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Abstract

A new scheme is proposed to construct a Cn function extension for smooth functions defined
on a smooth domain D ∈ Rd. Unlike the PUX scheme, which requires the extrapolation of
the volume grid via an expensive ill-conditioned least squares fitting, the scheme relies on an
explicit formula consisting of a linear combination of function values in D, which only extends
the function along the normal direction. To be more precise, the Cn extension requires only n+1
function values along the normal directions in the original domain and ensures Cn smoothness
by construction. When combined with a shrinking function and a smooth window function,
the scheme can be made stable and robust for a broad class of domains with complex smooth
boundary.

Keywords: function extension, the Vandermonde matrix, Chebyshev nodes, complex
geometry, smooth domain

1. Introduction

In a classic paper by Robert Seeley [6], a simple formula is given for the C∞ extension of a C∞
function defined in a half space. To be more precise, let y ∈ Rd−1, x ∈ R1, Rd+ = Rd−1 × {x ≥
0}, then C∞(Rd+) consists of infinitely differentiable functions defined in Rd−1 × (0,∞) whose
derivatives have continuous limits as x→ 0+. For x < 0, define the extended function

E∞[f ](y, x) =

∞∑
j=0

wjf(y,−tjx)φ(−tjx), (1)

where {tj} ⊂ (0,∞) is an unbounded, strictly increasing sequence, and φ is a C∞ window
function on R1 with φ(x) = 1 for 0 ≤ x ≤ 1, and φ(x) = 0 for x ≥ 2. For any x < 0, the
sum in (1) is finite and therefore E∞[f ] has the same smoothness as the original function f. In
order to ensure the smoothness of the extension across the boundary, one needs to require that
the values of E∞[f ] and f and all of their derivatives match x = 0. This leads to the following
infinite system of linear equations for {wj}

∞∑
j=0

wjt
i
j = (−1)i, i = 0, 1, · · · , (2)

i.e., the weight vector w is the solution to an infinite Vandermonde system when the node vector
t = (t0, t1, . . . ) is given. Using tj = 2j , Seeley showed that

∑∞
j=0 |wj ||tj |i < ∞ for all i ≥ 0.
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Thus, the extension operator E∞ is actually a continuous linear operator from C∞(Rd+) to
C∞(Rd).

Here we examine the extension formula (1) from the perspective of numerical computation.
Function extensions have broad applications in numerical analysis and scientific computing,
especially to boundary value problems for partial differential equations where the boundary does
not have simple geometry. Most existing numerical schemes rely on a data fitting procedure
using a choice of basis functions such as Fourier series, polynomials, radial basis functions, etc.
The data fitting procedure is usually carried out on a volume grid to ensure the smoothness
of the extended function in all variables, which is expensive for problems in two and higher
dimensions. Another observation is that these schemes depend on the original data linearly,
regardless of the basis functions chosen to fit the data. In other words, the extension operator
is a linear operator. Obviously, any Cn extension must satisfy the condition that the extended
function should match the original function in its value and derivatives up to order n on the
boundary.

For applications to numerical analysis it is more appropriate to consider the finite differen-
tiability analogue of E∞, given by

En[f ](y, x) =

n∑
j=0

wjf(y,−tjx)φ(−tjx), (3)

where now we have the finite Vandermonde system:

n∑
j=0

wjt
i
j = (−1)i, i = 0, 1, · · · , n. (4)

One nice feature of the extension formulæ (1) and (3) is that the extension acts along one
direction only, while the smoothness in the other directions is automatically guaranteed by
construction. This feature can be extended to domains D ⊂ Rd, with ∂D a smooth embedded
hypersurface. For y ∈ ∂D, let ny denote the outer unit normal vector to ∂D at y. The tubular
neighborhood theorem, see [1], ensures that for some ε > 0 the map from ∂D× (−ε, ε) given by

(y, x) 7→ y + xny (5)

is a diffeomorphism onto its image. For such domain D ⊂ Rd, we can extend the definition of
En by setting

En[f ](y + xny) =

n∑
j=0

wjf(y − tjxny), (6)

where y is a point on ∂D. The window function is dropped for now, but will usually be needed
in real applications. Once again, En[f ] has the same order of smoothness as f outside D and
along the tangential directions on ∂D by construction. Thus, one only needs to ensure the
continuity of the function value and its normal derivatives up to order n on ∂D in order for the
extension to be in Cn in a small neighborhood of D. This leads to the following Vandermonde
linear system for the nodes and weights

1 1 · · · 1
t0 t1 · · · tn
...

... · · ·
...

tn0 tn2 · · · tnn



w0

w1

...
wn

 =


1
−1
...

(−1)n

 , (7)
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which will be written as Aw = c for short. A very nice feature of this approach is that the
nodes and weights are independent of the domain, D. By the nature of the extension operator,
we need to have tj ≥ 0 for j = 0, . . . , n and without loss of generality, we assume that they are
arranged in increasing order, i.e., 0 ≤ t0 < t1 < · · · < tn.

2. Solution to the Vandermonde system (7)

It is well known that Vandermonde matrices are generaly ill-conditioned (as is the problem of
function extrapolation). In [5], it is shown that the condition number (in the maximum norm) of
the Vandermonde matrix is bounded from below by (n+ 1)2n when all nodes are nonnegative.
The “quality” of the extension operator given by (6) is determined by the magnitude of the
weights {wj}. A good measure of this quality is the `1-norm of w :

‖w‖1 =

n∑
i=0

|wi| (8)

If the weights are calculated by solving (7) numerically, then the condition number of the
Vandermonde matrix will affect the accuracy of the weights. However, (7) can be solved analyt-
ically by an elementary method, which we now present. Denote by B the inverse of the matrix
A. We then have

n∑
j=0

bijt
j
k = δik, (9)

Consider the polynomial pi(x) =
∑n
j=0 bijx

j . Then (9) is equivalent to

pi(tk) = δik. (10)

Recall that the Lagrange basis functions {li(x)} for interpolation through the nodes {tk, k =
0, · · · , n} are given by

li(x) =

n∏
m=0,m 6=i

x− tm
ti − tm

, (11)

and the interpolant is then

Q(x) =

n∑
i=0

fili(x). (12)

It is straightforward to check that li satisfies the condition (10). Thus,

pi(x) = li(x), (13)

and

wi =

n∑
j=0

bij(−1)j = pi(−1) = li(−1)

= (−1)i
i−1∏
m=0

1 + tm
ti − tm

·
n∏

m=i+1

1 + tm
tm − ti

.

(14)

That is, wi is the value of the ith Lagrange basis function evaluated at −1.
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3. Choice of interpolation nodes

As noted above, the quality of the function extension (6) depends critically on the magnitude
of the weights {wi}, which in turn is determined by the interpolation nodes ti explicitly via the
formula (14). To fix our discussion, let us assume that the nodes lie on the interval [0, a] and
use the 1-norm to measure the quality of function extensions. In other words, we would like to
choose the interpolation nodes ti ∈ [0, a] such that ‖w‖1 is minimized.

Combining (12) and (14), we obtain

‖w‖1 =

n∑
i=0

|wi|

=

n∑
i=0

(−1)ili(−1)

= P (−1),

(15)

where P (x) =
∑n
i=0(−1)ili(x).

Definition 1. A polynomial P is said to satisfy the equioscillation property of modulus 1 on
[0, a] if there exist ti with 0 ≤ t0 < t1 < · · · < tn ≤ a such that P (ti) = (−1)i for i = 0, . . . , n.

Lemma 1. If P (x) is a polynomial of degree n, satisfying the equioscillation property of modulus
1, then its n roots xi (i = 1, · · · , n) satisfy the property t0 < x1 < t1 < x2 < t2 < · · · < xn < tn.

Proof. This follows from the intermediate value theorem and the fact that P (x) changes sign
alternatingly at ti (i = 0, . . . , n).

Lemma 2. If P (x) is a polynomial of degree n, satisfying the equioscillation property of modulus
1, then P (x) > 0 decreases monotonically for x < t0.

Proof. This follows from Lemma 1 and the fact that P (t0) = 1. That is, P (x) = c
∏n
i=1(xi− x)

for some c > 0.

It is easy to see that the choice of optimal interpolation nodes for the purpose of function
extension is equivalent to the following problem:
Find the minimal value of P (−1) among all polynomials of degree at most n that satisfy the
equioscillation property of modulus 1 on [0, a].

Denote the minimal value by ma, the corresponding polynomial by p∗(x), and the associated
nodes by {t∗j}, respectively. In the following lemmas we give the properties of the optimal nodes
and p∗ itself.

Lemma 3. t∗0 = 0.

Proof. Suppose t∗0 > 0. Then q(x) = p∗(x + t∗0) satisfies the alternating property q(t∗i − t∗0) =
p∗(t∗i ) = (−1)i. Furthermore, q(−1) = p∗(−1 + t∗0) < p∗(−1) by Lemma 2, which leads to a
contradiction.

Lemma 4. If n > 0, then t∗n = a.

Proof. Suppose t∗n < a. Consider the polynomial q(x), which is obtained by replacing t∗n by a
and keep all other nodes unchanged. We claim that q(−1) < p∗(−1). This can be seen from
(14), (15), and the facts that both 1

tn−tm and 1+tn
tn−ti = 1 + 1+ti

tn−ti decrease as tn increases. Hence
the contradiction.
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Lemma 5. If a1 > a2, then ma1 < ma2 .

Proof. By the definition of the problem, we have ma1 ≤ ma2 since the space is larger as a
increases. The strict inequality is achieved by Lemma 4.

Lemma 6. |p∗(x)| ≤ 1 for x ∈ (0, a).

Proof. Suppose first that p∗(t◦) > 1 at some point t◦ ∈ (0, a). Let t∗j be the closest node to t◦

such that p∗(t∗j ) = 1. It is clear that j has to be even and t◦ < t∗j+1 by the alternating property.
Consider the polynomial q(x) which is obtained by replacing t∗j with t◦. Then p∗(t∗i )− q(t∗i ) = 0
for i 6= j. That is,

p∗(x)− q(x) = c

j−1∏
i=0

(x− t∗i ) ·
n∏

i=j+1

(t∗i − x), (16)

Furthermore, since p∗(t◦)− q(t◦) = p∗(t◦)− 1 > 0, we must have c > 0. It then follows that

p∗(−1)− q(−1) = c

j−1∏
i=0

(−1− t∗i ) ·
n∏

i=j+1

(t∗i + 1)

= c

j−1∏
i=0

(1 + t∗i ) ·
n∏

i=j+1

(t∗i + 1) > 0

(17)

due to the facts that c > 0 and j is even. Hence the contradiction.
Suppose that p∗(t◦) < −1. Then a similar argument leads to (17) again by the facts that

c < 0 and j is odd.

Lemma 7. |p∗(x)| < 1 for x ∈ (0, a) and x 6= ti, i = 0, 1, . . . , n.

Proof. This follows from Lemma 6, since otherwise there must be a point at which |p∗| is greater
than 1.

Lemma 8. p∗′(t∗i ) = 0 for i = 1, . . . , n− 1.

Proof. By Lemmas 6 and 7, p∗(x) achieves its interior extreme values at t∗i . Hence, its first
derivative vanishes at those interior nodes.

The following lemma is key to the uniqueness.

Lemma 9. If p1(x) and p2(x) satisfy the equioscillation property of modulus 1 on [0, a] and
|p1(x)| ≤ 1, |p2(x)| ≤ 1, then p1(x) ≡ p2(x).

Proof. Suppose that p1 is not identically equal to p2. Then there exists a point ξ < 0 such that
p1(ξ) 6= p2(ξ) > 0. Without loss of generality, assume that 0 < p1(ξ) < p2(ξ). Consider the
polynomial

q(x) = p1(x)− p1(ξ)

p2(ξ)
p2(x). (18)

By construction, q(ξ) = 0. Furthermore,∣∣∣∣p2(x)
p1(ξ)

p2(ξ)

∣∣∣∣ < 1, x ∈ [0, a], (19)
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since p1(ξ) < p2(ξ) and |p2(x) ≤ 1 for x ∈ [0, a]. Thus, q has the same signs as p1 at its
equioscillation nodes. By the intermediate value theorem, q has n zeros on (0, a). Together
with the zero at ξ, q has n + 1 zeros. Since q is a polynomial of degree at most n, q has to be
identically equal to zero everywhere, which leads to a contradiction.

Using these results we can now give an explicit formula for p∗ and {t∗j} :

Theorem 1. p∗ is unique and p∗(x) = Tn(1− 2x/a), where Tn is the Chebysehv polynomial of
degree n.

Proof. The uniqueness follows from Lemma 9 and the existence follows from explicit construc-
tion. Namely, it is straightforward to check that Tn(1 − 2x/a) satisfies the equioscillation
property of modulus 1 and |Tn(1− 2x/a)| ≤ 1 on [0, a].

Since we only used the fact that −1 is outside the interval [0, a] in our proofs and [0, a] can
be translated to any interval [a, b], we actually showed the following statement is true.

Corollary 1. Suppose that p(x) is a polynomial of degree at most n satisfying the property
p(ti) = (−1)i or p(ti) = (−1)i+1 for a ≤ t0 < t1 < . . . < tn ≤ b. Then

|p(x)| ≥
∣∣∣∣Tn( 2

b− a

(
x− a+ b

2

))∣∣∣∣ , x /∈ [a, b]. (20)

In other words, the translated and rescaled Chebyshev polynomials have the least growth
outside [a, b] among all polynomials with the equioscillation property of modulus 1 on [a, b].
Using the explicit expressions of Tn

Tn(x) =

 cos(n arccos(x)), |x| ≤ 1

1

2

((
x−

√
x2 − 1

)n
+
(
x+

√
x2 − 1

)n)
, |x| ≥ 1,

(21)

We may calculate the optimal weights explicitly. Recall that Tn(cos iπn ) = (−1)i; consider the
function

φ(x) =

n∏
i=0

(x− ti). (22)

Then

li(x) =
φ(x)

(x− ti)φ′(ti)
, (23)

and

w∗i = l∗i (−1) = − φ∗(−1)

(1 + ti)φ∗′(ti)
. (24)

We first work on the standard interval [−1, 1]. By Lemma 8, the n− 1 interior nodes are the
zeros of T ′n(x). Thus, φ(x) = c(x2 − 1)T ′n(x) for the interval [−1, 1]. Back to [0, a], we have

φ∗(x) = x(x− a)T ′n(2x/a− 1), (25)

and

φ∗′(x) =
2

a
x(x− a)T ′′n (2x/a− 1) + (2x− a)T ′n(2x/a− 1), (26)

where the irrelevant constant c is dropped.
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Table 1: Condition number of function extension formula (6) in l1 norm. The first row lists the order of the function
extension. The first column lists the size of the interval.

a
n

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

2 7.0 26.0 97 362 1351 5042 18 817 70 226
4 3.5 9.0 24 62 161 422 1104 2889
6 2.6 5.5 12 27 59 131 290 642
8 2.1 4.1 8 16 32 64 128 256

10 1.9 3.3 6 11 21 39 73 135
12 1.7 2.9 5 9 15 27 48 84
14 1.6 2.5 4 7 12 20 34 58
16 1.5 2.3 4 6 10 16 26 43

Corollary 2. The optimal nodes on [0, a] for function extension formula (6) are Chebyshev
nodes of the second kind shifted and scaled to the interval [0, a]:

t∗i =
a

2

(
1− cos

(
iπ

n

))
, i = 0, . . . , n. (27)

And the associated optimal weights are

w∗i = (−1)i
Cn(a)

(1 + δi0 + δin)na(1 + t∗i )
, i = 0, . . . , n, (28)

where

Cn(a) =
1 + a√
x20 − 1

((
x0 +

√
x20 − 1

)n
−
(
x0 −

√
x20 − 1

)n)
, x0 = 1 +

2

a
. (29)

Finally, the l1 norm of the associate optimal weights is

‖w∗‖1 =

n∑
i=0

|w∗i | = Tn(1 + 2/a)

=
1

2

((
1 +

2

a
− 2

√
1

a
+

1

a2

)n
+

(
1 +

2

a
+ 2

√
1

a
+

1

a2

)n)
.

(30)

The function extension is, as expected, exponentially ill-conditioned. As a increases, the
condition number decreases, due to the fact that −1 is relatively closer to the origin with respect
to the interval [0, a]. Since the extension formula (6) only imposes the minimal conditions to
ensure Cn continuity across the boundary, (30) can be viewed as the intrinsic condition number
of any linear function extension scheme.

4. Stabilizing techniques

Table 1 lists condition numbers of the function extension formula (6), where the first row
lists the extension order n, and the first column lists the size of the interval, D, where f is
defined. While the condition numbers do increase exponentially fast as n increases, we observe
that their numerical values are not very large, especially when a is sufficiently large. For finite
difference/finite element methods, n is usually less than 5 and the condition number for a = 2
seems rather benign.
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4.1. Shrinking function

For many practical applications, function extensions are carried out in a small neighborhood
of D and the extended function is rolled off to zero via a window function. We first point out
that we could modify the extension formula so that it uses the function values on the interval,
say, [0, 1] instead of [0, a] with the weights and the extension order unchanged. To be more
precise, we modify the extension formula as follows:

En[f ](y + xn) =

n∑
j=0

wjf(y − tjψ(x)n), (31)

where ψ maps [0, 1] to [0, δ]. Furthermore, we require

ψ(0) = 0,

ψ′(0) = 1,

ψ(j)(0) = 0, j = 2, . . . , n.

(32)

With the property (32) and the chain rule, it is easy to see that the derivatives of En[f ] at x = 0
up to order n are unchanged, thus ensuring Cn smoothness of the extension. It is not hard to
construct such a function. For example, one may choose

ψ(x) = s−1(x), s(x) = x+ (x/δ)n+1(1− δ). (33)

It is easy to see that (31) requires function values on the interval [0, aδ]. Thus, if we set δ = 1
a ,

then it requires function values only on the interval [0, 1].

4.1.1. Evaluation of the shrinking function

The shrinking function ψ can be calculated by solving s(y) = x numerically via a root finding
scheme. In practice, we find the secant method with initial guesses y0 = 0, y1 = δ always
converges very rapidly. An alternative way is to build a piecewise polynomial approximation
for ψ to allow even faster evaluation. The second method requires a precomputation step. But
subsequently ψ(x) can be evaluated rapidly by evaluating a low-degree interpolating polynomial
on each subinterval. In Matlab, such piecewise polynomial approximation can be built using
Chebfun [2].

4.1.2. Effects of the shrinking function

When combined with large a, the shrinking function can lower the condition number of the
function extension and the maximum norm of the extended function very effectively, without
increasing the interpolation interval. On the other hand, the introduction of the shrinking
function introduces high-frequency components into the extended function. One therefore needs
to carefully balance these two effects in order to achieve better overall performance for the whole
numerical scheme. When the underlying scheme is FFT based, it seems that the introduction
of the shrinking function increases the number of equispaced grid points by a large factor.
Hence its usage is not recommended in this case. When the underlying scheme is based on
adaptive refinement, the introduction of the shrinking function increases the total number of
intervals/boxes only mildly. In this case, it might be advantageous to use the shrinking function
to lower the condition number and the magnitude of the extended part.
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4.2. Window function

We use a window function to roll the extension smoothly to zero. The choice of the window
function is critical to the quality of the function extension. In practice, we find it is better to
have two window functions in the extension formula. That is,

En[f ](x) =

(
n∑
i=0

wif(−tix)φl(−tix)

)
φg(−x), (34)

where φl is a local window function acting along f , and φg is a global window function acting
on the whole extended function. In order to keep the magnitude of the extended part under
control, φ should decay rapidly while avoiding introducing high frequency content. It is difficult
to determine the optimal window function. In practice, we have observed that the following
window function performs rather well.

φ(x, r0, r1) =


1, x ≤ r0
1

2
erfc

(
12

π
arcsin

(
x− (r0 + r1)/2

r1 − r0

))
, x ∈ (r0, r1)

0, x ≥ r1,

(35)

where erfc(x) = 1√
π

∫∞
x
e−t

2

dt is the complementary error function, and 0 < r0 < r1 are two

parameters to be specified.

5. Numerical experiments

We now demonstrate the quality of the function extension formula (34). We use D = [0, 0.5]
as the interval where the original function is defined, and [−0.25, 0] as the interval to which the
function is extended. We set φg(x) = φ(x, 10−6, 0.25) and φl(x) = φ(x, 0.2, 1). We measure the
quality of the function extension via the following quantities.

(a) κ = ‖En[f ]‖∞/‖f‖∞, i.e., κ is the ratio of the maximum norm of En[f ] to that of the
original function f . It is clear that the lower the value of κ, the better quality of En[f ].

(b) the power spectrum of the function

F (x) =

{
En[f ](x), x ∈ [−0.25, 0]

f(x)φg(x), x ∈ [0, 0.25],
(36)

We put a global window function on the original function as well so that the FFT can be
used to calculate the power spectrum directly and the irrelevant behavior of the original
function at x = 0.25 does not pollute the power spectrum. It is clear that the narrower
the power spectrum, the better quality of En[f ].

(c) the number of chunks of the function via adaptive refinement

G(x) =

{
En[f ](x), x ∈ [−0.25, 0]

f(x), x ∈ [0, 0.5].
(37)

It is clear that the fewer number of chunks, the better. Here we choose the asymmetrical
interval [−0.25, 0.5] so that the extension point, i.e., the origin, is not the middle point of
the interval and thus the smoothness across the origin can be captured by the adaptive
refinement.
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Figure 1: Numerical results for extending the function f1(x) = 0.04
0.04+x2 from [0, 0.5] to [−0.25, 0]. The extension

order is n = 9 and the extension parameter a is set to 2. Left: the original function (in blue) and the extended
function (in red), xticks show the endpoints of the chunks via adaptive refinement, i.e., three chunks are needed to
resolve the function on the whole interval. ‖En[f ]‖∞/‖f‖∞ = 1. Middle: the power spectrum of F (x) using 4000
points. Right: closeup of the power spectrum of F (x) using 200 points.

Similar to the widely used RBF-QR [3] and the PUX [4] schemes for function extensions, we
use the following functions of increasing complexity in our numerical experiments.

f1(x) =
0.04

0.04 + x2
,

f2(x) = sin
(
2π(x+ 1)2

)
,

f3(x) = (x2 − 1)e−20x
2

,

f4(x) = J0(25(x+ 0.4)),

f5(x) = cos(7 arccos(4x− 1)),

(38)

where J0 is the first kind Bessel function of order zero.
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Figure 2: Same as Figure 1, but for f2(x) = sin
(
2π(x+ 1)2

)
. ‖En[f ]‖∞/‖f‖∞ ≈ 0.83.
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Figure 3: Same as Figure 1, but for f3(x) = (x2 − 1)e−20x2
. ‖En[f ]‖∞/‖f‖∞ = 1.

Figures 1–4 present numerical results for the first four functions in (38). It turns out that the
last function, i.e., the Chebyshev polynomial of degree 7 is the most difficult one for function
extension. Figure 5 present numerical results for two experiments. The top row shows the
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Figure 4: Same as Figure 1, but for f4(x) = J0(25(x+ 0.4)). Here n = 11 and a = 2. ‖En[f ]‖∞/‖f‖∞ ≈ 1.78.

function extension with n = 9 and a = 2. Though the power spectrum remains as good as
the other four functions, the extended function has much larger magnitude. The bottom row
shows the function extension when a shrinking function is used to control the magnitude of
the extended function. Here n = 9, a = 20, and the parameter for the shrinking function is
δ = 1/(2a). As compared with the top row, the magnitude of the extended part is reduced by
a large amount. However, the power spectrum deteriorates significantly, rendering the scheme
much less efficient for the FFT-based schemes. However, the number of chunks is increased only
mildly from 3 to 6 when adaptive refinement is used, which indicates that the second strategy
might be useful for adaptive algorithms such as the volume fast multipole methods.
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Figure 5: Same as Figure 1, but for f5(x) = cos(7 arccos(4x−1)). Top: n = 9, a = 2, and ‖En[f ]‖∞/‖f‖∞ ≈ 218.
Bottom: n = 9, a = 20, and ‖En[f ]‖∞/‖f‖∞ ≈ 7.365. Here a shrinking function ψ(x) with the parameter
δ = 1/(2a) is applied so that only function values on [0, 1/8] are used for extension.
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