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We study the large-order behavior of the functional renormalization group (FRG). For a model in dimension
zero, we establish Borel-summability for a large class of microscopic couplings. Writing the derivatives of
FRG as contour integrals, we express the Borel-transform as well as the original series as integrals. Taking
the strong-coupling limit in this representation, we show that all short-ranged microscopic disorders flow to the
same universal fixed point. Our results are relevant for FRG in disordered elastic systems.

Introduction. Perturbative expansions are a work horse in
theoretical physics. Most of them are not converging, but
aysmptotic series [1–5]. The main strategy to obtain a se-
ries with a finite radius of convergence is to define its Borel
transform by dividing its n-th series coefficient by n!. One
then continues the latter and reconstructs the original func-
tion via an integral over this analytic continuation. The aim
is to extend the range of applicability from small expansion
parameters, where the series naively converges, to larger ones.
Techniques using Padé-Borel resummation or conformal map-
pings are successful here [3–8], and were employed for the ϵ-
expansion of perturbative RG [6, 8, 9]. In simpler examples,
as the anharmonic oscillator [10], one can go further, and use
resurgence [11–13] to reach finite couplings. Resurgence is
strong in identifying the closest singularity of the Borel trans-
form, and using this information to extend the domain of con-
vergence. It is less effective to reach strong coupling.

In the renormalization context we wish to take a bare cou-
pling to infinity; we know of few methods to address this be-
yond postulating the asymptotic behavior [14]. An additional
problem arises when the microscopic set of couplings is itself
a function, as in the functional renormalization group (FRG)
treatment of disordered systems. Here we consider a specific
model in dimension d = 0, which is later derived from the
field theory of disordered elastic manifolds (for a review, see
[15]). We wish to answer the following fundamental ques-
tions: What is the large-order behavior of FRG? Is it Borel-
summable? How can we study its strong-coupling limit? And
how does universality arise?

Setting the stage. In order to address these questions, we start
with the O(2) model on a single site. This is not only the
simplest possible model, but key formulas will prove useful
later. Consider the partition function,

ZO(2)(λ) :=

∫
ϕ̃,ϕ

e−ϕ̃ϕ−λϕ̃
2ϕ2

, Z(0) = 1. (1)

Here ϕ and ϕ̃ are complex conjugate fields. Analysis proceeds
via Wick’s theorem, using the measure induced by e−ϕ̃ϕ,

〈
ϕ̃nf(ϕ)

〉
= (∂ϕ)

nf(ϕ)
∣∣∣
ϕ=0

⇒
〈
ϕ̃nϕm

〉
0
= n! δn,m.

(2)

This implies that

ZO(2)(λ) =

∞∑
n=0

(2n)!

n!
(−λ)n. (3)

Stirling’s formula shows that this series is divergent. Its Borel
transform, obtained by dividing the n-th series coefficient by
n!, has a finite radius of convergence,

ZB
O(2)(t) :=

∞∑
n=0

(2n)!

(n!)2
(−t)n =

1√
1 + 4t

. (4)

ZB
O(2)(t) has a branch cut starting at t = −1/4, and its ana-

lytic continuation is well defined for t > 0. This allows one
to obtain ZO(2)(λ) via an inverse Borel transform

ZO(2)(λ) =

∫ ∞

0

dt e−tZB
O(2)(tλ) =

√
π

4λ
e

1
4λ erfc

( 1

2
√
λ

)
.

(5)
The crucial step in this resummation is our ability to analyti-
cally continue the Borel-transform ZB

O(2)(t) beyond its radius
of convergence of 1/4, to the positive real axis.

When no analytic result is available, the standard procedure
is to do a saddle-point (instanton) analysis of the integral [1–
5], and then use resummation techniques or resurgence. In
practice one is often constrained to either approximate ZB(t)
via a Padé approximant [3], Meijer G-function [16], or use a
conformal mapping [3, 6, 8]. While this allows one to extend
the range of convergence, say by a factor of five, the question
of the strong-coupling behavior remains elusive.
Resummation of a functional expansion. Let us proceed to a
0-dimensional model for functional RG,

ZFRG(w, λ) =

∫
ϕ̃,ϕ

e−ϕ̃(ϕ−w)+λϕ̃2[∆(0)−∆(ϕ)]. (6)

We consider this a mathematical problem. We assume that
∆(ϕ) is an analytic function, fast and monotonously decaying
for ϕ ≥ 0, and that ∆(0) = 1. A good example is ∆(ϕ) =
e−ϕ. The field ϕ has an expectation w. Wick’s theorem (2)
allows us to write the perturbative expansion for w > 0,

ZFRG(w, λ) :=

∞∑
n=0

λnZ(n)
FRG(w), (7)

Z(n)
FRG(w) :=

1

n!
(∂w)

2n
[
1−∆(w)

]n
. (8)
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FIG. 1. The different paths and contour integrals. In blue the
one used for Eqs. (15) and (16), encircling the cut in Eq. (17)
(green/dashed). In red the path used for the derivation of Eq. (14)
which passes through ϕSP.

To evaluate Eq. (6) non-perturbatively, integration contours
need to be specified. As we show later, this is not an obvi-
ous task. Therefore we define our model by Eqs. (7)–(8). The
latter are motivated by perturbative results for the renormal-
ization of disordered elastic manifolds in dimension d = 0
[17–22], for which ∆(ϕ) is the microscopic disorder correla-
tor.

Let us start with the large-order behavior of Z(n)
FRG(w). This

is given by the saddle point of Eq. (6) over both ϕ and ϕ̃. It im-
plies two saddle-point equations, is quite formal, and difficult
to control. A more powerful approach is to evaluate Eq. (8)
via the residue theorem,

Z(n)
FRG(w) =

(2n)!

n!

1

2πi

∮
dϕ

ϕ
gw(ϕ)

n, (9)

gw(ϕ) :=
1−∆(w+ϕ)

ϕ2
. (10)

The contour goes counter clockwise around the origin, see
Fig. 1. It picks out the coefficient of order ϕ0 in the Laurent
series at ϕ = 0. Since ∆(ϕ) is bounded for ℜϕ > 0, we can
push the path in that domain to ∞. We expect a saddle point
(SP) elsewhere, given by

d

dϕ
gw(ϕ) = 0. (11)

To make our analysis concrete, set ∆(ϕ) := e−ϕ. For w = 0,
the saddle point is at

ϕSP = −W (−2 e−2)− 2 = −1.59362, (12)
g0(ϕSP) = −1.54414, (13)

where W is the Lambert W function. Fig. 2 shows that the
large-order behavior of Eq. (8) is captured by the integral run-
ning over ϕ = ϕSP + iR (see Fig. 1 for the path). This gives
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FIG. 2. Plot of [gw(ϕ)/gw(ϕSP)
n for w = 0, n = 100, with real

part in blue (solid) and imaginary part in red (dashed); ϕ = ϕSP +
iy/

√
n, as indicated by the red curve on Fig. 1. In green (dot-dashed)

exp(− gw(ϕ)

ϕ2g′′w(ϕ)
y2/2)|ϕ=ϕSP , whose integration leads to Eq. (14).

the leading order of the large-n behavior,

Z(n)
FRG(w) ≃

Γ(2n+1/2)

Γ(n+1)
√
π
[gw(ϕ)]

n

√
gw(ϕ)

ϕ2g′′w(ϕ)

∣∣∣∣∣
ϕ=ϕSP

. (14)

Several remarks are in order: First of all, the large-order
behavior is asymptotic and its Borel transform exists, as
Γ(2n+1/2)/Γ(n+1) ≃ n!. Second, for disordered systems
∆(ϕ) = ∆(|ϕ|) thus the branch for ϕ < 0 is given by the
branch for ϕ > 0. In contrast, the saddle point is at negative
ϕ, on the analytic continuation of the branch for positive ϕ,
outside its physically relevant domain. A numerical check for
n = 100 is shown in Fig. 2. The relative error for Z(n)

FRG(0)
is 10−4, which can systematically be improved by further 1/n
corrections. The latter are relevant for resurgence [23].

There are surprises in this procedure: when changing the
microscopic disorder from ∆(ϕ) = e−ϕ to ∆(ϕ) = e−ϕ−aϕ

2

,
there is a critical value ac ≈ 0.0649 s.t. if a > ac the saddle
point disappears. We will see later that while the large-order
behavior changes, the large-λ limit can still be taken, and is
independent of a, as long as a > 0. We retain that, despite its
widespread use, the information contained in the large-order
behavior may be quite limited [23].
Borel transform. Define the Borel transform of Eqs. (7)-(9) as

ZB
FRG(w, t) :=

∞∑
n=0

(2n)!

(n!)2
tn

2πi

∮
dϕ

ϕ
gw(ϕ)

n. (15)

Exchanging sum and integration, Eq. (4) yields

ZB
FRG(w, t) =

∮
dϕ

2πiϕ

1√
1− 4tgw(ϕ)

. (16)

While Eq. (9) is valid for any contour circling the origin, in
order to avoid the branch cut induced by the denominator in
Eq. (16), one needs to make the contour in Eq. (16) large
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enough, see Fig. 1. One can then shrink the contour until it
hugs the branch cut. Evaluating the discontinuity across the
cut, we can rewrite Eq. (16) as

ZB
FRG(w, t) =

1

π

∫ ϕ1

ϕ0

dϕ
1√

4t[1−∆(w+ϕ)]− ϕ2
, (17)

where ϕ0 ≤ 0 < ϕ1 are the two zeros of the denominator, and
the sign inside the square root is reversed between Eqs. (16)
and (17). For w = 0, ϕ0 = 0. One could extend this integral
from −∞ to ∞, if one keeps only the real part of the inte-
grand. A numerical check of Eqs. (16) and (17) is presented
in Fig. 4 of the appendix.

Inverse Borel transform. Using Eq. (5), the inverse Borel
transform (from t to λ) of the integrand in Eq. (16) is (not-
ing g := gw(ϕ))

∫ ∞

0

e−t√
1− 4λgt

dt =

√
πe−

1
4λg

2

erfc
(

1
2
√
−λg

)
√
−λg

=

√
πe−

1
4λg

2

[
1√
−λg

+
∑
n∈N

an
(gλ)n

]
. (18)

On the second line is the large-λ expansion. The key observa-
tion is that the terms ∼ an are analytic in ϕ around the origin,
and thus do not contribute to the integral (16). As a conse-
quence, the latter can be simplified to

ZFRG(w, λ) =

∮
dϕ

2πiϕ

√
πe−

1
4λgw(ϕ)

2
√
−λgw(ϕ)

. (19)

In order for this equality to be valid, the contour is not allowed
to cross the cut which now extends to ϕ = ∞, and starts at
ϕ = −w. As in the derivation of Eq. (17), we can simplify
Eq. (19) by retaining only the discontinuity across the cut,

ZFRG(w, λ) =
1√
4πλ

∫ ∞

0

dϕ
e

−(ϕ−w)2

4λ[1−∆(ϕ)]√
1−∆(ϕ)

. (20)

To arrive here, we moved the factor of 1/ϕ inside the square
root, evaluated its discontinuity, and finally shifted ϕ → ϕ +
w. This result is checked on Fig. 5 of the appendix. Finally,
Eq. (20) can be derived from Eq. (6), if one choses for the
integration contours ϕ̃ ∈ iR, and ϕ ≥ 0.

Strong-coupling behavior. Eq. (20) allows us to extract the
large-λ behavior. The key observation is that due to the fac-
tor of 1/λ in the exponent, larger and larger values for ϕ
contribute. On these scales, ∆(ϕ) is negligible and can be
dropped, leading to

ZFRG(w, λ) ≃
1√
4πλ

∫ ∞

0

dϕ e−
(ϕ−w)2

4λ

=
1√
4π

∫ ∞

0

dϕ e−
(ϕ−w/

√
λ)2

4 . (21)
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1-loop RF
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w

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

Δ

(w)

2 4 6 8
w

-30

-25

-20

-15

-10

-5

ln Δ

(w)

FIG. 3. Different solutions for ∆̃(w), all rescaled to ∆̃(0) =

|∆̃′(0)| = 1. From top to bottom: driven particle (DPM) in Gaussian
disorder (blue), Eq. (85) of [24], Eq. (24) (red, dashed), Sinai model,
Eq. (202) of [15] (black, dot-dashed), and the 1-loop random-field
fixed point, Eq. (88) of [15] (green, solid).

The second line shows that the limit Z∞
FRG(w) :=

limλ→∞ ZFRG(w
√
λ, λ) exists, and is given by

Z∞
FRG(w) =

1

2

[
1 + erf

(w
2

)]
. (22)

To derive this it is essential that the singularity in the denom-
inator of Eq. (20) is integrable. Numerically we checked the
passage from Eq. (20) to Eq. (21) for λ up to 1020.

Finally, Eqs. (7) and (8) imply that ZFRG(w, λ) = 1 −
λ∆′′

FRG(w, λ). Therefore the dimensionless rescaled limit for
∆′′

FRG reads

∆̃′′
FRG(w) := lim

λ→∞
λ−1∆′′

FRG(w
√
λ, λ) =

1

2
erfc

(w
2

)
.

(23)
Integrating twice yields

∆̃FRG(w) =
w2 + 2

4
erfc

(w
2

)
− e−

w2

4 w

2
√
π
. (24)

What is remarkable about Eq. (20) is that the final result, given
in Eq. (22), is largely independent of the microscopic ∆(ϕ).
What we used is that ∆(ϕ) is analytic, has a linear cusp at the
origin, and decays quickly. The cusp is a technical require-
ment, necessary to transform the contour integral into a cut
integral. We believe that this is more a technical constraint
than a physical one: we could regularize the microscopic dis-
order in order to obtain a linear cusp, and then remove the
regularization. We have studied this for ∆(ϕ) = e−ϕ

2

. While
we clearly see that convergence is non-uniform and slow, we
have no indication that the process does not converge, or con-
verges against a different fixed point. On the practical side,
when applied to disordered systems, as the disorder usually
lives on a grid, we can well approximate it by a function with
a linear cusp.

What is reassuring about our findings is that while it is be-
lieved that all microscopic disorders converge to the same
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FRG fixed point, this has only be seen perturbatively [17–
22], in simulations [25–27] and in experiments [28–30]. The
mechanism by which this happens here is non-perturbative,
and apparently robust.

Finally, let us compare the shape of ∆̃(w) as derived in
Eq. (24) to other analytical solutions (Fig. 3): A d = 0 so-
lution for depinning, the d = 0 solution in equilibrium with
random-field (RF) disorder (Sinai model), and the 1-loop so-
lution in the RF universality class. While these solutions are
similar, they are distinct and allow one to determine the uni-
versality class, as was done for magnetic domain walls [29].
Field theory for disordered elastic systems. Let us connect our
findings to the field theory of disordered elastic systems. This
is best done by comparing to the formulation of Ref. [31, 32]
which uses Grassmanian variables (“supersymmetry”) [33–
36] to average over disorder. The relevant action contains two
physical replicas located at positions u1 and u2. Denoting
their center of mass by u, and their difference by ϕ, only ϕ ap-
pears inside the disorder correlator ∆, and u decouples. The
corresponding action becomes (see the appendix)

S =

∫
x

ϕ̃(x)(m2 −∇2)[ϕ(x)− w]

+

2∑
a=1

ψ̄a(x)(m
2 −∇2)ψa(x)

+ ϕ̃(x)2
[
∆
(
ϕ(x)

)
−∆(0)

]
+ ϕ̃(x)∆′(ϕ(x))[ψ̄2(x)ψ2(x) + ψ̄1(x)ψ1(x)

]
+ ψ̄2(x)ψ2(x)ψ̄1(x)ψ1(x)∆

′′(ϕ(x)) . (25)

Here ϕ̃ and ϕ are bosonic fields (complex numbers), while ψ̄i
and ψi are Grassmann variables [37]. Going to dimension d =
0, dropping the Grassmann fields, and rescaling ϕ̃ → ϕ̃/m2

yields the integral (6), with

λ ≡ m−4. (26)

(Again, ∆(0) = 1). Eq. (23) implies that w ∼
√
λ = m−2,

thus the scaling exponent of the field ϕ, known as the rough-
ness exponent ζ, is

ζ = 2. (27)

Let us rewrite these findings in terms of the action (25). Re-
taining only the bosonic fields, we get for the model (6)-(8),

ZFRG(w, λ) ≡ ZS
bos(w, λ) :=

∫
ϕ,ϕ̃

e−S|ψi→0 . (28)

By construction, the partition function of action (25) over all
bosonic and Grassmann fields is 1,

ZS(w, λ) := ⟨1⟩S = 1, ⟨O⟩S :=

∫
ϕ,ϕ̃,ψ̄1,ψ1,ψ̄2,ψ2

e−SO.

(29)
The renormalized ∆(w) is given [15] by the connected expec-
tation of m4(ϕ− w)2/2,

∆Susy(0, λ)−∆Susy(w, λ) =
m4

2

〈
(ϕ−w)2

〉c
S . (30)

This function has a limit (we use Eq. (26))

∆̃Susy(w) := lim
λ→∞

∆Susy(w
√
λ, λ). (31)

Surprisingly, the functions defined in Eqs. (31) and (24) agree,

∆̃Susy(w) = ∆̃FRG(w). (32)

Thus what we obtained for the simple model (6) also applies
to the disordered system defined by the action (25), order by
order in perturbation theory.
Applications. Our results agree up to 1-loop order with that
for disordered elastic manifolds in equilibrium and at depin-
ning [17–22]. Beyond that, amplitudes are different in the
ϵ-expansion, and there are additional anomalous terms which
are hard to recuperate [23]. Though our model can formally
be derived from a field theory in equilibrium, we do not be-
lieve ∆FRG(w) to be relevant for a specific physical situation,
even though the predicted roughness exponent is equal to that
of depinning, and the shape of ∆FRG(w) on Fig. 3 is between
a driven particle and Sinai’s model, both relevant in d = 0.

Given these caveats, we turn to the strength of our ap-
proach. Our model contains all ingredients of functional
renormalization: it shows that the perturbative series is Borel
summable, how the limit of strong coupling is reached, that
it cannot be inferred from the large-order behavior, and how
universality emerges. This poses a solid framework for the
strong-coupling behavior in functional renormalization. We
also saw that to define the path integral non-perturbatively,
one needs to specify the integration contours, and possibly re-
strict variables to part of their physically allowed domains.

Appendices

Field Theory. Building on the Susy formulation of [38],
Ref. [31] introduces two physical copies located at u1 and u2,
which are subject to confining potentials displaced by w, s.t.
their difference ϕ := u1 − u2 has expectation ⟨ϕ⟩ = w; its
center of mass is u := (u1 + u2)/2. The field theory, given in
Eq. (36) of [31] reads

S =

∫
x

ϕ̃(x)(m2 −∇2)[ϕ(x)− w] + ũ(x)(m2 −∇2)u(x)

+

2∑
a=1

ψ̄a(x)(m
2 −∇2)ψa(x)

+ ϕ̃(x)2
[
∆
(
ϕ(x)

)
−∆(0)

]
− 1

4
ũ(x)2

[
∆
(
ϕ(x)

)
+∆(0)

]
+

1

2
ũ(x)∆′(ϕ(x))[ψ̄2(x)ψ2(x)− ψ̄1(x)ψ1(x)

]
+ ϕ̃(x)∆′(ϕ(x))[ψ̄2(x)ψ2(x) + ψ̄1(x)ψ1(x)

]
+ ψ̄2(x)ψ2(x)ψ̄1(x)ψ1(x)∆

′′(ϕ(x)) . (33)

Here ũ and ϕ̃ are the response fields for u and ϕ, while ψi and
ψ̄i are Grassmannian variables introduced to ensure that the
partition function equals 1. Integrating over u forces ũ → 0,
resulting in Eq. (25) of the main text.
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Let us next take dimension d = 0 in action (25), and integrate over the Grassmann variables. This gives the partition function

Z =
1

m4

∫
ϕ

∫
ϕ̃

{[
ϕ̃∆′(ϕ) +m2

]2
−∆′′(ϕ)

}
exp

(
−
[
ϕ̃2

(
∆(ϕ)−∆(0)

)]
−m2ϕ̃(ϕ− w)

)
. (34)

Integrating ϕ̃ over the imaginary axis yields

Z =
1

2m2
√
π

∫ ∞

0

dϕ

{
m4 −∆′′(ϕ) +

m4(w − ϕ)2∆′(ϕ)2

4[∆(0)−∆(ϕ)]2
−

∆′(ϕ)
[
∆′(ϕ) + 2m4(w − ϕ)

]
2[∆(0)−∆(ϕ)]

}
e−

m4(w−ϕ)2
4[∆(0)−∆(ϕ)]√

∆(0)−∆(ϕ)
. (35)

After Eq. (20) we stated that the latter can be derived from
Eq. (6) if ϕ̃ ∈ iR and ϕ > 0. We use the same prescription
to pass from Eq. (34) to Eq. (35). This allows us to evaluate
Eqs. (28)-(30), both perturbatively and non-peturbatively.
Additional numerical checks. Fig. 4 shows that for w = 0,

ZB
FRG(w) :=

∞∑
n=0

λn

n!
Z(n)

FRG(w), (36)

with Z(n)
FRG(w) defined in Eq. (8), agrees with both Eq. (16)

and Eq. (17) inside its radius of convergence, at least for
λ > 0. For λ > 0 and outside the radius of convergence,
the latter two agree with each other and a Padé resummation
of Eq. (36).

Fig. 5 shows the rescaled ∆̃′′
FRG(w) for λ = 10, i.e. well

outside the range of convergence of the Borel transform. We
tested the integral (19) against a Padé-Borel approximation of
the original series. Deviations for some values ofw are visible
due to the large value of λ, but are absent for smaller λ (not
shown). We also tested that there is no difference when keep-
ing the erfc in Eq. (18), instead of replacing it by 1, as was

+

+

+

+
+

+
+

+ + + + + + + + + + + + + + + + +

0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
λ

0.7

0.8

0.9

1.1

1.2

1.3

1.4
FRG
B (0, λ)

FIG. 4. ZB
FRG(w = 0, λ), evaluated in four different ways: (i) ex-

plicit sum from derivatives as given in Eqs. (7) and (8) (blue solid
line). The vertical blue-dashed lines indicate its radius of conver-
gence estimated from Eq. (14). (ii) the contour integral (16) (red
dots), (iii) the cut integral (17) (green dashed), and (iv) a diagonal
Padé resummation of the original series (black crosses). Both inte-
gral representations work for λ larger than the radius of convergence
of the series (but are as expected problematic for negative λ).

done in the derivation of Eq. (19). Finally, the solution ap-
proaches the asymptotic form (23). We checked this conver-
gence for λ up to 1020 using the cut integral (20) (not shown).

We are grateful to Andrei Fedorenko for stimulating discus-
sions and many deep questions. We also profited from discus-
sions with Costas Bachas and Edouard Brézin.
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[37] E. Brézin, Grassmann variables and supersymmetry in the the-
ory of disordered systems, in Luis Garrido, editor, Applica-
tions of Field Theory to Statistical Mechanics, pages 115–123,
Springer Berlin Heidelberg, Berlin, Heidelberg, 1985.

[38] K.J. Wiese, Supersymmetry breaking in disordered systems and
relation to functional renormalization and replica-symmetry
breaking, J. Phys.: Condens. Matter 17 (2005) S1889–S1898,
cond-mat/0411656.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.96.036016
http://arxiv.org/abs/arXiv:1705.06483
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.101.012104
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.101.012104
http://arxiv.org/abs/arXiv:1908.07502
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1742-6596/762/1/012075
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1742-6596/762/1/012075
http://dx.doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysb.2016.03.009
http://dx.doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysb.2016.03.009
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRev.184.1231
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRev.184.1231
http://dx.doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.aop.2019.167914
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physrep.2019.02.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physrep.2019.02.003
https://www.marcosmarino.net/uploads/1/3/3/5/133535336/resurgence-course.pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1142/4733
http://dx.doi.org/10.1142/4733
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1361-6633/ac4648
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1361-6633/ac4648
http://arxiv.org/abs/arXiv:2102.01215
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.97.105027
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.86.1785
http://arxiv.org/abs/cond-mat/0006056
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.69.026112
http://arxiv.org/abs/cond-mat/0304614
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.66.174201
http://arxiv.org/abs/cond-mat/0205108
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysb.2018.04.013
http://arxiv.org/abs/arXiv:1801.08483
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysb.2018.04.015
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysb.2018.04.015
http://arxiv.org/abs/arXiv:1707.09802
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.109.134203
http://arxiv.org/abs/arXiv:2310:12801
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.79.051105
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.79.051105
http://arxiv.org/abs/arXiv:0808.3217
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.98.155701
http://arxiv.org/abs/cond-mat/0606160
http://arxiv.org/abs/cond-mat/0606160
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevB.75.220201
http://arxiv.org/abs/cond-mat/0610821
http://arxiv.org/abs/cond-mat/0610821
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.103.052114
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevE.103.052114
http://arxiv.org/abs/arXiv:2010.16372
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevResearch.2.043385
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevResearch.2.043385
http://arxiv.org/abs/arXiv:1909.01319
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.129.107205
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.129.107205
http://arxiv.org/abs/arXiv:2109.01197
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.130.208401
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.130.208401
http://arxiv.org/abs/arXiv:2210.00777
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.nuclphysb.2019.114696
http://arxiv.org/abs/arXiv:1802.08830
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.123.197601
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.123.197601
http://arxiv.org/abs/arXiv:1908.11721
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.43.744
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.46.871
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.46.871
http://dx.doi.org/10.1214/09-PS152
http://dx.doi.org/10.1214/09-PS152
http://dx.doi.org/10.4007/annals.2003.158.1019
https://doi.org/10.1007/3-540-13911-7_78
https://doi.org/10.1007/3-540-13911-7_78
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0953-8984/17/20/016
http://arxiv.org/abs/cond-mat/0411656

	Large Orders and Strong-Coupling Limit in Functional Renormalization
	Abstract
	Acknowledgments
	References


