
An Efficient Learning Method to Connect Observables

Hang Yu 1, ∗ and Takayuki Miyagi 1, †

1Center for Computational Sciences, University of Tsukuba, Tsukuba, Ibaraki 305-8577, Japan

Constructing fast and accurate surrogate models is a key ingredient for making robust predic-
tions in many topics. We introduce a new model, the Multiparameter Eigenvalue Problem (MEP)
emulator. The new method connects emulators and can make predictions directly from observables
to observables. We present that the MEP emulator can be trained with data from Eigenvector
Continuation (EC) and Parametric Matrix Model (PMM) emulators. A simple simulation on a
one-dimensional lattice confirms the performance of the MEP emulator. Using 28O as an example,
we also demonstrate that the predictive probability distribution of the target observables can be
easily obtained through the new emulator.

Amajor theme in physics is to discover and understand
phenomena. The gold standard for theoretical work is
to explain experimental measurements and observations
while also predicting unseen results. However, complex-
ity in theory sometimes prevents all essential parame-
ters from being uniquely determined. These parameters
often appear in important constituents, such as a cou-
pling strength in a Hamiltonian. Due to the variations
of the parameters, calibrating the parameters and mak-
ing a prediction often need to be done separately. These
separate procedures work well when the underlying the-
ory is simple enough and has only almost uniquely de-
termined parameters. With the advance of physics, theo-
retical models tend to become complicated, ranging from
cosmology models that have many parameters to be opti-
mized [1, 2] to almost parameter-free theory of the under-
lying strong forces that is difficult to solve dynamically.

Low-energy nuclear physics lies in the intersection of
computationally demanding and multiparametric. Deli-
cate interplays of two- and three-body interactions have
been one of the barriers to our theoretical progress, with
many parameters called low-energy constants (LECs) ap-
pearing in the same order of the underlying effective field
theory [3–6]. These parameters cannot be directly mea-
sured, and the determination of LECs is already experi-
encing difficulties at the two-body level and needs a spe-
cial strategy [7]. We have to remind ourselves that the
non-observable LECs should serve as theoretical tools to
simulate and bridge observables. As we know, some ob-
servables are strongly correlated, and it is interesting to
look for a direct way to leverage the strong correlation,
not in the context of LECs.

As a solution for the issue relevant to the universal
physics problem, we propose a new explainable learn-
ing model named Multiparameter Eigenvalue Problem
(MEP) emulator. Based on projection emulators in
Refs. [8–10], the new method allows us to bypass pa-
rameter optimization steps and can construct a direct
connection between calibrations and predictions. As il-
lustrated in the flow chart Fig. 1, the MEP emulator can
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Figure 1. Workflow of our method compared with existing
statistical procedures

replace complicated statistical workflow found, for ex-
ample, in Ref. [1, 2, 11–13]. We can directly obtain the
conditional probability P (O⊙|{O}) for the target O⊙ un-
der the calibration data {O}, once the probability den-
sity P ({O}) of calibration observables is given, without
going through the complicated workflow that is also de-
pendent on the domain of parameters [13]. Our emulator
has its root in the Ritz approximation method, enabling
possible generalization to all problems that need multiple
eigenvalues/parameters.
We first briefly discuss our motivation. In many sit-

uations, we usually encounter the following Hamiltonian
equation with the affine form:(

H0 +

npar∑
i=1

ciHi − EN

)
y = 0 , (1)

with a nontrivial vector y. Here, H0 is a parameter-
free part of the Hamiltonian, ci is i-th parameter, Hi

is a part of the Hamiltonian depending on ci, E is the
eigenvalue of the Hamiltonian, and N is the norm kernel.
A similar structure can be found in reduced order models
such as EC methods [8], where the matrix elements ofH0,
Hi, and N are computed with the snapshot vectors. It
is less discussed, but writing the equation in the above
way, E can be regarded as an input, as in scattering
problems. Then, for example, −cnpar can be regarded
as the eigenvalue of the equation after multiplying the
inverse H−1

npar
(assuming it exists):

H−1
npar

(
H0 +

npar−1∑
i=1

ciHi − EN

)
y + cnpary = 0 . (2)
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This input-output exchange is a short and simple theo-
retical idea behind this work: we can make predictions
without directly addressing the parameters in the Hamil-
tonian. We can further predict other quantities using E
as the input if only cnpar

is varied. Unfortunately, this
is often not true. For example, in nucleon-nucleon inter-
action from chiral EFT in nuclear physics [4, 5], we gen-
erally expect that 10 - 30 parameters should be varied
simultaneously to make meaningful predictions. There-
fore, we would need to couple roughly the same number
of Eq. (1). This number will continue to grow with our
knowledge about three-nucleon interaction [14].

In the following, we consider the m(> npar) Hamilto-

nian equations that take E[1], . . . , E[npar] as inputs (to
trade npar parameters ci) and E[npar+1], . . . , E[m] as out-
puts:(

H
[j]
0 +

npar∑
i=1

ciH
[j]
i − E[j]N [j]

)
y[j] = 0 , 1 ≤ j ≤ m.

(3)
Eq. (3) resembles the multiparameter eigenvalue problem
(MEP) [15, 16], i.e.,(

Oj +

m∑
i=1

αiAij

)
yj = 0 , 1 ≤ j ≤ m. (4)

Here, Oj and Aij are square matrices, and αi is a pa-
rameter of the generalized eigenvalue problem, hence it
is referred to as a multiparameter eigenvalue. The so-
lution is obtained by solving the generalized eigenvalue
problem:

(Ki − αiK0)y⊗ = 0 , (5)

with the generalized (Kronecker) determinants Ki and
K0.

Ki =

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
A11 · · · A(i−1)1 O1 A(i+1)1 · · · Am1

...
...

...
...

...
...

...
A1m · · · A(i−1)m Om A(i+1)m · · · Amm

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
⊗

,

(6)
and

K0 =

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
A11 · · · Am1

...
. . .

...
A1m · · · Amm

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
⊗

. (7)

The determinant is computed by replacing the matrix
product with the Kronecker product, defined in Eq. (B1)
in Appendix . Different interpretations of Eq. (3) into
Eq. (4) compose a superset of Hamiltonian multiparam-
eter eigenvalue problems. For example, Eq. (3) can be

found with Oj = H
[j]
0 +

∑npar

i=1 ciH
[j]
i , Aij = δijN

[j], and

αi = E[i]. This composes a set of decoupled MEP equa-
tions, i.e., Aij ∝ δij . Solving this system precisely cor-
responds to computing energy structures from a given
parameter set {ci}i=1,...,npar

. On the other hand, when

one requires to use {E[j]}j=1,...,npar as an input instead

of ci to predict {E[j]}j=npar+1,...,m, the following can be
applied:

Oj =

{
H

[j]
0 − E[j]N [j] 1 ≤ j ≤ npar

H
[j]
0 npar < j ≤ m

,

Aij =

{
H

[j]
i 1 ≤ j ≤ npar

−δijN
[i] npar < j ≤ m

,

αi =

{
ci 1 ≤ i ≤ npar

E[i] npar < i ≤ m
.

(8)

With this rearrangement, Aij for i ̸= j does not vanish
anymore, and the problem can be numerically expensive.
Assuming that each equation in Eq. (4) has M ×M di-
mension, the dimension of K1 and Ki is Mm × Mm,
and thus the size of the whole problem is not small as
we have m = 10 ∼ 30 in a typical nuclear physics ap-
plication. The problems with such large dimension are
unsolvable even on modern supercomputers. Even worse,
we have not found a way to select the desired eigenvalue
E[j] (npar < j ≤ m) from the full set of Mm eigenvalues.
This point will be emphasized with a simple toy model,
and a direct application of the known MEP to our prob-
lems is not suitable.

To overcome the issues, we consider a reduction of the
problem size based on the idea of the projection emu-
lator method. Suppose we have a set of ntrain training
parameters Strain = {ck|ck = (c1,k, c2,k . . . , cnpar,k), k =
1, . . . , ntrain}. Using the k-th training parameter set ck,
we have an eigenvector yj,k for the j-th equation in
Eq. (4). The product of eigenvectors in Eq. (5) is then
y⊗,k =

⊗m
j=1 yj,k. The Kronecker determinant reduces

to the usual matrix determinant after taking the inner
product with k-th and l-th eigenvectors:

(y⊗,k)
∗ ·K0 · y⊗,l =

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
(A11)kl · · · (Am1)kl

...
. . .

...
(A1m)kl · · · (Amm)kl

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣ , (9)

can be applied to any Kronecker determinants. Fur-
ther details can be found in Appendix B. The object
(Aij)kl ≡ (yj,k)

∗ · Aij · yj,l, coincides with the kl-th el-
ement of subspace projected Aij , and can be retrieved
directly from original Hamiltonians. Once we know how
to compute these inner products, we can explicitly write
our MEP emulator for Eq. (5) from the subspace pro-
jection perspective. This projection works even if the
Hamiltonian equations (3) are given by emulators. We
denote the reduced order matrices for K0 and Ki by K0

and Ki, with their kl-th entry computed from Eq. (9),

(Ki)kl = (y⊗,k)
∗ ·Ki · y⊗,l, (10)

(K0)kl = (y⊗,k)
∗ ·K0 · y⊗,l. (11)

Solving

(Ki − αiK0)y = 0, (12)
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will produce the desired eigenvalues/observables αi.
Besides the connection with the EC emulators, we no-

tice that our reduced order model Eq. (12) preserves
the nice affine form found in the original problem (3).
Note that inputs of our MEP problem always enter the
Oj matrices, and they are on the same column in the
determinant Eq. (6). Calculating the inner product
Eq. (9) will always carry at maximum the same order
of {E[j]}j=1,...,npar

as it will appear in the original equa-
tion. Hence, we can always find

(Ki − αiK0)y = (Ki0 + E[1]Ki1 + . . .

+ E[npar]Kinpar
− αiK0)y = 0 . (13)

This observation generalizes our application from EC to
affine PMM emulators and can connect affine PMM and
EC emulators. We shall focus on a demonstration of the
MEP emulator in this work and defer the details of hybrid
applications to the future.

Here, we show a proof-of-principle application of the
MEP emulator with a simple one-dimensional lattice toy
model based on the modified Generator code [17]. In
the model, we set all the quantities as dimensionless and
particle masses to be m = 1, and the Hamiltonian is

defined as H =
∑N

i Ti+
∑N

i<j Vij with the particle num-
ber N , one-body kinetic term Ti, and two-body inter-
action Vij . The numerical calculations are performed
within the space with lattice size L = 30 and spacing
alatt = 0.25. For Ti, the O(a3latt) improved lattice ki-
netic energy operator [18] is used. Also, the two-body
contact interaction smeared with the Gaussian is em-
ployed; Vij = V0 exp(−r2ij/R

2), where rij is the distance
between the particles i and j. Throughout this work, we
use R = 2. With this one-dimensional lattice model, we
compute the ground states for N = 2 and 3 with various
V0 to investigate the performance of the MEP emulator.
To do so, we first construct the EC emulators for two-
and three-body systems with the computed snapshots at
V0 = 0.5, −1, −2, −3, −4, and −5.
In Figure 2a, we show the two- and three-body ground-

state energies E2 and E3. Here, E3 is obtained by solv-
ing the original MEP equation (5) as a function of E2

instead of V0. As seen in the figure, Mm = 36 possible
eigenvalues show complicated level crossings and branch
switchings everywhere across the training domain. More-
over, the original lattice MEP equations have roughly
106 eigenvalues in total1. These crossings prevent a sim-
ple and general numerical scheme to extract the desired
three-body ground-state energy for our problem. Fur-
thermore, in EC emulators, training vectors usually are
highly correlated, consequently, their normal matrices

1 We only approximately (with larger lattice spacing alatt = 1)
solve the MEP Eq. (5) for the original lattice models, finding
only 100 eigenvalues (gray scattered points in Fig. 2a) around
the exact solution.
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Figure 2. The eigenvalue of the three-body system E3 as a
function of that of the two-body system E2. The energies are
computed with a simple Hamiltonian in the one-dimensional
lattice, see text for the details. The training points for the EC
emulator are represented by orange squares; blue dots repre-
sent validation from the original problem Eq. (3). In panel
(a), the energies are computed by solving Eq. (5). The gray
dots are obtained from the spectra of the original problem.
Panel (b) shows the energies computed from the MEP emula-
tor constructed with the ground-state eigenvectors. The solid
(dashed) curve corresponds to ground-state E2 and ground-
state E3 (excited-state E2 and ground-state E3). The trian-
gles emphasize the corresponding V0. The ground-state E2

and E3 as a function of V0 are show in the top inset. The
gray curve in the zoomed-in plot on the bottom is from in-
verting EC emulators according to Eq. (2).

are not well-conditioned [9]. These not well-conditioned
matrices hinder the accuracy of numerical operations in
solving the MEP equations. We see many isolated dots
in Fig. 2a that are obviously numerical artifacts. These
two major issues forbid any meaningful interpretation of
the results.

We proceed to check our MEP emulator (12) in Fig. 2b.
The MEP emulator is constructed with the ground-state
wave functions. With the M ×M = 6 × 6 matrices, we
can retrieve all our training data on the same branch
(solid curve) that does not suffer from any switching.
We also do not notice any numerical artifacts observed
in Fig. 2a. With the MEP emulator, it is possible to
select the ground-state E3 by comparing V0 computed
from (12). At a fixed E2, one can find different V0 as
shown by the triangles in the figure, and the branches
indicated by the dashed curves correspond to excited-
state E2 obtained with a more attractive interaction. The
strength V0 can be efficiently retrieved because it shares
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Figure 3. Joint probability density distributions of 28O en-
ergy differences with respect to 27O and 24O. The red shade
and red dashed lines are our emulator prediction using 105

samples from averaging 10 bootstrapping batches with input
constructed directly from A = 2 − 4 NI measure [13]. The
small orange dots are the data points used in constructing the
emulators. We do not have any input from LECs. We then
calibrate our joint density (blue shades and blue solid lines)
with additional constraints on ground states of A = 16, 24
(see text). Circles are 1σ confident intervals (CIs). Red error
bars are experimental values taken from Ref. [20].

the same eigenvector with the corresponding E3. This
scheme can be easily extended to general applications.

We also compare with the inversion Eq. (2), where the
simple inversion is possible with a single varied param-
eter V0. From the inset of the figure, we already notice
a significant improvement in the scattering region. This
is because the boundary condition heavily suppresses the
V0 dependence of discrete scattering eigenvalues [19]. In-
verting this almost flat dependence will significantly am-
plify any numerical difference in Eq. (2) when emulating
the energy levels. Only our new emulator can hold up in
this simple toy test. We conclude that our MEP emula-
tor is the only existing solution in some highly non-linear
regions.

For further validation, we consider a realistic problem
from a data-driven aspect. In the following, we present
the results using the valence-space in-medium similarity
renormalization group (VS-IMSRG) [21, 22] to explore
the energy of the newly discovered 28O [20]. To this
end, we numerically train the MEP emulator (13) us-
ing the PMM approach [10]. This approach allows us to
directly find the matrices in Eq. (13) (see Appendix C
for more details). We produce the training data using
300 non-implausible (NI) samples [13] of Delta-full chi-

ral EFT interactions at the next-to-next-to-leading or-
der [23] with momentum cutoff at Λ = 394 MeV. The
VS-IMSRG calculations are done within the 13 major-
shell harmonic-oscillator (HO) space with the frequency
parameter of ℏω = 16 MeV. Another truncation needs to
be introduced for the three-nucleon matrix elements and
is defined as E3max with the sum of the three-nucleon HO
quanta. In this work, the sufficiently large E3max = 18 is
used. With some calculations, we expect that the basis
truncation error is around 0.2 MeV for 24O. We train
two MEP emulators with the 12×12 dimension matrices
based on Eq. (13) using observable inputs to predict the
ground-state energy differences of 27O, 28O and 28O, 24O.
Our inputs include ground-state energies of 2H, 3H, 4He,
6Li, 16O and 24O, as well as proton-neutron scattering
phase shifts in the NI samples at lab energies E = 5, 50
MeV. To make our system not overdetermined, we re-
move one phase shift at E = 50 MeV in 3P2 channel
so that the total number of input observables equals the
number of LECs. We do not notice any differences in
adding more (highly correlated) phase shifts and mak-
ing this system overdetermined, while removing ground
state energies often leads to failed training. Although
the computational cost of the NN scattering phase shift
is cheap, in this work, we extract the phase shifts through
the PMM emulator, which can be found in Appendix A.

With the constructed emulator, we can explore the en-
ergy properties of 28O based on a probability density of
the input observables, as the diagonalization of 12 × 12
matrices allows us to compute millions of samples in a
few minutes. In Fig. 3, the resulting probability distribu-
tions are illustrated. We begin with the simple multivari-
ate Gaussian distribution based on the equally weighted
8188 NI sample data from Ref. [13]. Although this simple
distribution does not properly include the theoretical un-
certainties due to EFT and many-body truncations, etc.,
the obtained probability distribution (the dashed line in
the figure) should somewhat show us an NI range of the
target observables. Ref. [20] uses A = 16−24 observables
as calibration observables in their coupled-cluster calcu-
lations. To explore the impact of the calibration, we gen-
erate our calibrated distribution through the simple con-
ditional Gaussian with marginal distributions centered at
the experimental values of E16O = −127 ± 2 MeV and

E24O = −168 ± 3 MeV. Note that standard deviations

are ad hoc estimations based on model uncertainties [20]
We generate these conditional samples as our new in-
put. The corresponding probability distribution is given
by the solid line in the figure. Compared with the liter-
ature [20], the results before the calibration are already
consistent with experimental results, with our 68% CI re-
gion overlapping with the experimental CI region. After
the calibration, it is observed that the predictive prob-
ability density moves closer to the experimental value,
and the new 68% CI region overlaps with the experi-
mental CI better. Again, the probability distributions
discussed here do not include properly estimated uncer-
tainties. However, once the proper uncertainties and in-
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put density are given, the same procedure can be easily
applied, and one can obtain a more meaningful result.
This example shows that our MEP emulator can be used
to efficiently explore constraints given by observables and
produce consistent predictions.

We introduce a novel deterministic emulator from the
theory of the multiparameter eigenvalue problem to con-
nect different model predictions – the MEP emulator.
This new emulator is applicable to both model- and data-
driven approaches. It is observed that the direct applica-
tion of the multiparameter eigenvalue problem to a nu-
clear physics study is impossible without reduced basis
methods. From the model-driven perspective, we thor-
oughly benchmark our MEP emulator and show its ad-
vantage in non-linear domains. As an application to a
realistic problem, we discuss the probability distribution
for the energy properties of the newly discovered 28O.
The MEP emulator allows us to simplify the workflow to
understand and predict properties of atomic nuclei and
to efficiently explore correlations between observables.
Since the proposed procedure is general, one can expect
potential adaptions to many different applications, in-
cluding Multi-fidelity inputs [24], the volume-dependence
perspective [19], and exploring time-dependent problems
[16].
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Appendix A: Additoinal comments

For MEP, we note that E[i] in Eq. (3) is not necessarily
an energy. A notable example is the phase shift. The
most direct approach is to use the PMM. According to
Ref. [10], this is always possible because the PMM can
be a universal function approximator:

(H0 + c1H1 + c2H2 + . . .+ cnHn − cot δlI)y = 0 . (A1)

The procedure has been numerically verified from train-
ing several PMM emulators for phase shift using the data
from Ref. [13]. Eq. (A1) can be added to Eq. (3), allow-
ing us to use the phase shift as an additional input. Since
we used the PMM method to numerically determine the
affine matrices in Eq. (13), in this work, an explicit phase
shift emulator construction is not necessary. We will dis-
cuss further details in a forthcoming publication.

Appendix B: The inner product formula

Here, we derive the inner product in Eq. (9). Without
losing generality, one can compute the inner product of
u∗
⊗ · K · v⊗ in Eq. (5). The definition of the Kronecker

determinant K is

K =

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
G11 · · · Gm1

...
. . .

...
G1m · · · Gmm

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
⊗

=
∑

σ∈Sm

sgn(σ)Gσ(1)1 ⊗Gσ(2)2 . . .⊗Gσ(m)m

≡
∑

σ∈Sm

sgn(σ)Kσ . (B1)

Then, we can write

u∗
⊗ ·K · v⊗ =

∑
σ∈Sm

sgn(σ)u∗
⊗Kσv⊗ . (B2)

u⊗ and v⊗ are vectors belonging to the vector space of
the corresponding linear operator K. Therefore, we can
write

u⊗ = u1 ⊗ u2 ⊗ . . .⊗ um , (B3)

and

v⊗ = v1 ⊗ v2 ⊗ . . .⊗ vm . (B4)

Then, the product can be written as

u∗
⊗ ·Kσ · v⊗ = (u∗

1 ⊗ u∗
2 ⊗ . . .⊗ u∗

m)·
(Gσ(1)1 ⊗Gσ(2)2 ⊗ . . .⊗Gσ(m)m)·

(v1 ⊗ v2 ⊗ . . .⊗ vm). (B5)

As the Kronecker product satisfies (A ⊗ B) · (C ⊗ D) ·
(E ⊗F ) = [(AC)⊗ (BD)] · (E ⊗F ) = (ACE)⊗ (BDF ),
one can find

u∗
⊗ ·Kσ ·v⊗ = (u∗

1Gσ(1)1v1)⊗ . . .⊗ (u∗
mGσ(m)mvm)

(B6)

The product u∗
iGiσ(i)vi becomes a scalar, and thus

u∗
⊗ ·Kσ · v⊗ =

(u∗
1Gσ(1)1v1) . . . (u

∗
mGσ(m)mvm) (B7)

is also a scalar. Substituting the result for Eq. (B1), we
obtain

u∗
⊗ ·K · v⊗ =

∑
σ∈Sm

sgn(σ)

· (u∗
1Gσ(1)1v1) · (u∗

2Gσ(2)2v2) . . . · (u∗
mGσ(m)mvm),

(B8)

which coincides with the definition of the matrix deter-
minant:

u∗
⊗ · K · v⊗ =

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣
u∗
1G11v1 · · · u∗

1Gm1v1
...

. . .
...

u∗
mG1mvm · · · u∗

mGmmvm

∣∣∣∣∣∣∣ . (B9)
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Appendix C: PMM for VS-IMSRG

The VS-IMSRG has been one of the very successful
many-body techniques in nuclear theory. To make a ro-
bust prediction through the VS-IMSRG calculations, one
would need to run the million or billion times calculation,
which is clearly unrealistic. Therefore, the construction
of a fast and accurate VS-IMSRG emulator is an essen-
tial task. The widely applied EC method, however, does
not allow us to construct the emulator, as access to the
VS-IMSRG eigenvector is not straightforward. Paramet-
ric Matrix Model (PMM) is a class of newly developed
model- and data-driven hybrid emulators [10]. In con-
trast to the EC method, the PMM needs only the eigen-
values, making the emulator construction feasible. We
have observed that the PMM often performed better than
more general data-driven models, including the Gaussian
Process on smaller datasets [25].

We briefly discuss PMM for the VS-IMSRG and vali-
date its performance. For emulators built directly from
LECs input ci, we solve the following equation:

(H0 + c1H1 + c2H2 + . . .+ cnHn − EI)y = 0 , (C1)

It is almost the replication of Eq. (1), with the choice
of norm kernels to be always I. The matrix elements of
Hi are acquired by a machine learning method that mini-
mizes a loss function with the predictions in the following
steps: First, we generate random hermitian Hi. Then
we compute the (usually lowest) eigenvalue of Eq. (C1)
EPMM with a given training set {ci}. The difference be-
tween training target E and EPMM will enter the loss
function. Finally, we use (Adam [26]) gradient descent
on the Hi elements to optimize the loss function, hence
the name “Parametric Matrix”. In our case, we choose
the simple mean absolute loss function lMAE that aver-
ages the absolute difference between the PMM and VS-
IMSRG results:

lMAE[{Hi}i=0,...,n] =
1

Ntrain

Ntrain∑
k=1

|Ek − Ek,PMM| . (C2)

For the NI samples, we estimate the required number of
training samples Ntrain with the 16O data. We observed
that Ntrain = 300 − 500 with 12 × 12 PMM matrix size
provides the accurate results for the total 8188 NI sam-
ples2 with the mean absolute error of 0.1 MeV, which is
smaller than the other theoretical uncertainties [11, 20]

With the 8188 NI samples available, we use the ground-
state energy of 16O to test the performance of the PMM
and MEP emulators for the VS-IMSRG calculations. As
illustrated in Fig. 4a, it is seen that the PMM emula-
tor with the 17 active LECs trained with the randomly
selected 300 NI samples works well. Similarly, Fig. 4b
demonstrates a good performance of the MEP emula-
tor, trained with the 17 input observables, i.e., the NN
scattering phase shifts and ground-state energies of the
few-body systems.

As one can easily find that the affine form is preserved
for an energy difference in the MEP emulator, we can
take E24O − E28O as our output:

[
Ki0+E[1]Ki1+ . . .+E[n−1]Ki(n−1)+E24O(Kin−K0)

+ (E24O − E28O)K0

]
y = 0. (C3)

Eq. (C3) allows us to emulate a differential quantity di-
rectly, which incorporates a cancellation of the system-
atic uncertainty of the theoretical calculations. We then
present our final validation in Fig. 4c. This is a pure MEP
prediction with training data generated from the VS-
IMSRG calculations described in the main text. Starting
from the available 300 VS-IMSRG results, we perform a
bootstrapping analysis to test the general performance
of our method. We randomly choose a subset of 250
data points from the 300 samples. Then, for each boot-
strapping batch, we take 240 random resamples from this
subset and train a new MEP emulator. The whole train-
ing takes roughly 10 minutes for 100 batches on a laptop
computer. The averages of these 100 emulators and pre-
dictions on the remaining 50 data points are displayed in
Fig. 4c. With this validation, we find the mean absolute
error from our bootstrapping to be 0.2 MeV. This would
be acceptable in the current application because the ba-
sis truncation error is larger, i.e., the energy difference
between emax = 12 and 16 results is about 0.6 MeV for
28O. This bias will shift E27O−E28O by +0.2 MeV. Basis

truncation errors are closely related to the continuum ef-
fect [19]. The previous estimation of the effect on energy
differences E28O − E24O owing to continuum is around

1 MeV [27]. Including these continuum effects and basis
truncation errors in the VS-IMSRG is beyond the scope
of this work.

2 This dataset originally consisted of 8,188 data points, later up-
dated to 8,218; the additional 30 points are unlikely to alter our
results.
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