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SOLVING FUNCTIONAL PDES WITH GAUSSIAN PROCESSES AND
APPLICATIONS TO FUNCTIONAL RENORMALIZATION GROUP EQUATIONS
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ABSTRACT. We present an operator learning framework for solving non-perturbative functional
renormalization group equations, which are integro-differential equations defined on functionals.
Our proposed approach uses Gaussian process operator learning to construct a flexible functional
representation formulated directly on function space, making it independent of a particular equation
or discretization. Our method is flexible, and can apply to a broad range of functional differential
equations while still allowing for the incorporation of physical priors in either the prior mean or
the kernel design. We demonstrate the performance of our method on several relevant equations,
such as the Wetterich and Wilson—Polchinski equations, showing that it achieves equal or better
performance than existing approximations such as the local-potential approximation, while being
significantly more flexible. In particular, our method can handle non-constant fields, making it
promising for the study of more complex field configurations, such as instantons.

1. Introduction

Functional renormalization group (FRG) equations provide a powerful non-perturbative frame-
work for studying quantum and statistical field theories, enabling interpolation between micro-
scopic and macroscopic descriptions of physical systems [15, 17]. Mathematically, they take the
form of exact functional integro-differential equations for field-theoretic generating functionals,
but solving these analytically is generally intractable, requiring numerical approximations. Tradi-
tional approaches rely on the truncation of expansions, such as the derivative expansion or loop
expansion, restricting their validity to specific applications where those approximations are ac-
curate. Moreover, numerical schemes are often tailored to particular models, requiring detailed
knowledge of the underlying physics. While there have been efforts to propose general and flexi-
ble approaches to solving FRG equations [18], including machine learning methods [43], existing
frameworks are either tied to a specific discretization of the underlying continuous functional PDE,
restricted to specific fields, or rely upon a prescribed ansatz.

In this work, we introduce an operator learning perspective for solving FRG equations. Our
framework, based on Gaussian processes (GPs), directly treats FRG flows in function space,
sidestepping discretization dependence and enabling application across a wide range of FRG equa-
tions. This represents a step toward a general and flexible methodology for functional differential
equations in theoretical physics. The remainder of this introduction reviews operator learning, pro-
vides an overview of FRG equations, surveys existing numerical methods, and outlines how our
approach links the two.

1.1. Functional data and operator learning. The functional regression problem, where we aim
to learn a mapping with functional inputs and outputs, has emerged as an important problem within
the scientific machine learning literature where many applications naturally have functions as data
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points. A major challenge in this context is how to effectively adapt existing learning methods
to this setting. The earliest kernel-based approach to functional regression appears in [22], which
generalizes vector-valued function learning to the setting of operator-valued kernels (see also [33],
which extends these concepts to compositions of operator-valued Gaussian processes). More re-
cently, there has also been renewed interest in the field of operator learning, especially in the
context of accelerating the numerical computation of partial differential equations (PDEs). This
problem can be traced back to the use of reduced basis methods [1, 27, 32], and in more recent
years, the development of neural network methods such as DeepONet [26], the Fourier neural
operator [23], the convolutional neural operators [39], or PCA-Net [7], have extended neural net-
works to functional inputs and outputs. However, the theoretical analysis of these methods is
often limited to proving an existence theorem without guarantees about whether these networks
are computable in practice. To address this, a general kernel-based operator-learning framework
is introduced in [4], together with theoretical guarantees and convergence rates. A notable feature
of such frameworks is their discretization-agnostic character [23]: they are formulated indepen-
dently of any specific discretization and can therefore be applied to data given on different grids at
prediction time.

Although the functional data in these problems often arise from PDE models, most operator-
learning approaches treat the task purely as a regression problem and do not exploit the PDE struc-
ture that generates the data. In parallel, there has been extensive development of machine learn-
ing methods for approximating solutions of PDEs without relying on paired input-output data:
the governing equations are enforced directly through a physics-informed loss function. Rep-
resentative examples include physics-informed neural networks (PINNs) [37, 42] and kernel- or
GP-based schemes [12, 30, 28]. Kernel methods in this setting also enjoy stronger theoretical
guarantees [2, 3].

While there has been a growing interest in combining elements of both approaches, for example
by combining operator learning with a physics-informed loss [24], there has been little research
into the applications of machine learning methods to partial differential equations defined over
functionals, 1.e., mappings from functions to a real number. Solving such equations requires ele-
ments from both of the outlined problems above: the ability to effectively deal with functions as
inputs to the algorithm and the ability to impose the PDE constraints. Such a problem naturally
arises in the context of FRG equations which define integro-differential equations over function-
als. We briefly describe these equations in the next section. Recently, deep learning methods have
been applied to problems related to the FRG flow. For example, [14, 16] learn the flow directly
from data, and [38] uses a simple one layer convolutional neural network to learn the inverse of
flow, from coarse scale to fine scale. A physics-informed neural network (PINN) [37] has recently
been proposed to solve FRG equations on a lattice [43], thereby reducing the problem to solving a
PDE in a high-dimensional lattice space. The approach presented in the latter paper is analogous
to the discretize then optimize paradigm where the infinite-dimensional problem is first discretized
into a finite dimensional problem and solved through existing methods. In this paper, we take
an optimize-then-discretize perspective: we formulate a solution of the flow using the governing
equations directly in function space before discretizing. To the best of our knowledge, there is no
pre-existing FRG solution framework formulated directly on function space. This formulation has
the potential to enable rigorous a priori error analysis taking into account the various sources of
error, similar to the one presented in [4].

1.2. Functional renormalization group equations. The nonperturbative FRG provides a frame-
work for interpolating between microscopic and macroscopic descriptions of many systems, from
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condensed matter to statistical field theory. A central object in this framework is a family of
scale-dependent functionals, such as the effective average action. These functionals evolve with
the renormalization scale x and encode how fluctuations at momenta above x are progressively
integrated out. Two widely used FRG flow equations are the Wetterich—-Morris equation
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which describes the corresponding flow of the cumulant-generating functional W, related to the
effective-average action by a generalized Legendre transform duality relation

Fn[¢] + WK[J] = J J:Jc¢x - %f Rn<x>y)¢m¢y (3)

Here, ¢ and J are fields (functions), R, is a scale-dependent regulator kernel that suppresses long-

wavelength modes below the running scale ~, and r? [¢] denotes the operator defined by the
second functional derivative of I',, with respect to ¢. For clarity of exposition, in what follows we
primarily formulate the discussion in terms of the Wetterich equation and its solution, the effective
average action [',,. The corresponding formulations for the Wilson—Polchinski flow W, are entirely
analogous, and in Section 3 we include experiments for both formulations.

In typical applications one prescribes an initial condition for (1) at a large ultraviolet (UV) scale
rkyy. For such large values of x, the regulator strongly suppresses fluctuations at all resolved scales,
so that the description remains close to the underlying microscopic model. At this scale one sets
I'vov = Sbares Where Spare, called the bare action, is a prescribed action functional specifying
the microscopic model (for example, the local interactions and parameters before fluctuations are
integrated out). The flow equation is then integrated in s towards smaller infrared (IR) scales
kg > 0, corresponding to lower momenta and larger distances. Along this flow, I',; evolves
from a microscopic description to an effective macroscopic one. Analytic solutions are available
only in very simple models, so practical computations typically rely on truncations or modeling
assumptions tailored to the problem at hand.

From a mathematical perspective, equations such as (1) and (2) are examples of functional PDEs.
Abstractly, one may view [',; as a functional that assigns a real number to each field configuration
¢, and Kk — ', as an evolution in the scale variable on some interval / < R. We write this in the
generic form
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with an initial condition prescribed at some reference scale kg € I,
Lrol9] = T 9], (5)

Here F}fgt is a prescribed functional that encodes the initial data of the problem (for instance,
the bare action in an FRG flow, or a given energy functional in other applications). The map F
is a (typically nonlocal) functional that may involve spatial integrals and depends on I, and its
functional derivatives. The Wetterich—-Morris equation arises from a particular choice of F, in
which the right-hand side is written as an integral involving the inverse operator of re [6] + R.,
and Fi;)it is given by the bare action Sy, at the ultraviolet scale ko = xyy. In FRG applications
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one usually takes I = [kigr, kyv] and integrates the flow from kyy down to kg, but the abstract
formulation (4)—(5) equally covers forward evolutions in x.

In this work we develop a GP method for solving such functional PDEs. The basic idea is to
approximate, at each scale x, the unknown functional T',[-] by a GP surrogate I'T[-]. We first fix a
finite set of collocation fields ® = {¢(V}Y . For a given , the values {I'.[¢V]}}¥, are regarded
as observations of a GP prior on I'.. Concretely, we place a GP prior on the map ¢ — I';[¢] with
a covariance kernel between fields, and define the surrogate I'l. as the corresponding GP posterior
mean. In other words, for any input field ¢,

TLe] == E[Tu[o] | Tu[o®], ..., T[¢™M]], (6)

so I'l is uniquely determined by the chosen kernel and by the functional values on the collocation
set. The functional PDE is then enforced only on the collocation set. At a fixed scale x and for
each ¢V € ®, we insert I'[ into the right-hand side of the evolution equation, and compute the
required functional derivatives (for example, functional gradients and Hessians) at ¢(*) through
I'f. Matching this right-hand side with the x-derivative of I'[[¢()] yields, fori = 1,...,N, a
closed system of ordinary differential equations (ODEs) in « for the unknown values I'.[¢(] on
the collocation set. Solving this finite-dimensional ODE system over the x-interval of interest
determines I',.[¢("] for all x and all collocation fields ¢*). At any given scale, the GP surrogate
I'T[-] given by (6) can then be evaluated on arbitrary input fields, providing a global approximation
to the solution of the functional PDE.

For clarity of exposition, in Section 2 we first develop the methodology in detail for a gen-
eral class of functional PDEs of the form (4). We then illustrate the framework, and provide the
corresponding implementation details, for the Wetterich—-Morris equation (1).

1.3. Numerical methods for FRG and functional PDEs. The FRG leads to exact flow equations
for scale-dependent functionals such as the effective average action I',; or the cumulant-generating
functional . Prototypical examples are the Wetterich—-Morris equation (1) and the Wilson—
Polchinski equation (2). Except in special Gaussian or mean-field limits, these functional PDEs are
not analytically solvable, and practical FRG computations rely on truncations in functional space
followed by numerical solution of the resulting PDEs or ODE systems; see, e.g., the reviews [6,
15, 36, 29, 17].

A large class of methods begins by projecting the flow onto a finite number of field-dependent
functions or couplings. The simplest and most widely used example is the local potential ap-
proximation (LPA), where the flow is restricted to a scale-dependent local potential evaluated on
homogeneous backgrounds. Derivative expansions and vertex expansions extend this ansatz by
including higher-derivative operators or n-point vertex functions, but they still reduce the func-
tional PDE to a coupled system of equations in a few field or momentum variables. Once such a
truncation is fixed, standard grid-based methods (finite differences or finite volumes) are applied
to the remaining variables. In particular, finite-volume and discontinuous Galerkin schemes have
been designed to handle non-analytic features in the flow without spurious oscillations and with
good stability properties [19].

Higher-order Galerkin and finite-element methods have recently been developed to improve ac-
curacy and adaptivity. In these approaches, the scale-dependent quantities (e.g., effective potentials
or vertices) are expanded in local basis functions, and the FRG flow is enforced in a weak sense.
This allows for mesh refinement near sharp transitions or non-analytic regions while keeping a
coarser resolution elsewhere. The DIFfRG framework is a representative example, providing a
finite-element toolbox for a broad class of bosonic and fermionic FRG flows, with parallel and
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GPU implementations for demanding applications [41]. Discontinuous Galerkin variants combine
the flexibility of finite elements with robust shock-capturing and have been used, for instance, to
resolve first and second order phase transitions in scalar models with high accuracy [19].

Spectral and pseudo-spectral methods take a complementary, global viewpoint. In these ap-
proaches the scale-dependent functions (for instance effective potentials or fixed-point solutions)
are expanded in global bases such as Chebyshev polynomials, and the FRG flow equations are en-
forced at appropriate collocation points. The articles [8, 9] demonstrate that such pseudo-spectral
schemes can produce exponentially convergent, high-precision solutions for global fixed points
and critical exponents in scalar and Yukawa models, capturing the behavior at both small and large
fields. Spectral methods are particularly effective when the flow remains sufficiently smooth, while
non-analyticities typically require domain decompositions or hybrid strategies.

A common feature of these FRG approaches is that they start from a model-specific trunca-
tion (such as the local potential approximation, derivative expansions, or vertex expansions) and
then approximate the resulting flow equations in terms of a small number of field or momentum
variables; see, for example, the reviews [6, 15]. While the functional dependence ¢ — I';[¢] is
approximated, one works ultimately with a finite family of scalar or tensor functions defined on
physical or momentum space.

More recently, machine-learning-based FRG solvers have been proposed. In particular, physics-
informed neural networks (PINNs) have been used to encode FRG flow equations in the loss func-
tional and to approximate solutions without an explicit spatial grid, for both scalar and fermionic
models [43]. Such approaches can in principle handle higher-dimensional truncations, although
issues of training cost, robustness, and a posteriori error control remain active topics of research.

By contrast, we represent the functional with a GP and impose the FRG flow equation as a
structural constraint, yielding a GP-based numerical scheme for functional PDEs.

1.4. Summary of contributions. The main contributions of this work can be summarized as fol-
lows.

(1) GP framework for functional PDEs. We develop a GP method for solving functional evo-
lution equations of the form (4). The method represents the unknown functional directly in
function space, so it is independent of any particular spatial or temporal discretization. Dif-
ferent physical representations (real or complex Fourier modes, pointwise samples, lattice
fields) enter only through the choice of feature map and kernel, while the core algorithm
remains unchanged.

(2) Application to functional renormalization group flows. We specialize this framework to
the FRG, with a detailed formulation for the Wetterich—Morris equation (1), and numerical
experiments for both the Wetterich—Morris and the Wilson—Polchinski equations (2).

(3) Treatment of non-homogeneous fields. In contrast to standard truncation schemes such
as the local potential approximation, which are formulated on constant or homogeneous
backgrounds, our GP method can be trained on nonconstant collocation fields when feasi-
ble, and it can then evaluate the functional on arbitrary inputs.

(4) Physics-informed GP priors. We show how known structure from standard FRG approxi-
mations can be encoded in the GP prior, for example through local-potential-type ansatzes.
This allows the surrogate to incorporate key physical insights while remaining fully non-
parametric in function space.

(5) Numerical validation on FRG benchmarks. We test the method on several FRG flows,
including Gaussian models with closed-form solutions and interacting ¢* field-theory mod-
els where no explicit solution is available. All applications here consider fields defined on
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a one-dimensional input domain. In the Gaussian cases, the GP surrogate reproduces the
exact flow to high accuracy both on and off the collocation set. For the interacting mod-
els, we consider a lattice formulation. In fact, among the spatial dimensions considered in
[44], the approximation error of the LPA is largest in the one-dimensional case. Building
on the benchmarks of [44], we find that our method yields solutions with smaller pointwise
errors than a standard LPA flow, over most of the parameter range, for standard physical
observables.

1.5. Notation. We write R = (—o0, o0) for the real numbers. We are interested in approximating
functionals (i.e., functions of functions) that arise as solutions of integro-differential equations.
Throughout we use the following conventions:

o Capital letters W and I' are reserved for functionals, i.e. maps from the function space U
to the real line R.

e For a functional T', we write 6" /d¢ for its first functional derivative and 6T /d¢ d¢ for its
second functional derivative. The latter may be taken as formal kernel defining an integral
operator, which, following standard practice, we denote as r® [4].

e The evolution parameter is the RG scale and is denoted by « € kIR, kKuv]-

e Lower-case Greek letters such as ¢, ¢, and v are used for real-valued functions (fields) in
the context of the Wetterich equation and, more generally, functional PDEs. Following the
conventional notation of the Wilson—Polchinski equation in the field theory literature, we
keep J as the field variable for the Wilson—Polchinski equation.

e Elements of the function space, ¢ € U, are referred to as function-space collocation func-
tions or fields.

We use the following vector broadcasting convention: given a function f: R — R and a vector
& = (¢;)1,, the notation f(¢) denotes elementwise application, f(¢) := (f(¢1), ..., [(¢n)).

1.6. Outline of the rest of the paper. The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section 2,
we present our methodology for solving general functional PDEs with GPs and its application to
the illustrative example of the Wetterich—Morris equation. Section 3 presents our main numerical
results for two FRG flows of interest, the Wilson—Polchinski equation and the Wetterich—Morris
equation. Several appendices fill in background information. Section A reviews the connection
between optimal recovery and kernel-based interpolants. We report additional numerical experi-
ments in Section B. In Section C, we provide a self-contained mathematical presentation of the
FRG flow problem. In Section D, we discuss functional derivatives and Hessians of kernel inter-
polants. In Section E, we give a brief introduction to the local potential approximation (LPA), a
standard method for obtaining approximate solutions of the Wetterich equation on constant fields.
In Section F, we review the transfer-matrix method for computing the limit solution of the Wet-
terich equation in one dimension. Section G details the implementation of the Wetterich equation
on the lattice with ¢* bare action used in the numerical experiment of Section 3.2. Finally, Sec-
tion H briefly reviews the definitions of two physical observables, magnetization and susceptibility,
which can be computed from the infrared local potential and used as numerical benchmarks for the
Wetterich equation.

2. Methodology

We now outline the methodology used in this work and its application to FRG flows. Our start-
ing point is the kernel-based operator learning framework of [4], which is designed to learn maps
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between function spaces from data. In this work we adapt this framework to represent function-
als, that is, maps from function spaces to scalars. The key distinction from data-driven operator
learning is that, in our setting, the functional values are not directly observed. Instead, we incorpo-
rate the FRG flow equation as an additional constraint on the surrogate, so that the reconstructed
functional is informed by the underlying functional PDE rather than by paired input-output data.
We begin in Section 2.1 by reviewing the relationship between GP regression and kernel interpo-
lation. Section 2.2 then discusses kernel-based approximation of functionals. In Section 2.3, we
develop a general framework for solving functional PDEs. Finally, in Section 2.4 we specialize
this framework to the Wetterich—-Morris equation (1) as an illustrative example.

2.1. Gaussian processes and kernel interpolation. In this subsection, we briefly review GPs and
their connection with kernel interpolation. A real-valued GP is a collection of random variables
{f(x)},ex indexed by points of an input space X, such that every finite vector (f(xy), ..., f(z,))
is jointly Gaussian. A GP is characterised by its mean function m(z) = E[f(x)] and its covariance
kernel k(z,z") = Cov(f(x), f(x')). For a zero-mean prior, m(z) = 0, the law of the random field
f is completely determined by the positive-definite kernel k.

The same kernel & defines a reproducing kernel Hilbert space (RKHS) ;. Given exact ob-
servations y; = f(z;) at points {x;}" ,, the RKHS kernel interpolant fT € #j is the unique
minimum-norm function satisfying

fT('IZ):yh 7::17""”’
and it admits the explicit representation
fi(@) = k(z, X) K(X, X) ™y,

where X = (z1,...,2,),y = (y1,...,yn) ", and K (X, X);; = k(xi, ;).
If we place a zero-mean GP prior with covariance k on the random field f and condition on the
same noiseless data, the posterior GP has mean

E[f(z) | y] = k(z, X) K(X, X)™"y.
Thus the GP posterior mean coincides exactly with the RKHS kernel interpolant f7.

R™
FIGURE 1. Commutative diagram for the functional learning setup.

2.2. Kernel approximation of functionals. Let ¢/ be a Banach space of functions and further
letI' : 4/ — R be an unknown functional that we wish to approximate. The basic idea is to
encode each field ¢ € U by a finite vector of features w(¢) € R™, learn a scalar function 7 :
R™ — TR on this finite-dimensional feature space, and then approximate the functional T'(¢) by
the composition v(w(¢)). A commutative diagram illustrating the relationships among operators,
function spaces, and functionals is shown in Figure 1, where the reconstruction operator w which
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“inverts” w is discussed later in Remark 2.1. Concretely, when I/ is infinite-dimensional, one does
not compute directly with ¢ € U, but with the finite-dimensional projections w(¢) € R™ as in [34].
In the applications we mainly use two concrete choices. The first choice is based on pointwise
measurements in space (or time):

m
w(@) = (#(e)" .
where {z;}, are prescribed collocation points. This requires the evaluation functionals d,; to lie
in the dual space of U/. A second choice is to use spectral coefficients in an orthonormal basis for
the case that U/ is a Hilbert space. For example, if i/ < L*([0, 1]), we may expand
0
¢(x) _ Z Cjez%r]w’
Jj=—00
and define the feature vector as a truncated set of Fourier coefficients,

w(9) = ()1,

This construction only requires that the fields belong to L?([0, 1]); other orthonormal bases (for
instance, real Fourier bases or wavelets) can be used in the same way.

Once a projection w is fixed, our aim is to approximate I' by a functional that depends on ¢
only through the finite-dimensional feature vector w(¢). Concretely, we seek a scalar function
v : R™ — R such that

I'(¢) ~ y(w(®))  forgell.

Thus the problem of approximating the functional I' is reduced to approximating the finite-dimensional
function v. To construct v we use optimal recovery and kernel interpolation [34]. Suppose we are

given training fields ® = {¢(,... ¢™)} = I/ and their functional values
Y = (D(M),...,T(¢™) e RV,
Let 2 := w(¢®) € R™ denote the corresponding feature vectors, and let Hx be the RKHS
associated with the kernel K. We seek v as the minimum-norm interpolant
7! = arg min 7[5, (7)
subject to  y(z") = I'(¢®), i=1,...,N. (8)
The representer theorem (see [34, Sec. 17.8]) implies that 7' has the explicit form
1'(2) = K(2,2) K(2,2)7Y, ©)

where Z = (2, ... 2M)), K(z,Z) € R" has entries K(z,Z); = K(z,2%), and K(Z,7) €
RY*N is the Gram matrix with entries K (Z, Z);; = K(z%,20)). Our kernel surrogate for the
functional is then

[(9) == (w(@)) = K (w(9), 2)' K(2,2)7'Y. (10)
which we will use in the sequel as an approximation of I".

The framework of [4] uses this projection-reconstruction machinery to address data-driven op-
erator learning, where one is given evaluations of I' at many input functions (typically from an
existing numerical solver) and no physics is imposed. In our setting we use the same kernel rep-
resentation (10) for I', but the functional values are not directly available. Instead, we enforce
that the GP surrogate I'T satisfies the FRG flow equations, so that the surrogate is informed by the
underlying functional PDE rather than by paired input-output data. Compared to neural network
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approaches to approximating functionals [26, 23, 33], the proposed approach benefits from the
solid theoretical foundations of GP methods [34], and can be employed to solve integro-differential
equations in functional spaces, as shown in the following section.

Remark 2.1. An important theoretical advantage of this formulation is that it may be rendered
discretization-agnostic by means of a reconstruction operator w : R™ — U that maps measure-
ment vectors back to elements of U. See Figure 1. This reconstruction operator can be defined
using the framework of optimal recovery (see section A ), which enables rigorous a priori error
estimates for the recovery of ¢ € U. Combined with the error rates associated with kernel interpo-
lation, this can yield rigorous convergence guarantees and error rates for the recovery of I',. We
leave this to future work. O

2.3. A GP method for solving functional PDEs. Let!{ be a (typically infinite-dimensional) func-
tion space and let ', : U/ — R, k € I < R, be a one-parameter family of functionals. We consider
the functional evolution problem (4)—(5), where the right-hand side F’ is built from ¢, I',;[¢], and a
finite number of functional derivatives of I';. The variable x plays the role of an evolution param-
eter and may be advanced either forward or backward. In FRG applications « is interpreted as a
momentum scale and the flow is typically integrated backward from a UV scale xyv to an IR scale
KIRr, but the construction below is independent of this choice of direction.

The main difficulty is that I',; lives on the infinite-dimensional space /. Our strategy is to
represent the evolution entirely through the values of I',, on a finite set of collocation fields and
to use the GP surrogate from Section 2.2 to extend these values to all ¢ € . In this way the
functional PDE is reduced to a closed ODE system in finitely many unknowns.

We recall the kernel approximation of functionals from Section 2.2. We fix once and for all a
feature map w : U — R™, a positive-definite kernel K on R™ with reproducing kernel Hilbert
space H g, and a set of functional collocation fields

d={pW, . .. oM} cU.

For instance, one may take wy(¢) = {ey, ¢), where e, € U are prescribed basis functions and (-, -)
denotes the inner product in the underlying Hilbert space. Other projections tailored to the problem
can also be used. The associated feature vectors are

20 = w(¢W) e R™, Z = (M, ... 2N,

and we write K(Z,Z) € RY¥*Y for the Gram matrix introduced in Section 2.2. Given a vector
Y € RY of functional values on ®, the kernel construction (10) defines a GP surrogate I'". In
numerical computations we replace K (Z, Z) ' by (K (Z, Z)+¢l) ! for a small £ > 0 for stability,
but the representer form itself is unchanged.

In the evolutionary setting the role of Y is played by the values of the scale-dependent functional
on the collocation set. For each s € I we introduce the vector

Y, o= (T[], Tu[¢™M]) " e RY, (11)
which is the primary unknown. At the initial scale x¢ € I these values are prescribed by the initial
functional I},

Yoo = Tt (@) = (DR[0T ™))
which will serve as the initial condition for the finite—dimensional evolution.
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Given Y,,, we approximate I', -] at scale x by the GP surrogate defined, as in (10), with Y = Y:
Plo] = K (w(9),2) (K(Z,2) +<I) Yo, del. (12)
Thus I'l is defined for all input fields and depends on # through the finite-dimensional vector Y.
To obtain a closed evolution for Y, we enforce the functional PDE (4) only on the collocation
set ®. For a fixed x € I and each ¢(!) € ®, we approximate the right-hand side of (4) by inserting
the surrogate (12):

| 4 N AT
)T [60] ~ (@) pire®] Oix K L
el [0 F(H,¢ UL S 55 W), i=1,...,N, (13)

where the functional derivatives of I'l are computed analytically from the kernel representation;
see Section D for details. By definition Y,.;(l) = T'.[¢V], so the left-hand side of (13) is exactly

) d )
O Le[0P] = — Y.
[69] = =
Hence (13) naturally induces a closed system of ODE:s for the vector Y:
d ., , N 6211
—YW-F @ T[], == —= =1,...,N 14
FPRL: </{/7 (b 5 ;{[Qb ]7 5¢ ¢(i)’ (5¢2 (0 ) 1 ) y 4V, ( )

with initial condition
Y., = Ffolt(q)).
Equation (14) is a standard ODE system on R". In FRG applications one typically takes I =
[kIR, Kuv] and integrates this ODE backward from xyy to kg, but the same formulation applies

equally to forward evolutions in x. Once Y, has been computed on the interval of interest, the
surrogate (12) provides an approximation of T, [¢] for arbitrary fields ¢ € U.

2.4. A functional RG example: the Wetterich—Morris equation. Section 2.3 provides a frame-
work for solving general functional PDEs. To illustrate how this framework applies to FRG flows,
we now specialize it to the Wetterich—-Morris equation (1), for fields that are either periodic on the
one-dimensional torus T, identified with the interval [0, 1], or defined on a lattice. Recall that the
scale parameter ~ plays the role of a sliding momentum cutoff. At a large ultraviolet scale xyv
the functional I, is prescribed by a microscopic action Sy, that encodes the model at short
distances. We integrate (1) backward in s from xkyy down to k. As k is lowered towards an
infrared scale kg > 0, more and more high-wavenumber modes are integrated out and I'; evolves
towards the full effective action.

Finite-dimensional representation of fields. In the GP method of Section 2.3 the first step is to
fix a feature map w : Y — R that encodes each field by a finite vector. We now specify this map
for the Wetterich—Morris equation.

We work with a function space U of fields and view U as continuously embedded in a Hilbert
space X that carries the natural inner product of the problem. For continuum examples in this
work, X is the periodic L2-space on the one-dimensional torus T or the corresponding Sobolev
space H'(T). For lattice examples, X’ is the discrete L?-space of grid functions.

It is convenient to represent fields in an orthonormal basis of Laplacian eigenfunctions, so that
the Laplacian and standard translation-invariant regulators act diagonally in this basis. We there-
fore fix a real orthonormal basis {e,}.c4 of X consisting of eigenfunctions of the continuum
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Laplacian or the discrete Laplacian on the lattice. On the torus T, a standard choice is the complex
Fourier basis {627”’”7 }peZ» or, equivalently, the associated real Fourier basis

eo(z) =1, eap—1(x) = \@COS(Qpr), egp(z) = \/§Sin(27rpx), p=1.

On a periodic lattice we use the corresponding discrete Fourier modes.

For numerical purposes we truncate to a finite index set Ap < A of active modes and work on
the finite-dimensional subspace Xp := span{e, : a € Ap}. Here P is a truncation parameter
that controls how many Fourier modes (or, more generally, eigenmodes) are retained: increasing
P increases both the dimension of X'» and the highest resolved frequency. The truncation level
P is chosen so that {e, }.c4, captures all physically relevant modes while keeping the associated
matrices of moderate size. Such wavenumber truncation is standard in physics practice as well,
e.g. in the case of a spatial lattice model with spacing a naturally P = 7/a.

Given this basis, we define the feature map w by the truncated expansion coefficients

cal®] == <o, earx, a € Ap,
and set
’lU(Qb) = (CQ[QS])(JEAP € Rmv m .= |AP|

On a lattice the inner product (-, -)x is understood as the corresponding discrete L? inner product.
With this choice, all subsequent GP surrogates I'l are constructed from the finite-dimensional
feature vectors w(¢) as in Section 2.2.

GP formulation of the Wetterich-Morris flow. We now specialise the general GP framework of
Section 2.3 to the Wetterich—-Morris equation (1).

On the truncated mode set .4p we represent each field ¢ € U by its coefficients in the eigenbasis
discussed above, and use these coefficients as features:

w(9) := (cald]) e, Cald] = (b, ea)x.
We then fix a finite set of collocation fields
o ={pM,...,0M} cu, 20 = w(¢) e R™,

and collect the feature vectors into Z = (z(!), ..., 2(N)). A covariance kernel K on feature space
is fixed once and for all, and its Gram matrix K (Z, Z) enters the GP surrogate exactly as in (12).

For each scale k, the unknown values on the collocation set are collected into the vector Y,
defined in (11), which in turn determines the GP surrogate FL[] through (12). At the ultraviolet
scale kyy the initial condition is given by the bare action,

YHUV = F"iUV (CI)) = (Sbare[¢(1)]’ SR Sbare[gb(N)])T?

which plays the role of F};‘Oit(@) in (14). The evolution of Y, is governed by the finite-dimensional
ODE system (14), whose right-hand side is obtained by evaluating the Wetterich—-Morris flow with
the surrogate I'l. In this setting, we obtain

d ., 1 , -1
v = j 0Ruly) (NP10) + Re) (wy) dedy,  i=1..,N,  (5)
Yy

de " 2
where the second functional derivative operator I is computed from the surrogate I'T .

A computable ODE system for the Wetterich—Morris equation. Next, our goal is to rewrite the
right-hand side of (15) in an explicit, numerically tractable form.
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In our GP framework all information about fields enters through the feature map w, which only
retains their projection onto the truncated subspace Xp = span{e, : « € Ap}. It is therefore natu-
ral to evaluate the integral in (15) on the same finite-dimensional subspace. Concretely, we replace
ri® [¢] and R, by their restrictions to X'p, represented in the basis {€, }ac4,. This approximation
is consistent with the truncation implicit in w and reduces the integration to a finite sum over the
modes in Ap.

For a fixed field ¢ € U and scale k, the second functional derivative defines a linear operator
I'®[¢] on X. Restricted to the truncated subspace X'p, we represent the operator ri® [#] by the
matrix H,(¢) with entries

H(})ap = <ea, I’L@)[gb] 65>X7 a, e Ap.

The matrix elements H,(¢).s are computed from the surrogate I'l by taking directional second
derivatives along e, and eg; see Section D for the computations.

In line with standard FRG practice for field theory and critical phenomena, we restrict attention
to translation-invariant regulators (see, e.g., [6, 15]). In the Laplacian eigenbasis {e,}ac4, With
—Ae, = A\y€q, such regulators are diagonal and admit the spectral representation

Ry(v,y) ~ Z Tr(Aa) €alT)ea(y),
aeAp

for some scalar profile A\ — r,(\), where the sum is restricted to the truncated mode set Ap. Its
scale derivative has the analogous expansion

OuRu(z,y) ~ ) dera(Aa) €alx)ea(y).

aE.AP
On the truncated subspace Xp we represent ri® [¢] + R, by the matrix A, (¢) with entries
AK<¢)aﬁ = Hﬁ<¢)aﬁ + Tﬁ()‘a) Oaps o, f e Ap,

and we denote its inverse by

In this basis, the inverse kernel

Gulol(z,y) = (TIP[g] + R.) ' (2,)

is then approximated by

Guldl(z,y) ~ D) Bal9)sees(w) enly).

BleAp

Using orthonormality in X, {e,(z)es(x) dz = d,5 (and similarly in y), the approximation of

(15) on Xp takes the form

d . 1 .

—Y® == 0as(Na) By (6 i =1,...,N. 16

L Qagp(ru (09) e i=10, (16)
This ODE system is the numerical approximation of the flow (15) used in our computations. To-
gether with the initial condition Y}, ,, = I'x,, (®), this defines a closed ODE system for the collo-
cated values Y. We integrate (16) backward in &, from xyy down to kiR, using a standard ODE
solver. At any intermediate scale, the surrogate I'f [] for arbitrary ¢ € U is recovered by inserting
the current Y, into (12).
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3. Numerical results

We evaluate the proposed GP solver on FRG flows. The first example is an explicitly solvable
benchmark: the exact quadratic solution of the Wilson—Polchinski equation for the Gaussian model
(Subsection 3.1). This case is used to validate correctness under controlled conditions. Here, we
vary the number and type of collocation functions, report errors both at the collocation set and
on independently drawn test functions from a different distribution, and study convergence as the
number of collocation functions increases.

The second experiment is carried out for the Wetterich equation on a periodic lattice. As doc-
umented in [44], the results produced by the LPA when restricted to constant fields can differ
from those obtained by lattice Monte Carlo (MC) [44] for certain choices of bare parameters. In
one spatial dimension, both lattice Monte Carlo (MC) [44] and transfer matrix (TM) [S] methods
provide highly accurate reference solutions for some physical observables of the system. We there-
fore benchmark our method against LPA, lattice MC, and TM. Our primary accuracy metrics are
three physical observables: the effective potential, the magnetization and the susceptibility (see
Appendix H). The magnetization is the field value that minimizes the infrared effective potential
once a homogeneous source has tilted it by a linear term in the field, and it captures the system’s
equilibrium response to that source. The susceptibility measures how rapidly this equilibrium
magnetization changes as the source varies, serving as the local slope of the magnetization curve
and characterizing the strength of the system’s linear response. In Subsection 3.2, we apply our GP
method to solve the Wetterich equation. Here the GP prior differs from the one in the first case: itis
derived from the LPA ansatz, which consists of a kinetic term and a local potential term. We model
the local potential as a GP, and by the linearity of the ansatz in this potential, the full functional
inherits a GP prior. This construction readily extends to other settings where a physical ansatz
is available and can be encoded into the structure of the GP prior. Across the tests, our method
produces magnetization and susceptibility curves that agree with the TM and MC references more
closely than LPA over most of the sampled range, demonstrating systematic improvements.

Throughout the experiments, we study FRG flows on fixed finite spatial domains. For a dis-
cussion of the differences between finite-volume and infinite-volume formulations of the FRG, we
refer the reader to [44].

All experiments are implemented in Python with JAX [11]. The resulting ODE systems are
integrated using the LSODA algorithm to automatically handle both nonstiff and stiff regimes.
Detailed solver settings for each problem, together with scripts to reproduce all experiments, are
available in the public repository'-

3.1. The Wilson—Polchinski equation: Gaussian-model. We consider the Wilson—Polchinski

equation
1 §2W,.[J] (5W,{[J] W[ J]
= dxd 17
Wil =3 | J&R ) <5J5J 57, og, )Y {17

which admits the following explicit solution for a Gaussian free-field theory

1 1p1 B 1 det T + Rn
W.[J] = _§LJ0 J(x) [ + Re] (z,y) J(y) dxdy—§1n<d(3+2)>

(18)

1https://github.com/yannge/KernelsRenormalizationGroups
2All calculations are performed on a MacBook Pro equipped with an Apple M1 Max processor and 64 GB of
memory.
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with I'y = —A + 1. Here, the initial data for (17) at the UV scale xyy is prescribed by the explicit
expression (18) evaluated at k = kyy. We work on the periodic Sobolev space

H...([0,1;R) = {J e H'([0,1];R): J(0) = J(1)},

per
and choose the Litim regulator [25]
R.(p) = (K* —p*) O(K* — p*),
which adds a mass-like term 2 — p? for Fourier modes with p? < x? and vanishes otherwise. Here,
we recall that © denotes the Heaviside step function, equal to 1 for positive arguments and 0 for

nonpositive arguments.
For computations we truncate to the (2P + 1)-dimensional Fourier subspace

P
Vp = {J(x) = Z cp €™ e, eR, ¢, = c_p} < H).([0,1];R).
p=—P

TABLE 1. Gaussian-Model Solution of the Wilson—Polchinski Equation: Average
relative L? errors on collocation and test sets for varying sample sizes V.

N =50 N =100 N =200 N =500 N = 1000
Collocation set | 1.91 x 1078 [ 251 x 1077 [1.28 x 1077 [ 829 x 10710 [ 8.29 x 1010
Test set 510 x 1078399 x 107 9[1.46 x 1072|748 x 10719]6.59 x 1010

Numerical setup. In this benchmark we fix P = 20. We compute the reference solution W
using the explicit formula (18). To study how the solver behaves on a broad collection of fields,
and to check its ability to generalize beyond the inputs used to drive the flow, we work with a train-
test split in function space. We first construct a random positive-definite covariance on Fourier
coefficients by drawing a matrix A € RC+D*(P+1) with i.i.d. standard normal entries and setting
Y = ATA To generate the collocation functions, we draw N = 1000 coefficient vectors
{¢ON | < R?P+! from N(0, ). We enforce reality by mirroring ¢, — é_, and impose a mild
high-frequency decay

é07 b= 07
&/lpl, p#0,

so that higher Fourier modes are present but slightly damped. Each resulting vector defines a real
field 7 (z) = 37, ¢} €2™i#* € Vp, yielding the collocation set J = {JM), ..., JM} < V.

To evaluate out-of-sample performance, we construct an independent test set of size Nies = 200
using the same symmetry and decay, but with coefficients (é(ffp, e égﬁ)) ~ N (0, I) instead of the
correlated covariance . We denote these fields by J — {j (j)}j-vjft. This independent ensemble
plays the role of a hold-out set in function space and is used only for testing the generalization of
the learned surrogate.

Since the Gaussian model solution depends quadratically on the Fourier coefficients, we equip
the field space on Vp with the quadratic feature-space kernel

Cp<—

P

K(LJ) = Y (qlTlel0]+1)7, (19)

p=—P
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FIGURE 2. Numerical results for Gaussian-model solution of the Wilson—
Polchinski equation. Subfigures (A)—(C) show results at collocation points, while
(D)—(F) present corresponding results at testing points. For visualization, only the
first 3 of 1000 collocation points and the first 3 of 200 testing points are displayed.

The relative L2 error is evaluated for each scale variable k.

where ¢,[J] is the pth Fourier coefficient of .J. For the GP method described in Section 2, a small
nugget ¢ = 1072 is added to the Gram matrix for numerical stability. We denote the GP solution

at scale k by W.

The initial condition of the ODE system is computed from the explicit solution in (18) at the
ultraviolet scale kyy = 10. We then integrate the associated ODE system in x from xyy down to
kir = 10719, The trajectories are sampled at N7 = 100 uniformly spaced scales

Ak = R ROV (=0,...

ke = kuy + L AR, = ,
¢ uv Ny

At each x, we evaluate the exact solution and the GP surrogate on both J and J. To measure
accuracy we use relative discrete L? errors

W) - w3,

_ HW’W (J) B W’Ii (J)HQ EteSt(I{g) . _
W (D,

Wel, "

5%,[(}11(/1'@) :

Y
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and their averages over the scale grid,

1 & 1 &
éCOH _ 8coll ’ gtest _ test
1% NT+1§) W (Ke) 1% NT—f—l;EW(K)

Numerical results and discussion. Figure 2 summarizes the performance of the GP solver on
this quadratic benchmark. Panel (A) shows three representative collocation fields generated by the
sampling procedure above. Panel (B) compares, for the same three fields, the exact trajectories
obtained from (18) with the GP surrogates. The curves are visually indistinguishable across the
whole range, indicating that the GP surrogate W accurately captures the functional dependence
on the RG scale.

Panel (C) reports the collocation relative errors 5‘{,[‘}11(/1) as a function of x. Panels (D)—(F) repeat
the same diagnostics for three randomly chosen test fields and for the full test ensemble 9. Again,
the pointwise trajectories of W, and W coincide to plotting accuracy, and the test errors £t (k)
match the collocation errors in magnitude, confirming out-of-sample generalization in function
space.

Table 1 aggregates these results by listing £50! and £ for increasing numbers of collocation
fields V. As N increases, the errors decay rapidly, providing numerical evidence for convergence.
These results demonstrate that the proposed GP surrogate achieves accurate interpolation and gen-
eralization across the entire RG flow.

3.2. Wetterich-Morris equation: lattice ¢*-model. We work on a one-dimensional periodic
lattice with IV, € N sites, lattice spacing equal to 1, and index set Ty, := Z/N,Z (indices taken
modulo N,). A lattice field is ¢ = (¢i)iETNz e RM=. The forward difference and second-order

discrete Laplacian are

(Vo)i = dir1 — ¢i, (—Ad)i = 2¢i — Pir1 — Pi1-
We use the discrete inner product (u,v) := ZieTNI w;v; and the standard matrix trace Tr(-) on
RmeNm_

The effective average action I';[¢] depends on the RG scale « that flows backward from a large
ultraviolet value xKyy > 7 to an infrared value 0 < kg < 7/N,. For each k, a symmetric
translation-invariant regulator R, € RY*¥ is given and 0, R, denotes its scale derivative. The
lattice Wetterich equation is

A _ 1 2) -1 (2) . 52Fk[¢] Ngx Ny

OLu] = 5 D[ (0[] + B ouk] TPl0) = Tt e R o)
At kyy, we prescribe the bare lattice ¢* action
Daoe[d] = 25 (3I(VOL+ 5 67 + 5 6t), m?eR A>0. @
’iGTNI
To solve (20), we place a GP prior on I',;, induced by the local ansatz
Dulol = Y (STl + Unlon). @)
iGTNx

where the scalar potential U, is modeled as a GP on a fixed field window [—¢ax, Pmax]- Hence,
by linearity, I';, inherits a GP prior induced by that on U,.. Concretely, we decompose

Us(9) = mo(9) + vs(d) + 9x(¢), o€ [-L, L], (23)
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where
2.2 | A4
mo(¢) = 3m°¢° + 5,0
is the bare ¢* potential. We track the running quadratic and quartic couplings through a low-
dimensional parametric term

v, (¢) = softplus(fy,.) ¢*/2 + softplus(y ) ¢*/12, softplus(6) = ln(l + 60),
with latent parameters 6,, = (0, ,,0,,)" € R?. Finally,
g ~ GP(0, Ky)

is a zero-mean GP remainder with fixed covariance kernel Ky on [—@max, ®max|, capturing the
residual nonpolynomial structure.

Jointly determining v, and g, from the flow at each scale would amount to solving a fully nonlin-
ear constrained regression problem in function space at every x, which is prohibitively expensive
over long RG trajectories. Instead, we adopt a predictor-projector scheme that interleaves ODE
integration with constrained reconstruction. At each scale step, we first form a predictor by replac-
ing the nonlinear parametrization of v, with an unconstrained linear-Gaussian surrogate, yielding a
closed, linearly parameterized curvature map U as a function of the sampled potential values. We
then apply a projection (correction) step: we fit a constrained polynomial parametrization together
with a GP remainder to the predicted potential and replace the predicted state by the reconstructed
potential. The corrected potential is used as the initial condition for the next predictor step. This
produces an interleaved algorithm that enforces the constraints along the RG evolution while keep-
ing the per-step cost manageable. Implementation details of the predictor closure, the projection
objective, and the numerical integrator are given in Appendix G. Here we only summarize the
numerical setup and results.

Numerical setup. We discretize the periodic lattice with N, = 32 sites and take the field window
[—Pmax> Pmax| With ¢max = 5.0 on a uniform set of Ny = 800 constant-field collocation points,
which is denoted by X. The remainder g, is modeled by a GP on [—®max, Pmax] With the kernel
Ky given explicitly by
Qmax 5
Ki(6,¢) = 3, 0% (7 + (ma/6max)?) " cos(2L ) cos( L o), 24)
q=0
with hyperparameters 0% = 1.0, = 0.98, 5 = 2.0, and spectral cutoff Q. = min{Ns—1,1024}.
The kernel Gram matrix is stabilized with a nugget ¢ = 10711, The kernel choice in (24) reflects
that the effective potential U, should vary smoothly with the field, and that the model is even in
the field, i.e., U (¢) = Uy (—9).

The flow is integrated backward in x from rkyy = 100 to kg = 1071, and we record the solution
at 1001 uniformly spaced output scales {r,}>_, with S = 1000. We initialize the constrained pa-
rameters at the UV scale by 0, 2 = 0,4 = —8.0, so that softplus(f) ~ 0, and warm-start each
subsequent projection at ks, 1 using the previous iterate. At each scale, the projected parameters
are obtained by minimizing the projection objective (Appendix G) with Tikhonov weighty = 1076
via a damped Gauss—Newton method (at most six iterations, unit damping). At the infrared scale
KIr, We set Oig := 0., and denote by gir the GP posterior mean from the final projection. Together
these define the reconstructed infrared potential

Ur(¢) = mo(¢) + softplus (91R72) »*/2 + Softplus(QIRA) #*/12 + gir(9).
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FIGURE 3. Benchmark of the GP reconstruction versus standard LPA, lattice
Monte Carlo, and the transfer matrix method. (A) Values of the potential U, (¢)
on [—5, 5] of different methods. (B) Susceptibility x(c) versus external field ¢ (log-
log). (C) Susceptibility errors (relative to transfer matrix); for most values of ¢, the
GP exhibits smaller errors than LPA, especially at small c. (D) Magnetization m/(c)
(log-log). (E) Magnetization errors (relative to transfer matrix); in most of the c
range the GP is more accurate than LPA.

The reconstructed infrared potential Urr(¢) is then used to extract observables (see Appen-
dix H). In particular, the magnetization m(c) is obtained by solving Uji(m(c)) = ¢ with the
Newton method on ¢ € [107%, 10%4] sampled at 18 logarithmic points, and the longitudinal suscep-
tibility is given by x(c) = 1/U{; (m(c)).

Numerical results and discussion. Figure 3 reports a five-panel comparison of our GP-based re-
construction against a standard local potential flow (LPA) (see Appendix E), lattice Monte Carlo
(MC) [44], and a transfer-matrix (TM) reference (see Appendix F). For the one-dimensional lat-
tice ¢* model with the parameters considered here, TM and high-precision lattice MC provide
essentially state-of-the-art benchmarks for the magnetization m(c) and the susceptibility x(c) as
functions of the external field c, see, e.g., [44] and Appendix F. Panel (A) shows the infrared ef-
fective potential Uy, (¢) on [—5,5]. Panel (B) plots the susceptibility x(c) on log-log axes, and
panel (C) displays the corresponding pointwise absolute errors |x(c) — yTm(c)| relative to the TM
reference. Panel (D) shows the magnetization m(c) on log-log axes, while panel (E) reports the
pointwise absolute errors |m(c) — mry(c)|. In panels (C) and (E), smaller values indicate closer
agreement with the TM benchmark.
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The study [44] demonstrates that, for this model, the standard LPA flow already captures the
qualitative behavior of U, . (¢), m(c), and x(c), as well known, but exhibits systematic quanti-
tative deviations when compared to lattice MC. These discrepancies originate from the fact that
the truncation keeps only a local potential U, (¢) and neglects momentum-dependent corrections

in 'Y, including wave-function renormalization and higher-derivative operators. As a result, the
local flow misrepresents how fluctuations redistribute curvature in field space, and this manifests
as a visible gap between the LPA and the lattice MC/TM results.

Our GP reconstruction is built on the same local ansatz for I',; that underlies the standard flow,
but it replaces a finite low-order polynomial parameterization of U, by a physics-informed GP
prior. Concretely, we encode the bare ¢* potential in the mean function m,, represent the running
quadratic and quartic couplings in a low-dimensional parametric component v,;, and model the
remaining nonpolynomial structure by a zero-mean GP remainder g,, with a covariance kernel Ky,
derived from a spectral decomposition of the lattice kinetic operator along constant fields. In this
way, the GP kernel is not a generic smoothness prior but a kernel engineered from the RG ansatz.

Using TM as the reference, the pointwise errors of m(c) and x(c) obtained from U, are re-
duced for the GP reconstruction compared to the purely LPA flow on most values of c. For LPA,
the computation requires 27.90 seconds, whereas for the GP method it requires 59.95 seconds.
Conceptually, this illustrates how physics-driven kernel design can be used to refine the effective
description of I',; along selected observables: an ansatz or additional physical information (sym-
metries or invariances, etc.) for I',; can be incorporated into the construction of GP priors.

4. Conclusion

We have introduced a general framework for solving functional renormalization group (FRG)
equations directly in function space, leveraging tools from operator learning. The method is both
general and flexible, and can be applied to a broad class of FRG problems. We have demonstrated
that it accurately reproduces several flows of interest, while also revealing multiple directions for
further development.

On the methodological side, we have worked with a fixed kernel when solving the FRG equa-
tions. Kernel-learning techniques such as cross-validation, maximum likelihood estimation (MLE),
or maximum a posteriori (MAP) estimation [31, 13, 20, 40] could be used to tune kernel hyperpa-
rameters and improve accuracy. In addition, approaches based on programmable kernels [35, 10]
may help uncover structural properties of the solution. Once additional physical insight into the
underlying FRG solution is available, this knowledge can be encoded directly into the GP kernel.

On the theoretical side, kernel-based methods open the door to rigorous error analysis. Although
we do not pursue this here, error estimates analogous to those in [4] could be derived in our
setting. The encoder-decoder structure of diagram in Figure 1 and the optimal-recovery viewpoint
of Remark 2.1 were first used in the operator-learning analyses of [4] to provide convergence
guarantees and rigorous a priori error estimates. We do not pursue such convergence analysis
here, but note that it could be used in conjunction with an error analysis of time-stepping schemes
to provide detailed error analysis of the recovery of I', and instead leave it for future work. In
contrast to purely data-driven settings as in [4] where evaluations of I' are given on many input
functions, our surrogate I'T is constrained to satisfy the FRG flow equations. As a result, the
representation is informed by the underlying functional PDE rather than by paired input-output
data. Moreover, the Gaussian process viewpoint naturally provides uncertainty quantification and
a Bayesian interpretation, which could be exploited in inverse problems associated with functional
differential equations.
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In terms of applications, the proposed framework is particularly promising in situations where
traditional FRG techniques are difficult to use. Potential targets include large deviation problems
for dynamical systems and phenomena such as spontaneous stochasticity. Our experiments also
show that the GP method can handle inhomogeneous fields, suggesting extensions to more complex
field theories, for instance the study of kink solutions in the ¢* model.
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Appendix A. Optimal recovery

Let U be a Banach space with norm || - |, and let w : & — R™ be a measurement map
with components w; € U* (the dual space of ), so that w(p) = (w1 (), ..., wm(¢))". Given data
z = w(p), we reconstruct ¢ from z by optimal recovery. Namely, we take w0 to be a data-consistent
reconstruction rule that minimizes the worst-case relative error

W € argmin vrm_y  Sup le — UW(@)H@
w()=2 o\ {0} llles

Equivalently, for each z, w(z) is the minimax-optimal interpolant among all ) € U satisfying
w(t)) = z. As shown in [34], this coincides with the minimum-norm interpolant:

w(z) := argming, |7 subjectto  w(y) = z.

In this paper, we do not evaluate w explicitly. Rather, it provides a useful conceptual link to optimal
recovery and may serve as a starting point for a convergence analysis of the proposed algorithm,
as discussed in Section 4.

Appendix B. Further Experiments

In this section, we present two additional numerical examples to illustrate our methods. The first
concerns the exact Gaussian-model solution of the Wetterich—Morris equation (Subsection B.1).
Here, we use an exponential regulator rather than the Litim regulator used in Section 3.1.

The second experiment investigates the Wetterich flow on the continuum interval [0, 1] for a
¢* model, whose bare action includes a quartic self-interaction term. Because of this nonlinear
self-interaction, the corresponding flow equation cannot be solved in closed form, and the effec-
tive average action I';[¢] is no longer available as an explicit analytic expression, in contrast to
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the Gaussian benchmarks. This experiment therefore examines the performance of our GP-based
solver on a genuinely interacting, non-Gaussian flow without an explicit solution. We draw a ran-
domized set of collocation functions and learn the flow on that set. We then evaluate the learned
flow on spatially constant functions, which allows a direct comparison with the local-potential ap-
proximation (LPA) method (see Appendix E). Hence, although this example yields results similar
to the LPA method, its purpose is to demonstrate that our approach can directly solve the Wetterich
equation on non-constant fields, which the LPA cannot.

B.1. The Wetterich-Morris equation: Gaussian-model. We now turn to the Wetterich—-Morris
equation
1 (it -1
orde) = 5 | |kt (F900)+ B (o) dody, (5)

200

where I'\? [¢] denotes the linear operator defined by the second functional derivative with respect

to ¢. We consider (25) with effective average action I',; given explicitly by
1 Jl 1 det|[—yA+vym? + R,]

i =3 [ s s amtotorfar + Juttlgesant s

) (26)
0
where m > 0 1s the mass and v > 01is a small prefactor in front of the quadratic term that moderates
the influence of the Laplacian in the numerics. The bare action for (25) at the UV scale kyy is
chosen by evaluating (26) at K = kyy. We refer to (26) as the Gaussian model, since for every
scale x the corresponding bare action is a quadratic functional of ¢ (up to an additive constant).

As in the Wilson—Polchinski experiment, we work in H ([0, 1]; R) and in the truncated Fourier
subspace Vp defined in Section 3.1, representing fields by their Fourier coefficients. The exponen-
tial regulator

enters both the logarithmic determinant in I';, and the flow (25) through its real-space kernel
R,(x,y) and its scale derivative 0, R, (z, y) obtained by inverse Fourier transform.

We again place a GP prior on the restriction of I',; to Vp, modeling ' as a zero-mean GP with
the kernel (19).

Numerical setup. For this benchmark, we use the explicit solution in (26) with v = 1073 and
m? = 1. We reuse the same truncation P, the same Fourier representation, and the same sampling
strategy as in Section 3.1. In particular, we work with N = 1000 collocation fields ® = {¢V}Y |
Vp and an independent test ensemble & = {gE(j)};\int c Vp with Nyoie = 200, generated by the
correlated-Gaussian and i.i.d. Gaussian procedures described in Section 3.1, including the same
mild 1/|p| decay on high modes.

We use the explicit solution in (26) to evaluate the effective action at the ultraviolet scale kyy =
10, and take this as the initial condition for the flow. The associated ODE system in ~ is then
integrated from kyy down to kg = 107!, and the values of T',, are recorded on the same grid
{Hg}éV:TO as in the Wilson—Polchinski example. We denote the GP solution at scale x by I'l. At each
k¢ we evaluate both the exact I',, and the surrogate 'l ,on ®and .

The collocation and test errors are defined exactly as in the Wilson—Polchinski experiment, but
with W, (J) replaced by T',.(¢). For clarity we denote these by ££°!(k;), ¥t (k,), and their averages

geell) gtest which are reported in Table 2.
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Numerical results and discussion. Figure 5 summarizes the behavior of the GP-based solver for
the Wetterich Gaussian model. Panel (A) displays three representative fields from the collocation
set. Panel (B) compares, for the same fields, the trajectories k — I',;[¢(?] with the GP surrogate
k +— T'1[¢@]. The curves demonstrate accuracy across the full RG range. Panel (C) shows the
collocation errors £°!!() as a function of k; they remain uniformly small along the flow.

Panels (D)—(F) repeat these diagnostics for three test fields and for the entire test ensemble d.
The out-of-sample trajectories I',[¢)] and 'l [¢()] remain close in absolute size, even though
the test errors £{**(k) are one to three orders of magnitude larger than the collocation errors and
are still small on the scale of the function values. Together with the averages %! and &i** in
Table 2, these results show that the GP surrogate provides an accurate and stable approximation of
the Wetterich flow for this Gaussian benchmark, both on and off the training set.

Sample Functions Exact vs. GP approximation x1071!
— ¢ —— Exact [¢p™)] 2.0
20 c
o2 80 -—- GPTi¢M] £
101 — ¢ —— Exact [ [$?] e 13
x N Ly 116 U
g o %60 GP ril¢ 310
Exact I [¢®)] 2
—101 GP ri[¢® ©
20 Mo T 0.5
_20.
0.0
00 02 04 06 08 10 0 2 4 6 8 10 0 2 4 6 8 10
X K K

(A) The first three of 1000 collo- (B) Exact solutions vs. GP ap- (C) Relative L? error per scale

cation points. proximations. variable x at collocation points.
Test Functions Exact vs. GP approximation x107°

- - 84
2 — &0 — Exact [,[§™)] .
N 3 50 —_— b £

o dleJ GP ri[(b(l)} 5 64
— ¢ 40 —— Exact [[$?)] =

=, =30 -== GPri§?)] 34

20 Exact I [$3] 2 R

1143 o 21
" 10 GP 1161 2

0 01

00 02 04 06 08 10 0 2 4 6 8 10 0 2 4 6 8 10
X K K

(D) The first three of 200 test (E) Exact solutions vs. GP ap- (F) Relative L? error per scale
points. proximations. variable x at test points.

FIGURE 4. Numerical results of the Wetterich Gaussian model. Subfigures (A)—
(C) show results at collocation points, while (D)—(F) present corresponding results
at testing points. For visualization, only the first 3 of 1000 collocation points and
the first 3 of 200 testing points are displayed. The relative L? error is evaluated for
each scale variable «.
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TABLE 2. The Wetterich Gaussian Model: Average relative L? errors on colloca-
tion and test sets for varying sample sizes V.

N = 100 N = 200 N = 500 N = 1000
Collocationset | 1.31 x 1077 [ 1.54 x 10719 5.40 x 10711 | 1.48 x 10~
Test set 1.27x1075] 462 x 1078 | 3.07 x 1079 [ 8.62 x 10~ 1°

B.2. The Wetterich equation: continuum ¢*-model. In this subsection, we consider the Wetterich—
Morris equation

0°T[¢]
53¢

with the ¢* bare action on the periodic unit interval [0, 1] at k = kyy :

—1
ool = 5 [orien (Bl + ) G dody @

A

1 2
Lroeld] = f dz [%(azas)? R W“] o hoy =10, = =15, A=1,  (28)
0 .

and the Litim regulator in Fourier representation
Ri(q”) = (k* = ¢*) O(K* — ") (29)
We work in the periodic Sobolev space
Hyoo([0.1]) = {& € H'([0,1]) : (0) = &(1)},

and use the standard real Fourier basis {e. }5_, = H,,.([0, 1]) given by

V2 cos (27Tp(Oé> x), o odd,
eo(@) =1,  ea(z) =
V2 sin(2rp(a)z), aeven, a >0,

with p(a) = |(« + 1)/2]. Any ¢ € H] ([0, 1]) then has the expansion

p(z) = Z Ca €a(T), Ca = L () eq(x) de.

For the numerical experiments we restrict to the finite—dimensional subspace

2P

Ve = {0 € H((0,1]) : 6(a) = )] cacal)}, (30)

a=0

of dimension 2P + 1.

Our Gaussian Process Method. Based on the physical prior, we build our GP prior for I' for
solving (27) based on the LPA ansatz (see Appendix E for an introduction of the LPA method)

1
1 2
Tilo] = f dz [5 (Qa0(@))” + Uk(qb(:c)?)] : (31
0
More precisely, we place a fully nonparametric prior on the local potential by assuming

Ur(u) ~ GP(0, Ky),
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a zero-mean GP in the scalar argument u = ¢2. Because I',[¢| depends linearly on U,, this induces
a GP prior on the entire functional ¢ — T',[¢]. Under these assumptions,

Ll ~ GP(mesr), me(o) = 5 [ @orde, oo = [ [ Kol o0)7) ey,

This construction thus carries the nonparametric GP prior on U, all the way through to the full
functional I';[¢]. Moreover, the choice of the scalar kernel K is inspired by the form of the bare
action in (28). In particular, for the ¢* model we adopt the additive kernel

Ky(u,v') = 1 + uu' + (uu')2+exp(—]u—u’\2/(202)). (32)

Numerical experiment setup. We restrict the fields to the finite-dimensional subspace Vp <
ngr([O, 1]) defined in (30), spanned by the first 2P + 1 real Fourier modes. To construct the
collocation ensemble, we draw N, = 1000 random coefficient vectors ¢! = (céi), . ,cg]);) €
R2*P+1 from a correlated Gaussian prior with covariance Y = A" A (for a random Gaussian matrix

A), and then apply a mild high-frequency decay

(i) 23

- 327
(1 + [p(a)l)
thereby biasing the sampled fields toward regular configurations while still retaining nontrivial

high-frequency modes and improving the conditioning of the computation of the functional Hes-
sian, where p(«) is the Fourier mode index. Each coefficient vector defines a real periodic field

2P
oW (z) = ch) ea(z), i=1,..., Neo.
a=0
The Gram matrix K (¢, ®) induced by the scalar kernel K in (32) is assembled once and stabilized
with a small nugget.

For each RG scale k, the GP posterior defines a surrogate functional I'{ [¢] which approximates
I'.[¢] for all ¢ € Vp. Inserting I'!. into the right-hand side of the Wetterich equation (27), and pro-
jecting onto the collocation ensemble, yields a closed system of ODE:s in « for these coefficients.
At the ultraviolet scale xkyy we initialize the flow with the bare action (28). Concretely, for each
collocation field ¢(), we compute its bare functional value I, [¢V], using the real Fourier rep-
resentation to compute the kinetic term exactly and the potential term by averaging the integrand
over the grid. Collecting these values into the vector

FRUV(Q) = (FHUV [¢(1)]7 cee 7FRUV [¢(NCOI)])T7
we treat [, (®) as the initial condition of the ODE system. We integrate the resulting ODE
system backward in scale from xyy = 10 down to kg = 2. The solver outputs (FL[qb(i)])fV:cj’l
along a uniform grid of RG scales {r,}, % < [2,10].

Since no explicit solution is available in this case, we compare the GP surrogate ' (¢) with an
independently computed LPA solution U, (¢?). The latter is obtained by solving the flow for the
local potential on a grid of ¢? values using finite differences and the same Litim regulator (29).
Concretely, we sample a uniform grid of values {(E(j) }j.vz“’ft c [0,4] and regard each 5@ as a
constant test field. In the real Fourier basis, these fields are represented by activating only the
constant mode. For the LPA reference, we independently solve the standard LPA flow equation for
the local potential U, (u) (with u = ¢?) using the same bare parameters as in (28). The variable
u is discretized on a uniform grid, and the resulting ODE system for {U,,(u;)} is integrated in the
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RG scale from the ultraviolet cutoff kyy = 10 down to an infrared scale k;g = 2. We compare
the LPA potential U, (¢?) with the GP surrogate by evaluating both on the same (x, ¢) grid. The
comparison between the GP method and LPA in this section is not intended to demonstrate that
we can reproduce LPA’s results which, of course, are only approximate. Rather, it illustrates the
ability of our method to solve the functional on non-constant fields, which lie outside the scope
of the LPA approximation, and to generalize the resulting functional approximation to previously
unseen fields.

Sample Functions GP approximation
P ¢(1) 74 e r£[¢(1)]
2 ¢@ 721 e T —_—— r;f[¢'2']
N— ¢13) 70 r;r[¢(3)]

\/ e
66
-1 M\ Vi \/W 641 e

62
0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0 2 4 6 8 10
X K

(A) Three representative training (B) GP surrogate F,E[gbi] along the
fields {¢}3_;. same RG scales k.

(C) Surrogate FL(@&) on constant (D) LPA reference U, (¢2) on the (E) |T, — Uy|/|Us| over (k,¢) €
fields ¢ € [0,4]. same constants. [2,10] x [0,4].

FIGURE 5. Numerical results for the Wetterich flow with the ¢* bare action. Pan-
els (A)—(B) illustrate three of the N, = 1000 training fields and the correspond-
ing GP predictions, while panels (C)—(D) plot the surrogate and the LPA potential
on constant-field inputs in [0, 4]. Panel (E) maps the pointwise relative difference
across RG scales « € |2, 10] and field amplitudes ¢ € [0, 4].

Numerical results and discussion. Figure 5 summarizes the performance of our GP-based solver
for the interacting ¢* Wetterich flow. Panel (A) displays three representative training fields drawn
from the collocation ensemble ®. Panel (B) plots the corresponding GP surrogate evaluations
along the RG trajectory.

Panel (C) shows the surface 'l (¢) for s € [2,10] and ¢ € [0, 4], while panel (D) presents the
LPA reference potential U, (¢?) evaluated on the same (r, ) grid. The two surfaces are visu-
ally indistinguishable at the scale of the plots, indicating that the functional GP, which is trained
on general nonconstant fields, closely tracks the local potential extracted from a dedicated LPA
computation when restricted to homogeneous configurations.
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Panel (E) quantifies this agreement by plotting the pointwise relative difference between the
LPA and GP results on constant fields,

e - Ue)
N A

Across this entire grid the errors remain in the range 10731072,

Taken together, these diagnostics show that the GP prior for I', engineered from the LPA ansatz
and the ¢* structure of the bare action, yields a surrogate that accurately captures the RG evolution
of the effective action while retaining excellent quantitative agreement with the LPA potential
on constant fields. The plots in panels (A)—(B) demonstrate accurate interpolation on the training
ensemble, while the constant-field comparison in panels (C)—(E) plays the role of an out-of-sample
test and confirms generalization of the surrogate across the entire RG flow.

(k, ) € [2,10] x [0,4].

Appendix C. Mathematical presentation of the FRG flow problem

For a mathematical audience, it is convenient to recall a probabilistic interpretation of the func-
tional renormalization group (FRG), following [21]. Let ¥ be an underlying “true” field and con-
sider a noisy observation

b= +e,

where ¢ is a Gaussian error with zero mean and covariance matrix 2! or equivalently precision
matrix R,. We assume that € is independent of 1. By Bayes’ rule, the conditional law of ¢/ given
the observation ¢ is

_ P[Y] Ple=6 - ¢]
Plg]
To encode this conditional distribution, one introduces an external source (or test function) .J,

which should be thought of as an element of the dual of the field space, and defines the conditional
generating functional

Pl | 6] (33)

2,171 61 = | oxa{ [ S0 w(a)da) | ]
The associated conditional cumulant-generating functional is then
WelJ | @) :=InZ.[J | ¢].

From W,[J | ¢| one defines a scale-dependent functional I',;[¢] via a generalized Legendre
transform in the source variable J:

ol = sup { [ 1) oo s — w1701}
€T

In the FRG literature, ', is referred to as the effective average action. As the scale parameter

k varies, I',; interpolates between the bare (microscopic) action in the ultraviolet limit Kk — 0,

R, — oo (perfect measurements) and the full effective action in the infrared limit k — 0, R, — O

(no measurements), which governs the macroscopic behavior. Starting from the probabilistic setup

above, one can derive, as shown in [21], the Wetterich—Morris flow equation (1) for I[',.
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Appendix D. Derivative and Hessian of kernel interpolants

We now discuss the computation of functional derivatives and Hessians of the kernel interpolant
(12). For a fixed scale x we suppress the k—dependence and write the surrogate in the form

Do) = e K (w(9), w(@)), (34)

where ¢ € U is a generic field, qﬁ(i) are the collocation fields, and w : «/ — R is the feature map
introduced in Section 2.3. The vector ¢ = (cy,...,cy) " collects the coefficients appearing in the
representer formula, for example ¢ = (K (Z,7) + el ) ! Jx in (12). In this appendix we treat c as
fixed and focus on the dependence on the field ¢.

Throughout, we consider Gateaux derivatives of 'l along directions 1, v € U. We assume that
the feature map w is linear, so that w(¢ + €n) = w(¢) + cw(n) for all ¢,n € U and ¢ € R; this
covers the cases of pointwise sampling and Fourier coefficients considered below.

D.1. First variation. Fix a collocation field (") and abbreviate z = w(¢) € R™, 20 = w(¢®) e
R™. Consider the directional derivative of a single kernel term,

L (w(6 + en), w(6?))

6=0.

de
Using the chain rule and linearity of w we obtain
d A .
&K(U)(QS + 577)7 w(¢(2))) 0 = VIK(Za Z(Z)) ’ w(n)a (35)

where V, denotes the gradient of K (-, 2(")) with respect to its first argument, and the dot denotes
the Euclidean inner product in R™.
By linearity of the sum in (34), the first variation of I'! at ¢ in the direction 7 is

ort )= STl enl| = i ¢ V1K (w(), w(¢)) - w(n).
5o’ de = ’ ’
This expression for the functional derivative 6I'f /§¢ will take a concrete form once a specific form
of the feature map w is chosen.

D.2. Second variation. A similar calculation yields the second variation. Differentiating (35)
once more in the direction v gives

d

L9,k (w(6 + e0),w(6") - u()

e = (w(n)" V2K (w(¢), w(¢?)) w(v),

e=0

where V2K denotes the Hessian of K (-, () with respect to its first argument. Summing over i
with weights ¢; then yields the bilinear form (1, §°I'T/(6¢ d¢) v) for the second variation. As in
the first-variation case, this pairing provides an explicit expression for the second-variation kernel
62T /(§¢d¢) once the feature map w is specified. We now record the resulting formulas for the
two choices considered in this paper.
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D.3. Examples of differrent measurements. In this subsection, we detail the functional deriva-
tive calculations for kernel interpolants in two examples: pointwise measurements and measure-
ments given by Fourier coefficients.

Suppose the feature map is given by pointwise samples at physical collocation points 21, . . . , Ty,
so that

w<¢) = <¢(x1)7 s 7¢($m)) e R™.

In this case

w(ﬁ) = (77(%)7 ce 777(1:7?1))7

and (35) becomes

ViE (w(9), w(6™)) -w(n) = Z 0=, K (w(9), (")) n(z;)

w(¢™)) 6., (x) | n(x) da,

I
—
i
1Ps
St

where 0., denotes differentiation with respect to the jth component of the first kernel argument
and 0, is the Dirac measure at ;. We may therefore identify the functional derivative of a single
kernel term as

6 w w(e®)) = 3 w w(o® "
5o K (w(0) w(@?)) J;%K( (6), w(6")) b, ().

Integrals involving 6T /¢ are thus reduced to evaluations of the kernel gradient at the finite set of
spatial points {z;}7,

For the second variation we use the Hessian V7K and the representation w(n) = (n(z;))7%,. A
calculation analogous to the one above yields

w(n)"ViK (w(e), w(@™))w(w) = > nlzx) 0,0, K (w(9), w(¢)) v(z;)
3,k=1
-] n<y>[i 010, K (w(6), w(69)) 82y () B, () | o) iy

Hence the second functional derivative of a single kernel term is the distribution

K@) w(e™) = S ) (gl )

Again, any integral involving the Hessian of I'" only depends on the physical collocation points
{z;} and on the kernel Hessian evaluated at the feature vector w(¢).

Next, we consider the case where w records Fourier coefficients. For simplicity, let {e;}7, be a
finite family of (complex or real) Fourier modes on the spatial domain and set

wo)= (b)) b= [ol@)ela)da

Then
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Proceeding as in the pointwise case, we obtain from (35)

VK (w(9),w(@")) <w(n) = 3, 0, K (w(9), w(@™) i

B J[i aZjK(w(¢)> w((b(i))) €j(x) 77(17) de.

j=1

Thus
)

0¢()

For the second derivative we obtain, by the same argument,

wawwmn=i@ﬁ@M%MWW%@)

w(n)"VIK (w(@), w(@W))w(v) = 3] ik .05, K (w(6), w(6)) &

J

ﬁydeéﬂﬂwwwwm%@wwmwmw

jk=1
so that

5—2ww<i>:m WD) WM enlv) e (z
S Gy (20 () = 3 2,0, K (o) wls)) () (o),

In both the pointwise and Fourier settings, the functional derivatives and Hessians of I'T are
obtained by summing the corresponding expressions over ¢ = 1, ..., N with weights c;, as in (34).

Appendix E. Local Potential Approximation (LPA)

We consider the effective average action I',,[¢] satisfying the Wetterich flow

_Inlre -1 ] @) __OTdol
AL o] = 5 {000 + B) ORIy = 5
where the renormalization scale x flows backward from a large terminal value ~yy to an infrared
value kg, and R, 1s a symmetric, translation-invariant regulator.
In the local potential approximation (LPA), one assumes an ansatz with a standard quadratic
gradient term encoding all scale dependence in a spatially local potential [15]. Concretely, on a
periodic continuum domain §2 < R (for example [0, 1] with periodic boundary conditions)

L00) = | (Hlosota) + Uola)) do

and on a periodic lattice with /N sites, spacing 5, and index set T, one sets

ol = Y (A0 + Vo)) b (Voo = 287

iETN h
The scalar function U, is the scale-dependent effective potential to be determined. At a constant
configuration ¢(z) = ¢ € R, the second variational derivative takes the form

I'@[p] = ~A + U(¢)I (continuum), I'@[p] = ~A, + U"(p) I (lattice),

K
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where —A is the Laplacian on () with periodic boundary conditions and —A, is the standard
second—order discrete Laplacian.

Because the regulator is translation-invariant, both r [¢] and R, are diagonal in a Fourier basis.
We therefore choose a real orthonormal eigenbasis of the (continuous or discrete) Laplacian,
—Aeqj=ACa; OF —Apeq;=Aeay,

where o € 7 labels the distinct eigenvalues A\, > 0, and j = 1, ..., g, runs over an orthonormal
basis of the corresponding eigenspace of multiplicity g, € N.
By translation invariance, the regulator acts in mode:

Rnea,j = Tn()\a) €a,j, (amRn) €a,j = amrn<)\a) €a,j,

for some scalar profile A — 7,(\). At a constant field ¢, the operator inside the trace in the
Wetterich equation is diagonal in the same basis:

(T2L] + Fa)ea = (M + U(6) + 7s(0a)) €a

and hence .

€aj-
Ao+ 1e(Aa) + U ()
Therefore, the trace reduces to a sum over distinct eigenvalues,

2 15 0T (A
Tr[(F,g)[cp] + R ] Z Jo Ao + Te(A <) +)U,’i’(cp)‘

(P[] + Ri) " ea =

To treat the continuum and lattice cases uniformly, we work with the potential per unit volume
(continuum) or per site (lattice). For a constant field ¢, define

1 2|, continuum,

Unlp) = vol(Q) Pulo=e], vol(©) = N, lattice,

so that U, always denotes the effective potential normalized by the size of the domain. With this
convention,

anrn()\a> 1
, Q=
2 A7 A +re(Aa) + U(p) vol(2)
This is the LPA equation. It applies to both settings; in particular ¢ = 1 on [0,1] and cq = 1/N

on a lattice when U, is defined per site.
A commonly used choice is the Litim profile, defined modewise by

Tﬁ()\) = ('%2 - )‘)-‘ra afﬂrﬁ()\> = 2K 1{/\<52}-

On the active set {\, < k?} the denominator simplifies to x?+U” (). Introducing the active-mode
count

xUs(p) = “ Z Yo

the equation collapses to

Integrating this equation backward from kyy to ki yields the infrared potential U, , which can

then be used to compute physical observables.

IR
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Appendix F. Transfer Matrix Approach

We outline the transfer-matrix computation used to obtain reference solutions for the one-
dimensional ¢* model studied in Section 3.2. We consider a one-dimensional periodic lattice
with N, sites and lattice spacing a > 0. A field configuration is ¢ = (¢, ..., ¢y, ) € R+, and the
bare action in the presence of an external source ¢ = (c,)2, is

¢7 =a Z [ <¢$+1 ¢$> + U(¢:L‘7Cx)] ) ¢Nz+1 = ¢17

with local potential
oy Lo Ay
U(¢7Cx) T 2m ¢ + 24 ¢ Cbe'

The partition function and cumulant-generating functional with D¢ := ]_[ivj do, are

Z[c] := Je_s[‘b;c] Do, Wle] :=1n Z|c].

To obtain a finite-dimensional representation, we discretise the range of field values. We choose
an interval [—dnax, dmax| and a grid

{¢(1)7 ety ¢(N¢)} - [_¢max7 ¢max]7

and restrict the field at each site to this grid,
poe{pM, .. 0N x=1,...,N,.

For this discretized model the path integral becomes a finite sum and can be written exactly in
terms of a transfer matrix. We comment that this discretization may introduce inaccuracies when
|| > Pmax but is chosen here for consistency with the kernel approximation.

The transfer matrix 7}, encodes the Boltzmann weight associated with the nearest-neighbour pair
between sites x and x + 1. Itis an N, x N, matrix with entries

() — @)
(1) == exp| — (¢T¢) + U(<Z>(Z Ce) + U(¢ $Cot1) , i,j=1,...,Ng.

a

2
(36)

The kinetic term (¢,.; — ¢,)? couples neighbouring field values ¢ and ¢/), while the local

potentials at sites z and = + 1 are split symmetrically between the two ends of the bond. The

partition function of the discretised model is

Zle] = Tr(I Ty -+ Ty,), Wle] = nTe(Tv Tz - - T, ).
Let
¢z[c] = <¢x>c

denote the expectation value of the field at site = in the Gibbs measure with weight e[l Since
the source couples as —c, ¢, we have

In the transfer-matrix representatlon, mtroduce the diagonal matrix

(I)ij = QS(I)(S”, ’l,j = 1, e ,N¢,
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which represents multiplication by the local field value on field-space indices. Differentiating (36)
gives

0T,
=adT,.
0Cy “

Using Z[c| = Tr(T; - - - T, ) and cyclicity of the trace, we obtain

. 5W[C] _ TI'((I)Tl TNZ)
o dep Tr(T1-~-TNI)'

Gz[c]

(37)

Here @ is an operator (a diagonal matrix); the scalar ¢,[c| is obtained after taking the trace.

For the observables used in this work (magnetization and susceptibility), it suffices to consider
homogeneous sources ¢, = c¢. Then all transfer matrices coincide, T, = T'(c), and translation
invariance implies that ¢,[c] is independent of z. We denote this common value by ¢(c) and
identify it with the magnetisation per site,

Tr(® T (c)N")
Tr(T(c)N=)

Thus, in our notation the magnetisation per site is precisely the expectation value of the local field.
The effective action I'[¢] is the Legendre transform of W],

mle) i= 3 D3 (n)e = 3le) =

N,
. oWle
Mol = Y evold - W, anle = 219
=1 r
For a homogeneous configuration ¢, = ¢ and ¢, = c, the effective potential
_ Ll¢]

is the central quantity used to compute the susceptibility. In the double limit N, — o0 and ¢rax —
o0, with a correspondingly refined field-space grid, U(¢) converges to the exact effective potential
of the continuum model.

If (36) is used directly in numerical computations, overflow can occur for large homogeneous
sources c. To avoid this, we use an equivalent transfer matrix based on a shifted local potential.
Fix a reference field value ¢, and introduce

Us(9) := %m%b? + % 6" — (6 — o). (38)
The corresponding transfer matrix is
, A\ 2
(Tu)y; = exp| —5 (M) + Us(0) + Ua(07) | |- (39)

This shifted formulation is algebraically equivalent to the original one but is numerically more
stable for large |c|.
Appendix G. Details of the GP representation for the Wetterich flow

In this section, we present the implementation details for solving the Wetterich equation on the
lattice in Section 3.2.
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G.1. GP parametrization of the local potential. In our numerical implementation, the scale-
dependent local potential U,; on a field window [—@ax, @max| is modeled on the continuum as

Un(¢) = m0<¢) + /UK(¢) + gn(¢)7 ¢ € [_¢maxa ¢max]a (40)

with three distinct contributions. The baseline
mo(0) i= e + o
is the bare lattice ¢* potential, fixed for all . The parametric correction
v, (¢) = softplus(fy,.) #*/2 + softplus(fy,.) ¢*/12

tracks the running of the quadratic and quartic couplings through a latent parameter vector 6,, =
(02,4, 04,)" € R The map softplus(z) = log(1 + e®) is smooth and strictly positive, so that the
effective couplings in v, are positive by construction. The remainder

gk ~ gP(O, KU)

is a zero-mean GP with a fixed covariance kernel K on [—@dmax, Pmax], given concretely below.
The latter term captures non-polynomial and higher-order structure that is not represented by the
quadratic-quartic component.

A direct use of (40) in the Wetterich equation (20) would proceed as follows. At each RG
scale x, the flow provides the values of U, at a set of field points, and from these data one would
infer the latent parameters 6,; and the GP remainder g, that best explain the current profile. The
curvature U/ entering (20) is then evaluated from the reconstructed U,. In practice, this procedure
requires solving, at each scale, a nonlinear constrained estimation problem for 6,, coupled to GP
interpolation conditions for g,. This is too expensive for long RG trajectories.

To obtain a stable and efficient solver, we use an interleaved predictor-projector scheme: on each
recorded scale interval we (i) advance the flow using a linear-Gaussian surrogate that yields an
explicit curvature closure, and then (ii) project the predicted profile onto the nonlinear constrained
GP model. The projection replaces the predicted state and is used as the initial condition for the
next predictor step.

We discretize the field window [—@max, Pmax| at Ny points {¢; ;le and collect the sampled
potentials in the vector

Yei= (Un(0))) 7, € R,

We solve the Wetterich equation (20) using the local ansatz (22) for I',. The resulting ODE is
integrated from xyy down to kg and recorded on a discrete scale grid,

{(ﬁsaifs)}fzo, Ko = Kuy >+ > Kg = KIR,
: N,
with Y, = (Ufgs((bj))jjl.

Prediction: linear-Gaussian surrogate. On each interval [k, ks.1| we first advance the flow
with a linear-Gaussian surrogate. Concretely, we relax the softplus parametrization and write
a2

V(@) = agy #*/2 + Qg5 /12, ay = [ e R?,

Q4

and place a Gaussian prior on the coefficients, a,, ~ N(0, %, ), where ¥, is a fixed 2 x 2 covariance
matrix (diagonal and small in the experiments). The remainder is modeled as

gk ~ gP(Oa KU)7
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independent of a,, where Ky denotes the kernel used in the surrogate. Introducing the feature map

f(o) == (¢"/2,6"/12)",

the surrogate GP model reads

Us(¢) = mo(¢) + f(0) " aw + gx(9)- (41)
Under these assumptions, the induced prior on U,; in the prediction step is
Us~ GP(mo, K, K¢, ¢') := f(0) Baf (&) + Ku (6, 9). (42)

This model is Gaussian in the latent variables (a,, g.) and leads to a linear dependence of the
curvature U, on the potential samples Y. Integrating the resulting closed ODE from k; to K41
produces a predicted profile, which we denote by Y, ;.

Correction: constrained softplus GP reconstruction. At the correction step, we return to the
nonlinear GP model (40) and use the predictor output Y;,; as data to reconstruct a constrained
representation of U, ,. Recall that the discrete profile collects the sampled values

(Y8+1>j = Uﬁs+1(¢j>7 J= 17"‘7N¢7

on the fixed field grid X := {¢; };le C [~ ®max, Pmax]- At each scale k5,1 we adopt the nonlinear
GP model

Us,.. (@) = mo(¢) + softplus (927,%“) $*/2 + softplus (047,%“) /12 + Grarr (0),

where (02 4.,,,01,..,) € R?are latent parameters and
glis+1 ~ gP(()? KU)

The GP remainder g, ., captures the nonpolynomial structure that cannot be represented by a
quartic polynomial. For a fixed 6 the polynomial part is deterministic, and we interpret the
residual at the grid points,

7o, (85) = (Ye1); — mo(¢;) — softplus (6., ) ¢7/2 — softplus (04, ) ¢}/12,

as observations of g,_., at ¢;. Standard GP regression with kernel K, then yields a posterior mean
Grorrpost( 3 Or,.r ), and the size of the implied correction is quantified by the squared RKHS norm

s+1°

Ks+1?

2
Hgnsﬂ,post( S 055+1) HKU'
We determine 6 by solving the two—dimensional optimization problem

) 1
min -
Oy, €R2 2

Rs+1

2
27

Hglisﬂ,post( ’ ;eﬁsH)Hi(U + % Heﬁsﬂ - ens (43)
where v > 0 is a small regularization parameter and 6,,, denotes the parameter obtained at the
previous scale. In practice, (43) is minimized at each scale by a damped Gauss—Newton iteration.
The resulting minimizer ¢, _, , and posterior mean g,._, , post define the corrected profile Y ;, which
is then used as the initial condition for the next prediction step.

In particular, the infrared parameters 0ir := 0., and remainder gir := gy post define the recon-
structed infrared potential

Uir(¢) = mo(¢) + softplus (6ir2) ¢*/2 + softplus (6ir4) ¢*/12 + gir(0),

from which all physical observables, including the magnetization and susceptibility used in Sec-
tion 3.2, are subsequently computed.
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Appendix H. Magnetization and Susceptibility

In the infrared, the scalar effective potential Uy, encodes equilibrium thermodynamics for spa-
tially homogeneous configurations. Introducing a homogeneous external source c that couples
linearly to the field selects a preferred orientation and probes the system’s linear response. The
magnetization m(c) is the thermodynamic order parameter conjugate to c; it captures symmetry
breaking and phase behavior and is defined as the equilibrium field that minimizes the tilted poten-
tial

Fe(¢) i= U (00) — c o, m(c) 1= ar%er]lR?in Fe().

Whenever U,,,, is twice differentiable and strictly convex at m/(c), first-order optimality yields the

equivalent scalar equation
U (m(c)) =c, Uy (m(c)) > 0.

KIR RIR
The susceptibility x(c) quantifies the linear response of the order parameter to the source and is
given by
dm(c) 1
c) = = .
x(©) dc U (m(c))

RIR

These two quantities are standard diagnostics in statistical physics: m(c) tracks the emergence
of spontaneous order, while y(c) measures fluctuations and exhibits enhancement near criticality
(through small curvature U] ). They are also natural validation targets for our reconstruction of
Uy, because they depend on both its shape and its curvature and admit high-quality lattice Monte
Carlo and transfer-matrix benchmarks for direct comparison.
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