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Abstract

We present Basis-to-Basis (B2B) operator learning, a novel approach for learning operators on Hilbert spaces of
functions based on the foundational ideas of function encoders. We decompose the task of learning operators into
two parts: learning sets of basis functions for both the input and output spaces, and learning a potentially nonlinear
mapping between the coefficients of the basis functions. B2B operator learning circumvents many challenges of prior
works, such as requiring data to be at fixed locations, by leveraging classic techniques such as least-squares to compute
the coefficients. It is especially potent for linear operators, where we compute a mapping between bases as a single
matrix transformation with a closed form solution. Furthermore, with minimal modifications and using the deep
theoretical connections between function encoders and functional analysis, we derive operator learning algorithms
that are directly analogous to eigen-decomposition and singular value decomposition. We empirically validate B2B
operator learning on six benchmark operator learning tasks, and show that it demonstrates a two-orders-of-magnitude
improvement in accuracy over existing approaches on several benchmark tasks.

Keywords: Operator Learning, Neural Operators, Function Encoders, PDE Modeling

1. Introduction

Operator learning has emerged as a significant paradigm in scientific machine learning, offering tools to approxi-
mate mappings between infinite-dimensional function spaces. It is particularly effective in solving partial differential
equations (PDEs), where traditional numerical methods can be computationally intensive and may not scale well with
increasing problem complexity. By learning operators that map input functions—such as initial and boundary condi-
tions, source terms, or material properties—to output solutions, we can develop efficient surrogate models that offer
rapid and accurate predictions for complex physical systems governed by PDEs.

Several neural operator architectures have been proposed to learn these mappings, with deep operator networks
(DeepONet) [13], Fourier neural operators [12], wavelet neural operators [16], Laplace neural operators [3] and
graph kernel networks [1] being among the most prominent. Inspired by the universal approximation theorem for op-
erators [4], DeepONet employs two neural networks — the branch net and the trunk net — to separately encode input
functions and output coordinates. The branch net processes input functions evaluated at fixed input sample (“sensor”)
locations to produce coefficients, while the trunk net handles output evaluation locations (spatial coordinates) to gen-
erate basis functions. By combining these coefficients and basis functions through a dot product, DeepONet efficiently
maps between function spaces, approximating complex operators as linear combinations of coefficient-basis function
products. The integral operators, Fourier neural operators, wavelet neural operators, and Laplace neural operators
leverage corresponding spectral transforms to efficiently compute the operator, capturing global dependencies in the
solution space. These models are generally formulated within Banach spaces, which are complete normed vector
spaces providing a broad framework for analyzing functions and their transformations.
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Figure 1: The basis-to-basis (B2B) operator maps the coefficients α of the input function f to the coefficients β of the output function T f .

To make these infinite-dimensional problems computationally tractable, a common strategy involves approximat-
ing the function spaces using finite-dimensional reduced representations. This is typically achieved by projecting
functions onto a finite set of basis functions, effectively capturing the essential features of the function spaces while
reducing the computational burden. The selection and construction of appropriate basis functions are crucial, as they
directly influence the accuracy and efficiency of the operator approximation. However, challenges arise when approx-
imating functions in infinite-dimensional Banach spaces. The curse of dimensionality becomes severe in these set-
tings, as the amount of data required to accurately capture underlying patterns grows exponentially. Moreover, Banach
spaces lack the inner product structure inherent in Hilbert spaces, limiting the ability to exploit geometric concepts
such as orthogonality and projections. These limitations can lead to difficulties in scalability for high-dimensional
problems, as well as issues with interpretability and stability in the learning process. For instance, models may strug-
gle to generalize to unseen data or provide insights into the underlying physical phenomena due to the complex and
opaque nature of the learned mappings.

In this work we propose learning nonlinear operators on Hilbert spaces (a special class of Banach spaces) using
the theory of function encoders [7, 6]. Our approach leverages the inner product structure in the Hilbert space which
allows for a more intuitive notion of projections of functions. Additionally, Hilbert spaces enable the use of powerful
spectral theory, including concepts like eigen-decompositions and singular value decompositions, which we leverage
for the analysis and interpretation of learned operators. Lastly, the geometry of Hilbert spaces is more conducive to
optimization, as the inner product induces a natural notion of angle and distance, potentially leading to better-behaved
gradients and more stable training dynamics. By exploiting these properties, our approach aims to develop more
interpretable and analytically tractable operator learning models while maintaining the flexibility to capture complex,
nonlinear transformations.

The function encoder-based operator learning approach functions in two main stages. First, it learns a set of basis
functions to efficiently represent the input and output function spaces. This approach leverages function encoders—
neural network-parameterized basis functions—to span the relevant function spaces. Then, it learns an operator that
maps between these function representations. We propose three variations:

• Basis-to-Basis (B2B) - The standard B2B operator learning approach consists of two main steps: (i) Basis
training: Independently learns a basis for each function space; (ii) Mapping: Establishes a mapping between
these bases. For linear operators, the mapping is a matrix transformation, while for nonlinear operators, we
use a deep neural network. This approach offers flexibility in handling linear and nonlinear operators while
maintaining a clear separation between the function space representation and the operator mapping.

• Singular Value Decomposition (SVD) - This variant of our approach incorporates the mathematical structure
of SVD into the learning process, enabling the model to learn an SVD representation of the operator in an end-
to-end manner. One of its key strengths lies in its ability to accommodate different input and output function
spaces, making it versatile for a range of applications where input and output domains may differ. However,
it is important to note that this approach is restricted to linear operators, as the SVD is inherently a linear
decomposition.

• Eigen-Decomposition (ED) - This variant focuses on learning an eigen-decomposition of the operator in an
end-to-end manner. This variant has specific constraints: it requires the input and the output function to be
defined on the same bounded domain, limiting its application to scenarios where the input and output domains
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are the same. Additionally, like the SVD variant, it is restricted to linear operators due to the inherent nature of
eigen-decomposition.

Despite the limitations of SVD and ED to linear operators, both approaches allow for powerful and interpretable
representations of linear transformations between function spaces. This advantage is particularly significant in cases
where the eigenvectors and eigenvalues of the operator have physical or mathematical significance. We demonstrate
the performance of B2B, SVD, and ED through numerous benchmark examples from the literature. Furthermore, we
have also conducted linear operator analysis to support our findings.

Code is available at https://github.com/tyler-ingebrand/OperatorFunctionEncoder. The paper is
organized as follows. In Section 2, we introduce our proposed approaches, basis-to-basis operator learning (B2B) and
its variants. In Section 3, we compare the performance of B2B, SVD, and ED with an existing popular neural operator,
DeepONet for six benchmark problems from the literature. In Section 4, we evaluate our approach’s sensitivity to
hyper-parameters. Finally, we summarize our observations and provide concluding remarks in Section 5.

2. Learning Nonlinear Operators Using Function Encoders

Let the input function space G = { f | f : X → Z} and the output function spaceH = { f | f : Y →W} be Hilbert
spaces, where W,X,Y, and Z are Euclidean. We consider the problem of numerically estimating a continuous
operator T : G → H . Formally, the operator learning problem is: given pairs ( f , h) ∈ G × H , and a potentially
nonlinear operator T : G → H such that T f = h, the objective is to find an estimate T̂ of T such that T̂ f ≈ T f for
all f ∈ G.

We presume that during training, we have access to a set of datasets D = {D1,D2, . . . ,DN}. Each dataset Dn, n =
1, . . . ,N, consists of input-output pairs for both input and output function spaces, Dn =

{
{xi, fn(xi)}mi=1, {yi,T fn(yi)}

p
i=1

}
.

The operator data T fn ∈ H can be obtained, for instance, using classical numerical methods. Note that the example
points xi do not need to be the same across all datasets Dn. Indeed, a key advantage of our approach relative to prior
works is that these sample points are not fixed. After training, we only have access to sample data consisting of
input-output pairs {(xi, f (xi))}mi=1 taken from a new, unseen function f ∈ G that we want to evaluate. Given this data,
the goal is to infer (T f )(y) at any given evaluation point y ∈ Y.

Our approach can be interpreted in two distinct parts: learning basis functions for both the input and output
domains via function encoders [7], and then learning a mapping from the function representations in the input domain
to the function representations in the output domain. We call our approach basis-to-basis (B2B) operator learning
since we effectively learn an operator to map between two learned bases.

2.1. Learning a Basis for Input and Output Domains

To learn the input and the output domains, we use the principles of function encoders [7]. This approach enables
us to represent a function via a learned set of basis functions. We first consider the input domain G. Function encoders
learn a set of k basis functions g1, . . . , gk that are parameterized by neural networks to span a Hilbert space G. The
functions f ∈ G can be represented as a linear combination of basis functions,

f (x) =
k∑

j=1

α jg j(x | θ j), (1)

where α ∈ Rk are real-valued coefficients and θ j are the network parameters for g j.
The coefficients α ∈ Rk can be computed as the solution to a least-squares problem,

min
α

1
m

m∑
i=1

∥∥∥∥∥ f (xi) −
k∑

j=1

α jg j(xi | θ j)
∥∥∥∥∥2

2
. (2)

Let G ∈ Rm×k be a matrix with elements Gi j = g j(xi | θ j). The solution to (2) can be computed in closed-form as
α = (G⊤G)−1G⊤ f , where f is a vector with elements f i = f (xi). Note that the matrix inversion (G⊤G)−1 is k × k,
meaning it can be computed efficiently for a small number of basis functions, e.g. on the order of 100.
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Figure 2: The function encoder training procedure. We compute estimates f̂1, . . . , f̂n of multiple functions f1, . . . , fn ∈ F using data. Then, we
compute the total loss of the overall functions and backpropagate the gradient with respect to the basis function parameters θ using gradient descent.
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Figure 3: The function encoder inference procedure. Using online data from a new, unseen function fnew, we compute the corresponding coefficients
α ∈ Rk using least-squares. The estimate f̂new of fnew is a linear combination of the fixed basis functions {g j} with the coefficients α.

We presume access to a dataset D to train the function encoder. For each function fn and corresponding dataset
Dn in D, the coefficients α are computed using (2), and then we obtain an empirical estimate of f via (1). The error
is computed using the Euclidean norm. The loss is simply the mean of the errors for all functions fn in D, and is
minimized via gradient descent [7], i.e.

L =
1

Nm

N∑
n=1

m∑
i=1

∥∥∥∥∥ fn(xi) −
k∑

j=1

α jg j(xi | θ j)
∥∥∥∥∥2

2
. (3)

During training, the basis functions learn to align with the subspace spanned by the data, and the least-squares method
in (2) only requires the basis functions to be linearly independent [6]. The training procedure is depicted in Figure
2. After training, the basis function networks are fixed. Then, to predict the outputs for a new function fnew ∈

span{g1, . . . , gk}, we can compute the coefficients using (2) with a dataset Dnew, and compute the predictions as the
linear combination of fixed basis functions (Figure 3). This is an important point since the coefficients are computed
without retraining or fine-tuning. Furthermore, these coefficients are a fully informative representation of the function
since they can reproduce the function for any new data point.

We use an identical training procedure to learn a set of basis functions h1, . . . , hℓ to span the codomain of the
operator T . The transformed function T f ∈ H can be represented via a linear combination of basis functions
h1, . . . , hℓ,

(T f )(y) =
ℓ∑

j=1

β jh j(y | ϑ j), (4)

and we compute the corresponding coefficients β ∈ Rℓ for T f as before using (2). We obtain an empirical estimate
of the coefficients using data pairs {(yi, (T f )(yi))}

p
i=1. We train the basis functions using the datasetD, where for each

function fn and corresponding dataset Dn ∈ D, we use the evaluations of the operator action (T fn)(yi) to compute the
error, before accumulating the loss and updating via gradient descent as in (3). After training, we obtain a means to
represent the operator action T f ∈ span{h1, . . . , hℓ} of a new function f via the coefficient representation β.
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This is key to our approach since we can now view the infinite-dimensional operator T : G → H as a finite-
dimensional mapping of coefficients α 7→ β.

2.2. Nonlinear Operators Between Learned Spaces

Once the basis functions g1, . . . , gk and h1, . . . , hℓ are trained, our goal is to learn a nonlinear mapping from the
coefficient representation α ∈ Rk of a function f ∈ G to a corresponding representation β ∈ Rℓ of the transformed
function T f ∈ H . To model the nonlinear operator T , we use a simple feed-forward neural network to model the
relation T̂ : α 7→ β, though we are free to choose any architecture or nonlinear regression technique.

We can use the dataset D to train the operator network. For each function fn and the corresponding dataset
Dn, we compute the coefficient representation α using example data {(xi, fn(xi))}mi=1 and the corresponding β using
data {(yi, (T fn)(yi))}

p
i=1 using (2). We then perform a forward pass of the network to obtain the coefficients estimate

β̂ = T̂ (α). The loss is the error of our coefficients estimate ∥β− β̂∥2, which is minimized via gradient descent. In other
words, we perform standard regression from α to β.

2.3. Learning Linear Operators Via Least-Squares

Linear operators are a special case of our proposed approach since the transformation of coefficients from the input
to the output domain can be viewed as a simple matrix multiplication. Given a trained basis g1, . . . , gk and h1, . . . , hℓ,
we learn a linear mapping α 7→ β as a matrix A ∈ Rℓ×k. Using the dataset D and the trained basis functions for the
input and output domains, we compute the coefficient representations αn and βn for fn and T fn, where the subscript
n here denotes the sample index, not the nth element. Then, using data {(αn, βn)N

n=1}, we compute the matrix A as the
solution to the following least-squares optimization problem,

min
A

1
N

N∑
n=1

∥βn − Aαn∥
2. (5)

The linear operator gives us generalization performance across the input and output space. In fact, due to the linear
properties of the least-squares solution and the matrix transformation, we arrive at the following lemma:

Theorem 1. If f3 := a f1 + b f2, a, b ∈ R, f1, f2 ∈ G, and T is a linear operator, then T̂ f3 = aT̂ f1 + bT̂ f2.

Proof. Let f1, f2, f ∈ G, c ∈ R. Let T̂ = A ∈ Rℓ×k as in (5).
Additivity: From (2), we have that for any f ∈ G, the corresponding coefficients α = (G⊤G)−1G⊤ f . Since

T̂ f = H⊤β from (4), where H = [h1, . . . , hℓ]⊤ and β = Aα, then T̂ f = H⊤(Aα), and we have that

T̂ ( f1 + f2) = H⊤A(G⊤G)−1G⊤( f 1 + f 2) = H⊤A(G⊤G)−1G⊤ f 1 + H⊤A(G⊤G)−1G⊤ f 2 = T̂ f1 + T̂ f2. (6)

Homogeneity: For any f ∈ G, we have that c f = c(G⊤G)−1G⊤ f = (G⊤G)−1G⊤(c f ). Thus, from (4), we have that

T̂ (c f ) = H⊤A(G⊤G)−1G⊤(c f ) = cH⊤A(G⊤G)−1G⊤ f = cT̂ f . (7)

This concludes the proof.

This theorem implies that we have guaranteed generalization within the function spaces for linear operators. In
practice, there is error due to sampling when the xi’s are sampled at different locations between datasets.

2.4. Singular Value Decomposition and Eigendecompositions

We now consider two alternative methods for computing linear operators using function encoders that provide
greater analytical information, at the expense of prediction accuracy. We focus on operator analysis using singular
value decomposition and eigendecomposition, which provide information about the learned operator through the
singular values or eigenvalues.
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Figure 4: Left: The inference procedure for SVD. A dataset D = {(xi, f (xi)}mi=1 is given which describes a function f . This data is used to compute
the coefficients of the basis functions via the least-squares solution. Then, T̂ f is approximated using (10). Right: The inference procedure for ED.
The procedure is analogous, with the only change being that T is self-adjoint, and so the same basis is used for the input and output spaces.

2.4.1. Using Function Encoders for Singular Value Decomposition (SVD)
The singular value decomposition of an operator T = UΣV⊤ is a representation in terms of its singular values and

singular vectors. For a compact, linear, bounded operator T : G → H , there exists a singular value decomposition
such that T f =

∑
i σi⟨ f , vi⟩ui, where σi ∈ R+ are positive real coefficients and {ui} and {vi} are orthonormal systems.

The coefficients σ, called the singular values, and {ui} and {vi}, called the left and right singular vectors, satisfy

T vi = σiui. (8)

Since the right singular vectors {vi} form an orthonormal system, any function f ∈ G can be represented as a (scaled)
linear combination,

f =
∑

i

⟨ f , vi⟩vi. (9)

The coefficients of the function in the input domain are denoted by αi = ⟨ f , vi⟩. Using (9) and (8), the operator action
T f on a function can be decomposed as

T f =
∑

i

σi⟨ f , vi⟩ui =
∑

i

σiαiui. (10)

The learning procedure is as follows. First, we initialize the basis functions {ui} and {vi} as neural networks, as
in Section 2. We also initialize {σi} as learned parameters, i.e. σ ∈ Rk. For any pair ( f ,T f ) and the corresponding
dataset D =

{
{xi, f (xi)}mi=1, {yi,T f (yi)}

p
i=1

}
, we compute

α = arg min
α

1
m

m∑
i=1

∥∥∥∥∥ f (xi) −
k∑

j=1

α jv j(xi | θ j)
∥∥∥∥∥2

2
. (11)

By using least squares to compute the coefficients rather than the inner product alone, we remove the requirement
that the bases are orthonormal. Then, we use the right-hand side of (10) to approximate the operator action, T̂ f =∑

i σiαiui. Lastly, our loss is simply ∥T f − T̂ f ∥22 evaluated via {yi,T f (yi)}
p
i=1. The singular vectors and values

are trained to minimize this loss in an end-to-end fashion via gradient descent, analogous to the function encoder
algorithm in [7]. As a result, we simultaneously learn the left singular vectors, right singular vectors, and singular
values for a linear operator acting on function spaces. We formalize this as Algorithm 1.

One drawback of SVD is that the training procedure does not necessarily learn to span the input domain well
because we do not explicitly train the basis networks v1, . . . , vk to span the input domain G. This end-to-end loss
can lead to poorer generalization performance outside the training dataset. However, this is offset by the fact that by
explicitly learning the singular values, we enable further analysis of the operator, such as sensitivity analysis (via the
condition number), stability analysis, or principal component analysis for model reduction.
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Algorithm 1 SVD Extension of the Function Encoder Algorithm

1: Input: Step size η, set of data setsD
2: Initialize {v j} parameterized by {θ j}

3: Initialize {σ j}

4: Initialize {u j} parameterized by {ϑ j}

5: while not converged do
6: # Compute loss for all pairs ( f ,T f )
7: Loss L = 0
8: for {(xi, fn(xi)}mi=1, {(yi,T fn(yi)}

p
i=1 inD do

9: α = arg minα
1
m

∑m
i=1

∥∥∥∥∥ f (xi) −
∑k

j=1 α jv j(xi | θ j)
∥∥∥∥∥2

2
10: T̂ f =

∑
i σiαiui

11: L += 1
N p

∑p
i=1∥T f (yi) − T̂ f (yi)∥22

12: end for
13: # Back propagate to all parameters using gradient descent
14: for j = 1...k do
15: θ j = θ j − η∇θ j L
16: σ j = σ j − η∇σ j L
17: ϑ j = ϑ j − η∇ϑ j L
18: end for
19: end while
20: return {u j}, {σ j}, {v j} # i.e. UΣVT

2.4.2. Using Function Encoders for Eigen-decompositions (ED)
This approach also extends to learning eigendecompositions of compact, self-adjoint linear operators. The eigen-

decomposition of an operator T consists of a set of eigenvectors {vi} and a set of eigenvalues λi ∈ R such that
T vi = λivi. The operator action T f can be decomposed as

T ( f ) =
∑

i

λiαivi, (12)

where α are the coefficients of the function f computed using (2).
Here, the input and output domain are the same, meaning we can use the same set of basis functions to represent the

function f and the operator action on the function T f . Similar to before, we simultaneously learn a set of eigenvalues
λi ∈ R during training using backpropagation, and the learned basis functions correspond to the eigenvectors of the
operator. The algorithm for finding these basis functions is analogous to SVD with ui = vi. We formalize this in
Algorithm 2. The principal advantage of this approach is that it provides greater analytical insights for the learned
operator.

The compactness of the learned derivative operator, as revealed by our SVD and ED approaches, offers significant
insights into the nature of the differentiation process. Figure 5 illustrates the decay of eigenvalues and singular values
for the derivative operator. The rapid decay observed in these plots, approximately following an exponential pattern
(≈ e−0.05x for the matrix singular values), represents the compactness of the operator. This compactness suggests
that a low-rank representation can efficiently approximate the derivative operator, which is crucial for computational
efficiency in large-scale applications. Additionally, the smooth decay indicates that the operator has a strong smooth-
ing effect, consistent with the well-known property that differentiation tends to amplify high-frequency components.
The compactness also implies that the operator is bounded, which is important for ensuring stability in numerical
implementations.

3. Results and Discussion

We demonstrate our proposed approach on six benchmark problems. We first show that our proposed function
encoder-based operator learning approaches can efficiently learn linear operators and generalize to unseen inputs on
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Algorithm 2 ED Extension of the Function Encoder Algorithm

1: Input: Step size η, set of data setsD
2: Initialize {v j} parameterized by {θ j}

3: Initialize {λ j}

4: while not converged do
5: # Compute loss for all pairs ( f ,T f )
6: Loss L = 0
7: for {(xi, fn(xi)}mi=1, {(yi,T fn(yi)}

p
i=1 inD do

8: α = arg minα
1
m

∑m
i=1

∥∥∥∥∥ f (xi) −
∑k

j=1 α jv j(xi | θ j)
∥∥∥∥∥2

2
9: T̂ f =

∑
i λiαivi

10: L += 1
N p

∑p
i=1∥T f (yi) − T̂ f (yi)∥22

11: end for
12: # Back propagate to all parameters using gradient descent
13: for j = 1...k do
14: θ j = θ j − η∇θ j L
15: λ j = λ j − η∇λ j L
16: end for
17: end while
18: return {λ j}, {v j} # i.e. Λ,V

two operator learning tasks: the derivative and anti-derivative operators. We then demonstrate the capabilities of our
approach for modeling solutions to linear as well as nonlinear PDEs. We compare the accuracy of our approaches
against one of the most popular operator learning frameworks, DeepONet, and some of its variants. The vanilla
architecture of DeepONet requires the input functions to be sampled at fixed sensor locations across both test and
train datasets. For comparison, we have modified our experiments accordingly to accommodate this requirement.
However, we note that our approach offers greater flexibility by allowing random sampling from the input space. We
considered three variants of DeepONet for comparison:

• Vanilla DeepONet [14] - We considered the unstacked version of DeepONet. For the branch network of Deep-
ONet, we have considered either a convolutional neural network (CNN) or a multi-layer perception, depending
on the problem.

• POD-DeepONet [9] - In this architecture, the trunk network basis is precomputed by performing proper or-
thogonal decomposition (POD) on the training data after first removing the mean. The POD basis is used as
a non-trainable trunk network and only employs DNNs for the branch net to learn the coefficients of the POD
basis. The discretization of the solution operator for the training and the testing samples must be the same. The
solution operator cannot be interpolated over the domain.

• Two-Stage DeepONet [10] - This framework involves a two-stage training in optimizing the trainable param-
eters of DeepONet. Instead of simultaneously training both the branch and trunk networks, which typically
results in a high-dimensional, nonconvex optimization problem, this framework adopts a sequential strategy.
First, it trains the trunk network independently. In the original formulation, the trunk network is trained to span
the output function space as basis functions, where the coefficients are simultaneously learned through gradi-
ent descent. However, this is not amenable to batch training because the coefficients of all functions must be
updated at every gradient step. We slightly modify this method to compute the coefficients via least-squares,
as in [6], which is thus amenable to batch training. Second, it proceeds to train the branch network, effectively
decomposing the complex training task into two more manageable subtasks. Precisely, this is using the the-
ory of function encoders to learn basis functions over the output function space, but it still learns the operator
from the input data without formulating the input data as a function space, as in DeepONet. This approach is
further enhanced by incorporating the Gram-Schmidt orthonormalization process, which significantly improves
the stability and generalization ability of the network.
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(b) Matrix singular value decay

Figure 5: Decay curves for the derivative operator. (a) Shows the decay of eigenvalues from the ED approach. (b) Illustrates the decay of the
singular values computed via the traditional singular value decomposition of the B2B matrix representation of the operator. Both plots demonstrate
the rapid decay characteristic of compact operators.

All approaches use approximately 500,000 trainable parameters. Training assumptions may be slightly different,
e.g., B2B and two-stage DeepONet train on individual function spaces, and POD-DeepONet requires fixed output
locations. All algorithms are evaluated through the same held-out data and loss function. The mean and standard
deviation of the MSE over 10 independent training trials are reported in Table 1. The details of the training and testing
sample split are reported in the appendix. All graphs show the median, first, and third quartiles over 10 seeds.

Table 1: Mean squared error obtained for all applications presented in this work using Function Encoders and DeepONet.

Dataset Function Encoders DeepONet

B2B SVD Eigen Vanilla POD Two-stage

Anti-Derivative 1.06e−02 ± 1.62e−02 1.31e+00 ± 1.04e+00 2.02e+00 ± 2.63e+00 4.48e−01 ± 2.14e−01 1.96e+03 ± 1.34e+02 2.20e−01 ± 7.95e−02
Derivative 8.63e−04 ± 6.60e−04 3.33e−02 ± 2.03e−02 4.05e−03 ± 3.45e−03 3.68e−03 ± 2.57e−03 9.84e+00 ± 6.27e−01 2.33e−03 ± 1.01e−03
1D Darcy Flow 1.64e−04 ± 1.30e−04 6.65e−03 ± 2.95e−03 - 2.95e−04 ± 2.62e−04 2.59e−04 ± 1.25e−04 2.93e−03 ± 7.11e−03
2D Darcy Flow 5.30e−03 ± 1.19e−03 2.89e−02 ± 2.31e−03 - 2.68e−02 ± 2.77e−03 2.50e−02 ± 1.64e−03 1.33e−02 ± 1.55e−03
Elastic Plate 6.30e−05 ± 5.59e−05 1.03e−01 ± 1.83e−02 - 4.66e−04 ± 8.16e−04 5.59e−04 ± 1.15e−03 -
Parameterized Heat Equation 4.07e−04 ± 2.86e−04∗ 2.27e−01 ± 2.35e−02 - 6.00e−04 ± 1.09e−03 8.88e−01 ± 1.15e−01 -

*While the mean of prediction errors for B2B is lower than DeepONet for the parameterized heat equation dataset, the median is higher as
shown in Figure 16.

3.1. Derivative and Anti-Derivative Operators
To demonstrate our approach, we first considered a pedagogical problem of learning the anti-derivative operator

for a class of functions. Consider a 1D problem, defined as:

ds(x)
dx
= u(x), x ∈ [−10, 10], s(0) = 0, (13)

where our aim is to compute the anti-derivative operator T , such that

T u(x) = s(x = 0) +
∫ x

0
u(t)dt, (14)

where u(x) is a quadratic polynomial. The anti-derivative operator aims to learn the mapping from the space of
quadratic polynomials (degree two) to cubic polynomials (degree three). Using B2B, we first compute two sets of
basis functions, g1, . . . , gk to span the input function space and h1, . . . , hℓ to span the output function space. We then
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(a) Worst case sample for the anti-derivative dataset. This figure shows an example of a function f ∈ G and the corresponding T f for the anti-
derivative dataset. The function is chosen to have the worst-case performance for B2B. Left: f and B2B’s approximation f̂ . B2B can estimate
f from D because it has learned basis functions over the input function space. Center-left: the absolute error | f − f̂ |. Center-right: T f and the
approximations for both B2B and DeepONet. Right: the absolute error |T f − T̂ f | for both approaches.
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(b) Worst case sample for the derivative dataset. This figure shows an example of a function f ∈ G and the corresponding T f for the derivative
dataset. The function is chosen to have the worst-case performance for B2B. Left: f and B2B’s approximation f̂ . B2B can estimate f from D
because it has learned basis functions over the input function space. Center-left: the absolute error | f − f̂ |. Center-right: T f and the approximations
for both B2B and DeepONet. Right: the absolute error |T f − T̂ f | for both approaches.

Figure 6

calculate a transformation that maps the coefficients of the input basis functions to those of the output basis functions.
Given the linearity of the anti-derivative operator, this transformation is represented by a matrix, which we obtain by
solving the least-squares problem in (5).

We also considered the derivative operator, where the input function space consists of cubic polynomials (degree
three), while the output function space comprises quadratic polynomials (degree two). As with the anti-derivative
operator, the derivative operator is linear, allowing us to compute the matrix transformation through a least-squares
optimization as in (5). Qualitative results showing the worst-case evaluation from our dataset are presented in Figure
6. Quantitative results are presented in Figures 7 and 8, respectively.

Our analysis of the anti-derivative and the derivative examples demonstrates that B2B significantly outperforms
the baselines in both convergence speed and asymptotic performance. This stems from B2B’s ability to exploit the
linear structure of the operator by directly computing the transformation matrix via least-squares optimization. SVD
and ED also demonstrate comparable performance with the baseline approaches on these linear examples, as they are
inherently designed to learn linear operators. However, their convergence is slower compared to B2B because they
must learn properly aligned basis functions rather than directly computing the operator. Overall, these approaches
effectively capitalize on the operator’s linearity, enabling an efficient and precise computation of the transformation
between input and output function spaces.

In contrast, vanilla DeepONet exhibits less accurate asymptotic performance and slower convergence for learning
the derivative and anti-derivative operators. While two-stage DeepONet shows improved results, the error on the
derivative operator dataset is an order of magnitude higher than B2B, which we suspect is due to its inability to fully
exploit the linear structure of the operator. For the anti-derivative operator, the accuracy of B2B is two orders of
magnitude higher than competing approaches. Notably, POD-DeepONet completely fails in these examples, and we
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Figure 7: Training curves on the anti-derivative dataset. This figure
plots the test MSE for each algorithm during training. Notably, B2B
achieves orders of magnitude better performance than the baselines.
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Figure 8: Training curves on the derivative dataset. This figure plots
the test MSE for each algorithm during training. B2B achieves an order
of magnitude better performance than the baselines.

can see that the MSE on the test dataset is two to three orders of magnitude higher than all other approaches.
Next, to demonstrate the robustness of B2B, we conduct out-of-distribution (OOD), linearity, and homogeneity

tests on the derivative and the anti-derivative operators. For the OOD test, we sample polynomials that are much
larger in magnitude than anything seen during training, but still of the same degree. Since the operator is linear, the
algorithms should be able to generalize to the entire linear span of the input space. For the linearity test, we conduct
experiments to check if the operator commutes with a linear combination, defined as: T (a f (x) + bg(x)) = aT f (x) +
bT g(x), where a and b are random scalars, and f (x) and g(x) are polynomial functions. In other words, we compute
the coefficients of the output space basis functions using data from f and g and then test if a linear combination of
these coefficients can reproduce the operator action on the linear combination of f and g. The homogeneity test is
analogous with T (a f (x)) = aT f (x). We perform this analysis on B2B and vanilla DeepONet. The results, presented
in Table 2 demonstrate that B2B outperforms DeepONet by one to two orders of magnitude in the OOD test. One
example of the OOD test is shown in Figure 9. Furthermore, DeepONet fails on the linearity and homogeneity tests,
meaning the test error increases by several orders of magnitude, indicating that it is unable to generalize well to the
linear span of the data. We suspect this is largely because the architecture of DeepONet and its variants is not designed
to exploit the linear structure of the operator. In contrast, from Theorem 1, B2B has guaranteed generalization with
the linear span of the input function space for linear operators.

Table 2: Out-of-distribution, linearity, and homogeneity analysis on the derivative and anti-derivative datasets.

Derivative Dataset

OOD Function MSE Linearity Function MSE Homogeneity Function MSE

B2B 6.22e+02 ± 1.28e+03 3.82e−03 ± 1.08e−02 1.89e−03 ± 5.50e−03
DeepONet 9.04e+03 ± 2.82e+04 5.83e+02 ± 1.71e+03 2.90e+02 ± 9.35e+02

Anti-Derivative Dataset

OOD Function MSE Linearity Function MSE Homogeneity Function MSE
B2B 7.50e−03 ± 2.51e−02 1.24e−01 ± 5.24e−01 6.16e−02 ± 2.75e−01
DeepONet 4.58e−01 ± 1.60e+00 3.88e+04 ± 1.30e+05 1.94e+04 ± 6.88e+04

Next, we visualize the loss landscape of the gradients of the function spaces to gain insights into the optimization
behavior of our approach versus DeepONet. We first sample 100 functions from the input space to generate the loss
landscape. For each function, we compute the loss gradient with respect to the neural network parameters. We then

11



−10 −5 0 5 10
x

−75000

−50000

−25000

0

25000

50000

75000

f
(x

)

84.33x3 + 83.44x2 +−53.87x+ 71.13

−10 −5 0 5 10
x

10−1

100

101

102

|f̂
(x

)
−
f

(x
)|

Absolute Error

−10 −5 0 5 10
y

0

5000

10000

15000

20000

25000

(T
f

)(
y
)

3 ∗ 84.33x2 + 2 ∗ 83.44x+−53.87

Groundtruth

B2B

DeepONet

−10 −5 0 5 10
y

100

101

102

|T̂
f

(y
)
−
T
f

(y
)|

Absolute Error

Figure 9: Worst case sample for the OOD derivative test. This figure shows an example of a function f ∈ G and the corresponding T f for the
derivative dataset. The function is chosen to have the worst-case performance for B2B, and the function is far outside of the training set. Left: f
and B2B’s approximation f̂ . Center-left: the absolute error | f − f̂ |. Center-right: T f and the approximations for both B2B and DeepONet. Right:
the absolute error |T f − T̂ f | for both approaches.

Figure 10: Visualization of the loss landscape in two main PCA directions on the derivative dataset. The two figures show the decomposed loss
landscapes for the input and output function spaces, respectively, for the B2B algorithm. The right figure shows the loss landscape for the full
end-to-end loss of DeepONet. Each color bar ranges from the locally optimal loss to 1000x this amount. Therefore, the dark red regions indicate a
1000x drop in performance. The sharp loss landscape and abrupt color change for DeepONet therefore suggests that a small change in parameters
leads to a drastic decrease in performance, highlighting the sensitivity of this approach. In contrast, both decomposed B2B losses have larger blue
regions with a smoother shape, indicating relative stability in the training procedure.

construct a 100×P matrix from these gradients, where P is the total number of parameters. Next, we perform Principal
Component Analysis (PCA) to identify the two most significant gradient directions. We normalize these directions
based on the magnitude of the coefficients for each layer to account for the scale invariance of ReLU activations.
Finally, we compute the loss for models with parameters θ = θ∗ +αp1 + βp2, where θ∗ is the optimal parameter set, p1
and p2 are the principal component vectors, and α and β range from -0.01 to 0.01. For more detail on this procedure,
see [11]. See Figure 10 for a visualization of the loss landscape for the derivative dataset.

B2B demonstrates smooth and well-behaved loss landscapes for both the input and output function spaces. These
landscapes exhibit gradual, continuous slopes with a clear bowl-like structure, indicating an approximately convex
optimization problem with stable gradients during training. In contrast, the DeepONet loss landscape displays a
sharp, spike-like feature at its center, suggesting potential instabilities in the optimization process. The sharp gradient
at the center could lead to challenges in convergence, as small perturbations in the parameters might result in large
changes in the loss value. This characteristic may make the optimization process more sensitive to the learning rate
and initial conditions, potentially requiring careful tuning to achieve good performance.

The difference between these loss landscapes highlights a key advantage of our approach. The results suggest that
decomposing the operator learning problem into two separate function spaces yields more well-behaved optimization
problems than approximating the operator end-to-end. This difference likely explains the improved convergence speed
of B2B.
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3.2. 1D Darcy Flow
In this example, we aim to learn the nonlinear Darcy operator for a 1D system. A variant of the nonlinear 1D

Darcy’s equation is written as:
ds
dx

(
−κ(s(x))

ds
dx

)
= u(x), x ∈ [0, 1], (15)

where the solution-dependent permeability is κ(s(x)) = 0.2 + s2(x) and the input term is a Gaussian random field
s(x) ∼ GP defined as s(x) ∼ GP(0, k(x, x′)) such that k(x, x′) = σ2 exp

{
−
∥x−x′∥2

2ℓ2x

}
, where ℓx = 0.05, σ2 = 1.0.

Homogeneous Dirichlet boundary conditions s = 0 are considered at the domain boundaries. This dataset uses fixed
sample locations to be amenable to DeepONet, but none of our proposed approaches require this. We note that there
have been recent modifications to DeepONet such as [2] that avoid this restriction, but we do not consider these
approaches in our study.

The convergence of the test error over gradient steps is presented in Figure 11. B2B achieves the lowest test error
and the fastest convergence among all the tested approaches. The accuracy of B2B and vanilla DeepONet are shown
for one sample in Figure 13.

3.3. 2D Darcy Flow
In this example, we consider a Darcy flow on a 2D L-shaped domain to demonstrate the effectiveness of our

approach on an irregularly-shaped domain. The problem is defined as:

∇ · (k(x)∇u(x)) + f (x) = 0, x = (x, y) ∈ Ω := (0, 1)2\[0.5, 1)2 (16)
u(x) = 0, x ∈ ∂Ω, (17)

where k(x) is a spatially varying permeability field, u(x) is the hydraulic head, and f (x) is a spatially varying force
vector. Triangular elements are used to discretize the L-shaped domain Ω to run the finite element solver to generate
the labeled dataset. We aim to learn the nonlinear operator, T that maps the permeability field and the source vector to
the flow pressure, i.e. T : [k(x), f (x)] 7→ u(x). This problem has been adopted from [8]. The goal of this experiment
is to demonstrate the applicability of our proposed approach to learning the mapping of multiple input fields to the
solution operator.

To train DeepONet with a CNN branch network, we require the input functions to be defined on a structured grid.
To account for this, we discretized the L-shaped domain on a uniform 31×31 grid and padded the top left portion (the
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Figure 11: Training curves on the 1D Darcy flow dataset. This figure
plots the test MSE for each algorithm during training. B2B achieves
slightly better convergence speed and performance relative to other ap-
proaches.
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Figure 12: Training curves on the 2D, L-shaped Darcy flow dataset.
This figure plots the test MSE for each algorithm during training. B2B
achieves better convergence speed and performance on this dataset.
Interestingly, DeepONet achieves a similar performance to SVD, even
though this operator is nonlinear and SVD can, at best, learn a linear
approximation.
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Figure 13: Worst case sample for the 1D Darcy flow dataset. This figure shows an example of a function f ∈ G and the corresponding T f for
the 1D Darcy flow dataset. The function is chosen to have the worst-case performance for B2B. Left: f and B2B’s approximation f̂ . Center-left:
the absolute error | f − f̂ |. Center-right: T f and the approximations for both B2B and DeepONet. Right: the absolute error |T f − T̂ f | for both
approaches.

exterior of the domain) with zeros. However, the solution space is defined on an irregular grid which is discretized
with 450 nodal points.

The convergence of the test error is shown in Figure 12. Our results demonstrate that B2B significantly outper-
forms the baseline approaches, exhibiting both superior accuracy and lower variance in prediction errors. We explored
various versions of DeepONet applicable to this dataset, all of which showed improved performance compared to the
base DeepONet algorithm. Interestingly, we observed that the SVD algorithm slightly outperformed vanilla Deep-
ONet, despite the nonlinear nature of the operator. This suggests that DeepONet may be struggling to learn the
operator effectively, while the strictly linear approximation of the operator obtained via the SVD approach yields rea-
sonable performance. Of all the DeepONet variants, two-stage DeepONet with a CNN branch network has the lowest
test error. A qualitative sample depicting the predictions of DeepONet and B2B is shown in Figure 14.

3.4. Elastic Plate
In this example, we consider a thin rectangular plate subjected to in-plane loading that is modeled as a two-

dimensional problem of plane stress elasticity. The equations are given by:

∇ · σ + f (x) = 0, x = (x, y), (18)

(u, v) = 0, ∀ x = 0,

where σ is the Cauchy stress tensor, f is the body force, u(x) and v(x) represent the x- and y-displacement, respec-
tively. In addition, E, and ν represent the Young modulus and Poisson ratio of the material, respectively. The relation
between stress and displacement in plane stress conditions is defined as:

σxx

σyy

τxy

 = E
1 − ν2

1 ν 0
ν 1 0
0 0 1−ν

2

 ×


∂u
∂x
∂v
∂y

∂u
∂y +

∂v
∂x

 . (19)

We model the loading conditions f (x) applied to the right edge of the plate as a Gaussian random field. We
aim to learn the mapping T : f (x) → [u(x), v(x)] from the random boundary load to the displacement field (u: x-
displacement and v: y-displacement). The goal of this example is to demonstrate the applicability of our proposed
approach to learning the mapping to the solution operator for more than one field. The dataset for this problem has
been adopted from [5].

The test error convergence plots are shown in Figure 15. The plot demonstrates that the B2B operator achieves the
lowest test error. For this dataset, we evaluate against DeepONet and POD-DeepONet, both of which achieve similar
accuracy. Two-stage DeepONet cannot be evaluated fairly in this problem because its orthonormalization procedure
is not easily extended to vector-valued outputs. Therefore, this would require one set of basis functions per output
dimension, which would not make for a fair comparison with the other approaches. A qualitative sample depicting
the predictions of DeepONet and B2B is shown in Figure 17.
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(a) Basis-to-Basis

(b) DeepONet

Figure 14: Worst case sample for the 2D Darcy flow dataset. This figure compares B2B (top) and DeepONet (bottom) on the worst-case sample for
B2B from the 2D Darcy flow dataset. Left and center-left: two dimensions of the input function. Center: the ground truth output field. Center-right:
the corresponding approximation. Right: the absolute error between the estimated and ground truth output. The color bar ranges from 0 to 5% of
the maximum difference in output value, with dark red indicating >5% error.

3.5. Parameterized Heat Equation

In this example, we consider a parameterized heat equation in a two-dimensional domain. The governing equation
is given by:

∂T (x, y, t)
∂t

= α

(
∂2T (x, y, t)
∂x2 +

∂2T (x, y, t)
∂y2

)
∀ (x, y, t) ∈ [0, 1] × [0, 1] × [0, 1], (20)

where T denotes temperature, x, y, and t denote the spatiotemporal coordinates, and α denotes the parameterized ther-
mal diffusivity. We consider a two-dimensional plate with the edges set to temperature T = 0 and within the domain,
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Figure 15: Training curves on the elastic plate dataset. This fig-
ure plots the test MSE for each algorithm during training. B2B
achieves better convergence speed and performance relative to other
approaches.
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Figure 16: Training curves on the parameterized heat equation dataset.
This figure plots the test MSE for each algorithm during training.
DeepONet achieves the best performance on this dataset, although it
also demonstrates some instability with the occasional drop in perfor-
mance to be on par with B2B.
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(a) Basis-to-Basis

(b) DeepONet

Figure 17: Worst case sample for the elastic plate dataset. This figure compares B2B (top) and DeepONet (bottom) on the worst-case sample for
B2B from the elastic plate dataset. Left: the example input function, a forcing function, applied to the side of the plate (black) and B2B’s estimate
(blue). The B2B estimate is calculated using partial data from the ground truth forcing function and the input basis functions. The low-loss estimate
suggests that the basis function coefficients effectively capture the forcing function. Center-left: Ground truth normalized x-direction displacement
of the panel. Center-right: Estimated x-direction displacement using the corresponding algorithm. Right: Absolute error between the estimated
and ground truth x-direction displacements. The color bar range represents 1% of the absolute difference shown in the middle panes.
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the temperature is set to randomly chosen constant temperature. Accordingly, the initial and boundary conditions are
expressed as:

T (x, y, 0) = T0, 0 < x < 1, 0 < y < 1, (21)
T (0, y, t) = T (1, y, t) = 0, 0 < y < 1, 0 ≤ t ≤ 1, (22)
T (x, 0, t) = T (x, 1, t) = 0, 0 < x < 1, 0 ≤ t ≤ 1, (23)

where T0 is a predefined constant temperature. The goal of this problem is to map the initial temperature of the
plate T0 and the thermal diffusivity α to the evolving temperature field, i.e. T : [T0, α] → T (t). In contrast to the
other examples, this example does not involve the mapping of the input term as an input function. Instead, the output
solution space is parameterized by α and T0. To generate a labeled dataset, the initial temperature T0 is considered
in the range [0, 1], while the thermal diffusivity spans several magnitudes within [10−2, 100]. The dataset is adapted
from [15].

The test error convergence plots are shown in Figure 16. B2B and DeepONet, while similar in structure, differ
primarily in their approach to training the output basis. DeepONet employs end-to-end training, allowing the network
to optimize the basis representation directly from data. In contrast, B2B uses a function encoder algorithm to train
its output basis, aiming to accurately reproduce the output function space. Despite this distinction, both methods
utilize similar network components (branch network for DeepONet, operator network for B2B) to map inputs to basis
coefficients. The convergence plot depicts a slightly better performance of DeepONet over B2B. This observation
suggests that DeepONet’s end-to-end training may be more effective when there is no explicit input function space.
This implies that B2B’s strengths are most evident in scenarios with a well-defined input function space, where it can
leverage this structure to enhance generalization and interpretability. A representative sample depicting the predictions
of DeepONet and B2B is shown in Figure 18.

4. Ablations

Sensitivity to hyper-parameters is an important consideration for any algorithm. We evaluate the sensitivity of our
approach to its two main hyper-parameters, the number of basis functions and the number of input sensors. Ablation
figures indicate the Test MSE after 70,000 gradient steps, averaged over the last 10 steps to reduce noise. Lines and
shaded areas indicate median, first, and third quartiles over 3 seeds for each value of hyper-parameter.

4.1. Number of Basis Functions

A key hyper-parameter for our approach is the number of basis functions used for both input and output function
spaces. By default, all experiments use 100 basis functions, which is possible due to parameter sharing. We perform
an ablation on several basis functions, both for our approach and for DeepONet. See Figure 19.

On the anti-derivative example, all approaches are insensitive to the number of basis functions. This is likely
because the dimensionality of the function space is only four, and so any more than four basis functions are unnec-
essary. For the 2D Darcy flow dataset, all approaches see decreasing performance as the number of basis functions
approaches 0. This implies the dimensionality of the function spaces is much higher. Interestingly, B2B degrades
faster than DeepONet and its variants. This is likely because DeepONet uses an end-to-end loss function, and there-
fore learns the basis that achieves the lowest error on this end-to-end objective. In contrast, B2B learns basic functions
to reproduce the individual function spaces. If the bases are over-specified, then they will fully represent each func-
tion space, and the operator can then be learned without issue. However, if too few basis functions are used, it may
be the case that the basis that best reproduces the space does not coincide with the basis that performs best on the
end-to-end operator loss. However, due to the scaling properties of function encoders, this issue may be avoided by
simply choosing a large number of basis functions, e.g. 100, as this is enough for most problems.

4.2. Number of Input Samples

The number of input sensors used to identify the input function is another important hyper-parameter. An ideal
algorithm would be able to make use of large amounts of data while still performing reasonably well in small data
settings. We perform ablations on the derivative and anti-derivative examples. We observe that DeepONet and its
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(a) Basis-to-Basis

(b) DeepONet

Figure 18: Worst case sample for the parameterized heat equation dataset. This figure compares B2B (top) and DeepONet (bottom) on the worst-
case sample for B2B on the parameterized heat equation dataset. Left: The ground truth relationship between the x position, time, and temperature.
Center: the approximated relationship between x position, time, and temperature. Right: The absolute error in the approximation. The color bar
ranges from 0 to 10% of the maximum difference in output value, with bright yellow indicating >10% error.
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variants are relatively insensitive to the number of sensors, though its performance seems to improve on Derivative
with less sensors. This suggests it is not making good use of the data in large data settings. B2B and its variants are
also relatively insensitive until a critical threshold is reached at low data settings. This is likely due to the least-squares
solution over fitting if the number of samples is less than the number of basis functions. In future work, we plan to
investigate how to best correct this by regularizing the least-squares solution.

4.3. Variable Input Sample Locations
Many neural operator architectures like DeepONet are designed with fixed input dimensions. This design choice

stems from the structure of their neural networks, particularly the branch network, which expects a consistent number
of input features across all samples. Mathematically, suppose we denote the input function as f (x). In that case,
these methods typically require evaluations at fixed locations x1, . . . , xm, such that the input to the network is the fixed
vector ( f (x1), . . . , f (xm)) ∈ Rm.

This rigid structure presents significant challenges when dealing with datasets collected at variable locations. In
practical scenarios, sensor placements may vary due to experimental constraints, equipment limitations, or the nature
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Figure 19: Ablation on how the number of basis functions affects performance. Left: All algorithms are insensitive to the number of basis functions
for the anti-derivative dataset because the dimensionality of this problem is low. Right: In contrast, the dimensionality of the 2D Darcy flow dataset
is relatively high, as all approaches degrade as the number of basis functions approaches 0. B2B is more sensitive than other approaches as it does
not use an end-to-end loss.
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Figure 20: An Ablation on how the number of input samples affects performance. Left: DeepONet is relatively insensitive to the number of input
samples. B2B and its variants show a drop off in performance as the number of samples decreases to 0. Right: The results are largely the same on
the anti-derivative dataset.
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Figure 21: An ablation with variable sample locations. DeepONet and its variants fail to converge if the input samples have varied locations for
every function, as expected. In contrast, B2B and its variants are unaffected because they use least-squares to compute basis function coefficients,
a method which is insensitive to the sample locations.

of the phenomenon being studied. Consequently, existing methods struggle to generalize in these settings, as they
cannot naturally accommodate inputs of varying dimensionality or structure.

B2B offers a solution to this problem by leveraging the least-squares method. Instead of directly mapping input
data to the coefficients of the basis functions as in DeepONet, B2B uses least-squares to compute a function repre-
sentation and then maps this representation to a corresponding representation in the output space. As least-squares
are well-defined for any set of input points regardless of their locations, B2B can easily handle a variable number of
input samples, or input samples at variable locations. In other words, this approach decouples the operator learning
problem from the specific sampling locations of the input data.

Figure 21 illustrates the MSE test performance of B2B and DeepONet variants on learning the derivative operator
with variable input sensor locations. The results demonstrate a stark contrast between the two approaches. The
B2B approach (both SVD and standard variants) shows robust performance, achieving and maintaining low test MSE
(around 10−3 to 10−4) throughout the training process. B2B successfully learns the derivative operator despite the
variability in input sampling locations. In contrast, all variants of DeepONet (vanilla, POD, and two-stage) exhibit
significantly higher test MSE, with errors consistently above 101. By learning basis functions that span the entire input
domain, B2B can effectively interpolate between arbitrary sampling points, enabling it to generalize well to inputs
with varying sensor locations.

5. Conclusion & Future Work

This paper introduces a novel framework for learning nonlinear operators on Hilbert spaces using the theory of
function encoders. Our approach leverages the structure of Hilbert spaces to learn efficient and interpretable represen-
tations of function spaces and the operators acting on them. We developed three operator learning variants using our
framework: Basis-to-Basis operator learning (B2B), Singular Value Decomposition (SVD), and Eigendecomposition
(ED). The B2B variant offers particular flexibility in handling linear and nonlinear operators while maintaining a clear
separation between function space representation and operator mapping.

We demonstrated the effectiveness of our approach on several benchmark problems, including derivative and
anti-derivative operators, 1D and 2D Darcy flow equations, linear elasticity, and a parameterized heat equation. Our
results showed that the func-based methods, especially the B2B variant, consistently outperformed the popular Deep-
ONet architecture and its variants in accuracy and convergence speed. The ability to generalize well across different
function spaces and handle variable input sensor locations without retraining highlights its robustness and practical
applicability.

20



We performed linear operator analysis to provide deeper insights into the learned operators, particularly for the
SVD and ED variants. While these variants are restricted to linear operators, they offer robust and interpretable repre-
sentations, enabling analysis of properties such as the operator’s spectrum, and contributing to a better understanding
of the underlying physical phenomena. Our approach shows remarkable adaptability across various problem domains,
from simple linear operators to complex PDEs, without requiring modifications to the underlying algorithm.

In future work, we intend to explore adaptive basis function learning, where the number and form of basis functions
can be dynamically adjusted based on the complexity of the function spaces involved. Furthermore, as shown in
[6], function encoders are architecture-agnostic and can therefore use more exotic architectures depending on the
problem, e.g. neural ODEs for operators in dynamical systems or GNNs for operators acting on graphs. Lastly,
function encoders apply to any Hilbert space, including probability distributions. Therefore, this work opens the door
to modeling stochastic operators.
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Appendix

Appendix A. Dataset Details

Appendix B. Theoretical details of deep operator network (DeepONet)

Neural operator learning, which involves employing DNNs to learn mappings between infinite-dimensional func-
tion spaces, has recently gained significant attention, particularly for its applications in learning ODEs and PDEs.
A classical solution operator learning task then involves the learning of mapping across a range of scenarios, e.g.,
different domain geometries, input parameters, and initial and boundary conditions to the solution of the underlying
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Table A.3: The parameters for each dataset. N indicates the number of functions that are trained on, e.g. D = D1,D2, ...,DN . Note that the
derivative and anti-derivative datasets have 700, 000 functions because they are generative, there were 70, 000 gradient steps, and functions are
sampled in batches of 10. m indicates the number of input points, i.e. {xi, f (xi)}mi=1. p indicates the number of output points, i.e. {yi,T f (yi)}

p
i=1.

Ntrain Ntest m p

Anti-Derivative 700, 000 700, 000 1, 000 10, 000
Derivative 700, 000 700, 000 1, 000 10, 000
1D Darcy Flow 800 150 50 50
2D Darcy Flow 51, 000 7, 000 961 450
Elastic Plate 1, 850 100 101 1, 048
Parameterized Heat Equation 250 30 1 784, 080

ODE/PDE system. At the moment, there are a plethora of different neural operators, among which we can distinguish
meta-architectures, e.g., deep operator networks (DeepONet) [13] motivated by the universal approximation theorem
for operators [4] and operators based on integral transforms, e.g., the Fourier neural operator (FNO) [12], wavelet
neural operator (WNO) [16], the graph kernel network (GKN) [1] and the Laplace neural operator (LNO) [3], to name
a few.

In this work, we have compared the accuracy and robustness of the function encoder-based operator learning
approaches with DeepONet. For all the applications, the DeepONet framework is employed to construct the solution
operator, T that maps the input space, G to the output space, H . Let Ω ⊂ RD be a bounded open set in the physical
space, and let G = G(Ω;Rdx ) and H = H(Ω;Rdy ) be two separable functional spaces for which the mapping is to be
learned. Furthermore, assume that T : G → H is a nonlinear map arising from the solution of an unknown static or
time-dependent PDE. The objective is to approximate the nonlinear operator via the following parametric mapping

T : G ×Θ→ H or, Tθ : G → H , θ ∈ Θ, (B.1)

where Θ is a finite-dimensional parameter space. The optimal parameters θ∗ are learned via the training of a neural
operator with backpropagation based on a labeled dataset obtained from the questionnaire algorithm.

The DeepONet architecture consists of two concurrent DNNs, a branch network, and a trunk network. The branch
network encodes the varying input realizations discretized at m fixed sensor locations, g(xi)m

i=1, where g ∈ G, and the
trunk network takes the spatial and temporal locations on the bounded domain (xi, ti), where the unknown PDE is
evaluated. The solution operator for an input realization, g1, can be expressed as:

Tθ(g1)(x j, t j) =
p∑

i=1

bi(g1) · tri(x j, t j), (B.2)

where [b1, b2, . . . , bp]T is the output vector of the branch net, [tr1, tr2, . . . , trp]T the output vector of the trunk net and
p denotes a hyperparameter that controls the size of the output layer of both the branch and trunk networks. The
trainable parameters of the DeepONet, represented by θ in Equation (B.2), are obtained by minimizing a data-driven
loss function, which is expressed as:

L(θ) = min
θ
∥Tθ(g)(x, t) − T (g)(x, t)∥22, (B.3)

where Tθ(g)(x, t) is the prediction of the DeepONet and T (g)(x, t) is the ground truth of the solution obtained from
either experimental measures or by using a standard numerical solver. The branch and trunk networks can be modeled
with any DNN architecture. Here, we consider a fully connected feed-forward neural network for both networks
(branch and trunk).
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