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Abstract

Modeling dynamical systems, e.g. in climate and engineering sciences, often ne-
cessitates solving partial differential equations. Neural operators are deep neural
networks designed to learn nontrivial solution operators of such differential equa-
tions from data. As for all statistical models, the predictions of these models are
imperfect and exhibit errors. Such errors are particularly difficult to spot in the com-
plex nonlinear behaviour of dynamical systems. We introduce a new framework for
approximate Bayesian uncertainty quantification in neural operators using function-
valued Gaussian processes. Our approach can be interpreted as a probabilistic
analogue of the concept of currying from functional programming and provides a
practical yet theoretically sound way to apply the linearized Laplace approximation
to neural operators. In a case study on Fourier neural operators, we show that, even
for a discretized input, our method yields a Gaussian closure–a structured Gaussian
process posterior capturing the uncertainty in the output function of the neural
operator, which can be evaluated at an arbitrary set of points. The method adds
minimal prediction overhead, can be applied post-hoc without retraining the neural
operator, and scales to large models and datasets. We showcase the efficacy of our
approach through applications to different types of partial differential equations.

1 Introduction

Partial differential equations (PDEs) are a powerful language for describing the complex interactions
that arise in dynamical systems. Solving PDEs is therefore a crucial research topic for explaining the
dynamics inherent in physical, biological, and engineering systems. In scientific machine learning,
models predicting physical phenomena such as weather or climate are often trained to approximate
the solution of an underlying PDE from data.

Learning to solve PDEs is closely related to operator learning: Instead of learning to solve a specific
PDE, it can be beneficial to learn the operator that maps a functional parameter of the PDE (such as
initial values, boundary conditions, force fields, or material parameters) to the solution associated
with the given parameter. This approach is powerful because it learns to solve entire classes of
PDEs simultaneously. Additionally, learning mappings between function spaces can make models
discretization invariant [1], which is beneficial for training efficiency. This is in contrast to classical
numerical solvers like finite difference or finite element methods that discretize the space on a mesh.

Neural operators, and in particular Fourier neural operators (FNOs), stand out among the deep
architectures that are able to effectively learn operators and are now widely used in practice. Their
applications span various domains such as weather forecasting [2, 3], fluid dynamics [4–6], and
automotive aerodynamics [7].
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The complex nature of dynamic systems makes errors in predictions difficult to detect. Uncertainty
quantification aims to account for these errors by providing an estimate of prediction quality. However,
current methods in operator learning are usually not able to provide such an estimate, hindering their
utility in applications.

To address these issues, we develop the neural operator Laplace approximation (NOLA), a novel
framework for approximate Bayesian uncertainty quantification [8] in neural operators using function-
valued Gaussian processes. Our method leverages the concept of currying in functional programming
to enable the application of the linearized Laplace approximation [9] to neural operators. We then
show that the resulting approximate Bayesian posterior over the parameters of the neural operator
induces a function-valued Gaussian process belief over the operator learned by the network. By
considering Fourier neural operators, we show that NOLA provides a structured Gaussian process
posterior, capturing the uncertainty in the neural operator’s output function and allowing for efficient
evaluation at arbitrary points. NOLA is practical, introduces minimal additional computational
overhead, and can be applied post-hoc, without the necessity to retrain the neural operator. Moreover,
it scales efficiently to large models and datasets and, just as neural operators, is applicable to different
types of PDEs.

In Section 2 we provide a brief overview of neural operators, (multi-output) Gaussian processes, and
the linearized Laplace approximation. In Section 3 we first develop Gaussian processes taking values
in (infinite-dimensional) Banach spaces of functions, as well as the notion of Gaussian currying,
which formalizes their equivalence to multi-output Gaussian processes. We then use Gaussian
currying to construct function-valued Gaussian processes from neural operators with Gaussian weight
posteriors. We discuss related work in Section 4 and showcase the efficacy on different PDE datasets
in Section 5.

2 Background

2.1 Neural operators

Neural operators (NOs) [1] are neural network architectures that map between (infinite-dimensional)
Banach spaces of functions. More precisely, a neural operator is a function F : A×W → U, where

• A is a Banach space of functions a : DA → Rd′A with domain DA ⊂ RdA ,

• U is a Banach space of functions u : DU → Rd′U with domain DU ⊂ RdU ,

• W is a set of parameters (typically W ⊂ Rp or W ⊂ Cp).

To keep the training process computationally tractable, neural operators are trained on datasets
{(a(i)(X

(i)
A ),u(i)(X

(i)
U ))}ni=1 consisting of pairs of input and corresponding output functions

(a(i),u(i)) ∈ A×U that are discretized at finitely many points X(i)
A ∈ (DA)

n
(i)
A and X

(i)
U ∈ (DU)

n
(i)
U ,

respectively. The training objective is typically given by the empirical risk

R(w) =
1

n

n∑
i=1

L(u(i)(X
(i)
U ),F (a(i)(X

(i)
A ),w)(X

(i)
U ))

or a regularized version of the empirical risk. Neural operators have originally been motivated and are
commonly used to learn the solution operator of non-linear, parametric partial differential equations.
In this case, we typically have DA = DU, the input functions a ∈ A correspond to parameters and/or
initial conditions of the PDE, and the output functions u ∈ U are the corresponding solutions of
the PDE (at later time points). There are many different realizations of the abstract neural operator
framework, including low-rank neural operators [1], (multipole) graph neural operators [10, 11], and
(spherical) Fourier neural operators [3, 12]. Due to their recent popularity, the later parts of this work
specifically address Fourier neural operators.

2.1.1 Fourier neural operators

In Section 3.2.1 we will focus in particular on Fourier neural operators (FNOs) [12], neural operator
architectures that apply all spatially global operations in the spectral domain. An FNO F transforms
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a periodic input function a into a periodic output function F (a,w)(x) := q(v(L)(x),wq) with

v
(l+1)
i (x) := σ(l)

 d′v∑
j=1

F−1

((
R

(l)
kijF

(
v
(l)
j

)
k

)kmax

k=1

)
(x) +W

(l)
ij v

(l)
j (x)


for l = 1, . . . , L − 1 and v(1)(x) = p(a(x),wp) ∈ Rd′v , where F denotes the Fourier transform
of a periodic function.2 p : Rd′A ×Wp → Rd′v and q : Rd′v ×Wq → Rd′U are parametric functions
called lifting and projection, respectively. R(l) ∈ Ckmax×d′v×d

′
v and W (l) ∈ Rd′v×d′v , and w =

(wp,W
(1),R(1), . . . ,W (L−1),R(L−1),wq). The map v(l) → v(l+1) is the l-th Fourier layer. If

the inputs a are discretized on a regular grid, F can be computed by a real fast Fourier transform
(rfft).

2.2 (Multi-output) Gaussian processes

As we aim to generalize the notion of a Gaussian process later, we provide the formal definition
of Gaussian processes from mathematical statistics that is not often used in machine learning. A
Gaussian process (GP) with index set A on a probability space (Ω,A,P) is a function f : A×Ω → R
such that ω 7→ (f(a1, ω), . . . , f(an, ω)) is an Rn-valued Gaussian random variable for all n ∈ N
and a1, . . . , an ∈ A. We use the shorthand f(a) := f(a, ·). The mean function of f is given by
a 7→ EP [f(a)] and the covariance function of f is given by (a1, a2) 7→ CovP [f(a1), f(a2)]. We
denote by f ∼ GP (m, k) that f is a Gaussian process with mean function m and covariance function
k.

If RA is equipped with the product topology τ , then ω 7→ f(·, ω) is a function-valued random variable
with values in (RA,B (τ)). This justifies interpreting GPs as probability measures over functions
A → R.

It is common to extend the concept of a GP to finitely many output dimensions. A d′-output Gaussian
process with index set A on a probability space (Ω,A,P) is a function f : A× Ω → Rd′ such that
ω 7→

(
f(a1, ω)

⊤ · · · f(an, ω)
⊤)⊤ is an Rn·d′-valued Gaussian random variable for all n ∈ N

and a1, . . . , an ∈ A. We use the shorthand f(a) := f(a, ·). The mean function of f is given by
a 7→ EP [f(a)] ∈ Rd′ and the covariance function of f is given by (a1, a2) 7→ CovP [f(a1), f(a2)] ∈
Rd′×d′ . We denote by f ∼ GP (m,K) that f is a multi-output Gaussian process with mean function
m and covariance function K. While the notion of a multi-output Gaussian process might seem more
general than the notion of a Gaussian process, it is possible to “emulate” a function with multiple
outputs by augmenting the input space of a Gaussian process:

Lemma 2.1. Let (Ω,A,P) be a probability space, f : A×Ω → Rd′ , I = {1, . . . , d′}, and f : (A×I)×
Ω → R with (f(a, ·))i = f((a, i), ·) for all a ∈ A and i ∈ I (P-almost surely). Then f ∼ GP (m,K)
if and only if f ∼ GP (m, k), where

(m(a))i = m(a, i)

for all a ∈ A and i ∈ I, as well as

(K(a1, a2))ij = k((a1, i), (a2, j))

for all a1, a2 ∈ A and i, j ∈ I.

2.3 Linearized Laplace approximation

The linearized Laplace approximation (LLA) [9, 13, 14] is a conceptually simple, yet effective [15]
method for obtaining an approximate posterior distribution over the parameters w ∈ Rp of a neural
network f : Rd × Rp → Rd′ . It applies whenever the objective function R used to train the neural
network is (equivalent to) a negative log-posterior

R(w) = − log p(w | D) = − log p(w)−
n∑
i=1

log p(y(i) | f(x(i),w)) + const.

2More precisely, the operator F : L2(Td,R) → ℓ2(C) maps a real-valued square-integrable function on the
d-dimensional torus to the coefficients of the corresponding Fourier series.
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of the network parameters given data D = {(x(i),y(i))}ni=1. It is common for the prior over the
parameters to be Gaussian, in which case − log p(w) acts as an L2-regularizer on the parameters.
During training, we attempt to find a local minimum w⋆ of the objective function R, i.e. a maximum
a-posteriori (MAP) estimator of the network parameters given the data.

Following Immer et al. [9], we approximate the posterior of the network weights as follows: First, we
linearize the model using a first-order Taylor approximation in the weights around the MAP estimator
w⋆

f(x,w) ≈ f lin
w⋆(x,w) := f(x,w⋆) + Dwf(x,w)|w=w⋆ (w −w⋆)

Afterwards, we compute a second-order Taylor approximation of the negative log-posterior Rlin
w⋆ of

the linearized network at the MAP w⋆

Rlin
w⋆(w) := − log p(w)−

n∑
i=1

log p(y(i) | f lin
w⋆(x(i),w)) + const.

≈ R(w⋆) +∇R (w⋆)
⊤︸ ︷︷ ︸

≈0

(w −w⋆) +
1

2
(w −w⋆)⊤P (w −w⋆)

=
1

2
(w −w⋆)⊤P (w −w⋆) + const. (2.1)

with P := − Hw log p(w)|w=w⋆ +G, where

G := −
n∑
i=1

Dwf(x(i),w)
∣∣∣
w=w⋆

Hf log p(y(i) | f)
∣∣∣
f=f(x(i),w⋆)

Dwf(x(i),w)
∣∣∣⊤
w=w⋆

is the so-called generalized Gauss-Newton (GGN) matrix [16]. The GGN is guaranteed to be positive-
semidefinite. Equation (2.1) is the negative log-density of a (potentially degenerate) multivariate
Gaussian distribution with mean w⋆ and covariance matrix P †, i.e.

p(w = w | D) = expR(w) ≈ expRlin
w⋆(w) ≈ N

(
w;w⋆,P †).

This Gaussian distribution is referred to as the linearized Laplace approximation of p(w = w | D).
Under the linearized model, the approximate Gaussian posterior over the weights induces a tractable
posterior predictive over the output of the neural network [9, 17]. More precisely, using closure
properties of Gaussian distributions under affine maps, one can show that the pushforward of the
LLA posterior through w 7→ f lin

w⋆(x,w) defines a (d′-output) Gaussian process

f | D ∼ GP
(
f( · ,w⋆), (x1,x2) 7→ Dwf(x1,w)|w=w⋆ P

† Dwf(x2,w)|⊤w=w⋆

)
.

3 NOLA: The neural operator Laplace approximation

In this section, we develop the neural operator Laplace approximation (NOLA). NOLA constructs
(approximate) Bayesian neural operators by applying linearized Laplace approximation to neural
operators post training. It can be applied to existing trained models as a post-processing step and does
not require expensive retraining. Furthermore, NOLA employs the framework of function-valued
Gaussian processes to quantify uncertainty in the output of neural operators. To that end, we first
develop the concept of a function-valued Gaussian process and draw an important parallel with
currying in functional programming. Figure 1 illustrates the main steps comprising our methodology.

3.1 Function-valued Gaussian processes and Gaussian Currying

As seen in Section 2.3, given a Gaussian belief over the parameters of a neural network f : Rd×Rp →
Rd′ , model linearization yields a (multi-output) Gaussian process belief over the function learned
by the neural network. However, this is not immediately applicable to neural operators, since their
outputs do not lie in Rd′ , but in a potentially infinite-dimensional Banach space of functions. Hence,
we need to generalize (multi-output) Gaussian processes to the notion of a Banach-valued Gaussian
process.

4



Currying

Gaussian
Currying

Linearized Laplace
ApproximationNOLA

Step 0 Step 1

Step 2Step 3

a ∈ A a ∈ A

a ∈ Aa ∈ A

×
x ∈ DU

×
x ∈ DU

w ∈ W
...



w ∈ W
...



w ∈ W ...



w ∈ W ...



u ∈ U u(x) ∈ Rd′U

u(x) ∈ Rd′Uu ∈ U

u = F (a,w)
u(x) = f((a,x),w)

= F (a,w)(x)

u(x) = f(a,x)

= f lin
µ ((a,x),w)

u = F(a) = f(a, · )
= f lin

µ ((a, · ),w)

Figure 1: Graphical illustration of the steps involved in computing a neural operator Laplace
approximation (NOLA). A trained neural operator F (top left) is converted into an equivalent neural
network f with outputs in Rd′U using (reverse) currying (top right). It is then possible to apply the
linearized Laplace approximation to f , which produces a Gaussian process posterior f quantifying
the uncertainty about the function learned by f (bottom right). Finally, we can use Gaussian currying
to transform f into a function-valued Gaussian process posterior F over the operator learned by the
neural operator F (bottom left).

Definition 3.1. Let U be a real separable Banach space. A U-valued Gaussian process with
index set A on a probability space (Ω,A,P) is a function F: A × Ω → U such that ω 7→
(F(a1, ω), . . . ,F(an, ω)) is a joint3, i.e. (Un,B (U)⊗n)-valued, Gaussian random variable for all
n ∈ N and a1, . . . , an ∈ A.

As above, we use the shorthand F(a) := F(a, ·). Moreover, if we equip the vector space UA of
(linear and non-linear) operators A → U with the product topology τ , then the map ω 7→ F(·, ω) is a
Gaussian random variable with values in (UA,B (τ)). This warrants the interpretation of U-valued
Gaussian processes as Gaussian random operators.

In the context of neural operators, U is a Banach space of Rd′U -valued functions on a common domain
DU. In this case, we can show that U-valued Gaussian processes are closely related to multi-output
Gaussian processes with an augmented input space. This is in analogy to Lemma 2.1, but requires
some additional technical assumptions.
Theorem 3.1 (Proof in Appendix A.2). Let (Ω,A,P) be a probability space and U a real separable
Banach space of Rd′-valued functions with domain DU such that all evaluation maps δx : U →
Rd′ ,u 7→ u(x) are continuous. Let F : A × Ω → U and f : (A × DU) × Ω → Rd′ such that
F(a, ·)(x) = f((a,x), ·) for all a ∈ A and x ∈ DU (P-almost surely). Then

(i) f is a d′-output Gaussian process if F is a U-valued Gaussian process,

and, if Assumption A.1 holds for Lδ := {u 7→ δx(u)i : x ∈ DU ∧ i = 1, . . . , d′},

(ii) F is a U-valued Gaussian process if f is a d′-output Gaussian process.

Theorem 3.1 provides a valuable insight into the abstract concept of function-valued Gaussian
processes. It establishes that function-valued Gaussian processes are equivalent to (multi-output)

3See Remark A.1.
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Gaussian processes with augmented input spaces. This equivalence enables the translation of abstract
function-valued objects into computationally feasible structures (real-valued Gaussian processes).

Gaussian Currying As a useful intuition, we note that Theorem 3.1 constitutes a probabilistic
analogue of the concept of currying from functional programming (and category theory more
generally). The Theorem shows the equivalence of the (vector-valued) Gaussian random function
f : A×DU → Rd′ and the Gaussian random operator F : A → (DU → Rd′) with F(a)(x)

a.s.
= f(a,x).

Example 3.1 (Currying a Continuous Bivariate Gaussian Process). Let f ∼ GP (m, k) be a bivariate
2-output Gaussian process with index set R2 on (Ω,A,P) with (P-almost surely) continuous paths.
For instance, this assumption is fulfilled if m is continuous and k is a multivariate Matérn covariance
function [18]. Then a 7→ f(a, ·) is a function-valued Gaussian process. More precisely, Theorem 3.1
shows that the map F: R × Ω → C(R), (a, ω) 7→ (x 7→ f((a, x), ω)) is a C(R)-valued Gaussian
process.

Thus, an intuitive way to understand function-valued Gaussian processes is as objects that, when
evaluated, return a Gaussian process. Currying can also be used to relate the mean and covariance
functions of function-valued (or more generally Banach-valued) Gaussian processes, and their coun-
terparts defined on the corresponding multi-output Gaussian process. The rather technical definitions
of mean and covariance functions of Banach-valued Gaussian processes are in Appendix A.2.

3.2 Linearization turns neural operators into function-valued Gaussian processes

Having introduced function-valued Gaussian processes in the previous section, we can now use the
notion to build NOLA, i.e. construct (approximate) Bayesian neural operators. We delineate the key
components of our methodology into different steps, which are visually represented in Figure 1.

Step 0 Let F : A×W → U ⊂ (Rd′U)DU be a neural operator as in Section 2.1 with W = Rp.

Step 1 Using currying on F , we define the function

f : (A× DU)×W → Rd
′
U , ((a,x),w) 7→ F (a,w)(x).

Step 2 Assume that we have a posterior Gaussian belief w ∼ N (µ,Σ) over the parameters of the
network. In this work, we will obtain the posterior over w via Laplace approximation, but it could
also have originated from other (approximate) inference schemes such as variational inference or
(approximate) moment matching. Since f has values in Rd′U , we can, as in Section 2.3, linearize the
model around µ:

f((a,x),w) ≈ f lin
µ ((a,x),w) := f((a,x),µ) + Dwf((a,x),w)|w=µ (w − µ)

to arrive at an induced approximate d′U-output Gaussian process belief with index set A× DU

f ∼ GP
(
f(·,µ), ((a1,x1), (a2,x2)) 7→ Dwf((a1,x1),w)|w=µ Σ Dwf((a2,x2),w)|⊤w=µ

)
.

Step 3 Finally, we can use Gaussian currying to construct a Gaussian random operator from f .
Namely, we define the function

F : A× Ω → U, (a, ω) 7→ (x 7→ f((a,x), ω)).

Under some technical assumptions about U, Theorem 3.1 then shows that F is a U-valued Gaussian
process. For the spaces U considered in the context of neural operators, these assumptions are
virtually always met. Moreover,

E [F(a)(x)] = F (a,µ)(x), and

Cov [F(a1)(x1),F(a2)(x2)] = DwF (a1,w)(x1)|w=µ Σ DwF (a2,w)(x2)|⊤w=µ .

6



3.2.1 Case study: Bayesian Fourier neural operators

The above exposition applies generally to operator-valued models. Applying it specifically to Fourier
neural operators leads to a particularly efficient representation of the function-valued posterior process.
For simplicity of exposition, we limit ourselves to a so-called last-layer Laplace approximation, in
which only the parameters wL−1 := (R(L−1),W (L−1)) are treated probabilistically [19]. However,
we would like to point out that it is possible to proceed with a full Laplace approximation over all
parameters w. For an input a ∈ A, we can factorize the FNO as

F (a,w)(x) = (q(·,wq) ◦ σ(L−1))︸ ︷︷ ︸
=:q̃

(
z(L−1)(x,wL−1)

)
,

with

z
(L−1)
i (x,wL−1) :=

d′v∑
j=1

F−1
(
R

(L−1)
:ij ⊙ v̂

(L−1)
:j

)
(x) +

d′v∑
j=1

W
(L−1)
ij v

(L−1)
j (x)

=

d′v∑
j=1

kmax∑
k=1

Re(R
(L−1)
kij )Re(v̂

(L−1)
kj ) cos (⟨ωk,x⟩)︸ ︷︷ ︸

=:ϕkj(x)

+

d′v∑
j=1

kmax∑
k=1

Im(R
(L−1)
kij ) (−1) Im(v̂

(L−1)
kj ) sin (⟨ωk,x⟩)︸ ︷︷ ︸
=:φkj(x)

+

d′v∑
j=1

W
(L−1)
ij v

(L−1)
j (x)︸ ︷︷ ︸
=:ψj(x)

,

where v̂
(L−1)
kj := F(v

(L−1)
j )k ∈ C for k ∈ {1, . . . , kmax}. We note that z(L−1)(x,wL−1) is linear

in wL−1. Thus, assuming a Gaussian belief over wL−1
∼= (Re(R(L−1)), Im(R(L−1)),W (L−1))

induces a (multi-output) Gaussian process belief z(L−1) ∼ GP (mz(L−1) ,Kz(L−1)) with mz(L−1) =
z(L−1)(x,w⋆

L−1) over z(L−1). Moreover, z(L−1) is the sum of three (dependent) parametric Gaus-
sian processes with feature functions ϕkj , φkj , and ψj , respectively. Consequently, the function-
valued GP induced by the linearized FNO is given by

F(a)(x) = q̃(mz(L−1)(x)) + Dq̃ (mz(L−1)(x)) (z(L−1)(x)−mz(L−1)(x)),

i.e. F(a) ∼ GP (ma,Ka) with
ma(x) = F (a,w⋆)(x), and

Ka(x1,x2) = Dq̃ (mz(L−1)(x1))Kz(L−1)(x1,x2)Dq̃ (mz(L−1)(x2))
⊤
.

If the input function a ∈ A is discretized on a grid X
(i)
A ∈ (DA)

n
(i)
A , we set v̂

(L−1)
kj :=

rfft(v
(L−1)
j (X

(i)
A ))k ∈ C and ψj(x) interpolates v(L−1)

j (X
(i)
A ) (e.g. spline interpolation or Fourier

interpolation).

There are two practical benefits arising from this representation. First, note that computing the
moments of and drawing samples from F(a) only needs access to the hidden state v(L−1) of the
neural operator. This means that we can evaluate the Gaussian process belief at arbitrary output points
x ∈ DU without the need to compute more than one forward pass of the neural operator. Secondly,
due to the fact that the Gaussian process belief F(a) over the output function is parametric, we can
efficiently sample entire functions from it that can then be lazily evaluated at arbitrary points. This
is in contrast to general non-parametric Gaussian processes, where one typically discretizes the GP
before drawing samples of the function values at the given finite set of points. Such lazy functional
samples can be used e.g. for active experimental design and Bayesian optimization [20].

3.3 Implementation

In the following, we focus on the linearized last-layer Laplace approximation for extracting a
tractable Gaussian belief over the weights of the Fourier neural operator. Last-layer approximations,
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where the feature map corresponding to the first L − 1 layers is set to its MAP estimate [19, 21],
allow the Laplace approximation to scale to deeper architectures and have proven effective in
both theoretical and practical applications [15, 19]. Since the final standard (MLP) decoding layer
wq applies only pointwise and therefore lacks global characteristics, we consider the last spectral
convolution with bias function instead. Specifically, we use the final Fourier layer weights wL−1

∼=
(Re(R(L−1)), Im(R(L−1)),W (L−1)).

Common approaches for approximating the GGN of large layers - such as K-FAC or diagonal [15] -
leverage a block-diagonal structure that trades cross-layer correlations for computational efficiency.
However, since the Fourier convolution forms a collection of linear layers applied in parallel to
different Fourier modes, such block approximations would yield a belief over the weights that
is uncorrelated across these modes, which seems inaccurate due to the following inverse Fourier
transformation. To address this issue, we focus instead on finding a low-rank approximation V V T of
the inverse GGN via Lanczos iterations (similar to a truncated SVD) [22]. The resulting low-rank
plus scaled diagonal approximation of the posterior covariance yields an efficiently represented object
suitable for matrix-free implementations, allowing for example for computationally cheap inversion
via the Woodbury matrix identity.

The Gaussian belief of w is hence given by

w ∼ N (w∗, (n ·G+ τI)−1),

where N is the number of input-output pairs following the Bayesian perspective. For a given
discretization, this covariance can be pushed forward onto the output via efficiently implemented
Jacobian-vector products following Step 2 in Section 3.2.

4 Related work

The literature on neural operators has been extensively reviewed, with Azizzadenesheli et al. [23]
providing a comprehensive overview of various architectures. These include graph neural operators
[11], physics-informed neural operators [24], multi-wavelet neural operators [25] and the widely used
Fourier neural operators [12]. Lanthaler et al. [26] further contributes to this field by quantifying the
aliasing error resulting from discretization of FNOs and obtaining algebraic rates of convergence in
relation to grid resolution.

Despite the advancements in neural operator architectures, uncertainty estimation remains an un-
derexplored area. Some progress has been made by Magnani et al. [27], Kumar et al. [28], Garg
and Chakraborty [29]. Garg and Chakraborty [29] employs variational inference to estimate the
Bayesian posterior over DeepONet predictions. The work in [27, 28] is more closely related to the
present work. Magnani et al. [27] use Laplace approximation to provide uncertainty estimates for
graph neural operators, but do not extend this to Fourier neural operators or consider a function space
approach. Kumar et al. [28] incorporates a Gaussian Process prior with a mean function derived
from a Wavelet Neural Operator, optimizing model hyperparameters by minimizing the negative
log-marginal likelihood. Other Bayesian operator frameworks have been considered in Zou et al. [30]
and Garg and Chakraborty [31]. Operator-valued kernels and function-valued Gaussian processes
have been studied in the Hilbert space setting, e.g. by Micchelli and Pontil [32], Kadri et al. [33], and
Owhadi [34]. Our approach, however, formulates the theory within the context of Banach spaces,
as neural operators are defined as mappings between such spaces. Other relevant methods using
Gaussian processes to solve partial differential equations (PDEs) include the works of Chen et al.
[35], Batlle et al. [36], and Chen et al. [37].

Laplace approximation, introduced to deep learning by Mackay [38], has gained popularity in the
Bayesian deep learning community [8, 15, 19, 39]. This is also due to its scalability, achieved through
various strategies including using log-posterior Hessian approximations [39, 40], treating only a
subset of the model probabilistically [41], employing linearized Laplace [9, 42], or using scalable
Gaussian processes methods [43, 44]. Other Bayesian deep learning methods include variational
inference [45–48], Markov Chain Monte Carlo [49–51], or heuristic methods [52, 53].
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Figure 2: Comparing NOLA, input perturbations, and weight perturbations at a single predicted time
point of a sample trajectory of the KdV equation. The corresponding FNO has been trained on 32
training trajectories.

5 Experiments

We evaluate our approach by quantifying the uncertainty of Fourier neural operator predictions,
that were trained on a limited amount of training samples. Following the experimental setup in
Brandstetter et al. [54], we train multiple Fourier neural operators on varying numbers of training
trajectories (i.e. 32, 64, and 128 training samples, each having 256 spatial and 140 temporal
points) for the Korteweg-de Vries (KdV, ∂tu+ u∂xu+ ∂3xu = 0), the Kuramoto-Sivashinsky (KS,
∂tu+∂

2
xu+∂

4
xu+u∂xu = 0) and Burgers’ (∂tu+u∂xu−ν∂2xu = 0 where ν > 0) equations. Each

neural operator is trained to predict twenty future time steps based on the twenty previous ones. All
models consist of four Fourier convolutional layers with 16 Fourier modes and 32 hidden channels.
Using the above-outlined Laplace approximation, we model 33,824 parameters (more than one-fifth
of all parameters) probabilistically.

We evaluate NOLA on each trained model against input perturbations and weight perturbations as base-
line approaches, which can be seen as ensemble forecast: the former is given by Fw(a(x)+ϵ

(k)
x )k∈K

with ϵ(k)x ∼ N (0, τ−2I|x|), and the latter by (FwL−1+ϵ(k)(a(x))k with ϵ(k) ∼ N (0, τ−2I|wL−1|).
For NOLA, we can estimate the standard deviation by the square root of the pushed-forward output
variance, while for both perturbation-based methods, we take the empirical standard deviation of |K|
ensemble members, setting |K| = 100.

To quantify and compare the uncertainty, we consider the negative log-likelihood (NLL), the root
squared mean error (RMSE), and the q-statistic (Q) defined as follows:

RMSE =

√
1

c

∑
x∈x,i≤n

|F (ai)(x)− ui(x)|2,

Q =
1

c

∑
x∈x,i≤n

|F (ai)(x)− ui(x)|2

V [(ai)(x)]
, and

NLL =
1

2c

∑
x∈x,i≤n

[
log (2πV [F (ai)(x)]) +

|F (ai)(x)− ui(x)|2

V [(ai)(x)]

]
,

where c is the number of summands and n is the number of input-output pairs considered for
evaluation. The RMSE measures the accuracy of the GP/ensemble mean compared to the true target
and should be close to zero. The Q estimate indicates posterior calibration and should be close to one.
A lower NLL reflects a balance between low standard deviations and error calibration. For NOLA we
compute the GGN on 128 input-output pairs of the training set. The hyperparameter τ is calibrated
for each method on the validation set and the metrics are compared on 100 samples of the test set, as
shown in Table 1. A single sample prediction for a trajectory of the KdV equation can be found in
Figure 2. While NOLA outperforms both baselines in the metrics sometimes only by a margin, we
note that the overall prediction error in the experiment is already low and it is therefore important to
test NOLA on more diverse tasks, where more uncertainty can be captured. Observations from Figure
2 suggest that NOLA’s sample paths align more closely with the true target function than those from
the baselines.
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Table 1: Evaluation metrics on 100 test samples.
KdV KS Burgers

NLL RMSE Q NLL RMSE Q NLL RMSE Q

32 training samples

Input perturbations 0.795 0.162 3.32 -0.390 0.152 1.636 0.596 0.331 2.397
Weight perturbations -0.306 0.169 1.929 -0.539 0.148 1.712 0.909 0.34 3.208
NOLA -0.577 0.163 1.152 -0.543 0.148 1.125 0.443 0.335 0.534
64 training samples

Input perturbations -0.214 0.122 1.01 -0.767 0.108 1.664 -0.417 0.125 2.075
Weight perturbations -0.691 0.121 1.422 -0.862 0.106 1.786 -0.322 0.126 2.565
NOLA -0.920 0.119 1.003 -0.872 0.106 1.273 -0.517 0.123 1.987
128 training samples

Input perturbations -0.383 0.094 1.54 -1.108 0.082 1.476 -1.207 0.044 3.059
Weight perturbations -0.913 0.095 0.558 -1.121 0.081 1.908 -1.397 0.042 2.505
NOLA -1.191 0.091 1.311 -1.158 0.081 1.417 -1.719 0.042 1.055

6 Conclusion

In this work, we developed a probabilistic framework for neural network-learned operators using
Banach-valued Gaussian processes. Our approach extends Gaussian process theory into the domain
of operators, facilitating the treatment of infinite-dimensional function spaces. By demonstrating the
equivalence between Banach-valued Gaussian processes and multi-output Gaussian processes with
an augmented input space, we establish Gaussian currying, a probabilistic analogue of currying in
functional programming.

This currying process transforms complex operator mappings into more manageable and practically
implementable forms, effectively modeling relationships between infinite-dimensional spaces. By
applying linearization and Laplace approximation, neural operators can be viewed as function-
valued Gaussian processes, providing analytic uncertainty estimates over an operator and yielding
a continuous function that can be evaluated on any grid. This function can also be analytically
propagated to downstream analyses.

In our experiments, we show improvements over perturbation-based methods in terms of common
metrics. Especially, sample predictions generated with NOLA exhibit more realistic behaviour. Future
directions for this work include investigating into the interpolation error that arises in constructing
the feature functions of the parametric Gaussian process in the Bayesian Fourier neural operator.
Moreover, we plan to apply our approach to a wider set of PDEs, including multidimensional
problems.
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Appendix

A Theoretical Results

A.1 Gaussian measures on separable Banach spaces

We aim to quantify epistemic uncertainty about operators between (infinite-dimensional) Banach
spaces of functions using a Gaussian process framework. To be able to define a Gaussian process
belief over such operators, we hence need a notion of a Gaussian random variables with values in
(separable) Banach spaces.
Definition A.1 (Gaussian Measure on separable Banach space). Let U be a real separable Banach
space. A probability measure γ on (U,B (U)) is called Gaussian if every continuous linear functional
ℓ ∈ U′ is a univariate Gaussian random variable on (U,B (U) , γ). A U-valued random variable is
called Gaussian if its law is Gaussian.
Remark A.1 (Jointly Gaussian Measure on separable Banach spaces). In this work, we frequently
need to construct joint Gaussian measures on multiple separable Banach spaces. Fortunately, we
can also leverage Definition A.1 for this. More formally, we aim to define a Gaussian measure
on the iterated Cartesian product Un of a real separable Banach space U. We equip Un with the
product sigma algebra B (U)⊗n. Since U is Polish, we have B (U)⊗n = B (τ), where τ is the product
topology on Un [55, Theorem 14.8]. Moreover, (Un, τ) is Banachable, i.e. there is a norm ∥·∥Un

that induces τ such that (Un, ∥·∥Un) is complete. Hence, as in Definition A.1, we call a probability
measure γ on (Un,B (U)⊗n) Gaussian if every ℓ ∈ U′ is a univariate Gaussian random variable on
(Un,B (U)⊗n , γ).

Similar to their finite-dimensional counterparts, Gaussian measures with values in separable Banach
spaces admit the definition of a mean and a (cross-)covariance operator.
Proposition A.1 (Mean and Covariance Operator [see e.g. 56, Proposition B.2]). Let γ be a Gaussian
measure on a real separable Banach space U. There is a unique mγ ∈ U with ℓ(mγ) = Eu∼γ [ℓ(u)]
for every continuous linear functional ℓ ∈ U′, referred to as the mean of γ. Similarly, there is a unique
bounded linear operator Cγ : U′ → U with ℓ1(Cγ(ℓ2)) = Covu∼γ [ℓ1(u), ℓ2(u)] for any ℓ1, ℓ2 ∈ U′,
the so-called covariance operator of γ. The mean and covariance operator of a Gaussian random
variable with values in U is defined accordingly.
Corollary A.2 (Cross-Covariance Operator). Let u1,u2 be jointly Gaussian random variables on
(Ω,A,P) with values in real separable Banach spaces U1,U2, respectively. There is a unique
bounded linear operator Cu1,u2 : U′

1 → U2 with ℓ1(Cu1,u2(ℓ2)) = CovP [ℓ1(u1), ℓ2(u2)] for all
ℓ1 ∈ U′

1 and ℓ2 ∈ U′
2. The operator Cu1,u2 is referred to as the cross-covariance operator between u1

and u2.

A.2 Banach-valued Gaussian processes

Now we have all the necessary preliminaries to define a Gaussian random process that takes values in
real separable Banach spaces.
Definition 3.1. Let U be a real separable Banach space. A U-valued Gaussian process with
index set A on a probability space (Ω,A,P) is a function F: A × Ω → U such that ω 7→
(F(a1, ω), . . . ,F(an, ω)) is a joint4, i.e. (Un,B (U)⊗n)-valued, Gaussian random variable for all
n ∈ N and a1, . . . , an ∈ A.

As for (multi-output) Gaussian processes, we can also define mean and covariance functions for
Banach-valued Gaussian processes. However, their definition is more technically involved.
Definition A.2. Let F be a U-valued Gaussian process with index set A on (Ω,A,P). The function

M : A → U, a 7→ mF(a, · )

is called the mean function of F and the function

K : A× A → (U′ → U), (a1, a2) 7→ CF(a1, · ),F(a2, · )
is referred to as the covariance function of F.

4See Remark A.1.
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In the following, we aim to establish a correspondence between Banach-valued Gaussian processes
and (R-valued) Gaussian processes. Unlike in Lemma 2.1, we need additional technical assumptions
for this to work both ways. Denote by sclw∗(L) := {ℓ ∈ U′ | ∃{ℓi}i∈N ⊂ L : ℓi →w∗ ℓ} the weak-*
sequential closure of a set L ⊂ U′.
Assumption A.1. Let U be a real separable Banach space and L ⊂ U′ a set of continuous linear
functionals on U such that there is an nscl ∈ N0 with sclnscl

w∗ (spanL) = U′.
Theorem A.3. Let (Ω,A,P) be a probability space, U a real separable Banach space, and L ⊂ U′ .
Let F: A × Ω → U and f : (A × L) × Ω → R such that ℓ(F(a, ·)) = f((a, ℓ), ·) for all a ∈ A and
ℓ ∈ L (P-almost surely). Then

(i) F ∼ GP (M,K) implies f ∼ GP (m, k),

and, if Assumption A.1 holds,

(ii) f ∼ GP (m, k) implies F ∼ GP (M,K),

where,

(iii) in both cases,
ℓ(M(a)) = m(a, ℓ)

for all a ∈ A and ℓ ∈ L, as well as

ℓ1(K(a1, a2)(ℓ2)) = k((a1, ℓ1), (a2, ℓ2))

for all a1, a2 ∈ A and ℓ1, ℓ2 ∈ U.

Proof. First of all, note that ℓ ∈ (Un)′ if and only if there are ℓ1, . . . , ℓn ∈ U′ such that

ℓ(u1, . . . , un) =

n∑
i=1

ℓi(ui),

where we equip Un with the product topology.

(i) Let a1, . . . , an ∈ A and ℓ1, . . . , ℓn ∈ U′. By the above, the linear functionals

ℓ̃i : Un → R, (u1, . . . , un) 7→ ℓi(ui)

are continuous w.r.t. the product topology on Un. Moreover, ω 7→ (F(a1, ω), . . . ,F(an, ω))
is Gaussian by assumption. Hence,

ω 7→
(
ℓ̃i(F(a1, ω), . . . ,F(an, ω))

)n
i=1

= (ℓi(F(ai, ω)))
n
i=1

= (f((ai, ℓi), ω))
n
i=1

is Gaussian with values in Rn.

(ii) Let a1, . . . , an ∈ A. We have to show that ω 7→ (F(a1, ω), . . . ,F(an, ω)) is a Gaussian
random variable with values in Un, i.e. that for every ℓ ∈ (Un)′, the random variable
ω 7→ ℓ(F(a1, ω), . . . ,F(an, ω)) is Gaussian with values in R. By the above, we know that
there are ℓ1, . . . , ℓn ∈ U′ such that

ω 7→ ℓ(F(a1, ω), . . . ,F(an, ω)) =

m∑
i=1

ℓi(F(ai, ω)) =

m∑
i=1

f((ai, ℓi), ω)

Claim. Let m ∈ N0 and ℓ1, . . . , ℓn ∈ sclmw∗(spanL). Then ω 7→
∑n
i=1 f((ai, ℓi), ω) is

Gaussian.

Proof of Claim. This is a straightforward modification of Theorem B.6 from [56].

By Assumption A.1, there is m = nscl such that sclmw∗(spanL) = U′. Hence, the statement
follows from the claim.
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(iii) Using the fact that Bochner integrals and bounded linear operators commute, we obtain

ℓ(M(a)) = ℓ

(∫
Ω

F(a, ω)P(dω)

)
=

∫
Ω

ℓ(F(a, ω))︸ ︷︷ ︸
a.s.
=f((a,ℓ),ω)

P(dω)

= EP [f(a, ℓ)]

= m(a, ℓ)

and

ℓ1(K(a1, a2)(ℓ2)) = ℓ1

(∫
Ω

ℓ2(F(a2, ω)−M(a2))(F(a1, ω)−M(a1))P(dω)

)
=

∫
Ω

ℓ2(F(a2, ω)−M(a2))ℓ1(F(a1, ω)−M(a1))P(dω)

=

∫
Ω

(ℓ1(F(a1, ω))︸ ︷︷ ︸
a.s.
=f((a1,ℓ1),ω)

− ℓ1(M(a1))︸ ︷︷ ︸
=m(a1,ℓ1)

)(ℓ2(F(a2, ω))︸ ︷︷ ︸
a.s.
=f((a2,ℓ2),ω)

− ℓ2(M(a2))︸ ︷︷ ︸
=m(a2,ℓ2)

)P(dω)

= CovP [f(a1, ℓ1), f(a2, ℓ2)]

= k((a1, ℓ1), (a2, ℓ2)).

Corollary A.4. Let (Ω,A,P) be a probability space and U a real separable Banach space of real-
valued functions on a common domain DU with continuous point evaluation functionals δx : U →
R, u 7→ u(x). Let F: A×Ω → U and f : (A×DU)×Ω → R such that F(a, ·)(x) = f((a, x), ·) for
all a ∈ A and x ∈ DU (P-almost surely). Then

(i) F ∼ GP (M,K) implies f ∼ GP (m, k),

and, if Assumption A.1 holds5 for Lδ := {δx : x ∈ DU},

(ii) f ∼ GP (m, k) implies F ∼ GP (M,K),

where,

(iii) in both cases,
M(a)(x) = m(a, x)

for all a ∈ A and x ∈ DU, as well as

K(a1, a2)(ℓ2)(x1) = ℓ2(x2 7→ k((a1, x1), (a2, x2)))

for all a1, a2 ∈ A, ℓ2 ∈ U, and x1 ∈ DU.

Finally, Theorem A.3 from the main text is a corollary of the results developed above.

Proof of Theorem 3.1. Follows from Corollary A.4 and Lemma 2.1.

5For instance, this is the case if U is a separable RKHS, U = C(DU) and DU is a compact metric space, or
U = Ck(DU) and DU ⊂ Rd, which follows from Propositions B.6, B.7, and B.10 in [56].
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