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Abstract

Many machine learning models perform well when making pre-
dictions within the training data range, but often struggle when
required to extrapolate beyond it. Symbolic regression (SR) using
genetic programming (GP) can generate flexible models but is prone
to unreliable behaviour in extrapolation. This paper investigates
whether adding synthetic data can help improve performance in
such cases. We apply Kernel Density Estimation (KDE) to identify
regions in the input space where the training data is sparse. Syn-
thetic data is then generated in those regions using a knowledge
distillation approach: a teacher model generates predictions on new
input points, which are then used to train a student model. We
evaluate this method across six benchmark datasets, using neural
networks (NN), random forests (RF), and GP both as teacher models
(to generate synthetic data) and as student models (trained on the
augmented data). Results show that GP models can often improve
when trained on synthetic data, especially in extrapolation areas.
However, the improvement depends on the dataset and teacher
model used. The most important improvements are observed when
synthetic data from GPe is used to train GPp in extrapolation re-
gions. Changes in interpolation areas show only slight changes.
We also observe heterogeneous errors, where model performance
varies across different regions of the input space. Overall, this ap-
proach offers a practical solution for better extrapolation. Note: An
earlier version of this work appeared in the GECCO 2025 Workshop
on Symbolic Regression. This arXiv version corrects several parts
of the original submission. In particular, we have revised the inter-
pretation of extrapolation results in Sections 4.2-4.4 and updated
the Conclusion to more accurately reflect the findings. Corrections
include an updated interpretation of the red-green heatmap results,
and a re-evaluation of the statistical significance analysis to ensure
consistency with the performance trends shown in the heatmaps.
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1 Introduction

Machine learning models are typically evaluated based on their
ability to interpolate, i.e., predict outcomes within the range of their
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training data. However, many practical applications require extrap-
olation, where models are expected to make predictions in regions
of the input space that are not covered during training [17]. In these
cases, performance often gets worse, especially when models do
not have access to domain-specific knowledge or constraints [3, 6].

A major challenge in extrapolation is managing prediction er-
ror. Models tend to produce larger and more unpredictable er-
rors in areas where they have not been trained [3, 29]. These un-
predictable behaviours are often linked to heterogeneous errors
(HE) [3, 16], or systematic variations in error magnitude across
the input space [9, 29]. This instability is similar to Runge’s phe-
nomenon [10], where high-degree polynomial fits tend to oscillate
or curve sharply near the edges of the data, leading to poor pre-
dictions in those regions. HE becomes more pronounced during
extrapolation, where the training data provides insufficient cov-
erage of the full problem domain. To address this, our study in-
vestigates whether synthetic data augmentation can help reduce
extrapolation error and HE. Rather than expanding the training
dataset directly, we aim to expand the model’s knowledge land-
scape. This is achieved by exposing the model to diverse inputs
via artificially generated samples in regions with sparse training
data. These extrapolation prone regions are identified using Kernel
Density Estimation (KDE), a density-based method that estimates
how training data is distributed in the input space. Areas with low
density are treated as extrapolation zones, where errors are more
likely to increase.

Another factor affecting extrapolation is model complexity. In
symbolic regression (SR), complexity refers to the structure and
mathematical form of the generated expressions, such as the num-
ber of mathematical operations, function types, and tree depth in a
symbolic expression [4, 20]. Simpler models are defined as those
with lower structural complexity, such as fewer mathematical op-
erations. While simpler models are generally easier to interpret,
they may struggle to capture complex patterns in the data. How-
ever, more complex models can fit well but are prone to overfitting,
especially in extrapolation scenarios [18].

Recent studies show that synthetic data can improve model
performance by increasing data diversity [7, 25, 27]. In particular,
earlier work by Schmidt and Lipson [27] generated synthetic data
by sampling from smoothed spline fits before applying symbolic
regression, which the conceptually similar strategy to ours. While
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Figure 1: Knowledge Distillation Framework for Synthetic Data Augmentation. First, a teacher model (M1) is trained on original
data and used to generate synthetic extrapolation data. This synthetic data is added to the original training set. Then, a student
model (M2) is trained twice: once on the original data, and once on the augmented dataset. The performance difference between
both M2 runs is measured to evaluate the benefit of synthetic extrapolation data.

earlier research has focused on the role of synthetic data in inter-
polation, its impact on extrapolation remains under-explored [6].
Specifically, there is limited understanding of how different models
behave when trained with synthetic data, and how their extrapola-
tion tendencies are affected by augmentation techniques. Moreover,
the role of HE in extrapolation performance has not been widely
investigated, despite its potential to affect model reliability in prac-
tical applications [6]. To support this investigation, we use KDE to
differentiate between interpolation and extrapolation areas. KDE
estimates how training data is distributed in the input space and
helps identify areas where data is sparse. We treat these low-density
areas as possible extrapolation regions. This allows us to observe
how models behave in sections of the input space where there is
limited exposure, and where they are more likely to make larger
€errors.

To address these gaps, we explore knowledge distillation (KD) [27],
where a pre-trained teacher model (M1) generates synthetic data to
improve a student model’s (M2) performance. Our primary hypoth-
esis is that teacher models with stable extrapolation characteristics
(i.e., NN, RF) can generate synthetic data that improve the extrapola-
tion behaviour of student models (e.g., GP). For the teacher models,
we apply Neural Networks (NN), Random Forests (RF), and GP. The
student models are created using only GP expressions.

(1) Teacher Models (M1): NN, RF, GPp, and GPe are pre-trained
on real data and then used to generate synthetic extrapola-
tion data. Here, GPp refers to SR using GP with a heuristic-
based model selection and GPe refers to selecting the model
with the lowest training error.

(2) Student Model (M2): GP learns from both real and synthetic
data to improve its extrapolation capability.

Models like neural networks (NN) and random forests (RF) can
be used as teacher models to generate synthetic data, though they
show different behaviours in extrapolation. RF models consist of
decision trees, which by design do not extrapolate and tend to pro-
duce constant predictions outside the range of the training data [11].
This behaviour can help limit extreme values in extrapolated areas.
In contrast, NN models typically overfit the training distribution
and are known to perform poorly in extrapolation for regression
tasks [12, 31]. Despite this, both RF and NN can still be valuable as
teacher models in a KD framework, as their predictions typically
smoother and more regular within or near the training domain.
The goal is not to rely on their extrapolation ability, but rather
to use them to generate informative and bounded synthetic tar-
gets in sparse regions of the input space. In contrast, GP models
often show highly unpredictable or unstable behaviour in extrap-
olation due to their unconstrained symbolic expressions, which
makes them suitable candidates for improvement via synthetic data
augmentation.

This study evaluates the effect of synthetic data on extrapolation
performance and provides the following contributions:

(1) A framework for generating synthetic data targeted at im-
proving extrapolation in machine learning models.

(2) An experimental analysis of different teacher-student model
configurations, evaluating the impact of synthetic data aug-
mentation across various benchmark datasets.
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(3) A study of heterogeneous errors (HE) in extrapolation re-
gions, exploring how model reliability varies when synthetic
data is introduced.

2 Literature Review

Symbolic regression (SR) via GP is highly flexible but prone to
overfitting [26], particularly with complex data. Unlike traditional
regression techniques, GP searches for symbolic expressions that
best fit the data, but its unconstrained nature often leads to extreme
extrapolation predictions. While constrained GP methods [18] im-
prove generalisation by enforcing shape constraints, they remain
limited in highly non-linear datasets.

One critical factor affecting extrapolation reliability is heteroge-
neous errors (HE) which refer to variability in model errors across
different input regions. Extrapolation errors are often larger and
more unpredictable than interpolation errors because the model
lacks sufficient training data in those regions [19]. GP models, in
particular, can generate extreme predictions outside the training
domain, leading to highly inconsistent error patterns in extrapola-
tion [18, 19].

SR and GP have become powerful tools for generating inter-
pretable models from data. However, they face unique challenges
in extrapolation due to overfitting and the unconstrained search
space in GP, which can lead to unstable predictions, especially with
sparse or noisy data. To address these issues, Kronberger et al. [18]
proposed shape-constrained SR by incorporating domain-specific
constraints such as monotonicity and convexity. These constraints
help models follow known patterns for improving accuracy in ex-
trapolation. Their study found that constraining the solution space
enabled better generalisation outside the training set, especially
with noise. Expanding this approach, Haider et al. [13] proposed a
multi-objective GP framework that optimises both accuracy and
shape constraints using interval arithmetic. This method improves
model handling of noisy data and improves extrapolation reliability
by controlling behaviour beyond the training region. Shape con-
straints help prevent overfitting and reduce unpredictable predic-
tions in unseen data. Another study [24] highlighted the challenges
standard GP models face during extrapolation and explored alterna-
tive strategies including transformed variables and synthetic data,
though these methods remain less effective in high-dimensional
problems.

While most methods for detecting extrapolation rely on dis-
tance measures or model uncertainty, density estimation offers
another useful approach. Kernel Density Estimation (KDE) is a
non-parametric method that estimates how the input data is dis-
tributed [23, 28]. In this study, we use KDE to find areas in the
input space where data is sparse, which we define as extrapolation
regions. Although KDE is a simple method, it has not been widely
used in symbolic regression to separate interpolation and extrapo-
lation. By applying KDE with different bandwidths, we can better
identify these regions and evaluate how synthetic data affects errors
and generalisation performance. Another related approach to syn-
thetic data generation comes from oversampling techniques such
as SMOTE (Synthetic Minority Over-sampling Technique) [1] and
ADASYN (Adaptive Synthetic Sampling) [15], which create artificial
samples by interpolating between existing data points [5]. While

these methods have been widely used in classification tasks, their
assumptions may not hold in regression settings. For example, they
may generate unrealistic samples in continuous spaces or fail to
represent true data variability. In addition, they can introduce noise,
distort the original data distribution, or lead to redundancy issues
that may negatively affect regression model performance [2, 14, 21].
Given these concerns, alternative approaches such as knowledge
distillation (KD) provide a more structured and reliable method for
generating synthetic data for regression and extrapolation tasks.

A key consideration in synthetic data generation is its potential
to reduce HE by providing more representative samples in extrap-
olation regions [30]. The controlled generation of synthetic data
allows models to encounter more balanced distribution of inputs,
potentially leading to more stable error patterns. By using KD, we
aim to explore how teacher models impact the degree to which HE
is reduced in extrapolation.

Algorithm 1 KDE-Based Synthetic Data Generation using Teacher
Model
Require: Training inputs Xirain, targets Yirain
Require: Teacher model M, noise level ¢, bandwidth h
Ensure: Synthetic dataset (X, §)
1: Standardise Xiain
2: Fit KDE with Gaussian kernel and bandwidth h on Xip,in
3: Compute log-density scores for all samples in Xirain
4: Identify extrapolation points: select samples below 10th per-
centile
. Initialise empty lists: X « [], 7 []
: for i = 1 to Ngynm do
Randomly select xp,5e from low-density samples
Sample noise vector § ~ N (0, £2I)
Compute synthetic input: X = Xpase + 8
10: Predict target: §; = M(x)
1 Append % to X, and §; to §
12: end for
13: return Synthetic dataset (X, 7))

W ® 3w

3 Methodology and Experiments

3.1 Overview of Teacher-Student Model
Distillation

KD in this study is a modelling technique where a teacher model
transfers knowledge to a student model by generating synthetic
training data. We used KD to improve extrapolation in SR. A pre-
trained teacher model (e.g., NN, RF, GP) generates synthetic data,
which is then used to train a student model (e.g., GP).

The primary goal is to transfer extrapolation knowledge from
stable teacher models (e.g., NN, RF) to improve the generalisa-
tion ability of GP in extrapolated regions. GP tends to produce
extreme predictions outside the training domain, meaning outputs
that deviate from the expected range due to uncontrolled symbolic
expressions or overfitting to noise. We hypothesise that knowl-
edge transfer through synthetic data can reduce HE and stabilise
extrapolation behaviour.



Table 1: Number of inside (interpolation) samples and syn-
thetic samples per dataset. Synthetic samples are set as ap-
prox. one-ninth of the inside samples. KDE parameters are
fixed across all datasets (threshold: 10%, bandwidth: 0.3, noise:
0.3).

Dataset Inside Samples | Synthetic Samples
Gurson 1671 200
Pollen 2700 300
AF1 2700 300
AF2 2700 300
Red Wine 1439 200
White Wine 2700 300

3.2 Synthetic Data Generation and
Preprocessing

To differentiate between interpolation and extrapolation regions
in the input space, we apply KDE, a non-parametric method that
estimates the probability density function (PDF) of the training
data. KDE enables model-independent identification of low-density
regions, which are treated as extrapolation zones where models
may behave unpredictably due to sparse training coverage.

We fit KDE using a Gaussian kernel on the standardised training
features. Samples in the bottom 10% of the log-density scores are
flagged as extrapolation points. Synthetic data is then generated in
these regions using a two-step process:

(1) Feature Noise Addition: Gaussian noise with standard
deviation ¢ = 0.3 is added to the selected extrapolation inputs
to generate synthetic inputs X. This ensure the augmented
data remains local while introducing diversity.

(2) Prediction via Teacher Model: A pre-trained teacher model
(e.g., NN, RF, or GP) is used to predict synthetic targets
for each synthetic input X. This model-guided approach
aligns with previous strategies that sample from smoother
approximations to augment training data.

This KDE-based augmentation strategy allows synthetic data to
be injected into the sparsest parts of the input space, supporting
extrapolation analysis and heterogeneous error (HE) reduction. Un-
like distance-based heuristics, KDE provides a principled way to
locate under-sampled regions across arbitrary data distributions.
The KDE threshold (10%), bandwidth (0.3), and noise level (¢ = 0.3)
are fixed across all datasets to ensure consistency. The number of
synthetic points is approximately one-ninth the number of interpo-
lation samples.

Table 1 summarises the number of interpolation (inside) sam-
ples and synthetic samples per dataset. The complete procedure is
described in Algorithm 1.

3.3 Models and Hyperparameters

To perform the regression tasks, we use three types of models: neu-
ral networks (NN), random forest (RF), and genetic programming
(GP), each chosen for their ability to capture nonlinear patterns
while supporting model diversity for teacher-student distillation.
The NN and RF models were implemented using the scikit-learn
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library [22]. The GP model was implemented using the PySR sym-
bolic regression framework [8] with a multi-objective approach.

The NN models were structured as a two-layer feed-forward
network. The first hidden layer had 150 neurons, while the second
layer had 75 neurons, both using the tanh activation function. The
model was trained using the Adam optimiser with a regularisation
parameter (alpha) of 0.0002 and a learning rate of 0.01 for up to
180 iterations. The RF model consisted of 1000 decision trees, each
with a maximum depth of 25. The max_features parameter was set
to “auto”, allowing the algorithm to determine the optimal number
of features at each split. GP was implemented using the PySR library.
PySR was run with a multi-objective optimisation setup, using four
island populations, each containing 200 individuals, evolved
over 100 generations. The function set included binary operators
[+, -, *, /] and unary operators (log, sin). To avoid errors
from divide by zero or invalid expressions, PySR uses protected
operations that return safe values instead of crashing.

3.4 Multi-objective GP

SR models often face a trade-off between accuracy and complexity.
In this study, we use a multi-objective GP to ensure that the gen-
erated expressions that are both accurate and interpretable. PySR
uses a Pareto front-based selection to maintain a set of solutions
that balance two competing objectives: minimising prediction error
(e.g., MSE) and reducing expression complexity (e.g., the number
of mathematical operations). To further support interpretability,
we also set a maximum complexity limit, which ensures the final
expressions to not grow too large or unwieldy. This combination
helps prevent overfitting while keeping the symbolic models easy
to understand.

(1) GP with Heuristic Selection (GPp): This selection eval-
uates Pareto-optimal solutions where neither accuracy nor
complexity can be improved without worsening the other.
Among the Pareto-optimal candidates, the GPp model was
selected using the scoring function implemented in [8], de-
fined as:

(loss;/loss;—1)

(1)

Score = ~log (complexity; — complexity;_1)
This scoring method helps identify the point where further
gains in accuracy require a large increase in complexity, en-
suring a good trade-off between simplicity and performance.

(2) GP with Lowest Error (GPe): GPe is coming from the multi-
objective GP. This approach focuses only on selecting the
model with the lowest error on the training data, prioritising
accuracy over complexity. It is useful in cases where high
predictive performance is the main goal, even if the resulting
models are more complex.

4 Results and Discussion

4.1 Performance Difference Analysis

Our main hypothesis is that synthetic data generated by teacher
models such as NN and RF can improve the extrapolation perfor-
mance of GP. To evaluate this hypothesis, as shown in Figure 1, we
follow a two-step process: (1) The student model (M2) is first trained
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using only the original training dataset. (2) The same model is re-
trained on an augmented dataset that includes both the original data
and synthetic extrapolation points generated by the teacher model
(M1). Both versions of the M2 model, before and after augmenta-
tion, are evaluated on the same test set. To evaluate whether the
knowledge distillation process improves extrapolation, we compare
the performance of the two M2 models using a percentage-based
difference formula:

Mzoriginal - Mzafter M1

Performance Difference (%) = X100 (2)

M2 original

Tables 2 presents the percentage change in RMSE when M2 is
trained on synthetic data generated by M1. The rows represent
the teacher model (M1), while the columns represent the student
model (M2). Two matrices are shown for each dataset, one for
interpolation and one for extrapolation. The values in the cells
show the relative change in test RMSE compared to training the
student model on original data alone. A positive percentage (green)
means the RMSE disimproved, i.e. the model became more accurate.
A negative percentage (red) means the RMSE improved, i.e. the
model got worse.

4.2 GP as Teacher (M1)

When GP is used as teacher model (M1), that is when synthetic
data is generated using a GP models and then used to train another
model (whether a NN, RF, or another GP), the extrapolation results
are mixed. See the rows labelled GPp and GPe. In some cases, such
as in the Gurson dataset, we see some performance improvements,
especially when GP as teacher model is used to train GP or NN
models. However, in other datasets like AF1 and AF2, GP as teacher
model shows consistent disimprovements across nearly all student
models. For example, in AF2, using GPp or GPe as teacher model
results in a disimprovement for RF or NN.

Similarly in AF1, GPp as teacher model reduces performance
of NN by —73.44%, but shows improvement of RF by +12.83%. The
Pollen dataset shows a mixed pattern. GPp as teacher model shows
large disimprovement for NN (-114.26%) and RF (—55.25%), even
GPe (—-105.50%). However, GPe as teacher model leads to improve-
ments for all student models. This is the only dataset where GP as
teacher leads to consistent improvements across the board. In the
White Wine dataset, GPp and GPe as teacher show improvements
in NN, but disimprovements in RF. In Red Wine, GPp as teacher
improves NN, but disimproves RF and GP.

Overall, these results show that using GP to generate synthetic
data does not work well for helping other models improve their
extrapolation.

4.3 GP as Student (M2)

On the other hand, when GP is used as student model (M2) in
extrapolation, training it on synthetic data from other models (NN,
RF, GPp or GPe) often shows some improvements performance.
See the columns labelled GPp and GPe. Across all six datasets,
we observe more improvements than disimprovements in most
cases. For example, in the Gurson dataset, all eight combinations
where GP is M2 (trained on data from NN, RF, GPp, and GPe) lead
to improvements in extrapolation. In Pollen, 6 out of 8 pairings
show improved performance, 5 out of 8 in AF2, and 5 out of 8

in White Wine. In Red Wine, the result is balanced (4 out of
8 improvements), and in AF1 has 3 out of 8 improvements. This
suggests that GP models generally benefit more often than not from
synthetic data. Compared to other models, GP shows more capable
of using synthetic training samples to improve its extrapolation
ability, even if the improvements are sometimes small.

There is also a particularly interesting pattern in every single
dataset, when GPe is used as teacher model (M1) and GPp is
the student model (M2), the extrapolation performance always
improves. This trend suggests that GPe generates synthetic data
that is helpful for training GPp. A possible explanation is that
GPe (the lowest error of GP) and GPp (the heuristic defined in
PySR) represent the problem in different ways. GPe may uncover
predictive patterns that GPp cannot find on its own, helping GPp
learn more effectively when trained on that synthetic data.

In practice, since synthetic data augmentation is not guaranteed
to be helpful and can sometimes disimprove performance, we need
a strategy to take advantage of improvements while avoiding disim-
provements. We notice that good performance on test interpolation
almost always predicts good performance on test extrapolation.
Therefore, a good strategy would be to train multiple GP models,
one using the original data, and others using synthetic data from
any models (e.g., NN, RF, GPp, or GPe). Then, use a validation set
in the interpolation region (available by splitting the training data)
to select either the original M2 or the one trained using augmented
data. This strategy can help us avoid disimprovements while still
offering a real chance to improve GP performance in extrapolation.

4.4 Statistical Comparison of Model
Performance

To see whether the performance improvements observed from
synthetic data are statistically meaningful, we performed one-sided
t-tests on all datasets. The null hypothesis is that the synthetic data
trained model does not perform better. A low p-value (here we use
p < 0.05) shows that the improvement is statistically significant
and unlikely due to chance.

Overall, across the datasets, synthetic data led to performance
improvements in many pairings, but not all of these were statis-
tically significant. For example, in the Gurson dataset, out of 16
possible teacher-student combinations (4 X 4), only 6 showed sta-
tistically significant improvements in extrapolation. The colour
matrix shows many positive extrapolation results when synthetic
data is used, especially when GP is the student model. There were
48/96 interpolation cases where the performance difference was
positive, and 46 of these were statistically significant. For extrapola-
tion, 52/96 cases had positive differences, with 43 being statistically
significant.

4.5 Data Distribution Analysis

Figure 3 shows how KDE separates data into interpolation and ex-
trapolation regions, using a sample from the Gurson dataset (Run 1).
The training data is clustered in the centre area of the plot. The test
interpolation data stays mostly within the same area as the train-
ing data, meaning it is similar and easier for the model to predict.
However, the test extrapolation data lies farther away, in places
that the model did not see during training, which makes prediction
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Figure 2: Significance heatmaps (1 = p < 0.05) for interpola-
tion (left) and extrapolation (right) across all datasets. Each
cell indicates whether the performance difference between
the baseline model (M2 Alone) and the augmented model (M2
after M1) is statistically significant. A value of 1 (dark colour)
means the performance difference is statistically significant
at p < 0.05, and 0 (light colour) means the difference is not
statistically significant.
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Table 2: Test interpolation and extrapolation results for all
datasets (AF1, AF2, Red Wine, White Wine, Pollen, and Gur-
son), showing the relative percentage change in RMSE af-
ter training M2 (rows) on synthetic data generated by M1
(columns), as defined in Eqn 2. Negative values (in red)
show performance disimprovement, while positive values (in
green) show improvement. The values are calculated using
the formula Eq. 2. The right-side panels focus on extrapola-
tion results which are our main focus on this study.

Test Interpolation Test Extrapolation

AF1
GPe GPe
39.30% | 37.73% 33.90%
-0.81% | -12.52% | -19.93% -0.97% | -18.97% | -35.32%

12.83% | 0.35% | -4.10%
21.17% | 11.63% | -4.39%

6.36% | 1.09% | -2.58%

20.99% | 15.40%

Test Interpolation Test Extrapolation

AF2 M2 M2 |
GP|
M1 -4.36% | 27.82% | 7.33% -2.56% | 23.05%
-49.51% | -7.05% | -27.88% -39.63% | -5.17% | -21.26%
|GPe 2.10% | 27.52% | 9.55% 9.57% | 15.22% | 0.09%
Test Interpolation Test Extrapolation
Red Wine M2 M2
NN RF GPp GPe NN
NN 1% 6.96% | -4.80% 1%

i RE 19.26% -1.19% | 16.95% | 15.87%
GPp -8.73% 0.07% | -10.50% | | 21.89% | 20.80% | -0.98% | 1.17%
|GPe 0% | -19.45% | 12.67% | 5.15% | [25% | -14.43% | 0.72% | -5.02% |

Test Interpolation Test Extrapolation
White Wine M2
NN RF
NN 1%
M1 -1.87% | 1632% | 16.10%
.03% 17.91% | -1.41% | 3.36%
3.26% -14.26% | 1.60% | 3.84%
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Figure 3: Data distribution in the Gurson dataset (Run 1),
plotted for X; and X; axes. The plot shows the locations of
the training data, test interpolation points, test extrapola-
tion points, and synthetic data. Extrapolation points lie far
outside the training area, while synthetic data aims to help
models generalise better in these outers areas.
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Figure 4: Absolute residuals of a GP model (Run 1) on the
Gurson dataset, plotted against KDE density values. This
plot shows how prediction error changes depending on how
dense the data is. A slight upward trend in test extrapolation
points (green) shows that error increases as data becomes
more sparse.

Residuals vs. Distance from Centroid
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Figure 5: Absolute residuals of a GP model (Run 1) on the
Gurson dataset, plotted against distance from centroid of the
training data. This shows that prediction errors tend to grow
the further the input is from the training data, especially in
extrapolation areas.

more difficult. The extrapolation points are found in sparse parts
of the feature space. This supports the idea that the KDE-based
thresholding works well to separate extrapolation points from in-
terpolation. The synthetic data, which was created by a teacher
model, is nicely spread across interpolation and extrapolation areas.
Some of it reaches into areas where the test extrapolation data
exists, which is important. This shows that the added Gaussian
noise (¢ = 0.3) created new data points that are varied, but realistic,
not too far from the original training data. This coverage helps to

explain why the model performed better on extrapolation in some
cases, especially for GP as the student model.

4.6 Extrapolation Behaviour and
Heterogeneous Errors

To better understand why extrapolation is more difficult, we look
at how prediction errors change depending on the location of the
test data using a sample from the Gurson dataset. Figure 4 shows
the absolute residuals of the GP model plotted against KDE density.
A residual is the difference between the true value and the model’s
prediction. Lower KDE density means the data point is in a sparse
area. We can see that as the KDE density decreases, the residuals
(errors) increase, especially for the extrapolation data. This shows
that the model struggles more when predicting in areas with little
training data.

Figure 5 shows the same residuals plotted against the distance
from the centroid of the training data. Again, the error increases
as the data points gets farther away from the training area. This
pattern also affects extrapolation points the most. These two plots
confirm that extrapolation is harder because of data sparsity and
distance from known regions. The model’s error is not the same
everywhere, it changes depending on how “familiar” the input is.

5 Conclusion

This study explored how synthetic data generated by teacher models
(NN, RF, GP) can be used to improve the extrapolation performance
of SR models, with a particular focus on GP. We used knowledge
distillation (teacher-student) framework, where the teacher model
generates synthetic data in sparse (extrapolation) areas identified
by kernel density estimation (KDE), then we train the same models
on augmented data. KDE helps us detect under-represented or very
sparse input space, allowing us to focus the synthetic data where
it is most needed. Our method specifically uses synthetic data in
these sparse areas, generated by teacher models (M1), to guide the
training of student models. The goal is to improve the generalisation
ability of the student, especially GP, in extrapolation areas where it
usually struggles. The results show that this strategy often improves
the extrapolation ability of GP models, especially when GP is used
as the student model (M2). However, it depends on the dataset and
the combination of teacher and student models. We also found
that using GP as the teacher (M1) often causes disimprovements
performance in extrapolation. However, one consistent exception
is when GPe is used to train GPp, this pairing always improved
performance across all datasets, possibly because GPe and GPp
learn in different ways that work well together.

In real world application, our method can be applied by generat-
ing synthetic data using a teacher model and training the student
model on it. We can then run the trained model on a validation set
to see whether it improves or worsens performance. If we observe
improvement, we can expect that improvement to carry over to both
the test interpolation and test extrapolation results. This makes the
method more practical, flexible, and adaptable to different datasets.
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