall
sum of the inner products with other basis elements and with themselves. Under the
assumption that Υ prediction ability is directly related to the number of instances it has
in its training data, we would like to sample in closer margins important coefficients
while using larger margins for less important coefficients. This will allow the training
data to consist of many samples where the less important coefficient is left unchanged
but with a change to the more important one. Thus allowing Υ to predict the more
important coefficients better.

The generality of the NExT framework allows us to consider various data domains
Ω and extrapolation domains Ξ. One particular choice is domains over a manifold. One
challenge in extrapolating over manifold domains is defining the function spaces and,
in particular, fixing prior in terms of basis functions. We assume a compact, connected
Riemannian manifold to make our discussion more concrete. Then, a natural basis
arises from the Laplace–Beltrami operator, e.g., [36]. In Section 4, we demonstrate
such settings, using the sphere as an example compact manifold and two of its distinct
subdomains as Ω and Ξ.

3.3 Extrapolating with anchor functions
Here, we discuss the anchored extrapolation problem of Definition 2.3. We propose using
the same method described in Section 3.2, but with a few necessary adjustments since
here, we are given a set of functions that do not necessarily form a basis, while making
sure that no anchor function is a linear combination of the rest, in light of Remark 3.2.
Recall that by definition, each anchor function f̂j satisfies EΞ(f, f̂j) ≤ δ. Namely, all
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anchor functions are in a ball of radius δ around f . Therefore, when considering their
corresponding span, F , any minimizer of (1), g∗ ∈ F , certainly satisfies ∥g∗ − f∥Ξ ≤ δ.

Recall the bound (12). In the case of anchor extrapolation, the bound and its
conclusions are specifically relevant as f is not guaranteed to be in F . Therefore, we
consider the two terms and define an extended space F̃ such that F ⊂ F̃ . On the one
hand, there exists g̃∗ ∈ F̃ so

∥g∗ − f∥Ξ ≥∥g̃∗ − f∥Ξ . (13)

Therefore, minimizing one term in (12). On the other hand, to form F̃ , we add extra
functions, which we term “filler” functions. This construction may lead to a higher
error in the second term as the filler functions are naturally further away from the
data leading to a typical inequality: maxg∈F EΞ(g, Υ(YΩ)) ≤ maxg∈F̃ EΞ(g, Υ(YΩ)).
Namely, the added filler functions introduce a tradeoff between the two parts of (12).
However, in practice, we show that the benefit of adding filler functions is preferable,
as seen over the different test scenarios of Section 4.

As for choosing the filler functions, since the anchor functions are close to the
target function f , the filler functions should be bounded in Ξ with a small constant.
This way, we get more freedom to fit the extrapolated function, which is more likely
to allow a better extrapolating function to be found. A specific choice of such function
is case-dependent and is illustrated in the next section.

4 Experimental results
We assess the performance of our proposed method through experiments conducted on
two distinct extrapolation problems: extrapolating with a known basis, as described in
Equation (2), and the anchored extrapolation problem outlined in Definition 2.3. Our
experimentation involves multiple phases. Initially, we address the first extrapolation
problem in two instances: once using a 7-degree Chebyshev polynomials function space
and another time focusing on a subset of 7-degree monotonic Chebyshev polynomials
functions. Subsequently, we tackle the anchor problem by employing two sets of anchor
functions: decaying functions and non-decaying functions. We proceed to demonstrate
the relative strength of NExT by solving the anchor function problem in regions further
from the known data. Furthermore, we compare the noise sensitivity between LS and
NExT in our extrapolation settings. Lastly, we showcase NExT’s effectiveness in the
manifold setting by extrapolating using spherical harmonics basis functions [37].

The preferred metric to evaluate NExT and the baseline models is Root Mean
Squared Error (RMSE) formulated in (14). RMSE gives larger error values to larger
errors but keeps the result in the original units. Therefore, it is ideal for our evaluation.
RMSE is commonly used to evaluate extrapolation; see, e.g., [21, 22]. Formally, the
RMSE reads:

RMSE({yi}Ne
i=1, {ŷi}Ne

i=1) =

√√√√ 1
N

Ne∑
i=1

(yi − ŷi)2. (14)

Here {yi}Ne
i=1 are the true functions values in the extrapolation area and {ŷi}Ne

i=1 are
the predicted ones. So, to evaluate a given model, Ne equally spaced points will be
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chosen from the extrapolation area and compared to their predicted values. Since the
square root function is monotonically increasing, minimizing RMSE is equivalent to
minimizing MSE. Thus, our formulation in (8) holds true.

Since we wish to show NExT’s contribution even in small noise scenarios, we would
like to add a small noise factor to the function. The noise signal will be measured by
signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) [38]:

SNR = 10 log10( Ps

Pn
). (15)

Where Ps, Pn are the squares of the L2 norm of the signal and noise, respectively.

4.1 Noisy function samples
Our experiment focus on extrapolating real-valued functions with Ω = [−1, 0.5), Ξ =
[0.5, 1], f : Ω → Ξ. A natural basis choice would be the Chebyshev polynomials [39]. We
use LS implemented by Numpy [40] as the baseline model. LS represents the standard
method for extrapolation using coefficients for known basis functions, and as stated in
Section 2.4, EQL is equivalent to it once the basis functions are known. LS uses the
basic underlying framework as NExT, which relies on finding the coefficients of the
function and, therefore, is an important baseline. For this problem, κ = 22974.71; for
reference, the trigonometric basis of sine and cosine functions has a κ = 11.03. We
note that since Chebyshev polynomials are only orthogonal at [−1, 1], Theorem 3.4
does not hold for Ω. Yet, κ still gives insight into how difficult extrapolating with
Chebyshev polynomial is for this problem.

For both LS and NExT methods, training and evaluation data have additional noise
factors of SNR=35. An SNR value of 35 is considered a low noise level and is a typical
error one gets after applying denoising methods on higher noise levels, e.g., [41, 42].

To fully validate NExT, we first train on functions generated with rσ = 0.25, rm =
1, Nl = 0, Nh = 7. The validation set consists of three sets of 100 randomly generated
functions with rσ = 0.25, rm = 1, and each set has one specific degree: 3, 5, or 7.
The three different degrees are used to evaluate how all methods respond to growing
complexities.

NExT LS
Num coefficients Ξ RMSE Coefficients RMSE Ω RMSE Ξ RMSE Coefficients RMSE Ω RMSE

3 0.021 0.387 0.598 0.263 0.155 0.003
5 0.054 0.334 0.597 0.291 0.124 0.004
7 0.200 0.299 0.605 0.267 0.114 0.003

Table 1: A comparison between NExT and LS. The RMSE over Ξ indicates that the
NExT outperforms the LS method. Note the higher values of the coefficients RMSE
and Ω RMSE, which show how NExT manages to focus on the relevant area and truly
minimizes (8). While the LS method fails to do so and focuses too heavily on Ω, it
loses its extrapolation ability on Ξ.
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Fig. 1: A comparison between our method (left) and an LS-based extrapolation (right).
The space consists of a 5th-degree Chebyshev polynomial where the LS achieves an
RMSE score of 0.633, while NExT outperforms it with 0.015, achieving a 97.7% error
reduction rate. The LS model clearly overfits the training data domain Ω, where the
data is given, while NExT manages to focus on minimizing (8) over Ξ.

The results for 3 different degree polynomials with 35 snr noise added are in
Table. 1. LS achieved RMSE scores of 0.267, 0.291, and 0.263 on the 3, 5, and 7-degree
polynomials, whereas NExT achieved scores of 0.021, 0.054, and 0.200, respectively.
This amounts to error reduction rates of 92.1%, 81.4%, and 31.5%, respectively. LS
RMSE results on the approximation area Ω are an order of magnitude better than
NExTs, showcasing how NExT focuses on the extrapolation area alone, substantially
increasing its extrapolation ability.

4.2 Monotonic functions with noisy samples
We focus on noisy monotonic functions to evaluate how NExT performs on function
spaces with an underlying structure not present in the basis functions. As mentioned
in Remark 2.1, this is an example of using a function space that is not a vector space.
Under the same evaluation method, we learn noisy monotonic functions generated by
adding the minimal value of the polynomial to the first coefficient and then integrating
the coefficients to get a monotonically increasing function. In the following, NExT
trained on monotonic functions will be called NExT Monotonic. While using NExT to
learn the whole function space, it is called NExT Whole Space. As in Section 4.1, a
noise of SNR=35 was added.

Table 2 shows the results of the monotonic noisy function space experiment. LS
results are 0.124, 0.205, and 0.227 on the noisy monotonic Chebyshev polynomials of
degrees 3,5 and 7, respectively. NExT without a focus on monotonic function, NExT
Whole Space, scored 0.012, 0.062, and 0.324, respectively. NExT, with a focus on
monotonic functions, NExT Monotonic, scored 0.016, 0.022, and 0.028, respectively.
On the 3-degree noisy monotonic polynomials, both NExT Whole Space and NExT
Monotonic outperformed LS but achieved similar results where NExT Whole Space
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Fig. 2: A comparison between our model (left) and an LS-based extrapolation (right)
for a specific 7-degree monotonic Chebyshev polynomial. LS achieves an RMSE score
of 0.190, while NExT outperforms it with 0.015, achieving a 92.3% error reduction
rate. The LS model clearly overfits the training data domain Ω, where the data is
given, while NExT manages to focus on minimizing (8) over Ξ. In addition, although
both didn’t predict a true monotonic function, NExT managed to predict a monotonic
function in Ξ, indicating it learned to predict this kind of functions, at least in the
desired domain Ξ.

NExT Monotonic NExT Whole Space LS
Num coefficients Ξ RMSE Coefficients RMSE Ω RMSE Ξ RMSE Coefficients RMSE Ω RMSE Ξ RMSE Coefficients RMSE Ω RMSE

3 0.016 0.367 0.456 0.012 0.411 0.603 0.124 0.072 0.002
5 0.022 0.372 0.618 0.062 0.414 0.777 0.205 0.103 0.003
7 0.028 0.362 0.723 0.324 0.438 0.827 0.227 0.097 0.003

Table 2: A comparison of LS and NExT’s two versions, trained on monotonic data,
NExT Monotonic, and trained on the whole function space, NExT Whole Space. NExT
Monotonic version outperforms both NExT Whole Space and LS, showing how it
manages to learn complex underlining structures that are not present in the basis
functions.

performed better. We attribute this performance gain to the size of the function
space, as 3-degree polynomials are small enough that NExT, even without a more
specific subspace, performs well. On the 5 and 7 noisy monotonic polynomials, NExT
Monotonic outperforms both LS and NExT Whole Space by a considerable margin.
NExT Monotonic achieved an error reduction rate of 64.5% and 91.4% over NExT
Whole Space and an error reduction rate of 89.3% and 87.7% over LS. These results
attest to the importance of letting NExT learn about the specific function space with
a complex underlying structure and not the vector space containing it to enhance
its extrapolation capabilities further. Although Fig. 2 shows how NExT Monotonic
does not necessarily predict monotonic functions in the whole space, it did predict a
monotonic function in the interest area Ξ.
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4.3 Extrapolating with anchor functions experiments
We evaluate NExT’s ability to solve the anchored extrapolation problem of Defini-
tion 2.3. The function to extrapolate is:

f(x) = 0.8x − cos(x) + 2 sin(2x) + 1
x + 1 . (16)

For this part, we use Ω = [0, 1.5π) and Ξ = [1.5π, 2π]. We also assume anchor functions
are given, and specifically, we utilize two sets of three anchor functions for evaluation
purposes. The two sets have the property of including either decaying or non-decaying
functions. Decaying anchor functions have a decaying addition to (16), whereas non-
decaying anchor functions have an addition of growing functions. Both sets of anchor
functions are given in Table. 3 and depicted in Fig. 3, 4.

Anchor function type Anchor function Ξ RMSE
Decaying f(x) + 2

x+1 0.310
f(x) + 3 sin(x)

x+1 0.345
f(x) + 0.9x 0.562

Non-decaying f(x) + x
10 0.552

f(x) + sin2(x) 0.613
f(x) + log2(x+1)

5 0.702

Table 3: Different anchor functions and their RMSE score in the extrapolation area.

Fig. 3: Anchor functions with decaying functions. Plotted next to the wished extrapo-
lation function f . f(x) + 2

x+1 (left), f(x) + 3 sin(x)
x+1 (middle), f(x) + 0.9x (right), with

RMSE scores of 0.310, 0.345, and 0.562 respectively.

Since each anchor function is known to be close to f , it is possible only to use one
of them for extrapolation, but since the underlying extrapolation is unknown, it is
not possible to choose which is preferred. Therefore, a successful algorithm should, in
theory, outperform the mean error rate, and an algorithm that has an RMSE score
that is lower than the lowest RMSE score of all anchor functions will be considered an
achievement. As mentioned in Section 3.3, NExT proposes to use the anchor functions
given as a frame to create the function space F it will learn to extrapolate.
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Fig. 4: Anchor functions with non-decaying functions. Plotted next to the wished
extrapolation function f . f(x) + x

10 (left), f(x) +sin2(x) (middle), and f(x) + log2(x+1)
5

(right), with RMSE scores of 0.552, 0.613, and 0.702 respectively.

Figures 5 and 6 present the results of the LS model and NExT for both decaying
and non-decaying anchor function frames. In these experiments, we utilized seven filler
functions from the trigonometric basis. The condition numbers (κ) for the anchor
function frames were 0.6628 and 0.38174 for the decaying and non-decaying functions,
respectively. With the inclusion of filler functions, these values increased to 24.2598
and 12.4486, respectively.

For the decaying anchor function problem, LS yielded extrapolation results of 1.02
without filler functions and 2.399 with filler functions, while NExT achieved scores of
0.844 and 0.131, respectively. This translates to error reduction rates of 17.3% and
94.5%, respectively, and an overall reduction rate of 87.2% compared to the best LS
result using three anchor frames. Notably, NExT outperformed all individual anchor
functions when filler functions were included, achieving a reduction of 57.7% from the
best error rate.

Regarding non-decaying functions, NExT exhibited even better performance, with
extrapolation results of 0.183 and 0.098 compared to LS’s 1.172 and 1.309. This
represents reduction rates of 84.4% and 92.5%, respectively, and a reduction of 91.6%
from the best LS error rate. Additionally, NExT achieved an error reduction rate of
82.2% compared to the closest anchor function.

Based on the condition numbers κ, it seems that including filler functions in the
frame makes the extrapolation more challenging, which seems to go against their
intended purpose. This observation holds true for LS, as seen in its poorer performance
compared to LS without filler functions. However, NExT, by focusing on minimizing Ξ
instead of Ω, renders the condition number irrelevant. Unlike LS, NExT performs well
with filler functions, highlighting its ability to prioritize minimizing the extrapolation
area Ξ rather than the approximation area Ω. This underscores the importance of
defining the right objective function. Consequently, we can conclude that NExT
performs well, surpassing LS in both scenarios and outperforming each individual
anchor function, thus demonstrating its usefulness in addressing 2.3. We note that
in this scenario, the conditions of Theorem 3.4 do not hold, even more so than in
Section 4.1. Therefore, LS does not outperform even though the problem has condition
numbers lower than 1.
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Fig. 5: Results for extrapolating (16) for LS (top) and NExT (bottom) using a frame.
Left figures use the 3 decaying functions only, and right figures use the 3 decaying
functions with an additional 7 basis elements from the trigonometric functions. LS
RMSE scores are 1.02 and 2.399, respectively, for without and with filler functions,
and NExT scores are 0.844 and 0.131, respectively.

Remark 4.1 (Using κ). We recall the LS results over the anchor function problem
Definition 2.3 and inspect the values of κ of (9), even on problems that do not fully fit
the conditions such as in Theorem 3.4. On one hand, the resulting κ for each problem
were 0.6628, 0.38174, 24.2598, and12.4486 for the decaying, non-decaying, decaying with
filler functions, and non-decaying with filler functions, respectively. On the other
hand, the LS obtained RMSE scores of 1.02, 1.172, 2.399, and 1.309 for the decaying,
non-decaying, decaying with filler functions, and non-decaying with filler functions,
respectively. Therefore, there is a clear correlation between κ and LS’s RMSE score,
attesting to the ability to use κ to choose the basis for extrapolation, evening a more
general settings than we used for the formal theorems.
Remark 4.2 (Anchor functions). As shown in the results in Fig. 5, 6, NExT manages
to improve the RMSE of the anchor functions used. In scenarios where anchor functions
are harder to come by, it is possible to use different extrapolation techniques to create
anchor functions. This is out of the scope of this paper and is left for further research.

21



Fig. 6: Results for extrapolating (16) for LS (top) and NExT (bottom) using a frame.
Left figures use the 3 decaying functions only, and right figures use the 3 decaying
functions with an additional 7 basis elements from the trigonometric functions. LS
RMSE scores are 1.172 and 1.309, respectively, for without and with filler functions,
and NExT scores are 0.183 and 0.098, respectively.

4.4 Deep learning experimental results
To fully evaluate NExT, we continue to compare it with two modern deep learning
models. Therefore, we compare the results of Snake and ReLU activation functions on
the Global Function Space and to the anchor function problem Definition 2.3. We test
both models on the Chebyshev noisy polynomials as in Section 4.1.

The results on the noisy Chebyshev polynomials are given in Table 4. Snake RMSE
scores are 0.095, 0.628, and 0.815 on the 3,5, and 7-degree polynomials, respectively.
ReLU RMSE scores were worse, with 0.361, 0.705, and 0.874, respectively. NExT
outperforms both deep learning models with scores of 0.021, 0.054, and 0.200. Resulting
in error reduction rates of 77.9%, 91.4%, and 75.5% on the 3,5, and 7-degree noisy
Chebyshev polynomials.

The results of extrapolating (16), are in Fig. 7. Snake relatively performs well
with an RMSE score of 0.150 compared to the 4.954 RMSE score of the ReLU net.
Nonetheless, NExT still manages to outperform Snake-net and obtain 0.131 and 0.098
scores with the decaying and non-decaying anchor functions, respectively, resulting in
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NExT ReLU Net Snake
Num coefficients Ξ RMSE Ω RMSE Ξ RMSE Ω RMSE Ξ RMSE Ω RMSE

3 0.021 0.598 0.361 0.005 0.095 0.004
5 0.054 0.597 0.705 0.030 0.628 0.015
7 0.200 0.605 0.874 0.055 0.815 0.056

Table 4: A comparison between NExT, ReLU nets and Snake on 3,5, and 7 degree
Chebyshev polynomials.

Fig. 7: A comparison of extrapolating (16) for NExT while using the non-decaying
anchor function frame with filler functions (left), ReLU network (middle), and Snake
(right). NExT RMSE score is 0.098, while Snake and ReLU’s scores are 4.954 and
0.150 respectively. Snake reported results while learning the frequency and is better
while not, which achieved a score of 0.363.

12.7% and 34.7% error reduction rates, respectively. For Snake, since there is no simple
method in choosing whether to learn or not to learn the frequency, the reported results
of Snake consist of the best value of the two choices, which are to learn the frequency;
otherwise, Snake with a constant frequency of 1 achieved an RMSE score of 0.363.

4.5 Extrapolation over “far” domains
While devising our methodology, we encountered no constraints limiting us to a narrow
vicinity. As NExT, adeptly learns to extrapolate to a particular Ξ, we conducted tests
encompassing more distant areas. The problem is extrapolating (16) as in Section 4.3
with areas of a distance of 1,3, and 7 from Ω, with the nondecaying anchor functions.
NExT will use the frame with the 7 filler functions, and LS will use the frame that works
best between the frame with the anchor functions alone or with the 7 filler functions.
The distances represent very far areas compared to the learning area, which is 1.5π.

The results of the farther away areas are in Fig. 8. NExT performs considerably
better than LS and Snake, as the extrapolation area Ξ information is incorporated
into its learning algorithm. The results are 0.225, 0.333, and 0.492 for NExT with 1,3
and 7 distances, respectively. For LS is 1.020, 1.126, and 1.478, respectively, and Snake
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Our method

Least squares

Snake

Fig. 8: A comparison of extrapolating (16) for NExT while using the non-decaying
anchor function frame with filler functions (top), LS with the best frame (middle), and
Snake net (bottom). Left, middle, and right rows indicate 1,3 and 7 distance of Ω to
Ξ. The results for distance 1.0 are 0.225, 1.020, and 1.183 for NExT, LS, and Snake,
respectively. For distances 3.0, 0.333, 1.126, and 1.387, respectively. For distances 7.0,
0.492, 1.478, 2.705, respectively.

achieved scores of 1.183, 1.387, and 2.705, respectively. As the Ξ is farther away from Ω
all algorithms result deteriorate but NExT score suffers the least deterioration. NExT
achieved an error reduction rate of 77.9%, 70.4%, and 66.7% from the best scores
LS or Snake achieved for the 1,3 and 7 distances, respectively. Snake performance
deteriorated the most from the close area in Section 4.4. Inline with results other
neural networks encounter during extrapolation [18–20], attesting to the importance
of using a well-defined frame that its extrapolation is well understood. In addition, as
Snake does not use the anchor functions and lacks the same assumptions LS and NExT
have on the extrapolated function, this result was anticipated. The anchor function
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RMSE for f(x) + x
10 is 0.651, 0.851, and 1.251, for the 1,3, and 7 distance between

Ω and Ξ. For f(x) + sin2(x), 0.296, 0.681, and 0.248. And lastly for f(x) + log2(x+1)
5 ,

0.812, 1.014, and 1.355. Thus, NExT improved all individual anchor functions in the
1 and 3 area distances and the mean RMSE in the 7 distance. Attesting to NExT’s
strength in solving farther away areas.

4.6 Noise sensitivity
To showcase NExT’s ability to withstand different noisy environments over baseline
models, sensitivity to different noise levels were tested. We used different noise levels,
SNR=20,35, and 50, and recorded each algorithm’s degradation on 100 Chebyshev
5-degree polynomials generated as in Section 4.1.

NExT LS
SNR Ξ RMSE Coefficients RMSE Ω RMSE Ξ RMSE Coefficients RMSE Ω RMSE

No Noise 0.023 0.351 0.628 8.05 × 10−7 3.41 × 10−7 6.13 × 10−7

50 0.023 0.319 0.549 0.042 0.018 0.001
40 0.033 0.333 0.596 0.164 0.070 0.002
35 0.054 0.334 0.597 0.291 0.124 0.004
30 0.105 0.327 0.570 0.438 0.187 0.006
20 0.402 0.415 0.607 1.357 0.577 0.017

Table 5: A comparison between NExT and LS noisy sensitivity. NExT was trained on
SNR=35 only.

The noise sensitivity examples appear in Table 5. On functions without noise, LS
finds a near-perfect fit, but with as little as SNR=50, its result drops from 8.05 × 10−7

to 0.042. This trend continues as we increase the noise level. NExT, on the other hand,
with the presence of no noises, achieves 0.023, but this error rate does not deteriorate
rapidly, resulting in outperforming LS on every noise level we checked. NExT’s poor
performance on the no-noise data set can be attributed to it being trained on SNR=35
noise only and to the lack of precise convergence with gradient descent with batches [43].

4.7 Function extrapolation over a manifold
This subsection illustrates the generality of our methodology for addressing extrapola-
tion over manifold domains. In this case, as a compact manifold, we use the sphere. This
demonstration also shows, by definition, multivariate domains with a larger number of
input parameters. In this case, we conducted an experiment using real-valued spherical
harmonics as basis functions [37]. The standard definition of spherical harmonics is

Y m
l (θ, ϕ) =

√
(2l + 1)(l − m)!

(l + m)!P
m
l (cosθ)eimϕ, (17)
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where l = 0, 1, 2..., −l ≤ m ≤ l, P m
l the associated Legendre polynomial [44], and

θ and ϕ are the spherical coordinates. l is considered the degree of the polynomial,
meaning that, for example, polynomials of degree 2 contain basis elements with at
most l = 2 and can contain 9 basis elements (2l + 1 for each degree l). Spherical
harmonics in the form (17) are complex-valued functions. Therefore, we use a simple
manipulation to derive the real-valued spherical harmonics:

Ylm(θ, ϕ) =


1√
2 (Y m

l (θ, ϕ) + (−1)mY −m
l (θ, ϕ)), m > 0

Y m
l (θ, ϕ), m = 0
1

i
√

2 (Y −m
l (θ, ϕ) − (−1)mY m

l (θ, ϕ)), m < 0
(18)

The polynomials were arranged in the following order: (l = 0, m = 0), (l = 1, m =
1), (l = 1, m = 0), (l = 1, m = −1), (l = 2, m = 2), and so on, establishing an order for
the polynomial basis. The extrapolation extends to the upper hemisphere, with the
training confined to the bottom third of the sphere. An illustration of the corresponding
regions is given in Fig 9. The resulting κ value is 41.027, suggesting that the LS may
perform inadequately, while NExT is anticipated to overcome such challenge. The
training set comprised of a 100-point grid, of equally spaced points in each dimension,
while the extrapolation area consisted of a 10,000-point equally spaced grid.

Fig. 9: A visual representation of the spherical harmonics extrapolation problem
depicts distinct regions for training and extrapolation. The training area is confined
to the lower third of the sphere, highlighted in orange, while the extrapolation area
encompasses the upper hemisphere in red. The intermediate grayed area delineates
the space between the training and extrapolation regions.

Both NExT and LS predicted 2-degree polynomials (9 basis elements) and were
given data sets containing 100 1-degree (5 basis elements) and 2-degree polynomials
randomly sampled with rσ = 0.25 and rm = 1. The results are in Table. 6. NExT
outperforms LS in all polynomial degrees, achieving error reduction rates of 94.7%
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NExT LS
Num coefficients Ξ RMSE Coefficients RMSE Ω RMSE Ξ RMSE Coefficients RMSE Ω RMSE

5 0.013 0.017 0.006 0.911 0.635 0.009
9 0.046 0.035 0.009 0.875 0.609 0.009

Table 6: A comparison between NExT and LS. The RMSE over Ξ indicates that
NExT outperforms the LS method. Unlike the one-dimensional case, NExT manages
to present comparable results to the LS on Ω.

Fig. 10: An error plot comparing our model (left) and an LS-based extrapolation
(right) for a 2-degree (9 basis elements) real-valued spherical harmonic polynomial.
Brighter colors stand for higher errors. LS achieves an RMSE score of 0.471, while
NExT outperforms it with 0.036, achieving a 92.3% error reduction rate.

Fig. 11: Plot comparing true function (left) to our model (middle) and a LS extrapola-
tion (right) for a 2-degree (9 basis elements) real-valued spherical harmonic polynomial.
LS achieves an RMSE score of 0.471, while NExT outperforms it with 0.036, achieving
a 92.3% error reduction rate.
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and 98.6%. In addition, unlike the one-dimensional case, NExT also managed to have
comparable results to LS in Ω. In Fig. 10, an illustration of the errors encountered by
both NExT and LS in a specific 2-degree (9 basis elements) polynomial is presented.
Notably, NExT demonstrated superior extrapolation results, with its errors barely
visible. In contrast, LS exhibited a noticeable bright red area on top of the sphere,
indicating a less favorable outcome. In Fig. 11, the true function is plotted alongside
the predicted functions using NExT and LS. LS-predicted function resembles the true
function, but clear distinctions can be seen, whereas NExT’s predicted function is
challenging to distinguish from the true function, as evident in the error figure as well.

5 Conclusions
We propose a novel Neural Extrapolation Technique (NExT) framework for extrapola-
tion using a neural network. Motivated by neural networks’ ability to approximate,
we turn the extrapolation problem into an approximation problem. Specifically, our
framework uses learning to bypass the drawback of classical and modern methods
of extrapolation, which naturally focus on data available over the learning area Ω
and not on the extrapolation area Ξ. Given prior information in the form of known
function space, the neural network learns to extrapolate by approximating the learning
area; the neural network will learn functions from the function space and produce the
projection of any input function onto the learned space.

In this study, we have analyzed the difference between obtaining a solution that
minimizes an error function over the extrapolation domain and fitting the data in its
original domain and then extrapolating it. We have established a connection between
the extrapolation and approximation errors and determined a condition number that
relates the two via a bound. This condition number indicates the difficulty level of the
extrapolation problem based on the specific settings and under the generally accepted
approach that one should fit the extrapolation model to the data domain. In contrast,
we designed the NExT framework so it does not extrapolate directly by fitting the
data, and thus, it circumvents cases of high values of this condition number, which
enables it to achieve better results in challenging settings.

This paper presents two versions of the extrapolation problem, each with two
types of data priors. These data priors include known subspace and anchor functions–
functions that are expected to be in the vicinity of the target function that we want to
extrapolate. These settings enable researchers to use the NExT framework in various
scenarios. Furthermore, the general definitions allow for two other challenging aspects
of extrapolation. The first is extrapolating in a far domain from where data is collected.
In this case, exploiting any given prior is crucial, and that is where the learning
solution excels. The second aspect is the ability to easily adjust the extrapolation
for general domains, particularly manifolds. We demonstrate this application in the
numerical part, indicating the NExT framework’s strong applicability. Other numerical
illustrations also show the robustness of our approach and its advantages.

Code Availability
The code used in this paper is available at: Code
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[27] Schäfer, A.M., Zimmermann, H.G.: Recurrent neural networks are universal
approximators. In: Artificial Neural Networks–ICANN 2006: 16th International
Conference, Athens, Greece, September 10-14, 2006. Proceedings, Part I 16, pp.
632–640 (2006). Springer

[28] Cybenko, G.: Approximation by superpositions of a sigmoidal function. Mathe-
matics of control, signals and systems 2(4), 303–314 (1989)

[29] Giakas, G., Baltzopoulos, V., Bartlett, R.M.: Improved extrapolation techniques
in recursive digital filtering: a comparison of least squares and prediction. Journal
of biomechanics 31(1), 87–91 (1997)

[30] Garbey, M., Shyy, W.: A least square extrapolation method for improving solution
accuracy of PDE computations. Journal of Computational Physics 186(1), 1–23
(2003)

[31] Brezinski, C., Redivo-Zaglia, M.: Extrapolation and rational approximation. The
Works of the Main Contributors, Springer Nature, Cham, Switzerland (2020)

[32] Chen, Z., Zhao, Y.-L., Pan, X.-Y., Dong, Z.-Y., Gao, B., Zhong, Z.-W.: An
overview of prophet. In: Algorithms and Architectures for Parallel Processing:
9th International Conference, ICA3PP 2009, Taipei, Taiwan, June 8-11, 2009.
Proceedings 9, pp. 396–407 (2009). Springer

[33] Wen, Q., Zhou, T., Zhang, C., Chen, W., Ma, Z., Yan, J., Sun, L.: Transformers
in time series: A survey. arXiv preprint arXiv:2202.07125 (2022)

[34] Shapiro, H.S.: Stefan Bergman’s theory of doubly-orthogonal functions. An
operator-theoretic approach. In: Proceedings of the Royal Irish Academy. Section
A: Mathematical and Physical Sciences, pp. 49–58 (1979). JSTOR

[35] Wang, L.-L.: A review of prolate spheroidal wave functions from the perspective
of spectral methods. J. Math. Study 50(2), 101–143 (2017)

[36] Bérard, P.H.: Spectral Geometry: Direct and Inverse Problems vol. 1207. Springer,
Berlin, Germany (2006)
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