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Abstract

Inspired by the Kolmogorov-Arnold representation theorem and Ku̇rková’s princi-
ple of using approximate representations, we propose the Ku̇rková-Kolmogorov-Arnold
Network (KKAN), a new two-block architecture that combines robust multi-layer per-
ceptron (MLP) based inner functions with flexible linear combinations of basis functions
as outer functions. We first prove that KKAN is a universal approximator and then
we demonstrate its versatility across scientific machine-learning applications, including
function regression, physics-informed machine learning (PIML), and operator learning
frameworks. The benchmark results show that KKANs outperform MLPs and the
original Kolmogorov-Arnold Networks (KANs) in function approximation and opera-
tor learning tasks and achieve performance comparable to fully optimized MLPs for
PIML. To better understand the behavior of the new representation models, we analyze
their geometric complexity and learning dynamics using information bottleneck theory,
identifying three universal learning stages, fitting, transition, and diffusion, across all
types of architectures. We find a strong correlation between geometric complexity and
signal-to-noise ratio (SNR), with optimal generalization achieved during the diffusion
stage. Additionally, we propose self-scaled residual-based attention weights to maintain
high SNR dynamically, ensuring uniform convergence and prolonged learning.

Keywords: Kolmogorov-Arnold representation theorem; physics-informed neural
networks; Kolmogorov-Arnold networks; optimization algorithms; self-adaptive
weights; information bottleneck theory

1. Introduction

Scientific machine learning (SciML) has emerged as a transformative approach
for solving complex scientific problems by integrating machine learning with domain-
specific knowledge from physics, biology, engineering, finance, and beyond [1]. Within
this framework, methods such as Physics-Informed Machine Learning (PIML) [2] and
Operator Learning [3] have gained significant attraction due to their ability to merge
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the predictive power of machine learning with the foundational principles of physics [1].
These approaches rely on data-efficient and physics-guided learning to model systems
that are otherwise difficult to solve using traditional methods [4–8].

A cornerstone of SciML is the Multilayer Perceptron (MLP) used as the primary
model architecture [9]. MLPs are foundational in modern deep learning [10–15] due to
their proven ability to approximate complex functions, as guaranteed by the univer-
sal approximation theorem [16]. Despite their widespread success, MLPs face notable
challenges, including limited interpretability [17], susceptibility to overfitting, and scal-
ability issues [18, 19]. Addressing these limitations has become a central focus of recent
advancements in SciML frameworks [20–22].

Kolmogorov-Arnold Networks (KANs) [23–25] have been proposed as an alterna-
tive to MLPs, offering advantages such as enhanced interpretability, high accuracy in
function regression, and resilience to catastrophic forgetting and spectral bias [25–27].
KANs are inspired by the Kolmogorov-Arnold Representation Theorem (KART), which
provides a framework for decomposing multivariate functions into sums of univariate
inner and outer functions [28–34]. Despite their strengths, the original KANs [23]
diverge from the original KART and employ a stacked representation that relies on
computationally expensive learnable B-splines as basis functions. Furthermore, their
performance rapidly degrades with high parameter counts, limiting their application
for SciML and raising questions about their suitability for real-world tasks [35].

To address these limitations, several variations of KANs have been introduced [36–
40]. Notable examples include FastKANs [36] and cKANs [39], which use radial basis
functions (RBFs) and Chebyshev polynomials as basis functions, respectively. These
methods improve computational efficiency but still exhibit drawbacks. For instance,
cKANs, while faster than KANs, are slower than MLPs and exhibit instabilities in
single-precision arithmetic. Recursive formulations [41] can restore cKAN stability,
but tuning hyperparameters remains challenging [7], while performance degrades with
an increasing number of parameters or higher polynomial orders.

KANs have been successfully extended to PIML [23, 41, 42] and operator learn-
ing [41, 43], with several specialized architectures and applications introduced, such as
GRU-KAN [44], separable physics-informed KANs [45], multifidelity KANs [46], finite
basis KANs [47], and others [48–51]. Other frameworks inspired by different versions
of the Kolmogorov superposition theorem have also been proposed, such as AcNet [52].
Some of these approaches have demonstrated advantages over MLPs in PIML, such as
robustness to noise [41] and reduced network size requirements [7]. However, due to the
maturity of MLPs, achieving comparable performance to a fully optimized MLP often
requires extensive hyperparameter tuning and specialized training strategies [52], such
as learning rate warmup, gradient clipping, and causality-enforcing methods. These
challenges highlight the limitations of existing KAN-based models, which often deviate
from the original theorem by employing deeply nested architectures.

From the theoretical perspective, KANs’ nested formulations [23] and some of their
variations [52] have been shown to be universal approximators. Notably, [25] com-
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pared the approximation capabilities of KANs and MLPs, demonstrating that KANs’
representation capabilities are at least as good as those of MLPs, and analyzed KANs’
resistance to spectral bias. Additionally, [53] presented a theoretical analysis of KANs
by establishing generalization bounds, and [52] proved that their initialization scheme
scales with the size of the network and does not suffer from vanishing derivatives. Fur-
thermore, convergence estimates for one of KAN’s predecessors are provided in [54].
However, some of these studies relied on assumptions restricted to specific types of
basis functions and imposed regularity conditions on the outer mappings, which are
not valid for a broader class of functions.

To address these theoretical and computational challenges, we propose the Ku̇rková-
Kolmogorov-Arnold Networks (KKANs) inspired by a special variant of the Kolmogorov-
Arnold representation theorem by Ku̇rková [55, 56]. KKANs consist of a new two-block
architecture that adheres closely to the original theorem. KKANs use robust MLPs as
inner functions and linear combinations of basis functions as outer functions. This de-
sign combines the robustness and adaptability of MLPs with the interpretability and
flexibility of basis function representations [23]. We prove that KKANs are univer-
sal approximators regardless of the choice of basis function and for a general class of
functions. Then, we extend their applicability to PIML and operator learning frame-
works. Additionally, we demonstrate that KKANs can integrate modern enhancements
originally developed for MLPs, such as weight normalization [57], Fourier feature ex-
pansions [58], and residual connections [59]. These adaptations, previously challenging
for KANs, unlock KKANs’ potential for a wide range of applications. Experimentally,
we demonstrate that KKAN performance remains robust with an increasing number
of parameters and is stable for a high number of basis functions. Through extensive
benchmarking, we observe that KKANs outperform MLPs in function approximation
and operator learning tasks, achieve comparable performance, and can outperform
several state-of-the-art MLPs in PIML.

In addition to its structural advantages, we analyze the learning dynamics of
KKANs, cKANs, and MLPs via the Information Bottleneck (IB) method [60] and
identify a strong correlation with the geometric complexity evolution [61]. We observe
that KKANs and cKANs exhibit lower complexity than MLPs at initialization, which
could be correlated with enhanced generalization capabilities. Using the IB theory,
we identify three distinct learning stages: fitting, transition, and diffusion [62] across
all architectures and for all types of problems (i.e., function approximation, PIML and
neural operators), with optimal generalization achieved during the diffusion stage when
the signal-no-noise ratio (SNR) of the backpropagated gradients is high.

Finally, we propose new optimization techniques for PIML. Specifically, we extend
the residual-based attention weights (RBA) introduced in [7, 8, 63] to self-scaled RBA
(ssRBA), a method that dynamically adapts during learning to maintain a high SNR.
This ensures uniform convergence across the domain and enables prolonged learn-
ing. Additionally, we introduce a scaling weighting strategy that combines the ideas
presented in [21] and [64] to automatically balance the loss-specific gradients, which
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enables achieving an optimal update direction, improving both stability and training
efficiency.

In summary, the key contributions of this work are as follows:

• We propose KKAN, a novel two-block architecture that combines the robustness
of MLPs with the interpretability and flexibility of basis function representations,
adhering closely to the Kolmogorov-Arnold theorem.

• We prove that KKAN is a universal approximator regardless of the basis function
selection and for a general class of functions.

• We extend KKAN’s applicability to PIML and operator learning.

• We analyze KKAN’s learning dynamics using information bottleneck theory,
identifying a strong correlation between geometric complexity and SNR and cor-
roborating the diffusion stage as the point of optimal generalization.

• We develop self-scaled residual-based attention weights (ssRBA) that dynami-
cally maintain a high SNR, enabling uniform convergence and prolonged training.

• Through extensive benchmarking, we demonstrate that KKANs outperform MLPs
and cKANs in function approximation and operator learning tasks and achieve
comparable performance with fully optimized MLPs for PIML applications.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we review the
Kolmogorov-Arnold representation theorem and its key variants, concluding with a
universal approximation theorem for two-block structures, which we use to introduce
the KKAN architecture. Section 3 describes the methodology, including function ap-
proximation, PIML, operator learning frameworks, and evaluation criteria such as rel-
ative errors, geometric complexity, and learning dynamics. Additionally, we detail
the proposed self-scaled residual-based attention (ssRBA) method. In Section 4, we
present computational experiments, including benchmarks for function approximation,
PIML, and operator learning. Section 5 analyzes learning dynamics across the pro-
posed models and their connection to the geometric complexity. Finally, in Section 6,
we summarize our findings and discuss potential future research directions.

2. Kolmogorov-Arnold Representation Theorem (KART)-inspired Archi-
tecture

2.1. History and representative formulations

In a series of papers [65–68], Andrey Kolmogorov and Vladimir Arnold studied the
representation of continuous functions of several variables on a bounded domain by
superpositions of continuous functions of a smaller number of variables. Their aston-
ishing discovery was summarized as the Kolmogorov-Arnold Representation Theorem
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(KART) in Kolmogorov [68] (1957): For any integer d ≥ 2, there are continuous real
functions ψp,q(x) on the closed unit interval E1 = [0, 1] such that each continuous real
function f(x1, . . . , xd) on the d-dimensional unit cube Ed = [0, 1]d is representable as

f(x1, . . . , xd) =
2d∑
q=0

gq

( d∑
p=1

ψp,q(xp)
)
, (1)

where gq(y) are continuous real functions on R = (−∞,∞). Here, ψp,q are known as
the inner functions (which are universal and independent of f), while gq are referred
to as the outer functions (which depend on f). This theorem and a previous result of
Arnold [67] can be considered as a refutation of Hilbert’s Problem 13: “There are con-
tinuous functions of three variables, not representable as superpositions of continuous
functions of two variables” (see [69]).

Over the past several decades, research following this mathematically elegant rep-
resentation has advanced mainly along two lines: (i) construction of refined versions to
strengthen the connection to neural networks (with a two-fold focus on the reduction of
the number of involved one-dimensional functions and on what smoothness conditions
could be imposed on them); and (ii) theory to practical applications in deep learning
and general machine learning.

In Table 1, we summarize some representative variants of the original KART.
Lorentz [70] first noticed that the outer functions gq can be chosen all the same, and
Sprecher [71] showed that one can take the inner functions ψp,q(x) to be λpψq(x).
These interpretations inspired Lorentz’s version in [72, Chapter 11], where the con-
stants λp ∈ (0, 1], and the inner functions ψq are strictly increasing and are of the
α-Lipschitz class with α ∈ (0, 1). Kahane [73] (also see [74, Chapter 15]) provided
an elegant proof of Lorentz’s version with the refinement: λp > 0,

∑d
p=1 λp ≤ 1, and

ψq ∈ Lip11 (i.e., both the Lipschitz index and constant are 1). Sprecher’s version
(refined from his earlier versions in [75, 76]) was stated in [77], where the parameters
m ≥ 2d, γ ≥ m+ 2, and

a =
1

γ(γ − 1)
; λ1 = 1, λp =

∞∑
r=1

γ−(p−1)(dr−1)/(d−1), 2 ≤ p ≤ d. (2)

Given these parameters, the finite domain and range of the outer and inner functions
are [0, 2] and [0, 2(γ−1)

γ−2
], respectively (see [78]). Like the Lorentz’s version, the inner

function ψ is of ln 2
ln γ

-Lipschitz class and monotonically increasing. The modified version

in Braun [79] resulted from the constructive proof of Sprecher, where the parameters
could be constructed explicitly as well. It is noteworthy that (a) the introduction of
an additional dilation cq was first realized in [75]; and (b) the numerical construction
in Sprecher [76, 77] could not guarantee the continuity and monotonicity of the inner
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Table 1: KART and some selected variants

Version Representation Inner Function Outer Function

KART

(1957)

2d∑
q=0

gq

( d∑
p=1

ψp,q(xp)

)
d(2d+ 1)

ψp,q ∈ C([0, 1])

2d+ 1

gq ∈ C(R)

Lorentz

(1962)

2d∑
q=0

g

( d∑
p=1

λpψq(xp)

)
2d+ 1

ψq ∈ Lipα;∈ [0, 1];↗

1

g ∈ C([0, d])

Sprecher

(1965)

m∑
q=0

gq

( d∑
p=1

λpψ(xp + qa)

)
1

ψ ∈ Liplogγ2; [0, 2]→ [0, 2];↗

m+ 1

gq ∈ C([0, 2γ−1
γ−2 ])

Braun

(2009)

2d∑
q=0

g
( d∑
p=1

λpψ(xp + qa) + cq

) 1

ψ ∈ C(R);↗

1

g ∈ C(R)

Schmidt-

Hieber

(2021)

g
( d∑
p=1

31−pψ(xp)
)

f : β-smooth, β ∈ (0, 1]

1

ψ ∈ C : [0, 1]→ C;↗

1

g : C → R;α-smooth

Ismayilova

& Ismailov

(2024)

Formula as in Braun (2009)

with given a(γ), λp(γ)

cq = (2d+ 1)q

1

ψ ∈ Liplogγ 2; [0, 2]→ [0, 2];↗

f ∈ C ⇒ g ∈ C

f dis-C ⇒ g dis-C

∥f∥∞, ∥g∥∞=∞

function ψ. To remedy the latter, Köppen [80] modified Sprecher’s numerical imple-
mentation, and Braun and Griebel [81] provided a theoretical justification. Interested
readers are referred to Sprecher’s book [82] and the references therein for many more
developments and insights of KART up to 2017. Recently, Schmidt-Hieber [83] con-
structed a much-simplified version using the notion of space-filling curves (particularly,
the Lebesgue curve on a Cantor set C, see [84, Chapter 7]). Remarkably, it transfers
the smoothness of f to the outer function g in the sense that if f is β-smooth (i.e.,
∃β ∈ (0, 1], such that |f(x)− f(y)|≤ Q |x− y|β∞ for any x, y ∈ Ed and some constant
Q > 0), then g is α-smooth with α = β log 2

d log 3
on the Cantor set C ⊊ [0, 1]. More recently,

Ismayilova [85] and Ismailov [86] revisited Sprecher’s representation (with m = 2d,
the parameters given in (2), and a dilation cq = (2d + 1)q), and proved that if f is
continuous, discontinuous but bounded, or unbounded, then the outer function can
be constructed to share the same properties (i.e., g is continuous, discontinuous but
bounded, or unbounded, respectively).

Inspired by KART on a bounded domain, Doss [87] and Demko [88] were among the
earliest to study the superposition of functions on Rd in the form: f(x) =

∑m
q=1 gq ◦

ϕq(x), and the problem of interest was also extended to f ∈ C(X) (the set of real con-
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tinuous functions on a topological space X). Hattori [89], and Feng and Gartside [90]
proved the existence of 2d + 1 continuous functions ϕq on every locally compact sep-
arable metric space with dim(X) ≤ d, which particularly holds for X = Rd. In sum,
the number of inner functions in the KART/variants and even more general represen-
tations: f(x) =

∑m
q=1 gq ◦ ϕq(x) must be at least 2d + 1 (see [91] and [74, Chapter

17]). Notably, Laczkovich [92] showed that ϕq can be chosen as the KART’s inner

structure: ϕq(x) =
∑d

p=1 λpψq(xp). In other words, the KART is valid on Rd : Let

d ≥ 2 and m > (2+
√

2)d be integers, and let {λ1, . . . , λd} be distinct positive numbers.
Then there are continuous functions ψ1, . . . , ψm ∈ C(R) with the following property:
for every bounded f ∈ C (Rn) , there is a continuous function g ∈ C(R) such that

f(x1, . . . , xd) =
m∑
q=1

g
( d∑
p=1

λpψq(xp)
)
. (3)

Laczkovich [92] also presented a modified version with m > (2+
√

2)(2d−1), monoton-
ically increasing inner functions ψq, and constructed positive constants λp,q (in place
of given λp in (3)), which shares the same monotonicity with several versions in Table
1.

As commonly recognized today, the KART/variants can be naturally translated into
feed-forward neural networks with two hidden layers. The groundbreaking transition
from theory to practice is attributed to Hecht-Nielsen [93] (1987), who essentially
mapped Sprecher’s construction [75] to a neural network. Hecht-Nielsen’s network
is foundational [82, Chapter 5], but this short conference paper [93] concluded with
some neutral (perhaps pessimistic) views: “The Kolmogorov’s mapping neural network
existence theorem for approximations of functions by networks is, at least in theory,
sound, but the direct usefulness of this result is doubtful.” Girosi and Poggio [69]
further argued that “Kolmogorov’s theorem: an exact representation is hopeless in
representation properties of networks” for at least two reasons:

(i) the inner and outer functions lack smoothness, so the Kolmogorov’s network may
lose generalization and stability against noise;

(ii) Kolmogorov’s network is not the type of parameterized representation with mod-
ifiable/learnable parameters.

Indeed, one theoretical evidence for the first point is the existence of differentiable
functions of d ≥ 2 variables that cannot be expressed as a superposition of differentiable
functions of fewer than d variables [94]. In other words, if the KART and its variants
are universal (i.e., can represent all multivariate continuous functions), we should not
expect all the involved one-dimensional functions to be differentiable or more regular.

On the contrary, Ku̇rková [55, 56] advocated for the relevance of the KART in
multilayer neural networks and asserted that
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• One should sacrifice the exactness of representation by adopting an approximate
version instead.

Taking advantage of the fact that any continuous function on a closed interval can
be approximated arbitrarily well by shallow neural networks with sigmoidal activation
function (see e.g., Cybenko [95]), Ku̇rková [56] introduced an approximate represen-
tation, where the resulting KART-inspired NN has the universal approximability to
C(Ed) (see Theorem 1 below). In addition, Brattka [96] provided some deep insights
into the computability of the KART, which admits an algorithm that, in principle,
allows a Turing machine to evaluate the functions up to any prescribed precision, and
where the computable version derived was based upon Sprecher’s construction and
Lorentz’ contraction mapping. Very recently, Freedman [97] commented that KART
may illuminate neural network learning and set its foundation. In a nutshell, the
astonishing representations of the KART/variants present numerous theoretical and
practical issues that deserve in-depth investigation. Its mystery may cause misconcep-
tions and misinterpretations at times [86].

2.2. Two-block Approximate Kolmogorov’s Representation and Its Universality

Our constructions are largely inspired by Ku̇rková’s philosophy [55, 56]. The main
principle is to construct suitable approximate Kolmogorov’s representations with the
following features:

(i) Adhere to the structure of KART or its variants;

(ii) Establish universal approximability to all continuous functions;

(iii) Allow to configure the neural networks simply by inner and outer blocks.

Our starting point is to generalize the theory in Ku̇rková [55, 56] and then construct
the approximate representations. In general, we consider Kolmogorov’s representation:

f(x1, . . . , xd) =
m∑
q=0

gq

( d∑
p=1

ψp,q(xp)
)
, (4)

where m ≥ 2d+1, gq ∈ C(Ig) and ψp,q ∈ C(Iψ). Note that the inner and outer functions
and their domains can be adapted to different versions in Table 1 (where gq may be
the same and ψp,q may be λpψq with given λp, etc.).

Definition 1 (Set of Approximators). Define the subset of C(Ed) generated by the
KART/variants:

Km,d
M =

{
F (x) =

m∑
q=0

Gq

( d∑
p=1

Ψp,q(xp)
)

: ∀Gq ∈ AMg(Ig), ∀Ψp,q ∈ AMψ
(Iψ)

}
, (5)
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where the ansatz or parameterisation spaces AMz(Iz) are chosen as dense subsets of
C(Iz) for z = ψ, g. It has the cardinality:

P := #Km,d
M = (m+ 1)Mg + d(m+ 1)Mψ = (m+ 1)(Mg + dMψ), (6)

where we assume the cardinality of AMz(Iz) is Mz.

As a generalisation of the theory in Ku̇rková [56], we can show the universal ap-
proximability of the approximate representations (see Appendix A for the proof).

Theorem 1 (Universal Approximation Theorem). Let d ≥ 2. Assume that AMz(Iz)
are dense in C(Iz) for z = g, ψ. Then the subset Km,d

M defined in (5) is dense in C(Ed)
with Ed = [0, 1]d in the sense that for any f ∈ C(Ed) and any ε > 0, there exists
F ∈ Km,d

M (i.e., ∃Mg,Mψ ∈ N depending on ε) such that

∥f − F∥∞= sup
x∈Ed
|f(x)− F (x)|< ε, (7)

where x = (x1, . . . , xd).

In Ku̇rková [56], AMz(Iz) were both chosen as the set of staircase-like functions of
a type σ (sigmoidal function), that is,

AMz(Iz) :=
{ Mz∑

i=1

ai σ(bi x+ ci) : ai, bi, ci ∈ R, x ∈ Iz
}
, z = g, ψ, (8)

which are universal approximators of C(Iz) (see e.g., [95, 98]). In theory, one can choose
AMz(Iz) to be any ansatz classes consisting of orthogonal polynomials/functions (used
in spectral methods), splines, wavelets and radial basis functions, among others. The
interested readers may refer to [74] and various other resources for their universal ap-
proximability and convergence estimates. On the other hand, one can also parameterize
the one-dimensional inner/outer functions by neural networks such as MLPs.

We note that Igelnik and Parikh [54] proposed the Kolmogorov spline network
inspired by the Lorentz’s version:

F s
M(x) =

M∑
q=0

s
( d∑
p=1

λp s(xp, γp,q), γq

)
, (9)

where s(·, γq) and s(·, γp,q) are cubic splines with adjustable parameters γq, γp,q, respec-
tively, and the constants λp are given in the Lorentz’s representation. Remarkably,
the so-defined approximate spline network has convergence rate as follows [54]: For
any f ∈ C1(Ed) (continuously differentiable functions defined on [0, 1]d with bounded
gradient), we have

∥f − F s
M∥∞= O(M−1), (10)
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where the number of net parameters P = O(M3/2). Lai and Shen [31] studied the
approximate Lorentz’s representation via ReLU NN parameterisation, where a first
order convergence was obtained under the assumption that the outer function is Lip-
schitz continuous (see Kahane [73]). Lai and Shen [99] attempted to estimate higher
order convergence for the spline networks, but the differentiability and stronger reg-
ularity must be imposed on the outer functions. Although there are some func-
tions in such compositions satisfying the regularity assumption (e.g., x1x2 · · ·xd =
exp(lnx1 + lnx2 + · · · + lnxd) for all xi > 0), one may not expect such a regularity
for general multi-dimensional functions. After all, the highest regularity of the outer
functions by construction is Lipschitz (see Table 1). Similar assumptions were made in
the KANs by Liu et al [23] and some other variants for the stacked KART with an aim
to approximate composite functions with more layers (e.g., one representative function
in [23]: f (x1, x2, x3, x4) = exp (sin (x21 + x22) + sin (x23 + x24))). Nevertheless, the theory
of the stacked KANs in [23, Theorem 2.1] holds for a specific class of functions.

We reiterate that the inner functions in KART are independent of the functions to
be represented, while the outer functions are data-dependent. This suggests the use of
different ansatz or parameterisation for the inner and outer functions, leading to the
two-block architecture below.

2.3. KKAN Architecture

The proposed architecture aims to closely mimic the KART variations, described
as:

f(x1, . . . , xd) =
m∑
q=0

Gq

( d∑
p=1

Ψp,q(xp)
)
, (11)

f(x1, . . . , xd) =
m∑
q=0

Gq(ξq), (12)

where Ψp,q(xp) and Gq(ξq) are referred to as the inner and outer functions, respec-
tively. Inspired by this representation, we divide our architecture into an inner block,
combination layers, and an outer block (see Figure 1).

In this study, we propose defining trainable inner and outer blocks, enabling the
approximation of multivariate functions with enhanced flexibility and expressiveness.
The inner block computes the inner functions by expanding each input dimension into
an m-dimensional space. The first combination layer sums the inner functions across
the input dimensions, i.e., ξq =

∑d
p=1 Ψp,q(xp), to obtain an m-dimensional vector

ξ = [ξ0, . . . , ξm]. The outer block then computes the outer functions by transforming
each ξq. Finally, the last combination layer sums all the outer functions Gq, enabling
the approximation of the target function closely mimicking (11).
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Figure 1: KKAN-Inspired architecture. The inner block computes the inner functions by expand-
ing each input dimension into an m-dimensional space. The first combination layer sums the inner
functions across the input dimensions, i.e., ξq =

∑d
p=1 Ψp,q(xp), to obtain an m-dimensional vector

ξ = [ξ0, . . . , ξm]. The outer block computes the outer functions by transforming each ξq, and the final
combination layer sums all the outer functions Gq, enabling the approximation of the target function,
closely mimicking the KART.

Notably, the proposed architecture bears a resemblance to Tensor Neural Net-
works [100] and Separable PINNs [101], with the key difference being that our ar-
chitecture combines dimensions via summation instead of using the tensor product.

2.3.1. Inner Block

The role of the inner block is to obtain the inner functions by expanding each input
dimension into an m-dimensional space. Towards this end, we propose using Multi-
Layer Perceptrons (MLPs) due to their flexibility, strong approximation capabilities,
and continuous advancements in the deep learning community.

Additionally, we enhance the baseline MLP by drawing inspiration from the “adap-
tive basis viewpoint” introduced in [102]. Under this perspective, an MLP is considered
a mesh-free technique that constructs an adaptive basis, where the output is obtained
by a linear combination of basis functions in the last linear layer. This viewpoint intu-
itively justifies the effectiveness of using suitable input transformations [59, 103, 104]
to improve approximation capabilities in PIML.

To further refine the basis construction, we introduce two trainable Chebyshev
layers that enable us to obtain orthogonal expansions of the inputs (xp) and outputs (βi)
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Figure 2: Enhanced-basis MLP (ebMLP). Each inner block expands its respective input dimension into
an m-dimensional space using an enhanced Multi-Layer Perceptron (MLP). The ebMLP incorporates
two trainable Chebyshev layers that perform orthogonal expansions of the inputs (xp) and outputs (βi),
improving the quality of the basis functions and enhancing the network’s representation capabilities.

of the baseline MLP [1]. This architecture, which we denote as the enhanced-basis MLP
(ebMLP), is used to construct each component of our inner block (see Figure 2). By
incorporating orthogonal basis functions through the Chebyshev layers, we increase the
network’s representation capabilities and improve its ability to approximate complex
functions more effectively.

2.3.2. Outer Block

For the outer block, we follow the approach in [23] and model each outer function as
a linear combination of basis functions (see Figure 1). Specifically, each outer function
is defined as:

gq(ξq) =
D∑
j=0

Cq,j bq,j(ξq),

where bq,j(ξq) are suitable basis functions, Cq,j are the corresponding trainable coeffi-
cients, and D is the expansion degree. By selecting appropriate basis functions and
making the coefficients trainable, the outer blocks can flexibly model the nonlinear
transformations required to accurately approximate the target function.

By combining the strengths of the inner and outer blocks, the architecture effectively
captures the underlying structure described by the KART (i.e., equation 11). This leads
to enhanced flexibility and expressiveness in approximating multivariate functions. A
detailed description of the proposed implementation and the basis functions considered
in this study is provided in Appendix B.3.
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3. Methodology

This study compares three representation models—KKANs, cKAN (i.e., KANs [23]
with Chebyshev basis functions), and MLPs—for function approximation, physics-
informed machine learning (PIML), and data-driven Neural Operators (NOs). The
trainable parameters for all models, denoted as θ, are optimized by minimizing a case-
specific loss. Detailed formulations for KKANs, MLPs, and cKANs are provided in
Section 2.3, Appendix B.1 and Appendix B.2, Appendix B.3.

3.1. Function Approximation

The goal of this test is to evaluate the ability of representation models to fit a
specific function. Here, the function û(x) is approximated by a representation model
u(θ, x), where θ are the trainable parameters:

û(x) ≈ u(θ, x), x ∈ Ω. (13)

The training process minimizes the data residuals:

rD(x, θ) = u(x, θ)− û(x), x ∈ ΩD, (14)

where ΩD ⊂ Ω contains all available observations. The corresponding loss function is:

L = LD =
N∑
i=1

λD,ir
2
D(xi, θ), xi ∈ ΩD, (15)

where λD,i are local weights that balance the contribution of each training point [62].

3.2. Physics-Informed Machine Learning and Operator Learning

SciML is agnostic to specific governing laws, leveraging machine-learning-based
models to approximate solutions [1]. We consider the general nonlinear ODE/PDE
system:

Fτ [û](x) = f(x), x ∈ Ω, (16a)

Bτ [û](x) = b(x), x ∈ ΩB, (16b)

where x represents the spatial-temporal coordinate, û is the solution, τ are the param-
eters, and F and B are nonlinear differential and boundary operators, respectively.

In this study, we focus on two SciML approaches: Physics-Informed Machine Learn-
ing (PIML) and Neural Operators (NOs). The main difference between PIML and NO
is that the former targets solving one specific ODE/PDE, in which the training of the
representation model gives an approximated solution that maps point to point, while
the latter aims to solve a family of ODEs/PDEs, in which the representation model
maps functions to functions [41].
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3.2.1. Physics-Informed Machine Learning (PIML)

PIML approximates the solution û(x) of a PDE/ODE using a representation model
u(θ, x), ensuring that it satisfies the governing equations and any available data coming
from boundary conditions, initial condition or sparse observations inside the domain.
The equation and boundary residuals are described as follows:

rE(x, θ) = Fτ [u](x, θ)− f(x), x ∈ Ω, (17)

rB(x, θ) = Bτ [u](x, θ)− b(x), x ∈ ΩB. (18)

The general total loss function combines residuals for governing equations (LE),
boundary conditions (LB) and data (LD)

L = mELE +mBLB +mDLD, (19)

where each term is computed as:

Lα(θ) =
Nα∑
i=1

λα,if(rα(xi, θ)), xi ∈ Ωα. (20)

Here, α = {E,B,D} indexes the loss groups for data, boundary, and equation respec-
tively, mα are global weights that balance the contribution of each term, and λα,i are
local weights that balance the contribution for each training point. For inverse prob-
lems, equation (19) incorporates the data residuals rD, while for forward problems,
only the boundary (rB) and equation (rE) residuals are considered [1]. .

3.2.2. Neural Operators (NOs)

Neural Operators (NOs) approximate solution operators Gθ that map input func-
tions, such as a source term f , to the corresponding solution u [105, 106]. In this study,
we focus on variations of DeepONet [3] and QR-DeepONet [107]. A detailed descrip-
tion of these formulations is provided in Appendix Appendix D. The loss function for
the DeepONet models can be described as:

L = LD =
1

N

N∑
i=1

1

N i
u

N i
u∑

j=1

∥Gθ(vi)(x
j
i )− u

j
i∥2, (21)

where {vi, {xji , u
j
i}
N i
u

j=1}Ni=1 are training data. Here, N is the number of data pairs, vi
represents the input functions, and uji denotes observations of the output function at
points xji .
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3.3. Training

In this study, we learn the model parameters for all our examples by iteratively
minimizing their respective loss functions (i.e., (15),(19),(21)) using gradient-based
optimizers:

θk+1 = θk + αkpk, (22)

pk = −Hk∇θL(θk), (23)

where αk is the step size and Hk defines the update direction. Common optimizers
include ADAM [108], when Hk = I, and L-BFGS [109], with the latter achieving
superlinear convergence by approximating the Hessian i.e., Hk ≈ (∇2

θL)−1 [110].

3.4. Learning Dynamics via the Information Bottleneck Theory

The IB theory provides an information-theoretic framework for analyzing the train-
ing and performance of neural networks. It explains how networks form a compressed
representation of layer activations, T , with respect to an input variable x ∈ X , retain-
ing only relevant information about the output variable y ∈ Y [60, 111].

The key concept in IB theory is the mutual information I(x, y), which quantifies
how much information about y is preserved in the representation x. Optimal models
balance this tradeoff by discarding irrelevant information, creating an “information
bottleneck.” IB identifies two primary learning stages: fitting and diffusion [112–114],
with a third stage, transition, proposed in [62] for PIML. These three stages have been
observed across various representation models, including PINNs and physics-informed
KANs [41].

Signal-to-Noise Ratio (SNR). The signal-to-noise ratio (SNR) is a critical metric for
understanding training dynamics. It is defined as:

SNR =
∥µ∥2
∥σ∥2

=
∥E[∇θLB]∥2
∥std[∇θLB]∥2

, (24)

where θ represents the network parameters, µ is the batch-wise mean of the gradients,
and σ is the batch-wise standard deviation of the gradients of the batch-wise loss LB.
High SNR indicates that the gradients are signal-dominant, while low SNR corresponds
to noise-dominant gradients [41, 113]. This IB-based framework not only provides a lens
to analyze convergence but also offers insights into why some models generalize better
than others. Models that successfully transition through all three stages, particularly
those entering diffusion early, tend to exhibit superior performance [41, 62]. Conversely,
models trapped in the transition stage generally do not converge [1].
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3.5. Self-scaled Residual-Based Attention (ssRBA)

One challenge in training neural networks is that point-wise residuals can be ne-
glected in cumulative loss computations [22]. To address this issue, various methods
have been developed to balance the point-wise contributions using local λi, which en-
hance the performance in PIML [22, 41, 63, 115–122]. In particular, Residual-Based
Attention (RBA) [63] experimentally have been shown to be effective in a wide range of
applications and extensions [7, 8, 41, 51, 62, 122–126] due to its simplicity, efficiency and
accuracy. RBA uses the exponentially weighted moving average of residuals to adap-
tively prioritize high-error regions during training, significantly improving the model
performance with minimal computational overhead.

The RBA weights λα,i, defined for loss term α and point xi, are updated iteratively
as:

λ
(k+1)
α,i ← γλ

(k)
α,i + η

r
(k)
α,i

∥r(k)
α ∥∞

, i ∈ {0, 1, . . . , N}, (25)

where rα,i is the residual at xi, η is the learning rate, and γ is a memory term controlling
the influence of past residuals, and bounding each multiplier as λi ≤ λmax = η/(1− γ).
This attention mechanism focuses optimization on regions with high error, enhancing
convergence efficiency [62].

To handle large datasets requiring batch-wise training, Toscano et al. [7] proposed
Residual-Based Attention with Resampling (RBA-R). Here, RBA weights define a
probability density function (PDF) for resampling critical points:

p(k)α (x) =
(λ

(k)
α )ν

E[(λ
(k)
α )ν ]

+ c, (26)

where λ
(k)
α = {λkα,i}Nαi=1 represents RBA weights raised to the power ν, which controls

the standard deviation of the PDF, and c > 0 which ensures all points are eventually
sampled. Unlike prior methods [127, 128], this PDF, based on cumulative residuals,
offers greater stability and computational efficiency, enabling fast sampling with neg-
ligible cost.

In this study, we propose extending the RBA method, drawing inspiration from
our insights on information bottleneck theory and the signal-to-noise ratio (SNR). As
discussed in Section 3.4, optimal convergence occurs during the diffusion stage when the
SNR is high, indicating an “agreement” or “equilibrium” in the gradient flow. However,
prior studies [41, 62] demonstrate that the diffusion stage may saturate, leading to a
decline in the SNR and a plateau in the generalization error. This saturation may arise
due to increasing stochasticity in the later diffusion stages and diminishing gradients
as the training loss decreases, resulting in machine precision limitations.

To address these challenges, we propose sequentially increasing the magnitude of
the memory term γ. By increasing γ, the model “remembers” more information from
past iterations, which is crucial for extracting the mean behavior in highly stochastic
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regimes such as the diffusion stage. To implement this strategy, we split the training
process into several stages with Nstage iterations per stage, progressively increasing γ,
thereby inducing a higher upper bound λmax.

However, for multi-objective loss functions such as PIML (i.e., (19)), modifying
λmax could introduce imbalances between individual loss terms (e.g., LB, LE). To ad-
dress this, prior studies have proposed adaptive strategies, such as modifying global
weights [5, 6, 21, 117, 122, 129–132] or refining update directions using cosine similar-
ities and related methods [64, 133, 134]. Building on these approaches, we propose a
combined method that leverages global weights to scale loss-specific gradients based
on their magnitudes, resulting in an improved update direction.

Notice that for first-order optimizers such as ADAM, the update direction (i.e.,
equation (23)) for PIML (i.e., equation (19)) is given by:

pk = −mE∇θLE(θk)−mB∇θLB(θk)−mD∇θLD(θk), (27)

where ∇θLE, ∇θLB, and ∇θLD are the loss gradients which can be represented as high-
dimensional vectors defining directions to minimize their respective loss terms. Notice
that if the gradient magnitudes are imbalanced, one direction will dominate, which may
lead to poor convergence (See Figure E.15(a)). To address this challenge, we propose
modifying the magnitude of the individual directions by scaling their respective global
weights. In particular, we fix mE and update the remaining global weights using the
rule:

mk
B = αmk−1

B + (1− α)
∥∇θLE∥
∥∇θLB∥

,

mk
D = αmk−1

D + (1− α)
∥∇θLE∥
∥∇θLD∥

,

where α ∈ [0, 1] is a stabilization parameter [21]. This formulation computes the
iteration-wise average ratio between gradients, enabling normalized scaling, which, on
average, allows us to define a balanced update direction p̂k (See Figure E.15(b)):

p̂k ≈ −mE∥∇θLE∥
[
∇θLE(θk)− ∇θLB(θk)

∥∇θLB∥
− ∇θLD(θk)

∥∇θLD∥

]
. (28)

Under this approach, all loss components have balanced magnitudes, allowing each
optimization step to minimize all terms effectively.

A generalized training procedure for optimizing representation models using gradi-
ent descent and self-scaled residual-based attention is summarized in Algorithm 1.

3.6. Evaluation Metrics

In the current study, we analyze our models (i.e., MLP, cKAN, and KKAN) under
three criteria, namely (1) the relative L2 error on the ground truth data, (2) their
geometric complexity, which has been linked to generalization capabilities, and (3) the
learning dynamics using the IB theory.
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3.6.1. Relative L2 Error

The relative L2 error is used to benchmark the accuracy of the final predictions
from different representation models. It is defined as:

Relative L2 =
∥Reference− Predicted∥2

∥Reference∥2
, (29)

where Reference denotes the ground truth, obtained either analytically (e.g., for func-
tion approximation tasks) or from high-accuracy numerical solvers (e.g., for SciML
problems). This metric quantifies the deviation of the model’s predictions from the
expected solution, providing a clear measure of model performance.

3.6.2. Geometric Complexity

Simpler models are generally preferred over more complex ones, and controlling
model complexity has been a long-standing goal in machine learning through techniques
like regularization, hyperparameter tuning, and architecture design. In this study, we
evaluate model complexity using the notion of geometric complexity, as defined in [61].
Geometric complexity measures the variability of a model’s function using the discrete
Dirichlet energy:

⟨fθ, D⟩ =
1

|D|
∑
x∈D

∥∇xfθ(x)∥2F , (30)

where fθ is the model’s output, D = {xi}Ni=1 is the training dataset, and ∥∇xfθ(x)∥F
is the Frobenius norm of the Jacobian of the model’s output with respect to its input.

This metric has been connected to various standard training heuristics, such as
parameter normalization, spectral norm constraints, and noise regularization. Fur-
thermore, it has been used to study initialization strategies and phenomena like dou-
ble descent [61]. By analyzing the geometric complexity, we aim to understand its
relationship with the generalization capabilities of different representation models.

4. Results

4.1. Function Approximation

These models were trained using the loss function described in (15). To ensure a
fair comparison, we aimed to match the total number of parameters across all models.
However, it was observed that cKANs could not handle a significantly higher num-
ber of parameters without degrading performance, thereby limiting their scalability.
Consequently, smaller networks were used for all models.

For all cases, the model’s performance was evaluated on a 256× 256 uniform grid,
and training was performed using 10,000 points sampled with Latin hypercube sampling
to ensure uniform coverage of the domain. Additional implementation details and
hyperparameters are provided in Section Appendix F.
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4.1.1. Discontinuous

Figure 3: Performance of KKANs for discontinuous function approximation. Columns show pre-
dictions, ground truth references, and absolute errors, respectively. This function is particularly
challenging to learn due to two discontinuities at x1 = 0.0 and x2 = 0.0, along with smooth regions
containing relatively high frequencies. Additionally, the function exhibits a wide range of magnitudes,
with outputs spanning from −5 to 25. The KKAN model achieves a relative L2 error of 5.86× 10−3.

To evaluate the robustness of the analyzed models, we tested their performance on
a highly discontinuous function inspired by [41]. Originally introduced as a challenging
1D example, we extended it to 2D using a tensor product formulation:

f(x1, x2) =
2∏
i=1

h(xi),

where:

h(xi) =

{
5 +

∑4
k=1 sin(kxi), xi < 0.5,

cos(10xi), xi ≥ 0.5.

This problem introduces abrupt changes in the function (two discontinuities along
x1 = 0 and x2 = 0), making it particularly challenging for models trained using
gradient-based methods. For the KKAN model, we used the sin-series basis function
introduced in [52]. The relative L2 error convergence and geometric complexity for
other basis functions are shown in Figure G.16, highlighting the robustness of our
approach. While the sin-series basis performs best, the model converges effectively
with all the tested cases.

We present the results for this function in Table 2 and Figure 4. KKANs demon-
strated significantly better performance on the testing dataset, achieving a relative L2

error of 5.86× 10−3, outperforming both MLPs and cKANs. As shown in Figure 4(a),
KKANs converge significantly faster than MLP and cKAN.

As shown in Table 2, all models exhibited comparable speeds during training, with
MLPs being slightly faster, averaging 2.36 ms per iteration compared to 2.64 ms for
cKANs and 2.77 ms for KKANs. Figure 4(b) highlights the evolution of geometric com-
plexity during training. Initially, cKANs exhibit lower complexity than other methods,
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Figure 4: Results for discontinuous function approximation. (a) Relative L2 error convergence on
the testing dataset, evaluated on a uniform 256 × 256 mesh. KKANs converge significantly faster
than MLPs, achieving a relative L2 error of 5.86 × 10−3 after 200,000 ADAM iterations. cKANs
converge slightly faster than MLPs initially but start to overfit after several iterations, as indicated by
a sudden increase in the test error. (b) Geometric complexity evolution during training. Geometric
complexity, represented by the discrete Dirichlet energy, reflects the gradient of the function with
respect to its inputs. For this case, the geometric complexity is significantly higher for all models
due to the two discontinuities in the function, which introduce sharp changes and amplify gradient
variations. Initially, cKANs exhibit lower complexity than the other methods. However, their final
complexity is significantly higher, indicating overfitting. In contrast, KKANs maintain the lowest
complexity throughout training, contributing to their superior generalization and performance.

but their final complexity is slightly higher, potentially indicating overfitting, as lower
convergence has been associated with better generalization capabilities [61]. In con-
trast, KKANs display the lowest complexity at the end of training, which aligns with
better generalization and contributes to their robust performance. These results under-
score KKANs’ ability to balance efficiency, accuracy, and robustness in approximating
highly discontinuous functions.

Model N. Params Time (ms/it) Rel. L2 Error

MLP 40801 2.36 1.26× 10−2

cKAN 39360 2.64 2.22× 10−2

KKAN 40302 2.77 5.86× 10−3

Table 2: Comparison of models for function approximation of a discontinuous function. KKANs
significantly outperform both MLPs and cKANs. The training times are comparable across models.
The challenging nature of the discontinuous function, characterized by abrupt changes, amplifies the
difficulty for all models, highlighting KKANs’ robustness and ability to generalize better under such
conditions.
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4.1.2. Smooth

Figure 5: Performance of KKANs+ssRBA for smooth function approximation. Columns show predic-
tions, ground truth references, and absolute errors, respectively. This smooth function is challenging
due to its rapidly varying gradients. The inclusion of ssRBA enhances convergence and accuracy,
enabling the KKAN model to achieve a relative L2 error of 1.75× 10−4.

In the second example, we present results for a smooth oscillatory function. This
example was introduced in [135] as a challenging benchmark for MLP due to the
combination of frequencies. Similar to the previous case, we extended it to 2D using a
tensor product formulation:

f(x1, x2) =
2∏
i=1

h(xi),

where

h(xi) = sin(xi) +
1

3
sin(3πxi) +

1

5
sin(5πxi) +

1

7
sin(7πxi).

For the KKAN model, we use a Chebyshev-grid basis function for the outer blocks.
In this example, a polynomial degree of D = 15 is used to demonstrate KKANs’ ability
to handle high polynomial orders effectively. In contrast, cKANs exhibit performance
degradation for D > 7, as noted in previous studies [41]. Specific details about this
basis function, along with others, are provided in Section Appendix B.3.2. The relative
L2 error convergence and geometric complexity for other basis functions are shown in
Figure G.17, further demonstrating KKANs’ robustness across different configurations.

Figure 5 illustrates the performance of KKANs+ssRBA for smooth function ap-
proximation, showing predictions, ground truth references, and absolute errors. The
smooth function, characterized by rapidly varying gradients, poses a challenge for ac-
curate approximation. The inclusion of ssRBA significantly improves convergence and
accuracy, enabling KKANs to achieve a relative L2 error of 1.75 × 10−4. The relative
L2 error convergence and geometric complexity evolution during training are presented
in Figure 6. KKANs converge significantly faster than both MLPs and cKANs, with
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Figure 6: Results for smooth function approximation. (a) Relative L2 error convergence on the
testing dataset, evaluated on a uniform 256 × 256 mesh. KKANs converge significantly faster than
both MLPs and cKANs. The proposed ssRBA improves the performance of all representation models
by enhancing accuracy and accelerating convergence. The best-performing model, KKANs+ssRBA,
achieves a relative L2 error of 1.75 × 10−4. (b) Geometric complexity evolution during training.
Both cKANs and KKANs exhibit lower geometric complexity at the start of training, reflecting their
simplicity in the early stages. However, by the end of training, all models converge to a similar
geometric complexity, indicating a shared characteristic among all representation models.

the ssRBA mechanism enhancing the performance of all models by accelerating conver-
gence and improving accuracy. Both cKANs and KKANs start with lower geometric
complexity, reflecting their simplicity in early training. However, by the end of training,
all models converge to a similar geometric complexity, indicating a shared characteris-
tic among the representations. Table 3 provides a detailed comparison, showing that
KKANs consistently outperform cKANs and MLPs in accuracy, both with and without
ssRBA, while maintaining comparable training times across all models.

Model N. Params Time (ms/it) Rel. L2 Error

MLP 40801 2.38 1.17× 10−3

cKAN 45900 3.23 5.75× 10−4

KKAN 40842 2.88 2.234× 10−4

MLP +ssRBA 50049 2.32 9.14× 10−4

cKAN +ssRBA 45900 3.26 4.17× 10−4

KKAN+ssRBA 40842 3.09 1.74× 10−4

Table 3: Comparison of models for smooth function approximation. The performance of all models
improves with the addition of ssRBA. The training times are comparable across models. KKANs
consistently outperform cKANs and MLPs in accuracy, both with and without ssRBA, demonstrating
their robustness and efficiency for smooth function approximation.
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4.2. Physics-Informed Machine Learning

In this study, we compare the performance of KKANs, cKANs, and MLPs for
PIML tasks. For KKANs, radial basis functions (RBFs) are used as the outer blocks.
The PDE is trained using 25,600 collocation points, with initial conditions imposed
on 201 points. Periodic boundary conditions are enforced as hard constraints through
architecture modifications. The models are evaluated on a fine grid of 501× 201, and
the exact solution is obtained from established benchmark studies [22]. Additional
implementation details are provided in Appendix F.

4.2.1. Allen-Cahn Equation

Figure 7: Performance of KKAN+ssRBA for solving the Allen-Cahn equation. The columns display
predictions, ground truth references, and absolute errors, respectively. The model achieves a relative
L2 error of 2.28× 10−5 after 500,000 Adam iterations.

The Allen-Cahn equation is a widely recognized benchmark in Physics-Informed
Machine Learning (PIML) due to its challenging characteristics [22, 59, 63, 136]. This
complexity arises from the equation’s tendency to generate solutions with sharp tran-
sitions in both spatial and temporal dimensions, which makes accurate approximation
and prediction particularly difficult. The 1D Allen-Cahn partial differential equation
(PDE) is defined as:

∂u

∂t
= k

∂2u

∂x2
− 5u(u2 − 1), (31)

where k = 10−4. The problem is further defined by the following initial and periodic
boundary conditions:

u(0, x) = x2 cos(πx), ∀x ∈ [−1, 1], (32)

u(t, x+ 1) = u(t, x− 1), ∀t ≥ 0 and x ∈ [−1, 1]. (33)

The Allen-Cahn equation’s complexity has motivated the development of numerous
techniques and methods specifically tailored for MLP-based PIML to address its in-
herent difficulties. Consequently, directly comparing cKANs and KKANs with MLPs
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Figure 8: Results for solving the Allen-Cahn Equation. (a) Relative L2 error convergence for the
analyzed models. Vanilla KKAN and cKAN models converge significantly faster than MLP, which
begins converging after 20, 000 Adam iterations. The inclusion of enhancements such as ssRBA and
Fourier Feature embeddings [58] accelerates convergence for all models, with KKAN+ssRBA achieving
a relative L2 error of 5.5×10−5. While larger networks could achieve better performance, the proposed
approach is approximately four times faster than alternative methods. (b) Geometric complexity
evolution during training. Initially, cKANs and KKANs exhibit lower complexity compared to MLPs.
The Fourier Feature embeddings increase the initial complexity of the vanilla models, but as observed
in previous cases, all models eventually converge to a uniform or optimal geometric complexity.

presents a challenge: excluding enhancements designed for MLPs may unfairly disad-
vantage them while including these techniques could potentially undermine the unique
capabilities of cKANs and KKANs. Therefore, we divide our analysis into three parts.

First, to ensure a fair comparison with cKANs, which tend to degrade in per-
formance with a higher number of parameters, we evaluate models with a reduced
parameter count. Specifically, we compare the baseline versions of cKANs, MLPs, and
KKANs without incorporating any additional enhancements. All models are trained
using the loss function described in (19), with λα,i = 1 and mB = 100, as proposed
in [22], using a batch size of 10,000 and train it for 300000 ADAM [108] iterations.
For KKANs, the inner block starts with a polynomial embedding layer, which enforces
periodicity exactly by using odd polynomial degrees. To maintain consistency and
fairness, this embedding layer is also included in the MLP and cKAN models.

The results, presented in Table 4(a), show that both KKANs and cKANs outper-
form MLPs in this configuration. MLP achieves a relative L2 error of 1.36×10−2, which
is significantly worse compared to cKANs (3.55×10−3) and KKANs (4.41×10−3). Fur-
thermore, as shown in Figure 8(a), KKANs and cKANs converge faster than MLPs,
demonstrating their effectiveness in capturing the sharp transitions characteristic of
the Allen-Cahn equation.

Figure 8(b) shows the evolution of geometric complexity during training. At the
beginning of training, MLPs exhibit the highest geometric complexity, while cKANs
show the lowest, reflecting their initial simplicity. By the end of training, all models
converge to similar geometric complexity values, suggesting that their representational
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Model N. Params Time (ms/it) Rel. L2 Error

a MLP 21318 6.75 1.36× 10−2

cKAN 20361 6.37 3.55× 10−3

KKAN 19572 6.75 4.41× 10−3

b MLP+ssRBA-R 25281 6.29 1.37× 10−4

cKAN+ssRBA-R 22848 5.15 2.87× 10−4

KKAN+ssRBA-R 22160 6.80 5.50× 10−5

c MLP+ssRBA 91521 26.85 3.52× 10−5

cKAN+ssRBA 107136 31.71 2.91× 10−4

KKAN+ssRBA 118491 21.36 3.07× 10−5

Table 4: Comparison of Models for Physics-Informed Machine Learning for the Allen-Cahn Equation
Based on Relative L2 Errors.

capacities become comparable after sufficient training iterations. Despite this, KKANs
and cKANs maintain superior accuracy, as indicated by their significantly lower L2

errors compared to MLPs.
For the second part, we enhance the models by incorporating Fourier feature em-

beddings to encode periodicity across all architectures. For MLPs, we combine weight
normalization [57] with the modified MLP (mMLP) [21], resulting in an enhanced ar-
chitecture referred to as weight-normalized mMLP (WNmMLP) (see Appendix C.1).
Leveraging the inherent flexibility of KKANs, WNmMLP is seamlessly integrated into
their inner block. In contrast, cKANs are not compatible with enhancements like
mMLP or weight normalization, as current methods designed for MLPs do not directly
translate to cKANs. Consequently, cKANs are implemented without these modifica-
tions, which partially explains their slightly faster training times.

For all models, we employ ssRBA-R with a batch size of 10,000. This combination
of resampling and reduced parameter counts provides a speed-up of more than four
times compared to standard setups. KKAN+ssRBA-R outperforms all other models,
achieving a relative L2 error of 5.5 × 10−5, which is comparable to state-of-the-art
results (see Figure 8(a)). As shown in Figures G.19 and G.20, the proposed formu-
lation effectively resamples high-error regions, enabling a double-attention mechanism
via multipliers and sampling. Consequently, as depicted in Figure 8(a), ssRBA-R ac-
celerates convergence for all models, particularly for MLPs. Without ssRBA-R, MLPs
require approximately 20,000 iterations to converge, but with this method, convergence
is achieved in around 3,000 iterations.

Figure 8(b) shows the geometric complexity evolution during training. While
Fourier feature embeddings improve model performance, they also increase the geomet-
ric complexity for all architectures. cKANs and KKANs begin with lower geometric
complexity than MLPs, demonstrating their simpler initial representations. However,
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Model Enhancements Boundary Conditions Rel. L2 Error

MLP SA [22] Periodic (1.51± 2.76)× 10−4

MLP RBA [63] Periodic (5.80± 0.74)× 10−5

MLP BRDR+ [122] Periodic (1.45± 0.46)× 10−5

MLP PirateNets [59] Periodic 2.24× 10−5

KAN AcNet [52] Dirichlet 6.80× 10−5

KAN [23] [52] implementation Dirichlet 5.30× 10−4

KAN [23] [41] implementation Dirichlet 5.65× 10−2

KKAN ssRBA (Ours) Periodic (2.56± 0.17)× 10−5

Table 5: Comparison of state-of-the-art methods for solving the Allen-Cahn equation using various
representation models and enhancements. The table includes relative L2 errors for models trained with
periodic and Dirichlet boundary conditions. MLP-based methods demonstrate strong performance,
with BRDR+ achieving the best result among MLPs. The proposed KKAN+ssRBA formulation
outperforms all KAN-based formulations and demonstrates highly competitive accuracy compared to
state-of-the-art MLPs.

all models converge to the same final complexity value, highlighting a shared represen-
tational capacity at the end of training.

For the final part of the analysis, we employ an architecture tailored to benefit
MLPs. Specifically, we use larger networks and full-batch training, following the origi-
nal RBA implementation [63]. For MLPs, we adopt the WNmMLP architecture, while
for KKANs, we introduce a weight-normalized adaptive ResNet (Appendix C.2), a
KKAN-specific design inspired by [59]. To ensure a fair comparison, we scale the num-
ber of parameters in cKANs to approximately match those of the other architectures.

As shown in Table 4(c), with larger networks and full-batch training, even the
base cKAN architecture becomes significantly slower than both MLPs and KKANs.
Despite this, cKANs still demonstrate competitive accuracy. MLP+ssRBA achieves a
relative L2 error of 3.52 × 10−5, highlighting the effectiveness of ssRBA compared to
the original RBA [63], where the authors’ best-performing model achieved 4.57×10−5.
Notably, KKAN+ssRBA outperforms all other models, achieving a relative L2 error
of 3.07× 10−5 while also being faster than MLP+ssRBA, demonstrating its efficiency
and superior accuracy. The convergence history for these three models is shown in
Figure G.18(a).
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Figure 9: QR-DeepOKKAN predictions for three different initial conditions from the testing dataset.
The corresponding relative L2 errors are: (top row) 2.30×10−2, (middle row) 2.03×10−2, and (bottom
row) 1.52× 10−2.

Additionally, since ssRBA allows our model to train for longer periods by maintain-
ing a higher signal-to-noise ratio (SNR), we further trained the model for 500,000 Adam
iterations, resulting in a best-performing model with a relative L2 error of 2.28× 10−5.
The predictions, references, and pointwise errors are shown in Figure 7. Further-
more, we analyzed the model’s performance across five different initializations (see
Figure G.18(b)). Additionally, the global weight, relative L2 error, and SNR evolution
for KKANs are presented in Figure G.21.

Table 5 shows that the proposed model achieves an average relative error of 2.56×
10−5 with a standard deviation of 0.17 × 10−5. This table compares our results with
current state-of-the-art methods, demonstrating that the proposed KKAN formulation
outperforms all other KAN variants and achieves performance highly comparable to
fully optimized MLPs.

27



4.3. Neural Operators

Finally, we evaluate the performance of MLPs, cKANs, and KKANs within operator
learning frameworks. To this end, we extend the DeepONet framework [3] to KKANs,
resulting in the models DeepOKKAN. These models are trained using the loss function
described in Section 21. For KKAN-based models, we use radial basis functions (RBFs)
as outer blocks. It is worth noting that the DeepONet framework has previously been
extended to cKANs and KANs in [41] and [43], respectively.

Additionally, we enhance our models by incorporating the QR-DeepONet frame-
work introduced in [107]. QR-DeepONet improves the standard DeepONet architecture
by reparameterizing the trunk network and leveraging a QR decomposition to enhance
training stability and accuracy. A detailed description of DeepONets, QR-DeepONets,
and their corresponding objective functions (i.e., (D.1) and (D.2)) is provided in Ap-
pendix Appendix D.

All models were trained on a dataset of 3,500 functions and tested on 1,500 func-
tions. The QR-based models utilized a two-stage training process, with Stage 1 running
for 200,000 iterations and Stage 2 for 400,000 iterations. To ensure a fair comparison,
the model architectures were chosen so that the number of parameters was approxi-
mately matched across all models. Further details regarding the specific implementa-
tion and architectural choices are provided in Section Appendix F.

4.3.1. Burgers Equation

For this case, we consider the Burgers equation, which is known for producing sharp
transitions at low viscosity values, ν. Specifically, we focus on the 1D Burgers equation
benchmark investigated in [106, 137]:

ut + uux = νuxx, (34)

where u represents the velocity field, and ν denotes the dynamic viscosity. The equation
is subject to periodic boundary conditions:

u(t, 0) = u(t, 1), (35)

ux(t, 0) = ux(t, 1), (36)

defined over the domain Ω = (0, 1) × (0, 1). The goal is to learn the operator map
from the initial condition u(0, x) to the solution u(t, x) for all t ∈ (0, 1). The initial
condition, u(0, x), is sampled from a Gaussian random field (GRF) using the code
provided in [137]. Previous studies [106] analyzed these results only for the final state
u(1, x) and used a lower viscosity ν = 0.01. In this study, we challenge our models’
representation capabilities and predict the full solution history with a much lower
viscosity ν = 1/(100π).

Figure 9 shows the predictions of QR-DeepOKKAN for three representative initial
conditions sampled from the testing dataset. Figure 10 provides a comparison of rel-
ative L2 error convergence on the testing dataset. KKAN-based models consistently
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Figure 10: Relative L2 error convergence for operator learning the testing dataset. KKANs outperform
cKANs and MLPs, while cKANs demonstrate faster initial convergence compared to the other models.
The QR formulation enhances the performance of MLPs and KKANs but negatively impacts cKANs,
indicating their sensitivity to optimization techniques. This highlights the robustness and adaptability
of KKANs compared to cKANs.

outperform cKANs and MLPs, showcasing their superior representational capability
and flexibility. While cKANs converge faster initially, their performance plateaus.
The QR formulation significantly enhances the performance of MLPs and KKANs,
reducing errors and improving convergence speed. However, the QR reparameteriza-
tion adversely affects cKANs, highlighting their architectural rigidity compared to the
adaptability and robustness of KKANs.
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Model N. Params S1 (ms/it) S2 (ms/it) Rel. L2 Error

DeepONet 131700 8.14 5.03× 10−2

QR-DeepONet 481700 3.42 5.84 2.72× 10−2

DeepOcKAN 107328 7.76 3.65× 10−2

QR-DeepOcKAN 461212 4.69 5.43 7.41× 10−2

DeepOKKAN 155920 12.69 3.07× 10−2

QR-DeepOKKAN 496358 3.37 5.14 2.66× 10−2

Table 6: Comparison of operator learning variants for the Burgers equation with ν = 1/(100π). The
table reports the number of parameters, training time per iteration for Stage 1 (S1) and Stage 2 (S2)
of the QR variants, and the relative L2 errors. The QR-based models utilize a two-stage training
process, with S2 involving the QR reparameterization. For reference, under the physics-informed
framework, [137] reported a relative L2 error of 3.3 × 10−2 for ν = 1/100, while [122] achieved
3.4×10−2 for ν = 10−3. In a comparable data-driven setup with ν = 1/(100π), [41] reported relative
L2 errors of 5.83 × 10−2 for cDeepOKAN and 3.02 × 10−2 for DeepONet when predicting only the
final time step u(x, 1). In contrast, our models predict the full solution u(x, t) for t ∈ [0, 1], with the
QR-DeepOKKAN achieving the best accuracy, a relative L2 error of 2.66× 10−2.

Table 6 provides a detailed comparison of operator learning variants for the Burgers
equation with ν = 1/(100π). The table reports the number of parameters, training
time per iteration for Stage 1 (S1) and Stage 2 (S2) of the QR-based models, and the
relative L2 errors. QR-DeepONet achieves a significant reduction in error (2.72×10−2)
compared to the standard DeepONet (5.03× 10−2), demonstrating the effectiveness of
QR reparameterization for enhancing stability and accuracy. However, for cKANs, the
QR formulation results in performance degradation, as seen with the QR-DeepOcKAN
error increasing to 7.41× 10−2 compared to 3.65× 10−2 for the standard DeepOcKAN.

In contrast, QR-DeepOKKAN achieves the best overall performance with a relative
L2 error of 2.66 × 10−2 while maintaining competitive training times. This result
highlights the ability of KKANs to effectively integrate with advanced frameworks like
QR-DeepONet, benefiting from improved stability and accuracy without sacrificing
computational efficiency. Unlike earlier studies [41] that predict only the final time step
u(x, 1), our models successfully predict the entire solution u(x, t) for t ∈ [0, 1], further
underscoring the robustness and generalization capabilities of QR-DeepOKKAN.
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5. Learning Dynamics via Information Bottleneck Theory

Figure 11: Relative L2 error (first row), SNR (second row), and geometric complexity (third row) con-
vergence for discontinuous function approximation using MLP (first column), cKAN (second column),
and KKAN models (third column). The three stages of learning are observed across all representation
models and are marked, for the worst performing case, by vertical dashed lines. During the fitting
stage, the SNR decreases without significant improvement in the generalization error (i.e., relative L2

error) and with an increase in geometric complexity. In the transition stage, the model explores the
optimal direction, resulting in further increases in geometric complexity. In the diffusion stage, the
model achieves the optimal complexity and finds the optimal direction, leading to an increase in SNR
and significant convergence. However, it can also be observed that, over time, the SNR decreases
again. For extreme cases such as cKAN, this decrease in SNR leads to higher geometric complexity,
causing the model to overfit and harming the generalization performance.

The learning dynamics of a model can be characterized by analyzing the signal-to-
noise ratio (SNR) of backpropagated gradients (i.e., (24)). The SNR provides insight
into deterministic and stochastic regimes during training, where high SNR corresponds
to deterministic updates, and low SNR indicates stochastic exploration [62]. By study-
ing the variation in SNR, we can identify distinct stages of learning: fitting, transition,
and diffusion. These stages have been observed in PIML tasks for MLP and cKAN
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models, and in this study, we extend the framework to KKANs for function approxi-
mation and operator learning tasks.

Figure 12: Relative L2 error (first row), SNR (second row), and geometric complexity (third row)
convergence for smooth function approximation with MLP (first column), cKAN (second column),
and KKAN models (third column). The three stages of learning are evident across all models and
are indicated, for the worst-performing case, by vertical dashed lines. During the fitting stage, the
SNR decreases, accompanied by a slight improvement in the generalization error (i.e., relative L2

error) and increased geometric complexity. Notably, for MLPs, the geometric complexity is initially
high and decreases before further increasing again. In the transition stage, the model explores the
optimal direction for learning, which results in an increase in geometric complexity. Finally, in the
diffusion stage, the model achieves the optimal complexity and direction, causing the SNR to rise
and driving significant convergence. For smooth functions, maintaining a high SNR is easier, which
supports continuous learning and improved performance.

In this study, we extend the Information Bottleneck (IB) framework to KKANs as
well as function approximation and operator learning tasks. Notably, we experimen-
tally observed that the three stages of learning are present across all tasks, including
function approximation (Figures 11 and 12), PIML (Figure 13), and operator learning
(Figure 14), for all representation models: MLP (first column), cKAN (second col-
umn), and KKAN (third column). The SNR is closely linked to the generalization
error shown in the first row of all our figures. Additionally, we observed an intriguing
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connection between the SNR and the geometric complexity, as depicted in the third
row of all the figures.

In particular, the three stages of training are described as follows:

Figure 13: Relative L2 error (first row), SNR (second row), and geometric complexity (third row)
convergence for solving the Allen-Cahn Equation using MLP (first column), cKAN (second column),
and KKAN models (third column). The three stages of learning are evident across all models and are
marked, for the worst-performing case, by vertical dashed lines. During the fitting stage, the SNR
decreases, accompanied by minor improvements in the generalization error (i.e., relative L2 error)
and an increase in geometric complexity. As discussed in the results section, the mMLP increases the
geometric complexity of the models. Notably, MLP+ssRBA-R exhibits a significantly high geometric
complexity, where the model first simplifies the representation, characterized by fluctuations in the
SNR. In the transition stage, the model explores the optimal direction for learning, resulting in a
further increase in geometric complexity. However, during this stage, the generalization error does
not improve. Finally, in the diffusion stage, the model achieves the optimal complexity and direction,
leading the SNR to converge to an optimal value and driving significant improvements in generalization
error. It is noteworthy that the proposed ssRBA-R successfully maintains a consistently high SNR,
resulting in optimal performance across all representation models.

Fitting. The initial phase of training, where gradients are large and agreement between
subdomains is high, resulting in a high SNR. During this deterministic phase, the model
focuses on reducing the training error across subdomains. However, as the model learns
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the “general” trend, the disagreement between subdomains increases, which leads to a
low SNR. Therefore, this stage can be identified by a transition from high to low SNR.

The fitting stage can be clearly identified in all our examples, as shown in the
second row of Figures 11, 12, 13, and 14. During this stage, the training errors are
reduced; however, there is minimal improvement in the relative error on the testing
dataset (see the first row of Figures 11, 12, 13, and 14). Additionally, during this stage,
as the model fits new information, it becomes more complex, leading to an increase in
geometric complexity. Notice that if the geometric complexity is high at the beginning
of training (as seen in MLP in Figure 12 and 13), the model first needs to simplify these
representations; this may justify why better initialization schemes are characterized by
lower initial geometric complexities [61].

Figure 14: Relative L2 error (first row) and SNR (second row) for operator learning tasks using
MLP (first column), cKAN (second column), and KKAN models (third column). Due to the high
dimensionality of the branch net inputs (100), computing the geometric complexity is computationally
challenging. Therefore, only the relative error and SNR results are presented. The three stages of
learning are evident across all models, with vertical dashed lines indicating the stages for the worst-
performing case. During the fitting stage, the SNR decreases, accompanied by minor improvements
in the generalization error (i.e., relative L2 error). In the transition stage, the model explores the
optimal direction, with no significant improvement in generalization error. Finally, in the diffusion
stage, the model identifies the optimal direction, leading to an increase in SNR and driving significant
convergence.

Transition:. After the model fits the data, it enters an exploration stage where it
attempts to minimize the error across all subdomains. During this exploratory stage,
there is disagreement on the optimal direction for weight updates, resulting in a low
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SNR. This phase is also characterized by a minor or null decrease in the generalization
error (see Figures 11, 12, 13, and 14 (first row)). Additionally, as the model attempts
to minimize the error along all subdomains, the geometric complexity increases (see
Figures 11, 12, 13, and 14 (third row)).

Diffusion:. After the exploration phase, the model becomes sufficiently complex (i.e.,
after the geometric complexity increases) to reach an agreement on the optimal update
direction, leading to a sudden increase in the SNR. Once this optimal direction (i.e.,
high SNR) is achieved, the generalization error improves significantly, and the geometric
complexity decreases as the model becomes more efficient and starts simplifying internal
representations. However, as the loss decreases further, the gradients become smaller
(i.e., lower signal), which leads to a subsequent decrease in the SNR—eventually, the
SNR drops, learning stops, and the generalization error plateaus. This pattern is
clearly observed in our operator learning tasks (see Figure 14). For complex problems
such as discontinuous function approximation (see Figure 11), this decrease in SNR
induces an increase in the geometric complexity, which eventually causes the model to
overfit. On the other hand, for smooth function approximation tasks, the SNR remains
higher, enabling a continuous decrease in the generalization error without overfitting
(see Figure 12). Notice that the ss-RBA introduced for PIML tasks (Section 3.5)
successfully maintains a high SNR during the late diffusion stage, enabling continuous
and improved learning (see Figure 13).

Interestingly, during the diffusion stage, all models converge to the same geometric
complexity. This behavior is expected because the geometric complexity (30) depends
solely on the Jacobian of the function, ∇ux. Since u is unique, its derivatives with
respect to the inputs are also identical, leading to the same geometric complexity across
models. Notice that for discontinuous function approximation (see Figure 11), the
geometric complexity is higher due to the undefined derivatives at the discontinuities.
However, this metric proves useful for identifying unnecessarily complex functions,
particularly for spatial data or operator learning tasks, such as function approximation.
Similarly, in PIML, where the function is learned through its residuals, higher geometric
complexity corresponds to larger ∇ux values when evaluated at the testing points,
potentially indicating overfitting [61].

6. Summary

The Kolmogorov-Arnold representation theorem (KART) has historically faced
skepticism regarding its practical utility, with criticisms citing its computational com-
plexity and infeasibility for direct implementation. Inspired by Ku̇rková’s reinterpre-
tation of KART, we proposed the Ku̇rkov’a-Kolmogorov-Arnold Networks (KKANs),
a novel two-block architecture that adheres closely to the original theorem. KKANs
combine robust MLP-based inner blocks with interpretable basis functions as outer
blocks, preserving both computational efficiency and theoretical rigor. We proved that
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KKANs are universal approximators regardless of the choice of basis functions and for a
general class of functions. Also, we extended KKAN’s applicability to Physics-Informed
Machine Learning (PIML) and operator learning tasks. We evaluated our models’ per-
formance using their generalization error (i.e., relative error on testing data), geometric
complexity, and learning dynamics via the Information Bottleneck (IB) theory.

To improve PIML models’ performance, we developed a new optimization method
for PIML called self-scaled residual-based attention (ssRBA). This method induces
uniform convergence and enhances learning dynamics, enabling prolonged learning.
Additionally, we proposed a global weighting scheme that scales loss weights based on
their gradients, ensuring consistent update directions that minimize all loss terms.

In function approximation tasks, we showed that KKANs consistently outper-
formed MLPs and cKANs across both smooth and discontinuous function benchmarks.
KKANs exhibited faster convergence and superior generalization, maintaining lower
geometric complexity throughout training. In contrast, cKANs showed signs of over-
fitting, with higher final geometric complexity and deteriorating generalization perfor-
mance. These results highlight KKANs’ ability to efficiently handle both smooth and
discontinuous functions while preserving robustness and adaptability.

For PIML tasks, we demonstrated that KKANs offered significant computational
advantages while achieving excellent accuracy, particularly when enhanced with ss-
RBA. KKANs converged faster than alternative methods while maintaining high gen-
eralization capabilities. By maintaining a high SNR during the diffusion stage, ssRBA
enabled prolonged training and improved learning efficiency, positioning KKANs as
strong competitors to state-of-the-art PIML models.

In operator learning tasks, we extended the DeepONet formulation to KKANs
and the QR-DeepONet formulation to cKANs and KKANs. The QR formulation
stabilized training and enhanced KKAN and MLP performance, improving accuracy
and robustness. However, we observed that the QR approach negatively impacted
cKANs, revealing their sensitivity to optimization techniques. KKANs consistently
demonstrated adaptability and superior performance, making them suitable for a wide
range of operator learning applications.

We analyzed the learning dynamics of all the analyzed models using the Informa-
tion Bottleneck (IB) theory, extending its application to function approximation and
operator learning tasks. We demonstrated that the three stages of learning—fitting,
transition, and diffusion—are universal across models and tasks. Additionally, we iden-
tified a strong relationship between geometric complexity and SNR, providing deeper
insights into learning dynamics. In summary, we observed that during the fitting stage,
the model captures general trends, transitioning from high to low SNR as geometric
complexity converges to a structured representation. In the transition stage, the model
explores subdomains to minimize errors, but the stochastic nature of this phase keeps
SNR low while geometric complexity increases gradually.

In the diffusion stage, we observed that once the model becomes complex enough, it
identifies the optimal update direction, resulting in a sharp increase in SNR. This stage
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is critical for reducing generalization error, as the geometric complexity converges to an
optimal value unique to the learned solution. However, as gradients weaken and SNR
decreases, overfitting can occur in complex tasks like discontinuous function approxi-
mation. To address this issue, we used ssRBA to dynamically scale local multipliers
during the diffusion stage, maintaining a high SNR. This approach enabled prolonged
learning and ensured robust performance for PIML tasks.

In conclusion, we propose KKANs as a transformative approach to implement-
ing KART-based architectures in scientific machine learning. By closely adhering to
the Kolmogorov-Arnold theorem and integrating advancements like ssRBA, KKANs
bridge the gap between interpretability and computational efficiency. Our success
across function approximation, PIML, and operator learning tasks establishes KKANs
as a versatile and powerful tool, paving the way for future research and innovation in
scientific machine learning.
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liothek Bonn (2009).

43
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Appendix A. Proof of Theorem 1

Thanks to the KART/variants, we can represent any f ∈ C(Ed) as in (4):

f(x) =
m∑
q=0

gq(ξ), ξ := ξq(x) =
d∑
p=1

ψp,q(xp), (A.1)

where ψp,q, gq are univariate continuous functions. The continuity of ψp,q on the closed
interval Iψ implies that there exists B > 0 such that

max
p,q

max
x∈Iψ
|ψp,q(x)| ≤ B

d
⇒ ξ ∈ [−B,B].

Since all gq are uniformly continuous on [−B,B] ⊆ Ig, there exists δ > 0 such that

max
q

max
|ξ−η|<δ

ξ,η∈[−B,B]

|gq(ξ)− gq(η)| < ε

2(2m+ 1)
. (A.2)

Using the assumption that AMz(Iz) is dense in C(Iz), we know that there exist Ψp,q ∈
AMψ

(Iψ) for each pair (p, q) such that

max
p,q

max
x∈Iψ
|ψp,q(x)−Ψp,q(x)| < δ

d
, (A.3)

and there exists Gq ∈ AMg(Ig) such that

max
q

max
η∈[−B,B]

|gq(η)−Gq(η)| < ε

2(2m+ 1)
. (A.4)

Thus, we derive from (A.3) that

|ξ − η|:=
∣∣∣ d∑
p=1

ψp,q(xp)−
d∑
p=1

Ψp,q(xp)
∣∣∣ ≤ d∑

p=1

|ψp,q(xp)−Ψp,q(xp)|< δ.

Then, we can assemble F ∈ Km,d
M based on Ψp,q, Gq as in (5). Consequently, using

(A.1), (A.2) and (A.4) leads to

|f(x)− F (x)| =

∣∣∣∣∣
m∑
q=0

gq

( d∑
p=1

ψp,q(xp)
)
−

m∑
q=0

Gq

( d∑
p=1

Ψp,q(xp)
)∣∣∣∣∣

≤
m∑
q=0

|gq(ξ)−Gq(η)| ≤
m∑
q=0

{|gq(ξ)− gq(η)|+|gq(η)−Gq(η)|} < ε.

This completes the proof.
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Appendix B. Representation Models

Appendix B.1. Multilayer Perceptron (MLP)

The output y of a Multilayer Perceptron (MLP) is computed through a nested
formulation, where σ is the activation function, and W (l) and b(l) are the weights and
biases of the l-th layer:

y(x) = σ
(
W (L)σ

(
W (L−1) . . . σ

(
W (1)x + b(1)

)
. . .+ b(L−1)

)
+ b(L)

)
.

Here, x = (x1, x2, . . . ) is the input vector, and L is the number of layers. With
sufficiently many neurons and a suitable activation function, MLPs can approximate
any continuous function on compact subsets of Rn, as guaranteed by the Universal
Approximation Theorem [138].

Appendix B.2. Kolmogorov-Arnold Networks (KANs)

Kolmogorov-Arnold Networks (KANs) are inspired by the Kolmogorov-Arnold rep-
resentation theorem, which states that any multivariate continuous function f(x) on
a bounded domain can be represented as a finite composition of univariate functions
and addition [23]. The function f(x) can be approximated using KANs as:

f(x) ≈
nL−1∑
iL−1=1

ϕL−1,iL,iL−1

(
· · ·ϕ1,i2,i1

(
n0∑
i0=1

ϕ0,i1,i0(xi0)

)
· · ·

)
. (B.1)

Here, L is the number of layers, nj is the number of neurons in the j-th layer, and ϕi,j,k
are univariate activation functions.

In [23], ϕ(x) was proposed as a combination of basis functions b(x) and B-splines:

ϕ(x) = wbb(x) + wsspline(x), (B.2)

where wb, ws, and cn are trainable parameters. The spline function is defined as:

b(x) =
x

1 + e−x
, spline(x) =

∑
n

cnBn(x),

with splines Bn(x) characterized by polynomial order k and grid size g.
Recursive Chebyshev KANs (cKANs) are used as a baseline to reduce computa-

tional costs and improve stability as introduced in [41]. In cKANs, the univariate
functions are defined as:

ϕ(x) =
D∑
n=1

CnTn(tanh(x)), (B.3)

where, Tn(x) are Chebyshev polynomials, computed recursively:

Tn+1(x) = 2xTn(x)− Tn−1(x). (B.4)

Embedding tanh(x) ensures normalization for these polynomials.
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Appendix B.3. KKANs

The KKAN framework combines a flexible inner block with customizable basis
functions in its outer block, enabling high adaptability and accuracy. This formulation
integrates multiple components, including polynomial embeddings and specialized basis
functions. The complete model is described below.

Appendix B.3.1. Inner Block (ebMLP)

The inner block computes the feature space embedding, Ψ(x), for the input vari-
ables. For each input dimension xi, we proceed as follows:

1. Expand the Input Dimension:

H0
i = [C0, T0(xi), · · · , CDeTDe(xi)], (B.5)

where De is the polynomial degree, Tj denotes the Chebyshev polynomials, and
Cj are trainable parameters.

2. Apply an MLP with L Layers: Each layer is defined as:

H l
i = σ(W l−1 ·H l−1

i + bl), (B.6)

where θl = {W l, bl} are the weights and biases of the l−th layer, and σ is the
activation function.

3. Apply a Second Polynomial Embedding: Expand the output of the MLP
into an m-dimensional space:

Ψi(xi) = [CL
0 , T0(H

L
i ), · · · , CL

DeTDe(H
L
i )], (B.7)

Ψi(xi) = [Ψi,0, · · · ,Ψi,m], (B.8)

where CL
j are trainable parameters.

Next, a combination layer aggregates the outputs along the input-dimension
coordinate:

ξq =
d∑
i=1

Ψq,i(xi), (B.9)

where d is the input dimension.

Appendix B.3.2. Outer Block (Basis Functions)

The outer block, denoted as g(·), applies a specialized basis function to the output
of the inner block. The basis functions explored in this study are described as follows:

Chebyshev For this case, the formulation follows (B.4), where the trainable pa-
rameters Cn are initialized from a normal distribution with mean 0 and variance 1

I(D+1)
,

as described in [39].
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Legendre This case is similar to the Chebyshev basis but with Legendre polyno-
mials Ln(x), which are computed recursively:

Ln+1(x) =
(2n− 1)

n
xLn(x)− (n− 1)

n
Ln−1(x).

The trainable parameters Cn are also initialized from a normal distribution with mean
0 and variance 1

I(D+1)
, as described in [39].

Sin Series This basis, introduced in [52], has shown improved performance com-
pared to the vanilla KAN. The basis functions are defined as:

ϕ(x) =
D∑
i=1

Cibi,

where each bi(t) is given by:

bi(t) =
sin(wit+ pi)− µ(wi, pi)

σ(wi, pi)
.

Here, the frequencies wi are initialized from a standard normal distribution (N (0, 1)),
and the phases pi are initialized as 0. The mean and standard deviation are defined
as:

µ(wi, pi) = e−w
2
i /2 sin(pi), σ(wi, pi) =

√
1

2
− e−w2

i cos(pi)− µ(wi, pi)2.

Chebyshev Grid Combining previous approaches, this basis introduces a sub-
expansion of the input using a linear layer within the normalization step. The basis is
defined as:

ϕ(x) =
D∑
n=1

CnTn

(
c∑
i=1

tanh(Wix+ bi)

)
,

where Cn are initialized as described in [39] with N (0, 1
I(D+1)

). The centers bi are

initialized on a grid in the range [−0.1, 0.1] with c=5, andWi is initialized fromN (0, 1
Ic

).
This approach improves expressiveness by displacing the input across multiple centers.

Radial Basis Functions (RBF) For this case, we follow [36] and define the
basis functions as:

ϕ(x) =
D∑
n=1

Cne
− (x−pn)2

2σ2 ,

where Cn are initialized from N
(

0, 1
I(D+1)

)
, and pn are initialized from a uniform grid

spanning (−2.0, 2.0) with D steps. Here, D represents the number of centers, and σ is
a hyperparameter controlling the spread of the basis functions.
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Single Radial Basis Functions (RBF-Single) To further evaluate the versa-
tility of our 2-block representation framework, we consider a simplified case. Here, the
KART architecture (11) is rewritten using a single outer function as follows:

f(x1, . . . , xd) =
m∑
q=0

G

(
d∑
p=1

Ψp,q(xp)

)
.

This formulation demonstrates that our framework can seamlessly adapt to repre-
sentations with a single outer block. We implement and test this example using Radial
Basis Functions (RBF), referring to it as ”RBF-Single” throughout the study.

Appendix B.3.3. Full Model

Finally, we combine the inner and outer blocks as follows:

f(x1, · · · , xd) =
m∑
q=0

gq(ξq). (B.10)

Appendix C. Additional Enhancements

Appendix C.1. Weight Normalized Modified multi-layer perceptrons

For this part, we combine the modified multi-layer perceptron (mMLP) introduced
in [21] and the weight normalization proposed in [57]. The mMLP aims to augment
the efficacy of PIML by embedding the input variables x into the hidden states of the
network. On the other hand, weight normalization is a reparameterization technique
that accelerates convergence in PIML [4]. In particular, the inputs are encoded in a
feature space by employing two distinct encoders, U and V , given by:

U = σ(x0WU + bU), V = σ(x0W V + bV ) (C.1)

The encoders are then assimilated within each hidden layer of a conventional MLP
by point-wise multiplication. Thus, each forward pass becomes:

αl(x) = αl−1(x)W l + bl, for l ∈ {1, 2, ..., L} (C.2)

αl(x) = σ(αl(x)) (C.3)

αl(x) = (1− αl(x))⊙ U + αl(x)⊙ V, (C.4)

where x is the input, αl and W l are the neurons and weights of layer l, σ is the
activation function and ⊙ is the element-wise product. Finally, we include WN by
reparameterizing our weights as:
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α = σ(W · x+ b) (C.5)

W =
g

∥v∥2
v, (C.6)

where α is the neuron output, σ is the activation function, x is the input vector, W is a
weight vector, and b is the bias. As shown in (C.6), the weight vector W is redefined in
terms of new trainable parameters, v (direction) and g (length). Notice that ||W ||= g,
so this reparameterization allows us to decouple the weight’s length and direction,
which speeds up the model convergence. Since g is a scalar, this modification induces
minimal computational overhead [57].

Appendix C.2. Weight-Normalized Adaptive ResNet (WNadResNet)

The Weight-Normalized Adaptive ResNet (WNadResNet) builds on the concept
of adaptive residual connections proposed in [59]. However, our implementation fo-
cuses on reducing computational overhead while retaining flexibility and performance.
Unlike the approach in [59], which incorporated modified MLPs, we simplify the archi-
tecture to achieve comparable performance with KKANs while significantly lowering
computational costs.

For each WNadResNet layer, the forward pass is computed as follows:

1. Compute the transformed feature F from the input H using a weight-normalized
layer and a nonlinear activation:

F = σ(W ·H + b), (C.7)

where W and b are the weight and bias parameters of the layer, and σ is the
hyperbolic tangent activation (tanh).

2. Apply a second transformation G to F :

G = W ′ · F + b′, (C.8)

where W ′ and b′ are parameters of another weight-normalized layer.

3. Combine the original input H with the transformed feature G through an adap-
tive residual connection:

H ′ = σ(α ·G+ (1− α) ·H), (C.9)

where α is a trainable scalar that adaptively balances the contributions of G and
H.

The weights W and W ′ are reparameterized using weight normalization [57].
By introducing the adaptive parameter α, WNadResNet allows the network to

dynamically adjust the residual contribution of the input, enhancing learning flexibility.
This framework is particularly effective for KKANs, enabling high performance with
minimal computational overhead.
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Appendix D. Deep Operator Network (DeepONet)

In this section, we describe the DeepONet [3] and QR-DeepONet [107] frameworks
as described in [107].

Appendix D.1. Operators

Let ΩX ⊂ Rdx , ΩY ⊂ Rdy , and (X , dX ) represent a metric space of functions defined
over ΩX . Additionally, let (Y , ∥·∥Y) be a normed vector space of functions defined over
ΩY . The operator of interest is denoted as:

G : X ∋ f 7→ G[f ] ∈ Y .

To approximate G, the function f(x) is discretized using a suitable basis {ϕi}:

f(x) =
∞∑
i=1

f̂iϕi(x), f̂i = ⟨f, ϕi⟩,

where ⟨·, ·⟩ is an appropriate inner product. The discrete representation of f is given
by:

f = (f̂1, . . . , f̂mx),

where mx is the number of sensors used for the input function f . The goal is to
approximate the operator G using a neural network-based model GNN .

Appendix D.2. DeepONet

For L ∈ N and n = (n0, n1, . . . , nL) ∈ NL+1, a representation model M with L
layers maps an input x ∈ Rn0 to zL ∈ RnL . Here, n specifies the network architecture.

Appendix D.2.1. DeepONet Structure

DeepONet architectures consist of two main components: the branch network
and the trunk network.

Branch Network. The branch network c(·; θ) is a vector-valued representation model
with Lb layers:

c(·; θ) = (c0(·; θ), . . . , cN(·; θ))T ,

where its architecture is defined as nb = (mx, n
(b)
1 , . . . , N + 1), and θ represents the

trainable parameters.

Trunk Network. The trunk network ϕ(·;µ) is a vector-valued representation model with
Lt layers:

ϕ(·;µ) = (1, ϕ0(·;µ))T ,

where ϕ0(·;µ) = (ϕ1(·;µ), . . . , ϕN(·;µ)) with an architecture (dy, n
(t)
1 , . . . , n

(t)
Lt−1, N).

Here, µ represents the trainable parameters.
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Appendix D.2.2. DeepONet Approximation

The output of DeepONet is defined as the inner product of the branch and trunk
networks:

Onet[f ; Θ](y) = ϕT (y;µ)c(f ; θ),

which can be expanded as:

Onet[f ; Θ](y) = c0(f ; θ) +
N∑
j=1

cj(f ; θ)ϕj(y;µ).

Here, Θ = {µ, θ} is the set of trainable parameters of the DeepONet.

Appendix D.2.3. Training

Let {fk}Kk=1 be a set of input functions from X and uk(·) = G[fk](·) be the corre-
sponding output functions in Y . Let ||·||Ymy be a discretized norm. The objective is to
optimize the parameters of DeepONet by minimizing the following loss:

L(Θ) =
1

K

K∑
k=1

||Onet[fk; Θ](·)− uk(·)||pYmy .

Appendix D.3. QR-DeepONet

QR-DeepONet extends the standard DeepONet framework by introducing a repa-
rameterization of the trunk network and leveraging a QR decomposition for improved
stability during training [107].

The functional space Y is defined as Lpω(Ωy), with the norm given by:

||g||Y=

(∫
Ωy

|g(y)|pdω

)1/p

, ∀g ∈ Y ,

where ω is a probability measure satisfying
∫
Ωy
dω(y) = 1.

For practical applications, the discrete version of this norm, computed via Monte
Carlo sampling, is given by:

||g||Ymy=

(
1

my

my∑
i=1

|g(yi)|pω(yi)

)1/p

, ∀g ∈ Y ,

where {yi}myi=1 are i.i.d. random samples from ω, and my is the number of output
sensors.

To discretize the function g ∈ Y , let:

g = (g(y1), . . . , g(ymy))
T .

The training data is then represented as:

(fk,uk) = (fk(x1), . . . , fk(xmx), uk(y1), . . . , uk(ymy)), k = 1, . . . , K.
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Appendix D.3.1. Loss Function

The QR-DeepONet loss function is defined as:

L({µ, θ}) =
1

K

K∑
k=1

1

my

my∑
i=1

∣∣ϕT (yi;µ)c(fk; θ)− uk(yi)
∣∣p .

This loss function can be reformulated using matrix representations for computa-
tional efficiency. Define:

• The trunk matrix:

Φ(µ) =

 ϕ
T (y1;µ)

...
ϕT (ymy ;µ)

 ∈ Rmy×(N+1).

• The branch matrix:

C(θ) = [c(f1; θ), . . . , c(fK ; θ)] ∈ R(N+1)×K .

• The target output matrix:

U = [u1, . . . ,uK ] ∈ Rmy×K .

Using these matrices, the loss function can be compactly expressed as:

L({µ, θ}) =
1

Kmy

||Φ(µ)C(θ)−U||pp,p.

Appendix D.3.2. Reparameterization of the Trunk Network

Let T ∈ R(N+1)×(N+1) be a trainable square matrix. The trunk network is reparam-
eterized as:

ϕ̂(·;µ, T ) = T Tϕ(·;µ).

The output of the network becomes:

Onet[f ](y) = ϕ̂T (y;µ, T )c(f ; θ) = ϕT (y;µ)Tc(f ; θ).

This reparameterization modifies the original branch network c(f ; θ) into Tc(f ; θ). For
standard MLPs, this transformation adjusts the last layer’s weights and biases:

Tc(f ; θ) = TWLbσ(zLb−1) + TbLb .
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Appendix D.3.3. Two-Step Training

To optimize QR-DeepONet, a two-step training procedure is employed:

1. Optimize the Trunk Network. First, the trunk network parameters µ and
an auxiliary matrix A ∈ R(N+1)×K are optimized by solving:

min
µ,A
||Φ(µ)A−U||pp,p. (D.1)

After optimization, perform a QR decomposition of Φ(µ∗):

Φ(µ∗) = Q∗R∗,

where Q∗ is orthogonal, and R∗ is upper triangular. Set T ∗ = (R∗)−1.

2. Optimize the Branch Network. Using the precomputed R∗ and A∗, optimize
the branch network parameters θ by solving:

min
θ
||C(θ)−R∗A∗||. (D.2)

This two-step process decouples the optimization of the trunk and branch networks,
leveraging the QR decomposition to ensure numerical stability and effective training.
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Appendix E. self-scaled Residual-based-attention Algorithm

Algorithm 1: self-scaled Residual-based attention

Input:
Representation model (i.e., MLP, cKAN, or KKAN): M
Training points: XD and/or XB,XE

Optimizer parameters: lr for MLP or cKAN and lrΨ, lrG for KKAN.
ssRBA parameters: η, λmax0 ,ν, c,λcap, α, mE, γg
Number of iterations per stage: Nstage

Total number of training of iterations: Ntrain

Output:
Optimized network parameters θ
1: Initialize the network parameters: θ for MLP or θ = {θψ, θg} for KKAN
2: Initialize RBA: λ0α,i = 0.1λmax0 ∀α, i with α, i = {B,D,E}
3: for k < Ntrain do
4: Update maximum RBA upper bound: λmax = max(λmax0 + k//Nstage, λcap)
5: Update decay rate: γk = 1− η/λmax
6: for each α ∈ {B,D,E} do
7: Compute the sampling p.d.f.s: p

(k)
α ← (λ

(k)
α )ν/E[(λ

(k)
α )ν ] + c

8: Sample bs points from Xα: Xk
α ∼ p

(k)
α

9: Compute network prediction: uα,i ←M(θ, xkα,i) for ∀xα,i ∈ Xk
α

10: Compute residuals: rα,i using uα,i and equations 18, 14 or 17.
11: Update RBA: λk+1

α,i ← γkλkα,i + η∥rα,i|/maxj|rα,j|
12: Compute loss term: Lkα = ⟨(λkα,irkα,i)2⟩
13: Compute gradient:∇θLkα
14: Compute the average gradient magnitude

:∥∇θL̄kα∥= γg∥∇θL̄k−1
α ∥+(1− γg)∥∇θLk−1

α ∥
15: end for
16: Update data global weight: mk

D = αmk−1
D + (1− α)mE∥∇θL̄E

k∥/∥∇θL̄D
k∥

17: Update boundary global weight: mk
B = αmk−1

B + (1−α)mE∥∇θL̄E
k∥/∥∇θL̄B

k∥
18: Define total update direction: pk ← −mE∇θLkE −mk

B∇θLkB −mk
D∇θLkD

19: if M = KKAN then
20: Update inner-block parameters: θk+1

ψ ← θkψ − lrkψpkψ
21: Update outer-block parameters: θk+1

g ← θkg − lrkgpkg
22: else
23: Update parameters: θk+1 ← θk − lrkpk
24: end if
25: end for
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Figure E.15: Visualization of loss gradients as directional vectors for an idealized models model
parameterized by θ = {θ1, θ2}. (a) When the magnitude of one component dominates, the update
direction pk becomes imbalanced, leading to poor convergence. (b) By applying appropriate global
weights, the update direction is scaled, resulting in a balanced update p̂k that accommodates all
directions.

Appendix F. Implementation Details

All models were trained using the ADAM optimizer [108] with an exponential learn-
ing rate decay. The training was conducted using JAX with a single precision on an
NVIDIA GeForce RTX 3090 GPU.

For KKAN, the inner blocks were constructed using enhanced basis MLPs (ebMLPs),
and the outer blocks utilized suitable basis functions. The activation function for both
MLPs and KKANs was the hyperbolic tangent, tanh(·). Weight normalization [57] was
applied to all models to stabilize training and improve convergence. For cKAN models,
we follow [39] and initialize our parameters using a truncated normal distribution with
a standard deviation given by σ = 1

I(D+1)
where I is the input dimension and D is the

polynomial degree. For KKAN models, we initialize our basis functions as described
in Appendix B.3.2.

Further specific implementation details for each experiment are described in the
following sections.
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Appendix F.1. Function Approximation

Appendix F.1.1. Discontinuous

Hyperparameter MLP cKAN KKAN
Ntrain 2e5 2e5 2e5
Number of hidden layers N 5 4 4
Hidden layer dimension H 100 40 32
Number of KKAN features m 32
Polynomial degree D 7 7
ebMLP Polynomial degree De 7

Initialization Glorot [139] N
(

0, 1
I(D+1)

)
[39] Glorot [139]

Learning rate lr 1e-3 2e-4
KKAN: Learning rate inner lrΨ 1e-3
KKAN: Learning rate outer lrG 2e-4
lr−Decay rate 0.9 0.9 0.9
lr−Decay step 5000 5000 5000
ssRBA:γ 0.999 0.999 0.999
ssRBA:η 0.01 0.01 0.01
ssRBA:λmax0 10 10 10
ssRBA:λcap 20 20 20
ssRBA:Nstage 50000 50000 50000
ssRBA:mE 1.0 1.0 1.0

Table F.7: Implementation details for discontinuous function approximation. I denotes the input
dimension. For KKAN, there are two polynomial degrees: D for the outer blocks and De for the
ebMLP used in the inner blocks. The initialization details for the outer blocks are described in the
preceding section.
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Appendix F.1.2. Smooth

Hyperparameter MLP cKAN KKAN
Ntrain 2e5 2e5 2e5
Number of hidden layers N 5 4 4
Hidden layer dimension H 100 40 32
Number of KKAN features m 32
Polynomial degree D 5 15
ebMLP Polynomial degree De 15

Initialization Glorot [139] N
(

0, 1
I(D+1)

)
[39] Glorot [139]

Learning rate lr 1e-3 2e-4
KKAN: Learning rate inner lrΨ 1e-3
KKAN: Learning rate outer lrG 2e-4
lr−Decay rate 0.9 0.9 0.9
lr−Decay step 5000 5000 5000
ssRBA:γ 0.999 0.999 0.999
ssRBA:η 0.01 0.01 0.01
ssRBA:λmax0 10 10 10
ssRBA:λcap 20 20 20
ssRBA:Nstage 50000 50000 50000
ssRBA:mE 1.0 1.0 1.0

Table F.8: Implementation details for smooth function approximation. I denotes the input dimension.
For KKAN, there are two polynomial degrees: D for the outer blocks and De for the ebMLP used in
the inner blocks. The initialization details for the outer blocks are described in the preceding section.
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Appendix F.2. Physics-informed Machine Learning

Appendix F.2.1. Allen-Cahn Equation

Hyperparameter MLP cKAN KKAN
Ntrain 3e5 3e5 3e5
Number of hidden layers N 6 4 4
Hidden layer dimension H 64 32 32
Number of KKAN features m 64
Polynomial degree D 5 9
ebMLP Polynomial degree De 2

Initialization Glorot [139] N
(

0, 1
I(D+1)

)
[39] U

(
−
√

3
I
,
√

3
I

)
Learning rate lr 1e-3 2e-4
KKAN: Learning rate inner lrΨ 1e-3
KKAN: Learning rate outer lrG 2e-4
lr−Decay rate 0.9 0.9 0.9
lr−Decay step 5000 5000 5000
Batch size 1e4 1e4 1e4

Table F.9: Implementation details for solving the Allen-Cahn Equation part (a). KKAN models
include features of size m = 64, with polynomial degrees D for the outer blocks and De for the
ebMLP inner blocks. Initialization strategies are Glorot [139] for MLPs, Gaussian-based for cKAN,
and uniform for KKAN as detailed in the table. Learning rates (lr) and decay parameters are specified
for each architecture.
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Hyperparameter MLP cKAN KKAN
Ntrain 3e5 3e5 3e5
Number of hidden layers N 6 4 4
Hidden layer dimension H 64 32 32
Fourier Feature embedding [58] degree 10 10 10
Architecture enhancement WNmMLP WNmMLP
Number of KKAN features m 64
Polynomial degree D 5 9
ebMLP Polynomial degree De 2

Initialization Glorot [139] N
(

0, 1
I(D+1)

)
[39] U

(
−
√

3
I
,
√

3
I

)
Learning rate lr 1e-3 2e-4
KKAN: Learning rate inner lrΨ 1e-3
KKAN: Learning rate outer lrG 2e-4
lr−Decay rate 0.9 0.9 0.9
lr−Decay step 5000 5000 5000
Batch size 1e4 1e4 1e4
ssRBA-R:γ 0.999 0.999 0.999
ssRBA-R:η 0.01 0.01 0.01
ssRBA-R:λmax0 10 10 10
ssRBA-R:λcap 20 20 20
ssRBA-R:γg 0.99 0.99 0.99
ssRBA-R:α 0.99975 0.99975 0.99975
ssRBA-R:ν 2.0 2.0 2.0
ssRBA-R:c 0.5 0.5 0.5
ssRBA-R:Nstage 50000 50000 50000
ssRBA-R:mE 1.0 1.0 1.0

Table F.10: Implementation details for solving the Allen-Cahn Equation part (b). WNmMLP refers to
the weight-normalized modified MLP architecture [21, 57]. Fourier feature embeddings are used with
a degree of 10 across all models. For KKAN, the architecture includes features of size m = 64, with
polynomial degrees D and De for the outer blocks and ebMLP inner blocks, respectively. Initialization
strategies are Glorot [139] for MLPs, Gaussian-based for cKAN, and uniform for KKAN, as described
in the table.
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Hyperparameter MLP cKAN KKAN
Ntrain 3e5 3e5 3e5
Number of hidden layers N 6 5 4
Hidden layer dimension H 128 64 64
Fourier Feature embedding [58] degree 10 10 10
Architecture enhancement WNmMLP WNadResNet
Number of KKAN features m 64
Polynomial degree D 5 5
ebMLP Polynomial degree De 7

Initialization Glorot [139] N
(

0, 1
I(D+1)

)
[39] Glorot [139]

Learning rate lr 1e-3 2e-4
KKAN: Learning rate inner lrΨ 1e-3
KKAN: Learning rate outer lrG 2e-4
lr−Decay rate 0.9 0.9 0.9
lr−Decay step 5000 5000 5000
ssRBA:γ 0.999 0.999 0.999
ssRBA:η 0.01 0.01 0.01
ssRBA:λmax0 10 10 10
ssRBA:λcap 20 20 20
ssRBA:γg 0.99 0.99 0.99
ssRBA:α 0.99975 0.99975 0.99975
ssRBA:Nstage 50000 50000 50000
ssRBA:mE 1.0 1.0 1.0

Table F.11: Implementation details for solving the Allen-Cahn Equation part (c). WNmMLP refers
to the weight-normalized modified MLP architecture [21, 57], while WNadResNet refers to the weight-
normalized adaptive residual network (see Section Appendix C.2). Fourier feature embeddings with a
degree of 10 are used across all models. For KKAN, the architecture includes features of size m = 64,
with polynomial degrees D for the outer blocks and De for the ebMLP inner blocks. Initialization
strategies are Glorot [139] for MLPs and KKANs, and Gaussian-based for cKANs. Learning rates
(lr), decay rates, and ssRBA parameters are listed in the table.
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Appendix F.3. Operator Learning

Appendix F.3.1. Burgers Equation

Hyperparameter MLP cKAN KKAN
Ntrain 4e5 4e5 4e5
Number of hidden layers N 6 5 5
Hidden layer dimension H 100 32 32
Embedding dimension 100 100 100
Number of KKAN features m 32
Polynomial degree D 5 5
ebMLP Polynomial degree De 5
Architecture enhancement WNadResNet

Initialization Glorot [139] N
(

0, 1
I(D+1)

)
[39] [139]

Learning rate lr 1e-3 3e-4
KKAN: Learning rate inner lrΨ 1e-3
KKAN: Learning rate outer lrG 1e-3
lr−Decay rate 0.9 0.9 0.99
lr−Decay step 2500 2500 5000

Table F.12: Implementation details for the Burgers equation using the DeepONet framework. The
embedding dimension represents the number of neurons in the last layer of the branch and trunk
networks. KKAN models include features of size m = 32, with polynomial degrees D for the outer
blocks and De for the ebMLP inner blocks. Initialization strategies are Glorot [139] for MLPs and
KKANs, and Gaussian-based for cKANs. Learning rates (lr), decay rates, and other hyperparameters
are detailed in the table. WNadResNet refers to the weight-normalized adaptive residual network
used in KKANs for enhanced learning performance.
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Hyperparameter MLP cKAN KKAN
Ntrain trunk 2e5 2e5 2e5
Ntrain branch 4e5 4e5 4e5
Number of hidden layers N 6 5 5
Hidden layer dimension H 100 32 32
Embedding dimension 100 100 100
Number of KKAN features m 32
Polynomial degree D 5 5
ebMLP Polynomial degree De 5
Architecture enhancement WNadResNet

Initialization Glorot [139] N
(

0, 1
I(D+1)

)
[39] [139]

Learning rate lr 1e-3 3e-4
KKAN: Learning rate inner lrΨ 1e-3
KKAN: Learning rate outer lrG 1e-3
lr−Decay rate 0.9 0.9 0.99
lr−Decay step 2500 2500 5000

Table F.13: Implementation details for the Burgers equation using the QR-DeepONet framework.
The embedding dimension refers to the number of neurons in the last layer of the branch and trunk
networks. The number of parameters is increased due to the trainable matrix A, which, in this case,
has 3500× 3500 parameters. KKAN models include features of size m = 32, with polynomial degrees
D for the outer blocks and De for the ebMLP inner blocks. Initialization strategies are Glorot [139]
for MLPs and KKANs, and Gaussian-based for cKANs. Learning rates (lr) and decay parameters are
detailed in the table. WNadResNet refers to the weight-normalized adaptive residual network used in
KKANs.

67



Appendix G. Additional Results

Appendix G.1. Function Approximation

Appendix G.1.1. Discontinuous

Figure G.16: Results for the highly discontinuous function for different basis functions. (a) Relative L2

error convergence on the testing dataset, evaluated on a uniform 256×256 mesh. The best-performing
model is obtained using the sin-series basis introduced in [52]. (b) Geometric complexity evolution
during training. All models converge to the same complexity except for RBF-Single, which is higher,
indicating that it is possibly over-fitting.

Appendix G.1.2. Smooth

Figure G.17: Results for the highly discontinuous function for different basis functions. (a) Relative L2

error convergence on the testing dataset, evaluated on a uniform 256×256 mesh. The best-performing
model is obtained using the sin-series basis introduced in [52]. (b) Geometric complexity evolution
during training.
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Appendix G.2. Physics-Informed Machine Learning

Appendix G.2.1. Allen Cahn

Figure G.18: Results for solving the Allen-Cahn Equation. (a) Relative L2 error convergence for
models trained with ssRBA and full-batch training over 300,000 ADAM iterations. (b) Relative
L2 error convergence for KKAN+ssRBA models initialized with five different seeds and trained for
500,000 iterations, demonstrating robustness to initialization.
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Figure G.19: ssRBA-Rweight Evolution for the best performing KKAN model for Allen-Cahn Equa-
tion
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Figure G.20: ssRBA-R weight Evolution for the best performing MLP for Allen-Cahn Equation
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Figure G.21: Loss, global weight, relative L2 and SNR convergence history for the best performing
KKAN+ssRBA model.
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